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Abstract
Despite the rapid economic growth, people’s quality of life has not been improved and the regional and
hierarchical disparities of it have deepened. We analysed regional differences in quality of life and it was found
that non-capital regions, provinces and rural areas compared to Seoul and capital region, metropolitan cities,
and urban areas respectively, show a relatively lower level of satisfaction in the quality of life. An in-depth
analysis of Chungcheongnam-do province shows that the trend was similar to that of the national analysis. The
quality of life satisfaction of the elderly was lower than that of the young and middle-aged, and this trend was
similar regardless of region. Young people living in the Dong area showed high satisfaction with the quality of
life than the middle-aged and elderly living in the Myeon area. It was observed the level of Life SOC services in
urban areas have been better than the one in rural areas. However, there is no clear relationship between
quality of life satisfaction and the expansion of Life SOC, therefore, it is difficult to argue that the government
intervention to expand Life SOC will improve the citizen’s quality of life satisfaction. The implication of the
study is that the future supply policy of the Life SOC should be based on the detailed analysis of the impact on
the environment, and linking with the development of various programs in progress rather than supplying a
Life SOC that provides a single service. Furthermore, in rural areas it is essential to enhance user demand by
combining several services in supply and to improve the efficiency of managing the services.
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Fig. 2. Concept of Defining Accessibility to Life SOC
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Table 1. Gap in Quality of Life Across Regions (Nation-Wide)

Region Life satisfaction t-value
Seoul vs. non-Seoul 3.32vs.3.29 1.54
Capital area vs. non-capital area 3.32vs.3.29 2.67**
Nation (except capital area): metropolitan city vs. province 3.31vs.3.28 2.97**
Nation (including capital area) Dong (vs. Eup and Myun) 3.26vs.3.31 -4.06**
Nation (excluding capital area) Dong (vs. Eup and Myun) 3.27 vs. 3.30 -2.51*
Chungnam Dong (vs. Eup and Myun) 3.29vs. 3.24 0.98

Note: **, *, and + indicate statistical significance at 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively.(Same in the following tables)
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Table 2. Gap in Quality of Life Across Regions (Chungnam)

Life satisfacti thy of
e satistaction +worthy o Overall residential

Life satisfaction work + happy - concerned - . . .
Region environment satisfaction
gloomy
Mean F-value Mean F-value Mean F-value
Dong 6.15 10.74 6.01
Eup 5.90 30.29** 9.89 18.91** 5.69 134.61**
Myun 6.06 10.44 5.57

Table 3. Gap in Quality of Life Across Age-Cohorts (Chungnam)

Life satisfaction + worthy Overall residential
Life satisfaction of work + happy - environment
Hsecalank concerned - gloomy satisfaction
Mean F-value Mean F-value Mean F-value
Young below 39 6.42 11.64 5.67
Middle-aged
6.16 241.75** 10.94 197.27** 5.74 2.76
between 39 and 64 *
0ld at least 65 5.70 9.04 571
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Table 4. Gap in Quality of Life Across Age-Cohorts by Region (Chungnam)

Life satisfaction +

Overall residential

Life satisfaction worthy of work + happy environment
o Age-cohort - concerned - gloomy satisfaction
Mean F-value Mean F-value Mean F-value
Young below 39 6.47 11.98 5.98
Dong Middle-aged 617  68.23% 10.84  63.39% 6.02 0.35
between 39 and 64
0ld at least 65 5.70 8.84 6.02
Young below 39 6.36 11.38 5.53
Eup betx:iil;aii cn 604 9406% 1057  76.60%* 5.69 6.73%*
0ld at least 65 5.46 8.18 5.76
Young below 39 6.39 11.37 5.34
Myun bet‘l\::iilgﬁgii o 624 8510 1127  68.91% 557  10.79*
0ld at least 65 5.81 9.47 5.61

Table 5. Gap in Quality of Life Across Regions by Age-Cohorts (Chungnam)

