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Abstract

:

Local residents are always the recipients of economic, environmental and socio-cultural impacts from tourism development. Residents’ perceived impacts, attitudes towards tourism and the resultant supportive or opposing actions collectively affect the success of tourism, but are not thoroughly understood especially in small regions with rapid growth. The study investigated how the tourism impacts receive local perception, determine local attitudes and in turn lead to active or passive supportive action. The predisposition of linkage between attitude and behaviour is explored with the underlying aspects of impacts. Through the establishment of hypotheses of the relationship and an empirical survey-based study in Urlaubsregion Murtal (URM) in Austria, findings from local populations suggest that local attitude is significantly influenced by tourism impacts. In particular, socio-cultural impacts influenced attitude to a greater extent than the economic and environmental dimensions. The overall prevalent residents’ attitude in the URM is highly positive as the respondents indicated a sense of openness towards tourism development and the vast majority agreed that the advantages outweigh the disadvantages. A significant positive relationship between attitude and support is detected. However, the residents also intended to act more passively than actively to supporting tourism development, but the connection from attitude to specific active or passive actions is not apparent.
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1. Introduction


Tourism has been an essential impulse for the economic development of regions from the 1950s onward. The growth of a destination implies radical changes for the locals. Residents are exposed to many positively or negatively perceived effects of tourism development. The inclusion of the residents in the tourism operation, destination development and decision-making process was identified as crucial [1].



Since the 1970s, the interest in the residents and their perception towards tourism has increased considerably and thus academics and professionals have been studying residents’ attitudes intensively [2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10]. In this context, an attitude is defined as a tendency to respond in a positive or negative way towards a particular idea, object, person or situation and it induces a person’s reaction to such stimuli [11].



Although resident attitude is a highly discussed topic and one of the most researched topics within tourism studies, the underlying understanding of residents’ attitudes towards tourism is not yet comprehensive [9]. Not only is the difficulty in attitudinal measurement itself, it is also challenging to examine how these positive or negative attitudes impact tourism activities and their success. Residents are considered playing an important role in identifying or measuring impacts caused by tourism industries [12], which in turn have a huge influence on destination promotion [13] and image creation.



According to Carmichael [14] and Sharpley [9], there is still limited understanding of how local residents might react to various tourism impacts. Researchers like Jackson and Inbakaran [15] and Nunkoo and Gursoy [16] bypassed the reaction aspect but to investigate residents’ support to tourism and prediction of their actions. Whereas Carmichael [14] analyzed how positive or negative attitudes are reflected in residents’ behaviour and their subsequent actions, the majority of the studies on residents’ attitude towards tourism had neglected the topic of behaviour [17].



This paper aims to bridge this knowledge gap between residents’ attitude and behaviour in an active or a passive way based on several notions by scholars [10,15,17,18] The study investigated how the impacts of tourism activities and development received local perception and determined local attitudes. Furthermore, the predisposition of linkage between attitude and behaviour is explored with the factors affecting residents’ attitude towards tourism development identified. Tourism impacts would lead to changes in local attitudes towards tourism development and consequently cause supportive or opposing actions. The practical aim of this study is it to create tourism and regional development implications for managers, tourism policy and local governments in order to support the integration of the locals into the development process and thus to improve their attitude towards tourism.



Through an empirical survey conducted to local residents in Urlaubsregion Murtal (URM) in Austria, the results suggest that the attitude of local populations towards tourism development is influenced by their perceived impacts. Socio-cultural impacts are found to exert a greater influence than the economic and environmental dimensions. The findings also reveal an overall prevalent and positive URM residents’ attitude towards tourism development and a significant positive relationship between attitude and support although such connections with active or passive supporting actions are not detected.




2. Literature Review


2.1. Tourism Development and Resultant Impacts


As tourism grows and the interactions between residents and tourists increase, residents are expected to nurse resentment and have increasingly negative attitudes towards tourism [19]. This statement, however, was retracted because some empirical probing produced contrasting results. Nevertheless, when determining how much tourism may influence destinations and their consequent locals’ reaction, scholar had created models to analyze the status of destinations [20], including more emphasis on the variable of time [21,22,23,24,25] and on a holistic view of residents’ responses [1].



Where tourism development occurs, its impacts are perceived differently throughout different regions, peoples and individuals themselves [14,25]. In principal, tourism impacts can be positive or negative, and followed three basic categories of benefits and costs, namely economic, socio-cultural and environmental impacts [26,27].



Positive economic impacts are mainly derived from direct revenue, employment to tourism industries, foreign exchange earnings, increased public and private investment and additional personal income [25,28,29,30]. Negative economic impacts are reflected mainly in inflation, rising costs of living and seasonality [31,32,33].



Environmental impacts were complex and environment-specific. Whereas tourism revenue may improve the existing attractions or contribute to new investments in destinations [8,25,29,34], adverse environmental impacts are mainly witnessed in inflex of tourists such as ecological degradation, pollution and congestion problems [2,25,26,35,36].



Lastly, socio-cultural impacts of tourism are considered more intangible [37], context or location specific yielding varied results among researchers [38]. Positively, tourism development brings about improved or additional community services, enhances local cultural identity and overall well-being of the inhabitants [29,35,39,40,41]. Negatively, various researchers found increased crime rate, degradation of morality, cultural exploitation, crowding and overuse of resources along with tourism development [8,20,26,35,37,39,42,43,44].



Unfortunately, negative impacts were sometimes ignored or understated because huge efforts were exerted to attracting tourists and economic benefits. Especially, when it comes to determining factors that should be considered in the tourism planning process, there has been a lack of understanding and communication between tourism researchers and community planners [45,46]. It is essential to include the stakeholders including local people and community to develop tourism in a holistic view and sustainable way [47].




2.2. Theoretical Basis of Residents’ Attitude towards Tourism


The concept of residents’ attitudes has been explored extensively in the literature over the last several decades [27,48]. The awareness, image and approval of the residents are repeatedly mentioned to be of great importance throughout the tourism development process [13,39,49,50,51]. While most researchers engaged in applied methods, there was a relatively smaller pool of studies that grounded the findings in theory [26,40,52].



From a psychological perspective, attitude is “a learned tendency to evaluate objects, people, or issues in a particular way” [11], which can include a person’s directional (positive, negative or mixed) evaluation of other persons, problems, things or events. However, attitude can sometimes be vague and mixed [11,52]. Attitude incorporated three components [11], ranging from a cognitive evaluation for opinion or belief segment, to an emotional or feeling segment, and finally an intention to behave in certain ways. Such conceptualization is important to propose an action-led reaction from an attitudinal change as depicted in Figure 1.



To understand residents’ attitudes towards tourism development, decision makers such as planners and destination managers need to understand how supportive actions may be driven by local attitude or vice versa. Proper counter-measures to negative attitudes that develop through tourism exchange need to be implemented [53,54]. The heterogeneity of local people and their attitudinal dynamism of would determine the success of any destination marketing, management and development plan [50,55].



Most of the tourism impacts studies have been evaluated with the measurement of residents’ attitudes towards tourism and how they perceive the impacts within the local community [12]. More researchers in recent years have applied the Social Exchange Theory (SET) to study attitudinal and behavioural aspects of communities [56], especially in areas of tourism stakeholder and decision making [2,3,6,7,8,37,57]. The SET represents a common explanatory basis and comparability based on an assumption that “tourism development comes with economic benefits in exchange for social and environmental impacts” [42,58]. The theoretical construct of SET well connects with local perception of tourism impacts because it describes the connection between advantages of all inhabitants and their perception of economic growth [59].



