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This experimental research explores how to formulate PR messages in the ways that will have stronger
effect on audience for the energy transition policy, which, in essence, is the phasing out of nuclear
power. An experiment was designed to reveal empirically what ‘frame" and elements of PR messages
for the policy induce the most favorable responses from the participants. Based on the prospect
theory, positive/negative framing was set as an independent variable. As suggested by the construal
level theory, the message components of how/why and the temporal distance factors of near/far were
taken from the properties of the high/low construals and also set as independent variables. In order to
measure the effect of messages on audience, benefit perception and policy support for energy
transition were set as dependent variables. Participants' political orientation was moderated. A 2x2x2
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factorial method was adopted for an multi-dimentional examination of the main effects and binary or
ternary interactions among the three pairs of the independent variables. The results of the analyses of
1,112 cases show that the main effects of the three independent variables were found statistically
significant. As anticipated, positive framing was confirmed to induce more favorable responses than
negative framing. The prospect theory was further developed to acknowledge that, as the degree or
type of uncertain potential risk and probability of loss lowers, the effect of positive framing becomes
stronger, contrary to early theoretical prediction. As revealed by this result, the prospect theory could
be made more practical in policy areas. As for the construal level characteristics from the construal
level theory, the “how" factor had stronger influence than the "why” factor, while the “near
temporal distance” factor had stronger influence than “far temporal distance”. Notably, in the binary
interactions, the result showed that the strongest interaction effect was found between “how" and
“far temporal distance,” contrary to the hypothesis that was based on the traditional construal level
theory. It could be due to the nature of the energy transition policy. Energy policies lie within the
realm of science and technology. By nature, science and technology policies tend to be
future-oriented and place a higher value on the future. In this study, we attempted to explore how PR
messages for the energy transition policy could be made more effective with the help of experimental
methods. The empirical and practical implications of this study are the theoretical framework for
analyzing message effects. By applying the prospective theory and the construal level theory, the
positive/negative framing type and construal level theory based on the prospective theory and how /
why dimension. The practical level in establishing an effective message composition strategy was
verified because the how / why factor and the type of near / far temporal distance encompassed
elements other than where in the specific message component 5W1H (underground principle). It is
thought that the connection with the energy transition policy is not great because the message
component is related to the spatial location, but it can be applied to the differential analysis of the
message effect due to spatial variables such as geographical proximity to the nuclear power plant.
From the ternary interactions, positive framing, the "how" factor and the "far" temporal distance
were found to have the most favorable responses. The hypothesized moderation effect of political
orientation was only marginal as the positive relation between more progressive political orientation
and higher support for the policy was found to be limited.

Keywords: Energy Transition Policy, Positive / Negative Framing, How / Why Construal Level,
Temporal Distance, Policy Support
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g/ EE-TA Zeole A Al %i“o*ol%(Prospect theory)—% Erh sfar gl

o|2& Aol 23k 71802 (expected utility theory)o] #4-S wkedslx] Lalar ¢)
= e A8S E3) ws)aL Qe o]5(gain) GHolM= gl o3k 7|t 71xol S]]

o
Uk gt o]5& ek A3 319 (visk aversive) A&, &2
3 EA W Shgo o3k 7o) 77} Ajeke $A1E el 93
HRITR= tigks AL, ofw] Zelo]oleh= FHo] BAXOR &
= =40l o A (prospect) & 4oL Wrkehs Wt s wHEolvls FgelA =2
ogo] 258 AR E dolpshrtar slof & ZleJtiKahneman & Tversky, 1979).

el 2719} 7WwHTversky & Kahneman, 1981)& “2-& #A7} b2 Hhao g £X]
A wf (8A]) S WA = AT (p. 453) L FomH Hgol@d} Loy o] 2]
HAS TREqde). TAA 0= oo} ARel] tigh oo} el vhAE Aok Fat
A= Arge] o} S Ao R 7] 34, FAA o ] 3dE o ERe] A
=gl e} Ago|RS mAMo R Aesy) mekh Zun

o
= i
51 S B3] Aol FelHol) eke Aol W A

e}, Aol ek o SR
AR A HaAR & AqlqAE 4/ Y Zeflo]idel] wh vaAe] Bt Aols &

ofHe] & uj xeoge] AwE SEA, A oR HFulsh 2P = AEs] ofH7] wiiEe
ok AgAA A zeo]rd Zwe] e A|&A 07 Hekdof 3 wiA = AJZkeIrh
Bt 34 / 54 Zeelde] 22y weds] ek vadehe s 2 sl =
24 S7MS Fushs ) o]24] ¥dlths A& B o) ejolgo] b ool s
shth= Smolth, Zglode FA F fEo® TRE u ‘SrHequivalence) ZHlo|W S =g
= SIeIARE FEEE dout EE ARSshe Zo® AEN 549 dAgend 9

X 82, AEE 59 B4R AL 7JE(emphasis) Zelolol &), 7% Zejole]
o] AdE £ oblska Zelol E3le] BAH L ek vlH(Scheufele &
Iyengar, 2016) = QA% 57k Telol 3L BN TS| oleke W 3= Zelol L 4

W3k BHo 2 FAE Zojrlof sitl= wHEE It Leeper & Slothuus, 2018).
7Rk} EJH 7] (Kahneman & Tversky, 1984)% Ardo|2o] vbd 4o Aup}
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A9l AM(description) WA o]} FojolR AMESIHA] "dolXdele] wisk(a
change of wording)”(p. 346)7} Z#o]d &¥& vepdtia B3t} o528 Auo]Ro] tjE
o] 27 T A7 el 48 T USS ARMO SIS AlEe] AElo] gEl| o
S| =t A Ho|lth, AdelEES 74 Mol &(cumulative prospect theory)
O HEEA 790 a7t Hrh B2 Aibsel A8 S op7] Q17 o 24 AlRrt o|FAT
(Tversky & Kahneman, 1992). 74 Ado]22 &4 7jodA]e] a1 vhgof| g} o5 Y
ML 918 F+ 73] v o lhal B 3o
upe} Zejloly E3pt Huk 4 Qlvhs 7hede Hol it Aol o e 2 A
T7H A 913738 WS A7 ofgroll Qloixd A / T o] o] ApdA EakE B
SR Alee] Fo] HUTk

o] A8 A7 A /78 Zejlolrd Alele] malA] Eae] AL waA|7} et
= o, B WA R sk dlwel ' 19 ARy 7, e S i A
w2} vtk 7PdS SRlelar Qlvk. ek a5l Aot BB} el AjlelA 2]
A Aafe]] w2 0] F9E A AR vARexE B4 Zlo|go], | iFlahA| 24t
g vARelA = o5 Zelo|o] 7ttt A5Ho] 9l A 0® YERITHRivers, Salovey,
Pizarro, Pizarro, & Schneider, 2005). &% A& sk mAAI9E w5 ARGl 4]
FEY} Fefalr |5 Afshe FIAAIel thet Al B vk $13o] ks i AR
A= o5 Zelo]de], Bt =& S 7hrsfol she FEYete] J Afelr= &4
dlolgo] 247 o g4l Ao welgitk(Kiene, Barta, Zelenski, & Cothran, 2005)
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RE SR8 Algsfol -8Akeo] e whaks e o vk lo] Axssit). A=t
2ol S13de] WiAlel 54 idell olA AR o5 a1 FRE Aleehd Juel s 913/
&g gk vhrcths At Ak 9)a(Finucane, Alhakami, Slovic, & Johnson, 2000)
3 AE = AR =AM 8RSl B 7 Sl o7 whedo] a5t ARk
AATHSlovic, 1993). 53] 2011 L FFAmE A7 ciRA} o] Folli= vl Abel 24 A 9
7] At wiA], 5 Alole] Age] Zte FeAddl Zxlo] SEAAIH Perko, Van
Gorp, Turcanu, Thijssen, & Carle, 2013) 24| BPdAN] ] Eoixl HHY, B 249
kAR FESHE B G wizel g 54 (one - voice) 28] HRAIFO] offri= o] A
257 Prk(Prezel et al., 2016). & A77}F Vo= ot Qe A3 AA = Aas 919
BAZH vAA L 7124 0% ofuf gt AHE Algsh=tel] o] B Qlrt. 2 dAelAE
B ZdollA] o] 7Fsgh ol x)dst g lel] gt S1. FEl=E Hoigk F8iA| e A
L 2ol] s Adsied

