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1. QlokEg 2= &

& (causality) & =38h7lel @A 271 914 (cognition) & = & 4328 =4
2 & (ontic level), ¢1212 +F(epistemic level), 71¥& 4% (conceptual level)
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23 28 929 A L(perception)Fe FHHLE HAj(reality) AAZL AT
gt 7Byt o1& AAY EAMAH FE(ontic level) EE EAlst= AA (ontic
world)2t 3}, A4 A& (ontic reality)= 819 #ze] HIE # Ue A
Arbsls Aow Br ol#id APEL 1A A2A fF(epistemic leve)E 4
stk @A £2(conceptual level)2 U2 EAF AA Alo]E FAY w AHEH

G AdE $2E N6 L WAV AR, 9oz hde ZEE Q49 Az

EAA %"1]*1—4 Ax}-g2 Foie] A, ABHL MAM fle] =7}, HA]le]
He Az A AAddM TS Hstert ﬂ% o] A} Ak, shdA g3l A
o] QgL YA, Fole] ¢leln AR, WA At T[A Edo wa
A gHE] e MES Tz #AA)E Hn 4 fEdAM e w27t A8
7tA] ohz  AA) Yele] HiE AL RO QI Aaetn &€ W Folg @3
gAY, R F gAY HY¥E £ YA #EdeR ve 5 derbh B
7} ¥tk (Mackie, 1985).

-

2 olnjofre] &L F(Hume, 1711-1776)°) &) A=, F F8
(events)e] Al ez Al%ste Lojuta{succession in time) FUHLE &
(contiguity)std o Q@A oz AAH Sl B} L3 AlgEL
o BdAQl AAl(necessary connection) 7} Ut Azt FA%ic} ol g A
Q) AAE ez H NPA(a priori) 22, YRl 2Ry AAE FE3te Zolth, a2y
oleigt WA A AAZF EATe Ale 5FHE & flo] 7H3A Alfictitious) 22 Holle
dgelnt, wepA A& FHE 5 e AM e A7} obe} 912ke] A7t (perception)
o] AEtn ¥ 4 stk #Ag2 sHIA &7t oket 1AlA ¥4t (epistemic pheno-
mena)< tHFolot Ftin FAske =2l EF2 A logical empiricist) 2 (Russell,
1913) A¥-ge] 1] o] AMEEHAAM = ¢ "o FAtsHA "ot o] &2 IS4l 4
37 (correlation) ¥ #&X (contingency tables) & AMHE-stiizl slF T},
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3. ¢lutgel 7

AT ] #H7] MBS A& Z2)gtat ZPA(Frank., 1884-1966)
o e8] 2 f8A4dol ¥EHeH, 2% ARES A AAE Auste 2ERAQ Wi o
2 PolgolAE kAT, S8 F¥e dAAAE Txsele MdogE wolZe|n
AHFrank, 1988). 1#h&o] gt Ak o8l 7HdEd FAZ AAR dgsle=
Aol oilet, 27} 7 AAlE wislel Y3 (originator) 22 AEEH w) deful= 3
2 A& (self-reflection) o] 7193t d3ic} “prh g8 Yolctgy F4% we)
orle pE FFoEM qF 2T F Uvhes Atk 28y olEd Yo tg He
<= €4 AEAA F2U AMSSEE Wl B R0 234 4 gl B85S IgelA] B
Sots HEE v ok

ol g IFellM LB AT o] A3t FrIRA] B AL 5
(Stroker, 1992). o] &AM AL WAFe] E4do] ohjet AL
540l €. o] A 4Be F 7R FU180E
2487 A% AFHE FrPoRM APHoz A9 4L A=
stube @&she side] AWstAl et A g A9 2oz i)
2 #FstnAt ke Folnh

olg2 HUEAH AA(necessary connection)® B4 UUA  EZ(counter-
factual statement) &2 thAlgc}, =193 B3] ABE A4 =2 2498 +
gle BAE 5537 8, FolX(Lewis, 1973)% 7157 A7l (possible worlds) 2t
€ olelvolE netatich dAdl 7 233 AAE Fdsten] 234 (contiguity),
At A4/ (time succession), £F2] 7154 (possibility of manipulation) o] Al
49 F 3 o] F B e ¥tz AlgE ool @rH(Mackie, 1985).

