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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
Sustainable management of cities is only attainable when urban spaces Received 31 May 2020

are understood as spaces where residents and tourists can coexist even Accepted 30 December 2020
with different interests and priorities. Urban parks are a prime example
of urban spaces where residents and tourists mingle; they are only sus-
tainable if the different perceptions of place of .the two groups are place value; latent profile
understood. Therefore, the current study examines 652 visitors at analysis; sustainable
Gwanggyo Lake Park (GLP) in South Korea to compare tourist and resi- development

dent perceptions. Employing Latent Profile Analysis of perceived place

value, the current study identified three valid profiles for visitors of GLP:

Relationship Seekers, Activity Seekers, and Environment Seekers. This

analysis also found significant differences between profiles of residents

and tourists visiting GLP in terms of demographic and behavioral char-

acteristics. Based on the differences between resident and tourist per-

ceptions, theoretical and practical implications are offered for

sustainable management of urban parks and other attractions.
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Introduction

Urban areas are primarily spaces for residents to carry on their daily lives, although the growing
popularity of urban tourism has shifted the focus of various urban spaces to increasingly serve
as important tourist attractions (Novy & Colomb, 2017; UNWTO, 2012). Therefore, sustainable
management of urban tourism now requires a deeper understanding than is required for non-
urban settings of the interface between the urban setting, local residents, and tourists (Ashworth
& Page, 2011; Beedie, 2005; Hinch, 1996). In particular, leisure spaces such as urban parks where
residents and tourists closely mingle could not be sustainably managed without understanding
the different use characteristics of residents and tourists (Bourdeau, De Coster & Paradis, 2001;
Snepenger et al., 2003).

While the Boston Commons opened as the first open city space in 1634, and 16 other urban
parks opened before 1800, including the National Mall in Washington, D.C., urban parks emerged
in earnest in the 19th century and Central Park opened in New York City in 1857. Ever since,
urban parks have been providing local residents natural spaces, so rare in cities, where residents
can take walks in their spare time or enjoy recreational activities including sports, private social
gatherings, or municipal events (Coley et al., 1997; Kaczynski, Potwarka & Saelens, 2008; Maas
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et al,, 2009). Urban parks have also begun to assume an important role as tourist attractions for
visitors to urban areas. Urban parks as tourist attractions symbolize the image and lifestyle of the
city for visitors who can temporarily experience the life of local residents (Archer, 2006; Gobster,
2007; Masberg & Jamieson, 1999). For example, Hyde Park in London, Central Park in New York
City, and Park Guell in Barcelona are tourist attractions that show the charming characteristics of
each city very well, attracting millions of tourists each year. Therefore, city governments have
increasingly put more effort into sustainable development and management of urban parks to
provide diverse value, be it environmental, socio-cultural, educational, or recreational, to local
residents and tourists alike (Crompton, 2007; Deng et al., 2010; Li, 2020.

The value assigned by visitors to a particular place influences their attitudes and behaviors
(Homer & Kahle, 1988). Hence, the value assigned to a place must be accounted for in visitor
segmentation and management to achieve the economic, environmental, and socio-cultural sus-
tainability of the location. Previous studies have applied the concept of perceived value and
have examined its effects in various tourism settings (Chen & Chen, 2010; Pena, Jamilena, &
Molina, 2012). The perceived value of a place is not fixed or absolute but is relative: it is con-
structed based on individual and group characteristics or contextual factors (Relph, 1985; Tuan,
1977). This implies that different groups—for example, residents and tourists—may assign differ-
ent value to urban parks. However, few empirical studies address the different values assigned
to urban parks by the local residents and tourists who use them.

