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Abstract: This research investigates and forecasts multidimensional security perceptions among Serbian youth, 
explicitly focusing on the student population. It examines how demographic traits, socioeconomic status, and 
institutional trust and engagement levels affect how young people evaluate different aspects of security in their 
everyday lives. The study covers six primary dimensions of security perception: a) personal safety; b) safety at 
public events and demonstrations; c) perceived national threats; d) digital security and privacy; e) perception of 
emergencies and crises; and f) trust in institutions and security policies. A structured survey, involving 406 par-
ticipants, titled “Multidimensional Security Perceptions Among Youth in Serbia”, was created to collect insights 
into modern security issues. The questionnaire employed a five-point Likert scale, where 1 represented “strongly 
disagree” and 5 signified “strongly agree.ʺ Analyses included multiple regression analysis, one-way ANOVA, 
Pearson’s correlation, and independent samples t-tests. All necessary statistical assumptions were validated to 
ensure the reliability and validity of the results. Descriptive statistics indicated that participants experienced 
moderate to moderately high perceived safety (overall M = 3.42). The personal safety domain scored the highest 
(M = 3.89), followed by digital security and privacy (M = 3.55) and disaster preparedness (M = 3.47). In contrast, 
lower perceived safety levels were noted for public events and demonstrations (M = 3.22), the perception of 
national threats (M = 3.07), and trust in institutional security policies, which had the lowest mean score (M = 
2.93). The results showed strong links between perceived safety and factors like trust in institutions, how often 
individuals follow security news, and previous experiences with emergencies. Regression analysis showed that 
factors influencing perceived safety differed across various dimensions. Gender played a significant role in shap-
ing personal safety perceptions, while family financial status emerged as a crucial predictor for feelings of safety 
at public events. Engaging in safety-related activities was linked to lower perceptions of digital security, and 
regularly consulting safety information sources strongly predicted both preparedness and trust in institutions. 
This study offers fresh perspectives on how personal traits and systemic structures influence youth security 
experiences. The results can guide upcoming policy initiatives, risk communication methods, and institutional 
changes designed to bolster youth resilience and involvement in the security sector. 

Keywords: youth; students; perceived safety; personal security; public; national threats; digital security; disaster 
preparedness; institutional trust; socio-economic; Serbia 

 

1. Introduction 
The 21st century is defined by escalating unpredictability, with societies navigating a web of 

complex, interdependent risks—from climate emergencies to emerging hybrid threats [1–4]. For to-
day’s youth, coming of age amid overlapping global crises such as pandemics, armed conflict, envi-
ronmental disasters, and cyber vulnerabilities has had a profound impact on how they interpret 
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safety and risk [5–8]. In the context of modern security and resilience strategies, gaining insight into 
how the public—especially younger generations—perceives these threats is vital for shaping effective 
prevention and response policies [9–15]. Risk perception theory [16–23] suggests that tangible threats 
don�t just influence people�s reactions to danger; they�re significantly shaped by factors such as per-
sonal experiences, trust in authorities, media influence, and cultural values. 

The notion of personal safety and security encompasses a broad range of factors that influence 
how individuals perceive and respond to potential threats in their surroundings [24–28]. While we 
recognize that ʺsafetyʺ and ʺsecurityʺ carry distinct conceptual and linguistic meanings (as noted in 
[29–32]), we treat them interchangeable in this study, given how closely they overlap in everyday 
perceptions of threat. In today�s complex global risk environment, grasping individual perceptions 
of threats and safety is crucial for effective security governance and disaster risk reduction [17–19,33–
35]. It is not limited to the absence of physical danger but also includes emotional aspects, such as the 
level of anxiety about crime and the belief in one�s ability to avoid harm. These perceptions are deeply 
affected by one’s mental state, social environment, and the characteristics of the physical space they 
occupy [27,36–38].  

On the other side, safeguarding public events demands a coordinated strategy that blends 
heightened security protocols with well-planned crowd control, supported by integrated safety man-
agement systems [39–44]. The effective use of modern technologies—alongside platforms like social 
media—also plays a vital role by enabling rapid situational awareness, communication, and adaptive 
responses as events unfold [44–47]. The use of digital platforms in daily life and emergency manage-
ment underscores technology�s dual function: it serves as a means of risk reduction but can also in-
troduce new vulnerabilities [48–53]. 

The perception of national threats is shaped by geopolitical realities and the availability and 
framing of information, particularly in societies with variable levels of institutional trust [54–58]. 
Recognizing national threats is a foundational step in shaping a cohesive and resilient security 
strategy [59–64]. Early identification of these risks enables governments to respond effectively to 
emerging economic pressures and preserve both stability and sovereignty [65]. Broadly, such threats 
can be grouped into two primary sources: those stemming from natural or socio-economic dynamics 
and those triggered by political, economic, or societal actions. This classification provides a structured 
lens through which risks can be assessed and managed more systematically [66]. 

Looking at Poland as a case in point, three primary security concerns have been highlighted—
issues around reprivatisation, irregularities in fuel trade, and tensions linked to Islamic immigration 
[67]. Each threat touches different layers of national security and demands tailored institutional 
responses [67]. Emerging technologies are also giving rise to new types of risk [68–73]. For example, 
the hostile use of artificial intelligence creates psychological vulnerabilities, with countries like China, 
India, and Russia already experiencing tangible disruptions in their security infrastructure [74]. In 
both stable and transitional societies, perceptions of safety are deeply intertwined with broader 
political narratives and collective memory of past crises.  

Terrorism continues to represent one of the gravest and most persistent challenges to state 
security [75–87]. Its adaptive and multifaceted nature requires constant innovation in detection 
strategies and response mechanisms [79]. Meanwhile, in the sphere of information security, a 
widening divide is evident between highly developed nations—capable of withstanding 
sophisticated digital threats—and less resourced states that remain dangerously exposed [88]. 

Disaster and emergency preparedness has evolved beyond logistical readiness to include 
psychological readiness, adaptive behaviors, and coordination among different levels of governance 
[89–104]. Being prepared for disasters and emergencies is a critical component of modern resilience 
efforts [105–120]. It involves proactive strategies aimed at reducing risks, lowering vulnerability, and 
ensuring efficient coordination during crisis situations [121,122]. Building stronger preparedness 
requires collaboration across stakeholders, the integration of suitable technologies, and active 
community involvement to enhance the overall capacity for disaster response [123]. 

One effective way to boost individual readiness is through scenario-based exercises. 
Encouraging people to picture how a disaster might impact them personally has been shown to 
increase their motivation to take preventive actions [124]. This approach brings attention to the 
psychological and behavioral dimensions of preparedness, which are just as vital as operational 
planning [125]. 
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At the organizational level, successful crisis response depends on early risk identification, clear 
communication, adaptable leadership, and flexible structures [126–128]. These elements play a key 
role in limiting disruption and supporting long-term resilience [129]. Significant disasters also 
demand specific protocols for delivering health and public services. The Crisis Standards of Care 
framework provides guidance for managing health emergencies under resource constraints, 
addressing ethical and legal challenges as well as the needs related to mental health and palliative 
care [128]. In the end, disaster readiness and emergency response are not merely logistical 
requirements—they are essential functions that protect public health and help communities bounce 
back and evolve after crises [130]. 

This broader view of crisis management takes on heightened significance when reflected against 
real-world events—such as the recent infrastructure failure in Serbia—which starkly revealed the 
deep-rooted systemic weaknesses and institutional failings at play. In November 2024, Serbia faced 
a devastating infrastructural disaster when the canopy at Novi Sad�s main railway station collapsed, 
tragically claiming the lives of sixteen people. The incident ignited a national outcry, sparking urgent 
discussions around public infrastructure safety, state accountability, and the transparency of 
government institutions [131]. What began as student-led demonstrations quickly evolved into a 
well-organized civic movement, with protestors outlining clear demands: an independent 
investigation into the collapse, accountability for those responsible, and systemic reforms to enhance 
public safety. A powerful daily ritual was introduced—15-minute traffic blockades held precisely at 
11:52 a.m., the exact moment the collapse occurred. These acts, part of the campaign “Srbijo, stani” 
(“Serbia, stop”), served as both a tribute to the victims and a call for systemic change [131]. 

The protests rapidly spread to cities across the country—Belgrade, Novi Sad, Kragujevac, and 
Niš—drawing support from university faculty, artists, civil society groups, and a wide array of 
professionals, including farmers and labor unions. Demonstrators gathered not only at educational 
institutions and government buildings but also in front of the Republic Public Prosecutor’s Office, 
where they submitted formal appeals demanding institutional transparency and justice [132]. In a 
move widely seen as an effort to disrupt the growing momentum, authorities extended the winter 
school break. Still, the protests endured. Student organizers emphasized that their motivations were 
rooted not in politics, but in a collective demand for a safer, more accountable public sphere. 

This movement stands as a compelling example of youth-led mobilization in a society navigating 
the complexities of post-transition governance. It reveals how modern understandings of security 
have expanded—encompassing physical safety, institutional trust, and symbolic action. At its core, 
the student movement reflected not just grief over a tragic event, but a broader disillusionment with 
institutional reliability—affirming research that highlights the central role of trust in shaping how 
young people perceive their safety and place in society [133]. 

Although there is increasing academic interest in youth and security [5,6,8,26,52,68–70,134,135], 
limited research has provided a comprehensive perspective that combines personal, social, and 
institutional factors influencing perceived safety in transitional situations [24,136–139]. To address 
this conceptual gap, the present research adopts an integrative framework that seeks to empirically 
capture the interplay between individual characteristics and broader institutional dynamics in 
shaping youth security perceptions.  

This study primarily aims to analyze and forecast how different individual and structural factors 
shape the perceptions of security among youth in Serbia. It specifically looks into the influence of 
demographic characteristics (such as gender, age, and study location), educational history (including 
field and level of study), socio-economic status (comprising material wealth, family structure, and 
academic success), trust in institutions, political participation, and access to information on six unique 
areas of perceived safety. By implementing a multidimensional and theory-based approach, the 
research aims to pinpoint crucial predictors of safety perceptions, thereby enhancing our 
understanding of youth security in transitional societies. The results aim to aid in developing 
evidence-based policies and encourage youth involvement in national and local safety initiatives. 

1.1. Literature Review  
The study of youth security perceptions is becoming increasingly relevant in contemporary 

research [5,6,8,26,134,135]. This is a fact, especially given the prevailing sense of insecurity in the 
political, digital, economic, and environmental spheres [140–142]. These studies indicate that young 
people�s sense of security is shaped not only by their direct experiences with violence and instability 
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but also by their understanding of what ʺsecurityʺ truly means and how they have been treated by 
law enforcement [143–148]. This reveals a nuanced dynamic where emotional reactions, personal 
interpretations, and fairness perceptions within institutional processes intersect [149–152]. 

Also, young people represent a particularly vulnerable group, as they mature and develop 
within societies often marked by political instability, rapid technological transformation, and 
underperforming institutions [136–139]. 

Previous research in the field of risk perception demonstrates that individuals do not assess their 
safety solely based on objective indicators such as crime statistics [17,34,153–155]. Instead, subjective 
factors—such as levels of institutional trust, personal experiences with crises, and modes of 
information acquisition—play a critical role [16–23,33–35]. Among youth, this perception is especially 
influenced by media and social networks, which often generate a sense of insecurity that may exceed 
the actual impact of real-world events [48–53]. 

Furthermore, theoretical frameworks addressing institutional trust [156–161] indicate that 
citizens often form their security-related attitudes based on how they perceive the performance of 
public services, the transparency of government operations, and the prevalence of corruption [54–
58]. In countries undergoing political and institutional transition—such as Serbia—low levels of 
institutional trust are further reinforced by the legacy of past crises [59–64]. In such environments, a 
lack of transparency and limited civic participation opportunities can severely undermine personal 
and collective feelings of safety. 

In the digital security domain, young people exhibit both a high level of technological literacy 
and pronounced concerns [5,52,68–70]. Research highlights a dual perception of surveillance 
technologies: on the one hand, these tools are viewed as valuable instruments for combating crime; 
on the other hand, there is considerable anxiety about the potential misuse of private data [68–74]. 
Such concerns can further erode public confidence in security systems in countries with 
underdeveloped data protection frameworks. 

Security in the context of public gatherings and protest activities is increasingly becoming a part 
of everyday life for young people. While some studies report a rise in youth civic engagement, others 
emphasize that the perception of threat and potential repression often discourages direct 
participation [39,40,42,162,163]. In more authoritarian systems, protests are perceived as particularly 
risky, prompting youth to feel ambivalence or disengagement from formal channels of political 
expression. 

Finally, growing attention is being paid to the importance of disaster and emergency 
preparedness—not only as a function of state authorities but also as a component of civic culture and 
knowledge [59–63,77,80,90–92,108,110,112,116,123,130,164]. Literature in this field underlines that 
individual readiness to act in disaster or emergency is closely linked to prior education, personal 
experience, and the degree of trust in early warning systems [89–104]. 

Despite the increasing academic interest in these topics, there is still a lack of integrative models 
that encompass various dimensions of security—personal, institutional, digital, and crisis-related—
within a unified analytical framework [24,136–139]. This gap is particularly evident in studies focused 
on youth in transitional societies. The present study aims to bridge this divide by offering a predictive 
model incorporating institutional, demographic, and socio-economic factors to analyse the security 
perceptions of youth in Serbia. 

2. Methods 
This research explores and predicts multidimensional security perceptions among youth in 

Serbia (Figure 1). The study focuses on how demographic characteristics, socioeconomic status, and 
perceived institutional trust and engagement influence how young people assess various security 
dimensions in their daily lives. The research spans six key domains of security perception: a) personal 
safety; b) safety at public events and demonstrations; c) perceived national-level threats; d) digital 
security and privacy; e) perception of emergency and crises; and f) trust in institutions and security 
policies. These domains reflect both subjective experiences and broader socio-political evaluations. 
They are theoretically grounded in concepts such as individual security (as defined in human security 
paradigms) [142,165–170], risk perception theory [16,20,23,171–176], and institutional trust theory 
[156,159–161,177]. 

