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context-dependent and the review did draw out some impor-
tant key messages for institutions to consider.
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Introduction

Countries worldwide are encouraged to have effective plans 
in place that consider and aim to mitigate the social and 
economic disruption of entire communities in the event of 
emergencies that will inevitably occur [1].

International policy acknowledges the importance of such 
plans. The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 
2015–2030 was adopted in 2015 at the Third UN World 
Conference in Sendai, Japan [2]. It recommends broader 
community engagement in the development of interna-
tional, national and local policy on risk management and 
emergency response. The International Health Regulations 
adopted in 2005 is an agreement between 196 countries 
including all World Health Organisation Member States to 
work together for global health security, by building capaci-
ties to detect, assess and report public health threats [3]. 
Decision 1082 was adopted in 2013 by the EU to improve 
the response to emergencies, protecting citizens from a wide 
range of threats, particularly future pandemics and cross-
border threats to health [4].

However, it is unclear whether these international agree-
ments and the global commitment to community and insti-
tutional preparedness through relationship building and 
engagement, necessarily translates into action. Typically, 
public health emergency (PHE) plans involve little con-
sultation with the public and are instead top-down, guided 
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heavily by government and public health agencies, along 
with scientific experts [5].

At present, there seems to be a gap between evidence 
and practice in terms of synergies between communities and 
institutions and how institutions can engage communities. 
This may adversely affect the ability of institutions and com-
munities to be prepared and effectively respond to emergen-
cies. In this context we define an institution as a formal body 
with public health functions, and we mean by community a 
socially and/or spatially defined group with particular shared 
characteristics (such as geographic location, cultural prac-
tices, beliefs etc.), where community membership can be 
based on self-identification and/or external attribution.

A literature review was commissioned by the European 
Centre for Disease Prevention and Control (ECDC) with the 
research question: what are enablers and barriers to com-
munities and institutions working together in the context of 
emergency preparedness? Presented here are the key find-
ings from that literature review.

Methods

The scope of the literature review was expanded from pub-
lic health emergency and disaster preparedness to include 
more community-related terms and synergy-related concepts 
such as ‘working together’, based on the results of initial 
searches. These searches indicated that these community-
related terms were particularly important in the aim of inves-
tigating community and institutional synergies in emergency 
preparedness.

Although communication of information, knowledge, 
advice and preparedness techniques will vary depending 
on the stage in the preparedness process, all stages of the 
preparedness cycle, anticipation, response and recovery 
(Fig. 1), are important in the success of overall prepared-
ness. Therefore, literature was not limited to any specific 
stage in a preparedness cycle.

An a priori assumption in developing the methodol-
ogy was that it is axiomatic that public health institu-
tions should aim to maintain a strong relationship with 
communities throughout the emergency preparedness 
cycle. According to a pre-existing framework, developed 
by the National Institute of Health and Care Excellence 
(NICE), ‘working together’ should be centred on three 
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Fig. 1   The preparedness cycle
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main themes: context, infrastructure and process (Fig. 2) 
[6]. This framework was adapted for this study; sub-
themes were added and modified to be representative of 
the identified literature.

Searching

Search terms were identified using the citation pearl 
growing method, using the articles identified in the origi-
nal scoping search [7]. Searches were performed across 
the interdisciplinary database Scopus (including MED-
LINE) and grey literature sources (Google Advanced, 
Google Scholar, preventionweb.net and cdacnetwork.
org) for examples of enablers and barriers to community 
and institution synergies [8, 9]. Consultation of experts 
was also carried out to identify additional references and 
searching the reference lists of included documents.

The search approach was designed to identify themes 
and to be both effective and efficient in capturing the 
most relevant literature.

Sifting

Criteria for inclusion in the review were studies that: 
described engagement of communities in emergency pre-
paredness; examined synergies between institutions and 
communities, looking at any phase of emergency prepared-
ness: anticipation, response and/or recovery; were published 
between 2000 and 2016.