Accordingly, the current study examines the perceived place value of Gwanggyo Lake Park in
South Korea and focuses on comparing tourist and resident perceptions. Located in a populated
urban area (Suwon, South Korea), the park attracts over three million visitors annually, including
both residents and tourists. Latent Profile Analysis, a novel classification procedure that is statistic-
ally more robust than cluster analysis, has been employed (Bergman & Trost, 2006; Magidson &
Vermunt, 2002). More specifically, this study has the following three purposes. First, the study iden-
tifies sub-types of perceived place value assigned to the urban lake park both within the resident
group and within the tourist group. Second, the study compares residents and tourists in the vari-
ous sub-types by analyzing visit frequency, behavioral intentions, and demographic characteristics.
Third and finally, theoretical and practical implications are offered for sustainable management of
urban tourism space based on the differences between resident and tourist perceptions.

Literature review
Urban parks as tourist attractions

An urban park is a “bounded area of public open space that is maintained in a "natural" or semi-
natural (landscaped) state and set aside for a designated purpose, usually to do with recreation”
(Hilborn, 2009, p. 4). Urban parks are generally the result of planned urban development by a
municipality or other governmental body. They are open to local residents and visitors alike, offer-
ing greenery, walking paths, and recreational as well as sporting facilities (Archer, 2006; Chiesura,
2004; Welch, 1991). Urban parks are perceived to be an essential part of urban planning in most
developed countries, many of which have laws that provide for park space that is proportionate to
the population (de Saz Salazar & Menéndez, 2007; Gobster, 1998; McCormack et al., 2010).

The role of urban parks has evolved over time. In the late 19th century, the purpose of parks
was to provide natural spaces to urban residents who were tired of rapid industrialization and
urbanization (Clanz, 1989). Since the middle of the 20th century, urban residents have more and
more spare time and have increasingly turned to urban parks as spaces where they can enjoy
sports and other recreational activities (Archer, 2006; Coley et al., 1997, Hayward, 1989). More
recently, urban parks are expanding their role to serve as the center of various community activ-
ities that showcase culture and art, host public gatherings, and offer opportunities for experien-
tial education (Crompton, 2007; Peters, Elands & Buijs, 2010; Xu et al, 2019). With the
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development of urban tourism, urban parks have broadened their appeal not only to urban resi-
dents, but also to all kinds of tourists and visitors to the city (Deng et al., 2010).

According to previous studies, tourists visit urban parks for several reasons. Most of all, urban
parks are spaces where residents spend their spare time, and thus tourists can join the experience
of a city’s unique culture and forms of leisure. Hence, when visiting urban parks, tourists may enjoy
feeling like city-dwellers, albeit only for a short while. In addition, as urban parks in world famous
cities, like Central Park in New York City, have been represented by the media as symbols of the
city in films, TV programs, and popular music, they are now perceived to be must-visit places.
Urban parks are typically quite readily accessible to a large number of people since parks are gen-
erally centrally located; ready access and free entry are strong advantages of urban parks as tourist
attractions since tourists can easily go there at little expense. The number of visitors to urban parks
is also increasing because some offer leisure sports or other forms of outdoor recreation that are
otherwise hard to find in the city (Donahue et al, 2018; Karanikola, Panagopoulos & Tampakis,
2017; Lee et al., 2017; Plunkett, Fulthorp & Paris, 2019; Qing, 2018; Wong & Domroes, 2005).

As urban parks have traditionally been perceived as spaces for residents to enjoy, studies
related to urban parks have been conducted mainly in the fields of urban planning, leisure stud-
ies, and community studies rather than in tourism studies. Some studies on urban parks as tour-
ist attractions have investigated urban ecotourism, pro-environmental behavior, the motivation
to visit urban parks, and the effect of urban parks on the attractiveness of urban tourism (Deng
et al, 2010; Lee, Quintal, & Phau, 2017). However, these previous studies have approached urban
parks as one of many general tourist attractions, without specifically exploring the spatial context
provided by cities for these parks. Moreover, each of these previous studies was conducted
either on residents or tourists, largely ignoring differences between the two groups. Given the
rapid development of urban tourism, a comparative analysis of the two groups is essential to
examine sustainable development and future management of urban parks.

