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Current studies on risk communication often rely on either top-down or bottom-up approaches, with a
notable lack of integration between these processes. This article explores this disconnect, presents a
public action framework specifically tailored to integrate top-down and bottom-up analysis of flood risk
communication, apply it to examine flood memories and identify types of flood risk communication in
vulnerable communities. These flood memories provide crucial insights into community experiences
and interpretations of risk communication, enhancing strategies for future events. The study employs
qualitative approaches, including interviews and content analysis. Results indicate that while formal
risk communication may be limited, informal channels, word-of-mouth, and practices related to flood
memory, community events and local organizations are present. The public action approach emerges
as a valuable strategy for understanding local nuances in flood risk communication in vulnerable
communities.
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Introduction

Floods pose a significant threat to public health and sustainable urban
development, particularly in vulnerable communities within developing countries that
suffer from inadequate public services and infrastructure’. Effective risk management
in these contexts necessitates a collaborative approach that not only addresses the
unique circumstances and needs of the affected communities® but also thoroughly
understands the risks and vulnerabilities they face’, along with their existing coping
mechanisms® and local governments conditions to attack the issue*’.

Risk management policies have only recently begun to incorporate such
considerations®, and their implementation has encountered numerous challenges*>.
These challenges are further compounded by the responsibilities of subnational
governments, which are tasked with informing the population about potential
risks, emergency protocols, and appropriate actions in the event of disasters. Risk
communication plays a critical role in this process, involving the dissemination of
data and information across all stages of disaster risk management to ensure active
participation and comprehension among all stakeholders™®.

Within this scenario, risk communication is pivotal for raising public awareness,
enhancing preparedness, and fostering resilience against disasters. However, it
frequently oscillates between top-down approaches - directed by experts and risk
communication authorities with very limited participation from community members
- and bottom-up approaches - grounded in community strategies but with minimal
governmental or expert reach’. Considering this problem, this article main goals are
(1) to explore this disconnect, (2) to present a public action framework specifically
tailored to integrate top-down and bottom-up analysis of flood risk communication
and (3) apply it to examine flood memories in order to identity types of flood risk
communication in vulnerable communities in Brazil.

The paper is based on experiences within an international project which investigates
the governance of water-related risks with a focus on social and cultural aspects of data
practices in the UK, Germany, and Brazil, specifically in the cities of Rio Branco (AC)
and S3o Paulo (SP)". By rethinking how flood-related information is produced and
how it flows, the project has shown it is possible to build sustainable and flood-resilient
communities''. Experiences within the project investigations led to the conclusion that
informal practices may complement and even redesign formal risk communication and
decision-making settings, enhancing performances in highly complex places.

Considering such findings and the Brazilian research context, this paper stands
that flood risk communication in flood-prone communities can be better understood
as public action®, working both as spontaneous practice to solve public issues,
important source of information for residents and public agencies and also support for
community members during and after floods.
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Risk communication as public action

The disconnect between bottom-up community-based strategies and those

largely top-down approaches favored by risk authorities has historical background in

scientific literature on risk communication. Baruch FischhofF’s'* seminal approach

highlights the evolution of risk communication from its early stages, which lacked

public interaction, to more comprehensive and transparent practices that actively

involve the public. To better understand the evolution of public involvement in risk

communication and the roles assigned to different stakeholders, Frame 1 presents

a breakdown based on Fischhoft’s framework, outlining the responsibilities of

government authorities/experts and communities at risk/local organizations.

Frame 1. Assignments to stakeholders according to Fischhoff approach.

