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Abstract

In order to explore the factors influencing the public acceptance of the planned nuclear power
plants, this paper conducted a questionnaire survey in the planned nuclear plants’ areas
nationwide, and identified the factors that are correlated with public acceptance of planned nuc-
lear power plants based on public understanding of science theory. Results find that, as for “sur-
face psychology” factors, perceived benefits and risks significantly influence public acceptance. As
for “deep psychology” factors, emotional identification and social trust can significantly influence
public acceptance, while perceived knowledge cannot. When people are unfamiliar with nuclear
power plants, they are more inclined to evaluate the benefits and risks through emotional identi-
fication and social trust, rather than through pure rational deduction based on concrete facts.
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WA — i v Be IR IR AE tH UG AR BIHE T, I RO AR AR A U 45 1 R ek /> i s KON 1
BRRTTRZ — o R E PRI RN TN, 2Bk A SR R RS B IS KT 5, RSP TE T,
JeHR R E. PEMZ R RET 20 D 80 . B 2018 W], H 38 B RBIMEHRNEZE,
BN 36 HIL, 35 PRIEEEEH . R KA EMEI(2011~2020 47 , F] 2020 45, (EARFITE
BN E S A 58 F FLA 30 #H .

SR, R BRI B TR, 28 5 52 B 9¢ MM A% S M0 5 M (WA S A% S0« AAE I 72 A
Ny WO DL MU A A BE VR[] [2]0 AR S S B BRA OB EAZ AL R I A,
o [ e DA 4 [3]. W AE APk S, P EILE 2013 AR E S TR EAE S TR, ARSI R TS AR
USRI than, 2013 457 H, 7E ERZ Tk e X s Tolk @ X 30 B 42 e M TG A S 8w, 1
ARILT TR LR T iy @ SRR I ADHSHIES), BUF R0 TiZ5H . 2014 4, T~
VG B 3RHE T N KW ZE 2183 7 26 T L~ 5 e D B AR DXt i B2 R R 5 OR 4P g ot ooy — 2% 1) 24 3
BURF R H B SR, R BOR 2 B IEFE TR B A% I H « 2016 4F 8 H, %z s AFFHCUHIAZ R
TEATH , FECYHBUN 5 Z50H P12 TAE.

FREGIFRE, ALONE A IEZ OO AL B ERHE T R R R, R L
FLAE TS AN SE R AR SCHRVRE, 2 Hi 0 SRR 98 50 22 H VR A U6 IETEIS AT I 8 % FL il (1) 42 52 P2
SRR [4][5], ARRARSHZRERIT IZIANEI[6] [7]. R, AT 78R @R SE I8 LRI B A Ak
X T AL A A FEL P4 52 BESRAN SR B I T2 23 1, FF B TEER I 2 A AU P00 AX LSl AN T AR T 5 e A rELEE
ZREMIAHOCIN 3%
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A ARFERSZ FE RO F0 AT UGB S A A FL R AL ELIB (PUS). AR AR 20 #4080 - IHS,
FFIRH G T 2B AT

SREEAEALE PUS S R BIRHEZE, TR A ARG “ Bz BORNRRIARL A R M “ 207 BRI,
H TR Z R 2 A A X B B AR BN 25 JBE[8 ] R P A AR A RIR A M AR 2 AR ER AR 72 (1 e EE L P 3
PRI, SRBEAR (R o A 3 A AR B2 B AR AR, R s AFEREE R TR

Bt 5 A 2 AR SR AN EEVR A SAIE 5 T SR AL SR T HEDF, DRI 7 fRI AL R 2 AR ER R 22 ) A
Z[9] [10]. FZEF(1999) 5 H, K LR FRVNE R 5 A AR 8] R R HIME— D Z 2 AR RIR I, i
BETIHR T ARBEARRIER R BB, RET AR, MEN. BUIRRNGIEAENKE ZFER.
REBALE R FZ MR L ZOP X A, IR T A RS 5X i A IR R A BRI R -

