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8| 26.7 18| 60.0 4| 133 30| 100.0




<

3-20>

70.0%

43.4%

* & 55| 36.7 57| 38.0 38| 253| 150| 100.0
17| 472 13| 36.1 6| 16.7 36| 100.0
14| 389 91 250 13| 36.1 36| 100.0
14| 389 14| 389 8| 222 36| 100.0
10| 238 21| 50.0 11| 26.2 42| 100.0
4| 133 5| 16.7 21| 70.0 30| 100.0
51| 425 52| 433 17| 142 120| 100.0
5 MURY SEUY 0159 dol | FYYE SHEE 29

-



< 321> ; ( )

() () () () &
& & 6| 4.0/ 40/26.7 3| 2.0/ 51|34.0, 50|33.3] 150/100.0
1{16.7 -l - -l - 3]/50.0f 2|33.3] 6]100.0

1 3.3 6/20.0 -l - 12]|40.0f 11/36.7| 30{100.0

- - 3/50.0f 1/16.7| 2/33.3 -l - 6/100.0

1| 3.3 8|26.7 1) 3.3 12/40.0 8|26.7| 30/100.0

-l - 4]66.7 -l 2|133.3 -l 6 100.0

2| 6.7 9/30.0 1] 3.3] 9(30.0 9/30.0; 30/100.0

-l - 4|333 -l -] 4|333] 4/33.3] 12]100.0

1 3.3 6/20.0 -l 7|123.3] 16(53.3|  3/100.0

, . 150

, 34.0% , 33.3%



< 322> ; ( )

()@ ()@ () () () ® () )

& & 6 4.0 40 26.7

w

2.0 51 340 50 33.3 150 100.0

2 5.6 6 16.7 | - 15417 13 36.1] 36 100.0

1 2.8 11 30.6 2 5.6/ 14 389 8 222 36/ 100.0

2 5.6 13 36.1 1 2.8 11 30.6 9 25.0 36/ 100.0

1 24 10 23.8 {4 4 111262 20 47.6f 42 100.0

1 33 11 36.7 1 33 11 36.7 6 20.0 30/ 100.0

5 4.2 29 24.2 2 1.7 40/ 33.3 44 36.7| 120 100.0

D K| SARI A AHA

—



< 323> ; ( )

) ) () (%) %) () ©®) () () ()
& & 34/ 22.7) 60| 40.0f 51| 340 1 07 41 2.7 150/100.0
1 167 2| 333 3| 50.0 4 - 4 - 6(100.0
4/ 133 16| 53.3 8| 26.7 |- 2/ 6.7)  30/100.0
1 167 - - 5 83.3 4 - 4 - 6(100.0
10| 333 2| 67 17| 56.7 - - 1/ 3.3 30/100.0
1) 16.7 3| 50.0 2| 333 - - - 6/100.0
7| 233 16| 533 7| 23.3 4 - - - 30/100.0
4/ 333 6| 50.0 2| 16.7 4 - - - 12/100.0
6| 20.0, 15 50.0 7| 23.3 1 33 133  30/100.0

40.0%
40.8%
150 , 40.0%



()@ () O ()& () () () ®%)

& & 34|22.7 60| 40.0f 51|34.0 1/ 0.7 4/ 2.7| 150/100.0
5/ 13.9 18/ 50.0f 11/30.6 -l - 2| 5.6/ 36/100.0

11/30.6 2| 5.6/ 22/61.1 -l - 1) 2.8/ 36/100.0

8|22.2 19/52.8 9/25.0 - - - -l 36/100.0

10| 23.8 21/50.0 91214 1 24 1) 24| 42(100.0

7233 11/36.7 12]40.0 - - - -/ 30{100.0

27225 49140.8| 39325 1/ 0.8 4/ 3.3] 120/100.0

) HMEY SEYY 0159 Hol : AYRATH SHEE 29l

-



< 325 ; ( )

()% ()@ () ()&% () ()&% () %)

& & 747 60400 13 87 52347 17113 1 0.7 150100.0
1A 4 - 2/33.3 233.3 2/33.3 4 - 6/100.0
2 6.7 6| 20.0 1 33 17,56.7 310.0 1 33  30100.0
1A 3(50.0 2333 116.7 1 1 6/100.0
133 11367 1 33 13433 4133 4 4 301000
1A 3(50.0 116.7 2333 1 1 6/100.0
4133 14 46.7 4133 723.3 1 33 4+ 4 301000
1A 5 41.7 1 8.3 4333 2/ 16.7 4+ -4 121000
1 4 1860.0 1 3.3 6| 20.0 5 16.7 4+ 4 301000




< 326> ; ( )

()@ () () () () () %)

