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A Positive Study on the Residents’ Tourism Expectation of Shanghai EXPO

CHEN Nan'® QIAO Guang-hui' ZHANG Yun-yao’
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Abstract The attitude cognition and expectation of residents in certain eventholding destination play a significant role to the success
of this mega-event. This research analyzed the expectation of Shanghai residents as well as the interdependent relationship between
residents’ expectation and 2010 Shanghai EXPO focusing on 2010 Shanghai EXPO. This study revealed that factor analysis selected 5
tourism expectation factors infrastructural & environmental factor positive attitude social phenomenal economic and price & real es-
tate . Among Shanghai residents’ demographic characteristics except gender the other demographic variables like age educational
level marital level and profession all have obvious differences with the 5 expectation factors. multi-regression analysis also revealed
that Shanghai residents’ expectation has a positive correlation with the active participating attitudes. In the end the insufficiency of this
study is put forward and recommendations on the future study are also given.

Key words tourism expectation visiting decision making EXPO Shanghai



