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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Current work in the area of resource sharing for disaster response and recovery assumes a top-
down, centralized perspective. This study addresses a gap in knowledge about how resources might 
be shared among community members when a centralized supply of resources is not available, as 
might occur in a large-scale event such as a Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake. In the case of 
such a disaster, community members’ willingness to share resources with one another could 
contribute to the relative success or failure of communities to be locally self-sufficient if required. 
This research draws upon data gathered from a community-scale sample survey set in the Pacific 
Northwest, a region in which earthquakes are a certain, though largely unpredictable, hazard. In 
order to better understand the potential for resource sharing among community members in the 
event of an earthquake, we analyze three attitudinal variables related to both actual disaster 
preparedness and anticipated willingness to share: level of concern about disasters, place 
attachment, and trust. Our findings reveal a negative association between level of concern and 
actual disaster preparedness, while willingness to share is most strongly influenced by trust. 
Additional observed relationships between trust, place attachment, and community social network 
size suggest a need for further research in this area. Better understanding willingness to share and 
available resources at the community level can help to inform both grassroots efforts and more 
formal disaster preparedness organizations regarding targeted interventions for improving disaster 
preparedness. 
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INTRODUCTION 
In a disaster response and recovery context, most of the current work on resource sharing assumes 
a top-down, centralized approach to resource allocation. There is a gap in knowledge in terms of 
how to share resources among community members when resources are not at a centralized 
location, but at community members’ private locations, such as homes. In this context, community 
members’ willingness to share becomes an important factor for exploration. Willingness to share 
becomes especially relevant given the isolating effects of many types of disasters on communities 
and the subsequent need for localized self-sufficiency. It is also important given the diversity and 
potential complementarity among households in terms of the resources they possess. 

In this study, the authors address this knowledge gap. We specifically explore the role that 
attitudinal factors play in anticipated willingness to share resources, and we compare willingness 
to share transportation resources with that of other resources needed to meet people’s everyday 
essential needs. We focus on attitudes that relate to disaster preparedness (level of concern about 
disasters), community social relationships (trust), and relationship to place (place attachment) in 
order to better understand what kinds of community-scale interventions could help to support 
disaster preparedness in specific contexts. This research builds upon a previous pilot project 
investigating willingness to share and social ties in the same study community (1). 

Using data gathered from a community-scale sample survey, we aim to better understand 
context-specific needs so as to help inform community-based disaster preparedness efforts. Our 
motivation for working at the community scale is driven in large part by the anticipation of a large 
seismic event in the Pacific Northwest. In the case of such an event, communities will likely be on 
their own for an extended period of time with limited ability to carry out everyday activities, and 
they may need to rely on local resources for meeting basic needs. The community scale is also 
relevant because many government-led disaster preparedness campaigns target the individual or 
household level and do not address preparedness actions that people might take collectively to 
prepare their community for disaster. 

We look specifically at the findings related to transportation resources. Society relies upon 
a functional and resilient transportation systems to support the ability of individuals to meet their 
everyday needs. The uncertain and unpredictable impacts of disasters can leave the transportation 
infrastructures that supports basic societal functions damaged or non-functioning (2), and 
transportation systems are vulnerable to a range of disaster types, including natural hazards, 
technological failures, and terrorism (3). If the road network and public transit are compromised 
in the event of a disaster, community members could play an important role in supporting 
collective mobility at the local scale. 

Clear gaps exist in the understanding of social behavioral responses to resource scarcity in a 
disaster scenario, including resource-sharing within communities (4). This study contributes to 
advancing this exploration by focusing in more detail on anticipated willingness to share specific 
types of disaster resources. The findings can be applied practically by disaster preparedness 
planners and community-based organizations seeking to prioritize the distribution or development 
of disaster preparedness resources within community settings, as we discuss further in our 
conclusions. 
 