* & 7/ 47 60[ 400 13| 87| 52347 17/11.3 1) 0.7} 150| 100.0
2|56 6/16.7 383 19528  5/13.9 1/ 2.8 36| 100.0
1) 2.8] 14389 3| 83] 141389 4111 - -| 36| 100.0
41111} 17472 50139  9}25.0/ 1|28 - - 36/ 100.0
- - 23]548 2| 48] 102238 7|16.7 - -| 42| 100.0
- - 111367  6(20.0f  930.0]  4|133 - -| 30| 100.0
7/ 58| 49/408| 7|58/ 431358 13/10.8 1/ 0.8/ 120| 100.0

(50.0%) (50.0%)



<

3-27>

() @ G () @ ()

» & 93| 62.0 56| 37.3 1 0.7 150 | 100.0
6| 100.0 - - - - 6| 100.0

15| 500 15| 500/ -/  -| 30| 100.0

5| 833 1| 16.7 - - 6| 100.0

19| 63.3 11| 36.7 - - 30| 100.0

5| 833 1| 16.7 - - 6| 100.0

18| 60.0 12| 40.0 - - 30| 100.0

7| 58.3 5] 417 - - 12| 100.0

18| 60.0 11| 36.7 1 3.3 30| 100.0

< 328 ( )

% () ) ()
& & 93| 62.0 5| 373 1| 0.7| 150| 100.0
21| 583 15| 417 - - 36| 100.0
24| 66.7 12| 333 - - 36| 100.0
23| 639 13| 36.1 - - 36| 100.0
25| 595 16| 38.1 1| 24 42| 100.0
23| 76.7 7| 233 - - 30| 100.0
70| 58.3 49| 408 1| 08| 120| 100.0




2) olntetA ol EfEM

<

3-29>

L 75| 50.0 74| 493 0.7 150 100.0
5| 833 1 16.7 - 6| 100.0

8| 26.7 22| 733 - 30| 100.0

4] 66.7 2| 333 - 6| 100.0

13| 433 16| 53.3 3.3 30| 100.0

5/ 833 1 16.7 - 6| 100.0

13| 433 17| 56.7 - 30| 100.0

7| 58.3 5| 417 - 12| 100.0

20| 66.7 10| 333 - 30| 100.0




< 3-30> ( )

() O () ) () O ()
* 2 75| 500 74| 493 1 07/ 150 100.0

13| 36.1 23| 63.9 - - 36| 100.0

17 472 18| 50.0 1 2.8 36| 100.0

18| 50.0 18| 50.0 - - 36| 100.0
27| 64.3 15| 357 - - 42| 100.0
21 70.0 9] 300 - - 30, 100.0

54| 45.0 65 54.2 1 0.8/ 120/ 100.0

, 150 65.3%



100

< 331> ( )

() W () ) () )

» » 98| 65.3 51| 34.0 1 0.7 150( 100.0
4| 66.7 2| 333 - - 6/ 100.0

26| 86.7 4/ 133 - - 30/ 100.0

2| 333 4| 66.7 - - 6/ 100.0

20| 66.7 10 33.3 - - 30/ 100.0

2| 333 4| 66.7 - - 6/ 100.0

20| 66.7 10 33.3 - - 30/ 100.0

4| 333 7] 58.3 1 8.3 12| 100.0

20| 66.7 10| 33.3 - - 30/ 100.0

, 30 56.7%
< 332> ( )

() ™
& 2 98| 653 51 340 1 07 150 100.0

30 833 6] 16.7 - - 36| 100.0

22| 611 14| 389 - - 36| 100.0




101

22| 611 14| 389 - - 36| 100.0
24/ 571 17, 405 1 2.4 42| 100.0
12| 40.0 17\ 56.7 1 3.3 30| 100.0
86| 717 34| 283 - - 120| 100.0

< 333

()

(%)

()

(%)

()

(%)

()

(%)

& & 105| 70.0 44/ 293 0.7 150 100.0
5| 833 1 16.7 - 6| 100.0

26| 86.7 3] 10.0 3.3 30| 100.0

6| 100.0 - - - 6| 100.0

17| 56.7 13| 433 - 30| 100.0

2| 333 4/ 66.7 - 6| 100.0

17| 56.7 13| 433 - 30| 100.0

10| 833 2| 167 - 12| 100.0

22| 733 8 267 - 30| 100.0




102

3-34>

& & 105 70.0 44 29.3 1 0.7 150| 100.0
31 86.1 4 111 1 2.8 36/ 100.0
23 63.9 13 36.1 - - 36/ 100.0
19 52.8 17 472 - - 36| 100.0
32 76.2 10 23.8 - - 42| 100.0
23 76.7 7 233 - - 30, 100.0
82 68.3 37 30.8 1 0.8/ 120/ 100.0
5) SYT Y7+ YRTEL| Hery
, 150 60.7%