Life satisfaction +

Overall residential

. Life satisfaction worthy of work + happy environment
Region  Age-cohort - concerned - gloomy satisfaction
Mean F-value Mean F-value Mean F-value
Dong 6.47 11.98 5.98
Young T T o
below 39 Eup 6.36 1.35 11.37 291+ 5.53 45.48
Myun 6.39 11.98 5.34
Middle-aged Dong 6.17 10.84 6.02
between 39 Eup 6.04 11.28** 10.57 7.72%* 5.69 69.58**
and 64 Myun 6.24 11.27 5.57
Dong 5.70 8.84 6.02
old Eup 5.46 25.65** 8.18 20.25%* 5.76 31.21%
at least 65 _— _—
Myun 5.81 9.47 5.61
At Asfolct. 24 AT Wubdel BfHe o Aztg .gshu Hje S vlErt-golt )
T 5, FIAo] Holut 3 A JE T U535 FA3] 2 ol & Aol Aaa oz A2E
FURE goltk o) §9] A9 W Ae] AT SR AL TSh B Aol A A A
7} GEo] QI 400l 7e) FRE TS w4 Wyl B B UrEhdich
Ao o] ZeiAl o] YRR B A 247) ABS0CE 37) M AL (HH] 4 71 22,649
St} o), A2 BAATC] A9 BUT AL A m)g TR ALT A2 X8 AiE BX9)
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Table 6. Population who are Accessible to Life SOC by Region

(unit: %)
Method A1 Method A2
Type Life SOC
Dong Myun Eup Total Dong Myun Eup Total
Neighborhood park 928 26.0 681 6638 285.7 27,5 116.2 168.1
Library 909 269 674 66.1 116.5 153 703 75.2
Daycare center 5.1 1.8 3.8 3.8 52.6 9.7 23.0 327
Kindergarten 29 1.1 1.7 2.1 3.5 0.6 1.1 2.1
Neigh- Elementary school 5.6 2.1 3.6 4.1 4.5 0.9 1.7 2.8
borhood Senior center 9.1 255 162 157 53.0 224 467 423
facility Medical center 917 252 683 661 5829 32.8 1927 325.4
Pharmacy store 939 283 711 688 422.0 285 174.6 2453
Parking lot 82.8 225 588 59.0 1015.2 519.6 211.1 677.3
Shelter 80.0 184 31.0 499 689 85 208 394
Lifetime sports facility 70.3 24.6 446 505 521 120 26.6 34.0
) Public sports facility 99.6 88.7 97.1 957 808.4 145.5 299.0 489.0
Rf‘;%‘i;’i?;l Medical institute 1000 989 987 994 734 902 923 829
Police station 99.8 729 954 90.6 205.5 32.0 85.8 125.1
Theme park 100.0 95.8 953 97.6 451.8 270.6 345.5 372.2
Performagcgl?tr;d cultural 4000 99.8 989 997 8909 412.4 595.1 677.1
Comprehensive social welfare ), o 645 g55 918 2803 948 1195 1867
center
Urban Seniors welfare center 9.2 254 13,6 151 10.7 14.7 123 123
facility School for the elderly 5.9 4.1 4.1 4.9 3.9 1.6 1.7 2.7
General hospital 100.0 83.2 87.1 919 2049 578 948 1347
Emergency medical facility 100.0 92.4 92.3 959 203.5 619 956 1355
Hospital 100.0 954 943 97.3 1059.7 2369 415.8 660.5
Fire station 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.0 732.3 350.1 475.1 556.7
Leisure facility for the elderly 9.2 254 13.6 15.1 146 163 14.0 15.0
A, Ao PHBl] 42 pEATE Y BhH Walo] JrjH O WO Golt WSl B9 %
AR Z3jolck BBASAMOIF ARAL AL A B AT Y o F5Er:

