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SOURCES OF SUPPORT FOR THE LEGISLATURE I N  A DEVELOPING NATION: 
THE CASE OF KOREA 

The concept o f  support, as developed by David Easton, has one o f  

t h ree  ob jec ts :  t h e  c o n u n i t y ,  t he  regime, o r  t he  a u t h o r i t i e s .  Easton 

does n o t  say anyth ing about support f o r  i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  t he  regime 

(Easton, 1965). A number o f  scholars i n  recent  years, however, have 

examined support f o r  p a r t i c u l a r  i n s t i t u t i o n s  w i t h i n  the  regime, i n c l u d i n g  

the  cour ts ,  p a r t i e s  and e l e c t o r a l  sys tem,  and t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e .  Scholars 

i n  t h e  comparative l e g i s l a t i v e  f i e l d  have shown a p a r t i c u l a r l y  s t rong 

i n t e r e s t  i n  s tudy ing  support f o r  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e ,  f o r  reasons t h a t  a r e  

easy t o  understand. I n  many count r ies ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e  nonwestern 

world, l e g i s l a t u r e s  a re  r e l a t i v e l y  f r a g i l e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  t h a t  l a c k  a f i r m  

foundat ion o f  t r a d i t i o n .  They have f r e q u e n t l y  been abol ished, suspended, 

o r  reduced i n  power, b u t  they  have a l so  been resur rec ted  on numerous 

occasions. There are a number o f  f a c t o r s  t h a t  may he lp  t o  e x p l a i n  the  

a b i l i t y  o r  i n a b i l i t y  o f  a l e g i s l a t u r e  t o  su rv i ve  and func t ion ,  bu t  we 

be l i eve  t h a t  one o f  t he  impor tan t  f a c t o r s  i s  t h e  l e v e l  o f  support  f o r  t h e  

l e g i s l a t u r e  manifested by t h e  general pub l ic ,  o r  by c e r t a i n  more i n f l u e n t i a l  

pub l ics ,  i n  t h e  soc ie ty .  Moreover, i n  coun t r i es  where the re  i s  l e s s  con- 

f l i c t  between the  l e g i s l a t u r e  and o t h e r  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  s t rong support f o r  

the  l e g i s l a t u r e  may b r i n g  about g rea te r  support f o r  t he  p o l i t i c a l  system 

as a whole because o f  t he  l e g i s l a t u r e ' s  a b i l i t y  t o  lend l e g i t i m a c y  t o  the  

ac t i ons  of government. 

Despi te a number o f  recen t  a r t i c l e s  on support f o r  i n d i v i d u a l  i n -  

s t i t u t i o n s ,  t he re  seems t o  have been l i t t l e  a t t e n t i o n  g iven t o  d i f f e r e n c e ~  

i n  charac ter  and consequences between such support and support f o r  t h e  



regime as a  whole. There i s  n o t  a  c l e a r  and unambiguous d i s t i n c t i o n  

between the  two types o f  support. Support f o r  an i n s t i t u t i o n  probab 

tends t o  be s t ronger  among persons who support the  regime as ii whole 

Those who would abo l i sh  an i n s t i t u t i o n  t h a t  i s  an essen t i a l  p a r t  o f  a  

regime a re  a c t u a l l y  i n  f avo r  o f  changing the  regime i n  a  fundamental way. 

S i m i l a r l y ,  one cou ld  argue t h a t  fundamental changes i n  ah i n s t i t u t i o n  o r  

i n  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between i n s t i t u t i o n s  c o n s t i t u t e  fundamental changes 

i n  a  reg-ime. 

I f  the re  i s  ac tua l  o r  p o t e n t i a l  c o n f l i c t  o r  r i v a l r y  between t h e  

i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  a  regime, support f o r  one i n s t i t u t i o n  does n o t  necessa r i l y  

imp ly  support  f o r  t h e  o the r  i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  a regime. Respondents who 

g i v e  p o s i t i v e  answers t o  quest ions about an i n s t i t u t i o n  l - i ke  t h e  l e g i s -  

l a t u r e  a r e  n o t  necessa r i l y  aware o f  t he  p o t e n t i a l  c o n f l i c t s  between t h a t  

i n s t i t u t i o n  and o thers  i n  t he  regime. I f  t h e i r  answers r e f l e c t  a  general 

sense o f  l o y a l t y  t o  t he  regime o r  a  general acceptance o f  t he  s ta tus  quo, 

t h e i r  support f o r  the l e g i s l a t u r e  might  fade away i f  a  s t rong execut ive  

abol ished o r  c r i p p l e d  the  l e g i s l a t i v e  i n s t i t u t i o n .  I n  a count ry  where 

the  l e g i s l a t u r e  does n o t  have a  l ong  h i s t o r y  o r  t r a d i t i o n ,  t h e  foundat ion 

o f  support  f o r  i t  may be insecure, and the  " r e s e r v o i r  o f  good w i l l "  f o r  i t  

may be shal low. I f  these suggestions a r e  co r rec t ,  they d i c t a t e  cau t i on  

i n  i h t e r p r e t i n g  the meaning o f  h igh  o r  low support f o r  l e g i s l a t i v e  i n s t i t u -  

t i ons .  

With very  few except ions (Mohapatrd, 1974; Mezey and Mezey, 1974), 

t he  geographical focus o f  l e g i s l a t i v e  support s tud ies  has been the  western 

world, and w i t h i n  the  West i t  i s  sa fe  t o  say t h a t  Iowa has been over- 



represented. We must assume t h a t  the  charac ter  o f  l e g i s l a t i v e  suppor t  

and i t s  c o r r e l a t i o n  w i t h  o t h e r  v a r i a b l e s  w i l l  be d i f f e r e n t  i n  Korea, and 

a l s o  i n  o the r  nonwestern coun t r i es  where we expect t o  analyze suppor t  

subsequently -- Turkey and Kenya. 

I n  most nonwestern coun t r i es  we should expect t o  f i n d  a lower  c i t i z e n  

awareness o f  p o l i t i c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  and events, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  r u r a l ,  

i s o l a t e d  areas, because o f  lower  l e v e l s  o f  educat ion and poorer  systems o f  

cormunicat ion. Th is  i s  l ess  l i k e l y  t o  be t r u e  i n  Korea than i n  some p a r t s  

o f  As ia and A f r i c a ,  however. The Korean Nat iona l  Assembly has had an 

uns tab le  h i s t o r y  s i nce  Korean independence i n  1948. Both i t s  formal  power 

and i t s  p o l i t i c a l  s t r e n g t h  have dec l i ned  i n  the  face  o f  i nc reas ing  power 

of the execut ive  branch. Given i t s  low l e v e l  o f  v i s i b i l i t y  and power, 

i t  i s  ques t ionab le  how many Korean c i t i z e n s  have a c l e a r  impress ion o f  the  

Assembly and are  ab le  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  i t  from o t h e r  p a r t s  o f  the  government. 

Those who cannot make such a d i s t i n c t i o n  a re  presumably unable t o  d i s -  

t i n g u i s h  suppor t  f o r  t he  l e g i s l a t i v e  i n s t i t u t i o n  from suppor t  f o r  t h e  

government as a whole. 

At  the same t ime, the question o f  support f o r  the l e g i s l a t u r e  as a 

d i s t i n c t  i n s t i t u t i o n  i s  an impor tan t  one i n  Korea, as i n  many nonwestern 

count r ies ,  because the  recen t  p o l  i t i c a l  h i  s t o r y  o f  t h a t  count ry  has been 

charac ter ized  by cont rovers ies  over  the  proper  r o l e  f o r  t he  l e g i s l a t u r e .  

The a b i l i t y  o f  the  l e g i s l a t u r e  t o  s u r v i v e  o r  t o  g a i n  p o l i t i c a l  s t reng th  

i n  t he  fu tu re ,  i n  the  f a c e  o f  poss ib le  e f f o r t s  by the  execut ive  branch t o  

weaken o r  e l i m i n a t e  it, may depend i n  p a r t  on the  l e v e l  o f  p u b l i c  suppor t  

f o r  the  l e g i s l a t u r e .  A t  l e a s t  some o f  the  Korean respondents who mani fest  

suppor t  f o r  t he  l e g i s l a t u r e  may be aware t h a t  t h e r e  have been c o n f l i c t s  

between the  l e g i s l a t u r e  and o t h e r  p o l i t i c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  



I n  t h i s  paper we do no t  use the terms "d i f fuse"  and " s p e c i f i c "  

support, because we t h i n k  the terms create  ambiguity and confusion i n  

t h i n k i n g  about the sources of support. These terms have bean used t o  

d i s t i n g u i s h  between support based on long-standing, deep-seated a t t i t u d e s  

and perceptions ( d i f f u s e )  and support t h a t  i s  based on short - term s a t i s -  

f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  performance o r  outputs of an i n s t i t u t i o n  ( s p e c i f i c ) .  

We be l ieve  t h a t  the sources o r  causes of support a re  too va r ied  and com- 

p l i c a t e d  t o  be dichotomized i n t o  d i f f u s e  and s p e c i f i c .  We conceive o f  

support as an a t t i t u d e  t h a t  i s  learned over a per iod of time. If a person 

has developed a s t rong ly  support ive a t t i t u d e  toward an i n s t i t u t i o n  as a 

r e s u l t  o f  e a r l y  soc ia l i za t ion ,  h i s  a t t i t u d e  i s  l ess  l i k e l y  t o  be changed 

by h i s  disapproval o f  recent  ac t ions  taken by t h a t  i n s t i t u t i o n .  But 

the  a t t i t u d e  o f  any i n d i v i d u a l  i s  l i k e l y  t o  be a r e s u l t  of b e l i e f s  and 

perceptions t h a t  range from h i s  e a r l i e s t  p o l i t i c a l  memory t o  a newspaper 

head1 i ne t h a t  he read yesterday . 
I n  t h i s  paper we are t r y i n g  t o  explore as many va r iab les  as poss ib le  

t h a t  might p l a u s i b l y  be expected t o  have some e f f e c t  on the l e v e l  o f  

i n d i v i d u a l  support f o r  the  Korean l e g i  s la ture .  Some f a c t o r s  t h a t  might  

be very i n f l u e n t i a l  a re  omit ted because we have no data. I n  a t h e o r e t i c a l  

sense, support t h a t  i s  durab le  and i s  n o t  g r e a t l y  a f f e c t e d  by short - run 

outputs o f  the l e g i s l a t u r e  would seem t o  be more important as a source o f  

s t a b i l i t y  f o r  the l e g i s l a t u r e .  I n  a p r a c t i c a l  sense, however, i t  i s  

impossible t o  measure the d u r a b i l i t y  o f  support through a survey conducted 

a t  one p o i n t  i n  time. 

I n  a country such as Korea, where the l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  ba re ly  a quar ter -  

century o l d  and where i t  has been r e l a t i v e l y  unstable, i t  does n o t  seem 



1 i kely that  many respondents w i  11 have developed 1 ong-term loyal t i e s  to  the 

legislature as a traditional inst i tut ion or to the principle of representa- 

t ive  government. For some ci t izens,  the legislature may be perceived as an 

essential  component in a modern, independent s t a t e .  For others, legi s l  ative 

support may be a component of traditional loyalty to  the polit ical system 

and acceptance of the s tatus quo. Other voters may perceive confl ict  

between the executive and legislat ive branches, and support the legislature 

because they oppose the government in power. We are not able to measure 

direct ly the extent to  which such at t i tudes are associated w i t h  legislat ive 

support, and similarly we are unable to determine whether supportive 

at t i tudes are a product of early socialization. We can, however, correlate  

support with several socioeconomic and polit ical character is t ics  of our 

respondents. 

If legislat ive support in Korea res t s  less  on foundations of traditional 

loyal t ies  to the ins t i tu t ion ,  i t  may res t  more on perceptions of performance. 

We do not expect tha t  many respondents w i  11 have specific informati on about 

the outputs of the National Assembly, given i t s  low v i s i b i l i t y  and power. 

However, i t  i s  possible that many respondents will have some general 

impressions about how well the Assembly i s  performing or will have per- 

ceptions of the legislators--an impression about whether they possess the 

characteristics that  are desirable.  If the images of the legislature and 

i t s  work are not clear ,  perhaps the ci t izens will have a clearer  impression 

and some evaluation about t h e  legislators  in the i r  own d i s t r i c t .  I t  i s  

possible to measure the levels  of sat isfact ion and the image of the legis- 

la ture and of the individual legis la tor  and to r e la te  these t o  levels  of 

support . 



I. Some Hypotheses 

Socioeconomic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

We expect t o  f i n d  t h a t  l e g i s l a t i v e  support w i l l  be h igher among 

persons w i t h  h igher  l e v e l s  of occupation and education. Th is  would be 

cons is ten t  w i t h  t h e  f i n d i n g s  of t h e  Iowa study (Boynton, Patterson, 

Hedlund, 1968). We a1 so expect t o  f i n d  t h a t  1 evels of support d i f f e r  by 

age, - sex, and s i z e  o f  p l a c e  of residence (urban-rura l  ), a l though t h e  

expected d i r e c t i o n  o f  these d i f fe rences i s  no t  so c lea r .  It i s  n o t  

obvious why persons i n  the  upper socioeconomic s t r a t a  shduld mani fes t  

g rea te r  support f o r  the  l e g i s l a t u r e .  I t  might be becuase they know more 

about it, be1 ieve  t h a t  they b e n e f i t  more from i t s  ac t ions ,  o r  perhaps 

because o f  a genera l l y  h igher  f e e l i n g  of p o l i t i c a l  e f f i cacy .  One way 

o f  c l a r i f y i n g  these r e l a t i n n s h i p s  i s  t o  look  more c l o s e l y  a t  d i f f e rences  

i n  po l  i t i c a l  know1 edge and soph is t i ca t i on .  

