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Determinants of Conflict in NIMBY Facility Siting
- Focused on Interrelation among Public Propensity, Organization-Public Relationship and Behavioral Variables -

Kyung Il Joo®

Institute of Government Studies, Korea University, 145 Anam-ro, Seongbuk-gu, Seoul, Korea

Abstract

This study microscopically evaluated the interrelation among behavioral variables pertaining to conflict in
NIMBY facility siting, including the public propensity of residents, positive/negative relationship with the
siting subject and desire for conflict resolution. It used the case of siting resource recovery facilities in
Seoul and Gyunggi-do. The 3-step policy PR model was formed to connect individual theories on public
propensity, organization—public relationship and public behavior. Also, PR policy measures were suggested
to contribute to resolve siting conflicts by boosting the desire for conflict resolution of residents. In other
words, the siting strategy should be based on the propensity of individual members and their relationships
(e.g. kindly replying to residents’ questions and reinforcing monitoring after providing information) since
the public lack knowledge on facilities but have a strong recognition of control dominance. Future studies
should extend the relational factors by considering coexistence relationship and decency which are unique

in the Korean context.

Key words: NIMBY facilities, location conflict, public propensity, positive organization—public relationship, negative
organization—public relationship, desire for conflict resolution, policy PR, relationship management strategy
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Table 1. Multi-dimensional concept of relationship between organization and the publics

Satisfaction Trust Control mutuality Commitment

Positive factor degree of favorable feeling as | degree of positive confidence | degree of public recognition for | degree of judging on deserving
the expectation satisfies in the | in organizational behaviors in | agreement deciding relational | to make an effort in the relation
relation with organization the relation with organization | purpose and daily behavior with organization

Dissatisfaction Distrust Control dominance Dissolution

degree of public recognition for | degree of judging on enter into
public opinion to be neglected in | a relation with another
relational purpose and behavior in | organization ending the
the relation with organization | relation with the organization

degree of negative feeling from | degree of negative confidence
disagreement of belief in the | in organizational behaviors in
relation with organization the relation with organization

Negative factor

% Source: Moon & Rhee(2011: 426)

FEEA, 3EH/nEH BALE FAT Hon & O1S H sl A& afste] FRIFFH 3420l
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AeologE tre] BAA A7 Hon & Grunig, 1999; Ki & Shin, 2006)014 L F&57} 714 =8 vk NF 4554,
AA a1z Eu BAl AujEA], BA A (Moon & Rhee, 2013)E HA 2 B_?lii :
11) olol| we} “FAZZHAS T AV B4, B 25 9 FTAHT FHolA FRIFF0] 220 tis] 7FAE 1422 Aojditt
(Kim, 2001).
12) £ A% 359 Aoy EART dAHE BHAA FFE 2HTOEN FFE AEHOE JALTE &
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A 25719k JAtaT A Wiz FHs

(Huang, 2001; Han, 2000; Kim
A2, TAE, AN 5 TR ol 25 A1
3 PAR ix}u}t} goldt FALAES AASHL

FEEA, FEoSE, 7, AH 5

84 7t 5Y40] FGEEHA Yo} “SAHEF] AFd
gt AFEre] I XS Hairta Ak d2A
Huang(2001) 12 &<14 Q18-S F3f AA4

SAETY AEHES BEE

ARE A5 Al B4} Y 7(]'% EL]" 7HA
ol Stk =9 Huang & Zhang(2013)
At 9710 tig kg, 2ekle F

Aol Al wA= ?'%kiﬂﬂﬂ el A
, Ag o] w7 Eel] A3 A

L A5 EAS

i)

. 924 Moon & Rhee(2013)9}+
Lewicki, et. al.(1998) &< AZ| 9} E4ls O Ao
2 B7|Rt g2 2o LA o] &tk &
el “AEE FAshE Aol Asel e 3HH
s omlatA| ek «BAPE Arite] ol ts) +
2 9]3he Aol tigk 724 o] F A4S 27
A o) AAE FFaITe] BAVE oS £z
1 $th(Moon & Rhee, 2011: 421).

