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ABSTRACT : The purpose of this study is to provide the demand information about services (S/W) and infrastructure (H/W) for
rural welfare and culture. The survey was conducted on the overall satisfaction level, the condition change, the importance-satisfaction
level of each field and the top priority items for administrative agencies and rural residents. In the overall satisfaction level,
administrative agencies responded more than 'mormal' to all fields, but the overall satisfaction level was lower than 'mormal' in the
fields excluding the healthcare field in the case of rural residents. In terms of condition changes compared to the past five years,
both administrative institutions and local residents evaluated the improvement. IPA analysis was conducted to identify the priority
ranking of each field and it was found that emergency medical facilities in the healthcare field, infant day care facilities in the
social welfare field, movie theaters in the culture field, lifelong education institutions and academy facilities in the education field
and private sports facilities in the leisure and sports field were most needed, respectively. The results of this study are expected to
be helpful in increasing the efficiency and presenting the improvement direction about the development policy of the rural culture
and welfare.
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Table 1. Characteristics of survey respondents
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Cat Results
ategory Administrative agencies Rural residents
= Male = 17 (65%) = 39 (62%)
Gender * Female . 9 (35%) . 24 (38%)

= Under 29 years old = 3 (12%) = 5 (8%)
= 30 to 39 years old = 8 (31%) = 3 (5%)

Age = 40 to 49 years old = 10 (38%) = 6 (10%)
= 50 to 59 years old = 5 (19%) = 17 (27%)
= QOver 60 years old =0 = 32 (51%)
= Professional = 6 (13%)
= government employee = 1 (2%)
= Office worker = 4 (9%)

Job = Production worker = 26 (55%)
= Service and sales = 7 (15%)
= Self-ownership = 3 (6%)
=  Homemaker = 5 (11%)
= Others = 10 21%)
= Main office = 6 (23%)
= project division =0

Workplace = Direct organization = 1 (4%)
= Eup-Myeon-Dong office = 19 (73%)
= 5 years or less = 11 (42%)
= 6 to 10 years = 3 (12%)
Working years | = 11 to 15 years = 2 (8%)

= 16 to 20 years = 4 (15%)
= More than 21 years = 6 (23%)
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Table 2. Contents of survey
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and fields
Description Welfare Culture
Healthcare Social welfare Culture Education Leisure and sports
O.veral.l Overall satisfaction level
satisfaction
Condition change Condition changes compared to the past five years
e Health institutions |+ Child welfare : g‘:ﬁ“i:il;‘:“ty *  Kindergarten Public sports
*  Medical Facilities facilities .. ¢ Elementary/middle/ facility
. ¢ Living Culture . .
Importance ¢  Emergency Medical | Infant day care e high school Private Sports
. . e e Facilities . . o
- Satisfaction Facilities facilities e Lifelong education Facilities
S ¢ Cultural e .
e Pharmacy e  Welfare facilities . institutions Village sports
infrastructure

* Health Care Program for the elderly

Movie theaters

Academy facilities

facility

Top priority item .. . .
P priority program, Provision of information

e Support of facility and space, Support of equipment and material, Expansion of manpower, Expansion of
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Table 3. Survey results of satisfaction in services and infrastructure