TRIA A0 A9 AP BA9 o] 2
Upehate. vlo] m7]3te] 7.9 wiche) et
HQIck 2, 71%j0] 714 ] ek Zo]ck B
A7120) A9 A7LEo] vl#stod Q1A17} o] 2o]
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24 g7Hdol SAH 02 BRgti B A
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Table 7. Relationship between Quality of Life and Infrastructure (average tsw = 0.01, multiplication between
accumulated values of spatial weights for infrastructures forming service region and population with

demand)
L‘;gerts}elltlszavcvt:;l?: Overall residential
Variables Life satisfaction y environment
happy - concerned - . .
satisfaction
gloomy
Female 0.196**(5.55) 0.939**%(6.33) -0.014(-0.44)
Age (between 15 and 19)
Twenties -0.284**(-3.06) -0.693+(-1.80) -0.069(-0.78)
Thirties -0.674**(-7.11) -2.187**(-5.59) -0.222%(-2.47)
Forties -0.819**(-8.68) -2.824*%(-7.25) -0.234**(-2.64)
Fifties -0.864**(-8.95) -2.838**(-7.10) 0.049(0.54)
At least 60 -0.791**(-7.85) -2.456**(-5.89) 0.288**(3.02)
Education
(elementary school or below)
Middle school 0.106*(2.49) 0.722**(4.03) 0.004(0.09)
High school 0.251**(5.85) 1.334*%(7.41) 0.050(1.28)

College or more

0.709*%(14.28)

3.115*%(14.89)

0.233**(5.13)

Marital status (single)

Married 0.411**(7.08) 1.762*%(7.22) 0.068(1.23)
Widowed 0.233*%(3.11) 0.959**(3.07) 0.131+(1.94)
Divorced -0.112(-1.37) -0.576+(-1.68) -0.014(-0.19)

Household head 0.120%*(3.13) 0.703**(4.35) 0.003(0.07)

Household income
(below one million Korean Won)

1~2 mil. 0.444*%(10.75) 1.945%%(11.23) 0.121*%(3.28)
2~3 mil. 0.627**(14.12) 2.800*%(15.05) 0.152*%(3.76)
3~4 mil. 0.785**(15.65) 3.564*%(16.98) 0.253*%(5.40)
4~5 mil. 0.886**(16.67) 4.019*%(17.77) 0.234%*(4.65)
5 million or more 1.247**(23.84) 5.583**(25.34) 0.595**(12.16)
Household type (one person)
couple 0.042(0.76) 0.296(1.27) 0.084+(1.68)

Couple with either parent or child

-0.310**(-6.10)

-1.376*(-6.37)

-0.079+(-1.75)

Couple with both parent and child

-0.309**(-4.38)

-1.715%*(-5.80)

-0.109(-1.64)

Non-kinship

0.058(0.18)

1.167(0.87)

0.374(1.47)

Housing type (single detached)

Apartment

-0.129**(-3.60)

-0.855%*(-5.71)

0.197*%(5.95)

Townhouse

-0.160**(-2.62)

-0.458+(-1.76)

0.087(1.62)

Multi-plex

-0.196%(-2.53)

-1.474**(-4.54)

-0.057(-0.83)

Others

0.360%(3.77)

1.821*%(4.54)

0.216*(2.42)
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Table 7. Contunued

Variables

Housing tenure (owner occupied)

Life satisfaction

Life satisfaction +

worthy of work +

happy - concerned -

gloomy

Overall residential

environment
satisfaction

Chonsei

-0.094+(-1.85)

-0.398+(-1.84)

-0.355%%(-7.23)

Monthly rent with deposit

-0.159*%(-2.79)

-0.713*%(-3.03)

-0.435*%(-8.93)

Monthly rent without deposit

-0.317**(-4.88)

-1.259%%(-4.73)

-0.341%%(-5.89)

