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Abstract 

Although researchers recognize social and economic factors as significant indicators of disaster 

impacts, current emergency preparedness planning still regularly focuses on the average 

resident. Emergency preparedness initiatives often fail to include vulnerable populations, and 

studies show that those classified as part of the low socioeconomic demographic remain 

disproportionally affected by disasters. This collective case study aims to determine why and 

how socioeconomic status affects emergency preparedness efforts for socioeconomically 

disadvantaged households in London, Ontario. Three distinct areas of emergency preparedness - 

preparedness communication, planning, resources - were covered in interviews. In addition, the 

information collected related to how each participant would describe their financial situation. 

This analysis should help disaster and emergency management professionals develop strategies 

to increase emergency preparedness for low socioeconomic status populations. 

 

 Keywords: emergency management, emergency preparedness, socioeconomic status 

 

  

  



5 
 

Table of Contents 

Creative Commons Statement.......................................................................................................... 3 

Abstract ............................................................................................................................................ 4 

Acknowledgements ..........................................................................................................................8 

Chapter 1: Introduction .................................................................................................................... 9 

Chapter 2: Literature Review ......................................................................................................... 13 

Social and Economic Vulnerability ............................................................................................ 13 

Preparedness Communication ................................................................................................... 15 

Risk Perception ....................................................................................................................... 16 

Preparedness Planning ............................................................................................................... 17 

Preparedness Resources ............................................................................................................. 18 

Literature Limitations ............................................................................................................... 20 

Summary .................................................................................................................................... 21 

Chapter 3: Methodology and Methods........................................................................................... 23 

Research Questions .................................................................................................................... 23 

Worldview ................................................................................................................................... 24 

Methods ...................................................................................................................................... 24 

Location Selection ................................................................................................................... 25 

Recruitment ................................................................................................................................ 25 

Interview Design ......................................................................................................................... 27 

Analysis ...................................................................................................................................... 28 

Validation .................................................................................................................................. 28 



6 
 

Ethical Issues .............................................................................................................................. 29 

Research Limitations ................................................................................................................. 30 

Chapter 4: Findings ........................................................................................................................ 32 

Participants Profiles ................................................................................................................... 32 

Collective Findings ..................................................................................................................... 33 

Preparedness Communication ................................................................................................... 34 

Information Sources ............................................................................................................... 34 

Information Validation ........................................................................................................... 35 

Preparedness Planning ............................................................................................................... 36 

Emergency Plans ..................................................................................................................... 37 

Risk Perception .......................................................................................................................38 

Caring for Animals .................................................................................................................. 39 

Preparedness Resources ............................................................................................................. 39 

Socioeconomic Status ................................................................................................................. 41 

Chapter 5: Discussion .................................................................................................................... 42 

Preparedness Communication ................................................................................................... 43 

Preparedness Planning ............................................................................................................... 45 

Preparedness Resources ............................................................................................................. 47 

Summary .................................................................................................................................... 47 

Chapter 6: Recommendations and Conclusion ............................................................................ 48 

Key Aspects ................................................................................................................................ 48 



7 
 

Research Questions Answered ................................................................................................... 49 

Recommendations for Practice ..................................................................................................50 

Preparedness Communication ................................................................................................ 51 

Preparedness Planning ........................................................................................................... 53 

Preparedness Resources ......................................................................................................... 54 

Areas for Further Research ........................................................................................................ 55 

References ...................................................................................................................................... 58 

Appendix A – 72-Hour Emergency Kit Information ..................................................................... 63 

Appendix B – Informed Consent ................................................................................................... 66 

Appendix C – Recruitment Letter ................................................................................................. 68 

Appendix D – Recruitment Poster ................................................................................................. 69 

Appendix E – Social Media Recruitment ....................................................................................... 70 

Appendix F – Interview Guide ....................................................................................................... 71 

 

  



8 
 

Acknowledgements 

 First, I would like to acknowledge all those who participated in my research study. 

Sharing personal information related to finances and day-to-day struggles can be extremely 

difficult. Thank you for trusting me with your information in an effort to increase the resilience 

of others. 

 I am deeply grateful to The Salvation Army, and particularly to Lieut.-Colonel John 

Murray. Not only did Lieut.-Colonel Murray support my decision to pursue this dream of 

completing my MA, he actively encouraged it and spearheaded the efforts internally to make it a 

reality. 

 Thank you to my committee, Dr. Jean Slick and Dr. Justin Veuthey, for your feedback, 

guidance and encouragement throughout the process. A special thank you to Dr. Slick for 

stepping in to assist as my supervisor pro-tem during Dr. Doré’s absence. 

 From the beginning, my supervisor, Dr. Michel C. Doré, has been one of my biggest 

supporters and champions. Thank you for sharing this journey with me, for your sound advice, 

words of encouragement and mentorship. Your confidence in me has inspired my faith in my 

abilities. 

 Thank you as well to my thesis cohort group - Nicolas Basque, Donna Coleman, Kerrie 

Green and Carla Hanson. Since the start, this team has been a source of inspiration, 

encouragement and unwavering support. I will forever be grateful to have shared this journey 

with each of you. 

 Last but not least, to my family, who have been my inspiration and cheerleaders along the 

way. Thank you for believing in me, even when I doubted myself. Thank you for your 

understanding and patience throughout this effort. A special thank you to my son, Mackenzie, 

who has been my sounding board, editor and most vocal encourager. I could not have done this 

without you. 

  



9 
 

Chapter 1: Introduction 

Although researchers recognize social and economic factors as significant indicators of 

disaster impacts, current emergency preparedness planning still regularly focuses on the average 

resident. Emergency preparedness initiatives often fail to include vulnerable populations, 

including socioeconomically disadvantaged households. Studies show that those classified as 

part of the low socioeconomic demographic remain disproportionally affected by hazards 

(Tierney, 2019). Coppola (2015) defines a hazard as “a source of potential harm to a community, 

including the community’s population, environment, private and public property, infrastructure, 

and businesses” (p. 41). When realized, the results of the potential harm may be an emergency. A 

disaster, by contrast, only takes place when “the capacity of the local response mechanism would 

be overwhelmed” (Coppola, 2015, p. 150). Researching the relationship between socioeconomic 

status and emergency preparedness will help understand how socioeconomic status affects 

household preparedness. This research, in turn, will better inform the development of strategies 

to increase emergency preparedness for low socioeconomic status populations.  

My interest in this topic of research started with a significant realization. Like many of 

my peers, I have promoted the concept of the need for 72-hour emergency kits (see Appendix A) 

for a long time. Public Safety Canada (Get Prepared, 2019) recommends that everyone buy or 

make a preparedness kit that would allow them to be self-sufficient for a minimum of three days 

(72 hours) following the impact of a hazard event. What I had not previously considered, 

however, was that this seemingly simple preparedness resource might be unattainable for 

socioeconomically disadvantaged households. Those who struggle with day-to-day survival often 

may not be in a position to purchase a pre-made kit, or the items required to make their own. As 

I began to research more in-depth, it became apparent that this may not be the only issue 

affecting low socioeconomic status households’ preparedness. 

In my almost 18 years of working with low socioeconomic status households, I have come 

to appreciate the remarkable struggle they face each day, even without hazards or disasters to 
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worry about. The costs associated with having adequate preparedness resources, while 

potentially insignificant to higher socioeconomic status households, can be a weighty financial 

burden that is ultimately unachievable for socioeconomically disadvantaged households. 

Following the Ottawa-Gatineau tornado in September of 2018, the reality of how income 

differences can affect a household’s ability to manage a hazard’s effects was brought to my 

attention once again. The same EF-3 tornado touched down in the Dunrobin area of Ottawa, 

Ontario and in Gatineau, Quebec. Dunrobin is a more affluent neighbourhood in Ottawa. From 

my personal observations and discussions with residents, although damage was significant, most 

were able to cope. Some affected residents shared that none of the Dunrobin residents needed to 

stay in the evacuation shelter. They instead made other arrangements, including staying in 

hotels or renting houses. 

The Gatineau neighbourhood, by contrast, was not as affluent as Dunrobin. Here more 

than 200 residents required assistance with shelter either in the congregate temporary shelter or 

in hotels paid for by the government. In some cases, to access suitable accommodations, 

residents were travelling more than 2 hours from home each day, which impacted their 

connection to normalcy for the duration of the situation. It was shared as well that there were 

not enough vacant units available in the community to accommodate all those residents of the 

damaged homes, meaning some would be required to relocate to other areas for the long term. 

This is just one example of the discrepancies in coping that can be faced depending on 

socioeconomic status. These differences in coping often start long before the response to an 

incident, during emergency preparedness. 

According to Public Safety Canada (Get Prepared, 2019), the first step in emergency 

preparedness is knowing about your area's risks. Next, to assist households in completing a 

written emergency plan, templates are provided (Get Prepared, 2019). Information required 

includes identifying exits, meeting places and evacuation routes. It also includes having copies of 

important documents like identification for everyone in the household, including children, pets 
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and people with special care needs. Additionally, it is important to include health information, 

including medications and medical equipment. Keeping important phone numbers in one place 

and identifying an out-of-town contact that everyone in the household is aware of will make 

family reunification easier. The final step in emergency preparedness involves purchasing or 

making a kit (see Appendix A) that would allow each household to be self-sufficient for at least 

72-hours following the impact of a hazard (Get Prepared, 2019). These three steps form the basis 

for emergency preparedness. 

Emergency preparedness is one of the critical aspects that can reduce individual, 

household and community vulnerability (Public Safety Canada, 2019). According to Public Safety 

Canada’s (2017) review of the Disaster Financial Assistance Arrangements, investing in disaster 

preparedness and mitigation not only saves money during a response but reduces the social 

impacts of hazards. While the financial benefits are significant, increasing the resilience of the 

most vulnerable will ultimately strengthen a community’s ability to prevent a hazard from 

becoming a disaster. Since socioeconomic status “is perhaps the most important determinant of 

social vulnerability to disasters” (Tierney, 2019, p. 165), researching how to reduce the 

vulnerability of low socioeconomic status households should inform planning to help increase 

overall community resilience.   

Resilience is the adaptive capacity to cope both individually and as a community. 

Community resilience is an essential consideration in this study as individual and household 

resilience, which is increased by preparedness, is the first step towards community resilience. 

Therefore, for the purposes of this study, we will use Dennis Mileti’s (1999) definition of 

resilience, meaning “a locale is able to withstand an extreme natural event without suffering 

devastating losses, damage, diminished productivity, or quality of life and without a large 

amount of assistance from outside the community” (p. 32-33). 

This thesis first presents a literature review in order to determine what existing research 

could contribute to the topic of socioeconomic status as it relates to emergency preparedness. A 
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description of the study methodology and methods follows. This includes the recruitment of 

participants and conducting of interviews using a semi-structured approach with open-ended 

questions. Following this, the transcription of interviews and coding looked for common themes. 

