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Abstract

This study aims to search for strategies to improve local residents’ acceptance of nuclear power and trust
recovery among people living near nuclear power station. For this objective, we built a theoretical model
and empirically analyzed the micro-data at the individual level to highlight the particular attribute of each
nuclear site, suggesting the implication of strategies for trust recovery. We examined the impact of (1) socio-dem-
ographic variables (gender, education, economic status, age, social class, ideology, and religion), (2) perceived
risk (perceived risk, perceived benefit, trust, stigma, knowledge), (3) risk communication (quality of information
quantity of negative information), (4) social event (Fukushima accident, and corruption of KHNP), and (5)
localities (economic, political characteristics and identity) on acceptance of nuclear power and strategies for
trust recovery based on responses from local residents in four nuclear power stations in Korea. We discussed
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Table 1. Operation and measurement of variables

137

Variables

Operation

measurement

Nuclear risk assessment

1) We are in favor of additional nuclear power plants in our region

2) We agree to build a repository of spent fuel (high—level waste)
in our area

3) I am in favor of extending the life of our regional nuclear power
plants

"M very not ~ very much’
(1-5 points)

Trust
Recovery
Strategys

System
organization

1) To compete with nuclear power plant operators
2) to create a number of government agencies that control nuclear
power plants

Technology
knowledge

3) investing in large scale in safety control technology
4) To accumulate research knowledge and recruit experts
5) Significantly increase investment in safety facilities

Person

6) Changing the atmosphere and culture of the organization
7) Recruitment of competent nuclear specialists

Participation

8) Participation of civic organizations in power plant monitoring and
control activities

9) Ensure substantial participation of anti—nuclear organizations in
NPP regulatory activities

Strong
regulation

10) Granting the regulatory body the right to investigate the
unlawfulness of nuclear power plant operators

11) To supervise and strengthen regulations at all times to prevent
corruption

12) Strengthening regulations more dramatically than now

13) Creating a new organization to control nuclear arsenals

Open
communication

14) Even if minor breakdown of nuclear power plant is announced
immediately outside

15) Two—way communication between regulatory authorities and
citizens

"M very effective ~ B very
effective” (1-5 points)

Risk
perception
factors

Perceived
benefit

1) Nuclear energy can contribute to solving the current climate change problem
2) Nuclear energy can contribute to solving environmental problems
3) Nuclear energy can be supplied cheaply and stably

4) Nuclear power contributes to national economic development

"D very not ~ very much"
(1-5 points)

Perceived
risk

1) Nuclear power generation produces hazardous waste
2) Nuclear power is harmful to people’s health,
3) Nuclear power plants are dangerous,

"D very not ~ very much"
(1-5 points)

knowledge

1) I have regulated nuclear safety in Korea

2) 1 know about the institution.

3) I know a little about the legal system related to nuclear safety
regulation,

"D very not ~ very much"
(1-5 points)

Negative
emotion
(stigma)

TR =0 =1

1) bright dark

2) Clean dirty

3) progressive degenerate
4) good bad

5) positive negative
6) warm cold

7) hopeful pessimistic
8) friendly strange
9) safe unstable

Add or subtract O or 1 for
each question (0—9 points)

trust

1) Nuclear power regulation is sufficient to control nuclear related
risks

2) The government’s nuclear safety regulations are appropriate for
securing safety

3) The government operates the nuclear power plant safely and safely
through regulations,

4) Various government regulations have reduced the risk of accidents
at nuclear power plants,

