lox | S}
A A !
U&n 2AYE
—
°
%J_

A

ﬁO



d

64

2002

o
—~
_#o_l

‘_lr”

~
;o_l
L

ﬁo
W

0

ﬁO



o
N

f—

0

oﬂa
sl
3
oF
o

T
o

e

o)
{Jr
ﬁo
T

SREE
CRTE
SRR

E

o

d

)

o

6

2002



i
‘o)

N

o
T~

el
i
o

il

ﬁo
B

o]

‘#7o] B of

AlZEo] AAA S

o
o
o

;o,._
B

HA =28

B e =Y EF, v e AR A4

°

AFHA EE

.

T

o] w25

o

=
=7

=

_

U
=1

e A

Az, Ao, 374, ada

A B9 tetn glom

FUch =o, A7A AL ASNE A

—
Ro

A
oA rE wal AWl A= A =Tk

=

sk 2L
=

A7 as HWy 2Ae)

7NA BEd Ade 9=

L=
T

A 4
1, Aol A%

AE weke ke APUT 2L, WA A7) A

=
=

!

o))
R

1, A4, @A vt

w, A2l

& ATk

A

—

il

el
oK
b
olp

—

K

T
T
[0
e
%
N

—=
o
el

Nd

ol
A



el

M

o
&

o

12 Wi

e & Adew, M V=R

al

]

o

l

)
BK
)
™
o
Ho

el
AR
Tor

o

) BN
=

Uoh =3, A9 ofe

o

i

—_
1o

o

, A, Aet, A=, A, AY, AF, EdAAE

=
3

o] Hof & &

__OU

£
N

—

O

i
—_

i

el
ey

)

N
-

H

K
il
B!
fi%e)
3
o
EK

—_
o

<7

P e57A AAF

%

d

W %ol gatel E2

I oA @
G ZArEgy e,

S ©
= =

o

)

6

2002

R

4
ﬁo
G



2+ 2

ol
o7
aid

?3?94 %
2. _/",':/\].q]/g

TR
find

=<
i

12

.

12

15

ARAZO AZ O] TPFF L] v

15

17

17

1) $43dd ARAze] Ao g

18

2) AHHE FRAR] Ao g

19

)

p—

<
T

ﬁo

rvie]

X

W
o

—

NI

H
N
XA
o
ﬁo

rvge]

X

W
)

—

NI

ol
"

o}
T

rvge]

X

W
)

—

NI



p—

0

o
=
)

M
re
o
T
o

o
&
0

s
B

28

p—

0

o
=
)

H

p—

K
o}

ﬁo

rvzel

X

)l
™

NI

30

—_

0

o
)
w

5

A =]

ol

2) Al

34

0

=

)
w

w

o
il

el

r
-

o
ak

yase]



Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table

Table

¥ 2 g

1. Information channels used in the study wsssssssmmmmm 8
2. SHUAY VATTADIES wvvssssesesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss 10
3. Characteristics Of TESPONAENES «+sswsmssssssssssssssssssissississississsssss 13
4. General perception on environmental iSsues « s 16
5. Affirmative reasons of credibility on information channels - 17
6. Negative reasons of credibility on information channels oo 18
7. Credibility of information channels « s 20
8. Frequency of information chammels - 7
9. Comprehensiveness of information channels =i 24
10. Competence of information channels = s 2%
11. Multiple regressions of credibility on information channels - 29
12. Multiple regressions of credibility on sources =« seeeeeeereseseseeee: 32
13. Multiple regressions of credibility on media e 33
14. Multiple regressions of credibility on network s 35
29 A

Figure 1 SCheme Of thlS Study ................................................................................. 6



*

g0l Fo

£ AF= Jungermann(1996), Peters(1997)8] Ag-olA AAE WE&S AT

AolBg golg Hu WFsiA & dadol AU

FEFTH (Residents) : A&} - ¥ F @A Fof| AFsl= AMHE

T2 HWorkers) : A3} - §Hd FdoA 2R aFEe] $Fe9ER
of &g 7tsAol e AMEE

HAE7HExperts) : BEwA R SHAEH digh #EH A AT

Jq&E HEsle AHEE

AR 7 Z(information channels) : 3T@X 9] &7 AHAH HRE A
T s e WHeE HEY, WA, EHAE £

A B Y (Information sources) : R ESHZH ¥

e}
R
12
lo
rlot
o
2

o)
'

2 (Media) : AEAH(FAAN 7 @A G &4 9l GERE FAA A

Agd A5 WAz He A 2 dFeM= A Z1E A

5wl Al (Mass media) : B2 AMFEANA DA G AP AH HFR}
AXS Ate WA Z TV, AE, BHE 3

718} wj A (Other media) : 3TA S SFAH FEE AFst= viA

of

A AlE AL Az 2 A= AEY, AAAQ]

=



on
B

i

—_
o

* Y E$] 3 (Network) :

wK

K
o

* A1 2] % (Credibility) :

O

ojp

g
ox
£l
—_
fiTe)

—_—

0

]

|
=°

A}

bl a7

Hd HRAGE W

7

-3
3

X

W
N
il

il
H

1l % (Frequency) :

=
=

A

*

)= %

13
=

~ 7245 A

Aro we 79 =LA Qe

Al A=
7}

1| = (Comprehensiveness) :

* o]—s

=
o

;o.._
it
Ao

=1 v oEs ~ 7w Ae)E 7k

74 4
* 429 A= (Competence) :

el

ilN

FHER7EA] FH

&

A o

&

Ey
= =2

of 3lo] Fre HA A

13
=



g

27, AEe g ofd An

jN

B
o8]

q
T
)

Ho

whel Al of el

3280 222}, 13589 AE/FSS ddoR 20029 490] T23E

Jungermann(1996),

BARE

g

s

Z] o)
R

q

*x

bieh

Aag £

o]

5

&

]

Peters(1997)2] AollA AAE W8-S A4 & Hojth

o

il

&

jlN

=z}

mJ

W
A

!

