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Abstract: 
 
This thesis investigates Dutch residents’ perception of Community-Based Disaster Risk 
Reduction (CBDRR) and evaluates the possibility of informing Dutch disaster preparedness with 
Japanese Bosai (disaster prevention) culture in response to geopolitical instability. A small-scale 
quantitative survey (n=103) sought to indicate perceptions on crisis preparedness, policy 
support, willingness to participate in neighborhood initiatives, and openness to intergenerational 
disaster prevention approaches. Results were compared with another survey that measured 
safety perceptions of European residents, called the Eurobarometer 547 (2024), and evaluated 
with existing literature. Major findings of the survey included that while 79.6% of respondents 
agreed neighbors should be able to rely on each other during crises, only 15.4% perceived their 
neighborhood to have a strong sense of responsibility for each other. Policy integration for 
government-led CBDRR-related initiatives was strongly supported by the Dutch population with 
71.2% of survey respondents signifying their approval of regular drills and 74% for curriculum 
inclusion. Active willingness to participate, although high when compared to the number of 
people wanting to join volunteer work for disaster reduction in the Eurobarometer 547, was 
limited, with a majority of survey participants showing a neutral or negative inclination when 
asked if they would contribute to CBDRR initiatives. 52.7% of this thesis’s respondents indicated 
that Japanese culture from intergenerational disaster frameworks is very or extremely important. 
However, they also stipulated a low confidence in realistically applying long-term disaster risk 
reduction approaches in the Netherlands. This research reveals that the Dutch public 
demonstrates a certain gap between readiness and acceptance. Strong policy support opposes 
the weak perceived social infrastructure and the contrary of long-term cultural transfer. Recent 
geopolitical tensions might have spiked increased awareness about safety, but have yet to 
translate into social optimism. Indications of relatively higher levels of individualism prove to be 
obstacles when seeking to implement the Bosai-inspired elements that could potentially improve 
Dutch resilience.       
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The following list describes the significance of various abbreviations and acronyms used 
throughout the thesis:  
 

Abbreviation Meaning Page 

BOSAI Japanese disaster risk reduction culture (direct 

translation from Japanese: disaster prevention)  

5 

CBDRM Community-Based Disaster Risk Management 7 

CBDRR Community-Based Disaster Risk Reduction 5 

CMDRR Community-Managed Disaster Risk Reduction 7 

DRM Disaster Risk Management 7 

DRR Disaster Risk Reduction 5 

DRRTHG Disaster Risk Reduction Treasure Hunting Game 12 

KCDA Katahira Community Development Association 12 

R-DRRMP Reconstruction and DRR Mapping Program 12 

SNS Social Networking Service 12 
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1 Introduction 
 
Within the last 5 years, there has been a visible trend in which Western-oriented countries have 
been in conflict with each other and actively engaging in international warfare. With Russia 
starting a full scale invasion on Ukraine on the 24 of February 2022 (Adams, 2026), US and EU 
being financially involved in the Israël-Palestine conflict after October 7th 2023 (Cortellessa & 
Bennett, 2026) (Graham-Harrison et al., 2026), stability of international trade/NATO being 
threatened by the Trump administration (Meredith, 2026) (Slattery et al., 2026) and the recent 
developments of warfare in Iran (Ghoshal et al., 2026), there is a clear trend in recent 
escalations of risk that economically and politically affects countries in the EU such as the 
Netherlands.  
 
 
Due to the increased risk of international tensions, the government of the Netherlands, like 
many other European countries, has released multiple public statements and notices that 
highlight the importance of increasing public safety through several measures. One of such 
measures described in the new coalition agreement states, “A resilient society must be 
‘self-reliant’. We therefore involve the entire society in security and crisis management. This 
begins in neighborhoods and villages where people take responsibility, care for one another, 
and can call upon each other in case of emergency. The organization of this contributes to 
strengthening our preparedness against the threat of hybrid warfare and other crisis situations.” 
(Ministerie van Algemene Zaken, 2026). Among other Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) 
frameworks, this statement greatly aligns with the concept of Community-Based Disaster Risk 
Reduction (CBDRR), a framework that puts an emphasis on establishing resilience in residential 
communities. This framework specifically has strong ties to Japan, and thus, more insights could 
be learned from the Japanese example of disaster prevention (BOSAI) culture, as neighborhood 
associations in Japan have long histories and deep roots in their communities, causing them to 
create resilience intergenerationally and from a bottom-up approach (Sakurai & Ito, 2022). 
 
 
Community-based disaster reduction in Japan still abides by the same core principles of “self 
-resilience” that the Dutch government is trying to achieve, with responsibility being taken in 
neighborhoods and villages. This has historically been used for natural disasters in Japan, such 
as earthquakes and tsunamis. Moreover, the Japanese dimensions of culture regarding disaster 
prevention are largely different from those in the Netherlands (Luo, L., 2024). Collectivism, 
uncertainty avoidance, and long-term orientation are all factors that have shaped Japanese 
resilience and contribute to the societal response to new policy implementation and perceptions 
about neighborhood safety. How do these cultural characteristics facilitate public support for 
policy implementation? Which elements of the Japanese disaster risk reduction experience are 
transferable to the Dutch context, and which are not? These are key questions that should be 
addressed before similar measures are considered in the Netherlands. 
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Even though the culture and landscape of disasters between Japan and the Netherlands are 
largely different, with an ever-changing political landscape, it is crucial to gain insights from 
concrete current frameworks and initiatives, and to brainstorm how they could be concretely 
implemented within the country. The key point is that emergencies generate a wide range of 
challenges that must be addressed simultaneously, making it essential to establish clear 
procedures for responding to them. As demonstrated by the war in Ukraine and the recent 
conflict involving Iran, international crises can disrupt critical infrastructure and supply chains, 
including information networks, medical supplies, energy, water, and food systems. Similar 
disruptions occur during natural disasters, highlighting the need for societies to prepare for a 
broad range of emergency scenarios. In this context, it is valuable to examine resilience 
measures and policy innovations developed abroad and assess whether they could be effective 
in the Dutch context. However, research on community risk perceptions in the Netherlands 
remains limited, particularly regarding public support for resilience measures inspired by 
practices from other cultural settings. This study seeks to address that gap by examining the 
transferability and public acceptability of such approaches within the Netherlands.  
 
