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Table 1  Demographic feature of sample population (Unit: persons)
243 95 298 40 41 297 41 297 241 97
() 71.89  28.11 88.17 11.83 12.13 87.87 12.13 87.87 71.30 28.69
46 264 28 107 141 48 28 14 157 106 175
() 13.61 78.11 8.28 31.66 41.72 14.20 8.28 4.14 46.45  31.36 21.19
43 Pillai — Bartlett trace - Roy
13 <Hotelling — Lawley trace 2,
30 4
o KMO Pillai“s-Bartlett Trace
( Bartlett’s test) KMO 0. 801 Wilks” Lambda ., 3
0.8 Bartlett”s N N
2678.586 435 0.01 9
( Varimax) 4
2, 2 9 o
1 60. 08% o 2.3.2
( Hair) ( Anderson) . ( Tatham) 45 N
( Black) .
95%
60% » D
60. 08 % o
1~9 N o
2.3 - @
2.3.1 o
3 o o
50

4 : Wilks” Lambda
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2
Table 2 Factor analysis of residents” conception on tourism impacts in rural community around Tiantangzhai scenic spot
1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8 9
0.708
0.682
0.450
0.440
0.384
0.288
0.716
0.648
0.622
0. 600
0.476
0.474
0.897
0.496
0.443
0.788
0.630
0.460
0.630
0.577
0.511
0.774
0.59%4
0.580
0.501
0.477
( 0.961
( ) 0.413
0.714
0.450
5.70 2.83 1.89 1.60 1.42 1.31 1.15 1.11 1.01
() 19.01 9.42 6.31 5.35 4.74 4.35 3.82 3.71 3.37
() 19.01 28.43 34.74 40.09 44.83 49.18 53.00 56.71 60. 08
3
Table 3 Multivariate tests of residents” conception on tourism impacts
F Sig. F Sig.
Pillai’s Trace  0.066 2.589 0.007" Pillai’s Trace 0.050 1.917 0.049"
Wilks” Lambda  0.934 2.589 0.007" Wilks” Lambda  0.950 1.917 0.049"
Pillai’s Trace  0.096 . 845 0.018" Pillai’s Trace 0.026 0.978 0.458
Wilks” Lambda  0.906 . 844 0.018" Wilks” Lambda ~ 0.974 0.978 0.458
Pillai’s Trace ~ 0.139 .309 0.105 Pillai’s Trace 0.052 2.007 0.038"
Wilks” Lambda 0. 867 .316 0.101 Wilks” Lambda ~ 0.948 2.007 0.038"
Pillai’s Trace ~ 0.025 .931 0.498 Pillai’s Trace 0.080 1.518 0.077
Wilks” Lambda  0.975 .931 0.498 Wilks” Lambda ~ 0.921 1.524 0.075

*

p <0.05 .
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4
Table 4  Tests of between — subjects effects of dependent variables
mss df F Sig. mss df F Sig.

0.842 1 0.842 1.166 0.281 0.218 1 0.218 0.301 0.584
7.162 1 7.162 9.278 0.003** 3.931 1 3.931 5.030 0.026"

0.027 1 0.027 0.031 0.860 1.955 1 1.955 2.313 0.129
0.359 1 0.359 0.495 0.482 3.744 1 3.744 5.226 0.023"

0.018 1 0.018 0.025 0.875 1.717 1 1.717 2.417 0.121

2.454 1 2.454 2.505 0.114 0.033 1 0.033 0.034 0.855

4.592 1 4.592 7.480 0.007 ** 0.057 1 0.057 0.091 0.764

1.428 1 1.428 2.584 0.109 0.075 1 0.075 0.134 0.715

0.050 1 0.050 0.077 0.781 0.121 1 0.121 0.188 0. 665

2.907 2 1.453 2.023 0.134 0.029 1 0.029 0.040 0.843

7.473 2 3.737 4.832 0.009 ** 2.203 1 2.203 2.800 0.095

0.620 2 0.310 0.364 0.695 0.170 1 0.170 0.200 0.655

1.232 2 0.616 0.848 0.429 6.368 1 6.368 8.987 0.003**

1.185 2 0.593 0.830 0.437 3.084 1 3.084 4.367 0.037"

