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Abstract

This study presents an integrated model for public policy conflict resolutions developed within an interactive
framework, consisting of three components: cognition (perception), attitude (judgement), behavior
(acceptance). The central questions of this study are 1) how to acquire mediation tools which enable citizens
to use their collective intelligence and learning and 2) how to prepare them to meet their own perspectives
on risk of nuclear power. In this study, the National Survey on Citizens’ Perceptions on Nuclear Energy
of 2017 were used. By using a statistical model, this study found different patterns among the three models;
1) high involvement model, 2) low involvement model, and 3) hedonic model. The results of this study
elucidate the model's ability to improve understanding of the roles of emerging ICT and communicative
actions on policy mediation for reducing public conflicts. This study concludes with suggestions for future
research on further model development.
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Table 1. General details

Variables Category N (%)
Male 256 (51.2%)
Gender
Female 244 (48.8%)
19-29 116 (23.2%)
30-39 114 (22.8%)
Age
40-49 136 (27.2%)
Over 50 134 (26.8%)
Seoul 98 (19.6%)
Busan 9 (1.8%)
Daegu 2 (4%)
Incheon 30 (6%)
Gwangju 4 (.8%)
Daejun 1 (2%)
Ulsan 1 (2%)
Location Geoyeongi 128 (25.6%)
Kangwon 14 (2.8%)
Chongbuk 19 (3.8%)
Chongnam 28 (5.6%)
Chunbuk 22 (4.4%)
Chunnam 21 (4.1%)
Kyungbuk 51 (10.2%)
Kyungnam 61 (12.2%)
Jejoo 7 (1.4%)
Doctorate 6 (1.2%)
Master’s 43 (8.6%)
Education Bachelor’s 342 (68.4%)
College 70 (14%)
High School and Below 158 (15.2%)
Less than 2 Million(M) won 42 (8.4%)
2 M won 62 (12.4%)
3 M won 93 (18.6%)
Houschold 4 M won 89 (17.8%)
income 5 M won 82 (16.4%)
6 M won 52 (10.4%)
™ won 26 (5.2%)
8 M won 54 (10.8%)
Office Workers 173 (34.6%)
House Wives 65 (13%)
College Student 45 (9%)
Occupations
Small Business 40 (8%)
Public Employees/Teachers 35 (%)
Other* 142 (28.4%)

*Others include farmers, high level managers, professionals(medical

doctor/lawyer/professors etc.), engineers, and part-timer etc.
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Table 2. Measures of variables

& 2 ™ <Table 2>} 2t}
HRl THe] A £4 A9, dAE JIAEE ¢
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3342 el o
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=
r
_E

TAAR W] FYn G FRBAE BT Lh
Z27(r=08) M= FoHd FAAAE HolA &
AT LA WFF WA 2H (=39, p<.01) HUF
A W] fFofu g FHRAE BAFUT
24 A= <Table 3>7 2

2. BMXY §% 24 2D
YA 299 TG FFENE BAS) 918 A

Cognition 83

1) T think that I admit the high risk of nuclear power as I rely on the nuclear energy.
2) 1 think that it is risky that nuclear plants are constructed near my resident area.

3) Basically, nuclear power is dangerous.

4) T think there is potential risk of nuclear power in terms of economy.

5) I think there is potential risk of nuclear power in terms of environment.

6) I think there is potential risk of nuclear power in terms of usability.

Attitude 844

1) Basically, I have a negative attitude towards nuclear power.

2) 1 oppose that we use nuclear power as a major energy source.

3) I distrust the overall nuclear policies and institutes.

4) I am dissatisfied with public policies related to nuclear safety.

5) I am dissatisfied with public policies related to nuclear usability.

6) I am dissatisfied with public policies related to nuclear eco-friendliness.

Behavior 873

1) I sign the petitions that are opposed to nuclear energy.

2) I make appeals that are opposed to nuclear energy.

3) I post comments on governmental or related web-sites to oppose nuclear energy.
4) I participate anti-nuclear meetings or protests.

5) I donate money to politicians who are opposed to nuclear energy.

Policy
communication

1) T think that the government understands nuclear conflicts clearly and accurately.

2) I think that the government is fair and neutral on nuclear conflicts.

3) I think that governmental nuclear polices are established based on public interests.

4) I think that the government has expertise on coordination and negation to resolve nuclear conflicts.

5) I think that the government has power to resolve nuclear conflicts.

919 | 6) I think that the government proper strategies to compensate people who are victimized by nuclear power development.
7) 1 think that the government has willingness to share information related to nuclear power energy development.
8) I think that the government has willingness to listen stakeholders in nuclear conflicts.

