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This study attempted to explore the associations among variables – the severity of the 

crisis, crisis communication strategies relationship maintenance strategies, and government-

public relationships based on an actual crisis in South Korea. Mass protests in 2008 against the 

U.S. beef import into South Korea were considered as a crisis for the Korean government.  

To examine the public’s perceptions of this crisis, online community users of two major 

portal sites in South Korea, Naver and Daum, were recruited. A total of 200 people participated 

in online surveys for this study. 

Results showed that respondents thought the crisis – mass protests against the U.S. beef 

import into South Korea – was something that the Korean government could control. They also 

agreed that the government was responsible for the crisis and this sort of crisis happened 

frequently. Thus, they perceived the crisis as severe. 

In addition, their perceptions of the government’ crisis communication efforts during the 

crisis were generally asymmetrical or defensive. In terms of the government’s relationship 

maintenance strategies during the crisis, respondents disagreed that the government’s 

communication was two-way symmetrical. Respondents thought that the government used 
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justification the most rather than full apology or corrective action. Respondents’ perceptions of 

government-public relationships were not positive overall. Moreover, their support for the 

government and president was decreased after the crisis happened. 

This research showed that relationship maintenance strategies were positively correlated 

with government-public relationships. In addition, government-public relationships were 

positively correlated to accommodative strategies while GPRs were negatively correlated with 

defensive strategies. This study also found positive correlations between government-public 

relationships and the public’s support for the government and the president.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

It has been one year since the free trade agreement (FTA) including U.S. beef imports to 

South Korea was contracted between Korea and the United States of America. On April 18, 

2008, the Korean government agreed on the import of U.S. beef into South Korea. This 

agreement provoked a massive candlelight demonstration for several months. More than 500,000 

people (The population of South Korea is 48,747,000 according to KOSIS1) gathered all over the 

country to protest the Korean government’s decision2. They objected to the deal and criticized 

the government’s neglect of national concern about the Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy 

(BSE) – commonly known as mad cow disease – risk of U.S. beef. U.S. beef imports have been a 

controversial issue in South Korea since the first apparent case of BSE was discovered in the 

U.S. in 20033. This agreement instigated the country’s largest anti-government protests in 20 

years (PD Journal, 2008). 

The Korean government prescribed the gathering as an unlawful assembly and tried to 

subjugate protesters by calling out police. Hundreds of citizens were injured when they protested 

and confronted police. People were very angry with the government’s actions; hence, the 

public’s support for the government had greatly fallen. It was an unprecedented crisis after the 

Korean president, Myung-bak Lee, assumed his administration. Although violent street protests 

against the Korean government have considerably dwindled at this point, there are still criticisms 

from civil groups that the government suppresses the public’s freedom of expression. 
                                                 
1 KOSIS, Korean Statistical Information Services (2009). Major statistical indicators of South Korea. 
Retrieved on June 28, 2009 from http://www.kosis.kr/html/autoJipyo/jipyo_h_view.jsp  
2 PD Journal (2008). Candlelight demonstration for two months. July 2, 2008. Retrieved on May 27, 2009 
from http://www.pdjournal.com/news/articleView.html?idxno=16569  
3 CNN (2003). First apparent U.S. case of mad cow disease discovered. December 24, 2003. Retrieved on 
May 27, 2009 from http://edition.cnn.com/2003/US/12/23/mad.cow/. 
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A government, like a person or an organization, can have countless crises repeatedly as 

this case – mass protests in South Korea – demonstrated. Crises can sometimes threaten the 

existence of the organization (Fearn-Banks, 2007). Since a government usually has relationships 

with various publics such as general citizens, civic groups, and foreigners, there could be many 

crises that threaten their management. Thus, a government should know how to skillfully 

communicate with these publics, how to effectively manage crises, and how to successfully 

overcome them. Therefore, crisis communication can be a critical matter for a government. 

Crisis communication has been widely studied by public relations scholars. Coombs and 

Holladay (1996) examined several variables related to the severity of crisis: stability, control and 

intentionality of the crisis. Coombs (1998; 2001) also suggested several crisis communication 

strategies such as attack the accuser, denial, excuse, justification, ingratiation, corrective action, 

and full apology which are located on the continuum of defensive communication and 

accommodative communication. Based on this concept, Coombs (2004) developed the 

situational crisis communication theory (SCCT). According to him, organizations can adopt 

adequate crisis communication strategies based on the severity of the crisis. 

Meanwhile, public relations has been redefined as a relationship management function 

between organizations and their public, since Ferguson (1984) presented that relationships 

should be a focal concept of public relations study. However, many organization-public 

relationships (OPR) studies have focused on for-profit organizations; less research has been 

conducted in the area of government-public relationships. To fill this void, this study examines 

the influence of the public’s perception of a crisis’ severity and their perceptions of 

government’s communication efforts dealing with the crisis on government-public relationships. 

By adopting the relationship management perspective to this study, it attempts to investigate the 
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association between the public’s perceptions of a government’s crisis communication and their 

perceptions of government-public relationships. More specifically, this study explores the 

association between two variables: public’s perceptions of government’s crisis communication 

and their perceptions of government-public relationships.  

Another purpose of this research is to explore associations among relationship 

maintenance strategies, crisis communication strategies, and government-public relationships by 

studying an actual crisis: mass protests against the import of U.S. beef into South Korea in 2008. 

This study focuses on a government’s crisis communication – not how actual communication 

efforts were presented by the Korean government but how the public perceives the government’s 

crisis communication. Data were collected by conducting online surveys in South Korea to 

examine perceptions of the public in general. South Korea was selected for this study because 

there have been many crises including mass protests against the Korea-U.S. beef deal after Lee 

Myung-Bak’s new administration in 2008.  
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

Public Relations as Relationship Management 

Relationship management theory, the conceptual framework of this study, has been 

actively discussed since Ferguson (1984) suggested that relationships should be the focal concept 

of public relations. Specifically, the concept of organization-public relationships (OPR) is 

currently discussed as the focus of public relations theory and practice. According to Ledingham 

and Bruning (1998), organization-public relationship is defined as “the state which exists 

between an organization and its key publics, in which the actions of either can impact the 

economic, social, cultural or political well being of the other” (p. 62). Broom, Casey, and 

Ritchey (2000) defined relationships as properties of exchange, transactions and interconnection 

leading to mutual benefit. In this study, following the widely accepted Broom, Casey, and 

Ritchey’s definition, organization-public relationships are conceptualized as the patterns of 

interaction, transaction, exchange, and linkage between an organization and its strategic publics. 

In their research, Broom, Casey, and Ritchey (1997) proposed a model of organization-

public relationships including antecedents to a relationship, relationship states, and relationship 

consequences. J. Grunig & Huang (2000) adopted Broom et al.(1997)’s model and suggested that the 

study on organization-public relationships should include each of the three components of the model: 

relationship antecedents, relationship maintenance strategies, and outcomes of the strategies. This 

study focuses on the association between relationship maintenance strategies and relationship 

outcomes based on an actual crisis. Relationship maintenance strategies are communication efforts 

used by public relations practitioners to build and maintain favorable relationships between 

organizations and their publics. In this study, relationship maintenance strategies considered as 

symmetrical crisis communication efforts to deal with crises and maintain relationships with publics.   
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Specifically, there are six relationship maintenance strategies: access, positivity, 

openness, assurance, networking, and sharing of tasks (Hon & J. Grunig, 1999). Access is 

defined as a strategy that the organization or publics use to reach the other party and express or 

share queries, opinions and thoughts. Positivity refers anything the organization or publics do to 

make the relationship more enjoyable for the parties involved. Openness is considered as the 

condition in which both organizations and publics are open and honest with each other. 

Assurance is the effort by an organization to assure its publics and their concerns are attended to. 

Sharing of tasks means an organization’s and publics’ sharing of effort in solving their problems 

or issues. Networking is considered as an organization’s effort to build networks or coalitions 

with the similar groups for their activities. According to Hon and J. Grunig, these symmetrical 

strategies can generate better relationship outcomes. 

These relationship maintenance strategies are redefined based on a crisis situation. In this 

study, access is defined as the degree that publics access the information of the government’s crisis 

management process and express their opinion about the crisis. Positivity refers to the 

government’s effort to willingly communicate with publics about the crisis. Openness is 

considered as the degree that government is open and honest to their publics in the crisis situation. 

Assurance is defined as the government’s effort to assure publics that it is effectively managing the 

crisis. Networking refers to the government’s effort to build networks or coalitions to effectively 

repair the crisis. Sharing of tasks is regarded as the government’s sharing of effort at managing the 

crisis. 

These relationship maintenance strategies may affect government-public relationships. 

Many scholars have tried to measure relationship outcomes as public relations effectiveness and 

suggested various dimensions of organization-public relationships (OPRs) as shown in table 2-1. 
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Huang (1997) considered trust, control mutuality, relational commitment, and relational 

satisfaction as the most essential indicators of OPRs. Bruning and Ledingham (1998) suggested 

that openness, trust, involvement, investment, and commitment are significant dimensions 

representing OPRs. Hon and Grunig (1999) integrated a variety of dimensions of organization-

public relationships through an extensive literature review and proposed relationship components 

– control mutuality, trust, satisfaction, and commitment – and relationship types – exchange 

relationship and communal relationship.  

Several Korean scholars also attempted to explore OPRs. Kim (2001) tried to suggest 

reliable and valid dimensions of OPRs – trust, commitment, community involvement, and 

reputation – by using various instruments suggested by scholars and conducting exploratory and 

confirmatory factor analysis. Recently, Kim and Lee (2008) developed an organization-public 

relationship scale that opted to reflect the Korean cultural context. They distinguished attachment, 

which refers to emotional connectedness, from commitment and included it in their survey 

questionnaire as a new dimension. However, research on these specific dimensions is still nascent.  

Table 2-1. Dimensions of organization-public relationships 
Scholar Dimensions 

Ferguson (1984) dynamic / static, open / closed, mutual satisfaction, distribution of power, 
agreements, consensus, mutual understanding 

Grunig, Grunig &  
Ehling (1992) 

reciprocity, mutual legitimacy, trust, mutual understanding, mutual 
satisfaction, openness, credibility 

Huang (1997) trust, control mutuality, relational commitment, relational satisfaction 
Ledingham & 
Bruning (1998) openness, trust, involvement, investment, commitment  

Bruning & 
Ledingham(1999) 

professional relationship, personal relationship, community 
relationship 

Hon & 
Grunig(1999) 

control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, commitment, exchange 
relationship, communal relationship 

Grunig & Huang(2000) control mutuality, trust, satisfaction, commitment 
Kim (2001) trust, commitment, community involvement, reputation 
Huang(2001) control mutuality, face and favor, trust, satisfaction, commitment 
Kim & Lee (2008) commitment, symmetry, community involvement 
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Thus, Hon and J. Grunig (1999)’s items, which are widely accepted, are mainly adopted 

and tailored to the Korean government setting. Based on their definitions, control mutuality is 

considered as the public’s perceptions about the degree to which parties – a government and 

citizens in this study – agree on who as the rightful power to affect one another. Trust refers to 

the “level of confidence in and willingness to open oneself to the other party” (p. 3). Satisfaction 

is defined as the state that the government and citizens feel favorably toward the other. 

Commitment refers to the extent that the government and citizens believe and feel that the 

relationship is worth spending energy to maintain. Several direct measures are added in a survey 

questionnaire for this study. 

Crisis Management from a Relational Perspective 

In current times, organizations are always at risk for a variety of crises. Crisis has been 

defined by many scholars. Renn (1992) said that a crisis could be explained with three features: 

undesirable outcomes, possibility of occurrence, and state of reality. Mitroff and Pearson (1993) 

defines crisis as an incident or event that threatens an organization’s reputation and viability. 

According to Heath (1997), a crisis is “an untimely event that can be anticipated, that may 

prevent management from accomplishing its efforts to create the understanding and satisfaction 

between their organization and interested parties needed to negotiate the mutually beneficial 

exchange of stakes” (p. 290). Coombs (1999) defines crisis as “an unpredictable, major threat 

that can have a negative effect on the organization, industry, or stakeholders” (p. 2). A crisis is 

also defined as “a major occurrence with a potentially negative outcome affecting the 

organization, company, or industry, as well as its publics, products, services, or good name” 

(Fearn-Banks, 2007, p. 8). All organizations could be exposed to crises so they should recognize 

and prepare for the possibility.  
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According to Coombs (2005), a crisis normally has three critical features. First of all, “a 

crisis cannot be predicted but it can be expected” (p. 217), meaning that communication 

managers must realize that there would be a crisis although they could not forecast an actual 

crisis exactly. In addition to this expectancy, a crisis has a potential of organization disruption, 

especially organizations which are vulnerable to the crisis in particular. Thus, if communication 

managers detect a crisis in its early stages and manage it quickly and effectively, it could just be 

an incident. However, the crisis could be fatal to an organization’s whole operation unless 

adequate actions are taken. Finally, a crisis can threaten the organization, the industry, or the 

stakeholders. In this regard, crisis communication is really important to manage a crisis and 

hence to avoid the worst situation. 

