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government by defining the responsibilities and exclusive needs of government as an
independent organization.
Key Words Financial Market; Political Market; Concept Development; Publicity;
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How Does Target — Evaluation Affect Effectiveness of Workplace Safety Governance: The
Mediating Effect of Government Commitment

feeeee e e Yating Jiang & Guorong Chai
Abstract  Target — evaluation of workplace safety is regarded as an effective
meansofreducing the frequency of workplace accidents. Using panel data of Chinese
provincial governments from 2001 —2012 this paper focuses on the local government’
s commitment to the issue of workplace safety and the degree of that commitment. In
doing so  this study examined the mediating effect of a government’ s commitment on
the relationship between target — evaluation and policy effectiveness. Based on
Government Work Reports from 30 provinces the results show that the implementation
of target — evaluation on workplace — safety has decreased accidental deaths significantly. In
addition a local government’ s attention disposition to workplace safety played a
mediating role but it” s degree of commitment did not. Further being held strictly
accountabledid provoke a response and commitment on specific areas of local
government. However further tests must be performed to determine if that commitment
can be converted into real acts of governance. This paper provides a new analysis
perspective to determine the effectiveness of target — evaluations which further expands
our understanding of the effectiveness of workplace safety governance. In turn this
could be used to enhance the credibility of government commitments and narrow the gap
between knowing and doing in local government.
Key Words Target — evaluation; Government Commitment; Workplace Safety; Policy

Effectiveness
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Abstract Government performance management is of great importance if government

work — style and service efficiency are to be improved. The use of performance information
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is a key factor influencing the effects of the government performance management. In
order to stimulate domestic academic research of government performance information
use whichis relatively rare in China this paper introduces the research overview of this
topic  systematically analyzes its concepts types influencing factors effects and
mechanisms. The paper thenpresents a comprehensive model for extension and in -
depth research. In addition this paper also points out recent research trends in this
topic.
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