Perceived place value

Perceived value is an individual’s overall assessment of the worth or merit of a particular prod-
uct. Perceived value has been shown to affect services and tourist locations (waterparks, festivals)
as well as goods, and has been shown to affect not only the price people are willing to pay for
something, but also customer satisfaction, loyalty, and behavioral intention. (Chen & Chen, 2010;
Cronin et al.,, 2000; Jin, Lee & Lee, 2015). Perceived value of a specific place is subjective and can
be formed directly through the senses through past experiences and impressions of that place
or indirectly through images, symbols, myths, and the arts (Relph, 1985; Tuan, 1977). Relph
explained that people develop a sense of place through the interaction of physical setting, activ-
ity, and meaning that allows the place to be culturally recognized (Relph, 1976). In other words,
a sense of place, its personality so to speak, is created through a multitude of human interac-
tions with the physical entity, the place, and in this process, each individual assigns different
value to the same place depending on individual needs, desires, and socio-cultural background.

In addition, the perceived value of a place is affected by time and the environment (Shim &
Santos, 2014; Song & Kim, 2018; Stedman, 2003). For example, McCleary, Weaver, and Hsu (2007)
analyzed tourists who visited Hong Kong from seven geographic origins and found that tourists
from the East including Mainland China, Taiwan, Malaysia and Singapore placed a higher overall
value on Hong Kong than those from the U.S., Australia, and Western Europe. Lee, Lee, and
Yoon (2009) compared first-time visitors and returning visitors to a particular festival, showing
that the two groups assigned different value to different aspects of the same festival.

A few studies have compared perceptions of residents versus tourists toward the same place.
For example, Simpson (1999) compared the perceptions of tourists and residents visiting the
Historic Centre in Prague and showed that the two groups expected the place to develop in
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different directions according to their respective needs. In a study related to public beaches in
South Carolina, USA, Oh, Draper, and Dixon (2010) found that tourists wanted to use public
beaches for recreational purposes more than residents did. A study related to island tourism in
Taiwan by Chao and Chao (2017) showed that tourists perceived the ecological value of the
island to be high, while residents perceived its economic value to be high.

Perceived value is multi-dimensional and encompasses not only the intrinsic value of play,
aesthetics, ethics, and spirituality, but also the extrinsic value of efficiency, excellence, status, and
esteem (Holbrook, 1999). It has been suggested that the perception of place also assigns value
based on a variety of aspects including the physical, ecological, and socio-cultural characteristics
of particular places (Song & Kim, 2018; Yen & Teng, 2015). In addition, the value of a place to
any particular individual or group of individuals is not fixed, but can be counted on to change
since the value is affected by how the place is managed and consumed over time (Chen & Hu,
2010; Lee, Yoon & Lee, 2007; Pena et al., 2012). Previous studies have identified several dimen-
sions according to which visitors perceive value in a place, including economic, educational, spir-
itual, cultural, aesthetic, biological, therapeutic, recreational, and existential values (Brown, 2004;
Brown & Raymond, 2007; Rasoolimanesh, Dahalan & Jaafar, 2016).

Brown and Raymond (2007) examined differences in resident and tourist views concerning a
particular tourist destination and showed that both groups ranked aesthetic and recreational
value as very important; at the same time, they found economic value to be more important to
residents while future value of the destination was more important to tourists. Zhu et al. (2010)
found that residents primarily placed the highest value on aesthetic and recreational aspects of
the destination while tourists highly valued wilderness and wildlife preservation features. On the
other hand, Kim et al. (2015) studied visitors to Namhansanseong (i.e, mountain fortress), a
UNESCO Cultural Heritage site in Korea, and found no differences in therapeutic, amenity, or
atmosphere values although residents placed higher value than tourists on environmental factors
including biological diversity, wilderness, and wildlife preservation.