A global focus was taken, not excluding studies from any 
country. Studies were not excluded based on study type or 
language.

The search and sift process is presented in a PRISMA 
diagram in Fig. 3. The searches are not fully exhaustive, 
though the three-pronged approach is designed to capture 
the most relevant literature.

Analysis

A pre-existing framework was identified, focused on barri-
ers and facilitators of community engagement in the public 
health domain, as a tool for analysing the data gathered in 
this study [10]. The qualitative framework analysis used 
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Fig. 2   Adapted framework
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a ‘best fit’ approach, using the framework as a foundation 
[11]. As the analysis progressed, new themes were added 
and existing themes were modified.

Results

In total, 35 documents were included describing factors 
influencing community and institution synergies in emer-
gency preparedness [1, 5, 12–44]. On the basis of the 
examined literature a working definition of ‘community’ 
was identified that was referenced in multiple articles 
and deemed most relevant to PHE preparedness [44]. The 
whole community approach was developed in response to 
the increasing frequency and effects of both natural and 
manmade emergencies: the concept defines a community 
as a dynamic entity that changes and adapts with variations 
in environmental, social and political factors [5]. Having a 
definition of community that is fluid and adaptable to vari-
ous circumstances had the benefits of allowing an investi-
gation of a broader variety of barriers and enablers, some 

which would not have been regarded if utilizing a more rigid 
definition.

Most of the examined literature focussed on the anticipa-
tion phase of the PHE preparedness cycle. Context, infra-
structure and process are mainly associated with this phase 
as it is where the majority of planning takes place. The key 
issue for institutions is whether this translates into better 
prepared communities and institutions when responding to 
an emergency situation and future recovery.

Context

This theme is mostly relevant for the anticipation and plan-
ning stage of the PHE preparedness cycle. Background 
information about communities and how well they work 
with institutions in anticipating an emergency will deter-
mine how successful the efforts are later on in the response 
and recovery phases of the emergency preparedness cycle.

A supportive, collaborative relationship between institu-
tions and communities from the outset that is culturally sen-
sitive and brings a wide range of organisations and people 
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together will generate a more efficient response to emergen-
cies [35].

Existing Relationships and Trust Between the Community 
and Institutions

A barrier may be a lack of community trust in government 
bodies that is rooted in perceived past injustices towards or 
continuing inequalities within the community [19, 35]. Trust 
is a prerequisite of community engagement and if commu-
nity leaders lack trust in emergency management staff, they 
may decide to disengage with its representatives [36].

Strengthening relationships and trust in general between 
grass-roots communities and institutions can be assisted by 
creating a method for institutions to communicate their resil-
ience priorities with the community [33].

Existing Community Organisation

Existing Practices  Another barrier to communities and 
institutions working together effectively is that certain 
groups may be left out of PHE emergency plans [43]. Local 
collective practices that are already in existence, such as 
where people seek information from and how decisions are 
made, need to be supported and stakeholders empowered, 
for example, by having open discussions of key roles and 
responsibilities [5].

One way to do this is to incorporate emergency plan-
ning discussions into community meetings that are already 
in place. Barriers to attending these meetings, such as lack 
of childcare or travel provision, must be addressed where 
possible to make sure those who want to play a role are able 
to [5].

However, emergency management staff should acknowl-
edge that not all community conversations and decisions 
take place in these community-level forums. Therefore, it is 
important to delve deeper and find out where these discus-
sions occur, such as places of worship or community centres 
[5].

Cultural Expectations and priorities  Initiatives for com-
munity engagement should acknowledge the embedded 
culture and value systems within communities. There may 
be higher priorities within a community, including immedi-
ate issues such as social- or healthcare, that need address-
ing before community members will consider engaging in 
emergency response [31, 36].