Three central questions guide the research. Firstly, it explores how young people generally 
perceive safety across six distinct areas, establishing a descriptive foundation for understanding how 
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these perceptions are structured and distributed within the population. Secondly, it delves into the 
connections between perceived safety and various factors—demographic details such as gender, age, 
and residence; socio-economic aspects like financial situation and employment; and institutional 
elements, including levels of trust in the police, judiciary, military, media, and government. This 
section of the study draws on theories of structural vulnerability and cultural cognition, which 
suggest that one’s social position and trust in institutions significantly influence how risks and threats 
are perceived. 

Lastly, the research aims to identify the specific factors that most strongly predict feelings of 
safety in each domain. It achieves this through a predictive lens informed by social ecology theory—
emphasising the interplay between individuals, their communities, and broader systems—together 
with psychological models that highlight perceived control, trust, and personal experience. By 
integrating these theoretical perspectives, the study provides a comprehensive and evidence-based 
examination of how young people experience and understand safety, with potential implications for 
policy-making and theory development.
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Figure 1. Conceptual research design. 
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2.1. Hypotheses 
This study leverages insights from risk perception theory, institutional trust theory, and existing 

literature on social determinants of safety to propose several hypotheses investigating how young 
individuals view security through different lenses. These hypotheses, grouped by independent 
variables, can be classified into three primary categories: demographic attributes, socio-economic 
status, and levels of institutional trust and exposure. 

Hypothesis 1. Demographic characteristics (gender, age, and place of study) are significantly associated 
with perceived safety across all six domains. Female and younger participants are expected to report lower 
personal and public safety, while students in large urban centers may perceive greater exposure to security 
risks. 

Hypothesis 2. Educational factors such as field of study, level of studies, current year of study, and 
academic performance significantly influence perceived safety across all domains. Technical or natural science 
students might express more concern about digital risks. In contrast, those in social sciences may adopt a more 
critical perspective on institutions and national security policies. 

Hypothesis 3. The type of institution (public vs. private) is associated with differences in perceived 
safety, particularly concerning institutional trust and disaster preparedness. Students in private institutions 
may evaluate public systems differently than their peers in public institutions. 

Hypothesis 4. Socio-economic status, assessed through family material wealth and household size, is 
positively linked to perceived safety—particularly in personal, digital, and crisis-related areas. Participants 
from more materially secure and smaller households tend to express more significant feelings of safety and 
preparedness. 

Hypothesis 5. Higher levels of political participation (voting frequency) and civic engagement (protest 
and safety-related activity involvement) are associated with better-perceived public safety and critical attitudes 
toward institutions. Civically active individuals may feel safer in public spaces but also exhibit more significant 
institutional skepticism. 

Hypothesis 6. Greater exposure to safety-related information, especially from formal and trusted sources 
(e.g., television, official press releases), is linked to higher levels of institutional trust and perceived disaster 
preparedness. Participants who regularly follow safety information tend to feel more informed and confident in 
institutions' capabilities. 

Hypothesis 7. Primary sources of safety-related information (e.g., social media, television, interpersonal 
communication) will moderate perceptions in digital security, national threats, and institutional trust. Reliance 
on informal sources may be associated with lower levels of institutional confidence and increased concerns over 
misinformation. 

Hypothesis 8. This year's study may influence perceived safety and trust, with more senior students 
likely reporting lower optimism, especially regarding institutional trust and national security. Extended 
academic exposure may relate to increased awareness of systemic challenges. 

Together, these hypotheses provide a structured foundation for examining how personal 
attributes, structural conditions, and institutional dynamics shape young people’s understanding of 
safety in both physical and digital environments. 

2.1. Study Area 
This research was carried out in the Republic of Serbia, a Southeast European country 

undergoing significant political transition and facing persistent socioeconomic and security 
challenges. Serbia is exposed to a wide array of risks, including natural hazards such as floods, 
earthquakes, extreme weather conditions, and human-induced threats like industrial accidents and 
fires. Major natural threats include seismic activity, landslides, rock falls, and torrential floods [164]. 
In Serbia, approximately 5,000 disasters are reported to have occurred from the 1970s through 2002. 
According to the DesInventar database (https://www.desinventar.net), between 1980 and 2023, the 
country experienced 2,331 disasters: 6 from 1980-1990, 56 from 1990-2000, 301 from 2000-2010, 1,626 
from 2010-2023, and 316 from 2020-2023. This data indicates 11 accidents, 9 hazardous material 
contaminations, 51 droughts, 30 explosions, 20 epidemics, 307 fires, 583 floods, 626 forest fires, 68 
landslides, 270 hailstorms, 17 hazardous material leaks, and 157 snowstorms, among others. 
Specifically, from 2017 to 2021, Serbia faced 404 disasters: 29 in 2017 (harming 4 cities and 22 
municipalities), 71 in 2018 (impacting 5 cities and 40 towns), 67 in 2019 (involving 7 cities and 42 
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municipalities), 204 in 2020 (spanning 37 cities and 136 towns), and 96 in 2021 (across 10 cities and 60 
municipalities).  

 In addition, the country contends with broader societal issues, including organized crime, 
corruption, and vulnerabilities in cyber security [178–181]. Serbia’s post-conflict context, ongoing 
migration dynamics, and continued institutional reforms further shape its risk landscape and 
influence public confidence in national safety and crisis management systems. 

 
Figure 2. Study area. 

2.2. Sample Characteristics 
The sample comprises 406 participants, with 55% identifying as female and 45% as male. The 

largest age group is those aged 24 to 26 years, making up 40.39%, while the smallest group includes 
participants aged 27 years and older at 12.56%. A majority of respondents study in Belgrade (52.96%), 
followed by Novi Sad (30.79%) and Kragujevac (16.26%). Regarding their year of study, third-year 
students represent the largest segment at 36.27%, and most are enrolled in public institutions 
(84.98%). 

Field-wise, most participants come from social and humanistic sciences (63.41%) and are 
predominantly enrolled in undergraduate programs (76.60%). The most common average grades fall 
within the 7.00–8.00 range (35.47%). 
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Household sizes typically consist of 3 to 4 members (60.90%), and most respondents report a 
family income between 1001 and 2000 EUR (53.49%), while only 4.82% report an above-average 
income of 2001 to 4000 EUR. Regarding safety engagement, 34.34% have participated in safety-related 
activities. Online portals and social media (33.2%) are the primary sources of safety information, 
followed by discussions with family and friends (27.4%) and television (19.6%). Safety news is most 
often followed occasionally (41.87%), with 22.17% following it daily. Regarding voting behavior, a 
significant majority (61.19%) reported having voted in all elections since acquiring the right, while 
13.93% voted more frequently than they abstained. Only 8.71% have never voted (Table 1). 

Table 1. Basic socio-economic and demographic data (n = 406). 

Variables Category 
Total 

N % 

Gender Male 180 45 
Female 220 55 

Age 

≤20 57 14.04 
21−23 134 33.00 
24−26 164 40.39 
≥27 51 12.56 

Place of study 
Belgrade  215 52.96 
Novi Sad  125 30.79 
Kragujevac  66 16.26 

Study year 

First 84 20.59 
Second 137 33.58 
Third 148 36.27 
Fourth 39 9.56 

Type of attending institution 
Public 345 84.98 
Private 61 15.02 

Faculty (Field of Science) 

Technical-technological sciences  90 21.95 
Natural and mathematical sciences  10 2.44 
Medical sciences  50 12.20 
Social and humanistic sciences  260 63.41 

Current level of studies 
Undergraduate academic studies  311 76.60 
Master’s academic studies  80 19.70 
Doctoral studies 15 3.69 

Average grade during studies 

6.00−7.00 60 14.78 
7.00−8.00 144 35.47 
8.00−9.00 130 32.02 
9.00−10.00 72 17.73 

Number of household members 
≤2 42 10.53 
3−4 243 60.90 
≥5 114 28.57 

The family�s material status 

Significantly below average (≤500 EUR) 67 16.14 
Below average (500−1000 EUR) 106 25.54 
Average (1001−2000 EUR) 222 53.49 
Above average (2001−4000 EUR) 20 4.82 

Participated in activities related to 
safety 

Yes 137 34.34 
No 262 65.66 

Sources of information on safety 
topics 

Television 131 19.6 
Online portals and social media 222 33.2 
Newspapers and magazines 25 3.7 
Official institutions and press releases 108 16.1 
Conversations with family and friends 183 27.4 

Frequencies of following safety news Daily 90 22.17 
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Several times a week 69 17.00 
Occasionally 170 41.87 
Rarely or never 77 18.97 

Frequency of vote 

Voted more often than abstained 56 13.93 
Voted in all elections since obtaining the right 246 61.19 
Voted only once despite having multiple 
opportunities 31 7.71 

Have never voted 35 8.71 
Voted and abstained equally often 34 8.46 

Further results indicate that most respondents (45.6%) participated in student plenums and 
attended various protests or blockades. In comparison, an additional 12.1% are actively engaged in 
working groups and organising student actions, reflecting high student mobilisation. Meanwhile, 
around a quarter (22.7%) follow the protests solely through social media, while less than 16% express 
only declarative support or remain wholly neutral and uninvolved. 

Most respondents show strong support for the four student demands. Almost all participants 
have a favourable view, with 86.9% fully endorsing the demands and an additional 7.4% showing 
partial support. A neutral view is held by 3.2% of respondents, while merely 1.7% express any 
opposition. These findings highlight a broad consensus among the sample on the validity and 
significance of the student demands. 

Regarding backing student protests and blockades, the results still show strong agreement, 
though slightly less than for the demands themselves. Around 79.3% of respondents fully support 
these forms of student activism, while 9.4% provide partial support. A neutral position is noted 
among 3.0% of participants, with 7.6% expressing some level of opposition. Overall, the sample 
indicates a broadly positive perspective on student activism, with somewhat more hesitance 
regarding protest methods compared to the actual demands. 

2.3. Questionnaire Design 
This study employed a structured survey titled “Multidimensional Security Perceptions Among 

Youth in Serbia” to investigate young people�s perspectives on various contemporary security 
concerns. It concentrates on their perceptions of safety, trust in institutions, and attitudes regarding 
personal, digital, and national security, as well as disaster preparedness and civic engagement. The 
research was conducted through an online survey using a structured questionnaire distributed via 
educational and social media platforms, with participants being informed in advance about the 
study’s objectives and confidentiality. 

The survey begins with a brief explanation for participants, emphasizing the significance of their 
feedback and guaranteeing confidentiality. It underscores the necessity of incorporating youth 
viewpoints when tackling today�s security issues and formulating policies. The instrument consists 
of two primary sections: 

I. General Information—This section collects background information such as age, gender, 
education level, location of studies, family income, prior involvement in safety-related activities, 
sources of security information, and voting behaviors. These details provide context for 
understanding how different demographics perceive security. 

II. Attitudes - The second part encompasses six key themes, each featuring multiple statements 
rated on a five-point scale (from strongly disagree to strongly agree):  

2.1. Personal safety – Assesses how safe participants feel daily, including their opinions on crime 
rates, police responsiveness, and community support.  

2.2. Safety at public events and demonstrations – Examines attitudes towards civic engagement, 
police conduct, media reporting, and safety at public gatherings.  

2.3. National-level threats—This section addresses large–scale dangers such as terrorism, cyber 
threats, climate change, organized crime, and political unrest.  

2.4. Digital security and privacy – Investigates concerns about data privacy, surveillance, and 
the equilibrium between individual freedoms and safety.  

2.5. Disaster preparedness and Crisis Response– Looks at trust in emergency services, public 
awareness, and institutional readiness for disasters.  
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2.6. Institutional confidence and trust in security policy – Analyze public confidence in major 
institutions like the judiciary, government, media, and the transparency of security policies. 

The survey features a mix of multiple-choice and open-ended questions, providing insights into 
how youth personally relate to security matters. The questionnaire utilized a five-point Likert scale, 
in which 1 indicated “strongly disagree” and 5 denoted “strongly agree.ʺ Its layered structure is 
crucial for revealing the connections between demographic factors and security perceptions, which 
is vital for shaping public safety strategies and enhancing youth participation. 

The questionnaire development involved multiple methodological steps to validate the 
instrument�s efficacy (see Appendix A). Initially, a pilot study was conducted with a sample that 
resembled the target population. This step revealed ambiguities in both instructions and question 
formulation. Based on the feedback from participants, several items were modified to enhance clarity 
and relevance. Subsequently, we assessed the internal consistency of each thematic subscale by 
calculating Cronbach’s alpha coefficients, as previously mentioned. The internal consistency of each 
thematic subscale was satisfactory: personal safety (α = 0.82), safety at public events and demonstrations 
(α = 0.85), national-level threats (α = 0.80), digital security and privacy (α = 0.88), disaster preparedness and 
crisis response (α = 0.83), and institutional confidence and trust in security policy (α = 0.86). 

All coefficients exceeded the widely accepted threshold of 0.70, confirming the scales� reliability. 
In addition to reliability testing, both content and construct validity were verified through expert 
evaluations and alignment with established theoretical frameworks. This iterative development 
process guaranteed that the final instrument was a psychometrically robust tool appropriate for 
investigating multidimensional security perceptions among youth in Serbia. 

2.4. Analyses 
The study utilised a multi-tiered statistical approach to address the research questions and test 

the proposed hypotheses. Statistical tests were conducted using a two-tailed method with a 
significance level of p < 0.05, utilizing IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 26, New York, NY, USA). The 
initial phase involved descriptive statistics to outline overall patterns in how youth perceive security 
across six domains: personal safety, safety at public events and demonstrations, perceptions of 
national threats, digital security and privacy, disaster preparedness, and trust in institutions and 
security-related policies. Measures of central tendency and variability—means, standard deviations, 
and frequency distributions—were calculated to provide an overview of trends within the sample. 