Historical approach to risk
communication (Fischhoff*)

Assignments

Government authorities and experts

Communities at risk and local organizations

1. All we need to do is get the
numbers right

Gather data

Nothing

2. All we need to do is tell
them the numbers

Gather and share data with society

Access and receive data

3. All we need to do is explain
what we mean by the numbers

Gather, share, and explain data to society

Access, receive and understand data in
scientific discourse

4. All we have to do is show
them that they have taken
similar risks in the past

Gather, share, and explain data and
compare to previous risk experiences

Access, receive and understand data
in scientific discourse and accept the
comparison as enough to accept risks

5. All we have to do is show
them that it is a good deal for
them

Gather, share, and explain data and
compare to previous risk experiences, and
persuade society to accept risks

Access, receive and understand data
in scientific discourse and accept the
experiences comparison as adequate
argument to accept risks

6. All we have to do treat them
kindly

Gather, share, and explain data and
compare to previous risk experiences, and
persuade society to accept risks by treating
them kindly during the whole process

Access, receive and understand data,
accept the comparison of experiences as
valid to accept risks and understand public
authorities and scientific kindness positively

7. All we have to do is make
them partners

Include society members in gathering,
sharing, and explaining data, and in
comparing previous risks and negotiating
with them

Participating in gathering, sharing, and
explaining data to peers, and in comparing
previous risks and negotiating with them

Source: Adapted from Baruch Fischhoff!“.

Despite the value of Fischhoft’s approach, the analysis of Frame 1 reveals three

primary limitations: (1) it is predominantly focused on the perspective of government

authorities and experts regarding effective risk communication; (2) it relies heavily on

persuasiveness as the main strategy to encourage community participation; and (3)

it emphasizes individual decision-making and risk perception, often neglecting the

broader social, political, and institutional factors that influence these processes.

This emphasis on the expertise model or reliance on risk authorities is echoed in

Brazil, particularly in the domain of disaster risk communication research. In this

country, studies on disaster risk communication have mainly focused on how public

agencies such as Civil Defense and other expertise agencies communicate risk to the

public. These studies aim at identifying best practices for disseminating weather data
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and warnings, but they tend to focus more on how these agencies operate rather than
(if, and) how communities themselves receive such data, perceive and communicate

risks> 1.

Risk communication requires more than just conveying information to the public,
it needs to be a two-way process that considers and incorporates the perspectives
and values of stakeholders, particularly communities, rather than solely relying on
expert knowledge: experts can make mistakes when ignoring local risk knowledge and
practices®. Fostering participation based on persuasion and not direct understanding
of local practices, on the other hand is based on two complicated assumptions:
homogenizing communities* and stigmatizing them as being incapable of engaging
in complex discussions®. Finally, focusing on individual decision-making and risk
perception overlooks power dynamics, cultural values, and structural inequalities that
influence the distribution of risks and the ability of different groups to participate in
risk communication, which should be viewed as a democratic process that engages all
affected parties™.

That is the reason why experts in academia, government, and risk management
have increasingly recognized the potential of community-based initiatives to cope with
flood hazards at a local level**. Experiences in flood management in different countries
have shown that residents of flood prone areas are frequently doing communication
and coordination between themselves and with other communities to prepare and
respond to flood hazards®. Consequently, participatory approaches to community-
based flood risk communication may be useful to strengthen flood mitigation at a
local level, especially at informal settlements, and its implementation has even proven
to enhance awareness of both self- and mutual-help efforts®. These approaches foster
collaboration and empowerment among stakeholders, addressing the specific needs
and vulnerabilities of communities®, and contribute to dismantling the oppressive
structures of traditional media by expanding the diversity of voices and perspectives in
communication®®?. Various frameworks have been developed in scientific literature
regarding community-based strategies, such as the Integrated Flood Risk Management
framework™®, the Social Amplification of Risk Framework?, and the Community-
Based Adaptation framework?, but they often neglect formal communication
practices or overlook details of informal practices in flood risk communication.

Current disaster risk communication efforts are thus often polarized between two
contrasting and potentially conflicting approaches: top-down, expert-driven strategies
and bottom-up, community-centered strategies. This polarization highlights the
difficulty in achieving the 2015-2030 UN Sendai Framework’s goal of integrating
traditional top-down risk reduction methods with emerging bottom-up approaches.
The emphasis on solely adhering to one approach—whether top-down or bottom-
up—can undermine the effectiveness of risk communication, as it fails to address the
complexities and needs of both expert and community perspectives. Integrating these
approaches is crucial for a comprehensive and effective risk management strategy’.
Accordingly, this article aims to advance this field of study, recognizing that achieving
this goal requires moving beyond formal, institutionalized practices and informal,

community-based strategies.
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Our main contribution regards going beyond public participation, towards a public
action framework. Particularly in communities in a situation of socio-environmental
vulnerability in developing countries. This public action approach must go beyond
the public policy and recognize the broader range of activities undertaken by various
stakeholders, including community members, to formulate, explain, pressure, and

provide services to communities’’.

