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Abstract 

The Kenting National Park was established in 1984, and it is the first national 

park in Taiwan. The coastal environment and the high human population make it 

difficult to balance the environmental protection and local community development in 

the park. Unfortunately, the Kenting National Park Headquarters allocated most 

resources to biological and ecological studies during the past twenty five years. The 

lack of social science study, especially documenting and analyzing local people’s 

opinions on the management issues, blocks a communicate channel between 

stakeholders and managers. This study is a preliminary step to investigate how people 

view the park and their visions of a successful national park. Qualitative data was 

collected through interviews with four different stakeholder groups, local residents, 

tourism operators, tourists, and volunteer workers, in the Kenting National Park 

during the summer, 2009. The results show that different stakeholder groups have 

different perceptions of the park’s resources, problems and functions. Those different 

opinions have to be thoroughly considered in the future park management plans and 

strategies. 
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Introduction 

Declaration of a Nation Park is the most protective and strict tool for 

environmental protection and conservation in Taiwan, and there are eight national 

parks: Kenting, Yushan, Yangmingshan, Taroko, Shei-pa, Kinmen, Dongsha and 

Taijiang in order of establishment (Table 1). The total area of those national parks is 

715,782.18 hectares, including 312,677.14 hectares of land and 403,105.04 hectares 

of ocean areas. Almost 88% of the total ocean area is covered in the Dongsha National 

Park, which is an atoll in the South China Sea. The Taijiang National Park is the latest 

one established in October, 2009. 

Legislation for national parks is based on the National Park Act of 1972, and the 

national park headquarters is the agency that has the responsibility to make the 

regulations following the National Park Act. This is a planning act because each 

national park has its individual management plans to design five different zones for 

different managed objectives: some zones are for environmental or species 

conservation and some are for tourism or economic development. Those plans are 

proposed by the national park headquarters, which is a sub-agency of the Construction 

and Planning agency (CPA). The CPA is a central government agency, and it is 

responsible for national spatial resource planning, utilization, and management. The 

enforcement authorities belong to the National Park Police Department, which is a 
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sub-agency of the National Police agency (NPA), and its duty is to enforce the 

regulations. Both the CPA and the NPA are under the Ministry of the Interior. The 

Ministry of the Interior is also in charge of forming the National Park Commission. 

There are 43 members in the commission, and they are in charge of the planning, 

establishment, and repeal of the national park. The members are from central and 

local government, universities, and NGOs. However, there is no representation from 

the local people. 

The Kenting National Park was established in 1984 by the mentioned 

institutional system. It is located on Taiwan's southernmost Hengchun Peninsula, and 

is the first national park with both land and ocean areas in Taiwan. The park covers a 

land area of 18,083.5 hectares, and an ocean area of 15,206.09 hectares (Table 1). The 

distance from the west end to the east end is about 24 kilometers. The whole park is 

located in the margin of tropical area (21o56’N, 120o46’E), and the annual 

temperature is between 20 and 28 degree Celsius for the land and is between 22 and 

29 degree Celsius for the ocean area. Summer is the rain season and most rain is 

brought by typhoons. In average, there are three to four typhoons per year in Taiwan. 

During the winter, the northeast monsoon can cause strong wind which is about 10-17 

m/s in the park. Thus, summer is the tourism season except those several days when 

the typhoon hits the peninsula. Most people who live in the Kenting area are doing 
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tourism-related works for living. This seasonal weather condition makes it difficult to 

earn money from October to April. However, this situation may also provide an 

opportunity for the park to recover from the summer tourist pressure every year. 

Taiwan is located between the Philippines Sea Plate and the Eurasian Plate, and 

this factor causes active natural mountain building. Because the typical coastal line of 

the Kenting National Park is fringing reef, this geological activity creates unique 

uplifted coral reef in the park. The major components of most beaches in the Kenting 

area are ground seashell and coral debris. Thus, the calcium carbonate content is very 

high, and the percentage of calcium carbonate of some beaches can reach 98%. The 

main mission of the park is to protect these unique landscape characteristics as a 

whole for the next generation. At the same time, the park headquarters uses the 

diverse topography as an educational resource to increase the environmental 

awareness of the public. 

The most important species in the marine ecosystem of the Kenting National 

Park are corals, and there are more than 300 coral species in the ocean area. These 

corals create an important reef habitat for other marine life. 1,015 species of coral reef 

fish and 146 shellfish species have been discovered in the coastal waters of the park. 

Moreover, the Kenting National Park also has a rich variety of botanic life due to the 

high mean temperature and an annual average rainfall of 2,200 mm. The forest in the 
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park is the only tropical monsoon forest in Taiwan. The rich flora of the park supports 

a variety of wildlife, including 15 species of mammals, 310 species of birds, 59 

species of reptiles and amphibians, 21 species of freshwater fish, 216 species of 

butterflies, and numerous species of insects. Furthermore, the park is one of the 

important rest areas for the migratory birds in the Southeast Asia. Thus, the Kenting 

National Park serves as an important node of the protected area network for not only 

the marine environment, but also the terrestrial ecosystem. 

The knowledge of biophysical ecology is the results of many scientific studies in 

the Kenting National Park. By analyzing the park-funded studies in the research 

database, 85.3% of the studies are related to the biophysical ecology, and the number 

of human ecology research is far less than the biophysical research (Table 2). 

However, many people have settled their lives in the area where was circled into the 

park boundary in 1984. The population now in the park is around 20,000, and most of 

them live in the small villages along the coast of the park. Although those small towns 

are all fishery villages with small fishery ports, just a few people still fish for living 

now. Most of the residents in the park are running small business to provide food or 

souvenirs for the tourists. The environmental protection is not the first priority for the 

local residents, and they think the park regulations are too strict to their business.  

In addition, the establishment of the Kenting National Park has brought millions 
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of tourists to this area (Table 4). Since year 2000, the tourist number has doubled from 

the past decade because the opening of the National Museum of Marine Biology and 

Aquarium in the park (Figure 1). Those visitors not only bring huge economic 

opportunity to the local community, but also create huge pressure on the environment. 

As the result, a new strategy of management is urgently needed in the Kenting 

National Park. Ecosystem based management (EBM) recently emerges as a concept 

for both terrestrial and marine environmental management, and it considers not only 

the nature environments, but also human activities in the ecosystem (POC 2003, 

USCOP 2004). Thus, the interaction between humans and the natural environment is a 

critical element to successful environmental management. It is necessary to introduce 

the concept of total ecology (Orbach 1995, 1997) into the management plan of the 

Kenting National Park because of its complicated coastal environment and human 

activities.  

Pelletier et al. (2005) identified the indicators for effectiveness of protected areas 

by reviewing studies in ecology, economics and social sciences. They found that there 

are 94 references related to ecological effect, 32 references related to economic effect 

and just 10 references related to social effect. Although the economic and social 

effects can be combined as socio-economic effects, it still shows that there is a need to 

incorporate social science studies into the management of protected areas. The lack of 
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social sciences in the management of protected areas, especially the marine-related 

areas, may not only lose important factors to evaluate a management program, but 

also miss important information of human responses the management for future 

adaptation (Christie 2005). 

