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ABSTRACT

SjOberg, L. Center for Risk Research: The first four years. RHIZIKON: Risk Research
Reports No. 8, 1992. This report gives a summary of the rcooarch published during the
first 4 yean of the Center for Risk Research at the Stockholm School of Economics. Risk
research carried out so for at the Center has been concerned with mapping of attitudes
and risk perceptions with regard to nuclear risks, AIDS, military flight risks, and
economic risks. There has also been some methodological work and some work on the
relationship between risk perception and interests.

Introduction

The purpose of the Center for Risk Research is to carry out behavioral and social research in
the field of risk. The topic was introduced briefly in a previous review of our research (501).

Risks constitute a focal point of interest for many people and organizations. The reason
may simply be that we are biologically tuned to avoid danger. Indeed, it seems that people are
more motivated to avoid danger than to achieve pleasure (e.g., 31). The mere existence of a risk
changes, for some people, the whole conception of the situation and the environment.

The risks most commonly discussed are those connected with pollution of one kind or
another but other health and accident risks of course exist and can at times attract much local
concern. AIDS is an important contemporary example. To take another example, some people
in the north of Sweden are much worried by the existence of wolves in their neighborhood,
while some environmental activists (often living in cities) are very concerned about the future
of this species in our country, sometimes to the point where they explicitly value the lives of
wolves above that of humans.

Hence, dramatic differences in risk perceptions and values surely exist. Experts in a field
of technology often regard its risks in a manner very different from lay people (43,55). Experts
are much better informed, of course, but they may also have different values. Indeed, the way
a risk is defined, whether as mostly a question of probability or mostly as value, may well have
an important effect on how the size of the risk is perceived (7).

The field of risk research is young and can be traced back to the emerging concerns
about nuclear power risks in the 60's. Proponents of nuclear power argued that its risks were
quite small, especially when compared to everyday risks. An interest in measuring risks and
providing comparative information soon became evident. However, such comparisons did not
have any noticeable effect on risk perceptions. The problems of risk perceptions and attitudes
clearly called for further social and behavioral research. At the same time, the interest became
considerably broader and included many other risks than nuclear power, and other groups than
the general public, such as experts, whose often low risk perceptions called for special
explanations.

Numbers refer to references listed in the Appendix.
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Concern with environmental and other risks is still in focus, even if nuclear power is less
intensely debated today than 10 years ago. Many other risk problems are now discussed and
that is reflected in our research.

Risks connected with life styles have quite different dynamics as compared to those
which are due to environmental pollution. People often neglect risks that are due to their own
behavior and experts are concerned with trying to alert them to such risks: smoking, alcohol
consumption and radon to mention a few examples. It is very different when it comes to
environmental risks, where experts often regard the worries of the public as grossly
exaggerated. Risk communication is often discussed with one of these two situations in mind
but not both.

In our research we have indeed encountered both types of risk and risk communication
problems.

Review of research

The present report gives a summary of the work carried out since 1988 through December,
19912. A summary covering the first three years is available (50) and the present report
overlaps with the previous one, although it treats more material.

A paper \ 'ailable in several versions and in English, French and Spanish (26,28,29,
30), published ^ v le UNESCO International Social Science Journal, gave a general discussion
of global en' • jr lental problems within a psychological framework. Drottz-Sjöberg gave a
discussion o r ,A within a management related context (5). A related paper was published in
Swedish (25 .

Two i pirs reviewed the field for the journal of the Swedish Medical Association (22,
23). These p ,>;rs were based on an introduction to a conference on risk comparisons held in
Stockholm i 1989 and organized by the recently founded "Academy of Risk Research". Another
review wa -;rried for applications to financial risk taking (52), and a specialized paper was
oriented to - irds the assessment of the personality of loan applicants (53).

It is v ur contention that individual behavior is a very important facet for understanding
the environ» ental problems facing the global community today. Hence, a social psychological
approach is important both for understanding the processes which create environmental
problems to the extent that these are the results of human actions, and for suggesting remedies.
As an example, we refer to our review of household energy consumption (62).

