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An Analysis of the Effectiveness on Rural Field Forum
- Focusing on the recognition change and satisfaction of the inhabitants -
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ABSTRACT : This study was conducted to analyze the policy impacts of the ‘2014 Rural Field Forum’. From 2013, Ministry of
Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs implemented Rural Field Forum to push forward rural development of inhabitants’ initiative. In
this study, we have evaluated that Rural Field Forum has crucial impacts on residents’ competence, region capability and driving
force of project by targeting the 374 residents of 350 villages in 9 states who participated in 2014 Rural Field Forum. We also
sought for the solution to institutional improvement. Futhermore we analyzed each of leader group and normal residents for
departmentalization of policy effects. Taken together, the analysis reveals that: 1)Rural field forum is demonstrated to have a positive
effect on the establishment and execution of village development plan and all of its necessary components. 2)Regarding the effect on
the village capabilities, the understanding and recognition of village organization was shown to be improved. 3)About regional
capabilities, the interest in village project was advanced. 4)In terms of the project execution, Rural field forum turned out to affect
the village council processes positively. S)lastly, between the leader and the residents, the difference effectiveness between them

revealed, with the same directivity and considerably bigger effect felt by the leader than by the residents overall.

Key words : Rural Field Forum, Led by rural people, Establishment of Rural Development Plan, Bottom-up Rural Development
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Table 1. Supporting area and Scale of Rural Field Forum by year
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Area
Category | Year - - -
Total | Gyeonggi| Gangwon |Chungbuk|Chungnam| Jeonbuk | Jeonnam |Gyungbuk|Gyungnam| Jeju sejong
Number 2013 234 13 26 20 48 26 36 27 34 4 -
of Village
(Unit:Vill 2014 350 18 36 30 55 39 55 55 54 6 2
age) 2015 418 22 43 36 63 52 62 65 65 7 3
Budget 2013 | 1,567.8 87.1 174.2 134.0 321.6 1742 2412 180.9 227.8 26.8 -
(Unitl o014 | 23316 | 1206 | 2412 | 2010 | 3685 | 2613 | 3685 | 3685 | 3618 | 402 -
Million
Won) 2015 | 3,034.0 161.0 310.0 263.0 454.0 377.0 452.0 475.0 470.0 51.0 21.0

Footnote. 1) Source : Operating Plan of Rural Field Forum(2013~2015), Internal data of Regional development department in Ministry

of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs

2) We excluded own business of Local government and Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs
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Table 2. Basic statistics of respondent

Variable Mean Std.D. min. Max. Vaild N
Sex(Male=1, Female=0) 0.67 0.47 0.00 1.00 374
Leader 0.85 0.36 0.00 1.00 | 110
Resident 0.60 0.49 0.00 1.00 | 264
Age(Old) 60.57 8.59 45.00 75.00 374
Leader 60.73 7.03 45.00 75.00 | 110
Population Resident 60.51 9.17 45.00 75.00 | 264
Soc.iety Monthly income per household(10,000won) 211.90 116.12 100.00 500.00 374
Leader 248.18 127.06 100.00 500.00 | 110
Resident 196.78 107.95 100.00 500.00 | 264
Job(Agriculture, forestry and fishery=1, If not=0)1) 0.73 0.44 0.00 1.00 374
Leader 0.73 0.45 0.00 1.00 | 110
Resident 0.73 0.44 0.00 1.00 | 264
Role(Leader=1, Resident=0)2) 0.29 0.46 0.00 1.00 374
Leader 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 | 110
Population Resident : . 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 264
soc.iety Ea};gfin(;f asrititlirél;rét(zlirrll((igg;())us people=1, Returning to 0.75 0.44 0.00 1.00 374
Leader 0.74 0.44 0.00 1.00 | 110
Resident 0.75 0.43 0.00 1.00 | 264
ﬁéﬁg,ﬁﬁ‘;ﬁ:ﬁ%;‘fmﬂ Rural Field 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 374
Experience variable Leader 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 | 110
Resident 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 | 264

Footnote. 1) Job : Agriculture, forestry and fishery 273 people(73%), Self-employed 28 people(7.5%), Unemployed- Retirement 28

people(7.5%), Etc 10people(2.7%), Office worker 6 people(1.6%), Public servant 2 people(2.5%), Student 1 person(0.3%),
Total 374 people(100%).

