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Project in short 
Education, training and information to the general public are key factors in the governance of ionizing radiation 
risks. Communication about ionizing radiation with the general public has to be further improved, as 
highlighted also by the 2011 nuclear accident in Japan. An effort is needed to analyze the state of the art and 
the existing needs in education, training and information, and to coordinate the information and 
communication about ionizing radiation at European level. This was the objective sought by the EURATOM call 
Fission-2013-6.0.2: Education / training / information towards the public. The selected project was entitled 
EAGLE (Enhancing educAtion, traininG and communication processes for informed behaviors and decision-
making reLatEd to ionizing radiation risks), and it was active 2013-2016. 
 
The project set out to identify and disseminate good practices in information and communication processes 
related to ionizing radiation. For this purpose, the consortium reviewed national and international data, tools 
and methods as well as institutional work in order to identify education, information and communication needs 
and coordination possibilities at European level. The lessons learned from the nuclear accident in Fukushima 
also provided valuable input. The main goal of the project was to enhance public understanding of ionizing 
radiation and to facilitate a coordinated communication approach.  
 
Moreover, EAGLE fostered a move towards the ideal of citizen-centered communication, including a 
participative component. The project brought together representatives of nuclear actors, users of ionizing 
radiation, authorities, mass and social media, and informed civil society. The project website contains the 
scientific reports and records of many rich interactions: http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables 
 
More information can be obtained from the coordinator of the project Mrs. Tanja Perko, tperko@SCKCEN.be, 
SCK•CEN.  
 
The principal author of this report can be contacted at: claire.mays@post.harvard.edu, Symlog.

http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables
mailto:tperko@SCKCEN.be
mailto:claire.mays@post.harvard.edu
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Executive Summary 
EAGLE Project Work Package 2 (WP2) was entitled "Mass media and social media: Move 
towards mutual understanding". From 2013 to 2016, EAGLE WP2 organized dialogue 
activities at national and international levels with the following actors and stakeholders: 

¶ Information sources in European Member States, whose institutional mission 
includes  improving public understanding of ionizing radiation, for example 
through interaction with the media;  

¶ Radiological protection practitioners and other interested stakeholders located 
on the source side;  

¶ Journalists, mass media representatives, science writers, and expert practitioners 
in social media (information transmitters or bridges to the public), in nuclear or 
non-nuclear states; 

¶ Some civil society stakeholders involved in citizen-centered communication about 
ionizing radiation risks. 

The EAGLE WP2 dialogues analyzed how sources provide information about ionizing 
radiation applications and risks, and how this reaches the public in actual articles or other 
media products. They also considered more broadly the multi-directional societal 
communication process. The participants pointed out the media can serve but never replace 
direct communication with interested publics. Media articles also will never be able to 
reasonably answer all questions and there need to be multiple points and sources of 
information that the public can reach out to.   

The final deliverable report D2.5 of EAGLE WP2 details the findings of these dialogue 
activities. It presents the following 28 recommendations that should help European actors, 
particularly sources, to move closer to a citizen-centered communication process, 
supporting better informed decision-making about ionizing radiation risks (IRR). 

A. Worthwhile goals for public communication about ionizing radiation 
risks 

R1  Develop ϥǊƛǎƪ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΩ throughout society to provide a solid basis for communicating 
about ionizing radiation risks.  Risk culture means that people are aware of the existence of 
risks but also, of preventive and protective actions that are taken by the authorities, or that 
people themselves can take in some cases.  

R2  Establish a more regular channel of communication on ionizing radiation risks rather 
than one that is concentrated on crisis reporting. This means organizing more regular 
exchanges between sources and the media. Networks and more elaborate structures and 
multiple partnerships can be built to establish trust over time. These channels can then be 
turned to in case of emergency. 

R3  Engage in ongoing dialogue among the professionals involved in communicating 
ionizing radiation risks. Officials, specialists of radiological protection and nuclear safety and 
media professionals who participated in EAGLE want a continuing exchange and learning 
platform in the interest of building solid relationships, risk culture and public understanding.  
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B. Process of communication 

R4  Adapt information delivery to the needs of the media. Journalists need rapid, clear 
responses from source institutions. Scientists and experts working at the source institutions 
must be trained to meet these needs. Bureaucratic obstacles should be lifted.  

R5  Develop relationships with journalists through training and joint learning events. There 
are many ways to develop relationships and build respective competence: technical 
seminars, press trips, open door visits, and support for joint participation by journalists and 
sources in third party activities.  

R6 Provide radiological protection trainings for journalists. Specific training – if possible 
including a simulation – will improve the protection of journalists themselves when 
reporting about radiological events (e.g. explosion o f a radiological dispersal device), mutual 
understanding between journalists and emergency management, understanding of ionizing 
radiation concepts by journalists, and quality of information transfer in such events. 

R7  Design press conferences and other media events to bring up the standard of reporting 
on complex IRR topics. Source institutions can organize press conferences and other media 
events in a way that maximizes understanding of the complexity of the topic, the dialogue 
between sources and journalists, and the quality of resulting reporting.  

R8 Get to know the public's needs and perceptions. Up-to-date knowledge about public 
needs and perceptions, and also how people receive and understand information, should be 
checked as a first step in public communication.   

R9  Develop direct ongoing communication with the public, on IRR and other risks, in many 
voices. For this, all available mass media and social media channels should be actively 
employed as well as live, face-to-face events. Create open and direct discussions during crisis 
and non-crisis periods, where members of the public can ask their questions.  

R10  Participate in networks with active, empowered citizen communicators. A new type of 
public is emerging: citizens who are active partners in communication as well as recipients. 
Sources can help build competence by entering the new discussion networks and forming 
partnerships. 

R11  Contribute to the foundations of risk knowledge in the schools. The public should be 
given a better basis to understand IRR issues. This means developing risk culture already at 
the level of schooling. Sources should invest in programs targeting children and educators.  

C. Ethical aspects 

R12  Respect the different perspectives, needs, and roles of participants in the 
communication process. Source institutions, media, civil society organizations, and 
stakeholders in the general public have different concerns and are responding to different 
pressures. Find out what the other communication partners need to know and how they can 
best receive information and help from the source. 

R13  Deliver information that helps people make a better-informed decision in their 
situation (don’t pre-define the risk as acceptable for them or not; similarly, do not misuse 
inclusive public risk communication as covert industry promotion). A dialogue can take 
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place about the different value assigned by different stakeholders to the benefits and costs 
associated with IR applications, with resulting planned or accidental exposures.  It is an 
opportunity to pass on knowledge about IRR, and to develop risk culture – including safety 
culture among those applying IR.  

R14  Admit that a nuclear accident can happen. When sources including government, 
authorities, and industry admit the basic fact that nuclear accident is a possibility, this 
similarly opens the way to dialogue and strengthens safety and risk culture on all sides. 

R15  Admit scientific uncertainties related to health effects of ionizing radiation. Ionizing 
radiation exposures, especially low doses, are linked to high uncertainties as to health 
effects, modeling etc. Experts are not speaking with one voice on these issues. It is important 
to present balanced information showing the areas of doubt and uncertainties. 

D. Institutional and organizational aspects 

R16  Review and adapt policy to the actual communication landscape. Higher management 
has to get behind this modernization and support their staff and experts tasked with both 
routine and emergency communication. Timely dissemination of information, admitting 
uncertainties, and entering into dialogue must be facilitated.    

R17  Lobby for the resources needed to ensure transparent, credible and balanced 
communication on ionizing radiation risks. Especially in the New Member States, sources 
should lobby their ministries of oversight to gain recognition and budgets for communication 
activities. Sources should also convince the Ministry of Education to introduce relevant 
elements about IR (and nuclear energy production) into national curricula. 

R18  Publish a holding statement in the first minutes of emergency or accident situations. 
Organizations should immediately communicate an ongoing event to the public even when 
detailed specific information is not available. Basic (self-) protection information, responding 
to typical concerns of individuals and families, should be ready for direct release and uptake 
by the media. 

E. Content 

R19  Adapt public information on ionizing radiation risks to everyday life and observed 
needs of citizens. Communicators need to go out to the public to learn what the actual 
(potential) impacts of IR risks are. Information should be adapted to different societal groups 
(media professionals, general public, children…) and give examples of questions that could 
be asked by people to help fit the information to different decisions they must make. 

R20  When delivering information about IRR, especially in times of crisis, be affirmative 
and responsive (not tentative and prudent). Be prepared to come out very fast with 
information to serve the media's need to be quick and reactive. Start by stating the 
important take-away message. Thoughtfully communicating uncertainty and "what we don't 
know" can come next. 

R21  Translate and clarify content. Simplify, use metaphor, comparison, and familiar 
reference points setting information into context (without trivializing risk, or comparing 
involuntary risk with dangers that people face by their own choice).  Help the public 
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understand the meaning of legal radiological limits, and communicate even on doubt and 
uncertainty. 

R22 Provide materials that suit media needs. Keep the institutional website and social 
media accounts up to date with useful resources clearly labeled for journalists, including 
media kits, newsletters and infographics. Offer narrative so that media can tell a story. Be 
aware of citizen journalism and support it in the same ways. 

F. Channels 

R23  Create and support online banks of information that journalists and other 
stakeholders can consult. These can be integrated with seminar events. Online content can 
be supplied with a "free to use" license so that journalists but also bloggers, civil society 
organizations, teachers, children can obtain easy to understand materials (such as video 
animations, infographics, photos) as well as links to relevant experts and opinion makers. An 
integrated model for an IRR information resource (as represented in the figure below) 
combines online and face-to-face components. 

 

Fig. 1:  AN INTEGRATED MODEL OF RADIATION-RELATED TRAINING AND INFORMATION RESOURCES FOR JOURNALISTS 

We acknowledge with thanks Mr. Azby Brown (SAFECAST), who created this model for EAGLE in June 
2016. In case of re-use please credit both Brown and this report D2.5.  

 

R24 Television is a major IRR information channel for most Europeans, so source 
institutions should cooperate in the production of news and documentaries. Only a real 
collaboration between sources and media may produce a high standard of IRR information in 
documentary news, full-length documentaries, TV shows, etc. Sources should enter into 
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collaboration with the various expert professionals and appropriately offer content and 
financial aid. 

R25 Consider different types of spokespersons and mediators appropriate for your 
context. In some countries journalists prefer to deal with source spokespersons or press 
officers; elsewhere, they prefer to be placed into direct relation with experts, who should be 
trained to speak to the media. The source institution should also develop the ability to 
communicate directly with the public, for instance through social media. Trained "science 
mediators" translate, popularize and perform scientific outreach.  

R26  Introduce social media channels through traditional communication campaigns. 
Traditional time-limited communication campaigns engage publics and can introduce social 
media channels which interested people can use to stay in touch, continue discussion, and 
become in turn a communication channel that can redistribute source's content.  

R27  Become part of relevant social media communities. Engage in conversations and 
discussions, identify and maintain contact with relevant influencers, nourish your networks 
and persevere. 

R28 Foster multiple sources, a plurality of voices considering the issues and speaking to 
the public. Support citizen science and citizen journalism, and facilitate the activity of civil 
society organizations responding to citizen needs "on the ground”. Whether part of 
organizations or acting independently, civil society volunteers are engaged persons, they 
render a service to their fellow citizens and can act as channels between authorities and the 
population – in both directions. Sources can be responsive to them, engage and support 
them with information, material resources, public-interest partnerships and events, 
including barcamps, hackathons, and other crowd-sourced endeavors. 
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1 Introduction to EAGLE media findings and resources 

1.1 What did we do, and why? 

EAGLE Project Work Package 2 (WP2) was entitled "Mass media and social media: Move 
towards mutual understanding". The activities conducted by EAGLE WP2 helped illuminate 
questions like these: 

¶ What are some current practices of leading information sources (e.g. industry, 

expert organizations, national agencies for radioactive waste management, 

controlling authorities, and users of ionizing radiation in the medical field sector) 

in their approach to public information through traditional and new media? 

¶ How do mass media actors view these practices? How do these information 

source practices align with media goals and practices? 

¶ Can mutual adjustments be made? By which means? 

¶ Is there a special role for new media, in particular social media? 

To examine actual media-related communication practices, discuss context, and identify 
ways and means for improvement, EAGLE WP2 brought together the following actors and 
stakeholders (mainly from nuclear but also some non-nuclear states): 

¶ Information sources in European Member States, whose institutional mission 

includes  improving public understanding of ionizing radiation for example 

through interaction with the media; radiological protection practitioners and 

other interested stakeholders located on the source side;  

¶ Journalists, mass media representatives, science writers, and expert practitioners 

in social media (information transmitters or bridges to the public),  

¶ Some civil society stakeholders involved in citizen-centered communication. 

