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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study were to provide basic visitor information for effective park management and to
understand visitors' perception about the interpretive media which is utilized as environmental interpretation
in Byeonsanbando National Park, Korea. To accomplish the purposes of study, a questionnaire survey was
chosen and the 291 valid samples among them were analyzed. Among who used the interpretive media, the
largest proportion used the visitor center exhibits, and the usage rate of interpretive label of woody plant and
guided interpretation were shown to be relatively high. However, the park brochures(map) was evaluated that
use efficiency was low. In the analysis of importance-performance for the environmental interpretation media,
the mean of importance was 3.64 and that of performance was 3.03, which were lower than Chiaksan and
Weolchusan National Park's survey data.
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Table 1. Respondents' personal characteristics and visiting patterns

Item Category and frequency(%)
Gender Male(56.0), Female(43.3)
Age Under 19(5.2), 20-29(38.8), 30-39(19.9), 40-49(24.7), 50-59(8.9), Over 60(2.4)
Education Ml.ddle‘school or less(21.0), High school(18.8), University(65.3) More than
university(13.4)
Housewives(6.9), Office worker(21.0), Independent business(14.4), Professional and
Occupation technical jobs(12.4), Students(23.0), Public service personnel(10.7),

Agriculture-forestry-fishery industries(2.1),

Residential area Seoul(15.1),

etc.(8.9)

Gyeonggi(19.9), Gangwondo(0.3), Chungcheongdo(10.7)

Gyeonsangdo(13.7), Jeonrado(37.1)

Visiting experience

First visit( 57.4), Repeat visit(42.3)

Number of visits to the survey site 2-4 times(64.1), 5-9 times(15.0), Over 10 times(21.0)

Companion

Alone(1.4), Group tour(9.6), Family(31.3), Friends and Companions(54.0), etc.(3.8)
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Figure 1. Visitors' use rate of interpretative media
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Table 2. Crosstabulation between visit experience and interpretive media use

Interpretive media use

Frequency of visit(%)

Repeat First
Information board of park use and resources {Ieos gg; ;gg
Interpretive label of woody plant XI(\;;S ;gg %32
Guided interpretation ;{\Ieos ;};3 %23
Visitor center exhibits ;eos ;‘23 ?5(2)
Interpretive sign of nature trail SI{Ieos %;2 ;1;2
Park websites ;E]ZS gg; gi
Bulletin  boards SI{\IeOs g;; ;46&%
Park brochures(map) ijeos 41141‘; 364.-24

*Chi-square p<0.05, **Chi-square p<0.01
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Table 3. Crosstabulation between age and interpretive media use
Int ti di Age(%)
nterpretive media use 1839 240-50 Over 60
Information board of park use and Yes 28.2 16.8 1.0
resources** No 347 15.1 0.7
; Yes 32.6 21.6 1.0
Interpretive label of woody plant** No 299 10.3 0.7
. . . Yes 33.0 21.0 0.7
Guided interpretation** No 299 11.0 1.0
. Y Yes 423 244 1.7
kok
Visitor center exhibits No 20.6 76 0.0
. . . Yes 24.7 19.6 1.7
Interpretive sign of nature trail** No 381 12.4 0.0
; Yes 23.7 17.5 1.7
Park websites™ No 39.2 144 0.0
: Yes 23.7 18.9 0.7
Bulletin boards** No 39.2 13.1 1.0
Yes 10.7 8.6 1.4
*%k
Park brochures(map) No 529 23.7 03
*Chi-square p<0.05, **Chi-square p<0.01
Table 4. Crosstabulation between education and interpretive media use
Education(%)

Interpretive media use

High school or less

More than university

Information board of park use and resources SIEIeos 19(?;‘4 i?;
Interpretive label of woody plant* \I{\IZS 1;'26 gé?
Guided interpretation* {]Zs 154%'26 ggg
Visitor center exhibits \I(\]ZS 15{62 ;;3
Interpretive sign of nature trail* \Iileos 172.'35 igg
Park websites \I(\IZS 181'.35 4312;
Bulletin  boards* 31{\1605 181,68 i;z
Park brochures(map) SI{\Ieos 163'.39 égg

*Chi-square p<0.05, **Chi-square p<0.01
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Table 5. Mean and paired samples t-test of importance and performance attribute in Byeonsanbando National Park