One of our central topics has been that of nuclear power risks. A paper was published
on the publics' reactions to the Chernobyl accident (14). In this paper we were especially
concerned with worries about radiation health risks. We studied various groups, among them
fanners and new parents., in various parts of the country which had been affected to different
extent by Chernobyl fallout. Among the findings might be mentioned that real exposure levels

2. Some of the paper» mentioned here were actually publifhed a few month» before the formal
establishment of the Center but since they are closely related to our later work they are covered here.
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had a clear effect on perceived danger and worry, and that various subgroups differed in risk
perception much according to our expectations. These data were further analyzed in connection
with a conference on responses to a nuclear accident, and it was found that perceived personal
risk was a variable of central importance (54).

Several papers treated perceived nuclear waste risks (3,12, 27, 57, 59). This series of
papers includes two empirical projects on nuclear waste attitudes, and three more theoretical
discussions which were contributed to various conferences on the theme of nuclear waste. The
latter were largely concerned with the moral issues involved and we stressed the importance
of moral issues for risk tolerance, in accordance with previous work of ours. The empirical
papers reported that the issue of nuclear waste was highly salient both among adolescents and
the general population and that people were not convinced that a solution had been found to
the problem of a safe repository. Perceived waste risk could be successfully modeled on the
basis of attitudes, trust in experts and generalized risk aversion. Adolescent groups were found
to have quite different attitudes to nuclear waste depending on their interest orientation. Those
who had chosen a technological or economic track in high school were least concerned about
the risks. It is pointed out that, given that these risk judgments remain stable over the life
span, groups from which future experts in technology • and managers - are recruited apparently
have developed their typical risk tolerance well before having acquired advanced expert
knowledge.

Drottz-Sjöberg discussed wastes more generally (9) and presented some results on the
perception of waste risks and conceptions of nature and the environment (10). She found,
among other things that her subjects (high school students) had a rather valid perception of
the amount of pollution produced by various sectors. Perceptions of waste risk were little
related to conceptions of nature but women saw nature as more vulnerable than men did.

The very common finding that girls or women are more risk averse than boys or men
was replicated from age 13 in a developmental study (64), but not at age 10. Younger children
were more risk averse than older children and adolescents. Risk acceptability and moral value
were closely related for all age groups.

One project was concerned with perceived work environment risks in two Swedish
nuclear power plants (58,60). It was found that the risks were rated in the middle of the range
of risks and that their absolute size was comparable to an expert estimate. Groups varied
greatly in perceived job risk, in inverse relationship to their knowledge about radiation risks
as measured by an achievement test.

Radon risks constitute a major environmental problem both in Sweden and the USA
(and probably in several other countries). However, radon risks are neglected by many home
owners. Less than 10% of all homes in the USA have been tested for radon. This is a challenge
for risk communication and in a report solicited by the Environmental Protection Agency
research on the issue was reviewed (16, 32). Although the effects of media campaigns were
modest, as might have been expected on the basis of research on health related information in
the media, they still did exist and some, albeit few, people went so far as to mitigate their
homes so as to decrease exposure. In preliminary research much larger effects were found
among people who were prospective home buyers rather than owners.

Life style risks have many properties which distinguish them from environmental risks
(56). At the present we are involved in work on life style risks, such as AIDS, and alcohol (41).
Psychological research on AIDS risk perceptions and attitudes were reviewed (34,66). Our own
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empirical work on this issue is available in (39). 481 respondents (out of 1000 sampled) from
the general population, aged 30-45, answered a very extensive questionnaire about AIDS risks.
It was found that the risk was judged to be very low, when seen as a personal risk, but higher
for others. Knowledge about AIDS and HIV, which was on the whole quite good, correlated
negatively with perceived risk. Comparing personal risks with risks to others it was found that
personal risks were generally seen as lower, but especially so for AIDS, radon and smoking.
Some 20% were in favor of draconic measures against infected people, and almost all of the
respondents were very negative towards drug abuse and prostitution.