(100.0%)



<

3-35>

103

6 100.0 - - 6 100.0
10 333 20 66.7 30 100.0
6 100.0 - - 6 100.0
11 36.7 19 63.3 30 100.0
4 33.3 8 66.7 12 100.0
8 26.7 22 73.3 30 100.0

<

73.3%

3-36>

* 59 39.3 91 60.7 150 100.0
14 38.9 22 61.1 36 100.0
16 44.4 20 55.6 36 100.0




104

17 47.2 19 52.8 36 100.0
12 28.6 30 71.4 42 100.0
22 73.3 8 26.7 30 100.0
37 30.8 83 69.2 120 100.0
6) SYT AYZH HHF A2 SUN
150 78.0%

<

3-37>

L 33 22.0 117 78.0 150|  100.0
2 33.3 4 66.7 6| 100.0
3 10.0 27 90.0 30, 100.0
3 50.0 3 50.0 6| 100.0
8 26.7 22 73.3 30, 100.0
4 66.7 2 333 6| 100.0
8 26.7 22 73.3 30, 100.0
1 8.3 11 91.7 12 100.0
4 133 26 86.7 30| 100.0




3 105

< 3-38> ( )

& & 33 22.0 117 78.0 150 100.0
5 13.9 31 86.1 36 100.0

11 30.6 25 69.4 36 100.0

12 33.3 24 66.7 36 100.0

5 11.9 37 88.1 42 100.0

10 33.3 20 66.7 30 100.0

23 19.2 97 80.8 120 100.0

R 150 91.3%



106

< 3-39> /. ( )

() W () ) () O ()

* & 12| 80| 137 913 1 0.7/ 150 100.0
- - 6| 100.0 - - 6| 100.0
2l 67 27| 900 1 33 30| 100.0
3| 50.0 3| 50.0 - - 6| 100.0
1 33 29 967 - -[ 30| 100.0
2| 333 4 66.7 - - 6| 100.0
4 133] 26| 867 - -| 30| 100.0
- -| 12| 100.0 - -l 12| 100.0
- -| 30| 100.0 - -| 30| 100.0
< 3-40> c ( )

L 12 8.0 137 91.3 1 0.7 150/ 100.0
2 5.6 33| 917 1 2.8 36| 100.0
4 111 32| 889 - - 36| 100.0

6] 16.7 30| 833 - - 36| 100.0




3 107

- - 42| 100.0 - - 42| 100.0
5 16.7 25| 833 - - 30| 100.0
7 5.8 112] 93.3 1 0.8 120/ 100.0

< 341> ( )

() (%) () (%) () (%)

* & 48 32.0 102 68.0 150|  100.0
3 50.0 3 50.0 6| 100.0

11 36.7 19 63.3 30, 100.0

4 66.7 2 33.3 6| 100.0

4 133 26 86.7 30, 100.0

4 66.7 2 33.3 6| 100.0

13 43.3 17 56.7 30, 100.0

4 33.3 8 66.7 12 100.0

5 16.7 25 83.3 30, 100.0




108

<

3-42>

(50.0%)

b

(50.0%)

& 48 32.0 102 68.0 150 100.0
14 38.9 22 61.1 36 100.0

8 22.2 28 77.8 36 100.0

17 47.2 19 52.8 36 100.0

9 214 33 78.6 42 100.0

15 50.0 15 50.0 30 100.0

33 275 87 72.5 120 100.0

, 150 58.7%



< 343>

()

109

(%)

S K 62 41.3 88 58.7 150 100.0
1 16.7 5 83.3 6 100.0

11 36.7 19 63.3 30 100.0

5 83.3 1 16.7 6 100.0

11 36.7 19 63.3 30 100.0

5 83.3 1 16.7 6 100.0

11 36.7 19 63.3 30 100.0

7 58.3 5 41.7 12 100.0

1] 367 19 633 30| 1000

, 60.0%
< 3-44> )

L 62 41.3 88 58.7 150 100.0
12 333 24 66.7 36 100.0
16 44.4 20 55.6 36 100.0
16 44.4 20 55.6 36 100.0
18 42.9 24 57.1 42 100.0




110

< >
18 60.0 12 40.0 30 100.0
44 36.7 76 63.3 120 100.0

, 150 74.0%

< 345> ( )

() W () ) ()
* 2 37| 247 111 740 2| 13| 150 100.0

- - 6| 100.0 - - 6| 100.0
8| 26.7 21 70.0 1 3.3 30| 100.0

3| 50.0 3| 50.0 - - 6| 100.0
7] 233 23| 76.7 - - 30| 100.0
2| 333 4| 66.7 - - 6| 100.0
10| 333 19| 63.3 1 3.3 30| 100.0
1 8.3 11 917 - - 12| 100.0

