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ABSTRACT

With the increase in frequency of extreme climate events, the environmental and economic damage caused by drought is
intensifying in many countries, including South Korea, the United States, and Australia. California, which has experienced severe
levels of drought since 2012, has responded through various policy measures. In this study, through a survey of awareness of
drought and policy preferences among the citizens of South Korea and the residents of California, USA, we investigated the
differences in social, policy, and climatic experiences associated with drought. Based on the results, we present implications for
policy implementation. Compared to other types of climate change events, drought has a wide influence; however, there is
generally a low level of direct public awareness, which is required for effective implementation of policy and promotion of citizen
participation. Furthermore, policy implementation should be differentiated based on factors such as culture or age group. In South
Korea, which has experienced fewer periodic drought events than California, the current severity of drought is perceived more
widely as a part of the climate change phenomena. In addition, in Korea, there is a greater demand for public- and municipal-level
policy implementation rather than at the household and individual levels, which should be considered in establishing policy
direction. The efficiency of policy implementation depends on level of citizen awareness and participation. This study is significant
as it highlights the need for public awareness-based policy promotion through examination of the differences in level of citizen

awareness of droughts and drought policies and assessment of public perception in the two countries.

Key words: Extreme Event, Millenium Drought, Urban Drought, Resilience, Perception, Precipitation
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65% Az Edsicty HE1gE v QIth(Kim and Park,
2015). AAZ 201532 1988, 1994¢0f o]o] 1973 o]
A Aego] Al MAR W2 2 7S HAH(Kim et al,
2016).

A3 Byl ofe uF, 5%, 9%, $F 5E /FRoE

oElgS AUom, 55 A B W 7 0T Aemolr
o A9 1.200dre] Heote] FHEo] AlewH(Griffin,
2014), U7t sH2elo] That thaket Aot TS

o] AAIEIL St A EYok= 2011 12955 20174 3
H7HA] oF 6|zt 7P A4t 7HeS A3 H (Boxall,
2017), 708t} 9o ol = A1 Zkst 7129 Ado] 9lo] A
£ 07 of-3HQHS HASET Qltk(Swain et al. 2014). ©]
of kA 2001 dRE 2009E7H4] 10099d 2+ DY 7Ha
(Millenium drought)E ZE M FL 7 019 HHA
AR2e s AH AAE Ae HsiE BAR HojSol
gUelE 9T TR Uk AUl 5 ek HE| 4
Be AAHoR 257 Uk 55 £A9 BUEE B
g3, A", 714 U 7 2| 283} WA 7B Al Bolg
A D opt A HFHE 5 =AY, 7Y SO H3H 3
oz o 48si et

A o2l B7jellA] ARea Sl A7t e Ese
Fish 2ot ohe mAlse] B 9 XA AT 2V
A 5 E3A9 Yoz AEEI Ql+=t|(Zhang et al.,
2015), 7ha9] 2 FF A AAZCE H& 4ote &
g 20 g ASH vt Ty 7HE2 AFEClA HA
£ @F°l A1 sfF Tl YA st FFeI
A|&(Wilhite, 2005) Fofl &= &6k, {1l gt U=
7 71 @2 A2 & A AH(Choi, 2010).

THeE 7Y Add BEEgol oid AgF E4, I
A7], & 5ol Tt #785t= Aol AolshH, thE AsiE
O oot B2l 1o g Qlsh WAt o|= 2lsf
79l Ak A Ql HE3t ofte] o7t obd, 71438t
A Aot 254 49, w94 A9, ARAEAA Fo &
t}ofslA AF= !l Uth(Wilhite and Glantz, 1985). X0
+= e & 71=(Ecological Drought) O 24| 9] =9|%= &Hls}
A o] FojA AL oD, 7Hgo] AT} F7E, o] A A ]
AT A A= AR TRt dA oA of2] Fof
ote] ¥fo] Fastet o]2jt olf& =3 7ol tiAsH
o8 7H=o] AlEbd BEEEA EAKim et al, 2006
Vicente-Serrano, 2006; Bonaccorso et al., 2003), A22& A

o1

2F u}2(Choi et al., 2017; Kim et al,, 2013), 7|& 7i& 59

d 35

nN‘

71
]