Chapter 4 analyzes the interview results. Finally, this collective case study presents a discussion 

followed by answering the research questions, sharing recommendations for future practice in 

the disaster and emergency management field, and concluding with areas for further research. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

To better understand what the existing literature could contribute to the topic of 

emergency preparedness and socioeconomic status, I looked at some of the previous research 

done on this subject. The literature reviewed looks at the relationship between socioeconomic 

status and emergency preparedness from the individual, household, community and national 

levels. This literature examined research done with both qualitative and quantitative methods, 

and in some cases, mixed methods. Data collection methods used in the studies included 

interviews, focus groups, surveys, case studies and workshops. Two previous literature reviews 

on household preparedness and poverty specifically helped broaden the knowledge base of 

historical research on the subject. Also, work from experts on social stratification (McCoy & 

Dash, 2013) highlights the role that social class plays in vulnerability. 

Coppola (2015) defines preparedness as “actions taken in advance of a disaster to ensure 

adequate response to its impacts and the relief and recovery from its consequences” (p. 275). 

These pre-impact actions, Coppola (2015) contends, need to take place at the government and 

public levels. Preparedness actions include areas such as planning, resources and 

communication. Similarly, Public Safety Canada (2017) indicates that preparedness means “to be 

ready to respond to a disaster and manage its consequences through measures taken prior to an 

event, for example emergency response plans, mutual assistance agreements, resource 

inventories and training, public awareness activities, equipment and exercise programs” (p. 7). 

Based on these definitions, emergency preparedness includes the communication of risk and 

preparedness information, emergency planning, and resource gathering required to be ready 

before any potential hazard that may affect an individual, household or community.  

Social and Economic Vulnerability 

 According to Adger (2006), vulnerability is not easy to define and is constantly evolving. 

Fordham et al. (2013) indicate that one of the challenges to defining vulnerability arises from the 

use of the term in different contexts, such as physical vulnerability or social vulnerability. 
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However, Fordham et al. (2013) indicate that social vulnerability “arises out of differential social 

relations among groups in a given society” (p. 4) and results from being in a position of social 

inequality. Bolin and Kurtz (2018) agree that “social inequalities are foundational conditions 

that shape both disasters and environmental risks” (p. 182). Disasters are not natural but are 

brought about by existing vulnerabilities, including social and economic factors such as low 

socioeconomic status (Bolin & Kurtz, 2018). Adger (2006) indicates that, unlike hazards, 

disasters are not certain, but “vulnerability is the result of processes in which humans actively 

engage and which they can almost always prevent” (p. 270). In other words, disasters are 

preventable by decreasing vulnerabilities, including social and economic. 

Using the pressure and release or access models (Blaikie et al., 2003), poverty and 

socioeconomic status appear as root causes of vulnerability. As described by Fordham et al. 

(2013), the vulnerability paradigm also indicates socioeconomic status as a root cause of 

vulnerability. In other words, poverty is one of the underlying issues which makes people more 

vulnerable. Other researchers agree that poverty is a contributing factor to increased risk and 

increased vulnerability (Adger, 2006; Fordham et al., 2013; Scandlyn et al., 2013). This increase 

in vulnerability may be partly due to the fact that the conditions people live in can increase social 

inequity and, therefore, vulnerability (Scandlyn et al., 2013). This social vulnerability means that 

some “populations bear disproportionate levels of risk to disasters” (Fordham et al., 2013, p. 17). 

As Scandlyn et al. (2013) point out, “with few exceptions, the poor and marginalized are most 

vulnerable to disasters” (p. 42). This vulnerability includes a lack of access to resources, as well 

as often living in sub-standard conditions. 

Communities with higher poverty rates appear more vulnerable and less prepared 

(Biedrzycki & Koltun, 2012; Fothergill & Peek, 2004; Moore et al., 2004; Tierney, 2019; 

Zoraster, 2010). Many researchers agree that consideration needs to be given to socioeconomic 

status when developing emergency plans (Biedrzycki & Koltun, 2012; Chen et al., 2009; McNeill 

et al., 2019; Naser-Hall, 2013; Yeletaysi et al., 2009; Zoraster, 2010). Although researchers have 
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recognized the significance of social and economic factors following a disaster, current 

community emergency preparedness plans do not fully include vulnerable populations (Tierney, 

2019) and neglect to consider social and economic factors (Biedrzycki & Koltun, 2012; Chen et 

al., 2009). This omission suggests a gap in the work done in this area, whereby the response 

functions of disaster and emergency management are often left to manage the social and 

economic impacts following a disaster. Naser-Hall (2013) argues that poverty reduction needs to 

be an ongoing focus for emergency management professionals so that it is not left only to the 

response and recovery phases of a disaster - “Poverty reduction must become a disaster 

preparedness strategy in and of itself” (p. 81). This is because reducing poverty will lessen the 

vulnerability and increase the resilience of the community. 

Not all research agrees that socioeconomic status level affects emergency preparedness, 

however. Following Hurricane Ike in 2008, Spence et al. (2011) found that socioeconomic status 

did not affect Houston area residents’ preparedness actions. Instead, they found a more direct 

link between a lack of preparedness to education and understanding of information than 

socioeconomic status. However, they also acknowledge that socioeconomics contributes to lower 

knowledge levels, signifying an indirect link between preparedness and socioeconomic status. 

Other research agrees that low socioeconomic status populations often have lower education 

levels, fewer skills, and therefore limited job options (Mack et al., 2006; McCoy & Dash, 2013), 

making them more vulnerable. These lower education levels may also affect literacy (Scandlyn et 

al., 2013) and, therefore, comprehension of current emergency preparedness communication. 

Preparedness Communication 

Gathering and interpreting emergency information can vary depending on socioeconomic 

factors. Research shows that socioeconomic status or class can affect how people get information 

related to emergencies (Chen et al., 2009; Fothergill & Peek, 2004; McCoy & Dash, 2013; Spence 

et al., 2011). Socioeconomically disadvantaged households are less like to receive and understand 

communicated messages. These differences in access to information can also relate to just-in-
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time preparedness, such as evacuation or shelter-in-place preparation instructions, safety 

information, or updates on available supplies and resources. For example, people often use their 

social networks, such as neighbours, family, and friends, for resources and to obtain 

information. Evacuations can cause disruptions to these networks (Levac et al., 2012; McCoy & 

Dash, 2013; Spence et al., 2011; Zoraster, 2010), which can become particularly difficult for low 

socioeconomic status households. Social networks, however, are not the only method 

socioeconomically disadvantaged households utilize to obtain preparedness information. 

According to the literature reviewed, radio and television remain the traditional 

communication channels following a disaster. Unfortunately, this method may not be available 

to low socioeconomic status households or particularly to those who are homeless (McCoy & 

Dash, 2013; Murphy et al., 2009; Naser-Hall, 2013). Even the use of social media, which is 

increasing in popularity, remains a challenge to those with limited internet access because of low 

socioeconomic status (Naser-Hall, 2013). Suppose disaster and emergency management 

professionals included socioeconomically disadvantaged households in emergency preparedness 

plans? In that case, this can help to establish strategies for reaching this underserved population 

with vital information needed before, during and after a significant hazard. These strategies 

could also seek to identify any obstacles to communication, including the perception of the risks 

low socioeconomic status households face related to hazards. 

Risk Perception 

Not only does socioeconomic status affect people’s ability to get relevant information, but 

it can also impact people’s perception of the risks (Fothergill & Peek, 2004; Levac et al., 2012; 

Murphy et al., 2009; Paton, 2003). Research suggests that socioeconomically disadvantaged 

populations may perceive the threat as more significant than their higher socioeconomic status 

neighbours. Could this affect their perceived limited capabilities or adaptation options to face the 
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event? As Paton (2003) suggests, “even if motivated, people may not formulate intentions if they 

perceive hazard effects to be insurmountable” (p. 213).  

Competing and more immediate risks may also influence an individual’s perception of 

risks related to potential hazards (López-Marrero & Yarnal, 2010; Paton, 2003). López-Marrero 

and Yarnal (2010) describe these as “everyday worries about well-being, livelihoods, and family” 

(p. 287). In other words, for socioeconomically disadvantaged households, priority is given to 

day-to-day survival, as opposed to worrying or preparing for other potential threats or hazards. 

Again, further research is needed to determine why this link between emergency information 

and socioeconomic status exists and if other factors contribute to this, such as sex, age, 

education and culture. This same perception of risks can also influence whether or not a 

household prepares an emergency plan. 

Preparedness Planning 

Research suggests that a direct link exists between socioeconomic status and emergency 

preparedness planning at the community, household and individual level. Several previous 

studies have shown that socioeconomically disadvantaged individuals are less prepared for 

disasters (Donner & Lavariega-Montforti, 2018; Levac et al., 2012; Mack et al., 2006; Moore et 

al., 2004; Murphy et al., 2009), and those in higher classes are better able to prepare (Donner & 

Lavariega-Montforti, 2018; McCoy & Dash, 2013; Murphy et al., 2009). Furthermore, 

preparedness activities and readiness increase with an increase in income (Fothergill & Peek, 

2004; Murphy et al., 2009; Naser-Hall, 2013).  

Current practice in emergency management includes a “whole-of-society” approach 

(Public Safety Canada, 2019, p. 9), which focuses on the role every member of a community plays 

in each part of the emergency management continuum. One of the keys to successful emergency 

planning consists of engaging the community as a whole in preparedness efforts (Biedrzycki & 

Koltun, 2012). For example, knowing that socioeconomically disadvantaged populations cannot 

afford to leave their jobs to evacuate until released by their employer (McCoy & Dash, 2013) 
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means developing strategies to be implemented that account for this, should an evacuation 

become necessary.  

Most of the literature reviewed contends that those living in poverty are less likely to take 

preparedness actions, such as developing a plan (Fothergill & Peek, 2004; Mack et al., 2006; 

Murphy et al., 2009). What is not as clear is precisely how socioeconomic status level impacts 

preparedness. Are there other factors in play, such as education and comprehension, as Spence 

et al. (2011) suggested? Are social and economic factors merely a small part of a much broader 

issue? As Paton (2003) points out, those who feel a sense of belonging within their community 

are more likely to prepare for potential hazards. Further research is needed, including assessing 

what roadblocks are preventing those in the low socioeconomic bracket from developing 

preparedness plans. One of the issues found in the literature is creating a plan; another 

consideration is access to preparedness resources. 

Preparedness Resources 

 Resources constitute another area of emergency preparedness that can be affected by 

socioeconomic status. Public Safety Canada recommends having the resources required in order 

to be self-sufficient for at least 72 hours following a significant incident (Get Prepared, 2019). 

This self-sufficiency includes planning to be without critical infrastructure such as utilities and 

water. Indeed, emergency management professionals, especially throughout North America, 

promote the idea that individuals and households need to prepare for three full days. It may take 

this long before emergency responders can reach certain areas for rescue and response 

operations or for administrators to organize their response. As the current research highlights, 

having access to preparedness resources, such as a 72-hour kit, can become a significant 

challenge for socioeconomically disadvantaged households. 

 Due to the financial costs associated with gathering emergency supplies, there may be a 

more direct link between the different economic levels and the gathering and stockpiling of 

emergency kit supplies. As McCoy and Dash (2013) indicate, those in the higher class have more 
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disposable income to use in preparation for or to react to emergencies. Although there is no 

demonstrated link that an increase in socioeconomic status would mean an increase in 

preparedness supplies, the research makes it clear that those living in poverty lack access to 

resources (Chen et al., 2009; Fothergill & Peek, 2004; McCoy & Dash, 2013; McNeill et al., 2019; 

Zoraster, 2010). In addition, Levac et al. (2012) contend that income security may also affect 

preparedness. An example provided is that people on social assistance or who live paycheck to 

paycheck have to wait or have other priorities than purchasing emergency supplies.  