AR, “dFa) AR gz Al e] AA | gt
AT BluF Aol B8t Poitras(2007)= 25
20A] Aael o FAA o] 2HE FHA
AT AR Sl o A 7H ) AR 2
Tola 7HeAE AXNTA k5, FAolv 253
AR ZFFAAEC] ht 35 Al o)
EEst 25E sty g o Ak wdkst
= A el = AR Aste deeta
A3t &, A aoA = el el €9 vhe
J,]. Al Q ol 2%4;54]

e

)

Al sto] Bep AR AAE WA T2 =8 42E
< T3 252 sfastaA she AAE FEAA
AAZ 0 g AFda 7hedE Astet 1 oot

ATHChristen, 2004). ©]ol] £ AFE YA A5 AH 9
A A 28 AAFEA oY AeEs F5W
o2 At HFAQ Foatgo] wA st
UALS AFolA ZSTAAEA AAFA e 2
& fAstaA she FRIYA Y 2HE Fo A
d49] 7uto] & ZAFaAYAE TEHUCE A

ARk
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ol

=2 a9l o) el 2t #AE 1 #F A7HKim & Hwang,
o *@Vﬁ] iP%ﬂ AN A Aol o B 2014)7F EAE o}, o]o] B AFE FRIA o
s 5 Folghe AARE B AgFaglo] tAdAd 22%

R84

%
o] 9)\21/}(Valand & Hakansson, 2003; Kim, 2008: 20, FARL U2 FUEe AAA A5 4A]d of
al

Requotation) ZHFFHAYE St A9 WAL WE GFE vAEA Aol 2AF Fa) 9T

UEAOE Huang200)e 5 A 2Hol 35343 A Bk olel AL FEWANH BF B
Aol A BAE AT 350 25 E 1 B A7o] 23] APAAL FEAA 3
3G YPHOE A o] FAIE SO WS AT Wk ADF =95 b5 8

o 243} gYsiel 2L AQHLA S 3P 1 olF o YAVEAYIN TR A
S, Han & o2009) A4 71449] 714N 8% Aol YAFAse] oL BAYE I of 9
so) 574 WY 7% N7k BEAAA) & A B 9]%12 QA=A vt =212 vAY
& 3 & Ao HANE o7t Ao

1o
A
rk
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o
1
o
X0,
blo
o
112
o\
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=
%0,
e
[N

