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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to provide basic data for developing the effective park
management. For this, satisfaction factors and estimated model by satisfaction variables of visi-
tors analyzed through a questionnaire survey in Weolchulsan National Park, Korea.

In the evaluation of the satisfaction, variables of 'lack of visit program' was most unsatisfied,
and 'lack of facility', 'charge of fee', 'lack of pamphlet & information facility' were more un-
satisfied than any other variables. Satisfaction factors by Factor Analysis were loaded with fa-
cility management', 'usual management'. In estimated model of satisfaction by Multiple
Regression Analysis showed in order of 'negative impacts of trail', 'lack of safety facility'.
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Figure 1. Visitors evaluation about park visit
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Table 1. Satisfaction factors by Factor Analysis
Variables Factor I FactorI!  Factorlll  FactorlV  FactorV h2
FIf(Lack of lodging facility) 0.796 0.106 0.139 0.060 0.187 0.70
Fef(Lack of culture facility) 0.756 0.148 0.277 0.188 -0.030 0.71
Fpf(Lack of public facility) 0.754 0.064 0.178 0.084 0.240 0.67
Fsf(Lack of safety facility) 0.753 0.234 0.153 0.079 0.106 0.66
Fle(Lack of convenience facility) 0.618 0.084 0.463 0.206 0.066 0.65
Ffc(Lack of commerce facility) 0.575 0.038 0.574 0.068 0.028 0.67
Fec(Careless cooking) 0.104 0.797 0.090 0.231 0.122 0.72
Fic(Illegal camping) 0.131 0.741 0.221 0.072 0.312 0.72
Flp(Littering problem) 0.078 0.708 0.110 0.337 0.89 0.64
Fn(Noise) 0.116 0.665 0.054 0.211 0.376 0.65
Fep(Exorbitant pay) 0.247 0.609 0.248 -0.031 0.217 0.54
Ffc(Charge of fee) 0.113 0.171 0.684 0.146 0.160 0.56
Fif(Lack of pamphlet & information) 0.386 0.206 0.665 0.106 -0.018 0.65
Fvp(Lack of visit program) 0.359 0.140 0.643 0.240 -0.030 0.62
Fkg(Kindness & guidance of ranger) 0.055 0.123 0.622 0311 0.147 0.52
Ftf(Lack of traffics facility) 0.404 0.078 0.554 0.184 0.132 0.53
FtiNegative impacts of trail) 0.167 0.143 0.205 0.844 0.021 0.80
Fil(Negative impacts of landscape) 0.086 0.196 0.154 0.826 0.050 0.76
Fer(Negative impacts of cultural) 0.070 0.104 0.239 0.791 0.140 0.72
Fnr(Negative impacts of natural) 0.285 0.340 0.244 0.641 0.137 0.69
Ft(Touting) 0.010 0.208 0.107 -0.018 0.863 0.80
FCr(Crowding) 0.144 0.194 0.145 0.46 0.812 0.74
Fim(Illegal merchant) -0.005 0.428 0.212 0.028 0.686 0.70
Fvv(Problem of valley visit) 0.295 0.069 -0.077 0.244 0.604 0.52
Fsi(Smoking & carry of inflammable) 0.297 0.328 -0.015 0.172 0.428 0.41
Eigenvalues 9.046 2.860 2.112 1.206 1.111 16.34
Total variance 36.2 114 8.4 4.8 44 65.3
Common variance 55.4 17.6 12.9 7.4 6.7 100.0
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Table 2. Estimated model of satisfaction by
Factor score

Factors B Beta t Sig. F
Fa 0.187 0.206 2.466 0.015
Fb 0.128 0.142 1.704 0.090
Fc 0.060 0,060 0.671 0.503
Fc 0.242 0.253 3.378 0.001
Fd 0.085 0.085 1.106 0.270
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Table 3. Analysis of variance Table 5. Analysis of variance
Item DF SS MS F Sig. F Htem D.F SS MS F Sig. F
Regression 5 31.938 6.388 18.504 0.000 Regression 3 354506 11.817 36.548  0.000
Residual 190 65.588  0.345 ’ Residual 192 2.07697. 0.323
Total 195 97.526 Total 195 526
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Table 4. Estimated model about whole satisfaction

Variables B Beta t Sig. F
Fti 0.216 0.284 4.447 0.000
Fsf 0.202 0.273 4.488 0.000
Flp 0.189 0.263 4.115 0.000
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