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- ABSTRACT

This study was to investigate factors of risk perception on major environmental issues among general public
and environmental experts in Korea. Structured questionnaire surveys were conducted to samples from general
public and environmental experts during March and April, 2000. Total numbers of respondents were 773
general public and 353 experts. Analysis of the data showed that risk perception was correlated with health
concern, environmental satisfaction, perception of envxronmental pollution, interest on the env1ronmenta1

- issues, knowledge, experiences, and social-cultural consciousness, and so on. Overall environmental risk
perception was affected by knowledge on environmental issues, experience of damage from environmental
problems, sex and perception of environmental pollution. According t6 the results, environmental risk
perception is not indepéndent from social and psychological factors, and it may be desirable to consider the
related factors in the process of risk communication for a more effective risk management or environmental

policy.
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Table 1. Characteristics of respondents

General public (773)

Environmental experts (353) -
Frequency (persons) Percent (%) Frequenéy (persons) Percent (%)
Sox Male | 414 | 536 287 R
‘ Female 358 464 - 66 187
20s 334 470 73 208
MA‘ . 30s 186 . 262 85 242
g 40s 100 141, - 124 353
50s and over ‘ 90 12.7 69 19.7.
- Elementary and middle school 48 . 62 0 0.0
Education High school ‘ 336 436 . 7 - 2.0
‘ College/university 359 46.6 74 210
Graduate school and over 27 35 271 77.0
Air pollution ‘ .66 21.6,
Water pollution 66 216
Environmental ecology 22 72
Major Environmental health - 40 - 131
; : Waste ‘ 21 6.9
Two or more areas o 52 17.0
The others ‘ 38 12.5
Below 1 56 ‘7‘.33; 21 6.0.
1~2 298 39.1 45 129
(nﬁllﬁf)‘l’lnzfon) 2~3 242 318 108 31.0
3~4 97 12.7 83 - 23.9
4 and over 69 9.1 . 91 26.1
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Table 2. Distributions of related factors of risk perception -

: General  Environmental
Factors Measurement Total public  experts
. . 1. never harmful ~ ‘ ‘
Risk perception®*#** : ‘
percep 7. severely harmful 5.46 5.53 531
1. never~
Health status
‘ 4. very unhealthy 1.96 1.98 ‘ 1.90
Interests on health problem*** 1. never~ - 3.18 3.11 332
‘ 4. very much
Satisfaction of environmental situation ; very satlsffactory~ 4.02 3.99 4.09
. very unsatisfactory .
: . "1. never polluted ~ ‘ ‘ :
Environmental pollution**
: P 7. severely polluted 5'42 348 329
Interests on environmental issues™** ; never= 4.08 3.81 4.68
. very much
Governmental activities*** ‘1‘ very much~ 2.67 2.76 2.47
. never
Regulations for environmental pollution* 1. conformed very well ~ ‘ 3.19 3.21% 3.14
4. conformed never : :
Coorporations’ activities** i very mouch~ 1192 3.07 . 297
. never
. 1. never agreed ~ ‘
Fatalist
: 5. very much agreed ‘ 274 2.76 2.70
; 1. never agreed ~ ‘
Legalism** 5 & ‘ 3.80 3.74 3.92-
. very much agreed
Individualist ; pever agteed 377 374 3.85
‘ . very much agreed
o 1. d~
Egalitarian* flever agree 3.64 3.70* 3.55
‘ 5. very much agreed ‘
Technological enthusiasm L. never agreed ~ 3.62 3.64 ¢ 3.58
5. very much agreed ; ‘
Economic growth*+* ; never agreed ~ 331 344 3.03
. very much agreed ‘
Knowledge on environmental issues*** 1. never~ 476 4.50 © 535
7. very much ‘
Experiences of environmental pollution 1. never~ 3.89 3.88 " 392
7. very frequent ;
Controllability of risk 1. easily controllable ~ 3.36 337 333
7. never controllable ) R S