AFEE TR A

B2 FA b

EEERERS PR

Description Healthcare Social welfare Culture Education Leisure and sports
L Total 3.08 3.50 3.08 3.23 3.50
Adl;gfit;asnve S/ Si 329 3.43 279 321 321
Gun 2.83 3.58 3.42 3.25 3.83
Total 3.17 2.95 238 2.84 2.75
Si/Gun Si 3.00 2.73 2.15 2.61 2.54
Rural residents Gun 3.50 3.36 2.82 3.27 3.14
| Central 3.22 2.89 2.56 3.33 2.67
Loca Hinterland 3.16 2.98 231 2.64 278
Total 0.754 0.024" 0.006 0.132 0.015
Administrative | . 0.302 0.657 0.145 0.937 0.129
p-value agencies
Rural residents Si/Gun 0.185 0.026" 0.013" 0.021: 0.103
Location 0.868 0.771 0.403 0.023 0.777
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Table 4. Survey results of environment change in services and infrastructure
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Description Healthcare Social welfare Culture Education Leisure and sports
Administrative Total 3.96 3.88 3.38 342 3.81
acencies v Si/Gun Si 4.00 393 3.14 3.29 3.64
g " Gun 3.92 3.83 3.67 3.58 4.00
Total 3.63 3.78 3.68 3.38 3.86
Si/Gun Si 3.66 3.68 3.73 332 393
Rural residents Gun 3.59 3.95 3.59 3.50 3.73
Local Central 3.67 3.94 3.67 3.72 3.78
Hinterland 3.62 3.71 3.69 3.24 3.89
Total 0.321 0.722 0.363 0.903 0.899
Administrative | gy, 0.903 0.864 0.098 0.517 0.233
p-value agencies
Rural residents Si/Gun 0.843 0.415 0.738 0.667 0.698
Y Location 0.902 0.508 0.960 0.285 0.838
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Figure 2. Results of IPA(Healthcare)
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Table 5. Survey results of importance-satisfaction(Healthcare)
Administrative agencies Rural residents p-value
Items . - - - : -
Importance | Satisfaction | Importance | Satisfaction | Importance | Satisfaction
Health institutions
Enough of facility 3.85 3.15 4.10 3.35 0.346 0.507
Level of accessibility 3.69 3.27 4.14 3.38 0.125 0.728
Satisfaction of service quality 3.65 3.00 3.89 3.21 0.401 0.471
Moderation of service cost 3.77 3.19 4.02 3.43 0.369 0.444
Medical Facilities
Enough of facility 3.92 2.73 4.05 2.54 0.675 0.538
Level of accessibility 4.08 3.12 4.03 2.57 0.874 0.081
Satisfaction of service quality 3.77 2.62 3.98 2.94 0.459 0.236
Moderation of service cost 3.73 2.92 4.14 2.76 0.137 0.578
Emergency Medical Facilities
Enough of facility 3.65 2.35 4.03 1.95 0.260 0.155
Level of accessibility 3.73 2.38 4.03 2.11 0.357 0.333
Satisfaction of service quality 3.85 242 4.08 2.25 0.426 0.539
Moderation of service cost 3.62 2.46 4.13 2.27 0.080 0.487
Pharmacy
Enough of facility 3.85 3.12 3.92 2.90 0.807 0.502
Level of accessibility 4.04 3.04 4.03 2.90 0.982 0.681
Satisfaction of service quality 3.69 2.73 3.95 2.98 0.368 0.369
Moderation of service cost 3.69 2.85 4.02 2.95 0.238 0.706
Health Care Program
Enough of program 3.77 3.04 3.84 2.73 0.811 0.302
Level of accessibility 3.73 2.96 3.95 2.70 0.432 0.383
Satisfaction of service quality 3.54 3.04 3.86 2.68 0.288 0.233
Moderation of service cost 3.58 2.96 3.87 2.86 0.273 0.736
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Table 6. Survey results of importance-satisfaction(Social Welfare)
Administrative agencies Rural residents p-value
Items - - - p - -
Importance | Satisfaction | Importance | Satisfaction | Importance | Satisfaction
Child welfare facilities
Enough of facility 3.81 2.88 3.70 2.52 0.720 0.184
Level of accessibility 3.81 3.15 3.62 2.59 0.558 0.034"
Satisfaction of service quality 3.85 2.96 3.65 2.51 0.513 0.085
Moderation of service cost 3.65 3.27 3.54 2.49 0.727 0.004"
Infant day care facilities
Enough of facility 3.96 3.08 3.60 2.49 0.269 0.041"
Level of accessibility 4.04 3.35 3.70 2.49 0.282 0.003"
Satisfaction of service quality 4.00 3.15 3.76 2.60 0.438 0.050"
Moderation of service cost 3.85 3.27 3.67 2.54 0.563 0.007°
Welfare facilities for the elderly
Enough of facility 4.19 3.23 4.13 2.62 0.814 0.041"
Level of accessibility 4.19 327 4.11 2.60 0.783 0.031"
Satisfaction of service quality 4.12 3.00 4.11 2.73 0.987 0.351
Moderation of service cost 3.92 3.19 3.97 2.79 0.877 0.163
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o Kindergarten
m Elementary /middle/high
© Lifelong education