3.804 2 1.902 1.943 0.145 0.959 1 0.959 0.974 0.324

0.426 2 0.213 0.339 0.713 0.049 1 0.049 0.077 0.781

4.770 2 2.385 4.382 0.013" 0.012 1 0.012 0.021 0.885

3.013 2 1.506 2.366 0.095 0.007 1 0.007 0.012 0.914

" p<0.05;, % p < 0.01,
5
Table 5 Dimension mean of residents” conception on tourism impacts
0.0312134  0.0798407 -0.1090955 -0.0115481 0.2881102  0.0683546 —0.0094362 -0.0058417 0.0145139
-0.0910134  0.2328026 0.3735171 -0.0628741 —-0.0208225 -0.2902438 0.0400673 -0.0512170 0. 1272506
-0.0141955  0.94903663 -0.0575837  0.0217640 —0.1106017  0.2046712 -0.0282543 -0.0142158 0.0353197
-0.0203849  0.0521424 -0.1520090  0.0247001 0.0168422 -0.2832607 0.0391033  0.0870795 -0.2163521
-0.0045412  0.0116160 0.1487994 -0.0249630 —0.0090910  0.1918221  -0.0264805 -0.0606052 0. 1505758
-0.0532800  0.1362846  -0.0873810  0.0488922 -0.3174295 -0.0266552 0.0036797 -0.0337960 0.0839675
-0.0728796  0.1864184 —-0.0084321 -0.0110593 0.1181266 -0.0348881 0.0048162  0.0076062 —0.0188979
—-0.0406426  0.1039594 -0.1956865 -0.0006682 0.3277848  0.0399793 -0.0055190 -0.0037144 0.0092285
-0.0075889  0.0194116  -0.1547447 -0.0007449 0.2612471 -0.0508743 0.0070231  0.0029816 -0.0074079
2.3.3
4.5 N
( Scheff ) 2.3.4
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Evaluation of Difference in Rural Residents’ Conception

on Tourism Impact
—A Case Study of Tiantangzhai Scenic Spot

HAN Guo-sheng' > ZHANG Jie' HUANG Yue-wen’ YIN Lijie'

(1. School of Geography Science Nanjing University Nanjing Jiangsu 210093 China; 2. School of Business Studies
Shandong University at Weihai Weihai Shandong 264209 China; 3. School of Management Shih Hsin
University Taipei Taiwan 11604 China)

Abstract: Based on evaluation of relevant documents on the residents” perception on tourism impact there is few
study relating to a developing tourism destination at the primary stage. Based on a case study of rural community
in Tiantang Zhai scenic spot Anhui Province this study aims to explore the effects of relevant independent vari—
able on the rural residents” perceptions of tourism impact. Both in — depth interviews and questionnaire survey
were used to collect data and factor analysis multivariate analysis of variance ( MANOVA) and Mean Test
were used to analyze the data. Meanwhie detailed qualitive data helps to provide convicing interpretation and
confirmation to the quantitive findings with fully thick description. The findings indicate that there is significant
difference in perceived tourism impact among gender age members of village committee and occupation. The
gender variable is significantly different between perceived social costs and community satisfaction while the age
variable is significantly different between perceived social cost and nature protection. A significant difference ex—
ists in the variable of village committee member between social cost and nature protection. There is significant
difference in occupation between nature protection and economic expectation. The results may provide insights for
rural resident tourism education and nature protection policies. Also it may provide insights for rural resident
tourism education and nature protection policies as follows. Firstly in order to promote the level of satisfaction

all kinds of tourism benefits for the community from the development of tourism industry should be introduced to
the female villagers. Secondly the possible negative effect of tourism should be explained to common young vil—
lagers. Thirdly all kinds of economical opportunities provided by the tourism industry should be introduced to
middle — age villagers and villagers whose occupation are not farmer. Fourthly tremendous opportunities to han—
dle some significant issues in community provided by the development of tourism should be introduced to elderly

persons.

Key words: community-based tourism; residents" perceived tourism impacts; MANOVA; Tiantangzhai scenic

spot