Under the SET predisposition, residents are more generally positive towards tourism if they perceive more benefits and vice versa in an undesirable condition [2,8,27,37,40,42,60] although different observations were revealed in some studies [23,61]. These benefits may extend beyond economic revenue but also socio-cultural and environmental factors. More importantly, their positive attitude might even contribute to the support of tourism industry as an exchange when the costs do not exceed the benefits [2,6,37]. Such local support might be in form of active or passive way that reacts to tourism development including planning and marketing [61,62].




2.3. Measurement of Residents’ Attitude


As tourist destinations are quintessentially different, the measurement or the scale of residents’ attitude has to be individually and dynamically adjustable for long-term tourism planning [58]. Boley, McGehee, Perdue, and Long [63] highlighted the significance of empowering residents by tailoring tourism marketing and management. Various indices and scales to measure residents’ attitude, such as the Residents Empowerment through Tourism Scale, the European Performance Satisfaction Index and the Tourism Impact Attitude Scale have been developed [57,63,64,65,66].



These indices and scales have characterized residents’ attitude towards tourism development as multi-dimensional framework [67,68]. Socio-cultural, economic and environmental factors and four other fields such as crowding and congestion, services and community activities constituted the basis of the scale [1,58].




2.4. Attitudes Influence Behaviour


Psychological and behavioural researchers found that the relationship between attitude and behaviour is not always verified but is more likely to be perfectly aligned under particular conditions such as the result of personal experience, the presence of expertise, an expected favorable outcome, a repeated expression of attitude and the stand to win or lose [69,70]. This relationship was mainly studied under and evolved from the theory of reasoned action [52,71,72]. This theory was followed by a model stating that beliefs influence attitudes, which then influence behavioural intent and again impacts behaviour [38,61]. Subsequent theoretical development has investigated how attitude would influence behaviour differently [9,14,73]. These connections were also relevant to areas such as destination marketing and branding [4,74,75]. Furthermore, research on (pro-)environmental behavior often refers to theories of planned behavior or reasoned action but also highlight the gap between articulating intentions and acting environmental friendly [31,76,77,78].



The evaluation of the connection between tourism impacts, local attitudes and induced behaviour has gone through intensive academic interests but debatable issue [9]. In general, many studies discovered that local respondents who had a positive attitude towards tourism development were supportive of such development and also expressed a clear predominance of benefits rather than costs for the local population [3,5,17,18,19]. However, it is extremely difficult to come up with one single direction or solution that suits every circumstance [55,79] as local reactions involved complicated issues of education [2], community characteristics [20,80], awareness [81], and understanding and consideration of sustainability [2,38,62,80,82]. In addition, significant relationships between attitude and stage of development, length of stay, gender and distance to the main attractions were found [6,43,83,84,85].



Although the attitude is expressed rather clearly, the behavioural differentiation between active and passive actions of the residents was rated weakly, and thus it is difficult to imply the direct impacts on tourism development [14]. Attitudes do not always provide the proper basis for the subsequent supportive or opposing actions [16,31] although some researchers noted a prevalent supportive behaviour [80].



A list of studies that indicate the theoretical framework, conceptual framework, methods and analyses applied, key findings are provided in Appendix A. These studies of literature showed a great majority of results based on the SET, whereas main research methods included quantitative approaches such as multiple regression and factor analysis [56].




2.5. Hypothesis Development


Following the previous literature discussion, the three basic dimensions of impacts caused by tourism development might be beneficial or costly for the local community [17,20,42,49]. Based on the most commonly recognized economic contributions of tourism to the local economy [8,20,29,86,87], the first hypothesis (H) is established:



H1. 

There is a positive association between residents’ perceived economic impact of tourism and their overall attitude towards tourism development.





The environmental impacts on residents have become more vital among the three sustainability pillars in balance [36,88,89]. The evaluation of environmental impacts [2,8,17,34,35] have addressed in setting up the second hypothesis:



H2. 

There is a positive association between residents’ perceived environmental impact of tourism and their overall attitude towards tourism development.





Lastly, the socio-cultural component of this proposed model [2,7,8,20,29] gives the third hypothesis as:



H3. 

There is a positive association between residents’ perceived socio-cultural impact of tourism and their overall attitude towards tourism development.





As stated earlier, Hockenbury and Hockenbury [11] mentioned that it is commonly assumed that residents’ attitudes directly affect their behaviour and actions. This behaviour can be seen more or less strongly, or in other words more active or more passive. Hence, Carmichael’s [14] model derived from Abler [71] was used to evaluate the variables of residents’ attitude towards tourism development and their support for future development to verify the connections between attitude and behaviour or actions. Before differentiating between the active or passive behaviour, it is necessary to test the presence of general support or opposition towards further tourism development. Based on the explored influence of attitude on behaviour by various researchers [11,14,38,52,73], the fourth hypothesis and its two sub-hypotheses were formulated as follows:



H4. 

The more positive residents’ attitude towards tourism development is, the more likely that residents support further development.





H4.1. 

The more positive residents’ attitude is, the higher the active support for further tourism development.





H4.2. 

The more negative residents’ attitude is, the lower the passive support for further tourism development.





A proposed and testable model constructed upon the hypotheses is as follow:


RAi = α + β1 (ecoi) + β2 (envi) + β3 (soci) + control variablesi + error termi.



(1)




where RA stands for the dependent variable in this model “Residents’ Attitude”, α represents the constant, i refers to a specific respondent or case, and the parameters β1, β2 and β3 are the standardized coefficients of the independent variables of the corresponding impact dimensions.



Figure 2 shows the applied model for this study and describes how the hypotheses relate the variables. The levels of economic, environmental and socio-cultural tourism impacts are rated by residents. Their attitude towards tourism development are measured and explained by Hypotheses 1–3. The connection between attitude and consequent action or behaviour is explored, whereby the model ends in this stage if there is no significant correlation. If it is positively significant, the type of supportive action, whether active or passive, is examined [14].





3. Study Area and Methodology


This study explores tourism development of a region in Styria, Austria called ‘Urlaubsregion Murtal’ (Holiday Region Murtal) (Figure 3 and Figure 4). URM includes two districts: Murtal and Murau; in total there are more than 60 municipalities within the region. In 2012, the two districts Judenburg and Knittelfeld were merged to one district called Murtal (Bezirkshauptmannschaft Murtal), which counted a total of about 104,200 inhabitants in 2017 [90]. About 51% are women and about 19% are not older than 19 years, the majority of 62% is between 20 and 61 years, 19% are older. The average age is 41 years. The density in the URM is quite low with 33 inhabitants per km2 [90]. Compared to Austria, Styria is strongly characterized by agriculture and farming (of all Austrian agriculture 80% of farming is located in Styria). However, the URM can be characterized as a region of culinary diversity: a major income is also generated by exporting and selling pumpkin seed oil. Beside their local resources, tradition and culture plays an important role in everyday operations: The growing number of folkloristic offers and associations in the region underlines the trend towards the maintenance of local culture and tradition (e.g., handcraft, local art, local costumes and dances) [90,91]. In the URM, 55% of the local workforce is employed in the tertiary sector (mainly in trade), 40% in manufacturing (e.g., electrical and mechanical engineering), and only about 3% are directly working in tourism businesses such as hotels and restaurants. Thus, the URM is, compared to other Styrian regions not that strongly depending on tourism [92].