P o l i t i c a l  S t r a t i f i c a t i o n  

There i s  evidence from previous research (Boynton, Patterson, Hedl und, 

1968) t o  suggest t h a t  l e g i s l a t i v e  support w i l l  be h igher  among persons who 

a r e  knowledgeable about p o l i t i c s  and p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  it. Fo l lowing t h i s  

l i n e  o f  reasoning, we hypothesize t h a t  l e g i s l a t i v e  support w i l l  be h igher 

among persons i n  the  f o l l o w i n g  categor ies:  those who have knowledge about 

t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e ,  those who engage i n  p o l  i t k a l  a c t i v i t y  ( p a r t i c u l a r l y  'dur ing 

e l e c t i o n  campaigns), those who show more i n t e r e s t  .- i n  p o l i t i c s ,  those who 

demonstrate a h igher l e v e l  o f  p o l i t i c a l  eff icacy. It i s  a l s o  poss ib le  

t h a t  some broader measure o f  knowledge and soph is t i ca t i on ,  no t  l i m i t e d  t o  



pol i t i c a l  matters, might be re la ted  t o  l e g i s l a t i v e  support. Because the 

l eg i s l a tu re  i s  a  cha rac te r i s t i c  o f  a  modern p o l i t i c a l  system, i t  seems 

reasonable t o  hypothesize t h a t  support f o r  the l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  greater 

among persons characterized by a  higher leve l  o f  i nd iv idua l  modernity. 

Sa t i s fac t ion  -- with  the Leg is la ture  

We expect t o  f i nd  t ha t  support f o r  the l eg i s l a tu re  i s  higher among 

persons who express greater sa t i s f ac t i on  w i t h  the performance of the leg is -  

la ture .  Research from the Iowa p ro j ec t  has shown t h a t  there i s  such a  r e l a -  

t ionship,  bu t  t h a t  i t  i s  no t  very strong. (Patterson and Boynton, 1974). 

The assumption under ly ing the study o f  d i f f u s e  support i s  t h a t  support f o r  

l e g i s l a t i v e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  i s  not  dependent e n t i r e l y  on the outputs o f  the 

leg is la tu re ,  bu t  t h a t  i t  has other roots, r e l a ted  t o  such th ings as t r a d i t i o n  

and p o l i t i c a l  soc ia l i za t ion .  We expect t h a t  i n  a  country l i k e  Korea, where 

the l eg i s l a tu re  i s  ne i ther  very powerful nor h igh ly  v i s i b l e ,  many c i t i z e n s  

w i l l  no t  have very c lea r  impressions about the performance o f  the l eg i s -  

l a tu re .  Consequently, t h e i r  support f o r  the leg is la tu re ,  whether i t  i s  

high o r  low, should n o t  be h igh ly  cor re la ted w i t h  whatever percept ion they 

have of l e g i s l a t i v e  performance. We expect t o  f i nd  t h a t  the l eve l  o f  

support f o r  the l eg i s l a tu re  w i l l  be general ly  higher among persons who 

are more knowledgeable about p o l i t i c s  but  t ha t  among t h i s  group i t  w i l l  

be higher f o r  those who are be t t e r  s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  l e g i s l a t i v e  performance. 

I n  each o f  the hypotheses t ha t  fo l low about sa t i s fac t ion  w i t h  performance 

and l e g i s l a t i v e  support, we expect the re l a t i onsh ip  t o  be stronger fo r  the 

subgroup o f  respondents havi ng greater pol i t i c a l  know1 edge. 



Performance o f  t he  L e g i s l a t u r e  

There a re  var ious  ways o f  t r y i n g  t o  measure the  c i t i z e n ' s  s a t i s f a c t i o n  

w i t h  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e .  One can ask about s p e c i f i c  outputs, b u t  t h i s  i s  

use fu l  o n l y  i f  t h e  respondents have some knowledge o r  percept ion  o f  these 

outputs.  S a t i s f a c t i o n  may a l s o  be r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  image of t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e ,  

i t s  s t y l e ,  i t s  r e p u t a t i o n  f o r  competence and honesty. I t  i s  very poss ib le  

t h a t  respondents w i l l  have a  s t ronger  impression about these c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

than about what t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  has accomplished. We have n o t  asked any 

quest ions about s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  s p e c i f i c  outputs,  bu t  we have asked a  

general ques t ion  about s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e ' s  performance (has 

i t  performed reasonably we l l ? ) ,  and we hypothesize t h a t  l e g i s l a t i v e  support 

w i l l  be c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  t h i s  measure o f  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  performance. We 

a l s o  hypothesize t h a t  l e g i s l a t i v e  support  w i l l  be c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  a  p o s i t i v e  

image o f  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e .  I n  o rder  t o  measure t h i s  image, we have asked 

respondents whether each o f  several  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  (such as honesty o r  

hard work) i s  important  f o r  l e g i s l a t o r s  t o  possess, and we have asked 

whether they  t h i n k  most o r  o n l y  a  few l e g i s l a t o r s  have t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c .  

There i s  considerable consensus about t h e  q u a l i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  most impor tan t  

(hard work, honesty, understanding o f  people, and good educat ion),  and 

we use respondents'  percept ion  of t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  of l e g i s l a t o r s  having these 

most impor tan t  q u a l i t i e s  t o  measure t h e i r  image o r  percept ion  o f  t he  l e g i s -  

l a t u r e .  We expect t he  image of t he  l e g i s l a t u r e  t o  have a  d i r e c t  impact 

on l e g i s l a t i v e  support as w e l l  as t o  a f f e c t  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  performance 

o f  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e .  

Performance - o f  - t h e  -- I n d i v i d u a l  Assembl m a n  

I t  i s  very poss ib le  t h a t  many respondents w i  11 have a  c l e a r e r  i m -  



pression o f  the  performance o f  t h e i r  own l e g i s l a t o r s  (two from each d i s t r i c t )  

than they w i l l  o f  the  l e g i s l a t u r e  as a whole, and if t h i s  i s  t rue ,  support 

should be co r re la ted  more h i g h l y  w i t h  t h e i r  percept ion o f  i n d i v i d u a l  

l e g i s l a t o r ' s  performance than w i t h  performance o f  the  1 egis1 a ture .  We 

have asked respondents t o  evaluate the  importance o f  seven jobs t h a t  

assemblymen might  perform. There i s  subs tan t ia l  agreement t h a t  s i x  o f  these 

a r e  important.  We have asked respondents how good a j o b  t h e i r  assemblymen 

are  doing i n  each of these s i x  areas. Our hypothesis i s  t h a t  those who 

g i v e  t h e i r  l e g i s l a t o r s  h igh  rankings i n  j o b  performance w i l l  be support ive 

of t he  l e g i s l a t u r e .  We have a1 so t r i e d  t o  measure the  percept ion of 

i n d i v i d u a l  assemblyment i n  o ther  ways, by asking a quest ion designed t o  

t e s t  percept ion of responsiveness (would the  assemblyman answer a l e t t e r ? )  

and quest ions t o  determine whether respondents can d i s t i n g u i s h  the  funct ions 

of assemblymen from those of c i v i l  servants, p a r t y  leaders, and judges. 

We hypothesize t h a t  those who perceive the  1 eg i  s l  a to rs  as be i  ng more 

responsive and those who can speci fy  func t ions  t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s  perform 

a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  be support ive o f  t he  l e g i s l a t u r e .  

Contact w i t h  Leg is la to rs  

We have asked several quest ions designed t o  measure the  e x t e n t  of 

f a m i l i a r i t y  w i t h  the  assemblymen i n  t h e i r  d i s t r i c t :  Do they know t h e  

names of one o r  both? Are they persona l ly  acquainted w i t h  a l e g i s l a t o r ?  

Have they seen him i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t ,  o r  t a l ked  t o  them, i n  recent  months? 

Has the  l e g i s l a t o r  done anyth ing f o r  them i n d i v i d u a l l y ,  o r  can they 

spec i f y  anyth ing t h a t  he has done fo r  t h e  d i s t r i c t ?  Under t h e  present  

e l e c t i o n  law the  vo ters  i n  each d i s t r i c t  choose two representa t ives  t o  

t h e  Korean Nat ional  Assembly. Whi l e  some know1 edgeable c i t i z e n s  may know 

the names of bo th  representat ives,  o thers  may know o n l y  one o r  n e i t h e r  o f  



these names. The general hypothesis i s  t h a t  the higher the l eve l  o f  f i r s t -  

hand contact  w i t h  the l e g i s l a t o r  the greater the leve l  o f  l e g i s l a t i v e  

support. We would a l so  expect t h a t  greater contact  would lead t o  higher 

sa t i s f ac t i on  w i t h  the l e g i s l a t o r s '  j ob  performance, p a r t i c u l a r l y  jobs such 

as helping const i tuents and v i s i t i n g  the d i s t r i c t .  I t  i s  possible, o f  

course, t h a t  many respondents develop an impression o f  the 1  egi  s l a to r s  ' 

performance t h a t  i s  no t  based on f i r s t -hand  contact. 

Var ia t ion  & D i s t r i c t  

We hypothesize the l e g i s l a t i v e  support l eve ls  w i l l  be higher i n  some 

d i s t r i c t s  than i n  others, not  merely because o f  va r ia t ions  i n  the socio- 

economic composition o r  p o l i t i c a l  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  o f  a  d i s t r i c t  bu t  because 

o f  the a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the assemblymen i n  t h a t  d i s t r i c t .  We expect t o  f i n d  

i n t e r - d i s t r i c t  d i f fe renceq i n  the leve l  o f  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  job  performance. 

We a lso expect t o  f i n d  substant ia l  d i f fe rences among d i s t r i c t s  i n  the 

propor t ion o f  respondents who have a high leve l  o f  contact w i t h  t h e i r  

assemblymen. Later  on, when we have been able t o  analyze data from 

interv iews w i t h  l eg i s l a to r s ,  we expect t o  f i n d  t h a t  these i n t e r - d i s t r i c t  

di f ferences are re l a ted  t o  d i f ferences i n  the a c t i v i t i e s  o f  assemblymen, 

such as i n  the frequency w i t h  which they v i s i t  t h e i r  d i s t r i c t  o r  the 

p r i o r i t y  they a t tach t o  consti tuency service. 

In te r re la t ionsh ips  Among Variables 

We have discussed a large number o f  var iables t h a t  might be expected 

t o  have some re l a t i onsh ip  t o  l e g i s l a t i v e  support. They are sumnarized, 

and t h e i r  possib le in te r re la t ionsh ips  diagramed i n  Figure 1. We do not  

propose i n  t h i s  paper t o  t r y  t o  t e s t  a l l  o f  the possib le re la t ionsh ips  

t h a t  are suggested, o r  t o  engage i n  causal analysis. Obviously there may 
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be other variables, missing from the f igure,  t ha t  a f f e c t  l eve l s  o f  

support. F igure 1  may serve the purpose o f  c l a r i f y i n g  the possib le 

re la t ionsh ips  among those var iables f o r  which we have data. Very broadly, 

we are explor ing two possib le causes o f  support: socioeconomic and 

p o l i t i c a l  charac te r i s t i cs  o f  respondents, and t h e i r  l eve l  o f  sa t i s f ac t i on  

w i t h  the performance o f  the l e g i s l a t u r e  as a  whole o r  o f  t h e i r  own assembly- 

men. We expect t ha t  l eve l s  o f  support and o f  sa t i s f ac t i on  w i t h  performance 

may both be a f fec ted by perceptions o f ,  and f i r s t - hand  contact with, l eg i s -  

l a t o r s .  And we suggest t ha t  the 1  i nk  between performance sa t i s f ac t i on  and 

support should be c loser  f o r  those respondents who have a higher degree o f  

po l  i t i c a l  knowledge. 

11. DATA AIiD MEASUREMENT OF KEY VARIABLES 

The data base o f  t h i s  study i s  derived from a l a rge r  cross-national 

survey p ro jec t  sponsored by the Comparative Leg i s1  a t i v e  Research Center 

o f  the Un ive rs i t y  o f  Iowa. The p r inc ipa l  ob jec t i ve  o f  the p ro j ec t  i s  t o  

study the r o l e  o f  the l eg i s l a tu re  i n  p o l i t i c a l  development. To accomplish 

t h i s  ob jec t i ve  the pat terns of i n t e rac t i on  between the l e g i s l a t i v e  system 

and other par ts  o f  the p o l i t i c a l  system have been chosen as the primary 

t a rge t  o f  invest igat ion. '  I n  Turkey, Kenya, and Korea we have conducted 

interv iews w i t h  samples o f  various p o l i t i c a l  s t ra ta ,  inc lud ing l eg i s l a to r s ,  

l oca l  e l i t e s ,  h igh ranking c i v i  1  servants, and const i tuents.  The Korean 

pa r t  o f  the survey was conducted i n  1973. The present study draws upon 

two sets o f  in terv iew data co l lec ted  i n  Korea. The f i r s t  se t  o f  data 

consists o f  2,276 interv iews t h a t  we have co l lec ted from a d u l t  c i t i zens .  



Out o f  the 73 ex i s t i ng  e lec to ra l  d i s t r i c t s  i n  Korea we selected 12 on the 

basis o f  several important considerations: the degree o f  urbanization, the 

degree o f  p o l i t i c a l  competit ion, and f i n a l l y ,  e thn ic  and c u l t u r a l  character- 

i s t i c s .  With in each o f  these 12 d i s t r i c t s  we selected a random sample o f  

200 voters, using the most recen t l y  compiled voter  r e g i s t r a t i o n  l i s t .  The 

resu l t s  o f  t h i s  survey provide our const i tuent  data. The second se t  o f  

data consists o f  476 interv iews t h a t  we completed w i t h  the l oca l  e l i t e s  

i n  each of the 12 d i s t r i c t s  where we conducted the consti tuency surveys. 

