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Objectives: This study aims to investigate the factors related to Korean physicians’ trust in the government.

Methods: We used structured questionnaires that were composed of multidimensional scales for each of the various categories.
Results: The recognition levels of trust of the government by Korean physicians were not high, and they ranged from 3.6 to 4.8
for ten scales. The factors related to trust in the government were categorized into seven factors on the basis of a factor analysis.
On the regression analysis, a positive relationship was found between “the individual propensity to trust” and trust in the
government, while a negative relationship was found between “the recognition level regarding the government as an
authoritarian power” and trust in the government. “Confidence about participation in the policy process” as internal efficacy
and “belief in governmental ability and motivation toward public demand” as external efficacy also showed a strong positive
relationship with trust in the government.

Conclusions: From these results, we can draw the conclusion that making efforts to improve the recognition level of trust in the
government among physicians is an important policy task. To increase the trust level, participation of physicians in the policy
process in various ways and open communication between the physicians associations and the government should be
facilitated.
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Figure 1. Analytical framework of factors to related to physician’s trust in the government.
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Table 1. Comparison in trust levels toward
government by sociodemographic characteristics
unit : mean(SD), n (%)

Characterstics n (%) Trust level T/F value
Gender
Male 261 (76.1) 3.71£1.74 0.70
Female 82(23.9) 3.90+1.64
Age (y)
<40 134 (39.0) 3.55+1.54% 7.66"
40 - 50 161 (46.8) 3.67+1.69
> 50 48 (14.0) 4.63+1.72%
Occupation
Intern/Resident 78(22.7) 3.41+1.66" 6.33"
Independent practitioner 83(24.1) 3.85+1.68
Professor 62 (18.0) 4.53+1.817"
Practitioner 120 (34.9) 3.52+1.62'
Regions
Seoul 95(27.7) 3.92+1.99 1.34
Others 248 (72.3) 3.68+1.60
Total 343 (100) 3.76+£1.72

*p<0.05, 'p<0.01.
', %,'meant that there were significant differences between the group
with same mark tagging.
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Table 2. The results of factor analysis for factors related to trust in government

. Component
Variable n
A B C D E F G

Propensity to trust A1 0.853 -0.022 0.016 0.010 0.099 0.002 0.026
A2 0.816 0.019 -0.053 -0.014 -0.007 -0.053 -0.011
A3 0.802 0.033 0.063 0.013 -0.040 0.013 0.133
A4 0.773 0.056 0.059 0.043 0.083 -0.047 -0.024
A5 0.764 -0.046 0.045 0.065 -0.093 0.068 -0.072
A6 0.734 0.050 -0.008 0.085 0.064 -0.041 -0.025
Internal efficacy B1 0.032 0.869 0.075 -0.017 0.025 0.198 0.084
B2 -0.018 0.810 0.066 -0.048 0.034 0.072 0.224
B3 -0.044 0.775 0.057 0.023 -0.031 0.229 -0.157
B4 0.050 0.768 0.012 0.093 -0.023 0.185 -0.030
B5 0.108 0.581 0177 -0.020 0.181 0.234 0.204
External efficacy (Incumbent) C1 0.098 0.050 0.798 -0.216 -0.075 0.041 -0.177
c2 0.147 0.155 0.771 -0.078 -0.046 0.095 -0.036

C3 -0.089 0.037 0.768 -0.110 -0.145 0.043 -0.091
C4 0.008 0.089 0.737 -0.106 -0.023 0.099 -0.112
Authoritarian power D1 0.092 0.015 -0.076 0.807 0.099 0.008 0.000
D2 0.045 0.013 0.054 0.773 0.053 -0.059 -0.044
D3 0.015 0.006 -0.291 0.685 0.208 -0.133 0.242
D4 0.039 0.015 -0.339 0.595 0.216 -0.166 0.288
D5 -0.006 0.007 -0.221 0.581 0.040 0.060 0.382
D6 0.069 -0.026 -0.415 0.502 0.146 0.023 0.187
participation (Non-Governnment) E1 0.043 -0.036 -0.097 0.149 0.917 -0.041 -0.004
E2 0.031 0.033 -0.114 0.187 0.917 0.034 0.044
E3 0.024 0.132 -0.134 0.161 0.702 0.272 0.186
Participation (Governnment) F1 -0.098 0.132 -0.043 -0.075 0.059 0.728 0.069
F2 0.052 0.185 0.088 -0.031 0.187 0.699 0.124
F3 0.016 0.279 0.186 -0.107 -0.022 0.691 -0.006
F4 -0.033 0.343 0.112 0.051 -0.058 0.679 -0.193
External efficacy (Institution) G1 -0.001 0.101 -0.192 0.166 0.041 0.052 0.809
G2 0.001 0.132 -0.261 0.289 0.143 0.004 0.685

