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Figure 1. Determinant Factors for Health Status
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Table 1. Survey Areas and Number of Samples

AEHIEI EAY

Number Name Average
Name Number of of Number  Income per
of of Sample Villages of Household
Area Villages Villages (Ri) Samples  Year (Won)
Inje Eup 19 2 Duk San 42 3, 004, 000
Kwi Dun 2 31 2, 821, 000
Nam Myeon 17 2 Sin Nam 2 50 2,901, 000
Soo San 2 20 2,782, 000
Puk Myeon 17 2 Weon Tong 7 48 3, 158, 000
Yong Dai 1 41 2, 831, 000
Gi Rin Myeon 23 3 Suh 1 37 3, 062, 000
Ha Nam 2 37 2, 823, 000
Mi San D 12 2, 746, 000
SeoHwa Myeon g 1 Chun Do 4 o Syanh G
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Rl AFEHS EAHE, X ESH-S x2—test Figkell o3l o WA ZEE, FH
FE #piEoll = Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient Jiikioll 28 v}, #k5HT-2 &= bk
7174 (KAIST) &) 74 Fel & #AsIgl o= S.P.S.S. =232 Fifsadet.
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Table 2. Age of Respondent’s
BEES Fm
Categories Frequency Percent
20~ 29 853 4.5
30~ 39 83 22.7
40~ 49 104 28.5
50== 59 81 22, 2
Above 60 44 12. 1
Total 365 100. 0

A S=he] 41, 1] Al E o] EFEe] 33.Tu{ Al Eo|}. &,

HEKE | mEo] AA
LT 7t 74. 85 4l E ) S
Bk o EHEMQ) daks wlA Aelvh

sleh. Mol Slal A odake wlAE HEEEEL A

w

Tabie 3. Respondent’s Education Level
EE&ES! WEKE

Categories Frequency Percent
Below Elementary School 150 41. 1
Elementary School 123 B3
Middle School 51 14.0
High School 16 4.4
College 2 0.5
Others 23 6.3
Total 365 100. 0
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Table 4. Respondent’s Religion
BEE2| =%

Categories Frequency Percent
Protestant 42 1.6
Catholicism 12 3.3
Buddhism 77 21.3
No Religion 230 63.7
Total 361* 100. 0

* Excluded 4, who did not respond.

BEEE CHES EO BES 2 Ko sl WAECSR BlEskddch. BXEol 6634E
2 obd B WNEYTe wel F1 At MBS ohE Aducks MR ¢ ol
e Fzolth, RAS Ak, BEHE 5ol REMIN =5 AETFROZ o
FOE 7.95AE = gicel. Hfbe] A= 2.53]4E2 Tt £IEHS L#Es)
FE A5t 2@ Aok,

Table 5. Occupation of Respondent’s Husband
EEEROS| £E KWAR

Categories Frequency Percent
Farmer 241 66.0
Merchant 52 14.2
White Collar Worker 14 3.8
Military Serviceman 21 5.8
Laborer 28 7.9
Others 9 2.5
Total 365 100.0

HEFRRE CEE B RN BE s BTEd Ho 5l AR EiETeLe] mAY] R
T HEEE 2220t (HESIEE sl WIEsLcl. vlE 3k KiEel A FEAYL 59
N wrl sl = ZHgE ot Bl o B 79 dd I RiES RENeE 8

Z3t RAEY ZHolrl, 2o RE=Elv ZA¢E HEMOZ A + Art. =Tl fl

il
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\Table 6 . Respondent’s Economics Status

BEE RO HIEFEE

Categories Frequency Percent
Lower 97 26.6
Middle 138 37.8
Upper 130 35.6
Total 365 100. 0

Mo SREEHRAE | S H 1] 54.55] A EF} sHEo] AR E HFLA YAt
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3 ogloleh. A MEel BEA At A 5 S A E Enkad s4e]13.7
s} 4= g vheb ek,