TV ¥ B2 5 vz wr]olo A= ALl A4S o7t #ieshA] destsl] wrt Alshe He
S oA dh= HjEe UHo] A7) Cohen et al., 1990). W]l tiet Hur} glo
W reAEe g wAY ©AA HARe] o)Editks A9t At BaEre ot
(Scheufele & Lewenstein, 2005). €2F offroll A . Hae] 0 F=231 w2 njrjo]
o] Jgdo]] tigk SKEA] 7} vIEIA AL TaelMe o]y gl FEsh= A7t
Bk Wl ZEmldAele] - ARl o)) dAtllM= TV 72, A 7IAL vk, 29
ol ofal AT wEo] AxfEHe| gk ofZ9] ofgljel] B4Ale] FRIFITH Gamson &
Modigliani, 1989). #8}7]s @elxe] wtols Zelo]ds el B33 7|4 Al
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Ao A AA L AE AFE 2ol T3} A 7] Gaelx] Aekd ofuix] A 4
895 ol v Zeo|ds d&sleh Alkte] AT Butler, Demski, Parkhill,
Pidgeon, & Spence, 2015). 7l= AU & dAllri= AlF 7S F2A1Z1 45t 3k
W ZeolgRths A G3E Adet 0 A Zeole] 1] Tojd uke-g Bejos o
UERStH Clark et al., 2015). o]AH 2] Zofoilx] Zeo]rg xefel] thgh theket A7} o]

HAL Y AL 34/ 94 Telolge] BANE MR B A S 39 - g )

o] Hashiar Wil MAA] 7742913 SHIH (5WIH) 7he-d] o12‘-?—741(how)9} H(why) =

T W AR a9l 2R DET of5 o}9E & Qi o4 Ew apisrels
T

AL

(Construal Level

(1) <ol el i
Aol Z e e AAE Efat 2lMTHTrope & Liberman)-& o® tdolu} ARl o
&l =71i= Ael# A2l (psychological distance)o] AlHEe] B7F, o5, AE], #E 5ol
Jeke mAE= F23k 221918 WK Liberman & Trop, 1998; Trope & Liberman,
2003: Trope, Liberman, & Wakslak, 2007). o= HAA| 444 o] A2l A=zt 891s
ThEA| A48 7, wAA Bt wskel = S-S ofrlght

sAlaEol 2ol M= AlelA Aziztel wet didolu AR siAlshe Ak (extent)’, B
TFE(level) o] G 1 A}, 8A1] W71, AEA] AREE wskdttal gt 2] <
Tl skelaE s1AE 77k mlefe] AdEls, A9l s | mlele] Melat 247} A
S 2= Ao YeRItHTrope & Liberman, 2000, 2003). A1 / skl a9 &
2352 (Table 1)l gk
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Table 1. Distinguishing High-Level and Low-Level Construals.

High-Level construals Low-Level construals
Abstract Concrete

Simple Complex

Structured, coherent Unstructured, incoherent
Decontextualized Contextualized

Primary, core Secondary, surface
Superordinate Subordinate

Goal relevant Goal irrelevant

From “Temporal construal,” by Y. Trope, and N. Liberman, 2003, Psychological review, 110(3), p. 405. All rights of
the source are protected.

AEA Azl whet sidlaee] dEie A AldEe] FUskE FE dde A4
BeE 24, AYH AgE 71EAE 5 7] vl (Liberman & Trope, 2008) 41214
Aejzte] E w] 4 e s skl He 2 W rlEe] dol| deirMe HEIF A7)
uj&olgka K Liberman, Trope, & Stephan, 2007). 3k / A aiAlgas BA4%|8k4
ol dox] Ad7Fs A (feasibility) / v (desirability) 2He 212t dabsf glom W
nlEfe] Agle ARE etk vl os) o ddke WH=tHLiberman & Trope,
1998).

Aed Agzte] #4588 o171(here), 18]aL Al (now) o] v AR (self) e}, A7 1-#]5-
UollA o] He] sAZS TS T A9IE, o 34 0R ol sk(Liberman et al.,
2007: Trope & Liberman, 2010). 7] Q7504 AR Ae](temporal distance) ol
e 9 AR olEe] Fsi ok Liberman & Trope, 1998: Trop & Liberman,
2000, 2003) oI%- XA, ARJA, 7HdA ARlel7iA] A7 SRk ARlA Al Akl
o Ae] =gxtel th Alole] Agleld(Liviatan, Trope, & Liberman, 2008) %4
A =24 Aol 7P Adle B4 AR 2 NI EE) A o8 Fe-Ant
(Fujita, Henderson, Eng, Trope, & Liberman, 2006: Wakslak, Trope, Liberman,
& Alony, 2006). ¥l 7} A2l 72je] A5 M= xHow Ak glor st 5
QA fARRE 3ke il W Zlo® Byt o= 7Rl 7}7{}74‘/} HRE 5], e
] siis s HH F LS sl BAe 2 AElRt Alelelle A el ws)

o W A% dAido] vhEPAS: on|gitH(Liberman & Trope, 2014: Trope & Liberman,
2010). (Table 2)cll= AlelA Ag]e] vt Apdat Aoz 284 4 sl= Aeld Az
AEA A Aelskdt
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A

7HEaL R Al Aeiaist skel /239 sl Aelellr ekl Avbdo] vehdtls A

& FEol Akg WA eE dvieh AR ATEC] T T s Aol ot

O

& T ARk 24 B & A olgigt u At Liberman & Trop, 2014). ¥
A7} siilgEelEe] Aeld Azl Azt 819l / 39l sk Bed o ofE
(how) <} dl(why) =M, 7Par 9 4124 Aejzre® WARE sl MAA] a3} vje}
e A IS AT AL o]2)F A o] 58S el 9

Table 2. Examples of the Ways in Which Psychological Distance Has Been Varied in Previous Research.

Distance Operationalization
-Future (e.g., make a decsion that would be implemented tomorrow versus a year

Time from now; imagine an event in the near versus the distnat future)
-Past (e.g., an object that belongs to the present or the past)
-Nearby versus faraway place (e.g., the map represents a path from your office to
Space . . ! ,
the nearest cafeteria versus from an office in another city to the nearest cafeteria)

-Self versus other (e.g., you describe or decide for yourself versus another person)
o -Similar versus disimilar other
Social distance N »
-Familiar versus unfamiliar other
-Ingroup versus outgroup
-High versus low probability
-Real versus hypothetical (e.g., you play a demo of a game versus the real game)

From “Traversing psychological distance,” by N. Liberman, and Y. Trope, 2014, Trends in Cognitive Sciences,
18(7), p. 365. All rights of the source are protected.