Importance Performance Mean
Interpretive media (Y axis) (Xaxis) difference t value Sig.
Mean Rank Mean Rank
A [Information board of - park use and 3.61 7 3.16 7 0.45 4278 0.000%*
resources
B Interpretivelabelofwoodyplant 3.79 2 3.30 1 0.49 -4.964 0.000**
C Guided interpretation 3.75 4 3.24 3 0.51 -5.23 0.000**
D Visitor center exhibits 3.76 3 3.20 5 0.56 -5.755 0.000**
E Interpretive sign of nature trail 3.81 1 3.20 5 0.61 -5.670 0.000**
F Park websites 3.63 6 322 4 0.41 -4.108 0.000**
G Bulletin boards 3.71 5 3.30 1 0.41 -3.954 0.000**
H Park brochures(map) 3.08 8 1.65 8 1.43 -13.539 0.000**
Mean 3.64 3.03

*p<0.05, **p<0.01

Importance(unimportance: 1 - importance: 5), performance(Unsatisfaction: 1 - satisfaction: 5)



Ao) Bs|d oA o 8%t 133

Fa?
Concentrate Hers KeepUpthe Good Work
4.00 CE
Ogg &
Aﬁ et
H
*® a5
gL )
1400 1.00 340 4.00 500
32040
Low Priarity Passible overkill

Figure 2. Importance-performance action grid(Label A-H
is same thing of Table 5)

of s duiA AelE AHH o2 FAAAR et
A7 T ] o]-8-E0] 31.6~79.4%0]| olE2:
AP 7|20z o|E AE A3 Bt 9A4H
2 Zasithn Ao

> e

BTl MANIE Y TR O e off
E24g Aoun sduAlel dig =S shotste] 3%
Mo} B84 A U 712AR ATS BHOE B9
o WAbhE 2R 3ee] YEE A9l o¥AL 2 X
FEATE A7 AL, WEAE WAL TS mE T T

3

A

A
149vl], oAb LefjollAl 142v) F 291 o] faRES A
of EAof| o]-ga}aict.

SHARE WA Bl B9 AR 20~40t7t 5
o|Fglon WapEe istolde) S vhl S At
78.73%= 315t g wigo] Eolch A B2k
A ulgo] 7Y WA A SARY, ARt A
o wolglew AR ulge HHwrh 7 Wk
= A FY ¢oR AFAoR vud 12
Uehloich S82; 2 423%= 3¢9 9Eslo] 9lglo
O[5 F 243 YEAHC] = FEHATL 7P WAL T
F82 ATas st et b gt

At Aol 2, AR E o] Qb 85-0] S oA
T WU GAE HAE 9 o] 8E0] 68.9%F 7HY w9k

»Nr
It N ofrt Lok

LB

I 50%t) o]g Al pEolE ST, ‘Add ==
I3 Frpojdiom 40% 9] o85S Bl Al =H
U A Y ol Qhfjd, AAMER A, Tl
AEAAT, ST SH oA o 20%H 2] miS
o o] 82 3l gl wiAlE FHBEEAY A wolgleh
Aot A A, tEojitel uEk A} o|E 24HE
s wAe] o] 8-& ol sh= HrkE otk Y%
A upEet ghkol s o] 8-go] B& £ ¥
Zlo] FxF oleti= ZH A ol AL B
A A oIAE ¢ Q=S SR w8 1 AYF9 o8-S
28 4 e Wt e 1ga A ke R 2
A w7 7E FHol ol Hega tEe] v e
ERS 3F o Qlube HE X&H 0 R FHek: e A
o] Ao Aoz A7 Hrh

A A E o] S} SET HHAEe] Fak-
AFE 3.64, 3.030.2 2| ofikt AEATH T Ul FAL
oF Aypach WO fA| ok HARNE =3¢ ghdo] &
ob} &-x] Abel o g HAbE|of o]Fof AH 3 k| 7
o e 21do] WA R gA Hiro] sjHufjAE F3t
T e AE gEo] 34 Yt o] £ak-AHe
Zrol WA vt Atz Belt}, jAujA 9] Fa =4 H
T e AldAze) bl A HeAel #erh aqtE =
S A Zod 24 A= FHBEEAL} A
2 Uehgon] &8 w-go] Qs 1A Hol= ‘-
HE A A= S Ast 74 A7t Baxstqlrt. of
A= A o] EHEAE dFer gt HolBg O5
S etk e R g wie AR A AeE A&He
2 {AAAE LA R At oA Q] v o]-8-Eol
31.6~79.4%0] o2& & e of 7jEH O R ol 8E
ALE et wert $AHeR Fesiohal HeFh