2) Role : Resident 245 people(65.5%), Leader 58 people(15.5%), Head of village 52 people(13.9%), Etc 19 people(5.1%) Total
374 people(100%).

3) Type of settlement : indigenous people 279 people(74.6%), Return to farming 45 people(12%), Return to home 44
people(11.8%), Etc 6 people(1.6%) Total 374 people(100%).

4) Whether participate or not in Rural Field Forum : All of the answer is 1, Total respondent has experience of participation
in Rural Field Forum.
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Table 3. Reinforcement effect of resident capability

Variable Mean(T-value) Std.D. | min. Max | Valid N M.D.(F-value)
Participation of Rural Field Forum 192 (1705 ) ** 2.17 -5.00 5.00 373
Resident 1.68 (1275 ) 2.14 -5.00 5.00 263
-0.79( 1.98 )
Leader 248 (1206 ) *** 2.15 -5.00 5.00 110
Understanding about community building 210 (1969 ) 206 5.00 500 7
business
Resident 1.89 (1447 ) o= 2.12 -5.00 5.00 263
-0.72( 1327 ) =
Leader 2.61 (1493 ) = 1.84 -5.00 5.00 110
Awareness about Village community 211 (2035 ) ** 2.00 -5.00 5.00 373
Resident 198 (1558 ) 2.06 -5.00 5.00 263
L 2.4 388 ) *+ 84 00 00 110 045 991 )
Resident eader 43 (1 1388 ) 1. -5. 5. 1
i . 20.06 ok 2.06 -5.00 5.00 373
bility Awareness of Village resources 2.14 ( ) 7
Resident 1.97 (1499 ) #=* 2.13 -5.00 5.00 263
-0.58( 10.05 ) =
Leader 255 (1464 ) 1.82 -2.50 5.00 110
Discovery of village;v:;)lor and Developing 196 (1629 ) ** 233 500 500 373
Resident 1.76 (1215 ) 2.35 -5.00 5.00 263
-0.70¢ 570 ) **
Leader 245 (1 11.60 ) ** 222 -5.00 5.00 110
Satisfaction of Established Rural 198 (1821 ) 210 500 500 373
development plan
Resident 1.88 (1453 ) = 2.10 -5.00 5.00 263
-0.32( 0.87 )
Leader 220 (1 1112 ) 2.08 -5.00 5.00 110

Footnote. 1) Positive answer(Very improvement, Very increase, Very augmentation, Very enhancement, Extremely right)}=From +5 Negative
answer(Very degenerate, Very decrease, Extremely not, Very decrease, Very unnecessariness and so on)=To —5 mean value of
10 Level.
2) Mean deviation(M.D.) : Difference of response by role(Resident response — Leader response), It was interpreted that residents
are more than leader.
3) *, ** FE are statistically significant at level of significance 10%, 5%, 1%.

6.00
4.00

2.00 1.92 A 2.10 A 2.11 A 214 1.96 1.98
0.00
=2.00
-4.00
-6.00

Participation of Rural Understanding about  Awareness about  Awareness of Village Discovery of village Satisfaction of
Field Forum commu ity building  Village community resources color and Developing  Established Rural
business way development plan

Figure 2. The result of analysis on the policy impacts : resident capability

Footnote. 1) Normal(No change)=0 is criterion, Positive answer(Very improvement, Very
increase, Very augmentation, Very enhancement, Extremely right)=From +5
Negative answer(Very degenerate, Very decrease, Extremely not, Very
decrease, Very unnecessariness and so on)=To -5 mean value of 10 Level.
2) It is represent Maximum, Mean(A), Minimum, We marked black color
about maximum value for convenience of distinguish.
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Figure 3. The difference of analysis on the policy impacts by role : resident capability