These loca l  e l i t e s  were i n  p a r t  nominated by the rank-and-f i le const i tuents  

and i n  p a r t  chosen because o f  the i n f l u e n t i a l  pos i t ions t h a t  they held i n  

t h e i r  respect ive d i s t r i c t s .  2 

Leg i s l a t i ve  Support 

Leg is la t i ve  support i s  our dependent var iable.  The operational measure 

o f  support f o r  the l eg i s l a tu re  i s  based on f i v e  questions asked of the 

adu l t  c i t i zens .  The questions and the responses t o  them are displayed i n  

Table 1. 

The questions were designed t o  determine whether the respondents 

bel ieved t h a t  the l e g i s l a t u r e  was a des i rab le  and necessary i n s t i t u t i o n  t h a t  

was good f o r  society, o r  whether they thought the country would be be t t e r  

o f f  i f  i t  were el iminated ( o r  reduced i n  s ize).  Several conclusions can 

be derived from the sumnary o f  responses. The general l eve l  o f  support 

f o r  the l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  high, perhaps su rp r i s i ng l y  h igh f o r  an i n s t i t u t i o n  

t h a t  i s  ne i the r  very strong nor very we l l  establ ished. Over f o u r - f i f t h s  

o f  those po l led  be l ieve i t  i s  a necessary i n s t i t u t i o n  and roughly two-th i rds 

bel ieve t h a t  the society i s  be t t e r  o f f ,  t h a t  i t  makes a d i f ference i n  the 

country. The second important conclusion i s  t h a t  a very small percentage 



o f  the  respondents g i ve  a negat ive response t o  these quest ions (except 

f o r  those who favo r  reducing i t s  s ize) .  The major d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  between 

those who g i ve  a p o s i t i v e  answer and those who do n o t  know. 

(Table 1 here) 

For the  purposes o f  measuring support, we have e l im ina ted  those 

respondents who answered " d o n ' t  know" t o  a l l  f i v e  o f  t he  quest ions on support 

(a t o t a l  o f  224). For the  remaining respondents, a l l  o f  hhom have expressed 

views on some o r  a l l  o f  the  support quest ions, we have decided t o  lump 

together  the  negat ive  and " d o n ' t  know" responses. Th is  overcomes t h e  problkm 

of a small number o f  negat ive  responses. Moreover, i t  seems reasonable t o  

analyze l e g i s l a t i v e  support i n  p o s i t i v e  terms, and t o  compare the  number o f  

p o s i t i v e  responses g iven by var ious i n d i v i d u a l s  and groups. Those who say 

t h a t  they do n o t  know i n  response t o  some o f  the  quest ions may n o t  be ready 

t o  storm the  l e g i s l a t i v e  barr icades, b u t  they can c e r t a i n l y  be d i s t i ngu ished  

from those who a re  w i l l  i n g  t o  a s s e r t  p o s i t i v e l y  t h a t  t he  l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  a 

necessary i n s t i t u t i o n  and one t h a t  b e n e f i t s  soc ie ty .  

On t h e  f a c t  o f  it, these quest ions appear t o  be tapping a s i n g l e  dimension 

of l e g i s l a t i v e  support ( w i t h  t h e  quest ion about c u t t i n g  the  s i z e  o f  the  

l e g i s l a t u r e  l e a s t  obv ious ly  a p a r t  o f  t h i s  dimension). I n  order  t o  t e s t  

t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  and i n  an e f f o r t  t o  g e t  a s i n g l e  measure o f  our  

dependent va r iab le ,  we used Guttman s c a l i n g  techniques, and succeeded 

i n  producing a scale us ing  these f i v e  items and producing s i x  sca le  

p o s i t i o n s  (C~=.90 and CS= .64). Respondents who d i d  n o t  sca le  p e r f e c t l y  

were assigned t o  sca le  p o s i t i o n s  accordihg t o  standard techniques. The 

r e s u l t  i s  a scale t h a t  d i s t i ngu ishes  very w e l l  among several l e v e l s  o f  

support f o r  the  l e g i s l a t u r e .  Those i n  sca le  pos i t i ons  6 and 5 are  s t r o n g l y  

support ive ( i n  most cases d i f f e r i n g  o n l y  i n  t h e i r  views about reducing t h e  



Table 1 

Measure of Legislative Support 
-- - 

Question Percent Percent Percent N 
Supportive Negative Don ' t 
Answers Answers Know 

Do we really need a legislature? 

What difference has it made to 
this country? 66.7 8.3 25.0 (2225) 

Are we better off because we have 
one? 63.1 9.0 27.9 (2244) 

Is the legislature one of the best 
things established since 
independence? 41.6 13.4 45.0 (2224) 

Could we do just as well with half 
as many legislators? (No scored 
as a positive response.) 20.1 30.2 49.7 (2244) 

Table 2 

Guttman Scale of Legislative Support 
(N=1954) 

Scale Score Percent in Each 
Position 

Most supportive 6 
5 
4 
3 
2 

Least supportive 1 



s ize  o f  the  Assembly). A t  the other end of the scale, those i n  pos i t i on  

1 are  unw i l l i ng  t o  make any p o s i t i v e  statement about the leg is la tu re ,  whi le  

most o f  those i n  pos i t i on  2 be l ieve t h a t  i t  i s  necessary bu t  are  no t  w i l l i n g  

t o  agree t h a t  i t  has had some bene f i c ia l  e f f e c t  on society.  

(Table 2 here) 

Ind iv idua l  Modernity 

The l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  a p o l i t i c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n  d i s t i n c t i v e  t o  a modern 

p o l i t i c a l  system. Therefore, i t  seems 1 i k e l y  t h a t  the  l e g i s l a t u r e  would 

draw a greater degree o f  support from modernized segments o f  the populat ion 

ra ther  than from the t radi t ion-bound ind iv idua ls .  I n  order t o  measure 

ind iv idua l  modernity we have employed 12 questions i n  our survey, These 

questions were adapted from what Inkeles and h i s  research team have ca l l ed  

the OM-12 ( t he  overa l l  modernity scale), which represents a d i s t i l l a t e  from 

the 119 items t h a t  they have employed i n  t h e i r  s i x  country study (Smith and 

Inkeles, 1966). A summary scale o f  i nd iv idua l  modernity was constructed 

from the 12 questions. The scale scores range between 1 and 13, w i t h  a 

h igh score i nd i ca t i ng  a higher leve l  o f  i nd i v i dua l  modernity ( f o r  f u l l  

t ex t s  o f  the modernity items, see K i m  and Pai, 1974). 

Eva1 ua t ion  of Ind iv idua l  Assemblymen's Performance 

Where the general l eve l  o f  p o l i t i c a l  knowledge i s  r e l a t i v e l y  low, the 

mass pub l i c  are  l i k e l y  t o  have a c lea re r  impression o f  the performance o f  

t h e i r  own l e g i s l a t o r s  than they are o f  the l e g i s l a t u r e  as a whole. There- 

fore, i t  i s  important t o  examine how the adu l t  c i t i zens  evaluate the 

performance o f  t h e i r  l e g i s l a t o r s  and how such evaluations a f f e c t  t h e i r  

l eve l s  o f  support f o r  the leg is la tu re .  The survey included s i x  questions designed 
\ 

t o  gather informat ion concerning the const i tuents '  evaluations o f  the job t h a t  t h e i r  



representa t ives  perform. For example, we asked the  respondents t o  evaluate 

how good a  j o b  t h e i r  l e g i s l a t o r s  are  doing (a)  i n  communicating t o  the  

government what the  people i n  d i s t r i c t  want, (b)  i n  debates and passing 

b i l l s ,  ( c )  i n  i n te rced ing  w i t h  the government on beha l f  o f  t h e  people 

i n  d i s t r i c t ,  and (d) i n  b r ing ing  p ro jec ts  and benef i ts  t o  the  d i s t r i c t ,  

(e)  i n  exp la in ing  government p o l i c i e s  t o  the  const i tuents ,  ( f )  i n  v i s i t i n g  

the  voters i n  d i s t r i c t ,  and (g)  i n  so l v ing  c o n f l i c t s  i n  community. A 

sumnary index o f  such evaluat ions was formed on the  basis o f  t he  number of 

favorable responses t o  the  f i r s t  s i x  questions. The index score ranges between 

0 and 6, w i t h  a  h igher  score i n d i c a t i n g  a  favorab le  eva luat ion  of the  j o b  

t h a t  a  l e g i s l a t o r  performs i n  the  p u r s u i t  of h i s  du t i es .  

I I I. FINDINGS 

Socioeconomic Charac te r i s t i cs  

There i s  a  moderate r e l a t i o n s h i p  between several  socio- 

economic f a c t o r s  and l e g i s l a t i v e  support (Table 3) .  The most obvious 

d i f f e r e n c e  i s  the  h igher  support among men. H a l f  o f  t h e  men and 

one- th i rd  o f  t he  women a r e  i n  the  top  two p o s i t i o n s  o f  t he  support scale. 

Table 3 shows t h a t  support f o r  l e g i s l a t u r e s  increases w i t h  education up 

through the  t w e l f t h  year, w i t h  a  s l i g h t  drop beyond tha t .  The l e v e l  o f  

education i s  h igher  among men, bu t  support i s  h igher  among men than among 

women a t  a1 1  educational l eve ls ,  and t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between education 

and support holds t r u e  fo r  bo th  sexes. (Data n o t  shown. ) There i s  a  

h igher  than average l e v e l  o f  support among persons i n  the  h igher  occupa- 

t i o n a l  categor ies (such as admin i s t ra t i ve  personnel and sk i1  l e d  and semi - 



s k i l l e d  workers) and a  below-average l e v e l  o f  support among the  lower 

s ta tus  occupations and among housewives. The d i f fe rences among age 

groups are  n o t  la rge,  b u t  a re  i n t e r e s t i n g .  There are  s l i g h t  and 

i r r e g u l a r  v a r i a t i o n s  among the  age groups under 50, b u t  support i s  lower 

than average f o r  persons i n  t h e i r  50 's  and p a r t i c u l a r l y  f o r  those 60 

and over. There are  no c l e a r  and cons is tent  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between 

support and s i z e  o f  p lace o f  residence, a l though support tends t o  be 

l w e r  i n  the  v i l l a g e s  than i n  o the r  areas. 

(Table 3 here)  

To summarize, we f i r i 3  the  h ighest  l e v e l s  of support among men who 

a r e  w e l l  educated, belong t o  t h e  h igher  s ta tus  occupations, and are  n o t  

over 50 years o ld.  None o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  are st rong enough t o  

suggest t h a t  t he  search f o r  the  sources o f  support can s top a t  t h i s  

po in t .  

Pol i t i c a l  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

Two measures of p o l i t i c a l  know1 edge a re  p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  

l e g i s l a t i v e  support:  accurate knowledge about the s i z e  o f  t he  l e g i s l a t u r e  

and knowledge o f  t he  names o f  assemblymen (Table 4 ) .  ( I n  t h i s  and 

o the r  tables,  some categor ies o f  t h e  independent va r iab les  a re  col lapsed 

f o r  convenience o f  p resenta t ion  w i t h  the  s t a t i s t i c  measuring assoc ia t ion  

being based on a  l a r g e r  number o f  categories, as i n d i c a t e d  i n  t h e  table. )  



Table 3 

Relationship of Legislat ive Support Scale Posit ions t o  
Personal Socioeconomic Variables 

(percentages ) 

Personal Character is t ics  Support Score N 
High Low 
6 5 4 3 2 1 

Ma1 e 
Femal e 

Kendal 1 ' s  tau = .23 

Education: 

13 t o  22 years 
10 t o  12 years 
7 t o  9 years 
1 t o  6 years 

none 

Kendall's tau = .14 

Occupation: 

Administrative and professional 20.8 34.0 20.0 10.7 10.3 4.3 506 
Ski 1 led & semi-ski 1 led workers 14.4 33.3 23.5 10.1 15.7 2.9 306 
Laborer and fanner 9.7 30.1 25.3 10.2 17.9 6.8 352 
Lowest type work 9.3 20.9 30.2 14.0 18.6 7.0 
Unemployed 

4'3 
6.6 40.4 17.2 12.6 15.2 7.9 151 

Housewife 7.1 26.5 25.3 16.5 17.5 7.1 41 1 
Kendall 's tau = .14 



The former i s  perhaps a  b e t t e r  measure because i t  should n o t  be a f f e c t e d  

by t h e  v i s i b i l i t y  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  l e g i s l a t o r s .  S i x t y  percent  o f  those who 

can r a t h e r  p r e c i s e l y  descr ibe l e g i s l a t i v e  s i z e  are  i n  t he  top  two sca le  

p o s i t i o n s  o f  support,  compared t o  j u s t  over 25 percent  of those w i t h  no 

idea about s ize .  