Figure 1 explores a flood risk communication framework from the public action
perspective that includes community flood risk communication and expert-authority.
It focuses on four risk communication types: lack of risk communication, internal risk
communication, unilateral risk communication and dialogic risk communication. This
public action approach was used to analyze narratives of community members of
flood-prone areas about their experiences with floods in Brazil. Insights on informal
practices of flood risk communication in flood-prone communities have been found.

Cavernment Communities and
autherities and mm local organizations

Lack of risk communication happens
whan the inlended audience is nol reached
by public authorities or understand risk
data. It comesponds to phase 1 and 2 of
Fischhoff's approach,

Internal risk communication happens
within government institutions and cenbers
of experise, bul alks  within  the
community. It i a partial perspective of
commurication presented in all phases of
risk communication acconding io Fischhoff
approach.

Risk communication typology

Unidirectional risk communication
happens when information about raks is
exchanged betweean @wo of  mome
slakeholders from a single direction logic
top-down or boticm-up. It comesponds o
phases 3, 4 5 and 6 of risk communication
according to FischhoN approach (explain
thi numbaers, show they have taken similar
risks, show il can be a good deal for them
and treal them kindly).

Dialogical communication skyle invalves
multidirectional and collaborative
communication between different agents.
It comesponds io the last phase of risk
communicaion  acconding o Fischhaff

495

Figure 1. Flood risk communication as public action framework.

Source: Inspired by Baruch Fischhoff'* and Victor Marckezini et al.’.

Methodological considerations

This paper analyzes data collected from 2019-2022 with residents from flood-prone
communities in two Brazilian municipalities: Sio Paulo and Rio Branco. Citizens in
these cities have varied flood experiences: in the former they usually face flash flooding,
and, in the latter, seasonal flooding connected to river levels. However, they share
similar histories that amalgamate an informal (and incomplete) urban development of
the areas they live in; high levels of socio-environmental vulnerability, numerous flood
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experiences and fragile governmental support to prevent and respond to floods, which
justifies the decision for analyzing both jointly.

The analyzed data was collected through the contextualized application of a
transnational methodology for eliciting flood memories from local communities
located in flood-prone areas®. Such method, called sustainable flood memory, derives
from previous works developed in the UK and Brazil and from the understanding that
the lack of flood memories affects a community’s capacity to participate, engage and
tell their story*. Its goal is to promote the registration and dissemination of citizens’
flood memories to leverage “flood materialization” in communities at risk of forgetting
and improve flood resilience and future preparedness.

The methodology flood-memory circles were adapted and developed in the selected
communities in 2019 and 2020. In these events, participants were encouraged to think
of two memories of floods - one that had a personal relevance and another that was
memorable for their community - and share them with the group. The voices were
recorded with the participants’ consent and the material has been transcribed. Project
approved by the Ethics Committee of Fundagio Getulio Vargas under the process
number 29/2019.

The researchers have used a qualitative content approach to analyze the data
collected. During the pre-analysis phase, the material has been selected, read and
organized, according to specific goals in specific 7zdex: the main spaces, institutions
and themes related to flood governance in the memories narrated. Next, the
exploration of the material takes place, involving the coding, categorization, and
classification of data, allowing for the identification of relevant meaning units.

The authors have produced the following codes and sub-codes: buildings/homes,
agencies/organizations, infrastructures/services, mediation/culture, climate and
environment, emotion/affect and local history and knowledge. Since this specific paper
focuses on communication, the code “mediation/culture” was selected, and careful
examination of its subcodes and the excerpts has been made. Finally, the treatment

of results, inference, and interpretation is conducted, where the data are synthesized
and interpreted in light of the adopted theoretical framework. After exploring each
subcode, the authors have applied the public action framework previously presented
and identified cases for each type, enabling a deep and critical understanding of the
implicit and explicit content present in the material analyzed®.