XA

4

Pl A e

)

3h

jlN

Ho

AATE G Ao v

TV'SH AR

B ZdnkAo

il
M

<

i

ﬁo

O

X

=
)
ﬁo
e
;ou
3

g A7 =4 YE

e Aol o

KR
R

tach 2y,

ARSRS

il

il

e_a
)

—_—

<7

o))
3K

o))
H

M
<
of-
ﬁo
o
v
e
N
nR
e

ANE e

‘o o

il

O

~,
O

K
o
)

o
ﬁo

N

il

s
ol
K
ol
ol
Az

O

X
)
o
il

=R

2 7

A £] 3}

=
=

9. AAdes gFuA



T, o1,

]

R4

b2 Awp ARslRTel 7 Az
AR RA, THE, %

=7k . 224

9|

i=1}
=

B3 A

E]

3 ‘¢

kol H|

=
T

171R =2 ‘o

A FR vz

o]

_g]

AEWY o]

=
=

sl

7

=]
T

3l

g

’

7b =k a8y, Al A B

b e ALE UE

—
s

H

[

1;! G
R o

ol Al

=
3

B

i

ol
X

o)

s
)
H
=2
T
o
o

pam)
)

ﬁo
B

1

0.
}

H
9

yul
L

pu

2

R

oy
a,

371 A A

1

0

af

bob =252, AEEs) EokA

°

S

=, 9
o] °

1

R

=

=1
=
=

AL 3
H

\=
RLN
S

st A% 84S, JnE B4R

S

BRABZ AEE 7}
CRERAR=L e



el

| ARG o

9]

_CH

7/ A
- 5= = pEs o [¢]

JQ

7§7<

}

s
=83

jlN

O

rJ
=K
Tl
N
Ho
)

TC
s

g 9]z} Slnh

stk

LS|
~

Aes A B
L

Azo A

Z =
AwstEe] A

79}

&

_EOT

.WwO

;OL

By
o))

AN

= 3
282 Aozt A

=

X
M

o

No

ﬁo
B

<A
o



ﬁo
B

NR

I gEo] AAAEY FHiH], ‘#Hire fE=

el

N

il
Hlo

B
o]

ekl A9 1960 HE A%

[e)
-
29 0

/1\1'

PA gk, it

=
=

7}

=
[S)

)

W
oy
)A
o

jant

oy

7A

B

S

il

.
fi%e)

0

N

—_
o

el

71¢) Agoldtt. =y, @A A3} -

o]
ﬁo
B

ol
2

Y

a3tk mEA, JISAY FRleE APdEAE o]

=
=

d=2o] H

jlN

A

HI g o7 o

=
=

2001). olell K-} AFAA

l

T

—_—

0
T
r

—

0

3 $eig Holm

jlN

l

IoH(Fleming 5, 1998). 1y W2 APAFA dF=HAxe

283

2o

o))



v o}(Stewart-Taylor$} Cherrie, 1998; Fleming 5, 1998). watA|, 7} H S o
do® ZAel Hu e FFEA 2 LA=Z WE ortiFo] Dasttt

7 2 A% fsl= o) ALA S (Environmental health risk communication)
< 4 H FFH=Hd U === Q8 HZad & d3 FalS
AZF 1% A B =F5 A dwatry] 93 =Fo|th(Tinker 5, 1995).

=, ol AT HHo] Hi 3le o J9d S43 A7l a3 R

3 dssd A¥Ees aHFHA gataFS Fdst=d oA 7 Fash
RAE F9 d}olth(Earle 5, 1995; Slovic, 1993). sfukald o]jd R A=

o f8 ARE Hote dFES FERAEI ool wetx s
b0l ALY whES olFo W= AR zolE Holw U7 wiEoltt
(Frewer, 1996). ThA] &3, 9= oJrtaFol F3FS vF F o2 8=

< S8l B3 BERE AFdte 42 MHEs ARE FEst= T El
3

3

, Be YAAEY BAE FANAE ‘o] o\ Al 5L 9

) Ar A=A Asted, G o

e

&
P

=
=

flo

a8A Z+=7HWhy some
individuals and organizations are trusted as sources of risk information
and other are not)"gh= TAZF AZ|HWEA, Ut JEE0] Hele JH A=
o] A=t Fo3e AEI A (Frewer 5, 199%). 12, B2 AP AT

A Sl #HE 2P =AY FEL HTES] FAY B wWEo] of



Yzl #8 dAIR 9] AlFAe} A 7|l ek AFEze] FEaz waysitia
=3k vl TR Frewer, 1996; Lofstedt, 1996).

Wz Angze wA/ R AHEE d4ee AHadse] B A
A5l wol Aaslo] Sk Berlo H(199)2 AAwY] AYL2EA G

’d (Competence), R +“dltrustworthiness), 3 #H(dynamism)S, Whitehean(1968)
= A, 254, 23, B (objectivity)S A A3t H T 3, Kasperson 5
9] 1992:d AFAME AP ARy LAEA B3 AT A 41F]
T 942 Hxo g4l A9 o3 (commitment to a goal and fulfilling

[¢)

o

-

fiduciary responbilities), 24, #4l(caring), 53 (predictability)<=

o

r

%3, Renn¥} Levine(1991)> A3, A#AA, T3 (fairness), ¥

(consistency), ¥4 (faith-AFAell 93l goodwillZ2 A &f)o] AF=E ZAA

Ny
I

A

RN

=

ol AT Covello(1993)= #AF FZ(caring and empathy), @A} 2

gk

(dedication and commitment), A3 &4 (competence and expertise)
2443 7} (honisty and openness)E A1F A9 Agaclolgta 8F3]L
o, o]d3st AH#E Tt TAAHQ &l FHE(risk management)$} ALAF
S 98AM A=) vlg F2d 24YS HIa Aok

a8y, S8 Uekel 49 #4906 B ARE Agee A=) Az

R FEFE A= sl B FFAH AT v vER Ao, ax

il
of
oft
-

(information sources)

it

=
Agde AZ(ource)d] Wt AHE ZE olf P BARAEL FH

A= ohrBel wHE A7 9@ JAxAmEA AL B



LS

9]

Az o

1
L

3

EERS
s AF

3]

34
4 AE
4 9

wK

"
i
ﬁo
i

"

B
il

~
;OL

eanl
)
ﬁo
B
gl
)

XE

il

eanl
)

E

I ARE A

3

AA, 4l

~
;OL
‘.mO

of

o



Ho
o

jan

c)

AN

B!
gl

to 7 gae) gugee dms

3 713l

REEE

BRAR

g

S

s
)
ﬁo
e
oy
iy

°

i

B!

ﬂ
4
Wl

F A th(Figure 1).

<

A

o
o
N

zel

o)

T
AN

0%

+

el

Ho

xu

el
10

Bo

4

p—

<7
oy
T

veel

X

=K

gar

o
Bo

el

0

o
s
)
o
N~

A8
X

o
00

Bo



Subject Selection
* Residents * [nformation channels
* Workers * Related factors
* Experts on credibility

Data collection on credibility in each group

* Characteristics of respondents
sex, age, education, income, job, etc.

* (Characteristics of perception
Frequency, Comprehensiveness, Competence, etc.

