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Abstract

After the Fukushima nuclear accident in 2011, public attention on nuclear energy has increased and various
rumors have circulated on the internet. Information from rumors increased people’s fear, which forced them
to resist nuclear power energy development. Thus, people tended to oppose additional construction of nuclear
power plants in local areas, and doubt about the governmental policy of nuclear power energy. It is so
critical to suppress intense rumors for effective implementation of nuclear policies. This study explored the
determinants for trust in rumors about nuclear power energy. Positive determinants include perceived risk,
stigma, conformity, information usefulness, Identity, anonymity, social capital, and trust in sources, while
negative determinants include perceived benefit and trust in government. Our paper gives the empirical
evidence for factors to induce the trust in the rumors.
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Table 1. Advance research related to trust
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Research Research Theme Method Effect of Trust
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gender yUnge * For female, indirect effect
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(2009) perceived benefit/risk and ower stations (N=1 212) nuclear power energy and its
acceptance of nuclear power p ’ indirect effect mediated by
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Category Group Frequency(%) Category Group Frequency(%)
Male 813(51,7%) 20's 302(19,2%)
Gender 5
Female 759(48.3%) 30's 349(22.2%)
Less Than 200 Million Won 97(6.2%) Age 40’s 397(25.3%)
200~300 194(12,3%) 50's 342(21,8%)
300~400 311(19.8%) Above 60’s 182(11,6%)
Income 400~500 262(16,7%) . High school 236(15,0%)
Education - -
500~600 297(18.9%) University Graduate 1336(85.0%)
600~700 140(8.9%)
More than 700 271(17.2%)

Risk Perception Paradigm
- Perceived Benefit
- Perceived Risk
- Knowledge
- Stigma

Internet
+ Conformity

Trust in

- Usefulness
- Identity
- Anonymity

Trust
=Social capital
=Trust in Government
=Trust in Sources

Figure 1. Research model

Rumor
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Table 3. Item
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and reliability

Variable

Ttem

Reliability

. Nuclear power energy will contribute to solving the present climate change problems

Perceived

. Nuclear power energy will solve the environment problem

Benefit

. Nuclear power energy is cheap and provide stably

0.835

. Nuclear power contribute to the economic development

. I personally feel the life threat from nuclear power

. Nuclear power produced the hazardous waste

Perceived
Risk

. Nuclear power is harm to people’s health

0,781

. Nuclear power station is dangerous

|
O |0 [0 | Utk ||+

The nuclear power stations in our countries operate with safe

I know the organization which regulates the safety for nuclear power

I know to the some extent the law system about safety regulation about nuclear power

Knowledge

NN
===
o|~|of

I can explain the issues about nuclear power well to other people

0.893

HHHHHHTHHHHHH

|
—
w

I well know the policy and issues related with nuclear power

. bright — dark

. clean — dirty

. progressive — retrogressive

. good — bad

Stigma

0.910

. warm —> cold

. hopeful — pessimistic

1
2
3
4
15-5, positive — negative
6
7
8

. friendly — unfriendly

15-9. like — dislike

12-10, T tend to positively agree with the opinion of the people or information that nuclear power is

Conformity .
bout Risk dangerous on the interne, 0.818
i .
iif?);lmatiin 12—11, T tend to actively accepted with the opinion of the people or information that nuclear power
is dangerous on the internet
Usefulness |12—12, Information gathered from internet, is helpful to understand the issues about nuclear power
of Internet |12—13, Information about nuclear power, seeking from internet, help understand the main problem of| 0,861
information |nuclear power
. 12-14, 1 often feel that the self on internet is different from one on off-line
Identity - - ——— - - 0.878
12-15, T frequently find my new image which is different from one in off—line
.. |12—16, Nobody know who I am, if I write on the internet
Anonymity — - - 0.874
12—-17, Activities what I did in the internet, can not be known by other people
Social 20—4, 1 can trust in most of the internet users 0.816
Capital |20—5, Almost all the people using internet are honest )
Trust i 20-5, I can trust in the information source by which I see all of information about nuclear power
rust in
Solilrces 20—6. The information providers those who supply the information about nuclear power, give more| 0.770

objective information

(continued)
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Trust in
Government

20—7, Government has competence about safety regulation of nuclear power

20—8, Government communicates honestly about issued related with nuclear power safety

20-9. Government makes efforts to accept the people’s will, when it makes policies about the nuclear

power station

20-10,

Government makes fairly decision making about nuclear power policy

20-11,

Government clearly opens the safety information about nuclear power

20-12,
power

Government's safety regulation about nuclear power is sufficient to control the risk from nuclear

0.965

20-13,

The level of safety regulation about nuclear power by government is enough to assure the safety

20—-14,

Government trustworthily operates the nuclear power station with safety through regulation

20-15.

