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Visitors Behavioral Characteristics and Application of
Importance-Performance Analysis to Park Management
and Use in the Chirisan National Park, Korea'
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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were to investigate visitors’ behavioral characteristics, and to
analyze visitors expectation and satisfaction for attributes related to park management and
use by application of the Importance-Performance Analysis(IPA) technique in Chirisan
National Park, Korea. To accomplish the purposes, a questionnaire survey was employed and
254 samples were selected at eastern part of Chirisan National Park. As the results, scioeco-
nomic characteristics were showed similar trends with results from other visitor surveys. Most
of respondents interested in environmental problems that have been a significant issue recently.
In addition, majority of respondents favored the park management goal which emphasizes con-
servation concept for the park resources in Korean national park system. From eighteen attrib-
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utes for park management and use, water quality, ecosystem condition, littering, wildlife, and
others were recognized as the most important attributes. On the other hand, recreation/tourism
programs and wildlife protection were evaluated at the low performance level.

KEY WORDS : IMPORTANCE-PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS, SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS,

MANAGEMENT AND USE ATTRIBUTES
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Table 1. Social and economic characteristics of respondents

Item Category and frequency(%)
Gender Male (71.1), Female (27.7), N/A (1.2)
Age 18~20 (3.4), 21~30 (45.8), 31~40 (28.0), 41~50 (14.8), 51~60 (7.6), Over 61
(0.4)
Education Middle school or less (2.9), High school (34.7), University (57.0), More than univer-

sity (2.9), N/A (2.5)
Occupation

Agriculture - Forestry - Fishery industries (0.4), Independent bussiness (12.0),

Students (14.0), Office workers (39.7), Housewives (5.0), Professional and technical
jobs (15.7), Public service personnel {(4.1), N/A (2.1)

Income(Won)

Less 990,000 (15.7). 1,000,000~1,490,000 (22.3), 1,500,000~1,990,000 (16.5),

2.000,000~2.490,000 (12.4), 2,500,000~2,990,000 (11.6), 3,000,000~ 3,490,000
(5.0, 3.500,000~3.990,000 (0.8), Over 4,000,000 (3.7), N/A (12.0)

Residential Area

Seoul (12.8), Busan (24.0), Daegu (2.9), Inchon (1.7), Kwangju (0.4), Ulsan (7.0),

Kyunggido (5.4), Kyungbuk (1.2), Kyungnam (36.8), Chennam (4.5), N/A (3.3)
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Table 2. Crosstabulation between visiting experience and cognition about natural ecosystem destruc-

tion in Chirisan National Park

Seriousness of natural ecosystem destruction

Not serious at all

Visiting Yes 1~.8

No -

Experience

Not serious Neutral Serious Very serious
12.2 41.5 36.6 7.9
11.3 66.2 19.7 2.8

Chi-square P<.05
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Attributes

Importance level®

Performance level*”

© Water quality

@ Ecosystem condition

@ Wildlife protection

@ Littering problem

® Condition of cultural resources
® Trail management

@ Information facility management
Restriction level of visitor use

@ Use safety

Sanitation facility management
@ Kindness of park rangers

@ Behavior of other visitors

@ Traffic problem for access
Accommodation facility management
@ Crowding

Convenience facility management
@ Recreation and tourism program

Fee

4.73 3.59
4.55 2.89
4.54 2.59
4.54 2.81
4.35 2.88
4.31 3.18
4.33 2.92
4.31 3.23
4.29 3.08
4.19 2.84
4.06 2.96
4.02 2.87
3.91 2.95
3.91 2.96
3.84 2.95
3.77 2.86
3.717 2.53
3.39 2.95

* Importance level: Not at all important(1), Not important(2), Neutral(3), Important(4), Very impor-

tant(5)

** Performance level: Very dissatisfied(1), Dissatisfied(2). Neutral(3), Satisfied(4), Very Satisfied(5)
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I : Keep Up Good Work

@ Water quality ® Trail management ® Restriction level of visitor use @ Use safety

Il : Concentrate Here

@ Ecosystem condition @ Wildlife protection @ Littering problem & Condition of cultural
resources @ Information facility management Sanitation facility management @
Kindness of park rangers @ Behavior of other visitors @ Traffic problem for access
Accommodation facilities @ Crowding Convenience facility management @
Recreation/tourism program (8 Fee
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