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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 1. Overview of site

Eulsukdo Ecological park Estuary Barrier Islands Dunchido Old port or ferry

Gangseo-gu, Sasang-gu,
Buk-gu, Saha-gu

Gangseo-gu, Sasang-gu,

Location |  Saha-gu, Busan city Buk-gu, Busan city

Saha-gu, Busan city Gangseo-gu, Busan city
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Table 2. Items question investigation of importance and satisfaction
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MR2AF SRR Q7 BAGH BHS Table 334 2tk
MR2A SHA F RARE AQ AFARE 1939, 71Ek A9

Article Importance Satisfaction
Landscape 1. Landscape resources of river estuary 1. How satisfied are you with the present Nakdong estuary landscape?
Ecology 2. Ecological resources of river estuary 2. How satisfied are you with the current Nakdong estuary ecology?
3. Complex cultural resources o .
Culture 4. Historical and cultural resources 3. H‘OW satisfied are you with the present cultural resources of the Nakdong
River Estuary?
5. Riverside leisure resources

54 st2x7sIE(R| M| 463 65 (2018 12%)



4 S 2SI QI5H X1e| £LE - DHER EAM Journal of the Korean Institute of Landscape Architecture 190

Table 3. Items of question investigation

Article Article
1. Activation of Eulsukdo Ecological 9. Activation of ecotourism
2. Activation of Dunchido Tresources 10. Utilization of ecological vessel and waterway
Landscape "5 1 roving traff facilit internati <
resources . Improving lralfic access 1aclities 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 resources
Ecological 7 Restoration of reed marsh 14. Restoration of old port and ferry
resources
8. Riverside ecological park supplement 15. Activation of water leisure
S 51O 2 F 048-S FEOZ 9k 1) A3 Ao e Fo %

SEHA AES 94 1049 (51.0%), 914 1007 (49.0%) ©1 57K A9 Fo % A A B Aaatd s At
o, A= 20tH 10178 (30.1%), 30tH 3578(10.4%), 40tH 30 o] FAR Hl&S HQl vH, oA Aejrrde] FoEI} A
™(89%), 50tH 3198(9.2%), 60th o)A 7TH(21%) 2.2 e} #HT Fou B A0F Jeylth T3 B3 $8%e
st @gellxel i SHAE F 6098 (294%) ol em, A 9L 38%<] wHHe, AL 14%=ZA 38) o)A} A} Fhe
7 st JFAE A shtxS, At s, A EE B dATsAEAAM = 14%9] FAdo] 7% AAET 2
A AoA Rtk 0] A Hel| A €] ”‘jz*} TEHS 5 W E2 e Bylom, Al mE F2% 249 Pearson 7F
ARFAH A% T 407, A AbskE QI ek 47 oAl F FEE(p=0.013)2 Table bollA Hi= nle} 7ho] &
o, 454 it 555 o8 F 1441 (70.6%)01 Zo o3t FECE YERETE T30 FAE gho] ool 9lo]
311 CH Table 4 3%). FHALE FA UEhd AL sh9] w3 0§ FElo] o

A3 71 FAlol7] Wl Ao E weke)
2. =% 2AM A 2L BYoM 20~30thell e FHd AR o]

149%24 B QZhuet & ¢S vehlor), e

$E7 o Ade Fow 2 BREAA] 0%24 B AR o 3] o) B
A F FRATT AEE AUS e L BT g wad A3 AL A QAU fAE g
B 20 Bk B S 4RI B g wslon), ARl B FAE A9 IR ¥4 2
S BHIIS ABAL BUAL, BHEIAL, AR (p=0013), $9IF FEOZ vhehdeh 20~300he] AR

rulo
£
ot
i
St
QJ
>,
rir
_|L
4

SR, FUHARD E JIE 4% TR BAAOZ s 009 HYRAAY FL SO AL A A3
b srol E A0S BROR Atk 454 S B A9 B43 22 o4 MR 402 BWT 4 Jot

AB12 9] ST PR Aee) e $HEeE 4

Ao 271%% 7174 woron AR 1850 SuAA 2 ZAIAS AFAN BE FLE
A 65%, BRI 54%, GARESAD 33% FO2 B AR FRE FAIM 987 ARl AR A9
AEled, I5d 259 F98E2 Table 59 7t AL 183%E HeRH HHH, dFo] ofd FlME 3H54%E

