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Fig. | Histogram of tourists' origin
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Table 1 Environmental quality perception of the overall sample
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4 [EE 3.18 4 [EE 0.48
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S 3.51 S 0.22

A4 T EAA 3.36 B4 55 e R 0.44
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ERLE: 3.23 H 1 1 0.40
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A9 AEAS R FN IRy 3.29 A FO Y ERINES 0.15
H 4 1l 3.25 H 4 1l 0.15

4 [EE 3.13 2 ENL R 0.11

A0S 3R A B BIEERE 3.17 B10 B3 48 #1 IR ER A 0.77
H 1 1 3.56 H 14 1 0.85
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AL NEPRBE Y 527 I i e ERINES 3.41 Bl N B 1 3625 i e ERINES 0.91
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Table 2 Basic statistics of samples

HEAEE 1L L1 il 587
FEARBUA-OFEU%)  FEARBUACIEU%)  REAEUAS OB %)

el
% 147(50.5) 124(45.3) 170(58.2) 441(51.5)
'S 144(49.5) 150(54.7) 122(41.8) 416(48.5)

AER
184 LUF 6(2.1) 5(1.8) 10(3.4) 21(2.4)
18~30 % 233(80.1) 230(83.9) 180(61.6) 643(75.0)
31~45% 44(15.1) 36(13.1) 70(24) 150(17.5)
46~60 % 8(2.7) 3(1.1) 22(7.5) 33(3.9)
60 % I 0 0 10(3.4) 10(1.2)
A
mA LR 31(10.7) 35(12.8) 49(16.8) 115(13.4)
KeELR 67(23.0) 71(25.9) 59(20.2) 197(23.0)
AR 147(50.5) 128(46.7) 134(45.9) 409(47.7)
WA LA - 46(15.8) 40(14.6) 50(17.1) 136(15.9)
PN 213(73.2) 209(76.3) 153(52.4) 575(67.0)
AT T2 31(10.7) 25(9.1) 46(15.8) 102(12.0)
S T2 IR AE 45(15.5) 39(14.2) 79(27.1) 163(19.0)
TN R 2(0.7) 1(0.4) 14(4.8) 17(2.0)
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RAZFEIRUE

SRR, AR Z BfAE B 2SRy, FE 101.09, P{E<0.001, f*=
0.20, MRIERHEPIFGIEIE, X8 TR o X =Fhas 8] )R A3 RS — 2 )
XPHCE PR, A A IREE T TR E A9 (P=0.005, 2E{EH=-0.079), {HEIZm T4
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Table 3 A single-sample 7-test for perceived difference in current environmental quality

AR Ja Ak F A b1 (3 ) S A I A [ P (e 1) EQIH

1. “ZRI(N=50) 0.02(0.798) 0.17(0.032%) 61.10 ]
2. JLET(N=29) -0.69(0.000"") -0.11(0.347) 9.69 1

3. R (V=32) 0.12(0.206) 0.39(0.000™) 38.35 ]
4. Hilt(N=15) -0.26(0.140) -0.12(0.515) 30.62 1
5. ) /R(N=58) 0.07(0.374) 0.56(0.000) 45411
6. ] TE(N=19) 0.18(0.141) 0.39(0.003") 45511
7. SEMN=21) 0.29(0.025") 0.44(0.004) 45.84 1
8. JlJL(N=39) -0.52(0.001"") -0.18(0.044") 169.15 |
9. Y1 RG (N=53) —0.64(0.000™") -0.24(0.001") 89.98 |
10. 2B IT(N=39) -0.34(0.015%) 0.17(0.166) 42151
11. #4E(N=41) -0.09(0.496) 0.17(0.097) 51.60 T
12. WIFE(N=34) 0.10(0.387) 0.29(0.003") 5033 7
13. AR W=20) 0.09(0.578) 0.22(0.179) 31.70 1
14. ITI5(N=47) 0.03(0.771) 0.23(0.016%) 68.10 |
15. YLP§(N=29) -0.03(0.792) 0.27(0.007") 58.15 |
16. LT (N=33) 0.12(0.168) 0.16(0.059) 117.61
17. NZ (V=18) -0.27(0.171) 0.07(0.543) 88.61 |
18. II1ZR(N=55) -0.30(0.005™) 0.05(0.465) 2.1
19. ILPE(N=36) -0.62(0.000™) -0.31(0.001"™) 125.07 |
20. BepE(N=23) -0.29(0.036") 0.05(0.637) 45391
21. _FE(N=26) 0.10(0.312) 0.36(0.001°) 17.34 7
22. PUJI[(N=34) 0.04(0.716) 0.37(0.001") 67.89 |
23. KH(N=30) -0.22(0.078) -0.21(0.032") 11301
24. ZHi(N=14) 0.61(0.015") 0.80(0.002") 56.77 |
25. WHT(N=37) 0.30(0.000™") 0.53(0.000™") 34291
26. FP(N=18) 0.18(0.303) 0.31(0.032") 23.15 1

4 EQIYE 53.93
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Fig. 2 Environmental quality perception and future trend of samples in each province
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Spatial and temporal bias of tourists' perception of
environmental quality

ZHANG Ye-chen', ZHANG Hong-mei’, SONG Zi-bin’, HONG Xue-ting’
(1. School of Geography and Touism, Anhui Normal University, Wuhu 241003, Anhui, China; 2. School of
Tourism, Shanghai Normal University, Shanghai 200030, China; 3. School of Tourism, Hainan University,
Haikou 570228, China; 4. School of Geography, Nanjing Normal University, Nanjing 210023, China)

Abstract: Environmental quality assessment research is mostly based on objective and
professional evaluation, and it is less common to measure the evaluation or perception of
environmental quality by residents or tourists. Ordinary people's evaluation may affect their
environmental behavior, and thus promote environmental protection. This study investigates
the spatial and temporal bias of tourists' perceptions of environmental quality by the
environmental quality perceptions of residents, destinations, national spatial scales and current
and future time scales in Beijing, Shanghai and Hainan. Some valid questionnaires were
collected in Beijing (293), Shanghai (281), and Hainan (296). Data were processed using two-
way mixed analysis of variance, one-sample 7 test, and one-way ANOVA. The study found
that: (1) The current environmental quality perception of the surveyed tourists is optimistic bias
compared with the whole country, that is, "spatial optimism" (the F value of the two- way
mixed variance analysis is 101.09, P value<0.001, f/*=0.20). Compared with the destination, it
is pessimistic (P=0.005, difference=—0.079), which means that the environmental quality of the
place of residence is not as good as that of the tourism destination. There is a clear optimistic
tendency for the future environmental quality perception, that is, "temporal optimism" (the
future environment quality of the place of residence, mean=0.51, P<0.001; destination future
environmental quality, mean=0.55, P<0.001; national future environmental quality, mean=0.46,
P<0.001). (2) Tourists in different provinces and cities have different perceptions of current
environmental quality. Compared with objective environmental quality assessment (EQ/ value),
tourists in 8 provinces such as Anhui are relatively optimistic, and tourists from 7 provinces
and cities such as Beijing are relatively pessimistic. There are also differences in the degree of
optimistic bias in the perception of the future environmental quality of tourists. Tourists in
Hebei, Shanxi, Henan, and Shaanxi provinces are more optimistic about the future
environmental quality, while those in Guangdong, Guangxi, Beijing and other provinces and
cities are less optimistic.

Keywords: environmental quality; environmental perception; temporal and spacial bias; tourists