Research questions 
The overarching research goal for this study is to better understand the ways in which the attitudes 
of individual community members relate to their potential actions in response to a disaster. 
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Specifically, we seek to understand how respondent attitudes about social trust and attachment to 
place influence household disaster preparedness. We also explore how those attitudes shape 
respondents’ willingness to share different types of preparedness resources, including 
transportation, with others in their immediate community in a disaster scenario. For the purposes 
of this study, we define community by identity and physical geography. The community described 
in this study is a well-defined Seattle neighborhood in which residents have a clear sense of 
neighborhood identity and extent of neighborhood boundaries. 

In sum, the overarching research question and sub-questions are as follows: 
 How are attitudinal factors associated with disaster concern, community social 

relationships, and place attachment associated with disaster preparedness? 
 What attitudinal factors affect actual household preparedness with different types 

of resources? 
 What attitudinal factors affect respondents’ anticipated willingness to share 

different types of resources with others in their community in a disaster scenario?  
 How does willingness to share transportation resources compare to other types of 

resources? 

 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Willingness to share in a disaster scenario 
In a disaster scenario, people are likely to have limited access to – and a limited supply of – 
resources needed to carry out essential everyday activities. These resources range from items that 
provide sustenance, like food and water, to items that enable transportation and communication. 
In this study, we examine specifically the differences of community members’ willingness to share 
various items needed to carry out essential everyday activities and the role that strength of social 
ties plays in that willingness to share. While the sharing of resources among non-profit and disaster 
response organizations has received much attention (5 – 8), there is little to no mainstream urban 
planning research that addresses willingness to share in the context of resources needed for disaster 
preparedness from the perspective of community members. 

In one study of interagency cooperation during disasters, researchers found communication 
and trust building to be critical pre-work for the support of effective decision making and sharing 
of resources (9). In another study of interactions between organizations, researchers found that 
resource sharing across organizations can help to support coordination, and that organizations with 
complementary resources are both more interdependent and more willing to share resources (10). 
In a commercial context, willingness to share personal items (e.g., as part of the sharing economy) 
decreases as social distance increases (11). Although the same might be true of individuals in 
disaster situations, it is possible that different behavior patterns might occur given the uniqueness 
and unpredictability of the situation. In a study of people’s anticipated post-disaster social 
behaviors and expected survival adaptations in New Zealand, researchers employed a simulated 
scenario, finding that as time passed after a simulated disaster, people anticipated being less likely 
to offer assistance to or share resources with others and more likely to ask for help or to lie about 
their personal level of resources (12). 

In a qualitative study of disaster preparedness among aging populations in Australia, 
Blakemore and Bevis found that older people tend to be willing to share both experience and 
resources in disaster scenarios, highlighting their role as critical community assets (13). While this 
study identified willingness to share as a theme of discussion relevant to disaster preparedness 
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research, it did not present empirical findings specific to the topic of resource sharing. Researchers 
comparing patterns of resource sharing in tsunami-affected Indian communities found that sharing 
networks comprising kin were not as successful as those that were more corporate in nature (non-
kin) (14), suggesting that willingness to share might be enhanced by the presence of more broadly-
defined networks beyond the family or household. 

The concept of willingness to share has also surfaced in a developing area of research in 
transportation planning involving the assessment of the potential of the sharing economy to 
provide temporary shelter and/or transportation options in the case of a large-scale disaster (15, 
16). Although the sharing economy has the potential to supplement some public resources in the 
case of a disaster, many vulnerable groups still have challenges procuring basic resources like 
transportation and shelter (17). 
 
Place attachment and disaster preparedness 
Individual households contribute to community resilience through the construction of social 
relationships that enable the sharing of information and resources. Place attachment, or the 
emotional and cognitive experience linking people to places, has been shown to motivate 
participation in cooperative efforts to improve one’s community (18), to build connections between 
individuals within a community (19), and to enhance social trust (20). Social trust also plays a key 
role in the ability of communities to undertake collective, adaptive action (21, 22). 

Place attachment can be predicted by socio-demographic factors such as length of 
residence, education, and home ownership (23), and it can be influenced by qualities of place like 
land value, community relationships, and available job opportunities (24). In a wide-ranging 
literature review, Bonaiuto et al. determined that relatively little is understood regarding the ways 
in which place attachment affects disaster risk perception and coping, and they suggest that it 
should play a more prominent role in disaster preparedness (25). 

