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Abstract

The internet becomes a main mechanism to produce social discourse on specific conflict issues. Such online
discourse usually influences the policy direction offline, which applies to the issues of nuclear power energy.
However, there are very few empirical studies of online opposition behavior on these issue. This study aims
to analyze the determinants of online opposition behavior toward nuclear power energy, focusing on the
moderating role of policy efficacy. The analysis shows that perceived risk, negative feeling and knowledge
in psychometric paradigm, source credibility in communication factors influence opposition behavior on the
internet. Although policy efficacy did not have the direct impact on opposition behavior, it moderated the
relationships between knowledge, source credibility, negative feeling and opposition behavior. The findings
imply that the government should pay attention to the public’s policy efficacy.
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Table 1. Questionnaire items

Concept Measure reliability
I am in fear of personal threatening to life because of nuclear power generation,
Nuclear power generation produces dangerous radioactive wastes,
Perceived Risk | Nuclear power generation is harmful to health, 726
Nuclear power plant is dangerous,
I experienced the personal damage from nuclear power plant,
. Nuclear power energy can contribute to resolving the problems of climate change,
Perceived ; ; :
Benefit Nuclear power energy can contribute to solving the environmental problem, 814
Nuclear power contribute to developing the economic growth,
bright < > dark
clean < > dirty
progressive ¢+ ——————p retrogressive
Negati good < > bad
egative positive +——p negative 910
Feeling
warm < > cold
hopeful +——p pessimistic
familiar 4+—p strange
like < > dislike
I know about institution which regulates nuclear safety,
I know about legal system which regulates nuclear safet,
Knowledge A u ; Ra.8Y kil 1 Bu & L .893
I can explain issues related with nuclear power to other people,
I well know policy or issue related with nuclear power,
(What do you think about nuclear safety and regulation ‘information” which government offers to in the
internet? Information is =)
reliable
accurate
Quality of opiective based on facts
Information 955
truthful
fair
verified
responsible
professional
I can trust the source who provides the information about nuclear power, that I saw in the internet,
Source R : : o S
JR Those who provide information about the nuclear power, which I get in internet, offer objective and 770
Credibility ; ;
balanced information,
Internal I can judge rationally what desirable nuclear safety and regulation policy are, 749
Policy Efficacy i I think that I am well qualified to participate in discussion on nuclear safety and regulation policy, :
It will be helpful to nuclear safety and regulation policy if I have interest or participate in nuclear power
External .
. y 1ssues, 911
Policy Efficacy : ; T o ; ’
It will be helpful to nuclear safety and regulation policy if I suggest my opinions on nuclear power issues,
Online I have intention to participate in a online campaign to sign against nuclear power,
Opposition 817

Behavior

I have intention to create the replies or comments that oppose the nuclear power in online,




Table 2. Correlation analysis
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Table 3. Regression analysis

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Concept Variables
B S:E Beta B S:E Beta B S:E Beta
(Cons) 124 175 -.166 197 -.223 .200
?&fg 014 1033 010 007 033 005 007 1033 005
Control
Variable Age -.034"™ 013 -.062 | -.039™ @ 013 -.071 | -.039" 013 -.072
Education .000 023 .000 .004 023 004 .000 023 .000
Income 004 009 010 .005 009 013 .005 .009 012
Perr‘;‘zged 1257 027 120 | 097 027 093 | .096™ 027 093
Perceived
Risk bonofit -.041 020 -.055 | —-.026 020 -.035 | -.025 .020 -.034
Perception -
Negative 1 091 130 | 118™ 027 21 | A15™ o7 1922
feeling
Knowledge .310™ 019 /392 .298™* 019 377 .289™* .020 366
) Quality of _ B B B
Online information .006 025 006 .008 025 .008
Communic
ation Source A5 095 143 | 4™ 026 133
credibility
Internal 013 032 013
Policy policy efficacy
Efficacy
External 027 028 1029
policy efficacy
F value 49,965 44,584 37.382""
R? 204 1222 223
R? change — 019" .001
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Table 4. Interaction analysis of online opposition(Simple slope test)

Table 4-1. Interaction between perceived risk and policy efficacy

Variable Group Model 4: Internal policy efficacy Model 5: External policy efficacy
Low B=0,028 s.e=0.036 t=0.756 B=0,045 s.e=0.035 t=1,271
Simple Slope Test Med B=0.091"" s.e=0.025 t=3.602 B=0.094"" s.e=0,025 t=3.719
High B=0.154"" s.e=0,032 t=4.766 B=0.143"" s5.=0.34 t=4.259