Coombs (1998) has tried to investigate effective crisis management and develop a crisis-

related theory from a relational perspective, while previous crisis communication studies are 

comparatively more focused on a rhetorical approach which is “apologia.” He mentioned that a 

crisis could serve to damage the stakeholder-organization relationships. Specifically, crisis 

responsibility refers to “the degree to which stakeholders blame the organization for the crisis 

event” (Coombs, 1998, p. 180). According to Coombs and Holladay (1996), public’s perception 

of crisis is related to crisis responsibility: the more publics perceive that an organization is 

responsible for a crisis; the more the organization’s image or reputation might be damaged. 

Therefore, publics’ perception of crisis responsibility is really important.  

Coombs and Holladay (1996) identified three causal dimensions – stability, external 

control, and personal control – which are related to crisis severity based on McAuley, Duncan 

and Russell (1992)’s causal dimensions of attribution. Stability refers to whether a crisis happens 

frequently (stable) or infrequently (unstable). External control means that the crisis is controlled 
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by others outside the organization. Personal control is related to intentionality of the crisis. By 

adopting and tailoring their definitions, this study considers that the public’s perceptions of crisis 

severity are associated with the control of the crisis (whether the crisis is controllable by the 

organization), the locus or intentionality of the crisis (whether an organization is responsible for 

the crisis), and the sustainability of the crisis (whether the crisis is stable).    

Coombs (1998; 2001) also suggested several crisis communication strategies that are 

located on the continuum of defensive communication and accommodative communication. 

Accommodative strategies mean that an organization accepts responsibility for the crisis or takes 

corrective actions. Defensive strategies mean that an organization denies responsibility for the 

crisis or argues there is no problem. Coombs (1998) developed the accommodative-defensive 

continuum by summarizing and compiling different crisis communication strategies through a 

literature review. Accommodative strategies are more likely to be related to symmetrical 

communication whereas defensive strategies are more related to asymmetrical communication. 

In this study, these strategies are measured to examine the public’s perceptions about a 

government’s communication during the crisis in addition to relationship maintenance strategies. 

According to Coombs (1998), attack the accuser, denial, excuse, justification, 

ingratiation, corrective action, and full apology are located on the accommodative-defensive 

continuum. Attack the accuser refers to confronting the person or group who claims that there is 

a crisis. Denial is the strategy when an organization states that there is no crisis. Excuse is 

defined as the strategy that an organization uses to minimize its responsibility for the crisis. 

Justification refers to minimizing the perceived damage associated with the crisis. These 

strategies are defensive. However, corrective action means that an organization tries to repair the 

damage from the crisis and take actions to prevent similar crises. Full apology is the strategy 
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when an organization takes full responsibility for the crisis and asks forgiveness for the crisis. 

These are accommodative strategies. 

If the public perceives that an organization is highly responsible for a crisis, the 

organization is more likely to use accommodative strategies. However, the organization tends to 

adopt defensive strategies rather than accommodative strategies when the public perceives that 

the organization is not responsible for a crisis. Based on this concept, Coombs and Holladay 

(2002) developed the situational crisis communication theory (SCCT). According to this theory, 

an organization should select adequate responses to effectively manage a crisis, which can 

threaten the reputation of an organization, by assessing the crisis situation.   

During a crisis, providing correct and open information about a crisis to relevant 

stakeholders is important for an organization undergoing a crisis to maintain a favorable 

relationship with key publics (Coombs, 1999). However, the Korean government might overlook 

or even neglect the importance of communication with publics, citizens in this case, during a 

crisis – the Korea-U.S. beef deal, for example, in 2008. The Korean government merely tried to 

control media relations to avoid negative news. Although the Korean government tried to control 

negative news coverage, negative public opinion was rapidly disseminated throughout online 

spheres such as Web sites, blogs, and mobiles. The protests of the Korea-U.S. beef deal and the 

Korean government’s crisis communication will be discussed more thoroughly in the next part of 

literature review. 

Then, how is a crisis managed effectively? Coombs suggested that effective crisis 

management is defined as “a set of factors designed to combat crises and lessen the actual 

damage inflicted by a crisis” (Coombs, 1999, p. 4). According to him, crisis managers should 

respond quickly, consistently, and openly. When a crisis happens, stakeholders normally want to 
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know what the crisis is exactly and how it is currently being managed (2007). Crisis managers 

should be aware of the importance of prompt communication with their stakeholders. 

Consistency is another important principle when it comes to crisis communication, meaning that 

communication messages should not be changed over and over again during a crisis. Inconsistent 

messages may diminish their credibility. Lastly, openness is also important for an effective crisis 

communication. According to Coombs (1999), an organization should allow its stakeholders to 

contact organizational members to get information during a crisis. If the organization does not 

disclose information, publics might come to believe that an organization is concealing 

something.  

In fact, openness is also referred to as a significant strategy to maintain relationships 

between an organization and its publics in maintenance strategies as well (Hon & Grunig, 1999). 

This implies that there is a room for connecting effective crisis management and relationship 

maintenance strategies (symmetrical communication). Relationship, actually, has been discussed as 

an important variable to manage a crisis. For example, Mitroff and Anagnos (2001) argued that 

Johnson & Johnson could successfully deal with their crisis situation, Tylenol cyanide, because 

they had a good relationship with stakeholders before the crisis happened. As with Johnson & 

Johnson’s Tylenol case, a good relationship between an organization and its public contributes to 

the organization overcoming a crisis effectively when it takes place. According to Coombs (2000), 

publics tend to perceive the crisis as less severe if the organization has a good relationship with 

them. In addition, they perceive the organization’s communication efforts as positive. 

Several studies (Han & Jeong, 2002; Kang & Cha, 2008) also reported that a good 

relationship between an organization and its public has positive influences on the public’s 

perception of the crisis in Korea. Han and Jeong (2002) attempted to verify the effects of the 
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organization-public relationships on crisis from a relational approach. By conducting an 

experiment, they demonstrated that publics are likely to perceive the organization as having less 

responsibility for the crisis, if they perceive having a good relationship with an organization. 

Kang and Cha (2008) also conducted an experiment to examine how the public’s perceptions of 

relationship changes in the crisis situation. These studies show that the relational approach 

suggested by Coombs (2000) as significant to explain the public’s perceptions of crisis. 

 However, many studies have been done based on crisis scenarios, not actual cases. Several 

studies on actual crises focus on describing the crisis itself and the organization’s communication 

(Englehardt et al., 2004). According to Miller and Heath (2004), however, there could be 

differences between an actual crisis and the public’s perception of a crisis. In other words, the 

public would perceive a crisis as very severe although the actual crisis is not that severe. Thus, 

regarding the importance of OPRs, how the public perceives a crisis is more significant than what a 

crisis actually is. Following this line of thinking, this study focuses how the public perceives a 

government’s real crisis and the communication efforts rather than describing the crisis. 

The Korea-U.S. Beef Deal in 2008 

 The violent street protests against the Korean government’s decision to import U.S. beef 

in 2008 is considered as a crisis in this study. These mass protests – which are commonly called 

the mad cow protests – opposed the Korean government’s agreement to import U.S. beef into the 

country by arguing that U.S. beef is not safe. In fact, there have been arguments regarding the 

issue whether U.S. beef is safe enough to import in South Korea before this agreement was 

contracted. U.S. Beef imports had been banned because of the threat of mad cow disease since 

2003 (see table 2-1). However, Lee Myung-Bak’s new administration decided to re-import U.S. 

beef on April 18th 2008 by arguing that U.S. beef is safe enough to import.  
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Table 2-2. Summary of U.S. beef imports into South Korea 4 5  
Dates Contents 

12/2003 Mad cow disease was discovered in Washington State  
12/27/2003 Korean Government banned all U.S. beef imports due to the mad cow 

concerns  
02/28/2005 Held mad cow disease conference between the U.S. and South Korea  
06/10/2005 Second case of mad cow disease was discovered in the U.S.  
12/15/2005 The Minister of Agriculture and Forestry announced commencing S. Korea - 

U.S. beef talks  
09/08/2006 South Korea agreed to open up to U.S. beef imports  
10/30/2006 9 tons of U.S. beefs were imported in South Korea  
11/24/2006 Bone chips were discovered in three shipments that were imported into South 

Korea: these were sent back to the U.S..  
03/05/2007 South Korea agreed to talk about U.S. beef shipment  
04/02/2007 FTA between South Korea and the U.S.  
07/13/2007 Lotte Market began to sell U.S. beefs  
08/01/2007 Spine cord detected in imported beef  
08/02/2007 South Korea made the decision to cease U.S. beef imports  
10/05/2007 Backbone was detected. S. Korea halted importing U.S. beef  
10/05/2007 South Korea Opened the U.S. ribs imports except internal organs 
04/11/2008 South Korea and U.S. resumed talks on beef imports  
04/18/2008 U.S. – Korea Agreements on beef import with removal age restrictions  
05/02/2008 The 1st candle demonstration took place to oppose U.S. beef imports  
05/06/2008 Korean Government promoted to extend a place of origin indication  
05/20/2008 Talks begin with United States to clarify South Korea's quarantine rights  
05/22/2008 President Lee apologized for U.S. beef deal  
05/29/2008 The government’s official announcement  
06/03/2008 Korea Government proposed to restrict imports of U.S. beef over 30 months 
06/12/2008 Korean Government announced additional conversation plans with U.S.  
07/01/2008 Began selling U.S. beefs  
08/11/2008 Began selling U.S. bone-in beef such as LA ribs 
11/25/2008 The top 3 marts decided to resume U.S. beefs sales 
 

Over hundreds of thousands of people gathered periodically for several months (see 

table 2-2). They contended that the Korean government made the decision without any concern 

about the BSE diseases to Korean people. They argued that the government should renegotiate 

the U.S. beef import deal. However, the Korean government disregarded their request and tried 

                                                 
4 Flyturtle.egroos.com (2008), U.S. beef imports arrangement, May 5, 2008, Retrieved from 
http://flyturtle.egloos.com/1675711 
 
5 Lim, M. yonhapnews: summary of the U.S. beef imports, Nov 25, 2008, Retrieved from 
http://news.naver.com/main/read.nhn?mode=LSD&mid=sec&sid1=101&oid=001&aid=0002380789 
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to suppress these gatherings with police force. During the gatherings, many citizens were injured 

by confronting police. Leaders of gatherings were arrested. The government’s actions amplified 

the conflict with citizens and provoked candle demonstrations all over the country. 

Korean President Lee ultimately apologized for not thoroughly considering the public’s 

concerns and emotions (see table 2-3). The Korean government tried to renegotiate and restrict 

imports of U.S. beef 30 months or older, which were believed to be more likely to carry mad cow 

disease. Although mass protests against the Korea-U.S. beef deal have decreased, there are still 

criticisms from publics about U.S. beef imports and the government’s asymmetrical communication.  

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Through a literature review, several research questions and hypotheses are stated as 

follows. 

 Research Question 1: How does the public perceive a government crisis, Korea-U.S. beef 
deal in 2008, in this study? Does the public perceive the crisis as severe? 

 
○ RQ 1-1: How does the public perceive the control of the crisis? 
○ RQ 1-2: How does the public perceive the locus of the crisis? 
○ RQ 1-3: How does the public perceive the sustainability of the crisis? 

 
 Research Question 2: How does the public perceive the government crisis communication 

efforts during the crisis? 
 

○ RQ 2-1: How does the public perceive the government crisis communication 
efforts based on symmetrical relationship maintenance strategies (access, 
positivity, openness, assurance, networking, sharing of tasks)? 

○ RQ 2-2: How does the public perceive the government’s crisis communication 
strategies (attack the accuser, denial, excuse, justification, ingratiation, corrective 
action, full apology)? 

○ RQ 2-3: How does public evaluate the government’s overall crisis 
communication? 

 
 Research Question 3: How does the public perceive government-public relationships 

(control mutuality, trust, commitment, and satisfaction) after the crisis? 
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In addition to these research questions stated above, this study also hopes to investigate 

three hypotheses: 

 Research Hypothesis 1: The public’s perceptions of crisis severity will be negatively 
associated with its perceptions of government-public relationships. 

 
 Research Hypothesis 2: The public’s perceptions of a government’s communication 

strategies (symmetrical communication) during a crisis will be positively associated with its 
perceptions of government-public relationships. 

