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Abstract - In the contemporary security environment, the 

perception of nuclear energy is increasingly shaped not only by 

historical experiences but also by current media reporting on crises 

and conflict situations. In particular, reporting on military 

operations in countries with developed nuclear infrastructure, 

such as Ukraine and Iran, often contributes to the spread of fear 

and public panic, whereby the risks of nuclear incidents are 

frequently presented without adequate fact-checking or sufficient 

expert context. In this regard, the securitization of the nuclear 

threat can be observed, through which potential risks are framed 

as immediate and existential dangers. Such narratives may lead to 

a distortion of risk perception and further undermine public trust 

in nuclear energy as a safe and controlled energy source. 

At the same time, historical events such as the Chernobyl 

disaster and the Fukushima nuclear disaster have left a strong 

imprint on collective memory, with media reporting significantly 

contributing to the formation of long-lasting narratives of nuclear 

energy as a high-risk technology. This paper analyzes the role of 

the media as a key actor in the process of shaping risk perception, 

drawing on theoretical approaches such as Framing Theory and 

the Social Amplification of Risk framework. The study is based on 

a qualitative content analysis of media reporting on nuclear-

related crises and a comparative examination of communication 

practices in selected countries with different approaches to nuclear 

energy communication. Particular attention is given to the ways in 

which media frames, source selection, and reporting tone influence 

the level of public trust in institutions and nuclear projects. 

Through a comparative analysis of communication practices in 

different countries, the paper identifies key challenges, including 

sensationalism, lack of expert interpretation, and the dominance of 

crisis-driven narratives. Based on the conducted analysis, concrete 

strategies are proposed for improving communication on nuclear 

energy in Serbia, with a particular emphasis on transparency, a 

proactive relationship with the media, and the development of a 

dialogical communication model, in order to build an informed and 

trust-based public opinion 
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I. INTRODUCTION

Contemporary security environment is characterized by 
complex and interrelated risks that go beyond the traditional 
understanding of security threats. In addition to military and 
political challenges, issues related to energy, technology, the 
environment, and public health are increasingly becoming part 
of security discourse. In this context, nuclear energy occupies a 
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specific position as an area that simultaneously encompasses 
significant development potential and a high degree of societal 
sensitivity. 

The perception of nuclear energy is not exclusively the result 
of technical parameters, scientific facts, or objective risk 
assessments, but is largely dependent on the ways in which 
information about it is communicated and interpreted in the 
public sphere. Historical events such as the Chernobyl nuclear 
power plant accident in 1986 and the Fukushima nuclear disaster 
in 2011 have left a strong imprint on collective public 
consciousness, shaping long-lasting perceptions of nuclear 
energy as a high-risk technology. These narratives are further 
reinforced by contemporary media reporting on crisis situations 
and armed conflicts in countries with developed nuclear 
infrastructure. At the same time, an additional challenge is the 
fact that the public often does not make a clear distinction 
between the peaceful and military applications of nuclear 
technologies, i.e., between nuclear weapons and nuclear energy 
used for electricity production. Due to insufficient understanding 
of the technical and safety aspects of these systems, risks 
associated with nuclear weapons are often transferred to the 
perception of nuclear power plants, which can lead to 
generalized fear and the conflation of different nuclear 
technologies. 

Particularly in the context of the conflict in Ukraine and 
tensions related to the Iranian nuclear program, media reporting 
often includes dramatic headlines, emphasis on potentially 
catastrophic consequences, and limited space for expert 
interpretation of actual risks. Such narratives may contribute to 
the securitization of the nuclear threat, a process in which 
potential risks are presented as immediate and existential 
dangers. The consequence of such an approach may be a 
distorted perception of risk, the creation of feelings of fear and 
insecurity, as well as the erosion of public trust in institutions and 
nuclear projects. 

