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Abstract
Recent research in risk perception has examined the role of affect and worldviews as orienting
dispositions that guide people’s :decisiqns about compiex aﬁd ri.sky topics such as nucleér energy.
This study tests and supports the hyiJOthesis that Worldviews and affect-laden imagery are highly
predictive of perceptionS of risi< from nuclear power aﬂd support for that technology.
F}lrthermore; affect and world;fie=WS 'éach contribute independently to the prediction of nuclear
support. We find also that a person’s avlffectiveirnagery aséociated with nuclear power is
systematically rélated to their Aworldviéws. We conclude that affect and worldviews appear to
play similar roles as orienting mechanisms, helpiﬁg people navigate in a complex, uncertain, and
sometirﬁes déngérous world. Thg implicafion of this view for the practice éf risk communication

is briefly discussed.
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Thé Role of Affect and Worldview; as Oﬁenting Disposiﬁons in
the Percéption and Acceptance of Nuclear Power

The present study examines ﬂe interaction between two psychological systems——_cogni)tion
ar;d affect—and -their join_t inﬂuen_ce on pefception and acceptance of risks, ﬁth pafticular
emphasis on the risl_;s from nucleai pQQer.

Risk Perception and Cognition o

Peoble_reépoﬁd to hazaxds abcording to their perceptiéns of the riéks they pose. What they
pérceive, why they pefcéivé it that ‘way, and how they wiH subséqueﬁtly behave is a matter of
great import to ,i’ndﬁstries and govefnrhents trying to assess and imﬁlement new teéhnplogies. |
Risk perceptién studies have focused extensiv‘ely on thé cognitive fo;cés that influence risk
attitudes and behaviors. For-'exam‘ple, Slovic, -Fischhoff, and Lichtenstein tl 979) sﬁggested that
people use ’various heuﬁstic .str'ategies to r‘educ'e‘.t-hg difficult mental task of understanding and
responding to risks to sirnple;tasks that require less effort and cognitive capacity.

Research follov?ing a péthornetric paradigni has led to a taxonomy for hazards useful for
understanding and predicﬁng responses to risks (Slovic, 1987). Speciﬁcally, this vyork suggests’
thét people’s risk perceptions can Be charact_erized along two dimeﬂsions.—diengisk as defined
by the extent of perceivecll. lack of contr61? feélingé of dread,' pefceived catastrophic potential,
and the ineQuitéble ;iist_ribution of risks and beneﬁté and __unm&m_m 6r the extent to which a
hazard is jﬁdged‘ t'o be uﬁobsérvable, unkndwn, nev?, and delayed in i)roducing hmﬁl impacts.
Thése simpliﬁed “cognitive maps” appear to bé quite robust when international groups of |

laypeople as well as expens judge diverse hazards (Englander, Farago,'Sloyic, & Fischhoff,
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1986; Kleinhesselink & Rosa, 1991; Mullet, Duquesnoy, Raiff, Fahrasfpanc, & Namur, 1993;
Namur & Somay, 1988; Slox}ic, 19‘87; Slovic, Fischhoff, & Lichtenstein, 1980, 1984; Teigen, ‘
Brun, & Slévic, 1988). They appear useful in explaining and also forecasting public reaction to
- specific technologies. For example; hazards such as nuclear power and DNA technology tend to
be judged high on both the dread risk and unknown risk factorsA. An accident in either of these
domains will likeiy produce a high degree of concern as well as social impacts that extend far ) |
beyond the original cost of lives lost or equipment damaged (e.g., economic losses for the
company and even for the entire industry, new government regulations, and a host of other social
impacts). -
Risk Perception and Affect

The way that a persbn thmks abéuf a hazard and organizes informatiqn about it is obviously
important for understanding risk perception. Studies suggest that how the person feels about a
hazard or its risk (i.e., his/her affective reaction) also influences risk perception. Slovic, Flynn,
and Layman (1991) attempted to go beyond‘cognitive ﬁlaps to discover what may drive
perceptions and their ensuing social impacts. They found that affect associated with images of a
stimulus was related to judgments and preferences. Using the method of continued associations
(Szalay & Deese, 1978), Qerbal ﬁnagery was elicited from participants in four sufveys.
Participants were asked to free associate to the concept of a nuclear waste repository to evoke
" their images and thoughts related to that concept. After free-associating to the repository
stimulus, each respondent r#ted the affective quélity of thesé associations on a five-point scale,

ranging from e)itreniely negative to extremely positive. These affective ratings were found to be
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rglated to whether the p’ersoanould vote for or against a referendum on a nuciear waste
lrepository, aﬁd to their judgrnents regarding thé likelihood of a repository accident. For example,
' in one study more than 90% of those people whés;e first imége was judged very negative said that
they wouldvvot‘e agaiﬁst a ;epository at Yucca Mountain; fewer than 5_0% of those people whose
first image was positive said they would vote against the repositofyl (Slovic, Flynn, & Layman,
1991). In another study, Slovic, I;aYman, Kraus, Flynn, Chalmers, and Geéell (1991) found g{t
affective rgﬁngs of imagéry associated wiih four citie; and four states were highly predictive of
vacation preferences as well as job and retirement .p;efere-rlces for those plaéés.

The relationship bét\Néen affect and risk perception was also studied by Alhakami é.nd Slovic
(1994). They observed that, whefeas risks and béneﬁts tend to Be pgfs'itively associated in the
world (high-ris'k activﬁies tend to pfovicie greater benefits and vic_e-véfsa), they are inversely
co‘rrelated in people’s minds (higher perceived benefit fs associated w1th lower‘ perceived risk;
lower perceived benefit is ass_pciafed with higher perqeived risk). Alhakaml and Slovic fouﬁd that
this inverse relationship was linked to peoble’s fel,iavnce‘on general affeétivé e.\/aluati;)né When
making risk/beneﬁt judgments. When the affective evaiuation was favorable,‘the activity being -
jul:lged was seen as having Iﬁgh benefit and low risk; when the evaluation was unfav.orable, risks
tended to be seen as high and benefits as low.

Another demonstratioﬁ of ;hg influence of affe,ct'on risk perception comes from a study by
j ohnson and Tvefsky (19}83_).‘ They presen’éed student respondents with threeb‘brief, newspaper-
style stories at;out a tragedy invé)lving the death of an undergraduate student. Each story depicted

a different cause of death: homicide, leukemia or fire. After reading the stories, respondents
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‘estimated the frequencies of fatalities from 17 different causes, including diseases (e.g.,

leukemia, lung cancer, heart disease), hazards (e.g., fire, electrocution), and violence (e.g.,

~homicide, terrorism). The results showed that reading about 4 tragic event increased .fréquency ,

estimates across all causes of death. J ohnson and '_l"versky"interpreted this as an indication that
the negative affect generated by the tragic story influenced all the subsequent estimates,
regardless of the similarity beth_a__en a tragic event and the other events.