Level of place attachment may vary based on community context. A pair of studies focused 
on communities living in areas at risk from wildfire in Australia suggest that there may be 
somewhat of an urban/rural divide regarding place attachment. One study of fire-risk-prone 
communities demonstrated that rural residents generally have a higher level of place attachment 
than do urban residents (23). The other study found place attachment to be a motivator for 
mitigation and preparation in rural communities, but less so in urban ones (26). 

In addition to having an influence on disaster perception and coping, individuals’ place 
attachment can also be affected by the experience of disaster. A study of rural Chinese residents 
found a complex and somewhat negative association between place attachment and hazard risk 
perception, suggesting that greater fear of disaster reduces dependence on place (27). A study of 
flood-prone communities in Canada found that the experience of flooding had differing effects on 
place attachment (28), and another study found that loss resulting from disasters was associated 
with changes in level of place attachment (29).  

Many researchers have uncovered evidence that supports the inclusion of place attachment 
as a consideration in the study of disaster preparedness and response as well as in the formulation 
of disaster mitigation strategies. Researchers exploring the effects of disaster risk on wildfire-prone 
communities in British Columbia, Canada argue that the role of place is a critical aspect of the 
disaster recovery process as well as an important baseline factor in the construction of social capital 
and community disaster resilience (30). In a study of displaced residents post-Hurricane Katrina, 
Chamlee-Wright and Storr found that place attachment can play a strong role in residents returning 
to an area they have evacuated post-disaster, but essential resources (such as schools and grocery 
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stores) must be available in the community, and community members must have a sense of how 
they can contribute to post-disaster community recovery (31).  

A study of the dynamics of community disaster resilience in Christchurch suggests that 
understanding place attachment and social relationships at a variety of scales can be helpful for 
identifying opportunities for both disaster preparedness and recovery (32). Furthermore, research 
on high-disaster-risk communities in the Philippines found that place attachment supports stronger 
relationships within communities and suggests promise for the development of disaster risk 
reduction strategies that leverage collective action (33). 
 
REGIONAL DISASTER PREPAREDNESS CONTEXT AND STUDY SITE 
The research project was conducted in the Pacific Northwest, where a variety of hazard types, 
including flooding, sea level rise, wildfires, and earthquakes capture the attention of disaster 
preparedness organizations and researchers. This study focuses specifically on seismic hazards – 
in particular, the potential of a magnitude 9.0 Cascadia Subduction Zone (CSZ) megathrust 
earthquake as described in the attention-grabbing New Yorker article, “The Really Big One: 
Earthquake Preparedness in The Pacific Northwest” (34). Anticipated to occur along a 1,000-mile 
fault that stretches from Vancouver Island south to northern California where the Juan de Fuca and 
North American tectonic plates meet, such an earthquake would devastate communities throughout 
the Pacific Northwest and cause a series of cascading failures, including tsunamis and widespread 
damage to buildings and infrastructure (35, 36). The disaster science community anticipates there 
is a 10%-14% chance of a magnitude 9.0 CSZ earthquake occurring within the next 50 years, and 
earthquakes have been identified by Seattle’s Office of Emergency Management as the area’s 
riskiest hazard (37, 38). 
 
Study site: Laurelhurst 
Laurelhurst is a highly educated and relatively wealthy urban neighborhood of approximately 
4,160 residents in northeast Seattle. Located adjacent to the University of Washington campus, 
Laurelhurst is served by the University of Washington Medical Center as well as Seattle Children’s 
Hospital, a nationally renowned pediatric care facility. Although the neighborhood is primarily 
residential, some small businesses and University Village, an upscale lifestyle shopping center, are 
located nearby. In part because of its somewhat peripheral location and lack of mixed-use 
development, Laurelhurst is not well-served by transit. Most areas of Laurelhurst are located 
within a mile or two of the Husky Stadium light rail station at the University of Washington, but 
because it is separated from the neighborhood by a number of institutional uses, it is not a walkable 
destination for those living in the community. Its geography as a small peninsula on the shores of 
Lake Washington, with liquefactable soils to its west and northeast, exacerbates its potential 
isolation in an earthquake. 
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Laurelhurst is home to a grassroots disaster preparedness organization called Laurelhurst 
Emergency Action Plan (LEAP). Although originally organized in response to increasing concern 
about the potential impacts of an earthquake, LEAP has expanded its mandate to address a broader 
range of hazard concerns within the local community and regularly hosts educational community 
workshops focusing on disaster preparedness skills and knowledge topics, from putting together 
an emergency preparedness kit to stopping a bleeding victim from hemorrhaging. One of LEAP’s 
primary goals is to organize the entire Laurelhurst neighborhood into approximately 20-household 
clusters, each with a “cluster captain” who can lead the cluster’s disaster preparedness efforts by 
building interpersonal connectivity and trust within the cluster.  