The role of the media in this process is of particular 
importance. As intermediaries between institutions, experts, and 
citizens, the media not only transmit information but also 
actively participate in shaping social reality. The selection of 
topics, sources of information, language, and modes of 
presentation can influence how the public recognizes and 
assesses risks. Theoretical frameworks such as Securitization 
Theory, Framing Theory, and the Social Amplification of Risk 
framework enable an understanding of the mechanisms through 
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which media discourse shapes public perceptions of nuclear 
issues. 

 Based on the above, the aim of this paper is to analyze the 
role of the media in the process of constructing perceptions of 
nuclear risks, with particular emphasis on the securitization of 
nuclear threats and its impact on public trust in nuclear energy. 
Special attention will be devoted to identifying challenges in 
media reporting, as well as possible communication strategies 
that may contribute to the development of an informed and trust-
based public opinion. 

II. RECONCEPTUALIZING SECURITY: FROM OBJECTIVE THREATS 

TO SECURITIZATION PROCESSES 

Traditional approaches to security studies treat threats as 

objectively existing phenomena and assume that security 

policies are a response to an observable increase in risk and 

danger. With the development of constructivist approaches, the 

focus has shifted. Attention is no longer directed solely toward 

the existence of a threat, but also toward the ways in which a 

particular phenomenon is presented, interpreted, and accepted 

as a security issue [1]. 

The expansion of the field of security studies has led to the 

abandonment of the understanding that security refers 

exclusively to the state as the referent object and to military 

threats as the dominant source of danger. Instead, security issues 

may encompass a wide range of social, political, economic, 

environmental, and technological phenomena [2].  Тhe question 

arises of which factors lead a particular event or phenomenon to 

be recognized as a security threat. 

In the context of nuclear energy, this question gains 

particular significance. Although statistical data and expert 

assessments often indicate that modern nuclear technologies 

operate with a high level of safety and security, media reports 

on accidents, attacks on nuclear facilities, or potential 

radiological consequences of armed conflicts frequently 

generate a strong sense of risk among the public. As a result, 

potential dangers, regardless of their actual probability, may be 

framed as immediate threats to the survival of populations, the 

environment, or national security. 

The concept of securitization seeks to provide an 

explanation for such processes. The term securitization, first 

introduced by Wæver [3], refers to a process in which an actor 

declares a certain phenomenon to be an existential threat to a 

designated referent object. If the audience accepts such an 

interpretation, it enables the issue to be moved beyond the realm 

of normal politics and justifies the use of special or 

extraordinary measures [4]. 

According to the authors of the Copenhagen School, public 

issues can be located along a spectrum that includes non-

politicized, politicized, and securitized issues [2]. In the case of 

nuclear energy, the development of a nuclear program may 

represent a politicized issue requiring debate, investment, and 

regulatory measures. However, in crisis situations, such as 

armed activities near nuclear power plants or media narratives 

about potentially catastrophic consequences, it may shift into 

the domain of a securitized issue and be presented as an 

immediate threat to society. Seen from this perspective, nuclear 

risks do not become security threats solely due to their technical 

characteristics, but also due to the ways in which they are 

presented to the public. Risk perception is therefore not 

exclusively the result of objective assessments of danger, but 

rather a product of social and communicative processes. 

A. The Concept of Securitization 

Securitization can be defined as a process in which an actor 
declares that a particular object, dynamic, or phenomenon 
constitutes an “existential threat” to a designated referent object. 
If the relevant audience accepts such a representation, it enables 
the issue to move beyond the framework of ordinary political 
procedures and justifies the application of extraordinary 
measures in response to the perceived crisis. In this sense, 
security is understood as a space of negotiation between the 
speaker and the audience, with the success of the process 
depending on the authority and legitimacy possessed by the 
speaker [4]. 

Any public issue can be positioned along a spectrum ranging 
from non-politicized to politicized and securitized issues [2]. 
Non-politicized issues lie outside public interest and are not 
subject to broader public debate. Politicized issues are included 
in public policy and imply state involvement, whereas 
securitized issues represent existential threats whose resolution 
justifies measures that go beyond normal political procedures. 