The lack of social science study is also a serious problem in the Kenting National 

Park, specifically the lack of study related to the local community. Further analyzing 

the park research database, there are many achievements of biophysical studies since 

1985 (Figure 2), and those studies include both marine and terrestrial environments 

and species. However, there are just fourteen studies about human ecology, and the 

composition of those studies also shows in Table 3. Most of them are archeological 

and economic research (Figure 3), and there is no study related to the opinions of 

different stakeholders on the park management. If we analyzed the studies by years, 

we can find that ten out of fourteen human ecology studies were conducted during the 

first five years of the park opening (Table 5, Figure 4), and we can image that the 

conditions must have changed a lot since the establishment of the park. Yet, the 

national park headquarters kept allocating more than 85% of the scientific studies for 

biophysical research during the past twenty five years (Table 5). 

This study tries to act the first step to fill the gap between natural and social 

sciences by interviewing different stakeholder groups about their opinions on the 
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management issues of the Kenting National Park. Furthermore, I hope that the results 

can provide some perspectives for developing the indicator system to evaluate the 

effectiveness of park management in the future. 

Methods 

The main purpose of this study is to elicit the opinions from different stakeholder 

groups on the management effectiveness and the preferred management scheme of the 

Kenting National Park in the future. The data can also serve as documentation of 

people’s thoughts on the park management and be used to design the evaluation 

indicator system for the future.  

Thus, the qualitative research method was used in the study. A semi-structured 

interview was conducted by using an interview guide with four major open-end 

questions: (1) what are the important resources in the Kenting National Park? (2) 

What are the major threats that jeopardize the resources in the Kenting National Park? 

(3) What are the characteristics of a successful managed national park? (4) How can 

we achieve the goal of a successful national park in Kenting? 

Research Period and Selection of Interviewee   

All interviews were conducted in the area of Kenting National Park between 

June 25 and August 9, 2009. However, because of the weather condition and my 

research schedule, I spend thirty five days in the park to observe the biophysical 
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environment and collect the interview data. The interviews did not include the 

demographic information. All the interviewees were asked the four questions on the 

interview guide and some follow-up questions for the detail meanings of the answers 

that the interviewees provided. Forty six interviews were conducted during the 

research period, and the average time of the interviews was 30 minutes. There were 

eight local residents, eight tourism operators, eighteen tourists, and twelve park 

volunteers included in the interview sample (Table 6). Twenty five interviews were 

recorded by the digital recorder with permission, while the other twenty one 

interviews were recorded by taking notes when conducting the interviews. 

Some stakeholder groups were not included in this study due to the limited time, 

stakeholder’s willingness to participate in the study, and their availability. For instance, 

most of the researchers who are doing research related to the park are in the institutes 

outside the park, and it is time consuming to frequently travel between the park and 

the other places. Moreover, the Kenting National Park Headquarters refused 

individual interviews with the managers, and asked for the official document to 

discuss the interview with the park spokesman. Thus, there was no interview 

conducted with the park manager. 

Survey Methods   

In this study, I used different sampling strategies for different stakeholder groups. 
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First, I used snowball sampling for the interviews of local residents and tourism 

operators. For local resident, I first interviewed a local community leader and asked 

him to recommend the next interviewee. I repeatedly did this after each interview of 

local residents. For the tourism operator, I first visited a familiar diving tourism guide 

as my first interview, and then asked for recommendation. Also, I used this strategy 

after each interview of the tourism operators.  

Moreover, I used the intercept sampling to conduct the interviews with tourists. I 

selected three different popular tourist spots to wait and ask for interview from 

tourists. Most of the interviews were conducted when the interviewees were taking 

rest or waiting for the transportation system to take them for the next spot.  

In addition, there were three to five volunteers in each popular scenery spot, and 

they provided answers for tourist’s questions and tour guide of the spot. I went to wait 

for the time when there was no tourist at the scenery spots and conducted the 

interviews with the park volunteers. Usually, the interviews of the volunteer were 

conducted just before lunch and dinner time. 

Data Transcription   

Forty five interviews were conducted in Mandarin and one in English, which was 

from a Japanese tourist. Both digital records and notes were transcribed into the Word 

files in traditional Chinese. After transcribing, the transcripts were imported to the 
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qualitative research software, NVivo 8, to analyze the data. Fortunately, the NVivo 8 

system can recognize the traditional Chinese characters, though the system manual 

just lists the simplified Chinese as one of the language choices, so I did not have to 

transcribe the traditional Chinese form into simplified Chinese. 

Data Coding and Analysis   

After importing the data into the NVivo 8, I coded the data into three discussed 

areas: resources, threats, and the element of management. I modified the coding 

system in the Himes (2007) for the major categories of resource and threat data. There 

were four major resource categories used in this study: community resources, culture 

resources, ecological resources and economic resources. Moreover, there are several 

sub-categories were used to code the data under each major resource category. For the 

community resources, seven sub-categories, including fisherman, local people, police, 

tourism operator, tourist, volunteer, and youth, were used to code the community 

resources. There were six sub-categories used to code the culture resources, and those 

were aboriginal archaeological sites, local architecture, local culture, local gastronomy, 

local history, and local knowledge. Another six sub-categories were used to code 

ecological resource data. They were fisheries resources, forest and coastal plants, 

landscape, marine and coastal environment, marine species, and terrestrial species. 

The economic resources were categorized by three sub-categories: job opportunity, 
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local livelihood, and tourism. 

Seven major threat categories were used in this study: environmental degradation, 

illegal activities, inadequate or insufficient management, lack of community values, 

pollutions, resources extraction, and tourism. Also, there were several sub-categories 

under each of the major threats. Firstly, four sub-categories were under the 

environmental degradation, including habitat loss, invasive species, irresponsible 

constructions, and species population decline. Secondly, there were three 

sub-categories related to the illegal activities, and those were park’s prohibited 

activities, illegal fishing, and operating regulated activities without licenses. 

Furthermore, the inadequate or insufficient management included seven 

sub-categories, which includes insufficient and unreasonable regulations, lack of 

adequate information, lack of institutional consistency, lack of cooperation with local 

people, lack of enforcement, lack of human resources, and lack of management plans. 

Moreover, there were five sub-categories under the lack of community values, and 

those were disappearing local cultures, ignoring local people, lack of awareness, lack 

of community cooperation, and local population decline. In addition, six different 

kinds of pollutant sources and materials were included in the category of pollutions, 

and those were air pollution, trash, light pollution, noise pollution, oil from the jet ski, 

and sewage. The category of resource extraction includes coastal development, 
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commercial activities, and fishing and coral mining. Lastly, the three sub-categories of 

tourism are accident of over-water activities, mass tourism and snorkeling. 

