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Aol A, IS obr4add T2AE #29 FAE 3L FATAHNA dvEaz o
T 059 F 7 FR6A, 7€ 79 42 AR AHA, 2ARF9 A
NAZ2AE #2o] AFAAE olRAA A¥oz F3st {3 FHA, 7€ AT
A BAFF FEHHeY, FHHo2E bFe FARI TAlA EAs] HE, =
Sdo] 23 3o AU o€ st FAHH FAY v FHY FAE F 7HA 7
Argste], bl 7129 FAx diF o}&F FI(typology) - HFH, A%FTAH, HEUHT
A, 753 78 - AAEA, 357 7199 6671 TR AEES Tt HFFHoz FFeA A7E
e FEULHFTH 7S Adsae o8 FIFIA FAIE Ml 7HAY FAZF g 433
F3(taxonomy) - 53, A%FTAH, FIHY, FFH -0l 2EHJY. T 4FFH FI339 Aol

il

T A4
2R EJ gg FaS SAl(control) FE FH(coordination)?] TWAA HE 7|&9 AF
X

AN ot (> rfe fol o
o B O T 2

£ 958 £33 AGEY F90) §e
AuHez we Aoz vew

1. A8

A2 o], ARA2E ol A4S outsourcing) <
7190l ABA2EE FEste d oA Fad "t
224 AR YUt & ATAAE IS of a4
9] shtel FeHg & ¢ U FRA2HDE gFAY
(outsourced IS development)3l= IS o} 244 TZAEE
ggdoz g

ol IS ofxAaY TRAEE HRA2Y ALY
T AA e ERdozr Qi gAstana st ZRE
2dsA Z3HA HE AAE5H 9] E(performance risk)
T 2R dFFdoz A HAY 5 UAE FdP9
7135914 3PFol g3 FASHY ¢ F(relational risk)
o] A&st= AP 433 ¥ AFgolgn & 4
o} [1]. WA, o]E g IS ol 2AA T ZAEC g
T FABEALHES FEIT 9o 7€y 59y
olvel, #d FARES FEI A& F g843tn,
25 olHBAE Ao olste AMEZ &Folg

g s A2
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Zog Yexed, 13 433 75H 739 4347

oy, 71E AFEAAE IS oladE oEA
#EY AP e A& A% (contrac) L2 HEH
£ A A A (competitive relationship) FH 3} FEH
(partmership). 2 UEH=  HHATBA  (cooperative
relationship) #H9] AFAA M2 t& dAFZdAe &
g WtE AAsE Ak FBHEAA FHANE JF
AA et ALY F3 ] FolJog Qs SEUHo]
& Hdg olg F gloy, gty FEE ASdAE F
g Auto] IS ot A9 EFE 2A4E 4 Jvn o}
31 (4] [5]. W0l FEF @A @HAAME T43E A
Sfolu} ZAART, A5 JFAAYG FrItd] AR A
348 T FEUHY THo] ofxiAdY ARE
248 5 A ddetn FFIT (6] 7]

w2t B AT e olgdt 4F5dE FEE,
AAZQ IS ol A TRAE T A A 517
At 1S oA FIAE FA (control)d FHONA
utgte 1zl gk FAEEE nAAL I E Al
el Fosts Z2AWLF] FAFAREY 59
I AAE 2 g8t AEY FUIHYE 5o, 2



E7e olSBAE =AU, TRAEY EHS G
Asted 2483 £dol € § U olF FAY F
84 & ojn Yol B FofiA BE AT} Ho
gon, ISEOFIAME, 53] ARA2F JJETZHE 9]
#gelol YAME 7]E9 AFN FEL dolgid) (8]
(21 [9] [10]. L3}, IS o}x 4] EoldAe H2 ¥E

AT E AsnE ofd FA) W@ A7t BA @k,

[11] [1].

