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29| 5o wAIPRL A AFtHHan, 2014; Kim
& Ka, 2014).

ARt o g = dsolst 7| 4ol 354
= U AogA, 34 gt Ak
FE=7HA, B3, ofsiitA|, oA 2 Tl S=
SEAL g o] WAEE S2Ql Adeakgoln,
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of Problem Solving: STOPS)= EH|2 $HAZ A e AEsl &% AutERE gubel

A4 AR Tl BE S Aol AL olg 8 £ 2% we] mals dAeh-$odo] Wag PR
25}7] 919 olsfANEA Ao FuiSe] HME  ARUACIM Ak A W AN B

oS- MZHadaptive strategy)©| A5 H2 & A} sk}

ojzof mAl AR nAHoR BAsIA
stk gt o] Aol SHAR TF L5 A
o 2 BAE st Ao Fuie el 23 o
2 AT ARUAA 9I7E AR Aot gR

ol ofme dake Wive @%‘;ﬂiw 23 25 Bajet AHHA FHRLOIM
ol %0, WY B4 A TF AL Do) AR 3 SN Bl e 3 2%
50 S RIS AT A 4 ST AR w2 B ZedeblE s
ol BF 2 wel PRATUACIH S = ol ol WA Auliuh A4 A AHe B
Sl A e ool AR AT R e S S o Aol Bt 29
200041 195 201459704 765k Alnel- 57 U 25 BAIE sldsks el 25 SRS
o SN U S ] AM AL o] AL FT ol P 257} wpe} 2
ol W4l 3 25 ARG AT hoR A 5 wele] Aueh mubt gekd 4 ek ol
Holirh S5 U SANE AN AP TR HolA] A W ATATS T3 25 delo] 9

WepAlolut FHEIE o] oltlel A 7~8 ol BE ARUAIML] d- 7] thaf

7= AR Aol A 3 olfpelAb Al AHstal QltK(Welch et al,, 2005). &, B57F
AR 2= tEA ] 35 25 ARlolth ehs F3ARdl tig ARS]E] Extolut 7HQ1A]

oAl = AolMs oA W SR AL A AR v EE58HA] §RaL, Uo)EQl 3
At BAE 35 259 A AARE =0t & B9l ol AT SBRAZIEA ofsiA
ch, olojA A s 2 A o] 2(STOPS)S 288t ko] Foh4] wddat s Aol RtgAI7 = 3
of & 25 AkEe] 7P 2 ofsiAAR el A1 oJ(participation) %], <2](deliberation) 4}, @]
T 25 Al silES fivt A=A I A (collaboration) & 7HUA|o]Ad Z2A|A7}L A

slo] g+ LolE|ojof Bith= o] AA| dojukal itk
J& o|2¥ o=z yzk (Bartels, 2014; Kim & Lee, 2012), 7% s§A3},
af 2o}, 1e|al o]& Fof| ZF 8R1E 1He| = AFgJs), e T AGES B ARRE dHA

AS EBHE 0|24 BAS AXSL A 7b (wicked problem)7h £k ofe] that g5te]
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THNorma et al., 2010),
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ojsTARL Tt FolF] axgo] fEtHBartels,
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—rzdﬁ}% 3}7@01]1\1 013H%74F<H%9] {‘—Q 9}
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A 42‘4, v‘f—xﬂ afld WAl 5
A (legitimacy)= A 5=
(Kim, 2010). %3}, 25 2ol ofsAAte] &
o= AAA gk A|A o s SARES] oA} A
A& FUAZIAL HPA] AdS AEste] 2ok &
A1 s A oS =E T o AUtHGuo &
Neshkova, 2013), 53] o] S49] 35 45 =
A= R
Fo)7} g1 ﬁlt 20 4
SHARE 2] TA %‘:_‘(quality of relationship)
I AAAS] ZA(quality of governance)< &
S3l W = Qe AwuAeld deke s 284
o AthFung, 2015).,
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A140] A (symmetry) & olojof sieka
FZJH Grimmelikhuijsen & Welch, 2012).
=, 35 259 ylidol He olarut Aljlell disl
el gersin A o

Z= 3y A]/\Eﬂoﬂ DP/\]-;(]- 7+ AR Aa] o
AP, B el et Ak st e
XX = 9= T2 (public sphere) % &
E3Hpublic discourse) Z2ZA|A7}F A=A 2
ol &-F =L Uk

ol 9 019} HlEo] AE4¢

of RE=A] aesfop & g9l 2 ¢

Gl
Iy

_Iﬂ-i ok
flo ol
i
ol
r_l

)
B
QIL'

%2
)
o
s
rlo
()
ol
e
%
i
9‘_15
N
{0
&t
lo
~
>
My

b K
o ox
i e
Oft
Noopoh
:\90{-{1
e
E 2
O
M
Ho o
Y
_IZir—g
ﬂ ol
ox T
2
w
o
[ N =Ty SR D -

o
ot

B ot
o N
H0

o
)

¢

1]
T
f

1

o
)
off
i

Ao FES) W GAREEe] 24 dfdel
Sk TllA 9] mkEat A (accountability)
& A= 3EE Y =AY 25 AT
= ItK(Bartels, 2014; Vigoda-Gadot, 2007).
ol2fgh oy, 9|, = T4 AwuAelA
AELE 35 25 IFollA Rt olsiEAl
A= H A wdks gkl AL 2 A
o= —ff?_?}@—:i' 71998 4= UtHWang &
oﬂ ch-]- ;q]o}_‘,]. x%xﬂx% l:ﬂ-o]:

<
o
a
Do
-
S
~
B
o
—111



88 OliX| 2| Al B3 282l HHidA sut ST 9

roll

FPRAFLIAO|M 2k A7
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2 24 ZFSo| et T AR 4284 So] =
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o] o)A} o] 4] 2 AIAIE F8l 8H recognition) ©] 252 slax5t7] f17t AFUA 0|
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o7 oJsfA7|al A5 o o= ASHE A Grunig, 2011) &4 Q1412 45 #A1E 12
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= A Zhrh= HollA, 25
A AFyAeld Fse FE A
selection), JX. AiKinformation transmission),
AR B E(information acquisition) 2] Al ©A|=
TEste] AABFATHKIim & Grunig, 2011), 1
23 o] A 714 HRAH ARUACL HES 55

s, SER 07 FHSlo] AR X
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AH A (information forwarding), A& &
(information sharing), A& FE{information
attending), A FHinformation seeking) 2]
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Fo] FAISIATE, 1P A o] ARFE U A =

H5o] AREPD) o ek vihel A&ke] A=rt
SF 2 B HokR]7]| % St Chae, 2012; Lim,

2014). ©]$- 2009 129 U A L5249
37} S 20109 6974 &3 H A 25
o] A7}, 123} HASHE = AR

3lg] o] Al7|ofl= Ae2Ae
)R

= JHE ol v AAI= 2011del=
AR} x| RIS =24 FE0] EolEaL
slet B o] Ao m HAgH s 4o A
Slas 323t FOA7F nhe Tl = AT
JeuF 2012900l A1 =1 ARG ARl
WAl o] = RE H=2Ql 35 A olarz HAY
7] AASLY, o5
TaHA|, SHEA| 5ol Ao =
sto] S = 2 Aol Tt i Wl Al
= TS Bt 2242 35 As S
oA i}, 1L ofof thsf AFF(H) = 5
g Fut PHRYY 5 34 o F
SAAR AESARE AgshaA e Ao F=RE
A2 02 ghoje} HAtol theh ks Has)
Zkcth E—OA%EE}E 2012V 5E 20140 3%
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FHE BALOR 25 AUIRH,

2% ol S A9iALSo] ek, APl 245}
a2 2 xolulA, Fol £ -8 A 5
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gt AS3S), BARE|E S1%tHLee et al.,
2014; Seol et al., 2014), 7128312014 T5HA

Au] FHAS A dH(EFH), AT ol it

Ao} Fql50] Wdlo] ofoizl}
o

& Aol digk 241 &

oA, 1Al ZA| s 915 ARk ARUA
ol FYefel TAE AFA o= A T, STOPS
oA ARt viel o] FA= AH ARlez Q)
3ff et 252 tiF Aol 9l A s 7
G35 Aol gt 24 4ol 25 ol d
Ashe 5717 Es Ao, ol & 4 24 &
e AT 7RUAllA Aflet BA(+) A TAE
Hod Zlojot, mhA thaath g2 7HdE iR,
« AT7HE 1 STMR HH Al 2REE ZS 22X
QA2 LS SHES 2ot S7Iet FH(+)2 #AE B

S oo, °4?LX}UPF+ B} Aot AT
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T 71t 4ol 738 uf FAEKPark &
Blenkinsopp, 2011; Vigoda-Gadot, 2007). ¢

£ =1, A A== o ARl F4dE = At

HA] 7]EH(normat1ve expectations) || F-53}4
BAR7E SEARIE sl T A} JFE st
AL UL AR S0l WAl SHIskE AEl=
K= Zo|t(Wang & Wart, 2007), $HH, Azt
A 5 A=k Aol digt 384 A 7]l
of 7]1zste] ARRlaHded 7liQlo] AR-2] 3Pt o
o 5= A, A, FAISHA] Eeithal EAje=
o[#f3t FeFd(vulnerability)& F=sHHA 7]
&A1Y FR9} ES AFoA HWaL BY= A

214 AYefl(psychological state)2fal il Qlcy
(Grimmelikhuijsen, Porumbescu, Hong, & Im,
2013; Yang, 2005).

o]} Zro] A7 Al=|o] gt o] 24 w7
2 sfjAl5o] thetAl sEskaL AR, £t
& AR AlElE ol MY AHER o] Stk
+ Aot Mizrahi, Vigoda-Gadot, & Van Ryzin,
2010; van der Meer, 2010;). 9l& &9, EvpA
(Thomas, 1998)+= - A1=1E AlEF4(fiduciary)
A& A (mutual), I2]31 ARS|&(social) A==
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A& oz st L] ffalia A 49, AR 1,
A=A Ay 3 Aes T2 Al e s
7HAAL 2 5HA ={tjolFAl8oh RHeHKim &
Lee, 2012), 454 A== 4125 @45k 49
2} Z AHob Ajn] 7t AFE ARG A Ado] S
fRloltt, &, Alulo] HEE AlZsh]| fleiil=
AJglo] ok o] Ay ool ool AF
A WA AdEofof x| 7HsS FElE
2], #ej=]ojoF slelWelch et al. , 2005), B2
AYSI Azt ALk Alzjeh A5 A Alziol Uy
gt TAE Wi Qe ARk AN 7F A=k
Ao ARG o] FaAle SHIskE ARl 4 e
2 FREal AFEE Al2Ee onRiti(Park &
Blenkinsopp, 2011), ®HH
al., 1998)+= 41| A 9] 3Y9Ae} THA] Wetof| w)
2} Al=] f-3o] AgErtal =shHA, Al=]o] f-
2 AA SH(deterrence-based), AXE 4
(calculus-based), ¥A(rational), 12]aL A=
Z2A(institution-based) & E53} v} It} =