There i s  a  subs tan t i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  l e v e l s  of support between those 

who know both  assemblymen and those who know ne i the r ,  w i t h  those who know 

o n l y  one f i t t i n g  i n  between. We can conclude t h a t  knowledge about t h e  

l e g i s l a t u r e ,  as measured i n  these s imple ways, i s  r e l a t e d  t o  support f o r  

t h a t  i n s t i t u t i o n .  We have several  measures o f  i n d i v i d u a l  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t y ,  

such as u r g i n g  persons t o  vote f o r  candidates o r  campaigning f o r  them, b u t  

i n  some cases the re  i s  l i t t l e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  support and i n  o the rs  (such 

as campaigning) t he re  a re  very few a c t i v i s t s .  There i s  a  small p o s i t i v e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  however, ( tau=. 12) between l e g i s l a t i v e  support  and a t tend ing  

p o l i t i c a l  r a l l i e s .  We asked several  quest ions designed t o  measure p o l i t i c a l  

e f f i c a c y ;  t he  two w i t h  t h e  s t rongest  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  support, shown i n  the  

Table, i n v o l v e  the  p r o p o s i t i o n  t h a t  p o l i t i c s  i s  too  complex t o  understand 

and t h a t  o f f i c i a l s  do n o t  care  what people l i k e  me t h i n k .  We a l s o  f i n d  

t h a t  the  degree t o  i n t e r e s t  i n  p o l i t i c s  has a  moderate r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  

support. 

(Table 4  here) 

The i n d i v i d u a l  modernity sca le  i s  more s t r o n g l y  r e l a t e d  t o  1  e g i s l a t i v e  

support  than a r e  most of our o t h e r  measures o f  i n d i v i d u a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

(tau=.24). The p ropo r t i on  o f  persons i n  t he  top  two p o s i t i o n s  on t h e  

support  sca le  ranges from 59 percent  among t h e  most "modern" t o  18 

percent  among t h e  l e a s t  "modern" respondents. It i s  noteworthy t h a t  s t rong 



Table 4 

Rela t ionship  o f  L e g i s l a t i v e  Support Sca le  Pos i t i ons  t o  
Personal Pol i t i c a l  Variables  

(percentages ) 

Personal C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  Support Score N 
High Low 
6 5 4 3 2 1 

Knowledge o f  l e g i s l a t i v e  s i z e :  
Accurate up t o  + o r  -10 20.9 39.2 19.1 10.6 6.5 3.7 540 
Accurate up t o  + o r  -100 12.9 34.8 24.1 11.3 13.4 3.4 551 
To ta l ly  inaccura t e  10.4 28.4 20.4 15.9 17.9 7.0 20 1 
No idea  5.6 21.6 28.0 13.8 22.8 8.9 629 

Kendall ' s  t au  = .22 (based on 6 ca t egor i e s )  

Knowledge o f  M P ~ '  names: 
Knows both 18.8 34.6 20.1 10.7 10.9 4.9 835 
Knows one 9.4 31.3 25.2 14.5 14.8 4.8 607 
Knows n e i t h e r  6.0 25.6 26.4 12.6 21.2 8.2 500 

Kendall ' s  t au  = .18 

P o l i t i c a l  e f f i cacy :  
Disagree -- p o l i t i c s  t o o  complex 20.3 35.8 21.8 9 .5  8.5 4.2 730 
Agree -- p o l i t i c s  t oo  complex 8.2 29.3 24.6 13.6 18.1 6.1 1129 

Kendall ' s  t au  = .17 (based on 4 c a t e g o r i e s )  

P o l i t i c a l  e f f i c a c y :  
Disagree -- o f f i c i a l s  d o n ' t  c a r e  17.2 35.7 22.7 9.5 10.7 4.1 876 
Agree -- o f f i c i a l s  d o n ' t  c a r e  9.6 28.3 24.3 13.5 17.4 6 .8  935 

Kendall ' s  t au  = .15 (based on 4 ca t egor i e s )  

I n t e r e s t  i n  p o l i t i c s :  
Very much 
Some 
None a t  a1 1 
Kendall ' s  tau  = .16 

Modernity i ndex : 
11-13 

9-10 
7- 8 
1- 6 

Kendall ' s  tau  = .24 (based on 7 c a t e g o r i e s )  



l e g i s l a t i v e  support comes n o t  on ly  f rom those w i t h  p o l i t i c a l  know1 edge, 

i n t e r e s t s ,  and a sense o f  e f f i c a c y ,  b u t  more broad ly  from those whose 

a t t i  t u d i n a l  framework i s  r e l a t i v e l y  modern. 

Performance o f  t he  L e g i s l a t u r e  

We d i d  n o t  ask any quest ions about s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  s p e c i f i c  outputs 

of t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e ,  b u t  a general quest ion about i t s  performance. 

(Considering the  p o l i t i c a l  cond i t ions  under which our  l e g i s l a t u r e  has t o  

operate, do you f e e l  t h a t  t he  l e g i s l a t u r e  has func t ioned reasonably w e l l ? )  

Among a l l  our  respondents, 36.4 percent  s a i d  i t  func t ioned we l l ,  24.6 

percent  s a i d  i t  performed badly, and 38.9 percent  d i d  n o t  know. Table 5 

shows t h a t  those who evaluated l e g i s l a t i v e  performance favorab ly  were 

more l i k e l y  t o  be suppor t ive  than those who gave i t  a poor evaluat ion.  

(tau=.30) I t  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  t h a t  almost two- th i rds  o f  those who t h i n k  

t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  doing w e l l  rank i n  the t op  two p o s i t i o n s  o f  the  

support sca le  and almost seven-eighths rank i n  the  top  th ree pos i t i ons .  

Those who do n o t  t h i n k  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  performing w e l l  a re  much l e s s  

support ive;  y e t  almost two- th i rds  o f  them are  i n  the  top  th ree  p o s i t i o n s  

of t he  support scale. I n  o t h e r  words, support depends i n  p a r t ,  b u t  n o t  

e n t i r e l y ,  on approval of l e g i s l a t i v e  performance. 

(Table 5 here) 



Table 5 

Re la t ionsh ip  of L e g i s l a t i v e  Support Scale Pos i t ions  t o  
Evaluat ions o f  L e g i s l a t u r e ' s  Performance 

(percentages ) 

L e g i s l a t i v e  Performance Support Score N 
High Low 
6 5 4 3 2 1 

Performed we1 1 
Performed badly 

Kendall ' s  t a u  = .3O 

Table 6 

Perception o f  Charac te r i s t i cs  t h a t  

L e g i s l a t o r s  Should Possess and t h a t  Most Do Possess 
(N=2276) 

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c  Percent Saying Percent Saying 
Charac te r i s t i c  Most o r  a  Few MPs 
I s  o r  I s  Not Have C h a r a c t e r i s t i c  
Important  

I s  I s  Most Few 
Important  Not 

Hard work 92.2 1.8 45.3 38.0 

Honesty 90.8 3.6 35.3 47.0 

Understanding o f  comnon people 89.7 3.9 39.3 44.3 

Good education 73.5 20.7 56.6 30.9 
Important  man i n  comnunity 47.1 45.4 48.6 35.2 

Success i n  occupation 41.2 48.0 38.0 42.2 
Long residence i n  d i s t r i c t  38.5 54.1 39.6 43.3 

- - 

Note: The o t h e r  respondents were ones who d i d  n o t  know o r  d i d  n o t  respond t o  the  
quest ion. 



Percept ion of L e g i s l a t o r s  

We have hypothesized t h a t  l e g i s l a t i v e  support  w i l l  be c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  

a p o s i t i v e  image o r  percept ion  o f  the  l e g i s l a t u r e .  We asked t h e  respondents 

how impor tan t  i t  was t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s  have seven p a r t i c u l a r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  

Table 6 shows a h i g h  l e v e l  o f  agreement t h a t  hard work, honesty, and under- 

s tanding o f  people, and ( t o  a l e s s e r  e x t e n t )  a good educat ion a re  important ,  

b u t  much l e s s  consensus on t h e  importance o f  l o c a l  in f luence,  occupat ional  

success, and residence i n  t he  d i s t r i c t .  We a l s o  asked them t o  t e l l  us 

whether they thought  most l e g i s l a t o r s  o r  o n l y  a few possessed these character-  

i s t i c s .  The t a b l e  shows t h a t  t he re  i s  n o t  much v a r i a t i o n  from one character-  

i s t i c  t o  another,  b u t  t he  l e g i s l a t o r s  rank h ighes t  on educat ion and lowest  

on honesty, i n  t he  eyes o f  t h e  c i t i z e n s .  The g rea tes t  gaps, between what 

l e g i s l a t o r s  should be and what they a r e  perceived t o  be, a r e  i n  honesty, 

understanding o f  people, and hard work; t he re  i s  a much smal le r  gap i n  

regard t o  educat ion. ( I t  i s  noteworthy t h a t  80 t o  85 percent  of t he  

respondents had an impression, p o s i t i v e  b r  negat ive, about how many l e g i s -  

l a t o r s  possessed each of these qua1 if i c a t i o n s .  ) 

(Table 6 here) 

For each o f  t h e  f o u r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  considered impor tan t  by the  

respondents, we compared t h e i r  percept ion  o f  l e g i s l a t o r s  w i t h  t h e  support 

scale. I n  each case those w i t h  a favo rab le  percept ion  were more 1 i k e l y  t o  

be support ive,  b u t  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  were n o t  strong. (The taus ranged . 
from .ll t o  .17). There were s i m i l a r  c o r r e l a t i o n s  between s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  

l e g i s l a t i v e  performance and favo rab le  percept ions o f  these same l e g i s l a t i v e  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  ( taus  ranging from .07 t o  18) .  



Performance of Ind iv idua l  Assemblymen 

We would expect the  c i t i z e n s  o f  Kore :o have a c l e a r e r  impre 

of the  accomplishments of the  l e g i s l a t o r s  (two of them) from t h e i r  own 

d i s t r i c t  than o f  t he  work o f  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  as a whole. We asked 

respondents how important  each o f  seven l e g i s l a t i v e  jobs a re  and a l so  

asked them how good a j o b  t h e i r  assemblymen were doing i n  each o f  these 

areas. The r e s u l t s  a re  summarized i n  Table 7. There seems t o  be sub- 

s t a n t i a l  agreement t h a t  a l l  o f  these jobs, except so l v ing  c o n f l i c t s  i n  the  

d i s t r i c t ,  are important.  On most i tems, a 1 i ttl e more than ha1 f of t he  

respondents had an op in ion  about how we l l  t h e i r  l e g i s l a t o r s  were doing. 

S u r p r i s i n g l y  t h i s  i s  l e s s  than the  p ropor t i on  who were able t o  g i ve  a 

general eva luat ion  o f  l e g i s l a t i v e  performance and much less  than the  

p ropor t i on  who had an op in ion  about whether most l e g i s l a t o r s  were honest, 

hard-working, e tc .  Respondents were more l i k e l y  t o  have an op in ion  about 

whether the  assemblymen were doing a good j o b  i n  g e t t i n g  p r o j e c t s  f o r  t he  

d i s t r i c t  and v i s i t i n g  i t  than they were about t h e i r  a c t i v i t y  i n  debates 

and the  passing o f  b i l l s ,  b u t  t he  d i f f e rences  were smal ler  than we would 

expect. I f  we compare the importance a t t r i b u t e d  t o  jobs and s a t i s f a c t i o n  

w i t h  member performance, the  g rea tes t  gaps between the  two occur w i t h  

respect  t o  t e l l i n g  the  government what the  people want, g e t t i n g  p r o j e c t s  

f o r  t he  d i s t r i c t ,  v i s i t i n g  the  d i s t r i c t ,  and he lp ing  people i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t .  

(Table 7 here) 

Because many respondents do n o t  have c l e a r  impressions about how we l l  

t h e i r  assemblymen are  performing, i t  i s  n o t  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  t he  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between t h a t  impression and l e g i s l a t i v e  support i s  n o t  very strong. Table 



Table 7 

Judgements Expressed about Importance o f  Various L e g i s l a t i v e  Jobs and 
Eva1 u a t i o n  o f  Performance o f  these Jobs by I n d i v i d u a l  Leg i s  1 a t o r s  

(N=2276) 

Desc r i p t i on  o f  Job 
Percent Expressing Views on 

Importance o f  Job 
Percent Eva lua t ing  Job Done by the  

I n d i v i d u a l  Leg i s 1  a t o r s  

Very Not Very Don ' t 
Important  Impor tan t  Important Good Good Poor Know 

T e l l i n g  the government what 
people i n  d i s t r i c t  want 52.2 30.2 4.2 7.3 18.9 20.3 46.0 

Tak ing d c t i v e  p a r t  i n  debates 
and passing b i l  I s  

Help ing people i n  d i s t r i c t  
having governmental problems 40.2 37.6 6.6 

Ge t t i ng  p r o j e c t s  and b e n e f i t s  
f o r  d i s t r i c t  41.3 30.2 15.3 

V i s i t i n g  d i s t r i c t  o f t e n  35.9 39.0 9.7 

Exp la in ing  government po l  i c i e s  34.9 41 .O 8.5 

Helping so l ve  c o n f l i c t s  i n  
comnun i t y  

- ~ . . - - - -. . - 

Note: The o t h e r  respondents were ones who d i d  n o t  answer t he  quest ion o r  ( i n  judg ing  the  importance o f  j obs )  d i d  
n o t  have an opin ion.  



8 shows the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between l e g i s l a t i v e  support and the  quest ion 

about how w e l l  t he  assemblymen i n  the  d i s t r i c t  a re  doing the  j o b  o f  t e l l i n g  

the  government what the people want. We have se lec ted t h i s  quest ion 

because i t  was the  j ob  ranked most important  by respondents, bu t  t he  

d i s t r i b u t i o n s  among support sca le  pos i t i ons  are  approximately t h e  same 

f o r  each o f  the  quest ions on performance o f  p a r t i c u l a r  jobs. I n  each case 

those who t h i n k  the  assemblymen are  doing a very good o r  good j o b  a re  more 

support ive, and those who say a poor j o b  a r e  less  support ive.  Table 8 a l s o  

shows a s i m i l a r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between support and an index t h a t  summarizes 

the  answers regarding s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  a l l  s i x  jobs o f  an assemblyman. 

