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Effects of the Persuasive Message on Users’ Attitude
toward the Policy of Limiting Park Use'
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ABSTRACT

The theory of reasoned action was examined as a theoretical model which explains the relationships
among belief, attitude, and intention regarding the policy of limiting the total number of visitors per
day in the national parks during the high-demand season. Also, effects of persuasive messages
developed to change users' attitude toward the policy positively were examined. Among the visitors
in Kyeryongsan National Park, 563 visitors participated in on-site and mail survey. The number of
visitors who had positive and negative attitudes toward the policy was in the ratio of 43 to 49. A
significantly positive relationship was found between the sum of belief and outcome evaluation
crossproducts and attitude(r=0.42). Intention could be explained with attitude in an acceptable power
(R*=0.32). The visitors who had negative attitude and intention regarding the policy before the
treatment were changed positively by the two types of persuasive messages. Among the visitors
receiving the persuasive messages, 74% answered that carrying out the policy is good and 66%
intended to agree to carrying out the policy. It was indicated that the persuasive messages were an
effective communication method between park managers and users.

Kev words: Theory of reasoned action. Persuasive message, Limiting the total number of visitors per
day, National park

‘l 44 199513 8¢ 549 Received on August 5, 1995.
T eufstw xod Wedopbo) &t Department of Forest Resources, College of Agriculture and Life Sciences, Seoul

National University, Suwon 441-744, Republic of Korea.

24



wEMARE 85(DI%. 19964 3R 25

)3

=

1. e 58 ¥ 28
Axg AeA FAe BHE
e AFolebi el Fokt
71§13l el Aol AapA <l
of HaslA|vt, S = OP“VP A
el A x2S EgA(LAC,
Limit of Acceptable Change Stankey %, 1985)
dAsiz] Jetedont, o]43 wHelElE F
“94 A AA AAAR Fsta g},
o] &2 LrRell: WY Flo] i Eo f"’c}i“
T8 Tl A o] FAz|m 9l FEeA E
0} b A 2] iyl e B
Jm A = G gle Ao, dAf %8 et
38 Woll A ol FoAx]m FoF o] B8R oln
2ledztAd e sL8e Zasli 9lis
B (RS S, 1988 LR, 1987, &%
% 1987, F8%E 5, 1988)= 1 -=vl, o
P 34 4wtede] FHRlEe] FF UL o] &(F
Y gelge, 1993)8h= AE gekgielw
g g A3s ohvc},

el Al A xpedgsel digk dAAHql
digte. gz Fole]SqpAl A el olskel "1H HEH
R BRI wsiel Hi7bol € ste] Agkx aL
ek, 19 A gFAsk 2t ‘—‘."1}“%_-4 YyEd
SRy, HER RENS A F dalel F
o WA 5 £88 ol
24, Peterson® Lime(1979)e] #| A8 1788
RER A 7P AAHE FAeToeR
o}, olnf EejH FE&olat AFFRECL A

SERES

ITLE 9y
ry 2
2

H ’]),

w4

_°

‘E nlm )

1o,

5L

o.u

rjg

= 7

o i A1l W odo o .n)lr i

rr‘.l o ‘:E ”‘f e S

%

N

DECISION
FACTORS

MANAGEMENT
ACTION

consequences

Fig. 1. Management of the behavioral system
From Peterson and Lime(1979) p.343

Aghahis gy o

& A Es Fede Ao ATE 2138

=¥ (self-repair capacity)e|vt zb7] %) 8432 (self

-purification capacity)2] &# W4 Q17+e] 3

]ng_} = e ‘;11% 1=
-of] £

3 (2 fAaa 05 S 1]
sal aw s §AXAL o e doHEET,
AEG AT g, Fush 2 1A
el 24 €15 Babold kil
orh & FPEY AARA 3
el o, $AAeE 19 FuE