[o]

1) https://nccwsc.usgs.gov/science/ecological-drought@} http:/snappartnership.net/groups/ecological-drought/
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TopllA o] B2 AASt A7t Tﬁgﬂ Atk
7HEo] A9l & stk =AISH 2l B4H] 55 ZUT =

AEe gAo] REolE Ereti, EAl) HYA s
2 Fushs g40 9o sheol dat B AT %L o
8] ARHOR o] oA Uk, EG Belzlo| 7hA|
Q) 2 At e Holx] YA 2 FFS vXE: 7}
B o gsiAE QuEe QAL ol sjutes
uth A34Ql ol FEY 4 e M BF 2 30|
a7,

et B ol £A| FERHe) Brt wad o

2 giste] 7hgol that Qurel Al AR g v
oFe Fof =AZFRAClS NS E2sudt soict.
AU EAZHRo) That QurAQl olset The A 9l
AR 201682 A5 424 HES A99 W
Bel o} AR(1Y o4 AFES tgoR Lol 4x
& Ao, EAZl U Aes 043, Aw
9 AREe] iR QAT S8 5 FHoR At
2. M7 D
Hee g R A AA Be UetEoldE 0w

& BT, AR I HFHE AP 7155l
SAstaL ok Ty BAL} HwE o, 2141719] 72
I AR HIE, 717 5o AR} FrFskaL 9o, 7ol
HI=7} 21A417] SHboll= 24) ol4, 21417] Eolle 3ui7HA]
Z7V1e Ao & AR 3 Qltk(Sheffield et al., 2011). 7FE<
'Creeping phenomena'Z2 A5 QG % +=6|(Wilhite, 2011), T
£ Asfete 28 AEL A e =9A Tt st
U A A7HES R AT o] o] Tokkke
717} ofAthKim et al, 2013). EF ZE 7 F2AA 2
QMo W 4 9g Bt ol Uglo] BgHHolol4
wafoZo] 4] o1, 7haol gt Fiobdol Qle] &
7t mAolge] Wi, 714 U 34 5 vieket 240 o
3 A&H o2 WelE 1 QJrh(Wilhite, 2011).

T 54T & Af(E, 1A 5 dxH e
2 H])FEZXH (unstructural) 21 H], o] AL H3xGo] AN F
9ol % Atk AL ofmle Bk ohjet wshe] ok At
4 9 A7 917 Weto] ofrks A 9nlshz o))
T Slth(Hayes et al, 1999). 7Rz A4 722l 7I3L,
ke, A 9] B9 oy} QIzte] &Ed A Y 25,
A4 e o] l=H|(Hayes et al., 1999), ol Z=A[of
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Aol 329, Beel © Ban) 33 5 AL AA
2 AWEAE B AR 8 thgo] WRRS ofnlshe
Aol sk

7Hed8Z Aol vl=-2 AFRAREHUSGS), 713
(NOAA) 5 oz AR FAE50] st 5774
ZAIE|(National Drought Mitigation Center)S 5402 I
{3 YHE Aot Jlon, FHF= ol2jt ARE HiE
o2 Ae] /1% @ SAte Aol e 1ETE A
£35t1 Qth(Kim and Park, 2015).

u]=t2 1934 “Dust Bowl"Z &9 THF AZ3t 7MEE
B B A=, 53] 7Heel AATE AFAY g
ol gjo T2 2oz oFsfobl HOu|(Cook cf al.,
2009), o]% 1976 AE-H 1977W7}A], 2011 RE 20167}
A& A xYols FAHOE A7 7HEo| A&E o] B2
37k AUt o] A" F7]1HoHA HAF F7SEIL Y=
7heoll Hi-&ste] 714, 9, 5, ARAA|, AE, ZAIAE
2ol 5 Tioyet Rope] HEZFES] 77} olSolx T qirk