Hypotheticality

(2) Al Azt sjaisze] HAIA) el ]t ok
ROl AT ST B 2 aclse] AYRS ) ) e FEAES dr
A W o) A Hajol Mg WAl Tbhe: Held Aeide AdFsA

3}, Ale)A Age A A2 28RS 1) ne g9 4EAE 18wl gow
710

rlr

Oﬂ*oyﬁé T itk o] wf W AlE)A Az ulgkalde] Agslo] g HAd] FEeks A
B wjFo|th 7R, 2018 Liberman & Trope, 1998: Trope & Liberman, 2003:
Trope et al., 2007). dP|<col2olre] HAA7bsAdy) vldade] -t a52do|&
(Action Identification Theory)o] 3l A1e d)5o] QA (how) o|sd=| =1k}, 4
g A dl(why), E= <= S3K(what effect) & 98] ola)w] e} 217} a3l
Uhal W= A3} w2hs 7ro] dok(Vallacher & Wegner, 1987). o] djg=ol=2] Alz}o]

A B A7k -7k Al 7209 A (how) 2k, 22]ar vigrald-w Ael4 712
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-9l (why) AHLE 7L FAF T WA SASE B 2 S ofrlaich

e 94 Be A Q5] 19 ut gl FUT s Alolel urt 49 4
FA ol FE ¥ QTN SYUCLOE AT oF A (how) o SHwhy) AH9)
713k W AR Azl oAl how) sk ke ARE Az, sh(why) sk AZES Aelzdol
AR W A F) A A0 B SYWRLE Alele] o]gl HEAEE Bl
ol QlohA] )2 Hle 771 Al
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44 (Carnevale, 2008) 5| ‘Rl"/}.

2 Are] B wejell 23 o / 8 Zelol AL W AR ARzt Ela
TAA g A (how) 2k 734 H(why) 2Ho] zk= o]9l, B AHl e akge] aajol tigh
% 7S 7hael| Slsid Bk S Fee] AeAes EAe A Iy ES HEE 2
87} Qlek. o] 7R A el wel wE AellA] AEA AFY wie 27H Zelo|ol
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S 7}77]—1% mlefollr= 4 seflo]do], W mlgell A= o] 5 Zejo]e] T ek A5HS Bl
RHA RS Alolo] Ahe e kg 4 A=A etk :
A A vE U dyelds A o A4 AlRle] 7}77% = A
s 2 AR koA o / g Zejolute] At WAl gl Aoz
LRt Ak deake Ak A o QG 2013). 2 e Ak AdeAke At
A SRRz Aol olegt At AdEs Hlal 242 ¢ Sl EdhE Aled = Sl Aotk
Aea ] ARl iee]l e zel|ogt sfAlae] deAks aaE SN 65 - A
11-8-(2018) 2] Aol M ol AR tho] vk AReTAbE - Aol thi=
7)ze] it AR dddo] lof wiAA] thdel niSsRk gl Sl & = 9]
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& O WAAIZE Y o]} o g A (how) AHke AT ARG B &30l &
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T AR thErhs do] AzuE T A Exjel digh i1A Adee] 24
Adpde] =T Converse, 1964).
et BAS BMehe o2 E24 AHuwsh 7Fsd EEl(elaboration-likelihood

model) o] Ao} & el st 7Fsd s 483 A, Zelolgat silarEe] WAA|
z‘iﬂr WAl HEe] ofgdviar Kt o] Bdle] 7|gket ol QIXE, APAARS SAWIC.
2 A4 £ Aol olux)de AR ks e ARES A1l BAR el )
Halar duk ANERE X APl el ko v FAo] s TA] AXH S 24

Qlo AN AAA Adafe) 24 ke A3 APEdM=E Felent AdiE, BeE, 1
3L 77431(2013) ol W= ki) 749, MEE S sk 2,
Aa, %ﬂz 1231 A/3e(2012) = A gk mjr]e] B ofSelu 97 T S
ZPA713L Qdkar ket AEAg(2017)2 A8 =3 oS 485 A7), Ax] e wet o
= OlTrﬂ A wolSeigiriy 3] Aol 24 gals Bugich §114(2019) 9 w1
TALFE 2lag] 5,657] 214 APl s7gAeIsic) ] Feinlel awgshl F7 AR AR o]
712 B e ARl AFellME XA o] 24 3S 3 Fshd ARReAR: 2
dold &Pt ot wFd AARplAlE 1 Saph 283 eoltHHaider-Markel &
Joslyn, 2001).
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73 841 oAl (how) AR} 77K AlREA Azl T121a d(why) Abeleh 9 A A
Sl 27 S olsls W 8] B} AR ol WgS defes ol ek EvE
R Alofehs 7hdg Ak 24 wielow e AX4 et Aashe Ad dvs
o g w3 wE ol B whe o5k A AT} A vl KR s
Al vebe Zlofehs 7R3 AT olde] 37 kS Alefstar Al el SHmclEel ekl
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TEWwhy) 22 HAREE o SAfe| olS2eielM(2-1)2t I3 XXz
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ST 6-1, 6-2. OlliXxtet Fatol| CiEt FEH oA X|olM shdrE S4o| Yxls
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OITEM 7-1, 7-2. oflRIxE FHaol| Chigt FAEE oM Rle| Z2fold 7t ofEAI(how)
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TEAI2| OfSHIM(7-1) 2t B XX (7-2)7 | Ef=A| HERF=2 17

ST 8. XS] YRA 2 ollfRide FAEE oAxlel Z2fold, ofEAI(how) vs
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Table 3. Composition of Experiment Group

Framing How / Why Temporal distance Experiment group
how near Experiment group 1
positive (low construal level) far Experiment group 2
framing why near Experiment group 3
(high construal level) far Experiment group 4
how near Experiment group 5
negative (low construal level) far Experiment group 6
framing why near Experiment group 7
(high construal level) far Experiment group 8

el AgAo] ka0 R o Fedrte] FAlr) uiAlE AR (quasi-experiment)
AAR A} A5 A maE gueeld o) A, A, s, B,
A AFAY 5o gl A FFE 20tHolA 50t) Alele] Aelvh 1,159%S
Ao z18hs] 1,11299) S5 vigo] 2F Aol X3t A% dhdrlEelAlE Sy AL
ol9] Zgel w} 87)= AR Fh=rs Aol oSt AAETH vARIE Fa PR
AN}, S AEHRET I AAE L2l AEAE B TRk @Ak Tk

25 Fhs AR tdAke] s A
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24 ol A9 7 Sclel w2 o|uxak AAER v (AR

SHHLI ek 22444 7}
B A, F500 72)E ARSIt A mAAE dgolEy) siilgrolEe] <A uf
2t 57 / 74 vAA Zelolg, ol AIthow) / Sli(why) b, 7HaL W AelA] 7ejzte] vt

=
Bolule A-5o 291 B g0 At AR Sl sfdehs o8 / 8 oS A
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Table 4. Policy PR Message Qperational Definition

Framing Definition

Emphasis on the benefits of energy transition policy, such as safety priorities,
positive framing environmental importance, and justification for the times, suggesting the possibility
of future clean energy such as renewable energy

Potential and risk of nuclear accidents, stress on loss of non-energy transition
negative framing policy such as anti-environment of nuclear power plants, including sequential
nuclear-exit plans, etc.

el 7120 ol % Althow) / Shwhy) Ak s4Eo)20 2 AOZ oj
(how)i= SIS, Nwhy)= BSIISES 712t S0 = U5 RS 2495

-
T =
ek ol Al (how) AHde: AHe 7FesA AR, 7geuA] Aol 4 & 2 23
U gAe] 1A W 2 Ade)7FsA (feasibility) ol 238 BHIT) oll(why) AH
439 &2 - 3 - A 7], AE7heA SR 9 Rl obd - A7 B T AR B4
ofu} wjgfell o] ulgFald (desirability) & S
7} AAZH v AR Azl mef virela] AgAe] 270 Bl 3t Y AIRE T

A BA 75 22 TR AR AEike we o] el dde] SA4Y TR
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A 9 273 AF, 2] 29 " Sor XS AR W AR Aelztat A
A BE AH 7FESE 2075 ofF, i § A FEEE S0 WigS wiAAel g

AFAAES] vAAE ZA tiswEe] 20179 69 199 9d 8] 157] 4744

240 e GRS el edlo] 74 ole] QA=A T} Bl AL AN
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Al 71 AAEE AR5, vt o S AN | RS I, ARIshs =AlE A

& Ayl Sl e S vAA] ks A Uigel] tiFh ol S9AIA B AK] i
ojet. AaiArollA Aokl Unka] o] (g ol wh= A A= A=l gd sHQ1e]
AE Wheom, Aaggol] tht so)7] el (10-11%) 2hat FeH (e - 443, 2010).