( A  score o f  6 means t h e  respondent be1 ieves the  assemblyman i s  doing a 

very good o r  good job  on a1 1 s i x  jobs.) I f  we compare these r e s u l t s  w i t h  

those i n  Table 5, i t  i s  obvious t h a t  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  l ess  s t rong than 

t h a t  between support and general eva luat ion  o f  1 egis1 a t i v e  performance 

( taus  o f  .14 and .20 compared t o  .30). 

(Table 8 here) 

We asked several questions designed t o  measure the  respondents ' 
percept ion o f  h i s  assemblymen. One was a measure of perceived responsive- 

ness: I f  you w r i t e  a l e t t e r  t o  your  assemblyman, what do you t h i n k  would 

happen t o  it; would he answer i t ?  As Table 8 shows, t h i s  has some 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  support.  We asked respondents i f  they could t e l l  us 

whether t h e i r  l e g i s l a t o r  d i d  something d i f f e r e n t  o r  handled problems 

d i f f e r e n t l y  from each o f  several o the r  types o f  persons, i n c l u d i n g  

c i v i l  servants, pa r t y  leaders, judges, and members o f  t he  Conference f o r  

r ja t iona l  Un i f i ca t i on .  Those who were ab le  t o  name some dif ferences are  

more suppor t ive  than those who were not ,  though the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  n o t  



Table 8  

Re la t i onsh ip  o f  L e g i s l a t i v e  Support Scale Pos i t i ons  t o  

Measures o f  S a t i s f a c t i o n ,  Percept ion and Contact 

(percentages) 

L e g i s l a t i v e  Measures Support Score N 
High Low 
6  5  4 3  2  1  

S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  MP's j o b  i n  
t e l l i n g  government o f  wants: 

Very good and good j o b  19.8 38.8 20.9 8.9 8.0 3.6 560 
Poor j ob  12.4 32.5 20.7 14.3 14.5 5.5 434 

Kendal l  ' s  t a u  = .14 (based on 3  ca tegor ies)  

- - 

S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  MP's j o b  on 
s i x  i t em index: 

Index o f  6, 5, & 4  21.3 41.8 17.8 8.3 8.3 2.8 400 
Index o f  3, 2, & 1 15.1 32.3 23.5 12.2 11.9 5.0 697 
Index o f  0  6.5 25.3 26.1 14.2 20.2 7.6 857 

Kendal l  ' s  t a u  = .20 (based on 7  ca tego r ies )  

Responsiveness t o  a  l e t t e r :  
Would answer 19.7 37.4 19.8 10.0 9.3 3.7 751 
Would n o t  answer 8.3 31.0 25.5 12.8 15.6 6.9 49 4  
Kendal l  ' s  t a u  = .21 

- 

D i s t i n c t i o n  from c i v i l  servant :  
Mentions some d i f f e rences  16.7 35.7 23.0 10.4 9.7 4.6 90 6 
Mentions no d i f f e rences  9.0 27.3 24.0 13.9 19.2 6.6 1047 
Kenda l l ' s  t a u  = .21 

D i s t i n c t i o n  from p a r t y  leader:  
Mentions some d i f f e rences  18.8 38.9 22.4 8.4 7.9 3.6 39 3  
Mentions no d i f f e rences  11.0 29.2 23.8 13.3 16.5 6.2 1561 
Kenda l l ' s  t a u  = .14 



very strong. Table 8 shows t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  f o r  t h e  comparisons w i t h  

c i v i l  servants and p a r t y  leaders. 

Contact w i t h  L e g i s l a t o r s  

We expected t o  f i n d  t h a t  respondents who had c lose r  contact  w i t h  t h e i r  

l e g i s l a t o r s  would be more support ive o f  t he  l e g i s l a t u r e  and t h a t  such contac t  

might  have an i n d i r e c t  e f f e c t  on support by increas ing s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  

the  j o b  being done by them. It i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  measure t h i s  because very 

few o f  t h e  respondents had a h igh  l e v e l  o f  contact .  It i s  t r u e  t h a t  40 

percent were ab le  t o  name both members i n  t h e i r  d i s t r i c t ,  and another 30 

percent  were ab le  t o  name one. However, on l y  8 percent  know one o f  t h e  

members before he f i r s t  r a n  f o r  t h e  Assembly; o n l y  14 percent have seen 

t h e i r  member i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t  w i t h i n  t h e  l a s t  s i x  months, and on ly  4 percent  

have ever t a l k e d  t o  him about any problem; 14 percent can name something 

t h e  l e g i s l a t o r  has done f o r  the  d i s t r i c t ,  and on ly  1 percent can name 

something he has done f o r  t h e  respondent personal l y  . 
I n  cases where very small numbers o f  respondents have had such contacts, 

we can no t  use such contacts t o  exp la in  support. However, we do f i n d  t h a t  

t h e  14 percent  who have seen one o f  t he  members i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t  and t h e  

s i m i l a r  s ized group who can spec i f y  what one o f  t h e  assemblymen has done f o r  

t h e  d i s t r i c t  are s l i g h t l y  more support ive than o ther  respondents (taus of .08 

We a lso  expected t o  f i n d  t h a t  f i r s t - h a n d  contac t  w i t h  t h e  l e g i s l a t o r s  would 

lead t o  h igher  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e i r  performance o f  a t  l e a s t  some o f  t h e i r  

jobs (which might  i n  t u r n  lead t o  g rea te r  support) ,  b u t  these r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

a r e  considerably weaker than we an t i c ipa ted .  For example, w h i l e  17 percent 

of those who have no t  seen t h e  assemblyman i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t  t h i n k  he i s  doing 

and .07) 



a very good o r  good job o f  v i s i t i n g  the d i s t r i c t ,  40 percent o f  those who have 

seen him there t h i nk  he i s  doing a  very good job  o r  good job. Obviously 

some fac to rs  i n  add i t i on  t o  f i r s t -hand  contact  are producing evaluations 

o f  j ob  performance i n  t h i s  area. S im i la r l y ,  49 percent o f  those who can 

spec i fy  something the assemblyman has done f o r  the  d i s t r i c t ,  compared t o  

20 percent o f  those who cannot, rank the assemblyman as having done a 

very good o r  good job  i n  ge t t i ng  pro jec ts  f o r  the d i s t r i c t .  

We can conclude t h a t  those respondents who have had f i r s t -hand  contact  

w i t h  t h e i r  assemblymen are much more l i k e l y  t o  support the l e g i s l a t u r e  

and t o  have a favorable impression o f  the assemblymen's j ob  performance 

than those who have not .  But the number o f  respondents w i t h  such contacts 

i s  small, and they do not  cons t i t u t e  more than about one-fourth o f  those 

who g ive  the  most support ive and favorable r ep l i es .  The i nd i v i dua l  l eg i s -  

l a t o r  does no t  seem t o  have enough v i s i b i l i t y  and contact  t o  have a powerful 

e f f e c t  on the a t t i t u d e s  o f  Korean c i t i z e n s  toward the l e g i s l a t o r .  

D i s t r i c t  Var ia t ions 

Another way o f  evaluat ing the impact o f  i nd iv idua l  assemblymen on support 

i s  t o  analyze support l eve ls  i n  each o f  the 12 d i s t r i c t s  Oncluded i n  the 

sample. Obviously any d i f ferences t h a t  are  found might r e s u l t  from d i f ferences 

i n  socioeconomic l eve l s  o r  the par ty  balance and popu la r i t y  o f  the governmefit 

i n  each d i s t r i c t ,  but  i t  a l so  may r e s u l t  from d i f ferences i n  the a c t i v i t i e s  

o f  assemblymen. Table 9  shows the leve ls  o f  support and several other 

var iab les  we have been examintng i n  each o f  the 12 d i s t ~ i c t s .  The f i r s t  

conclusion we can draw i s  t h a t  there are  substant ia l  d i f fe rences from the  

most support ive t o  the l e a s t  support ive d i s t r i c t s ,  roughly comparable i n  



magnitude t o  the di f ferences we have found between other  categories 

o f  respondents t h a t  we have examined. 

(Table 9 here) 

I n  an attempt t o  determine why support i s  higher i n  some d i s t r i c t s  

than others, we have broken down by d i s t r i c t  a number o f  the var iables t ha t  

we have found t o  have some re l a t i onsh ip  t o  support. The resu l t s  can be 

summarized b r i e f l y .  Most o f  the d i s t r i c t s  t h a t  rank high i n  support are 

ones where a higher p ropor t i  on o f  respondents evaluate favorably the 

performance o f  the leg is la tu re ,  the charac te r i s t i cs  o f  l eg i s l a to r s ,  and 

the job  being done by t h e i r  own assemblymen. They a lso  tend t o  be ones 

i n  which the ind iv idua l  assemblymen are be t t e r  known and more v i s i b l e .  

This re in forces the impression t h a t  the act ions o f  assemblymen, as 

perceived by const i tuents,  has an important e f f ec t  on l eve l s  o f  l e g i s l a t i v e  

support. 

The di f ferences i n  support among d i s t r i c t s  do no t  seem t o  r e s u l t  from 

socioeconomic di f ferences among the  d i s t r i c t s .  By c o n t r o l l i n g  f o r  education 

we f ind  t h a t  roughly the same d i s t r i c t s  rank h igh i n  support a t  various 

1 evel s of education; moreover the highest districts are not consistently 

the ones w i t h  higher educational 1 evel s . Nei ther the most metropol i tan 

nor the l eas t  economically developed d i s t r i c t s  c l us te r  a t  any po in t  on 

the  rankings. Moreover, the d i s t r i c t s  higher i n  l e g i s l a t i v e  support are not  

cons is tent ly  the ones which are strongest i n  support f o r  o r  opposi t ion t o  

the government i n  power. I n  short,  there i s  no explanation f o r  the rankings 

of the d i s t r i c t s  by l e g i s l a t i v e  support t h a t  i s  be t t e r  o r  stronger than 

one based on the perceived performance and charac te r i s t i cs  o f  l eg i s l a to r s .  



Table 9 

Re la t ionsh ip  o f  L e g i s l a t i v e  Support Scale Pos i t i ons  
and o ther  Measures t o  L e g i s l a t i v e  D i s t r i c t s  

(percentages ) 

D i s t r i c t  Support Scale MP Job MPs Are What MP Seen Legis- 
Number Pos i t i ons  Sa t i s -  Hard Has MP i n  l a t i v e  

6-5 4-3 2-1 f a c t i o n  Working: Done: D i s t r .  : Per f  o r -  
Index: Most Can Once o r  mance: 
Ranks Are Name More Func- 
6-5-4 t i ons 

We1 1 



1V.CONTRASTS BETWEEN MODERN AND TRADITIONAL RESPONDENTS 

So f a r  our ana lys is  has focussed upon t h e  simple b i v a r i a t e  r e l a t i o n -  

ships between socioeconomic and a t t i t u d i n a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  t he  

i n d i v i d u a l s  and t h e i r  l e v e l s  o f  support f o r  t he  l e g i s l a t u r e .  What has 

emerged i n  t h i s  ana lys is  i s  t h a t  t h e  output  s a t i s f a c t i o n s ,  as measured both  

by t h e  percept ion o f  t he  performance of t he  l e g i s l a t u r e  as a  whole and by 

t h e  eva luat ion  of i n d i v i d u a l  l e g i s l a t o r s '  performance, a re  r a t h e r  s t rong ly  

co r re la ted  w i t h  l e g i s l a t i v e  support. I n  add i t ion ,  t h e  ana lys is  has d i s -  

c losed t h a t  many o ther  var iab les  such as sex, education, i n d i v i d u a l  modernity, 

po l  i t i c a l  knowledge and a c t i v i t y ,  and pol  i t i c a l  e f f i c a c y  a r e  a l l  associated 

w i t h  the  l e v e l  of support f o r  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e .  I n  t h i s  sec t i on  we w i l l  

examine the  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between the  output  s a t i s f a c t i o n s  and l e g i s l a t i v e  

support c o n t r o l l i n g  f o r  t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  c e r t a i n  key var iab les .  

I n  a  r a p i d l y  developing count ry  l i k e  Korea, var ious segments o f  t h e  

popu la t ion  are located a t  d i f f e r e n t  stages o f  modernization. Some c i t i z e n s  

are  a l ready we1 1  beyond t h e  threshold o f  modernity, having acquired f u l l y  

a  s e t  o f  values and b e l i e f s  appropr ia te  f o r  a  modern man wh i le  o thers  have 

n o t  y e t  broken o u t  of t he  hold o f  t r a d i t i o n a l  soc ia l  re la t i onsh ips .  Whether 

o r  n o t  an i n d i v i d u a l ' s  o r i e n t a t i o n s  a re  modern has imp l i ca t i ons  f o r  h i s  

support f o r  t he  l e g i s l a t u r e .  Modern c i t i z e n s  have a  considerable amount o f  

knowledge about p o l i t i c s ,  i n c l u d i n g  t h e  knowledge about the  l e g i s l a t u r e  

and i t s  a c t i v i t i e s .  They d e f i n e  t h e i r  s e l f - r o l e s  i n  p o l i t i c s  as a c t i v e  

c i  ti zens, asse r t i ng  t h e i r  demands on t h e  government and eva luat ing  i t s  

performance on the  bas is  of how we l l  t h e  government responds t o  them. 



Therefore, the output  sa t i s fac t ions  are  1  i ke ly  t o  be c r i t i c a l  var iab les  

in f luenc ing  the l eve l  o f  l e g i s l a t i v e  support among the modern c i t i zens .  

By contrast ,  among the less modern c i t i zens  support fo r  the l e g i s l a t u r e  

may no t  depend so heav i ly  upon t h e i r  output  sa t i s fac t ions .  The t r a d i t i o n a l  

c i t i zens  are p o l i t i c a l l y  less  aware and less involved i n  p o l i t i c a l  process. 

