
    Tourism & Management Studies, 11(1) (2015) 

25 
 

 

Host-tourist interaction and impact of tourism on residents’ Quality of Life 

Interação residente-visitante e impacte do turismo na Qualidade de Vida dos residentes 

 

Maria João Carneiro 

University of Aveiro, Department of Economics, Management and Industrial Engineering (DEGEI), Researcher at the 
Governance, Competitiveness and Public Policies (GOVCOPP) Research Unit of the University of Aveiro, DEGEI – Universidade 

de Aveiro, 3810-193 Aveiro, Portugal, mjcarneiro@ua.pt 

 

Celeste Eusébio 

University of Aveiro, Department of Economics, Management and Industrial Engineering (DEGEI), Researcher at the 
Governance, Competitiveness and Public Policies (GOVCOPP) Research Unit of the University of Aveiro, DEGEI – Universidade 

de Aveiro, 3810-193 Aveiro, Portugal, celeste.eusebio@ua.pt 

 

Abstract 

This paper analyses the relationship between host-tourist 
interactions and residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts on their 
QOL. A survey of residents in two Portuguese beach communities 
was conducted. Two PCAs were used to identify dimensions of 
host-tourist interaction and QOL domains. Furthermore, an 
importance-perceived impact analysis and Paired t-tests were 
carried out to identify gaps between the levels of importance that 
residents attribute to several domains of their QOL and their 
perceptions of tourism impacts in these QOL domains. Correlation 
tests were used to find statistical significant associations between 
host-tourist interaction dimensions and residents’ QOL domains. 
Results suggest that the interaction between residents and visitors 
in these destinations is low and very superficial, gaps between 
importance and tourism impacts emerged in several domains of 
residents’ QOL and there is a positive relationship between host–
tourist interactions and residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts 
on several domains of their QOL. The paper ends with some 
theoretical and practical implications. 

Keywords: Residents’ QOL, tourism, host-tourist interactions, 

gaps, beach tourism destinations. 

 

Resumo 

Este artigo analisa a relação entre as interações residente-visitante 
e as perceções dos residentes sobre os impactes do turismo na sua 
Qualidade de Vida (QV). Foi realizado um inquérito aos residentes 
de duas comunidades costeiras portuguesas. Para identificar as 
dimensões da interação residente-visitante e do impacte do 
turismo na QV, foram utilizadas duas Análises de Componentes 
Principais (ACP). Adicionalmente, para identificar os gaps 
existentes entre os níveis de importância que os residentes 
atribuem às diversas dimensões da QV e as suas perceções sobre os 
impactes do turismo nessas dimensões da QV, foram também 
realizadas uma análise importância-impacte percebido e testes t 
para amostras emparelhadas. Foram, igualmente, utilizados testes 
de correlação para identificar associações estatisticamente 
significativas entre as dimensões da interação residente-visitante e 
os domínios da QV dos residentes. Os resultados obtidos sugerem 
que a interação residente-visitante nestes destinos é baixa e muito 
superficial, que existem gaps entre a importância e os impactes do 
turismo nos diversos domínios da QV e que há uma relação positiva 
entre as interações residente-visitante e as perceções dos impactes 
do turismo nos diversos domínios da sua QV. O artigo termina com 
algumas implicações teóricas e práticas. 

Palavras-chave: QV dos residentes, turismo, interação 

residente-visitante, gaps, destinos turísticos de costa. 

 

1. Introduction 

Quality of Life (QOL) is a recent issue in tourism literature 

(Andereck, Valentine, Vogt & Knopf, 2005; Andereck & 

Nyaupane, 2011; Dolnicar, Lazarevski & Yanamandram, 

2013; Eusébio & Carneiro, 2011; Moscardo, 2009;). The 

research in this field is still very scarce and limited to 

specific areas (Benckendorft, Edwards, Jurowski, Liburd, 

Miller & Moscardo, 2009; Eusébio & Carneiro, 2011; 

Moscardo, 2009). Considering a systemic approach to the 

tourism industry, the influence of tourism on QOL may 

occur in three main places: (i) the generating regions of 

visitors; (ii) the destination regions and (iii) the transit 

regions. Despite being very important to increase 

knowledge about the tourism impacts on QOL occurring in 

the three main places where the tourism takes place, in the 

last years the majority of published research has 

concentrated on the effects of tourism on the tourists' QOL 

(e.g. Dolnicar, Yanamandram & Cliff, 2012; Dolnicar et al., 

2013; Eusébio & Carneiro, 2011; Moscardo, 2009). A limited 

number of studies have directly examined the residents’ 

perceptions of the impacts of tourism on their QOL 

(Andereck & Nyaupane, 2011). The majority of the 

literature published has focused on the residents’ 

perceptions of tourism impacts and on their attitudes 

towards tourism development (Andereck & Nyaupane, 

2011; Andereck, Valentine, Vogt & Knopf, 2007; Cañizares, 

Tabales, & García, 2014;Fredline, Deery & Jago, 2013; Meng, 

Li & Uysal, 2010; Perdue, Long & Kang, 1999; Rodrigues, 

Vieira, Marques, & Teixeira, 2014; Sirgy, Widgery, Lee, & Yu, 

2009). Then, there is agreement that more research should 

be conducted about the impacts of tourism on the QOL of 

residents. As Meng et al. (2010) stated, more empirical 

studies about the impact of tourism on residents’ QOL 

should be carried out due to the limited number of studies 

published and because the findings obtained from previous 

research have been contradictory. Moreover, to increase the 

positive effects of tourism on residents’ QOL, it is important 

to identify the factors that may influence this impact. In this 

field the literature is very scarce. In order to extend 
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knowledge about residents’ perceptions of the impacts of 

tourism on their QOL and concerning the factors that may 

influence these perceptions, the present study analyses the 

relationship between host-tourist interactions and the 

residents’ perceptions of the impacts of tourism on their 

QOL in two Portuguese beach tourism destinations. 