Risk Perception and Worldviews

s Accordihg to Dake (1991, 1992), erldviews,\ defined as genéralizéd attitudes towardAthe

world and its social organization, are “orienting dispositions,” serving to guide péople’s

responses in complexsituat‘ions. As such, they have been found, by Dake and others, to be

~instrumental in determining a persqn’sﬁsk attitudes and perceptions. Dake aigues that people’s

identities and worldviews are mediated by their social relations to groups as well as by the extent
of social prescriptions that constrain their behavior. A person can be either more group-oriented

or more individual;orienfed (e.g., in terms of beliefs about right and wrong, beliefs about where

“control emanates, and beliefs about résponsibilities to others). In addition, the person may

bélieve eithc; thaf many rule§ are needed to éontrol behévior anci that these rules should be
different acfosé ,sv‘o'c‘iety‘, or that few socially stratified ﬁﬂés é.re necessary. In 2 2 x 2 matrix of
sociai relations by level of bresbription, fom,bgsic worldviewé emerge: hierarchicgl, fatalistic, A
individualistic, and égéiitaﬁaﬁ. Those who follow thé hierarchical v;rorldview are said to be-
gfoup-oriented and to Beli’eye in a high level of strafiﬁed prescriptions. The Fatalist also believes

in high levels of stratified prescription, but is more isolated and tends to focus on individuals  {
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rather than groups. The lndivjdualist is hypothesized to be more individual-oriented and to
believe that few rules ére necessary to govern behavior. The Egalitariaﬁ is more group-oriented,
but aiso beligves in low levels of stratified rules. A fifth cultural view, hermit, is hypothesized as
being largely asocial anéi was not considered in the present study.

In general, Dake’s (1991) hypotheses and results suggest a systematié relation between
worldviews and risk percgptions Jincluding perceptions and acceptance of risk from nuclear _
power. Fatalists; for example; who are individual-on'enied as weli as supportiVé of stratified
rules, are hfpothes‘ized not to trust exﬁefts, but to condone their'power and the technolqgies they
suppoft. Individualists, on the'other hand, peréeive themsélves to be involved in bidding and
bargaining with others to attaiﬁ their personal goals and desires.‘They pfesu’mably would be
supportive of nuclear powér as amgans to attain further wealth and to-maintain a free market
mechanism, bﬁt they would not support nuclear power if they viewed it as intruding on personal
freedoms. Egalitarians are hypotheéized to oﬁpose nuclear energy because they perceive it as
crea;ting ﬁnﬂ;er stratifications of wealth and power, an ‘oufcome that Hierarchists should be quite
comfortable with. More will be said about these worldviews in a later section when -Dake’s
hypotheses are compared and contrasted to results from the preserit study.

Jenkins-Smith (1993) suggested that an individual’s worldview acts as a cognitive filter to
screen thevinfp.nnati'on from which verbal images are constructed. Hg pfoposes a model in which
wc‘)rldviews inﬁuenéé the content of the ifnageé tilat thei individual has éf a place. In supporting
studies, he showed that Hierarchists \;vere three times less likely than Egalitarians and |

Individualists to provide a nuclear image in response to the stimulus, “Nevada.”
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A hypothesized relati&n between affect and worldview also is supported in J enkinsQSmith’s
studies. Egalitarians gave images to the stimqus, Vnuclear waste réposifory, that Were
significantly more negétivg than imégés given ‘by either iHier‘archists orv Individﬁalists. Jenkins-
Smitﬁ concludes that, rather than being passive -;eceivers of information, “people actively impute
sighiﬁ;:ance and <vaiué to signals in systematic ways” (p. 2). Worldviews then may be one system

for assessing value.

£ —

In short, images about a place and ;the erﬂotioﬁal sigmﬁcance attached to them are rélated to
an individuél’s 'worldview. Cef;ain _kjr'_lds .of people are more likely to acqﬁire negative images
and/or nuclear irhagés of a place than others.. The affectl attached to tﬁe images‘ thenisa sﬁong
predictor of decisions rega.fding.that.place. The influence of both affect and worldview could be
quite important as local and national governments struggle to si%e nuclear waste repositories,
cHemical plants, and other ‘faéilities perceived to be high m risk.

. The ] enidhs;Smith model, however, in giving ﬁrecedence to the role. of worldviews as
cognitivé ﬁlter§ of risk in_i"o-lfmat‘ivonvplays down the pbténtially sf:rong, independent impact of
-affect épéciﬁc to images of A.nuclear energy. The 5110ng affect associated. with nuclear énergy was
no‘tedA.by Smith ,(19-88), who observed, “nuclear energy was conceived in secrecy, bornvin war,
and first revealéd to the world in horror. No matter how much proponents try to separate the
peaceful from the weapons atom, the connection is firmly embedded in the minds of the public”
(p- 1606). |

In the present study, we have examined the role of worldview and affect as-orienting

dispositions in the perception and acceptance of nuclear power. Our primary hypotheses were:
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1. World\A/iews‘vand ;elffect Mll eaibh provide significant, independent éontribﬁtior_;s to the
prediction of ﬁﬁclgar sﬁppoft. They will .'o'rient perceptions of nuclear power and the
resulting Sﬁppért or opposition of nuclear‘po‘wler.

2. Affect will be mo;é higﬁly pfediptive of riﬁélear support than worldvieWs . Affect, as
studied heye, is related to images‘ associated strongly with nucleéu power; whereas
woridvigy’ys are rhore gen__grali_ze'd gtt_itﬁdes tbward political; s_ociél, and ecoﬁornic .

‘relatior-xs, with'a iess 'éxpli'cit rel‘ati:on.to the démain of nucléér bower;
3. WorldVieWs an'd'affe‘ct will b¢ systematically relategl to oné .Anothér as suggested by past
, research. For example, Egalitariaﬂs w111 tend to have more negative affect for iméges
associated with pﬁclear power as they interpret incoming iﬁb@ation thidugh their a _
pﬁéﬁ bel.iefs abéjut ?qlitical, econon.lic,» and social relations 'while Hi‘erarchists and |
Fatalists will tend to’ have more positive images of nuclear energy.
Meﬂiod |
A natiohal telephdne.sufyey was conducted to tést hypotheses abbut the factors relating‘to
pérception and acceptance of ,#ﬁclear power. A represevrirtative’ sample of 'the.' adult popul'aﬁon in
the Uﬁited States was SI.n;ye'yed by ‘Felephone during the periOd Novemb‘er' 21, 1992, to January

16, 1993. Respondent;‘v'vere‘ chosenvbas,éd ona fandom digit dialing ri;ethod- combined with

- recruiting the person in the household who was over 18 years old and had the most ;ecént

l_}bif}hdate. A t(‘)ta‘l'bof 15 12 vEnglish-s'pe.aking respondents answered 155 questions, VVlth an average

infervieyv lé'ngth-o-f appquimately 30 minutes. The response rate was 50.7%.- '

- ‘The characteristics of the piesent sample can be compared roughly to the data from the U.s.
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Bnreau of fhe Census, 1990 Census of Egpula‘tjo n, which assessed 93» million households. The
composition of the sample was 51.8% female compared to 52.1% in the 1990 US Census. The
‘age range of the sample was 181090, wﬁh a mean age of 42.2 years. The age data are as follows
for this sarnple and the U.S. Census,. respectively: age 18 to 29 (23.2% vs. 26.0%), age 30 to 54
(54.4% vs. 45.7%), and over age 55 '(22‘.4% Vs. 28.3%). White respondents made up 84.3% of
the total sample (vs. 86.0% in the Census), blacks were 7.5% of the present sarnple (vs. 11.3% in
the Census), and otner nonwhites comprised 6.7% of the sample (vs. 2.8% in the Census).
Hispanics (who can be of any race) were 3.8% of the sample (vs. 6.?% in the Census). -

. _ .