T, Kirsh(1997)7F &3 b2 [SEorE X g4l
71E9 FA @ dT7E°] 4 g2 FAALE A
Yu 9k AA, gL d7Ee] #A5A-FTHLLY
A FAE gz st Qo watA, IS %
A4 Z2AEQ e FHH FA dEd A7 &F
gt 4, UiEe dFE0] uAd =& gig o
TE Ao E an vk WA, IS ofxAad =2 A
Eg e dAFHol1, A2 & 2FYE] FIe
Z2AE zAo gt A7t Bk AA, hEEe
drEo] shte BARYol 23¥E ZF1 U 19
Y, Aoz g B FARH] Sl ALS
Ha ot

metA, E dFoME IS o}2AA ZZAE #e
ge AU FAY FA U3 olsEg= oJEH &
Ag dAastnx, &g & AFEA T @&
szl gl AA, IS olAY T2 HAENA mAA
Ygel A ojm g FA 2F]AE F3o) AEHEI? £
A, 2+ FHEDY A zpol7t EAsETN

2. B8 AP
2.1. SRS e

S Al(control)9] MEL ZHHste 2z RololA AY,
A 23, 227 A 59 A8 BY oA d$
ek, gFstA AHEEHI d7Ho gk 2y,
FA digt Foje 4 AT @7 ¢ =EHH
g 924 JWaA g E=9 dFvig H8445 dF
Aol qilon, fAF AEEF ELH ALRHo g}

71&9 AFMY FA dig FoE AHEY, 2
A IR 719 #Ho= Yol E 5 o AA, A
&7 <& (interpersonal influence) FH o2 FAE
ZAU 9] AAA dF¥H] oz nyr =4, 48
483 (power-influence) T|HOZTA EHU A9l
[12] & ZAY BAHF SAAI} A9 ol HEE
Yt FAJEAA FHE MANE AFGAIID, A
9] g9 AFsE st FFHIY AL ALxgse=
RNog sMgdozN BE(power)d} FYMAFAM HF
sttt A, I B 3 E(Information flow) B O Z A} o]
#Ho ATEL =AW FEBF A FAHAAM F
Ag 23 BFRE 85, By, AL, Fiske FHe
2 M3} [13)(14]. LA, Alo]w v €l (cybernetics) B
Aoz FAE 2F9 EFY A9 XES HAAF D,
wE, Grste, EA TPA] H=ds Fato A FAA
£ TAlsle 4y #HAFoz Howt} [15]. YA,
B¢ 59 H(behavioral) AHOZAM o] AHE FUHo
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2 Fo9o FANA FAF BAAY Y FBE @
3t7) 95t HFARY] PHol dFE F= ZE A
S(attempts)2 A 2] ¥ [16].

E A7 BAE 2P oz PYF9d #H
NA HISFozHA IS of2Ard ZRAERF A T
e O3 TA 88 2oy B FTEE o
#AE Quat @t

22. SA9 REY

71& A7 m2d A 23 Yol dye 3
H2 EA359, 7] & SAGE M2 ¥8% ¢+ ¢
T 4493 A EgE AR 482 oy, 549
Aoz EAT F Aoe /MRS /D o guty
o=, FAFYEE A F43 FA(informal control)S}
vl F24 & ZA(informal contro) & TE3}0, 43 £
= X3 895 Al(behavior control)®} Z 3% A (outcome
controlE THA] o] Ak, I vjFAE FaE A
8] & EA|(social control)} A& F-A(self contro)Z TE
Lin=3

1) 43 FA4

FAAH BAe gitdoz ZHAH EA=Zn Ede
Roz A7 HFo ZAS A AFARANE XA, @&,
G2t e, 33E FPste Aol Hulg @HY B4
gt & ¢ ot

348 FAE FAAY 749 A F(the timing of
intervention)®] wWel ©hA] 3 9% Al(behavior control), 2
7% Al (outcome control)2 EFHAIY, FAFAE 4
7t @A FYPHE7 IFE vAE Aoz, F=2
HFAxte o, F9, @59 B 2JE Lo+
[17]. Z95Ac JASAYgs g2 YEAAE 34
A Y B gASA sPdd JFARd oA 3
743t Aolth [16]. A9 F 7HA FAFYL Y93
Q Aol ofye, HAA JFBANNA FAlol EL 7
Aoz 24T 5 A} 18]

@ 514 A

A8 A BAlE A SAdE €Y AMgE &9
of ZAJ Aol gt A=¥(people strategy)ol=t [19].
Z duEoez 7|t FZBAE Fild 23 74
AEDY FHE JHA, 74, £53E BId uEA
PAE %, AgozN FAVL ojFoiA e Holn.
olZ g Alsl Y BAlv ZAFAY A 3A 7HE 9
A9 13 T Aoy A & B FIFHA A}
3|8 AAL Tt AFALd16].

