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Introduction

Table 1 Electric power capacity changes in China (Wu, 2005)

Capacity/GW
Year

Total Thermal Hydro Nuclear
1980 66 45.6 20.3 -
1985 87 60.6 26.4 -
1990 139 101.8 36.0 -
1995 217 162.9 52.2 2.1
2001 319 237.5 79.4 2.1
2004 441 325 108 6
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Map of Lianyungang City with “Xinhai” Coal Power Iat

and “Tianwan’ Nuclear Power Plant site
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5 point Scale of risk perception difference
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Table 2.1 Demographic Data on the Comparison of Risk
Perception between Nuclear and Coal Powers

Risk perception

N Frequency difference F&Cet;;
Mean# | SD
Sex
Male 159 |53% 3.25 1.38 0.12
Female 141 | 47% 2.92 1.50 -0.12
Age
10-19 51 17% 3.28 1.44 0.19
20-29 155 |52% 3.11 1.41 -0.10
30-39 66 22% 2.82 1.46 -0.15*
40-49 16 5% 2.92 1.65 -0.04
50-59 9 3% 3.00 0.81 0.02
=60 3 1% 4.13 2.82 0.24

*p<.05; ** p<.01; Note: Factor score was normalized.
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Table 2.2 Demographic Data on the Comparison of Risk
Perception between Nuclear and Coal Powers

Risk perception

: Factor
difference
N Frequency Mean
Mean# | SD
Educational attainment
Elementary school | 6 2% 3.12 1.39 0.09
Junior high 30 |10% 3.20 1.42 0.15
High school 111 | 37% 3.32 1.34 0.06
College 60 |20% 2.55 1.50 -0.14*
University 8l |27/% 2.86 1.49 -0.07
Postgraduate 12 | 4% 4.00 1.26 0.28**

*p<.05; ** p<.01; Note: Factor score was normalized.




Table 2.3 Demographic Data on the Comparison of Risk
Perception between Nuclear and Coal Powers

Risk perception

- Factor
difference
N Frequency Mean
Mean# | SD
Employment
Officer 30 10% 3.60 1.52 0.48
SR 81 | 27% 3.29 |1.42 0.28
employee
=Elemalioyise 54 | 18% 3.24 | 1.39 .0.02
person
Students 111 | 37% 2.78 1.46 -0.24
Unemployed 12 4% 2.93 1.49 -0.18
Housewife/others 12 4% 3.78 1.30 0.05




Table 2.4 Demographic Data on the Comparison of Risk
Perception between Nuclear and Coal Powers

Risk perception

N |Frequency |difference E/Iaegr?r
Mean# | SD
Revenue
<5000 147 | 49% 3.26 1.39 0.09
5000-10000 70 | 23% 2.79 1.45 -0.15
10000-30000 57 |19% 2.96 1.48 -0.08
30000-50000 18 | 6% 2.93 1.59 -0.21
>50000 8 3% 3.86 1.46 0.51
Residence
Tourist (short) 60 |20% 3.24 1.45 0.33
Immigrant (middle) |54 | 18% 3.13 1.34 -0.12
E'S‘;';)e i LR P e, 3.04 | 147 0.05
Total
All respondents 300 | 100% 3.10 1.44 0.00




Multivariate Analysis Factors
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Table 3. Intercorrelations between factors

Factor 1 2 3 4
All respondents(n=300)
St Correlation
Perception g 0.170**
: Coefficient
difference
Il. Benefit Correlation -
perception Coefficient Lo e 004!
lll. Trustin Correlation e
government Coefficient LAneT Lo
ot Correlation -
IVV. acceptability Coefficient 0.170 -0.041
*x Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level

- Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level




Table 4. Regression Model for " risk perception
difference between nuclear and coal power"

(independent) Variable B SE Beta t

All respondents (n=300), R=0.25

(constant) 2.297 0.384 5.975
ll. Benefit perception -0.140 0.111 -0.079 -1.260
[ll. Trust in government 0.151 0.082 0.115* 1.834
[VV. acceptability 0.194 0.068 0.178** 2.854

**

Correlation is significant at

the 0.01 level

Correlation is significant at

the 0.05 level
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Figure 2 Comparison WTPs of Coal and Nuclear Power with
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