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Abstract : Public conflict in domestic project has been increased and it results in direct and indirect damages. In order to
reduce the loss, there have been diverse researches on the public conflict. However, most of researches tend to mainly
focus on characteristics of the conflict. Considering the conflict occurred in SOC project, a research of conflict with project
characteristics is necessary. In response to consider the relationships between characteristics of project and conflict, this paper
aims to present the relative importance of the relationships. We conducted literature reviews and interviews with experts to
select main characteristics of projects and public conflicts. Based on the selected four main characteristics each, we analyzed
the relationships between them using Fuzzy AHP. The results show that SOC construction project type among project
characteristics exerts the most important effect on overall public conflict. Especially conflict factors and conflict phases among
public characteristics are critically influenced by project types. The findings provide a foundation for a conflict management
reflecting varying public conflicts due to project characteristics.
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Table 2. Previous studies on typical public conflict characteristic
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Stakeholder o [} [} ( J
Conflict Cause o [} [} [} [}
Conflict Damage (] () )
Conflict Mechanism [} [} [}

[1]: Jaffaretal. 2011) [2]:Limetal. (2016) [3]:Lietal. (2013)
[4]: Brockman (2013)  [5]: Yates (1998) [6]: Luetal. (2015)
[7] Brahm (2003) [8]: Lee et al. (2017)
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Table 3. Selected characteristics of project and public conflict

Hierarchy Code Characteristic
@ SOC Construction Project Type
Project Characteristic (@ Project Size and Duration
(Level 1) a3 Contract Type
c4 Construction Phase
a Stakeholder
Public Conflict b Conflict Factor
Characteristic (Level 2) c Conflict Damage
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Project CL C2. Cc3 CA.
Characteristic SOC Construction Project Size Contrac; Type Construction
(hierarchy Iv. 1) Project Type and Duration P Phase
TCld_ S C2d Cha— [ c3d Cha—
—— C2- - — 4-
Cl-a C1-b~Cle— - — -a- _Cz-l'b C2-¢c b C3-c P _:_'jf(34;b_ Cd-¢ C d
~ - | - Relationship between Iv. 1 & 2
(node)
Public Conflict b. c d
Characteristic Stak a Conflict Conflict Conflic; Stage
(hierarchy lv. 2) takeholder Factor Damage g

Fig. 2. Hierarchy structure and relationship between characteristics of project & public conflict
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‘ Synthetic comparison matrices |

In Hierarchy level 1, (261,373 479)

(185,271,360 | (092 160,263)
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= Stakeholder (a)

<Project characteristic>
= SOC Construction Project

comparioson of

(.1,1 (061, 1.15,205)

project characteristics
(049,087,164 .17

Type (C1) = Conflict Factor (b)
(027,039,063) + Project Size and Duration (C2) + Conflict Damage (c)
(041,073, 141) « Contract Type (C3) « Conflict Stage (d)

(159,256 370) | (@71,137,244)

= Construction Phase (C4)
.11

Node in C1

(112,197, 305)

Node in C3

015018 022

(116,201,313 .17

312416519 | (058103 1566)

027,038 062) 01,1 ©13014017) | 020025034

In each project characteristic,
033,051,089 | (019,024032) .17

020,027,039

(455,556 667) | (588 7.14 769) .11

comparison of
relationships(node)

(123217,323) | (060,097,172 | (294370, 500)

a1 (1:85,286,385) | (294400500 | (016,019,024 a1

between
characteristics of the
project and conflict

Node in C2

021,026 037)

(041,073, 141)

017,020,025) 014016019

.11 420522 624) | (197,302,409

.11 238342444 | (027,037,061)

071,137,244 | 16019024 .11

(050,087, 160)

023,029,042) a1 ©19,022,032)

(115204,313) | (025033 051) | (063,115 200

a1

(164 270,370) | (313,455 526) .11

Fig. 3 Synthetic comparison matrices in hierarchy level 1 and each project characteristic
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