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starting point of the process, the contribution of each of
the remaining variables in the model is dependent on
those preceding them (as indicated by the arrows linking
the variables in Figure 1). Consequently, structural
equation modelling was selected for the analysis.
Because it can estimate multiple and inter-related
dependence relationships simultaneously, structural
equation modelling allows statistics to be calculated to
test the model as a whole and to show how well the data
fit the hypothesised model (Goodness-of-Fit).

The variables outlined in the above discussion were
compiled into a questionnaire. The questionnaire was
distributed to 1000 households in suburbs in Hobart.
The areas selected were identified by fire agencies as
having comparable levels of bushfire risk. Survey data
were obtained from 482 residents in Hobart during
November 2006, giving a rate of return of 48%.

Results

Data were analysed using structural equation modelling
(Amos 6.0). The results are summarised in Figure 1.
The model presented here accommodates the
hypothesised relationships and those identified by

the modification indices furnished by the analysis.

The fit indices (x2 = 8.30, df = 5, p=0.138; RMSEA =
0.037 (90% 0.0 -> 0.080), P-Value for Test of Close

Fit (RMSEA < 0.05) = 0.628; NFI = 0.983, GFI =0.995,
AGFI = 0.972) indicate that the revised model is a good
fit for the data. The model accounted for 39% of the
variance in preparation. Based on his meta-analysis of
similar social cognitive models, Sheeran (2002) would
define this as a very good effect size.

Discussion

The model confirms that “preparing” and “not
preparing” are separate processes. With regard to “not
preparing,” negative outcome expectancy (NOE) was
the principal driver. It had a direct negative influence
on both intentions and actual preparedness (Figure 1).
An indirect influence, with “preparation inhibitors”
mediating its relationship with preparing, was also
evident. Finding a negative relationship between NOE
and the SoC variables suggests that holding NOE beliefs
reduces the likelihood that one will engage with others
to identify and manage sources of environmental risk.

Positive outcome expectancy (POE) had a direct influence
on both intentions and preparing (Figure 1). This direct
relationship suggests that at least some people know
what to do and act accordingly. Others, however, appear
to rely on others for guidance, with their sense of
belonging to place and people, and their ability to access
social resources to assist their working out what to do
playing an important role in their risk management.

While it did not predict preparedness directly, ‘SoC
Place’ mediated the relationship between POE and both
intentions and preparing (Figure 1). This confirmed the
qualitative finding that a combination of POE beliefs and
a desire to safeguard one’s living environment (assuming
a degree of parity between ‘SoC Place’ and the place
attachment construct — see above discussion) motivates
preparing. However, for some respondents, an additional
input was required.

Figure 1: Summary of the structural equation model of bushfire preparedness
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The model (Figure 1) confirmed the qualitative finding
that information from people with similar interests and
values (SoC People) in routine social contexts increases
understanding of one’s circumstances and helps one
decide what to do. The analysis also confirmed that
access to collective problem solving capabilities makes
an additional contribution to people’s preparedness
decisions.

The analysis also identified the fact that while positive
outcome expectancy beliefs were sufficient to motivate
action directly in some respondents, others first form
intentions (Figure 1). This draws attention to the fact
that several factors influence whether intentions are
converted into action. Because attitudinal ambivalence
moderates the likelihood of people acting on intentions
(Conner et al., 2003), the dissonance reported by some
respondents between preparing and protecting their
environment (see discussion of the qualitative data
above) can reduce the likelihood of their acting on their
intentions, at least with regard to those preparedness
measures perceived as having a detrimental
environmental impact. Another factor is peoples’ beliefs
regarding when the next bushfire will occur. For those
who believe it could occur within 12 months, the
likelihood of converting intentions into actions is high,
but this drops substantially as the expected timing of a
future bushfire is pushed further into the future (Paton
et al., 2005). While not systematically investigated here,
investigation of factors that influence the conversion

of intentions into actions should be included in future
research agenda.

Conclusion

Living in high bushfire risk areas, or just receiving
information about risk and how it might be managed
is not sufficient to motivate people to prepare.

Rather, several individual and community factors
interact to influence how people interpret the hazardous
circumstances that could prevail in their community.
The nature of the interpretive process they invoke in
this context determines whether or not people decide
to prepare. Because preparing and not preparing

are relatively discrete processes, outreach programs
must accommodate both possibilities and to design
intervention accordingly (see Paton & Wright, 2008 for
a discussion of strategies that cater for each process).

By capturing people’s views and how they make choices
about preparing, the model provides a robust framework
for outreach planning and intervention design.

The model illustrates the complexity inherent in people’s
preparedness decision making process and the existence
of several routes to the same end-point. For some a
belief in the efficacy of preparing (and presumably

the knowledge and resources required) is sufficient to
motivate some people to act. For others, the decision is
more a function of interaction between personal beliefs

and social context influences. Outreach programs must
be designed to accommodate this diversity in the routes
that people can follow on the road to preparedness.
However, before unambiguous conclusions can

be reached about the latter, it will be necessary to
accommodate the constraint of the cross-sectional
nature of the present analysis and conduct longitudinal,
prospective analysis of preparedness. While the pursuit
of this objective is often constrained by the fact that
people have engaged in some level of preparedness

in the past, the identification of a group that are
predisposed to “not prepare” could provide a way of
circumventing this constraint. By working with members
of the latter group, it could be possible to conduct

a prospective analysis of their preparing decisions
following the point where their “not preparing”
predisposition is undermined and they commence the
process of thinking about preparing. Additional work
is also required to fully understand the mechanisms
that influence levels of preparedness and the reliance of
some people on preparing only when directly threatened
by bushfire and to examine the relationship between
intentions and actions.
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