Subsequently, inferential analyses were conducted to explore differences among demographic 
subgroups. An independent-sample t-test evaluated gender differences in perceived personal and 
digital safety. A one-way ANOVA was employed to compare mean scores across variables such as 
field of study, residential location (urban versus rural), and self-perceived financial standing. When 
the assumption of equal variances was violated, Welch’s ANOVA and the Brown–Forsythe test were 
utilised to ensure robustness. Post hoc comparisons (e.g., Tukey HSD) were employed to interpret 
specific group differences for significant effects. 

Pearson�s correlation coefficients were calculated to examine associations between predictor 
variables and the six domains of perceived security. These correlations helped identify the strength 
and direction of relationships involving factors like institutional trust, socio-economic indicators, and 
exposure to safety-related information, forming the basis for subsequent predictive modelling. 

Subsequently, a series of multiple linear regression analyses were conducted to identify the most 
significant predictors of perceived security across the domains. The models adhered to a hierarchical 
structure: demographic variables were entered first, followed by socioeconomic factors, and finally, 
institutional trust and informational exposure. This approach facilitated an incremental assessment 
of the explanatory power of each variable group. Standard regression diagnostics, including checks 
for multicollinearity (Variance Inflation Factor and tolerance), were performed to validate the 
models.  

To systematically capture young people�s perceptions across various safety domains, six 
composite variables were developed, each representing a specific dimension: (1) personal safety, (2) 
safety at public events and demonstrations, (3) perceived national threats, (4) digital security and 
privacy, (5) disaster preparedness and crisis response, and (6) institutional confidence and trust in 
security policies. 

Each composite variable aggregated participants’ responses to thematically aligned statements 
measured on a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). This process 
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involved calculating the arithmetic mean of all items in a given dimension, producing a continuous 
variable reflecting the overall level of perceived safety or trust in that area. 

The internal consistency of each dimension was validated using Cronbach’s alpha, which 
confirmed acceptable reliability levels for all six scales (α ranging from 0.80 to 0.88). This approach 
enabled the transformation of multiple-item measures into reliable indicators, suitable for advanced 
statistical analyses such as correlation, ANOVA, and regression modeling. The use of mean scores 
ensured comparability across domains and aided in identifying key predictors of perceived safety in 
each area. 

All analyses were executed using two-tailed tests with a significance threshold established at p 
< 0.05. Furthermore, the internal consistency of composite scales based on Likert-type items was 
evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha. The research followed the Declaration of Helsinki guidelines [98] 
and received approval from the Institutional Review Board of the Scientific–Professional Society for 
Disaster Risk Management (protocol code 002/2025, July 15, 2024).  

3. Results 
3.1. Descriptive Analysis of Youth Perceptions of Personal Safety in Serbia 

The descriptive statistics results are organized into six thematic subsections: perceptions of 
personal safety, safety at public events and demonstrations, perceptions of national-level threats, 
digital security and privacy, disaster preparedness and crisis response, and trust in institutions and 
security policies. 

3.1.1. Perceptions of Personal Safety 
Table 2 and Figure 3 outline the descriptive statistics regarding young people�s views on various 

aspects of personal safety. Notably, the statement ʺFear of crime affects my daily lifeʺ received the 
highest mean score (M = 3.32, SD = 1.28), underscoring the prominent influence of crime-related fears 
on youths� everyday routines. A high level of agreement was also observed regarding feeling safe at 
home (M = 3.30, SD = 1.28), suggesting that most young individuals perceive their residences as secure 
environments. 

In contrast, the lowest mean score emerged for the statement ʺPeople in my community are 
willing to help in dangerous situationsʺ (M = 2.29, SD = 1.25), pointing to a perceived shortfall in 
communal support during emergencies or risky encounters. Responses related to the perceived 
effectiveness of the police (M = 3.17, SD = 1.52) and the safety of streets for cyclists and pedestrians 
(M = 3.13, SD = 1.07) fell into a more moderate range, reflecting a cautious but present sense of trust 
in local safety systems and infrastructure. 

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of youth perceptions of personal safety. 

Attitudes М SD 

I feel safe in my place of residence 3.30 1.28 
The level of crime in my area is high 2.65 1.15 
The police in my area respond to incidents effectively 3.17 1.52 
I avoid certain parts of the city due to feeling unsafe 2.68 1.42 
I feel safe walking alone at night 2.91 1.38 
I believe that street lighting and surveillance cameras have increased safety 2.78 1.30 
I feel safe using public transportation 2.86 1.32 
I believe the streets in my area are safe for cyclists and pedestrians 3.13 1.07 
People in my community are willing to help in dangerous situations 2.29 1.25 
Fear of crime affects my daily life 3.32 1.28 
Total 2.91 1.30 

Note: M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation. 

Some level of discomfort was evident in the responses to statements like ʺI avoid certain parts 
of the city due to feeling unsafeʺ (M = 2.68, SD = 1.42) and ʺI feel safe walking alone at nightʺ (M = 
2.91, SD = 1.38), indicating that personal safety concerns in public areas remain an issue for many 
(Table 2 and Figure 3). These findings suggest that while young people tend to feel secure within 
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private or familiar spaces, public safety, community solidarity, and the ongoing impact of crime 
continue to weigh on their sense of well-being. 
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Figure 3. Descriptive statistics of youth perceptions of personal safety. 
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3.1.2. Perceptions of Safety at Public Events and Demonstrations 
Table 3 presents descriptive statistics that capture youth perspectives on safety and civic 

engagement during public events and protests (Figure 4). The highest agreement was found for the 
statement, ʺI am interested in participating in demonstrations if they advocate for critical social 
changesʺ (M = 4.51, SD = 0.99). This is closely followed by sentiments highlighting broader civic 
involvement: ʺI believe that young people should be more active in socio-political lifeʺ (M = 4.50, SD 
= 0.88) and ʺCitizens should participate in protests more frequentlyʺ (M = 4.45, SD = 0.99). These 
responses collectively reflect a strong civic awareness among young people and a willingness to 
participate in collective action driven by significant causes. 

High agreement levels were also recorded for concerns related to protest dynamics. Statements 
like ʺThe presence of provocateurs often contributes to the escalation of violence during protestsʺ (M 
= 4.31, SD = 0.98) and ʺProtesters are often subjected to unfounded pressure by the authoritiesʺ (M = 
4.23, SD = 1.02) reflect critical attitudes toward the handling of demonstrations and the challenges 
participants may face (Table 3 and Figure 4). 

Table 3. Descriptive statistics on perceptions of safety at public events and demonstrations. 

Attitudes М SD 

Demonstrations in Serbia are generally safe for participants 2.87 1.24 
The police use excessive force when securing protests 3.06 1.23 
Protests are an effective way of expressing civic dissatisfaction 4.26 1.09 
The presence of provocateurs often contributes to the escalation of violence during 
protests 

4.31 0.98 

I am interested in participating in demonstrations if they advocate for critical social 
changes 

4.51 0.99 

I believe that protests are often politically instrumentalized 3.82 1.05 
The media report objectively on demonstrations 1.62 0.95 
Protesters are often subjected to unfounded pressure by the authorities 4.23 1.02 
Citizens should participate in protests more frequently 4.45 0.99 
I believe that young people should be more active in socio-political life 4.50 0.88 
Total 3.76 1.04 

Note: M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation. 

At the same time, support for protests as a legitimate form of civic expression remains evident, 
as shown in the agreement with ʺProtests are an effective way of expressing civic dissatisfactionʺ (M 
= 4.26, SD = 1.09). However, this is coupled with a strong sense of distrust toward media narratives, 
with the lowest mean recorded for the statement ʺThe media report objectively on demonstrationsʺ 
(M = 1.62, SD = 0.95), underscoring skepticism about journalistic neutrality. 

Moderate agreement was noted for the view that ʺThe police use excessive force when securing 
protestsʺ (M = 3.06, SD = 1.23). In contrast, opinions on the safety of protests were relatively neutral, 
as indicated by the score for ʺDemonstrations in Serbia are generally safe for participantsʺ (M = 2.87, 
SD = 1.24) (Table 3 and Figure 4). 

The data paints a picture of a socially conscious and civically engaged youth population—
supportive of activism, yet wary of institutional responses and media portrayals surrounding public 
demonstrations. 
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Figure 4. Descriptive statistics on perceptions of safety at public events and demonstrations. 
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3.1.3. Perceptions of National-Level Threats 
The perceptions of young individuals regarding different national-level threats to Serbia’s 

security are outlined in Table 4 and Figure 5. The statement ʺOrganised crime represents a serious 
threat to Serbiaʺ received the highest average rating (M = 4.75, SD = 0.58), indicating broad agreement 
among young people regarding the severity of this issue. Following closely were concerns about ʺThe 
spread of disinformation poses a risk to social stabilityʺ (M = 4.64, SD = 0.65) and ̋ Energy dependence 
on other countries jeopardises our securityʺ (M = 4.26, SD = 0.88), highlighting the substantial value 
placed on information integrity and energy independence. 

Further, considerable apprehension was noted in responses to ʺGlobal economic instabilityʺ (M 
= 4.15, SD = 0.92), ʺMigration as a potential security challengeʺ (M = 4.11, SD = 1.01), and 
ʺCyberattacksʺ (M = 4.01, SD = 1.07), all averaging above 4.00. These scores suggest that young people 
are attuned to both conventional and contemporary transnational risks. 

Table 4. Descriptive statistics on perceptions of national-level threats. 

Attitudes М SD 

Cyberattacks are a serious threat to Serbia’s security 4.01 1.07 
Terrorism poses a significant threat to our country 3.35 1.30 
Climate change can negatively affect the security of Serbia 3.83 1.26 
Global economic instability impacts our national security 4.15 0.92 
The spread of disinformation poses a risk to social stability 4.64 0.65 
Migration can present a security challenge for Serbia 4.11 1.01 
I believe that pandemics are a serious threat to national security 3.94 1.12 
Energy dependence on other countries jeopardizes our security 4.26 0.88 
Political instability in neighboring countries can affect our security 3.84 1.01 
Organized crime represents a serious threat to Serbia 4.75 0.58 
Total 4.19 0.98 

Note: M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation. 

Issues such as ʺPandemics as a threat to national securityʺ (M = 3.94, SD = 1.12), ʺPolitical 
instability in neighboring countriesʺ (M = 3.84, SD = 1.01), and ʺClimate changeʺ (M = 3.83, SD = 1.26) 
evoked a moderate level of concern, reflecting awareness of the multifaceted risks impacting national 
resilience. 

The lowest average rating was recorded for ʺTerrorism poses a significant threat to our countryʺ 
(M = 3.35, SD = 1.30). While this indicates that terrorism is not dismissed as irrelevant, it is perceived 
as less immediate than other pressing challenges like organized crime or the spread of disinformation 
(Table 4 and Figure 5). 

The findings reveal that Serbian youth recognize a broad spectrum of traditional and emerging 
security threats and express exceptionally high concern over internal vulnerabilities and external 
dependencies. 
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Figure 5. Descriptive statistics on perceptions of national-level threats. 
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3.1.4. Perceptions of Digital Security and Privacy 
Table 5 and Figure 6 depict the youth�s views on digital security and privacy. The top concern 

was ʺI support the use of surveillance technologies in the fight against crimeʺ (M = 4.25, SD = 0.88), 
closely followed by ̋ I believe it is necessary to strike a balance between privacy and national securityʺ 
(M = 4.20, SD = 0.93). These findings demonstrate the respondents� awareness of broader systemic 
and ethical issues related to digital safety.  

High levels of agreement were also seen for statements like ʺI believe that surveillance through 
public space cameras is justified for safety reasonsʺ (M = 3.88, SD = 1.11), ʺI am concerned about the 
collection of personal data by the governmentʺ (M = 3.81, SD = 1.21), and ʺI am concerned about the 
potential misuse of my data by third partiesʺ (M = 3.75, SD = 1.21). This trend suggests a growing 
recognition of hybrid threats and privacy risks linked to today�s digital landscape (Table 5 and Figure 
6). 

Table 5. Descriptive statistics on perceptions of digital security and privacy. 

Attitudes М SD 

I am concerned about the collection of personal data by the government. 3.81 1.21 
I believe that surveillance through public space cameras is justified for safety 
reasons. 

3.88 1.11 

I feel uncomfortable with companies tracking online activities. 3.69 1.21 
I believe it is necessary to strike a balance between privacy and national security. 4.20 0.93 
I support the use of biometric data for identification purposes in the interest of 
security. 

3.55 1.14 

I believe my personal data is protected online. 2.20 1.16 
I am concerned about the potential misuse of my data by third parties. 3.75 1.21 
I support the use of surveillance technologies in the fight against crime. 4.25 0.88 
I feel that I have control over who has access to my personal information. 2.54 1.29 
I believe that data protection laws in Serbia are adequate. 2.52 1.10 

Note: M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation. 

Responses like ʺI feel uncomfortable with companies tracking online activitiesʺ (M = 3.69, SD = 
1.21) and ʺI support the use of biometric data for identification purposes in the interest of securityʺ 
(M = 3.55, SD = 1.14) indicated moderate concern. These responses reflect an awareness of emerging 
digital and informational risks, which is especially pertinent in today’s surveillance-oriented digital 
landscape.  

In contrast, the lowest mean scores were recorded for statements such as ʺI believe my personal 
data is protected onlineʺ (M = 2.20, SD = 1.16), ʺI feel that I have control over who can access my 
personal informationʺ (M = 2.54, SD = 1.29), and ʺI believe that data protection laws in Serbia are 
adequateʺ (M = 2.52, SD = 1.10).  