The coding system for the management elements was adapted from the model of 

management cycle proposed by Hockings et al. (2006). There were six major stages in 

the model, which were context, planning, inputs, processes, outputs, and outcomes. I 

sub-categorized several components under each management element. For the context, 

there were five sub-categories: knowledge of problem and situation, manage the park 

the same as now, national park is unnecessary, overlap jurisdictions, and reasonable 

management is necessary. In addition, there were four sub-categories under planning 

element, and those were better tourism development plans, change regulations, local 

special management strategies, and re-zoning plans. For the inputs element, funding, 

human resources, local knowledge, and research were included. Moreover, all 

stakeholders work together, considering opinions of all stakeholder groups, and 

transparent rule making process were under the processes element. Furthermore, the 

outputs element includes improve basic services, signage and facilities, provide 

accurate and updated information, increase enforcement and execution, and provide 

certificate systems. The last element, outcomes, had two levels of sub-categories. 

There were four categories under the first level based on Himes (2007), and those 

were biological or ecological improvements, economic changes, increased awareness 
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of stakeholders, and positive changes in social behavior and attitudes. For the second 

level, there were three sections in the biological or ecological improvements: biomass 

increases, environment is protected, and pollution is reduces. In addition, the 

economic change included five sections, and those were commercial activity is 

reduced, livelihood improvement, local economic development, tourism increases, 

and tourism service quality is improved. Moreover, understand the local features and 

resources, and understand the protection is important were classified under the 

increased awareness of stakeholders. Furthermore, five sections were under the 

positive changes in social behavior and attitudes, and those were care about social 

justice, care about the environment, cooperation between stakeholders, intent of 

learning the park knowledge, and local community is helped to cope with the park. 

Respondent Numbers and Percentage Calculation   

The purpose of this calculation was to normalize the respondent data of each 

group, because the sample size of each stakeholder group is different. After 

calculating, the data facilitates a comparison of different stakeholders’ preferred 

priorities, as different stakeholders chose to prioritize different elements of different 

categories. 

The respondent usually mentioned several aspects of resources, threats, and 

elements of management at the same time. For example, one respondent might talk 
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about the coral reef and local traditions as the important resources in the park. Those 

answers were added into the respondent numbers of both the ecological resources and 

the culture resources. However, if a respondent mentioned a kind of resources, threats 

or elements of management several times during the interview, it was treated as one 

time when calculating the respondent numbers. As the results, the maximum 

respondent number under each category was forty six, which was as the same as the 

total interview numbers.  

The respondent numbers and percentages of each stakeholder group of a resource, 

threat, or element of management category were calculated in the study. The 

respondent percentages of a stakeholder group were calculated this way: the 

respondent number of the group was divided by the total number of the interviewees 

in the group, even though not all the interviewees in that stakeholder group mentioned 

the answers under a particular category.  

Take the landscape under ecological resource category for example. Thirty five 

interviewees considered the ecological resource was important in the park, among the 

35 interviewees were sixteen interviewees considered the landscape as an important 

resource in the park, and four of the 16 interviewees were volunteer workers. Thus, 

the respondent percentage of the volunteer workers of the landscape category was 

four divided by twelve. Since there were twelve volunteer workers in total 
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interviewed in the study, the divisor was 12 rather than 16 or 35. In other words, the 

respondent percentage of each stakeholder group in a particular category was not 

relevant to the total interview number (forty six) or the total respondent number in 

that category (16 in the example) or upper category (35 in the example). 

The Excel was used to organize the data and to calculate the respondent numbers 

and percentages under each coding category. In addition, the tables and figures were 

also created by using the Excel. 

Results 

Resources in the Kenting National Park 

All the important resources in the Kenting National Park mentioned by the 

interviewees were classified into four major categories and shown in Table 7. There 

are eight respondents referred to the community as an important resource in the park, 

and that is equal to 17.3% of the total interviewees. As we can see the respondent 

composition in Table 7, the tourism operator has the highest respondent percentage 

(37.5%) followed by the local resident (25.0%) in this category. It shows that the 

tourism operator and the local resident care more about the community resource than 

the volunteer and the tourist do (Figure 4). There are twelve people who talked of the 

culture as a critical resource in the park, and that is equal to 26.1% of the total 

respondent (Table 7). For the respondent composition of the culture resource, 
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one-thirds of the volunteers in the study considered this is an important resource, and 

that is followed by the tourist (27.8%). It shows that the volunteer puts more emphasis 

on the culture resource of the park (Figure 4). There is 76.1% of the total respondent 

considered the ecological resource is important in the park (Table 7). All the 

volunteers interviewed in the study referred to the ecological resource as an important 

resource of the park, and it is closely followed by the tourist (94.4%). It shows that the 

volunteer and the tourist care more about the ecological resources than the local 

resident and the tourism operator do (Figure 4). The last category in Table 7 is the 

economic resource. Half of the total interviewee specified the economic resource was 

important. The tourism operator has the highest percentage value in this category 

(62.5%). It shows that the tourism operator do care about the economic benefit from 

the park (Figure 4). Among all these four resources, the ecological resource is 

identified by the highest number of interviewees, while the community resource is 

cared by the least interviewees. Both the local resident and the tourism operator first 

prefer the economic resource followed by the ecological resource, while the 

ecological resource is the most preferred by both the tourist and the volunteer, and 

that is followed by the economic resource. As it shows in Figure 4, the community 

and culture resources are less considered than the ecological and economic resources. 

Table 8 shows the respondent numbers and percentages of the sub-categories of 
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each resource class. For the community resource, the local people are considered the 

most important resource followed by the tourism operator and the youth under the 

community resource category. The interesting result is that the tourism operator is the 

only group does not mention the local people as important resource while it is the only 

group which considers the fisherman, tourist and themselves are important for the 

park (Figure 5). For the culture resource, the local culture, such as using sisals to 

make ropes, is considered as the most important resource under the category, and that 

is followed by the local history (Figure 6). The most interesting result from the section 

is that the volunteer talks of the most different kinds of the culture resources (4/6) and 

that is followed by the tourist (3/6). 

More than three-fourths of all interviewees consider ecological resources are 

important. Eighteen of those respondents mentioned the marine and coastal 

environment was important, and that was followed the beautiful landscape (Table 8). 

However, there is no respondent from the local resident group who as considers the 

marine and coastal environment is important, though this is the only group that thinks 

the fisheries is an important ecological resource in the park (Figure 7). Another 

noticeable result is that the tourists care about the landscape and scenery more than 

species, while the volunteer’s answers located in five sub-categories of the ecological 

resource, and that number is the highest in all stakeholder groups (Figure 7). 
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Sixteen respondents consider the tourism is the most important resource under 

the economic resource category (Table 8). Only one respondent from the tourism 

operator mentioned how many job the company could provide for the local. The 

tourist considers the tourism is more important than the other three groups do (Figure 

8). Yet, the tourism operator considers the local livelihood as more important than the 

tourism, though most of the operators earn money from tourism industry. 