The question of to whom a risk is pertaining can be framed as a question of the risk
object Some preliminary data was recently reported, showing the tremendous importance of
the risk object for the level of rated risks (11). Personal risks are rated lower than all other risk
frames, and it is not likely that general risks (i.e. risks to people in general) are rated as higher
because they pertain to more people. Instructions to rate e.g. the risk to one other person
selected at random from the population also gave much higher risk ratings than personal risks.
Furthermore, other current has shown that the difference between personal and general risk
is largely due the amount of perceived control. At the present, we continue this line of work.

Currently there is much interest in the so-called cultural theory of risk perception
(Douglas, Wildavsky), especially since American data has exhibited strong relationships between
these value dimensions and perceived risks. The recently published scales of Dake and
Wildavsky (see 43 for references) were translated to Swedish and related to judgments of a
large number of risks. We found trends somewhat similar to those published by Dake and
Wildavsky but much weaker (43). It seems unlikely that this failure of replication can be
explained by smaller variability of risk ratings and/or attitude scores or difficulties in
translating the items.

Two items on our publication list concern military flying (1,65). These are the result
of a cooperation with the Institute of Defence Research (FOA). Angelborg Thanderz (1)
presented an extensive project concerned with optimizing training conditions for fighter pilots
and some very encouraging results were obtained, in spite of very elevated stress levels (65).
The risk perceptions of the pilots were studied and related to several factors, among them
perceived difficulty and challenge of the flight missions. Structural modelling was successfully
applied to these data and it was found that challenge/difficulty had a dual effect in giving rise
both to tension and to alertness.

Risk perception is of course related to emotional factors not only for fighter pilots.
Sjöberg summarized a project concerned with expectations and mood (31). It was found that
expectations are an important factor accounting for mood and that especially negative
expectations exert a heavy influence. Indeed, it was difficult to find a scenario which was
dominated by positive expectations but easy to find many negative scenarios. Perhaps these
findings are related to the well-known predominance of risk aversion among human decision
makers. Control was found to be an important dimension in a project concerned with the
sampling of actions in the natural environment (61,49). Perceived control is also probably an
important factor in the perception of the risk of crime victimization (48).

Preference data seem, on the whole, to express a different psychological substrate than
articulated cognitive judgments (2). Preference judgments are given with more confidence and
are more stable than similarity judgments (2). It will be interesting to explore, in future work,
to which extent risk judgments are more affective than cognitive. The model of nuclear waste
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risks that was mentioned above suggests that risk perception is heavily loaded with affective
components.

High speed trains constitute an important development of transportation in Europe. In
a conference paper (13) we summarized research on perceived risks of railroads as compared
to other risks. These risks are usually perceived as reasonably low, and of course the objective
risks are low, but there was little experience with high speed trains in Sweden at the time.
Hence, a prediction of how well the public might tolerate high speed train risks was uncertain
and there was a need for specific research on the issue.

There were some papers which discussed methodological problems in risk perception
research. Drottz-Sjöberg analyzed the issue of how risk is defined spontaneously by the subjects
and if such definitions have any effects on their risk ratings (6, 8,11). She found that people
give widely differing and partly inconsistent definitions of risk but that a major dimension is
that of probability vs consequences. People who stressed probability tended to give smaller risk
ratings than those who stressed the consequences of adverse events as a basis for defining risk.
In other papers (17,40) risk and safety judgments were compared and it was found that, while
they on the whole were inversely related, there were subtle differences. E.g., it was found in
(57) that people were much more likely to give extreme risk ratings when the scale called for
such ratings to be "large" or more "intense". When scales were reversed so as to call for an
extreme lack of safety people were much less inclined to choose the extreme alternative. The
conclusion is that risk and safety are not straightforward opposites and that it is by no means
indifferent which frame is chosen to communicate a message about risk (or safety).