Free of charge -0.031(-0.44) -0.354(-1.20) -0.257**(-4.24)
Accessibility to infrastructure
Neighborhood park 0.105(0.90) 0.968+(1.95) 0.761**(6.83)
Theme park -0.152**(-5.27) -0.995**(-8.38) -0.227**(-8.53)
Performance and cultural facility 0.031(0.95) 0.135(0.99) 0.077**%(2.67)
Library 0.489**(2.92) 3.022**(4.25) 0.596**(3.66)
Public sports facility -0.037(-0.65) 0.400+(1.69) 0.436**(8.53)
Daycare center -0.862%(-2.02) 0.768(0.43) -0.325(-0.78)
Kindergarten 53.794**(4.50) 334.204**(6.56) -33.459**(-3.09)
Elementary school -14.924(-1.49) -150.230**(-3.52) 14.355(1.58)
Comprehensive social welfare center ~ -0.352**(-3.99) -2.698**(-7.21) -0.631**(-7.58)
Senior center -0.492(-1.39) -2.004(-1.36) -0.346(-1.13)
General hospital 0.519**(3.12) 3.493**(4.82) -0.021(-0.14)
Emergency medical facility -0.788**(-5.38) -4.540%*(-7.09) 0.147(1.13)
Hospital 0.020(0.86) -0.066(-0.67) 0.020(0.94)
Medical center 0.070(0.75) 0.020(0.05) -0.329**(-3.58)
Medical institute -0.059(-0.32) -1.155(-1.57) -0.666**(-3.94)
Pharmacy store -0.013(-0.08) -0.893(-1.28) -0.198(-1.26)
Parking lot -0.001(-0.33) 0.002(0.15) 0.018**(6.00)
Police station 0.486**(2.93) 3.938**(5.76) 0.550**(3.54)
Fire station 0.048(0.65) 0.318(1.06) 0.264**(3.80)
Shelter -1.912**(-5.73) -10.449**(-7.45) -1.731**(-5.51)
Lifetime sports facility -0.414(-0.92) -2.421(-1.29) 0.831+(1.95)

Seniors welfare center

1.415%%(2.84)

6.412*(3.11)

1.121%(2.51)

Constant 5.705**%(52.44) 7.999**%(17.71) 4.970%%(49.91)
Number of observations 25,243 25,199 25,224
Adj. R-squared 0.0827 0.0907 0.0669

Note: numbers in parentheses are White-Huber’s robust t-values.
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Appendix Table a. Relationship between Quality of Life and Infrastructure (Average tsw = 0.01, Multiplication
between Accumulated Values of Spatial Weights for Infrastructures Forming Service region
and Population with Demand)

Overall residential

environment satisfaction Eup Myun Dong
Accessibility to
infrastructure
Neighborhood park -3.836(-0.80) -0.696(-0.97) -0.939**(-4.53)
Theme park 0.600**(2.88) -0.147%(-2.02) -0.342**(-3.06)
P:Eff::;f‘?:;f;d -0.444(-1.46) -0.007(-0.08) 0.625(6.42)
Library 8.769(1.08) -3.112**%(-3.04) 1.607*%(5.76)
Public sports facility -0.061(-0.07) 0.019(0.08) -0.426**(-4.67)
Daycare center 3.842(0.70) -3.456+(-1.94) -2.831**(-3.85)
Kindergarten -52.475(-0.16) 224.877*%(4.03) 65.185*%(3.94)
Elementary school -162.717(-0.72) -2.155(-0.06) -19.553(-1.26)

Comprehensive social
welfare center

-2.384(-0.54)

-1.529**(-4.85)

-1.491%*(-4.54)

Senior center

-0.427(-0.19)

6.149%(7.04)

7.305**(4.49)

General hospital

2.092*(2.07)

2.883*%(5.13)

81.948*%(3.67)

Emergency medical

facility -0.597(-0.69) -2.114**(-4.54) -82.267**(-3.72)
Hospital -0.873(-0.55) 0.178+(1.79) 0.316**(5.09)
Medical center -3.139*(-2.05) -0.989(-1.15) -0.155(-1.18)
Medical institute -6.214+(-1.69) -0.482(-1.45) 2.058%(2.44)
Pharmacy store 4.877*(2.43) 3.000**(2.89) -0.139(-0.53)
Parking lot -0.151(-0.95) -0.045**(-2.72) -0.006(-0.65)
Police station 1.752+(1.85) 0.437(0.74) 1.528**(4.37)
Fire station 1.917**(3.11) -0.121 -0.499+
Shelter -5.232(-0.57) -6.248**(-4.13) 0.415(0.72)
Lifetime sports facility 0.536(0.15) 0.322(0.18) 3.462**(4.87)
Seniors welfare center 10.233%(2.41) 1.005(1.30) -25.532%*%(-7.42)
Number of observations 7,008 11,286 6,949
Adj. R-squared 0.1170 0.0913 0.0972

Note: Numbers in parentheses are White-Huber’s robust t-values, **, *, and + indicate statistical significance at 1%,

5%, and 10%, respectively.