This region offers a wide range of natural and man-made attractions in addition to attractive events of various interests. The mountain region attracts tourist in summer with its hiking and biking routes; in winter the URM is known for skiing, cross-country skiing and snowshoe-hiking. Another attraction is the Red Bull Ring in Spielberg where various motor competitions and speed events often accompanied by music festivals take place (e.g., Formula (1), taxi race etc.) [92]. These events can attract up to 95,000 visitors [92]. URM is a fast-growing tourist destination with its tourist arrival increased by 40% in the past ten years, and recorded 1.26 million overnight stays in 2014 [92]. Tourists on average stay approximately 4 nights and about 60% of them come from Germany and Hungary. 3000 employees are working in tourism and hospitality. About 1150 businesses offer 18,000 beds in the winter season, more beds are provided in summer (approx. 40,000) by 1220 businesses. However, the occupancy rate is quite low between 20 and 25% in these two seasons [91].



3.1. Research Design and Data Collection


The empirical part is a questionnaire-based survey among inhabitants in the URM. As the research question of this study is to determine residents’ attitude towards tourism development and the resulting behavior of the inhabitants, this problem refers to identifying factors that influence the prevalent attitude and its consequences on actions. Therefore, a survey with a quantitative analysis and verification of the hypotheses is deemed appropriate [93,94,95]. However, in order to assess meaning the residents attach to several constructs used we conducted a round table with eight residents in the regions. They were invited to describe constructs such as economic impact, active or passive support and we presented the items developed from the literature. Some of the items were heavily discussed and re-formulated both with regards to the residents’ perception and the operationalization based on earlier research. Finally, the questionnaire was examined and proof-read by several groups of people, including tourism researchers, students from various countries of origin and a small sample of URM residents, before the main survey. This pilot study eliminated any possible mistakes, ambiguities and language problems, and confirmed the clarity and comprehensibility of the questions.



The main survey used a convenience sampling approach that relies upon convenience and access. The questionnaire was created online via http://www.unipark.de, a website provided by the Management Center Innsbruck (an institution specialized in tourism study). Invitations to participate were distributed through social media platforms and the email distribution list of the initiative of “Kraft. Das Murtal”, and was also sent to all the communities and authorities within the URM.



This channel and the remarks prior to the first part of the questionnaire both ensured that all potential respondents were residents from the URM region. The anonymity of the responses was emphasized before the start so that individual respondents did not have a tendency to hide or bias their responses. Due to the problem of low response rate, a scattered residence distribution across the URM region and the controllability of the respondents by the researchers, a paper-based survey was supplemented by an online version of a self-completion or self-administered questionnaire [96,97]. The printed version was distributed throughout the region by the trained researchers. The surveys were conducted between 5 March and 7 April 2015 with. The use of a combined onsite and online survey is justified to capture the advantages of both methods [94] and applicable in the cases of low response rate [98]. Eventually, 262 participants answered the questionnaire online and 130 answered offline, which eventually contributed to a total of 392 completed responses, a sample size that is larger than the critical degree of sampling error and level of confidence according to Veal [34]. In addition, the researchers in this study discussed the interpretation of two scaling format to avoid misinterpretation of scales [99]. The potential respondents opted for the 6-point scaling with 1 = fully disagree to 6 = fully disagree.



An operationalization analysis was performed to establish the constructs, the variables and the questions to measure the indicators as shown in Table 1. Six-point Likert scale (1 denoted fully disagree and 6 denoted fully agree) was used in the questionnaire [100] as earlier research indicated that bipolar 7-point answer scales “took respondents the longest time to complete” ([101], p. 10; [102]). The first three hypotheses examine the variables of economic (items 1–6), environmental (items 7–12) and socio-cultural (items 13–20) impacts associated with the variables of attitude (items 21–22). The correlation between the attitude and support (item 23) aims to explore the fourth hypothesis while the contingency table of hypothesis four concludes the last two sub-hypotheses testing the active or passive support compared to the attitude variable. Item 23 used multiple options (“yes, active support”, “yes, passive support” and “no, not supportive”).



The questionnaire consists of forty-two questions and was divided into five sections. The first section included twenty statements identifying the level of agreement or disagreement with specific tourism impacts in the three dimensions. The second section consisted of eight statements about the attitude towards tourism development, if and how the participants react or behave accordingly. Next, the third section had six questions about the residents’ involvement in and dependency on the tourism industry in attempt to understand the importance of the industry for each person. An open question was added to this part to investigate the respondents’ opinion about the region’s attractions and the perceived strongest motivators to visit the URM. Finally, the last section included eight questions about the socio-demographic profile of the residents. Details of these questions, their literature foundation and scale of data are provided in Table 1.



As illustrated earlier, the vast majority of researchers have been measuring residents’ attitude before and thus indicators derived from the literature were used. The outcome of this study can be used to further explore the circumstance of a fast-growing region such as URM and make comparison between more mature and even saturated destinations.




3.2. Data Analysis


An overview of the data was analyzed with descriptive statistics such as frequencies and crosstabs with the aid IBM Statistical Package for Social Sciences 22. To test the hypotheses, the data entered SPSS 22 for bivariate correlation analysis and multivariate analyses including factor analysis and multiple regression. H1 to H3 were examined by multiple linear regression, which is a useful test to verify or model the relationship between multiple variables [97,108]. Factor analysis aimed to investigate the structure of the association between indicators in each construct and to reduce the number of variables. Regression analysis examined these variables and detected their relations [62,96,97,108]. H4 and its sub-hypotheses (H4.1 and H4.2) were tested by bivariate correlation and contingency table to get insights into how the support for further tourism development of the URM’s residents is constituted.





4. Results


Regarding the 392 respondents’ socio-demographic profile, the gender distribution is 43% male to 57% female. The average age of the respondents is 36 years old. The profile shows a majority of age group between 21 and 35 (46%) though another 45% come from the age above 36. The respondents are generally well educated (over one-third graduated from high school or vocational school, one-third did an apprenticeship and about 27% graduated from university). Tourism is not the main source of income in the URM because only 16% are employed or self-employed in that industry. Size of households mainly composes of two to four (78%). Their length of residence is generally long with almost 75% of the participants having lived in the region for more than twenty years. The characteristics of the respondents are provided in Table 2. The sample shares characteristics of the residents in Styria although the two datasets might not be comparable due to the difference in sampling methods. Some common socio-demographic characteristics are identified, for example, the majority of respondents are between 20 and 60 years, having a non-tourism occupation.



4.1. Ratings on Tourism Impacts and Future Tourism Development


Table 3 shows the ratings of local residents in URM on the three dimensions of tourism impacts and the perception of future tourism development. According to the scale adopted, the mean scores closer to 1 for a positive impact statement indicate more positive attitude towards tourism; but more negative attitude for a negative impact statement. Overall, the respondents show the most positive attitude towards the local economic benefits (m = 1.73), which is followed by the socio-cultural impacts (m = 2.10) and environmental impacts (m = 2.66).



Economic and socio-cultural dimensions are relatively positive. The two strongest positive impacts perceived by the local people are the opportunity to “meeting tourists from all over the world is a valuable experience” (socio-cultural; m = 2.07) and the belief that “tourism attracts more investments and spending to the region” (economic; m = 2.18). Regarding the relatively negative perception of environmental impacts, traffic congestion, noise and pollution (m = 4.02) is the largest local concern. Revenue leakage and uneven distribution (m = 3.67) and inflation (m = 3.64) are another two most negative economic problems considered by the locals. The overall perception of tourism impacts also follows the order of economic (m = 1.73), social (m = 2.10) and environmental (m = 2.66) dimensions respectively. Regarding the attitudinal aspect, the local respondents believe both that the advantages resulting from tourism development outweigh the disadvantages for the local residents in the region (m = 1.97), while they are generally open-minded for further tourism development in the region (m = 1.66). Nevertheless, when moving towards action, they tend to be less passive. More respondents incline to passively inform themselves about tourism-related news (m = 2.53) and to convince others of my opinion (m = 2.90), more than to actively join a committee to support (m = 4.01) or to demonstrate in a group (m = 4.95). The behavioural intention of the respondents shows that they do not consider tourism as someone else’s responsibility (m = 4.38).




