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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to analyze the importance and satisfaction of resources in the mouth of Nakdong River.
A Pearson’s chi-square test was performed in SPSS 24.0 for statistical analysis and the result of the study was summarized
by three points.

First, the results of importance analysis on resources in Nakdong estuary found that the importance of ecology resources
was the highest with 27.1%, followed by landscape resources (18.5%), waterside leisure resources (6.5%), complex cultural
resources (5.4%), and historic and cultural resources (3.3%). The probability values (p-value) of each group had shown
significant differences depending on gender, age, and the location of the survey. For instance, women respondents reported
a higher preference to ecology resources and complex cultural resources such as museums than men respondents as much
as two times and three times, respectively. Meanwhile, men respondents showed a higher preference to waterside leisure
resources in three times as much as women respondents. As for the analysis by age, the respondents in their 20s and
30s recorded a higher value than those in other age groups, and people in their 30s reported a higher preference to waterside
leisure resources than those in different age groups by three times. Lastly, no significant differences were found in the
preference analysis by occupation (p>.05).

With regard to the results of satisfaction analysis, the average level of satisfaction on landscape resources was 6.01,
and that of ecology resources and complex cultural resource were 5.65 and 5.15, respectively. Also, significant differences
were found between landscape and ecology resources in the satisfaction analysis by age, landscape resources by age, ecology
resources by region, and between landscape resources and ecology resources by occupation. The p-value of complex cultural
resources was p=0.012, although the satisfaction level of landscape resources and ecology resources were reported to have
no significant differences by age. As for the level of satisfaction in landscape resources, respondents in their 40s and 50s
showed a high level of satisfaction. However, those in their 20s showed a relatively low level of satisfaction in the same
category. The survey respondents living in Busan and South Gyeongsang Province and those living outside the regions
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revealed no significant differences in terms of satisfaction in landscape resources and complex cultural resources. However,
the two same groups were found to show significant differences in the satisfaction analysis on ecology resources. In the
satisfaction analysis of landscape resources and ecology resources by occupation, significant differences were found among
college students, government employees, ordinary citizens, and expert groups. However, they showed no significant differences
in the level of satisfaction to complex cultural resources.

Third, the results of importance-satisfaction analysis on Nakdong estuary found that the average levels of satisfaction
to landscape resources for each group of respondents who considered landscape, ecology, and cultural resources as important
was 6.19, 6.08, and 5.67, respectively. Their levels of satisfaction on ecology resources were 5.95, 5.57, and 5.41 for each.
Its correlation to the importance was insignificant. However, it was confirmed that the correlation to the level of satisfaction
on complex cultural resources had a significant difference (p=0.025). In addition, the results of the analysis on 15 detailed
items that was carried out with the aim to improving values and vitalizing resources in the mouth of Nakdong River found
that respondents considered that the vitalization of eco-tourism (49.5%) and restoration of reed marsh (47.5%) were important.
The results of detailed analysis revealed respondents’ high awareness on the need of enhancing values on ecology resources.
Also, improving infrastructure nearby the mouth, creating cycling routes, walkways, waterside leisure facilities, and others

were considered as the requirements for the vitalization of Nakdong estuary.

Key Words: Landscape Resources, Ecology Resources, Cultural Resources, Pearson’s Chi-Square, P-value
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Table 3. Items of question investigation

Article Article
1. Activation of Eulsukdo Ecological 9. Activation of ecotourism
2. Activation of Dunchido resources 10. Utilization of ecological vessel and waterway
Landscape 3. Improving traffic access facilities ; ; i
resources 2 11. Infrastructures such as international conventions
4 Improving Nakdong riverside road 12. Hotel and amusement facilities
5. Walk and bike paths
: : Cultural 13. Cafe and facilities
6. Restoration of estuary tidal flat Iesources
Ecological 7 Restoration of reed marsh 14. Restoration of old port and ferry
resources
8. Riverside eco]ogjca_l pa_rk supplement 15. Activation of water leisure
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A7 FAdol7] WEdl ALE AkHn:
2. =25 BEAM dEd T8E BAA 20~30dlelA s FrE AR o
149%2A e AEUETG =2 32 JeRilen, 30tdlA =
9% o ARl T8k A4S % AT A st BgEsio) 20%EAM B AFuET o 3u) o4 ¥
A9 F FRAT AHE AASS A9 WL BATE g woth Avs AUALe A AFuelA SAkE vg
Ao ZAlel] FoAshs ol &b BT ARWAS B 2 nyon dd BE AT A9 FolAF B4 A
= ks

