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ABSTRACT

Objective: The purpose of this study is to investigate the effect of personality types on human performance
tools compliance in nuclear power plants (NPPs) and to propose the general recommendations for

enhancement of the practical utilization.

Background: The various guidelines, regulating criteria, and recommendations have been developed to
prevent the human errors in industrial setups such as NPPs. Despite all these efforts accidents and disasters
sometimes caused by human errors have steadily occurred, various human performance tools have been
adopted as countermeasures to human errors. The major and inevitable contributing factor among many
hazards to human errors might be the trait and personality that is considered to be inside human. Thus, we try
to investigate the utilization of human performance tools by considering the different types of operating crew
personality. We provide more practical recommendations to prevent human errors according to the

personality.

Method: We developed the Questionnaire using the Big 6(HEXACO) model, human performance tools for
workers in NPPs, and individual (condition) variables for investigate the effect of personality types on human
performance tools. We slightly modify them to help survey respondents understand better. A survey was
conducted for ordinary persons over the age of 20. SPSS 22.0 was used to perform correlation analysis and
hierarchical regression analysis to find the relationship between personality types and human performance

tools.

Results: The utilization of human performance tools shows the significant difference statistically by personality.
The correlation result shows that the types of Honesty (H), Extraversion (X), Conscientiousness (C), and
Openness to experience (O) shows the higher utilization of human performance tools. In hierarchical
regression results, human performance tools of task preview, questioning attitude, stop when unsure,
self-checking, effective communication, and place-keeping shows the higher utilization with personality types.
However, Agreeableness (A) type did not show significant difference statistically with human performance
tools.

Conclusion: We try to investigate the utilization of human performance tools by considering the different
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types and provide more practical recommendations to prevent human errors according to the personality.
These results will be able to prevent human error due to characteristics (advantage and disadvantage) of
personality types.

Application: This information can be utilized as a guideline for the proactive recommendations according to

the workers personality for more practical human performance tools to prevent human errors in NPPs.
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1. Introduction

AR SAQt HEOM= QH Sl QI Fot 2t E JHoIX £40f Chs B A+=0| O|F 0
2o, ME|sHEOM|AM E3| At A S (accident proneness)Ofl CHEE HP7h TISHE|O{ 4Tt At ZTEE S
Q17tel dE[X E40f ool Wilste AtDE PR TH0| Ol o= = s YaE E4E Xd
HoR B, Alls |98 £ 2[of JielE E40) s AN FE2 el Z0|CHLee, 2006).
ot Al E-T AFMS0I 2lsiA YojLta, 0F0] At:o]| F2fPHproneness) OlF= 0N

H| & £| ¥ (Greenwood and Woods, 1919), 8 2H40|A AILE e AFEE2 CHE SES0ME AIDE
FEsHE L2H0| ACKNewbold, 1927). HZA2 Q17H0] 7HX|D e 7HE 7|28 402 3t 74010
|, ADSta, dHEet 0f LtEfLb= YEtEl IiE S o|0|BHiHPervin and John, 1997).

ofm

£ &5t JjoldE o=, 2R, 2R 0L A, O Suto| atedE mefstr| gt
S| ZIME|0] ZtCHBarrick and Mount, 1991; Stewart, 1996; Yoo, 2007). Eysenck2| HT+=2
HEHEH et MAT REO| CHE &4 RO HIsH Atnel o ZESH 2A 7 ACHL SHA
d Roberson(2005)2 24H2| AtLl Sl &g #H Z3 242 S510], &2 2482 Ao
Helo| =Tt SHRALCE 0|2|0 =, Wallace (2003)2F Henning et al. (2009)

A Ol
of TOIME BT HAY 0| O EjTel HEHO| UCKD BRI EE HBEFAO

QIH Q2 (human eron2t A% EZIS BLS Tofe| 2 [ olgrol 2 Ale
Lot AATS FTOHD LIZHO| £2 AR XILE ZH4S FHBICID S1CHChappelow, 1989)

d40] SCtHds, AHQR, At o SaF #AHY0| ALk A2 HRE AFLSS SOl HHVK|T,
E20| sHAtE2 0|23t 2Xl= d4# OfLl2t CHE A Qolite| St Ql Aastof M Llscta

St CHDiaz and Cabrera, 1997; Neal and Griffin, 2006; Von Thaden et al, 2008). &, Z0| At10f CHst
Fofdat E7H20l 2tAZH ACHD EFESHI o2 L), #S0| S DXl A2 2o &= BICHChung,
2000). [HEFA Farmer (1984)2 8200 et SE= FHEH2E S8 =¢ A5, UHQR, AtaAle Sit

AA[Sto] HLOICHH B Z 0k Z7HO| O|R0{E Zi0[2t1 SHRICY.

