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Abstract

Cuc Phuong National Park (CPNP) is Vietham’s first national park, which has become a model for
national parks and protected systems in Vietham since its establishment in 1962. In spite of its
importance to tourism, no systematic analysis has been undertaken thus far to understand the
perceptions of its residents toward tourism in their area. Guided by the Social Exchange Theory, this
study investigated Cuc Phuong National Park (CPNP) residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts and
their support for tourism development in their areas. Additionally, the study also explored how
demographic factors (age, gender, ethnicity, place of birth, marital status and level of education,
household monthly income, job status and length of residency) explain residents’ perceptions and
their support. It was found that residents in general have positive perceptions towards the impacts
brought by tourism in CPNP especially with regards to its social-cultural and environmental impacts
and they strongly supported tourism development. However, these perceptions differ according to
residents’ socio-demographic characteristics. The study also revealed that residents’ age and
gender and their perceptions of tourism impacts could be predictors for their support for tourism
development in CPNP. Based on these findings, the concluding part discusses the study’'s
implications and provides suggestions for the future.
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Introduction

In recent decades, tourism has become an
important component of economic development
programs around the world, especially in rural

RESEARCH PAPER

communities in developing countries where
tourism often assume the important role of
alleviating poverty and boosting local
economies. However, the developmental
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benefits gained from tourism may not always
be possible, if the negative impacts on
communities outweigh any economic, socio-
cultural, and environmental benefits.

Tourism impact is a popular research topic in
tourism whereby many researchers have
studied residents’ attitudes toward and
perceptions of the impacts of tourism
development, with the justification that the
findings would be critical in tourism planning
and management (see for example, Allen et
al.1993 Dyer et al. 2007; Fredline & Faulkner,
2000 and Ko & Stewart, 2002). Other reasons
for interest in this topic are based on the
increasing cases of evidence on how tourism
can generate both positive and negative
outcomes (Lankford & Howard, 1994), and that
residents’ support is essential for sustainable
tourism growth (Chen, 2001; Ramchander,
2004).Tourism industry relies heavily upon the
local residents’ goodwill, participation and
support, and therefore it should be developed
according to the local residents’ need and
desires. Since the positive attitude of residents
is essential for visitor satisfaction and repeat
visitation, determining local residents’
perception of tourism development and its
impacts is critical in the future success of a
destination (Andriotis, 2005; Yoon et al., 2001).
Effective tourism planning requires
understanding of these impacts from the
residents’ perspectives.

The main aim of this study is therefore to shed
some light on how residents surrounding Cuc
Phuong National Park (CPNP) perceive tourism
impacts and its development. The awareness
of residents’ attitudes, perceptions and
expectations from tourism impacts and its
development are “paramount” (Chen, 2001) in
order to identify real concerns and issues for
appropriate policies and actions to take place,
and eventually to gain support from the tourism
industry. Residents draw their conclusions and
their support based on the relative weightings
they attach to the benefits and the costs that
they perceive to have been brought by tourism
to themselves and to their community (Andriotis
& Vaughan, 2003). If the residents of a host
community perceive that the total impacts are
negative, the level of support from the host
community is likely to be weak which in turn will
124

not be beneficial for the development of the
destination in the long run. Thus, another aim
of this study is to assess the relationships
between CPNP residents’ perceptions of
tourism impacts, their evaluation of these
impacts and their support for tourism
development. In addition, the study also seeks
to understand the factors, specifically the socio-
demographic factors, which may explain these
perceptions and support levels. The specific
research questions that have guided the study
are as follows:

1. What are the socio-demographic
characteristics of residents in CPNP?

2. How do CPNP residents perceive tourism
impacts and how do they evaluate these
impacts? How do they support tourism
development in CPNP?

3. Do the CPNP residents with different socio-
demographic characteristics differ in their
perceptions and evaluation of tourism impacts,
and their support for tourism development?

4. Which of the variables under study explain
the residents’ support for tourism development
in CPNP?

Literature review

The range of impacts from tourism is broad and
often influences areas beyond those commonly
associated with tourism (Kreag, 2001). Exact
types and magnitudes of impacts are almost
impossible to measure, as they cannot possibly
be regarded separately as it is not easy to
distinguish between the effects brought by
tourism alone and the effects generated by
other agents of change, such as modernization,
development, and the influence of media
(Archer & Cooper, 1994; Lickorish & Jenkin,
1997; Mathieson & Wall, 1982). The extent to
which tourism has contributed to economic,
social or environment problems of an area, as
well as problems within the area. which have
already existed prior to the existence of tourism
is not often known precisely (Mathieson & Wall,
1982). Finally, the fact that different
destinations experience different impacts or
even the same impacts but with different
degrees/stage, adds to the difficulty in
comprehending impacts brought by tourism.

In addition, the challenge in assessing tourism
impacts exists due to different views held by
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different authors and authorities in the field.
This is probably what is meant by Mathieson
and Wall (1982) when they claim that “there is
little consensus as to what should be included”
(Mathieson & Wall, 1982: 3) as impacts from
tourism development, which then leads to
contradictions and ambiguities in findings of
research in this area. For instance, some
authors in their economic impact of tourism
studies just concentrate on the balance of
payments, whereas others are devoted to the
generation of income or the creation of
employment.

There are a number of ways to categorize the
impacts of tourism. Kreag (2001) in his
research, divided tourism impacts into seven
general categories in the form of economic,
environmental, social and cultural, crowding
and congestion, services, taxes, and
community attitude. Archer and Cooper (1994),
separated tourism impacts into economic,
political, socio-cultural, environmental and
ecological effects. Much earlier, Inskeep
(1991), in his prevalent book “Tourism Planning
- An Integrated and Sustainable Development
Approach” divided tourism impacts into just two
categories namely, socioeconomic impacts and
environmental impacts. However, tourism
impacts are most commonly grouped into three
categories, which are economic impacts,
physical or environment impacts, and social
impacts (Ap & Crompton, 1998; Mathieson &
Wall, 1982). As the present authors feel that
social impacts most often include cultural
impacts, this study follows the “traditional
categories” (Ap & Crompton, 1998) and
categorizes tourism impacts as economic,
physical or environmental and social-cultural
impacts.

Findings from previous studies indicate that
socio-demographic characteristics such as age,
gender, ethnicity, education, income, job
status, etc. might or might not significantly
influence residents’ attitudes, perceptions and
evaluation of tourism impacts and tourism
development. However, ambiguities in these
findings exist. While some studies found socio-
demographic characteristics of residents to
significantly explain differences in residents’
attitudes, perceptions and evaluation of tourism

impacts (Andriotis, 2004; Chen, 2000, 2001;
Haralambopoulos & Pizam, 1996; Kuvan &
Akan, 2005; Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2010;
Ritchie & Inkari, 2006; Williams and Lawson,
2001), contrary findings were produced by
other studies (Allen et al., 1993; Brayley & Var,
1989, Harvey, Hunt & Harris, 1995; Johnson,
Snepenger & Akis, 1994; King, Pizam &
Milman, 1993; McCool & Martin, 1994; Milman
& Pizam, 1988; Perdue, Long & Allen, 1990;
Ryan & Montgomery, 1994; Ryan, Scotland &
Montgomery, 1998; Tosun, 2002). This create
a vagueness, which can be attributed to the
fact that different tourism destinations having
different population characteristics and that
tourism impacts are formed by site specific
conditions under which tourists and hosts
interact (Kuvan & Akan, 2005; Tosun, 2002).
This study attempts to test the association
between residents’ socio-demographic
characteristics (age, gender, ethnic, place of
birth, marital status, level of education,
household monthly income, job status, length
of residency) and residents’ perceptions of
tourism impacts, their evaluation of tourism
impacts, and their support for tourism
development.