3) A&EA

AT SolAMT ¥ FAxZRH S e
AAE FA, AE3F 54 2L 97 FAIIIE
(external control mechanism)@}i= o} & 7ele] 7HXAA,
A%, AAAA Fol 71wt WA B w7y S(internal *
control mechanism)©. 24 A}-&%F A (self control)o] thFE
ol soivta Ao [20]. AEFAE AUl £F o
Fol et EEE MAstn, 222 B2 Yrisid,



WA Z3E ste As duigd [21). @A, AE&F
A Zgolye 22 FAA distd RN ExE
A3, H7}, J=dg 57] Roe o PAE AE
Hoz & g =S HE 7H59 FE Ao HA
o] Aol

23. SHS X8F |

SA o) dF Z3T3 (combinational) EHE A
A zA Yoy SAREEC AE EHFHoz &4
3l Aol oty yg el FARH S0 AFEH
o FHHog FA Exgds A3E K3 A
[8] [20]. & &/ BAFYEC FEH] E53n
ERE HHE oFn de A& FAHZF(control
combination) E&= FA|A]2¥(control system)o]z} T}
[18].

Anthony(1952)F Hx2Z FBAZILY AdE A
ot 19 |7 23, 23 oA A FAH F
Aol v]FAH FA7 B EA, ddoz F4
A A7t #Fol olstn, FHo] &ol3ty FuFe
2 7z i JAFAGAUA, FAH FA9G nvjF4
] BA7t A 2L olE A9 AAAQ AHnE
gAsle 2& Bo FHoh

Ouchi(1980) 18] AFojA ZAHA EAES
T4 FAY v FAe AAE Fo FA
2 #HAsz  FA 8FHE A2 (information
requirements)?} Q7 EHE 7]EHA 3 e(social
requirements) S @t &9 A 7HRA 9 FAz{E
AAEg ek #8824 EA(bureaucratic control), A1 EA
(market control), A &% zl(clan control). Z2)A}3]5 Ho}
9] @+ Bradach(1989)]9] VTS Weitz(1995)) M =
Ouchi®] FAZEH KA Al 713 BARES AAS
At

Jaworski(1993)E "HAB AU ZHAe] #eldH=
g T3 BAY vINY BAE 71FLR Fq, 4
A9 A =23H F9%: & AN, & #3999
ulA g Azt Aolg HAFHoz AWEgith L
FF 9 (high)y FTAIALE, TS F(bureaucratic) T4 Al

9, Ad(clan) FAA 2, F& FE(low) TAA2H,

30 i 9y 9 o
3.1 |y

£ d39 EFL A% MEAF Q7] 2o
v g3 dF(exploratory research)Z4] IS o} 24 A =
ZAENANY ALLHE FAZTE Folm, F £39
d 54N 4 Y09 A oA S yrsluz

&

o @ AL Yato, 3L gL ATVAE A
Anz @b AAA, 7189 ATE WFoR IS okf
24 Z2HAEcA FAzHe g ol #%
(typology)E =233 T BAGME, 423 &
H(taxonomy)E =&Y st  Y=HaEAY

(Ward’s error sum of squares method)?] A&E3H FIEA S
Ak AAA AN E, 528 AFFH F3o o
gt F4F FAL HFAA FAE FHEFE A
H4(ANOVA)® =Ho] 7 Z(multiple comparison test)yE %
3o, o83 3R] HRAH4 S A¥rgc =X o
AdAMe, 4 JABEZ FAHEA(ANOVA)SL AoldF
(multiple comparison test)& &3], IS o}2A2/4 TZAE

Az aolg AFHE YT
32. SRIZES ol2E &

IS oA ZTRAEFE AT FAY 2FHH
He GH EIATFNN 2EHUKO T4 FAY 5
A% BFAA BAE o2 s [2Y 1] 2o
AF3, AGFA, FEYULFA, 758 739 v 7}
A o83 ¥ (typology)22 Y& = U}

