Running Head: COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

Understanding Community and Preparedness: Building towards Wildfire Prepared
Individuals

Andrew Lawrence Chapman
Bachelor of Arts (Honours in Psychology)

This thesis is presented partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of
Philosophy/Master of Industrial and Organisational Psychology of The University of
Western Australia

School of Psychological Science, Faculty of Science
Industrial and Organisational Psychology
2019

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

ii

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

ii

Declaration
I, Andrew Chapman, certify that:
This thesis has been substantially accomplished during enrolment in this degree. This
thesis does not contain material which has been submitted for the award of any other
degree or diploma in my name, in any university or other tertiary institution.
In the future, no part of this thesis will be used in a submission in my name, for any
other degree or diploma in any university or other tertiary institution without the prior
approval of The University of Western Australia and where applicable, any partner
institution responsible for the joint-award of this degree.
This thesis does not contain any material previously published or written by another
person, except where due reference has been made in the text and, where relevant, in the
Authorship Declaration that follows.
This thesis does not violate or infringe any copyright, trademark, patent, or other rights
whatsoever of any person.
The research involving human data reported in this thesis was assessed and approved by
The University of Western Australia Human Research Ethics Committee. Approval #:
[RA/4/1/5582].
Third party editorial assistance was provided in preparation of this thesis by Ceridwen
Clocherty of CCEditing.
This thesis contains published work and/or work prepared for publication, some of
which has been co-authored.

Signature:
Date: 28/07/2019

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

iii

Abstract
Wildfires provide a very serious risk to human life and property. One way to
combat the potential devastating impact of wildfires is individual wildfire preparedness,
that is, individuals preparing themselves and their property for the eventuality that
wildfires will occur. To date, little research has examined the interaction between
person level and community level factors in wildfire preparedness. Additionally, there
needs to be clarification of the concepts of ‘community’ and ‘preparedness’ in relation
to wildfires. In my dissertation I present three studies hoping to clarify the concepts of
‘community’, and ‘preparedness’, and establish the importance of person-community
interactions on wildfire preparedness. The first study employs meta-analytic procedures
of 135 effect sizes from 97 unique sources to establish the usefulness of personenvironment fit constructs from organisational research for predicting behavioural
outcomes. The second study translates person-environment fit to the wildfire
preparedness context in a questionnaire based study of 200 Australian participants
living in at-risk wildfire areas. The third and final study further explores the
contributions of person level, community level, and the interaction between the two to
wildfire preparedness in a second questionnaire based study of 233 Australian
participants living in at-risk wildfire areas. Overall, results indicate that there are
important interactions between people and their environment that should be considered
for wildfire preparedness authorities. Of particular note is the role of community
expectations for preparedness and how this interacts with personal characteristics.
Additionally, results provide support for the continued use of community as regional
place, while also suggesting some other understandings of community that may be
useful for future research. I have also identified some potential subtypes of preparedness
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that should provide a finer grain understanding of the approach different people take to
planning and preparing for wildfires.
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CHAPTER 1: INDIVIDUAL AND COMMUNITY INTERACTIONS IN
PREDICTING WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS
Setting the Scene
Before I begin, I just wanted to clarify that while the term ‘bushfire’ is used in the
Australian literature, I will be using the term ‘wildfire’ referring to the same natural
hazard event from the international literature. For many countries, wildfires provide a
very serious risk to human life and property (Cottrell, 2005). Furthermore, the risk from
wildfires is likely to increase in the near future due to a number of factors, including:
growth in the periphery areas of the capital cities, known as peri-urban centres; blurring
between the urban and rural interface; higher average temperatures; and severe droughts
(Cottrell, 2005; Moritz & Stephens, 2008; Paton, 2017; Prior & Eriksen, 2013; Sharples
et al., 2016). Prompted by these elevated risks and the recent devastating loss of life and
property during the Victorian Black Saturday fires in Australia, there has been a
renewed push by fire authorities and researchers to understand the factors that influence
individuals’ capacity to respond to wildfires (Cottrell, 2005; Moritz & Stephens, 2008;
Paton et al., 2010; Renaud, Birkmann, Damm, & Gallopín, 2010; Whittaker &
Handmer, 2010; Whittaker, Haynes, Handmer, & McLennan, 2013). Previously, there
has been a reactive approach by fire authorities and researchers to wildfire safety, with
increased attention to recovery and resilience, and policy making only occurring directly
following a major incident (Haynes, Handmer, McAneney, Tibbits, & Coates, 2010;
Tibbits & Whittaker, 2007; Whittaker & Handmer, 2010). However, there is now an
appreciation within the wildfire safety community of the need to move to a preventative
focus for wildfire safety.
Within Australia, two aspects of the move to a preventative focus is the: (1) focus
on individuals to both prepare their property to a minimum fire safe standard and (2) to
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plan their specific course/s of action in relation to wildfire risk, in line with an ongoing
Federal Government policy of ‘shared responsibility’ (Country Fire Service of South
Australia, CFS, n.d.; COAG, 2011; Department of Fire and Emergency Services,
Western Australia, DFES, 2014; Royal Fire Service of New South Wales, RFS, 2014).
First, regardless of residents intended action for wildfire risk, they are still
encouraged to prepare in some way. For example, in at-risk wildfire areas, local
governments or fire agencies may require householders to prepare their property to a
minimum standard, such as maintaining fire breaks and reducing the fuel load around
their homes (Cottrell, 2009; Killalea & Llewellyn, 2010; Paton & McClure, 2013;
Sutton & Tierney, 2006; Whittaker et al., 2013).
Second, the preventative focus has re-emphasised the importance of residents
deciding prior to the bushfire season whether they will stay and defend their property or
leave early. The stay and defend or leave early policy was developed due to evidence
that late evacuation is dangerous during wildfire threat and that well prepared properties
can provide shelter for residents while being successfully defended (Haynes et al., 2010;
Tibbits & Whittaker, 2007).
Despite the prevalence of wildfires in Australia, the pressure to prepare from local
governments, and a growing effort to raise awareness of the need for individuals to
prepare, there is still a large number of at-risk households whose members either fail to
prepare at all or are underprepared to some extent for the risk wildfires pose (Cottrell,
2009; Eriksen & Gill, 2010; Killalea & Llewellyn, 2010; McLennan, Every, Bearman,
& Wright, 2017; McLennan, Paton, & Wright, 2015; Paton & McClure, 2013; Prior &
Eriksen, 2013; Sutton & Tierney, 2006). Research has shown that even individuals that
have been made aware of the risk wildfires pose, and have acknowledged the
importance of preparedness, may still not prepare adequately for wildfires (Beatson &
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McLennan, 2011; Cottrell, 2009; Eriksen & Gill, 2010; Sutton & Tierney, 2006). That
is, despite safety messages, such as the “prepare, stay and defend, or leave early” (CFS,
n.d.; DFES, 2014; RFS, 2014) policy for planning, there is still a substantial portion of
individuals adopting a ‘wait and see’ approach to wildfire response (McLennan,
Cowlishaw, Paton, Beatson, & Elliot, 2014; McLennan, Paton, & Beatson, 2015;
McLennan, Paton, & Wright, 2015; Whittaker et al., 2013). Alternatively, there are
some residents who weight the need for wildfire preparedness against other
considerations, such as cost (Eriksen & Gill, 2010; McLennan et al., 2017). However, it
sometimes remains unclear why, when presented with the relevant knowledge,
individuals still do not incorporate best practice processes in relation to wildfire threat
(Beatson & McLennan, 2011; McLennan, Paton, & Wright, 2015).
What Contributes to Preparedness?
There has been growth in research on individuals’ behaviour in relation to wildfire
threat. However, there remains a great deal which is unknown about planning and
preparation for wildfires (Beatson & McLennan, 2011; McCaffrey, Toman, Stidham, &
Shindler, 2013; Paton, Bürgelt, & Prior, 2008). That is, although there is a perception
that there needs to be a reasonable risk of wildfire in order for individuals to engage in
preparedness, just the notion of risk is evidently not sufficient on its own (Champ,
Donovan, & Barth, 2013; McCaffrey, 2015). Therefore, extant research has also
investigated factors that may act as intermediaries between individuals’ perception of
wildfires as a risk and their preparedness for that risk (Beatson & McLennan, 2011;
Bender, Martin, & Raish, 2007; Paek, Hilyard, Freimuth, Barge, & Mindlin, 2010;
Paton & Johnston, 2001). Such research has demonstrated, for example, a significant
positive relationship between both preparedness and person-level factors such as selfefficacy (Beatson & McLennan, 2011; Bender et al., 2007; McCaffrey et al., 2013;
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McNeill, Dunlop, Skinner, & Morrison, 2016; Paek et al., 2010; Paton & Johnston,
2001) and outcome expectancy (Paton, Bürgelt, et al., 2008; Paton & Johnston, 2001),
and also between preparedness and what are broadly grouped here as community-level
factors, such as sense of community (Beatson & McLennan, 2011; Paton, Bürgelt, et al.,
2008; Paton & Johnston, 2001; Prior & Eriksen, 2013), collective efficacy (Beatson &
McLennan, 2011; McIvor, Paton, & Johnston, 2009), and social norms (Bright & Burtz,
2006; McFarlane, McGee, & Faulkner, 2011).
An important aspect of understanding preparedness that has received little
attention in the extant research, however, is the interaction between the person level and
community level factors. In order to address some of the concerns with communicating
risk highlighted above (e.g., residents still taking a wait and see approach) recent
theories in wildfire preparedness have started looking at the messaging of risk and how
the risk message is received (Adhikari, Paton, Johnston, Prasanna, & McColl, 2018;
Beatson & McLennan, 2011; Lindell & Perry, 2012; Paton, 2008). Some examples
include: the Extended Parallel Process Model (EPPM: Beatson & McLennan, 2011),
where the reception of risk messages is looked at in conjunction with perceived efficacy
and coping behaviours; the Protective Action Decision Model (PADM: Lindell & Perry,
2012), where the exposure to, attention to, and interpretation of risk messaging are all
considered on behavioural responses; and Community Engagement Theory (CET:
Adhikari et al., 2018; Paton, 2008), where the interactions between residents during
periods of high uncertainty are examined. Based on the above theories it appears clear
that risk messaging on wildfires is interpreted by residents in context. That is,
individuals consider the surrounding physical environment and interactions with their
social networks when interpreting risk messaging.
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Although there is some growing appreciation of the importance of person—
community interactions with the above theories on wildfire preparedness, the main
interactive component of each focuses on risk messaging and how it is received.
However, messaging is only one way that an individual can interact with a community.
Other aspects of person—community interactions need to be examined, such as
perceived similarity/dissimilarity between a person and the community. Although other
person level and community level factors are often included in the models of wildfire
preparedness, they are looked at in combination rather than in any interactive process.
Although little research has evaluated the interplay between the person and the
community aspects in wildfire research, potential person–environment interactions have
received attention in other domains, especially the working environment. For almost a
century the term person–environment fit (PE fit) has been used as a frame from which
to investigate individual – workplace interactions and the psychological and behavioural
influence they have (Lewin, 1935; Murray, 1938). According to PE fit theory, the
interactions between the characteristics of persons and the characteristics of the
environment affect individual outcomes above and beyond the individual effects of each
(Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011). I chose PE fit as a potential tool for examining wildfire
preparedness due to the integration of both similarity interactions and discrepancy
interactions that are included as different mechanisms in PE fit (explained more in
Chapter 2). Additionally, given the extensive theoretical and empirical history of PE fit
there exists a strong set of methodological and analytical techniques that can be utilised
to examine the interactions between person level and community level predictors of
wildfire preparedness. The research presented in this dissertation therefore applies PE fit
theory to examine the impact of both person and community interactions on wildfire
preparedness. In doing so, it raises and subsequently addresses two additional issues
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with regards to social science research on wildfire management, namely the definitions
of 1) community and 2) preparedness. Issues with the use of ‘community’ and
‘preparedness’ are summarised in Chapter 1, with a full review of each concept
provided in Chapter 2.
Defining Preparedness and Performance
The understanding and operationalisation of preparedness is an area that needs
development in the wildfire literature and will be addressed by the research presented in
this dissertation. Previous wildfire research has largely treated preparedness as a unitary
concept. In order to increase the understanding of the extent to which individuals will
prepare for wildfires it is important to clearly define and operationalise the behaviour
that is being investigated. Preparedness has historically been a very difficult concept to
operationalise and measure (Dunlop, McNeill, Boylan, Morrison, & Skinner, 2014;
McNeill, Dunlop, Heath, Skinner, & Morrison, 2013; Penman et al., 2013). Recent
research has used measures of wildfire mitigation behaviours performed and
behavioural intentions to operationalise wildfire preparedness (Dunlop et al., 2014;
McNeill et al., 2013; Penman et al., 2013). Within the behaviour and behavioural
intentions measures, wildfire preparedness is treated as a unitary construct.
Distinguishing between potential sub-types of preparedness allows for research to more
clearly understand the different ways that people prepare for the threat of wildfires
(Dunlop et al., 2014). Furthermore, distinguishing between types of preparedness allows
for examination of how both person and community factors contribute differentially to
preparedness and how types of preparedness can result in optimal outcomes within
various environmental contexts.
Reference to the organisational psychology literature can again assist in
developing and implementing a framework of preparedness sub-types. Models of work
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performance – such as the Proficient, Adaptive, Proactive model (PAP: Griffin, Neal, &
Parker, 2007) – clearly differentiate between multiple sub-types of performance in the
workplace. The PAP is useful due to how it differentiates between three different types
of performance, and how each performance could reflect an optimal outcome in
different contexts, similar to how preparedness behaviours can be distinguished based
on different desired outcomes, such as staying and defending or evacuating early.
Additionally, the PAP (Griffin et al., 2007) model of performance introduces the idea of
leveraging uncertainty to pre-empt changes through proactivity. Many actions that we
need to prepare for wildfires require uncertainty. For example, accepting uncertainty for
individuals may encourage them to seek further information for their preparedness
rather than believing they are sufficiently prepared based on incomplete information.
That is, putting yourself in the uncertain situation of not knowing if you are prepared in
order to go and find out new ways to prepare. As such, the research in this dissertation
adapted the PAP (Griffin et al., 2007) model of performance for use in a wildfire
preparedness setting.
Research Program
The research presented in this dissertation adapts the principles of PE fit and work
performance from organisational psychology to a wildfire preparedness context. The
application of PE fit and PAP model of performance will be undertaken to address the
broad research question: “Does person community (PC) fit differentially predict
(proficient, adaptive, and/or pro-active) bushfire preparedness performance?” More
specifically, there are three main components to the above research question.
1.

How do individuals understand/interpret the concept of ‘community’ in

relation to wildfire risk; and in what way do possible individual differences in this
understanding relate to preparedness?
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How do individual-level and community-level factors interact in their

influence on preparedness behaviour? More specifically, can a person–environment fit,
approach be used to explain the interactions between individual level factors and
community level factors, and their influence on preparedness?
3.

Do the person–environment interactions differ in their influence on

different types of preparatory actions (e.g., proficient, adaptive, and/or pro-active
preparatory actions)?
Structure of the dissertation.
Chapter 2 of my dissertation begins with a review of the relevant literature on
preparedness, PE fit, community, and performance to provide context around the above
research questions. The remaining sections of the dissertation are devoted to three
separate investigations. The first study was a meta-analysis of the PE fit and
performance relationship from the organisational psychology literature. The second
study was an initial field investigation of the PC fit and preparedness relationship,
including clarification of the community that is being referred to in PC fit. The third
study was a final thorough investigation of the person and community interactions that
can occur in a wildfire preparedness context.
Meta-analysis of person–environment fit and performance. In order to set a
baseline for expectations on the prediction of behavioural outcomes by PE fit, the first
study of my dissertation is a meta-analysis of PE fit research that is conducted within an
organisational context. All the research investigating a relationship of PE fit with work
performance and other behavioural outcomes was culminated to assess whether
different sub-types of PE fit relate to different types of performance.
Perceptions of PC fit and preparedness. Following on from the meta-analysis,
the second study of my dissertation applies the knowledge gained from relating PE fit
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and behavioural outcomes to a wildfire preparedness context. A field study was
conducted that investigated the relationships between individuals’ understanding of
community, levels of PC fit, and different types of preparedness behaviours. The initial
field study employed a ‘direct’ measurement of PE fit. Direct measures of PE fit ask
participants to provide their own perception of how much they fit in the environment.
The use of direct measures of PE fit in the first instance was used in order to initially
establish whether a relationship exists, as direct measurement has been shown to have
the strongest relationship with outcomes.
In depth analysis of person and community interactions in relation to
preparedness. The final study of this dissertation builds upon the relationships observed
in study two, by using a more advanced ‘indirect’ method of measuring PE fit. Indirect
measures of fit give a deeper understanding of the unique interaction that occurs
between the person and the community factors and how the interactions influence
different types of wildfire preparedness.

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

10

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

11

CHAPTER 2: PERSON COMMUNITY FIT AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS
Understanding Wildfire Preparedness
The Black Saturday fires in early February 2009 demonstrated the potential
devastation of wildfires in Australia. With 173 lives lost, 2029 houses destroyed, and
the creation of a new ‘catastrophic’ fire danger rating, the Black Saturday fires are
considered one of the worst natural disasters in Australia’s history (Teague, McLeod, &
Pascoe, 2010; Whittaker et al., 2013). The research and reviews following the Black
Saturday fires have highlighted the importance of taking a proactive approach to the
threat from wildfires (Teague et al., 2010; Whittaker & Handmer, 2010; Whittaker et
al., 2013). One main pathway for a proactive approach that has received considerable
focus is the promotion of completing individual wildfire preparedness activities
(hereafter referred to as preparedness) prior to the experience of immediate risk. The
importance of preparedness was confirmed by the inquiry into the 2009 Black Saturday
fires (Whittaker & Handmer, 2010). Anecdotal evidence from the Black Saturday
inquiry outlined that individuals that were uncertain of their plans were more likely to
leave late, and that last minute relocations or evacuations are dangerous (Killalea &
Llewellyn, 2010; Whittaker & Handmer, 2010; Whittaker et al., 2013).
The peak body that represents emergency management organisation in Australia is
the Australasian Fire and Emergency Services Authority Council (AFAC). The position
of AFAC supports the push to understand human behaviour in relation to preparedness
before immediate wildfire risk (AFAC, 2019; Killalea & Llewellyn, 2010) . Indeed,
there are several points within AFACs formal position that illustrate the need for
personal responsibility in the preparation of property for wildfire threat (AFAC, 2019;
Killalea & Llewellyn, 2010). Principle two of AFAC's position states that it is a shared
responsibility of governments, communities, and individuals to manage the risk of
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wildfires. Within the context of AFAC’s position it includes that individuals in wildfire
prone areas should plan and prepare appropriately and that there are two options: leave
early or staying and defending on adequately prepared property (AFAC, 2019). Further,
it is the position of AFAC that there will not always be sufficient resources for
firefighting services to defend every home, therefore, if individuals choose to stay and
defend their property, then they must be prepared to do it without the assistance of fire
agencies (AFAC, 2019).
At this point, it is also important to distinguish between preparedness and
psychological intentions to prepare, both of which have previously been investigated as
outcomes in wildfire research (Dunlop et al., 2014; McNeill et al., 2013). Preparedness
describes the actual behaviours taken to mitigate the risk of wildfires, whereas
intentions are behaviours that are planned for in the future. According to theories of
behaviour, such as the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1991; Fishbein & Ajzen,
1975) psychological intentions are necessary precursors to performing a planned
behaviour. Critically, however, intentions to prepare may, or may not, translate to actual
preparedness behaviours in the future.
One major factor that has been consistently discussed in relation to both intentions
to prepare and preparedness itself, is wildfire risk perception (Bender et al., 2007;
Champ et al., 2013; Handmer & Haynes, 2008; Koksal, McLennan, Every, & Bearman,
2019; W. E. Martin, Martin, & Kent, 2009; McCaffrey, 2015; Paton, 2008; Paton &
Johnston, 2001; Paton, Smith, Daly, & Johnston, 2008). Risk perception carries two
separate components. The first component is the likelihood (or probability) of a
negative event occurring, such as a wildfire; the second component is the potential
severity (or consequence) of the negative outcomes, if the event were to occur. If an
individual believes that an event is likely to occur and that event will have devastating
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negative outcomes, then it means they perceive a high risk. Research has shown that
such individuals are likely to have relatively stronger intentions to engage in
preparedness for that event than those with lower risk perceptions (Bender et al., 2007;
Koksal et al., 2019; W. E. Martin et al., 2009; McNeill et al., 2013). For example,
McNeill et al. (2013) examined a range of individual difference factors, including
perceived likelihood and severity, as predictors of preparedness in an Australian sample.
In that study, McNeill et al. (2013) split preparedness into four different types based on
the participants intended actions in response to wildfires, namely: Defence preparation;
evacuation preparation; house resilience; and planning. Although perceived likelihood
of wildfire was not found to be a significant predictor of preparedness, severity was
found to be a significant positive predictor of all four types of preparedness. Based on
results like those in McNeill et al. (2013), wildfire and risk information is often used in
education programs and other interventions designed to encourage people to better
prepare themselves for wildfires.
Wildfire information/education programs and safety messages raising awareness
of the risk involved in wildfires has been a popular method of motivating individuals to
prepare (Paton, 2008). Education programs highlight the likelihood of wildfires
occurring, the potential negative consequences when wildfires do occur, and the steps
people can take to mitigate the negative consequences of wildfire through preparedness.
However, with substantial individual differences in the uptake of preparedness
behaviours, it does not seem that wildfire education programs based purely on
conveying risk information are leading to preparedness as intended (Beatson &
McLennan, 2011; Handmer & Haynes, 2008; Paton & Johnston, 2001; Paton, Smith, et
al., 2008; Whittaker & Handmer, 2010). The inconsistency in uptake of preparedness
behaviours following wildfire education programs could be due to a lack of a direct
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relationship with risk perception (Koksal et al., 2019). Champ et al. (2013) investigated
the relationship between both objective and perceived bushfire risk in a Colorado, USA
based sample. Champ et al. (2013) found that there was a relationship between risk
perception and preparedness. However, when accounting for other explanatory factors,
such as gender, income, and previous experience with bushfires, perceived risk showed
a non-significant relationship with preparedness. As such, Champ et al. (2013)
suggested that risk perception should not be considered a lone pathway for higher levels
of preparedness.
Although there are not many direct evaluations of wildfire education programs,
Paton, Smith, et al. (2008) conducted an evaluation of the effectiveness of a public
education program in New Zealand for a different natural hazard, namely volcanic
eruptions. Paton, Smith, et al. (2008) conducted phone surveys on residents in Auckland
city, where the metropolitan area covers a volcanic field. The phone interviews were run
at the same time as an independent risk perception education program. Results indicated
that although a large proportion of the participants were aware of the volcanic threat,
very few had engaged in any preparedness behaviours.
Often information based safety messages are based on the erroneous assumption
that the basic provision of information will facilitate the adoption of preventative
measures (Monroe et al., 2013; Paton & Johnston, 2001; Paton, Smith, et al., 2008;
Sturtevant & McCaffrey, 2006). The varied effectiveness of wildfire risk awareness
programs in creating prepared individuals and communities could be due to a multitude
of reasons or barriers for people preparing (Koksal et al., 2019). Some examples of
barriers between risk perception and preparedness are: conflicts with individual values,
the anxiety provoking nature of the topic, optimism bias (i.e., the belief of someone that
they are less likely to experience a negative event than others around them),

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

15

normalisation bias (i.e., the belief that life will continue normally and underestimate the
likelihood of a disaster), and previous experience with wildfires (Beatson & McLennan,
2011; Handmer & Haynes, 2008; Koksal et al., 2019; Monroe et al., 2013; Paton, 2008;
Paton & Johnston, 2001; Sturtevant & McCaffrey, 2006). For example, there may be a
conflict of interest in preparedness activities for individuals who wish to preserve the
natural environment (Beatson & McLennan, 2011). Specifically, when prioritising the
natural environment, a conflict may arise due to the clearing of fire fuel areas around
properties for preparedness being at odds with the desire to maintain the natural
environment. Due to the above mentioned barriers, wildfire research in the social
sciences is beginning to take a more strategic approach, looking to apply the principles
of psychological theory to understanding the factors that motivate people to prepare
(Beatson & McLennan, 2011). In the next section I will review some of these person
and community level factors.
Person level predictors of preparedness. As with most areas of study in
psychology there are likely to be trait-like individual differences that are important to
preparedness, such as self-efficacy, outcome expectancy, risk perception, individual
attitudes, and residency status (e.g., Beatson & McLennan, 2011; Bender et al., 2007;
Paek et al., 2010; Paton & Johnston, 2001). One such factor that has consistently been
demonstrated to be important in predicting preparedness for wildfire is self-efficacy.
Self-efficacy is the belief a person has in his or her capacity to execute behaviours
necessary to produce desired outcomes (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997) and hence, exert
control over different outcomes in his or her life. Other factors related to the concept of
self-efficacy have also been found to relate to wildfire preparedness, such as the
perceived benefit of preparing (Handmer & Haynes, 2008) and taking personal
responsibility for fire safety (W. E. Martin et al., 2009). There have been several models
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linking these individual factors together to predict variance in preparedness. A study by
W. E. Martin et al. (2009) investigated the relationship between a number of individual
differences, including risk perception and self-efficacy identified above, and
preparedness in three peri-urban centres in the western United States. Results indicated
that individual difference factors played an important role in preparedness. For example,
self-efficacy had a significant positive relationship with preparedness and risk
perception mediated the relationship between preparedness with both knowledge of and
locus of responsibility for wildfires. Furthermore, the model by W. E. Martin et al.
(2009) highlighted the importance of also considering contextual factors as predictors of
preparedness by including participants status as either a full time or seasonal residents.
Community level predictors of preparedness. In addition to the person level
factors that have been found to be important for preparedness, there has recently been a
focus on community or environmental factors that are associated with preparing (Basolo
et al., 2009; Patterson, Weil, & Patel, 2010; Prior & Eriksen, 2013). It is important to
investigate preparedness at the community level as well as the individual level as
different communities may bring to the table unique local issues. These community
level issues can vary perceptions of risk and influence the effectiveness of generic
strategies for wildfire management (Handmer & Haynes, 2008; Prior & Eriksen, 2013).
That is, when individuals are faced with the high levels of uncertainty involved in
wildfire preparedness, they are likely to refer to a social network for guidance on how to
interpret and act upon risk messaging (Adhikari et al., 2018). For the related natural
hazard of earthquakes Adhikari et al. (2018) integrated CET with Protection Motivation
Theory variables to predict hazard preparedness. Adhikari et al. (2018) proposed that
individuals construct an understanding of risk and need for preparedness within a social
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context and that the effectiveness of their understanding can be influenced by the
quality of relationships and shared previous experiences.
For example, a community with a large absent population is likely to have a
different level of knowledge on wildfires to one with a large local population. As such,
it may be necessary to tailor any wildfire management program with community
differences in mind and accounted for. Community level factors found to influence
preparedness include: sense of community, community bondedness, place attachment,
community participation, social networks, community norms, subjective norms, trust,
empowerment, social capital, and collective efficacy (Anton & Lawrence, 2016; Bates,
Quick, & Kloss, 2009; Kwok, Becker, Paton, Hudson-Doyle, & Johnston, 2019; McGee
& Russell, 2003; Paton, Bürgelt, et al., 2008; Paton & Johnston, 2001). McGee and
Russell (2003) conducted a qualitative examination of the factors related to
preparedness in an at-risk fire area in Victoria, Australia. They found that in addition to
the individual differences of knowledge, experience, and confidence, community level
factors were still seen as important for preparedness. For example, social bondedness
was seen as an important factor for social support and information sharing in relation to
wildfires (McGee & Russell, 2003).
Person-Community (PC) fit
The interaction between an individual and their community’s characteristics in
determining preparedness has received little attention to date. As outlined above, some
research has focused on the importance of the characteristics of individuals (e.g.,
Beatson & McLennan, 2011; Bender et al., 2007; Paek et al., 2010; Paton & Johnston,
2001), and other research has focused on the importance of community characteristics
(e.g., Cottrell, 2005; Phillips et al., 2011). As highlighted in Chapter 1, recent theories
on wildfire (and other hazard) preparedness, such as EPPM, PADM, and CET (Adhikari

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

18

et al., 2018; Beatson & McLennan, 2011; Lindell & Perry, 2012; Paton, Bürgelt, et al.,
2008) have looked at interactions between people and environmental variables in terms
of risk. In the above theories and related empirical work peoples’ responses to risk are
interpreted in terms of the social context and surrounding physical environment.
However, risk is only one way that an individual can interact with a community or
physical environment. Other aspects of person—community interactions need to be
examined, such as perceived similarity/dissimilarity between a person and the
community.
Although some research has investigated other individual and community
characteristics in relation to wildfire (e.g., Adhikari et al., 2018; McGee & Russell,
2003; Paton, Bürgelt, et al., 2008), they have done so in an additive manner. That is,
research has measured the person variables and the community variables and looked at
the contribution each makes to preparedness behaviours or intentions. Indirect and
direct pathways from person to community level variables have been examined, but
whether the influence of person level factors is dependent on community level factors
has not been investigated.
Researchers in other behavioural domains have, however, identified personenvironment interactions as being critical to understanding behaviours (Edwards, 2008;
Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011). Indeed, for almost a century, the concept of ‘Person
Environment fit’ (PE fit) has been used as a lens through which to investigate personworkplace interactions and the psychological and behavioural impacts of these
interactions (Lewin, 1935; Murray, 1938). Research in this area has shown that the
interaction between people and their environment can predict behaviour, even after
controlling for the combined individual effects of the person and environment
separately (Edwards, 2008; Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011; Terborg, 1981).
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The subtypes of PE fit allow for examination of various interactions between a
person and an environment, such as the shared similarities between them, or whether a
person meets the requirements of a given environment (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011).
Additionally, there is flexibility in how the environment (E) component is defined in PE
fit, allowing for the various environmental aspects of community, natural, and physical
environment for wildfire preparedness to be examined. For the purpose of my
dissertation I am limiting ‘E’ to community as an initial step, but future research can
expand the conceptualisation of ‘E’ in wildfire research (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011).
Community was chosen as an initial focus as it is a commonly used term in the wildfire
literature. That is, community in wildfire research has previously been seen as
important, while at the same time still being ambiguous (Buckle, 1999; Fairbrother et
al., 2013; Phillips et al., 2011). As such, I saw it as a factor that needed to be clarified
and then checked for interactions with individual characteristics through PE fit.
Finally, given the extensive theoretical and empirical history of PE fit there exists
a strong set of methodological and analytical techniques that can be utilised to examine
the interactions between person level and community level predictors of wildfire
preparedness. A central hypothesis underlying PE fit theory is that the closer the
‘match’ is between the person and environment, the more positive the outcomes
(Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011; Kristof‐Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005). In line
with the match hypothesis, there has been strong evidence for a positive relationship
between PE fit and positive work attitudes (for a review, see Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005;
e.g. Saks & Ashforth, 1997).
For example, in terms of person-job interactions, Holland’s (1976, 1997) theory of
job fit states that the match between someone’s personality characteristics and their
work environment relates to their happiness and success in that environment.
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Conversely, a poor match between a person and his or her environment, also termed
‘misfit’, is expected to result in relatively lower levels of beneficial outcomes (KristofBrown & Guay, 2011; Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005). However, it is important to be
careful that the conceptualisation of PE fit does not lead to it being presumed as always
having a positive influence. It is also possible that fit of person and environment
characteristics can lead to negative consequences, such as excessive homogeneity, lack
of innovation, and stagnation (Harrison, 2007; Schneider, 1987). This occurs due to
excessive correspondence leading to a focus on already established conventional
processes, rather than the introduction of innovative alternative procedures. Taking this
further it can be seen that there are possible positive outcomes from ‘misfit’ such as
innovation, learning, and development (Chatman, Wong, & Joyce, 2008). Still, the
majority of research on PE fit has demonstrated a relationship with desirable outcomes
(Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005; Verquer, Beehr, & Wagner,
2003; Yang, Levine, Smith, Ispas, & Rossi, 2008).
Person environment fit and behavioural outcomes. Recent advances in PE fit
methods highlight that the relationship between PE fit and outcomes may be more
complicated than initially assumed. As outlined above there has been strong evidence
for a positive relationship between PE fit and positive work attitudes (Kristof‐Brown et
al., 2005; Verquer et al., 2003). In spite of the above evidence in relation to work
attitudes, research that has investigated PE fit in relation to behavioural outcomes, such
as individual work performance (or the proposed wildfire preparedness), has not
revealed the expected positive relationships as consistently (Hoffman & Woehr, 2006;
Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011; Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005). Kristof‐Brown et al. (2005)
conducted a meta-analysis of the PE fit literature, combining the results of 836 effect
sizes from 172 studies. All conceptualisations of PE fit were found to have moderate to
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strong relationships with attitudinal criteria, such as job satisfaction and organisational
commitment. However, the relationship with overall job performance was found to be
small with likely effect size ranges including zero as a probable value.
The absence of consistent evidence of a positive relationship between PE fit and
work performance could be due to three issues in the PE fit literature (Hoffman &
Woehr, 2006; Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011; Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005). The first
potential issue is inconsistency in the way in which PE fit has been separated into a
number of different categories. The second issue is the measurement methods of PE fit
that have been used. The third and final potential issue is the conflation of multiple
conceptualisations of work performance. As such, through the research in my
dissertation I plan to disentangle the categorisations of PE fit used in previous research,
and to be consistent and clear in the categorisations I am using. Similarly, I will use two
alternative approaches to measuring PE fit and examine the ways measurement methods
can impact the relationships between PE fit and performance (both work performance
and wildfire preparedness. I also plan to clarify the types of work performance used in
previous research on PE fit, and clarify the potential subtypes of wildfire preparedness
in relation to PE fit in my own original research. Each of these potential issues are
discussed in turn here and then raised again in the relevant chapters for each study of
my dissertation.
To try and tease out these potential explanations, I plan to de-tangle the different
conceptualisations of PE fit and performance previously used in the literature in the first
study of my dissertation. First, PE fit can be differentiated in at least two ways: (1) as a
function of the environment it is measured in relation to, and (2) in reference to the
mechanism that relates the person to that environment (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011).
The two different methods of categorisation have often been confounded in previous
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research, which could be a potential explanation for the mixed empirical findings.
Second, there have been multiple methods of measuring PE fit that may not be able to
be directly compared (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011). Generally, PE fit has been
measured in one of the following two ways: (1) by asking people directly their
perceived fit in an environment (e.g., “To what extent do you feel you fit with your
organisation?”) (2) by measuring person and environment characteristics separately and
then statistically combining them (e.g., “To what extent do you value being socially
connected with your colleagues?” and “To what extent does your organisation place
value on people being socially connected with their colleagues?”). The results of using
different measurement techniques may again lead to research findings that are not
directly comparable. Third, and finally, similar to the concept of wildfire preparedness,
work performance has often typically been measured as a single dimension in a nonstandardised manner, even though work performance has been shown to vary along
multiple dimensions (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997; Campbell, 1990; Campbell,
McCloy, Oppler, & Sager, 1993; Griffin et al., 2007; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). Each
of these potential concerns are discussed in more detail below.
Categorisations of person-environment fit. Within the work context, PE fit has
been used as an umbrella term that includes different types of compatibility and
compatibility in relation to different aspects of the environment (Jansen & KristofBrown, 2006). Specifically, PE fit has been divided into categories in two different
ways, the first of which is by the type of environment-element (e.g., job vs. team vs.
organisation vs. community) that the fit relates to. However, a second way in which PE
fit has been divided into categories is by the underlying mechanisms regarding how the
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person and environment relate with each other (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011). Each of
these is described below.
Different environments in person-environment fit. When defining PE fit, it is
important to specify what is meant by the ‘environment’. Organisational researchers
have typically been most interested in fits in relation to two types of environmentelements: the organisation (creating ‘person-organisation’ or PO fit), and the job
(forming ‘person-job’ or PJ fit) (Cable & DeRue, 2002; Chatman, 1989; Kristof-Brown
& Guay, 2011; Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005). It is worth noting that other frames have
been considered, such as person-person fit (see: Ahmad, 2008; Turban & Jones, 1988),
and person-group fit (see: DeRue & Morgeson, 2007; Elfenbein & O'Reilly, 2007;
Greguras & Diefendorff, 2009); however, PJ and PO fit are those frames that have
received the most attention, and are most transferable to the community environment.
As such, the focus of the research presented in this dissertation is limited to PO and PJ
frames; these are discussed in detail below.
Person-organisation fit. PO fit refers to the extent that an individual is compatible
with the organisation within which they work (Chatman, 1989; Kristof-Brown & Guay,
2011). PO fit, therefore, involves treating the organisation as a distinct entity with its
own characteristics that can be related to the individual (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011).
This can be accomplished through accumulation of organisation-referent data from a
group, or through a single representative individual of the organisation that is used for
comparison. For example, organisational values could be acquired through a compiling
the values of individuals within the organisation, or by referring to the organisation’s
mission statement.
Person-job fit. PJ fit concerns the match between the characteristics of an
individual and the specific job, role, or position they work in (Kristof-Brown & Guay,
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2011; Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005). PJ fit is pertinent to the process of personnel
selection, where individuals are assessed on their capacity to meet the demands of a
particular job and sometimes also the capacity of the job to fulfil the needs of the
individual (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011).
While remaining related to the central concept of PE fit, PO fit and PJ fit are
theoretically distinct in what they are focussing on (Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005). Indeed,
even though meta-analytic findings have demonstrated strong relationships between
these two frames (e.g., PO and PJ ρ = .72, Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005), there is evidence
of them differentially predicting outcomes (Cable & DeRue, 2002; Kristof-Brown,
2000; Saks & Ashworth, 2002; Scroggins, 2007).
Different mechanisms in person-environment fit. Another way in which PE fit
can be defined is in terms of its underlying mechanisms that are used to relate the
person to the environment. Researchers have proposed two primary mechanisms by
which a person can interact with their environment to produce fit, namely in a
supplementary (cf. similarity-attraction) and complementary manner (cf. needsfulfilment, Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011; Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987).
Supplementary fit. Supplementary fit describes the fit that emerges due to
similarities between the person and the environment (Byrne, 1971). The characteristics
used to assess similarity between the person and the environment are, most commonly,
their personality, goals, and values. For example, supplementary fit may reflect an
individual and their organisation sharing congruent values regarding the importance of
gender equality (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011).
Complementary fit. The second mechanism, complementary fit, occurs when
either the person or the environment meets the needs of the other, like two jigsaw pieces
coming together (Edwards, Cable, Williamson, Lambert, & Shipp, 2006; Locke, 1969;
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Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987; Murray, 1938, 1951; Rice, McFarlin, & Bennet, 1989).
As such, complementary fit can be broken up into a further two mechanisms, as a
function of whether one takes the perspective of needs of the person, termed needssupplies (NS) fit, or the ‘needs’ of the environment, termed demands-abilities (DA) fit
respectively (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011).
NS fit is described as the extent to which the environment meets the needs of the
person. Murray (1938, 1951) in his need-press theory, first referred to the process of
need fulfilment for individuals as the primary mechanism leading to compatibility
between a person and their work environment. For example, supplying needs could
refer to an individual receiving what they believe to be an adequate salary to meet their
financial needs, or to there being sufficient opportunities for the individual to socialise
with others in the work or organisational environment.
From the perspective of the environment, complementary DA fit is described as
the extent to which a person can meet the demands of the environment (Edwards, 1991;
Edwards et al., 2006; Harrison, 2007). DA fit is usually associated with individuals
having the appropriate knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics (KSAOs) to
meet the demands of a given position (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). However, DA fit can
also be used to refer to situations where the person’s goals, personality, values, or other
characteristics enable the attainment of more positive outcomes (e.g., by providing a
new perspective; Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011).
Disentangling environments and mechanisms in fit. Since Muchinsky and
Monahan (1987) introduction of the supplementary and complementary fit terminology,
both types of PE compatibility have become commonly used within the organisational
literature (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011). However, a cursory glance of the literature
suggests that there is substantial asymmetry with respect to the study of supplementary
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and complementary fit within the two main environmental referents of PJ and PO Fit.
Previous research of PO fit has been dominated by supplementary mechanisms (i.e.,
person-organisation similarity) and research of PJ fit has been dominated by
complementary mechanisms (i.e., person-job complementarity). These confounds,
therefore, needed to be disentangled before utilising the different categorisations of PE
fit within the wildfire preparedness context. As such, the potential confounds of
ignoring atypical mechanisms in the PO fit and PJ fit literature is investigated as part of
the first study of my dissertation.
Measurement of Person Environment Fit. In conjunction with the subtypes of
PE fit discussed above there have also been various methods of measuring PE fit. Three
main methods have been used for the measurement of PE fit, with Kristof (1996)
providing formal classifications of each. For the remainder of my dissertation I will be
using the ‘direct’ and ‘indirect’ classification of PE Fit measurement methods. Direct
measurement involves asking someone the extent to which they feel they fit in with the
environment. For example, Cable and DeRue’s (2002) measure of PO fit includes items
such as, “The things that I value in life are very similar to the things that my
organisation values”. Direct measures of fit give researchers one variable that they can
then be used in comparison with other variables of interest.
The indirect procedure involves measuring the characteristics of the person and
those of the environment separately and then statistically combining the two (KristofBrown & Guay, 2011; Kristof, 1996). One such method involves asking the participant
to provide information on themselves (e.g., their personality) and how they view the
environment separately (e.g., rating the culture of their organisation). Asking the person
to rate both themselves and their environment is termed ‘indirect-internal’
measurement, as it is an internal judgement of the participant on both components of PE
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fit (Kristof, 1996). Alternatively, external sources might be used to judge the
environment’s characteristics (e.g., other staff, expert ratings, objective data), making
the measurement of the environment’s characteristics independent of the individual’s
perceptions. Obtaining an independent rating of the environment is termed ‘indirect
external’ (Kristof, 1996).
Analysis of indirect measures of fit has previously been conducted using one of
two main methods. One method involves creating a statistical combination of the two
separate measures through procedures such as the squared difference scores or
correlation (Edwards, 1993, 1996). A second method involves modelling both the
person and environment aspects, separately and interactively (Edwards, 1993, 1994;
Shanock, Baran, Gentry, Pattison, & Heggestad, 2010). However, the increased
complexity in newer analytical techniques has also raised additional difficulties in
interpretation which will be discussed when interpreting the results from my third study.
The use of modelling techniques in PE fit has highlighted the problem with the
previous assumption of PE fit as exact correspondence (Edwards & Harrison, 1993;
Edwards & Shipp, 2007; Shanock et al., 2010). Exact correspondence refers to the
assumption in PE fit research that the most optimal outcomes occur when the person
matches perfectly with the environment (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011). As captured by
the language used to describe PE fit (e.g., ‘congruence’, ‘match’, ‘correspondence’)
early research in the area imagined fit as the similarity of profiles of the person and
environment, with optimal outcomes reflected at the point of exact correspondence
(Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011). The introduction of more complex techniques has
highlighted that exact correspondence was rare, with more complicated influences of the
person and environment being uncovered (Edwards, 2008; Edwards & Parry, 1993;
Yang et al., 2008). As such, the current dissertation will use both direct and indirect-
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internal measurement techniques in different studies in order to form a more complete
understanding of the relationship between PE fit and preparedness. That is, two studies
will be utilised, one where participants provide their direct perception of fit within a
community and one where participants provide ratings of individual and community
characteristics separately. The examination of both direct and indirect techniques in PE
fit is particularly important in the wildfire preparedness setting given the social
construction of risk perception (Adhikari et al., 2018; Lindell & Perry, 2012).
The distinction between direct and indirect techniques of measuring fit will be
investigated as a moderator of the PE fit—performance relationship in my first study,
via meta-analyses. In my second study, I will use direct measures of PE fit to establish
the relationships with wildfire preparedness. Direct measurement of PE fit has been
demonstrated to have the strongest relationship with outcome factors, such as attitudes
and performance (Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005; Yang et al.,
2008). As such, direct measures provide a useful first step in demonstrating the utility of
PE fit in wildfire preparedness research. However, Edwards and Shipp (2007) have
argued that direct measures of fit may not represent indirect fit, but rather an internal
equation that only partially relates to actual levels of personal and environmental
factors. To be able to detect the individual impact of personal and environmental
factors, and the interaction between the two my third study will use indirect measures of
PE fit in relation to wildfire preparedness.
Applying PE fit theory to wildfire research. By examining the key features of
PE fit from a psychological perspective it becomes clear that the construct may be
useful for exploring the interaction between an individual and their community. PE fit
can be understood as the match or mismatch that occurs between a person and their
environment, whether the latter be a job, organisation, or the home. The resulting
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interaction between people and their environment is thought to have a unique
relationship with outcomes – such as wildfire preparedness – that can be differentiated
from the independent effects of the person and environment separately (Kristof-Brown
& Guay, 2011). Furthermore, PE fit has previously been used as a predictor of safety
related behaviour in the workplace (Lu & Chen, 2015), demonstrating some utility in
predicting personal safety behaviours.
PE fit research has primarily examined the fit between individuals and their
work environments (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011). However, it should be noted that
there are studies in related areas that use PE fit theories and findings to explain
phenomena in a wide variety of domains outside of work. For example, PE fit theory
has provided a basis for understanding the compatibility of students with particular
sororities (Cleveland, 1991; Moody, 1997) or colleges, universities, and school
(Bowman, 2005; Schmitt, Oswald, Friede, Imus, & Merritt, 2008), customers with
particular employees (Jamal & Adelowore, 2008), expatriate employees with host
country cultures (Aumann, 2007; Van Vianen, De Pater, Kristof-Brown, & Johnson,
2004), and older adults with urban housing conditions (Oswald, Hieber, Wahl, &
Mollenkopf, 2005).
In sum, the concept of PE fit is evidently critical for understanding behaviours in
many settings. Furthermore, there are conceptual ties between the psychological
mechanisms of belongingness to a community discussed below (Baumeister & Leary,
1995) and perceived PE fit in one’s community. Aspects of PE fit have been related to
the theory of social identity (Cable & Edwards, 2004; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner,
Brown, & Tajfel, 1979), where stronger fit will be observed when considering groups or
communities that a person identifies with. The stronger fit as a result of the personal
identification is theorised to result in greater beneficial outcomes for individuals (Cable
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& Edwards, 2004; Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011). As such, the current dissertation
seeks to investigate whether understanding person-community interactions will be
fruitful for the explanation of preparedness in my second and third study. However, this
raises another issue with regards to social science research on wildfire management that
is hoped to be addressed with this project, that of how the concept of ‘community’ is
defined.
Understanding Community
The construct of community has been an important one in the development of
modelling and understanding wildfire preparedness. Research has suggested that
community factors, such as information sharing between community members and a
sense of belonging can contribute to preparedness (Buckle, 1999; Fairbrother et al.,
2013; Paton, Bürgelt, et al., 2008; Phillips et al., 2011; Prior & Eriksen, 2013). With the
growing awareness of the importance of community in disaster research has come a
need to clearly understand what is meant with ‘community’ (Buckle, 1999; Fairbrother
et al., 2013; Phillips et al., 2011).
The term ‘community’ can be understood in various ways with the basic
foundation being a community as a group of people that share one common factor
(Buckle, 1999). For example, the parents of children in a local football team can be seen
as a community. Communities are dynamic entities, affected by such things as:
geography and membership, which are continually changing (Cottrell, 2005). The
potential complexity in the concept of community highlights the difficulty in using
community as a variable in research. When referring to communities in disaster research
Phillips et al. (2011) has suggested there are three main concepts ‘community’ may
refer to: place, network, and belonging.