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 ¢ General 64 314
More than 60s 7 2.1 Professional 7 34

sh2xZsE(X| M| 46H 65 (20184 12%) 55
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Table 5. Result of importance of resources

I O
E
u
rH
gl

Importance of resources Pearson chi-square

Landscape Ecological i?ﬂntli:( I_iljltfi(jl Rgzilse Data df pvalue

Gender Male Frequency (%) 33(36.5) 43(41.3) 4( 38) 4( 38) 15(14.4) 12645 s 0013
Female " 24(24.0) 43(43.0) 14(14.0) 7(.70) 7(70)
208 " 34(33.7) 41(40.6) 7( 69) 4( 4.0) 15(14.9)
30s " 4(114) 14(40.0) 7(20.0) 6(17.1) 4(114)

Age 40s " 9(30.0) 18(60.0) 2( 6.7) 0( 0.0) 1( 33) 30,991 16 0.013
50s " 11(355) 15(484) 2( 65) 1( 32) 2( 65)
More than 60s " 4(57.1) 3(42.9) 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0)

Location Fiel,d " 11(183) 35(58.3) 4( 6.7) 5( 83) 5( 83) G912 A o0l
of survey Not field " 51(35.4) 56(33.9) 140 97) 6( 42) 17(11.8)

) Busan " 43(28.1) 67(43.3) 16(10.5) 9( 59) 18(11.8)

Residence 33815 4 0432
Other " 19(37.3) 24(471) 2( 39) 2(39) 4(78)
Students " 34(33.7) 41(40.6) 7( 69) 4( 4.0) 15(14.9)
. Official ” 12(375) 13(40.6) 4(125) 1031 2( 6.3)
Occupation - - 14.074 12 0.296
General " 15(234) 31(484) 7(109) 6( 9.4) 5(78)
Professional " 1(14.3) 6(85.7) 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0)

Total " 62(18.5) 91(27.1) 18( 54) 11( 33) 22( 65) - - -
e e ABiA > S5 7 Aol 58.3%, @l ohd A& dolHEA HAE 108 HEE FA&ataeH, T3k
ollM 389%E WA QITh AARESIARA S E7ellM 83%, AL AE A Bk Faab, oo U T3 2
o] ofd o] ZALIA 42%5 HJOH, ZAF Fio] u} A FEA 18 A LS she] FeAe R
2 TEE AL o5 (p=0.041) < Fols 2ol & Ve AEste] g T4 £A4 27 Table 6914 B
o} AV A JARTEIAF Y] R E Ajol= A Bl L7 Hpe} Zro] g7t ahe] A A WL it 601, A
& QA0 AEolA fold £7e) Aol7t Urky woEn,  HAYE 565019, BabAklo] 5152 71 WA AR,

AR R AFAY BHS DR DY 5 457G 7
A9 AZAS 73R D 718 AGe) AFAZ PRad D) S Al 2 BEE
on BN HET B 7 @34 AZAEL 105%, G5} 87 AL 2 ABALY DEE ZAA FA 3 of
e AFAEE 39% % Vet A3 A, FHdA 2 e ¥z A 627, 574Z JEREOH, o3& (p>.05)2
o 2% HEIS T A S WAOH AFAE 22 KT Ao} gk AT veuteh, £, AAANS] 95
= Ao 9938L 998 o7}t Q= AoB Ukt T ZAMIME 2 g 576, 5532 % UEoH, fo)8HE

AQpE BAS Yap, 2RY, QU ARt IFOR 7
$aenh Z2AA93 ARALIE Aol Aglo] 717}
30%9F 10%t19) AT BSoM, BYLHAL, LA
A, FARIALANE A2 W IS nee 498 3
LE AN FAFEE FIT Aol7} Pl ACE ek
(2>.05).