2.2, BEAFIEMBARE: MZBEAXEZENERER

A% R FRY R 2t R R RIS B R M) A AR 4 32 P — W o LB A R 1] (2] [11] [12] [13] BAAERE
FUPEH, JERERL B R AL RE R R RE IR A% 34 RE FRAIRA% SERENE)™ AL IOBRHRIBUK T, ot A2
PREE[1] (2], T0JE & E S A AR o BEAh, A% i (K e A2 8 R MO — i B 22 sl AN
W, fRHEZGEAREH S E IS B B[ 14]. BRI, A% e AR RN 2 M A AR 2 T BAT IEARSGHE[ 1]
[15]0 RUERZHBOZ A MR RETEMR AN, (B H I RS TS IR A2 FU MR 3 AR S BE (R B L 3o VR 2 SKAEE
WEFEAR XU A% AR 5 32 2 B O 5R[ 2] AL IHERT 23 AR BELR (RS20 22— il A2 2 IR R XL 48
IREITII A% A A SZE T[] [2] [11].

2.3. @R, ERFEE: BB AREZENEEER

B 7 R R R R B R RO R R 7 B AL A B S A, B R B AN
F5, AVERBIFERAESN RBOIER” MBS MR R RGOSR, ARG =R E
BHRZOHER: AR, HERAEE.

SRR FUHRE Y, SR /KT AT i 2 R % B AR B R 2 RS IRV, 38k — 2B B A A 32 FE[16] [17]
B2 (AL BE R AT AP iR A 2 BE 6], B A% RER HEL . A% FIS AT R4 S XU 25 5 T A SRl R T K
B, SFREVR I TR NGB A BRI RE R R, AR ST ERARRE M. EET NN, %
FEL P R R KT 5 B XU, S AR D[ 18], S5 BRI 25 IEAR D[ 16]. AR, KIIRTEA A2 H i E A7 5
W2 S B, i3 st = A SRR B, K 2 BN TEVE IR DAl 5 AR G (0 U UL 35 [ 19]
Rk, AMEZRGELEFIEHRPIW . thAh, HAErIREFEaH, 5T R0 0P8 AN [F) W0 R —— s R A
PPAG ENR——TEVPAG FTRRT XU 2 TR 56 2 Rt SR 1 25 SR AT Be AN [8 ] BRI HI AR A AR 2 FE )
M HAHE, (HRZHFH BRI, FUE— DR UE R R, AR A 52 1 R0 2
TR 5 R R RS BT H A FR1[2] [19]

A FEHRR % E B 2 A XU IE 2252 BUE IR IR [ 2] AR4E <1 E kAR ” , AMiTE
BRI B O E SR P FHELE20]. AT HRT AR I, BN 25 R R 5 A R 4 SO R AT K
[20]0 QIR AATE AR EETE 2, A6 T4 55 35 S AH 5 1 AU ARG, TR I I s R AATTAS &
REETEZN, A2 (0 AR R BBV, B e U R 36 o 17 22 2 i A JB TR A A mT LA S, T
AL RERRE B S — A TE[21], FHARH, A% 5 TS BOA [F A 96 [22],

LB REMAMNEZ LR R — AR R, BT SRR, ML T R R K H#
MIRTRENE, BT CAA AL UK SEAL S E AR VPl A% F XU FI R 25 [ 19] [23]0 LS EERIAZOE SO “ AR
AL ST s, FRIEROAR . SRR, RS E A A S DA 2 AR BUT BN [19]. 4
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Figure 1. Conceptual model

1. e
3. MIRFG*

AW G R SRR T — TS E TR B A A A 2 FE I KRR A 10 4, IS B R IE T 250 E S
MVEEGS = SRPIF AR, 1= B AR RARL) S BB T, ARl F. SEERE.
WS\ KR AR b 5 4% B vl 2 TR R R BV s bl AR . BFX HARZ Ui R A i S B R “ 1B
R AL ? 7 S FMGERE R WA MU R R AR, R e A r ) R
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the sample