 
Based on the above, this research focuses on the following research question: What are the 
general perceptions of the Dutch public on Community-Based Disaster Risk Reduction policies, 
and what do those perceptions reveal about the opportunities/limitations of transferring 
Bosai-inspired community-based DRR practices to the Dutch context in response to geopolitical 
instability? This report aims to contribute to empirical research by identifying the general attitude 
of the Dutch public on Community-based Disaster Risk Reduction implementation in the 
Netherlands, and to observe whether or not those results could draw the conclusion that public 
policy would benefit from the inclusion of Japanese Bosai culture and related measures, as the 
public would be accepting or reluctant to it. To address the main research question and aim, this 
research also understates the importance of identifying: What is Community-Based disaster risk 
reduction, and how is it relevant? How do culture and community influence the adaptation of 
disaster prevention initiatives? What is Bosai, and which common lessons and mechanisms 
does it reveal? What is the Dutch context of preventative measures and perceptions of 
Bosai-inspired measures? The method of data collection will be described, as well as the tools 
and procedures that have been used to collect and explicate data. Afterward, the results of the 
data, the analysis, and key themes that have emerged and relate to the analysis of CBDRR will 
be presented. This will serve for the discussion and then the final conclusion of main insights 
and limitations that could prompt directions for future research. 
 

2 Literature review: 

1 Community based Disaster Risk Reduction (CBDRR) 
To see how relevant CBDRR is in relation to Dutch resilience against international tensions, we 
can look at developments in the Netherlands. The coalition agreement that has been assembled 
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by the in 2025 chosen coalition and released by the Dutch Ministry of General Affairs mentions 
that within the Netherlands hybrid activity of Russia, unwanted transferring of information and 
technology by China and Iran and threats of terrorism are all causes to strengthen the Dutch 
resilience of (non)governmental actors against hybrid (sabotage)actions (Ministerie van 
Algemene Zaken, 2026). Some of the ways that the government would like to do this are, for 
example, setting up neighborhood crisis teams of citizens that can be deployed during disasters 
and crises together with local authorities and safety regions. They also state that they want to 
ensure that locations in neighborhoods and villages where people can go during crisis 
situations, such as community centers and fire stations, are available for this purpose. These 
goals can be interpreted as examples of Community-based disaster risk reduction . CBDRR is 
part of many Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) approaches and is defined by Shaw (2012) as an 
approach that has the 3 main goals of:  
 

(1)​ reducing the vulnerabilities and increasing the capacities of vulnerable groups and 
communities to cope with, prevent, or minimize loss and damage to life, property and the 
environment,  

(2)​minimizing human suffering, and  
(3)​ to hasten recovery  

 
Within the framework of community-based approaches, there are a plethora of terms that either 
describe CBDRR or similar approaches. Community-Based Disaster Risk Management 
(CBDRM) is commonly used as a synonym for CBDRR in different scientific works (Izumi, T., 
2019). Community-managed disaster risk reduction (CMDRR), for example, describes how 
communities have control over the processes while external parties like NGOs or the 
government facilitate the community (Cordaid, 2011). Although there is a lack of studies on 
long-term applications of CBDRR, as non-governmental organisations usually have temporary 
missions within local communities, and there are limited resources, there are several reports 
that detail the implementation and “short-term” results of CBDRR approaches. Historically, what 
has been done to create CBDRR is involvement from NGOs in regions with a specific set of 
historical characteristics of disaster risk, then establishing an understanding of the communities, 
trust building, informing community disaster risk management (DRM) with the conduct of 
detailed participatory disaster risk assessment processes, and finally capacity building and 
CBDRR (Lassa et al., 2018). Real examples of CBDRR approaches can be seen in several 
districts of Malawi in 2016 and Indonesia, where they implemented the approach in the town of 
Toineke. In the case of Malawi, research was conducted to delve into the facilitation of the 
inclusion of local knowledge within CBDRR. In this case, CBDRR failed to include local 
knowledge in spite of theoretical claims that it is the vehicle for such inclusion. The qualitative 
case study showed that superficial community participation, financial constraints/attitude of 
government and NGOs, donor-driven agendas, and weak coordination and accountability 
between stakeholders lead to a loss of local knowledge. In the case of Malawi, critical reflection 
on participation, improved coordination, and flexible donor funding are required if local 
knowledge is to be included in the process of CBDRR implementation(Trogrlić et al., 2022). 
Within the communities of Toineke that had NGOs' support at that time, elders were able to 
identify the root causes of risks and vulnerabilities that evolved over time. NGOs and local 
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communities that made efforts to decrease the risk of flood disasters felt like most of their efforts 
might not have a large impact within the global system, but there was still a steady decline in 
flood disasters and drought mortality in Toineke (Lassa et al., 2018). 

2 Cultural Dimensions and Disaster Management 
Next to understanding CBDRR, if we are to understand the practicalities of implementing such 
frameworks, it is necessary to consider the psychological and sociological factors that lead to 
their success or failure. Hofstede's (2011) cultural dimensions theory is a framework for 
understanding how cultural values shape behaviour in societies and organisations that has been 
used since the 1970s, when Hofstede divided cultural differences into six dimensions that can 
be allocated to countries from a score of 1–100. These dimensions are divided into: power 
distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism vs collectivism, masculinity vs femininity, long- 
versus short-term orientation, and indulgence vs restraint (Hofstede, 2011). These dimensions 
refer to cross-cultural differences in organizational and national culture, which Hofstede defines 
as “the collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the members of one group or 
category of people from others". Because this research determines the feasibility of transferring 
the frameworks of a culture that is significantly different from the Dutch context, making 
hypotheses about the mechanisms between individualistic communities and adaptation of this 
transfer allows for further analysis when gathering data. Using the cultural dimensions as a 
theory gives measurable indications for what general perceptions would be when talking about 
long-term community initiatives. 
 
Studies that relate the dimensions of Hofstede to the success of CBDRR implementation are 
scarce and present a research gap within the realm of disaster prevention research. However, 
there are several studies that exemplify how culture is correlated to CBDRR in different 
contexts. The dimensions of individualism and collectivism refer to integration between the 
individual and primary groups. Countries that have a higher score for collectivism have a 
preference for tightly knit social bonds. Within their own community, members are expected to 
care about each other and reciprocate with strong in–group loyalty (Żemojtel-Piotrowska & 
Piotrowski, 2023). One study from Thompson and Hawkes (1962) explored the implications of 
disaster for administrative theory. They conceptualised disaster as a type of social system. 
 
stress and observed that within the US, resources are allocated pluralistically within the 
community and thereby attaining integration. Disaster disrupts these allocations and thus 
requires actors to be more autonomous. They also found that during disaster responses, 
community qualities such as preexisting levels of fragmentation, pluralism, and increases in unit 
autonomy give rise to the emergence of synthetic organizations. So the increased autonomy 
shapes into these emergent systems where information bases on which executive decisions can 
be made become expanded, and enhancement of interorganizational communications can take 
place. Through a paradigm shift, emergency managers can be viewed as “community change 
agents” (Drabek, 2017).  
 