This research differentiates itself from most research in 

recent years in four aspects. First, this research develops a 

new measurement approach to investigate the impacts of 

tourism on residents’ QOL. Second, the analysis of the 

importance that residents attribute to several domains of 

their QOL and the analysis of their perceptions about the 

tourism impacts on these domains allows to identify gaps in 

these domains. This information highlights the domains of 

residents’ QOL that require more intervention when 

tourism development agents design and implement 

strategies for tourism development. Third, the analysis of 

the relationship between residents’ perceptions of the 

tourism impacts on their QOL and the frequency of different 

types of host-tourist interactions provide, simultaneously, 

important theoretical and practical contributions, given that 

this is an as-yet-unexplored research line. Finally, the 

empirical study was conducted in two important 

Portuguese beach tourism destinations located in the 

Central Region of Portugal (Barra and Costa Nova), where 

there are no studies in this field. 

The paper begins with a literature review concerning three 

important topics for this research: (i) tourism and QOL, 

with a specific focus on residents; and (ii) host-tourist 

interactions and impacts of tourism on residents’ QOL. This 

literature review is followed by an empirical study carried 

out in two Portuguese beach tourism destinations. A 

methodology section is provided, followed by a discussion 

of results section. Finally, the paper ends with conclusions 

and implications about how to promote tourism 

development in order to enhance the QOL of residents. 

2.  Literature review 

2.1  Impacts of tourism on residents’ QOL 

Quality of life is a multidimensional concept that has been 

the object of increasing research, especially in some areas 

such as medicine (Eusébio & Carneiro, 2011). Consequently 

several definitions of this concept have emerged in the 

literature. Andereck and Nyaupane (2011) mentioned that 

more than 100 definitions and models of QOL have been 

published. However, despite the large number of definitions 

and models, it remains very difficult to define this concept, 

because it is a subjective experience dependent on an 

individual’s perceptions and emotional state (Andereck & 

Nyaupane, 2011; Andereck et al., 2007). Moreover, a 

literature review about the concepts used to define QOL 

reveals that this is a concept that has been defined in many 

ways. For example, some researchers define this concept in 

terms of life satisfaction while others argue that life 

satisfaction is a component of QOL (Eusébio & Carneiro, 

2011; Dolnicar et al., 2012; Moscardo, 2009).  

Andereck and Nyaupane (2011) highlight that, although 

QOL is a value which is considered universal, the 

components that are appreciated as contributing to QOL 

may diverge among individuals. In this context, several 

measures have been used to assess QOL, normally classified 

into two types: (i) objective measures (e.g. income level, 

education) and (ii) subjective measures (e.g. level of 

satisfaction with various aspects of life) (Andereck & 

Nyaupane, 2011; Meng et al., 2010). Additionally, studies 

conducted in this field can also measure general aspects of 

QOL or specific domains (e.g. emotional and psychological 

well-being, social relationships, material well-being, 

wellness, personal development). According to Dolnicar et 

al. (2012), there is a general consensus that total perceived 

QOL is a combination of satisfaction with several domains 

in life. However, there is little consensus about the key 

domains that should be considered for measuring the 

construct of QOL. Only two domains emerged in the 

majority of the research in this field: work and material 

well-being and health (Dolnicar et al., 2012). However, 

Moscardo (2009), based on a literature review on QOL 

domains, identified basic physiological needs, security, 

belongingness and self-esteem as the domains of QOL most 

frequently mentioned. Furthermore, in this line of thought, 

it is also important to highlight that there is heterogeneity 

in the perception of QOL, given that people not only differ in 

their overall QOL score but also in relation to the 

contributions of the different domains to their QOL. Then, in 

this kind of research, it is very important to analyse 

simultaneously the importance of the various domains 

included in QOL and the level of satisfaction with these 

domains. 

The relationship between tourism and QOL only became a 

topic of research in recent years (Andereck & Nyaupane, 

2011; Andereck et al., 2007; Dolnicar et al., 2013; Dolnicar 

et al., 2012; Meng et al., 2010; Moscardo, 2009). From a 

literature review concerning studies about this topic, two 

types of studies may be identified: (i) studies about the 

impact of tourism on visitors’ QOL (e.g. Carneiro & Eusébio, 

2011; Dolnicar et al., 2013; Dolnicar et al., 2012; Sirgy et al., 

2010); and (ii) studies about the impact of tourism on 

residents’ QOL (e.g. Andereck & Nyaupane, 2011; Andereck 

et al., 2007, Fredline et al., 2013; Meng et al., 2010; Perdue 

et al., 1999; Sirgy et al., 2009). Studies examining the impact 

of tourism on visitors’ QOL are not reviewed in this paper 

because the focus of this research is on the impact of 

tourism on residents’ QOL.  

Few studies have examined residents’ perceptions of the 

tourism impact on their QOL (Andereck & Nyaupane, 2011; 

Fredline et al., 2012; Meng et al., 2010). The majority of the 

studies published in recent decades have analysed 

residents’ perception of the impacts of tourism on the 

communities where they live and not on their own QOL. 

However, as mentioned by Andereck and Nyaupane (2011), 

there are differences between studies on residents’ 

perceptions of impacts and studies concerning residents’ 

QOL. The first type of studies focus on the way residents 

perceive the influence of tourism  on communities and on 

the environment, while the second investigates the way 

these impacts affect individual or family life satisfaction, 

comprising satisfaction with community.  
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The few studies published highlight the relevant impact of 

tourism in enhancing several domains of residents’ QOL 

(Andereck et al., 2005; Andereck & Nyaupane, 2011). 