7IETse} TESle] u]=9 Center for American
Progress©]] W2, ul= AuPgH= 201137} 2012 A5
737 (Disaster relief)2 Y3 F 6209 8| 423519901,
Aol thFELZ o] Al7lof HAH Az gl -85
{13t Zol A ek(Wilhite, 2014). 259 7Fg TS AA=
= 24 54 £ oty B, 1E, oyR|AP4L T
F 9 of7), AHAAEA 2 A% ol JFS vAH S,
ALS], A0 Z7A] YEaL Jek(Wilhite, 2012). A&
So] SR/ HNOAA)Y] 77| %E]o] Al National
Climatic Data Center)= 1980 5-E 2010\l 7}A] w]=9] 7}
o] 1,8509 g2l ol &4 vty EuFch
(Wilhite, 2012). @]=o] At 2013 &A] 201055 A
ot 7HE o= QIsf oF 4009 29 H|-go] 5% °oH, 2187
o] A7t 9 ATHOverpeck., 2013). 20149 7HEo0 =2
FATIEF, 27, Z4F S oOFIEE 7HA dFo] A%
Hoz wAHoD, 12008 15| $80] WA 43
TH(AghaKouchak et al., 2015). 20134d Z=|Z Lol A9
A AL 12701h7He] A7 F9-Fo] B 34% = v|H|
] B =d|(Swain et al., 2014), o]t JFL F7} TI=
H] A (drought emergency)”& AR1st= A717F =L,
9] 5871 7H2El7F AR ERE A AR F (natural
disaster area)"O.2 A& ATHSwain et al., 2014; USDA
2014). E3] 34 F9 BFolohe EFSE SAZ 2014

2) http://www.news.ucsb.edu/2015/015766/smart-water
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(Farr et al., 2015), o]o] 7}%o] A1zt o] Y5} U
et M= tZ3l B7HA] & ARSE 12%E E°l= 5 AP
4w W 0|24 T Lh),
EA 1S Aol AAEE B BB HalE
sfobgt 4 Qi A AGIAS 4R 2o T W3
A et ozt A B2 Aelo] WESIT Jeke
A5 37} 7Rl A] oL, st 4 ot 91
4 QA7 48] Wek(Choi, 2010). oleie EAI7HE0) 5
92 sl HEL EFW 29 A15o] g A4} &
BAAE ol AUES Z33E o|FAAETLY IER,
Ol&| 2 A}, EAA TE(focus group) =9 5 7|5 AFYA
o] 4 (Climate communication)& E3F £A3} 1]5]9] X435}
H9K(Osaka and Bellamy, 2020)0] M E 1 QloH, o|& &
St -3 93F &H(Lim et al, 2018; Dilling et al., 2019) 5=
IHEI QT

7Het89 Hold JE 5 shul Z=AH
TS Q1A A4 719 AjolE 7|Rte g
TEF Aol e AYF BT} ARRRIFEA 8lo] A
Jo g GoI5ks A|ASH| % 519 THAraya et al., 2020). F
o T ZAVFE 919 B arEsto] Febd H7te
SEA AR-AA, &, B8 ARE FAHoE A
HE So] BAE T 9t Wang et al., 2020). E3] TA|7HE
o AARHel BAGE BIRTE B9 9 45 53 9
sol Aue RAsioF ol BT 99 B St
TAOIM Y THEHSS AR AZA Hoe 29 2F
HA Fas), B4 2, A= 5 A, ZAUTIE,
HE #E9 22 b2 7|3Hst 482 A A9 o
Ao} = Aoq ZREYE FFHKim, 2012).
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3. g+ 4H

# AT ARG HRRAR 34 TREG. BR
e FFRS BAE Y19 AL B9 BadTe 37
L Angkon, MR ARG vF BelE o]
UG o oF F7ke] THgo] AZSHA 9
| 20169 APIEE Y@F lFY o BE AR/ B
FIPHL PPOE 2D BT ZAS APotelet. L

