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Abstract The purpose of this study is to verify what effects regional landmark cognitive factors have
on tourist satisfaction and how the effect relationship between regional landmark cognitive factors and
tourist satisfaction change due to perception differences between local residents and tourists and to
present implications. Analysis results show that landmark cognitive factors could be categorized into
the single factors of symbolism, historicity, and tourist satisfaction. Landmark cognitive factors had
significant effects on tourist satisfaction and differences occurred in that effect relationship according
to local residents and tourists. Therefore, when tourism products are developed through landmarks, if
the opinions of local residents are excessively reflected, this can bring about outcomes that actually

disregard tourists, so it is important to appropriately reflect various opinions.
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Table 1. Characteristics of Sample
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Table 2. Factor analysis of the Landmark Cognitive

Factor name Factor variable ]I:‘)z;;tig;
Symbolism - Fz}mous plz?ce .862
— Well—known place 841
(4.541, !
49.978)° — Crowded place 767
— Unique place. .688
. . — Historic place 777
Historicity — Traditional place 749
(1.737, .
21.608) — Place of Korean origin 613
: — Representative location of a region 527
a: (Eigen value, Variance explained)
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Table 3. Factor analysis of the Tourist Satisfaction

Factor Factor variable FacFor
name loading
Touri — Tourist spots are satisfied. .815
ourist . . X
. . — I enjoyed myself in the tourist spot. .736
Satisfaction )
— It's where I want to come back. 683
(1.042, ! Con
63.700)° — It was better than anywhere else. .595
: — I want to recommend it to my friends. .566
a: (Eigen value, Variance explained)
b: X*=868.123, df=28, p=.000
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Table 4. The Multiple regression analysis

Landmark Tourist Satisfaction
Cognitive B t—value Tolerance VIR
Symbolism 241 4,634 812 1.232
Historicity 225 4,331k 433 2.257
R’=.330, Adjusted R*=.322, Fgk=13.419%xx
# p<.05, ** p<.01, = p<.001
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Table 5. Multiple regression analysis(intergroup difference)
Landmark

Pk

9% 001¢]

o
R

L
=

=

=
T

st =l

o ©

o] Ao}

ShA che

S

2 Yenl

=

p

L

AA]

=
=
3K}
5t

°©

KR

==

A=vh 917 2 le]
2 <1

p
L
=

e At

p

L

Aol A
ARG AR, dentT 24

B

Fpel Bo® Asel

°

1

Aoz ehtor} A

o AFEskE vigos AL

p

Fol A v, vt

AT et

o)

¢ A= S A= A= W= S )

vl
_/',:
A % of
2

fe?

+o]

°©

_CH

o

O FEA

S1+S2

i=]
nl+n2—2k

H
3.008t} T 7] o

ey

(a=.05)°l1 4] A

A - 2] Fgkel 3.002.

o Aol i

o s

.
-
.
3=

<

10,289+
1714

3
A3}, F

J

FA T} chow—test
S

0% p<,001

Pk

6]
=]
RL

=

{SC—(81-52)}

* p<.05, ** p<.01,
agla e 7k
chow—testE 2A]
21e] el -
90} A& A5 ool A 1A}
=] Fobs9] %ko] 56.14 % Feri

i

I
gul

¢}

-



58 HOAEgEFAT A17d Al1E

9 ro ol o oo
e 2o o
o 9
s |
o
tlo .
o o
o o
E tlo o
N I~§
i N (o509
(R
ol
=)
B

td

]

o AEnka B4 AT,
o] Foj ok & Zlolt}.
o 7 ATl kg, ole) 5
A7) Aol wEHATE 4%
oAl A Sl ErkaE dAstal
33 Ao] oz} AEvhaell Wk duk
& Jdsonz dntste] ¢
L EBE g% Aol A9
A A=rkae] o o o
QS Zolrh

rJ

A T o S S

o2
o

e

-1

rlr

b1

e I

-
ol
ol

e H

)
(=)
Mo ot
tlo 1%

rﬁ
ol
r°{'
>N

A

1>

ot o
o =

off

5 E [o
S =
o 2 M
iz o

Ao oo A
mg‘ oL

ko

N

)

[UKO O:J-' F{E
o
el

1 N

=
of

REFERENCES

[1] J. Karmowska. (2002). Cultural Heritage as an Element
of Marketing Strategy in European Historic Cities,
Centre for European Studies, Jagiellonian University,
Krakow, Poland.
http//www.cyfronet.krakow.pl/~ncbratas/pdf/full_kar
mowska.pdf

[2] 7. Cheng & J. Shen (2016). On Very Large Scale Test
Collection for Landmark Image Search Benchmarking,
Signal Processing, 124(July), 13—26.