These results imply that respondents feel they have limited control and that legal protections 
regarding digital privacy and data security are insufficient. Overall, the findings suggest that young 
individuals in Serbia are especially aware of the transnational and systemic issues related to 
surveillance, privacy, and the misuse of technology, underscoring the necessity for stronger 
regulatory measures and enhanced public awareness about digital rights and data protection. 
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Figure 6. Descriptive statistics on perceptions of digital security and privacy. 
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3.1.5. Perceptions of Disaster Preparedness and Crisis Response 
Table 6 provides an in-depth examination of how Serbian youth perceive the country’s disaster 

preparedness and crisis response mechanisms. The highest level of agreement was noted regarding 
the statement ʺEmergencies such as floods and earthquakes pose a serious risk in Serbiaʺ (M = 3.90, 
SD = 1.11), indicating an increased awareness of natural disasters as a significant concern. 

Conversely, the lowest mean scores were associated with ʺCitizens are sufficiently educated 
about how to respond in crisis situationsʺ (M = 1.68, SD = 0.88) and ʺI believe that the media is a 
reliable source of information during crisesʺ (M = 1.89, SD = 1.06). These findings highlight a 
perceived gap in both public education and trustworthy crisis communication, potentially 
undermining the effectiveness of responses. 

Low confidence in institutional readiness was also evident. Ratings for ʺI believe that Serbia is 
adequately prepared for emergenciesʺ (M = 1.95, SD = 1.00), ʺI believe that schools and universities 
are adequately prepared for crisis situationsʺ (M = 2.01, SD = 1.03), and ʺI trust the civil protection 
system in Serbiaʺ (M = 2.13, SD = 1.10) suggest a general scepticism about institutional capability. 

Table 6. Descriptive statistics on perceptions of disaster preparedness and crisis response. 

Attitudes М SD 

I believe that Serbia is adequately prepared for emergencies 1.95 1.00 
I trust the civil protection system in Serbia 2.13 1.10 
I know how to respond in the event of a natural disaster 2.96 1.26 
I believe that the media are a reliable source of information during crises 1.89 1.06 
Public services respond quickly in emergency situations 2.44 1.17 
Emergencies such as floods and earthquakes pose a serious risk in Serbia 3.90 1.11 
Citizens are sufficiently educated about how to act in crisis situations 1.68 0.88 
The disaster early warning system in Serbia is effective 2.15 1.12 
I believe that schools and universities are adequately prepared for crisis situations 2.01 1.03 
I believe that data protection laws in Serbia are adequate 2.21 1.08 
Total 2.43 1.08 

Note: M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation. 

Slightly higher, yet still limited, agreement was observed for ʺThe disaster early warning system 
in Serbia is effectiveʺ (M = 2.15, SD = 1.12), ʺI believe that data protection laws in Serbia are adequateʺ 
(M = 2.21, SD = 1.08), and ʺPublic services respond quickly in emergency situationsʺ (M = 2.44, SD = 
1.17), indicating a recognition of partial but inadequate functionality. 

The only area demonstrating a relatively more favourable response was ̋ I know how to respond 
in the event of a natural disasterʺ (M = 2.96, SD = 1.26), which may indicate some degree of personal 
awareness despite broader concerns regarding systemic readiness (Table 6 and Figure 7). Overall, the 
results suggest that while young people in Serbia are aware of the risks associated with emergencies, 
they exhibit limited trust in the institutions responsible for crisis response. The data underscores a 
perceived need for enhanced education, more reliable communication, and increased institutional 
preparedness. 
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Figure 7. Descriptive statistics on perceptions of disaster preparedness and crisis response. 
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3.1.6. Perceptions of Institutional Confidence and Trust in Security Policy 
The findings reflect a generally low level of trust in institutional performance. Table 7 presents 

Serbian youth�s perceptions regarding the effectiveness, transparency, and inclusiveness of 
institutions responsible for national security and public safety.  

The statement ʺPolitical stability directly affects the level of security in the countryʺ garnered the 
highest agreement (M = 4.07, SD = 1.25), indicating that while institutional confidence is limited, the 
broader political context is clearly recognised as a key determinant of national security. Among 
specific institutions, greater trust was placed in ʺSerbia’s military power adequately protects its 
citizensʺ (M = 2.43, SD = 1.14), ʺI trust the work of the police when it comes to protecting citizensʺ (M 
= 2.21, SD = 1.19), and ʺThe media report objectively on security issuesʺ (M = 2.21, SD = 1.19). These 
responses suggest slightly more confidence in security forces compared to administrative and judicial 
institutions.  

Conversely, the lowest mean scores were associated with ʺTransparency in the work of state 
institutions is at a high levelʺ (M = 1.44, SD = 0.84), ʺThe judiciary in Serbia effectively punishes 
criminalsʺ (M = 1.60, SD = 0.90), and ʺI believe the state allocates resources for national security 
properlyʺ (M = 1.70, SD = 0.97).  

Table 7. Descriptive statistics on perceptions of institutional confidence and trust in security policy. 

Attitudes М SD 

I trust the work of the police when it comes to protecting citizens 2.21 1.18 
The judiciary in Serbia effectively punishes criminals 1.60 0.90 
I believe that institutions protect the rights of citizens 1.77 0.97 
The government adopts adequate measures to preserve national security 1.81 1.00 
Transparency in the work of state institutions is at a high level 1.44 0.83 
I believe the state allocates resources for national security properly 1.70 0.97 
Political stability directly affects the level of security in the country 4.07 1.24 
Serbia’s military power adequately protects its citizens 2.43 1.13 
Citizens are sufficiently involved in the creation of security policies 1.78 0.96 
The media report objectively on security issues 2.21 1.18 
Total 2.30 1.04 

Note: M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation. 

Similar scepticism was observed in responses about citizen participation and civil rights 
protection, reinforcing perceptions of limited institutional accountability and responsiveness (Figure 
7). These findings indicate a pronounced lack of confidence among Serbian youth in institutional 
governance, particularly regarding transparency, justice, and public engagement. While security 
forces enjoy relatively higher trust, broader systemic concerns remain largely unaddressed in the eyes 
of young respondents. 
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Figure 8. Descriptive statistics on perceptions of institutional confidence and trust in security policy. 
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3.2. Correlations and Effects of Socio-Demographic Factors on Perceived Personal Safety 
3.2.1. Group Differences in Perceptions of Safety, Preparedness, and Institutional Trust: 
Independent Samples T-Test Results 

Table 8 shows the findings from independent sample t-tests that explore gender differences 
across six key areas concerning youth attitudes towards safety and security. A notable difference was 
identified solely in the area of Perceptions of personal safety (t = 2.49, p = 0.01), where male 
participants indicated higher perceived personal safety levels (M = 2.97, SD = 0.53) than their female 
counterparts (M = 2.72, SD = 0.50). No significant gender disparities were observed in the remaining 
five areas: perceptions of public event safety, national threats, digital security, disaster preparedness, 
and confidence in institutions. These findings imply that overall perceptions of safety are comparable 
between genders, although men report a slightly greater sense of personal safety than women. 

Table 8. Independent samples t-test findings on gender disparities in six thematic subsections variables (n = 406). 

Variable F t 
Sig. 
(2-

Tailed) 
df 

Male 
M (SD) 

Female 
M (SD) 

1. Perceptions of personal safety  1.06 2.49 0.01** 397 
2.97 

(0.53) 
2.72 

(0.50) 

2. Perceptions of safety at public events and demonstrations  1.39 –0.91 0.36 397 
3.72 

(0.55) 
3.77 

(0.49) 

3. Perceptions of national-level threats  1.66 –1.50 0.13 397 
4.01 

(0.62) 
4.11 

(0.57) 

4. Perceptions of digital security and privacy  1.51 –1.71 0.08 397 
3.36 

(0.52) 
3.46 

(0.49) 

5. Perceptions of disaster preparedness and crisis response  0.67 0.35 0.72 397 
2.35 

(0.70) 
2.32 

(0.65) 
6. Perceptions of institutional confidence and trust in security 
policy  

0.158 0.176 0.86 397 
2.02 

(0.72) 
2.01 

(0.67) 
  Note: * p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01. 

Table 9 elaborates on the previous findings by presenting the independent samples t-test results 
for each item related to youth perceptions of personal safety. Statistically significant gender 
differences were observed in seven out of ten items. Male respondents reported significantly higher 
feelings of safety in their place of residence (t = 2.92, p = 0.004), when walking alone at night (t = 7.65, 
p = 0.000), and while using public transportation (t = 7.07, p = 0.000). Additionally, they were less 
likely to avoid certain parts of the city due to feelings of unsafety (t = –4.05, p = 0.000) and expressed 
lower levels of fear regarding crime in their daily lives (t = –2.62, p = 0.009).  

Furthermore, males were more likely to believe that street lighting and surveillance technologies 
enhance safety (t = 2.18, p = 0.030) and perceived lower crime levels in their area than females (t = –
2.67, p = 0.008). No significant gender differences were found in perceptions of police responsiveness 
(p = 0.73), community willingness to assist (p = 0.78), or the perceived safety of streets for pedestrians 
and cyclists (p = 0.21). 

These detailed results provide a clearer insight into gender-based differences. Male respondents 
noted higher feelings of safety, whereas female respondents voiced more concern regarding exposure 
to everyday safety risks and crime threats. 

Table 9. Independent samples t-test findings on gender differences in individual items measuring youth 
perceptions of personal safety (n = 406). 

Variable F t Sig. (2-Tailed) df Male M (SD) Female M (SD) 
I feel safe in my place of residence 0.58 2.92 0.00** 398 4.07 (1.11) 3.70 (1.11) 
The level of crime in my area is high 2.47 –2.67 0.00** 397 3.00 (1.25) 3.40 (1.28) 
The police in my area respond 0.01 0.34 0.73 397 2.66 (1.14) 2.62 (1.14) 
I avoid certain parts of the city due to 
feeling unsafe 0.09 –4.05 0.00** 397 2.62 (1.48) 3.33 (1.51) 

I feel safe walking alone at night 0.10 7.65 0.00** 397 3.58 (1.34) 2.40 (1.33) 
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I believe that street lighting and 
surveillance  0.61 2.18 0.03* 397 3.17 (1.42) 2.82 (1.37) 

I feel safe using public transportation 1.51 7.07 0.00** 397 3.55 (1.31) 2.54 (1.20) 
I believe the streets in my area are safe  2.63 1.24 0.21 397 3.01 (1.41) 2.82 (1.29) 
People in my community are willing  1.67 0.27 0.78 397 3.15 (1.12) 3.12 (1.06) 
Fear of crime affects my daily life 1.07 –2.62 0.00** 397 1.99 (1.24) 2.37 (1.24) 
  Note: * p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01. 

The independent samples t-test results indicated no statistically significant differences in 
perceived safety between students at public and private universities across any of the six measured 
dimensions (Table 10). Concerning personal safety, private university students reported slightly 
higher perceptions than public institutions (M = 2.90, SD = 0.52 vs. M = 2.86, SD = 0.51), though this 
difference was insignificant. A similar trend was noted in perceptions of safety at public events and 
demonstrations, where students from public universities scored somewhat higher (M = 3.77, SD = 
0.50) than their private university counterparts (M = 3.64, SD = 0.60), yet the difference lacked 
statistical significance. Regarding perceptions of national-level threats, public university students 
showed slightly more significant concern (M = 4.10, SD = 0.59) compared to those from private 
institutions (M = 3.98, SD = 0.50). In the area of digital security and privacy, private university 
students indicated marginally higher perceptions (M = 3.49, SD = 0.43) than public university students 
(M = 3.43, SD = 0.51). Still, again, this difference was not statistically significant. Evaluations of 
disaster preparedness were nearly equal between both groups (public: M = 2.33, SD = 0.66; private: 
M = 2.35, SD = 0.68). Lastly, institutional trust was slightly higher among private university students 
(M = 2.10, SD = 0.65) than public university students (M = 2.01, SD = 0.69), although without statistical 
significance. 

Overall, these results indicate that the type of university—public or private—does not 
substantially affect students� perceptions of safety and institutional trust. 

Table 10. Independent samples t-test findings on type of attending institution in six thematic subsections varia-
bles (n = 406). 

Variable F t 
Sig. 
(2-

Tailed) 
df Male 

M (SD) 
Female 
M (SD) 

1. Perceptions of personal safety  
0.095 -

0.415 
0.679 397 2.86 

(0.51) 
2.90 

(0.52) 

2. Perceptions of safety at public events and demonstrations  
1.288 1.429 0.154 397 3.77 

(0.50) 
3.64 

(0.60) 

3. Perceptions of national-level threats  
0.917 1.064 0.288 397 4.10 

(0.59) 
3.98 

(0.50) 

4. Perceptions of digital security and privacy  
1.129 -

0.682 
0.496 397 3.43 

(0.51) 
3.49 

(0.43) 

5. Perceptions of disaster preparedness and crisis response  
0.007 -

0.207 
0.836 397 2.33 

(0.66) 
2.35 

(0.68) 
6. Perceptions of institutional confidence and trust in security 
policy  

0.015 -
0.800 

0.424 397 2.01 
(0.69) 

2.10 
(0.65) 

  Note: * p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01. 

The independent samples t-test results (Table 11) reveal that, in most areas of perceived safety, 
there were no significant differences between students involved in safety-related activities and those 
who were not (p > 0.05), except for the digital security and privacy domain. 

Regarding personal safety, students engaged in safety-related activities reported slightly lower 
levels of perceived safety (M = 2.82, SD = 0.51) than their non-participating counterparts (M = 2.89, 
SD = 0.51). However, this difference was insignificant (t (396) = -1.282, p = 0.201). Perceptions of safety 
at public events and demonstrations were nearly the same for both groups (m = 3.76), indicating no 
notable difference (p = 0.976). Similarly, students involved in safety-related activities viewed national-
level threats slightly more seriously (m = 4.12, SD = 0.55) than those who did not participate (M = 4.07, 
SD = 0.60). Still, this difference also lacked significance (p = 0.498).  
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A similar pattern emerged for disaster preparedness (M = 2.27 vs. 2.36) and institutional 
confidence (M = 1.97 vs. 2.03), both showing statistically insignificant differences. In contrast, a 
statistically significant difference did emerge in the digital security and privacy domain (t(396) = 
−2.970, p = 0.003). Non-participating students reported higher perceptions of digital security (M = 
3.48, SD = 0.48) than those who participated (M = 3.33, SD = 0.52). This implies that individuals more 
engaged in safety-related practices might be more cognizant of digital vulnerabilities, leading to more 
critical evaluations of digital security. Involvement in safety-related activities had a minimal impact 
on students’ perceptions of most safety dimensions, except for digital security, where non-
participating students felt more secure. This may indicate a difference in risk awareness between 
more and less active individuals. 