=
3 QoA o] 22 Rolg ulkow shal AAATE xsle] A AXEZ Al )] AT T
B2 Ea St

.
& 24ich SR192 b S B A SENIDS 4 52 AT
] =

3
ol AN A A AAER AR A ok} SAAke] o]E01A1S Al 4= 9]
FERle] 2244 Aol (Table 5= AAEIATE,

Table 5. Qperational Definition of Dependent Variables

Dependent variable Definition

perception about the extent to which the implementation of the policy would

policy benefit perception make benefits on environment and safety

individual emotional response to the policy contained in the message, being

olicy support attitude . . . : : )
policy supp accompanied with an intention to act in favor of the policy

24 wglow AAE JiRle] AAA Addke

)\

Aapr] flell 4A2(2018), AUlS 5(2013),
AE4(2017), A=41(2018), ©]d8H(2010), olA#et HLA(2012), HGA(2018), sHIA]
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(2019) 59| S5 Fxsle] Flshs 222 Aol A4 AJgo] of= ol 7pitiaL of
TR B Aol 12 7R B, T2 7P R Aele] T e E(Likert) #HEw wH
M| sl A4S ekt ARRIA o= ARl ) Hapok XIR. Adgk Aloje] w1
glellof ghofar Wil 1~448 By Juo s 5~T4E ZIH Heko = ik

1) MEE0XIQ| QITEAHSH SN

2 A} HolElE wlojEle] el BS vy S8 dlgdAlR]l miEEE qlEeele] o,
20194 8¥ 299U E] 2019 9¥ TU7HA] 2R AFZAL WA 0 SR HE A
F3he 11129 Adzdoiate] e A 5674 (51.0%) 3 14 545%(49.0) 0= Hi7} 7
o] |53}, M= 200 2457(22.0%), 30t] 25678(23.0%), 40t) 30378(27.2%). 50
o} 308%(27.7%) o2& v|wA] n& F¥E Btk e Fh £ olabh 4%8(0.4%), 1
Sohl E9o] 169%(15.2%), wish Adte] 99%8(8.9%), thdhul &% olde] 7239
(65.0%), tigk o 1179(10.5%) ©13ict.

2) MX|2 =& HA I =R HRI9l AT
& Al AxE ARARES] 2ARES flel AE Zelold, dAE sk, A"
AR Azl disl SR - AS AAsISIT e A3aE p (.001 9] el A
omlEisint. gl ok 22313 A3h= (Table 6)°0 #IAJ8H
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Table 6. Experimental Treatment Manipulation Check Independent Sample t - Test Results

Division Group n Average Standard Deviation t
Perceived Positive 556 4.95 2.1 4955
framing Negative 566 5.57 2.11 )
. Low-construal level 553 6.26 175
Perceived construal (how) 7261
level High-construal level 559 705 186
(why)
Perceived Near 564 5.58 2.15 5299
Temporal distance Far 548 6.27 2.21 '
"o (001,

SAAAR DA, APAAA, A dol=e] AEnks dukgl 247 905, 1943, 912
2 2R AR =2 Ao Yt Al tid AR & 7hed) shuto] A

A% ks duge] mobdA] At FAVE 9he 4 glovt 4] A%k dige] .905

FEARNL FAMSIY] a9l R AEE 24 Ayl 5 1Ol (R D, (2, (&

& Aolr] Sl tht FgFFEo) aldEL A HAIE S Sl ErFssrar B
e AARHAAEA), APIA, 34 Bel=E ggles At Sl fevldt
&S vA SAlE Srkle] FARIoI FAE sllof TRl g SHRRIe] ol FE
i SR (MANCOVA) &

AN A, Al SR B FEERI] WA= @] Slo] BAIMoR frefnlehAl ettt &



Table 7. Effect of Control Variable on Benefit Perception, Policy support

Control variable | Dependent variable | Wilks' Lambda F Eta? Observation power
benefit perception 1.000 170 .000 .070
Usual tendency - =~
policy support F=.244 N .000 .063
) benefit perception 0.999 407 .000 .098
Prior knowledge - _
policy support F =533 213 .000 .075
Contextual benefit perception 0.996 4.542 .004 .567
involvement policy support F=2.331 1514 .001 233

3 o] ATRGe uAAe] melo]d £, S 4F, AR Azizte] ouiXug 4
Aol thgt o}54191214, R A=) WA= F3E vetske Aol oleld HAolA] tha
2 FRAA (MANCOVA) £ A3IE}. (Table 80 S@elel sefol 43, 34

& 1, AR Agizto] eluAgt g 2] gk o] 59131, A Ao wlA]e= FEa,
o]9] 2 Ak9) A}z ke Falo} vy odake A= Anl= gk}

Table 8 Verification of Influence on Benefit Perception, Policy Support by Variable Type

Independent variable | Dependent variable | Wilks' Lambda F Eta? Observation power
Frarming (4) benefit perception 0.740 138.324" 112 1.000
raming g s
policy support F=193.283 371.759 252 1.000
benefit perception 0.855 97.523" .081 1.000
Construal level (B) - _
policy support F=93.543 163.454 129 1.000
, benefit perception 0.913 70.232" .060 1.000
Temporal distance (C) - _
policy support F=52.140 78.582 .067 1.000
. benefit perception 0.927 304717 .027 1.000
(A) * (B) - _
policy support F=43576 84.097 071 1.000
. benefit perception 0.922 53.168" .046 1.000
(A) * (O) - _
policy support F = 46.365 77.599 .066 1.000
X benefit perception 0.882 114.210" .094 1.000
(B) * (O - _
policy support F=73.927 96.477 .081 1.000
benefit perception 68.288" .058 1.000
W*®°© , 098
policy support F=42.686 52.961 .046 1.000

** p (.001.

CHAE FheA e Al Aajelln thisk EAgkow EAE 432 Hrkgh(Wilk's
Rambda)ell w2 mix#]e] Zelo] 3 (F(1, 1101) = 193.283, p< .001), aiA<=
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F(F(1, 1101) = 93.543, p < .001), AR AZIZHF(1, 1101) = 52.140, p < .001)¢]
T B AR Fefudtt. oAt adrs o]y 3 it 3ol A=
Z&(F(1, 1101) = 43.576, p < .001), =&l F32 A7 Agjze] AJs28(F(,
1101) = 46.365. p € .001), i< F&2 A4 Azl d=2R6(F(1, 1101) =
73.927, p € .001) 8] B3} Fefmgnt. Zelold 9, siiae 19, ARM Al Alele]
2 S AR (F(L, 1101) = 42.686, p< .001) e SAMoE Fon|g 2 o& Vet
FER Aol gk Sahicle] s FolleAlr gl v Ao vjof
et 1 A}, - oo Avks A oR X ot ¥ AAHOR He
aate] 277 AR AE] 6 olde® A ekt i dellM A4
& flal SAH R Fefvlgt Ao ERIE WSS S oR AR &3t S Alddta &