5) Trust the government’s safety regulations on nuclear power plants,

"M very not ~ very much"
(1-5 points)
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Risk Quality of 1) Tt is reliable information, 7) Verified information "D very not ~ very much"
communica | information |2) It is accurate information, 8) Information based on (1-5 points)
tion 3) fact based information in—depth knowledge
factors 4) Information that is undistorted 9) Responsible information
5) False, true information 10) Specialized information
6) Fair information 11) Source is clear information
Amount of 1) Was the content of nuclear—related information from institutions | "@ There was overwhelming
information or media more or less positive, or more negative? negative (or dangerous)
(Negative vs |2) Does the content of nuclear—related information from institutions information ~ (8 Positive
positive) or media have a lot of information about the risks? Or is there (or safe) information was
much information about safety? overwhelming" (1-5)
Social Fukushima |1) Fukushima nuclear accident is a very serious problem that can | "D very not ~ very much"
event Accident not be compared with any other accident (1-5 points)
factors recognition 2) Fukushima nuclear accident is a serious problem considering the
situation in Korea
Fukushima |[1) I could be damaged by an accident at Fukushima nuclear plant | "D very not ~ very much"
Consciousness of | 2) I am afraid that the radiation from Fukushima nuclear plant will (1-5 points)
damage damage my family,
Fukushima | 1) After Fukushima nuclear accident, I did not eat Japanese seafood well, | "@ very not ~ very much"
Actual behavior | 2) I did not buy Japanese products well after the Fukushima nuclear (1-5 points)
accident
Fukushima 1) Please select one of the following regarding your thinking about | “D We support nuclear power
Attitude change nuclear energy in the aftermath of the Fukushima nuclear accident now and now, @ We do not
in Japan, support nuclear power
even now,” (1-4 point)
Nuclear power |1) KEPCO nuclear plant corruption is a serious problem that can not | ‘D very not ~ very much’
corruption be compared with other political corruption (1-5 points)
Accident 2) KEPCO nuclear power plant irregularity is a serious problem
recognition considering the situation in Korea
Nuclear power |1) KEPCO nuclear power plant injuries can damage me “@D very not ~ very much’
corruption 2) I am worried that a safety accident caused by KEPCO nuclear plant (1-5 points)
Consciousness of damage will cause harm to my family,
damage
Nuclear power | 1) KEPCO does not believe in nuclear—related public service advertising | ‘@D very not ~ very much’
corruption 2) KEPCO does not believe in nuclear—related companies (1-5 points)
Actual behavior
Nuclear power | 1) Please select one of the following regarding your thinking about | ‘@ We support nuclear power
corruption nuclear energy before and after the nuclear era, now and now, @ We do not
Attitude change support nuclear power
even now. (1-4 point)
Local Local 1) Our region lives economically better than other regions, “@© very not ~ very much’
factors economy 2) Our region is inferior to other regions (reverse scale) (1-5 points)
Local politics |1) Our region has been politically discriminated against other regions | “@ very not ~ very much’
(reverse scale) (1-5 points)
2) Our region has been politically oppressed compared to other regions
(reverse scale)
Local identity |1) I am proud of our area “@D very not ~ very much’
2) 1 have a lot of affection for our area. (1-5 points)

Socio—demographic factors

1) Gender(male = 1, female = 2)

2) lnage (years)

3) education (graduated from Murakami <> graduate school, 8 points)
4) Family members (persons)

5) Inhousehold income (10,000 won)

6) Electricity Fee Ratio to Household Income (%)

7)% of household heating income (%)

8) Social class (lowest floor <> top floor, 10 points)

9) Political ideology (conservative <> progressive, 10 points)
10) Religious status (No = 1, Yes = 2)

11) Compensation (Compensation = 1, Non—Compensation = 2)
12) Local dummy (Yonggwang, Uljin, Wolsung, Gori)
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics on the socio-demographic characteristics of the regions surrounding the four major nuclear power plants

Yonggwang Uljin Wolsung
Average Standard Average Standard Average Standard
g Deviation g Deviation g Deviation

Gender(male = 1, female = 2)

1.510 0.501 1.498 0.501 1,492 0.501

Inage (years)

3.882 0.390 3.877 0.379 3.898 0.372

Compensation (Compensation = 1, Non—Compensation = 2)

1.212 0.409 1.199 0.400 1.200 0.401

education (graduated from Murakami <> graduate school,
8 points)

3.843 1,631 4,008 1.644 4.164 1,722

Family members (persons)

2.925 1,360 2.908 1,443 2,860 1,264

Inhousehold income (10,000 won)

5.389 0.878 5.491 0.965 5,423 0.873

Electricity Fee Ratio to Household Income (%)