HE MY ZOofoM= ol0] §A0 ME =etHds, AN F AlL S& 0|dst7| fleh H2[gets L&
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20k /28 A| Al (large/complex system) OO, H|A8l(non-injury)/H|7tS] CHE K| A,

Htightly-coupled) 7|2 KA 0|1, DAZ| = (high-reliability)E ZRZ 3l7|(Lee, 2014) 20 CHE Ef

HOF A|AHE OHEN QI QF 0f 20| ZZEE(O{OF BICE QMR E OHSI7| ot Ysto2 WA

27 Eoiof & X F oY T|-E EXt2teto] O|F SIS St ATt 0 EXMol=

ZEXVt mp2tof St ME™AR FA|ARY S0| MA|E|D oLt 8 ZEXE2 0| 7|He| &80
&

o 1
CHoto S 8H0|H, IAXQl EXtz 2h3dotks 40| ULk

Iz ong o
e 1
0

o

dA0| 2etHdE, QMR R, At F o 2729 A ATt ZEXT|= ofHH oflHst 440
IYTIILE 7t A2 ZTHSHA] 22 2X[O|CE LISt SotNotlE, QM F, All 52 $HIHX|
2010| ot Ctefst olof olshA Wilidt= Z40| CHE20|7| W{ZO0[CE {Lt 7§Ql0] X|H {2
S40] Qs ‘Lot AHH0| CHASHE HAIO| EXSIH, 4 0| d=0| S OX|= A2 2o £+
gl= A O|CHSeo, 2007).

FEOE e 44 70| FAAXE EHSHY| ELt= X
=1
o

I
XArete| 28 R/5F0 Chsto] 84

2. A survey on the relationship between human performance tool and personality

2.1 Questionnaire configuration and development

2.1.1 Big 6 (HEXACO): & AT 0|AM= ZACHAALS] d24 RAS mAst7| 25101 4242 68 2I(HEXACO)
HAZAA &S 2EISUCE HEXACOE SZ0| 23t ofFSTE Sl /L= M2, Ashton and Lee
(2009)7t 7HESH HEXACO-PI-RE =S AFE3SIRICH HEXACOE A Y (Honesty), SAd

F(Emotionality), 2/2Fd F(eXtraversion), |APHd F&(Agreeableness), ‘34 F&(Conscientiousness),

Asl 7 3 (Openness to experience) 22 TEE|H, 2t R 1028 5 60282 Z THE|ALC




HEXACOZS| 84 Fd Holet E42 of2fet ZLCt.

1) BAE FH): 7Hele] Ag A A& =S LEHD, OF7|0AE BN S41t #857T 52
HI2|E Totels Y5 LIEFHLE

2) M8 7EE): MY HBTH 59 A of2g, 22 g+d0| 52 =& LIEtH

3) 2ehd REX): M2 2 8l Aleld, A7|FY, HER0| 28 §=& LIEtHDt

4) AY FYA): 7122 88E A €3, OBy, W S5 =Z2dts dgoltt

5) S8 RO MY Ao 2t ASohs 9 U S5, S8 U 4580 =2 &5

X XN 27|40 =2 =& LIEHHCL

2.1.2 Individual(condition) variables: 2 ¢IT0|AM = MZ Q40| Q1™ Q20| O/X|= 1]t Jotze
?:.% 71 2IshA ZHQU(E) BRlE SHSHE A0l ERsit). WMEtA 21 Fet AHEHd0] 2 74212
HEfRE ZHAE HEfHCI 37X E A2 ST 2 ZHSIAC

-

d
Ee*o—ﬂﬂ(dlsmhlbltlon)ﬂ TI?:.4 Zh 4 (risk- taklng), Mot st So| CiHAE EME ZHsin O'Ef 7H0I°|
382 nSAtD 8 EEkEE St HEE|0f ATt MM E| O 2tCKSteel and Blaszczynski, 1998). EESH,