Long ago, Tuan (1977) argued that tourism activities can create place recognition over a short
period of time, resulting in various attempts to better understand place value. However, most stud-
ies have only focused on identification of the components of place value (e.g., Brown, 2004) or dif-
ferences in the perception of place value based on differences in specific tourist destinations.
Attempts to categorize various types of visitors according to their perceptions of place value have
either simply divided groups based on differences in perception levels (e.g., Kaltenborn, 1998) or
have created groups through an exploratory approach using qualitative methodologies (Hutson
et al,, 2010; Hutson & Montgomery, 2011; Wilson, 2005). However, the former approaches lump all
aspects of sense of place together. Kaltenborn (1998), for example, relied on a previously identified
sense of place index, classifying resident perceptions of sense of place as either at a high, middle,
or low level on the sense of place index. Such an approach increases the risk that the results of
the analysis of sense of place will be affected by variables with greater weight in the index. The
limitation of this method is that it fails to differentiate various aspects of place value held by vari-
ous groups within the population. In addition, although qualitative methods have the advantage of
being able to show various relationships between places and users, they also have the primary
weakness of being too dependent on subjective evaluation. A more comprehensive and holistic
view of place value is needed, as well as a more realistic understanding of sense of place similar-
ities and differences across different groups of visitors.

Research method
Study setting

Gwanggyo Lake Park(GLP), the setting of this study, houses South Korea’s premier waterside and
urban ecological park and is South Korea’s largest lake park with a total area of 2,025,418 m?
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and lake area of 653,003 m?. The construction took place from June 2010 to April 2013 at a cost
of approximately 120 billion won. Of note, Suwon City, where GLP is located, also contains a
UNESCO cultural heritage site, the Suwon Hwaseong Fortress. As a result, tourists visit Suwan
Hwaseong Fortress and GLP together, the latter serving as an important tourism resource offer-
ing diverse forms of tourism in Suwon, a center of history and cultural resources, while promot-
ing relaxation and health as well as functioning as a downtown neighborhood park.

Currently, there are various sports facilities in the park, including recreation facilities including
auto camping grounds, water playgrounds, lawned squares, cultural facilities such as libraries,
theaters, and exhibition halls, bird watching platforms, observation decks, and other facilities pro-
viding various cultural, ecological, and physical programs for residents and tourists to enjoy. GLP
not only provides facilities, but offers various experiences to visitors, such as promotion of
health, outdoor activities, festivals, and other events; it is utilized as a place of rest and exercise
for residents and as a leisure and tourism site and complex cultural space for tourists.

The site on which GLP is located was extremely popular as an excursion and water play park
due to its operation of Woncheon Amusement Park on its premises until August 2009. GLP thus
has special value in South Korea as a place that conjures memories of the past for many visitors,
distinguishing it from other parks in that its mere existence holds high value for long-time resi-
dents of Suwon. In summary, for residents and tourists, GLP is a waterside ecological park that
holds ecological value as a natural resource, offers health, recreational, and cultural values of a
park, and reminds visitors of the unique local value of a place where a well-known tourist spot
was previously located. Due to its many functions, GLP presents a suitable research setting to
examine various aspects of place and the differences between residents and tourists in their per-
ceived value of the place.

Data collection and measures

The study setting, GLP, has become a representative ecological green place as well as leisure
place in Korea. GLP also evolving from an ordinary urban park to an eco-friendly leisure place
through the provision of natural ecological and cultural programs. In this sense, based on prior
studies (Beverly et al., 2008; Brown, 2004; Brown & Raymond, 2007; Park & Song, 2018; Zhu et al,,
2010), questions about place value included eleven items addressing the value of human rela-
tionships, local culture, community, spirituality, diversity, wilderness, environmental learning,
amenities, atmosphere, outdoor activities, and wellness (e.g., “GLP is valuable because | can learn
about environment there”) on a five-point Likert scale (1= not at all valuable, 3= moderately
valuable, 5 =very valuable) to judge the value of each item. Other questionnaire items included
number of visits, intention to revisit (1 =will not visit again, 3 =moderately, 5= will visit again),
and demographic characteristics (gender, age, place of residence, education, average monthly
household income).