Consequently, they do not  have much knowledge about what the l e g i s l a t u r e  does 

o r  what the ind iv idua l  l e g i s l a t o r s  from t h e i r  own d i s t r i c t  do. If the 

t r a d i t i o n a l  c i t i z e n  manifests a  strong support for  the leg is la tu re ,  he i s  

l i k e l y  t o  do so because o f  h i s  submissive a t t i t udes  toward p o l i t i c a l  

author i ty ,  a  cha rac te r i s t i c  d i s t i n c t i v e  o f  t r a d i t i o n a l  cu l ture ,  no t  because 

o f  h i s  sa t i s fac t ions  w i t h  the outputs o f  the l e g i s l a t i v e  i n s t i t u t i o n .  

This 1  i n e  o f  reasoning led  us t o  expect a  stronger r e l a t i onsh ip  between 

the output  sa t i s fac t ions  and l e g i s l a t i v e  support among the "modern" c i t i z e n s  

than among the  more t r a d i t i o n a l  i nd iv idua ls .  S im i la r l y ,  we a lso  expect 

t h a t  the support f o r  the l eg i s l a tu re  among those ind iv idua ls  who f ee l  

p o l i t i c a l  l y  e f f i cac ious  depends more heav i ly  on the output sat is fac t ions than 

i t  does among those who have a  low sense o f  e f f icacy.  By the same token, 

the output  sa t i s fac t ions  are  l i k e l y  t o  be f a r  more important determinants o f  

l e g i s l a t i v e  support f o r  the p o l i t i c a l l y  knowledgeable and ac t i ve  stratum 

than they are f o r  the less  knowledgeable and less ac t i ve  group o f  c i t i zens .  

I n  fact,  we a re  hypothesizing t h a t  the sources o f  l e g i s l a t i v e  support vary 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  i n  d i f f e r e n t  p o l i t i c a l  s t ra ta :  the output sa t i s fac t ions  are 

c ruc ia l  var iables determining the l eve l  o f  support i n  the modernized, 

p o l i t i c a l l y  aware and ac t i ve  stratum o f  the populat ion whi le  they are  less 

weighty fac to rs  i n  the t r a d i t i o n a l  segments o f  the populat ion. 

I n  Tables 10 - 13 the re la t ionsh ips between the perception of the 



performance o f  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  as a  whole and l e g i s l a t i v e  support a re  

shown by var ious p o l i t i c a l  s t r a t a .  Comparing the  s t rength  of t he  r e l a t i o n -  

sh ip  w i t h i n  each stratum, modern and t r a d i t i o n a l  i nd i v idua ls ,  we f i n d  t h a t  

t h e  greater  the  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  the  performance o f  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e ,  t h e  

h igher  the  l e v e l  o f  support f o r  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  (Table 10). Although t h e  

c o r r e l a t i o n  f o r  t h e  group o f  modern i n d i v i d u a l s  i s  somewhat h igher  ( t a u  = .34) 

than i t  i s  f o r  t he  group o f  t r a d i t i o n a l  i n d i v i d u a l s  ( t a u  = .30), t he  basic 

f i n d i n g  i s  t h a t  the  output  s a t i s f a c t i o n  i s  q u i t e  s t rong ly  r e l a t e d  t o  l e g i s -  

l a t i v e  support regardless o f  whether an i n d i v i d u a l  i s  modern o r  t r a d i t i o n a l .  

S i m i l a r  f i n d i n g s  emerge when we compare t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  t he  output  s a t i s -  

fac t ions  on support among those who f e e l  most e f f i c a c i o u s  and those who 

f e e l  l e a s t  e f f i c a c i o u s Y 3  among t h e  most p o l i t i c a l l y  knowledgeable 

i n d i v i d u a l s  and o thers  who a r e  l e a s t  k n ~ w l e d ~ e a b l e , ~  and among those o f  

t he  most p o l i t i c a l l y  a c t i v e  st ratum and those o f  t h e  most i n a c t i v e  stratum. 5 

Across a l l  s t r a t a  t h a t  we have examined, the  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between t h e  

output  s a t i s f a c t i o n  and l e g i s l a t i v e  support were c o n s i s t e n t l y  s t rong (Kendal l  ' s  

taus range between .37 and .22). Therefore, our  f i r s t  conclus ion i s  t h a t  

the  percept ion o f  t he  performance o f  the  l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  one o f  t he  c r u c i a l  

va r iab les  i n f l u e n c i n g  the  i n d i v i d u a l  c i t i z e n ' s  support f o r  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e .  

The r e l a t i o n s h i p  between such percept ion and support has remained sub- 

s t a n t i a l  even a f t e r  we have c o n t r o l l e d  f o r  t h e  e f fec ts  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  

modernity, po l  i t i c a l  e f f i c a c y ,  po l  i t i c a l  knowledge, and po l  i t i c a l  ac t iv ism.  

Another conclus ion i s  t h a t  t h e  output  s a t i s f a c t i o n  such as t h e  per- 

cept ion  o f  t he  performance o f  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  l e s s  important  t o  the  

t r a d i t i o n a l  c i t i z e n s  and a l so  t o  t h e  i ne f f i cac ious ,  i nac t i ve ,  and i l l - i n f o r m e d  

c i t i z e n s  than i t  i s  t o  t h e  modern, w e l l  informed and a c t i v e  c i t i z e n s .  The 



r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between the  ou tput  s a t i s f a c t i o n  and l e g i s l a t i v e  support 

a r e  c o n s i s t e n t l y  s t ronger  among the  groups charac ter ized by modern 

o r i e n t a t i o n s  than they are  among t h e  l e s s  modern groups. Although the  

d i f f e r e n c e s  a re  n o t  s t r i k i n g l y  large,  t he re  i s  never theless evidence t o  

conclude t h a t  t he  l e g i s l a t i v e  support depends h e a v i l y  upon the  ou tpu t  

s a t i s f a c t i o n s ,  more so f o r  t he  modern i n d i v i d u a l s  than f o r  t he  t r a d i t i o n a l l y -  

o r i e n t e d  i n d i v i d u a l s .  

(Tab1 es 10-13 here) 

Another measure o f  t h e  ou tpu t  s a t i s f a c t i o n s  i s  t h e  c i t i z e n s '  evalua- 

t i o n  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  l e g i s l a t o r s '  performance. We have cons t ruc ted  an index 

o f  such eva lua t ions  on the  bas is  o f  s i x  survey items which asked t h e  

respondents t o  i n d i c a t e  how w e l l  they  t h i n k  t h e i r  rep resen ta t i ves  a r e  

do ing  t h e i r  jobs such as communicating t h e  cons t i tuency  op in ions  t o  t h e  

government, b r i n g i n g  pub1 i c  p r o j e c t s  and b e n e f i t s  t o  t h e  d i s t r i c t  and so 

fo r th .  The index scores range from a  low of 0  t o  a  h igh  o f  6. We have 

d i v i d e d  ou r  sample i n t o  th ree  groups: ( 1 )  those who have evaluated the  

performance of l e g i s l a t o r s  very favorably ( t h e  index scores 4-6), ( 2 )  those 

who have evaluated i t  somewhat favorab ly  ( t h e  index scores 1-3), and f i n a l l y  

(3 )  those who have evaluated t h e i r  l e g i s l a t o r s '  jobs un favorab ly  ( t h e  

index score 0).  The i n i t i a l  c o r r e l a t i o n  between the  index and l e g i s l a t i v e  

support  was .20, i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  t he  more favo rab l y  an i n d i v i d u a l  evaluates 

the  performance o f  t h e  l e g i s l a t o r s ,  t h e  h igher  t he  l e v e l  o f  h i s  support.  

I n  t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  susta ined when the  e f f e c t s  o f  o the r  va r i ab les  a r e  con- 

t r o l l e d  f o r ?  

The data presented i n  Tables 14-17 show t h a t  t h e  bas ic  r e l a t i o n s h i p  ho lds  

t r u e  f o r  a h o s t a l l  t h e  groups considered. For instance, among both  modern 

and t r a d i t i o n a l  groups o f  i n d i v i d u a l s  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  do n o t  change markedly 



Table 10 

Perception of Legislat ive Performance and Support Controlling 
for  the Levels of Individual Modernity 

(percentages) 

Support Score Modern Individuals Traditional Individuals 
Perceived Perceived Perceived Perceived 
favorably unfavorably favorably unfavorably 

High 6 
5 

Low 

25.7 
50.7 
16.1 
4.8 
1.6 
1.1 

Total 100 % 
(N) (440) 

Kendall's tau = .34 Kendall's tau = .30 

Table 11 

Percept ion of Legislat ive Performance and Support Contro 
f o r  the  Levels of Po l i t i ca l  Efficacy 

(percentages ) 

11 i n g  

Support Score Efficacious Individuals Inefficacious Individuals 
Perceived Perceived Perceived Perceived 
favorably unfavorably favorably unfavorably 

High 6 
5 

Low 

Kendal 1 ' s  tau = .36 Kendal 1 ' s  tau = .26 



Table 12 

Percept ion of L e g i s l a t i v e  Performance and Support C o n t r o l l i n g  
f o r  the  Levels o f  P o l i t i c a l  Knowledge 

(percentages ) 

Support Score Knowledgeable I n d i v i d u a l s  
Perceived Perceived 

Unknowledgeable I n d i v i d u a l s  
Perceived Perceived 

favorably unfavorably favo rab l y  un favorab ly  

High 6 27.8 
5 45.1 
4 18.4 
3 4.2 
2 3.1 

Low 1 1.4 

T o t a l  100 % 
(N) (288) 

Kenda l l ' s  t a u  = .34 Kendal l  ' s  t a u  = 

Table 13 

Percept ion o f  L e g i s l a t i v e  Performance and Support C o n t r o l l i n g  
f o r  t h e  Levels o f  P o l i t i c a l  A c t i v i t y  

(percentages ) 

Support Score A c t i v i s t s  
Perceived Perceived 

#on -ac t i v i s t s  
Perceived Perceived 

favo rab l y  un favorab ly  favo rab l y  un favorab ly  

High 6 31.7 16.7 
5 46.0 20.0 
4 12.7 26.7 
3 4.8 10.0 
2 3.2 20.0 

Low 1 1.6 6.7 

Kendal l  ' s  t a u  = .37 Kendal 1 ' s  t a u  = .33 



(19. and .22 respec t i ve l y ) .  For the  o the r  remaining groups the  co r re la -  

t i o n s  range from a  low of .14 t o  a  h igh of .25 (a s i n g l e  except ion i s  

the  group of t he  unknowledgeable i n d i v i d u a l s  showing a  c o r r e l a t i o n  o f  

.07), which suggest t h a t  the  c i t i z e n s '  eva luat ion  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  

l e g i s l a t o r s  ' performance i s  d e f i n i t e l y  a  f a c t o r  a f f e c t i n g  t h e i r  support 

f o r  the  l e g i s l a t u r e .  

(Tables 14-17 here) 

One i n t e r e s t i n g  aspect o f  the  data i s  t h a t  the  c o r r e l a t i o n s  between 

the  eva lua t ion  o f  t he  l e g i s l a t o r ' s  performance and support a re  genera l ly  

weaker among those i n d i v i d u a l s  e x h i b i t i n g  modern c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  than 

among the  more t r a d i t i o n a l  i nd i v idua ls .  While the  c o r r e l a t i o n  f o r  t he  

group who f e e l  p o l i t i c a l l y  e f f i c a c i o u s  was .14, the  same f i g u r e  f o r  the  

group of t he  i n e f f i c a c i o u s  i n d i v i d u a l s  was .22. S i m i l a r l y ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n -  

ships between the  output  s a t i s f a c t i o n s  and support f o r  t he  p o l i t i c a l l y  

a c t i v e  and i n a c t i v e  groups were .19 and .22 respec t i ve l y .  The same 

i s  t r u e  f o r  t h e  s t r a t a  of modern c i t i z e n s  (.19) and t r a d i t i o n a l  

c i t i z e n s  (.22).  Th is  cont ras ts  sharp ly  w i t h  our  e a r l i e r  f i n d i n g  t h a t  

the  percept ion o f  the performance o f  the  l e g i s l a t u r e  as a  whole has a  g rea te r  

impact upon t h e  support o f  the  i n d i v i d u a l s  charac ter ized by modern 

o r i e n t a t i o n s  than o f  t he  t r a d i t i o n a l  l y  o r ien ted  i n d i v i d u a l  s. I n  the  

ins tance o f  the  eval  ua t i on  o f  t he  performance o f  i n d i v i d u a l  1  egi  s l  a tors,  

t he  d i f f e r e n c e  runs i n  a  reverse d i r e c t i o n :  i t  i s  the  t r a d i t i o n a l l y -  

o r i en ted  i n d i v i d u a l s  whose support f o r  t he  l e g i s l a t u r e  depends more h e a v i l y  

on such eval  u  a t i ons  

Evident ly ,  the  two d i f f e r e n t  aspects o f  the  output  s a t i s f a c t i o n s ,  

i .e. ,  t he  percept ion o f  performance of the  l e g i s l a t i v e  i n s t i t u t i o n  on the 

one hand and the  eva luat ion  o f  the  performance o f  i n d i v i d u a l  l e g i s l a t o r s  

on t h e  o the r  hand, have d i f f e r e n t i a l  impacts on support  l e v e l s  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  



TABLE 14 

Eva lua t ion  of L e g i s l a t o r s '  Performance and Support C o n t r o l l i n g  
f o r  t he  Levels of I n d i v i d u a l  Moderni ty  

(percentages ) 

