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ABSTRACT

A concept of community attachment was applied to investigate the residents’ support for
tourism development. This study aims to identify the factors influencing conflict management
and community attachment on community resident in rural tourism villages. On-site survey
with self-administered questionnaires was conducted for 348 residents in the rural tourism
communities. Two distinct segments were identified by factor-clustering methods: functional-
affective community attachment(80.72%) and anti-community attachment(19.28%). The
characteristics of community residents with each type of community attachment were
determined using a Bionomial Logistic Regression model. The most important determinants
of positive community attachment were the degree of tourism business involvement, sex,
and education. Therefore, some government supportive programs are needed to improve
community attachment for the people who are under educated and females. In addition, the

functional aspects of community attachment should be considered for rural tourism
development.
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1S S Z Hair $(2006)9] 715S HE351d
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Table 1. Result of factor analysis

H3hgtol 04 wTolAY Wl g8 AHE
U T2 oA Agted o] AF3AE Aoty
[AF3gke] FZo] AA UAE F W o]
oL UoAl F& FAAH B2k, ¢ vk
2 e &y & 9n e Foltbe A
Hol HEFAHo=Z 3719 WAL AAT 970 W
Aoz 3709 aslo] ALY, dHEAY
FAHg £ 68.042 F7HE A HIFE Table 1
7

1 aJENe] HAFAE HIEI] Ao
Bartlett®] -3 7A}(Bartlett test of sphericity)2}
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin®] ¥2 224 7 ANmeasure of
sampling adequacy)Z AL Bartlett?] T3
ZA}(Bartlett test of sphericity)= A#AF JBol
%3 H(zero matrix)AA A W HAolH £42
7 Z@ASFREe] FPHojgte ML 1% F
A 7125 Ak Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin®] X E4
A 7AAHmeasure of sampling adequacy)= Fo]
A Azt AAEN e JFPAAE vt =T
A 0914 14kl 9] g& 7HAlE Arolth dRE
o o] AF9 gro] 0.5°144Y AF 80EH

R A -

Variables lichiti(r)lrg Eigenvalue ;/(;rlzr:l: Mean®
Factor 1: functional attachment 2.52 27.95 080 3.76
This place is very special to me. 0.84 3.61
This place makes me feel like no other place can. 0.78 3.83
I get more satisfaction out of visiting thi an from
visgiting any other place. e fhis pace fhn o 0.6 374
No other place can compare to this place. 0.69 3.85
Factor 2: affective attachment 1.96 21.81 082 430
I would prefer to spend more time here if I could. 0.85 4.34
I am very attached to this place. 0.81 4.26
Factor 3: anti-attachment 1.65 18.27 062 219
I can not identify strongly with this place. 0.84 2.57
This place does not mean a lot to me. 0.73 1.97
I want to move other village as soon as possible. 0.59 2.03

Cumulative rotation sums of squared loadings = 68.04%, KMO = 0.81
Bartlett’s test of sphericity approximately xl= 1035.99(d.f=36, Sig=.000)

a: 1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree
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Table 2. Agglomeration schedule
Cluster combined Stage cluster first appears
Stage Coefficients Next stage
cluster 1 cluster 2 cluster 1 cluster 2
1 296 348 .000 0 0 26
2 344 347 .000 0 0 4
3 147 346 .000 0 0 94
4-326 stage omitted
327 1 57 3.621 325 300 329
328 8 31 4.844 326 321 330
329 1 18 5.092 327 324 331
330 8 192 5.578 328 318 331
331 1 8 6.484 329 330 0
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E T8 AR GAE AS gL BNS 2
I, 33 A e 2709 - (Stage 327)0 A
(Stage 328) Atololl A F33t Algrgto] 3.621004
48442 FA3) Z7IY) ol EYE #IFE
2702 AA3FATHTable 2).

olF AFH THENAN =53 2IPTH
& Vg2 ARsa, 25 E e A
F K-means& B3 FIEAE A S H(Table
3). 3709 A QALE] A4 ZAzhe] 9le] ¥
A2 ato)7k ebeAE #A37]) 98) ANOVA
£ B3 #AAZ A, 1% $£FAA 5719 mE
880] £HE e Aol7} Jv Aoz YE
pre=y

