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ABSTRACT

Sustainability is necessary and a good alternative way to minimize
tourism’s negative impacts and its long-term success. Residents have an
important role for sustainable development in a touristic destination. The
purpose of this paper is to examine the structural relationship between
residents’ sustainable tourism attitude and their support behaviour.
Although there has been much research to examine residents’ opinions
towards tourism impacts, studies about their sustainable tourism have not
been profoundly explored in current literature. A total of 403 valid
questionnaires were collected to empirically test the measurement and
structural model using a structural equation modelling approach. The
study sample consists of residents who live in Didim, Turkey. According to
the results, four of seven dimensions of sustainable tourism attitude relate
to residents’ support for sustainable tourism. The results imply that
perceived social costs are the most effective dimension affecting support,
whereas maximizing community participation has the lowest impact.
Theoretical and managerial contributions are discussed.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The concept of sustainability has attracted attention for both tourism planners and
academic researchers, because its necessity has been raised day by day for the
industry. Sustainability in a touristic destination is a set of principles that protects the
cultural, environmental and infrastructural resources of the destination for the future
of tourism (Lane, 1994). Sustainability of tourism markets is crucial because many
countries’ economies depend very much on this industry (Shen et al., 2016).

According to stakeholder theory, host residents are one of the stakeholders of the
tourism industry and their attitudes impact the success of sustainable tourism
development. They play a critical role in the success or failure of the destination
(Choi and Sirakaya-Turk, 2005; Nicholas et al., 2009). Their positive perception and
attitude towards tourists affect the sustainability of tourism markets (Kitnuntaviwat
and Tang, 2008; Shen et al., 2016). The sustainability of tourism relies on the
goodwill of local residents (Perez and Nadal, 2005). Therefore, understanding
residents’ attitude to sustainable tourism development contributes to tourism
planners trying to improve residents’ support for tourism and for the future of industry
in the destination (Choi and Sirakaya-Turk, 2005; Assante et al., 2010).

Much research has been conducted to assess residents’ perspectives on tourism
impacts (Andereck and Vogt, 2000; Choi and Murray, 2010). These studies have
focused on the benefits and costs of tourism impacts (Gursoy and Rutherford, 2004;
Dyer et al., 2007; Vargas-Sanchez et al., 2009), economic, socio-cultural and
environmental impacts (Yoon et al., 2001; Ko and Stewart, 2002; Oviedo-Garcia et
al., 2008; Choi and Murray, 2010; Nunkoo and Ramkissoon, 2011), the relationship
between tourism impacts and support for tourism (Vargas-Sanchez et al., 2009;
Nunkoo and Gursoy, 2012; Choi, 2013; Stylidis et al., 2014). There are also some
initiatives to explain the host residents’ attitude toward sustainable tourism (Andritois
and Vaughan, 2003; Choi and Sirakaya-Turk, 2005; Kitnuntaviwat and Tang, 2008;
Assante et al., 2010; Lee, 2013). These studies have focused on the economic,
socio-cultural and environmental impacts of sustainable tourism (Yoon et al., 2001,

Ko and Stewart, 2002; Dyer et al., 2007; Oviedo-Garcia et al., 2008; Choi and
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Murray, 2010; Nunkoo and Ramkissoon, 2011) and the residents’ perception of
sustainable tourism benefits and costs (Gursoy and Rutherford, 2004; Dyer et al.,
2007; Gursoy et al., 2009; Vargas-Sanchez et al., 2009; Nunkoo and Ramkissoon,
2011). In addition to these studies, some dimensions such as long-term planning
(Harrill, 2004), community-centered economy (Liu, 2003; Vargas-Sanchez et al.,
2009), ensuring visitor satisfaction (Ko and Stewart, 2002; Liao et al., 2015) and
maximizing community participation (Choi, 2013; Kim et al., 2014) have been shown
important for the sustainability of tourism in a destination. However, more research is
needed to explain the direct impact of these dimensions on the support of residents.