Evaluation on credibility of information channels
in each group

Related factors on credibility of information channels

Figure 1. Scheme of this study
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Table 1. Information channels used in this study

Classification Information channels

Government

Industrial companies

Sources Environmental pressure group/NGOs
Environmentalists
Family/Friends/Neighbor

TV(news/documentary)
M Mass ]
. Newspapers(daily/local)
e media )
Radio
d
; Other | Internet
a media | On-the-street campaign (placard, poster, slogan)
Leaflet/Periodical publications
Education/Lecture
Network Formal meeting (public hearing)

Informal meeting (social gathering)
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Table2. Study Variables

Variables Content
Dependent Credibility of Information channels

Independent
Sex
Age
Marriage
Education

Characteristics
Job

of respondents
Income(million won)
Residential duration(year)

Working career(year)

Major

Interests on environmental issues
Experiences by environmental pollution
Satisfaction of environmental situation in an industrial area
. Interests on environmental issues in an industrial area
General perception

on environmental Knowledge on environmental issues

issues
Satisfaction on construction of the industrial complex in the
residential district
Environmental pollution

Effect of health by plant

Risk perception

Frequency
Information .
i Comprehensiveness
specific

Competence

_10_
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(26.7%), 1007+ 11 2H11.9%) =ollem™, 31.3%7F 59 ol & AFA o] A

Fahgoha $Esch

A7} 274% o2 AHA Y 835%E AP OoH, ABEYHEZ

rd
fru
N
o,
e
flo
ot

rr

20 (41.7%), 300 (38.7%), 40tH(16.0%) =2 F4= AT HHEI = 20
/=0 49.7%2 7P Bk, I o F 11Fo] 442% 2 JEET A4
H2E ko] 138 (423%)2 7HE Bdon, I oz A (30.5%),
A2 (14.0%) o2 ST 9453 100 ~ 2009+ mRbo] 204 o=
AAe] 628% 5 AASACH, A Ao ZHFHE e 59 mwko] 592%=Z 7}

T B

_12_



Table 3. Characteristics of respondents

Residents Workers Experts
Variables (total 329) (total 328) (total 135)
Frequency percent Frequency percent Frequency percent
(persons) (%) (persons) (%) (persons) (%)
Sex Male 149 45.0 274 83.5 111 82.2
Female 181 55.0 54 16.5 24 17.8
20s 65 20 136 41.7 23 17.0
Age 30s 170 52.3 126 38.7 39 28.9
40s 64 19.7 52 16.0 49 36.3
50s and over 26 8.00 12 3.7 23 17.0
Marriage Unmarried 66 20.1 157 479 29 21.5
Married 256 77.8 168 51.2 106 78.5
Elementary/middle 13 40 14 43 ) )
schol
. High school 171 52.0 144 44.2 - -
Education (1 oe/university 140 07 162 19.7 16 11.9
Graduate school and 4 12 6 18 116 85.9
over
Expert 42 12.8 46 14.0
Office 23 7.0 100 30.5
Labor 17 52 138 423
Sale/Service 51 15.5 5 1.5
Job Student 6 1.8 - - -
Management 14 4.3 18 5.5
Self-management 68 20.7 - -
Housekeeper 89 27.1 - -
The others 17 5.2 19 5.8
Below 1 39 11.9 45 13.9 14 104
Income 1 ~ 2 130 39.5 204 62.8 20 14.8
(million 2 ~ 3 88 26.7 54 16.6 20 14.8
won) 3 ~4 30 9.1 12 3.7 34 25.2
4 and over 17 5.2 9 9.3 36 36.7
Below 1 36 10.9 37 11.3
) 1 ~2 47 14.3 60 18.3
residential , _ 5 47 143 47 143
duration 5 0 128 20 6.1 -
(year) 4 _ 5 53 16.1 33 10.1
5 and over 103 31.3 118 36.0
Below 5 186 59.2 39 289
Working 5 ~ 10 71 22.6 38 28.1
Career 10 ~ 15 - 28 8.9 19 14.1
(year) 15 ~ 20 18 5.7 10 74
20 and over 11 35 19 14.1

_13_



<continued>

Air pollution 21 14.7
Water pollution 38 26.6
Soil pollution 16 11.2
Environmental

13 9.1
Ecology
Globe environment 7 49

. Environmental health 11 7.7
Major . - -

Clean technique 3 21
Waste 11 7.7
Noise/ vibration 2 14
Automobile pollution 1 0.7
Radiation pollution 3 21
Environmental

3 21

Microorganism

40th7} 36.3% = 7HE ©kar, 30tH(28.9%), 20tH(17.0%), 50th ©]4H(17.0%) =<
2 FAEAY. FgEEEZ = distdE ool 116z A9 859%5 A

74 Bk, 300 ~ 4009+ v

2

2

(252%)°] 1 TS ARG BEEEe 5 v|vke] 289%, 5 ~ 10 V]

o] 281%S AASAT FFEOPERE FHHl 2606%F 7HE Bk,
Bl

=
719 Aol 14.7%, £ Ao] 11.2%, B74WE) 7} 91%= L}ERETHTable 3).
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Table 4. General perception on environmental issues

Variables Measurement Residents Workers Experts
1: never ~
Interests on environmental issues*** 4.07 3.92 4.75
5: very much
Experiences by environmental 1: very frequent ~

2.77 2.90 2.89

pollution 5: never

Satisfaction of environmental situation 1: very satisfactory ~ 210 193 177

in an industrial area*** 5: very unsatisfactory

Interests on environmental issues 1: never ~

in an industrial area* 5: very much 3.90 3.70 3.87
K led i tal 1: ~
nowle ge. on e::lronmen a never 580 268 3.03
issues 5: very much

Satisfaction on construction of the .
: very unsatisfactory ~

industrial complex in the residential ) 242 2.58 1.90

. : very satisfactory

district***

1: lluted ~
Environmental pollution** never porie 4.98 5.14 5.46

7: severely polluted

1: ly harmful ~

Effect of health by plant severely harmiu 1.72 1.81 1.74

: never harmful

1: d ~
Risk perception*** Very dangerous 2.55 2.74 3.62

7: never dangerous

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 (anova)
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Ath(Table 5).

Table 5. Affirmative reasons of credibility on information channels(frequency)

Rank Residents Workers Experts
1 Comprehensive 109 Frequent 113 Expert 58
2 Frequent 107 Comprehensive 63 Accurate 28
3 Expert 47 Expert 50 Comprehensive 27
4 Accurate 43 Accurate 30 Frequent 26
5 Unbiased 30 Unbiased 27 Unbiased 7
6 Proven right 21 Proven right 7 Proven right 2

_17_
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6).

Table 6. Negative reasons of credibility on information channels(frequency)

Rank Residents Workers Experts
1 \.Nithholdling 120 \.Nithhold.ing 89 \./Vithhold.ing 5
information information information
2 Little frequent 68 Little frequent 88 Exaggeration 30
3 Exaggeration 55 Exaggeration 59 Biased 14
4 Biased 46 Biased 35 Little frequent 13
5 | Not comprehensive 28 Not comprehensive 25 Not comprehensive 3
6 Proven wrong 23 Proven wrong 17 Proven wrong 2
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T

Table 7. Credibility of information channels

Residents Workers Experts | F-value
Government 2.60 2.87 3.61 25.939%**
Industrial companies 2.50 3.20 297 22.615%**
Environmental pressure
Sources 443 3.97 446 8.326%**
groups/NGOs
Environmentalist 411 3.88 5.02 23.643***
Family/Friends/Neighbor 411 3.72 3.49 11.421%**
news 4.98 4.87 4.50 5.795%*
TV
documentary 4.97 4.85 4.96 0.570
Mass :
M . daily 4.58 4.56 4.44 0.527
media | Newspaper
e local 4.30 4.21 411 0.843
d Radio 383 401 397 | 1338
I Internet 422 419 4.45 1.401
a
Other | On-the-street campaign 3.92 3.68 3.45 5.840%*
media Leaflet/Periodical
. 3.64 3.71 3.81 0.651
publications
Education/Lecture 3.52 3.54 4.44 19.394%**
Net Formal meeting 3.49 3.29 3.24 2.107
work Informal meeting 3.15 3.23 3.00 1.042

7 point measurement(l : never ~ 7 : very high)

*p<0.05, *p<0.01, **p<0.001 (anova)
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#9184 % THTable 8).

