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ABSTRACT : In this study, we try to quantify resident's conflict by rural development project based on previous researches about
community capacities required for residents and social networks in rural village for suggesting efficient project model. we analyzed
conflict elements in six category such as 'conflict in residents', 'conflict in residents and leaders', 'conflict in leaders', 'conflict in
villages', 'conflict in development fund', 'conflict in village by common income project. These results also analyzed by personal
background(age, role, education, income) of respondent in questionary survey. Results show that 'conflict in residents and leaders',
'conflict in leaders', 'conflict in development fund' are perceived differently by age, role, education, and income in 5% significance
level. Especially, relatively young age(below 40 years old) expressed clearly about conflict and high scored in item of 'residents and
leaders'. Regression model show statistical significance(F=39.807, P=0.000) in influence relation analysis of conflict, network,
leadership, and project fund. In this model, network £=-0.237, leadership B=-0.375, project fund A=-0.000 show network and
leadership have negative relation to conflict but project fund is difficult to find relation with conflict. In this study, we defined
social vulnerability using conflict, network, and leadership and verified the vulnerability of rural village applying regional community
capacity in analysis results; vulnerability increased by the size of region and show inverse correlation to future vision of residents.
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Table 1. Survey status by region unit

Holl ofgh Ab8lH FHopy B

Do Si Gun Ri (number) Area(ha) Population(person) Questionary surveys
KangWon HongCheonGun 4 7,472 520 26
ChungBuk GeoSanGun 8 6,492 531 42
ChungNam KongJuSi 2 1,088 301 12
ChungNam BoreongGun 2 444 341 12
ChungNam BuYeoGun 4 404 349 28
ChungNam TaeAnGun 2 55 316 10
ChunBuk KimJaeSi 8 346 539 44
ChunBuk IkSanSi 2 177 1,443 12
ChunNam GokSeongGun 8 3,767 756 43
KyungBuk MunKyugSi 4 3,083 425 20
KyungBuk SangJuSi 4 1,470 481 20
KyungNam YangSanSi 4 883 1,907 20
KyungNam TongYeongSi 8 1,074 2,047 40
KyungNam HamYangGun 2 1,246 282 10
KyungNam HapCheonGun 8 2,958 803 44

Total 15 70 30,959 11,041 383

oA A=ALe] BTAL TReFNE Hofoldl FTEA . 237FLHE 3 e
ox, AEARE 2Ho] & QRS MAGT T > 9l

FEDPIISY o] FTEASAYS 2% B 1 REEA}
el A = Ao A AUE -8 i

:T"-Oﬂ‘-:- l:ig] ;(]_/}:;Qo] %;(.]_g_ X‘]ﬁﬂ?—__}’ B
71€9] F2AEYE 592 5 JohKim, 2009).

& vk W ZASo] dAEY EE FE g4 7Y
w A vt 3|55k vl AlZto] ®ol Z—iaﬂl %E}. ule}
A FENEAE S AlS st
Solu, dA| Aol J=AE Hefshs Aol Fasth
U}Q FH Yo Aol ot & o kA AEH
94 OE‘%*OlE}E She ARSI cFEA] o),
,dgare A dEe =1 @ 4
7 lD} Z1218H2009)0] A7AH AHFR 3 AF
of (-9 dFs wHth ole} o] k&
J= mlSoAE FuEo] T = TS

TU=E
SAYE Fshe

7t g4dsty ] UHTOH

ﬁ
o
T
W

e g
B
_‘
rE
il
=
_1
L2
N

UNA —{N
=
ﬂ-ﬂﬂ

I‘IF _&
L

. o
flo

u
Av2)
i)
°

X
N,
)
N
oj
o
off
rhu
=
o
32
L
Jg
o
ol
N
2
5

=l
A WS AR E BEEe el e
nhge] AlBA Hepde Wb Ba 43A e
A% BEBE P, AYFR] B A7} Ba
3o,

71Eo 2 57)

32
)
il
A
P
> %
1o
=
ot
i
O
o~
o
N
o fo ™
i)
é
}1
rﬁ

A
ZH oPO% ﬂl%‘i u}—7H‘%A}?§ Oﬂ 254
Feoj2o] e vEEFEA A=A} FHE e
2 Table 13} Zo] Ao FAHE 59 o4, 7070 3
Ael Z2HE T 383FE 35 Stk AExA 7Rk
2013.12.2.~12.1009€ %) AAI8FATHMin, 2014).