Several models and theoretical perspectives
have been developed or utilized to help explain
residents’ perceptions of and attitudes toward
tourism development and its impacts. Among
these models are the equity theory, growth
machine theory, power theory, stakeholder
theory, identity theory (see for more detail in
Easterling, 2004; Harill, 2004; Kayat, 2000 and
Nunkoo, Gursoy &Juwaheer, 2010), social
exchange theory, Doxey’s Irridex Model (see
for more detail in Harrill, 2004), Butler’s (1980)
Tourist Area Life Cycle Model, and community
attachment model.

The Tourism Cycle Development Framework
models by Doxey and Butler offer a reflection of
residents’ perceptions of tourism. The
framework explains that resident attitudes
towards tourism change as the tourism industry
develops (Hernandez et al. 1996) and suggests
that communities have a certain capacity to
absorb tourists. Although this framework
provides useful assessment criteria for
exploring the community’s attitudes at certain
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stages of tourism development, the models are
restricted as they do not take into account the
fact that different individual residents react
differently to tourism development. Besides the
fact that residents’ perceptions can be
influenced by the complexity of factors, these
models overlook the fact that residents are not
homogeneous in terms of their attitudes
towards tourism (Kayat, 2000). Moreover,
these models have only one direction in
community reactions, which is rather unrealistic
(Kayat, 2000).

Community attachment, on the other hand, can
be another important variable that influence
residents’ perceptions towards tourism, tourism
impacts and support for tourism development.
Generally, community attachment is dependent
upon length of residence. Community
attachment and residents’ attitudes towards
tourism development suggest that highly
attached residents tend to view tourism
development more favourable. In this study,
community attachment is assessed through
length of residency.

Thomason et al. (1979) and Lankford and
Howard (1994) began their studies with the
guidance of the Tourism Cycle Development
Model and came up with similar findings:
resident attitudes are influenced by what they
value. Wang and Pfister (2008) shared the
same findings in their studies when indicating
that residents’ attitudes toward tourism are not
simply the reflections of residents’ knowledge
about tourism impacts but also influenced by
residents’ values and personality. It can be
concluded then, that how residents assess the
costs and benefits of tourism plays a role in
determining their attitude — a suggestion
offered by social exchange theory, which is
discussed next. Since then, many studies have
confirmed that residents’ attitudes toward and
perceptions of tourism and tourism impacts can
be explained using social exchange
theory(Andereck, et al.2005; Andriotis,
2005;Andriotis & Vaughan, 2003;Ap, 1990,
1992;Chen, 2000, 2001; Getz, 1994; Gursoy,
Jurowski & Uysal, 2002;Jurowski, et al., 1997,
Kayat, 2000, 2001, 2002;Lindberg & Johnson,
1997; McGehee, Andereck & Vogt, 2002;
McGehee & Andereck, 2004;Nunkoo, Gursoy &
Juwaheer, 2010; Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2010;
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Sirakaya, Teye & Sénmez, 2001, 2002; Wang
& Pfister, 2008; Yoon et al.,2001;). Social
exchange theory is “a general sociological
theory concerned with understanding the
exchange of resources between individuals and
groups in an interaction situation” (Ap, 1992:
668), which suggests that people evaluate an
exchange based on the costs and benefits
incurred as a result of that exchange. Voluntary
actions of individuals are motivated by the
returns they expect to receive from others. With
these returns acting as goals, an individual or a
party engages into an exchange with others. In
other words, an individual who perceives
benefits resulting from an exchange is likely to
evaluate it positively, while one who perceives
costs is likely to evaluate it negatively. Thus,
residents who find that the exchange benefits
them and increase their well-being are more
likely to have positive reactions to tourism and
therefore  support tourism  development.
Residents who find the exchange problematic,
correspondingly, will oppose tourism
development. Jurowski et al. (1997) applied the
social exchange theory to examine community
support for tourism in five counties surrounding
the Mt. Rogers National Recreation Area
located in southwest Virginia and found that
resident perception of tourism impact is a result
of assessing benefits and costs, and that this
evaluation clearly depends on what the
resident value. For example, the study found
that respondents with strong eco centric
attitudes did not perceive tourism favourably as
they put high value on the environment and feel
that tourism have the potential to harm the
environment. In addition to value held by
residents, Kayat (2000) also found that
residents’ evaluations of tourism impacts is
influenced by their ability and willingness to
adapt to the changes brought by tourism in
their community. Cordero (2008) suggested
that if the social exchange theory is to gain
academic and practical acceptance, the theory
need to be further tested due to the complex
nature of the interrelationship proposed in the
model and to the complexity of residents as
both isolated and collective individuals.

For the purpose of this study, social exchange
theory is used to guide the investigation on
residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts and
their support for tourism development in the
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case of CPNP, Ninh Binh, Vietham. The reason
is due to the fact that residents’ perceptions of
the impacts of tourism development are
partially based on the socio-cultural, economic
and environmental trade-offs and they, in turn,
may influence to residents’ support for tourism
development. Furthermore, social exchange
theory is a logically and intuitively appealing
theory to formulate the basic of an investigation
of the residents’ perceptions of tourism impact
and their support for tourism development in
the case of CPNP.

Problem statement

Earlier researchers and scholars have
suggested that numerous research examining
tourism impacts and residents’ attitudes have
been conducted in developed and
industrialized economies, with only a few
studies carried out in developing countries
(Nepal, 2008; Nunkoo, Gursoy & Juwaheer,
2010 and Teye, S6nmez & Sirakaya, 2002). In
addition, and that despite the availability of
some research on residents’ attitudes toward
tourism and it impacts, it is necessary to
conduct additional research on this topic in
other geographical locations, in different
settings, and over a period of time. This will hot
only reinforce earlier findings but also identify
and explore other factors that may influence
the host residents’ perceptions of and attitudes
toward tourism, its impacts, and their support
for tourism development; such studies will
further the development of theory in this field
(Andriotis, 2004, 2005; Cavus & Tanrisevdi,
2003; Haralambopoulos & Pizam,1996; Kuvan
& Akan, 2005; Sheldon & Var, 1984; Smith &
Krannich, 1998; Yoon et al., 2001).

Since the early 1990s, tourism has received
considerable attention in the economic
development strategy of Vietnam. It is seen as
an important component to diversify rural
economic opportunities (UNDP, 1997). Local
communities associated with tourism
destinations are looking increasingly to tourism
to provide economic opportunities and funds
(Sheed, 2003). In fact, communities living in
and around tourism destinations may thus be
affected by tourism impacts, either positively or
negatively. The recent years have seen growth
in community-based tourism in Vietnam.
Unfortunately, research on its development,

planning, and impacts have not been given
much attention.

