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INTRODUCTION
Topicality of the Research Theme and Its Practicabignificance

Development processes of the modern society areteénby the
concept “risk society” by many theoreticians of iabsciences. Though the
shape of the very concept is not clearly determirechnd is still disputable, the
research on different aspects of the risk sociaty résk problems in general is
nowadays one of the most topical subjects in thél fof social sciences in
general. It is not surprising since risk acknowkahgnt, risk analysis and
evaluation as well as their avoidance or their reathoat least, is vitally
important for the humankind in general and evemgge individually.

One of the risk groups generated by the contradidevelopment of
the risk society itself is ecological risks, andeythare various. The same
instruments that were created by the society irmotd improve the life quality
and that were associated with progress for a lang have now become their
opposites. Vast ecological catastrophes causedatwyat processes as well as
activities of men are the most characteristic ttsreathe current century.

It is necessary to take into account that whilénfivin an industrial
environment people, in the name of gains, havéveowith potential risks; and
people have to understand that almost every agfebeir lives has impact on
the environment. Any activity can cause ecologissues in future (Beck,
1991).

Though, any activity or event causes counter-reactas well. The

counter-action to the industrial world crisis andwing ecological cataclysms
that are characteristic of a risk society is thel@gical awareness changes in

ecological awareness (O’Sullivan & Taylor, 2004+-18).
There exist numerous objective factors that affitme increase in

ecological risks, but it is not followed by apprige reaction of people —
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manifestation of the ecological awareness — in ¢ceduthe said risks. This
makes one focus on the analysis of the contenthefeicological awareness
components characteristic to the Latvian populatiand the study of their
interconnection and influencing factors.

Within the framework of the doctoral thesis, thethan wants to
understand whether the Latvian population, whilein in a particular
environment, acknowledges the probable risks angs ghe potential of
ecological risks in different driving processes tbé national economy and
general progress, whether people are ready to tinle® and means in
environmental support and protection, as well asthér they actively use their
knowledge on ecological risks. Having performed thnalysis, the author will
be able to present the content assessment of #naatbristic components of the
ecological awareness characteristic to the Latpigpulation, the interaction of
these components, and their influencing factors.ti#¢ same time, more
complete understanding of the ecological awareleysd and content will allow
for more efficient engagement in risk management.

The doctoral thesis has practical significancecaih be used as both
theoretical and methodological material for the elegment of the academic
lecture course “Risk Society”, and its value isr@ased by the wide amount of
materials gathered on the problems of ecologis&isrin relation to Latvia and

the fact that the material is gathered acrosspesvd of time.

Novelty of the Doctoral Thesis

Up till now Latvia has participated in differentténnational research
projects in relation to environmental issues. Saveaises of local level research
on ecological issues in the country can be notidda: analysis of ecological
problems lies in the centre of the current reseant it stresses the specifics of

ecological risks. The research conducted withinftenework of the doctoral
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thesis provides input into the development of theotetical approach to the risk
society, and empirical research in Latvia, as vadl into the analysis of
ecological awareness of the Latvian population layking the subject-matter of
the risk society and ecological risk research:

e The theoretical part of the doctoral thesis presevitle sociological
analysis of concepts “risk” and “risk society”;

e The analysis of the theoretical paradigm of th& saciety sociology
has been conducted focusing attention on the msiatfens of
ecological risks;

e Thematic analysis and systematisation of the endliriresearch
conducted until recently on ecological risks andviemmental
problems in Latvia in general has been performed;

e The novelty of the empirical research is relatetheevaluation of the
ecological awareness of the Latvian population loa basis of the

analysis of the environmental problems.

Research Basis

In order to determine the opinion of the Latvianpplation on the
environmental problems and ecological risks causethese problems as well
as on the participation in activities of environr@iprotection, it was necessary
to perform a series of measurements on the attibfidesidents — to determine
individual attitude, self-evaluation of knowledgesadiness to participate in
activities of environmental protection, etc. Dudhis reason, a poll was used to
gather information and aesearch instrument- a partially standardized
questionnaire (see Appendix 1 to the doctoral f)esiwas created in the third

chapter of the doctoral thesis.



The questionnaire was prepared in the Latvian uagg and then
translated into Russian, taking into account thmietstructure of the Latvian
population. The research selection was createds sheasurvey would include
different social and demographic groups of resigleliYhen calculating the
selection, five demographic indicators were taketo iaccount: gender, age,
nationality, regional distribution, and division pbpulated area types.

The quantitative research was conducted on the evtexritory of
Latvia: in Riga, Pieriga, Kurzeme, Zemgale, Vidzeamsl Latgale. In order to
obtain survey data representing opinions of thgetagroups, the author created
a representative selection corresponding to theergéntotality (Latvian
population) on the basis of the statistical datattm number of the Latvian
population. The statistical data on the generallitgtof the survey are obtained
from the Population Register of the Office of Gitiship and Migration Affairs
under the Ministry of the Interior of the RepubtitLatvia LR leM PMLP.* A
calculation was made in order to determine thecsele volume with the
statistical error within the limits of 3.5%. Accdnd to these requirements,
when the amount of the general totality is 1 679,88e calculated selection
was set to n=800. The actual selection was n=813.

According to the goal and objectives of the redgathe age group
limits for the general survey cluster were setenfithe age of 18 till the age of
74 including. The survey was conducted with thetedlphone interviews, and

with the one person who answered the call.

! Data of the Population Register of th& leM PMLPon September 7, 2011 (the
research centre SKDS).



Theoretical Frame of the Doctoral Thesis and the Bac Concepts

Similarly as in the 19 century, the feudalism was replaced by the
industrial society when influenced by modernizatiit includes a set of
complex processes in the fields of economics, ipslitsocial and cultural
sphere), in the same way nowadays the industréohas grown into the risk
society (Giddens, 1994). Both Ulrich Beck and AmydGiddens — the two
most noticeable spokesmen of the modern sociagtitod believe that the idea
of richness creation characteristic to the indaktriodernity has been obscured
by the idea of risk prevention, the awareness oifaselasses has been replaced
by the risk awareness, but in the conditions ofvaked life risk the
understanding of processes has become the basiétestor of the social
transformation. In other words, theoreticians ds#eat social, political and
institutional reforms are required to facilitatearisition from the industrial
modernity (that was centred on the production oftemial wealth) to the
reflexive modernity (that is focussed on productidknowledge, prevention of
risks and environmental preservation) (Ekberg, 2@37). When the industrial
society changes into the risk society, the conoéfiisk” becomes topical and
conceptualized. In 1990’s, U. Beck announced thatnd the globalization
process the industrial society changes into a giledlasociety. He believed that
the problems of the risk society are not limitedydn hazards in relation to the
environmental pollution. The risk society is chaesized by complete
disappearance of time, territorial and social bauies (Beck, 1992b: 136). The
term “risk society” was introduced at the end 08029 in order to characterize
the society threatened by the modernization andamuactivity, as well as the
way how the society reacts to these risks. The temmostly associated with the
works of the German sociologist U.Beck and the IEhg sociologist

A. Giddens. As viewed by U. Beck, during the latfears the world lives in a



risk society; in this age the smallest possibleseagenerates the greatest
possible disaster. U. Beck also points that inrtteglern progressive world the
public production of material wealth is closelykau to the production of risks.
The problems and conflicts in such a society oyeneith problems and
conflicts that result from the overproduction, itfication and distribution of
scientifically and technologically created riskse(R, 1992a: 122).

Like the industrial society, the risk society ist soistainable. U. Beck
considers that it endangers the use of naturauress by depleting them too
quickly and not letting them to restore, but waatel pollution created as the
result of industrial manufacturing cause damagthéoenvironment and prevent
it from regeneration (Beck, 1999: 102).

In the situation when the society is subject toiow@ conscious and
unconscious risks and is forced to find solutioiféerent threats and to reduce
the influence of negative effects of the developinzeml progress on the lives of
people and the environment, it is not easy to detex sources of ecological
risks (Giddens, 1996: 86). Yet it must be notedt tharrect, balanced
combination of social, political, and economic caments can provide for an
opportunity to protect the environment from the dvdz and to improve
considerably the ecological situation in general.

The concept of U. Beck’s risk society is basedlanformation of new
“risk awareness” under the influence and in thetexinof technical and social
changes (Wilkinson, 2001b: 2). It is possible tdicpate that the ecological
risks and health risks created by technologieselsas the introduction of new
manufacturing methods in the industry and agricaltéor instance, wide usage
of pesticides, will prevail in the public discoursé the risk society (Block,
2008: 757). Public knowledge intertwines with peohs of scientific
competence in different ways (Lidskog, 1996: 30)e to this reason, besides
the development of risk control methods, it is msegy to perform analysis on

how the society engages in the active forms of kedge formation. Such
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uncertainty and agitation are related not onlyh eéspecially dangerous risks —
let us mention the catastrophe of Chernobyl — aist to local problems, for
instance, provision of safe drinking water diredtlgm a faucet (Mol, 1993:
431).

In order to further investigate the changing chema®f risk and
different attitudes to risks in a risk society, Beck and A. Giddens have
studied changes in the understanding of causesetiedts of ecological and
economical risks. These transformations includertdesfer of stress from risks
related to nature to risks related to techniquetanldnology; the transition from
the realistic approach to risk to the approach adiad constructivism; the
increasing gap between the actual and expectedassivell as changes in risk
distribution (Beck, 1992b).

Taking into consideration the said interpretatidrthe examples of a
risk and a risk society, there is no doubt thathimm age of globalization Latvia
also deals with such society qualities and devetygnendencies to which the
concept “risk society” can be attributed. The tledioal substantiation of the
doctoral thesis consists of the theoretical apgresf three most important
risk society theoreticians — U. Beck, A. Giddengsd aN. Luhmann. It is
important to note that one does not speak aboatttifferent approaches, but
about three risk society interpretation modeld @&spossible to establish several
common features that go through the works of a8l Haid sociologists in
analysis of risk and risk society. In order to avki the goal of the doctoral
thesis, namely, to study the content and intercctione of the characteristics of
the society’s ecological awareness, the conceptuatture of the thesis is set in
the way that a certain module of quantitative reseacorresponds to each
component of the ecological awareness. The conakstitwcture of the doctoral
thesis is represented in the Figure 1. Thus, timeod of the three components
of the ecological awareness — anxiety, readinesadtion, and knowledge — is
duly interpreted by analyzing the opinion of theuian population on the
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Figure 1. Conceptual structure of the doctoral theis
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evaluation of ecological risks, level of knowledga ecological risks, and
activities for risk reduction.