From 2013 to 2016, WP2 engaged these participants in a series of national and international 
dialogues. Face-to-face or virtual, the dialogues considered information content, transfer 
and handling, as well as the context of institutional, media and citizen discussion of ionizing 
radiation, its applications, and associated risks. The dialogue groups reviewed existing aids 
and produced practical guidance to improve this communication process. 

This is the final deliverable of EAGLE WP2. It includes observations, insights, guidelines and 
recommendations harvested from the dialogues, targeting development of media relations 

for better public communication about ionizing radiation risks. The 28 recommendations 
(section 2) were agreed by sharing summaries with the dialogue participants and 

incorporating their feedback. The recommendations are mostly addressed to source 
institutions (official communicators), and thereby display a kind of standard of quality that 

other communication actors—media and civil society representatives—can ask for and think 
about. The recommendations are intended to help European actors move closer to a 

citizen-centered communication process, supporting better informed decision-making 
about ionizing radiation risks. 
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1.2 Why is it important to review media practices and relations? 

Societal communication about ionizing radiation risks (IRR) has become more complex, 
extensive and multi-directional. EAGLE considered that it is important to review source and 
transmitter practices for several reasons. According to our European survey1, institutional 
sources output IRR information "to educate people about ionizing radiation" and "to reduce 
fear of ionizing radiation in the public“, but almost never "to empower people to participate 
ƛƴ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴπƳŀƪƛƴƎ”. A majority of sources do not systematically investigate needs or 
baseline knowledge of the public, and some have difficulty adapting to mass media practices 
or today's communication landscape including social media and citizen science. Outcomes of 
this resource-intensive activity may therefore be poor.  

Traditional mass media (radio, TV, press) continue to be major providers of IRR information 
for populations. Print, audio/visual and digital media are not neutral intermediaries, but 
choose and convey framings (a particular problem definition, causal interpretation, moral 
evaluation, advice on response, etc.). Sources have to develop skills to provide reliable 
information to these transmitters, and also need to establish mutually trusting relationships 
and networks.  

EAGLE suggests more joint learning and participative problem-solving. The WP2 dialogue 
workshops offered a joint reality check of how information is output by sources and relayed 
by media. The activities were a way to bring more mutual awareness into the IRR 
communication process. 

1.3 Which basic observations came out of the EAGLE media dialogues? 

The EAGLE dialogues held in France, Poland, Romania and Slovenia and internationally 
identified familiar frustrations: 
Å The basic scientific curriculum in the schools is inadequate to support public 

understanding of brief information. 
Å The public's attention span is short, and the media play on an appetite for sensation.  
Å Media are deadline- or profit-driven and give equal importance to all risk statements 

no matter how founded or unfounded these may be. 
Å Scientists and arrogant experts speak in jargon.  
Å Sources are either blindly trusted or their motives are suspected. 
Å Institutions continue to undervalue and under-invest in communication and its 

specialized skills and tools. 
 

The dialogues also produced a subtle joint analysis of the pressures: 
Å IRR phenomena are complex and uncertain.  
Å Societal communication about risks is a pluralistic ecosystem that cannot be easily 

channeled. 
Å Different actors involved in communication have different values, needs, experience 

and objectives. 
Å Organizations and persons have to accept change and learn, if communication is to 

unfold differently. 

                                                      
1
 Daris et al. (2015), Analysis of education and training materials and activities  regarding the ionizing radiation. 

EAGLE Deliverable report D1.1. Available online: eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables  

http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables
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Å Communication must seek a balanced consideration of costs and benefits of ionizing 
radiation applications.  

Å Trust-building dialogues with the public are resource-intensive and long-term efforts. 

In the course of the activities, some guidance emerged on developing media relations and, 
more broadly, public communications on IRR. While dozens of tips and recommendations 
could be identified, we have condensed these to 28 main recommendations (see section 2). 
They reflect the best practice, beliefs and aspirations of the participants in the EAGLE 
dialogues. (They also reflect bad experiences which were analyzed!)  

The 28 recommendations are mostly directed to source institutions, since these are the 
actors whose mission it is to improve communication on ionizing radiation risks – and whose 
job it is to adapt to the other actors, media, organized civil society and members of the 
public. This deliverable report puts the recommendations front and center, in hopes that 
they will support citizen-centered communication and at term, foster more informed 
decision-making on IRR among the European public. 

1.4 What is found in this deliverable report ς and in other EAGLE resources? 

The reader can skip directly to each section by "control-click" on the number highlighted in 
the {section references} below. 

We start by summarizing the 28 communication recommendations, in brief form in the 
Executive Summary, and with more explanation in {section 2}. Then, the rest of this 
deliverable report gives background and depth to the recommendations, by presenting –
mostly chronologically – the material created at national or international level by EAGLE 
dialogue activities. 

Further resources online at http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables: 

EAGLE Deliverable D1.3 Guide for improvement of solutions for good practices and coordination for 
IR information sources. This report from EAGLE WP1 focuses on institutional sources, their materials 

and practices. It contains recommendations which harmonize with those generated by WP2.    

EAGLE Deliverable D3.3 Guide for good and bad practices in public education, training and 
information.  This report from EAGLE WP3 focuses on the members of the general public as the 

important target of all the institutional communication activities. It contains some insights on media 
bridges between sources and the public. It also details themes in view of a strategic research agenda 

to guide future European work, showing how social sciences and humanities are needed to support 
better-informed decision making on ionizing radiation risks. The recommendations harmonize with 

those of WP2, and the text gives important background and food for thought about developing 
relationships with society. 

 

The scene was set in a first international discussion about media practices at the EAGLE 
Conference “Let’s Communicate about Ionising Radiation” (Fontenay-aux-Roses, France, 
November 2013). We highlight main findings and issues that participants suggested could be 
addressed during the ensuing national dialogues {section 3}. 

Also in the early part of the project, an intensive preparation activity by WP2 researchers 
was to review how source institutions and media actually behave in communicating about IR 
events and risks. Readers are directed to two publications mentioned in the "further 

http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables
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resources" box below (Deliverable 2.1 and a peer-reviewed article). 

Further resources online at http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables: 

EAGLE Deliverable D4.10 Report from Initial project conference 'Let’s Communicate about Ionizing 
Radiation'. From WP4, this details the international Media Working Group discussion that set the 

scene for later WP2 national dialogues. 

EAGLE Deliverable D2.1 Overview of mass and social media treatment of IR topics, including in the 
aftermath of Fukushima.  How do source institutions and media actually behave in communicating 

about IR events and risks? This review includes critical analysis of published studies, and guidance 
from EAGLE's social media expert. 

A peer-reviewed article online at http://dx.doi.org/10.4172/2165-7912.1000252: 

Perko T, Mays C, Valuch J, Nagy A (2015) Mass and New Media: Review of Framing, Treatment 
and Sources in Reporting on Fukushima. J Mass Communicat Journalism 5:4. Grounding on the 
EAGLE D2.1 report, this peer-reviewed article identifies how traditional mass media in Japan, 
North America and European countries reported about the Fukushima nuclear accident and how 
the new media also were engaged in communications. The article uses data from published 
scientific studies and original EAGLE field data collected by questionnaire from source 
institutions. 

 

We then briefly present the EAGLE WP2 national-level dialogues organized between May 
2014 and April 2015, in France, Poland, Romania and Slovenia {section 4}. The full country 
reports are provided in a separate 2.5 Annex file. 

Further resources online at http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables: 

EAGLE Deliverable D2.2 Materials for national dialogues: Identification and/or compilation of 
material for discussion and assessment at national level. This deliverable compiles the actual press 
articles collected during the dialogues planning period. Note that the actual dialogues in some cases 

chose other materials for joint analysis by stakeholders. 

EAGLE Deliverable D2.3 Design of dialogues: Exercises and guidance for consortium members to 
conduct national dialogues. This methodological report sets out the proposed topics and format of 
dialogue. Again, some differences can be seen with the actual dialogue workshops as conducted to 

fit with each national context. 

EAGLE Deliverable D2.5 Annex: Full country reports of EAGLE national-level media dialogue 
workshops. Here are the analytic minutes of the encounters in France, Poland, Romania and 

Slovenia. 

 

In June 2015, EAGLE co-hosted the First International Conference on Risk Perception, 
Communication and Ethics of exposures to ionizing radiation exposures (RICOMET 2015) in 
Brdo, Slovenia. The findings of WP2 national-level dialogues were discussed and elaborated. 
We provide insights from RICOMET plenary sessions on the role of both traditional and 
social media in emergency and everyday communication {section 5}. 

http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables
http://dx.doi.org/10.4172/2165-7912.1000252
http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables
http://ricomet2015.sckcen.be/en
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Further resources online at http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables: 

EAGLE Deliverable D2.1 Overview of mass and social media treatment of IR topics, including in the 
aftermath of Fukushima. An intensive preparation activity by WP2 researchers was to review how 

source institutions and media actually behave in communicating about IR events and risks. This 
deliverable includes critical analysis of published studies, and guidance from EAGLE's social media 

expert. 

EAGLE Deliverable D2.4 Materials for international dialogue: Outputs of national-level dialogues 
for discussion. To prepare the conference RICOMET 2015, the findings of dialogues were 

summarized in eight categories, comparing and contrasting national results. At RICOMET 2015 there 
were stakeholder presentations on chosen categories. Deliverable D2.4 details the categories, gives 

access to the presentations and displays the outcomes of the international discussion. 

EAGLE Deliverable D3.1 Report on public views across EU on education and information in the 
post-Fukushima context. Extensive surveys of the general public were conducted in the EAGLE 

countries; this 2014 report by C.Turcanu et al. summarizes the findings, and detailed country reports 
are found adjacent to this deliverable in the EAGLE online repository.  

A peer-reviewed article online at http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0952-4746/36/2/S143: 

Mays C, Valůch J, Perko T, Daris I, Condi C, Miśkiewicz A, Zakrzewska G, Constantin M, Diaconu D, 
Kralj M, Železnik N (2016) Looking for citizen-centered communication: dialogues between 

radiological protection or nuclear safety specialists and media professionals. J. Radiol. 
Prot. 36 S143. This peer-reviewed article refines the cross-national analysis of D2.4 to deliver insight 

on how source institutions can improve their communication behavior and foster the development of 
a broadly shared "risk culture" in the public. 

The RICOMET 2015 Declaration online at ricomet2015.sckcen.be: 

Appeal to implement Responsible Research and Innovation in   Euratom nuclear research, 
development and activities. The EAGLE joint conference RICOMET 2015 revealed a strong 

motivation among the stakeholders of citizen-centered communication, to continue to share their 
practice in support of better informed decisions on ionizing radiation risks. At the same time these 
stakeholders took stock of the EURATOM research program and noted with great concern that this 

gives little or no space to activities focused on improving practice, understanding and links with civil 
society and the general public. The RICOMET 2015 Declaration shows how this technocratic error 

must be rectified. 

 

EAGLE researchers were active contributors to a third-party activity, the Nuclear Security 
Workshop for International Journalists organized by Atomic Reporters (Rotterdam, Feb-Mar. 
2016). In the present report you can find the workshop "Recommendations for Improving 
Communication with Journalists to Enhance Public Safety in the Event of a Nuclear or 
Radiological Emergency" {section 6}. 

Finally, at RICOMET 2016 (June 2016 Bucharest, Romania), the major findings and 
recommendations from EAGLE WP2 were presented in plenary then discussed in a break-out 
group, producing suggestions on building reliable knowledge resources for journalists. 
Another ad-hoc group discussed perception, communication, trust and transparency topics 
in view of developing a strategic research agenda {section 7}. 

http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0952-4746/36/2/S143
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/0952-4746/36/2/S143
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/0952-4746/36/2/S143
file:///C:/Users/TOSHIBA/Dropbox/SYMLOG%20Intra/EAGLE_Symlog/RICOMET16%20&%20Manifesto_jaro/Docs%20Claire%20is%20working%20on/ricomet2016.sckcen.be
http://www.atomicreporters.com/
http://ricomet2016.sckcen.be/
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Further resources online at http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables: 

EAGLE Deliverable D4.11 Report from final project conference – RICOMET 2016, the Second 
International Conference on Risk Perception, Communication and Ethics of Exposures to Ionizing 

Radiation.  

The RICOMET 2016 Declaration online at ricomet2016.sckcen.be: 

RICOMET 2016 Public Declaration This important outcome of EAGLE's second and final joint 
conference shows how social sciences and humanities must be integrated into the European 

strategic research agenda to support better-informed decision making on ionizing radiation risks. It 
calls for a self-sustaining network to further such goals. 

 

We conclude by noting that the EAGLE WP2 recommendations harmonize with findings from 
other international settings {section 8}, and we thank the stakeholders and advisors who 
contributed wholeheartedly to the quality of our outputs. 

Each chapter recalls the further EAGLE publications that will interest readers, and the list of 
other references is provided in {section 9}. 