Footnote. Normal(No change)=0 is criterion, Positive answer(Very improvement, Very increase, Very augmentation,
Very enhancement, Extremely right)=From +5 Negative answer(Very degenerate, Very decrease, Extremely
not, Very decrease, Very unnecessariness and so on)=To -5 mean value of 10 Level.
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Figure 5. The difference of analysis on the policy impacts by role : local capability

Footnote. Normal(No change)=0 is criterion, Positive answer(Very improvement, Very increase, Very augmentation,
Very enhancement, Extremely right)=From +5 Negative answer(Very degenerate, Very decrease, Extremely
not, Very decrease, Very unnecessariness and so on)=To -5 mean value of 10 Level.

Table 4. Reinforcement effect of local capability

Variable Mean(T-value) Std.I] min. Ma; Nalid
Interest about public village busi 2.22( 2130 ) *= 200 5.0 5.00) 369
Resident 2.18( 1698 ) **+ 207 50 5.00 262
Leader 2.34( 1324 ) # 183 25 5.00 107 016¢ 234 *
Sense of belonging and attachment about Village 2.24( 2218 ) *+= 194 5.0 5.00 369
Resident 2.08( 1686 ) **+ 2000 50 5.00 262 .
Leader 2.64( 1565 ) *+ 175 25 5.00 107 0.56( 87 ) *
Sense of ownership about village 2.19( 2197 ) *= 192 25 5.00 368
Resident 2.05( 1655 ) **+ 2000 25 5.00 261 N
Leader 2.55( 1600 ) *** 165 2.5 5.00 107 0.50¢  1405) *
Awareness about necessity of joint effort 2.59( 2694 ) *= 185 -5.0 5.00 369
Resident 2.46( 2132 ) * 187 25 5.00 262
Leader 2.90( 17.07 ) *** 176]  -5.0 5.00 107 D44 000)
local Interaction increasing between the residents L70C 1617) = | 20 250 50 369
capability Resident 1.62( 1266 ) *** 207 25 5.00 22 | 0m 1oy )
Leader 1.89( 1044 ) *** 188 2.5 5.00 107 | 027¢ 52)
Devotion and voluntLeer‘ work for public village 1.87( 1691 ) *** 212 50 5.00 169
Resident 1.76( 13.09 ) *** 217 5.0 5.00 262
Leader 215( 1120 ) #*+ 199 2.5 5.00 107 039¢ 360 ) =
Donation of talent anlLd property for public village 106( 924 ) we 221 50 5,001 169
Resident 1.12( 812 ) *** 223 5.0 5.00 262
Leader 0.93( 442 ) == 219 5.0 5.00 07| 018C 010
Discussion for development of village 1.80( 1647 ) *** 2100 50 5.00 369
Resident 1.77( 1311 ) *** 218 5.0 5.00 262
Leader 1.89( 1027 ) *** 191 2.5 5.00 o7 ] 043¢ 310 7

Footnote. 1) Positive answer(Very improvement, Very increase, Very augmentation, Very enhancement, Extremely right)=From +5
Negative answer(Very degenerate, Very decrease, Extremely not, Very decrease, Very unnecessariness and so on)=To -5
mean value of 10 Level.

2) Mean deviation(M.D.) : Difference of response by role(Resident response — Leader response), It was interpreted that
residents are more than leader.
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Figure 4. The result of analysis on the policy impacts :
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Table 5. Reinforcement effect of driving force of business