T 1& $HAY 7195%F2XA 7]%5 2 of 24l 3}
XA A adel] & HEE vehlz 9o
1% - FMANAY o7 HHyEHAY FA 1
£ 29 205%2 £¥3tT Qa1 wej A e
Aol L HFE Holx lo] itz oz
B Ak

T3 Fdol 3789 NFAE ofFHA &9

Table 3. Result of cluster analysis

F od aglo] dFE v|NEXE o] 4
;A BHENS AAERYE #EEN HAoe
Table 49 et ok FEFFANA THE
diled 7P a3 AQAR] ofFY ade
‘rof oz Uehgith ole abef Iy agl
o] #3& EF3e 7 T £4YS B
ole} A FH o] HA3 EHRAJEAE H
otatr] $iste] TEEA 9 ARE o] &3 E£F
A 8= (classification accuracy)E =&3HTH BE
4 &0 A E BEARE 0|88 H o=
2o AEHA e AEE FHELE ARG
EFAERET wolAe F=4 3 overfitting) 2] F
A7y G ETh wekd B dFAE Hair F
(2006)0] A A FF Leave-One-Out .2}7 7 (Leave-
One-Out cross validation)g A3t ET} Leave-
One-Out WAZHA-L K-fold LA WHe sh}
2 A4 BE F UlY AETS AT N2
2% 3% F UnA ) BECE AFs=
Holth, ERAFET o8t T2 A S NI A

Functional and affective attachment () Anti-attachment (II) Mean F-vlaue
(n=264) (n=68)
Functional attachment 3.99 2.84 3.76 192.01%**
Affective attachment 4.58 321 4.30 252.38***
Antj-attachment 2.02 2.88 220 220.32%**

Pillai’s trace = 0.655*** Wilks’ Ramba =0.345*** Hotelling-Lawley trace=1.896***

Roy’s greatest root=1.896%**

* p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *+* p<0.01

Table 4. Summary of canonical discriminant functions

Standardized canonical discriminant function coefficients

Factor
Function 1
Functional attachment 0.408
Affective attachment 0.591
Anti-attachment -0.672
Function 1 Eigenvalue 1.896 Canonical correlation 0.809  Wilks’ Lambda 0.345 72 349.7272%%*

973% of original grouped cases correctly classified and 97.3% of cross-validated grouped cases comectly classified.

* p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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Table 5. Result of binominal logistical regression

Likelihood ratio test Functional and affective attachment

2117 z? B Wald =’
Constant 2.44 5.76
Age 323.93 0.70 0.01 0.69
Year of residence 323.23 0.00 0.00 0.00
Farm size (own) 323.24 0.02 0.00 0.02
Farm size (rent) 324.98 1.76 0.00 1.64
Education 326.31 3.08* 0.28 3.03*
Degree of rural tourism involvement 338.07 14.85%** 4.89 13.47***
Gender (male) 326.39 3.16* 0.55 3.15*
(female) -
Occupation (non-farmer) 323.97 0.75 -0.40 0.76
(farmer) -
Family type (alone) 326.54 331 1.11 2.94*
(husband and wife) 0.26 0.69

(husband and wife+children+grand parents) -
Likelihood ratio test
-z® = 28.037***(Model fitting criteria(intercept only) -2LL = 351.261, Final model 2LL = 323.224, df=10
Goodness-of-Fit : Pearson z? = 262.525(p=.343), Deviance z° = 323.224(p=0.002)
Pseudo R-Square : Cox and Snell=0.100, Nagelkerke = 0.137
Classification : 64.2%, Hosmer and Lemeshow test : 2.81(sig.=0.946)
The chi-square statistic is the difference in -2 log-likelihoods between the final model and a reduced model.
a : This reduced model is equivalent to the final model because omitting the effect does not increase the degree of
freedom.
* p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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