As mentioned, the Annex containing the full country reports from EAGLE national-level 
media dialogues is provided in an adjacent separate file labeled D2.5_Annex. 

 

*** 

http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables
file:///C:/Users/TOSHIBA/Dropbox/SYMLOG%20Intra/EAGLE_Symlog/RICOMET16%20&%20Manifesto_jaro/Docs%20Claire%20is%20working%20on/ricomet2016.sckcen.be
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2 EAGLE recommendations and guidelines on developing 
media relations for ionizing radiation communication 

EAGLE WP2 activities generated recommendations that target not only the development of 
media relations, but also citizen-centered communication on ionizing radiation risks (IRR). 

The recommendations are mostly directed to source institutions, since their mission includes 
providing good, meaningful and helpful public information on IRR. To do this, it is the 
sources' job to adapt to the other actors, media, organized civil society and members of the 
public. Source institutions can invest in improving the whole public communication process. 
They can support other stakeholders to join in creating transparent, reliable information, 
"risk culture", and ultimately in fostering better decisions on IRR.  

The EAGLE media recommendations touch on goals and process, ethical, institutional and 
organizational aspects, content and channels of public risk communication. They point to a 
standard of quality which sources can strive for. Other partners in communication can 
request such quality, and their own practice may come to be shaped by this standard. 

2.1 Worthwhile goals for public communication about ionizing radiation risks 

R1  Develop ϥǊƛǎƪ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΩ throughout society to provide a solid basis for communicating 
about ionizing radiation risks.   

Risk culture means that people are aware of the existence of risks but also, of 
preventive and protective actions that are taken by the authorities, or that people 
themselves can take in some cases. With such a risk culture, people can listen to 
information that is important for their protection and they may stand on more solid 
ground when taking their decisions. Development of risk culture is a worthwhile 
midterm objective which can fruitfully be shared by sources, journalists, and engaged 
civil society. 

R2  Establish a more regular channel of communication on ionizing radiation risks rather 
than one that is concentrated on crisis reporting.  

This means organizing more regular exchanges between sources and the media. In 
order to share information about IR effectively, these networks need to be built in 
advance, so that trust between actors can be built over time.  There can also be more 
elaborate structures and multiple partnerships built to mobilize and efficiently spread 
information. These channels can then be turned to in case of emergency. 

A period of non-crisis is an ideal time to focus on communication because 
institutional sources can take the time to hear all questions, including new ones, 
which the public may have.  This can also be a time devoted to demystifying the 
subject of ionizing radiation risks for the public at large and carrying out educational 
programs. 

R3  Engage in ongoing dialogue among the professionals involved in communicating 
ionizing radiation risks.  

Officials, specialists of radiological protection and nuclear safety and media 
professionals who participated in EAGLE want to go on exchanging and learning in 
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the interest of building solid relationships, risk culture and public understanding. 
They called for the creation of a platform for ongoing dialogue between information 
sources and transmitters. Furthermore, continuing opportunities for dialogue among 
natural scientists, researchers in social sciences and humanities, civil society 
organizations, and other stakeholders, such as provided by the RICOMET conference, 
should be created. Source institutions can host such events. 

2.2 Process of communication 

Source institutions should cooperate with journalists thoughtfully and diligently, learning to 
provide what the media actors need (including training and data resources) and gaining their 
confidence. However, EAGLE participants pointed out that the media can serve but never 
replace direct communication with interested publics. Media articles also will never be able 
to reasonably answer all questions and there need to be multiple points and sources of 
information that the public can reach out to.   

R4  Adapt information delivery to the needs of the media.  

Journalists explain that they need rapid, clear responses from source institutions. 
Scientists and experts working at the source institutions must be trained to meet 
these needs. General media training on scientific risk communication is available and 
will provide practical advice and help to develop skills.  

Different media (print, broadcast, digital...) require different ways of cooperation 
with experts. The sources should take this into account and prepare information in a 
form appropriate to the medium. 

Bureaucratic obstacles to providing timely, transparent information should be lifted. 
This will be facilitated by creating an internal communication policy addressing the 
issues of security, reliability and credibility that rightly preoccupy top management. 

R5  Develop relationships with journalists through training and joint learning events. 

Training on the technical topics may also be offered to journalists. The process 
should be started by using existing expertise at the level of sources (national 
authorities, universities, research institutes, etc.). Which organization offers the 
training is less important than the credibility, trustworthiness and clarity of the 
lecturers.  

There are many ways to develop relationships with journalists and build respective 
competence: technical seminars, press trips, open door visits, and supporting joint 
participation in third party activities.  

R6 Provide radiological protection trainings for journalists.  

Specific training – if possible including a simulation – will improve the protection of 
journalists themselves when reporting about radiological events (e.g. explosion o f a 
radiological dispersal device), mutual understanding between journalists and 
emergency management, understanding of ionizing radiation concepts by journalists, 
and quality of information transfer in such events. 

The 'Atomic Reporters' association organized a very small-scale accident simulation 
exercise. Section 6 of this deliverable presents the recommendations developed by 
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the participating journalists (and EAGLE researchers) on this basis. Also, a radiological 
safety guide and possible a mobile phone application are under development. 

R7  Design press conferences and other media events to bring up the standard of reporting 
on complex IRR topics. 

Source institutions can organize press conferences and other media events in a way 
that maximizes understanding of the complexity of the topic, and the quality of 
resulting reporting. One model developed for Fukushima briefings was offered during 
EAGLE: at the source institution, three experts of the diverse pertinent IRR aspects 
(environment, technical installations and public health), accustomed to working 
together, respectful of each other's particular contribution, and familiar with media 
needs, presented a clear and didactic analysis before journalists were invited to ask 
questions.  

R8  Get to know the public's needs and perceptions. 

Adaptation to the real needs of the public and to the level of understanding is a 
common requirement for all communicators from different organizations. Up-to-date 
knowledge about public needs and perceptions, and also how people receive and 
understand information, should be checked as a first step in public communication.  
Information materials can be tested with a group of non-experts, then tuned. 

R9  Develop direct ongoing communication with the public, on IRR and other risks, in many 
voices. 

For this, all available mass media and social media channels should be actively 
employed, as well as live face-to-face events. Create open discussions during crisis 
and non-crisis periods, where members of the public can ask their questions.  

Participative discussions should address the different publics, different situations and 
different professions to reflect on IRR communication as a whole.  Citizens should be 
drawn in and involved in these subjects, not made to feel responsible for risk 
management but encouraged to look into the issues through various resources and 
form their choices. 

Exchanges also need to be repeated and continued in the long run. A plurality of 
views and perspectives should be voiced. To develop "risk culture" there needs to be 
more communication about the variety of risks in our technological society (chemical 
pollution, reduction of biodiversity, etc.), and not just nuclear or IRR risk.   

R10  Participate in networks with active, empowered citizen communicators. 

Source institutions need to become receptive and responsive to new actors. There is 
a lot of talk about passive audiences but a new type of public is emerging: citizens 
who are active partners in communication as well as recipients. Particularly in crisis 
situations, the authorities protecting the public from IRR need to look to citizen 
empowerment. At Fukushima useful radiological mapping information was gathered 
through a multitude of pocket detectors and relayed by residents.  

Civil society organizations are agile and less weighed down by bureaucracy. The same 
issues arise for them as for experts: how to gain and maintain credibility. Sources can 
help them build competence by entering the new discussion networks and forming 
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partnerships. 

R11  Contribute to the foundations of risk knowledge in the schools. 

The public should be given a better basis to understand IRR issues. This means 
developing risk culture already at the level of schooling. Sources should invest in 
programs targeting children and educators, for instance by sponsoring a travelling 
exhibit (like the one developed in France by IRSN and ASN) that can be viewed by 
both children and adults.  

2.3 Ethical aspects 

During the EAGLE dialogues, some basic observations and concerns came up that can only be 
described as ethical.  

R12  Respect the different perspectives, needs, and roles of participants in the 
communication process. 

Source institutions, media, civil society organizations, and stakeholders in the general 
public have different concerns and are responding to different pressures. It's both 
pragmatic and ethically correct to accept this reality. Source institutions can make it 
their business to find out what the other communication partners need to know and 
how they can best receive information and help from the source. 

R13  Deliver information that helps people make a better-informed decision in their 
situation (don’t pre-define the risk as acceptable for them or not; similarly, do not misuse 
inclusive public risk communication as covert industry promotion). 

Source institutions may not be in a position to change the landscape of IR 
applications. And some sources, like the nuclear industry, have a direct interest in 
developing these applications. However, all sources can open themselves to a 
discussion that interests many stakeholders: whether and how IR applications are 
justified. A dialogue can take place about the different value assigned by different 
stakeholders to the benefits and costs associated with IR applications, with their 
resulting planned or accidental exposures.  It can be an opportunity to pass on 
knowledge about IRR, and to develop risk culture – including safety culture among 
those applying IR. 

Radiological protection professionals say that their work with exposed persons is 
most successful when they engage in a dialogue that helps figure out how, when, 
why, and where IR uses and associated risks are acceptable. This dialogue helps 
clarify the complex nature of IRR, touches on certainty and uncertainty, and becomes 
joint management of risk. 

R14  Admit that a nuclear accident can happen. 

When sources including government, authorities, and industry admit the basic fact 
that nuclear accident is a possibility, this similarly opens the way to dialogue and 
strengthens safety and risk culture on all sides. 

R15  Admit scientific uncertainties related to health effects of ionizing radiation.  

Ionizing radiation exposures, especially low doses, are linked to high uncertainties as 
to health effects, modeling etc. Experts are not speaking with one voice on these 
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issues. It is important to present balanced information showing the areas of doubt 
and uncertainties. 

2.4 Institutional and organizational aspects 

Fulfilling many of the above recommendations implies a need for source organizations to 
adapt their policy and resources.  

R16  Review and adapt policy to the actual communication landscape. 

The way public and private media function is a fact that must be accepted; criticism is 
a waste of time and energy. Sources must focus on understanding how media and 
journalists work and what they need, and organize capacity building for staff, 
management, and experts. 

New media speed up, decentralize and diversify information provision while offering 
platforms for direct citizen participation, expression and feedback.  Dealing with the 
new media landscape requires recognition of the time it takes, new practices and 
maybe new personnel. 

Source institutions need to review and probably update and complete their policies 
related to communication and public involvement.  They need modern internal 
communication guidelines (media outreach policy, social media use policy). 

Higher management has to get behind this modernization and support their staff and 
experts tasked with both routine and emergency communication. They should 
encourage activities assessing public opinion and understanding about IRR. While 
acknowledging that security can be an issue, they should remove bureaucratic 
obstacles and allow timely dissemination of information, admitting uncertainties, and 
entering into dialogue.    

R17  Lobby for the resources needed to ensure transparent, credible and balanced 
communication on ionizing radiation risks. 

Especially in the New Member States participating in EAGLE and other Euratom 
actions, there is a need for source institutions to secure proper resources for 
information, communication and dialogue. 

Sources should lobby their ministries of oversight to gain recognition for the 
importance of these activities and be sure that budgets are allocated. Also they 
should inform overseers about the importance of transparency, and the need for 
independence in order to provide credible, balanced information about IRR. 

It is very difficult to communicate, routinely or during crisis, when the general public 
has little education or background information about IR phenomena and effects. To 
develop risk culture in the midterm, sources should also invest enough efforts to 
convince the Ministry of Education to introduce relevant elements about IR (and 
nuclear energy production) into national curricula. 

R18  Publish a holding statement in the first minutes of emergency or accident situations.  

Organizations should immediately communicate an ongoing event to the public even 
when detailed specific information is not available. Basic (self-) protection 
information, responding to typical concerns of individuals and families, should be 
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ready for direct release and uptake by the media. 

2.5 Content 

R19  Adapt public information on ionizing radiation risks to everyday life and observed 
needs of citizens.  

Communicators need to go out to the public to learn what the actual (potential) 
impacts of IR risks are on the everyday life and decisions of potentially affected 
people. When they communicate, the sources need to center on issues that the 
public finds meaningful. This does not mean ignoring issues that the public ignores. It 
means finding ways to communicate about IR risks that make sense to people where 
they are. 

Information should be prepared in a range of formats and styles to be adapted to 
different societal groups (media professionals, general public, children…). It should 
acknowledge the actual situations that lead people to consult the material, and if 
these are decision contexts, give examples of questions that could be asked by 
people to help fit the information to different options and choices. 

R20  When delivering information about IRR, especially in times of crisis, be affirmative 
and responsive (not tentative and prudent). 

Often authorities wait to interact with the press until they have “a certain level of 
certainty,” but by then the information gets to the media too late. Journalists often 
have to resort to sources other than institutions because these come out with 
information first and serve the media's need to be quick and reactive.  

