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Abstract

This study aims to analyze and compare the environmental attitude level and characteristics of interest groups, including
visitors, local residents, and local public servants (Cheongsong-gun), in Juwangsan National Park. A statistical analysis of 418
questionnaires concluded that there was no statistically significant gender difference in the level of environmental attitude
between the visitors, local residents, and local public servants. In the case of visitors, no significant difference was found in the
level of environmental attitude according to age and occupation, but the level of environmental attitude of local residents showed
a significant difference according to age and occupation. In general visitors, local residents, and local public servants all scored
above the mid point on average, but no statistically significant difference in environmental attitude was observed between these
groups. Therefore, it is concluded that mutual consensus can be derived from these interest groups to strengthen the protection of

Juwangsan National Park.
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(Jo and Kim, 2003). YHkA o 2 o] fge A=
Aowm QA A, o& 37 a4F EZFeiH
(Breckler, 1984), 749& &3l sh55]aL, 57443 Abe
oLt Jefjof] et 2012, H|Z o)A vl-g-o|m, Bl 2]
A Aol 3L AL 1A 31 9 AAH, A, 3
57 A4PAL Rolt= Zloleh & 4+ UrHKim, 2015).
= 52 A45ks A4 aaoly, s W
SHAIZIAY dlSste] & 9ol 7 Eol AuEnh
(Choi, 2010). 1231 S e = S slE E= A
2 aEsher] 71§83k 2ola gl
(Gifford and Sussman, 2012). wa}A & ALo] %
F= S EE R gt 34 B
4 7bs ehls Qv 4Ae) AEska 4
tHWoo, 2003).

A siioll 2lof 7HQ1e] 2ol Tt 2|4,
dit gt S} 2 asle] s A
Alggo]l qlof mi-9- F 23t &S qti(Cheong, 2007).
22 olshaiste] 25 RS 2UHoR ofshal
24 o] A BaE) 98] SYEde
R PEES ML R S
7 S olek Segele] g e
o] sEj o] WRE A= Aok Hsd |
A3t 2 FEne] =S New Environmental
Paradigm (NEP) scale2 =73t 94Kim, 2014)2}
Wk Selpel gl Bge] 9 Aolae
B3 ¢-K(Yang and Ahn, 2008)7} 1oL}, SH73E|
9] A2 = Dunlap and Van Liere(1978)7} 7|
WS NEP scaleo] SHujelolA] ito] 44 Al
304 o]AF da] ARE-E|aL Qlti(Yang and Ahn, 2008;
Gifford and Sussman, 2012; Kim, 2014). S-73 | = 9]
AN BT AR} HEE SR ETE A}
k= Zlo] mi¢- Fadhl= E5tslaL, 7|&E Aol
A A SRETE e TRl 24 AR
oieh Bl d A1 0] mledl, 70 AP eefE =
ol A1, % Ml el RAU A8, 5
A del &5 5o wARE] Qo] AFaE Tt
o] 9Ju] Ql= H|WE o]H 7| sl JJtHKum and Kim,
2009). wepa] SHHE|E=O] Aol A= Bl d T 412
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Table 1. Environmental attitude domains and items
Domain Atitude Ecocentric items Anthropocentric items
General 1 1
Air 2 2
Water 2 2
Soil 2 2
Waste & Recycling 2 2
Resource 2 2
Conservation vs. Development 2 2
Wild Flora & Fauna 2 2
Noise 1 1
Total 16 16
2015 59 2 = 21 o HollA AAlE L 0.8572 =2 A1F =5 7HEtkaL & = Qlk 1e]
ek A FFARED) S ez o dExrhe 3l Table 10] 4] A4 v} o] 2544 B 16
2015 59 204 ~27 o]l ZAA =35Il HgALl| £ A HE 16232 & Hhgskal A=
A mle] Ak Hel AP gl d F2E ekl Aw 7HE AS3iE] Hsf = 7le] 8.90& o] Varimax
A5 Agshal 2AdH deAlE SHeR Itk rotation method Q12415 AARE A3}, Table 29}
oz Aestint. B 9l A Gt F 450 o] Factor 19]= 2+ 2] 97 F o] m= 24318t
7} HjE o] o] F 40557} SleE Rl A A A EH(+IEA O] 2£FHE 1AL, Factor 2= 97
A B9= & 5055 st 4577} Sl=E )l FHo AY e TAHA EH-BAN LR FA3]
o] b Qi SSToI AL HA AT 320 A TREU weby Factor 1€ $AFHA P,
ofat % 41859 A4S Ysle] WASIGk AR Factor 21 QRIFHA =] Hapoz MY 4 9]
He PCE BARA SPSS 190 08314, 7] £ 20 ekt Woo(2003)7} ket A =T

