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ABSTRACT

The goal of the study is to provide basic information that can be used to come up with environ-
mental interpretation methods that are appropriate to the conditions of urban parks. For this
matter, research was conducted to find out whether the environmental interpretation that was
provided to the visitors of the World Cup Park Visitor Center encouraged them to become inter-
ested in the environment and to understand how such environmental interest was related to the
level of satisfaction that the visitors were experiencing from their visits to the park. At the same
time, the research was designed to find out whether the park's visitors were affected differently
in terms of their environmental interests and their experience depending on the two different
types of environmental interpretations; Interpreter's Interpretation and Self-guiding
Interpretation. Experimental result showed no statistically meaningful correlation between en-
vironmental interpretation and environmental knowledge, though the experimental group sub-
jected to environmental interpretation was found to have higher environmental knowledge than
that of the control group, which was not subjected to environmental interpretation. As for the cor-
relation between environmental knowledge, which was acquired through environmental inter-
pretation, and environmental interest, the group, which showed big changes in terms of the vol-
ume of environmental knowledge, was found to have higher environmental interest than that of
the group, which recorded a low level of changes in the volume of environmental knowledge. Also,
the difference in their level of environmental interest was big enough to be acknowledged
statistically. Also environmental interest, which was created thanks to environmental inter-
pretation, was found to affect the level of satisfaction visitors feel when visiting the park. Even
though the study was intended to find out how environmental interpretation affects park visitors
by means of analysis that can be proved based on facts, it was difficult to control some of the varia-
bles due to the circumstances under which the experiments were conducted. Despite this, the
study can be considered meaningful in the fact that the researches and experiments were con-
ducted at a park that is actually visited by people. It is also believed that as one of the first studies
done on the World Cup Park, it could serve as a basis upon which future studies could be carried
out.

KEY WORDS : ENVIRONMENTAL KNOWLEDGE, LEVEL OF SATISFACTION, VISITOR CENTER, FIELD
EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN
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Table 1. Final research sample

Division Date Control e B Total
group ‘ﬁfg;ﬁ;ﬁgg B(Self-guiding interpretation)
12}:[5/10 (Sat)] 9 12 12 33
Before 22}:{5/12 (Mon)] 32 32 33 97
Total 41 44 45 130
12}:[5/10 (Sat)] 9 11 12 32
After 22}:[5/13 (Tue)] 26 31 32 89
Total 35 42 44 121
Table 2. Present condition of interpreter's interpretation program in worldcuppark
section Environment classroom Ecology learning program Remark
Operation Environment preservation and education Public Environment preservation and ecology
peratt Preservation team

information team

The number of

persons 40 persons / one time

Educationtime 4 hours / one time

Education

3times aweek periodical education
schedule

-Yesterday and today of Nan ji Island

-The environmental contamination actual

Educational: 1 ion of a landfill

12~20 persons / one time

1.5~2hours / one time

Tthe advance

booking with
the Internet

Non-periodical education

-Sky classroom
-Vacation special program

program . L . ‘Birds search classroom
-Environmental contamination material control Wild fl b .. .
present condition of a landfill 1ld flower observatiomg meeting
‘Revive environment ecology in Worldcup park ‘Natural assimilation classroom

Presein.t -1,814 persons 7,483 persons

condition of use . . - .

(12. 2002) (49times, About37persons/one times) (572times, About]3persos/one times)

*the source: Worldcup park management office
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Table 3. Questionnaire composition

Section

Composition contents

C1: Personal quality (grade, sex)
C2: Visit experience in Worldcup park

Characteristic

C3: Visit experience in Worldcup pavillion

4: Environment explanation experience yes or no in Worldcup park
C5: Environment explanation experience yes or no from other park
C6: The visitor recognition present condition regarding a visitor center role

K1: History of Nanji island
Knowledge

K2: The environment knowledge regarding landfill
K3: Ecology environment knowledge of Nanji island

