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Comparing risk for communication:
a rejoinder

In risk communication activities, risk comparison is Principles of risk comparison (caveiio 2011)

often helpful but it could be challenging. We wish to
convey complex concepts of radiation to laymen but
often this Is frought with ambiguity, confusion and may
be even contradictory. It Is essential to know our
audience and the situation. As the media, especially the
soclal media, Is playing an important role in influencing
public opinion, it is imperative for radiation protection Comparisons of the risk of doing something vs. not
specialists to educate and work with them. We will doing something | |
review some principles of comparing risk, such as using Comparisons of alternative solutions to the same
analogies, comparing to standards, comparing to other pmblem_ | | | |
estimates of the same risk, do not compare risk with Comparisons with the same risk as experienced In
. . . . other places
different levels of outrage. In this presentation we will
give some examples of the use and abuse of risk
comparsion, and explain the principles behind these.
The examples will cover, amongst others, Fukushima
nuclear reactor accident and rare earth refineries.

Using analogies

Comparing to other estimates of the same risk

Do not compare risk with different levels of outrage
Comparisons of the same risk at two different times
Comparisons with a regulatory standard

Inappropriate comparison of risk

Fukushima: risk comparison “Watching television for 4 hr a day can cause 10 times
more radiation than what you will get from a rare earth

refinery plant”
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An outdated comparison still circulating today
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Put risks In perspectives Some advice

Arisk of one in a million (10®) Is equiv. to Know your audience and know your situation

30secinayear,1cmin 100 m, 1 drop in 60 litres Public are interested In: (1) associated health effects,
(2) what to do now (They are not interested In
actual dose values)
Treat all guestions as insightful (Opportunity to explain)
Educate and work with the media



http://www.google.com.my/imgres?imgurl=http://astroprofspage.com/wp-content/uploads/2008/03/RadTrefoil_jpg.jpg&imgrefurl=http://astroprofspage.com/archives/1608&h=250&w=250&sz=6&tbnid=0C6R2_uMvKoH0M:&tbnh=111&tbnw=111&prev=/search?q=radiation+trefoil&tbm=isch&tbo=u&zoom=1&q=radiation+trefoil&hl=en&usg=__WfJzfEoYanUU4nP8wWWFgIUy8Q4=&sa=X&ei=cap9T46FLM3yrQeJxfTTDA&ved=0CBoQ9QEwBA