The survey’s first question elicited images to the stimulus “nuclear power” using a version of
the method of continued associations (Szalay & Deese, 1978) adapted for use in e telephone
survey (see, e.g., Slovic,‘Flynn, & Layman, 1991; Slovic, Layman et al., 1'99_1). The elicitation
interview proceeded as follows:

The first qnestion involves word associations. Think about “nuc]ear power”’ for a
moment. Wnen y‘ou‘ hear the words “nuclear power” what is the ﬁrst word or image that
comes to mind? | | |
What is the next word or image that comes to rnind nvhen you think of “nuclear power”’?
A ﬁnal Word or image associated with “nuclear power”?
Up to three images were elicited from each respondent. Next, respondents were asked to rate
each image they gave on a scele ranging from very negative (1), negative (2),.<neutral (3), positive

(4), to very positive (5). The image ratings were averaged for each respondent, and this number
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was used aé the measure of a%zerage affect in the rest of this article.
Worldviews‘ |

A set-yof’ 15 questions (see Table l)lwas selected in part from scalés used by Dake (1991,
1992) to méésure the extent fo which an individual held the four worldvi.ews hyfaothesized td be
related to‘nucl’eax support (e.g., Hiéfa'rchical, Fatalistic, Individuaiistic, and Egalitarian). Care
was taken to ensure that the content of the wdrldview items did not overlap with the content of

the items (e.g., nuclear support) to be predicted as dependent variables in the analysis.

Inséft Table 1 about here

Nuclear Power
We derived an index of nuclear support by selecting five items (see Table 2), such as “If your
community was faced with a potentiél shortage of electricity, do you...agree...that a new nuclear

power plant should be built to supply that electricity?” and computing an average across those

five items for each respondent.

Insért Table 2 about here

“The survey also included a variety of other questions about perceived risks, attitudes toward
health and the environment, trust in experts, government and science, personality characteristics,

and demographic variables.
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‘_ Results -

Our analysis first examines the affective ratings givé_n té' aséqciations to the stimulus, nuclear
pqwér. Next, results ﬁom the Worldv‘iew questions are p'reseﬁted. F‘inally, models are constructed
to predict suppoﬁ for nuclear po{;ver béséd on affect and worldviews._ |
Affect

in this s@ey, 3537 images of nuclear po_\;ver and their correspondihg affc;étivc ratings vﬁrp
elicited. Each particvi‘pantzprovided 1t‘):ét’vve'gn zefq and three imag(evs‘with ratings, fof an averagé of
2.3 images per respondént.' We expected the imag‘el;y to the stimulﬁs, nuclear power, tQ.be quite
negative as it was to the stimulus phr.asev.sf‘under'g‘round nﬁclear waste sforage facility’f and
“nuclegr waste repg&sitbry” m earlier studies (Slovic; Flynn, & Layman, 1991; Slovic,.Layman et
al., 1991). The pre_sent results, howcvefz supported Jenkins-Smith’s (1993) conclusion that
imagery"to nuclear thmgs (i.e.,. “arhigh levgl nuclear Waste repositor§” and ‘;a nuclear pOWer
plant”™) was 1ot consistentl); negative; The affec;tive ratings of the 3537 images in the present
.stubdy were dis’m’butegi acréss the scale from very negative to very positiVe, With 47% of the
iméges rated éit.her positive or very posiﬁve, 12% rated neufcral, and 41% rated negative or very
negative.2 In-additi‘on,’ sorhe in&iﬁiduals hada Vigw of nuclear poWef that included both positive
and ne‘gétive elemenfts. Fd; éxample, of those respondents who provided a first image that was
evz.lluated. as very: vﬁégatiVe, 43% ot; them gave a second rating that also was very negative, but
21% of them gai?e iméges- that they evaluated as positive or very positive (14% did not provide a
second image,-and 22% prdglided images that'w.ere either negative, as opposeq»to very negative,

or neutral)..
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Worldviews |
- Correlations beﬁveen pairs of worldview items ranged between =~-.19 and .31. A principle

components analysis using both orthogonal (i.e., varimax ahd equamax) and oblique (i.e.,
promax) rotations Waé conducted on these intercorrelétions. Similar solutions were obtained with
each of these rotations. Therefore, only results from the principal corﬁponents analysis with
varimax rotation will be réponed=here. The number of factors retained was guided by the )
proportion of variance explained by a factor and its theoretical interpretability-. Items with
loadings of .40 orvhigher were considered to load on a féctor and contribute to its interpretation.

vThe analysis produced three worldview factors, accounting for 37% of the variance in the
items. The first factor émerged as a blend of the Fatalistic and.Hi'erarchic_al worldviews. The
other two factors corresponded‘well with Dake’s (1991, 1992) Individualist and Egalitarian
views. Table 1 éhows the rotated factor structure. |

Cultural tﬁeory suggests that worldviews hélp people interpret the world in such a way as to
maintain their sysfem of beliefs and moral éod'e"s. Dake suggests that Hierarchists and Fatalists
both éupport systems that allow for the social stratification of rules although Hiergrchists tend to
be more group—ériented and Fatalists tend to be more individual-oriented. According to cultural
theory, Hierarchists find social deviance particularly abhorrent. They believe that commands
should flow down the power structure apd compliance should flow up. Factor 1 included high
loadings on items calling for support for a hierarchiéal structure (e.g., “We have goﬁe too far in
puShing edual rights in this counﬁy” and “Decisions about health risks should be left to the

experts”). This factor, however, also has significant loadings on items that seem to represent the
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Fatalistic worldview. Cﬁltliral thgory predicts a group that rationalizes isolation and is resigned
to stringent controls bn their behavior (Mars, 1982). The p‘ossible. expl'anations range from
Fatalists, béing unable to compete su;:cessfully, meet mlmmurn soéial §tandards, or muster the
time, energy, or resources to have-a voice in politics (Dake, 1992) to Fatalists simply wanting to
be .fre‘e‘from the disempoWement of well wishers’ influences (Dake, 1992). ThlS complex factor
wﬁich include>d it_ems related to the Hie;ra:chical worldview also inclﬁded itefns that reflected )

: cﬁltural__théory’s “Why bothéf?” rationalization (e.g., “It’s no use worrying about public affairs; I
can’t do anythmg about' them anyway”).

This»ﬁrst factor appears to be a complex blend of atﬁtudes. It includes a belief in hierarchy,
but also a resignation to stringent .controls rather than faith and trust in those doing the
cbntrolling. Personal"rights seem less impoft:ant to tho.se‘who score high on this factor (e.g., ,“Tﬁe
police should have the right tb listgn to private pﬁ‘one calls to investigate a crime™). It is not
merely that persons scoring high on this factor do not have the energy to fight for personal rights
as Dake suggests for the F ataiistic worldview. Inste;d, the level of personal rights they condone,
apd perhaps des‘ire,.apparently has been-‘ surpasséd already (e.‘g.,"‘We have géne too far in
pushing équal rights in this country”). Note that thls data also alléws for the interp_retation that
thdse who score high on this factor already have these rights for themselvés, but that they do not
want it extended to others. This possibility is, howevér, contrary to Dake’s hypothesis of
resignation to stringeﬁt contréls on the Fatalists’ own Behavior. It also seems less likely when
deﬁlogiapﬁic infofrnatiop is _conéidered. Correlations between factor score's3 for the

Fatalist/Hierarch factor and demographic variables of age, education, income, and race suggest



. Affect and Worldviews 15

that persdns scqﬁﬁg hlgh on this f;actor fena to be older, less educafed, and have lower iﬁcomes
than persons scoriﬁg low on thisvfa'ct'or (r=.11,-28, -17, respectively, p <.0001). This factor
score did ndt correlate signiﬁcanﬂy with.race (r=.02,p<.54). Thelse. trends do not suggest a
gfoup of people who would perceive'themseives empowered by haviﬁg more righfs than others.