Support Score Modern I n d i v i d u a l s  T r a d i t i o n a l  I n d i v i d u a l s  
Favorable Somewhat Unfavorable Favorable Somewhat Unfavorable 

eva lua t i on  favorab le  eva lua t i on  eva lua t i on  favorable eva lua t i on  
eva lua t ion  eval  ua t i on 

High 6 
5  
4  
3 
2  
1  Low 

To ta l  
(N )  

Kenda l l ' s  t au  = -19  Kendal l  ' s  t au  = .22 

TABLE 15 

Eva lua t ion  o f  L e g i s l a t o r s '  Performance and Support C o n t r o l l i n g  
f o r  the  Levels o f  P o l i t i c a l  E f f i c a c y  

(percentages ) 

Support Score E f f i c a c i o u s  I n d i v i d u a l s  I n e f f i c a c i o u s  I n d i v i d u a l s  
Favorabl e  Somewhat Unfavorable Favorable Somewhat Unfavorable 

eva lua t i on  favorab le  eva lua t i on  eva lua t i on  favorab le  eva lua t i on  
eva lua t i on  eva lua t i on  

High 6 
5 
4  
3 
2  
1  Low 

T o t a l  
(N 

Kenda l l ' s  t au  = .14 Kenda l l ' s  t a u  = .22 



TABLE 16 

Evaluat ion o f  Leg i s l a to r s  ' Performance and Support Control 1 ing 
f o r  t h e  Levels of  P o l i t i c a l  Knowledge 

(percentages ) 

Support Score Knowledgeable Individual  s Unknowledgeable Ind iv idua l s  
Favorable Somewhat Unfavorable Favorable Somewhat Unfavorable 

eva lua t ion  f avorab le  eva lua t ion  eva lua t ion  f avorab le  eva lua t ion  
eva lua t ion  eval u a t  i on 

High 6 27.8 
5 44.9 
4 15.9 
3  6 . 3  
2 4.0 

Low 1 1.1 

Tota l  100 % 
(175) 
Kendal l ' s  t a u  = .25 Kendall 's t a u  = .07 

TABLE 17 

Evaluat ion of L e g i s l a t o r s '  Performance and Support Cont ro l l ing  
f o r  t h e  Levels of P o l i t i c a l  A c t i v i t y  

(percentages)  

Support Score A c t i v i s t s  Non-ac t iv i s t s  
Favorable Somewhat Unfavorable Favorable Somewhat Unfavorable 

eva lua t ion  f avorab le  eva lua t ion  eva lua t ion  f avorab le  eva lua t ion  
eva lua t ion  eval ua t ion  

High 6 
5 
4 
3  
2 

Low 1 

Kendal l ' s  t a u  = .19 Kendal 1 ' s  t au  = .22 



groups. We can understand these d i f f e rences  b e t t e r  i f  we compare t h e  resu 

i n  our two se ts  o f  tab les  (10-13 and 14-17) f o r  t he  f o u r  p a i r s  o f  groups. 

a l l  e i g h t  o f  t he  groups, support l e v e l s  c o r r e l a t e  b e t t e r  w i t h  t h e i r  evalua 

o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  than o f  i n d i v i d u a l  l e g i s l a t i v e  performance. However, the  

1  t s  

For 

t i  on 

dif ferences between the  two l e v e l s  o f  c o r r e l a t i o n  are s u b s t a n t i a l l y  h igher  

f o r  t h e  most modern, most e f f i cac ious ,  and most a c t i v e  respondents than f o r  

t he  most t r a d i t i o n a l ,  l e a s t  e f f i c a c i o u s ,  and l e a s t  a c t i v e  ones. (The d i f f e r e n c e  

i s  g rea te r  f o r  t h e  l e a s t  knowledgeable than f o r  the  most knowledgeable.) 

Apparent ly the  a c t i v i t i e s  of l o c a l  assemblymen have n o t  made a  s t rong enough 

impression on most respondents t o  a f f e c t  g r e a t l y  t h e i r  support f o r  t he  

l e g i s l a t u r e .  The most modern respondents, r e l a t i v e l y  soph is t i ca ted  and 

knowledgeable about p o l i t i c s ,  a re  presumably more capable o f  making a  judgement 

about the  performance o f  the  Nat iona l  Assembly, and t h e i r  support i s  based 

more h e a v i l y  on t h i s .  The more t r a d i t i o n a l ,  l ess  soph is t i ca ted  c i t i z e n s ,  

w i t h  l ess  s p e c i f i c  impressions about e i t h e r  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  o r  i n d i v i d u a l  

performance, base t h e i r  support on l y  a  l i t t l e  more on t h e i r  eva luat ion  o f  

the  i n s t i t u t i o n .  

We have a l s o  examined the  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between the  output  s a t i s f a c t i o n s  

and l e g i s l a t i v e  support, t ak ing  i n t o  account the  e f f e c t s  o f  some o ther  

var iab les .  A1 though we do n o t  d i s p l a y  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t he  ana lys i s  here, we 

can r e p o r t  t h a t  t he  r e l a t i o n s h i p  has remained r e l a t i v e l y  s t rong  (between .14 

and .37) even when we c o n t r o l l e d  f o r  sex, education, s o c i a l  c lass ,  urban- 

r u r a l  residence, and age.6 The bas ic  p a t t e r n  was the  same whether we used 

the  percept ion of t he  performance o f  the  l e g i s l a t u r e  o r  t h e  eva lua t ion  o f  

t h e  performance of i n d i v i d u a l  l e g i s l a t o r s  as our  measure o f  t h e  ou tpu t  

s a t i s f a c t i o n s .  What c l e a r l y  emerges i n  t h e  ana lys is  i s  t h e r e f o r e  t h a t  the 
output  s a t i s f a c t i o n s  are key va r iab les  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  c i t i z e n s '  support  f o r  

t he  l e g i s l a t u r e .  



V.  CONTRASTS BETWEEN PUBLIC AND ELITE RESPONDENTS 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  the  more than 2200 randomly selected respondents who 

were interv iewed i n  Korea, 476 l o c a l  e l i t e s  were selected i n  the  same 

twelve l e g i s l a t i v e  d i s t r i c t s  and were interv iewed us ing a s i m i l a r  i n s t r u -  

ment. We have n o t  y e t  had a chance t o  analyze these data, bu t  some 

f i n d i n g s  p e r t i n e n t  t o  t h i s  paper have been summarized i n  a recent  paper 

prepared by Young K i h l  ( l974) ,  who p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  the  f i e l d  research and 

i s  s tudying e l  i tes  i n  Korea. 

Table 18 summarizes h i s  f i n d i n g s  regarding e l i t e  support f o r  the  l e g i s -  

l a t u r b ,  percept ion of l e g i s l a t o r  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s ,  and eva luat ion  o f  t he  

j o b  being done by the d i s t r i c t  assemblymen. The l e v e l  o f  support f o r  the  

l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  s u t s t a n t i a l l y  h igher among the  e l  i t e  group than among rank- 

a n d - f i l e  respondents, except f o r  t he  l a r g e r  p ropor t i on  o f  e l i t e s  who favo r  

reducing the  s i z e  of the l e g i s l a t u r e .  Th is  f i n d i n g  i s  i n  l i n e  w i t h  the  

Iowa study, which has shown t h a t  l e g i s l a t i v e  support i s  h igher  i n  each o f  

several e l i t e  groups than i t  i s  among o rd ina ry  Iowa c i t i z e n s .  K i h l ' s  

study shows t h a t  t h e  l o c a l  e l i t e s  rank much h igher  i n  education and 

occupational s ta tus  than the  rank-and- f i le ,  and are  predominantly males 

i n  t h e i r  40 ' s  and 50's. Based on our  f i n d i n g s  (Table 3), these c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

alone would lead us t o  expect e l i t e  groups t o  be more support ive o f  the  

l e g i s l a t u r e  than the  rank-and- f i le  const i tuents .  

(Tab1 e 18 here) 

The data on the  percept ions and expectat ion o f  e l  i t e s  i n  Table 18 

are equa l ly  i n t e r e s t i n g ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  when compared t o  comparable data f o r  

rank-and-f i le  respondents sumnarized i n  Tables 6 and 7. There i s  almost 



TABLE 18  

A t t i t u d e s  o f  Korean E l i t e s  toward t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  
(N = 476) 

Ques t ions  on Support  Percent  Rep l y i ng  Yes 
- -- - - - . - - 

Do we r e a l l y  need a l e g i s l a t u r e ?  

What d i f f e r e n c e  has i t  made? Has i t  
made s o c i e t y  b e t t e r ?  

A re  we b e t t e r  o f f  because we have one? 

I s  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  one of t h e  b e s t  
t h i n g s  e s t a b l i s h e d  s i n c e  independence? 

Could we do j u s t  as w e l l  w i t h  h a l f  as 
many l e g i s l a t o r s ?  

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  L e g i s l a t o r s  Percent  Say ing 
C h a r a c t e r i s t i c  
I s  Impo r tan t  

Percen t  Say ing 
Most MPs Have 
C h a r a c t e r i s t i c  

Hard Work 

Honesty 

Understanding o f  Common Peopl e 

Good Educat ion 

Impo r tan t  Man i n  Comnuni t y  

Success i n  Occupat ion 

Long Residence i n  D i s t r i c t  

D e s c r i p t i o n  o f  Job 

T e l l i n g  government what people want 
Debates and b i l l  pass ing  
He1 p i n g  people w i t h  problems 
G e t t i n g  p r o j e c t s  f o r  d i s t r i c t  
V i s i t i n g  d i s t r i c t  o f t e n  
E x p l a i n i n g  government p o l  i c i  es 
He lp ing  s o l v e  community c o n f l i c t s  

Percent  Saying 
Job I s  Very 
Impo r tan t  o r  
Impo r tan t  

95.1 
93.7 
87.4 
67.7 
63.7 
83.4 
84.6 

Percent  Say ing 
MP I s  Doing Very 
Good o r  Good Job 



p e r f e c t  agreement between t h e  two groups about t he  r e l a t i v e  importance o f  

l e g i s l a t o r  cha rac te r i s  t i c s ,  and the  importance o f  honesty, hard work, 

understanding o f  people and educat ion. Almost i d e n t i c a l  p ropor t ions  o f  

e l  i tes  and rank -and - f i l e  respondents ( f rom one- th i rd  t o  over one-half ,  

depending on t h e  i tem) b e l i e v e  t h a t  most assemblymen possess these f o u r  

most important  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  The e l i t e  respondents a re  more s a t i s f i e d  

w i t h  the  general performance o f  t he  l e g i s l a t u r e ,  however; 55 percent  o f  them 

(compared t o  36 percent of t h e  o rd ina ry  respondents) be1 i eve  t h a t  t he  

l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  per forming reasonably w e l l .  There i s  a l s o  a subs tan t i a l  

l e v e l  o f  agreement between the  two groups on t h e  r e l a t i v e  importance o f  

var ious  jobs performed by assemblymen, a l though e l i t e s  g i v e  h igher  p r i o r i t y  

t o  s o l v i n g  c o n f l i c t s  and a lower p r i o r i t y  t o  v i s i t i n g  the  d i s t r i c t  and on 

most i tems a l a r g e r  p ropo r t i on  o f  e l i t e  respondents agree on i t s  importance. 

There a r e  l a r g e  d i f f e rences  i n  eva lua t i on  o f  how w e l l  t he  i n d i v i d u a l  

assemblymen perform, w i  t h  t h e  e l i t e s  (who a re  presumably b e t t e r  informed) 

g i v i n g  t h e  assemblymen h igher  r a t i n g s  i n  each case, though t h e  two groups 

l a r g e l y  agree about which jobs a r e  performed best.  

V I .  CONCLUSIONS 

The major f i n d i n g s  o f  t h i s  study can be b r i e f l y  sumnarired. I n  

general t h e  va r iab les  t h a t  we hypothesized would have a p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n -  

sh ip  w i t h  l e g i s l a t i v e  support a c t u a l l y  do; a l though some of the  r e l a t i o n -  

sh ips a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  weak, none of them a r e  negat ive.  No s i n g l e  v a r i a b l e  

stands o u t  as having such a s t rong r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  support, however, t h a t  

we can a f f o r d  t o  ignore  others.  Several socioeconomic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  



i n d i v i d u a l s  a re  r e l a t e d  t o  support. I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t he  l e v e l  o f  support 

i s  h igher  f o r  men, persons w i t h  h igher education, and those i n  h igher -s ta tus  

occupations. Higher l e g i s l a t i v e  support i s  found among persons i n  t h e  

h igher p o l i t i c a l  s t r a t a ,  as measured by knowledge, a c t i v i t y ,  and e f f i c a c y .  

An even s t ronger  r e l a t i o n s h i p  e x i s t s  between those rank ing ,high i n  i n d i v i d u a l  

modernity and those who are  suppor t ive  o f  the  l e g i s l a t u r e .  

For each o f  several measures o f  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  the  l e g i s l a t u r e  o r  

favorable percept ions o f  it, we f i n d  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n s ~ w i t h  support 

(even a f t e r  c o n t r o l  1 i ng f o r  socioeconomic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s )  . The s t rongest  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  between support and a measure o f  general s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  

performance o f  t he  l e g i s l a t u r e .  Although most vo ters  have impressions 

about t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  l e g i s l a t o r s  and the re  i s  considerable consensus 

about which a r e  most important,  there  i s  on l y  a weak r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

a p o s i t i v e  impression o f  the  l e g i s l a t o r s  ( i n  terms o f  impor tant  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s )  

and support.  Although there  i s  considerable agreement on which jobs o f  an 

assemblyman a re  most important,  many respandents do n o t  have a c l e a r  

impression about how w e l l  t h e i r  assemblymen a re  doing these important  jobs, 

and f o r  those who do there  i s  o n l y  a weak l i n k  between t h e i r  impressions 

and t h e i r  l e g i s l a t i v e  support.  Nevertheless, l e v e l s  o f  support and s a t i s -  

f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  performance o f  the  l e g i s l a t u r e  and o f  i n d i v i d u a l  members 

d i f f e r  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  from d i s t r i c t  t o  d i s t r i c t ,  suggesting t h a t  the  a c t i v i t i e s  

o f  t h e  assemblymen do have same d i r e c t  and/or i n d i r e c t  impact on support 

l eve ls .  