K4: Worldcuppark's creation present condition & The knowledge regarding a use rule

Interest

11: The environment interest regarding a park experience activity

12: The environment interest which relates in the park operation & management

E1-1: Control group : The environmental explanation evaluation by leaflet
Effect E1-2: Experimental group A : The environmental explanation evaluation by interpreter in visitor center
E1-3: Experimental group B : The environmental explanation evaluation by Self-guide in visitor center

Experience

X1: The satisfaction regarding a physical environment in Worldcup park
X2: The satisfaction regarding an outdoor experience activity circumstance
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Table 4. Before . after environmental explaining, environmental knowledge change quantity

1st investigation 2nd investigation The whole
. Experimental Experimental Experimental
Section C(;r‘;trol group C(;gtrol group C(;r;trol group Total
u uwp ——— e —
group A B group A B group A B
Pretesting 13.00 9.75 10.00 9.63 9.75 10.42 10.37 9.75 10.31 10.14
Posttesting 11.78 11.36 11.67 10.25 11.19 9.84 10.69 1124 1034 1075
knowledge change ;> ;61 167 062 144 058 032 149 003 0.6l
quantity

Table 5. Environmental knowledge technical statistics regarding the World Cup park

Before environment explaining

After environment explaining

Section Knowledge Standard Knowledge Standard
Number average deviation Number average deviation
Control group 41 10.37 2.36 35 10.69 2.67
Experimental group 44 9.75 2.09 42 11.24 2.15
45 10.31 2.49 44 10.34 2.09
Total 130 10.14 2.32 121 10.75 2.30
HAANUNET} S, HdH Foll A= U= 4 2.36), AFEX 10.69H(EEHA 2.67) 08 oF
U " 208%E AT ARARE 0.3270] F7tetact, QriAtel gt @7gsf o] AAl
217t 2089 2e AES Foto] SAUTT AT B VAW AL ALES 0.75W(EZ WA 2.09), A}
9 A, B Aot 2HS TS 1L 24W(EZUA 2,15) 02 14970 Z7t}

= =

A=A AL B Row O, Sed x2
E78l9on, AEe 93w 1, odn) 2] B¢
0oz AHesto, & 204 HHOR ).

ZAATE B AAAGTY AP eE 10,147,
ABASE 10, 75802 AR on ALH ALS
H@dZ 061749 207k AT, M Yewshe
Table 42} 7t}

HA FAR G F$ AP 10, 37TH(EEHAL

Hon, A7|skgA sido] APE AT B AR
M4 10,318 (REHUAL 2,.49), AFEH S 10,347 (R
ZH2} 2.09) 0.2 0,039 2715kt oA A AT =
= AP ZRA | H|Eto] AFRRALA 2 A A G 7L
Aefon, AENY A, BANY, 8L B =
M2 22 Hsteke] Apolzt ZIth(Table 5).
HAALAY F - Foll whebr] A A4 2po| 7t
Ueh ez oobiy] 9jste] z- Fhe] d=zFd

Table 6. Environmental knowledge difference which it follows in experience presence

Section Number Mean  Standard deviation Significance probability
Yes 63 10.79 2.13
Visit experience in Worldcuppark No 57 10.63 245 0.699
Total 120 10.72 2.18
Visi . . Yes 20 10.70 1.78
Isit experience in No 43 10.84 2.29 0.814
Worldcuppark pavillion
Total 63 10.79 2.13
. . . . Yes 16 11.44 2.06
Environment explanation experience in No 47 10.57 212 0.163
Worldcuppark
Total 63 10.79 2.13
. ) ) . Yes 20 11.05 2.63
Environment explanation experience in No 99 10.67 222 0.496
the other park
Total 119 10.73 2.28
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Table 7. Before . after environmental explaining, environmental interest changes quantity