 
 Research Hypothesis 3: The public’s perceptions of government-public relationships will be 

positively associated with the public’s support for the government. 
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Table 2-3. Summary of the Korean government’s communication 
Dates Contents 

05/02/2008 The government emphasized that the security of U.S. beef was distorted by deliberately 
mistranslating, exaggerating the threat of mad cow disease. U.S. beef authorized its 
security from OEI.6 
 
The government argued that U.S. beef is safe because it is a main staple for many 
Americans and the probability to get BSE is virtually zero.7 

05/06/2008 The government emphasized that this U.S. beef deal was thoroughly examined by 
experts.8 

05/08/2008 
 

The government warned that they would punish people who disseminate false information 
and lead illegal gatherings to protests.9 

06/07/2008 The government renegotiate about U.S. beef with the United States. The government made 
a request that the United States does not export beef from cattle aged 30 months or older 
to Korea.10 

06/09/2008 President Lee apologized for not thoroughly considering the people’s emotion.11 

06/19/2008 The government said that it would not accept any U.S. beef from cattle older than 30 
months in any case. President Lee reorganized his secretaries and cabinets.12 

06/26/2008 The government announced that they did their best to protect the security of people and 
asked people to understand and support the government. The government also stated that 
illegal, violent demonstrations would be severely punished.13 

                                                 
6 CheongWaDae(2008), the Blue House news: should instruct mad cow disease, May 2, 2008, Retrieved from 
http://www.president.go.kr/kr/president/news/news_view.php?uno=92&article_no=15&board_no=P01&search_key=&search_va
lue=&search_cate_code=&order_key1=1&order_key2=1&cur_page_no=5&cur_year=2008&cur_month=05 

7 CheongWaDae(2008), the Blue House news: Probability to be affected mad cow disease is virtually zero, May 2, 2008, 
Retrieved from 
http://www.president.go.kr/kr/president/news/news_view.php?uno=97&article_no=11&board_no=P01&search_key=&search_va
lue=&search_cate_code=&order_key1=1&order_key2=1&cur_page_no=5&cur_year=2008&cur_month=05 

8 CheongWaDae (2008), the Blue House news: 2nd conference for U.S. beef security, May 6, 2008, Retrieved from 
http://www.president.go.kr/kr/president/news/news_view.php?uno=111&article_no=22&board_no=P01&search_key=&search_v
alue=&search_cate_code=&order_key1=1&order_key2=1&cur_page_no=4&cur_year=2008&cur_month=05 

9 CheongWaDae (2008), the Blue House news: Protect people’s health and security, May 8, 2008, Retrieved from 
http://www.president.go.kr/kr/president/news/news_view.php?uno=120&article_no=31&board_no=P01&search_key=&search_v
alue=&search_cate_code=&order_key1=1&order_key2=1&cur_page_no=4&cur_year=2008&cur_month=05 

10 CheongWaDae (2008), a spokesperson’s briefing: The management of government applies correspondingly to renegotiation, 
Jun 7, 2008, Retrieved from 
http://www.president.go.kr/kr/president/briefing/briefing_view.php?uno=81&article_no=4&board_no=P02&search_key=&searc
h_value=&search_cate_code=&order_key1=1&order_key2=1&cur_page_no=1&cur_year=2008&cur_month=06 

11 CheongWaDae (2008), a spokesperson’s briefing: should consider people’s emotion, Jun 9, 2008, Retrieved from 
http://www.president.go.kr/kr/president/briefing/briefing_view.php?uno=82&article_no=5&board_no=P02&search_key=&searc
h_value=&search_cate_code=&order_key1=1&order_key2=1&cur_page_no=1&cur_year=2008&cur_month=06 

12 CheongWaDae (2008), a press conference: should consider people’s emotion, Jun 19, 2008, Retrieved from 
http://www.president.go.kr/kr/president/speech/speech_view.php?uno=59&article_no=5&board_no=P04&search_key=&search_
value=&search_cate_code=&order_key1=1&order_key2=1&cur_page_no=1&cur_year=2008&cur_month=06 

13 CheongWaDae(2008), a press conference: finish U.S. beef criticism and focus on economy, Jun 26, 2008, 
http://www.president.go.kr/kr/president/briefing/briefing_view.php?uno=85&article_no=8&board_no=P02&search_key=&searc
h_value=&search_cate_code=&order_key1=1&order_key2=1&cur_page_no=1&cur_year=2008&cur_month=06 



 

28 

CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 

Research Procedures 

To explore the associations between the public’s perception of government’s crisis 

communication and their perceptions of relationship quality outcomes (government-public 

relationships, GPRs), this research followed several procedures as shown in figure 3-1.   

Constructing questions through an extensive 
literature review 

▼ 
Discussing questions with a scholar to assess 

face validity 
▼ 

Institutional Review Board 
▼ 

Conducting a pretest with two groups of people 
to refine the questions 

▼ 
Constructing final questions for actual study 

▼ 
Sampling 

▼ 
Online survey 

▼ 
Analysis 

 
Figure 3-1. Research Procedures 

To begin with, questions for measuring relationship maintenance strategies, crisis 

communication strategies, and government-public relationships were constructed through an 

extensive literature review. Specifically, questions measuring perceptions of crisis severity were 

adopted from Coombs & Holladay (1996)’s items; questions related to crisis communication 

strategies were originated from Coombs (1998)’s items; questions of relationship maintenance 

strategies and relationship quality outcomes were constructed based on Hon & J. Grunig’s (1999) 

measurement.  



 

29 

The questionnaire which was reviewed by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) was 

pretested to refine the questions. For this pretest, a total number of 103 college students were 

recruited in the consumer behavior class and the brand management class which were opening at 

Hankuk University of Foreign Studies in South Korea. Surveys with these respondents were 

conducted from June 2 to June 5, 2009. 

After pretesting, final questions for the main study were designed. Main surveys were 

conducted online with the purposive sample, which is explained in the next section. The 

statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software was used to investigate research 

questions and test hypotheses.  

Measurements 

In this study, all items used the 7-point Likert-type scale, ranging from “strongly disagree” 

to “strongly agree” except the items for crisis severity. For crisis severity, the Semantic Differential 

scale was used. Detailed items for each variables are shown in Appendix A. Measurements for 

relationship maintenance strategies and relationship quality outcomes were largely adopted from 

Hon & Grunig (1999)’s work. Coombs and Holladay (1996)’s concept of crisis severity was used 

in this study. As for crisis communication strategies, Coombs (1998)’s measurement were 

modified.  

Population and Sample 

In terms of population and sample, a group of internet users who are members of online 

communities were recruited. Although these internet users cannot represent the whole Korean 

population, they are significant as a sample considering most Koreans access the internet in their 

daily lives. According to the UN International Telecommunication Union (ITU), South Korea is 

ranked second in terms of a country’s information and communication technology 
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development.14 The ICT Development Index (IDI) produced by ITU measures the number of 

households with a computer, the number of internet users, and the level of computer literacy. In 

addition, many active publics tend to be organized through online communities; hence, an online 

community is a good channel to access the public. 

Specifically, the population of this study is composed of Korean internet users who are 

members of various online communities of two major portal sites, Naver.com and Daum.net in 

South Korea. Naver.com is a leading portal site in South Korea. It handles 77 percent of all Web 

searches15. Daum.net is another popular portal site which shares 10.8 percent of Web searches 

(Choe, 2007). Thus, most of Internet users in South Korea have their accounts in these two portal 

sites and many of them are members of different online communities. 

To collect respondents for the online survey, the researcher searched and visited online 

communities established in the political and social category. Ten online communities of each 

portal site, Naver and Daum, were purposively chosen. In several online communities of each 

portal site, posting is limited to their members; hence, the researcher could not post a 

presentation about this study and online survey URL. Table 3-1 shows the list of sampled online 

communities. 

A brief presentation (see table 3-2) about this study was distributed to each message 

board of these online communities. On the bottom of the presentation, an online survey webpage 

URL was linked to enable people to access and participate in the survey. Online surveys were 

conducted from to June 8 to June19, 2009. 

                                                 
14 Retrieved on March 15, 2009 from http://www.earthtimes.org/articles/show/258139,un-sweden-south-korea-top-
countries-in-information-technology.html 

15 Choe S. H. (2007). South Korean connect through search engine. July 5, 2007. Retrieved on May 21, 2009 from 
http://www.nytimes.com/2007/07/05/technology/05online.html?_r=2&oref=slogin   
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Table 3-1. Description of sampled online communities 

Portal site Online 
community URL Total number of 

members 
Naver.com A http://cafe.naver.com/GO***** 1467 

 B http://cafe.naver.com/madcowlm***** 585 
 C http://cafe.naver.com/jsjanfr***** 230 
 D http://cafe.naver.com/notm***** 74 
 E http://cafe.naver.com/ftakille***** 2235 

Daum.net F http://cafe.daum.net/a***** 171303 
 G http://cafe.daum.net/nos***** 38783 
 H http://cafe.daum.net/hanry ***** 206800 
 I http://cafe,daum.net/MBD***** 3681 
 J http://cafe.daum.net/supp*****  2192 

 
Respondents were asked to read the consent document before they participate in the 

study. Their participation was confidential and their all responses were anonymous. Their IP 

addresses were not recorded when they submitted a questionnaire. All respondents were 

rewarded with monetary compensation: an one-dollar (1,000 KW). A total number of 215 

Internet users participated in this study. 

Table 3-2. An online survey presentation posted on the online communities 
Hello, my name is Hanna Park, a graduate student at the College of Journalism and 

Communications at University of Florida. I am doing research on the association between the 

public’s perceptions of government’s crisis communication and its perceptions of government-

public relationships in South Korea. For this study, I am looking for respondents who want to 

participate in an online survey. 

It will take approximately 15 minutes to answer all the questions. The responses you 

give will serve as valuable information for the research. Your participation will be confidential 

to the extent provided by law. The results will be used for academic purposes only. All your 

responses will be anonymous so that no one will be able to connect you to the answers you give. 

You do not have to answer any questions that you do not want to answer.  

If you are interested in this study and want to participate, please click Here and then you will 

access the online survey webpage. Please contact the researcher at 070-8251-1218 or email at 

hanna1982@ufl.edu if you have any questions or want to get detailed explanations about this study. 

 

http://cafe.daum.net/supp*****�
mailto:hanna1982@ufl.edu�
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Analysis 

Among a total number of 215 online responses, the final sample contained 200 valid cases 

after eliminating 15 incomplete questionnaires. Before investigating research questions and analyzing 

the hypotheses, the reliability and validity of each variable were tested by conducting Cronbach’s α 

analysis, exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis by using the SPSS and AMOS 

programs.  

Specifically, reliability and validity of maintenance strategies and government-public 

relationships were tested. First, an EFA using the SPSS program for all relationship maintenance 

strategy measurement items – access, positivity, openness, assurances, networking, and sharing 

of tasks – was conducted to empirically examine relationship maintenance strategies suggested 

by Hon & J. Grunig (1999). In addition to an EFA, a CFA using the AMOS program was 

conducted to determine if this study’s measurement model adequately fits the data. Similarly, 

government-Public Relationship scales were also tested through an EFA and a CFA. Then, 

descriptive statistics, correlations, analyses of variance (ANOVA), and regressions were 

conducted to answer research questions and test hypotheses.  
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

Descriptions of Sample 

Among a total of 200 online survey respondents, females slightly outnumbered males: 107 

(53.5%) were women and 93 (46.5%) were men. The age of respondents fell within the 19 – 58 

year-old range: 79 (39.5%) were 20-29 years old, 63 (31.5%) were 30 – 39 years old, 47 (23.5%) 

were 40 – 49 years old, and 11 (5.5%) were 50 – 59 years old. The average age was about 34. Of 

those who responded, 79 (39.5%) were current undergraduate or graduate students, followed by 

37 (18.5%) sales persons, 19 (9.5%) office workers, 17 (8.5%) governmental officials, 17 (8.5%) 

housewives, 15 (7.5%) expert officials, 10 (5%) enterprise owners, 5 (2.5%) engineers, and 1 

(0.5%) farmer.  

As for the level of education, 114 (57%) of the respondents had or were expected to have a 

bachelor’s degree and 38 (19%) had graduate degrees (M.A. or Ph.D.). Forty-eight (24%) were 

high school graduates. In terms of political party, 66 (33%) were not members of any political 

party and 134 belong to various political parties. There were 56 (28%) members of the 

Democratic Party, 35 (17.5%) members of the Grand National Party, 21 (10.5%) members of 

the Democratic Labor Party, 14 (7%) members of the Renewal of Korea Party, 6 (3%) members 

of the New Progressive Party, and 2 (1%) members of the Liberty Forward Party. Sixty-six 

people (33%) responded that they were not a member of any political party. Table 4-1 

summarizes the demographic information of respondents. 

In addition to this demographic information, respondents were asked to answer their level 

of knowledge about the Korea-U.S. beef deal in 2008. A Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (“I 

don’t know it at all”) to 7 (“I know it very well”) was used for this question. On average, 

respondents perceived that they knew the Korea-U.S. beef deal “to some degree”  
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Table 4-1. Descriptions of Samples 
Variable N Frequency Percentage Population16 
Sex 200    

Male 
Female  93 

107
46.5 % 
53.5 %

23,465,650 (49.8%) 
23,575,784 (50.2%)

Age 200 
20 – 29 
30 – 39 
40 – 49 
50 – 59 

 

78 
63 
47 
11

39.5 % 
31.5 % 
23.5 % 
5.5 %

7,333,970 (15.6%) 
8,209,067 (17.5%) 
8,023,940 (17.1%) 
5,133,735 (10.9%)

Occupation 200 
Student 
Sales person 
Office man 
Governmental official 
Housewife 
Expert official 
Enterprise owner 
Engineer 
Farmer 

 

79 
37 
19 
17 
17 
15 
10 
5 
1

39.5 % 
18.5 % 
9.5 % 
8.5 % 
8.5 % 
7.5 % 
5.0 % 
2.5 % 
0.5 %

 
3,311,185 (7.0%) 
3,144,319 (6.7%) 

692,733 (1.5%) 
 

3,644,511 (7.7%) 
14,818,754 (31.5%) 

1,928,336 (4.1%) 
2,052,884 (4.4%)

Education 200 
High school diploma 
Bachelor’s degree 
Master’s degree 
Ph.D. degree 

 

48 
114 

22 
16

24.0 % 
57.0 % 
11.0 % 
8.0 %

14,082,458 (37.6%) 
12,279,335 (32.8%) 

939,074 (2.5%) 
220,458 (0.6%)

Political Party 200 
The Democratic Party 
The Grand National Party 
The Democratic Labor Party 
The Renewal of Korea Party 
The New Progressive Party 
The Liberty Forward Party 
No political party 

 

56 
35 
21 
14 
6 
2 

66 

28.0 % 
17.5 % 
10.5 % 
7.0 % 
3.0 % 
1.0 % 

33.0 %
 
Table 4-2. The respondents’ level of knowledge about the crisis 

Responses Frequency Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

 1 (I don’t know the crisis at all.) 1 .5 .5 
  2 1 .5 1.0 
  3  17 8.5 9.5 
  4 (moderate) 72 36.0 45.5 
  5  50 25.0 70.5 
  6 36 18.0 88.5 
  7 (I know the crisis very well.) 23 11.5 100.0 
  Total 200 100.0 100.0  
 

                                                 
16 Korean Statistical Information Service (2005). Retrieved on June 29, 2009 from www.kosis.kr  
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(average = 4.84). Seventy-two (36%) respondents described their knowledge about the Korea-

U.S. beef deal as moderate, 109 (54.5%) perceived that they knew about it more than average 

and 19 (8.5%) responded that they had little or no knowledge of the Korea-U.S. beef deal (See 

table 4-2).   

