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Abstract — This study conducted a survey to evaluate the disaster response capability of coastal residents and ana-
lyzed the characteristics. For the sampling process, nonrandom sampling method was used. Sample size is 4,520
and sample error is + 1.5%p at 95% confidence level. As a result of the survey, 72% and 68% of the respondents
said that they recognized the emergency contact network and listened to the disaster broadcast. On the other hand,
17% and 18% said that they organized the local voluntary disaster prevention teams and participated in disaster
preparedness training. In addition, male’s disaster response capability was higher than female’s, and first aid tech-
niques and participation in disaster preparedness training were higher in teens and twenties. By occupation, public
official possess the highest response capability. By region, it was high in the East coast and low in the South coast.
It is necessary that the authorities improve the national disaster preparedness training and publicity to enhance the
coastal disaster response capability of coastal residents.
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Table 5. Percentage of ‘Yes’ Respondents by Sex, Age and Occupation (%)
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Table 6. ‘Yes’ Respondents by Sex, Age and Occupation (%)

PE L EE A4

e of d tod] 200] 30t) 4ot soth eorh 70t sodl s% of9l Al ¥ A b 7)e
123 77 3 1 13 19 27 2 7 1 8 27 2 1 9 8 2 23
2 3% 6 1 7 9 17 29 24 10 3 9 3 29 1 5 6 4 15
33 6 1 6 8 16 29 24 1 4 11 31 30 1 4 5 4 I5
4 36 64 1 6 9 16 28 26 12 3 8 33 25 1 8 5 4 16
5 3% 6 1 5 8 16 28 25 13 4 11 29 29 1 5 5 5 16
6 3 66 1 7 8 16 28 25 1 3 7 28 26 1 7 5 5 20
7 33 6 1 3 9 17 3 26 11 3 12 32 24 1 9 5 4 13
8 34 6 1 4 7 15 30 26 13 3 13 37 26 1 4 4 3 I3
9 3 6 1 3 6 15 32 26 14 4 16 38 24 1 3 3 3 12
o 23 77 5 9 10 15 25 23 11 2 7 3 17 1 13 8§ 2 23

of ol thlas Bl v 2 A)ke] A %X]ﬂalﬂ dosiry AFHEE 40th 43%, S0t 57%, 60t 57%, 700) 54%7F Ash el
SR AhEE T o APTin] FoAkE oo 68%E 3 A oE HlaA 2 HIER QAJstal glglem, AR o}

eksteh. o12) 66%, W39l 6909k AEBASL AL 71%, ST 619 8 v Qe sl A0 Ukt
FoNFS ol st gl 0% Uehkov], AR 3R ol ANARAY A ot AE AT 5 U Fod
o] 86% 371 LFERTh. thio] VSR Al st PREA SgHele) AP et St FuE 35k
of AN ThAT, B9 S BR B Jlo= wolsel, A of s, 53] Byolt 9141 E] ANNTANE AT
SJoIA] g gIofel AI5I0] gl AABASE Sol Qe AW AL el A AL ok k.

oJzgk = wlof| §lou) o]t AFFHA| AR ] AAH T} ylo} o Aficin] B F2 F5R= 41%2 VR ﬁﬂﬂ%‘i% 40
7o) A F3E Aot} O] 40%, 50t 48%, 60Tl 46%, 704] 46%% H]W2A =A] VEFE

6 A 3EA| Q1A of = <ke) thu]Ag} ﬂMﬁi QX om, AR E FFAY] 57%, A 60%= =7 b}E} Yo}, ol
SH B35 28% 2 WAl UERSTE Ad v ws W SR E °4°PX1°3°1W A Aol SArehRE AT Asfell F S v
Fato] wheell A thu] A 9 9P = BAEe] ¢ zlﬂ U&= FoA =7 YeRd Aoz ddect o]fst Asficin] B
SAE ¢ TS W, TRE slsljorsitt. AL Aol oA E o FHE HAase 5 =S Q)
TH A2 L 17%E S JERTh A Aoz 2R e] weEdt vl FsA] Ale] Faof vl g o] %
o] FAE] lgele L ool 1 AMLE IXsl  ofxof gt
A Fatar ATk Adun] 5 9l SR} A A Sl A] 7} 109 Adehn] & Fof o= 18%%2 S| UElth 5=
2 u) A Eehs @S et Zog dakE) 53] F5-92 10019 F o= 64%E = VERL o U] o= sod)
T TARE T Q2%o] 1L AMEE & Qlo] A AR EAE 9S 6%, 70T 15%, 60t 18%, S0TH 17%, 404 17%, 30Tl 22%, 20t
A2 ow g shs] voprlol & Zlo® et 25%%= SHA UERTE A9EEE 3 63%E A WERLO Y
8 vhE9] AR ATEA A Q1A o= 51%E HEOE et UA] A0S 30%0] 9] HIEE WA YERSTE Aldop]E



AN o83 A1 A5 H7H Y 54 4

= -

B&engnyeong
+
Gangwon
> Seoul
%
Inc:wgp . Gyeonggi
Chungbuk
Sejong
Gyeongbuk
Daejeon
Yollow Sea
Daegu
Jeonbuk

Ulsan

Straits of Korea

Ulleung

East Sea

Dokdq

[l 3.0-4.0 point
B 4.0-5.0 point
5.0-6.0 point
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Table 7. Average of coastal resident disaster response ability by coastal
regional local governments (Perf. score 10)
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Fig. 2. Distribution of disaster response ability by coastal cities (Si and Gun).
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