50,133 | 79.896 | 28.559 43.325 30,581 | 35,5657

% of household heating income (%)

68,993 | 102.333 | 61,460 73,364 56,323 | 57.130

Social class (lowest floor <> top floor, 10 points)

4,188 1.635 4,462 1,532 4,504 1,369

Political ideology (conservative <> progressive, 10 points)

4.859 1,659 4,518 1.823 4,580 1,780

Religious status (No = 1, Yes = 2)

1,475 0.500 1,422 0.495 1,620 0.486

N 255 251 250
Gori All
Avera Standard Avera Standard F p-value
erage Deviation erage Deviation

Gender(male = 1, female = 2)

1,492 0.501 1,498 0.500 0.070 0.976

Inage (years)

3.845 0.370 3.876 0.378 0.878 0.452

Compensation (Compensation = 1, Non—Compensation = 2)

1.202 0.402 1.203 0.403 0.053 0.984

education (graduated from Murakami <> graduate school,
8 points)

4.078 1.574 4.023 1.645 1,734 0.158

Family members (persons)

3.000 1.266 2.924 1.334 0.482 0.695

Inhousehold income (10,000 won)

5.5564 0.670 5.465 0.854 1.862 0.134

Electricity Fee Ratio to Household Income (%)

24.261 21.726 33.254 50.596 13.191 0.000

% of household heating income (%)

43,788 | 50.072 57,515 73.722 5.253 0.001

Social class (lowest floor <> top floor, 10 points)

4.992 1.631 4.538 1.572 12,008 0.000

Political ideology (conservative <> progressive, 10 points)

5.112 1.958 4.770 1.822 5.831 0.001

Religious status (No = 1, Yes = 2)

