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” ( social representation theory) N N o
2 “ - ( perception — reac—
tion) ” >
3a 3a o
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12 20
; 2010
» ; 55 47
210 13 1416 20 25-27
1a o
2009 3 8 5 ( Likert scale) o
. 2009 3 200
? 192 96%
? 186 93% .
? 2009 8 500 452
90.4%
o 433 86.6%
“ ( reactive) ” o 2 1 o
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N e 2009 3 7.5% 2009 8 17.1%
. 2009 3
“ ( proactive) ” o 12.9%  28.6%
1 o
0 2.2
o 2 2 2 10
5.5 . 2009 3 1~10
N . ( 3)s
- 2009 . 2009 3
8 15 ~31
N N N N N 2009 8



2010 695

1 2009 3 8
Table 1 ~ Sample profiles surveyed in March 2009 and August 2009

2000 3 (N=186) 2000 8 (N=433)
() (%) () (%)

86 46.2 201 46.4

99 53.2 232 53.6

1 0.5 0 0

18 ~30 95 51.1 18 ~30 240 55.4
31 ~40 49 26.4 31 ~40 115 26.7
41 ~50 24 12.9 41 ~50 56 12.9
51 ~60 14 7.5 51 ~60 11 2.5
60 3 1.6 60 11 2.5
1 0.5 0 0

. 21 1.3 . 37 8.5

65 34.9 137 31.6

20 10.8 40 9.2

6 3.2 168 38.8

. 43 23.1 . 13 3.0

. 8 4.3 . 2 5.1

21 1.3 12 2.8
2 1.1 4 0.92

73 39.2 51 11.8

38 20.4 22 5.1

33 17.7 28 6.5

29 15.6 34 7.9

7 3.8 26 6.0

3 1.6 2 0.5

1 0.5 98 22.6

1 0.5 163 37.7

0 0 2 0.5

0 0 0 0

0 0 5 1.2

0 1 0.2

1 0.5 1 0.2

3a 58 31.2 3a 60 13.9
3~5a 35 18.8 3~5a 42 9.7
6 ~10a 27 14.5 6 ~10a 64 14.8
10a 65 34.9 10a 264 61.0
1 0.5 3 0.7

16 8.6 78 18.0

45 24.2 105 24.2

41 22.0 87 20. 1

76 40.9 151 34.9

7 3.8 7 1.6

1 0.5 4 0.9

2.3

211-13
4,
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2
Table 2 The concern degree on Guangzhou Asian Games and pre — participation of residents
2009 3 2009 8
(N) (%) (N) %)
14 7.5 74 17.1
59 31.7 150 34.6
91 48.9 147 33.9
13 7.0 28 6.5
8 4.3 32 7.4
1 0.5 2 0.5
24 12.9 124 28.6
162 87.1 305 70.4
0 0 4 0.9
3 10
Table 3 Mean of top 10 variables of residents” perception on the impact of Asian Games
2009 3 2009 8
4.3934 1 4.3333 1
4.3333 2 4.2827 2
4.1749 3 4.2507 3
4.1421 4 4.2400 4
4.1311 5 4.2160 5
4.1257 6 4.2080 6
4.0656 7 4.2027 7
4.0492 8 4.1573 8
4.0437 9 4.1547 9
4.0383 10 4.1440 10
4
Table 4  Factor analysis of residents” perceptions on the impact of Asian Games
2009 3
1: 4.468 10.391%
0.676 3.2404 0. 668
0. 800 2.7869 0.740
0.744 2.8415 0. 666
0.641 3.1366 0.663
0. 800 2.7705 0.673
0.811 2.7486 0.710
0.742 2.3443 0.650
2: 4.285 9.966%
0.663 3.8415 0.572
0. 664 3.9399 0.580
0.596 3.8579 0.622
0.631 3.8798 0.595
0.559 3.7158 0.611
N 0.524 3.7978 0. 606
0.734 3.9891 0.716
0.711 3.8743 0.683
3: 3.931 9.141%
0.704 3.9126 0.709
0.654 3.9945 0.695
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0.735 4.0383 0.702
0.689 3.6503 0.706
0.723 3.7978 0.705

3.619 8.417%
0.590 4.1311 0.583
0.766 4.3934 0.722
0.799 4.3333 0.769
0.768 4.1749 0.693
0.659 4.0109 0.768
0.510 3.9454 0.620
3.288 7.645%
0.765 3.3934 0.759
0.704 3.1639 0.756
0.783 3.2951 0.728
0.785 3.3825 0.706
2.638 6.134%
0.788 3.9180 0.672
0.701 4.0437 0.613
0.702 4.1257 0.630
0.579 4.0055 0.601
2.000 4.650%
0.703 3.6503 0.749
0.625 4.0109 0.611
0.595 4.0656 0.554
1.861 4.327%
0.549 3.6831 0.657
0.576 3.7104 0.713
0.718 3.6995 0.781
1.496 3.480%