Those who responded were also questioned about the media outlets they used to get 

information about the Korea-U.S. beef deal during this crisis. As shown in table 4-3, 123 

respondents (61.5%) received information about the crisis by watching television, showing that 

television is a still powerful mass medium for people. In addition, 62 respondents (31%) get 

information throughout the Internet, followed by newspapers (12 respondents, 6%). 

Table 4-3. The media that respondents mainly used to get the information about the crisis  
Responses Frequency Valid Percent 
Television 123 61.5
Newspaper 12 6.0

Internet 62 31.0
Radio 1 .5

Magazine 1 .5
Conversation with other people 1 .5

Total 200 100
 

They also were asked to respond whether or not they received an official announcement, 

a newsletter, a position letter, or any other information sources about the crisis from the Korean 

government. Almost all respondents (80.5%) answered that they did not get official information 

from the government during the crisis. Among respondents, only 12 (6%) people replied that 

they were given official information from the government. 

Descriptive Statistics 

The means and standard deviations of all measurement items were analyzed to figure out 

publics’ general perceptions of (1) severity of the crisis, (2) government’s crisis communication, 

(3) relationships quality outcomes, and (4) support for the government and president.  
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Table 4-4. The public’s perception about the government’s official information 
 Frequency Valid Percent 

1 (“I did not get any official information 
from the government during the crisis”) 117 58.5 

2 22 11.0 
3 22 11.0 
4 (“moderate”) 27 13.5 
5 6 3.0 
6 4 2.0 
7 (“I regularly receive official 
information from the government”) 2 1.0 

Total 200 100.0 
 
Research Question 1: Severity of the Crisis 

First, regarding control of the crisis, respondents were asked to answer the question 

ranging from 1 (“totally uncontrollable by the government”) to 7 (“totally controllable by the 

government”). Second, the locus of the crisis ranged from 1 (“totally outside the government”) to 

7 (“totally the government”). Third, the sustainability of the crisis was measured by using the 

scale ranging from 1 (“it was not a frequent and repeated crisis.”) to 7 (“the crisis happens 

continuously.”). Thus, a low score for each of the items meant low level of crisis severity while a 

high score meant high severity. 

On average, the public agreed that the crisis was something that the government could 

control (M = 4.9, SD = 1.6) and caused by the government (M = 5.4, SD = 1.2), as shown in 

table 4-5. The public also thought that this sort of crisis often happened in the past. (M = 4.6, SD 

= 1.5). According to Coombs & Holladay (1996), publics are likely to perceive a crisis as more 

severe when (1) a crisis is something that the organization can control, (2) an organization is 

responsible for a crisis, and (3) the sustainability of the crisis is frequent and repeated. Regarding 

these descriptive statistics, respondents generally perceived the crisis as severe. 

 In terms of the control of the crisis, 58.5 percent of respondents answered that the crisis 

was something that the government could control while 19.5 percent responded that it was an 
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uncontrollable crisis. With respect to the locus of the crisis, 72 percent of respondents agreed that 

the crisis was caused by the government. Twenty-four percent of respondents answered that both 

the government and the public were responsible for the crisis; only 4 percent of respondent 

answered that the crisis was not the government’s responsibility. Over 50 percent of person 

thought that similar crises happened frequently in the past while 20.5 percent perceived that they 

did not happen repeatedly. In summary, respondents perceived a high level of crisis severity and 

many of them agreed that the government was responsible for the crisis. 

Table 4-5. Respondents’ perceptions of crisis severity 
 N Min. Max. Mean S.E. S.D. Variance

Control of the 
crisis 200 1 7 4.87 .112 1.578 2.489 

Locus 
(responsibility) of 

the crisis 
200 1 6 5.44 .088 1.239 1.534 

Sustainability of 
the crisis 200 1 7 4.56 .107 1.516 2.298 

 
Research Question 2: Government’s Crisis Communication 

Government crisis communication during the crisis was measured by using three 

different constructs: (1) relationship maintenance strategies suggested by Hon and Grunig 

(1999), (2) crisis communication strategies suggested by Coombs (1998), and (3) overall 

communication evaluation measurements developed by the researcher for this study.  

To begin with, as shown in table 4-6, the mean score for the total relationship 

maintenance strategies during the crisis was 2.3 (SD = 1.1). All mean scores for six relationship 

maintenance strategies were less than 3; all median scores for them were 2; and the frequent 

responses were 1 (“strongly disagree”) or 2(“disagree”). Respondents normally perceived the 

government’s communication during the crisis as asymmetrical; meaning that they believed that 

the government did not make an effort to maintain relationships with them during the crisis.  
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Table 4-6. Descriptive statistics for relationship maintenance strategies  
Variables Mean SD 

Relationship Maintenance Strategies (N = 200) 2.33 1.1 
Access 2.26 1.0 

Q 1. The government provides the public with adequate contact information 
related to the crisis.  

2.55 1.3 

Q 2. The government provides the public opportunities to meet officials to get 
information about the crisis.  

2.21 1.2 

Q 3. When the public has questions or concerns about the crisis, the government is 
willing to answer the inquiries.  

2.28 1.2 

Q 4. The government provides the public with adequate contact information for 
specific staff on specific issues related to the crisis. 

2.00 1.2 

Positivity 2.15 1.1 

Q 5. Receiving regular communications from the government during the crisis is 
beneficial to the public. 

2.25 1.5 

Q 6. The government’s communication related to the crisis with the public is 
courteous.  

2.06 1.1 

Q 7. The government willingly attempts to communicate with the public during 
the crisis. 

2.12 1.3 

Q 8. The government is cooperative when handling disagreements with the public 
during the crisis. 

2.18 1.3 

Openness 2.43 1.2 

Q 9. The government’s media relations efforts are a valuable source of 
information for the public about the crisis. 

2.60 1.4 

Q 10. The government shares enough information with the public about the 
government’s crisis management. 

2.26 1.3 

Q 11. The government offers to meet with the public so the public can 
communicate its opinions about the crisis to the government. 

2.31 1.3 

Q 12. The issue briefings the government provides help the public understand the 
crisis. 

2.54 1.4 

Assurance 2.42 1.3 

Q 13. The government makes a genuine effort to provide responses to the public’s 
concerns about the crisis.  

2.49 1.4 

Q 14. The government communicates the importance of the public during the crisis. 2.51 1.6 
Q 15. The government’s crisis management process allows the public adequate 

opportunity to propose a solution. 
2.33 1.3 

Q 16. When the public raises concerns related to the crisis, the government takes 
these concerns seriously. 

2.35 1.4 

Networking 2.52 1.2 

Q 17. The government effectively builds coalitions with groups to manage the 
crisis.  

2.66 2.4 

Q 18. The coalitions that the organization forms with other groups contribute to 
managing the crisis effectively. 

1.32 1.3 

Sharing of tasks 2.27 1.3 

Q 19. The government works with the public to develop solutions to the crisis. 2.26 1.4 
Q 20. The government effectively shares in effort with the public to prevent future 

crises. 
2.28 1.5 
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Among the six relationship maintenance strategies, the respondents rated networking the highest 

(M = 2.5, SD = 1.2) and positivity the lowest (M = 2.2, SD = 1.1).  

In terms of access, respondents disagreed that they could access the information of the 

government’s crisis management process and express their opinion about the crisis (M = 2.3, SD = 

1.0). Respondents rated all measures of access as less than 3, meaning that the government did not 

provide them adequate contact information or opportunities to meet officials related to the crisis. The 

mean score for the measure which asked whether the government provided the public with adequate 

contact information for specific issues related to the crisis was the lowest (M = 2.0, SD = 1.2). 

 Many respondents also rated each measure of positivity as less than 3. They did not agree 

that the government made an effort to willingly communicate with them about the crisis. The 

question whether the government’s communication related to the crisis is courteous showed the 

lowest mean score (M = 2.1, SD = 1.1). 

With respect to openness, respondents believed that the government was not open and 

honest with them in the crisis. They especially disagreed most with the idea that the government 

shared enough information with the public about its management of the crisis (M = 2.3, SD = 1.3). 

Respondents perceived assurance low as well. Many respondents believed that the 

government did not make an effort to assure them that they would effectively manage the crisis. 

The mean score for question regarding the public’s opportunity to propose a solution (M = 2.3, 

SD = 1.3) was the lowest.  

In regard to networking, more than 70 percent of respondents disagreed with the idea 

that the government put forth efforts to build networks or coalitions to effectively repair the 

crisis. Only eight percent of respondents perceived that the government effectively built 

coalitions with other groups and the coalitions contributed to managing the crisis. 
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About 40 percent of respondents rated two questions regarding sharing of tasks as 1 

(“totally disagree”) and about 25 percent of respondents rated them 2 (“disagree”). Only 7.5 

percent of people agreed that the government’s shared effort in managing the crisis. 

To see whether respondents’ political party influenced their perceptions of relationship 

maintenance strategies, one-way ANOVA (analysis of variance) was conducted. Because the 

number of respondents who support for the Liberty Forward Party (n=2)or the New Progressive 

Party (n=6) was very small, the researcher collapsed all of the political parties into three groups 

– the conservative party, the progressive party, and no political party – based on the political 

inclination of the original groups.  

Table 4-7. Mean and S.D. of RMS based on the respondents’ political party 
 N Mean S.D. 

The conservative party 37 2.92 1.06 
The progressive party 66 0.98 0.98 

No political party 97 1.05 1.05 
Total 200 1.05 1.05 

P<.05 
 

According to the results from the ANOVA test, respondents’ perceptions of relationship 

maintenance strategies during the crisis were significantly different among different political 

parties, as seen in table 4-7 (F = 7.637, p < 0.05). The result of the Scheffe Post Hoc test showed 

that there were significant mean differences between the conservative party and the progressive 

and no political party. The Government Administration is the Grand National Party, one of the 

conservative parties in South Korea. However, the mean difference between the progressive party 

and no political party was not statistically significant. In other words, respondents who support the 

conservative parties were more likely to perceive the government’s crisis communication efforts – 

relationship maintenance strategies in this study – as positive than respondents who support the 
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progressive parties or no political party. Thus, this means that respondents’ political party is a 

significant variable that affects their perceptions of relationship maintenance strategies overall. 

In addition to these relationship maintenance strategies, respondents were asked to 

answer whether or not they agree with seven questions regarding crisis communication 

strategies: attack the accuser, denial, excuse, justification, ingratiation, corrective action, and full 

apology. According to the mean scores for each strategies as shown in table 4-8, justification was 

the highest (M = 5.06, SD = 1.7), meaning that respondents agreed most, followed by excuse (M 

= 4.84, SD = 1.7), denial (M = 4.49, SD = 1.9), ingratiation (M = 4.44, SD = 1.8), and attack the 

accuser, (M = 4.14, SD = 2.0). Respondents disagreed with both full apology (M = 2.21, SD = 

1.4) and corrective action (M = 2.90, SD = 1.3).  

This result implies that respondents believed that the government did not take full 

responsibility and ask forgiveness for the crisis. Rather, they perceived that the government tried 

to minimize the damage from the crisis and the government’s responsibility. Therefore, it was 

found that respondents thought that the government’s crisis communication strategies were 

defensive or asymmetrical rather than accommodative or symmetrical. 

Table 4-8. Descriptive statistics for crisis communication strategies 
 Attack  Denial Excuse Justification Ingratiation Corrective  Apology 

N 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 
Mean 4.14 4.49 4.84 5.06 4.44 2.90 2.21 
S.E. 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Median 4.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 3.00 2.00 
Mode 6 5 6 6 5 3 1 
S.D 2.0 1.9 1.7 1.694 1.8 1.3 1.4 

 
Finally, respondents were asked to evaluate the government’s overall communication 

during the crisis. On average, their perceptions of government’s communication were negative 

rather than positive (See table 4-9). They believed that the government’s communication during 
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the crisis was not effective (M = 2.19, SD = 1.34), successful (M = 2.22, SD = 1.30), moral (M = 

2.52, SD = 1.53), desirable (M = 2.29, SD = 1.37), or proper (M = 2.26, SD = 1.42).  