S
=
[

3) =9 Afol= 20159 7P Aol weten, 201393 20149 E W e Holal 9lo], California®l 2012WFH 2015E714]9|
o] (unusual) 7ol UE 2012975 20179 3U7HA| 9] HZ7 AL FAlSH
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AR Q1419] 73 @ﬂi‘%o}% Sh=ro] dHkARI 5007, 2
2| Z Yo} 600 5 & 1,1008S g4 E 53 HEA0|
e 2ARE &8 & =7 ARES] el ti A4
oF gAo| digt doeg FHoR yHSIG o, dukAnl
=9 deret AAH gl FEE {5 =l Z87e
T 29 9 o] dA H8EH 52 Ve s ZHA
A E =ESHT

Shmat Aol WA 9 Q5 F8 542 Table
13} 2o, o 7ke] 7HE Al7]+= 2015
3&%" 7He-A&-woll, 7”4&&1/]0 = %—04

°

Table 1. General comparison of South Korea and
California, US
Category South Korea California, US
Location North East Asia Western region, US
Areas 99,720kt 423,970k
No. of
Population 51,541,582(2016) 38,340,000(2014)
Rainfall Average annual rainfall : | Average annual rainfall :
information | 1,000(Min)-1,900(Max) mm 500 mm
AEZAL71ZE, 1Y, B, 5 55 Hlsto] AlAsHd
TFS Table 29 Zo0], BYEUo} AW AS 1E 4
52 st F AEol ST 3,176 5 A2 ZYoto
1d o] ARt 1,0667 FolA 1771 EFl s 2+

o
A
et 6012 SHLE A5 voldeE vle 3 9y

Table 3. Main survey items

o
- ASH

HE(Z 50%) & 7He et ARt HER SRS A5k
F 271 BLF 167] B FHoE HES AFPsigon
LU= AMAH AAME 59 HORS =

[4

S T © o
524 59 371 meg 1) 2R F7 AEst] 42
TE 5o &tk

Table 2. Introduction of survey

Category South Korea California, US
Surve Open survey Pollfish
ey https://www.opensurve | https://www.pollfish.co
organization
y.co.kr m
No. of 500 601
participants
Cltlzelll(sofefa South Residents of California
Participants Adults aced 18 or (1 year or longer)
O\g/er Adults aged 18 or over
Gender ratio o/ 2Mo o). £n0
(Men: Women) 50%: 50% 48%: 52%
11~19yrs(2%):
200 9yyrs ((1 3 02), 18~24y15(29%):
Respondent 30~39yrs(2 50/)'. 25~34y1s(29%):
composition 40 49;;5(250/0)'. 35~44yrs(18%):
I~ 0).
(Age) 50~59yrs(25%): over 45~54yrs(15%):
60yrs(10%) over 54yrs (9%)
FEoE AL 167 £ thZ Table 33} Zo] 27

DEAEY] 7H=o gt AXRA} @EAS F40F
ALE & 9 JEAAL] AT LESo] AT
AT 35 B 9 2R 229 ¢ A7)
gzte] ol Wk s ttests AlFSHAT

Category

Survey Item

California/South Korea

I. Awareness of drought 1-2. Status on the experience of drought
1-3. Means of obtaining drought information
1-4. Awareness of the primary causes of drought

I-1. Awareness of the severity of drought in

I-5. Awareness of the secondary causes of drought
1-6. The severity of the current drought
1-7. The severity of drought over 50 years

. and management infrastructure
II. Preferences relating to g u

urban drought policy of water use efficiency

improvement policy

II-1. Preference for five main policies
1I-2. Preference for policies on the water storage

II-5. Preference for policies for the promotion of education
and awareness
1I-6. Preference for policies with flat-rate application

II-3. Preference for policies on the improvement II-7. Comments on current water rates

