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ABSTRACT

In this study, in order to analyze the general awareness of the nuclear power according to the controversy of thyroid cancer

around nuclear plant, we investigated risks, preference and economics regarding type of power, and awareness of pre-post nucl

ear power targeting the Busan Metropolitan residents. As a result, there has been a change in people’s awareness of nuclear

power as a result of the controversy thyroid cancer around nuclear plant. Especially, there was the greatest increase in the risk

factors compared to before the event(p<0.05). Negative awareness of nuclear risk was shown to be expressed differently accor

ding to the difference between groups. It is thought that this is due to the different prior experience of each individuals or

obtained information through the interaction with others rather than on scientific and objective grounds. In order to establish

a nuclear power policy considering the level of the people in the future, it seems that the efforts to understand the attitudes

and opinions of people about nuclear power and above all, a scientific trust in nuclear power should be guaranteed.

Keywords: Thyroid cancer Controversy around Nuclear Power Plant, Nuclear Power Generation Policy, Risk and Trust of

Nuclear Power

I. INTRODUCTION
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Table 1. Survey respondents’ traits
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Table 3. Perception of potential risk

T =9 M(SD)
shA) 1 3.81(1.01)
N 2 3.77(1.19)
FHEF, HF, 2 3 3.72(1.01)
o= (A=Al o] & 4 3.64(1.13)
7}57] AEA] o1& 5 3.60(1.11)
FEILFINTFIL(HEL) 6 3.53(1.04)
AEFJEFAAE 7 3.44(0.97)
A 7ol 2] 2~ 2 8 3.40(1.06)
M; Means, SD; Standard Deviation
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Table 4. Preference of type and source of power

generation
T =9 M(SD)
B 1 4.12(0.84)
4 2 3.97(0.85)
%9 3 3.93(0.91)
AA7F~ 4 3.83(0.86)
AR 5 3.31(1.05)
Al 6 3.05(0.90)
A et 7 2.74(0.99)

M; Means, SD; Standard Deviation
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Table 5. Perception of economics of new renewable energy
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Table 6. Perceptional change of male before and after
the litigation on the damage of thyroid cancer around
nuclear power plant

[l IV/I\(}SZ]JD) 1\/11\(}8_?)) t-value
F&4 3.53(0.84) 3.60(0.81) 2.376"
A4 3.59(1.04) 3.66(1.04) 1.632
2124 3.12(0.94) 3.11(0.97) 0.387

M; Means, SD; Standard Deviation *p<0.05
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Table 7. Perceptional change of female before and after
the litigation on the damage of thyroid cancer around
nuclear power plant

a9l D/?(}S%Ii)) N/[\(}Sz':—)) t-value
84 3.22(0.72) 3.24(0.69) 1.098
a8 3.86(0.89) 3.99(0.85) 2.853%
A F A 2.73(0.86) 2.63(0.85) 2.752%

M; Means, SD; Standard Deviation *p<0.05
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Table 8. Perceptional change by ordinary citizen before
and after the litigation on the damage of thyroid cancer
around nuclear power plant

<
29l 1\2(};%) 1\2}5—5) t-value
84 3.25(0.77) 3.29(0.74) 1.672
¥4 3.84(0.89) 3.93(0.88) 2.071%
A=A 2.76(0.85) 2.70(0.87) 1.946

M; Means, SD; Standard Deviation *p<0.05

Table 9. Perceptional change by nuclear power related
groups before and after the litigation on the damage
of thyroid cancer around nuclear power plant

7 5
29l N}l\(}S%) 1\2(}5‘15) t-value
T84 3.94(0.70) 3.99(0.65) 1.006
84 3.07(1.18) 3.14(1.13) 0.953
R 3.69(0.93) 3.72(0.93) 0.497

M; Means, SD; Standard Deviation

Iv. DISCUSSION
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