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

31

Community as place. Place refers to an understanding of community involving a
geographic region. Community as a place is the most commonly adopted definition of
community for researchers (Buckle, 1999; Phillips et al., 2011). One reason that
regional area may be the most often used understanding of community, and is amongst
the earliest definition in use, is the ease with which it can be used to group people and
wildfire damage by geographic region. For example, most disturbances of wildfires
generally occur in the peripheral areas of the capital cities due to them being hotspots of
fire risk and increasing population density (Cottrell, 2005). Due to continual population
changes in these peri-urban areas, there is an associated continual growth in the level of
fire risk due to inexperience of residents (Cottrell, 2005). Therefore, grouping these
areas by geographic location makes it easier for fire agencies to deliver fire safety
messages to the appropriate locations. However, classification based on regional
location ignores both the alternate links individuals may have with others outside of
their regional area and the diversity that exists within geographically defined
communities. The co-location of individuals is not sufficient to ensure they share a
sense of belonging with each other or that they are interested in the needs of those
around them (Buckle, 1999; Marsh & Buckle, 2001).
Community as a network. Network refers to an understanding of community
that is based on shared common interactions between groups of people, the name itself
referring to an individual’s social network (Phillips et al., 2011). McGee and Russell
(2003) viewed the effect of community on preparedness from a network perspective.
Using qualitative interview methods, a link was established between the levels of
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farmers’ common social ties and their preparedness behaviours. That is, community in
the form of a network was related to preparedness.
Community as a sense of belonging. Finally, community understood as a sense
of belonging concentrates on an individual sharing a set of core values or principles
with others, leading to feeling part of that group (Phillips et al., 2011). From a
psychological standpoint, the importance of community is likely a manifestation of the
inherently human motivation to seek belongingness (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). For
example, in their need to belong theory, Baumeister and Leary (1995) build on theories
of human needs (e.g., Maslow, 1943), arguing that belongingness acts as a fundamental
motivation for humans. Therefore, the motivation to feel belonging may drive people to
form ‘communities’ with others. In a study of pro-environmental behaviour, Dono,
Webb, and Richardson (2010) found that an individual’s sense of belonging to
environmental groups, through social identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al.,
1979), was related to their pro-environmental behaviour. The Dono et al. (2010) and
McGee and Russell (2003) studies demonstrate the promise of exploration of different
understandings of community within the hazards and related literature.
Application of community understandings. Supporting the distinction between
different types of community, in an empirical study Paton, Bürgelt, et al. (2008),
identified two factors of individuals’ sense of community that related to bushfire
preparations. Following a principle components analysis Paton, Bürgelt, et al. (2008)
found sense of community to reflect two distinct factors: sense of community-place; and
sense of community-people. Sense of community-place relates to the levels of
attachment an individual has with a given regional centre; whereas sense of communitypeople is more concerned with the inter-relationships an individual has with other
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people. The two sense of community factors reflect two of Phillips et al. (2011)
distinctions of community in hazard research namely, place and network.
The distinction between different community factors is important to make with
individuals having different expectations and understanding of what constitutes
community for them. Fairbrother et al. (2013) questioned the overall usefulness of the
term ‘community’, suggesting that more concrete variables, such as community
participation and social networks should be used in relation to bushfires. Interestingly
the variables suggested by Fairbrother et al. (2013) mirror the concepts from Phillips et
al. (2011). Buckle (1999) also presents a notional matrix making it possible for
individuals to belong to multiple communities at once, each contributing in different
manners to that individual’s behaviour. Similar to (Roccas & Brewer, 2002) social
identity complexity, where people have an internal representation of the relationship
between their multiple group identities, it is likely that each individual belongs to a
number of communities. The multiple communities we belong to can be defined and
inter-related in a variety of ways including by interests, age group, political and
religious affiliations, and a host of others.
Current wildfire research does not account for multiple community memberships
and it is unknown what impact multiple identities might have on preparedness. If the
alternative understandings of community are not appropriately distinguished in research
then findings that incorporate the concept of community will be confounded with
different operationalisations of community and the different groups that people belong
to (Fairbrother et al., 2013; Phillips et al., 2011). As such, I will be empirically
investigating the potential differences in peoples’ understandings of community and
incorporate these differences into interactions with person level factors in the prediction
of preparedness in my second study.
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Differential Preparedness
Similar to the need to clearly define ‘community’, my outcome variable of
interest, ‘preparedness’, also requires operational clarity. In its most basic form, wildfire
preparedness has been conceptualised as the actions taken to mitigate the potential
negative impact of wildfires. However, in reality, preparedness is a complex decision
making process beginning when wildfire risk is first perceived and ending when
preparedness behaviours are performed (Penman et al., 2013; Reser & Morrissey,
2009). There are a multitude of dimensions that preparedness activities can vary along,
such as by: function, difficulty, need for social interaction, and physical or mental basis
(Beatson & McLennan, 2011; Bender et al., 2007; Dunlop et al., 2014; Paton &
Johnston, 2001; Penman et al., 2013).
The potential range of dimensions indicate that preparedness should be considered
multidimensional, taking account of the fact that not all preparedness actions are equally
important in reducing risk and different actions may be influenced by different
psychological and social factors (Kwok et al., 2019; Paton & Johnston, 2001). For
example, an individual who reports that they have completed several low impact actions
(e.g., obtaining a metal bucket) may receive a high level of preparedness which simply
counts all the actions taken. However, that same person may have undertaken none of
the difficult, high impact actions (e.g., clearing and maintaining a defendable space
around your home) that render the property significantly safer.
Dunlop et al. (2014) and McNeill et al. (2013) developed structured measures of
wildfire preparedness that distinguish between preparedness actions that are relevant to
the intended actions of individuals in response to wildfire threat. Current Australian
policy promotes preparing for wildfire risk in two main ways; either staying and
defending a property or evacuating early (CFS, n.d.; DFES, 2014; RFS, 2014).
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Australian preparedness policies result in preparatory actions that can be distinguished
into four main categories: first, actions taken to help defend the home (defending);
second, actions related to evacuating early (evacuating); third, actions that are designed
to generally mitigate fire risk regardless of the intended action (resilience); and fourth,
planning a response for when the immediate threat occurs (planning: Dunlop et al.,
2014; McNeill et al., 2013). In both the Dunlop et al. (2014), and McNeill et al. (2013)
studies, support was found for differentiating preparedness into subscales and that
different factors may act as predictors of the subscales. For example, McNeill et al.
(2013) found that although perceived risk severity of wildfires was a consistent unique
predictor of the four different types of preparedness, other factors, such as gender, were
only uniquely associated with some types of preparedness. Specifically, whereas gender
was found to be a significant predictor of defending, with male respondents more likely
to have completed defending actions than females, it was not found to be a significant
predictor of evacuating, resilience, or planning actions. Similarly, perceived reliability
of warning messages was a unique predictor of resilience preparedness after controlling
for risk perception and protection responsibility. But, perceived reliability of warning
messages was not a significant unique predictor of the other types of preparedness. The
finding of different types of preparedness being important in different contexts is
particularly relevant to the Proficient, Adaptive, Proactive (PAP: Griffin et al., 2007)
model of work performance introduced in Chapter 1.
Proficient, Adaptive, and Proactive
The PAP (Griffin et al., 2007) model of performance provides a systematic
method for examining different types of individuals’ wildfire preparedness. The PAP is
based on performance in an organisational setting and describes three different types of
performance at three different levels of an organisation. Proficient performance is where
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core tasks related to a role or activity are completed sufficiently compared to
expectations. Adaptive performance involves adjusting to changes in the demands of
required task. Finally, pro-active performance is where changes in core tasks of an
activity are initiated by an individual’s behaviour without the necessary external
pressure for adaptive performance (Griffin et al., 2007). Importantly the PAP model
identifies that different types of performance can be optimal depending on the
environmental and organisational contexts. For example, an employee in a computer
science role may need to innovate and learn new programming techniques, highlighting
the need for pro-active performance. However, an employee in a welding role may need
to consistently perform tasks to a high standard to maintain integrity of joints,
highlighting the need for proficient performance.
Parker, Bindl, and Strauss (2010) outline proactive behaviours as both a
motivational and goal driven process. According to Parker et al. (2010) proactive
behaviour involves the motivation to set a future oriented, change oriented goal and
then striving towards that goal. Whereas proficient behaviours can be seen as passively
completing activities, proactivity requires the active motivation to initiate future focused
and change oriented behaviour. As such, within a wildfire preparedness context
proficient and proactive behaviour will not necessarily distinguish between different
preparedness activities across individuals. But rather, proficient and proactive behaviour
will reflect different motivational states that can translate into a range of preparedness
activities dependent upon the context an individual is within. For example, the
proficient preparedness behaviour of completing all the tasks on a distributed
preparedness pamphlet will be appropriate in a community that distributes said
pamphlets; however, in a community that does not distribute the pamphlets, the more
proactive action of seeking out a preparedness checklist may be required. Although

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

37

included as part of my meta-analysis and dissertation up to here, adaptive performance
was not included in the current study as it was seen as more relevant to responses to
direct threats from wildfires, rather than preparedness.
Given the importance of context in the motivational aspect of proficient and
proactive preparedness, PE fit is expected to play a key role in differentially predicting
the two types of preparedness. Looking at the examples in the previous paragraph, a
community that does distribute pamphlets is demonstrating a complementary
mechanism of PE fit by meeting the needs of the individuals preparing for bushfires. As
such, it would be expected that the residents within that community will have the
information required to proficiently prepare for wildfires. However, a community that
does not distribute the pamphlets may require more proactive information sharing from
residents in order to prepare. Such information sharing may be reliant on a feeling of
belongingness with others that is promoted by supplementary mechanisms of fit.
Applying PE fit and the model of PAP to a wildfire preparedness setting will
increase the understanding of different patterns of preparedness behaviours and the
different settings in which these patterns develop. Theories of PE fit differentiate
between two underlying psychological processes for fit: needs-fulfilment in the case of
NS and DA fit, and attraction-selection in the case of supplementary fit. The distinct
mechanisms of PE fit are likely to be useful in predicting different forms of
preparedness performance, increasing our understanding of how to produce optimal
preparedness in different environmental contexts. Additionally, understanding
differential performance and the use of a model such as the PAP (Griffin et al., 2007)
model of work performance will allow emergency management authorities to get a more
qualitative understanding of individuals’ preparedness. Current measures of
preparedness, discussed above, typically involve the ticking of a box related to
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preparedness behaviours (Dunlop et al., 2014; McNeill et al., 2013). The ticking of the
box may indicate quantitatively how many actions someone has completed to prepare
for wildfires, but not the nature of that preparedness. For example, someone may have
recently trimmed his or her garden and receive a ‘point’ on a wildfire preparedness
checklist. But, the action of trimming his or her garden may have come from an interest
in gardening and not reflect how seriously the individual takes the threat of wildfires.
The current dissertation focuses on the preparedness of individuals and, therefore,
the relevant level of performance would be that of the individual: with the individual’s
outcome of how well prepared them and their property is. Application of the PAP model
to bushfire preparedness will allow a better understanding of the types of preparedness
individuals undertake and also what type of contexts proficient, adaptive, and proactive
preparedness are most effective for.
Conclusion
Applying PE fit and the model of PAP to a wildfire preparedness setting will
increase the understanding of different types of preparedness and how different types
may be more beneficial dependent on the type of communities that someone has.
Theories of PE fit differentiate between two underlying psychological processes for fit
(needs-fulfilment and attraction-selection), which are likely to be useful in predicting
different forms of preparedness performance. In conjunction with a model of
performance, such as the PAP, differential prediction will lead to understandings of
whether proficient, adaptive, or proactive approaches to preparedness are preferable
dependent on: someone’s communities, and the interactions they have with their
communities.
For example, a community with very favourable attitudes towards preparedness
and with a strong enforcement policy (e.g., fines for non-compliance) might encourage
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proficiency level preparedness in individuals through DA fit, because people have to be
prepared or they pay a fine. However, individuals whose values align with the
community and have good supplementary fit might engage in proactive preparedness,
regardless of the compliance policies. Further complications may occur if a community
were to change local policy regarding preparedness behaviours. In order to
accommodate any changes individuals would have to engage in adaptive performance.
If the community provided assistance to individuals to meet any policy changes they
would be satisfying needs-supplies fit and adaptation should be easier within the
community. In order to begin to understand how the above interactions may occur, the
first step of my dissertation was to establish the predictive utility of PE fit within an
organisational context using meta-analysis.
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CHAPTER 3: META-ANALYSIS OF PE FIT AND WORK PERFORMANCE
Organisations are continuously looking for ways to improve their performance,
and one way to do so is by increasing effective work performance at the employee level.
As such, it is important for employers to understand the factors that influence and
encourage effective work performance within their workers. One construct that has
shown some promise in this regard is person-environment fit (PE fit).
As a reminder, PE fit has been used as a lens through which to investigate
individual-workplace interactions and the impact these interactions can have on workrelated outcomes for almost a century (Lewin, 1935; Murray, 1938). Research on PE fit
typically refers to the study of behaviour and attitudes resulting from the interactions
between a person’s characteristics (e.g., personality, values, skills) and those of his or
her environment (e.g., a job’s demands, the organisational context). A central
hypothesis of PE fit theory is that the more a person’s characteristics match the
environment (that is, higher levels of PE fit), the more positive the person’s workrelated outcomes will be (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011; Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005).
However, while there is strong evidence for a positive relationship between PE fit and
positive work attitudes (e.g. Saks & Ashforth, 1997), findings on the relationship
between PE fit and behavioural outcomes at work have not been as consistent (Hoffman
& Woehr, 2006; Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005).
One behavioural outcome that has shown mixed relationships with PE fit is
work performance. Given the importance of individual work performance for
organisational outcomes such as productivity and efficiency (Carpini, Parker, & Griffin,
2017), it is essential to improve our understanding of its relationship with PE fit.
Broadly, here, we propose that previous performance-related inconsistencies in PE fit

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

42

results might be a result of the manner in which researchers have operationalised the
constructs of PE fit and of performance.
With respect to PE fit, some researchers define and operationalise PE fit in
different ways, as a function of the environmental context. For example, they may
distinguish between job fit (i.e., the match between a person’s characteristics and job
characteristics), team fit (i.e., the match between a person’s characteristics and the
team’s characteristics) or organisational fit (i.e., the match between a person’s
characteristics and organisational characteristics). Others, however, define and
operationalise PE fit in different ways as a function of the underlying fit mechanism.
That is, they distinguish between supplementary fit (i.e., similarity in values between
the person and work environment), complementary demands-abilities fit (i.e., the
person’s abilities meet the demands in the work environment), and complementary
needs-supply fit (i.e., the person’s needs are met by the work environment).
Importantly, these two ways of defining and operationalising PE fit are often conflated
in study settings, which makes it unclear whether it is fit environment, fit mechanism, or
a combination of both that is driving a relation of one type of fit with performance.
Further, with respect to work performance, studies on fit tend to conflate
multiple dimensions of performance into an overall unitary measure of performance,
despite multiple dimensions of performance having been identified in the performance
literature (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997; Campbell, 1990; Campbell et al., 1993; Carpini
et al., 2017; Griffin et al., 2007; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). When put together, it is
possible that the mixed results that have been found around PE fit and performance can
be explained by taking a more nuanced view of performance.
To address the above, I present and test, using meta-analysis, an untangled and
specified framework on categorisations of PE fit and how they relate to three different
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performance dimensions. I commence with a review of the main ways PE fit has been
categorised. Next, I introduce the Proficient, Adaptive, Proactive (PAP) model of workrole performance (Griffin et al., 2007), and propose how the different categories of PE
fit can be expected to relate to the three different dimensions of performance specified
by the PAP model. Finally, I present a meta-analytic investigation of PE fit—
performance relationships to empirically evaluate the relationships posited by the
proposed framework. Translating the detailed examination to the wildfire preparedness
context, it is proposed that the relationship with performance type will be influenced by
the mechanism of PE fit and the environment being referred to. For example, when an
individual is given the appropriate information to prepare by the community (needssupplies fit) then proficient preparedness, or just acting on the information they have
will be important. However, without that community interaction, proactive performance
is likely to be more important.
Person Environment Fit
Although PE fit theory has been refined several times, it remains a classic idea
within organisational research (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011; Lewin, 1935; Muchinsky
& Monahan, 1987; Murray, 1938; Terborg, 1981). According to PE fit theory, the
interactions between the characteristics of persons and the characteristics of the
environment affect individual outcomes above and beyond the individual effects of
each. In statistical terms, PE fit refers to the multiplicative relationship between the
characteristics of a person and those of the environment; that is, PE fit represents more
than just a weighted linear sum of each component (Edwards et al., 2006). While the
notion of PE fit seems intuitive on the surface, ongoing research has resulted in PE fit
theory having a nuanced approach to categorising different types of PE fit variables
along at least two dimensions: (1) the nature of the environment, and (2) the mechanism
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used to relate the person and the environment. However, research on PE fit tends to
focus on one categorisation, the environment or the mechanism, rather than both at the
same time. As such, there is a need to disentangle the separate effects of the two
different categorisations through the current meta-analysis.
Different Environments in Person Environment Fit
When defining PE fit, it is important to specify what is meant by the
environment. Organisational researchers have typically been most interested in fit in
relation to a) the environment elements, namely the organisation (i.e., personorganisation, or ‘PO fit’) and b) the job (i.e., person-job, or ‘PJ fit’; Cable & DeRue,
2002; Chatman, 1989; Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011).
PO fit refers to the extent that an individual is compatible with the organisation
within which they work (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011). In contrast, PJ fit focusses on
the match between the characteristics of an individual and the specific job, role, or
position they hold (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011; Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005).
Different Mechanisms in Person Environment Fit
In addition to environmental differences, another dimension on which PE fit can
vary is its underlying mechanisms. Researchers have proposed two main mechanisms
by which a person and environment can interact: a supplementary and complementary
manner (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011; Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987). Supplementary
fit describes the fit that emerges due to similarities between the person and the
environment (Byrne, 1971; Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987). For example, a person
seeing their own values reflected in the values of others that work in the same career.
The second mechanism, complementary fit, occurs when either the person or the
environment meets the needs of the other; that is, one party complements the other like
two compatible jigsaw pieces (Locke, 1969; Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987; Rice et al.,

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

45

1989). Whereas by definition, supplementary fit is bilateral, complementary fit can be
unilateral. That is, complementary fit can be assessed from the perspective of the person
or of the environment. Typically, in doing so, these complementary mechanisms are
termed ‘needs-supplies fit’ and ‘demands-abilities fit’ (Edwards, 1991; Edwards et al.,
2006; Harrison, 2007). Needs-supplies fit (NS fit) is described as the extent to which the
environment meets (i.e., ‘supplies’) the needs of the person. Demands-abilities fit (DA
fit) is described as the extent to which a person meets (or could meet) the demands of
their environment. DA fit is usually associated with individuals having the appropriate
knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics (KSAOs) to meet the requirements
of a given position.
Disentangling Environments and Mechanisms in Fit
As noted in the second chapter of my dissertation, a cursory glance of the PE fit
literature suggests that there is substantial asymmetry with respect to the study of PJ and
PO fit and the mechanisms of supplementary and complementary fit. Studies of PO fit
have tended to focus on the similarity (or congruence) of a person and their
environment, such as the congruence of their personality, values, or goals; in other
words, relying on a supplementary fit mechanism (Edwards & Shipp, 2007; Kristof‐
Brown et al., 2005). Chatman (1989) even defined PO fit as “… the congruence
between the norms and values of organisations and the values of persons” (p. 339).
Conversely, PJ fit has been dominated by studies of complementary fit mechanisms
(Cable & DeRue, 2002; Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005). For example, Cable and DeRue’s
(2002) three-factor model of PE fit outlines PJ fit as having either a NS or DA
framework. Additionally, following from Chatman’s (1989) definition, in Cable and
Derue’s model, PO fit is again solely determined by supplementary fit mechanisms. The
measure associated with Cable and Derue’s model is now widely used. The measure
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includes three items regarding the value congruence a person has with their
organisation, three items regarding the extent to which the supplies of the job meet the
needs of the respondent, and three items regarding the match between the person and
the demands of the job. The apparent conflation within the literature of PO fit with
supplementary fit mechanisms and PJ fit with complementary fit mechanisms has
limited the scope of previous research to determine the unique relations of the two
distinct ways of fit-typing of outcomes such as work performance or wildfire
preparedness.
Within PE fit theory there is no reason to exclude supplementary fit with one’s
job or complementary fit with one’s organisation. For example, Holland’s (1976, 1997)
original theory of vocational choice can be seen to reflect a supplementary form of fit
with an environment similar to a job. In Holland’s (1976, 1997) person-vocation (PV)
fit people are matched with different vocations based on interests that are similar to
those of others in that vocation. As such, studies utilising Holland’s (1976, 1997) PV
model are likely to provide examples of supplementary PJ fit (e.g., see Kieffer, Schinka,
& Curtiss, 2004; Meir, Esformes, & Friedland, 1994; Tziner, Meir, & Segal, 2002).
Similarly, self-determination theory (SDT: Deci & Ryan, 1985; Deci & Ryan,
2010; Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, & Ryan, 1991; Ryan & Deci, 2000a) provides scope
for the satisfaction of people’s needs by an organisation they work within. According to
SDT, the satisfaction, or organisational supplies, of three primary psychological needs
is related to optimal functioning. The three primary needs in SDT being autonomy,
relatedness, and competence. For example, the psychological need of relatedness refers
to the need for interaction with others (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2010; Deci et al., 1991;
Ryan & Deci, 2000a). As such, relatedness might be satisfied, or not, by the very
structure of an organisation. Some organisational structures allow open interaction
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between people independent of their specific job requirements, and others do not. That
is, depending on the organisation a person works for, the need of relatedness would be
satisfied differently. Finally, within her comprehensive review of the PE fit literature,
Kristof (1996) included complementary fit as a potential conceptualisation of PO fit.
Kristof (1996) noted that different types of PE fit could relate in different ways with
performance due to the functions of PE fit that are being served.
The importance of differentiating PE fit subtypes was echoed in the KristofBrown and Guay (2011) review. Kristof-Brown and Guay (2011) highlighted the
difficulty in interpreting relationships of PE fit with outcomes when the environment of
fit (e.g., PO, PJ) and mechanism of fit (complementary and supplementary) are not
clearly separated. The first study of my dissertation therefore aims to address the lack of
a clear distinction between PE fit environmental (PO and PJ) and mechanistic
(supplementary and complementary) effects by explicitly examining the previous
conflation of PO fit with supplementary fit mechanisms and PJ fit with complementary
fit mechanisms.
Disentangling Work Performance
Before being able to investigate the unique contribution of different types of PE
fit to outcomes, it is important to examine the outcome variable investigated most
commonly with PE fit previously, namely, work performance. Much of the research
examining the relationship between PE fit and performance is silent with respect to the
conceptual distinctions within the performance domain, and most typically treats
performance as a simple unitary construct. However, many researchers have described
work performance as a multi-dimensional construct (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997;
Campbell, 1990; Campbell et al., 1993; Griffin et al., 2007; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002).
When the conceptual variation of performance has been observed within the PE fit
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literature, it has often been defined either as completing core tasks (task performance:
Borman & Motowidlo, 1997), or as behaviour that goes beyond the scope of one’s core
tasks such as those directed towards innovating work roles (contextual performance and
organisational citizenship behaviours (OCB); Borman & Motowidlo, 1997; Carpini et
al., 2017). Still, the application of these recognised frameworks has been inconsistent
within the PE fit literature.
To overcome the issues of performance measurement, I propose the application
of a contemporary multidimensional performance model, namely, the Proficient,
Adaptive, Proactive (PAP) model of Work-Role Performance (Griffin et al., 2007) to
reclassify the performance measures used in past research. In contrast to traditional
models of performance, the Griffin et al. (2007) PAP model differentiates performance
based on work behaviours, without making reference to judgements such as whether a
behaviour is discretionary or not. Due to the uncertainty and interdependence of modern
work systems, new models of work performance need to account for a wider range of
behaviours that may be deemed effective in different contexts (Campbell, 1990; Griffin
et al., 2007; Murphy & Jackson, 1999). As such, the PAP model systematically
differentiates between three different dimensions of performance: (1) Proficient
performance, related to the sufficient completion of core tasks, (2) Adaptive
performance, adjusting to changes in core tasks, and (3) Proactive performance, where
individuals initiating positive changes to the core tasks of their role (Carpini et al.,
2017; Griffin et al., 2007). For the role of a university lecturer, an example of proficient
performance would be the competent delivery of lecture materials. An example of
adaptive performance would be adjusting course content to keep in line with changing
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external course guidelines. An example of proactive performance would be a lecturer’s
initiative to share innovative uses of technology in teaching with colleagues. 1
Person Environment Fit and Work Performance
As outlined earlier, previous research into the PE fit—performance relationship
has returned inconsistent results. Hoffman and Woehr (2006) conducted a meta-analytic
review of the relationships between PO fit and the different performance types, Task
performance and OCB. Corrected correlations ranged from .17 for the relationship of
OCB with PO fit subtypes that did not concern values, to .28 for the relationship of task
performance with PO fit subtypes that did not concern values. For the majority of the
findings from Hoffman and Woehr (2006), the 90% credibility intervals did not include
zero. However, Kristof‐Brown et al. (2005), in their meta-analytic review of PO, PJ,
Person-group, and Person-Person fit, found that some relationships between PE fit
variants and performance were trivial in size. The relationship for PO fit being only .07
with overall performance, with 95% confidence intervals and 80% credibility intervals
for this relationship including zero. Some relationships of PE fit with performance in
the Kristof‐Brown et al. (2005) review were only significant when focussing solely on
self-rated performance. When using self-reported measures of performance, the PE fit–
performance relations could be explained as a product of common method variance.
Furthermore, all the results from both meta-analyses found only small to moderate
correlations at best between PE fit and performance.

1

The Griffin et al. (2007) PAP model also distinguishes between proficient,
adaptive, and proactive performance directed towards three different levels of work
performance, the individual, team, and organisation. (Carpini et al., 2017; Griffin et al.,
2007)
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The lack of consistency in meta-analytic findings indicates there is still
uncertainty in the size and meaningfulness of the relationship between PE fit and
performance. For example, Alfes, Shantz, and Alahakone (2016) found that the direct
relationship of PO fit with task performance was trivial in size, with PO fit only
showing meaningful influence on performance indirectly through work engagement. On
the other hand, in their validation of a multi-dimensional PE fit measure, Chuang, Shen,
and Judge (2016) found moderate to strong direct relationships between various types of
PE fit and dimensions of performance, including PO fit with task performance. The
meta-analyses discussed above (Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005)
were also conducted over ten years ago, meaning they do not include more recent
findings, such as those by Alfes et al. (2016) and Chuang et al. (2016). According to the
Scopus database, since 2007, there have been a mean of approximately 37 research
papers published per year with “person environment fit” in the title, abstract, or
keywords. Further, PE fit and performance theory have both advanced since the last
meta-analyses were conducted, with new models and different dimensions having been
developed. As discussed below, there are now new explanations for the mechanisms
that relate people to their environment.
In summary, there is still a gap in our understanding of the inconsistency in the
relationships between PE fit and performance. Given that the literature and our
understanding of PE fit has grown substantially since the last meta-analytic reviews
were conducted I believe that there is scope to address the gap in our understanding of
the PE fit—performance relationship.
Person-Job, Person-Organisation fit, and Work Performance.
PJ and PO fit are the most commonly applied subtyping within PE fit research
(Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011). Although the associations of PO and PJ fit with work
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performance have been found to be mixed (Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof‐Brown et
al., 2005), research on the associations of fit with attitudinal criteria suggests that
certain aspects of the criteria may determine the strength of the relationships found.
Specifically, it is proposed that individuals can compartmentalise the reactions they
have to the different aspects of the work environment (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011).
That is, fit effects will be stronger when the environment-element of fit (e.g., job or
organisation) matches the level of the criterion (Ambrose, Arnaud, & Schminke, 2008;
Jansen & Kristof-Brown, 2006; Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011; Lauver & KristofBrown, 2001). For example, when examining attitudinal criteria, previous research
suggests that PJ fit demonstrates positive relationships with job related attitudes, but not
organisationally related attitudes (e.g. Blau, 1987; Cable & DeRue, 2002).
Alternatively, PO fit demonstrates stronger positive relationships with organisational
related attitudes than with job related attitudes (Becker, Billings, Eveleth, & Gilbert,
1996; Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011; Luthans, Baack, & Taylor, 1987). Blau (1987)
examined the work ethic and growth need strength in a sample of registered nurses and
the interaction of these personal values with the nurses’ perceived job scope. The
interaction with the job scope was found to be predictive of the job level attitude of job
involvement, but not the organisational level attitude of organisational commitment.
Furthermore, meta-analytic reviews by Kristof‐Brown et al. (2005) and Arthur, Bell,
Villado, and Doverspike (2006) have found stronger relationships for both overall and
task performance with PJ fit than PO fit, and stronger relationships of contextual
performance with PO fit. The stronger relationships of fit with context dependent
outcomes has also been shown cross culturally by Oh et al. (2014). Again using metaanalytic procedures, Oh et al. (2014) found in east Asian and European contexts that PO
fit demonstrated stronger relationships with organisational commitment than job
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satisfaction and that PJ fit demonstrated stronger relationships with job satisfaction than
organisational commitment.
Following the above logic, one could expect that performance outcomes that are
directly related to the job would benefit most from PJ fit, whereas performance
outcomes that are directly related to the organisation might benefit most from PO fit.
Translating this to the PAP model, proficient performance is strongly related to the
sufficient completion of core tasks directly related to the job an individual is
performing. This dimension of performance can therefore be expected to benefit more
from PJ fit. Conversely, proactive performance is not role prescribed, and relates more
to the initiation of positive changes for the organisation. Therefore, proactive
performance can be expected to benefit more from PO fit.
Hypothesis 1a. PO fit will be more strongly positively related to proactive
performance than proficient performance.
Hypothesis 1b. PJ fit will be more strongly positively related to proficient
performance than proactive performance.
Supplementary, Complementary Fit, and Performance.
Few studies have systematically separated supplementary and complementary fit
mechanisms independently of PJ and PO fit. Still, when the individual mechanisms
have been examined empirically in relation to performance, results have, as with PJ and
PO fit, been mixed (Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005). Although
researchers in the PE fit domain have largely ignored the possibility that supplementary
and complementary fit may relate differently to distinct types of performance outcomes,
research in neighbouring domains suggests a differential pattern of relationships may
apply.
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Supplementary fit. As outlined earlier, supplementary fit is conceptually related
to social identity theory (Cable & Edwards, 2004) which states that people’s identity is
partially attributed to social contexts, including places of work (Ashforth & Mael, 1989;
Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1979). That is, the values, goals, and personality
characteristics portrayed by the organisation or job a person belongs to sends a public
message regarding the goals, values, and personality of that person. If the characteristics
of the organisation or job are incongruent with those of the person, then the person will
attempt to reconcile the resulting cognitive dissonance through negative work attitudes
and behaviours (Cable & Edwards, 2004). More simply, the strength of the similarity
based association one holds with an organisation or a job can explain one’s
supplementary fit with that organisation or job.
Strong identification with environments, through social identity or
supplementary fit, has been shown to be related to positive but potentially risky atypical
behaviours within that environement, including a greater likelihood of performing
proactive behaviour (Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000; Brewer & Kramer, 1986; Levine,
Prosser, Evans, & Reicher, 2005; Penner, Dovidio, Piliavin, & Schroeder, 2005;
Tidwell, 2005; Van Knippenberg, 2000). One of the explanations given for the relation
between a strongly held social identity and risky proactive behaviours is that individuals
who more strongly identify with a certain environment feel more confident to be able to
express and perform non-prescribed behaviours, especially when the outcomes of those
behaviours will benefit others in that environment (Levine et al., 2005). In line with
this, Levine et al. (2005) found that proactive helping behaviour was more likely to be
directed towards people that supported the same football team than people who did not.
That is, supplementary fit is likely related to the motivation of people to benefit those
similar to them. As such, rather than just focussing on their own individual tasks, people
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are more willing to exert extra effort outside of their own role. Translating these
findings to the workplace, we hypothesise that strong supplementary fit will lead to
more proactive behaviour.
Hypothesis 2a. Supplementary fit will be more strongly positively related to
proactive performance than proficient performance.

Complementary fit. Within the workplace, DA fit is most commonly
investigated in terms of the KSAOs of the person in relation to the job’s KSAO
requirements. That is, a person with the required skills and abilities of his or her job is
expected to perform proficiently within that job (Bartram, 2005; Motowidlo & Van
Scotter, 1994; Schmidt, 2002; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). The relation of specific
abilities to specific performance is reflected in the PE fit literature, with moderate to
strong relationships found between DA fit and task or in-role performance (Chi & Pan,
2012; Diefendorff, Greguras, & Fleenor, 2016; Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Huang &
Simha, 2017; Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005; Wu, Wei, Zhang, & Han, 2011). For example,
in a time lagged study of the relationship between PE fit, leader member exchange, and
job performance, Huang and Simha (2017) found that DA fit measured at time one was
the only significant fit predictor of in role job performance measured at time two. As
such, I expect DA fit to relate positively to proficient performance and accordingly
hypothesise the following:
Hypothesis 2b. DA fit will be more strongly positively related to proficient
performance than proactive performance.
NS fit refers to the extent to which the environment meets the needs of the
person. The relationship between NS fit and performance is likely to follow a dual
pathway. The first pathway is ability-related, where a person requires certain properties
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from within the environment to function effectively in their role, for example, access to
an office or a computer. However, the relationship between NS fit and performance can
also be attributed to the motivational power of rewards that address needs outside of the
workplace which would otherwise not be met, for example, money to pay one’s
mortgage (Edwards & Shipp, 2007). When the rewards for effort meet such needs it
results in greater motivation to perform (Lawler III, 1973). In this way, NS fit is
expected to positively relate to proficient performance by making the employee both
more able and more motivated to complete work to the level required to attain the
supplied rewards.
Hypothesis 2c. NS fit will be more strongly related to proficient performance
than proactive performance.
Finally, adaptive performance does not directly reflect any of the performance
constructs previously investigated in relation to PE fit. As such, adaptive performance is
included in the current analysis where possible in an exploratory manner.
Method
Literature Search
A systematic search of both hardcopy and softcopy sources was conducted to
identify studies that investigated PE fit and performance, including dissertations,
databases, and conference papers. A search query was devised by the first author with
the assistance of a professional librarian. Based on a preliminary review of the
literature, we constructed a list of 25 studies, including two meta-analyses to test the
results returned from our database queries. These studies were selected by hand to
represent the full range of PE fit conceptualisations and performance conceptualisations
that we wanted to include in the final analysis. To ensure the database search was
comprehensive the search queries were expanded with more search terms until all 25 of
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the preliminary studies were returned as results. The final search query was first
constructed in PsycInfo. Separate abstract, title, and identifier searches were conducted
for the following PE fit terms: person environment fit/, supplementary fit,
complementary fit, demand$1 abilities fit, need$1 supplies fit, person organi#ation* fit,
person job fit, person environment fit, and the following performance terms: job
performance/2, organi#ational citizenship behavio?r$13, adaptive performance,
proactive performance, work performance, job performance . The PE fit terms were all
combined with OR Boolean logic, as were the performance terms. The final search
combined the PE fit terms with the performance terms with AND Boolean logic. No
date or publication status restrictions were placed on the searches, but only studies in
English were included. The number of results for each stage of this search are shown in
Table 3. 1. The search was then translated to Business Source Ultimate, ERIC, Medline
Complete, Web of Science, Sociological abstracts, Scopus, and ScienceDirect. The final
database search yielded 344 results. A snowballing technique was used where the
reference lists of all primary sources, reviews and meta-analyses were manually
checked for relevant studies. Additionally, forum posts were made on relevant
organisational psychology groups and contact was made with authors of reviews and
meta-analyses requesting any other unpublished research, resulting in an additional 75
sources. After deletion of duplicates, reviews, and books, 269 results remained: 210
peer reviewed journal articles, 49 dissertations, and 10 conference presentations.