1st investigation 2nd investigation The whole
Section Control Experimental group Control Experimental group  Control Experimental group Total
group A B group A B group A B
Pretesting 3.00 2.92 2.89 3.16 3.26 3.36 3.13 3.17 3.23 3.18
Posttesting 2.57 3.31 2.93 297 2.79 3.05 2.86 2.93 3.03 2.94
Interest changes g 43 39 004  -0.19  -047 031 -027 024  -020 -024
quantity

Table 8. Environmental interest descriptive statistics of WorldCuppark

Before environment explaining

After environment explaining

Section Number Interest average Standard deviation Number Interest average Standard deviation
Control group 41 3.13 0.48 35 2.86 0.66
Experimental A 44 3.17 0.48 42 2.93 0.54
group B 45 3.23 0.59 44 3.03 0.60
Total 130 3.18 0.52 121 2.94 0.60
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Table 9. Environmental interest difference which it follows in propensity

. Standard  Degree of Significance
Section Number Mean deviaion  freedom  UVvalue probability
Sex Male 44 2.9998 0.6469 112 1398 0.165
Female 70 2.8302 0.6204 ' '
Visit experience in Yes 63 2.9950 0.6309
117 1.003 0.318
Waorldcup park No 56 2.8717 0.7099
Visi i i Y 20 3.1509 0.6698
isit expenence. HT es ! 61 1204 0.233
Worldcuppark pavillion No 43 2.9429 0.6237
Environment explanation Yes 16 32431 03959 61 1.718 0.091
experience in Worldcuppark No 47 2.9293 0.6904 ’ ’
Environment explanation Yes 20 3.2607 0.5429 .
experience in the other park No 98 2.8567 0.6671 116 2539 0.012
*a<0,05
Table 10. Group for environmental explanation effect
Section Number Mean Standard deviation F Sig. probability
Control group 35 3.22 0.92
Experimental A 42 3.51 0.97 4291 0.016
group B 44 3.32 0.84
*a (0,05

0.97), A71eH54] sjdS HAIR Aed B= ¥ 44
How P 3.32M(FEWUA 0.84) 2 YEbidTh £4
23, 7 Qe o] 2 adts folehEe] 0.016
OB §O5E 0=0.059 FEHAANM FAHLE f
ot Ao} e, AFHFANA AT A3
A AZEe] @3 d Aol gk Fo% Aol 7t U
it

UNY BEmst wAH yud 2a2w
Pearson AA|47 EA4 402 Sol o] Q= &

o
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02 ZALE| TN (Tablel2).

AT LA Sol e AuTA 242
I} & Alo]Q] Pearson AAPA 47 0.3498 —1.0~
1.0Aol 9] gh& Fsha gloH, fejgEo] 0.0002
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t}H(Table 13).
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Table 11. The variable for the park experience satisfaction

The variable for the park experience satisfaction

Mean Standard deviation N

It was satisfied in park experience activity. 3.36 0.96 121
Environmental interest (whole average) 2.94 0.67 120
The environmental explanation became help in park use. 3.48 0.88 121
The park's natural view was good. 3.79 0.88 121
The management condition of the park was good. 3.29 1.02 120
The traffic was convenient. 331 1.08 121
The length is long with the nature trail. 2.63 1.05 120
The guidance system was composed easily. 3.21 0.84 121
The contents of The environmental explanation panel were suitable to read. 3.14 0.84 120
The number of the environmental explanation panel was suitable. 3.16 0.86 120
It was easy to find Interpreter. 2.87 0.92 121
The congestion of worldcuppark was suitable. 3.09 1.00 120




ARB7s o] Bolg A FABA uAE G Ho)