Table 11. Independent samples t-test findings on participation in safety-related activities in six thematic subsec-
tions variables (n = 406). 

Variable F t 
Sig. 
(2-

Tailed) 
df Male 

M (SD) 
Female 
M (SD) 

1. Perceptions of personal safety  
0.002 -

1.282 
0.201 396 2.82 

(0.51) 
2.89 

(0.51) 

2. Perceptions of safety at public events and demonstrations  
0.287 0.030 0.976 396 3.76 

(0.54) 
3.76 

(0.49) 

3. Perceptions of national-level threats  
2.708 0.678 0.498 396 4.12 

(0.55) 
4.07 

(0.60) 

4. Perceptions of digital security and privacy  
0.647 -

2.970 
0.003 396 3.33 

(0.52) 
3.48 

(0.48) 

5. Perceptions of disaster preparedness and crisis response  
2.127 -

1.296 
0.196 396 2.27 

(0.60) 
2.36 

(0.69) 
6. Perceptions of institutional confidence and trust in security 
policy  

0.002 -
0.797 

0.426 396 1.97 
(0.66) 

2.03 
(0.70) 

  Note: * p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01. 

3.2.2. Correlational Analysis of Demographic and Socioeconomic Predictors of Perceived Security 
Table 9 illustrates Pearson’s correlation findings, which explore the relationships between stu-

dents’ ages and six theme areas: personal safety, safety at public events and demonstrations, national 
threats, digital security and privacy, disaster preparedness and crisis response, and institutional con-
fidence and trust in security policies. 

A weak yet statistically significant negative correlation was identified between age and percep-
tions of safety at public events and demonstrations (r = –0.16, p ≤ 0.01). This suggests that younger 
students generally feel safer than their older counterparts in these scenarios. Other correlations in-
volving age and the thematic variables were minor and did not reach statistical significance. 

Several notable positive correlations emerged among the thematic variables. Specifically, per-
sonal safety showed a positive correlation with digital security and privacy (r = 0.22, p ≤ 0.01), disaster 
preparedness (r = 0.43, p ≤ 0.01), and institutional confidence (r = 0.36, p ≤ 0.01). This indicates that 
students who feel personally secure are also more inclined to trust institutions and feel equipped to 
handle emergencies. 

In contrast, safety at public events and demonstrations had a negative correlation with disaster 
preparedness (r = –0.18, p ≤ 0.01) and institutional confidence (r = –0.32, p ≤ 0.01), implying that stu-
dents who perceive more excellent safety at public events may simultaneously exhibit lower levels 
of trust in institutions and preparedness. 

The strongest correlation identified was between disaster preparedness and institutional confi-
dence (r = 0.64, p ≤ 0.01), highlighting a strong relationship between feelings of preparedness for crises 
and trust in institutions (Table 9). 

Table 12. Pearson’s correlation results for the relationship between six thematic subsections variables and their 
age (n = 406). 

Variable Age Personal 
Safety 

Safety at public 
events and 

demonstrations 

National-
level 

threats 

Digital 
security 

and privacy 
Disaster 

preparedness 
Institutional 
confidence 

and  
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and crisis 
response 

trust in 
security 
policy 

Age 1.00       
Personal Safety –0.03 1.00      
Safety at public events 
and demonstrations 

–
0.16** 0.00 1.00     

National-level threats –0.04 0.03 0.28** 1.00    
Digital security and 
privacy –0.09 0.22** 0.14** 0.25** 1.00   
Disaster preparedness 
and crisis response –0.08 0.43** –0.18** 0.02 0.36** 1.00  
Institutional 
confidence and trust 
in security policy 

–0.07 0.36** –0.32** –0.01 0.22** 0.64** 1.00 

 Note: * p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01. 

A detailed examination of Pearson’s correlation coefficients uncovered several significant 
relationships between students’ age and their attitudes in various thematic areas. 

Regarding perceptions about protest safety and public demonstrations, younger students 
generally viewed such events in Serbia as safer (r = –0.16, p = 0.003). They were also less inclined to 
believe that provocateurs primarily contribute to violence escalation during protests (r = –0.17, p = 
0.001) and showed less agreement that demonstrators often face undue pressure from authorities (r 
= –0.14, p = 0.009). These trends indicate a more favorable and less critical view among younger 
participants regarding protest safety and institutional behavior during civic events. Regarding digital 
privacy and security, a negative correlation was found between age and government surveillance 
concerns (r = –0.21, p = 0.000). Younger individuals expressed more concern about gathering personal 
data, reflecting an increased sensitivity to privacy matters in digital environments within this age 
group. 

When considering perceptions of national-level risks, older students were more likely to agree 
that climate change represents a security threat to Serbia (r = 0.11, p = 0.028). This observation might 
indicate generational differences in engagement with environmental issues and the framing of 
climate change as a national security concern. These findings emphasize that age is a crucial factor 
influencing youth perspectives on safety, risk, and institutional trust. The thorough, item-level 
analysis revealed subtle but significant age-related differences that could be overlooked in broader 
assessments. 

Key connections emerged among various items across different themes, deepening our 
understanding of the links between student perceptions of safety, institutional trust, national threats, 
and digital security. Students who view demonstrations in Serbia as relatively safe will likely reject 
the notion that provocateurs escalate violence during protests (r = –0. 26, p = 0. 0.001).  

Similarly, a notable negative correlation was observed between perceptions of protest safety and 
the belief that protesters often face unfounded pressure from authorities (r = –0. 19, p = 0. 010). General 
feelings of safety at public events were also negatively tied to these more critical views of institutions 
(r = –0. 22, p = 0. 004), suggesting that students who feel secure at demonstrations are less likely to 
suspect manipulation or repression by state actors. Privacy concerns were found to fit within broader 
frameworks of risk awareness.  

The statement “I am worried about the government collecting personal data” negatively 
correlated with age (r = –0. 21, p = 0.000), indicating that younger students demonstrate increased 
sensitivity towards digital surveillance. Although not explicitly detailed in the matrix, this concern 
connects with attitudes regarding personal safety and institutional trust, suggesting that perceptions 
of digital risk are interconnected with a broader view of security. Furthermore, perceptions of 
national threats were significantly linked to other safety-related beliefs.  

The assertion “Climate change can harm the security of Serbia” was positively associated with 
several views on public safety (r = 0. 11, p = 0.029), suggesting that students who acknowledge 
environmental dangers also exhibit more significant concern for societal vulnerabilities and long-
term security issues. These item-level relationships illustrate that student perceptions extend beyond 
isolated areas and operate as a network of interconnected beliefs. This holistic perspective highlights 
the importance of examining specific statements alongside thematic scales, providing a clearer 
understanding of how young people view risk, safety, and institutional reliability. 
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Table 11 displays several statistically significant, yet generally weak, correlations between six 
thematic subsections and the current year of study. Notably, the current year of study negatively 
correlates with personal safety (r = –0.14, p ≤ 0.01), digital security and privacy (r = –0.16, p ≤ .01), 
disaster preparedness and crisis response (r = –0.15, p ≤ 0.01), and institutional confidence in security 
policy (r = –0.17, p ≤ .01). This suggests that students in later years report slightly lower levels of 
perceived safety, preparedness, and institutional trust compared to their peers in earlier years. 
Conversely, perceptions of safety at public events and national-level threats do not exhibit significant 
correlations with the year of study, indicating a relative stability in these perceptions throughout 
academic progression. These results illuminate how academic maturity may shape perceptions of 
safety and preparedness, emphasizing the importance of institutional engagement in fostering trust 
and readiness attitudes (Table 11). 

Table 13. Pearson’s correlation results for the relationship between six thematic subsection variables and the 
current year of study (n = 406). 

Variable 
Current 
year of 
study 

Personal 
Safety 

Safety at public  
events and 

demonstrations 

National-
level 

threats 

Digital 
security 

and 
privacy 

Disaster 
preparedness 

and crisis 
response 

Institutional 
confidence 

and  
trust in 

security policy 
Age 1.00       
Personal Safety –0.14** 1.00      
Safety at public 
events and 
demonstrations 

0.01 0.00 1.00     

National-level threats 0.04 0.03 0.28** 1.00    
Digital security and 
privacy –0.16** 0.22** 0.14** 0.25** 1.00   

Disaster 
preparedness and 
crisis response 

–0.15** 0.43** –0.18** 0.02 0.36** 1.00  

Institutional 
confidence and trust 
in security policy 

–0.17** 0.35** –0.31** –0.01 0.21** 0.64** 1.00 

 Note: * p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01. 

Table 12 presents the Pearson correlation coefficients investigating the link between students’ 
average grades and six thematic variables. The results show a significant negative correlation be-
tween average grade and digital security and privacy (r = –0.15, p ≤ .05), suggesting that students 
with better academic performance tend to have slightly lower perceptions of digital security. In con-
trast, correlations between average grade and other variables—such as personal safety, public safety, 
national-level threats, disaster preparedness, and institutional trust—were negative but not statisti-
cally significant. This indicates that academic performance is primarily unrelated to perceived safety 
and preparedness in most areas. While academic achievement seems to have a minimal direct impact 
on perceptions of safety issues, the internal consistency among thematic variables indicates a cohe-
sive pattern of risk perception and institutional involvement. 

Table 14. Pearson’s correlation results for the relationship between six thematic subsections variables and aver-
age grade (n = 406). 

Variable Average 
grade  

Personal 
Safety 

Safety at public  
events and 

demonstrations 

National-
level 

threats 

Digital 
security 

and 
privacy 

Disaster 
preparedness 

and crisis 
response 

Institutional 
confidence 

and  
trust in 
security 
policy 

Age 1.00       
Personal Safety 0.00 1.00      
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Safety at public 
events and 
demonstrations 

–0.07 0.00 1.00     

National-level 
threats 

–0.08 0.03 0.28** 1.00    

Digital security and 
privacy 

–0.15* 0.22** 0.14** 0.25** 1.00   

Disaster 
preparedness and 
crisis response 

–0.10 0.43** –0.18** 0.02 0.36** 1.00  

Institutional 
confidence and 
trust in security 
policy 

–0.04 0.36** –0.32** –0.01 0.22** 0.64** 1.00 

Note: * p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01. 

The findings (Table 13) show that household size correlates insignificantly with any of the the-
matic variables studied. The correlation with personal safety is r = 0.00, with safety at public events 
and demonstrations r = 0.03, with national-level threats r = 0.01, with digital security and privacy r = 
0.06, with disaster preparedness and crisis response r = 0.05, and with institutional confidence and 
trust in security policy r = –0.01. All coefficients are very low and statistically insignificant, suggesting 
that the number of household members does not significantly affect students’ perceptions in any of 
these areas. 

Table 15. Pearson’s correlation results for the relationship between six thematic subsections variables and house-
hold size (n = 406). 

Variable Household 
size   

Personal 
Safety 

Safety at public 
events and 

demonstrations 

National-
level 

threats 

Digital 
security 

and 
privacy 

Disaster 
preparedness 

and crisis 
response 

Institutional 
confidence 

and  
trust in 
security 
policy 

Age 1.00       
Personal Safety 0.00 1.00      
Safety at public 
events and 
demonstrations 

0.03 0.00 1.00     

National-level 
threats 0.01 0.03 0.28** 1.00    

Digital security 
and privacy 0.06 0.22** 0.14** 0.25** 1.00   

Disaster 
preparedness and 
crisis response 

0.05 0.43** –0.18** 0.02 0.36** 1.00  

Institutional 
confidence and 
trust in security 
policy 

–0.01 0.36** –0.32** –0.01 0.22** 0.64** 1.00 

Note: * p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01. 

3.2.3. ANOVA Analysis of Sociodemographic and Informational Determinants of Perceived Secu-
rity 

ANOVA results reveal that the place of study significantly influences students’ views on 
personal safety (F(2, 365) = 2.87, p = 0.048) and perceptions of national-level threats (F(2, 365) = 2.94, p 
= 0.044) (Table 16). However, no statistically significant variations were found in other areas—such 
as safety at public events and demonstrations, digital security and privacy, disaster preparedness, 
and institutional trust—indicating consistent perceptions across various university locations (p ≥ 
0.05). 
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Descriptive data indicates that students from Niš report the highest average perception of 
personal safety (M = 3.31), followed by those in Novi Sad (M = 2.95) and Belgrade (M = 2.83). A similar 
trend is noted for national-level threats: Students in Belgrade perceive the highest threat level (M = 
4.10), while those in Novi Sad report the lowest (M = 3.83). These differences correspond with the 
statistical significance noted and imply that contextual or experiential factors may influence students’ 
perceptions based on their study location.  

In other dimensions, variations are minimal. For example, perceptions regarding safety at public 
events are generally similar across all three places of study (M ≈ 3.75–3.82), as are evaluations of 
digital security (M ≈ 3.42–3.78). Disaster preparedness ratings are generally low in all locations, with 
slightly higher scores from students in Niš. Similarly, trust in institutions is typically low, with the 
lowest confidence levels found among students in Novi Sad (M = 1.91) and the highest among those 
in Niš (M = 2.27). Although these differences are not statistically significant, they may hint at nuanced 
local or regional influences on students’ experiences with public safety and institutional trust. 