A g5t AR A AADY FH o
7:1]% gqs}mq Hsgoﬂ;u FQ A= Table 2
| & 1570 AYE oz AS|IAHE, 35492,
Zu4, &5, UlEHHl?ﬂ Z Ak, *%ﬁéﬁk%‘ﬂl, 3
FAEANE, FEASAENT T adlo]l =AU
om, o] &Ad &3tk FAEAS IBM SPSS
Statistics 20 T2ZI:S FE3}PoH, AHEASTES

ox
}01[
o

o
m
(o]

vol. 21, no. 1,2015 79



B84, 3984,

25291 ARATAYS

A1 H(2008)=

B & 5

FejuvEte] AE 713Hst F
AFE Nk A olA FHeF
= At FHefdS WA 9
U= Azete] FAQA $3ll(hazard) S
olo] w& FAHZA FFolg= FY-RESIA
(close-response relationship) 0.2 X.= AJZto] Qith T
A=, AAAE A7 Zoke] FHA qu‘ﬂ QYo ZHE

A7) e Aew Aejsle 49Tt Atk %, TaE
Her sat md o ~mdad] 44 w2E A
HEEAe] Aslelnhs e 43, we So =

=2 SEE He Jlojnh AR AL FHebdolH.
°ol= 7MY AFUEZE 7= ARSIAAIZ o)L FA1H
2REe THT HA HHlE FLT F2Ed
27F L0l st & o] thA|she wHol 7 7HAY 7
FUEHEE gold Su& Zr=xstal ik
FEEURSAR A AR FHeRd o] g

Sl
o
=

583},

Table 2. Regional Community Capacity Estimation Results

B ATAE Hopde ARG AsARe o
A%, Bu, 250l g2 4T 4 U7, ol nhe
WL A F ARG BT 254 DA} US
2

olgk= 7Hd$ equation (1)@ o] A3t

M

pa

A71A, w(i): vkeel H, cli): v
n(i): vF&e] A4, 1(i): vk gui4, a AEAF

'6‘,

N
—_
o2l

A3k 004014 Hoigt 5
side) Welg Sistel A
o Higtk 1002 ZH=
M, ol& FHEo] vt @

AEo} e s e @u}.

AT

13117} Eh- A=

V.

1. EESERIS| YHH

B AREAelN 35

3t AA)| 38391 F, EA7T 2607

in Target 15 regions

cﬁﬁ?ﬁﬁy AQ2) | BQ) | c@) | DQ) | EQ) | F@) | 6@ | H@) | 14) | J@) | K@®) | L®) | M®) | N©®) | O®)
Capacity
Trust 394 | 3.69 | 3.55 | 358 | 430 | 3.58 | 347 | 373 | 413 | 409 | 326 | 3.63 | 34 | 3.61 | 420
Cooperation | 3.71 | 3.83 | 3.90 | 3.60 | 4.18 | 3.57 | 3.63 | 338 | 403 | 3.74 | 344 | 364 | 356 | 3.47 | 3.99
Network 387 | 393 | 3.66 | 358 | 3.88 | 349 | 356 | 3.33 | 412 | 386 | 323 | 350 | 348 | 344 | 428
Regualation | 439 | 4.17 | 3.90 | 3.86 | 427 | 3.60 | 3.85 | 3.67 | 419 | 380 | 3.72 | 3.73 | 3.62 | 3.67 | 433
i‘;ﬁ‘:;n“;‘;y 386 | 3.89 | 3.92 | 3.76 | 4.02 | 3.63 | 347 | 351 | 404 | 386 | 3.55 | 3.65 | 3.64 | 351 | 435
Leadership 392 | 378 | 395 | 408 | 4.02 | 371 | 348 | 3.63 | 437 | 3.84 | 348 | 3.60 | 3.53 | 3.66 | 4.19
Conflict 167 | 200 | 279 | 242 | 2.7 | 2.82 | 2.68 | 2.16 | 1.78 | 223 | 2.54 | 2.05 | 2.50 | 247 | 1.57
Village vision | 3.92 | 3.75 | 3.80 | 3.83 | 3.80 | 3.69 | 3.64 | 3.40 | 426 | 3.80 | 3.38 | 3.68 | 3.40 | 3.65 | 4.19
Region vision | 3.67 | 3.75 | 3.70 | 3.58 | 3.50 | 3.77 | 3.07 | 3.65 | 400 | 3.75 | 3.15 | 3.55 | 349 | 338 | 423
Total Fund | 2,624 | 2,730 | 2,424 | 5,670 | 3,029 | 5,750 | 3,794 | 4,040 | 3,545 | 5,500 | 7,000 | 5,300 | 6,060 | 5999 | 6,440
Area(ha) 1,088 | 444 | 55 | 177 | 1246 | 7472 | 404 | 3,083 | 1,470 | 883 | 6492 | 346 | 3,767 | 1,074 | 2,958
House 130 | 161 | 143 | 284 | 141 | 520 | 159 | 198 | 209 | 777 | 531 | 224 | 372 | 853 | 425
Population 301 | 341 | 316 | 1443 | 282 | 1,151 | 349 | 425 | 481 | 1,907 | 1,081 | 539 | 756 | 2,047 | 803
Income Fund | 350 | - | 425 | - | 464 | 903 | 816 | - -l 120 | 592 | 1,896 | 450 | - | 753
«Min(2014)
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(a) conflict in residents (b) conflict in residents and leaders (c) conflict in leaders
Pearson \”=45945(df=35, p=0.102) Pearson \”=62.474(df=35, p=0.003) Pearson \”=50463(cf=35, p=0.044)
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(d) conflict in villages (e) conflict in development fund (f) conflict in village by common income project
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Figure 1. Cross analysis of age and conflict
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Figure 2. Conflict by leader and resident
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Figure 3. Cross analysis of income and conflict
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Figure 4. Regional community capacity by region unit
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Table 5. Linear Regression Result in 'Conflict'
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R Adjusted . . - Coefficie .
Item R Square | R Square F Sig Variable Coefficients nts t Sig.
B Std. Error BETA
(Constant) 254 099 2557 | 011
Network -.237 .075 -.231 -3.161 .002
flict . 314 . . . -
Contlict | 560 | .3 306 | 39807 1000 T dership -375 076 362 | 4948 | 000
Fund .000 .000 -.163 -3.162 .002
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Table 4. Principle Component Analysis of 'Conflict' and