Shappel (2000)2| HF0|AM= 74212 20|t 220 Tt E0HE, d5e 50| 98 RRE REATI=
Qolo|ztn AGSIA=, & HAFME Ol H7I5H| Qe X[ BEE 5354
Barratt (1955)0| 7§2tst 282 Lee and Jung (1997)0| EtEstst Barratee &
Scale)E AMESIRULCEH

FIHIRALt SEEHEE

o
=
&9 ZAHKBarratt Impulsiveness

2) 74219 FAM(Affectivity)= 2AFXIS0l 2lsl wEH EMotr|0, HUE FAME CHA] MZEAO| HEEO
Jheloel QIX|IPHE HMSIA|ZICHDamasio, 2000). M2 "M e QX0 dee FH, ZHQ|SH 200 A

= 3
JHelol HEfHoIcz SFEORCN JOlo| Tl SIAME SO Azt A0 AT}
O|FO0{X|1 RUCHMano, 1994; Figner et al, 2009). & ATOA = HA HIIE 2IsHA Wastson et al. (1988)0]
ISt 232 Lee et al. (2003)0] EtE3st 27, 2EYAH Z(PANAS, Positive and Negative Affect
Schedule)E AHESIGICE

L
x
)]

3) AER|AE T 70 ofsh ZHolel FAlap AN ZHHBHS0|CE =, JHQlnt 27| AHd S
X Ests Ao2 AER A0 CHAMSHY| It 520 £F5tn Jtadt HRE =nsto] 7Helo| o882
EHEAZ|ALE otEg QT [ff EHlSHCk(Lazarus and Folkman, 1984). [2tA AERAE S EXYSHH

AH

o
KLXA =™ il MHA siE Zefsta AER|A AE{Of R 2ot 740
=2 =H0| ACHDupont, 1990). O|2{gt AEZ A HOI2 X[ Masclach e
= Zl(burnout) ZIE 22 0| AFL|D =0, HFERS ZEXS0|AH M

—
o o
=
_\

x| ot =1 e“éﬁF" HME AT
QELE CHOIZE WA =2 JHQIN MHFZto 2 HolFICh 22 MHAX ES|AE AEYA HEgoLt
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2.1.3 Human performance tool:
A HLT A0 285t U=
TIOHALL AHRF O Y7| 2

7|2 AN R odv|-ols A

ol

Efl = (questioning attitude), =224 A

TH2tol 7| (effective communication), &8 =ZXtAHE (phonetic alphabet) O ZgHEICH

=l
2t

o

verification), S&7

2ol & ™ 2|2|(pre-job briefing),

A(peer check), 1A E 2

[m]
[} =x
KFA
=4

HA|(place-keeping), 2l==2I7|(turnover),

Table 1. Human performance tool in NPPs

E=IF HEES ARt

ZE(task preview), At
X|(stop when unsure), Xt7|

S| QICH RIREFRIXM = Maslach et al. (1996)01 23|

I (Maslach Burnout Inventory-General Survey, MBI-GS)E
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3+ 4 X|(flagging and operational barriers),
H7Hpost-job review)Z T3 & A ChTable 1).
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Fundamental

Conditional

1. Situation awareness

1. Pre-job briefing

1-1. Task preview

2. Verification practices

1-2. First check

2-1. Concurrent verification

1-3. Questioning attitude

2-2. Independent verification

1-4. Stop when unsure

3. Peer check

2. Self-checking

4. Flagging and operational barriers

3. Effective communication

5. Place-keeping

3-1. 3-way communication

6. Turnover

3-2. Phonetic alphabet

7. Post-job review

2.1.4 Questionnaire development:
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124510] 97tX| QIXMe 7 od7|HE MESIYUCHTable 2). 2+ 7|80 MEEXIS2 O|= INPOO|A|
ggstn Qe 7|HE AHE MESH Ho 2N, AXHLU™A FALKL 0]Q|0f= O|slist7| Tk o FLCt
[MatA, 2) 42 ME7tet QIZtsst MEJto| gfolg Edff 28 LIS €1 HOo|st 202 AtEsY
THSHACE