1I-8. Appropriate level of water rate adjustment in the future

1I-4. Preference for urban water circulation II-9. Water utility bills payer
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A AR, 719 Ao gk A4 FAste] A
R0} AWNELS 26. 5%7} BAUA AARIL 9loH,
41.1%7F Bgolut A<t #ysto] 4AlzbsA Yot
Attty st L2 AL} THO| A01 A Zr st
AR QAsteE HES 21.6%2 Aoz @onyt
452%7F BAGIA 7HEE AAEIL Qo] F =7F BF
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T+ HA, 7heol i 4¥S 2= EeodAe #94
2}o] 7} Q(t-test 0.1066) B+ 30%THe] FAFSE %0
2 7hgol "t 210l fle Alo=® YEgoy, A%
Uote LA 4Gs8%)olud A Ad4 H4
(16.1%)& 3 ¥]&o] &okon, =2 OhZ A9 7
de A2 EAY AASHE Hleo] A4 UErHT
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Al AR, 7HEo] dig R #HAdte] Asshe
A wAE 2ARE A3, BExYol AWIES
TV(66.2%)2 QIEYl HM(34.4%) 5& EfA
AASIL dew, 78 AFETHY tek(23.6%), Al
(20.8%), 2T 2(19.8%) «o= FHstAc. #3o] 7
= TVE 58 FHIA 0] 89%=E YEHORE £9to
o, B2 AHY 7]AK6.6%), AFEE3He] Heh2.0%)
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Ul HA, 719 F8 A<l dis) A=
< 32.6%7F A|F-2dstet 42 A7 7%
o, 245%7F FEFY EAS 7HAL
A IR E4o g QlASHAL QItal st
15.1%7F 71393t (B)F714 7159 &
14.5%7F (B)F714 7haol 8 dlos
ULk = 65.8%7F 7|FHIE F2 A
7b 71593k (M)F714 7] EeA Z}
sttt AExzyotel v o =9 A
A4S 71EHstet AAste] QXS
87.2%%= BT XU OF47.7%) Btt & YEFHH.
7t TAY {3 7S EALGOE B HEo] AZx
Yool B¢ 245%E =9 52%°] H|s] AHHH o=
EUT ol AxEYoro AL 1930dd, 1970dH,
1990t 9 X9 F7]1H Q1 7Hao] YAAPA Ao &
Asta e ALoE HQlt o9 fjxA o7 =2 ©
g2 7HEo g 7|FHstoA 1 dUE =o| AA5H=
7/q\o§ aHH'Fﬂ— _/;: 011-,}
oA A, Ay ol AlRIES 7HE 9] 22k ]1 A9l
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Table 4. The results of perception comparison on drought knowledge

Variable California South Korea
. i i i i : T-test
1. Awareness of the s'eva'1ty of drought in California/South Korea: Do you know that we have @ | std Dev @) | S Dev es
recently been experiencing severe droughts?
1) I was not aware of this. 11.0 0.313 8.0 0.272 0.0001***
2) 1 have heard about this, but I haven’t taken an interest in it. 15.6 0.364 25.0 0433 0.0000%**
3) I have been interested in this topic. 26.5 0.441 452 0.498 0.0000%***
4) I think of this as a serious issue, as it is related to quality of life/living conditions. 41.1 0.492 21.6 0412 0.0000%**
5) Other 5.8 0.234 0.2 0.045 0.0000%***
2. Status on the experience of drought: Have you ever experienced a drought? - - - - -
1) Never. 30.6 0.461 352 0478 0.1066
2) 1 ‘have heard about a drought or experienced it indirectly from people who actually 175 0380 392 0489 0,0000%*
experienced one.
3) I have experienced drought-related inconveniences in daily life, such as water shortages. 358 0.480 182 0.386 0.0000%**
4) 1 have experienced difficulties in means of living. 4.5 0.207 6.2 0.241 0.2070
5) 1 have experienced difficulties in both daily life and means of living. 11.6 0.321 12 0.109 0.0000%**
3. Means of obtaining drought information: How do you obtain information on droughts? (Multiple
responses)
1) TV 66.2 0473 89.0 0313 0.0000%**
2) Radio 19.6 0.398 40.2 0.491 0.0000%**
3) Newspaper 20.8 0.406 19.7 0.396 0.5651
4) Magazine 3.5 0.184 74 0.262 0.0038***
5) Local information sheet 6.0 0.237 1.8 0.133 0.0005%**
6) Internet news articles 344 0476 6.6 0.249 0.0000%**
7) Lectures or classes 5.7 0.231 04 0.063 0.0000%**
9) Experience 10.0 0.300 1.8 0.133 0.0000%**
10) Conversation 23.6 0425 2.0 0.140 0.0000%**
11) Other 0.0 0.000 0.2 0.045 0.2731
4. Awareness of the primary causes of drought: In your opinion, what is the most direct cause of
a drought?
rlii nI;aﬁs a unique climate phenomenon of certain countries or cities related to insufficient 45 0430 52 022 0,0000%*