4.2. Components of Tourism Impacts


The indicators of economic, environmental and socio-cultural impact variables were factor-analyzed using principal component analysis (PCA) with a Varimax rotation method. The PCA reproduced or replaced the dataset with fewer possible components and then decide the collective terms for the highly-loaded variables within each component [108]. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO), measure of sampling adequacy and the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity were included in the analysis to determine the suitability of the data. Totally, twenty tourism impact items entered the PCA. Cronbach’s Alpha was used to test the internal reliability of each component and the result indicates a quite low reliability of all factors together; however, if the lowest factor is erased the coefficient only rises to 0.658, which is still a questionable reliability value [108]. Although the construct of community culture displays a low Cronbach’s Alpha we decided to retain it because for exploratory constructs scholars seem to accept also Alpha values below the threshold of 0.7. Moreover, the Cronbach’s Alpha of the entire set of independent and dependent variables of the dataset reaches 0.863, which exceeds the critical value of 0.7 [109]. The KMO value above 0.8 and a statistically significant Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity both indicated the adequacy of the data for a factor analysis. After examining the factor loading matrix, there is no item with cross-loading on two or more components and the loading below 0.50, and thus all items were appropriate and used in the analysis. Eventually, all components with an eigenvalue above 1.0 were included in further elaborations [108]. Finally, five components are identified and their overall variance explained is 59.81%.



Table 4 shows the derived five components with their loadings. Each component was named according to the nature of the associated impact items in the group. The first component is Community Prosperity, which comprises items from each impact dimension although the socio-cultural items such as meeting tourists, recreational facilities, regional cultural preservation and restoration of historical buildings predominate. The second component named Community Environment is related to negative aspects including overcrowding, congestion, noise and pollution, destruction of natural habitat and price increase, and security and crime problems. The third component is Community Qualities, which focuses on the standard of living, natural resources and the general environmental protection of the area. Next, two items about limited provision of local benefits and jobs opportunities contribute to another component called Community Leakages. Lastly, the Community Culture comprises the influence on regional culture and the frequency of contact with tourists.




4.3. Hypotheses Validation


After retaining all impact indicators by the PCA, these items entered a regression analysis together with the other dependent variables including the local attitude (an average of “advantages outweigh disadvantages” and “open towards tourism development”) to test H1-H3, i.e., to investigate how the economic, environmental and socio-cultural impacts influence residents’ attitude. Following the suggestions of Hornburg and Giering [110], the independent variables refer to the group means of all items in each factor or impact dimension Regression also confirms the coherence of variables and increases the validity of the results.



A series of hierarchical regression analyses was conducted to test for the hypotheses H1–H3. Several control variables were tested as they might influence the perception of how tourism development impacts on economic, social and environmental conditions. Therefore, the controls (i.e., age, gender, length of residence, job’s tourism relatedness, family involvement in tourism industry, involvement in local politics, and employment in the tourism industry) were entered into the first block (Model 1) and the predictors were entered into the second block (Model 2). The findings of the regression analyses are reported in Table 5. The model strength is indicated by the coefficient of determination R2 and it indicates the variation in the variable of residents’ attitude that can be explained in changes in the independent variables, represented by the means of economic, environmental and socio-cultural items tested in the questionnaire. The adjusted R² is 0.43, which corresponds to an explained variance of the dependent variable residents’ attitude of 43%. The model also passed the F-test (F = 25.67) of the ANOVA table as the value showed a significant correlation (p = 0.000) of the tourism impacts and residents’ attitude, while the correlation between the variables in this model is significant. This indicates a non-random relation between the impacts and residents’ attitude, which confirms that at least one of the three impacts influence it significantly. Multicollinearity of the model is discounted for the analysis because all the variance inflation factors are below three, the critical value [111].



Hypotheses 1, 2 and 3 are accepted because there is a significant relationship between the economic, environmental and socio-cultural variables and residents’ attitude although the relationships are generally weak (economic dimension with β = 0.10) or marginally moderate (environmental with β = 0.303 and socio-cultural dimension with β = 0.417) [112]. Residents’ attitudes towards tourism development depend upon their perception of economic, environment and socio-cultural variables and the majority of control variables (e.g., whether they work in a tourism related job or whether the family is involved in tourism) only have weak effects on this relationship.



Hypothesis 4 is tested with a correlation and the two sub-hypotheses (H4.1 and H4.2) are examined with a contingency table (Table 6). The variables “resident’s attitude” (group means) and “support for further development” are compared to confirm if and to what extent local attitude influences support. The Pearson’ Correlation analysis shows a significant relationship between the two variables with a coefficient of 0.289 indicates a positive, but weak relationship. As a result, Hypothesis 4 can be supported. Obviously the more positive residents’ attitude towards tourism development is, the more they are willing to support further development.



Table 6 also presents the contingency table for the cross-tabulation of the breakdown of “support for further tourism development” options, i.e., active, passive and no support at all. One can see that the majority of the participants have a positive attitude towards tourism development and that there are more passive than active supporters (57% versus 26% respectively). In total, only 13.9% do not support further tourism development, while 58.6% support it passively and 27.5% support it actively. Although Pearson’s Chi Square reveals a significant difference between attitude and support, H4.1 and H4.2 cannot be confirmed. The Chi-square value and the Cramer’s V of the two sub-groups of respondents are 37.842 and 0.313 respectively. There is no difference between active and passive support for residents who rated their attitude negatively. There is, however, a clear tendency towards passive rather than active support. As a result, this postulates that the more positive residents’ attitude the higher the active support and the more negative residents’ attitude the lower the passive support, cannot be confirmed.





5. Discussion


5.1. Theoretical Reflection on the Attitudinal Influences of Tourism Impacts


The SET and the theory of reasoned action both postulate that as long as tourism benefits received by residents outweigh their perceived costs, these local residents would be more likely to endorse tourism development [38,43]. This study showed a prevalent positive attitude towards tourism development by the URM’s residents who perceived the greater advantages of tourism than the disadvantages, as Akis et al. [19] also stated in their case. Various studies found that the residents who drew benefits from tourism activities were more likely to support tourism development and place more emphasis on the positive tourism impacts [20,68,80]. The observations of (i) stronger perceived economic advantages; (ii) a prevalent positive attitude towards tourism; and (iii) a significant correlation between local attitude and support actions all demonstrate that this study concurs with the conclusions from those previous studies.



According to Lepp [18], positive attitude led to openness and support for tourism development, which is implied by the theory of reasoned action. Such observation is proven by the acceptance of Hypothesis 4 in this study that verifies the presence of a positive relationship between local attitude and supportive actions.



Followed the argument by some scholars such as Page [113] on Bjorklund and Philbrick’s [72] matrix, the majority of host populations would tend to react passively to tourism policies and development in a way of either silently accepting tourism and its impacts for benefits or perceiving no reversal from the trend of tourism development. The findings from this study substantiate such notion again. The majority of the respondents support tourism development passively and 14% did not express any interest at all. However, these “no-action” respondents may have a chance of acting against tourism as they possessed negative attitude. The odds are that they may influence and convince others of their opinion. Despite this possibility and the largely passive reaction of the URM community, there is a clear trend towards support for, rather than opposition to, future tourism development.