Table 8. Frequency of information channels

Residents Workers Experts : F-value
Government 2.36 2.60 371  146.037%**
Industrial companies 2.28 2.95 299 23.923***
Envi tal
Sources | onmOWR PIESHE 1380 332 446 23.095%
groups/NGOs
Environmentalist 3.18 2.87 4.61 59.835***
Family/Friends/Neighbor 4.02 3.79 3.71 2476
v news 5.13 4.87 4.98 2.643
documentary | 4.80 4.65 3.78 0.863
Mass -
M . daily 4.57 4.48 4.80 2.346
media | Newspaper
e local 4.15 3.89 3.83 2.782
d Radio 341 3.57 3.71 1.942
I Internet 3.64 3.92 4.68 118.249%**
? Other | Onithe-strect campaign | 353 349 357 | 0.144
media iodical
heatlet/Periodica 316 326 374 | 7.202%
publications
Education/Lecture 2.74 2.72 4.05 38.721*%**
Net Formal meeting 2.89 2.52 2.77 4.973**
work Informal meeting 2.67 2.46 2.63 1.639

7 point measurement (1 : never ~ 7 : very frequent)

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001 (anova)
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Table 9. Comprehensiveness of information channels

Residents Workers Experts | F-value
Government 2.74 3.01 396 45451%**
Industrial companies 2.71 3.24 3.53 27.133***
Envi tal
Sources | oA PESSHEE 400 373 480 28646+
groups/NGOs
Environmentalist 3.89 3.63 5.04 46.698***
Family/Friends/Neighbor 412 3.96 3.98 1.141
v news 4.84 4.66 4.80 1.647
documentary 493 473 512 4.039*
Mass ;
M . daily 4.55 4.39 4.68 2.791
media; Newspaper
e local 4.26 415 441 1.867
d Radio 383 405 427 | 5684
I Internet 413 413 4.63 6.689**
? Other| Onthestrect campaign | 385 377 382 | 0299
media iodi
healet/Periodical 372 366 415 | 6831%
publications
Education/Lecture 3.46 3.52 453 29.760%**
Net Formal meeting 3.54 3.48 3.76 1.923
work Informal meeting 3.33 3.44 3.45 0.620

7 point measurement (1 : very difficult ~ 7 : very easy)

*p<0.05, *p<0.01, **p<0.001 (anova)
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7}5] A tH(Table 10).

Table 10. Competence of information channels

Residents Workers Experts : F-value
Government 3.21 3.53 4.07 115.248%**
Industrial companies 3.26 3.82 349 10.854***
Environmental pressure
Sources 4.85 450 472 4.293*
groups/NGOs
Environmentalist 4.63 447 5.23  :11.409***
Family/Friends/Neighbor 4.26 4,03 3.54 12.293***
v news 5.39 524 515 1.635
documentary| 541 524 5.38 1.198
Mass :
M . daily 512 498 4.90 1.428
media; Newspaper
e local 492 471 444 5.084**
d Radio 439 45 445 | 0586
I Internet 4.65 446 5.02 5.944**
a
Other|  On-the-street campaign 428 407 389 | 3.385*
media;  Leaflet/Periodical
caflet/Periodica 416 403 421 | 0955
publications
Education/Lecture 423 407 4.69 7.980%**
Net Formal meeting 413 3.85 3.65 5.387**
work Informal meeting 3.65 354 314 | 5418

7 point measurement (1 : not at all ~ 7 : very competent)

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001 (anova)
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Table 11. Multiple regressions of credibility on information channels

Regression coefficients

Variables Residents Workers Experts
(Constant) 0.095(0.222) 0.443(0.232) 1.154(0.372)**
Frequency 0.172(0.045)*** 0.233(0.049)*** 0.369(0.067)***
Comprehensiveness 0.484(0.053)*** 0.508(0.055)*** 0.313(0.093)**
Competence 0.239(0.044)*** 0.192(0.042)*** 0.213(0.089)*
Knowledge on environmental issues - - -0.140(0.063)*
Satisfaction on construction of the
industrial complex in the residential 0.096(0.046)* - -
district
Risk perception - - -0.313(0.028)***
Age - -0.092(0.044)* -
R-square 0.558 0.513 0.673
Adj R-square 0.551 0.506 0.658
F-value 85.680*** 77.338*** 44 489*+*

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001
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Table 12. Multiple regressions of credibility on Sources

Regression coefficients

Variables Residents Workers Experts
(Constant) 0.287(0.269) 0.519(0.224)* 1.514(0.393)***
Frequency 0.264(0.047)*** 0.212(0.048)*** 0.560(0.065)***
Comprehensiveness 0.382(0.058)*** 0.526(0.055)*** 0.296(0.083)**
Competence 0.121(0.051)* 0.129(0.045)** -
Knowledge on environmental issues - - -0.181(0.075)*
Satisfaction on construction of the
industrial complex in the residential 0.128(0.058)* - -
district
Risk perception - - -0.139(0.030)***
Income 0.009(0.004)* - -
R-square 0.433 0.413 0.638
Adj R-square 0.422 0.407 0.625
F-value 41.156*** 69.051%** 47.603***

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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Table 13. Multiple regressions of credibility on Media

Regression coefficients

Variables Residents Workers Experts
(Constant) 0.323(0.222) 0.480(0.222)* 2.076(0.542)***
Frequency 0.171(0.045)*** 0.267(0.040)*** 0.415(0.070)***
Comprehensiveness 0.502(0.054)*** 0.373(0.057)*** 0.232(0.082)**
Competence 0.236(0.044)*** 0.245(0.042)*** 0.215(0.074)**

Satisfaction of environmental situation

in the industrial area i i -0.189(0.082)"
Risk perception - - -0.153(0.039)***
R-square 0.560 0.507 0.617
Adj R-square 0.555 0.502 0.599
F-value 115.866*** 100.960*** 34.746***

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001
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Table 14. Multiple regressions of credibility on Network