Although Laurelhurst is not socio-economically representative of Seattle neighborhoods 
(see Table 1), its potential for isolation in a major earthquake is typical of neighborhoods in Seattle, 
a city of many hills separated by waterbodies and filled wetlands. Data and findings from this 
community help to illustrate one local profile regarding attitudes and disaster preparedness 
relevant to neighborhood scale self-reliance and intra-household mutual aid. Moreover, additional 
in-progress studies will enable a comparison between different types of communities ranging on 
spectra of socioeconomic status and urban to rural. Our goal in carrying out this research at the 
community level is to look beyond one-size-fits-all approaches to disaster preparedness to better 
understand how unique community context and social factors might shape community response in 
a disaster scenario.  

Figure 1: Location of 
Laurelhurst in Seattle 

Figure 1: Study neighborhood location 
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Table 1: Laurelhurst community demographics 

 Survey sample City of Seattle (39) 
Age (median) 57.0* 35.5 

Ethnicity 

White 

Black or African American 

Asian  

Latinx 

American Indian/Alaska Native 

Other or mixed 

No answer 

 

86.4% 

0.4% 

5.4% 

1.6% 

0.0% 

4.7% 

1.2% 

 

68.0% 

7.0% 

15.1% 

6.6% 

0.6% 

2.6% 

Gender female 49.8 49.6% 

Household size (mean) 2.6 2.1 

Annual HH income 

Less than $25,000 

$25,000 - $49,999 

$50,000 - $74,999 

$75,000 - $99,999 

$100,000 - $149,999 

$150,000 or more 

No answer 

 

5.0% 

3.1% 

7.4% 

7.8% 

14.0% 

51.9% 

10.8% 

 

 

15.0% 

15.2% 

14.4% 

11.6% 

17.8% 

26.0% 

 

* survey included adults only 
 
METHODS 
Community engagement 
The research team participated in several LEAP meetings throughout 2017 and 2018 and attended 
a series of disaster preparedness workshops and trainings sponsored by LEAP and held within the 
Laurelhurst community. In November of 2018, the research team and LEAP co-hosted a public 
workshop at the Laurelhurst Community Center, creating a forum for neighborhood stakeholders 
to discuss, via participatory group activities, the qualities that contribute to a resilient community. 
The purpose of the workshop was twofold: 1) to help LEAP recruit new members by spreading the 
word about the community emergency preparedness work they are doing; and 2) to build a better 
understanding of the unique community values and assets that might contribute to strengthening 
community resilience in Laurelhurst. The workshop was attended by 15 community members. 
Workshop activities included asset mapping exercises, which provided valuable background 
information regarding what unique resources within the local community might be useful in the 
case of a disaster. 

All of these activities helped to inform the development of a community resilience sample 
survey that was conducted in the fall of 2019. The authors worked closely with LEAP and local 
agency partners to refine and test the survey. 
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Sample survey 
The community resilience sample survey was designed to gather information about relationships 
between neighborhood social connectedness, attitudes (such as trust and willingness to share), and 
community-level disaster preparedness. Exploratory in its nature, the survey instrument elicits 
information from community members not only about how they might be prepared for a disaster 
materially, but also about how their attitudes and social connections might contribute to 
preparedness at both the household and community scales. 

