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Abstract Choosing Shenzhen Coastal Ecological Park as a case location, the paper measured the environmental
satisfaction and environment responsible behavior (ERB) of interviewees through questionnaire survey and the
auxiliary interview. The “importance-performance” analysis (IPA) method was used to detect the interviewees’
environmental satisfaction of the Coastal Ecological Park. Fourteen environmental-related factors were finally
divided into four different quadrants, and the authors put forward improved strategy according to them. Age had a
significant difference impact on the interviewees’ ERB, and the type of gender, the level of education, the type of
occupation, the average monthly income level and the number of times for revisiting didn’t have significant
difference impact. There was a positive correlation between environmental satisfaction and environmental respon-
sible behavior. Visitors have a certain awareness of environment protection, but the overall level of environment-
tal responsible behavior was not high, and visitor was also lack of active participation in maintaining environment.
Based on the analysis results, the pertinent suggestions are proposed to promote the recreational management
and protect the environment of the destination.
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Table 1  Questionnaire options design
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Table 2 Investigation of interviewees demographic characteristics
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Table 3 Differences significant analysis of various factors effecting the satisfaction
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Fig. 1 Respondents’ environmental satisfaction

IPA quadrant diagram
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Table 4 Variance analysis on age difference in environmentally responsible behavior

AN )4 W BE 32 1K (N=373)

. N Scheffe
RS geita F P 5 [k
c1 c2 c3 c4 cs c6 R
FEIEL 3.60 3.52 3.87 3.50 3.44 2.60
ERBI - 3.282  0.007*
brifE 22 0.84 0.87 0.88 0.92 0.88 1.14
FEIEL 4.40 3.99 4.15 4.00 4.02 4.00
ERB2 1.013  0.410
brifE 2% 0.52 0.78 0.79 0.59 0.71 0.72
FHE 3.60 3.59 3.61 3.28 3.77 3.00
ERB3 o 0.804  0.548
brif 2% 0.69 0.95 1.04 1.07 0.44 1.22
——————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————— C6<C3
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b i 2% 0.67 0.66 0.67 0.91 0.44 1.14
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b i 2% 0.71 0.82 0.84 0.98 0.53 1.09
PL: C1 R 18 ZLATF 4L, C2 0 18~30 £ 41, C3 1 31~40 H 4, C4 4 41~50 4, C5 K 51~60 Z 4, C6 Jy 60 % LU - 4; «K/RTE p<0.05
P
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