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on Receiver's Attitude Change about Nuclear Power Energy

Social Science Research Center, Ajou University, 206 Worldcup—ro, Yeongtong—gu, Suwon, Korea

Department of Public Administration, Ajou University, 206 Worldcup—ro, Yeongtong—gu, Suwon, Korea

Abstract

This study aims to investigate the effects of different types of sources (a government versus
an expert organization) and a (positive/negative) message in terms of perceived benefits,
perceived risks, affective images, and acceptance toward nuclear power energy. The university
students (n=136) participated in the experiment. The results show that there are statistically
significant interactions between the source and information, which affect the perceived benefits,
perceived risks, affective images, and acceptance. Also, the nuclear power information given by
a government is more likely to be accepted than one provided by an expert organization.
Moreover, positive information is more likely to be accepted than negative information. Without
controlling the level of credibility and trust of newspaper articles, two predictors remain
significant. Those findings suggest that positive messages from the government are more
effective in increasing the level of acceptance of nuclear energy information.
Key words: acceptance of nuclear power, message source, message direction, attitude change,

nuclear power energy
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Information (perceived benefit/risk,
dlrechon Negative affective image,
(positive vs negative) Acceptance of Nuclear
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<Figure 1> Research Model
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3 4 W A A Aolt}, vty Frhs
77 HAE HER SAEAT 38 AT 3 54T WA, sd=1.27), § A= -
2L 59%-(sd=1.20)019 01, F X}%LPJ SRR FAXCE Fomgk Apol7b YIATH=539,
p=5%). 3ZATE T2 528 (sd=1.40), 74 A= HE-S 57(sd=1.25)% o™, Fi1 L}%‘?‘q A=

oA FAXoR fefu|gt 2po]7t IATHI=S67, p=577). FRUL sk GF(uS578)7|4=
22 A#7]¥HNCSR; The National Centre for Scientific Research)o] %It} Z & Xd%ﬂ%ﬁi A
713 ARG ol dhme] AR |Ho R she g AT
o= st 1367 0] Folsti o A EE WAt 597(434%), AR 777(56.6
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71Hew Az 7hek

<Table 1> Concept, Measure, and Reliability

Concept Measure reliability
The article in news paper is trustworth
Trust toward L pap L y
. We can believe in the article in newspaper
articles or . . )
contents in | think that the story in newspaper is true .849
The content in newspaper is very persuasive
news paper L
The article is useful
Gredbliy ;n hase < e .
No-expertise < expertise
newspaper . i .682
. Negative <> positive
article . .
Non—experienced < experienced
Pifi\flﬁd Energy price based on nuclear power is low and stable -
. . After we asked respondent to calculate the benefit to risk ratio of nuclear power
Perceived risk L ) . -
within 100 percent, we adopted only the risk ratio.
Clean < dirty
Affective Retrogressive < progressive(r)
.750
Image Good <« bad
Optimistic < pessimistic
| agree on increasing the share of nuclear power energy more than that at
Acceptance present time
of Nuclear | support more expanded use of nuclear power energy .887
Power Energy | agree with building new nuclear power station
| accept that the nuclear power station will be built near my neighbor area
¥ 1 1S recode
A= AztoAztol Al Agol diste] 1EfetA AWeta, A7 |AF FEY A=5ES T4
2 9l olFol 7t Bl tiete] $HeleF algin) ¥ ¢4 Anel 2 S4ske 58,
dugle] FAUS S4sks 47FS 29aIth Anel A2 Rl NG S49 olfe



The Study of the Effects of Different Message Sources and Direction on Receiver's Attitude Change about Nuclear Power Energy 135

oz, ARl A AR

= =
5 ©

!

< vEA A=

=
=]

]

A

Ho

171 $lshele). g

5|

of o] ¥R 4o} FA

ot

h, Azt 919

o
— %

ol

=
=

o=} Azt o]

7 B EE <Table 1>

sl

Nr

ol

5}

eI B

2]

=),

), AAMH olwA|(4

AAEFAT.

5}

=
fLE

Iv. &=t

2t~ XA (covariate variable check)

1.