The Indivici_uglist, as hypéthésiZed in. cﬁﬁurél theory, is ééid to»support_self—regulation of the
individu;ﬂ as We;ll as of r;larkets.’ynlikg Hi_era:chists, Ijndividua_il‘ists are said to ha\}e concerns
about social deviance only if it disrupts the stability of ma:két relétionshipé or limits freedom.
Our data show. persons who score hlgh (vs lowj on the Individuéli;t féctor tend to be in favor of
capital punjshiﬁént @érhaps the Indivi‘ciual’i's"t believés that a crime deserving capital punishment
would lessen “hjs_/l"xer vfree‘dc;m‘ to bldand bargain in self-regulated netWorks”)'.(Dake, 1992, p.
29). Other loadings mthls _se'cpnd factor:‘cvle-arly indicate thé importance of persongl freedom to
persons high on the Iﬁdividualist factor (e. g, “In a fair system, people with more <ability should
earn more” and “Gbyemmer_lt has no righfto r_egulate people’s pé;fébﬁal'risk—taking aétivities”).
Persoﬁs high on'fthis 'f,a_ctor ténd to watch over their personal intere$ts as suggested by the high
loading on an itém cdncenﬁng trust in aﬁihority (i.é., “Peop_lé in positions of authority vtend to
abuse their pbWer’l’). o | S

The third‘ factor. corresponds well with the Egalitarian worldview. Egalitariaﬁé are

hypotﬁesized to aslvoca%e a‘ more pmicipatory approach to risk,.pc;litics? the ecdnoiny, and the’
environment. ThJS faétér loaded highly with.iter.ns calling for morﬁe. equality of resources (g. g., “If
people in thi's countfy 'wefe freated equally, we would have fewer problems” and ;‘What tiﬁs

“world needs is a moré equal distribution of wealth”). This factor also supports Dake’s (1'992)
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hypothesis that thie Egalitarian views authority with Adistrust (i.e., “People in positions of
- authority tend fo abuse their poWgr”).

The factor lbading; in thelpresent study are consistent with previous hypotheses and findings.
They are alsc;stable across multiple rotations. Factor scale reliabilities were computed using
coefficient alpha for standardized variables (Cronbach, 1.95 1) ?.nd thése were, in order of the
factors: .6Q, .42, and .50.* One itgm loaded over .40 on two factors, and all items reached the _
criterion loading for a factor (one item loaded .39 and was included). All three factors were

retained in further analyses.
Characterization of Wg;!dvigwg ‘
- To discover the rélationships between these worldview factérs and variables from other
domains, conelatiohé were computed betW'een the three factors and questioﬁs relating to nuclear
support, high teéhnology and environmental concérns, perceived health risks, desire for control,
political orientation, personality, and demégraphjc_ variables (see tables 2—6.)'. The items in each
grouping are presented in an order that corresponds to their correlations with the Egalitarian
factor.’

Nuclear §upr_rt. Thé data sﬁpport Dake’s (1991,' 1992) hypotheses that the Fatalistic and
Hierarchical views are strongly associated with less concern about technological dangers. More
specifically, the 66rrelations in Table 2 indicate that persons who sbored higher on this
FatalisﬂHierérch factor were more likely to be éupportive of nuclear energy (e.g., “In order to

avoid importing energy from other countries to meet our future electricity needs, America should

rely more heavily on nuclear power”).
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The Indii-/'idualist- alsc_)i téﬁds to be pro-nuclea: energ‘y‘. The Iﬁdividualist féctor. scores showed
significant éorrelat'ions with all but one of the nuclear suppbrt ite'I;ns. Thése reéults are consistent
with th¢"hyp(;thesized views (Dake, 1991) of the Individualist (i.e., the Individualist would
support nuclear power if it'\‘Nas perceived to increase economic good througﬁ unfettered market
mechanisms); The Egalitarian viéw, as hyi)othesiiéd, correlates sighiﬁcantly with a lack of
support for nuclear power, in contrast té the other worldviéws. A person scoring high on this
factor is mo;t likely t‘o disagree with the pro-nuci’ear étatements in Table 2.

- Technology and eg’vi_r_o.nmental concemé. We calculated correlations between the three
worldviev; factor,écorc;s and items concerqing technology é.nd the environmént (see Table 3). As
predicted (Dake, 1§91),fhis data confirms the hypothesis tﬁat the Egalitarian factor will be
stfongly reiated to co‘hcérns 'ab'out-_technology and the environrﬁent while persbns high on the
Fatalist/Higrarch and the Individualist factors will show far less concérn about these same issues.
The Egalitarian factor corfelétes negativdy wﬁh trust in govérnmént decisions (e.g., “Our
government anci industry can be trusted vw;th rnakmg prdper decisions to manage the risks from
technology”) while the Fatalist/Hierarch factor correlat'es stfongly in a positive direction with this
same item. The Individualist factor score, whiié it does »not correlate signiﬁcantly with trust in
government decis_ionsA("Lhe Individualist is hypéthgsizéd to believe in self-regulation and few
stratified rulesﬁ, does have strong positive cor_rélatic;ns with items concerning support for high'.
technology in general and govemment energy choices in particular (e.g., “A high techr;ology
soéiety is ifnportant for improving our health and social well being” and “We need to-pull :

together and support the energy choices our government has made”).
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Insert Table 3 about here

The Egalitarian factor scores correlated highly in a positive direction w1th environmental

‘concerns (e.g., “Technological development is destroying nature™). We would have expected the

Individualist factor score to correlate negatively with these same items because Individualists are
presumed to believe that nature is robust and that free market mechanisms will allow plenty for
all. However, perhaps some Ind‘ividualists; who tend not to trust government decisions, believe

that the current practices around technological development are déstroying nature, so that the

" Individualist factor scores do not correlate in any significant way with items regarding

environment concern.

Pérceptign of hcéith ol §}A_ks. In addition to being more concerned about fechﬂology in general
and nuclear p.ower in partiéulér, Egalitafians_ are hypothesized to be more critical of society and
more concerned about risk acrbgs a wide variety of issuesr: This hypothesis is supported (see
Table 4) as the Egalitarian factor scores conelaté strongly in a pbsitive direction with almost all
the perceived risk item;. The 'conelations wére péﬂic_ularly high for perceived risks from nuclear
power plants‘é.nd nucléar waste. Persons who scored higher on the Egalitarian factor were more
likély to have higher perceptioﬁ“s of heaﬁh r'isks‘ fd the American public from these various
hazards. The Egalitariaﬁ’s hypothésized ;/iew of the world as fragile is supported as it was. in
Dake’s (1 951) cmhirical study Pérsoné high on the Fatalist/Hierarch or ,Ir.yldi‘\v/idualist facforé, on

the other hand, ;('e;nded:t('), perceive slightly lower health risks to the American public as a whole
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with more négatiye than positive correlafions with the various risk items. Interestingly, there are
only four signiﬁc;mt positive correlations be;tWeen the F;talist/Hierarch factor score and
perceived heaith risks, all of which are relatively knbwn risks (i.e., medical X-rays, commercial
air travel, storms and floods, and blood transfusions)'. While the Egalitarian factor scores also
correlate significantly with two of these riéks (i.e., medical X-rays and commercial air travel), the
Individualist factor scores do ﬁo‘; éorrelate significantly with ény of these risks. In addition, _
unlike the other worldv.iews, persons scoring high ;)n the Fatalist/Hierarch complex tended to
answer negatively (r = .12, p <.0001) to a question regarding personal risk-taking (i.e., “Do you
voluntarily participate in any activity that others consider a risk to your health or safety?”,
scored as yes (1)/no (2)). These fesults suggest that persons high on the Fatalist/Hierarch factor
may have a different ‘cogniti\'/e structuring of risks compar_ed to other groups. The results are also
consistent With‘eaxlie_r findings (Dake, 1991) that those who feéi our society should take risks

with technology tend themselves to be cautious and to seek stability, not change.