Finally, the authors have focused on unilateral, internal and dialogic risk
communication cases and inductively identified two common groups of practices
of informal flood risk communication in flood-prone areas in this material. These
practices, their relation to the framework and other findings were interpreted based on
the research goal and existing literature.

Results and discussions

While analyzing the interviews, all statements regarding communicative practices
have been categorized into thirteen (13) non-excluding subcodes in the Mediation/
Culture codification, resulting in initial thirty-five (35) analytical samples. The authors
have primarily focused on these samples before excluding repetitions because the same
statement may refer to different topics, a useful differentiation for analytic purposes.
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The statements have been expressed by fourteen (14) out of twenty (20) participants,
as expressed in Frame 2.

Frame 2. Media/Culture codification.

Topics Interviews
01 [02 |03 |04 |05 |06 |07 [08 |09 [10 [11 [12 [13 [14 15 [16 [17 [18 [12 |20

Boooks/Pamphlets
Campaigns
Communication (direct) B
Sense of community
Festivals

Flood science awareness
Flood staries ||
Flood anecdotes

Media coverage

Mobile phone videos
Photographs

Sharing Images/stories
Recording/documenting/archive
Social media

Sound/smells

Social history

Telephone
Datalinformation

Source: produced by the authors themselves

Then, by applying the Flood Risk Communication as Public Action framework in
each excerpt, the authors have been able to distinguish between each type, as presented
in Frame 3.

Frame 3. Flood risk communication as public action framework applied to Meditation/
Culture code.

Legend

Lack of risk Internal risk Unilateral risk Dialogic risk

communication communication communication communication
Topics Interviews

01]02]03 ][04 [05]06 [o7]osJos]10[11]12]13]14]15[16[17[18]19
Boooks/Pamphlets |
Campaigns
Communication (direct) l
Sense of community
Festivals
Flood science awareness -
Flood stories ||
Flood anecdotes
Media coverage
Muobile phone videos
Photographs
Sharing Images/stories
Recording/documenting/archive
Social media
Sound/smells
Social history
Telephone

Datafinformation -:-

Source: produced by the authors themselves.

S
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Each type in the framework makes reference to a series of practices as it has been

shown in an inductive analysis made by the authors: the lack of risk communication

is often related to post-flood communication, unilateral and internal flood risk

communication is practiced through word-of-mouth communication and flood

memory materialization, while more dialogic experiences are practiced in meetings,

gatherings and grassroots organizations. A synthesis of this analysis is presented in

Frame 4.

Frame 4. Flood communication practices.

Legend
Post flood communication Word-of-mouth Meeting, gatherings, and
communication and flood grassroots organization
memory materialization
Topics Interviews
0102|0304 05|06 |07 |[08(09(10[11]12|13|14]/15/16 |17|18/19[20
Boooks/Pamphlets
Campaigns ||
Communication (direct) - . _.
Sense of community
Festivals
Flood science awareness |
Flood stories || |

Flood anecdotes

Media coverage

Mohile phone videos

Photographs

Sharing Images/stories

Recording/documenting/archive

Social media

Sound/smells

Social history

Telephone

Data/Information

Source: produced by the authors themselves

After excluding the repeated statements, the authors have found two (2)

dialogic communication cases, four (4) unilateral communication cases, five (5)

internal communication cases and ten (10) situations where there has been no risk

communication (just post-flood communication). The following section will explore

the contents of these typologies and their connection to their respective practices.

The lack of risk communication and the value of post-flood

information

The lack of informal risk communication does not mean lack of informal

communication at all: communication exists, but it happens after the event, making

reference to new risks, damages, impacts and reconstruction after the floods. There is a

notable gap in studies focusing on its role in post-disaster recovery and reconstruction.