2

Job Performance and Person Environment fit were included as subject headings. Subject
headings allow the discovery of articles that may not include the key terms but are still classified under
the broad topic area.
3
The truncation/wildcard operators $, *, /, #, and ? were used to expand/restrict the search.
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Table 3. 1
Number of Results Found In Psycinfo for Each Step of the Initial Database Search

Step
Search terms included
1
job performance/
2
organi#ational citizenship
behavio?r$1.ab,id,ti.
3
adaptive
performance.ab,id,ti.
4
proactive
performance.ab,id,ti.
5
work performance.ab,id,ti.
6
job performance.ab,id,ti.
7
person environment fit/
8
supplementary fit.ab,id,ti.
9
complementary fit.ab,id,ti.
10 demand$1 abilities
fit.ab,id,ti.
11 need$1 supplies fit.ab,id,ti.
12 person job fit.ab,id,ti.
13 person organi#ation
fit.ab,id,ti.
14 person environment
fit.ab,id,ti.
15 1 or 2 or 3 or 4 or 5 or 6
16 7 or 8 or 9 or 10 or 11 or 12
or 13 or 14
17 15 and 16

Number of
results
16049
2072
124
19
2325
7169
1365
20
32
26
25
237
455
895
20886
2244
180
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Inclusion Criteria
All sources to be included in the analysis had to include an empirical
investigation of PE fit and performance. In addition, all studies had to include sample
size and a correlation coefficient or equivalent effect size that could be transformed into
a correlation coefficient. To avoid inflation of effect sizes, studies with self-rated
performance measures were not included in the meta-analysis.
No sources were excluded based on title, but 49 were excluded based on the
study descriptions in the abstract. Full text versions could not be accessed for a further
25 sources. The remaining sources were all screened for inclusion criteria in the metaanalysis. Eighteen studies were excluded for not including an appropriate PE fit
measure, 17 for not including a performance measure, 21 for not assessing a
relationship between PE fit and performance, 2 were deemed to be duplicate datasets
presented in multiple sources. Finally, details were coded for 17 studies that included an
analysis of a PE fit and performance relationship but did not provide an effect size that
could be transformed into a correlation coefficient, and a further 42 studies were coded
but not included in the final analysis due to using self-ratings of performance. After
application of the inclusion criteria, 77 (including nine unpublished) sources remained,
yielding a total of 135 effect sizes (97 unique) and a total sample size of 31,002. To
maintain independence of data points (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004), multiple effect sizes
from the same sample were only retained if they referred to different levels of the
moderators under investigation; otherwise a linear composite of their effects was used
in the analysis. For example, if a single sample contained data on both proficient and
proactive performance, then the average of these effects was used in my overall
analysis, but the separate indicators of proficient and proactive performance were used
when investigating performance dimension as a moderator. The maintenance of
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independence resulted in a different sample size and number of effect sizes used for
each of the moderator analysis, all of which are reported in Table 3. 2 within the Results
section.
Database Coding
The database of studies was coded for the characteristics of each study,
including: sample details, effect size, reliability of measures, environmental context of
fit (PJ, PO), fit mechanism (supplementary, NS; DA; and amalgamated), performance
(general, proficient, adaptive, proactive), and performance level (individual, team,
organisation, or some combination of the three). Performance measures were classified
into categories: a classification table with categories for proficient, adaptive, and
proactive performance (Appendix A) was created based on the framework of Griffin et
al. (2007). Where a performance measure could not be appropriately classified into one
of the PAP categories, it was denoted as general performance.
In addition to the above, the database of studies was also coded for the
measurement method used. Measurement of fit is either ‘direct’, that is, asking
participants directly about their perceived fit, (e.g., “The match is very good between
the demands of my job and my personal skills”; Cable & DeRue, 2002), or ‘indirect’,
that is, by asking participants about their characteristics (e.g., “How much of a workload
would you like to have?”), separate from the environment’s characteristics (e.g., “How
much of a workload do you now have?”; Chilton, Hardgrave, & Armstrong, 2010), and
then deriving a fit score by statistically combining the person and the environment
measures. An alternative indirect approach involves obtaining measures of the
environment’s aspects from an external source (e.g., a manager or subject matter
expert), and then calculating the fit in relation to the self-reported abilities (French,
Caplan, & Harrison, 1982; French, Rogers, & Cobb, 1974; Kristof-Brown & Guay,
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2011; Kristof, 1996). To control for the potential influence of measurement method on
performance, measurement of PE fit was coded into direct vs. indirect methods, with
indirect measures further classified as either internal (environment ratings obtained from
the self) or external (environment ratings obtained by sources other than the self)
measures. The included studies were coded by both myself and an independent coder.
There was a 96% agreement rate between the two coders with 35 discrepancies in
coding outcomes resolved through discussion.
Meta-Analysis Procedures
A Hunter and Schmidt (2004) random effects meta-analysis procedure was
conducted using Pearson’s correlation or equivalent effect sizes and sample size. In
order to correct for measurement error, I applied the Hunter and Schmidt (2004)
procedure for artefact correction of multiple correlations using artefact distributions. As
reliability data were not available for all measures used in obtaining the effect sizes for
the meta-analysis, a distribution of reliabilities was created to estimate the un-attenuated
rho (ρ) in each moderator analysis.
Hunter and Schmidt (2004) recommend against the use of significance testing in
meta-analysis as meta-analyses is assumed to yield a population level estimate of an
effect size rather than a sample estimate. Additionally, there are a number of
controversies/limitations regarding the technique of significance testing in metaanalysis (see Hunter & Schmidt, 2000; Schmidt & Hunter, 2001). However, for the
purpose of this meta-analysis, a few pieces of evidence can be used to identify the likely
presence of moderators in a relationship. To this end, we calculated and inspected 80%
credibility values (80% CV), the percentage of error attributable to artefacts, and a Q
statistic to determine whether moderator variables might be operating in each analysis.
Hunter and Schmidt suggest that a percentage of error in each analysis attributable to
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artefacts (that is, sampling and measurement error) below 75% indicates the presence of
moderators. Additionally, 80% CV of the un-attenuated population correlation
estimates, ρ, were generated for each moderator analysis using the standard deviation of
the un-attenuated ρ. 80% CV that do not include zero in the interval, or that are narrow
(< .20) suggests the relationship is essentially uniformly in one direction, or that
moderators of the relationship are unlikely to exist (Cerasoli, Nicklin, & Ford, 2014;
Whitener, 1990). Finally, we used the Q statistic, which indicates the level of variance
in the sample relative to the sampling error variance (Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, &
Rothstein, 2009). A significant Q statistic suggests the possible presence of moderators
in the analysis. However, the significance test for Q is sensitive to large samples and, as
such, was only consulted to determine the presence of moderators when a firm
conclusion could not be drawn from the percent error attributable to artefacts and the
80% CV.
Analysis of differences between moderators was undertaken through
examination of the confidence intervals, credibility intervals, and examination of the
effect sizes. 95% confidence intervals (CI) were calculated using the standard error of
the average correlation for heterogeneous samples (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004; Whitener,
1990). If the 95% confidence interval and the 80% credibility interval of one moderator
fails to overlap with the population parameter of another moderator the two moderators
likely differ from each other (Akobeng, 2015; Cerasoli et al., 2014; Hedges, Cooper, &
Bushman, 1992; Hunter & Schmidt, 2004; Whitener, 1990). The effect sizes of each
moderator analysis were also interpreted in terms of the Bosco, Aguinis, Singh, Field,
and Pierce (2015) review of correlation sizes in industrial and organisational
psychology. According to the Bosco et al. (2015) review, medium correlations for
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performance behaviour range between .11 and .26. Correlations smaller than .11 are
classified as small, and correlations larger than .26 are classified as large.
Results
Preliminary Analyses
Table 3. 2 summarises the number of effect sizes available for the meta-analysis
across the moderator analyses conducted. Across the meta-analysis, there were only
four studies that included measures of performance that were classified as adaptive
performance, and only one of these was a measure that was classified as PJ fit.
Therefore, it was not possible to include adaptive performance as an outcome in the
majority of moderator analyses. Next, I noted that there were only two studies that
examined PO fit using a complementary mechanism, both of which focused on NS fit
and proficient performance.
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Table 3. 2
Number of Available Effect Sizes and Overall Sample Sizes for Each of the Moderator
Analyses Examining the Relationships of PE Fit With Performance Dimensions

Performance Dimensions
PE fit
Proficient
Adaptive
Proactive
k
N
k
N
k
N
Overall
51
12966
4
900
30
9209
Supplementary
34
9725
3
517
24
7948
Complementary DA
22
5904
1
178
7
802
NS
16
3665
1
383
5
946
PO fit
Proficient
Adaptive
Proactive
k
N
k
N
k
N
Overall
29
7847
1
178
24
6768
Supplementary
25
7179
1
178
21
6066
Complementary DA
NS
2
210
PJ fit
Proficient
Adaptive
Proactive
k
N
k
N
k
N
Overall
31
6662
1
178
11
2906
Supplementary
4
890
2
1688
Complementary DA
21
4881
1
178
7
802
NS
13
3072
4
563
Notes. PE fit = person environment fit, PO fit = person organisation fit, PJ fit =
person job fit, DA = demands-abilities, NS = needs-supplies.
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Although grey literature was included in the meta-analysis, the full text for a
large number of dissertations could not be accessed. As such, I decided to conduct tests
for potential publication bias. To test for publication bias, before testing the proposed
hypotheses through moderator analyses, I conducted a funnel plot analysis and Egger’s
regression (Egger, Smith, Schneider, & Minder, 1997). Given the large number of effect
sizes included in the meta-analysis, the Egger’s regression is expected to have sufficient
power to detect asymmetric funnel plots that may suggest publication bias (Egger et al.,
1997; Macaskill, Walter, & Irwig, 2001). A visual inspection of the funnel plot (see
Figure 3.1) showed no clear evidence of publication bias, with an expected symmetrical
distribution of studies around the weighted mean effect size. However, the intercept in
Egger’s regression (1.64) did significantly differ from zero at the .05 level, 95%CI =
[0.64, 2.64], indicating that there may be a slight publication bias in the sample of effect
sizes. As such, there may be an overestimation of the effect sizes from this metaanalysis and results of the omnibus overall relationship between PE fit and performance
should be interpreted with the publication bias in mind.
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Figure 3. 1 Funnel plot of effect sizes included in the meta-analysis. The x-axis shows
the standardised effect size for each study, and the y-axis is the standard error for each
study.

General Effect of Person-Environment Fit on Work Performance.
Upon examining the omnibus relationship of overall PE fit with work
performance outcomes, I found a medium reliable positive association. All analyses
included separations by type of publication (unpublished, published) and measurement
(direct, indirect), which are only reported if they show substantial deviations from each
other. The 95% CI and 80% CV for the majority of relationships between PE fit and
performance outcomes did not include zero, indicating the population effect is likely
greater than zero and the use of PE fit—performance relationships can be applied
broadly. Furthermore, examination of the 95% CI and 80% CV indicated that
relationships were found to be stronger for published sources than unpublished sources,

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

66

and in studies that employed direct rather than indirect measurement of PE fit.
Exceptions are noted throughout the moderator analyses.
Table 3. 3 summarises the relationships between PE fit and the three dimensions
of performance. The results showed medium positive relationships between PE fit and
proficient, proactive, and adaptive performance. However, the credibility intervals for
all of these relationships were wide and the amount of error attributable to artefacts was
less than 75% for each performance relationship, suggesting the presence of moderators
in each of the relationships.

Table 3. 3
Weighted Mean and Un-Attenuated Effect Sizes for Moderator Analyses between PE Fit
and the Three Dimensions of Performance
r +/- 95% CI
ρ +/- 80% CV
Q (p)
(LL, UL)
(LL, UL)
All
97 31002
.16 (.14, .18)
.21 (.00, .41)
732.41 (<.001)
Proficient
51 12966
.17 (.14, .20)
.23 (.02, .44)
273.58 (<.001)
Adaptive
4
900
.14 (.01, .27)
.26 (-.08, .61) 24.79 (< .001)
Proactive
30
9209
.20 (.16, .24)
.28 (.08, .47)
59.83 (< .001)
Notes.CI = confidence intervals; CV = credibility intervals; Q (p) = heterogeneity
statistic and significance; k = number of effect sizes; N = total sample size; LL =
lower limit; r = mean correlation; UL = upper limit; ρ = the disattenuated
correlation. Effect sizes with confidence intervals that do not include zero are
bolded.
Outcome

k

N

Person-Organisation vs. Person-Job Fit and Work Performance
Table 3. 4 summarises the moderator analyses for the relationships between the
environmental contexts of fit and the three dimensions of performance. Results showed
medium positive relationships for PO fit with both proficient and proactive
performance. Due to the overlap of the 80% CV for the proficient performance
relationship with the point estimate of the proactive relationship (and vice versa), there
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was no evidence of differential relationships of PO fit with performance dimensions.
The 95% CI for the relationship with proficient performance was within the medium
effect size cut offs, and the 95% CI for the relationship with proactive performance
suggested a small to medium effect size with a substantial overlap in the 95% CIs for
both relationships. Taken together, the substantial overlap in 80% CV and 95% CI does
not support Hypothesis 1a.
PJ fit also exhibited a medium positive relationship with both proactive
performance and with proficient performance. Due to the overlap of the 80% CV for the
proficient performance relationship with the point estimate of the proactive relationship
(and vice versa), there was no evidence of differential relationships of PJ fit with
performance dimensions. The 95% CI for both relationships suggested medium to large
relationships with both dimensions of performance. Taken together the substantial
overlap in 80% CV and 95% CI does not support Hypothesis 1b.

Table 3. 4
Weighted Mean and Un-Attenuated Effect Sizes for Moderator Analyses between the
Environmental Contexts of PE Fit and the Three Dimensions ff Performance.
r +/- 95% CI ρ +/- 80% CV
Q (p)
(LL, UL)
(LL, UL)
PO
All
62 19138 .16 (.13, .18) .20 (-.01, .40)
506.59 (<.001)
Proficient 29
7847 .13 (.09, .17) .17 (-.01, .35)
133.32 (<.001)
Proactive
24
6768 .21 (.17, .26) .28 (.08, .49)
180.48 (<.001)
PJ
All
45 13694 .17 (.14, .21) .24 (.01, .47)
316.35 (<.001)
Proficient 31
6662 .23 (.19, .28) .32 (.10, .54)
35.68 (<.001)
Proactive
11
2906 .19 (.12, .26) .28 (.05, .50)
60.98 (<.001)
Notes. CI = confidence intervals; CV = credibility intervals; Q (p) = heterogeneity
statistic and significance; k = number of effect sizes; N = total sample size; LL = lower
limit; PO = person organisation; PJ = person job r = mean correlation; UL = upper
limit; ρ = the un-attenuated correlation. Effect sizes with confidence intervals that do
not include zero are bolded.
Predictor

Outcome

k

N
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Supplementary vs. Complementary Fit and Work Performance
Table 3. 5 summarises the moderator analyses for the relationships between the
mechanisms of fit and the three forms of performance. Results showed medium positive
relationships between supplementary fit and proactive performance and proficient
performance. Due to the overlap of the 80% CV for the proficient performance
relationship with the point estimate of the proactive relationship (and vice versa), there
was no evidence of differential relationships. However, there was no overlap in the 95%
CI of supplementary fit and the performance dimensions, providing partial support for
Hypothesis 2a. Still, in situations where the 95% CI and the 80% CV provide opposing
moderating results, the 80% CV should be given more weight. The 80% CV reflect the
amount of unaccounted for variance, suggesting the role of moderators, whereas the
95% CI reflect the likely range for the true value of the weighted mean effect size,
regardless of the role of moderators. The 95% CI for the relationship with proficient
performance ranged from a small to medium effect size, whereas the 95% CI for the
relationship with proactive performance suggested a medium to large effect size.
Finally, supplementary fit was the only mechanism of fit with enough effect sizes
available to estimate a relationship with adaptive performance. The results suggested a
small relationship with adaptive performance, with a substantial amount of variance
unaccounted for in the relationship.
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Table 3. 5
Weighted mean (z) and un-attenuated (corrected: ρ) effect sizes for moderator analyses
between the mechanisms of PE fit and the three dimensions of performance
r +/- 95% CI
ρ +/- 80% CV
Q (p)
(LL, UL)
(LL, UL)
Sup.
All
75 26403 .14 (.12, .16)
.18 (-.02, .38)
611.31 (<.001)
Proficient
34
9725 .13 (.09, .17)
.17 (-.01, .35)
172.10 (<.001)
Adaptive
3
517 .07 (-.10, .24)
.09 (-.16, .35)
14.85 (.107)
Proactive
24
7948 .22 (.18, .26)
.29 (.11, .48)
183.14 (<.001)
DA
All
28
7231 .24 (.20, .28)
.33 (.16, .51)
141.42 (<.001)
Proficient
22
5904 .24 (.20, .29)
.33 (.14, .53)
111.65 (<.001)
Proactive
7
802 -.01 (-.15, .12) -.02 (-.16, .12)
1.96 (.923)
NS
All
20
4397 .22 (.17, .28)
.29 (.13, .46)
70.72 (<.001)
Proficient
16
3665 .22 (.16, .28)
.28 (.11, .46)
66.17 (<.001)
Proactive
5
946 .15 (.02, .27)
.21 (.02, .44)
2.03 (.731)
Notes. CI = confidence intervals; CV = credibility intervals; Q (p) = heterogeneity
statistic and significance; k = number of effect sizes; N = total sample size; LL = lower
limit; Sup. = supplementary; DA = demands abilities; NS = needs supplies; r = mean
correlation; UL = upper limit; ρ = the disattenuated correlation. Effect sizes with
confidence intervals that do not include zero are bolded.
Predictor

Outcome

k

N

DA fit was found to have a medium positive relationship with proficient
performance, but a null to trivial relationship with proactive performance. Due to the
80% CV for the proficient performance relationship not including the point estimate of
the proactive relationship (and vice versa) there was evidence of differential
relationships of DA fit with performance dimensions. Furthermore, the 95% CIs for the
two relationships did not overlap, with the relationship between DA fit and proactive
performance lying between a negative small relationship to a positive small
relationship, whereas the relationship between DA fit and proficient performance
ranged from a medium to a large positive relationship. Thus, Hypothesis 2b was
supported by the results.
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Finally, I found medium positive relationships for NS fit with both proficient
performance and proactive performance. Due to the overlap of the 80%CV for the
proficient performance relationship with the point estimate of the proactive relationship
(and vice versa), there was no evidence of differential relationships. There was
substantial overlap in the 95% CI for both relationships, with the relationship with
proactive performance ranging from a small positive to a medium positive effect size,
and the relationship with proficient performance in the medium to large range. Thus,
hypothesis 2c was not supported by the results.
Untangling the Potential Confounds of Fit
There has been a large overlap in studies focusing on a particular fitenvironment and a particular fit-mechanism. As such, it was deemed important to
disentangle the potential confound effects of the two types of fit-categorisation (i.e.,
environment and mechanism), and explore whether the environmental fit effects and
mechanism effects interacted with each other. The majority of moderator analysis
suggested the presence of further moderators with wide 80% CV and small percentage
of error attributable to artefacts. Furthermore, the initial moderator analysis only
provided support for Hypothesis 2b, with DA fit demonstrating a stronger relationship
with proficient performance than proactive performance. I therefore conducted
moderator analyses on the mechanisms of supplementary, DA, and NS fit within each of
the environmental contexts. That is, I examined whether the hypothesised relationships
between the two types of environmental fit and performance dimensions held across
different mechanisms of fit, and whether the hypothesised relationships between the
three mechanisms of fit and performance dimensions held across different fit
environments. Results are presented in Table 3. 6.
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Table 3. 6
Weighted mean (z) and un-attenuated (corrected: ρ) effect sizes for moderator analyses
between the mechanisms of PO and PJ fit, and the three dimensions of performance
z +/- 95% CI ρ +/- 80% CV
Q (p)
(LL, UL)
(LL, UL)
PO Sup Proficient 25 7179 .13 (.08, .17) .16 (-.02, .33) 126.56 (<.001)
-Direct
19 5705 .15 (.10, .20)
.18 (.01, .36)
99.89 (<.001)
-Indirect
6 1474 .04 (-.07, .14) .05 (-.05, .15)
10.75 (.057)
-Pub.
18 5119 .17 (.11, .22)
.21 (.04, .38)
89.70 (<.001)
-Unpub.
7 2060 .02 (-.06, .11) .03 (.00, .07)
5.92 (.433)
Proactive
15 3510 .22 (.14, .30) .31 (-.05, .68) 67.79 (< .001)
PO NS
Proficient
2 210 .25 (.00, .51)
.37 (.23, .51)
0.68 (.411)
PJ Sup
Proficient
4 890 .10 (-.03, .23) .13 (-.05, .30)
15.18 (.002)
Proactive
2 1688 .22 (.13, .31)
.33 (.19, .46)
11.09 (.001)
PJ DA
Proficient 21 4881 .26 (.21, .31)
.35 (.14, .56)
105.34 (<.001)
Proactive
7 802 -.01(-.15, .12) -.02 (-.16, .12)
1.96 (.923)
PJ NS
Proficient 13 3072 .23 (.16, .29)
.27 (.09, .46)
62.27 (<.001)
Proactive
4 563 .16 (-.01, .32) .21 (.10, .31)
1.97 (.578)
Notes. CI = confidence intervals; CV = credibility intervals; Q (p) = heterogeneity
statistic and significance; k = number of effect sizes; N = total sample size; LL = lower
limit; PO = person organisation; PJ = person job; Sup. = supplementary; DA = demands
abilities; NS = needs supplies; r = mean correlation; UL = upper limit; ρ = the
disattenuated correlation. Effect sizes with confidence intervals that do not include zero
are bolded.
Predictor

Outcome

k

N

First, supplementary PO fit was found to have a medium to large positive
relationship with proactive performance and a medium positive relationship with
proficient performance. Due to the overlap of the 80% CV for the proficient
performance relationship with the point estimate of the proactive relationship (and vice
versa), there was no evidence of differential relationships. However, there was no
overlap in the 95% CI, providing further partial support for hypothesis 2a and partial
support for hypothesis 1a. The 95% CI for the relationship with proficient performance
ranged from a small to medium effect size, whereas the 95% CI for the relationship with
proactive performance suggested a medium to large effect size. Furthermore, the
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relationship between supplementary PO fit and proficient performance was different
when examining direct and indirect, and published and unpublished sources. As shown
in Table 3. 6 the relationship was found to be trivial to null when examining
unpublished or indirect sources, while it was found to be medium for published and
direct sources. The only other moderator that was able to be assessed within PO fit was
a medium positive relationship between NS fit and proficient performance. The 95% CI
for the relationship between NS PO fit and proficient performance ranged anywhere
from a null relationship to a strong positive relationship.
Within PJ fit, supplementary fit was found to have a medium relationship with
proactive performance, and a small relationship with proficient performance. Due to the
80% CV for the proficient performance relationship not including the point estimate of
the proactive relationship (and vice versa) there was evidence of differential
relationships for PJ supplementary fit. However, there was some overlap in the 95% CI
of the relationships with performance dimensions, with the relationship with proactive
performance ranging from a small to large positive relationship, and the relationship
with proficient performance ranging from a trivial negative to a medium positive
relationship. Taken together this provides further support for hypothesis 2a but
contradicts hypothesis 1b.
Finally, NS PJ fit was found to have a medium relationship with both proficient
and proactive performance. Due to the overlap of the 80% CV for the proficient
performance relationship with the point estimate of the proactive relationship (and vice
versa), there was no evidence of differential relationships. Furthermore, there was
substantial overlap of the 95% CI for these relationships, with the relationship between
NS PJ fit and proficient performance being medium to large positive, and the
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relationship between NS PJ fit and proactive performance ranging from trivial negative
relationship to medium positive.
Effects of Measurement Methods
One additional factor that differed between studies in our analyses was
measurement method. As noted above, researchers have historically taken two
approaches to measure PE fit: ‘direct’ vs. ‘indirect’ (French et al., 1982; French et al.,
1974; Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011; Kristof, 1996). To rule out differences in
measurement method as an alternative explanation for our findings, we reran all
analyses, whilst separating the effects for direct and indirect measures. Generally, direct
measures were shown to have stronger relationships with performance outcomes, but
the distinction between the two did not influence the pattern of results described above.
Discussion
The goal of this meta-analytic study was to improve our understanding of the
relationships between PE fit and work performance by examining the effects of two
different conceptualisations of PE fit in relation to the PAP model of work performance.
More specifically, I categorised PE fit based on environment (organisation and job) and
mechanism (supplementary, demands-abilities, and needs-supplies), and separated
performance behaviours into proficient, adaptive, and proactive. My meta-analytic
results showed that the majority of relationships between PE fit and performance
outcomes are significantly larger than zero and can be useful in applied settings.
However, the potential strength of relationships ranged from small negative to strongly
positive and, importantly, appear to vary as a function of both the type of fit and the
performance dimension being examined.
I first examined the effects of environment-based fit on performance and the
effects of mechanism-based fit on performance separately. Although the initial
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moderator analysis of PE fit environments and mechanisms separately suggested that
most PE fit types shared small to medium relationships with performance, results
suggested that DA fit related more strongly with proficient performance than proactive
performance. However, when I re-examined the relationships and accounted for the
other categorisation of fit (i.e., examining the effects of environment-based fit-types on
performance within each mechanism-based fit-type, and vice versa) a different pattern
of results emerged, indicating that some of the relationships with performance attributed
to PO and PJ fit may actually be due to the mechanisms of supplementary and DA fit.
That is, I found a confound between fit-environment and fit-mechanism. We will
discuss these results in more detail below.
Fit-Typing Based on Environment
I found that PO fit is weakly positively related to both proactive performance
and proficient performance. That is, there was no clear evidence to support Hypothesis
1a that the relationship for PO fit was stronger with proactive performance than for
proficient performance. Furthermore, it was not possible to test whether these
relationships exist regardless of fit mechanism, since the majority of studies examining
PO fit relationships focused on supplementary fit as the mechanism. As supplementary
fit was also expected to influence proactive performance, it is possible that the effect
found for PO fit based studies was driven by the supplementary fit mechanism rather
than by the organisational environment. In addition, the few PO fit based studies that
were categorized as capturing a complementary fit mechanism all focused on proficient
performance, making the testing of Hypothesis 1a impossible. As such, it is unclear
whether the organisational environment or the fit mechanism drove the found difference
relationships between PO fit and proactive versus proficient performance. More
specifically, additional studies are required which test whether PO fit is more strongly
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related to proactive performance than proficient performance when the fit mechanism is
complementary rather than supplementary.
Secondly, we found contradictory evidence in terms of the relationships between
PJ fit and performance outcomes. More specifically, PJ fit was found to be moderately
positively related to both proficient and proactive performance. That is, there was no
clear evidence to support Hypothesis 1b that PJ fit was more strongly related to
proficient performance than proactive performance. Again, only when focussing solely
on DA fit mechanisms did results provide partial support for hypothesis 1b that PJ fit
would relate more strongly to proficient performance than proactive performance. Since
DA fit was also expected to influence proficient performance, it is thus possible that the
effect is solely due to the DA fit mechanism. Furthermore, when examining the
relationships between PJ fit and performance with a supplementary fit mechanism, there
was partial support for a stronger relationship with proactive performance than
proficient performance. The possibility of a stronger relationship with proactive
performance is counter to hypothesis 1b, and suggests that the mechanism of
supplementary fit may be more important than the environment of PJ fit when
considering relationships with outcomes. More research is required to determine
whether this is the case, or whether the DA fit and supplementary fit mechanisms
interacted with the PJ fit environment.
Finally, given the small number of studies that investigated adaptive
performance, we were unable to test whether fit-environment had an influence on this
dimension of performance. This was also the case for the effects of fit-mechanism on
adaptive performance.
The lack of support for hypotheses 1a and 1b may be due to a misinterpretation
of previous findings and how they relate to performance outcomes. In their review
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chapter, Kristof-Brown and Guay (2011) suggested that PJ fit may be more strongly
related to job dimension criteria than organisational criteria, whereas the opposite would
be true for PO fit. The Griffin et al. (2007) PAP model not only distinguishes between
proficient, adaptive, and proactive performance, but also whether behaviours are
directed towards three different levels of work performance. (1) Individual level
behaviours relate to performance, adaptation, and self-initiated change of work roles, (2)
Team member behaviours relate to performance, adaptation, and self-initiated change of
roles as a member of a team, such as support and cooperation. (3) Organisation member
behaviours relate to performance, adaptation, and self-initiated change of organisation
roles, such as sitting on organisational committees (Carpini et al., 2017; Griffin et al.,
2007). Although I did code for level of work performance (individual, team,
organisation), we found only one effect size estimate for team level performance
behaviours and organisation level performance behaviours. Further, we found that a
number of performance measures did not refer clearly to individual, team, or
organisation level behaviours discretely. Instead performance measures generally
comprised a combination of items capturing two or all three levels of performance
behaviours. In their recent review, Carpini et al. (2017) noted that in the wider
performance literature, there is a dearth of measures that can be clearly distinguished as
team or organisation level performance behaviours, particularly for adaptive and
proactive performance. As such, performance level was not able to be included as a
moderator in the current analysis. Future research should incorporate not only
dimensions of work performance, but also level of work performance to clarify the
impact of fit environment on performance outcomes.
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Translating the results to a wildfire preparedness context, it may be that the fit
environment, such as community or the physical environment could be an important
consideration when examining relationships with preparedness sub-types or outcomes.
Fit-Typing Based on Mechanism
The relationship between supplementary fit and proactive performance was
consistent across fit environments. I found partial support for hypothesis 2a when
examining the relationships between supplementary fit and performance outcomes
generally within all PE fit environments, and in both PO and PJ fit environments.
I also found support for hypothesis 2b, that DA fit would have a stronger
relationship with proficient performance than proactive performance. However, this
hypothesis could only be assessed in relation to a job environment. I was unable to test
whether the DA—proficient performance relationship extends to an organisational
environment due to a lack of effect sizes investigating the relationship. As such, further
research is needed to examine whether DA fit has a stronger positive relationship with
proficient performance than proactive performance, regardless of fit environment.
Without further clarification it remains unclear whether there is an additive effect, or
interaction between, fit environment and mechanism on proficient performance.
Finally, results did not support hypothesis 2c, that NS fit would have a stronger
relationship with proficient performance than proactive performance. NS fit was shown
to have reliable medium positive relationships with both proficient and proactive
performance. Within a PO fit context, there were only a small number of studies that
used a NS fit mechanism. As such, the weak positive relationship shown with proactive
performance may not be reliable, as demonstrated by the wide 95% confidence
intervals. Furthermore, the results within a PJ fit context did not support a difference
between the relationship of NS fit with proficient and proactive performance. The lack
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of support for hypothesis 2c may suggest that the effect of NS fit on proficient and
proactive performance is moderated by fit environment. However, the lack of a
difference in relating to performance outcomes may also reflect a more pronounced
effect of the motivation component of NS fit discussed earlier.
If a person perceives their salary and annual leave as rewards for completing
their work from the organisation, then they are likely to treat the relationship with the fit
environment as a simple transactional one. If the fit environment is viewed as a
transactional relationship, the person will be motivated to proficiently perform their
role. However, in the introduction I also touched on Deci and Ryan’s (2010; 2000a,
2000b) self determination theory (SDT) as an example of complementary fit in relation
to an organisation. SDT may also provide an explanation for the role of NS fit in
proactive performance. According to SDT, optimal functioning in the workplace is
dependent on the satisfaction of three primary psychological needs, namely autonomy,
relatedness, and competence. The satisfaction (or organisational/job supplies) of the
need for autonomy, or the need to be in control of one’s own behavior, may specifically
be important for the performance of proactive behaviours. It could be expected that the
satisfaction of the need for autonomy would be related to the performance of, not only
proficient, but also proactive performance in the workplace. Greguras and Diefendorff
(2009) conducted one of the only studies integrating PE fit and SDT. They found that
there were both direct and indirect effects of PE fit on organisational behaviour through
SDT. Of particular interest was the finding that not only did PJ fit influence job
performance indirectly through competence need satisfaction, but that PO fit indirectly
influenced organisational commitment through autonomy need satisfaction. The indirect
paths of NS fit indicate that SDT may provide a good framework to examine the role of
need satisfaction in NS fit relating to performance outcomes.
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Practical Implications
Within an organisational context, the results of my meta-analysis highlight the
importance of considering what dimension of performance is desired when considering
the fit of employees to their workplace. If a workplace is stable with little need for
change to work practices, then the results suggest DA fit may be more important than
other types of fit for ongoing proficient performance. The ability of employees to meet
the demands of their job and their organisation should relate to an ability to proficiently
perform. However, in uncertain work contexts where recommended work practices may
change due to external or internal forces, the results suggest that supplementary fit may
be more important than other types of fit for initiating proactive performance. The
shared values, personality, or goals of employees with their fellow job holders and/or
organisational co-workers should provide the employees with the motivation to perform
riskier but potentially more beneficial self-initiated proactive behaviours. In summary,
the job and organisational contexts should be considered carefully in terms of the
uncertainty and inter-relatedness before considering the importance of PE fit sub types.
In applying the above findings to the wildfire preparedness context, it may be that
highly involved communities that make preparedness demands of residents will
promote proficient preparation. However, to encourage self-initiated proactive
preparedness, communities may need to provide a feeling of belongingness through
shared goals or values.
Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research
There are some important limitations that need to be considered along with the
interpretation of the findings of the meta-analysis. A measurement issue that should be
considered is that a large proportion of performance measurement within the PE fit
literature incorporates a variety of operationalisations across studies, many of which
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have not been subjected to rigorous validity testing. Although work performance is
often conceptualised as a unitary construct, it has been found to be more complex,
varying along multiple dimensions (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997; Carpini et al., 2017;
Griffin et al., 2007). The fact that different studies may be measuring different
constructs, or the same construct in different ways, creates a problem when attempting
to synthesise relations of constructs with performance from multiple studies. Although
the performance measurement issue was partially addressed by application of a recent
model of performance to categorise measures, it is essential for future research to adopt
a more a-priori approach to operationalisation of performance.
In addition to performance measurement issues, the current study was also
limited in that it only examined potential moderators of the PE fit–performance
relationship relating to the subtyping of the fit construct. Still, it may be that the
relationship between PE fit and performance is also moderated by other factors (for
example profession type and external stressors, for an extensive review see KristofBrown & Guay, 2011; Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005). Indeed, although the categorisation
of PE fit and performance used in this study enabled the prediction of differential
relationships between PE fit and performance, there was still a large amount of
unaccounted-for variance in the relationships, which suggests the existence of additional
moderators. The unaccounted-for variance may also reflect a methodological issue
within the PE fit literature, in that fit is often measured as a difference score or profile
correlations between individuals and their environment. Such an approach to
operationalising fit makes it difficult to separate omnibus PE fit effects from the
separate effects of the person and environment characteristics that the fit measure is
based on (Edwards, 1991, 1993, 1994). Furthermore, combining omnibus and
interaction effects means that two potential types of misfit can not be distinguished from

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

81

each other. For example, for NS fit, misfit occurs when the individual has needs that go
beyond what the environment provides, or when the individual has needs that are oversupplied by the environment. In some cases, over-supplying a person’s needs might not
be detrimental, if for example, need satisfaction functions like a threshold (e.g., a
person’s salary). By contrast, an over-supply could be detrimental if a person’s needs
require an exact match with the environment characteristics, rather than meeting a
threshold. For example, a person’s need for intellectual challenge could be oversupplied by the organisation. Unfortunately, the most commonly used measurement
construction and statistical techniques in PE fit studies do not allow the testing of
relationships of such a nature between the person and the environment. Future PE fit
research should use analytical techniques that allow for more nuanced comparisons of
person-fit discrepancies, such as polynomial regression analysis (Edwards, 1991, 1993,
1994).
Finally, the meta-analysis of my dissertation highlights the small number of
effect sizes available in a number of moderator analyses. The lack of effect sizes was
particularly apparent for adaptive performance, with only a limited number of studies
examining the third dimension of performance. The small number of investigations of
adaptive performance meant that no reliable estimates could be identified for adaptive
performance in the moderator analysis of the meta-analysis. In addition, the analysis
also revealed a lack of studies examining DA or NS fit at the organisational level. Given
that an analysis of complementary mechanisms within an organisational context would
have helped to untangle the effects of the environmental contexts and the mechanisms
of fit; investigating these atypical types of fit is an area worthy of future research.
One might argue that the lack of DA and NS mechanisms in relation to PO fit is
no accident, and a result of inherent differences between organisations and jobs. For
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example, the argument could be made that an organisation cannot make demands of a
person’s abilities that are independent of the demands of that person’s job within the
organisation. Similarly, it is possible that a person cannot be ‘similar to’ a job. The
intuitive appeal of DA and NS fit within a job setting, and supplementary fit within an
organisational setting, provide an explanation for the low number of studies of the
atypical combinations of PE fit. However, a key aim of the present study was to
highlight the potential supplementary mechanisms in PJ fit and NS and DA mechanisms
in PO fit. For example, people may feel a tie to the values endorsed by their profession
of choice rather than the organisation they belong to. The values of the profession may
be reflected by examining other people in the same profession or through a professional
body, such as the American Psychological Association for psychologists. Unfortunately,
the small number of studies that could be examined in some moderator analysis did not
allow for definitive results. Still, the results of my meta-analysis suggest that
interactions between the environmental context and the mechanisms of fit and their
relation to performance outcomes, should be further examined. Future research should
attempt to measure atypical types of fit-performance combinations and investigate how
they relate to performance criteria.
Conclusion
Overall, my meta-analysis has highlighted the importance of considering fitenvironment, fit-mechanism, and dimensions of performance when examining the
relationship between PE fit and performance. More specifically, results provided
evidence that the two methods of fit-typing based on environment or mechanism may
interact in their influence on relationships with outcomes. Furthermore, results showed
that when focusing on performance, it is important to specify the dimensions of
performance, since effects of different types of fit will be different for different
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dimensions of performance. The results of the meta-analysis have provided an
important basis from which to start exploring the PE fit—performance relationship in a
more nuanced manner and allowing a greater understanding of the processes underlying
PE fit effects. Fit mechanisms do appear to more clearly relate to different performance
types. As such, for the remainder of my dissertation I will focus on supplementary, NS,
and DA fit within the consistent fit environment of people’s community. It does appear
important to maintain a consistent fit environment to control for any interactions that fit
mechanisms may have with different environments.
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CHAPTER 4: DIRECT PC FIT, PREPAREDNESS PERCEPTIONS, AND
PREPAREDNESS BEHAVIOUR
In my meta-analysis I established some patterns of relationships between PE fit and
behavioural outcomes, namely work performance. Next, I will translate the findings on
PE fit to the wildfire preparedness context. For many countries, including the United
States, Australia, Canada, and Spain, wildfires provide a very serious risk to human life
and property. Furthermore as outlined in the first chapter of my dissertation, the threat
of wildfires is likely to increase in the near future due to blurring between the urban and
rural interface, increasing average and variability of temperatures, and increased
incidence of severe droughts (Moritz & Stephens, 2008; Prior & Eriksen, 2013; Renaud
et al., 2010; Sharples et al., 2016). The recognition of elevated wildfire risk, in
conjunction with the devastating loss of life and property during recent catastrophic
wildfires, has prompted a renewed push to understand the factors that influence people’s
capacity to respond to wildfires (Beatson & McLennan, 2011; Cottrell, 2005;
McFarlane et al., 2011; Paton et al., 2010).
Wildfire threat experts agree that the protection of both lives and property during
wildfires is limited, in part, by how well prepared for wildfire the residents and their
properties are (AFAC, 2019). Nonetheless, motivating residents to prepare for wildfires
has proven challenging and complex (Eriksen & Gill, 2010; Paton & McClure, 2013).
Indeed, extant research suggests that the motivation to prepare for wildfire is influenced
by both individual and environmental or community factors (McCaffrey, 2015;
McFarlane et al., 2011; Paton, Bürgelt, et al., 2008). While much is now known about
the contribution of individual differences that are associated with the engagement in
preparatory behaviours (Bender et al., 2007; McFarlane et al., 2011; McNeill et al.,
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2016; Paek et al., 2010), less research has focussed on understanding the role of
environmental and community factors, nor considered how such factors interact with
individual differences to prompt individual wildfire preparedness. Nonetheless, both
extensive psychological theory (Lewin, 1935; Murray, 1938, 1951) and empirical
research in other areas (Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005; Verquer et al., 2003; Yang et al.,
2008) has highlighted the importance of considering interactions between person and
environmental factors to understand behaviour in a context. Accordingly, in the current
study, I introduce the concept of person-community interactions as a lens through which
to investigate preparedness for wildfire.
Another limitation of the literature on wildfire preparedness considered is that
the majority of past research has considered preparedness to be a simple unidimensional
construct, typically operationalised by completion of a large list of actions. Recently,
researchers have argued and shown that preparedness should, instead, be treated as
multi-dimensional, with separate lists of actions attached to different preparedness
goals, ranging from preparing to defend one’s property to preparing to evacuate (see for
a discussion Dunlop et al., 2014; McNeill et al., 2013). The categorisation of
preparedness based on goals in Dunlop et al. (2014) and McNeill et al. (2013) is a good
first step in increasing our understanding of preparedness and its predictors. Still, I
propose a further expansion of the conceptualisation of preparedness by distinguishing
between performing preparatory behaviours to a given standard, or ‘proficient
preparedness’, versus ‘proactive preparedness’, which is going above and beyond
compliance with the minimum standard. For example, proficient preparedness occurs
when someone completes all the preparedness behaviours they are instructed to by a
local council. By contrast, proactive preparedness involves self-initiated actions, such as
seeking out additional information to be better prepared. While the dominant approach
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of government bodies is to motivate preparedness using techniques designed to
encourage people to comply with minimum standards, ultimately, motivating people to
prepare proactively is preferable. Categorising actions based on whether they are
proficient or proactive will allow us to distinguish between factors that are likely to
increase one type of preparedness vs. the other.
To summarise, the current study investigates the role of person-community fit in
determining proficient and proactive preparedness for wildfire. However, I note first
that the notion of both preparedness and community are potentially ambiguous.
Accordingly, I commence with a review of both preparedness and community with the
view to understand how both are conceptualised in hazard research. Next, I aim to apply
the concept of Person Environment (PE) fit (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011) to describe
how individual differences (in this case: person-level factors) and environmental factors
(in this case: community level factors) might interact with each other to contribute to
engagement in wildfire preparedness. I then present my hypotheses regarding how and
why such person-community interactions may contribute differently to the proficient
versus proactive forms of preparedness.
Differential Preparedness
In the wildfire literature, wildfire preparedness has largely been conceptualised
as a singular construct and measured by the actions taken to mitigate the potential
negative impact of wildfires. However, as outlined in the second chapter of my
dissertation, preparedness is a complex decision-making process involving multiple
components (Penman et al., 2013; Reser & Morrissey, 2009). The need for preparedness
to be treated as a multidimensional construct is demonstrated by the multitude of
dimensions that preparedness activities can vary along, such as their function, their
difficulty, whether or not they involve social interaction, and whether they involve
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physical actions or psychological coping (Beatson & McLennan, 2011; Bender et al.,
2007; Dunlop et al., 2014; Every, McLennan, Reynolds, & Trigg, 2019; Paton &
Johnston, 2001; Penman et al., 2013). Dunlop et al. (2014) and McNeill et al. (2013)
developed structured measures of wildfire preparedness broken into four categories of
preparedness, which were connected to the intended actions of individuals in response
to wildfire threat. Current Australian policy promotes preparing for bushfire risk in two
main ways; either remaining and defending a property or evacuating early (CFS, n.d.;
DFES, 2014; RFS, 2014). As such, Dunlop et al. (2014) determined that preparatory
actions can be placed into four main categories: first, actions taken to help defend the
home (defending); second, actions related to evacuating early (evacuating); third,
actions that are designed to generally mitigate fire risk to property regardless of the
intended action (resilience); and fourth actions taken in relation to planning for wildfires
(planning). Further, based on the physical versus psychological nature of preparedness,
some researchers have adopted the property preparedness measure of Dunlop et al.
(2014), which is strongly physical in nature, and have contrasted it with a measure of
psychological planning for wildfires (Every et al., 2019). Similar to the work by Dunlop
et al. (2014), research using the physical and psychological preparedness measures has
shown that these two sub-categories of preparedness are predicted by different variables
(McNeill & Dunlop, 2016; McNeill et al., 2016; McNeill & Ronan, 2017). Subdividing
preparatory actions into categories, whether based on function or nature, has thus
proven to be fruitful in enriching our understanding of the factors influencing
preparedness. Further, taking a goal-based approach to measuring preparedness, as done
by Dunlop et al. (2014) has also proven to be useful in a more practical sense, given that
some preparedness types may be irrelevant for certain groups of individuals, depending
on their intended response to wildfire threats (e.g., those who would never intend to
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defend their property would not benefit much from completing defence specific
preparatory actions). I expand this line of work by drawing from the work performance
literature, and propose another distinction that may be important in the context of
wildfire preparedness, namely the distinction between Proficient and Proactive
performance (Carpini et al., 2017; Griffin et al., 2007; Parker et al., 2010).
Proficient performance is related to the sufficient completion of tasks, and
proactive performance is concerned with individuals self-initiating positive changes to
tasks or activities (Carpini et al., 2017; Griffin et al., 2007; Parker et al., 2010). As
discussed in Chapter two Parker et al. (2010) outline proactive behaviours as both a
motivational and goal driven process. According to Parker et al. (2010) proactive
behaviour involves the motivation to set a future oriented, change oriented goal and
then striving towards that goal. Whereas proficient behaviours can be seen as passively
completing activities, proactivity requires the active motivation to initiate future focused
and change oriented behaviour. As such, proficient and proactive behaviour will not
necessarily distinguish between different preparedness activities across individuals. But
rather, proficient and proactive behaviour will reflect different motivational states that
can translate into a range of preparedness activities dependent upon the context an
individual is within. For example, the proficient preparedness behaviour of completing
all the tasks on a distributed preparedness pamphlet will be appropriate in a community
that distributes said pamphlets; however, in a community that does not distribute the
pamphlets, the more proactive action of seeking out a preparedness checklist may be
required. Although included as part of my meta-analysis and dissertation up to here,
adaptive performance was not included in the current study as it was seen as more
relevant to responses to direct threats from wildfires, rather than preparedness.
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Defining Community
Another potentially ill-defined construct in the wildfire preparedness literature is
that of community. Still, the possibility that that one’s ‘community’ can play a role in
determining their preparedness for wildfire has been recognised by some researchers
within the natural hazards literature (Buckle, 1999; Cottrell, 2005; Marsh & Buckle,
2001; Phillips et al., 2011). As an example, one study showed information sharing
amongst community members and a perceived sense of belonging in, or responsibility
for, one’s community can contribute to preparedness behaviours (Paton, Bürgelt, et al.,
2008). As such, ensuring a clear and consistent operationalisation of community in
wildfire research is vital for developing our understanding of people’s behaviour in
context. From a psychological standpoint, the importance of community is likely a
manifestation of the inherently human motivation to form social attachments
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995). In the second chapter of my dissertation I discussed
Baumeister and Leary (1995), who built on theories of human needs (cf. Maslow,
1943), and argued that belongingness is a fundamental motivation for humans. The
motivating influence of belongingness can be seen in examples such as social identity
theory, where group membership is thought to be a primary driver for behaviours that
favour the ingroup (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1979). Applying this logic to a
community setting one would expect that a desire to belong to a community will
increase the likelihood of performing behaviours that are in line with that community’s
expectations.
While the desire to belong to a community may be powerful, the concept of
‘community’ is itself somewhat ambiguous. For example, as outlined in the second
chapter of my dissertation a person could potentially feel they belong to multiple
‘communities’, based on their geographical region, their social groups, their family, or
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any other number of groups one can belong to. Additionally, Fairbrother et al. (2013)
questioned the overall usefulness of the term ‘community’, suggesting that more
concrete variables, such as community participation and social networks should be used
in relation to bushfires. To understand the role that community plays in determining
wildfire preparedness, the former needs first to be formally defined and operationalised
(Buckle, 1999; Phillips et al., 2011).
Historically, in hazard management research, the regional area or geographic
location (hereafter referred to as ‘region’) has often been used as a proxy for community
(Buckle, 1999; Marsh & Buckle, 2001). The use of region as a proxy for community
most likely arises from periods of relatively less mobility and social connectedness,
where people within a restricted region needed to cooperate with each other for mutual
gain (Wilson & Dugatkin, 1997). In terms of wildfire risk, region provides a useful
classification system for fire agencies to target local groups (Cottrell, 2005). However,
there are issues in using region as a proxy for community within modern lifestyles that
need to be considered (Buckle, 1999; Marsh & Buckle, 2001). For example, modern
lifestyles of increased mobility across regions and access to communication
technologies allow for people to develop a sense of belonging with a wide range of
different groups (Stacey, 2012). Whereas classification based on region ignores links
individuals within an area may have with others outside of their region, and the
diversity that exists within geographically defined communities (that is, the presence of
sub-communities) (Marsh & Buckle, 2001; Stacey, 2012). Thus, the mere co-location of
individuals is no longer sufficient to ensure they share a sense of belonging with each
other or that they are interested in the needs and demands of those around them (Buckle,
1999; Marsh & Buckle, 2001; Phillips et al., 2011). Consequently, focusing on region
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alone may be overly simplistic and may not make the most of the notion that
community can influence a motivation to prepare.
Instead, a better way to conceptualise community may be in terms of the
reference points that individuals use when queried on their concept of community. In
this sense, the value each person places on community belonging is driven by the
importance that person places on the reference points he or she is using for defining
community. Importantly, Buckle (1999) noted that individuals can hold multiple
reference points for community at once, with each contributing in different ways to that
individual’s understanding of community and ultimately their behaviour. Different
reference groups can be defined in a variety of ways, including by the members’
interests, age group, political, and religious affiliations. Each reference group, in turn, is
likely to carry with them an individual set of goals and values. As the different reference
points of community and the different values and goals associated with them may
contribute in multiple ways to preparedness behaviours (Phillips et al., 2011), it is
important to clearly define the ‘community’ to which individuals are referring when
conducting research on the impact of community factors on behaviour.
To include multiple reference points for community, in the current study, we
asked participants about the extent to which each of the following contributed to their
sense of community: their region, their networks of key individuals, namely their family
and close friends, and up to three additional ‘write-in’ options that participants wanted
to use as reference points for their sense of community.
Interactions between Persons and their Communities - Person-Community Fit
Now that I have addressed the potential ambiguities in preparedness and
community, I will turn to the focus of the current study on the interaction between
person factors and community factors in predicting preparedness. Again, as outlined in
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the second chapter of my dissertation the interaction between an individual and their
community’s characteristics in determining preparedness has received little attention to
date. Little research has focused on the interplay between the person and the community
aspects and their impact on preparedness. However, as identified throughout my
dissertation person-environment fit (PE fit) from organisational psychology may
provide a useful concept when investigating the interactions between people and the
environmental context (Edwards, 2008; Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011). The findings
from previous research (Edwards, 2008; Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011; Terborg, 1981)
and from the first study of my dissertation suggest that the interaction between people
and their environment can predict behaviour, after controlling for the individual effects
of the person and environment.
PE fit research to date has primarily been used to understand the fit between
individuals and their work environments (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011). However, as
outlined in my dissertation studies have also used PE fit concepts to explain phenomena
in a wide variety of domains outside of work, such as the compatibility of students with
particular sororities (Cleveland, 1991; Moody, 1997), colleges, universities, and schools
(Schmitt et al., 2008), the compatibility of customers with particular customer service
employees (Jamal & Adelowore, 2008), of expatriates with host country cultures (Van
Vianen et al., 2004), and of older adults with urban housing conditions (Oswald et al.,
2005). PE fit has also been used as a predictor of safety related behaviour in the
workplace (Lu & Chen, 2015) demonstrating some utility in predicting personal safety
behaviours.
To understand precisely how PE fit might be fruitful for the explanation of
wildfire preparedness, we first must consider that PE fit can take on three forms. First,
Supplementary fit (Byrne, 1971) is concerned with a perceived similarity on key
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characteristics between the person and the environment. Second, Needs-Supplies fit (NS
fit; Edwards, 2008; Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011; Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987)
focusses on the extent to which the environment meets the needs of the person. Third,
Demands-Abilities fit (DA fit; Edwards, 2008; Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011;
Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987) focusses on the extent to which a person meets the
needs/demands of the environment. These forms of person-environment are discussed
below in the context of person-community fit.
Person Community fit and Proficient and Proactive Wildfire Preparedness
Few studies of PE fit have systematically separated supplementary, NS, and DA
fit mechanisms in relation to their associations with outcome measures. Given that the
three subtypes of PE fit have theoretically distinct mechanisms of relating the person
and the environment and the results from the first study of my dissertation, they can be
expected to be differentially associated with behaviour, including preparedness
outcomes. As we are measuring PE fit in relation to the community, henceforth, we will
refer to it as person community fit (PC fit).
Supplementary fit. As outlined throughout my dissertation supplementary fit
describes the fit that emerges due to perceived similarities between the person and the
environment (Byrne, 1971), and is conceptually related to social identities (Cable &
Edwards, 2004). Specifically, social identity theory states that people’s identity is
partially attributed to social contexts (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Cable & Edwards, 2004;
Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1979), with people experiencing stronger
associations, and thus stronger fit, with groups or contexts that reflect the more
important characteristics of the individual. Importantly, and in line with social identity
theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1979) individuals who more strongly
identify with a certain group feel more confident to be able to express and perform non-
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prescribed behaviours, such as proactive behaviours, than those with weaker group
identities (Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000; Brewer & Kramer, 1986; Levine et al., 2005;
Penner et al., 2005; Tidwell, 2005; Van Knippenberg, 2000). For example, Levine et al.
(2005) found that proactive helping behaviour was more likely to be directed towards
people that supported the same football team than people who did not. Similarly, in the
first study of my dissertation, supplementary fit was found to have a consistent
relationship with proactive forms of work performance, regardless of the environment
of PE fit. Translating the findings around experiencing a stronger association, and thus
supplementary fit, with a particular community to the wildfire preparedness context, we
anticipate that higher supplementary fit between people and their community will be
related to a greater performance of proactive preparatory behaviours.
Hypothesis 1. Supplementary person-community fit will be positively related to
proactive preparedness behaviours.