AT WSS BEAL AL HUEIAL AL (000, 8 FEL b -] A
A WEROR A 0l YRR TR S AL A9
% =

A, FHEAAY 5 7)1E A A A S
B st dE AYS dgeR stk Y st @ el A w2 o] &E wE Ao A 4 gtk
Aals 3 S8t AdEE A Ag -4 d%%-t— A

ejzkglo] 271%% 718 =kon, AR 185%, FHHA 2) ZAPEASE AFA Y WE FLE

A9 65%, BEEAY 54%, SAHEIAY 33% % A ZAGAE FOE EAA G5 dARelA ZAE A
MEglon, 358 259 Fo3ES Table 59 7th AL 183%E VFER WHE, do] opd o M= 354%

Table 4. Demographic characteristics of respondents

(lassification Frequency Ratio(%) Classification Frequency Ratio(%)
Male 104 51.0 Location of Field 60 294
Gender -
Female 100 49.0 survey Not field 144 706
10s - - ) Busan or Gyeongnam 153 75.0
Residence -
20s 101 30.1 Other regions 51 25.0
A 30s 35 10.4 Students(university) 101 495
e
40s 30 89 o Official 32 157
50s 31 92 o General 64 314
More than 60s 7 2.1 Professional 7 34

shRxZsE(X| M| 46 65 (20184 12%) bb
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Table 5. Result of importance of resources

I O
&
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Importance of resources Pearson chi-square

. Complex Historical Riverside

Landscape Ecological cultural cultural eisure Data df pvalue

Conder Male Frequency(%) | 38(36.5) 43(41.3) 4( 38) 4( 38) 15(14.4) 12685 A 0013
Female " 24(24.0) 43(48.0) 14(14.0) 7(.70) 7(.70)
20s » 34(33.7) 41(40.6) 7( 69) 4( 40) 15(14.9)
30s » 4(114) 14(40.0) 7(200) 6(17.1) 4(114)

Age 40s ” 9(30.0) 18(60.0) 20 6.7) 0( 0.0) 1( 33) 30.991 16 0,013
50s » 11(355) 15(48.4) 2( 65) 1( 32) 2( 65)
More than 60s ” A(571) 3(429) 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0)
: Field ” 11(18.3) 35(58.3) 4 67) 5( 83) 5( 83)

Location = 9942 4 0041
of survey Not field » 51(35.4) 56(38.9) 140 97) 6( 42) 17(11.8)

, Busan » 43(281) 67(43.8) 16(10.5) 9( 59) 18(11.8)

Residence 3815 4 0432
Other » 19(37.3) 24(47.1) 2(39) 2( 39) 4 78)
Students » 34(33.7) 41(40.6) 7( 69) 4( 40) 15(14.9)
i Official ” 12(375) 13(40.6) 4(125) 1(31) 2(63)
Occupation - 14.074 12 0.296
General » 15(23.4) 31(484) 7(109) 6( 94) 5(78)
Professional » 1(143) 6(85.7) 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0)

Total ” 62(185) 91(27.1) 18( 54) 11( 33) 22( 65) - - -
et AJEIA S S5 dolA] 58.3%, de] opd A& dolHEA YAE 108 =g HE319L %E}Z}
Foll A 389%E UeERNATE HAREsAREE #7304 83%, 42 dujd A B3 FelAkY, el UFH 53 22
Aol obd o] ZAWIA 42%% BYor, A A2ol W A BaAY T3 SudA AL shie) Esige
E 29T A9 FEE(p=0.041) 238t 2ol YER AEste] UEEE FAE T TAASE Table 6914 B
o AR AL T FARESIAI ] FRE Aol HF Bl 7 upe} 7o) g7y shre] ¥ Aol L Hi 601, A
= A9 AL Fo3t £ o7} drlty detEch B A2 5650, skAde] 5152 7H @Al BAE ST

AR R AFAY B B Y 5 45 8
A9 AZApel g EAE 2 71E 99 ﬂTx}i TR 1) st Ao @ e

ow, %}%ﬁwﬂ‘)ﬂ*ﬂ Y57 st A9 AFAELS 105%, G5 o A T IR UL ZAMA G o
71eF AFAEL 39%= et A Ad, sHEA A4 A Z7F B 627, 57AR UESH, F8E(p>.05)
o £QE AUL vd AT ke wlow, AFAE Fo AP Ak kAo vEgth w3 AHAL) B
T Q9o 8BS 808 o7} Y= AoT U T ZAIAME Z47F 3 576, 55308 UEhon, 985
(505) (p>05) fol3 Fol7t gl ACR UrhtAw B39

o B BHANE Table T3t o] 9@ $39) Aol S

3) 2] W Zow AT ¢ AUk AuAe) AYE R ZARIA 200,

Aoy RS e TR oulel AR} JEoE 7 30cH, 40tH, 50tH, 6OEH ol Zze] Wt 27+ 570, 571, 617,
Baldn ABAT AHAANAE Do) Amglo] 7zt 7.00, 63622 VFERSTE 40~50T]ol A AAAL S wiEe] =
0% 0% NEE HPom, BILHAAL, pag & T WHANE YO sl BRSO, ol Table
A, FHESAANAE A2 W Py nge Ay 3 1 801 FET IS AelE 9ld A, el 9