The site selected in this study is Cuc Phuong
National Park (CPNP), in Ninh Binh province,
Vietnam. This particular site was chosen for the
case study because it is a well-established and
well-known tourist site in Vietham. CPNP was
established in 1962 as Vietnam’s first national
park. Ever since its foundation, Cuc Phuong
has been the model for other national parks
and protected systems in Vietnam. In spite of
the importance of tourism to Cuc Phuong and
the knowledge that the attitudes and
perceptions of local residents are vital for the
success of tourism, little is known about the
local residents’ perceptions of tourism.
Numerous research have been undertaken to
study tourism activities in CPNP. However, no
published research has, so far, dealt with the
residents’ perception of the impacts of tourism
and their attitudes toward and support for
tourism development in Cuc Phuong. Hence,
there is a need for a study that will build on the
existing, albeit limited body of knowledge
concerning the local residents’ perceptions of
tourism impacts and their attitudes toward and
support for tourism development. A systematic
analysis of these aspects among the CPNP
residents can help local authorities, planners,
community decision-makers, tour-operators,
and tourism promoters to identify real concerns
and issues in order to implement appropriate
and effective policies and actions in the area,
thus optimizing the benefits and minimizing the
problems associated with tourism.

The conceptual framework and the research
hypotheses

Conceptual framework

Based on the literature review, a conceptual
framework for the study is depicted in Figure 1.
According to the framework, residents’
perceptions of tourism impacts as well as their
overall evaluation of tourism impacts and their
support  for tourism  development are
determined by their socio-demographic
characteristics. Residents’ socio-demographic
characteristics, their perceptions of tourism
impacts and overall evaluation of tourism
impacts determine their support for tourism
development.
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Perceptions of tourism

impacts
Positive
1. Environmental v
2. Social
Residents’ socio- 3. Economic Support for
demographic tourism
characteristics Negative development

1. Environmental

2. Social

3. Economic

Overall evaluation
of tourism impacts

Figure 1. A framework on residents’ perceptions and support levels

It is proposed that the social exchange theory
is useful in explaining residents perceptions
towards tourism impacts and support for
tourism development, this theory proclaims that
if residents perceive that the positive impacts of
tourism development will be greater than
negative impacts, they are inclined to be
involved in the exchange and, therefore,
support  tourism  development in their
community (Yoon et al., 2001).

Research hypotheses

The hypotheses developed for this study are:
Hypothesis 1: There are no differences among
residents’ socio-demographic characteristics
with respect to perceptions of tourism impacts,
overall evaluation of impacts, and their support
for tourism development.

Hypothesis 2: The independent variables
(residents’ socio-demographic characteristics,
residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts,
residents’ evaluation of tourism impacts) do not
significantly explain the dependent variable
(residents’ support for tourism development).
128

Research methods

Survey instrument

A survey questionnaire method was used for
data collection. The questionnaire consisted of
53 items which are divided into 4 parts as
follows:

1. Parts 1-3: Forty-three statement items
meant to measure residents’ perceptions of
tourism impacts, their overall assessment of
tourism impacts, and their support for tourism
development in CPNP were included in these
parts, followed by a five-point Likert scale for
the respondents’ opinions (1= strongly
disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = undecided/neutral,
4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree).

2. Part 4: This part comprised of nine
guestions pertaining to the socio-demographic
characteristics of residents. The last question in
Part 4 requested the respondents to provide
any additional comments that they wished to
make regarding tourism development in their
community and in CPNP.
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Figure 2. Location of Cuc Phuong National Park
Source: http://wikitravel.org/en/Cuc_Phuong_National_Park (2008)

Population and sampling unit

According to the CPNP statistics (2004), CPNP
extends over three provinces (Figures 2, 3); it
covers 4 districts containing 14 communes and
a population of 68,828 inhabitants. However,
there are only 5 communes (with 8 hamlets)
located wholly or partly within the boundaries of
the park, accounting for a total park population
of 2,200 residents.

Due to a limited financial budget and time
constraints, it was decided that the surveys
would be conducted using a manageable
method. Specifically, the study only included
the five communes located wholly or partly
within the boundaries of CPNP (see Figure 3)
namely Cuc Phuong, Yen Quang, Yen Tri, An
Nghia, and Thach Lam communes as its
primary sampling unit. These communes are
located in the areas where tourism activities
occur (in the form of informal settlements,
restaurants, hotels, guesthouses, homestays,

etc.). Residents living in these areas include
both those who earn an income from tourism
and those who are not involved in tourism.

Sample size and sampling technique

Since the data regarding the population size
has not been recently updated, the research
surmised that the actual park population could
be far above the abovementioned figure of
2,200 residents (about 3000 residents); hence,
it was decided that the representative sample
size would comprise approximately 220 - 300
residents, or equal to 10% of the total
population of the study area (Krejcie & Morgan,
1970, cited in Jennings, 2001: 148).

A combination of systematic and stratified
ramdom sampling approaches was employed
for the sample selection.Decisions regarding
the number of resident to sample at each
commune were based on the following formula:
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Figure 3. Cuc Phuong study areas
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Note: 1.Cuc Phuong Commune; 2. Yen Quang Commune; 3. Yen Tri Commune;
4.An Nghia Commune; 5.Thach Lam Commune.

Communes=5=k
n =250 households
n/k=250/5=50

Therefore, 50 households in each commune
were approached to participate in this study,
after which they were sent the survey
guestionnaires. In this manner, a total of 250
households were contacted, with 238
individuals agreeing to participate; this
indicates a response rate of 95.2%. Most of the
guestionnaires were completed in the presence
the survey teams, while some were left with the
respondent and were collected either later that
day or on the following day.

The returned questionnaires with missing data
were eliminated from the analysis, because any
statistical result based on a data set with
missing values would be biased to the extent
that the variables included in the analysis are
influenced by the missing data process.
Following this elimination process, a total of
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201 response questionnaires with complete
data were retained for the analysis, which
indicates a response rate of 80.4%.

Findings and discussion

Profile of the respondents

The sample appeared to suitable represent the
population in terms of thedemographic profiles
of the respondents, which are presented in
Table 1.

The study’s participants were mostly male
(62.7%), concentrated in the 26-55 years age
group (69.1%). The majority of respondents
were married (81.1%), born in CPNP (67.2%),
and from the Muong ethnic group (65.7%). A
large section of the sample (77.1%) had jobs
that were not related to tourism, and 65.2% of
the total respondents had been living in the
area for over 20 years. In terms of education
level, there was a concentration at the
secondary and high school level ( 32.8%
and 21.9%, respectively ); college graduates
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Table 1. Profile of the respondents

Variables Frequencies ? Percentages
Age (in years)
18-25 30 14.9
26-35 76 37.8
36-55 63 31.3
56-60 19 9.5
Over 60 13 6.5
Gender
Male 126 62.7
Female 75 37.3
Ethnic group
Kinh 64 31.8
Muong 132 65.7
Other 5 25
Place of birth
Cuc Phuong 135 67.2
Other 66 32.8
Marital status
Single 34 16.9
Married 163 81.1
Divorced 2 1.0
Widowed 2 1.0
Education
No schooling 7 35
Primary school 19 9.5
Secondary school 66 32.8
High school 44 21.9
College 35 17.4
University 26 12.9
Other 4 2.0
Monthly household income in Viethamese Dong (VND)”
Below VND200,000 39 19.4
VND200,000-500,000 59 29.4
VND500,001-1,000,000 a7 23.4
VND1,000,001-1,500,000 24 11.9
VND1,500,001-2,000,000 19 9.5
Above VND2,000,000 13 6.5
Job status
Tourism related 40 19.9
Non-tourism related 155 77.1
Retired 2 1.0
Unemployed/disabled 4 2.0
Length of residency
Less than 1 year 2 1.0
1-5 years 19 9.5
6-10 years 18 9.0
11-15 years 17 8.5
16-20 years 14 7.0
Over 20 years 131 65.2

%n=201; " 1USD = 17.000VND
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constituted 17.4% of the sample, and 12.9%
had completed university-level education. The
monthly household income of the majority of
respondents (84.1%) was below 1,500,000
Vietnamese Dong (VND).