The estimated coefficients for respondent’s personal characteristics are suppressed due to limit on space.
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Appendix Table b. Relationship between Quality of Life and Infrastructure (Average tsw = 0.01, Multiplication
between Accumulated Values of Spatial Weights for Infrastructures Forming Service Region

and Population with Demand)

Life satisfaction +
worthy of work + happy
- concerned - gloomy

Accessibility to
infrastructure

Eup

Myun

Dong

Neighborhood park

29.228(1.54)

-5.967*(-1.97)

-2.936*%(-3.34)

Theme park

4.891**(5.50)

-0.936**(-3.23)

-1.564**(-3.39)

Performance and
cultural facility

-2.430%(-2.04)

0.657+(1.91)

3.011%(7.46)

Library

-49.036(-1.52)

-21.237%%(-4.95)

9.170**(7.83)

Public sports facility

-9.634%(-2.74)

0.243(0.24)

-2.161%%(-5.71)

Daycare center

-24.967(-1.31)

2.962(0.40)

-15.525%*(-5.04)

Kindergarten

-3562.081**(-2.83)

1288.999%*(5.45)

295.463*(4.17)

Elementary school

1813.910%(2.14)

-53.667(-0.38)

-47.188(-0.71)

Comprehensive social
welfare center

-57.423%%(-3.17)

-9.297*%(-6.78)

-5.537**(-4.01)

Senior center

1.734(0.20)

21.342*%(5.77)

21.325%%(3.21)

General hospital

11.519%%(2.92)

13.895%%(5.50)

346.599*%(3.79)

Emergency medical

facility -1.386(-0.40) -8.394**(-4.13) -351.437**(-3.88)

Hospital 13.839%(2.18) 0.487(1.14) 1.138**(4.49)
Medical center -4.041(-0.65) -6.312+(-1.78) -1.828**(-3.43)
Medical institute 4.096(0.28) 0.012(0.01) 2.133(0.61)
Pharmacy store 19.248%(2.39) 10.596*(2.46) 0.341(0.32)

Parking lot

-1.380*(-2.09)

-0.162*(-2.35)

0.099%(2.38)

Police station 9.506%(2.42) 6.307*(2.53) 8.342**(5.72)
Fire station 6.392%%(2.81) -0.515(-0.69) -0.501(-0.48)
Shelter -100.885**(-2.69) -24.271**(-3.80) -0.952(-0.40)
Lifetime sports facility -5.167(-0.34) -12.528(-1.63) 18.824**(6.48)
Seniors welfare center 39.698*(2.38) 2.685(0.83) -98.254**(-7.08)
Number of observations 6,994 11,264 6,941
Adj. R-squared 0.1280 0.1044 0.1172

Note: Numbers in parentheses are White-Huber’s robust t-values, **, *, and + indicate statistical significance at 1%,

5%, and 10%, respectively.
The estimated coefficients for respondent’s personal characteristics are suppressed due to limit on space.
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Appendix Table c. Relationship between Quality of Life and Infrastructure (Average tsw = 0.01, Multiplication
between Accumulated Values of Spatial Weights for Infrastructures Forming Service Region
and Population with Demand)

Overall residential

environment satisfaction Eup Myun Dong
Accessibility to
infrastructure
Neighborhood park 0.036(0.01) -0.440(-0.58) -0.170(-0.88)
Theme park -0.754**(-5.25) -0.441**(-6.41) -0.162+(-1.67)

Performance and
cultural facility

1.111%%(4.08)

-0.255%*(-3.25)

