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Abstract

This study was conducted to lay the foundation for considering the qualitative aspects of environmental resources by
calculating the weight of each environmental resource to calculate the total amount of environmental resources in Jeju.
By comparing and analyzing the results of the expert survey conducted in 2011 and the results of the expert survey conducted
in 2011 and 2022, changes in experts' perceptions and implications over time were derived. In addition, based on the results
of the recent survey, the weight according to the relative importance was calculated to lay the foundation for calculating the
total amount of environmental resources in Jeju. The results of this study are expected to provide basic data necessary for the
successful institutionalization of the total environmental resource system by providing a scientific basis for the calculation of
the total environmental resource. As a result of comparing the survey conducted in 2011 to the survey conducted in 2022 to
establish a total environmental resource management plan in Jeju Special Self-Governing Province, there was a difference in
the relative importance of the environmental resource category. Although the ranking between categories did not change, it
was confirmed that the relative importance of the natural and local resource environment decreased and the relative
importance of the living environment field increased significantly. Over time, the importance of plants and wildlife increased,
the importance of landscapes and topographic geology decreased, the importance of wetlands and caves increased, and the
importance of Gotjawal, natural monuments, and cultural history decreased. In the living environment category, the
importance of water pollution increased significantly, and in the humanities and social environment category, the importance
of population increased and the importance of industry decreased. It is judged that most changes in item importance are
largely influenced by changes in the background of the times and overall perception. It was confirmed that the importance of
plants, wildlife, wetlands, and caves with relatively high awareness and the importance of water pollution, which is emerging
as a regional problem, have all increased significantly due to structural problems of population age.
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Table 1. Environmental resource categories and components for identifying environmental resource priorities

Environment type Category items
Natural environmental plants, animals, topography, geology, weather, landscape
Nature Wetlands, spring water, oreum, Gotjawal, caves, natural monuments

Local environment . . . . .
(animals and plants), culture and history, domestic and international status

living conditions Water quality, air quality, noise, waste, soil pollution

Humanities
Humanities ‘social environment  population, industry, transportation

Table 2. Past surveys and survey information in this study

Sample Size (people)
Survey Period of investigation Remarks
Expert Reply Application

2011 perception survey 2010.11.09 ~ 2010.11.15 55 38 26 past material

2021.10.20 ~ 2021.10.31
2022.06.27 ~ 2022.07.14

2022 perception survey 29 22 22 Materials for this study

Table 3. Comparison table of relative importance between environment type items

2011 perception survey 2022 perception survey
Environment type
weight ranking CR weight ranking CR
Natural environmental 0.418 2 0.373 1
Nature
Local environment 0.464 1 0.354 2
0.00 0.02
living conditions 0.012 4 0.157 3
Humanities
Humanities -social environment 0.106 3 0.116 4
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Fig. 1. Relative importance among environment type items.

Fig. 2. Relative importance among natural environment

resource items.

Table 4. Comparison table of relative importance among natural environment resource items

2011 perception survey

2022 perception survey

category item
weight ranking CR weight ranking CR
plant 0.213 3 0.251 1
nature wildlife 0.146 4 0.197 3
environment geogeology 0.287 1 0.00 0.240 2 0.00
resource weather 0.122 5 0.121 5
landscape 0.232 2 0.191 4
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Table 5. Relative importance comparison table among regional environmental resource items

2011 perception survey 2022 perception survey
category item
weight ranking CR weight ranking CR
marsh 0.089 7 0.148 3
spring water 0.104 6 0.106 6
rise 0.140 3 0.138 4
Gotj 1 0.189 1 0.159 1
local otawa 0.00 0.01
environment cave 0.121 4 0.151 2
natural monument 0.159 2 0.135 5
cultural history 0.119 5 0.088 7
domestic and international status 0.079 8 0.075 8

Table 6. Relative importance comparison table among living environment items

2011 perception survey 2022 perception survey
category item
weight ranking CR weight ranking CR
water pollution 0.397 1 0.303 1
air quality 0.129 4 0.153 4
life noise 0.068 5 0.00 0.093 5 0.00
environment
waste 0.184 3 0.215 3
soil pollution 0.222 2 0.236 2
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Fig. 3. Relative importance among regional environmental
resource items.

Fig. 4. Relative importance among living environment items.

Table 7. Comparative table of relative importance among humanities and social environment items

2011 perception survey

2022 perception survey

category item
weight ranking CR weight ranking CR
population 0.277 3 0.436 1
hugi?;gﬁ:ﬂi‘r’ftlal industry 0.384 1 0.00 0.250 3 0.00
traffic 0.339 2 0314 2
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Fig. 5. Relative importance between humanities and social
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Fig. 6. Current Status of Tourists in Jeju Special Self-Governing Province(1981~2022).
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Fig. 7. Jeiu Special Self-Governing Province Demographic Status(1996~2022).
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Table 8. Comparative table of relative importance among humanities and social environment items

category

2011 perception survey

2022 perception survey

item

weight ranking weight ranking
plant 0.089 3 0.094 1
wildlife 0.061 7 0.073 3
em?iit)]jlfllent geogeology 0.120 1 0.090 2
weather 0.051 10 0.045 12
landscape 0.097 2 0.071 4
marsh 0.041 12 0.052 7
spring water 0.048 11 0.038 13
rise 0.065 6 0.049 9
gotjawal 0.088 4 0.056 5
local environment  cave 0.056 8 0.053 6
natural monument 0.074 5 0.048 10
cultural history 0.055 9 0.031 17
domestic and international status 0.037 14 0.027 19
water pollution 0.005 17 0.048 11
air quality 0.002 20 0.024 20
living environment  noise 0.001 21 0.015 21
waste 0.002 19 0.034 16
soil pollution 0.003 18 0.037 14
population 0.029 16 0.051 8
Flumanities -Social 3y iy 0.041 13 0.029 18

Environment

traffic 0.036 15 0.036 15

Humanities -Social

natural environment local environment living environment Environment
3
i 5 ¢ & ® & & § & 5 2 5§ § § =z § & g 8§ 3 3

e (111 perception survey

e J(022 perception survey

Fig. 8. Overall item priority based on relative importance.
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