A9e) SoBEL Solat Aolv} Q= Aow ey ¢ ot S0l thek A 7S dshs ARt 20t

05). ) o
(p>05) Table 6. Frequency analysis result of satisfaction
3 o=ER BEM Article N M Me Mo SD

' Landscape resources | 204 | 601 6 5 | 178

GE=7) 3 AFh e WEL BAS 95 AR ZAN= ARt Ecological resources 204 5.65 5 5 1.647
9 AR B3 o7 RG] A 7 dEE Cultural resources 204 515 5 5 1782

56 3t=x7sIE(X| M| 463 65 (2018 12%)
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Table 7. Result of satisfaction by gender & age

Landscape resources(chi-square) Ecological resources(chi-square) Cultural resources(chi-square)
N M | SD Data pvalue N M SD Data | pvalue | N M SD Data pvalue
Male 104 | 627 | 1807 104 | 576 | 1.704 104 | 536 | 1.879
Gender 13582 | 0138 13951 | 0052 19572 0,012
Female 100 | 5.74 | 1606 100 | 553 | 1.586 100 | 494 | 1656
20s 101 | 570 | 1653 101 | 560 | 1.650 101 | 528 | 1812
30s 35 | 571 |1.250 35 | 511 | 1.231 35 | 449 | 1173
Age 405 30 | 617 |1.663| 54404 | 0025 | 30 | 577 | 1455 | 33804 | 0207 | 30 | 513 |1737| 41001 0.132
50s 31 | 7.00 | 2033 31 | 606 | 1.931 31 | 535 | 2106
More than 60s | 7 | 686 | 2116 7 | 657 | 2299 7 | 586 [2116
0~50019) BEE o dedrhn 38 & 5 o0t 4 ol AelAlg £425, fe18 Aot e AR verton:
ejAbge) A A EEE 7247 560, 511, 5.77, 6.06, 6.57 B3la9le) mELE 7b7t 598 575, 467, 500024 $-2)3)
= Uepgth wshade] det tERE 747 528, 4.49, 513, zpol7h = ALZ EAEAH p>.05)
535, 5,862 YEpgom, 7 A BF fogE2 gt At
°VF = ASE HERdTHp>.05). 4. 2L 517 A FeEe UEE
2) A9} ZARA ] o g B 1) 434 =L i
ABADY AW VEE AN AR AFRS 1 S5 3 AAAL, AL, Aol O St
99| AFAES] Bt 747} 609, 57602 YERHOH, £9] USRS RAT A3 A7) Adlo] Fasny SHE 22
e Fo A7t §le AL E UERRTHp>.05). F3kAt Ao dA AAAde) EeE i 619, 608, 5.672 e}
AME 7o) Ha 516, 5128 YEeH, §ofe 2} wom, 7 LS9 FRE} WEEO A= Table 99
o7} flv ALE Uehou, ARl BEE B A= ol frofabA] 9 FEoE SRIEHUTHp> 05).
Table 83 70| $918 52| 2l (p=0016)F A% 5 3)
At AR gk ZA A SR ZAIXE 742t 2) AR TSR A
H5to] 578, 6100% yebston, Aeiatedl> 520, 583, &3 G573 o B, AR, FepAdel tigk kst
A 9] ML 473, 53302 FholAlg B4 Al f9l¢k Aol HELE BAS A, 7H7h } o] F8at $H f& e
(p>.05)7F §le A= EA =AU Ao dA Al HEeE Ha 59, 557, 5412 e}
om 7} AAE9] TRE9} WEEO AAAA = Table 99
3) Agel mE HEr ol frofatA] 9 FEoE SRIHUTHp> 05).
Z3AA el ik AR TEE ZAPA o, e,
Ankel, ATl Zhzhe] H#o] 570, 7.38, 5.66, 74302 JERS: 3) A UL A
om AR 560, 650, 513, 7.14Z YERY Table 83 2 AAAY, AR, BRI £ $AEY Y SuRE

Table 8. Result of satisfaction by reisdence, survey place and occupation

Landscape resources(chi-square) Ecological resources(chi-square) Cultural resources(chi-square)
N M SD Data | pvalue| N | M | SD | Data | pvalue| N M | SD Data pvalue
) Busan, Gyeongnam | 153 | 6.09 | 1.782 153 | 573 |1.714 153 | 516 | 1.823
Residence 15.226 0.085 17157 | 0016 11.702 0.165
Other 51 | 576 | 1544 51 | 541 | 1417 51 | 512 | 1669
: Field 60 | 5.78 | 1.637 60 | 5.20 |1.505 60 | 4.73 | 1.676
Location : 7882 | 0546 12025 | 0100 8666 | 0371
of survey Not field 144 | 610 | 1.761 144 | 583 |1.672 144 | 533 | 1.801
Students 101 | 570 | 1.653 101 | 5.60 |1.650 101 | 5.28 | 1.812
) Official 32 | 738 | 1.773 32 | 650 | 1.796 32 | 5.75 [ 1.934
Occupation - 60.330 0.000 41.167 | 0,005 31.888 0.130
The public 64 | 566 | 1.450 64 | 513 ]1.315 64 | 6.67 |1.426
Professional 7 743 | 1.397 7 | 71411464 7 1500|2517