The survey instrument was developed with the help of feedback from members of the City 
of Seattle’s Office of Emergency Management, the Northwest Healthcare Response Network, 
Washington State’s Emergency Management Division, and the University of Washington Medical 
Center, as well as being reviewed by members of LEAP. Some questions from a previous City of 
Seattle survey on disaster preparedness were adapted to be used as part of the survey instrument, 
and survey items also draw on previous research on trust and place attachment, as noted below.  

A pilot version of the survey was pre-tested with members of LEAP before being 
distributed to 200 Laurelhurst residents during April of 2018. Some adjustments were made to the 
survey based on the pilot, and the full survey was deployed to 733 Laurelhurst households in 
October of 2018. Survey recipients were first provided with information on how to access a digital 
version of the survey online, and one reminder was mailed regarding the online survey. Those who 
did not complete the online survey were sent a paper copy in a third mailing. Respondents were 
offered a $5 gift card for completing the questionnaire. An adapted version of Dillman’s “Tailored 
Design Method” was used to guide the research team’s survey outreach and communication (40). 

We received 145 responses to the online survey and 112 responses from respondents who 
filled out the paper booklet (a total of 257 responses). Thirty of the mailings were returned as 
undeliverable. Accounting for 19 surveys that were deemed incomplete, the total number of 
complete surveys as 238, resulting in a 32.5% response rate. 

The survey comprised 34 items, which were a mix of multiple selection and open-ended 
questions that took respondents approximately 20 minutes to complete. The survey is organized 
into four modules: 1) Disaster preparedness, 2) Access to health care, 3) Community and attitudes, 
and 4) Demographics. This study deals with data gathered primarily from the disaster preparedness 
and community and attitudes modules. We specifically analyze the association of three 
independent attitudinal variables (level of concern, social trust, and place attachment) with two 
dependent variables (willingness to share and actual preparedness). Based on connections 
suggested in the literature, we also assess the relationship of the respondent’s local social network 
size to these variables. Descriptive statistics for these key variables are included in Table 2. 

 

Module 1 (Disaster preparedness) asked respondents to indicate their actual preparedness with 

Table 2: Descriptive statistics for key variables 
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different types of essential items, including water, food, medications, transportation, 
communication, first aid supplies, extra clothing, sanitation, power, and shelter. Preparedness was 
measured based on the number of days respondents could be self-sufficient with each item (“0 
days” to “7+ days”). They were also asked to indicate their level of concern about their ability to 
complete essential everyday activities in the case of a disaster, including cooking, bathing, staying 
healthy, staying warm/dry, staying safe, communicating with family and friends, and using 
transportation to get around. 

Another section of this module asked respondents about their willingness to share the 
different kinds of resources identified in the earlier preparedness question with others in their 
community based on the type of relationship people had with the potential recipient (“family or 
close friend,” “acquaintance,” or “stranger”). We recognize that this question would likely be 
subject to social desirability bias, so we included in the question prompt a number of reasons why 
people might be unwilling to share (“perhaps you feel others should be better 1prepared” or “you 
feel you need to keep those items for you and your family”) and asked respondents to provide an 
honest answer. We did find that respondents felt differently about sharing different kinds of items, 
indicating that they did not feel the need to answer that they would unconditionally share all of the 
items with anyone who needed them. 

Module 3 (Community and attitudes) focused on neighborhood social connections as well 
as attitudes about social trust and degree of place attachment. This module asked respondents to 
indicate their neighborhood social network size (family, friends, and acquaintances), and it 
included a place attachment scale adapted from Fornara et al. (41) as well as a social trust scale 
created using three questions about trust from the General Social Survey (42). The latter two items 
were measured using a five-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” 
Half of the scale items were adapted to a negative form of the question to encourage respondents 
to carefully consider all items. 
 
ANALYSIS & FINDINGS 
For the questions that were evaluated using Likert or other scales (e.g., willingness to share), we summed 
the individual responses for each item to create a continuous scale variable. We then evaluated the strength 
of association between the variables using Pearson’s correlation coefficient (see Table 3). We use the 
interpretation scale adopted by Dancey and Reidy in which Pearson’s r indicates a weak association at 0.1-
0.3, a moderate association at 0.4-0.6, a strong association at 0.7-0.9, and a perfect association at 1.0 (43). 
 