nstitutions
+ Academy facilities

Administrative agencies Rural residents p-value
Items . " ; - ; -
Importance | Satisfaction | Importance | Satisfaction | Importance | Satisfaction
Community facilities
Enough of facility 3.65 3.31 4.05 3.14 0.155 0.598
Level of accessibility 3.77 3.31 4.14 3.27 0.197 0.904
Convenience of community facilities 3.69 3.35 4.19 3.30 0.076 0.883
Moderation of utilization and maintenance
3.62 3.27 4.06 3.16 0.125 0.725
cost
Living Culture Facilities
Enough of facility 3.62 2.58 3.95 2.13 0.231 0.111
Level of accessibility 3.81 2.65 3.87 2.17 0.824 0.107
Satisfaction of service quality 3.77 242 3.86 2.29 0.767 0.630
Moderation of service cost 3.62 2.46 397 2.37 0.216 0.727
Cultural infrastructure
Enough of facility 3.65 231 3.87 221 0.445 0.700
Level of accessibility 3.73 2.58 3.75 2.24 0.958 0.234
Satisfaction of service quality 3.65 2.46 3.73 2.19 0.796 0.313
Moderation of service cost 3.54 2.65 3.75 2.30 0.476 0.204
Movie theaters
Enough of facility 3.65 1.96 3.86 1.73 0.534 0.374
Level of accessibility 3.73 2.04 3.87 1.75 0.654 0.261
Satisfaction of service quality 3.62 2.19 3.87 1.76 0.416 0.106
Moderation of service cost 3.58 2.19 3.79 1.86 0.473 0.216

Vol. 25, No. 1,2019 121



Satisfaction

@ Public sportsfacility

m Private Sports Facilties

© Village sports facility

15 20 25 3.0 35 4.0 45 5.0
Importance

(a) Administrative agencies

Figure
713 g sl =AY 29 F gl e 33
Aol gyl 283 Z©]tHMAFRA and KRC,
2016).

Satisfaction

6. Results of TPA(Leisure -

w
in

w
=

25 L] -
2.3 g) ® Public sportsfacility
| ]
[ ]
20
m Private Sports Facilities
15
© Village sportsfacility
10
10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 5.0
Importance

(b) Rural residents

Sports)

AT D FANLAIHE BE olsh UrEpge)
Figre 59, el FRUSL A% A9l 5 vl
]:HBHA-]_‘:-_ U]—}_EE_ —EL‘—O] %_8_7]_

Ao tlsiMs Aukroz UJ%—E% =Y Zavt

4 AE T 9= A0 71 UTHTable 8).

AA PA71He] W& FiEol ik IPA BAEH, AA YT S REEo| tig [PA BAZAARS
A9, 2Faesnl, BARE7H, SHAE 5 =zt AvEd, 49, 2Fu5, ZYLST|H, U
5l Au|zo] disf 2ol de] TaxTt e Aew u 5 d=zel 2 Mujzo) dis) REo)ido —59@7} Ade
Eftou RIS E 2315 uet fXds Ad 3 Aog Uehtoy mERE 2ZFu5duE A9shA
Table 8. Survey results of importance-satisfaction(Education)

Administrative agencies Rural residents p-value
Items - - p - - p
Importance | Satisfaction | Importance | Satisfaction | Importance | Satisfaction

Kindergarten

Enough of facility 3.88 2.92 3.65 2.83 0.454 0.762

Level of accessibility 3.81 3.00 3.75 2.78 0.849 0.477

Satisfaction of service quality 3.92 3.08 3.68 2.84 0.469 0.425

Moderation of service cost 3.81 2.96 3.63 2.78 0.604 0.539
Elementary/middle/high school

Enough of facility 3.88 3.50 3.92 3.13 0.912 0.235

Level of accessibility 3.92 3.54 3.89 2.98 0.915 0.060

Satisfaction of service quality 3.96 3.42 3.73 3.03 0.481 0.196

Moderation of service cost 3.88 3.62 3.71 3.10 0.586 0.073
Lifelong education institutions