Although a higher individualism score was associated with less vulnerability for disasters 
(Dückers et al., 2015), one would assume that in the case of community building for disaster 
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prevention, this would actually create a slight paradox in which it decreases the ability to 
platform and sustain CBDRR when there is a lower preference for tight-knit communities and 
corroborated loyalty. But as the aforementioned research describes, interorganisational 
information systems do flourish when actors are forced to be more autonomous during 
disasters. With the US score of Hofstede for individualism being 60 and the Dutch score 100, 
this might translate into such establishments being easier to acquire without a disaster situation 
to prompt autonomy when a positive consensus for establishing CBDRR is reached.  
 
Individualism vs. collectivism shapes the baseline level of social cohesion and mutual help. In 
one research that covered the relationship between cultural dimensions scores and vulnerability 
towards disasters, both the Netherlands and Japan were classified in the same group for being 
less vulnerable to disasters, but it is important to note that countries that do not have natural 
disasters were also classified as less vulnerable for that reason. The dimensions of small power 
distance and higher degrees of individualism were associated with being less vulnerable after a 
statistical analysis that corroborates previous disaster research in fields like anthropology of 
disaster and disaster cultures. Although this is the case when comparing vulnerability scores 
(for example, those of the World Risk Report) and the cultural dimensions scores, the authors 
recognize that associations are not the same as causal relations, and other precautions should 
be taken into account (Dückers et al., 2015). 
 
In general, when considering the most recently measured levels of Individualism in the 
Netherlands (100) in comparison to those in Japan (62), what can be expected of perceptions 
regarding long-term policy adaptation is a more pessimistic view. Dutch communities perceive 
themselves as preferring a loosely-knit social framework in which individuals are expected to 
take care of themselves and their immediate families only, and Japanese prioritise putting the 
harmony of a group above the expression of individual opinions (Minkov & Kaasa, 2022). This 
might be offset, however, by the adaptability that higher individualistic and thus autonomic 
cultures are associated with in cases of emergency, as Dückers (2015) and Thompson and 
Hawkes (1962) emphasise in their scholarly works. One of the variables that determines Dutch 
residents’ perceptions and adaptability to long-term frameworks could be the perceived severity 
of a potential disaster. 

3 BOSAI 
Before suggesting how other cultural practices could be influential in regional policies, it is of 
importance to know how such practices came to be and evolved over time. Japan has a long 
history of being haunted by natural disasters throughout history, and records of such events 
date back to as early as the year 599. Typhoons, earthquakes, and tsunamis can be a risk to 
life, but also interrupt all other systems in place. Thus, the Japanese have created a culture 
called “BOSAI” (disaster prevention) that embraces and learns from natural disasters and 
passes on information from generation to generation. Japan’s geographical location, the cultural 
and religious influences embodied in its cultural heritage, and a solid national identity are the 
main fundamental factors upon which such culture is based (Pastrana-Huguet, 2022). Following 
the 2011 great earthquake, “The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015–2030” 
was adopted at the Third United Nations World Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction in 
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Sendai. This framework encourages investment in innovation and technology development in 
disaster risk management across all UN member states (UNDRR, 2023). Additionally, in relation 
to understanding risk, the framework puts an emphasis on the fact that local and specific 
characteristics must be understood for disaster risks to devise measures that reduce disaster 
risk (UNISDR 2015). 
 
 
To learn from Japanese disaster risk reduction culture, it is essential to first observe the true 
definition of their BO (prevention) SAI (disaster) culture and what terms can best be used to 
describe it. Adaptation in disaster risk management is defined as “the process of adjustment to 
actual or expected climate and its effects in order to moderate or avoid harm or exploit beneficial 
opportunities” (IPCC 2014a). Bosai, as a culture, is mainly based on the lived experience of 
people and passing on lessons to the next generations. This being the case, Bosai is rooted in 
climate adaptation more so than mitigation. Even though Bosai is commonly directly translated 
to disaster prevention and thus would be better suited to mitigation, “bo” could also be 
interpreted as protection, mitigation, rehabilitation, or reconstruction (Pastrana-Huguet, 2022). 
As such, Bo symbolises resilience rather than mitigation, which is defined as human intervention 
to reduce the sources or enhance the sinks of greenhouse gases (IPCC 2014a).  
 
Japan's current disaster management system is based on three fundamental elements: 
preparedness (planning, investment, and risk education, early warning, and response 
(emergency alerts) and recovery and reconstruction (helping communities to return to normal 
and supporting livelihoods) (Pastrana-Huguet, 2022). 

 
Image 1 Disaster Management System of Japan. Source: Pastrana-Huguet (2022). 
 

4 Current attitudes and innovations in CBDRR development in Japan 
With a general understanding of what BOSAI is theoretically, looking at developments and case 
studies that make use of CBDRR in the Japanese context allows a more practical 
understanding of the benefits and possibilities for such practices. For one research, Southeast 
Asian disaster experts and researchers from five universities and one NGO gathered to discuss 
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and select DRR innovations that they considered to be effective and useful. Out of those 
meetings, the following 30 innovations (14 products and 16 approaches) were finally put on a 
list for further research. 

 
Table 1: products and approaches perceived to be the most important by Japanese citizens. 
Source: (Izumi, T., 2019) 
 
In Japan, three different types of DRR are apparent: Self-help, mutual help, and public help. 
During the Great East Japan earthquake, municipalities had severe struggles in their capacity to 
lend aid to people, so responsibilities for survival, like evacuating from tsunami-affected areas 
and securing adequate food and water supplies for shelters, were passed on to community 
residents. After the disaster, there was a recognition of the limitations of public help, and an 
emphasis on self-help and cooperation within communities was created. Since then, accurate 
assessment of risk by the government and experts, as well as community residents, has been 
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encouraged to create a more comprehensive understanding of local disaster risks and 
appropriate actions during emergency situations (Sato et al. 2018). 
 