0.454**(5.52)

Library 8.268(1.28) -3.165**(-3.39) 2.358**(9.13)
Public sports facility -0.433(-0.60) 1.508*%(6.63) -0.298**(-3.81)
Daycare center -4.355(-1.00) -7.173**(-4.18) -1.794**(-2.73)

Kindergarten

-121.719(-0.43)

21.560(0.40)

30.531%(1.99)

Elementary school

-329.643%(-2.04)

108.189**(3.36)

-33.008*(-2.32)

Comprehensive social

welfare center 0.473(0.14) -1.525**(-5.03) -0.464(-1.64)
Senior center 3.959*%(2.21) 2.499**(2.81) 4.080**%(2.92)
General hospital 3.517**%(4.10) 0.960+(1.79) 4.320(0.21)
Emergency medical 0.462(0.82) -0.101(-0.24) -4.655(-0.23)
facility
Hospital -0.519(-0.39) 0.176+(1.86) 0.284**(5.39)
Medical center 0.054(0.05) 2.208*%(2.98) -0.779**(-6.24)
Medical institute 0.412(0.13) -1.749**(-5.00) 1.144(1.58)
Pharmacy store -5.129**(-3.53) 0.029(0.03) 0.307(1.27)
Parking lot 0.243+(1.82) -0.076**(-4.72) 0.022*(2.55)
Police station 4.755**(6.05) 1.409%(2.57) -0.408(-1.30)
Fire station -0.608(-1.19) 0.140(0.91) 0.031(0.14)
Shelter -0.543(-0.08) -10.427%%(-7.41) 1.371*%(2.62)
Lifetime sports facility 8.761**(3.15) 2.048(1.25) 5.291**(8.03)
Seniors welfare center 2.042(0.71) 2.390**(3.32) -13.764**(-4.58)
Number of observations 6,998 11,276 6,950
Adj. R-squared 0.1237 0.0638 0.1226

Note: Numbers in parentheses are White-Huber’s robust t-values, **, *, and + indicate statistical significance at 1%,

5%, and 10%, respectively.

The estimated coefficients for respondent’s personal characteristics are suppressed due to limit on space.
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Appendix Table d. Summary Statistics

Type Mean set?/rilaci?(fg. Min Max
Gender Man 0.466 0.499 0 1
Female 0.534 0.499 0 1
Age Between 15 and 19 0.029 0.168 0 1
Twenties 0.058 0.233 0 1
Thirties 0.101 0.301 0 1
Forties 0.157 0.364 0 1
Fifties 0.185 0.389 0 1
Atleast 60 0.470 0.499 0 1
Education Elementary school or below 0.306 0.461 0 1
Middle school 0.120 0.325 0 1
High school 0.302 0.459 0 1
College or more 0.273 0.445 0 1
Marital status Single 0.128 0.335 0 1
Married 0.689 0.463 0 1
Widowed 0.140 0.347 0 1
Divorced 0.043 0.202 0 1
Household head 0.580 0.494 0 1
Household income Below one million Korean Won 0.219 0.414 0 1
1~2 mil. 0.193 0.394 0 1
2~3 mil. 0.178 0.383 0 1
3~4 mil. 0.135 0.342 0 1
4~5 mil. 0.108 0.310 0 1
5 million or more 0.167 0.373 0 1
Household type One person 0.191 0.393 0 1
Couple 0.386 0.487 0 1
Couple with either parent or child  0.374 0.484 0 1
Couple with both parent and child  0.046 0.211 0 1
Non-kinship 0.002 0.049 0 1
Housing type Single detached 0.541 0.498 0 1
Apartment 0.370 0.483 0 1
Townhouse 0.045 0.207 0 1
Multi-plex 0.026 0.158 0 1
Others 0.019 0.136 0 1
Housing tenure Owner occupied 0.796 0.403 0 1
Chonsei 0.060 0.238 0 1
Monthly rent with deposit 0.060 0.238 0 1
Monthly rent without deposit 0.044 0.206 0 1
Free of charge 0.040 0.195 0 1
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