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General comments  

Thank you for the opportunity to review this paper and congratulations on this work. It is a novel 

topic on the role of imagination that can help advance disaster risk communication and 

preparedness research to support policy and practice. The paper provides interesting results from 

the survey disseminated in the 2021 floods in Germany, through which the theme of imagination 

emerged. The paper demonstrates evidence around links between 1) imagination and risk 

perception and explores how to 2) cultivate/trigger imagination for risk communication (short-term 

and long term). 

I really welcome the evidence shared in the paper but it could be improved by clarifying the aims of 

the paper and how these flow with the literature sections, results/discussion sections and 

conclusions. For example barriers are mentioned as an aim but not framed as a results/ discussion 

section and then return in conclusions. Risk perception is framed in the result/ discussion and 

literature section(s) but not mentioned as an aim, and is described in the conclusions. Improving 

communication is mentioned in aims, literature and conclusions but not in the results/discussion.  

I feel the paper has a lot of potential to propose a conceptual framework (incl. a figure) for linking 

imagination and risk perception or to use an existing theory e.g. protection motivation theory and 

enhance it by reflecting on the role of imagination. I leave this up to the authors, but the paper 

would benefit from a stronger theoretical framing especially because this is such a novel/ emerging 

topic.  

Specific comments 

Introduction 

From line 38 the German case is discussed which is also discussed in 3.1. I suggest the authors 

reconsider adding these details in the introduction and remove the quote as the results should not 

already be displayed here. If there are examples or learning around imagination and preparedness 

for disasters from other countries this would be more suitable. You could also consider moving up 

the imagination section 2 first para to this intro section.   

As mentioned above, I suggest the aims of the paper are written more clearly to reflect the evidence 

drawn from the study and this thread is clearer through the paper in subheadings etc. 

A clear connection to risk perception in the introduction would be helpful to prepare the reader for it 

coming up strongly later in the paper.  

Section 2  

Section 2.2. Suggest delving deeper to the theories/ models around risk perception and protective 

action for disasters e.g. Protection motivation theory (Bubeck et al. 2017; Bubeck et al. 2012), 

protective action decision model (Lindell and Perry, 2012). The paper only mentions ‘behavioural 

theory’ (line 320) without due reflection on this in the literature.  

Section 2.3. Suggest exploring the risk communication literature – for example Balog-Way (2020) can 

signpost you to different approaches and theories and Kellens et al. (2013) providing a review of 



perception and communication of flood risk. Your text is talking about using cultivating imagination 

through risk communication but not explicitly saying it, so I suggest you consider this framing.  

Additional references to arts & disasters literature could be added e.g. Sevilla et al (2023) on 

envisioning.  

 

Section 3 Methods 

I suggest mentioning in 3.2 that the survey/ questions were not designed specifically around 

imagination, as this was a theme that that emerged from the data. This ties in with the limitations of 

the study, where you frame it as an ‘exploratory study’. I suggest this reflection on limitations is 

moved up to methods and focus the final section on recommendations or implications for future 

research.  

Section 3.4 – I don’t think the information on living situation is needed – or has it emerged as 

important in the findings linked to imagination? I also suggest removing the figure which doesn’t add 

value to the paper. I would like to see more information about the percentage of responses that 

mentioned imagination and if possible any other interesting characteristics of this group specifically.  

In relation to limitations and more linked to results/discussion, it would be helpful to know what 

percentage of responses are informing the different themes e.g. in 4.2.1. it says ‘several’ 

respondents and in others just provide one quote, which makes it harder to understand how 

represented the sub-themes were in the data. You do mention in limitations that some themes did 

not have ‘fully comprehensive evidence’ Line 468 so it important to be upfront about this when 

discussing any such theme in the results/ discussion.   

Suggest indicating your process for referring to the participants in the documentation (quotes) to 

ensure anonymity.   

I’m not clear on how descriptive statistics was used to understand actions and if these results are 

presented in the paper – please clarify.  

 

Section 4 Results and Discussion  

Overall I feel that the results and discussion subsections would benefit from more reflection and 

connection back to the literature.  

In Section 4.1/4.2/4/3 I’d like to see some restructuring here to delve deeper into the key messages 

on imagination emerging from the data - rather than all of them – and focus in on risk perception – 

which to me seems like the first key aim/ and theoretical contribution of the paper. For example, 

Section 4.1 could strengthen 4.2.2 around the link with between risk perception and flood 

experience, which comes up again in 4.3 the action/inaction section.  Putting all this together can 

make a stronger argument about the link between imagination and previous experience – and then 

how this links to risk perception. In connection with this and as mentioned in the methods section, it 

would be helpful to know the percentage of respondents that did not have previous experience of 

flooding before this event and then to understand how this affected their ability to imagine the 

event – put perhaps this is out of scope. I would also suggest cutting some quotes and focus in on 

the most interesting ones, and discuss in connection to the literature.  As mentioned previously, it 



would be very interesting to create a conceptual figure/framework for linking risk perception and 

imagination.  

Line 301 – ‘Limited imagination of the approaching threat caused inaction.’ Suggest changing caused 

to influenced as many other factors (out of the control of citizens) mentioned earlier also influenced 

the lack of action e.g. lack of flood warnings.  

Section 4.4 for me this section focuses on the second aim of the paper to explore how we can trigger 

imagination via risk and warning communication. I suggest a stronger sub-title for 4.4 and a clearer 

intro to the section to reflect the aim. It would be helpful to remind the reader about the forecasts 

that were/not available and I suggest the authors draw more on risk communication literature as 

mentioned in the lit section and also literature specifically around communicating early warnings e.g. 

Parker et al. 2009. Again, here I suggest reflecting on whether all the quotes are needed and to 

expand out the discussion for example, on using visuals/ mental imagery and storytelling within risk 

communication practices to trigger imagination in the short and long-term.  Some reflection on the 

policy and practical implications would be interesting to add here too.  

Section 4.5 Limitations  

As mentioned above I suggest a section on implications for research or something along those lines. I 

recommend not using bullet points to state the different research areas. Suggest to focus in on 

future research around risk perception and risk communication to enhance preparedness for 

disasters.   

 

Technical corrections  

- Abstract line 17 change extend to ‘extent’ 

- Line 63 – ‘not’ knowing  

- Line 84 – ‘controversial’  

- Line 276 – remove ‘that’ in even though that  

Please check for any additional typos/ grammatical errors.   

Some areas of the paper read more like a report or thesis rather than a research article, so I suggest 

the authors consider this when revising.   
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