FRAE sfefshnt

(o

(3) eITRAle] 7% At

7}, Ak gl va‘ PAEH vix]A]e] Zaolido] =842 o] 5915 A4
ARzl v|X= ofgk: (A7 1-1, 1-2)ol] thet 7= 2z}
A7 1-13} 12 % %E TR RS A ZElo]EoR AR uf FAH Zeoyo
2 AN S wETh el gk 8At0] o] SAIA T A AR ETL A JERR=HE &
AReHE Zolth (Table 8)o #lAlg tiz Zeo]y fdo] ol59IAIAN(F(1, 1101) =
138.324, p € .001), A= AA=(F(1, 1101) = 371.759, p € .001)°ll MA= &3t B4
Mo fena] A 2ot dg HelFith

(Table 9olr= 78 Zeflogx} Fg Zejo]gel] up o] 59114, 43 AA| =] 2}
O WU} LA dolny] f1a) Wt e} FFHARE AAFCh

(Table 9l W= 34 Zeo]d(M = 5.34, SD = 1.05)°l] :=Z3S w7} 34 e
o[Y(M = 4.47, SD = 1.78)0 =z wfol] H]al] =81 o]591914l0] =okom it
Ztol= 0.87(p € .001) 2 FAX O fefnfa] AP 1-12 A=t & A4 =¥
FA(M = 5.32, SD = 0.92)°] ==5& w7t 74 Zelo]y 73 (M = 4.07, SD = 1.64)
o =S wfel] njal] ~gate] A AR w7} E=okor statoli= 1.25(p { .001) 2 EAA
o0& fefugrt. S 1-2% AXE A

=

o

hn
o
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Table 9. Mean and Standard Deviation of Benefit Perception, Policy Support according to Framing

. Framing
Dependent variable — -
positive negative
benefit perception n=556/5.34 (1.05) n=1556/4.47 (1.78)
policy support n =556/5.32 (0.92) n=556/4.07 (1.64)

L. el 21k A%l 1%@&&3 HRIA)2) s o] gl oSSt
AR o] mIX|E dg: (QAREA 2-1, 2-2)el] v 735 7z}
A 2-13% 228 F H AATR HAXE a9l ]l oAl thow) 83} eI
T2 dwhy) 8oz 2GS o Al ok =82ke] oSN AAAA =} v
2 Yehb=rke A58 (Table 8)¢ll Aeld tiz sidas wdo] ISR (F(,
1101) = 97.523, p< .001), BAAAE(F(1, 1101) = 163.454, p < .001)°l WIX|&= J&F
o] Fefula] AT Aol7} Qs HolH

(Table 10>°l= mIA1A1€] howst why @0l whE o514, AAAA| =8 Aol Hrt
wrget setsl] flsl Wt FEHARE He A

Table 10, Mean and Standard Deviation of Benefit Perception, Policy Support according to Construal Leve/

) Construal level
Dependent variable
how why
benefit perception n=553/5.28 (1.16) n=1559/4.54(1.74)
policy support n=553/5.11(1.18) n=1559/4.29 (1.61)

(Table 10y° w2 AHEA] 2-13) #date] how (M = 5.28, SD = 1.16)&
AAE W7t why F8(M = 4.54, SD = 1.74)& AN S wfol] vjs] 5~821] o]5915114]
o] Ekom Hyratol= 0.74(p € .001) & FAIH O frefr|gict. A7-eAl 2-2¢1] AedatolA]
% how &M = 5.11, SD = 1.18)°ll =¥ w7} why -3 (M = 4.29, SD = 1.61)
of ;=5 wjol] nla) =8Ate] A AAw=7h E=3kom Hitxtol= 0.82(p  .001) = EAI4]
o fomgk

o}, oA Aol tiet . vikjRle] A7 Aelzto] 4x8le] olSsigalsst

AR o] m|X|E oJgk: (QATREA 3-1, 3-2)ol] thet 7= 7z}
AEA 3-19 3-21= AAZR WS 7R A ARde) | A Apks W) ws
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ANHE Aol gt 58x1e] 0591142 AAAA w7} T2 Yeh k=7 ke Fletehe
Zlolt}, (Table 8)5 MM WIAIx|9] Al7H Azjzhe] o] 591912 (F(1, 1101) = 70.232, p<(
.001), BAAAE(F(, 1101) = 78.582, p € .00D)el WA= E3p7h EAH 02 Fefns]
At Zfol7t 9= Ao YeRdT

(Table 11)ellA= 77k ARV Ajzdal | A7 Agjgiell w2 015913914, 43
AA| 0] ZpolE Wt PAAH 0 dolwy] 98] ke TrwAkE AT

(Table 11)°] WEW A7HEA 3-10M= 77k AR AR M = 5.22, SD =
1.24)& 27|55 g w7k W AIRH AZHM = 4.59, SD = 1.72)& 27|55 gk ufo]
nja] -g2ke] o]51Eele] w=ekor Hatatoli= 0.63(p ¢ .001) 2 FAX o= Feowlgich,
ATHEA 3201 ABIAME 7P AIZH ARTHM = 4.99, SD = 1.171) & =% &
w7} A A7 AgHM = 4.39, SD = 1.67)& *7%% §S wjol] Hlel] $=gx4e] 4= X
A =7} Eekor] Hitakoli= 0.60(p ¢ .001) = EAK SR Feojn|gc).

Table 11. Mean and Standard Deviation of Benefit Perception, Policy Support according to Temporal Distance

. Temporal distance
Dependent variable
near far
benefit perception n="564/5.22 (1.24) n="548/4.59 (1.72)
policy support n=1564/499 (1.17) n=548/4.39 (1.67)

AEQAT} AR o] w|X|= ok (AFTEA] 4-1, 4-2)el vt 75 Azt
ATEA 4-1, 4-25 Bl AT MARNE Zeloldx s G
3 AAE ) ARl tigh gAte] o] 5PUA T XA I} MR TEA ERR=A]
ZARBISAT) ol & o Zloly / §4 o] a9laliaE(how) / ARl
(why) Aole] A zkgo] FLHele] mA)i= F312 Yolwe= Aotk (Table 8)2 ¥ =
go] g3} s 1 Alele] szkgo] oS (F(, 1101) = 30.471, p < .001),
AAAAE(F(1, 1101) = 84.097, p € .001)el WA= TPt 2% fejnjgict, o1 A9
B} FAE o R BofFEr] Qe (Table 12)0] Bt ¥=A21S AHel3ick

ATEA 4-15 FES A4 Zelo]d elaiila=E(how) F8(M = 5.51, SD =
0.95)0l =Zg Agolx Fde] th2 Hulel] vjs] A tig) =& 015214 wlt) <

A BF SYuIEe) FasE 1ot oY 7Fsd AuehE 5 gk o] F el 7
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& o= £ mAlA] Eipt v EA1E Hotely] flaf dwlE Tk o U FEd)
(simple main effect) A4S B4 0= A83I3

1 AYE Zyoly F3S ThloR AuEd 27 ol (F(1, 1105) = 7.279, p <
.05) 3} F7g Zle](F(1, 1105) = 93.862, p < .001)°ll P& siiare] oJak Alol= &
T EAACE FoStt. Wit AolE 9| AT S Zejoldo] AXEE well= el
Ma(why) B aF9faiiaitthow) o] FIAAOl iz =5 al= Zlo] 059142 xol= 1)
7FE Zaelele Aol ER1EH) viaAE) s TR A Aol slelsiils
(how) F3(I(1, 1105) = 15.459, p < .001) 3 “d9lsiida<=(why) F3(F(1, 1105) =
120.398, p € .001)°l] MIX= Zejo]de] Eake= B frefuleh Zlom vt AAIAQ] s
2k gate} psl] 4 Zejold x how, 78 Zallo] x why<] Z3o] 27 Hite] 49 1, 2
915 A3 20 F Hol g4 EHo|yo] A oR A 7|3k Al ow FEE  gls Zlolth