Effect size

Table 4-2. Interaction between knowledge and policy efficacy

Variable Group Model 6: Internal policy efficacy Model 7: External policy efficacy
Low B=0.207"" s,e=0,027 t=7.718 B=0.204"" s.e=0.027 t=7.465
Simple Slope Test Med B=0.280" s.e=0.020 t=14.172 B=0.278" s.6=0,019 t=14 431
High B=0.353" s.e=0,024 t=14.696 B=0.352" s.e=0,024 t=14.777

Effect size

Table 4-3. Interaction between source credibility and policy efficacy

Variable Group Model 8: Internal policy efficacy Model 9: External policy efficacy
Low B=0.073" s.e=0,032 t=2.270 B=0.085" s,e=0,035 t=2,447
Simple Slope Test Med B=0.136"" s.e=0.026 t=5.157 B=0.136"" s.e=0.027 t=5.129
High B=0.199"" s.e=0.030 t=6.700 B=0.188"" s.e=0,032 t=5.867

Effect size

Table 4-4. Interaction between negative feeling and policy efficacy

Variable Group Internal policy efficacy Model 10: External policy efficacy
Low - B=0.077" s.e=0.031 t=2.518
Simple Slope Test Med - B=0.114"" 5.e=0.023 t=4,993
High - B=0.151"" s.e=0,029 t=5.144
Effect size
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Figure 1-1. Interaction between perceived risk-policy efficacy
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Figure 1-4. Interaction between negative feeling-external policy efficacy

Figure 1. Interaction graph of online opposition
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Appendix

Table 3-1-1. Interaction of perceived risk-policy efficacy

Model 4: Interaction of perceived risk—internal

policy efficacy

Variables
B S*E Beta B S*E Beta
Perceived risk(MC) .096"™ .027 .093 .091™ .027 .088
Internal policy efficacy(MC) 013 032 013 011 032 on
Interaction term ,091** 031 .066
F-value 37,382 35.332"
R’ .223 .228
R? change - ,004**
Variables Model 5: Interaction of perceived risk—external policy efficacy
B S*E Beta B S*E Beta
Perceived risk(MC) .096"™ .027 .093 .094™ .027 .090
External policy efficacy(MC) 027 028 .029 .023 .028 .026
Interaction term ,063* .028 .051
F-value 37,382 34,996
R’ .223 .226
R? change - ,003*
"PC001, P01, “P{05
Table 3-2-1. Interaction of knowledge-policy efficacy
Variables Model 6: Interaction of knowledge—internal policy efficacy
B S*E Beta B S*E Beta
Knowledge(MC) 289" 020 .366 280" 019 354
Internal policy efficacy(MC) 013 .032 013 .006 031 .006
Interaction term ,105*** .022 107
F-value 37,382 36,717
R? 223 .235
R? change - ,Ollm
Variables Model 7: Interaction of knowledge—external policy efficacy
B S*E Beta B S*E Beta
Knowledge(MC) 289" 020 .366 278" 020 352
External policy efficacy(MC) 027 028 .029 .038 .028 .043
Interaction term ,095*** .021 104
F-value 37,382 36.582""
R’ .223 .234
R? change - ,010***

“PC001, P01, “P{05
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Table 3-3-1. Interaction of source credibility-policy efficacy

Model 8: Interaction of source credibility—internal policy efficacy

Variables B S*E Beta B S*E Beta
Source credibility(MC) 141 026 133 1367 026 129
Internal policy efficacy(MC) 013 032 013 024 032 024
Interaction term ,090*** .026 077
F-value 37,382 35.641™
R’ .223 .229
R? change - 006"
Variables Model 9: Interaction of source credibility—external policy efficacy
B S*E Beta B S*E Beta
Source credibility(MC) 141 026 133 1367 026 129
External policy efficacy(MC) 027 028 .029 .030 .028 .033
Interaction term ,066‘:* .024 .063
F-value 37,382 35.255"
R’ .223 .2217
R? change - 004"
"PC001, PLOL, P05
Table 3-4-1. Interaction of negative feeling-external policy efficacy
Model 10: Interaction of negative feeling—external policy efficacy
Variables B S*E Beta B S-E Beta
Negative feeling(MC) 115" 027 1122 1147 027 122
External policy efficacy(MC) 027 028 .029 023 028 025
Interaction term ,047* 023 047
F—value 37.382"" 34,903
R’ .223 .226
R? change ,002*

PL001, “PL01, "PLO5