Data analysis

Subtypes (profiles) of visitor perceptions of the place value of GLP were obtained using Latent
Profile Analysis (LPA). LPA is a mixture model that identifies diversity within a group by extract-
ing subtypes, or latent profiles, from a broader sample (Magidson & Vermunt, 2002). This meth-
odology allows for the identification of diverse and multidimensional needs of visitors. The
advantage of LPA is its ability to analyze a wide range of heterogeneous needs within a homo-
genous broader population, such as distinct types of travel motivations among international stu-
dents (Song & Bae, 2018). LPA has the advantage of determining subtypes according to
statistical criteria including fit indices, entropy, and the Lo-Mendell-Rubin likelihood ratio test
(LMR-LRT), unlike cluster analysis or a researcher’s arbitrary interpretations (Bergman & Trost,
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2006). In addition, LPA is useful in describing the implications of each subtype since characteris-
tics are grouped together with subtype-specific influence variables (Magidson & Vermunt, 2002).
Accordingly, LPA has been widely used in the leisure/tourism field to examine cultural tourists
(Pulido-Fernandez & Sanchez-Rivero, 2010; Van der Ark & Richards, 2006), park visitors (Park &
Song, 2018), and residents of locations with tourist attractions (Ven, 2016). In this study, LPA was
used to classify residents and tourists according to their perceptions of place value. Differences
in visit frequency, revisit intentions, and demographic factors were then be examined for each
LPA profile using cross tabulation and one-way ANOVA analyses.

Results
Sample characteristics

The sample of 652 respondents included more women (n=383, 58.7%) than men (n=269,
41.3%). The average age of participants was 46.2years (SD = 12.45). There were more visitors
who were older than 50 (n =238, 36.5%) than those who were in their 40s (n=201, 30.8%) or
30s (n=166, 25.5%). College attendance/graduation was the most common educational level
(n=1359, 61.4%), and the average household income was seven thousand dollars a month, which
indicated that a high proportion of participants were highly educated high-income visitors. The
number of residents of Suwon who visited GLP was 301 (46.2%), whereas the number of tourists
from outside of Suwon was 351 (53.8%).

Selection of the latent profile model

The optimal model of latent profiles in LPA was selected based on statistical fitness, quality of
classification, statistical significance, and classification ratio. The criteria to assess the explanatory
power and parsimony of the model were the BIC (Baysian information criteria) and AIC (Akaike
information criteria), with lower values indicating a better model (Nylund, Asparouhov, &
Muthén, 2007). In addition, the quality of latent profile classification was based on an entropy
value between 0 and 1, with values closer to 1 indicating greater accuracy of the latent profiles.
However, statistical criteria from BIC, AIC, entropy, and p-values did not serve as absolute criteria
dictating the final model to be used, but rather consideration of model parsimony, theoretical
and practical interpretability, and variety of patterns were all considered in model selection
(Magidson & Vermunt, 2002).

In order to obtain latent profiles of GLP visitors according to perceived place value, all 11
place value perception variables were included in the LPA for the entire sample. The same 11
variables were then included in a LPA of residents and tourists separately. Table 1 shows the
AIC, BIC, entropy, and p-values for each model.

Characteristics of the profiles

Table 2 shows the profiles obtained from LPA according to the perceptions of place value of all
visitors. Values were based on the average of each profile on a five-point scale and the t-score
value obtained from a comparison of profiles. The first profile consisted of 11.6% of all visitors,
and the average obtained for this profile was generally below the average of all values, but the
human relationship value was relatively high, and thus the profile was labeled Relationship
Seekers (RS). The second profile, with 45.6% of the visitors, was labeled Activity Seekers (AS), and
consisted of those who assigned high value to outdoor activities and wellness. The third profile,
with 42.6% of the visitors, had the highest perceived value of the park of all three groups. This
profile was labeled Environment Seekers (ES) because these visitors perceived urban parks to
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Table 1. Goodness of fit model for LPA according to perceived place value.

Number of profiles (k) AlC BIC Entropy p-value
Total 2 20660.100 20812.422 0.867 0.000
3 19454.549 19660.631 0.897 0.000
4 19146.667 19406.51 0.859 0.079
2 9584.66 9710.70 0.878 0.005
Residents 3 8966.91 9137.44 0.916 0.001
4 8855.53 9070.54 0.924 0.199
2 11102.339 11233.605 0.863 0.001
Tourists 3 10526.601 10704.197 0.884 0.006
4 10313.192 10537.118 0.889 0.059

Notes: AIC= Akaike information criterion; BIC =Bayesian information criterion; LMR = Lo-Mendell-Rubin; LRT = Likelihood
Radio Test (comparison with a (k-1) class model).