With regard to nuclear energy, it is evident that for a long 
period it was primarily viewed as a matter of technological 
development, energy policy, and economic progress. However, 
certain events have led to the gradual transition of nuclear issues 
into the security domain. The Chernobyl disaster, the Fukushima 
accident, as well as current armed conflicts near nuclear 
facilities, have contributed to the perception that nuclear 
infrastructure may represent a potential existential threat to 
human health, the environment, and social stability. 

It is particularly important that in the contemporary 
information environment, the process of securitization is not 
conducted exclusively through political institutions and state 
actors. Mass media, expert communities, non-governmental 
organizations, and social networks also participate in the 
construction of security discourse. Due to the large volume of 
information and the speed of its dissemination, potential threats 
often receive more media attention than actual expert 
assessments of probability and consequences. 

The risk of a nuclear incident does not become socially 

significant solely due to its technical characteristics, but also due 

to the ways in which it is communicated and presented to the 

public. In this way, media narratives may contribute to the 

perception of nuclear energy not only as an energy resource, but 

also as an immediate security threat. 

B. Speech Act 

The articulation of threats is most commonly expressed 
through speech acts. Borrowed from Austin’s theory of 
language, speech acts represent forms of communication that do 
not merely reflect existing reality but actively construct it. The 
use of security and threat language places a particular 
phenomenon within the security domain and thereby claims the 
right to employ measures considered necessary to eliminate the 
perceived danger [4].  

In the field of nuclear issues, speech acts often take the form 
of dramatic formulations aimed at emphasizing the immediacy 
and severity of risk. Expressions such as “nuclear catastrophe,” 
“a new Chernobyl,” “a nuclear threat to Europe,” or “radiation 
endangering millions of people” represent examples of linguistic 
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constructions that have the potential to shape public perceptions 
of threat. 
 Some authors establish a strong link between securitization 
and framing research, which is focused on analyzing the ways in 
which actors shape the representation of threats [1]. Within threat 
framing, decision-makers, experts, and the media use specific 
expressions and symbols in order to influence perceptions of the 
seriousness and urgency of a given situation. 

In the context of nuclear energy, media frames often include 
visual and symbolic elements that further amplify the sense of 
danger. Images of the abandoned city of Pripyat, protective suits, 
radiation symbols, or damaged nuclear facilities can have a 
strong psychological effect and contribute to associating nuclear 
energy with catastrophe and uncontrollable risk. 

Since potential nuclear threats are often not immediately 
visible or tangible, their sustained presence in the public sphere 
requires continuous repetition and media emphasis. The specific 
use of language and visual elements can create the perception 
that a given danger is constantly present and imminent, even 
when actual risk assessments do not indicate such a situation [1]. 

C. Securitizing Move 

Discourse that presents something as an existential threat 

does not in itself constitute securitization, but rather a 

securitizing move. An issue becomes securitized only when the 

audience accepts such an interpretation [2]. In the context of 

nuclear issues, media reports on military activities in the vicinity 

of nuclear facilities provide a suitable example of a securitizing 

move. Information about an attack near a nuclear facility does 

not automatically lead to a process of securitization. However, 

when such events are systematically framed through dramatic 

narratives emphasizing the possibility of large-scale 

consequences, radioactive contamination, and risks to a 

significant number of people, the public may accept such 

representations as real and immediate threats. 

The success of a securitizing move depends on several 

factors, including the credibility of information sources, the 

level of trust in institutions, and the audience’s previous 

experiences. In the case of nuclear energy, collective memory 

of Chernobyl and Fukushima plays a significant role, as 

previous experiences shape the way audiences interpret new 

information. 

Febrica points out that audiences are often insufficiently 

represented in analyses of securitization processes, even though 

audience acceptance ultimately determines the success or failure 

of the entire process [5]. The perception of security is not 

exclusively a product of political and media activities but also 

depends on prior beliefs, emotions, and the broader social 

context. 