Mutual help in Japan was promoted by organizations like “jishu-bousai-soshiki” or “jishubo” , 
which are community government units with volunteers working for local governments to 
transmit information and instructions to neighborhood residents (Sakurai & Ito, 2022). These 
organisations in Japan have, however, seen a decline in motivated volunteers and lack a 
proactive approach towards disaster preparedness in the community, in which non-volunteer 
members of the community recognized themselves to have a shortage of risk communication, 
while they were open to opportunities to learn more about local risks (Kuroda 2017). 
 
Several case studies show how Japanese cities and districts have increased CBDRR and made 
efforts to combat a lack of proactiveness within jishubo organizations. In Sendai City, Miyagi 
Prefecture, one example of innovative approaches was implemented. In 2016, the Katahira 
Community Development Association (KCDA) launched an education activity that involved the 
entire community. They created a Disaster Risk Reduction treasure hunting game (DRRTHG) to 
foster human resources in younger generations. Within the DRRTHG, participants explored the 
town and searched on foot for a hidden treasure chest. Elementary and junior high school 
children got explanations about nature, culture, and resources for DRR. The “Crescent Corps” 
certificate, on which five rules to become a good community member are printed. Using the local 
history such as the logo of the founder of the residential area, rules that are fundamental to the 
concepts of selfhelp and mutual help were passed on in the community children who 
participated in the first DRRTHG became senior high school students then followed up to be 
guides for the younger students and passed on the rules that are fundamental to incorporating 
DRR into community development planning (Sakurai & Ito, 2022). 
 
Another case study delved into how a lack of local evacuation information can lead to 
unnecessary fatalities, as was the case in the Okawa Elementary School Incident during the 
Great East Japan Earthquake. These events prompted the Reconstruction and DRR Mapping 
Program (R-DRRMP) in 2012, which was a school-based DRR education program developed in 
Ishinomaki. The R-DRRMP consisted of map-making, orientation, town-watching, and 
presentations of the produced maps. In a survey directed at the ninth-grade students at a junior 
high school in 2018 to follow up on the fourth-grade pupils who participated in the program 
confirmed that they had more pride and were more motivated for their community’s development 
than other students from the same grade that did not participate in the program (Sakurai et al. 
2020). Finally, one case study from the Neshiden district in Joso City exemplifies how local 
social networking services (SNS) could be used in emergency situations. The SNS in that area, 
called Neshiden Hot Mail, allowed the local neighborhood association leader to send short 
textual information to residents at the time of heavy flooding caused by excessive rainfall. 
Although the implementation of social media in DRR might seem simple, this case study mostly 
shows the importance of establishing human resources that are trusted and facilitate daily 
communication within the community so that a clear transition of information can be created on 
online platforms (Sakurai & Ito, 2022). 
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These examples show what mechanisms and common themes would allow for intergenerational 
transitions in different cultural contexts. Gamification techniques such as the DRRTHG and 
R-DRRMP make use of playful, exploratory activities to engage younger parts of the population 
in disaster preparation without being a fear-based form of didactics. Local history and 
place-based identity for anchoring DRR practices, such as using local landmarks and icons 
(e.g., the logo of the founder of the residential area), highlight community assets and pride 
points next to hazards. Trusted human intermediaries for digital platforms is a mechanism that 
indicates how technology by itself is insufficient to facilitate communication as DRR tools; it must 
be intertwined with existing social networks to garner regional trust. These mechanisms 
exemplify how not every part of BOSAI has to be culture-bound, but requires adaptation to the 
Dutch context of higher individualism and willingness to participate. 
 

5 Current state of CBDRR initiatives in the Netherlands 
To get an understanding of how Bosai-inspired measures would be perceived, it is essential to 
examine not only initiatives the Dutch government has made but also the soft infrastructure of 
the Dutch context, such as community cohesion, risk perceptions, and social trust. With this 
information, a general understanding of the background of public opinions on such methods can 
be gained. Although there are no clear studies that communicate the implementation of CBDRR 
in the Netherlands with the exact terminology and concepts, the following research papers and 
sources give a vision into what the current state of community DRR and social infrastructure 
looks like in the Netherlands.  
 
In terms of existing initiatives, NL-ALERT has been introduced since 2012 in the Netherlands 
and serves as a warning system to inform the public who are in the direct vicinity of 
emergencies. One paper that assessed the effectiveness of the NL-ALERT concluded that 
people are more likely to perform adaptive behaviour when emotions run higher. So affective 
reactions function as a main driver for behaviour within communities when it comes to warning 
systems. Assessed message quality is also a main driver; results showed that emotions and 
social environment are main predictors for emergency response to messaging (Gutteling et al. 
2018). 
 
The current public infrastructure for Dutch Disaster Risk management can largely be associated 
with safety regions. These regions consist of collaboration between several municipalities in 
which fire service, disaster and crisis management, and medical assistance fall under the 
jurisdiction of municipal executive bodies. In this way, mayors can issue orders to organizations 
that are not under their authority during emergency situations. The governing board is the 
highest body of safety regions, and decisions are made by majority vote of municipality mayors. 
Sometimes, partner subjects and organizations are included in the management board 
meetings. Providing better protection to civilians from risks, offering better emergency 
management and aftercare during disasters and crises and acting during emergencies as one 
administrative organization that coordinates and addresses the fire service, Disaster and Crisis 
control service, medical service and operational use of the police are all responsibilities that the 
Safety Region is obligated to do (Van Trijp, John & Ulieru, Mihaela & Gelder, P.H.A.J.M., 2012). 
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Although the Dutch government has stated its commitment to creating locations in 
neighborhoods and villages where people can go during crisis situations (Ministerie van 
Algemene Zaken, 2026), actual adaptation of policies and initiatives that ensure this seems to 
be in their infancy currently. While scientific research about the public Dutch shelter organisation 
is limited, several news articles report on the declining care and existence of nuclear shelters 
after the end of the cold war paint a picture of higher self-sufficiency in disaster situations. Apart 
from many bomb shelters being transformed into public facilities like bike and supply storage, 
public knowledge about the existing shelters seems to be limited (isgeschiedenis, 2022). 
Authors describe that capacities for shelter currently do not suffice for the number of civilians in 
the city and that they hold more symbolic importance rather than being entirely adequate 
shelters (Van Der Kooij, L., 2022). 
 
