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Abstract: One of the key factors for success of sustainable tourism industry in all areas, including rural,
is the support of community members. The paper aims to analyze how rural residents’ perceptions of
sustainable tourism development (expressed through economic, social, environmental, and physical
benefits) can affect residents’ intentions to support tourism. The second aim was to determine if
attachment to the particular community and perceived quality of life can have influence on attitudes
towards sustainable development of tourism in rural communities. Using a sample of 881 residents
living in rural areas of the Republic of Serbia, the results highlighted that perceived values of tourism
were important for evaluating how tourism is developed, if it is sustainable for a community, and how
it affects quality of residents’ life. The study provided better understanding of factors that can
have impact on residents’ attitudes in relation to tourism and highlighted the importance of paying
attention to local community as significant player for tourism development, especially in those regions
that want to boost its economy by developing sustainable tourism.

Keywords: sustainable rural tourism; community attachment; perceived values; quality of life;
support for tourism development

1. Introduction

One of the key factors for success of the tourism industry in all areas, including rural, is the support
of a local community [1,2]. Changes in residents’ attitudes were important since they provided a way
that planners and tourism practitioners should follow in order to achieve adequate level of community
tourism development and planning. This adequate level was connected with satisfied quality of
life, increased opportunities for new jobs, reduced costs of living, and finding ways of retaining
younger population [3,4]. A few studies underlined that residents’ sense of well-being and their
sustenance for tourism development were connected with how the outcomes of tourism were evaluated
by the members of a community [5,6]. This means that if residents perceive a positive benefit-cost
ratio, it is more likely that they will support tourism and take active roles in tourism activities [7].
Economic benefits from tourism, like employment and economic gain, were used as indicators to
examine community attachment, residents’ quality of and satisfaction with life, and attitudes towards
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tourism [8,9]. Although economic benefits were a significant predictor, a combination of factors,
such as social, emotional, and economic, performed better in analyzing how residents’ perceived values
influence quality of life, their satisfaction with life, and support for further tourism development [10–12].
According to Sweenev and Soutar [13], important aspects of tourism development were also those
intangible values that can be derived from place attachment or personal benefits. Since communities
may have different traditions, cultures and natural resources, residents’ level of support and attitudes
towards tourism development and perceived quality of life may depend on the nature of a destination.
Furthermore, tourism can leave different effects on communities and these issues were especially
important in developing countries. Development of tourism in rural areas aims to solve some problems
like returning migration from urban areas to area of origin [14], to increase the stability of the active
population through improving its living conditions [15], providing conditions for new economic
and commercial activities [16,17], and protecting natural environment and local culture [18,19] as
sources for attracting tourists. Balanced growth of rural areas by tourism could be reached only if
the improvement of living conditions of local community was a long-term goal and was expressed
through economic, environmental, social, and cultural benefits. Additionally, if local people participate
in tourism development, then its contribution to rural areas makes sense.

Rural development through tourism became an important concept for developed and developing
countries, which is the case in Serbia, too. Although one of the main roles of the socio-economic
development policies was to decrease the differences between rural and urban settlements, today’s goal
is more shifted towards interdependent development of agriculture and other business activities,
such as tourism, by taking care of rural resources so they can be available for future generations [20,21].
In that manner, local development, with tourism, can represent a mobilization process that will involve
innovations, will harmonize changes, and will be focused on increasing the opportunities available for
population, economic growth, natural resources protection, and social equality [22]. The proliferation of
tourism activities came as an accompanying process of economic and political reform, which involved
opening up to the global market and building its own position on it, where tourism often had a very
important role. At the same time, this process involved transforming the ‘traditional’ concepts of life,
work, business, housing, etc., and was considered a period of intense social and cultural change [23].

The paper aims to analyze the rural community’s support towards sustainable tourism
development in Serbia, as a case study. The first task was to analyze how rural residents’ perceptions
of sustainable tourism development (expressed through economic, social, environmental, and physical
benefits) can affect residents’ intention to support tourism. The second aim was to determine if
attachment to a particular community and perceived quality of life can have an influence on attitudes
towards sustainable tourism development in the community. The research expands comprehension of
attitudes towards tourism development by members of the local community. The members of local
communities can be a base for tourism development, since they are most familiar with their needs and
interests, and they control the most of the resources like land, buildings, local production, and customs,
while their support is crucial for the successful and sustainable tourism development.

