
Módulo 1: 
Formación de capacidad en comunicación de 

riesgos del RSI: 

Transparencia y primer anuncio de un riesgo 
real o potencial
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Anuncio proactivo de riesgo real o potencial: 
- Aumenta la vigilancia
-Favorece comportamientos protectores
-Reduce la confusión
-Aprovecha los recursos escasos

Detección temprana y respuesta



Primer anuncio 

¿Cuándo anunciaría su Ministerio un brote u otra crisis de salud 
pública?
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• "Lo desconocido"
• La falta de información provocará ansiedad y pánico
• Los medios de comunicación harán 

sensacionalismo con los vacíos de información
• Los “expertos" desinformados especularán
• No decir nada y esperar que no suceda nada
• Perjuicios económicos innecesarios

Pérdida de control

Transparencia – argumentos en contra



• Los rumores llenarán el vacío de información
• Si son los medios de comunicación quienes hacen el 

anuncio, se mina la confianza
• Retener la información más alarmante
• El público acepta la incertidumbre y la evaluación 

cambiante de los riesgos 
• Promueve comportamientos protectores y la vigilancia
• Describir la situación antes de que otros lo hagan
• Las emergencias no pueden esconderse

La transparencia aumenta el control

Transparencia – argumentos a favor



La crisis de radiación en Japón

La disculpa tardia de la 
compañia de energía
electrica de Tokio (TEPCO)
La información inicial fue
confusa e incompleta
El jefe dela secretaria dijo “
--Pudimos haber dado la 
información más rápido

Presenter
Presentation Notes
First, before discussing transparency and announcing early issues, we recognize that this was a complex emergency and that many things were handled well. 



Background—On March 11, Japan was hit by an enormous earthquake that triggered a deadly 23-foot tsunami in the northeast part of the country. This was the largest earthquake in Japan’s history. 



Later the same day, four nuclear power plants closest to the quake were shutdown and the cooling system at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Station was reported not working and an explosion did occur at one of the reactors. A plant operator detected 8 times the normal levels of radiation outside and 1000 times the normal levels of radiation inside one of the control rooms. 



Now one million homes have no water and more million building are without power and almost 200,000 people have evacuated that live near the plants. 



Tokyo Electric Power Company (TEPCO) did not apologize to the public regarding the incident until days into the crisis. 



Public perceived apology made by TEPCO president to be insincere 

The disjointed and incomplete information released in those first few critical days created grave mistrust in the both TEPCO and the government. For example, the Japanese government said that radiation levels outside the plant were low and safe; however, experts from the world appeared to be more concerned about the situation and the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) asked the government to share more information with them.  



Chief Cabinet Secretary Yukio Edano said, “In hindsight, we could have moved a little quicker in assessing the situation and coordinating all that information and provided it faster.” 



La crisis de radiación en Japón

El público noto la falta
de trasparencia.
“No saber que pasa es
nuestro mayor temor”
Perdimos la 
oportunidadde ganar
la confianza

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Public recognizes lack of transparency—one Japanese citizen who fled he home was quoted, “We might be overreacting, but we also know Tokyo Electric is not telling us everything.” 

Another said, “We’re furious about a lack of information from both the government and TEPCO. We also noticed there are conflicting accounts from the parties. Foreign media is reporting the impact of the nuke accident would be disastrous while Japanese media play it down. This gap also urged us to leave.” 



Another citizen said, “There is a lot of frustration among the public…demanding  government to be more forthcoming. Not know is their biggest fear.” This was a result of conflicting information reports, language that the population could not easily understand, and refusal to confirm basic information about the incident. When an event such as this occurs, people are already afraid and withholding information only makes them more afraid. 



TEPCO, unfortunately, has a history of not being forthcoming and open about problems at other nuclear facilities. This was a missed opportunity for the electric power company to regain, to some extent, the public’s trust. 



¿Cómo decide si la información debe o no debe 
darse a conocer públicamente? 

• La divulgación de esta información: 
– ¿ayuda a la comunidad afectada a 

protegerse a sí misma? 
– ¿tiene repercusiones en un sector 

económico? 
– ¿estigmatiza a una población? 
– ¿produce una mala imagen del gobierno? 
– ¿introduce la responsabilidad jurídica 

potencial?

La transparencia en la práctica



Capacidad de comunicación de riesgos del RSI: 

Transparencia y difusión eficaz de información

1. Establecer un enfoque de toma de decisiones para la 
comunicación pública durante emergencias

2. Consagrar ese enfoque en una directriz, política o ley
3. Asegurar que forme parte del sistema de manejo de 

emergencias mediante la capacitación, los ejercicios y el 
apoyo del liderazgo

La transparencia en la práctica
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