Initiatives for community engagement should also under-
stand that people within a community sometimes have 
unreasonable expectations of some institutions. Commu-
nity and institution synergies can be enabled by empower-
ing communities to be less reliant on the government, for 
example by effectively using community leaders to reach the 

community they will become more self-sufficient and take 
ownership of the response and mitigation initiatives [29].

Infrastructure

The infrastructure includes the resources and funding 
granted to and within a community. This will determine 
the extent to which community members can own commu-
nity emergency response initiatives or would benefit from 
some assistance [5]. The infrastructure will be important 
to improve and strengthen during the anticipation phase so 
that during response and recovery, communities are able to 
take ownership, particularly at times when institutions are 
not able to provide support.

Planning to Support Community Preparedness

Resources and  Funding  PHE preparedness agendas can 
become a burden for a community when not paired with an 
increase in resources [20, 39]. In order to enable successful 
synergies, funding should be made available for the popula-
tion targeted for PHE preparedness improvement [19]. Flex-
ibility in fund allocation can also allow innovative partner-
ships and programmes to be supported, where communities 
feel it most worthwhile [1, 31]. Increasing funding for diver-
sity and cultural competency, such as translated materials 
and recruiting a diverse range of staff, is another important 
enabler [1, 14].

Capacity and Needs  Institutions do not always recognise 
the capacities of communities (such as networks of mutual 
support or trusted local channels of information etc.) from 
the outset. Therefore, community members may be reluctant 
to invest their resources in institution-facilitated community 
projects, preferring to invest their resources elsewhere [39].

Mapping already available capacities within communi-
ties can constitute an effective tool to support planning and 
prioritisation,[13] to identify which hazards may affect the 
whole community and those which may only affect certain 
groups of people vulnerable to the hazard [19]. By commu-
nity mapping institutions can gain a richer understanding of 
community capacity, it can also increase awareness of com-
munity capacity amongst community members and demon-
strate engagement, all of which contribute to improved PHE 
preparedness and response resilience [36].

Community Ownership

National government and public health institution-based 
initiatives rarely include the perspectives of the local com-
munity; they may not be able to stray too far from a central-
ised approach and community issues may be thought too 
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culturally sensitive to consider in PHE preparedness strate-
gies [39].

However, while decentralising resources can give com-
munities independence,[15, 31] political support and experi-
ence is additionally needed to make decisions with the best 
outcomes [33]. This is a potential barrier to community 
independence and ownership from the outset.

A sense of ownership is a key component in ensuring 
effective community engagement in preparedness planning. 
In some PHE planning activities, communities should be 
leading—rather than following—in identifying priorities, 
organising support, initiating programmes and evaluating 
these initiatives. Communities that lead will have an incen-
tive to make sure action and involvement are sustained [5, 
31].

In practice, self-reliance often requires enhancing capac-
ity through institutional support to enable local institutional 
and community access to- and control of funds that could 
be made available by national government systems [39]. 
To empower communities effectively, communities require 
training to develop and use local initiatives and opportuni-
ties [35]. This gives a sense of community ownership, by 
making plans that are tailored for communities and by com-
munities [5].

Process

Since communities are dynamic, complex entities, no 
uniform approach will fit every context. It is important to 
apply flexible approaches to community preparedness that 
are adaptable to a diversity of communities and environ-
ments [31]. The approach taken to PHE preparedness will be 
important in the anticipation, response and recovery stages 
as success in each of these is dependent on the action taken.

Communicating with the Community

A barrier to community-institution synergies is that com-
munication may not be tailored to the demographics and 
cultural characteristics of groups within the community, 
essential to ensure the communication reaches the whole 
community. For example, the internet provides a powerful 
platform for non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and 
other institutions to gather and share information. However, 
this might not be an effective mode of communication for 
everyone, as some or all community members may not have 
the technical skills to access the information, and perhaps 
have no or limited internet access [35].

The communication of information, knowledge, advice 
and preparedness techniques will vary depending on the 
community context and infrastructure, as well as the stage 
in the preparedness cycle [45].