Regression coefficients

Variables Residents Workers Experts
(Constant) -0.268(0.251) -0.314(0.530) 1.831(0.460)***
Frequency 0.179(0.045)*** 0.207(0.051)*** 0.415(0.070)***
Comprehensiveness 0.407(0.056)***  0.491(0.060)**  0.232(0.082)**
Competence 0.325(0.048)*  0.129(0.052)*  0.215(0.074)**
Satisfaction of environmental situation
) ) ) - - -0.189(0.082)*
in the industrial area
Satisfaction on construction of the
industrial complex in the residential 0.175(0.070)* - -
district
Risk perception - - -0.153(0.039)***
Education - 0.110(0.056)* -
Working Career - -0.008(0.003)* -
R-square 0.524 0.396 0.578
Adj R-square 0.517 0.386 0.558
F-value 73.960%** 38.143*** 29.268***

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001

_35_



ol

E

AN

Njo
i

Fubo]th(Katherine®} Craig, 2001). Farag 5-2(1999) oJAMAES Y a3}

S

S

TE°]

}™, McCallum 5-2(1991) o

S

28

BE7}

oApaFel Yol TRtk &

Sis

A A oh

ol o

9]

Ay o 9

AN

Fa o, AR AR A x| o

3]

RS

Sis

ol a

o] <]

S

—_
o

—~_
o

‘.mO
el
o]

s
ﬂxﬂ
0N

rJ

%

ai

veel

K
ol

N
sl

ujp
2
)
o
-
i

vzel

X

s
W
0

S
B

Jol watd A A

3]

B 583 tio] 3739

AELIES LR

p
R

$Ea

i

23

MJ

mr
-

]

XA

7] A dgd

S

3

AR7} Aol e}

A 3= =

el

X

o

T
o

ﬂo

)
—_
o
Ho

mjn

_36_



Ho

W
o
B
;ou
B

A7y =4 e

}

k<]
pul

- uf Al el o

[e)

R

AN

AN

il
M

o))
K

2](1996) Aol A seveso directiveZ} 9 3F 3}sHA] A

=4

o

Jungermann

Az

-

O

X

—_—

i
7
~

ol

3

sk 7%

tod tHSSolAl TR Aol

ot Bl s

sl

(1991) ]

=

EENFA T 7HE
o

McCallum

od

—

O

H

il

ol

il

<

o))
K

~

el o

S

4 #dd 9

Al
al

(1996

=

[e]
o] ¥re] o7 A (Slovic, 1993; Slovic et al, 1991;

H Yol 3 Frewer

Aol A

=

=

—

a

uhsl s ot
MeCallum et al, 1990)dM = FLg A7t AHHJH. 2eid, AFZ7HES

A}

o]

pu

guel Az
2

i

T ast
k<]

RS

o))
Hel
H
e

o
ﬁo

IAEE 71X

<7

)]
H

5 o] ule

A=

9]

A7k 8l

}

9
pul

iAol o

2R 3

fLe

o} 4,

o))

1(Covello, 1995)%+= wHH

o) &
vl

A4

1
T

=, s Al

_37_

ARSIl A 2] Ha

1



B

el

A

B

&, s eiAl

£ o}7|(Tanaka, 1998)% 4 o, tF

B

o))
frse

Bo

ol
T

~o

14 B tHRowan, 1996?). watA TF

%

CELRENES X

1 gel AAAe

9|

)

htolut, BiEmhAlel 9

S

]_

(1996)°l <]
Hohs FA #24A ol

=
(¢

Hujetol & Aot} mlAEtO 2 Santos

A

2
L

AN

4

o
o

ol

Ak
ﬁo
&

2]

—_
o

)
~

N
No

=K

Ho

sl
W
ﬁo
B
o)

N

~,
O

K
o
A8

o
o

N

il

S

ol

123
=

o))

D
HES

3

s

ki3

5

il

=R

At 7t

=
=

o AAHoz S

ol A3 ARIPwe] 7 Az

T, o1,

2

ASRA, T,

i=1}
=

=

o

_38_



T o
o Wi T
z < B T oW Om
~ N 0 N ol
i m@ uk DI 5 S c#o Moo
L = — = AN , K
- _ M o i oR .W o = 1 B Mo%
@waggmm@eﬁiww T Wy
N o w2 % Y iy & i o o W
= WT A < o) X = W S < 1 . oy - o
o T = - ™ g o] B P T Y ol
T ~ T vl K (a7 o H Ho _= e oy i
uMMexiﬂwrﬂa.ﬁw,o _b@@%@ﬁ%%ﬂ
2 uwm e v Lo Ao o B = gl oW D M <
X R WL o , el ol w M o€ 2 w X e op o
W % = e o) ﬁ wp i = K oz T i ® o= 5 LIS ~
N, © B " T B M o R T M T = M s &r H
i L of J.w_ _ o ! S ol WH R Luw o b~ T L
o < AP 5w ! N T < £} . B W S ~ o
o ~ N = & B = wm oy % T ¥ a T W N W « WW ﬁm
@%Eanqwﬁ%%%iqyyoaﬁww 1
N ~ o Bl i WW o9 = B o)) o)) il o K M E/ =3 o N .WAH w_lf E
4 0 0 2] T ,;D..o = M.___/i MuL MA_W ) e ol ‘% of ,Wﬁ ) om X — e zu_.o 5 0
wﬂaeﬁhw:ﬁmyﬂamggg @,_é@?#mﬂw
s ©° = K S Njo = o ) ~ = b ) b o LS ® K U 5 oK
o T = J)) W/r W___H_ = w_u (Y 3 mw_ ) UM = W W o o X0 b e .
X T .- zE b e ®OE oW 5 7 0o Il
w5 = i A ! e ey = = ~ w. % X s W @m DL, 14 um
- = ¥ s T m K 5 W ™ o T < ke X0 = 0 o ) ™
B mK T @ X Ho T W w8 % mr =
Mo o 5 2 G go M. & T < N mo R (S M u
mK = =3 © N~ BT iy = e elf oY o ° a o dm H
P D w W =W 5w ) 2 Mo - W T g R
»r = X oF n W 0 I- iy e
= = X (3 B ~ | W i R g 9 <!
ﬂwﬁo&emﬂﬂ@eigmeﬁoﬂoﬂoﬂgwﬂa&m
e m pow B g S gy = ow ST B ® Y ol
g K - Y O et M
CalG Mo W T £ o] B o= x = . B S ol K
Hoo e & . v B g K o % 0 X T S =
H G g RS N e
= = K w = i} o) X _e ~) n_i
= R K 9 ny o o~ o e
R &0 il AR . o B I il
o m “_/“_T BN W_r._ T = o X0 i HA o
.J 0| o) o o e = ;o > - ° iy
X W ul i = W + o
o) o G MT ®o
CHENCN b o gy )
W T V_v Ay mﬁ_ 1o
0
W o
we o

-39 -



It} ®E3H, Ostmand

Parkerd] 1986/87d ATFZAIAXNZ AESI

< i

1717 €A 7] wj&Eo TV & A3 2o

QN 4

Z] o)
1w

e

7

R

™
N

il
ﬂv

!