Tourism generates employment opportunities and tax 

revenues, as well as services and products (e.g. tourism 

facilities, events, cultural attractions) that may be enjoyed 

by residents (Andereck et al., 2005; Andereck & Nyaupane, 

2011). However, tourism can also have negative impacts on 

residents’ QOL, giving rise to, for example, crowding, traffic 

and parking problems, criminality, an increase in the cost of 

living, changes in the hosts’ way of life and friction between 

tourists and residents (Andereck et al., 2005). 

Andereck & Nyaupane’s (2011) study is one of the few 

published researches that examined the impact of tourism 

on residents’ QOL. In this research the authors explored, 

among other issues, residents’ perceptions of the impacts of 

tourism on QOL and factors that may influence these 

perceptions in Arizona. Eight domains of residents’ QOL 

were analysed in this study: community well-being, urban 

issues, way of life, community pride and awareness, natural 

and cultural preservation, economic strength, recreation 

amenities and crime and substance abuse. Moreover, the 

study conducted by Andereck & Nyaupane (2011) not only 

measured the residents’ perception of tourism impacts on 

their QOL, it also evaluated how these domains of QOL are 

important for residents. The results of this study reveal a 

higher impact of tourism on some dimensions of QOL 

related to opportunities of access to services, facilities and 

attractions (e.g. retail shops, restaurants, festivals) created 

in the community as a result of tourism development, a 

strong and diverse economy and awareness regarding the 

importance of nature and cultural heritage.   

In 2007, Andereck et al. (2007) published a study entitled “a 

cross-cultural analysis of tourism and quality of life 

perceptions” where the differences between Hispanic and 

Anglo residents with respect to their perception of tourism 

and QOL were investigated. The results obtained in this 

study revealed significant differences only in some domains 

of QOL (e.g. environmental and sociocultural variables).  

Some studies have been conducted about the impact of 

specific types of tourism activities on residents’ QOL. In this 

field, Fredline et al. (2013) carried out a study where the 

impacts of an event on residents’ QOL were evaluated. 

Moreover, Perdue et al.’s (2010) study compared the 

tourism development cycle and social disruption theories to 

assess the impact of gaming tourism on residents’ QOL. Roel 

(1999) also analysed the relationship between residents’ 

perceptions of the impact which gaming had in Nevada and 

their perceived QOL. 

The analysis of the studies published regarding the impacts 

of tourism on residents’ QOL clearly show that interest in 

this topic has increased in recent years in terms of research, 

although there is no agreement about the framework that 

should be used to measure these impacts. Moreover, the 

findings obtained in these studies are diverse and a very 

limited number of studies have analysed the factors that 

may influence these impacts. Considering this last 

conclusion and the need to further analyse the factors 

influencing the impacts of tourism on residents’ QOL, the 

relationship between host-tourist interaction and residents’ 

perceptions of tourism impacts on their QOL is analysed in 

this paper. 

2.2 Host-tourist interactions and impacts of tourism 

on residents’ QOL 

The host-tourist interactions and its results have received 

little attention in the literature of tourism (Eusébio & 

Carneiro, 2012; Kastenholz, Carneiro, Eusébio & Figueiredo, 

2013; Pizam, Uriely & Reichel, 2000; Reisinger & Turner, 

2003). However, in recent years the number of papers 

published in this field has increased. Frequently, host–

tourist interaction is defined as the personal encounter that 

takes place between tourist and host in specific places 

(Reisinger & Turner, 2003). Based on this definition, three 

types of social contact between tourists and hosts may 

occur: when visitors purchase products, when visitors and 

hosts use the same place, attraction or facility and when the 

two actors exchange information and ideas (Kastenholz et 

al., 2013; Reisinger & Turner, 2003). However, given the 

characteristics of travel behaviour, such as reduced length 

of stay, in the majority of tourism destinations, social 

contact between residents and visitors is brief, temporary 

and non-repetitive, open to deceit and exploitation, 

superficial, formal and commercial and asymmetric in 

terms of meaning for both actors (visitors and hosts) (De 

Kadt, 1979; Eusébio & Carneiro, 2012; Reisinger & Turner, 

2003). Despite these characteristics, the literature in this 

field reveals that encounters between visitors and hosts 

may influence attitudes and satisfaction of both visitors and 

local residents.  

In line with the aforementioned, some papers published 

investigated the role of host-tourist interactions on host 

attitudes towards tourism (e.g. Weaver & Lawton, 2001), 

whereas other studies have analysed the factors that may 

influence host-tourist interactions (e.g. Eusébio & Carneiro, 

2012). A limited number of studies analysed the 

relationship between host-tourist interactions and 

residents’ perceptions of the impacts of tourism. Andereck 

& Nyaupane’s (2011) study revealed that when residents 

have contact with visitors on a frequent basis, they view 

tourism in a much more positive light. Based on this 

viewpoint a positive relationship between both intensity 

and satisfaction with social contacts and residents’ 

perceptions of positive tourism impacts is expected. 

However, several factors may influence the consequences of 

the social encounter between residents and visitors. The 

literature in this field highlights the differences in the 

cultural background of participants and of their personal 

attributes as important factors that may influence the 

consequences of the interactions both to visitors and local 

residents (Eusébio & Carneiro, 2012; Pizam et al., 2000; 

Resinger & Turner, 2003). 

Regarding the relationship between host-tourist 

interactions and residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts 

on their QOL, a literature review conducted in this research 

revealed a lack of studies that examine this kind of 

relationship. However, based on the literature regarding 

factors that may influence host-tourist interactions and 

about the consequences of these interactions (e.g. Eusébio 
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& Carneiro, 2012; Reisinger & Turner, 2003), one 

hypothesis underlying the empirical study presented in the 

following sections is: the more intense and intimate the 

contacts between residents and tourists, the higher the 

residents’ perceptions are of the impacts of tourism on their 

QOL. Moreover, some differences are also expected in the 

relationship between host-tourist interactions and 

residents’ perceptions of the impacts of tourism on their 

QOL, according to the type of interaction and the type of 

QOL domain influenced. Finally, it is important to reinforce 

the relevance of these studies to agents responsible for 

tourism development of a tourism destination so that they 

can design and implement strategies in order to promote 

positive resident attitudes towards tourism development. 