2) It is a phenomenon that occurs on a periodic or non-periodic basis, as we have had many

kg
droughts in the past, 14.5 0.352 7.0 0.255 0.0001
3) It is the result of increasingly severe climate change, including global warming. 326 0.469 65.8 0475 0.0000%**
4) It can be attributed to the complex action of climate changes, including global warming 151 0359 214 0411 0,0071%+*

and periodic or non-periodic droughts.

5) Other 13.3 0.340 0.6 0.077 0.0000***

5. Awareness of the secondary causes of drought: In your opinion, what is the secondary cause of
a severe drought?

1) Lack of infrastructure such as retention ponds to prevent droughts 12.8 0.335 20.0 0.400 0.0012%**

2) Rapid urbanization, which increases impermeable space sand the thermal island effect in 181 0336 160 0367 03497

summer

3) Increasing water consumption for farming and by industries and cities compared to rainfall 22.0 0414 242 0.429 0.3802

4) Lack (.)f water management measures like a lack of comprehensive consideration of retention 3119 0457 396 0,490 0,0082%+*

and efficient use of rainfall

5) Other 15.1 0.359 0.2 0.045 0.0000%***
6. The severity of the current drought (min=1, max=7) 49 1.574 5.0 0.971 0.08*
7. The severity of drought over 50 years (min=1, max=7) 5.1 1.645 5.5 1.071 0.0000%**

Notes: Superscripts *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent and 1 percent levels, respectively.
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4.2. TA| 7}2%#(Urban Drought Policy)
MS ZAL Za}

TA| 7ME AL B9e 5o A OF AR 2 BEar g
H A 0F AR 584 P A O P M ons
g Q1] B FA GYEH e HY(HS € F5 B 71
FPoz FEsIGoH, 7] 48 F H4doz Wast FHy}
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Table 5. The results of perception comparison on urban Drought policy