Threats in the Kenting National Park 

The threats that all the interviewees mentioned are categorized into seven 

sub-categories (Table 9). Ten respondents (21.7% of all interviewees) consider the 

environmental degradation is a threat in the park. As we can see in Table 9, the 

volunteer worker has the highest respondent percentage in this threat category, and the 

percentages of the other three groups are almost the same. This result suggests that 

more volunteer workers notice the environmental degradation problem than the other 

three groups do (Figure 9). The illegal activity has the lowest respondent number in 

the threat category, which is nine respondents and that number is equal to 19.6% of all 

the interviewees (Table 9). The volunteer is also the group cares the illegal activity 

most than the other three groups do, but the difference among groups in this category 

is smaller than that in the environmental degradation (Figure 9). There are twenty two 

respondents consider the inadequate or insufficient management is a threat in the park 
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(Table 9). This is the largest number in all the threat categories, and that is equal to 

47.8% of all the interviewees. As it shows in Table 5, 87.5% of the local residents talk 

of the inadequate management as a threat, and that number is followed by the 

responses of the tourism operator (75.0%). It shows that both the local resident and 

tourism operator care the problem more than the other two groups do. Nineteen 

respondents (41.3% of all the interviewees) mention the lack of community value is a 

threat in the park (Table 9). For the respondent composition, 75% of the tourism 

operators specify that threat, and it is followed by the local resident (50.0%). The 

result shows that the tourism operator cares the community value the most (Figure 9). 

Twenty respondents recognize the pollution is an issue in the park, and that number is 

equal to 43.5% of all the interviewees (Table 9). The tourist has the highest 

respondent percentage (61.1%) in this threat category, and the second high is from the 

volunteer (50.0%). The result suggests that more tourists and volunteer workers notice 

the pollution problems than the local residents and tourism operators do (Figure 9). 

For the resources extraction, 39.1% of all the interviewees consider this is a threat in 

the park (Table 9). The respondent composition in Table 9 indicates that the tourist 

also has the highest respondent percentage in this category, and that is also followed 

by the volunteer. Yet, the difference is smaller than that in the pollution threat (Figure 

9). The last threat category is the tourism, and there are twenty respondents, which are 
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equal to 43.5% of all the interviewees, consider that is a threat. The respondent 

composition in this threat category shows that 75.0% of all the volunteers consider the 

tourism is a threat, and that is followed by the tourist. Yet, no local resident refers to 

the tourism is a threat (Figure 9). In sum, the two threat categories with the lowest 

respondent numbers are the environmental degradation and illegal activity, and the 

inadequate or insufficient management has the highest respondent percentage. The 

respondent percentages of the other four categories are about 40%. For the each 

stakeholder group, the local resident considers the inadequate or insufficient 

management is the most important threat in the park; the tourism operator puts the 

same emphasis on the inadequate or insufficient management and the lack of 

community value; the tourist cares more about the pollution and resource extraction 

problems, while the volunteer focuses on the threats from tourism (Figure 9). 

Moreover, as we can see in Figure 9, the volunteer almost equally mentions all the 

threat categories in this study. 

Table 10 shows the analysis results of all the threat sub-categories. In the 

sub-categories of the environmental degradation, the habitat loss and the irresponsible 

construction are equally mentioned. However, the respondents who mentioned the 

environmental degradation is small (N=10), so the comparison between different 

sections is difficult. We just can find that only the volunteer mentions the four 
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sub-categories (Figure 10). 

The most mentioned sub-category of the illegal activity is the activities 

prohibited by the park regulations (Table 10). This sub-category has even less 

respondent number (N=9) than the ecological degradation has. Thus, it is hard to 

compare the respondent situation between groups. From Figure 11, all the respondents 

from the volunteer focus on the prohibited activities by park regulations as the major 

illegal activity in the park. 

There are seven sub-categories in the threat of inadequate or insufficient 

management (Table 10). The insufficient and unreasonable regulation and the lack of 

enforcement are equally mentioned. However, the respondent compositions of these 

two sub-categories are different. Fifty percent of both local residents and tourism 

operators consider the park regulations are unreasonable, while the percentage 

differences of the lack of enforcement among four groups are smaller than the 

regulation problem (Figure 12). Followed by the top two issues in this threat category, 

there are both eight respondents mention the lack of institutional consistency and the 

lack of management plan. Interestingly, no respondent from the tourism operator talks 

of the lack of management plan. At the same time, the tourism operator considers that 

the lack of institutional consistency is as important as the insufficient and 

unreasonable regulation (Figure 12). 
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Most of the respondents who think that the lack of community value is a threat 

consider the lack of awareness is the most important sub-category (Table 10). The 

noticeable result is that the volunteer workers only mention this sub-category as a 

threat under the lack of community value. Moreover, the ignoring local people has the 

second large respondent number, and just the local resident and the tourism operator 

mention that sub-category. Another interesting result is that just the tourist considers 

the disappearing local culture is a threat in the park (Figure 13). Not surprisingly, the 

responses of the local resident and tourism operator are more diverse in this threat 

category than the responses of the other two groups. 

In the pollution category, there are six different pollution types are mentioned. 

Eleven respondents refer to the trash, and most of them are tourists (Table 10). The 

local resident only mentions the air pollution is a problem, while both of the tourist 

and volunteer talk of five different kinds of pollutions in the park (Figure 14).  

The coastal development mentioned by ten respondents is considered the most 

important threat under the resources extraction (Table 10). Except for the local 

resident, the other three groups almost equally consider the coastal development is a 

threat in the park. The local resident just refers to the fishing and coral mining is a 

threat, while the other three groups consider all three sub-categories are threats in the 

park (Figure 15). 
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There are three sub-categories under the threat of tourism, and seventeen 

respondents specify the mass tourism is the most critical problem (Table 10). However, 

just two groups, the tourist and the volunteer, are included in those seventeen 

respondents (Figure 16). Again, there is no local resident consider the tourism is a 

threat in this survey. 

Elements of Management   

Table 11 shows the analysis results of the elements of management. As we can 

see in the table, there are twenty nine respondents refer to the context issues, such as 

the current status of the national park management or the political conditions of the 

park management, are the important element for a successful national park. Those 29 

respondents are equal to 63.0% of the total interviewees. The respondent composition 

of the context element shows in both Table 11 and Figure 17. More than sixty percent 

of the respondents from the three stakeholder groupers, the local resident, the tourism 

operator, and the tourist, consider the context element is important, while just 33.3% 

of the respondents in the volunteer regard this element is important. 

Twenty eight respondents talk of the planning issues, such as better design 

protected areas, more restrict or less restrict regulations, are important, and that 

number is equal to 60.9% of the total interviewees (Table 11). The most noticeable 

result in this category is that 100% of the tourism operators specify this is one of the 
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most important elements (Figure 17). Following the tourism operator, there are 61.1% 

of the tourists and 50.0% of the local residents who consider this element is important. 

