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ABSTRACT It is very important to secure hydrogen acceptability to achieve the hydrogen economy. This study empirically analyzed

the factors affecting acceptance by using the results of a questionnaire administered to residents of Jeonju-Wanju Hydrogen
Demonstration City. The results indicated that the safety of hydrogen infrastructure and local industry and economic growth positively
affected acceptance. In particular, local industry and economic growth were more effective in improving resident acceptance. As
policy factors, support for government policies and disclosure of information on projects were also positive factors. As perceptual
factors, the higher interest in hydrogen and less safety concerns positively affected acceptability. Therefore, as far as hydrogen safety
is concerned, it seems necessary to support local industry development to improve acceptability, disclose information related to

industrial development, and introduce targeted experience programs.

Key words Hydrogen economy(5=4~ 7 A), Acceptability(5=-84)), Jeonju-Wanju demonstration City(H 3=-2+3 =2 A E A))
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Table 1, Data definitions

Variable Variable description
Acceptl Pros of residential hydrogen infrastructure=1,
(Y1) Cons=0 (Below average respondent group)
When safety is secured, Pros of residential
Accept2 .
hydrogen infrastructure =1, Cons=0
(Y2)
(Below average respondent group)
If it is positive for local industry and
Accept3 economic growth, Pros of residential
(Y3) hydrogen infrastructure=1, Cons=0
(Below average respondent group)
Attenti
&nl)lon Degree of Attention in hydrogen (5point)
Uselntent Degree of intent to use hydrogen
(X2) infrastructure (5point)
Safetycon
(Xg) Degree of Hydrogen safety concerns (5point)
Policysupp Degree of Government hydrogen economy
(X4) policy support (5point)
Policyrecon Awareness of local government’s hydrogen
(X5) policy (5point)
Poli
© 1((}:276(;))pen Necessity of information disclosure (5point)
Length of Hydrogen infrastructure
Length . . .
(X7) (Walking=1, 5 minutes by car=2, 10 minutes
by car=3, over 20 minutes by car=4)
sex (X8) Male = 1, Female = 2
age (X9) 20°s=1, 30’s=2, 40’s=3, 50’s=4, over 60=5
Less than high school=1, Bachelor=2
du (X10 ’ ’
edu (X10) Master’s and Doctorate=3
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2 Q10 AN BARYE o] -85 Tt 4
Variable Overall Accept1=1 | Acceptli=0 | T—value 6 e Oﬂ }\1 X} /\}Q—Elh X/l :HE _4' (logit regression)
Attention 3.34 3.56 3.02 wE © sl (.71 24 HARAL TEwATL 0 13} 2
Uselntent | 381 4,00 3.55 S = =0 e ol =
Safetycon | 3.33 3.08 3.67 . o] o|&(binary)Q 7-¢ Aguso] AFES AYsl=
Policysupp | 3.66 3.91 3.32 s o] f-asit}, Yie iHA SEARS] AFA] ol 24l zet
Policyrecon 3.27 3.08 3.54 HAE Az g3t 2H4, ditjol Xit Ea)d @9l A=A g
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Length 2.36 2,51 2.80 o ol i @ 3Herror term)olT}
sex 1.51 1,51 1.51
age 3.47 3.37 3.61
edu 1.93 1.94 191 Y, =pX te; @
# P (0.1, #P (0,05, ***P (0,01
Table 3. Correlation analysis
Variable Acceptl Aﬁt(t;n L{Zﬂtn Sg;en Z?J;g I:;)(l:igr;]/ Zc;g:: Length sex age edu
Acceptl 1
Attention 273 1
Uselntent | 257** 4267 1
Safetycon | — 375%% | — 463%* | — 328%* 1
Policysupp | .375%% | _463** | 398%* |—1000%* 1
Policyrecon | —, 259%% | — 332%* | — 202%* | 737** | — 737%* 1
Policyopen | .190%* 185%* 1817 —. 321%* J321FE | — Q74 1
Length —.162%% | — 122% | — 376%** J129% —.122% .099% —.080 1
sex .005 —.259%%* —.031 077 -=.077 .062 =.077 .035 1
age —.082 .193%* —.045 .043 —.043 .079 —.168%* (169%% | — o5TH* 1
edu .020 ATTEE 173%* —.046 .046 —.036 194+ -.075 —.226%% | — 309** 1
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Fig. 1. summary of acceptance data
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Table 4. Result of logit analysis (Accept1)

Variable Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4
Attention 0,62%%* 0,35%*
Uselntent 0, 31%* 0.17
Safetycon -0.13 —0,28%
Policysupp 1,18%%* 1,01%%*
Policyrecon 0.15 0.17
Policyopen 0,23 0.28%

Length —0,35%¥% | —0,30%* -0.18 —0.20

sex -0.03 0.10 0.07 0.09
age —0.09 —0.06 —0,22%% -0.,14
edu 0.27 —-0.08 —0.30* —-0.26

# P (0.1, **P (0,05, ***P (0,01
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Table 5. Result of logit analysis (Accept2)

Variable Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4
Attention 0.67**%* 0.37%*
Uselntent 0.13 -0.07
Safetycon -0.18 —0.43
Policysupp 1,06%** 1,00%*%
Policyrecon -0.08 -0.03
Policyopen 0, 47%%* 0,59%**

Length —0,45%#% | —0 38%** | 0, 32%* —0,36%*

sex 0.26 0.50%* 0,42% 0.50*
age —0,20%* —-0.16% | —0,33*** | -0 23**
edu -0.18 0.16 —-0,04 0.04

# P (0.1, #P (0,05, ***P (0,01
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Table 7. Comparison of analysis results

Variable Accepti Accept2 Accept3 Total
Attention ek T e Strong
support

Uselntent + - _
Safetycon —* _ ek Support
i : Strong

Policysupp kK kR PR

support

Policyrecon + - —

; ok " St

Policyopen +¥ ok R rong
support
Length - S g Support
sex + +7% +7% Support
age — sk e Support

edu - + +

Variable Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4
Attention 0, 51%*%* 0,37%*
Uselntent 0, 48%%#%* -0.07
Safetycon 0.11 —(0,43%**
Policysupp 1, 31k 1,00%%%
Policyrecon 0.20 -0.03
Policyopen 1, 29%** 0, 59%**

Length —0,59%#* | —0 60*** | —0 38%* | —0 36%*

sex 0.02 0.21 0,14 0.50%*
age -0.14 —0,06 —0,24%% | —0,23%*
edu 0.46%* 0.43* 0.26 0.04

# P (0.1, #¥P (0,05, ***P (0,01

* P (0.1, ¥¥P (0,05, **¥P (0,01
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