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Easy explanation of risk assessments by experts to 

the public is not always successful. Why not? 

 1. Small influence of statistical information on judgment 

           An explanation by “dual-process theories” of thinking 

 2. Lack of Trust 

  An examination of determinants of trust 

 3. Intuitive Risk Perception 

 e.g., Various risk perception models and heuristics 

 4. Different meaning of probability by positions 

 Frequency probability and subjective probability 



Social Trust and the Management of Risk（１９９９） 



Hovland & Weiss (1951) 

Then, what determines the level of trust? 

Topic： Buying antihistamines without prescription 

High credibility：The New England Journal of Medicine 

Low credibility：A popular magazine  
 

Topic：Practical use of nuclear submarine 

High credibility：Dr. Oppenheimer 

Low credibility：Pravda 

 

・・・・ 



Roughly summarizing findings from past research 

The two factors determining the level of trust are; 

・perceived competence 

      expertise, experience, capacity, ・・・ 

・perceived motivation 

      fairness, integrity, hardworking, ・・・ 



It is true that many findings of empirical research 

support the following standard model. 

However, is this enough? 

Perceived 
competence 

Perceived 
motivation 

Trust Perceived risk 



Perceived value similarity 

Salient Value Similarity (SVS) model 

（Earle & Cvetkovich, 1995) 

Salient values (SVs) are the individual’s representations of 

the goals and means in responding to a problem. They 

include implicit and explicit meanings including an 

understanding of what problem is being faced, what options 

are available, and the likely consequences of options. 

If the other person’s SVs are similar to own SVs, that 

individual will be deemed trustworthy. 

Trust Perceived risk 



What is the strongest determinant in the three?  

Perceived risk Trust 

Perceived 
competence 

Perceived 
motivation 

Perceived 
value similarity 



Trust in organizations concerned with risks of the 

Great East Japan Earthquake 

Date of survey. April, 2011 and April 2012 

Participants and Method. Participants (1030 adults) registered 

with an survey company to complete the survey. They 

accessed the designated web site to respond to the questions. 

Organizations focused：Tokyo Electric Power Company (TEPCO),  

 The Nuclear and Industrial Safety Agency (NISA),  

 The Earthquake Research Institute (ERI),  

 The Meteorological Research Institute (MRI),  

 The Food Safety Commission (FSC),  

 East Japan Railway Company (JR East),  

 Kansai Electric Power Company (KEPCO),  

 West Japan Railway Company (JR West) 

Nakayachi, Kudo & Ozaki (in press) 



Participants rated each item on five-point scales by organization. 

・Perceived competence 

   having expertise, competent, rich in specialized knowledge 

・Perceived motivation 

   committed, hardworking, earnest 

・Perceived value similarity 

   taking similar perspectives, sharing feelings, sharing values 

・Trust 

   trustworthy, reliable, giving a feeling of security 

・Evaluation of risk management 

   improving safety in society, removing hazards for people, 

   preventing disasters successfully 



Results 

Organizations were sorted by their mean of trust.  

The range of mean trust is 1 to 5. 

All the path coefficients were significant 



The main results 

The less an organization is trusted, the more its level of 

trust depends on perceived value similarity. 

Assessments of risk management are largely 

determined by the level of trust. 

Both the level of trust and the weight of determinants  

hardly changed over a year. 

Implications 

The opportunity is needed for the risk managers and the 

public to mutually confirm that they share values. 

Emphasizing expertise and technical competence helps 

little to regain trust when the level of trust is low. 



Different meaning of probability by the position 

Up to 20s 35 years 40s or older 

Early child bearing Late child bearing 

・Dichotomy between being early (young) and late (old) is 

not reasonable. 
 

・There is individual variation even among women at the 

same age, but age is linked to safety among all pregnant 

women. 
 

・The standard is only an arranged guideline. 
 

・Age is an “indicator” and does not promise safety. 

Risk communication is unsuccessful because risk is a 

quantitative concept while people have dichotomy 

between safety and danger!? 



It is natural to believe that people are able to do 

quantitative thinking. 

Then why do people resort to the dichotomy between 

safety and danger? 

→Although the concept may look inadequate to risk 

managers, it is “logical” for individuals. 

Because 

  Risk estimation based on dose-response relationship 
pertains to frequency probability, or repeatedly 
observed phenomenon (aggregations)  

 In dose-response relationship, individuals are rather 
confronted with dichotomy. 

Risk assessment based on frequency probability is 

certainly beneficial to individuals. 

But its perspectives on aggregations are different from 

those of individuals 



My personal views drawn from these thoughts 

If you were forced to confront the dichotomy between safety and 

danger, you should say, 
 

“It is not safe if the safety here refers to ‘absolute safety’”; 

but 

“It is not dangerous if the danger here refers to ‘absolute danger’.” 

 

Then if you were asked, “Is there any ‘possibility’ of danger?” 

you should answer, “Yes, there is.” 

Otherwise, management based on the risk concept would be 

impossible. 