2. Theoretical Framework and Research Hypotheses

2.1. Community Attachment

Community attachment was viewed as identification with local community, dependence on that
community and created bonds with its members [24]. It was an important element thatwas taken into
account in tourism studies but also in practice when residents’ support towards tourism development
and their perceptions of tourism impact needed to be examined [25]. The analysis of residents’
attachment to their communities and their resources may explain how residents interpret the influence
of tourism, and this can be a significant determinant in providing aneffectual bond between residents
and sustainable tourism development. Many scholars have achieved compliance that community
attachment had a significant role in shaping residents’ attitudes towards tourism development and
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their intention to preserve place characteristics [26–28]. The way in which residents experience
their environment and create a bond with it influences residents’ behavior [29], their intention to
stay or move to other community, and their intention to support or reject development projects,
including tourism [30]. Residents who were more attached to their community expressed support for
further development of sustainable tourism through various activities such as organizing or meetings
attendance, giving donations, or making suggestions for new or voting for the proposed tourism
plans [31]. There was no consensus among scholars on the relationship between community attachment
and support or impact of tourism development. While there were studies which showed that strongly
attached residents perceived tourism in a positive manner, explaining that those residents probably
looked on tourism as beneficial for their local economy [8,32], on the other side there were studies that
highlighted that residents with strongly expressed community attachment tend to be less supportive
towards development of tourism in their community, since those residents probably perceived tourism
as a threat to a place where they live [33,34]. When it comes to relations with perceived positive tourism
impacts, there was evidence that community attachment had positive and significant correlation with
perceived benefits and, as such, had an indirect impact on support for tourism development [32].
Lee [8] indicated that community attachment affected perceived economic and social benefits, while it
was not case for cultural benefits. Length of residency, as one of dimensions of community attachment,
had negative relation with perception of tourism impact [34], whereas social bond with residents’ place
had positive relationship [6]. Ramkissoon, Weiler and Smith [35] underlined that a more comprehensive
approach is desirable and that the components of community attachment like place identity and social
bonding should be used when examining the link between attachment and perceptions of tourism
development. Based on the reviewed literature, the following hypotheses were set:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Residents’ level of community attachment and their perception of positive tourism impacts
on a rural community are connected, in a positive direction.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Residents’ level of community attachment and their tendency to support development of
tourismin a rural community are connected, in a positive direction.

2.2. Residents’Perceptions of Tourism Impact

Many studies [1,2,9] have shown that support for tourism development, expressed by members of
a local community, correlated with their perceptions of tourism benefits in a positive direction. On the
contrary, if tourism impacts were perceived as negative, there was no support [36,37]. It was shown
that, if residents had enough information about tourism development in their community and if they
perceived tourism impact as positive, they were more willing to support tourism development in
future and to make contact with tourists [38], while positive perception of tourism impacts positively
influenced increased satisfaction with quality of life and residents’ intention to be part of a value
co-creation in their community [39]. The impact of perceived tourism benefits on support for tourism
development and perceived quality of life was not the same, depending on the type of tourism benefits.
Although it was evident that economic, socio-cultural, and environmental tourism benefits created
positive relationships with support for tourism development and residents’ perceived quality of life,
the study of Stylidis et al. [40] in Kavala (a small community in Greece), indicated that perceived
economic benefits had the strongest and the environmental benefits had the weakest impact, while this
was the opposite in study carried out by Long and Kay at [41], who showed that residents of a small
community in Vietnam were willing to support tourism mostly based on perceived socio-cultural and
environmental benefits.

Socioeconomic factors like age, gender, income, level of education [9], and financial dependence
on tourism [42] seem to be the key factors that correlate between residents’ attitudes and support
towards tourism development in rural areas. It was indicated that personal benefits can be a strong
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determinant in predicting the impacts of tourism, both positive and negative [2,43]. Perceived impact
served as a predictor of residents’ support for tourism development in rural areas in a short- or
long-term period [44].