3.  Methodology 

3.1  Survey instrument 

A questionnaire was directed to residents of two beach 

communities – Barra and Costa Nova – at a municipality 

located on the west coast of Portugal and in the Central 

Region of this country – the municipality of Ílhavo. The 

three parishes where these two communities are located 

have a total of approximately 22000 residents (INE, 2012). 

Tourism, specifically beach tourism, is one of the main 

economic activities of the municipality of Ílhavo, where 

there are 73.3 bed nights in hotel establishments per 100 

inhabitants (INE, 2013). 

The questionnaire directed to residents encompassed 

several questions on QOL domains. First, the residents were 

asked whether they considered 22 features related to 

several QOL domains important. They had to answer the 

question using a 7-point Likert-type scale from 1 “not 

important” to 7 “very important”. Afterwards, respondents 

were requested to indicate whether they agreed that, in 

their community, tourism had an impact on their QOL in the 

same 22 features. Respondents had to answer using a 7-

point Likert scale from 1 “completely disagree” to 7 

“completely agree”. The 22 items representing QOL 

domains were selected from a literature review on QOL and 

on perceived tourism impacts (e.g. Andereck et al., 2005; 

Andereck & Nyaupane, 2011; Andereck et al., 2007, Eusébio 

& Carneiro, 2011; Moscardo, 2009; Sirgy, Widgery, Lee & 

Yu, 2009). Other questions aimed to assess residents’ 

interaction with visitors. In these questions, residents had 

to report the frequency with which they had some types of 

interaction with visitors (e.g. inviting visitors to come to 

their home, participating in parties with visitors) and the 

frequency with which they interacted with visitors in some 

places (e.g. workplace, beach, food and beverage 

establishments). The frequency of interaction was reported 

using a 7-point Likert-type scale from 1 “never” to 7 “very 

frequently”. Residents also had to indicate their level of 

satisfaction with the contact with visitors in their 

community on a Likert-type scale from 1 “very unsatisfied” 

to 7 “very satisfied”. The items representing interaction 

were selected based on a literature review regarding social 

contact in the context of tourism (e.g. De Kadt 1979; 

Eusébio & Carneiro 2012; Reisinger & Turner 1998). 

Finally, some questions were asked to obtain information 

on the socio-economic profile of the residents. These 

questions included, among others, questions on the 

duration of residence in the community where the residents 

lived and on the residents’ job. 

3.2  Sampling approach and administration of the 

survey instrument  

A quota sampling based on gender and age was used to 

identify the sample of residents to whom the questionnaires 

were administered. Data from the National Statistics 

Institute of Portugal – Instituto Nacional de Estatística (INE) 

– were used to calculate the quotas. Residents were 

contacted in the street, in commercial establishments, or at 

their own house. A pilot test of the questionnaire was 

undertaken with 15 residents in the communities under 

analysis. Small changes were introduced into the 

questionnaire, mainly related to the way the questions were 

formulated, as a result of the pilot test. The final version of 

the questionnaire was personally administered to residents. 

A total of 308 completed questionnaires were obtained. 

3.3  Data analysis 

Descriptive statistics were adopted to identify the socio-

economic profile of residents and the level of interaction 

with visitors. Two Principal Component Analyses (PCA) 

were carried out to identify dimensions of interaction with 

visitors and of the importance that residents assigned to 

features of QOL. Cronbach’s alphas were also calculated to 

confirm the reliability of perceived impacts of tourism on 

QOL domains. Then, paired samples t-tests were 

undertaken in order to compare the level of importance of 

each QOL item with the tourism impact on that QOL item 

and to calculate the gap (difference) between the 

importance and the impact of tourism on each item. The 

same paired samples t-tests and corresponding gaps were 

calculated for each QOL dimension identified in the PCAs. A 

grid that corresponded to an adapted version of the 

Importance-Performance grid was created to visually 

compare the importance of each QOL dimension and the 

impact of tourism on that QOL. Finally, in order to verify if 

higher levels of interaction with visitors corresponded to 

higher impacts on QOL and to lower gaps regarding QOL 

domains, Spearman correlations were undertaken. 

4.  Results  

4.1  Sample profile 

The sample was quite balanced regarding gender (52% of 

respondents were male) and, although there was a 

predominance of residents between 25 and 60 years old 

(66%), there were at least 15% of residents with ages 

below and above this age cohort. The majority of the 

residents surveyed were Portuguese (96%) and married 

(48%) or single (35%). Although there was a great diversity 

in the education and income of respondents, the majority 

had a monthly net income of between 501 and 1000 Euros 

(33%) or between 1000 and 2000 Euros (30%) and 

education below secondary school (54%) or corresponding 

to secondary school (24%). Approximately 49% of 

respondents worked and slightly more than half of these 

(53%) had a job related to tourism (predominantly in food 

and beverage establishments, but a considerable number 
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also worked in shops). The majority of respondents had 

lived in the community where the survey took place for a 

period of more than five years (64%) or between one and 

five years (29%) and the sample was composed by a slightly 

higher number of residents living in Costa Nova (55%) than 

of residents living in Barra (45%). 

4.2  Host-tourist interactions 

As far as interaction with visitors is concerned, first a PCA 

of interaction items with varimax rotation was undertaken. 