 
1 For level of concern, respondents were asked to rank, on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “not at all concerned” 
to “extremely concerned” their level of concern about their ability to carry out eight everyday activities in the case of 
a disaster. For actual preparedness, respondents were asked to estimate for how long they were prepared to be on their 
own with ten disaster preparedness items (from “0 days” to “7+ days”). For willingness to share, participants were 
asked to indicate with whom they would be willing to share the same ten kinds of resources on a scale of “0=nobody” 
to “3 = anyone in need.” For trust and place attachment, respondents were asked to indicate how strongly they agreed 
with items on a 5-point Likert scale from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” 
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Table 3: Correlations among key variables (Pearson's r) 

 
 

Factors affecting disaster preparedness 
We found that level of concern about disasters did have a statistically significant association with actual 
preparedness, and that association was both moderate and negative (-.460). In fact, it was the strongest 
association we observed among the variables of interest. From this analysis, we cannot know whether there 
is causality, but we interpret this to mean that those who are more concerned about disaster feel they are 
less prepared for it. It is also possible that people are less worried because they are more prepared. We did 
anticipate the possibility of question order bias with this pair of questions and asked about level of concern 
first so that respondents’ answers regarding level of concern would be less likely to be influenced by their 
stated level of preparedness. 
 
Attitudes and willingness to share 
We found that of the three attitudinal variables (level of concern, trust, and place attachment), only trust 
had a statistically significant, though weak, association with willingness to share (.296). We interpret this 
to indicate that people are more willing to share disaster preparedness items when they trust others around 
them and perhaps feel their actions may be reciprocated in some way. Neither place attachment nor level of 
concern had a statistically significant association with willingness to share. Level of actual preparedness 
also did not have a statistically significant association with willingness to share, suggesting that willingness 
to share has more to do with one’s personal attitudes than with the amount of resources one might have 
available to share. We did also find a statistically significant positive association between trust and place 
attachment, suggesting that place attachment may play an indirect role in willingness to share that could be 
further explored using other statistical methods. 
 

 level of 
concern 

actual 
preparedness 

willingness 
to share 

network size trust place 
attachment 

level of concern 
Pearson correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 

 
--- 

 
-.460** 

.000 

 
-.102 
.115 

 
-.036 
.578 

 
-.076 
.242 

 
-.089 
.170 

actual preparedness 
Pearson correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 

  
--- 

 
.052 
.426 

 
.065 
.317 

 
.026 
.686 

 
.044 
.502 

willingness to share 
Pearson correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 

   
--- 

 
.033 
.618 

 
.296** 

.000 

 
.097 
.134 

network size 
Pearson correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 

    
--- 

 
.085 
.191 

 
.437** 

.000 
trust 

Pearson correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 

     
--- 

 
.251** 

.000 
place attachment 

Pearson correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 

      
--- 

N = 238    **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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Level of concern, preparedness, and anticipated willingness to share transportation resources 
Comparing respondents’ concern about being able to use transportation resources to get around in an 
earthquake scenario with other essential activities, we found that the level of concern about transportation 
was the lowest of all activities (see Figure 3). This may be because people think they will be able to walk, 
ride a bicycle, or even drive in the case of an earthquake. There is great uncertainty regarding what modes 
of transportation would be feasible to use after a large earthquake, which might also be a contributing factor 
to the low level of concern. Respondents may also feel that relative to the other activities, transportation 
will be less essential if the entire region is affected and travel becomes difficult in general. 

 

 

Figure 2: Average level of concern about completing 
everyday activities in an earthquake scenario 

Figure 3: Average level of preparedness with essential 
resources 
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When asked how long they were prepared with a range of essential resources, respondents indicated that 
they felt more prepared with transportation than with most other resources (see Figure 4), which aligns with 
the findings regarding level of concern. People indicated being more prepared only with “warmth,” which 
is understandable because most people have extra clothes and warm blankets, and these are not consumable 
resources. People also indicated being more prepared with medications, which is likely because they fill 
prescriptions for several weeks’ worth of medication at a time. 