S2AAIEIX| H| 468 65(2018 12%) 57
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Table 9. Result of importance & satisfaction of resources

Landscape resources(chi-square) Ecological resources(chi-square) Cultural resources(chi-square)
N M SD Data pvalue N M SD Data pvalue N M SD Data pvalue
i 62 6.19 1.716 62 59 | 1552 62 558 | 1742
2" 91 6.08 1.708 17.279 0.504 91 5.57 1634 | 22936 0.061 91 5.05 1.629 28.860 0.025
3™ 51 5.67 1.728 5l 541 1.757 51 4.80 2.010

1"t Those who responded that landscape resources are important, 2" Those who responded that ecological resources are important, 3™ Those who responded
that cultual resources are important

O WA DHEE RAW A, ABAL) FLAVT SHE  FRU U, AR 5 ofF Lol N vietui 499 F
ERAT] B4 BIAAY BEE) /g B etk B Qmoh @AM RS Q43 4RY $ES W
shiglo] FR3ta $HE ERUDS A BIAA W selhs o] B4 S /AE PP, ebk Ao
2] 74 e ASE dehink 24 A9e BAAe F 22 £ 4 ok /sl 99, 457 o7 495
T L 558 505, 4082 UEEOR, AAE FOEG E o 7R P42 9% Ao ARL P 20K 4 ok
S99 BEE JBUAE Table 99 20 HAF $R(= A, 9B S AAS] FRE BHeN Feslthy g
0025) 2.2 Salsgle) = AEe] S48 AHALe] 21%2 1 gkor, A
A9 185%, S AAARD 65%, BTN 54%, SAES
5. A MT A A4 33% £02 JERTE G5 ST AN FLE #4

OEHU

Hol wha} o5y Adsle A9 A
G4 o AL Tk - SR B4 919 A AE, o] olak 2o (p=0013)7} Q= Ao2 BAHATH Ao
3]
[¢}

T3] A 7H AdE o] 9 A A, AR AR £ oz sgou gAdAE
P SR 882 S 2obd oAl FH) A NE T 5o njy 2o 2 wyitk &, RN 5 B BHAL
Aol A= Table 103+ 2tk A8, AH, TR 7 M A IAHT 3E] o)A} =& A0 Ueh ub g
g e 197 359 “iE ZAF A ey 23t A Ao A= Yo AR o) =& 7S HAT Ao

shate] drfsA o] s AN, S o) g8 2ol 817 A9 ol LF B9} A 240)
4 4 99, A 39, 0 995 ALLL, B9 2 45 Aw ol ST 5 Uk A% FHAN 24
9] g5k A, AHTES £ HY S SOZE gg 4 AEE 0~20lel U92A o ARARL &
A=, ° gS vehon, BREE9e 30toM B agnR

ok 3} ol & 7S BT FahA ol sjEle] 3o} 7}
V. 28 % Z4olo], 59 A4 o83 Aol FE WA T4

o7 el ACR WA & Itk ZAVILEE ST

S5 srel AR AEA, BaAge BN vl Bkl Aele) M g do

( o
T =0 AW 45 37 RE JGASH AGUE,  ZAHUT ZBAA A%, HEY AN S ELY

5

Table 10. Preference analysis result by resources

Article Frequency (%) Article Frequency (%)
1. Activation of Eulsukdo 22(10.8) ol 9. Activation of ecotourism 101(49.5)
0gy
2. Activation of Dunchido 21(10.3) 10. Utilization of ecological vessel and waterway 41(20.1)
Landscape 3. Improving traffic acoess faclities 38(186) 11. Infrastructures such as international conventions 10( 49)
4. Improving Nakdong riverside road 17( 83)
provne e 12. Hotel and amusement facilities 14( 6.9)
5. Walk and bike paths 36(17.6) -
Culture | 13. Cafe and facilities 39(19.1)
6. Restoration of estuary tidal flat 60(29.4) ]
14. Restoration of old port and ferry 33(18.6)
Ecology | 7. Restoration of reed marsh 97(475)
— - 15. Activation of water leisure 34(16.7)
8. Riverside ecological park supplement 44(21.6)

58 st=x7sIE(X| M| 463 65 (2018 12%)
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