The lack of existing shelter and direct responses to early warning systems could very well be 
intertwined with the community cohesion and social trust that is present. Reports from the Dutch 
Central Bureau of Statistics (2026) indicate that 15% of people sometimes feel unsafe in their 
own neighborhood. This is not only damaging to social cohesion but also contributes to 
pillarisation. Pillarisation is the phenomenon typically considered as the traditional Dutch form of 
segmental differentiation in a functionally differentiated society, which promotes social 
exclusiveness and an in-group mentality (Schrover, 2010). Historically, this pillarisation has 
allowed out-groups, such as migrants and minorities, to be adapted into policy in ways that 
facilitate them as different. Consequently, this division of society and lower levels of perceived 
safety result in a lack of spontaneous social interaction that underpins community disaster 
response. 
 
Currently, what is evident is that CBDRR can be effective in reducing disaster vulnerability. 
CBDRR is relevant in the recent Dutch context when looking at internal political development in 
response to geopolitical tensions. Implementation of such methods is dependent on cultural 
dimensions that influence disaster preparedness behaviours. Japanese culture offers a set of 
mechanisms for community-based resilience with possible solutions to integrate it 
intergenerationally. And within the Dutch context, the levels of individualism, low neighborhood 
trust, and pillarisation contribute to the lack of established regional preparedness when it comes 
to safety perception. Research gaps that remain ambiguous within the academic sphere include 
what Dutch perceptions of CBDRR policies in response to geopolitical instability entail, as most 
studies regarding CBDRR focus on natural disasters. Likewise, how Hofstede’s dimensions 
could be used to predict disaster vulnerability or adaptability is unknown. It remains unclear 
whether recent geopolitical shocks have shifted Dutch risk perceptions and if this shifted 
perception increases willingness to participate in or accept CBDRR initiatives. With regards to 
what we do not know, this thesis aims to fill these research gaps through a survey by indicating 
perceptions, linking them to the dimensions of Hofstede, and building a foundation for assessing 
the feasibility of Bosai-inspired CBDRR transfer to the Netherlands. 
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3 Methodology 
 
As past research suggests, there are multiple aspects that determine the success of 
community-based research. Therefore, in order to investigate the hypothesized relationships 
between the Dutch civilization and CBDRR and the research question, the dependent and 
independent variables are defined as follows: The dependent variable is Dutch general public 
support or aversion toward CBDRR, operationalized through measures of both specific policy 
support/aversion and diffuse support/aversion. The independent variables are 1: the Dutch 
public’s perception of cultural dimensions, categorized as individualism, long-term orientation, 
and uncertainty avoidance, to determine the relation of cross–cultural differences in relation to 
CBDRR. 2: Changing attitudes in light of recent international conflict developments.  
 
To support this research paradigm, quantitative research was conducted in a questionnaire that 
sought to indicate what the general consensus of Dutch inhabitants is on DRR policies, 
preparation, and community preparedness for international conflict. The survey was made and 
distributed via the university’s provided access to Qualtrics, a specialised programme only for 
academic research with multifactor authentication and a processing agreement with the 
University of Groningen that ensures anonymity and legally binds the supplier to protect data. 
The survey was accessible to participants between the 30th of April and the 22nd of May 2026. 
Participants were told what data would be collected and indicated their consent when filling out 
the form (see Appendix A). Finally, before starting the survey, participants were informed that 
they were free not to answer a question or stop taking the survey at any time.  
 
The survey is mainly comprised of both 5-point unipolar and bipolar Likert scales to collect more 
nuanced and structured opinions from respondents that could be overlooked when asking 
binary questions. (Sullivan & Artino, 2013). Most questions in the survey describe an 
opinionated statement regarding community preparation, policy support, or BOSAI and allow 
participants to answer from a range of fully disagreeing to fully agreeing with the addition of “no 
opinion” as an option when appropriate. The survey was made both in Dutch and English to 
include citizens of the Netherlands in the survey who do not have a grasp of the Dutch language 
or prefer English surveys to express their opinion. Distribution was done in several networks, 
like personal, local community, university, and municipal networks, such as personal WhatsApp 
family, university, and neighborhood group chats, and a LinkedIn post. Circulation in these group 
chats ensured that only residents of the Netherlands filled in the survey, as individuals on these 
platforms were mainly residents of the Netherlands, and the message made clear what the 
intended demographic of the survey was. After data was collected from the quantitative 
research, it was put into charts and histograms so that results could be easily observed. The 
main questions that the questionnaire sought to answer were:  
 
1. To what extent does the public feel prepared in case of conflict 
2. Would they know how to act if there were a disaster? 
3. How individualistic vs collectivist are Dutch people when it comes to DRR 
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4. Is Community-based DRR perceived as something that is important by the public, and what 
should be the main focus for DRR development in the future?  
 
Information, including age, occupation, and province of residence, was gathered for an 
understanding of what the distributions of respondents’ demographics are and if that distribution 
allows for generalization of the Netherlands residents. The collection of demographic 
information also allows for drawing hypotheses regarding what age groups might be supportive 
or oppositional to topics such as policy support. After general data was collected from the 
survey, analysis was done by integrating both the English and Dutch survey results into an 
Excel sheet and tallying up the distribution of choices into a pie chart that allowed for simple 
observation. Next, to get an understanding of the general trends of the survey’s results, the 
correlation between existing datasets, such as the Special Eurobarometer 547(2024) and Loyd’s 
Register Foundation World Risk Poll for the Netherlands(2024) will be examined. The general 
trends that the data represents will be compared with the intent of gaining insights into the 
factors that either make the Dutch public distinct or show how recent developments might have 
shifted the general perception of DRR. These visible trends of similar research outcomes give 
context about the general existing perception of inhabitants of European countries and the 
Netherlands to support the relatively small sample size of respondents for this research. 
Furthermore, it allows for drawing comparisons about demographic groups such as respondents 
of older age groups and other provinces that are underrepresented in this research’s survey, 
and indicates consistency of the results when analysing an overlap with broader trends. Then 
reasoning for how perceptions could have been facilitated within the Dutch context is given with 
connections to existing literature. Finally, after identifying common trends and their reliability or 
recent fluctuations, the theories and hypotheses earlier discussed in the literature review are 
applied to the data to facilitate solid argumentation for why these trends continue to prolong or 
shift. 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 

4 Results 
 
Demographics 
After distribution, a total of 103 respondents completed the survey (n=103), consisting of 89 
Dutch-language respondents and 14 English-language respondents. The sample included 
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participants across all adult age groups, with the largest representation from ages 18-24 (n=36), 
45-54 (n=20), and 55-64 (n=23). Respondents represented multiple provinces, with Friesland 
(n=46), Groningen (n=15), Noord-Holland (n=16), and Utrecht (n=10) being most frequently 
represented. Occupations included students (n=22), part-time (n=39) and full-time (n=22) 
employees, retirees (n=11), self-employed individuals (n=7), and unemployed respondents 
(n=2). 
 
