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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
2022 perception survey 2021.10.20 ~ 2021.10.31 29 22 22 Materials for this study

2022.06.27 ~ 2022.07.14

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 B
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
Gotjawal 0.189 1 0.159 1
local Jaw 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 ~ Fig. 4. Relative importance among living environment items.
resource 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
humanities social industry 0.384 1 0.00 0.250 3 0.00
environment
traffic 0.339 2 0.314 2
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Fig. 6. Current Status of Tourists in Jeju Special Self-Governing Province(1981~2022).
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Fig. 7. Jeju 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?i?(t)?lrr?llent 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  cgaye 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
Humanities -Social = 4 oo 0.041 13 0.029 18
Environment
traffic 0.036 15 0.036 15
Humanities -Social
natural environment local environment living environment Environment
3
. 3 7 @ g 7 4 8 3 g - 3 5 g ] g g 5 g g 3 z
5
10
15
20

= 711 perception survey

=l 7022 perception survey

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



ARt AR B AFSEAAE B 1EA B BE 97 775

AA) el tigt 45915 AlZstoto] vehy B
AHFig. 8). ZHE 2]t 4T A F o vl ol A AL
37 7| e s 7P 2 29 7R S e
1 2kARE A T A A 7| e = 7SR 7}
Zask Aoz vehdtt s gzt 9 7
Oﬂ@_r%‘x}—‘-‘%l 7Hel|are] o] 7154 7} Aol ot
AR o vlel =2 7HAE Ui o=
A LJ E2 SAE9E AAREAE A%
77 Lol A Yepd-E SIskeiTt. shAIRE, Aged 7t
Hago] £Ee e FET IEARIE 7 e 9
I FE-2 7| ]| 7RSA|7F gl B ekl
FE9 75 A7t Eot w2 A4S YER I

<

I
2
rzi

4.4

rhu

20118] $88 AFSRALE DIAL S
o] ok 752 Sfof £9E 249 oF 109 20229
2AHE Blg A 87 M spe o] chat b
Famo] Aot WAgsigiet. el mezt 5l Wal
2] QSEAY, ZFAR AR B A SRRl et A
d FRE7} Faskn AT Hotel 4hd Fa
L2 Zog Z7k5k AL seldt 4 9t}
Aol ol widh AARAL PRolfe A2
31 opY 5Bl e FRE7t Z7heka, B R 4G
XE o et F0=7h Aashd, AT G
$7 9 529 FAE} 575 2, 2]

R
A& B25lodAte] =Q Tt A4S AEsHE e
Oﬂfﬂ = ALl FarrtE HOoR FUkerglom,
IZArElRHd FEofrle 172 wﬁEﬂ S7Fsta
Agle] FRET Fastent o] g Fak
She Al Bl 37} 259 914 9] wiste] o] 2
Aoz gehgct @4 vl ge 914 Ao] o]Fof
U AE, TR, 7, T2t Fasst Aol
BAE RE T Qe P09 85 uixjgtoa
A7 AP 721 BAZ 1% Q79 FRET R
T8 2o 2719 AL HAT 5 Yk
B Q75 5o AR FFo) A A Fa
£ Al 580 met wisket 4 glom g Fr)Hel
oA F714]1 734l Ha s Ao s wekbEnt

REFERENCES

Ahn, U. S., Sohn, Y. K., Kang, S. S., Jeon, Y. M., Choi, H.
S., 2015, The major causes of Gotjawal formation in
Jeju Island. JGSK, 51(1), 1-19.

Bregman, T. P., Sekercioglu, C. H., Tobias, J. A., 2014,
Global patterns and predictors of bird species
responses to forest fragmentation: implications for
ecosystem function and conservation, Biological
Conservation, 169, 372-383.

Jeju Island, 2015, Jeju Special Self-Governing Province
Environmental Conservation Mid-Term Basic Plan
Jeju Island, 2020, The 2nd Jeju Special Self-Governing
Province Environmental Preservation Basic

Plan(2021~2030).

Jeon, S. W., 2011, Jeju environmental resource capacity
calculation and utilization, Cheju development review,
15, 53-76.

Jeong, K. J., 2017, An Investigation of the Landscape
Characteristics and Value of Gotjawal in Jeju,
Hisculgeo, 29(3), 58-77.

Kang, J. Y., 2018, Establishment of total environmental
resource management system and future tasks, jeju
research institute Policy issue brief, 302, 3-11.

Kim, G. H., Ko, S. H., 2008, A Study on the Demand
Forecast of Marin Tourism in Jeju Is land, JTIR, 23,
19-42.

Liu, J., Wilson, M., Hu, G., Liu, J., Wu, J., Yu, M., 2018,
How does habitat fragmentation affect the
biodiversity and ecosystem functioning relationship?.
Landscape ecology, 33, 341-352.

Lee, S. J., Lee, S. B., Cha, E. ]J., Yoon, E. J., 2020,
Institutional Alternatives for Effective Total Natural
Resource Conservation. KEIL

OECD, 2016, Biodiversity Offsets: Effective Design and
Implementation, OECD Publishing.

Yang, J., Lee, H., 1997, An AHP decision model for facility
location selection, Facilities, 15(9), 241-254.

Wang, X., Cheng, Z., 2020, Cross-sectional studies:
strengths, weaknesses, and recommendations. Chest,
158(1), S65-S71.

* Professor. Jung-Young Seo
Dept of Horticulture &Landscape Architecture, Andong
Science Collge
jounseo@asc.ac.kr



	전문가 설문을 통한 제주특별자치도 환경자원 가중치 분석에 관한 연구
	Abstract
	1. 서론
	2. 연구 방법
	3. 연구 결과 및 고찰
	4. 결론
	REFERENCES