Settle in advance with managers that sources must always come out with some 
information very rapidly. When talking to the press, start by stating the important 
take-away message. Thoughtfully communicating uncertainty and "what we don't 
know" can come next. 

R21 Translate and clarify content. 

Today the language and words employed to talk about IRR are often difficult to 
understand and create anxiety. Simplify, use metaphor, comparison, and familiar 
reference points setting information into context (without trivializing risk, or 
comparing involuntary risk with dangers that people face by their own choice).  Help 
the public understand the meaning of legal radiological limits, what is considered 
dangerous or safe.  Communicate even on doubt and uncertainty. 

R22 Provide materials that suit media needs. 

Keep the institutional website and social media accounts up to date with useful 
resources clearly labeled for journalists, like media kits and newsletters. Provide 
highly accessible and attractive data presentations (infographics) that help to explain 
complex points and can be shared on social media. 

Online and in direct contact with journalists, offer narrative so that media can tell a 
story. If appropriate, reference iconic figures people can identify with. Be aware of 
citizen journalism and support it in the same ways. 
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2.6 Channels 

Regardless of what type of media channels are used, communication should be planned and 
integrated into the source institution's comprehensive communications strategy. 
Communicators need to know through which channel what will be sent to whom. The whole 
organization has to be "on board" (agreeing with the policy and ready to provide content). 

R23  Create and support online banks of information that journalists and other 
stakeholders can consult. These can be integrated with seminar events. 

Regularly contribute reliable content to resource databases (on source institutional 
website or third-party sites). Online content can be supplied with a "free to use" 
license so that whenever journalists but also bloggers, civil society organizations, 
teachers, children… need illustrations or other easy to understand materials (such as 
video animations, infographics, photos), they can easily tap into the database and 
either download desired content or get a shareable link. This channel allows online 
interactive maps presenting data and visualizations. It can also provide a database of 
relevant experts and opinion makers including links to their social media profiles or 
blogs. 

Such content can also be (re-)used in direct channels: public meetings or training 
seminars for journalists. This report D2.5 gives an integrated model for an IRR 
information resource combining online and face-to-face components: {section 7.5 
What could an integrated IRR information resource for journalists look like?}. 

R24 Television is a major IRR information channel for most Europeans, so source 
institutions should cooperate in the production of news and documentaries.  

Only a real collaboration between sources and media may produce a high standard of 
IRR information in documentary news, full-length documentaries, TV shows, etc. The 
EAGLE dialogues revealed the need for communicators able to produce shows on 
television, to capture the attention of the public, and to communicate effectively 
with the audience; it is rare to find a person who is expert in IR, in communication 
and in producing a complete show, therefore sources should enter into collaboration 
with various expert professionals and appropriately offer content and financial aid. 

R25 Consider different types of spokespersons and mediators appropriate for your 
context.  

In some countries journalists prefer to deal with source spokespersons or press 
officers who skilfully provide adapted content. In other countries, journalists prefer 
to be placed into direct relation with technical experts, who should be trained to 
speak to the media.  

The source institution should also develop the ability to communicate directly with 
the public, for instance through social media. Use public relations specialists, idea 
makers and creative developers to help you assess your position, brainstorm ideas, 
identify target groups and test materials with them, draft a communication plan, 
create content in attractive formats, develop guidelines and policy, and initiate 
management and members of the organization to the approach. 

There is a new profession of "science mediators", trained science communicators 
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whose role is to translate information. As in-house employees or consultants they 
can play a vital role acting as relays between large institutions and the public. The 
mediator translates, popularizes and performs scientific outreach, using images and 
simple words to make information accessible to the greatest number.  

R26  Introduce social media channels through traditional communication campaigns. 

Traditional time-limited communication campaigns tend to be a good way to engage 
publics and to introduce social media channels. These campaigns include traditional 
means of communication (tour buses, open labs, visitor centres, etc.) but can be 
supplemented by social media channels to which interested people are directed in 
order to stay in touch and continue discussion. 

These campaigns are good way to start building online community, attract followers 
and fans. This growing community then will be a communication channel itself that 
can redistribute source's content. Consequently, this can become a strong channel 
for crisis communication (networks are built, trust was established, skills are in the 
house). It is also an opportunity to learn communication planning.  

These campaigns can be an opportunity where the source spokesperson (and the rest 
of the organization) can get some first hands-on experience with social media and 
explore their potential for any future communication activities.  

R27  Become part of relevant social media communities.  

Engage in conversations and discussions, identify and maintain contact with relevant 
influencers, nourish your networks and persevere. 

R28 Foster multiple sources, a plurality of voices considering the issues and speaking to 
the public. Support citizen science and citizen journalism, and facilitate the activity of civil 
society organizations responding to citizen needs "on the ground”. 

When IRR issues may be of concern to a national or local community, source 
institutions should provide reliable information but also foster risk culture by 
accepting debate and supporting the emergence of plural voices. 

Sources and governments should take the work of civil society volunteers into 
account, and offer to support them with public-interest partnerships and material 
resources as well as information. These are engaged persons, they render a service to 
their fellow citizens and can act as channels between authorities and the population 
– in both directions. 

Sources can also partner with official and unofficial community structures like science 
museums, or associations and clubs, to provide support and expertise in an ongoing 
fashion or to participate in events. 

Support citizen journalism with high responsiveness to active citizens, and by 
providing these independent influencers with content on different ionizing radiation 
topics.  

Engage citizen scientists in clarifying issues where crowd-sourced science can bring in 
relevant data. Sources can organize or sponsor barcamps, hackathons, and social 
innovation camps for students and interested publics. 
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3 Setting the scene: EAGLE Media Working Group Nov. 2013 
An international working group at the EAGLE initial conference (Fontenay-aux-Roses, France, 
November 2013) set the scene for ensuing EAGLE WP2 work.  

The conference, entitled “Let’s Communicate about Ionizing Radiation”, proposed to explore 
the gaps and difficulties as well as successes in supporting informed decision making about 
ionizing radiation and associated risks. EAGLE partners recognized that a "gap" in 
understanding is not just present between source institutions and the public. Indeed, 
radiological protection is an extremely complex science and the decisions taken at 
international and at state level (as well as at local or individual level) are often fraught with 
problems of uncertainty. These decisions are necessarily framed not only by science but also 
by value choices, which are not always revealed or detailed. Moreover, the process of 
communicating complex and uncertain material encounters other challenges in the public 
arena. 

EAGLE WP2 announced its plans to organize national-level workshops as an opportunity for 
source institutions and also the media to look at how IR messages are constructed and 
composed in their context. At the conference, a working group gathered 15 journalists and 
institutional sources, from Belgium, France, Romania, Finland, Poland and Slovenia. Together 
they identified issues to be considered during the EAGLE media dialogues. The full discussion 
is reported in EAGLE Deliverable 4.10 (Zeleznik et al. 2013). Below is a summary of important 
findings. 

3.1 What were the findings of the first EAGLE international media dialogue? 

Participants voiced the need for both sources and media to seek ways to establish a more 
regular channel of communication on ionizing radiation risks rather than one that is 
concentrated on crisis reporting. They analyzed background issues: stronger demand by the 
public for information during crisis; slow reaction from authorities while a crisis message is 
formed and verified; a perception that information is held back or interest-driven which 
breaks public but also journalists' trust in sources. 

Media participants advised that instead of not reporting or communicating, information 
sources should learn to express uncertainty better, promising the public that facts will be 
confirmed at a later point. Regular communication would mean not waiting until scientists 
have all the answers to a problem, but acknowledging the phase of analysis of the 
problem/situation without an answer.   

Social media were cited as a potentially strong instrument for institutions to establish more 
regular provision of information. 

Participants also recommended establishing more regular exchanges between sources and 
the media. In order to share information about IR effectively, these networks need to be 
built in advance, so that trust between actors can be built over time.  If required, these 
channels can then be turned to in cases of emergency communication.  

Particularly useful tools for assisting journalists in reporting IR topics include media kits and 
newsletters from which information can be selected, and site visits. Media training for 
sources is desirable. Topical training for journalists is well perceived. However it may not be 
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effective because journalists are no longer specialized and the journalist who attends such 
training is not necessarily the one who will later delve into a story and handle the technical 
information.   

Finally, authorities should not limit themselves to disseminating information top down to the 
public.  They should rather engage in true interactive communication, which is a process 
that involves both parties.  Social media have an important place here too. 

At the end of the working group discussion some potential EAGLE dialogue topics were 
suggested:  

¶ Assuring trust and quality of information through building up relations between 

qualified media professionals and sources 

¶ Proactive communication from reliable sources, before things happen 

¶ Developing communication that is not limited only to crisis communication 

¶ Media training for sources: teaching technical experts to explain and speak simply to 

make information easier to grasp by the public 

¶ Should authorities provide more journalist trainings? 

¶ More attention to social media and the format in which information is 

produced/delivered to the public (infographics and data journalism). 

3.2 Which further resources does EAGLE provide? 

Further resources online at http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables: 

EAGLE Deliverable D4.10 Report from Initial project conference 'Let’s Communicate about Ionizing 
Radiation'. From WP4, this details the international Media Working Group discussion that set the 

scene for later WP2 national dialogues. 

EAGLE Deliverable D2.1 Overview of mass and social media treatment of IR topics, including in the 
aftermath of Fukushima. An intensive preparation activity by WP2 researchers was to review how 

source institutions and media actually behave in communicating about IR events and risks. This 
deliverable includes critical analysis of published studies, and guidance from EAGLE's social media 

expert. 

A peer-reviewed article online at http://dx.doi.org/10.4172/2165-7912.1000252: 

Perko T, Mays C, Valuch J, Nagy A (2015) Mass and New Media: Review of Framing, Treatment and 
Sources in Reporting on Fukushima. J Mass Communicat Journalism 5:4. Grounding on the EAGLE 

D2.1 report, this peer-reviewed article identifies how traditional mass media in Japan, North America 
and European countries reported about the Fukushima nuclear accident and how the new media also 
were engaged in communications. The article uses data from published scientific studies and original 

EAGLE field data collected by questionnaire from source institutions.  

http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables
http://dx.doi.org/10.4172/2165-7912.1000252
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4 EAGLE National-level Media Dialogue Workshops 

4.1 How were the EAGLE media dialogues organized?  

EAGLE WP2 national-level dialogues were organized between May 2014 and April 2015, in 
France, Poland, Romania and Slovenia. For each, a small group of practitioners from 
information sources and media met and took a step back from their practice, reflecting 
together on goals and on performance. In some cases, other representatives of civil society 
joined the workshop. 

The dialogue formats varied from a half-day face-to-face meeting plus a "virtual" 
(videoconference) meeting in France, to a half-day dialogue plus a full day seminar in Poland. 
In chronological order, the schedules and participation were as follows: 

¶ Poland, 29 May and 9 June 2014 (9 participants and 30 p. including observers) 

¶ Slovenia, 30 May and 3 July 2014 (9p. and 10p.) 

¶ Romania, 17 June 2014 (10 p.) 

¶ France, 15 October 2014 and 8 April 2015 (10p. and 6p. plus in each case 10 
supplementary student observers by video link). 

The agenda allowed for a bottom-up approach and a joint analysis of published materials 
from sources (websites and information materials) or the media (articles, videos …). 

Of note, the workshops were prepared by informal long interviews and consultations where 
EAGLE consortium members talked with source officials, media professionals and other 
interested stakeholders (civil society, students in training…). 

The full reports from the country-level dialogues are provided in a separate annex labeled 
2.5 and available online (see box below). 

Good practices suggested by the national dialogues are distilled in the recommendations 
presented in the Executive Summary and section 2 of this report. 

4.2 Which further resources does EAGLE provide? 

Further resources online at http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables: 

EAGLE Deliverable D2.2 Materials for national dialogues: Identification and/or compilation of 
material for discussion and assessment at national level. This deliverable compiles the actual press 
articles collected during the dialogues planning period. Note that the actual dialogues in some cases 

chose other materials for joint analysis by stakeholders. 

EAGLE Deliverable D2.3 Design of dialogues: Exercises and guidance for consortium members to 
conduct national dialogues. This methodological report sets out the proposed topics and format of 
dialogue. Again, some differences can be seen with the actual dialogue workshops as conducted to 

fit with each national context. 

EAGLE Deliverable D2.5 Annex: Full country reports of EAGLE national-level media dialogue 
workshops. Here are the analytic minutes of the encounters in France, Poland, Romania and 

Slovenia. 
 
 

http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables
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5 RICOMET 2015 – Roles and experience of traditional and 
social media 

In June 2015, EAGLE co-hosted the First International Conference on Risk Perception, 
Communication and Ethics of exposures to ionizing radiation exposures (RICOMET 2015) in 
Brdo, Slovenia. This was attended by radiation protection scientists and practitioners, 
academic researchers, and many types of stakeholders. In May 2015 WP2 prepared the 
media-related discussions at the conference by circulating an analytic summary of the 
national dialogues (Deliverable D2.4) to all those who had participated. At RICOMET, invited 
members of the WP2 national dialogues presented outcomes according to their own 
interpretation and in several voices.  