A 2FZ 4 (contract-oriented) FF-S AL F A ST &
Aade 59 44 FAFEL F2 A8y, HF
A BASELE REyHoz AgEE Fawyolr)
F2 71&9 743 &7 (competitive relationship) T <]
ATelA 74 ZaHQ FePH R AA s

924 41 54l (partnership-oriented) F- ¥ F&2 F4
" 7HA, 4, A5 F9 ¥4 Y FAFEE F2 A}
838t31, F43 FAFEE FFFoz AgEEe g
ol F2 71&Y A & @A (cooperative
relationship) &4 9] AFolA 743 &3 dedge
2 AA st gl

%5 3 (dynamic) 3L FAH FAY uFHF
BAE BF ALREL Qe ALZ IS o4 =24
E #gd FHFFHo|x, tadH o s dsx v &
F Atk B dFgME M 29EQ ddhies
o stz Ut

T% H(passive) FHL FHFH EAFEIH 8 F2
Fq FAFG ZFE FHA AHgEe Aoz, AMAY IS
olxA] Z2AEM Y FIAE Rddn Y FFo
2B F Adth £ dFdME M A ¥E Re
2 dq4sta ok

o4
(=)
= | =8 o = Al =
g Ak A HEH
-’i‘—l
o
9 | we
A +=SH mEHE 34
E=
P=]
E [=] [ =]
45 =5

[29¥ 1] BAAN2"Y ol8d &7
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4. S Y
41 H2 ¥ I=z4F

£ A7 EADAE IS ofRad Z2AE=R 1A
At Qe 2FE #FEALH, 2ITEE Szl

A S ZE IS ol24Y T2AEE gAgoE

2RAGA B 79 EFo Rygsis xRS Uy
Ze 71EL ALt FEEA AA, B AFA
= IS ol2Aa T2 AEA nAAe FR3 g F
AA e dY BA(dyadic relation)o] ZFL ©F3
A7) W e gFAA7 Fagd 9L I
| Z2AEE gidoz . A4, E dFdME IS
ol-244 T2AEqA Y3 FPE ) 9T =
2HES A3 5& Hosty ] Wi Tz HAET}
A4 959 AHE Fo 2low, g8 ©x 3do] 4
2 e Z2AHAEE Yoz ok AA, dF EHS
AAME A7EFoly e sl s FFL
A 5= FAA(homogeneity)S ZtFolok 3}y, =g
A9 YAl & gra71 98 o] 44
(heterogeneity)> EHSIojof Fo) uweEla, £ AT
FAY zZAES i Jdeyg S8A2E
(application system) 7jd Z2AEZ 513y, o2
A& 13y A8AE 719 7 7tEE AT AN
As) Ald FAlel 3 st
B dFME ASTHL A8y SHHARES ¥y
3t BES &3] % XE Zdo= KIAST
o] FuRYA FAo FAg 71PdE 3009 AY 7Y
< oz gt MY EE ZHYEE TUY UE
9ol 71g $4719E0 ¥¢9E R B AP
EAY dEUARete] 7238 AEAe 84 |
o] 875}, dHoz AFo FAxsteAol ¥
FezHdE A&t
AEZA 2 A8 A= 94,3009 AY 1Y F
AZA7E £gstn, JRAEH AR JA7} obd 7Y
1507 B 719& MAs AF 7199 KAIST H1
B9 44 FARNA B2 T olHUS FItd @
T HARE Md9stn RS 833y, A A
HE EBE As Age 539 A3 7199 AdFAE
zzAE FFL E3, T Z2HE9 37 UARE
ARG § AEAE WX, AT HEIEE Y.
150719 719 % 517} 71de 2Ry ARA B39
AFHE $TBE U F U4 dAZ AMRA 2
Fae} Az PY2E AT B 6/ NUYEL AF
Age Aol dden, Unzl 457F 719 AF ¥
ZE 7Y AFFHoze $gate BALAY &
93 HFAHQ FxuFoz, HF BEMo= 66/ T2
AE3570 719)7F AH8-E AT
A9 AL B FAE A5 =FH AU
z2AE EAL 7 [X 1), [E 2]¢ 2 WA, =
AP EAoR A, W&, EHYS P2 pds)
o g9k AP FLL [E 554 Z2AE E
Aoz Alxd {¥Y Z=AE o4 ZzAE 77
¥ E4S 29 AFYs.