of ol m=r, ‘%__1‘1%49& AR AF=AE S

2~(Rousseau et

O_u rg
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olr

Sl 741“01] AOH A%

7L QlT,
o|& gt v ol TAE AHF ARl =S
55 AHL iAo 7P 5% A4 avk o
Qloleh= o olAo] YIeKKim, 2010; Mizrahi et
al., 2010; Yang, 2005). 3] A% A== 22
A5 ol A ofstARIe] o, 9], Y =
1173 o)} AT BA] 2] B e 9]
AR EA - 2¢loltH Grimmelikhuijsen &
Welch, 2012), T3t AH A& ko2 45
2ol et e G gl A%l A
oY M=ol sl g (positivity) = 7FA AL H
Sl Aeksl= Bl =] AdokE X 4 JriKim
& Lee, 2012). ol& &9 4 ] A (positive
psychological capital) o]&o] =, AFH 412
7h =& A BARR] 739

N

¢

fr

o= 25 dsh=
Tgofl A g B9, AR FH, SFdate] HE
ol sl 271 A5t (self-efficacy), HE9]
(optimism), 3 (hope), & d(resilience) &

o FHHOR 2B & glov] ol Az on
A, 4, B2, £, oot 2, ok} 2 59
A=A 25 Pe) ZeAso] sk o)z
HH o2 Al E FLEITHGrimmelikhuijsen
et al, 2013; Norman et al,, 2010),

A =05 EHE 2 dqts AR AET A
A= A4 AT HE 4s ZAIE siash]
e A1 F=RIEE] A I ARy Aol 3

= FE= vE oz oS3 wet

C ST 3 BTN 214 AT BIRI5H0] FE Al

— [ —
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o, FUNR 35 Aol Hizt A4S sidst
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7 Ao RN s 2AIE siEstee
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Sung, 2013; van der Meer, 2010; Vigoda-
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o 2hla} olaE s Uehd ARl A7hle) 7]
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el QY AR 6 e A0 2 A 3kA
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Table 1 Variables and Their Measurement Questions?!
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Variables Measurement questions
1. | believe that the governmental policies (regarding the transmission tower) have been
consistent in transparent ways.
Transparency in . . . .
P Yo believe that the governmental policies have been implemented in transparent ways.
government
3. I believe that the government has transparently communicated with community members
regrading this issue of the transmission tower.
1. | believe that | have been well aware of this issue(regarding the transmission tower).
Problem 2. | think this issue is a serious social problem in our communit
Independent recognition ' P Y
Variables/ 3. I have been involved with this issue in many ways.
Mediators
1. | have studied enough to know how to solve this issue.
Problem-
solving 2. | think that I need to solve this issue with other community members.
motivation . o s .
otiva 3. | believe that this issue should be solve within the community.
1. I want to know about this topic from multiple sources and share them with others.
Communicative o . . . )
actions 2. I have been active in passing on information related to this problem.
3. I'love to start a conversation on this problem with others.
1. | believe that government is professional to handle this issue.
Trust in 2. | believe that government is responsible to handle this issue.
Moderator .
government | 3 | pelieve that government is trustworthy to handle this issue.
4. | believe that government is reliable to handle this issue.
1. lintend to actively communicate with the government regarding this issue.
Dependent Intentilon of 12 Jintend to accept the government plan.
: policy
Variable acceptance | 3- !intend to help the government to resolve this issue.
4. lintend to participate in some governmental actions to resolve this issue.
=] 2
1) ZF HOlS Bakul 2% Hajo| AL F5) 7147} 2ol 7} o] 9 BHE Asslsl=tl, o e &
o]ojg] HH o o E3lo] AA o] =7 B3} = 2] =] = >
GIE REL O = B3] AN WA ZH EF guises 2y BEUAS Aole] A4 4
S g ARLF gix /\H;H_LOLQ_]QN/\god*J olEE
iE EH ]'“g‘\:‘]'oﬂ 1 I:E]——uﬁ - = = ] »I'M.J_, ]E _o = QJU]‘S‘]—J:: 2106 lﬁ-’,:]— ) i%(Avera o
ato] i Ao WelE 3 584 574 571 Y 3270 2%, = = AR RE ww F 8
AFUACIA WE 24 653 F 3N B, 18] FR Al Variance Extracted, AVE), 12|11 4 A=
2 27 7] G F A7) Fako] 2 f.9lo] MR Folx|
ot Al ST L A} =woll A ARt w3 42 3ol A

MR B Aol7h el

(construct reliability) &= ERlst] HSd 4=
/3

Uik, 9 B AVEZF0.5 opdolaL
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Table 2 Descriptions of Exploratory and Confirmative Factory Analyses and a Reliability Test

