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The Politicization of Science
The Main and Interaction Effects of Frame, Inoculation, and Emotion on Message
Evaluation, Emotional Attitude and Policy Support

Soyoung Kim*

Doctoral Student, Department of Media and Communication, Sungkyunkwan University
Heejo Keum**
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The politicization of science can weaken the influence of facts or a consensus of experts, and cause
the public to reject reliable scientific evidence. Recent studies suggest that widespread publicizing of a
scientific consensus may in fact undermine public acceptance of the consensus. However, only a few
studies have directly examined whether the public can accept, and maintain over the long term,
scientific perspectives without being swayed by politics. To address this issue, we explored how
individuals process information on the science of fine dust pollution, a subject characterized by a high
level of public interest and strong and distinct attitudes. We predicted that participants exposed to
information on the issue in a political context would consider the information less valid than would
those exposed exclusively to scientifically framed information. Additionally, we tested the inoculation
theory, which states that a short warning message can counteract the effects of political persuasion.
We proposed that political frames carrying inoculation messages are perceived to be less accurate,
whereas scientific frames are perceived to be more accurate and valid. Our study addressed the
moderating role of emotions on framing. To explore how the political framing of a scientific issue
affects evaluation of accuracy and validity, affective attitudes, and policy support, 118 college
students were exposed to fine dust messages in political and scientific frames. We also explored the
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moderating roles of inoculation and emotions by utilizing a 2 (political/scientific frame) x 2 (presence
or absence of inoculation message) x 2 (state of treated emotion: anger vs. concern) experimental
design. The results showed that political frames can induce positive emotional attitudes and policy
support, and lower the perceived accuracy and validity of messages compared with scientific frames.
As for interactions, when a warning inoculation message on the side effects of fine dust issues was
supplied to participants, no significant difference in the effectiveness of the political or scientific
frames was present in assessing content accuracy. However, if participants were not exposed to an
inoculation message in advance, messages with a scientific frame were considered more accurate
than those with a political frame. When it comes to explaining support for fine dust—related policies,
the interaction between frames and emotions was significant, although the difference between
frames was not significant for individuals dealing with anger. Individuals who were being treated for
anxiety showed a high level of policy support when faced with political frames rather than scientific
frames.

Keywords: science communication, politicization, inoculation theory, emotion
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1. 2A MP|

T ARFUAC)A BolM AAK 0 SxfEe] & ilE Ba1 e T4 F shrt Felolsr
o] Zg=]gle} 21 F2kgol #et tig-oltiBolsen & Druckman, 2015, 2018; Druckman, &
Lupia, 2017: Scheufele, 2014). T3t 78} 7% o7} ARg] Al -2 wisle] SHlos
R} B A5 Al AR, wtjolel] BErlE Ze9le #SiapEe] W] 24e]
FoiA)7] "k ARRIES] HaelE Fal AL9wwA das= So] wr, ojzigl o)
Alo] Sl w2 53] 7151g) olgre} il HeirbEe] A ATRE diFE dvkEo] ¢t
=] o37]ell A2 olsizArE Y=WA FHdo] Y5skEo] AlsA T F3 AR A
AHYR = S AP R Eoltvan der Linden, Leiserowitz, & Rosenthal,
2017). A dle]x9] 2010 Z=lellA] 715wsle] 4l71st o] Al EAlstar 71 glgle] 91
Tl A ke el #3HAe] F2)7t ool ont ARIEe] ol & Fpgellx hfehs g
o] PAHHA A, FRH o= HAHHQl JS wHthal 43Itk Bolsen, Druckman,
& Cook, 2014). 53] ml=re] W92 A=) o7 UX|H Fiol| o= A= Folsllo
U &3l ZollM= 713 Wy} AAsh=Rlel tia] 3¢ o]t Hamilton, 2011: Kahan,
2016). ol2fgt ZalrlAle] A4 Al7] o} F AFHACNA sHAelA o]l tigh witioje] ]
Zeshr} ofugh EakE Aol ol At JEH 0= oo k.

715 Wg) Qo FdAt WE A%, v HIZEEA], A& s ouAY olir T AL
Aoz o] FFuar Lot 1 93 gay) BIMAg AJgola G4 =Ao R oojA]
ek AIRIES] 59 o] o9zl 497} BrHBolsen et al., 2014). @A) =

SAIE 28 Tl el BEAR), VAR So) 4 Mow M2 @S

=

=
\j
77

r

g 4 9
ot i) oJ3lE RSP She QUL B 5 U A0 JEn AT § Aol
1

(<
LAt Gol AYIEI YA, AR T the Goo] SharEe] o 91 olg Bush st
9= € opltk(Scheufele, 2014). B} F371%2) ARIA JgE vl =17] ] o

oV 4% Qle] Auoz JAS Y] YEI thEA w=ols) S Ea oleo] B4
0 ARE A4S BET el vk webd SRS vitlele] sk Zelele gk
81 Wi AR}t 1%5 243} @efslo] @78 Wert gk sk 93t 7

ofat w HAAE AIRIS] Yol oA siAetar Hoksoli=Alel Bl A7t Hd AL

i&
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o} ofujgh grAje] et Ble P8-S FieskeAlell s o7 AAAR] 'tk
ol&sle] I grdo] =,

W7 olre] AA|Sle] Tl 7152 & A7) (framing) o 9] FH3lellx] oJGA] A
o] MAAIE Hrkelal # H=E ddsheA EAH R B 4 Qi) VIS e
gx|skel Ze|}lo] oA 4~8Ake] 3} ol ofafel aiAfel W3S mAl=A(Bolsen et al.,
2014), HE WXAIZE BRIk Zegle] FEks o9 dtshl sk=Al HH(Bolsen &
Druckman, 2015: van der Linden et al., 2017)87] AJ&SIAEE, 1 2gollA] 7 714
o] Q47} oA s 285 sheAloll #ell Aust H A7 ok Al el 71 dAllA
WPl ofr BAIste] B4 GE SY 5 Sl Wkko® ARl =EAFERN A WAAITE A
A gAY oz el NS o+ AdrkaL darste] o) tigh WS fieshs S AIjksI]
PATHBolsen & Druckman, 2015), Z#| A2} 1] da284] gaol| thelixd= oj&sk=
ARk o AAA A7 desitt 9HA, wste] Ax|st seo]del] #et 7|E A A =
ol 23S sl AMA 8A) oRA 2 AEhe sheAlel] Bei e sheA] ofalzt g
[op}, Ze|Yda) A o] ekl delirs Helrls 2o tE e olsreellA o] A
S 9cH(Nabi, 2003; Weeks, 2015).