SARAE 71E AR S AREIAL A= A
of = AFEEA, 28X, T test, ANOVAE Al
AT

o rr Az

w

Ay U pE

3.1, SEeE EFET0 XHHE

B odto| A= Woo(2003)7) 7HElske] A2 mob
FLE olv| AR TS SHEAE ARES)
Ak, 2 Ao A R EAR S HI SR o]
SAETO AHS5S Aesl 2otk 2ARET AS
= fl8ll =AF Ao AMSEH 41879 AlF= E4 4
3} Cronbach coefficient alpha}-2 0.857 % LERLE Al
2= 7|29 0.7 B Aotk E2 AEEE B
t} Woo(2003)7} 7fdet == 19] Cronbach
coefficient alphaz}tel 0.92 R th= tha WA eSS

2 o

A s} e A Ao AdEEch 1
23 Woo(2003)7} 27102 sjuret gHglom 7
A= Short form AEE3IE AQHZ3| ek Short
form9] A1Z|%= B4 A1} Cronbach coefficient alpha
2 0.674= Vel o, ol ey 75 Eold
Cronbach coefficient alphag}o] 74sH= dAto =
ojsieh 4= Itk Table 39 QA Ao} o]
Factor 1-& 34414 =5 e )= 453}, Factor
2+ QISR o) 4o e A HEEY
TG =T} o Aetet Ao et E35E 32
7N =3 e = Bt 4t Short form o] EHF e
B4k rii(Pearson AFHAISG)-2 0.877(p<0.01) =
Ut & RIS 23loh wheba] 359] 2H4
B AL A= 871 Z3o= F/J% Short form o]
AEARE AA| 327302 A E AEAIE tiAske]
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Table 2. The result of varimax rotation method
(N=418)

Item No. Domain Factor 1 Factor 2
X11 Water+ .676 187
X6 Air+ .646 153
X13 Waste+ .638 116
X8 Water+ .623 172
X15 Resource+ .600 .073
X26 General+ .590 -.081
X4 Soil+ 578 .072
X12 Air+ 575 .029
X7 Flora/Fauna+ .568 .104
X10 Con/Del .550 249
X3 Con/Del+ .502 240
X28 Flora/Fauna+ 479 221
X32 Resource+ 475 202
X24 Soil+ 448 .033
X17 Noise+ 434 -.176
X1 Waste+ 427 .022
X30 Flora/Fauna- 238 .657
X29 Resource- 141 .593
X23 General- 139 .569
X31 Air- 203 .556
X22 Con/Del- .040 552
X18 Soil- .110 .546
X19 Flora/Fauna- 243 538
X25 Waste- 185 522
X16 Con/Del- 156 451
X2 Water- -.035 421
X20 Noise- .188 407
X27 Water- -.026 406
X21 Resource- -.028 383
X9 Waste- .036 359
X5 Soil- 251 282
X14 Air- -.060 269
Explained variance 5.32 4.09
Explained % 16.63% 12.79%
Cumulative % 16.63% 29.42%
KMO=.861, Bartlett’s X’=3324.08 (p=.000)