Insert Table 4 about here

Desire for public control. Worldviews also correlate with items pertaining to desire for

control (see Table 5). While the item concenﬁng feelings of little control over personal health
risks loaded highly on both the Fatalist/Hierarch and Egalitarian factors (loadings of .43, and .36,
respectively; see Table 1), persons high on these factors do not Share the same desire for

 increased cohtrol with regard to nuclear power. Egalitarian factor scores had the highest



Affect and Worldviews , 20

correlations with each Cjuéstion about desire for control over the management of nuclear power
plants. The Egalitarian worldview is hypothesized to favor more equality in terms of wealth,
race, gender,-authoﬁty; etc. This hypothesis is supported by the finding that persons séoring high

(vs. low) on the Egalitarian factor endorse items such as-“People living near a nuclear power

plant should have the authority to close the plant if they think it is not being run properly.”

=

Insert Table.‘S about here

Persons séoring high (vs. low) on the Fat#list/Hierarch factor are more willing to give up
control. 'fhis may be dué to the belief in compliance to authority and e;(perts (e.g., Hierarchists),
or it may be due fo a wish not .to have control in the case of nuéléar power and to be willing to
givé control to the.experts 'abbut a .vari-ety of issues (again, the “why bother?”” mentality of
Fatalists). An alternate explanation is that pérsons__high on the Fatalist/Hierarch factor simply-do
not perceive nuclear power plants as a threaf to their personal health. They tended to rate the
health risks of nuclear poWer loWer than persohs high on the Egalitarian factor. (The percentage
of persons in the upper quartile of eabh woﬂdview group fating nuclear powér asa high health
risk was as folléws; Fatalisi/Hierarch, '35.1":& Individualist, 28.7%, Egalitarian, 45.8%).
Whatever .the re_éson, (pe'rsons' high (vs. lowj on the Fatalist/Hierarch fact.-or §vere less likely to
desire more coﬁtfol over nﬁcleai issues compared to persons high (vs. low) on the Egalitarian
factor, who were inor‘e’ likely to desire more control. |

- We expected persons high on the Individualist factor to desire more control in general
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‘because they laxe'h'ypothesized to sﬁbpoft self-regulation in its various fbrmg The daté'.did not
support this hypothesis. »I‘ndiv_i‘dualist fa~ctor< scores corfelafeci pos_itiv_el‘y4 with two items
concerning desi;g forApub'licand local control, but also correlatéd positi\‘/ely with an itém that
. suggésts_a b:iief thaf tﬁere'ié enkough 'c0nt;ol airea_dy (i.e., “The process of liceﬁsmg nuclear
p:ower. plants ptovi'deé adequate opportunity fqr the public to have their coﬁce;ns considered”).
Political ori entatigﬁ. The worldview faét‘o‘r scores showed a systematic,rellation with political
ofientétion. Ré'sp()ndentsr.were asked “W_h«.er‘e/w.ould ‘you place. yourséif on the following political
scale? Very liberal (1), liberal (2), r'niddle" of the ;oad (3), conservative (4),' or very conservativel
(5)7” Persons scoring“high on the Indi?iduaiist factor tended toward conservatism (=.17, p <
.0001). The correlaﬁon was 1 = .08 for the Fafaliét/Hiérarch ’factor scores (p <.01); persons high
oﬁ the Egé.iitarial; factor tended toward 1iberali§ﬁ (r=-.18, pi< .0001). These results support
Dake’s (1991) 'fmdings that Egalitarians tencied to b¢ liberal and Hierar;:hists ‘and Individualists
were more conservétive. Hdwever, his d;dta indiéatéd that Hier_archists were more highly
associated than In'c-iivid.ualilslts’ w1th —éonsewgtjsm. ‘Fatalists Werg not included in Dake’s analysis.
- Aﬁe_g:L The worldvist@s also varied in ferms‘o‘f the number of affect-ladeﬁ images provided.
Pe;sons with higher sf_:oré's onthe F atalist/Hierarchical scale wefé likely té give fewer images. It
may be that thesé'indi\;;duals havé less concern‘ about nuclear power issues Because they either
trust the experts to make thé, right de'cisions or havé given up their désire fér control. Becaﬁse
théy tend to allo'w‘othe;rs to maké these decisioﬁs, énd becaus¢ individuals have only limif[ed
:p'rocessing ﬁapapity émd abilities,:it méy be that pérsqns high on fthis factof pﬁt less cognitive

- capacity toward these issues, pay less attention to coding images about nuclear power and,
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therefqre, hav¢ a tendency to produce fewer images. Nofe that it is also possible that persons
scoring high on this fai:tcir provided fewer images due to a differénce in'education level from
persons scoriilg-low on this factor. Specifically, as a pérson’s score on this factor becomes
higher, tliéy tended to be less educated (r= 7.28, p <.0001). However, persons scoring high on
the Egalitarian factor also teiided to be less educated than persons who score low (r=-.14, p <
.0001), but the Egalitarian facti)rzciid ncit correlate signiﬁcantly with number of images, thus this
altei'nate hypothesis appears unlikely. |

As the analysis of the ilumber of images by worldview suggests, there is a relation between
affect and worldview. It is hypothesized (Jenkins-Smith, 1993) that worldviews cognitively filter
information that individiials receive about a place and ultimately influence the content of an
iridividual’s imagery as well as its affective evaluation. Data supporting this view is presented in
Figure 1 for those persons who sco'r‘ed highly (ie., ihe upper quartile) on each worldview factor.®
The frequency of very positive and very negative responses was related-to the person’s
worldview. In other wdrds, a person high on the Fatalist/Hierarch factor waS more likely than a
person scoring high 6n thé Egalitarian factor to give a positive affective rating while a peison

scoring high on the Egalitarian factor was more likely to give a negative affective rating.

Insert Figure 1 about here

: Affect,i Worldview, and Nuclear Support

" Cultural theory holds that actors do not respond directly to situations but respond to them
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through mediating oﬁentations (Eysenck, p. 790, cited in Dake, 1991_). A worldview then, is
assumed to act as a cognitive and/or _emotionél filter on information influencing how we perceive
-and a;ct towgrd risky situations. Our data supports this hypothesis. An individual high on the
thalis_t/Hieraichical measure is more likely to support nuclea; power, whereas an indiyidual high
on the Egalitarién‘meas.ure 1s likely to oppose it..