Successful synergies can be enabled by ensuring the 
information is coherent and consistent, so that information 
is perceived as reliable and therefore communities trust this 
information provision [35].

The communication process should be two-way and 
methods of communication should be made to enable feed-
back from all groups within the community so that all rel-
evant local knowledge can be shared [24, 35].

Engagement Timeline

One barrier that may emerge throughout the engagement 
timeline is that communication methods that are effec-
tive during the anticipation phase are not effective in the 
response phase. During the anticipation phase, a lack of 
communication may result in poor preparedness and chaos 
when an emergency does occur, as community members are 
most likely first responders to an emergency [31]. During 
the response phase, effective communication should be the 
government’s responsibility, and their failure to live up to 
that may lead to community members being uninformed and 
potentially result in a state of panic [31].

To facilitate success at the start of the engagement pro-
cess, as many people as possible need to be involved and 
low-level initiatives should take place such as mass media 
campaigns and information meetings [36].

As the process progresses, needs change and therefore 
the method of engagement should also change. Increasing 
levels of engagement will result in more consultation and 
two-way communication, with community members provid-
ing feedback. Fewer people are likely to be involved at this 
stage and ideally these will be representatives of the whole 
community and be able to report back to their networks [36].

Engaging Vulnerable Communities

Certain communities might be socio-economically disadvan-
taged or otherwise marginalised, and therefore not have the 
resources or financial ability to be prepared nor the coordi-
nated knowledge of how to engage [23]. Here we describe 
only two of the many communities potentially vulnerable in 
a PHE emergency such as linguistically isolated populations 
and tourists.

Linguistically isolated communities may not be aware of 
the need to be prepared and may not have adequate plans 
in place for emergencies [23]. Word of mouth tends to be a 
more useful way of reaching these communities, as reported 
by them, with visual information as reinforcement. In these 
cases, friends are a very important source of information and 
knowledge: if they think it important to take action, others 
are likely to follow suit.

In order to engage effectively with communities, emer-
gency preparedness staff should be educated on the diversity 
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of the community and cultural competency exercises should 
be undertaken, such as building relationships with a multi-
lingual community members to make outreach more effec-
tive [5].

Temporary visitors to an area provide another example 
of a community that needs to be considered since they will 
not have relationships that enable them to connect with pre-
paredness plans and activities. In Iceland, where a volcanic 
eruption occurs every 3 to 4 years, tourists need to be aware 
of the warning systems and emergency responses to volcanic 
risk [25]. Tourists may be keen to receive information; how-
ever, a barrier is that they may not have this knowledge pro-
vided when visiting the area. To enable effective synergies, 
tourism professionals should receive special training in the 
early warning systems and how to disseminate information 
on emergency response procedures to tourists.

Discussion

In our review, we applied the ‘whole community’ approach 
that included a working definition of ‘community’ we used 
throughout the analysis. We found that the ‘whole commu-
nity’ approach was the most inclusive definition of com-
munity as it captures the full spectrum of individual com-
munity members as well as community organisations. It is a 
dynamic concept that changes with shifting environmental, 
socio-economic and political factors.

When considering the community context, existing rela-
tionships are important. Mistrust of institutions is a deep-
seated barrier that can have historic roots and be difficult to 
change. By creating ways for institutions to communicate 
their emergency preparedness objectives and to reach out 
to community leaders, trust can be built and relationships 
formed, which can be used as levers for action.

Where possible, communities should tap into their inter-
nal resources when preparing for, responding to, and recov-
ering from emergencies. However, communities may need 
assistance in locating resources, with which external institu-
tions can support them.

In order to create sustainable community emergency pre-
paredness, the community should take ownership of initia-
tives. This review suggests that institution-run actions may 
not incorporate the perspective of the community, so any 
decisions to start with should be, at the very least, made 
jointly.

