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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to approach more analytical facility management strategies for Korea national
parks based on visitor awareness. Total number of 214 survey questionnaire of the visitors to a mountain type
Deogyu National Park and a coastal type Tacan National Park was analyzed employing importance-performance
analysis. The result shows that Taecan National Park has 4 attributes in ‘keep up good work’, 3 attributes in ‘low
priority’, and 2 attributes in ‘possible overkill’. Deogyu National Park has 3 attributes in ‘keep up good work’,
4 attributes in ‘low priority’, and 1 attribute in ‘concentrate here’. Satisfaction level of the facility was above
average and total satisfaction level of the visit was also higher than 3 points for each park. Deogyu National Park
scored higher in both criteria, while Taean National Park was evaluated negative in all detailed items. It may
be attributed to a visitor difference between a coastal type national park and a mountain type national park. To
increase visitor satisfaction, it is a requirement for facility management to be based on use characteristic of an

individual park by the type.
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194712 1 204 o] o] BHAlS AR 277|144 2 gA4o] tha WA Yed v, 9fAsdade 94
A F- 2 AH(survey research) & &3t FTYUAHE o] o] 64.2%, o4 SHAF Hl&0] 35.8%= UEIL; AbetE =
& B 9 s 520 wotely] fld) TUAAE AFAY A4S ol4RTE SHe 3 GBIl ¢
GHE, P, FAE, oG AEEY FA RS dEet W AoR Heltk(Table 1).
el Aol gk AubA Q14 e B &S A AGd B getafet=d3dE 200471 25.0%, 30
o} AEX L odubd WrEE B9 47 2 garE 3R 7} 19.4%, 407} 19.4%, 50t o]Ato] 26.9%= 50t)<}
4, 23, ok 5 A MY SRR W Hu(Ra) 20009 W vl iR oR B4 vegou, Haa
Aol T3t 87 FEI AHE T A FoEAHE HEd2 20t o] Hsf 30T, 40tH, 50T o] ml&o] Az
1671 3+, 70 AAEY ] ARl w3t 3770 3 Z 7 UEhy s dE HsEe HREHoR, Ao
AAE Felo] get ARA wEEY BNEE ) 3B ¥ FUTAL ARET B4 T4 W] Be Aoz
T T 679 FESE AU el
HEEREZ2E WS F8ato] AFALSS o]fd & LerES F YT 25 @A /E vleo] 7
AHEo] A3 TR Ar| A & 2ARS AARE A3t =ob f-ejhete] dubAel 1oke AgE Uil a5
Table 1. Demographics of the Visitor
Variables Items Taean((%) Dukyu(%) Variables Items Taean((%)  Dukyu(%)
male 53.7 64.2 agriculture/forestry/fishery - 0.9
gender female 46.3 35.8 independent business 13.9 17.9
20°s 250 85 office worker 18.5 23.6
30°s 19.4 217 occupa- sales personnel 7.4 4.7
40’s 19.4 30.2 tion professional 22.3 23.6
age 50’s 26.9 25.5 student 23.1 5.7
60’s 9.3 10.4 housewife 8.3 15.1
70’s - 3.8 unemployed 15.7 2.8
other - - other 12.0 5.7
under under 200M 24.1 17.8
middle 2.8 2.8 200-299M 19.4 24.5
education school house- 300-399M 20.4 28.3
high 241 340 hold 400-499M 10.2 13.2
school Income 500-599M 5.6 2.8
college 69.4 53.8 600-699M 7.4 1.9
graduate 3.7 7.5 over 700M 10.0 8.5
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Figure 3. Type of Companion
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Table 2. Means of Management Attributes
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. Importance Level Performance Level Differences
Management Attributes
Taean  Deogyu Taean Deogyu Taean  Deogyu
D Condition of Maintenance of a Trail 3.75 3.98 3.38 343 -0.37 -0.55
@ Condition of Cleaning of a Trail 3.79 3.78 344 343 -0.35 -0.35
@ Condition of Maintenance of a Toilet 3.96 3.81 3.50 333 -0.46 -0.48
@ Condition of Cleaning of a Toilet 3.98 3.74 341 348 -0.57 -0.26
(® Condition of Maintenance of a Parking Lot 3.60 3.53 341 3.33 -0.19 -0.20
® Condition of Cleaning of a Parking Lot 3.66 347 344 3.35 -0.22 -0.12
@ Condition of Maintenance of Camping Ground 3.70 3.46 3.34 3.30 -0.36 -0.16
Condition of Cleaning of Camping Ground 3.69 3.46 3.37 3.23 -0.32 -0.23
Mean 3.76 3.65 3.40 3.36 -
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