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ABSTRACT

Risk communication can be defined as the exchange of information about the nature, magnitude, significance,
acceptability, and management of risk. The effect of risk communication on the perception and knowledge
towards risk of environmental pollutants and it’s related factors were investigated in this study.

To investigate perception and knowledge of students and teachers towards risk of environmental pollutants,
we conducted the survey using self-administrated questionnaire. The subjects were 574 for the first survey and
465 for the seconds survey from May to June, 2000. The main methods of transmission used in this study-
through video tape, visual materials, question and answer, and participation in measuring pollutants-were not a
one-way street. But an interactive process where information and opinions were exchanged among individuals,
groups, and institutions. Environmental pollutants measured with participation of study subjects was Radon in
the class room. The concentration of Radon was measured using E~PERM Device by installing it at each site
for about 5 days.

Subjects showed much interest in environmental pollution. Also, more than 98% of total subjects were per-
ceived as Korea is seriously contaminated at present. By risk communication activity, risk perception of all
subjects about Radon was increased, on the other hand, risk perception of Dioxin was decreased except for ele-
mentary student. Moreover, knowledge of all subjects about environmental risk was significantly increased (p=
0.0001) and effort of reducing environmental pollution was more increased (p< 0.05).

There is need to further develop, refine, and integrate these approaches environmental risk communication
study, there is an even more pressing need to accelerate the diffusion of environmental risk communication
practice into government and organizations.
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Table 1. The level of interest on environmental problems among groups

Very much A little Litde Never
Groups Total
Persons (%) Persons (%) Persons (%) Persons (%)
Elementary 38(27.3) 88(63.3) 11(7.9) 2(1.4) 139 (100)
Middle 7(6.3) 67(60.4) 34(30.6) 327 111 (100)
High 14(9.7) 91(63.2) 34(23.6) 5(@3.5) 144 (100)
Teachers 68(37.8) 108 (60.0) 4(2.2) 0(0.0) 180 (100)
Total 127 (22.1) 354 (61.7) 83(14.5) 10(1.7) 574 (100)




December 2002 Kim et al. : 37 EA]2) ¢3l= QA7 Yel= £ 2z w9 &32A 319

Table 2. Perceptions on severity of environmental pollutions

Very polluted A little ~ Little~ Never~
Groups Total
Persons (%) Persons (%) Persons (%) Persons (%)
Elementary 111(79.9) 26(18.7) 2(1.4) 0(0.0) 139(100)
Middle 91(82.0) 19(17.1) 1(0.9) 0(0.0) 111(100)
High 111(77.1) 31(21.5) 1(0.7) 1(0.7) 144 (100)
Teachers 159 (88.3) 19 (10.6) 2(L.D 0(0.0) 180(100)
Total 472(82.2) 95 (16.6) 6(1.0) 1(0.2) 574 (100)
Table 3. Experience of method acquiring environmental information Unit : Mean+SD
Groups . .
Media Elementary Middle High Teacher Total
TV/Radio 2.1+07 22407 25+06 25405 23+£0.6
Newspaper, Magazine 2.1+0.6 2.1£0.6 23+0.6 2440.5 22406
Special book 1.8+0.7 1.5+0.6 1.6+0.6 1.7+0.6 1.7£0.7
Campaign (poster, sign board) 21+£0.7 2.0x0.7 20106 1.9+0.5 2.0+06
Education, Seminar 21207 1.6£0.6 1.6+£0.6 1.740.6 1.7£0.7
Internet 20+0.8 1.5+£0.7 1.7£0.7 1.6x0.6 1.7£0.7
Talk with parents 1.9+0.7 1.5+0.7 14106 1.6+0.6 1.6x0.7
Talk with friends 1.6+0.7 1.3+04 1.3+0.5 1.94+0.5 1.5+0.6
1: Never 2 : Several 3 : Much
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Table 4. The level of effects of method acquiring environmental information

Vol. 17, No. 4

Unit: Mean=4-SD

Modia Education* Elementary Middle High Teacher Total

TV/Radio 3.1x0.7 34+07 3.5+£0.7 38105 35407
Newspaper, Magazine 3.1+£0.8 3.1£09 32408 35106 33+038
Special book 29+09 25£09 2.6+£09 2.7+08 2.7+09
Campaign (poster, sign board) 2.8+09 27+09 27109 2.8+0.8 2.8+09
Education, Seminar 32+1.0 2.8+1.0 2.6+0.9 3.1+£08 3.0+£0.9
Internet (computer) 30+1.0 2711 27109 29408 29+1.0
Talk with parents 29+1.0 24+1.0 22410 2.8+09 26+1.0
Talk with friends 24%1.0 20x+1.0 1.9+0.9 29+0.8 24+1.0

*1: Not at all helpful, 2 : not very helpful, 3 : Fairly helpful, 4 : Very helpful

Table 5. The comparison of knowledge on Radon and Di-
0Xin among groups

Table 6. Change of knowledge on environmental pollutants

after risk communication

Groups No. Mean+SD (Min~Max) Elementary Middle High Teacher Total
Elementary 139 22+23 0.0~9.0) Before program 2.2 1.1 2.5 1.9
Middle 111 1.1+1.4 0.0~5.0) After program 5.7 4.7 6.3 72 6.0
High 144 1517 (0.0~9.0) Difference 35 3.6 4.8 4.7 4.1
Teacher 180 25£23 00~120) o e 0.0001  0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001
Total 574 1.9+2.1 (0.0~12.0)
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Fig. 1. Change of risk perception between pre~ and post—
risk communication program
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Table 7. Change of risk perception with factors between
pre— and post-risk communication program
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of Radon _s0pCiA. 7 s 37 S99 odRsh ABBA Asler], B
above 146 3 e 52 Agel WY A B Ax A
oo 71 W3le] x Z AHozw =
Elementary 0.43 0.24 Foll 2w Xk Aoz vehdh ohe
) = = FL1- =
Class Middle 249 (0.0001) —025 (03038) 2 Trel5Alel $siAde] g x| dste A
High 3.14 —0.44 Seluete] egpdol diF 1A el 23
( ):p-value om]./q ‘ﬂi}&} }?:]"7\’}.'}‘5‘% 7]'X]“t‘ 7/‘1—% L}‘E}%‘#
Table 8. Correlation matrix of factors
A B C D E F G H 1 J K L M
A 1.000
B 134%  1.000
C —.253** — 704** 1.000
D -.043 -—.146* —.081 1.000
E -.054 033 —.240%*  597** 1.000
F —.091 —.137* 173%* — 037 —.064 1.000
G -—.149 083 —-.005 -.194 -.000 .092 1.000
H -.106 130*  —.099 .071 050 —.174** -020 1.000
I .016 147 —.199%* 078 123%  —.392%*% — 046 .266**  1.000
J 087  —.272%x  274%* — 147* — 198** 061 —.055 -—-.027 ~.051 1.000
K .078 017 —-.08 -—-.017 -.012 022 —-.039 -.047 .004  .280** 1.000
L —.001 —.006 035 —-.095 -.022 054 —-.053 -.123* —-061 076 —.008 1.000
M 107 .052 101 —.026 -—.118 —.097 —.165** 043 -~.023 .133* -.091 .021 1.000
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01
A : Gender H : Education including environmental lesson
B : Exposure level to Radon 1 : Experience of environmental information
C: Class J : Change of risk perception on Radon
D : Education (father) K : Change of risk perception on Dioxin
E : Education (mother) L : Change of personal’s activities to reduce environmental pollution
F : Interest on environmental problems M : Change of knowledge on Radon and Dioxin
G : Perception on environmental pollution
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