 

 
Compared to other essential resources, willingness to share transportation ranked fourth out of the ten items 
in the survey (see Figure 5). Respondents indicated they were more willing to share warmth, communication 
resources, and first aid supplies than transportation. They were more willing to share transportation than 
water, food, medications, sanitation resources, power, or shelter. These findings suggest that while people 
are somewhat willing to share transportation, they may have some reasons for not wanting to share it with 
anyone in need, perhaps anticipation of needing to spend a long period of time in a vehicle with a stranger 
or a lesser degree of trust in others regarding sharing this specific resource. 
 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
Willingness to share essential resources in disaster scenario is a relatively unexplored topic (12), 
and better understanding the factors that influence decision making about sharing resources with 
others can help to lay the groundwork for future research on this topic. Practically, understanding 
which resources people are more or less willing to share and with whom could help to inform the 
disaster preparedness efforts of both community organizations and disaster preparedness planners.  

In this study, we found that level of concern about being able to carry out everyday 
activities was negatively associated with actual disaster preparedness in terms of self-sufficiency 
with essential resources. This likely reflects the feeling that those who are less prepared are more 
concerned because they are less prepared, and possibly that those who are more prepared are less 
concerned because they are more prepared. One actionable response to this might be targeted 
education within the community about how they can best be prepared for a disaster in terms of 
both skills and resources.  

We also found that greater willingness to share was associated with higher levels of trust, 
suggesting that a community with more trusting relationships will be more willing to share 
resources with one another in the event of a disaster. Furthermore, willingness to share was not 

Figure 4: Average willingness to share essential resources 
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associated with levels of actual preparedness with specific resources. Potential actions responding 
to these findings might include framing community-building activities as disaster preparedness 
actions and emphasizing the importance of knowing one’s neighbors as part of disaster 
preparedness educational activities.  

Regarding transportation, our findings suggest that people within the study community 
were less concerned about being able to get around after a disaster than they were about being able 
to complete a range of other essential daily tasks. Respondents indicated that they felt more 
prepared with transportation than with most other resources, and, while people are somewhat 
willing to share transportation, they may not necessarily be willing to share it with people with 
whom they do not already have an established social relationship. The anticipated use of, and 
willingness to share, transportation resources post-disaster is an area of study that should be 
examined in more detail. 

There are several limitations to the study. One is that, while we gain an in-depth 
understanding of a specific place by focusing on the community scale, the findings from the study 
are not necessarily applicable to a broad range of communities. The research team is currently 
addressing this potential shortcoming by collecting data from two additional Washington State 
communities that differ from Laurelhurst in terms of both socioeconomic status and degree of 
urban-ness. This further exploration will provide the basis for comparative analysis and, we 
anticipate, a more nuanced set of findings. 

Another important limitation to note is that we have asked people about their anticipated 
sharing behavior in a hypothetical disaster scenario. There are many uncertainties associated with 
both aspects of this question. We do not know exactly what will happen in the case of a disaster, 
and people cannot necessarily make an accurate prediction about how they will behave in such an 
uncertain scenario. We also recognize the potential for social desirability bias regarding the 
willingness to share question. We attempted to address this by carefully framing the questions so 
that respondents would feel comfortable providing an honest answer. Our finding that people stated 
different willingness to share for different kinds of resources does suggest that respondents 
carefully considered each resource and that there are at least some reliable relative differences in 
willingness to share depending on the resource in question, which can help to inform prioritization 
of resource readiness as well as disaster preparedness education. 

Finally, next steps include implementing the sample survey described in this paper in two 
additional communities to support a comparative analysis. The authors also plan to do further 
multivariate data analysis in order to better understand the potential directionality of the 
relationships among the willingness to share, trust, place attachment, and disaster preparedness 
variables. We believe the findings from this study can be used to help support targeted disaster 
preparedness activities in the study community and suggest that in the broader context 
preparedness considerations should focus more on building trusting social relationships within 
communities  
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APPENDIX: PILOT SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
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