6] 20.0 24| 80.0 - - 30| 100.0




< 346> ( )

() ) () W () O () ®)

» » 37| 247 111} 74.0 2 1.3 150, 100.0
8| 222 27| 75.0 1 2.8 36| 100.0

10| 27.8 26| 72.2 - - 36| 100.0

12| 33.3 23| 63.9 1 2.8 36| 100.0

71 16.7 35/ 83.3 - - 42| 100.0

6/ 20.0 24| 80.0 - - 30| 100.0

31| 25.8 87| 725 2 1.7 120/ 100.0

, 150 67.3%
< 347> ( )

() O () %) %) () )
* & 48| 32.0, 101 67.3 1 0.7 150/ 100.0
2| 333 4| 66.7 - - 6| 100.0
8| 26.7 22| 733 - - 30| 100.0
2| 333 4 66.7 - - 6/ 100.0
9 30.0 21| 70.0 - - 30| 100.0




112

< >
5| 833 1 16.7 - - 6| 100.0
13| 433 16| 53.3 1 33 30| 100.0
2| 16.7 10| 83.3 - - 12| 100.0
7] 233 23| 76.7 - - 30| 100.0

< 348> ( )

() o ()

& & 48| 32.0 101] 67.3 1 0.7 150| 100.0
10| 27.8 26| 722 - - 36/ 100.0

11| 30.6 25| 69.4 - - 36/ 100.0

18| 50.0 17| 47.2 1 2.8 36/ 100.0

9 214 33| 786 - - 42| 100.0

11| 36.7 19| 63.3 - - 30, 100.0

37) 308 82| 683 1 0.8 120| 100.0




150 58.7%

< 349> ( )

& & 88| 58.7 60| 40.0 2 1.3 150/ 100.0
1 16.7 5| 833 - - 6| 100.0

21| 70.0 8 26.7 1 3.3 30| 100.0

- - 6| 100.0 - - 6| 100.0

13| 433 17| 56.7 - - 30| 100.0

1 16.7 5/ 833 - - 6| 100.0

15| 50.0 14| 46.7 1 3.3 30| 100.0

8| 66.7 4/ 333 - - 12| 100.0

29| 96.7 1 3.3 - - 30| 100.0




114

< 350> ( )

() ) () ) () O ()

& & 88| 58.7 60| 40.0 2l 13 150| 100.0
22| 61.1 13| 36.1 1 28 36/ 100.0
13| 36.1 23| 639 - - 36| 100.0
16| 44.4 19| 52.8 1 28 36/ 100.0
37) 88.1 5 119 - - 42| 100.0
10| 33.3 20| 66.7 - - 30| 100.0
78| 65.0 40, 333 2| 17 120| 100.0

, 150
66.7%



< 351> ( )

(%)

® & 100, 66.7 49| 32.7 1 07 150/ 100.0
2| 333 4| 66.7 - - 6| 100.0

25| 83.3 4| 13.3 1 33 30/ 100.0

1| 16.7 5/ 83.3 - - 6| 100.0

14| 46.7 16| 53.3 - - 30/ 100.0

2| 33.3 4| 66.7 - - 6| 100.0

21| 70.0 9| 30.0 - - 30/ 100.0

9 75.0 3| 25.0 - - 12| 100.0

26| 86.7 4| 13.3 - - 30/ 100.0

< 352> ( )

() ) ()

* & 100| 66.7 49| 327 1 0.7 150| 100.0
27| 75.0 8| 222 1 2.8 36/ 100.0
15| 417 21| 583 - - 36/ 100.0
23| 63.9 13| 36.1 - - 36/ 100.0
35 833 71 16.7 - - 42| 100.0
14| 46.7 16| 53.3 - - 30, 100.0
86| 71.7 33| 275 1 0.8 120| 100.0
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11) Y=ol cieh X[UAIX|EHA Q| ROl F

81.3%

< 353>

()

, 150

(%)

& & 28 18.7 122 81.3 150|  100.0
4 66.7 2 33.3 6| 100.0
2 6.7 28 93.3 30, 100.0
4 66.7 2 33.3 6| 100.0
4 133 26 86.7 30, 100.0
1 16.7 5 83.3 6| 100.0
8 26.7 22 73.3 30, 100.0
2 16.7 10 83.3 12 100.0
3 10.0 27 90.0 30, 100.0




< 354> ( )

L 28 18.7 122 81.3 150|  100.0
6 16.7 30 83.3 36| 100.0

8 22.2 28 77.8 36| 100.0

9 25.0 27 75.0 36| 100.0

5 11.9 37 88.1 42 100.0

11 36.7 19 63.3 30, 100.0

17 14.2 103 85.8 120|  100.0

12) Y=ol cheh X[LARX[EH|Q x|j0[7| 32 et

, 150
59.3%

< 355> ( )