= 1. BB AOGIFEHHE

HHE W& A Bt

JeE 3 5 A% L ) B 0~5 AH 23 7.6%
5~20 A H 137 45.1%

20~40 A H 144 47.4%

PE5 5 226 74.3%

% 78 25.7%

GR 20 SN 20 6.6%
21~30 % 93 30.6%

31~40 % 119 39.1%

41~50 & 61 20.1%

51 %Lk 11 3.6%

RYUBRE NERELF 2 6.6%
¥ 36 11.8%

P Eh . BR) 86 28.3%

FR(EKRE) 159 52.3%

BEFEAE K A E 21 6.9%
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Continued
JERESLIUN 2000 JG K LLF 34 18.5%
2001~5000 7T 65 35.3%
5001~8000 7T 45 24.5%
8001~10,000 JG 26 14.1%
10,000 JGLA I 5 2.7%
IR RGO R, 3T R 109 35.9%
KA R 195 64.1%

AR3izH IBM SPSS 22.0 #H4T A G TH 4T T a0 A1 ENE 871 [26]. 3T LR 2 AT 4 HTHESE,
IR T — AN A AR B R A

4, R

4.1. RSt

BB T AL BRI B 2 BoR 7T 2 Ui 3 B B 5 2 b PR 5 (0~5 A B, 5-20
AH, 20-40 A8, DLR I T AN E R BRI 2 A% s (T B AR ) S2 U RS AR R . LR
A 30.65% AETEAE 0~5 A BV N 52 U5 # B2 R i F Rl «— e« “He2” 5“9k
FURERZ” ), EMEH B2 EEPIE )y 2.28. AL HLuh 1) 52 U7 & BoA B m 42 B, 5~20 2 LR 2040
N BYEESFME B8 3.12 R 3.89, MR, BEE(EEIEE MG, B @ ik TR B 2 v L
BIN0~5 A H: 30.65%, 1520 A H: 42.85%, 20~40 2~ H: 44.43%). ML ViG 2EET 0-5 A H,
5-20 AHILZ 20~40 2 HEIGHIA, 78 5 B I T (8 R 20 A AR % FRLnk IR SRR R v T Y

Hhy(T P )R HL I
70.00% " % 45
64.26% 64.89% 62.68%
60.00% 4.05 m 06
3. BN 7 -4
50.00% - o o
Es 46° /“f 383 At 1.96 3.5
40.00% - - 1 I
. 30.65% 312
30.00% - 2.82 2.85 -3
20.00% - I—=| - | — h
10.00% - Z,fi [ 2
0.00% - , )
0-52E (N=23) 5-20 2B (N=137) 20-402 E (N=144)
ES BT TARZBEMNLES COESARNEZBILNELE
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a-ENEZENEZETNE —e— ERNEZBETEFNE
Figure 2. Public acceptance of nuclear power plants in different geographical areas
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WG TE 1 21 AR PPl 28 Ao T A% HL % 2 AR BE MM A 3R, 20 9 IR iR S 15 BOA AL
HEEAR(CEA BARRE)RRIA G BRI S (PR AAR ), 382 FIH 7 IR R S . IR
2 AT DUAELE BRI AR 21K, KRB VTE DOAITHZ R T I AT 7. 2RI, AT
XHRZ RS AR (B 2.95) R ik #e i B R R (BN 2.74) A2 1 1 . FELEZ TR, X
SN [ IX — A B (49 70 AR R (4 SRR P I E AR AE 3.5 L k), Hory, BME 5 (4. 78) M i 2 AT
A A% H A R T o [ R B 2 R R A R N, HBIIA R 76.5%. 55 I E(4.57) R H
R FES v [ 225 A e B A B SO R AR 2 I8 T LA, S5 A R AL (S AR R (A (RS BUR
Ber Al B ABA R G R TR AR EE, I HZ 08 R EFEEREHKIMEN 4.3), T
BRI SR R AROUIMEN 2.94) . WA 32.4%) 52 U5 & RHRGE I L IR BT TS 4. B, ka2
V7 X P E SR T P AOUEE A L 3t PR RS vt T RN A 2, LA R SRR RS 283 v R R 2