*: p<0.05, **: p<0.01, *¥**: p<0.001 (t-test)
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o FATAZ Q3 A EAHTE 7)Y
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Table 3. Correlation coefficients among related factors (General public)

A B C D E F G 'H

I 7 K L M N 0 P QR

A 1.00

B 03 1.00

C .1e¥* 04 1.00

D 20%%*% —01 .10** 1.00

E 35 04 11%*
Foo22%%% — 03 33w 22w 17%% 100

G 11¥ —01 .00  .17%% 13 —02  1.00

H 13%% 00—.04  20%%% 21%% 05 361,00
I 09% —01—04  13%%% 13%% —(2 JBHER
] =01 08* .03 .05 04 0 -0 02

A45%%% 1,00

K 13 05 05 .06 2% 08 04 4

L o4 -0 0 02 =00 05 04 04
M 08% 06 01 .06 09%F 18%**—08% .02
N 09 -0 .07 —.02 02 09* =05 —.02
o 05 00 05 —.08% —.00 04
P 20%kk — 08* 18%** (8%  08* S 02 05

Q 28 01 09% Q2% 18%kx 5% 08 04

R —.06 02-05 —10%* —03 —11% -4 —Q07*

33#%%1.00
-.02 1.00
09% 13+ 1,00
03 .00 20 1,00
02 .09 21%* 02 1.00
=02 07 A7 07F
— 15 (30— 04 08% 16

2248 1,00
d2ee JgERE 4gex 100

06—04 —00 09 03 06 . .02 100
00 06 .04 08 04 06 04 404100
—03 03 —09% —.01-07

—07% —.08* —.04 08%1.00

* p<0.05, **:p<0.001, ***: p<0.0001
A: Risk perception
B: Health status
C: Interests on health problem
D: Satisfaction of environmental situation
E: Environmental pollution
F: Intersts on environmental issues

J: Fatalist
K: Legalism
L: Individualist

G: Governmental activities
H: Regulations for environmental pollution
I: Coorporations’ activities

M: Egalitarian

N: Technological enthusiasm

O: Economic growth

P: Kunowledge on environmental issues

Q: Experiences of environmental pollution
R: Controllability of risk
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Table 4. Correlation coefficients among related factors (Environmental experts)

“A B C D E F G H

I J K L M N 0O P Q R

A 100

B 05 100

c 08 -0 100

D 28 08 09 1.00

E o4 14 08 S0% 1,00

F o3 0I5 30 (6 1% 1.00

G 190 06 —07 A7E 0 1gmke — 17 100

H 22 06 —-K 2 I L ot 29%% 100

[o21# —(4 03 A5F 1T — (6 gk 31100

I 00 05 0 =03 06 =01 0 —.03 K1 P ) | N

K 2 -0 9% 07 2% 200 (7 06 0500 100

L -0 06 07 06 ¥ 06 02 805 10 33 100

M 09 -06 3% 09 510 J2¢ 07 A3¥ -4 28k 17Re 100

N-03. -0 2% 00 —.00 4% 02 07 0101 23 Ofw ek 100

0 —06 —.I5% 05 —16% —06 09 =03 =03 =10 01 a2k 20 Q9% B 100,

Y ) 1§ (9 Ao 3ge — 05 —.00 02 -0 . .16 08 05 A% 05 100

Q A3 14k 5% 0k TR 06 09 03 06 03 -0 -0 09 04 02 320 100
R—23% 08 —-02 -0 —-08 -1 -0 —-05 -0 I1%*%-05 —-02 -0 -12% —09-11* —08L0
#p<0.05, **:p<0.001, ***: p<0.0001 l ‘ B
At Risk perception G: Governmental activities M: Egalitarian