Also, a larger number of media representatives were invited from different countries as far 
away as Japan, including non-nuclear countries such as Austria and Germany, and they 
participated actively in plenary and in break-out discussions. The present deliverable 
provides insights from plenary sessions on the role of both traditional and social media in 
emergency communication. 

Following the conference, WP2 published a peer-reviewed article entitled "Looking for 
citizen-centered communication: Dialogues between radiological protection or nuclear safety 
specialists and media professionals" (see box at the end of this section). Common findings 
were classed and presented by themes, including inter alia: crisis versus everyday 
communication; mediated versus direct communication; sources, actors, roles and 
responsibilities; language and format; trust and confidence, balance in reporting and 
development of risk culture; nuclear industry promotion versus citizen-centered risk 
communication. 

5.1 What are the relevant findings framing RICOMET 2015? 

At RICOMET 2015 several projects were represented whose work dealt with ionizing 
radiation risks and communication in emergency or day-to-day situations. The IAEA "one 
voice" ideal of communication during nuclear emergency was considered. The international 
authority in the last decade has developed guidance and advice on coordinating 
communication from official sources at different levels, so that confusion and inconsistent 
information can be minimized. However, the proceedings of RICOMET showed that the "one 
voice" ideal is not realistic. For example, Prezelj et al. (2016) presented their study of 1340 
print media articles published in the two months after the Fukushima disaster began to 
unfold, by a total of 12 major newspapers in 6 countries. They found that "the media sphere 
is not a simple one-way communication road, but a complex area that, by definition, will 
publish inconsistent and uncoordinated information. It is too complex (multiple levels, 
multiple actors and communication channels, various interests, in-built need for reporting 
conflicts and subjective views aside from objective views) to be controlled even in nuclear 
emergencies in terms of coordinating the production and transmission of consistent 
information." Authorities need to recognize that a range of objective and subjective 
uncoordinated messages will be published in the media, and this can result in a reduction in 
trust in the authorities by various publics. 

From EAGLE, the following introduction was made by the coordinator, based on WP2 

http://ricomet2015.sckcen.be/en
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findings. "Journalists, as a bridge between the general public and experts or authorities are 
very reluctant to work with public-relations professionals who in many EU institutions are 
responsible for communication. They appeal for the IR experts to be trained for media 
communication, and to be able to provide information even under uncertainty. During a 
nuclear emergency, the traditional media were found to provide a broad context including 
frequent comparisons with previous accidents, however the experts' technical vocabulary of 
radiation appeared to be inadequately translated for public understanding. In the case of the 
Fukushima accident, institutions used social media mainly as an expedient when traditional 
websites crashed under the weight of consultation. In contrast, a form of 'citizen journalism' 
emerged where social networks sped, decentralised and diversified information provision 
while offering platforms for direct citizen participation, expression and feedback." (Perko et 
al.,  2016) 

Finally, the notion of citizen science was convincingly presented by the SAFECAST group. 
They wrote: "A shift in social expectations and in the balance of information is already 
happening, from one which favors government and large institutions, to a more egalitarian 
and democratic relationship driven by citizen access to objective, independent information of 
high quality which has been generated by the citizens themselves. The technical capabilities 
occasioned by the open-source and  digital  fabrication  movements  are  poised  to  put  
increasingly  sophisticated  scientific and communication tools in the hands of average 
citizens worldwide. This will continue to require social and regulatory accommodation and 
adjustment." (Brown et al. 2016) 

5.2 What do journalists from traditional print media say about their experience of 
reporting the Fukushima nuclear accident? 

At RICOMET on 15 June 2015 a roundtable of working journalists gave accounts of their 
Fukushima reporting experience. The roundtable was chaired by T. Perko and notes below 
were taken by C. Mays. 

Mr. Junichi Taki,  Science Correspondent at Nikkei (the Japan equivalent of Financial Times), 
spoke of the media's role in serving the population during the aftermath of the Great 
Eastern Earthquake and the resulting grave accident at the Fukushima Daiichi powerplant. 
The earthquake represented the largest natural catastrophe suffered by Japan in 150 years. 
There was no acute radioactive exposure to persons onsite at the power plant. However, the 
ensuing confusion as to responsibilities and needs for emergency management, deposition 
of fallout on sheltering places, mass evacuation (in which elderly and injured died), and lack 
of consistent, credible information or countermeasures for the population all constituted a 
significant trauma for the Japanese. 

In this context, marked by minimization of risks by national sources, most Japanese 
newspapers used 1-2 pages to explain basic IRR information. They warned against believing 
"odd" advice. They provided a special section on safety in everyday life and 
countermeasures, giving advice about cooking and brushing teeth. The advice was tailored 
and categorized by need (e.g. targeting mothers). 

National newspapers reported what happened in Fukushima localities. Loss of power 
forbade access to TV and internet. People listened to car radios. 

There was a loss of trust in government and a sense of outrage. Media were criticized as 
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standing on same side as government. People said "I cannot believe government or media 
with close government connections". In this context, media had a sense of responsibility not 
to promote fear and anxiety. The major media have their own internal regulation about 
dealing with early stage crisis. 

Mr. Taki responded to a question about his personal feelings: "I was in a kind of despair just 
after Fukushima. It surpassed my imagination of disaster, uncontrollable for 3-4 days. I was 
very depressed but I felt a responsibility to report from the NPP site. As a science writer I 
could imagine the accident process, but there was no information coming from Tepco. I 
thought of what could follow." 

Mr. Taki delivered his account to the RICOMET conference in an objective, neutral recital of 
observed facts. In a dispassionate way he created the portrait of a chaotic, catastrophic 
situation, making us understand what catastrophe means. On so many dimensions, there is 
disorganization, confusion, conflicting interpretation, including about which authorities have 
which duties. There was high disruption, high emotional trauma, and loss of trust.  

In this situation, the media gave targeted info on countermeasures. There was national 
media attention to the local situation, and provision of help. Mr. Taki said that in order to 
deliver that help, it was imperative that readers trust their newspaper. Readers needed to 
know who is right, who is honest, in black and white. Nikkei tried to spell out in detail so that 
readers could understand that there is "no clear boundary between safety and danger". 

Mr. Taki observed that Japanese newspapers are cautious, and echo government 
announcements. They were criticized for "following the government movement". Still, with a 
feeling of responsibility, they devoted one page to the subject each day. As for the Nikkei 
website, there was no limit on space. It was open to the general public, not only subscribers. 
The old, traditional media in 2011 became transformed. 

Mr. Marco Del Corona was Asia correspondant for Corriere della Sera, Italy (the leading daily 
broadsheet). His role was to cover all subjects throughout Asia, staying in Beijiing, moving if 
necessary. He recounted his media's decisions and coordination in the unfolding disaster 
situation. It was clear by the afternoon of 11 March 2011 that something very bad had 
happened: should he fly to Japan wasting a day of work, or stay in place to report, and move 
later? He chose to stay and cover the story and then travelled to Japan the next day. During 
the coverage of emergency in next days, only the central science editor had real knowledge 
of the technical subject. The major activity was coordination of writers and editors. Mr. Del 
Corono was on the spot, with freedom to follow up local events while suggesting topics  to 
Italian colleagues who provided background stories. The 9-hour time difference between 
Japan and Italy meant that sleep was disrupted, which did not help judgment. Decision 
making at the editorial offices was slow. It was hard to find a reliable interpreter on site. All 
the colleagues had to work together and try to minimize inevitable loss of information. 

There were two major stories to cover: the tsunami followed by radiation leaks, making it 
"difficult to find the tone and to be useful, to transmit what was on the Japanese mind". 
After day 2, Mr. Del Corona said, he felt afraid, and couldn’t rely on official announcements, 
so he drove to a stricken area, to focus on tsunami victims. The tsunami and nuclear issue 
were ways to talk about Japan, to let Italian readers enter a far-away reality. "We tried to 
describe a country not often covered, enter the psychology of the people, to stress their 
resilience, their constant awareness of danger. The human and psychological costs in Japan 
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went far beyond those of a simple emergency. In reporting, it was difficult to find the right 
balance among all these threads. It was an exceptional professional adventure, with a feeling 
of how inadequate one was; to bring out story one had to appeal to pathos. The greatest 
task for editors in Milano was finding balance." 

After 7 days, the story receded into a small front page column seen through the filter of the 
nuclear power debate in Italy (70% of Italian stories on Fukushima contained the word 
"referendum"). The evolution of type of news and volume of coverage, demonstrated how 
newspapers reflect and shape our human apprehension of reality. 

The account to the RICOMET conference by Mr. Del Corona resembled the story of a war 
correspondent. He made us understand the need for fast judgment, the personal exposure 
accepted to get into the field, the need to keep all targets and objectives and constraints in 
mind. He illustrated the role in society of quality journalists: the conditions they stand up to, 
the high standards they apply, the lucid recognition of their own emotions and reactions and 
at the same time, their determination to serve the public. He said: "It was a great story with 
everything: nature, a fascinating country, nuclear fear (deeply rooted in our psychology), 
connection to the debate on nuclear power taking place in Italy  (the possibility of 
referendum to potentially re-open the nuclear energy option). Japan has a strong popular 
culture presence in Italy with animé and video: everyone is aware of its importance even if 
the material is not familiar. All these facets together made a major story to be covered on 
every side. Japan called us. We had no alternative." 

Mr. Miguel Corral, Science Correspondent of the Spanish national daily El Mundo, supported 
onsite correspondents in Asia. "Information was delivered like little pills. It was not enough 
for us. We want to tell our readers the story, and translate how people are feeling on the 
ground".  Mr. Corral said that authorities were not the key to obtaining this needed 
information. He discovered Twitter at this time. "As the hours passed, we learned how to 
take reliable information from different sources and people by filtering the information 
coming across via Twitter." 

"As science correspondent, I ask you to put yourselves in the shoes of a grandmother, who 
knows nothing about the technical and scientific elements ς it was my responsibility to 
translate these terms that start to flow in days after nuke accident, try to explain to regular 
people what is going on and what the facts mean. It was even challenging for me: a biologist. 
I had to learn a lot too."  

Mr. Corral gave to the RICOMET conference an image of both empathy and high attachment 
to veracity of facts. He explained that he found it hard to justify that the editorial focus 
remained on the NPP when thousands were being evacuated, moved from their homes and 
losing their elders. "We know that the economic situation in the Fukushima area continues to 
be difficult. We know it is [morally] wrong, but: Our system only wants to reflect the nuclear 
catastrophe, not the humanitarian disaster." 

Ms. Julia Rabbe was a correspondent from IAEA for Die Presse, a quality newspaper in 
Vienna, Austria. The Fukushima events were very important in the perception of Die Presse 
colleagues. 11 March 2011 was a Friday. The paper has no Sunday edition but the editor 
decided that for the first time in 25 years they would have a special 16 page edition. All the 
reporting came in on Saturday from freelancers based in Tokyo. The editors could give no 
instructions, but had to take what they sent. 
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While acknowledging that the IAEA was dealing with huge volume of enquiries from all sides 
(only Face Book continued to function as other channels crashed), Ms. Rabbe was very 
critical of the information performance by the international authority in Vienna. "We 
thought that IAEA as the independent nuclear watchdog could give information to balance 
and complement that coming from Japan. This proved wrong. There was silence for days. 
Press releases said they would seek information. They relied totally on official Japanese 
information provided by the government and by Tepco and verified with them before 
releasing communiqués. There were days of delay and no better facts than what came from 
Tokyo." 

For Die Presse, these events exposed major misunderstandings about the role of IAEA. What 
was judged to be bad performance in the first weeks of the crisis became almost a story in 
itself. Ms. Raabe recognized that nuclear safety is exclusively the responsibility of member 
states. The IAEA could not generate their own data or measurements, nor send inspectors or 
experts before 2 months' time. Ten days passed before the Director General could visit 
Tokyo. Ms. Raabe judged that the facts question the actual independence of the IAEA 
institution, and mentioned lobbying efforts by the nuclear establishment to prevent the 
installation of a strong, outspoken DG. "So as a journalist, who can you trust, who can you 
turn to? IAEA tried to improve and strengthen their role in emergency contexts, but I still 
doubt they can deliver better performance." She pointed to other sources that appeared 
more trustworthy to her colleagues: for instance the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
organization, with a worldwide network of monitoring stations for radionuclides provided 
info about the plume from Fukushima Daiichi plant. "Scientific institutions and 
measurements look neutral to us." 