Table 12 Mean and Standard Deviation of Benefit Perception, Policy Support according to Framing and Construal Level

. . Construal level
Dependent variable | Independent variable Sum N
how why
" n=273 n =283 5.34
, positive 5.51 (0.95) 5.19 (1.12) (1og) | o6
Framing
Benefit perception negative n =280 n=276 447 556
percep ¢ 5.05 (1.30) 3.89 (2.00) (1.78)
4.91
Sum 5.28 (1.16) 454 (1.74) (153) 112
ositive n=273 n =283 5.32 556
) P 5.44 (0.83) 5.21 (0.98) (0.900)
) Framing
Policy negative n =280 n=276 4.07 556
support ¢ 4.78 (1.36) 3.34 (1.58) (1.64)
4.69
Sum 5.11(1.18) 4.29 (1.61) (1.47) 1112

Al 425 AuRd S oy sielaiidar(how) FE(M = 5.44, SD =
0.83) AAFS we] Azt ko] A 0= =8 A AAwE vERllet. o] 22 2
e o] el dtkaL B 4= itk of 7)ol M e Wk AR 0%t FE I (simple
main effect) A3<L Bekd oz A&s] o= wigle] WX F17} o] XS ARG

I AE Yol 3 Fo® AuEd 3 o] (F(1, 1105) = 4.986, p €
.05)3 F7d azglo]d(F(1, 1105) = 191.313, p € .001)l] Wx|= Al Fas Afol=
B fomg 0% sjelgin), Wt 2lolE A S W) o Zeloldy shelsiiar

Oflfx e Ea B5 HAX| Z2jo|2lo] M X|X|=of Dlxl= e H#F 69



(why) e PiAAlel] FAlel] =)= Alo] A& AA=E gol=t] s es 71 Faolzt
= Ao] BRI & e S TR AR AdlMe sefeldrE(thow) 3
(F(1, 1105) = 39.862, p< .001)3} J9laidr==(why) +2(F(1, 1105) = 323.736, p
00Dl mAR= Zeflo]ge] gvh= B FAM SR from3ict. A AR A x|l )

N A5 Ag 539} Bl 4 Zelold < how, 24 Zelol x whyo] 3] el
91 1, 2918 A3l o= A0 Mo} 4 Zefolge] QJaelo] AR ¥ 2 Aow

FET 4 ek

Tao]a} sjriezo] AaAbe Gle 2 O QAo Auy] 9sle] Aeake 17
 (Figure 1)¥ (Figure 2)= Arslich

o591l Tk 2 (Figure Dollde= Zelo]d Fas FAO0= Hoks o o4
Zo]gd A, 74 Zeflo]yunt siAlae] tolol] mhE JEks @ Wi Aow vERit
o= 5 Zejolde] 4 Zeflo|ywr} o] o As] whEo® & ¢ Qlvk. HE Zeloy]
THo® B why #9¥e] F5Abe 1220 718717 o 5480 how #¥Y WHTH why
T w) Zeo]ye] Jekeo] o s A8et Aoz & 9k (Figure 1olA a4
Ho® W how Y 7%, ZHlo]d 3¢ Apolol] me Fake & W Hlow et
Stk e SaloR B g oo AoAkg o] Va7t v wAg A

o= vt
B A2t ek 1l (Figure 2)8 AESH Zo]de TA0E Hks u HA
g Zejo]dd 7, 4 ZelogET sjiie] Afolol] wE Faks © WAL Qltk. of=

s oz 74 Eﬂ]Ol%‘Oﬂ ujs) 24 Zelole] akeo] vl el WiEow e 4 9

ol

o it why {189 W 1T
I}, (Figure 204 S5 $8E F402 udl how #8245, Zelol 48] 2jo]
o mHE G 9 W OR ek, a4 S0 WA 1Y Zelolyste] 45

& 29=9] 7127 H A% Ao vl
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Figure 1. Interaction between framing and construal level types on benefit perception
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Figure 2. Interaction between framing and construal level types on policy support

nf. oARIZE 2 el] diet RS wx|Rle] ZeloR2} ARH ZziRte] 484t oS
AL} AR o] iR oFek: (ATEA] 5-1, 5-2)ell vigk 75 2t
ATEA 51, 520141 ARG vAAIE AAEIA SZeo)y 3t AR Zeiat Alel]
Z3HE A2 Geids B, Al tiF ol SR AHAA T MR T2 VR
= RIS, ofs 2 5 Zellold / 4 Zellod F3} 7RE ARM ARzt / W ARE
A AAezE Ao} gaAkgo) ofd Fate MAEAE Tietelel= 2otk (Table 8)0l4 &l
T e AR olge] dmkgol oSS (1, 1101) = 53.168, p ¢ .001), 43
AAE(F(L, 1101) = 77.599, p € .001)9] PIXE &2hs 257 fropmgich, Hoh 7412 &
A& §18ll (Table 13)1 s} EF0AE HT

ATEA 518 ARE 374 2o} 7Pk ARM A=RHM = 5.38, SD = 0.94)
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Table 13 Mean and Standard Deviation of Benefit Perception, Policy Support according to Framing and Temporal Distance

. . Temporal distance
Dependent variable Independent variable Sum N
near far
. n =283 n=273 5.34
, positive 5.38 (0.94) 5.31 (1.15) (1.08) 8%
Framing 281 n=275 447
, . . n= = .
Benefit Perception negative | 506 (146) | 387(18) | (178) | O
491
Sum 5.22 (1.24) 4.59 (1.72) (153) 1112
ositive n= 283 n=273 5.32 556
) b 5.32 (0.84) 5.32 (1.00) (0.92)
Framing
Policy negative n =281 n=275 4.07 556
support ¢ 4.65 (1.36) 3.47 (1.70) (1.64)
4.69
Sum 4.99 (1.17) 4.39 (1.67) (1.47) 1112
ATEA 525 AR A ZHog Tk AR A=RHM = 5.32, SD =
0.84)0l == AR} Heto] oA oR =2 B AA| g Yet). ]9} i e
AW TR O ® e FEY S B o= Aes HHQ1 7] of= wHRle]
AR E37} ] SAE AR
1 AYE EFoldS FA o Aluum A o] (F(1, 1105) = .005, p ) .05)°
HRI= AR ARzre] @3 Abole BAKCE fronlekA] egkar B o] (k(,
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1105) = 118.758, p € .001)¢] Z-Felrt ofi= T4 Zeo]gol :=zd Aelelds 77k Al
T Aeike Ashs Aol AR AA=E ol ] vha Fapol7|i= shARt 11 Ajol= v

