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Abstract

This study analyzed how the relationship between residents and policy participants affects the assesment
of local government. Especially, it examined how the relationship affects local government’s policy evaluation
with focusing on residents’ perception of policy cases in Goyang City. For this purpose, the empirical analyses
through questionnaire and interview survey were conducted. To clarify the purpose of this study, three hypoth-
eses were analyzed. The first hypothesis is that the assessment of local government's policy will differ according
to the relationship between residents and policy participants. The second hypothesis is that there will be
difference in assessments of mayor of local government according to their preferred political party. The
third hypothesis is that the resident’'s assessment of mayor of local government will affect their assessment
of local government’s policy. The result of this study shows that the relationship affects the assessment
of local government's policy. It is also found that the residents were analyzed to positively assess the mayor
who belong to the political party they preferred. Finally, this study shows that the resident's assessment
of mayor influences the assessment of local government’'s policy.
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework of research
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Table 1. Characteristics of sample

(Unit: number, %)

Category Frequency % Category Frequency %
S Male 229 65,1% 3 Years 14 4.0%
ex

Female 123 34.1% Length of 3—-5 Years 20 5.7%

20-39 43 12.1% Residence 5-10 Years 45 12.8%

Age 40-59 218 61,4% 10 Years + 272 77.5%

60 + 94 26.4% Upper 118 33.3%

— 9 Years 9 2.5% SES Middle 228 64,4%

Edu, 10—12 Years 186 52.5% Lower 8 2.3%

12 Years + 159 42.5%
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Table 2. Mean differences of policy evaluation by degree of relationship between residents and mayor(ANOVA)
Degree of Relationshi N Mean Std, Deviation df F-value —value
g b (5-Likert Scale) : P
Very Low 221 3.0078 0.6187
Low 98 3.1992 0,6899
Moderate 26 3.2496 0,7623
- - 4 2.4 4
High 11 3.2601 0.6507 489 043
Very High 7 2.7884 0.7624
Total 363 3.0802 0.6583
Table 3. Mean differences of policy evaluation by degree of relationship between residents and bureaucrats(ANOVA)
Degree of Relationshi N Mean Std. Deviation af F-val —val
egree O elationsnip (5—Likert Scale) . eviatlo value p—value
Very Low 297 3.0595 0.6241
Low 32 3.1658 0.8999
Moderate 20 3.0843 0,7383 3 877 448
High 14 3.3181 0.6181
Total 363 3.0802 0,6583
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Table 4. Mean differences of policy evaluation by degree of relationship between residents and politicians(ANOVA)

Degree of Relationship N (5—Lill<vt[e ijnScale) Std, Deviation df F-value p—value

Very Low 210 3.0045 0.6715

Low 88 3.1194 0.5810
Moderate 30 3.2531 0,7124

- - 4 2

High 23 3.4010 0.6999 106 030
Very High 12 3.0702 0.5376

Total 363 3.0802 0.6583

ot wehA ‘Z=rlat JARIeizlE0] IAA o] AEo
wet 7|9 A4 g7tel] digt Zfol7h ghe Aolck et

L 7hd 1-3 AR 4 Sk

0ol 33 Mol WE XEx|TA ol et Eot

S7g gl whek AR AP ik B7HE

ClA, A, =94, RIFA) Aelell it w42 =
CFAPD ol it 87+

AP A

7= 54 ARE 7]2&9& 331974 = 7}x =7

ERLpL glom, Heol 1l

(2.63467), H2H2 8168X4) Amzﬂo] Q= 7
/\

(3.1897A) 2 Jeh}1 Qi)

olo} 22

Aol digt F7F Aol= FAH = frejulet
O 2 YER}AL QIEHF=8,017, p=.000). A|9F712] 4
g Adof wet AR APl thet B7Ee] Zol7t =
SR WeRAL QUo7 2 A=), aL9FAf o] AR
AFFAP o] APFelB(@ers) a5 A E o),
AAAPEE] s ATt AT AT
[ 75 AREAPol] Higk Al HF=re]

>_E

O

Ir

o] o

8 Bt e
A0 UL ik, B4, A o5le) T

ol wret XA ] BI7E Rl 9
oltheks HEE e 4 UrhH 2 Ae),

pas)

4. MXGHF L XGZR ZHFItof

Al @&
A that el Brhe AR 4
] P23

kol ke WA Aolckehs HaS 1] 91

Table 5. Mean differences of evaluation of mayor by party membership(ANOVA)

Party Membership N (5—Lﬂl;/t[3 i&thcale) Std, Deviation df F—value p—value
Saenuri Party 61 3.3197 0.8293
The Minjoo Party 130 2.7962 0.6572
People’s Party 26 2.6346 0.6754
Justice Party 116 2,8168 0.6613 4 8.017 000
None 29 3.1897 1,0766
Total 362 2.9109 0.7596

Table 6. Multiple regression of independent variables on policy process evaluation

Dependent Variable

Policy Process Evaluation

Independent variables B t—value p—value
Evaluation of Mayor 454 9.412 .000
Gender —.052 —1,069 286
Age —.058 -1,145 253
Length of Residence —.036 -.729 466
Education -.018 —.346 7129
SES —.147 —3.016 .003
R%(Ajusted R?) .237(.223)
F(df) 17.536(6, 339)
p .000




Policy Evaluation based on the Relationship between Citizens and Policy Participants 39

& dolMs AREA el digt 571t HA
o] QIF-EAISH g SR AT} g
YAIG7E, JANE A4 FEHUSR o vs e
TFeAe AABHATL

A, AEsaAte] Qa-sAIeH Wepel AR A
APl gt H7ke SR sfal 7}
£ THUTLE ke useTRsE A4 =
(Table 63} L}, J3pgg7tol et 4 K
2 AADAF A o digt F7F 7k F
= A Ao Yl Jtk(B=.454). theo2e
Aol AR FATEH 7] 2 Y= VA

rir
)
i
T
K3
K
50

ne,
N
re
o
o
)
[o

- -1
e, AAE0] warE AR

d

CHB=-.147), HREH o= o}/

A5717k0] A4, B0l

oltFeks 7ML AeE 4 UrhH 3-1 A)el),

S0} A

£, AE3YAe ALEA
HUPPel o Br1E SYRsE sk

A 1

T )
({Table 7y %), AW AIH 7)ol 3t

42 AR He: B
ujA A0 ekt QIekB=634), ThO R

%4—@01 Al g Asgl 2

O

oZi ;Lﬂ}." rlr

i)
-
E
f

o,
N
—
3
o

2

o]

r
i_z“
o o

of
Xl
I

&k

[‘_OJi %0,
o
)

2

(71 3-2 Ad).

Table 7. Multiple regression of independent variables on policy result evaluation
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Dependent Variable

Policy Result Evaluation

Independent variables B t—value p—value
Evaluation of Mayor 634 15,103 .000
Gender -.027 —.626 532
Age -.010 —-.225 822
Length of Residence 043 1.003 317
Education .049 1,108 269
SES —.025 —-.595 552
R%(Ajusted R?) .422(.411)
F(df) 41,203(6, 339)
P .000
Table 8. Multiple regression of independent variables on policy evaluation
Dependent Variable Policy Evaluation
Independent variables B t—value p—value
Evaluation of Mayor 607 14,087 .000
Gender —.043 -.990 323
Age -.036 —-.804 422
Length of Residence .006 142 887
Education 019 .420 675
SES —.090 —2.050 041
R%(Ajusted R?) .390(,380)
F(df) 36.175(6, 339)
p .000
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