olge°] dHsle S-S 3 2 P not-c AME R not-e AMEe] B 7H5%
AAZY EAstaL, o] 7Fed AAZE not-c AMdel B BE 7Fs3 AA oA 713 A
Aol 77 AAlER sH, BEE T Al AME o em Aoz ojEditin dm,
olel Z1xate] wHek o} URTHE, eXx EABIA 23S Holgtm AT} T o(E:
PlEE B UYL Ol olo] e(Ee ¥ o529 A E)7F RS, not-c(E

< Not-C)ell ©]9] not-e(¥Ex Not-E)7F ZAZFTIA (e )& o(EE RE)9] 99

>
lo
o
e gk
s
oo
oo o
=)
o

2
£
fet
i
v de

o]
—

e o
o AY
fd

o

fr

jin’}

O

o

)

rr

2

g

o

i
5]

°]

t
=




228 HERE W3ME W

o]z, o c(EE C)7} e(Ex E)ol sl B FExdolzhe Ae uldth

a2 CrF B9 gololdin FEoE e o7t oF Ade € FE e A
(21900] st ATT wlsd Aoju, Ayt itk sl @9le] wi=A] vldt
e ¥ F gdthe vedsld, A W3 2e4 494 7} AHEErHSuppes. 1970).
dglo) wtEA] ZA7E 2e€ Fae glon, o oW AgsleAz Airt verd 28
uS gold HiE Aotk F8H AL FojE A d5E as ot

M. 2ol B ol REREHR St

olg gt clubgol W =2E G5 T WA AFUEe] He WFEld o® &
ol 91& 4 A 4HuI|Z drh

1. g 7

Wat JJ2EAo g EPvsst F4H8S aln SENSe FHAFTY W
A7) 2EMF(moderator) 2 ARG & + it

zAW%e] AR E HAH WE(systematic variation)dl ¥ Chi- Square
testZ %-5'}]‘ wael71 = dted(Hunter et al. 1982), Chi-square”t %943}2] %o
| EYuse EHUsle NS} sida Bd & S3Eest 5809
DA B FRA Wzt Ao dAstin s AU gvtn wed 1:]—_ B E
7t AXEE wEAE o 2o
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AWt vAlE 933 ANOVA(analysis of variance) 24ollA SH¥a

o} ERW4TL AP 20 & FHse 290 A3 AEo R AP Baron & Kenny,

C1174). 2ARSE A7AC) 8 S, 2, dgHe vz dA
A

P
suse} FHAST] ABBA7} EASHAE WA
=

Ee 2o
t atlge thg AFEAE 2aAd o ASE FEes AW BAE 3 e 2
Folth, WAEFE oA SPRFR Agetd A7 AWIH. AdrE AT o
=YPusst FHALS WAV AR, s SENest FENSE QAR

=
WEzkole Q@A §lz =43 27 (spurious relationship)®r SIlvhs det
ik, BAlwse] AR et F RG] EPEsg FEUpe wAE ARSHE
A= ok AFAE SEP Ui 53] P AAstnA & o o] ¥
g SANSE 43av

EPWS, 2ANS, BANSI T585] dFE vty £ ¢ len F5uss
ol Atolol] iR & 5 ATt

A FAAREL g A Fefz ALE| et A o] ALEHT o, EaeA tF
= A#AA AL HEZ BT (cross-sectional) % 5313 HEE AM&eles As

(interval-level data)& vlgte =z sl A7) sz} jic),
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1) A= @A 28 4%

oldl A Ty FAld] 3l 9=y HITUhEE
3 o8 SMEES AMSle oYz EAE AL sME E0 983 SHYn 47
Al el 714 FEE 47 44 dvde YollA Faith

(28] 1I-1) QofeH 28

R

u

l p2u
X P42
P2 2 \
l p4w

X, P23| | P32 X, «— Ry
P3 /p43'
Xy
T p3v
R

# agdA Mg dAste SEE JME Jehlle Helx, shkRe] weke Q)
HBAE Hepl et ol o83 AAd ugE Fn AFEA B Me ¥sd
VA A71E FAeA HAFsA €. #AY =717 FAE A Sole Af@AS} <8t
o FESHA doh. dwbRe g Hellx] dgsh == AZA S (path coefficient) 2]
#e] 0.05 E&= 0.1 |8kl A% JA#A 7} ¢ickn 44 3ok (Asher, 1983, p.25).
AA BAL =271E S67] S BnEETE AR AdEn, 4 215 £4
ol 7hestdof g