If affect and worldviews bétgodeﬁt an ihdividual’s risk perceptioh, aregression analysis
should find that ¢ach s’,igniﬁc'antly and independently predicts nuclear support. A series of
hierarchical, nonstepwise, fegression anﬁlysés were performedihat provided support fér this
hypothesis. |

" The flrst"modell was of the form:
Avcragéknuclear support = (Averagé affect ‘ratihg across all fim.ages + Nurﬁber of images)

The second model :Was- of tfle form: |

Averagé nuclear support = Fatalist/Hiéré.rch + Individualist + Egalitarian factor scores’
The third model was of the form:
Average ﬁuclear subport = (Average affect rating across all images + Number of images)
+V(Fata.l‘ist/Hi.eraIéh + Individualist + Egalitarian factor scores) |
' .As stated I;;eviously, aVerage nticléar support was an index based on averaging the résponses
to the five items in Table 2. This index had a reliabiiity of .84. The top row of Table 6 indicates
“that thé affect and V\}orldview variables were individually correlated with the dependent variable
of ﬁuclea: support.‘The correlation between affect and nuclear support was particulari? high (1=

50).
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. Insert Table 6 about here

Model 1. Average affect and number_ of images alone had a large effect size (R =.50) when
predicting nuclear support with the ovérall model signiﬁc_ance atp< .O:OOlr.- The a\rerage .affect
parameter was_sigm'ﬁcant (p < .00.01) as was the number of images (p<.02).7% .

Model 2. Worldvrews alone also had a large effect size when predicting nuclear support (R =
.38) with the overall model srgmﬁcance atp< 0001 All three worldvrew parameters were
significant at the .0001 level. |

The robustness ‘of the worldvievs} parameters was'tested by fbrcing age, sex, education,
income, and race into the model before allowing worldv.iews to enter. Again, all three
worldviews were siéniﬁcant predictors and their standardized coefficients were virtually
unchanged by inclusion of the i'arious ‘der'no.graphic factors in the model.

Mgid_el 3. While worldviews andaverage affect separately provided significant explanatory

power for the question posed about nuclear power, how well did they together predict the

answers to‘this same'question? As showri previously, affect alone predicted nuclear support quite

well (B, = 50) as did worldvrews alone (R = 38) The third model, which combines affect and
worldv1ew did even better (R = .55) with the overall model s1gmﬁcance atp < 0001 Each
variable is statistically 51gmﬁcant k< 0001) after takmg into account all other independent
variables in the model, w1th the exception of the number of images (p < 16)

To test our hypothesi's that\ affect and worldviews each contributed indepen'dently to the
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prediction of nuclear support, tests of the change in R-squared (i.e., the change in proportion of .
variance explained) were performed. The results supported our initial hypothesis and indicéted
that affect provided significant explaﬁatory power over and above worldviews just as worldviews
provide signiﬁcant exblanafo’ry power over and above affect. The respecti\}e E’s were |
F(2,1339)=150.0 énd F(3,1339) = 368

In the Model 3 reéression analysis, the affective measure has a higher standardized regression
coefficient (.41) than any of the worldview measures. However, due to unreliability of the
worldview factors, we caqnot conclude that affect is a better predictor of nuclear support.9 This

: I
issue should be re-examined once the worldview factors have been developed further to improve

their reliability.

| Predicting support for nuclear power. Scores were computed for eaéh individual from the full
regression model in which both affect and worldviews were predictors. These predicted scores
were then divided into{four equal groups. Those who scored lowest were expected to ghow little
sﬁpport for nuclear powér while those who scored highest were expected to be most likely to
support nuclear power. A cpmpaﬁgon of thesé predicfed scores (see Figure 2) with each
ihdivi.dual’s response to. a single item from the nuclear support index (i.e., “If your community
was faced with a pbténtial shortage of electricity, do you...agree.. that a new nuclear power‘
plant should be built to supply that eléctricity?”) reveals the strength of a prédiction based on
affect and worldviews. Amohg thése who scored lowest in the regreséion model, only 15%

agreed. Amorig those who scored highest in the model’s predictions; 76% said they would agree

'to support nuclear power.10
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Insert Figure 2 about here |

Discussion

While individuals dci eXeimihe the facts presented to them with regard to nuclear issues, their
attitudes toward nucleai powér appear to be oriented by means of both affect and.cognition.i )
Worldviews, as well as affect linked to images associated with nuclear power, appear to
influence support for nuclcér energy. As affect biacame more negative and as belief in an
Egalitarian worldview increased, support for nuclear power decreased. As affect became more
positive and beliefina F atéiist/Hieiar’ch or Individualist worldview increased, support for
nuclear power incréased._T}i‘ese resuits su;ipoi‘t the i)r,evious worldview findings by Dake and
Jenkins-Smith. The J enkiiis-Smith proposal that worldview and affect are related is supported as
well. A person who score’ci high 6n the Egalitarian factor was more likely to have negative affect
toward nuc‘l_ear‘ power images while a péison scoring high on the Fatalist/Hierarchical factor was
more likely to hai/e posi_tive affectl

Worldviews are measures of a pérson’s attitudes toward political, economic, and si)cial
relations. What is impoftant to one type of person.(e.g., individuality to an Ind_ividualist) may not
be important to another (e.g., individuality to a Fatalist/Hierarch). On the other haiid, people
holding different worliiviews may find the same | goal impbx’tant, but havé »diffe‘r‘ent views on
wIiethgr its current state needs to be monitored or regulated or what its priority 1sm relation to

other important goals. For example, Individualists may believe that the free market mechanism
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thill ensure propef use of our environmental resotirces,‘ while Egalitar‘ia‘ns‘ may believe that nature
 1s fragile and must be prot_ected by strict regulations. " |

' Understanding these pattetns of oeliefs is critical to asséssing the technicatl impact of anew
technology and its'my.riad' of sooial itnpacts. What is important, why it is important, and what
Ashould be done “avr.e all ~questtons thot will be'answered differently by oorsons holding different
worldviews. A better understandingof who is impé_lcted by a now tecMoloéy and their‘
worldviews rnay improve onr-chances\of coming to a solution that works for most people.

Worldvie\;{s interact w1th perceptions of health risks, attitudes toward technology and the
enVironment, personolity c'haracteristics, and various denlographjc-variablcs. While the present
data cannot answer the question of which came fugt, the chicken or the egg, we propose that
worldviows begin to dovelop _'ea>r1‘y through genetal life expertences. Onr attitudes toward risk, as
suggésted by earlier _rcsearch'(Dake; 1 9;9-1 , _1992; Jenkins-Smtth, '1993) develop within and
seemed to be oriented by the social and cult_ura_l niilteu within which we live. It may be that
worldviews provide a_kind of starting point or_anohor for arisk attitu_tle that is adjusted as a
person experienceé information or evonts specific to a particular teohnology.

Affect, on the other hand; can be yienved’ as constructed or intérpreted_through cognitive
mediation (e.g., La_zafus, 1974), or reactive in a Daiwinian sense and inﬂnential on ~th‘eAcognitive:

. procoos itself (e.g., an'onc, 1‘986). Notwithstanding the -controversy over which comes ﬁrst, |

cognition or'vernotion, it is clear tnat affective processes are fundameﬁtal to ou‘rv thinking about
nuclear ponver. If _“virtuall& all cognitions have some affective qt1attties” (Murphy & Zaj onc,

1993, p. 724), nuclear issues, in particnlar, seem to possess strong affective qualities. The data
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from the present study suggest ‘that affé'ct alone can be used as a powerful predictor of support for
nuclear power.

