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Abstract

This study analyzed public trust in government and public response to nuclear energy policy in Korea, applying
Hirschman’s exit-voice-loyalty (EVL) model. Especially, in order to complement the limitation of the existing
studies, we considered trust in central government and local government separately. The results are as
follows. First, various demographic variables affect positive perception on the degree of ‘Voice’, while the
degrees of ‘Exit' and ‘Loyalty’ are influenced by simple factors. Second, the possibility of ‘Exit’ was highest
in the group of high-risk perception, while the highest possibility of ‘Voice’ was found in the group of low-risk
perception. Lastly, the higher level of public trust in government, the lower possibility of ‘Exit’ and the higher
possibility of ‘Loyalty’. In particular, we found that trust in local government is the core determinant of both
‘Exit’” and ‘Loyalty’ behaviors.

Key words: policy response behavior, EVL(Exit, Voice, Loyalty), trust, risk perception of nuclear power
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Table 2. Measuring variables and reliability of measurement
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N Minimum Maximum Mean S.D.
Government Central 859 .00 16,00 7.06 3.32855
Trust Local 933 .00 8.00 3.62 1,38387
Risk perception 1,014 .00 12.00 8.41 2.61497
Compensation perception 1,014 .00 8.00 2.69 1.87274
Exit 1,014 .00 8.00 2.15 1,58410
Voice 1,014 .00 8.00 2.17 2.01935
Loyalty 1,014 .00 8.00 3.29 1.66907
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Table 5. Trust toward local government by demographic variables

Trust in local government N Mean F Sig.
Male 480 3.50
Gender Fomalo 453 373 6.403 .012
Yeonggwang 224 3.99
. Uljin 224 3.75
Residence Wolseong 932 3 66 1,717 162
Gori 253 3.47
Under 20's 118 3.42
30’s 134 3.38
40’s 166 3.37
Age 50's 188 3.49 S O
60’s 159 3.80
Over 70's 168 414
Under graduation of middle school 315 3.92
Level of education Graduation of high school 317 3.54 13.204 .000
Over in university 301 3.38
Under 1,000,000 126 3.94
1,000,000-1,990,000 157 3.90
- 2,000,000-2,990,000 147 3.42
Family income 3,000,000-3,990,000 184 3.46 4.328 001
4,000,000-4,990,000 114 3.63
Over 5,000,000 205 3.46

Azszo] 7 Uehgth 32 ol5H3.92) kol 7 FARRO) Almggnct Ak QA0 fojulgt
& = AR Holal Q= whd, skt o4 ATFEAIBHA] WMo A Zh b e Aol gt
(3,398 714 e AEig Mol 9tk A54E  Alleo] Aol 2K RS Ao Vet
MEL AESZo] AR AR g AlBS  (Table 6)2 €A1 SIEIAE] T Q5
o] o= Ae & o Stk olERt At FYA o4 Wl 2to|E EAH Aol ol A9 A}
O] 4= St Aifolu) Fek 7k 2jo| o] Zo] ofto] FAA . Z Foju|gt Ao= yeyith F9 %
Table 6. Risk perception by demographic variables
Risk perception N Mean F Sig,
Male 509 8.26
Gender Femalo 505 856 3.236 072
Yeonggwang 255 8.13
. Uljin 251 8.07
Residence Wolseong 250 903 7.224 .000
Gori 258 8.41
Under 20’s 133 8.19
30’s 145 8.01
40's 178 8.35
Age =0's 507 873 1,638 147
60’s 166 8.54
Over 70's 185 8.45
Under graduation of middle school 343 8.48
Level of education Graduation of high school 346 8.41 .304 738
Over in university 325 8.33
Under 1,000,000 137 8.28
1,000,000-1,990,000 172 8.57
o 2,000,000-2,990,000 160 8.14
Family income 3,000,000—3,990.000 196 8.55 638 670
4,000,000-4,990,000 129 8.41
Over 5,000,000 220 8.43
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Table 7. Compensation perception by demographics
Compensation perception N Mean F Sig.
Male 410 2.86
Gender Femalo 398 2 60 3.464 .063
Yeonggwang 201 2.37
. Uljin 201 2.87
Residence Wolseong 200 2.44 2.762 041
Gori 206 2.94
Under 20's 109 3.17
30’s 115 3.29
40’s 143 2.65
Age 50°s 166 2.23 5.849 {0
60’s 132 2.83
Over 70's 143 2.52
Under graduation of middle school 268 2.56
Level of education Graduation of high school 292 2.52 9.026 .000
Over in university 248 3.16
Under 1,000,000 103 2.55
1,000,000-1,990,000 136 2,57
. 2,000,000-2,990,000 125 2.717
Family income 3,000,000—3,990.000 158 3.04 1.748 121
4,000,000-4,990,000 105 2.45
Over 5,000,000 181 2.82
10) BAQIA] e AEE BAX o] Sgshs FHSe] thd HEYS Bt
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Table 8. Policy responses by demographic variables : Exit