0

Ho
)

5(1997)9] AF-A ol A

o} &3k Jungermann

T-oll A A A

42

T (Kasprson et al, 1992; Renn

—_
fi%e)

Nfo

B
Nr

1

& Levine, 1911; Covello, 1993)0l 4

0
N

el
frse

2ol A

It ARAZO FA wet JE A

A7 <

=
=

ah

‘.H

s

_40_



A E7F FokAl= Ao

&

HE] =]

= Jehg.

R Aus} AT

1
T

BAZ

Tk

A
o] sle] AFolA

3

&

3h5a1, JRAR] o

A&

=
=1

e

1
R

o oju]g}
RIS ERCER

o
=

AEA A0l 71E

]

5¢ A3

2 dnzAt

Jo| o

K

A7 3

SRk

=
=

o] 1 4]

=
=

H, &HA

1o

o

<
T

g

23!
e]_a

il

el
KH

ol

—L
L

o
Plo

»AO
~

I grg=e of

3]

9

Hesse] AdAZ ofd JRA=Z

A=

9]

oltt. @7 9

jlN

SERS
bt

S

2

SERCEER

)]

g

.
L

AEs FA B4

Al

22Ae WEVSe) Angzel

i=1}
=

el
o
e
o
o
N
)
N

el
frse

27ke)

h

@ 7 A8 74

BRARS AHE G o

= T ez Ay

_41_



il
W

i

B
ol

e A=

5]

A&

=
=

Fan o, HH

] =]
o

=
=

AR

?l‘

| o

tol ALEY V2AR

REEDIER

K

of wheh Al of ol o

o

2} 328W, HE7} 135 oz HE Lo

]

o

tel Hlalskaint.

7}3]

3

i

FEE 7R HE=

ks

)

o

AT-AH3]

=1]
=

g

At

=3 2

= o

Ao Fa A

=

AsE = AR AEH o

T
iz

o

ﬁo

)
—
o

Ho

i

Hee v Ao R veuith

Al

2=
25E 2

O] Al
ol

=t

o
>l

RE AFE

3

A

_42_



TV'S} AR g

B dnkao

)]

)
ﬁo
o

S Aol e A=7F =A e

PR 2y, A

X| A 3]

7
il

LS

o))

1+
=

o))

2~ =
H&ES

g

s

?l.

AE2E &

A st 2zt

=
=

foh Ao s tFlA

[e}
AR

2 YEsth

A

ol A3 ATl 2} 7

sfef o]

4, 3 ATHE HARAZ O

=3
1o

BHEag 2 AFEA, T, AT, ol

IR =

731,

e

o =
™ T

157k ¥e Aoz Vet

9|

73

<2219

H=7F =3kt

o]fs

@ Ao

o

=7F A

5 QIE Y o

o el Al

¥

oAl e] olsi=rt =skoh 28y, Al A

R R R =

KR
R

HaufAl 2o,

KR
R

_43_



Ho

Al SEA)

=1
=

A

B, 'S H s

il

UEr o,

B

]

7ol

o))

o))

)

=
&
ﬁo
B

}

171 A Aegd

ik

o] o]s

=
=

HE At

Ho

ol
¥

e
N
g
e

el 7+ Agei Aol

HAZ A=) o

O

X

am)
&
ﬁo
B

4
o

O

X

ol

Nfo
A8

ox

¢
Gl

R

o
oo
Gt

o
i

EICRES SRR

[3)

_?4
oltt. mebM, FrRAZ] o

N

;:-_]__

s}

N

& Anel AgAt 5

8

=1
=

of wWAA AA

=
=

A&7}

- 44 -



THEAAT Y. AIS - A GHAJER ES AT AL EA 2001

e, BHEA, d9S, B8 FEAY AN E 14 #E 29 =y
AR AskE] 2] 1996; 12(1): 89-99

AEF, 995, A, F2oh, AXE, AL fEivete] SAEA A
A S FRMEE SALE. IISAFAHEIA 1999 14(4)
165-174

AER, wEd, d9S, 1238, ool e dF 84 AEVEY &4
A8 A=l B AT PG FYE A] 1999; 14(4): 175-187

ANE. FAEA A GF 2 Hs) Aol T JAaFE TEIHY] &
I EA AAdista BRAiskel AAF 8k =&, 2000

ool AE7I AWl A= Q14 o] R BHQA #HI AT
AA e Bk AAF 8H9] =&, 2000

gt E A s RS A #2002

Atterstam. Media and risk communication. Toxicology letters 1995; 82/83:
211-214

Berlo DK. Lemert JB., and Mertz R]. Dimensions for evaluating the
acceptability of message sources. Public Opinion Quarterly 1969; 33:
563-576

Bord RJ, O’Connor RE. Risk communication, knowledge, and attitudes:
Explaining reactions to a technology perceived as risky. Risk analysis
1990; 10: 499-506

Casal J, Montiel H, Palanas-Cuchi E et al. Information the risks of
chemicals accidents to the civil population. The experience of Baix
Liobregat. J. Loss. Prev. Precess 1997; 10(3): 169- 178

Covello VT. Trust and credibility in Risk communication. Health

Environment Digest 1992; 6(1): 1-3

_45_



Covello VT. Risk perception and communication. Canadians journal of
public health 1995; 86: 78-79

Earle T and Cvetkovich G. Social Trust: Toward a Cosmpolitan. Society
Praeger, Westport. C.N, 1995

Farag AS, Cheng TC, and Penn D. Development of an electromagnetic
fields risk communication. Electric power systems research, 1999; 50:
55-63

Fleming M, Rhona F, Mearns K, et al. Risk perceptions of offshore workers
on UK oil and gas platforms. Risk analysis 1998; 18(1): 103-110

Frewer L, Howard C, Hedderley D, et al. What determines Trust in
information about Food-related risks? Underlying Psychological
Constructs. Risk Analysis 1996; 16(4): 473-486

Jungermann H, Pfister HR, Fischer K. Credibility, information preferences,
and information interests. Risk analysis 1996; 16: 251-261

Kasperson R, Golding D, Tuler S. Social distrust as a factor in sting
hazardous facilities and communicating risks. Journal of Social Issues
1992; 48: 161-187

Kasperson RE. Six propositions on Public Participation and their relevance
for risk communication. Risk analysis 1986; 6(3): 275-281

Katherine AM. and Craig WT. Source Credibility in Environmental
Health-risk controversies: Application of Meyer’s Credibility Index. Risk
Analysis 2001; 21(3): 467-480

Lofstedt RE. Risk communication: The Barseback nuclear plant case. Energy
Policy 1996; 24(8): 689-696

McCallum DB., Hammond SL. and Covello VT. Communication about
environmental risks: How the public uses and perceives information
sources. Haelth education quarterly 1991; 18(3): 349-361

Ostman R & Parker. J. A public’'s environmental information sources and

evaluations of mass media. Journal of environmental education

_46_



1986/87; 18: 9-17

Peters RG., Covello VT., and McCallum DB. The determinants of trust and
credibility in environmnetal risk comumnication: An empirical study.
Risk Analysis 1997; 17: 43-54

Philp G, Richard S, Marco B. Communicating about risks to environment
and health in Europe. Kluwer Academic Publishers. Boston. London,
1998

Renn o. and Levine D. Crediblity and trust in risk communication. In R. E.
Kasperson and P. J. M. Stallen(Eds.). Communicating risks to the
public: International perspectives(Vol.4, pp. 175-218). Dordrecht. The
Netherlands: Kluwer Academin Publishers 1991.

