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Abstract

Both the Fukushima nuclear accident in 2011 and the nuclear power plant corruption case in Korea in 2012
generated the distrust toward the existing energy system, and such distrust further influenced the choice
structure on other energy sources. This study aims to analyze whether or not the trust crisis in Korea caused
by those two recent events had an impact on the perceived risk about nuclear power energy and other
energy choices. We use the choice between fossil energy and renewable energy as a dependent variable
and the change in trust after the Fukushima accident and the nuclear corruption scandal as an independent
variable. The analysis shows that the Fukushima nuclear accident influenced the choice over the two energy
sources, even after controlling the perceived risk toward nuclear power energy. However, it is found that
the corruption scandal did not have a direct impact on their energy choice.
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Table 4. Cross tab between trust change after corruption scandal and risk perception of nuclear power
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Risk perception of nuclear power
Total
Low high

Trust change after corruption distrusted 48.3(99) 51,7(106) 100(205)

scandal trusted 38.1(493) 61.9(802) 100(1,295)

Total 39.5(592) 60.5(908) 100(1,500)
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Figure 3—1, Support for fossil energy

Figure 3—2, Support for renewable energy
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Figure 3. The support for two alternative energies after change in trust and perceived risk in case of Fukushima accident
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Table 6. Regression on the support for fossil energy
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