Socioeconomically disadvantaged households may not only be unable to afford the 

requisite supplies (Fothergill & Peek, 2004; Government of British Columbia, 2018; Mack et al., 

2006; McNeill et al., 2019), but they may also have trouble evacuating if necessary (Naser-Hall, 

2013). This problem may be caused by a lack of transportation or a lack of safe places to go, even 

though they could escape, or both. The costs incurred in order to evacuate and relocate could 

also compound this. Developing a plan and preparing resources prior to an emergency could 

help alleviate these challenges should evacuation become necessary. 

Being socioeconomically disadvantaged can also affect a person’s ability to get insurance 

(Fothergill & Peek, 2004; Government of British Columbia, 2018; McCoy & Dash, 2013). The 

cause of this is due, at least in part, to having bad credit or not being able to afford insurance 

because you have to prioritize other needs. Insurance remains a preparedness resource that can 

make a significant difference in whether individuals and households can cope following a hazard 

event. This lack of insurance is another reason, as the research shows, that having fewer 

resources makes people more vulnerable (Chen et al., 2009; Fothergill & Peek, 2004; McCoy & 

Dash, 2013; McNeill et al., 2019).  

As noted, the literature review revealed an increased vulnerability for those with specific 

economic and social status, preparedness communication, preparedness planning, and 

preparedness resources. Evidence is found in the literature that social vulnerability exists 

(Fordham et al., 2013) and is evolving (Adger, 2006). Research shows that those of lower 
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economic status have increased difficulty receiving information for preparedness 

communication. Literature also indicates that preparedness planning is linked to socioeconomic 

status (Donner & Lavariega-Montforti, 2018; Leva et al., 2012; Mack et al., 2006; Moore et al., 

2004; Murphy et al., 2009). Finally, the ability to have resources to be self-sufficient is also 

complicated. Though literature specifies these issues, some limitations follow. 

Literature Limitations 

 As already noted, most of the current data focuses on quantitative analysis, so while it is 

clear that lower socioeconomic households remain less prepared for disasters, it is not clear if it 

is a direct consequence of their class, as discussed above. The available research infers that 

socioeconomic status constitutes an important factor as it relates to emergency preparedness. 

Additionally, past research has also shown that those classified as part of the low socioeconomic 

demographic are disproportionally affected by disasters (Biedrzycki & Koltun, 2012; Fothergill & 

Peek, 2004; McCoy & Dash, 2013; Moore et al., 2004; Murphy et al., 2009; Naser-Hall, 2013; 

Tierney, 2019; Zoraster, 2010). The next logical step would be to determine how socioeconomics 

impacts preparedness and if an increase in readiness would also affect response and long-term 

recovery. In other words, would developing strategies to assist socioeconomically disadvantaged 

community members with emergency preparedness translate into communities’ collective 

resilience?  

The academic literature reviewed had limited Canadian content, as Levac et al. (2012), 

point out. The literature review by Levac et al. (2012) also had to expand beyond a strictly 

Canadian scope for the same reason. The workshop conducted by Chen et al. (2009), later 

published as a journal article, is Canadian but limited in scope as it relates to chemical, 

biological, radiological, nuclear, and explosives (CBRNE) research. The Government of British 

Columbia (2018) information is Canadian-specific but lacks the in-depth analysis required to 

adequately assess the relationship between socioeconomics and preparedness. As Canada is a 
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vast, ethnically diverse country, gathering data related to this unique perspective may provide 

crucial additional information. 

Summary 

Based on the literature reviewed, mainly from the United States, three clear dimensions 

of emergency preparedness have been explored. The first is the communication of preparedness 

information, including the risks. Next, preparedness planning includes things done in advance of 

a disaster, such as developing a household or community plan. Lastly, another crucial 

component that can be affected by socioeconomic status is preparedness resources which 

involves gathering items needed to be self-sufficient for 72 hours following an incident, as 

recommended by experts. After reviewing the selected literature related to socioeconomic status 

and emergency preparedness, it appears there is an apparent relationship between the two. 

Although significant research broadly exists on this subject area, the limitations already listed 

leave room for future investigation of what roadblocks may exist that are preventing 

preparedness, especially from a Canadian perspective.   

The current “whole-of-society” approach (Public Safety Canada, 2019, p. 9) being taken 

by the Canadian government, while having the positive effect of recognizing all emergency 

management participants, may also have negative consequences. This approach does not 

consider the unique needs of various sub-populations in communities, including those who are 

socioeconomically disadvantaged and generally disproportionally affected. Even with strong 

supportive evidence showing that residents with lower socioeconomic status cannot adequately 

prepare, most emergency plans do not sufficiently address this gap. To truly prepare our 

communities for future disaster incidents, programs must incorporate the most vulnerable and 

those who cannot look after themselves. 

Further research is needed to understand better how the relationship between 

socioeconomic status and emergency preparedness evolves. Researching this phenomenon could 

provide disaster and emergency management practitioners with more information to help 
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develop better strategies to reduce vulnerability. Using a case study approach to take the current 

literature a step further by looking closer at obstacles preventing socioeconomically 

disadvantaged households from preparing for emergencies should give insight into how disaster 

and emergency management professionals can better assist this demographic with emergency 

preparedness efforts.  

Based on the literature reviewed, three propositions are offered. The first is that 

communication methods and sources of trusted information are impacted by socioeconomic 

status. Second, socioeconomically disadvantaged households are less likely to be prepared and 

develop an emergency preparedness plan. Finally, preparedness resources such as emergency 

kits are not readily accessible by households who have low socioeconomic status due to limited 

financial resources. These propositions will frame the focus and design of this case study. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology and Methods 

To further expand on the existing knowledge and shed some light on current gaps, I 

conducted a collective case study. As Yin (2008) points outs out, “you would want to do a case 

study because you want to understand a real-world case and assume that such an understanding 

is likely to involve important contextual conditions pertinent to your case” (p. 15). According to 

Baxter and Jack (2008), collective case studies, sometimes referred to as multiple case studies, 

involve “examining several cases to understand the similarities and differences between the 

cases” (p. 550). The aim of this case study research was to collect information from low-income 

households regarding their own perspectives of how their financial instability might be affecting 

their emergency preparedness efforts. This information should enrich the understanding of the 

nature of the relationship between socioeconomic status and emergency preparedness. 

Research Questions 

In order to gain an understanding of the correlation between low socioeconomic status 

and emergency preparedness, I believe the main question to be answered is why and how 

socioeconomic status affects emergency preparedness efforts for socioeconomically 

disadvantaged households in London, Ontario. How and why questions are appropriate for case 

study research (Yin, 2018). The findings could help disaster and emergency management 

professionals when they engage in planning to reduce the disproportionate effects of hazards on 

this more vulnerable segment of the population. Key sub-questions that need answers include: 

To what extent does a household’s socioeconomic status contribute to their level of emergency 

preparedness? If socioeconomically disadvantaged households are less prepared, what barriers 

are preventing them from being prepared? Would socioeconomically disadvantaged households 

be more prepared for emergencies if they could afford it? Does the communication method of 

preparedness information affect preparedness actions for socioeconomically disadvantaged 

households? Answering these questions can provide insight into how a community could assist 

in increasing a low socioeconomic status population’s resilience and preparedness for disasters. 
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Worldview 

Working most of my career in the non-profit sector influences my worldview to the 

transformative side. The organization I currently work for, The Salvation Army, does significant 

work with society’s most vulnerable. As Creswell and Creswell (2018) point out, the 

transformative worldview advocates “an action agenda to help marginalized peoples” (p. 9). It is 

of utmost importance to me that this research leads to positive changes for participants and 

other socioeconomically disadvantaged households. Personally, I prefer research that has a 

practical implication that disaster and emergency management professionals can implement. 

Bradbury-Huang (2010) refers to this as action research and states that “theory without practice 

is not theory but speculation” (p. 93). 

Although the transformative worldview has a significant impact on my research design, 

other worldviews also tend to influence my way of thinking. The social constructivist stance 

posing the participant’s point of view as critical, for example, has also contributed to my research 

design. In addition, my research benefits from the pragmatic worldview - that there is not a one-

size-fits-all approach to most things, including research. Instead, it is best to use whatever 

method works best in a given context, even if that means using parts of more than one approach 

or system. 

Methods 

In an effort to collect information from low-income households in London, Ontario, 

regarding their experience with emergency preparedness, I conducted in-depth, semi-structured 

interviews. Low-income can be defined using the low income cut-offs (LICOs) identified by 

Statistics Canada (n.d.). These LICOs take into consideration both population and family size to 

determine low income cut-off levels. For this study, participants self-identified as having a low 

income. 

This collective case study research aimed to understand the lived experiences of 

individuals in low socioeconomic status households in London, Ontario, and test the 
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propositions that they are not sufficiently prepared for potential emergencies. Qualitative case 

studies aim to explore a phenomenon in a real-world context (Baxter & Jack, 2008). In this case, 

the phenomenon was low socioeconomic status emergency preparedness, and the context for 

this study was London, Ontario. As indicated earlier, existing evidence indicates a lack of 

preparedness by socioeconomically disadvantaged households; therefore, I have taken a 

qualitative, collective case study approach to give insight into the possible reasons for the lack of 

preparedness.  

Location Selection 

Two main reasons influenced the selection of the city of London, Ontario, as the research 

site. According to a recent article by the London Free Press, London’s poverty rate appears 

higher than the national or provincial averages (Stacey & Richmond, 2019). The second reason 

relates to convenience and personal connection. I have lived in London for more than 20 years, 

and I work from the city most of the time. The significant social capital that I built over those 

years provides great benefits, including pre-established relationships with potential social 

service locations. Utilizing London also meant the research project could still be completed, even 

with the current movement restrictions due to the COVID-19 pandemic. These are some of the 

reasons that make London an appropriate location for this research project. 

Recruitment 

The research initially aimed to conduct interviews either in-person or over the phone and 

recorded with consent (see Appendix B). Recruitment of participants would use my existing 

network of social service agencies that operate food banks and social services since these services 

require proof of low-income status. These included organizations such as The Salvation Army, 

London Food Bank, Daily Bread Food Bank and London and Middlesex Community Housing. I 

sent a recruitment letter (see Appendix C) to each organization to explain the project as well as a 

poster (see Appendix D) that they could use to recruit participants. According to the London 
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Food Bank (2020), just over 3,000 households access their services each month. Using this 

convenience sampling should have provided enough data to provide insight into the issues that 

affect the preparedness of those with lower socioeconomic status. The approach to participant 

recruitment would help get to people who are not able to meet basic needs without the help of 

others; this approach served as a proxy measure for people who have a low income. 

Given the context of the COVID-19 pandemic and the associated public health 

authorities’ instructions, the recruitment of participants became more challenging. These 

challenges were at least in part due to not being able to recruit participants personally but 

instead having to rely on agency representatives to identify and recruit potential interviewees. 

During this process, it was important to ensure that recruitment agencies did not pressure 

potential participants to participate in the research.   