A7k QR EASHE 7hed 50 BAA 5 i . HLEE H

RS B3l ofgA $£5H 0= FFat=rtd] tig

AT 843 Holth F Kim & Hwang(2014)& 31 1, DY 2 HIEH MH

S s g 35 A4 F AART FFHA 05 AFEY S uigo = 3 AFEAE o}

AL miZ 339 FAYE pXE 9 g7 9 2ol A= At

sto] gojmo} Ao Halg mjAR TRz F AFEA 1 - BT A i A4 3A-H =

A e WA ket A4S TR A AFZF/AA F oy 229 WS S8 253

7 QS nAths RS B30, Bidwell(2016)S AR o FFE vIA=T

FTEEHL T8 e FHEHE ARATE T ATEA 2 - HlATA e tig A 4L B A x

A2Z7VF 38 FFE PAS PARE gAY AEZFHAR T ods 8219 vAE Bl 253

TS YO 3 AFE B3l THsta s #ol Ao7of ojm g FIFS HX =7

t}.14) ATEA 3 - BAEA A g3 BT FHZ
oj A, 71E £ AE A% vidIAE YAZS AT TUAAN F ouHd 299 WAE B ET

oA FRAF e JAFA L} FRFF I FA 2R o g FFS A=

A B AEA LAY Ato] 9 AT FFE S AFH ATEA 4 - HIATAA e gt Ho T B3

AT Folwy) oy 7ked 18x% AAPR A ZATTEAL T oW 2Rl wWirlE Tl 2

& 53l AT AAFTF WA, 183 749 Ao A o omd YFS A=7p

13) B2 7&581%47454 AA 5 7E 27t A& F Ao AA FFAT B itk ATolA P9fo =} oA E P9Ate
P55 7P & dZshs M oR Sesk Iohe He 1259 (Song, 1988) A5 8NAR] o= AA 259 du fAS
el wl-¢ Fa7 71289 B o AEFE T YAET TR ofF WA 4F BSEEAE FFE VA F AES
Zrols) ZEdEe Ao EN T Q018 L9
S, “HlABAE YR tF 712 AFES T2 AEF XL% 7} 2R QA 274-& Foi(Kwon, 2016; Liv,
2018) YAFA e} FRlEFol that #AA A2 AAPR A A E S 2B H g EE] 4253 SHo] UTKSeo, et
al, 2004: 168). T 7L A5 TAREA FRIHTS FU AT Jo s Fgsrozsn S5 Esl e g=d Zdsadss
ANBHEE FAE Bolal glof oo gk Bekd A7t gk Aotk

14
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Positive organization public relationship

E

Conflict

resolution

Negative organization public relationship

Figure 1. Research model

ATRA 5 - AT FFHFo me} BAY
0 el 7 Gl o zjol7t glor, o
g 7122 QA5 ABAA FFHT) BE B

4 He] 2 HAPR A AYA FEF ofof =7

Higo® 7} HelS 9 2%}
2 Aol 9l Likert 5% Ao SATIFEL 54 2
o] TAHAT HA FFHAF BR7EY “AAe
574 olgrut AREel el 7i%lo] 7HA AL Sl Al ol
U Bl%, A#A-S %351 (Hallahan, 2000), ‘U= H]A

SAA D AEYA BE Aol s & L Aok
S 3%3KKim & Hwang, 2014)0.2 =439t} =3k
“Po e EA olqro] gk 7HR19] Fof 9 A
H(predisposition)Z} ALTE 2|13} (Hallahan, 2000),
BAZAE YA ZAE Yo} Aol A T 4%
gJeong, 2015) 2.8 ZA sttt o]0 T8 #AA

% FAELAE AA, < (satisfaction)™ > UAIFA|
FHlo] ME drp} 5407 st THH
=

7IHE ZHAEAE uisty JAFAE tAE o

H
o 8 s FFIE A 25 4 d o= S48
o 24, “AlE(trust)"= el A A S ANk
© Ao Al e AReEos YAFA =
&4sta Fysity 5 57 2oz SN Al
A, “%¢ 55 (control mutuality)’= 223 F5 Y5
o] HEA FFHE AT FFT FE 77 A

NN

A SleTbel FYste AR YAFA = W
Zol] Bl A st Holth T 45 Ao E A6
o} YA, “& Al (commitment)”S A5 & FARAL F
olw gHo| I #AE FA, ZA3she Y&

A7) Quta =rlE AR YA FA o e x4
Ao £ QA /AL ATk 54T oE A
stH, o] 47 84E9 Aot &3S Hon &
Grunig(1999)& Fx3dto] AF-AJstAth =3, 744



2 Moon & Rhee(ZOII)% AT el grA AT st
Ak PpA o &« A A= AT BAAEC]
Tt FF JAAL tiel EEsta A5S s As]
AR AL weho] 2ojH o7 Hsh= YEHE A9
s, UAZS AFolA JAFA A HEZL A S
A8 Aol Fhal AZTE 5 5%3(Choi, 2011)

f&?ﬂ AEWFL ASACHET, =4, wETF,
G A7 S (LA, LEA, AL A &
A 27 a7 G5 AT FUERA s AlAd9]
EAE AR e FUES 75 e WY FF
sto] ZF A o ot 2554 F 203535 20199 9€
19FE 159714 AEston, 24 35r3c] 12
A WEE F =S AEAA A ok A4 A=
o gk Fo & 710l Ji AES A 6}%5} =
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P
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=
2839 Wgo] old % glo] A4 A2 ofste

o] A=t AA, e

A1) HoH chw% A

AT AR, S
EF38} Alr, W B4H5ZA(average variance extracted),
HL:‘ 212 S(construct reliability) & T3 FFENSAES

et o, daddsn s ATE ot 2
A A2 PR S AZsI A, T

35%(17.2%), 20t 108(4.9%) &= *019@ E}Qgi g
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=
HA 25 tF wE oAie A E 3573
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Table 2. Average comparison of measurement factors and test of univariate normality

