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The comparison of provision of risk information between

employees with labour union and non labour union
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Abstract

Risk information may be one of the most important factor for worker's safe behavior because that
safe behavior can be oriented by attitude based on risk information. Traditionally KAP (knowledge,
attitude and practice) model was useful frame for the change of human behavior. Knowledge is formed

by information through experience and education. Worker's health may be prevented by his or her own
active safe behavior based on risk information. This paper is to investigate the effect of labor union on
the provirion of risk information by labor union. Data for analysis is the third Korean Working
Conditions Survey done by Occupational Safety and Health Research Institute in 2011. The sample size
1s 50,032 economic active person surveyed by household interview survey with structure questionnaire

by trained interviewer. The difference of risk information provision among employees was tested by

mean difference test. The level of risk information of employees of companies with labor union is
higher than that with non labour union. This paper has some implication for the promotion of safe
behavior of employees through risk information provision mediated by labor union. Some limitation of

this study may be considered because of using the cross sectional survey data.
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<Table 1> The distribution of the level of risk information provision by general characteristics

The level of risk information provision
Characteristics Category Respondent Standard
Mean L. F value*
Deviation
Gender Male 10486 3.2 1.34 309.961
Female 16682 3.5 1.26
Under 20 years 327 2.7 1.44 44.883
20s years 5261 3.3 1.32
Age 30s years 7660 3.5 1.27
40s years 7315 3.5 1.27
50s years 4717 3.5 1.29
Over & 60s years 1887 3.3 1.39
Education Under & high school 13578 3.3 1.35 111.372
Over high school 13589 3.5 1.25
Employees' Labor Union 4013 4.0 1.00 487.303
Representative Other types 650 3.8 1.15
Organization Non 22504 3.3 1.32
Agrlcultui“e,‘forest and 117 95 137 126.552
fishing
Industry Manufaturing 5984 3.6 1.23
Construction 2419 3.6 1.28
Service 18647 3.3 1.31
Under 50 19346 3.3 1.32 549.616
employees
Size of P0=300 4737 3.7 1.15
company employees
Over & 300 2130 41 1.05
employees
Total 27167 3.4 1.30

* All F values are statistically significant

at the level of 0.01
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<Table 2> The result of multiple regression analysis of the level of risk information provision

Independent Regression Std. Error Beta t value s
variable coefficient (B) of B
Constant 2.63 0.061 42.854
Gnder (male=1) 0.13 0.016 0.047 7.673
Age 0.01 0.001 0.046 7.006
Education 0.02 0.003 0.045 6.694
Agriculture, forest, fishing* —0.83 0.117 —0.042 —7.08
Manufacture* 0.17 0.019 0.055 8.996
Constructions 0.32 0.028 0.069 11.168
Size (midium) 0.30 0.021 0.086 13.79
Size (large) 0.50 0.032 0.104 15.726
Labor unionsss 0.42 0.024 0.113 17.182
Committee & others s 0.30 0.051 0.035 5.805
R square 0.067
F value 192.059 (p<0.01)
* Reference group: service industry
+* Reference group: small size company
wx% Reference group: non organization as employee's representative
=xxx All t values are statistically significant at the level of 0.01
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