Engaging vulnerable groups within the community was 
a theme that repeatedly emerged in the literature. There are 
many groups within a community that may be more vulner-
able to emergencies for a variety of reasons. Finding appro-
priate ways to reach out and engage each of these communi-
ties is important to consider when preparedness initiatives 
are being developed.

This review acknowledges that the importance of factors 
are context-dependent and, to facilitate community engage-
ment, offers the following key points for consideration:

Establishing relationships & building trust Community 
and institution synergies should be meaningful; achieved 
by institutions listening to community priorities. This 
builds trust by ensuring communities feel they are being 
heard.
Mapping existing networks & planning resources Ena-
blers and barriers can be identified by community map-
ping, whereby all elements of a community are consid-
ered from the community members’ perspective and 
resource needs identified. This exercise is on-going and 
therefore context-specific, depending on the threat type a 
community must prepare for.
Developing cultural competencies Members of institu-
tions initiating community engagement should be cultur-
ally competent. They should be aware of how information 
will be received by groups and any translations and/or 
sign language material requirements.
Ensuring two-way communication & community owner-
ship In emergency preparedness, there is often one-way 
communication, from institutions to communities. Com-
munication should be two-way, acknowledging the needs 
and capacities of communities.
Engaging throughout & considering vulnerable groups 
Institutions should engage communities in the anticipa-
tion phase of the preparedness cycle, with special atten-
tion to vulnerable groups. They should maintain this rela-
tionship throughout the preparedness cycle.

Strengths

Strengths are our inclusive definition of community, the 
inclusion of all steps of the emergency preparedness cycle 
(even though not all literature used the same framework), 
the inclusion of studies from a variety of contexts and vari-
ous types of institutions. The adaptation of the public health 
barriers and enablers framework also ensured the themes 
were relevant to the literature identified, and indicated ena-
blers and barriers specific to the community engagement in 
emergency preparedness.

Limitations

There may be enablers and barriers that have not been stud-
ied or written about in the literature.

While some of the enablers and barriers identified are 
relevant to multiple contexts, some may be context-depend-
ent. There are certain countries where there is a plethora of 
research with a specific political, socio-economic and envi-
ronmental landscape and therefore those findings may not 
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be applicable to other countries. There were fewer examples 
from a European context and from the field of communica-
ble diseases.

Research Recommendations

Future publications relating to community and institution 
synergies in emergency preparedness should have greater 
focus on the relationship between all phases of the PHE pre-
paredness cycle and whether PHE preparedness initiatives 
in the anticipation phase lead to a more effective response 
and recovery. There is also need for more studies focussing 
on communicable diseases in this context.

Although some vulnerable groups were identified, there 
are many more that may not have been researched. The 
groups described in this article were indicative of those 
included in the literature, rather than exhaustive. Future 
preparedness initiatives should take this into account.

Conclusion

The identification of enablers and barriers in institutional 
and community preparedness in terms of their working 
together adds to the evidence base in this area and helps 
decision-makers identify how to engage communities more 
effectively. The adapted framework is a useful starting point 
for institutions wishing to engage communities in emergency 
preparedness. The end goal is to minimise adverse outcomes 
in emergency situations through building a partnership 
between communities and institutions in iterative processes, 
adapting to changing contexts.

Compliance with Ethical Standards 

Conflict of interest  The authors declare that they have no conflict 
of interest.

Open Access  This article is distributed under the terms of the 
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (http://crea-
tivecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, 
distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appro-
priate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to 
the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made.

References

	 1.	 Andrulis, D. P., Siddiqui, N. J., & Purtle, J. P. (2011). Integrat-
ing racially and ethnically diverse communities into planning for 
disasters: the California experience. Disaster Medicine and Public 
Health Preparedness, 5(3), 227–234.

	 2.	 UNISDR. (2015). Sendai framework for disaster risk reduction 
2015–2030. Geneva: United Nations Office for Disaster Risk 
Reduction.