In the doctoral thesis, the author has used foyr danceptsand
analyzed them profoundly in the following chaptefheir definitions are
provided below.

Risk (risks, hazard, danggr risk is the result or the final product that
is produced every day by taking decisions, and ithabused by consequences
of such decisions. It is important to note thattlie thesis, when using the
concept “risk”, an equivalent meaning is attributedthe use of concepts
“hazard”, “threat”, and “danger”. In the theoretidéerature, for instance,
Nicholas Rescher distinguishes among these concgptSiddens, in his turn,
has attributed one meaning to all of them, justifyit by a fact that a risk can
also be treated as danger of future damage. Thessigg to carry out this
equalization of concepts was also proven by that gilrvey conducted for the
guantitative research of the doctoral thesis, whtespondents provided
responses more effectively if a question was asleday the concept “risk” as
well as the concepts “hazard” “threat”, and “dariggsiddens, 1991; Beck,
1992b, 1995; Rescher, 1983; Luhmann, 1994).

Risk society— the result of the development of an industriaiety,
development process where the society constanthergees risks that are
unpredictable and common, thus, any activities irisk society should be
evaluated from the position of risk probability (&e1992b; Luhmann, 1994).

Ecological awareness- awareness that almost every aspect of human
life has impact on environment, and this phenomeisowrcharacterized by
evaluating anxiety of residents or their worriesemvironmental degradation,
their readiness to devote time and invest meamswironmental preservation
and improvement; knowledge about the factors deéggaithe environment and
their prevention (Kalmia & MenSikovs, 2003; Christopher, 1999; Leff, 1978;
Sanchez & Lafuante, 2010; O'Sullivan & Taylor, 20Q@hl, 2003).
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Ecological risks— risks caused to a society, a person and envirohme
by the totality of ecological factors; these riske related to the environmental
pollution as the result of deliberate activitiespgople as well as the result of
uninformed, ignorant (caused by the lack of knogkdactivities. Those are
the consequences of the harm done to the envirantheh endanger the
conditions of people’s work, household activitiegdarest, and their health,
have significant influence on the quality of théfe (Beck, 1995b; Giddens,
1990).

Research Goal

Thegoal of the doctoral thesis is to examine the ecoldgigeareness
of the Latvian society on the basis of the repregems of the Latvian

residents on evaluation of ecological risks.

Research Objectives

1. To perform complex analysis of the key concepsed in the
research —risk, risk society, ecological risk, ecological awaess— and
notions associated with them (ecological anxiet{c.)e to analyse and
systematize theories of risk perception.

2. To study, summarize and analyse theoretical caspand
characteristics of a risk society.

3. To acknowledge and systematize the researchhénfield of
environmental problems and ecological risks conetligh Latvia at the end of
the 20" century — beginning of the 3Xentury, and to present their thematic
analysis.

4. To evaluate ecological risks determining theceon of the Latvian

residents about environmental degradation.
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5. To determine and assess the knowledge levelesiients, to
analyze its role in the process of ecological askareness on the basis of a
survey.

6. To determine and analyze the readiness of tldmapopulation
for actions to reduce the emergence of new ecadbgisks and reinforcement
of the existing ones.

Research Hypotheses

1. The evaluation of the content of ecological sigkovided by the
Latvian population and the activities of the Latvigopulation in risk reduction
have poor interconnetion.

2. The knowledge level of the Latvian populationemological risks
and the evaluation of the content of ecologicdtsiiprovided by it have poor
interconnection.

3. The knowledge level of the Latvian populationemological risks
and the activities of the Latvian population inkriseduction have poor
interconnection.

The research hypotheses were put forward on this bhassumptions
on the interrelation and interaction of ecologiaalareness components. The

graphical representation of the hypotheses caed is the Figure 1.

Research Methods

The research methods include the document analgsisly and
analysis of literature and previously conductedntjtetive surveys); the survey
using a partially structured questionnaire. Thevayirwas conducted with the

help of phone interviews. The research questionee vemalyzed using the
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descriptive analysis, correlation analysis, andsthaedardized residual analysis,
Pearson's? test, rank correlation coefficient&éndall's tau bGoodmanand
Kruskal taucoefficients), as well as modelling of connectiaml statistically
significant regularities using tHegit analysis model of the log-linear analysis
and the method of model selection analysips(iranosckuii, 2006; AroH,
1982, Acton & Miller, 2009

Structure of the Doctoral Thesis

The doctoral thesis consists of an introductionreeh chapters,
conclusions, a list of bibliography sources, argheappendices.

The_introductiorsubstantiates the subject topicality, the basncepts
used in the thesis are defined, the theoreticastanbation of the thesis is
outlined, the research object and subject are egfithe goals and objectives of
the thesis are set in the introduction.

The first chapteis divided into two subchapters. The first sub¢bap
is devoted to the analysis of the theoretical pgradof the risk and risk
society. The theoretical approaches by Niklas Lulnm#&nthony Giddens, and
Ulrich Beck to the solution of the risk and rislcely issues are examined. The
second subchapter deals with the analysis of diftertheories of risk
perception.

The second chaptés made of two subchapters. The first subchapter

focuses on the division of risks and basic appread¢b the risk analysis as well
as provides for theoretical grounds of the ecolagiisk analysis in the
empirical part. In the second subchapter, the auffexforms analysis of

different studies carried out until recently in \at that focus on the

2 For the explanation of all the methods and tesas,chapter 3 of the thesis.
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environmental problems, environmental protecti@tia processes generating
ecological risks as well as the very ecologicdigim Latvia.

The third chapteis devoted to the analysis and interpretationhef t
data obtained during the empirical research. Issts of six subchapters.

In the first subchaptethe author describes the research methodology,
including the set of research instruments, survegthods, selection
characteristics, non-respondent characteristias, sifstem of statistical error
assessment, as well as the data gathering andsginogeThis subchapter also
includes the social and demographic descriptiah@felection.

In thesecond subchapténe attention is paid to the general opinion of
people on the environment and other risk probledestified in Latvia.The
third subchapteidentifies the ecological risks of Latvia, it alsmvides for the
evaluation of the ecological risks and the indicatof life processes causing
ecological risksin the fourth subchaptethe author interprets the data on the
evaluation of the risk society features by the desis, but in thefifth
subchaptethe knowledge level of the Latvian population ba &nvironmental
problems, ecological risks and life processes oguscological risks is
analyzed.The sixth subchaptateals with the analysis of the behaviour of the
Latvian residents in order to reduce the influenéenegative effects on a
human being and the surrounding environment.

The conclusionprovides a summary of the information obtained
during the research.

The doctoral thesis contains 160 pages. The thesssdeveloped on
the basis of 170 bibliographical sources. The thiéal analytical material is

supplemented by eight appendices.
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1. THEORETICAL DESCRIPTION OF RISK
SOCIETY
1.1. Concept of Risk and Risk Society in Modern Saaogy

Though the termisk societyis mostly associated with the works of the
well-known social theoreticians U. Beck and A. Gidd, the idea of the risk
society is also developed in works of other sogts, social and cultural
anthropologists, economists, physicists, and remtasives of other branches
of science.

In the risk society, there exist many conscious anconscious risks
of technological and social origins: global warmiegvironmental pollution in
the result of the operation of industrial objeatsaocidents in such objects, use
of toxic chemical substances, management of hamardaste, etc. Production
of risks takes place in all the fields of publiopesses: economic, political, and
social environment. It is necessary to provide aasiand efficient solutions
that could ensure adequate management of riskstdilés reason the society
encounters necessity to evaluate and to calcufeterisks created by it, for
instance, determining probability of technical theological accidents or
catastrophes is very important for ensuring the agament of different
technical / technological systems.

Cognition of the risk society is interesting to mahranches of
science, and it contributes to the understandinthefrisk society as well as
allows developing new research directions, besitla different approaches
permit to provide for more precise definition ofituation and to take decisions
on practical risk management. The specifics ofrisleresearch are determined
by the research subject of a particular branctcignge, by different scientific

approaches and methods. Sociology, too, has iticplar approach, and the
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present doctoral thesis is devoted to the analykisarticular aspects in the

context of the risk problems.

1.1.1. Description of Conceptual Approaches to Risk

Risk is treated as “systematic interaction of sycigith threats and
hazards evoked by processes of modernization” (BE29%2b: 21).

Down the ages, state authorities have tried to aedprevent, or
control risks in direct way, one of the governmfemtctions, too, has long time
been related to the protection of residents froenithzards against which they
cannot protect themselves (see TeBrake, 1975; ©ovi&85: 41; Grier, 1981:
3; Hagerstrand, 1985: 13; Hammer, 1980: 23; Handlé79; Kunreuther,
1973: 12; Pfeffer & Klock, 1974: 215).

In sociology, there exist two wide directions faterpreting risk as a
social phenomenon — the realistic one and the sndtaral one. Within the
framework of therealistic approach, risk is interpreted in scientific and
technical terms. Risk is treated as objective aagnizable fact (potential
danger or damage already inflicted) that can besorea independently from
the social processes and the cultural environnidrg. ©cio-cultural direction
of the risk analysis accentuates the social antli@llcontext that constitutes
basis for the risk perception and consideration.

Historians of the risk sociology distinguish thredative approaches in
the socio-cultural direction: (1) cultural-symbalichat was developed by the
British anthropologist Mary Douglas and her collees, (2) theory of the risk
society that is represented by U.Beck and A. Giddeand (3) modern
“calculative rationality” that is based on works Bjichel Foucault. The first
approach was focused on the problems of interogiatetween “personality”

and “other” by showing particular interest in howhaman body is both
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symbolically and metaphorically used in the disseuand practice in relation
to risk problems. The second approach focuses ororsocial changes that are
caused by risk production in the stage of late mute Those are processes of
reflexive modernization/modernity, criticism of theonsequences of the
previous stage of modernity and individualism, eapgences of destroying
traditional values and norms. The followers of th&d approach are little
interested in “what risk actually is” as they beéethat the “truth about the
risk” is constructed by human discourse, strategieactices and institutions.
They examine how different risk concepts createcifipenorms of behaviour
that can be used in motivation of individuals foeef participation in self-
organizing processes in a risk-creative situatiompfon, 1999: 25, cit. from:
Suunkwuii, 2001: 2).