Variable Mean(T-value) Std.D. | min. Max | Valid N M.D.(F-value)
Progress after setting the rule in the town 1.85( 1668 ) ** 214 500 500 1
meeting ‘
Resident 1.72 (1270 ) **= 220 -5.00 5.00 263 N
\ Leader 218 (1150 ) *+* 1.97 2,50 5.00 108 -0.46( 680 )
Using Field Forum technique in the town meeting] 1.34 (1256 ) *** 2.06 -5.00 5.00 371
Resident 1.30 ( 10.04 ) **= 2.10 -5.00 5.00 263
\ Leader 144 (769 ) **= 1.94 -5.00 5.00 108 0.13C 105 )
Process of town meeting(mutual respect) 220 (2149 ) ** 1.97 -5.00 5.00 371
driving Resident 2.05( 1632 ) *** 204 500|500 263 0.49( 766 )
force ofl \ Leader 2.55( 1519 ) *** 1.74 2,50 5.00 108 3 )
Recording of contents in the town meeting 1.72 (1456 ) *=* 2.27 -5.00 5.00 370
business \ Resident 1.62 (1155 ) *x 2.27 -5.00 5.00 262 032( 016)
\ Leader 1.94 (898 ) **= 225 -5.00 5.00 108 e )
Decision making through resident’s agreement 2.50 (2436 ) *** 1.97 -5.00 5.00 370
Resident 2.36 (1913 ) *** 1.99 -5.00 5.00 262 049 055)
\ Leader 2.85( 1569 ) *** 1.89 -5.00 5.00 108 3 ’
Forum and education Participation for village 216 2110 ) = 197 500 500 370
business \ 2.02 (1584 ) ** 2.07 5.00 5.00 262
Resident X . ] 5. ]
\ Leader 2.48 (1554 ) *** 1.66 250 5.00 108 0.45( 1630) **
Interaction with expert for solving a village 217 1942 ) e 215 .00 500 370
driving problems .
[ Resident 2.04 (1529 ) =+ 2.16 -5.00 5.00 262
force of] [ Leader 248 (1230 ) 20 s00[ 500 108 043 20)
busi Response ability to visitor 2.55 (2545 ) ** 1.93 -5.00 5.00 370
USINESS Resident 2.51 (2036 ) ** 198 | 5.00] 500 262 013( 206
Leader 2.64 (1521 ) *** 1.80 -5.00 5.00 108 -0.13C 2.06)

Footnote. 1) Positive answer(Very improvement, Very increase, Very augmentation, Very enhancement, Extremely right)=From +5 Negative
answer(Very degenerate, Very decrease, Extremely not, Very decrease, Very unnecessariness and so on)=To -5 mean value of

10 Level.

2) Mean deviation(M.D.) : Difference of response by role(Resident response — Leader response), I

are more than leader.
3) *, *¥* FEE are statistically significant at level of significance 10%, 5%,

1%.

-

6.00
5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
4.00
4 2.50 * 2.55
200 ¢ 220 4216 4217
1.85 1.72
1.34
0.00
-2.00
-4.00
5.00 5.00 -5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 -5.00 5.00
-6.00
Progressafter Using Field Forum Processoftown  Recording of  Decision making Forum and Interaction with Response ability
setting therule in technigue in the meeting(mutual contents in the through education expert for solving to visitor
the town meeting  town meeting respect) town meeting resident’s participation for a village problems
agreement village business

Figure 6. The result of analysis on the policy impacts :

driving force of business

Footnote. 1) Normal(No change)=0 is criterion, Positive answer(Very improvement, Very increase,
Very augmentation, Very enhancement, Extremely
answer(Very degenerate, Very decrease, Extremely not, Very decrease, Very
unnecessariness and so on)=To -5 mean value of 10 Level.

2) It is represent Maximum, Mean(4), Minimum, We marked black color about

maximum value for convenience of distinguish.
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was interpreted that residents
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value of 10 Level.

vol. 21, no. 4,2015 23



Chi-Scuare=29, 109%*+

Figure 9. Optimal number of Rural Field Forum
institution
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Figure 10. Optimal time of Rural Field Forum
institution
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Figure 11. Optimal timing of Rural Field Forum
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Table 6. Optimal time of Rural Field Forum by occasion (Unit: Min)
Variable Mean( T-value) Std.D. min. Max Valid N
First 154.17( 50.48 ) *** 58.50 60.00 300.00 367
Second 171.01( 54.10 ) *** 60.55 60.00 300.00 367
Third Study tour
Fourth 184.41( 58.17 ) *** 60.73 60.00 300.00 367

Footnote.

24  SEAE, M21A M43, 2015

* Rk REE are statistically significant at level of significance 10%, 5%, 1%.
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