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The Analysis of Residents’ Participation in the Dutch Management Project
and Typology of Agents to Improve Participation
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Abstract

Water management projects has been emphasized on water management that it should
be handled not only for macro level like national river but micro level like small ditches to
maintain ecosystem of each town entirely. However, water management projects did not
select the ditches which are located at the end of streams as their targets. Also, residents’
participations, which have been regarded as an essential element for the continuity of water
management projects, were not deeply considered. This study, therefore, conducted literature
reviews of Ditch Management Projects and carried out the survey for analyzing current status
and its residents’ participations. Further, we investigated on the project entities by choosing
three cases from Ditch Management Projects. Network analysis was applied to find out the
effective connections among possible project entities. It showed that 3 connections were
strongly preferred. These are the residents and local governments, communications between
local governments and the residents. From this result, the importance of intermediaries such
as experts group, local companies, and so on was proved to be important in improving the
residents’ participations. Moreover, the case study analysis showed importance of analyzing
the characteristics of each town for success and for the residents’ participations as well.
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Table 1. General characteristics of respondents

E= = B8
Gender Number Ratio
Lt
=) 0,
Male 459 80.9%
X 108 19.0%
Female
A 15 &
(22l M) - Hl&
Number of family Number Ratio
(except themselves)
1H o
One 8 2.2%
[
23 22 6.0%
Two
3 o
Thiree 56 15.3%
49 o4 o
More than four 73 200%
2R AF 120 329%
Living alone
7|E} o
Etc 86 23.6%
ks 5F Hl&
Age Number Ratio
304 0[S
younger than 30s g 0%
30CH "
30s 11 1.9%
40CH 5
405 60 10.6%
50CH o
505 188 33.2%
60CH o
60s 206 36.3%
704|014 o
above 70s 86 d9ics
0S 72 > oS
Types of town Number Ratio
HYTAYESA S g
City(Dong, Eup) 163 28.7%
AT BRI 5
Rural(Myeon) 4 #1.3%
SOl 24F THED)
Perlqd of residence 395
in rural are
(Average)
S x| AF 7|2
(B
Period of residence 36.3
in current town
(Average)
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Table 2. Best group that people would like to
work and cooperate with

2l
opm gy | BFAE
[e]] - AlS S=
TLLAS | e
FE Be © Best group
e est group
Classification that beoble that people
WouIFc)JI IiFk)e would like
: to
to work with
cooperate
with
BaR/2A%
Ministry of
Environment 101(19.2%) 28(5.4%)
/Environmental
Office
SUSM MBS
Ministry of
Agriculture, Food 19(3.6%) B(67%)
and Rural Affairs
XA/ S HAR A
Local
government/town 150(28.5%) 148(28.4%)
office
SHATHH|/A|DIEHH|
Environment 91oup /1 66(125%) | 63(12.1%)
on-governmental
organization
U2IHSEE S) | 4019 51(9.8%)
Specialist group
TEI| Y/
712X 11(2.1%) 27(5.2%)
Local company : )
/Corporation
OI2R|S AJl/BH
Residents adjacent 7(1.3%) 14(2.7%)
towns / Student
ORESFDIETIEA])
Villager(Resident 56(10.6%) 55(10.6%)
consultation)
M ERs
g 8) 12(2.3%) 2(0.4%)
Cooperative society
METTER]
HolA| 31(5.9%) 45(8.6%)
Cooperative for : )
community building
SOl
River consultative 15(2.9%) 15(2.9%)
o 10(1.9%) 38(7.3%)
Public Private ) :
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Table 3. Preference priority of ditch management
project

AR ER s
T T o OT
Classiﬁ_c%ltion First Ser\élo Tgllr _|(H|§)
prior | iy rio | Weighte
ty pty Fr)ity d Value
BAZ/B A
Ministry of 949
Environment 192 132 109 (15.4%)
/Environmental R0
Office
HETY
g 382
Ministry of 66 66 52 (6.2%)
Agriculture, Food e
and Rural Affairs
KR/ =S
AT 1678
Local 333 | 240 | 199 (27.3%)
government/tow S
n office
BHACHH|/
A|BIEH|
Environment 462
group / 73 85 73 (7.5%)
Non-government
al organization
ME7IOE
@z =) 6 | 60 | 57 (63105/)
Specialist group 70
SET|/
2 7| 98
Local com?)any 18 i 18 (1.6%)
/Corporation
QIZ X ATl
o 125
Residents 20 22 21
adjacent towns (2.0%)
/Student
o0
(FEoisoH) 1237
Vilager(Resicent | 227 | 198 | 160 | 5570
consultation)
eSS
(e 5) 24
Coo?)erative 4 4 4 (0.4%)
society
OFsTHE7| HolH|
Cooperative for 419
community 72 68 67 (6.8%)
building
SHEE K| 119
River consultative 19 19 24 (1.9%)
DIz ol 277
Public Private | 2 | 4 | 40 | @45%)

ISR HE e 12900 3, 229000 2, 1290 12
Tof0] 222 Cots WA o2 UNEUS

*The weight is depending on prioprity. 1% priority X 3, 2™

priority *2, 3" priority *1
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Table 4. Network between ditch improvement
and management

= Y FH 7
7 i Groupl_c;’c ;;incipaloagent
group
QeHAR/2HEE, ORIA/SH AR,
@HG TR/ AR
@Ministry of Environment
/Environmental Office , GlLocal
government/town office, @Environment
= GixiL group /Non-governmental organization
oy | OBER/EEN @EFTH/ADICH,
— ONE’t AF
Cviict) Eetr;;e @Ministry of Environment
/Environmental Office, @Environment
central o
group /Non-governmental organization ,
governme o
- ®Specialist group
QSRR ORAH/EH AR,
OS] HoH
@Ministry of Agriculture, Food and
Rural Affairs, GlLocal government/town
office, @Cooperative for community
building
OARH-EH AR,
@SHETHH/ AT, @OFERHS7|
ol
PPN | @lLocal government/town office,