()

L 89 59.3 61 40.7 150|  100.0
4 66.7 2 33.3 6| 100.0

21 70.0 9 30.0 30, 100.0

3 50.0 3 50.0 6| 100.0

7 23.3 23 76.7 30, 100.0
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()

(%)

()

(%)

()

6/ 100.0 - - 6| 100.0
18 60.0 12 40.0 30| 100.0
12| 100.0 - - 12| 100.0
18 60.0 12 40.0 30| 100.0

< 3-56>

& & 89 59.3 61 40.7 150 100.0
25 69.4 11 30.6 36 100.0
10 27.8 26 72.2 36 100.0
24 66.7 12 33.3 36 100.0
30 71.4 12 28.6 42 100.0
25 83.3 5 16.7 30 100.0
64 53.3 56 46.7 120 100.0




w

119

150 59.3%

< 357> ( )

() (%) () (%) ()

& & 61 40.7 89 59.3 150|  100.0
1 16.7 5 83.3 6| 100.0

14 46.7 16 53.3 30, 100.0

2 33.3 4 66.7 6| 100.0

9 30.0 21 70.0 30, 100.0

1 16.7 5 83.3 6| 100.0

15 50.0 15 50.0 30| 100.0

4 333 8 66.7 12| 100.0

15 50.0 15 50.0 30| 100.0

, 44.2%



120

< 358>

E Y 61 40.7 89 59.3 150 100.0

15 417 21 58.3 36 100.0

11 30.6 25 69.4 36 100.0

16 44.4 20 55.6 36 100.0

19 452 23 54.8 42 100.0

8 26.7 22 73.3 30 100.0

53 44.2 67 55.8 120 100.0

150
59.3%
< 359> ( )

& & 61 40.7 89 59.3 150| 100.0
1 16.7 5 83.3 6| 100.0

11 36.7 19 63.3 30| 100.0

2 333 4 66.7 6/ 100.0

8 26.7 22 73.3 30| 100.0




3 121
>
2 333 4 66.7 6| 100.0
19 63.3 11 36.7 30| 100.0
3 25.0 9 75.0 12| 100.0
15 50.0 15 50.0 30| 100.0

< 3-60>

& & 61 40.7 89 59.3 150 100.0
12 33.3 24 66.7 36 100.0

10 27.8 26 72.2 36 100.0

21 58.3 15 41.7 36 100.0

18 42.9 24 57.1 42 100.0

8 26.7 22 73.3 30 100.0

53 44.2 67 55.8 120 100.0




122

150
91.3%

< 361> ( )

() (%) () (%)

L 13 8.7 137 91.3 150|  100.0
1 16.7 5 83.3 6| 100.0
5 16.7 25 83.3 30, 100.0
2 33.3 4 66.7 6| 100.0
2 6.7 28 93.3 30, 100.0
- - 6/ 100.0 6| 100.0
2 6.7 28 93.3 30| 100.0
- - 12|  100.0 12| 100.0
1 33 29 96.7 30| 100.0




< 3-62>

» » 13 8.7 137 91.3 150 100.0

6 16.7 30 833 36| 100.0

4 111 32 88.9 36 100.0

2 5.6 34 94.4 36 100.0

1 2.4 41 97.6 42 100.0

3 10.0 27 90.0 30 100.0

10 8.3 110 91.7 120 100.0

150
76.0% ,
< 363> ( )

()

(%) () (%) () (%)

L 36 24.0 114 76.0 150|  100.0
1 16.7 5 83.3 6| 100.0
5 16.7 25 83.3 30, 100.0
2 33.3 4 66.7 6| 100.0
3 10.0 27 90.0 30, 100.0
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()

(%)

()

2 333 4 66.7 6| 100.0
13 43.3 17 56.7 30| 100.0
2 16.7 10 83.3 12| 100.0
8 26.7 22 73.3 30| 100.0

<  3-64>

L 36 24.0 114 76.0 150/  100.0
6 16.7 30 83.3 36| 100.0

5 13.9 31 86.1 36| 100.0

15 41.7 21 58.3 36| 100.0

10 23.8 32 76.2 42 100.0

7 23.3 23 76.7 30, 100.0

29 24.2 91 75.8 120  100.0
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2. AFBEEAL 21t

1) ST 23 A Al

45

10,000



20

100%

(

34

100%

127
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SAH BIEZFA MZALY



129



130

20

3

, 20



20

b

13-14 (

20

5

5-6,

131

3)
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4) X SRR| A 5D TAY

)
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174

82.6
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135




136

b

4) RSARR BN =1 0= ALY

)

50%

80%

20
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138




139




140

100% )

) 100%

, 100%
100%



4 141

(choice)

< 4-1>

1. MOl Yy B




142

, 150 42.0%

(consensus building)’ (an agreement-seeking
process)

(L. Susskind, 1999).