Rowan F. The high stake of risk communication. Preventive medicine 1996;
25: 26-29

Santos SL, Covello VT, and McCallum DB. Industry response to SARA Title
II : pollution prevention, risk reduction, and risk communication. Risk
analysis 1996; 16(1): 57-66

Slovic P, Fischhoff B. and Lichtenstein S. Why study risk perception. Risk
Analysis 1982; 2(2): 83-93

Slovic P. Perception of risk. Science 1987; 236: 280-285

Slovic P. Perceived risk, trust, and democracy. Risk analysis 1993; 13(6) :
675-682

Stewart-Taylor AJ and Cherrie JW. Does risk perception affect behavior and
exposure? A pilot study amongst asbestos workers. Annual
occupational hygiene 1998; 42(8): 565-569

Tanker Y. Psychological dimensions of risk assessment : risk perception and
risk communication. Progress in nuclear energy 1998; 32(3/4): 243-253

Tinker T, Collins CM, King HS et al. Assessing risk communication
effectiveness : perspectives of agency practitioners. Journal of hazadous

meterial 2000; B73: 117-127

_47_



Tinker T, Lewis-younger C, Isaacs S, et al. Environmental Health risk
communication: A case Study of the Chattanooga Creek Site. Journal
of the tennessee medical association. 1995; 88(9); 343-349

Whitehead J.L. Factors of source credibility. Qaurterly Journal of Speech
1968; 54: 59-63

_48_



=13
=

1 Al=E 7R

D] [ []]

Sz 2

syt

o<

=

—_—
o
=0

&
il

B
oo

"

14 g,

0

A

=

=

ofn7] 918 24}

R

o
B
—
o

TR

el

o))

2H02 AgHAY A Aol 3

o] ohy)

=

—

FArgE oA Aoln, ojdd AeolE o

AEE 9 AU BwAERE B4

o

of
S

el

ol
ol

il

49
02)361-5372

2002

Az .

_49_




L BREA ] A duby 1y

cTdhe il SAEAC HEl o= AR RS TEH AL AP Y?
D A8 gk 2) 22 glv 3) 24 a™¥u 4) oz v 5) i #

CASE #gegon ddstel Aol BRI =AY AZg g B 7
Fol Yervizt?

D o 2 e 2) A5 9 3) b vk 4) EE gld 5) A8 v

CASE @A AFSAE G B e o gA Az LA
D ool BE o 2) ofk BY 3 HE 4) ok WE 5 ug wE

CAEhE Wil A @A e Aoyt BdE ZPA AL AU
D A3 glvt 2) d= g 3) A4 a=8u 4 Rt v 5 Wi @

AT WA AFE AN wsE BFEA tekel Aokt S A4

1) A8 223 gt} 2) & 223 9t} 3) BE Aot}
4) ol & Ut} 5) "¢ ®o] & 9t

LA AFEE Aol Fwe] Aol drki Aol tiste] ol WA A7bekA
Y712
Do Bueltk 2) Byloltk  3) 14 adY 4) wEAT 5) v nEA

AWHoR B u AA At AFHAE Age] BAeGe o= Frehn
B2 U2
M8 o dHA - A 7keA)
e egiso] olth
| 2 : 4 ; ; 7
I I I I I I |

TR gFEl AGFHES] AAd oW JFS = Aol AAFY/?
D g sfzs Aol 2) A =& Aotk
3) ME o] gl& Aotk 4) o=l gykol gle Aotk

_50_



de AR AFo g =

SERESS

M. A7 a3 Bag d$d) 42 4% 4% e 4 o
AL NG AL ANUA? A2 A wet A 9o i
e THoR dgste) F4Ae

s 32 AT
AuE Y F Y 3= g}j 4= @:‘
=
AT (FRA, AG9 5) 11234 | 7 |
Tk
5 | B A |1 2]3]4 | 7 |
AR T EA, ARG |1 ]2 ]3]4 | 7]
# | @4 AREIHES, Fd 5 | 1] 2| | 4 | 7 ]
FWARE (15, oL, AT 5) | 1 | 2 \ \ 4 ‘ 7 ‘
o
TV |1 2[3]4 L 7 ]
J
CH e |1 ]2 ]3]4 | 7|
e
2. L1 [2]3]4 | 7 |
ERL |1 ]2]3]4 | 7 |
A | #oe 1 ]2]3]4 L 7 |
AFE (1Y) |1 ]2]3]4 | 7|
PSR, Sel, EEF) |\ gy L7 |
A 9 Q7] e
= | 1 | 2 | | 4 | 7 |
-9 " 7}
Uﬂq,ﬂo% 1234 | 7 |
g | T mackEE B L1 ]2 ]34 | 7 |
TAH pA(HNEA S
H]oé[;%mo(z 75ﬂo> |1|2| |4 |7|

- 51



M-1. A&7 AFe= Ada Bdd 98(93

)
AR F M dewsittn AZEE WS Aesha

EER 3 olfE EA
stol FAAL(| A AE Jbs). Ash AAeAE ot sivkd 7]

Efoll 1 o5 Hol FHAL

@ 47 47 Agw @ AFHolT @ At
@ weel ik ® A% Qa7 At ® AgEel A Boed
@ Aol gt 71e} (

)

2 F Mg A A ge A=
Ae(Ag A AE 7bE). Ast A

g Ao FAAL

THEI ARE AFS

SREE R 2 e A ® gse] A

@ %o A% Ha + Ao ® Arasol A B

@ A9zl qirt 71 ( )
m-2 slalel Bg AuE Agss 84 F G dsee G2 Aese 74
Ao
D AT 2 Addw 3 AF 4 AFAA 5 JEK )

(TV, Al)

_52_



T g AN N ARE AT F A ARl oy ZVE
i == . ‘RE oloco
erych obelel Az F owweAl Wshs Aol wek Wd e 1w

AF A THOR Y FAAL.
43 31 A
AEE JT & JE F= ge Ax A3
AR, A9 5) 1] 2 | 4156 7]
TE 21 | 1] 2| a5 ]6]7]
7]
B uE oA, A ek 1] 2 | 41567
B | 874 ARHaE, 2D ) 1] 2 | 41567
FH ATE (71, oS AT ) ‘ 1 ‘ ‘ 4 ‘ 51| 6 ‘ 7 ‘
o | 1] 2 | Aals5]6]7]|
TV
ENRIEE Lil2l3lals]e]7]
DEIIE | 1] 2 | 4156 7]
LI
Aol l1l2]3]4al5]6]7|
A | #e 1] 2 | 41516 7|
A FE QD L1 ]2 | 415167 |
RAN@SE, o), B2 | 41516 7|
Ag w4y e 1| 2| 4516 7]
WS 2 g 1] 2| 415 6] 7]
f;- 24H mg(naa 3 1] 2 | 415167 ]
HFA A (A ) 1 2 | 45 )6 17|