Affect towafci images associated with nuclear power likeiy develops as a result of exposure to
speciﬁc'information ébout radiation and nuclear technc_)logi‘es. However, the present data suggest
that is not a complete story. Affect associated with images of nuclear bower was systematically
related to a person’s worldviews. How we feel about a risk seems .to be determined in part by
how managemem of that risk is set within thé power structures of industry and government and
how that type of Iﬁanggement péttern relates_to‘ the individual’sview of how the world should be
organized.

TheJ enkins-'Smith mode_l isv ablé to acﬁount for some of the present findings including
worldviews’ influence on affect. Wle it is possible that the reverse causal relation is true (i.e.,
affect toward nuc;lear energy influences worldview_), this seems unlikely because it would create
a situation whereby an individual’s worldview is constantly Bombarded by affect toward various
situations in life. Maintéining beliefs over time woulci be difficult if thls were the case. It is not at
all clear, hbwever, Whether the Jenkins—Smith model can ac;:ount for the significant, iﬁdependent,
predictive pO\INeI' of affect abdve and beyond worldviews, because it assumes a cognitive
mediation of affect through irﬁage content and worldviews (i.e., the argument that cognition
precedes affépt, for example, Lazarus, 1974).

In conclusion, af_fecﬁ_vé reactions and worldviews aﬁpear to play similar foles as orienting
mechanisms, helping people navigate in a complex, uncertain, and sometimes dangerous world.

To the extent that our judgments and actions are influenced by such “nontechnical” factors as
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affect and worldviews, we can appreciate why communication of technical information about
risk often has little effect on i)ublic attitudes towﬁd hazards such as nuclear power plants or
. nuclear'wéste repositories. Our a&itudes toward nuclear power are part of “who we are.” We
cannot easily change these éttitudeswithout éha.nging some parts of our social worldviews and
our emotional makeup.
. We suspect that the jhdgmeni_s and decisions éf tevchnical' experts, t00, are “oﬁented” toa
certain degree bjf their worldviews aﬁd their affective reactions. For ekample, Slovic et al. (in

press) observed that toxicologists’ evaluations of chemical risks were associated with their

worldvieWs. Further research with both experts and laypeople should help clarify this issue.
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Footnotes

1 D;éad is Highlyl co»nelated‘ with perc'ep_t\‘iv(ln_;s of risk and the de;ire fof risk reduction. Though it is
a potentially important compoﬁeﬁt-qf affective éyaluétions of technology, research on this aspeét
of dread has not been puisueci (for one excebtibn—see ‘Gfegory & Mendelsohnz 1993).

2 A breakdoWn of the individl;al ratings showe:d'roughl_y similar distriﬁutiqns. The ratings are
shown here as their df'stributions?cﬁross Qefy positﬁze/p@sitive, ﬁeutral, and negative/very o

| negative, respecti\}eiy: the 1460 first image fatings (f7.8%,l 12_.0%, 40..(3%), the 1216 secbndv

irﬁage ratings (48.6%, 1A1 5%, 39.9%), émd t_He 861 third image raﬁings (42.5%, 13.4%, ‘43;8%).

. ? Factor scores weré cpmputed for eacﬁ fespondéﬁt bycfavctor». For each factor, an individual’s
scores on each of the variables arc_multipliéd by the factor scoré céefﬁcieﬁts fofthose variables,
and the products are sufnrriéd écross the Vaﬁasleé tC‘) yieic} é factor score. . -

4 Thése alpha COefﬁciénts are not neceésarily low, givje‘r'l that onl}; four to seven attitude items
load on any one factor: Futu}rev'studies can-.inc.reasé rgliability through the addition of more items
reievant to each of thesé'world{/icw_ attitudes. Tﬁe Speannail;Brown foﬁnula iﬁdicates that

_increasing the number of items‘ that distiI;g'uis:h the Egaliltarirans. from’éi tcﬁ)i12, for example, would

increase reliability from 50 t0.75.

> All of .these correlatioﬂs (Tables:2—6) me'aﬁex;}iated due to unreliability of the‘factors and the

attitude item questions. Corrected correlationis would increase between 29% (if the other attitude

items here are perfectly reliable) and 116% (if the other attitude items have a reliability of .50).
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For example, correction of an attenuated correlation of 1 = .30 wbuld raisé the value to between
r=.39 and r = .65. | |

$ Individual respondéﬁts may be included in all, some, or none of these upper quartiles. Of the
1512 total respondents, 49.5% scorgd in the upper quartile of ﬁone of these factors, 2.6% scored
in the upper quartile of all three factors, 12.9% scored highly on two factors, 13.4% scored
highly on the Fatalist/Hierarch factor only, 11.0% on the Individualist factor only, and 10.6% on
the Egalitérian factor oniy. |

” Because the imagé that comes to mind first may be the most powérful, it is possible that using
the mean affect score'dilutes,these results. However, a separate regression model using only the
first image rating predicted the nuclear support index some§vhat less well (R = .47).

$1tis possible that, because no more than three images were elicited fromAany respondent, these
results may have been biased for those requn’dents who wgnted to provide more than three
images. In a more recent unpul_)lished study with coilege students, howéver, vs}e collected up to
six images. A c.ombarison' éf the same regression fnodel in the present study using three images
su:ggests there was little biasing. Multiple correlations usmg three and six images were R = .41
and R = 45, lrespcctiyely. : |

° The reliability of the affect measure is 72 as cglculated by the alpha céefﬁcient.

10 Figure 2, based on both affect and \'Norldviews‘, shows a strong predictive relationship. Using
affect alone as a predictor, the relationship would be only slightly less strong (Quartile 1 would

predict 13% agreement and Quartile 4 would predict 69% agreement). If the three worldviews

r

5
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were combined to predict support, without affect as a predictor, the relationship would still be 1

s.tro‘ng (25.7% agreement for Quartile 1 and 64.5% agreement for Quarﬁle 4).



Table 1. Rgtaled Factor Structure

Affect and Worldviews = 37

Fatalist/ . :

Item -hierarch Individualist Egalitarian
,122 It’s no usé worrying about public affairs; I can’t do :

anythmg about them anyway .68
55. When there is a really serious health problem, then

public health officials will take care of it. Until they

alert me about a specific problem, I don’t really have to

worry : . .63
64. Decisions about health risks should be left to the

experts S = .57 -—
123. We have gone too far in pushing equal nahts in: this

country : 52 -32
120. When 'the risk is very small, it is OK for society to

impose that risk on individuals without their‘consent A48 -36
63. Ihave very little cohtrol over risks to my health 43 36
125. The police should have the l’iOh't to listen to private’

phone calls to investigate a crime .41
109. Iam in favor of capxtal pumshment .67
111. Inafair system. people with more abllny should ean

more. .59
124. Continued economic growth is necessary to 1mprove

our quahty of life’ - 44
112. Government has no right to regulate peeple’s personal

- risk-taking activities such as smokmg, mountain

cl1mb1ng, hand 011d1ng, etc. 43
121. What thxs world needs is 4 more equal dlstnbutlon of .
‘ wealth 68
113, If people in this country were treated equally, we

would have fewer problems ' : .64
110. People in posmon_s of authority tend to abuse their . _

power 44 .50
126. Those in poy\fer often withhold lnformétidn about

things that are harmful tous . : 39
Proportion of vanance explamed 15.9% 9.5% “11.7%