Further ANOVA results (Table 14) reveal that students’ field of study significantly influences 
two primary aspects of safety perception: disaster preparedness and crisis response (F(3, 395) = 3.89, 
p = 0.009), and institutional confidence and trust in security policy (F(3, 395) = 6.24, p < 0.001). 
Conversely, no statistically significant variations were observed in other dimensions—such as 
personal safety, safety at public events, national-level threats, and digital security (p ≥ 0.05), indicating 
that perceptions in these areas remain relatively consistent across academic fields. 

Disaster preparedness and crisis response ratings show significant variation between faculties. 
Students in Natural and Mathematical Sciences indicated the lowest preparedness levels (M = 1.99), 
whereas Medical Sciences students reported the highest (M = 2.48). Additionally, notable differences 
emerged regarding perceptions of institutional confidence; students from Natural and Mathematical 
Sciences had the lowest average (M = 1.62), while those in Medical Sciences had the highest (M = 2.35). 
These results imply that students� academic backgrounds may shape their views on institutional 
effectiveness and readiness in safety and crisis management contexts. 

Table 16. The one-way ANOVA results examine the relationship between place of study, faculty (field of sci-
ence), current level of studies, the family�s material status, and six thematic subsection variables (n = 406). 

Variables 
Place of 
study 

Faculty (field of 
science) 

Level of 
studies 

Family�s mate-
rial status 

F p F p F p F p 
Personal Safety 2.868 0.048* 0.520 0.668 1.004 0.367 0.541 0.654 
Safety at public events 
and demonstrations 

0.248 0.780 1.530 0.206 2.605 0.075 3.386 0.018* 

National-level threats 2.939 0.044* 1.321 0.267 0.436 0.647 0.704 0.550 
Digital security and 
privacy 1.321 0.268 0.249 0.862 1.981 0.139 0.204 0.893 

Disaster preparedness 
and crisis response 

1.346 0.262 3.885 0.009* 1.046 0.352 1.084 0.355 

Institutional confidence 
and trust  

0.786 0.456 6.240 0.000** 0.600 0.550 2.707 0.045* 

Note: * p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01. 

Also, ANOVA results (Table 16) indicate that the current level of studies does not have a 
statistically significant effect on any of the six measured dimensions of safety perception. Specifically, 
there were no significant differences in personal safety perception (F(2, 396) = 1.00, p = .367), safety at 
public events and demonstrations (F(2, 396) = 2.61, p = 0.075), national-level threats (F(2, 396) = 0.44, 
p = 0.647), digital security and privacy (F(2, 396) = 1.98, p = 0.139), disaster preparedness and crisis 
response (F(2, 396) = 1.05, p = 0.352), or institutional confidence (F(2, 396) = 0.60, p = 0.550). Levene�s 
test for homogeneity of variances confirmed that the assumption of equal variances was met for all 
variables (p ≥ 0.05). 

Although the differences are not statistically significant, descriptive results show some mean-
value variation. For example, Master’s students reported the highest average personal safety 
perception (M = 2.97), followed by Doctoral students (M = 2.94) and Undergraduate students (M = 
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2.85). Also, a similar trend is visible in the safety domain at public events, where both Undergraduate 
and Master’s students rated their perception similarly (M ≈ 3.77 and M ≈ 3.78). In contrast, Doctoral 
students reported slightly lower perceptions (M = 3.43). 

In the area of national-level threats, all groups demonstrated relatively high levels of concern, 
with only slight variation between Undergraduate (M = 4.09), Master’s (M = 4.09), and Doctoral 
students (M = 3.93). For digital security, Undergraduate students expressed the highest concern (M = 
3.45), while both Master’s (M = 3.28) and Doctoral (M = 3.32) students rated this dimension slightly 
lower. 

Finally, the ANOVA results (Table 17) indicated statistically significant differences in students’ 
perceptions of two safety dimensions related to their family material status: safety at public events 
and demonstrations (F(3, 395) = 3.39, p = 0.018) and confidence in institutional security policy (F(3, 
395) = 2.71, p = 0.045). No significant differences were found for other dimensions—personal safety, 
national threats, digital security, and disaster preparedness (p ≥ 0.05). The homogeneity of variances 
assumption was met in all cases, as confirmed by Levene�s test (p ≥ 0.05). 

Descriptive statistics revealed that students from families with below-average income (500–1000 
EUR) had the highest average perception of safety at public events (M = 4.12), while those from 
significantly below-average income households reported the lowest scores (M = 3.66). Notably, 
students from average-income families (1001–2000 EUR) had the highest average scores across most 
variables. Regarding institutional confidence, students from above-average income families 
expressed the highest levels of trust (M = 2.14), while those from significantly below-average 
households showed the lowest trust (M = 1.84), which aligns with the statistically significant findings.  

Although no significant differences were seen in personal safety (F = 0.54, p = 0.654), national 
threats (F = 0.70, p = 0.550), digital security (F = 0.20, p = 0.893), or disaster preparedness (F = 1.08, p = 
0.355), notable trends in mean values were observed. For instance, perceived disaster preparedness 
increased slightly with higher income levels (M = 2.20 in the lowest income group vs. M = 2.36 in the 
highest).  

ANOVA results in table 15 show that the source of information on safety topics significantly 
influences students’ perceptions across three main areas: digital security and privacy (F(4, 393) = 4.07, 
p = 0.003), disaster preparedness and crisis response (F(4, 393) = 8.41, p < 0.001), and institutional 
confidence and trust in security policy (F(4, 393) = 7.34, p < 0.001). In contrast, no statistically 
significant differences were found among groups regarding personal safety, safety at public events, 
and national threats (p ≥ 0.05). Levene’s test revealed violations of homogeneity of variance for 
disaster preparedness and institutional confidence (p < 0.01), suggesting the use of Welch�s robust 
test of equality of means for further verification. 

Descriptive statistics indicate that students relying on television and official institutions or press 
releases as primary information sources report the highest levels of digital security awareness, with 
averages of 3.51 and 3.61, respectively. In comparison, those who depend on discussions with family 
and friends have the lowest average (M = 3.29). Regarding disaster preparedness, students were 
informed through television, and official sources again reported greater perceived preparedness (M 
= 2.54 and M = 2.49). At the same time, those receiving information via online media and 
family/friends show lower preparedness levels (M ≈ 2.15). 

Significant differences in institutional confidence were also noted, with students informed by 
television expressing the highest trust in institutions (M = 2.21), while those relying on family and 
friends reported the lowest trust (M = 1.78). These findings suggest that more formal or traditional 
information sources, such as television and official statements, correlate with increased confidence in 
institutional safety measures and personal preparedness. In contrast, informal or interpersonal 
channels are associated with lower trust and awareness levels. 

Table 17. The one-way ANOVA results examine the relationship between sources of information on safety top-
ics, the frequency of following safety news, the frequency of voting, and six thematic subsection variables (n = 
406). 

Variables 
Information 

source 
Following safety 

news 
Frequency of vot-

ing 
F p F p F p 

Personal Safety 1.311 0.265 2.948 0.033* 2.420 0.048* 
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Safety at public events and 
demonstrations 0.291 0.884 0.995 0.395 1.052 0.380 

National-level threats 1.349 0.251 0.834 0.476 1.021 0.396 
Digital security and privacy 4.065 0.003* 0.749 0.524 1.874 0.114 
Disaster preparedness and crisis 
response 8.411 0.000** 0.767 0.513 2.285 0.060 

Institutional confidence and trust 
in security 7.344 0.000** 0.962 0.411 2.647 0.033* 

Note: * p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01. 

Further, ANOVA results indicate that the frequency of engagement with safety-related news 
significantly affects students’ perception of personal safety (F(3, 394) = 2.95, p = 0.033). In contrast, no 
significant differences were observed in other areas, including safety at public events and 
demonstrations, national-level threats, digital security, disaster preparedness, and institutional 
confidence (p ≥ 0.05). Levene’s test confirmed that the homogeneity of variances assumption held 
across all dimensions (p ≥ 0.05). 

Descriptive analysis shows that students who follow safety news daily and several times a week 
report the highest perceptions of personal safety, with mean scores of 2.92 and 2.98, respectively. 
Conversely, students who engage with safety news rarely or never (group 4) report the lowest 
personal safety perception (M = 2.77). Although this difference is modest, it is statistically significant, 
suggesting that regular exposure to safety-related content may enhance students’ awareness and 
sense of personal security. 

The mean differences between groups were minimal and statistically insignificant for other 
domains, like safety at public events, national threats, and digital security. For instance, all groups 
expressed similar concerns regarding national threats (M ≈ 4.00–4.13), while digital security scores 
ranged narrowly between M = 3.36 and M = 3.48. This consistency was also noted in disaster 
preparedness and institutional confidence, where average scores displayed only slight variations, 
and no significant trends were identified. 

The ANOVA results reveal a statistically significant link between voting frequency and two 
aspects of safety perception: personal safety (F(4, 393) = 2.42, p = 0.048) and trust in institutional 
security policies (F(4, 393) = 2.65, p = 0.033). Although disaster preparedness showed differences (p = 
0.060) that are close to statistical significance, other areas- such as safety at public events, national-
level threats, and digital security- display no significant variation among voting frequency groups (p 
> 0.05). Levene’s test upholds the assumption of homogeneity of variances, except for digital security 
(p = 0.007) and institutional confidence (p < 0.01), indicating that Welch’s test should be utilised as a 
robustness check for these variables. 

Descriptive statistics reveal interesting trends. Students who have never voted report the lowest 
level of perceived personal safety (M = 2.66), while those who voted in all elections or voted and 
abstained equally report the highest levels (M ≈ 2.95). Similarly, institutional trust is lowest among 
those who voted only once (M = 1.78) and highest among those who voted and abstained equally 
often (M = 2.31), which may reflect a nuanced relationship between political engagement and 
confidence in public institutions. 

Other safety dimensions exhibit relatively small or inconsistent differences between groups. For 
instance, perceptions of national-level threats remain consistently high across all voting categories 
(M ≈ 4.00–4.19), with no statistically significant variation (p = 0.396). Similarly, perceptions of digital 
security and disaster preparedness show modest group differences, but these do not reach statistical 
significance. However, the mean for digital security is notably highest among those relying on official 
participation with mixed abstention (M = 3.63), while the lowest appears in the limited participation 
group (M = 3.41). 

3.3. Predictors of Perceived Personal Safety: Regression Model Analysis 
To examine how various socio-demographic, educational, and behavioral factors affect safety 

perception, we conducted a multivariate linear regression analysis across six thematic areas: personal 
safety, safety at public events and demonstrations, threats at the national level, digital security and 
privacy, disaster preparedness and crisis response, and confidence in institutional security policies 
(Table 18). The model included a consistent set of independent variables across all aspects, such as 
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gender, age, place of study, study year, institution type, field of science, current educational level, 
average academic performance, number of household members, family’s material status, engage-
ment in safety-related activities, sources of safety information, frequency of following safety news, 
and voting behavior. The findings for each area are detailed in Table 18. The analysis confirmed that 
the assumptions of normal distribution, linearity, multicollinearity, and homogeneity of variance 
were satisfied, which are crucial for this analytical approach. This thorough verification significantly 
bolsters the reliability of the study�s findings and improves the credibility of the statistical methods 
employed. 

The multivariate regression analysis on students� perceptions of personal safety showed no sta-
tistical significance (R² = 0.045, Adj. R² = 0.016, F(12, 392) = 1.55, p = 0.103), suggesting that the predic-
tors account for only 1.6% of the variance in perceived safety. Gender emerged as the only statistically 
significant predictor (β = 0.113, t = 2.23, p = 0.027), suggesting that gender disparities account for 
roughly 1.3% of the variance in personal safety perception (calculated as β² = 0.113² ≈ 0.013). The 
direction of this effect implies that male feels slightly safer than females. 

Other factors, such as age, study location, study year, institution type, field of science, current 
educational level, average grades, number of household members, family’s financial status, involve-
ment in safety-related activities, information sources on safety, and how often one follows safety 
news, did not display statistically significant effects on perceptions of personal safety. Although fac-
tors such as information sources and frequency of following safety news approached statistical sig-
nificance, their overall influence on the model was limited, with very small individual contributions 
to the explained variance (β² ≈ 0.005–0.006). Collinearity diagnostics confirmed that multicollinearity 
was not an issue, with VIF values under 1.2 for all predictors and tolerance values above 0.8, ensuring 
stable regression estimates.  

Overall, these results indicate that while gender slightly influences students� perceptions of per-
sonal safety, most of the variance remains unexplained. This suggests that further psychological, ex-
periential, or environmental factors—such as previous exposure to risks, personal trauma, or campus 
security conditions—may be more relevant predictors of personal safety perception. 

Additionally, a multiple linear regression analysis was performed to assess how socio-
demographic, educational, and behavioral factors influence perceptions of safety at public events and 
demonstrations. The overall model was not statistically significant (R² = 0.031, Adj. R² = 0.001, F(12, 
392) = 1.05, p = 0.404). This indicates that it explains only 0.1% of the variance in perceived safety at 
public events. 

Among all predictors, only the family�s financial status had a statistically significant negative 
impact on perceived safety (β = −0.107, p = 0.040), implying that students from lower-income 
backgrounds may view public spaces as less safe. This variable alone accounted for approximately 
1.1% of the variance in the dependent variable (based on squared semi-partial correlation). 

Other predictors—including gender, age, educational institution, year of study, institution type, 
field of science, current education level, average grades, number of household members, previous 
engagement in safety activities, information sources, and frequency of following safety news—did 
not reveal statistically significant links with the dependent variable. These results suggest that 
background characteristics, aside from economic status, do not significantly affect students’ 
perceptions of safety in public spaces. 

Table 18. Results of a multivariate regression analysis concerning six thematic subsections variables  (n = 406). 

