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An Analysis of Residents” Perception of
Debris Flow Disaster in Huashan Area
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Abstract: After 9+ 21 Earthquake in 1999, some areas such as Huashan village of Gu keng township> Yunlin county, were
easily affected by debris flow due to the encroachment of serious storms. To protect these areas and promote rural
development,the government has designed risk management and community development plan and spent billions dollars. Take
Huashan village as an example to illustrate the process of perceiving the debris flow disaster, forming the community
empow erment, and successfully developing the local coffee industry combine with rural culture. T he main purposeis to explore
residents“perception for debris flow disaster and industry development after natural disasters. First, factor analysis and cluster
analysis are adopted to analyze the residents’perception of debris flow disaster affecting factors and the effects. Next, the
residents socio-economic backgrounds are used to examine perception differences among clusters.
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