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Trial of a review and the classification of the Risk Communication by the
Government agency
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Abstract.

We discuss an index to judge failure and success of the risk

communication in this session. Using a result of the example collection

of risk communication which the government agency which Japan

Science and Technology Agency (JST) and a Society for Risk Analysis

Japan carried out as collaborative investigation planned as the subject.

As a result, in the chemical safety field where formality began to take

root in, there was much support to practice, and the collection of

opinions from inhabitants increased in the Nuclear field which began

examination about the method.
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Figl Result of Classification of Risk communication
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