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Research paper

Effects of Interpretive Guiding on Forest Education
in the Qilan Area

Ying-Shih Chen"

[ Summary ]

Interpretation services provided in Taiwan forest recreation areas include ecological tours and
forest education opportunities that are readily available to tourists. The purpose of this study was
to determine how general interpretive guiding efforts affect tourists’ perceptions of the forest, and
environmental affection and commitments. Data are from a quarterly monitoring project from 2013
to 2017 at 3 forest recreation areas at Qilan Mt., northeastern Taiwan. In total, 1690 tourist samples
were collected on site by a questionnaire survey using face-to-face interviews and sampling..

Results show that the interpretation can enhance ecological knowledge, and the effect was
better than experience with environmental non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and ecological
courses. The benefits of interpretation indirectly affect environmental commitments and environ-
mental sentiments by improving destination satisfaction. Tourists who have experience with envi-
ronmental NGOs or ecological courses had a higher degree of satisfaction with Qilan Mt. Analysis
of the sample of this study showed that half of repeat visitors were over 45 years of age, and the
proportion of those repeat visitors who had experience with an environmental NGO or ecological
courses was higher than that of first-time visitors. Repeat visitors accounted for 39.6% of the total
sample in this study, and 77% of them had participated in interpretive guided tours, which was
higher than the 66.4% of first-time visitors. The motivation for repeated visitations was mainly the
attraction of the natural landscape.

It is suggested that the sustainable operation of the Qilan area should be based on the premise
of meaningful natural experiences to enhance destination satisfaction and the repeat visitation rate.
Interpretive guiding is suggested to be in line with the ecological conservation story of corporate
social responsibility as a communication tool to deepen the tourist experience.

Key words: forest education, interpretation effects, destination satisfaction, environmental affection
and commitment.

Chen YS. 2020. Effects of interpretive guiding on forest education in the Qilan area. Taiwan J For
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Fig. 1. Respondents’ self-rated knowledge level of Chamaecyparis forests.
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Table 1. Sampling and questionnaire Cronbach’s a values

Impacts of interpretation o Sampling period Sample size
Chamaecyparis forest knowledge 5 items 0.829 2013 Winter~2014 Fall and 2015 1690
Summer~2017 Spring
Environmental affection 5 items 0914 2014 Summer~2016 Spring 667
Commitment to environment 3 items 0.786 2016 Summer~2017Spring 391
Destination satisfaction 3 items 0.867 2016 Summer~2017 Spring 391
Landscape approval 3 items 0.778 2013 Summer~2014 Spring 425
Entrance fee approval 1 item 2015 Fall~2017 Spring 714
Table 2. Demographic profile of respondents
Variable Group n %
Gender Male 750 44.38
Female 940 55.62
a. 15~24 177 10.47
b. 25~34 305 18.05
c.35~44 426 25.21
Age (years) d. 45-54 407 24.08
e. 55~64 311 18.40
f.>65 64 03.79
Elementary school or less 61 3.61
Junior high school 105 6.21
Education Senior high school 423 21.58
University 867 51.30
Graduate institute 233 13.79
Student 154 9.11
Government employee 192 11.36
Laborer of manufacturing and service industry 814 48.17
. Agriculture 29 1.72
Occupation
Freelancer 154 9.11
Housekeeper 152 8.99
Retiree 107 6.33
Others 88 5.21

17.75% 2835 =R LW & - % Wil
SIEHB) R 2013E E20 14 HZ IR
HEIEE TR S AN R, 2014
FEHFEIEEANRR » B2017TFEEFF Rk
A RS REUR © T IR AMIE S
K o A581.78% 80 T (B 3E1y FARBLA: REEREE | 4k
80.64% » FHXE " HEFFTL ) 41546.18% 5
P#EGEARFRREIEHEEE ) (543.81% @ %
DRI R IR B L 1543.06% - HijlY

HERE AR H AR REES > ESREE
TRERBEIR - 1 " REFRIERE RS GE L K9
20.77% - BLIEEREAS R ] HBERE Y A B R 2
EBRSTT - MM ERERE RS S
BolErENEE - [EEREEAET] -

T PR AS BEL e ke RTRR A Y P 5
B HAG AR RN IR T REZKR H Y 2 A
B AR IR B > B R LMARRKE R E
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Table 3. Influence of various activities on Chamaecyparis forest knowledge

Activity n % Mean rank Npar tests
Environmental NGO Attendee 452 26.75 974.19 Mann-Whitney U =
Non-attendee 1238 73.25 798.51 221619.5, p =0.000
Ecological course Attendees 572 33.85 978.56 Mann-Whitney U =
Non-attendee 1118 66,15 777.43 243640.5, p = 0.000
Number of visits First time 1008 59.65 794.62 Kruskal-Wallis test =
2 times 382 22.60 878.01 33.906, p =0.000;
3 or more times 300 17.75 975.06 first <2 < 3 or more
Interpretative tour Attendee 1214 71.83 986.58 Mann-Whitney U =
Non-attendee 476 28.17 486.69 117664.5, p = 0.000

NGO, non-governmental organization; Npar, non-parametric.