1.605 0.490 1,531 0.499 9.821 0.000

N

258 1,014 -

¥ Source :© "€0.1, 7€0.05, 770,01
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics on major variables by region around the four major nuclear power plants (average)
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Variables Yonggwang Uljin Wolsung Gori All F p—value
Nuclear risk assessment(1—5point) 2.561 2.531 2.055 2.305 |2.364 | 16,175 | 0.000
Perceived benefit(1-5point) 3.273 3.425 3,423 3.453 |3.393| 3.514 | 0.015
Perceived risk(1—5point) 3.710 3.691 4011 3.802 |3.803| 7.224 | 0.000
Risk perception | knowledge(1—5point) 2.463 2.147 2.270 2.502 | 2.347 | 7.156 | 0.000
trust(1-5point) 2.713 2.798 2.601 2.772 2.721 | 3.528 0,015
Negative emotion (stigma)(0—9point) 3.078 2.865 3.197 3.004 |3.036| 9,971 | 0.000
Rick Quality of information(1—5point) 2.852 2.962 2.784 2.863 | 2.865| 2.930 | 0.033
is
communication | Amount of information = 2,482 2783 | 2558 | 2.583 |2.601| 8.777 | 0.000
(Negative vs positive)(1-5point)
Fukushima
e 4.390 4,456 4,544 4,128 4,378 |1 15,692 | 0,000
Fukushima , 4.098 4036 | 4.314 | 3649 |4.022]23.319| 0,000
Consciousness of damage(1—5point)
Fukushima
Actual behavior(1-5point) 4.098 3.998 4,162 3.455 3.926 | 27,332 | 0,000
Fukushima 2.765 2661 | 2672 | 2640 |2.684| 058 | 0.622
Attitude change(1—4point) : : : : : : :
Social event -
Nuclear power corruption 4.241 4975 | 4444 | 4008 |4.240|13.522| 0.000
recognition(1—5point)
Nuclear power corruption Consciousness | 4096 | 4.370 | 3.705 |4.060|27.033| 0.000
of damage(1—5point)
Nuclear power corruption Actual 3,829 3.618 | 4136 | 3.500 |3.769|24.874| 0,000
behavior(1-5point)
Nuclear power corruption Attitude | g/ 2.761 | 2.676 | 2.663 |2.728| 1.006 | 0.389
change(1—4point)
Local economy(1—5point) 2.584 2.803 2.854 2.622 2.714 | 7.297 0,000
Local factors |Local politics(1-5point) 2.961 3.936 3.406 3.347 3.410 | 43,403 | 0.000
Local identity(1—5point) 3.345 3.661 3.600 3.357 3.489 | 7.948 0,000
N 251 250 258 1,014 - -
% Source :© "€0.1, 70,05, 70,01
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Table 4. Regression analysis of nuclear risk assessment: an integrated model
modell model2 model3 model4 model5
Nuclear risk assessment(1—5point)
B p—value B p—value| B p—value] B p—value B p—value
(constant) 0,436 | 0,502 | 1,908 | 0,001 | 2,591 | 0,000 | 2,510 | 0,000 | 1,680 | 0.005
Gender(male = 1, female = 2) -0,096 | 0,117 | 0.029 | 0.545 | 0.060 | 0.199 | 0.055 | 0,238 | 0,047 | 0.301
Inage (years) —0.,013 | 0,903 | =0.097 | 0.257 | —0,078 | 0.340 | —0,078 | 0,339 | —=0.078 | 0,331
education (graduated from Murakami | _ oo | (915 | 0 042 | 0,041 | ~0,045 | 0,021 | ~0,044 | 0,026 | ~0.046 | 0,019
<> graduate school, 8 points)
Family members (persons) 0,003 | 0,897 | 0,017 | 0,401 | 0,013 | 0,512 | 0,012 | 0.546 | 0,012 | 0,536
Inhousehold income (10,000 won) 0,086 | 0,145 | 0,092 | 0,048 | 0,114 | 0,010 | 0.114 | 0,010 | 0.125 | 0,004
Electricity Fee Ratio to Household | 450 | 746 | 0,001 | 0.242 | ~0.001 | 0,147 | —0.001 | 0.153 | —0,001 | 0,224
Income (%)
% of household heating income (%) 0,001 | 0,087 | 0,001 | 0,003 | 0,001 | 0,000 [ 0,001 | 0,000 | 0,001 | 0,000
Social class (lowest floor < top floor. | ) i35 | o 067 | 0.003 | 0,838 | ~0.009 | 0.547 | ~0.009 | 0.584 | 0,018 | 0.243
10 points)
Political ideology (conservative <>
. ) —0,022 | 0.227 | 0,001 | 0,940 | 0,003 | 0.845 | 0,002 | 0,867 | 0,001 | 0.921
progressive, 10 points)
Religious status (No = 1, Yes = 2) —0.,031 | 0.615 | —0.021 | 0.665 | —0,007 | 0,880 | —0,005 | 0,908 | —0,009 | 0,837
Eoteanilivg (Cna Bt Sy 0.137 | 0,063 | 0,148 | 0,011 | 0,162 | 0,004 | 0.150 | 0,008 | 0,160 | 0,006
Non—Compensation = 2)
etc=1, Yonggwang=2 0,536 | 0,000 | 0.365 | 0,000 | 0.389 | 0,000 | 0.389 | 0,000 | 0,452 | 0,000
etc=1, Uljin=2 0,456 | 0,000 | 0,187 | 0,005 | 0.246 | 0,000 | 0,248 | 0,000 | 0.284 | 0,000
etc=1, Gori=2 0.226 | 0,007 | 0,016 | 0,808 | 0.007 | 0,916 | 0,011 | 0.868 | 0,086 | 0.196
Perceived benefit(1—5point) 0,110 | 0,002 | 0.065 | 0,065 | 0.063 | 0,072 | 0,070 | 0,047
Perceived risk(1—5point) —0,173 | 0,000 | —0.114 | 0,000 | =0.112 | 0,000 | —0,090 | 0,001
knowledge(1—-5point) 0,098 | 0,000 | 0,092 | 0,000 | 0,092 | 0,000 | 0,087 | 0,000
trust(1-5point) 0.335 | 0,000 | 0,250 | 0,000 | 0.226 | 0,000 | 0,197 | 0,000
Negative emotion (stigma)(0—9point) —0.454 | 0,000 | —0.301 | 0.000 | —0.299 | 0.000 | —0.282 | 0.000
Fukushima Accident recognition(1-5point) —0,120 | 0,008 | —0.,121 | 0,003 | —0,126 | 0,002
Fukushlma Consciousness of damage 0.033 | 0.344 | 0.032 | 0.360 | 0.013 | 0.705
(1-5point)
Fukushima Actual behavior(1—5point) 0.025 | 0,404 | 0.025 | 0,395 | 0,033 | 0.252
Fukushima Attitude change(1—4point) —0.200 | 0.000 | —0.200 | 0.000 | —0.183 | 0.001
Nuclear power corruption ~0.014 | 0,746 | —0,014 | 0,742 | —0,021 | 0,620
recognition(1-5point)
Nuclear power corruption A ~0,050 | 0.216 | -0,048 | 0,244 | —0.036 | 0.368
Consciousness of damage(1—5point)
Nuclear power corruption Actual ~0.027 | 0,438 | -0,024 | 0.493 | 0,003 | 0.927
behavior(1-5point)
Nuclear powe.r corruption Attitude ~0.027 | 0.623 | -0.024 | 0.665 | —0.034 | 0537
change(1—4point)
Quality of information(1—5point) 0.057 | 0,195 | 0.049 | 0.260
Amount of information
(Negative vs positive)(1-5point) 0.016 | 0.638 0.013 | 0.700
Local economy(1—5point) 0.179 | 0.000
Local politics(1—5point) 0.005 | 0.826
Local identity(1—5point) -0.005 | 0.832
N 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
R—square 0.063 0.433 0.496 0.497 0.515
R—squareX - 0,370A 0.063A 0,001 0.018A

