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Abstract

This study analyzed the characteristics of “folk-
centered risk communication”mode during SA RS
crisis through exploring trust and social psycho-
logical support variables which mainly influenced
risk communication, based on a questionnaire
survey. We found that folks got information from
mass channel, specific channel and interpersonal
channel during SA RS. They perceived risk infor-
mation through a “focus radiating perception

mode”. Folks had fundamental faith in experts

and government. M eanwhile, we predicted pre-
liminarily that folks’ social psychological support
system could be classified as an affective psycho-
logical support system and an authoritative psy-
chological support system, which had different
meaning to individuals. Through integrating
these characteristics, “ folk-centered risk commu-
nication” mode could be formed.
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