A plenary conference discussion followed. Ms. Raabe's account emphasized for the RICOMET 
audience that the time lag needed for authorities to sort out a coherent message is a huge 
stone in the road between institutions, media, and finally the public. Another journalist 
advised: "Go to transparency and try to understand that press cannot wait. People want to 
know. We have to provide information to our readers. A strong exercise in transparency will 
teach how to provide information ς perhaps say “we don’t know the final answer, but this is 
what we know now”. Journalists would appreciate it". 

"We have to complete the article by deadline and cannot wait for you ς many times we know 
the information is not as good as we want, but we have to keep going. We accept that we 
make mistakes. We need your help to make it better." "We need experts who can translate 
the data so we can translate the information to readers." 

Journalists said they are skeptical about coordinated official information. They seek out 
different sources, and when they see contradictions, this is reportable information as well.  

A scientist in the audience recognized: "LǘΩǎ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ŦƻǊ ŜǾŜƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
science to figure out what is going on." She pointed out that moreover, communication 
about the IRR doesn’t stop a few weeks after accident, as media reporting did. She 
emphasized, along with Mr. Taki, that there are still uncertainties among many evacuated 
Japanese about returning home. 

5.3 What advice can be given about using social media to inform of ionizing radiation 
risks? 



 

 EAGLE 34/55 
(D2.5) – Outcome of dialogues: Agreed recommendations and guidelines for developing media relations 
for ionizing radiation communication  
Dissemination level: Public   
Date of issue of this report: 11/08/2016 

While broadcast and print media remain the major providers of news (including information 
about IRR) in Europe, a large proportion of citizens are consuming their news through social 
media channels. 

The EAGLE deliverable 3.1, Report on public views across EU on education and information in 
the post-Fukushima context2, surveyed media use by European citizens. According to 
Eurobarometer, the mass media are EU citizens’ main source of information about nuclear 
issues. Television ranks first (72%), a long way ahead of other information sources, followed 
by newspapers (40%). EAGLE original surveys in Belgium and France provided a detailed 
investigation of the internet sources most used by persons who used internet to get 
informed about the Fukushima accident. A large majority of the respondents  who  used  on-
line  information chose  the  web  pages  of  traditional  media: newspapers,  TV  and  radio  
channels.  One in three respondents using internet  has  also used internet pages from 
various organizations. Finally, 40% claim to use the social media: Facebook, blogs, Twitter to 
get Fukushima news, and 10% to 25% remember using other on-line resources like YouTube. 

The 2016 Reuters Institute Digital News Report3, relying on a YouGov.com survey, analyzed 
the use of traditional media (TV, radio, and print), as well as digital outlets. Across the 26 
countries and 50,000 online news consumers surveyed, half of respondents say they use 
social media for news, and 12 percent say it is their main source for news. 

"Before, we followed the news, it was a kind of civic duty; today, news follows youth. Before, 
men over 50 decided what was news; today it's algorithms, friends and servers who decide. 
Before, radio announced, television showed, and the press explained. Today the smart phone 
notification announces, social media show and video explains." 4 Media consumption by 15-
24 year-olds today is focused on the smart phone and in Western countries they spend the 
equivalent of a full day per week consulting the phone or computer. Their primary use of 
traditional media has substantially decreased in the past 5 years. (Cauhapé 2016).   

A RICOMET round table on social media reporting in the Fukushima crisis was chaired by 
EAGLE partner J. Valuch. Three persons spoke on the following topics: 

¶ Ryugo Hayano (University of Tokyo, Japan): The role of social media in informing 

population after the Fukushima disaster in Japan; disproving the rumors which 

appear in social media;  

¶ Azby Brown (Core member and major social media contributor for Safecast, 

Japan.Safecast): Tool for public information and engagement during and after 

nuclear emergencies;  

¶ Monika Gehner (Responsible for strategic and operational outreach on social media, 

World Health Organization, Switzerland): Social media engagement framework for 

public health risk communications.  

                                                      
2
 EAGLE D3.1, "Report on public views across EU on education and information in the post-Fukushima context" 

Turcanu et al., 2014. Available online: http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables 

3
 http://www.digitalnewsreport.org/ 

4 Eric Scherer, Director of Forecasting at France Télévisions, quoted in Cauhapé (2016). 

http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables
http://www.digitalnewsreport.org/
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The present deliverable does not report their speeches. Instead, a summary of R. Hayano's 
impact as a social media informer and influencer during the Fukushima crisis can be found in 
Perko et al. (2015); A. Brown published a detailed and valuable paper subsequent to the 
conference (Brown et al., 2016); M. Gehner's approach is described in the RICOMET 2015 
Book of Abstracts5. 

J. Valuch introduced each part of the session with detailed findings from EAGLE Deliverable 
2.1 and gave advice as an experienced citizen organizer of digitally-supported crowd disaster 
response. He started by describing the 21st. century media reality:  Societal communication 
about risks, especially under the influence of historic nuclear accidents and other trans-
border events, is commonly recognized to have become more complex, extensive and multi-
directional. The EAGLE D2.1 review shows that new media reinforce this movement, as they 
speed, decentralise and diversify information provision while offering platforms  for  direct  
citizen  participation,  expression  and  feedback.   

The growing presence of the new media and their interaction with the traditional media 
result in potentially greater challenges for institutions whose mission includes 
communication with the public about ionizing radiation risks in particular. These are related 
to overload in demand for information as well as in processing fast-changing information; 
the need to ensure the reliability and credibility of information; and actual capacity, 
including the lack of experience with social media or sufficient (qualified) staff in many 
institutions.  

The EAGLE survey reported in Deliverable D2.1 showed that in the Fukushima context social 
media were used only occasionally by source institutions communicating on IRR, despite a 
consensus recognizing the good impact and future potential of new media. Reasons cited for 
this under-use include: lack of understanding of how the social media could be used; distrust 
because of lack of skills and experience; understaffing (a full-time staffer is needed to handle 
social media). Those sources who did use the new media during the Fukushima crisis needed 
to find alternative channels of communication channels when webpages kept crashing, 
contact email inboxes were overloaded, and the source wanted to provide information 
directly as an alternative to traditional media. 

Valuch shared experience of how in times of natural disaster, a networked population is an 
ideal prerequisite for the following information processing: 

¶ Crowdsourcing of crisis information from citizens for better situational 
awareness. 

¶ Crowdsourcing the knowledge of experts. 

¶ Crowdsourcing verification of sources and data. 

¶ Collaboration among various actors. 

¶ Emergency broadcasting. 

He advised that, if official actors seek to maximize their role as relevant, trusted and 
respected source of information, capacity building in the future should focus on the 
following social media aspects: 

¶ Social media analysis (buzzmonitoring, identification of influencers). 

                                                      
5
 See page 32; http://ricomet2015.sckcen.be/~/media/Files/Ricomet2015/Book_of_Abstracts_final.pdf. 

http://ricomet2015.sckcen.be/~/media/Files/Ricomet2015/Book_of_Abstracts_final.pdf
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¶ Community building in a preparedness phase (joining existing online 
communities, getting subscribers, fans, followers). 

¶ Content production (with special focus on the choice of topics and language 
used). 

¶ Formats selection (using audio-visual formats - images, videos, info graphics - 
rather than text and spread sheets). 

¶ Sharing of content (understanding the psychology behind social media presence 
and content distribution channels). 

¶ Hands-on practice on a variety of apps. 

¶ Communication strategic planning (identification of communication goals, target 
groups, messengers, selection of tools and channels and evaluation). 

Further advice was offered on the basis of best practices identified in the literature review 
detailed in EAGLE Deliverable D2.1: 

¶ Engage designers to create an interactive website with hypertext features linked 
to social utility (sharing) tools.  

¶ Talk directly to stakeholders who can respond, forward, discuss messages, 
connect and share with their community.  

¶ Conduct focus groups from three age categories (i.e. youth, adult, senior) to 
determine desired information, layout, features.  

¶ Test-run website & social utility (sharing) tools, improvise if needed.  

¶ Inform stakeholders quickly, accept loss of control over the process.  

¶ Distribute messages via on-line newspapers and via social media; this leads to 
high re-tweeting, higher visibility, and fewer backlashes (boycotting).  

¶ Publicize the social media sites to the public.  

¶ Monitor social media (requires human resources).  

¶ Create powerful and efficient crowdsourcing for emergency response, 
information sharing...  

5.4 What is the targeted advice for using social media in nuclear emergency? 

A master dissertation in Safety Studies (De Swaef 2016) was published at Antwerp University 
by an advisee of Dr. T. Perko, EAGLE coordinator. It reviewed experience and advice for the 
uses of social media by nuclear actors during a state of emergency. Some paragraphs are 
worth citing in extenso: 

 "(…) We found three general social media uses that would be utilized during a nuclear 
emergency: informing, monitoring  and  interacting.  Broadcasting  verified  information  on  
social  media  during  a nuclear  emergency  ideally  happens  as  rapidly  as  possible,  in  a  
constant  flow  of  short  and univocal  messages,  formulated  in  clear  and  simple  language  
and  consequently  linked  to  a crisis  website  with  more  detailed  information.  Messages  
should  be  tagged  to  make  them easily  retrievable  in  a  volatile  social  media  
environment.  Protective  actions  to  apply  are provided  in  the  same  way.  To  address  
complex  radiation  risks  from  the  emergency, comparisons  with  similar  and  more  
understandable  risks  can  be  used  to  simplify  this information for the population. Due to 
the unusual nature and the frightening perception of a nuclear emergency, sense-making 
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messages (cf. Marynissen et al., 20146) are expected to have an increased  importance  due  
to  more  and  stronger  concerns  expressed  by  the  public.  It  is therefore  important  to  
also  address  these  fears  and  emotions  through  new  media,  as  the population might 
expect it.  

"Every message on social media would be considered as potentially interactive in a nuclear 
emergency. As reacting to every concern increases the workload significantly, other methods 
would be applied to limit this. By monitoring social media, general concerns can be publicly 
addressed and shared in a FAQ-list. Due to the mobility of social media, additional personnel 
can assist the nuclear emergency communication team from a distance if the workload 
would transcend available capacity. Emergency authorities should not expect that users self-
correct others on social media during a nuclear emergency, since such an emergency is too 
complex (Alexander, 2014): this can lead to additional rumours and misinformation online 
and should be approached carefully. Good agreements with partners can prevent unofficial 
backchannel communication and thus increase the uniformity of emergency messages: the 
public perceives the authorities to be more credible this way. It should be added that due to 
the sudden and chaotic nature of emergencies, those agreements might get forgotten during 
emergencies. 

"To  conclude,  we  found  that  politicians  with  a  strong  local  network  (e.g.  mayor)  
ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΩ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜǎ ōȅ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
reach and credibility  of  the  authorities. όΧύϦ (De Swaef, 2016, p. 74.) 

ϦόΧύ We  can  conclude  only  few  messages  cannot  be  sent  through  new  media  in  a  
nuclear emergency by the authorities. It remains important however to address all channels 
available with  similar  messages,  to  reach  the  largest  public  possible  and  to  be  
perceived  best." (p. 67)  

5.3 Which further resources does EAGLE provide? 

Further resources online at http://eagl e.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables: 

EAGLE Deliverable D2.1 Overview of mass and social media treatment of IR topics, including in the 
aftermath of Fukushima. An intensive preparation activity by WP2 researchers was to review how 

source institutions and media actually behave in communicating about IR events and risks. This 
deliverable includes critical analysis of published studies, and guidance from EAGLE's social media 

expert. 

EAGLE Deliverable D2.4 Materials for international dialogue: Outputs of national-level dialogues 
for discussion. To prepare the conference RICOMET 2015, the findings of dialogues were 

summarized in eight categories, comparing and contrasting national results. At RICOMET 2015 there 
were stakeholder presentations on chosen categories. Deliverable D2.4 details the categories, gives 

access to the presentations and displays the outcomes of the international discussion. 

EAGLE Deliverable D3.1 Report on public views across EU on education and information in the 
post-Fukushima context. Extensive surveys of the general public were conducted in the EAGLE 

countries; this 2014 report by C. Turcanu et al. summarizes the findings, and detailed country reports 
are found adjacent to this deliverable in the EAGLE online repository.  

                                                      
6
 The references in this quoted material are not repeated in the present report's bibliography; the reader is 

encouraged to consult De Swaef (2016). 

http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables
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A peer-reviewed article online at http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0952-4746/36/2/S143: 

Mays C, Valůch J, Perko T, Daris I, Condi C, Miśkiewicz A, Zakrzewska G, Constantin M, Diaconu D, 
Kralj M, Železnik N (2016) Looking for citizen-centered communication: dialogues between 

radiological protection or nuclear safety specialists and media professionals. J. Radiol. 
Prot. 36 S143. This peer-reviewed article refines the cross-national analysis of D2.4 to deliver insight 

on how source institutions can improve their communication behavior and foster the development of 
a broadly shared "risk culture" in the public. 