Demands Abilities fit. Within the workplace, DA fit is described as the extent to
which a person is able to meet the demands of his or her environment (Edwards, 2008;
Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011). In work settings, the ‘demands’ are typically thought of
as the knowledge, skills, and abilities that an incumbent must possess to be able to fulfil
the requirements of their job, that is, satisfy their employer’s ‘demands’. Thus, the
purpose of examining DA fit, in personnel selection settings for example, is often for
the prediction of future proficient work performance (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994;
Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). Support was again found for the above relationships in the
first study of my dissertation, with DA fit demonstrating consistent relationships with
proficient work performance. Although a community is unlikely to be able to make
demands of people in the same manner that a job or organisation might, it could set
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expectations of behaviour for its members in relation to wildfire preparedness,
communicated through community groups, local fire agencies, or local governments
(Brenkert–Smith, Champ, & Flores, 2006; Steelman & Kunkel, 2004). The expectations
of community groups are expected to function in a similar way to organisations
expecting employees to perform safety related behaviour. Community expectations are
therefore anticipated to interact with people’s abilities in an analogous manner as the
work environment demands are such that a better ability to meet expectations will lead
to a greater performance of proficient preparedness behaviours.
Hypothesis 2. Demands-abilities person-community fit will be positively related
to proficient preparedness behaviours.

Needs Supplies fit. NS fit refers to the extent to which the environment provides
supplies that meet the needs of the person. Within an organisational context
environmental supplies can be instrumental, such as work tools, or psychological, such
as organisational or supervisor support (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011). The results of
the first study of my dissertation suggest that NS fit may be more flexible than the other
types of fit and relate to different types of performance. I propose that the relationship
between NS fit and performance is likely to follow two pathways, namely an ability
pathway and a motivational pathway; we describe each in turn.
The ability pathway is such that the person may require certain resources from
the environment to be able to function effectively in their role. In a community wildfire
preparedness context, a person may need certain resources to prepare for wildfires. For
example, to be adequately prepared a person needs appropriate information on
preparedness, and communities may vary in the extent to which it provides its members
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with the appropriate information (Brenkert–Smith et al., 2006; Paveglio, Jakes, Carroll,
& Williams, 2009).
Previous wildfire preparedness theories, such as PADM (Lindell & Perry, 2012),
and CET (Adhikari et al., 2018; Paton, Bürgelt, et al., 2008), suggest that ideas of risk
from wildfires for individuals is socially constructed. That is, individuals develop a
conceptualisation of risk based on interactions with their social networks and other
information sources. For example, information on wildfire preparedness could be
sourced from relations with neighbours, civic sources, social media, and other online
sources. Without knowledge of where to source appropriate information and what
sources are reliable, an individual at risk from wildfire could be misinformed on what
appropriate actions look like. As such, for an individual to be proficiently prepared for
wildfire they need the appropriate community groups or civic agencies to make first
contact with them regarding what preparations they need to make. As such, I
hypothesise that the extent to which the community can supply residents with resources
or information that enable them to prepare should positively relate to their proficient
preparedness.
Hypothesis 3a. Needs-supplies person-community fit will be positively related to
proficient preparedness behaviours.

The second pathway between NS fit and performance is motivational, due to the
satisfaction of psychological, rather than instrumental, needs. For example, in a
community context, a neighbour might aid a community member with clearing fuel
from property borders, without necessarily being asked; or local councils might
unexpectedly provide a large green waste removal service. For example, Brenkert–
Smith et al. (2006) conducted a series of interviews in the Colorado wildland urban
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interface. One participant described a situation where they initiated clearing by a group
of six families of common land that would have threatened all the families’ land
separately. Alternatively, a series of case studies by Jakes, Kruger, Monroe, Nelson, and
Sturtevant (2007) identified a participant in Texas that felt empowered to prepare for
wildfire after a demonstration on creating a defensible space by the Texas Forest
Service. In addition to the instrumental support in the above examples, by unexpectedly
meeting specific needs of the individual, the environment is reflecting a greater focus on
the values of the person, similar to supplementary fit (Lawler III, 1973). Within the
context of earthquake and flood hazard preparedness, McIvor et al. (2009), found that
motivation to prepare for a hazard was related to not only the communication from
community groups, but the nature of the relationships shared. McIvor et al. (2009)
found that trust in information sources and empowerment were important predictors in a
model of intentions to prepare for hazards. That is, the mere provision of information is
not always sufficient to promote preparedness, rather community engagement needs to
demonstrate the importance of the individual and their relationship with the community.
The opposite is demonstrated in cases where the community is seen to not mirror
the values or attitudes of the individual, as described within the theory of Group
Faultlines (Lau & Murnighan, 1998, 2005; Paton, 2019). The theory of Group Faultlines
from organisational psychology describes how initially benign attitudinal differences
can develop into sources of conflict when external pressures emphasise the differences
(Paton, 2019). For example, within a wildfire preparedness context, it could be expected
that people may hold attitudes towards environmental protection and household safety
of varying levels (Paton, 2019). When the differing importance of the attitudes are
emphasised by a community level push for vegetation clearing it can create conflict
between community members that previously held positive relations (Paton, 2019).
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Based on the above discussion, it is not just the provision of information from
community groups and civic agents that is important, but whether the interactions and
messaging demonstrate a positive relationship with the individual. When the interests or
values of the individual are perceived to be important to the community, the person may
feel a greater motivation to go beyond the basic proficient preparedness behaviours.
Therefore, as well as enabling people to prepare proficiently, the second pathway of NS
fit is likely to also motivate people to prepare proactively.
Hypothesis 3b. Needs-supplies person-community fit will be positively related to
proactive preparedness behaviours.

Method
Participants
To source participants for this study, 515 addresses were obtained from a
database of potential participants who had agreed to be contacted for further research
during a previous study run by the University of Western Australia. Additionally, the
study was advertised via the Twitter account of the Tasmanian Fire Service. A response
rate of 34% was achieved from the mail out survey, resulting in 173 returned surveys.
Supplementing the returned mail surveys, an additional 32 participants completed the
online version of the survey accessed via the Twitter advertisement. A total of five
participants were excluded due to incomplete surveys, resulting in a sample of 200
participants (47% female) with a mean age of 58.6 years (SD = 12.7), who had lived in
their current region for an average of 17.55 years (SD = 15.11). Although the mean age
of participants was higher than population means as recorded by the Australian Bureau
of Statistics, it was in line with other wildfire preparedness literature for studies of a
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similar nature conducted in Australia (Anton & Lawrence, 2016; Dunlop et al., 2014;
Paton, Kelly, Bürgelt, & Doherty, 2006).
Measures
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for all measures are summarised in Table 4. 2 in
the results section along with the intercorrelations among variables. Please see
Appendix B for a copy of the full questionnaire.
Understanding Community. At the beginning of the survey participants were
asked, “Please define what the word ‘community’ means to you in the space below.
What does it refer to when you use it?” After providing their own definition participants
were provided with a formal definition of community, “A group of people sharing
common characteristics or interests that gives individual members a feeling of
belonging and distinctiveness from the larger society”. Participants were then instructed
“Given this definition of community, please indicate roughly what percentage you feel
the following groups contribute to your ‘feeling of community'. In other words, to what
extent do you think about the groups below when you think about your community?
Note, you do not have to fill in all the options, but the total of these contributions must
be equal to 100. If you nominate other clubs or groups, please specify the nature of
these groups”. Three options were provided to participants (region, family, social
network of close friends) and three write-in options for other groups were left blank,
with participants free to nominate their own groups.
Person Community fit. An adapted version of Cable and DeRue’s (2002)
measure of PE fit was used to assess participants’ perceptions of PC fit with the
environment reference for all questions shifted to focus on the community. Each
subscale in Cable and DeRue’s (2002) measure has demonstrated adequate reliability
for all three subscales of supplementary fit (α = .92), NS fit (α = .93), and DA fit (α =
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.84). The three subscale factor structure of the measure was confirmed with a
confirmatory factor analysis where the three factor model of supplementary, NS, and
DA fit was a better fit than four alternative factor models (Cable & DeRue, 2002). The
construct and criterion validity of the three subscales was also supported.
Supplementary fit was shown to relate with organisation identification, perceived
organisational support, and organisational citizenship behaviours. NS fit was shown to
relate with job satisfaction, career satisfaction, and occupational commitment. DA fit
was shown to relate to occupational commitment, future job performance, and future
raises. Cable and DeRue’s (2002) measure was adjusted to PC fit by referring to the
community groups identified in the above section as the relevant environment. That is,
if a participant identified their community as consisting of their regional area, their
family, and a local support group, then they would answer each PC fit item in relation to
all three of these groups. Participants’ fit scores were calculated based on weighted
averages, according to the percentages they attributed to each community reference
point. That is, if a participant indicated that 50% of their sense of community came from
their regional area, 20% from their family, and 30% from local community groups, then
the responses to the regional area fit questions were weighted as contributing 50%,
family as contributing 20%, and local community groups as contributing 30% towards
their overall fit. The relationships between each community groups NS, DA, and
supplementary fit are summarised in Table 4. 1. NS fit with all community groups were
significantly related with each other, and DA fit with all community groups were
significantly related with each other. The only fit type that was not significantly related
with itself across different community groups was supplementary fit, with
supplementary fit with the family and supplementary fit with the region being nonsignificantly related with each other.
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Table 4. 1
Correlations between Person Community Fit Types with Different Community Reference Groups.
Supplementary fit
1.Area

2.Family

Needs Supplies Fit
3.Belong.

4.Area

1.

1 (183)

2.

.09 (163)

1 (174)

3.

.48*** (162)

.25** (160)

1 (171)

4.

.32*** (175)

.21** (164)

.23** (162)

1 (186)

5.

-.04 (163)

.64*** (167)

.09 (157)

.35*** (167)

6.

*

.19 (163)

***

.27

(159)

***

.46

(166)

.57*** (167)

.02 (163)

5.Family

Demands Abilities Fit
6.Belong.

7.Family

8.Friends

(164)

1 (176)

.43

.20** (178)

.44*** (175)

.25** (169)

1 (190)

.01 (174) .31*** (170)

8.

.09 (163)

.11 (153)

.19* (160)

.37*** (165)

.24** (157)

.51*** (164)

.68*** (171)

1 (176)

9.

.18* (173)

.02 (165)

-.01 (164)

.45*** (177)

.15* (169)

.33*** (170)

.58*** (184)

.79*** (175)

10.

.18 (180)

.13 (171)

.13 (169)

.40

***

(184)

10.Auth

1 (178)
***

7.

*

9.Neigh

.25

***

(176)

**

.24 (175)

.59

***

(188)

.60

***

(176)

1 (189)
.69

***

(189)

Notes: *** p < .001. ** p <.01. * p < .05. Belong. = Belonging, Neigh. = Neighbours, Auth = Fire Authorities. n shown in parentheses

1 (196)
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Supplementary fit. I assessed the participants’ perceived similarity between
themselves and each of their reference groups for community in relation to attitudes for
bushfire preparedness with three items to which participants responded on a four-point
scale ranging from not at all to a great deal. An example item is, “When it comes to
preparing for bushfires, the people in [community reference group] hold attitudes that
are similar to mine.”
Needs Supplies fit. I assessed the participants’ perceived match between their
needs and each of their community reference groups supplies in relation to bushfire
preparedness with three items, with a four-point scale ranging from never to always. An
example item is “There is a good fit between the support I require from [community
reference group] in order to prepare for bushfires and the support they actually provide
me”.
Demands Abilities fit. I assessed the participants’ perceived match between
their abilities and each of their community reference groups demands in relation to
bushfire preparedness with three items. One item employed a five-point scale ranging
from very poor to very good and the other two items employed a five-point scale
ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. An example item is “The match
between the expectations [community reference group] have for me to prepare for
bushfire and my ability to meet these expectations is…”.
Preparedness. An adapted version of the Griffin et al. (2007) measures of
proficient and proactive performance was used to assess perceived preparedness. The
Griffin et al. (2007) measure was initially developed with nine subscales, measuring
proficient, adaptive, and proactive performance each at an individual, team, and
organisation level. Support was found for the discriminant validity of the nine subscales
with a confirmatory factor analysis demonstrating the nine-factor structure was a better
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fit than alternative factor models (Griffin et al., 2007). I will only be using the
individual proficient and individual proactive performance subscales. The team and
organisation levels of performance may be relevant for future research on wildfire
preparedness that includes preparedness at a community level. However, team and
organisational performance were not deemed necessary for this study. Adaptive
performance was also not included in the current study as it was seen as more relevant
to responses to direct threats from wildfires, rather than preparedness. Due to the
unpredictable nature of wildfire, adaptive performance can be perceived as vital for risk
mitigation. However, during the need for preparedness, the uncertainty of wildfires
remains at a fairly consistent level rather than fluctuating. As such, both proficient and
proactive preparedness were deemed more appropriate. That is, there is a level of
uncertainty for wildfires, but the need to adapt to that uncertainty, due to changes, are
most likely to occur when faced with immediate threat rather than when preparations
are needed to be made. An important idea within wildfire research is adaptive capacities
(Paton, 2019), however, these are preparations that are done to be able to adapt to
changes in the future, rather than current adaptive performance.
The construct validity of individual proficiency was demonstrated with a
positive relationship with role clarity, while the construct validity of individual
proactivity was demonstrated with a positive relationship with role breadth selfefficacy. Participants responded to the subjective preparedness items on a five-point
scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. An example item for proficient
preparedness is “I was prepared for bushfires throughout the past fire season”. An
example item for proactive preparedness is “I have personally come up with ideas to
improve my bushfire preparedness”. There was initially very low Cronbach’s alpha for
proficient preparedness, which was determined to be due to a negatively scored item
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(see Table 4. 2). As such, the negatively worded item was removed and the remaining
analysis includes the two positively worded items only.
In conjunction with the measure of perceived preparedness, a behaviour
checklist was included as another indicator of proficient preparedness. The checklist
method of measuring bushfire preparedness is one of the conventional methods in the
literature which use a larger set of specific behaviours related to preparedness. An
adapted behaviour checklist from Dunlop et al. (2014) was used to assess preparedness.
Participants indicated whether 27 wildfire preparedness behaviours had been completed,
not been completed, or were not applicable to their property. The behaviours from the
checklist closely resemble recommended practices from wildfire agencies around the
world. An example item is “You cleared fuels (e.g., leaves, twigs, and long grass) for a
distance of at least 20m around the house”. Preparedness was calculated as the ratio of
actions completed divided by the total number of actions that were deemed applicable
by the participant, given their household situation4. The behaviours checklist variable is
referred to as preparedness behaviours hereafter.
Other Variables Two items were included to capture risk perception, one
measuring risk likelihood (“How likely is it that a bushfire will threaten you/your
property in the next five years?”) rated on a seven point Likert scale ranging from
definitely won’t happen to definitely will happen, and another measuring risk severity
(“If a bushfire were to threaten you/your property, how severe do you think the negative

4

The reason a ratio of applicable items is used for the proficient preparedness behaviours measures is
that not all household situations are identical, and some items are not relevant to certain arrangements.
For example, if a person has no decking in their home, they logically cannot cover decking they do not
have. For, such a participant, the item about covering decking should not be counted in determining
overall preparedness because failing to cover a non-existent decking will not impact on that
participant’s fire risk.
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consequences of it would be for you/your property?”), rated by participants on a seven
point Likert scale ranging from not severe at all to extremely severe. The risk perception
factors were included as control variables due to previous research establishing the
relationship with wildfire preparedness.
In addition to risk perceptions, participants rated the perceived value of
preparedness with five questions on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from strongly
disagree to strongly agree. Questions assessed the subjective importance of
preparedness with items such as, “Preparing for bushfires in the lead up to and during
the fire season should be a priority within my community”. The perceived value of
preparedness was included as a potential mediator of the PE fit and wildfire
preparedness relationship, particularly supplementary and NS fit. Both the
supplementary and NS fit hypotheses rely upon a motivational pathway from fitting in
with a community to preparing for wildfires. As such, the motivation to prepare, in this
study measured as the perceived value of preparedness, will mediate the relationship
between fit and preparedness.
Procedure
For both the paper and online versions of the survey package, participants were
provided with an outline of the purpose of the study and given contact details for any
questions they had. Consent to participate in the study was indicated by completion of
the attached survey packages. Mail out surveys were returned via reply paid envelopes
supplied by the research team and online survey responses were exported to a database.
Results
Means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alpha, and correlations are shown in
Table 4. 2. All variables exhibited standardised skewness and kurtosis statistics less
than 2 and were confirmed to be appropriately normally distributed with no extreme
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outliers (> 3 SD away from the mean) through visual inspections of boxplots. Residuals
from all regression analyses were determined to normally distributed through normal PP plots and homoscedastic through scatterplots of the standardised predicted and
standardised residual values. Tolerance values for predictors were all above .2 in
regression analyses indicating that multicollinearity was not a concern. Independent
samples t-tests did not reveal any significant differences between participants who
completed the paper version of the survey and those who completed the online version
of the survey for any of the predictor or outcome variables. An independent samples ttest demonstrated males (M = 3.53, SD = 1.13) reported significantly higher levels of
NS fit than females (M = 3.10, SD = 1.26), t(186) = 2.46, p = .015, d = .36, but the
effect size was small and no other variables exhibited any statistically significant sex
differences. As such, I did not consider sex in any of the substantive analyses that
follow. Age was significantly related to supplementary fit, r = .17, p = .018, and
proficient preparedness, r = .22, p = .002. All fit measures were found to have weak to
moderate positive significant correlations with each other. Similarly, all preparedness
measures were moderately positively significantly correlated, with both proficient and
proactive preparedness significantly related to the preparedness checklist. All
preparedness measures were also significantly positively related with NS and DA
measures of fit, but not supplementary fit.
Community
An open coding procedure was followed to analyse participants’ written
definitions of community. The qualitative data analysis program ATLAS.ti was used to
manage the grouping of themes more efficiently. Three themes of categorisation
emerged from the open coding procedure. When asked to provide definitions of
community, participants reported the following three reference groups as forming their
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sense of community: (1) The regional area where they lived, (2) their family, and (3) a
range of public groups (e.g. local sports group). The majority (85%) of participants’
own definitions incorporated the regional area to some extent, ranging from being the
sole reference group mentioned (“The town I live in, not the people”) to being part of a
greater sense of belonging with a group (“People living in the same environment as me,
always willing to be of a help to me…”). Although not mentioned as commonly, family
(e.g. “Outside my family, community seems like the next level of family”) and local
support groups (e.g. “Fire station, shops, medical clinic, churches”) were both seen as
important referents for a feeling of community in participants. There was no readily
apparent pattern of co-endorsement between participants appealing to their regional
area, their family, or different community groups, suggesting no link between the
community referent groups.
The number of participants who nominated different reference groups is shown
in Figure 4. 1. Overall, regional area was the most nominated reference group for a
feeling of community, being selected by 185 of 200 participants. However, the same
number of participants (185) also chose to write in at least one other reference group
that they felt was not included within the provided referents (that is, was not covered by
regional area, family, or close friends). Groups such as sports groups (35 of 200), and
community groups such as the Lions Club (41 of 200) were the most commonly
selected additional referents as contributing something to participants feeling of
community.
The average percentages for nominated community referents are shown in
Figure 4. 2. Paired samples t-tests were used to analyse for differences in percentage
ratings of contribution to feeling of community from the different reference groups.
Regional area was rated as a significantly greater contributor to community than both

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

109

interpersonal networks (t(199) = 6.10, p <.001) and other groups of belonging (t(199) =
7.27, p <.001). However, the difference between ratings for regional area and family
was non-significant (t(199) = 1.46, p =.145). Family was also rated as a significantly
higher contributor to community than both interpersonal network (t(199) = 5.02, p
<.001) and other groups of belonging (t(199) = 6.00, p <.001).
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Figure 4. 1. Bar graph of the number of times different referent groups were nominated
by participants as contributing to their feeling of community. Each bar represents the
three provided options of regional area, family, and interpersonal network of close
friends, and the number of times at least one write in option was selected.
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Figure 4. 2. Bar graph of the number of times different referent groups were nominated
by participants as contributing to their feeling of community. Each bar represents a
specific category or group type taken from the write in options for community reference
groups.
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Table 4. 2
Means, Standard Deviations, and Inter-correlations among Study Variables.
Mean

SD

α

1. Value of Preparedness

6.07

.79

.71

2. Perceived Risk

5.07

1.11

.77 .25**

3. Supplementary Fit

3.15

.94

.86

.10

-.06

4. NS Fit

3.32

1.13

.90

.17*

.06

.41**

5. DA Fit

3.89

.78

.90 .33**

-.05

.16*

.35**

6. Proficient Preparedness

3.64

.55

.66 .40** -.19**

.13

.22*

.49**

7. Proactive Preparedness

3.27

.89

.77 .42**

.04

.01

.22**

.42**

.55**

61.52%

20.33

.76 .31**

.03

.10

.36**

.38**

.39** .49**

8. Proficient Preparedness Behaviour Checklist

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Notes: N for all correlations was 200; Needs Supplies (NS); Demands Abilities (DA); Cronbach’s alpha (α); * Correlation is significant at the
0.05 level; ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.
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Predicting Wildfire Preparedness as a Function of Person Community Fit
Three hierarchical linear regression analyses were undertaken with perceived
proactive preparedness, perceived proficient preparedness, and proficient preparedness
behaviours as the criterion variables. The PROCESS method of mediation and the SPSS
macro by Hayes (2009, 2012) were used to estimate the total, direct, and indirect effects
of supplementary fit, NS fit, and DA fit on wildfire preparedness through the mediator
of perceived value of preparedness, while controlling for risk perception. In each model,
all three mechanisms of fit and risk perception were entered in the same blocks of the
regression, so I was assessing the unique contribution of each while controlling for the
other variables. Due to the large number of analyses run, significance was assessed at a
Bonferroni corrected alpha level of .006. The coefficients, bootstrapped direct and
indirect effects for each mechanism of PC fit are summarised in Table 4. 3, Table 4. 4,
and Table 4. 5.
Perceived proactive preparedness. The mediated regression analysis with
perceived proactive preparedness as the criterion variable was used to test whether
supplementary fit was positively related to proactive preparedness (H1), and whether
NS fit was positively related to proactive preparedness (H3b). In the initial model
before the mediator was entered, perceived likelihood of a wildfire occurring, and DA
fit were significant positive predictors of proactive preparedness. Although, perceived
severity of a wildfire occurring and supplementary fit had significance levels < .05, they
were not below the Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .006 for significance. As such,
both were noted as trends towards negative prediction of proactive preparedness. The
final regression model including the mediator, perceived value of preparedness, had
overall predictive utility, F(6, 191) = 19.50, p < .001, explaining 38% of the variance in
proactive preparedness. The perceived value of preparedness was found as a significant
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positive predictor of proactive preparedness, and partially mediated the relationship
between DA fit and proactive preparedness. Although DA fit remained a significant
positive predictor, the 95% confidence intervals for the indirect path from DA fit to
proactive preparedness through the perceived value of preparedness did not include 0.
In sum, neither Hypotheses 1 nor Hypothesis 3b were supported by the regression
analysis, and an unanticipated relationship between DA fit and proactive preparedness
was found.
Perceived proficient preparedness. I next examined the regression analysis
with perceived proficient preparedness as the criterion variable to see whether DA fit
(H2) and NS fit (H3a) would positively relate to proficient preparedness. In the initial
model before the mediator was entered, perceived severity of a wildfire occurring was a
significant negative predictor, and DA fit was a significant positive predictor of
proficient preparedness. The final regression model including the mediator, perceived
value of preparedness, had overall predictive utility, F(6, 191) = 22.99, p < .001,
explaining 42% of the variance in proactive preparedness. The perceived value of
preparedness was found as a significant positive predictor of proficient preparedness,
and partially mediated the relationship between DA fit and proficient preparedness.
Again, although DA fit remained a significant positive predictor, the 95% confidence
intervals for the indirect path from DA fit to proficient preparedness through the
perceived value of preparedness did not include 0. In sum, Hypothesis 2 was supported
and Hypothesis 3a was not supported by the regression results.
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Table 4. 3
Unstandardised Partial Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, Squared Semi-Partial Correlations (sr2), and Indirect Effects (Mediated
through Value of Preparedness) for Predictors of Proactive Preparedness
Pre-Med

Post-Med

B [95% CI]

B [95% CI]

Std.

β

sr2

Indirect effect [95% CI]

Error B

Perceived Risk Likelihood

0.17*** [0.07, 0.28]

0.12* [0.02, 0.22]

0.05

0.16

.02

-

Perceived Risk Severity

-0.10* [-0.19, -0.00]

-0.09* [-0.17, -0.00]

0.04

-0.13

.01

-

Supplementary Fit

-0.13* [-0.26, -0.00]

-0.15* [-0.27, -0.03]

0.06

-0.16

.02

0.02 [-0.04, 0.10]

NS Fit

0.10 [-0.02, 0.21]

0.07 [-0.04, 0.17]

0.05

0.08

.01

.03 [-0.02, 0.08]

DA Fit

0.43*** [0.28, 0.58]

0.22*** [0.01, 0.39]

0.08

0.22

.03

0.19 [0.11, 0.28]

0.58*** [0.41, 0.76]

0.09

0.43

.14

-

Value of Preparedness

Notes: Pre-Med = the regression model without the mediator, Post-Med = the regression model including the mediator, CI = Confidence
Intervals, NS = Needs supplies, DA = Demands abilities
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .006
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Table 4. 4
Unstandardised Partial Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, Squared Semi-Partial Correlations (sr2), and Indirect Effects (Mediated through
Value of Preparedness) for Predictors of Proficient Preparedness
β

sr2

0.04

0.02

.00

-

-0.13*** [-0.20, -0.06]

0.03

-0.24

.04

-

-0.00 [-0.10, 0.10]

-0.02 [-0.11, 0.08]

0.05

-0.02

.00

0.02 [-0.03, 0.07]

NS Fit

0.04 [-0.05, 0.13]

0.02 [-0.07, 0.10]

0.04

0.03

.00

0.02 [-0.01, 0.07]

DA Fit

0.41*** [0.29, 0.53]

0.26*** [0.15, 0.38]

0.06

0.28

.05

0.15 [0.08, 0.23]

0.45*** [0.31, 0.59]

0.07

0.41

.13

-

Pre-Med

Post-Med

B [95% CI]

B [95% CI]

0.04 [-0.03, 0.13]

0.01 [-0.07, 0.09]

-0.14*** [-0.21, -0.06]

Perceived Risk Likelihood
Perceived Risk Severity
Supplementary Fit

Value of Preparedness

Std.

Indirect effect [95% CI]

Error B

Notes: Pre-Med = the regression model without the mediator, Post-Med = the regression model including the mediator, CI = Confidence
Intervals, NS = Needs supplies, DA = Demands abilities
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .006
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Table 4. 5
Unstandardised Partial Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, Squared Semi-Partial Correlations (sr2), and Indirect Effects (Mediated through
Value of Preparedness) for Predictors of Proficient Preparedness Behaviours
β

sr2

1.21

0.11

.01

-

-1.22 [-3.25, 0.82]

1.03

-0.08

.01

-

-1.79 [-4.76, 1.17]

-2.14 [-4.99, 0.72]

1.45

-0.10

.01

0.34 [-0.70, 1.61]

NS Fit

4.91*** [2.32, 7.50]

4.46*** [1.96, 6.95]

1.26

0.25

.05

0.45 [-0.25, 1.39]

DA Fit

7.39*** [3.95, 10.84]

4.34* [0.76, 7.91]

1.81

0.17

.02

3.06 [1.39, 5.45]

9.42*** [5.25, 13.56]

2.12

0.31

.07

-

Pre-Med

Post-Med

B [95% CI]

B [95% CI]

Perceived Risk Likelihood

2.86* [0.40, 5.31]

2.02 [-0.37, 4.40]

Perceived Risk Severity

-1.37 [-3.48, 0.75]

Supplementary Fit

Value of Preparedness

Std.

Indirect effect [95% CI]

Error B

Notes: Pre-Med = the regression model without the mediator, Post-Med = the regression model including the mediator, CI = Confidence
Intervals, NS = Needs supplies, DA = Demands abilities
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .006
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Preparedness behaviours. In addition to testing my hypotheses around
proficient preparedness through respondents’ subjective perceptions of their proficient
preparedness, I also tested whether PC fit would positively relate to proficient
preparedness with a regression analysis with proficient preparedness behaviours
performed as the criterion variable. In the initial model before the mediator was entered,
both NS fit and DA fit were significant positive predictors of Preparedness behaviours.
Although, perceived likelihood of a wildfire occurring had significance levels < .05,
they were not below the Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .006 for significance. As
such, risk likelihood was noted as a trend towards positive prediction of proficient
preparedness behaviours. The final regression model including the mediator, perceived
value of preparedness, had overall predictive utility, F(6, 191) = 13.65, p < .001,
explaining 30% of the variance in Preparedness behaviours. The perceived value of
preparedness was found as a significant positive predictor of Preparedness behaviours,
and partially mediated the relationship between DA fit and Preparedness behaviours but
did not mediate the relationship between NS fit and Preparedness behaviours. In this
case DA fit did drop below the Bonferroni adjusted significance level of .006 but
remained with a significance level > .05. The 95% confidence intervals for the indirect
path from DA fit to proactive preparedness behaviours through the perceived value of
preparedness did not include 0. The result of the third regression analysis provides
partial support for Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 3a.
Discussion
The aims of the current study were threefold: First, the study was designed to
explore the different understandings of community in a wildfire preparedness context;
second, it was designed to investigate wildfire preparedness in three forms (perceived
proficient performance, perceived proactive performance, and completion of
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Preparedness behaviours) and third, it was designed to examine the relationship
between different types of PC fit and proficient or proactive preparedness. Based on the
theoretical mechanisms of Person Environment (PE) fit it was hypothesised that a)
supplementary fit would be positively related to proactive preparedness behaviours; b)
DA fit would be positively related to proficient preparedness behaviours; and c) NS fit
would be positively related to both proficient and proactive performance. Results
indicated that both NS fit and DA fit are significant positive predictors of preparedness,
but no evidence was found for the hypothesis that supplementary fit positively predicts
preparedness. Results are discussed in detail below.
Conceptualising Community
In line with the dominant use of the concept of community within the wildfire
preparedness context, our results support the approach of considering regional area
primarily when modelling community. Although other groups were mentioned, almost
all participants (92%) viewed region as a primary contributor to their community.
Further despite some variation observed in participants’ open-ended definitions of
community, a very strong pattern of endorsing the regional area emerged in both
quantitative and qualitative analyses.
In addition to regional area, our results suggested that the concept of community
is also constituted by a network of key others and belonging to public groups. An
analysis of participants’ nominations of contribution to a feeling of community
demonstrated that the two strongest contributors were ‘regional area’ and ‘family’. The
strong endorsement of regional area and family supports and refines findings from
research by Paton, Bürgelt, et al. (2008) who identified two factors underlying sense of
community, namely place and people. Our results suggest that the people component of
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sense of community could be attributed more strongly to family relations than to other
individuals in a social network.
As noted in the introduction, the growth of appreciation of the importance of
community in disaster research has seen a spike in research using the concept (Phillips
et al., 2011). My results help to clarify the potential components of community in a
wildfire preparedness context. Furthermore, the need to clearly distinguish between
different community factors when conducting future research is highlighted.
Person Community Fit and Wildfire Preparedness
Supplementary Fit and Preparedness. My results did not reveal any evidence
that those who experienced stronger supplementary PC fit performed more proactive
preparedness than those with a weaker supplementary fit. Instead, both the zero-order
correlation and the partial correlation between supplementary fit and proactive
preparedness were non-significant. There was a trend for supplementary fit to act as a
negative predictor of proactive preparedness, which is in direct contradiction to the
hypothesised relationship. There are several potential explanations for this result.
The absence of a relationship between supplementary fit and proactive
preparedness may be due to another theorised effect of high levels of supplementary fit
leading to excessive homogeneity in some contexts. That is, in some instances, high
supplementary fit can encourage people to maintain similarities with other group
members to avoid being seen as deviating from group norms. In contexts where
supplementary fit leads to excessive homogeneity it can promote rigidity (Harrison,
2007; Kristof‐Brown et al., 2005; Schneider, 1987), rather than the predicted proactive
motivation of the current study. For example, in communities where there is a strong
sense of shared values towards bushfire preparedness, people may perceive themselves
as suitably prepared based on current information within their community. As such,
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people may not possess a motivation to proactively seek alternative or additional
preparedness activities. According to the homogeneity interpretation of supplementary
fit, there could potentially be an optimal level of supplementary fit that results in
proactive performance when the benefits to motivation of belonging to a group
outweigh the potential detrimental effect of excessive homogeneity. Alternatively, the
null result or a negative relationship with proactive preparedness may be due to a unique
type of PC fit discussed next.
In the current study, participants were asked what the match between themselves
and their community was. This type of fit measure is termed a direct fit measure. An
alternative way of measuring fit is by measuring a person variable and a community
variable separately, which would then be statistically combined. This is termed an
indirect fit measure, (French et al., 1982; French et al., 1974; Kristof-Brown & Guay,
2011; Kristof, 1996). PC fit measured in a direct manner can indicate how well a person
matches with their community but not the nature of that match. That is, if a person
values preparedness and has a high PC supplementary fit, then it means their
community must also value preparedness and they would be expected to prepare
proactively. But if neither the person nor their community value preparedness then a
highly fitting individual would be unlikely to prepare proactively since the community
does not value this behaviour.
As the current study was the first that I am aware of to investigate the
relationship between PC fit and preparedness. Direct measures were chosen to set a
baseline for the utility of PC fit in predicting preparedness, as direct measures of fit
have been shown to have the strongest relations with outcomes (Kristof‐Brown et al.,
2005; Verquer et al., 2003). However, I speculate that the relationship of supplementary
fit with preparedness may be complicated by variability in the value that communities
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place in wildfire preparedness (Paton, Bürgelt, et al., 2008), and that indirect measures
of PC fit should be used to investigate these relationships.
Demands Abilities Fit and Preparedness. In line with hypothesis 2 the results
revealed that DA fit positively related to proficient preparedness. Those who reported a
stronger DA fit both perceived their proficient wildfire preparedness to be higher and
reported to have completed a higher number of proficient preparedness behaviours.
Additionally, there was an unexpected finding of DA fit being the only significant fit
predictor of perceived proactive preparedness. Interestingly, all of the relationships of
DA fit with preparedness were partially mediated by participants’ perceived value of
preparedness. The implications of the relationship between DA fit and proficient
preparedness are discussed below. The unexpected result of a relationship between DA
fit and proactive preparedness is discussed following the interpretation of NS fit
relationships with preparedness.
The finding of DA fit being a positive predictor of both perceived proficient
preparedness and preparedness behaviours suggests that both peoples’ ability and their
communities’ demands have a positive impact on proficient preparedness. The
preparedness behaviours measure is constituted by behaviours recommended by
wildfire agencies around the world in order to be adequately prepared for the threat of
wildfires (CFS, n.d.; DFES, 2014). The above result suggests that the perception of
being proficiently prepared and the actions taken to be proficiently prepared are
informed by both the community’s provision of information regarding wildfire
preparedness, and by individuals’ own ability to act upon this information. Furthermore,
part of the relationship between DA fit and preparedness is indirect. As DA fit was only
partially mediated some of the relationship with preparedness was direct, disregarding
the importance people place on preparedness. However, part of the effect of DA fit on
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preparedness is indirect related to increasing perceived value of preparedness in people,
which in turn is related to increases in their preparedness activity. That is, people who
have the ability to prepare for wildfires still cannot do so without receiving adequate
information from their community on what being prepared actually looks like and being
motivated to prepare by seeing the value in completing the activities. One way
information regarding preparedness has been distributed is through public education
programs (Frandsen, Paton, & Sakariassen, 2011; Paton, 2008; Paton & Smith, 2001).
The results of the current study suggest that interventions that educate participants on
appropriate preparatory actions may lead to improved preparedness to the extent these
interventions improve residents’ perceived demands-abilities fit.
The importance of DA fit in proficient preparedness suggests that in order to be
as effective as possible, public education programs need to take into consideration
residents’ abilities to act upon the information they are given. The importance of the
abilities of individuals in wildfire preparedness is not a new finding. Self-efficacy,
which is conceptually similar to the abilities component of DA fit has commonly been
found as a positive predictor of wildfire preparedness (McCaffrey, 2015). The current
study highlights the importance of matching the information being communicated
within wildfire-prone communities and peoples’ ability to act upon this information.
That is, there is a need to pair information on wildfire preparedness directly with some
form of empowerment process or training to increase peoples’ perceived competence to
act upon that information. Therefore, public education programs need to not only be,
‘this is what needs to be done,’ but also ‘this is how you can do it, and you are capable
of doing it’. Research should also incorporate separate measures of individuals’ abilities
and communities’ demands to capture the exact nature of the interaction between
environmental demands and peoples’ abilities.
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Needs Supplies Fit and Preparedness. The results revealed that participants
reporting a higher NS fit performed a higher number of preparedness behaviours.
However, those reporting a stronger NS fit apparently did not perceive their proficient
preparedness to be any higher or lower than those with a poorer NS fit. In addition,
those reporting a stronger NS fit did not perceive their proactive preparedness to be any
higher or lower than those with a poorer NS fit with their community.
The finding that NS fit was a predictor of preparedness behaviours but not
perceived proficient preparedness may reflect important differences between the two
measures. More specifically, the preparedness behaviours measure is based on
recommended practices from wildfire agencies around the world (e.g., CFS, n.d.; DFES,
2014; RFS, 2014 for Australia). Consequently, behaviours like those contained in the
proficient preparedness behaviours measure are often communicated to residents by the
local fire agencies within their regional area. As such, the more active a fire agency is in
promoting wildfire awareness and how to prepare for it, the more informed residents in
that local community will be on expectations for wildfire preparedness. The more
informed residents in the local community are, the better able to perform the actions that
appeared in the proficient preparedness behaviours measure. On the other hand, if a
community fire agency provides no information to its community’s residents, then the
residents are not going to know which actions on the proficient preparedness behaviours
measure they need to perform. Following from this, a positive relationship between NS
fit and proficient preparedness behaviours where community supplies take the form of
information on preparedness behaviours would be expected (Brenkert–Smith et al.,
2006; Jakes et al., 2007; Paveglio et al., 2009).
In relation to the perceived proficient preparedness measure, people may not
receive information on the behaviours they should be performing from their community.
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However, those same people may believe nonetheless that they are adequately prepared
for wildfires, due to being unaware of actions they have not completed. As such, there
could be a null relationship between people’s needs and their preparedness when their
knowledge of preparedness is low. In other words, residents’ knowledge of wildfire
preparedness, which is informed by their community fire agency’s communications,
may moderate the relationship between people’s needs and their preparedness. Future
research may benefit from including the level of information from local emergency
management organisations to different communities as a moderator variable in the
above relationship.
Finally, there was an unexpected finding where DA fit was the only significant
fit predictor of proactive preparedness. The absence of a NS fit and proactive
preparedness relationship, in conjunction with an unexpected relationship between DA
fit and proactive preparedness may be due to confusion by community residents as to
what constitutes community demands and community supplies. As noted earlier, the
majority of PE fit research is conducted within a workplace environment, where there is
a clear distinction between the demands of working in a job and the supplies people are
given in order to complete their job (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011). Although there will
also be community demands and supplies within the context of wildfire preparedness
some of these demands and supplies may not be as clearly distinguishable from one
another. For example, along with providing resources or equipment fire agencies
communicate their expectations on wildfire preparedness through information regarding
what preparations people need to undertake for wildfires. As such, the demands or
actions that need to be completed are communicated together with the supplies or
information needed to complete the task. In line with this explanation, the correlation
results indicated a moderate positive relationship between community DA and NS fit.
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Limitations and Future Directions
When examining the results of the current study there are some important
limitations to consider that may have influenced the outcomes. One limitation of direct
measures of PE fit already discussed above is that they collapse the individual
influences of the person and environmental factors of PC fit into one factor. For
example, the result of supplementary fit demonstrating weak prediction of preparedness
factors might be due to bi-directional fits between people and a community cancelling
each other out. If communities demonstrate a perceived value in preparedness,
supplementary fit should act as a positive predictor of preparedness. However, if the
community does not value preparedness, supplementary fit would not be expected to be
an important predictor or could even be a negative predictor of preparedness5. In other
words, strong supplementary fit could mean greater similarity in the lack of perceived
value in preparedness, leading to fewer preparedness behaviours. As the current study
was conducted in a range of geographical centres it is possible that various community
perspectives were included in the participants’ consideration of their supplementary fit.
Another example of the advantage in separating the individual influences of the
person and the environment factors of fit is DA fit. The person component of DA fit is
conceptually similar to self-efficacy in that it reflects an individual’s belief that they are
capable of completing a certain task. Self-efficacy has been found as a common
predictor of wildfire preparedness (Beatson & McLennan, 2011; Bender et al., 2007;
Paek et al., 2010; Paton & Johnston, 2001). The strength of the person component of