For instance, effective cross-scale risk communication signiﬁcantly influences

individual decision-making regarding reconstruction and resettlement and has

important implications for long-term planning and development®>**. The important
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thing here is to learn from these informal experiences and think on practices to
anticipate such processes, considering they already exist and can easily be incorporated
in flood risk communication.

An interesting example comes from Mrs. M. story. Mrs. M is an old woman who
used to live in a flood-prone area. One day, the bridge connecting her neighborhood to
the main street collapsed after an intense flash flood. They decided to talk directly to a
local politician to obtain pieces of wood to rebuild the broken bridge.

There we went, with two more friends. We slept at José Maria Marin’s house.
Not at the house, at the gate. Because at that time, José Maria Marin, he was

[a politician] [...]. Then we waited at his door, we were asleep, not sleeping, we
were there sitting and waiting until 8 am when he left the house. Then he said:
“Come to my house, to Mr. Maria’s house, we’ll talk, have a coffee”. And then
what happened? We said what we wanted, we wanted to build a bridge, we
wanted wood to build another bridge that day or the following day. And he said
that the City Hall didn’t have any wood, he told me that he didn’t know why
the City Hall didn’t have any wood and whatever and I said upset: “Well, good”.
(Mrs. M, Sio Paulo)

The lack of risk communication and even response from public authorities doesn’t
mean there is a lack of communication and organization at the community level. After
the collapse of the bridge connecting her neighborhood to the main street, Mrs. M.
and her friends took direct action to address the issue by seeking help from a local
politician. By personally approaching the politician and making their request for wood
to rebuild the bridge, they were engaging in an informal communication practice and
organization.

Post-flood experiences can also offer insights on how communities cope with floods
based on specific information, whether for preparing reconstruction or to build social
support, as in Mrs. C. s experience. “My mother called me early in the morning,
the next day, and I said that the night before, rainwater had got in here. She arrived
just over an hour later like this...desperate (Mrs. C.)”. Social support from family
and close friends can help individuals cope with the emotional stress and trauma of
aflood event, providing a listening ear or a comforting hug but it can also reduce
negative emotional impacts and promote recovery”. By contacting family members
by telephone, this word-of-mouth communication of the event mobilizes people
emotionally and physically towards the local resolution of the problem.

On the other hand, internal, unilateral, and dialogic risk communication types have
referred to practices before or during the flood, most anticipating the practices that
already exist in post-flood communication at these communities.
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Intern:al gnd.unilateralz word-of-mouth communication and flood
materialization

The following excerpt is an example of how internal flood risk communication
operates. Mr. J. tells the interviewer the exact process by which the risk of flood is
communicated between neighbors for them to take action.

When it rained at night, one neighbor had to ring the other’s doorbell: “take
out the car because the water will rise”. So, the entire neighborhood would run
out at dawn to get the car out of the garage because the water was rising all over
the block and entering the houses. It was a time of great fear because we would
wake up and have to run to take things out, to lift things up because the sewage
flooded and entered our houses. (Mr. J., Sdo Paulo)

In this excerpt, Mr. J. describes the communication strategy used by the residents
in the flood-prone area he lives in. In this case, the communication happens strictly
within the community and is based on local and lay knowledge and practices.

The neighbor who rings the doorbell to warn others of the rising water is sharing
information about the flood risk in the area. This action has been shown to be
important because it allowed people to take necessary actions to prepare for the
flooding, such as moving their cars to higher ground or lifting their belongings to
prevent damage from the water.

This type of communication is based on trust, which is the fundamental basis of
this strategy. People believe in each other, rely on each other, and act based on the
information they receive from each other. This demonstrates that trust plays a crucial
role in facilitating risk communication and ensuring effective risk management in
flood-prone areas. When people trust each other, they are more likely to heed warnings

and take appropriate actions to protect themselves and their properties'**.

However, trust must be achieved and sometimes not even authority figures, like
risk experts, can completely convince their own family members. That was the case for
Mr. A, a flood risk expert working at a local environmental agency and also a resident
at a flood prone area. He tries to show his father that the flood prediction for the
year of 2015 was higher than their previous experiences and they should be prepared.
However his father was suspicious, and only started to believe in him after the event.

