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Analysis on the Factors Influencing Risk Perception and Risk Taking Behavior
to Japanese Fishery Products: Focused on Affect Factor
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ABSTRACT - After Fukushima Daiichi nuclear disaster, Korean government banned to import of Japanese fish-
ery products that comes from north region of Japan. As ‘fishery product trade dispute’ between Korea and Japan is
still in progress, consumers have been threatened their food safety. This study is to examine the factors influencing
consumer’s risk perception to Japanese fishery products and risk taking behavior. Survey was conducted with 1,500
adult during sep-oct 2012. The result can represent the role of affect with risk perception of Japanese fishery product.
People who have negative affect to Japanese fishery products have higher risk perception. Also negative affection can
influence to risk taking behavior. However the degree of fatalism is not significant factor to risk taking behavior.

Key words : food safety, risk perception, Japanese fishery product, affect
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Table 1. Average household expenditure for fishery product per
month (2010-2013)

houschold W 2011 2012 2013 2014
expenditure
Fresh fishery
(KRW) 22,616 21,207 20,385 20,592
Salingordrying ¢\ 7045 6558 7,078
fishery (KRW) ’ ’ ’ ’
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Table 2. Result of descriptive statistics of dependent variables

variable n(%)
. disagree 520(34.7%)
General Risk Perception
agree 980(65.3%)
o . disagree 495(33.0%)
Catastrophic Risk Perception
agree 1,005(67.0%)
o disagree 979(65.3%)
Optimistic Bias
agree 521(34.7%)
. . . do not 953(62.2%)
Risk Taking behavior
do 567(37.8%)
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Table 3. General characteristics of study population

variable n(%)

male 763(50.9%)
Sex

female 737(49.1%)
20 280(18.7%)
30 345(23.0%)
Age 40 375(25.0%)
50 321(21.4%)
60 179(11.9%)
secondary 174(11.6%)
Education Level high school 613(40.9%)
university 713(47.5%)
low 454(30.3%)
Media Exposure medium 555(37.0%)
high 491(32.7)
low 238(15.9%)
Media Attention medium 453(30.2%)
high 809(53.9%)
Food Incident don’t have 1278(85.2%)
Experience have 222(14.8%)
low 241(16.1%)
Outrage Factor Score medium 815(54.3%)
high 443(29.5%)
positive 62(4.1%)
Affect neutral 345(23.0%)
negative 1093(72.9)
low 853(56.9%)
Fatalism medium 529(35.3%)
high 118(7.9%)
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Table 5. Relationship between affect, risk perception and risk tak-
ing behavior by logistic regression analysis

Risk taking Risk taking
behavior Model 1  behavior Model 2
OR OR
Invariable 3.544%** 3.809***
Sex (ref:male) 1.022 1.028
Age
30 1.300 1.301
40 923 921
50 1.173 1.183
60 919 914
Education Level
high school 732 734
university 732 732
media exposure
medium 1.587%** 1.574%%*
high 1.508*** 1.535%*
media attention
medium 1.605%* 1.582%*
high 767 73
Experence (et 2 817
Outrage Factor Score
medium ABO*** A490***
high 47 A5 FE*
Affect
neutral 788 794
negative 281 *** 280%**
Fatalism
medium J7158%*
high 977
-2LL(df) sig. 1684.510(16)***  1679.836(18)
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