DOI : 10.1016/j.sigpro.2015.10.037

[3] S. Baloglu & K. W. McCleary. (1999). Amodel of
Destination [Image Formation, Annals of Tourism
Research, 24(6), 868—897.

DOI : 10.1016/S0160—7383(99)00030—4

[4] W. Y. Li & H. J. Yun. (2017). The effect of
skyscraper—type landmark’s cognition on city image
and city satisfaction. International Journal of Tourism
and Hospitality Research, 31(1), 95—106.

DOI : 10.21298/1JTHR.2017.01.31.1.95

[6] H.Y.Kim & G. S. Yang. (2017). The mediating effect
of city image on the relationship between a landmark
and behavioral intention : Focused on visitors to the
Asia  Culture Complex. International Journal —of
Tourism and Hospitality Research. 31(3), 21—33.

DOI : 10.21298/1JTHR.2017.03.31.3.21.

[6] S. M. Kwon & K. P. Lee. (2017). The relationship

among cognitive attributes of landmark, local Image

and visit intention :focused on Jecheon city. Journal
of tourism & leisure research, 29(11), 145—161.

[7] M. H. Yoo. (2010). Relationships among tourism
destination landmark, tourism destination image and
tourist behavior of Incheon. Journal of Photo
Geography, 20(4), 65—76.

[8] K. H. Min. (2014). Study on the impacts of tourists’
landmark recognition factors on tourist attraction
image and tourist satisfaction, behavioral intention.
Korean Journal of Tourism Research, 29(3), 21—40.

[9] K. Lynch.(1960). The Image of the city. MIT Press:
Cambridge, MA.

[10] J. Peponis, C. Zimring & Y. K. Choi. (1990). Finding
the building in wayfinding.  Environment  and
Behavior, 22(5), 555—590.

DOI : 10.1177/0013916590225001.

[11] L. Hasanuddin. (2004). Redefining landmarks. Journal
Alam Bina, 6, 66—76.

[12] D. Appleyard. (1969). Why buildings are known.
Environment and Behavior, 1(2), 131—156.
DOI : 10.1177/001391656900100202.

[13] J. H. Kim, J. S. Byeon & S. B. Im. (2002). A study on
the relationship between influential range and
cognition factor of landmark. Journal. Korean
Institute of Landscape Architecture, 30(4), 9—18.

[14] H. S. Lee & M. J. Oh. (2006). A study on the effect
which the tourist image formed by the cultural
heritage has on the satisfaction —the case: the visitors
at  NAMHANSANSUNG & SUWON HAWSUNG.
International Journal of Tourism and Hospitality
Research, 20(1), 1-15.

[15] R. L. Oliver & W. Bearden. (1985). Disconfirmation
processes and consumer evaluations in product usage.
Journal of Business Research, 13(3), 235—246.

DOI : 10.1016/0148—-2963(85)90029—-3

[16] G. S. Kim & Y. J. Ahn. (2004). The Relationships of
Cultural Tourism Attraction Attributes, Resources
Interpretation and  Tourist  Satisfaction.  Korean
Journal of Tourism Research, 19(1), 247—272.

[17] S.S. Jung & H. Lee. (2019). Analysis of the Difference
between Authenticity and Tourism  Satisfaction
according to Day and Night Scenery :Focusing on
Royal Palace Tourism. Research Institute of Korean
Traditional Dance, 15(3), 139—168.

[18] D. H. Choi. (2018). The Relationship Influence among
Life Style, Tourism Information, and Behavioral
Intention on Chinese Tourists: Focusing on the
Moderating Tourism Type(Individual Tourism, Group
Tourism). Journal of Tourism Sciences, 42(2), 11—28.
DOI : 10.17086/JTS.2018.42.2.11.28

[19] G. Ghilagaber. (2004). Another look at chow’s test for
the equality of two heteroscedastic regression model.
Quality and Quantity, 38(1), 81—93.

DOI @ 10.1023/B:QUQU.0000013246.83707.6f.



i)

# % 3](Choi, Dong Heui) sl
2011 29 AlFst L s Eag7
o stah(E e w37 b))

<2011 99 ~ &A) : Fuista 59
HFA G g

- P EoF : 3EBY, A

- E—Mail : paper@policy.or.kr