Forty percent of the total interviewees consider the inputs issues, such as the 

research needs or human resources, are important for the successful park management. 

The highest respondent percentage in this element is from the volunteer, and that is 

75% of the total interviewed volunteer workers. The second large group is the tourism 

operator, and that is equal to the 50.0% of the total interviewed tourism operators 

(Figure 17). 

The lowest respondent number in the element of management is processes issues, 

such as cooperation between groups in the rule making process. There are sixteen 

respondents and that is equal to 34.8% of the total interviewees. The tourism operator 

(75.0%) considers this is more important than the other three groups do (Figure 17). 

There are twenty nine respondents mention the outputs issues, such as providing 

accurate information or educational programs, are important, and those 29 

respondents are equal to 63.0% of the total interviewees (Table 11). The volunteer has 

the highest respondent percentage which is 83.3% of the total interviewed volunteer 

workers and that is followed by 75.0% of the tourism operators and 61.1% of the 

tourists (Figure 17). 

The last element of management in the table is the outcomes issues, such as the 
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environmental improvements or increased awareness of stakeholders. More than 

ninety three percent of the total respondents mention the outcome is the important 

measure to achieve the successful environmental management. The respondent 

percentages of the four stakeholder groups are all above eighty five percent. Both of 

the tourism operator and the volunteer have 100% respondent percentages in this 

element (Figure 17). 

To sum up, the outcomes element is the most important indicator for a successful 

park, and that is followed by the context and outputs. At the same time, the tourism 

operator considers the planning is as important as the outcomes. The second important 

element for the local resident and tourist is context, but that is outputs for the 

volunteer. 

Table 12 shows the analysis results of the sub-categories of the management 

elements. The highest respondent number of the five sub-categories in the context 

element is fifteen, and it is from the statement that national park is unnecessary. 

Almost one-thirds respondents consider the park is unnecessary, and most of them are 

local residents. No respondent in the volunteer worker considers the park is 

unnecessary. The second large respondent number is from the reasonable management 

is necessary, and that is equal to thirty respondents of all the interviewees. 

Interestingly, the tourist considers those two sub-categories are equally important 
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(Figure 18). 

For the planning element, there are four sub-categories, and most of the 

respondents refer to changing regulations including both more and less strict 

regulations. The tourism operator is the largest advocate of changing the rules, and 

that is equal to 75.0% of them. The number is followed by the local resident (Table 

12). Another noticeable result in these sub-categories is that 55.6% of the interviewed 

tourists ask for better tourism development plans by creating more scenery spots for 

visiting (Figure 19). 

About the inputs element, 17.4% of the total respondents think funding is critical; 

19.6% of them consider more experts and volunteers are needed; 15.2% of them point 

out that research is needed for the future successful management. However, the 

respondent number is relatively small in this element (Figure 20). 

There are three sub-categories in the processes element (Table 12). Fourteen 

respondents specify that the opinions of different stakeholders have to be considered 

in the park management processes. Most of those respondents are tourism operators, 

and followed by local residents. The tourist has the lowest respondent percentage 

(11.1%) in this sub-category (Figure 21). 

The improvements of basic services and the accurate information are almost 

equally important in the outputs element (Table 12). Nineteen respondents consider 
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the improvements of basic services, signage, and facilities are important for a 

successful park, and the differences among groups are not very large (Figure 22). For 

the providing more accurate and updated information, just the volunteer has the 

percentage over fifty percent (58.3%) in this sub-categories. 

Almost all the respondents refer to the outcome is the most important 

measurement for a successful park, and there are four sub-categories in the outcome 

element. Three of them, biological/ecological improvements, economic changes and 

positive changes in social behavior and attitudes, have more than half of the total 

respondents who think those issues are critical (Table 12). The local resident considers 

both economic changes and positive changes of behavior are important, while the 

tourism operator also highlights the same sub-categories with higher respondent 

percentages than the local resident has (Figure 23). For the tourists, they think the 

biological or ecological improvement is the most important criteria for a successful 

national park in the outcomes element. However, the volunteer workers think the most 

important achievement for a successful park is to increase the awareness of the 

stakeholders. 

Each sub-category of the outcomes element is further divided into several 

sections (Table 13). In the biological or ecological improvements, most of the 

respondents care about the environmental is protected, and seven of the respondents 
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are the tourist (Figure 24). For the economic changes, local livelihood and economic 

development are thought to be the two most important sections. The noticeable result 

from Figure 25 is that these are what the local resident and tourism operator care most 

about, while surprisingly 41.7% of the volunteers care about the local livelihood 

improvement. Moreover, the volunteer is the largest group to promote increasing the 

awareness of stakeholders (Figure 26), and 58.3% of them think that it is very critical 

to let people understand the conservation is important. Figure 27 shows the local 

resident and the tourism operator play the important roles in the positive changes in 

social behavior and attitudes. They consider that a successful national park has to 

have fair regulations on each stakeholder group and to promote the cooperation 

between stakeholders to reduce the price war. 

Discussions 

The Most Important Resource in the Park 

There is no single most important resource in the park, because different 

stakeholders view the resources of the park in different ways. Although more than 

three-fourths of the respondents refer to the ecological resources as important, 82% of 

them are tourists and volunteer workers. Those people do not earn their livings in the 

park, but they come to the park for their vacations and the beautiful scenery. Moreover, 

the volunteer workers are recruited by the park headquarters, and their mission is to 
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provide park information for the tourists. I joined several tour guides provided by 

some volunteer works in three major scenery spots. Most of the time, they introduced 

the special species and the unique landscape to the audiences, and they seldom 

mentioned the resources other than biological and ecological resources. Thus, I am 

not surprised that all the volunteer workers consider the ecological resources are 

important in this study. This result might be related to the volunteer training program 

provided by the park, while the objective of the park is to protect the natural 

environment. Further studies on this topic to reveal the impacts of the volunteer 

workers on the park management are needed in the future.  

On the other hand, the local resident and the tourism operator care more about 

economic resources in the park. They view the park and its scenery as tools to attract 

people outside the park to visit, and they provide food, souvenirs, and services to 

make a living. In their opinions, the park objectives are to promote the tourism.  

“What is the purpose of the park? It is tourism! The government wants to 

provide a good place for the public during the holidays, so they designed 

this park. The government also tries to promote the place to the foreign 

countries. But who can attract those tourists here? Us! If we did not 

provide these services, people would not come here.” – Tourism Operator 3 

It is clear that there is a misconception between the local people and the park authority. 



30 
 

The local people hope that the park can be an incentive of economic development, 

while the park authority tries to use the park as a tool to preserve the natural resources. 

Thus, increasing the communication between local people and the park headquarters 

is critical to build a new consensus and co-management system for the future. 