Variable California South Korea
1. Preference for five mam policies: Of the following five policy types, which are the most @ | Std Dev @ | st Dev T-test
necessary to your region?
1) The creation of water retention and management facilities 20.5 0.404 27.0 0.444 0.0108**
2) Improvement of the efficiency of water use 253 0435 35.6 0479 0.00027***
3) The improvement of water circulation 16.5 0.371 20.8 0.406 0.0653*
4) Promotion of education and perception 18.0 0.384 154 0.361 0.2565
5) Uniformly applied policies 19.8 0.399 1.2 0.109 0.0000***
2. Preference for policies on the water storage and management infrastructure: In your opinion, what
is the most urgent initiative with regard to the creation of water retention and management
facilities?
1) Expansion and creation of retention ponds/dams that canbeutilized in the event of droughts 275 0447 29.8 0458 0.3912
2) Creation of desalination facilities that use sea water as a water supply source 314 0.465 30.0 0.459 0.6048
3) Creation of large-scale under ground rain waterstorage in preparation for floods and 205 0456 392 0489 0,0007%*
droughts.
4) Nothing 11.6 0.321 1.0 0.100 0.0000%**
3. Preference for policies on the improvement of water use efficiency: In your opinion, what is the
most urgent initiative with regard to the improvement of the efficiency of water use?
1) Water leak age prevention projects, including there placement of old water pipes 255 0436 432 0.469 0.0000%**
2) Policies ﬂ?at support the development and vitalization of sewage and heavy water utilization 210 0,407 310 0463 0,001+
technologies
3) Projects to develop facilities with higher water use efficiency, such as replacement of 198 0399 140 0347 0,011+
faucets and showers
4) Policies for the replacement of street and garden plants with ones more resistant to droughts 115 0319 76 0265 0,0304%*
and dryness
5) A water bank program for trading water and water credits in the public and private sectors 113 0.317 3.0 0.171 0.0000%**
6) Nothing 11.0 0.313 1.2 0.109 0.0000***
4. Preference for urban water circulation improvement policy: In your opinion, what is the most
urgent initiative with regard to the improvement of urban water circulation?
1) Estabhshmg urban plans that consider water circulation in existing urban development 181 0386 162 0369 03977
projects
,2) Introduc.mg techr'lologm and affo.réstat.lon (wner rooftop and rain retention gardens) to 78 0420 356 0479 0,0000%*
improve rain retention and permeability in the city
3) Smng the mmdpgss of urban water circulation, including ecological rivers and 171 0377 196 0397 02928
restoration of water-retaining wetlands
fl) Establishing a comprehensive drought management plan that considers rainfall, demand and 306 0461 280 0,449 03435
infrastructure
5) Nothing 11.3 0.317 0.6 0.077 0.0000%***
5. Preference for policies for the promotion of education and awareness: In your opinion, what is
the most urgent initiative with regard to promotion of education and perception?
1) POllCle‘S to spread of a Warer%ess regarding the need to save water, and the promotion of 278 0,448 1358 0430 0,0043#*
water saving through mass media, for example
2) POllC.leS on pub@lc' 'educatlon and spontaneous participation for water saving through 203 0455 308 0462 05851
community-level activities
3) Policies on incentives for water saving 28.8 0453 314 0.465 0.3462
4) Nothing 14.1 0.349 2.0 0.140 0.0000%***
6. Preference for policies with flat-rate application: In your opinion, what is the most urgent
initiative with regard to uniform application of policies?
1) Policies on temporary water outages incases of severe drought 18.8 0.391 21.0 0.408 0.3626
2) l-\/leam&s‘to reduce a certain proportion of water use in the event of droughts by area(e.g., 366 0482 492 0.500 0,0000%*
agriculture, industry)
3) Pohmes on temporary a djust mentand in crease in water utility bills to promote water )73 0446 2.0 0421 0.1036
saving
4) Nothing 17.3 0.379 6.8 0.252 0.0000%***

Note: Superscripts *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent and 1 percent levels, respectively.
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Table 6. The results of perception comparison on Water rates
. California South Korea
Variable Mean(%) Std. Dev Mean(%) Std. Dev T-test
1. Commen.ts. on gurrf:nt water.rates: What do you think of the level 47 1465 43 0.929 0.0000%%*
of water utility bills in your city?
2. Appropriate level of water rate adjustment in the future: When it is
necessary to increase water utility bills temporarily or continuously due - - - - -
to water shortage, what level do you think is appropriate?
1) Current level 24.3 0.429 414 0.493 0.0000***
2) Within 10% of the current level 25.0 0.433 41.6 0.493 0.0000***
3) 10-30% of the current level 18.8 0.391 9.6 0.295 0.0000***
4) 30-50% of the current level 15.1 0.359 4.2 0.201 0.0000***
5) 50-100% of the current level 7.7 0.266 0.18 0.133 0.0000%**
6) 2 x the current level 4.2 0.200 1.0 0.100 0.0013%**
7) 3 x the current level 5.0 0.218 0.4 0.063 0.0000%**
3. Water utility bills payer
1) My family(me, parents, children) 63.2 0.483 87.8 0.328 0.0000%**
2) Landlord 22.8 0.420 11.8 0.323 0.0000***
3) Others(e.g., relatives, acquaintance, roommate/housemate 0.14.0 0.347 0.4 0.063 0.0000%**

Note: Superscripts *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent and 1 percent levels, respectively.
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T=EY e A4l tha gy ¥ =85 24
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