	 3.	 World Health Organisation. (2017). Strengthening health secu-
rity by implementing the International Health Regulations (2005). 
Geneva: World Health Organisation.

	 4.	 The European Parliament and the Council of the European Union. 
(2013). Decision No 1082/2013/EU of the European Parlia-
ment and of the council of 22 October 2013 on serious cross-
border threats to health and repealing Decision No 2119/98/EC, 
(Vol. 293/1). Strasbourg: Official Journal of the European Union.

	 5.	 FEMA. (2011). A whole community approach to emergency man-
agement: principles, themes, and pathways for action. Washington 
(DC): Federal Emergency Management Agency.

	 6.	 National Institute of Health and Care Excellence. (2016). Com-
munity engagement: improving health and wellbeing and reduc-
ing health inequalities. from https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/
NG44/chapter/Recommendations.

	 7.	 Schlosser, R. W., Bhavnani, W. O., & Nail-Chiwetalu, S. B. 
(2006). Use of information-seeking strategies for developing 
systematic reviews and engaging in evidence-based practice: the 
application of traditional and comprehensive pearl growing. A 
review. International Journal of language and communication 
disorders, 41(5), 567–582.

	 8.	 CDAC. (2016). CDAC network. from http://www.cdacnetwork.
org/.

	 9.	 UNISDR. (2016). PreventionWeb. from http://www.prevention-
web.net/english/.

	10.	 IHHD. (2015). Review 5: Evidence review of barriers to, and 
facilitators of, community engagement approaches and practices 
in the UK. London: Institute of Health and Human Development.

	11.	 Carroll, C., Booth, A., & Cooper, K. (2011). A worked example 
of “best fit” framework synthesis: a systematic review of views 
concerning the taking of some potential chemopreventive agents. 
BMC Medical Research Methodology, 11(1), 29

	12.	 Kenney, C. M., Phibbs, S. R., Paton, D., Reid, J., & Johnston, D. 
M. (2015). Community-led disaster risk management: a māori 
response to Ōtautahi (Christchurch) earthquakes. Australasian 
Journal of Disaster and Trauma Studies, 19(Special Issue), 9–20.

	13.	 Eisenman, D., Chandra, A., Fogleman, S., Magana, A., Hendricks, 
A., Wells, K.,. .. Plough, A. (2014). The Los Angeles county 
community disaster resilience project: a community-level, public 
health initiative to build community disaster resilience. Interna-
tional Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 
11(8), 8475–8490. doi:10.3390/ijerph110808475.

	14.	 Schoch-Spana, M., Sell, T. K., & Morhard, R. (2013). Local health 
department capacity for community engagement and its implica-
tions for disaster resilience. Biosecurity and Bioterrorism, 11(2), 
118–129. doi:10.1089/bsp.2013.0027.

	15.	 Stajura, M., Glik, D., Eisenman, D., Prelip, M., Martel, A., & 
Sammartinova, J. (2012). Perspectives of community- and faith-
based organizations about partnering with local health depart-
ments for disasters. International Journal of Environmental 
Research and Public Health, 9(7), 2293–2311. doi:10.3390/
ijerph9072293.

	16.	 Christie, R., Cooke, O., & Gottsmann, J. (2015). Fearing the 
knock on the door: critical security studies insights into lim-
ited cooperation with disaster management regimes. Journal of 
Applied Volcanology, 4(1), 19. doi:10.1186/s13617-015-0037-7.

	17.	 Wyte-Lake, T., Claver, M., Griffin, A., & Dobalian, A. (2014). 
The role of the home-based provider in disaster prepared-
ness of a vulnerable population. Gerontology, 60(4), 336–345. 
doi:10.1159/000355660.

	18.	 Kun, K. E., Rose, D. A., Morris, T., Salter, M., Lamia, T., Bhala-
kia, A., & McLees, A. W. (2014). Conceptualizing and measuring 
community preparedness within public health preparedness and 
response: complexities and lessons learned. Journal of Public 
Health Management and Practice, 20(4), E1-E5. doi:10.1097/
PHH.0b013e3182a5bbcc.