3 BHEE A

S BT ALY UEE BHS 48 4T 2
S T,

2, AEAL, 2O

56 3t=xZsIE(R| M| 463 65 (2018 12%)

(p>05)& %918 o7t Gl RO vehAw, 23R
o) WEE BAIINE Table 73 2] §o)8 529 Aolg
HIE 4 ATk ABAAY ALY BEE Akl 200,

30tH, 40tH, 50th, 60tH o4 ZH2te] Wt 2+ 570, 571, 6.17,
7.00, 63622 YERSITE 40~50tfell A AL ] o] =
& W WA 192 s 2100, ol Tae
T3 o] ROIF £29) A)E FAT £ Ak ol 45

4 o el B A2 KIS QN9 A%t 20

Table 6. Frequency analysis result of satisfaction

Article N M Me Mo SD
Landscape resources 204 6.01 6 5 1.728
Ecological resources 204 5.65 5 5 1.647

Cultural resources 204 5.15 5 5 1782
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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 | 1.807 104 | 576 | 1.704 104 | 536 | 1.879
Gender 13582 0.138 13951 0.052 19572 0.012
Female 100 | 5.74 | 1.606 100 | 553 | 1.586 100 | 4.94 | 1.656
20s 101 | 570 | 1.653 101 | 560 | 1.650 101 | 528 | 1.812
30s 35 | 571 {1.250 35 | 511 | 1231 35 | 449 | 1173
Age 40s 30 | 617 |1.663| 54.404 0.025 30 | 577 | 1455 | 33804 | 0207 30 | 513 | 1737 | 41.001 0.132
50s 31 | 7.00 {2033 31 | 606 | 1931 31 | 535 | 2106
More than 60s | 7 | 686 |2.116 7 | 657 | 229 7 | 586 | 2116
40~50t) 9] Wk o' yshdtiy 58 & 4 givk A o] FtolAlE A A, Folgk Alol7t Sl ASE Ve o
g2kl o] AR W W= 247560, 511, 5.77, 6.06, 6.57 oA Y] s s 7M7) 528, 5.75, 4.67, 500224 frogt
2 et BaAlge B 9ERE 27 528 449, 513, 2|7} 9l Ao® BAEQTH > 05).
535, 5860.% Uehtom, F A BF fostE froldh A
o7} S A2 et 05) 1 YEZ 57 Relo| o9 UEE
) A3} ZARA ] uhE R 1) A3 =L i
AR Ao VEE ZAWA FaA 74%@9} a 957} S 4249, AHAe, EsAd ofa Fow9)
9494 AFAE BFE 27F 600, 5602 UEton, o NEEZ 243 Az Zzte] Age] Zodttky L9 BE
FE2 FT Ao} gle ACE YEtHp>.06). #3kAt Aore] A AArre] TSR Het 619, 6.08, 5672 et
Yol A= Zhzte] 2 516, 5128 VFER U% frolgt 2 wen, 4 A4S0 SRS 1S i Table 99
o7} Gl A0 YEstol, AHALe] BEE BAANE o] fosh Bk FFOE SHAHUTH p>.06).
Tabl 8 0] 918 424] Aol(p=0016)F 213 4 3
ATt BdAe] ek ZARNEAE e X/‘}Oﬂ e 2zt 2) AR ST A
o] 578, 6.1022 yepston, At 520, 583, &3 357 s AdaA, AR, Eabakee] e T2=st
A9 BREE A7, 50 AOAE B4 A A8 A0 UEEE BAE 2%, el Aol Fsltk S L
(p>06)7F §le ALE FA AL el dxl AejAd ] BEEe H 595, 557, 541E YE}
oW, 7} A5 FREo} T ] A= Table 9t
3) A4l HE BHE 2ol o8 e FEoR LT (p> 05)
ARALS] S A DI B thSh, B,
A9kl Al ZHzhe] W0l 570, 7.38, 5.66, 7430 % YEFRL 3) T R A
onl, JUALE 560, 650, 513, 7142 veht Table 83 2 B ArbA FAA F2 S SHAE
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 15226 | 0.085 17157 | 0016 — 11702 0.165
Other 51 | 576 | 1544 51 | 541 | 1417 51 | 512 [1.669
Location Fielé 60 | 578 | 1637 - 0516 60 | 520 |1.505 12005 | 0100 60 | 473 | 1.676 65 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 | 528 | 1812
) Official 2 1738 | L7173 32 | 650 |1.79% 32 1575 [1.984
Occupation - 60.330 | 0.000 41.167 | 0.005 31.888 0.130
The public 64 | 566 | 1450 64 | 513 [ 1315 64 | 6.67 1426
Professional T 1743 | 1397 7 1714|1464 7 1500 2517