Perceived Crisis Preparedness 
When participants were asked how informed they felt about potential risks from international 
conflicts (e.g., supply chain disruptions, cyberattacks, hybrid warfare), the majority of 
respondents indicated a moderate or low confidence in how informed they were. Specifically, 
38.0% reported feeling "slightly informed", while 41% reported being "moderately informed." 
Only 10% reported being "very informed" and 1% "extremely well informed," and 10% reported 
being "not at all informed". Concern levels about personal safety impacts from international 
conflicts showed a distribution that was skewed towards moderate concern. Approximately 48% 
of respondents reported being "moderately concerned", while 32% reported "slightly concerned" 
and 11% reported "very concerned." A minority (8%) reported being "not at all concerned". 
Concerns about international tensions having daily life impacts followed a similar pattern, with 
56% moderately concerned and 15% very concerned. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chart 1:                                                                                      Chart 2: 
Levels of concern for rising international              Levels of concern for rising international              
tensions on personal safety                                                        tensions for daily life 
  
Perceptions of local community preparedness for a major crisis (e.g., prolonged power outage) 
were predominantly negative. 0% of participants thought their community was extremely 
prepared; only 6.1% of respondents rated their local community as "very prepared." The largest 
proportion (41.4%) rated their community as "poorly prepared", while 31.3% rated it as "slightly 
prepared" and 21.2% as "not at all prepared." 
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Chart 3: perceived preparedness of local community  
When asked how confident they would be in knowing what to do if a disaster occurred today, 
responses showed a similar pattern of low confidence. Only 12% reported being "very 
confident". The largest group (30%) reported being "moderately confident", 29% reported 
"slightly confident" and another 29% reported "not at all confident." 
 
 
Support for policies 
There was strong agreement with the principle that citizens should be able to rely on neighbors 
for help before official services arrive. A combined 79.6% of respondents agreed or strongly 
agreed with this statement, while only 6.2% disagreed or strongly disagreed. The Dutch 
government's proposal to establish neighborhood crisis teams and prepare community locations 
for emergencies received majority support. Strong support was expressed by 46.9% of 
respondents, with an additional 39.8% somewhat supportive. Neutral responses accounted for 
12.2%, while only ~1% expressed being somewhat opposed. 
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Chart 4: Normative perceptions on neighborhood reliance    
When asked about willingness to join a neighborhood crisis team, responses were mixed. A 
combined 39.2% expressed very to extreme willingness, 37.1 showed moderate willingness, 
16.5% reported being slightly willing, and 23.1% reported being not at all willing. This suggests 
that while policy support is high, active participation willingness is more limited. The largest 
group of respondents (61.3%) indicated willingness to dedicate 1-2 hours per month to crisis 
preparation with their neighborhood. An additional 22.6% were willing to dedicate 3-4 hours, and 
3.3% were willing to dedicate 5-6 hours or more. However, 12.9% reported being willing to 
dedicate 0 hours. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chart 5: Hypothetical hours of dedication per month for crisis preparation 
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Chart 6: Willingness to participate in CBDRR initiatives   
 
A majority (53.8%) indicated they would participate in neighborhood preparedness training if it 
occurred once per year in their free time. An additional 28% would participate once every two 
months, and 6.5% even more frequently. However, 5.4% responded negatively regardless of 
time commitment, and 6.5% indicated they do not have enough time left over to participate. 
 
When asked how important the implementation of similar intergenerational frameworks and 
methods like drills from Japanese Bosai culture is, recipients responded open-mindedly. A 
combined 52.7% of respondents rated this approach as "very important" or "extremely 
important". Only 2.2% rated it as "not at all important." 5.4% had no clear opinion on the topic. 
 

 
Chart 7: Perceived importance of Bosai-related long-term approaches for DRR 
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However, when asked whether Dutch society is realistically able and willing to engage in such 
long-term efforts, confidence was lower. When looking at the answers of the respondents, the 
answers were perfectly split between being optimistic and pessimistic about the approach, with 
most indicating being neutral when asked if these methods could realistically be implemented in 
the Netherlands. 

 
Chart 8: Perceived feasibility of applying Bosai-related approaches to DRR in the Netherlands 
 
Support for disaster drills and school education. Strong majorities supported practical CBDRR 
measures: 71.2% agreed or strongly agreed that regular disaster drills in neighborhoods should 
be encouraged, and 74.0% agreed or strongly agreed that schools should include disaster 
preparedness in their curriculum. 
 
Perceptions about community collectivism and relying on community members 
When asked what is generally more effective when problems arise in their neighborhood, 51.5% 
favored "rely on a group of neighbors to solve it together". Only 14% favored relying on 
individual households resolving it themselves, and 19.4% favored relying on the municipality or 
government, while 15.1% did not know. A key finding was that despite support for CBDRR 
policies, respondents did not perceive strong existing neighborhood responsibility. Only 15.4% 
agreed or strongly agreed that "people in my neighborhood feel a strong sense of responsibility 
for each other's well-being." A combined 44.2% disagreed or strongly disagreed with this 
statement, while 32.7% were neutral. 
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Chart 9: Perceived neighborhood responsibility 
 
Recent changes in perspective.  
In regard to recent developments in geopolitics, 0% of respondents answered that they thought 
that their perspective had changed to being relatively less worried about creating more 
community resilience. A majority of respondents reported that recent international conflicts (e.g., 
the war in Ukraine) had changed their perspective on the importance of personal and communal 
crisis preparation. Among these, 33.3% reported becoming "much more aware," and 43% 
reported becoming "somewhat more aware". Only 23.7% reported no change in perspective. 
When asked whether recent increases in international tensions make it more necessary for 
Dutch communities to become self-reliant, a clear majority (72.4%) agreed or strongly agreed. 
Only 8.5% disagreed, while 19.1% remained neutral. 
 