Threats from the People 

All the threats recorded in this study are caused by human. No one refer to the 

natural disasters, such as typhoons or global warming, though the typhoon sometimes 

can seriously damage the park. The local people think that the inadequate 

management is the biggest threat for the park. The most extreme solution provided by 

many local people is to repeal the national park, and then they can manage the park by 

themselves. 

“We do not welcome the Kenting National Park Headquarters. It puts too 

many restrictions on the locals, and those regulations make our life 

inconvenient.” – Local Resident 7 

At the same time, some local people want to cooperate with the park authority and 

protect the environment because they understand the value of conservation. 

“I do not like the park management, but I agree to set protected areas 

because we have to protect the beautiful things for the next generations.” – 

Tourist Operator 2 
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On the other hand, the volunteer workers consider the tourism is the biggest threat for 

the park because they always can observe the tourists’ bad behaviors, such as 

collecting seashell, leaving the trash on the beach or stepping on corals.  

“When tourists do snorkeling, they always step on the corals, and that can 

seriously damage the coral reef.” – Volunteer 9 

Most of the tourists mention the pollution is the biggest threat in the park. When 

asking them the question about the threat, they always answer “Trash.” immediately. 

Both the volunteer and the tourist think those threats are results from the lack of 

awareness, and the solution is to provide more educational programs in the future. 

Future Management 

According to the result, people put the outcomes of park management in the first 

place to evaluate the effectiveness of a national park. In my opinion, people intuitively 

expect some results from the regulations or a newly introduced policy, and this 

expectation always locates in the outcomes category. For example, people want to 

know the increase coral coverages and more fish after creating a marine protected area; 

local people want to feel their livelihood is improved and earn more money when the 

park comes into their daily life. However, focusing on the outcomes cannot create a 

better management system. According to the management cycle provided by 

Hockings et al. (2006), all those elements of management are in a cycle, and the 
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system is dynamic. What we can see in this study is that people do not consider a 

successful management can be evaluated by the good management processes. 

There is a lost linkage between stakeholders. The local people argue that the park 

managers do not consider their opinions when making the regulations, while many 

tourists and volunteer workers think the communication between the park authority 

and the local people is very important. However, when talking about a successful 

national park, people focus on the numbers of fish species, good behavior, high 

environmental consciousness, and more money. They do not know the processes can 

be an important element for a successful park. I think this is the responsibility of the 

Kenting National Park Headquarters. It has to invite people from different sections to 

discuss the management plans in the future, and this strategy can provide opportunity 

for the public to participate in the management processes and to understand the 

dynamic nature of the environmental management. 

Problems of the study and the future study 

The first problem of this study is the sample size. There are too less respondents, 

especially in the local resident and tourism operator, for me to conduct the statistics. 

Furthermore, the manager and researcher are excluded, and this may cause some bios 

in the results.  

The coding system is another challenge in this study. First, using coding system 
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sometimes might simplify the responses of the interviewees, and lose some 

information. Moreover, because there is no similar research done in the park before, 

the coding system is adopted from the other two foreign studies. Thus, the major issue 

might be covered by using those foreign systems. A more comprehensive design, such 

as holding focus groups, and including more stakeholders, is needed in the future. 

Conclusion 

This is a preliminary study about the stakeholders’ opinions on the management 

of the Kenting National Park in Taiwan. Although the study is not comprehensive, we 

still can find some critical problems and components related to the park management 

issues and provide some important elements to improve the management of the 

Kenting National Park in the future.  

For the local residents, they care about their livelihood, and I hope that they can 

participate in the management processes in the near future. For the tourism operators, 

they try to follow the park regulations and also want to protect the environment with 

the park headquarters. However, they also need the helps from the park authority to 

run the business. The cooperation is what they want most. For the tourists, they 

consider the park as a place for relaxing and vacation. How to increase the awareness 

of the park resources and environmental consciousness are the critical issues for them. 

For the volunteer workers, they are the bridge between the park and the public. Thus, 
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the training programs have to include not only the biophysical knowledge, but also 

human and institutional aspects of the park. 
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Tables 
 

Table 1: The year of establishment and areas of eight national parks in Taiwan 

Land Ocean All
Kenting National Park 18,083.50     15,206.09   33,289.59   1984
Yushan National Park 105,490.00   ‐               105,490.00 1985
Yangmingshan National Park 11,455.00     ‐               11,455.00   1985
Taroko National Park 92,000.00     ‐               92,000.00   1986
Shei‐pa National Park 76,850.00     ‐               76,850.00   1992
Kinmen National Park 3,719.64      ‐               3,719.64     1995
Dongsha Atoll National Park 174.00          353,493.95 353,667.95 2007
Taijiang National Park 4,905.00      34,405.00   39,310.00   2009

Subtotal 312,677.14   403,105.04   715,782.18  
Land area is

about 8.64% of
Taiwan island

Area (ha)
Name Year of

Establishment
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Table 2: Three categories of research done in the Kenting National Park 

Number Percentage
Biophysical Ecolocgy 203 85.3%
Human Ecology 14 5.9%
Institutional Ecology 21 8.8%
Total 238 100.0%

Research 
Category

 

 

Table 3: The numbers and percentages of research sub‐category in the Kenting 

National Park 

 Number Percentage
Freshwater 13 6.4%
Geology 7 3.4%
Marine Environment 20 9.9%
Marine Species 51 25.1%
Terrestrial Species 71 35.0%
Vegetation 41 20.2%

Archeology 4 28.6%
Culture 2 14.3%
Economic 4 28.6%
Education 2 14.3%
History 2 14.3%

Construction Plan 2 9.5%
Conservation Plan 1 4.8%
Monitoring Project 6 28.6%
Tourism Development 6 28.6%
Zoning Plan 6 28.6%

Human Ecology

Institutional Ecology

Category Sub‐category
Research

Biophysical Ecolocgy
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Table 4: The numbers of the tourists in Kenting National Park from 1985 to 2009 

Year Person Trip
1985 1,098,617
1986 1,062,920
1987 985,702
1988 935,837
1989 1,032,672
1990 979,145
1991 862,728
1992 885,560
1993 819,793
1994 719,768
1995 794,538
1996 760,889
1997 702,829
1998 612,655
1999 617,903
2000 1,654,319
2001 2,333,015
2002 2,347,529
2003 1,715,111
2004 1,837,229
2005 1,681,652
2006 1,768,290
2007 1,298,490
2008 1,162,766
2009 1,169,288
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Table 5: The numbers and percentages of research conducted in the Kenting National Park in every five years 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
1985‐1989 77 32.4% 62 80.5% 10 13.0% 5 6.5%
1990‐1994 47 19.7% 42 89.4% 0 0.0% 5 10.6%
1995‐1999 26 10.9% 24 92.3% 1 3.8% 1 3.8%
2000‐2004 34 14.3% 29 85.3% 3 8.8% 2 5.9%
2005‐2009 54 22.7% 46 85.2% 0 0.0% 8 14.8%