Three interaction dimensions emerged (Table 1): (i) close 

interaction, where residents usually have a closer contact 

with visitors and perform actions which contribute to a 

deeper relationship with visitors (e.g. inviting visitors to 

their own home and exchanging gifts with visitors); (ii) 

interaction in tourism attractions and supporting services; 

and (iii) formal interaction, where residents interact with 

visitors, often because they are required to, most of the time 

due to their professional activity. All the dimensions had 

good reliability (Cronbach’s alpha above 0.7) and explained 

about 65% of the variance of the items included in the PCA. 

In general, close interactions with visitors occur with a very 

low frequency (2.11 in average, on a scale from 1 “never” to 

7 “very frequently”). Residents are more likely to have more 

superficial interactions with visitors in tourism attractions 

and supporting services (3.91) and more formal 

interactions with visitors in contexts such as their own 

workplace (3.90). As far as tourism attractions and 

supporting services are concerned, residents tend to 

interact more frequently with visitors in food and beverage 

establishments (4.71), on beaches (4.16) and in other 

commercial establishments (4.09). These results are in line 

with other researches in this field, revealing that the 

interaction in tourism is frequently brief and superficial 

(e.g. Eusébio & Carneiro, 2012; Kastenholz et al., 2013, 

Reisinger, 2009; Sinkovics & Penz, 2009; Yoo & Sohn, 2003). 

However, results reveal that residents do not usually have a 

high level of interaction with visitors. Although social 

contact with visitors is not very high, residents are likely to 

be very satisfied with this contact (5.81 in a scale from 1 

“very unsatisfied” to 7 “very satisfied”). 

 
 Table 1 - PCA of interaction with visitors 

 
Source: Authors.  

 

4.3  Tourism and residents’ QOL 

A PCA with varimax rotation of items representing the 

importance to residents inquired into several QOL features 

and gave rise to five dimensions that represented five QOL 

domains (Table 2): (i) heritage and enhancement of 

commercial activities; (ii) socialization and recreation 

opportunities; (iii) health and safety benefits; (iv) economic 

opportunities and supporting facilities; and (v) quiet 

environment. The dimensions presented very high 

reliabilities (with Cronbach’s alpha above 0.75) and 

explained 68% of the variance of the items included in the 

PCA. In order to confirm that the impacts of tourism on QOL 

perceived by residents could be represented by the same 

structure of five dimensions identified in the PCA regarding 

the importance of QOL features, Cronbach’s alpha was 

calculated for the five dimensions using the items regarding 

perceptions of tourism impacts on QOL. The five 

dimensions of tourism impacts on QOL were also highly 

reliable (with Cronbach’s alpha higher than 0.8) (Table 2).

   

Mean Std. Com. Factor Eig. Cumulative Cronbach's

Dev. loading variance alpha

explained

(%)

F1: Close interaction 2,11 1,339 3,313 25,487 0,880

Sharing meals with visitors 2,11 1,638 0,767 0,846

Exchanging gifts with visitors 1,75 1,473 0,740 0,844

Inviting visitors to one's home 2,03 1,697 0,739 0,836  

Practising sports with visitors 1,98 1,485 0,603 0,688

Participating in parties with visitors 2,68 1,841 0,668 0,676

F2: Interaction in tourism attractions and supporting services 3,91 1,409 2,931 48,035 0,806

Contact with visitors in other commercial establishments 4,09 1,795 0,630 0,773

Contact with visitors on the beach 4,16 1,957 0,637 0,761

Contact with visitors in discos, clubs and bars 3,31 2,072 0,586 0,718

Contact with visitors in food and beverage establishments 4,71 1,761 0,598 0,654

Contact with visitors in events 3,30 1,797 0,473 0,653

F3: Formal interaction 3,90 1,741 2,146 64,545 0,737

Contact with visitors in the workplace 3,52 2,442 0,702 0,823  

Interacting with visitors when providing them goods and services 3,45 2,231 0,722 0,809  

Providing visitors with information about the municipality 4,74 1,736 0,524 0,701  

Notes: Com. - Communality; Eig.-Eigenvalue. KMO=0.855     Bartlett's test of sphericity=1701.979 (p=0.000)

Interaction with visitors
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Table 2 - PCA of importance of QOL dimensions and reliability of dimensions of residents’ perceptions of tourism 
impacts on their QOL 

 
Source: Authors.  

Residents considered all the QOL domains as very 

important (above 5.5 in average, on a scale from 1 “not 

important” to 7 “very important”), with health and safety 

benefits as the dimension considered most important (with 

6.51, on average). The perceptions of residents regarding 

the impacts of tourism on QOL domains were not as 

homogeneous as the opinions regarding the importance of 

the QOL domains. This may be concluded because the 

standard deviations are slightly higher in the case of the 

perceived impacts of tourism than in the case of the 

dimensions’ importance. However, on average, residents 

somewhat agreed that tourism had an impact on their QOL 

domains (reporting an average level of agreement between 

4.4 and 5.4, in all domains, on a scale from 1 “completely 

disagree” to 7 “completely agree”), although they did not 

consider that this impact was very great. The domains 

where the residents’ perception of the impacts of tourism 

were lower were on maintaining a quiet environment and on 

the domains that residents found most relevant – health and 

safety benefits.  

As already mentioned, paired samples t-tests were 

undertaken to compare the importance of each QOL domain 

with the residents’ perception of the impacts of tourism on 

that QOL domain and, also, to calculate the gap between 

importance and perceived impacts for each item and for 

each domain. Statistically significant differences were found 

in all QOL domains and in almost all QOL items (p<0.05) 

(Table 3). In the cases where significant differences were 

found, the importance was almost always greater than the 

perceived impacts, which suggests that strategies are 

needed to increase the impacts of tourism on QOL domains. 