2]

el

Aol e} Ab

A=)
5

(F=273,

73

g

=232)3 AH

(F=1.436, p

[S]

T7AHA R) <]

]

49, 2

T

fol7h itk Ard

ol

3.002, p=.036)

BIHF

& TIF=3262, p=073)= EAA =

A}
=

3

584)ek &
T2 3.32(sd=55),

TH(F=302, p=
off whel gl 2ho] 7k AATHE

A e B

5|

B

el

s

7]
11.585, p<.001). ©]¢]

S

al

3

oz

b ek

S|

o]

5

1 %1

ApolE SAlS

ki3

[S]

o

Gl

0

X

2. &3t

FHT) <Table 2> 7+

5|



136 Korean Review of Crisis & Emergency Management Volume 11 Number 12

<Table 2> Mean, standard deviation and mean adjusted by covariate

D.V. source rr?essa.zge n Mean SD adj. Mean SE
direction
Positive 39 028 0.69 0.8 0.12
perceived expert Negative 34 0.38 0.78 037 0.13
benefit Positive 34 082 0.80 084 0.13
government  \ogative 29 207 0.75 207 0.14
Positive 39 4846 17.77 4858 2,68
perceived expert Negative 34 46.74 16.23 4693 084
el covermment POSIYe 34 38.00 12.04 37.74 2.91
Negative 29 4890 18.20 4882 3.05
Positive 39 083 0.65 2.90 0.10
affective expert Negative 34 079 0.63 283 0.10
Image I 34 259 0.54 0.48 0.11
Negative 29 291 0.72 2.89 0.11
Positive 39 2.06 0.62 2.08 0.10
expert .
e Neg;a.nve 34 215 0.63 217 0.11
I Positive 34 2.46 0.58 2.43 0.11
Negative 09 204 0.62 0,04 0.11

B3 A7bg o5 AR FEINF=913, p=341)E= FrolnlshA] ARt Ar wkaky o
FEIHF=6.723, p<B)9t A32e FIHF=10147, p<0DE EAHoZ Fovlaidnt. 4328 &3
7b SAH SR Fofnjste] deFa A S AAEtgon, deatd 19S <Figure 2> A8
oy deFa B A 3 ?éﬂoﬂﬁ Arg F8ol W 2o|(F=807, p<OD7} SAZ o2 ¢

zpo] 7k VFERA] @ETHF=1.85, p=.176). WA 71 1-12 A

AR 7Hd 2-13 7 3-12 AAEJALE oHd A ¢ AR B4 ARE ou

JAlsH=tell whbA] Al EE o5l gk Azte] Gt 4 AeS RolFErh 53] oA

HRE Xél"ﬁ} Agstas W AZE o]59 ZHt o Firh 98 AAEC] /A E o534 A
RS b AT o o EARI7b digh AARS AFElFa

A2tE 48e] A9 AR AFE=2300, p=132)7 FE WY (F=2758 p=099)2] Fa3} ZF TAZ
o7 Foualx] e¥gkont AEakg FyE FAA R Fon|srhF=4939, p<(b). FE4H&
7b SAM LR Fofnjste] deFadtAS AAEtgon, deAd 19S <Figure 3>°l A8
of deFa A A 3 AR AR fF3el wE 2po|(F=6.81, p<O0l)7t AR {o
natl ot -4 ?éﬂoﬂﬂi AR Aol Fon|siA] FUTHF=13, p=72). WA 7Hd 1-23} 2-2

ot 7hd 3-2% AAEHJE AZ4E o5 fAH AN 34 ARE AT
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<Figure 2> Interaction toward perceived benefit(adj. mean) <Figure 3> Interaction toward perceived risk(adj. mean)
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Affective image Acceptance
4.0 4.0
--A--expert —8— government --&--expert —B— government
3.0 3.0
20 2.0
1.0 - | 1.0
Positive Negative Positive Negative

<Figure 4> Interaction toward affective image(adj. mean)  <Figure 5> Interaction toward acceptance(adj. mean)

<Table 3> A|A|H 7143} 7|7 714S Ae]ste] AAsHI T

<Table 3> Summary of hypothesis result

Hypothesis

H 1-1. People will perceive a higher perceived benefits of nuclear energy when professional
organization provide information. than government provide information.

H 1-2. People will perceive a lower perceived risks of nuclear energy when professional
organization provide information. than government provide information.

H 1-3. People will perceive a lower negative emotional image of nuclear energy when professional
organization provide information. than government provide information.

H 1-4. People will perceive a higher acceptances of nuclear energy when professional
organization provide information. than government provide information.

H 2-1. People will perceive higher the perceived benefits of nuclear energy on the positive
information more than negative information.

H 2-2. People will perceive lowerer the perceived risks of nuclear energy on the positive
information more than negative information.

H 2-3. People will perceive lowerer the negative emotional images of nuclear energy on the
positive information more than negative information.

H 2-4. People will perceive lowerer the acceptance of nuclear energy on the positive information
more than negative information.

H 3-1. Information directional effect on the perceived benefits will differ depend on the
information source.

H 3-2. Information directional effect on the perceived risks will differ depend on the information
source.

H 3-3. Information directional effect on the negative image will differ depend on the information
source.

H 3-4. Information directional effect on the acceptance will differ depend on the information
source.

reject/accept

reject
reject
reject
reject
accept
reject
reject
reject
accept
accept
accept

accept
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