rhe ool o

LE 1] el

=44 349

ol s

100
100
300
1000
5000

o) gt
o] 4+ ~300%| gt
o} Ab~10007] 2t

o] A~5000%] 9t
0 oAt

= —_N
Rprwarvwwuzy

509 ok 9 13.6
509 o]~ 1009 ulwH 6 9
1009 ©]3~5009 =gk 22 33.3
500 o] Ar~20002 1]t 14 21.1.
200093 oA 6 9
F3q 6 9
7 66 100%
[ 2] B2 Z2HE 349 EA

QAL AR A AH 2 3
g A" 20 30.3
T A|=H] 4 6
A A= 1 1.5
AT A2H 7 17.7
A7 Al 4 6
58§ gFAI=" 10 15.2
A HYFH A 2H 15 22.8
71E} 1 1.5
e 1 L5

100

4 o]A& ~1d m%t 22 33.3

o] A} ~2yd mgk 17 25.7
2 ol ~3d mgt 5 7.7
34 o|A 1 1.5
Fod 1 1.5
7 66 100
3ATY olRk 4 6
5xqtd mgh 7 11
5AREY o] d~19 ujyt 13 19.6
19 ol4 ~109 ujgt 17 25.8
109 o]4F ~50% njqt 4 6
504 o] 10 15.2
Ty 6 9.1
A 66 100
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42 Yo £F

IS ol24ad Z=2AE9 JFAxF HAFH
Y& =Es7 A%
v FAE A9 F H ¥HFE AMREATh WA
FAE FAE IS olgAA Z2AEdA uAA}
AFANA ZzAE Y3 FAA A, PPL
FA5, #F, F7lL J=9 2 oo g2 {§539
B} ¥ 3§ AEE odulsie HYFAY
AAA7L AFUANA T2HES] EFIA @FAE
ExyY ¥Fo TAH, #2, ¥l J=9 92 g4
e f5d9 HAely AEE ¢ AEE 93
AAZAE BF XA 7479 EFHXFE= (18]
2619 AFE wBoz HuAI2H FAL FHd
HY e E FAsI FATA 8=, AREA 8IF
F 163502 A

HFAA BAE oA g4 £ dT79 544,
AEEAE A, AEAH FAvGoz ZAHFAC
AHEd FAE IS ob2Aad Z2HENA mAAL
AFPANA A E3sl, @ dEd  oE)
A71E s &ta, FHA7} olsig Fx &L ol we
T niold ANdg F ARE 9ujsies Aoz
FAH ZANEZE [26] [27] [28]9 AFES
ngog s§ES AMgsith

IS o2 ZEAE A3t AFEEPE AGE
d2  fPHAd Az2gdAdzx F 7R FHA
259t FFAHRE IS ofxAA AL ZZAHE
8 Fol A7, A, X GAHE AN Z £59
Ax AHoHy, FW AFE wgoR 9gFoz

ZASAT BOE. A2® Ads  AF4ud
BRA2D AAS  Fad, B4, FANE
Zwolde 43E dnias oz A ATE

ulgto g 128202 A3t (8] [30]

5. g7 21
51. AT} AEH SHE

[E 3pIME 54 95Ed NdE 24 B3

A& SAFE 89314} ZR T
A Z] E(reliability)y= Wty oz o] AgHE:
WA A @A (internal  consistency) @9 I EulsE

25} 7 9*(Cronbach alpha coefficient)yE A4Hg A3} R &
ZRHEE7t 07 ooz, AAF HAogw BAHYC)

Zgez FAH  FAS

-EEA 4 3.16 ] 0.93 0.86
-E A 4 335 1093 0.91
-BAA 3 370 [ 0.84 0.75
A" A3 12 3.07 0.73 0.90
- 4 3.09 |[0.386 0.82
-RH3-A] 4 322 091 0.89
-H & 3 287 085 0.78