We mentioned above that risk perception was strongly related to interest in an
adolescent group. Interests were explored in a number of studies (4,15, 18, 20, 33, 38). These
papers demonstrate the tremendous differentiation of interests and values in groups who had
chosen different educational tracks, such as engineers and psychologists at the college level or
various groups of high school students. There was also a study of the development of interest
over time, and it was found that there was a strong decline in interest over the school years.
Furthermore, these studies have demonstrated that the often celebrated importance of practical
applications and demonstrations for sustaining interest appears to be greatly exaggerated.
Interest seems to be motivated by epistemological forces rather than by applicability to external
motives. Perhaps the dynamics of expertise are caught by these principles. The development
of technology may well be related to interests of scientists and engineers, at least as much as
by economic or military concerns.

Economic risks have been studied in a project in which we obtained data from a large
number (377) of prominent Swedish top managers (63, 46). They judged the situation of the
country and related it to work motivation. Since the Swedish scene has been dominated by need
theories of work motivation we took the opportunity to review work in that field. Interestingly
enough, managers agreed with the trends of current meta-analyses: job enrichment and related
interventions tend to increase job satisfaction but have no positive effect on productivity.
Managers were also quite alarmed about a number of economic and political problems in the
Swedish society. Hedborg (19) discussed financial risk taking.

A few items on the list are less clearly related to risk research but will be mentioned and
more speculatively related to risk research. Economic success of firms was found to be related
to the spontaneous theories of leadership that were held by top management (67, 68). Those
who stressed energetic and benevolent authoritarian control were clearly more successful than
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firms that seemed to be dominated by leadership stressing social adjustment and negotiations.
Undoubtedly, the "adjusters" take great economic risks, perhaps without realizing it. Need
theories of work motivation have clearly failed in stimulating the design of more productive
jobs. Selection of managers was discussed, especially on the basis of popular protective
methodology, in (51).

One paper reviewed methods for knowledge acquisition in the construction of expert
systems (25). Risk judgements made by experts could of course be modeled as other expert
judgments and the methods of knowledge acquisition could be applied in a similar manner. This
approach might be taken in studying the risk judgments made by managers in corporate
investment decision making, for example. Sjöberg discussed human-computer interaction within
a framework of cognitive psychology (42,44,45) and presented some empirical work together
with Jansson on the learning of word processing (21). The credibility of intuitive versus
analytical decision making was treated in (47) and it was found that "private" decisions were
regarded as both more efficient and more intuitive.

Discussions were presented of the validity of psychoanalytical, or "psychodynamic",
theories (24, 36, 37). Such theories are sometimes used to explain risk perception phenomena,
e.g. risk denial. Since they fare very badly when evaluated in empirical research they would
seem to carry little promise for understanding risk perception.

Three Ph. D. theses were completed during this time period (1, 7, 67). These were the
first Ph. D. theses at the Stockholm School of Economics which has only recently begun to offer
that degree in addition to its Doctor of Economics program.
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APPENDIX

PUBLICATIONS 1988-91

1. Angelborg-Thanderz,M. Prisvärd militär flygning med rimliga risker3. {Military flying with
reasonable risks and costs}. Stockholm: Ekonomiska forskningsinstitutet, 1990.

2. Derbaix, C, & Sjöberg, L. Movie stars: affective and cognitive judgments. Paper read at the
joint IAREP/SASE Conference, Stockholm, June 1991.

3. Drottz, B.-M., & Sjöberg, L. Kärnkraft och radioaktivt avfall: Riskperceptäon och attityder
hos gymnasieelever i Stockholm.{Nuclear power and radioactive waste: Risk perception
and attitudes among high school students in Stockholm}. SKN Rapport 22. Stockholm:
National Board for Spent Nuclear Fuel, 1988.

4. Drottz-Sjöberg, B.-M. Interests in humanities, social science, and natural science. Stockholm:
EFI, 1990.

5. Drottz-Sjöberg, B.-M. Risk: conceptions, reactions and communication. European
Management Journal, 1991, 9, 88-97.

6. Drottz-Sjöberg, B.-M. Risk perception and definitions of risk. Working Paper, European
Institute for Advanced Studies in Management, Bryssel, in press.

7. Drottz-Sjöberg, B.-M. Perception of risk. Studies of risk attitudes, perceptions and definitions.
RHIZIKON: Studies of Risk and Hazard, 1. Stockholm: Center for Risk Research,
Stockholm School of Economics.