There are many ways in which tourism improved the residents’ quality of life, but also quality of
the whole area: tourism improved standards of living, increased the investment, upgraded facilities
such as parks and traffic infrastructure, brought a chance to meet new people, expanded knowledge
about the world, etc. [45]. Positive impacts of tourism, observed through socio-cultural, environmental,
and economic aspects, contributed to the better quality of residents’ life, but on the other side,
negative impacts decreased it [10,45]. Some research found positive relationship between residents’
perceptions of tourism and their satisfaction with quality of their life [46,47]. Increased perception
of life quality was mostly connected with those community sources (like safety, traffic infrastructure,
recreation activities, etc.) that can be influenced by tourism development but can be shared between
tourists and local residents [48]. Impact of perceived tourism benefits on perceived overall quality of life
mostly overpowered the perception of negative tourism effects and this was highlighted regardless of
the type of tourism [49]. Since it was shown that residents’ perceptions were an important determinant
for the sustainable development of tourism, the following hypotheses were proposed:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Rural residents’ positive perception of tourism benefits and their tendency to support
development of sustainable tourism are connected, in a positive direction.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Rural residents’ positive perception of tourism benefits will have impact on how they
perceive overall quality of their lives, in a positive direction.

2.3. Overall Quality of Residents’ Life

Development of sustainable tourism in most of the communities, especially rural, was mostly
initiated with the aim of improving residents’ quality of life. A connection among quality of
residents’ life and their support for tourism development was examined in several studies [10,45,50].
Tourism development can affect different aspects of residents’ life such as material status, emotional
life, ties with family, personal health, and a sense of security [45]. All of these aspects had impact on
their perception of the overall satisfaction with quality of life in a community where they live, and thus
on their intention to support tourism development [51]. The impact of tourism on satisfaction with
personal life, and satisfaction with neighbors and the wider community were taken into consideration
when analyzing residents’ perceptions of quality of their life [52]. Tourism products created for visitors,
such as festivals, special attractions, and opportunities for recreation, can enhance residents’ quality
of life if they are available to them and, on the other side, improved standard of living and new job
opportunities can also lead to higher satisfaction with the quality of life. Jeon, Kang, and Desmarais [53]
highlighted that only those types of tourism or tourism products and services should be developed
in some local community if they will not decrease residents’ quality of life. Research conducted
among rural residents in Poland [54] showed that psychological empowerment, as a component of
quality of life, was one of the most important predictors of residents’ support for tourism development,
and that factor even had a higher impact than economic benefits gained from tourism development.
In a research conducted by McGehee and Andereck [9], it was found that personal and community’s
benefits obtained from tourism influenced residents to support tourism development, i.e., if tourism
development affected local economy in a positive way (for example, created new jobs), residents will
support its further development. Although it was shown that perceived perceptions of quality of life
had impact on residents support for tourism development, there were differences among residents.
For example, families with small children and those who lived for many years in Istria (Croatia) believed
that the quality of their lives will be reduced with further tourism development [55], while in Hungary,
only those who felt direct effects of tourism development reported stronger improvement in the quality



Sustainability 2020, 12, 9438 5 of 16

of life and more easily supported tourism development in their community [56]. The above-mentioned
studies showed that quality of residents’ life had an impact on their perspective when it came to
development of tourism in their community, but there was research of Nunkoo and Fung [57] that
could not find a connection between these two constructs, so there is a need for further analysis in
order to better understand this relationship. The following hypothesis was proposed:

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Perceptions of the overall quality of rural residents’ life have an impact on their support for
tourism development.

3. Materials and Methods

3.1. Study Area

Rural areas in Serbia occupy 85% of its total area. According to the last official census in 2011,
40.56% of the population lived in rural areas (2,914,990 inhabitants) [58]. The density of population
in rural areas is 63 inhabitants per km2 and by one-third is lower than the national average. Rural
areas contributed to 40% of the GDP of Serbia. However, rural areas are faced with many problems,
such as reduction in the number of farmers, younger people moving to cities causing the majority
of the households in rural areas to be elderly households, while the expansion of industrial areas
has led to a reduction in arable land [59]. During the last two decades, the agricultural sector in the
Western Balkan experienced a huge decline that was forced to perform a social function. This caused
the appearance of a large number of small family farms that produced only for their own needs and
that hardly survived. Since agriculture is no longer the main sector that creates most of the jobs and
incomes, other solutions, in form of different policies, were necessary to increase the productivity of
the agriculture sector. Tourism has become one of the main driving forces in guiding rural area toward
sustainable development [60–62]. Policymakers increasingly understood that rural development
policies were needed because they can contribute to improving the social and financial status of rural
residents and lead to more efficient use of resources available to rural areas and their communities [63].