EFA CFA
Variables Item a M SD
Construct
Component B reliability AVE
1 .87 .83
Transparency in 2 85 85 84 87 59 37 12
government |l T T ]
3 .82 91
1 .95 .87
Problem recognition 2 .88 91 .84 .89 .64 3.93 1.4
3 .86 .79
1 .86 .88
Problem-solving | )
roblem-solving 2 82 81 92 82 65 3.8 15
motivation |l ]
3 73 .83
1 .83 .87
Communicative actions 2 .78 .79 .83 .81 .64 4.56 1.7
3 73 .78
1 .92 .81
2 .88 .67
Trust in government B9 e 9 .67 3.64 1.2
3 .81 74
4 .78 74
1 .86 .89
i 2 .82 72
Willingness to accept PR 26 59 497 18
policy 3 8 .79
4 74 78

AE|E7L0,7 oAk vl ShReis L0 gt
)5 utet 4 A AEek
2) oA Bo] mE %k%OI 7EA S WA=
Ao e} B Qle] £ WoSe| thet ¢
Bl 355 20w Beisht

SR S 15 A, AR A B 7o)

AFol/ Ao vlgo] 3ETE 2RS wi( x %/df <
3), RMSEA7} 08ET} 22 w(RMSEA < .08),
CFI7} 95Xt} & Wj(CFI > .95) 59 =4S 9]
g33ich 34 By AFe( 4 *=649.31, p <
.01, df =260, GFI = 92 SRMR = .08, RMSEA
=.07 CFI = .95 TLI = .94)2} £3= Aol Y



Table 3 Descriptions of t-tests
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Variables Levels of Transparency in M sp t(df = 318)
Gov.
Low (N = 142) 3.7 1.42
Problem recognition 2.42%
High (M = 178) 4.1 1.5
Low (N = 142) 3.67 1.6
Problem-solving motivation 1.37
High (VW = 178) 3.9 1.45
Low (N = 142) 2.37 .55
Trust in government 45.38**
High (M = 178) 4.65 35
Low (N = 142) 3.31 1.7
Communicative actions 15.43**
High (VW = 178) 5.56 .86
Low (N = 142) 2.5 .87
Intention of policy acceptance 34.28**
High (M = 178) 5.67 .78

*p < .05, ** p< .01

2 U34S YERY = Cronbach’s Alphagte Wt
o Wt e SIS, 2 A A0l 2F
o7 ARG H Z; ¥Rl iRt HF &4 I
(Table 1)°ll, &4 821 AA} Cronbach’s
Alpha( @) %52 (Table 2) o He|at3ic,
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Table 4 Multiple Fit Indices to Assess Model Fits

PRAFLIAH O T=f S+

Absolute fit indexes Incremental fit indexes
Goodness of fit

e RMSEA GF/ NFI 7L/ CFI/
Fit standards p < .05 < .08 > 9 > 9 > 9 > 9
1 724.1 (d@f = 258), .08 93 94 94 95

p < .01

26.7 (df =2

2%* 526.7(d >9), .07 91 .92 .89 91

p < .01

1* A model fit for the group of low government transparency
2** A model fit for the group of high government transparency

=4.25, SD =1.13) 7] Fou|gt 2fo]7} e}
UHA] 3k

olo ] 5 x4 94 Kfole] e}

A4 AR st AR BEAde =
A3 178%8(55.6%) ©1 312, S+t AF236
Ml(range =21~55, SD =8.8) %t} ESE o] 7k
24| TN =95, 53.4%) 2] B]&O] GAHN =
83, 40,06%) Hrt thax 7 Uelgith

A 3 571 HQlE A 2JRE s HelEelA

gHo] SR 21l A Aol sl

v

Frofuet Aok UERATHA318) =34.28, p <
.01). 7Rk 7] £ 45 A¥= (Table 3) ¥t
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Table 5 Correlations(r) and Coefficient Determination(r2, in the parenthesis) among Variables: The Group with the Low
Level of Transparency in Government

1 2 3 4 5 6
1 —
2 —.36** (.13) -
3 —.35%* (.12) .35% (.12) -
4 .22* (.05) —.13(.02) —.19* (.04) -
5 —.32*%(.1) 32% (1) 31F*(.1) —.23* (.05) -
6 27**(.07) 37** (14) 34** (12) —.15(.02) 54** (.29) -

o < .05 **p < .01

*
1
6

Policy acceptance intentions

Table 6 Path Results: The Group with the Low Level of Transparency in Government

= Transparency, 2 = Problem recognition, 3 = Problem-solving motivation, 4 = Trust in government, 5 = Communicative actions,

Paths B S.E. CR. B Results

1. Problem recognition — Problem-solving motivation 24 .04 13.1 25* Support
2. Problem-solving motivation — Communicative actions A1 .08 11.8 A4** Support
3. Trust in government — Communicative actions .09 1 9 .05 Reject
4. Motives X Trust = Communicative actions —.24 .05 9.8 —.23* Support
5. Communicative actions — Intention of policy acceptance 46 N 134 .53* Support
*p< .05 * p< .01
o] ol A wET wheh zolehs AS 5 T AR AHE(r = — 15, n.s.) ol SlolAs
QUGITE. 7 O] 24 Y A= (Table ) ¥Ql H AT VR 29t
ofl Z=lsklch F RS WA AR e SR =

