S1 STROBE checklist for cross-sectional studies
STROBE, the Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology statement, provides 22 items that should be addressed in reports of observational research. The checklist below follows the version for cross-sectional studies. Page numbers refer to manuscript version V3.1.

	Item
	Recommendation
	Reported on (page / section)
	How it is addressed

	
	Title and abstract
	
	

	1 (a)
	Indicate the study's design with a commonly used term in the title or the abstract
	p. 1 (title); p. 4 (Abstract, Methods)
	The subtitle names the design: “A dyadic parallel cross-sectional study”. The abstract Methods paragraph repeats “cross-sectional surveys”.

	1 (b)
	Provide in the abstract an informative and balanced summary of what was done and what was found
	pp. 4–5
	Structured abstract with Background, Methods, Results and Conclusions. Results report both the high stated willingness and perceived relief potential and the divergence, with effect sizes and intervals.

	
	Introduction
	
	

	2
	Explain the scientific background and rationale for the investigation being reported
	pp. 6–7, Section 1
	Surge capacity as the binding constraint; the four-element framework; the policy context since 2022; the evidence base on willingness and the absence of a comparable demand-side statement.

	3
	State specific objectives, including any prespecified hypotheses
	p. 7, Section 1 (final paragraphs)
	The aims are stated, followed by the seven hypotheses H1 to H7, each explicitly identified as specified in advance. Directions for H3, H6 and H7 were fixed before analysis.

	
	Methods
	
	

	4
	Present key elements of study design early in the paper
	p. 7, Section 2.1
	Non-interventional, anonymous cross-sectional survey with two parallel, non-individually linked samples. The paragraph states explicitly that the dyad resides at item and construct level, not at person level, and that all comparisons are therefore unpaired.

	5
	Describe the setting, locations, and relevant dates, including periods of recruitment and data collection
	pp. 7–8, Sections 2.1 and 2.3
	Nationwide in Germany; recruitment exclusively through institutional distribution lists; field period from 6 July 2026 (organizational instrument) and 9 July 2026 (student instrument) to 25 August 2026, with up to two reminder waves.

	6 (a)
	Give the eligibility criteria, and the sources and methods of selection of participants
	pp. 7–8, Sections 2.2 and 2.3
	Eligibility for both populations is specified, including the covered programmes and organizational types, legal adulthood, German language proficiency, active consent, and processing of at least the first substantive question block. Selection was self-selection following an open invitation.

	7
	Clearly define all outcomes, exposures, predictors, potential confounders, and effect modifiers
	p. 8, Sections 2.4 and 2.5
	Primary endpoints: item-wise endorsement proportions for the eleven parallel task areas and their difference; rank profile and concordance. Secondary endpoints and the a priori predictor set for the cumulative link model are listed.

	8
	For each variable of interest, give sources of data and details of methods of assessment; describe comparability of assessment methods if there is more than one group
	p. 8, Section 2.4
	Both instruments were developed for the project, consented across four development stages by an interprofessional expert panel and cognitively pretested. Comparability across the two groups is the design principle: item-for-item mirrored batteries, listed by construct. Scale handling and the hierarchy for unequal scale lengths are specified.

	9
	Describe any efforts to address potential sources of bias
	pp. 7–9, Sections 2.1, 2.3, 2.6; p. 19, Section 4.6
	Anonymity to limit social desirability; separate instruments to avoid common-method bias; attrition modelling with inverse probability weighting as a sensitivity analysis; a field-wave comparison for incentive-induced selection; a pre-specified subgroup analysis for the over-representation of respondents already affiliated with civil protection; robustness across analysis populations and aggregation rules.

	10
	Explain how the study size was arrived at
	pp. 8–9, Sections 2.3 and 2.6
	The sample size results from an open field survey without a sampling frame and was not set by a power calculation. Both samples exceed the target sizes stated in the registered analysis plan. A precision statement is reported instead of a power analysis.

	11
	Explain how quantitative variables were handled in the analyses; describe which groupings were chosen and why
	pp. 8–9, Sections 2.4 and 2.6
	Ordinal batteries occur in four-, five- and six-point form; in all six-point batteries the highest code is a labelled scale endpoint, verified against the consented instrument wording. Recoding so that higher values denote endorsement is stated. For unequal scale lengths the pre-specified hierarchy applies: distribution-free dominance first, rule-based collapsing second, percentile rank third, linear normalization only as a sensitivity analysis. The two task clusters for H3 were fixed before analysis and not modified in a data-driven manner.

	12 (a)
	Describe all statistical methods, including those used to control for confounding
	p. 9, Section 2.6
	Newcombe-Wilson hybrid intervals for differences in proportions; Holm adjustment within families; Cliff's delta with bias-corrected and accelerated bootstrap intervals; Kendall's tau-b and Spearman's rho with person-level bootstrap resampling; cumulative link model with an a priori fixed predictor set and no stepwise selection; Bernoulli mixture latent class analysis with information criteria and entropy.

	12 (b)
	Describe any methods used to examine subgroups and interactions
	p. 9, Section 2.6; p. 17, Section 3.10
	Pre-specified subgroups are named, including affiliation with civil protection, prior vocational qualification, occupational group and phase of training. Analyses are conducted as group comparisons with familywise control; all other subgroup considerations are labelled exploratory.

