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Visitors' Evaluation of Information and Interpretive Media in Dadohaehaesang National Park, Korea™
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ABSTRACT

This study evaluated the efficacy of information and self-interpretive media that provide information on park
environment using self-administered visitor survey to the Dadohachaesang National Park, Korea. Excluding
missing and unreliable responses, 205 valid responses were used for the analysis. Socioeconomic status and
visiting behavior of the visitors to the Dadohachaesang National Park were similar to those to other Korean
national parks. Results showed that, of the self-interpretive media, ‘Information board of park use and
resources’ were most frequently used (87.7%), followed by ‘Interpretive label of woody plant,” and ‘Bulletin
boards for information and enlightenment.” ‘Guided interpretation’ was used less than 40% of the visitors.
Visitors also highly rated the importance of the media (higher than 4.0 on average out of 5 point Liker scale
question). The average performance rate was 3.82, suggesting that visitors were satisfied on the self-interpretive
media. Visitors responded that ‘Information board of park use and resources’ and ‘Bulletin boards for
information and enlightenment’ were not useful and, therefore, should be amended and managed to improve
the self-interpretability of the media.
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Table 1. Respondents' personal characteristics and visiting patterns

Item Category and frequency (%)
Gender Male (61.0), Female (39.0)
Age 18-29 (17.2), 30-39 (20.6), 40-49 (38.7), 50-59 (19.6), Over 60 (3.9)
Education Middle school or less (3.4), High school (24.0), University (64.7), More than university (7.8)

Independent business (26.8), Office worker (20.5), Housewives (15.6),

Occupation

Professional and technical jobs (13.2), Students (11.2), Public service personnel (8.8),

Agriculture-forestry-fishery industries (1.0), etc. (2.9)

Jeonnam (34.3), Gwanju (17.2), Gyeongnam (12.6), Jeonbuk (10.1), Daegu (7.1), Busan (6.6),

Residential area
Daejeon (0.5), Jaeju (0.5)

Seoul (3.5), Gyeonggi (2.0), Chungnam (2.0), Ulsan (2.0), Chungbuk (2.0), Incheon (0.5),

Visiting experience First visit (59.8), Repeat visit (40.2)

Number of visits to
the survey site

2 times (41.5), 3-5 times (32.9) 6-10 times (14.6), Over 10 times (11.0)

Companion

Friends and Companions (44.3), Family (35.1), Group tour (16.6), Alone (2.4), etc. (1.5)
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Figure 1. Visitors’ use rate of information and
interpretive media
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Table 2. Crosstabulation between visit experience and
information and interpretive media use

Table 4. Crosstabulation between education and
interpretive media use

. . . Frequency of visit
Information and interpretive 4 Y

. ()
media use Repeat First
Information board of Yes 36.5 51.2
park use and resources No 34 8.9
Interpretive label of Yes 26.4 35.8
woody plant No 13.9 23.9
. . . Yes 15.9 14.9
Guided interpretation No 244 448
Visitor center (support) Yes 18.7 315
exhibits No 21.2 28.6
Interpretive sign of nature Yes 21.2 28.6
trail” No 18.7 31.5
. Yes 18.8 27.2
Park web sites No 213 327
Bulletin boards for Yes 27.7 31.7
information and enlightenment* No 12.4 28.2
Placard for information and Yes 239 31.8
enlightenment No 16.4 27.9
L Yes 31.2 342
LED sign No 84 262
. Yes 24.0 24.5
Park brochures (map) No 162 353

’ Chi-square p<0.05
: Chi-square p<0.01

Table 3. Crosstabulation between age and interpretive

media use
Information and interpretive Age (%)

media use 18-39  Over 40
Information board of park Yes 335 54.2
use and resources No 4.4 7.9
Interpretive label of woody Yes 25.9 35.8
plant No 12.4 25.9
. . . Yes 11.4 19.9
Guided interpretation No 26.9 418
Visitor center (support) Yes 20.7 30.0
exhibits No 17.2 32.0
Interpretive sign of nature Yes 18.7 30.5
trail No 19.2 31.5
Yes 18.3 27.7

Park i
ark web sites No 19.8 349
Bulletin boards for Yes 21.3 37.6
information and enlightenment No 16.8 24.3
Placard for information and Yes 20.9 34.8
enlightenment No 17.4 26.9
. Yes 22.3 42.6
LED sign No 158 193
« Yes 13.7 343
Park brochures (map) No 24.0 279