T ks 2 gt AR Auiks SaleE AR Aajels Tk AR ARzt
(F(1, 1105) = 40.933, p < .001)¥} & AIRH AgjzH(F(1, 1105) = 291.074, p € .001)
off PAl= Zefolge] Bvks B frolvldih. o) Hate) A= S ol x 77k Al
A AR, 4 Zellold x W ARYS Az, B el x 7ke ARYE Al B
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Figure 3. Interaction between framing and temporal distance on benefit perception
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Figure 4, Interaction between framing and temporal distance on policy support
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glo] PRIt AZH Zejztel uhE Ao} SislE= lo® LERith
&= ool Tl Wil W AR Zelzite] 3e ke agd] 7er ke BT Ao
Uebdt). (Figure 3)ollM ARYA 7ejzke T4z Wil W ARYA 7j2j7d 739 Zelo]d
off k2 2pol7h Sthslel= Zo® AR B ARYY ARt SR BH R Zejo]y}
o) Ao akE e Ve 7F B AR Z0R LERIT
A XA el A5 1E (Figure 4)E =S ZeoldE T4
74 Zelo] g B, AR Aeiztell whE Apolrh Sohshint. o]y FAlow B
A Aete] deAke adze] 7127k Y A% Ao vesit) (Figure 4014 Al
FHE ARzt SAllA B W ARES ARzl A4S Zeflo]d Fell i Akol7t Sttt
£ ARK 7zt SAe & w7y Zeflolgute] AAkg agze] 71e7 17t ¥ w4k

4 Zelolyste] 4EAg 1o 187k Ao o etk

E
=
o
T 2
12
>

nf. olAIRSE g 28ol] vigk ZgAE R mR]R|e] il Rt ARKE Aelzte] 84l
oSS AR o] mIX|= dF: (A77HE 6-1, 6-2)el] thgk 75 722
A7 6-1, 6-29F = AT vAAE 7T ] how 732 7PRE AR
A2z} 3, why 82 T AR Azt @A AA e o Al it =812 ©]59]
AN AAAA LT A e Aolehs 7Pdo] SIREEAIE ZALBISI ol o9l
Aazzthow) / BSIsir(why) F83} 77k AREA 71213t / W AR 7A2l3E Ajeld]
Fezgo] of gIE MA=AIE doprels Zloltt. (Table 8)° Zﬂ/‘]ﬂ iz ol5e] 4%
ZRgo] o]S9EIAN(F(1, 1101) = 114.210, p < .001), AIAA=(F(1, 1101) =
96.477, p € .001)°l WA= g3 BT SAACE o)k Ao UrEb ot AdE Ht
TAE R WolF7] 913 Wt} FFHAR= (Table 1490 23
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Table 14. Mean and Standard Deviation of Benefit Perception, Policy Support according to Construal Levels
and Types of Temporal Distances

Dependent variable Independent variable Temporal distance Sum N
near far
n = 283 n =270 5.28
Construal | "OW 5.19 (1.19) 536112 | (11) | °°°
. . level n =281 n=1278 454
Benefit perception why 5.25 (1.28) 3.83 (1.86) a7 | %0
Sum 5.22 (1.24) 459 (1.72) (?'g;) 112
n =283 n =270 511
Construal | "W 5.08 (1.16) 5.14 (1.20) (1.18) 583
Policy level n =281 n=1278 4.29
support why 4.90 (1.19) 3670175 | (16 | 2P
Sum 4.99 (1.17) 4.39 (1.67) ﬁ'ig) 1112
A7 6-12 AR 3kl (how) ¥ W A7 AgHM = 5.36, SD =

1.12)9] =25 Agzeirte] Hwo] A dis] o = Ol%" Fel4S wolr) <
7 6-12 7145300} o Siilse] Fa 3} BAol A B folu]shA) a9isiilg=ol
TR T EaolaL 7k ARFA Al | AR ?ﬂ Aezret 237+ o 4
3 ZRIeHA o] & Al ol Hiolek. 7o) 7|z AL slelsiast 7k ARE
A Ajzte] o] Heshg gHE =RIvhs silarol2e] el AHelM e o=
Zoet. o]&4] uoM HERSe] Aels Gl Lalar njef7 A7} v SAIEE wAA
el 5700 whe A7 Zlolehs siAe] 7Fsd Zlofet. vhet it AlolE AuET o= <l
Ao 9JoId how G837} 7PHe A7H Arj7ke- 2 x 2 8l A Wm)e] oJek @)= B
oL 9lef sjAlaEolRol T TY 54 Alole] Aet el ghs] of s e A
& 23] WAl e ofd Ao Uehdtt of7ledE gl gk 0w o
T} S Ales] 7 SERQl 7R o] Hele] wialA] &} T X5 FARIT
1 ARE S SaoE AuEE slefElileE F(F(1, 1105) = 2.180, p )

05)el HIAI= AlREA Asizte] ¥ Aol mefnlehA] e Ao LERtaL Adelelie
(F(1, 1105) = 145.735, p  .001)¢] 79wt ARFA] Aejzte] gafelo] femjget. o)
Hate] zfolet g AW uT slefeliia=re] A W, of7] mlA= AR ARzl e
frefmaiA] A | AR ARy} A9ES A9E A GAE A o SHEiE
o] FaFolM 27t gFeo] AW aelaiilaal 7k AR Aelzte] 23H o 2 &
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o M= 77k AR ARFHE(L, 1105) = 323, p ) .05)°ll A= siilare] k=
offabA] 8 Z10% vhERtal W AIRE ARRHF(L, 1105) = 165.374, p  .001)¢ll WA
= eae] Bt Fenid Ao® yelsitt ol Adelelr] o] A= sefeliltaE x
HARE AR, e x TPk AR ARRE, sl x 7ke AR e
2 At < | AREE ARzt eolSivk. olof whdsiA Al om skt AR
72zt Alole] dmakgo] refnlshAl U 2w AREA ZEiite] ske, B delei it
Uhke Wl el ek 2ol Apol7k A4 A Y VBl vhio s 2T,
A7 625 AEsH s9laiidaE(how) 2 W ARFA A=IRHM = 5.14, SD =
1.20)0] AXFE wle] Aztolzl Hdo] iAo w2 A XA =S vehlint. web o
T7HE 6-2= 71 ok ol S5R1AelA e} o] W AREA Feizte] shefaiiEt whit
S W e B A SEAPIEA w2 AREE B Aol S 7Hde] 714
AL seEole] el Aaks ARk W Zloltk. o514 8] Fgfollaef e

3ol b5 Aolek. A st B i) oIS 4w how FE} e

ARV AR 2 % 2 2ol WAe] 45AE TS LRkl Qo] il Ee] 4
A3 5 54 Aol A3 ZAE S5 HJM?] A ohd 7102 ¥tk | M
QW IR O G T3 14 ek o AR

7 ANE S AR ARy a9l (F(1, 1105) = 317, p ) .05)°l
nAE A ARgte] 9FE Aols frovlaiA] tar AARlEME(F(L, 1105) =
117.150, p € .001)¢] Z-Fellk A7H Azjzte] daFdo] FAX R Fom|gtt. ol& 3
o] ztole} 7 A EH o]SIMMAH sl9lsiAER W AR Ariziate] Aol s
A8 G A Eo Rt 7R Al Aejzte] e o] 2GS wis)
T 94 @de] DolsS & itk wIxA AR ARk S oR AR Aol
TR MRV AZHE(L, 1105) = 2.495, p ) .05)l WA aidlere] aaki= frolvst
A ekskar W AREA A2lZHF(L, 1105) = 164.672, p € .001)9l mxl= siig=re] Fapgt
frefmlgick. o] AefellA] ite] A7)% sRelEiAa=E x W AR AR, si9lsiAaE x 7F
7RE AR AR, AIsAGE x 7k AR ARIRE, AAIEi e < AR ARzt
o|odr). o]o} IS MAH oZ s AR ARt Alele] AdaAtgo] fromlst
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A R e T AR ARiglo] B9, = SIS WS ) B A v
A Fale] ol HAH P 2 Az 70 oz Fee
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Figure 5. Interaction between construal level and temporal distance on benefit perception
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Figure 6. Interaction between construal level and temporal distance on policy support

oj591AIM el #ek 12l (Figure 5)E BW sMFwS SHOE BS Wl why &
HY 5 how FERL A7 AR f3ell we o7t Sistsha vk & AT
B ARYE Aeizdate] deakg adze] 7le e AT 2leE etk (Figure
5yolldd ARHe Aglzke Ao® ml W AR AR 734, *H*d%%ﬂ upE o]k S
sfete Ao AN T ARM Atk SH0R B why F8ve] 4eahE ez 7)
717 A% Ao veRlth
A Aol Bk T (Figure 6)& HESH TS SHOZ Bk o oA
why 8L 75, ARK] 72l whe ztol7} Shiskehis o= vehitt. E aiaE S
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Zpol7k Sthststar itk B AIRH Azt $40E & vf why rE#e] AeAkE 1efze] 7]
=717h B 948 Ao JeRdth

ol¢} 3| (Figure 5)¢t (Figure 6)0lA= 27 aidlaol @9 a4l Al tha
Al how &3 ® ARH 7ejzte] vhts wf 8Ate] o4 Rkgo] 71 A v ZloR
LR Tt