¥ Source :© "€0.1, 70,05, 770,01
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Table 5. Regression analysis on nuclear risk assessment: comparison of 4 nuclear power plant

Yonggwang Uljin Wolsung Gori
Nuclear risk assessment(1—5point)
B p—value B p—value B p—value B p—value
(constant) 5,231 0.000 2,226 0.024 1,691 0.154 0.859 0.457
Gender(male = 1, female = 2) —0,042 0.657 0,132 0,137 0.073 0.423 0.009 0.923
Inage (years) —0.255 0.121 -0.129 0.411 —0.069 0.676 0.116 0.502

education (graduated from Murakami

©> graduate school, 8 points) —-0.129 0.002 0.015 0.694 —0.055 0.153 —-0.022 0.568

Family members (persons) -0.006 0.894 0.060 0.065 -0.011 0.811 -0.009 0.828

Inhousehold income (10,000 won) 0.052 0.566 -0.010 0.908 0.268 0.005 0.185 0.101

Electricity Fee Ratio to Household

0.000 0.644 —0,001 0.392 —-0,002 0.241 0.003 0.252
Income (%)

% of household heating income (%) 0.001 0.357 0.001 0.352 0.003 0.001 0.003 0.018

Social class (lowest floor > top floor, | g 0y | 5385 | 0000 | 0993 | 0025 | 0482 | 0.018 0.585

10 points)

Bolbinel idlellogy (eoozervative = 0.021 | 0474 | 0055 | 002 | -0.043 | 0112 | -0.007 | 0.809
progressive, 10 points)

Religious status (No = 1, Yes = 2) | -0.006 | 0.953 | 0,009 | 0916 | 0.068 | 0462 | 0001 | 0.989

Compensation (Compensation = 1,

. 0,003 0,985 0,199 0,135 0,400 0,003 0,215 0,096
Non—Compensation = 2)

Perceived benefit(1-5point) 0,165 0.024 0,080 0.238 —0,041 0.590 —0.031 0.690
Perceived risk(1-5point) —0.028 0.644 —0.085 0.086 —-0.016 0,784 —0,199 0,001
knowledge(1-5point) 0.008 0.875 0.105 0,027 0,115 0,011 —-0,002 0,977
trust(1—5point) 0.255 0.002 0.385 0.000 0,044 0.593 0,101 0.284
Negative emotion (stigma)(0—9point) | —0,446 0.000 —0.249 0.001 —-0.215 0.008 -0.211 0.017
Fukushima