A 2 A9 98} ogy, 53] nAHAol] ek A Ze9le] Ealrt 5E wAA|¢
AR o} 8AE 7HAAL e Aol wet o RA GeileA] EAA 0 'eelalat
gtk SAelxd= THR1S] BAA AR QA1 famkg SesHA AR e} oAabATg #Ad
238 g = o] B4 Ytk (Marcus, Neuman, & MacKuen, 2000; Nabi,
2003: Park, 2014). PARA] ofgrel Bedahi] ARIE Alole]l Ao Atol= AARE o= 4
Leo] AR e 5 A ML SR ek webk olegh AlTES] AL A8 Zejle]
G o QA AT ARgsto] wAA] mAR]el] thigk 371t o) A Bi=E @/dsH] skl
= ekt gt 71 Al AR s E v 584 A olA R AR AR 3gel o
27 s mRl= o= YERRL(Bodenhausen, Sheppard, & Kramer, 1994: Lerner
& Tiedens, 2006), ol2lgk 4ol #}8} ofgre] A% Ze|¢] WetolM e vpehh=A] A54
o2 Ags & 77} Sl

olefgk A 7ML, B A= 2(ZHI)x2(HF MAA P k2 vs. AA)
o] A9 Rl R Mk SNt 245 vhe et Ze|ola AA|skE Zeglow ol
W] ofgrol] FAgt AY ZAES AX w19 ek AR 7Rkl A

FSES
SR vs. A7) ol weh maA] 7o g Bl B A RRIA] @A Fpo] oA detA|

=

=]
HE

3L AR %

A
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A ATH o= ATslarA) gk of2ig A7E Fal Akt T el vl ARlEe] B2
o] =& Il ofpell tiet JuAfeiel solage SFaletar o2t A ool 7]ofs}
A g

2. 0|2& =9

1) IfEl71E Olwe| HRIH =it
tirkare] AES #87e olgrell Hal AR AR A3 E7]1Hr 28] ez’ v
tols B3l HahA ok wehr w8t AfuAleld B o2 g4 3olA] nitie] & 317]
(framing) ] F& 93 = gl FAolciBauer, Allum, & Miller, 2007: Nishet &
Scheufele, 2009). T|tjolol|A] Tl o|rE HEsh= Wol] sl A or Hsh] 9
A= XA ZYQlS A os weld o) girh URbA O thE ofqre] Bo} s
Atz wHole] B mARIZE gk ZEQnks Afeelks 9= A9l (e AAH(Chong &
Druckman, 2011), #87|& =% ersm Ao} FANT S S YA - =
B3 GAA osdAl Zedde] of Fzi== 497 84 Brk(Bolsen et al., 2014). A8k
W7 e TS ARl whet 28] FRIA Aldd) olsiAlE ARk Aoty AE A
o= 9183l &S dlarshs F18o] oS = AUt Goldberg, 2012; Pielke, 2007).

el olgre] A4 zeQlslel el E53 ==m(Bolsen & Druckman, 2015)
& A 7] ES ARt A, AAA e AlEe] w8 oAU (consensus)
o] EZAE ol frimetal BEAS TR, 74, A A 5 AP g
Uhe 214 7o)l 24 stk A, A4 ZefloAnt AR glo] AgA)Qlel] =gk A] &
a1 ol Wk Ak AWl Zo tlokslt) Al sl AR el Wk g QA BaEkalsl
o] Tt gRA sZeqlel] thall stakae] el BARE 38 71 ol wr|olellA
Bo] tholA|aL vekAlA o m WA Fefd, BRA A7 e He A Aol 1
o sjeto] x| TS A Yshs W= AlRIEo] of @A HrAEslar 1 3golA
ojuf gt Zap7} vrehh=Alel| thaf ©8 =] sk Zlo] SheA o= T Tagh wAlolth

7120) wpek gejejA] Zel(Miller, 1983, 2004l webd A2 AA7L =841

o] ofaie} 5ol Fasithar FERA H A7l wE del7)e A gk A5
APE A oA Eshs Ae® YeRithBolsen et al., 2014; Druckman & Bolsen,
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2011). 2AZ AT FAld] i A7t AA7F 9w 3-8 vgre] gelxlEo] oA Ux|sh
Ao] gl AR 1 71zl oI AA|9k AE At moAls Aow vERith A
BAE A7t At e TAR AlgEE 7] YAt FEARES] AR AR ke
=elhar F43cHKruglanski & Stroebe, 2005). 2719] ¢l8o] A5AS woli= A
Sapse] ofs] whHaA o= Sk Miller, 1998 OKeefe, 2002). M=z #3l7]%
3 8RS wbtelu QIAE H%OI E A, Pl oIk Aetakee] dAd 9
s AN 44 a5 85 tk(Polasky, Carpenter, Folke, & Keeler, 2011:
Weisenfeld & Ott, 2011). £} 1@7te] SI5H AWES 1 A7l tigh e
482 ¢ 317 "FrH(Bolsen et al., 2014).

AR BeRbEe] AUA 2A7F deleke BRIske Zedle] HeiAH Ak &
ShdAdo] oL At ow weh 7] A AFE Ho-us Aol nitjele] =
A7) 715-& N9 ¥ Lol 54 Hue] 484 (applicability) & 771, Batsla
t2H4Ql ARRK(Scheufele & Tewkbury, 2006) ¢4 553 ARE vhalst qist Hlo[gf7} -
%3 7-5(Entman, 1993) 71 Ze|le] g3t v Zshdnt. 7S el w= e
olsell gk mltjoje] Hx|skel Ze|]lo] 1 ofgrol] thk pelA ZAZF ARARIA, AlEld 4= 9l
T Al thigk AEe] Wk BebdEhA| vEEaL whEbA 1 7l tigk Aot HAs
g 2#]81A ek Bolsen et al., 2014; Dietz, 2013). $132x(Weeks, 2015)% WAA] g3}

Alx A A2 (belief accuracy)ehs 71 183zt wAAel |11 vi8e] ARl

é'é

AR} AR wjo]] o ARdelgtar Hrkehch= Aot} $h) #ldjg]i(Han & Federico,
2018)& Ak Wigtol|x] s 2|} 714 2] BAIE Bl $5 welo= ye-s