5

To try and address the limitation of direct measurement an additional regression model was run
with perceived value of preparedness as a moderator of the supplementary fit and preparedness
relationship. After controlling for a significant quadratic term for perceived value of preparedness the
interaction between perceived value of preparedness and supplementary fit was non-significant, F(1, 194)
= 0.39, p = .534, ∆R2 = .00.
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DA fit may explain why DA fit was found as a predictor of all three measures of
preparedness. To confirm whether the person component of DA fit is the major
contributor to preparedness, research should separate out the individual influences of
both the person and environmental factors of DA fit. In sum, while this study provides
promising evidence of the role of PC fit, future research should use statistical
techniques that investigate the person and community aspects of supplementary fit
separately.
Additionally, this study measured the subjective levels of proficient and
proactive preparedness in conjunction with a behavioural measure of proficient
preparedness, but not proactive preparedness. More research needs to be done into the
sub-categories of wildfire preparedness and whether proactive preparedness can also be
measured through a behavioural checklist measure.
Conclusion
The findings of the current study reveal important mechanisms by which person
community interactions are associated with wildfire preparedness. Previous research
and theory in the area had suggested that the motivation to prepare for wildfire is an
outcome of a combination of many individual and contextual factors. However, few
empirical studies had explicitly examined the interaction between person level and
community level factors in relation to wildfire preparedness. The present study
demonstrated that PC fit is a useful framework to use when examining person
community interactions and is likely to be an important factor to consider when
examining wildfire preparedness. Particularly, complementary DA fit showed medium
sized effects with all measures of preparedness, and future research should thus
investigate its role in preparatory behaviours further.
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CHAPTER 5: INDIRECT PERSON–ENVIRONMENT FIT IN RELATION TO
WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS
As outlined in previous chapters of my dissertation, motivating residents to
prepare for wildfires has proven challenging. As such, previous research has attempted
to delineate the factors that precede or predict wildfire preparedness (Beatson &
McLennan, 2011; Bender et al., 2007; Bright & Burtz, 2006; McFarlane et al., 2011;
Paton & Johnston, 2001). The second study of my dissertation introduced the concept of
person–environment (PE) fit as a potential predictor of wildfire preparedness. In the
second study I found that PE fit had promise as a predictor of wildfire preparedness, but
that some areas of the interaction between a person and the environments needed to be
clarified. PE fit allows for examination of the interaction between the individual and
environmental factors that precede wildfire preparedness. Within the context of wildfire
preparedness, I have been referring to community as the environmental component of
PE fit; this interaction can therefore also be termed as person–community (PC) fit.
Furthermore, results from the second study of this dissertation suggested that there may
be different forms of preparedness behaviours. In my second study I focused on
proficient and proactive preparedness and found that they are related to different sets of
predictors. However, the distinction between proficient and proactive preparedness
behaviours could be expanded further.
As such, my final study expands on this differentiation of preparedness by
distinguishing between proficient and proactive preparatory behaviours, and by
examining the potential subtypes of wildfire preparedness behaviours. In making the
distinction between wildfire preparedness subtypes, I seek to distinguish between
patterns of behaviour that may be differentially predicted. The prediction of different
subtypes of preparedness is a limitation that has largely been ignored in previous
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literature on wildfire preparedness. However, before expanding on the outcome of
wildfire preparedness, I first refine the construct of PE fit that was used in the second
study of this dissertation. In this study I plan to consider the operationalisation of PE fit
using a more information rich method in order to try and establish the unique
contributions of both person and environment components to predicting preparedness.
Operationalisation of Person–Environment Fit
As outlined throughout my dissertation, a potential complication in using PE fit
for wildfire preparedness is the multitude of methods for operationalising PE fit (French
et al., 1982; French et al., 1974; Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011; Kristof, 1996). In the
second study of my dissertation, PE fit was measured in a direct manner, namely by
directly asking participants what the match between themselves and their community
was. That is, direct measurement involves asking participants what they perceive their
level of fit with the environment to be (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011; Kristof, 1996).
An example of a direct measurement item would be “There is a good fit between what
my job offers me and what I am looking for in a job,” from Cable and DeRue’s (2002)
multi-dimensional measure of PE fit.
An alternative approach uses indirect measurement in which person variables and
community variables are measured separately (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011; Kristof,
1996). Both aspects of PE fit are then statistically combined (Kristof-Brown & Guay,
2011; Kristof, 1996). The person variable in the indirect method is most commonly
measured or assessed via self-reporting. Conversely, the environment variable is most
commonly provided by the subjective judgement of the person, or from composite
scores from others within the same environment (Arthur et al., 2006; French et al.,
1982; French et al., 1974; Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011). For the purpose of this
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research, I will be using the person’s subjective judgement of both themselves and the
environment as the person and environment variables respectively.
Based on previous research in the area it is important here to clarify the approach
to measurement used with PE fit. According to Edwards et al. (2006), these two
different methods of measurement may actually refer to different PE fit interactions.
That is, although the relationships among direct and indirect measures are generally
taken for granted, some researchers have raised questions about whether the different
approaches may be measuring different constructs (Edwards et al., 2006; Kristof, 1996).
For example, Kristof (1996) distinguishes between measures of indirect and direct
person–organisation (PO) fit and questioned whether indirect and direct PE fit are the
same construct measured differently or whether they are also two distinct constructs.
Indeed, it is argued that there are a number of different factors that may influence the
distinctiveness of the different measurement techniques (Edwards et al., 2006). Two of
these which are related to the current study – the importance of the PE fit characteristic
and the degree of PE misfit between the person and the environment – are described in
more detail below.
Importance of person–environment fit. Whether people perceive the PE fit
dimension as important is likely to influence the interactions between the two aspects.
However, the perceived importance of the PE fit dimension is something that is not
captured by direct measurement (Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011; Kristof, 1996). That is,
when participants are directly asked whether they match the environment on a certain
characteristic, the answer only informs whether the person views the importance of that
characteristic at a similar level to the environment. However, the answer will not
include the absolute importance of the characteristic for either the person or the
environment. For example, the results in the second study of my dissertation showed
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supplementary fit trending towards a negative prediction of proactive preparedness. A
negative relationship between supplementary fit and preparedness could be a
manifestation of a match between the person and community that does not value
preparedness. In other words, an environment reflecting a person’s lack of value in
preparing for bushfires is likely to manifest in less preparedness behaviours. As such, by
not separating out the person and environment ratings on their importance of
preparedness, the nature of the negative relationship with preparedness is ambiguous.
That is, it remains unclear whether the community characteristics, the person’s
characteristics, or an interaction between the two, is the driving force behind the
relationship with the outcomes.
Degree of person–environment misfit. Another factor that may be important
when considering the interaction between people and their environment is how large the
discrepancy is when people do not match the environment, also referred to as the degree
of misfit between the two. Some theories of PE fit include the condition that optimal
outcomes are dependent on an exact match between the person and the environment
(Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2005). According to the exact match perspective, for the
person to experience the benefits of matching the environment, they need to have
exactly the same level of the key characteristic as the environment. However, this
phenomenon of an exact match cannot be investigated with direct measures of PE fit as
these measures collapse the person and environment components into a single factor.
In order to illustrate the impact of PE fit measurement, Edwards et al. (2006)
examined the fit of 939 tertiary business school students with prospective jobs.
Participants were asked to use an indirect measurement strategy to rate both themselves
and a prospective job separately in relation to eight different characteristics. Participants
also completed a direct measure of PE fit between themselves and the prospective job in
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relation to the same eight characteristics, that is how similar they felt they were to the
organisation in each characteristic. Regression analyses were used to determine the
predictive utility of different PE fit measurement techniques. Overall, the analyses
revealed R2 values that ranged from .15 for supervision needs to .58 for pay needs, but
analysis of the directions of the individual person and environment coefficients did not
support a view of PE fit as exact match. Specifically, according to an exact match
perspective, when job supplies are larger than person needs, the PE fit should be worse
as there is not an exact match. However, in Edwards et al. (2006), when job supplies
were found to be larger than person needs, results indicated that the fit was better. In
summary, results from Edwards et al. (2006) suggest that, at least for person needs and
job supplies, higher levels of job supplies were more important for perceptions of fit
than levels of person needs. Although the above results are limited to a specific type of
PE fit, the study by Edwards et al. (2006) highlights the importance of examining PE fit
relationships in detail. As such, due to the inability of direct measurement to assess
dimension importance or degree of misfit, the current study aims to build on research
into PE fit and wildfire preparedness by introducing indirect measurement approaches
to PE fit.
SubTypes of Wildfire Preparedness
Similar to PE fit, there is also a lack of clarity in the subtypes of the main outcome
in this study, namely wildfire preparedness. As highlighted throughout my dissertation,
wildfire preparedness has largely been treated as a unitary construct by previous
literature. However, more recent research suggests that a better understanding of the
preparedness outcome itself requires more development (Dunlop et al., 2014; McNeill
et al., 2013; Paton, Smith, & Johnston, 2005a, 2005b; Penman et al., 2013). Ignoring the
potential complexities of preparedness in research is likely to hamper the final
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understanding of why people do or do not prepare. Indeed, as shown in both study one
and study two of my dissertation, differentiating between distinct subtypes of an
outcome has two potential benefits: First, differentiating between outcome subtypes
allows for examination of how different factors contribute to the outcome and; second,
it allows for examination of how the subtypes of outcomes function within different
environmental contexts.
In its most basic form, wildfire preparedness as an outcome has been
conceptualised as the actions taken in order to mitigate the potential negative impact of
wildfires. However, both Dunlop et al. (2014), McNeill et al. (2013), and the results
from my second study of my dissertation, support the importance of differentiating
wildfire preparedness into more detailed subtypes. That is, while the goal-based
approach to understanding preparedness put forward by Dunlop et al. (2014) and
McNeill et al. (2013) is useful for distinguishing the different plans people may have for
handling bushfires, it is also important to understand preparedness as it applies to all
individuals at risk from wildfires, regardless of their goal-directed behaviour. As such,
in the second study of my dissertation, the proficient, and proactive (Griffin et al., 2007)
distinction from work performance was used to differentiate between subtypes of
preparedness performance.
In the context of wildfire preparedness, it is clear that the distinction between
proficient and proactive preparedness is important, with each performance reflecting an
optimal outcome in different contexts (Griffin et al., 2007). For example, the proficient
preparedness behaviour of completing all the tasks on a distributed preparedness
pamphlet will only be appropriate in a community that actually distributes said
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pamphlets, whereas in a community that does not distribute the pamphlets, a more
proactive preparedness of seeking out a checklist may be required6.
In addition to the distinction between proficient and proactive preparedness, the
current study will also examine for potential subtypes of preparedness behaviours.
Similar to other recent studies investigating wildfire preparedness, the current study
included a combined behaviour and behavioural intentions checklist (Dunlop et al.,
2014; McFarlane et al., 2011; McNeill et al., 2013). The behavioural intentions
checklist asked participants whether they had completed an action and if not, to what
degree they intended to complete that action at some point in the future. In order to
address the issue from previous research of treating preparedness as a unidimensional
concept and build on the work of Dunlop et al. (2014) and McNeill et al. (2013), the
current study will also conduct a factor analysis on the preparedness behavioural
intentions checklist.
Within the preparedness literature there is a growing recognition of the different
actions people can take to prepare for wildfires (Dunlop et al., 2014; Eriksen & Prior,
2013; Penman et al., 2013; Reser & Morrissey, 2009). Beyond the traditional physical
preparedness actions, two specific examples of subtypes of wildfire preparedness that
have received some attention are mental preparedness (Eriksen & Prior, 2013; Every et
al., 2019; Penman et al., 2013; Reser & Morrissey, 2009) and social variations in
preparedness such as community preparedness and social resilience (Frandsen, Paton, &
Sakariassen, 2011; Kwok et al., 2019; Maguire & Hagan, 2007).

6 Adaptive performance is seen as of greater importance for responding to the immediate risk of bushfires,
whereas both proficient and proactive performance could be applied to performance as wildfire preparedness. The
greater specificity of the PAP model allows for more specific hypotheses regarding the relations between PE fit
subtypes and wildfire preparedness to be developed – which will be set out in the next section.
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In an Australian context, the variations of mental preparedness are discussed
within various fire agencies’ information brochures. For example, a main focus of the
Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES (2014)) brochure is the
construction of a “bushfire survival plan”. Importantly, this bushfire survival plan
includes accounting for any contingencies and being mentally and emotionally
prepared, particularly when planning to actively defend a property. The themes of
mental preparedness are mirrored throughout other brochures, with information from
the Rural Fire Service (RFS (2014, p. 6)) including that “Preparation… is also about
making sure you consider your physical, mental, and emotional preparedness.”
Similarly, Reser and Morrissey (2009) recommended the distribution of pamphlets
which consider psychological preparedness for disasters – such as wildfire – in
conjunction with physical preparedness.
Still within an Australian context, Eriksen and Prior (2013) conducted an openended survey on mental preparedness. In the survey, both the distributers and the
receivers of wildfire information were asked how they interpreted information on
preparedness. Based on participant responses, Eriksen and Prior (2013) identified
mental preparedness as both the development of an appropriate wildfire response plan
and the mental capacity to act upon that plan. As such, mental preparedness was seen as
a key component of individual wildfire preparedness. However, Eriksen and Prior
(2013) found that the identification of such mental preparedness is an area in need of
development in the methods of communication between fire agencies and householders.
Similar to mental preparedness, there is also a growth in the appreciation social
variations in preparedness such as community preparedness and social resilience. Again,
reference to information brochures from an Australian context can provide some insight
here. The recommended preparations section of the aforementioned DFES (2014)
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brochure also includes joining a “bushfire ready group” which is a community-based
action group. In another example, the CFS (n.d.) identify “Community fire safe groups”
where communities work together to prepare for bushfires as part of their preparedness
advice. In an Australian based study Frandsen et al. (2011) also identified community
preparedness as being twofold – engagement between community members and fire
agencies, such as local fire brigades; and individual empowerment through community
involvement.
Although mental preparedness and social variations of preparedness have,
therefore, been recognised in the practice and study of wildfire preparedness, no
research to date has attempted to systematically delineate these subtypes and the
variables that may predict them. As such, the current study will perform a factor
analysis of preparedness in relation to wildfire threat with an expected result of three
emergent subtypes – physical preparedness, mental preparedness, and community
preparedness. Following the factor analysis, each of the subtypes of preparedness will
be examined for the relationships they share with PE fit as a predictor.
Person–Environment Fit and Differential Wildfire Preparedness
I expect PE fit will be differentially related with the expected subtypes of
preparedness behaviours, namely physical, mental, and social variations of wildfire
preparedness. The relationships with the subtypes of preparedness behaviours are
therefore included as exploratory analyses in this study. Furthermore, the nature of all
relationships will be examined in detail, both for the individual contributions of person
and environmental aspects and for the interaction between the two as allowed by the
indirect measurement of PE fit. In addition to the differential relationships with
physical, mental, and social variations of wildfire preparedness, I will consider both
self-reported proficient and proactive preparedness in more depth.

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

136

The first and second study of my dissertation provide some support for a
differential relationship between PE fit subtypes and proficient and proactive wildfire
preparedness. To recap, supplementary fit arises due to similarities in the person and in
the environment (Byrne, 1971), whereas complementary DA fit arises when a person
meets the demands of their environment (Edwards, 1991; Edwards et al., 2006;
Harrison, 2007). Finally, complementary NS fit arises when the environment has
sufficient supplies to meet the needs of the person (Edwards, 1991; Edwards et al.,
2006; Harrison, 2007).
The first study of my dissertation investigated the pattern of relationships between
supplementary, NS, and DA fit with behavioural outcomes in a work setting. Using a
meta-analytic procedure, it was found that supplementary fit was related to proactive
performance within both an organisational and a job context, that DA fit was related to
proficient performance within a job context, and that NS fit was related to proficient
performance within an organisational context and with proactive performance within a
job context. Furthermore, these results were partially supported for PC fit predicting
wildfire preparedness in the second study of this dissertation. It was shown that
particularly DA fit and NS fit were positive predictors of wildfire preparedness.
However, some doubt was left regarding the utility of supplementary fit in predicting
wildfire preparedness.
Proficient preparedness. Within a work context, ‘proficient’ performance
describes the sufficient completion of core tasks that are centrally important for any
given role (Griffin et al., 2007). In adapting the concept of proficient performance to the
wildfire preparedness context, proficient performance describes an individual’s
perception that they are adequately prepared for wildfires. However, the perception of
preparedness is a subjective judgement that is restricted by the knowledge of what it
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actually means to be prepared. As such, proficient preparedness in this sense is likely to
be influenced by the information individuals receive from their community on wildfire
preparedness. That is, the community’s expectations, or the demands component of DA
fit, will guide what individuals perceive proficient preparedness actually is. The person
component of DA fit is then their ability to actually meet those community
expectations. As such, DA fit is expected to positively relate with proficient
preparedness.
Hypothesis 1a. DA fit will be a significant positive unique predictor of perceived
proficient preparedness.
As demonstrated in both studies of this dissertation, the relationship between NS
fit and performance is likely to be more complicated. First, to be able to function
competently in any task, a person needs certain properties to exist within the
environment. For example, a community may need to provide people with appropriate
information on preparedness in a community wildfire preparedness context. As such,
NS fit will enable participants’ proficient preparedness to the extent that the community
is supplying people with resources for their preparedness needs.
Hypothesis 1b. NS fit will be a significant positive unique predictor of perceived
proficient preparedness.
Proactive preparedness. However, as stated above, the multifaceted nature of
NS fit may mean that it has a multifaceted relationship with preparedness. NS fit can
also be attributed to the motivational power of rewards that address needs outside of the
person’s expectations (Allen & Robbins, 2010; Edwards, 2008). For example, a
neighbour might aid a community member to clear a firebreak without any request for
help. In turn, the neighbour meeting the community member’s needs without having to
be requested to do so results in greater motivation to prepare (Cha, Kim, & Kim, 2009;
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Lawler III, 1973). This increased motivation could be due to the community reflecting a
greater focus on the values of the person when meeting the more specific needs of the
individual. As such, the person may experience motivation to perform beyond basic
proficient preparedness when NS fit occurs in this unexpected way.
Hypothesis 2a. NS fit will be a significant positive unique predictor of perceived
proactive preparedness.
Finally, as outlined in previous chapters, supplementary fit has been suggested to
function in a similar way to group membership according to social identity theory
(Cable & Edwards, 2004). Specifically, forming strong associations with certain groups,
such as a person’s community, has been shown to relate to the performance of proactive
behaviours (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000; Brewer & Kramer,
1986; Cable & Edwards, 2004; Levine et al., 2005; Penner et al., 2005; Tidwell, 2005;
Van Knippenberg, 2000). Although the hypothesised relationship between
supplementary fit and proactive preparedness was not supported in the second study of
my dissertation, the previous research and theory still suggest a positive association
between supplementary fit and behavioural outcomes. Additionally, the current study
includes an indirect method of measuring supplementary fit in order to further examine
the details of any fit–preparedness relationship.
Hypothesis 2b. Supplementary fit will be a significant positive unique predictor of
perceived proactive preparedness.
Method
Participants
A total of 164 former participants from previous research run by the University of
Western Australia were contacted via mail or email. Contact details were provided
during previous participation where participants agreed to be contacted for further
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research. Additionally, the study was advertised via the Twitter and Facebook accounts
of the Tasmanian Fire Service, Royal Fire Service in New South Wales, and Country
Fire Authority in Victoria. Responses from all recruitment procedures resulted in an
initial sample of 267 participants. A total of 34 participants were excluded due to
incomplete surveys, resulting in a final sample of 233 (53% female). Participants had a
mean age of 51.98 years (SD = 15.56) and had lived in their current community for an
average of 16.70 years (SD = 14.07).
Measures
The study included measures of perceived risk, PC fit and subjective preparedness
ratings. It also used a wildfire preparedness behavioural checklist. The full
questionnaire can be seen in Appendix C.
Perceived risk. Perceived risk has been consistently found as a positive predictor
of bushfire preparedness, and is included in this study as a control variable (Bandura,
1986; Bender et al., 2007; McFarlane et al., 2011; Paton & Johnston, 2001; Paton,
Smith, et al., 2008; Rogers, 1975; Sjöberg, 2000, 2001). Two items were included in the
current study for risk perception, one measuring risk likelihood (“How likely is it that a
bushfire will threaten you/your property in the next five years?”) and another measuring
risk severity (“If a bushfire were to threaten you/your property, how severe do you think
the negative consequences of it would be for you/your property?”). Both items were
rated by participants on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from ‘definitely won’t
happen’ to ‘definitely will happen’.
Person–community fit. The same adapted version of Cable and DeRue’s (2002)
measure of PE fit used in the second study of my dissertation was re-used for the
current study to assess participants’ direct PC fit, with the environment reference for all
questions adapted to focus on the community rather than the organisation or job. The
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term community was defined at the beginning of the survey after obtaining
demographic information. Participants were told that “For the purpose of this
questionnaire we will be treating Community as: The regional area or location where a
person lives. Although people’s sense of community can come from multiple sources,
the ‘community’ referred to throughout this questionnaire relates to the regional area or
location where a person lives. Please keep this in mind as you complete the
questionnaire”. The three subtypes of PC fit – supplementary fit (α = .90), NS fit (α =
.92) and DA fit (α = .81) – were all retained from the Cable and DeRue (2002) measure.
As discussed in the operationalisation of PE fit section above, the main focus of
this study is PC fit measured using an indirect technique in conjunction with the direct
measures used in my previous research. Although, direct measures were included in the
survey distributed to participants, the results and conclusion of this research focus on
the indirect measures of PC fit
Indirect supplementary fit. An adapted version of the Short Schwartz’s Value
Survey (SSVS: Lindeman & Verkasalo, 2005; Schwartz, 1992) was used to measure
supplementary fit indirectly. Lindeman and Verkasalo (2005) adapted the SSVS from
the Schwartz Value Survey (SVS: Schwartz, 1992), reducing the original 57-item
measure to a 10-item short version while still maintaining good psychometric
properties. The SSVS demonstrated adequate test-retest reliability for the two higher
order value dimensions of Conservation (r = .71) and Self-transcendence (r = .78). The
criterion validity of the SVSS was confirmed through distinguishing appropriately
between gender, religiosity, students with different majors, and political ideology
(Lindeman & Verkasalo, 2005). To complete the SSVS, participants rated how positive
or negative they thought the ten Schwartz values (achievement, benevolence,
conformity, hedonism, power, security, self-direction, stimulation, tradition,
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universalism) were to themselves and would be to their community on a seven-point
scale ranging from ‘very negative’ to ‘very positive’. For example, participants were
told that “Power refers to: social power, authority, and wealth”, and were then asked
“How positive or negative is power according to you personally”, and “your
community”.
The person and community ratings of Schwartz’s values were then calculated into
the conservation and self-transcendence dimensions of Schwartz’s value model
(Schwartz, 1992). Value weights derived from Lindeman and Verkasalo (2005) were
applied to each of the participants scores on the ten Schwarz (1992) values to obtain the
two overarching variables. High levels of conservation relate to seeing value in
maintaining the status quo and conformity to traditional values and norms (Lindeman &
Verkasalo, 2005; Schwartz, 1992), whereas high levels of self-transcendence relate to a
concern for the welfare of other people (Lindeman & Verkasalo, 2005; Schwartz, 1992).
Indirect needs–supplies fit. Three items assessed the participants’ perceived
needed support for preparing for wildfires. An example item was, “To what extent do
you need support in order to adequately prepare for bushfires”. Participants responded
to these on a seven-point scale ranging from ‘not at all’ to ‘a great deal’. Additionally, a
further three items assessed the participants’ perceived provided support from their
community for preparing for wildfires. An example item was, “To what extent does
your community provide support for people in the community to adequately prepare for
bushfires”. Participants responded to the community supply items on the same sevenpoint scale ranging from ‘not at all’ to ‘a great deal’. Both the person needs (α = .85)
and the environmental supplies (α = .92) showed good internal consistency.
Indirect demands–abilities fit. Three items assessed the participants’ perceived
ability to prepare for wildfires, with good internal consistency (α = .87). An example
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item was, “To what extent are you able to adequately prepare for bushfires”.
Participants responded to the personal ability items on a seven-point scale ranging from
‘not at all’ to ‘a great deal’. Three items assessed the participants’ perceived demands
from their community for preparing for wildfires, again showing good internal
consistency (α = .88). An example item was, “To what extent does your community
expect those living in bushfire-prone areas to adequately prepare for bushfires”.
Participants responded to the environmental demands on the same seven-point scale
ranging from ‘not at all’ to ‘a great deal’. Additionally, a factor analysis of the six
indirect NS fit items and the six indirect DA fit items (below) supported an overall four
factor structure. The total 12 items loaded cleanly onto the person and environmental
components of both NS and DA fit.
Subjective preparedness ratings. The same adapted version of Griffin et al.
(2007) measure of proficient and proactive performance from the second study of my
dissertation was used to assess perceived preparedness. Participants responded to all of
these items on a five-point scale ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’.
Both the proficient (α = .71) and the proactive (α = .70) scales showed adequate internal
consistency.
Wildfire preparedness behavioural intentions checklist. An adapted
behavioural intentions checklist from Dunlop et al. (2014) and McNeill et al. (2013)
was also used to assess wildfire preparedness. Participants indicated whether 47 wildfire
preparedness behaviours had been completed, not been completed, or were not
applicable to themselves or their property, for example “clearing space under decking in
a property without decking”. If participants had not completed an action, but it was
applicable to themselves or their property, they were asked to rate how likely it was that
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they would complete the action in the future on a seven-point scale ranging from
‘definitely won’t do’ to ‘definitely will do’.
The behaviours from this checklist closely resemble recommended practices for
wildfire preparedness from wildfire agencies around the world. An example item was
“You have ensured that all household members are comfortable with the household’s
emergency plan”. Total preparedness behaviour was calculated as the ratio of actions
completed divided by the total number of applicable actions (Dunlop et al., 2014;
McNeill et al., 2013). If participants had not completed an action, wildfire preparedness
intentions were calculated as the average of all responses to the seven-point scale.
Procedure
Surveys were sent via email or postal mail to participants in December 2014.
Participants were provided with an outline of the purpose of the study and given contact
details for any questions they had. Consent to participate in the study was indicated by
completion of the attached survey packages. Including demographic questions on age,
sex, address, and length of residency in their current location, there were a total of 106
items in the survey, taking approximately 20-30 minutes to complete. Online survey
responses were exported to a spreadsheet and merged with paper and pencil responses.
Design and Analysis
For the current study I used a cross-sectional correlational design. Outcome
variables were proficient preparedness, proactive preparedness, and the wildfire
preparedness checklist. Predictor variables were the polynomial models of each of the
four types of PE fit – supplementary conservatism, supplementary self-transcendence,
NS fit and DA fit. Control variables were risk likelihood perception and risk severity
perception.

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

144

Polynomial regression analysis. As discussed earlier, indirect measurement of
PE fit involves two separate measures, one representing the person and one representing
the environment. Historically, research with indirect PE fit has used profile similarity
indices (PSI) to combine the two measures into a single score to represent the overall
match between the person and the environment (Edwards, 1993). As an example,
Chatman (1991) measured the values of an organisation to obtain a preference profile,
where 54 organisational values were sorted ranging from characteristic of the
organisation to uncharacteristic of the organisation. Individual employees were each
measured separately from the organisation to obtain individual preference profiles. To
obtain an index (PSI) of PE fit, Chatman (1991) correlated each employee’s preference
profile with his or her organisation profile, reducing PE fit to a single score.
There are a number of concerns with reducing indirect PE fit to a single score
using PSI. Edwards (1993) outlined how PSIs discard valuable information on the
nature of any fit relationship, are conceptually ambiguous, are unable to identify the
direction of misfit and, in some cases even the magnitude of misfit. Of particular
relevance to the current research is the inability of PSIs to identify the importance of PE
fit characteristics and degree of misfit. By reducing PE fit to a single score, PSIs are not
able to detect the absolute importance of fit characteristics to either the person or the
environment (Edwards, 1993). Instead, PSIs just provide whether the person and
environment place equal importance on the fit characteristics. In short, the limitations of
direct measurement of PE fit are shared by indirect measures when using PSIs.
Following critique of PSI techniques, polynomial regression analysis (PRA) has been
provided as an alternative approach (Edwards, 1993, 1994; Edwards & Parry, 1993).
PRA involves entering the measures of the person and environment into an
unconstrained regression model including coefficients for the person and environment
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separately, as well as quadratic terms for each, and an interaction term between the two.
That is:
Y = B1P + B2E + B4P2 +B3PE + B5E2 +C
where B = the regression coefficient weights, P = the person component, E = the
environment component, and C = the constant. The model used in PRA illustrated
above is hereafter called the polynomial model. The end result of PRA is similar to
moderation analyses that allow for examination of the interaction between two
predictors as well as the individual contribution of each predictor to the outcome.
The advantage of PRA is that it allows for examination of the unique contribution
of each co-efficient to the outcome variable, including that of the interaction PE term,
while also controlling for any non-linear relationships by including the quadratic P2 and
E2 terms. Examining the whole polynomial model allows for a deeper understanding of
the contributions of the person and the environment to outcomes. As such, the current
investigation will employ PRA to analyse the indirect measurement of PE fit.
After calculating the scale scores for the two dimensions of Schwartz’s values –
conservatism and self-transcendence – NS fit, and DA fit each of the person and
community factors were standardised and the polynomial terms (P2 +PE + E2) were
calculated. Outcomes and control variables were also standardised. After standardising
all the variables and calculating the polynomial terms for each subtype of fit,
hierarchical linear regression analyses were run for each of the outcomes. The control
variables of risk likelihood and risk severity were entered in the first step of the
regression. In the second step of the hierarchical regressions the full polynomial model
(P + E + P2 +PE + E2) for each of the four types of fit – supplementary conservation,
supplementary self-transcendence, NS fit, and DA fit – were entered as predictors. All
four types of fit were entered together in order to test the unique variance explained by
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the four polynomial models while also controlling for the other types of fit. In addition
to the above predictors, outcomes of preparedness intentions included the associated
preparedness behaviours in the first step of the regression analysis as an additional
control variable.
Surface plot analysis. Surface plots are often used in conjunction with PRA
where a three-dimensional representation of the relationship between the outcome
variable (preparedness) and the two predictors (person and community factors) is
produced (see Shanock et al., 2010 for an overview of surface plot analysis). An
example of a surface plot analysis is shown in Figure 5. 1.
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The line of perfect agreement
The solid line shows levels of
evacuation intentions when
environmental supplies are equal to
person needs (X = Y). Moving along
the solid line shows the level of the
outcome when the person and
environmental characteristics are equal
to each other. In this example, from the
front of the surface plot to the back
shows a positive slope along the line of
perfect agreement. That is, as person
needs and environmental supplies
increase so does evacuation intentions.

The line of incongruence
The dashed line shows levels of
evacuation intentions when
environmental supplies are not equal to
person needs (X = -Y). Moving left or
right away from the centre of the
dashed line shows the level of the
outcome when there is a discrepancy
between the person and environment
characteristics. In this example,
moving right shows that when person
needs exceed environmental supplies
evacuation intentions drop. However,
moving left shows that when
environmental supplies exceed person
needs evacuation intentions increase.

Figure 5. 1. Wildfire evacuation intentions as predicted by person needs and
environmental supplies for wildfire preparedness
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The slope and curvature of two lines in the surface plot can then be analysed to
provide more detailed information on the nature of the relationships between PE fit and
outcomes than PRA can provide (Edwards, 1994; Shanock et al., 2010). The line of
perfect agreement shows the level of preparedness for people whose ratings of personal
and community characteristics are very similar to each other, running from low on both
through to high on both. That is, it shows the value of the outcome when there is perfect
fit between the person and environment. A significant positive slope along the line of
perfect agreement tells us that higher levels of both the person and environmental
characteristic are related to greater preparedness. A significant curvature along the line
of perfect agreement tells us that there is a non-linear relationship between the fit of
people and their community and preparedness.
The line of incongruence shows the level of preparedness for people whose
ratings of personal and community characteristics are not in agreement with each other.
That is, it shows the value of the outcome when there is misfit between the two
predictors. A significant positive curvature along the line of incongruence tells us that
the greater the misfit between people and their community the more they prepare for
wildfires, whereas a negative curvature tells us that the greater the misfit between
people and their community the less they prepare for wildfires. A significant positive
slope along the line of incongruence tells us that misfit where people rate themselves
higher than the community will prepare more for wildfires, whereas a negative slope
along the line of incongruence tells us that misfit where people rate themselves lower
than the community will prepare more for wildfires (as shown in Figure 5. 1.). Planned
examination of regression coefficients were used to determine whether surface plot
analyses were conducted. Surface plot analyses were conducted for any type of fit with
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a significant person, environment, person2, person × environment, or environment2 term
in the polynomial model of a preparedness subtype.
Controlling familywise Type I error. Due to the large number of analyses being
conducted, the familywise Type I error rate needed to be controlled. A Bonferroniadjusted alpha level of .0045 was used to determine significance of the second step of
each of the hierarchical linear regression analyses. For each ΔR2 value that reached
significance at the Bonferroni adjusted alpha level, planned examination of coefficients
of the four polynomial models were assessed at a modified Bonferroni alpha level of
.017. Finally, examination of the slope and curvature of the line of perfect agreement
and the line of incongruence in any conducted surface plots were conducted using the
traditional alpha level of .05. The above described procedure was chosen to strike a
balance between Type I and Type II error by examining only those surface plots that
were part of significant regression blocks and contained significant regression
coefficients.
Results
Preparedness Exploratory Factor Analysis
An exploratory principal axis factor analysis with oblimin rotation was conducted
on the wildfire preparedness checklist. Oblimin rotation was used as it was expected
that the preparedness sub-factors might correlate with each other. In each of the factor
solutions discussed below various correlations between extracted factors were found to
be above .3 supporting the use of Oblimin rotation method. A high Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO) measure of sampling adequacy (KMO = .92) and significant Bartlett’s test of
sphericity (χ2 (1081) = 8,332.08, p < .001) suggested that there was sufficient shared
variance between the items for factor analysis to be appropriate.
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Measures of sampling adequacy for all items were greater than .8 and a number of
correlations between items greater than .4 also supported the use of factor analysis. The
determinant was less than .00001 suggesting that multicollinearity may be a concern. A
search of the correlation matrix between items revealed four correlations of item pairs
that were greater than .8. In order to address any potential multicollinearity issues, three
items of the items were removed from the factor analysis. The items “You have ensured
that all household members are comfortable with the household’s emergency plan” and
“You have ensured that members of your household have taken into account atypical or
unexpected situations” were removed after having correlations of .88 and .86
respectively with “You have ensured that members of your household have planned
exactly how to evacuate under different circumstances”. Additionally, the item “You
have offered to help neighbours, relatives, or friends living in your regional area prepare
the land surrounding their house” was removed as it correlated.84 with “You have
offered to help neighbours, relatives, friends living in your regional area prepare their
house for bushfires”. All remaining items were inter-correlated below .8 with each
other.
All items exhibited standardised skewness and kurtosis statistics less than 2 and
were confirmed to be appropriately normally distributed with no extreme outliers (> 3
SD away from the mean) through visual inspections of boxplots. Finally, a random
selection of scatterplots of bivariate relations between items confirmed no non-linear
relationships were present. Based on the theoretical makeup distinctions of three factors
discussed in the introduction, the Kaiser criterion of retaining factors with eigenvalues
greater than 1, and the scree plot (see Figure 5. 2.) three potential factor solutions were
tested, a three-factor model, a five-factor model, and a nine-factor model.
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The initial nine-factor solution was based on the Kaiser criterion and explained
63.62% of the shared variance in the items. However, the factor loadings for the
solution included a number of multi-vocal items and others that did not load (greater
than .3) onto any factor, making the nine-factor solution difficult to interpret. The threefactor solution based on the theoretical discussion in the introduction of this study
explained 47.45%% of the shared variance in the items. Although the three factors fit
with the theoretical distinction of physical, mental, and social preparedness items there
were again a number of multi-vocal factor loadings. Additionally, a number of extracted
communalities for items in the three-factor solution were below .3 suggesting that the
shared variance in those items was not well accounted for by the three-factor solution.
As such, the five-factor solution was chosen as the best fit to the data. An additional two
items were removed in the final five-factor solution. One item (“You have ensured that
important documents/belongings that are to remain in the house are stored in an
appropriate fire-proof place”) was removed due to not loading greater than .3 onto any
factor, and another item (“You have ensured a minimum of 10,000 L of water for fire
fighting purposes only has been obtained, such as a tank, dam, or pool”) was removed
due to having an extracted communality below .3.
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Figure 5. 2. Scree plot for factor analysis of preparedness checklist items.
Five-factor model. The final five-factor model explained 55.09% of the variance
in the dataset. The pattern matrix (Table 5. 1) demonstrated that the majority of items
were univocal with strong loadings (> .3) onto one of the five factors. The five-factor
solution also suggested a good fit with the data with all remaining items above .3 for
both initial and extracted communalities, and only 19% of residuals between observed
and reproduced correlations being greater than .05.
The five factors were labelled as Evacuation planning, Community preparedness,
Property resilience, Defence planning, and House resilience. The evacuation planning
factor was concerned with mental preparations and planning taken to prepare a
household for evacuation if faced with a wildfire, including such items as, “You have
ensured specific trigger(s) for evacuating (e.g., smell smoke, hear warning on radio)
have been identified.” The community preparedness factor was concerned with key
interactions with other people regarding preparedness, including such items as, “You
keep others in your community (e.g. neighbours or group of close friends) informed
about recommended practices in order to be prepared.” The property resilience factor
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was concerned with the physical actions taken to prepare a property for wildfire and
included items such as, “You have ensured there is a 2m (2 yards) gap between the
house and tree branches.” The defence planning factor was concerned with mental
preparations and planning taken to prepare a household for active defence against a
wildfire, including such items as, “You have ensured that householders have taken into
consideration the size of the house and the number of adults that will be needed to
undertake active defence.” The house resilience factor was concerned with the physical
actions taken to prepare a house for wildfire and included items such as, “You have
ensured non-flammable (e.g., metal) gutter protection is installed.”

