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Table 1. Mean of economic impact variables
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Bk AR 413 | for 2 A E KRR 3.80
BLEEGI S HFHT 408 | HtcF AR EA T B E 3.71
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FeE A H 4 381 | B @ AR 3.37
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Table2. Mean of environmental impact variables
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T 5 AL 3.98
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Table 4. The result of factor analysis on economic impact dimension

b s i — Sk
o SR f o S A
G B SRR 0.794 0.059
RE A 6K 0.782 0.037
Bk 8 TR K 0.763 0.123
o r B A E R R 4 0.748 0.037
BB TR E 0.719 0.213
H A ﬂiéﬁﬂ‘ﬁvmf—%?% Ll 0.671 0.234
ksl Ty 0.610 0.375
RS -E R 0.056 0.766
ER Y By 0.145 0.714
B AR A -0.226 0.705
SEANE B ) B 0.285 0.632
BE pe W ArpRAE 2 o 0.333 0.597
Fla kg Em P > A48 0.352 0.488
Bl 4.900 2.059
AR%gEd 37.695 15.837
AR 37.695 53.532
. 3.916 3.710
Cronbach’salpha 0.871 0.757
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Table 5. The result of factor analysis on environmental impact dimension
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Table 6. The result of factor analysis on cultural impact dimension

> i RS R R ML & |
v Lok iEdr 2| LR (E e B i AL ER
RECER IS ¥ BT 0.782 0.045 -0.072
R4 RER foe L BiFnE & 0.757 -0.044 0.057
EAHA LR 0.747 0.004 0.050
B B2 T 0.719 -0.086 -0.029
e A S E R 0.714 0.015 -0.075
EER AR E LIFRA 0.702 -0.105 0.091
B 2 R 4 0.672 0.101 -0.084
#AEEL LRGN 0.652 0.091 -0.025
UF B LB 5 4 0.652 0.154 -0.048
FlAiBE R AR P A -0.046 0.764 0.137
R e S 0.131 0.736 0.106
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Cronbach’salpha 0.877 0.824 0.913
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Table 7. The result of t-test on tourism impact for different sampling groups

7 PR | A& | Tl | pEL te | HER
B A 895 3.73 0.82

RN o -8.87 | 0.000%**
% 1618 4.02 0.64
B A 884 3.62 0.75

SR NG -4.42 | 0.000%**
b B 1618 3.76 0.66
, F 895 3.83 0.99
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B2 895 3.79 0.88
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J S 895 3.17 0.80

LN WIREE " -3.14 | 0.002%*
T 1617 3.27 0.75
N B A 894 2.87 1.12
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T 1617 2.84 1.06

*xxp < 0,001%*p = 0.01
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Exploring Tourism Impact in Central Part of Taiwan

Chung-Heng Hsieh?  Wei-Fan Hsieh?  Wen-Bor Lu®  Sheng-Jung Ou®

Key words: Cultural tourism, Tourism impact.

Summary

The main purpose of this study is to explore participants’ cognition of tourism impact in
central part of Taiwan. This study reviewed related studies and literatures to develop a
questionnaire measuring tourism impact. Through convenience sampling, a total of 2488
samples, which consisted of local residents and tourists, were obtained. The results indicated
that the participants agreed that the tourism development could bring the positive and negative
effect. In addition, the study also found out that tourists’ perception of tourism impact was
stronger than that of residents’. This study provides useful information for governmental
agencies to make the tourism development strategies. Further research is still required to discuss
the influence of place characteristics toward the tourism impact.
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