5.2. Influences of Tourism Impacts on Local Attitude in the Urlaubsregion Murtal


The actual influence of perceived tourism impacts on local attitude is deemed destination specific. Brida et al. [5] observed a stronger economic, Sánchez-Cañizares et al. [70] a stronger social impact that positively affected residents’ attitude than the social and cultural impacts. The regression model established in the case of URM showed that the three sustainability pillars have a significant relationship with residents’ attitude towards tourism development. The socio-cultural dimension, however, is the strongest determinant to local attitude.



Specifically, not all economic impacts are considered positive as the results show that the URM’s respondents are particularly concerned about the inflationary impact on the prices of products, services and real estate due to tourism development. This finding is consistent with the literature that revealed the increased costs of land [15], goods and services [81,87], and the overall cost of living [114].





6. Conclusions and Implications


This study sheds some lights on tourism planners such as the government or destination management organization to gain an overview of the prevalent residents’ attitude in the URM. Although the SET is the most and highly regarded theory in impact-attitude-behaviour study, other theories may also be suitable to inspect local reactions. A closer look at other aspects of residents’ attitude may yield in-depth investigation, for example, what the actual active and passive actions are. These research topics would be supported by another theoretical foundation such as community attachment theory or Quality of Life frameworks. Qualitative approach may then be applicable to supplement more information and knowledge to the case.



6.1. Theoretical and Practical Implications


This study unraveled some tourism development issues related to positive and negative impacts for locals at the same time. For decision makers such as tourism authorities and policy makers, it is essential to further investigate and understand the whole chain of perception to reactions of the local population [114]. These decision makers have to maximize and manage both the local support for tourism infrastructure and products, as well as a welcoming host population [27]. Across multiple stakeholders in tourist destinations, there can be different and often complex structures of value chain and brand perceptions [74,75]. In attempt to keep the attitude of residents towards tourism development under control, tourism authorities are advised to closely monitor attitudinal changes constantly [114]. Particularly for regions like the URM, where destination has only experienced a relatively short, recent but rapid development, the knowledge about local residents’ socio-demographic profile and attitudinal situation within the region is important for future planning.



According to the SET, the cost-benefit balance and even distribution are required to expect local support. Tourism planners should therefore raise the awareness of the cost-and-benefit exchange to the URM community and local people experience [58]. To further enhance the positive attitude towards tourism development, the benefits carried by tourism should be highlighted and marketed in the region through practical strategies like internal and domestic branding, fair sharing of resources between locals and visitors [114]. The URM’s natural resources are valuable assets that need protection and maintenance [39]. In addition, the environmentally friendly solutions that can be implemented within a region should be communicated to the population and realized with their support, approval and acceptance [114]. On the contrary, the negative impacts with local dissatisfaction and community concern must be tackled and ultimately eliminated practically.



Raising the education level and awareness leads to a better understanding of the tourism industry and inhabitants are generally more supportive of tourism [2]. Moreover, higher involvement leads to higher motivation, which is needed for the future growth and prosperity of the region. Many residents have a clear tendency towards a positive or negative attitude, but they do not act consequently. These people, however, should not be ignored because they could act through different means such as political elections or negative words-of-mouth to deliver undesirable and unfavourable messages within the community and to the external world [14]. These inhabitants’ attitude should therefore be cared and evaluated more often, regardless of their intention to act. In parallel, it is constructive to allow local residents to co-create experiences for tourists by showing and retaining their affinity with the URM [82].




6.2. Areas for Further Study


Several areas deserve further research attention. First, the geographical concentration on the two districts Murau and Murtal is a limitation for this thesis because the results cannot be compared to other destinations within Austria or the state of Styria. However, this represents an opportunity to explore inter-regional in the future. Second, a longitudinal research is a potential area to keep track of the local attitude and behavioural changes. Furthermore, a qualitative study with decision makers such as politicians, opinion leaders and representatives of tourism associations in the URM involved would be useful to examine and compare attitudinal differences between these stakeholders and local residents.




6.3. Limitations of the Study


The authors attempted to measure the link between attitude and supportive action and therefore denied earlier theories positing that behavioural intentions, are immediate antecedents to behavior [69]. The main limitation in its empirical section lies on its statistical shortcoming. Due to the use of convenience sampling, an overall generalization is not possible. The data gained from offline and online assessment was not treated differently, which has been clarified earlier as a way to cope with low response rate. Another weakness is the problem of relatively low Cronbach’s Alpha for individual components in the PCA although the overall construct still passed the reliability test. This still caused questionable constructs of variables for regression model building. Furthermore, the complexity of the model calls for a holistic analysis using a structural equation modelling in order to identify latent constructs of residents’ attitudes.
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Table A1. Overview of key studies on local attitude towards tourism.
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	Author(s)
	Conceptual Framework
	Analysis
	Key Results
	Location
	Sample Size
	Methodology





	[19]
	Butler’s hypothesis
	Analysis of the attitudinal questions
	Benefits caused by tourism outweigh the costs and residents believe in the advantages of tourism.
	Cyprus
	521
	Quantitative: survey



	[39]
	Place attachment model
	Exploratory Facto Analysis (EFA), Regression
	Tourism development introduced by communities or entrepreneurs need to pay attention to the local community as they represent an important part of the development process.
	Slovenia
	330
	Quantitative: survey



	[2]
	SET
	EFA
	Residents who benefit from tourism are more supportive of the economic development of a region; however, there is no difference how these people feel about negative impacts compared to people who benefit less from tourismRaising the education level and awareness leads to a better understanding of the tourism industry and inhabitants are more supportive of tourism in general.The economic impacts that tourism brings along are evaluated as positive, but the possible negative impacts such as crowding, congestion, traffic, litter and crime are not ignored either.
	Arizona (state-wide), USA
	695
	Quantitative: postal survey



	[3]
	SET
	EFA
	Tourism and development is seen positive; however, the link between attitudes and support for development differs from one community to another.
	Arizona, USA
	392
	Longitudinal



	[62]
	SET
	Cluster
	Residents who are more dependent on tourism had a more positive attitude toward tourism. However, the relationship between attitudes and support differs among the communities.
	Crete, Greece
	194
	Quantitative: face to face



	[86]
	Not available
	EFA
	Tourism impacts are seen as positive, while the area is still in an early stage of tourism development.
	Santa Maria, Colombia
	108
	Quantitative: interview via questionnaire



	[115]
	SET
	Cluster
	Economic impacts are seen as positive, as well as social and cultural impacts, but at a lower degree.
	Folgaria (ITA)
	293
	Quantitative: survey



	[26]
	SET
	EFA, Regression
	How residents feel about economic, environmental and socio-cultural impacts influences their level of support of local tourism policies. If residents perceive tourism impacts more positively, they are more willing to support future tourism development policies.
	Italy
	294
	Quantitative: survey



	[83]
	Not available
	Segmen-tation
	Significant results have been derived regarding the personal and locational features of the residents as well as the tourist contact, length of residence, age and language.
	Isle of Skye, UK
	123
	Quantitative: structured interviews



	[35]
	Not available
	Not available
	As a socio-cultural impact study this one found that tourism changed the organization of the community.
	Dawlish, UK
	12
	Qualitative: interviews



	[14]
	Attitude-behaviour model
	EFA
	Many residents have highly positive or negative attitudes, but they do not behave accordingly. However, it cannot be concluded that those who are not actively support or reject tourism have no influence on its future development.
	Connecticut, USÁ
	203
	Quantitative: telephone survey