N Average Standard deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Knowledge 203 2.90 1.09 380 -1.317
Involvement 203 327 97 -.154 -1.073
Trust 203 292 .66 184 -652
Positive | Sytisfaction 203 2.98 70 47 -836
organization public -
relationship Control mutuality 203 3.01 .83 .094 -.823
Commitment 203 277 .79 .030 -.803
Distrust 203 3.20 74 -176 -.664
Negative | pigsatifaction 203 325 n -199 -852
organization public -
relationship Control dominance 203 3.26 1.05 -.038 -1.255
Dissolution 203 3.00 Sl 105 -439
Conlflict resolution will 203 2.84 1.09 305 -1.416
58™(28.6%), 300-3997F 5678(27.6%)°] A 2L 4007+ 2. 2t Q019 FA HHY AT I HHUEM
o]’ 179(8.4%), 1005H 7Tk 139(6.4%) 2.2 e} ojo] 7t A e 40| Wit Y BFEUAE Tk F
Ut 25717 5-6130] 7798(37.9%) 0.2 7HAF wek o) -9- 54 (maximum likelihood) S AH&-3 T A5
om 502 7.9 527(25.6%), 3-4'3A 497(24.1%) B AFE A% d =} HEFS AujiEnt =9 A
ol ARYEATA slde ot 184 High 2, A= Aok 72 23kekA] ol T At
H(90.6%), ‘el’7F 198(9.4%) 0.2 bt AAH B XS WS ZoR .
Aol ol 9 1817(89.2%), o’ 227(10.8%)°] s, 7F 248919 Hi2 AR A5}
Rom, ASFEE 570] 1509(73.9%) 2 ERsT) A SR Fol FUEL A YA EA7F Al A
E AEEE wUT FUT, QA FH 69T F5E Al £ BAR 45T IRt ®
MA A 53te] FHl 257 0] Aol Fost sAA 24T AE 20 tA R AxF 72
JAFA o] BAH FAIAo] 7HE wohM=2.77) ¢
Table 3. Correlation analysis
Tavol Positive organization public relationship Negative organization public relationship Conflict
nvolve- .
Knowledge issatisfac- resolution
¢ ment Trust | Satisfaction Contrgl Commitment| Distrust DISSE.meaC antrol Dissolution il
mutuality tion  |dominance wl
Knowledge 1
Involvement 203 1
Trust 443 -.103 1
Satisfaction 516" -.105 629" 1
Control . - . .
mutuality 167 -581 219 199 1
Commitment | .00 | -522" | 174" A7 736 1
Distrust -4907" 025 2563 | -624™ -.104 -.069 1
Dissatisfaction | -.445™ 127 | -601" | -606™7 | -240° 1710|653 I
Coptrol 275" 5557 2200 | 307 | 680 ™ | -676" 314 333 |
dominance
Dissolution -186™ 428 =274 279" | -489 7T | -519™ 282 292 694" 1
Conflict 1 soz | Lopa™ | st | ear™ | 370 | 3 | 616 | 696 | 5067 | -383 1
resolution will

% p<.03, *¥* p<0l, *** p<001
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Table 4. Fitness test of measurement model

k

= A+

oAl

RMSEA
<.08
039

Conflict
will

4

CFI
>9
958

766

Dissolution | resolution
147

TLI
>9
954

>8
814
Control
706
482
256

dominance

RMR | GFI
<.05
047

Dissatisfac-
tion
712"
A11
.085
484

x2
p>.05
1157.856

p=.000

)
_—
e}
X

720°
426
099
080
457

Distrust

Referance
Measurement
model

ment
718
.005
.029
A57
269
.105

Commit-

23

=

=

].