.60 .42 .50

~ Coefficient alpha:

Note. Loadings' below .30 are deleted from the table. Sample size for this analysis was 1386.
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- Table 2. elations Between Worldview Fac cotes and [te aining to Nuclear Su
Fatalist/
Item hierarch Individualist - Egalitarian
5. If your community was faced with a potential shortage
of electricity, do you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or
strongly disagree that a new nuclear power plant should . . .
be built to supply that electricity? ) 16 15 —24
104. Please indicate how acceptable (nuclear power) is to . : . .
~ you for meeting the nation’s future energy needs 13 16 —24
68. In order to avoid importing energy from other countries
to meet our future electricity needs, America should . . -
- rely more heavily on nuclear power 18 13* -21
77. The nuclear power industry says that it is now possible
to build a new generation of nuclear power plants that
will be safer than existing plants. Assuming the nuclear
" power industry is correct, I would support such a new
eneration of nuclear plants to supply the country’s .
£ o e il Y 13* 16 _J0*
future electricity needs.
65. In light of health concerns about acid rain, damage to
the ozone layer, and climate change associated with the
burning of coal and oil, America should rely more
heavily on nuclear power to meet its future electricity
needs .19* .09 -17*
A7* -28*

Nuclear support index (average of 5 items)
Reliability = .83 :

.20*

* p<.0001
N=1332
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Table 3. Correlations Between Worldview Eactgf S cores and Items Eeﬂ'aming' to !echnglggyl and the Environment

Fatalist/

Item o ' hierarch ~  Individualist ~ Egalitarian
Technology
119. Our goverﬁnﬂént and industry can be trusted with
making the proper decisions to manage the risks from
technology : _ 33> .05. —22%*
118. Our technologies might impose risks on future
generations, but I believe future generations will be : .
able to take care of themselves ' : ' 24%* 14 -.10*
114. We need to pull together and support the energy o
~ choices our government has made- ‘ ’ 8%+ J18** -.01
108. A high technology society is unpc)rtant for improving - |
our health and well being . -.05 L 32%x .02
Environmental concerns
117. Technological development is destroying nature | .00 -.05 ' S31**
59. The greenhouse effect is a serious problem which could
lead to harmful changes in the environment and in .
people’s health » C - 18%* -.02 26%*
47. The laﬂd, air, and wafer around us are, in general., more '
S . R Ak, =03 20%*
contaminated now than ever before
115. Continued economic growth can only lead to pollution
and depletion of natural resources . 21%* -.02 6%+
*p<.001
** p <.0001

N=1342
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" Table 4. Correlations Between Worldview Factor Scores and Items Pertaining to Perceived Health Risks

Fatalist/ o
Item ' hierarch ‘ Individualist Egalitarian
7. Nuclear power plants E - : ~.03 —13%* 27**
11.  Nuclear waste | p : : —.10*. 08 24%*
30.  Food irradiation (to preserve food) o | 06. 0 -04 22%*
20.  Chemical pollution in the en\éirom'nent o . —.08 =07 20%*
25. Useof genétical_ly engineered bacteria in agriculture | .05 -.08 19+
217. Depletion of the ozone layer - | _ . —06 S 2% 8%k
21, Pesticides in food - | 02 ~.10% 1%+
29. Climate cﬁange (glo_bal warming/greenhouse effect). - =03 - —-.08 .18%*
18. Radoninthehome. 02 -0 16%*
32. Stress S ' -1 o0l 14%
17. Coal/oil burning power plants | —05 - —10% 13%*
19. Medical X-rays - ’ ) - 09% . —08 J12%*
28. Outdoor air quality = - - o5 —03 2%
15. Street drugs (hércﬁn, cocaine, etc'-.) . ) .05 .01 2%
9.  High voltage power lﬁxes- ' , - -.02 ‘. .12 A1
23. Béc‘t_eria.in food o ‘ 04. - —.06 Bl
3. Video display terminals S 06 06 q1#
13. ADS R S =06 00 A1%e
35. Commercial air travel o a3 06 L 10%
34. Stormsand floods - S 09 -.06 08
3. Bloodtmnsfusions . - ‘ e 04 08
22. Cigarette smoking - S .08 02 06
26. Motor vehicle accidents . 3 o4 00 .06
31, Suntanning - | - 07 -08 06
24. Drinking alcoholic beverages | S -2 -2 04 |

Note. Thése items asked people to rate the risk to the U.S. public as a whole as little or no risk, slight risk, moderate

- risk, or high risk. These responses were coded 1 — 4 respectively, for purposes of the correlational analysis. N =

1179.

*p<.001
“+% p <0001
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Table 5. Correlations Between Worldview Factor Scores and Iterns Pertaining to Desire
Fatalist/
Item hierarch Individualist - Egalitarian
87. People lfving near a nuclear power plant should have |
the authority to close the plant if they think it is not
being run properly =01 --.03 30%*
83. Nuclear power plants should not be built and operated
unless the people in surrounding areas voluntarily
agree to accept them ‘ -.05 .08 27**
75. The public should vote to deéide on issues such as ' -—-
nuclear power’ _ : —.10* .06 24%*
89. The process of Iicehsing nuclear power plants provides |
adequat_ev 'opportunity for the public to have their L6+ 1 1‘** _17%s
concerns considered ) U o
*p<.001
** p<.0001

N=1335
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Table 6. Correlations Between Affect V ] iables, Worldviews, and Su r Nuc eé
~Nuclear support ~ Average  Numberof  Fatalist/
7 index affect images hierarch : Individualist  Egalitarian
Nuclear support index = 1.00 O 50%* —.09* 20+ 17 —28%*
Average affect - , | . 1.00 -.06 17** 6%+ =21
Number of images ° ’ 1.00 . 15%* —02 06
Fatalist/Hierarch - ) ._ o ' 1.00 .00 .00
Individualist - » 1.00 .00
Egalitarian = _ : o ‘ : 1700 -

Note, N > 1295 for all correlations. Anyr 2 .06 is _signiﬁcant atp <.0S.
*p<.001 ' '
** p<.0001
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Figure Captions
- Figure 1 .Dis_t'ribution of the\z»werage' affeét rating fbr nuclear pbwer by the ﬁpper quartile of
each worlvdyi'ew. Tﬁe'affect measure was avéraged éver th‘e images produced to thg stiﬁlulus,
“nuclear po'wer,’; By ea.chv ih_dividual, and then was trahsiated back to; the original scale of very
négatiw)e to very positive. On a scale frorn 1-5, in this graph, h‘egatiye =1to 2.5, neuﬁél '(not

shown) = 2.67 to 3.33, and positive = 3.5 to 5.0. The worldview measure is based on those

= - . o

}individuals' who scored in the upper quartile of each worldview factor (i.e., pr:e'.’sur‘nably hold the
strongé# beliefs ébout that chosen way of looking at fhe worlci).

Figure 2. Relationsbip between pfedictions »of nuclear support based on affectv'and wbrldviews
and actual riuclear. sup_;:Jort. Aét‘uél ..Iiuclear s.upport was basgd oﬁ the percent agreeing that? if their
cqmmunity was ,f'aced‘ w1th a potenﬁal shortage of electricity, a new nuclear power plant should

be built to sﬁpply that electricity.
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