	[38]
	SET, TRA
	SEM
	The positive economic impacts influence residents’ support for tourism development the most.
	Sunshine Coast, Australia
	732
	Quantitative: SAQ = self-administered questionnaire



	[107]
	Social representations theory
	PCA, Cluster
	The sample was segmented into five clusters and the results were compared to previous studies.
	Gold Coast, Australia
	31
	Quantitative: Face to face survey



	[27]
	SET
	SEM
	Depending on the eco-centric values, use of resources, perceived costs and benefit of the tourism development, the support of residents varies.
	Virginia, USA
	776
	Quantitative: postal survey,



	[55]
	SET
	SEM
	The findings of this study shot ha when a destination develops quickly will be almost impossible to please everybody.
	Sunshine Coast, Australia
	430
	Quantitative: SAQ



	[40]
	SET
	SEM, CFA
	Tourism development’s support by residents is influenced directly and/or indirectly by 9 factors: the level of community concern, eco-centric values, and utilization of tourism resource base, community attachment, the state of the local economy, economic benefits, social benefits, social costs, and cultural benefits.
	Washington, Idaho, USA
	290
	Quantitative: survey



	[80]
	Not available
	Not available
	Residents who are more dependent on tourism had a more positive attitude toward tourism, but various negative social impacts occurred (high prices, drug addiction, vandalism, sexual harassment and crimes).The local inhabitants supported the current tourism initiative and also had a positive attitude towards future development.The study concluded that social impacts of tourism are never universal and differ from one area to another.
	Samos, Greece
	85
	Quantitative: pre-structured questionnaire



	[43]
	Not available
	Not available
	The residents changed their attitude and support over time. In the beginning expectations were high, but decreased dramatically.
	Idaho, USA
	349
	Quantitative: secondary data and survey, scaled items; Longitudinal



	[6]
	SET
	Model test by Gursoy et al.
	The investigated variable of distance to the main tourist attraction showed significant results with respect to benefit and cost evaluation.
	Virginia, USA
	776
	Quantitative: postal survey



	[79]
	Not available
	Variance
	Residents who are more dependent on tourism can undoubtedly differentiate between its economic benefits and the social costs. Furthermore, it showed that residents who are aware of certain negative impacts are not automatically opposed to further tourism development.
	Nadi, Fiji
	199
	Quantitative: structured interviews



	[49]
	Not available
	SEM—Model adapted from [104]
	The overall perception of tourism impacts influences community satisfaction and can be used in the planning process for further tourism development.
	Cheju Island, Korea
	732
	Quantitative: postal survey



	[68]
	TIAS
	EFA
	The reliability scores were high, but the scale has not yet been validated.
	Oregon, Washington, USA
	1436
	Quantitative: postal questionnaire



	[18]
	TRA
	Not available
	Residents’ attitude towards tourism is positive and through the TRA indirect indication indicated that positive attitudes would lead to pro-tourism behaviour.
	Bigodi, Uganda
	48
	Qualitative: interviews



	[29]
	Not available
	Variance
	Residents agree that economic and cultural benefits are reasonable, but the environmental benefits such as the protection of natural landscape, is rated worse.
	Hawaii
	636
	Quantitative: postal survey



	[23]
	Four-Strategies Continuum
	Not available
	The results show that women are more concerned about negative tourism impacts than men, although women are more aware of the positive impacts as well.
	North Island, New Zealand
	124
	Quantitative: postal survey



	[116]
	Community attachment
	EFA
	Length of residency and attachment to the region showed a significant relationship.
	Montana, USA
	1128
	Quantitative: postal survey—scaled items



	[105]
	SET
	Regression
	Through public relation campaign the residents’ attitude can be influenced in a positive way and even lead to support further tourism development.
	Arizona, USA
	1403
	Quantitative: SAQ, scaled items



	[16]
	SET, identity theory
	EFA, Regression
	Residents’ attitudes towards tourism impacts do not always serve as a basis for assumptions on the subsequent behaviour.
	Mauritius
	300
	Quantitative: SAQ



	[13]
	Identity theory
	SEM, CFA
	Cognitive components had direct effects on the support for tourism projects and these behaviours should be encouraged even more by involving the residents into the industry.
	Wales
	307
	Quantitative: online survey



	[81]
	SET
	Cluster analysis
	The awareness of positive as well as negative effects is existent, but the residents are rather uncertain if tourism development and the increasing number of arrivals is in their best interest.
	Balearic Islands
	791
	Quantitative: postal survey



	[53]
	Convergent stakeholder theory
	EFA, Variance
	Significant differences in residents’ attitudes towards the kind of benefits they receive from tourism.
	Sunshine Coast, Australia
	732
	Quantitative: little box drop survey



	[114]
	Not available
	EFA, Cluster
	The “public service and environment focused group” was mostly concerned with the availability of amenities, facilities, and environmental issues; the “community focused group” was generally concerned with the social and cultural impacts; the “community-public service and environment focused group” comprised those respondents who considered both sets of issues; and the “inconsequential group” included those who did not have any specific opinion.
	Turkey
	613
	Quantitative: structured survey questionnaire



	[84]
	Tourism dependence
	Variance analysis
	One group of studies suggests a direct relationship between the level of tourism development in a community and the presence of negative resident attitudes.
	Utah, Idaho, USA
	528
	Quantitative: SAQ



	[51]
	SET, TRA
	EFA
	More positive attitudes towards economic, socio-cultural and environmental impacts lead to greater support. This study revealed that the image of a destination influences the residents’ attitude towards tourism impacts and their level of support.
	Kavala, Greece
	481
	Quantitative: structured SAQ



	[59]
	SET
	EFA, Variance
	Not only were residents’ expectations of tourism development not met, but also the people dependent on tourism (e.g., because they are employed in the tourism sector) did not have a positive attitude.
	Cape Coast, Elmina, Ghana
	464
	Quantitative: structured interviews



	[20]
	Not available
	EFA
	Differences between various cases are shown and the residents in Turkey are less supportive and more negative towards tourism impacts.
	Urgup, Turkey
	241
	Quantitative: household survey



	[85]
	Butler’s TALC
	Not available
	In this case, the destination is standing only at the beginning of tourism development. Residents’ attitude toward positive and negative impacts was thus ambivalent.
	Riga Latvia
	250
	Quantitative: survey—scaled items



	[117]
	SET
	Multigroup analysis
	In this study, variations were found, leading to differences in certain relationships due to the evolutionary path followed by destinations.
	Algarve, Portugal and Huelva, Spain
	769
	Quantitative: questionnaire survey



	[17]
	SET
	Variance, SEM
	The results showed that positive impacts outweigh the negative ones. A positive residents’ attitude is of great importance when it comes to behavioural aspects and a favorable attitude towards further tourism development.
	Huelva, Spain
	400
	Quantitative: postal survey—scaled items



	[82]
	SET
	EFA, Regression
	If residents benefit from tourism, they have a more positive attitude toward tourism and its future development.
	Washington, NC, USA
	130
	Quantitative: postal survey



	[54]
	Not available
	EFA, Cluster
	This study rated the importance of community-oriented issues and came to the conclusion that residents who are in favor of tourism rate the importance higher than others.
	New Zealand
	1062
	Quantitative: postal survey



	[50]
	community participation
	Not available
	There is a strong support of tourism development by inhabitants, but they are rather not or only a few involved in the planning processes. To reach sustainability the inclusion of residents should be considered.
	Iran
	250
	Quantitative: survey—scaled items
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Figure 1. The linkage between tourism impacts, local attitude and actionable behaviour. 
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Figure 2. Proposed model and hypotheses of this study. 
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Figure 3. Location of Steiermark state in Austria [47]. 
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Figure 4. Location of Styria in Steiermark state (Source: [47]). 
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Table 1. Operationalization analysis of the questionnaire design.
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Variable

	
Authors

	
Indicator

	
Q

	
Scale






	
Economic Impacts

	
[1,30,86,87,103]

	
Tourism attracts more investments and spending to the region.