52. SRXEY ASE [8(taxonomy)

IS o}24d ZRAENMS FAZRY ATH &
P& EE] Astd, R AR H=9 Hay
e, e A4E 2R A Jd A¢S
2R3 AdXE dutgos § JHA FAF] A
g3 Atk AWAZ, SPRSQE FAS o] FHuz
A& o, AALGREAAN Foid ol AA =
FEo 49ge 9nlsin], RSQE At Zo] HFAS
W A d98e vdehle Ao= Pt 2% 5
o] Atk [E 41914 AWRYE, Fao £7 44D |
RSQ®Ol 78 F7etm, Fakol Golx|7] Wl 43
o] AAsitn & 4 vt 88 738d A= F
#ol "olA A%, RSQY FMFoIU, Ame A 4
Jeol AAscn & & ot

[E 4] Ao A A

g4 | SPRSQ RSQ PS-F PS-t
10 0.0114 0.917 68.5 8.6
9 0.0116 0.905 68.0 5.6
8 0.0138 0.891 67.9 10.2
7 0.0141 0.877 70.3 16.1
6 0.0380 0.839 62.6 23.5
5 0.0395 0.800 60.9 20.4
4 0.0517 0.748 61.3 19.4
3 0.1067 0.641 56.3 35.4
2 0.2049 0.436 49.6 37.7
1 0.4364 0.000 - 49.6

[ 3] 4FEY A&d FAZFH A=
G 3= H x& Cronbach
F A=} Alpha

T2 A 5A 16 3.44 0.73 0.93
A 54 8 3.41 0.76 0.85
-39 =3 8 3.32 0.76 0.85

v FAAEA [ S 3.19 0.78 0.79
oA Ax 11 3.38 0.82 0.93

[E S]ME =29 453 78 dsiq 324
ZAg HFAY BAE FTEHEUFE o FAHEA
(ANOVA)Z} z}o] B Z(multiple comparison test)yE % 5}o],
ol ¥ AL HAHEi, EF ZZAE 7|
%, R, 283 23378 Bitd 4 Jde EA4S
Ary 8.9kt

A3, 344 FAg vFAFH FA ARF =

g 54& 4¥Ed, fEYY §F3& Adstne o
24 83 FAE 4534 f¥ol =&2HJAT. mekA,
ANE AGFHY, F93& 9459, IHE F532
2 o3 o ZI3dh 28y, vFTHEF FAS
F2 AMgdte HEVLFAFELE B R = EAst
A ¥ Aoz ygwoew, widd HFAF FA%

' Aoz Yy, (19 294 e o3 Y 71A] %
A2 AZH {38 =43 31

FAA FAY v FAE FAE T AXZE ALEE)
FUol Y go] EAEte Aoz Jeliow,

ol
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HE oo H%8, #53 2 A¥FAHH R
ZE Rog YgRo,

TG, olg FAZXFY FIHL ZTRAEI 4l
Er 239 F7|dE 4SS g Aoz YEHY
on, tgl, T2 AE 9] 7|Ztolte SN AXFHRH
@2)0] & fPEY, JuRoz AYUY Aoz yE
woh (X 5 ZFEF)

Hr
Olo
O
i’

HI02010 2= Lo 104> 20 Jx S 01
g

b
0o
oh
j)A]
&
o ©
[
g

[2¥ 2] A9 A4FH {3 (taxonomy)

53. 43H R88 412t9 X0

B HiMe AxHoz &9 24 #3493
2 AR o7t EAGE 7te AFSHIAE
of, z} R IS ol24d ZRAE 4HE F
EHFR e BAHEAANOVA)E | ztol RS
(Duncan’s multiple comparison test) & 335}, [E 6)
o Z2 ZAIE gk

AR oz ALYy HFHel HAAAN 2
ANz"AAT F &3 254, 7 437 58
Aog Ugwon, £589 Ay Aar) o
84 M4 E2 Aoz Jvehgol ukde, F3b
o Ae¢e AYAAT SHNE F AR G
Ang BYon, A2PAAH ESdox= AYY
2 45T IA o7t UXYE Aoz YuR
=3

IS ol T2AE 349 AAE ey
t ARAAE AHEE, A (Y 2N £EF
o A7} 71g e Ao Jelo, A%y
HAFgol aE&A, ZAL T[A FHolA 13 A
7t & Aoz Yygwio dide] anAde Zdo
Me AYY, 958 a2y 43¢ A3t Zol
7} 9l A2 YEisto)