Table 4-9. Respondents’ overall evaluation of government crisis communication 

 Overall 
evaluation Effective Successful Moral Desirable Proper 

Mean 2.29 2.19 2.22 2.52 2.29 2.26 
Median 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 
Mode 1 1 1 1 1 1 

SD 1.270 1.339 1.295 1.527 1.365 1.421 
Variance 1.614 1.793 1.677 2.331 1.863 2.020 

 
Research Question 3: Government-Public Relationships (Relationship Quality Outcomes) 

 The mean score for the total relationship quality outcomes was 2.50 (SD = 1.13), which 

refers to a negative evaluation by the respondents regarding their relationship with the 

government. As shown in table 4-10, the mean values for the relationship quality indicators were 

all less than 3: control mutuality was 2.57 (SD = 1.13), trust was 2.55 (SD = 1.12), commitment 

was 2.49 (SD = 1.28), and satisfaction was 2.38 (SD = 1.16). Mean scores for statements of each 

relationship quality indicators were all less than 4, meaning that respondents generally perceived 

their relationships with the government as negative.  

 Specifically, about 80 percent of respondents totally, moderately, or somewhat disagreed 

with statements regarding control mutuality (mode and median scores of all statements fell within 

the 1 – 3 range). Only five percent of respondents agreed with the statement, “The government 

really listens to what the public has to say” and four percent of respondents agree with the 

statement, “The government gives publics enough say in the decision-making process.” Overall, 

respondents believed that they had a little power to influence the government’s decision-making. 

 The respondents’ perceptions of trust toward the government also were analyzed. 

Statistical results showed that respondents generally perceived low level of trust. About 80 
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percent of respondents’ perceptions of trust were below the average, 4. Only eight percent of 

respondents answered above the average in terms of their trust toward the government. 

Table 4-10. Descriptive statistics for relationship quality outcomes 
Variables Mean SD 

Relationship Quality Outcomes (N = 200) 2.50 1.13 
Control Mutuality 2.57 1.13 
Q . The government and public are attentive to what each other says. 2.77 1.36 
Q . The government believes the opinions of the public are legitimate. 2.41 1.30 
Q . In dealing with the public, the government has a tendency to throw its 
weight around.17 

3.01 1.32 

Q. The government really listens to what the public has to say. 2.34 1.25 
Q. The government gives publics enough say in the decision-making process. 2.30 1.25 
Trust 2.55 1.12 
Q. The government treats the public fairly. 2.38 1.35 
Q. Whenever the government makes an important decision, the public 
knows the government will be concerned about the public. 

2.36 1.32 

Q. The government can be relied on to keep its promises. 2.48 1.37 
Q. The government takes the opinions of the public into account when 
making decisions. 

2.39 1.32 

Q. The government has the ability to accomplish what it says it will do. 3.07 1.64 
Q. The public feels very confident about the government’s skills. 2.67 1.55 
Q. The public trusts the government. 2.51 1.56 
Commitment 2.49 1.28 
Q. The public believes that the government is trying to maintain a long-term 
commitment to the public. 

2.61 1.43 

Q. The public believes that the government wants to maintain a relationship 
with the public. 

2.68 1.44 

Q. There is a long-lasting bond between the government and the public. 2.67 1.59 
Q. The public values its relationship with the current government more than 
previous government. 

2.22 1.45 

Q. The public has an attachment or a loyalty to the government.18 2.28 1.44 
Satisfaction 2.38 1.16 
Q. The public is happy with the government. 1.95 1.07 
Q. Both the government and the public benefit from the relationship. 2.33 1.35 
Q. The public is happy in its interactions with the government. 2.19 1.26 
Q. The public is pleased with the relationship the government has 
established with the public. 

2.23 1.33 

Q. The public enjoys dealing with the government. 3.23 1.68 

                                                 
17 Hon & Grunig (1999)’s original item was a reverse-coding statement. However, in this study, this 
statement was changed when it is translated into Korean and reverse-coding was not adopted. 
18 This item replaced the original statement, “The public would rather work together with the organization 
than not,” when it was translated into Korean. 
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 More than 70 percent of respondents also disagreed with statements regarding 

commitment. Mean scores for each statement showed that many respondents did not have a 

commitment to the relationships with the government. 

In terms of satisfaction, mean values for each statement were comparatively low. Many 

respondents strongly disagreed with the statement, “The public is happy with the government.” 

Only 5 (2.5 %) respondents answered that they agreed with it; there were no people who 

answered six (“agree”) or seven (“totally agree”). Overall, this result showed that respondents 

were not satisfied with the relationships with the government. 

Support for the Government and the President 

 As indicated in table 4-11, there was a mean value difference before the crisis happened 

(M = 3.53, SD = 1.44) and after the crisis (M = 2.44, SD = 1.38) in terms of support for the 

government. Before the crisis happened, 43.5 percent of respondents were below the middle 

point, 34.5 percent were moderate, and 32 percent were above the middle point. However, 74.5 

percent of respondents rated their support for the government after the crisis less than four and 

only 5.5 percent of respondents rated more than four.  

 Similarly, the degree of support for the president Myung-bak Lee was different before the 

crisis happened and after the crisis happened. The mean score for support for the president before 

the crisis was 3.14 (SD = 1.79). However, the support for the president after the crisis was 2.11 

(SD = 1.41). There were 23 percent of respondents who supported the president before the crisis 

happened, while only 6.5 percent of respondents after the crisis.  

 Each respondent’s perception before and after the crisis was computed. On average, the 

mean value of support for the government was dropped to 1.09 after the crisis happened and 

support for the president was dropped to 1.04. Specifically, the level of support for the government 

among 118 respondents (59 %) decreased after the crisis happened; 69 (34.5 %) respondents 
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showed no difference. However, 13 respondents (6.5 %) rated higher support after the crisis than 

before the crisis. In regard to support for the president, the result was similar to the support for the 

government. The level of support for the president among 101 respondents (50.5%) decreased; 95 

respondents (47.5%) were the same; and four respondents (2 %) showed increased support. 

 In summary, the respondents’ overall support for the government and the president were 

under moderate both before and after the crisis happened. However, the degree of respondents 

support for the government decreased by 1.09 and the president by 1.04 on average, meaning that 

respondents support for the government and president slightly decreased after the crisis 

happened. 

Table 4-11. Respondents’ support for the government 

  

Support for the 
government 

before the crisis 

Support for the 
government after 

the crisis 

Support for the 
president before 

the crisis 

Support for the 
president after 

the crisis 
N 200 200 200 200 

Mean 3.53 2.44 3.14 2.11 
S.E. .101 .097 .126 .100 

Median 4.00 2.00 3.00 2.00 
Mode 4 1 1 1 
S.D. 1.435 1.377 1.785 1.409 

Variance 2.060 1.895 3.186 1.984 
Range 6 6 6 6 

Minimum 1 1 1 1 
Maximum 7 7 7 7 

Sum 705 487 628 421 
 

Reliability of Measurement Items 

In this study, multiple items were used to measure relationship maintenance strategies, 

overall evaluations of the government’s crisis communication, and relationship quality outcomes. To 

identify whether these multiple items were consistent and reliable, Cronbach’s alpha analyses were 

conducted using the SPSS program. In regard to Cronbach alpha, .70 is regarded as a minimum 

standard of reliability; .80 as a very reliable scale; and .90 as an excellent scale (Kline, 2005). 
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In terms of relationship maintenance strategies, access, positivity, openness, and 

assurance were measured using four items and networking and sharing of tasks were measured 

using two items. Cronbach’s alpha for relationship maintenance strategies showed that all 

indicators were very consistent and reliable (access = .86; positivity = .90; openness = .90; 

assurance = .91; networking = .83; sharing of tasks = .87).  

 Respondents’ overall evaluations of the government’s communication were measured by 

using 5 items: effectiveness, success, morality, desirability, and appropriateness. The Cronbach’s 

alpha for communication evaluation items was .95, which is excellent in terms of reliability. 

 In addition, multiple measurement of relationship quality outcomes also were found to be 

excellent in that the Cronbach’s alpha(α)s for all four indicators were higher than .90. The 

Cronbach’s alpha(α) for control mutuality measured by five items was .91; trust measured by 

seven items was .94; commitment measured by five items was .92; and satisfaction measured by 

five items was .91. Thus, all of multiple items used in the main survey had internal consistency. 

Measurement Model Validity Test: Factor Analysis 

Exploratory factor analyses (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for all 

measurement items were conducted to empirically examine relationship maintenance strategies 

and relationship quality outcomes suggested by Hon & J. Grunig (1999). During the first phase, 

EFA with items for relationship maintenance strategies (access, positivity, openness, assurance, 

networking, and sharing of tasks) and relationship quality outcomes (control mutuality, trust, 

commitment, and satisfaction) were separately conducted to see whether items for each indicator 

were extracted as one indicator. During the second phase, EFA was conducted by using all items 

for relationship maintenance strategies at once, and then, all items for the relationship quality 

outcomes. Finally, CFA were conducted based on the result of EFA. 
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Relationship Maintenance Strategies  

First, the results of EFA showed that relationship maintenance strategies consist of two 

factors instead of six as shown in table 4-12. Access, positivity, and openness were extracted 

under one factor: this means that the respondents perceived each of these dimensions as 

measuring a similar concept. Similarly, assurance, networking, and sharing of tasks were 

extracted under the other factor.  

Thus, based on the results, these two dimensions were redefined as symbolic two-way 

symmetrical communication and behavioral two-way symmetrical communication. Specifically, 

factor 1 was redefined as symbolic two-way symmetrical communication because these indicators 

(access, positivity, and openness) measured whether the government listened to the public, and to 

represent symmetrical communication effort during the crisis. Factor 2 was redefined as behavioral 

two-way symmetrical communication because these indicators (assurance, networking, and sharing 

of tasks) generally measured the government’s behavioral effort to repair the crisis by assuring the 

public, building networks, and sharing tasks. These two dimensions (symbolic two-way 

symmetrical communication and behavioral two-way symmetrical communication) explained 

69.49% of the variance in the relationship maintenance strategies. 

As the second step, CFA was conducted based on the result of EFA by using the AMOS 

program to determine if this study’s measurement model adequately fits the data. CFA was 

conducted with (1) the newly hypothesized factor model based on the EFA and (2) the previous 

measurement model suggested by Hon & J. Grunig (1999) to assess which model is more 

adequate to construct relationship maintenance strategies. 

As shown in table 4-13, it was found that the two specified models had construct validity 

as the standardized regression weights (λ) were significant. Fit indexes of both models were  
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Table 4-12. The result of EFA for relationship maintenance strategies 
Items Reliability Component 

Relationship Maintenance Strategies (N = 200) .968 Factor1 Factor2 
Access 2. The government provides the public opportunities to meet 
officials to get information about the crisis. 

 .788  

Access 1. The government provides the public with adequate contact 
information related to the crisis. 

 .787  

Positivity 7. The government willingly attempts to communicate with 
the public during the crisis. 

 .760  

Access 4. The government provides the public with adequate contact 
information for specific staff on specific issues related to the crisis. 

 .731 

 

 

Openness 10. The government shares enough information with the 
public about the government’s crisis management. 

 .709  

Access 3. When the public has questions or concerns about the crisis, 
the government is willing to answer the inquiries. 

 .688  

Positivity 8. The government is cooperative when handling 
disagreements with the public during the crisis. 

 .675  

Positivity 6. The government’s communication related to the crisis 
with the public is courteous. 

 .645  

Openness 11. The government offers to meet with the public so the 
public can communicate its opinions about the crisis. 

 .643  

Positivity 5. Receiving regular communications from the government 
during the crisis is beneficial to the public. 

 .637  

Openness 12. The issue briefings the government provides help the 
public understand the crisis. 

 .597  

Openness 9. The government’s media relations efforts are a valuable 
source of information for the public about the crisis. 

 .476  

Networking 18. The coalitions that the organization forms with other 
groups contribute to managing the crisis effectively. 

  .814 

Networking 17. The government effectively builds coalitions with 
groups to manage the crisis. 

  .753 

Assurance 16. When the public raises concerns related to the crisis, 
the government takes these concerns seriously. 

  .742 

Sharing of tasks 19. The government works with the public to develop 
solutions to the crisis. 

  .718 

Assurance 15. The government’s crisis management process allows 
the public adequate opportunity to propose a solution. 

  .716 

Sharing of tasks 20. The government effectively shares in effort with 
the public to prevent future crises. 

  .705 

Assurance 13. The government makes a genuine effort to provide 
responses to the public’s concerns about the crisis. 

  .683 

Assurance 14. The government communicates the importance of the 
public during the crisis. 

  .676 

Eigen Values  12.717 1.181 
Percent of Variance (%)  68.583 5.907 
Cumulative Percent of Variance (%)  68.583 69.489 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 
Rotation converged in 3 iterations 

   



 

49 

statistically significant except RMSEA for the two factor model. It means that both models – (1) 

symbolic and behavioral two-way symmetrical communication and (2) access, positivity, 

openness, assurance, networking, and sharing of tasks – are generally acceptable.  

However, several fit indexes indicated that the six-measurement model of relationship 

maintenance strategies better explains the data than the newly proposed 2-factor model (see table 

4-13).  