A (Table 5) oA Holizo] i FrgAo] % A= B4 Aak= (Table 6) ¢ 2t} $44
S AT VR SEHA AR S AT = A AR ERs]] o] ARt 3ol dish
YAlo]d gl (Pearson’s r= 54, p < .01), & EAS W olalet SERke] A $HAR
A A (r = .37, p < .01), 2A 32 571(r = & 2% olrell tigh 24 Q1A 25 EAl s EE
34, p <01, AR FEAC =-27, p < SIRFANIF s7Ie] BAQ] KB =25, p <
01) =02 Fofulet FA(+) ] IAES HAe 0= viHeH, &4 s &71= 7wruAleld
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Figure 2 Analyzed Model: The Group with the Low Level of Transparency in Government

WA = .44, p < 0Dl AN FFE FUct, (Figure 2) 2} 2t}

e w2 R AR 0] FoF el 24 s A (Table 7) -2 8% T84S =7 4 Aek
719k AFUAlelA Y9 2+ =Y 27I( 8 7Rt RIS 7o) A Hof a1 9k,
=.50, p < .01)7} A Al=|wo] 244 A3to] AH o FEHNRN AH =892 ‘AFUAC]
= 7-HT Hadhs Ao R UEyTh 9okt A &Ql(Pearson’s r = .67, p < .01), ‘&=A] 214
A R T QAo e SRR TR AE (=64, p < .01), ‘&A E F71(r = .53,
AlF = ARUA A el 2541 FH B p < .01), AFEARE(r= 49, p < .05), 1¥
=.05, n.s.)& FA Foh, W AR ARErE 2GR BRA@ =32, p < 05) o= AA
A 3 E B9t Aglele] 45 s AS gt &% (+)Q TAV A= A= YERTh

Yol 2358 HA(—)FIHAR *= .02, Fipunge B3t (Table 8) & HH F7 F84E =74 o
=434, f=.-23, p < .05)Z 1A= A= ARE-SHARY] A &2 A Aibs thak Ak AR
vrebsitt, 1e]ar o] ARUAlA Pl A Ao w FHAMAR - A A BR G A HY
848 =53, p < .01 B(+)AA FF& of| ] =g Ado] kL Qlalet -SHRte] A9 &
= A 02 UEyith AR T 35 45 olgrell tigh 24 q14lo] &

go] B s WA 1S Fetoll A = At Al A Azt ET1ol AERJA FIK B =75, p

il <
oA Altet o] Fr 4 Byt A4S By 0DS viHeH, A E S71= AwdAeld
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Table 7 Correlations(r) and Coefficient Determination(r2, in the parenthesis) among Variables: The Group with the High
Level of Transparency in Government

1 2 3 4 5 6
1 _
2 —.18(.03) -
3 —.1(.01) A4**(19) -
4 .28* (.08) —.07 (.005) —.04 (.001) =
5 —.16 (.03) .63** (.4) 64%* (.41) .03 (.001) -
6 32* (1) .64** (41) .53** (.28) 49* (.24) .67** (.45) -
*p < .05 **p < .01
1 = Transparency, 2 = Problem recognition, 3 = Problem-solving motivation, 4 = Trust in government,
5 = Communicative actions, 6 = Policy acceptance intentions
Table 8 Path Results: The Group with the High Level of Transparency in Government
Paths B S.E. CR. B Results
1. Problem recognition — Problem-solving motivation 5 .03 15.1 75%* Support
2. Problem-solving motivation — Communicative actions .82 .05 16.5 74%* Support
3. Trust in government — Communicative actions .32 A7 2.1 19* Support
4. Motives X Trust = Communicative actions .37 .05 6.4 29* Support
5. Communicative actions — Intention of policy acceptance .61 .07 15.3 75* Support

*p < .05, ** p< .01

< .01l FA Y= mIHH.
32 F71 ARyl 2

9, -SER ﬂvwﬂlow PR EEeE ]
FH B =.19, p < .05 H|A|= A *ElE t
Ao &4 aE F71¢k Agste] ARl
el Bt 2 HA(+)FHAR *= .02, Fopange
=451, §=.29, p < .05)& S} 183l o]

oy OIO of

4% 5942

mejo] g 5 Autet 4% E::)’c%
ofl AAIsFT

T 2 A-Y] 7hdo] RE AR E Qe
53] (Figure 2) 2} (Figure 3) oA & = Q150
AH EmA] oA Zjo]o ule} T3 A= yHE
SEA Q1Y) A A A, AfruAlel A B9,
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Figure 3 Analyzed Model: The Group with the High Level of Transparency in Government
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Al Ao} Fqio) Al s ARUACIA A 53 2F BA| A4 o2 shastee olsu
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o2 B S840 ot FFS NS A Ao] ok 4 gl ARl Wetelo] YAE 4 9]
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2513t 719] H2Kintervention strategy) ©] U=
oo} g2 2Ju|gtiChung & Choi, 2015; Sohn
& Sung, 2013). 2t 35 A9 Hlo] T3
BAA wgk 7ig 2 o] o} Z-s(interest) Ak H
ol A 7L, A, Akz], &3 AA]A old, Tl F
9] 7}2] Z5(value conflict) o7HA] Gk J=T}
= Aol 35 25 Teo] Ayt AadE =
o]7] JaliAl= FOlRThE EajErAe) Zhe Zhe of
AR QRIS WHAAE Aldstar eksiA| ¢fo
T = o] aETkBratels, 2014; Meijer
etal,, 2014), 220079 AR r337 1445
o} side] #et FA(HEE L)) 2 2009
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Aax oz wokHolof 3 HEo|tKLim, 2011;

Yoon & Joo, 2014). ©olef| thgt gt 71A] of-§- %=F
o= PejFold, PsAEAE 5 AT B Al
28] 3} A vl & 4= Itk Chae, 2012).