8. Drottz-Sjöberg, B.-M. Non-expert definitions of risk and risk perception. Paper read
at the joint IAREP/SASE Conference, Stockholm, June 1991. Also available as
RHIZIKON: Risk Research Reports, No. 3. Stockholm: Center for Risk Research,
Stockholm School of Economics.

9. Drottz-Sjöberg, B.-M. Man, nature and wastes. Conceptions of the environmental situation.
RHIZIKON: Risk Research Reports, No. 5. Stockholm: Center for Risk Research,
Stockholm School of Economics, 1991.

10. Drottz-Sjöberg, B.-M. Perception of wastes and threats to the human life environment.
RHIZIKON: Risk Research Reports, No. 6. Stockholm: Center for Risk Research,
Stockholm School of Economics, 1991.

11. Drottz-Sjöberg, B.-M. Risk perceptions related to varied frames of reference. Paper read at
the Third Conference of the Society for Risk Analysis, European Branch, December,
1991.

'. Titles in Swedish indicate that a paper or book is in Swedish (in some cases with a summary in
English). These titles are also provided in English.
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12. Drottz-Sjöberg, B.-M., & Sjöberg, L. Adolescents' attitudes to nuclear power and radioactive
wastes. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 1991, 21, 2007-2035.

13. Drottz-Sjöberg, B.-M., & Sjöberg, L. High speed trains and the perception of risk. Paper
read at a conference on "High Speed Trains, Entrepreneurship and Society", June 12-14,
1990, Stockholm School of Economics, Sweden. Also available as Working Paper,
European Institute for Advanced Studies in management, Bryssel and as RHIZIKON:
Risk Research Reports, No. 2. Stockholm: Center for Risk Research, Stockholm School
of Economics.

14. Drottz-Sjöberg, B.-M., & Sjöberg, L. Risk perception and worries after the Chernobyl
accident Journal of Environmental Psychology, 1990,10,135-149.

15. Drottz-Sjöberg, B.-M., Jansson, B., & Sjöberg, L. Choices, interests, and beliefs in studies
of engineering and psychology. Paper presented at the Third European Conference for
Research in Learning and Instruction (EARLD, Madrid, 4-7 September, 1989.

16. Fisher, A., & Sjöberg, L. Radon risks: People's perceptions and reactions. In S. K.
Majumdar, R. F. Schmalz & E. W. Miller (Eds.), Environmental radon: Occurrence,
control and health hazards (pp 398-411). Pittsburgh: Pennsylvania Academy of Science,
1990.

17. Gullström Nyland, L. Undersökning av variationer i risk- och säkerhetsbedömningar.
{Study of variations in risk and safety judgments}. University of Stockholm,
Department of Psychology, 1990.

18. Hedelin, L., & Sjöberg, L. The development of interests in the Swedish comprehensive

school. European Journal of Psychology of Education, 1989, 4, 17-35.

19. Hedborg, A. What is rational behavior in financial risk taking? EFI Yearbook 1991, 35-39.

20. Jansson, B., Drottz, B.-M., & Sjöberg, L. Study interest in technology and psychology: The
starting point. Göteborg Psychological Reports, 1989,19, No. 1.

21. Jansson, B., & Sjöberg, L. Learning of word processing in job settings. In L. Sjöberg (Ed.),
Human-computer interaction (pp. 15-44). Working Paper 1991: 41. Göteborg: IMIT.

22. Lindeli, B., & Sjöberg, L. Vilket år viktigast vid riskbedömning: sannolikhet eller konse
kvens? {Which is most important in risk evaluation: probability or consequence?}
Läkartidningen, 1989, 86, 4435-4437.

23. Lindell, B., & Sjöberg, L. Översikt om riskjåmiorelser.{A review of risk comparisons}.
Läkartidningen, 1989,86, 4525-4528.