3.2. Research Instrument

The questionnaire (available as a Supplementary Materials) used in the research contained five
sections. The scales presented by Abdollahzadeh and Sharifzadeh [64] and Gursoy and Rutherford [6]
were used to analyze perceptions of rural residents towards the tourism development in their
communities. The rural residents’ perceptions were analyzed through perceived benefits of tourism
development: economic benefits (seven items), social benefits (five items), environmental benefits
(two items), and physical benefits (three items). In the second section, the overall quality of residents’ life
was measured with three items created by Wo, Kim, and Uysal [10]. The aim of the third section was to
analyze residents’ intention to support tourism development. The scale used for this section contained
six items that came from study carried out by Wo, Kim, and Uysal [10], and Nicholas, Thapa and Ko [65].
For the fourth section, nine items were used to express rural residents’ attachment to their community
and those items were drawn from Lee’s [8] research. The responses in all four sections were scored
on a five-point Likert scale (1—totally disagree, 5—totally agree). Finally, the last section included
demographic characteristics of the respondents such as gender, age, education level, and length of
residence in a rural area. Those characteristics were used to create the respondents’ profiles.

3.3. Sampling and Surveying

Collection of the field data was carried out by a stratified random-sampling method. Based on data
collected from local tourist organizations in Serbia, twenty rural communities, that have developed
some type of tourism, were selected for this study. Authors trained ten graduated students to collect
the survey data. Trained students approached the potential respondents at the places of their residence
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by visiting every house in the rural community and interviewing interested household members aged
over 18, one by one, face to face. Most of the rural communities had between 1000 and 3000 residents.
If the students could not find someone at home, they left the envelope with the questionnaire and
instructions (how to fill in the questionnaire) and asked them to leave the questionnaire at the
nearest municipality offices. Interviewing was done mostly during weekends, from September to
November 2019. The return rate was around 52% and, in total, 881 questionnaires were collected
and used in further analyses. The summary measures were reported as mean difference with 95%
confidence intervals, providing the information about a range within which the 95% sample means
will fall.

3.4. Data Analysis

SPSS Statistics Version 23.0 for Windows was used for all analyses. The analysis had two steps.
In the first step, the measurement model was analyzed, while in the second, the structural model.
The partial least squares (PLS) were used to reduce the predictors to a smaller set of uncorrelated
components and perform least squares regression on these components. This technique was useful in
showing if the measurement model was effective. For all proposed variables, composite reliability
was higher than 0.70. The values of convergent validity and composite reliability for all four
constructs—rural residents’ perceptions, attachment to a community, overall quality of residents’
life, and residents’ support for tourism development—were useful to increase the quality of the
measurement model. The values of discriminant validity were used to secure that the outcomes
of correlations among the variables were lower than the square of the average variance extracted.
The values of R-squared for each dependent construct were used to assess the structural model
(the results were indicators for each dimension). In order to accept or reject the proposed hypotheses,
the direction and significance of the constructs were taken into account. The variables achieved weak
to moderate connections and the percentage of explained variance was presented.

4. Results and Discussion

4.1. Profile of the Sample

As presented in Table 1, the sample was consisted of 56.3% female and 43.7% male respondents.
The largest percentage of the sample was between 47 and 67 years old (39.9%). The division of the
results by the level of education showed that most respondents have finished secondary school (47.1%).
When it comes to the respondents’ status, the majority of them were retired (37.4%) or unemployed
(28.9%). The largest group of the respondents had lower family income—between EUR 200 and
400 (42.6%). Most of the respondents (40.2%) have been living in their villages for over 30 years.
These results indicated that the demographic and economic structure of the sample does not differ too
much from the overall rural population in Serbia or from most of the European countries.

Table 1. Profile of the sample.