Control
mutuality
702"
542
011
058
462
239
137
S

Satisfaction
737
.040
.030
389
367
.094
078
All

Trust
744
396
.048
.030
317
361

.084
075

416

Involve-
ment
752"
011
011
338
272
.001
016
.308
183
.050

14229 AA Hid 284H 02 HE o]

774
041
.196
266
028
.003
240
198
076
035
253

Knowledge
3]

A=X

(<)

Knowledge
Involvement
Trust
Satisfaction
Control
mutuality
Commitment
Distrust
Control
dominance
Dissolution
Conflict
resolution will
* AVE

Table 5. Correlation matrix and variance extract index of measurement model

18) AAZ 2

Dissatisfaction
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4, BT AS TEE(CRA 7791, p=000)9F A1, FEFA ol o] 2
Y, & A7l H2EYol 4PE VES WEI & ARG A 9T mHon, AAEE 43
A Fal FRATE o)&al A3 A GFI=.804, EA|(CR.ZE -8.568, p=.000)9} Axlol|vt F(-)2] g
TLI=.945, CFI=.950, RMSEA=.022 HF=E THEa} S Y e, BAE gAA oA X4 BIHCR.
I APEE A A 7% opd AthA A xR HE & —7.730, p=.000)7 B4, A EA, BAHA T =
AN FHHoE AT 4 Qtha & vl w2} £ 2900 tisf] BAACE Fou]atA H(-)o] J&
B Rge e AZseE R e AoR B g 0 g BelEs BAS A9E Yuix) gl
T o B9 Y v & HAEI} BAF 35
T3 AREAAR A4 3R AAAL 88 F ABE 7SN 71a I
ojof Z-5al| A0 Aol thal A1=](C.R. 7k 2.834, p=.005
Table 6. Fitness test of research model =H(CRE P )
who] felulaisl Aol Jare vAE Fhe 34
¥ RMR | GFI TLI | CFI | RMSEA =3 = 5 | e
TLALA Z] olo] T3
Original | 1634.073 wA AsAE ALl HmA afle] 253
model — 000 .103 723 881 | .889 062 " o o
odel_| p-. a9 Aol (o) Y& HAE 202 vehdeh
Modified | 1220.595 -
model =000 .098 804 945 | 950 .042 _%9] <Figure = A FogT e ]%zﬂ. ZF 99l
Table 7. Path coefficient of research model
Pathway Standgrdlzed Non-Stapdardmed SE CR. p
estimte estimte
Satisfaction — Knowledge .593 286 037 7.791 000"
Trust — Knowledge 519 253 037 6.801 000"
Control mutuality — Knowledge 121 079 .040 1.963 050"
Commitment — Knowledge -.009 -.005 035 -.131 .089
Dissatisfaction — Involvement 138 115 .058 2.003 045
Distrust — Involvement -015 -012 .055 -220 .826
Control dominance — Involvement .634 .666 072 9.311 000"
Dissolution — Involvement S15 181 .034 5.378 000"
Dissatisfaction — Knowledge -561 -417 054 -1.730 000
Distrust — Knowledge -.595 -421 054 -7.764 000
Control dominance — Knowledge -.186 -173 055 -3.127 002"
Dissolution — Knowledge -.178 -.056 024 -2.347 019°
Satisfaction — Involvement -.090 -.049 .036 -1.344 179
Trust — Involvement -.108 -.060 .039 -1.545 122
Control mutuality — Involvement -.621 -458 053 -8.568 000
Commitment — Involvement -.620 -376 .047 -8.038 000"
Conflict resolution will — Satisfaction 109 158 127 1.246 213
Conflict resolution will — Trust 246 353 125 2.834 .005™
Conflict resolution will — Control mutuality -.034 -.036 097 -373 709
Conflict resolution will — Commitment 120 156 118 1.318 187
Conflict resolution will — Dissatisfaction -288 =271 122 -2.223 026"
Conflict resolution will — Distrust -319 -315 127 -2.474 013"
Conflict resolution will — Control dominance -371 -279 .088 -3.186 0017
Conflict resolution will — Dissolution 214 479 268 1.785 074

% p<.03, *¥* p<0l, *** p<001
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Positive organization public relationship

Negative organization public relationship

Annotation) Number: Standardized coefficient, Solid line: Significant effect, Dotted line: Path with no significant effect

Figure 2. Path coefficient of research model

2t BATFZE 2P0 Yehd Aol
i, B AT A= <Table 87 20| Sobel Z HZ

Table 8. Mediation effect

[e)