	12 (c)
	Explain how missing data were addressed
	p. 9, Section 2.6
	Three sources are handled separately: filter-driven non-display, item non-response and break-off. Primary analyses use available cases with item-wise denominators, so denominators vary between analyses. Attrition weights enter a sensitivity analysis. The multiple imputation foreseen in the analysis plan was not executed and is reported as a deviation.

	12 (d)
	If applicable, describe analytical methods taking account of sampling strategy
	pp. 8–9, Sections 2.3 and 2.6; p. 19, Section 4.6
	Not applicable in the conventional sense: the survey was open and no sampling frame exists, so no probability sampling weights can be constructed. The weighting to official marginal distributions foreseen in the analysis plan could not be executed because the required external reference distributions were unavailable; this is reported as a limitation.

	12 (e)
	Describe any sensitivity analyses
	p. 9, Section 2.6; p. 17, Section 3.10
	Analysis population varied between the full analysis set, the completer set and the full analysis set excluding the first field week; aggregation rule varied; sign stability of all eleven primary differences reported for each specification. Sensitivity analyses foreseen but not executed are disclosed.

	
	Results
	
	

	13 (a)
	Report numbers of individuals at each stage of the study
	p. 10, Section 3.1
	Records accessed, consent given, full analysis set and completer set are reported for both instruments, with completion rates.

	13 (b)
	Give reasons for non-participation at each stage
	p. 10, Section 3.1
	Break-off distribution by page is reported, together with the attrition models identifying associations of small effect size with occupational group and organizational type. Reasons for not responding to the invitation cannot be established in an open survey and this is stated.

	13 (c)
	Consider use of a flow diagram
	p. 10, Section 3.1; Supplementary figure
	The four disposition stages and the loss at each stage are reported in the text for both instruments; a disposition figure is provided as supplementary material.

	14 (a)
	Give characteristics of study participants and information on exposures and potential confounders
	pp. 10–11, Section 3.1 and Table 1 (p. 11)
	Age, sex, occupational group or organizational type, phase of training, prior qualification, engagement in civil protection, function level, command authority, years of experience and regional distribution.

	14 (b)
	Indicate the number of participants with missing data for each variable of interest
	p. 11, Table 1; p. 10, Section 3.1
	Denominators are stated for each item wherever they differ from the analysis set, and the reason for the variation is explained in Section 2.6.

	15
	Report numbers of outcome events or summary measures
	pp. 11–17, Sections 3.2 to 3.9; Tables 2 to 5 (pp. 11, 12, 13, 15)
	Endorsement proportions with denominators for all eleven task areas, cluster contrasts, concordance measures, competence gaps, framework conditions, concerns, model estimates and class prevalences.

	16 (a)
	Give unadjusted estimates and, if applicable, confounder-adjusted estimates and their precision
	pp. 11–16, Tables 2 to 5; Section 3.8 (p. 16)
	Unadjusted differences with 95% Newcombe-Wilson intervals and Holm-adjusted p-values; adjusted odds ratios with 95% intervals from the cumulative link model; the a priori region of practical equivalence is applied and reported.

	16 (b)
	Report category boundaries when continuous variables were categorized
	pp. 8–9, Sections 2.4 and 2.6; p. 14, Section 3.5
	The collapsing rule for ordinal batteries and the definition of the “top two categories” cut are stated, as is the strict-greater-than-median rule for the quadrant model, including the two items lying exactly at their own median.

	16 (c)
	If relevant, consider translating estimates of relative risk into absolute risk for a meaningful time period
	Not applicable
	The primary effect measure is already an absolute difference in proportions expressed in percentage points.

	17
	Report other analyses done, such as analyses of subgroups and interactions, and sensitivity analyses
	p. 17, Sections 3.9 and 3.10
	Latent class analysis with model selection, the exploratory analyses derived after data inspection, and the sensitivity and robustness analyses, each labelled by evidential status.

	
	Discussion
	
	

	18
	Summarise key results with reference to study objectives
	p. 17, Section 4.1
	The principal findings are related to the aims and the seven hypotheses.

	19
	Discuss limitations, taking into account sources of potential bias or imprecision; discuss both direction and magnitude of any potential bias
	pp. 19–20, Section 4.6
	Stated willingness rather than observed behaviour, with the direction of the resulting bias stated as an upper bound; the cross-sectional design and the inability to separate formation from self-selection; self-selection without a sampling frame and the unexecuted weighting; the construct asymmetry inherent in mirrored self and external perspectives; the non-validated instruments; the small number of items underlying concordance measures; the single-country design.

	20
	Give a cautious overall interpretation of results considering objectives, limitations, multiplicity of analyses, results from similar studies, and other relevant evidence
	pp. 17–19, Sections 4.2 to 4.5
	The interpretation is developed against the most serious alternative explanation, the construct asymmetry, and set against the systematic review evidence on willingness and the German and international curricular literature.

	21
	Discuss the generalisability (external validity) of the study results
	pp. 19–20, Section 4.6
	Explicitly limited: self-selected samples, no probability sampling, a single health and civil protection system. The questions are argued to generalise, the answers not.

	
	Other information
	
	

	22
	Give the source of funding and the role of the funders for the present study and, if applicable, for the original study on which the present article is based
	p. 21, Declarations (Funding)
	Institutional resources of Medical Clinic III, University of Lübeck. No external funding, no industry involvement, no commercial interest. The funder had no role in design, analysis or reporting.