A, oMARIR1EE 8ol Tiigk A, wikIAe] Zallol), A, AR¥ Aeizt Sl
8719 o 5SRRIAE APAIA Sl miXe gk (A 7-1, 7-2)ol] Tk 7% 7
QA 7-1, 7-20} DSl AAFR WA PRk elo], sPisE, A A
7 Aole] 234 A2 s AR B A2 gk 58] ofSsldelst 43 A}
N B UERFEAS 2ARIRI, o) Al SRIle) 4 4 hgo) ofm @%— A
A% sdoluss Zold. A% AnE W o5e) 4kl Ao oSFIA (A1, 1101)
= 68.288, p € .001), AHXA=(F(1, 1101) = 52.961, p < .001)°l v|X= 3= &
oz folnle A0w Uehlel (Table 8)el = A} 4els) o). Ase FAROw 1
of57] 913} (Table 15), (Table 16)°ll s} EEAAE AN,

Table 15. Mean and Standard Deviation of Benefit Perception according to Framing, Construal Level and
Temporal Distance

Construal level

how why
Depgndent Independent variable - - Sum N
variable Temporal distance Temporal distance
near far near far
| n=139 | n=134 | n=144 | n=139
positive | 5 45(0.94) | 5.56(0.96) | 5.31(0.94) | 5.06(1.27) | 234 | g6
framing (1.05)
: 5.57 (0.95) 5.19 (1.12)
) Framing
Benefit ) n=144 n=136 n=137 n=139
perception negative | 494(1.35) | 5.17(1.23) | 5.19(1.55) | 2.60(1.51) | 447 | 5sg
framing (1.78)
5.05 (1.30) 3.89 (2.00)
Sum 5.28 (1.16) 4.54 (1.74) 4.91 1112
’ ’ ’ ’ (1.53)
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Table 16. Mean and Standard Deviation of Policy Support according to Framing, Construal level, and Temporal Distance

Construal level

how wh
Depgndent Independent variable - y, Sum N
variable Temporal distance Temporal distance
near far near fart
. n=139 n=134 n =144 n=139
positive | 5 35(0.88) | 5.53(0.77) | 5.29(0.80) | 5.12(1.14) | 232 | 5gg
framing (0.92)
) 5.44 (0.83) 5.21 (0.98)
) Framing
Policy ) n=144 n=136 n=137 n=139
support negative | 4.80(1.32) | 4.76(1.41) | 4.48(1.38) | 2.210.74) | 447 | 5gg
framing (1.78)
4.78 (1.36) 3.34 (1.58)
4.69
Sum 5.11 (1.18) 4.29 (1.61) (1.47) 1112

(Table 15)3} (Table 16)& @A 0% B Al ST Akl Aoakg-2 34 2o
o153-5}9] S (how)-H A1 Akt 276 01—?&*4(]\4 = 5.56. SD =
AAAE(M = 5.53, SD = 0.77)& =ol=t] 7MY 4% S-S vHeS & + itk ol¢h
P A ek golxE o AE Aol MAR Sl | AR ARgte] &
T ARMEZE A FAR] wiEd Ao® Hi= sjio] shseit) of= S E dudiRe] S
FolEe] HEAR] Aol Bloj Aoltk, A7 WA AR i) St s aliA
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G2 485 AR HHEA] el 23} SelE e otk B el A%
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A& o g Atk o]& wFo] B B AqtellA aefaidata) 7k AR A
Fe AT} ehs] Flgitiar W)= ofelE SHo] itk ool telM: skl
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Figure 7. Three-way interaction of framing, construal level, and temporal distance on benefit perception
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Figure 8 Three-way interaction of framing, construal level, and temporal distance on policy support
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Table 17. Verification of Influence on Benefit Perception, Policy Support by Variable Type(including Control Variable)

Independent variable | Dependent variable | Wilks' Lambda F Eta? Observation power

Framing(A) benefit perception 0.734 | 142.354 0.115 1.000

policy support F=198.294 380.161 0.258 1.000

Construal level(B) benefit perception 0.852 | 102.240 0.085 1.000

policy support F=95.147 163.298 0.014 1.000

Temporal distance(C) benefit perception 0910 72.719 0.062 1.000

policy support F=53.871 80.419 0.068 1.000

Political orientation(D) benefit perception 0.993 6.820 ~ 0.006 0.742

policy support F=3.632 2.920 0.003 0.400

D@ benefit perception 0929 30.828 0.027 1.000

policy support F=42.115 80.489 0.068 1.000

AQ) benefit perception 0923 53.010 0.046 1.000

policy support F=45.788 75.791 0.065 1.000

(WD) benefit perception 0.987 12.461 0.011 0.941

policy support F=6.931 6.581 0.000 0.727

B0 benefit perception 0883 | 111.412 0.092 1.000

policy support F="724T] 94.286 0.079 1.000

®*D) benefit perception 0.998 1.301 0.001 0.207

policy support F=1.110 0.152 0.000 0.068

©*D) benefit perception 1.000 0.255 0.000 0.080

policy support F=.4 0.131 0.000 0.065

A B benefit perception 0927 68.403 0.059 1.000

policy support F = 43.056 53.430 0.046 1.000

(A*B)*(D) benefit perception 0.999 0.005 0.000 0.051

policy support F = .80b 1.255 0.001 0.201

(A (C)*(D) benefit perception ()_.999 1.375 0.001 0.216

policy support F=.749 0.662 0.001 0.129

®*0)*D) benefit perception 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.050

policy support F=.175 0.292 0.000 0.084

v benefit perception 0.996 4.937 0.004 0.603

RACAAC policy support F=2.466 0.871 0.001 0.154
(.05 "p.01, Tp.001.
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Table 18 Mean and Standard Deviation of Benefit Perception, Policy Support according to Framing and
Political Orientation

Political orientation
Depgndent Independent variable - - Sum N
variable conservative progressive
" n=29% n =262 5.34
positive 5.14 (1.11) 5.58 (0.93) (1.05) 586
) Framing
Benefit negative n =304 n =252 4.47 556
perception & 457 (1.76) 4.36 (1.81) (1.78)
Sum 4.85 (1.50) 4.98 (1.56) 4.91 1112
) ' ‘ ’ (1.63)
ositive n =294 n =262 5.32 556
P 5.20 (0.98) 5.47 (0.83) (0.92)
) Framing
Policy negative n =304 n =252 4.07 556
support & 4.16 (1.69) 3.95 (1.58) (1.64)
4.69
Sum 4.67 (1.48) 4.72 (1.46) (1.47) 1112
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