: Chi-square p<0.01

Education (%)
High school More than

Information and interpretive

media use . .

or less university
Information board of park Yes 222 65.5
use and resources No 4.9 7.4
Interpretive label of Yes 16.9 453
woody plant No 10.4 27.4
. . . Yes 8.5 22.4
Guided interpretation No 18.9 502
Visitor center (support) Yes 11.3 38.9
exhibits No 15.8 34.0
Interpretive sign of nature Yes 12.3 36.9
trail No 14.8 36.0
. Yes 11.4 35.1
Park web sites No 15.8 176
Bulletin boards for Yes 149 44.1
information and enlightenment No 12.4 28.7
Placard for inforrn*ation Yes 10.0 458
and enlightenment No 16.9 27.4
. Yes 15.3 49.5
LED sign No 11.4 23.8
Yes 13.7 343
Park brochures (map) No 13.7 182

' Chi-square p<0.05
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Figure 2. Visitors' awareness rate of main national
park management policy
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Table 5. Crosstabulation between visit experience and
awareness of main national park
management policy

Table 6. Crosstabulation between age and awareness
of main national park management policy

Awareness of main National Age (%)
Park management policy 18-39 Over 40
Green point’ Yes 15.3 27.1
No 22.7 35.0

ok Yes 23.3 38.6

No smoking No i g
BTN Yes 23.9 433

No drinking No 3o o
Eco-tour program* Yes 20.8 38.6
No 17.3 233

Attraction village' Yes 10.0 20.9
No 27.9 413

" Not significant

Table 7. Crosstabulation between education and
awareness of main national park
management policy

Education (%)

Awareness of main National

Park management policy High school Mo're than
or less university
Green point’ Yes 54 36.5
No 21.7 36.5
Lk Yes 12.4 49.5
No smoking No 114 S
ki Yes 16.9 50.2
No drinking No 0o s
Eco-tour program Yes 13.4 46.0
No 13.9 26.7
Attraction village Yes 7.5 229
No 19.4 50.2

Awareness of main National ~ Frequency of visit (%)

Park management policy Repeat First
G int Yes 20.2 21.7
reen poin No 107 o
Yes 24.8 37.1

N ki
o smoking No 149 -
Yes 26.4 40.8

N ki
o drinking No 1o os
Eco-t Yes 233 36.6

-tour program

oo P No 16.3 23.8
Attraction village Yes 134 17.4
e No 26.4 42.8

: Chi-square p<0.05

" Chi-square p<0.01
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FEA) 3K Martilla and James, 1977). 4o A4 =34
?l AGS & ¢ 9, FAE-AAFHEE A2l ko] 7] Low priority Possible overkill
ol 100 Bole &E 48E + Ao @ Al
= zolglow yEI X2 AR A3 Axe] 47 Figure 3. Importance—p.erformance. action grid
(Label A-H is same thing of Table 8)
o FUTAF AR A5 w8 o, 24U §
Table 8. Mean and paired samples t-test of importance and performance attribute
. . . Importance Performance
Information and interpretive . \a Y Mean .
media use (Y axis) (X axis) difference t value Sig.
Mean Rank Mean Rank
A Information board of park use and resources 4.50 2 3.78 6 0.72 -8.921  0.000"
B Interpretive label of woody plant 429 7 3.71 8 0.58 -5.639 0.000*:
C Guided interpretation 4.30 5 4.02 1 0.28 0.028
D Visitor center (support) exhibits 4.43 3 3.89 5 0.54 -5.568 0.000:
E Interpretive sign of nature trail 4.29 8 3.90 3 0.39 -3.608 0.000**
F Park websites 4.30 5 3.90 4 0.40 -3.825 0.000**
G Bulletin boards for information and enlightenment 435 4 3.70 9 0.65 -6.725  0.000
H Placard for information and entlightenment 4.23 9 3.56 10 0.67 -5.707 0.000:
I LED sign 4.18 10 3.73 7 0.45 -4.744  0.000
J  Park brochures (map) 4.51 1 4.01 2 0.50 -4.635  0.000"
Mean 4.34 3.82
" p<0.05, ” p<0.01

* Importance (unimportance: 1 - importance: 5),

b performance (unsatisfaction: 1 - satisfaction: 5)
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