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1 2 3 4 5 6
Cronbach’s
a
797 173 .159 .092 .073 -.057 | .707
.749 105 .202 123 116 -.042 | .643
.693 126 132 115 .128 121 | 558
.685 270 .036 .160 .156 .007 | .593 889
.678 .296 A77 .058 -.037 049 | .586
.b52 453 .301 .022 -.067 .035 | .607
.536 514 .203 -.109 .074 -.047 | 613
473 405 372 .218 -.194 -151 | .635
161 .800 .237 .073 .130 004 | .744
221 .761 194 .076 231 -014 | .725
.393 .654 222 142 -.007 .079 | .658
.349 .516 317 .328 -.008 129 | .613 8840
.353 .502 115 .348 .014 191 | 548
.308 495 210 .080 .394 -.000 | .546
452 A75 406 192 -.147 -123 | .669
.262 443 .366 -.036 .200 -.016 | .440
174 .249 722 .165 .052 005 | .643
114 .283 .683 .092 .007 125 | .583
.320 .186 .625 .259 176 078 | .631 9463
483 .073 .590 .160 116 -032 | .627
426 .186 .563 .163 .195 140 | .618
.044 .360 .539 114 A72 -150 | .487
159 .035 .080 .869 .056 000 | .791
125 .084 .035 .847 .087 .068 | .753 373
.106 116 .169 .735 .143 -015 | .615
.037 .103 274 .611 77 063 | .496
.011 211 .205 441 .569 -136 | .624
.084 -.068 -.016 450 .562 166 | .558 7187
.078 .389 .149 .344 .545 .009 | .596
.291 125 519 .036 .522 -.046 | .645
-.022 -.013 -.060 .062 -.084 .855 | .746 2580
.074 115 .295 .067 .359 505 | .495
11.672 | 2.888 1.663 1.273 1.197 1.098
(%) 36.476 | 9.025 5.198 3.977 3.741 3431
(%) 36.476 | 45501 | 50.699 | 54.676 | 58.417 | 61.849 .9386
Bartlett =8028.829 (P .001) Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin=.933




3
2
1 2 3 F p Scheffe's
20114 | -18203| -.06101| 5882[003 ~ ' |(1,2) “°
45774 |  -.75869 15199 75.534[000 7 [(1,2)(1,3)(3,2)
-.20976 20755 04727| 6.797[001 T |(2,1)
75154 25029 | -.99868[299.186]000 T  [(1,2)(1,3)(2,3)
32388 | -.70626 24891 | 57.797 000 ~  |(1,2)(3,2)
15906 | -.27708 .06403| 7.657[001 © |(1,2)(3,2)
165 131 157
36.4% 28.9% 34.7%
1:" p 005 7 p 001 7 p 0.001
2:(ab) ab
)
( 60.0%)
52.7%  54.8%
21 30 ( 42.0%) 31 40
33.9% 31.8%
42.0% 22.1% 21.4%
32.5% 28.7%
38.8% 26.1%
( 19.4%) 18.8%
25.2% 23.7% 24.2%
21.7% 4 6 29.7%
2 33.6% 4 6 26.8%
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(NI=16R) (N=131) (NI=157)\ X 2
% % %
66 | 40.0% 69| 52.7% 86| 54.8%| 48.8%| o,
99 | 60.0% 62| 47.3% 71| 45.2%| 51.2%
20 9| 55% 10| 7.6% 8| 51%| 6.0%
21 30 36| 21.8% 55| 42.0% 37| 236%| 28.3%
31 40 56 | 33.9% 40| 30.5% 50| 31.8%| 32.2% —
41 50 32| 19.4% 17| 13.0% 34| 21.7%| 18.3%
51 60 25| 15.2% 71 53% 22| 14.0%| 11.9%
61 70 4.2% 2| 1.5% 6| 38w| 33%
9| 55% 8| 6.1% 5 32%| 4.9%
39| 23.6% 11| 8.4% 38| 24.2%| 19.4%
43| 26.1% 29| 22.1% 45| 28.7%| 25.8%[30.02
64| 38.8% 55| 42.0% 51| 325%| 37.5%
10| 6.1% 28| 21.4% 18| 11.5%| 12.4%
21| 12.7% 33| 25.2% 17| 10.8%| 15.7%
70 4.2% 5 3.8% 4| 25%| 35%
31| 18.8% 26| 19.8% 34| 21.7%| 20.1%
32| 19.4% 31| 23.7% 38| 24.2%| 22.3%
71 4.2% 9| 6.9% 5 32%| 4.6%
8| 4.8% 71 53% 11| 7.0%| 57%]33.28
1| 06% 0.0% 0| 00%| 0.2%
31| 18.8% 11| 8.4% 24| 15.3%| 14.6%
15| 9.1% 71 53% 17| 10.8%| 8.6%
71 4.2% 2| 15% 6| 38%| 33%
5/ 3.0% 0| 0.0% 1| 06%| 1.3%
2 41| 24.8% 44| 33.6% 38| 242%| 27.2%
2 4 45| 27.3% 29| 22.1% 36| 229%| 24.3%
4 6 49| 29.7% 34| 26.0% 42| 26.8%| 27.6% 015
6 8 16| 9.7% 13| 9.9% 26| 16.6%| 12.1%
8 10 71 4.2% 5| 3.8% 5| 32%| 3.8%
10 71 4.2% 6| 4.6% 10| 64%| 5.1%
p 005 7 p 001 7 p 0.001