Aupt 213 wlslthal W=rke gk, 25 Zedll] weEww Aple] #e) dAlekE Ul
SR 2123 whsltar Wrlsb] wiiel] ] uigell digh Al v ket 4 ok A3
e 2l Aple] Aldnt UX|Sh= U8 opujet vie] W8-S o] 3 4 Qi 1
I} 71 A L ] AR 2E| g g7k 7FsAde] 9l

ek v FAle] AUl g i Ayl #e] 7Ex](value) k=
AP (fact) $1F= o]FoiA & o] ARdo|th(Dietz, 2013). v} #sl7|s A8 2 27|
ofitel] g A} ATIES] oli= ARRT} 7ol ofs] ke W= A9t wt wek
A7E ARk A4 ZeQlst HW e ARl ARH TS AAshe Wk R
oA PWAAS s Frhs ol 2 @k HejE]=(2018) Al A5A Ze|9lo] A9le]

o]
715 740l 23 5714 FE(motivated reasoning) ¥ 57 Aok Y510

o

7
o
o
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B R 5
AR HiRtell ] A4 |9l fAkeHA| 7IAlE dEeke aeld A9, 2elar ek
g} vl AV SAE ek =44 Ze|§le] 2zt dolgh FEle] S WALE fr
Egiths 21 71 el Bl At Domke, Shah, & Wackman, 1998: Shah, Domke,
& Wackman, 1996). 7Hx|oF ¥kl zej9lo] Folxls v ohbAg ol viEAre A=t
(non—compensatory strategy)<, 12]a =24 Zde BA4E HeH(compensatory
strategy)& fri=ohs A0 LRt of714 HlEgY mde] 7ide ex A akEe] %‘ﬂo]
How Azkshs ARl 771l 23s A He FEE oniditt oArA7 gl
A o5 T oY tijFES] A 7S arefsi daks vil7|wrks 2 Y] 8 7t
Agelt ToEE Fehtt. )4 Zejlo] RlRAE Ak w27 ke olf o =494
7EEe] i91e] Aokl WAisHAl Aol ¢17] wizoltk(Shah et al., 1996). 1@} H3}
8 IR TS THR1] Alofe} ZEstAl AAlEle] i) wiEell 7RIS IAFES] 27|}
Sl HE BE 7RIRG Fued < Qs el Slvk vHH, oabA o] B e
& oo 7Ejell A58l | HE o] 714 71es atelsks THZ) 7| Bdolv), A 7=
Telgdolut GElEmbE Q18] Aotet Zlo] Fhwo] SlA] ei7] wiiel] =4 Zedks HES
W ARFES off] 7)ol didoR aEshs WAE MR 2] FHehhke sloltt
(Domke et al., 1998: Shah et al., 1996).
Skl F=0Jgk 71 Aol ZAsH, #eh QS gk RIS MAA Ulgo] AR
W AIEEE = rkekal op AR S s AA1A TS Fig Aol AlgE #8H &
AE A AL Ao AAA Ahde] 2 wo] i BieE P46t A o oAb

& @rar A58 4 Slvk H SellA] =3 wlell 27sle] vt 2 At 7RI} A

4
H

03T 7K 1-1: oMIZX| ofvol| el ERA ZafIUS Tt THRISE DSt ZaIRIS FRt VRIS
2ot oA RIe] AltdE S| et Ao,
oI 71 1-2: oMIEX| ofrol| el HxH Z2fiig Het JHelS2 nfst =l et THeIS

2} oA R|e] AR|=E S| EY st Ziolc,

o7 2A 1-1: oMX| Of57ol| CHEH HAA B0 QA0{ MX|A maiiint nfst =ai|l0| of:gH|
Cj2 &112 Hol=y}?
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o3 ZH| 1-2: OIMIZX] Ofsvol| CHEH & XIXjol| 101 Fx|A Zafiint nfet Z2qlo] ofEH|
CIE S Hof=l

2) 15t Ol7re| XIN Zef|oyl CHet HE Sat

ol A =013t Fgfolere] A et 1 kgl el FefkE) Alsle] -7k ARt
o 9Al thd-2k A ARHRN Rk A= of wERE Fedelrt. o] = Qle) FeAHE A
A el dell thSsto] H@Aolar ARl o] 25 ARIEIA AleE 4 Sl el &
8 54 A7t Pesttha F4skar Atk Dietz, 2013: Nature, 2010). 71 th&4<be] 3}
Uz Sirkee] wake Za B e 2 Zlo] AR xeele] Fkgel] e Ak A

N
)
ﬁ;
£l
30,
=

(warning) & &3 <& (inoculation) 2] ?@J’J—% A= Zo|tBolsen & druckman,
2015). AlRlEo] x4 S Halr] Aol # olqrell el H8hA A}t AL A7) A

A= EAfsk o]Ae] AAA olellAlR 1) =2 < vkl wlE] Aasks HE wAAel
EEA slo] F2kgol tigske WhHoltHEagly & Chaiken, 1993). il HE wWAAIE
gl A A7 2= whekal sk Zeglo] =t slojeks AR Bt FA R
o] A4 e Q)& Hafriete 1 7744 ko] Haskd = ok
o]213t Wt FHFo|=(inoculation theory)& 348} olfre] x4 Zzj|dol| that 73

a7k o MiAYES Sl 1 52 HAskE 4 A diehat] w88 £ AT

'

(McGuire & Papageorgis, 1961). H%E o2& o8] dila} fAlek Y82 o8l 4~8x7}
HARE Holare a2 Qe A5sA] @ar Aefdoz Ak vies S sk glrk

—

(Pfau & Burgoon, 1988). @zjo]o}(McGuire, 1964)+= F=t¥H4(gemrfree environment
of 1 AlFES AWl =& E A4 134 ¥ AlRFERT O Z]”ﬂ A o Aok e
o, 214 Zeelell tigh FE WA Swskar ] deelld =i 52 519 AR ot
AR E g 82 L 5% 3l Foket 7hsAde] =tk ARUAol Bgell HE
A= Aol 82 S AA S ] ofshA| = Al slo] Al Wol7lee A
=ohaL ool A A5 wAx|e] S Wioks ) A ASEA ear Agke 5= A st
T Welt), JE Axe A Wk S 23 sk e, SIS -8Rk Aldel] vt
Hlshs WAl w=EA7]AL, 259 Aol AsE & dtke Zte Aarstel(McGuire &
Papageorgis, 1961, 1962) 715 Alde] Asl @2 ks A& vie] ek whess
Zolt(Pfau, 1995). ol&gh f13ell 7HRlo] ofn] 7HA|aL Sl AdS: Askehe W8-S %ﬂi

AVt Flo] Wk Ao AEo] Z1E e A F Y TAH A%} A

_11':1

O

=
E
é
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AlgsH(Pfau et al., 1997).

