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Abstract: This study compared the results of Importance-Performance Analysis (IPA) on trail managerial
conditions by trail section in Mudeung-Mountain Provincial Park. The study also examined the validity of using
overall survey method (OSM: analyzing TPA from the data collected from all the trails without separating trails
by section) by comparing the OSM results with those obtained from the survey by section. A total of 258 users
who visited the Park was surveyed using questionnaire in the four designated trail sections during the September
of 2000. The result of TPA showed that there are differences in twenty three attributes out of the 26 selected
attributes (88.5%) among four trail sections. The overall IPA results obtained from the total of four trail sections
were not the same with the IPA results from each trail section in twenty three attributes (88.5%) out of the 26
selected attributes. It suggests that we need to use a survey segmented by trail sections rather than a survey for
overall trails to obtain better information for more efficient trail management.

Key words : importance-performance analysis, trail, managerial conditions, Mudeung-mountain provincial park,
attributes
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Figure 1. Importance-Performance action grid.
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Table 1. Respondents’ demographic and visiting characteristics.

HEME

Al 94 F A 6 F (2005)

Trail Section
Variables All Trail 1 Trail 2 Trail 3 Trail 4
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Gender
Male 66.7 73.9 67.6 74.5 573
Female 333 26.1 324 25.5 427
Age
Under 20 years 4.0 2.1 12.0 0.0 0.0
21-30 years 35.1 51.1 22.7 19.1 46.3
31-40 years 15.1 14.9 93 234 15.9
41-50 years 23.1 12.8 253 34.0 20.7
51-60 years 14.7 10.6 20.0 17.0 11.0
61-70 years 6.8 64 8.0 6.4 6.1
=71 years 1.2 2.1 2.7 0.0 0.0
Education level
Elementary school 24 2.1 4.0 0.0 24
Middle school 5.5 6.4 9.3 2.1 37
High school graduate 25.5 19.2 333 234 23.2
College students 18.3 19.2 26.7 43 18.3
College graduate 434 447 24.0 61.7 50.0
>Graduate program 4.8 8.5 2.7 8.5 24
Visiting experience
First time 6.8 12.8 0.0 8.7 8.6
<1 time/yr 2.4 0.0 1.3 8.7 1.2
=1 time/yr - <1 time/month 36.9 404 30.7 304 444
> | time/month - <1 time/wk 24.1 234 26.7 28.3 19.8
=1 time/week 14.9 12.8 133 21.7 13.6
2-3 times/week 12.4 6.4 24.0 22 11.1
=>4 times/week 2.4 43 4.0 0.0 1.2
Companion
Alone 14.8 12.8 18.9 12.8 13.6
Friend/companion 51.6 59.6 48.6 489 51.1
Family/relatives 28.5 234 31.1 36.2 25.0
Social groups 43 43 1.4 2.1 8.0
Others 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 22
Group size(person)
Alone 14.1 14.9 18.7 12.8 10.0
2 30.5 34.0 28.0 36.2 275
3 153 14.9 17.3 10.6 16.3
4 16.9 14.9 21.3 8.5 18.8
5 10.0 6.4 53 12.8 15.0
>6 133 14.9 9.3 19.1 12.5
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Table 2. Twenty six attributes and Importance-Performance of the attributes by trail sections.
Trail Sections
. 11 Trail 1 Trail 2 Trail 3 Trail 4
Attributes (Code) (g\fzrgg) (N=47) (N=75) (N=47) (N=89)
I P I P | P 1 p I P