Host residents’ attitudes are important for their support for tourism in the
destination. It is difficult to develop tourism sustainability in the destination without the
participation and support of residents (Fallon and Kriwoken, 2003; Gursoy and
Rutherford, 2004; Kitnuntaviwat and Tang, 2008; Nicholas et al., 2009; Assante et al,
2010; Lee, 2013; Riberio et al., 2014). Despite the importance of residents’ support
behaviour, there has been limited research investigating the effect of residents’
attitude on their support (McGehee and Andereck, 2004). These studies have
explored direct relationships between residents’ attitudes towards sustainable
tourism development and support for tourism (Jurowski et al., 1997; Gursoy et al.,
2002). Further research is still required in understanding their attitudes and
influences on their support for tourism.

Considering the discussion above, the purpose of this study is to examine host
residents’ attitude toward the sustainability of tourism, as well as its effect on their
support for tourism. Better understanding of host residents’ attitude will be essential
to the future development of touristic destinations. The remainder of this paper is
organised as follows. The first section consists of the literature review and hypothesis
development. The second section comprises the research methodology and data
collection. The third section presents the findings of the research. The last section

consists of the discussion and conclusion parts.

126



2. LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT

This paper tries to answer the following question: Is there a relationship between
residents’ attitude to sustainable tourism and their support? If so, how do they
perceive these impacts? In the light of these questions, we aim to investigate this
relationship between two constructs. Seven sustainability-related variables adopted
from Choi and Sirakaya-Turk (2005) were added to the framework to extend the
current residents’ attitude literature. Although some dimensions such as
environmental sustainability, planning, community participation, economic benefits
and social costs have been studied before, other dimensions, the community centred
economy and ensuring visitor satisfaction dimensions have been added for the first
time to explore their impacts on support behaviour. The proposed model is presented
in Figure 1.

Sustainable tourism is defined as “tourism that takes full account of its current and
future economic, social and environmental impacts, addressing the needs of visitors,
the industry, the environment and host communities” by UNWTO (2005: 12).
Sustainable tourism desires and cares about a better future for host residents. It
supports the development that is ecologically responsible, socially compatible,
culturally appropriate, politically equitable, technologically supportive and

economically viable for the host residents (Choi and Sirakaya-Turk, 2005).

\ 4

Sustainable Tourism Attitude

Support for Tourism

Environmental Sustainability E
Perceived Social Costs !
Long-Term Planning i
Economic Benefits |
Community-Centred Economy E
Ensuring Visitor Satisfaction !
Maximizing Community Participation !

Figure 1. The Proposed Model

Residents play an important role in the development of the destination. Indeed,

there is a dual effect between the host residents and the industry. Tourist
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destinations have direct and indirect, positive and negative substantial impacts on
residents (Murphy, 1985; Ap, 1992; Choi, 2013), whereas their attitudes and support
for tourism are crucial factors for tourist satisfaction and the long-term success of
tourism development in the destination (Murphy, 1985; Ko and Stewart, 2002; Fallon
and Kriwoken, 2003; Gursoy and Rutherford, 2004; Nicholas et al., 2009; Lee, 2013).
Tourism means interacting with other places and other people, thus residents’
attitude, expectations, opinions and lifestyles may have an influence on tourists’
experience (Sharpley, 2008).

Social exchange theory (SET) is widely used in explaining the residents’ attitude
towards tourism in the literature. According to Ap (1992: 21), “residents seek benefits
of tourism in the exchange process for something they consider to be approximately
equal to the benefits they received” “If residents fear or resent tourism, their
resistance and hostility can destroy the local industry’s potential” (Murphy, 1985).
Thus, this study has adopted SET as a conceptual framework to explain residents’
attitudes toward sustainable tourism development.

Host residents’ attitude to tourism is an important element of their support in
promoting sustainable tourism development (Gursoy et al., 2002; Nicholas et al.,
2009). It may encourage their participation and support for tourism (Kitnuntaviwat
and Tang, 2008). Residents’ positive perception of tourism impacts their support for
tourism development, whereas negative attitudes have an influence on withdrawing
their support for tourism (Sharpley, 2014; Rasoolimanesh and Jafari, 2016). In any
case, host residents’ support for tourism is vital for the successful of the tourism
industry in a destination (Liao et al., 2015). Tourism investments cannot succeed
without taking into consideration host residents’ attitudes and perceptions (Ap, 1992;
Gursoy and Rutherford, 2004).