S E7t5H7| {18510 Cronbach o AZ|E 2MS
IAISFCHSPSS 22.0). Table 2= E—E—Oﬂ TotEl HOISO ME[=E M (Cronbach's o) Z21tE LIEFHCE

0I=I

Table 2. Cronbach’s a results of variables in questionnaire

) Number of
Variable Sub-factors Cronbach's o Etc.
Item
Task preview .805 9
First check 635 7
Place-keeping 641 7
Questioning attitude 678 12
Human ..
Stop when unsure 660 11 Q 1 Eliminate
performance tool
Self-checking 813 15
Peer check 635 4 Q 1, 6 Eliminate
Effective communication 846 17
Turnover 750 9
Honesty(H) .654 10
Emotionality(E) 680 10
Extraversion(X) 749 10
HEXACO
Agreeableness(A) 659 10
Conscientiousness(C) 746 10
Openness to experience(O) 754 10
Positive affectivity(PA) 834 9
PANAs
Negative affectivity(NA) 990 11
Emotional exhaustion 897 5
Cynicism .708 5
Burnout
Efficacy 805 6
Total 847 15




Impulsiveness Total 792 23

2.2 Subject for questionnaire survey

Z0|¢0|H 200 O]l 5dut old ZF5 HY2= oSfRACt 10052 2=2XIE
A

1E0lY =
Ston 3 dEXls & 7082 282 70.0%ALh. 220 S 22Ate| Lol

N 3C

HF HZOE olge oH4-FS LB Table 32 25 SEHA & 4 4

Ao &1 30%014Q H=S LtEHHEL

4o oo 19
L | L
Dl
i
=
o
Ot
Rl

Table 3. Number of subject personality type

Gender Personality (upper 30%)
H E X A C O
Male 7 3 1 1 10 11
Female 8 8 8 6 6 8
Total 15 11 19 17 16 19

2.3 Statistic analysis

SEHQSO| AE W] QoM HEE2HS HAISIRALE dEtA s & Hto| 2AEE 7517
o EEHMCZ 0|8k|l= HEQl Pearson HEYEAFNE HEotL AL HS(two-tailed)S HASIIALCY.
S 3HEEE BB A AR 3|24 (Hierarchical regression analyses)2 HAISIRSH, 1Xt2
QT EAH Hol(dd, LIo|, &8, 2R7[ZhE SHStL, 2Xt2 ™R FES O|X|= 7§ QI(HEl)
HOICEAM, ZRET, 534)2 #AYE A6t CfF tHAZ oFHRQl d4A41000] AXHF o7y
280 0jX|l= IS SMSIACE

2.4 Results

2.4.1 Correlation analysis: Table 4= & HT0AM ALEE HQRIEQ| Hat, EEHAL d2(d dEAFE
LIEFHCE H4HE |FEO2 ZE AR oE7|gat HH A LERICE F2Y fAH)2
= oX

A 2 A E(task preview)S XN 2st 2

o
HEHAE LIEIRCH, ATHYA)2 222 A& EfiE(questioning attitude) 7|31 HA HEUAE
LEEFSICE ZHHol| CHt THEh Y RY(0)2 APMEA(first check)dt 2|28 £ Efl =(questioning attitude),

=24 Al SX|(stop when unsure) 7|82 Aot & 7|8t HE MEHAE LIEHHCE SEEA9|
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Table 4. Correlation

results between among the variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21

1. Age 1

2. Career 659" 1

3.H 118 | 128 1

4. E -025| 064 | 104 | 1

5.X -011] 104 | 088 | -131| 1

6.A -016 | -101 | 262" | -020 | 016 | 1

7.C 073 | 0% |.378™| 250" | .314" | .333"| 1

80 146 | 087 | 261" | -255"| 470™| 092 | 250" | 1

9. Task preview 72 | 080 | 415™| 143 |.337"| 218 |.602™| 407" | 1

10. First check 137 | 215 | 161 | 179 | 318" | 014 | 441™| 207 |.629™| 1

11. Place-keeping 004 | 054 | 310" | 004 | 315" | -046 | .341™| 453™|.603™|.552™| 1

12. Questioning

stttude -002 | -118 | 306" | .289" | .159 | .244" | 511™| 192 |.552™|.632™ | 437™| 1

