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ABSTRACT : The Agricultural Environmental Conservation Program is a useful system for creating sustainable agriculture and
environmentally friendly and comfortable rural areas. However, there are still many problems and difficulties, such as the
establishment of necessary activities and plans by the residents themselves, and improvements are required. The degree of
importance and difficulties according to the implementation stage of each stakeholder was quantified and compared with each other,
and the specific difficulties recognized by on-site support organizations were structurally analyzed. It was analyzed that the
importance and difficulties of the project implementation stage for local government officials and the project implementation
planning stage for on-site support organizations were very high, indicating that they perceived the most need for improvement.
On the other hand, 21 specific problems and difficulties were derived based on the results of the literature survey and stakeholder
interviews. As a result of the structural analysis using the DEMATEL method, the most influential factor was the low understanding
of the project by residents, the most influential factor was the lack of collecting and reflecting residents' opinions, the most central
factor was the lack of collecting and reflecting residents' opinions, and the most causal factor was the lack of education and
promotion of the project. The results indicate that a more stable system can be established if continuous promotion and education,
periodic meetings and discussions, active reflection of residents' opinions in project implementation plans, and simplification of
implementation inspection and project cost execution through the implementation inspection platform are promoted. Despite the
limitations, considering that no institutional analysis of agricultural environmental conservation programs has been conducted so
far, the results of this study are expected to serve as a basis for the establishment of relevant policies in the future.
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Figure 1. The process of the DEMATEL method(Kim et al., 2022)
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Figure 2. Results of perceptions survey of local government officials
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Table 1. Results of delivery area of services and infrastructure for rural welfare and culture
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Importance/

Local government

On-site support

Stage Detailed activities Difficulty officials organization p-value
. . L Importance 4.36 443 756
Creating instructions and guidelines -
Difficulty 3.21 3.00 793
. . Importance 3.43 3.38 756
Open call for project applicants -
Difficulty 3.00 3.00 .867
Project o N Importance 3.64 3.85 550
application Data acquisition and condition survey -
stage Difficulty 3.36 3.85 116
. L . L Importance 4.07 4.00 7193
Creating and reviewing project applications -
Difficulty 3.64 3.23 202
. o Importance 3.79 3.69 .867
Project application -
Difficulty 3.36 3.08 430
Establishment of agri-Environmental Importance 3.21 3.38 050
Project target project evaluation committee Difficulty 3.00 3.08 1.000
selection stage ) ) ) Importance 3.71 3.85 488
Evaluating and selecting projects -
Difficulty 3.29 3.23 981
Establishment of project foundation Importance 3.64 4.38 .029*
(organization) Difficulty 3.50 3.62 830
. . . Importance 4.14 4.62 .085
Implementation of resident education -
Difficulty 3.29 3.46 905
Investigation and diagnosis of agricultural Importance 3.71 3.92 085
Project environment Difficulty 3.21 3.54 402
mp leg}:ﬁtatlon Collecting opinions through meetings, Importance 4.07 4.77 .008*
establishment briefing sessions, etc. Difficulty 3.43 3.31 756
stage . Importance 4.07 4.77 .017*
Resident demand survey -
Difficulty 343 3.38 981
. . . Importance 421 4.23 943
Preparation of project implementation plan -
Difficulty 3.71 3.15 .128
o . . Importance 3.71 4.08 280
Signing an agreement with the village -
Difficulty 3.00 2.54 .169
_ Project Fulfillment of individual and joint Importance 421 4.69 085
implementation . .
stage activities Difficulty 4.07 2.85 .002*
. L Importance 3.43 3.69 519
Subsidy grant application -
Difficulty 2.93 2.46 350
Project cost Confirmation of fulfillment of individual Importance 4.36 4.62 350
execution stage and joint activities Difficulty 3.79 3.23 202
. Importance 4.29 4.54 458
Execution of budget "
Difficulty 3.64 2.92 .094
Check performance of annual Importance 4.00 3.92 981
implementation projects Difficulty 3.50 3.08 375
Implementation . . . L. Importance 3.86 4.00 550
. . Implementation inspection/monitoring -
inspection stage Difficulty 3.64 3.00 .094
. . Importance 3.86 3.69 .650
Check on-site inspection results -
Difficulty 3.71 3.15 141

*i1p<.05
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Table 2. Difficulties derived from each implementation stage

Stage Difficulty

Difficulty including additional activities such as illegal incineration and separate recycling

Differences between activities desired by residents and project guidelines

Difficulties in investigating relevant data and conditions

Ambiguity in instructions and guidelines

Project application stage - : :
Lack of education and promotion of project

Lack of prior research and pilot cases

Establishment of a unilateral plan centered on administrative agencies

Insufficient collection and reflection of residents’ opinions

Establishment of reasonable target site evaluation and selection plan

Project target selection stage 3
Complex evaluation process

Low level of business understanding among residents

Project implementation plan Unclear roles for each subject

establishment stage Business entities with low expertise

Scattered business sites within the village

Difficulty changing individual and joint activities

Project implementation stage - — - B . ;
Disruption in project performance due to delays in project implementation

Complex and cumbersome proof of individual and joint activities

Checking the subjective activities of the monitoring team leader

Project cost execution stage -
Unclear accounting treatment

Potential misunderstanding among residents due to differentiated activity funds depending on lot area

Implementation inspection stage Difficulty in monitoring and on-site confirmation