The host residents’ attitude towards environmental sustainability may be effective
on their support behaviour. According to Ahn, Lee and Shafer (2002), environmental
and cultural factors must be protected to keep residents’ community satisfaction.
Assante et al. (2010) revealed the relationship between residents’ satisfaction and
their perceptions of the environmental impacts of tourism: the more positive the
perception of environmental impacts, the greater the residents’ support sustainable

tourism. It is also asserted that residents, as one of the major stakeholders of the
128



destination, are most likely to support the long-term conservation of natural resources
because they have the closest direct relationship to these resources (Jurowski et al.,
1997). Therefore, it is hypothesised that:

Hi: Residents’ environmental sustainability attitude influences their support
behaviour.

According to Ap (1992), residents’ positive (benefits) and negative (costs) attitudes
toward tourism affect their support of exchange. Many studies reported that
perceptions of tourism benefits positively affect the residents’ support for sustainable
tourism, whereas the costs of tourism negatively impact their behaviour (Gursoy et al,
2002; Gursoy and Rutherford, 2004; Nicholas et al., 2009; Nunkoo and Ramkissoon,
2011; Lee, 2013). According to Shen et al. (2016), if host residents have a great
economic dependence on tourism, they have a more favourable attitude toward
tourism and its further development. They are directly affected by the growth of
tourism in their region and this issue affects their lifestyle, too (Kim et al., 2014).
Researchers revealed that social costs such as vandalism, public intoxication,
disruption of residents’ daily life also reduced the residents’ quality of life (Ap, 1992;
King et al., 1993; McCool and Martin, 1994). Thus, the following hypotheses are
presented:

H,: Residents’ attitudes towards social costs influence their support behaviour.

Hs;: Residents’ attitudes towards economic benefits influence their support
behaviour.

Residents’ participation in decision-making process is a key element of
sustainable tourism (Nelson, 1993). According to Harrill (2004), tourism planners
strive to understand how host residents perceive the tourism industry in order to gain
support for tourism projects. When they believe in a role in tourism plans they have a
positive attitude toward tourism (Cavus and Tanrisevdi, 2003). They may feel hostility
toward tourists without proper planning and management (Harrill, 2004). Thus, they
should be involved in planning (Keogh, 1990). In other words, tourism planning
should be based on the development of residents’ priorities and goals at the local
level (Cooke, 1982). Although the participation of residents in tourism planning is an
important factor in their support for tourism, the relationship between the two

constructs is rarely addressed. Therefore, we formulate the following hypothesis:
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H4: Residents’ participation to long-term planning influences their support
behaviour.

Previous research findings (Gursoy and Rutherford, 2004; Vargas-Sanchez et al.,
2009; Choi and Murray, 2010; Yu et al.,, 2011) show that overall community
satisfaction is a mediator between perceived tourism impacts and support for tourism
development. Thereby, community-based tourism has become an important part of
providing community support. According to Yu et al. (2011), community-based
tourism means community reinvestment funds, local-first policies and promotion of
local business and local participation. Compared to other industries, tourism is
unique in generating and distributing income in a destination. It promotes regional
development and has a multiplier effect. It also improves the quality and selling of
local goods and services (Liu, 2003). Accordingly, we hypothesised that:

Hs: Residents’ attitude toward a community-centred economy influences their
support behaviour.

Some research indicated that residents’ attitudes towards tourists influenced
tourist experiences and concordantly their satisfaction levels and their future
intentions (Crick, 2003; Alcaniz et al., 2005). If residents have a positive attitude
towards tourism and show supportive behaviour, this positive perception will be
reflected in their behaviour toward tourists. According to Valle et al. (2011), host
residents who are more positive to tourism experiences show greater receptiveness
towards their destination. In this direction, visitors are more satisfied with their
experiences. Both residents and tourists encounter and interact with each other
regularly. Hence, understanding host residents’ attitudes toward tourism and their
affable behaviour to visitors are crucial for the success of tourism in the destination
(Ko and Stewart, 2002; Valle et al., 2011; Liao et al., 2015). As a result, this study
contains an original hypothesis presented below:

Hs: Residents’ attitude towards ensuring visitor satisfaction influences their
supportive behaviour.