At the same time it is necessary to distinguistwben directions of
riskological research — the moderate one and tiieabone. The followers of
the moderate direction believe that a risk is dibjety existing danger that is
always mediated by social and cultural stereotypesl processes. The
representatives of the radical direction declaed there exists risk perception,
not the risk itself that is always a product of thistorically, politically and
socially determined world perceptiofifunkuii, 2001; 2).

During a hundred of years, sociology has walkedng lway from the
study of numerous separate risks and situationgestulio risk to the
understanding that the society itself is a riskegator. In the middle of 1980’s,
the studying of risks became more complex and ahatite risk analysis,
obviously, lacked any central focus (Short, 19841,7cit. from: SIaurkwui,
2001: 4). The world-renowned Russian sociologist anitsky Ozez
Anuyruti) believes that it was necessary to create certaimprehensive
concept that would study and interpret risks arel ribk society. In two last
decades of the 0century such comprehensive concepts were created
Niklas Luhmann, Anthony Giddens, and Ulrich Be&kiikuii, 2003).
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1.1.2. Sociological Risk Theory of Niklas Luhmann

The sociological risk theory of the German soci@bgNiklas
Luhmann (1927-1998) is directly linked to the cigim of the rationality of the
modern society. He states that the risk behaviétine modern society cannot
be incorporated in the “scheme of rational/irragibrat all. Luhmann stresses
that we are living in a complex, functionally diféatiated society, and this
complexity is only growing since the i&entury. The decision taking has
become more multi-branched and impersonal, absclatety does not exist,
and each decision potentially brings along sontep@ssibility.

N. Luhmann emphasises the role of social scienaesolving risk
problems, indicates that the risk evaluation aratireess to take risks is not
only psychological, but, primarily, social probletm the foreground of the
social sciences comes the question: who takes idesjswhat is the most
important in determining whether one should taket/take risks, etcJiymas,
1994: 137).

Luhmann defines the concept of risk by differeitigirisk and hazard.
The differentiation envisages that there exists etainty or insecurity
(Unsicherhel} in relation to the damage possible in the futufere, two
possibilities open. One possibility — the possittdenage can be regarded as the
consequence of decisions, i.e., it is attributethto decision; in this case one
speaks about the risk, namely, aboutrible of decisionThe other possibility —
the damage reasons may be external, namely, tHepdéo the surrounding
world. In this case one speaks about dangsgn, 1994: 150).

Sociology, as Luhmann puts it, must put forwarduasgion on “how
the society explains and corrects the deviatiomfrihe norm, failure or
unpredicted coincidence [..]. The explanation of tlisturbance cannot be

entrusted to coincidence: it is necessary to shww this disturbance has its
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own order, its secondary normality, so to say. Résthe opposite side of the
normal form, and “only by focusing on the opposide of the normal form,
we can identify it as a form” (Luhmann, 1993), n@méhe normal processes
of the society can be apprehended by studying thehow the society tries to

comprehend its failures in the form of risk.

1.1.3. Approach of Anthony Giddens in Risk Interpréation

The British sociologist Anthony Giddens (b. 193&hen analyzing
modernization processes and its transition to thhdst (reflexive) stage, was
addressing those social environment structure eiesndransformation of
which causes risks. Living in the age of ,late mmity” means living in the
world of coincidences and risks. The notion of glcupies the central place in
the society that parts with the past with its triadial ways of activities and is
open for the unexplored future (Giddens, 1991: 112}. This statement is
equally attributed to the risk in institutionalizesivironment as well as other
fields (Iauukuii, 2001: 7).

Giddens links the exploration of the risk and ris&ciety with
reflexivity — one of the central notions of his ¢ that he defines as
uninterrupted acquisition, acquiring of knew knodde, which becomes the
basis for the social organization and self-ideni@jddens, 1990).

Modern society is subject to risk, whether we wiénbr not; even
inaction can cause risk. When analysing the mechaufi risk production, A.
Giddens stressed that modern society is mostltsired by the risks created
by people themselves. These risks possess a rdrdifenent characteristics.
First of all, the modern risks are related to thabglization in the meaning of
their “long-distance influence” (nuclear war). Sedpthe risk globalization is
an increasing number function of interdependent neve(for instance,

international division of labour). Third, in the oern world, there exist
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different institutionalized risk environments, foistance, investment market, a
world, from the condition of which the wellbeing wiillions of people depend.
The risk production is dynamic: information on thisk is risk itself as
“breaches” in cognition processes cannot be coegeanymore — as it was
before — into the “reliability” of religious or magknowledge. Fourth, the
modern society is oversaturated with knowledge isksrthat is a problem
itself. Fifth, Giddens indicated that there is digant lack of expert knowledge
as a tool of risk elimination in social systemsndfiy, he introduced the
concept ofrisk environmentof modern world that is significant for further
reasoning, and distinguished its three componéhjsthreats and danger that
are caused by the modernity reflexivity, (2) hazafdiiolence against people
that results from the war industrialization, andl {freat of appearance of the
sense of purposelessness, uselessness of hum#nesishat is created by
efforts of people to align their individual existen with the reflexive
modernization (Giddens, 1990:102-106, 124).

1.1.4. Ulrich Beck: Explanation of Risk Concept

One of the widest and conceptually completed caiscep the risk
society belongs to the German sociologist UlrichclBéb. 1944). U. Beck
considers that risk is not an extraordinary evitis; not “consequence” or “by-
product” of public life. The society constantly gruees risks; furthermore, this
production takes place in all the spheres of pulféc- economic, political, and
social one. Risks are inevitable products of denisaking (Beck, 1992, 1994,
1995).

Risk, as seen by U. Beck, can be defined as sysitemteraction of
the society with threats and dangers that are mdilend produced by the
modernization (Beck, 1992b: 22). Risk is a modeotiom that embodies the

22



notion of control and takes into consideration dleeision-taking (Beck, 2002:
40). From the moment when the industrialization dmegthere has been
constant reduction of threats of famine, epiderarcsatural disasters, but “new
risk types” have emerged (nuclear weapons, chenandl biotechnological

industry, etc.).

Risks — unlike hazards of previous ages — are cprsee that is
related to the menacing power of modernization e insecurity and fear
caused by it (Beck, 1992b: 45). “Risk society” atiyi is a new society
development paradigm that is related to the faatt ttie “positive” logics of the
public production prevailing in the industrial sefy, i.e., accumulation and
distribution of wealth, is more and more overladtisplaced) by the negative
logics of production and risk spreading.

U. Beck stresses that in the risk society, wherdpeing wealth, the
bad is produced, too, — risks that have their omgicl and which we are not
accustomed to. In the creation of the ideology aoditics of the modern
society, a very important role is given to scierpreduction of knowledge. The
theory of the risk society postulates that the rofescience experiences
considerable changes in the public life and palitichen the risk (especially
megarisk) production is expanded. The majority iskg that appear in the
course of science and technique modernization,cadfyethe most dangerous
ones (radioactive and chemical pollution, uncotdfé consequences of gene
engineering) are not perceived directly by humarsss. These risks exist only
as knowledge on them. The specialists that areonsdiple for determining the
risk level of new technologies and technical systas well as the mass media
that distribute knowledge on them *“acquire the msighificant social and
political positions” (Beck, 1992b: 23).

One more problem is the political interpretation tethnical and
natural sciences. This knowledge cannot be useecttlirin the political

process — it is necessary to make its translatitmthe language of the political
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dialogue and decisions. This translation is made plyjitically engaged
scientific society that “turns into a factor thagitimates the global industrial
pollution as well as overall destruction of thentléife, health of animals and
humans and their destruction” (Beck, 1992h: 59). iAstitute of experts is
created that acquires autonomous political sigaifoe since this institute
determines what is dangerous and to what exterd.vEny experts determine
the risk level socially acceptable to the soci€¢Beck, 1995a: 15fuumkuii,
2001: 9).

Other viewpoints of the risk society theory are arignt as well. First,
one has to revise the normative model of the sptiasis. The normative ideal
of the previous ages was equality; the normativaalicf the risk society is
safety. The social project of the society acqualesarly negative and defensive
character — not the achieving of the “good”, asas before, but the prevention
of the “bad”. Second, in the risk society, new abcommunities are created
that take down the old social partition walls. l&dR believes that those will be
communities of “risk victims” where the solidaribased on agitation and fear
can create powerful political forces. Third, theskrisociety is politically
unstable. Constant tension and fear from hazami$ wiinging the political
pendulum from overall danger and cynicism till uegictable political
activities, the distrust to the existing politicalstitutes and organizations is
increasing (Beck, 1992Wtnunkuii, 2001).

U. Beck isolates three different conflict axleghie world risk society:
ecological conflicts that are global in their esserglobal financial crises that
can initially be “individualized and nationalizedjjobal terrorism threats that
are rapidly actualized after the events of the &aper 11, 2001, in the USA.
The fact that these risks are global does not ntbahthe world becomes
uniform or that all the regions and cultures are egually subjected to unified
body of uncontrollable risks in the field of ecojpg@conomics, and power. No,

the global risks are distributed irregularly, theme revealed in different ways,
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they differ in various historical contexts as wael cultural and political models
(Beck, 2002: 41-42).

The approach of the “risk society” developed byBdck explains how
modern society solves different risks that are poed by it and that differ
considerably from the risks that were faced by wmeld a century ago. The
works by U. Beck have earned wide scientific indérand international
recognition, but at the same time they have redetugte elaborated criticism
in one or another aspect. Similarly as A. Giddesisbéing criticized for
confidence in expert knowledge, U. Beck is beiritiaized for the revaluation

of the role of science in the creation of the siy&erisk awareness.

1.2. Approaches to Risk Perception

As soon as a researcher puts forward an aim tondigie the risk for
an individual or a group (especially a socially gable risk for the whole
society), the complexity of this task is revealddce any system of risk
calculation is related to personal preferencegumyl and political context. A
classical example of this problem analysis is tleekw/Risk and Culture” by
Mary Douglas and Aaron Wildavsky (Douglas & Wildays 1982, SIuunkuii,
2001).