=

Sl A= i3t frelde F7k= ASEith
| ol2=

&, A4o] AEE WA ZesfaofA o ojl2

Pathway Sobel-Z Score p
Knowledge — Satisfaction — Conflict resolution will 1.228 0.219
Knowledge — Trust — Conflict resolution will 2610 0.009"
Knowledge — Control mutuality — Conflict resolution will -0.365 0.715
Knowledge — Commitment — Conflict resolution will 0.142 0.887
Knowledge — Dissatisfaction — Conflict resolution will 2.135 0.033"
Knowledge — Distrust — Conflict resolution will 2364 0.018"
Knowledge — Control dominance — Conflict resolution will 2233 0.026"
Knowledge — Dissolution — Conflict resolution will -1.419 0.156
Involvement — Satisfaction — Conflict resolution will -0.918 0.358
Involvement — Trust — Conflict resolution will -1.351 0.177
Involvement — Control mutuality — Conflict resolution will 0.361 0.718
Involvement — Commitment — Conflict resolution will -1.304 0.192
Involvement — Dissatisfaction — Conflict resolution will -1.479 0.139
Involvement — Distrust — Conflict resolution will 0.217 0.828
Involvement — Control dominance — Conflict resolution will -2.999 0.003"
Involvement — Dissolution — Conflict resolution will 1.694 0.090

* p<05, ** p<01
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ZAZ(7=2.610, p=0.009)= = p<.01olA g
AL Yeht 243 2534 ek FA A 4l
2o mjf a7t AQAF AESEH AT T A4 o] BT
7| 2 25 Aox] o o]2E 7 Z(Z=2.135, p=0.033)
= FAFE p<05olA o F 20 E e} BTk
ANERE YFHALH, 22o] FAIES vi/l2 ZE
200 o] 2= A E(Z=2.364, p=0.018) FA] F-<]
ato] BAlS miAEAE YFHUT o]o] A 2le] 7]
HEA S i) & 25 40A 0] o] 2= A E(Z=2.233,
p=0.026)= ol p<059lA] frejm|ste] 2|43 2
Sl Ao A ko] FA A Al EA= wfH &7} 9
= ASE & F 9t} o, B9 A9 AujEA|
£ uAE Z5dA2YgA ] ol2E HZ(Z=-2.999,
p=0.003)7} M3 Aoz Yehy B s} 253
20)719ke] BA flo] A FAlE WAEATL A=
AOE YFHA

Table 9. Cluster analysis on the public propensity

) Cluster 1 | Cluster2 Cluster3 | Cluster 4
Public m=74) | m=53) | (=43) | (n=33)
Propensity and — -
standard aroused | inactive aware active
public public public public
Knowledge 2.16 2.06 425 4.17
Involvement 4.16 236 235 3.95

Table 10. Path coefficient depending on the public propensity

%S ER 1 e tE 2k F 242
K-B# THEHANAM 4= )2 XA st £43)
S35, Hallahan(2000)9] 7150 whe} 24 Yo}
#AETE 22 TF 12 TS, AN #ojE B
T2 2 2 HEEEE, AN o s
b e A 32 AT, AN R E BF 5
< TF 4 FeEd R WS o, o9
A2 g =Tt BgE 74 FFE BRATE A

}_?l_
(O8] FEL P b BEFFE HaolA §
3 o

V. g0 =2

1. (AT2H DO ThEt =)
VAT FFAN FNHFS st

goz Aue 3HH =

Ag, aga Az EA ] H+H)
T 53] WE(£=593)F 21F)( £=519)] Bo} 2

)
ok
o2 ol
i
)
oX
oy A
l-'El
N
_V\_l‘

Aroused public Inactive public Aware public Active public
Pathwa

Y (8) (8) (8) (8)
Conflict resolution will — Satisfaction 241% -.020 .030 -.057
Conflict resolution will — Trust 195% .362%* 161 426
Conflict resolution will < Control mutuality -151 -.051 270 -.083
Conflict resolution will — Commitment -.008 225% -.020 015
Conflict resolution will < Dissatisfaction -.007 -316%* -336%* -314
Conflict resolution will — Distrust -385%* -373%* -211 -.052
Conflict resolution will — Control dominance -307%* 135 -219 -362
Conflict resolution will — Dissolution -.004 -150 131 261

% p<.03, ** p<0l
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T A58 SHAA A N o B4l 4
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19) QARLRL UA B ATANNE A 7)o} 2217

A THFlynn et al., 1992; Kim & Kim, 2015).