_53_



A7) A A
Tl w9 ole e 1, W Hee THoR
A3
qug 4% + 9& A= 0
=]
AR(EF, A9 5) 1
Tt Ak A
2 5 % | 1 |
IR TTA, AU | 1 |
# | 3F AEVH RS, A F) |1 |
FAARE 1 % 8D |||
Wé L1 ]
TV
o E g | 1 |
SRRES
1
L IS L]
ERL N
A Ea=1ck | 1 |
77 E (21 ) 1
AN ET, o, ) |
Ad 2 A7 A E |1 |
A = A BN
LA
9 FTAA BA(WEE F) | 1 |
MEAE 2 AR B 1

_54_



W ASHE ol gl g dad A4 Y Ans AT :‘i*
T el ARSI A FA @S 1N, W FLe THe
dlo] o= AR Tl FHAL
A9 2 T
4ng 4% + 9 4= e chs ¥
AR(FEA, AG9 F) |1 ]2 ]3]4]5]6]7]
T AR 1 ]2]3]a]5]6]7]|
7]
a7n s, Ae) 1|2 |3]4]5]6]7]
B | 87 ARAES, Fd ) |1 |2 ]3]4a]ls5]|6]7]
FH AR E (71, o], I+ %) ‘ 1 ‘ 2 3 4 ‘ 5 ‘ 6 ‘ 7 ‘
3o L1 l2|s]als]6]|7]
TV
ENRIEE Lil2l3lals]e]7]
i L1 l2[3]4a]5]6]7]
L TS
2] o 21 |1 ]2]3[4]5]6]7]
A | e [1l2fslalsl6]7]
A5 (1E ) 1 l2]3]lals]6]7]|
PPAASIEATH, Sl 2 1) g 3 a5 6] 7]
Ag 2 A7) Y= |12 ]3]4]5]6]7]
e 2 g |12 |3]4a]5]6]7]|
L =
g | #HH macree 5 Lil2|3]4]5]6]7]
WA E B8 %) L1l2|3]4]5]6]°7]

_55_



VI F5t=

— O

L2 dE2M7t oe dE ASSICD M2SH L7

- gt 1, e et dr T2 sto] ofk A®

QA Hakel F4A

S Cxis o

A% a9 A i

==

97 % BAR7) BN 4|56 | 7 |

T WA (o)) | 1| als5]6 | 7 |
T ME e a0 dEd

(o}3FAE 7k NO,, COp, O:a) | 1 | 415 | y | d |

A4 f713H(VOCs) |1 | 41516 ] 7 |

ERER 1| a5 6 | 7 |

o 2 2824 |1 | 1|56 7 |

$oaEAE Qg B 1 4 ls5] 6] 7 |

24 A% 2 2] 1| 1156 ] 7 |

M 3eE fgleR 98 £309 |1 als5]6] 7 |

e R ERER A AFed | 1] als5] 6| 7 |

_56_



Ry

ma

—_
o

ol
W o] Te) o o Te) o o
=1 .mE
< < < < < <
~ U
&o ﬂw 2P o 1% 2P e 1%
[aN] [aN] [aN] [aN] [aN] [aN]
B o] X op
T ﬂ.o% 1or__Lo — — — — — —
&
~
g o
.io =0
AL o
10° ~
o 7o NH
oF | ~ il 03
T
do o B L I
) o | X
EHBHEE
= S Elw | T | B
e e m |
0
= I e i
X
o ST e | B
; K X T | 1%
Fl | w |
| To Mo omw | o
N F| R
Nio r o
{ Mu I 1| o
o of | T | W | o
O I e T A A s
o | Mo [ mo [ Mo | E | Mo

A

!

Jo

A 72

%

)

el

5
o)
B

i
Ho

2 %7

g

s

& A

==
=%

CEREER

T

4

W

N

<«

o

<«

e
W RO
= N
o

o]

ML "
"N

oy &

o -
" 7! 3R
= = of
Mm = i
ooy e
o) e Ko
"B
T
Mo m ®
7 5
BT X N_
X N o
™R o
Mo No
0 ®

_57_



Cts2 sAXEE st 224
1. A4 01 ]2 o
2. A% Al
3. A& oR 0D vE [12) 718 [13) 7Ieke]E, Ad)
4. A% 4
01D =(x2)& 12 == (13 =
(14 =d& (15 d& (] 6) gt E o)y
5 A4
01 AEH O 2) A4 ] 3) A2z
O] 4) dwl/An)22 [ 5) g4 (6 d9/38 3
O7) A9 18 % 9 s/94/94
] 10) 71
6. dH I 7t A5 F £33
(] 1) 100%9F w9t ] 2) 100~200%+Y w]qt
] 3) 200~300%+ v =k [ 4) 300~4005FY = v [0 5) 400~500%+d wm] =k

[ 6) 500%H o] %

7. 0l Tl AF7IZE
1D 1d mwt
[ 4) 3~4d met

0 2) 1~2d w»xk
[J5) 4~5d m=t

[13) 2~3d wyt
[16) 5 o]

R A A A %L
o BRI A Fol ZOK MU SEHH FHM BAFUCH




ABSTRACT

Related Factors of the Credibility on Information Channels

Concerning Environmental Issues in an Industrial Area

Kyoung-sook Kwon

Dept. of Environmental Management
The Graduated School

Health Science & Management

Yonsei University

(Directed by Professor Dong Chon Shin, M.D., Ph.D)

Credibility of information channels is one of important factors for
effective risk communication. This study was to examine the credibility of
various information channels and related factors concerning environmental
issue in an industrial area. A questionnaire survey was conducted April,
2002, to response from 792 persons including 329 residents, 328 workers
and 135 experts were analysed.

Residents” credibility on information channels was dependent on the
comprehensiveness. ~ Workers gained credibility on information channels

when they frequently contacted with the channels. And expert gained
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credibility on information channels when information was perceived to be
expert. On the other hand, the most important reason of low of credibility
in information channel is that the channel is demonstrated to be
withholding information to all groups.

Mass media were perceived as the most credible channel by all groups.
But ’Industrial companies’ and ’‘government’ have the least credibility in
residents and workers. Experts perceived that 'government’ has relatively
high level of credibility.

The factors mostly associated with overall participant’s credibility on
information channels were frequency, comprehensiveness, and competence.
Thus, credibility on environmental information channels increases as
frequency, comprehensiveness, and competence increases. The more satisfied
residents on construction of industrial complex, younger workers, and
experts having less risk perception had higher credibility on the information
channels.

From this study, it is necessary to improve the communication of risk
information and further studies on credibility of information channels are

strongly needed.

Key words : Environmental information channels, credibility, Frequency,

Comprehensiveness, Competence
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