 
Chart 10: Perceived urgency of community resilience in regards to international tensions 
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5 Discussion  
What is visible from these results is that the Netherlands public perspective is both supportive of 
CBDRR policies and long-term prevention approaches, while they feel poorly informed and 
prepared for possible crises. Recent geopolitical developments have increased awareness of 
the need for local resilience amongst Dutch citizens, as can be seen when looking at the 
majority of respondents who showed increased importance of local and communal preparation 
when asked if their perception changed after international tensions. This shift of perception 
might contribute to the adaptability of policies. There is a gap between the support for such 
policies and perceived neighborhood responsibility that suggests a lack of the social 
infrastructure that is needed to enable effective policy implementation. When looking at similar 
datasets covering risk awareness and preparedness, the Special Eurobarometer 547, which 
was requested by the European Commission, provides insights into a similar research 
conducted in February/March of 2024 across all EU member states, with interviews and surveys 
that reflected the EU population's perspective on disaster risk awareness regarding all kinds of 
disasters. 
 

1 Preparedness 
When looking at the survey that was requested by the European Commission, it is evident that 
only 48% of respondents felt well informed about disaster risks that could affect them, while 
58% did not feel well prepared for disasters in their area, as can be seen in image 2 
(Publications Office of the European Union, 2024). This research shows remarkably similar or 
even slightly lower levels of confidence in levels of information, with 58% of Dutch respondents 
feeling only slightly or not at all confident in knowing what actions to take during a crisis related 
to international conflicts, and 62.3% rated their local community as slightly or not at all prepared. 

 

 
Image 2 Local preparedness indicated by the Eurobarometer Source: Publications Office of the 
European Union (2024) 
 
 
 
The reason why this finding is significant is that the extent to which residents feel confident in 
how and when to act during emergencies might also influence their opinion on the 
implementation of regional disaster preparation initiatives. This could either be from a reasoning 
of being oblivious to potential threats, such as 10% of respondents not at all being informed, 
and 38 being slightly informed when asked how informed they were about potential risks of 
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international tensions. This unpreparedness within the Netherlands not only causes worries for 
when a disaster might occur, but also for implementing other policies. When, for example, trying 
to apply Bosai-inspired CBDRR policies like a digital intermediary, as was done with Neshiden 
Hotmail, the lack of trust in the system causes people to also be less aware of the possibilities 
of who should be contacted at what time (Sakurai & Ito, 2022). 
 
In the Eurobarometer 547 survey, 32% of respondents answered that they thought their country 
was most exposed to the risk of political or geo-political tensions when having to choose 
between several risks, and 22% felt personally exposed to the same risk (Publications Office of 
the European Union, 2024). When compared to respondents of this research, in charts 1 and 2, 
a similar trend in a low number of respondents (12%) being very or extremely concerned with 
the effects of international conflicts on their personal safety, and 48% being moderately 
concerned, can be observed. With this data, we can estimate that the perception towards 
international tensions is not generally one that can be underpinned as severely worried. As was 
evident when considering the dimensions of Hofstede, this sense of non-urgency might 
negatively impact how well CBDRR implementation would be perceived by the population of the 
Netherlands, as it is a more autonomous culture that is dominant within the country. 
 
 

2 Community involvement 
73% of the Eurobarmeter respondents indicated that they expect they can either rely on their 
neighborhood somewhat or a great deal (Publications Office of the European Union, 2024), 
which is relatively similar to the 79.6% of Dutch respondents who indicated that they either 
agree or strongly agree that they should be able to rely on their neighbors in times of crisis. As 
can be seen in chart 9, the quantity of respondents that indicated low trust when asked if there 
was a strong sense of responsibility in the neighborhood, the 46.2% that either disagree or 
strongly disagree, directly contradicts the consensus that neighbors should be able to rely on 
each other. This shows a gap between what is to be expected and perceived to be actuality 
within neighborhoods and once again correlates to the Dutch context as was exemplified before. 
Considering the high individualism score of the Netherlands, 15% of people sometimes feel 
unsafe in their neighborhood, and the history of pillarisation, it is not surprising that the lived 
experience of inhabitants of the Netherlands limits the trust and optimism when it comes to 
implementing local initiatives. One of the mechanisms used in Japanese inter-generational 
frameworks, such as mutual help, would present solutions for this gap between normative and 
descriptive perceptions regarding DRR (Sato et al. 2018). Mutual help can be endorsed through 
several methods, such as volunteer programs, to get ahead of the recovery and reconstruction 
section of the cycle described in image 1.  
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3 Personal responsibility 
One of the striking differences between the 2024 barometer results and the survey conducted 
for this thesis is that openness to community-based initiatives was significantly higher. Only 7% 
of the EU respondents were currently engaged in voluntary work, 9% planned to do so in the 
future, 19% were previously engaged, and 64% answered that they never engaged in voluntary 
work and do not plan on doing so. In contrast, of the Dutch civilians, 39.2% answered to be very 
or extremely willing, with only 7.2% being not willing at all. This discrepancy can be explained by 
several causal relations.  
 
One important possible cause is the difference in wording within the survey and the possible 
answers that the respondents could give. The Eurobarometer asked about their engagement in 
existing voluntary work, and this research asked about their willingness to join a hypothetical 
participation in future government-led initiatives. With answers to hypothetical questions often 
being based on preference rather than truth. Even when hypothetical questions are 
unambiguous and include relevant properties to the respondents' prior experience, research 
shows a bias in responses (Kaderabek & Sinibaldi, 2022). 
 
