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Background

Over the past several years, research on disaster preparedness has

Consists of self-efficacy
identified numerous activities aimed at improving household and y t?r0:§0t1$2 N an;i response efficacy,
T : cre 4 . . . . otivation Theory acting as the primary
individual preparedness behaviors. However, only about 51% of Identification of studies via databases and registers (published between 2015-2025) driver of preparedness.
Americans report being prepared for disasters, and preparedness ' -

. . . Protection Action Defines pre-decisional
actions such as emergency savings, community engagement, and i processes, core |
warning sign-ups remain considerably less common (FEMA, perceptions, and protective

2025).Research also suggests that these characteristics alone are
not sufficient predictors of preparedness (Choi et al., 2020; Lim,
2022; Spialek & Branton, 2024). Consequently, other factors such as
demographic characteristics, socioeconomic determinants, risk
perception, disaster experience, information seeking behavior, and
resource availability have been highlighted as influence on disaster
preparedness (Armstrong, 2024; Choi et al., 2020; Kyne, 2023; Qiu
et al., 2023; Siddiqi et al., 2024).
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Objective & Research Question

Studies included in review(n =39)
Reports of included studies (n = 39)

Objectives
Even though several indicators of disaster
preparedness have been identified and
studied, preparedness levels in the United
States remain relatively low, highlighting the
need to better understand the factors that
influence preparedness behaviors.

Research Questions

Use of VR-based disaster
games to assess decision-
making and preparedness-

related skills.

Included

Findings RQ1

Use of Machine Learning
models to better capture
non -linear interactions
among preparedness
factors

Disaster preparedness is a multidimensional construct influenced by diverse indicators that can be
differentiated into four primary categories: resource and action-based indicators, socio-demographic
indicators of vulnerability, psychological and cognitive indicators, and community-level social dynamics.

e RQ1: What factors are associated with disaster
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States remain alarmingly low, revealing a critical disconnect . L , , strengthen disaster preparedness.
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