Community participation is one of the critical elements in residents’ attitudes
toward sustainable tourism. Active participation and involvement of residents are vital
for successful sustainability of tourism planning and development (Kim et al., 2014).

If residents are poorly informed, marginalised or alienated about tourism decisions at
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the destination they come to have an inhospitable attitude to the current and future
development of tourism. Likewise, tourists have an expectation to feel welcome in the
destination. Inhospitable residents create a disadvantage in this situation. Hospitality
is the social capital of destination. A destination’s popularity in the long-term remains
only if residents behave hospitably, and are friendly and welcoming to visitors (Choi,
2013). On the other hand, residents have more information than outsiders about the
nature and characteristics of their tourism products, such as traditions, history,
natural beauty, cultural heritages and meanings. They know what values can be used
as a tourism product and which tourism product is appropriate for tourists. Therefore,
community participation is crucial for the sustainability of tourism planning and
development at a destination (Tosun, 2006). Residents’ participation encourages
them to identify problems and involve themselves in decision-making processes and
this participation contributes to their support behaviour for tourism (France, 1998).
“Stakeholder participation and cooperation is a crucial factor of successful
sustainable tourism development” (Yu et al., 2011: 57). Hence, we hypothesised that:

H7: Residents’ attitude towards maximizing community participation influences

their support behaviour.

3. RESEARCH METHOD

A quantitative research method was used to empirically test the proposed model
shown in Figure 1 and evaluate the proposed hypothesis. A self-administration
questionnaire was prepared to find out the structural relationships between
constructs mentioned in the literature. To capture the information about residents’
sustainable tourism attitudes, the questionnaire was designed in three main sections.
The first section was designed to ensure the residents’ sustainable tourism attitude.
The second section was designed to assess their support for tourism. The third part
of the questionnaire was designed to capture the information regarding residents’
demographic characteristics, such as age, gender and education.

To survey the research constructs, seven dimensions with 44 items were adopted
from Choi and Sirakaya-Turk (2005) to measure sustainable tourism attitude; four

items were adopted to measure residents’ support for tourism borrowing from Choi
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(2013). The original questionnaire was translated into Turkish. Back translation was
run to reduce translation bias (Van de Vijver and Hambleton, 1996) and ensure
equivalence. A five-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree
was designed. Participants were asked to indicate how they agreed or disagreed with
each item on the scale.

The sample was comprised of residents who live in Didim, Turkey. Didim is one of
the famous touristic destinations in Turkey. It attracts both local and foreign tourists
with the Apollon Temple, Altinkum and other natural and historical resources. The
survey was conducted in January and February, 2016. University students as
research assistants were trained to administer the survey. 450 questionnaires were
distributed among residents, in which a total of 403 valid questionnaires were
obtained (response rate= 89.5%) to empirically test the measurement and structural

model approach. Table 1 shows the demographic profile of participants.

Demographic Variables (N=403) n %
Gender
Female 189 46,9
Male 214 53,1
Education
Primary 49 12,2
High school 103 25,6
Associate degree 216 53,6
Undergraduate 29 7,2
Graduate 6 1,5
Occupation
Tourism 227 56,3
Not Tourism 176 43,7
Age
20 and below 30 7.4
21-30 50 12,4
31-40 139 34,5
41-50 120 29,8
51 and above 64 15,9

Table 1. Residents’ demographic profile.

3.1 COMMON METHOD BIAS

Common method bias, as a problem in behavioural research in social studies, was
assessed before structural equation modelling. Because all items were measured
from one source measurement, error endangers the validity of the constructs

(Podsakoff et al., 2003). This study addresses common method bias at the
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questionnaire design stage, using Harman’s one-factor test. Because the common
latent factor explains less than 50% (20,37%), there is no common method bias in

this study.