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

154

Table 5. 1
Factor Loadings for Preparedness Checklist Items onto Physical, Mental, and Social Preparedness Factors.
Preparedness items (All preceded with “You have ensured …”
You have specific trigger(s) for evacuating (e.g. smell smoke, hear warning on radio)
Your household possesses equipment that can be used to put out spot fires and sparks, such as
rakes, shovels, and mops
You keep yourself informed about recommended practices (e.g. recommended by fire agencies or
local government bodies) in order to be prepared for bushfires
Your household has discussed or considered how road closures and fire directions might affect
evacuation plans, and have identified alternative evacuation routes
Buckets that allow householders to move water quickly and easily are prepared
Your household has planned exactly how to evacuate under different circumstances, including
when different householders are at different locations (e.g. one is at home, one is at work), or
when certain householders may not have access to a vehicle (e.g. owing to another householder
not being home)
Important things to do and remember in case of a fire have been listed (written or typed on a
computer, phone, etc.)
A list has been made of what documents and personal effects (e.g. photos, laptop, cameras)
somebody would take with them in case of evacuating the house
Full-length protective clothing (wool, cotton) has been obtained for all the householders who are
staying to defend; this should include gloves, eye protection, smoke mask, work boots, and a
broad brimmed hat
You keep others in your community (e.g. neighbours or group of close friends) informed about
recommended practices in order to be prepared

Loadings
Evac. Com. Prop. Def. House
.62
.53
.50

.42
.39

.48
.46

.46
.44
.32

.32
.82

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

Preparedness items (All preceded with “You have ensured …”
You have had discussions with local fire authorities (e.g. fire services, local government, fire
brigades) regarding bushfire preparations that are needed for public land in or near your
community
You have attended optional information sessions presented by local fire authorities on preparing
for bushfires
You have offered to help neighbours, relatives or friends living in your regional area prepare their
house for bushfires
You have offered to help neighbours, relatives or friends living in your regional area develop a
plan for when a bushfire occurs
You alerted local fire authorities (e.g. fire services, local government, fire brigades) to potential
troublesome issues regarding your property, or the area near your property, were a bushfire to
occur
You have previously volunteered your time with a community group (e.g. Lions Club, Rotary
Club, local church, etc.) to assist others in a crisis
There is no flammable shrubs under and between trees in the area within 20 m (20 yards) of the
house
There is no flammable mulch in the area within 20 m (20 yards) of the house
Leaf litter and twigs under trees in the area 20 m (20 yards) or further from your house have been
raked up
Lower tree branches (up to 2 m (2 yards) off the ground) in the area within 20 m (20 yards) of the
house have all been pruned
There is a 2 m (2 yards) gap between the house and tree branches
The area around outbuildings and sheds has been chemically treated to minimise the regrowth of
vegetation
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Loadings
Evac. Com. Prop. Def. House

.74
.72
.66
.61

.59
.49
.84
.79
.73
.68
.60
.56
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Preparedness items (All preceded with “You have ensured …”
A landscaped garden, vegetable garden, cultivated soil, or gravelled areas have been established
on the fire-prone side of the house
Vegetation is cleared along the boundary of the property to create a firebreak
Householders have taken into consideration the size of the house and the number of adults that
will be needed to undertake active defence
Members of your household have prepared themselves emotionally for the possibility that staying
and defending the homes may cause emotional trauma, injury, or death
Every person who intends to stay and defend the house (under pre-defined conditions) is clear on
and has practiced the fire response plan together with other household members who will be
defending
All householders are fully committed to defending the home
Your household has prepared a contingency plan for if the initial plan to defend fails, including
an appropriate spot where householders can shelter-in-place
Your household have decided beforehand under which specific conditions (e.g. fire danger rating,
whether or not there are visitors over) they will defend and under which they will evacuate
Gaps around window frames are sealed
Gaps around external doors are sealed using non-combustible weather strips and draught stoppers
Non-combustible under-roof lining is installed
Eaves are enclosed and gaps between fasciae or rafters are all sealed
Roof junctions, gaps around roof lights, ventilators, an evaporative coolers are sealed with noncombustible materials
External house timbers have a sound coat of paint
A fire-rated roof is installed on the house (e.g. metal, tile, composition)
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Loadings
Evac. Com. Prop. Def. House
.53
.40
.88
.84

.83
.73
.69
.65
.75
.73
.70
.69
.69
.60
.59

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

Preparedness items (All preceded with “You have ensured …”
Windows that are not protected by shutters are covered with non-combustible wire mesh screens
2 mm (1/12 of an inch)
Non-combustible wire mesh screens 2 mm (1/12 of an inch) have been installed over all exterior
doors
The doormat is made of non-combustible material (or can be easily removed before the fire
arrives
Non-flammable (e.g. metal) gutter protection is installed
Pipes that are essential to water delivery are metal; or non-metal pipes are buried to a depth of at
least 300 mm (1 foot) below the finished ground level
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Loadings
Evac. Com. Prop. Def. House
-.32

.47
.45
.45
.37
.34

Percentage of shared variance accounted for after rotation
13.45 19.90 22.42 24.59 26.87
Notes. Factor loadings < .3 are suppressed. Evac. = Evacuation planning, Com. = Community preparedness, Prop. = Property resilience, Def. =
Defence planning, House = House resilience
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Predicting Wildfire Preparedness
Means, standard deviations, and correlations between the PC fit, preparedness,
and control variables are shown in Table 5. 2. All variables exhibited standardised
skewness and kurtosis statistics less than 2, except for Length of Residence (kurtosis =
2.11) and participants’ reported levels of conservatism (kurtosis = 2.22). However, the
two normality violations were minor deviations and all variables were confirmed to be
appropriately normally distributed with no extreme outliers (> 3 SD away from the
mean) through visual inspections of boxplots. Residuals from all regression analyses
appeared to be normally distributed as indicated by normal P-P plots, and
homoscedastic as indicated by scatterplots of the standardised predicted and
standardised residual values. Tolerance values for predictors were all above .2 in
regression analyses indicating that multicollinearity was not a concern. Independent
samples t-tests demonstrated non-significant differences between males and females on
all of the factors (p > .05). Participants’ age had a significant positive relationship with
self-transcendence values (r = .29, p < .001), person needs (r = -.26, p < .001),
community supplies (r = -.24, p < .001), community preparedness intentions (r = -.14, p
= .042), property resilience (r = .13, p = .044), house resilience (r = .19, p = .004), and
house resilience intentions (r = -.17, p = .012).
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Table 5. 2
Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Study Variables.
1. Age
2. Length of Residence
3. Sex - Male
4. Risk Likelihood
5. Risk Severity
6. Person Conservatism
7. Community Conservatism
8. Person Self-Transcendence
9. Community Self-Transcendence
10. Person Needs
11. Community Supplies
12. Person Ability
13. Community Demands
14. Proficient Preparedness
15. Proactive Preparedness
16. Evacuation Planning
17. Evacuation Intentions
18. Community Preparedness
19. Community Intentions
20. Property Resilience Preparedness
21. Property Resilience Intentions
22. Defence Planning
23. Defence Intentions
24. House Resilience Preparedness
25. House Resilience Intentions

N
232
233
233
233
233
233
233
233
233
233
233
233
233
233
233
233
206
233
213
233
179
233
168
233
212

M
51.98
16.70

SD
15.56
14.07

4.53
5.11
1.40
1.42
-1.02
-1.29
3.92
5.00
5.73
5.69
3.41
2.92
47.29
5.03
28.25
3.86
52.05
4.69
46.29
4.14
45.77
3.70

1.50
1.44
0.48
0.45
0.49
0.42
1.85
1.96
1.45
1.34
0.65
0.94
35.21
1.52
33.77
1.63
39.00
1.93
42.66
1.91
33.83
1.71

1
.40**
.22**
.10
.02
.08
-.05
.29**
.08
-.26**
-.24**
.09
-.01
.07
.00
.11
.02
.01
-.14*
.13*
.09
.07
-.10
.19**
-.17*

2

.05
.08
.10
.10
-.11
.07
.02
-.16*
-.12
-.01
-.07
.03
.04
-.01
.00
.02
.04
-.02
.00
-.03
.06
.06
-.07

3

4

-.08
-.24**
-.05
.10
-.11
.00
-.04
-.10
-.07
.04
.01
.05
.05
-.15*
.06
-.03
.14*
.06
.02
.12
.06
-.06

.40**
.03
-.03
-.07
.03
-.16*
.06
.05
.15*
.28**
.20**
.33**
.20**
.27**
.12
.16*
.06
.24**
.07
.15*
-.05

5

.04
-.04
.00
-.10
-.02
.00
.05
-.02
.08
.03
.10
.11
.08
.02
-.03
-.04
.09
-.04
.02
.00

6

7

8

.71
.09
.09
.02
.11
.08
.18**
.06
.07
.13*
.03
.05
.04
.11
.03
-.16*
.04
.06
.03
.10

.71
-.06
.23**
.14*
.04
-.04
-.03
.01
.03
-.02
.08
.07
-.01
.11
-.06
.06
.04
.02
.04

.78
.40**
-.10
-.18**
.02
-.16*
-.09
-.22**
-.12
-.18*
-.09
-.24**
-.04
.09
-.05
-.17*
-.01
-.16*

9

.78
-.03
-.11
.02
-.11
.02
-.14*
-.05
-.05
.01
-.13
.11
-.01
.00
.02
.09
-.04

10

11

12

.85
.34**
.28**
.17*
.00
.05
-.03
.02
.07
.26**
-.10
-.11
-.04
.07
-.08
.22**

.92
.29**
.37**
.20**
.19**
.22**
.30**
.15*
.24**
.15*
-.10
.06
.21**
.12
.18**

.87
.38**
.16*
.06
.13
.09
.09
.08
.12
-.13
.07
.05
.15*
.09

Notes. N = Sample size, M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level
(2-tailed).
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Table 5.2 Cont.
Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Study Variables.
13. Community Demands
14. Proficient Preparedness
15. Proactive Preparedness
16. Evacuation Planning
17. Evacuation Intentions
18. Community Preparedness
19. Community Intentions
20. Property Resilience Preparedness
21. Property Resilience Intentions
22. Defence Planning
23. Defence Intentions
24. House Resilience Preparedness
25. House Resilience Intentions

13
.88
.40**
.30**
.45**
.31**
.27**
.17*
.35**
-.06
.28**
.09
.33**
.13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

.71
.52**
.43**
.38**
.29**
.19**
.34**
-.19*
.30**
.15
.33**
.12

.70
.38**
.39**
.35**
.37**
.23**
-.23**
.28**
.25**
.22**
.28**

.91
.41**
.63**
.20**
.59**
.04
.66**
.01
.61**
-.06

.92
.27**
.48**
.27**
-.45**
.27**
.49**
.34**
.51**

.88
.25**
.45**
-.08
.47**
.04
.46**
-.02

.89
.08
-.42**
.23**
.51**
.03
.57**

.91
-.09
.52**
.13
.69**
.07

.89
-.01
-.47**
-.04
-.57**

.92
.10
.53**
.00

.91
.03
.48**

Notes. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Sex is coded as Female = 1, Male = 2. Cronbach’s α for multiple item scales are shown on diagonal

24

.90
.00

25

.90
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Proficient preparedness. The process described in the Design and Analysis
section was followed for each of the outcome variables. In the first step of hierarchical
regression analysis the control variables were entered, in the second step the polynomial
models of the four PE fit subtypes were entered. If the PE fit polynomial models
contributed significant incremental variance for explaining preparedness the coefficients
were examined, where significant coefficients lead to surface plots for the associated PE
fit subtype. The first step of the regression for proficient preparedness was significant,
F(2, 230) = 10.11, p < .001, R2 = .08. In the second step, the PE fit polynomial models
were found to contribute significant incremental variance to the prediction of proficient
preparedness beyond risk perception, F(20, 210) = 2.84, p < .001, R2 = .28, ∆R2 = .20.
The regression coefficients for predicting proficient preparedness are summarised in
Table 5. 3. Community demands2 was found as a significant negative predictor of
proficient preparedness. As such, the surface plot for DA fit predicting proficient
preparedness was examined. The surface plot analysis for DA fit predicting proficient
preparedness revealed a significant negative curvature along both the line of perfect
agreement (t(231) = -2.37, p = .019) and the line of incongruence (t(231) = -2.77, p =
.006). As shown in Figure 5. 3., the negative curvature along the line of perfect
agreement indicates that proficient preparedness was highest at moderate levels of both
person abilities and community demands, with dips in preparedness at both high and
low levels of both person abilities and community demands. Additionally, the negative
curvature along the line of incongruence demonstrates a decrease in preparedness the
more misfit there is between person abilities and community demands.
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Table 5. 3
Unstandardised Partial Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Squared SemiPartial Correlations (sr2) for Predictors of Proficient Preparedness

B [95% CI]
Risk Likelihood
Risk Severity
Person Convervatism
Community Convervatism
Person Convervatism2
Person*Community Convervatism
Community Convervatism2
Person Self-Transcendence
Community Self-Transcendence
Person Self-Transcendence2
Person*Community Self-Transcendence
2

Community Self-Transcendence
Person Needs
Community Supplies
Person Needs2
Person Needs*Community Supplies
Community Supplies2
Person Abilities
Community Demands
Person Abilities2
Person Abilities*Community Demands
Community Demands2
Notes: CI = Confidence Intervals
* p < .05, ** p < .017, *** p < .001

Std.
Error
B

β

sr2

0.13** [0.04, 0.22]
0.01 [-0.09, 0.1]
-0.03 [-0.17, 0.11]
0.04 [-0.09, 0.18]

0.05
0.05
0.07
0.07

0.20 0.03
0.01
0
-0.03
0
0.04
0

-0.05 [-0.12, 0.02]
-0.03 [-0.13, 0.08]

0.04
0.05

-0.10 0.01
-0.03
0

-0.04 [-0.11, 0.04]
-0.03 [-0.18, 0.12]
0.05 [-0.1, 0.19]

0.04
0.07
0.07

-0.06
-0.03
0.05

0
0
0

0.04 [-0.05, 0.13]

0.05

0.06

0

-0.02 [-0.15, 0.11]

0.07

-0.03

0

0.02 [-0.08, 0.12]
-0.1 [-0.24, 0.04]
0.16 [-0.02, 0.35]

0.05
0.07
0.09

0.03
0
-0.10 0.01
0.16 0.01

0.09 [-0.05, 0.23]
0.03 [-0.12, 0.17]

0.07
0.07

0.09 0.01
0.03
0

0.04 [-0.1, 0.19]
-0.04 [-0.2, 0.13]
0.16 [-0.02, 0.34]

0.07
0.08
0.09

0.05
0
-0.04
0
0.16 0.01

-0.1 [-0.22, 0.03]
0.09 [-0.02, 0.21]

0.06
0.06

-0.14 0.01
0.13 0.01

-0.16** [-0.29, -0.03]

0.06

-0.23 0.02
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Demands Abilities Fit

Figure 5. 3. Surface plot for the DA fit polynomial model predicting proficient
preparedness.

Proactive preparedness. For the remaining regression models, I will only
describe the main results without a description of the process. For proactive
preparedness the PE fit polynomial models were found to contribute significant
incremental variance, F(20, 210) = 2.67, p < .001, R2 = .24, ∆R2 = .20. The regression
coefficients for predicting proactive preparedness are summarised in
Table 5. 4. Person abilities2 was a significant negative predictor. As such, the
surface plot for DA fit predicting proactive preparedness was examined. The surface
plot analysis for DA fit predicting proficient preparedness revealed a significant
negative slope (t(231) = -2.26, p = .025) and curvature (t(231) = -2.20, p = .029) along
the line of incongruence. As shown in Figure 5. 4. the negative slope along the line of
incongruence indicates that proactive preparedness was higher when environmental
demands were higher than person abilities. Additionally, the negative curvature along
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the line of incongruence demonstrates a decrease in preparedness the more misfit there
is between person abilities and community demands.
Table 5. 4
Unstandardised Partial Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Squared SemiPartial Correlations (sr2) for Predictors of Proactive Preparedness

B [95% CI]
Risk Likelihood
Risk Severity
Person Convervatism
Community Convervatism
Person Convervatism

2

Person*Community Convervatism
Community Convervatism

2

Person Self-Transcendence
Community Self-Transcendence
2

Person Self-Transcendence

Person*Community Self-Transcendence
Community Self-Transcendence

2

Person Needs
Community Supplies
Person Needs

2

Person Needs*Community Supplies
Community Supplies

2

Person Abilities
Community Demands
Person Abilities

2

Person Abilities*Community Demands
2

Community Demands
Notes: CI = Confidence Intervals
* p < .05, ** p < .017, *** p < .001

Std.
Error
B

β

sr2

0.12** [0.03, 0.22]

0.05

0.18 0.02

-0.01 [-0.11, 0.08]

0.05

0.16* [0.02, 0.3]

0.07

0.16 0.02

0.01 [-0.13, 0.15]

0.07

0.01

0

0 [-0.07, 0.07]

0.04

0.00

0

-0.11* [-0.21, 0]

0.05

0.02 [-0.05, 0.09]

0.04

-0.16* [-0.31, -0.01]

0.08

-0.16 0.02

-0.06 [-0.21, 0.09]

0.08

-0.06

0

0.01 [-0.08, 0.1]

0.05

0.02

0

0.07 [-0.06, 0.21]

0.07

0.10

0

-0.07 [-0.17, 0.03]

0.05

-0.12 0.01

-0.04 [-0.19, 0.1]

0.07

-0.04

0.14 [-0.05, 0.33]

0.1

0.14 0.01

0.1 [-0.05, 0.24]

0.07

0.10 0.01

0.1 [-0.05, 0.25]

0.08

0.11 0.01

0.07 [-0.08, 0.22]

0.08

0.09

-0.18* [-0.35, -0.01]

0.08

-0.18 0.02

0.13 [-0.05, 0.32]

0.09

0.13 0.01

-0.17** [-0.3, -0.05]

0.06

-0.26 0.03

0.07 [-0.05, 0.2]

0.06

0.10 0.01

-0.04 [-0.17, 0.09]

0.07

-0.02

0

-0.14 0.01
0.03

-0.05

0

0

0

0
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Figure 5. 4. Surface plot for the DA fit polynomial model predicting proactive
preparedness.

Evacuation Planning. The PC fit polynomial models were found to contribute
significant incremental variance to the prediction of evacuation planning beyond risk
perception for both behaviours and intentions, F(20, 210) = 3.19, p < .001, R2 = .32, ∆R2
= .21 and F(20, 182) = 2.21, p = .003, R2 = .33, ∆R2 = .16 respectively.
Behaviours. The regression coefficients for predicting evacuation planning
behaviours are summarised in Table 5.5. Community supplies and community demands
were found as significant positive predictors. As such, the surface plots for NS fit and
DA fit predicting evacuation planning behaviours were examined. The surface plot
analysis for NS fit revealed a significant negative slope along the line of incongruence
(t(231) = -2.64, p = .009). As shown in Figure 5. 5. the negative slope along the line of
incongruence indicates that evacuation planning was higher when environmental
supplies were higher than person needs. The surface plot analysis for DA fit revealed a

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

166

significant positive slope along the line of perfect agreement (t(231) = 3.26, p = .001),
and a significant negative slope along the line of incongruence (t(231) = -2.74, p =
.007). As shown in Figure 5. 5. the positive slope along the line of perfect agreement
demonstrates that as both person abilities and community demands increased so did
evacuation planning. Additionally, the negative slope along the line of incongruence
indicates that evacuation planning was higher when environmental demands were
higher than person abilities.
Intentions. The regression coefficients for predicting evacuation planning
intentions are summarised in Table 5. 6. The interaction between person and community
self-transcendence, and community supplies were found as significant positive
predictors, and person self-transcendence values2 was found as a significant negative
predictor. As such, the surface plots for supplementary self-transcendence and NS fit
predicting evacuation planning intentions were examined. The surface plot analysis for
supplementary self-transcendence fit revealed a significant negative curvature along the
line of incongruence (t(204) = -2.54, p = .012). As shown in
Figure 5. 6. the negative curvature along the line of incongruence indicates a
decrease in evacuation planning intentions the more misfit there is between person and
community self-transcendence. The surface plot analysis for NS fit revealed a
significant positive slope along the line of perfect agreement (t(204) = 2.50, p = .013)
and a significant negative slope along the line of incongruence (t(204) = -2.87, p =
.005). As shown in
Figure 5. 6. the positive slope along the line of perfect agreement demonstrates
that as both person abilities and community demands increased so did evacuation
planning intentions. The negative slope along the line of incongruence indicates that
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evacuation planning intentions were higher when environmental supplies were higher
than person needs.
Table 5. 5
Unstandardised Partial Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Squared SemiPartial Correlations (sr2) for Predictors of Evacuation Planning Behaviours

B [95% CI]
Risk Likelihood

Std.
Error
B

β

sr2

0.16*** [0.07, 0.25]

0.05

0 [-0.1, 0.09]

0.05

-0.01

0

Person Convervatism

0.01 [-0.13, 0.14]

0.07

0.01

0

Community Convervatism

0.02 [-0.11, 0.15]

0.07

0.02

0

-0.05 [-0.12, 0.02]

0.03

0 [-0.1, 0.1]

0.05

0.00

0

0.01 [-0.06, 0.09]

0.04

0.03

0

-0.04 [-0.18, 0.1]

0.07

-0.04

0

0.03 [-0.11, 0.17]

0.07

0.03

0

-0.02 [-0.11, 0.07]

0.04

-0.03

0

-0.01 [-0.14, 0.12]

0.06

-0.01

0

0.05 [-0.04, 0.15]

0.05

0.08

0

-0.11 [-0.24, 0.03]

0.07

-0.11 0.01

0.22** [0.05, 0.4]

0.09

0.22 0.02

-0.08 [-0.21, 0.06]

0.07

-0.08

0

0.08 [-0.06, 0.23]

0.07

0.09

0

0.12 [-0.02, 0.26]

0.07

0.14 0.01

-0.01 [-0.17, 0.15]

0.08

0.35*** [0.18, 0.52]

0.09

0.35 0.05

0.03 [-0.09, 0.14]

0.06

0.04

0

0.01 [-0.11, 0.12]

0.06

0.01

0

-0.01 [-0.13, 0.11]

0.06

-0.01

0

Risk Severity

Person Convervatism

2

Person*Community Convervatism
Community Convervatism

2

Person Self-Transcendence
Community Self-Transcendence
Person Self-Transcendence

2

Person*Community Self-Transcendence
2

Community Self-Transcendence
Person Needs
Community Supplies
Person Needs

2

Person Needs*Community Supplies
Community Supplies

2

Person Abilities
Community Demands
Person Abilities

2

Person Abilities*Community Demands
2

Community Demands
Notes: CI = Confidence Intervals
* p < .05, ** p < .017, *** p < .001

0.24 0.04

-0.10 0.01

-0.01

0
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Table 5. 6
Unstandardised Partial Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Squared SemiPartial Correlations (sr2) for Predictors of Evacuation Planning Intentions

B [95% CI]

Std.
Error
B

β

sr2

Risk Likelihood

0.01 [-0.09, 0.11]

0.05

0.01

Risk Severity

0.07 [-0.03, 0.16]

0.05

0.10 0.01

0.3*** [0.14, 0.46]

0.08

0.27 0.05

-0.03 [-0.17, 0.12]

0.07

0.13 [-0.01, 0.27]

0.07

0 [-0.07, 0.07]

0.04

-0.01

0

0.01 [-0.09, 0.11]

0.05

0.01

0

0.02 [-0.05, 0.09]

0.04

0.03

0

0.01 [-0.14, 0.16]

0.08

0.01

0

-0.04 [-0.19, 0.12]

0.08

-0.04

0

-0.12** [-0.21, -0.03]

0.05

-0.22 0.03

0.18** [0.05, 0.31]

0.07

0.25 0.03

-0.01 [-0.11, 0.08]

0.05

-0.02

0

-0.06 [-0.2, 0.08]

0.07

-0.06

0

0.32*** [0.13, 0.51]

0.1

-0.08 [-0.23, 0.07]

0.08

0.11 [-0.04, 0.25]

0.08

0.11 0.01

0.05 [-0.1, 0.21]

0.08

0.06

-0.13 [-0.3, 0.04]

0.09

0.04 [-0.15, 0.24]

0.1

-0.11 [-0.23, 0.01]

0.06

0.03 [-0.1, 0.16]

0.07

0.04

0

-0.07 [-0.2, 0.06]

0.07

-0.11

0

Evacuation Planning
Person Convervatism
Community Convervatism
Person Convervatism

2

Person*Community Convervatism
Community Convervatism

2

Person Self-Transcendence
Community Self-Transcendence
2

Person Self-Transcendence

Person*Community Self-Transcendence
Community Self-Transcendence

2

Person Needs
Community Supplies
Person Needs

2

Person Needs*Community Supplies
Community Supplies

2

Person Abilities
Community Demands
Person Abilities

2

Person Abilities*Community Demands
2

Community Demands
Notes: CI = Confidence Intervals
* p < .05, ** p < .017, *** p < .001

-0.03

0

0

0.13 0.01

0.32 0.04
-0.08

0
0

-0.13 0.01
0.04

0

-0.17 0.01
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Figure 5. 5. Surface plots for the NS and DA fit polynomial models predicting
evacuation planning
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Figure 5. 6. Surface plots for Supplementary Self-transcendence and NS fit
polynomial models predicting evacuation intentions
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Community Preparedness. The PC fit polynomial models were found to
contribute non-significant incremental variance to the prediction of community
preparedness behaviours beyond risk perception, F(20, 210) = 1.43, p = .109, R2 = .19,
∆R2 = .11, but did contribute significant incremental variance for community
preparedness intentions, and F(20, 189) = 2.69, p < .001, R2 = .27, ∆R2 = .21.
Behaviours. The regression coefficients for predicting community preparedness
behaviours are summarised in Table 5. 7. The control variable risk likelihood was the
only significant positive predictor of community preparedness behaviours. As such, no
PC fit surface plots were examined.
Intentions. The regression coefficients for predicting community preparedness
intentions are summarised in Table 5. 8. Person needs were found as a significant
positive predictor. As such, the surface plot for NS fit predicting community
preparedness intentions were examined. The surface plot analysis for NS fit revealed a
significant positive slope along the line of perfect agreement (t(211) = 3.15, p = .002).
As shown in Figure 5. 7. the positive slope along the line of perfect agreement
demonstrates that as both person needs and community supplies increased so did
community preparedness intentions.
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Table 5. 7
Unstandardised Partial Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Squared SemiPartial Correlations (sr2) for Predictors of Community Preparedness Behaviours

B [95% CI]
Risk Likelihood

Std.
Error
B

β

sr2

0.17*** [0.07, 0.27]

0.05

0.26 0.05

0 [-0.1, 0.1]

0.05

0.00

0

0 [-0.15, 0.15]

0.08

0.00

0

0.11 [-0.04, 0.25]

0.07

0.11 0.01

-0.03 [-0.11, 0.04]

0.04

-0.07

0

0.05 [-0.06, 0.15]

0.05

0.06

0

0 [-0.08, 0.07]

0.04

0.00

0

Person Self-Transcendence

0.01 [-0.15, 0.17]

0.08

0.01

0

Community Self-Transcendence

0.01 [-0.14, 0.17]

0.08

0.01

0

-0.06 [-0.15, 0.04]

0.05

0.05 [-0.09, 0.19]

0.07

0.07

0

0.03 [-0.07, 0.13]

0.05

0.05

0

0.04 [-0.11, 0.18]

0.07

0.04

0

0.16 [-0.03, 0.36]

0.1

0.16 0.01

-0.1 [-0.25, 0.05]

0.08

-0.11 0.01

0.09 [-0.07, 0.24]

0.08

0.09

0.1 [-0.06, 0.25]

0.08

0.11 0.01

-0.04 [-0.22, 0.13]

0.09

0.21* [0.02, 0.4]

0.1

-0.07 [-0.19, 0.06]

0.07

0.09 [-0.03, 0.22]

0.06

0.13 0.01

0.02 [-0.12, 0.15]

0.07

0.02

Risk Severity
Person Convervatism
Community Convervatism
Person Convervatism

2

Person*Community Convervatism
Community Convervatism

2

2

Person Self-Transcendence

Person*Community Self-Transcendence
Community Self-Transcendence

2

Person Needs
Community Supplies
Person Needs

2

Person Needs*Community Supplies
Community Supplies

2

Person Abilities
Community Demands
Person Abilities

2

Person Abilities*Community Demands
2

Community Demands
Notes: CI = Confidence Intervals
* p < .05, ** p < .017, *** p < .001

-0.10 0.01

-0.04

0
0

0.21 0.02
-0.10

0
0
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Table 5. 8
Unstandardised Partial Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Squared SemiPartial Correlations (sr2) for Predictors of Community Preparedness Intentions

B [95% CI]
Risk Likelihood
Risk Severity
Community
Preparedness
Person Convervatism
Community Convervatism
Person Convervatism

2

Person*Community Convervatism
Community Convervatism

2

Person Self-Transcendence
Community Self-Transcendence
Person Self-Transcendence

2

Person*Community Self-Transcendence
2

Community Self-Transcendence
Person Needs
Community Supplies
Person Needs

2

Person Needs*Community Supplies
Community Supplies

2

Person Abilities
Community Demands
Person Abilities

2

Person Abilities*Community Demands
2

Community Demands
Notes: CI = Confidence Intervals
* p < .05, ** p < .017, *** p < .001

Std.
Error
B

β

sr2

0.07 [-0.04, 0.17]

0.05

0.10 0.01

0 [-0.09, 0.1]

0.05

0.01

0.22** [0.05, 0.4]

0.09

0.18 0.03

0.07 [-0.07, 0.22]

0.07

0.08

0

-0.01 [-0.16, 0.13]

0.07

-0.01

0

-0.04 [-0.11, 0.04]

0.04

-0.08

0

0.01 [-0.1, 0.12]

0.05

0.02

0

0.08 [0, 0.15]

0.04

0.13 0.01

-0.11 [-0.27, 0.05]

0.08

-0.11 0.01

-0.09 [-0.24, 0.07]

0.08

-0.09

0

-0.05 [-0.15, 0.04]

0.05

-0.10

0

0.1 [-0.03, 0.24]

0.07

0.14 0.01

-0.07 [-0.17, 0.03]

0.05

-0.12 0.01

0.23** [0.09, 0.38]

0.07

0.23 0.04

0.1 [-0.09, 0.29]

0.1

0.10

0

-0.02 [-0.17, 0.13]

0.08

-0.02

0

0.08 [-0.07, 0.24]

0.08

0.09

0

-0.03 [-0.18, 0.13]

0.08

-0.03

0

-0.12 [-0.29, 0.05]

0.09

-0.12 0.01

-0.04 [-0.23, 0.15]

0.1

-0.13* [-0.26, -0.01]

0.06

-0.20 0.02

0.13* [0, 0.25]

0.06

0.18 0.02

-0.05 [-0.18, 0.08]

0.07

-0.04

-0.07

0

0

0
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Needs Supplies Fit

Figure 5. 7. Surface plot for the NS polynomial model as a predictor of community
preparedness intentions.

Property Resilience The PC fit polynomial models were found to contribute
significant incremental variance to the prediction of property resilience beyond risk
perception for behaviours, but not for intentions, F(20, 210) = 2.22, p = .001, R2 = .22,
∆R2 = .19 and F(20, 155) = 1.39, p = .133, R2 = .17, ∆R2 = .15 respectively.
Behaviours. The regression coefficients for predicting property resilience
behaviours are summarised in Table 5. 9. Community demands was found as a
significant positive predictor, and person needs was found as a significant negative
predictor. As such, the surface plots for NS fit and DA fit predicting property resilience
behaviours were examined. The surface plot analysis for NS fit revealed a significant
negative slope along the line of incongruence (t(231) = -2.90, p = .004). As shown in
Figure 5. 8. the negative slope along the line of incongruence indicates that property
resilience was higher when environmental supplies were higher than person needs. The
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surface plot analysis for DA fit revealed a significant positive slope along the line of
perfect agreement (t(231) = 2.95, p = .004), and a significant negative slope along the
line of incongruence (t(231) = -2.36, p = .019). As shown in Figure 5. 8. the positive
slope along the line of perfect agreement demonstrates that as both person abilities and
community demands increased so did property resilience. Additionally, the negative
slope along the line of incongruence indicates that property resilience was higher when
environmental demands were higher than person abilities.
Intentions. The regression coefficients for predicting property resilience
intentions are summarised in Table 5. 10. Although person abilities2 and the interaction
between person needs and community supplies were significant positive predictors of
property resilience intentions, as the overall ∆R2 was non-significant no PC fit surface
plots were examined.
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Table 5. 9
Unstandardised Partial Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Squared SemiPartial Correlations (sr2) for Predictors of Property Resilience Behaviours

B [95% CI]
Risk Likelihood

Std.
Error
B

β

sr2

0.06 [-0.03, 0.16]

0.05

-0.04 [-0.14, 0.05]

0.05

-0.06

0

Person Convervatism

0 [-0.14, 0.15]

0.07

0.00

0

Community Convervatism

0.14* [0, 0.28]

0.07

0.14 0.01

-0.04 [-0.11, 0.04]

0.04

-0.07

0

0 [-0.11, 0.1]

0.05

0.00

0

0.02 [-0.05, 0.1]

0.04

0.04

0

-0.07 [-0.22, 0.08]

0.08

-0.07

0

0.14 [-0.01, 0.3]

0.08

0.14 0.01

0.02 [-0.07, 0.11]

0.05

0.03

0

0.02 [-0.12, 0.15]

0.07

0.02

0

0.04 [-0.07, 0.14]

0.05

0.06

0

-0.24** [-0.39, -0.1]

0.07

-0.24 0.04

0.15 [-0.04, 0.34]

0.1

0.15 0.01

0 [-0.14, 0.15]

0.07

0.00

0.11 [-0.05, 0.26]

0.08

0.11 0.01

0.05 [-0.1, 0.2]

0.08

0.06

0

0 [-0.17, 0.17]

0.08

0.00

0

0.33*** [0.14, 0.51]

0.09

0.33 0.05

-0.03 [-0.15, 0.1]

0.06

-0.04

0

-0.04 [-0.17, 0.08]

0.06

-0.06

0

0.05 [-0.08, 0.19]

0.07

0.08

0

Risk Severity

Person Convervatism

2

Person*Community Convervatism
Community Convervatism

2

Person Self-Transcendence
Community Self-Transcendence
2

Person Self-Transcendence

Person*Community Self-Transcendence
Community Self-Transcendence

2

Person Needs
Community Supplies
Person Needs

2

Person Needs*Community Supplies
Community Supplies

2

Person Abilities
Community Demands
Person Abilities

2

Person Abilities*Community Demands
2

Community Demands
Notes: CI = Confidence Intervals
* p < .05, ** p < .017, *** p < .001

0.10 0.01

0
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Table 5. 10
Unstandardised Partial Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Squared SemiPartial Correlations (sr2) for Predictors of Property Resilience Intentions

B [95% CI]
Risk Likelihood

Std.
Error
B

β

sr2

0.08 [-0.04, 0.21]

0.06

0.12 0.01

Risk Severity

-0.07 [-0.19, 0.05]

0.06

-0.10 0.01

Property Resilience
Person Convervatism

-0.16 [-0.37, 0.04]

0.1

-0.14 0.01

-0.15 [-0.33, 0.02]

0.09

-0.16 0.02

Community Convervatism

-0.01 [-0.18, 0.16]

0.09

-0.01

0

0 [-0.08, 0.09]

0.04

0.01

0

0.05 [-0.07, 0.17]

0.06

0.07

0

0.03 [-0.05, 0.12]

0.04

0.06

0

0.1 [-0.08, 0.29]

0.1

-0.02 [-0.2, 0.15]

0.09

-0.02

0

0.04 [-0.06, 0.15]

0.06

0.07

0

-0.04 [-0.2, 0.12]

0.08

-0.05

0

0.02 [-0.09, 0.13]

0.06

0.03

0

-0.03 [-0.21, 0.15]

0.09

-0.03

0

-0.13 [-0.36, 0.1]

0.12

-0.13 0.01

0.15 [-0.04, 0.34]

0.1

0.14 0.01

-0.22* [-0.41, -0.03]

0.1

-0.21 0.03

-0.05 [-0.24, 0.13]

0.09

-0.06

0

0.01 [-0.2, 0.22]

0.11

0.01

0

0.1 [-0.15, 0.34]

0.12

0.10

0

0.19** [0.04, 0.34]

0.08

0.31 0.03

-0.05 [-0.21, 0.1]

0.08

-0.08

0

0 [-0.15, 0.15]

0.08

0.00

0

Person Convervatism

2

Person*Community Convervatism
Community Convervatism

2

Person Self-Transcendence
Community Self-Transcendence
Person Self-Transcendence

2

Person*Community Self-Transcendence
2

Community Self-Transcendence
Person Needs
Community Supplies
Person Needs

2

Person Needs*Community Supplies
Community Supplies

2

Person Abilities
Community Demands
Person Abilities

2

Person Abilities*Community Demands
2

Community Demands
Notes: CI = Confidence Intervals
* p < .05, ** p < .017, *** p < .001

0.10 0.01
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Needs Supplies Fit

Demands Abilities Fit

Figure 5. 8. Surface plots for the NS fit and DA fit polynomial models as predictors of
property resilience behaviours.
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Defence Planning. The PC fit polynomial models were found to contribute
significant incremental variance to the prediction of defence planning beyond risk
perception for behaviours, but not for intentions, F(20, 210) = 2.38, p = .001, R2 = .23,
∆R2 = .17 and F(20, 144) = 1.89, p = .017, R2 = .22, ∆R2 = .20 respectively.
Behaviours. The regression coefficients for predicting defence planning
behaviours are summarised in Table 5. 11. The interaction between person needs and
community supplies was found as a significant positive predictor. As such, the surface
plot for NS fit predicting defence planning behaviours was examined. The surface plot
analysis for NS fit revealed a significant positive curvature along the line of perfect
agreement (t(231) = 3.01, p = .003). As shown in Figure 5. 9. the positive curvature
along the line of perfect agreement that preparedness was highest at high and low levels
of both person needs and community supplies, with less preparedness at moderate levels
of both person needs and community supplies.
Intentions. The regression coefficients for predicting defence planning intentions
are summarised in Table 5. 12. Although the interaction between person needs and
community supplies was the only significant positive predictor of defence planning
intentions, as the overall ∆R2 was non-significant no PC fit surface plots were
examined.
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Table 5. 11
Unstandardised Partial Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Squared SemiPartial Correlations (sr2) for Predictors of Defence Planning Behaviours

B [95% CI]
Risk Likelihood

Std.
Error
B

β

sr2

0.14** [0.04, 0.23]

0.05

0.21 0.03

0 [-0.1, 0.09]

0.05

0.00

0

Person Convervatism

0.02 [-0.12, 0.17]

0.07

0.02

0

Community Convervatism

0.11 [-0.03, 0.25]

0.07

0.11 0.01

-0.08* [-0.15, 0]

0.04

-0.15 0.02

-0.07 [-0.17, 0.04]

0.05

-0.09 0.01

0.04 [-0.03, 0.12]

0.04

0.08

0

Person Self-Transcendence

-0.06 [-0.21, 0.1]

0.08

-0.06

0

Community Self-Transcendence

0.02 [-0.13, 0.17]

0.08

0.02

0

0.02 [-0.07, 0.11]

0.05

0.03

0

0.11 [-0.02, 0.24]

0.07

0.14 0.01

0.03 [-0.08, 0.13]

0.05

0.04

-0.14 [-0.28, 0.01]

0.07

0.1 [-0.09, 0.29]

0.1

0.10

0

0 [-0.14, 0.15]

0.07

0.01

0

0.19** [0.04, 0.34]

0.08

0.20 0.02

0.1 [-0.05, 0.25]

0.08

0.12 0.01

-0.01 [-0.18, 0.15]

0.08

0.21* [0.03, 0.4]

0.09

0.21 0.02

0.02 [-0.1, 0.15]

0.06

0.03

0

-0.02 [-0.14, 0.1]

0.06

-0.03

0

0.01 [-0.12, 0.14]

0.07

0.01

0

Risk Severity

Person Convervatism

2

Person*Community Convervatism
Community Convervatism

2

2

Person Self-Transcendence

Person*Community Self-Transcendence
Community Self-Transcendence

2

Person Needs
Community Supplies
Person Needs

2

Person Needs*Community Supplies
Community Supplies

2

Person Abilities
Community Demands
Person Abilities

2

Person Abilities*Community Demands
2

Community Demands
Notes: CI = Confidence Intervals
* p < .05, ** p < .017, *** p < .001

0

-0.14 0.01

-0.01

0

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

181

Table 5. 12
Unstandardised Partial Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Squared SemiPartial Correlations (sr2) for Predictors of Defence Planning Intentions

B [95% CI]
Risk Likelihood

Std.
Error
B

β

sr2

0.04 [-0.09, 0.17]

0.06

0.06

0

Risk Severity

0.03 [-0.1, 0.15]

0.06

0.04

0

Defence Planning
Person Convervatism

0.1 [-0.13, 0.33]

0.12

0.07

0

0.04 [-0.13, 0.21]

0.09

0.04

0

Community Convervatism

0.05 [-0.13, 0.23]

0.09

0.05

0

0.02 [-0.07, 0.11]

0.04

0.05

0

0 [-0.12, 0.12]

0.06

-0.01

0

0.04 [-0.09, 0.17]

0.07

0.06

0

-0.05 [-0.24, 0.13]

0.09

-0.05

0

-0.03 [-0.22, 0.16]

0.1

-0.03

0

-0.11 [-0.23, 0]

0.06

0.07 [-0.1, 0.24]

0.09

-0.1 [-0.22, 0.02]

0.06

0 [-0.18, 0.17]

0.09

0.00

0.18 [-0.05, 0.4]

0.11

0.16 0.01

-0.01 [-0.2, 0.18]

0.1

0.27** [0.07, 0.46]

0.1

0.25 0.04

-0.11 [-0.31, 0.08]

0.1

-0.12 0.01

-0.12 [-0.33, 0.09]

0.11

-0.12 0.01

-0.14 [-0.38, 0.09]

0.12

-0.14 0.01

-0.2 [-0.41, 0]

0.1

-0.29 0.02

0.13 [-0.03, 0.29]

0.08

0.20 0.01

-0.14 [-0.31, 0.04]

0.09

-0.21 0.01

Person Convervatism

2

Person*Community Convervatism
Community Convervatism

2

Person Self-Transcendence
Community Self-Transcendence
Person Self-Transcendence

2

Person*Community Self-Transcendence
2

Community Self-Transcendence
Person Needs
Community Supplies
Person Needs

2

Person Needs*Community Supplies
Community Supplies

2

Person Abilities
Community Demands
Person Abilities

2

Person Abilities*Community Demands
2

Community Demands
Notes: CI = Confidence Intervals
* p < .05, ** p < .017, *** p < .001

-0.18 0.02
0.07

0

-0.16 0.01

-0.01

0
0
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Needs Supplies Fit

Figure 5. 9. Surface plots for the NS fit polynomial model as a predictor of defence
planning.