For this reason, the securitization of nuclear risks cannot be 

imposed solely through authority or institutional power. A 

certain degree of public acceptance is necessary for a presented 

threat to be regarded as requiring a special level of attention and 

action. If such acceptance is absent, the securitizing move 

remains merely an attempt to construct a threat without 

producing a broader societal effect. 

III. THE ROLE OF MEDIA IN THE PROCESS OF SECURITIZATION OF 

NUCLEAR THREATS 

Free and independent media represent an important element 

of democratic societies and play a significant role in connecting 

institutions, decision-makers, the professional community, and 

citizens. A fundamental assumption of a democratic system is 

that citizens, as holders of sovereignty, must have access to a 

sufficient amount of reliable information in order to form 

opinions and make decisions on matters of public interest. In 

this sense, the media serve as a mechanism through which 

information, opinions, political decisions, and public reactions 

are transmitted among various social actors [6].  

The media do not merely perform the function of 

transmitting information; they actively participate in shaping 

public perceptions and understanding of reality. They determine 

which issues will receive attention, which sources of 

information will be used, and how particular events will be 

presented to the public. In this way, the media influence the 

formation of public opinion and the establishment of priorities 

within society. 

When it comes to nuclear energy and nuclear risks, the role 

of the media becomes particularly important because most 

citizens have no direct contact with nuclear technology nor 

possess the expert knowledge necessary for independent risk 

assessment. The perception of nuclear energy among the 

majority of the public is formed indirectly through information 

obtained from television, newspapers, internet portals, and 

social media. 

Such circumstances create space for different forms of risk 

construction. The ideal role of the media implies objective, 

balanced, and fact-based reporting that enables the public to 

gain a realistic understanding of a particular issue. However, 

media may simultaneously emphasize certain aspects of a 

problem, omit specific information, or favor particular sources, 

which can result in the creation of a one-sided public perception. 

Caparini observes that, in democratic systems, the media 

represent the “fourth branch of government,” as they exercise 

oversight over institutional activities, enable different social 

actors to express their views, and encourage public debate on 

issues of importance [6]. However, this role does not involve 

merely transmitting information, but also critically examining 

official positions and risk assessments. 

In the case of nuclear issues, the media often find themselves 

between two competing demands. On the one hand, there is a 

need to inform the public in a timely manner about potential 

risks. On the other hand, excessive emphasis on uncertainty and 

the dramatization of events may lead to the spread of fear and 

panic. 

At the same time, the relationship between the media and the 

security sector is characterized by a high degree of 

interdependence. Media often rely on information obtained 

from state institutions, regulatory bodies, scientific institutes, 

and international organizations, while institutions depend on the 

media to secure public support for their policies and activities. 

Therefore, the media should not be limited solely to transmitting 

information, but should also critically assess their accuracy, 

context, and potential consequences [7].  

A. Media as a Mediator and Actor in the Process of 

Securitization of Nuclear Risks Units 

The securitization process involves three types of units: the 

referent object, the securitizing actor, and the functional actor. 

The referent object represents what is perceived to be under 

threat; the securitizing actor is the one who declares the 
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existence of a threat, while the functional actor influences the 

dynamics of the process without directly declaring the threat [2].  

In the case of nuclear energy, referent objects may include 

public health, the environment, energy stability, or national 

security. Securitizing actors can be political representatives, 

international organizations, non-governmental organizations, or 

scientific institutions, while the media may assume different 

roles. 

The simplest approach views the media as intermediaries 

that transmit information from institutions to the public. In this 

case, the media do not play an active role in constructing the 

threat but function as a communication channel. However, 

Dolinec argues that the media often go beyond the role of 

passive intermediaries and act as functional or even securitizing 

actors [8]. They can actively influence the dynamics of security 

discourse through the selection of topics, interlocutors, and 

modes of information presentation. 

In the context of nuclear risks, the media can play a 

significant role in shaping public perception through the 

selection of information sources. For example, in reporting on 

crises involving nuclear facilities, the media may prioritize 

statements from political actors, military representatives, or 

non-governmental organizations, while expert interpretations 

from nuclear engineers and specialists may be less prominently 

represented. 