13. Stop when unsure | -201 | -141 | .300" | .271" | 304" | .107 |.422™| 087 |.492™|.482™|.381™|.527™| 1

14. Self-checking -037 | -051 |.483™| 127 |.383"| .184 |.572™| .364™ |.638™|.481™|.515™| .609™|.621™| 1

15. Peer check 134 | 064 |.328™| 227 |.368™| -030 | .344™ | .275" | .498™ | 477™| 415™ | 400™ | 485™ | .451™| 1

16. Effective

communication -002 | 005 |.397"| 223 |.321"| 181 |.533™| .371"|.575™| 416" |.586™ | .585™" | .498™ | .657™| 482" | 1

17. Turnover J21 | 136 | .348™| 151 |.352™| 107 |.427™| 292" | .691™ | 411" |.655™ | .392™ | .507 | .579™ | 449™|.665™| 1

18. PA 138 | 102 | 269" | -165 |.486™| -054 | 204 | .337"|.386" | .313" | 421™| 088 | 189 | 231 |.325"| 235 | .304°| 1

19.NA -065 | -094 | -314"| .256" | -171 |-.324"| -206 |-.351"| -206 | -207 | -.270"| -156 | -217 |-317"| -079 |-.346"| -.280"| .027 1

20. Burnout -134 | -146 |-373"| 087 |-415"|-287"|-.333"|-.371"|-426™] -313"|-423™| -098 | -.276" |-.358"|-.352"|-.426™|-.466""|-.644""| 437 | 1

21. Impulsiveness -044 | -059 |-371"| -124 |-402"|-.330"|-.620™| -.382"|-.576™|-478™| -.397"|-.495™"|-.554™"|-.632™|-.453™|-.618™(-.539"| -.300" | .484™ | 516™| 1
M 3338|6968 | 358 | 324 | 324 | 320 | 352 | 325 | 388 | 360 | 345 | 340 | 376 | 376 | 363 | 375 | 385 | 303 | 231 | 259 | 242
SD 568 | 5627 | 51 58 55 53 60 | 64 | 54 | 49 53 42 44 | 50 | 66 51 57 73 82 55 Y|

*p<.05 ** p<.01, *** p<.007






2.4.2 Hierarchical regression analyses: 21 71&4 Hola 7 QI(HEY) BHRIEE X £ 44 |FHO|
MY FHE(task preview) 7|2 2 FF0| O|X|= A2 24T ZHE Table 50| HA|SIA2H,
o|FClo| 3|HA B BERA dYY, FoFES MAISIYULCEL HEXACOS| 844 fd & 22 H44d
SO0 AR HEH E(task preview)ol| F2|0|5 0| UA2H (B =.303 p <.05, CHE
HAQRESE MHYRHE0 SEH0| gle A= LIEHRCH

Table 5. Hierarchical regression result about task preview by personality

Task preview
Phase Variable
B SE B t R
Gender 238 143 213 1.664
Age 021 016 214 1.272
1 125
Education 192 101 242 1.908
Carrier .000 .002 -.005 -.028
PA 140 104 190 1.347
NA 025 .085 037 291
2 .388***
Burnout -.104 156 -105 -.663
Impulsiveness -.644 161 -485 -4.006***
H 035 121 033 287
E 178 111 185 1.601
X 028 17 029 241
3 A11*
A 064 A1 062 575
C .280 113 303 2.486*
(0] 101 097 120 1.047

1t p<.10 * p<.05 ** p<.07, ** p<.007

87 8of Wat AE A(first check) 7|82 BB K20

=
s
AQ0lE & AT A(first check) Off §2|0|3t FeF2d0| Y= HOl2

Ceoz M7 4o EEPEP SHEHA EA|(place-keeping) 7| 2370 O/X|
0| oigh 7iHd FYTO| +=JTHA BEA|(place-keeping) &0 R
<.10) CtE 4405 SAXcRE FeH0| Qe A2 E LIEHGHCHTable 6).