A
A
o] Aage) Brhug o syl

-

Zi

Ol

ot
ot T
o

N
L

\-)
.>:
S T
o
>,

N
M
2

ol A e e AR ]l we] A A L
g 2ko} ol g-ab atelell Fi-ah FHE#AC] o) 7ol
] AAAY He AT Lo tjgk o] Lzl o)
al7b obalehnd, o] fx} wHE AsHAFA] &
owld AEALR AA e ML 5
& Aelrk. F, FbwApatAebs A4 3

e Ayt o gAdA Bl Sl 2

A & Aduslte] oAl g zpalel R

b op L o T

Hal WS MEES she A% A ehe
A4 we) AEde S A4gons, o
ape) EE a4 eow ;MM

shg RAT U AE ¢ AEF shs Reld,
fles BAAE olgAR EAAY °l RS
B T
P LI ey e
b Ee Ber) sle,

ol FYFY 1Y FREARTAGN
Aol gk ol A A, WE, % step
i, A, BE, o Ae)s) %AE el
dglolgoe HEsha, AERRAAZAS 9

& e ME
o] & } EHEC']] u 2= §398 EHAE= W a2
o

SRR PP SR

o

a

2. PR
) ByAE 18 SSRMEEHEBGR Tl

hat o)-gabel [FagMbi: RE S
Hhe Algke] 28A] @ Awtro F A
olel, o]zl AL oA X Frg #

ERQ Hmd Aelrt.
2) B [HEIHAE B T

41 FEAs



26 RE A7 2EFIARBESE N AL BE) 92 KR

path
oo
L ok N

FARW Aol st TEE 1
dehd sk deld, A5 WA
ol g7 Awre] el vAAE
ste] elmisiuch 2 ol
Ao fEg FHH

o]

Lol 2 o alu

1n m&

A

=

ol
ofk

Z;

Aol e,
fBRIEE B YT 1Y E
FAY Aol st B
S A e, A
et s

%nﬁrloé‘«f—
B2

3)

3
-

A
o

>

)
& o
o Y

4) AE A2 wre Ag A Yoo, A

HFE N A A A

o)z2] W= afolz} 9le Ao, ME
WAAe) F ok R Feld, HatiEst
WEREE 238 A5 oAA7 e
25k A AE A A R SRl 1d
Zul AN AN AP hF /\]\é el
L, f)xe] #stel o W g vAH A
ojr},

REm TR

+=8]3 #2|o]Z(the theory of reasoned action)
& Ajzen¥} Fishbein(1980)c] #|gt3t oj& o=,
A, Bz, 3E Alele] #AE sEHoR A
F3g Yol Fdolr), o] o] o3, al
e AAH R HHEE o] &3l A, A
87} A Ml wyor R EH
A o2 g pEe APFEL 259 Ads
HEd g oay dgsly &% 5 gl

HoltH&E—, 1991; Pettye} Cacioppo, 1981).
T.b: 's beliefs
e e
Em:.!ﬂz":’ Intention Behavior
The person’s beliefs
specific
sl Subjecti
un:bwld-g fgid “',Lemve
and his motivati
10 comply with the
specific

Fig. 2. Factors determining a person's behavior
From Ajzen and Fishbein(1980) p.8

s FAoz dehld vhew 2o

v, olzle] w=elH agel g Ezkect,
B=x=1= (ApW + (SNW,

RS BEHE
A5 92} s (persuasive communication)o] 2k
5‘& Halejt HAESY Ak v 23, F 94}
A7t oo Fae) S f)Ele], oW F
o}x] /K]—E]voﬂ&«] oJoJ]\,} 121 T o= ;ng Dﬂ,q
Atz 71aA AFE, " WAE F3led, &
Hel 8 EAA Hste], 21 F4AE2PE
w3k vk, oA 4 s gabse] o wu 3
9 wigE sl g9 WA 2egk Ee
lede] 4A-& woH(EHFR 5, 1992). 3T
Fejoll A ofAlA g Mot FU o] LAt Al
Hade gt 548 Ll o) ExY &
Sﬂ-‘ﬂ 7} A7 e HEH Aell v A= Q3}pgH
N AAE AHEe AoltH(4F MBI Gramann,
1991) o] 71¥& "‘%_ ol 4] ofz]zta] A7}
o Haste] o] &x AL A P97 ArH
22 ougt AI}E e AE o] &AL o
A 4 ARE AWsts Aotk T
of AAHl A AN wglslr] o] e
zpel o] 8-z} Apolell ofAl o] FE3] o] FolH
of &, FAE st A+E sdete FAlS
WE3} o], ey Ade] HaAdo] o] &l
A F#3] AAHe At FAJ}EH}E S
FAA = g Zlolvt, B Al L, H
2% A5 WAA 7} ol2igt YAalaE e s