Table 4-13. Fit measures for relationship maintenance strategies measurement model 

 Fit index 2-measurement 
model 

6-meausrement 
model Criteria 

Absolute fit 
indexes 

GFI .822 .901 ≥ .90 
RMSEA .091 .053 ≤ .10 

Incremental fit 
indexes 

NFI .886 .942 ≥ .90 
CFI .925 .978 ≥ .90 
TLI .916 .971 ≥ .90 
IFI .926 .978 ≥ .90 

 
According to these fit indexes, the six-measurement model is reasonable because these 

data satisfied the fit criteria for CFI ≥ .96 and RMSEA ≤ .06 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Therefore, 

six indicators – access, positivity, openness, assurance, networking, and sharing of tasks – should 

be constructed separately to measure relationship maintenance strategies although respondents 

perceived (1) access, positivity, and openness as one factor and (2) assurance, networking, and 

sharing of tasks as another factor. 

Relationship Quality Outcomes (Government-Public Relationships) 

As shown in table 4-14, relationship quality outcomes consisted of two factors instead of 

four based on the EFA. The result of EFA conducted by using all items of relationship quality 

outcomes showed that relational symmetry is one factor and emotional connectedness is another 

factor. Specifically, factor one was composed of control mutuality and trust, as relational 

symmetry because these indicators measured publics’ perceptions whether their relationship with  
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Table 4-14. The result of EFA for relationship quality outcomes 
Items Reliability Component 

Relationship Quality Outcomes (N = 200)  Factor1 Factor2
CM 5. The government gives the public enough say in the 
decision-making process. 

 .812  

CM 4. The government really listens to what the public has to 
say. 

 .794  

T 3. The government can be relied on to keep its promises.  .789  
T 4. The government takes the opinions of the public into 
account when making decisions. 

 .784  

T 1. The government treats the public fairly.  .772  
T 2. Whenever the government makes an important decision, the 
public knows the government will be concerned about the public. 

 .757  

T 5. The government has the ability to accomplish what it says it 
will do. 

 .733  

CM 2 . The government believes the opinions of the public are 
legitimate. 

 .723  

T 6. The public feels very confident about the government’s 
skills. 

 .722  

CM 3 . In dealing with the public, the government has a 
tendency to throw its weight around. 

 .666  

T 7. The public trusts the government.  .647  
CM 1 . The government and public are attentive to what each 
other says. 

 .603  

S 3. The public is happy in its interactions with the government.   .829 
C 5. The public has an attachment or a loyalty to the 
government. 

  .829 

S 2. Both the government and the public benefit from the 
relationship. 

  .783 

S 4. The public is pleased with the relationship the government 
has established with the public. 

  .756 

C 4. The public values its relationship with the current 
government more than the previous government. 

  .745 

S 1. The public is happy with the government.   .741 
C 3. There is a long-lasting bond between the government and 
the public. 

  .725 

S 5. The public enjoys dealing with the government.   .600 
C 1. The public believes that the government is trying to 
maintain a long-term commitment to the public. 

  .569 

C 2. The public believes that the government wants to maintain 
a relationship with the public. 

  .547 

Eigen Values  14.695 1.207 
Percent of Variance (%)  66.795 5.486 
Cumulative Percent of Variance (%)  66.795 72.280 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations. 
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government is symmetrical. Factor two was composed of commitment and satisfaction, which 

was termed emotional connectedness in that these items were related to the public’s feeling that 

it was connected to the government. These two factors (relational symmetry and emotional 

connectedness) explained 72.28% of the variance in relationship quality outcomes. 

 Based on this result, CFA was conducted to assess whether the two factor-measurement 

model and the four items model were appropriate for the data. The several fit indexes showed that 

the four itmes model of relationship quality outcomes (control mutuality, trust, commitment, and 

satisfaction) better explained the data than the newly constructed 2-factor model (See table 4-15). 

Therefore, Hon & Gurnig’s (1999) four dimensions of relationship quality outcomes, which were 

considered more statistically adequate, were used to test research hypotheses in this study. 

Table 4-15. Fit measures for relationship quality outcomes model 

 Fit index 2-measurement 
model 

4-meausrement 
model Criteria 

Absolute fit 
indexes 

GFI .693 .836 ≥ .90 
RMSEA .135 .084 ≤ .10 

Incremental fit 
indexes 

NFI .816 .913 ≥ .90 
CFI .849 .947 ≥ .90 
TLI .832 .936 ≥ .90 
IFI .850 .947 ≥ .90 

 
Correlations and Regressions 

Hypothesis 1: The Associations between Crisis Severity and GPRs 

 Hypothesis 1 tested whether there was a negative association between crisis severity and 

government-public relationships. The composite index of crisis severity and government-public 

relationships was employed for correlation analysis to test hypothesis 1. Each of the items for 

crisis severity (control of the crisis, the locus of the crisis, and the sustainability of the crisis) also 

were used to analyze the associations with government-public relationships. 
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As shown in table 4-16, the results confirmed hypothesis 1, indicating that the public’s 

perceptions of severity is negatively associated with its perceptions of government-public 

relationships (F = -0.187, P < 0.01). However, the association was weak. Specifically, 

responsibility of the crisis was the only variable that is significantly correlated with government-

public relationships (F = 0.450, P < 0.01). Therefore, government-public relationships were not 

significantly associated with the control of the crisis and the sustainability of the crisis. 

Table 4-16. Correlations between crisis severity and GPRs 
 Crisis severity control Responsibility sustainability 
GPRs Pearson Correlation -.187 (**) .035 -.450 (**) -.015 

Sig. (1-tailed) .004 .312 .001 .417 
N 200 200 200 200 

** correlation was significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 

Hypothesis 2: The Associations between Crisis Communication and GPRs 

Hypothesis 2 tested whether there was a positive association between symmetrical 

communication during the crisis and government-public relationships. To test hypothesis 2, one-

tailed correlations using the composite index variables of relationship maintenance strategies and 

relationship quality outcomes were conducted (See table 4-17). According to the results, 

hypothesis 2 was supported because a significant positive correlation between relationship 

maintenance strategies and relationship quality outcomes was found (F = 0.791, P < 0.01). 

Although there is no universally accepted standard, a value that exceeds .30 is generally regarded 

as indicating a correlation between variables. As the coefficient (γ) showed, the correlation was 

strong. 

Table 4-17. Correlations between crisis communication and GPRs 
 Relationship Quality Outcomes 
Relationship  
Maintenance 
Strategies 

Pearson Correlation .791 (**) 
Sig. (1-tailed) .001 

N 200 
** correlation was significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 
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To investigate the associations among each indicator of relationship maintenance 

strategies and relationship quality outcomes, multiple regression analyses were conducted. As 

shown in table 4-18, assurance (β = .347, t = 3.418), sharing of tasks (β = .297, t = 3.004), and 

positivity (β = .203, t = 2.575) had influences on the composite index of relationship quality 

outcomes (Adjusted R² = .644). 

Table 4-18. The associations among each indicator of RMS and GPRs 

D.V. I.V. B S.E. Beta t Sig. Tolera
nce VIF Adjusted 

R² 

GPRs 

Assurance 6.850 2.004 .347 3.418 .001 .174 5.756 .644 (F = 
121.023, p 

= .001) 

Sharing of 
tasks 5.616 1.869 .297 3.004 .003 .183 5.474 

Positivity 4.486 1.742 .203 2.575 .011 .287 3.486 

Control 
Mutuali

ty 

Assurance .197 .096 .222 2.040 .043 .166 6.015 
.608 (F = 
78.158, p 
= .001) 

Positivity .271 .082 .274 3.308 .001 .287 3.489 
Networking .132 .055 .143 2.403 .017 .560 1.787 
Sharing of 

tasks .192 .089 .227 2.162 .032 .179 5.597 

Trust 

Assurance .284 .106 .285 2.673 .008 .174 5.756 .607 (F = 
103.353, p 

= .001) 

Positivity .275 .092 .247 2.977 .003 .287 3.486 
Sharing of 

tasks .279 .099 .293 2.822 .005 .183 5.474 

Commit
ment 

Assurance .460 .106 .454 4.348 .001 .202 4.951 .562 (F = 
128.626, p 

= .001) 
Sharing of 

tasks .309 .101 .319 3.054 .003 .202 4.951. 

Satisfac
tion Assurance .370 .104 .402 3.543 .001 .202 4.951 

.482 (F = 
93.701, p 
= .001) 

 
Specifically, the influence of relationship maintenance strategies on control mutuality 

was significant (p < 0.05); and the explanatory power was 61 percent (Adjusted R² = .608). 

Especially, assurance (β = .222, t = 2.040), positivity (β = .274, t = 3.308), networking (β = .143, 

t = 2.403), and sharing of tasks (β = .227, t = 2.162) were significant factors in this association. 

Table 4-18 also showed that the significant (p < 0.05) influence of relationship maintenance 

strategies on trust (Adjusted R² = .607), assurance (β = .285, t = 2.673), positivity (β = .247, t = 

2.977), and sharing of tasks (β = .293, t = 2.822) were significant in this association. In terms of 
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associations between relationship maintenance strategies and commitment, only assurance (β = 

.454, t = 4.348) and sharing of tasks (β = .319, t = 3.054) were statistically significant (Adjusted 

R² = .562). Similarly, assurance (β = .402, t = 3.543) and sharing of tasks (β = .402, t = 2.777) 

had significant impact on satisfaction (Adjusted R² = .482). 

 The results showed that assurance and sharing of tasks strongly affected the 

government-public relationship. Thus, the government should focus on assuring the public that it 

effectively managed the crisis and sharing efforts to improve relationship quality outcomes. 

There was no independent variable which was over 10 of the variance-inflating factors (VIF). 

Thus, multicollinearity violation was not observed. 

In addition to this association between relationship maintenance strategies and 

relationship quality outcomes, the association between crisis communication strategies and 

relationship quality outcomes also were examined. As shown in table 4-19, significant 

correlations between crisis communication strategies and government-public relationships were 

found except for attack the accuser (F = -.100, p > 0.001). Government-public relationships were 

positively correlated to corrective action (r = .636, p < 0.05) and full apology (r = .621, p < 0.05), 

which were accommodative. These correlations between relationship quality and accommodative 

strategies, which are related to symmetrical communication, were very strong. On the contrary, 

government-public relationships were negatively correlated to defensive communication such as 

denial (r = -.338, p < 0.05), excuse (r = -.402, p < 0.05), justification (r = -.274, p < 0.05), and 

ingratiation (r = -.197, p < 0.05). According to the results, positive government-public 

relationships could be strengthened if the government adopted accommodative strategies rather 

than defensive strategies during the crisis. 
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Finally, the association between overall evaluation of government communication 

during the crisis and government-public relationships were analyzed. As shown in table 4-20, 

there is a significant positive correlation between the public’s evaluation of government 

communication during the crisis and its perceptions of government-public relationships (F = 

.601, p < 0.05).  

Table 4-19. Correlations between crisis communication strategies and GPRs 

 
Attack 

the 
accuser 

Denial Excuse Justifica
tion 

Ingratiat
ion 

Correcti
ve 

Action 

Full 
Apolog

y 

GPR 

Pearson 
Correlation -.100 -.338(*) -.402(*) -.274(*) -.197(*) .636(*) .621(*) 

Sig. (2-
tailed) .160 .001 .001 .001 .005 .001 .001 

N 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 
* correlation was significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
Table 4-20. Correlations between the government’s overall communication and GPRs 

 Overall evaluation of the 
government communication 

GPR 
Pearson Correlation .601 (**) 

Sig. (1-tailed) .001 
N 200 

** correlation was significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 
 
Hypothesis 3: The Associations between GPRs and Support for the Government 

Hypothesis 3 investigated the association between government-public relationships and 

support for the government. As shown in table 4-21, government-public relationships and the 

public’s support for the government was positively correlated (f = .781, p < 0.05). The 

correlation results showed that this association after the crisis was more strong than the 

association before the crisis happened (F = .429, p < 0.05). 

Similarly, the association between government-public relationships and the public’s 

support for the president also was positively correlated (F = .721, p < 0.05). Government-public 
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relationships were more strongly correlated with the public’s support for the president after the 

crisis than their support before the crisis (F = .470, p < 0.05). 

 Moreover, government-public relationships were negatively associated with a change in 

support for the government after the crisis happened as shown in table 4-21 (F = -.351, p < 0.05). 

This means that if publics perceive government-public relationships as favorable, their level of 

support for the government is diminished less than publics who perceive low GPRs. 

Table 4-21. The correlation between GPRs and support for the government and president 

 
Support for the government Support for the president 

Before 
the crisis 

After the 
crisis 

Before -
after 

Before 
the crisis 

After the 
crisis 

Before-
after 

GPRs 

Pearson 
Correlation .429 (**) .781 (**) -.351(**) .470 (**) .721(**) -.132 

Sig. (2-
tailed) .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .062 

N 200 200 200 200 200 200 
** correlation was significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

In this study, crisis communication and government-public relationships were examined 

by a survey based on an actual crisis case. In this section, the results of the study are summarized; 

theoretical and practical implications are discussed; and several limitations are addressed. 