House Resilience. The PC fit polynomial models were found to contribute
significant incremental variance to the prediction of house resilience beyond risk
perception for both behaviours and intentions, F(20, 210) = 2.23, p = .003, R2 = .20, ∆R2
= .17 and F(20, 188) = 2.14, p = .0044, R2 = .19, ∆R2 = .19 respectively.
Behaviours. The regression coefficients for predicting house resilience
behaviours are summarised in Table 5. 13. Community demands was found as a
significant positive predictor, and person needs was found as a significant negative
predictor. As such, the surface plots for NS fit and DA fit predicting house resilience
were examined. The surface plot analysis for NS fit revealed a significant negative slope
along the line of incongruence (t(231) = -2.49, p = .014). As shown in Figure 5. 10. the
negative slope along the line of incongruence indicates that preparedness was higher
when environmental supplies were higher than person needs. The surface plot analysis
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for DA fit revealed a significant positive slope along the line of perfect agreement
(t(231) = 2.63, p = .009). As shown in Figure 5. 10. the positive slope along the line of
perfect agreement demonstrates that as both person abilities and community demands
increased so did house resilience.
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Table 5. 13
Unstandardised Partial Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Squared SemiPartial Correlations (sr2) for Predictors of House Resilience Behaviours

B [95% CI]
Risk Likelihood

Std.
Error
B

β

sr2

0.06 [-0.04, 0.15]

0.05

0.08

0

0 [-0.1, 0.09]

0.05

-0.01

0

Person Convervatism

0.02 [-0.12, 0.17]

0.07

0.02

0

Community Convervatism

0.04 [-0.11, 0.18]

0.07

0.04

0

-0.01 [-0.08, 0.07]

0.04

-0.02

0

-0.04 [-0.15, 0.07]

0.05

-0.05

0

0 [-0.08, 0.08]

0.04

0.00

0

-0.02 [-0.17, 0.14]

0.08

-0.02

0

0.11 [-0.04, 0.27]

0.08

0.11 0.01

-0.07 [-0.16, 0.03]

0.05

-0.12 0.01

0.13 [-0.01, 0.26]

0.07

0.17 0.01

0.02 [-0.09, 0.12]

0.05

0.03

-0.19** [-0.34, -0.05]

0.07

-0.19 0.03

0.15 [-0.05, 0.34]

0.1

0.15 0.01

0.08 [-0.07, 0.23]

0.08

0.08

0

0 [-0.15, 0.16]

0.08

0.00

0

0.1 [-0.05, 0.25]

0.08

0.12 0.01

0.06 [-0.11, 0.23]

0.09

0.06

0.24** [0.05, 0.43]

0.1

0 [-0.12, 0.13]

0.07

0.01

0

0.05 [-0.08, 0.17]

0.06

0.07

0

-0.05 [-0.18, 0.08]

0.07

-0.07

0

Risk Severity

Person Convervatism

2

Person*Community Convervatism
Community Convervatism

2

Person Self-Transcendence
Community Self-Transcendence
2

Person Self-Transcendence

Person*Community Self-Transcendence
Community Self-Transcendence

2

Person Needs
Community Supplies
Person Needs

2

Person Needs*Community Supplies
Community Supplies

2

Person Abilities
Community Demands
Person Abilities

2

Person Abilities*Community Demands
2

Community Demands
Notes: CI = Confidence Intervals
* p < .05, ** p < .017, *** p < .001

0

0

0.24 0.02
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Needs Supplies Fit

Demands Abilities Fit

Figure 5. 10. Surface plots for the NS and DA fit polynomial models as predictors of
house resilience behaviours.
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Table 5. 14
Unstandardised Partial Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Squared SemiPartial Correlations (sr2) for Predictors of House Resilience Intentions

B [95% CI]
Risk Likelihood

Std.
Error
B

β

-0.05 [-0.15, 0.06]

0.05

0.07 [-0.04, 0.17]

0.05

0.09 0.01

0 [-0.17, 0.16]

0.08

0.00

0

0.02 [-0.13, 0.18]

0.08

0.02

0

0.05 [-0.09, 0.2]

0.08

0.06

0

-0.05 [-0.12, 0.03]

0.04

0.02 [-0.09, 0.13]

0.06

0.03

0

0.03 [-0.05, 0.1]

0.04

0.05

0

Person Self-Transcendence

-0.03 [-0.2, 0.13]

0.08

-0.03

0

Community Self-Transcendence

-0.07 [-0.23, 0.1]

0.08

-0.07

0

-0.07 [-0.17, 0.03]

0.05

-0.11 0.01

0.2** [0.05, 0.35]

0.08

0.23 0.03

-0.12* [-0.22, -0.01]

0.05

-0.19 0.02

0.15 [-0.01, 0.32]

0.08

0.15 0.01

0.04 [-0.17, 0.25]

0.1

0.04

0

-0.05 [-0.22, 0.11]

0.08

-0.05

0

0.09 [-0.08, 0.26]

0.09

0.09

0

-0.07 [-0.23, 0.09]

0.08

-0.08

0

-0.14 [-0.32, 0.05]

0.09

-0.13 0.01

0.1 [-0.11, 0.31]

0.11

-0.15* [-0.29, -0.01]

0.07

-0.23 0.02

0.08 [-0.06, 0.22]

0.07

0.12 0.01

0.02 [-0.12, 0.16]

0.07

0.03

Risk Severity
House
Resilience
Person Convervatism
Community Convervatism
Person Convervatism

2

Person*Community Convervatism
Community Convervatism

2

2

Person Self-Transcendence

Person*Community Self-Transcendence
Community Self-Transcendence

2

Person Needs
Community Supplies
Person Needs

2

Person Needs*Community Supplies
Community Supplies

2

Person Abilities
Community Demands
Person Abilities

2

Person Abilities*Community Demands
2

Community Demands
Notes: CI = Confidence Intervals
* p < .05, ** p < .017, *** p < .000

-0.07

sr2
0

-0.10 0.01

0.10

0

0
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Intentions. The regression coefficients for predicting house resilience intentions
are summarised in Table 5. 14. The interaction between person and community selftranscendence values was found as a significant positive predictor. As such, the surface
plot for supplementary self-transcendence was examined. The surface plot analysis for
supplementary self-transcendence fit revealed a significant negative curvature along the
line of incongruence (t(204) = -2.87, p = .005). As shown in Figure 5. 11. the negative
curvature along the line of incongruence indicates a decrease in house resilience
intentions the more misfit there is between person and community self-transcendence
values. A summary of the key findings for each type of PE fit in each type of
preparedness is provided in Table 5.14

Supplementary Self-Transcendence Fit

Figure 5. 11. Surface plots for the supplementary self-transcendence values
polynomial model as a significant predictor of house resilience intentions.
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Table 5.15.
Summary of Key Findings for Each Subtype of Person–Community Fit Within Each Subtype of Wildfire Preparedness
Proficient

Proactive

Evacuation planning

Evacuation intentions

Community intentions
Property resilience

Defence planning

House resilience
House intentions

Demands–abilities fit
Needs–supplies fit
Misfit is related to less preparedness and there is
a dip in preparedness at high levels of both
person abilities and community demands
Misfit is related to less preparedness, but this
relationship is worse when abilities are higher
than demands
Higher levels of fit are related to more
Preparedness is greater when community
preparedness when there is misfit. Preparedness supplies outweigh person needs
is greater when demands outweigh abilities
Higher levels of fit are related to more
preparedness when there is misfit. Preparedness
is greater when supplies outweigh needs
Higher levels of fit are related to more
preparedness
Higher levels of fit are related to more
Preparedness is greater when community
preparedness when there is misfit. Preparedness supplies outweigh person needs
is greater when demands outweigh abilities
Fit at high and low levels is related to more
preparedness, but not for moderate amounts of
fit
Higher levels of fit are related to more
Preparedness is greater when community
preparedness
supplies outweigh person needs

Supplementary fit

Misfit is related to less
preparedness

Misfit is related to less
preparedness
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Discussion
Differential Preparedness
Supporting the proposition that there are a number of subtypes underlying wildfire
preparedness, results from an EFA suggested that there were multiple factors contained
within the measure of preparedness. An initial result of nine factors was trimmed down
to five based on the generated scree plot of the interpretability of the factors themselves
and on the previously discussed subtypes of preparedness covered in the introduction.
Distinguishing between different subtypes of preparedness has been identified as an
important area of clarification (Dunlop et al., 2014; McNeill et al., 2013; Paton et al.,
2005b). Although previous research has distinguished between preparedness behaviours
based on the goals of the individual (Dunlop et al., 2014; McNeill et al., 2013), my
findings provide an original contribution towards the development and validation of a
multi-dimensional construct of preparedness. In addition, the results provide support for
recent wildfire preparedness literature which has acknowledged the probable existence
of different subtypes of preparedness. Specifically, I identified two factors that cover
mental preparedness (Eriksen & Prior, 2013; Reser & Morrissey, 2009) and one
covering community preparedness (Frandsen, Paton, & Sakariassen, 2011; Maguire &
Hagan, 2007) in addition to two traditional physical preparedness factors. The factors of
defence planning and evacuation planning reflect the development of an appropriate
wildfire response plan and the mental capacity to act upon that plan. The development
of a plan and ability to act on that plan were identified by Reser and Morrissey (2009)
as parts of mental preparedness. Additionally, the factor of community preparedness
reflects the engagement between community members and fire agencies identified by
Frandsen et al. (2011).

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

190

Interestingly, the results of the EFA also supported the goal-based approach to
differentiating preparedness put forward by Dunlop et al. (2014) and McNeill et al.
(2013). Defence planning actions and evacuation planning actions were found to be
reflected in two different factors. Items such as, “A list has been made of what
documents and personal effects (e.g. photos, laptop, cameras) somebody would take
with them in case of evacuating the house,” and “You have specific trigger(s) for
evacuating (e.g. smell smoke, hear warning on radio) have been identified,” clustered
together as evacuation planning. While items such as “Householders have taken into
consideration the size of the house and the number of adults that will be needed to
undertake active defence,” and “All householders are fully committed to defending the
home,” clustered together as defence planning. As such, it can be expected that the plan
a household holds for wildfires will influence the type of mental preparedness actions
that household completes. However, some of the items in the evacuation planning factor
suggest that even households that plan on evacuating consider some aspects of active
defence, including “Your household possesses equipment that can be used to put out
spot fires and sparks, such as rakes, shovels, and mops,” “Buckets that allow
householders to move water quickly and easily are prepared,” and “Full-length
protective clothing (wool, cotton) has been obtained for all the householders who are
staying to defend; this should include gloves, eye protection, smoke mask, work boots,
and a broad brimmed hat”. The inclusion of some active defence items in the factor on
evacuation suggests there is still an element of indecision for those planning on
evacuating. People who have a plan to evacuate may still be taking a wait and see
approach. The items included in the evacuation planning factor suggest those planning
to evacuate may actually plan to defend against spot fires but evacuate if threatened by
the fire front directly. As such, it appears that the message of fire agencies to actively
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defend or evacuate early may not be being received (CFS, n.d.; DFES, 2014). Finally,
the preparedness sub-factors allowed for investigation of differential prediction by PE
fit sub-types. If there are meaningful differences in the factors that predict types of
preparedness it allows for the development of targeted interventions.
Person–Environment Fit and Wildfire Preparedness Subtypes
Proficient preparedness. Hypothesis 1a that DA fit will be a significant positive
unique predictor of perceived proficient preparedness was supported by the results. A
significant proportion of variance in proficient wildfire preparedness was explained by
the DA fit polynomial model coefficients in the results. The surface plot analysis of this
relationship indicated that any misfit between peoples’ abilities and their communities’
demands had a negative impact on proficient preparedness. Additionally, the surface
plot analysis also indicated that when both abilities and demands were high it had a
negative relationship with proficient preparedness. Explanations for these two aspects of
the DA fit–preparedness relationship are discussed below.
First, the finding of DA fit misfit being related to lower proficient preparedness
supports Hypothesis 1a. As discussed in the second study of this dissertation, the
abilities component of DA fit is conceptually similar to self-efficacy which has
commonly been found as a positive predictor of wildfire preparedness (Beatson &
McLennan, 2011; Bender et al., 2007; Paek et al., 2010; Paton & Johnston, 2001). In the
second study of my dissertation I also found DA fit was a positive predictor of
preparedness. The relationship between DA fit and preparedness was theorised to be
due to the similarity between self-efficacy and the abilities component of DA fit.
However, the results from the current study indicate that it is combined influence of
both the environment and the person components of DA fit acting together.
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Again, reference to the organisational psychology literature might assist with the
interpretation of the combined influence of personal abilities and community demands.
In a longitudinal study Griffin, Parker, and Mason (2010) found that there was an
interaction effect between role breadth self-efficacy and leader vision on work
performance. Griffin et al. (2010) found that there was a significant positive relationship
between role breadth self-efficacy and performance for those experiencing high levels
of leader vision, but a non-significant relationship between role breadth self-efficacy
and performance for those experiencing low levels of leader vision. Leader vision is a
work environment factor where expressed organisational values refer to a positive view
of the future (Griffin et al., 2010; Rafferty & Griffin, 2004). Translating the interaction
between self-efficacy and leader vision to the wildfire preparedness context, we would
expect a positive relationship between peoples’ abilities and preparedness within
communities that provide positive forward focussing information on wildfire
preparedness.
Within a preparedness context, informal leadership within community groups
could potentially be an important avenue to explore for enacting mitigation activities.
Said, Mahmud, and Abas (2011) utlised a mixed methods approach in a study of
tsunami preparedness following the 2004 tsunami in South Eastern Asia. Findings
included the importance of both informal and formal community leaders as liasons
between the communities and authority representatives. However, the results from the
current study also suggested that there may be an upper limit to the positive contribution
that DA fit can provide to proficient preparedness.
Based on the surface plot analysis, when both person abilities and community
demands were high there was a drop in proficient preparedness. The dip in preparedness
at higher levels of DA fit might be an example of changing perceptions of the
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community demands component of DA fit. At lower levels, community demands may
be perceived as helpful information communication through community, having a
positive impact on motivation to prepare. However, at higher levels, community
demands may be perceived as excessive pressure from the community, decreasing
motivation to prepare.
Alternatively, the dip in proficient performance at higher levels of DA fit could be
due to over confidence reflected in personal abilities, leading to lower preparedness. As
addressed above and in the second study of my dissertation, the abilities component of
DA fit is conceptually similar to self-efficacy which has consistently been positively
associated with wildfire preparedness (McCaffrey, 2015). Self-efficacy has been shown
to be a positive predictor of performance in a number of different domains (Bandura,
1997; Beatson & McLennan, 2011; Bender et al., 2007; Paek et al., 2010; Paton &
Johnston, 2001; Vancouver & Kendall, 2006). However, there is one type of goaldriven behaviour where Bandura (1997) suggested self-efficacy may negatively
influence motivation, namely planning, or in this case preparing.
Having an over inflated sense of confidence to handle a challenge can be related
to a feeling of sufficient preparation and, therefore, less motivation to prepare further
(Bandura, 1986, 1997; Vancouver & Kendall, 2006). Vancouver and Kendall (2006)
conducted a study to investigate the potential negative relationship of self-efficacy with
motivation and performance in a tertiary learning environment. Between-persons
analysis revealed a strong, positive, significant relationship between self-efficacy and
exam performance for the student sample. However, using hierarchical linear
modelling, Vancouver and Kendall (2006) found a negative relationship between selfefficacy and each of planned study time, actual study time, and exam performance at the
within-persons level. Vancouver and Kendall (2006) suggested the negative relationship
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of self-efficacy with motivation and performance are due to anticipated discrepancies
between performance expectations and performance goals. If the discrepancy is large
due to low self-efficacy, more motivation to prepare will occur and, if the discrepancy is
small due to high self-efficacy, less motivation to prepare will occur. The above
description outlines a potential curvilinear relationship between self-efficacy and
preparedness which was supported by the results of the current study. Due to the
prevalence of research linking self-efficacy and wildfire preparedness, future research
should establish whether the association is indeed linear or curvilinear.
Hypothesis 1b that NS fit will be a significant positive unique predictor of
perceived proficient preparedness was not supported by the results. While NS fit was
found as a non-significant positive predictor of proficient preparedness, it was found as
a significant predictor of both house resilience and property resilience behaviours. As
such, the results of the current study mirror what was found in the second study of my
dissertation, with NS fit relating to preparedness behaviours but not perceived proficient
preparedness. As outlined in my second study the wildfire preparedness behavioural
intentions measure can be seen as a form of proficient performance. As a reminder, the
wildfire preparedness behavioural intentions measure is derived from recommended
practices from wildfire agencies around the world (CFS, n.d.; DFES, 2014). The more
active any particular fire agency is, the more informed residents in that local community
will be, and they will perform more of the actions in the total preparedness behaviours
measure. As such, a positive relationship would be expected between NS fit and
wildfire preparedness behaviours where community supplies take the form of
information on preparedness behaviours. However, people may not receive information
on the behaviours they should be performing, while still being aware that they are not
adequately prepared for wildfires, hence, the non-significant relationship with proficient
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preparedness. The results of the surface plot analysis between NS fit and the wildfire
preparedness subtypes are discussed in the relevant sections below and provide further
support for the role of community supplies in preparedness.
Proactive preparedness. Hypothesis 2a that NS fit will be a significant positive
unique predictor of perceived proactive preparedness was not supported by the results,
with NS fit acting as a non-significant predictor of proactive preparedness. The nonsignificant relationship between NS fit and proactive preparedness result may be due to
a confusion between communities’ demands and supplies in relation to wildfire
preparedness. As suggested in the second study of my dissertation, there may not be a
clear distinction between community supplies and community demands in relation to
wildfire preparedness.The finding of an unexpected relationship between DA fit and
proactive preparedness – in conjunction with the finding of NS fit acting as a nonsignificant predictor of both proficient and proactive preparedness – may partially be
due to confusion between community demands and community supplies. A similar
result was found in the second study of my dissertation, providing further support for
the apparent confusion between demands and supplies from the community. Within a
community wildfire preparedness context, there may not be as clear a distinction
between these concepts. That is, instead of making demands and providing supplies,
communities may instead be perceived as having ‘expectations’ of people living within
a certain area. These expectations are communicated through information regarding
what preparations people need to do for wildfires. As such, the demands or actions
which need to be completed are communicated together with the supplies or
information needed to actually complete the tasks. Further supporting the confounding
of community demands and supplies, the correlation results indicated a moderate
positive relationship between the two. There was also a significant positive relationship
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between community supplies and both proficient and proactive preparedness. However,
in both cases, when included in a regression analysis along with DA fit, the unique
contribution of NS fit was non-significant.
Nevertheless, as mentioned in relation to the proficient preparedness results, the
environment component of PE fit cannot be interpreted separately from the person
component which for DA fit is again people’s abilities. Due to the discussed similarity
between the abilities component of DA fit and self-efficacy, DA fit may explain more
unique variance in the perceptions of proficient and proactive preparedness in
comparison to NS fit where the needs component may not be as relevant to wildfire
preparedness.
Hypothesis 2b that supplementary fit will be a significant positive unique
predictor of perceived proactive preparedness was also not supported by the results,
with both conservatism and self-transcendence supplementary fit acting as nonsignificant predictors of proactive preparedness. As suggested in the second study of my
dissertation, the non-significant relationship may be due to an excessive homogeneity
effect of supplementary fit. It has been argued that, in some contexts, the strengthening
effect of shared values from supplementary fit can lead to rigidity in behaviour rather
than the flexibility hypothesised throughout my dissertation (Harrison, 2007; KristofBrown & Guay, 2005; Schneider, 1987). The proactive preparedness measure used in
the current study is based upon an interpretation of proactivity as self-initiated change
(Carpini et al., 2017; Griffin et al., 2007). As such, if supplementary fit was leading to
rigidity in peoples’ behaviour within their community, it would not be expected to relate
to a self-initiated proactive performance. However, as discussed in the first study of my
dissertation, another interpretation of proactive performance is the performance of
discretionary behaviours (Carpini et al., 2017). In relation to the interpretation of
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proactive performance as discretionary behaviours there were two unanticipated results
for self-transcendence supplementary fit predicting preparedness intentions discussed
later in this report.
Physical preparedness. In addition to proficient and proactive preparedness
predictors, three additional categories of predictors were explored in this study. The
subtypes from the factor analysis on wildfire preparedness behavioural intentions
measure was conducted in an exploratory manner for this study. The results below are
discussed in three major categories. First, I discuss the results of the two sub-scales that
relate to physical preparedness (further divided into house resilience and property
resilience). Second, I discuss the results of the two subtypes that relate to mental
preparedness (determined by defence planning and evacuation planning) and last, I
discuss the results of the community preparedness subtype.
Two of the factors found in the factor analysis relate to physical preparations
taken for wildfires – house resilience and property resilience. These relate to behaviours
performed to reduce the risk of damage to a house and property respectively from
wildfires. As such, the two resilience factors will form the basis of interpreting the
relationships between physical preparedness and PC fit.The relationship between DA fit
and physical preparedness subtypes can be interpreted using previous research on both
preparedness and PE fit. As covered in previous chapters, at the person-level one
consistently found predictor of preparedness has been self-efficacy (Beatson &
McLennan, 2011; Bender et al., 2007; Paek et al., 2010; Paton & Johnston, 2001).
Again, as touched on conceptually similar to self-efficacy is the abilities component of
DA fit, the notion that a person with high self-efficacy with respect to a particular
demand would, by definition, perceive that they have the abilities to meet that demand
(Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997). Translating DA fit to a wildfire preparedness context, the

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

198

abilities component can be seen as the Knowledge, Skills, Abilities, and Others
(KSAOs) that a person has to meet the requirement of preparing for bushfires (Edwards,
1991; Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011). Supporting the comparison of perceived KSAO
abilities and self-efficacy, Bender et al. (2007) found that self-efficacy was a predictor
of preparedness for a high knowledge group but not for a low knowledge group. That is,
self-efficacy was an important predictor for those who perceived the demands of the
environment, but not for those who did not perceive the demands of the environment.
Examination of the surface plot analysis for DA fit predicting house resilience
allows for a more in-depth understanding of the relationship. The significant positive
line of perfect agreement suggests that higher levels of both community demands and
person abilities can be expected to relate to the performance of more house resilience
behaviours. Similarly, the surface plot analysis for DA fit predicting property resilience
behaviours found a significant positive line of perfect agreement. However, there was
also a significant negative slope along the line of incongruence which indicates that
misfit – where environmental demands outweigh personal abilities – is related to higher
levels of preparedness.
The finding of a negative slope along the line of incongruence for DA fit
predicting property resilience is mirrored by the relationship between NS fit and both
types of resilience. The surface plot analyses for NS fit also found a significant negative
slope along the line of incongruence for predicting both types of resilience. Taken
together, all of the above results indicate that even when the communities’ supplies
exceeded peoples’ needs or when communities’ demands exceeded peoples’ abilities it
still had a positive impact on the amount of resilience actions completed. The finding of
community components of both NS and DA fit outweighing person components
suggests that communities have a vital role to play in ensuring people are prepared for
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wildfires. Another potential impact of communities on preparedness was found in
relation to the unanticipated finding of a relationship between self-transcendence
supplementary fit and house resilience intentions.
The finding of self-transcendence supplementary fit predicting house resilience
intentions may reflect a non-instrumental impact of community on wildfire
preparedness. In conjunction with the instrumental resources of information sharing
directly related to wildfire preparedness already discussed, supplementary fit may
reflect a non-instrumental benefit of information sharing or fostering a feeling of
belonging. As opposed to the findings discussed so far for NS and DA fit, results
indicated that the degree of PC misfit was more important for preparedness intentions
than the degree of PC fit. That is, when peoples’ self-transcendence values were equal
to their communities’ self-transcendence values they intended to perform more
preparedness actions regardless of whether the self-transcendence values were high or
low. However, any differences between peoples’ self-transcendence values and the
communities’ values was related to decreased intentions to perform preparedness
actions. Again, this decrease in intentions was regardless of the direction of misfit
which occurred when peoples’ values were higher than their communities or vice versa.
The finding of supplementary misfit relating to lower preparedness intentions
supports the idea that it is not the held values themselves that are important, but rather
that people perceive that their held values are reflected within their community. That is,
the perception of shared values leading to a sense of belonging within the community,
as well as intentions to perform proactive discretionary behaviours, is in line with social
identity theory (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Cable & Edwards, 2004). As outlined earlier,
social identity theory states that stronger associations are formed with groups or
contexts that reflect important characteristics of the individual (Ashforth & Mael, 1989;
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Cable & Edwards, 2004; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1979). Similarly, research
demonstrates that stronger associations with groups is related to a greater likelihood of
performing behaviour for the benefit of that group (Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000; Levine et
al., 2005). As such, the person may experience motivation to perform more
discretionary behaviours when supplementary fit occurs in this way (Lawler III, 1973).
Mental preparedness. Two of the factors found in the factor analysis relate to
mental preparations taken for wildfires – defence planning and evacuation planning.
These factors relate to the development of an appropriate wildfire response plan and the
mental capacity to act upon that plan. As such, they form the basis of interpreting the
relationships between mental preparedness and PE fit.
Combining the relationships for NS fit and DA fit with mental preparedness
factors provides support for the application of the PE fit theory of workplace stress.
According to the PE fit theory of workplace stress, mental strain in the workplace is
suggested to arise when there is either NS or DA misfit (Edwards & Harrison, 1993;
French et al., 1982). As such, it could be expected that people would experience lower
stress and demonstrate the ability to handle stressful situations in the absence of NS and
DA misfit, which is most commonly when NS and DA fit occur. Therefore, within a
wildfire preparedness context, the experience of lowered levels of stress and the ability
to handle stressful situations could be a result of NS and DA community fit.
While DA fit was only found to significantly relate to evacuation planning, NS fit
was found to significantly predict defence planning and evacuation planning. The result
of NS fit predicting defence planning, while DA fit did not, is the only example found
of NS fit relating to a type of preparedness without DA fit also relating to that subtype
of preparedness. As such, defence planning may reflect a type of preparedness where
the messaging between communities and residents is important. When community
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interactions are perceived as demands there may be an upper limit to the benefit of
defence planning, but when community interactions are perceived as supplies there may
not be.
Community preparedness. Finally, there were no significant predictors of
community preparedness behaviours among any of the PE fit measures, and the overall
regression model for community preparedness behaviours was non-significant. As
outlined above, community preparedness can be identified as the engagement between
community members and fire agencies such as local fire brigades, as well as individual
empowerment through community involvement. Therefore, although it is an important
component of wildfire preparedness, it appears to have not been captured by the
included PC fit measures.One explanation for the lack of a positive result for
community preparedness behaviours may be due to the timing of the survey. As
December is in the middle of the wildfire season in Australia it could be argued that, by
this stage of the year, most people would have completed their community preparedness
actions. Therefore, intending to keep engaged and updated throughout the summer
period could reflect a proactive mindset of engaging in discretionary behaviours in order
to continually improve preparedness. However, it could also be argued that still having
intentions at this stage of the wildfire threat period actually indicates a lack of
adequately completing preparedness actions earlier in the year. Future longitudinal
research throughout the wildfire period should be conducted to clarify the relationships
with community preparedness behaviours and intentions questions. Nevertheless, the
possibility of intentions measures indicating a proactive mindset may also explain the
findings of supplementary fit predicting both physical and mental preparedness
intentions discussed above. Although there was no significant predictors of community
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preparedness behaviours, there was an unanticipated finding of NS fit relating to
community preparedness intentions.
The surface plot analysis for NS fit predicting community preparedness intentions
demonstrated a significant positive slope along the line of perfect agreement. A
potential explanation of NS fit predicting community preparedness intentions is the dual
pathway of NS fit. The community meeting the needs of people may result in greater
motivation to prepare due to the reflection of the community focusing on the needs and
values of the individual that these actions demonstrate. As such, the person may
experience motivation to perform more discretionary behaviours when NS fit occurs in
this way. Within the wildfire preparedness context, the importance of community
supplies from NS fit can be seen with conceptually similar factors found to be positively
associated with preparedness (e.g., sense of community, community bondedness, place
attachment, community participation, social networks, community norms, subjective
norms, trust, empowerment, and collective efficacy. Anton & Lawrence, 2016; Bates et
al., 2009; McGee & Russell, 2003; Paton, Bürgelt, et al., 2008; Paton & Johnston, 2001;
Prior & Eriksen, 2013).
Limitations and Future Directions
Although this research provides insight into the potential subtypes of wildfire
preparedness, this factor structure needs to be confirmed in future research. Another
potential limitation of the current study is the potential confounding of community
demands and community supplies. Within an organisational psychology context this
distinction is clear, but within a community context it may be more complicated. It is
unlikely that communities can make demands of residents within that community, but
rather set expectations of behaviour. As such, the distinction between demands and
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supplies may not transfer to the community context, and it may be more a matter of
degree of expectations and the messaging of those expectations from the community.
Conclusion
In conclusion, the current study addresses important gaps in our knowledge in
relation to individual wildfire preparedness. First, it provides evidence of different
subtypes of preparedness that vary across potential wildfire preparedness plans. Second,
it outlines a number of ways that people and their communities can interact with each
other in order to predict the different forms of wildfire preparedness. It therefore
appears that communities and information sharing from communities serves multiple
purposes. It can be used to make people aware they need to prepare (for example
through risk perception), to give them the information they need to prepare (via
community supplies, demands or expectations), and to let them know they can
adequately prepare their property (employing their self-efficacy or abilities).
Community information sharing can also communicate values that can then be
compared with peoples’ own views for motivation or intentions to prepare for wildfires.
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CHAPTER 6: GENERAL DISCUSSION
With the current dissertation, I aimed to provide a starting point for furthering the
understanding of person-environment interactions and the impact they can have on
hazard related behaviour, particularly wildfires. The usefulness of person environment
(PE) fit from organisational psychology to differentially predict behavioural outcomes
was established and transferred to a wildfire preparedness context as person community
(PC) fit. In the final chapter of my dissertation, I provide a summary of key findings and
some directions for future research based on the three empirical investigations.
PE fit in an organisational setting.
The first study of my dissertation focused on culminating the large pre-existing
body of research on PE fit within an organisational setting. Overall, results showed that
categorising PE fit based on its underlying mechanisms, such as supplementary, needssupplies (NS), and demands-abilities (DA), allowed for the detection of differential
relationships between types of PE fit and different types of performance. However,
relationships were not as clear when categorising PE fit on the fit environments, such as
job, organisation, or community. The relationship between supplementary fit and
proactive performance showed a highly consistent relationship across the meta-analysis,
being found across a range of environmental types of fit. Although less consistent,
relationships were also found for DA fit with proficient performance, and NS fit with
both proficient and proactive performance. All relationships found between PE fit and
performance were in line with the proposed framework of PE fit mechanisms. The
clarification of PE fit and performance relationships based on subtype of PE fit was
taken as support for the use of PE fit in the prediction of differential behavioural
outcomes. As such, the transfer of PE fit to the wildfire preparedness context was
deemed appropriate for the rest of my dissertation. However, additional research
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questions were identified based on the results of the first study of this dissertation, some
of which are discussed below.
Future Research Questions.
Mechanisms and environment of PE fit.
The meta-analysis in Chapter 3 provided support for consideration of PE fit
mechanisms when examining relationships with performance. However, it was also
clear that it is important to keep both the fit environment and fit mechanism in mind
when examining the relations of PE fit with outcomes as these factors may interact. It
was found that supplementary fit was positively related to proactive performance
regardless of the environmental context, suggesting that the underlying mechanism of
supplementary fit is the primary driver of these relationships. That is, there seems to be
something about perceiving similarity of one’s values, goals, personality, etc., with the
environment that is important for proactivity. One proposed explanation for
supplementary fits relationship with proactivity was the increased feeling of belonging
through a positive social identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1979). However,
future research should explicitly test the explanation for the supplementary fit—
proactive performance relationship.
The first study of my dissertation also found that NS fit was related to proficient
performance in an organisational environment, but related to proactive performance in a
job context. A potential explanation for the interaction between the fit mechanism and
environment could be that organisations give employees the instrumental needs they
need to complete their job, while completing the job itself could satisfy more personal
or motivational needs for the employee leading to proactive performance. The flexibility
of NS fit relating with outcomes suggest that PE fit – NS fit in particular – may interact
with the environmental context of fit in the relationships with outcomes. A potential
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interaction between the environmental context of fit and the mechanism of fit is of
particular importance in the organisational literature due to the previous studies of
supplementary and complementary fit conflation with PJ and PO fit.
As identified throughout my dissertation, within the extant organisational
literature, the mechanism of supplementary fit has dominated studies of PO fit while
complementary fit mechanisms have dominated studies of PJ fit. The apparent
conflation of PO fit with supplementary fit mechanisms and PJ fit with complementary
fit mechanisms has limited the ability of previous research to determine the unique
contributions to outcomes of the two distinct ways of fit-typing. In order to tease out the
potential interactions between the mechanisms and the environmental contexts of fit
future studies of PE fit need to include atypical mechanisms. Studies of PO fit need to
incorporate complementary mechanisms of fit along with supplementary mechanisms,
and studies of PJ fit need to incorporate supplementary fit along with the traditional
complementary fit mechanisms. Ideally, future studies on PE fit within organisations
should include all three mechanisms of PE fit within both a job and an organisation
environmental context. However, the inclusion of all potential combinations of PE fit
subtypes is unlikely, due to the extra resources and complexity involved in such
designs. Still, future research should at least aim to include atypical PE fit mechanisms
within the relevant environmental context.
Examining atypical PE fit mechanisms in both the job and organisational context
will lead to a deeper understanding of how a person can interact with his or her
workplace. If there is a potential similarity interaction effect between people and their
jobs it provides support for earlier interventions in career counselling. Furthermore, if
there is a complementary interaction effect between people and their organisation, then
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organisations can more carefully plan the demands and supports employees receive, in
order to achieve a wider range of types of performance.
Measurement of performance.
Another issue highlighted in the meta-analysis of Chapter 3 is the large numbers
of studies of organisational performance measures that report no psychometric
information about these measures. The use of a large variety of measures that have not
been validated is likely to lead to a lack of reliability and validity in how performance is
measured. As discussed throughout my dissertation, there are likely to be multiple types
of performance within the workplace (Carpini et al., 2017) and the types of performance
are likely to work best in different types of workplaces (Griffin et al., 2007).
Furthermore, as demonstrated in the meta-analysis, different performance subtypes were
related with different predictors. Therefore, to be able to know whether employees are
working in an optimal manner in any workplace environment and whether certain
predictors of behaviour (like PE fit) are important it is essential to use reliable and
accurate measurement of performance. Related to the lack of validated measures of
performance, two specific areas of performance measurement were noted as largely
absent from the PE fit literature.
When classifying performance types for my meta-analysis there was an underrepresentation of measures that could be classified as adaptive performance and a lack
of clear distinction between the levels of performance measured. Of the 135 effect sizes
identified in the meta-analysis, only four of these were identified from studies using a
measure of performance that could be classified as adaptive. Similarly, across all
included studies only one effect size for team level performance behaviours and
organisation level performance behaviours could be found. Further, I found that a
number of performance measures did not refer clearly to individual, team, or
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organisation level behaviours discretely. Instead, performance measures generally
comprised a combination of items capturing two or all three levels of performance
behaviours. The absence of adaptive performance and clear levels of performance from
the literature restricted the conclusions that could be formed in the meta-analysis. To be
able to form clear conclusions about the types and levels of performance in the future
research should adopt a clear a-priori approach to operationalisation of work
performance.
Person Community (PC) Fit and Wildfire Preparedness.
The second study of my dissertation applied the PE fit theory and the results of
the first study of my dissertation to a wildfire preparedness setting. There was a
particular focus on clearly outlining the concept of ‘community’ as the environmental
context for PE fit. The results suggested that while future research can continue to
predominantly use regional area when referring to community, participants should be
provided with a clear definition of the meaning of community in the research. Without a
clear explanation to participants that community is referring to regional area, there is the
possibility of confounds with other community reference groups.
The results also supported some of the predictions of PC fit differentially
predicting subtypes of preparedness. Although supplementary fit was not found as a
positive predictor of any of the measures of preparedness, both DA and NS fit were
positive predictors of at least one subtype of preparedness. DA fit was found as a
positive predictor of both proactive preparedness, proficient preparedness, and total
preparedness behaviours. Whereas, NS fit was found as a positive predictor of total
preparedness behaviours. Additionally, some research questions were identified that
future research could address.
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Future Research Questions.
Different Community Reference Groups.
The results in my second study largely supported the use of regional place as a
proxy for community, as long as it is clearly outlined to participants. However, it
remains unclear whether different community reference groups, such as family, friends,
and community groups, contribute to different types of preparedness. Paton, Bürgelt, et
al. (2008) demonstrated that having a sense of community in two different ways
contributed to preparedness via alternate paths. Having a sense of community with a
regional centre was directly related to intentions and preparations, whereas sense of
community with a group of people was found to have an indirect relationship with
preparedness through community problem solving (Paton, Bürgelt, et al., 2008). It
appears that having a different sense of belonging (or community) to groups have
different mechanisms of relating to preparedness. As such, it is likely that belonging to
different groups or having different reference groups for community may be important
for different types of preparedness. For example, having a sense of belonging to a
regional centre or property may encourage people to stay and defend that property from
wildfire. Whereas having a sense of belonging to a specific group, such as a young
family, may encourage people to evacuate to reduce the amount of risk to that group.
The potential of family to act as a community reference group also requires further
clarification.
‘Family’ was found as the second most commonly endorsed reference group for
community in the second study of my dissertation, behind regional area. Given, that
family is a common reference group for community, but can also move from region to
region, examining family further as a reference group provides a unique opportunity to
examine the impact distance has on a sense of community. As discussed in Chapter 4,
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increased mobility and access to communication technology allows for more ease of
migration (Stacey, 2012). As such, there is a change in the dynamic people have with
their regional centre, where in the past many people may have lived very close to their
family, that may not be the case anymore. Future research should investigate whether
the use of family as a reference group for community continues or diminishes when not
living in the same area.
Having a permanent sense of community from family regardless of proximity
could lead to high levels of supplementary fit or belongingness. The strong sense of
community from family could then be used to inoculate residents from low levels of PE
fit within a regional centre. Future research should explicitly examine the role of
‘family’ in feelings of belongingness for people living in at risk wildfire areas,
particularly for those that feel close to their family, but that do not live in the same
regional centre. Further questions regarding the relationships between PC fit and
preparedness were identified in the second study of my dissertation, but were expanded
by the third study. As such, discussion of the PC fit and preparedness research is
included below.
Additionally, an oversight of the current research was not including the
characteristics of the community itself rather than how the individual relates to the
community. For example, variables such as demographics, cultural diversity, permanent
residency and ownership are likely to be an important consideration in how an
individual relates to the community. Such variables could be included as objective
measures of the community as part of an indirect-external PE fit examination of
community relations.
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Fine Tuning Person and Community Interactions, and Differential Preparedness.
The third study of my dissertation expanded the differentiation of preparedness by
including an examination of the potential subtypes of preparedness intentions through
an exploratory factor analysis. Additionally, the third study refined the concept of PC fit
that was introduced in the second study of my dissertation, measuring PC fit using a
more information rich method. Results indicated that DA fit was important for most
types of preparedness, with higher levels of person abilities and particularly higher
levels of community demands related to higher levels of preparedness. Additionally, NS
fit, again particularly the community aspect of needs, was found to be important for
most of the preparedness subtypes from the factor analysis. Supplementary misfit was
found to be important for evacuation planning and house resilience intentions, but did
not relate to any behavioural outcomes. Chapter 5 provided insight into the complexity
of person and community interactions in relation to wildfire preparedness. However,
there remained some questions that need to be addressed by future research.
Future Research Questions.
Preparedness sub-factor psychometrics.
The third and final study of this dissertation provided a potential factor model for
preparedness that needs to be investigated further in the future. The differentiation
between physical (house resilience and property resilience), mental (evacuation
planning and defence planning), and community preparedness needs to be investigated
in relation to preparedness behaviours in combination with intentions. Although a factor
structure was established for the preparedness behaviours measure that fit with theory
and the data gathered in my third study, that factor structure still needs to be confirmed
with confirmatory factor analyses. Included in any future factor analyses should be a
more formal investigation of the relationship between preparedness intentions and
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behaviours. Although social cognitive models of behaviour indicate that intentions
precede behaviour, they are not a perfect predictor of behaviour (Fishbein & Ajzen).
Compounding the above problem is that both the applied studies were cross-sectional in
design and captured a snap shot of preparedness behaviour and intentions at one point
of time during the Australian wildfire season. It is likely that completed behaviours and
intentions will change throughout the year and, as such, future research should
incorporate longitudinal designs of wildfire preparedness. In addition to the interrelationships between preparedness factors, more psychometric properties of the
subtypes need to be investigated.
In the third study of my dissertation the criterion related validity of the subtypes
of wildfire preparedness was somewhat investigated but was not the main aim of the
investigation. Further studies should establish the criterion validity of the subtypes by
investigating relationships of the subtypes with well-established predictors of
preparedness, such as the person level predictors of self-efficacy (Beatson &
McLennan, 2011; I. M. Martin, Bender, & Raish, 2007; Paek et al., 2010; Paton &
Johnston, 2001) and outcome expectancy (Paton, Bürgelt, et al., 2008; Paton &
Johnston, 2001), but also the broadly grouped ‘community’ factors, such as sense of
community (Beatson & McLennan, 2011; Paton, Bürgelt, et al., 2008; Paton &
Johnston, 2001), collective efficacy (Beatson & McLennan, 2011; McIvor et al., 2009),
and social norms (Bright & Burtz, 2006; McFarlane et al., 2011). The investigation of
the sub-factors with more established predictors of preparedness is particularly
important for community preparedness. It was hypothesised that supplementary fit
would be a predictor of community preparedness due to the belongingness component
of supplementary fit. As outlined above community preparedness can be identified as
the engagement between community members and fire agencies, such as local fire
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brigades, and individual empowerment through community involvement (CFS, n.d.;
DFES, 2014; Frandsen et al., 2011). As such, it is an important component of wildfire
preparedness, but appears to have not been captured by the included person-community
interaction measures.
Community demands or supplies.
Another area for further investigation identified by my dissertation is the apparent
confounding of community demands and community supplies. Within a community
context, the distinction between the demands and the supplies of a community for
wildfire preparedness may not be obvious. It is unlikely that communities can make
demands of residents within that community in the same way that organisations can
make demands of employees. Instead communities may have expectations of behaviour
for living in a wildfire risk zone (see CFS, n.d.; DFES, 2014; RFS, 2014 for examples).
As such, the distinction between demands and supplies may not transfer to the
community context. Distinguishing between demands and supplies may be more a
matter of degree of expectations and the messaging of those expectations from the
community. Supporting the lack of clear distinction between supplies and demands,
there was a moderate positive relationship between community demands and supplies.
Furthermore, there was a significant positive relationship between community supplies
and both proficient and proactive preparedness, amongst most of the other preparedness
sub-factors. However, in both cases when included in a regression analysis along with
DA fit the unique contribution of NS fit was non-significant. The non-significant
contribution of NS fit in the regression analysis suggests substantial overlap in variance
with the other predictors, most likely community demands.
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Excessive demands-abilities fit.
One of the more unexpected results of the third study of my dissertation was the
nature of the relationship between DA fit and proficient performance. Based on the
surface plot analysis when both person abilities and community demands were high
there was a drop in proficient preparedness. The drop in proficient preparedness was
along the line of perfect agreement in the surface plot analysis. As such, it is most likely
due to a combination of excessive demands from the community and personal abilities
of participants. The weight of too much expectation from a community is easy to
understand as a potential negative influence on preparedness. However, given the
similarity between self-efficacy and the person abilities component of DA fit, the drop
in preparedness at high levels of DA fit may not be intuitively appealing. Self-efficacy
has been established as a consistent positive predictor of wildfire preparedness
(Bandura, 1997; Beatson & McLennan, 2011; I. M. Martin et al., 2007; Paek et al.,
2010; Paton & Johnston, 2001; Vancouver & Kendall, 2006). In Chapter 5, I theorised
that the drop off in proficient preparedness at high levels of DA fit could be partly due
to over confidence leading to a lack of preparation (Bandura, 1986, 1997; Vancouver &
Kendall, 2006). In an empirical study Vancouver and Kendall (2006) found support for
high levels of self-efficacy relating to less preparation for students in a tertiary
education setting. The nature of wildfire preparedness is one that requires preparation
for something that might occur in the future. As such, it could be expected that people
who are very confident of their capacity to handle the threat of wildfire might under
prepare their properties. As such, future research should not assume a linear relationship
between personal abilities (or self-efficacy) and wildfire preparedness, and the
curvilinear relationship between self-efficacy and preparedness should be examined in
more detail.
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Practical Implications
As this dissertation was primarily constituted by applied research there are some
important practical implications from it. First of all, this research supported the
continued use of regional area as a proxy for community for engagement. Although it
still needs to be explicitly explained, the effects of community related constructs from
research can be reliably applied by fire agencies when referring to regional areas. As
grouping areas by geographic location makes it easier for fire agencies to deliver fire
safety messages to the appropriate locations, this is an important finding. For example,
most disturbances of wildfires generally occur in the periphery areas of the capital
cities, due to the coming together of risk and population growth (Cottrell, 2005). The
continual population changes in these peri-urban areas leads to an associated continual
growth in the level of fire risk due to inexperience of residents (Cottrell, 2005), and
being able to deliver these messages by regional area is more efficient for fire agencies.
Secondly, and perhaps most importantly, the results from my dissertation imply
that fire agencies need to consider the interactions between personal and environmental
characteristics carefully when promoting preparedness. As noted above, the findings did
suggest that in relation to preparedness behaviours the community characteristics may
be the primary driver for preparedness. As noted, the behaviours contained within the
preparedness behaviours measure closely reflect recommended practices. As such,
simply giving people information on these behaviours is related to their performance.
However, for a number of preparedness subtypes there was a variety of more
complicated interactions between people and their community. For the majority of
results on DA fit, it was found that as both peoples’ abilities and the communities’
demands increased, so did preparedness. As such, in order to be as effective as possible,
public education programs need to take into consideration people’s abilities to act upon
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the information they are given. The importance of people’s abilities in wildfire
preparedness is not a new finding. Self-efficacy, has commonly been found as a positive
predictor of wildfire preparedness. However, the current study highlights the importance
of matching the information being communicated by authorities in wildfire-prone
communities with peoples’ ability to act upon this information. That is, there is a need
to pair information on wildfire preparedness directly with some form of empowerment
process or training to increase people’s perceived competence to act upon that
information. Therefore, public education programs need to not only be, ‘this is what
needs to be done,’ but also ‘this is how you can do it, and you are capable of doing it’.
Finally, in relation to supplementary fit, it was found that although higher levels
of any particular value may not be important for preparedness, misfit between people
and their community on any value may discourage preparedness behaviours. As such,
community outreach programs on preparedness should incorporate perspectives from a
variety of value positions so as to not unnecessarily isolate certain people from the
message.
Conclusion
My research dissertation has contributed a deeper understanding of the way
people can interact with their community in preparation for wildfires. I have provided
support for the continued use of community as regional place, while also suggesting
some other understandings of community that may be useful for future research. I have
also identified some potential subtypes of preparedness that should provide a finer grain
understanding of the approach different people take to planning and preparing for
wildfires.
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Appendix A
Proficient

Adaptive

Proactive

Does the performance
measure incorporate core
tasks of the role, or tasks that
would be expected to be part
of the role?