M. Douglas and A. Wildavsky conclude that one hasstablish a
certain scale of priorities for threats, and naryg®ut simple enumeration of
risk-evoking objects. One has to carry out riskgiag and assessment in order
to know what risks should be dealt with and in wbatler. This requires
preliminary agreement on criteria of such assessifigouglas & Wildavsky,
1982: 3). As there is no (and cannot be) one siogteect risk concept, there
exists no way how to make everyone accept it. Flmre arises the main

theoretical conclusion of the research by Douglab Wildavsky: “Risk can be
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considered as the joint-product of the coordinabetween the knowledge on
the future and the more desirable perspectives. ’heém/the knowledge is
determined, but the harmony complete,” the autbordinue, “when there is an
agreement on aims, and all the alternatives (tegettith their realization

possibilities) are known, it is possible to create programme for

implementation of the best solution. In this calse problem has technical
character, and the solution is related with calimfa This means that the
solution can be found in research [..]” (Douglas\8ldavsky, 1982: 4; see also
Sunukuii, 2003: 12).

The risk perception for Douglas and Wildavsky soaial process, and
questions on risk acceptability must be considdeéghg into account social
aspects. The choice of the risks, which peoplevangied about, depends on
the forms of the social life that are preferred.

From the risk perception theories, the mostly wsgecad one is the
knowledgeheory. it is based on the idea that people perceiveniglolgies, etc.
as dangerous since they know about their dangeoth&n conventional
condition for the risk perception is derived frothetpersonality theory
According to their orientation, individuals eithtake risk in steady enough
way, or try to avoid it whenever possible (Wildays& Dake, 1990: 167;
MacCrimmon & Wehrung, 1988; Mitchell, 1983). As Wlildavsky indicates,
the third body of explanations of hazard perceptinpna society can be
interpreted with two versions of tleeonomical theoryThe first one — the rich
ones take risk linked with technique more willinghg they receive greater
benefit from it and are in some way protected agaithe undesirable
consequences. In their turn, the less wealthy, ssgatly, feel quite the opposite
(Wildavsky & Dake, 1990: 167). In the second — ‘pumterialistic” — version
the substantiation is deployed in the exactly ofiposay: due to the reason
that the life standards have risen, the rich peapdess interested in what they

own (abundance) and what has ensured them witbajtit@lism), but more
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interested in what they would like to keep and wbt@ntimacy in social
relations, better health) (Inglehart, 1977). Othgplanations on the society’s
reaction to potential hazards lie jrolitical theorieswhere arguments on risk
are regarded as the fight of interests for a gratgosition or party privilege,
etc. The political model of the clash of interefittks conflicts with the
different social status of people in the societyilsky & Dake, 1990: 167).
In such an approach to the risk perception the hfmpeexplanation is
transferred to social and demographic charactesisjender, age, belonging to
a particular social class, liberal or conservatiwews and/or belonging to
political parties (Cotgrove, 1982; Nelkin & Pollackd82; Wildavsky & Dake,
1990: 167). In its turn, in theultural theory of risk perceptiotthe social
relations are represented as different models ahamu interrelations —
hierarchical, egalitarian and individual modeBufnascku & ek, 1994:
270).

Latvia is not an isolated island, and we, too, ten affected by
dangers arising from local society as well as dlgiracesses. Due to this
reason it is important to determine to what extdwd Latvian population
acknowledges its place in the global risk socittywhat extent residents are
aware of ecological risks, as well as what stra®ghould be more appropriate

for putting forward in reducing these risks.
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2. CONCEPT AND RESEARCH OF ECOLOGICAL
RISKS

2.1. Ecological Risks in the Theoretical Concept dhe Risk Society

2.1.1. Nature Socialization: Origins of EcologicaRisks

In the course of society development wider andpdeé€‘nature
socialization® takes place — involvement of nature, namely, @mhsystems, in
the life of society and people (though this ofteppens according to human
needs, not possibilities of nature); reorganizatidmature after the needs of
people (often not taking into account the posgibdf the nature to “withstand”
this socialization); disruption of the proportiom the environment by light-
minded attitude towards the proportions set bwemny nature (for instance, the
natural ability of waters to get clean etc.). Ohewsd note the dual nature of
the nature socialization. The nature socializatias made many processes of
social development simpler, but at the same timea# revealed the second
edge of this process — various ecological riskil, &6 it is highlighted by U.
Beck, the society receives the evaluation of tkk, including the ecological
risk, or the socially acceptable level with the m&dn of experts (Beck,
1995b), and the scientific society has to ensueesth called translation of the

risk level to wider society.

2.1.2. Actualization of Ecological Risks: “New Ecalgical Paradigm”

Some of the first ones to be interested in therahtar environmental

sociology in the late 1970’s were Americans Willi@atton and Riley Dunlap

% The nature socialization is defined as the incréragiee universal use of nature and the
increase of the general responsibility of peoptatfoconservations{ueuxo, 1999)

28



(Catton & Dunlap, 1979). In the last decades of288 century the sociology
has also turned to environmental awareness. Flapgeaned in the
anthropocentric, socio-centric, and “optimistic’papach to the study of public
phenomena that were filled in by the synthetic apph.

At the end of the previous century, several impdrainciples were
formulated in sociology. One of them: the sociagkris created not only by
social, but also natural / environmental factorseo this reason nature and
society are not separated anymore, a symbiosig@lized environment exists.
This principle in modern sociology is represented the “new ecological
paradigm” (NEP) where “external” ecological (envinsental) limitations set
to the human activity are thus interpreted as thwas factors, i.e., as internal
social regulators of the public life (Dunlap & Varere, 1978: 10). Catton and
Dunlap have also established four NERey Environmental Paradigm
guidelines (Catton & Dunlap, 1980: 34).

In the table 2.1 of the doctoral thesis, the autbsents detailed
evaluation of (1) the NEP with the representatibthe environmental realism
ideas in the studies carried out in 1970’s and iphbet at the end of the said
decade, as well as (2) environmental constructiisat has been developing
since 1990's together with U. Beck’s, A. Giddensind N. Luhmann’s
conclusions on the risk society that are considéoede the most significant
directions of sociology dealing with the researd¢henvironmental problems.
R. Lidskog has provided for a concise comparisortheftwo directions (see

Table 2.2 of the doctoral thesis).

2.1.3. Model of Ecological Risk Perception and Evahtion

In the risk society, it is vitally important to kwohow people perceive

and evaluate risks, including ecological risksliterature the attention is paid
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to two directions in the risk research and percept{1) study of differences in
riskogenic activities, and (2) study of the indivad risk perception.
Representatives of the first movement believe thattermrisk perceptionis
not quite accurate — basically, a risk cannot begieed, only the results of
decisions can be perceived. Thus, there is actualyterm objective risk
(Singleton & Hovden, 1987: 26, frofpumaes, 2002: 26).

The followers of the second movement offer the ofwlhg risk
definition: “Risk — it is an undetermined situatiomhere one or several
outcomes are not desired” (Merkhofer, 1987: 2). Segnences may appear on
different levels of the social system — as detation of the human health in
the parameters of the environmental state or theeldpment of the very
system. In order to present more accurate defmitibthe risk concept, the
process of the risk generation is explained whémeet components are
predominating: (1) the risk source, namely, hazafd) the hazard
manifestation, and (3) the effect or the resulthef hazard manifestation. The
risk is directly related to hazards — created eithenature or a man (Schaefer,
1978;'pumaes, 2002: 30).

Hazards, their manifestation and the results oecesf determine the
risk volume with the evaluation of the hazard coussce probability and their
level. The risk perception “adds” a supplementasgnponent — evaluation of
the possible consequence significance providednbijviduals or the whole
society. All the components together create theated “risk chain” or the
process of risk generation.

When summarizing the analyzed theoretical appraadhés possible
to draw the following conclusions: any hazard hagsdicular cluster of effects
that is expressed in particular conditions; ang [ifocess of the society that
takes place while using natural resources, craakghat, in its turn, changes
the existing basic guidelines of the society andsea problems for further

successful course of life processes; nature spatadn facilitates the existence
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of the society, yet human interference in the woold nature provokes
appearance of ecological risks; the appearance BP Nactivated the

significance of ecological problems, popularizede thview that the

environmental protection must become a prioritycéfmpared to economic
growth; in sociology, the risk analysis is charaeed by risk description as
well as the explanation of their nature and devalept; the main fields of risk
analysis are ecological risks and risks causedobiakprocesses by focusing
on the activation of the public thought in quessiaxf the analyzed risks and

“healthy alarmism”.

2.1.4. Ecological Awareness and Ecological Behavioiews and

Actions

In order to characterize the attitude of people ams the
environment, the conceptological awareness / natural awarenéssised in
the theoretical literature. The meanings of bothcepts are close, but not
identical. In this subchapter the views of seveeakarchers on the ecological
awareness will be examined and compared, its ddtaharacteristic will be
provided (Michael Christopher from the Universifyttawaii at Hilo, Canadian
scientists Edmund O'Sullivan and Marilyn M. Taylbiplogy professor from
the University of Pennsylvania Christoph Uhl, a.o.

In its narrower sense, the ecological awareneatributed to specific
psychological factors that are related to the digfmm of an individual to
participate in activities directed to environmepto-environmental activities),
while in its wider sense it includes psychologiealue and behaviour factors —
views, attitudes, knowledge, activities determirtgdknowledge and values,
etc. From analytical point of view, an ecologicallyvare (environmentally

oriented) person is a person who is characterizeditle-range environment-
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oriented activity and who represents particulaugaland viewpoints (Sanchez
& Lafuente, 2010: 732).

The ecological / environmental awareness can beeginalized in
four dimensions: emotional, dispositional, cogratiand active.