F:t Bl By =2ul(2015), HF HIE fdls} F5 SRS (van der Linden et al.,
2017)0] 3} ofre] A4 Ze el ¥ Gap Ael] HFolE2 A8 AL SskaL
St} 71593} o] i 1 1le] AR AAETR= Algke] d9fell Slvk= eixkee]
718 8APE tolEols AAolA A4 sl Rl TRt e At e sle= u
ERgTHvan der Linden et al., 2017). %] Zz[9lo] njt]jole] fo] vehtar 1= <13
2] sk ARdo] sf=islo] ALelA] Gkt Aol vk dkS AR ¢ Jlrhs 2t Al
RISo] Xshd sekEe] st o g er ded ¢ glvks Ae it a4

2
g
715 Wsh} nAA ol o] 912 sjel} St AN ofia 1Al Helat o]

N
ES
iy
I
%0,
i
N
N
re
-1
i
o\
s
S
)
=
=
)
XN,
o
2
r o)
=
o
[
il
m
o
N
=

o,
o
o
Jk
i,
ol

T UZ AR dSET dolA =0l 27l we} vt 22 Ay ATEAIE AA
it

o7 71 2-1: oMIEX| ofsrel Fx[Elol| Chet TS MRS &et THIS2 FokK| 22 7iels
Srt oKl AREES S| ket ot
oI J1d 2-2: Fxflol| Chet 20 HE oMRIS Zfet 7HRIER TsIX| 42 7RISR BARIe|

LR[S S| E i Zolet,

OITEM 2-1: DMK ZYHAKMY, A2|m)of TS Fx|/nfet Zafilo| ke TS oA
70!l w2t oA =R==r 17

OITEN| 2-2: DMEIR| Ofr T FAA EHOl| Cgh Fx|/nfst Zafilo] Jeke HE tAX|
70l et OfEA| =R==TF?

OITEA| 2-3: OMITX| O e A X|X[of| CHsH FR|/nfst Zafllo] k2 HE tMK

7ol et of | =E=k=r 1

1fst ofsre| Fx| Zaiiio] tAX| Zrt MM BT, FA X[X|of oixl= g 73



3) mZut M| MSEE
ShollA] =ol3iite] 71 At Al ZRkslo], o] ofrell thgk A4 el o4
Ak ARIEE Zeelell Hlsh 8RS0l L AR AR WA kAR M o RE T
7oA REeE Ao g 7dE 4= lrk. ek A vARIE B3l R1A Zedle] FAA e
gt o TS & = Qlr). 2o 8Ake] AA(emotion) = MM Ze9le] oeg &
S U277 AR M ML s WA of MR dAviElo] oA
o= Js Fak= AlERE Flo] 71 W AellA] BsiAth(Valentino, Hutchings,
Banks, & Davis, 2008). 7]$- ¥3}, w4 WA 5 #8124 o]grol] Felir] AR, 37
At & oWt s el uhe} Afare] Zlojet AAJsh= s AF, AA So] gekd 5
AT}, xS Aol whet o] debAlE ol the EFe] A (discrete emotions)
2 o] QIS Fsh] wiEo|tF (Goodall, Slater, & Myers, 2013, p. 376). %
Aol] #gE 718 TR AR AR ARl ARE EEld Sl Lol ARAEE &

.

o TR QA HEks AEehA| ke 98-S shal 748ItHBodenhausen et al., 1994;

Forgas, 1989: Lerner & Tiedens, 2006: Mackie & Worth, 1989: Schwarz, 1990).
53] A Zdefell whek 7iQlo] A[dstar #41419] ARAEE tlap|® ot Hop | sh= 7
o] 2Jtk(Bodenhausen et al., 1994).

ARAZS A AT SAA, FAe] e R O A S B 2] A
£ vt K= (Druckman & McDermott, 2008; Lerner & Keltner, 2000; Nabi,
2003: Tiedens & Linton, 2001) 41 AJEl7F o Alglslofof slar tidst 572] 74o]
ﬂ:rLEMOP gtk gt 59] 744 A Tt o® FHEEe] vE o] ArAeE

Frieshs FEls Ei(anger) ¢ 278 (anxiety) o]t FAIA 0=, = B4 AA Foll 7FE
SeAo AR AElela, AL AR Bl wE 7HdoltHGoodall et al.,
2013). BMA A5 o]Z(Affective Intelligence Theory, Marcus, Neuman, & MacKuen,
20002 “g41e] frdel whe} xpdstel AgrAde] S Fiedtial ARKET] e 7191

71&E Aldell ZASH fieskal 244 M2 AR 9 s o 49k ks
27 ARRES AR A ejell A ET O] dieskal A|HskA] exor s3jo] B AR
& ohz slo= YepithLerner & Tiedens, 2006: Tiedens & Linton, 2001). ¥Hd, 7]
el Agxe IPARQl BAell & eEstar o zlo] Sl ARARE shl vt EabHeld
(Lerner & Tiedens, 2006: Tiedens & Linton, 2001). oJ&gt wWgol|x FA44 HME 7}

A ARJNEL Tl ofspell $lo] A4 Zel|dell ¥ whasiar 272 AME 7kl Z-5ll=

@;
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Shsforst Bekgte] W QlaL Zpple] 71zl 7RG 2ol Ak ] wiiel] Al 21 AR A
o] E717} ¢S 7FsAdo] Bt HEBA(Festinger, 1954) HE3F B3k AbAd| disf of F
27 wolekies: sk s okl gk im«] AN s AdsH st 878 24

Alghe A8k slo] RIFA 9 e Al RUElshaL e 28-S 919 AsS ot
Al K Druckman & McDermott, 2008; Marcus et al., 2000). WFHoll, ¥ 122 7}t
4% A= Q8] ARl wEd) F55 wjshl st W 7] AlmgkE nigste] 94|
A A ke Apale] st 7] 71kl @ 4= dtk(Berkowitz & Harmon-Jones,
2004; MacKuen et al., 2005).