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/NG44/chapter/Recommendations
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/NG44/chapter/Recommendations
http://www.cdacnetwork.org/
http://www.cdacnetwork.org/
http://www.preventionweb.net/english/
http://www.preventionweb.net/english/
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph110808475
https://doi.org/10.1089/bsp.2013.0027
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph9072293
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph9072293
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13617-015-0037-7
https://doi.org/10.1159/000355660
https://doi.org/10.1097/PHH.0b013e3182a5bbcc
https://doi.org/10.1097/PHH.0b013e3182a5bbcc


420	 J Community Health (2018) 43:412–420

1 3

	19.	 Gamboa-Maldonado, T., Marshak, H. H., Sinclair, R., Montgom-
ery, S., & Dyjack, D. T. (2012). Building capacity for community 
disaster preparedness: a call for collaboration between public 
environmental health and emergency preparedness and response 
programs. Journal of Environmental Health, 75(2), 24–29.

	20.	 Gupta, R. (2011). Enhancing community partnerships during a 
public health emergency: the school-located vaccination clin-
ics model in Kanawha County, WV during the 2009 influenza A 
(H1N1) pandemic. The West Virginia medical journal, 107(6), 
28–34.

	21.	 Shiu-Thornton, S., Balabis, J., Senturia, K., Tamayo, A., & Oberle, 
M. (2007). Disaster preparedness for limited english proficient 
communities: medical interpreters as cultural brokers and gate-
keepers. Public Health Reports, 122(4), 466–471.

	22.	 Barnard, J. B. (2015). Responding to public health emergencies 
on tribal lands: jurisdictional challenges and practical solutions. 
Yale journal of health policy, law, and ethics, 15(2), 251–292.

	23.	 Nepal, V., Banerjee, D., Perry, M., & Scott, D. (2012). Disas-
ter preparedness of linguistically isolated populations: practical 
issues for planners. Health Promotion Practice, 13(2), 265–271. 
doi:10.1177/1524839910384932.

	24.	 Levac, J., Toal-Sullivan, D., & O’Sullivan, T. L. (2012). 
Household emergency preparedness: A literature review. 
Journal of Community Health, 37(3), 725–733. doi:10.1007/
s10900-011-9488-x.

	25.	 Bird, D. K., Gisladottir, G., & Dominey-Howes, D. (2010). Vol-
canic risk and tourism in southern Iceland: implications for haz-
ard, risk and emergency response education and training. Jour-
nal of Volcanology and Geothermal Research, 189(1–2), 33–48. 
doi:10.1016/j.jvolgeores.2009.09.020.

	26.	 Takazawa, A., & Williams, K. (2011). Communities in disasters: 
helpless or helping? Perspectives on Global Development and 
Technology, 10(3–4), 429–440. doi:10.1163/156914911X610394.

	27.	 Kubicek, K., Ramirez, M., Limbos, M. A., & Iverson, E. (2008). 
Knowledge and behaviors of parents in planning for and dealing 
with emergencies. Journal of Community Health, 33(3), 158–168. 
doi:10.1007/s10900-007-9078-0.

	28.	 Ndlela, M. N. (2012). Facilitators and barriers in local emergency 
knowledge management: communities of practice in inter-organ-
izational partnerships. Proceedings of the European Conference 
on Knowledge Management, 2.

	29.	 Sobelson, R. K. W., Corrine, J., Harp, V., & Bronson, Bernice 
B. (2015). A whole community approach to emergency manage-
ment: strategies and best practices of seven community programs. 
Journal of Emergency Management, 13(4), 349–357.