Only in the item relating to “having opportunities to be in 

contact with people of different cultures” was the perceived 

impact higher than the importance, showing that there is a 

favourable balance in the benefits that residents obtain in 

their community, regarding interaction with people of 

different cultures and the importance they assign to this 

feature. There were items related to the existence of 

restaurants and other commercial establishments, the 

valuation of real estate and land, opportunities to 

participate in cultural activities and diversity of economic 

activities, where no statistically significant differences 

between importance and perceived impacts were found. 

This reveals a considerable balance between the 

importance attributed to these benefits and the impacts of 

tourism on these features. The two domains where the gap 

(difference) between the importance and the perceived 

impacts were highest correspond to the two domains where 

the perceived impacts of tourism were lowest – quiet 

environment and health and safety benefits. In these 

domains, the gap was 1.57 and 1.38, respectively. This can 

Perception of

tourism impacts on

QOL domains

Com. Factor Eig. Cumulative Cronbach's Cronbach's

loading variance alpha alpha

explained

(%)

F1: Heritage and enhancement of commercial activities 3.758 17.083 0.839 0.852

Preserving natural environment 0.726 0.784

Feeling that this place is valued by others 0.668 0.746

Preserving cultural heritage 0.647 0.733

Feeling proud to live in this place 0.676 0.625

Having restaurants and other commercial establishments 0.571 0.618

Occurence of valuation of real estate and land 0.487 0.610

F2: Socialisation and recreation opportunities 3.587 33.387 0.871 0.883

Having opportunity to carry out recreational activities 0.695 0.782

Having opportunity to participate in cultural activities 0.714 0.718

Having opportunities for socialising 0.699 0.713

Having facilities to promote mobility/accessibility 0.627 0.672

Having access to information 0.711 0.625

Having opportunities of contact with people of different cultures 0.633 0.610

F3: Health and safety benefits 2.894 46.543 0.845 0.892

Feeling safe 0.740 0.806

Having a healthy life 0.703 0.781

Living in an unpolluted environment 0.716 0.765

F4: Economic opportunities and supporting facilities 2.790 59.227 0.830 0.848

Having more job opportunities 0.750 0.789

Having opportunities to get more financial resources 0.768 0.772

Having access to good transport 0.685 0.669

Having access to health services 0.685 0.580

Having diversity of economic activities 0.636 0.513

F5: Quiet environment 1.909 67.902 0.784 0.872

Living without traffic jams and people 0.724 0.745

Living in a quiet environment 0.678 0.635

Notes: Com. - Communality; Eig.-Eigenvalue. KMO=0.895     Bartlett's test of sphericity=3640.664 (p=0.000)

Importance

of

QOL domains

QOL domains
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be observed in Table 3 (where the gaps of domains and of 

items are reported) and in Figure 1, which presents a grid 

regarding the importance of QOL domains and the impacts 

of tourism on these domains. The information in the grid 

suggests that those persons and entities responsible for 

tourism development should develop efforts to ensure the 

existence, at the community level, of a quieter environment 

and of more healthy and safe environments.

Table 3 - Paired samples t-tests to compare the importance of QOL domains and the perceived impacts of tourism on 
these domains 

 
 Source: Authors. 

  

Figure 1 - Visual representation of the importance of QOL domains and of impacts of tourism on QOL domains 

 
Source: Authors. 

 

 

 

Importance of Perception of

QOL domains tourism impacts on

QOL domains

N Mean Std. N Mean Std. Mean Std. Paired p-value

Dev. Dev. Dev. T-value

F1: Heritage and enhancement of commercial activities 292 5.80 0.989 292 5.51 1.102 0.30 1.050 4.877 0.000

Preserving natural environment 285 5.78 1.304 285 5.34 1.492 0.44 1.501 4.932 0.000

Feeling that this place is valued by others 287 5.88 1.307 287 5.66 1.272 0.22 1.560 2.422 0.016

Preserving cultural heritage 287 5.86 1.225 287 5.31 1.539 0.54 1.621 5.682 0.000

Feeling proud to live in this place 286 6.14 1.150 286 5.55 1.552 0.60 1.539 6.571 0.000

Having restaurants and other commercial establishments 287 5.92 1.300 287 5.89 1.273 0.03 1.436 0.329 0.743

Occurence of valuation of real estate and land 279 5.25 1.576 279 5.17 1.537 0.08 1.770 0.778 0.437

F2: Socialisation and recreation opportunities 295 5.69 1.120 295 5.43 1.181 0.26 1.152 3.838 0.000

Having opportunity to carry out recreational activities 290 5.52 1.539 290 5.30 1.459 0.22 1.695 2.218 0.027

Having opportunity to participate in cultural activities 289 5.34 1.533 289 5.21 1.497 0.13 1.616 1.420 0.157

Having opportunities for socialising 292 5.77 1.266 292 5.53 1.393 0.24 1.415 2.854 0.005

Having facilities to promote mobility/accessibility 289 5.94 1.280 289 5.40 1.596 0.54 1.689 5.467 0.000

Having access to information 289 5.90 1.401 289 5.24 1.645 0.66 1.761 6.381 0.000

Having opportunities of contact with people of different cultures 287 5.59 1.505 287 5.79 1.287 -0.21 1.541 -2.260 0.025

F3: Health and safety benefits 298 6.51 0.783 298 5.12 1.559 1.38 1.577 15.129 0.000

Feeling safe 296 6.55 0.814 296 5.11 1.714 1.44 1.782 13.894 0.000

Having a healthy life 297 6.51 0.886 297 5.25 1.674 1.26 1.723 12.593 0.000

Living in an unpolluted environment 294 6.45 0.982 294 4.99 1.778 1.47 1.826 13.764 0.000

F4: Economic opportunities and supporting facilities 295 5.95 1.076 295 5.34 1.293 0.62 1.284 8.250 0.000