Table 7 . Family Health Status of Respondent’s
EEES| ZKikf2RARRE

Categories Frequency Percent
Good 199 54.5
Common 116 31.8
Bad 50 13.7
Total 365 100. 0
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Table 8. Distribution of Life Values
£ HRES 2%

Willing to Give up
Categories Medical Care Medical Care So So
Wife Herself 249 112 4
(68.2%) (30.7%) (1.1%)
Her Husband 277 55 33
(75.9) (15.1) (9.0)
Her Son and Daughter 307 40 18
(84.1) (11.0) (4.9)
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Table 9. Distribution of Life Value by Occupation
MR £ &2l EiE

Willing to Give up

Categories Medical Care Medical Care Total

Farmer 162 (68.4) 75 (31.6) 237 (100.0%)
Merchant 37 (712} 15 (28.8) 52 (100.0%)
White Collar Worker 12 (85.7) 2 (14.3) 14 (100.0%)
Military Serviceman 19 (90.5) 2 (9.5) 21 (100.0%)
Laborer 14 (50.0) 14 (50.0) 28 (100.0%)
Others 5 (55.6) 4 (44.4) 9 (100.0%)
Total 249 (69.0) 112 (31.0) 361 (100.0%)

X?=12.00 df=5 P<0.05

g o] 7hx] e} 2ol 3= P<0.05 /K #Eol 4] HEM] ZEE k.
Aske] Yugh Abhe A 4o HEE A velule Abshe] B I KEE 4L

o) oled g AFRE Y5 Fe Ao AAE dehiE Ao B waeh (X102

HR) AEayel (B ARl [Eo] :8FftRa o FAlA 2 HRE (P<0.01) 2A]

Table 10. Distribution of Life Value by Class
HERRRE R &4 BiE

Willing to Give up
Categories Medical Care Medical Care Total
Upper 114 (89.1) 14 (10.9) 128 (100.0%)
Midéle 84 (61.3) 53 (38.7) 137 (100.0%)
Lower 51 (53.1) 45 (46.9) 96 (100.0%)
Total 249 (69.0) 112 (31.0) 361 (100.0%)

X?=39.16 df—2 P <0.01

ol
>
2
N
,
")
4o
fu
ik
Bl
o
3%
P
&
H
AN
P
rlo
>~
ofl
lo
ﬂ

7k FAlE SAlHer O 7%?%51&(13<0. 01)e| srzg=l ILEtRAfRAl Aot

94



Table 11. Distribution of Life Value by Family Health Status
RIEREEAAEER 4 &2l BB

Willing to Give up
Categories Medical Care Medical Care Total
Good 154 (77.4) 45 (22.6) 119 (100.0%)
Common 70 (61.4) 44 (38.6) 114 (100.0%)
Bad 25 (52:1) 23 (47.9) 48 (100.0%)
Total 249 (69.0) 112 (31.0) 361 (100.0%)

X?*=16.03 df=2 P<0.01
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Understanding of the Cause of Disease

BEES| R

Figure 2 .

Frequency
80

72
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56
48
40
32
24
16

Table 12. Understanding of the Cause of Disease

FEEES| ZiRER
Categories Frequency Percent
Traditional Understanding 186 51.0
Modern Understanding 179 49.0
365 100. 0

Total

[e]
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Table 13. Understanding of the Cause of Disease by Occupation

¥R ZKRER
Traditional Modern
Categories Understanding Understanding Total
Farmer 132 (54.8) 109 (45.2) 241 (100.0%)
Merchant 21 (40.4) 31 (59.6) 52 (100.0%)
White Collar Worker 6 (42.9]) 8 (57.1) 14 (100.0%)
Military Serviceman 8 (38.1) 13 (61.9) 21 (100.0%)
Laborer 16 (57.1) 12 (42.9) 28 (100.0%)
Others 3 (33.3) 6 (66.7) 9 (100.0%)
Total 186 (51.0) 179 (49.0) 365 (100.0%)
X*=7.03 df=5 P>0.05
Table 14. Understanding of the Cause of Disease by Class
£ERET &R
Traditional Modern
Categories Understanding Understanding Total
Upper 47 (36.2) 83 (63.8) 130 (100.0%)
Middle 80 (58.0) 58 (42.0) 138 (100.0%)
Lower 59 (60.8) 38 (39.0) 97 (100.0%)
Total 186 (51.0) 179 (49.0) 365 (100.0%)