Perception towards tourism

Table 2 and Figure 4 present the responses to
the 43 perception-related statements. The
survey guestionnaire was divided into six sub-
sections, based on three categories of tourism
impact: positive/negative economic impacts,
positive/negative socio-cultural impacts, and
positive/negative environmental impacts. In
addition, the respondents were asked to

evaluate the overall impact of tourism in CPNP,
and to indicate their support for tourism
development in CPNP.

In general, the results of this study indicate that
the CPNP residents tend to have positive
perceptions of tourism impacts. Remarkably,
respondents agreed to all the positive
statements. They especially felt that tourism
had improved the quality of products and
services (m=4.0896) in that region, increased
residents’ pride in the local culture (m=4.0547),
contributed to the preservation of the natural
environment and protection of wildlife in CPNP
(m=3.8856), and provided an incentive for the

Table 2. Tourism Perception Items and Composite Scales

Items 1(%) 2%) 3(%) 4(%) 5(%) Mean® SD

Positive economic impacts

Tourism hé}S improved employment opportunities in my 85 16.9 16.4 438 144 33881 1.17416
community.

Our standard of living has increased considerably
because of tourism. 124 184 23.9 353 10.0 3.1194 1.19401

Tourism _has attracted more investment to my 20 139 33.3 328 179 35075 1.00558
community

The quality qf puphc services in the village is now better 20 104 22.9 428 219 37214 0.98590
due to tourism investment.

Tourism is one of the most important industries
supporting the local economy. 55 100 28.9 42.3 134 3.4826 1.02516

Tourism creates new business opportunities for local 50 109 20.4 428 209 36368 1.08279
residents.

Negative economic impacts

Tourism income ger}ergt_ed in the area goes to outside 13.9 254 32.3 19.9 85 28358 1.15235
organizations and individuals.

Income frqm tourism benefits only a few people in this 65 284 244 284 124 31194 1.14703
community.

The prices of many goods and services in the
community have increased because of tourism. 40 149 15.4 393 264 36915 1.13330

Real estate prices in the community have increased 35 3.0 17.4 36.8 393 40547 1.00099
because of tourism.

Seasonal tourlsr_n has created high-risk, under-or 149 214 443 15.9 35 27164 1.01695
unemployment issues.

Tourism development in CPNP interferes with the g, 373 959 114 70 25124 1.12743
residents’ daily economic activities.

Positive socio-cultural impacts

Tourism has improved the quality of products and
services qf tourism infrastructure such as roads, 15 4.0 14.4 443 358 40896 0.88991
transportation systems, restaurants, shops, and guest-
houses in the area.

Tourism has lncreased_ residents’ pride in the local 10 15 18.4 493 299 40547 0.79498
culture of the community.

Tourism encourages a wide variety of cultural activities
such as crafts, art, and music in the community. 15 114 24.4 473 154 36368 0.92868

Tourlsm _heIp; keep culture all\{e and helps maintain the 0.5 6.0 214 507 214 3.8657 0.83478
ethnic identity of the local residents.

Tourism has_resulted in - more cultural exchange 25 55 18.9 488 244 38706 0.92908
between tourists and residents.

Owing to tourism development, local people now have 50 13.9 19.9 423 189 35622 1.09880

more recreational opportunities.
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Negative socio-cultural impacts
Local residents have suffered by living in a tourism

L 174 323 249 209 45  2.6269 1.12919
destination area.
Tourism damages to the local culture. 274 408 214 8.5 2.0 2.1692 0.99058
Tourism encourages res_ldents to |m|tat('a'the behavior of 139 313 214 274 6.0 28010 116198
the tourists and relinquish cultural traditions.
The increase in tourist n_umbers has led to alienation 189 338 299 134 40 24975 1.06829
between tourists and residents.
It is becoml_ng increasingly difficult to find a quiet place 239 308 234 159 6.0 24925 118794
for recreation around here because of tourists.
Tourism has limited the use of recreational facilities
such as entertainment and recreational centers, and 189 383 30.3 9.5 3.0 2.3930 0.99486
sport complexes for the local people.
Tourism contributes to social problems such as crime,
drug use, prostitution, alcoholism, gambling, 204 219 224 269 8.5 2.8109 1.27046
smuggling, and so on in the community.
Positive environmental impacts
Tourism has contributed to the preservation of the
natural environment and protection of wildlife in CPNP. 25 70 214 378 313 3.8856 1.01086
Tourism has improved the ecological environment of the
community in many ways. 2.0 45 333 403 199 37164 0.90232
Tourism has_lmproved the area’s appearance (visual 25 85 259 458 174 3.6716 0.94427
and aesthetic).
Tourism pr(_)v!des an incentive for the restoration of 0.5 75 318 383 219 3.7363 0.90284
historic buildings.
Negative environmental impacts
The construction of hotels anq other tourist fac_llltles 134 368 303 164 30 25871 1.01175
have destroyed the natural environment in the region.
Tourism has negative impacts on the natural resources
(including the collection of plants, animals, rocks, or 119 239 259 229 154  3.0597 1.25157
artifacts by or for tourists).
Tourism has created significant solid waste and air,
water, noise, and soil pollution. 189 249 129 343 9.0 2.8955 1.30538
Because of tourism, there now are fewer natural 65 219 209 363 144 3.3035 115431
landscapes and agricultural lands in the area.
Tourism facilities built in and around CPNP are not in
harmony with the natural environment and traditional 124 284 348 194 50 27612 1.05957
architecture.
Evaluation of tourism impacts
Overall, | believe that the benefits of tourism exceed the
cost to the people of the CPNP. 45 144 164 507 139 3.5522 1.04332
| thlnk‘ tourism development in CPNP brings more 05 114 55 562 264  3.9652 0.90762
benefit than harm..
| think tourism development in CPNP produces more
negative impacts than positive impacts. 234 582 6.0 9.0 35 2109 0.97875
Support for tourism development
| would like to see more tourists in CPNP. 15 45 164 453 323  4.0249 0.89687
The government should increase its efforts to provide
infrastructure to support tourism development in 0.5 3.0 174 547 244  3.9950 0.76484
CPNP.
The government should control tourism development in
CPNP in order to maximize the benefits and minimize 1.0 104 254 373 259 3.7662 0.98491
the cost of the development.
T?ﬁscg?;r;wumty should support tourism development in 0 25 95 512 368 4.2239 0.71737
| ?rr:;\?ﬂl;r;g to be a part of tourism planning for CPNP in 45 40 144 507 264  3.9055 0.98286
I am willing to be involved in the development of CPNP 4.0 35 104 433 388  4.0945 0.99299

for ecotourism in the future.