Latvian sociologists V. Mgikovs and A. Kalnja, when describing
the ecological consciousness or ecological awaseoiethe Latvian population,
distinguish three components: 1) concern of enwirental degradation; 2)
readiness to invest time and means in environmeptakervation; 3)
knowledge on environment-degrading factors (Kg&n& MenSikovs, 2004:
49). The author of the present doctoral thesis|emrieating the concept of the
scientific work, uses the three-component definitiof the ecological
awareness proposed by her Latvian colleagues, dls asethe ecological
awareness is understood as holistic approach toetiity, understanding that
actually every aspect of human life has impact omirenment (see also
Christopher, 1999; Leff, 1978; Sanchez & Lafuer?2®10; O’'Sullivan &
Taylor, 2004; Uhl, 2003).

In the research of environmental protection andoggcal questions, it
is possible to note specific subjects (includinglegical risks) more profound
cognition of which provides opportunity to understahe existing tendencies
and formulate the possible consequences. In ocdevaluate the influence of
ecological risks, it is important not only to obtathe subjective evaluation
presented by the Latvian population, but the objedhdicators characterizing
it must be examined, as well. In this context, thehor of the thesis has
focused more profoundly on the views of Marcus ldadind Max Haller
(Hadler & Haller, 2011) on the types of a persdmé&haviour in (public and
private) environmental protection. The attentiorfasused also on social and
demographic indicators of individual level thatlirghce the resident habits in

the environmental behaviour.
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This chapter also deals with questions in relationecologically-
competent behaviour in the sphere of consummattuies on the ideal
behaviour of people in environmental protectionenbeen analyzed, and it is
compared with their environment-friendly views ks things said by people do
not always coincide with their actions (Schlossbd@P0; Roberts &, Bacon,
1997: 89; Ajzen, 1989; Dalton, 1994; Gillham, 2008)

2.2. Research on Ecological Problems in Latvia

Study of environmental problems in the general resech context
in Latvia. In the second half of the #@entury, when environmental problems
obtained more and more important place in the difethe society, public
opinion researchers and sociologists started cgyryput researches to
determine the society’s level of information in fireld of ecological risks and
environmental protection. At first, the surveys dimented the society’s level
of information, as well as assessed the shift ierésts of environmental
protection in different categories (different ediima, age, place of residence)
of residents (Albrecht, 1975: 560). Further reseaatiowed also analyzing
more attentive attitude of residents to environmakeptotection, the level of
their ecological awareness and its relation to yeleey habits in environmental
protection.

In order to evaluate the previous studies on theiops of the Latvian
population in relation to problems of environmerpabtection as a possible
risk, 12 studies were chosen that are either camlgldevoted to the questions
of environmental protection, or treat its indivitlagpects (the list of the studies
is presented in the table 2.3. of the doctoralithes

Having carried out unidimensional analysis of ttaédsstudies, the
author determined the respondent attitude towamigogical problems in

Latvia in long-term. The data analysis is subdidideto six sub-subjects that
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are treated in the following sections. Substamntidhe questions that are
included in the question modules studied in thedtlchapter of the doctoral
thesis are summarized and analyzed there.

To provide more profound understanding of particidaestions, a
comparison with other countries of the world hasrbmade.

Topicality of environmental questions evaluated byresidents as
one of the basic indicators of the ecological awamess.The information
gathered during the research was related to theady of environmental
questions as evaluated by residents. As the awssearfethe responsibility of
the whole world as well as of each country and eaetson for the nature
protection grows, residents place the questiorsnefronmental protection on
the list of those important questions to which igatar significance shall be
attributed. This awareness of the environment sigraficant factor is also one
of the indicators of resident ecological awarer(@smlap & Van Liere, 2000;
Capra, 2003; O Sullivan & Taylor, 2004; Kajai & MenSikovs, 2004). Data
show that the opinion of the Latvian population slowmt differ considerably
from the public opinion of a great part of Europeanntries.

In general, it is possible to conclude that theviaat population cares
for the questions of environmental protection, agsidents are worried about
the possible consequences that may be caused bgnhuntervention into the
nature. People express the opinion that the enwiemal protection occupies
significant role in their lives and the life of aauy in general, yet, when
linking support to the environmental protectioniwtossibly slower economic
growth, the support for the environmental protecti@ecomes lower.

Identifying questions of environmental protection:concern about
ecological risks. When analyzing the research data, the author sebes
whether and to what extent the residents deschibeetological situation as
risky or threatening, since one of the indicatdrshe ecological awareness is

the concern of residents about the environmentahtdon (Dunlap & Van
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Liere, 1978). The research data show that the &atpiopulation is concerned
about the environmental situation. The residentscgiee the ecological
situation as potentially threatening, and they egprtheir concern about the
future of the planet in relation to the ecologisdiliation and the hazards to the
nature caused by people.

In the research “Human Safety in Latvia”, the rexpents were asked
to express their opinion on 32 possible causesaofer. When summarizing
the respondent answers, it is possible to conctbdefour out of ten causes
that threatened people the most are related toamaent (see Latvia. Human
Development Report 2002/2003).

Readiness of residents to solve possible ecologicasis: evaluation
by society. In this section one of the first widest studiesthe field of
ecological risks in Latvia is analyzed — the reskasf 1999, conducted by the
scientists from Daugavpils Pedagogical Universityuclear Energetics and
Human Living Conditions” that was connected withe tlnalysis of the
ecological risks created by Ignalina NPP (Lithuuaiad their influence on the
life quality of the residents of surrounding tesries. It was determined that the
majority of residents and experts in Latvia ackremged the hazardous
influence of the NPP on the environment: 89% of tespondents of
Daugavpils region believed that the NPP threatetied environment, 88%
indicated that the NPP also endangered human hédith greatest danger to
environment, according to the opinion of the resglmmts, is caused by air
pollution (this answer was given by 71% of residgnthe second place was
attributed to the radioactive emission (64%) {lSikovs & Peipna, 1999: 5).

The research showed the necessity to develop tiegcal awareness
that in general means not only concern about tingiton of the environment,
but also sufficient level of knowledge on the partar risk so that

corresponding action models could be developedartbe concluded that the
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majority of the residents cannot determine thebligubehaviour and specify it
adequately according to the actual ecological s@nan the region.

Level of the resident knowledge on questions of emwnmental
protection. An element characterizing the ecological awareiesse level of
the resident knowledge on environment-degradingofac and it foresees
knowledge in the questions of environmental pridecin general. During
research, respondents indicate that the envirorahguéstions are important to
them, but they admit that their level of knowledge environmental problems
and environmental protection questions in genaralot good enough, there is
also absence of exact information on the possialgydr level and actions to
take in case of possible hazardous consequencdise Ievel of the resident
knowledge on the environmental risks and possislibf their prevention or
coexistence with them increases, the chances #&r Httive and deliberate
participation in the management and preventiomes$é risks will increase, too.

Input of the society in the environmental protectim measures:
evaluation by residents. When questioned about active measures for
environmental protection, a great part of the Latvipopulation wants to
delegate the main responsibility for the environtakmollution to the big
companies and countries (international organizajiohhe residents are ready
to accept responsibility in such environmental @ctibn measures that do not
require considerable financial investments or actiarticipation.

Activity of the residents in the environmental proection: everyday
habits and public activities. When evaluating the data, it is necessary to
consider not only the opinion on the topicality efivironmental questions
declared by the residents, but also their everyddjts and readiness to change
them in order to improve the quality of the surrdiung environment.

Data show that even greater and greater part of Liian
population considers that resident role in the mapment of the measures for

environmental protection can be significant. Thadents also ascertain their
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readiness to correct their everyday habits forteefit to the nature if it will

require no additional investments or comparativelpall financial or

participation investments: for instance, wasteisgrtchoosing environment-
friendly goods, support to the products of locahofacturers.

The analyzed surveys present good insight intooghi@ion of the
Latvian residents on environmental problems, tis&dent concerns and their
knowledge on these questions in general, when hgokom the point of view
of unidimensional analysis. Having analyzed thedistsi where the
environmental questions have been characterizedatithor has identified
and summarized the data that create the idea opdblegical problems in
Latvia and their perception. Still, in order to foem wholesome analysis of
the ecological awareness of the Latvian populatibis necessary (on the
basis of foreign and Latvian research traditionthis field) to create a system
of indicators that would permit to measure and abt@rize the ecological
awareness and behaviour characteristic to the amjppulation, as well as to
examine the interaction of the ecological awareraess the behaviour. The
interconnection of these data could be verified hwithe help of
multidimensional analysis, but the results obtainvell allow developing
appropriate instruments for the implementationhef $tate politics that, in its
turn, will help to increase the ecological awarene$ the residents, thus

systemizing and fixing traditions of ecologicalBsponsible behaviour.
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3. RESIDENT EVALUATION ON RISK
SOCIETY AND ECOLOGICAL RISKS IN LATVIA

3.1. Survey Methods

In the 2“ chapter of the doctoral thesis (hereinafter — B® the
analysis of several studies was carried out andddt@ were interpreted
according to the modules defined in the Introductla order to examine the
ecological awareness components of the Latvian Iptipn, their
interconnection and to determine their subjectival@ation on the risk society
and ecological risks as well as to gather infororaton the main factors
constituting the representations of the Latviaridessts on the risk society
(concern about environmental degradation), to d@tex and evaluate the level
of the resident awareness or knowledge and to amdhe role of the level of
the resident awareness on the process of the écalagk awareness, and to
analyze the readiness of the Latvian populatiorafitions to reduce emergence
of new ecological risks and spreading of the exgstnes, it is important to
determine the overall attitude towards environmigntatection, to analyze the
evaluation of the ecological risk content and tbeel of knowledge on the
ecological risks, to assess activities for riskuattbn. Due to this reason in the
third chapter of the DT the quantitative methodrdbrmation obtaining was
used for information gathering. With the help ofstimethod the primary
quantitative data on all the research questionsfaetard in the research
objectives outlined in the Introduction were ob&ainTheresearch instrument
— a special, partially standardized questionnaie (Appendix 1 to the DT) —
was developed. On the basis of the studies on warérological questions
analyzed in the chapter 2.2 of the DT and the amighs drawn in the

theoretical part of the thesis, the questionnaias supplemented with specific
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guestions on ecological risks and risk society, ttuadl promoted the analysis of
the subject chosen for the doctoral thesis. Thahghguestionnaire comprises
guestions from several other studies to make cosgarthe present content of
the questionnaire on the ecological subject isimaigand approbated in a
doctorate survey for the first time.