Government decreases the risk from nuclear power accident by diverse regulation

20-16. I trust in the government's safety regulation about nuclear power station

Trust in
Rumor

21-1, T think that the bad rumor about nuclear power on the internet is almost all true,

21-2, Most of negative rumors about nuclear power, which we face on the internet, is trust in fact

0.802
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294

3.23

310 311

295 294

W High
263

Benefit Risk Knowledge Stigma Conformity Usefulness Identity Anonomity Social capital Trust in Trust in

Government Source

. . . . . . Social Trust in Trust in

Benefit Risk Knowledge| Stigma | Conformity | Usefulness| Identity |Anonymity capital | Government | source

7.57 —-10.12 1.49 —8.90 —14.49 —5.04 —-3.09 -3.17 —6.01 6.13 —17.37| T-Value
0.00 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00| P—Value

Figure 2. T-test result
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Table 4. Correlation result
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S Model 1> EAHRZ A AJd,
¥, UBFLES EURR o] BA skl
£ A} W fUsHA e Ao et

B Alrs (16924 = AT 94do] 2l

Model 20JX= H2|574 slizioked #l A2 2
3]

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12
Trust in 1
Rumor
. . 0,191
2. Social Capital s 1
3. Trust in —-0.244 0.195 1
Government ok ok
4. Trust in 0.569 0.335
Source ok o 0.037 1
5. Perceived -0,291 0.426 —0.214
Benefit e 0036 ok 1
6. Perceived 0.352 -0.474 0,201 —0.428
Risk seokok —0.014 seokok sekok skeck 1
7 Knowledge  <0.029 Uit e iee  es dwe 1
. 0,301 -0.456 0,185 —0.544 0,497 -0.109
8. Stigma sk 0.030 ek sk sk ek ek 1
9. Conformity to 0,430 0,093 -0.,313 0,323 -0,351 0,468 0,426
Risk Information kg ok gk ek ok sk 0.017 ek 1
10, Usefulness of 0,170 0,117 0.156 0,066 0,189 0.166
Information Hk ok 0.040 Hk 0.002 sk sar 0031 L 1
. 0,109 0,185 0,068 0,130 0,083 0,125 0,107 0.071
11, Identity kg ok fekk sk ok 0.003 fekok =0.001 gy gk 1
12, Anonymity O;k?kig szl 0,;225 Oéi{ko 0.002 0,004 -0,001 0,032 0,035 O,;?kio O%E:l 1

n=1,572, * p{ .05 ** p 01 *** pd 001
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Ul Aol v Bgatk A £9] U] Bl thErtal H {842 Fofnlet 93-S Holile QAT HY
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o] thet 4l2)= EoAl= A o= YEyith 99F =.077)2 o4 (3=.058)9] 7 FH4l=lol| vX|=
Hol thgh 529 - 7H =2 el 7h(B=.271) ol WRdat 11 =717} HisssiA UeRT) ol gt
< Hl=t, olE &3l 719 w29 gl dish ot Ak= 2RI ot A Dt BAE
A A} iR 2 fuj4lglo] glojA F29 W1 ek 7NAIEE AR A ol e E Sl olelet
84S Hojs Stk Eg 2 AtolA] ARRIE T Qiek g e BAYS 2epldolA ARl
0] Wk SIRARY] thet B Aol Gl Aol HiE oAt Mgk TAA0 2] oAl
HolA FA4AQ1 Fro] thet 27F 2 9 nx|aL 23& 95 op7| tiiZoll A Ad Sofl HEe
U & = Ut ol YA IE T R AEE dolzol=t| QlojA & o TsiA|A Ht,
+ A 44e i Q= v g Re 22 Model 40f|A|= 41249 AFS] A AR, 41,
FAAQ Aol gt ARlA Fxo] W F3e A AEY A HeE F7lsto] #495 AASISITE 24
El= 2102 oalfdt 4= Qirt. whH A A1, A A3} H= He7E Fofuet FaFEE Holar glglon
Table 5. Regression result
g Modell Model?2 Model3 Model4
2 Variables
<l B SE Beta | B SE Beta | B SE Beta | B SE  Beta
(Cons) 2.750 117 1,907 188 1228 192 721 181
Q
s Gender J69 o35 o1 | 98 034 054 | 050 032 036 | 044 028 031
=
e}
< Age ~ot5 o4 -o027| %6 013 047 | 018 013 033 | .o10 om 019
.#A
fo)
g ELdevel of 018 026 019 | 004 024 004 | 013 023 013 | 016 020 017
» ucation
Income 003 010 009 | 004 009 011 | 003 009 008 | .007 007 018
Perceived —-.104 _ —.086 B _ _
5| Bonefit wen 022 =134 | Tec® 020 -1l | —021 019 —.027
58| Fercewed 228 o6 a0 | 133 oo 40 | 920 093 oos
=<
S8 —.047
% | Knowledge 022 019 028 | -.022 018 —.028 | 4mg .06 —.060
n
=
Stigma J03 - oor o | % o 053 | 023 024 025
Conformity
o to Risk 225 00 om | 120 090 159
é’ Information
=]
& Usefulness *1,,},% .023 110 EZE .020 .071
<
[
5 Identity D81 s o | % o6 036
o
“ Anonymity ,,933 017 .058 .016 015 .021
g Social Capital 036 o1 038
< Trust in -.100 B
g Government ook 021 A7
o)
= | Trust in Source A6 93 456
F value 6.219 37,654 43,469 80,107
R—squared 0,016 0,162 0,251 0,436
Adjusted R—squared 0,013 0.157 0,245 0,430