Table 2. GLP visitor latent profiles by perceived place value.

Place Value (Item)

Group profile HR LC Cco SP DI Wi EL AM AT OA TH

RS (11.9%) 3.40 2.92 2.69 2.64 2.87 2.62 2.65 2.08 2.06 1.99 2.19
AllVisitors AS (45.6%) 217 252 2.84 2.85 2.86 3.25 3.16 4.07 4.07 4.19 433
ES (42.6%) 3.61 4.09 4.14 421 4.16 438 4.51 4.82 4.67 4.67 4.84
Average 3.06 3.18 3.22 3.23 330 3.41 3.44 3.65 3.60 3.62 3.79

Notes: RS = Relationship Seekers; AS = Activity Seekers; ES = Environment Seekers; HR =Human relationship, LC = Local cul-
ture; CM = Community; SP =Spirituality; DI=Diversity; WI=Wilderness; EL=Environmental learning; AM = Amenity;
AT = Atmosphere; OA = Outdoor activity; TH = Therapeutic.

Table 3. Comparison between residents and tourists by profile rates.

Number of profiles Residents (%) Tourists (%)
Relationship Seekers 11.6 12.0
Activity Seekers 432 493
Environment Seekers 45.2 38.7

offer high value in terms of wellness, amenities, atmosphere, outdoor activity, environmental
learning, and wilderness.

Visitors were then divided into two groups, residents and tourists, depending on whether
they lived in or outside of Suwon where GLP is located. Each of the two groups was then sub-
jected to LPA and, as shown in Table 3, the LPA for both groups indicated that there were fewer
people who fit the RS profile than any other profile. Of the remaining two profiles, more resi-
dents fit into the ES profile (45.2%) whereas more tourists fit into the AS profile (49.3%).

Demographic differences between residents and tourists

For a closer examination of the profiles of visitors to GLP, differences in demographic characteris-
tics of the profiles of both residents and tourists were analyzed. There were no statistically sig-
nificant differences in gender. In terms of marital status, although more residents were married
than tourists, there were no statistically significant differences in perceived place value of mar-
ried versus unmarried tourists between the various profiles.

On the other hand, there were statistically significant age differences for resident profiles: the
RS profile consisted of residents with an average age of 47.51, with the highest proportion of
individuals in their 40s (48.6%); residents in the AS profile were an average of 42.80years old,
with the highest proportion of individuals in their 30s (36.3%); and residents in the ES profile
were an average of 50.38years old, with the highest proportion of individuals in their 50s
(50.7.%). The LPA for tourists also showed statistically significant age differences. The average
age of RS tourists was 50.40, with the highest proportion of individuals in their 50s (45.2%); the



JOURNAL OF SUSTAINABLE TOURISM 1187

Table 4. Demographic differences between residents and tourists.

Residents Tourists
Latent Profile Latent Profile

Socio-demographic RS AS ES Y/F RS AS ES 1 /F
Age(years) 47.5 42.8 50.4 14.089* 50.4 421 48.6 14.537*
Gender(%) Male 314 46.9 38.2 3.631 45.2 43.9 37.0 1.805

Female 68.6 53.1 61.8 54.8 56.1 63.0
Marital status(%) Single 6.5 11.8 8.0 1377 6.4 61.7 31.9 4.079

Married 935 88.2 92.0 131 46.7 40.1
Income/mo (Thousand dollars) 45 8.9 9.2 0.55 4.1 8.1 7.0 0.894
*p<.01.
**p<.05.

Table 5. Behavioral differences between residents and tourists.

