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Literature Review on Public Acceptance of Nuclear Energy: Research Outline,
Theoretical Framework, and Prospect

Abstract

Public acceptance of nuclear energy is a rapidly developing cross-cutting research topic and one of the
most representative research topics in the risk perception discipline. The domestic academia is still in its
exploratory stage and relatively lags behind the international academic frontier in its theoretical level and
research methods. This study takes the journal articles in the authoritative scientific indexes as the
object, and employs the methods of theoretical review to conduct comprehensive research. Based on a
review of the literature on public acceptance of nuclear energy in China and abroad, this article integrates
the determinants of public acceptance of nuclear energy identified by the existing research into a unified
analytical framework. The article further points out the gaps and weaknesses in existing research and
discusses the directions for future research.
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reactor-database.aspx )

A 1355, B34 2000 4 LR HE . N 2 S0
FELRE A IR AE 2 ME R BRI 322253 2 5 1A P 1 STk &3
TRESRIEF KU DAL e T, (H, A
RBERA WAL REREZ MR S AR S Dy 1], ok
PO R I 5 Mz XA R 52
PSR R IR RIS, KAWL/, sid
MFEEHESE . BUA I SEUERF Y 2 ) BT B 22 il R
SIGT A b DX il A O 2 0000 A T AR S T Y R DG 43
B 0 A A S P P SR P 8 e 2 6 A5 A XS T )
WroE ikt RRT S, A SR AT G AL TR
RO BL, FIRAKCTRIWEGE I A0 3 5 T FE bR AR
o
2.2 MRIEA S RHILIZ

H TR E PR RE A AR Z TS R, A
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ML IE N £ T . I O 2B (global
warming ) . A ( environmental communication )
FZS AT # BE A BN (opinion . attitude )
201 VAE LU SR 7= A e ((disaster )  BEAREEZ 1
( electricity technologies and portfolios ) . B3 pksf 4
% (‘acceptance of policy division) . #H.J  (nuclear
power plant) . S H AL (imaginary-specific
affect) FZMALIPI AR, @ AR T k. Kiko
WSO 158 I SEIER 9T 75 115 18 A% B BUSR XA AR
PBLEZ M . 2010 4F 1T Lhis AU 7774 (narrative
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method ) . /N4 (focus group ) 2577 V110 5E 1
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A2 BRI AT A8 ST B 409 R KA

KA KBRS RIS RE FHAE
risk perception XU P& R A 5.8242 2002
trust B 5.4127 2002
knowledge HIR 3.1760 2002
attitude SE 3.6270 2003
policy B 3.4453 2007
waste EH) 41159 2009
belief S 3.8862 2011
Fukushima =B 4.6002 2014
renewable energy A BERER 4.4176 2014
nanotechnology gAKIA 3.2046 2014
disaster R 5.0078 2015
Japan =E:N 3.6188 2015
A3
680120194F - %3445 - 61
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(trust) . 13 (knowledge ) . #J¥ (attitude ) 45
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RUSZI , 2014 4ELIOk, H A B (Japan,

Fukushima ) 59¢XE ( disaster ) %5 3 85 i b 74 45 f A
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Wang I Chen" Ay H A 22 42 M A8 v 28 AR B 1 dk
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S5 P IR R | PO E R AT RE H 52
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32 ARAELH A
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=T BT R, RN T IR UERZRE I (e
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ST IR R o IR RN L B A e T 4
WHA AT R, FRHE A RS 5H A BT X
S, v R AL H BT, SBERAE
HAZREROAR BORE A BUAT AR T B2 PRI LA B A A
e P EUP ERME R G A AL REHE 2 VAT AE 25 57 B i
P, T A 22 S LA T AZBEROARE . e, FRIE
BURF BB A E B ATE . A RS 5 REBOR i 52 55
BELAHEIRAMBL ARG A AR R Z FE I IE . A AR
WBE A A RS S —AT 0, TEAARIAZRT
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Literature Review on Public Acceptance of Nuclear Energy:

Research Outline, Theoretical Framework, and Prospect

DU Juan ZHU Xufeng’
( School of Public Policy & Management, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, China )

Abstract  Public acceptance of nuclear energy is a rapidly developing cross-cutting research topic and one of the most representative
research topics in the risk perception discipline. The domestic academia is still in its exploratory stage and relatively lags behind the
international academic frontier in its theoretical level and research methods. This study takes the journal articles in the authoritative
scientific indexes as the object, and employs the methods of theoretical review to conduct comprehensive research. Based on a review
of the literature on public acceptance of nuclear energy in China and abroad, this article integrates the determinants of public acceptance
of nuclear energy identified by the existing research into a unified analytical framework. The article further points out the gaps and
weaknesses in existing research and discusses the directions for future research.

Keywords nuclear energy, public acceptance, review of research method and theory, theoretical framework
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