B: Health status

C: Interests on health problem

D: Satisfaction of environmental situation
E: Environmental pollution

F: Intersts on environmental issues

J: Fatalist
K: Legalism
L: Individualist

Aol Wg A2} 037), A% FHed AHx
3 FHed AN FA 0.36), FHed AL FA
g 71442 A A 036), 71N L3l e A
AALF2) 0.49), BAEA o) g 27} B
H (0.40) 70 ¥l LA ¥ ARBAZ B
AEFAR YeE QAT foi3 AATRA
2 Bolt BULUTL BAANY VT, WA
dm 4, Axe] $Hed A=, $H ey )
A FAL Z19A 2 AY FA), B EA A HEE R
A, A, S8 7 el olden, ol AR
slele A dubdFe) el A2k A
ASRe ¥9e(Table 4). AE7F ez A<
e g Ql7te] ARTA BN A, A}EA BA
=9 FAFA HAA= (0.30), S 2F=e
AL A= 4 (0.50), FF L= QAT BAL
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of B #]4](0.39), I3 2. A A Z19A
o A A 031, WAFele A2 (033),
AeN LTl e AANLFE (0.61), TAEA

H: Regulations for environmental pollution
I: Coorporations’ activities

N: Technological enthusiasm

O: Economic growth

P: Knowledge on environmental issues

Q: Experiences of environmental pollution
R: Controllability of risk '

A4

PEE A4t A A 0327k ¥zA
HAAE B F Y.

3. gZEHo cHEt Az AA pERA

E dFoA FAFA Adte) A H= 4l
Ao g Fx Wss sty s A
dub 3, A F7te FE3 Al 23] 53]
FA & AAFE S (Table 5). AA o] A 7=
98] gL 28.0%% e Fite 18.7944.
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Table 5. Multiple regressions of risk perception

Vol. 16, No. 2

Total General public Experts
Variables Regression  Standard Regression  Standard Regression  Standard
coefficients  etrors coefficients erTors coetficients errors

Group (General Public) 0.182%* 0.061 - - - -
Knowledge on environmental issues 0.114%*% 0,024 0.125%* 0.031 0.148%* 0.039
Experiences of environmental pollution 0.121%%*% 0,020 0.077%* 0.026 0.181***  (.031
Controllability of risk —0.051%* 0.019 —0.012 0.024 —0.120%**  (.031
Sex (female) 0.271**+  0.045 0.227***%  0.053 0.401***  0.098
Age —0.031 0.021 0.004 0.027 —0.056 0.061
Education —0.005 0.022 0.016 0.024 -0.125 0.082
Income —0.001 0.015 0.039* 0.021 —0.042 0.024
Fatalist —0.030 0.023 —0.043 0.029 0.029 0.038
Legalism 0.033 0.023 0.056* 0.029 0.019 0.035
Individualist -0.030 0.023 —0.024 0.028 —0.022 0.039
Egalitarian 0.002 0.022 0.010 0.029 —0.025 0.033
Technological enthusiasm —0.008 0.024 0.016 0.032 —0.008 0.037
Economic growth 0.028 0.024 0.035 0.030 -0.034 0.039
Health status 0.008 0.031 0.013 0.039 —0.045 0.053
Interests on health problem 0.108** 0.033 0.012* 0.042 0.045 0.053
Satisfaction of environmental situation 0.026 0.026 0.030 0.034 —0.006 0.043
Environmental pollution 0.201***  0.024 0.201**%*  0.030 0.220%**  0.044
Interests on environmental issues 0.024 0.031 0.041 0.037 0.028 0.068
Governmental activities 0.038 0.034 0.054 0.046 0.0009 0.049
Regulations for environmental pollution 0.067 0.047 0.036 0.061 —0.028 0.074
Coorporations’ activities 0.073* 0.039* 0.040 0.049 0.118* 0.066

R —square 0.295 0.258 0.455

Adj R—square 0.280 0.234 0411

F 18.79%4:* 10.95%#:* 10.45%%:

*:p<0.05, **: p<0.001, ***:p<0.0001
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