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— The Use of the Conditional Stimuli Questions —
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Abstract

Like many other governmental public policies, nuclear power policies often aim to change the
attitudes of people on nuclear power's acceptability. However, very few empirical studies have
demonstrated how policy instruments change people’s attitudes. Our study addresses this topic
using five conditional stimuli questions. The results of the data analysis show that the degree of
attitude change varies by the types of conditional stimuli. In particular, the stimuli stressing trust
and safety regulation were found to be more effective in attitude change. As for independent
variables influencing attitude change, there are variations in both degree of impact and
statistical significance. Among others, the existing attitude and stigma take a critical role in
changing attitudes, and the previous attitude prior to receiving stimuli has an important influence
in determining ‘agree or disagree’ and ‘reactance, response or neutrality’.
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<Table 1> Measure and reliability

Concept Measure Scale Reliability
Orignal How do you agree or disagree if another nuclear station will be built B B
attitude around your neighborhood

1. Benefit provision by state: | will agree the additional construction of
nuclear power station, if it contribute to enlarging the energy security.
2 Benefit at local level: | will agree..., if there are large economic

Stimuli benefit for our local area.
for 3 Intensifying the safety regulation: | will agree..., if there is clear and
. . .952
Attitude strong regulation for safety
change 4 Trust building: | will agree..., if government get citizens’ consensus of ) .
Five points
100 percent. scale
5. Deleting the negative image: | will agree..., if there are big change in (1=strongly
removing the negative image of nuclear power station .
. o . disagree,
| feel unsafe because there are high possibility of nuclear accident a
. ) . 5=strongly
Perceived | feel life threat from the nuclear power generation agree) 831
risk The nuclear power can give the harm to my family’s health ’

The nuclear power make the health of local residents worsen
The nuclear power contributes to solving the climate change
The nuclear power contributes to solving the environmental problem

Percewg g The nuclear power brings out the economy development .636
benefit
Our country has developed because of the nuclear power.
Qur local area has developed because of the nuclear power.
There are contrasting word pairs express the feeling of nuclear power, Five points
which on position do you posit between two points. (Bright — dark, g
Stigma clean - dirty, progressive — retrogressive, good — bad, positive — 1=b.rig.ﬁt 915
negative, warm — cold, hopeful — pessimistic, friendly — strange, safety oy
5=dark)
-unsafety)
How much do you trust in the information about safety and risk Five
provided from next organizations; points
Trust @ Korea Atomic Energy Institute (1=stomngly 939
@ Korea Institute of Nuclear Safety distrust, '
(3 Korea Institute of Nuclear Nonproliferation and Control 5=storngly
@ Nuclear Regulation Commission trust)
| know the agency which regulate the nuclear safety
Knowledge . . .881
| know the law system related with regulation of nuclear power ) .
. : : Five points
The Fukushima nuclear accidents are serious one, not compared to scale
The other accident (1=strongly
} The Fukushima nuclear accidents are serious problems if we consider .
Fukushima B disagree,
our country’s situation a .859
nuclear . . 5=strongly
. | get the loss from the Fukushima nuclear accidents
accidents agree)

| am worry that The Fukushima nuclear accidents give some expense
for our family

2 AFolA AEst dloE= 20159 39 1795H 49 8474 S-gluve} 47 FARG(FHFA], 7]
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<Table 2> Frequency and mean

Frequency Mean
Value Value Paired
Contents of condition Dis— . of Mea of =
Either Agree
agree change n change sample
(A B) T-Test
Before If there are additional nuclear
stimuli power station in your 55.1 263 187 B 939 B B
(original neighborhood, how do you agree % % % '
attitude) or disagree
1. Benefit provision by state: | will
agree the additional construction
of nuclear power station, if it G 28 2t 83% 271 0.32 STy
, ) % % % Kkk
contribute to enlarging the energy
security.
2 Benefit at local level: | will
After agree...., if thgre are large 41.6 25.7 32.6 139% 283 0.44 12.598
. economic benefit for our local % % % *kk
providing
area.
e 3 Intensifying the safety regulation:
condition . . . : 35.8 285 35.7 16.951
I | will agree..., if there is clear and 17.0% 294 0.55
al stimuli . % % % ok
. strong regulation for safety
(question) IS .
4 Trust building: | will agree..., if
N 36.7 26.0 37.3 16.073
government get citizens 18.6% 295 0.56
% % % *kk
consensus of 100 percent.
5. Deleting the negative image: |
will agree..., |f.there are b|g 39.8 27.8 32:3 136% o84 0.45 13.247
change in removing the negative % % % *kk

image of nuclear power station

*p< 05, #x<p.01, *+x<p.001
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Ath= Holok el ejEgho] 239004 2714 A=1E3 Al thell 28602 4785 Byt EAy
shalth. 204 A5E0] BF 344 Ues T Advks HolA wiste] WEs g4 wekos W
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o 7
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<Table 3> Demographic variable, attitude and attitude change
2.41
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Below 30
30-39Al
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50-59Al
above 60
Middle shcool
High school
University
Below 150
Million
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Above 450
Million
Right
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Uncompensated
Compensated

Gender
Age
Househol
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|deology
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Education
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<Table 5> Regression of attitude change