(Mckeaernan & Fairman, 2001).
(DAD: decide-announce-defend)

. Giddens(1991)  Beck(1992)
« (teflexive modernization)” « (risk

society)” . ,

(definitional conflict)



143



144

2. RHO| BlEA L



4 145

, 70.0%

43.4%

174 826 ,

23 ) ,
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3. XIMYXIXIEMCl S4d1 &7 niet



4 147

4. XIYTIRIERIOl M|y EA

5. FO4-XI42t BI=E HHLIA =



148

( , 2004: 112-115).

(veto point)



4 149

(Sabatier&Mazmanian, 1983: 25-26;
, 2000: 64-65). >

( , 2000: 33).

6. RIIHL| HHZY Y 2 U EME 22



150

1. TUHEA XIWIIXIEKIZIO HE HTl



65.3%

70.0%

43.4%

151

150



152

(Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 1980: 23-26)

(Paul Scott&Robert J. Macdonald, 1975:
790-793).

2

(policy directives) (intention)

2. SIHIEL] YA 2Bl



3. %ol ZIert XY H-

153



154

4. XISBXIXIEC] &°832 T 1=

100% C )

5-6

20

20

20

100%

34



5. XISYXIXIEC] =2 =d

(information strategy)

(Balch, 1980: 44).

, (facilitation strategy)
(Balch, 1980: 45).

, (regulation strategy)

(Jacob,
1980: 83).

(Handberg, 1980: 111). R (incentive
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I Abstract

A Case Study on the Relationships
Between Policy Decision and Policy
Implementation

Pil-Doo Kim, Young-Aa Ryoo

PURPOSE

Many policies for achieving national objectives for instance the promotion the
welfare of the people, the activity of local economics, and improvement of the
quality of life are being made every year. However, these national policies have a big
problem when local governments implement, these national policies are different from
the original intention that central government determine. In other words, though
central government decide a nationally uniform policies, these national policies are
implemented differently in reality. In particular, since the advent of popularly elected
local government heads and the heads of local government autonomy has been
strengthened, the symptoms of national policy distortion are often found.

Distortion of national policies are caused the inconvenience to people’s lives as
well as the administrative and financial damage to central government and local
governments. Also, as the national policies do not achieve the intended policy effects,
the waste and inefficiency can be caused. Therefore, there need to explore a strategy

how national policy achieve its originally intended policy objectives effectively.
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However, there is likely to cause centralization if we require local governments
which have variety of environments and situations of uniform policy implementation.
In other words, national policy implementation at the local government level needs
the essence of the local autonomy and the effective national policy implementation.

In addition, local governments should not implement every policies decided in
central government uniformly. Some policies required unity and national interests are
asked to enforce a consistent position. The uniform policy implementation could
cause the problem that we disregarded the attributes of various local governments and
violated the fundamental principles of local autonomy. In other words, we face with
a moment to develop the policy implementation principle of coexistent with both the

central and local governments.

This study analyze the actual conditions of policy implementation in local
governments and seek for plans how national policy implement consistently across
the local governments. The purpose of this study states that find out various barriers
and other distorting factors occurred during the policy implementation, and seek for
some solutions. To achieve the purpose of this study, we search for domestic and
international policy theory, analyze the actual conditions and current problems of the
policy implementation, and propose the future development device.

This study focuse on policy making of central government and policy imple-
mentation of local governments. Despite the importance of the connection between
policy making of the central government and policy implementation of the local
governments, the in-depth discussion has not currently being began to emphasize. We
expect that this study is a scientific contributions through a variety of academic
concepts and theoretical approaches related policy implementation. In addition, we analyze

the actual conditions, status, causes, issues, and problems of policy implementation in
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local governments, and provide informations what local governments want to have
when they implement national policy without distortion. In other words, this study
has political implications that national policy can be carried out as intended.

SCOPE

The contents scope of this study are as follows. First, we examine the concepts
and significance of the policy making and implementation and analyze domestic and
international theories regarding policy.

Second, we constitute the policy implementation framework based on the analysis
elements, variables, and indicators derived from theories. Third, we analyze the actual
conditions and problems of the national policy implementation and national policy
distortion. Fourth, we propose the future development device what the central and

local governments want to, when they are faced the problems.

The object scope of this study are as follows. First, we search the national policy
which is needed the unity but actually is implemented separately by regions, and
analyze it deeply.

Second, if the policy has its problems when central government makes that policy,
we find out what the problem is. Third, we analyze the central government and local
government officials, and in-depth interview survey was conducted to investigate.