221

Table 12. Pearson correlation coefficient for item

. . Environme .
In park Environm Environme Park tIhe ntal Environme
. ental ntal Natural ement  Traffic Nature  guidance explanation ntal seeking the
Section SPHIENCE i terest explanation  view is e ; Trails  systemts O EOANON o anation Soo o8 ¢ Congestion
activity : X condition is convenience . el's . park guide
s (whole inpakis  good length  compositio panel's
satisfaction good. . contents
average)  useful. n is easy. are good number
In park experience
activity 1.000  .349(**) .412(**) .578(**) .375(**) .443(**) -.107 .324(**) .165  .288(**) -.041  .288(**)
satisfaction
Environmental
interest (whole  .349(**)  1.000 .398(**) .327(**) .199(*) .298(**) -.193(*) .312(**) .401(**) .311(**) .301(**) .348(**)
average)
Environmental
explanation in  .412(**) 398(**) 1.000 .395(**%) 377(**) .364(**) 014 125 315(**)  .209(*) 141 363(*%)
park is useful.
Naturga](’o\;ew is ST8(F*) 327(**) 395(**%)  1.000  .445(**)  .378(**) -280(**) .322(**) .369(**) .283(**) .037  .330(*%)
Park management
condjtionise;oznd. B75(%%) 199(%)  377(**%) 445(**)  1.000  368(**)  -.057  .204(*) .226(*) 313(**) .337(**) .189(%)
Traffic * x *k * *%
convenience A43(%*) 298(**) .364(**) 378(**) .368(**)  1.000  -216(*) .336(**) .239(**) .196(*) .234(**) .240(**)
Na“l‘;"]gfh’aﬂ's 2107 -193(*) 014  -280(**) -057  -216(*) 1.000 -394(**) -.198(*) -288(**) -232(*) -.067
The guidance
system's
composition is 324(%%) 312(**) 125 322(**)  .204(%)  .336(**) -394(**) 1.000  S31(**) 327(**) .252(**) .210(*)
easy.
Environmental
explanation panel's .165  .401(**) .315(**) .369(**) .226(*) .239(**) -.198(*) .S31(**) 1.000 .247(**) .434(**) .210(*)
contents are good.
Environmental
explanation panel's .288(**) 311(**) .209(*) .283(**) 313(**) .196(*) -288(**) .327(**) .247(**) 1.000  .209(*) 177
number
seeking the park
guide -.041  301(**) .141 037 337(%*)  234(**%)  -232(*) .252(**) .434(**) .209(*) 1.000 .202(*)
Congestion 288(**) .348(**) .363(**) .330(**) .189(*) .240(**) -.067  .210(*) .210(%) 177 202(*)  1.000

** Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2—tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0,05 level (2—tailed)
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Table 13. Correlation of environmental interest and park experience activity satisfaction
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Section N Mean  Standard deviation Pearson coefficient correlation Sig. probability
park experience satisfaction 121 3.36 0.96
-0.349(** 0.000
environment interest 120 2.9357 0.666 ")

* ~0.01¢a 0,01
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Table 14. Regression analysis result of park experience satisfaction

Section Unstandardized Coefficients Standar('iized . Sig.' '
B Standard error  Coefficients probability
(constant) -0.345 0.506 -0.681 0.497
Environmental interest (whole average) 0.252 0.110 0.180 2.296 0.024*
The environmental explanation became help in 0171 0.091 0.157 1.876 0.063
park use.
The park's natural view was good. 0.349 0.095 0.329 3.681 0.000***
The management condition of the park was good. 0.143 0.077 0.155 1.861 0.066
The traffic was convenient. 0.211 0.066 0.241 3.185 0.002%*
The length is long with the nature trail. 1.910E-02 0.070 0.021 0.272 0.786
The guidance system was composed easily. 0.132 0.096 0.118 1.375 0.172
The contents of The envjronmental explanation 0153 0.100 0.138 1534 0.128
panel were suitable to read.
The number of the envirory’nental explanation 7 640E-02 0.083 0.068 0916 0362
panel was suitable.
It was easy to find Interpreter. -0.122 0.083 -0.119 -1.471 0.144
The congestion of worldcuppark was suitable.  9.488E-04 0.069 0.001 0.014 0.989
coefficient of determination, R2 0.570
F 12.401***
a dependent variable | park user satisfaction—park experience satisfaction **%p<0,001, **p<0.01,
*p<0.05
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