Predic-
tor 

Varia-
ble 

Personal safety 
Safety at  

public  
events 

National-level 
 threats 

Digital  
security  

and privacy 

Disaster  
preparedness,  
crisis response 

Institutional  
confidence and 

trust  
B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β 

Gen-
der 0.13

5 
0.06

1 
0.113

* 
-

0.06
9 

0.06
1 -0.058 

-
0.12

4 
0.07

0 
-

0.09
2 

-
0.08

2 
0.05

9 -0.070 0.03
2 

0.07
8 0.021 0.01

6 
0.08

0 0.010 

Age 0.05
3 

0.06
1 0.047 0.06

5 
0.06

0 0.059 
-

0.05
4 

0.07
0 

-
0.04

2 
0.03

6 
0.05

9 0.033 
-

0.02
8 

0.07
8 -0.019 0.09

2 
0.08

0 0.061 

Study 
loca-
tion 

-
0.13

8 
0.09

2 -0.078 
-

0.08
3 

0.09
2 -0.047 

-
0.18

0 
0.10

6 
-

0.08
9 

-
0.13

7 
0.09

0 -0.079 0.09
7 

0.11
8 0.042 

-
0.03

3 
0.12

2 -0.014 
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Study 
year 

-
0.03

1 
0.08

9 -0.018 0.09
8 

0.08
8 0.058 0.11

1 
0.10

2 
0.05

6 
-

0.08
6 

0.08
6 -0.051 

-
0.02

0 
0.11

3 -0.009 
-

0.12
9 

0.11
7 -0.055 

Institu-
tion 
type 

0.07
5 

0.06
7 0.060 

-
0.07

3 
0.06

7 -0.058 
-

0.02
1 

0.07
7 

-
0.01

4 
0.01

5 
0.06

5 0.012 0.16
1 

0.08
5 0.097 0.22

6 
0.08

9 0.133 

Field 
of 
study 

-
0.09

5 
0.08

4 -0.061 0.02
7 

0.08
3 0.017 0.06

7 
0.09

6 
0.03

8 
0.05

1 
0.08

1 0.033 0.03
5 

0.10
7 0.017 

-
0.06

2 
0.11

1 -0.030 

Study 
level 0.01

3 
0.05

6 0.012 
-

0.00
9 

0.05
6 -0.008 

-
0.01

7 
0.06

5 
-

0.01
4 

-
0.05

4 
0.05

5 -0.051 0.04
3 

0.07
2 0.031 0.02

7 
0.07

5 0.018 

Aver-
age 
grade 

0.03
5 

0.08
4 0.021 0.02

5 
0.08

3 0.015 0.03
2 

0.09
6 

0.01
7 

-
0.13

1 
0.08

1 -0.080 
-

0.15
2 

0.10
7 -0.069 

-
0.03

0 
0.11

1 -0.013 

House-
hold 
size 

-
0.03

9 
0.07

1 -0.028 
-

0.14
5 

0.07
0 -0.107 

-
0.07

8 
0.08

1 
-

0.05
0 

0.04
0 

0.06
9 0.030 

-
0.14

1 
0.09

0 -0.079 
-

0.20
2 

0.09
4 -0.109 

Eco-
nomic 
status 

-
0.08

1 
0.05

7 -0.075 0.01
8 

0.05
6 

0.017
* 

0.03
5 

0.06
5 

0.02
8 

-
0.15

1 
0.05

5 -0.143 
-

0.08
1 

0.07
2 -0.058 

-
0.03

5 
0.07

5 -0.024 

Safety 
in-
volve-
ment 

0.07
7 

0.05
4 0.072 

-
0.05

3 
0.05

3 -0.051 0.06
7 

0.06
2 

0.05
5 

0.09
4 

0.05
2 

0.090
* 

0.31
5 

0.06
8 

0.226
* 

0.28
0 

0.07
1 0.195 

Safety 
source
s 

0.11
5 

0.07
9 0.076 

-
0.06

1 
0.07

8 -0.040 0.12
8 

0.09
0 

0.07
4 

0.07
3 

0.07
6 0.049 0.07

7 
0.10

0 
0.039

* 
-

0.02
1 

0.10
4 

-
0.010

* 
Safety 
news 0.13

5 
0.06

1 0.113 
-

0.06
9 

0.06
1 -0.058 

-
0.12

4 
0.07

0 
-

0.09
2 

-
0.08

2 
0.05

9 -0.070 0.03
2 

0.07
8 0.021 0.01

6 
0.08

0 0.010 

Voting 
fre-
quency 

0.05
3 

0.06
1 0.047 0.06

5 
0.06

0 0.059 
-

0.05
4 

0.07
0 

-
0.04

2 
0.03

6 
0.05

9 0.033 
-

0.02
8 

0.07
8 -0.019 0.09

2 
0.08

0 0.061 

R2 

(𝑅௔ௗ௝ଶ ) 0.045 (0.016) 0.031 (0.01) 0.029 (-0.001) 0.063 (0.034) 0.086 (0.058) 0.079 (0.051) 

* p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01; B: unstandardized (B) coefficients; SE: std. error; β: standardised (β) coefficients. Note: male, 
up to 20 years old, from Belgrade, enrolled at a public university, studying social and humanistic sciences, average grade 
up to 7.0, significantly below-average material status, participated in activities related to safety, follows safety-related news 
daily, uses television as the primary source of information, votes more often than abstains — have been coded as 1; 0 has 
been assigned otherwise. 

A multiple regression analysis (Table 16) investigated whether various socio-demographic, 
academic, and behavioral factors could predict students’ perceptions of national-level threats. The 
overall model was not statistically significant (R² = 0.029, Adj. R² = −0.001, F(12, 392) = 0.98, p = 0.468) 
and accounted for less than 3% of the variance in perceived threats at the national level. This indicates 
that the predictive power of the included variables regarding this outcome is very weak.  

Other variables—such as age, type of institution, field of study, level of study, academic 
performance, household size, financial status, engagement in safety activities, and media exposure—
did not significantly contribute to the model. These results imply that students� perceptions of 
national-level threats are likely shaped by factors beyond the socio-demographic and behavioral 
variables considered in this model, potentially including psychological, cultural, or contextual 
influences. 

Also, a multiple linear regression analysis was conducted to examine the relationship between 
various predictors and participants’ perceptions of digital security and privacy. The model was 
statistically significant (R² = 0.063, Adj. R² = 0.034, F(12, 392) = 2.19, p = 0.011), explaining only 3% of 
the variance in perceptions of digital security. This suggests that the selected independent variables 
have limited explanatory power in this context. None of the individual predictors reached statistical 
significance at the p ≤ 0.05 level.  

Additional analyses revealed that the most significant predictor of attitudes toward digital 
security and privacy was prior participation in safety-related activities (β = −0.143, t = −2.754, p = 
0.006). This variable independently explained approximately 1.8% of the variance in the dependent 
variable (β² = 0.020). Respondents who had been involved in safety initiatives tended to express 
slightly lower perceptions of digital security. 

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 21 April 2025 doi:10.20944/preprints202504.1700.v1

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202504.1700.v1


36 of 6 

Other variables, such as gender, age, place of study, type of institution, field of science, level of 
studies, academic performance, household size, financial status, sources of safety information, and 
frequency of following safety news, did not demonstrate statistically significant effects. Although 
information sources (p = 0.073) and number of household members (p = 0.108) approached 
significance, their contributions remained limited. 

 

Figure 9. The predictors of the multidimensional security perceptions among youth in Serbia. 

Further analyses indicated that reliance on safety-related information sources was the primary 
predictor of perceived disaster preparedness and crisis response, demonstrating a statistically 
significant positive impact (β = 0.226, t = 4.60, p < 0.001). This variable alone accounted for 
approximately 5.1% of the variation in the outcome (β² = 0.051), suggesting that those who 
consistently utilise diverse safety information sources feel more equipped for emergencies. Although 
the field of study (science/non-science) approached significance (p = 0.061), its effect was limited (β = 
0.097). Other factors, such as gender, age, study location, type of institution, educational level, 
academic performance, household size, financial situation, past participation in safety activities, and 
frequency of engaging with safety-related news, did not significantly influence perceptions of 
disaster preparedness. 

The overall regression model was statistically significant, explaining a modest portion of the 
variance in the dependent variable (R² = 0.086, Adj. R² = 0.058, F(12, 392) = 3.072, p < 0.001), indicating 
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that these predictors collectively account for approximately 8.6% of the variation in perceived disaster 
preparedness. 

Finally, further analyses (Table 16) revealed that the most significant predictor of institutional 
confidence and trust in security was the use of safety-related information sources (β = 0.195, t = 3.94, 
p <0.001), accounting for approximately 3.8% of the variance in the outcome (β² = 0.038). Furthermore, 
students from scientific fields also expressed significantly higher levels of institutional confidence (β 
= 0.133, t = 2.55, p = 0.011), contributing an additional 1.8% to the explained variance (β² = 0.018). 

Perceived financial status showed a statistically significant negative association with 
institutional confidence (β = –0.109, t = –2.16, p = 0.031), indicating that students who perceive their 
families as being in worse financial positions tend to have lower trust in institutions. This predictor 
accounted for about 1.2% of the variance (β² = 0.012). The overall model was statistically significant 
(R² = 0.079, Adj. R² = 0.051, F(12, 392) = 2.79, p = 0.001), explaining approximately 7.9% of the variance 
in perceptions of institutional trust. 

Other predictors, such as gender, age, place of study, study level, academic performance, 
number of household members, previous involvement in safety activities, and frequency of following 
safety news, did not show statistically significant effects in this model. 

4. Discussion 
The findings from this study offer valuable insight into how young people in Serbia perceive 

personal safety, institutional trust, and preparedness in the face of various contemporary threats. The 
descriptive results point to an apparent dichotomy in how safety is experienced and understood: 
while youth largely feel safe in private or familiar settings, they exhibit concern regarding broader 
social cohesion, systemic protection, and their ability to rely on institutions in times of crisis. 

Perceptions of personal safety were generally moderate, with high agreement on feelings of 
safety at home and significant concern over crime. Notably, young people expressed discomfort 
when navigating public spaces, particularly when alone or in poorly lit areas, and identified the lack 
of community readiness to act in dangerous situations as a critical gap in their local environments. 
These insights suggest that while infrastructural or physical safety may be present, emotional and 
social security is perceived as fragile. A potential explanation for this may lie in past personal 
experiences, prevailing media narratives, or broader societal anxiety about crime, particularly in 
urban areas [140,141,163,182–188]. 

The domain of public events and demonstrations revealed strong civic awareness and 
willingness to engage, with high support for protest participation and demands for greater youth 
involvement in political life. However, these findings were tempered by widespread skepticism 
about media objectivity and concerns over how state authorities manage civil gatherings. This 
combination of engagement and distrust implies a population eager to participate but wary of 
institutional integrity. One possible explanation could be the historical legacy of protest suppression 
or media bias, which may influence perceptions even when direct experiences are limited 
[141,163,182,186–188]. 

Regarding national-level threats, youth showed high awareness of systemic risks—especially 
organized crime, disinformation, and energy dependence—highlighting their attentiveness to both 
internal vulnerabilities and global influences. Interestingly, terrorism and pandemics were rated as 
comparatively less severe, potentially reflecting shifts in perceived urgency or exposure. The 
environmental risk of climate change was recognized, particularly by older students, indicating 
emerging generational concern. Recent events could shape these perceptions, such as pandemic 
fatigue, the ongoing war in Ukraine, and increasing exposure to discussions on environmental 
sustainability in academic and digital spaces [189–193]. 

Regarding digital security and privacy, the youth�s responses reflected both acceptance and 
anxiety. While they support surveillance technologies for crime prevention, they express limited trust 
in the state’s ability to safeguard their data. This paradox suggests that while safety is prioritized, it 
is not perceived as being guaranteed by existing digital or legal protections [194–197]. The lowest 
agreement levels were found for perceptions of personal control over data and confidence in Serbian 
data protection laws. This ambivalence may be rooted in global privacy scandals, inadequate national 
legislation, or the increasing pervasiveness of surveillance technologies in daily life [198–201]. 

The findings related to disaster preparedness and institutional responsiveness highlight a 
pervasive sense of vulnerability. Although young people recognize the seriousness of natural hazards 

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 21 April 2025 doi:10.20944/preprints202504.1700.v1

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202504.1700.v1


38 of 6 

and disasters, they lack confidence in governmental readiness, the role of educational institutions, 
and media reliability in crisis contexts. This aligns with earlier studies in this area 
[59,62,64,76,109,110,130,164]. The low mean scores in this domain reflect critical weaknesses in crisis 
communication and public education, suggesting urgent reform. This lack of confidence may stem 
from limited exposure to safety drills, absence of crisis training in curricula, or perceived 
inefficiencies in past governmental responses to emergencies [59,64,109,130]. 

Institutional confidence and trust in security policy were the most negatively rated dimensions 
overall. Students largely rejected the idea that institutions act transparently, allocate security 
resources properly, or effectively protect civil rights, which is consistent with previous research [202–
206]. However, military and police institutions were rated somewhat more positively than judicial 
and administrative structures, hinting at a differentiated, experience-based trust framework. This 
may reflect everyday encounters with specific sectors of the security apparatus and varying public 
narratives surrounding different institutions [157,158,162,207,208]. 

Inferential statistics provided additional context. T-tests confirmed gender differences, 
particularly in perceptions of personal safety, where male respondents consistently reported higher 
levels of safety. No significant differences were found by type of institution, nor in most dimensions 
by participation in safety-related activities—except for digital security, where those not engaged in 
such activities reported feeling more secure. This may indicate that those involved are more aware 
of potential risks and, thus, more critical [209,210]. Alternatively, it may suggest a false sense of 
security among those less exposed to safety education or risk analysis [211,212]. 

Correlational analyses revealed modest but essential associations. Age and year of study 
negatively correlated with personal safety, preparedness, and institutional trust—implying that with 
time and experience, perceptions tend to become more skeptical [213]. Furthermore, disaster 
preparedness and institutional trust were strongly and positively correlated, suggesting that 
confidence in institutions is tied to the belief that they can manage crises effectively. This relationship 
may also reflect broader trust in governance and national identity. 