Until there was a day when I said: “Oh, this one will exceed the flood of 20127,
then it was at that moment that he didn’t believe my story. That’s when I took
one of these acrylic rulers, put it on the wall and measured it out to the base of
the window, measuring about 1 meter: “The water will reach here”, and I said
that inside the house the water would reach our waist. He looked and said: “Will
the water get there? It never got there, there’s no way it will get there”. And then
the river continued to rise, reached the second floor of the house and suddenly
we were already walking with the water on our waists. Then, from that moment
on, he started believing more the information I gave him and telling the story of
the ruler in the window. (Mr. A, Rio Branco)
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This case highlights the challenge of unidirectional communication in flood risk
management. In this case, Mr. A was providing information to his father in a top-
down manner, but his father was not receptive until the flood actually happened. This
type of unidirectional communication can be problematic because it does not allow
for the exchange of information or feedback, and may result in the public not taking
action to prepare for a potential flood event. However, this example also shows that
unidirectional communication can be effective in certain circumstances. While Mr.
A’s father did not believe the information at first, the visual aid provided helped him
to better understand the potential height of the floodwaters: Mr. A. provided tangible
evidence in the form of measuring the water level with a ruler and showing some
time later he was right in his assumptions. This suggests that even in unidirectional
communication, the use of visual aids or other tools can help to improve the
effectiveness of the message being communicated. After experiencing the flood, the
father became more receptive to Mr. A. ‘s information and even shared his story with
others.

Both internal and unidirectional cases presented have made use of word-of-
mouth communication practices to make risk information flow. Word-of-mouth
communication is the passing of information from person to person through oral
communication. In the context of risk communication, word-of-mouth refers to
informal conversations and discussions that take place between individuals or groups
in a community about risk and hazards and is an important aspect of informal risk
communication because it often takes place outside of official channels and allows for
the exchange of local lay knowledge, experiences and memories®.

Speaking of sharing flood memories, emotions can play an important role in such
a process, engaging the interlocutor through narratives of materialized memories as it
becomes evident in the following excerpt:

Those stains there are still from the flooding, from when the canoes came and
the water splashed and it got wet there and the stains fixed, you know. Even
today, I think it will never end. And I have never painted it either, which is to
keep a memory of the flooding. (Ms. Z, Rio Branco)

In this excerpt, the speaker mentions the presence of stains caused by flooding
within a flood-prone community. These stains are described as materializations of
flood memory, serving as reminders of past flood events. This deliberate choice to
preserve the stains can be understood as a way to retain a memory of the flooding but
also plays a significant role in informal flood risk communication. By acting as visual
triggers for memories and emotions, it symbolizes the community’s vulnerability,
preserve collective memory, and facilitate the transmission of knowledge and
information about floods.

A similar practice has also been identified in S3o Paulo, when a local cafeteria owner
filmed when the flood water violently entered her establishment.
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“For about 3 years... 2 years of the cafeteria operation, 3 years of its construction,
we always go through this, that’s why we filmed it to see if it was shown to
someone, right? We don’t have much to do, it’s practically a cry for help, it’s a
cry for help because it’s something that we can’t solve. If we could put a drain
pipe there and it... but there’s no way. That’s what made us outraged with

the situation, for not being able to do anything at the time, except to run and
record! You know, I’ve lived on this street for a long time, this downpour, we
can’t go outside the house on a day of flooding, people being carried away by the
flood, I’ve seen this since I was a child, okay? And that day we were really angry,
day after day. We were outraged, so I can tell you that on that day, that’s what led
us to record. (Ms. E., Sio Paulo)

Whether remembered in stains at the walls or videos that can circulate on the
internet, the materialization of flood memories plays an important role in informal
flood risk communication, since it can bring awareness about flood risks within
the context of this specific community and beyond. And it is made in a way that is
not necessarily rational: stains and videos are made to provoke something on the

interlocutor, to make them feel*.