T —0.047 0.638 —0.115 0.099 —0.166 0.111 —0.166 0.031

Fukushima

Consciousness of damage(1-5point) —0.037 0.652 —0.015 0.838 0.074 0.437 0.047 0.459

Fukushima
pvs e 0146 | 0042 | -0.038 | 0419 | —-0.131 | 0,077 | 0120 0.044
Fukushima ~0.138 | 0180 | -0.221 | 0009 | -0.297 | 0,010 | -0.155 | 0.351

Attitude change(1—4point)

Nuclear power corruption

.. . —-0,040 0.709 0.086 0.300 -0,232 0.026 —-0,024 0.742
recognition(1—5point)

Nuclear power corruption

Consciousness of damage(1-5point) —0.050 0.575 —-0.104 0.216 0.219 0.038 —0.044 0.521

Nuclear power corruption

R —0.016 0.817 0.068 0.279 —0.159 0.090 0.045 0.547

Nuclear power corruption

Attitude change(1—4point) —0.068 0.518 —0.054 0.543 0.196 0.098 —0.013 0.939

Quality of information(1—5point) -0.119 0.208 -0.021 0.805 0.132 0.159 0.225 0.016

Amount of information

(Negative vs positive)(1—5point) —0.014 0.855 —-0.079 0.220 —0.024 0.761 0.041 0.540

Local economy(1-5point) 0.135 0.040 0.194 0.001 0.426 0.000 0.147 0.057
Local politics(1-5point) —0.043 0.467 0.095 0.039 —0.089 0.102 0.001 0.990
Local identity(1-5point) —0.069 0.228 0.000 0.994 —0.009 0.868 0.089 0.122
N 245 250 250 255
R-square 0.488 0.658 0.602 0.505

# Source 0.1, 7€0.05, 770,01



A Comparative Study on Strategies for Trust Recovery and Acceptance of Nuclear Power in Nuclear Power Plant Areas 143

1o

5, B4 o] WFE4E, TFAuF AfaLl Al
BreHapt Seeg, NQGA 2345 BHHe
2 Y #8492 B8 ¢ due ASER] AnE
HolEn k.

(Table 5)+= 47 A7 A} of2 Helake] 4
28-S nEsto] A GHR o] YxlE =840
n2)= $EAZ, A A A, flelia, APEA9]
Qo0 Al a3kE BAgH Aot &, 2|9 A}
o5 MY Apo|2 7Pk HuHa(7F) 7} ofd
ohE BQlake] Ao akgste] AR 8Ade] WA=
IS ek Zlole), 1 Ay}, g A oEE ¢
AJE=gAdo] FFE v|A= a’lo] Aolgt Aoz B
AE|9ict F-AGL FAH 77, 4=, 2)12H He
Y wo®, SRA YL AlE| A 1Y, S}

% FA st 5ol %

o &, B, F44 4H &

ol At 3

ae1o] 7ol

BA]: ANOVA) Zjolch, B2z}, 71414], Al

ot A5 ES Aofsta rh P Aoz B
o folst Aolg Kolx glor] A L o
o3 gk A, 4vh RAFY AoER AR A4
25 ot ALEAjol7h EARCH: Holth, %, et
A, BALEY FEAQ ek FAOE AAA
Q) A=alE Az AN, AARA, 71444,
A, o] St o) 4v) 9 Aojs B

wet F04S Delstol AUE Aeko] WA A4}
s

(Table 9] THEBIFEAS B3 2 LAz Ao
EEREL IS L ERCE
= ANz IR A=EE e e 2]
ulal BRIl AEsto, ol 2R, T
A5 E3 Al2E)E Heke G X

<

-

3
o
o
e
+
A
o

[e]
2 A3} RS Flog BAE T4, A
o A3k Mk TiE el BAElS o, 4t

Table 6. Descriptive statistics on trust restoration strategy preference for the 4 nuclear power plants (average)