24. Sjöberg, L. Empirisk psykologi och dynamisk psykoterapi. {Empirical psychology and
dynamic psychotherapy}. Socialmedicinsk Tidskrift, 1988, 65,

25. Sjöberg, L. Kunskapsinhåmtningvid utformning av expertsystem. {Knowledge acquisition
for expert systems}. Gothenburg: Chalmers University of Technology, Institute for
Management of Innovation and Technology, Working Paper No. 1988:2,1988.
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26. Sjöberg, L. Psychological perspectives on environmental problems. In U. Svedin & B.
Heurling (Eds.), Swedish perspectives on human response to global change (pp. 69-97).
Report 88:3. Stockholm: Swedish Council for Planning and Coordination of Research
(FRN), 1988.

27. Sjöberg, L. Reflexioner om etiskt handlande under osäkerhet. {Reflections on ethical
behavior under uncertainty}. In Etik och kärnavfall (pp. 206-207). SKN Rapport 28.
Stockholm: National Board for Spent Nuclear Fuel, 1988.

28. Sjöberg, L. Global change and human action: psychological perspectives. International Social
Science Journal, 1989,121, 413-432.

29. Sjöberg, L. Les comporbements humains et les changements de l'environment planetaire:
approches psychologiques. Revue Internationalede Sciences Sociales, 1989,121,455-476.

30. Sjöberg, L. Coroportamientos humanos y cambios en el medio ambiente planetario:
perspectivas psicolögias. RICS, 1989, 121, 445-468.

31. Sjöberg, L. Mood and expectation. In A. F. Bennett & K. M. McConkey (Eds.), Cognition in
individual and social contexts (pp 337-348). Amsterdam: Elsevier, 1989.

32. Sjöberg, L. Radon risks: Attitudes, perceptions ?.nd actions. Washington, DC: U. R. Environ-
mental Protection Agency, Office of Policy Analysis, EPA-230-04-89-049, 1989.

33. Sjöberg, L. (1989). (Ed.) Study interests. Investigations of interests in educational settings.
Stockholm: Stockholm School of Economics.

34. Sjöberg, L. Aids: attityder och beteende. {AIDS: attitudes and behavior}. Socialmedicinsk
Tidskrift, 1990, 67, 211-216.

35. Sjöberg, L. Det psykologiska perspektivet. Miljörisker - ett individperspektiv.{The
psychological perspective. Environmental risks - an individual perspective}. In B.
Aniansson, Meta Kågeson & Uno Svedin (Red.), Individ, samhälle och miljö (pp 39-47)
Stockholm: Forskningsrådsnämnden, 1990.

36. Sjöberg, L. Diagnosen otillforlitlig och utan prognosvärde vid psykodynamisk
arbetsmodell. {Unreliable diagnosis with no predictive power with a psychodynamic
model}. Läkartidningen, 1990, 87, 851-853.

37. Sjöberg, L. Hur starkt år försvaret för den dynamiska psykologin?{How strong is the
defence of dynamic psychology?} Läkartidningen, 1990, 87, 2847-2848.

38. Sjöberg, L. Lära på jobbet. {Learning at the job}. In J. Edgren (Ed.), Lära på jobbet (pp.
147-184). Stockholm: Swedish Employers' Organization, 1990.

39. Sjöberg, L. (1991). AIDS: Riskuppfattning, attityder och kunskaper.{AIDS: Risk perception,
attitudes and knowledge}. RHIZIKON: Rapport från Centrum for Riskforskning, Nr.
1. Stockholm: Centrum for Riskforskning, Handelshögskolan i Stockholm. FLYTTAS!
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40. Sjöberg, L. Asymmetry of risk and safety. Paper read at the joint IAREP/SASE Conference,
Stockholm, June 1991.

41. Sjöberg, L. Alkoholens risker, upplevda och verkliga. {The risks of alcohol, real and
perceived}. Nordisk Alkoholtidskrift, 1991, 8, 253-267.

42. Sjöberg. L. (Ed.), Human-computer interaction. Studies of word processing. Working Paper
1991: 41. Göteborg: IMIT.

43. Sjöberg, L. Risk perception by experts and the public. RHIZIKON: Risk Research Reports,
No. 4. Stockholm: Center for Risk Research, Stockholm School of Economics, 1991.