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of independent and intermediate variables
F 2. BEEMHNTENMEMES T

B3y R e Iz
1) 0T A v b 5 1 B A 2 e 1.81 1.742

2) T AZER I XS 2.95 1.88

JEHIETR 3) J TR E IS ERIR 1.55 1.657
4) T L RO A R 2.74 1.888

5) T ML OR A B LR 1.77 1.678

1) RHR SRS E 40 R R B H R 4.57 1.451

- 2) A% HUR XTI o E B A B B R 478 1.428
3) B R T [ s RARTE AR B E R 391 1.532

4) 2R SRR T i E BRI B AT R Y 4.09 1.505

1) X BUF IS ETRE 3.76 1.681

e 2) SHZ A AR 3.49 1.584
3) MRFPERPEATREEE 4.3 1.509

4) AR PE AL 2.94 1.62

1) BHUR A BT s A ARSI 3.24 1.739

— 2) R EA BT A A L 3.58 1.72
3) HUR A BT A A TR 3.93 1.59

4) LR JEA W T AR 2t e R 1 R R R 3.95 1.543

1) FRAHOTE R G IE G2 VR A IR R K NPT R 22 52 B i it 7 o 4.16 1.75

RIS 2) AL LA s R AR R 431 1.678
3) WSRO AERZ R, A IR B R A T 4.61 1.594

4) B AR, R I g R AR U 4.52 1.556

4.2. BAFoHT

NTAETEREEIAZR, AT TR 3). RAPIIFEIEIR(KMO (B AT Bartlett BRIZALL
{8 M HEAT B3~ M A AT SR 2% A —— UL (A A i EAE M o« B S KMO KT 0.6, &Il

7 8T KT 0.6, Ui B AT EAEAT (1A 20 #7 o
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Table 3. Result of factor analysis
=3 AFARER

B KMO {& ES 2
SRR 0.747 0.605~0.790
NG 0.684 0.7~0.858
e fFE 0.904 0.7~0.866
JEHTF 78 0.793 0.675~0.855
TR 0.711 0.815~0.867

4.3. EV35S34T

AHF TS OLS A BTk i it . e 4 AR ml DL H, 8RNI 2 A0 a0 JXURE: 5o A% L A 552 FiE
BABEZW(p <0.01,p <0.05) BENF 5 XF 2 ARFESZ B = A2 1E RS20 (B = 0.399), T I8 KU 2 Az
ZEFEAE NI (B = —0.170)0 FTLAKIL, 28RBS A TR i, 0] 22 R DU A% Ll P 52 52 R gl
i,

Table 4. Regression results of model 1, model 2 and model 3

4. A, REY 2 FAREY 3 EYFLER

AL 1 T 2 A 3
KA AR SE P SRS JREN R
g 3.848 0.07 —0.138%*
JEHF 25 0.399%*
TR R -0.170%
Sk s JRENHIR 0.097* -0.017
I PNE] 0.232%* —0.287%*
R EE 0.256%* -0.058
P A 2 & 2
R? 0.122 0.194 0.134

#p <0.05; **p < 0.01.

PRAEE 4 BIEIAZE 5, BRAATR | A5 B [RRI AL 2 54T 25 12 2 RUR S A 52 U 38 6 A% miL AR JRR kR 2 (p <
0.05, p <0.01, p <0.01), 1B [ I 35 5 28 A A% HL IR IR RV (p < 0.01) 5 F X ISR RV 7= A2 A7 1) 52 )
SR, BRI KPR A 2 3 AT B A XURG: 15 2 3 52 (p > 0.05) o