Following the limited success of using the planned recruitment method, I utilized 

additional tactics that were required. First, recruitment started using social media channels, 

including posting information on community forums (see Appendix E). Also, after consultation 

with other researchers who have worked with the target demographic, recruitment information 

was updated to include a stipend in recognition of the participant’s time. This stipend was in the 

form of a grocery store gift card in the amount of $10.00, as was recommended during the 

consultation process. Lastly, requests were made to participants to recommend others who may 

be willing to be interviewed. This snowball recruitment, it was hoped, might help increase the 

number of willing participants. In every case, each of these recruitment techniques required 

participants to self-identify as low-income.  

Even with the inclusion of the various recruitment strategies, only five people came 

forward to participate in the study. As Tierney (2019) points out, “researchers sometimes have to 

choose between conducting research that is less than optimal methodologically or conducting no 

research at all” (pg. 100). Although less than expected, significant data was still able to be 

obtained to make the research worthwhile. In addition, current health restrictions made in-
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person interviews not feasible, so all interviews were conducted by telephone instead. Recording 

of interviews made data analysis easier. The informed consent (see Appendix B) was sent prior to 

conducting each interview, and consent was obtained verbally before starting. 

Interview Design 

Interview questions (see Appendix F) covered three distinct areas to understand the 

phenomena of low-income emergency preparedness better. One part of emergency preparedness 

involves preparedness activities such as having an emergency kit that enables people to be self-

sufficient for 72 hours following a disaster. Therefore, the first group of questions gathered data 

on what preparedness activities participants have completed and any roadblocks or challenges 

they face in being more prepared. This series of questions aimed to gather information related to 

the second and third propositions. For example, was the cost of supplies a significant hurdle for 

many who face financial difficulties? Have low socioeconomic status households developed an 

emergency plan? 

Another critical aspect of emergency preparedness involves planning. In addition to 

physical resources, it becomes essential to understand if preparedness information reaches 

socioeconomically disadvantaged households. Are the messages being communicated using 

methods that this demographic is accessing (e.g., social media, news, etc.)? Is the information 

being disseminated in a way that is understood? This second series of questions attempted to 

gather information on what communication methods low socioeconomic status households rely 

on for critical information in order to address the first proposition.  

Lastly, interviews included a series of questions related to the interviewee’s 

socioeconomic status, including any financial challenges. Open-ended questions gathered 

information on how participants would describe their own financial situations, as opposed to 

providing quantitative data. This information aims to help determine if participants feel their 

socioeconomic level contributes to their household’s emergency preparedness.  
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Analysis 

A thematic analysis was conducted simultaneously, along with more interviews. Creswell 

and Creswell (2018) highlighted that simultaneous procedures often happen in qualitative 

research. This simultaneous procedure proved to be extremely beneficial due to the recruitment 

challenges previously discussed, as it allowed the research to continue while waiting for further 

participation. 

The first step included preparing the data for analysis by transcribing the interviews and 

then reading each transcript thoroughly to look for general ideas and tone (Creswell & Creswell, 

2018). This process provided an opportunity for the data to be “winnowed” in order to extract 

the most relevant data for the project (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). It also allowed for similarities 

and commonalities in responses to be considered for further analysis. 

Following this process, individual coding of each transcript using inductive coding helped 

to aggregate the data and identify themes that emerged from the interviews (Creswell & Creswell, 

2018). After completing the coding of all interviews, identifying common themes helped to 

“generate a description of the setting or people as well as categories or themes for analysis” 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 194). The analysis also looked for any differences based on 

demographics such as gender, age, and nationality. 

Validation 

 Following the collection and analysis of data, member checking, as described by Creswell 

and Creswell (2018), was used to validate the overall themes and findings. This member 

checking entailed sharing findings with interview participants and allowing them an opportunity 

to provide feedback to ensure the validity and accuracy of the results.  

 In addition, acknowledging any existing biases was paramount; for example, the 

expectation of specific outcomes due to my history and personal experiences with both the target 

demographic and emergency preparedness. I have worked with low socioeconomic status 

households and homeless populations, both directly and indirectly, for almost two decades. This 
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experience includes working at a local food bank, assisting with Christmas assistance programs, 

and starting a mobile feeding program aimed at homeless and socioeconomically disadvantaged 

populations. Although this provided a unique perspective, it was imperative to ensure this 

history did not influence the research outcomes. Control of bias included utilizing the interview 

guide (see Appendix F) and allowing participants to share answers uninterrupted. Also, answers 

were often reflected back to participants to confirm accuracy. 

Finally, as the lone researcher, it was essential to recognize and acknowledge any 

potential gender bias, whether real or perceived. This bias included participant’s willingness and 

ability to be fully transparent and forthcoming when answering interview questions. It was 

critical to be open and honest about these biases and find strategies to control them during all 

phases of the research project, including a well-defined research plan and a rigorous 

implementation strategy. 

Ethical Issues 

 Since this research included people, ethics deserves consideration. These ethical issues 

appear especially relevant due to the increased vulnerability of the target participants. Additional 

care ensured the protection of participants. This care was done, in part, by ensuring that no 

participants felt any form of pressure to participate.  

 In addition to having verbal consent before the interviews, it was essential to ensure 

potential participants understood their rights in all phases of the research. These included their 

right not to participate or answer specific questions and to terminate their participation at any 

point. Clearly explaining the purpose of each stage of the research helped potential participants 

make an informed decision about participating and the value of their contributions. 

Another ethical consideration in using food bank clients was making it clear that their 

participation would in no way affect their food bank access. For example, their lack of 

involvement in either phase of the study would not determine their eligibility for assistance from 

the food bank at any time. It was critical that potential participants did not feel pressure to 
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participate due to concerns that it would impact their use of a vital service on which they depend. 

For example, since The Salvation Army was one of the recruitment agencies, it was particularly 

important to make sure that my status as an employee did not influence their decision as to 

whether to participate or not.  

The anonymity and privacy of participants also needed to be maintained. Conducting 

interviews over the phone allowed participants to choose a safe place and time to be interviewed. 

In addition, coding the data results to protect participants ensured anonymity. Data collected 

were also coded using pseudonyms to protect the identity of all participants. Finally, the Royal 

Roads University Ethics Review Board conducted a fulsome review of all the ethical 

considerations, and approval was given before proceeding with the research.  

Research Limitations 

 First, using convenience sampling means the data might not be wholly reliable or 

transferrable. Also, the limited geographical location of the cases. With participants only being 

selected from London, Ontario, results may not be generalizable to other populations. While 

other urban cities may expect similar results, rural locations may have different findings. In 

addition, the small case size will limit the generalizability of the findings. As discussed earlier, 

London's poverty rate is significant, meaning 5 participants do not represent a large percentage 

of the city's socioeconomically disadvantaged population. Further studies could replicate this 

research in other settings with larger case sizes to confirm if low socioeconomic status 

Canadians’ emergency preparedness efforts are the same in other parts of the country. This 

research would also confirm the results with a more significant portion of the target 

demographic. 

Combining the information collected regarding the participant’s emergency preparedness 

communication, planning, and resources should help identify gaps and obstacles preventing 

socioeconomically disadvantaged households from being more prepared. Knowing what 

contributes to a lack of emergency preparedness for lower socioeconomic status households will 
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be an essential first step. Following this, further research could look at ways to overcome these 

obstacles. 
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Chapter 4: Findings 

 This chapter presents the findings from five semi-structured, in-depth interviews, which 

explored what socioeconomically disadvantaged participants knew about emergency 

preparedness as well as their own level of preparedness. First, I will provide a brief profile of the 

five participants, followed by a presentation of the collective findings. Next, findings related to 

each proposition will be shared, beginning with information related to participants' 

preparedness communication methods and trusted information sources. From there, the 

discussion relates to participants' emergency preparedness planning and emergency 

preparedness resources, like a 72-hour emergency kit. Finally, the chapter concludes with 

information that relates to how participants in each case felt their socioeconomic status affects 

their lack of preparedness. 

Participants Profiles 

Even with restrictions due to the COVID-19 pandemic, five participants were able to be 

recruited. This section will provide details on each participant’s background and help to situate 

them to the case study.  

Participant 1 was a male who was 56 years old. He was not born in London but in a 

nearby city and had lived in London for about 20 years. His household was made up of three 

other adults for whom he took responsibility. He also had previous military training. 

 Participant 2 was a 33-year-old female. She emigrated to Canada at the age of 1 and had 

lived in London on two occasions. She lived with one other adult, her mother, since moving back 

to London more than two years ago. This participant had advanced education, including a law 

degree. 

 Participant 3 was a female who was 49 years old. She was born in Ontario, moved to 

Newfoundland and Labrador until the age of 12, and had lived in London since 1984. Household 

makeup for this participant included herself and one dependent. She also had advanced 

education with two university degrees. 



33 
 
 Participant 4 was a 46-year-old female who was originally from London and had always 

lived in the city. She lived in a household with one other adult as well as one dependent. She also 

felt responsible for other immediate family members that do not live in her household. This 

participant also lived in rent geared to income housing. 

 Participant 5 was a female who was 57 years of age. She was not born in Canada but had 

lived in London for 20 years. This participant lived alone and was a Community Emergency 

Response Volunteer for the Middlesex-London Health Unit. 

The five participants interviewed for this collective case study had very diverse 

characteristics, as is evidenced by their brief profiles. This would indicate that socioeconomically 

disadvantaged households are not always a homogenous group. Although hoping for a relatively 

even split of gender participation, in the end, more females participated than males (4:1 ratio). 

Household make-up ranged from one to four adults and a maximum of one dependant. 

Participant ages ranged from 33-56, with the mean age being 47. Two of the five participants 

were not born in Canada, but all had lived in Ontario and London for several years, the median 

years being 20. This data means none of the participants would be considered new to the city.  

Participants in three of the cases felt that their background and past experiences gave 

them an edge in answering interview questions. Their rationales included having a military 

background, advanced education level, and volunteer experiences. For example, one participant 

stated, “Well, I think I am going to be a little bit of a unique case, ‘cause I do have two university 

degrees myself. So, I think a level of education prepares a person to think about these things” 

(Participant 3). Another signalled an advantage “because I’m on the emergency community 

emergency volunteer unit as a volunteer for the health unit” (Participant 5).  

Collective Findings 

Interviews started with open-ended questions related to what emergency preparedness 

means to participants. Without exception, participants in each case had a basic understanding of 
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emergency preparedness. Some participants even mentioned the ability to be ready to be self-

sufficient for several days following an emergency event. Answers included: 

“Emergency preparedness needs to be evaluated at your household” (Participant 1). 

“Probably being able to survive for like a month or so without an income” (Participant 2). 

“You need to stock up - you know, preparedness, you know - pantry’s full” (Participant 3). 

“That if there were to be an emergency such as getting shut-in in COVID, for example, 

that we have what we need to be able to get by for a period of time” (Participant 4). 

“It means having stuff ready for three days in the event of a man-made or natural 

disaster” (Participant 5). 

The findings related to each of the three thematic areas of focus for this study are presented in 

the following sections. 

Preparedness Communication 

 As has already been mentioned, communicating reliable preparedness information using 

channels that socioeconomically disadvantaged households’ access is critical. Just as important, 

though, is ensuring that this information comes from sources that socioeconomically 

disadvantaged populations trust. There were some commonalities and differences related to 

preparedness communication in each of the five cases. 