Does the performance
measure incorporate the
ability to handle or react to
change in equipment,
processes or procedures?

Does the performance
measure incorporate selfstarting and future-directed
behaviours?

Does the performance
measure incorporate skills
that are essential for core
task effectiveness?

Had the core tasks
associated with the role
changed in a meaningful way
recently before the
measurement occurred?

Does the performance
measure incorporate
behaviours that alter task
outcomes or overall
efficiency in a positive
manner?

Are the expectations of the
role uncertain and clear to
the individual?

Is the role within an
uncertain work environment?

Is the role in a highly
uncertain work context
involving the anticipation of
external forces?

Individual task adaptivity

Individual task proactivity

Does the performance
incorporate: task
performance; job role
behaviour; or job specific
concepts?

Individual task proficiency
•
•
•

Carried out the core
•
parts of your job well
Completed your core
•
tasks well using the
standard procedures
Ensured your tasks were •
completed properly

Team member proficiency
•

Coordinated your work
with coworkers

Adapted well to changes
in core tasks
Coped with changes to
the way you have to do
your core tasks
Learned new skills to
help you adapt to
changes in your core
tasks

•
•
•

Initiated better ways of
doing your core tasks
Come up with ideas to
improve the way in which
your core tasks are done
Made changes to the
way your core tasks are
done

Team member adaptivity

Team member proactivity

•

•

Dealt effectively with
changes affecting your
work unit (e.g., new
members)

Suggested ways to make
your work unit more
effective
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•
•

Communicated
effectively with your
coworkers
Provided help to
coworkers when asked,
or needed

Organization member
proficiency
•

•
•

Presented a positive
image of the
organisation to other
people (e.g., clients)
Defended the
organisation if others
criticized it
Talked about the
organisation in positive
ways

•

•

Learnt new skills or taken
on new roles to cope with
changes in the way your
unit works
Responded
constructively to changes
in your team
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•

•

Developed new and
improved methods to
help your work unit
perform better
Improved the way your
work unit does things

Organization member
adaptivity

Organization member
proactivity

•

•

•
•

Responded flexibly to
overall changes in the
organisation (e.g.,
changes in management)
Coped with changes in
the way the organisation
operates
Learnt skills or acquired
information that helped
you adjust to overall
changes in the
organization

•

•

Made suggestions to
improve the overall
effectiveness of the
organisation (e.g., by
suggesting changes to
administrative
procedures)
Involved yourself in
changes that are helping
to improve the overall
effectiveness of the
organization
Come up with ways of
increasing efficiency
within the organization
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Appendix B

Community Fit and Preparedness
SECTION 1) Demographics
We’d like to start by asking you some general questions.
Gender (please circle): Male/Female

Age (in years): _________

What is the address of your house/property?

Postcode:

How long have you lived in your current community?

Are you happy to be contacted for future studies conducted by the
University of Western Australia? If so, what is your preferred contact
method?
Yes – via Postal Mail
(Please specify below)

Yes – via Email (Please
specify below)

Yes – via Phone
(Please specify below)

No









If Yes, please specify best
address, email address, or
phone number to contact you

If you selected “No” above please go to SECTION 2
If you agreed to be contacted for future research, with your permission, we
would like to be able to link your responses to our future surveys to this one. To
enable this, whilst keeping your response anonymous, we would like you to
create a 'code' that will never change over time, but will be unique to you. To
do this, we would like you to enter the following information into the text box:
The first two letters of your father's first name.
The first two letters of your mother's maiden name.
The day of the month that you were born.
For example, if your father's first name is James, your mother's maiden name is
Byrne, and you were born on the 16th of October, then your code would be

"JABY16"
This code will only be used if you choose to take part in any follow up studies
conducted by the University of Western Australia and enable us to match your
different data-sets. Please write the code in the boxes below:
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SECTION 2) Perceptions of Bushfire Risk
Very Unlikely
to Happen

Slightly
Unlikely to
Happen

Possibly /
Possibly not

Slightly Likely
to Happen

Very Likely to
Happen

Definitely Will
Happen



















Low
Severity

Slightly
Low
Severity

Average
Severity

Slightly
High
Severity

High
Severity

Extremely
Severe





























Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Preparing for bushfires in the lead up to and
during the fire season is important to me
Preparing for bushfires in the lead up to and
during the fire season should be a priority
within my community
I believe that my property was adequately
prepared for bushfires during this past fire
season (summer 2012/2013)
I believe that I was adequately prepared for
bushfires during this past fire season
(summer 2012/2013)
I find it desirable to be well prepared for
bushfires



Not Severe
at All

If a bushfire were to occur in your town or
suburb, how severe do you think the negative
consequences of it would be for your town or
suburb?
If a bushfire were to threaten you\your
property, how severe do you think the
negative consequences of it would be for
you/your property?

Definitely
Won’ t Happen

How likely is it that a bushfire will threaten
your town or suburb in the next five years
How likely is it that a bushfire will threaten
you/your property in the next five years
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SECTION 3) Information about your community
Please define what the word ‘community’ means to you in the space below.
What does it refer to when you use it?

One definition of Community that is quite common is
"A group of people sharing common characteristics or interests that
gives individual members a feeling of belonging and distinctiveness from
the larger society."
Thus, some people might feel a strong sense of belonging with the town they
live in and therefore think of their neighbourhood as their community, whereas
other people might feel a strong sense of belonging when they are with their
church group and therefore think of their church group as their community.
For the rest of this questionnaire we will use the term 'sense of community' in
this way.
Given this definition of community, please indicate roughly what percentage you
feel the following groups contribute to your 'sense of community.' In other
words, to what extent do you think about the groups below when you think
about your community? Note, you do not have to fill in all the options, but
the total of these contributions must be equal to 100. If you nominate
other clubs or groups please specify the nature of these groups.
Percentage

Group
(A) The regional area or location that you live
(B) Your family
(C) A social network of your close friends
(D) A club or group that you regularly meet with (e.g. a sports club or
church group)
Please specify:
(E) A second club or group that you regularly meet with
Please specify:
(F) A third club or group that you regularly meet with
Please specify:

SECTION 4) Community similarity
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We will now ask you several questions about the groups that you specified as
contributing to your sense of community in the last section. Please note that
you only have to answer the following questions for the groups you have
nominated as contributing to your ‘sense of community’ above.
The following questions relate to your perception of how similar you are to these
groups in terms of your values and attitudes towards preparing for bushfires.
Don’ t Know
A Great Deal

Somewhat

A Little

Not at All
(A) When it comes to preparing for bushfires, the people in the
regional area or location where I live hold attitudes that are
similar to mine
(B) When it comes to preparing for bushfires, my family holds
attitudes that are similar to mine
(C) When it comes to preparing for bushfires, my group of close
friends hold attitudes that are similar to mine
(D) When it comes to preparing for bushfires, the people in the
[first social group identified in SECTION 3] hold attitudes that
are similar to mine
(E) When it comes to preparing for bushfires, the people in the
[second social group identified in SECTION 3] hold attitudes
that are similar to mine
(F) When it comes to preparing for bushfires, the people in the
[third social group identified in SECTION 3] hold attitudes that
are similar to mine

 

(A) My personal values surrounding preparing for bushfires match
those of the people in the regional area or location where I live
(B) My personal values surrounding preparing for bushfires match
those of my family
(C) My personal values surrounding preparing for bushfires match
those of my group of close friends
(D) My personal values surrounding preparing for bushfires match
those of the people in the [first social group identified in
SECTION 3]
(E) My personal values surrounding preparing for bushfires match
those of the people in the [second social group identified in
SECTION 3]
(F) My personal values surrounding preparing for bushfires match
those of the people in the [third social group identified in
SECTION 3]
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Don’ t Know
A Great Deal

Somewhat

A Little

Not at All
(A) The values and attitudes of the people in the regional area or
location where I live regarding preparing for bushfires are
consistent with my own values
(B) My family’s values and attitudes regarding preparing for
bushfires are consistent with my own values
(C) My group of close friends’ values and attitudes regarding
preparing for bushfires are consistent with my own values
(D) The people in the [first social group identified in SECTION 3]
values and attitudes regarding preparing for bushfires are
consistent with my own values
(E) The people in the [second social group identified in SECTION
3] values and attitudes regarding preparing for bushfires are
consistent with my own values
(F) The people in the [third social group identified in SECTION 3]
values and attitudes regarding preparing for bushfires are
consistent with my own values

 
 
 
 
 
 

SECTION 5) Community supplies
Community groups may supply individuals with the different resources they
need to complete certain tasks, such as preparing for bushfires. For the
following items, please indicate how often the following statements are true for
the different groups that form your sense of community.
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N/A

Always

Most of the Time

Sometimes

(A) The support I require in order to prepare for bushfires is
provided by the people in the regional area or location
where I live
(B) The support I require in order to prepare for bushfires is
provided by my family
(C) The support I require in order to prepare for bushfires is
provided by my group of close friends
(D) The support I require in order to prepare for bushfires is
provided by the people in the [first social group identified
in SECTION 3]
(E) The support I require in order to prepare for bushfires is
provided by the people in [second social group identified
in SECTION 3]
(F) The support I require in order to prepare for bushfires is
provided by the people in the [third social group
identified in SECTION 3]

Rarely

Never
(A) There is a good fit between the support I require from
the people in the regional area or location where I live in
order to prepare for bushfires and the support they
actually provide me
(B) There is a good fit between the support I require from
my family in order to prepare for bushfires and the
support they actually provide me
(C) There is a good fit between the support I require from
my group of close friends in order to prepare for
bushfires and the support they actually provide me
(D) There is a good fit between the support I require from
the [first social group identified in SECTION 3] in order
to prepare for bushfires and the support they actually
provide me.
(E) There is a good fit between the support I require from
the [second social group identified in SECTION 3] in
order to prepare for bushfires and the support they
actually provide me.
(F) There is a good fit between the support I require from
the [third social group identified in SECTION 3] in order
to prepare for bushfires and the support they actually
provide me.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N/A

Always

Most of the Time

 

Sometimes

(A) The people in the regional area or location where I live
provide just about all the support I need in order to
prepare for bushfires
(B) My family provide just about all the support I need in
order to prepare for bushfires
(C) My group of close friends provide just about all the
support I need in order to prepare for bushfires
(D) The people in the [first social group identified in
SECTION 3] provide just about all the support I need in
order to prepare for bushfires
(E) The people in the [second social group identified in
SECTION 3] provide just about all the support I need in
order to prepare for bushfires
(F) The people in the [third social group identified in
SECTION 3] provide with just about all the support I
need in order to prepare for bushfires

Rarely
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Never
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SECTION 6) Community requirements
Community groups may also have different expectations of individuals with
regard to completing certain tasks, such as preparing for bushfires. For the
following items please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the
statements for each of the specified community groups

N/A

Very Good

Good

Fair

Poor

Very Poor
The match between the demands my family have for me to
prepare for bushfire and my ability to meet these
expectations is

 

The match between the demands my group of close friends
have for me to prepare for bushfire and my ability to meet
these expectations is

 

The match between the demands my neighbours have for
me to prepare for bushfire and my ability to meet these
expectations is

 

The match between the demands fire authorities (e.g. fire
services, local government, fire brigades) have for me to
prepare for bushfire and my ability to meet these
expectations is

 

N/A

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
My capacity to prepare for bushfires is a good fit with my
family’s demands of me in relation to bushfire
preparedness

 

My capacity to prepare for bushfires is a good fit with my
close friends’ demands of me in relation to bushfire
preparedness

 

My capacity to prepare for bushfires is a good fit with my
neighbours’ demands of me in relation to bushfire
preparedness

 

My capacity to prepare for bushfires is a good fit with fire
authorities’ (e.g. fire services, local government, fire
brigades) demands of me in relation to bushfire
preparedness
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N/A

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
My personal skills and capacity provide a good match
with the demands to prepare for bushfires that my family
place on me

 

My personal skills and capacity provide a good match
with the demands to prepare for bushfires that my close
friends place on me

 

My personal skills and capacity provide a good match
with the demands to prepare for bushfires that my
neighbours place on me

 

My personal skills and capacity provide a good match
with the demands to prepare for bushfires that fire
authorities (e.g. fire services, local government, fire
brigades) place on me
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SECTION 7) Preparation for Bushfire
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements
regarding the bushfire preparations you made during this past fire season
(summer 2012/2013)
Strongly Agree

I wasn’t able to complete all the bushfire preparatory
actions I needed to this past fire season

Agree

I was prepared for bushfires throughout the past fire season

Neither Agree
nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
I knew what I needed to do in order to properly prepare my
property for bushfires

 
 
 

I’ve prepared my property for bushfire in ways that go
beyond what is recommended by the authorities (e.g. fire
services, local government, fire brigades)

 

I have personally come up with ideas to improve my
bushfire preparedness

 

On the whole, I was better prepared for this fire season
than past fire seasons

 

Please indicate which of the following were true for you/or your
household during the past fire season (summer 2012/2013)
If an action is not applicable to your household situation, then please select the
N/A option.
If you answer “Yes” to any of these, please also indicate when you completed
the relevant action (if it is a repeated action, please indicate when you first
completed it) and to what extent completing the action was motivated by others,
such as fire agencies, family, close friends, or neighbours telling you what
you should do, or motivated by yourself.
1. You cleared fuels (e.g., leaves, twigs, and long grass) for a
distance of at least 20m around the house
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.

Pre
Jul.
2012


To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?

Aug. /
Sep.
2012




Entirely
selfmotivated

2. You had formed a household bushfire emergency plan

Y



Oct. /
Nov.
2012

N



Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3





Post.
Feb.
2013






Entirely
othermotivate
d

About
50/50

Y

N/A



N



N/A
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If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.

Pre
Jul.
2012


To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?

Aug. /
Sep.
2012
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Oct. /
Nov.
2012





Entirely
selfmotivated

Pre
Jul.
2012


To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?

Aug. /
Sep.
2012


Y




To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?



Pre
Jul.
2012


To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?



Entirely
selfmotivated

Pre
Jul.
2012


To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?

Entirely
selfmotivated

Post.
Feb.
2013


N






About
50/50


Post.
Feb.
2013





Entirely
othermotivate
d



Oct. /
Nov.
2012



N/A



Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3



Y



Entirely
othermotivate
d



Oct. /
Nov.
2012



N/A



About
50/50

Aug. /
Sep.
2012


N



Y

6. You mapped out an evacuation route
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.



About
50/50

Aug. /
Sep.
2012


Post.
Feb.
2013

Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3



Entirely
selfmotivated



Entirely
othermotivate
d



Oct. /
Nov.
2012

5. You possessed and prepared equipment to put out spot fires
and sparks, such as metal buckets, rakes, shovels, and mops
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.



Y



N/A



About
50/50

Aug. /
Sep.
2012


N

Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3



Entirely
selfmotivated

Pre
Jul.
2012



Entirely
othermotivate
d



Oct. /
Nov.
2012

4. Your external house timbers all had a sound coat of paint
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.



Post.
Feb.
2013

About
50/50

3. There was a minimum 2m gap between your house and tree
branches or shrubs
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.

Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3

N

N/A





Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3


Post.
Feb.
2013




Entirely
othermotivate
d

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

259

7. Flammable and combustible materials such as firewood,
boxes, gas cylinders, and wooden garden furniture were stored
away from the house.
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.

Pre
Jul.
2012


To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?

Aug. /
Sep.
2012


Y

Oct. /
Nov.
2012



Entirely
selfmotivated

Pre
Jul.
2012


To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?



Pre
Jul.
2012


To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?




To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?





Entirely
selfmotivated

Pre
Jul.
2012









Post.
Feb.
2013



N



N/A





Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3

Post.
Feb.
2013




Entirely
othermotivate
d



Oct. /
Nov.
2012

N/A



About
50/50

Aug. /
Sep.
2012


N



Y



Entirely
othermotivate
d



11. All gaps and vents were covered in order to reduce the risk of
embers entering the house or cavities (e.g. floor spaces, in the
roof space, under eaves, external vents, skylights, evaporative
air conditioners, chimneys, and wall claddings)
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.





Oct. /
Nov.
2012


Post.
Feb.
2013

About
50/50

Aug. /
Sep.
2012

N/A



Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3



Y



Entirely
othermotivate
d



Oct. /
Nov.
2012

Entirely
selfmotivated

Pre
Jul.
2012

N



Y

10. You ensured that leaf litter and twigs under trees were raked
throughout the fire season
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.



About
50/50

Aug. /
Sep.
2012


Post.
Feb.
2013

Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3



Entirely
selfmotivated



Entirely
othermotivate
d



Oct. /
Nov.
2012

9. You thought carefully about what each person in your
household would need to do in the event of a bushfire
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.



Y

N/A



About
50/50

Aug. /
Sep.
2012


N

Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3



8. There was gutter protection installed on your house
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.



N



Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3


N/A


Post.
Feb.
2013
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(e.g., local fire authorities)?
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Entirely
selfmotivated

12. You ensured that your firefighting equipment was operational
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.

Pre
Jul.
2012


To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?

Aug. /
Sep.
2012


Y




To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?

Aug. /
Sep.
2012





To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?




To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?







N



Entirely
selfmotivated

16. You listed important things to do and remember in case of a
fire (written or typed on computer, phone, etc.)


Post.
Feb.
2013





Entirely
othermotivate
d
N

N/A





Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3





Post.
Feb.
2013






Entirely
othermotivate
d

About
50/50

Y



N/A



Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3



Oct. /
Nov.
2012


Post.
Feb.
2013

About
50/50

Aug. /
Sep.
2012

N/A





Y



Entirely
othermotivate
d



Entirely
selfmotivated

Pre
Jul.
2012

N



Oct. /
Nov.
2012

15. You possessed a power source that operates independent of
the mains (e.g. a generator) that could be used to power a pump
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.



About
50/50

Aug. /
Sep.
2012


Post.
Feb.
2013

Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3



Y



Entirely
othermotivate
d



Oct. /
Nov.
2012

Entirely
selfmotivated

Pre
Jul.
2012



Y

N/A



About
50/50

14. You installed a roof-mounted sprinkler system
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.

N

Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3



Entirely
selfmotivated

Pre
Jul.
2012



Oct. /
Nov.
2012

13. You knew exactly what documents and personal effects you
would take with you if you left the house
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.

Entirely
othermotivate
d

About
50/50

N



N/A
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If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.

Pre
Jul.
2012


To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?

Aug. /
Sep.
2012


261

Oct. /
Nov.
2012





Entirely
selfmotivated

Pre
Jul.
2012


To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?

Aug. /
Sep.
2012


Y




To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?



Pre
Jul.
2012


To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?


To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?



Entirely
selfmotivated

Post
Nov.
2012




N

About
50/50

N/A





Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3

Post.
Feb.
2013




Entirely
othermotivate
d







Entirely
othermotivate
d



Oct. /
Nov.
2012



Oct. /
Nov.
2012



Y



N/A



About
50/50

Aug. /
Sep.
2012


N



Oct. /
Nov.
2012

Entirely
selfmotivated

Pre
Jul.
2012





Y

20. You possessed ample supplies of drinking water to prevent
dehydration during a fire
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.

Post.
Feb.
2013

About
50/50

Aug. /
Sep.
2012






Entirely
selfmotivated



Entirely
othermotivate
d

Aug. /
Sep.
2012

19. All the trees on or near your property were away from
overhead utility lines, or lines were buried and not susceptible to
fire
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.



Y



N/A



About
50/50

Jun. /
Jul.
2012


N

Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3



Entirely
selfmotivated

Pre.
Jun.
2012



Entirely
othermotivate
d



Oct. /
Nov.
2012

18. In the 6 months before the fire season you conducted
controlled burning on your property to reduce the fuel load
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.



Post.
Feb.
2013

About
50/50

17. You possessed full length protective clothing (wool, cotton),
including gloves, eye protection, work boots, and a broad
brimmed hat
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.

Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3

N

N/A





Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3


Post.
Feb.
2013




Entirely
othermotivate
d
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21. Your relevant documents and personal effects (e.g. passport,
birth certificate, deeds etc.) were currently stored in an
appropriate place for evacuation, off-site, or in a fire safe
compartment
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.

Pre
Jul.
2012


To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?

Aug. /
Sep.
2012


Y

Oct. /
Nov.
2012



Entirely
selfmotivated

Pre
Jul.
2012


To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?



Pre
Jul.
2012


To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?




To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?





Entirely
selfmotivated

Pre
Jul.
2012









Post.
Feb.
2013



N



N/A





Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3

Post.
Feb.
2013




Entirely
othermotivate
d



Oct. /
Nov.
2012

N/A



About
50/50

Aug. /
Sep.
2012


N



Y



Entirely
othermotivate
d



25. There was no timber, rubbish, and old junk lying around your
property
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.





Oct. /
Nov.
2012


Post.
Feb.
2013

About
50/50

Aug. /
Sep.
2012

N/A



Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3



Y



Entirely
othermotivate
d



Oct. /
Nov.
2012

Entirely
selfmotivated

Pre
Jul.
2012

N



Y

24. Tree branches up to 2m off the ground were pruned
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.



About
50/50

Aug. /
Sep.
2012


Post.
Feb.
2013

Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3



Entirely
selfmotivated



Entirely
othermotivate
d



Oct. /
Nov.
2012

23. You possessed an evacuation box containing blankets,
water, and first aid kit and medications
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.



Y

N/A



About
50/50

Aug. /
Sep.
2012


N

Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3



22. A fire-resistant roof was installed on your house (e.g. metal,
tile, composition)
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.



N



Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3


N/A


Post.
Feb.
2013
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motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?
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Entirely
selfmotivated

26. You had a list of the items that you would want to take with
you if you were to evacuate (e.g. photos, laptops, cameras)
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.

Pre
Jul.
2012


To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?

Aug. /
Sep.
2012




Entirely
selfmotivated

Y

Pre
Jul.
2012


To what degree was this action
motivated by the requests of others
(e.g., local fire authorities)?

Entirely
selfmotivated

N



Post.
Feb.
2013





About
50/50



Entirely
othermotivate
d



Oct. /
Nov.
2012



Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3



Y

N/A



About
50/50

Aug. /
Sep.
2012




Oct. /
Nov.
2012

27. Your relatives knew about the intended fire plan of your
household
If yes, please indicate when you first
completed this action.

Entirely
othermotivate
d

About
50/50

N

N/A





Dec. /
Jan.
2012/3


Post.
Feb.
2013




Entirely
othermotivate
d
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Appendix C

Community Fit and Preparedness
SECTION 1) Demographics
We’d like to start by asking you some general questions.
Gender (please circle): Male/Female

Age (in years): _________

What is the address of your house/property?

Postcode:

How long have you lived in your current community?

You may have been selected to take part in this study due to previous
participation in previous research projects conducted by UWA. If you
have participated in previous UWA research projects you would have
been asked to create a unique code so that we can match your data
across multiple studies while maintaining your anonymity.
If you have not previously taken part in research projects conducted by
UWA then please skip to Section 2) Perceptions of Bushfire Risk
We would now like to ask you to re-create the same unique code.
To do this, we would like you to enter the following information into the text box:
The first two letters of your father's first name.
The first two letters of your mother's maiden name.
The day of the month that you were born.
For example, if your father's first name is James, your mother's maiden name is
Byrne, and you were born on the 16th of October, then your code would be

"JABY16"
This code will only be used if you choose to take part in any previous studies
conducted by the University of Western Australia and enable us to match your
different data-sets. Please write the code in the boxes below:
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SECTION 2) Perceptions of Bushfire Risk
Very Unlikely
to Happen

Slightly
Unlikely to
Happen

Possibly /
Possibly not

Slightly Likely
to Happen

Very Likely to
Happen

Definitely Will
Happen






















Not Severe
at All

Low
Severity

Slightly
Low
Severity

Average
Severity

Slightly
High
Severity

High
Severity

Extremely
Severe

If a bushfire were to occur in your town or
suburb, how severe do you think the negative
consequences of it would be for your town or
suburb?
If a bushfire were to threaten you/your
household, how severe do you think the
negative consequences of that would be for
you/your household?

Definitely
Won’ t Happen

How likely is it that a bushfire will threaten
your town or suburb in the next five years?
How likely is it that a bushfire will threaten
your household in the next five years?





























SECTION 3) Community similarity
For the purpose of this questionnaire we will be treating Community as:
“The regional area or location where a person lives, this may be
represented by the majority of people living in an area, a typical person
for an area, or an official body such as the local council”
Although people’s sense of community can come from multiple sources the
‘community’ referred to throughout this questionnaire relates to the regional
area or location where a person lives. Please keep this in mind as you complete
the questionnaire.
We will now ask you several questions about the similarity between your values
and the values of those living in your community.
Please try to avoid using the “Don’t Know” option, where possible – if you aren’t
sure, even your best guess would be very useful here.
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Don’ t Know

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
The sorts of things that I value in life are very similar to
the sorts of things that those living my community
generally value in their lives

    

My personal values generally match the values held by
those who live in my community

    

The values of those who live in my community are
generally compatible with my own values

    

The following ten values relate to beliefs that may be held in life generally. We
would like you to rate how positive or negative these values are. We would like
you to do this twice: First, for how you personally value the belief (that is, do
you believe it is a positive or negative value); and second, for how your
community values the belief (that is, does your community believe it is a
positive or negative value)

Don’ t Know

Very Positive

Positive

Slightly Positive

Don’ t Know

Very Positive

Positive

Slightly Positive

Neither Positive
nor Negative

…Your community

Slightly Negative

…You personally

Negative

How positive or negative is
Achievement according to…

      
      
Very Negative

Achievement refers to: success,
capability, and ambition

Neither Positive
nor Negative

…Your community

Slightly Negative

…You personally

Negative

How positive or negative is Power
according to…

Very Negative

Power refers to: social power,
authority, and wealth
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Don’ t Know

Very Positive

Positive

Slightly Positive

Don’ t Know

Very Positive

Positive

Slightly Positive

Don’ t Know

Very Positive

Positive

Slightly Positive

Don’ t Know

Very Positive

Positive

Slightly Positive

Neither Positive
nor Negative

…Your community

Slightly Negative

…You personally

Negative

How positive or negative is
Universalism according to…

      
      
Very Negative

Universalism refers to: broadmindedness, appreciation of beauty of
nature and arts, and social justice

Neither Positive
nor Negative

…Your community

Slightly Negative

…You personally

Negative

How positive or negative is Selfdirection according to…

      
      
Very Negative

Self-direction refers to: freedom,
independence, and choosing one’s
own goals

Neither Positive
nor Negative

…Your community

Slightly Negative

…You personally

Negative

How positive or negative is
Stimulation according to…

      
      
Very Negative

Stimulation refers to: being daring,
living a varied and challenging life,
and living an exciting life

Neither Positive
nor Negative

…Your community

Slightly Negative

…You personally

Negative

How positive or negative is Hedonism
according to…

Very Negative

Hedonism refers to: the gratification
of desires, enjoyment in life, and selfindulgence
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Don’ t Know

Very Positive

Positive

Slightly Positive

Don’ t Know

Very Positive

Positive

Slightly Positive

Don’ t Know

Very Positive

Positive

Slightly Positive

Don’ t Know

Very Positive

Positive

Slightly Positive

Neither Positive
nor Negative

…Your community

Slightly Negative

…You personally

Negative

How positive or negative is Security
according to…

      
      
Very Negative

Security refers to: national security,
family security, and social order

Neither Positive
nor Negative

…Your community

Slightly Negative

…You personally

Negative

How positive or negative is
Conformity according to…

      
      
Very Negative

Conformity refers to obedience,
honouring parents and elders, and
politeness

Neither Positive
nor Negative

…Your community

Slightly Negative

…You personally

Negative

How positive or negative is Tradition
according to…

      
      
Very Negative

Tradition refers to: respect for
tradition, accepting one’s portion in
life, devotion, and living modestly

Neither Positive
nor Negative

…Your community

Slightly Negative

…You personally

Negative

How positive or negative is
Benevolence according to…

Very Negative

Benevolence refers to: helpfulness,
honesty, forgiveness, and loyalty
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SECTION 4) Community needs and supplies
Some Community groups may provide different levels of support for individuals
with regard to completing certain tasks, such as preparing for bushfires.
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For the following items, please indicate how often the following statements are
true for your community

N/A

Always

Most of the Time

Sometimes

Rarely

Never
The support I require in order to prepare for bushfires is
provided by my community
There is a good fit between the support I require from my
community in order to prepare for bushfires and the support
they actually provide me
My community provides just about all the support I need in
order to prepare for bushfires

 
 
 

For the following items, please indicate the extent to which you need support to
adequately complete the following tasks and, then, the extent to which you
believe your community provides support for you to complete them
Don’ t Know

A Great Deal

Not at All

A Moderate
Amount

Task 1: Preparing your house
for bushfires
To what extent do you need support in
order to adequately complete this task?

       

To what extent does your community
provide support for people in the
community to complete this task?

       

To what extent does your community
provide support for people in the
community to complete this task?

       

Don’ t Know

       

A Great Deal

Not at All

To what extent do you need support in
order to adequately complete this task?

A Moderate
Amount

Task 2: Preparing the land
surrounding your house (i.e.
your garden and/or yard) for
bushfires
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Don’ t Know

A Great Deal

Not at All

A Moderate
Amount

Task 3: Developing a plan for
when a bushfire occurs
To what extent do you need support in
order to adequately complete this task?

       

To what extent does your community
provide support for people in the
community to complete this task?

       

SECTION 5) Community demands
Community groups may also have different demands of individuals with regard
to completing certain tasks, such as preparing for bushfires. For the following
items please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the statements for
your community

N/A

Strongly
Agree
Agree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
My ability to prepare for bushfires fits well with my
community’s demands of me in relation to bushfire
preparedness

 

My personal skills and abilities provide a good
match to the demands to prepare for bushfires that
my community places on me

 
N/A

Very
Good
Good

Fair

Poor

Very
Poor
The match between the expectations my community
have for me to prepare for bushfires and my ability
to meet these demands is…

 

For the following items please indicate the extent to which you believe your
community requires you to complete the following tasks and your ability to
complete them
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Don’ t Know

A Great Deal

A Moderate
Amount

Not at All

Task 1: Preparing your house
for bushfires
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To what extent does your community
demand those living in bushfire prone
areas to complete Task 1?

      

To what extent are you able to perform
the activities to achieve Task 1 above?

      
Don’ t Know

A Great Deal

A Moderate
Amount

Not at All

Task 2: Preparing the land
surrounding your house (i.e.
your garden and/or yard) for
bushfires
To what extent does your community
demand those living in bushfire prone
areas to complete Task 2?

      

To what extent are you able to perform
the activities to achieve Task 2 above?

      
Don’ t Know

A Great Deal

A Moderate
Amount

Not at All

Task 3: Developing a plan for
when a bushfire occurs
To what extent does your community
demand those living in bushfire prone
areas to complete Task 3?

      

To what extent are you able to perform
the activities to achieve Task 3 above?

      

SECTION 6) Preparation for Bushfire
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements
regarding the bushfire preparations you made during this current fire season
(summer 2014/2015)
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Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
I know what I need to do in order to properly prepare my
property for bushfires

 

I am well prepared for bushfires for the duration of the
current fire season

 

I haven’t been able to complete all the bushfire preparatory
actions I need to for the current fire season

 

For the current fire season, I have prepared my property for
bushfire in ways that go beyond what is recommended by
the authorities (e.g. fire services, local government, fire
brigades)

 

I came up with my own ideas of things to do in order to
improve my bushfire preparedness

 

On the whole, I am better prepared for this current fire
season than past fire seasons

 

On the following pages, you will find a set of statements that describe actions
that a householder might take in order to prepare for bushfire. Please look at
each statement and make a judgement as to whether you personally have
ensured whether or not the related action has been completed for your
household. If the statement describes an action that you have personally
ensured is currently true for your household, tick the box under ‘Already
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completed’. If the statement describes something that you have not ensured is
currently true for your household please indicate how likely it is that you will
have ensured it is true within the next 4 weeks (and that ongoing activities such
as ‘clearing fire fuels’ will be kept up for the rest of the fire season)?
In some cases, a statement will describe an action that is not applicable to your
household. For example, if you live by yourself, then the action ‘You have
ensured that all household members are comfortable with the household’s
emergency plan’ will not be applicable to your situation. In these cases, please
tick the ‘Not applicable’ box. However, most actions will be applicable to most
household situations, so please only select the ‘Not applicable’ option if you are
completely sure the action is not applicable to your household situation.

Not Applicable

Definitely won’ t do

Very probably not

Probably not

Possibly /possibly not

Probably

Very probably

Definitely will do (but
have not yet done)
Already completed
this action

How likely is it that you will have completed the
following actions within the next 4 weeks?
1. You have ensured specific trigger(s) for
evacuating (e.g. smell smoke, hear warning on
radio) have been identified

  

2. You have ensured that members of your
household have planned exactly how to evacuate
under different circumstances, including when
different householders are at different locations
(e.g. one is at home, one is at work), or when
certain householders may not have access to a
vehicle (e.g. owing to another householder not
being home)

  

3. You have ensured that all household members
are comfortable with the household’s emergency
plan

  

4. You have ensured that members of your
household have taken into account atypical or
unexpected situations (e.g. family members not all
being at home, or in the same location, or other
friends/family visiting who are not physically fit
enough to defend), and have agreed on who will
do what in such situations

  

5. You have ensured that members of your
household have discussed or considered how
road closures and fire directions might affect
evacuation plans, and have identified alternative
evacuation routes
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Not Applicable

Definitely won’ t do

Very probably not

Probably not

Possibly /possibly not

Probably

Very probably

Definitely will do (but
have not yet done)
Already completed
this action

How likely is it that you will have completed the
following actions within the next 4 weeks?
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6. You have ensured important things to do and
remember in case of a fire have been listed
(written or typed on a computer, phone, etc.)

  

7. You have ensured that leaf litter and twigs
under trees in the area 20 m (20 yards) or further
from your house have been raked up

  

8. You have ensured that there is no flammable
mulch in the area within 20 m (20 yards) of the
house

  

9. You have ensured that there is no flammable
shrubs under and between trees in the area within
20 m (20 yards) of the house

  

10. You have ensured that lower tree branches
(up to 2 m (2 yards) off the ground) in the area
within 20 m (20 yards) of the house have all been
pruned

  

11. You have ensured there is a 2 m (2 yards) gap
between the house and tree branches

  

12. You have ensured the area around
outbuildings and sheds has been chemically
treated to minimise the regrowth of vegetation

  

13. You have ensured vegetation is cleared along
the boundary of the property to create a firebreak

  

14. You have ensured that a landscaped garden,
vegetable garden, cultivated soil, or graveled
areas have been established on the fire-prone
side of the house

  

15. You have ensured non-flammable (e.g. metal)
gutter protection is installed

  

16. You have ensured roof junctions, gaps around
roof lights, ventilators, an evaporative coolers are
sealed with non-combustible materials

  

17. You have ensured that gaps around window
frames are sealed

  

18. You have ensured that gaps around external
doors are sealed using non-combustible weather
strips and draught stoppers

  

19. You have ensured that eaves are enclosed
and gaps between fasciae or rafters are all sealed

  

20. You have ensured that external house timbers
have a sound coat of paint

  

COMMUNITY AND WILDFIRE PREPAREDNESS

Not Applicable

Definitely won’ t do

Very probably not

Probably not

Possibly /possibly not

Probably

Very probably

Definitely will do (but
have not yet done)
Already completed
this action

How likely is it that you will have completed the
following actions within the next 4 weeks?
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21. You have ensured windows that are not
protected by shutters are covered with noncombustible wire mesh screens 2 mm (1/12 of an
inch)

  

22. You have ensured non-combustible wire mesh
screens 2 mm (1/12 of an inch) have been
installed over all exterior doors

  

23. You have ensured a fire-rated roof is installed
on the house (e.g. metal, tile, composition)

  

24. You have ensured non-combustible under-roof
lining is installed

  

25. You have ensured pipes that are essential to
water delivery are metal; or non-metal pipes are
buried to a depth of at least 300 mm (1 foot) below
the finished ground level

  

26. You have ensured the doormat is made of
non-combustible material (or can be easily
removed before the fire arrives

  

27. You have ensured your household possesses
equipment that can be used to put out spot fires
and sparks, such as rakes, shovels, and mops

  

28. You have ensured a minimum of 10,000 L
(2,600 gallons) of water for fire fighting purposes
only has been obtained, such as a tank, dam, or
pool

  

29. You have ensured buckets that allow
householders to move water quickly and easily are
prepared

  

30. You have ensured full-length protective
clothing (wool, cotton) has been obtained for all
the householders who are staying to defend; this
should include gloves, eye protection, smoke
mask, work boots, and a broad brimmed hat

  

31. You have ensured a list has been made of
what documents and personal effects (e.g. photos,
laptop, cameras) somebody would take with them
in case of evacuating the house

  

32. You have ensured that important documents
/belongings that are to remain in the house are
stored in an appropriate fire-proof place (either offsite or in a fire safe compartment)

  

33. You have ensured all householders are fully
committed to defending the home
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Not Applicable

Definitely won’ t do

Very probably not

Probably not

Possibly /possibly not

Probably

Very probably

Definitely will do (but
have not yet done)
Already completed
this action

How likely is it that you will have completed the
following actions within the next 4 weeks?
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34. You have ensured that householders have
taken into consideration the size of the house and
the number of adults that will be needed to
undertake active defense

  

35. You have ensured that members of your
household have prepared themselves emotionally
for the possibility that staying and defending the
homes may cause emotional trauma, injury, or
death

  

36. You have ensured members of your household
have decided beforehand under which specific
conditions (e.g. fire danger rating, whether or not
there are visitors over) they will defend and under
which they will evacuate

  

37. You have ensured every person who intends
to stay and defend the house (under pre-defined
conditions) is clear on and has practiced the fire
response plan together with other household
members who will be defending

  

38. You have ensured your household has
prepared a contingency plan for if the initial plan to
defend fails, including an appropriate spot where
householders can shelter-in-place

  

39. You have previously volunteered your time
with a community group (e.g. Lions Club, Rotary
Club, local church, etc.) to assist others in a crisis

  

40. You have offered to help neighbours, relatives
or friends living in your regional area prepare their
house for bushfires

  

41. You have offered to help neighbours, relatives
or friends living in your regional area prepare the
land surrounding their house (i.e. their garden
and/or yard) for bushfires

  

42. You have offered to help neighbours, relatives
or friends living in your regional area develop a
plan for when a bushfire occurs

  

43. You alerted local fire authorities (e.g. fire
services, local government, fire brigades) to
potential troublesome issues regarding your
property, or the area near your property, were a
bushfire to occur
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Not Applicable

Definitely won’ t do

Very probably not

Probably not

Possibly /possibly not

Probably

Very probably

Definitely will do (but
have not yet done)
Already completed
this action

How likely is it that you will have completed the
following actions within the next 4 weeks?
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44. You keep yourself informed about
recommended practices (e.g. recommended by
fire agencies or local government bodies) in order
to be prepared for bushfires

  

45. You keep others in your community (e.g.
neighbours or group of close friends) informed
about recommended practices in order to be
prepared for others

  

46. You have had discussions with local fire
authorities (e.g. fire services, local government,
fire brigades) regarding bushfire preparations that
are needed for public land in or near your
community

  

47. You have attended optional information
sessions presented by local fire authorities on
preparing for bushfires

  

We would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in
this research project conducted by UWA. If you could please
now place the completed survey in the reply paid envelope and
mail it to the student researcher it would be greatly
appreciated.