(Constant)
Gender
Age
Education

H. Income

Ideology

Compensat
ed area
Percevied
risk
Perceived
benefit

Stigma
Trust

Knowledge

Fukushima
accident
attitude
before
stimuli
F-value
Ad. R2

Model1: Overall model

2.352
.039
-.001
.041
.005

—.020%%

094w

-.0M

.045

- O%***

-.018

.016

—.046%*

=280k

se
.261
.031
.001
.039
.023

.009

.038

.023

.030

.028

.021

.016

.021

.017

25.600
.266

Beta

.037
-.047
.037
.008

-0

.073

-.016

.049

-122

-.027

.030

-.066

-.586

Model 2: Benefit at the

2.1

.029
-.00

.056
-.00

-026

*kk
.054
-.00

064
-.04

-.00

033+

Kk

-248

Kk

national level

se
.280
.033
.001
.042
.025

.010

.041

.025

.032

.030

.023

.017

.023

.019

16.901%%x
.190

Beta

.027
-.055
.050
-.009

-.087

.041

-.004

.058

-.058

-.005

.060

-.094

-491

Model 3: Benefit at the local

2.431
.010
-.001
109%x
-.029

— (4

3 xex

.024

O75xx

= 1075

-.028

.004
-.060%

— 297 %%

level
se

.324
.039
.002
.048
.029

.01

.048

.029

.037

.035

.027

.020

.027

.021

18.858%x
.208

Beta

.008
-.014
.083
-.038

-0

.084

.030

.069

-.108

-.036

.007

-.073

-.503

Model 4: Reinforcing the

b
2.542
.053
-.002
-.008
.028

-.020%

.057

— 057

.055

= 109%x

-.022

-.005

-.026

=315

safety regulation

se
.326
.039
.002
.049
.029

.01

.048

.029

.037

.035

.027

.020

.027

.022

18.606%*x
.206

Beta

.042
-.060
-.006

.037

-.059

.036

-.070

.051

-116

-.028

-.008

-.031

-.531

Model 5: Trust building

b
2.312
.062
-.001
.005
.005

-.013

1480

-.014

.024

= 110%ex

-.029

.045%x

-.021

—Jtwex

se
.342
.041
.002
.051
.030

.012

.050

.030

.039

.037

.028

.021

.028

.023

17.154%x%
192

Beta

.048
-.037
.004
.007

-.037

.091

-.016

.021

-112

-.035

.067

-.024

-.487

Model 6: Removing the

2.362
.041
-.001
.041
.027

-.018

.082%

-.003

.015
—.112%

Kk

-.005

.002

_.%**

_.84**

negative image

se
318
.038
.002
.047
.028

011

.047

.028

.036

.034

.026

.020

.026

.021

16.749%xx
.188

Beta

.034
-.037
.032
.037

-.053

.055

-.004

.014

-.123

-.006

.003

-.070

-.497

#xp<.05,#x<p,01, *+xx<p,001
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<Table 6> Logistic analysis of stability and change

Agreement group

B
(Constant) -11.411
Gender -.109
Age -.010
Education -.229
H. Income -.155
|deology .076
Compensated area -.052
Perceived risk .098
Perceived benefit .815%*
Stigma 156
Trust 151
Knowledge -.279
Fukushima accident -.260
Attitude before stimuli 2.202%*x

-2 log likelihood
Prediction Rate
Chi-Square(x?)
Cox and Snell's

Re/Nagelkerke's R

(82)

S.E
2.973
.353
.014
.396
.238
.089
451
.226
.343
.302
.233
A72
.225
.288
265.519

92.8%

198.816%xx

.195/.491

Exp(B)
.000
.896
.990
795
.856
1.078
.950
1.103

2.259
1.169
1.163
.756
N

9.042

Stability group(S1)
Neutral group(S3)

B S.E Exo(B)
-.613 2.458 .542
.388 .289 1.474
—.062xxx .012 .950
-.176 .342 .838
-.390* 221 677
-.129 .087 .879
-.020 .376 .981
.359% .208 1.431
-410 277 .663
.331 .266 1.392
.055 .203 1.057
169 163 1.184
-.152 197 .859
.B664#xx .159 1.943
386.161
93.7%
46.458%*x
.049/.131

Disagreement group(S4)

B S.E Exo(B)
-2.599 1.819 .074
.078 .216 1.081
.016% .009 1.016
-.075 .288 .928
.048 192 1.049
.094 .064 1.098
—.893xxx 243 409
.022 165 1.022
-.086 195 918
.533#xx 195 1.704
191 142 1.211

—.260%% 113 71
140 150 1.151
—1.0%4xxx .150 .335

598.486
84.1%
175.175%xx
.174/.305

Change group(C1)

Response group(C2)

B S.E Exo(B)
1.990 1.826 7.314
115 213 1121
-.002 .008 .998
.040 .261 1.041
.291% .161 1.337
-.094 .064 910
.399 .266 1.491
.092 .161 1.097
T 12%%% 215 2.164
-.279 215 757
-.049 1563 .952
-.121 110 .886
-.108 1562 .898
—1.340%xx 135 .262
588.287
78.8%
172.437%xx
.226/.334

Reactance group(C3)

B S.E Exp(B)
-3.380 1.667 .034
-.264 .200 .768
-.002 .008 .998
-.160 241 .852
-.108 146 .898
.027 .056 1.027
-.325 .238 723
.048 143 1.049
—.655%xx 193 .520
.256 182 1.292
.025 138 1.025
158 101 117
184 137 1.201
1.1145x% .19 3.045
710.883x*
84.4%
135.382%xx
.137/.228

#p< 05, +x<p.0l, #x<p001: ZraL:

ZF Aol AR

AEE LA v ko]
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