Positive: +, Negative: -, Con/Del: Conservation vs. Development

Aol E Al|wol B SRE 4 glgol d  ofdw AL 9 A9 8EFOE TAH Shon

SEJATAL & 4= Qlek wepA] AR A S] # et formE ARESlo e H[SRE AVE oS = e AL

KA, ZAAIREO] Ak, I, el Bof ofe] WAH = Uepdek
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Table 3. The result of varimax rotation method (Short form) (N=418)
Item No. Domain Factor 1 Factor 2
X15 Resource+ 766 -.011
X11 Water+ 738 189
X13 Waste+ 124 137
X6 Air+ .687 143
X19 Flora/Fauna- 177 733
X22 Con/Del- -.073 .678
X18 Soil- 114 .642
X20 Noise- 225 .503
Explained variance 2.23 1.74
Explained % 27.83% 21.69%
Cumulative % 27.83% 49.52%
KMO=.754, Bartlett’s x’=522.04 (p=.000)
Positive: +, Negative: -, Noise: Conservation vs. Development
Table 4. Personal data of visitors, residents and public servants
Visitors(N=226) N % Residents(N=147) N %
Male 117 51.8 Male 67 45.6
Gender Gender
Female 109 48.2 Female 80 54.4
10s 29 12.8 10s 22 15.0
20s 51 22.6 20s 18 12.2
30s 36 15.9 30s 21 143
Age Age
40s 57 252 40s 44 29.9
50s 39 17.3 50s 29 19.7
over 60s 14 6.2 over 60s 13 8.8
Business 27 11.9 Business 20 13.6
Professional 29 12.8 Professional 12 8.2
PST 18 8.0 PST 22 15.0
AFL 2 0.9 AFL 13 8.8
Occupation  Student 63 279 Occupation Student 28 19.0
Housewives 33 14.6 Housewives 18 122
Office worker 31 13.7 Office worker 11 7.5
Sales personnel 7 3.1 Sales personnel 9 6.1
Others 16 7.1 Others 14 9.5
Creongeong @n—65) N
Gender Male 37 82.2
Female 17.8
20s 4 8.9
Age 30s 14 31.1
40s 13 28.9
50s 14 31.1

PST: Public Service & Teacher, AFL: Agriculture, Forestry & Livestock industry
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Table 5. Comparison of visitors’ environmental attitude by gender

=)
rlo
o2

(N=226)
Item no. Domain Gender Mean S.D. t
Male 3.50 1.064
X1 Waste+ -2.008*
Female 3.75 852
Male 4.19 1.058
X2 Water- 2.856**
Female 3.75 1.233
Male 393 1.040
X3 Waste+ -2.053*
Female 4.17 718
Male 3.29 1.346
X14 Air- 2.359%*
Female 2.88 1.260
Male 4.01 914
X15 Resourcet -2.031*
Female 4.25 852
Male 393 1.056
X20 Noise- 2.033*
Female 3.63 1.152

#p<0.05, **p<0.01

Positive: +, Negative: -

S MES

B, Aol 9 Ko 3R] 9 54
Table 42} At} BPYA-L HA 51.8%, oJ4 48.2% =
g9 vl 2 wton, dgdEe 400 =Y
70] 25.2% 7P Egkowm, XHa B shajo|
27.9%2 71AF Wo| HHESl= Ao 2 vl XY

oX

2 A 45.6%, 54.4%= 01*4_4 H| o] =
gror], gl Bzl 99t niEskA 2 40
) S 9.9%2 71 B3k Aetruel 2
oM S19%), BERA1T6)9) 02 1)
oup A 12 LIS weirk A B A
Aol 82.2%= 01*4 17.8% 5t &R Wkar, A
H]8-2 20tH(8.9%) 7} Zglom 30Ti(31. 1%)9} 40t
(28.9%), 50T)(31.1%)= B|i2] 12 BE =S B )

nS{l_&

3.3. B SHEE=

3.3.1. B MEHo| e SHEE Hlw
SO FUTY AL A9 Aol U2 3
B 012 Kol Hol ] ghgrort 67) el

5 045} Z}o] 2 HATKTable 5). £3] <-22)= Azt

B3 e BES ol ARgaor ATHX3).,
Fle] i Zols] olel e 2 doke 4
Sfojo} gEHX15).", g5 A Hoprrh e Her