SRAAIEIX| 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 prvalue N M SD Data pvalue N M SD Data pvalue
i 62 6.19 1716 62 59 | 1552 62 558 | 1742
2" 91 6.08 1708 | 17.279 0.504 91 557 | 1634 | 22936 0.061 91 505 | 1629 | 28860 0.025
3 6l 567 | 1728 51 | 541 | 1757 51 | 480 | 2010

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 Al WS B3 A3t AaAde] Fosity SR 37 s, A7t ol BoplA uiRthe Akele)
el dA) TR L 7P A e £ Lo AAHAA TEEEL Aeke ARl FES BEE
sl Foeithy SR TR A4 skl vt spetate o] 957 skt 7S P ol A9
o 7P @2 A4S UERith 74 e EEAY v AR 2R £ ol VIS AdEn 457 s AE
% g3t 558, 5,05, 4082 HEROH, AAEY] FRESt + 9 7K 2 A% A7 RS YR 248 5 Yt
st o] BEE AHAAE Table 99 2ol froldt FE(p= AR, G573 ALY F2E BAdA Fo30y A
0.025) 0% EI= Atk e 499 ‘?”’ﬂ% Aeiare] 27.1%2 7V wokom, A
A 18.5%, FHEAAAD 65%, BHwEAY 54%, HARES

5 XY Mz &4 A 33% w22 et 48 sk Y] o= 4
oA, 3t ARl wet Fosita ddehs Akdle] A

G574 o A Tk - SR B4 919 A AE, o] 93t 2ol (p=0013)7} Q= A0 T BAEAT A
TSR] A 7EA] e olejel e 7t ao] 2 H A, AEAe 73;&;}%33} W7b E=Qrou YAlea =
7 S GEE& 9lS Bopd 4 59 Mo Nk & 59 HEk 2fol2 Wt nH EIAE = B3 _“,j__§} }<10)
A9l A= Table 103+ 2tk A8, AH, £3Ado® 7 A e A nT 3u) o) 15% 202 Ut ok Zenlg)
s I el Aok A AR AuAY B4 4 gaoae wie) iRt o8 B e v}. 238l

ohotyel s Hdo] $AAO2 MAANSH, SN o) ol Aol 37 A9le) o4 ono%;}w &40 u}
1:H

U e B g hA Al AdRS AHEY 2 g5 gze) go)z 4T £ ok 9% BAA S

49l B3, BN, AUTEL T2 20 5 ST Ry am wem 0-00elN U9%2A B AFuY E
A . -
=55, & e Uemlon], 2EEaALe 0ddA B Az
of 3ul] o) = S HAth F3A o] diEe] 300 7t
v. 38 2 F4olH, S AAAY 0829 Aol HS WA 24
o] W Ao UG 5 ek 2AVEANE Fosihy
574 kel AR, A, w3 A v wehs A o] e fols 2kl (p=0.041)7}F U= A2E
¢ Bt s S5 S7E 2E olgAER Adus,  BAHNt 48RA A, Y Sl $YH EEY
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 facilities 38(186) 11. Infrastructures such as international conventions 10( 49)
4. Improving Nakdong riverside road 17( 83) o
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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