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Risk Perception, and Risk Severity
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Seoul, Korea

Abstract

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship among nature perception, science technology
perception, risk perception and risk severity focused on bio technology. The results were as following.
First, public's nature perception influenced negatively on the perception of science technology. Second,
public's nature perception influenced positively on risk perception of bio technology. Third, public's nature
perception influenced positively on risk severity of bio technology. Fourth, public's perception of science
technology influenced not significantly on risk perception. Fifth, public's risk perception of bio technology
influenced positively on risk severity. Finally, rather than attempting to dismiss public's risk perception of
bio technology, society should value and debate public's concerns to improve the bioethical maturity of
society through risk communication.
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