X*=17.89 df=2 P<0.01

Table 15. Understanding of the Cause of Disease by Family Health Status

KIERRRE ARRER IR

Traditional Modern
Categories Understanding Understanding Total
Good 91 (45.7) 108 (54.3) 199 (100.0%)
Common " 68 (57.6) 48 (41.4) 116 (100.0%)
Bad 27 (54.0) 23 (46.0) 50 (100.0%)
Total 186 (51.0) 179 (49.0) 365 (100.0%)

X*=5.09 df=2 P<0.05
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Table 16. Traditional Affinity to Hospital Selection by Family Health Status
EHEre! RuEEEH - ool

Categories Frequency Percent
Believed 307 84.1
Not Believed 58 15.9
Total 365 100.0
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Table 17. Traditional Affinity to Hospital Selection by Occupation
BE3ER AR BB

Categories Believed Not Believed Total

Farmer 210 (87.1) 31 (12.9) 241 (100.0%)
Merchant 39 (75.0) 13 (25.0) 52 (100.0%)
White Collar Worker 10 (71.4) 4 (28.6) 14 (100.0%)
Military Serviceman 16 (76.2) 5 (23.8) 21 (100.0%)
Laborer 24 (85.1) 4 (14.3) 28 (100.0%)
Others 8 (88.9) L (1 2) 9 (100.0%)
Total 307 (84.1) 58 (15.9) 365 (100.0%)

X*=7.76 df=5 P>0.05

Table 18. Traditional Affinity to Hospital Selection by Class
EETRER RRRRIEEM

Categories Believed Not Believed Total

Upper 104 (80.0) 26 (20.0) 130 (100.0%)
Middle 118 (85.5) 20 (14.5) 138 (100.0%)
Lower 85 (87.6) 12 (12.4) 97 (100.0%)
Total 307 (84.1) 58 (15.9) 365 (100.0%)

Xt=2.74 df=2 P>0.05
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Table 19. Traditional Affinity to Hospital Selection by Family Health Status
KRIEMEFRARAER REIE B

Categories Good Common Bad Total
Believed 166 102 39 307
(83.4) (87.9) (78.0) (84.1)
Not Believed 33 14 11 58
(16.6) (12, 1) (22.0) (15.9)
199 116 50 365
Total (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)
X =2.73 df=2 P >0.05

Table 20. Image of Hospital

FEE&2| jmRz#ER
Categories Frequency Percent
Positive 48 15.6
Neutral Function 86 28.0
Neutral Situation 84 274
Negative 89 29.0
Total 307 100. 0

Excluded 58 persons who did not answer,

Az weel” A T FL R 5
olgirh. FRIZAYQl WS JRbcel BEEs BE S| KRB BAsE A= SAH, 3 A
o2 FHEY T = HESolth. JRBEEAEC 33t FHLS ‘T e X “Alase
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“EERT U 2T 2T HALT Fol 2] Ak, HEMIL KEL 15.69]
AE bl =x| LI 55,45 A E 7} hrHIel W ESolul. HEMIS] WL 29.03]
AE U o] HEM HNARCE ok 262} =4 Jelykol (520 208). o]l 24 BAHER
ol LAl ke A0 2} 4340w PHEES JebgT 29 Aldet

£ WAl Fekel ThEel @RtAQl EhAst &% 25054, 286314 R
)G T ¥ (32.5%) S 34.7%) <) Eig/h Em £ YE| FHEel 7
BES woli ARt (321 BMW).

