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Abstract : This study has been performed to investigate the risk perceptions of employees in nuclear power plants. A representative sample of
473 employees was surveyed(about 79% response rate). The questionnaire included scales on both risk perceptions of critical five hazards that
could be occurring in the nuclear power plants and two psychometric attitudes. Higher risk perceptions between managers and non-managers
to five hazards used in this study were entirely obtained from the managers. It was also found that the perceived higher hazards were in the
following order: radiation exposure, radioactive release, explosion, fire and radioactive waste. For the controllability, higher risk perceptions
to the all factors were obtained from the managers, and higher ones were non-managers in the dread.
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Table 1. Demographics of study sample
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[N:473]
Characteristics Numbers Percentage(%)
Male 441 93.23
Gender
Female 32 6.77
» Manager 135 28.54
Position
Worker 338 71.46
20 ~ 29 35 7.39
30 ~ 39 9 20.93
Age
40 ~ 49 303 63.84
> 50 36 7.84
<10 195 41.22
) 10 ~ 19 110 23.25
Years of work experience
20 ~ 29 127 26.84
> 30 41 8.69
Kori nuclear power site 115 24,31
Hanbit nuclear power site 116 24.31
Organizations Wolsong nuclear power site 110 23.25
Hanul nuclear power site 83 17.54
Korea hydro & nuclear power 49 10.59
BH2QkE B3| X|, |32 Al12, 20174 135
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Table 2. Statistical results of risk perception on five hazards
Mean(SD)

Rank Hazards Total(n=473) Manager(n=135) Worker(n=338) p-value”

1 Radiation exposure 3.772.21) 4.13(2.13) 3.63(2.22) 0.027

2 Radioactive release 3.88(2.21) 4.18(2.26) 3.75(2.39) 0.078

3 Explosion(core melt) 3.92(2.63) 4.112.57) 3.85(2.65) 0.328

4 Fire 3.93(2.21) 391(2.12) 3.93(2.25) 0.916

5 Radioactive waste 4.27(2.16) 4.80(1.84) 4.06(2.25) 0.001

p-value : FAIH
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Fig. 1. Differences of risk perceptions between manager and
worker on five hazards,
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Table 3. Statistical results of controllability on five hazards

FAFEZA 95% AlF]F7to]2A p-valueZ} 0.053:.Th

wow tigrHdo] o] Ak v

3.2 Ex7HsA
Table 32 57}%] <& aolo] i3l o] Aol
7(40] },:El o) E_O}_o:] Hl—}\l-ltﬂ— /\ o] }_—_ H (e} OE4 ]-14‘ A}

AR

FAT % Aol Botel BRAE vlwdt Axolck
AV} A7 (5.99)0] fFE BA] HsAol 7
A Gk EU.8Y), WAL TEGTN, WAy
(5.74) 2 SAGTIE A2l SARRGIE Ao %
NI MR EAEARIEE S R )
R EAHOE GOt Aol 2 WYtk Bk sht
ek 7E RJ3t Zol 2 Ho|x) gk, Fig 23} ol 5
1A giEaclel o) welxter LEA 7ke] Ael
HOIB A A8 S, Wel) et} A
TE A TE, B, BAC=AE8). A 7]

10
5 —a—Manager
= 08
'% ~&—\Worker
3 o5
§-]
§ 04
Y=
5 °2
e
O oo
'S 02
8 04
Radiation Radioactive Fire Explosion Radioactive
exposure release (core meltdown) waste
Five hazards

Fig. 2. Differences of controllability between manager and
worker on five hazards,

Mean(SD)
Rank Hazards Total(n=473) Manager(n=135) Worker(n=338) p-value”
1 Radioacive waste 5.95(1.30) 6.32(1.12) 5.80(1.34) 0.000
2 Explosion(core melt) 5.83(1.50) 5.99(1.45) 5.77(1.52) 0.158
3 Radiation exposure 5.77(1.34) 6.13(1.21) 5.63(1.37) 0.000
4 Radioactive release 5.74(1.36) 5.98(1.16) 5.64(1.42) 0.016
5 Fire 5.73(1.24) 5.76(1.22) 5.72(1.25) 0.791

136

J. Korean Soc. Saf., Vol. 32, No. 1, 2017



AR WHA BARISO| 243 014 FAF

Table 4. Statistical results of dread on five hazards

Mean(SD)
Rank Hazards Total(n=473) Manager(n=135) Worker(n=338) p-value”
1 Explosion(core melt) 4.01(2.27) 4.39(2.30) 3.86(2.25) 0.023
2 Radiation exposure 4.08(1.96) 4.61(1.82) 3.87(1.97) 0.000
3 Radioactive release 4.12(1.96) 4.45(1.86) 3.99(1.99) 0.019
4 Fire 4.12(1.83) 4.15(1.73) 4.12(1.87) 0.861
5 Radioactive waste 4.55(1.92) 5.13(1.77) 4.32(1.93) 0.000
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Table 5, Statistical results of correlation on five hazards(Manager)

Fig. 3. Differences of dread between manager and worker on

five hazards,
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Hazards Radioactive release Radiation exposure Fire Explosion(core melt) Radioactive waste
Radioactive release 1 969" 870" 941" 887"
Radiation exposure 1 856" 925" 895”

Fire 1 887" 799"
Explosion(core melt) 1 8457
Radioactive waste 1
7. p<0.01, . p<0.05
Table 6. Statistical results of correlation on five hazards(Worker)

Hazards Radioactive release Radiation exposure Fire Explosion(core melt) Radioactive waste
Radioactive release 1 959™ 909™ 908™ 907"
Radiation exposure 1 886™ 827" 908™

Fire 1 925" 915
Explosion(core melt) 1 918™

Radioactive waste

™. p<0.01, . p<0.05
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