Having more job opportunities 287 5.83 1.598 287 5.26 1.717 0.57 1.804 5.334 0.000

Having opportunities to get more financial resources 288 5.63 1.557 288 5.13 1.620 0.50 1.741 4.874 0.000

Having access to good transport 290 6.15 1.222 290 5.52 1.594 0.63 1.702 6.313 0.000

Having access to health services 289 6.43 1.065 289 5.20 1.834 1.22 1.878 11.056 0.000

Having diversity of economic activities 284 5.67 1.450 284 5.49 1.428 0.18 1.669 1.814 0.071

F5: Quiet environment 295 6.01 1.165 295 4.44 1.757 1.57 1.950 13.811 0.000

Living without traffic jams and people 291 5.94 1.290 291 4.24 1.882 1.70 2.184 13.259 0.000

Living in a quiet environment 295 6.08 1.286 295 4.64 1.842 1.44 2.048 12.056 0.000

Paired differences

(Importance -Perceived impacts)

QOL domains
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4.4  Host-tourist interactions and residents’ QOL 

Spearman correlations were used to analyse the 

associations between the dimensions representing the 

residents’ interaction with visitors and three types of 

variables regarding QOL: (i) the importance of QOL 

domains; (ii) the impacts of tourism on QOL domains; and 

(iii) the gaps between the importance and perceived 

impacts on QOL domains. The reason for using Spearman 

correlations instead of Pearson correlation tests was that 

several variables did not follow a normal distribution. 

Several significant correlations were found (p<0.05) (Table 

4). Although some positive correlations were found among 

social contact dimensions and the importance of QOL 

domains, the number and strength of the positive 

correlations is considerably higher among social contact 

dimensions and the impacts of tourism on QOL domains. 

Some weak but significant correlations were observed 

among the interaction dimensions and the gaps regarding 

the QOL domains. However, all the correlations regarding 

gaps are negative. This suggests that the more frequently 

residents interact with visitors and the more satisfied 

residents are with this interaction, the less likely residents 

will be to perceive a gap in QOL domains. Results show that 

the interaction with visitors may contribute to a more 

positive perception of residents regarding the impacts of 

tourism on QOL and, consequently, to the existence of a 

lower gap between the importance of QOL and the impact of 

tourism on these domains.  

 

Table 4 - Host-tourist interactions and residents’ QOL: Spearman correlations 

 
Source: Authors.  

 

All the types of interaction analysed (close interaction, 

interaction in tourism attractions and supporting services 

and formal interaction) and the residents’ satisfaction with 

interaction were correlated with the gaps and perceived 

impacts on the QOL domains where higher gaps were 

registered (quiet environment and health and safety 

benefits). These results suggest that interaction is likely to 

have a greater influence on the perception of gaps in the 

case of these domains. These results are interesting since 

they reveal that the interaction is related to the feeling of 

being safer, sometimes contributing to a better knowledge 

of the visitors and, consequently, to feeling more safe when 

making contact with them. They also suggest that 

interaction is associated with the perception of having a 

healthier life, probably considering a broad perspective of 

healthy life, which encompasses psychological and social 

F1: Close F2: Interaction in F3: Formal Satisfaction

interaction tourism attractions interaction with the 

and supporting interaction

services with visitors

Importance of the QOL domains

F1: Heritage and enhancement of commercial activities 0.073 0.164** 0.234** 0.403**

F2: Socialisation and recreation opportunities 0.078 0.206** 0.139* 0.293**

F3: Health and safety benefits -0.093 -0.004 0.143* 0.186**

F4: Economic opportunities and supporting facilities -0.033 0.102 0.175** 0.230**

F5: Quiet environment 0.000 0.065 0.142* 0.259**

Perceived tourism impacts on QOL domains

F1: Heritage and enhancement of commercial activities 0.060 0.110 0.220
**

0.345
**

F2: Socialisation and recreation opportunities 0.113 0.168
**

0.292
**

0.346
**

F3: Health and safety benefits 0.175
**

0.192
**

0.432
**

0.351
**

F4: Economic opportunities and supporting facilities 0.076 0.136
*

0.338
**

0.357
**

F5: Quiet environment 0.293
**

0.225
**

0.356
**

0.290
**

Gaps on QOL domains (Difference between the

importance of the domain and the perceived tourism

impacts on that domain)

F1: Heritage and enhancement of commercial activities 0.024 0.022 0.014 0.052

F2: Socialisation and recreation opportunities 0.004 0.052 -0.145* -0.094

F3: Health and safety benefits -0.154** -0.159** -0.307** -0.227**

F4: Economic opportunities and supporting facilities -0.011 -0.010 -0.122* -0.171**

F5: Quiet environment -0.213** -0.139* -0.215** -0.146*

Notes: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

               *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

QOL

Interaction with visitors
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well-being. It is also curious to detect that contact with 

visitors may contribute to a perception of a quieter 

environment. This may happen since residents who have 

more contact with visitors and are more satisfied with this 

contact can be more tolerant to congestion resulting from 

tourism activity and to the noise provoked by this 

congestion. It is also interesting to notice that the frequency 

of formal interaction (occurring many times in working 

contexts) and satisfaction with interaction are the features 

regarding social contact which have positive correlations 

with domains of tourism impacts on QOL and more negative 

correlations with the gaps on QOL. This reveals that a 

higher importance should be assigned to these features of 

interaction, encouraging, for example, a higher level of 

interaction between service providers and tourists and, 

also, some measures that may lead to more satisfaction with 

interactions with visitors.  