7§R1e] gat= AR ARl Slo] QIAA L)t FE Ak A8E FthGoodall et al.,
2013). W¥](Nabi, 2003)+= 1] =2l AA7E 7AQIES] Hgigell A Zefd A= 21&5}
of R Aje]e} s 5l 9]/‘}@]301] G v g Aok T EAAoR Ty &t
o} s g9 Jaks Aye) AlRRE Ae =2july} W2 (Druckman & McDermott,
2008)<] ?i??ﬂc’]‘ﬂr 5 Bl AgellA] AiQ1e] et fste] Ajoh Zejoly 4
< A7, A4 e Zud 29E st sl S AE Shehs 0% Vel

ARAE gellA, 7H‘ﬂ«] AXet Hake mixAe] Zeglo] FAkE-S o AgAfe] Frell
2} 1 e akge] Fept gtk As & o ok e 555(Goodall et al., 2013)
7iR1] A delel] wet Q1A% el depdvhs 2 gt 55 el A3t s
ek A, e Qe gk v Ze9ls EAdstATIa A AR]A Q9ke aEsHA
She 210 VRt ol2fgk Wefellx, AdrAe]el] thek A ] Gk ofRAl Zelsl B viA|

A& Hopoll whet StiskE o il S4E T
Aol AR o] B gdskE = Qlar 23] o Weld i Sl Aotk

o] AME 7R AREES TR AR BTR= 2Rlo] 7HAaL Qi 7RI Adh78 )

A3 ol siMeke Aael 4al7] whzell(Valentino et al., 2008), olsi5Aolut )4
AxkETR= 714 Zohs XA Zedell o jk&E 7Fs/do] Ak Eo] A
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Al et =zl wAAel J11 ARl HEsb s of ARt AR Zeldel sidehs
|

A3 =oe AR AR B2 A B, R ARl tie Zeldel avke A 3

]
7F 24 4= Qlrfar of5sh thast 22 AFEAIE AXISIT

oI ZAl 3-1: oAIX] Zjol| Chst TR|/nfet ZajiRlo] SEke 7HRlo| TAA 2letol| tiat
OfSEH| ===h=r 17

o7 2Hl 3-2: oMIZIR| of 2 FAYH ENTof CHE TR|/nfst ZajRlo| ek AAlE TM
2Efol| et ofEA| =E== 17

o7 2| 3-3: OAMIRIX| ofr 2k T X|Xfol| CHEt FX|/niet ZajiRlo] Fak AMAlE EA

LElol| tiet OfEA| =R==TF?

obA AAe 1 7Hde) ATEALE Bslr] 918l 2019 6€ HiSES dbde R A o
S zesioict. Al st & 123%9] s 5 s Aol Hold 1187 (AT
75.4%, ‘oMY 24.6%) 9] -&o] Aol AREEICE. AlelE 5He] AR Al 7]
FoshA] ekar el FHste] WAel kA edolt). A7) QIFEAISHA e i
% 21.684], AT 75.4%, FHAY 24.6% Hrh. SHEAR] shAe 28hA(37.92%), 3%hd
(35.34%), 431d(26.72%)°] =1 BE7, AT 7H8 A5 552 Fir 3.78(SD =
1.70, Max = 6.00, Min = 1.00) 2% JERITH® = 400-4997H1 @ = 500-599%+¢).
A7k A2 Qe Hirdo® S FwAola AAA oli(M = 5.91, SD = 1.55)1
TR ARSI o]5H(M = 6.75, SD = 1.62)°l o tha o 1A 0% EpdrHD = mihg- 1

A~ O = oS- 7).

A YRS (el AR vs. 39 x 2(3F WAL E vs. 81e) x 2084

vs. A7) & 227 HAAH(Figure 1) 35). ¥ AR vAlaAel] tigh dishdse] ods &
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= Floleka 2h3lo] 172) A7 el sl sfeleh Raheg skt 4F WEE 87}

2] z200 A9 WAET. ASE 71 A A A AAE Slal TARAE B
gle ) Al RE AN 38 A A9 Agel el Ak 5% o] ulge

g o A
oS ek, 3¢ 3 gs} | sted s 2eRe A V1 Aol W Ao 12

Pl 2= 23t 5 F7RESelA ARe] A dEiE Harsi

R
i)
O
mi
L%
>
feicc)
mlo

4@ 94 29 %, FEAAL 9 ol W PSS TR okl el 2
A7 seolo] AL S 4 qlrk WR7b} Hashe ESEIE Y9 iAAE BP,
7§ (A B0 B9h S TR T WS o). 1 AR gl 20l g
WS A3 A gle] vl pgs el (43 e sjopol 3l vlAeA) ol wel
2 MRS AT WSS TN 1ol S FF Bl A thl 7K} Hoz Hoh & 5
GlomE TPLE S8 45T 22 ohl] Wekth e Zelelo] 3 VA Bl 2
HEE 91e APHES B vAIAe] APIn Rl Brhsta B ol i A41e) 4
A B, Al A2 dis Ao oizhe ANk Aol SHelgich

. Inoculation : !
Emotion treatment Frame manipulation
o treatment o Post-test
(2 conditions) " (2 conditions)
(2 conditions)
Group 1: ED . ) ED Group 1: political ED
Group 1: inoculation
anger . frame Measurements of
. Group 2: . o .
Group 2: . . Group 2: criterion variables
no inoculation N
concern scientific frame

Figure 1. Experimental procedure

3) & X=5= ME
o AL WA HE ARE sl v ASEE A=, od ARE nARAIE AR
HAE 7V Qe AdAsie] ot ofde] AgAA sro R sf miAA] B gt
7} gaksan s A7) ajAEef of o] djerEttal Aarshs e et ks
o] AAlE g vl=har 2 g Qs Al ESE v|=E aste] AlFsisiet. of7lel=
g @xpel ARKERE ofe} tigo] gl Jleel, YESL | Vi, T1Eja FokeE e T
& vAIeE 7 sEetal sl AAZE Zepel el AAH AL 9 EIEk

T B Y] ASE AR e mAeA] AR A 5 skl Qlerde-ot

ool
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Az, 7} e me ‘Aollzs B
72 AR A Zelel Zolk A @A) B B sl A ol