Furthermore, the systematic repetition of dramatic narratives 

and the use of symbolically powerful terms such as “nuclear 

catastrophe,” “radiation cloud,” or “new Chernobyl” can 

contribute to a growing sense of immediate danger and 

insecurity. In this way, the media no longer act solely as 

intermediaries but actively participate in constructing the 

security discourse. Haas distinguishes three possible roles of the 

media in the securitization process: 

• the media can serve as a channel for transmitting the 

speech act of the securitizing actor; 

• the media can become a securitizing actor that initiates 

the process of constructing a threat; 

• the media can play the role of a “watchdog,” critically 

analyzing the justification of emergency measures and 

the potential misuse of security discourse [7].  

In the context of nuclear issues, the third role is particularly 

significant. Instead of exclusively emphasizing potential 

catastrophic scenarios, the media can contribute to the 

development of an informed public by providing scientifically 

grounded information, applying a critical approach to sources, 

and including expert interpretations. In this way, the media can 

contribute not only to the process of securitization but also to 

the desecuritization of nuclear issues, that is, their return to the 

framework of rational public debate and normal political 

procedures. 

B. Framing Theory and the Social Amplification of Risk 

Framework in the Context of Nuclear Threats 

Understanding how the public perceives nuclear risks 
requires an analysis of the mechanisms through which 
information is transmitted, interpreted, and assigned meaning in 
the public sphere. Actual risks and their technical assessment are 
not the only factors influencing public attitudes. The way risks 
are presented and communicated can significantly affect how 
they are understood and evaluated. In this context, the Framing 

Theory and the Social Amplification of Risk Framework are of 
particular importance [9, 10]. 

Framing Theory is based on the assumption that the media do 
not only influence what the public thinks about, but also how it 
thinks about it [9]. A particular event can be presented through 
different interpretative frames that direct audience attention to 
certain aspects of a problem, while simultaneously marginalizing 
others. 

In the context of nuclear energy, media frames can 

significantly influence public risk perception. For example, 

reporting on nuclear facilities may emphasize economic and 

energy benefits, such as stable electricity supply, energy 

independence, and low carbon dioxide emissions. On the other 

hand, the same issue may be presented through a catastrophe 

frame, emphasizing radiation risks, potential accidents, and long-

term consequences for health and the environment [9].  
Different media frames do not necessarily distort reality, but 

they can shape distinct interpretations of the same phenomenon. 
In crisis situations, the media often rely on dramatic and 
emotionally charged framing because such narratives attract 
greater public attention. In reporting military activities near 
nuclear facilities, particularly in Ukraine, terms such as “nuclear 
catastrophe of European scale” or “new Chernobyl” illustrate 
frames that construct nuclear risks as immediate existential 
threats. While these frames may increase attention, they can also 
produce a perception of risk that is disproportionate to expert 
assessments. 

The Social Amplification of Risk Framework explains how 
risk perception is shaped not only by physical hazards but also 
by communication processes [10]. Information about risk is 
amplified or attenuated through various “stations” such as media, 
institutions, scientists, and social networks, leading to potential 
gaps between actual and perceived risk. 

Nuclear risks are particularly sensitive to amplification due 
to their invisible nature, long-term consequences, and 
association with catastrophic historical events such as Chernobyl 
and Fukushima, which continue to shape collective memory and 
interpretation of new events. 

In the contemporary information environment, social media 
further intensify these dynamics by enabling rapid, unfiltered 
dissemination of information, often without verification. This 
can result in broader social consequences, including reduced 
institutional trust, polarization, and heightened insecurity. 

From a securitization perspective, media framing and risk 

amplification contribute to the construction of nuclear threats as 

urgent security concerns, while understanding these mechanisms 

also offers pathways toward more balanced and informed public 

discourse. 

