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Abstract : This study was carried out empirical analysis of the factors that affect the recognition of the social capital of the Korea Coast Guard.
Through the literature review, leadership types and institutional environments were set as independent variables, and components of social capital were
set as trust, participation and network. The result showed that higher institutional environments were effective to building trust and network. And both
transformational and transactional leadership were effective to increasing participation. These results supports literature reviews, and this proved

necessity of change in the leadership and institutional environment for building the social capital of the Korea Coast Guard effectively.
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2 5 5 Atk s3] FAHSA o] Foix=7bel| gt <l
2o] AR AL m x| = kel Tt 7]Ee] AT BAA

55 AFHRH w9 A HHe FAAAE A, o
Aol 2] &S WXk AS Wl ArhKim, 2010;
Jeon and Koo, 2013).

31 ATFMY U KR 4F EHH

o] A& NFAFAxA Y AS| AL F Aol ojulg W4
So] JFS HAEA B4sE AL HHog I ol&
9ate] AA AFAZTDS RYPGoR sgon mEAA
S A9HQ FxE ngsy] fete] S ERY T 5HR
A2 e ARgstlon, Ealal FA N bR g H2
sl uletd A, FalslFAgu ek et s A n et
A, A F AN PR A o] ksl vt A 9 3
S FAH A, e SN PH T o] A5G
AH bAoA Zh7E 5074 o] HEAE wfF-ate] AR
t} o]F S5o] BAAE B 1671S AQsta F&T 184
N ZES ez 245 AAsGh

ZAHEA WS SPSS 200 EAWAIAE o] &3l AT
SATA 548 Fetalr] fa 7edARAS A
o g o 2 ZAET A4S H53H7] 913 Cronbach’s
alpha A5 vk 18]l S FE Zdo] AR Aol Fgs
A3 e WEES gRlstal 7F BgEe] dFgEe] 4
715 vlasty] A8 AAA b3 AwAlS Ak
.2 49 £F
1) TEHS 0 ARS| A

o] AFolA HHWMSFE 83} SFA L AR AL
3t SRl 2F, Fof, ESIZ FA3T AF
of B MEXE Lee et al(2007)Z Ha2011)e] A+ =4
2 O 249 Hudga A=, @ A% A AlE, @ 2
A T2 AE, @ U2 FA 55 AF, @ kA AF
2 st SAslh

_65_



3

Hr

Zrolo] #E HEAE Lee et al(2007)3 Ha2011)e] -
5 AR O A FAYAL ARA Fe], @ A Ax
5 A5 Fof, @ ZF 39 FHolsto]
A %l

%)
A, @ M2 240y 45 529

fole b

HE T #3 AT T2 Moon et al.(2009)7} Lee et
al.(2007), Ha(2011)2] A+E 2AZ O HA 559 1143
3] ‘c'S:]rZL‘ﬂ’ 3 217 AFAb

H
@ PaAa% A9 J4, 6 49

A ol agpEE)z A5k Eow A e, @
o]
%S

Fdste], HEHAZE & o] FoiA

7y st AEE 54 Z3}= Cronbach’s agkol 7zt
A #=2842, Fo]=863, UEYT=8552 A3 =& FX=

w3t

S|
B4 e Bass(1985)7F HHlA frdS A8kl Slsl
ek tha gl 2e4 AEA(MLQ : Multifactor Leadership
Questionnaire)E H'Y 2.2 Avolio and Bass(1995)7} <7 gt
T3S 722 Flon, o]F JuelA AREg Park and
Choi(2009), Lee(2013)2] Aol A I o2 MG o] ALEH

B W AE T AGR Bl DA uie] MR

AHE-shSl
3) HRWa 249 A= 8
2ARAE A0l FFH = AF ARA S A&
wete]l SAsklth

2

oX fl

H

2

lo X
=

o ox
37 2
o k1
of{
ol
ox

Y ok
o o o o

rlo
o
21_14
N
N
il
2
lo 1
it

. Moon et al.(2009)

44, i AE e P8

= Moon et al.(2009)2] <4 2 Ha(2011)2] &

4 EFE A3t =

, @ 7HQ1e] o] FAgstAl Bt
3

o K1 2 o
LU o
jaad

>

>

1o

ofl

X,

2

oo E
X
”

ot o

=2
>
o @

- 66

T .
s

Y
oo
{5}

L Likert 57 A =2 FAES o
AA ol aETh(H)E T
e AS om gt =g 370 ¥
I}+= Cronbach’s a=9142 v]$- ¥
A, kA AE BAE SH 2ES

3] A ol ARg-EFol T
o] A& Park et al(2003)S B} %% R
A, Jtet BF vla, fAEA
=43ttt o] AT A% o
- Bekste]l ARElE @ &
g M, @ A7t 2AE
el Bt A4

28 7445

ofolejolnt 417
Likert 53 H&== A%
v 2R "t 3
A= AL o g 3 570
+ Cronbach’s a=905= "]j-$-
2hA], S7HA A 54 B S @8k
AR WE T 87ARA6 A8 e
E

S A3 Table 13 2ot

30

o
N

S

Ao
o2t

B

&‘1-4

£

2

- A
29
ol
[
o

o
ox
o
e

i

e
o
ih)

(2 0Kl ol
=

=
it

i
BE F

P

o
i)
)
ol
2
%0

o
k]
Kl
)
-t Lo
=)

Lo
=
El

o o
il

Ho o E ox o
©

~ o=

I

>
et oo
Rufgy e

N
AN
-3
1t ru

X F{E [U-tlI

o 2

mlmﬁr

)
oo do B N
>~
bt

L)

