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This is an interesting study investigating risk perception and preparedness actions
through surveys, pre and post an earthquake event. The findings are important and
contribute to the growing body of research in this space. However, currently this
manuscript requires significant revisions for those findings to be recognised clearly.
Primarily, areas of research are missing in the introduction and discussion, that both
can provide more context and help the authors interpret some of their findings. Second,
there is a lack of clarity in a number of places, including the presentation of method-
ology, results, and figures. Thirdly, while I appreciate the challenge of writing in a
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second language (and acknowledge the privilege of being able to write in my first), the
manuscript is currently very difficult to read and understand in places – which sadly
detracts from the data within. I would recommend the editors consult a professional
editing service, seek assistance from the journal if it offers that option, or seek an
additional author to assist with the writing. My detailed recommendations follow below,

Some substantial areas of research are missing, including key preparedness and re-
sponse literature. For example, discussion of the Protective Action Decision Model
(Lindell & Perry, 2012; Lindell & Hwang 2008; Lindell & Prater 2002) and other hazard
preparedness models (e.g., Paton et al., 2015), societal influences on household pre-
paredness (Becker et al 2014), recent research on preparedness motivations (Becker
et al 2017; Doyle et al 2018) which consider multiple-event risk perceptions (McClure et
al 2016, Doyle et al 2018). Thus, the introduction and contextual discussion of the find-
ings should explore some of the elements raised in this pre-existing literature, and how
the results relate to those, including self- and collective-efficacy, outcome expectancy,
responsibility, etc. Notably, the discussion omits a number of key texts investigating the
relationship between gender and preparedness, and reasons for that difference (e.g.,
familial responsibilities), e.g. Dooley et al; Bateman and Edwards; Lindell & Prater;
Olofsson & Rashid; Palmer; as well as texts exploring the barriers to preparedness
(e.g., Blake et al 2018; Senkbeil et al 2014)

The Literature on attribution theory, and on trust in communications is also lacking.

The authors need to set the scene more in section 2.1 (Study Area) – what resilience
building activities have been conducted in these regions, if at all? Some more informa-
tion about the community, and previous events or resilience activities is needed.

Section 2.2 – ‘simple random sampling’ – of what? The phone records?

Section 2.2 – what do you mean by ‘some notifications’?

Section 2.2 – for the survey questions, why did you choose these particular factors
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(e.g., trust in government and responsibility attribution?). These factors need more
detail explanation in the introduction, referencing the relevant literature (e.g., on trust
and attribution theory for risk communication), such that in section 2.2 there is more
rationale and explanation for their choice (and prioritisation over other potential factors).

I do not think the authors need to include the full description of the ANOVA in section
2.4, given it is a well know statistical test. Would recommend trimming, or if needed
including in an appendix. Much of section 2.4 can be summarised much more briefly,
as these are standard approaches.

The tale end of section 2.4, outlining the Likert scale of 1 to 7, should be moved to
section 2.3 where the measures are discussed.

Lines 145 to 150, seems to contradict oneself on first reading – first you say that there
is willingness to house retrofit, and then that it decreased. I think you mean pre/post
earthquake, but this needs clarification.

In general the ANOVA results need clearer reporting, to standard (brief style) formatting
including more clearly the F statistic and degrees of freedom, rather than just the P
value. To that end, the P value isn’t 0.000, but should be reported as p<0.0005.

Line 140, explain why high school/blue collar might have less capability to adjust in the
introduction, to set the context here.

Section 3.2 (Age) is hard to follow, and needs rewording completely, as currently it
reads contradictory.

Line 190 – this should be explored in the discussion, in the context of how both re-
sources ($) and / or care responsibilities could be a possible interpretation of this find-
ing.

Section 3.3 – does the higher education group correlate with income? Equally, could
this group have less worry of buildings collapsing, because they could afford to have
better buildings to start with (or were able to retrofit)? These nuances need further
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discussion.

Line 193 – This discussion of gender needs more explanation in context of the refer-
ences listed previously.

Throughout the figures need more context and linking to the text (e.g., Figure 8 on line
200 – it’s hard to link the text to the figure. The figures need more explanatory captions
to guide the reader, and the text needs more explanatory linking to the figures.

Other issues (such as fatalism, or anxiety) need to be raised in the discussion in more
detail – see e.g., McClure et al 2001 and Paton 2005, Wei & Lindell 2017

Line 227 – I’m not sure where the concept of bounded rationality came from in this
paragraph. Needs better linking and explanation.

Line 229 – what do you mean by internal control?

Line 228-231 repeats exactly some sentences in the introduction – reword appropri-
ately

The discussion needs some more explanation of the limitations – a limitation and future
research section would be ideal. They are touched on in the conclusion (e.g., time
limitation), but lack enough detail for the reader to evaluate and interpret.

General comments

The authors introduce the term ‘subjective resilience’ but need to define and explain
this further. How does it relate to the various measures discussed?

The authors refer to ‘sex’ (see section 3.1 in particular), when I believe they need to
be referring to ‘gender’ as the issues here relate to familial responsibilities and social
roles relating to someone’s gender – not their biological sex. See Rushton et al (2019)
for more.

Figures need improving for clarity. Figure 1a-d need to be larger as the keys are hard
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to read, Figure 2 would be better in an appendix. All figures would benefit from more
explanatory extensive captions that enable them to be read and interpreted more easily.
Figures 3, 4, 5, 6 & 7 are not in a format I am familiar with. It took a while to interpret
them, I feel they need some much clearer captions and further explanation to facilitate
interpretation.

Some of the tables are a bit unclear, e.g., Table 2: it is hard to follow which of the rows
in column 1 apply to which rows in the other columns. Can they be reformatted to aid
comprehension?
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