ojct,

£
o

H e g0 o

Z

o,

WRF EHR

IR iE

AE AR AF HFY A, de, o= F
5 R FblEE Fik Bk (the pretest
-posttest control group design)el] 7]Z&3}e] o
T2 w33t



BEMAAEE 85(DIK. 1996% 3H 27

Table 1. The pretest-posttest control group design for the study
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Table 2. List of outcomes/evaluations used to questionnaire

Outcomes/Evaluations index

1. It will decrease free access opportunities to the national parks
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2. Decrease in number of visitors will make the national parks agreeable
R e} Ak S A B HA 2ol A Aelr

3. It will be disadvantageous for those who travel longer distance to the national parks
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4. Natural landscape and wildlife habitats will be retained
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5. Crowding of visitors in a specific period will cause traffic congestion and holdups
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6. Environmental deterioration like littering or water contamination will be improved
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7. They will have difficulties in visiting the national parks those who arrived there with
no information on the policy of limiting the total number of visitors per day
AN 5 Al A A AR E mew & AEES Ao g o]go] 3Tl 7o)}

8. It will increase the environmental awareness of the general public
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9. Excessive use will be occurred in other recreation areas other than the national parks
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Table 3. Socioeconomic characteristics of visitors

on-site survey

r=0.42" R*=(.32
Z( bI X 6’1') d AB i I
mail survey
r=0.38" R°=0.11
2i(b,xe) > Ap —— I

* %

difference is significant at p < 0.00
Note : r = Pearson's correlation
Fig. 4. Relationships among 2 (belief < evaluation),
attitude, and intention regarding the policy
of limiting the total number of visitors
per day in the nationa! parks during the
high-demand season
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Table 4. Attitude change of treatment and control
group within the negative attitude group

by {-test o -
Group Phase 1 Ph se t b
Treatment -1 12 +0 41
: -2.11  0.04
Control -0.80 -0. 25

Note: Attitude was measured on a 5 point scale
from "Extremely bad'(-2) to "Extremely good"
(+2)

Phase 1=on-site measurement

Phase 2=mailback measurement

Variable Frequencies(%)
Age Teen-agers(6.4)/ Twenties(60.5)/ Thirties(19.9)/ More than forties(13.2)
Sex Male(55.7)/ Female(44.3)
Education Under high school(23.6)/ College(34.1)/ College or more(42.2)
Occupation Professional and service(9.8)/ Company employee and public service person(33.4)/
Housewife(4.1)/ The .unemployed(3.0)/ Independent enterprise(8.1)/ Student(37.2)
Income(won)  Less than 15 hundred thousands(55.7)/ 15—20 hundred thousands(14.5)/
More than 20 hundred thousands(13.2)
Residence Taegeon city(46.6)/ Other(53.4)
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Table S. Intention change of treatment and control
group within the negative attitude group

) by £ test o
Group Phase 1 Phase 2 t b
Treatment -1.01 + O 43
-3.24  0.00
Control -1.18 -0.75

" Note: Intention was measured on a 5 pdiﬁt scale
from “Absolute opposition”(-2) to “Abso-
lute approval”(+2)
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attitude in on-site survey and mail survey
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Table 6. Change in intention by education level,
_using paired i-test

Group Phase 2 Difference

Phase 1
ngh school - 0. 46 +0 59 +1.05**
Over college *0 09 +0 37 +0 28**

** difference is s1gmt1cant at p< 0.01
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