	
1

	
Likert (6)




	
The standard of living has increased because of income through tourism.

	
2




	
Prices of products, services and real estates have increased because of tourism.

	
3




	
Tourism brings economic benefits only to a small group of people.

	
4




	
Tourism creates more jobs for external than for local people in the region.

	
5




	
In general, tourism brings the local economy more positive than negative effects in the region.

	
6




	
Environmental Impacts

	
[2,34,35,104]

	
Tourism provides an incentive for the conservation of natural resources.

	
7

	
Likert (6)




	
Because of tourism, roads and other public facilities are kept at a higher standard.

	
8




	
Tourism results in unpleasantly crowded and inaccessible places during the high season.

	
9




	
Tourism greatly adds to traffic congestion, noise and pollution.

	
10




	
The construction of hotels and other tourist facilities has destroyed the natural environment in the region.

	
11




	
In general, tourism brings the environment more positive than negative effects in the region.

	
12




	
Socio-cultural Impacts

	
[27,29,35,40,44,68]

	
Meeting tourists from all over the world is a valuable experience.

	
13

	
Likert (6)




	
Tourism has led to an increase in the availability of recreational facilities for the inhabitants.

	
14




	
Tourism influences the regional culture (traditions and customs, etc.).

	
15




	
Tourism supports the preservation of the regional culture (traditions and customs, etc.).

	
16




	
Tourism supports the restoration of historical buildings.

	
17




	
Tourism causes security and crime problems.

	
18




	
In general, tourism brings the local society and culture more positive than negative effects in the region.

	
19




	
I am in contact with tourists often.

	
20




	
Attitude

	
[2,17,49,58,104,105]

	
In general, the advantages resulting from tourism development outweigh the disadvantages for the local residents in the region.

	
21

	
Likert (6)




	
Generally, I am open to further tourism development.

	
22

	
Likert (6)




	
Behaviour

	
[14,15,17]

	
Support for further tourism development

	
23

	
Nominal




	
I try to convince others of my opinion. (passive)

	
24–27

	
Likert (6)




	
I regularly inform myself about news. (passive)




	
I would join a committee to support. (active)




	
I would join a group to demonstrate. (active)




	
I’m not interested in this topic, somebody else is responsible.

	
28

	
Likert (6)




	
Dependency

	
[2,19,29,79,82,83,84,106]

	
Is your job related to tourism?

	
29

	
Nominal




	
Were you employed in the tourism industry 5 years ago?

	
30




	
Is any of your family members employed in tourism?

	
31




	
Are you active in politics?

	
32




	
How do you think your and the income of your family members has changed because of tourism?

	
33

	
Nominal




	
What does motivate guests to visit the region in your opinion?

	
34

	
Nominal




	
Demographics

	
[19,106,107]

	
Age

	
35

	
Interval




	
Gender

	
36

	
Nominal




	
People in House

	
37

	
Interval




	
Children

	
38

	
Interval




	
Location

	
39

	
Nominal




	
Since when do you live here?

	
40

	
Nominal




	
Job

	
41

	
Nominal




	
Level of education

	
42

	
Nominal








Remarks: “Q” denotes the number of question in the questionnaire.
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Table 2. Characteristics of respondents (n = 392).
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Frequency

	
%






	
Gender

	
Male

	
223

	
57.0




	
Female

	
169

	
43.0




	
Total

	
392

	
100.0




	
Age

	
18–20

	
33

	
8.4




	
21–35

	
172

	
43.9




	
36–50

	
93

	
23.7




	
51 or above

	
73

	
18.6




	
Missing

	
21

	
5.4




	
Total

	
392

	
100.0




	
Education level

	
Primary school

	
12

	
3.1




	
Apprenticeship

	
120

	
30.6




	
High school or vocational school

	
135

	
34.5




	
University or above

	
104

	
26.5




	
Others

	
15

	
3.8




	
Missing

	
6

	
1.5




	
Total

	
392

	
100.0




	
Occupation

	
Self-employed (tourism industries)

	
19

	
4.8




	
Self-employed (non-tourism industries)

	
27

	
6.9




	
Employed (tourism industries)

	
42

	
10.7




	
Employed (non-tourism industries)

	
197

	
50.3




	
Homemaker

	
12

	
3.1




	
Academic training or education

	
58

	
14.8




	
Retired

	
27

	
6.9




	
Unemployed

	
4

	
1.0




	
Missing

	
6

	
1.5




	
Total

	
392

	
100.0




	
Length of residence

	
Less than 10 years

	
50

	
12.7




	
more than 10 years

	
338

	
86.2




	
Missing

	
4

	
1.1




	
Total

	
392

	
100.0




	
Size of household

	
1 person

	
45

	
11.5




	
2 persons

	
117

	
29.8




	
3 persons

	
94

	
24.0




	
4 persons

	
83

	
21.2




	
5 or more persons

	
34

	
8.7




	
Missing

	
19

	
4.8




	
Total

	
392

	
100.0




	
Is your job related to tourism?

	
Yes

	
131

	
33.4




	
No

	
261

	
66.6




	
Total

	
392

	
100.0




	
Were you employed in the tourism industry 5 years ago?

	
Yes

	
113

	
28,8




	
No

	
279

	
71.2




	
Total

	
392

	
100.0




	
Is any of your family members employed in tourism?

	
Yes

	
113

	
28,8




	
No

	
279

	
71.2




	
Total

	
392

	
100.0




	
Are you active in politics?

	
Yes

	
34

	
8.8




	
No

	
358

	
91.2




	
Total

	
392

	
100.0




	
How do you think your and the income of your family members has changed because of tourism?

	
Yes, increased

	
66

	
17.0




	
Yes, decreased

	
11

	
2.8




	
No

	
312

	
80.2




	
Total

	
392

	
100.0











[image: Table] 





Table 3. Ratings on key variables of analysis.
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Variables and Indicators

	
Mean Score

	
Standard Deviation (S.D.)






	
Economic impacts

	
Tourism attracts more investments and spending to the region. (+)

	
2.18

	
1.09




	
The standard of living has increased because of income through tourism. (+)

	
2.72

	
1.23




	
Prices of products, services and real estate have increased because of tourism. (−)

	
3.64

	
1.34




	
Tourism brings economic benefits only to a small group of people. (+)

	
3.67

	
1.51




	
Tourism creates more jobs for external than for local people in the region. (−)

	
3.17

	
1.43




	
In general, tourism brings the local economy more positive than negative effects in the region.

	
1.73

	
0.89




	
Environmental impacts

	
Tourism provides an incentive for the conservation of natural resources. (+)

	
3.29

	
1.39




	
Because of tourism, roads and other public facilities are kept at a higher standard. (+)

	
2.47

	
1.37




	
Tourism results in unpleasantly crowded and inaccessible places during the high season. (−)

	
3.59

	
1.44




	
Tourism greatly adds to traffic congestion, noise and pollution. (−)

	
4.02

	
1.38




	
The construction of hotels and other tourist facilities has destroyed the natural environment in the region. (−)

	
3.01

	
1.45




	
In general, tourism brings the environment more positive than negative effects in the region.