[e]
st gl oll] Q5% Ae] AR ekl A S B

A AR 7S S ol Wrkehs eIk WY oFel I Qle- Addell tiR

Aol B12J249) Aok Tlstel, olol thek st Al chel Sele EAsic. =4,
A EEE] 7 4P thEsks QS ok SwE AYF o) AHgsks 5 HolE o
FEoRA A5 B 4] 4TS 2] B2 Tele] WPATES AN,

wh, 3} 32e9) 7ol ofolgel iRk Q15 QA SIgom, 713t al ol
HIE AR7HES] Q1379 A% g 4 L R oo sl A1 Zelel A
o) Flh Ul 71 b Q13 A Bl nAMA Az gero ] Fsie
53] BolFoirk Sl T AR Q59 Bl 71 el AT ghom,
71%9] B ol PlARAE E 8 Aol B 5 glvka Fapl k. £o=, 9
75 g wslo] VA A St 1A Amst ARl ulge] Aaslehs 713l
SJia 3 @ A o= Basieks U0z vvel sk

ul

(1) wrRe] A4 7

o] 23 2 B mAAIE A9k -8AFE0 ”ﬂ"]x]g] AV RS o= AR W7}
A SAS flell $1922(2015) &) Aol AR 2 Fdsto] Aol AXE 71k
& QA5 uoR ] 7o) AR Eaks skl 104 Hm(1 = e gesiA Bt 10 =
g A} ) 2 S A4SFAIHM = 6.80, SD = 1.46, Cronbach’s ¢ = .74). th&2] 7|A}
g 84 270l il ekt ARdoletal HrketeAE S73itk whdellA el 7
S ERIE 5 AU, Fo] 7P 22 el FAFSI, mARAE Fo7]dl 1F

°

9180 ol 2 oflito] Sof7bet vAEA A7
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(2) wAIR2] A== 7}

AF % Q1A FERe 9192+(2015), gHt HElE]F(2018) 9] AE v R

I} Edg o] o] A A1 Sl Q187-0] s de ERIE = ISITE dare] 7 ]
Z21E QI3 BRI, MAHAIE Fol7]dl I Ve A ke
¢ AR 918l vid 2 dlrto] So7ARE rlAEA] Azt gEsiME dA] ot Adai A
A 3 IE 108 A= = W] sk &k, 10 = - ERgeit) gl HakAl Sl
CHM = 6.49, SD = 1.34, Cronbach’s ¢ = .68).

(3) BAA Hl=
Aol 7R B 7P 2o ek AR w ZIARE ¢ F 7IAIM Al E

mAAA] o2} geask 2Rle] Mg A 25A] el (0 = i vdelck, 100 = Wi

so|Holtt) &I SIUTHM = 46.75, SD = 18.18). 74 2LAE &Y 15, o4
of et oL} HlTRS =AE 4= Q)= X HE ololalr} —’EE, T3 a2 (Tyengar, Sood,

& Lelkes, 2012), ¥k} #el]2]5(2018) ] AgtollA] o] 8%]lar tiA= T divdell oigk 2+

3 ZA3

(4) 42 A)A

AR ] =4 3R 38-4(2013) 3 1|22 29t a8l1 1) 2~(Mischaud, Carlisle,
& Smith, 2009)7} AR FE-E Fharsie] AEAE 7ol 23R R AA] ofre}
sle] g7 7S S Fdshs 2l ARl tiste] 104 H=(1 = 8] 137
ett, 10 = vl k) & dnp ARjel=A] diste] Z7gsIitHM = 5.545, SD = 1.766).

1) &8 Mx| 2at &0l
A 7P ZAlE ATl S A AA7E AR E9=A] Elleh] flel 24 2AIE
o WA, A (e vs. A7) AR szt uiet femlRt AfolE Holi=A] 53] flsh
7PN Ereoh ¥HE ook A7t BEE dolE 104 H=(1 = He] 234 &, 10
= v 23T & Hapl alirh. SHEER i8S AAR At Bt = 2.26, p € .05)

DYt ofsrel Zx| Zafelo] oAK| T, MM EhE, B xR0 olxis %8 79



A2t = -2.39, p < .05) 7Fg Jefell whzt frolgh 2fols Hla, Eu-gh 42| )]
AE S st Bd dojol disf o] FefdrhEe A 7k M = 4.90: 24
A F7EE M = 3.83). ¥, AR} ke dolof disiie vhoie] sfelo] vERgrh(E s
AR 7R M = 3.4T: 278 AX 7k M = 4.47). 84 38l X 24ddize] 831
g Holtha e ¢ glrk ok HE AA| Aol wgt AolE Helex] HFEh 8 =
HEE -14S AT 1 A3 HE AR gigk JrlE HE AX] 5l [LPE} 2l
g zfolE HAAaU(t = 5.39, p < .01), FE AAE B2 HHM = 6.47)0] ¥4 &k ot
(M = 5.09)Xr} HAA7F 424 i o] B3 ks Aol B Fojgih. AX)/#8t =
gloJo] frolu]et 2ol HoleA] Bdk HYFEE t-14S 3 At el w49
o] o7l gk 14] o Zpolel o] Fejgh ZfolE RYE|( = 3.51, p(.01), AR =&
ol == ¥ HAHM = 6.54)] At Zedel] == JHM = 5.43) 2ot el gA4

A

29wl b2 o 1t sk

_4

l‘

ro

2) MAIXIS] Atald, AlZ|= EIL0)| CHEH St
AT -1, 12, 271, 22, 1AL A 21, 3-19] HAKe) Al A Q14
o gk g=l/zskzeql, A& vIAA 7, AARIE BA dEfe] 5 &3 3 AsAhe-s Ase)
71 Sl AR (ANOVA) & A8 EAHEA oM WA S5 wglom Xﬂ’\]ﬂ AR €]
AP 71 ALS A T((Table 1) 22). AR)/78 Zajola) A% Walx|e] 45 25
A JEE 5 HleR XFRIL FU1A 02 Al 7HA] A ARE(two-way interaction)S &
A HrRle) sEekh: Tl dxEAA], ZAldxAAAA], JEARRBMAA. A 7] S
018 5 13k Ao A (three-way) = E88171 Flovt 713} QAo E3hA] ek
SAH o Fofwg AvE sk SElA A siellME Allslsl
AT7HE 1-1 A wAA] AR 37l ohel] AR/ 2eqle] FEvks frelshll Y
ERgom(F = 1558, p (.01, ¥4 77 = .12), A Zeld& He /Il(M = 6.32, SD =
1.26)- 23t ZE| QS Ao /MI(M = 7.31, SD = 1.49) Br} vjAA]e] ARIAS v 37}
She 2S &  UATE A 7R 118 AR 7P 2-19F AE JF vAA FE
Hﬁiﬁﬂﬂ o= 8 FeleA] RHE = 257, p = .11, & 77 = .02). 2 3¢
& 7PdollA 5gt A} YRJsk= Bgs BTk nAA] olre] Agx|slel #sf Haehs
T AAIE AR At ARJMM = 6.58, SD = 1.28)2 HalA] &2 7II(M = 7.01, SD
= 1.60) ¥} vrAe] ARES Yl Brkehe S & 9 it wEbe A 218