Table 3. Results of structural analysis of difficulties by DEMATAEL method

Stage Difficulty D R D+R | D-R

Difficulty including additional activities such as illegal incineration and

. 474 | 492 | 9.66 | -0.19
separate recycling

Differences between activities desired by residents and project guidelines| 5.06 | 5.09 | 10.15 | -0.02

Difficulties in investigating relevant data and conditions 440 | 484 | 924 | -043

Project application stage Ambiguity in instructions and guidelines 491 | 521 | 10.11 | -0.30
Lack of education and promotion of project 531 | 453 | 985 | 0.78

Lack of prior research and pilot cases 450 | 436 | 885 | 0.14

Establishment of a unilateral plan centered on administrative agencies| 4.89 | 5.15 | 10.04 | -0.27

Insufficient collection and reflection of residents’ opinions 542 | 575 | 11.16 | -0.33

Establishment of reasonable target site evaluation and selection plan | 3.86 | 4.91 877 | -1.05

Project target selection stage

Complex evaluation process 4.19 | 479 | 898 | -0.59

Low level of business understanding among residents 5.59 | 535 | 10.94 | 0.25

Project implementation plan Unclear roles for each subject 480 | 420 | 9.01 | 0.60
establishment stage Business entities with low expertise 495 | 423 | 9.17 | 0.72
Scattered business sites within the village 4.17 | 3.71 7.88 | 0.46

Difficulty changing individual and joint activities 4.67 | 438 | 9.06 | 0.29

Project implementation stage - . ; - . -
Disruption in project performance due to delays in project implementation| 4.13 | 423 | 835 | -0.10

Complex and cumbersome proof of individual and joint activities 428 | 454 | 882 | -0.26

Checking the subjective activities of the monitoring team leader 377 | 411 | 7.88 | -0.33

Project cost execution stage Unclear accounting treatment 328 | 320 | 648 | 0.07

Potential misunderstanding among residents due to differentiated

activity funds depending on lot area 408 | 398 | 806 1 0.1

Implementation inspection stage Difficulty in monitoring and on-site confirmation 536 | 4.88 | 10.24 | 047

208 =72 293 M45, 2023



SUPARALETY o YA BAY W oAkl that olsigAE 914 Bl

ue) wu], GOIET} T e A0 BAH oS
Aol g W8 8 BB HEoR EAEI

olgo] FxA BN ATE T sle] AL Ba
shel chet 2ok AA, Aol dhat 444 e %
52 59 FU59) A olHES ALk Weto] He:
HHo= Telsolo & Aoltt. o2 98] WEA MY

==

ool

z Q) A}3
RS h o= AR (o o]
oft. nhe FHI9| FWAR 0FR, BF FWL 9 @
AUz FE 2 5L Bstel Bul o[RS
et BRES TEHIIL 01T 28T U L AR
ZRR9| Bl 5 Fxe] k28t Edtolof T Aot
9A, A B B A9 ALY vt Bo A8 5

9 & 4 Q=S Stolof hnl, o] A WRO| 2as} g
She vk Eofof & Aoltt.

V. 9% L Z=

SATHEALZ THLS A&7h53 5 ATt 5318
ol AT &g =] 485 Aot sHAT
FHl AAR Ho3 STt Ao 9 5 oR7H] o
A 9 ol 2Argte] EAstaL 3ot ofof] tigt 7ol &
FEIL QUek & AN s AT R AR I A
oA Al 5 AAA FEA, HALRAE o
oz o|PtAE EAIY & ARG gt QAle
ofstazt AlZ=EH T o siFARPE o|F A o ThHE F8
ol 2ARY RS AEStetal Aezto] vl niEAE Al
Stlom, @A P24 A4St A A =AY
& FxAoF BAsIqITh

AAA BFA AN Y DA, FFALRALS A
ANPAY FHDAY] FRES} f2ARR o] WY &
o= yeht ofo] gk o] 7 Fasirhal Q14]s)
A= Ao BAHIH F olsigARRE tiFEe] o]
SACA 1Alof gt AJol= HelA] gigtou, BRI
222 RIS A"t F2S AiA AGDEA 7S F
8otk Q1AL glow, ARA FFRA9] H9- Ad A

Q.
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RO
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r

3 5ol ol AR ofHES

= Aoz EAFQIh
W, 23 2AF 2 oS IAlxt HHFRAL A2 vpet

3 ol EAA U of2ARGS EE

A% Jgo] 718w a%le F
= JoiE, FgFeol 7Mt w2 8L
oA ¥ d kg |, A= 7MY 2 890 A
4 A g 9 ey ), lws}
g w2 A0 RAE RAG A i 1%
B RZog FAEQch A&AQ FE % 0§, 374
g 3] 7N, FRIAS HFH QA AIAIH
gk, o]PYH SHES E3 olFFA L ArgH
T

e A4S 2ot gARA Al 2t

g o
It 32 o

e

oRmAR} £2A] BE olsluARtel ojue
31X Eha 29 olsjEAY AR UxA T} 2|2}
A gRAwe gatow o A, @A Aol AWE A

| mheo] ohjet 27]o] AHE AR npeo] o ATE w
% 4 59 BAHES AU Ak T}, 1EL B
FARARZ o) et A=A Zwo] B4o] o]olx]
7 gk g MEsto] B 2 Qo)A AA|3k ol
GARe] Q4 ofmAfte] TxA B4 Ant g B
B o] 71242 $8E 4 %S A0 e,

B ATl 53205 ST 27N A AR AAEU)
S7NEAIYG 9] A US ol ATE U(PI016025032022, THAE:
IR EA T2 WAKE Y A ol¥dd BRE 7).
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