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<Abstract>

Objectives: This study aimed to identify the relationship between thoughts and psychological anxiety
about nuclear power among Busan residents. Methods: Convenience sampling was used for this
cross-sectional survey conducted from February 13 to 14, 2016. A total of 520 residents participated in
the study and completed a self-administered questionnaire. Results: We found a significant association
between negative thoughts and psychological anxiety about nuclear power. People older than 60 years
(odds ratio (OR) 2.53, 95% confidence interval (CI) 141-4.54), who feared the possibility of radiation
accidents (OR 1.75, 95% CI 1.17-2.62), considered nuclear power plants unsafe (OR 1.94, 95% CI
1.10-3.40), and believed the Gori nuclear power plant in Busan must be shut down (OR 1.84, 95% CI
1.22-2.79), had the highest anxiety about radiation exposure. Conclusions: The authors suggest the need
for the formulation of a policy to provide people with precise information on nuclear power to increase
their understanding and help eliminate unfounded negative thoughts. Furthermore, policy decisions

about nuclear power must be based on social consensus.
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<Table 1> Characteristics of participants

Characteristics n % Characteristics n %
Sociodemographic characteristics Thoughts about nuclear power

Gender Types of nuclear power
Female 350 67.4 Aware 224 431
Male 169 32.6 Unaware 296 56.9

Nuclear accident-related evacuation

Age (years) drils
Less than 50 238 459 Aware 89 171
50-59 years old 185 35.7 Unaware 430 82.9
60 and older 95 18.3 Nuclear accident escape tips

Educational level Aware 50 9.7
High school or lower 304 59.5 Unaware 468 90.3
College or higher 207 40.5 Radiation hazard

Residencet Yes 445 85.6

Preventive protection zone (3-5km
radius)

Emergency protection planning zone
(20-30km radius)

389 74.8 Not 75 14.4

131 25.2 Possibility of radiation accidents

Source of. crgdlble nuclear Yes 087 55.4
power—related information
Government 49 9.5 Not 231 446
Environmental organization 196 38.1 Radiation safety of residential area
Academic society 69 13.4 Unsafe 432 83.1
Media (news, newspapers) 73 14.2 Safe 88 16.9
Korea Hydro & Nuclear Power 128 19 Gori nuclear power plant in Busan
Company ’ must be closed
Anxiety related to nuclear power Yes 31 59.8
Radiation exposure-related anxiety No¥ 209 40.2
Yes 287 55.4
No 231 44.6
Total 520 100.0

TAreas in the preventive protection zone: Gijang—gun, Haeundae—gu, Geumjeong—gu

Areas in the emergency protection planning zone: Sasang—gu, Saha—gu, Buk—gu, Gangseo—gu, Nam-gu,
Dong—gu, Dongnae—gu, Busanjin—gu, Seo—gu, Suyeong—gu, Yeonje—gu, Yeongdo—gu, Jung—gu

FIncluding “don’t know”