Residents Tourists
Latent Profile Latent Profile

Behavior Pattern RS AS ES $/F RS AS ES 12 /F
Visit frequency  First visit, < 2 times/yr ~ 9.40%  9.80% 14.40% 16.141*  10.40%  9.60% 16.00% 15.042*

< 3 times/mo 37.70% 59.80% 36.40% 53.00% 32.90% 53.00%

< 3 times/wk 52.80% 30.40%  49.20% 36.60% 57.50%  31.00%
Revisit intention 443 453 476 3761%F 4,00 4.60 475  17.439%
*p<.01.
**p<.05.

average age of AS tourists was 42.05, with the highest proportion of individuals in their 30s
(36.3%); and the average age of ES tourists was 48.57, with the highest proportion in their 50s
(47.8%). Overall, residents in the ES profile were oldest, whereas tourists in the RS profile were
the oldest (see Table 4).

Behavioral differences between residents and tourists

Table 5 shows differences in the number of visits and behavioral intentions of those in different
perceived place value profiles. As to frequency of visits, the difference between residents and
tourists was statistically significant (32 =65.158), with 48.7% of tourists having visited the park
for the first time or having visited two times per year, with only 17.8% of residents having done
so. Comparisons across profiles indicated that the RS profile of residents (x2=16.141) and the
AS profile of tourists reflected the highest number of visits (y2 = 15.042).

An analysis of the differences in revisit intentions between the various GLP visitor profiles
indicated that all profiles had high scores, with an average score of 4 or higher, with the score
for RS < AS < ES. The RS profile showed the biggest difference between residents and tourists in
terms of revisit intentions, with lower scores for tourists.

Conclusion
Discussion

In the era of the visitor economy (Law, 2002), sustainable management of cities is only attainable
when urban spaces are understood as spaces where residents and tourists can coexist while ful-
filling their own purposes. In particular, urban parks are a prime example of urban spaces where
residents and tourists mingle, and the sustainability of these parks can improve if the different
perceptions of place of the two groups are understood. Employing Latent Profile Analysis of per-
ceived place value, the current study identified three valid profiles for visitors of GLP, namely
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Relationship Seekers, Activity Seekers, and Environment Seekers. This analysis also found signifi-
cant differences between residents and tourists in these profiles in terms of demographic and
behavioral characteristics while visiting GLP. The current findings have several implications for
sustainable development and management of urban parks.

First, GLP visitors were classified into Relationship Seekers, Activity Seekers, and Environment
Seekers using LPA. Existing place value research has classified groups into high, middle, and low
on an index that averaged sense of place components (e.g., Kaltenborn, 1998), or has taken an
exploratory approach using place Q methodology to create groups (Hutson et al., 2010; Hutson
& Montgomery, 2011; Wilson, 2005). These attempts are limited in that they overlook various
aspects of place value or lead to the subjective evaluation that is inherent in qualitative research.
By contrast, the present study used LPA to identify groups that reflect the various aspects of
place value, providing a more meaningful analysis than Kaltenborn (1998)’s classification of high,
middle, and low groups in the population based solely on overall averages of place value. The
present study also extends Hutson et al. (2010)’'s qualitative research that identified various
aspects of place value by increasing the objectivity of the obtained groups by applying quantita-
tive methods. Thus, LPA allowed an examination of the diverse aspects within each of two
groups, residents and tourists, as well as a classification based on both specific statistical criteria
and on sample-specific characteristics.

Second, urban parks in South Korea are currently perceived to be spaces with environmental
and recreational value rather than spaces with socio-cultural value. In the history of urban parks,
early urban parks were created to provide bleak cities with green spaces, which have since been
utilized as spaces for various recreational activities and more recently have begun to be pro-
moted as socio-cultural spaces for the community (Archer, 2006; Coley et al, 1997, Hayward,
1989). In this study, GLP was perceived to be low in socio-cultural value by both residents and
tourists, with approximately 90% of the respondents classified as either Environment Seekers or
Activity Seekers. This result may be attributed to the short history of the recently created GLP.
Indeed, the use and popularity of urban parks is generally a more recent phenomenon in South
Korea than in other developed countries, and South Korea appears to be progressing through
the same developmental stages as those counterparts.

