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CMJ 404: Risk Communication 

Final Exam 
 

Directions: You may consult your class notes, readings, and any other material posted on 
Blackboard; however, you may not consult your classmates. I expect that you will abide by 
UMaine’s academic integrity standards in completing this exam. 
 
 Your final document should:  
• Refer directly to class readings, per the directions below, and any other sources you feel are 

appropriate 
• Be typed with 12-point font, double-spaced 
• Include both in-text citations and a reference section at the end of the document. Full APA-

style citations for the class readings are provided below. 
• Be 5 pages or less 
• Be submitted via Blackboard by May 5th at 10 am 
 
************************************************************************************************************* 
All semester, we’ve discussed various risk communication concepts and theories using 
contemporary case studies, ranging from binge drinking on college campuses to the effects of 
silicone breast implants. This semester, however, we’ve lived through what will likely become 
(one of) the most pivotal public health crises in recent history. In this final paper, I challenge 
you to develop your own case study about the impact of the novel coronavirus, COVID-19. 
Your paper must include the following sections:  
 
1. Background: What is COVID-19? How did it (likely) emerge, when, and where? What are 

the symptoms? What is the risk to humans? How is the risk currently managed? How might 
the risk be managed in the future?  

a. I expect you to include credible outside research, such as newspaper articles or 
medical sources (e.g., Centers for Disease Control & Prevention; World Health 
Organization), to back up the information you provide.  

 
2. Theory: As students of risk communication, how can we explain possible (or witnessed) 

reactions to this global pandemic? How might the processes of risk perception and/or 
communication related to this case be influencing how the pandemic response plays out in 
real time?  

a. In this portion of the paper, you must refer to at least 2 concepts, and at least 2 
readings from the list below. One chapter of the textbook counts as one reading. 
(You may refer to more than two concepts and/or readings if you’d like.)  

b. Wherever appropriate, define key terms and use examples.  
c. I expect this section of the paper to be at least 2.5 pages. 

 
3. Research question(s): Finally, I challenge you to come up with at least 1 – but more if you’d 

like – research question that you think would be interesting to pursue with respect to risk 
communication and the COVID-19 pandemic.   

a. While you do not need to explain how you would carry out this research, it should 
be clear how your question relates to what you wrote about in part 2, above).  
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Concepts:  
Risk perception theory  
Risk compensation theory 
Optimistic bias 
Heuristics and biases 
Social norms 
Message effects and unintended consequences (e.g., framing, fear appeals, boomerang effect) 
Seven developmental stages of risk communication  
Social amplification of risk framework (SARF) 
News media and risk (e.g., journalistic norms, newsworthiness, impersonal impact hypothesis) 
Trust and credibility  
The three “fixes” (technological, structural, cognitive) 
Public engagement/public participation (e.g., voice, fairness)  
Crisis and emergency risk communication (CERC) 
Social media and risk communication 
 
Readings:  
Textbook: Chapter 1 (pp. 10-23); Chapter 3 (pp. 41-54); Chapter 14 (pp. 208-215); Chapter 15 
(pp. 216-227); Chapter 16 (pp. 228-239); Chapter 20 (pp. 288-302); Chapter 22 (pp. 317-329) 
 
Cialdini, R. B. (2003). Crafting normative messages to protect the environment. Current 
 Directions in Psychological Science, 12(4), 105-109. 
Fischhoff, B. (1995). Risk perception and communication unplugged: Twenty years of process. 
 Risk Analysis, 2, 137-144. 
Heberlein, T. A. (1974). The three fixes: Technological, cognitive, and structural. In D. R. Field, J. 
 C. Barron, & B. F. Long (Eds.), Water and community development: Social and economic 
 perspective (pp. 279-296). Ann Arbor, MI: Ann Arbor Science Publishers.  
Kasperson, R. E., Renn, O., Slovic, P., Brown, H. S., Emel, J., Goble, R., et al. (1988). The social 
 amplification of risk: A conceptual framework. Risk Analysis, 8, 177-187. 
Marwick, A. E., & boyd, d. (2011). I tweet honestly, I tweet passionately: Twitter users, context 
 collapse, and the imagined audience. New Media & Society, 13(1), 114-133. 
McComas, K. A., Trumbo, C. W., & Besley, J. C. (2007). Public meetings about suspected cancer 
 clusters: The impact of voice, interactional justice, and risk perception on attendees’ 
 attitudes in six communities. Journal of Health Communication, 12, 527-549. 
Neeley, L. (2014). Risk communication and social media. In J. Arvai & L. Rivers III (Eds.), 
 Effective risk communication (pp. 143-164). New York: Routledge.  
Richens, J., Imrie, J., & Copas, A. (2000). Condoms and seatbelts: The parallels and the lessons. 
 Lancet, 355, 400-403. 
Reynolds, B., & Seeger, M. W. (2005). Crisis and emergency risk communication as an 
 integrative model. Journal of Health Communication, 10(1), 43-55. 
Salmon, C. T., Byrne, S., & Fernandez, L. (2014). Exploring unintended consequences of risk 
 communication messages. In J. Arvai & L. Rivers III (Eds.), Effective risk communication 
 (pp. 292-303). New York: Routledge. 

Slovic, P. (1993). Perceived risk, trust, and democracy. Risk Analysis, 13, 675-682. 

Tversky, A. & Kahneman, D. (1974). Judgment under uncertainty: Heuristics and biases. Science, 
 185, 1124-1131. 



CMJ 404  Page 3 
Spring 2020 Final Exam 

Tyler, T. R. (2000). Social justice: Outcome and procedure. International Journal of Psychology, 
 35(2), 117-125. 

Tyler, T. R. & Cook, F. L. (1984). The mass media and judgments of risk: Distinguishing impact 
 on personal and societal level judgments. Journal of Personal and Social Psychology, 47, 
 693-708. 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (2002). Communicating in a crisis: Risk 
 communication guidelines for public officials. Washington, D.C.: Department of Health and 
 Human Services. 
Weinstein, N. (1989). Optimistic biases about personal risks. Science, 246, 1232-1233. 

Witte, K. (1994). Fear control and danger control: A test of the extended parallel process model 
 (EPPM). Communications Monographs, 61(2), 113-134. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 