5, 45 AR Q1] R Aok wd oF
H 9Jr} A (suboptimal judgment and biased
decision making)2] €912 skl o]5 Ak
52 Fasi 4= Qe ARA, AAA )Y H=f

o] tieFsiA erzElofor & Zloftk, ghd ofsietA|
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o] ofjet Aaa o AAle] AR\t Qake oA
sl Pelslels BE TEow WSt A2

A& 4= JoHKim & Grunig, 2011; Kim & Ni,
2014), 2T AFAES L5 35 Aol gt
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Ak AR} QIAJ} thg: ko] 25 o] )
e vk FEA 0% RSkl s, 2%
2 9Js) Hok AR O Bt FFS W
E3 gk 343K Chae, 2012; Ha, 2009;
Lim, 2011), w2 38 Aud2s Alhe] 3 2
5 o)) Ak 25 wo] W ojshuiA 2%
3} 32 4, 2 Thok A} Qe Ak, 1
23 25 AR 7 ol, %9, Feel AR
o] $lefl Te] Sleka 34t Chung & Choi,

2015; Fung, 2015; Guo & Neshkova, 2013;
Kim & Ka, 2014). o|2{gh oA &2 A-te] Axt
+ oUA] =] 35 252 A5 A HE
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¢
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der Meer, 2010). olUX] Adgdn] 44 A 2
T | ZREFo| AT ARSI FAIA vlE- 5
2ot BA, A& 45 SRS St AN 584

O, T
[¢]

ot 5] AR sierdel A=y o=

LS AR ol 4] AR} 20 Z) 7k 257} 1A
o] & o] oA} AT} B4 aAe] AwdAT
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FruAle| o] dstE|ojof & Zio|t}, 9
s o] SAE R e Ql e 339
ot 4= JUEE oS AREC| SEskaL A4
AEES AT o F AgsHA olsl, 283
U= PRATFUA O Hefo] A|=2] ufgo]
wlojof g Aot Grimmelikhuijsen & Welch,
2012; Park & Blenkinsopp, 2011), E3} o|3jl3t
A=Y A sde SReke FEE ARUA
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B T T 3

(zone of potential agreement)< 7Hig

S
S8 ICTE T8 AR B, A4 A

24T Ra7} ek 7 FF 253 WA of
L8l okt @ uLp I 2RO B

o|e} 7|, A= Fu— W IFE A (public
-private partnership)< &3l Z-s A9 ol
Ase Fos ARt thsdt dAA 258
T Q= A, A, AE S st PRAFTY
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2AE 7|4 s5(project-based learning)” Al7|
Lt Ayl e E2d(scenario planning)” 7%
= Zgsto] 2459 tidelut olgrel thigt AZHe
ZA2Hmindset shifts) o] BYHAFE] 373 (positivi

)T $34 fluency) & B3] FRHES fo13



108 OfLX| HH| A S5 232l A dA &t SIS {18

4= 92 AOJtHKDI, 2015). Egt JZA A(refle
ctive journaling)” H=f E3F 9 Favt 35 4
s Hds ARyAold ko s 28

S Zlolc}, AvbH o ARAdolet WeHe

i
B 4
I DR = oA

oX

2 2K (reflective observation) d&= 42
3YLIAF 2HAI0] A3 A= FSlolal o] o]
WAelor sh=r ke QlAlEHES W= wEt
(metacognition) & SAJSHA]7]1L o] 25 E Alx
291 HgkE dovl= Ao A AUt McGui
re, Lay, & Peters, 2009). ©]2} 22 PRAFY
o] Mk 35 A5 olroll thak o] Heh
(accuracy) I} k2] E4l(confidence) = (¢
alibration)A]7] 1L 22 7}x]|9} AL3|A 2jujof B
Aoh= APA eyt 52 SAA7]= Hl 71
o= Qe Aok,
npRERo 2 2 ¢i5to] ® 7ER] AR BlEof
FT A Aol sl Al EXvh & At
29] AFtollA ThRA] QLR ofl| x| ]
& A5 STOPS olg& &3l 454 o= i
SHATE 14 7]£2] STOPS o] &0 A 282 o
=05k A s de I3t 4 5719 A

= B Q4] T <14, To] Q1AL

7

A

=

0 of

N

d

o
o
o

)