n=1,572, * p{ .05 ** p{ 01 *** p{ 001
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7] 2ol AEUAI=E SAHME Model 4041= F7]
7F A o® WA U A o= ofelHrt, AAR FH
A4l Ha0] WEHA = ThE BE W40 wEtA
ZEch 953] =7 Ugith Shin & Chang(2010)9] 2
T A Eof| it A== AHe] diaf] 711 9|
Al Bt gAH o8 uHlE vhE o9 & 93

22l
AL §leS HolErt RhH AR gu

At} sol 2|2te] Holat 91, Rrjo) w A
Sof wet fog A=) 8 S ol oloh 2
AR Aze] AR ufe) ke At g 4
9% Bl 9lom ot Lzt Ahel 7] Ak
A7} AR} 7he 47|34 T Azt 2S
Aefsht] Qlol] B St AFa10E Al

7 ek, ofagh A7) ekt ol b
AlZ ks A2 vl 2] i o]7] wizol] Uvkil 3. ZH& 1 24
o] Z7lgto gl RojAlge] AHAOR 2 g HAIOR ZujlRE FHUSE Slo] Eyus
Z7) olebe 4 glom], AR Aol 7o wrk R BT AWSE 7o) Aeag avkg BAsq $-
Mol AL AH FojAIRE ofojAi= R w9l Al (Table 5] Model 40] A5 38 Z7kslo] 2
Table 6. Interaction of trust in rumor information
Variabl Model 1 : Identity — Trust in sources
rlL
arabies B S-E Beta B S-E Beta
Identity(MC) 0,029 0.016 0.036 0,029 0.016 0,036
Trust in Source(MC) 0,476%%* 0.023 0,456 0,469%%* 0,023 0.45
Interaction - —0.053% 0.021 —0.049
F 80,107%%** 75, 768%*%*
R square 0.436 0.438
R square change - 0,002
Variabl Model 2 : Knowledge — Social capital
1
e B S-E Beta B S-E Beta
Knowledge(MC) —0,047%%* 0,016 -0.06 —0,048%%* 0,016 -0.062
Social Capital(MC) 0.036 0,021 0.038 0,035 0,021 0,037
Interaction 0,04* 0,019 0,041
F 80,107%** 75,538% %%
R square 0.436 0,437
R square change - 0,001
Variables Model 1 : Identity — Trust in sources Variables Model 2 : Knowledge — Social capital
Simol Low B=—0,409%** s.e=0,021 t=-19.610 Simol Low B=—0,077%%* s.e=0,022 t=—3.553
MR TNid B=—0,096%* | 5.e=0.018 =—5.383 MAPC UMD B=—0,048%% | s.6=0.016 =—2.964
Slope Test - Slope Test -
High B=0,217%%%* s.e=0,021 t=10,318 High B=-0,019 s.e=0,021 =-0,905
Effect Size 0.002 Effect Size 0.004
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