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Which is the deeper sense of geoscientists’ activities? What is their responsibility towards society? On 
which values they have to ground their activities to support society in facing geohazards and georisks.These 
are also some of the questions to which geoethics has tried to answer in the last decade (Peppoloni and Di 
Capua 2015, Wyss and Peppoloni 2015; Peppoloni et al. 2017, Vasconcelos et al. 2020, Di Capua et al. 2021).

Aspect related to geohazards and georisks studies, education, communication, management, and 
reduction are of primary importance for geoethics, as they are directly connected to science-policy in-
terface and the relationship between human communities and the territory they inhabit. For this reason 
geoethics has identifi ed and defi ned a framework of principles, values, and concepts to guide geoscientists 
in carrying out their professional and research activities (Wyss and Peppoloni 2015, Gundersen 2017) and to 
create a solid base on which to found a proper georisk management, by putting in evidence the importance 
of defi ning roles and responsibilities, and fostering the adoption of establishing protocols and procedures, 
that can facilitate cooperation between all the actors (scientists with diff erent disciplinary background, 
decision makers, local authorities, mass media, citizens) involved with diff erent roles in a risk scenario.

All these societal actors form a “defence system”, that have to act with common goals, each of them 
with specifi c roles in the risk management process, by following the geoethical values of equity, inclusivity, 
cooperation, prevention, adaptation, sustainability, geo-education, multidisciplinary (Peppoloni and Di 
Capua 2020).

The coordinated interaction among them can assure eff ectiveness during the phases of the disas-
ter cycle (from prevention and mitigation stages, to preparedness and response ones, till the recovery 
stage after an event is occurred and minimize overlapping and misunderstanding (Cocco et al. 2015), 
reducing potential threats for the population safety, its productive activities and the artistic and his-
torical heritage of its territory. Only when scientifi c knowledge, professional skills, political decisions, 
information by media and local authorities and individual behaviours integrate eff ectively, societal 
resilience results improved.

Nowadays scientists are capable to predict, with some degree of uncertainty, the onset and develop-
ment over time of some natural and anthropogenic phenomena. Moreover, the progress of science is giving 
to society new tools for the defence against risks: methods for the continuous monitoring of phenomena use 
of early warning methods, effi  cient building techniques, prevention programs, land management projects, 
education to citizens. All these activities are what is called “prevention”. Prevention can allow achieving 
a safer way to live with georisks. Prevention must be intended not only in terms of cost savings, but also 
mainly as a social and cultural attitude. Prevention is a rational and responsible answer to the right of safety 
of each citizen and to reduce the social and economic vulnerability.

The perimeter of the geoscientists' action and their role in the decision-making chain, while facing 
geohazards and georisks, can be summarized in the following key-points:
1. Competence and updated knowledge, supported by values such as ability, individual and joint 

responsibility, collaborative attitude, reliability, transparency, solidarity, non-discrimination, and 
impartiality allows geoscientists to develop excellent science that is the prerequisite in the strategy 
for an eff ective disaster risk reduction. 

2. In the risk decision chain geoscientists needs to be aware of their social role: they are not decision-
makers, but they must provide reliable, unbiased and updated science-based information to decision 
and policy-makers, so that decisions and policies adopted can be scientifi cally grounded. Decisions can 
be evaluated on scientifi c basis, but it remains a political decision. Geoscientists can help decision 
makers but cannot replace them in this role.

3. Geoscientists should suggest realistic risk mitigation policies, on the basis of scientifi c data and mo-
dels, and costs/benefi ts analyses.

4. It is fundamental to develop synergies between geoscience community, government agencies, and 
local administrations, through the development of operational protocols and the defi nition of an 
encoded stream of information from the scientifi c community to the authorities.

5. Geoscientists should organize a communication strategy before, during and after emergency phases, 
strengthening also the use of new communication tools, like social media.
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6. In order to increase the resilience of a community, it is necessary to foster a more correct risk per-
ception among people through educational campaigns capable to promote the value of preventive 
actions to reduce potential risks. 

7. The cooperation between geoscientists and citizens in the scientifi c endeavour should be favoured (as 
promoted by “Citizen Science”), to generate knowledge, understanding, awareness and responsibility 
in the population.

8. Informing population on georisks is a priority and an ethical commitment for geoscientists: scientifi c 
data, results, and scenarios have to be explained to population and presented in a language intelligible 
for people, while respecting scientifi c accuracy. The fi nal aim should be not only to simply transfer 
scientifi c data, but also to increase awareness and responsibility.

9. Geoscience research outcomes must be public, with explanatory information that are shaped on the 
basis of diff erent fi nal users, clearly distinguishing scientifi c observations from working hypothesis, 
also including the limits of the scientifi c methods used.
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