3.2 STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODELLING

To assess structural relations between the constructs for a casual model,
structural equation modelling (SEM) was performed. Structural equation model
techniques have increasingly gained popularity and acceptance in tourism and
hospitality research since the mid-1990s (Choi and Murray, 2010). It is a frequently
preferred analysis in tourism research (Ali and Amin, 2014; Ali, Omar and Amin,
2013; Shahijan et al., 2015). Therefore, AMOS 20 and PASW 19 software programs

were employed to empirically test the proposed model (Figure 1).

4. RESULTS

4.1 EVALUATION OF MEASUREMENT MODEL

To test whether the collected data fitted the hypothetical model, confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) was run. The fit indices were firstly checked in this concept. It
can be generally said that the closer the fit indices are to 1 the greater the fit indices
are, except RMSEA value. RMSEA value must be between 0.03 and 0.08, with 95%
confidence (Hair et. al., 2014a). Some fit indices values were not found good in
current research. Some items were excluded when re-analysed. The regenerated
model fit is good and acceptable (x2=462.011, df=181, p=.000, x2/df= 2.553,
RMSEA= .062, GFI=.912, CFl=.941).

We assessed factor loadings, composite reliability (CR), Cronbach’s Alpha and
average variance extracted (AVE) for convergent and discriminant validity and
reliability of the measurement model. Table 2 shows that all factor loadings of
constructs are well above the minimum criterion value of 0.70, except for five factors.
Hair et al. (2014b) suggest that if an outer loading is > 0.40 but< 0.70, the
researchers should analyse the impact of indicator deletion on composite reliability. If
a deleted item increases the composite reliability, delete it; if this is not so they

suggest to retain the item. Because the deletion of the items did not increase the
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composite reliability, we decided to retain them. Composite reliability and Cronbach’s
Alpha values, which present internal consistency reliability, were also above 0.70

recommended in the literature (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994; Hair et al., 2014a)

Factor = Composite

Items Loadings  Reliability
Environmental Sustainability (Cronbach’s Alpha =.846) .848

| believe that tourism must improve the environment for future generations .824

| think that TD should strengthen efforts for environmental conservation .825

Tourism needs to be developed in harmony with natural and cultural

environment 768

Perceived Social Costs (Cronbach’s Alpha =.905) .906
| often feel irritated because of tourism in the community .883

My quality of life has deteriorated because of tourism .807

Tourists in my community disrupt my quality of life .928

Long-Term Planning (Cronbach’s Alpha =.712) 735
TD plans should be continuously improved .876

T1 must plan for the future .638

Economic Benefits (Cronbach’s Alpha =.785) 787
Tourism creates new markets for our local products .730

| believe tourism is a strong economic contributor to the community .694

Tourism diversifies the local economy .801
Community-Centred Economy (Cronbach’s Alpha =.701) 711
Tl should be required to obtain at least one half of their goods and services .692

from within the local community

TI must contribute to community improvement funds. 792

Ensuring Visitor Satisfaction (Cronbach’s Alpha =.774) T77
Tourism businesses have responsibility to provide for visitor needs .695

Tl must ensure good quality tourism experiences for future visitors a77

Tourism businesses must monitor visitor satisfaction 727

Maximizing Community Participation (Cronbach’s Alpha =.714) .739
Full participation of everyone in the community in tourism .858

related decisions is a must for successful TD

Tourism decisions must be made by all in my community regardless of a .662

person’s background

Support for Tourism (Cronbach’s Alpha =.934) .935
Willing to be involved in a vital role .831

Would support any tourism planning .902

Promote and develop tour products .939

Want to see more tourists .866

Table 2. Overall CFA for the modified measurement model (N=403).