Gender % Age % Education %

Male 43.7 Less than 25 12.0 Primary school 22.1
Female 56.3 26–46 32.5 Secondary school 47.1

47–67 39.9 Faculty 30.8
Over 67 15.6

Status % Income per Month (€) % Living in a Village for: %

Student 12.1 Less than 200 16.1 Less than 10 years 13.3
Unemployed 28.9 200–400 42.6 10–20 19.1
Employed 21.6 401–600 26.9 21–30 27.4

Retired 37.4 More than 600 14.4 Over 30 years 40.2
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4.2. Model Analysis Results

Ciavolino and Nitti [66] suggested that if a model includes more dimensions (in this paper,
there were four dimensions), authors should, in the first step, analyze the measurement model, while in
the second step it should be the structural model. Following these recommendations and steps
proposed by Wright et al. [67], variables were seen as meditative. The partial least squares were used
to assess the model.

4.2.1. Analysis of the Measurement Model—First Step

Hair, Ringle, and Sarstedt [68] indicated that, for the internal consistency reliability, composite
reliability should be higher than 0.70 (although values between 0.6 and 0.7 can also be found
as satisfying), while each indicator’s absolute standardized loadings should be also higher than
0.70. Following these recommendations, three items were excluded—one item from the scale
“Economic benefits” (refers to creating opportunities for investments, λ = 0.3177), one from the
scale “Social benefits” (contact among local residents and tourists can boost awareness that tourism
development is significant for the community, λ = 0.4672), and one item from the scale “Attachment to
rural community” (refers to how much local residents identify their lives with living in a particular
community, λ = 0.3994). Only one item (from the scale “Social benefits”, number 5) had loadings
below 0.7, but we decided to leave this item since its removal or retention did not significantly affected
validity. As shown in Table 2, the scores of average variance extracted (AVE) for all variables were
above 0.5, indicating that these variables were valid for further analysis.

Table 2. Results of the first step-evaluation of the measurement model.

Variables Mean Std. Deviation Loadings t-Test CR * AVE **

Perceptions of tourism benefits
(economic benefits) (PTBE) 0.78 0.5360

(1) Demand for farm products is
increased due to tourism. 4.17 0.633 0.6989 9.0668 - -

(2) The number of jobs for the local
residents has increased due tourism. 4.03 0.610 0.7526 14.732 - -

(3) Incomes of local community are
increased due to tourism. 4.14 0.751 0.7168 13.5646 - -

(4) Local products are sold more due
to tourism. 4.06 0.721 0.7588 22.054 - -

(5) Rural economy is diversified due
to tourism. 4.09 0.665 0.7346 15.8845 - -

(6) Profitability of local businesses is
enhanced due to tourism. 3.97 0.774 0.6916 14.0756 - -

Perceptions of tourism benefits
(social benefits) (PTBS) 0.85 0.546

(1) Standards of living are improved due
to tourism. 3.69 0.764 0.7236 12.754 - -

(2) Respect for local culture is enhanced
due to tourism. 3.41 0.742 0.7488 17.5887 - -

(3) Opportunities to participate in local
activities are increased due to tourism. 3.48 0.803 0.7585 19.1138 - -

(4) The sense of belonging to the local
community is stronger due to tourism 3.33 0.737 0.7699 20.3556 - -

(5) Number of learning opportunities is
increased due to tourism. 3.57 0.821 0.6753 14.9345 - -
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Table 2. Cont.

Variables Mean Std. Deviation Loadings t-Test CR * AVE **

Perceptions of tourism benefits
(environmental benefits) (PTBN) 0.79 0.5221

(1) Tourism encourages the protection
of the natural environment. 3.84 0.752 0.8887 21.6518 - -

(2) More areas have been declared as
protected due to tourism. 3.54 0.843 0.7848 8.8879 - -

Perceptions of tourism benefits
(physical benefits) (PTBP) 0.76 0.5524

(1) Tourism affects the increase in local
real estate value. 3.83 0.722 0.7831 14.3158 - -

(2) Amount of investments in tourism
infrastructure increases due to tourism. 3.67 0.754 0.8443 17.7753 - -

(3) Amount of investments in local
infrastructure increases due to tourism. 3.18 1.111 0.7847 7.0667 - -

Attachment to rural community (ARC) 0.90 0.5542

(1) The settings and facilities in
community are excellent. 3.71 0.653 0.7261 13.1005 - -

(2) I favor living in my community
over other communities. 3.89 0.674 0.7352 13.3442 - -