I n  a r a p i d l y  developing count ry  l i k e  Korea we would expect t o  f i n d  

g rea t  d i f f e rences  i n  the  l e v e l s  o f  moderni ty  between t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  w e l l  

educated res iden ts  o f  t he  l a r g e  urban centers and t h e  poor l y  educated and 



ill informed persons i n  the countryside who remain strongly attached t o  

t r a d i t i o n a l  a t t i t udes .  We suspect t h a t  there are important differences 

i n  the reasons why the more modern and the more t r a d i t i o n a l  voters support 

the leg is la tu re ,  d i f ferences t h a t  can no t  be measured by the data t h a t  are 

ava i lab le  from our surveys. T rad i t i ona l l y  or iented ind iv idua ls ,  despi te 

t h e i r  lack  o f  knowledge and involvement, may support the l e g i s l a t u r e  s t rong ly  

because o f  t h e i r  submissive a t t i t udes  toward any pol i t i c a l  au thor i t y .  On 

the o ther  hand, the more modern and p o l i t i c a l l y  sophist icated c i t i zens  may 

perceive the l eg i s l a tu re  as an indispensibl  e  p a r t  of a  modern p o l i t i c a l  

system, which they support. 

Our expectat ion t h a t  the more modern and pol i t i c a l  l y  sophist icated 

voters would be much more l i k e l y ,  o r  perhaps the only group, t o  l i n k  

l e g i s l a t i v e  support t o  performance sa t i s f ac t i on  d i d  no t  prove t o  be correct .  

We found instead t ha t  sa t i s fac t ion  w i t h  l e g i s l a t i v e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  performance 

i s  more s t rong ly  l i nked  t o  support among the more modern respondents than 

i t  i s  among the more t r ad i t i ona l ,  whi le sa t i s fac t ion  w i t h  the j ob  done by 

ind iv idua l  assemblymen i s  re la ted  more s t rong ly  t o  support among the more 

t r a d i t i o n a l  than among the more modern voters. 

We assume t h a t  the reasons f o r  these di f ferences are re la ted  t o  the 

d i f f e r e n t  1  eve1 s  o f  pol i ti ca 1  knowledge and i n t e r e s t  t h a t  character ize the 

two groups. The modern voters are more l i k e l y  t o  know something about the 

performance of the l e g i s l a t i v e  i n s t i t u t i o n  and t o  have some basis f o r  making 

a  judgment about it. The t r a d i t i o n a l l y  or iented c i t i zens  have very l i m i t e d  

pol i t i c a l  know1 edge, and t h e i r  p o l i t i c a l  i n te res t ,  i f  any, r a r e l y  extends 

beyond the immediate problems o f  t h e i r  own community. Consequently, i f  they 

know anything about the leg is la ture ,  we would expect i t  t o  be confined t o  

what t h e i r  leg is la tops do i n  the d i s t r i c t .  S imi lar ly ,  we would expect 



t h e i r  support o f  t he  l e g i s l a t u r e  t o  be based more h e a v i l y  on t h e i r  percep- 

t i o n  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  l e g i s l a t o r  r a t h e r  than i n s t i t u t i o n a l  performance. The 

r e s u l t s  o f  our  ana lys i s  support our argument, b u t  no t  p e r f e c t l y .  Among 

modern vo ters  support i s  much more c l o s e l y  l i n k e d  t o  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  

i n s t i t u t i o n a l  performance, wh i l e  among t r a d i t i o n a l  vo ters  i t  i s  1  inked 

about equa l l y  t o  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  and i n d i v i d u a l  performance o f  l e g i s l a t o r s .  

We b e l i e v e  t h a t  there  are s t rong t h e o r e t i c a l  reasons f o r  a n t i c i p a t i n g  

d i f f e r e n t  bases o f  support among modern and t r a d i t i o n a l  vo ters .  One reason 

why these d i f f e rences  are  l ess  c l e a r  than we might  expect i n  Korea i s  t h a t  

a  m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  Korean c i t i z e n s  have a l ready achieved a  r e l a t i v e l y  h igh  

l e v e l  o f  modernity. I t  has been discovered t h a t  most o f  t h e  Korean vo ters  

a re  located a t  t h e  upper end o f  t he  moderni ty scale (Kim and Pai , 1974). 

Therefore, our  d i s t i n c t i o n  between the  more modern and t r a d i t i o n a l l y  o r i en ted  

c i t i z e n s  was based on a  r e l a t i v e l y  small  range o f  v a r i a t i o n s .  Had we tes ted 

t h e  argument i n  a  count ry  where t h e  gap between the  modern and t r a d i t i o n a l l y  

o r i en ted  c i t i z e n s  i s  greater ,  i t  would have been poss ib le  t o  show more 

c l e a r l y  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  bases o f  l e g i s l a t i v e  support f o r  t h e  modern and 

t r a d i t i o n a l  s t r a t a  o f  t he  populat ion.  7  

F i n a l l y ,  t h e  p u b l i c ' s  support f o r  t he  l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  

t h e  s tandpo in t  o f  democratic development. The 1  eg i  s l  a t u r e  

important  f rom 

has been 

h i s t o r i c a l l y  associated w i t h  t h e  growth o f  democratic p o l i t i c s .  Through 

var ious func t ions  t h a t  i t  performs i n  the  p o l i t i c a l  system a  we l l - f unc t i on ing  

l e g i s l a t u r e  can serve as a  v i t a l l y  important  i n s t i t u t i o n  o f  democracy. 

Without s t rong  p u b l i c  support, l e g i s l a t m s  i n  developing count r ies ,  where 

they tend t o  have n e i t h e r  f i r m  h i s t o r i c a l  r o o t s  nor p o l i t i c a l  power, a r e  

n o t  l i k e l y  t o  su rv i ve  the  vagaries o f  t he  a u t h o r i t a r i a n  regimes. Therefore, 

t he  growth i n  p u b l i c  support f o r  the l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  a  c r i t i c a l  cond i t i on  



f o r  i t s  survival  and development and has profound impl icat ions f o r  demo- 

c r a t i c  development. 



NOTES 

*Research f o r  t h i s  paper was f inanced by the  Comparative L e g i s l a t i v e  
Research Center of t h e  U n i v e r s i t y  of Iowa from a  g r a n t  by t h e  U.S. 
Agency f o r  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Development. We would l i k e  t o  acknowledge 
t h e  assis tance of  Professors Seong-Tong Pai and Young W. K i h l  and 
numerous o t h e r  s tudents who p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  t h e  f i e l d  survey i n  
Korea. The views expressed i n  t h e  paper are those o f  t h e  authors 
alone and should n o t  be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  these i n s t i t u t i o n s  o r  i n d i v i d u a l s .  

1. Most o f  t h e  prev ious research has focused on the  i n t e r n a l  workings 
of t he  l e g i s l a t u r e .  C o a l i t i o n  formation, l e g i s l a t i v e  decision-making and 
r o l l - c a l l  analys is ,  committee s t r u c t u r e  and process, recru i tment ,  and 
l e g i s l a t i v e  s ta f f i ng ,  a l l  o f  which a re  p a r t s  o f  t h e  process i n t e r n a l  t o  
t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  i n s t i t u t i o n ,  have been so f a r  major t o p i c s  f o r  research. 
Even some s tud ies  which have employed t h e  r o l e  concept have been conducted 
p r i m a r i l y  from t h e  p o i n t  o f  view o f  l e g i s l a t o r s ,  thus i gno r ing  t h e  r o l e s  
o f  o the r  important  ac to rs  who i n t e r a c t  w i t h i n  t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  system. 
Although t h e  Iowa p r o j e c t  does n o t  i gno re  t h e  importance o f  t h e  i n t e r n a l  
process of t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e ,  i t  attempts t o  go beyond t h i s  and examine the  
l e g i s l a t u r e  from t h e  p o i n t s  o f  view o f  o the r  ac to rs  involved.  Th is  i s  t he  
reason why t h e  pa t te rns  o f  i n t e r a c t i o n  between t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  system and 
o the r  p a r t s  o f  the  p o l i t i c a l  system have been se lec ted  f o r  t h e  study. 
Moreover, t h i s  t h e o r e t i c a l  concern requ i res  us t o  conduct i n te rv iews  w i t h  
the  samples drawn from var ious  p o l i t i c a l  s t r a t a  such as l e g i s l a t o r s ,  h igher  
c i v i l  servants, l o c a l  e l i t e s ,  and the  cons t i t uen ts .  A  f u l l e r  exp lanat ion  
o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  and i t s  research design i s  g iven elsewhere (Kim, 1973). 

2. The problem o f  i d e n t i f y i n g  the  l o c a l  e l i t e s  i n  each e l e c t o r a l  
d i s t r i c t  i s  a d i f f i c u l t  one. F i r s t ,  we t r i e d  t o  compile a l i s t  o f  l o c a l  
e l i t e s  on the bas is  of nominat ion by t h e  r -ank-and- f i le  cons t i t uen ts .  This  
repu ta t i ona l  technique produced about 60 percent  o f  our  l o c a l  e l i t e  sample. 
Second, t h e  remaining e l i t e s  were se lec ted  by the  f i e l d  survey d i r e c t o r s  
w h i l e  they were o u t  i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t s .  The bas is  o f  such s e l e c t i o n  was the  
formal leadersh ip  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  one occupies. Some examples o f  t h i s  inc lude:  
school p r i n c i p a l s ,  doctors, lawyers, v i l l a g e  o r  town c h i e f s ,  and s e c u r i t y  
o f f i c e r s .  We have there fore  used a  combinat ion o f  bo th  r e p u t a t i o n a l  and 
p o s i t i o n a l  techniques t o  i d e n t i f y  l o c a l  e l i t e s .  

3. The e f f i cac ious  group inc ludes  a l l  those i n d i v i d u a l s  who gave 
e f f i c a c i o u s  responses t o  a l l  t h ree  e f f i cacy  quest ions. The i n e f f i c a c i o u s  
group cons is ts  o f  those i n d i v i d u a l s  who r e p l i e d  t o  a l l  t h ree  e f f i c a c y  

9 uest ions i n  an i n e f f i c a c i o u s  manner. The e f f i c a c y  quest ions a re  as fo l l ows :  
1  ) People l i k e  me d o n ' t  have any say about what t h e  government does. 

(2 )  Government o f f i c i a l s  do n o t  care  much what people l i k e  me t h i n k .  



(3)  Sometimes p o l i t i c s  and government seem so complicated t h a t  a person 
l i k e  me cannot r e a l l y  understand what 's going on. 

4. The knowledgeable i n d i v i d u a l s  a r e  those who meet a l l  of t he  f o l l o w i n g  
three c r i t e r i a :  (1 ) can name c o r r e c t l y  e i t h e r  o r  both of t h e i r  two represen- 
t a t i v e s ,  (2)  can i n d i c a t e  and discuss major problems fac ing  t h e i r  d i s t r i c t s ,  
and (3)  can i n d i c a t e  and discuss major problems fac ing  the  nat ion .  The 
category o f  the  unknowledgeable i n d i v i d u a l s  re fe rs  t o  those who meet none 
of the  three c r i t e r i a  c i t e d  above. 

5. We have employed three c r i t e r i a  t o  de f ine  the a c t i v i s t  stratum: 
(1 ) has ta l ked  t o  o the r  people i n  order  t o  in f luence t h e i r  v o t i n g  decisions, 
(2)  has attended pol  i t i c a l  r a l l i e s  and meetings, and (3) has p a r t i c i p a t e d  
i n  campaign works. Those who d i d  a l l  o f  these three were considered as 
the a c t i v i s t s ,  w h i l e  o thers  who d i d  none o f  these were c l a s s i f i e d  as the 
i n a c t i v i s t s .  

6. The r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between the output  s a t i s f a c t i o n s  and l e g i s l a t i v e  
support c o n t r o l l i n g  f o r  sex, education, soc ia l  c lass,  urban-rural  residence, 
and age a r e  summarized be1 ow: 

Relat ionships Between Output Sa t i s fac t ions  and 
L e g i s l a t i v e  Support C o n t r o l l i n g  f o r  Various Variables 

(Kendal 1 ' s taus) 

Support and the Support and the 
Control Var iabl  es : Perception o f  t h e  Evaluat ion of t h e  

performance o f  the performance o f  i n d i v i d u a l  
1 egi  s l  a tu re  . - l e g i s l a t o r s  

Sex: Male 
Fema 1 e 

Age: 20-30 years o l d  
Over 31 years o l d  

Type o f  residence: 
Urban areas 
Rural areas 

Education: 
No school i n g  
Some school i ng 

Socia l  c lass:  
Upper & middle c lass  .33 (735) .20 (999) 
Working 81 lower c lass  .25 (532) .26 (877) 

NOTE: Ns do no t  always add up t o  2276 cases because the categor ies of 
' 'don' t  knows" and "no responses" a r e  excluded i n  the  computations. 



7 .  We have col lected s imi lar  sets o f  data from Turkey and Kenya. 
The spread of individual  modernity among the population i n  these two countries 
a re  expected t o  be greater  than i t  i s  i n  Korea. We plan t o  extend our 
analysis t o  these two countries i n  the future.  
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