Eigenvalue 5.63 4.58 3.81 1.86 157 1.21 1.02

% of 18.76 15.26 12.71 6.20 5.24 4.03 341
Cronbach's ¢ 0.878 0.851 0.825 0.818 0.865 0.748 0.707
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Table 3. Comparison of trust propensity and the
recognition toward government's authoritarian power

by sociodemographic characteristics unit : mean(SD)

Propensity to  Authoritarian

Characteristics x x
trust power
Gender
Male 6.42+1.37 6.85+1.70
Female 5.86+1.29 6.29+1.82
T/F value 3.30" 2.55*
Age (y)
<40 5.84+1.23" 6.09+1.75°
40 - 50 6.59+1.41" 7.28+1.62"
> 50 6.52+1.30° 6.57+1.53
T/F value 12.34 18.57"
Occupation
Intern/Resident 5.65+1.27*"  590+1.83"
Independent practitioner 6.50+1.09° 6.66+1.827"
Professor 6.47+1.55' 6.52+1.69"
Practitioner 6.46+1.40° 7.40+1.38'1
T/F value 7.70° 13.15°
Regions
Seoul 6.11+1.37 6.26+1.87
Others 6.35+1.37 6.90+1.66
T/F value -1.46 -3.08"
Total 6.28+1.37 6.72+1.74

*p<0.05, 'p<0.01, ** Likert scale is ranged from 1 to 10.
%", " meant that there were significant differences between the group
with same mark tagging.

4. AFAEIH S0 02 Y ol Hlu

AA3e] §3 ZolA WA HAREA} FEse Bl
2 U, A A0 AE ol 27350 U
Sk APAEA 46 ket FAA0E Ann 4
o o) 283502 ool vlal felalA Eskow]
QA=gelol QlolAl 404) o)’g eke] 404 vk ko] vl
SolabA gk weee] ol /14 ke v, Aol
o) 2 9l7} 7 skeh, Aol Hs) Al Gt fo
S0 ik AR7E FRSE ARl 52 B

o ok Aol st socf ol ek st i
Aol el felab obd HAR Bl Fo] o] 5

FI= g 2po]E H YT} (Table 4),

o

QTALEH £
Z Hlz

of M2 Wy &5, 2l

™
ol
olr

ATl gt FoleE e WES nlste W4 55
e AR, 40t vk o] ok ekl wis) F
oAl W E57ko] wokd wki | 9% aFzty) #ds)
o] S GS A= 4ot A vl sodf AR ol
FoJahA =% ArA Sl 40t) n|ak AF o)
40-504] AFHTHET oA =T 2R3l wet

e}

Bolale] Al Bl R B4 417

Table 4. Comparison of participation types of policy
process by sociodemographic characteristics
unit : mean(SD)

Participation  Participation

Characteristics led by non- led by
government™ government**
Gender
Male 2.83+1.22 1.75+0.73
Female 2.46+1.21 1.61+0.67
T/F value 2.39" 1.50
Age (y)
<40 2.37+1.06" 1.65+0.71"
40 - 50 2.97+1.25° 1.69+0.69'
> 50 2.99+1.33 1.97+0.79"
T/F value 10.53" 3.65*
Occupation
Intern/Resident 2.39+1.00"" 1.86+0.79"
Independent practitioner 2.27+1.06° 1.49+0.55"
Professor 1.96+0.91'" 1.93+0.81""
Practitioner 3.69+0.99"" 1.66+0.69'
T/F value 56.91" 6.05*
Regions
Seoul 2.41+1.09 1.68+0.71
Others 2.86+1.25 1.79+0.75
T/F value -3.21¢ 1.26
Total 2.73+1.23 1.71+0.72

*p<0.05, "p<0.01,** Likert scale is ranged from 1 (absolutely disagree)
to 5 (absolutely agree).