Trust Recovery Strategys Yonggwang Uljin Wolsung Gori All F p—value
System Organization(1—5point) 3.039 3.044 3.224 3.149 3.114 3.362 0.018
Technology knowledge(1-5point) 3.444 3.514 3.587 3.574 3.530 2.043 0.106
Person(1-5point) 3.520 3.550 3.616 3.469 3.538 1.681 0.169
Participation(1-5point) 3.578 3.283 3.468 3.550 3.471 6.020 0.000
Strong regulation(1—-5point) 3.698 3.478 3.509 3.602 3.572 4.936 0.002
Open communication(1—5point) 3.896 3.685 3.728 3.734 3.761 3.269 0.021

N 255 251 250 258 1,014 -

¥ Source :© "€0.1, 7€0.05, 7"¢0.01
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Table 7. Regression on trust preference strategy

Sys't ern' Technology Person Participation Strong Opgn .
Organization knowledge (1-5point) (1-5point) regulation |communication
Trust Recovery Strategys (1-5point) | (1-5point) P P (1-5point) | (1-5point)
B b B b B b B b B b= B b
value value value value value value
(constant) 2.395 [0.000| 2.793 0,000 2.523 |0.000| 1.212 [0.096| 1.689 |0.004| 1.884 |0.005
Gender(male = 1, female = 2) |—0.052|0.288 | 0,104 | 0,028 | 0,074 0.129 | 0,041 | 0,464 | -0,052| 0.248 | =0.110 | 0,033
Inage (years) 0.059 |0.489| 0,129 | 0.118 | 0,054 |0.530] —0.031] 0.751 | 0.123 | 0.123] 0.069 | 0,444
education (graduated from Murakami| ) 14 | 501 | 0 039 | 0.048| 0.018 | 0.375 | 0.058 | 0.014 | 0.025 | 0.198 | 0.039 | 0.073
< graduate school, 8 points)
Family members (persons) 0.030 |0.153| 0,012 |0.536 | -0.028 | 0.184 | -0.038] 0.110 | 0.012 |0.546| 0.002 | 0,913
Inhousehold income (10,000 won)| 0,017 | 0,724 | —0.024 | 0.600 | 0,041 |0.377| 0.033 |0.533 | —0.006| 0,898 | 0.044 | 0,368
Electricity Fee Ratio to Household| 4 1 1§ 191 | 0.000 | 0,651 | 0,000 | 0.687 | 0,000 | 0.667 | 0.000 | 0.909 | 0.000 | 0.622
Income (%)
% of household heating income (%)| 0,000 | 0,829 | —0.001| 0,119 | 0,000 | 0,955 | 0.000 |0.308 | 0.000 | 0.546| 0,000 | 0.765
Social class (lowest floor < top| _ 710 095 | 0,000 | 0,982 | ~0,021 | 0,198 |-0,038| 0,046 | ~0,018 | 0.255 | ~0.022 0,201
floor, 10 points)
Political ideology (conservative | 4071 57 0,013 |0.332| 0,014 |0.310 | 0,035 |0,080| 0,013 | 0.317 | 0,027 | 0,064
< progressive, 10 points)
Religious status (No = 1, Yes = 2)|[ 0,074 0,125 | 0,018 | 0,699 | 0,009 | 0.846 | 0.007 | 0,893 |-0.004]0.936 | -0.004 | 0,934
Compensation (Compensation = 1,1 o yor | 000 | 0,111 | 0.064| 0.165 | 0.008| 0.137 | 0.054| 0.127 | 0.028| 0.282 | 0.000
Non—Compensation = 2)
etc=1, Yonggwang=2 -0,248] 0,001 | -0.059 | 0,389 | -0.015 | 0.838 | 0.272 |0.001| 0.285 [0.000| 0.290 |0.000
ete=1, Uljin=2 -0.182 | 0,010 | —0.041] 0,548 | —0,015 | 0.833 | —0.051 | 0.529 | 0.007 |0.909| 0.026 | 0,724