The personal input of the author of the DT in tleeelopment of the
guantitative research of the DT is the creatiorihef questionnaire, choise of
the appropriate method, selection of speciallyntdi interviewers, quality
control (10% of the amount). When starting the djitative research, the
author prepared the analysis model (figure 2), rdgteng the thematic
modules of the research questions and the mostriemiaquestions in each of
them as well as the expected interrelation of thestjon modules under study.
In the questionnaire, the author was concentratimdive thematic question
modules under study:

1) Attitude (evaluation of topical problems, enviromte protection,

interaction of environmental and economical isswesponsibility for the

care in environmental protection, topicality of @ommental problems).

2) Evaluation of the ecological risk contents (subgettto ecological

risks, evaluation of the national economy processasising risks,

evaluation of the damage caused by the ecologisks,ridentifying the

content of the ecological risks).

3) Views on the risk society (evaluating featureshef tisk society).

4) Level of knowledge on ecological risks and mediaofkledge on
national economy processes causing risks, knowledgelamages
caused by ecological risks, sources of informatinrecological risks,

knowledge on actions in case of different ecoldgitsasters).
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4 The schematic survey model is created on the Iodsissample model of the welfare
survey of the European Social Research progranWedfdre attitudes in a changing

Europe: module template with background informatismrvey questions to be used in
ESS Round 4, European Social Suyvey

40



5) Activities for risk reduction (readiness to pafpiaie in environment
improvement activities, participation in environnten protection
measures).

In addition a block of social and demographic dast and its
connection with all the above-mentioned blocks wéstions was examined by
assuming that these factors have more or lessfisgmi influence on all the
thematic modules of questions under study.

When creating the survey questionnaire, the autfidhe thesis used
indicators and measurement scales from studiesucted during previous
years (EVS, WVS, ISSP, EBjuman Safety in LatviandNuclear Energetics
and Conditions of Human Lieby adapting and adjusting them for the
realization of the goal and objectives set in thetdral thesisThe multilevel
random selection was used to create the selectiompg taking into account
that every element from the selection frame hagsatemprobability to be
included in the selection that is not equal to z&alls were made to both
mobile and landline phone numbers.

In order to ensure the planned selection amount0®=8he total
number of contact attempts was 8168. When perfartie quality control of
the survey fieldwork and verifying the quality dfet data input, only four
guestionnaires were declared to be invalid for @malysis of results. The
number of completed interviews was 817; 813 of theeme declared to be
valid for further data analysis. The non-respon@denount reached n=7355 (the
non-respondence recording see in the appendixtZafoctoral thesis).

The data input was carried out in the program RMUSIWARP-IT.
The open or text questions in questionnaires weitew down in free text
form and then encoded.

The data validity and input quality was controlleshd ensured
according to the international methodology (ESOM#tRndards) by verifying

10% of the input questionnaires.
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After the data input, the gathered material wasdfierred from the
RM PLUS WARP-IT DATA ENTRY program to SPSS 19.0.i§program
was used for the further data processing.

The data were subjected to the weighing procednrhe basis of the
latest statistical information on the number, gendage, and regional
distribution of the Latvian population provided bty Population Register of
theLR leM PMLP

3.2. Resident Attitude to the Environmental Protedbn in the

Context of Latvian Problems

According to U. Beck’s approach, a risks can béngsfas systematic
interaction of the socoety with hazards that aduoed and produced in the
course of the modernization process. Industridbmahas created new risk
types, in addition, the boundaries of potencialljzdrdous risk consequences
are widening as the result of globalization proesg8eck, 1992, 2002). One
of the global risks is thecological riskthat takes the central place in this
research.

This chapter focuses on questions that charactdrzeverall public
opinion on problems in Latvia and environmental tpction in general.
Hypotheses were put forward and, respectively,yaialvas carried out on the
resident concern on environmental degradation, pr@blems and situation in
this field not only on the level of unidimensionanalysis, but also
mathematical verification on the interconnectiorttté representation systems
of these modules — hierarchy of problems (1), statedividual (2), and
economic input (3) — was performed. During the aesle, all the hypotheses set

forward were confirmed.
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Summary of Hypothesis Confirmation

Table 3.4.

The Latvian population includes the environmeptablems in Hypothesis
the context of social problems in the group of naastial confirmed
problems

There exists statistically significant connectizetween the Hypothesis
opinion “care for/not care for” the environmentabtection and confirmed
the opinion on how important the environmental peois are in

the country

In the question on responsibility distributioneinvironmental Hypothesis
protection — state or individual —, the Latvian plgion believes | confirmed
that the responsibility should be accepted botthbyresidents and

the state

There exists statistically significant connegctizetween the public| Hypothesis
opinion that the government must reduce the ensimntal confirmed
pollution, but not at the expense of the resideans, the public

opinion that the economic growth and creation af m@rking

places must be priority, even if the environmers teasuffer to

some extent

There exists statistically significant connegctizetween the public| Hypothesis
opinion on agreement to increase taxes if theceriwinty that this| confirmed
money will be used to reduce the environmentalypiolh and the

opinion that the environmental protection must berjty even if

this means slower economic growth and loss of @icenumber

of working places

There exists statistically significant connectitween the Hypothesis
opinion “care for/not care for” the environmentabtection and confirmed
the opinion that both the government and the ressdeust take

care for the environmental protection

When verifying how the social and demographic fexiafluence the

answers provided by the Latvian population in thal@ation

of general

problems (the listing of these problems also inekidnvironmental questions),
with the help of the? test it was stated that not all the social and atgaphic
factors influence the opinion on the environmeptablems. The evaluation of
the environmental problem topicality expressed ly Latvian population is
influenced by the education level and the typehefplace of residence — rural

area, urban area, or Riga. It means that, wheryzngl and interpreting this

43



guestion, the attention should be paid to the thet the environmental
problems are perceived as topical mostly by respotsd with secondary
general and higher education living in Riga anceottities of Latvia. In rural

areas environmental problems are perceived asingssrtant that could be
explained by higher quality of the environment adlas by other factors, for
instance, extremely low level of welfare that degses concerns about
everything else (see the DT P8, chapter 3.2.).héir tturn, such factors as
gender, age, nationality, and region where thearadpnt lives do not influence
the opinion on the environmental problems.

When assessing the public opinion that the enviemtal protection

must be priority even if that means slower econogrowth and loss of a
certain number of working places and the opinioat tine economic growth
and creation of working places must be priorityreifethe environment has to
suffer to some extent, it can be concluded thatetauation on these two
opinions was influenced by several demographicofactgender, nationality,
and the place of residence, but it was not infleenby the resident age,
education and region. Male respondents (69.0%) nuften than female

respondents (51.8%) believe that the economic dramdst be priority even if
the nature has to suffer. Similarly, Latvians mofien than other nationalities
care for the environmental protection rather thae €conomic growth and

creation of working places (see the DT P8, chapy).
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3.3. Identification and Evaluation of Ecological Réks

One of the components of the ecological awarengesthe human
concern of the environmental degradation and igsgmtion. U. Beck indicates
that a great part of the modern society risks heesb called luxury risks that
are related to the possible consequences of theimg living conditions, and
not the fight with natural forces or concern ofvéual. U. Beck demonstrates
such consequences of risks in the risk society: déjocalization; 2)
unpredictability 3) unbalanced positio(Beck, 2006: 234).

In this chapter individual research questions vaefned in the way
so as to evaluate how the Latvian population idiestiand defines ecological
risks, evaluate processes of nature and natiomalosgy that create ecological
risks as well as the damage caused by the ecolagska, thus evaluating the
anxiety of residents about the environmental degiad that is one of the
indicators of theecological awareness

To the question whether their life is subject tolegical risks, 42.8%
of respondents provided affirmative answer, 40.0%egnegative answer, but
17.3% of respondents had difficulties in definimgit opinion (basis n=813)
(see the figure P6 E.1).

When characterising the ecological Fisn opinion that corresponds
to the characteristic trait of the risk society diedicians prevailed in the
answers of respondents — 67.3% indicate that tbeogical risk is related to
the result of human activity oenvironmental pollutionIn this block of

answers, the residents noted air and water pafiutiost frequently.

® The respondents who noted that their life is suibji: to risks were asked to specify
what they understand with words “ecological riskie respondents were offered an
opportunity to provide for three response variants.
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As the second most important ecological risk, #epondents (17.0%)
indicate variousature problemsa part of which is natural disasters, but a part
can be characterized as the consequences causednian activity. A little
smaller number of residents specified the followiagological risks (or
consequences of the said risk)fluence of ecological problems on human
health, food problems, concern about different sataphes, accidents, use of
different chemical substances, burning of the yastr's grass and deforesting.
A part of the respondents included answers in igle qoncept that is related
with general attitude towards riska part of the respondents linked the concept
“ecological risks” withdifferent limitationsthat are caused by the aggravation
of the ecological situation. Comparatively few msgents (2.9%) noted
climate changesas the ecological risk, basically a generalizedvansclimate
changes, green-house effect, global warming” wasrgi

When evaluated by the residents, three most danggymcesses of
the national economy generating ecological risksdisposal of waste in forest,
uncontrolled use of chemicals in agriculture anddfdndustry, as well as
pollution of water bodies. The least dangerous @spe the generation of
ecological risks is construction of small HPSs #mel technological processes
of their operation (see the DT P6 Fig. E.3).

In the verification with they? test, in order to determine how the
provided answers, that characterise the opinidhetatvian population on the
content of ecological risks, are influenced by #wrial and demographic
factors, such a connection was established betiweerdifferent variables. It
proved that the opinion of the residents is notuegriced by their gender,
education and nationality, at the same time ibfeienced by their age, region
and place of residence.

The greatest percentage of the respondents whevbethat they are
subject to ecological risks, is situated in RighafTis not surprising as Riga has

the highest density of population, respectivelyhhimimber of vehicles, lots of
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garbage, etc. When looking at the age groups,asigondents considering that
they are subjected to ecological risks mostly bgltmthe age group of 35-44

years and 25-34 years. But the groups of resposidiesdgt concerned about the
threats of ecological risks are in the age of 124oyears and the age of 55 to
74 years. When generalizing, it is possible totbay these problems cause less
concern to “young people” and “elderly people” (#e= DT P8, chapter 3.3).