IV. MEDIA NARRATIVES ON NUCLEAR THREATS: THE CASES OF 

UKRAINE AND IRAN 

Nuclear issues possess numerous characteristics that make 

them highly attractive to the media: uncertainty, potentially 

severe consequences, strong emotional charge, and associations 

with collective memories of past disasters. Unlike most other 

technological or industrial risks, nuclear risks in public 

discourse are often not perceived solely through the lens of the 

actual probability of an incident, but also through the symbolic 

meanings they carry. Radiation is frequently associated with an 

invisible and uncontrollable danger, while nuclear technology 

simultaneously symbolizes technological progress and potential 
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catastrophe. For this reason, media narratives can have a 

significant impact on shaping public perceptions of nuclear 

threats. 

Viewed through the lens of securitization and media 

framing, the cases of Ukraine and Iran represent important 

examples of how media discourse can contribute to constructing 

nuclear risks as immediate security threats. 

A.  The Case of Ukraine: Between Real Risk and Media 

Dramatisation 

The armed conflict in Ukraine has raised numerous 

questions related to the security and safety of nuclear facilities 

under conditions of warfare. Particular public attention has been 

drawn to events near nuclear installations, especially activities 

involving the Zaporizhzhia Nuclear Power Plant. 

Media reporting on these events frequently employed 

formulations emphasizing the possibility of catastrophic 

consequences, including expressions such as “nuclear 

catastrophe of European scale,” “nuclear Armageddon,” or 

“new Chernobyl.” Such expressions represent examples of 

media framing that highlight the immediacy and dramatic nature 

of the perceived threat. Following shelling incidents in the 

vicinity of the Zaporizhzhia Nuclear Power Plant, a number of 

international media outlets published headlines warning of a 

potential “European nuclear disaster” and drawing direct 

parallels with the Chernobyl accident. 

The use of these narratives can be understood through the 

process of securitization. By presenting a potential danger as an 

existential threat to populations, the environment, and 

international security, media discourse creates space for 

increased political and public attention. At the same time, the 

constant repetition of historical analogies with Chernobyl 

further activates collective memory and emotional responses 

among audiences. 

However, some experts have pointed out that there are 

significant technical differences between the Chernobyl reactor 

and modern nuclear facilities, and that certain scenarios 

presented in public discourse were not fully consistent with 

realistic risk assessments. This highlights a gap between 

technical risk evaluation and social risk perception. 

At the same time, the information environment was 

characterized by a large volume of unverified content spreading 

rapidly through social media. Speculations about radiation 

levels, potential consequences, and possible contamination 

further contributed to heightened feelings of uncertainty and 

fear. This case is particularly significant as it takes place in a 

war in which, for the first time in history, a nuclear power plant 

has found itself directly in a combat zone. It is also the same 

country where the Chernobyl disaster occurred, which further 

intensifies the symbolic and emotional weight of the events. 

In this case, the media did not function solely as 

intermediaries in information transmission, but through the 

selection of language, symbols, and sources, they actively 

participated in shaping the security discourse. 

B. The Case of Iran: Securitization of the Nuclear Program 

Unlike the Ukrainian case, which was primarily associated 

with the physical security of nuclear facilities during an armed 

conflict, media discourse on Iran has largely focused on the 

nuclear program itself and its potential security implications. 

Over the past decades, media reporting on Iran’s nuclear 

program has often been framed through the lens of global 

security and the possibility of nuclear weapons development. In 

a large number of reports, terms such as “nuclear threat,” 

“nuclear crisis,” or “threat to international stability” have been 

dominant. 

The dominant narrative about Iran’s nuclear program has 

generally centered on suspicion and uncertainty regarding its 

intentions, with frequent emphasis on the possibility that the 

program could be diverted toward weaponization. Illustrative 

examples include media reports describing Iran as being “on the 

threshold of a nuclear bomb” or warning of an emerging 

“nuclear crisis in the Middle East” following announcements 

regarding uranium enrichment activities. Media coverage has 

often highlighted concerns raised by Western governments and 

international actors, particularly regarding uranium enrichment 

activities, compliance with international agreements, and 

transparency of inspections by the International Atomic Energy 

Agency (IAEA). At the same time, Iran’s official position, 

framing its program as peaceful and energy-oriented, has often 

received comparatively less prominence in mainstream 

reporting. 