Information Sources  

 In every case, respondents mentioned social media as the most common information 

channel. As one participant said, “I’m on social media, Facebook, Twitter” (Participant 3). 

Contrary to previous literature, which indicated that there might be limitations to using social 

media for low-income households due to internet limitations (Naser-Hall, 2013), all five cases 

indicated social media as their primary method of receiving information. Although participants 

in each case acknowledged traditional media sources such as television and newspapers, even 

access to these information sources was online.  
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 Three of the five cases also referenced the Alert Ready Emergency Alert System (n.d.) as a 

source of emergency information. For example, one participant mentioned “the alerts that come 

on the phones” (Participant 5). Unfortunately, this would seem to indicate a misunderstanding 

of either the intention of the Alert Ready Emergency Alert System (n.d.) or the meaning of 

preparedness. According to their website, the Alert Ready Emergency Alert System (n.d.) is 

designed to provide people with information related to “an immediate threat-to-life.” However, 

dissemination of information pertaining to directions post-disaster and other alerts is at 

broadcasters’ discretion. Other cases mentioned getting information from the Weather Network 

or Environment Canada. As one participant stated, “we would get a warning by the weather 

network at this point” (Participant 2). Each of these three alert systems is meant to provide 

recipients with just-in-time information and recommended actions.  

As previous literature concluded, participants also described gathering information from 

within their social circles in some cases. When asked where they get information or news about 

current events, one participant answered, “It would be word of mouth” (Participant 3). Other 

answers ranged from online community groups to neighbours and friends. In these instances, 

the participant’s previous relationship with the source of information determined the 

information’s credibility and reliability. 

Information Validation 

The trustworthiness of the source was another important factor in every case. As Tierney 

(2019) states, “for message sources, attributes such as legitimacy, credibility, and believability 

were identified as important.” (pg. 94). Study participants’ previous experience with the 

information source seemed to be the most significant determining factor. Whether obtained 

from websites or social media, participants had predetermined which sources of information 

could be trusted to provide them with accurate and trusted information. Participant 5 shared, 

“It’s the source. I need to be sure the source is good”. These trusted sources ranged from local 
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news providers to social services agencies. Participant 1 said, “I trust the London Free Press. I 

specifically trust any information The Salvation Army’s given me or at the shelters or CMHA”.  

Developing a relationship of trust with socioeconomically disadvantaged households 

needs to be considered a priority by disaster and emergency management professionals. Each 

case revealed specific sources of information that, based on past experience, participants trust 

for reliable information (see Figure 1). Participants of all five cases mentioned social media and 

online news sites as trusted sources of information. Without exception, not one participant 

mentioned the municipality or local government. 

Figure 1 

Trusted Sources of Information 

 

Preparedness Planning 

 As it relates to emergency preparedness planning, three key areas were prominent in 

each case. The development of an emergency plan was one focus of the interview questions. 

However, there was not a fulsome understanding by participants of what emergency planning 
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entails. Participants’ perception of the risk they faced influenced emergency planning and other 

preparedness actions to some degree. Finally, there were concerns related to care for pets as a 

part of preparedness planning that arose in some interviews. 

Emergency Plans 

When it comes to preparedness actions such as having an emergency plan, it appears that 

in most cases, participants’ initial focus related to house fires. When asked how their household 

is prepared for emergencies, most participants mentioned fire drills and fire escape plans. This 

information would indicate that fire safety information reaches socioeconomically disadvantaged 

households, but not emergency planning information. One participant mentioned practicing a 

fire drill “very infrequently” (Participant 4) with younger children. Another participant 

mentioned how important it is to “expect the unexpected” (Participant 1), yet their primary plan 

was related to household evacuation due to a house fire.  

Participants in three of the cases mainly focused on planning for a potential evacuation. 

Concerns with evacuation included having a safe place to go, contacting family and having the 

resources needed to evacuate. In contrast, one participant focused more on planning to shelter-

in-place if an emergency happened. The final participant mentioned both evacuation and 

shelter-in-place considerations. 

When probed about the available emergency plan templates, in none of the cases did 

participants have familiarity with any emergency planning resources. Interestingly though, some 

participants still indicated that they felt that their current plan was adequate. As one participant 

shared, “I can’t say I know a lot about it. I think I have a very good plan for my house, so I 

haven’t really researched it in all honesty” (Participant 1). However, this same participant 

admitted that they did not have a written plan but stated, “It’s in my head” (Participant 1). In 

fact, none of the participants mentioned having a written plan of any kind. Although some had 

considered some aspects of emergency planning - such as emergency kit supplies like food, 
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water, blankets, candles, matches, identification, medication, cash, space heater flashlight, 

batteries, and a radio - plans were not written down or updated regularly. 

Risk Perception 

The findings suggest that risk avoidance and risk perception are vital factors for low 

socioeconomic status households’ emergency preparedness planning. Not only did some 

participants need examples of emergencies they might face, one participant felt that the location 

of their home, made the risk of a disaster that would affect them very small.  

So, in my area, there are no real natural emergencies. I’ve never lived through a 

hurricane. There’s no bodies of water. Tornadoes are very unlikely. So, these are just 

things that aren’t likely to happen. I’ve never in my life seen a tornado or a hurricane or 

significant hail or any weather disasters, thank goodness (Participant 2).  

However, this participant mentioned previous experience with a house fire that they specified 

was related to kitchen grease and not a naturally occurring hazard. Not surprisingly, following 

the fire, their household “took more steps to be fire safe” (Participant 2). 

This same participant also felt that having an emergency plan was unnecessary due to 

their house’s small size.  

We live in a very small home, so there’s a lot less need for emergency planning. You have 

usually one door in the front, one door in the back maximum. You’re gonna leave through 

the closest door. My mother and I live together, that’s all. So, it’s not like there would be 

much of a plan (Participant 2). 

In one case, a participant shared their perception that responders would save them. “But 

I have faith in them though, which I guess is kind of an assumption on my part. But I have this 

idea that I’ll be saved” (Participant 2). Even though, as already mentioned, experts suggest being 

self-sufficient for at least three full days following an emergency event, some participants instead 

indicated they would “wait for help” (Participant 2). 
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Caring for Animals 

Analysis of each case also highlighted that care for animals was a significant emergency 

planning consideration for participants. When asked what would be most difficult if a disaster 

struck, one participant said, “I would say the animals” (Participant 1). Another answered, “I 

think it would probably be leaving a pet behind” (Participant 3). Since pet issues are not limited 

to socioeconomically disadvantaged households, this may explain why previous socioeconomic 

literature did not explicitly address pets. It is worth mentioning that three interviewees stated 

the challenge of caring for pets as well as the fear of evacuating without understanding how to 

plan for their pets in such situations properly. Some participants expressed concerns about 

evacuating with their pets, while others were more worried about having to leave pets behind. In 

both cases, having a plan for family pets was a significant concern.  

Again, the focus related to pets pertained specifically to evacuations. Participants made 

no mention of preparing to care for pets at home as part of emergency preparedness planning. 

When providing a list of preparedness resources participants have or would like to have, only 

one mentioned any items specifically for pets. This finding would indicate that most have given 

no thought to preparedness planning in relation to their household pets.  

Preparedness Resources  

 Not surprisingly, one of the biggest challenges to emergency preparedness faced by 

socioeconomically disadvantaged households is not being able to afford emergency supplies. 

Although in more than half of the cases (3:2), participants felt adequately prepared, an 

underlying challenge remained with finances limiting their ability to have everything required to 

survive following the impact of a significant hazard event. As one participant acknowledged, it is 

possible that some low socioeconomic status households feel they are prepared for an emergency 

because they are used to surviving with minimal resources. However, in four of the five cases, 

participants indicated that there were additional preparedness resources they would have if 

finances were not an issue.  
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If I have more money, how would I be more prepared? I would have all of the tools at my 

disposal. They would be available. I am able to have better tools of higher quality. So, you 

would just have access to everything (Participant 2). 

Another example from the participants was, “Well, I would be able to be prepared. I would have 

bottles of water set aside. I would have extra cat food and litter. I would have, I’m thinking 

canned goods because they don’t really expire” (Participant 5). 

While some participants felt they had all of the basic necessities, others were concerned 

primarily about not having enough food and water to survive. When asked what could help them 

be more prepared, one participant responded, “I really feel like finances are a huge deal right 

now” (Participant 4). One participant also mentioned concerns that even if they had a 72-hour 

emergency preparedness kit, the food might not last long due to teenagers living in the 

household. “Well, we’d have to really find something that isn’t that appetizing. It’s almost like 

we’d have to hide it” (Participant 4).  

 This case study also confirmed that participants had very limited to no knowledge of 72-

hour emergency preparedness kits. This was true even for those that indicated they felt 

adequately prepared. While some participants discussed having specific items that experts 

recommend - food, water, blankets, candles, matches, identification, medication, cash, space 

heater flashlight, batteries, and a radio – few mentioned having items all together in one place 

and easily accessible. In most cases, it seemed that having preparedness resources was limited to 

what households keep on hand every day, as opposed to any type of pre-planning or 

consideration of an emergency kit. It is clear that at least some critical preparedness 

information, such as the need for an emergency kit, does not reach at least some parts of the 

population. As one participant said, “So that’s the issue. The fact that they need the kit and what 

should be in it. I don’t think that information is filtered down” (Participant 5). 

 As it relates to other preparedness resources, only one participant mentioned having 

insurance. As they indicated, “I think we have some insurance on the house for certain events” 
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(Participant 2). However, it is important to note that insurance was not a topic covered explicitly 

in the interview questions, so this may account for the limited findings in this regard. 

Socioeconomic Status 

 Even though participants considered themselves low-income in every case, there was a 

distinct difference in some of their perceptions of how that impacted their day-to-day existence 

and, in turn, their level of preparedness. In all but one case, participants felt their financial 

situation had a negative impact on their level of preparedness. This included those who 

previously indicated they had everything they needed to survive for at least 72-hours. This was 

particularly true if it was a prolonged emergency like the COVID-19 pandemic. “It’s one thing to 

have enough food for three days, but if it’s a long-term emergency like we’re seeing with the 

pandemic right now, it just gets desperate” (Participant 2), said one participant. 

Additionally, socioeconomically disadvantaged households often have competing 

priorities, including just surviving day-to-day. When combined with the perception that a 

disaster is unlikely to happen, as discussed earlier, other things are a higher priority. As one 

participant described emergency preparedness, “when you’re thinking of priorities and financial 

priorities, that’s so low” (Participant 2). It seems that often for socioeconomically disadvantaged 

households, preparing for something that might happen is not even on their radar. Another 

participant said, “I’m worrying about the now. I’m not worrying about the later even though I 

know tomorrow could be a problem” (Participant 4). 

In contrast, one participant felt that being low-income was a benefit as far as 

preparedness. When asked what difference it would make if they were better off financially, the 

participant answered, “In fact, I think it would be a detriment because I may be lax, thinking I’ve 

got the world by the tail” (Participant 1). Unlike the other cases, this participant felt that their 

socioeconomic status made them more conscious of being prepared.  



42 
 

Chapter 5: Discussion 

This chapter will provide a discussion of how the findings relate to previous research. 

Each of the propositions related to preparedness communication, preparedness planning and 

preparedness resources will be discussed. Findings from all five cases will be compared and 

contrasted to previous literature to highlight similarities and differences. 