The RICOMET 2015 Declaration online at ricomet2015.sckcen.be: 

Appeal to implement Responsible Research and Innovation in   Euratom nuclear research, 
development and activities. The EAGLE joint conference RICOMET 2015 revealed a strong 

motivation among the stakeholders of citizen-centered communication, to continue to share their 
practice in support of better informed decisions on ionizing radiation risks. At the same time these 
stakeholders took stock of the EURATOM research program and noted with great concern that this 

gives little or no space to activities focused on improving practice, understanding and links with civil 
society and the general public. The RICOMET 2015 Declaration shows how this technocratic error 

must be rectified. 

 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0952-4746/36/2/S143
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/0952-4746/36/2/S143
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/0952-4746/36/2/S143
file:///C:/Users/TOSHIBA/Dropbox/SYMLOG%20Intra/EAGLE_Symlog/RICOMET16%20&%20Manifesto_jaro/Docs%20Claire%20is%20working%20on/ricomet2016.sckcen.be
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6 Enhancing public safety in the event of radiological 
emergency – the Atomic Reporters recommendations 

Atomic Reporters7 is an independent, international non-profit organization that provides 
journalists with impartial information about nuclear science and technology to encourage 
informed reporting. Executive Director and founder Peter Rickwood, journalist, participated 
in both RICOMET conferences and was a guest blogger for EAGLE.  

With support from the Stanley Foundation and the Carnegie Corporation of New York, 
Atomic Reporters organized a Nuclear Security Workshop for International Journalists 
(Rotterdam, Feb-Mar. 2016). While it was not an EAGLE activity, EAGLE researchers were 
active contributors (T. Perko was a developer of a "dirty bomb" crisis scenario and played 
the role of press officer; C. Mays helped moderate the journalists' discussion during the 
simulation exercise and in developing conclusions).  

On the next two pages are found the workshop's "Recommendations for Improving 
Communication with Journalists to Enhance Public Safety in the Event of a Nuclear or 
Radiological Emergency". These are addressed to authorities, asserting the essential role of 
journalists in a possible radiological emergency. There are several convergences with 
findings from the EAGLE project and the recommendations offered in the present 
deliverable 2.5. 

Written by journalists with journalistic constraints and practices in mind, the Rotterdam 
recommendations are cogent and practical. They can – and should – be enacted by sources. 

The Rotterdam recommendations were made public for the first time at RICOMET 2016 on 3 
June with a presentation by Atomic Reporters. More opportunities to circulate the 
recommendations will be seized: for instance, at an IAEA international nuclear security 
conference in December 2016.  

A Facebook group was created including links to articles resulting from the workshop. As 
another product of the Rotterdam workshop, Atomic Reporters and experts are working on 
a peer reviewed safety guide for journalists who may be faced with a radiological risk 
situation. It will help journalists protect themselves and also, report reliable technical 
background information. Atomic Reporters are looking for partner, or partners, to turn the 
guide into a smartphone application. There is a proposal to translate the guide into the 6 
United Nations languages, and to make it available through media employers, trainings, and 
journalists' associations. 

The infographic appearing on the third page below, "3 Steps to Survive a Radiation Incident", 
is an advanced draft image that has been sent out to the participating reporters along with 
the draft guide.  

 

 

                                                      
7
 http://www.atomicreporters.com/ 

http://www.atomicreporters.com/
http://www.atomicreporters.com/
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7 RICOMET 2016 – Online information resources for social 
and mass media  

In June 2016 the Second International Conference on Risk Perception, Communication and 
Ethics of Exposures to Ionizing Radiation, RICOMET 2016, was held in Bucharest, Romania. 
The major findings and recommendations from WP2 were presented in plenary. A group of 
15 persons then broke out for discussion. Participating were representatives of EAGLE, 
source institutions, journalists, science communicators, citizen scientists, and academia. 
Their comments emphasized the different types of information resources that must be 
offered online, to complement other direct engagement. They also considered the 
information resources journalists need, and how to develop these. 

7.1 How should online resources complement direct engagement? 

A positive development in source institutions is their experimentation with online formulas 
for direct dialogue and engagement on IRR topics. To ensure continuous improvement these 
innovations should always be evaluated. 

¶ Webinar. This formula is meant to be very interactive. If the institution intends to 

simply present a lecture that is best delivered by YouTube. The webinar needs a 

structured format, with different levels of information available: archived 

background documents for detail, and lively (short) presentation and discussion 

in real time. If a huge set of participants is expected it will be hard to interact, so 

the majority of questions should be received in advance, grouped by theme and 

introduced during the webinar.  

¶ Online forum. These can run for years, and sometimes people follow them for a 

very long time before intervening. The sense of continuity and institutional 

commitment to providing information over the long term make important 

contributions to trust and credibility.  

¶ Platform for interaction. A whole spectrum of formats should be offered side by 

side so that people find the formula they prefer: chat room, forum, "eye-to-eye" 

webinar, YouTube channel, homepage, downloadables… People multitask today 

and devote different levels of attention, so the formats have to accommodate 

them at any given time. 

Source institutions cannot rely only on internet mediated encounters. They need to tailor 
live interaction to local audiences too. Local people are motivated to know more about the 
installations and possible risks in their community. Face-to-face contact, for instance at 
"open door" days, remains extremely important. ARAO in Slovenia holds events where local 
people can meet the experts. Also, journalists who have already published articles are 
invited. They recognize ARAO as a valuable and accessible source of information and the 
experts receive more solicitations going forward. 

Sources recognize the need to develop their credibility in society and citizens' trust.  If the 
mass media are not transmitting these elements institutions need to build them up directly. 

http://ricomet2016.sckcen.be/
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Using online tools, sources can display how they work, giving insight into the processes of 
expertise and the way these impact society. 

In this light some source institutions are transitioning from wanting to "control" bloggers 
and other independent communication processes. Instead, they join the interaction on its 
own terms, while maintaining their own high standards of reliability and truthfulness of 
information. 

7.2 How can mass media journalism be supported in today's context? 

Newsrooms today are peopled increasingly by very young, non specialized journalists, with 
fewer people doing more work. Journalists are not in control of their schedule and may not 
be able to attend invitational events. Editors assign them to productive activities. Only well 
trusted senior journalists need not sell to their editor their reasons for taking time over 
something. Thus source institutions should develop relationships with editors, as well as 
support and aid specialized journalists.  

In this constrained journalism landscape, institutions may seem to be "asking for dialogue in 
a language people don't understand". Sources need to offer useable takeaways and also, 
exclusive content. (Press trips to Fukushima continue to be highly prized, it is important for 
media to be able to report "from inside the gates".) Journalists need narrative, to develop in 
turn a story that readers can identify with. 

To empower all journalists, institutions need to improve access to sources and their 
expertise. Sources should invest in the delivery of specialist information that can be 
exploited by any journalist. Several models were discussed and they are presented below. 

7.3 What does a centralized online scientific resource for journalists look like? 

The group discussed Science Media Centers as an example of a centralized scientific data 
service for journalists. Sources can foster this type of resource by becoming dues-paying 
members and by contributing information and expertise. The example discussed provides 
services predominantly in English. To meet the needs of journalists working in other 
languages, sources can consider developing national resources in partnership with a 
diversity of national science-related institutions (including those managing non-IR risks). 
Moreover, sources can take inspiration for their own websites from the examples discussed. 

The Science Media Centre (SMC)8 was set up in the UK 2002 "to encourage more of the very 
best scientists to engage more often and more pro-actively in the big controversial science 
stories hitting the headlines". An Australian Science Media Centre was founded in 2005, and 
independent centers (who sign a charter of guidelines) have been created in Canada, Japan, 
New Zealand and the US. 

As reported by Nature (2013)9, the UK "centre's aim is to get scientific voices into media 
coverage and policy debates τ and by doing so, to improve the accuracy with which science 
is presented to the public. It tries to do this by providing select journalists with a steady flow 

                                                      
8
 http://www.sciencemediacentre.org/ 

9 "Science media: Centre of attention". News feature by Ewen Callaway, Nature, 10 July 2013. 

http://www.nature.com/news/science-media-centre-of-attention-1.13362  Accessed August 2016. 

http://www.sciencemediacentre.org/
http://www.nature.com/news/science-media-centre-of-attention-1.13362
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of quotes and information from its database of about 3,000 scientists, and by organizing 
around 100 press briefings a year." 

Resources offered to journalists include e.g. online quotable "rapid reactions" by experts to 
breaking issues, and "round-ups" contextualizing new research findings (these two products 
are not systematically distinguished on the SMC website), live briefings, and briefing notes 
and fact sheets, and the database of scientists willing to be interviewed. 

According to the SMC website, "these top experts are fully aware of why they are on the 
{a/Ωǎ ŘŀǘŀōŀǎŜΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ƪƴƻǿ ǿŜ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƛƴ ǘƻǳŎƘ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ Ƙƛǘǎ the 
headlines and they have already bought into the SMC philosophy that the media coverage of 
these crises will be better if we make it easy for the news media to access the very best 
scientists. As such the SMC was able to send quotes, facts and reliable accurate information 
about the Fukushima story to the media within the time frame needed to make a difference 
and influence the media reporting. Comments from scientists sourced for our database were 
all over the news within hours and reminded there for the next 3 weeks." 

According to Wikipedia, the UK Science Media Centre is funded by over 60 organisations, 
with individual donations capped at £12,500 per annum. The SMC receives sponsorship from 
a range of funders including media organisations, universities, scientific and learned 
societies, the UK Research Councils, government bodies, devolved government agencies, 
charities, private donors and corporate bodies. 

The UK Science Media Centre has been the object of criticism when it is perceived as 
operating as a public relations agency or as giving voice to non-neutral scientists from 
industry or from militant groups (Nature, 2013). 

The RICOMET 2016 break-out group concluded that challenges for such centralized data 
resources remain:   

¶ to promote better representation of science in the media through providing a range 

of neutral scientific voices,  

¶ to avoid delivering judgments on issues or decisions outside the scientist's role, and  

¶ to be transparently independent of funders.  

7.4 Are there examples of centralized resources organized by and for journalists? 

Atomic Reporters10, presented in section 6 of this report, is an example of a journalist-run 
organization to support professionals reporting on nuclear topics. The website compiles 
original editorials and also published articles from other outlets as well as academic papers, 
all classified by topic (nuclear science, nuclear energy, safety, security, safeguards and non-
proliferation) and by region. Atomic Reporters organizes events and workshops to let 
journalists from many parts of the world get "factual impartial knowledge" through visiting 
contexts and sites and hearing from a range of stakeholders as well as from their 
professional peers. 

                                                      
10

 http://www.atomicreporters.com/ 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Research_Councils_UK
http://www.atomicreporters.com/


 

 EAGLE 46/55 
(D2.5) – Outcome of dialogues: Agreed recommendations and guidelines for developing media relations 
for ionizing radiation communication  
Dissemination level: Public   
Date of issue of this report: 11/08/2016 

The World Federation of Science Journalists (WFSJ)11 displays another resource model. 
According to its website,  

¶ "The purpose of the WFSJ is to develop awareness of science journalism 

internationally by building the capacity of media professionals to undertake 

engaging, incisive, accurate, impartial, high quality science journalism. 

¶ "The WFSJ nurtures science journalists and science journalism through education, 

projects, conferences, and the creation of national associations. It is dedicated to 

fostering collegiality and professional networks to strengthen science journalism, and 

in turn, civil society. 

¶ "The WFSJ aims to safeguard the rights and livelihoods of science journalists globally, 

inclusive of race, religion, ethnicity, gender, age, and sexual preference." 

Of particular interest, the WFSJ in cooperation with the Science and Development Network12 
provides an online course on science journalism13 in ten languages (including many Asian 
languages). The platform describes the e-course as "ready to use by anybody interested in 
communicating science and technology. If you are launching your start-up, if you are a 
member of the public keen to participate in important societal debates, if you need to 
communicate and explain complicated issues that have a technical and scientific content, this 
course is for you. (...) The lessons cover major practical and conceptual issues in 
communicating science. They explain how to find and research a story, how to identify which 
expert is right, how to interview, how to write, and how to use social media."  

The WFSJ moreover is working with the European Nuclear Education Network (ENEN) to 
develop a toolbox for journalists on Nuclear Safety. According to the World Federation's 
announcement, "this project has two components: 

1. The development of a Nuclear Safety Education Program (website and webinar) 

2. A journalist workshop that will be held in Munich in November 2016. 

Both the website and the workshop will be designed for a broad contingent of journalists 
who are not specialized in science and/or nuclear. The objectives of the digital series and the 
workshop are to provide the media and European journalists with the information and 
resources to develop engaging stories on Nuclear Safety. Topics will include the role of the 
media in Nuclear Safety, the challenges and issues around the concept, the key actors, 
transparency and ethics, etc." 

