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ABSTRACT : This study aims to establish the indicator system of the quality of life of rural residents and to estimate the weights

among criteria or sub-criteria that constitute the indicator system of the quality of life using AHP(Analytic Hierarchy Process)

method. Indicator system consists of four criteria, that is, health care, eduction & culture, living environment, and income and jobs.

Each criterion include three sub-criteria that make up corresponding criterion. The results show that income and jobs was most

highly evaluated among the four criteria. It was followed by health care, living environment, and eduction & culture. Among the

total 12 sub-criteria, annual income was most highly evaluated, followed by medical service level, job satisfaction, and public

transportation environment in terms of global weight which was deduced from expert questionnaire survey. This study implies that

rural development policy needs to focus on increasing rural residents’ income by creating good quality occupations and increasing the

level of medical services, and expanding public transportation services in rural areas. This study has failed to collect local residents’

opinions regarding their quality of life in spite of the efforts to reflect the opinions from various expert groups, which is the

limitation of this study.
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Figure 1. Hierarchical Structure of the Quality of Life of Rural Residents
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First Level Criteria Second Level Criteria

Definition

Medical Service Level

Valuation Level for Medical Service (5 Levels)

Medical Care

(0.256) Subjective Health Assessment

Satisfaction Level for Self Health (5 Levels)

Number of Medical Institution

Number of Medical Institution per 1,000 people

Quality of Education

Satisfaction Level for Education (5 Levels)

Education and Culture Cultural Facility Level

Satisfaction Level for Cultural Facility (5 Levels)

(0.141)
Number of Cultural Facility

Number of Cultural Facility per 1,000 people

Public Transportation Environment

Convenience Level of Public Transportation (5 Levels)

Living Environment .. . .
g Living Environment Amenity

Level for Living Environment Amenity (5 Levels)

(0.244)
Water Supply and Drainage Level

Distribution Rate of Water Supply and Drainage

Job Satisfaction

Satisfaction Level for Job (5 Levels)

Income and Jobs

(0.359) Annual Income

Amount of Annual Income

State of Employment

Employed or Unemployed
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Table 2. Weights of the First Level Criteria

Total Academic Group Public Sector Private Sector
Criteria (CR=0.01) (CR=0.03) (CR=0.00) (CR=0.05)
Weight Rank Weight Rank Weight Rank Weight Rank
Medical Care 0.256 2 0.174 3 0.281 2 0.274 2
Education & Culture 0.141 4 0.110 4 0.179 4 0.120 4
Living Environment 0.244 3 0.213 2 0.234 3 0.265 3
Income & Jobs 0.359 1 0.504 1 0.306 1 0.342 1

Table 3. Weights of the Second Level Criteria : Medical Care Sector

Total Academic Group Public Sector Private Sector
Criteria (CR=0.00) (CR=0.00) (CR=0.00) (CR=0.02)
Weight Rank Weight Rank Weight Rank Weight Rank
Medical Service Level 0.531 1 0.474 1 0.455 1 0.632 1
Subjective Health Assessment 0.201 3 0.158 3 0.220 3 0.196 2
Number of Medical Institution 0.268 2 0.368 2 0.325 2 0.172
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287 HZ4(0.316)7 A3t FE(0.263)°] 1 H
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Table 4. Weights of the Second Level Criteria :

Education and Culture Sector

Total Academic Group Public Sector Private Sector
Criteria (CR=0.00) (CR=0.03) (CR=0.00) (CR=0.02)
Weight Rank Weight Rank Weight Rank Weight Rank
Quality of Education 0.439 1 0.267 2 0.429 1 0.552 1
Cultural Facility Level 0.400 2 0.569 1 0.368 2 0.334 2
Number of Cultural Facility 0.161 3 0.164 3 0.203 3 0.114

Table 5. Weights of the Second Level Criteria :

Living Environment Sector

Total Academic Group Public Sector Private Sector
Criteria (CR=0.00) (CR=0.01) (CR=0.01) (CR=0.00)
Weight Rank Weight Rank Weight Rank Weight Rank
Public Transportation Environment 0.420 1 0.563 1 0.344 2 0.418 1
Living Environment Amenity 0.316 2 0.251 2 0.352 1 0.304 2
Water Supply and Drainage Level 0.263 0.166 0.304 3 0.278

Table 6. Weights of the Second Level Criteria :

Income and Jobs Sector

Total Academic Group Public Sector Private Sector
Criteria (CR=0.00) (CR=0.02) (CR=0.00) (CR=0.00)
Weight Rank Weight Rank Weight Rank Weight Rank
Job Satisfaction 0.368 2 0,342 2 0.345 2 0.409 2
Annual Income 0.507 1 0.530 1 0.546 1 0.451 1
State of Employment 0.124 3 0.128 3 0.110 3 0.140 3
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Table 7. Weights of the Second Level Criteria

2 B A4S0 01822 7 =4 HriEAL, o
2072 aMH|A FFo] 0.136, AUWFET) 0.132,
Ens o7e] 01029 +o=2 Yepgth 8571 7f
A ke MRSGELS EldEAlde] 950.023)0]
o, 1 tSogE FHUE0.045), FHH 1A}
(0.051), E3IAA WHEEE(0.056)] =02 Vel

First Level Criteria Second Level Criteria Local Weight" Global Weight” Rank
) Medical Service Level 0.531 0.136 2
Me‘(i(l)(.:zals gare Subjective Health Assessment 0.201 0.051 10
Number of Medical Institution 0.268 0.069 6
) Quality of Education 0.439 0.062 8
Educa“‘zg. fff) Culture Cultural Facility Level 0.400 0.056 9
Number of Cultural Facility 0.161 0.023 12
o ) Public Transportation Environment 0.420 0.102 4
Living (fgzz;’mnem Living Environment Amenity 0316 0.077 5
Water Supply and Drainage Level 0.263 0.064 7
Job Satisfaction 0.368 0.132 3
Incmz;;;; fobs Annual Income 0.507 0.182 1
Employment Rate 0.124 0.045 11

1) Local weights refer to the weights of the second level criteria within the corresponding first level criterion.
2) Global weights refer to the weights of the second level criteria from total twelve criteria.
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Figure 2. Global Weights of the Second Level Criteria
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