Total Research
Year

Research Category
Biophysical Ecology Human Ecology Institutional Ecology
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Table 6: The composition of the interviewees 

Stakeholder Group Number
Local Resident 8
Tourism Operator 8
Tourist 18
Volunteer 12
Total 46
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Table 7: The most important resources identified by the interviewees in the Kenting National Park and the composition of respondent in each 

resource category 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Community 8 17.3% 2 25.0% 3 37.5% 1 5.6% 2 16.7%
Culture 12 26.1% 2 25.0% 1 12.5% 5 27.8% 4 33.3%
Ecological 35 76.1% 3 37.5% 3 37.5% 17 94.4% 12 100%
Economic 23 50.0% 4 50.0% 5 62.5% 9 50.0% 5 41.7%

Resource Category
Respondent Number

Respondent Composition
Local Resident Tourism Operator Tourist Volunteer
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Table 8: The sub‐categories of the most important resources identified by the interviewees in the Kenting National Park and the respondent 

composition in each resource sub‐category 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Fisherman 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Local People 3 6.5% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 1 5.6% 1 8.3%
Police 1 2.2% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tourism Operator 2 4.3% 0 0.0% 2 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tourist 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Volunteer 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 8.3%
Youth 2 4.3% 1 12.5% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Aboriginal Archaeological Site 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 8.3%
Local Architecture 3 6.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 11.1% 1 8.3%
Local Culture 5 10.9% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 2 11.1% 2 16.7%
Local Gastronomy 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Local History 4 8.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 5.6% 3 25.0%
Local Knowledge 1 2.2% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Fisheries Resource 3 6.5% 3 37.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Forest & Coastal Plant 9 19.6% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 4 22.2% 4 33.3%
Landscape 16 34.8% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 11 61.1% 4 33.3%
Marine & Coastal Environment 18 39.1% 0 0.0% 2 25.0% 11 61.1% 5 41.7%
Marine Species 9 19.6% 2 25.0% 2 25.0% 2 11.1% 3 25.0%
Terrestrial Species 5 10.9% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 33.3%

Job Opportunity 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Local Livelihood 9 19.6% 2 25.0% 3 37.5% 2 11.1% 2 16.7%
Tourism 16 34.8% 3 37.5% 2 25.0% 8 44.4% 3 25.0%

Community

Culture

Ecological

Economic

Resource Category Sub‐category
Respondent 

Respondent Composition
Local Resident Tourism Operator Tourist Volunteer



43 
 

Table 9: The most important threat identified by the interviewees and the respondent composition in each threat category in the Kenting 

National Park 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Environmental Degradation 10 21.7% 1 12.5% 1 12.5% 2 11.1% 6 50.0%
Illegal Activity 9 19.6% 2 25.0% 2 25.0% 1 5.6% 4 33.3%
Inadequate or Insufficient Management 22 47.8% 7 87.5% 6 75.0% 3 16.7% 6 50.0%
Lack of Community Value 19 41.3% 4 50.0% 6 75.0% 5 27.8% 4 33.3%
Pollution 20 43.5% 2 25.0% 1 12.5% 11 61.1% 6 50.0%
Resources Extraction 18 39.1% 1 12.5% 2 25.0% 10 55.6% 5 41.7%
Tourism 20 43.5% 0 0.0% 2 25.0% 9 50.0% 9 75.0%

Threat Category
Respondent 

Respondent Composition
Local Resident Tourism Operator Tourist Volunteer
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Table 10: The sub‐categories of the most important threats identified by the interviewees and the respondent composition in each threat 

sub‐category in the Kenting National Park 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Habitat Loss 6 13.0% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 1 5.6% 4 33.3%
Invasive Species 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 8.3%
Irresponsible Construction 6 13.0% 1 12.5% 1 12.5% 1 5.6% 3 25.0%
Speicies Population Decline 2 4.3% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 1 8.3%

Park Prohibited Activity 5 10.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 5.6% 4 33.3%
Illegal Fishing 4 8.7% 2 25.0% 2 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Without Operation License 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Insufficient & Unreasonable Regulation 10 21.7% 4 50.0% 4 50.0% 1 5.6% 1 8.3%
Lack of Adequate Information 5 10.9% 1 12.5% 1 12.5% 1 5.6% 2 16.7%
Lack of Institutional Consistency 8 17.4% 3 37.5% 4 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 8.3%
Lack of Cooperation 2 4.3% 0 0.0% 2 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Lack of Enforcement 10 21.7% 1 12.5% 2 25.0% 3 16.7% 4 33.3%
Lack of Human Resource 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 8.3%
Lack of Management Plan 8 17.4% 2 25.0% 0 0.0% 3 16.7% 3 25.0%

Disappearing Local Culture 3 6.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 16.7% 0 0.0%
Ignoring Local People 7 15.2% 3 37.5% 4 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Lack of Awareness 12 26.1% 2 25.0% 3 37.5% 3 16.7% 4 33.3%
Lack of Community Cooperation 3 6.5% 1 12.5% 2 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Local Population Decline 1 2.2% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Air pollution 6 13.0% 2 25.0% 0 0.0% 3 16.7% 1 8.3%
Trash 11 23.9% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 8 44.4% 2 16.7%
Light Pollution 2 4.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 5.6% 1 8.3%
Noise Pollution 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 8.3%
Oil from the Jet Ski 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 5.6% 0 0.0%
Sewage 4 8.7% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 1 5.6% 2 16.7%

Coastal Development 10 21.7% 0 0.0% 2 25.0% 5 27.8% 3 25.0%
Commercial activity 8 17.4% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 6 33.3% 1 8.3%
Fishing and Coral Mining 5 10.9% 1 12.5% 1 12.5% 1 5.6% 2 16.7%

Accident of Over‐water Activity 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Mass Tourism 17 37.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 8 44.4% 9 75.0%
Snorkeling 4 8.7% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 2 11.1% 1 8.3%

Tourism

Resources
Extraction

Pollution

Lack of Community
Value

Inadequate or
Insufficient
Management

Illegal Activity

Environmental
Degradation

Threat Category Threat Sub‐category
Respondent

Respondent Composition
Local Resident Tourism Operator Tourist Volunteer
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Table 11: The respondent composition of six elements of management identified by the interviewees in the Kenting National Park 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Context 29 63.0% 5 62.5% 6 75.0% 14 77.8% 4 33.3%
Planning 28 60.9% 4 50.0% 8 100.0% 11 61.1% 5 41.7%
Inputs 17 40.0% 1 12.5% 4 50.0% 3 16.7% 9 75.0%
Processes 16 34.8% 3 37.5% 6 75.0% 3 16.7% 5 41.7%
Outputs 29 63.0% 2 25.0% 6 75.0% 11 61.1% 10 83.3%
Outcomes 43 93.5% 7 87.5% 8 100.0% 17 94.4% 12 100.0%