When Table 3 is checked, it is seen that the AVE values are well above the
minimum threshold of 0.50 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Thus, we demonstrated
convergent validity and reliability for all research constructs. To examine discriminant
validity, Fornell and Larcker's (1981) criterion was assessed. Accordingly, we

compared the AVE values with squared correlations between paired constructs. The
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squared roots of AVE values should be 0.90 and lower (Fornell and Larcker, 1981).
Besides this, the inter-construct correlations must be lower than the square roots of
AVE (Kim, 2010). The results indicate that there is discriminant validity between all

constructs shown in diagonal in Table 3.

Interconstruct Squared Correlations

X o AVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Environmental sustainability 4.541 .510 .650 1,00 .022 .101 .113 .007 .096 .020 .018
2. Perceived social cost 1.869 .912 .764 1,00 .001 .016 .002 .002 .061 .589
3. Long term planning 4.292 .537 .587 1,00 .106 .081 .079 .026 .001
4. Economic benefits 4.328 .572 .552 1,00 .076 .024 .071 .022
5. Community-centred economy 4.084 .771 .553 1,00 .051 .057 .036
6. Ensuring visitor satisfaction 4.397 .559 .538 1,00 .007 .001
7. Max. community participation 3.780 .775 .590 1,00 .075
8. Support for tourism 4.171 .905 .784 1,00

X: Arithmetic mean, o: Standard deviation, AVE: Average variance extracted

Table 3. Discriminant validity and descriptive statistics.

4.2 STRUCTURAL MODEL

After we tested the reliability and validity of the measurement model, the structural
model was assessed. The structural model was tested for collinearity before we
assessed the structural model. The rate of chi-square (X?) and degree of freedom (df)
values were evaluated. The X%/df rate lower than 3 is considered acceptable (Klem,
2000; Kline, 2005). The results have a level that is recommended in the literature as

acceptable (Table 4). The R? value of support for tourism (0.739) was also found to

be strong.

Hypothesis path f SE CR p Results

H1 Environmental Sustainability ——Support for Tourism .037 .089 .765 .444 Not Supported
H, Perceived Social Costs —> Support for Tourism -.762 .046-15.703 ***  Supported
H; Economic Benefits ——=Support for Tourism .001 .094 .017 .987 Not Supported
H4 Long-Term Planning ——> Support for Tourism 208 122 4.092 **  Supported

Hs Community-Centred Economy ——> Support for Tourism  .229 .067 4.334 ***  Supported
Hs Ensuring Visitor Satisfaction ——=Support for Tourism .016 .076 .340 .734 Not supported
H; Max. Community Participation ——=Support for Tourism 120 .062 2.379 .017 Supported
x2=251.645, df=124, p=,000, x2/df= 2.029, RMSEA=,051, GFI=,939, CFI= ,967
ﬂ: Standardized beta coefficient, SE: Standard error, CR: Critical ratio

Table 4. Results of testing hypothetical model.

Table 4 depicts the structural model results. H4, which proposes the positive

relationship between environmental sustainability and support, was not supported
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with beta coefficient of 0.037, standard error of 0.089 and critical ratio (CR) of 0.765.
This implies that residents’ attitude to environmental sustainability does not influence
their support behaviour. As shown in Table 4, the H, (perceived social costs - support
for tourism) with beta coefficient of -0.762, standard error 0.046 and CR values of -
15.703 was supported. According to this result, there is a negative relationship
between residents’ perceived social costs and support for tourism. However, the Hj

(perceived economic benefits - support for tourism) was not supported (4=0.001,

se=0.094, CR=0.017). The Hy4, implying a relationship between long-term planning
with a beta coefficient of 0.208, standard error of 0.122 and CR of 4.092 and Hs,
implying a relationship between community-centred economy and their support
behaviour, with beta coefficient of 0.229, standard error of 0.067 and CR value of
4.334, were supported. According to the findings, the Hg (ensuring visitor satisfaction
- support for tourism), with beta coefficient of 0.016, standard error of 0.076 and CR
value of 0.340, wasn’t supported. The H; (maximizing community participation —
support for tourism), with beta coefficient of 0.120, standard error of 0.062 and CR of
2.379, was supported.

