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This study investigates the risk-focused informal reasoning modes of 41 sixth-graders from two distinct
contexts concerning nuclear power policy in South Korea. Drawing on existing literature that highlights
the influence of personal relevance and prior experiences on individuals’ risk perception and reasoning
regarding risk-focused issues, the informal reasoning modes of two groups of students were analyzed
and compared. The study contrasted students from Pohang, who reside near nuclear power plants and
have experienced earthquakes, with students from Seoul, serving as a comparative group. Three reasoning
modes were identified: risk-focused, economic-focused, and science-and-technology-focused, with the risk-
focused mode predominating in both groups. However, notable differences were observed within the
risk-focused mode between the two groups. The Pohang students were more inclined to doubt the safety
of nuclear power plants and express negative emotions compared to the Seoul students. These findings

suggest that the Pohang students’ heightened risk perception of nuclear power generation reflects their
earthquake experiences and geographical proximity to nuclear power plants. Finally, the study discusses
the impact of personal relevance and prior experiences on informal reasoning and proposes strategies
to manage emotions in socio-scientific issues classes.
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Figure 1. Data collection procedure
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