Summary of Results 

The purpose of this study was to explore the associations among variables – the severity 

of the crisis, crisis communication strategies relationship maintenance strategies, and 

government-public relationships based on an actual crisis. Mass protests in 2008 against the U.S. 

beef import into South Korea were considered a crisis for the Korean government. To examine 

the public’s perceptions of this crisis, online community users of two major portal sites in South 

Korea, Naver and Daum, were recruited. A total of 200 people participated in this study. 

Before investigating research questions and hypotheses, the reliability and validity of all 

variables were tested by calculating Cronbach’s α coefficients and conducting exploratory factor 

analysis, and confirmatory factor analysis by using the SPSS and AMOS programs. Measures for 

all variables were statistically reliable and have internal consistency. CFA results demonstrated 

that a 6-measurement index for relationship maintenance strategies (access, positivity, openness, 

assurance, networking, and sharing of tasks) was reasonable. In addition, government public 

relationships (control mutuality, trust, commitment, and satisfaction) were considered a 

significant model according to the results of CFA. 

This study sought to answer several research questions. First, respondents thought the 

crisis – mass protests against the U.S. beef import into South Korea – was something that the 

Korean government could control. They also agreed that the government was responsible for the 

crisis and this sort of crisis happened frequently. Thus, they perceived the crisis as severe. 
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Second, the public’s perceptions of the government’ crisis communication efforts during 

the crisis were generally negative: asymmetrical or defensive. In terms of the government’s 

relationship maintenance strategies during the crisis, the mean scores for all items were low. This 

means that respondents disagreed that the government’s communication was two-way 

symmetrical. For crisis communication strategies, respondents rated justification the highest, 

meaning that respondents thought the government used this strategy the most. Respondents 

disagreed that the government provided full apology and corrective action during the crisis. 

Third, respondents’ perceptions of government-public relationships were not positive 

overall. Mean scores for all items – control mutuality, trust, commitment, and satisfaction – were 

low. Moreover, their support for the government and president was decreased after the crisis 

happened. 

Hypotheses were tested by conducting correlations and regressions. The data analysis 

showed that relationship maintenance strategies were positively correlated with government-

public relationships. Specifically, assurance and sharing of tasks strongly affected the 

government-public relationships. Thus, the government should focus on assuring the public that 

it effectively managed the crisis and sharing efforts to improve relationship quality outcomes that 

underlie the government-public relationship. 

In addition to this association between relationship maintenance strategies and 

relationship quality outcomes, several associations between crisis communication strategies and 

government-public relationships were found. Government-public relationships were positively 

correlated to corrective action and full apology, which were accommodative or symmetrical, 

while GPRs were negatively correlated with defensive communication such as denial, excuse, 
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justification, and ingratiation. Thus, accommodative strategies during the crisis could be more 

effective than defensive strategies to maintain favorable relationships with the public. 

This study also found positive correlations between government-public relationships and 

public’s support for the government and president. Favorable government-public relationships 

were negatively associated with the degree of change in support for the government before and 

after the crisis. Thus, maintaining favorable relationships is important for the government to 

effectively manage a crisis. 

Theoretical and Practical Implications 

This research has several theoretical implications in public relations scholarship in that it 

attempts to empirically examine the associations among crisis communication strategies, relationship 

maintenance strategies, and government-public relationships. Despite a large number of past studies 

on relationships, few studies focused on government-public relationships. To develop stable 

government-public relationship measurement which has external validity, more studies should be 

done with a large number of appropriate samples.  

Moreover, this study indicates the importance of relationship management to overcome 

crises effectively. Public relations scholars have tried to identify the value of public relations for 

organizations. Ehling (1992) mentioned relationships, not manipulation of public opinion, as key 

to the value of public relations. Bruning and Ledingham (2000) argued that organization-public 

relationships can be a dominant influence in purchasing decision and consumer satisfaction. 

Kelly (1995) and O’neil (2007) considered strong relationships with donors as the value of 

public relations for nonprofit organizations. Coombs (2000) emphasized the importance of 

favorable relationships during the crisis by mentioning organization-public relationships affect 

the public’s perceptions about the crisis. This study also demonstrated relationships as a value of 
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public relations by showing positive correlations between government-public relationships and 

the public’s support for the government and the president.  

In addition to these theoretical implications, this study also contributes knowledge to the 

practice of public relations. Many scholars and practitioners agree that a real crisis is the best 

textbook for learning crisis communication. This study tried to examine significant associations 

between the government’s communication during a crisis and government-public relationships 

by focusing on an actual crisis. It also demonstrates the importance of two-way symmetrical 

communication strategies during a crisis by showing the correlations between maintenance 

strategies and relationship quality outcomes: government-public relationships. 

Finally, this study can contribute to developing effective strategies and tactics based on 

relationship management theory. As shown in figure 5-1, control mutuality was related to 

positivity, assurance, and networking. Trust was associated with positivity, assurance, and 

sharing of tasks. Commitment and satisfaction were related to assurance and sharing of tasks. 

These results can be applied to public relations practice to manage crises and improve 

relationships between an organization and publics. Because assurance and sharing of tasks are 

considered as significant strategies which are associated with dimensions of organization-public 

relationships, an organization should focus on these strategies during the crisis. Or, practitioners 

can focus on strategies which are associated with dimensions that they want to improve. For 

example, public relations practitioners should try to assure publics and share tasks to raise 

satisfaction, if the public’s satisfaction is low. With respect to trust, practitioners should consider 

positivity, assurance, and sharing of tasks as important strategies. 

Specific tactics also should be developed regarding each relationship maintenance 

strategy. First of all, the organization should provide official information channels such as a Web 
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site, blog, call center, or communication booth so publics can access the organization and 

communicate with the organization about the crisis. In terms of positivity, practitioners should 

develop some practical guidelines related to communication manner and tone to make publics 

perceive that the organization willingly communicates with them about the crisis. Then, 

members of the organization can properly and promptly communicate with publics when a crisis 

happens. With respect to openness, organization should not hide information about the crisis, 

meaning that members of the organization should be trained so they can consistently answer 

publics’ queries. To raise assurance, there should be a genuine behavioral effort for publics. In 

other words, an organization should try to repair damage in the crisis situation. In terms of 

networking, the organization might implement partnering programs with other institutions to 

show that an organization is effectively networking with other groups. Finally, encouraging 

publics to participate in crisis management and sharing tasks might be helpful to overcome a 

crisis. 

 

Figure 5-1. Relationship management strategies and tactics during crises 
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Limitations and Future Research 

The most significant limitation in this study is that its sample was not randomly selected. 

This study only focuses on the responses of online community users rather than a sample of the 

general population. In addition, survey respondents voluntarily participated in this study; thus, 

their level of involvement might be higher than the general public. Therefore, it is difficult to 

argue that the respondents to the survey represent the population. 

However, the purpose of this study is not to generalize the findings but to explore and 

investigate associations among variables such as crisis communication strategies, relationship 

maintenance strategies, government-public relationships, and the public’s support for the 

government. The results of this study confirmed significant associations among variables by 

analyzing respondents’ perceptions. To generalize, future studies should consider random 

sampling with a larger number of respondents. 

In addition, according to the results, access and openness were not statistically 

significant, meaning that these strategies were not associated with government-public 

relationships. Because this finding was based on a survey result, not interview or observation, 

this study could not explore why this inconsistency occurred. One possible reason is that online 

survey respondents were very familiar with accessing and getting information about the crisis 

throughout the Internet so they might not care much about access and openness. To further 

investigate this unexpected finding, more studies should be done with different groups of 

respondents and qualitative methods should be used. 

Moreover, this study could not control extraneous variables such as the political 

situation or other occurring crises because it focused on one actual crisis: the Korea-U.S. beef 

deal. During the time when the researcher conducted the main survey, the previous Korean 

president committed suicide because his reputation was terribly tarnished by the government’s 
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severe investigation into his family’s bribery. Many Koreans were shocked. They argued that the 

government was responsible for his suicide by excessively and intentionally exposing his bribery 

to the public. The situation was a critical issue while the survey was being conducted since it 

could affect participants’ survey responses. Although the questionnaire tried to restrict the crisis 

situation to the Korea-U.S. beef deal, some people still might have been reminded of this 

accident while they answered the questionnaire. 
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APPENDIX A 
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH VERSION) 

General Questions 

 I am aware of a violent clash between the Korean government and tenants of one area in 

Yongsan, Seoul. (1: I don’t know at all----- 7: I know it very well.) 

 I mostly get information about the crisis through… 

(1) Television News  (2) Newspaper News  (3) Internet News  (4) Website or Blog 

(5) Magazine  (6) Conversation with other People  (7) Other Channel (___________) 

 I received an official announcement, a news letter, a position letter, or other information 

sources about the crisis from the Korean government. 

 

Support for the government and president: The Likert Scale 

 Support for the government 

 Before the crisis happened, my previous support for the government was (from 1 to 7) 

 After the crisis happened, my current support for the government is (from 1 to 7) 

 

 Support for the president 

 Before the crisis happened, my previous support for the president was (from 1 to 7) 

 After the crisis happened, my current support for the president is (from 1 to 7) 

 

The perceptions of Crisis Severity (Coombs & Holladay, 1996): The Semantic Scale 

 The control of the crisis (external control / government’s control) 

 The crisis is something that the government could control ------ could not control 

 How much do you think that the government could control the crisis? 

(1: totally uncontrollable by the government ----- 7: totally controllable by the government) 

 

 The locus of the crisis (the government / the situation): Intentionality of the crisis 

 The crisis was caused by the government ------ the crisis was not caused by the government 

 Who is responsible for it? 

(1: totally outside the government ----- 4: both parties ----- 7: totally the government) 
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 The sustainability of the crisis (frequent-repeated-stable / infrequent-unstable) 

 This sort of crisis happens frequently ----- This sort of crisis happens infrequently 

 How often do crises like this happen? (1: This was the first ----- 7: They happen 

continuously) 
 

Relationship Cultivation Strategies (Ki & Hon, 2007): The 7-point Likert Scale 

 Access: The degree that publics access the information of the government’s crisis 

management process and express their opinion about the crisis 

 The government provides the public with adequate contact information related to the crisis.  

 The government provides the public opportunities to meet officials to get information 

about the crisis.  

 When the public has questions or concerns about the crisis, the government is willing to 

answer the inquiries.  

 The government provides the public with adequate contact information for specific staff on 

specific issues related to the crisis.  
 

 Positivity: The government’s efforts to willingly communicate with publics about the crisis 

 Receiving regular communications from the government during the crisis is beneficial to 

the public.  

 The government’s communication related to the crisis with the public is courteous.  

 The government willingly attempts to communicate with the public during the crisis.  

 The government is cooperative when handling disagreements with the public during the 

crisis.  
 

 Openness: The degree that government is open and honest to its publics in the crisis situation 

 The government’s media relations efforts are a valuable source of information for the 

public about the crisis.  

 The government shares enough information with the public about the government’s crisis 

management. 

 The government offers to meet with the public so the public can communicate its opinions 

about the crisis to the government. 

 The issue briefings the government provides help the public understand the crisis.  
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 Assurances: The government’s effort to assure publics that they effectively manage the crisis 

 The government makes a genuine effort to provide responses to the public’s concerns 

about the crisis.  

 The government communicates the importance of the public during the crisis. 

 The government’s crisis management process allows the public adequate opportunity to 

propose a solution.  

 When the public raises concerns related to the crisis, the government takes these concerns 

seriously. 

 

 Networking: The degree of the government’s effort to build networks or coalitions to 

effectively repair the crisis 

 The government effectively builds coalitions with groups to manage the crisis.  

 The coalitions that the organization forms with other groups contribute to managing the 

crisis effectively. 

 

 Sharing of tasks: The government’s sharing of effort at managing the crisis 

 The government works with the public to develop solutions to the crisis. 

 The government effectively shares in effort with the public to prevent future crises.   

 

 Total evaluation about the crisis communication 

 The Korean government’s crisis communication during the crisis was… 

(ineffective ----- effective) (unsuccessful ----- successful) (improper ----- proper) (immoral 

----- moral) (bad ----- good) (undesirable ----- desirable)  
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Crisis Communication Strategies (Coombs, 1998): The 7-point Likert Scale 

Defensive 
(Asymmetrical) 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Accommodative 
(Symmetrical) 

 Attack the Accuser Confronting the person or group who 
claims that a crisis exists 

 Do you think the government tries 
to discredit the public?  

 
 Denial Stating that no crisis exists 

 Do you think the government 
denies the crisis?  

 
 Excuse Minimizing the organization’s 

responsibility for the crisis 
 Do you think the government tries 

to minimize its responsibility?  
 

 Justification Minimizing the perceived damage 
associated with the crisis 

 Do you think the government tries 
to minimize the damage from the 
crisis? 

 
 Ingratiation Actions are designed to make 

stakeholders like the organization 
 Do you think the government tries 

to remind the public of the 
government’s previous 
achievements or contributions to 
offset the crisis? 

 
 Corrective Action Repairing the damage from the crisis, 

taking steps to prevent a repeat of the 
crisis, or both 

 Do you think that the government 
tries to repair the damage from the 
crisis? 

 Do you think that the government 
takes steps to prevent a repeat of 
the crisis? 

