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Fig. 1 Tourists cost—benefit curve
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. Levels
attributes name
g 2% (DRIBERE % PR 60% Vegetion1
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by e A (183 2 4 LA /200 m Garbagel
Amount of waste  (2) 57 3~614:/200 m Garbage2*
(3)$3% 7~12 /200 m Garbage3
FORPHEFE (PAOT)  (1)3/ %3 ALIT/100 m? Crowd]
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Tab.3 The questionnaire mode of choice experiment

Bk 7SN e plin= ) T3
Environmental attributes Status quo Alternative-1 Alternative-2 Alternative-3
y 263K
i 75% 75% 85% 85%
The vegetation coverage
Iy Pos=N
. 3~614/200m 24FLAT/200m 3~61/200m 2/FLIF/200m
Amount of waste
5 IJ_:'* =gce
. R PETRIE 20 A\/100m’ 30 A/100m’ 20 A\/100m’ 10 A/100m’
Scenic spots crowed degree
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Tab. 4 The results of conditional logit model and

welfare measure

BHIKE om0
Attributes R it P-  0Odds Marginal
and levels Coeff z-statistics value ratios ility/

RMB yuan
Vegetionl -0.484* -2.36 0.018 0.616 -20.17
Vegetion2 0.186a - - - 7.75
Vegetion3 0.298 1.17 0.241 1.347 12.42
Garbagel 0.162 0.85 0.394 1.176 6.75
Garbage2 0.636 - - - 26.50
Garbage3 — —0.798** -3.22 0.001 0.450 -33.25
Crowd1 -0.857** -2.88 0.004 0.424 -35.71
Crowd2 1.979%** 6.19 0.000 7.235 82.46
Crowd3 0.353* - - - 14.71
Crowd4 -0.173 -0.56 0.576  0.841 =721
Crowd5 -0.596* -2.04 0.041 0.551 -24.83
Protectl  —1.244%** -5.45 0.000 0.288 -51.83
Protect2 0.243° - - - 10.13
Protect3 1.001*** 3.82 0.000 2.721 41.71
Payment  —0.024** -3.03 0.002  0.977 -
LI 1332
LRAFaE =351
th R 0.241

VEE T R A p <0.05, #x p < 0.01, #xx p<0.001, EAFady A
HEF T AR AR b & 8 R F A
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DL 13324 INE . AR A T45 2R (% 4
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Tab.5 The results of Environmental status evaluation
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Annex 1 Environmental attributes set of orthogonal design
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An Evaluation Method of Tourism Carrying Capacity Based on Visitor Experience Ultility

WEI Jianhua"?, Wang Erda’
(1. College of Tourism and Territorial Resources, Jiujiang University, Jiujiang 332005, China;
2. School of Business Management, Dalian University of Technology , Dalian 116024, China)

Abstract: As the nature-based tourism demand increases, the forest park authorities and site managers
need to understand the tradeoffs between the level of natural wilderness protection and the visitors’
satisfactory experience. Tourism carrying capacity, as the core concern of natural tourism site
management, has long been paid high attention by both relevant government agencies and academic
institutions. But, due to its conceptual ambiguity, there is no clear cut and commonly accepted
definition and connotation that is well established as a recreation parks’ carrying capacity. Therefore,
no universally consistent evaluation method exists for assessing carrying capacity of a recreational site
such as a national forest park. Traditionally, the tourism carrying capacity often uses the potential
number of visitors received at site as the singular criterion in measuring carrying capacity. A big
shortcoming of this measurement is that it ignores visitors’ perception toward a recreation site. In this
paper, we propose adding the dimension of visitors’ perception to the tourism carrying capacity
metrics. In the process, this study adopts the limits of acceptable change (LAC) as the theoretical
framework, combined with the stated preference methods as well as a cost-benefit analysis to evaluate
the level of acceptability of a creational site, and use this as a new metric for measuring a park’ s
carrying capacity. In addition, the choice experiment design and conditional Logit model are utilized to
evaluate the economic value of each environmental attribute and management factor. To demonstrate
the proposed method of carrying capacity assessment, this research takes the Liishunkou National
Forest Park as a pilot study area which is located in northeastern China. One important feature about
this park is that it has both forest resources and historical relics as recreation attractions for tourists - a
typical natural resource park in China, but rarely present in other countries across the world.

The model results show that visitors are mostly sensitive to the degree of crowding, less sensitive
to the cultural resource protection, and the least sensitive to the vegetation coverage. As to the carrying
capacity with respect to each individual environmental attribute, the vegetation coverage is 60% ~ 75%,
amount of rubbish between 6~12 pieces / 200m, level of crowding between 20 ~ 30 people / 100m?.
Finally, the results also show the rank order for the total 25 environmental attribute sets developed from
CE design. Given obtained potential states from the 25 environmental attribute sets described in
appendix to the codes, the best attribute set is {C21}, the worst attribute set is {C10}, attribute set {C3,
Cl11, C18, C25} are close to carrying capacity status. This paper focuses on the environmental factors
affecting marginal changes to the carrying capacity, and hopes to explain the problem to the Institute of
Tourism about the carrying capacity from the tourist satisfaction and decision angle. The research
method not only enriches the research content and research perspective of tourism carrying capacity,
but also provides a theoretical basis for improving scenic catrrying capacity.

Keywords: tourism experience utility; choice experiment; conditional logit model; national forest park;
LAC
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