AAA 2ol B TEA)7]R] B3l

e
Ao
1o

i)
il
i
N
(N
1o
re
-
=2
i=)
i
A
M
2
%
N
[o
4o
et

o

[ 57vke ST A0 2k of Al 714 a4l
2 olgHom 22 4 9o
LHChung & Choi, 2015; Kim & Grunig, 2011),
7 QoA B AT ThRA)  Shid W

g Zolstomn) oux) A4 Alat BiE 3

o
:
9#
2
i)
Ir
N

PRAFLIAH O T=f S+

5 A5 AR I ARUAeld BHE &
AEhe g Bt 5} A 7R £23 2= 9)S Ao
o} E3HE A At SAAE A AAgat
o] 7.8 4p0] 2| ol AIR}] AR 35S

B2HE 2tk FolA A9 54485 vl
AlsE7] o, whebA 2 At AakE A=Al |
ol Autsleh= dloll= Alghde] & Ao R v
e}, obd] $HAR AL ARJo R A gH &4
5ol SE 2 | ik ] A=A Ao A o]
e & 59 Folo 24o] o]Foil A Al o
Folxl AR 2L Aibehs Ak At 2ake] a4
3-8l T a3}, o & 5ol $AAE 1A
ArQlol| w2 B 2] Wil a1 i Ao
A o] Fol%] AE AL At 2 dAto] Ak A
& ohE o5 Al 4= Q7] wielth olHgt
SHoN T A5 AT Ae T A= 0]
Fold "arf Qe Eog B Atol ARgEH
3 a1 AE 73 tickrt @)= ol 7]Rkst
AL Qlk, &, olvA] A Agat BRE A 3
% olat AR, =7H,) E3kH o8 B2l
E/3E 7HA] AL Qltk= oA (Chae, 2012; Lim,
2011), B A7) S o9l (emic) o] oFet ofg]
(etic) @] THEoflA] v Th= 2 $1R0] E &

AlgEolehaL ARt 5 dtollas wEA|st

=

(ethnography) ©|4+ @4 (phenomenology)
2 1A QT RS 55 2 o] dholnt
Safol ol sck Zlo] Sl st ofnlg w2



References

Ansell, C., & Gash, A. (2008). Collaborative
governance in theory and practice. Journal of
Public Administration Research and Theory,
18(4), 543~571.

Armstrong, C. L. (2011). Providing a clearer view: An
examination of transparency on local
government Websites. Government
Information Quarterly, 28(1), 1~16.

Bartels, K. P. (2014). Communicative capacity: The
added value of public encounters for
participatory Democracy. Awmserican Review of
Public Administration, 44(6), 656 ~674.

Chae, J. (2012). A study of offering effective conflict
managements. KIPA Research Report, 41,
1~451.

Choi, Y. S., & Han, M. J. (2014). The influence of the
governmental conflict management strategies
on publics’ actions and policy acceptances.
Jounrnal of Korean Advertising, 25(1), 91~125.

Chung, W., & Choi, J. (2015). Understanding the roles
of problem solving motives and informative
communication actions in online
megaphoning behavior: An application of the
situational theory of problem solving(STOPS)
using the case of Sewol ferry tragedy. Korean
Adyertising & Public Relations Jonrnal, 17(3),
138~168.

Curtin, D., & Meiher, A. J. (2006). Does transparency
strengthen legitimacy? A critical analysis of
European Union policy documents.
Information Polity, 11,109 ~122.

Fung, A. (2015). Putting the public back into
governance: The challenges of citizen
participation and its future. Public
Administration Review, 75(4), 513~522.

Grimmelikhuijsen, S. G., Porumbescu, G., Hong, B.,
& Im, T. (2013). The effect of transparency on

Journal of Public Relations, Vol.20, No.3, Aug, 2016 109

trust in government: A cross-national
comparative experiment. Public
Administration Review, 73(4), 575~586.

Grimmelikhuijsen, S. G., & Welch, E. W. (2012).
Developing and testing a theoretical
framework for computer-mediated
transparency of local governments. Public
Administration Review, 72(4), 562~571.

Grunig, J. E. (1989). Publics, audiences and market
segments: Models of receivers of campaign
messages. In C. T. Salmon (Eds.), Information
campaigns: Managing the process of social change
(pp. 197~226). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Grunig, J. E. (1997). A situational theory of publics:
Conceptual history, recent challenges and new
research. In D. Moss, T. MacManus, & D.
Verci¢ (Eds.), Public relations research: An
international perspective (pp. 3~406). London,

U.K.: International Thompson Business Press.

Guo, H., & Neshkova, M. 1. (2013). Citizen input in
the budget process when does it matter most?.
The American Review of Public Administration,
43(3), 331~346.

Ha, H.-Y. (2009). Trends and issues of public conflict
researchers in Korea. Korean Society and Public
Administration, 20(2), 163~186.

Han, N.-D. (2014). Public conflict management system
analysis and improvement. National Assembly
Budget Office.

Kim, J., & Shim, J. (2014). Application of stakeholder
decision analysis in Korea: Challenges and
possibilities. The Korea Public Administration
Journal, 23(2), 143 ~174.

Kim, J.-N., & Ni, L. (2013). Two types of public relations
problems and integrating formative and
evaluative research: A review of research
programs withing the behavioral, strategic
management paradigm. Journal of Public Relations
Research, 25, 1~29.



110 OlHX| HH| A S5 23 AHHA F0t STIE ¢

Kim, ].-N., & Grunig, J. E. (2011). Problem solving and

communicative action: A situational theory of
problem solving. Journal of Communication, 61(1),
120~149.

Kim, J. S., & Ka, S. J. (2014). The perceptions of
publics regarding the roles of government in
the conflict resolutions. Korean Political
Science Jonrnal, 48(2), 103~120.

Kim, S. (2010). Public trust in government in Japan
and South Korea: Does the rise of critical
citizens matter?. Public Administration
Review, 70(5), 801~810.

