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Characteristics and Variables of Nuclear
Energy Attitudes of Social Groups
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Department of Environmental Science, Catholic University of Daegu, Gyeongsan 712-702 Korea
(Manuscript received 9 June, 2004; accepted 4 October, 2004)

This study was conducted to find and explain characteristics of diverse social groups' attitudes toward nuclear
power plant. 7 hypotheses were constructed and statistically tested. In order to test 7 hypotheses, both Nuclear
Energy Attitude Scale and Environmental Attitude Scale were distributed and field surveyed on 839 respondents
representing a diverse range of subject groups. The results showed that 6 hypotheses were statistically accepted
while 1 hypothesis statistically rejected. Contrary to the first hypothesis, this test found that people in close
proximity to the nuclear power plant had more positive attitudes toward nuclear power than those living in
distance from the nuclear power plant. Males had more positive nuclear energy attitudes than females. Academic
backgrounds were not related to nuclear energy attitudes. Environmental attitudes showed negative relationship
with nuclear energy attitudes. While anti-nuclear citizen action groups had the most negative attitudes, nuclear
power plant workers had the most positive attitudes among responding groups. Finally, university students
majoring in nuclear engineering had more positive attitudes than those of religious studies.
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Table 1. Groups responding to the pool of survey
N(.)' of . No. of
Groups Questionnaire Respondents
distributed D
“Daegu 30 69
Yeoungcheon 80 66
Adult "Kyongju 30 68
Andong 80 65
Uljin 80 66
WGH 40 33
Daegu
SH' 40 35
YGH' 40 35
Yeoungcheon
YH 40 34
Hléh cSlchool KCH' 0 M
tudent Kyongju
KH' 40 34
AGH’ 40 35
Andong
AH' 40 33
Uljin UH" 80 65
KAIST Nuclear Engineering 10
College Seoul National University Nuclear Engineeri 35 30
Student eou at nversity uclear bngin ng
Catholic University of Daegu Religious Studies 40 37
“Anti-Nuclear Citizen Action Group 50 45
“Nuclear Power Plant Wolsung 30 22
Workers Group Uljin 30 25
Total 995 839

“WGH:Wonhwa girls high school, SH:Simin high school, YGH:Yeoungcheon girls high school, YH:Yeoungcheon

high school, KGH:Kyongju girls high school,
AH:Andong high school, Uljin-Uuljin high school

KH:Kyongju high school,

AGH:Andong girls high school,

“Both nuclear energy attitude scale and environmental attitude scale were distributed
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Table 2. Comparison of nuclear energy attitudes among

3 groups
Nuclear Attitude
Group N mean sD du(nﬁil.lo ;?St
Near 120 74.88 14.04 A
Middle 120 74.23 13.26 A
Distant 60 65.38 13.85 B

*Near: Kyongju+Uljin, Middle: Yeoungcheon+Andong,
Distant: Daegu
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Table 3. Comparison of nuclear energy attitudes among

4 groups
Nuclear Attitude
Group® N mean duncan
test( ©<.01)

NES 35 94.83 10.87 A
CFA 300 72.72 14.14 B
RSS 35 70.26 12.67 B
ACA 45 3358 7.30 C

*NES: Nuclear engineering students, CFA: Citizen in
five areas, RSS: Religious studies students, ACA:
Anti-nuclear citizen action group

Aoz BES AW Aoz Yt

F F4Y Pgry ARe BdY Fud o
A% 2REY sx"ts dged? 98 Sof ¢
AEFee AFste 4o AL 9 Fol Az
do| ZHATRE AAH ey Halr|ed] ta) @
S A7 g7 ARE Agyty aAE do| ¢

Hgdw ofm Bud - 404 FFeu Abnzh
PAHA gt § A5Ho2 AU ga 3

AHel 42 7hd Aolth, 19 WUz 54 Fol

UF AZEE 939 994

Z%E_E' ;(—]Dll:ﬂ-o U_]—Ag——,‘% x]é':

o2 BAHY HEg B A7 0y

of i@ 4 gdol
o

.
£

Aol

H
)\]’ zé_r
=

ZE 4

o r

e

o
=

e e

Bz 58 %
HEE A%

7

—_

R

cAAE EH A 2R3 AL
Z 255 oLz ALgof glof
HEE Bt}

Fapeh AvAIW Az Fs A
dEske ey o
g A3, 45709 Ho
& ApolE HEHRITHEG, 411)=
121.98, p=0.0001). GLM A3, 42y WA
o 2505 BIAFE 433 344 Hxg
Bol= dx43s Ay dFgage FEHSFE
o 78 157 ol #A YEY o] AFRE &

=

YA Beg ua ¥
¥ dEE folug

2

3

-4”]@ AolE Bo 71 FAHAA HYrE Ad 2
o2 Vel tHTable 4). €t A9zl Z2astds
UH?;“@ AW 2729 A8 AT gty
Fojug zelE Hol o] F nFRTUE R RA
Aol PEE Ad Aoz JEPARN T 1879
zhol= A THTable 4).
olf g A ddd H3e HAUEo 2H9



21

a4 A

Table 4. Comparison of nuclear energy attitudes among
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4 groups
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NES 35 .83 10.87 B
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