B3¢ J — ZELRST 8 1 2 SRR 2 AR 0 XU, () R A SORE (L2 5) e 1A da B FE ARSI JER M) i 72 SRR T R
A B AR A RN . R 5 FpaT UUIEE R, 76 X T Y f A4 i 58— 20w, B
XA AL R Gt LR E W (p > 0.05), XEWERA LEHR SR . K, &
SRR RUAS B 368 3o JRK R R 2 ) Pz b R A% L AR B2 FE o BT Ab B RS D0 B IR 25 7 A A AL R A Acde 2
JEZ TR AR AR o FE RNV EE — 2, A [R] B 3 5 A A 32 B (p < 0.01); £ X Fillll M. ) ]
A4 HT 05 B b, A5 IR R B M B R 35 (p < 0.01); 78 X A M TRIN Y [ a1 H 43047 (0 55 =5 v,
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T IR I LB R 25 48] Y 25 52 A A2 S (p < 0.01), R2 ERMRHI N PRIk, BT AT HH IR N 2 76 175 %
IR AR 52 2 [ TR A OV, A5 A [R] ) DA ek JR R M 28 (A S ML ARN A L 52 AR
4 B ERLIRE ARAN 2 A3 52 L 2 RN RIA 28 AT R A RN 25— 20, 1 AR AR R RN A AR (p < 0.01);
B, MR EERERMIRAF (< 0.01); =0, A S ERURAIR 8 B E M A RIEZE (p <
0.01), JFH R2 {EIZHTIIN. Bk, I &t o] DE A S AR AR S22 AR A E . 25
ERTRIAS 2518 15N R AN AL 2o A5 A FT DA RN R 28 () FR 52 M A L 2 AR B JEE T RN R U A BE o

Table 5. Regression result of model 4

5. R 4 EAER

i 4a i 4b Wi 4c
AR HL AR AR LA AR LA AR AR FZHL AR
o 577, o 317, iny il > 3 o iy NiniN o 317,
Pz Fal s Pz Pz i dl s
O 3.824%* 3.928%* -0.031 3.937%* 4,028%* 0.016 4.023%*
JRENHIR 0.036
RSNG| 0.349%* 0.289%* 0.261%*
AA &
HE{EE 0.448%* 0.299%* 0.367**
JRFOF 0.303%* 0.272%*
5 i) AR = = 2 & 2 & &
R? 0.078 0.118 0.13 0.145 0.141 0.133 0.163

FE: n=304; **p<00l.

BEAh, ASTFFUEESE T LA A R SK e S S SR ) PP A BSOE (. 6)0 BESTRREAY Sa BRI XU
TE BB 5% A O 52 JE 2 TR R A R, 32 6 FTUAE HE, 76 X TR Y (9 [ 40T (0 55— 2B o,
TR B S S A R FE (p > 0.05), RIS I BEREAT HE— 25 e, 106 e I /S B 7 e
SRR A OS2 FE 2 AR oh A P B S 1578 RGeS SRR 7 7 R DA [ R A Ak 2 B 22 1 0 o A 2
78 X T Y B A7 18— 25k, R R ) 25 B A A2 BE(p < 0.01); 76 X T M. [ il V3 537
(5 b, BN B B RS (p < 0.01): 75 X AT M Bl Y (IR (05 =2, RaA
[ R R ) S B 2 OS2 P (p < 0.01). DRI, TR R 76 H5 SRR DR R A A 32 E 22 T LA A
BRI Sc B PRI R TE AL 2 (AT A DR B2 A A R . 55—, A (51T B2
INOFESZIE(p < 0.01); 3525, 15BN A A RS 52 B B R (p > 0.05), AN HE— AR 3 h A 2R .
S AR, T T LA S S SRR B A O R L (052, T R A0 VPR 25 A2 U R i
5. g

5 LLRT e T A AR DA B IEAT RIS (B S0 R R, A S48 D6 b T 5 TR A B fr 4% F
S, UASYA A B 2 i v A O SR JEE (KR . Wolsink (2007)iA9[27], 2435 H 4b T ikt AUHSIM B,
N LT B SR B IR . TEAR S B MOR AR IS IR R A e e A O DU B 45
R T MM AEE R AR T A R R R B . ST, AR SO A T FE P UL A e X A A R
AT T S .
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Table 6. Regression result of model 5

