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£t8 (Agentic view) (Lofland et al., 2006; Emirbayer & Mische, 1998)
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Public management (& & 22|, PM)
Nonprofit management and Voluntary action (H| & 2|2t2[, NM)
Emergency management (X =H2t2], EM)

Cross-sector collaboration & Collaborative Governance— PM, EM
Nonprofit & Civil Society Organizations - NM
Community-driven strategies & voluntary actions -» NM

Social Equity & social capital » PM, NM, EM

Qualitative & quantitative study
Comparative public administration

USA (Texas, Florida)
A Al South Korea (Seoul, a district of Seoul)
The Philippines (Metro Manila)
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Publication

* Yang, J.,, Hwang, H., & Vedlitz, A. (2025). What affects citizens’ perception of public infrastructure decision-
making in a disaster setting?. Public Performance & Management Review, 48(2), 314-344.

Revision & Resubmission

* Tradition, Values, and Religion in a Center-Periphery Explanation of Flood Vulnerability Management Models in
Metro Manila, Philippines.

* Bridging Top-Down Policy and Grassroots Innovation: Absorptive Capacity in Seoul’s Community Villages.

In preparation
Political Stance and Environmental Governance.
How Do Perception Gaps between Decision-makers and Communities Shape Disaster Governance in Korea?
How do community media activities construct community?

Unraveling the evolution of UAS technology adoption in collaborative disaster management networks in Florida.
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O] =4 HiE (2): BX|H o|'Fu}

- Paarlberg et al. (2019).
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. 7| HE Mzt 9soz

& X|X| (Weber, 2016).

. SHA0| CHH L= H== (O'Connor et al.,, 1999; Stern,

2000; Dunlap & Jones, 2002) .

. 7|2 H20| CHot f2{7F 25 7 St X|X| 7} =2 (Krosnick et al,
2006) .
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Stoker, 2000) .

- N2 ME|E X2t 5& & (Stern & Dietz, 1994).
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- MX|H o|d2 AN MZE YT (Paarlberg et al., 2019; McCright & Dunlap, 2011)

« BFO[RN St X[ X[Xhe 7|20 tiet 2271 [0 = & 7R Cigt M7t
Sor M X[ X7} ofgh = U2 (Dunlap et al,, 2016)
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- Hetherington & Rudolph (2015): M| =0 CHet 2| =&= FX|A O|H0 el CHE
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(Rudolph & Evans, 2005)

- Taber & Lodge (2006): O|E2X HEHZ Soff M=o 4=2[=E oA
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- Chong & Druckman (2007): 2 Ij=
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(Model 1)

DV: Policy support

Model 1-1

Model 1-2

Model 1-3

Public concern
Trust in formal institutions

Republican

0.139%*
(0.00829)
0.495%
(0.0385)
L0.326%%
(0.0650)

0.139%%*
(0.00934)
0.495% %
(0.0386)
L0.325% %
(0.112)

0.138%*
(0.00827)
0.445%%
(0.0452)
-0.780%**
(0.226)

Policy concern x republican
Trust in institutions x republican
Female

Income

Age

White

Education

Rural

Constant

Observations
R-squared

0.00255
(0.0521)
100341 %**
(0.0105)

-0.000112
(0.0184)

0.00254
(0.0522)
20.0341 *+
(0.0105)

0.171%*
(0.0812)
0.000622
(0.0520)

-0.0342°%**

(0.0105)

-0.00574*** -0.00574%** -0.00538***

(0.00157)
0.0566
(0.0562)
0.0346*
(0.0178)
0.0350
(0.0565)
1.677%%*
(0.153)
734
0.565

(0.00157)
0.0566
(0.0562)
0.0346*
0.0179)
0.0350
(0.0567)
1.677%%*
(0.156)
734
0.565

(0.00157)
0.0486
(0.0562)
0.0393%*
(0.0179)
0.0318
(0.0564)
1.792%%%
(0.162)
734
0.568

Note: Standard errors in parentheses, *** p<(0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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(Model 1)

DV: Policy support

Model 1-1

Model 1-2

Model 1-3

Public Concern
Trust in formal institutions

Republican

0.139%**
(0.00829)
0.495%*
(0.0385)
-0.326%**
(0.0650)

0.139%**
(0.00934)
0.495%*
(0.0386)
-0.325%
(0.112)

0.138%**
(0.00827)
0.445%**
(0.0452)
-0.780%*
(0.226)

Policy concern x republican

Trust in institutions x republican

-0.000112
(0.0184)

0.171%**

Female
Income
Age
White
Education
Rural
Constant

Observations
R-squared

0.00255
(0.0521)
-0.034]1 %+
(0.0105)

0.00254
(0.0522)

-0.034 ] #**

(0.0105)

(0.0812)
0.000622
(0.0520)

-0.0342%**

(0.0105)

-0.00574%** -0.00574*** -0.00538***

(0.00157)
0.0566
(0.0562)
0.0346*
(0.0178)
0.0350
(0.0565)
1,677
(0.153)
734
0.565

(0.00157)
0.0566
(0.0562)
0.0346*
(0.0179)
0.0350
(0.0567)
1,677
(0.156)
734
0.565

(0.00157)
0.0486
(0.0562)
0.0393**
(0.0179)
0.0318
(0.0564)
1,792
(0.162)
734
0.568

