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Part 1 B

What Is special about risk?

The challenges for public
perception and communication
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Risk Characteristics
Three challenges of risk management

® Complexity in assessing causal and temporal
relationships

® Uncertainty

® variation among individual targets
® measurement and inferential errors
® genuine stochastic relationships

= system boundaries and ignorance

® Ambiguity in interpreting results
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Benefit Characteristics
Three “additional” problems

® Hormesi/s effects. benefits dependent on dose
and individual characteristics

® /nteractive effects
= With other food intake
= With other chemical or biological hazards
= With other lifestyle fagtors
= With psychosomatic drivers

% Fashion effects: craze about diets and nutritional
advise (conflicting messages)
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Modern Systemic Risks

® Characteristics
complex
second order uncertainty
ambiguous
open system boundaries

® Problems
® uncertain probabilities and damage potential
® ripple effect beyond risk/source
® high social mobilization

WRDUARATEVIIRY

»
»
» RIS HEEE
» fEER
2 AT RTLER

» fERE R
» FERDAPENSEBENBRS
» JRD)—RZEHA DR BRINR
» AT HENE ANK




Novel Food Risks
® Characteristics
= Health impacts complex
= Little knowledge about probabilities
= Benefits are contested
= Often non-risk ambiguities

® Problems
= Potentially high exposure
= Concern about lack of choice
® high social mobilization
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Part 2

RISk Perception

What do we know?
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Principles of Risk Perception

®» Human behavior depends on perceptions,
not on facts

® Perceptions are a well-studied subject of
social science research: they differ from
expert assessments, but they follow
consistent patterns and rationales

® There are four genuine strategies to cope
with threats: fight, flight, playing dead,
experimentation
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Qualitative Risk Characteristics

= with respect to the nature of risk:
® dread
® familiarity
= personal experience (perceptible by human senses)
® natural versus artificial risk source

= with respect to the risk situation:
= voluntariness |
= controllability
» fair distribution of risks and benefits
= confidence in risk management
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Qualitative Benefit Characteristics

-
= with respect to the nature of the benefit:

® Exclusiveness or commonly agreed social need

® Familiarity (folklore wisdom)

= Personal experience (tradition)

® natural versus artificial “nutrients”

® with respect to the consumption situation:
= Embedding in positive social setting
= Eating habits and consumption style
® Fair distribution of risks 'and benefits

= Confidence in nutrional information and food
management
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Dominant Risk Perception Clusters

® Emerging danger: randomness as threat

A Creeping danger. confidence or zero-risk

A Supressed danger: myth of cycles

v Weighing risks: only with betting

b Desired risks: personal challenge
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Application to Food

® Public perception: Representative of Cluster:
“Creeping danger”
= concern about long-term impacts (risks and benefits)
= Key variable trust:
= |f yes: risk-benefit balancing
= If no: request for. zero risk regardless of benefit
= If maybe: orientation on external criteria
= Decisive criterion: artificial or natural

® High sensibility for symbolic aspects of food
(risks and benefits)
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Part 3

RIsk Communication

What do we know?
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Second-hand information

Personal experience is largely constructed by
second-hand information

I—» code signal and meaning <—I
e Media,_ ;f)cial_groups, receiver
message CIvi SOClety message

Disruption, break down of NOISE

Modified after Watzlawick
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Insights from Media Research

® Media coverage of science and risk issues Is
always selective
= Amplifies conflict and dissent
= Amplifies dramatic and sensational impacts
= Amplifies blame and responsibility

® Specific “rules” of media coverage
= Agenda-setting function
® Event-oriented
® Based on adversarial model of truth claims
= Juxtaposiiton of eyewitnesses and analysts
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Objectives of Risk Communication

® Enlightenment: Making people able to
understand risks and become “risk-literate”

® Behavioral changes. Making people aware of
potential risks and help them to take protective
actions

» Trust building: Assisting risk management
agencies to generate and sustain trust

® Confiict resolution. Assisting risk managers to
involve major stakeholders and affected parties
to take part in the risk management process
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Lessons for Risk Communication

d Risk communication starts with an excellent
record of risk management

» Trust and credibility cannot be “produced” or
“manufactured” but only earned in terms of
performance and effective communication

b Risk communication needs to address:
= Difference between riskiand hazard
® The illusionary nature of zero risk
®= The connection between risks and benefits
® The trade-offs and value conflicts
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Methods of Evaluation

® Formal methods
= Aggregate utility theory (maximizing collective
utilities)
= Individual balancing (based on average intake)
= Contingent valuation (monetary equivalents)

= Benefit-effectiveness (constant level of benefit with
least risk)

® [nteractive methods °
= Expert consensus on risk-benefit ratios
= |Informed consent (consumer information)

= Discursive methods (with stakeholders and
consumers)
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Summary |

» People behave according to perceptions not facts

¢ Perceptions follow consistent patterns, but their
expression may vary from culture to culture

» There are dominant perception clusters that
govern the intuitive evaluation of risks

» Within the cluster of “creeping dangers, trust
and confidence in risk management are key to
risk acceptance

b Policy making needs to address perceptions

FED |

v NFEETIEREL, BEBITR-TITENT S,

L REIE—EEDHBH/INF—UZHID, T D
FeE(I>EITiCTEL S,

RO DERHIEEHEZE EA T HIESEREIS
RE— N8B

s [RUVBFSEEIDITAZ—TIE, YRIEHE(C
I AIEEF - ERANIRIZEDATEES,

» ERTEClE, B#C DLV THRY EIFRlELS
770y,




Summary Il

L 1

Risk communication serves the needs of
enlightenment, behavioral advise; trust building
and conflict resolution

 Risk communication needs to address:

complexity, uncertainty and ambiguity

' There are different requirements for dealing with

= complexity: understanding cause and effects

® uncertainty: negotiating between too much and too
little precaution

= ambiguity: reconciling conflicting values and trade-offs

' Risk communication is a necessary complement

to both risk assessment and management
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