A more dialogical approach: meetings, gatherings and grassroots
organizations

In Sdo Paulo, Mr J. narrates a dialogical experience of trying to solve the problem
of flooding that started when a private bus company garage was built next to his
neighborhood. The neighbors who had never experienced any kind of flooding, passed
to cope with flooding at every single rainfall. So people at the community organized
themselves in order to fight for their rights, against the company.

So, we thought of mobilizing the community with a petition and a visit to
the Public Defender’s Office, and the public defender started to attend the
community. I went to a meeting one day, twice, with six residents here in the
neighborhood, we took a petition with many signatures, we took photos and
listened to him and there began a process. I believe he called the garage owner.
(Mr.]., Sdo Paulo)

Mr. J. ‘s account highlights the importance of meetings and gatherings as informal
flood risk communication practice. Community meetings and gatherings are events
where members of a community come together to discuss common issues, share
information and ideas, and make decisions about how to address problems that affect
them. Those moments can engender the development of grassroots organizations,
groups that emerge from the community and are run by the community for the
benefit of the community. They are often organized around specific issues, such as
environmental concerns, civil rights, or disaster response and recovery and can range
from informal groups of concerned citizens to more formalized organizations with

established leadership and funding®.
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These organizations have the potential to play an important role in community
flood risk communication because they are often made up of individuals who
live in flood-prone areas and have a vested interest in protecting their community.
They may have first-hand experience with flooding and understand the risks and
challenges associated with it. As a result, grassroots organizations can be effective in
communicating flood and other climate change related risks to their community and
mobilizing residents to take action to mitigate those risks*.

In the case described, Mr. J. and other residents held meetings to discuss the
flooding caused by the garage bus company and to mobilize the community to
address the flooding with a petition and a visit to the Public Defender’s Office,
demonstrating the potential of grassroots organizations in community-based flood
risk communication. This type of community organization can be an effective way to
amplify the voices of community members and to hold those in power accountable for
taking action to address flood risks.

This community flood risk communication experience falls under three types in
the framework considering three different moments of the process: at the beginning
it is an internal process, with people getting together to discuss flood issues in the
neighborhood; then a unidirectional experience happens in the moment neighbors
address public entities to fight for their rights; finally, the beginning of a dialogical
communication takes place when there is a response from public authorities and a
negotiation process starts. The residents took a collaborative approach to address
the issue by involving multiple stakeholders. Residents worked together to gather
signatures and share information about the flooding issue. By working together
and sharing information, they were able to build a common understanding of the
problem and come up with a solution that worked for them, reaching out to the Public
Defender’s Office for assistance.

In the context of flood risk communication, community meetings and gatherings
can provide a forum for involving not only local residents, but also officials and experts,
to exchange information about flood risks, assess the community’s vulnerability, and
develop a plan of action to reduce the risks and improve preparedness. The involvement
of the community in this process can help build trust, engage stakeholders, and foster a
sense of ownership and responsibility for flood risk management. Overall, community
meetings and gatherings can help facilitate a public action approach, where community
members take an active role in identifying and addressing flood risks in their area.

Another experience in this regard occurred in the 2015 flood in Rio Branco, when
public authorities and members of a community affected by the flood got together to
discuss further actions and prepare for future situations.

After those flooding days, about a year later, I participated in some events. The
city hall had consulted people who lived in a flood area if they wanted to stay
or leave. They decided to stay. Then the city hall painted rulers on the streets,
informing where the river water reaches. (Mr. A., Rio Branco)
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This excerpt shows that effective dialogue between local governments and
community members can lead to successful outcomes. This was demonstrated
when public authorities adapted their approach to meet the needs and desires of the
community. Instead of removing residents from the area, public authorities consulted
them to determine whether they wanted to stay or leave. As a compromise, visual tools
were installed in the community to allow residents to monitor water levels during
floods. This negotiation process between public authorities and community members
represents a two-way dialogue that incorporates the perspectives and values of both

stakeholders. Effective risk communication involves active listening and incorporating
9

the views of stakeholders, which can lead to creative and mutually beneficial solutions®’.