	
2.66

	
1.35




	
Social impacts

	
Meeting tourists from all over the world is a valuable experience. (+)

	
2.07

	
1.25




	
Tourism has led to an increase in the availability of recreational facilities for the inhabitants. (+)

	
2.29

	
1.25




	
Tourism influences the regional culture (traditions and customs, etc.). (−)

	
3.33

	
1.53




	
Tourism supports the preservation of the regional culture (traditions and customs, etc.). (+)

	
2.84

	
1.41




	
Tourism supports the restoration of historical buildings. (+)

	
2.37

	
1.24




	
Tourism causes security and crime problems. (−)

	
2.70

	
1.40




	
I am in contact with tourists often. (+)

	
3.37

	
1.67




	
In general, tourism brings the local society and culture more positive than negative effects in the region.

	
2.10

	
1.11




	
Attitude

	
In general, the advantages resulting from tourism development outweigh the disadvantages for the local residents in the region.

	
1.97

	
1.109




	
Generally, I am open to further tourism development.

	
1.67

	
0.983




	
Behaviour

	
I try to convince others of my opinion. (passive)

	
2.90

	
1.479




	
I regularly inform myself about news. (passive)

	
2.53

	
1.453




	
I would join a committee to support. (active)

	
4.01

	
1.662




	
I would join a group to demonstrate. (active)

	
4.95

	
1.374




	
I’m not interested in this topic, somebody else is responsible.

	
4.38

	
1.598








Remarks: “+” denotes a positive tourism impact; “-” denotes a negative tourism impact; for all scales: 1 = fully disagree to 6 = fully agree.
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Table 4. Principal component analysis PCA results (n = 392).
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Indicator

	
Factor Loading

	
Mean Score

	
S.D.

	
Eigen-Value

	
% of Total Variance

	
Cronbach’s Alpha






	
Community Prosperity




	
Tourism attracts more investments and spending to the region.

	
0.564

	
2.18

	
1.09

	
5.627

	
28.135

	
0.825




	
In general, tourism brings the local economy more positive than negative effects in the region.

	
0.566

	
1.73

	
0.89




	
Because of tourism, roads and other public facilities are kept at a higher standard.

	
0.674

	
2.47

	
1.37




	
Meeting tourists from all over the world is a valuable experience.

	
0.527

	
2.07

	
1.25




	
Tourism has led to an increase in the availability of recreational facilities for the inhabitants.

	
0.730

	
2.29

	
1.25




	
Tourism supports the preservation of the regional culture (traditions and customs, etc.).

	
0.645

	
2.84

	
1.41




	
Tourism supports the restoration of historical buildings.

	
0.758

	
2.37

	
1.24




	
In general, tourism brings the local society and culture more positive than negative effects in the region.

	
0.567

	
2.10

	
1.11




	
Community Environment




	
Prices of products, services and real estates have increased because of tourism.

	
0.651

	
3.64

	
1.34

	
2.653

	
13.263

	
0.765




	
Tourism results in unpleasantly crowded and inaccessible places during the high season.

	
0.708

	
3.59

	
1.44




	
Tourism greatly adds to traffic congestion, noise and pollution.

	
0.632

	
4.02

	
1.38




	
The construction of hotels and other tourist facilities has destroyed the natural environment in the region.

	
0.657

	
3.01

	
1.45




	
Tourism causes security and crime problems.

	
0.696

	
2.70

	
1.40




	
Community Qualities




	
The standard of living has increased because of income through tourism.

	
0.530

	
2.72

	
1.23

	
1.497

	
7.483

	
0.517




	
Tourism provides an incentive for the conservation of natural resources.

	
0.714

	
3.29

	
1.39




	
In general, tourism brings the environment more positive than negative effects in the region.

	
0.792

	
2.66

	
1.35




	
Community Leakages




	
Tourism brings economic benefits only to a small group of people.

	
0.819

	
3.67

	
1.51

	
1.132

	
5.661

	
0.626




	
Tourism creates more jobs for external than for local people in the region.

	
0.670

	
3.17

	
1.43




	
Community Culture




	
Tourism influences the regional culture (traditions and customs, etc.).

	
0.711

	
3.33

	
1.53

	
1.053

	
5.263

	
0.487




	
I am in contact with tourists often.

	
0.762

	
3.37

	
1.67








KMO = 0.865; Bartlett’s test of Sphericity = 0.000; Overall variance explained = 59.81%. For all scales: 1 = fully disagree to 6 = fully agree.
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Table 5. Model of impact-attitude of URM’s residents and verification of H1–H3 (n=392).
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Dependent Variable: Attitude




	
Model

	

	
β






	
1

	
(Constant)

	
1.471 **




	

	
Controls

	




	
Age

	
−0.090




	
Gender a

	
0.123 **




	
Length of residence b

	
−0.119 **




	
Tourism related job c

	
0.004




	
Family involvement d

	
0.014




	
Involvement in politics e

	
0.089




	
Employment in tourism f

	
0.088




	
R²

	
0.056




	
F

	
2.86 **




	
2

	
(Constant)

	
−0.749 **




	

	
Controls

	




	
Age

	
−0.040




	
Gender a

	
0.132 **




	
Length of residence b

	
−0.041




	
Tourism related job c

	
−0.021




	
Family involvement d

	
−0.003




	
Involvement in politics e

	
0.029




	
Employment in tourism f

	
0.097




	
Independent Variables

	




	
Environmental Impact

	
0.303 **




	
Social Impact

	
0.417 **




	
Economic Impact

	
0.100 *




	

	
R2

	
0.43




	

	
∆R2

	
0.374




	

	
F

	
25.67 **








** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. Controls: a Gender: 0 = male, 1 = female; b Length of residence: 0 = 10 years or less, 1 = more than 10 years; c Is your job related to tourism? 0 = yes, 1 = no; d Is any of your family members employed in tourism? 0 = yes, 1 = no; e Are you active in politics? 0 = yes, 1 = no; f Were you employed in the tourism industry 5 years ago? 0 = yes, 1 = no.
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Table 6. Results of correlation analysis, Pearson’s Chi Square test and verification of H4, H4.1 and H4.2 (n = 386).
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Pearson’s Correlation




	
Variable

	
Support for Further Tourism Development

	
Attitude

	
Hypothesis (Result)






	
Attitude

	
Pearson’s Correlation

	
0.289 **

	
1

	
H4 (supported)




	
Sig. (2-tailed)

	
0.000

	




	
Gender

	
Pearson’s Correlation

	
0.059

	
0.126 *

	




	
Sig. (2-tailed)

	
0.266

	
0.016




	
Age

	
Pearson’s Correlation

	
−0.196 **

	
−0.092

	




	
Sig. (2-tailed)

	
0.000

	
0.080




	

	
Pearson’s Chi-Squared (χ²) Test—Crosstabulation




	
Support for Further Tourism Development

	
Active

	
Passive

	
No Action

	
Attitude

	

	
Hypothesis (Result)




	
Count

(%)

	
100

(25.9%)

	
220

(57.0%)

	
60

(10.4%)

	
Positive

	

	




	
Count

(%)

	
6

(1.6%)

	
6

(1.6%)

	
14

(3.5%)

	
Negative

	




	
Test

	
Value

	
Sig. (2-tailed)

	




	
Pearson’s Chi Square

	
37.842

	
0.000

	

	
H4.1 (rejected)




	
Cramer’s V

	
0.313

	
0.000

	

	
H4.2 (rejected)








** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed), * at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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