%n =201; 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree
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restoration of historic buildings (m=3.7363).
The respondents also agreed that tourism has
positive economic impacts, but the mean
scores for this aspect (ranging from m=3.1194
to m=3.7214) were not as high as those for
positive  socio-cultural and environmental
impacts. Meanwhile, the respondents in their
statements expressed their concerns over the
fact that the prices of real estate, and many
goods and services in their community have
increased because of tourism (m=4.0547 and
m=3.6915), and that the income from tourism is
not distributed equally among residents in their
community (m=3.1194). They agreed, albeit to
a very slight extent that the natural landscapes
and agricultural lands in their area had
diminished in recent years because of tourism
(m=3.3035), and that tourism has had some
negative impacts on the natural resources
(m=3.0597). The respondents also tended to
disagree with the statement that tourism is
damaging their culture (m=2.1692), and has

limited their use of recreational facilities
(m=2.3930). The respondents, however,
indicated uncertainty in nearly all the

statements regarding the negative impacts of
tourism, especially those related to the socio-
cultural impacts of tourism.

In line with the findings by Tatoglu et al.(2000),
Andriotis (2004), and Kuvan & Akan (2005), the
present study found that the CPNP residents
strongly agreed that tourism creates positive
socio-cultural and environmental impacts.
However, contrary to the findings of those
earlier studies, which suggest that residents
value positive economic impacts the most, the
CPNP residents tended to value positive socio-
cultural as well as environmental impacts more,
while ascribing a higher score to the latter
aspect.

Another prominent finding of this study
suggests that support for tourism development
in CPNP is strong among its residents. They
firmly believe that their community should
support tourism development and are willing
not only to be personal involved in the future
development of ecotourism in CPNP, but also
to welcome more tourists (m=4.2239,
m=4.0945, and m=4.0249, respectively).
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These findings are similar to those of other
studies such as Milman and Pizam (1988),
King, Pizam, and Milman (1993),
Haralambopoulos and Pizam (1996), and Réatz
(2000), whereby the respondents not only
support the current extent of tourism, but also
look forward for its expansion.

Difference in perceptions among residents

A series of ANOVAs and t-tests was conducted
to examine the differences in perceptions
among respondents with different socio-
demographic characteristics towards tourism
impact, their overall evaluation of the impacts
and their support for tourism development in
CPNP.

The findings of this study revealed that socio-
demographic characteristics significantly
influence residents’ perceptions of tourism
impacts, evaluation of tourism impacts, and
their support for tourism development.
However, perceptions of CPNP residents
differed according to nine socio-demographic
characteristics.

Similar to findings by Kuvan and Akan (2005)
among residents in Belek, Turkey, but contrary
to findings by Kayat (2000) among residents in
Langkawi, monthly household income was the
most significant variable affecting CPNP
residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts,
evaluation of tourism impacts and their support
for tourism development (Table 3). The result
of this study shows that, generally, CPNP
residents who had average and higher income
were likely to favor tourism and supported
tourism development. In contrast, residents
who had lower income seemed to value
tourism lower and were less supportive tourism
development. This result has helped to confirm
the usefulness of social exchange theory in
explaining residents’ perceptions of tourism as
there are indications that those residents who
benefit economically from tourism are
supportive of it. This result is also useful to
confirm that residents’ perceptions towards
tourism development are context-specific.
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Table 3. Results of ANOVA for Income

o Lo Lo 4 0 4o o
It s oS §§8 §§3 §8§ 38@. §g§ TR &
eme 508 Sgg Sg8 s88 588 258 c o
o Z N Qb B - LS -
o > — - — N ~N
Tourism has improved employment 5 ngs 59756 g5 375 405 408 5294 195  0.000
opportunities in my community
Our standard of living has increased 45,5 ) gg356 3352 3.17 374 3922 5113 195  0.000
considerably because of tourism
Tourism has aftracted more investment 5,4 3540 355 4042 374 377  3.366 195  0.006

to my community

Tourism is one of the most important

industries  supporting the local 3.38 3.08"° 3.57 3.96° 3.79° 3.92 4.068 195 0.002
economy

Tourism creates new  business
opportunities for local residents

Real estate prices in the community
have increased because of tourism
Tourism  development in  CPNP
interferes with the residents’ daily 2.95°*  2.71 2.19' 2.04* 2.32 2.62 3.476 195  0.005
economic activities

Tourism has improved the quality of

products and services of tourism

infrastructure such  as  roads, 3.62°**° 3.98 428" 433" 437" 446"  4.317 195  0.001
transportation  system, restaurants,
shops, and guest-house in the area
Tourism has increased residents’ pride
in the local culture of the community
Tourism helps keep culture alive and
helps maintain the ethnic identity of the ~ 3.74  3.53%*°* 4157 4.13° 426°  3.69 5.126 195  0.000
local residents

Tourism has resulted in more cultural

exchange between tourists and 3.62*° 3.61*>° 4.21'? 3.96 432" 3.77 4.019 195  0.002
residents

Owing to tourism development, local

349  329%° 3877 3.75 4.05°  4.00 2.849 195  0.017

3.54%% 420" 4.15" 4.13 4.11 4.38 2.861 195  0.016

3.92° 3.69%*° 4.21? 4.42% 4.42* 431 5.658 195  0.000

people now have more recreational 3.41 3.27° 3.66 3.75 4.05° 3.92 2.301 195 0.046
opportunities

Tourism damages to the local culture 2.23 2.44 1.89 2.13 2.26 1.69 2.369 195 0.041
Tourism encourages residents to imitate

the behavior of the tourists and  2.67 3.24° 249 2.58 274 285 2.742 195  0.020

relinquish cultural traditions
The increase in tourist numbers has led
to alienation between tourists and 249 293¢ 232 2.42 221 1.77° 4007 195  0.002
residents
Tourism contributes to social problems
such as crime, drug use, prostitution,
alcoholism, gambling, smuggling, and
S0 on in the community
Tourism has improved the ecological 2
environment of the community in many ~ 3.54°  3.75°  3.49° 3.96 3.63° T35 4178 195  0.001
ways
Tourism has improved the area’s
appearance
Tourism has created significant solid
waste and air, water, noise, and soil 2.31* 300  3.09" 3.21° 316 254 2577 195 0.028
pollution
Because of tourism, there are now less
of natural landscapes and agricultural 3.00 3.68 3.13 3.63 2.95 3.08 2.973 195 0.013
lands in the area
Overall, | believe that the benefits of
tourism exceed the cost to the people  3.31°  3.32° 3.70 3.63 4117 3.85 2,594 195  0.027
of the CPNP
| would like to see more tourists in CPNP ~ 3.74°  3.78°  4.21 421 447 431 3.708 195  0.003
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2262 327" 2.47° 3.08 2.68 3.31 4.790 195  0.000

3.44 3.42% 3.70 4.082 411 4.00 3.550 195  0.004
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The government should increase its
efforts to provide infrastructure to 3.72
support tourism development in CPNP

The community should support tourism
development in this area

I am willing to be a part of tourism
planning for CPNP in the future

| am wiling to be involved in the
development of CPNP for ecotourism  3.69%°
in the future

3.97

3.44345

3.90

4.14

3.64%°

3.86°

4.15

4.34

4.19"2

4.43%?