(3) I like living in this community. 4.01 0.662 0.7538 14.5985 - -

(4) Living in my community reflects
who I am. 4.09 0.765 0.7544 18.3716 - -

(5) It means a lot to me to live in
this community. 4.10 0.754 0.7724 19.9178 - -

(6) I am very attached to the place
where I live. 4.13 0.787 0.7781 22.5386 - -

(7) I feel I belong to my community. 4.05 0.813 0.7715 21.3174 - -

(8) People I know favor our community
over others. 3.85 0.646 0.7382 9.3837 - -

Quality of residents’ life (QL) 0.89 0.7390

(1) I am satisfied with the conditions
of my life. 3.71 0.782 0.8337 33.4543 - -

(2) I have all things I wanted in my life. 3.52 0.811 0.8848 59.2812 - -

(3) In general, I am satisfied with my life. 3.54 0.891 0.8682 48.4750 - -

Support for tourism development (STD) 0.86 0.6269

(1) I am happy to support the
development of tourism initiatives that
are sustainable for my community.

4.32 0.844 0.7182 13.3268 - -

(2) I am willing to take active
participation in creation of plans and
strategies connected with tourism.

3.91 0.731 0.7726 26.8588 - -

(3) I am willing to take active part in
cultural exchanges with visitors. 3.61 0.693 0.7123 15.5841 - -

(4) I am willing to take part in promoting
environmental education and
conservation initiatives.

3.55 0.584 0.7006 12.6730 - -

(5) I would support further tourism
development in my community. 4.16 0.676 0.8556 40.1211 - -

(6) I believe that tourism development
will positively affect quality of all
residents’ life.

4.24 0.712 0.8176 21.4146 - -

Note: * CR—Composite Reliability, ** AVE—Average Variance Extracted.
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In Table 3, values of discriminant validity were used to secure that the outcomes of correlations
among the variables were lower than the square of the average variance extracted. The results showed
that the measurement model was well founded and valid, so the next step could be implemented.

Table 3. Results of the first step for the discriminant validity.

ARC STD QL PTBE PTBP PTBN PTBS

ARC 0.7311
STD 0.4887 0.7976
QL 0.3768 0.5145 0.8646

PTBE 0.4988 0.5046 0.3888 0.6931
PTBP 0.4643 0.4019 0.2015 0.4628 0.7539
PTBN 0.3955 0.3576 0.2266 0.4892 0.4005 0.7081
PTBS 0.3084 0.4561 0.2374 0.5884 0.3936 0.3904 0.7239

Note: ARC—Attachment to rural community; STD—Support for tourism development; QL—Quality of residents’life;
PTBE—Economic benefits; PTBP—Physical benefits; PTBN—Environmental benefits; PTBS—Social benefits.

4.2.2. Results of the Second Step for the Proposed Model

In this step, the aggregate scores, calculated using PLS from the previous step, were utilized to
construct the model of the second level. The results were indicators for each dimension. In Table 4,
results of items’ individual and composite reliability are presented. The scores were over the critical
values, which are in accordance with the recommendation of MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Jarvis [69].

Table 4. Results of the second step for the proposed model.

Variables Loadings t-Test CR * AVE **

Perceptions of rural tourism
benefits 0.8414 0.5827

Economic benefits 0.8543 26.3422 - -
Social benefits 0.7487 17.1416 - -
Environmental benefits 0.7134 13.0112 - -
Physical benefits 0.7213 12.7658 - -

Attachment to rural community 0.9264 0.5594
ARC1 0.7349 12.2705 - -
ARC2 0.7428 14.5036 - -
ARC3 0.7281 13.6325 - -
ARC4 0.7347 12.5816 - -
ARC5 0.7531 18.1425 - -
ARC6 0.7705 19.9163 - -
ARC7 0.7769 22.9872 - -
ARC8 0.7435 21.4136 - -
ARC9 0.6628 9.5229 - -

Quality of Residents’ Life 0.8874 0.7353
QL1 0.8563 33.6526 - -
QL2 0.8864 58.6228 - -
QL3 0.8473 43.6985 - -

Support for Tourism Development 0.8655 0.6455
STD1 0.6931 26.8552 - -
STD2 0.8528 38.0243 - -
STD3 0.7265 22.9366 - -
STD4 0.6485 14.1265 - -
STD5 0.7258 20.3680 - -
STD6 0.7806 12.8523 - -

Note: * CR—Composite Reliability, ** AVE—Average Variance Extracted.
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After the second step was done, it can be indicated that the model had an adequate validity and
that it was reliable and valid (Table 5). Results obtained in these two steps showed that authors can
proceed with next step—analysis of the structural model.