One of the key concepts I have discovered during my academic studies is that there is no 

such thing as a natural disaster. As Coppola (2015) stated, 

It has been said before that no disaster is natural, because any disaster event by 

definition requires interaction with humans, their built environment, or both. However, 

the many forces that elicit these disasters are in fact natural phenomena that occur 

regardless of the presence of people. It is possible, and is often the case that human 

actions exacerbate the effects of these natural processes (p. 50). 

Disasters happen when the effects of a hazard are beyond the capacity of a population to cope. 

Whether it is a natural or human-caused hazard, people’s vulnerability and resilience help 

determine if the hazard becomes a disaster.  

As previously discussed, the pressure and release or access models (Blaikie et al., 2003) 

present poverty as one of the root causes of vulnerability. For socioeconomically disadvantaged 

households, this vulnerability means that a hazard event that is simply an inconvenience for 

higher socioeconomic status households with insurance and other supports to rely on may 

quickly become a disaster for them as they have limited access to safety nets. Socioeconomic 

status plays a significant role in a household’s ability to cope with the same hazardous incident 

by providing access to the resources necessary to adapt to such circumstances. 

 Unlike some of the previous research mentioned earlier, there was no indication that 

participants felt the risks were insurmountable, and therefore there was no point in preparing. 

Instead, participants’ perception of risk also seemed to be influenced by their expectation that 
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responders will provide aid. More research is required to determine if this is unique to 

socioeconomically disadvantaged households or part of a more widespread phenomenon. 

The findings from Chapter 4 provide insight into the relationship between socioeconomic 

status and emergency preparedness. What has also become evident following this collective case 

study is that there is more to this than merely not having the resources to afford a 72-hour 

emergency kit, although that remains a significant challenge. Results from the case study provide 

insight into other challenges for socioeconomically disadvantaged households. These include the 

need for comprehensive emergency plans as well as communication of risks and other critical 

preparedness information, which continues to be lacking for socioeconomically disadvantaged 

households in London, Ontario. 

Preparedness Communication 

As has already been discussed, emergency preparedness information is not currently 

reaching at least some socioeconomically disadvantaged households. Without exception, 

participants of the five cases had very little, if any, knowledge of current emergency 

preparedness public awareness campaign information. Even with heightened awareness during 

events like Emergency Preparedness Week (Get Prepared, 2019), this critical information is 

either not reaching socioeconomically disadvantaged households or not capturing their attention 

sufficiently to be remembered. In either case, this is a significant gap and aligns with the 

proposition that the method and source of information are affected by socioeconomic status. 

In contrast to previous literature, this project’s findings indicate that at least some 

socioeconomically disadvantaged households rely on social media as their primary source of 

information. This would also indicate that socioeconomically disadvantaged people may be more 

likely to invest in the internet than traditional cable television. Further research is required, 

however, to confirm this proposition and determine if this is unique to low socioeconomic status 

households or spans socioeconomic levels. Why, then, is the information still not reaching them? 

Is it possible that the communication of this information is not understood or not compelling 
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enough? It is also noteworthy that trusted information sources included online news outlets and 

social service agencies but did not include the municipal, provincial or federal government. Are 

the messages being communicated by sources that socioeconomically disadvantaged households 

do not use or trust? 

It is noteworthy that nearly all communication methods participants mentioned are 

technology-based. Consideration of how the reliance on technology and technology-based 

infrastructure could affect preparedness communication is needed. This indicates that disaster 

and emergency management professionals should explore methods to leverage this technology to 

communicate preparedness information to socioeconomically disadvantaged populations. 

As evidenced in the findings, participants mentioned the Alert Ready Emergency Alert 

System (n.d.) as a trusted source of information. However, this indicates that participants may 

be looking to the incorrect source for their information pre and post-disaster and that the intent 

of the system is not adequately being communicated to or understood by potential users. At 

present, this system’s design is to provide immediate warning messages faced with imminent 

hazards or in the immediate aftermath of a disaster. In contrast, and as previously discussed, 

emergency preparedness occurs before an incident and includes planning and accessing physical 

resources (Coppola, 2015; Public Safety Canada, 2017). Therefore, by the time any of these 

systems are activated, it is too late to start most emergency preparedness activities. Some may 

argue that this gives residents a false sense of security by making them believe that they will 

always receive warnings of potential hazards. However, based on the interviews conducted, this 

system has successfully communicated information regardless of socioeconomic status.  

In two of the five cases, participants also mentioned having advanced post-secondary 

degrees, which they believed provided an advantage in verifying reliable information. This 

conflicts with the findings from previous research mentioned earlier (Mack et al., 2006; McCoy 

& Dash, 2013; Spence et al., 2011), indicating that education levels were usually lower for 
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socioeconomically disadvantaged populations. In both cases, participants indicated that finding 

suitable employment was the underlying issue of their socioeconomic status, not education. 

Preparedness Planning 

 This case study aligns with findings from previous literature and the proposition that 

there is a direct link between a lack of emergency preparedness planning and socioeconomic 

status. Socioeconomically disadvantaged households that participated in this study did not have 

comprehensive emergency plans. In addition, low socioeconomic status households interviewed 

were not aware of these various components of preparedness planning or the available 

templates. Contrary to the literature, however, these households did have some knowledge of 

preparedness plans, even if they focused on fire evacuations. Emergency plan templates are 

available from Get Prepared (2019), including some for other vulnerable segments of the 

population such as children and people with disabilities or special needs. However, not 

specifically included are socioeconomically disadvantaged households. 

 Interview findings for this project aligned with previous findings from the literature, 

including that low socioeconomic status households are not sufficiently prepared for potential 

hazard events (Donner & Lavariega-Montforti, 2018; Levac et al., 2012; Mack et al., 2006; 

Moore et al., 2004; Murphy et al., 2009). In this study, most participants had only considered 

evacuation from their residence in the event of a fire. Having worked with disaster and 

emergency management personnel from the City of London for many years, I am familiar with 

their use of the Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment (HIRA) model developed by the 

Office of the Fire Marshal & Emergency Management (2019) in Ontario.  

 HIRA uses numerical values for the likelihood and consequences of hazards. This allows 

emergency managers to assign risk ratings and is calculated by how likely they are to occur, 

multiplied by the severity of various consequence categories. The risk ratings get categorized 

according to the combined score ranging from nothing to extreme. Hazards known to be a 

concern in London, based on HIRA, include flooding, tornadoes, extreme weather and train 
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derailments, or hazardous material accidents. While some of these hazard events may require an 

evacuation similar to a house fire, others may require residents to stay home and shelter-in-

place. Information about preparedness for other disasters needs to be communicated to enhance 

preparedness for these types of potential disasters. Increased communication on planning 

resources available may also address other concerns expressed. 

 Participants’ concerns, including contacting family and care for pets, are included as 

components of the available planning templates. For example, some participants expressed 

concerns about contacting loved ones if an emergency occurred. Get Prepared (2019) 

recommends pre-designating meeting places within and outside the neighbourhood and having 

contact information for designated people readily available. In addition, Get Prepared (2019) 

recommends specific things that households can do in advance of an emergency in order to care 

for pets. Participants' lack of planning in these areas suggests that the emergency planning 

resources currently available are not known or utilized by these low socioeconomic status 

households. Could it be that part of the issue is that these resources and templates, while 

available on the Get Prepared (2019) website, need to be known and then sought out by the 

public in order to utilize them? Or are there other considerations, such as the understanding of 

risk awareness?  

 Unfortunately, although the risks of hazards are known, the interview results highlight 

that some residents are not aware of the risks they face. This lack of risk awareness confirms 

Coppola’s (2015) theory that “differences in perception can be based on experience with previous 

instances of disasters, specific hazards, or many other combinations of reasons” (p. 153). There is 

a perception that London is a safe community where a significant hazard leading to a disaster is 

unlikely. Coppola (2015) states, “A key requirement of effective disaster risk management is 

recognition that a hazard exists” (p. 210). Until there is more widespread acceptance that risks 

are present, it may be challenging to convince households regarding the need for emergency 
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preparedness planning, especially with so many other competing priorities for low 

socioeconomic status households.  

Preparedness Resources 

 This case study aligns with previous conclusions that socioeconomic status does affect a 

household’s ability to buy or make an emergency kit due to not having access to disposable 

income (Chen et al., 2009; Fothergill & Peek, 2004; McCoy & Dash, 2013; McNeill et al., 2019; 

Zoraster, 2010). In all but one of the cases, participants shared that there were additional items 

they would purchase for an emergency kit if they could afford it. This also supports the 

proposition that socioeconomically disadvantaged households do not have equal access to 

resources due to low income. 

Limited financial resources sometimes mean more immediate needs are given priority as 

opposed to concerns about what might happen in the future. For some participants, it was 

simply not a high enough priority. This finding confirms previous observations that low 

socioeconomic status households often prioritize daily needs over planning for possible 

hazardous events. “Acquiring and maintaining emergency preparedness supplies may be difficult 

in view of competing demands and more immediate needs, such as repairing vehicles and 

purchasing daily necessities like food” (McNeill et al., 2019). 

Summary 

 Interviews for this collective case study are consistent with the literature reviewed that 

many aspects of emergency preparedness are affected by socioeconomic status. Although there 

are some differences between the literature reviewed and the current study (e.g. use of social 

media), various components of emergency preparedness communication, planning and 

resources are significantly impacted by socioeconomic status. This case study also reinforces the 

proposition that socioeconomically disadvantaged households in London, Ontario, are not 

adequately prepared for emergencies.  
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Chapter 6: Recommendations and Conclusion  

This chapter will begin by summarizing and concluding key aspects of the research 

project. Next, the chapter will answer the original research questions based on this study's 

findings and then offer recommendations for disaster and emergency management practice. 

Finally, the chapter will conclude by presenting areas that could benefit from future research. 

Key Aspects 

Preparedness continues to be a critical component of the emergency management 

continuum, especially for socioeconomically disadvantaged populations. Tierney (2019) 

concludes that “Social deficits produced by forces such as class, race, and ethnicity can be offset 

by other factors, such as social support, disaster preparedness, and post-disaster learning” (p. 

166). The researcher chose the city of London as the research site due to convenience for the 

researcher and its higher than average poverty rate, but also to add to the current research from 

a Canadian perspective, which was limited.  

Control of personal biases and expectations of results during each phase of the research 

and analysis was done by maintaining an open mind and asking questions from the interview 

guide (see Appendix F) without providing commentary. Also, reviewing answers with 

respondents to ensure clarity and comprehension eliminated misunderstanding. Findings were 

also shared with participants to confirm accuracy. This proved beneficial as many of the findings 

were contrary to expected outcomes. For example, participants had more preparedness 

resources than would have been anticipated, even though they were not familiar with 72-hour 

kits. It was also somewhat surprising that not all low socioeconomic status households felt that 

their financial situation was a roadblock. Others considered it only partly to blame for their lack 

of preparedness. Other factors included not having the information needed to prepare, not 

feeling preparation was necessary, and competing priorities. Thus, it is apparent that 

compounding factors make socioeconomically disadvantaged households not adequately 

prepared for hazards beyond merely not having a 72-hour emergency preparedness kit. 
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All participants were sent a copy of the informed consent (see Appendix B) before 

agreeing to be interviewed. In addition, details of the informed consent were explained and 

clarified at the start of each interview. Since low socioeconomic status households are considered 

more vulnerable, it was critical to ensure each participant understood their ability not to answer 

questions or to stop the interview at any time. In addition, reminding each participant that their 

involvement would not affect their access to social services, as specified in the informed consent, 

reduced other ethical considerations. 