Kim, S., & Lee, J. (2012). E-participation,
transparency, and trust in local government.
Public Administration Review, 72(6), 819 ~828.

Korea Development Institute. (2015). Promoting 21st
Century Learning and PBL in Korea.

Leach, W. & Sabatier, P. (2005). Are trust and social

capital the keys to success?

Watershed partnerships in California and Washington,
in P.A. Sabatier, W. Focht,

M. Lubell, Z. Trachtenberg, A. Vedlitz & M. Matlock
(Eds), Swimming Upstrea:. Collaborative
Approaches to Watershed Management (pp.
233~258). Cambridge, MA and London: MIT

Press.

Lee, S, Lee, J., & Lee, B. (2014). A Milryang
transmission tower study based on a multiple
scale viewpoint. Space and Society, 24(2),
252~286.

Lim, D. (2011). The status of public conflict
management and the factors of solving the
problems. Journal of Korean Public
Administration, 45(2), 291~318.

Lim, M. S. (2014). Korean public conflict management
and its process frameworks. Journal of Korean
Policies, 23(4), 91 ~114.

McGuire, L., Lay, J., & Peters, J. (2009). Pedagogy of

reflective writing in professional education.

PRAFLIAH O T=f S+

Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and
Learning, 9(1), 93~107.

Meijer, A. J. (2013). Understanding the complex
dynamics of transparency. Public
Adpinistration Review, 73(3), 429 ~439.

Meijer, A. J., Grimmelikhuijsen, S., Nell, L. & Lnetz,
L. (2014). Organizational arrangements for
targeted transparency. Information Polity, 19,
115~127.

Mizrahi, S., Vigoda-Gadot, E., & Van Ryzin, G.
(2010). Public sector management, trust,
performance, and participation: A citizens
survey and national assessment in the United
States. Public Performance and Management
Review, 34(2), 268 ~312.

Moon, B., & Park, G. H. (2014). The roles of the
governmental trust and distrust in the policy
conflict management. Journal of Korean Public
Relations Research, 18(3), 216~240.

Norma, S. M., Avolio, B. J., & Luthans, F. (2010). The
impact of positivity and transparency on trust
in leaders and their perceived effectiveness.
The Leadership Quarterly, 21, 350~364.

Park, H., & Blenkinsopp, J. (2011). The roles of
transparency and trust in the relationship
between corruption and citizen satisfaction.
International Review of Administrative
Sciences, 77(2), 254~274.

Rousseau, D. M., Sitkin, S. B., Burt, R. S., & Camerer,
C. (1998). Not so different after all: A
cross-discipline view of trust. Academy of
Management Review, 393 ~404.

Seol, M., Choi, E., & Kim, S. (2014). A study about an
archive system. Korean Journal of Recording
Management, 14(4), 7~36.

Sohn, J., & Sung, M. (2013). The impacts of political
ideology and economical benefits on
situational perception and communicative

actions. Journal of Korean Public Relations



Research, 17(3), 154~187.

Thomas, C. W. (1998). Maintaining and restoring
public trust in government agencies and their
employees. Administration & Society, 30(2),
166~182.

Van der Meer, T. (2010), In what we trust? A
multi-level study into trust in parliament as an
evaluation of state characteristics.

International Review of Administrative
Stciences, 76(3), 517~536.

Vigoda-Gadot, E. (2007). Citizens’ perceptions of
politics and ethics in public administration: A
five-year national study of their relationship to
satisfaction with services, trust in governance,
and voice orientations. Journal of Public
Administration Research and Theory, 17,
285~305.

Wang, X., & Wart, V. M. (2007). When public
participation in administration leads to trust:
An empirical assessment of managers’
perceptions. Public Administration Review,
67(2), 265~278.

Welch, E. W., Hinnant, C. C., & Moon, M. . (2005).

Journal of Public Relations, Vol.20, No.3, Aug, 2016 111

Linking citizen satisfaction with e-government
and trust in government. Journal of Public
Administration Research and Theory, 15(3),
371~391.

Welch, E. W., & Wong, W. (2001). Global
information technology pressure and
government accountability: The mediating
effect of domestic context on Website

openness. Journal of Public Administration

Research and Theory, 11#), 509 ~538.

Yang, K. (2005). Trust and citizen involvement
decisions: Trust in citizens, trust in
institutions, and propensity to trust.
Administration and Society, 38(5), 573~595.

Yoon, J. S., & Joo, Y. H. (2014). The effects of the
democratic conflict management and their

limitations. Local Government Research, 18(1),

565~593.
zlz= &0 20163 038 05¢
== SAIY 20163 04¥ 04
== &TY 20164 06¥ 03
A 2 20163 07€ 24



Journal of Public Relations, Vol.20, No.3, Aug, 2016, pp84~112. -
ISSN: 1229-2869-51 =P usst=2PRYI
DOI: 10.1581 4/Jp|'201 6.20.3.84 Korean Academic Society for Public Relations

An Empirical Assessment of the Influence of
Transparency and Trust in Government on Lay
Citizens’ Communicative Actions Relative to
Conflict of Interest in the Public Service

Taejun (David) Lee
Ph.D., Associate Professor of Public Management,
KDI (Korea Development Institute) School of Public Policy and Management

Wonjun Chung
Ph.D., Associate Professor, Department of Journalism and Mass Communications,
The University of Suwon*
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