1

(N=165) (N=131) (N=157) X 2
% % %
8] 4.8% 6] 4.6% 8] 51%| 4.9%
4] 2.4% 18| 13.7% 9| 57%| 68%
10| 6.1% 10| 7.6% 16| 10.2%| 7.9%| 17.93
11| 6.7% 10| 7.6% 10| 6.4%| 6.8%
132 | 80.0% 87| 66.4% 114 | 72.6%| 73.5%
2] 1.2% 4] 3.1% 4] 25%| 22%| 1.28
95| 57.6% 57| 43.5% 87| 55.4% | 52.8%| 6.48
74| 44.8% 68| 51.9% 64| 40.8% | 455%| 3.62
17| 10.3% 17| 13.0% 20| 12.7%| 11.9%| 0.65
11| 6.7% 6| 4.6% 15| 96%| 7.1%| 275
10| 6.1% 5/ 3.8% 15| 96%| 6.6%| 3.93
5/ 3.0% 2] 1.5% 10| 6.4%| 38w| 501
2] 1.2% 4] 31% 6| 38%| 26%
1 28| 17.0% 21| 16.0% 13| 83%| 13.7%
2~5 67| 40.6% 65| 49.6% 67| 42.7%| 43.9%
6~10 25| 15.2% 21| 16.0% 26| 16.6%| 159%)| 0 .
11~20 18| 10.9% 6| 4.6% 10| 6.4%| 75%|°
21~30 4] 2.4% 7] 53% 5/ 32%| 35%
31~40 5/ 3.0% 3] 23% 8| 51%| 35%
41 16| 9.7% 4] 31% 22| 14.0%| 9.3%
21| 12.7% 22| 16.8% 11 7.0%| 11.9%]| 6.68
123| 74.5% 91| 69.5% 104 | 66.2% | 70.2%]| 2.70
0 0% 0 0% 3] 19%| 07%]| 569
5/ 3.0% 5/ 3.8% 4] 25%| 31%| 0.38
24| 14.5% 13| 9.9% 39| 248%| 16.8%[13.38"
2] 1.2% 2] 15% 2] 13%| 1.3%]| 006
56| 33.9% 55| 42.0% 52| 33.1%| 36.0%
51| 30.9% 36| 27.5% 44| 280%| 28.9%| , .
37| 22.4% 28| 21.4% 43| 27.4%| 23.8%|
21| 12.7% 12| 9.2% 18| 11.5%| 11.3%
p 005 ~ 001 7 p 0.001
( 80.0%)
( 66.4%) (
13.7%) ( 72.6%)
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( 10.2%) 57.6%
51.9% 55.4%
2 5
40.6% 1 17.0% 2 5
49.6% 2 5 42.7%
6 10 16.6%
74.5% 69.5% 66.2%
16.8%
24.8%
()
t
8.78 8.82
6.52 6.65
7.17 6.49 (p
0.01)
8.28 7.62 (p 0.01)
7.37 6.17 (p 0.01)
4.20 4.01
(p 0.2)
6.08 6.04
6.79 6.97 (p 0.1)
6.20 6.22