A 23gde £ o A9, Xi2 28 UldA SAHE dE WS 93 v o
7] W&ol o] A¥a(exogenous variable)@®m 7RI} Xo, Xz, Xuv 2 W o2
HyEe]l J3S W] w29 WA (endogenous variables)glm A}, RE

lo

tlo




%R 231

2od W4 (residual variables) ®E &% (error terms)olghn skt Ax 24 5%
= gou YASd JFE uXE 250 pyE @ WH(X) Y T2 b4 (X))
tg YRS vehle 71EA17E 9ot )8 22435 (path coefficients) 2 22},

2 WAl M e 72 B (structural equation)e) 7F5dd], thel o)
B N-=

X2 == pZIXi + p23X3 -+- pzuRu ..................................................................... (2)
X3 = pa¥y + pseXs + p3vRv .................................................................... (3)
X4 - p42X2 + p43X_3 + p4wa .................................................................... (4)

O A 33 FFE Fale Zol gl @8 (recursive model)e] A
%F HAaaks F9(ordinary least square regression)7} AEAlGe) oigh A-d &
FAE AFeA Gt 1oy Wgzbe] dEago] e A (reciprocal model) 1)
I goldee duiszie] AWBAC A A Ak Haape sAYo] AnAs
€ F¥sted AFEA LrHAsher, 1983, p.15).

2) AABA L =3

F2 e A F St oAEA s}
& (covariation)& 3lejor dln, F W U
FaET. 228G 7o) Fobslelo & 24 shuhs T wlgHT M Aol o3
& AAsEtE T Ak FRiFe] glofAA] golol @rie RAoju},

e ddHor 7 Ay RE MYPdse g AARtRE AL Brlssi
e felvt olExez BEAow Fedvu 44T F Ut WY WA ow
AQie] o]l 3ol Tk B ¥4 A3} 2 F¥(error terms)o] WES T =
TE AYstd, S8 95} rEEdYn FEE £ g Bolrh o) HeA Ax
oA FEL FAE AV vt & F gl
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3) Qe A3zAY B4
deld AFE ATBAY A32A, F AAUse RS FANE F W] 4D

AA =
2 gt} gk HEsE BANAE W 7 At 43
#AE 944 (spurious) FARTT et A W5zt 57 2L BAE 4P

Xl
P% Yzl
p2u X p3v
—_— g — Ay ——
&, Pn

9 =N PR X2, X3 @ TE e et T

X2 = p21X1 + p2uRu ...................................................................................... (5)
X3 p31X1 + P32X2 + P3VRV ................................................................... (6)

9 mAEAN BUSEE A2 4BTAV} G, B¢ 4 FRPPIN 4Rus
o} zoaszidle ARBAZ} drin BB ol e dFE 4 UE e of
U, o) gelut Yl 7Rkl 4B Boidh,

Aol AN T FEBRAAN (20 X, & Fad AWRE Fokn, 4S des
A T, oA A6 X8 okl NgE Paa 4 eesislel de F
o Hoz¥H pypd AL tew 2o,

pse = (ra3-ri2-ma) / 1 - 192 worrereseeeereresmssissess e (7)
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o] A¥e pxp7t BFEME BFAAST Ba1 3 23, EESE IAAS BAe BE
“38A 4 (partial correlation coefficient) rzp. 18] EAte} o= AL BAFEG, o
2t FEABATY ol Fol E w AFTATE feiFttn & < v AL G+
Aok A Ao R2RE pyprl do] He DL, & AFTAVL glolxe 2de Bt
gl HE res = riz c1is?l AFelvh 0l gL R FAEE g o] F 71X
7357} At

(A" 11-3) oo 28

Xl
X, X,

(38 W-4) LT 2|

X2 X X3

9’47 A (spurious relation)®} ¥#2A A (developmental relation) F o=
B2 AEEErt ste AL F, X27F X1l 93 nA &7} ofdd X1o] X2 9%
<+ tAerte BAFLZ gl Ug F Ue Aol oflm, o83 E: YA B
Fol 93] 2 E Abgelrt,

\' =

B

A7) Wad TARAE A 7t WAl B Wase] WR = fYTL
To00] glen], olgel WS ARNHon WY o, ofw Ax S YT 3
B, 293 3 BAZ 94 wAUA «%E seteke AL s J1EA A7
o dolelm ¥ 4 R Holth IPE SHM =& VPl Yol 1 BES AL
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golm ol= FE FRshed) Jldgod s Aol WA Hilolth He AN =
St ATPHES BAHQ ATdez @ o Astin Bosle LuoiE old)
B FEL A
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