Enough of facility 3.38 2.42 3.90 2.29 0.084 0.625

Level of accessibility 3.54 2.46 3.89 2.29 0.247 0.531

Satisfaction of service quality 3.69 2.73 3.86 2.37 0.575 0.206

Moderation of service cost 3.65 2.58 3.90 2.54 0.387 0.899
Academy facilities

Enough of facility 3.46 2.54 3.46 2.14 0.997 0.146

Level of accessibility 3.50 2.58 3.54 2.17 0.908 0.138

Satisfaction of service quality 3.46 2.54 3.60 2.24 0.663 0.213

Moderation of service cost 3.54 2.38 3.57 2.13 0.920 0.298
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Table 9. Survey results of importance-satisfaction(Leisure and Sports)

Administrative agencies Rural residents p-value
Items - - p - - -
Importance | Satisfaction | Importance | Satisfaction | Importance | Satisfaction
Public sports facility
Enough of facility 3.65 3.19 2.48 248 0.282 0.020"
Level of accessibility 3.77 3.15 2.49 2.49 0.437 0.035"
Satisfaction of service quality 3.58 3.15 2.49 2.49 0.165 0.026"
Moderation of service cost 3.54 3.08 2.62 2.62 0.059 0.152
Private Sports Facilities
Enough of facility 3.38 2.73 3.38 2.30 0.991 0.139
Level of accessibility 3.38 2.81 3.38 2.16 0.992 0.030"
Satisfaction of service quality 3.42 2.73 3.37 2.29 0.863 0.136
Moderation of service cost 331 2.73 3.37 2.30 0.861 0.148
Village sports facility
Enough of facility 3.77 3.27 4.10 2.38 0.290 0.004
Level of accessibility 3.81 3.08 4.17 2.44 0.200 0.045"
Moderation of maintenance 3.77 3.00 4.05 2.32 0.374 0.023"
Aoz HE olstE YENSTHFigure 5b). ZFiG A7 1B FEASAE D opLASA L tisiA
Sael Feols M tie A4S Adel WaT  HAGYOoR SUI v, AGFUE PFIYos
Zlos yehd e aEste] HH, oA solE S HoFtHFigure 6; Table 9). &&AHSAES] A <,
Aol Atmeta BYSE o5 2 SfaEE S HDA, ANls A GE SeAgAEe) Ad R
StuM g wSA Yol Tl HEshs WA= d, FAmIge] AEA FEolA FArET AT
WSl Aol ) RE ShdSo] mAHME ERMAE  Aolo] EAHOR o3 AolE mYTh ot 1%
olgd F UEF = FTIAF TEF & A= O AGAEAGS S FEFe] ATHISAA
(MAFRA, 2017a) 5¢] SHth& mala] Hojol & Zolry,  x|9o] o] Fojgiom AR Lo oA 457k
BARE7HT U wSAER] AL Aol A2 zfolol A 7]1%E Ao ® RHAlY FF, 43zte <l
© R7IH B AYFR mE JFH Ads a7} 2atolE FE  de AHA| L] o] Fojxof & Ao
oz Yent ol Y@ Tevl Wad Aow so} = wuHy, Uk 2xxAde] Aol YW 2
H AT AGFR B P Idder SEHE HS uHst &
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g9 Bo _
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Table 10. Survey results of top priority items in services and infrastructure

e Support of facility [Support of equipment Expansion of Expansion of Provision of
Description . . .
and space, and material manpower program information
Healthcare 36.0% 24.0% 8.0% 32.0% -
Social welfare 50.0% 4.5% 27.3% 18.2% -
Administrative Culture 50.0% 13.6% - 31.8% 4.5%
agencies
Education 60.9% 8.7% 8.7% 17.4% 4.3%
Leisure and sports 50.0% 22.7% 4.5% 18.2% 4.5%
Healthcare 44.8% 10.3% 22.4% 15.5% 5.2%
Social welfare 43.9% 8.8% 12.3% 26.3% 8.8%
Rural residents Culture 65.5% 5.2% 6.9% 13.8% 8.6%
Education 44.6% 71% 19.6% 25.0% 3.6%
Leisure and sports 62.5% 14.3% 8.9% 10.7% 3.6%
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