Note: Standard errors in parentheses, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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DV: Policy support Model 2-1 Model 2-2  Model 2-3 Model 2-4 Model 2-5
Public concern 0.121%*%*  0.119%**  0.120%**  0.120%**  (0.120%**

u *_I 7:' —l (0.00851)  (0.00959)  (0.00850)  (0.00850)  (0.00851)
T I Trust in nonprofits 0.386***  0.386%**  0.356***  (.383%**  (.379%**
[ B _l E 0.0312)  (0.0312)  (0.0343)  (0.0312)  (0.0315)
Trust in governments 0.105%**  0.104***  0.102***  0.0745**  0.110%**

(0.0313) (0.0313) (0.0312) (0.0346) (0.0314)
o e Trust in private -0.0274 -0.0284 -0.0355 -0.0276 -0.0538*
(0.0264) (0.0265) (0.0266) (0.0264) (0.0305)
Republican -0.319%**  _0.361***  -0.723%*%*  Q.613%**  -0.543%**
(0.0633) (0.109) (0.201) (0.156) (0.144)
Public concern x republican 0.00832
(0.0179)
Trust in nonprofits x republican 0.131%**
(0.0618)
Trust in government X republican 0.128%*

(0.0624)
Trust in private x republican 0.0956*

(0.0553)
Female 0.0216 0.0225 0.0188 0.0220 0.0198

(0.0507) (0.0507) (0.0506) (0.0506) (0.0506)
Income -0.0275%*** -0.0273%** -0.0279*** -0.0268*** -0.0285%**

(0.0103) (0.0103) (0.0102) (0.0103) (0.0103)
Age -0.00283*  -0.00279*  -0.00258  -0.00246  -0.00270*

(0.00157)  (0.00157)  (0.00157)  (0.00158)  (0.00157)
White -0.00944  -0.00994 -0.0158 -0.0160 -0.0182

(0.0555) (0.0555) (0.0554) (0.0555) (0.0556)
Education 0.0411**  0.0415*%*  0.0465***  0.0430**  0.0428**

(0.0174) (0.0174) (0.0175) (0.0174) (0.0174)
Rural 0.0294 0.0276 0.0266 0.0283 0.0309

(0.0550) (0.0552) (0.0549) (0.0549) (0.0550)
Constant L.510%**  1.524%** . 616***  1.572%*%* ] 58]1***

(0.154) (0.157) (0.162) (0.157) (0.159)
Observations 734 734 734 734 734
R-squared 0.590 0.590 0.592 0.592 0.591
Note: Standard errors in parentheses, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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(Model 2)

DV: Policy support

Model 2-1

Model 2-2

Model 2-3

Model 2-4

Model 2-5

Public concern

Trust in nonprofits
Trust in governments
Trust in private

Republican

0.121%%*
(0.00851)
0.386%%*
(0.0312)
0.105%%*
(0.0313)
-0.0274
(0.0264)
-0.319%**
(0.0633)

0.119%**
(0.00959)
0.386%**
(0.0312)
0.104%%*
(0.0313)
-0.0284
(0.0265)
-0.361 %
(0.109)

0.120%**
(0.00850)
0.356%%*
(0.0343)
0.102%**
(0.0312)
-0.0355
(0.0266)
-0.723%*
(0.201)

0.120%%*
(0.00850)
0.383%**
(0.0312)
0.0745%*
(0.0346)
-0.0276
(0.0264)
-0.613%
(0.156)

0.120%**
(0.00851)
0.379%%*
(0.0315)
0.110%**
(0.0314)
-0.0538*
(0.0305)
-0.543%%
(0.144)

Public concern x republican
Trust in nonprofits x republican

Trust in government X republican

0.00832
(0.0179)

0.131%**
(0.0618)

0.128**
(0.0624)

Trust in private x republican
Female

Income

Age

White

Education

Rural

Constant

Observations
R-squared

0.0216
(0.0507)
-0.0275%%*
(0.0103)
-0.00283*
(0.00157)
-0.00944
(0.0555)
0.0411%*
(0.0174)
0.0294
(0.0550)
1.510%%*
(0.154)
734
0.590

0.0225
(0.0507)
-0.0273%%
(0.0103)
-0.00279*
(0.00157)
-0.00994
(0.0555)
0.0415%*
(0.0174)
0.0276
(0.0552)
1.524%%%
(0.157)
734
0.590

0.0188
(0.0506)
-0.0279%+*
(0.0102)
-0.00258
(0.00157)
-0.0158
(0.0554)
0.0465%**
(0.0175)
0.0266
(0.0549)
1.616%%*
(0.162)
734
0.592

0.0220
(0.0506)
-0.0268%***
(0.0103)
-0.00246
(0.00158)
-0.0160
(0.0555)
0.0430%*
(0.0174)
0.0283
(0.0549)
1.572%%%
(0.157)
734
0.592

0.0956*
(0.0553)
0.0198
(0.0506)
-0.0285%
(0.0103)
-0.00270*
(0.00157)
-0.0182
(0.0556)
0.0428%**
(0.0174)
0.0309
(0.0550)
1.581%%*
(0.159)
734
0.591

Note: Standard errors in parentheses, *** p<(.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1




Model 2-3
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Model 2-4
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