frestAle gotth 44y #d RS A3 a4, WA AL A 74, 8 AFAY WA
T 713l wel Bogre] Aolg £AE A, ¥ Aok g Btk mEday wHso HE
A (68.1%), BDA (66.3%), HH-(44.9%), =t 3k A A w2l e Bekzhe BAF
FHAAE(A38%), AE(38.0%)wo.2 B 4 o7 Fofg #uAe] ATk F, WAl ff
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<Table 2> Anxiety of radiation exposure according to characteristics of participants unit : n(%)
Characteristics Radiation exposure—related anxiety v
Yes No
Sociodemographic characteristics
Gender
Female 196(56.3) 152(43.7) 0.282
Male 91(53.8) 78(46.2)
Age (years)
Less than 50 126(53.2) 111(46.8) 4.403
50-59 years old 99(53.8) 85(46.2)
60 and older 62(65.3) 33(34.7)
Educational level
High school or lower 167(55.1) 136(44.9) 0.025
College or higher 115(55.8) 91(44.2)
Residencet
Preventive protection zone (3-5km radius) 214(55.3) 173(44.7) 0.007
Emergency protection planning zone (20-30km radius) 73(55.7) 58(44.3)
Source of credible nuclear power-related information
Government 22(44.9) 27(55.1) 31.780%x*
Environmental organization 130(66.3) 66(33.7)
Academic society 47(68.1) 22(31.9)
Media (news, newspapers) 27(38.0) 44(62.0)
Korea Hydro & Nuclear Power Company 56(43.8) 72(56.3)
Thoughts about nuclear power
Types of nuclear power
Aware 130(58.6) 92(41.4) 1.563
Unaware 157(53.0) 139(47.0)
Nuclear accident-related evacuation drills
Aware 47(53.4) 41(46.6) 0.157
Unaware 239(55.7) 190(44.3)
Nuclear accident escape tips
Aware 24(49.0) 25(51.0) 0.967
Unaware 263(56.3) 204(43.7)
Radiation hazard
Yes 261(58.9) 182(41.1) 15.266%
Not 26(34.7) 49(65.3)
Possibility of radiation accidents
Yes 186(65.0) 100(35.0) 24.934x %%
Not 99(43.0) 131(57.0)
Radiation safety of residential area
Unsafe 258(60.0) 172(40.0) 21.626%**
Safe 29(33.0) 59(67.0)
Gori nuclear power plant in Busan must be closed
Yes 201(64.6) 110(35.4) 26.804 %%
Not 86(41.5) 121(58.5)
**x% p < 001

TAreas in the preventive protection zone: Gijang—gun, Haeundae—gu, Geumjeong—gu

Areas in the emergency protection planning zone: Sasang—gu, Saha—-gu, Buk—gu, Gangseo—gu, Nam-gu,

Dong—gu, Dongnae—gu, Busanjin—gu, Seo—gu, Suyeong—gu, Yeonje—gu, Yeongdo—gu, Jung—gu

Fincluding ‘don’t know’
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<Table3> Logistic regression analysis on anxiety of radiation exposure

Independent variables

Crude OR(95% ClI)

Adjusted OR(95% Cl)

Sociodemographic characteristics

Gender (Ref. =Male)
Female

Age (years) (Ref. = Less than 50)
50-59 years old
60 and older

Educational level (Ref. = High school or lower)
College or higher

Residence (Ref. = Emergency protection planning zone)
Preventive protection zone

Source of credible nuclear power—related information (Ref.

Government)

Environmental organization

Academic society

Media (news, newspapers)

Korea Hydro & Nuclear Power Company
Thoughts about nuclear power

Types of nuclear power (Ref. = Aware)

Unaware

Nuclear accident-related evacuation drills (Ref. = Aware)
Unware

Nuclear accident escape tips (Ref. = Aware)
Unaware

Radiation hazard (Ref. = No)
Yes

Possibility of radiation accidents (Ref. = No)
Yes

Radiation safety of residential area (Ref. = Safe)
Unsafe

1.11(0.76-1.60)

1.03(0.70-1.51)
1.66(1.01-2.71)*

1.03(0.72-1.47)

0.98(0.66-1.46)

2.42(1.28-4.57)%
2.62(1.23-5.50)
0.75(0.36-1.58)
0.96(0.49-1.85)
0.80(0.56-1.14)
1.10(0.69-1.74)
1.34(0.75-2.42)

2.70(1.62-4.51) %%+

2.46(1.72-3.52)x**

3.05(1.88-4.95)

Gori nuclear power plant in Busan must be closed (Ref. = No)

Yes

2.57(1.79-3.69)+**

1.21(0.77-1.88)

1.19(0.76-1.85)
2.53(1.41-4.54)»+

1.04(0.69-1.57)

1.03(0.65-1.61)

69(0.82-3.46)
2 04(0 88-4. 72)
0.68(0.30-1.54)
0.75(0.36-1.54)
0.79(0.52-1.20)
1.07(0.57-2.00)
1.49(0.68-3.28)
1.61(0.88-2.94)

1.75(1.17-2.62)*

1.94(1.10-3.40)*

1.84(1.22-2.79)**

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *»x p < .001
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