',%,","meant that there were significant differences between the group
with same mark tagging.
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Table 5. Comparison of efficacy in policy participation by sociodemographic characteristics

unit : mean(SD)

External efficacy** External efficacy**

Characteristics Internal efficacy (incumbent) (Institution)
Gender
Male 2.63+0.77 1.89+0.68 1.28+1.05
Female 2.36+0.83 1.91+0.64 1.59+1.11
T/F value 271" -0.18 2.33
Age (y)
<40 2.38+0.66" 1.96+0.68 1.60+1.06"
40 - 50 2.67+0.82" 1.80+0.65° 1.13+1.03*
> 50 2.72+0.94' 2.04+0.68" 1.40+1.10
T/F value 5.93" 347" 7.27°
Occupation
Intern/Resident 2.43+0.58" 2.08+0.69" 1.74+1.03"
Independent practitioner 2.49+0.78 1.80+0.63" 1.27+0.99°
Professor 2.90+0.88"" 2.09+0.79' 1.36+1.16
Practitioner 2.52+0.83' 1.74+0.58" 1.16+1.04
T/F value 4.84" 6.62 4.89°
Regions
Seoul 2.60+0.82 1.97+0.66 1.51+1.00
Others 2.55+0.78 1.87+0.68 1.29+1.09
T/F value 0.61 1.23 -1.63
Total 2.56+0.79 1.90+0.67 1.35+1.07
*p<0.05, 'p<0.01, ** Likert scale is ranged from 1 (absolutely disagree) to 5 (absolutely agree).
7, %" meant that there were significant differences between the group with same mark tagging.
Table 6. Factors related to the trust in government
. Model1 Model2 Model3
Variables VIF
B t 8 t 8 t
Propensity to trust 0.21 5.09 1.11
Authoritarian power -0.27 -5.317 1.69
Internal efficacy 0.01 0.19 0.04 1.09 1.54
External efficacy (Institution) -0.08 1.69 -0.81 213 1.53
External efficacy (Incumbent) 0.49 9.99° 1.53
Participation led by non government -0.002 -0.04 -0.21 -4.00" 1.83
Participation led by government 0.007 -0.14 0.21 4.02 1.54
F-test 28.61' 4.68 54.83"
Adj. R? 0.47 0.03 0.07
Adjusted for age, gender, occupation and regions, VIF: variation inflation factor.
*p<0.05, 'p<0.01.
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Appendix. Questionnaires and references of main variables

Variables Questionnaires References

Trustin government (7 items)  T1.52 %= &8 43 98] H4& thdt Zlojth T2 5 AR o] o]Hrh= Il o} [31][33]
F5 93 AL A AT Zolo} TS EARE Fojx QW5 FA ) #2]d Aot T4.
BARE QiAo We 2 F4:8 Aol TEEA R Bk ] glo] &
&2 02 AL Aot} T6.EA N -2|(frl)Eo] 7|dishe Sl 3317 g3t &
218 o}t Aot} T7.(Hshs) BARE o] Hx A5 ur?
*Propensity to trust (6 items) Al.tj¥ito) AlE-e RS A2 ) 2o] AFEHEL o4& 7] AL g} A3 ite]  [11], [34], [35]
NS 50171 o7& thahs Hoth Ad.of i) AlHE-2 215}m 21 datet AB.oitie
ARFEL Bg-grow 210 B die} AB.T| R0 AREES M2 A7 glo] thah= Holtk
*Authoritarian power(6 items) D1.8-2)3L0] 7HA] - A Agho] L& A} D2.BA| = ol AL A A& [18],[21]
T} D38 A= o ALE 9] 3k Qirk D4R A Re] FA AR e 7 o] Lz olc) Db.
AR v 48] FE AL g e Bk DBEANE oxlEe] of7dg 4] Fr

*Participation led by non E1.o)Abg sl A 703k Al9iu H3 of 2he] E2.0113 8] bl o] ek fzlold R [12],[22], [29], [35], [36]

govemment (3 ftems) S| of o] E3.Sxpg sl ol ek ThgR AT - ALEE of 2
*Participation led by F1.24%7} 9 Ajol=ol) 22 B vhal 712142 €784 FR.27me) Aol 24}
govemment (4 items) Apgol 719149 o] F3. 207} Fhake B4 0o 7o) FA. 40| 4% )9l

8ol Fhel =2 Fol(lArg st 7-¢h)

“Internal efficacy (Sitems) Bl 7ie)g Qo] gah BEA A4S 221 9lr) B2 29 nAgae o
£ Ak} o 4171 ojshait Bk RAGA Ao iR 52 23w ot
B4k 543 oo gholah oAt ae] S2o] glrk BELH: BARe] Fa s 3

Qe 2 23 9o}

*External efficacy C1.EARE 92|59 972 Ho uhodatel L =g} C2.B AR $-2]59] Azto] [27]
(Incumbent) (4 items) AR BAIE 7P et C3.BA R ojatel B F gL B oAEe oS

B0 2gtt CABARE A w g HHH o7 o5t ont

*External efficacy (institution) G1.2-2)3 AL 250 o8] ZAE T YRE XS0 AL vjA =1 gt} G2.2-7)
(2items) R AR LSS FoIATle A FA 1l ARl o}

*Questionnaire relating factor analysis (Table 2).
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