The higher impact of formal interaction on perceptions of 

getting benefits from tourism may take place because, 

sometimes, social contact in working environments may 

occur during longer periods of time, which can lead to a 

higher exchange of knowledge between residents and 

visitors and, consequently, to greater benefits regarding the 

knowledge of other cultures and greater mutual 

understanding, among many others. The lower number of 

correlations between close interaction and both positive 

impacts of tourism and gaps regarding QOL, may be 

associated with the very low levels of close interaction 

between residents and visitors in these communities. This 

issue deserves to be further studied. Interactions taking 

place in tourism attractions and facilities, although 

occurring with a similar frequency as the formal 

interactions (many times in working contexts), does not 

have a greater influence on the perception of the impacts of 

tourism on the residents’ QOL as the latter ones. This may 

happen because, in these communities, social contact with 

visitors in tourism attractions and supporting facilities may 

have been more ephemeral, not enabling residents to 

perceive so many positive impacts of tourism on QOL. 

Policies should be implemented to take advantage of the 

interactions in tourism attractions and facilities. 

5.  Conclusions and implications 

Recent literature suggests that, in specific contexts, tourism 

may contribute to improving the QOL of residents of 

tourism destinations. However, research on determinants of 

the impacts of tourism on QOL domains is very scarce and 

highly focused on the QOL of visitors. Residents of tourism 

destinations may interact with visitors in many contexts 

and develop several types of interactions with them. 

Although the interest for studying tourist-host interaction 

has been growing, the impact of tourist-host interaction on 

residents’ QOL has remained widely understudied. The 

present study provides important contributions in this field. 

First, the study reveals the existence of positive associations 

between both frequency and satisfaction with tourist-host 

interactions and residents’ perception of positive impacts of 

tourism on their QOL. Results also suggest that residents 

are more likely to perceive lower gaps between the 

importance assigned to QOL domains and the positive 

impacts obtained on these domains. Considering these 

results, organizations responsible for tourism development 

should implement policies which are able to promote host-

tourist interactions.  

This study reveals that, as hypothesized, in the case of 

residents, interaction with visitors is likely to have a higher 

influence on their perception of the impacts of tourism on 

specific domains of QOL. The reinforcement of social 

contact with visitors is especially important, so that 

residents may obtain benefits from tourism regarding 

having a healthier and safer life as well as feeling they are 

living in a quiet environment. These findings suggest that 

interaction with visitors may increase the tolerance of 

residents to some potential negative impacts of tourism, as 

argued by Reisinger and Turner (2003). The exchange of 

information and even contact with visitors seem to 

contribute to residents feeling more secure regarding 

tourist activity and its potential consequences. Interaction 

with visitors should also be promoted because it reinforces 

the feeling of having a healthier life among residents, 

probably due to issues such as the opportunities for 

socialization, which may contribute to a better socio-

psychological well-being.  

However, results also suggest, as postulated in the 

theoretical background, that different types of interactions 

may provide different contributions to the residents’ QOL. 

In the communities under study, formal interactions, mostly 

occurring in the workplace, seem to be the form of social 

contact with a higher positive impact on residents’ QOL. 

Results suggest that longer interactions, even in a more 

formal context, may contribute to a higher perception of the 

impacts of tourism on residents’ QOL than faster and more 

superficial contacts with visitors. Therefore, it is very 

important to promote interactions with visitors in the 

residents’ workplace, a privileged site for the occurrence of 

tourist-host contact, either by more formal strategies – such 

as creating codes of conduct for tourism service providers 

noting the importance of interacting with visitors – or with 

more informal strategies, organizing seminars to sensitize 

residents – service providers and the population in general 

– to the opportunities for socializing with visitors (e.g. 

meeting other people and encountering cultures, 

developing friendships).  

The present study corroborates previous research (e.g. De 

Kadt, 1979; Eusébio & Carneiro, 2012; Reisinger & Turner, 

2003) that show a low interaction between residents and 

visitors at tourism destinations. Therefore, those 

responsible for tourism development should also design 

strategies to encourage more interaction, specifically, 

longer opportunities of contact with visitors in tourism 

attractions and tourism supporting facilities. Some of these 

strategies may encompass giving incentives to residents so 

that they carry out traditional activities of the community – 

e.g. cooking traditional meals, performing typical dances 

and carrying out some handicraft activities – that could be 

appreciated by visitors and could help establish 

communication and more contact with visitors. Residents 
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could also be encouraged to provide some support in 

tourism services, for example in providing general 

information about the destination to visitors or in 

presenting a specific attraction to them, revealing some 

curiosities about the attraction based on their knowledge. 

Increasing contact with visitors in tourism attractions and 

supporting facilities seems to be especially important in the 

beach communities under analysis, since this interaction, 

although occurring frequently, does not provide a lot of 

benefits to residents’ QOL. The lower levels of close 

interaction with visitors in these communities may have led 

to difficulties in recognizing the potential positive impacts 

of this kind of interaction. More research is needed to 

identify these impacts.  

Findings also show that it is very important to ensure 

satisfaction with interaction with visitors. Providing 

training to service suppliers (e.g. in languages) may 

contribute to the visitors feeling more comfortable with this 

interaction. However, more studies should be developed to 

identify other features that may help residents to feel this 

kind of satisfaction.  

The present study also has some limitations, some of which 

have already been identified. Some of the major limitations 

are that the study is confined to the geographical area of a 

municipality of a specific country and is restricted to one 

determinant of the impacts of tourism on residents’ QOL. 

Replicating the study in other geographical areas located in 

other regions or with different tourism products would be 

very useful to analyse the consistency of the results 

obtained and to find other variables with influence on the 

residents’ QOL. Studies encompassing a wider range of 

determinants of the impacts of tourism on residents’ QOL, 

such as the duration of residence in the community and 

tourism experience (e.g. number of tourism trips 

undertaken), would also be relevant. A more qualitative 

research would also be very useful to better understand the 

impacts that the tourism had on residents’ QOL and the 

influence of host-tourist interaction on perceiving these 

impacts. 
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