4.25

4.29

4.21*

4.29

4.16

4.42

4.322

4.42"

4.00

4.54

4.31

4.31

2.378

2.270

5.526

3.949

195

195

195

195

0.040

0.049

0.000

0.002

Superscript numbers indicate that mean values are significantly different from the mean values in the equivalent columns.
Numbers denote columns 2-7, i.e. 1=Below VND200,000; 2=VND200,000-VND500,000; 3=VND500,001-VND1,000,000;
4=VND1,000,001-VND1,500,000; 5=VND1,500,001-VND2,000,000; 6=Above VND2,000,000. For example, the first line
reads that significant differences existed between those that earn below VND200,000 and those that earn VND1,500,001-
VND2,000,000; between those that earn VND200,000-VND500,000 and those that earn VND1,500,001-VND2,000,000; and
those that earn VND200,000-VND500,000 and those that earn above VND2,000,000.

Table 4. Results of t-test for Ethnic groups

Overall Muong
ltems mean Kinh and t Df Sig.
score others
Tourism  has  improved  employment 3.39 3.94 3.13 5234  155.69 0.000
opportunities in my community
Our standard of living's increased considerably
because of tourism 3.12 3.64 2.88 4840 155.19 0.000
Tourism has attracted more investment to my 351 3.75 3.39 2364 199 0.019
community
Tourism is one of the most important industries 3.48 3.69 3.39 2.068 143.04 0.040
supporting the local economy
Tourism creates new business opportunities for
local residents 3.64 3.86 3.53 2.110  139.95 0.037
Rgal estate prices in th_e community have 2.05 431 3.93 3007 186.85 0.003
increased because of tourism
Tourlsm_devellopn_went in CFfNP |_nFerferes with 251 295 263 -2.979 199 0.024
the residents' daily economic activity
Tourism has increased residents' pride in the
local culture in the community 4.05 4.28 3.95 2.808 199 0.005
Tourism helps ke_ep cul_ture alive and helps 3.87 4.08 3.77 2713 152.05 0.007
maintain the ethnic identity
Owing to tourism, _Ipcal people have more 3.56 3.81 3.44 2.459 158.15 0.015
recreation opportunities
Local residents have suffered by living in a
tourism destination area 263 230 218 2883 199 0.004
Tourism damages to the local culture 2.17 1.92 2.28 -2.449 199 0.015
The increase in tourism numbers has led to g, 2.23 262 2632 15336  0.009
alienation between tourists and residents
Tourism has limited the use of the recreational
facilities like entertainment and recreation 2.39 2.16 2.50 -2.548 154.51 0.012
centers, sport complex by local people
Tounsm has |mpr0\(ed the area's appearance 367 4.00 352 3.483 125.11 0.001
(visual and aesthetic)
Overall, | believe that the benefits of tourism
exceed the cost to the people of the CPNP 355 3.94 3.37 4.213 177.51 0.000
| think tourlgm development in CPNP brings 3.96 4.16 388 2056 199 0.041
more benefit than harm.
| would like to see more tourists in CPNP 4.02 4.31 3.89 3.670 176.41 0.000
The government should increase their effort in
providing infrastructure to support tourism 3.99 4.17 3.91 2.264 199 0.025
development
I am willing to be a part of tourism planning in 301 417 378 3.084 177.02 0.002

CPNP in the future
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Other socio-demographic characteristics found
to explain CPNP residents’ perception towards
tourism development are ethnicity (Table 4),
education level (Table 5), job status (Table 6),
age (Table 7).

Table 5. Results of ANOVA for levels of Education

Those residents belonging to Kinh group have
more positive views towards tourism’s positive
impacts, and they also support tourism
development more compared to the residents
belonging to Muong and others ethnic groups.

Items

No
schooling
Primary
school

> >0
EB ] =23
S _ =) = .
c o =) o o= w = =2
o< £ o = >O o N
So o2 ) 23
@ @ T o O S c
0 a o ®

Tourism has improved employment
opportunities in my community

Our standard of living has increased
considerably because of tourism

The quality of public services in the village is
now better due to tourism investment

Tourism is one of the most important

2.43  2.05%4%6
243  2.2134%%

357  3.00%*°

5,6
industries supporting the local economy 21 2.68
Tourism creates new business opportunities 3.99 2.8955
for local residents
Tourism development in CPNP interferes
- . A . S 3.00 2.89
with the residents’ daily economic activities
Tourism has increased residents’ pride in 4.00 3.5856

the local culture of the community

Tourism helps keep culture alive and helps
maintain the ethnic identity of the local 4.00  3.21%%°
residents

Tourism has resulted in more cultural
exchange between tourists and residents

Owing to tourism development, local people
now have more recreational opportunities

Local residents have suffered by living in a
tourism destination area

Tourism encourages residents to imitate the
behavior of the tourists and relinquish 3.00  3.68%°°
cultural traditions

The increase in tourist numbers has led to
alienation between tourists and residents

Tourism has improved the area’s
appearance

Because of tourism, there are now less of
natural landscapes and agricultural lands 3.14  4.37345°
in the area

Overall, | believe that the benefits of tourism 343 2 705
exceed the cost to the people of the CPNP ' '

I would like to see more tourists in CPNP 3.43° 3.37

I am willing to be a part of tourism planning

3.29 3.32°
2.86  2.4234%6

2.71 3.32°

3.00 2.89

3.00 3.53

for CPNP in the future 3.00 321
I am wiling to be involved in the
development of CPNP for ecotourism in  2.86 3.42

the future

N

3.26*° 355" 3.91*° 3.90° 10.869 195 0.000
3.09° 3.14°> 3.40° 357° 4.223 195 0.001
3.86° 3.77° 371 3.83% 2537 195 0.030
348 350 3.74° 3.83° 4633 195 0.001
365 3.66 3.89° 3.83° 2606 195 0.026
265° 255 200° 240 2504 195 0.032

409 3.82° 4.37%* 427 3989 195 0.002
3.98% 368 411> 397° 4.072 195 0.002

3.91 3.89 420° 3.87 2953 195 0.014
3.61° 359° 4.00° 3.80° 7.010 195 0.000

264 275 220° 248 2767 195 0.019
2682 295 254> 2532 3383 195 0.006

2.61 2.55 2.09 230 2307 195 0.046

3.47° 357° 420% 3.90 4.394 195 0.001
315 348 3.09 3.00 4.763 195 0.000

3.62 3.39 397° 367 3779 195 0.003
4.05 4.05 429" 420 3725 195 0.003
4.00 3.91 4.03 420 4.164 195 0.001

4.30 4.02 4.23 430 5.488 195 0.000

Superscript numbers indicate that mean values are significantly different from the mean values in the equivalent columns.
Numbers denote columns 2-7, i.e. 1=No schooling, 2=Primary school, 3=Secondary school, 4=High school, 5=College,
6=University and others. For example, the first line reads that significant differences existed between those that hold
primary school level and those that hold secondary school level, between those that hold primary school level and those
that hold high school level, between those that hold primary school level and those that hold college level, between those
that hold primary school level and those that hold university or others level, and so forth.
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A closer observation by the researcher reveals
that most of Kinh people have tourism related-
jobs. This may help explain why the residents
in this group have more positive views than
Muong and others.