Such narratives can be seen as an example of securitization, 

as certain technological and political processes are presented as 

immediate threats to international peace and security. Instead of 

emphasizing the technical aspects of the nuclear program, media 

attention is frequently directed toward its potential security 

consequences. 

In this context, the selection of information sources becomes 

particularly important. Political representatives, security 

analysts, and international institutions often receive greater 

media attention than scientists and experts in nuclear 

technology. The result can be a simplified portrayal of a 

complex issue, in which security dimensions dominate while 

technical and scientific facts are placed in the background. 

Furthermore, the long-term repetition of such narratives may 

contribute to the formation of stable public perceptions of 

nuclear programs as primarily security problems, thereby 

limiting space for a more rational discussion of the broader 

aspects of nuclear energy and technology. 

C. Comparative Analysis of Media Narratives 

Observing the cases of Ukraine and Iran, certain similarities 

and differences can be identified in the ways nuclear threats are 

represented in the media. In both cases, there is a strong 

emphasis on potentially catastrophic consequences and the use 

of dramatic media frames that increase public attention. 

Likewise, both cases show a reliance on historical symbols and 

collective memories that shape risk perception. 

However, the main difference lies in the nature of the 

perceived threat. In the Ukrainian case, the dominant narrative 

concerns an immediate physical risk and the possibility of a 

nuclear incident resulting from armed conflict, whereas in the 

Iranian case the focus is primarily on the political and 

geopolitical implications of the nuclear program. 

In both contexts, media discourse demonstrates the capacity 

to transform technical and political issues into broader security 

narratives. For this reason, the media represent an important 

factor in the process of securitization of nuclear issues, as they 
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influence not only the amount of available information but also 

the way in which the public understands and evaluates risks. 

V. CHALLENGES AND COMMUNICATION STRATEGIES OF 

NUCLEAR RISK IN SERBIA 

Communication of nuclear risks in Serbia takes place within 

a specific social and institutional context in which scientific 

information, political decision-making, and media 

interpretation are closely intertwined in shaping public 

perception. Although Serbia does not operate a nuclear power 

plant within its energy system, nuclear issues remain present 

through research capacities, applications in medicine and 

industry, as well as regional and global security processes. 

Public perceptions of nuclear risks in the domestic context 

are largely dependent on international events and the way they 

are interpreted by global and local media. Crises such as armed 

conflicts near nuclear facilities or diplomatic tensions related to 

other countries’ nuclear programs often become the primary 

source of information for the domestic public, further increasing 

reliance on media mediation. 

One of the key challenges in this context is the limited 

availability of expert and continuous explanations that would 

enable the public to better understand nuclear technologies and 

actual risks. In the absence of such information, media 

narratives focused on crisis events have a stronger influence on 

perception, which can lead to increased public sensitivity and a 

tendency toward securitization of nuclear issues. 

An additional challenge is the dynamics of the contemporary 

information environment, where social media and online 

platforms enable the rapid spread of unverified or incomplete 

information. In such conditions, emotionally charged content 

often gains greater visibility than expert analyses, which can 

contribute to a distorted understanding of nuclear risks. 

Within the theoretical framework of securitization, this 

phenomenon can be understood as a process in which media 

framing and social amplification of risk jointly contribute to the 

transformation of potential risks into perceived existential 

threats. Consequently, public trust in institutions responsible for 

nuclear security, safety and energy may be weakened, further 

complicating communication in crisis situations. 

A. Transparency as the Foundation of Risk Communication 

One of the key strategies for improving nuclear risk 

communication is the principle of transparency. Transparency 

implies the timely, clear, and accessible communication of 

information about potential risks, without downplaying the 

significance of facts, but also without unnecessary 

dramatization. 