SHeds
H8S

@Environment group /Non-governmental

Cooperate organization , @Cooperative for
with local community building
governme OXAH-SH AR,
nt ®OEFRI(FUHEA), @RIE HelH|
®local government/town office,
@®Villager(Resident consultation), @Public
Private
HE7Y o
o | OFE7 IE @oeFuGEUHE)
e @I SO
Expert and - ;
Avate ®Specialist group, @Villager(Resident
P consultation), @Public Private
group
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Table 5. Cooperating with government type’s
organizations

participant

#el7| A

to the project proceeding

according

EO{ A
Participation agent

Argd
e
launc
hing

Af
zl
= &

Progr
essio

% o

=]
22|
Post
mana
geme
nt

ERE
EEEkS

Al

Ministry of Environment
/Environmental Office

EES,
NER
Ministry of Agriculture,
Food and Rural Affairs

ARH/ S THAFR A
Local government/town
office

BHE A/ A TS
Environment group /
Non-governmental
organization

HE/IOE
=4 3

Specialist group

SET| Y/ TP
Local company
/Corporation

CENEIEEYY
Residents adjacent
towns / Student

OrEFRETHAH)

Villager(Resident
consultation)

NEEES
@ 5)

Cooperative society

ORERFS7I-2H
Cooperative for
community building

SHEHOA|
River consultative

2 K|

Public Private
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Table 6. Cooperating with local government
types’ participant organizations

according to the project proceeding

el

AR | AR
Lt 2|
Progr Post
essio | manag
n ement

AR
A
launc
hing

O
Participation agent

=8

£
Ministry of En
/Environment
=
MBS
Ministry of Agriculture,
Food and Rural Affairs
RIARH|/ S HAFF A
Local government/town
office
BHETEA|/A 2R
Environment group / O
Non-governmental
organization
2118
=4 8
Specialist group
SET|Y/EH TN
Local company
/Corporation
2RI AJTl/ 3P
Residents adjacent
towns / Student

org ol

(FRHIH)

Villager(Resident O O O
consultation)
REECES
Eted 8)

Cooperative society
OSarE7|
oA

Cooperative for

community building
S H|
River consultative
R Of &
Public Private
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Table 7. Cooperating with experts and private
enterprise types’ participant organizations
according to the project proceeding

=
AR ARRE | Bk
Ot K5 | E#W | Post
Participation agent launc | Progr | mana
hing | ession | geme
nt LT s i
alzA= =
et 3 4 o AT 02 B SEXA 2
OO . . .«
Ministry of Environment Figure 4. Village cleanup activity
Environmental Office ] = = )=
/ P TEYY ol Fofslo] wEFiely] @se FLSIAN. nke
AER U, shil, gE|ge AEA A, = FE
Ministry of Agriculture, & HH20) Ao X2E 4o tiFt FRE A
Food and Rural Affairs _ ~ ~ ~ o
X RFH/ S AR A Joket Zlojon, AU nke dgs ot
Local governmen/town Ot %, Hhg Fylo] 9Tg ng $E B4 B
office 5 B _
HHCH/ AT C rERY UEsug AR te wEr) o
Ewionment group /| o || o ORI DR EE Aol XEMS nieol #E
Non-governmental - = -
aF A5 SHEI= odsles &gl &
anantion o B A0l EWsH: JES SHse ot
HEHIE Stgr dEl) Alelo] 7128 ISE AR
@2 5 5
H71%]
Specialist group B7FIt,
SET| /2R 7N teedel ad de sl QSSRE 285
L?E?)lr;;?t?sgy O O © o] 312 APlEIoN, QY FHNEES RASL
QIZX|G Al By FHAEE AAlsi sde JNdsIIAr Jlnk =
Residents acjacent O O | 9 g FusEus, EMAA B 52 B 94
towns / Student ~ B ~ L
e g wogon 9 15 20 AHEoR Hsie
(/) & oLl 271 18l Fol7IgRIer dAsd
; ) O O O
Villager(Resident N
consultation) e doldss At
AEYETY HgwE BEAY olRol ARTRIE R}
=g 8) — _ -
Eooperatie sacieey o BFEs VAL AUTH= FIAES WY
oR2aE7| AlRfsIlal, FRIgkd ass Sof 2 7rEel wlgt
o =
= e 2 K9} A EJE odsls A
Cooperative for S /\ﬂxﬂ /\]'o o':/qg]' —317] T7]E Oﬂoo = /\]'1:1
community building &2 AEalArt
S H|
River consultative
2k 2| |
Public Private
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Table 8. Advantages and weakness according to
the participants types

Hojgd | FE/AE
Types of | Advantag L=
participa | es/Weakn Contents
nts ess
4BHel NYFE o
soye | B ArgRE| T
Y Advantag Conducting projects and
Coopera es following up management
ting successfully
with FOoAS wrs=r
govern o NEEEE
ment Weakness limitation on reflecting the
will of the people
09| oJAE HIHo=
XlXI'X‘" Q.;g M | | Hl-qu i
Hedd O .
C‘=“'% Adv:gtag Able to reflect the will of
OtF’Pera the people actively
in = = =
o 20| ofet M2 X4 0/
3 ]
local Fs| X YEH ols
e limitation of expertise and
govern | Weakness . s .
i difficulty of administrative
management
MEXOl X|AlS 2tas|
&7 o' Eolﬁn? =ol=
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Figure 5. Current state of ditch in Chengyang-gun
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