Table 6. Hierarchical regression result about place-keeping by personality



Place-keeping
Phase Variable
B SE B t R
Gender 126 149 115 846
Age -.003 017 -.029 -.164
1 017
Education 039 105 .050 .369
Carrier 001 .002 .099 .563
PA 280 21 .386 12.314*
NA -130 .098 -.199 -1.319
2 307%*=*
Burnout -019 182 -.020 =107
Impulsiveness -237 187 -.181 -1.266
H 017 147 017 118
E 122 135 129 902
X -.080 143 -083 -.561
3 107
A -210 134 -.207 -1.559
C .168 137 185 1.223
(0] .231 .118 .276 1.958+

t p<.10 * p<.05 ** p<.01, *** p<.007

QIS H Helnp JHQl(&E) HRlE2 SHTt £ 44 FYO| et o|FS «= Efl=(questioning attitude)
7|90 280 0|X|l= FeHof| Chet 2MZIE Table 70 MA[SIYCH, O|FB o 3| A+ X
HEQA dHY RoI+ES MASHIULCE 421, MY RHE) B = 240, p < .10)2t &d FHO) (B
= 254, p < .10)0| S|2S ZE& EfZ(questioning attitude) 7|1t Fo|0|st ATk 0| LIEIHCH, CH2
dAa0s2 FEH0| gle A2 LIERC

Table 7. Hierarchical regression result about questioning attitude by personality

Questioning attitude
Phase Variable
B SE B t R
Gender 124 13 147 1.101
Age 012 013 159 913
1 043
Education 017 .080 028 216
Carrier -001 .001 -186 -1.077
2 PA 032 092 057 348 295%**




NA 026 075 .051 346
Burnout 174 139 231 1.256
Impulsiveness -.652 142 -.643 -4 577%**
H 048 11 059 436
E 73 .098 .240 1.765t
X .007 107 010 069
3 114
A 075 101 .095 740
C 79 .104 .254 A7314
O 041 089 062 A55
T p<.10, * p<.05 ** p<.01, *** p<.007
Lo R 44 90| mat 2= Al SX|[(stop when unsure) 7|H2| 2&/F0 O|X[= HZ BAMD
H1, YA SEE0l 22 Al SX|(stop when unsure) 7% 30| £2/0/3 Z40| UASHR
= 254, p <.10), L2 G40 =50t= SAHCZ 0| gl A2 LIEFHTKTable 8).
Table 8. Hierarchical regression result about stop when unsure by personality
Stop when unsure
Phase Variable
B SE B t R
Gender 031 118 034 260
Age -.020 013 -252 -1.472
1 077
Education 126 084 195 1.509
Carrier .000 .001 .050 293
PA 043 093 072 463
NA 014 076 026 186
2 320+
Burnout -.020 140 -024 -139
Impulsiveness -.583 144 -.543 -4.048***
H 098 11 13 880
E 211 .098 .276 2.145*
X A7 .108 214 1.587
3 13
A -.069 102 -.083 -.683
C 042 104 .056 405
O -132 .089 -191 -1.483




t p<.10, * p<.05 ** p<.01, *** p<.007

HES SEMH) B =.306p< .05, Y SEX) P =214,p <.10), 9448 SHO P =.211,p<.10)2
Xt7| Xl Ehself-checking) 71&o EE7F0| Fol0jet FLHO| AU, 1 9 OHE 4480052

24
Ble 222 LIEHCH(Table 9). 32T d(peer check) 7| B0 BE8FF= A 7L 34X

0

s 0|
o T
G0 LIEFLEA| QUL

Table 9. Hierarchical regression result about self-checking by personality

Self-checking
Phase Variable
B SE B t R
Gender .029 135 028 211
Age -.006 016 -063 -.361
1 .054
Education 173 .096 236 1.804
Carrier .000 .002 014 .082
PA .050 101 073 497
NA -.041 082 -.067 -.502
2 A402%**
Burnout -.044 151 -.048 -.291
Impulsiveness -670 155 -.549 -4.315%**
H .300 114 .306 2.629*
E 078 101 .089 767
X .192 A1 211 1731+
3 143*
A -.096 104 -101 -.920
C 182 107 214 1.704t
(0] 038 092 .049 419

1 p<.10, * p<.05 ** p<.07, *** p<.007

OX|2o 2, MM REE)2 2AAMAE Xl (effective communication) 7| o] 2222t [ol0|st
AeFHO0| UASHP = .236, p < .10), 2A==2A (turnoven)?| o] HERFZE ofilfst 44 RYNtT
Folojgt Feko| URACKTable 10).