 
 Full Apology stating that the organization takes full 

responsibility for the crisis and asks 
forgiveness for the crisis 

 Do you think the government takes 
full responsibility for the crisis and 
asks forgiveness for the crisis? 
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Government-Public Relationships: quality (Hon & Grunig, 1999): The 7-point Likert Scale 

 Control mutuality: which parties agree on who has the rightful power to influence one another 

 The government and public are attentive to what each other say. 

 The government believes the opinions of the public are legitimate. 

 In dealing with the public, the government has a tendency to throw its weight around. (Reverse) 

 The government really listens to what the public has to say. 

 The government gives publics enough say in the decision-making process. 
 

 Trust: The level of confidence in and willingness to open oneself to the other party 

 The government treats the public fairly. 

 Whenever the government makes an important decision, the public knows the government 
will be concerned about the public. 

 The government can be relied on to keep its promises. 

 The government takes the opinions of the public into account when making decisions. 

 The government has the ability to accomplish what it says it will do. 

 The public feels very confident about the government’s skills. 

 I trust the government. 
 
 Commitment: each party believes that the relationship is worth spending energy to maintain 

 The public believes that the government is trying to maintain a long-term commitment to the 
public. 

 The public believes that the government wants to maintain a relationship with the public. 

 There is a long-lasting bond between the government and the public. 

 The public values its relationship with the current government more than previous government. 

 The public has an attachment or a loyalty to a government. 
 
 Satisfaction: the extent to which each party feels favorably toward the other because positive 

expectations about the relationship are reinforced 

 The public is happy with the government. 

 Both the government and the public benefit from the relationship. 

 The public is happy in its interactions with the government. 

 The public is pleased with the relationship the government has established with the public. 

 The public enjoys dealing with the government. 
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APPENDIX B 
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE (KOREAN VERSION) 

질 문 지 
NO    

 

안녕하십니까? 저는 플로리다대학교 커뮤니케이션 박사과정에 재학중인 대학원생 박한나입니다. 

본 설문조사는 학술적 연구의 일환으로 “한국 정부의 위기 커뮤니케이션에 따른 정부-국민간 관계에 대한 

인식”을 알아보기 위하여 진행하는 것입니다. 
 

본 질문지는 총 4페이지로 구성되어 있으며, 설문을 완료하는데 약 10분의 시간이 소요됩니다. 귀하께서 

응답해주신 내용은 통계법 제 13조에 의거하여 비밀이 보장되며, 개인 정보는 절대 노출되지 않을 것입니다. 

또한 귀하의 의견은 통계법 제 14조에 의거하여 학술연구의 통계적 자료로만 활용될 것임을 약속 드립니다.  
 

바쁘신 중에 귀중한 시간을 내어 설문에 참여해주셔서 진심으로 감사합니다. 본 연구에 대해 궁금하신 

분께는 연구결과가 나오는 대로 요약본을 드리겠습니다. 본 설문에 대한 의문점이 있으시면 언제든지 연락 

주십시오. 
  

• 지도교수: Linda Hon (College of Journalism and Communications, University of Florida) 
• 책임연구: ��� (College of Journalism and Communications, University of Florida) 
• 연 락 처: ��� (070) 8251-1218 

• 이 메 일: hannapark1982@gmail.com / hanna1982@ufl.edu  

 
I. 다음은 2008년 발생한 대한민국 미국산 쇠고기 수입 협상 논란 및 촛불집회 (이하 광우병 사태)에 

대한 질문입니다. 각 질문을 읽고, 일치하는 곳의 숫자를 (①~⑦) 체크해 주시기 바랍니다. 
 
귀하는 광우병 사태에 대해 어느 정도 알고 계십니까? 

①------------②------------③------------④------------⑤------------⑥------------⑦ 

(전혀 모른다)                                            (보통이다)                                             (매우 잘 안다) 

귀하는 위 사건과 관련된 정보를 주로 어느 매체를 통하여 접하셨습니까? 

①방송(TV) ②신문 ③인터넷 ④라디오 ⑤잡지/서적 ⑥타인과의 대화 ⑦기타    
귀하는 위 사건에 관련된 공식발표 및 각종 자료 등을 정부기관으로부터 받으셨습니까? 

①------------②------------③------------④------------⑤------------⑥------------⑦ 

(전혀 받지 않았다)                                                                          (보통이다)                                                                                                         (매우 많이 받았다) 

귀하는 광우병 사태가 정부에서 통제할 수 있었던 사건이라고 생각하십니까?  

①------------②------------③------------④------------⑤------------⑥------------⑦ 

(절대적으로 통제 가능)                                        (보통이다)                                            (전혀 통제 불가능) 

mailto:hannapark1982@gmail.com�
mailto:hanna1982@ufl.edu�
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귀하는 광우병 사태의 발생 원인(책임)이 어디에 있다고 생각하십니까? 

①------------②------------③------------④------------⑤------------⑥------------⑦ 

(전적으로 정부에 있다)                                    (정부, 시민  모두)                                (전혀 정부 책임이 아니다) 

귀하는 광우병 사태와 비슷한 사건이 과거에도 자주 일어났다고 생각하십니까? 

①------------②------------③------------④------------⑤------------⑥------------⑦ 

(자주 일어났다)                                            (보통이다)                                         (전혀 일어난 적 없다) 

  
II. 다음은 광우병 사태 당시, 정부의 국민과의 커뮤니케이션 (의사소통)에 관한 귀하의 생각을 묻는  

질문입니다. 각 질문내용을 읽고, 일치하는 곳의 숫자를 (①~⑦) 체크해 주시기 바랍니다. 

 

정부는 본 문제에 대한 적절한 정보를 국민들에게 제공하였다  ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 국민들이 본 문제에 관해 정부와 직접 의사소통 할 수 있는 

기회를 제공하였다. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 본 문제에 관한 국민들의 질문, 우려에 기꺼이 응답하였다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 국민들이 본 문제에 관한 문의사항 및 의견을 표현할 수 

있도록 해당 부서 담당자와 연락하게 해 주었다. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부와의 의사소통은 국민들에게 유익하였다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 국민들과 정중하고 친절한 태도로 의사소통 하였다.  ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 국민들과 기꺼이 대화하고자 하였다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 국민들과 의견차이를 협조적으로 해결하고자 하였다 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부의 언론매체 활동은 사건에 관한 국민들의 이해를 도왔다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 문제 해결 과정에서 국민들과 충분한 정보를 공유하였다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 광우병 사태 당시 국민들이 의견을 제시할 수 있는 적절한 

기회를 허용하였다. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부의 공식발표 및 설명회는 국민들이 광우병 사태에 대해 

이해하는데 도움을 주었다. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 광우병 사태에 관한 국민들의 우려에 응답하기 위해 실질적인 

노력을 하였다. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 광우병 사태 당시 국민들을 중요하게 생각하였다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 국민들이 광우병 사태와 관련하여 해결책을 제시할 수 있도록 

허용하였다. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

광우병 사태와 관련하여 국민들이 의견을 제시했을 때, 정부는 그러한 

우려를 진지하게 받아들였다. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 광우병 사태를 잘 해결하기 위해 다른 조직들과 연합하였다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
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정부가 다른 조직들과 맺은 그러한 관계는 광우병 사태를 효과적으로 

해결하는 데 기여하였다. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 국민들과 공동으로 문제를 해결하고자 하였다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 향후에 비슷한 문제가 발생하지 않도록 하기 위하여 국민들과 

방안을 모색하였다. 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 본 문제에 대해 국민들과 정면으로 맞섰다(대항하였다). ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 광우병 사태를 부인(부정)하거나 은폐하려고 하였다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 광우병 사태에 대해 정부의 잘못이 없다고 강조하였다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 소고기 협상으로 인한 피해, 손실이 적다고 강조하였다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 비난을 줄이기 위해 다른 업적, 성과에 대해 홍보하였다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 광우병 사태로 인한 피해, 손실을 회복하기 위해 노력하였다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 비슷한 사건의 재발을 막기 위한 실질적인 노력을 하였다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 광우병 사태에 대한 책임을 인정하고 진정한 용서를 구했다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

(효과적이지 않았다) ①----------②----------③----------④----------⑤----------⑥----------⑦ (효과적이었다) 

(성공적이지 않았다) ①----------②----------③----------④----------⑤----------⑥----------⑦ (성공적이었다)

(도덕적이지 않았다) ①----------②----------③----------④----------⑤----------⑥----------⑦ (도덕적이었다)

(바람직하지 않았다) ①----------②----------③----------④----------⑤----------⑥----------⑦ (바람직하였다)

(적절하지 않았다)    ①---  ------②---  -----③----    - ----④---  ----  ---⑤-----  -    --⑥------    --⑦ (적절하였다) 

 
III. 다음은 광우병 사태 이후, 귀하가 생각하시는 정부와 국민간의 관계에 대한 질문입니다. 각 질문내용을 

읽고, 일치하는 곳의 숫자를 (①~⑦) 체크해 주시기 바랍니다. 

 

정부와 국민은 서로의 입장에 관심을 갖고 주의를 기울인다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 국민들의 의견이 적합하고 정당하다고 받아들인다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부에서 제시하는 정책은 받아들일 만한 가치가 있다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 전반적으로 국민들의 의견에 귀를 기울인다 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 의사결정과정에 국민들의 의견을 충분히 반영한다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 국민들을 공정하고 적절하게 대한다 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 의사결정에 있어 국민들을 중요하게 생각한다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 국민과의 약속을 지키려고 노력한다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 의사결정을 할 때 국민들의 의견을 고려한다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정보는 계획하는 일을 성취할 능력을 갖고 있다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

나는 정부의 능력에 대해 확신한다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
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나는 정부를 신뢰한다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 국민과의 지속적인 유대감을 유지하기 위해 노력한다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

정부는 국민과의 호의적인 관계를 유지하기 위해 노력한다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

나는 정부에 대해 유대감이 있다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

나는 과거의 다른 정부보다 현 정부가 더 좋다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

나는 정부에 대한 애정 또는 충성심을 느낀다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

국민들과 정부의 관계는 좋다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

나와 정부 모두 서로 혜택을 받는다고 생각한다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

나는 정부와의 상호작용 (interaction) 에 만족한다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

나는 정부와의 관계에 만족한다. ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

나는 정부가 하는 일에 협조할 의향이 있다 ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

 

IV. 다음은 정부 및 대통령에 대한 지지도 질문입니다. 일치하는 곳의 숫자를 (①~⑦) 체크해 주시기 

바랍니다. 

 

광우병 사태가 발생하기 전, 귀하는 현 정부에 대해 어느 정도 지지하셨습니까? 

①------------②------------③------------④------------⑤------------⑥------------⑦ 

(전혀 지지하지 않음)                                        (보통이다)                                             (매우 지지함) 

광우병 사태 이후, 귀하의 현 정부에 대한 지지도는 현재 어느 정도입니까? 

①------------②------------③------------④------------⑤------------⑥------------⑦ 

(전혀 지지하지 않음)                                        (보통이다)                                             (매우 지지함) 

광우병 사태가 발생하기 전, 귀하는 이명박 대통령에 대해 어느 정도 지지하셨습니까? 

①------------②------------③------------④------------⑤------------⑥------------⑦ 

(전혀 지지하지 않음)                                        (보통이다)                                             (매우 지지함) 

광우병 사태 이후, 귀하의 이명박 대통령에 대한 지지도는 현재 어느 정도입니까? 

①------------②------------③------------④------------⑤------------⑥------------⑦ 

(전혀 지지하지 않음)                                        (보통이다)                                             (매우 지지함) 

 

PART V. 인구통계학적 질문 (끝으로 귀하의 일반적인 사항에 대한 질문입니다.) 

 

귀하의 성별은 무엇입니까? ① 남자  ② 여자 

귀하의 나이는 얼마입니까?  

(만                    세) 

귀하가 소속되어 있거나 지지하는 정당은 어디입니까? (가나다 순) 
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①민주당 ②민주노동당 ③자유선진당 ④진보신당 ⑤창조한국당 ⑥한나라당 ⑦기타정당 ⑧없음 

귀하의 학력은 무엇입니까? 

①중학교 졸업 ②고등학교 졸업 ③대학교 재학 ④대학교 졸업 ⑤석사(과정/학위) ⑥박사(과정/학위) 

귀하의 전공은 무엇입니까? 

①인문(어문)계열 ②상경계열 ③사회계열 ④의학계열 ⑤공학계열 ⑥순수과학계열 ⑦예체능계열 

귀하의 직업은 무엇입니까? (가나다 순) 

① 공무원  ② 기능·생산직  ③ 농업, 어업  ④ 서비스·영업직  ⑤ 일반사무직 

⑥ 자영업  ⑦ 전문직  ⑧ 주부  ⑨ 학생  ⑩ 기타 (                    ) 

귀하의 월 평균 소득은 얼마입니까? 

① 100만원 이하  ② 101~200만원  ③ 201~300만원  ④ 301만원~400만원 ⑤ 401만원 이상 

귀하는 결혼을 하셨습니까?  

① 미혼  ② 기혼 

귀하의 종교는 무엇입니까? (가나다 순) 

① 개신교(기독교)  ② 불교  ③ 천주교  ④ 무교  ⑤ 기타 종교 (                    ) 

 

지금까지 귀하께서 응답해 주신 내용은 본 연구의 소중한 자료로 활용될 것입니다. 

귀중한 시간을 내어 끝까지 응답해 주셔서 대단히 감사합니다.  
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