44. Sjöberg, L. Some aspects of cognitive psychology and human-computer interaction. In
Sjöberg, L. (Ed.), Human-computer interaction. Studies of word processing (pp. 1-14).
Working Paper 1991: 41. Göteborg: IMIT.

45. Sjöberg, L. Conclusions. In Sjöberg. L. (Ed.), Human-computer interaction. Studies of word

processing (pp. 66-73). Working Paper 1991: 41. Göteborg: IMIT.

46. Sjöberg, L. Productivity and work organization. EFI Yearbook 1991, 87-89.

47. Sjöberg, L. The credibility of intuitive decision making. Paper read at the Third Conference
of the Society for Risk Analysis, European Branch, December, 1991.

48. Sjöberg, L. Vad påverkar våra upplevelser av brott? {What influences our experience of
crime?}. In G. Wiklund (Ed.), Rädslan for brott (pp 51-60). Stockholm:
Brottsförebyggande rådet, 1991.

49. Sjöberg, L. Everyday life decisions and stress. Paper read at a symposium on "A healthier
work environment • basic concepts, and methods of measurement". Karolinska institutet,
May 1991.

50. Sjöberg, L. Center for Risk Research 1988-91. RHIZIKON: Risk Research Reports, No. 1.
Stockholm: Center for Risk Research, Stockholm School of Economics.

51. Sjöberg, L. Urvalstest för stress- och chefsbefattningar. Var står forskningen idag?
{Selection testing for stress and management positions. Current research}. Paper read
at the Annual Meeting of the Swedish Medical Association, November 27, 1991.

52. Sjöberg, L. Riskupplevelsens psykologi. {The psychology of risk perception}. Stockholm:
NUTEK, 1991.

53. Sjöberg, L. Personbedönmingi ljuset av samtida empirisk psykologi. {Assessment of persons
in the light of contemporary empirical psychology}. Stockholm: NUTEK, 1991.

54. Sjöberg, L. Psychological reactions to a nuclear accident. Paper read at a Conference on
"The radiological and radiation protection problems in the Nordic regions" at Troms0,
Norway, November 21-22,1991.
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55. Sjöberg, L. Fakta, osäkerhet och rationalitet. {Facts, uncertainty and rationality}. Paper
read at a symposium on Tower, media and the environment". Stockholm, April 9,1991.

56. Sjöberg, L. Self protective behavior and risk per ption. Paper read at a symposium on risk
perception, Örebro, Sweden, May 30, 1991.

57. Sjöberg, L., & Drottz, B.-M. Attityder till radioaktivt avfall. {Attitudes to radioactive
waste}. SKN Rapport 23. Stockholm: National Board for Spent Nuclear Power, 1988.

58. Sjöberg, L., & Drottz, B.-M. Radiation risks: knowledge, perception and attitudes. A study
of nuclear power plant personnel. Paper read at the Annual Meeting of the Society for
Risk Analysis, Washington, D. C, October, 1988.

59. Sjöberg, L., & Drottz, B.-M. Riskperceptionoch moralbedömning. {Risk perception and moral
judgment}. In Etik och kärnavfall (pp. 49-67). SKN rapport 28. Stockholm: National
Board for Spent Nuclear Power, 1988.

60. Sjöberg, L., & Drottz-Sjöberg, B.-M. Knowledge and risk perception among nuclear power
plant employees. Risk Analysis, in press.

61. Sjöberg, L., & Magneberg, R. Action and emotion in everyday life. Scandinavian Journal
of Psychology, 1990, 31, 9-27.

62. Sjöberg, L., & Tollgerdt-Andersson, I. (1990). Hushållens konsumtion av elenergi: beteende-
studier. {Household consumption of electric energy: behavioral studies}. In B. Stymne
(Ed.), Pris- och marknadsförsök. Litteraturstudie-erfarenheter om samband mellan
marknadspåverkan och elhush&llning. Uppdrag 2000. Vattenfalls projekt Rationell
energianvändning. Stockholm: Vattenfall.
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