Table 10. Hierarchical regression result about effective communication by personality

Effective communication

Phase Variable
B SE B t R




Gender 11 141 107 790
Age -.001 016 -.007 -037
1 018
Education 078 100 103 775
Carrier .000 002 042 240
PA -009 106 -013 -085
NA -020 .086 -.031 -228
2 A10%+*
Burnout -172 159 -185 -1.084
Impulsiveness -.644 163 -517 -3.957***
H .082 27 .082 645
E .210 113 .236 1.858t
X 046 123 049 371
3 094
A -081 17 -.084 -.697
C 157 119 180 1316
0] 118 102 147 1.153
1 p<.10 *p<.05 ** p<.071, ** p<.001

Hoj met AFeR

F A E(task preview), OI%%
C

0 4

Aol ZutE T EH, QA SAHHRID HEfHOIEZ SMT = 44
01|':”7|t“°| ;% 01| =% | o2 {olo
S X|(stop when unsure), Xt7|%lEk(self-checking), 2Ata

Hi. XH Ol 7] R (effective communication), =& EHA HEA|(place-keeping)O| A CH(Table 5~10).

>

A

H(H)2 Xt7[X Ehself-checking)dt SAd REE)2 2A=S XE Ell=(questioning attitude),

Al &X|(stop when unsure), 2|Al2E =Rl X =Rl 7| & (effective communication)2| &-& /72t
UARALE 2k FEX)2 2f2 & Efl=(questioning attitude), 224 Al FX|(stop when unsure),
A7 1T Eh(self-checking) 7|t”ﬂf ﬂE*OI ACE GHYE REO2 AILRAE(task preview), 2I2S He

Ej = (questioning attitude), Xt7|%ICHself-checking)at 20| Ao, AR CHst 7N SH0)2
$BEEA EA|(place-keeping) 7|#1t EHH0| QQUCKTable 5~10). YT &AL ojst QX2
oMot EA Moz Qoln|st ZDtS LIEFLIX| QtCt
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3. General recommendation for enhancement of the practical utilization considering by personality types

Table 112 SAXLZ Fo|0jg 2uE LIEHH d4 R ANHF o7 -0l Ti5to] 2 A0
M etsts LErbe ZIArSolLt

=2 1






Table 11. Proposed recommendations according to personality types

Personality Human Positive .
o Problem manage Recommendation
type performance tool application
. - Include the job attitude education in safety education
) - Honesty - Rationalization )
H Self-checking . - Request the checking to a co-worker
- Modesty - Evasion ) ) ) ) )
- Report the important item for self-checking during task preview
o ) - Provide the standard operations checklist
Questioning - Lack of anxiety . .
) T -360° feedback(request the checking to all staff such as superior,
attitude - Lack of sensitivity o
junior staff, co-worker)
- Operation of program for improve teamwork(respect co-worker)
o - Lack of a sense of duty ) ) - )
E Stop when unsure |- Sensitivity - Operation the reporting system about unsure Condition(provide the
- Ignore comment . .
incentive)
) - Manage and oversee of superior
Effective - ‘ . - o
o - Lack of responsibility - Operation of education and training program = communication skill
communication
and repeat
- Vitality, boldness ) - Include the job attitude education in safety education
) o - Be self-assertive )
X Self-checking - Sociality L - Request the checking to a co-worker
) - Lock of responsibility ) ) ) ) )
- Self-assertiveness - Report the important item for self-checking during task preview
Task preview - Work neglect - Manage and oversee of superior
o o - Provide the standard operations checklist
Questioning - Flexibility - Not reported ) o
. ) -360° feedback(request the checking to all staff such as superior, junior
attitude - Cooperation - Work neglect
C ) staff, co-worker)
- Altruism : : — -
Pati - Include the job attitude education in safety education
- Patience
Self-checking - Perform roughly - Request the checking to a co-worker
Report the important item for self-checking during task preview
- Creativity ) )
| ot - Report the checklist for checking the procedure phase
- Imagination
0] Place-keeping nt ﬁ] al - Lack of learning -360° feedback(request the checking to all staff such as superior, junior
- Intellectua

- curiosity

staff, co-worker)
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