2

Loox & 8oz oox
RlOE

e b

2

e K
o fo
HE,
2
X
g
fo
rot
~N
)

o

2

©
>
U

2
Koz
>,

®

N
}L(' F{Oi'

o
ol
QoL
32
)
v N
= oy

o oo
i
o ;
N
N
it
o,
4
2

o
Me T W Kl

8 ox |
X
&2
2 ook >
=
S

odt
do i fo L T o

>,
i)
k1
%
o,
ity
[
i

(
=

EN
lo
[t ﬂt
k=)

O 4y 2 rE Q0 oo rot BRI o ox oE

ue ¥

E
4R

Table 1. Major Variables and Reliability

Number of
Questions and
Measurement
Methods

Variables Cronbach’s a

5 Questions,
5 point Likert
Scale

842

Trust

4 Questions,
5 point Likert
Scale
5 Questions,
5 point Likert
Scale

Social
Capital

Dep.

Variable 863

Participation

Network .855

6 Questions,
5 point Likert
Scale

951

Transformational

4 Questions,
5 point Likert
Scale

Leader

ship .861

Transactional

6 Questions,
5 point Likert
Scale

Indep.

Variable 944

Consideration

3 Questions,
5 point Likert
Scale

914

Inst.Fairness
Inst.

Environ-
ment

5 Questions,
5 point Likert
Scale

Performance

Managenet 905
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Table 2. Demographic Characteristics tzEAg EA= gl Aoz Folwglt)

Variable Classification Response Ratio(%) 2d A4 SEES Hud 738 5 AHA gl
Gender Female 6 3.26 o] FoFF p<001 3l A Frofatglon, Bk 359=2 1=
Male 178 96.74 Fzol W 2 dFE AE Aew FAHA HHF/% &

High School 20 10.87 A& p<0l Stell M -olskglom, et 204% AE <
Education Community College 33 17.93 ol A4 ggA tfeom = 350% nx= Aoz 3ol
University 28| 9T glvh o dsA gude 39 gAML fend
Graduate Degree and above 3 1.63 AvE Holx Ao mFshd Q:ﬂ A% = T4
Plngfft e Tl U I AR HeARol oA a_cwﬂ}
Rank Sergeant Inspector 50 27.17 e ﬂﬁ}i% 2 H‘%Q Q—:% SH_OJEﬂO gl A 50l 3

Chief Inspector 25 13.59 gH o ofFefinke Ag ojvd

Superintendent and above 8 4.35 =l 20 M = A 2l el 523 %2 BE el ]
Security Planning 13 7.14 al 7.7% sEobxl AdE BT Al A dkate s
Security Rescue 62 3407 E o FoFF p<00l el Folstdon, A% FAA o
Marine Safety 15 8.24 Bak 4052 2= FFol 7HE & %S v H 1, AT e
Marine Equipment 4 22 BRk 3312 Al A FEE WA= AR IRIFHAT. o]
Arigned Investigation 9 495 W@ Ane AR T4, gt 29 g 9

Intelligence 8 44 AR AN F=o] ZF o]FATE AL ou| sy
Pollution Prevention 3 1.65 29 3o e StolA E9Egd Fu4 3T AT F
Patrol Division 9 4.95 RS EAWs I Y BEAGgEY, £49 2d
Ship Operation 9 248 gyl ss3oz 44 A dekkeh 29 1el4 foln)
Shift Deskjob 130 e u 43 R 9E A% AR e Av e B4
Pattern Field Work 54 29.35 o= foud AW} AlA T AEE B, = A= TA
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Table 3. The Factors of Trust: Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis

Trust
Classification Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B B B
Transformational 0.075 0.030
Leadership Transactional 0.359""" 0.201
Consideration 0294 0.091
Institutional Institutional Fairness 0.405""" 0260
Environment | perfyrmance Managenet 0331 0.265" "
Constant 7384 " 8.893 6432
R*(Adj. R?) 482(.446) .552(.523) .587(.553)
AR? 070(.077) 035(.030)
F 13.25 19.26 17.15
"p<05, p<o1, " p<.001

* Control Variables :
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Table 4. The Factors of Participation: Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis

Participation
Classification Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B B B
Transformational 0.255" 0.262"
Leadership Transactional 0.409" " 0417"""
Consideration -0.152 -0.139
Institutional Institutional Fairness 0.203 -0.038
Environment Performance Managenet 0.101 0.002
Constant 7.000 10.792" " 643"
R*Adj. R?) .310(.262) .184(.132) 311(.254)
AR? .198(.195) - 126(-.130) 127(.122)
F 6.41 3.53 5.44

"p<0s, p<ol, T p<001
* Control Variables : Gender(Female=1), Education(High School=1), Rank(Police Officer=1) Shift Pattern(Deskjob=1)

Table 5. The Factors of Network: Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis

Network
Classification Model2 Model3 Model4
B B B
Transformational 0.075 0.030
Leadership Transactional 0.359""" 0.201
Consideration 0.294"" 0.091
Institutional Institutional Fairness 0.405" ™" 0.260""
Environment | performance Managenet 03317 0265
Constant 7384 8.893 6432
R*(Adj. R?) 482(.446) .552(.523) .587(.553)
AR? 350(359) 070(.077) 035(.030)
F 13.25 19.26 17.15

"p<05, p<o1, " p<.001
* Control Variables : Gender(Female=1), Education(High School=1), Rank(Police Officer=1) Shift Pattern(Deskjob=1)
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