W

g

4
-

0

!
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AR o2 A AAEA] AT, HHS FARBH el = 28 g
A 2-1 ¥ A}e!*é 7ol digh A=)/ ZelQla} HE wAA ] ke Ea

(F=3.27, p{.10, ¥ 7* =.03)& SAHCR A frelvlsh] 2kAqt sjajet vhapct
((Figure 2) #2). Ao wiAld=] ol AR]slel sl sk HE HAAE H3 2 3
TS 11 % 7] Zelo] of"E miAR|e] AR 71l Qlef Aol HolA] ek
(A =) M = 6.35, SD = 1.03; @t Zel3): M = 6.84, SD = 1.49). b 3% )
ARE ARl HehA] 3 7R A Ze9] Wt #3) el e A9 AR
APAAE A FARICHAA Zaldd: M = 6.29, SD = 1.49; 348t Zeld: M = 7.73,
SD = 1.38). xl/#3} e} JE vIAA] 7] e A8-S & o Wds] #Eab] Sl
o] 2x2 Al Z}7ke) atolE wluwsls YPMERTAS T AABIACHE = 7.32, p=.001). &
AERRA 0] 2}o]7} o] T1F il LR A191A] ARFEA(LSD) S A8 Z:i# g mAA
S W) ko e} e Qlnk ek S A ZHS ek YA aEell vis) fejvlekAl

AR ] AV A S7kshe Alom VERGTHCX| A9/ AE T 2Ete] 2be] = 1.39,
p € .001: BAZAY/HLT 1530] 2fo] = 1.4, p € .001: _,Jrﬁl—_Lg]O]/ i 25
2fo] = 89, p{ .05).

Table 1. The Effects of Political/Scientific Frames, Inoculation, and Emotional Treatment on Individuals’
Accuracy Evaluation

df F n? p

Political/scientific frames 1.00 15.68** 12 .00
Inoculation message(Y/N) 1.00 2574 .02 1
Treated emotional state 1.00 .00 .00 1.00
Political/scientific frames x
inoculation message(Y/N) 1.00 3.27% 03 07
Political/scientific frames x

Accuracy | treated emotional state 1.00 73 01 40
Inoculation message(Y/N) x 100 3.00¢ 03 08
treated emotional state
Political/scientific frames x
inoculation message(Y/N) x 1.00 .00 .00 98
treated emotional state

Error 110.00

#p (.10, *p .05, *p {01
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Figure 2. The political/scientific frames and inoculation message in accuracy perception

A7Md 1-2, 2-2, AFHEAl 2-1, 3-12 AT 18l 71 vAA AE= 7k $5
HRlo® 919} 2 SR e Ae-S T3k waikiAls AT (Table 2) #x). A
T7Pd 1-2 $siA ARl G7tell sl BA)/#3) ele] FaIE FAK R fronshA
UERHTHF = 15.35, p< .01, 35 77 = .12). JJrff AA(M = 6.95, SD = 1.44)9l =
% 9 7% 42 ZJ(M = 6.06, SD = 1.10)°l] =% @ 7% wr} virx] o] A= it
=k wep] A 1-2% AREACE A7 2-29F deiE AF® Frlel glo] HE
AR o] FE k= BAA Q2= 8| FrefnlskAl AR, siA1E et HelS RGITH(E =
3.38, p( .10, ¥ 7 = .03). "AHA] olqF x| Z9le] Aol gl Aashs HE v
AAE Ao HWHM = 5.94, SD = 1.01)2 5k 22 AeHM = 6.18, SD = 1.18)Hr}

mAA 9] NS v 7tsle] A7 2-2004 dlEEk At Axjsh= sfElo] vkt 1
2luf AFHEA| 2-13F 2-30l4] AATEE et HE mARI(F = .53, n.s.), ZHlde} Ax]€
AM(F = .33, n.s.) Aol daatg avh= BAA R fenjshA] aotct Zejle] el
e 3 Aol 2 aapt AR Btk ehs vEA Uehks 1S Basioitt. AT
Alel] AAEAE AR 22| 7ol 9lo] HEWAIA] el AXE AA el kg
& BAH R FefnlshAl YeRdTHEF = 7.08, p< .01).

ol
iy
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Table 2. The Effects of Political/Scientific Frames, Inoculation, and Emotional Treatment on Individuals’
Validity Evaluation

df F n? p
Political/scientific frames 1.00 16.35™* 12 .00
Inoculation message(Y/N) 1.00 3.38t .03 .07
Treated emotional state 1.00 .07 .00 .19
Political/scientific frames x
inoculation message(Y/N) 1.00 53 01 47
Political/scientific frames x
Validity | treated emotional state 1.00 33 00 56
Inoculation message(Y/N) x 100 7 08" 06 01
treated emotional state
Political/scientific frames x
inoculation message(Y/N) x 1.00 13 .00 72
treated emotional state
Error 110.00

“p<.10, "p (.05, "p(.01

3) EMA EH=0f CHet St

ATEA 171, 2-2, 325 FTotaal kA J(ANOVA)% 2SI Table 3) =), &
ZHEAeA T o R mAA] oAl BTk 2P 2EAE ARE] S A S
AREFAL, SlellA] AAIGH T2 EAREA I EdeHAl Al /Aot Zeldat HE vAAe] f A

A8 A RS 59 WOL0R TRl 1 Ajo]e] JEAE WSS ek
ATA 1-1 2 VA o) Bs a1 el ol gA)/ae Zelele] &
s EAR 0 fellalAl LERITHF = 5.81, p( 05, F2 of = 02). B4 ZAE 3

ek KM = 50.75, SD = 18,62)2 28} =2 A (M = 42.46, SD = 16.83)
B} vAA] olqpel pgh miAA| S olEsdell 9l A< & WAL ofof vt
3 A Eimel]l thdh HE viaAe] Fadhs MR %9]”]3}%] LJTHE = 1.60,
n.s.). A77HdoIt FAR A= AR AAE AT Ade7E AR el tiek
AA Bl MRl G v Sl le® Uesit (e M = 49.66, SD = 16.83; 7
4t M = 43.93, SD = 18.74). A7~tA| 2-2¢} sl Ze|la} 1 viaA] o] dske &
FHF = .05, n.s.), 22jaL SAREA] 3-29F e Tt AMAA|e] ke ZIHF =
14, n.s)= SAHCE Fen|siA] G vk

