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Lay perception of risk and its implication on risk communication
HAN Fan-fan, ZHONG Kai
(China National Center for Food Safety Assessment, Beijing 100021, China)

Abstract; Food safety problems are so prevalent that it is most likely to trigger intensive emotional reaction among general
public. This paper is to discuss the major difference in reception pattern between laypersons and experts thereby illustrating
the importance of incorporating social science findings in the food safety risk communication strategies. Several practice
propositions are also made to improve the effectiveness of current risk communication work.
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Table 1  Risk Characteristics and Examples
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