Conclusion

A public action approach to flood risk communication can be a useful tool in
integrating community risk communication as a source of information for risk
management without neglecting risk authorities perspectives. By going beyond formal
and institutionalized communication produced by government authorities and experts
and considering citizens communication strategies, the focus may be shifted towards
developing communication practices that are tailored to local contexts and that take

into account the specific needs, knowledge and concerns of community members.

In this paper, the lack of flood risk communication doesn’t mean the lack of
communication at all. Post-flood communication continues to be important in
flood management because it shows local communicative networks already operate
in disaster response and recovery: what is necessary is to anticipate such experience.
It is also worth noticing post-flood can also indicate new risks related to recovery
and reconstruction, since risk communication is part of the whole process of disaster
management. The proof is that most informal practices that happen in post-flood
communication also happen before and during the event, which means people know
how to make use of them in each phase of disaster management, including prevention,
mitigation and preparation.

Word-of-mouth communication and flood memory materialization have emerged
as interesting practices within flood-prone communities, especially those making
use of internal or unilateral informal flood risk communication. Efforts to build on
these practices can be used to increase awareness and communication of flood risks
and to provide information on preparedness and response strategies. Also, grassroots
organizations, meetings and gatherings, on the other hand, have been associated with
more dialogic informal risk communication and played a vital role in creating local

communicative and organizational practices.

In summary, the understanding of informal community flood risk
communication practices is essential to any eftective flood risk communication
strategy. A public action approach, involving community members, can help to
create communication practices that are tailored to local contexts and address the
specific needs and concerns of the public. Through a combination of formal and
informal communication practices, it is possible to work towards reducing the
impact of floods on vulnerable communities.
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Estudos recentes frequentemente adotam abordagens top-down ou bottom-up para analisar a
comunicagio de riscos local, sem integrar ambas. Este artigo explora essa desconexio, apresenta
um framework de a¢io publica para integrar anilise dessas abordagens e examina memorias

de inundagbes para identificar tipos de comunicagio de risco de inundagées em comunidades
vulnerdveis. Essas memorias de inundagdes oferecem insights cruciais sobre as experiéncias e
interpretagOes comunitdrias da comunicag¢ao de riscos, aprirnorando estratégias para futuros
eventos. O estudo utiliza abordagens qualitativas, incluindo entrevistas e andlise de contetido. Os
resultados mostram que, apesar das limita¢es na comunicagio formal, canais informais, boca-a-
boca, préticas relacionadas s memdrias de inundagGes, eventos comunitérios e organizagoes locais
estdo presentes. A abordagem de agdo publica surge como uma estratégia valiosa para compreender
nuances locais na comunicagio de riscos em comunidades vulnerdveis.

Palavras-chave: Memorias de inundagio. Comunicagio de risco de inundagio. A¢io publica.

Comunidades vulnerdveis.

Los estudios recientes de comunicacién de riesgos a menudo adoptan enfoques top-down o bottom-
up, sin integrar ambos. Este articulo explora esta desconexidn, presenta un marco de accién publica
para integrar el andlisis de estos enfoques y examina las memorias de inundaciones para identificar
tipos de comunicacién de riesgo en comunidades vulnerables. Las memorias de inundaciones
ofrecen conocimientos cruciales sobre las experiencias y las interpretaciones comunitarias de la
comunicacién de riesgos, mejorando las estrategias para futuros eventos. El estudio utiliza enfoques
cualitativos, incluyendo entrevistas y andlisis de contenido. Los resultados indican que, aunque la
comunicacién formal puede ser limitada, estin presentes canales informales, boca a boca, pricticas
relacionadas con las memorias de inundaciones, eventos comunitarios y organizaciones locales.

El enfoque de accién publica surge como una estrategia valiosa para entender las particularidades
locales en la comunicacién de riesgos en comunidades vulnerables.

Palabras clave: Memorias de inundaciones. Comunicacién de riesgo de inundaciones. Accién

publica. Comunidades vulnerables.
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