In the context of nuclear issues, transparency is of particular 

importance because these are areas that are technically complex 

and often difficult for the general public to understand. A lack 

of clear information can create space for speculation and an 

intensified perception of risk, which may contribute to the 

process of securitization. 

B. Proactive Approach to the Media 

Another important element of the communication strategy is 

a proactive approach to the media. Instead of a reactive 

approach, which involves responding only after media 

narratives have already emerged, proactive communication 

implies the continuous presence of expert institutions in the 

public sphere. 

This includes regular information sharing with the media, 

the organization of expert briefings, the availability of 

specialists to comment on current events, as well as the 

development of trust-based relationships between scientific 

institutions and journalists. In this context, the importance of 

contacting experts is particularly significant, as timely expert 

input helps ensure accurate interpretation of complex nuclear 

issues and reduces the risk of misinformation or 

oversimplification. 

In this way, space for sensationalist reporting is reduced, and 

a more balanced presentation of nuclear issues is enabled, while 

expert engagement contributes to greater credibility, contextual 

understanding, and public trust. 

C. Dialogical Model of Communication 

The dialogical model of communication represents an 

approach based on two-way information exchange between 

expert institutions and the public. Instead of one-way 

transmission of information, this model emphasizes interaction, 

explanation, and responding to citizens’ questions and concerns. 

Such communication contributes to building trust and 

reducing uncertainty, as it enables the public to actively 

participate in understanding complex technical and security-

related issues. In the context of nuclear energy, a dialogical 

approach can significantly contribute to reducing the effects of 

securitization, as risks are not presented as abstract and 

inaccessible information, but rather as explainable and 

contextually grounded phenomena. 

D. The Role of Institutions in Building Trust 

Institutions dealing with nuclear energy and radiation 

security and safety play a key role in building long-term public 

trust. This trust is not based solely on technical expertise, but 

also on consistency in communication, openness toward the 

public, and willingness to respond to societal concerns. 

In conditions of increased global uncertainty and frequent 

media narratives emphasizing risks, institutions in Serbia have 

an opportunity to develop communication practices that 

contribute to a more rational understanding of nuclear issues. 

This implies the integration of scientific expertise into public 

discourse, as well as active participation in the media sphere. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

The contemporary security context shows that the 

perception of nuclear risks does not depend solely on the 

technical characteristics of nuclear technologies, but to a 

significant extent on the way these risks are communicated in 

the public sphere. The media, as key intermediaries between 

expert institutions, the state, and the public, play a central role 

in shaping the understanding of nuclear security, particularly in 

conditions of crises and geopolitical tensions. 

This study has shown that, in the contemporary information 

environment, nuclear risks are often framed through crisis-

oriented and dramatized narratives, which may contribute to an 

intensified perception of threat and the development of 

securitization processes. The theoretical framework of 

securitization enables an understanding of this phenomenon as 

a socially constructed process in which certain issues, through 
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speech acts and media framing, move from the realm of politics 

into the realm of security. 

The analysis indicates that the media can assume different 

roles in this process - from intermediaries that transmit 

information, to actors that actively shape discourse, to factors 

that may either contribute to or mitigate securitization. For this 

reason, understanding media responsibility is of particular 

importance, as well as the development of communication 

strategies that reduce space for sensationalism and incomplete 

interpretations. 

At the same time, the research highlights the importance of 

public trust as a key resource in nuclear risk management. Trust 

cannot be built solely through one-off communication 

messages, but requires a continuous, transparent, and dialogical 

approach among scientific institutions, decision-makers, the 

media, and the public. 

In the context of Serbia, improving nuclear risk 

communication implies the development of proactive strategies, 

strengthening expert visibility in the media, and establishing 

stable channels of two-way communication with citizens. In this 

way, a more rational understanding of nuclear issues can be 

fostered, reducing the risk of their excessive securitization in 

public discourse. Finally, the study indicates that it is precisely 

the balance between information provision, responsible media 

practice, and institutional transparency that is crucial for 

building a stable and trust-based societal relationship with 

nuclear technologies. 
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