Another reason for the stark difference might be a change in perspective from civilians. The 
majority of respondents in this research indicated that recent developments made them more 
aware of vulnerabilities and the need for regional resilience through the implementation of 
CBDRR. Although many respondents indicated their willingness to either spend 1-2 hours a 
month or once every year, it needs to be stated that respondents could have a tendency to 
respond in a socially desired manner rather than give true answers, and thus, social desirability 
bias might play a role in the general trends that the survey shows (Team, 2026). A final reason 
for the difference could be the different backgrounds of respondents, although indicators from 
Loyd's Register Foundation (2024) show how relatively Dutch respondents felt slightly safer now 
compared to 5 years ago when compared to Northern/Western Europe and the Netherlands 
scores slightly higher on the worry index as well. Clearer data would be needed to confirm, as 
these differences are minor and not directly causal. Not only might being Dutch influence the 
difference in perspectives, but also mainly Dutch citizens from northern provinces, who consist 
mostly of part-time workers. There might be substantial differences between those who are 
students, work part-time, work full-time, or are retirees. Additionally, respondents either living in 
other member states in the EU or provinces in the Netherlands could prove to have a different 
baseline. While keeping all of these factors in mind, this research might provide evidence that, 
despite high individualistic scores from Hofstede (Minkov & Kaasa, 2022), geopolitical shocks 
such as the war in Ukraine can catalyse public support for disaster preparedness measures. 
This finding is consistent with the work of Thompson and Hawkes (1962) and Drabek (2017), 
who observed that disaster-induced autonomy can foster emergent interorganisational 
cooperation. 
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4 Long-term Bosai-inspired approaches 
While the survey results from this research made clear that inhabitants want to be able to rely 
on their neighborhood, the responses were more pessimistic and divided when asked about 
there being a strong sense of responsibility or if long-term approaches similar to those found in 
Japanese CBBDRR would realistically work. While the concept of mutual help is endorsed, the 
social perceptions about neighborhood cohesion remain weak, which aligns with the 
Netherlands’s high individualism score on the scale of Hofstede when compared to Japan. As 
Pastrana-Huguet et al. (2022) note, Bosai culture is fundamentally rooted in lived experience 
and intergenerational memory of disasters, and this lack of confidence might be due to those 
conditions that are largely absent in the Netherlands. Most mechanisms and key takeaways 
from Bosai-inspired initiatives could be regionally implemented, as indicated by the support in 
chart 7, in terms of public acceptance and openness to the policies. Additionally, support for 
Bosai-related approaches, such as drills (71.2%) and implementation in curricula (74%), is 
strongly supported, with a clear majority agreeing on applying those methods in the 
Netherlands. That openness towards net methods and mechanisms, however, does not 
translate into optimism for the policies. As indicated by chart 8, optimism about such policy 
implementation remains more scattered than the perceived importance of it, and that creates a 
gap between willingness and trust when it comes to adaptation. The shift in risk awareness 
related to geopolitical instability, as indicated in chart 10, however, presents an opportunity. With 
the dimensions of Hofstede indicating that this perceived trust and cooperation might be 
accelerated within autonomous cultures, if tensions are ever to rise or the perceived severity of 
emergency situations increases, implementing the mechanisms of Bosai-inspired CBDRR to 
include active young engagement and trusted individuals for communication could close this 
gap, as the functionality of such policies would be trusted more (Sakurai & Ito, 2022). 

5 Limitations 
This analysis of the results of this research and the Eurobarometer that was conducted two 
years ago, as of writing, involves a clear two-year time gap. With this thesis emphasising how 
recent developments could have shifted perceptions of risk awareness, there could also be 
factors such as government campaigns and media coverage that might influence how 
longitudinal research can be conducted. This entails that determining the independent cause of 
perceived CBDRR importance might prove to be difficult. This thesis measures perceptions and 
self-reported willingness to engage in real-world scenarios. This separation between objectively 
measurable motivation and hypothetical willingness indicates how the finding could be used as 
an indicator of potential perceptiveness rather than measuring the potential operationalization of 
community center volunteers. Clearer indications for normative and descriptive opinions would 
increase the reliability of the results. 
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6 Future research 
Future research could indicate how the level of perceived danger and the ability to organise in 
the Netherlands as an autonomous and individualistic country could be correlated. Furthermore, 
research that would seek to determine the effects of gamification and using regional icons for 
community-based DRR in a different cultural context would strengthen the assumptions made in 
this paper. Finally, research that indicates the effectiveness of disaster communication with 
trusted individuals in connection to NL-alerts might help improve people's awareness and 
responsiveness to early warning systems 

6 conclusion 
This thesis aimed to answer the following: What are general perceptions of the Dutch public on 
Community-Based Disaster Risk Reduction policies, and what do those perceptions reveal 
about the opportunities and limitations of transferring Bosai-inspired community-based DRR 
practices to the Dutch context in response to geopolitical instability? 
 
Key findings that emerged when looking at the results of this research in combination with 
existing statistics are that people are more worried or perceive themselves as less safe within 
the Netherlands due to international tensions. They strongly support local initiatives to raise 
awareness and a social fallback for when a crisis might occur, as noted in the literature review, 
the low amount of trust in neighborhoods and individualism indicated by the dimensions of 
Hofstede within the Netherlands has an influence on the perception that these would work in 
practice. Following these examples of CBDRR or future research on how it could be 
implemented effectively might prove to be a powerful method for both social cohesion and 
national safety. As indicated by the survey, geopolitical instability has shifted risk perception in a 
way that emphasises local resilience. Based upon literature about the dimensions of Hofstede 
and organisational abilities, it is suggested that external shocks can catalyze public support for 
disaster preparedness even in a highly individualistic context. Japanese-inspired, 
intergenerational DRR approaches are supported by residents of the Netherlands; however, 
support is conditional, as confidence in realistic implementation was split. This indicates that the 
public is open to learning from Japanese practices, but doubts its feasibility within the Dutch 
context. Active participation and willingness, although relatively high in survey results, remain 
limited and uncertain because of possible discrepancies between hypothetical willingness and 
actual participation. While policy support is high, time investment from participants indicates a 
gap between attitudinal endorsement and behavioural commitment.  
 
The perceptions of the Dutch public reveal both opportunities and limitations for transferring 
Bosai-inspired CBDRR practices to the Netherlands. High policy support exceeds the current 
participation rate and indicates a receptive public within the Dutch context. This suggests that 
timing and framing matter for CBDRR policy implementation. There is a strong endorsement of 
specific CBDRR elements, such as drills and implementation into the school’s curriculum, and 
Bosai-style intergenerational knowledge transfer is also perceived as important. These 
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opportunities, however, are limited by the social boundaries in the Netherlands that limit the 
amount of mutual help people expect to get and reciprocate within their neighborhoods. Public 
pessimism about long-term commitment that originates either from a lack of lived disaster 
experience or a lack of perceived sense of threat limits the feasibility of implementing 
Bosai-related policies. Higher geopolitical tensions could be leveraged as people might be more 
receptive to DRR practices, but before this is implemented, community building should be 
promoted to close the gap between policy support and perceived neighborhood responsibility.  
 
In conclusion, general perceptions of the Dutch public on Community-based Disaster Risk 
Reduction Policies are relatively positive and optimistic, but integration is unrealistic. This 
indicates that the full transfer of Japanese CBDRR models is unlikely to succeed in the Dutch 
context, possibly because neighborhoods remain highly individualised. However, especially 
because perceived risks could enhance the autonomous individuals in the Netherlands to 
organise more efficiently, the selective adaptation of specific mechanisms with low-commitment 
and gamified preparation activities present opportunities when it comes to building a social 
infrastructure in which such policies would be perceived as feasible in the future.    
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