 

                                                      
11

 http://www.wfsj.org/. Accessed August 2016. 

12
 www.SciDev.Net presents itself as "the world’s leading source of reliable and authoritative news, views and 

analysis on information about science and technology for global development." 

13
 http://www.wfsj.org/course/. Accessed August 2016. 

http://wfsj.us2.list-manage.com/track/click?u=a8d11a901ac032467f5aed649&id=faef797ae7&e=860f43b93e
http://www.wfsj.org/
file:///C:/Users/TOSHIBA/Dropbox/SYMLOG%20Intra/EAGLE_Symlog/RICOMET16%20&%20Manifesto_jaro/Docs%20Claire%20is%20working%20on/SciDev.Net
http://www.wfsj.org/course/
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7.5 What could an integrated IRR information resource for journalists look like? 

Before the end of the RICOMET 2016 discussions, experienced citizen scientist A. Brown was 
able to propose the following ideal representation of an integrated IRR information resource 
for journalists (Figure 1).  An online information repository is organized by successive levels 
of depth (deep background documents, quick background in several formats, access to and 
support by experts). Social media alerts signal new content as well as breaking news. This 
repository shares content with a series of intensive face-to-face training seminars hosted by 
journalism schools and press clubs. The training touches on multiple dimensions of the IRR 
topic (radiation basics, health, ethics…). The seminars are disseminated also in a webinar 
format, and special editions can be organized in case of emergency. As the integrated 
resource develops and experience is gained, the model can be extended to new territories 
(and eventually to other risk topics). The underlying goal of the integrated model is public 
participation in the understanding and management of risks; the immediate goal is enabling 
an informed public through well-informed media actors. 
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FIGURE 1: AN INTEGRATED MODEL OF RADIATION-RELATED TRAINING AND INFORMATION RESOURCES 

FOR JOURNALISTS. 

We acknowledge with thanks Mr. Azby Brown  (SAFECAST), who created this model (and the 
figure)  for EAGLE in June 2016 .  

In case of re -use please credit both Brown a nd this report D2.5.  
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7.6 Contributions to a future strategic research agenda: RICOMET stakeholder requests 
for media-related studies in the social sciences and humanities 

Later in the RICOMET 2016 program, sessions were devoted to envisioning a social sciences 
and humanities (SSH) research platform centered on IRR topics. An ad-hoc group gathered 
on the basis of interest in media and risk communication issues. They analyzed and 
categorized a collection of "Post-it notes" input by conference participants and containing 
requests for study but also for action and training. (The Post-it inputs are reported in bullet 
points below.) Perception, communication, trust and transparency topics were explored and 
could fruitfully influence a future platform's strategic research agenda.  

How will new info/communication modes and media affect IR risk 
perception? What will be the credibility and quality of info? 

A first category of Post-it note inputs revolved around developing source credibility in the 
current information environment. 

¶ Support for establishing institutional credibility and reliability.  

¶ How to curate information, and properly take into account information gathering 

habits (provide short summary, link to deeper information…). 

¶  Establishing reputation with your constituency.  

¶ Exploiting the new technologies for “good” (understanding how things go viral, how 

certain figures emerge as trusted influencers, heads of networks –example, RICOMET 

speaker and Twitter influencer Prof. Hayana) 

¶ Study the characteristics of a trusted institution (including consistency, constancy). 

From the point of view of IRR information sources, the ad-hoc group commented that "in 
today's jungle of internet information, and with the decline of resources for excellent 
journalism, only an open, transparent provision of information, continually renewed, can 
contribute to credibility."  

A second set of Post-it inputs focused on improving science literacy in journalists and in the 
public. Group members interpreted that when understanding is revised by a process of 
scientific inquiry, science is doing its job. But the public reads inconsistency as bad news, and 
suspects public agencies of providing low quality and perhaps as guilty of conspiracy. 

¶ SSH could help with spreading understanding of the scientific process, 

¶ And help sources to maintain their credibility and the quality of their info. 

Note that different types of scientists and disciplines legitimately interpret the same facts 
differently: e.g., for a RP professional something is “not safe” but it is “safe” for a nuclear 
safety specialist. 

¶ The SSH Platform could provide some continuity across these disciplines – keeping 

these differences in view and fostering dialogue between the scientists. 

Requests for SSH to help technicians with their mission, by helping to 
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ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘŜ άǘƻέ ƻǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ 

The Post-its seem to reveal a strong demand for SSH to act at the “end of the pipe”, 
transmitting information to the public in an effective, accessible, reliable way. 

¶ SSH could help technicians to develop the information that is useful for the public. 

Practical examples, case studies. There should be correct IR risk/benefit statements 

formulated and transmitted to society. People should understand that “this is the 

way it is”.  

¶ The technical partners want communications skills, learn how to deliver their advice, 

and involve the right stakeholders to hear it (as per their societal safety mission). 

¶ SSH can help train the engineers in communication and prepare them for the needed 

face-to-face interactions. People trust people (not organizations). This is a long term 

process. 

¶ Help technical people learn another language with simple words, not scary jargon. 

Accessible information.  

Look for what SSH can bring, beyond assistance in top-down 
information 

However, certain Post-its, and the ad-hoc group, considered that instead of relegating the 
SSH to the "end of the pipe", useful socio-technical “combinations” can be created (as 
suggested by RICOMET 2016 plenary speaker Susan Molyneux, University of Sheffield, UK).  

¶ Try to better understand the complementary roles of social and technical sciences.  

¶ SSH can help illustrate the concerns; be sure that underrepresented ones are on the 

table, to be addressed. 

The ad-hoc group interpreted this input with an example of how complementary roles might 
function in the field. The social sciences ask: what are people afraid of, what are the 
concerns? The technical people reply: ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΦ New questions emerge. Together 
these different scientists develop a relation with the public, eventually creating a shared 
understanding of IRR and a way forward for improved local decisions.  

¶ Taken as a given that we are trying to make people safe, study how to balance the 

allocation of top-down and bottom up approaches. 

An RP professional said: "When we know that people are worried about something, we can 
choose to inform about it and how to be safer. However, the transmission of information is 
only part of the answer. People come to us ǿƛǘƘ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŎƻƳŜ ǘƻ ǳǎ ŦƻǊ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎΦ 
Lǘ ƘŀǎƴΩǘ ǿƻǊƪŜŘ ȅŜǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘŜ ŘƻǿƴΦ ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ōƻǘǘƻƳ ǳǇ ǘƻ 
discover how to help them in each set of IRR circumstances. To support this process, we can 
also allocate effort to basic research about what makes people tick." 

¶ SSH might look at the production of scientific controversy and its effects on the 

broader public. 
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¶ SSH can help to frame the important issues, help direct technical research.  

The ad-hoc group considered that it is positive and desirable that the technical people and 
the SSH people each have their own platforms to develop their respective knowledge and 
science, and, that they come together at various times to expand mutual understanding.  

Instead of an “end of pipe” role for SSH, here is a suggested transdisciplinary approach: 
Devise the R&D – decide what needs to be studied. This should already be multidisciplinary. 
Example, in waste management: we want to look at geology, but also at the 'what and why' 
of public concerns, and deepen understanding of all these aspects. Perform the R&D; 
Understand the results and their meaning/impact in a given socio-cultural context, through 
their application, and through debate on the outcomes; Engage stakeholders in analyzing the 
results (this is the "trans" disciplinary part). 

A few requested studies in perception, communication, transparency 
and trust  

¶ Look at risk perception by young, middle, older people. 

¶ Characterize risky and non risky behavior. 

¶ Investigate correlation between radiation literacy and behavior in different populations. 

¶ How to explain dose concepts? 

¶ Improve risk communication – more comprehensive approach to understanding risk 

perceptions esp. remediation. 

¶ Help understand how messaging works – how is it possible to get messages through without 

distortion, correctly represent demands. 

Potential action by the SSH platform: 

¶ Engage in answering public questions and doubts by opening plain language web 

consultations. Increase knowledge and trust, disseminate through social networks. 

7.7 Which further resources does EAGLE provide? 

Further resources online at http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables: 

EAGLE Deliverable D4.11 Report from final project conference – RICOMET 2016, the Second 
International Conference on Risk Perception, Communication and Ethics of Exposures to Ionizing 

Radiation.  

The RICOMET 2016 Declaration online at ricomet2016.sckcen.be:  

RICOMET 2016 Public Declaration This important outcome of EAGLE's second and final joint 
conference shows how social sciences and humanities must be integrated into the European 

strategic research agenda to support better-informed decision making on ionizing radiation risks. It 
calls for a self-sustaining network to further such goals. 

 

http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables
file:///C:/Users/TOSHIBA/Dropbox/SYMLOG%20Intra/EAGLE_Symlog/RICOMET16%20&%20Manifesto_jaro/Docs%20Claire%20is%20working%20on/ricomet2016.sckcen.be
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8 Conclusions and Acknowledgements 
At the end of the EAGLE WP2 activities, stakeholder participants and consortium members 
are proud to issue the 28 recommendations on developing media relations for ionizing 
radiation communication, along with the detailed background presented in this report. 

The EAGLE recommendations touched on five areas: goals, process of public communication, 
ethical aspects, institutional and organizational angles, content, and channels. Overall, with 
their focus on the reinforcement of "risk culture", they reflect a general movement that can 
be seen across the communities interested in citizen-centered communication on IR 
applications as well as other types of societal risk. We cite a sampling of convergent sources. 

Section 6 of this deliverable presented recommendations written by reporters (and EAGLE 
researchers) after a small-scale simulation of how media relations might unfold after a "dirty 
bomb" was detonated. This 2016 exercise, organized in Rotterdam by Atomic Reporters, 
revealed that "correct" institutional actions and actual reporter behaviors might add up to 
danger for both the public and for media professionals on the scene. The Rotterdam 
recommendations are cogent and pragmatic and they should be read and enacted. 

The UK Academy of Medical Sciences and the Science Media Centre reported an April 2016 
roundtable providing "perspectives on communicating evidence in the media". The 
participants concluded that "all parties involved in the communication of scientific evidence 
to non-specialist audiences have a shared responsibility to ensure that stories are accurate 
and balanced." Like EAGLE, they analyzed pressures weighing on both sources and media – 
and moreover stated that "any short-term benefits [of giving in to these pressures] are likely 
to be counter-balanced in the long term by a loss of credibility". Advice was detailed on 
achieving balance, matching guidance heard in EAGLE dialogues, and providing some 
welcome complementary instructions. Academy of Medical Sciences 2016, like the EAGLE 
deliverable report, could be used for an internal training discussion among source 
communicators. 

The OECD Nuclear Energy Agency gathers officials from many nations, with responsibility for 
regulating nuclear safety and keeping the public informed, to exchange best practice. The 
following findings introducing OECD NEA (2015) demonstrate that communication is fully 
part of the nuclear regulatory organization (NRO)'s duty, and that there are skills to be 
developed to discharge this duty. 

"!ƴ bwhΩǎ ōŀǎƛŎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƪŜŜǇ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ 
facts on nuclear safety and its own role in controlling the use of radiation. 
Consequently, proactive communications, both internally (NRO staff) and externally 
(target audiences) must be a priority for NROs.   

"NROs can no longer only be heard from during a crisis, they must constantly be 
communicating with their target audiences to ensure that all aspects of safety and 
security of nuclear facilities are in place.   

"Regular  communication  with  stakeholders  and  target  audiences  helps  reduce  
the  risk  of misunderstanding fed by fear and rumour. Simple, factual details that put 
a situation in context is often more effective than scientific explanations that may be 
difficult to understand." (p. 4) 
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A newsletter14 broadly released by the OECD-NEA cited regulatory communicators 
emphasizing the "need to organise periodic and regular exchanges with the media and 
stakeholders not only during times of emergency, but also during routine periods in order to 
build strong relationships between the two parties." This "important finding" from the 
Working Group on Public Communications of NROs 3rd Workshop (Japan, 2016) is in perfect 
convergence with the explicit demand heard from officials, journalists and other 
stakeholders at the EAGLE conferences in 2013 (initial conference in Paris), and in 2015 and 
2016 (RICOMET). 

Indeed EAGLE directly served this goal, providing a platform for exchange, reflection and 
relationship-building among stakeholders. It contributed in this way to the ongoing 
development of risk culture in Europe.  

*** 
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Annex in Separate File: Full Country Reports of EAGLE 
National-level Media Dialogue Workshops  

 

In a separate file labeled D2.5_Annex, adjacent to the present deliverable in the EAGLE 
online repository http://eagle.sckcen.be/en/Deliverables, the interested reader can find the 
full reports of each national-level EAGLE dialogue where institutional sources and media 
professionals, as well as some civil society representatives, interacted.  

 

*** 
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