Table 5. Results of the second step for the discriminant validity.

Attachment to
Rural Community

Support for Tourism
Development

Quality of
Residents’ Life

Perceptions of Rural
Tourism Benefits

Attachment to rural community 0.7533
Support for tourism development 0.4682 0.7883
Quality of residents’ life 0.3796 0.4531 0.8744
Perceptions of rural tourism benefits 0.5233 0.5406 0.3781 0.7584

4.3. Structural Model Assessment

As can be seen in Table 6, variables achieved weak to moderate connections. The variable
“Support for tourism development” had the highest explained variance, since this model could describe
48.9% of this variable. It was primarily influenced by the quality of life (22.2%), while the lesser impact
was connected with community attachment (7.4%).

Table 6. Results of direct effects among variables.

Hypothesis R2 Direct
Effect Correlation Explained

Variance

Perceptions of rural tourism benefits 0.2614 / / 29.1%

H1(+): Attachment to rural community→Perceptions of rural tourism benefits / 0.5488 0.5488 29.1%

Quality of residents’life 0.1643 / / 12.8%

H4(+):Perceptions of rural tourism benefits→ Quality of residents’life / 0.458 0.458 12.8%

Support for tourism development 0.4899 / / 48.9%

H3(+):Perceptions of rural tourism benefits→ Support for tourism development / 0.3352 0.5956 19.3%

H5(+):Quality of residents’life→Support for tourism development / 0.3623 0.532 22.2%

H2(+): Attachment to rural community→ Support for tourism development / 0.1079 0.4625 7.4%

Note: (+) refers to positive relationship between two constructs.

The results in Table 7 and Figure 1 indicated that all proposed hypothesis were confirmed,
by checking the direct effects among variables and significance of their paths. Furthermore, the results
pointed out that the proposed model gained the high degree of validation.

Table 7. Results for the proposed hypothesis.

Hypothesis Coefficient of Proposed
Connections t-Value Confirmation

H1(+): Attachment to rural community→ Perceptions of rural tourism benefits 0.5488 *** 4.5438 Yes

H2(+): Attachment to rural community→ Support for tourism development 0.1079 * 2.2933 Yes

H3(+): Perceptions of rural tourism benefits→ Support for tourism development 0.3352 *** 4.6137 Yes

H4(+): Perceptions of rural tourism benefits→ Quality of residents’ life 0.458 *** 4.3013 Yes

H5(+): Quality of residents’life→ Support for tourism development 0.3623 *** 7.6482 Yes

Note: (+) refers to positive relationship between two constructs; * p < 0.05; *** p < 0.001.
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The analysis showed that rural residents who were attached to the area where they lived were
aware of the benefits tourism can bring and also that community attachment can have a positive
impact on residents’ perceptions; thus, Hypothesis 1 was accepted. These findings were in accordance
with results from some previous research [8,31,38]. These results indicated that if residents were more
attached to their community, they will be more aware of tourism impacts and consider more carefully
if tourism development will bring benefits to the place where they live. Community attachment was
positively related to residents’ attitudes towards tourism benefits but this relationship is also valuable
for creating good relations between locals and tourists, since a friendly and honest local community is
more attractive to tourists [70]. Continuous evaluation of residents’ attachment and their attitudes
towards tourism can be accomplished by implementing different monitoring programs. In order to
intensify residents’ attachment to their community, the results of the study are helpful in creating
campaigns for behavioral changes or different education and training programs (for example for
working in the tourism sector). Enhancement of residents’ attachment to a place can increase their
motivation to actively participate in making decisions or to participate in other activities that will
improve the quality of their environment. Analysis of the connection between residents’ attachment
and their support for tourism development found that there was a positive correlation among these
two constructs. These results were similar with those that can be found in the research carried out
by Nicholas, Thapa, and Ko [65]; thus, hypothesis 2 was accepted. Positively related community
attachment and support for tourism development can be interpreted as the more attached someone is
to his/her environment, the more he/she will support the development of tourism. These results should
be taken with caution since these people are more concerned about their community and want only
those activities that will be beneficial to the place where they live [25]. Although some research showed
that those residents who lived in a community for long had negative attitudes towards tourism, and it
was unlikely that they will support its development [44,71], results from this research revealed that
the longer someone resides in the community, the more willing he/she will be to support tourism
development. These results are in line with some previous research [49,72].