5. DISCUSSION

Host residents’ attitude toward support for tourism is an important part of the
sustainable tourism development in a destination. As one of the major stakeholders
of the industry, residents’ support behaviour depends on their perception of the
sustainability of tourism. This paper provides significant understanding of residents’
attitude towards sustainable tourism and their support for tourism. This empirical
study contributes to the existing support literature by using a sustainable tourism
attitude scale. It highlights the importance of a sustainable tourism attitude of host
residents that influences their support for tourism. The findings of this research will
be useful for tourism planners and destination marketers.

This paper used a sustainable tourism attitude scale which has seven dimensions:
environmental sustainability, perceived social costs, perceived economic benefits,
long-term planning, community-centred economy, maximizing visitor satisfaction and

maximizing community participation, respectively. Four of seven dimensions
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(perceived social costs, long-term planning, community-centred economy and
maximization of community participation) were supported. The results partially
reinforce the broadened literature of residents’ attitudes, which suggest that the
sustainable tourism attitude of residents is a key element to influence their support
behaviour.

This study didn't support the H; implying a relationship between residents’
environmental sustainability perception and their support for tourism. This finding
contradicted previous studies (Choi and Murray, 2010; Zhang and Lei, 2012). Despite
the importance of natural resources for the sustainability of tourism, host residents
may not be aware of the importance of natural resources. In addition, they may only
focus on the local economy and they don’t consider environmental sustainability.
There are some studies in the literature (Laroche et al., 2001; Breiting and
Wickenberg, 2010) explaining people’s environmental behaviour via their socio-
demographic characteristics. Their common findings show that educational level is
an important issue in environmental behaviour. When the demographic findings of
this study have been looked at, participants’ educational level (just 8.7% of them
have undergraduate or graduate status) show the reason for the rejection of H;.

The results of this study found that perceived social costs have a significant and
negative relationship on the host residents’ support behaviour (Hz). They also have
the highest relationship between the host residents’ attitudes towards sustainable
tourism and their support behaviour. This finding overlaps with previous research
(Choi and Sirakaya-Turk, 2005; Yu et al., 2011, Scacccia and Urioeste-Stone, 2016).
This negative impact of social costs may end up affecting residents’ positive
perception of sustainable tourism development and their support. Therefore, these
social costs must be minimized and positive perceptions of sustainable tourism
attitude must be used as key tools to encourage residents’ support more. Tourism
planners and managers can also play an important role in managing negative
attitudes and making efforts to generate more benefits of sustainable tourism for
Didim residents. Tourism planners must consider this sensitivity of residents about
their regions.

However, Hs which expects a relationship between perceived economic benefits

and support for tourism, were not supported in this study. Based on social exchange
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theory, much research has found that the perceived economic benefits of tourism
significantly and positively influence residents’ support for tourism, whereas the
perceived costs significantly and negatively affect their support behaviour. According
to Zhang et al. (2015), while the perceived economic benefits dimension is a part of
perceived tourism impacts, it is not a part of expected tourism sustainability.
Similarly, Sirakaya-Turk and Gursoy (2013) explain the residents’ willingness to pay
tax to sustainable tourism development because of the high expectancy of economic
benefits. According to another researcher - Pham’s - (2011) foundation, host
residents’ support for tourism is not for its economic benefits, but rather for its socio-
cultural and environmental benefits. Therefore, this study partially (H, supported, Hs
not supported) confirmed the social exchange theory.

Choi and Murray (2010) found a strong relationship between long-term tourism
planning and support for tourism. This study confirmed the researcher’s findings (H,).
This finding is consistent with the previous studies. For example, Kitnuntaviwat and
Tang (2008) found a strong relationship between sustainability attitudes and
sustainable development strategies. According to Choi (2013), sustainable tourism
should protect local culture, improve community well-being and preserve the
destination environment for the long-term viability of the community and the future of
the tourism industry. The long-term planning dimension, as well as other studies, is
one of the top factors having a high attitude toward sustainable tourism development.
According to Muresan et al. (2016), development plans should contain the desire of
the host residents for sustainable tourism development.

