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Table 2 Backgrounds of surveyed residents
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Table 3 Residents’ perception of tourism economical impacts
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Table 4 Residents’ perception of tourism socio-cultural impacts
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Table 5 Residents’ perception of tourism environmental impacts
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Table 6 Residents’ attitude to tourism development
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Residents’ Perception of Tourism Impacts in Coast Resorts
——The Case Study of Haikou and Sanya Cities, Hainan Province

XUAN Guo-Fu"?, LU Lin’, ZHANG Jin-He"*, YANG Xiao-Zhong”

(1. Department of Uaban and Resources Sciences, Nanjng University, Nanjing, Jiangsu 210093;
2. College of National Territorial Resources and Tourism, Anhui Normal University, Wuhu, Anhui 241000)

Abstract: Research into tourism impacts is an important part of tourism geography. To investigate residents’
perception is a good method to study the character and degree of tourism impacts. This paper takes two tropi-
cal coast resorts, Haikou and Sanya cities as examples, on the basis of on-the-spot survey, studies residents’
perception of the economic, socio-cultural, environmental impacts of tourism and residents’ attitudes to tour-
ism development. The results indicate that the residents are more aware of positive tourism impacts than nega-
tive impacts, and they support tourism development with some reasonable attitudes.

By comparative study, some differences of residents’ perception and attitudes are found. There are some
different opinions on tourism negative environmental impacts among the residents with different ages. Resi-
dents with different cultural levels have different perceptions of tourism impacts. The gender has no significant
influence on residents perception of tourism impacts. The tourism-related residents have stronger perception of
tourism impacts than the non-tourism-related residents with the exception of some negative sociocultural im-
pacts, and the tourism-related residents have more enthusiasm to support tourism development than the non-
tourism-related residents.

Key words: tourism impacts ;residents’ perception; Haokou; Sanya



