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ABSTRACT

Differences in risk perception on major environmental issues between general public and environmental
experts were investigated in this study. Questionnaire surveys were conducted to samples from general public
and environmental experts during March and April, 2000. Total number of responses was 1,126 including 773
persons from general public and 353 experts. Risk perceptions on 26 environmental issues were related with
the need to regulate each issue, controllability, experience, political views, interest in environmental problem,

‘ sansfactlon of environment, severity of environmental pollution. There was statistically significant difference
'in risk perceptions between general public and experts. Overall, general public was likely to perceive risks
associated with environmental problem, as well as social need to regulate these problems more than experts.
The issues with high risk perception and need to regulate were ‘automobile exhaust’, ‘industrial air pollution’,.
‘air pollution by chemicals’, ‘surface water pollution by
‘surface water pollution by pesticide’ a.nd ‘sewage and

‘ocean pollution by industrial waste and oil exhaust’,
waste from household’, ‘industrial and hospital waste’,
food waste’. Consequently, it seems necessary to manage these issues, prior to,others.
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Table 1. Characteristics of respondents
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Environmental experts (353)

General public (773)
7 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
(persons) (%) (persons) (%)
Sex Male 414 53.6 287 81.3
Female 358 46.4 66 18.7
20s 334 470 73 20.8
Ace 30s 186 26.2 85 24.2
8 40s 100 14.1 124 353
50s and over 90 12.7 69 19.7
Elementary and middle school 48 6.2 0 0.0
Education High school 336 43.6 7 2.0
College/university 359 46.6 74 21.0
Graduate school and over 27 35 271 77.0
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Table 2. Surveyed variables and their measurements

Measurement

1. never harmful ~

7. severely harmful
1. never~

7. very much

1. very satisfactory ~
5. very unsatisfactory
1. never polluted ~

7. severely polluted
1. never~
5
1
4
1
4
1
4

Variables

Risk perception

Need for environmental
regulations

Satisfaction of environmental
situation

Environmental pollution

Interests on environmental
issues . very much

. very much~

. never

. conformed very well ~

. conformed never

. very much~

. never

Governmental activities

Regulations for environmental
pollution

Coorporations’ activities

Table 3. General perceptions on environmental issues

A, AR BAB e AE ===l
W ARHEZ AENE TS5 (Table 2).

QA A A A= e TAHE LB
BEA A} A7l A g AR g

SF~7: FARA AF AT W A7 o)
% 7Avhz 2Ysgem BAEA AT AR
o A BaAel B AN BAEA AL Z

WA Y& AR A7 Ay He gorE ]

2, AR 4AY FA7} Do e 1= e
74 Axg FASET ‘

E A7 AAE #AEAE vzl H
£ $3) W= EPAA AAT 724 &4 (US
EPA, 1987)8 ZAloz st Sehtelela i)
ArbA]l A FolM F3 FAAELE A7]H
oA I gl BAl 2 1999y 11Y 37 AFEIE
< JAez & AFAF@ASH 5, 1999)4 4
=&3 26708 B0z A3 gukld A
] fel= a3 AR FAgaAed
93t 129 Aol tHAE o] &3l AT
7 FAFAE AF7L Qe = Q14
3 AL oA A4 HEE ZAA A
2= A= (perception map)< U]—-—tﬂ -ﬂﬁ—v—xﬂ%
A =3heie

N
-

BIEEE
z o

1. HHEH e AHE 214

awoﬂ 4 s, Ta»}a} 97299
4, BARA AT FU=E 2AbsiAT

Variables Measurement Total General public ~ Environmental experts
1. very healthy ~ .
Health status 4. very unhealth 1.96 1.98 © 1.90
1. never~
dokok
Interests on health problem 4. very much 313 311 33
Satisfactions of environmental 1. very satisfactory ~
situation 3. very unsatisfactory 4.02 3.99 4.09
. . 1. never polluted ~ .
ok ;
Environmental pollution 7. severely polluted 5.42 5.48 5.29
Interests on environmental issues*** L. nover~
5. very much 4.08 3.81 4.68

*:1p<0.05, **:p<0.01,

*kk: p<0.001
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Environmental experts

Environmental issues General public
Automobile exhaust 6.25( 1) 6.30( 1)
Industrial air pollution 6.19( 2) 6.10( 2)
Air pollution by chemicals*** . 5.88( 3) 557( 7
Carbon dioxide increasing and greenhouse effect*** 587( 4 5.28(14)
Industrial and hospital waste** 5.84( 5) 5.67( 5)
Ocean pollution by industrial waste and oil exhaust*** 5.82( 6) 5.50( 8)
Suhnizlige S\:/;léic(r g?glgtllson by waste from household, industrial, 5.77(7) 5.85( 3)
Dioxing*** 571( 8) 5.17(18)
Stratosphere ozone depletion™** 5.69( 9) 5.25(16)
Acid rain*** 5.62(10) 5.31(12)
Sewage and food waste* 5.60(11) 5.44(10)
Surface water pollution by pesticide 5.59(12) 5.64( 6)
Groundwater pollution 5.58(13) 571( 4)
Endocrine disruptors** 5.52(14) 5.28(15)
Dust (TSP) in air 5.48(15) 543(11)
Food pollution by pesticide 5.46(16) 4.93 (22)
Environmental tobacco smoke 5.44(17) 5.34(13)
Radiation pollution by nuclear power*** 5.30(18) 4.68 (24)
Poltution of drinking water from the pathogenic microorganism (virus)*** 5.28(19) 4.93(21)
Drg;k_lg%o\(’lvsgt:; >ggllutlon by disinfection of chlorine and disinfection 5.27(20) 4.96(20)
Noise and vibration** 5.17(21) 4.93(22)
Soil pollution 5.16(22) 5.23(17)
Radon in indoor air*** 5.09 (23) 4.52(25)
Electric and magnetic fields*** 5.00(24) 4.44 (26)
Indoor air pollution 4.99 (25) 5.08(19)
‘Odor pollution*** 4,96 (26) 4.70(23)
Total*** 5.53 5.31