This will be complementary materials for current level of the case.

METHODS

We use a case study analysis methods, a survey targeting stakeholders and experts,
and a depth interviews targeting stakeholders and experts.
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First, the cases analyzed in this study were selected from the Auditor’s ‘Audit
Report’, the ‘Public Satisfaction Surveys’ about government’s major policy challenges,
‘Quality Improvement Practices’ of state policy coordination, the ‘Joint Assessment
Report’ of the Ministry of Public Administration and Security. National policies which
is not intended implemented were selected.

Case study examples of this study were selected from the principle of selection
cases, chosen according to the brainstorming process for experts and officials of local
governments, and fixed finally four cases.

Second, in surveys we compared the recognition of the central government
officials and local government officials. The Central government officials targets of
the survey were the Ministry of Knowledge Economy(plant-related regulations), the
Ministry of Environment(diesel vehicle emissions reduction projects), the National
Emergency Management Agency(flood damage prevention and repair projects), the
Ministry of Public Administration and Security and the Committee and the regional
balance(local government fiscal assistance business).

The Local government officials targets of the survey were the metropolitan
area(Seoul, Incheon), Chungcheong area(Chungcheongnam Province), Jeolla area
(Jeollabuk Province), Gyeongsang arca(Gyeongsangnam Province). In particular, we
executed the quantitative analysis utilized the SPSS 14.0K to compare the perception
of the central and local government officials,

Third, in-depth interviews was conducted to government officials who belongs to
the Metropolitan area, Chungcheong area, Jeolla area, Gyeongsang area. The in-depth
interviews gave some informations what local governments want to get when they

should implement national policy uniformly.
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THEORETICAL STUDY

We analyzed the meaning and location of policy implementation in the whole
policy process by collecting literature. We listed the theory related to the policy
implementation, because we explained the success of policy implementation and the
achievement of policy objectives. In addition, we included the inter-governmental
relations theory, conflict management theories, and the host agent theory, because we
analyzed the relationships between central and local governments.

As you confirm in the theoretical analysis in this study, policy making and policy
implementation influence each other so they have the mutual relationship. In addition,
as the central and local governments have horizontal and comparable relationship
rather than vertical relationship, they could amplify the conflict.

FRAMEWORK

We included the theories of the policy implementation and past researches of the
leading scholars, and divided several factors into the policy itself factors and the
factors associated with policy implementation. We made the framework by Policy
variables, Environment variables, Central government variables, Local government

variables from two factors.

We selected the obscurity of policy, the lack of validity of causal theory, the
conflict of interest about the results of the policy indicators as the Policy variables.
We selected the change of environment, the obscurity of business separation, the
differences in political vision, the discrimination of resource distribution indicators as
the Environment variables. We selected the constraints of policy-making technologies,

a central sticking vested interests, the weak central government control indicators as
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the Central government variables. We selected the discretion of local authorities, the
local self-seeking, the lack of capacity of local governments indicators as the Local

governments variables.

<Policy Implementation Framework>
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CASE STUDY

We Analyzed the cases of the ‘Plant-related regulations’, ‘Diesel vehicle emissions
reduction projects’, ‘Flood damage prevention and repair projects’, and ‘Local

government fiscal assistance projects’.

‘Plant-related regulations’ have green standards disagreed with laws. There is a
problem to management. In addition, the standards require citizens too many
documents to establish a plant. So few citizens utilize it. This case is an example of

the lack of central government’s regulatory, so policy itself is unclear.



Abstract BV

‘Diesel vehicle emissions reduction projects’ have problems that there are no
sanctions against no measurement of previous state. In other words, management is
not enough. This case is an example of the business distinction between the Ministry

of the Environment Agency and Local Environment is unclear.

‘Flood damage prevention and repair projects’ have problems of the site map and
site investigations are not thoroughgoing enough. This case is an example of the

weak central government control.

‘Local government fiscal assistance projects’ have problems that different local
governments were subsidized by the central government unlike true. This case is an

example of the excessive discretion of local governments.

SURVEY RESULTS

As a result of empirical study, we found that we need to analyze the policy
implementation steps because survey respondents responded that the policy
implementation was insufficient in all stages of policy.

First, we could emphasize the problems of the policy environment is bigger than
those of policy itself, the central government, and the local governments. In other
words, survey respondents responded that the policy(business) could not achieve its
objectives because of the problems of the policy environment rather than other
problems. In the future, we need to preview the change of the policy environment
and prepare a scenario about some changes before policy implementation.

Second, survey respondents responded that the lack of logical connection between
policy making and implementation, the differences in political vision between the
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central and local governments, the constraints of policy-making technologies, the local
self-seeking, and the lack of capacity of local governments were pointed out as
obstacles. It proves the point that several indicators of the framework suggested
obstacles of the implementation of the policy.