Exit N Mean F Sig.
Male 509 2.23
Gender Femalo 505 2,07 6,403 107
Yeonggwang 255 1,81
. Uljin 251 1,68
Residence Wolseong 950 2 62 24.800 .000
Gori 258 2.50
Under 20's 133 1,90
30’s 145 1,81
40’s 178 2.26
Age 50’ 207 2.43 4.566 000
60’s 166 2.39
Over 70's 185 1,99
Under graduation of middle school 343 2.24
Level of education Graduation of high school 346 2.09 795 452
Over in university 325 2.13
Under 1,000,000 137 2.10
1,000,000-1,990,000 172 2.25
2,000,000-2,990,000 160 2.23
Family income 3,000,000—3,990,000 196 2.03 492 783
4,000,000—4,990,000 129 2,17
Over 5,000,000 220 2.16
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Table 9. Policy response by demographic variables : Voice

Voice N Mean F Sig.
Male 509 2.29
Gender Fomalo 505 2 05 3.627 .057
Yeonggwang 255 2.1
Uljin 251 1.84
i : 4.1
Residence Wolseong 250 2.3 .106 .007
Gori 258 2.41
Under 20’s 133 2.44
30’s 145 2.61
40's 178 2.39 000
: b 1 .
Age 50's 207 2.54 0.958
60’s 166 1,73
Over 70’s 185 1.41
Under graduation of middle school 343 1,61
Level of education Graduation of high school 346 2.18 28.570 .000
Over in university 325 2.76
Under 1,000,000 137 1.46
1,000,000-1,990,000 172 1.81
- 2,000,000-2,990,000 160 2.22
Family income 3,000,000-3,990,000 196 2.14 8.643 000
4,000,000-4,990,000 129 2.45
Over 5,000,000 220 2.73
slesat et o4 76)0] Wolel e 3 erhe A% o 4 otk
4 Hkgol 7HE #A vehd vhH, 5 olsh Het LETEEHREE 257F0] w25 Y 7k
A.6DoM = 7P FE S HolaL Qlot, kY go] B oS o = Qlrh 9 45 5005t ol
5 o] WHalo) B 3 Ue Hojg= Ao AeH(2.73)0] oo tisf) 7Hd =2 578 4el R3S
ok A seFo] STkt A olgo] ofd HFA  molw glow], 1008 Y v]gk MEHL46)0] 7 vk
o YES B BAUS e WAL AT 50l WSS Kol gk oliet AN Fushd Fe A
Table 10. Policy responses by demographic variables : Loyalty
Loyalty N Mean F Sig.
Male 509 3.43
Gender Femalo 505 316 6.567 o1
Yeonggwang 255 2.95
. Uljin 251 3.38
Residence Wolseong 250 318 8.710 .000
Gori 258 3.66
Under 20’s 133 3.10
30’s 145 3,25
40’s 178 3.21
Age 50’ 207 3.37 790 086
60’s 166 3.37
Over 70's 185 3.39
Under graduation of middle school 343 3.26
Level of education Graduation of high school 346 3.27 .260 771
Over in university 325 3.35
Under 1,000,000 137 3.14
1,000,000-1,990,000 172 3.34
2,000,000-2,990,000 160 3.48
Family i * * * > - 935 458
amtly ineome 3,000,000—3,990,000 196 3.30 : :
4,000,000—-4,990,000 129 3.12
Over 5,000,000 220 3.31
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Figure 2. Policy responses by level of trust toward central government
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Figure 3. Policy responses by level of trust toward local government
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Figure 4. Policy responses by level of risk perception
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Table 12. Result of regression analysis
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