742 7.58



8.78| 140 882| 134]| -0.535

6.52| 240 6.65| 248| -1.154

717| 202| 649| 226| 64137

828| 153| 762| 212 63717

737! 236 6.17| 255| 10429

420 261| 401| 262] 1.780°

6.08| 225 6.04| 235] 0.365

6.79 1.99 6.97| 193| -1.883°

6.20| 227 6.22| 227 -0.139

742 | 217 7.58| 2.28] -1.586

p 01 7 p 005 7 p 001
()
1.
1 0
(
0)
t
(1) (likelihood-ratio index)p
p ?=1-LL(B)/LL(0)
LL(B) =
LL(0) = O( )
0 p? 1 p? 01 02
(2 (likelihood ratio statistics)

LLS=-2[LL(0) - LL(3)]
3 t (asymptotic test)
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4) _ (transferability equality test statistics)
TTS=-2[LL(Ay) - Y LL(A)]
LL(Bp) = '
LL(G) = i

2002) ( )
73.51%

1% 0
p? 01518

t
0.1741 | 1.507
0.1478 | 2.658
0.1537 | 2.679
0.2669 | 4.886
-0.0798 | -1.625
0.2017 | 3.497

InL(0) -313.9957

InL(B ) -260.3444
X2 78.8152""
p 2 0.1709

p 2 0.1518
p 01 7 p 005 7 p 001




10%
18.64

HO
H1
n k
2[LLp( B)- D LL(Bi)] ~ XPken
i=1
-2x (-260.344-(-96.984-65.607-88.433)) =18.64 ~ X1

1 75.52%
10% 0
1% 0
p? 0.0996
2 75.57%
1% 0
5% 0
p? 02114
3 73.25%
5%
5% 0

p? 01322

X?1,=18.549

15
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(N=165) (N=131) (N=157)
t t t
0.0504 | 0.265 0.1989 | 0.758 0.3880 | 1987
0.1446 | 1.645 =~ | 04096 | 2.997 "~ |-0.0044 | -0.048
0.0865 | 1.020 0.0578 | 0.477 0.2909 | 2643
0.3069 | 3.308 | 0.3148| 2918 | 0.2173| 2264
-0.0757 | -0.969 -0.2967 | -2.288 " | 0.0660 | 0.799
0.1776 | 1.887 ~ | 03672 | 2.713 7| 0.1415| 1.509
InL(0) -114.3693 -90.8023 -108.8241
InL(B ) -96.9835 -65.6071 -88.4326
X2 26.4037" 42,9844 27.7023"™"
2 0.1520 0.2775 0.1874
p 2 0.0996 0.2114 0.1322
" p 01 p 005 7 p 001
()
165 36.4%
131 28.9% 157 34.7%
0.01
I
31 40
6
2 1




31 40
4 6

21 30

75.52%

75.57%

73.25%

73.51%

10

17
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Visitors hiking trail choice behavior of Taroko National Park

Po-Wei Tseng', Yann-Jou Lin* 3, and Wen-Chin Huang?
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ABSTRACT The purpose of this study was to explore the hiking trails choice behavior of visitors in Taroko
National Park. The study compared two kinds of trails, popular scenic trail and the trail which could provide
richer experience, and investigated the cognitions of visitors toward attributes of trail environment and their
effects on the choice behavior. According to the pioneer study, this study selected the Tunnel of Nine Turns Trail
and the Shakatang Trail to be compared, and asked the visitors who visited both of them to choose one more
preferred. In addition, this study chose ten attributes, and asked the participants to assess the cognitions of them,
else used the recreational motivation inventory to measure the motivations of visitors about why they visited the
Taroko National Park, and then grouped the visitors. The binary logit model was used to estimate the choice
behavior of visitors between trails. It showed that visitors which are different in their motivations could be
grouped into three groups, the characteristics of visitors was significant different among the three groups. And
regarding to the attributes of the trails, each group of the visitors paid much attention to “the environment of the
trail was secluded”. Besides, the attribute which the group “resting and building up strength” valued most was
“the environment of the trail was secluded”; the attribute which the group “relaxing and newfangled” more
preferred was “the ecology on the trail was characteristicaly”, the attribute they don't like was “the trail was
difficult”; and the group “constitutional and casual” didn’t pay attention to other attributes except the attribute
“the environment of the trail was natural” and the attribute mentioned above. When the Shakatang Trail made a
better score than the Nine Turns Trail on those attributes mentioned above from visitors, the visitors would more
likely to choose the Shakatang Trail, but the attribute “the trail was difficult” was negative utility to visitors.

KEYWORDS hikingtrail, choice behavior, Taroko National Park, Binary L ogit
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