The results of the current study indicate that the community-centred economy
directly and positively correlates with support for tourism (Hs). Although previous
studies didn’t report residents’ attitude towards the community-centred economy
(Choi and Sirakaya-Turk, 2005; Yu et al., 2011; Scaccia et al., 2016), this study
confirmed a positive attitude of residents. According to these results, host residents
in Didim place importance on local tourism income, otherwise there is no meaning of
the economic benefits for them. Muresan et al. (2016) found that rural residents
believe that tourism should be encouraged and become an important part of the
community. This can be attained by providing job alternatives for the local economy.

Tourism presents entrepreneurial opportunities for local women in the destinations.
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No relationship has been found between ensuring visitor satisfaction and
residents’ support behaviour (Hg). In other words, ensuring visitor satisfaction is not
an effective predictor of support for tourism. This result coincides with early papers
that had been found to show an less attitude of residents toward ensuring visitor
satisfaction (Choi and Sirakaya-Turk, 2005; Yu et al. 2011). The rejection of Hg can
be explained by the development of the stage of Didim destination. According to Ko
and Stewart (2002), the host residents’ attitudes towards tourism are directly related
to the stage of development of the host community.

The last hypothesis (H7), which claims a relationship between maximizing
community participation and support for tourism, was supported. This finding
coincides with previous studies. According to Sirakaya-Turk et al. (2008), residents’
participation can affect the success or failure of the tourism industry. In other words,
the successfulness of tourism is based on the residents’ greater participation in
tourism development plans for the destination. The more residents participate in the
development process, the more they perceive tourism positively (Choi and Murray,
2010).

6. CONCLUSION

This paper reviews the role of residents’ sustainable tourism attitude in their
support for tourism, extending social exchange theory. A questionnaire survey was
conducted to determine the major variables of sustainable tourism attitudes toward
residents’ support behaviour. To test this relation between two constructs, a
structural equation modelling was utilized. The questionnaire survey was carried out
in Didim, which is one of the famous touristic destinations for the tourism industry in
Turkey. These results are beneficial for understanding what are the key issues
concerning the sustainable tourism factors for residents in Didim. These issues may
help to develop a tourism plan according to residents’ attitude and implement it
successfully for a long time.

The Berlin Declaration on Biological Diversity and Sustainable Tourism (1997)
stated that “tourism should be developed in a way so that it benefits the local

communities, strengthens the local economy, employs a local workforce and,
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wherever ecologically sustainable, uses local materials, local agricultural products
and traditional skills. Mechanisms including policies and legislation should be
introduced to ensure the flow of benefits to local communities. Tourism activities
should respect the ecological characteristics and capacity of the local environment in
which they take place. All efforts should be made to respect traditional lifestyles and
cultures.

Sustainable tourism development should meet the needs of society in the
destination. In this case, host residents may enhance tourists’ satisfaction as well as
support sustainable tourism development in their region. Local planners play an
important role in this process. They may consider the environmental, social and
economical tourism impacts to promote residents’ support of tourism. However, these
dimensions are not sufficient in the challenge of sustainable tourism development. In
addition, long-term planning, community centered-economy and maximizing
community participation have been found as effective dimensions in this study.
These approaches also point out the important of residents’ involving to the process
and the achieving the goals of sustainable tourism development. Therefore, these
findings of this paper may help the local planners to evaluate the current situation of
the tourism in the region and enhance the cooperation of the residents’ and planners

To generalize the results, future research should consider the limitation of this
study. One of the limitations relates to the collecting of data. This study used a self-
administrated questionnaire to collect data from residents. Other studies may utilize
qualitative techniques to have a deep understanding of residents’ attitudes towards
sustainable tourism and their support behaviour. This study was concluded in a
sample of Didim. Future studies should apply the proposed model to other cultures.
Furthermore, researchers should test the proposed model in different destinations
that serve different types of tourism products, such as medical tourism and adventure
tourism rather than Didim, which is a mass tourism destination. The proposed model
can also be applied to other stakeholders like tourists and tour operators. Finally,
future studies should determine the antecedents of sustainable tourism attitudes and

their outcomes.
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