L

AekgAtdoll 22 2 sl FehX1). ek 2o
A oA o] BBl EgFo] Alo] SRR
o =7 b th(p<0.05). AL 7192 S-ElofiA
Q3 AZ S ARSI R 2 0 o A8 8-S A&
3} mi{y} AThX2)., “AFAH1= Ao AFALS| o) &
3 Atz wolgolof FTH(X14)., ‘BN
t,‘:j 3= A8y AEL rjZ] FHAjo|BmR AT
A Bark Qrhx20).) 2 EaolAs ol
B o] oj4e] Bz ET} B Let
THp<0.05). o]} Wao] ghal Hofof whet Lhet
ATl Ao s Hox|ul A4 e == o] w
< FH =] Fott Aol= gl AR e
ol Fit =5l ﬁr?& 9] e 71
S ol 2ol 7} fl= A2 {% =
3.3.2. B HHo| 2 HHEH= Hw
T wHsd B9 Aol mE e EHE
= frefel AolE HolA] gigkot Al ZdE Aol
= A3IcH(Table 6). ‘E"U TuE 28e YA
sl AFAIL] AR-E TRt oF THX4).”, “SAk
&7k REEA] Hle2 2] A& Zh5eolof U*EKXS) '
Aol 2Hol EEE di71eStAlE ws
slatoiof heH(X6).”, e A HS XIEP
sl sl B sl HiE TR SoloRITX1)., 2
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Table 6. Comparison of visitors’ environmental attitude by age
(N=226)
Do Age MenleD) M) ¥
20s 3.25(.913)
over 60s 3.29(1.069)
X4 10s 3.31(.930)
Soil+ 30s 3.47(.736) 3BIE
50s 3.62(1.138)
40s 3.96(.944)
10s 3.38(1.147)
20s 3.65(1.128)
X6 30s 3.69(.980)
Airt over 60s 3.79(1.051) 3315
50s 3.97(1.063)
40s 4.19(.718)
10s 3.93(.651)
20s 4.02(.836)
X8 30s 4.17(.910)
Water+ 50s 4.26((1 019) 3632
over 60s 4.50(.519)
40s 4.56(.732)
20s 3.76(1.012)
10s 3.90(.900)
X10 over 60s 4.07(.997)
Con/Del+ 30s 4.08(.770) 2847
50s 4.28(.944)
40s 4.35(.855)
20s 3.80(1.020)
10s 4.00(.598)
X11 over 60s 4.07(1.072
Water+ 30s ( ) 4.11(.887) 3013
50s 4.33(.955)
40s 4.40(.776)
over 60s 2.50(1.345)
40s 3.00(1.296)
X22 20s 3.04(1.264)
Con/Del- 50s 3.31(1.280) 2915%
30s 3.58(1.180)
10s 3.66(.974)

#p<0.05, **p<0.01

Positive: +, Negative: -, Con/Del: Conservation & Development
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Table 7. Comparison of visitors’ environmental attitude by occupation

(N=226)
Domain Oceupaion MeanfED) Mean(ED) Mean(ED) ¥
AFL 2.50(2.121)
Housewives 3.48(1.149)
Student 3.63(1.036)
Others 3.69(1.195)
>s(ji]- Office worker 3.81(1.327) 2.590**
Business 3.96(1.372)
Professional 4.10(.724)
PST 4.50(.618)
Sales personnel 4.57(.535)
AFL 3.00(.000)
Housewives 3.15(1.372)
Student 3.60(.925)
Others 3.63(1.310)
X20
Noise- Office worker 3.84(1.157) 3.914%*
Business 4.00(1.074)
Sales personnel 4.14(.900)
Professional 4.31(.850)
PST 4.44(.705)
AFL 2.00(1.414)
Business 2.56(1.050)
Housewives 2.79(1.083)
Sales personnel 2.86(.690)
@Zer- Office worker 2.87(1.088) 2.017*
Others 2.94(.929)
Student 2.98(.852)
Professional 3.10(1.081)
PST 3.61(.916)
*p<0.05, **p<0.01
Positive: +, Negative: -, PST: Public Service & Teacher, AFL: Agriculture, Forestry & Livestock industry
SAE SIh g ARgERT ARe] Bmues SRS Ashs Zlo] o ETHXS)., ALY

BEEolo} GEHXI0)., AL A7 913 Mg

31 Aparolor 74A7h

Q= AolthX22). 2=

—
=

oA A 2o]E H oL} Duncan testA3} &1

S7tol I Y%

3.3.3. EttiA

FYA 7Y

ofat Aol 7} LhA] GRSEAIR,

xew &

29 ge A9

A%

ok AL e ekglek
74E|'|E H| ™

H A==

FEolA ﬂ‘ﬂlil’%

oA WASH= 2eT Fe GAE ol o
A3 A FavE §ieHX20), “2hE gol d-dst
o RIS &8 LA FFstolof FrhX27).”
2h= E3olA fofet 2tolE H etk Table 7). 323
oA FHEEAG A= Ae] SdE| =0l
A Jebgdal 3R wARe] S =SR] =9F
=3
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Table 8. Comparison of residents’ environmental attitude by gender