= 6. 1A 5 @YFLER

FEH 59 A 5b FE 5c

(LA P LAV

=

e mem wows U e LI
g 3.824%* 3.928%* -0.094 3.905%* 4.028%* -0.179
ST 0.036
L YNG 0.349%* —0.275%* 0.414%*
B
BT 0.448** -0.043
TR RS —0.237%*
P A P 72 2 pe 2 pes pe
R? 0.078 0.118 0.118 0.135 0.141 0.06

FE: n=304; **p<0.01,

PAHTRIWE SR B, A AR A [R) A BT Y 9 3RIK T o0 23 6 RS B0t (BL A A% L) AS [RI R JEE R 4 52 52
(11 ABIFURGREE—PAUESE, JE AR E % b i IE I LE AR L8 fR L R I N EA S e . Ik
By 23 AR SRR 52 R MR T B P9 (R e, BIE R AR A VST Y o X — R & “AMERF G B ”
(NIMBY) (s AL AL SO FEARATT AT 42 Ak 81 ) DX dsl el ¥ 24 3 AR BE Mt PR AN AR SR B PR 373
WAL T AR S TUERERE, RS IR R A T ARAF[28] o 8T 0 B 2 A0 XU Fr) 2 2
PEPPAG, FTRURIL, A ARILE “F” Wi .

BB R IR 2 AT XS T DASZ WA LN AR B2 B, (BLIR — R BN ATI IR 15 24 AF Tk 22 B SR R A
HLEE TR AN ] o B IR BRI R OB R R AW ORI, A R R 52 B B AR BOA R AN 2 A
AT, AR o FIVRLE 2 A3 52 22 38 RS Vit 75 T (K4 PR 4 R0 o R AR BLAT AT 7 52
AR AT RES (A ACE IR, (HESLET, ARIFAVNMATE A LB T Fik, ARz
A3 T kR FIUIN A% F A 2 ATRURSE (KT RE 75 10 BE 22 AR T 1 B )16 JR BBt A 2 v At BB RS 5 (1945
f£.

ST, AL AN TR, AATIE DU S8 A A 0 5 sRER AR A% i, AROCAEEE b 52 315 AT
EARSEAREPE N R AORE M . 2013 SE i [ HR R i LR, BURT AR AT — T A% AUk Y 2 Ak
5155, REFEAEYPONN T8 A R A BOA R A 251291, — 7 H, HO5BUF N HESh % HL )
HEPENFEMH T ERSS S, RS X AT E e AR BOA R 57, O BUF S5 1
R R IR E W, IR RS B TR S TP AT IR S5 F 3G 3k 28 A 1% L K 15
fE, RERFE A RIEZIL .

6. 4518
6.1. FAREiL

FEAR S HESMCREPAE R, P EBUFIKE TR, FERAZ AR 23 05 G 2 H 2 K
FIBRT R R I SR BATT 56 kAl “ =207 BRI[30], A 2016 ETT4R, P EBFEK LR 6~8 HEHT
PR S S HE, XTI AN DI T I DR RN A B R e o R ORAZ Ll e R R LR R R A T I
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JEHFREBUR . Al Bl A R AR EER B8l o AT FUNT 4 v B @ A s st X kAT 1
WE. SR, R A MR A, 2V TR AR A T, AT SRR U AEBOK A
BV (B MEZ) A AR AZ Ll R SRR i T 2 Az H ol s A AR BOA R AR 2 (5 A 20 % i gk
SEPEFAERC, A MRRUEEIRIRACE AR AIAR S . 28 RAS T b A R RNRI, ST T
A 3 o TBURT s 2 )16 SRR [ AR AR SR P A0k A L bl 7 SR 0 M) e RIS, T A A it 2 T L A e sz g 4
HPEHER . RIS HETBUR BB ANS S5ESINE N, XEFEHME TR M2, B EOAR
AN 2 (5 AR X 2 AR RS R RS AT i 7 2 B O 2 (RS L, 3 T S MU P AR 32 L AR 4K
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