etc=1, Gori=2 ~0,020]0.778 | 0,025 0,709 |-0.089]0.207| 0.212 [0.009] 0,168 | 0,011 | 0.083 | 0.267
Perceived benefit(1-5point) 0.191 0,000 0.069 |0.056| 0.099 |0.008| 0.166 [0.000| 0.139 [0.000| 0,095 | 0.016
Perceived risk(1-5point) ~0,090|0,002| 0.038 |0.183] 0,032 [0.275| 0.063 |0.063| 0.026 | 0.351| 0,031 | 0.328
knowledge(1-5point) ~0,040 0,111 | -0.008 | 0,729 | 0.024 |0.334| 0,020 |0.486 | -0,021 | 0,370 | -0.009 | 0,728
trust(1-5point) 0.186 |0.000| 0,063 |0.130 | 0,000 | 0,995 | 0,018 | 0.711 | 0,045 | 0.269 | 0,017 | 0,713
Negative emotion (stigma)(0—9point)| 0.017 | 0.690 | —0.118 | 0,004 | -0.055] 0,197 | 0.036 | 0,456 | —0.077]0.052 | —0.041 | 0.358
Fukushima = . ~0,007|0.877 | 0,076 |0,065| 0,110 |0.010 | 0,194 |0.000| 0,110 |0,006| 0,094 |0.038
Accident recognition(1—5point)
Fukushima .| 0.099 |0,008|-0.052| 0,141 [ ~0,094 | 0,011 | ~0.055 | 0,193 | —0,075 | 0,029 | ~0,108 | 0,006
Consciousness of damage(1—5point)
Fukushima . 0.007 | 0,817 | 0,024 |0.428 | ~0,008|0.807 | 0.000 | 0,996 | 0.025 |0.380| ~0.021 | 0,528
Actual behavior(1-5point)
Fukushima
Attitade ehange(l_4point) ~0,009| 0,881 | —0.078 | 0.155 | —0,060| 0.291 | 0,064 |0.330| 0,007 | 0.891 | 0,034 | 0,569
Nuclear power corruption 0.061 | 0.177 | 0.056 | 0.190 | 0.133 |0.003| 0.103 |0.044| 0.209 |0.000| 0.241 | 0,000
recognition(1—5point)
Nuclear power corruption -~ | 5171 go1| 0.042 | 0.311 | 0.041 | 0.338 | ~0.014|0.770 | 0.067 | 0.093 | 0.083 | 0.067
Consciousness of damage(1—5point)
Nuclear power corruption ~0.015 [ 0,700 | 0,050 | 0,165 | ~0,047| 0,210 | 0,034 |0.424 | 0,124 0,000 | 0,114 | 0,004
Actual behavior(1—5point)
Nuclear power corruption ~0,042 (0,480 | ~0,019 | 0,732 | ~0,043| 0,467 | —0,140 | 0,038 | 0,082 | 0,131 | ~0.140 | 0,024
Attitude change(1—4point)
Quality of information(1-5point)| 0,093 | 0,047 | 0,099 | 0,027 | 0.120 | 0,010 | 0,034 [0.525| 0.048 |0.263| 0.027 | 0.585
Amount of information | 4 55410 082 | -0,151 | 0,000 | -0,149 | 0,000 | 0,048 | 0,249 | ~0,104 | 0,002 | ~0,145 | 0,000
(Negative vs positive)(1-5point)
Local economy(1-5point) 0.068 |0.041] 0,019 |0.548| 0,004 |0.908]-0,093]0.015 | -0.029 | 0.340 | -0.020 0.568
Local politics(1-5point) ~0,086| 0,001 | —0,013 | 0,603 | 0,018 | 0.476 | 0.029 | 0.312 | —0.011 | 0,654 | 0,008 | 0.770
Local identity(1-5point) ~0,046| 0,094 | 0.049 |0.059] 0.066 | 0.015 | 0.009 |0.767 | 0.006 |0.803| 0,065 | 0.023
Nuclear visk 0,003 | 0,937 |~0,080 0,015 | -0,072| 0,035 | ~0.118 | 0,008 | —0,104 | 0,001 | ~0.121 | 0,001
assessment(1—5point)
N 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
R-square 0.174 0.130 0.133 0.154 0.166 0.181

% Source : ¢0.1, 70,05,

0.01
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