Table 4. Differences in Chamaecyparis forest knowledge of respondent groups

Interpretative Ecological Mean
Group . n One-way ANOVA
tour education course rank
A Attendee Attendee 456 1060.46 Kruskal-Wallis
B Attendee Non-attendee 758 942.13 test =397.028, p = 0.000;
C Non-attendee Attendee 116 656.57 D<C<B<A
D Non-attendee Non-attendee 360 430.63
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Table 5. Differences in Chamaecyparis forest knowledge of respondent groups (continued)

Interpretative Nature conservation Mean
Group One-way ANOVA
tour NGO rank
E Attendee Attendee 372 1052.03 Kruskal-Wallis test =
F Attendee Non-attendee 842 957.66 377.533, p=0.000;
G Non-attendee Attendee 80 612.22 E>F>G
H Non-attendee Non-attendee 396 460.13 E>F>H

NGO, non-governmental organization.
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BIRIZ Y 2 BB B I 2 - FIR R B2
ERBEE—  WEHMAE » EEEE
B =XRELEHENEEREREREESNE
B E L (Kruskal-Wallis test = 7.345, p =
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Table 6. Influence of various activities on destination satisfaction

Activity n Mean rank Mann-Whitney
Environmental NGO Attendee 105 211.80 U=13410.5, p=0.041
Non-attendee 286 190.39
Ecological course Attendee 133 212.38 U =14979, p = 0.009
Non-attendee 258 187.56
Interpretation tour Attendee 288 207.59 U =11495.5, p =0.000
Non-attendee 103 163.61

NGO, non-governmental organization.

Table 7. Results of Spearman’s correlation of the Divine Tree Garden

Variable Factor Rho Sig. (2-tailed) n
Environmental affection Chamaecyparis forest knowledge 0.402 0.000 155
Number of visits -0.024 0.770 135
Destination satisfaction Chamaecyparis forest knowledge 0.223 0.009 135
Number of visits 0214 0.013 135
Commitment to environment Chamaecyparis forest knowledge 0.262 0.002 135
Number of visits 0.240 0.005 135
Destination satisfaction 0.466 0.000 135
Landscape approval Chamaecyparis forest knowledge 0.178 0.034 143
Number of visits -0.036 0.674 143
Entrance fee approval Commitment to environment -0.024 0.708 246
Destination satisfaction -0.035 0.686 246
Number of visits -0.010 0.882 246
Chamaecyparis Forest knowledge -0.029 0.655 246

Sig., significance.
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Table 8. Items in the Questionnaire

Items in the questionnaire Mean SD
Self-rated knowledge level of Chamaecyparis forests by respondents
M4 ) iR © Understanding about “"Makauy” 3.53 1415
IR R EAE B AR A RESE UGS © The negative effects of exotic species. 346 1.154
ADRIRE - TTREHERLREERT 515 - Estimating a tree’s age without cutting it down. 326 1.380
AR BERYA G ZAYE ] - Naming convention for giant trees 321 1425
Sy MBS R © Recognizing Hinoki or Meniki. 343 1.363
Environmental affection-1 (revised from Davis et al. 2011)
S GRS - BRI SRR B EIEY) - 456 0.957

I am willing to give things up that I like doing if they harm the natural environment.

FEE R HEORTE AR BRI T - PIATI TR - ARLEAE - FOBUERE - 4.69  0.765
I am willing to take on responsibilities that will help conserve the natural environment.

RS TREIRRE BT - NI - AEHUE - BIARA B IR AR - A BERT 4.61 0.830
B -

Even when it is inconvenient for me, I am willing to do what I think is best for the environ-

ment, for example, reduce single-use plastic bags and use clean energy instead of fossil fuels.

Environmental affection-2 (Mayer and Frantz 2004)

HAE IR RIFH B AR BB i B EH CRYAETE 0 6.64 0.834
My personal welfare is dependent of the welfare of the natural world.
WAL 2 A AT —/ NGBy - B A LR B AR R - 448 0974

I often feel like I am only a small part of the natural world around me, and that I am no
more important than the birds in the trees.

Commitment to sacrifice for the environment (revised from Environmental Affection 1)

EHBE AL FTRES & H AR AEREIRY - TRIBRIGE - 4.61 0.709
I am willing to give things up that I like doing if they harm the natural environment.

PRI THIR O - ARLENDR - RZBHES - 4.88  0.394
I am willing to do garbage classification, and no littering of peelings and cigarette butts.

R R B BB - BERTREA /KA TR TE) - 4.80 0516

I am willing to engage in green living, reduce single-use plastic bags, and conserve en-
ergy and water.

Destination Satisfaction (Ramkissoon et al. 2013)
HAE BN fiR3EE T — T IEEA S8 - 476 0.563
I believe I did the right thing when I chose to visit this destination.
R S B —EAE - BUREIE - 4.67 0.657
Overall, I am satisfied with my decision to visit this destination.
BB IGE - REHREH - 473 0.614
I am happy about my decision to visit this destination.

SR o [R]IP B R A B B R AR 5 oA
TR A RIS B B BRI R R ~ JIARE L Bl 3R
BREE - REEHE AT T - AR BT E
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H i B AR IR it B 0 A BB AE R ER R 1 A B AT
g B H R BRI - LS RO AT A D FE S
R RS BRI RE R AT M R BT
5 =G I (Hughes and Morrison-Saunders
2005) °
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