Research Questions Answered 

This collective case study research attempted to answer the question of why and how 

socioeconomic status affects emergency preparedness efforts for socioeconomically 

disadvantaged households in London, Ontario. The research also attempted to answer sub-

questions: To what extent does a household’s socioeconomic status contribute to their level of 

emergency preparedness? If socioeconomically disadvantaged households are less prepared, 

what barriers are preventing them from being prepared? Would socioeconomically 

disadvantaged households be more prepared for emergencies if they could afford it? Does the 

communication method of preparedness information affect preparedness actions for 

socioeconomically disadvantaged households? 

Following in-depth interviews with participants and analyzing the data, it is apparent 

that socioeconomic status played a prominent role in the level of preparedness for the 

socioeconomically disadvantaged households participating in this study. In some cases, 

participants had considered certain aspects of emergency preparedness. These considerations 

included ways to evacuate, food and water, and some emergency kit supplies, as detailed earlier. 

All but one of the participants indicated they would be more prepared if finances were not a 

factor. Some participants even gave specific examples of how they would be more prepared, 

including having additional resources. 
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As expected, numerous things, including lack of information and risk perception, 

combined to make socioeconomically disadvantaged household participants of this study under-

prepared for potential hazards. For example, participants interviewed had little to no knowledge 

of emergency planning templates or 72-hour emergency preparedness kits.  

According to most participants, they would be more prepared for emergencies if they 

could afford it. Although not the only factor, the inability to afford emergency resources remains 

a significant stumbling block for socioeconomically disadvantaged households.  

Communication was a common theme throughout all aspects of the research project. Not 

only is the method of communication a factor, so is the source of information. Participants 

openly shared information sources that they deemed trustworthy, most notably social media and 

online news sources. 

Recommendations for Practice 

As was discussed in Chapter 3, as a disaster and emergency management practitioner, I 

tend to be guided by research with practical implications. Using the latest research to help solve 

real-world problems or address gaps is essential. In my years as a disaster and emergency 

management practitioner, I have come to believe that for communities or organizations to truly 

have lessons learned, there must be measurable change. Tierney (2019) agrees, stating, 

“organizations and communities have a tendency to content themselves with pointing out 

lessons learned and areas of improvement, without adapting or changing” (p. 203). I would 

argue that if there are no changes made based on previous experience and gaps identified, then 

they are simply lessons observed or lessons noted. In this chapter, I will present various 

recommendations for disaster and emergency management practice. Once again, 

recommendations are categorized as preparedness communications, planning and resources.  

Based on the previous literature and this study, there are several areas that disaster and 

emergency management professionals should consider to better support low socioeconomic 

status households to be more prepared for any potential hazards. As already mentioned, Public 
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Safety Canada (2019) promotes an approach to disaster and emergency management that 

considers the whole population’s needs and contributions. Considering the unique needs of 

socioeconomically disadvantaged households in these efforts will help increase communities’ 

overall resilience. At the same time, disaster and emergency management professionals need to 

consider ways to promote and maintain low socioeconomic status populations’ dignity with each 

recommendation.  

Preparedness Communication 

 Regarding preparedness planning and resources, communication of information appears 

to be the critical link to each aspect. Communicating relevant information regarding emergency 

planning and preparedness resources such as a 72-hour kit is critical. Social media was the most 

prevalent information channel mentioned by study participants. In particular, information 

communicated by social service agencies was most likely to be seen and trusted. Disaster and 

emergency management professionals need to consider this when developing communication 

plans for emergency preparedness. Working with local social services organizations, particularly 

those already involved in disaster and emergency management, could expand the reach of 

preparedness information. Consideration should also be given to targeted social media ads, 

again in partnership with trusted social services agencies who have pre-established relationships 

with socioeconomically disadvantaged residents. 

Perhaps it is time to consider expanding the Alert Ready Emergency Alert System (n.d.) 

to include periodic preparedness messaging. For example, sending messages encouraging all 

Canadians to prepare during Emergency Preparedness Week (Get Prepared, 2019) and the Great 

ShakeOut (Southern California Earthquake Center, n.d.) as well as at the start of known hazard 

seasons such as hurricane or flood season or the beginning of winter. 

 In an effort to maintain the dignity of socioeconomically disadvantaged populations, 

preparedness messaging should consider ways that socioeconomically disadvantaged households 
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can prepare for hazards at little to no cost. For example, in 2019-2020, the Institute for 

Catastrophic Loss Reduction and The Salvation Army Emergency Disaster Services worked 

together to create infographics related to ways to prepare for extreme heat (see Figure 2). When 

developing each of the suggestions, the homeless and low socioeconomic status households 

remained the focus. The Salvation Army’s existing structure, which supports vulnerable 

populations, assisted with the distribution of the final product. It included things that 

individuals and households could do to reduce their risks in extreme heat for no cost. 

Figure 2 

Extreme Heat Infographic 

 

 Though messaging is important, communication of emergency preparedness information 

on a regular basis is needed. The annual Emergency Preparedness Week (Get Prepared, 2019), 

which takes place each year during the first full week of May, although important, is not enough. 

Expansion of campaigns like Emergency Preparedness Week, such as making the entire month 
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of May Emergency Preparedness Month, needs consideration. Other options include multiplying 

and leveraging other successful campaigns such as fire or carbon monoxide safety. In addition, 

further preparedness events and campaigns need to take place at other times during the year.  

 Some additional ways for the community to reach out and engage residents in knowing 

and understanding their risks include town hall meetings, existing community groups, or 

partnering with trusted social services agencies. These information sessions would target specific 

areas of the community to share the risk profile for that part of the community and then present 

ways to develop a plan and better prepare. 

Preparedness Planning 

This study highlights that information regarding the importance of developing an 

emergency plan is not reaching some parts of the community. Without exception, participants 

were not aware of the templates and resources available to help them complete an emergency 

plan. Since most were aware of fire and escape plans, it may be beneficial to replicate fire 

prevention and planning communication methods to overall emergency planning. Some 

participants mentioned that fire escape plans were taught and practiced through the school 

system and brought home by their children. Disaster and emergency management professionals 

should consider approaching school boards to also include other emergency planning as a part of 

this vital curriculum. 

Since one of the gaps identified was the participants’ perception of the risks they face, 

disaster and emergency management professionals need to communicate risk assessment 

findings to the community better. Dissemination of this risk information is needed using various 

platforms and using clear language that all residents can understand. In addition, since HIRA 

(Office of the Fire Marshal & Emergency Management, 2019) and many other risk assessment 

models currently in use include consequences as part of the overall assessment, these models 
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should be updated to consider consequences for different segments of the population, including 

low socioeconomic status households.  

 It might be prudent then to consider different alternative resources or public education 

methods for emergency planning templates. Assisting socioeconomically disadvantaged 

households with emergency planning needs to become a priority for communities, particularly 

for disaster and emergency management professionals. Since education and comprehension 

levels vary in the low socioeconomic status demographic, some households may need more 

assistance than others in developing emergency plans, as was evidenced through the interviews.  

From my personal experience, most community emergency plans continue to focus on 

the average resident or on the community as a whole. This type of one-size-fits-all approach does 

not consider the unique needs of vulnerable populations, including low socioeconomic status 

households. Planning at the individual and household level also needs to be done with 

socioeconomic status factored in. 

Preparedness Resources 

Given the participants’ financial status, it was not surprising that having adequate 

resources for an emergency was a challenge. More surprising was the lack of knowledge of 72-

hour emergency preparedness kits. This would seem to indicate that events such as the annual 

Emergency Preparedness Week (Get Prepared, 2019) are not reaching at least some of the 

population using the current methods. However, this may not be limited to low socioeconomic 

status households.   

Educating those who are socioeconomically disadvantaged on the benefits of a 72-hour 

kit, as well as what goes in such a kit, is the first step. One participant recommended holding 

community events in low socioeconomic status neighbourhoods to provide critical preparedness 

information to residents. In addition, this event would provide some of the supplies required for 

a 72-hour kit, along with a list of what else is needed and where to obtain these items. As the 
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participant acknowledged, providing at least some of the preparedness kit items may help 

alleviate the burden on households and provide an incentive to complete the kit. Disaster and 

emergency management professionals should develop relationships with corporate partners who 

can fund such initiatives and non-governmental organizations who may be able to assist in 

reaching socioeconomically disadvantaged households. 

At the same time, messaging regarding emergency kits needs to be updated. Although 

already provided (Get Prepared, 2019), it seems more focus needs to be provided regarding the 

gathering supplies already on hand and having them in one location. Some participants were 

able to provide a list of preparedness items already within their households. From my 

experience, this is also true for other socioeconomic classes. The challenge often remains that 

even the preparedness resources that households possess are not always accessible and readily 

available. These items are often not kept together in a specific location that can be accessed 

quickly when needed, yet it would be easy to encourage this change. 

Areas for Further Research 

As has already been discussed in the methodology section, there are limitations to the 

current research. One area for future research is how the current findings compare with those in 

higher socioeconomic status demographics. Future research could also examine participants 

who move from one socioeconomic class to another over time or compare preparedness levels of 

those with low socioeconomic status with those in the same community who are better off 

socioeconomically. While the results would indicate that at least part of the underlying issues 

stem from socioeconomic status, gathering similar qualitative data from middle and high 

socioeconomic status populations would allow researchers to compare and contrast the 

preparedness communication, planning, and resources based on socioeconomic status. This 

would, in turn, confirm any differences that may be associated with financial status. 

In addition to higher socioeconomic status households, future research would benefit 

from studies of other low socioeconomic status demographics, including the homeless. It is 
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anticipated that there would be special considerations for those living in homeless shelters or on 

the street. Has this vulnerable population been considered in emergency plans? From my work, I 

am aware that in Bermuda, teams dispatch to gather the homeless and bring them to a 

temporary shelter when a hurricane threatens the islands. Do Canadian municipalities or other 

levels of government have an emergency plan for the homeless in their jurisdictions?  

Another area that could benefit from further research is the differences in preparedness 

perception based on gender. With only one male participant, it is impossible to reach any 

definitive conclusions; however, it is notable that the male participant felt more adequately 

prepared than the others. Is it possible that gender contributes to a participant’s willingness to 

admit to their lack of preparedness? Future research could help determine if gender contributes 

to differences in perceptions of risk and preparedness or to the level of preparedness self-

confidence. 

Similarly, future research could study the differences in preparedness levels for new 

Canadians versus those born in Canada or have lived in the country for an extended period. In 

addition, determining any preparedness differences related to language and culture would add 

another element to the current body of work. 

One of the participants felt that their heritage from the east coast meant they were more 

aware of being prepared. This leads to an additional area for future study. Are there geographical 

differences in Canada as it relates to preparedness? Are some areas of the country more prepared 

in general? Does hazard-specific risk affect preparedness? For example, are people in British 

Columbia prepared for earthquakes due to their knowledge of the risks? 