* p<0.05, **:p<0.0l, ***: p<0.001* (t—test)



June' 2001 Chang et al. : A Comparison of Environmental Risk Perceptions between General Public and Experts 79

1. Automobile exhaust

2. Radon of indoor air

3. Dust (TSP) in air

4. Environmental tobacco smoke

5. Industrial air pollution

6. Air toxic chemicals

7. Carbon dioxide increasing and
greenhouse effects

8. Acid rain

9. Indoor air pollution
10. Stratosphere ozone depletion
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Experts

11. Surface water pollution by pesticide
12. Pollution of drinking water from the
patbogenic microorganism
13. Surface water pollution by waste
" from household and industrial
14. Groundwater pollution
15. Drinking water pollution by
+ disinfectants and its by-products
16. Soil pollution
17. Ocean pollution by industrial waste
and oil exhaust

18. Hospital waste and Industrial waste
19. Sewage and food waste

20. Noise and vibration

21. Odor poltution =

22. Food pollution by pesticide

23. Endocrine disruptors

. 24. Dioxins

25. Radiation pollution by
nuclear power :
26. Electric and magnetic fields

Fig. 1. A Classification of environmental issues by general public and expert’s risk perceptions.
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Table 5. Perceptions of regulations on environmental pollution
Items Measurement Total Gene¥al Environmental
public experts
Governmental activities*** 1. very much~ 2.67 276 2.47
4. never
Regulations for environmental pollution* 1. conformed very well ~ 3.19 3.21% 3.14
4, conformed never
Coorporations’ activities** L. very much ~ 1.92 3.07 297
: 4. never

#: p<0.05, #*: p< 0.01, **%; p< 0001

Table 6. Perceptions of need for environmental regulations

Environmental issues

General public ~ Environmental experts

Industrial air pollution 627( 1) 640( 1)
Ocean pollution by industrial waste and oil exhaust* 6.21( 2) 6.05( 6)
Industrial and hospital waste 6.17( 3) 6.11( 4
. Radiation pollution by nuclear power*** 6.15( 4 5.70(1D)
Air pollution by chemicals 6.13( 5) 6.26( 3)
Dioxins*** 6.12( 6) 5.76( 9)
Automobile exhaust 599( 7 6.33( 2)
Sulrl_f‘:;tg_e_ S\:/:;ir ;r)l(i)gll;ltlson by waste from household, industrial, 5.98( 8) 6.07( 5)
Endocrine disruptors** 5.88( 9) 5.64(12)
Sewage and food waste*** 5.87(10) 5.61(14)
Food pollution by pesticide 5.86(11) 5.89( 8)
Groundwater pollution 5.81(12) 593( 7
Stratosphere ozone depletion™** 5.75(13) 5.42(16)
Pollution of drinking water from the pathogenic microorganism (virus)** 5.75(14) 5.51(15)
Drér;,k_lggo\gsg; >gf)ﬂ}lutmn by disinfection of chlorine and disinfection 5.74(15) 5.37(18)
Carbon dioxide increasing and greenhouse effect*** 5.69(16) 5.28(19)
Surface water pollution by pesticide 5.69(17) 5.71(10)
Odor pollution** - 546(18) 5.2021) -
Soil pollution 5.43(19) 5.62(13)
Noise and vibration** 5.41(20) 5.16(22)
Acid rain 5.38(21) 5.20(20)
Electric and magnetic fields*** 5.31(22) 4.83(25)
Dust (TSP) in air 5.16(23) 541(17)
Radon in indoor air#** 5.10(24) 4.72(26)
Environmental tobacco smoke 5.07 (25) 5.10(23)
Indoor air pollution 5.00(26) 4.99 (24)
Total*#* 571 5.59

¥ p<0.05, *:p<0.01, ***:p<0.001
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o Experts T
1. Automobile exhaust 11. Surface water pollution by pesticide ‘ 18. Hospital waste aﬁd Industriél waste
2. Radon of indoor air ) 12. Pollution of drinking water from the _ 19. Sewage and food waste
3. Dust (T'SP) in air pathogenic microorganism ‘ 20. Noise and vibration
4. Environmental tobacco smoke 13. Surface water pollution by waste " 21. Odor pollution
5. Industrial air pollution from household and industrial 22. Food pollution by pesticide
6. Air toxic chemicals 14. Groundwater pallution . 23. Endocrine disruptors
7. Carbon dioxide increasing and 15. Drinking water pollution by 24. Dioxins
greenhouse effects disinfectants and its by-products ~ 25. Radiation pollution by
8. Acid rain 16. Soil pollution ‘ nuclear power
9. Indoor air pollution 17. Ocean pollution by industrial waste : 26. Electric and magnetic fields
10. Stratosphere ozone depletion and oil exhaust

Fig. 2. A Classification of environmental issues by general public and expert’s perceptions of need for chlronmentaI
] regulations. ‘
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