Third, survey respondents responded that the interests between central and local
governments are conflicted and the work classification was unclear between central
and local governments. We recognize the role separation and function allocation
between the central and local governments are necessarily needed.

Fourth, central government survey respondents responded that the local self-
seeking and the local government’s abuse of discretion are the major obstacles of the
implementation of the policy. Local government survey respondents responded that a
central sticking vested interests, the strong control power of the central government
are the major obstacles of the implementation of the policy. In other words, a
difference of opinion between response groups could be seen. This means cooperation
and coordination between the central and local governments should be built into the

system.

Fifth, survey respondents most commonly responded that the lack of validity of
causal theory indicators among the Policy variables. This expose as the policy itself
lacked causality and logical connection between policy making and implementation,

so policy making and implementation were not connected consistently.

Sixth, survey respondents most commonly responded that the differences in
political vision between the central and local governments indicators among the

Environment variables. This expose as the differences in political vision between the
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central and local governments occurred in the process of the national policy making
and implementation, the national policy didn’t implement intendedly.

Seventh, survey respondents most commonly responded that a central sticking
vested interests indicators among the Central government variables. This expose as
the central government emphasized their vested interests while the central government
made the national policy decisions, so the national policy rather didn’t implement

smoothly.

Eighth, survey respondents most commonly responded that the local self-seeking
indicators among the Local governments variables. This expose as the local
governments emphasized their region rather than the entire countries, so the local
governments are interested in the development of their region and the national policy
didn’t implement smoothly.

DEPTH INTERVIEW RESULTS

We examine the depth interview to government officials who belongs to the
Metropolitan area, Chungcheong area, Jeolla area, Gyeongsang area. First, interviewee
pointed out that the policy made by the central government had the complexity and

vagueness of the concept and content, so the policy itself was unclear.

Second, the contents of laws were unrealistic and duplicated. Each laws were
incompatible with other laws. So, interviewee pointed out that policy making and

implementation are a separate form.

Third, the law provided a large frame. And as practical details were ambiguous,
the implementation of the policy itself is difficult.
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Fourth, as the human and material resources for policy implementation were
insufficient, the implementation of the policy was difficult. In other words, as the
number of civil servants responsible for policy implementation was short, and the
budget support of central government was lack, the policy implementation has not
made as the original intent.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Finally, we suggest some policy recommendations. Following recommendations
would be important considerations to develop national policies implementation.

We need a relations establish between the nature of local autonomy and effective
implementation of national policy, because national policy should be implemented
uniformly at the level of local governments. Of course, all the policies made by
central government should not implemented uniformly. This means that if we require
unity of policy implementation and national interests, local governments should
implemented uniformly the national policy.

In fact, so that we apply the results of this study, the consideration of several
factors should be involved. In particular, the central and local governments
communicate and cooperate each other, and they should prevent unnecessary conflict
and waste of resources. In other words, the central and local governments need to
make a close relationship as a horizontal policy partners in the governance dimension.
To accomplish this, the institutional lure of cooperation and the strategy of
administrative decentralization should be followed. In addition, the continued flow of
information over the central and local governments is needed. A strategy to build the

cooperative systems between the central and local governments is needed.

In addition, we can suggest various detailed plan which each actors should be
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achieved.

First, the central government should ensure the legitimacy of the policy. Policy
can be admitted its’ legitimacy that policy objectives are clearly set. And the
definition of concepts and related terms should be obvious. Reasonable basis for the
policy is needed. And we should ensure the legality of the policy. So that we ensure
the legality of the policy, we control and modify the regulations related to the policy.
In other words, overlap and conflict between laws should not be existed.

In addition, we need the central government’s policy guidelines and standards
manual in the overall policy. The central government would make and distribute the
central government’s policy guidelines and standards manual. In guidelines and
standards manual have the policy objectives, description of each term, and must be
limited some discretions the local government can have. In other words, unnecessary
conflict between the central and the local governments should avoid. The central
government needs to figure out the attributes and actual conditions of local
governments. And the central government needs to analyze the operation abilities of
the local governments.

Second, the local governments required their own plans of the policy
implementation reflected their special conditions and circumstances. Their own plans
of the policy implementation are underneath the central government’s policy
guidelines and standards manual. It is also important to secure the human and
material resources what is needed for policy implementation. Results of surveys and
in-depth interviews all pointed out the human and material resources are insufficient.
It is necessary we secure the requisite resources for successful implementation of the

policy. In addition, the local governments would have some discretions and
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implement the national policy subjectively.

Key Word: public policy, policy decision, policy implementation, inter-local government
collaboration, governance
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