Element of
Management

Respondent
Respondent Composition

Local Resident Tourism Operator Tourist Volunteer
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Table 12: The respondent composition of sub‐categories in six elements of management identified by the interviewees in the Kenting National 

Park 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Knowledge of Problem & Situation 9 19.6% 3 37.5% 2 25.0% 2 11.1% 2 16.7%
Manage the Park the Same as Now 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
National Park is Unnecessary 15 32.6% 5 62.5% 3 37.5% 7 38.9% 0 0.0%
Overlap Jurisdictions 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 8.3%
Reasonable management is Necessary 13 28.3% 2 25.0% 1 12.5% 7 38.9% 3 25.0%

Better Tourism Development Plan 11 23.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 10 55.6% 1 8.3%
Change Regulation 18 39.1% 4 50.0% 6 75.0% 4 22.2% 4 33.3%
Local Special Management Strategy 6 13.0% 1 12.5% 3 37.5% 2 11.1% 0 0.0%
Re‐zoning Plan 15 32.6% 2 25.0% 5 62.5% 4 22.2% 4 33.3%

Funding 8 17.4% 0 0.0% 3 37.5% 2 11.1% 3 25.0%
Human Resource 9 19.6% 1 12.5% 3 37.5% 1 5.6% 4 33.3%
Local Knowledge 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 5.6% 0 0.0%
Research 7 15.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 11.1% 5 41.7%

Stakeholder Groups Work Together 5 10.9% 1 12.5% 2 25.0% 2 11.1% 0 0.0%
Consider Opinions of All Stakeholder Groups 14 30.4% 3 37.5% 6 75.0% 2 11.1% 3 25.0%
Transparent Rule Making Process 3 6.5% 2 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 8.3%

Improve Basic Service, Signage, Facilities 19 41.3% 2 25.0% 4 50.0% 9 50.0% 4 33.3%
Provide more Accurate & Updated Information 18 39.1% 1 12.5% 3 37.5% 7 38.9% 7 58.3%
Increase Enforcement & Execution 14 30.4% 1 12.5% 4 50.0% 3 16.7% 6 50.0%
Provide Certificate System 5 10.9% 1 12.5% 3 37.5% 0 0.0% 1 8.3%

Biological or Ecological Improvements 24 52.2% 1 12.5% 6 75.0% 11 61.1% 6 50.0%
Economic Changes 24 52.2% 4 50.0% 7 87.5% 7 38.9% 6 50.0%
Increased Awareness of Stakeholders 17 37.0% 1 12.5% 2 25.0% 5 27.8% 9 75.0%
Positive Changes in Social Behavior and Attitudes 25 54.3% 4 50.0% 7 87.5% 6 33.3% 7 58.3%

Respondent Composition
Local Resident Tourism Operator Tourist

Outcomes

Outputs

Processes

Inputs

Planning

Volunteer

Context

Element of
Management

Element of Management Sub‐category
Respondent 
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Table 13: The respondent composition of sub‐categories in outcomes element identified by the interviewees in the Kenting National Park 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
Biomass Increases 7 15.2% 1 12.5% 2 25.0% 0 0.0% 4 33.3%
Environment is Protected 14 30.4% 0 0.0% 3 37.5% 7 38.9% 4 33.3%
Pollution is Reduced 10 21.7% 0 0.0% 3 37.5% 5 27.8% 2 16.7%

Commercial Activity is Reduced 2 4.3% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 1 5.6% 0 0.0%
Livelihood Improvement 13 28.3% 4 50.0% 3 37.5% 1 5.6% 5 41.7%
Local Economic Development 13 28.3% 4 50.0% 5 62.5% 2 11.1% 2 16.7%
Tourism Increases 2 4.3% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 1 8.3%
Tourism Service Quality is Improved 10 21.7% 2 25.0% 2 25.0% 6 33.3% 0 0.0%

Understand the Local Characteristics & Resources 8 17.4% 1 12.5% 2 25.0% 2 11.1% 3 25.0%
Understand the Protection is Important 11 23.9% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 3 16.7% 7 58.3%

Care about Social Justice 11 23.9% 3 37.5% 4 50.0% 2 11.1% 2 16.7%
Care about the Environment 10 21.7% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 4 22.2% 5 41.7%
Cooperation between Stakeholders 7 15.2% 3 37.5% 4 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Intent of Learning the Park Knowledge 5 10.9% 1 12.5% 2 25.0% 2 11.1% 0 0.0%
Local Community is Helped to Cope with the Park 7 15.2% 2 25.0% 3 37.5% 1 5.6% 1 8.3%

Increased
Awareness of
Stakeholders

Outcome Category Sub‐category
Respondent 

Local Resident Tourism Operator Tourist
Respondent Composition

Biological or
Ecological

Improvements

Economic Changes

Positive Changes in
Social Behavior &

Attitudes

Volunteer
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Figures 
 

Figure 1: The trend of tourist changes in the Kenting National Park from 1985 to 

2009
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Figure 2: The research number of different biophysical research conducted in the 

Kenting National Park 
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Figure 3: The research number of different human ecology research conducted in 

the Kenting National Park 
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Figure 4: The respondent percentage of different stakeholder groups in different resource categories 
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Figure 5: The respondent composition of sub‐categories in community resource 
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Figure 6: The respondent composition of sub‐categories in culture resource 
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Figure 7: The respondent composition of sub‐categories in ecological resource 
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Figure 8: The respondent composition of sub‐categories in economic resource 
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Figure 9: The respondent percentages of different stakeholder groups in each threat category in the Kenting National Park 
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Figure 10: The respondent composition of sub‐categories in environmental degradation 
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Figure 11: The respondent composition of sub‐categories in illegal activity 
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Figure 12: The respondent composition of sub‐categories in inadequate or insufficient management 
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Figure 13: The respondent composition of sub‐categories in lack of community values 
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Figure 14: The respondent composition of sub‐categories in pollution 
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Figure 15: The respondent composition of sub‐categories in resources extraction 
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Figure 16: The respondent composition of sub‐categories in tourism 



64 
 

 
Figure 17: The respondent percentages of different stakeholder groups in each element of management in the Kenting National Park 
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Figure 18: The respondent composition of sub‐categories in context element 
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Figure 19: The respondent composition of sub‐categories in planning element 
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Figure 20: The respondent composition of sub‐categories in inputs element 



68 
 

 
Figure 21: The respondent composition of sub‐categories in processes element 
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Figure 22: The respondent composition of sub‐categories in outputs element 
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Figure 23: The respondent composition of sub‐categories in outcomes element 
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Figure 24: The respondent composition of biological or ecological improvements in outcomes element 
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Figure 25: The respondent composition of economic changes in outcomes element 
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Figure 26: The respondent composition of increased awareness of stakeholders in outcomes element 
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Figure 27: The respondent composition of positive changes in social behavior and attitudes in outcomes element 

 

 