Aol T A7k 94 5842 Foldl fomFe F4sn

20) ol= A=A} TR AL 7 LS tishs B0l 71zste] F5EE AR E waH, ol9jdl 7HA, A%, &% 7|23 AFE

=3 4712 2328 fEoz FEHTHHurley, 2011).

21) o]0 thal Burgoon & Hale(1987)& Aol thake F=aloiA A4 ASslel gt & ul 9] B7ao] WAl & &9 oj7o]
s i

FAE I gre] Ygtio] Wt so] AA 9] B34, S AH)FAl(control dominance)E Q13+ E
22) A9} EAlS 549 AT 22 A RIARE Balo] thg Gkt 2lEof tigt Fake] §lEA] dx]skes AL oflth £3),
ZHINA AFFEL TF AT AAZQ He AlSEA W e ARk tiEl E4lse A YEE §

MRE ol AhoR FA EAIT & Uth(Lewicki, et. al, 1998).



16 Crisisonomy Vol.15 No.10

ZE A7 E W A4S oY A &e
ARIGASILE 2 A W& A ZTH(Resident Interview,
2019.9.10.).”

oo AAFAE AAFGANA FUEY FF Z
A AE Aty feiAee AAFA o F
12 AE dsd HAE AAE AEYA o A3 A

g

HAZ 71318 71402 581 A LFTA2A]
BEsgol F2& Hole Aol dojuA xS
stof FRIS] BRE B4, 123 A EA] o4S A
AA Ak & Zojh.

3. (AFEH 30l et =2
=3 AHYA o i BAEE T8 BAA &
ol F ATEA(F=-621)2 FA(£=-.620)0] ha}jA]

B ROH JFL A Hed B5H 26§

(o

e

o
offl

& Hwang, 2014: 114), ¥ A7 23} B 5= gL

s AFlA 2279 FHA WAEE 23 o3}
AFlE ALRE Syttt ol IHF 2% 58 2
& w) Aol v gl &GS mRITa AA TS
E A YAFA Y el thgk 71h7F AL o9
A7) vlgolojA FE HEA|Fo] < | e ol

A GAFAY oRke] SUYFTUOLE WAH o3
=S [©)

53 A7} 7Hs@ m) AL YAFAE 2
AZ 5 APRE M A2
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S8 AR AT T F Ak FRE F0E
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TE3t] FRIEY o3& Fohe Y& A&EH o=
ok gk = 2A% FF F o] FEdAES
ZXA717] 913 5H ol FA A AT BAlol
2}al 2 w(Strutton, et. al, 1993) YAFA= FUE

2287k F95P BRA L Qlrke 212 7H
# A%E FoH YAFA U BAH K007
2 WAL ADT F 92 Zoleh olsh Bie] YAF
A7E AHYA S B FRe ola|AE ko
ol 94 AR 5 2A4EF 3 T BEAA
5 ole] e FRE F3l 229 4Tl FAZ
= felsiths a4 STk Fage) 147
4 Zol4 B2 A4 A7k hsskelea
e}

4. (HFEH H0f ofst =9

W, o rE A BAE F BRK 4=138),
A& £=.634), BAMA( £=.515)l B(+)H V&
7hed Zss Ao Aol tia] 53] AulE
AZ =-2.999)7} HAxe] FFH S A8t F,
FUEY HAE o] FS5E B9 AujEA,
HARNA A= Sl oskEH, o] 5 F 53] A|u)
A 1249 sl FUEY AR E AN
Atk &, HAE9} FA4H JAA, 254 A9] #
AelA AujEA o] o] FastA A&stent B
[cQlo] Bz FFE /M A BoHME A5
o)A 2o HANY w3k vl fofr]sly] wolth

“olFP = duteRl oA A 22 e F

Apolut ARIEkA 7} wah
=

& wAE

W o] 5 FRloA & 92 gtk -2 93 1A
E0]23 YA utZ o] A}7} M §] Th(Resident Interview.
2019.9.8).
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