It is evident from the previous literature and confirmed by the current study that 

preparedness information is not reaching socioeconomically disadvantaged households. Future 

studies could investigate the best communication channels and methods for reaching this 

demographic. Are there different methods required compared to middle and higher 
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socioeconomic status households? Do socioeconomically disadvantaged households require 

different messages in order for them to be heard, understood and acted upon?  

The COVID-19 pandemic has impacted many areas of society, both in Canada and 

abroad. The research could benefit from an investigation into what effect, if any, this COVID-19 

has had on current emergency preparedness efforts, particularly for socioeconomically 

disadvantaged populations. Included in this research could be what implications the COVID-19 

pandemic might have on future emergency preparedness for socioeconomically disadvantaged 

households. 

Finally, future research could investigate the use of the internet instead of cable for 

socioeconomically disadvantaged individuals and households. Anecdotal evidence would 

indicate this may not be unique to low socioeconomic status households but simply due to 

current societal norms. Further study could help determine if socioeconomic status has any 

effect on whether households have cable television or internet or both. This, in turn, would assist 

with determining which communications channels could best reach various demographics 

populations. 

Emergency preparedness initiatives aim to increase the capacity of individuals, 

households and communities. Helping socioeconomically disadvantaged households be more 

prepared for hazard events could profoundly impact the resilience of the entire community. 

Maya Angelou (1997) said, “If it is true that a chain is only as strong as its weakest link, isn’t it 

also true a society is only as healthy as its sickest citizen and only as wealthy as its most 

deprived? I believe so” (p.108).  
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Appendix A – 72-Hour Emergency Kit Information 

“You may have some of the items already, such as food, water and a battery-operated or crank 

flashlight. The key is to make sure they are organized and easy to find. Would you be able to find 

your flashlight in the dark? 

 

Make sure your kit is easy to carry and everyone in the household knows where it is. Keep it in a 

backpack, duffle bag or suitcase with wheels, in an easy-to-reach, accessible place, such as your 

front-hall closet. If you have many people in your household, your emergency kit could get 

heavy. It's a good idea to separate some of these supplies in backpacks. That way, your kit will be 

more portable and each person can personalize his or her own grab-and-go emergency kit. 

 

Basic emergency kit 

• Water – at least two litres of water per person per day; include small bottles that can be 

carried easily in case of an evacuation order 

• Food that won't spoil, such as canned food, energy bars and dried foods (replace food and 

water once a year) 

• Manual can-opener 

• Crank or battery-powered flashlight (and extra batteries). Replace batteries once a year. 

• Crank, battery-powered radio (and extra batteries) or Weatheradio 

• First aid kit 

• Extra keys to your car and house 

• Some cash in smaller bills, such as $10 bills and change for payphones 

• A copy of your emergency plan and contact information 
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• If applicable, other items such as prescription medication, infant formula, equipment for 

people with disabilities, or food, water and medication for your pets or service animal 

(personalize according to your needs) 

 

Recommended additional items 

• Two additional litres of water per person per day for cooking and cleaning 

• Candles and matches or lighter (place candles in deep, sturdy containers and do not burn 

unattended) 

• Change of clothing and footwear for each household member 

• Sleeping bag or warm blanket for each household member 

• Toiletries 

• Hand sanitizer 

• Utensils 

• Garbage bags 

• Toilet paper 

• Water purifying tablets 

• Basic tools (hammer, pliers, wrench, screwdrivers, work gloves, dust mask, pocket knife) 

• A whistle (in case you need to attract attention) 

• Duct tape (to tape up windows, doors, air vents, etc.) 

 

If you think your water is contaminated, check with your municipality or local authorities for 

details. When in doubt, do not drink water you suspect may be contaminated. 
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Keep some cash on hand, as automated bank machines and their networks may not work during 

an emergency. You may have difficulty using debit or credit cards” (Get Prepared, 2019, Step 3 

section). 
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Appendix B – Informed Consent 

“SOCIOECONOMICS AND EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS:  

LOW-INCOME PREPAREDNESS IN LONDON, ONTARIO” 

 

PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 

 

My name is Perron S. Goodyear, and I am a graduate student at the Royal Roads University School 

of Humanitarian Studies, studying for a Master of Arts in Disaster and Emergency Management. 

I am inviting you to participate in my research project, Socioeconomics and Emergency 

Preparedness: Low-Income Preparedness in London, Ontario.  

 

The purpose of this research is to find out how socioeconomic status affects emergency 

preparedness. You may verify the authenticity of this project by contacting Dr. Michel C. Doré, 

phone xxx-xxx-xxxx, email: xxx@xxxxx.xx. 

 

Your participation will consist of participating in a one-hour interview about your household’s 

emergency preparedness activities. We hope this project will provide useful information to assist 

low-income Canadians to be more prepared for potential hazards that may affect their community. 

The research results will be communicated at public and academic conferences as well as 

published in public and academic outlets. 

 

While much of the information you will be asked to share in the interview is personal, that 

information will not be seen by anybody except the researchers. Any time the information is 

presented, your information will remain anonymous by using aliases. All documentation will be 

archived in a secure database and kept strictly confidential until the research is completed, at 

which time it will be destroyed. 

 

Your participation is entirely voluntary. If you choose to participate, you are free to withdraw at 

any time, in which case any data we have collected from you will be deleted from the project 

database and destroyed. Once results from the project have been collected and analyzed, however, 

the information collected from you can longer be removed but will remain confidential. If you 

choose not to participate in the study, that information will also remain confidential.  
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This research project has been approved by the Royal Roads University Research Ethics Board. If 

you have any questions regarding your rights as a research participant, please contact the Office 

of Research Ethics at ethicalreview@royalroads.ca; 1-250-391-2600 ext. 4425. If you have any 

questions about this project, we will be pleased to answer those questions before proceeding with 

the interview. 

 

By signing this letter, you are indicating your agreement to participate in the project - 

Socioeconomics and Emergency Preparedness: Low-Income Preparedness in London, Ontario - 

being conducted by Perron S. Goodyear. You also agree that any information collected during the 

interview can be used for this project. In doing so, you are not waiving any legal rights.  

 

In order to collect information efficiently, we will audio record all interviews for this project. By 

signing below, you are also indicating your agreement to have your interview responses audio 

recorded. 

 
 
 
  

mailto:ethicalreview@royalroads.ca
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Appendix C – Recruitment Letter 

Socioeconomics and Emergency Preparedness: Low-Income Preparedness in 
London, Ontario. 

 
My name is Perron S. Goodyear, and I am a graduate student at the Royal Roads University 
School of Humanitarian Studies, studying for a Master of Arts in Disaster and Emergency 
Management. I am currently working on my thesis, Socioeconomics and Emergency 
Preparedness: Low-Income Preparedness in London, Ontario.  
 
The purpose of this research is to find out how socioeconomic status affects emergency 
preparedness. You may verify the authenticity of this project by contacting Dr. Michel C. Doré, 
phone xxx-xxx-xxxx, email: xxx@xxxxx.xx. 
 
I am looking for your assistance in recruiting participants to take part in a one-hour interview 
about their household’s emergency preparedness activities. We hope this project will provide 
useful information to assist low-income Canadians to be more prepared for potential hazards 
that may affect their community. The research results will be communicated at public and 
academic conferences as well as published in public and academic outlets. 
 
Please note that participant’s valuable ideas and opinions will appear in the report itself, 
however, no personal information such as their name or personal identifiable information will be 
used to attribute those comments to them. Any time the information is presented, their 
information will remain anonymous by using aliases. All documentation will be archived in a 
secure database and kept strictly confidential until the research is completed, at which time it 
will be destroyed. 
 
This research project has been approved by the Royal Roads University Research Ethics Board. If 
you have any questions regarding the rights of research participants, please contact the Office of 
Research Ethics at ethicalreview@royalroads.ca; 1-250-391-2600 ext. 4425. If you have any 
questions about this project, we will be pleased to answer those questions. 
 
If you are willing to assist with this project, please contact me via email at 
Perron.Goodyear@royalroads.ca or by phone at xxx-xxx-xxxx. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
 
Perron S. Goodyear 
Master of Arts in Disaster and Emergency Management 
Royal Road University 
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Appendix D – Recruitment Poster 
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Appendix E – Social Media Recruitment 
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Appendix F – Interview Guide 

The purpose of these interviews will be to explore the relationship between 

socioeconomic status and emergency preparedness for low-income families in London, Ontario. 

Answering questions such as does socioeconomic status contribute to emergency preparedness 

level? Would low-income families be more prepared for emergencies if they could afford it? 

These interviews are intended to be semi-structured, open-ended and responsive. The purpose of 

this guide is to ensure that each interview covers the same general areas with each interviewee. 

The prompts are meant to provide a focus, but to also allow the interviews to be adaptable in 

terms of how to get the general information, and to respond to what the interviewee offers and 

be able to probe, based on those answers. The answers given by the interviewees should 

continually inform and shape the evolving conversation. The following questions are meant to 

encourage the participants to tell their stories. They are only suggested as a way of entering into 

the subject of interest, namely emergency preparedness information and activities. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



72 
 

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS AND EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS 

The purpose of these interviews will be to explore the relationship between 

socioeconomic status and emergency preparedness for low-income families in London, Ontario. 

If, at any point, we discuss things that make you uncomfortable, please feel free to let me know, 

and we will not discuss this. Also, if at any point you feel we need to stop the interview, please let 

me know. A reminder that you previously signed an informed consent form. This is an 

opportunity for you to ask any questions you may have about that consent or the process for 

today’s interview. 

 
1) What does emergency preparedness mean to you? 

Prompt: What do you know about the available planning templates and 

household emergency plans? 

  Prompt: What do you know about 72-hour preparedness kits? 

 

2) Can you describe how your household is prepared for emergencies? 

  Prompt: What does your emergency plan look like? 

 

3) If a disaster struck your community tomorrow, how do you think your household would 

cope? 

  Prompt: What would be the most difficult for you? 

 

4) If you had to care for yourself and your family for 72 hours following a disaster, what 

would you be missing? 

Prompt: What is the biggest issue that would make taking care of your family a 

challenge? 

 

5) Where do you get information/news about current events? 

  Prompt: If something happened in your community, how would you know? 

  Prompt: Do you use social media (Facebook, Twitter, etc.)? 

  Prompt: Do you follow traditional media (TV, radio, newspapers, etc.)? 

 

6) How do you determine if the information you receive is correct? 

Prompt: What sources of information do you trust (i.e. media, friends, etc.)? 
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7) If disaster and emergency management personnel are to communicate preparedness 

information to you, what do you think is the best method(s)? 

  Prompt: How are you most likely to get and understand the information? 

 

8) What are some specific things that prevent you from being more prepared? 

  Prompt: Why are these issues? 

 

9) What do you feel could be done to help you be more prepared? 

Prompt: Who do you think should be helping families prepare? 

 

10) Tell me about your current financial situation. 

  Prompt: What are some of your day-to-day challenges with money? 

  Prompt: How long has your financial situation been a challenge? 

 

11) How do you feel your financial situation impacts your level of emergency preparedness? 

Prompt: What difference do you think it would make if you were better off 

financially?  

  

Demographic Information 

 

12) How many people live in your household? 

Prompt: How many adults? How many dependents? 

13) What year were you born? 

 

14) What gender do you identify as?  

 

15) Where are you from originally? 

Prompt: How long have you lived in London? 

 

 