1. Width of trail(A) 294 363 315 352 303 363 28 38 273 347
2. Steepness of trail(B) 311 3.64 338 357 331 349d 285 394 290° 3.56
3. Amount of bare root on trail(C) 321 315 296 3.1 318 324 363" 300 306 327
4. Degree of soil erosion of trail(D) 337 315 321 3.15 3.2 327 378" 307 334 313
5. Amount of large rocks in trail(E) 3.09 323 29 320 300 319 337 332 302 323
6. Amount of small stones in trail(F) 308 317 3.04 3.18 3.09 307 322 3.28 2.95 3.14
7. Roughness of trail surface(G) 316 336 313 338 326 334 3.1 332 313 3.40
8. Materials of artificial steps(H) 333 322 345 320 307 319 350 333 320 312
9. Naturalness of artificial steps(I) 358 330 3.83* 322 328 329 374 347 345 3.9
10. Convenience of artificial steps(J) 347 322 3.77 331 337 3.20 3.35 321 3.40 3.14
11. Materials of trail surface(K) 321 310 346  3.07 293 3.12 3.20 3.04 3.25 3.17
12. Existence of natural drinking water(L) 377 332 349" 313 368 344 407" 357 384 310
13. Amount of man-made components on trailM) 3.08 324 294 300 316 339 317 332 304 325
14. Existence of signs(N) 393 333 387 328 387 346 404 317 395 344
5. iﬁ‘:;f:dyir?;gg;'made facilities with 351 327 323 324 346 357° 370 309 364 321
16. Amount of trail covered by crown layer(P) 347 352 326" 330" 337 353 385" 377 340 346
17. Forest density of trail surroundings(Q) 344 366 3260 350 322 363 3.8 391 341 3.59
18. Size of trees in trail surroundings(R) 330 359 3.7 336 3100 344 367" 396 322 361
19. Area of sky visible from trail(S) 320 352 3.00 324 317 351 346 387 3.19 342
20. Area of plants covering trail surroundings(T) 3.18 328 298 330 3.04 320 343 343 326 3.17
21. Clarity of trail borderline(U) 335 347 349 326 336 359 317 349 336 358
22. Existence of borderline of trail(V) 340 326 334 3.15 3.30 331 3.50 323 3.46 3.36
23. Safety of trail(W) 391 341 394 337 372 344 400 353 397 325
24. Existence of dead or fallen trees on trail(X) 349 3.1 3.23 3.11 3.38 334 372 2.96 3.04 3.06
25. Amount of litter on or around trail(Y) 408 317 396 293 401 3.69° 418  3.06° 418 296
26. Number of other visitors(Z) 302 339 298 351 287 310 320 355 301 3.37
Average 337 334 333 325 328 337 352 341 335 329

*represents means of importance of attributes are different by trail sections (Bonferroni t-test; p=<0.05)
“represents means of performance of attributes are different by trail sections (Bonferroni t-test; p=<0.05)

[: importance P: performance
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Figure 2. Importance-Performance action grid (Overall).
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Table 3. Locations of 26 attributes on Importance-Performance action grid by trail section.
Action Grid
Code Attributes Keep Up the Good ~ Concentrate Low Possible
Work Here Priority Overkill
A.  Width of trail TO, T1, T2, T3, T4
B. Steepness of trail T1, T2 TO, T3, T4
C. Amount of bare root on trail T3 TO, T1, T2, T4
D. Degree of soil erosion of trail T3 TO, T1, T2, T4
E. Amount of large rocks in trail TO, T1, T2, T3, T4
F.  Amount of small stones in trail TO, T1, T2, T3, T4
G Roughness of trail surface T2, T3 TO, T1, T4
H. Materials of artificial steps T1 TO, T2, T3, T4
I Naturalness of artificial steps T3 TO, T1, T4 T2
J. Convenience of artificial steps T1 TO, T2, T4 T3
K. Materials of trail surface T1 TO, T2, T3, T4
L. Existence of natural drinking water T2, T3 TO, T1, T4
M. Amount of man-made components on trail TO, T1, T3, T4 T2
N. Existence of signs T1, T2, T4 TO, T3
O. Harmony of man-made facilities with surroundings T2 TO, T3, T4 T1
P.  Amount of trail covered by crown layer TO, T2, T3, T4 T1
Q. Forest density of trail surroundings TO, T3, T4 Ti, T2
R.  Size of trees in trail surroundings T3 TO, T1, T2, T4
S.  Area of sky visible from trail T1 TO, T2, T3, T4
T.  Area of plants covering trail surroundings TO, T2, T4 T1,T3
U. Clarity of trail borderline T1, T2, T4 TO, T3
V.  Existence of borderline of trail T4 TO, T1, T2 T3
W. Safety of trail TO, T1, T2, T3 T4
X. Existence of dead or fallen trees on trail TO, T2, T3, T4 T1
Y. Amount of litter on or around trail T2 TO, T1, T3, T4
Z. Number of other visitors T2 TO, T1, T3, T4

TO: All Trail, T1: Trail 1(Jeungsimsa-Jungmoerijae), T2: Trail 2(Jeungsimgyo-noedoelgoeng), T3: Trail 3(Sanjang-Tangbuljae), T4: Trail

4(Yaksasa-Saeinbong 3 Jct.)
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Figure 3. Importance-Performance action grid (by trail section).
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