)0 A3l 7ok

pud

1%
o
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Table 3. The Effects of Political/Scientific Frames, Inoculation, and Emotional Treatment on Individuals’
Affective Attitudes

df F n? p
Political/scientific frames 1.00 5.81* .05 .02
Inoculation message(Y/N) 1.00 1.60 .02 .21
Treated emotional state 1.00 2.78% .03 .10
Political/scientific frames x
inoculation message(Y/N) 1.00 05 00 82
Affective Political/sciehtific frames x 100 14 00 71
attitudes | treated emotional state
Inoculation message(Y/N) x 100 05 00 83
treated emotional state
Political/scientific frames x
inoculation message(Y/N) x 1.00 .15 .00 .70
treated emotional state
Error 110.00
#p (.10, *p (.05

4) N X|Xoj Chet 2ot

ATREA| 129} 2-3, 3-32 HTskarat oA AT EAREA(ANOVA)S 22 S3iclat
QLo slo] E£ASItH(Table 4
Hx). A7EA 1-1 ddahA mARA] ol A= XAl diel] 3]/ Aet Zelle] TRk
AR ZE ZSHA frelehAl ek, eliAe nhek o] Fake BAITHE = 2.90, p <

FeAE-S kAL viAA Rl tigk AAE

3@

10, F 77 = .03). AA ZdS HE AHI(M = 6.30, SD = 1.75) 78} Ze|dS #
& 7)A(M = 5.67, SD = 2.15) 1k AAE Aol dis) o Ak A4S & 5 ek, A
2 27 tigk 4E vAAS] fHEF = .00, n.s.). 9k Ax" G AEI(F = 10, n.s.).<]

TFRIR= EAMCE frefnlshA] %2 0w et

ATEA 2-3 T A A Aol] gk x|/ 8) Zeolat FEHAAY] A ARE Bl
EAMCRE feulekA] FUTHE = .18, n.s.). WHH, AGHZA| 3-304] AASE Ax]/28)
Ao AXE A e GRe/AA) o Ak Brks FARCE Fon|gh 2o e
(F =483, p{.05 F& " =.04). 2= 44 = HX5 g 750 o= 42
A 2ol thal Ax]/ 28} segle] &t xfol7b A edkorH(7gA] =e9l: M = 5.97, SD =
1.92; 2t =9l M = 6.15, SD = 2.01), 2% %A ez Ax|% 75l Ze ol w
o} A A2 9] o]l A dEpe 2 & F UATHAA = M = 6.63, SD =

1.50: 8t =Zeel: M = 5.23, SD = 2.21) (Figure 3) =), AR A el Sl=
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Table 4. The Effects of Political/Scientific Frames, Inoculation, and Emotional Treatment on Individuals’
Policy Support

df F n? p
Political/scientific frames 1.00 2.90# .03 .09
Inoculation message(Y/N) 1.00 .00 .00 95
Treated emotional state 1.00 .10 .00 .76
Political/scientific frames x
inoculation message(Y/N) 1.00 05 00 83
Policy Polltlcsl/sqerwtlflcl frames x 100 483 04 03
support | freated emotional state
Inoculation message(Y/N) x 100 17 00 50
treated emotional state
Political/scientific frames x
inoculation message(Y/N) x 1.00 1.31 .01 25
treated emotional state
Error 110.00
#p (.10, *p (.05
8 Treated
Emotional
State
7 — Anger
=== Concern
-t .,
A tal
o %4,
% 61 .-——'——'-—'-__"_._._.——-.
3
A 5
> .
L5
°
(=
4~
3+
Poli\ir..alI Frames Scientiicl Frames

News Frames

Figure 3. The political/scientific frames and the state of the treated emotions in policy support
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st 3Ze)9)) x Z(Q%W]*]X] ) x 2035/ 474 AA AA]) TiRle] A
| Sloll mla) 8Akso] HAAI] AR
2| v 7 }OW Sk Wi AR AAA Blek QA AAE fimshet] &bl
RO VRt Ao ak8at gedsiids wAiA] ol AA|ste] BR8] disl Aasks HE
HIAAIE HhE: 79 wAA] AR 371l g ] ZeQlat B} eqle] Eatel] Qlof 2t
o7} A WA esket. et HFHAAIE ARl HokA] 53k Aol #8h Zeglo] A
ZHUETH ARG F7HE O SXeks s H Ak vAHA] B A A XS ek
lore= Zeldat gAgre] A arge] frefvlshAl ek, el A= AAE SIS
AR Ze el w2 xfol7} frejnlabA] edatet WhH A7) xR HA|E JIRIES #8F =
BBt A s HAs W =2 T AAA AxE Bl

FaAkse] A Zeelry 3ok Zeglor FMYE WA offr BE o ARl
Agk Atk ARy Frlehts @i 3F297)9F ~EFH|(Kruglanski &
Stroebe, 2005)¢] Fg5 SleR= <Al Alelsirbae] Fg= AetlEo] tiA=
Foshe <5 xﬂ"]?ﬂ% 7ol B A LRt 8AFE0NAl thge] o AbdAelet
3 FdehA gk Aefek. gk, AAA eiwel AgAA |2l tigh Agx)/ e} ZH|Qle] FE
I v Aike 71 Aok v AelshAl vERdTE 71 ATtelMs Fek 2A7E AAEE
TEAEC] ERF) jgtto] FolEal el Vlsolu S e 7heAde] Erkal g9
HBolsen et al., 2014). 18]aL 7101] XA e gle] 7R #EH LA7E - 8AFE
Al =obda) HolA| Ha Ao e A EH“5‘H SO RS oA k= 3lo] 7]
& siakge] wolt). et i Al oJabd el #et Ll ANE wier A
Ze|lo] taixts wf 8xkae] ¥ A el 204 AME 3L AX|ehks kS sl
Ak o]Hgk & Ate] Arje] el B} w5 E(Bolsen et al., 2014)9] =
24/247 solole] ol A7(Shah et al., 1996)914 2 Alge] BAE 28 4 ek &
2z} 22 o ARl ek LR A Ele Wi TilEe] ARARI) 5
Faldr A Bi=@de AR, 7EI7F e EeA Tl AR A4 ZeEldde] ¥
ate wis AAE Al sl 3040l AxJeks whdhe 1A W 7FsAdo] =k 53]
A7t A At 682 B AT oiF eS| AHEo] =9k AZIE, ARe] HAH
27 A= ARellA] AR Ao dhafr= AAA T W o] Msehs i B
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o
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83k Zegle] ¥4 s S 7 e Weko R gt e I A, A
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