IS oF-4 T HES AREQ HRAIXHY
9 Axg el AAdARE dFE9, 9g
A A9E AYstne v AR FFdo) e
Aol 7t Qe Aoz Yeth (¥ 6 FF)
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28
Ao 3L gg3 e AF @it Ao
Ak IS o}2AaA T2AENA JAHoz EAse
FA9 233 F3L FAAN, 2) & FHEN A
1o} ztol7} EA =71

ARAZ, IS o}A Z2AENA9 AlgEx=
A9 233 £33 #HFJWr) Y3y, 71E€ dFE
ugog olgd {3¥L =&y, 45y dFE F3
o A4%3 89L& &8, &% vlusdc. o2 Ax,
FJEULFAYE AYstnt ol&F F33 HAE A
749 fd3 vFAY FA% TAH ZBAE FT A
E2 AMg3lE FUYol 2EHUY. FEYHFTAH )
&YX 2 AL g&n T olf=E FAAd A
HA, d79 548 uF4 FAY s AE&FAE
X3AFIA £ 2] FEA, HFAH FAGE E
3hd Ev AME dg Aoz HEXAE F3Y
FAo] og& FWo] U} 22

Tg, 2 Wk o oA FUY, 9458, 759,
281 AGFAEY Fo2 YERT oz A72
e IS oA T2 AERIC glojA, FalFdo]
ARz AL}y Bl 4o SA7 2¢3 e
2 AMgEYdE A 2 BY9F3 Y

FHAZ, & 398 AARY AolFE AHE
A3 530l /HF #& Z4AE veden, AYFA
3t 945 o] ddHez 2 AAE Yehidd
Hol FP9 A3, o) Ado) wa Y @AY,
e FU A4S B AYFAE 2 9538 A
AAA Aol Qe ALz YR £FHL AMA,
A7 g AHE guiste Aoz, o ARE
Sat FAZF IS R4 T2AE Mo F2F A
FS vAYE A ¢ 7 U FHH AU A
Hoz & AR, 99 L olf=E H4E 4 Ik
e, 587 AT HEe AHAAs) g A
€ B a7 43 ¢ 71&  Jaworski(1993)e] A7 A3}
ol 7 e AL Yt o]z oz g
A AFF vFHH FA £H oy AEFA
9] wjA 7L olf7t B F doud, FFE AUSA ATH
ojo} & Aojt}.

2 A7y #A43 5 d79ge ooy 2
. A, £ d7E 77 (feasibility) S Fo17]
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[¥ 5] Aad &4

S el | A2 ([ RE3 (Y4 | HF Fak Duncan
n=29 n=7 n=17 n=29 Test

Ee L] T3y [AFY 4988 |FFF

43 3.33 3.88 424 2.38 3.41 71.53%%* | 4<1<2,3=2,1=3

A (%) () () )

u]FA4 3.36 229 3.96 225 3.32 53.17%++ | 4=2<1<3

ZA () &) (1) &)

T2 HAEJA |5.83 5.96 5.70 5.63 5.78 0.04 4=3=2=1

T2 HAE7|7H |9.82 17.57 | 8.82 13.08 | 11.05 1.87 3=1<2,4=2

%3 37] 7.09 6.38 6.93 6.41 6.84 0.69 4=3=2=1

& %p 4 Ki(lc,fsn“ p;lo 01, *** p<0.001

[X 6] A2d A9 Ao

W A AH2 Ad 3 | dAd 4 | HA F&k Duncan
n=29 n=7 n=17 n=29 Test
Aag 08 (ALY | 969 | 7Y
-EEA 3.10 3.57 3.49 3.10 3.16 2.68* 4=1,4<2=3,1=2=3

&
344 333 4.00 3.74 2.54 3.35 6.89*** | 4<1=3=2
3.60 433 4.14 3.06 3.70 7.61*** | 4<3=24=1,1=3

4 2.93 3.50 3.38 . i 1.94 4=3=2=1
k-3 3.13 3.89 3.59 2.60 3.22 5.21%** | 4<3=24=1,1=3
~FARE 269 3.24 3.10 2.77 2.87 1.34 4=3=2=]

&) ¥ p<0.1,*p<0.05,** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
n J9o] &A5E T2AE
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