0.617 4.1421 0.678
0.599 4.0492 0.566
2009 8

8.296 15.082%
0.683 3.4827 0.734
0.765 3.3973 0.720
0.790 3.3600 0.735
0.736 3.0933 0.646
0.734 3.3200 0.626
0.810 3. 1467 0.677
0.737 3.1813 0.635
0.765 3.2987 0.652
0.769 3.1120 0.670
0.786 2.9973 0.678
0.749 2.8720 0. 665

6.264 11.388%
0.450 3.9360 0.563
0.432 4.1200 0.518
0.487 4.1440 0.550
0.582 4.2080 0.702
0.735 4.1547 0.721
0.674 4.0507 0.625
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4
0.705 4.0507 0.673
0.726 4.8027 0.688
0.663 3.9253 0. 663
3: 5.826 10.593%
0.423 3.8453 0.536
0.619 3.7360 0. 666
0.743 3.8080 0.707
0.754 3.7893 0.661
0.786 3.8800 0.716
0.669 3.9147 0.626
0.551 4.0907 0.594
0.568 3.9520 0.621
0.508 3.9307 0.567
0.448 3.9307 0.559
4: 5.735 10.427%
0.487 4.2827 0.596
0.460 4.1067 0.503
0.551 4.2160 0.574
0.640 4.2027 0.577
0.819 4.2400 0.737
0.798 4.3333 0.714
0. 605 4.1680 0.629
0.570 4.1307 0.625
0.435 4.1227 0.641
0.480 4.0800 0.622
0.533 4.2507 0.589
5: 2.119 3.853%
38 0.407 3.9120 0.561
0.450 3.9333 0. 605
6: 1.758 3.197%
0.590 3.6613 0.676
7. 1.661 3.020%
0.673 3.8587 0.563
8: 1.593 2.896%
0.482 4.0907 0.562
0.539 4.1573 0.647
9: 1.275 2.317%
0.423 3.9760 0.519
0.4
. . 3. 4. 7. 9 2009 8
2009 3 1 2009 8 2. 4,
1; 2009 3
5 2009 8 6; .
2000 3 2.
8 2009 8 3. 5. 25.688%  21.815%;
9; 2009 3
6 2009 8 7. 8 14.293%  16.763% .

2009 3
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3.4
520 21 .
N 3
° ( 3 .
2009 3 31.1% 2009
8 25.2% 38. 8% ;
33. 4% o
30.1% 41.4%
11.3% - 3 0 2009 3
31.1% 2008 8 25.2%
> 3 30. 1% 8
Table 5 Cluster analysis of Residents” impact 41.49% .
perceptions on Asian Games
Kim  Petrick
2009 3 2009 3
31.1% 25.2% -5.9% "
38.8% 33.4% -5.4% °
30.1% 41.4% 11.3% Waitt

5.5 .
2 o
e)
97% o i
“ ” 2009 3 3
7.5% 2009 8 17.1% » i
2009 8

2009 3 12. 9% 2009 8 1 Ritchie B Aitken C. Assessing the impacts of the 1988 Olympic
28.6% . Winter Games: The research program and initial results J . Jour—

nal of Travel Research 1984 22(3):17 —25.
2 Mihalik BJ Simonetta L. A midterm assessment of the host pop—
ulation’s perceptions of the 1996 Summer Olympics: Support at—

° tendance benefits and liabilities J . Journal of Travel Research
i 2009 3 1999 (37) 1244 - 248.

2009 8 3 Xiao H Smith S. Residents” preceptions of Kitchener — Waterloo
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Changes of Residents” Perceptions towards the Guangzhou Asian Games

—From Pre - event Perspective

LUO Qiuu'’

(1. School of Tourism Management Sun Yat-Sen University Guangzhou Guangdong 510275;

2. Center for Tourism Planning and Research Sun Yat-Sen University Guangzhou Guangdong 510275)

Abstracts: Current researches have studied the influence of an event from a "reactive" perspective after the oc—

currence of an event. This research shifts the focus to the planning and management phases of large-scale events

from a " proactive" perspective and studies how residents

important stakeholders of large-scale events

change
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their perceptions. The researcher conducted this study over one year before the Guangzhou Asian Games inves—
tigated residents” perceptions successively separated by five and a half month and studied the changes of resi—
dents” perceptions towards large-scale sports events. Main conclusions are as follows: (DAs the time draws nea—
rer residents pay more attention to the large—scale event realize their role of host and their sense of existing in—
creases; (2)As the time draws nearer residents” perceptions towards the large-scale event turn from tangible
effect to intangible effect; (3)As the time draws nearer residents” perceptions towards social cost of the large—
scale event becomes stronger but their perceptions towards economic cost and social benefits becomes weaker

meanwhile their perceptions towards community benefits gradually grows stronger; (4)As the time draws nearer

residents” attitudes towards the event are becoming more and more rational.

Key words: Guangzhou Asian Games; residents; pre-event; impacts; perceptions change
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