(N=147)
Item no. Domain Gender Mean S.D. t

Male 3.30 1.219

X16 Con/Del- 2.563*
Female 2.83 978
. Male 4.00 1.044

X20 Noise- 2.496*
Female 3.53 1.263
Male 3.79 1.023

X29 Resource- 2.626*
Female 3.31 1.186
Male 3.81 957

X30 Flora/Fauna- 2.045*
Female 3.48 993

#p<0.05, **p<0.01

Positive: +, Negative: -, Con/Del: Conservation vs. Development

3.4, X|GFY SFEl=

3.4.1, KO0l M0 T2 SRS B2

FPAE FYFUY AT el B 3
B 45E Qhotay] 913 T test S 3 ATHEA A0
2 G003 Aol7h Q. 2 B BAEI Table
8) TH2lo] Af3hi Gl EA|o A 2lo] ¢
S i AMSE 4 Qs Helrh Folxokit
(X16).", ALBRNA BAYSHE 233 HF-L WA
A wafolnz 95| FAT Wast §irkX20).,
FAORNE A4S ALH O AL 4 glonw
Akt e Aske et GIrHX29).", opIEA)
2o AAA BEuTh AAAARE Slat =X Apo]
o Bashehx30) ek BgelA HAY e
0] & E4THp<0.09)

(Brecker, 1984; Yang and Ahn, 2008; Gifford and
Sussman, 2012; Kim, 2014) A3}e}= t}2 xjo]& H
Ak A7 = dubAog ofdo] A7 QHd
gt o] B =il oA oL R A 9] R
= AETH 25t ool EHE T 2 X
M =5 7HA= Alem A E e ey g
of w2 el = 2folof] 3t Aol A= ool &
Aol thsll " ot B el Bes
Hol7|&e ot I zpo|7F AAY A9 gl M2
AFES Holil Qlof o= /et ool FR7Iw
ofuf st thaf A2 Al=E Hol7] HhEo = sf4
)31 ¢t Chenyang and McCright, 2015). wahA] &
St ko] digt Al=] ) Ato) 7t A 749 d 1k
= Aol gl Aoz LA Fok wheba
o] Ffof thgt A2 5 Atoll A AEAl #1454

S, ARl O] A9 Add o g S H] o e
o = 5
EE foulgt xolg Holx gtk s)E @ SEATHOR:
Table 9. Comparison of residents’ environmental attitude by age
(N=147)
Groupl Group2
Age Mean(SD) Mean(SD) F
20s 3.47(.403)
over 60s 3.65(.295)
10s 3.69(.334)
3.080*
40s 3.79(.378)
50s 3.87(.545)
30s 3.93(479)

#p<0.05, **p<0.01
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Table 10. Comparison of environmental attitude between interest groups

(N=418)
Variables N Groupl F p
Visitors 226 3.72
Residents 147 3.76 1.428 241
Public servants 45 3.83

3.4.2 XEF0 HHo| ME & HE Hlw
TP 2T AodFule) dud hE
SZo EAHo R §o5t 2lo]E H Y TKTable 9).

20T)(M=3.47)7} 7} SFokT 40tH(M=3.79), 50t}
(M=3.87), 30tj(M=3.93)=S & =%}3! Duncan test
AFSAZS 3 A3} 10T, 20t), 60t) o]Ato] A&
02 AP E £Fo] Fo JE 0 F 2911 30T, 40
9, S0th7k B 8 o= PR, of
= AW} kST AT S =S
o] B 37| bkt gdFo] FUA FAUFY W
Bof et 2YA g 7b 3 ok 3 2 ek
Aojzenle] Qo] uie BEEe] Aojo] Bk
AT BAIA) A TS Wl ek B
& QoA eAo] etE & BHYES Ho|
= 0% HuE3 Q1 O Arcury and Christianson,
1993; Zhang, 1993; Klineberge et al., 1998), L5
TFoAe dFol F2rE 7 oAleEe] 2
5 2 eIt Yang and Ahn, 2008; Kim, 2014).
it YU A7) Fe o] e
S A3 UEhbA] gkl
343, X930l 2ldH SHAEiT H
Tt S-S AR A R
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