Sapgel 2T YoM T miAle Fadeo] A
ol I Qle-S 7ot o) el s mjAof
oigh g vhe-S A& H o8 HUEHES AASHT 1L
Aol ZATE Al RAJolut HARE £a% HeHos
s Hart g Aojth

o]

Cho, W.(2006) Visitor usage and evaluation of interpretive media
in Chiaksan National Park. Korean Journal of Environment and
Ecology 20(1): 9-19.

Cho, W, K.J. Yoo, D.P. Kim(2006) Visitors' attitudes about inter-

pretive media in Weolchulsan National Park. Korean Journal of
Environment and Ecology 20(2): 143-152.

Cho, W.(2001) Remidial devices and operation status of the nature



134

PN
o
M

op>

A=A 5817 23(2) 2009

r f
Jo
N
N

trail in National Parks, Korea. The Journal of Korean Institute
of Landscape Architecture 28(5): 1-14.

Hammit, W.E.(1984) Cognitive process involved in environmental
interpretation. Journal of Environmental Education 15(4):
11-15.

Jeon, K.S.(1999) Interpretation effects factors related to inter-
pretation function of Interpretation boards in Mt. Naejang
National Park. Journal of Forest Recreation 3(1&2): 29-38.

Kim, 8.C.,S.R. Lee, B.J. Park, HK. Choi(2003) The design of envi-
ronmental interpretation board for recreation forest. Journal of
Forest Recreation 7(4): 1-7.

Kim, $.0.(2006) Importance-perpormance on design attributes of
self-guided interpretative signs in the nature trail of Naejangsan
National Park. Korean Journal of Environment and Ecology
20(2): 15--169.

KNPS(1999) Development of interpretation and nature experience
program in National Park, Korea. KNPS Report, Seoul, 328pp.

KNPS(1999) A study of park mangement by the National Park
Characteristics. KNPS Report, Seoul, 634pp.

KNPS(2004) Interpretation of Korea national parks. KPPS Report,
Seoul, 176pp.

KNPS(2008) National parks of Korea. KNPS Presentation Book,
Seoul, 104pp.

Martilla J.A. and J.C. James(1977) Importance-performance
analysis. Journal of Marketing 41(1): 77-79.

Medlin, N.C. and S.H. Ham(1992) A handbook for evaluation inter-
pretive services. USDA Forest Service. Ogden. 51p.

NPS(2003) Visitor use and evaluation of interpretive media. A re-
port on visitors to the National Park System, 115pp.

Regnier, K., M. Gross, R. Zimmerman(1994) The interpreter's
guidebook. UW-SP Foundation Press, Inc., 101pp.

Sharpe, G.W. and G.L. Gensler(1978) Interpretation as a manage-
ment tool. Journal of Interpretation 3(2): 3-9.

Son, J.E. and H.S. Song(2002a) Functional effects for self-gnided
interpretative panels - with a special reference of Hongnung
Arboretum -. Journal of Korean Forest Society 91(6): 742-749.

Son, J.E. and H.S. Song(2002b) Users' responses for designed envi-
ronmental interpretative panels - with a case study of
Hongnung Arboretum -. Journal of Forest Recreation 6(3):
43-50.

Song, H.S. and S.I. Kim(2001) Environmental Interpretation.
Chungnam Univ. Press, Daejeon, 114pp.

Yi, Y.K.(2008) Evaluation of use satisfaction for Tohamsan and
Namsan National Parks in Kyongju - focused on im-
portance-performance analysis -. Journal of Environmental
Impact Assessment 17(3): 153-165.

Yoo, K.J., Y.G. Kim(2000) Visitors' behavioral characteristics and
application of importance-performance analysis to park man-
agement and use in the Chirisan National Park, Korea. Korean
Journal of Environment and Ecology 13(4): 367-374.