	30.	 Burkle, F. M. Jr. (2011). The limits to our capacity: reflections on 
resiliency, community engagement, and recovery in 21st-century 
crises. Disaster Medicine and Public Health Preparedness, 5(2), 
S176–S181

	31.	 Linnell, M. (2013). Community approaches involving the public 
in crisis management: a literature review. RCR Working Paper 
Series, 5.

	32.	 Dean, S. (2015). Resilience in the face of disaster: evaluation of 
a community development and engagement initiative in Queens-
land. Australian Journal of Emergency management, 30(3), 25.

	33.	 GFDRR. (2015). Community-led partnerships for resilience. 
Washington (DC): The World Bank Group.

	34.	 Buchanan-Smith, M., & Routley, B. S. S. (2016). Are you listen-
ing now? Community perspectives on communicating with com-
munities during the Nepal earthquake response. London: CDAC 
Network.

	35.	 Forcier Consulting. (2015). South Sudan communication with 
communities gaps and needs analysis: disasters and emergencies 
preparedness program (DEPP)- baseline study. Washington (DC): 
Forcier Consulting.

	36.	 CDEM. (2010). Community engagement in the CDEM context: 
civil defence emergency management best practice guide. Wel-
lington: Ministry of Civil Defence & Emergency Management.

	37.	 Paton, D., & Johnston, D. M. (2006). Disaster resilience: an inte-
grated approach. Springerfield: Charles C Thomas Publisher.

	38.	 Snair, J., Reed Snair, M., & Herrmann, J. (2016). Exploring disas-
ter risk reduction through community-level approaches to promote 
healthy outcomes: proceedings of a workshop - in brief. Washing-
ton (DC): National Academies Press.

	39.	 Allen, K. (2006). Community-based disaster preparedness and 
climate adaptation: local capacity building in the Philippines. 
Disasters, 30(1), 81–101

	40.	 Bouye, K., Truman, B. I., & Hutchins, S. (2009). Pandemic influ-
enza preparedness and response among public-housing residents, 
single-parent families, and low-income populations. American 
Journal of Public Health, 99(S2), S287–S293.

	41.	 Kiltz, L., Fonseca, D., Rodriguez, C., & Munoz, P. (2013). Assess-
ment of pandemic preparedness in a socially vulnerable commu-
nity in South Texas. Journal of Health & Human Services Admin-
istration, 164–207

	42.	 Cripps, J. H., Cooper, S. B., & Austin, E. N. (2015). Emergency 
preparedness with people who sign: toward the whole community 
approach. Journal of Emergency Management, 12(6), 1–11

	43.	 UNEP. (2015). Awareness and preparedness for emergencies at 
local level: a process for improving community awareness and 
preparedness for technological hazards and environmental emer-
gencies. Nairobi: United Nations Environment Programme.

	44.	 Nirupama, N., & Maula, A. (2013). Engaging public for building 
resilient communities to reduce disaster impact. Natural Hazards, 
66(1), 51–59. doi: 10.1007/s11069-011-0045-9.

	45.	 Suk, J. E., Van Cangh, T., Ciotti, M., & Ekdahl, K. (2015). Public 
health preparedness. EuroHealth, 21(3).

https://doi.org/10.1177/1524839910384932
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10900-011-9488-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10900-011-9488-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvolgeores.2009.09.020
https://doi.org/10.1163/156914911X610394
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10900-007-9078-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-011-0045-9

	Enablers and Barriers to Community Engagement in Public Health Emergency Preparedness: A Literature Review
	Abstract 
	Introduction
	Methods
	Searching
	Sifting
	Analysis

	Results
	Context
	Existing Relationships and Trust Between the Community and Institutions
	Existing Community Organisation
	Existing Practices 
	Cultural Expectations and priorities 


	Infrastructure
	Planning to Support Community Preparedness
	Resources and Funding 
	Capacity and Needs 

	Community Ownership

	Process
	Communicating with the Community
	Engagement Timeline
	Engaging Vulnerable Communities


	Discussion
	Strengths
	Limitations
	Research Recommendations

	Conclusion
	References


