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Abstract : In consideration of limitations of the classic economic approach to risk evaluation and the psychometric analysis of risk
perception, this study applies a facilitated modeling technique to a group of college students in Korea. In this group activities, researchers
did not provide a pre-selected list of risk items. Instead, 35 participants had group discussions to generate 63 risk items, to rate their risk
level and to evaluate their characteristics in terms of the level of knowledge and dreadfulness. This study also analyzes the influence of
mass media, online news papers in particular, on risk perception by counting the number of news articles covering key word
corresponding risk items generated. The results show that there are significant differences between the rank order of risk items generated
by students and that of statistical or objective risk. Psychometric analyses find that the levels of knowledge and dreadfulness have
meaningful correlations with risk level. A well known or a dreadful risk demonstrates a high level of risk. Correlation analyses of media
coverage and the risk level also re-confirms strong positive relations. The larger number of news articles a risk issue was covered by, the
higher level of risk it showed. It means that college students generated risk items on the basis of what they were exposed by media. The
role of mass media in risk perception and the importance of risk communication in risk evaluation are underlined. Implications of
research findings and future research are discussed as well.
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Table 1. Risk items, classification and evaluation

Area

weights

E::s Risk issues weights  within EIVS ;(1
(Votes) area

poor safety awareness 23.7 5.70

risk management manual 20.3 4.89

war (North Korea) 153 3.67

Society national security awareness 10.2 2.44

& social safety net/poverty 24.0 8.5 2.04

Environment environmental destruction 31) 6.8 1.63

poor accident response 6.8 1.63

IS terror 6.8 1.63

exchange rate war 1.7 0.41

chocking game 0.0 0.00

radioactivity 322 5.24

nuclear power generation 27.1 441

smartphone accident 18.6 3.04

S poor unban infrastructure 163 119 1.93

Daily life G ihole ey 51 083

construction field accident 34 0.55

amusement park accidents 1.7 0.28

escalator 0.0 0.00

hidden camera 25.0 4.07

personal information leak 20.0 3.26

cyber bullying 16.7 2.71

privacy invasion 11.7 1.90

Online SNS opinion sprials 163 10.0 1.63

& SNS addiction/ (Zi) 10.0 1.63

Internet voice phishing 33 0.54

game addiction 1.7 0.27

education competition 1.7 0.27

sex education/cctv/ 0.0 0.00

excessive advertisement 0.0 0.00

sexual crime 36.7 483

Crime child abuse 132 25.0 3.29

group violence/ 17) 25.0 3.29

violence against women 133 1.76

alcoholism (dependence) 28.3 3.29

bad eating habits 26.7 3.10

excessive dieting 133 1.55

unsanitary food 116 11.7 1.36

Food pungent food ( 5) 10.0 1.16

heavy drinking 6.7 0.78

food suffocation 1.7 0.19

anorexia 1.7 0.19

MSGalcoholic drink 0.0 0.00

heavy academic load 25.0 2.71

academic stress 234 2.54

cancers 17.2 1.87

Health psychological depression 109 14.1 1.53

new virus diseases (14) 7.8 0.85

infectious diseases 6.3 0.68

dementia 4.7 0.51

copycat suicides 1.6 0.17

Car accidents 39 71.4 2.717

Transportation jaywalking accident ) 19.0 0.74

bicycle accident 9.5 0.37

medical accident 36.7 1.42

aesthetic plastic surgery 233 0.90

chemical products 39 21.7 0.84

Medical fine dust ) 133 0.52

water purifier risk 33 0.13

X-ray 1.7 0.06

circle lens/lens side effect 0.0 0.00

Total (}gg) 100
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Fig. 1. Evaluations of Psychometric dimensions of risk items.
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Table 2, Risk rank, level and media coverage

Rankorder Risk issues Risk Know Dread N.ews
level articles
1 (poor) safety awareness 570 58 69 17,632
2 radioactivity/radiation 524 33 62 8,424
3 risk management manual 489 48 59 13,022
4 sexual crime 483 53 6.7 11,637
5 nuclear power generation 441 33 54 26556
6 hidden camera 407 6.1 6.0 12,877
7 war (North Korea) 367 57 66 20628
8 child abuse 329 34 66 8,041
8 alcoholism (dependence) 329 42 50 3,628
8 group violence 329 52 63 9,073
11 personal information leak 326 64 58 10,026
12 bad eating habits 310 65 33 11,050
13 smartphone accident 3.0 41 23 7,545
14 car accident 277 64 63 24,330
15 heave academic load 271 69 70 3,735
15 cyber bullying 271 59 44 4,258
17 academic stress 254 62 68 8,075
18 national security awareness 244 43 6.0 6,332
19 social safety net (poverty) 204 69 59 6,212
20 poor unban infrastructure 193 30 48 9,964
21 privacy invasion 190 53 63 4,486
22 cancers 187 44 65 21,292
23 violence against women 176 49 67 12,556
24 IS terror 1.63 32 65 5,165
24 SNS opinion sprials 1.63 56 54 6,025
24 SNS addiction 1.63 67 41 4,285
24 poor accident response 1.63 41 62 1,274
24 environmental destruction 1.63 14 53 3,123
29 excessive dieting .55 31 3.1 1,382
30 psychological depression 153 59 6.1 17,269
31 medical accident/malpractice 142 23 57 16,129
32 unsanitary food 136 45 18 5,891
33 pungent food .16 63 17 1,843
34 aesthetic plastic surgery 090 37 58 2,052
35 disease by new virus 085 29 53 5,322
36 chemical products/substance 0.84 44 49 894
37 sinkhole 083 23 51 2,693
38 heavy drinking 078 70 30 2,480
39 jaywalking accidents 074 64 40 2,536
40 infectious diseases 068 50 60 7,900
41 construction field accidents  0.55 2.1 43 1,380
42 voice phishing 054 66 56 6,861
43 fine dust 052 37 49 6,616
4 dementia 051 28 43 8,634
45 conflict over exchange rate 041 1.6 53 2,501
46 bicycle accident 037 62 38 4,996
47 amusement park accidents 028 36 3.1 455
48 game addiction 027 58 1.8 2,722
48 excessive educt'n comptittn 027 54 3.8 1,210
50 anorexia 019 13 30 358
50 food suffocation 019 13 1.8 20
52 copycat suicides 017 12 50 129
53 water purifier risk 013 29 13 730
54 X-ray 006 18 28 792
Average 1.85 44 49 71305
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