In addition, those residents with lower level of
education (primary school holders in this case)
have a critical views about tourism, mainly
because they feel that local residents have
suffered by living in a tourism destination area,
they imitate the behavior of the tourists and
relinquish cultural traditions, and tourism
reduces the natural landscapes and agricultural
lands in their area. They also do not believe

they still believe that benefits of tourism exceed
the costs to the people of the CPNP. Those
residents holding higher level of education
(college level, university and other levels) are
likely to enthusiastically welcome tourism. They
appreciate tourism’s positive impacts, and
disapprove of its negative impacts. In this
manner, the findings of this study are
congruent with the result of study by
Haralambopoulos and Pizam (1996), which
indicates that the more educated the residents
are, the more positive perceptions they have
towards tourism. But, these findings contradict
the findings of Andriotis (2004) and Kayat
(2000), which indicates that highly educated

that tourism increases the recreation respondents are more likely to express concern
opportunities for the local resident. However, about the negative impacts of tourism
Table 6. Results of t-test for Job status
It
TS 68 :.5% - - :
ltems @ =SB St & © =
5 @ 2373 ”
o3 e 2 o2
S
Tourism ha}s |mprove_d employment 3.39 4.05 3.22 5307 00.22 0.000
opportunities in my community
Our standard of .Ilvmgs increased considerably 3.12 3.63 209 3.677 79.53 0.000
because of tourism
Tourism income generated in the area goes to
outside organizations and individuals 284 230 2.97 -3.370 199 0.001
Income from tourism benefits only a few people 312 280 3.20 -1.982 199 0.049
in this community
Tourlsm_develyopnjent in CP_NP |_nt_e_rferes with 251 203 263 3.296 64.28 0.002
the residents’ daily economic activities
Tourism has increased residents’ pride in the
local culture of the community 4.05 440 3.97 3.136 199 0.002
Tourism helps keep culture alive and helps
maintain the ethnic identity of the local 3.87 4.08 3.81 2.026 71.92 0.046
residents
Tourism has re_zsulted in more cultural exchange 3.87 413 3.81 2573 0654 0012
between tourists and residents
Tourism encourages residents to imitate the
behavior of the tourists and relinquish cultural 2,80 2.35 291 -2.789 199 0.006
traditions
The increase in tourist numbers had led to 210 260 -2.669 199 0.008
alienation between tourists and residents
Tourism has limited the use of recreational
facilites ~such ~as entertainment and  , 59 2.00 249 3232 71.98  0.002
recreational centers, and sport complexes for
the local people
Because of tourism, there are now less of
natural landscapes and agricultural lands in 3.30 2.95 3.39 -2.184 199 0.030
the area
| would like to see more tourists in CPNP 4.02 4.30 3.96 2.188 199 0.030
| am willing to be a part of tourism planning for
CPNP in the future 3.91 4.35 3.79 4,724 120.74  0.000
| am willing to be involved in the development of 4.09 4.40 4.02 2195 199 0.029

CPNP for ecotourism in the future
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Table 7. Results of ANOVA for Age

s 8 B 8 2 . o
Items é Q g uLé) a>3 S &
@]

Tourism _ _has_ improved _ employment 397 367 3514 24723 277 5.604 196 0.000
opportunities in my community

Our ;tandard of living he_ls increased 301  3.20 340" 2.42° 246 3.753 196 0.006
considerably because of tourism

Tourism has 'attracted more investment to 323 3714 3714 27423 3.08 5.913 196 0.000
my community

Tourism is one of the most important 5,4 565 376t 279° 3.00 5401 196  0.000
industries supporting the local economy

Tourism crea_tes new business opportunities 363 367 3.89" 2.842° 3.38 3.810 196 0.005
for local residents

Tourism income generated in the area goes 4 2
to outside organizations and individuals 300 254 284 331 3.38 3.307 196 0.012

Income from' tourism peneflts only a few 293° 2.95° 3.08 358 4.08%2 3.883 196 0.005
people in this community

Tourism has resulted “in more _cultural 383" 408 3.89° 2891235 408 7.160 196 0.000
exchange between tourists and residents

Local residents have suffered by living in a 5 5 5 5 12,34 3.053 196
tourism destination area 250> 2.66 251> 242 3.62 0.018

Tourism has' improved th_e area’s 350 3.84% 379 3.00%° 3.46 3.909 196 0.004
appearance (visual and aesthetic)

I would like to see more tourists in CPNP ~ 4.00  4.30°  4.10* 3.26*°  3.23 9.194 196 0.000

| am willing to be a part of tourism planning 3.630 196
for CPNP in the future 3.90 4.09 3.92 316 3.85 0.007

I am wiling to be involved in the
development of CPNP for ecotourism in 4.20 4.25 421 321 3.69 5.502 196 0.000

the future

Superscript numbers indicate that mean values are significantly different from the mean values in the equivalent
columns. Numbers denote columns 2-6, i.e. 1=18-25 years old, 2=26-35 years old, 3=36-55 years old, 4=56-60 years
old, 5=Over 60 years old. For example, the first line reads that significant differences existed between those their ages
are 26-35 and 56-60; and between those their ages are 36- 55 and 56-60.

(specifically, negative environmental impacts of
tourism).

For the job status (Table 6), as found by other
studies (Haralambopoulos & Pizam, 1996;
Tatoglu et al., 2000; Andriotis, 2004; Kuvan &
Akan, 2005), findings from this study indicate
that those residents with tourism-related jobs
tend to approve tourism more than those with
non-tourism related jobs. This finding confirms
findings by Kayat (2000) that the explanation
offered by social exchange theory that benefits
received by residents influence their support for
tourism needs to be complemented with other
explanation as other variables appear to also
play a role in resident forming attitudes. As
found by the present study, those residents
who depend on tourism view tourism favorably
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compared to those who do not depend on
tourism.

For age groups (Table 7), the results of this
study are in line with the results of the study by
Haralambopoulous and Pizam (1996) as it is
found that generally, the younger the residents
are, the more positive perceptions they have
towards tourism. Gender, place of birth, length
of residency also have limited influence on
residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts,
evaluation of tourism impacts, and support for
tourism development. Interestingly, marital
status has not exhibited any significant effect
on residents’ perceptions of tourism
statements, similar to the result of the study by
Kuvan & Akan (2005).
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Table 8. Multiple Regression of Support for Tourism Development in CPNP

Independent Variables B t Sig.

Age -0.141 -2.571 0.011
Gender® 0.152 2.801 0.006
Positive socio-cultural impacts 0.471 7.471 0.000
Positive environmental impacts 0.251 3.956 0.000
Negative environmental impacts 0.244 4.419 0.000

Note. R°=0.44, adjusted R°=0.43, F=30.583, p<0.001

& Dummy coded: O=female, 1=male.

The above findings do not support hypothesis
1, which assumes that there are no differences
among residents’ socio-demographic
characteristics with respect to perceptions of
tourism impacts, evaluation of tourism impacts
and their support for tourism development. As a
result, we reject the hypothesis 1 and accept
that there are significant differences among
residents’ socio-demographic characteristics
with respect to perceptions of tourism impacts,
evaluation of tourism impacts, and their support
for tourism development.

Support for tourism development

To test hypothesis 2, this study used the
method of computing multiple regression
simultaneously  between the dependent
variable (support for tourism development) and
the independent variables (residents’ socio-
demographic characteristics, residents’
perceptions of tourism impacts, and residents’
evaluation of tourism impacts) in order to
predict support for tourism development from a
combination of a total of 16 independent
variables.

Table 8 shows the results of the multiple
regression pertaining to support for tourism
development in CPNP. As can be seen from
this table, R°=0.44, and the adjusted R* value
for 5 out 16 independent variables considered
in the equation is 0.43, indicating that the
model explains 43% of the variance in support
of tourism development.