3.4. Public Opinion on Risk Society

Abundance of information on possible risks is cdestd to be a
characteristic feature of the risk society, in #ddi unlike the industrial
society where risks were defined by experts antiaiites, the confidence of
residents in expert systems in a risk society leasehsed or disappeared at all.
At the same time the risk consequences cannot bdigeed and it is not
possible to secure oneself sufficiently againsirtitie to their complexity and
probable future consequences as it used to bedyafoaddition the abundance
of information on the subject of risks creates misks.

In this chapter the research questions were sehaoit would be
possible to evaluate whether the opinions of thtviaa population can be
compared with these characteristics defining tbk siociety, and what social
and demographic factors have impact on the answers.

The answers provided by the Latvian respondents edsfirm the
statement of the risk society theoreticians thatsibciety every day receives so
much information on various risks that it is difflt to orient oneself in it, in
their turn, the unpredictable consequences of fisksid structuring an action
model for their prevention to some extent sincecrealible knowledge on the
risk content is available.
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The respondents were asked if they agreed witlstdtement that any
field of life is subject to certain hazards or eskhe Latvian population is
aware of life in connection with certain risks: 8% of the respondents gave
affirmative answers that in everyday life any fiékdsubject to certain risks,
18.5% denied this statement, but a great part sgamdents (15.2%) had no
opinion on this question (see the DT P6, Fig. RApm all the respondents
who provided affirmative answer to the question “BPou agree with the
statement that any field of life is subject to a@rthazards or risks?” (n=539),
88.3% indicated particular risks. In their turmprfr the respondents indicating
particular risks (n=476), 61.9% named reasons ological character (see the
DT P6 Fig. R.2.a., R.2.b.).

78.3% of respondents consider that the possiblm lidrthe risk can
be predicted only approximately, 71.1% — that #wel of the risk danger is
determined by experts of different fields, and aithe same number of
respondents (71.3%) agree with the opinion thatinhetivity of the society
creates new risks (see the DT P6, Fig. R.3.).

A bit more than a half of the Latvian populationnsmers: though
people recognize the existence of ecological riskey think that their
existence is not endangered (55.5%); 52.9% of refgms attest that people
speak so much about different catastrophes, adsidand risks that it is not
possible to worry about them every day. Approxityatealf of residents
(48.9%) have the following opinion: the more infation on risks is received,
the greater is certainty on uninterrupted growthisis. At the same time only
25.4% of respondents believe that the abundanceéhefinformation on
ecological risks generates new risks.

To the question whether respondents would be ableprbtect
themselves in case of an ecological emergency, 2h8% of the respondents
gave affirmative answer, but 59.2% of the respotglhrought that they would

not manage to do it.
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When using the test to statistically control how the social and
demographic factors influence the answers givethbyLatvian residents, what
charaterises the evaluation provided by them imti@l to characteristics
present in a risk society, it can be concluded thataffirmation of residents
that they agree with the statement that any fidldife is subject to certain
hazards or risks is affected by such variablehasge, education, region, and
the place of residence. Though all the respondguite unanimously believe
that any field of life is subject to risks, stilyhen speaking about risks in
general, the respondents with higher education the ones that more
frequently believe that any field of life is subjég risks (the same is true about
the respondents living in Riga and Pieriga), bet tbspondents with the basic
education very rarely voice the opinion that amfdfiof life is subject to risks
(see the DT P.8., chapter 3.4.). This means thatagbn (and also the region)
is one of the determining factors in this question.

Nevertheless it was not stated that the variableggender and
nationality would have any influence on the statehsvaluations expressed by

the residents.

3.5. Knowledge of the Latvian Population on Ecologal Risks

Theoreticians of the risk society, when characitegiza risk society,
indicate that the residents in such a society ewday receive abundant
information on risks, and the situation itself ¢esanew feeling of danger. At
the same time, one of the components of the eamdbgiwareness is the
resident knowledge on environment-degrading factord their prevention.
This section of the doctoral thesis is devotech®dlarification of the resident

knowledge or awareness of ecological risks.
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When answering the question to what extent theywedormed about
the ecological risks that could be generated byirenmental problems, less
than a half of the respondents (44.0%) could evaltieir level of knowledge
as good or very good. The received answers alseeptioat the society in
Latvia in general has poor knowledge on the acfans in case of high
dangerousness since the majority of the respondeimstted that they would
not know what to do in case of an industrial emeegeor its threats in high-
risk objects, in case of chemical leakage or nugi#ant accident. It can be
concluded that in general the Latvian populationas prepared for emergency
situations and has not enough knowledge on this ¢f@ccidents and the most
appropriate actions in this case (see the DT R26.C.3, C.4.).

The reason for the poor knowledge of the residentactions in case
of different technogenic accidents can be conwictibat such emergencies
cannot affect Latvia and its residents, due to teason the information on
them is not necessary. It is reflected also in thestion asked to the
respondents on the situation now in Latvia and térethe Latvian population
is subject to ecological risks. 62.5% of responslemtswered that the Latvian
residents are subject to relatively few ecologigsks, but 18.8% — that the
Latvian population is practically not subject t@lgical risks.

When comparing the distribution of the most popul#iormation
sources according to the criterion on from whewe rdspondents receive the
information on ecological risks and from where tlveyuld like to receive it, it
can be concluded that undeniable leaders in tloerEtion distribution are the
television, Internet, press, and radio.

The statement of U. Beck that in a risk societyegtgpare those who
determine the level and hazard of the risk is suppldby the fact that 18.7% of
the respondents have named the evaluation prodigedxperts as the best
preferable source of information, thus revealinge thesire to receive

comprehensive and high-quality information on egaal risks. Nevertheless
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the information provided by experts at presentnididated as the source of
information for the knowledge on ecological riskdyoby 4.8% of respondents.

When performing analysis of the hypotetical assionpthat “there
exists statistically significant connection betwetie level of the resident
knowledge and the opinion that the abundance afrimftion on ecological
risks creates new risks” with the help of tffdgest, it is possible to determine
that the respondents who have high level of knogdedn ecological risks
believe that the abundance of information on edoldgisks cause new risks
more often than other respondents (see the DT Fable 3.16.).

When verifying with they® test how the social and demographic
factors influence the provided answers charactegitie opinion of the Latvian
population on the content of ecological risks, &snstated that that answers to
the question to what extent in general the resgdamé informed on those
ecological risks in Latvia that could be causedhyironmental problems were
influenced and are interdependent on such variaidebe age, education, and
region, but were not influenced by the factors efdgr, nationality or place of
residence. For instance, the level of educatiorerdénes the level of the
respondent knowledge on ecological risks as thporefents with the basic

education feel less informed on ecological rislkee (e DT P.8., chapter 3.5.).

3.6. Readiness of the Latvian Population to Engage Reduction of

Ecological Risks

The ecological awareness is also characterizedhéyreéadiness of
residents to devote time and invest means in th@@ment preservation and
protection. In this chapter the research questioer® phrased in the way as to
evaluate if there exists statistically significanbnnection between the

environment improvement activities of the Latviaropplation in time

51



dimension and to determine what the exact acts/itiee for the improvement
of the environmental situation where the inhabitssine ready to participate.

The majority of respondents answered that in futvoeld participate
in the following activities: dispose of waste iresfal places only (definitely —
59.1%, rather yes — 31.7%), use economic lightdbyltefinitely — 45.6%,
rather yes — 38.3%), hand over outdated househgiliaaces, batteries in
special places only (definitely — 41.4%, rather yed40.6%), sort household
waste (definitely — 36.3%, rather yes — 43.1%), meee environment-friendly
household chemicals (definitely — 33.9%, rather-ydg.9%), etc.

When conducting verification with the test in order to determine if
there exists statistically significant connectionthe activities of the Latvian
population in the field of environmental protectiam time dimension, the
statistically significant connection between theadables was proven. All the
performed measures are more active now than itiwalse past (apart from
seasonal activities — tree planting, participatiorcommunity work days and
use of bicycle as a means of transportation). tt ba concluded that the
activities fixed in the question have tendencynitréase: for instance, 29.4% of
respondents declare that they have sorted houselzaie in past, but now it is
done by already 35.9% of respondents, and 79.4%hefrespondents are
planning to do it in the future (Fig. 3.6.).

When analysing how social and demographic factoftuénce the
provided answers characterizing the readiness @flL#itvian population to
participate in different activites in order to impe the environmental situation
with they? test, it was stated that not all the social anuagraphic factors are
dependent on the variable that determines themesslito act.

When speaking about the participation in activitiest could improve
the environmental situation at large, in all theesaexcept for the acquisition of
water treatment equipment for private houses, woarenready to participate

in different activities more frequently than meisaain all the cases Latvians
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appear likely to be more active than other natitieal and also respondents
with higher education are ready to be more activalinost all the fields than
people with basic or secondary education (see the® chapter 3.6.).

When examining different indicators that characterthe resident
knowledge and care for the ecological values, istnine concluded that most
often those are interdependent on such demograpticators as age and
education, while the statistical dependence igribst seldom stated in relation
to the type of the place of residence, respectinvelyether a person lives in
Riga, in an urban or rural area, as well as onntdgonality. In addition, the
variables characterizing the activity are influethby almost all the variables of
demographic indicators. The dependence of variableracterizing other
blocks on so many demographic indicators is noentesl.

