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Abstract : It would be the most effective way to have government take care of social problems and
hazardous material danger due to odor. It is also well known that odor acceptance and their
willingness to pay for resolving the odor problem vary person by person. This is why public sector’s
intervention is required to get ride of any possibility of market failure resulted from negative external
effect of human. This paper has tried to do empirical research based on survey of residents who are
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currently living in the area of Ochang industrial complex in North Chong-chung province.

According to the empirical research results, first of all, it was proven residents’ perception of legal

regulation has a negative effect on odor acceptance. That is, the more residents are aware of law

and regulation, the less they tend to accept odor. In addition, resident’s perception on need to

improve odor regulation has a positive impact on their odor acceptance. Finally, residents’

satisfaction on the legal complaints to local government has an interaction effect to causative

relationship between the perception of improving odor regulation and odor acceptance.

Keywords : Odor Acceptance, Hazardous Material Danger, Industrial Complex, Legal Regulation

LAE

Aoz FHHolw
(Lowrance, 1976: 75-76).

ol= AFAEY kA Ql wekat
7l SletEdel et 843 0] 34

= A& oujgteh(e]s] ¢, 2010: 78).
£0| ©eo] kAl S FATE
-85 AASHA| Y=tk Aol o]
#7127 olstel folE a2

Ao A FL3] Bledo

qu] o]

0
]
offt
)
%
ofl
o
i

e
z

O
-
[r

o]

N ot
o >
<

ne
¢

o
x o

i

=
e -
okt

o 0r e

hu 2] EE
o
i)
off 4N ox 1o O =9

mz
e oz
ol
Ol
=
o
s

o
o o X0

o
v
o
v
rir
pay
tlo
o
=)
intet
=
o]
g

jrt
rlo
~{
315
iy
1|\
2
iy
A=

o
o M
I-Ol!
it
rE
of
Q'L
2
2 3
O]
ox.
flo
i,
oX,
<y
_VL
Jo
:0:1':
mlu
i)
r o

12

At Oﬂ AT
AAs7 = o}_]_

rE
of
ﬂ
2
jg 1:&
ox 2

W oo 2 oM
o ox rh
o &,
=
o 2

St o
Ny
F1 ri‘;
o b
N
N
i =
okl
r& rg,

2‘% ot mlo
R HE
r =
rlI,
olo
_O|L
2
4

]
=l
2
Ql',
iy
X,
ar
Y
J .
1o
X,
)
2L
oy
JHr

2

Hu o2
£ 3
1

SHcHGerber & Neeley, 2005).
sotA] eh=Alete AR FAE
ol g ARl S-S Al
o g Wol5o A4 o5 A5
| %= giet, of =] theh Ak

&
o
Mo

H
1%

J

o my

O el
I
M
" B3
L

r= &9—4
35
s ONL
12 _10

-|1J

=
rie
m\l
olr
flo
ne
o
N
N

FUUES SR AT 4
SEEEEECDERE

A Q0]8) &~ 012 ]94 X%E)o] 1:1-;,}

I WA AT o148 0] 1A

oF o ot Q1A 3} 428432 FfQlupe} ch2 3, of
FEA A $18F A& 2] AH(willingness to pay)®=
HQlubc ch27) miitef oFF 2 Qe WHAYsH= $l3)
o] #e) 5 TMlelA 27 Aol 7 a8Hd &
ek ey o EA = 24 R avyt AR
A o] oo BEo|EA AR Yol &
FHET EAE A7 A o4 o2 gist
AGFUNES] QAT 842 o & A7} o}

o ) ARSIl oJ3) AAE 5 9k



334 EHIYEI 24T M 45

1995), o] wiZell Al=7t = w ArS] A 5t *e‘*é
o] EAFo| & Etskal Aol AAlof| A At 3
& & Aolehz 7IdE Z=rHYamagishi, 1998),
Eﬁ} AL ZE, Ak 7hofl B4t Aok A E AT 2
7} glof ALRA vl &5 Y o= ol olddt o]
2 AFE AL Z}E(soc1a1 capital)o|gti % dhch
NEL Fjol2zolA TBalst & 9l Jra 27,
E4s c‘g_t;oggq]/q o& 4L U3gitHEarle
& Cvetkovich, 1995). £3], Exgt A3 o 4]
AE= fiof = wjeko]ar o] Al TAHT F8
3t HZ]E A3t 2 9k AN} Bate 1 AEsle

= AR YE ol AT ool 4etE7] o
%'_—OIE}.