Although the authors of this paper observed only positive impacts of tourism (the differences
between positive and negative tourism impact have not been made), it was shown that positive
perceptions on four groups of impacts will lead to the tendency of residents to support tourism
development. These results were in line with previous research [37,40]; thus, Hypothesis 3 was
accepted. The attitudes of local community can be a valuable source for making development
plans, improving sustainability of tourism activities or for reducing negative impacts of tourism.
Tourism planners need to be aware that residents will support tourism development if they perceive
that tourism brings positive changes to their local economy and/or environment (these positive
changes can be new business opportunities, cultural exchange, improvement of environmental
conditions, etc). Residents will support tourism development if tourism policies are based on honesty,
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transparency, community needs, and if residents are provided with reliable information. Additionally,
planners need to find a proper way to share tourism benefits equally between individuals of all social
spectrums. Monitoring residents’ attitudes and perceptions should be implemented in a long-term
period, continuously.

Hypothesis 4 was also accepted, since the results showed that if the rural tourism development
was based on sustainable basis it can have positive environmental, social, and other benefits
for the community and enhance their quality of life. The results of this study highlighted the
importance of protecting those elements that can be endangered by tourism development—natural
and built landscapes as place characteristics and all other factors that reflect a place’s character.
Planned development in rural places, like those in Serbia, will ensure preservation of place attributes
that residents are attached to. The findings of this study are useful for rural places whose offer is based
on natural amenities and cultural heritage. As shown in this and confirmed in other research [51,73],
perceptions of tourism benefits will be reflected on quality of residents’ life only if residents were
engaged or benefited from tourism. Local infrastructure improvement and better image of the
community were significant benefits of tourism development that can enhance quality of residents’ life.
While Nunkoo and Fung [57] couldn’t find a link between how satisfied residents were with the quality
of their life on one side and support for tourism development on the other side, this research showed
that there was a positive correlation between these two constructs. The elements of local community,
especially those whose development may be directly affected by tourism development and that can
enhance quality of residents’ life, like infrastructure, possibilities for entertainment, preserved culture,
and tradition, can encourage locals to have a positive attitude towards the development of tourism in
their environment [10,74].

5. Conclusions

The study provided evidence of a positive relation between residents’ perceived value towards
tourism development, their attachment to the community, overall quality of life and support for
sustainable tourism development. In order to evaluate the degree of residents’ support for tourism
development, the perceived value indicators, such as different benefits from tourism, were used.
The results highlighted that perceived tourism benefits were important for evaluating tourism
development and overall quality of residents’ life. The community positively perceived tourism
and its development, expecting that in future its development will increase quality of residents’ life.
Positive connection among residents’ perceptions and level of their support for tourism in rural areas
of Serbia showed that most of the residents were tourist oriented and that they think the current level of
tourism was compatible with the characteristics of the area. Furthermore, these results were supported
by the fact that residents’ attachment to community positively correlated with residents’ perceptions
towards tourism development. The study provided better understanding of the factors that can have
impact on residents’ attitudes in relation to tourism and highlighted the importance of paying attention
to local community as one of the most significant players for tourism development, especially in those
regions that want to boost its economy by developing sustainable tourism.

Several limitations have emerged from the research and they can be taken into the consideration
for some future research. Since the overall quality of residents’life was used for the research, in future,
this component may include various aspects like health and safety, how connected community members
are, and material and emotional aspects. Beside community attachment, it would be useful to use
factors such as sense of a place, or factors that influence residents’ support for tourism can be expanded
on, such as those residents’ personality and demographic information (for example, if residents are
involved in tourism or not) as well as the type of destination. The research was conducted during high
season, but it is recommended to analyze residents’ perceptions and attitudes during low season to see
if there were differences in attitudes towards tourism during various time frames.
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