When creating the theoretical model (Fig. 2.),adseat the beginning
of the work, it was envisaged to verify the intéation and influence of the
guestion modules. Th&endall's tau bcoefficient was used to verify the
interconnection (1) between the module of the eatadu of the ecological risk
content and the module that characterizes theigciiv risk reduction; (2)
between the module “level of knowledge on ecoldgitsk” and the module
“activities for risk reduction”, (3) between the thde of the level of
knowledge on ecological risks and the module of #waluation of the
ecological risk content. In all three cases thesrodnnection between the
modules was proven. Th&oodman and Kruskal tau rank correlation
coefficients were used to verify the interconnactibetween the module
“activity in risk reduction” and the module of geak attitude as well as
between the module of the evaluation of the ecolgiisk content and the
module of general attitude. In both cases the é¢otamection was confirmed.
Thus, the data analysis proved the interconnectébnthe modules and

confirmed the set hypotheses accordingly.
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CONCLUSIONS

The theoretical substantiation of the doctoral ithés based on two
important directions of sociology dealing with sguaf environmental issues —
this is the ,new ecological paradigm” developedAmericans W. Catton and
R. Dunlap and representing the idea of environniergalism in studies
conducted since late 1970s, and the ,environmerttaktructivism” approach
by U. Beck, A. Giddens, N. Luhmann, and others tinas been developing
since 1990’s with studies published on the risketgc

U. Beck, A. Giddens, and N. Luhmann are very déiferin the aspect
of theoretical interpretation, yet the author uges,free” definition of risk by
exactly these three authors in her conceptualizaifahe risk society, namely,
although each of the mentioned theoreticians offleer own interpreting of
the risk and risk society, they still define it mgiseveral characteristics rather
than with a single theoretically justified and pieally approved definition (the
interpretation by N. Luhmann is the least definitehile the most precise
interpretation of the risk and risk society is pd®d by U. Beck, when taking
the tree mentioned ones). Finally, in this thebis &uthor has combined a
summary of theoretical aspects of the risk socaatgt the ecological risks as
well as the analysis of surveys conducted earlieecological problems, and
developed a questionnaire and carried out anirpglirected at the very
evaluation of ecological risks, not the analysigefieral environmental issues.

When analyzing the definition and origins of thisk concept, the
author has paid particular attention to the notibthe risk societyin the first
chapter of the thesis. Within the framework of tisi society, one of the most
significant risks that the modern society has tal déth is the ecological risk.
An extended analysis of the ideas by authors exaanin the first chapter
(mostly N. Luhmann, A. Giddens, and U. Beck) pregdthe theoretical
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justification for the theme examined in the thesis the evaluations of
ecological risks as elements characterising thelogmal awareness. In
addition, approaches of other authors to the aisalyfrisk perception have
been examined, different models of risk interpietahave been evaluated in
order to acquire deeper insight into the problemthe risk and risk society
research.

While developing the doctoral thesis and realizimg objectives set in
the Introduction, the goal of the research was hredcand the study of the
ecological awareness of the Latvian society wagezhout on the basis of the
representations of the Latvian residents on evialuatf ecological risks; at the
same time the interconnection of the componenth®fecological awareness
was established. When working out the doctoralishdbe author came to
several conclusions:

. The risk concept, though being similarly theorized different
disciplines, historically and in each particulagldi of science acquires a bit
different shade of view. The common characteriithat the risk is always
associated with the admission of probability eletador a situation of harmful
consequences.

. The risk identification and management in everyietyccan be led in
a different way taking into account the understagdif risks as well as the
attitude of the society towards the admissiblelledeisk.

. There exist five different risk perception theorieknowledge,
personality, economical, political, and culturalskri perception theories.
Namely, when interpreting an individual’s risk peption, one uses the criteria
of knowledge, personality features, economical llep®litical choice, and
cultural peculiarity.

. One of the most significant risks within the frantdéshe risk society

that is faced by modern society is the ecologiicil r
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o The outset of the nature socialization can be dened to be the dawn
of the ecological alienation that is viewed by UecB in his risk society
concept as one of the characteristics of the raliesy. Namely, the nature
socialization has promoted the formation of a dantnsocial paradigm that
was based in the man’s dominance over the natwtefhe most important
function of the nature — to produce wealth for tie@nkind and inexhaustibility
of natural resources.

o Residents, even though they are informed on eawdbgisks they are
not aware that they are living in a risk society,ly putting it into the words of
U. Beck, the society cannot be protected from tloelpction of new risks since
the society that is not willing to notice and ackfedge the existing risks
cannot reduce them in the future either.

o International studies in the field of environmemé anot carried out
frequently enough, and Latvia, most probably, doasuse all the possibilities
to participate in such surveys and quite rarelyidtés the conduct of such
surveys on national level. The information obtaingctill now does not ensure
the required full picture for the development ofrgirscale measures,
programmes that could promote even more the denaap of the society’s
ecological awareness.

o It would be important not only to promote increaskdel of
ecological awareness of the architects of policyt blso to evaluate the
efficiency of such measures on regular basis — Waild permit to gather
information about the questions that require paldicattention.

o The former studies in the field of nature protetctivere mostly
analyzed without interpreting their results accogdito the ecological
awareness, and their authors have not used theatieal of ecological risks as
an instrument for characterization of the ecolog@maareness. Due to this

reason in the empiric research conducted withinfthees of the doctoral
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thesis, the author paid particular attention to é¢kelogical awareness of the
Latvian population by interpreting the evaluatiohtbe ecological risks by
residents in the context of the risk society.

. The Latvian population is worried about the comuditi of the
environment; a part of the residents has sufficitnbwledge on the
environment-degrading factors and possibilities dotive participation in the
environmental improvement.

. The level of the ecological awareness of the Latv@opulation
favours the readiness to act for the improvementttaf environmental
condition, yet people consider that the governntekés great role in solving
these issues and that the tax burden is not usetidsettiement of ecological
problems to full extent. The current complex ecomansituation is the basis
for the economic and poverty eradication issudseteonsidered as the primary
ones.

. The Latvian population in general is not informadhe action plan in
case of high-risk technogenic accidents or theimgda. When determining the
reasons for the low level of resident knowledgetlogir actions in case of
different technogenic accidents, the reason cathéie conviction that such
accidents cannot affect Latvia and its residenise do this reason the
information on them is not required. This attitudises particular concern that
the Latvian society does not acknowledge new nyples in due time that, as
stressed by U. Beck, are formed in the risk societder the influence of
modernization. It is necessary to note a positreléncy, though: the majority
of respondents believe that they know where to finfbrmation on the
particular ecological risk if needed.

. Residents that admit that they are not sufficieitfprmed about the
ecological risks, but try to find additional infoation on a particular ecological

risk and the damaged caused by it when needetheipatential part of the
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Latvian population with a tendency to identify aadknowledge ecological
risks. This part of residents is passive, but seddey were provided with free-
of-charge information on different ecological risksd processes causing these
risks, the activity would probably increase and ttlamage caused by
ecological risks would reduce.
o Awareness of the residents that their personaltiopn be important
for the improvement of the nature condition incesathe likelihood that the
residents would actively engage in any real aadisitfor environmental
protection. The Latvian population is more prone daoknowledge the
importance of the environmental protection and ngage in discussion of
ecological problems and active participation tlatts turn, has impact on the
decision-taking in the field of environmental pglion the state level. The
residents are willing to participate more in adiés that have no direct
influence on their economical situation.
o The Latvian population is ready to change thoseyelay habits that
can promote environmental protection but does remjuire considerable
financial investments.
o When examining the indicators characterizing edokilgvalues in
total, it can be concluded that most often they iaterdependent on such
demographic indicators as age and education, wihdestatistical dependence
is least observable in case of populated area fybether a person lives in
Riga, an urban or rural area), and nationality. aidition, the variables
characterizing the activity are influenced by alime# or all variables of
demographic indicators. Interdependent bond betwegiables characterizing
other blocks with so many demographic indicatorsosnoticeable.

When carrying out the verification of interconnectiwith the help of

the Kendall's tau bcoefficient, the hypotheses set forward at therbegg of
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the doctoral thesis were verified. In all threeesathe interconnection between
the modules was proven.

(1) Evaluation of the ecological risk content bg thatvian population
has poor interrelation with the activity of the \dan population in risk
reduction, namely, there exists interrelation bemvéwo components of the
ecological awareness — the more pronounced is mixéetst of the Latvian
population about the environmental degradation, gheater is the resident
readiness to invest time and means in environmeptakervation. This
hypothesis relates to the thesis of E. O'Sullivard aM. Taylor that the
ecological awareness is the response to ecologiohlems. Anxiety about the
environmental degradation is like social accelerafor more active
involvement of the Latvian population in environrten protection with
investment of personal means and time.

(2) The level of knowledge of the Latvian population ecological
risks has poor interrelation with the evaluationtlod ecological risk content,
namely, only 6 indicators out of 20 possible orfesns mutual influence. Thus,
there exists poor connection between the knowlegigethe environment-
degrading factors and the anxiety about the enmmmal degradation. This
hypothesis relates to the thesis by U. Beck on légfitimating: the society
knows, it is informed that risks exist, but choobebaviour manifesting that it
denies or ignores the said information on risk texise. Respectively, the
knowledge on ecological risks does not influeneeahxiety of residents about
ecological problems. Thus, it is difficult to pre¥esomething that is denied by
the society.

(3) The level of knowledge of the Latvian population ecological
risks has poor interrelation with their activitigs risk reduction, namely, if
residents feel well-informed on ecological riskbeyt are being actively
involved or are ready to participate in risk reduetwhile investing their time

and means. Yet, in the context of participation readiness to act, it is
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necessary to take into account that increase ofthed of knowledge does not
automatically mean correct actions in risk redugtias it is noted by M.

Douglas and A. Wildavsky and that is to some expeatved by the attitude of
the Latvian population in the question on such imement that would have

impact on personal material welfare level. Simjlaab U. Beck states on the
possibility to reduce the society’s subjectionigks only in case if people are
aware of the risk-containing situation, it can jbstconcluded that the Latvian
society, when acknowledging the possible hazardghan way of gained

knowledge, becomes more active in reducing thezarta.

When analyzing the structure of the ecological awass of the
Latvian population, it must be stated that all thcemponents of the ecological
awareness (anxiety on environmental degradaticagimess to invest one’s
time and/or means in environmental preservatioowiadge on environment-
degrading factors) are rather poorly interrelatesivertheless such an
interrelation exists, for instance, the readinefshe Latvian population to
invest time and means in environmental preservasionfluenced by the level
of knowledge on the environment-degrading condgias well as the anxiety
about the environmental degradation. Knowledge b&e €nvironment-
degrading conditions has influence on the anxiéthe Latvian population on
environmental degradation. The content of the apgo&d awareness
components is influenced by different demograplimdidators, still, when
describing the total view, it must be concludedtth#&e most expressed
characteristics can be noticed in the section gibres, gender, and education.

The conclusions, mutual regularities and the inftieg factors that
were obtained by analyzing the evaluation of thelaggcal risks by Latvian
population can be used as criteria for developirggtaof instruments for the
creation of the content of the ecological awarenessnponents and

management of the ecological awareness advanbe dfatvian population.
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