Third, residents assign the most value to the environmental aspects of urban parks while the
highest proportion of tourists assign the most value to urban parks as spaces for recreational
activities. Environment Seekers accounted for the highest proportion (45.2%) among residents,
and the analysis of their age revealed that Environment Seekers were the oldest group
(50.4 years old). This result shows that urban parks play a strong role as rare green spaces for
urban residents, and in particular as green spaces that older people can easily find and use near
their residences at a time in their lives when they may have more impediments to traveling
away from home than younger people. On the other hand, Activity Seekers accounted for the
highest proportion (49.3%) of tourists, and they were shown to be the youngest group
(42.1 years old). In addition, the proportion of Environment Seekers among tourists (38.7%) was
considerably lower than that of Environment Seekers (45.2%) among residents. This implies that
the environmental value of urban parks is most attractive at the local level, but may not be
attractive enough to lure visits by tourists from outside the city compared to the lure of natural
resources such as mountains, rivers, lakes, or the ocean coastline, all of which would no doubt
result in higher perceived environmental and ecological value.

Fourth, sustainable use of urban parks will require strengthening the role of urban parks as
spaces for residents to spend time with friends and family and for tourists to promote their
health and engage in recreational activities, both valued by Activity Seekers. Activity Seekers not
only accounted for the highest proportion of tourists at 49.3%, but they were also the most fre-
quent visitors to GLP. Among residents, Relationship Seekers accounted for only 11.6% of all resi-
dents and yet showed the highest frequency of visits compared to other groups of residents. This
result shows that urban parks need to provide special activities to attract more tourists to those
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seeking social contact. If a park provides opportunities to experience activities that are not avail-
able in their nearby local park, tourists may readily visit the park despite the physical distance. On
the other hand, residents will find increased utility in urban parks that are readily accessible, spaces
where they can routinely spend time with friends and family. In other words, it is necessary that
urban parks be perceived as a part of the everyday lives of residents so that locals feel free to visit
even if there is no special purpose in terms of outdoor activities or wellness.

Together, these results indicate that there are strategies that can be used for GLP and urban
parks throughout South Korea to achieve sustainable development while being used harmoniously
by both residents and tourists. First, parks can be molded to emphasize different characteristics of
the space: on weekdays they can be used mostly by residents, and on weekends they can be made
inviting to tourists. On weekdays, it appears that urban parks need to faithfully play a role as green
spaces desirable to residents, selling simple food and beverage and offering mellow music to help
residents enjoy time with friends and family. On weekends, the same parks should offer an environ-
ment that enables various recreational activities that are not found elsewhere so that even tourists
from other regions will be encouraged to come to the park. In the long term, given the develop-
mental stages of urban parks, those in South Korea need to step up as spaces for residents to rou-
tinely visit and take advantage of community activities there. In this way, a virtuous circle of
sustainable development can be achieved, one where urban parks also appeal to tourists as spaces
for recreational activities as well as for socio-cultural activities that offer tourists a taste of culture, art,
performances, and exhibitions and allow them to experience the unique local identity of a city.

Limitations and future research

This study is subject to some limitations that may warrant future empirical research on urban
parks as tourist attractions. First, the current study examined only one particular site, GLP in
South Korea, and thus did not sufficiently consider the various types of urban parks (e.g., lake
parks, playing fields, playgrounds) and other contextual factors affecting visitor perceptions of
urban parks. Therefore, to understand urban parks more generally, future studies need to analyze
more cases involving urban parks in many countries and their physical and historical characteris-
tics. Second, the current results are limited because there is insufficient theoretical background
upon which to define residents and tourists as park visitors. Tourists may not be adequately
defined by simply determining that they live outside the administrative district where the attrac-
tion is located, but the definition of tourists may also need to take into account many other fac-
tors including travel distance, purposes, and behaviors. Therefore, more conceptual and scientific
efforts should be given to defining tourists at various urban attractions in order to provide more
practical implications for sustainable management of urban tourism.
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