oot Aedlhe dHoR SRRkl it 4
T Y AATIAL, thE FHoRE Al
&R Fote ol elA s 7ol A oo
She A% tHeoldit). o] w2l Al sk
CheRt A2 A% A Y b fla, SR
o] 72 tebA] & A, I ARglE A Ao
e = ZdE,

ol oA T HEY AT H& Fad)
th, E3], thokst 9o RE FulS BEE] 9
& FEshe 35718 45 259 o] tigt =
U5 A e Fasieh ARl 4 %
freflede B o R FAI(FAsIL ke A1F
© & ol frafEdel dizk SS9 AeA 8
Aol et 9eE vA7] Wio|ch(Poortinga &

Pidgeon 2005: 199),

olEde Al TS O R T AR
i1714} 429] QP4 AL Brste Aol
i g 5 9k, ol2 $iaiAE B RaE B
o gt RIS MEG F1142 %37} 9@, o]
g glejAe Aol g Al=e} o
THAAEE A7 el gl =] %%Ei, A
[te] A Lol A A Z el FabE 4= Q= ¢
d= A Il ofste] AL OR st
Y78 0 2 Aok 4= QIth(Z|344], 2006).
1240 FAAE A7) 7o] B34aEd
& ejsha Qrke Wl Bt & o 7

\I

S~

\l

AHog Zopd Hlso] $e sk A st
© Aol A2 7S EW R AT ERA
o Sl A7 1A A4l & W)= Aot
118k 4= Qlti(Mayer et al., 1995). &, o= Ax 9]
A a7t 3 USA = A7) o] F F
5] Akl e 9= s 7ML vk B3
ZHA == Ao,

AB, A2 St e A
o R, of 1ol AN
O A5ieb 289 059 412 2

SEERELY

of
—|—‘

2. OLFAB M0 et FRINEIO| Bt

FAAZ, 2 A1) diat A=t sae] el
0 g AT BT BUS Wi Yok A T
Atof o3 AFA o= 3ol E g rh(Pijawka &
Mushkatel, 1992; Flynn et al., 1992; Siegrist et
al., 2000), ©l= 874 ¢ 7154@4 Skl ?;8 A
FolA Al2le] Fae] AEEL Gl Aol &
ApeIA0.2 e vl El 49 oS, et

olg|gt AFAINEL A7 2o A7} 844
_CH—BHQI O];(]Q]- _/’[:_g_/\sl 2 73243}‘_—_ ’8]]/&1_9_0]0]_;% A
4|, Pijawka¥} Mushkatel(1992)9] -4
st gyriad) o At £ 8
XSt Ao et B4,
ST L L REEREES
UrebstthFig. 1).
o] A £ AL optt,
TR ECE PR

&

e

N
o

mloquJm

g moh

2 3o
rlr

tlo

ro AL

ol
-

it
_>~Lé osl

)

ox o it rE

°

H

op Ho

rlo
pacy
lo

=2
el

1
1)
y
o
o
o

‘ Trust in Government ‘ ‘ Acceptability ‘

\ Risk(Hazard) Perception /

Fig. 1. The causal model of trust




‘ Trust in Government ‘ ‘ Risk(Hazard) Perception ‘

\ Acceptability

Fig. 2. The associationist model of trust
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Table 1. Demography of Sample

Classification Persons | Percent(%)
Male 35 29.2
Sex
Female 85 70.8
Under 19 3 25
20~29 20 16.7
30~39 50 41.7
Age
40~49 29 242
50~59 15 12.5
Over 60 3 25
Student 6 5.0
Housewife 58 483
. Salary man 17 142
Occupation
Farmer 1 0.8
Self-employed 30 25.0
Etc. 8 6.7
Less than 1 13 10.8
Residence 1~5 53 442
period 6~10 52 433
Over 10 2 1.6
Very Healthy 26 21.7
Phys]ca] Healthy 59 49.2
condition Normal 27 225
Poor 6.6
Very sensitive 7.5
Olfactory Sensitive 50 41.7
condition Normal 60 50.0
Insensitive 1 0.8
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Fig. 3. Proposed Research Model
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Table 2. Result of Correlation Analysis

Pearson Corr.
p-value
Pearson Corr.
p-value
Pearson Corr.
p-value
Pearson Corr.
p-value
Pearson Corr.
p-value

(p<.05)

Perception of legal
regulation(PLR)
Need to improve legal
regulation(ILR)
Perception of admin.
guidance(PAG)
Need to improve admin.
guidance(IAG)
Satisfaction of
complaint(SC)
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Table 3. Result of Hierarchial Regression Analysis
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