Similar patterns emerge when comparing these findings to prior research. Studies in other post-
socialist contexts have also highlighted low institutional trust among youth and high sensitivity to 
national-level threats [156,158,160,208,213]. For example, regional studies have shown that young 
people frequently cite organized crime, disinformation, and environmental degradation as dominant 
concerns, aligning closely with this study’s results [60,158,178,179,181,204,208]. Likewise, global 
findings have identified digital insecurity and fear of surveillance as growing sources of unease 
among younger generations. 

Moreover, skepticism toward media and authority during public demonstrations appears 
consistent in international literature, especially in societies experiencing political polarisation or 
limited press freedom. In line with this, Serbian youth demonstrate both a desire for participation 
and a cautious stance toward institutional narratives. The notable lack of perceived crisis readiness 
and trust in educational institutions is also consistent with broader European findings indicating gaps 
in public risk communication and emergency training for young populations[134,135,208,214,215]. 

Regression analyses identified few significant predictors of perceived safety. Gender emerged 
as a consistent, albeit weak, predictor of personal safety. Financial status also influenced perceptions 
of safety in public events and institutional trust. Significantly, sources of safety-related information 
and voting frequency were associated with greater feelings of preparedness and institutional trust, 
underscoring the potential impact of media exposure and civic engagement on perceptions. Despite 
these findings, the models� overall explanatory power was low, indicating that many of the 
underlying drivers of perceived safety lie outside the scope of the analyzed variables. This points to 
the relevance of psychological, experiential, and possibly cultural factors that may play a more 
significant role in shaping security perceptions among youth [5,6,8,26]. 

Several limitations should be acknowledged when interpreting this study�s findings. First, the 
data were collected through self-reported questionnaires, which may introduce subjectivity due to 
memory recall issues or participants� tendency to provide socially desirable responses. Furthermore, 
the sampling method was non-random, relying on voluntary participation and availability, which 
restricts the generalizability of the results to the broader youth population in Serbia. 

Although efforts were made to include respondents from various regions, the sample may not 
fully capture the diversity of cultural, regional, or institutional factors that influence perceptions of 
safety. The study was also conducted within a limited time frame, meaning it does not account for 
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shifts in public attitudes that might occur following significant security events, emergencies, or 
awareness campaigns in the media. 

Lastly, the exclusive use of quantitative methods limits the depth of insight into the underlying 
motivations and dynamics behind the reported attitudes and behaviors. Future research would 
benefit from incorporating qualitative approaches—such as interviews or focus groups—to enrich 
the findings and provide a more comprehensive understanding. 

5. Conclusions 
This study offers a thorough and nuanced view of how youth in Serbia perceive personal safety. 

Utilizing both descriptive and inferential statistical methods, the research highlights key aspects of 
perceived safety and examines the impact of socio-demographic, educational, and behavioral factors 
on these perceptions. 

Descriptive analyses indicate that although youth generally feel safe in their immediate 
environments, particularly at home, they harbor significant concerns about crime, inadequate 
community support during emergencies, and a lack of trust in institutional responses. There is 
notable civic engagement and a willingness to join social movements, accompanied by skepticism 
towards media coverage and the management of protests by institutions. Additionally, young people 
display a heightened awareness of national threats, such as organized crime, misinformation, and 
energy dependence, showcasing a sophisticated understanding of both established and emerging 
risks. 

Concerns related to digital security and privacy are pronounced. While many express support 
for surveillance technologies aimed at crime prevention, there is widespread skepticism regarding 
the effectiveness of data protection laws and personal control over digital information. Youth also 
report low confidence in institutional crisis management and communication efforts, identifying 
insufficient education, unreliable media, and doubts about the preparedness of public services and 
educational institutions. 

Trust in institutions and security policies remains notably low. Although political stability is 
seen as critical for national security, transparency, judicial efficacy, and citizen involvement in 
security governance receive poor ratings. Trust is slightly higher towards the military and police, yet 
overall perceptions convey disenchantment with institutional performance. 

Inferential statistical analyses provide further insights into these trends. Gender differences are 
particularly significant in the realm of personal safety, with males reporting much higher safety 
perceptions. However, there are no substantial differences across most dimensions based on 
university type, participation in safety-related activities, or academic performance—except in digital 
security, where those not engaged in safety activities feel more secure. 

Correlational analysis indicates that age and academic progress are negatively correlated with 
perceptions of safety, preparedness, and trust in institutions, suggesting increased skepticism with 
experience. Strong positive links between disaster preparedness and institutional trust highlight the 
relationship between these elements. 

Regression analyses identify few significant predictors. Gender and financial status emerge as 
weak yet notable predictors of perceived safety and trust, while sources of information and civic 
engagement (e.g., voting) exert some influence on preparedness and confidence in institutions. 
Overall, the predictive capacity of the models is limited, with much variance in perceptions 
remaining unexplained. 

Regarding the initial hypotheses, only partial support was found. The hypothesis positing that 
gender significantly influences perceptions of personal safety was upheld. Likewise, the notion that 
socioeconomic status (i.e., material conditions) impacts perceptions of public event safety and 
institutional trust also received support. However, the hypotheses related to the broader impacts of 
academic characteristics, participation in safety-related activities, and media consumption were not 
consistently validated across all areas, leading to a conclusion of partial confirmation by the findings. 

Together, these results imply that youth perceptions of safety are influenced more by dynamic 
interactions among individual experiences, information contexts, and institutional trust than by static 
demographic traits. Future research should delve deeper into psychological, contextual, and 
experiential factors to foster a more comprehensive understanding of how youth perceive and 
navigate security in an increasingly complicated world. 
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Appendix A 
Survey questionnaire − Multidimensional security perceptions among youth in Serbia 

Dear Participant, 
Personal safety, emergency situations, security at public events and demonstrations, corruption, 

digital security, and trust in the work of public institutions – how safe do you really feel in your 
environment? Do you trust institutions to protect you? How do you cope in crisis situations, and to 
what extent do you feel the consequences of corruption? 

This questionnaire explores the perceptions of young people in Serbia regarding key security 
topics—from emergency situations and personal safety to trust in institutions, experiences with 
demonstrations, digital privacy, corruption, and national threats. Your opinion is valuable, as the 
results of this research can contribute to a better understanding of the challenges young people face 
and potential changes in the security field. 

Why is it important to participate? 
• Your voice can contribute to improving the security system and protecting the rights of young people 

in Serbia. 
• Understanding security risks allows for better protection measures in emergency situations. 
• We will gain a more realistic picture of how safe young people really are – on the street, in the digital 

space, at public events, and during emergencies. 
• The research helps identify problems and propose solutions that can enhance your safety. 

What should you know about the questionnaire? 
• It is anonymous – your answers will be used solely for research purposes. 
• It does not require much time – completing the questionnaire takes 10–15 minutes. 
• It includes different types of questions—some are open-ended, while others ask you to rate state-

ments on a scale from 1 to 5 (1—strongly disagree, 5—strongly agree). 
Your opinion matters! 
We invite you to participate in this research, help us better understand the challenges, and 

improve safety conditions for young people in Serbia. Your voice can make a difference! 
I. GENERAL INFORMATION 
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Please fill out the following basic information. The data are anonymous and will be used solely for 
research purposes. 

Gender: 
☐ Male 
☐ Female 
☐ Other / Prefer not to say 

Age: 
_______________ (enter your age, e.g., 23) 

Place of study: 
☐ Belgrade 
☐ Novi Sad 
☐ Niš 
☐ Kragujevac 
☐ Other city (please specify): ______________ 

Type of institution you are attending: 
☐ Public 
☐ Private 

Your faculty belongs to the following field of science: 
☐ Technical-technological sciences 
☐ Natural and mathematical sciences 
☐ Medical sciences 
☐ Social and humanistic sciences 

Current level of studies: 
☐ Professional studies 
☐ Undergraduate academic studies 
☐ Specialist studies 
☐ Master’s academic studies 
☐ Doctoral studies 

Current year of study: 
_______________ (enter the year of study, e.g., 2) 

Your average grade during studies: 
_______________ (enter your average grade, e.g., 7.85) 

Name of the place where your family lives: 
_______________ (enter the name of the place) 

Number of household members: 
_______________ (enter the number of members) 

How would you assess your family�s material status compared to the average standard of living in 
the Republic of Serbia? 
☐ Significantly below average (monthly family income is less than 50,000 RSD; we face financial 
difficulties, and basic needs are hard to meet) 
☐ Below average (monthly family income is between 50,000 – 100,000 RSD; we can meet basic needs 
but have limited resources for additional expenses) 
☐ Average (monthly family income is between 100,000 – 200,000 RSD; we can afford basic needs and 
occasional additional expenses) 
☐ Above average (monthly family income is between 200,000 – 400,000 RSD; we have stable income 
and can afford a comfortable life) 
☐ Significantly above average (monthly family income is more than 400,000 RSD; we have a high 
standard of living and financial security) 

Have you ever participated in activities related to safety before the beginning of student 
protests/blockades? 
(e.g., volunteer work in civil protection, disaster preparedness training, participation in protests, 
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etc.)? 
☐ Yes 
☐ No 

How often did you follow news and information related to safety before the beginning of student 
protests/blockades? 
☐ Daily 
☐ Several times a week 
☐ Occasionally 
☐ Rarely or never 

What are your main sources of information on safety topics? (multiple answers possible) 
☐ Television 
☐ Online portals and social media 
☐ Newspapers and magazines 
☐ Official institutions and press releases 
☐ Conversations with family and friends 

Since gaining the right to vote, how many times have you voted? 
☐ I voted in all elections since obtaining the right to vote 
☐ I voted more often than I skipped elections 
☐ I voted less often than I skipped elections 
☐ I voted only once 
☐ I have not voted yet 

How would you assess the level of corruption today compared to 10 years ago? 
(1 indicates no significant change, 5 indicates that corruption has significantly decreased) 
1 ☐ Corruption is at the same level as 10 years ago 
2 ☐ Corruption is only slightly lower than 10 years ago 
3 ☐ Corruption is somewhat lower than 10 years ago 
4 ☐ Corruption is significantly lower than 10 years ago 
5 ☐ Corruption is much lower than 10 years ago 

II. ATTITUDES 
2.1. Perceptions of Personal Safety 

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements using a Likert scale from 1 
(Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). 

Attitudes 1 2 3 4 5 

I feel safe in my place of residence      
The level of crime in my area is high      
The police in my area respond to incidents effectively      
I avoid certain parts of the city due to feeling unsafe      
I feel safe walking alone at night      
I believe that street lighting and surveillance cameras have increased safety      
I feel safe using public transportation      
I believe the streets in my area are safe for cyclists and pedestrians      
People in my community are willing to help in dangerous situations      
Fear of crime affects my daily life      
2.2. Perceptions of Safety at Public Events and Demonstrations 

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements using a Likert scale from 1 
(Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). 

Attitudes 1 2 3 4 5 
Demonstrations in Serbia are generally safe for participants      
The police use excessive force when securing protests      
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Protests are an effective way of expressing civic dissatisfaction      
The presence of provocateurs often contributes to the escalation of violence 
during protests      

I am interested in participating in demonstrations if they advocate for critical 
social changes      

I believe that protests are often politically instrumentalized      
The media report objectively on demonstrations      
Protesters are often subjected to unfounded pressure by the authorities      
Citizens should participate in protests more frequently      
I believe that young people should be more active in socio-political life      

2.3. Perceptions of National-Level Threats 
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements using a Likert scale from 1 
(Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). 

Attitudes 1 2 3 4 5 
Cyberattacks are a serious threat to Serbia’s security      
Terrorism poses a significant threat to our country      
Climate change can negatively affect the security of Serbia      
Global economic instability impacts our national security      
The spread of disinformation poses a risk to social stability      
Migration can present a security challenge for Serbia      
I believe that pandemics are a serious threat to national security      
Energy dependence on other countries jeopardizes our security      
Political instability in neighboring countries can affect our security      
Organized crime represents a serious threat to Serbia      

2.4. Perceptions of Digital Security and Privacy 
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements using a Likert scale from 1 
(Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). 

Attitudes 1 2 3 4 5 
I am concerned about the collection of personal data by the government.      
I believe that surveillance through public space cameras is justified for safety 
reasons.      

I feel uncomfortable with companies tracking online activities.      
I believe it is necessary to strike a balance between privacy and national security.      
I support the use of biometric data for identification purposes in the interest of 
security.      

I believe my personal data is protected online.      
I am concerned about the potential misuse of my data by third parties.      
I support the use of surveillance technologies in the fight against crime.      
I feel that I have control over who has access to my personal information.      
I believe that data protection laws in Serbia are adequate.      

2.5. Perceptions of Disaster preparedness and Crisis Response 
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements using a Likert scale from 1 

(Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). 

Attitudes 1 2 3 4 5 
I believe that Serbia is adequately prepared for emergencies      
I trust the civil protection system in Serbia      
I know how to respond in the event of a natural disaster      
I believe that the media are a reliable source of information during crises      
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Public services respond quickly in emergency situations      
Emergencies such as floods and earthquakes pose a serious risk in Serbia      
Citizens are sufficiently educated about how to act in crisis situations      
The disaster early warning system in Serbia is effective      
I believe that schools and universities are adequately prepared for crisis 
situations      

I believe that data protection laws in Serbia are adequate      
2.6. Perceptions of Institutional Confidence and Trust in Security Policy 

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements using a Likert scale from 1 
(Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). 

Attitudes 1 2 3 4 5 
I trust the work of the police when it comes to protecting citizens      
The judiciary in Serbia effectively punishes criminals      
I believe that institutions protect the rights of citizens      
The government adopts adequate measures to preserve national security      
Transparency in the work of state institutions is at a high level      
I believe the state allocates resources for national security properly      
Political stability directly affects the level of security in the country      
Serbia’s military power adequately protects its citizens      
Citizens are sufficiently involved in the creation of security policies      
The media report objectively on security issues      
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