'Leadership'
Items Eigen Value Variance Explanation(%)
Network 3.253 65.1
Conflict 4.422 73.7
leadership 3.925 65.4
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Region Unit 2 Ri 4 Ri 8 Ri
Residents 2.52 2.59 2.46
Residents and Leaders 2.14 242 227
Leaders 2.09 2.34 2.08
Villages 2.36 2.36 2.14

Fund 2.34 2.32 2.14

Income 2.29 237 2.10
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Table 6. Linear Regression Results of 'Conflict' by Ri Numbers

39 16%, 47 n-&
N e

17%, 871

Eo] ml2 FHe] vlH o

. X R Stand.
Item Ri N R |Adjusted R F Sig Variable Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients ¢ Sig.
Square | Square
B Std. Error BETA

(Constant) -5.646 1.273 -4.437 .000

Network -.090 203 -.098 -446 .659

2 690 476 A8 8.168 000 Leadership =172 191 -.196 -.896 378

Fund .014 .003 .640 4.575 .000

(Constant) -.146 239 -613 .542

. Network -.100 145 -.091 -.688 494

Conflict 4 482 232 198 6.851 .000 Leadership 301 14l 729 2081 026

Fund .001 .000 261 2.383 .020

(Constant) .101 110 912 363

Network -273 .082 -279 -3.314 .001

8 703 45 485 51526 | 000 Leadership -463 .086 -452 -5.358 .000

Fund .000 .000 -.196 -3.468 .001

Table 7. Vulnerability of 15 target region

RO oo™ | A@) | B@) | €@ | DQ) | EQ) | F4) | G@) | H) | 1) | I | K®) | L) | MB) | NG) | O®)
Network 3.87 | 3.93 | 3.66 | 3.58 | 3.88 | 3.49 | 3.56 | 3.33 | 4.12 | 3.86 | 323 | 350 | 3.48 | 3.44 | 4.28
Leadership 392 | 378 | 395 | 408 | 402 | 3.71 | 3.48 | 3.63 | 437 | 3.84 | 3.48 | 3.60 | 3.53 | 3.66 | 4.19
Conflict 167 | 200 | 279 | 242 | 277 | 2.82 | 2.68 | 2.16 | 1.78 | 223 | 2.54 | 2.05 | 2.50 | 247 | 1.57
Vulnerability 220 | 269 | 3.86 | 331 | 3.55 | 436 | 433 | 357 | 1.98 | 3.01 | 452 | 325 | 407 | 3.92 | 1.75
Village Vision 392 | 3.75 | 3.80 | 3.83 | 3.80 | 3.69 | 3.64 | 3.40 | 426 | 3.80 | 338 | 3.68 | 3.40 | 3.65 | 4.19
Region Vision 367 | 375 | 370 | 3.58 | 350 | 3.77 | 3.07 | 3.65 | 400 | 3.75 | 3.15 | 3.55 | 3.49 | 3.38 | 4.23
C°mu§:]tgd1“°°me 350 | - | 425 | - | 464 | 903 | 816 | - -] 120 | 592 | 1,896 | 450 | - | 753
Income Fund Ratio | 13% 18% 15% | 16% | 22% 2% | 8% | 36% | 7% 12%
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