9) I think that the government has interacted with stakeholders to resolve nuclear conflicts.

10) I think that the government improves nuclear policies after listening citizens’ voices.

11) 1 think that the government implement agreements well which are outcomes of consensus on nuclear issues.

Media & ICT a7

1) I trust in the information from TV and Radio media.

2) I trust in the information from traditional media (Newspapers and magazines).

3) I trust in the information from my family, friends and neighbors.

4) I trust in the information from emerging information technologies (Internet, Youtube, SNS etc.).
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Table 3. Correlation

Cognition Attitude Behavior Mediator

Cognition 1

Attitude S59%* 1

Behavior 4EE S4x* 1

Mediators 24%* .08 39%* 1
*p<05 & **p<.01
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Figure 2. Mediated moderation (model 1~3) & moderated mediation (model 4~6)
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Media ICT Mediation* Mediated Moderation & Moderated Mediation

High Involvement: Model 2

Hedonic: Model 5

Att Mo
a +
+
Cog Beh
High Involvement Model Hedonic Model:
Mediated Moderation Moderated Mediation

v DV: DV: DV: v DV: DV: DV:
Behavior Attitude Behavior Attitude Cognition Attitude

b (t) b (t) b (t) b (t) b (t) b (t)

X: Attitude -.133 .654 -.129 X: 296 322 022
(-.620) (3.972)** (-.528) Behavior (2.234) (2.230)* (.177)

Mo: Media -555 081 =117 Mo: -292 -.143 222
ICT (-1.962)* (0.372) (-2.767)%* Media ICT (-2.456)* (-1.103) (1.127)

XMo: X*Mo 226 -.021 .106 XMo: .060 012 .102
(2.962)%* (-.368) (1.270) X*Mo (1.407) (:251) (2.493)*

Me: Attitude .042(.197) Me: .868
Cog (5.314)**

MeMo: 176 MeMo: -155
Me*Mo (2.499)* Me*Mo (-2.698)*

DV=dependent variable, IV=independent variable, ¥*Low Involvement Model: N/S

Figure 3. ICT ‘mediation’ models
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AR Ao FHo R FHFA(Information and  HY| HFEHE U= 2o g FAHATKHNE
2

Communication Technology)”]&¢] 485 T35 & ALY 284 24 945 1B 2y
A AP g S =T TF8IE ol A4 g=of AA4-E 12)al AAFE3 FA
b, AFA0 2 B3s FAsH Al 71 HQl(HAE AA Atolol A AAzA] FaH7} e o=
A3 A4, U= 220 G5 A A sl BARUTEAE ARy, 5 BRHRAz
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71ed 24 Q4ve IR EYPAM A x4 Effect) & Zedh= o] FRAHATHBEFA 7]<4]
358 120 AN A5 Aol Bz 2ARY & 454 2489, 190 BRA Az
Communicative Action Mediation Model: Moderated Mediation
High Involvement: Model 5 Low Involvement: Model 5
a
Att
Hedonic: Model 4
High involvement model Low involvement model Hedonic model
moderated mediation moderated mediation moderated mediation
v DV: DV: DV: v DV: DV: DV: v DV: DV: DV:
Behavior | Attitude | Behavior Behavior | Cognition | Behavior Attitude | Cognition | Attitude
b (t) b (1) b (t) b (t) b (1) b (f) b (1) b (1) b (1)
X: 503 .604 618 X: 254 761 -138 X: 543 660 181
Attitude | (3.005)%* | (4.675)** | (3.234)** Attitude (1.724) | (6.184)** (-.726) Behavior | (4.625)** | (5.255)** (1.368)
Mo: .508 -.097 341 Mo: .009 454 341 Mo: -.087 466 -257
Policy (2.369)* (-.588) (1.741) Policy (.053) (3.310)%* (1.741) Policy (-.866) 4.323)** | (-1.733)
Com. Com Com
XMo: -.044 .005 =213 XMo: 124 -.068 255 XMo: -016 -125 .057
X*Mo (-746) (108) | (3.232)%* | X*Mo | (791) | (-1.637) | (4.009)** | X*Mo (-438) | (-3.097)%* | (1.355)
Me: -.138 Me: 618 Me: 558
Attitude (1.726) Cognition (3.234)** | Cognition (3.678)**
MeMo: 255 MeMo: -213 MeMo: -.025
Me*Mo (4.009)%* Me*Mo (-3.232)** | Me*Mo (-.476)

DV=dependent variable, [V=independent variable

Figure 4. Communicative action ‘mediation’ models
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