In particular, the CPNP respondents in support
of tourism development were found to have the
following perceptions and socio-demographic
characteristics:

= The younger the respondent, the more
likely he or she was to support tourism
development.

= Males were more supportive of tourism
development than females.

= Respondents who believed that tourism
has positive socio-cultural impacts tended to
support tourism development.

= Respondents who believed that tourism
has positive environmental impacts tended to
support tourism development.

= Finally and interestingly, respondents who
believed that  tourism has negative
environmental impacts also supported tourism
development.

It is worth noting that only two out of the nine
socio-demographic  variables entered the
regression equation. Other socio-demographic
variables such as ethnicity, place of birth,
marital status, level of education, monthly
household income, job status, and length of
residency did not have a shared effect on the
residents’ support for tourism development.
Interestingly, the other variables that did not
have a combined effect on the support levels
included the residents’ perceptions of
positive/negative economic impacts of tourism,
their perceptions of negative socio-cultural
impacts of tourism, and their evaluation of
tourism impact.

These findings are also consistent with the first
finding of this study, which signifies that
residents in CPNP consider positive socio-
cultural and environmental impacts of tourism
to be more important than positive economic
impacts of tourism, implying that they do not
support tourism development merely on the
grounds of economic aspect. Furthermore, this
finding echoes the findings by Andereck and
Vogt (2000) and, King, Pizam, and Milman
(1993), who concluded that support for tourism
development could be associated with the
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belief that tourism induced positive as well as
negative impacts. Despite their awareness of
tourism’s negative impacts, the local residents
still support tourism development.

The findings also allow us to reject hypothesis
2, which assumes that the independent
variables (residents’ socio-demographic
characteristics, perceptions of tourism impacts,
and evaluation of tourism impacts) do not
significantly explain the dependent variables
(residents’ support for tourism development).

The findings denote that the theoretical
perspective of this research, the social
exchange theory, is helpful in guiding research
on residents’ perceptions of and support for
tourism development. Residents in CPNP
perceive greater positive impacts of tourism
than negative ones, leading to their support for
tourism development in CPNP. In addition to
the perception of the positive impacts, the
study finds that variables such as degree of
dependency on tourism may complement the
above argument brought about by social
exchange theory.

Conclusion

This study attempts to contribute to the existing
body of work on local residents’ perception of
tourism impacts, their evaluation of tourism
impacts, and their support for tourism
development. The study develops a research
instrument to determine these aspects which
may be adopted by other researchers seeking
to assess local residents’ perceptions of
tourism in different geographical areas,
especially in Vietnam, where research
instruments like this one are still scarce.

The conceptual framework developed and
tested in this research offers a theoretical basis
for the study of tourism impacts and local
support for tourism development. Further
testing of residents’ perceptions in different
areas using this conceptual framework can
provide more comprehensive grounds for the
comparative study of a variety of residents’
perceptions of tourism impacts and support for
tourism development. The addition of new
variables to the framework may further
elucidate these aspects.
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This study also further validates to the
theoretical predominance in the field of tourism
research by confirming the usefulness of the
social exchange theory in explaining residents’
perceptions of tourism. The findings reveal that
when residents perceive that the positive
impacts of tourism (regardless of whether they
are economic, socio-cultural, or environmental
impacts) are likely to be greater than the
negative impacts, they are inclined to accept
the exchange and, therefore, support tourism
development in their community.

One prominent finding of this study is that
residents in CPNP valued the socio-cultural
and environmental impacts of tourism higher
than its economic impacts, and they supported
tourism development, in general, but not
merely for its economic benefits, unlike the
findings of the earlier studies. Consequently,
this study obtained its significant results that
depending on the residents’ socio-demographic
characteristics, extent of tourism’s influence,
and different geographical areas, the local
residents’ perceptions of and attitudes toward
tourism may differ; residents generally tend to
support tourism if they feel that tourism brings
them more benefits than costs (regardless of
whether these are socio-cultural,
environmental, or economic benefits). In
CPNP, residents value the social-cultural and
environmental impacts of tourism more than its
economic impacts (because most of them are
still dependent on the park’s resources and
they have not received significant economic
benefits from tourism so far); these findings
may differ if a similar study is conducted in
other destinations.

This research provides tourism planners,
policymakers, tourism strategists, and tourism
promoters with helpful information about local
residents’ perceptions, evaluations of tourism
impacts, and their support for tourism
development; this information can be used to
formulate plans and policies not only to gain
residents’ support for tourism but also to
implement sustainable tourism development.
The more attentive tourism leaders are to
residents’ concerns, the greater the support
they are likely to receive in their community
development efforts (Ramchander, 2004). The
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study findings reveal that at the time of this
research, CPNP residents tended to have
positive perceptions of tourism and that they
largely  supported tourism  development,
especially due to its socio-cultural and
environmental impacts. However, to maintain
sustainable tourism, it is necessary to take into
account a long-term perspective of residents’
perceptions of tourism. Furthermore, it is
important to involve residents in both tourism-
related decision-making processes and the
tourism activity itself, since the findings indicate
the local residents’ willingness to be involved
and participate in these activities. The
researcher’s observations suggest that thus far
the local residents, particularly the Muongs,
have very limited involvement in such activities
(participating in tourism as the hosts of
homestays, selling goods and services, etc.).

This study demonstrates that socio-
demographic characteristics of local residents
influence their perceptions, evaluation of
impacts, and their support for tourism
development. In turn, residents’ perceptions of
tourism impacts brought by ecotourism
development in CPNP and their socio-
demographic characteristics influence their
overall support for tourism development. Future
research is needed to investigate why the
specific  socio-demographic  characteristics
influence the CPNP residents’ perceptions
towards tourism in order to make appropriate
plans and policies.

In addition, although the local residents’ view
are critical for analyzing tourism development,
in that the greatest impacts of the tourism
industry are experienced and judged by the
host residents (Andriotis, 2000), further
research should investigate the perceptions of
tourism organization managers and, local
authorities to identify the real concerns and
conflicts pertaining to tourism development in
CPNP. Such information would lead to a better
understanding of the tourism structure in CPNP
and help the relevant authorities formulate
effective tourism development plans and
policies.

This study examines the factors, and variables
that explain local residents’ perceptions and

evaluation of tourism impacts, and their support
for tourism development. In order to further
understand “why” and “how” the CPNP
residents’ react to tourism development in a
particular manner (that is, why and how
residents perceive a specific impact as positive
or negative), it is necessary to analyze
additional data using qualitative methods in
order to collect more insightful and
comprehensive information.

The research instrument and conceptual
framework developed and tested in this
research can be expanded and tested in other
geographical locations using larger samples to
identify and examine other variables and
factors that may influence the residents’
abovementioned opinions. Such information
will be useful in providing more comparative
results and findings in this topic.

Based on previous studies, which had indicated
that socio-demographic characteristics might or
might not influence residents’ perceptions,
evaluation of tourism impacts, and their support
for tourism development, the findings of this
study show that socio-demographic
characteristics, especially income, ethnicity,
education level, job status, significant influence
residents’ perceptions. The results of this study
also offer some variables, which explain for
residents’ support for tourism development in
CPNP.

In conclusion, let us reflect on the view of
McGehee and Andereck (2004: 139) that “a
great deal of progress has been made in the
study of residents’ attitudes towards tourism,
but a great deal is left to be done. No matter
what future direction resident attitude research
takes, the most important goal must be to
assure that the varied voices of the community
are heard”.
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