Table 21. Images of Hospital by Occupation

B3R RbE
Neutral Neutral

Categories Positive Function Situation Negative Total

Farmer 30 (15.7) 54 (28.3) 45 (23.6) 62 (32.5) 191 (100. 0% )
Merchant 8(16.3) 14 (28.6) 10 (20.4) 17 (34.7) 49(100. 0%)
White Collar Worker 4 (28.6) 4(28.6) 5(35.7) 1(7.1) 14 (100. 0%)
Military Serviceman 3(15.0) 6(30.0) 9(45.0) 2(10.0) 20(100. 0%)
Laborer 1(4.0) 6(24.0) 12 (48.0) 6(24.0) 25(100. 0%)
Others 2/@25.0) 2(25.0) 3(37.5) 1(12.5) 8(100. 0%)
Total 48 (15.6) 86 (28.0) 84(24.4) 89(29.0) 307 (100.0%)

X?=20.14 df=15 P>0.05
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Table 22. Images of Hospital by class

HETERLR ARRTER

Neutral Neutral
Categories Positive Function Situation Negative Total
Upper 19(39.6) 32(37.2) 39 {46.4) 24(27.0) 114 (37.1)
Middle 17 (35.4) 37 (43.0) 30(35.7) 32(36.0)  116(37.8)
Lower 12 (25.0) 17 (19.8) 15(17.9) 33(37.1) 77 (25.1)
Total 48 (100.0%) 86(100.0%)  84(100.0%) 89(100.0%) 307 (100.0%)

X*=13.20 df=6 P>0.05

SR KRS 52 WA 4 Aes T BES Wik A HHe bz =
o WE (60.7%)% BArt, RE FES AE A7 AHE
(34.9%) 5 ZEHYS) BE (32.6%) 0 WAL Be UEE Bo 23 ). ghw hE
A7 AN E A AZAelE ol TS HEM FEB A At B

= (22.5%) & viel W 3 dsdeh. 7R A7 Abel of FHpcBlisbs HE BE £
BE Bolx gJoH HiAMOeRE ARt ES T Ul G5 23 BK).

Table 23. Images of Hospital py Family Health Status

FERRRARE R RReER

Neutral Neutral
Categories Positive Function Situation Negative Total
Good 2766.3) 50 (58. 1) 51(60.7) 40 (44.9) 168 (54.7)
Common 12 (25.0) 50 (34.9) 24 (28.6) 29 (32.6) 95 (30.9)
Bad 9(18.8) 6(7.0) 9(10.7) 20(22.5) 44 (14. 3)
Total 48(100.0%)  86(100.0%) 84(100.0%) 89(100.0%) 307 (100.0%)

X?=12.30 df=6 P<0.05
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(Abstract)

A Study on the Health Care Consciousness of Housewives

in Rural Korea

Soo Il Park*

This study is to investigate the health care consciousness of housewives in rural Korea. It is
hypothesized that the health condition of each individual is related to their concept of the
value of life, their consciousness of disease, their view point to the selection of a health service
center, and their image of the health service center.

Assessment of the value for their life shows a higher level than expected: housewives
themselves, 68.2 percent, their husbands, 75.9 percent, and their children, 84.1 percent.
Employees working in the primary industry (agricultural, forestry or mining), and people from
the family with a poor health condition and low economic status have a lower value for their
life than others.

Their awareness of disease is presented according to normal distribution curves. It can be
seen that housewives in rural Korea, especially wives of the workers in primary industry, have
a traditional viewpoint of disease.

When they choose a health service center, the thought of predestination (Yon Dae) controls
their mind; 84 percent of housewives believe in it. This tendency is especially strong among
primary industry workers’ wives.

Their image of the health service center is positive in 15.6 percent of the respondents,
neutral in 55.4 percent, and negative in 29.0 percent. A negative image can be seen among

people in low economic status with poor family health.

* Instructor, Wonju Medical College, Yonsei University.
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