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Insights into differences in residents’
attitudes: Tourism impacts and support
for future development

Abstract

This study investigates the differences in residents' perceptions of various tourism impacts as well as
residents' level of support for future tourism development with regard to their employment status
(employed in tourism, employed in other industries, and others: students, unemployed persons, re-
tirees). Moreover, the objective was to find out in what way those perceptions influence the residents'
level of support for future tourism development. The results show that there are statistically significant
differences in perceptions of economic, socio-cultural, environmental and overall tourism impacts
between the three groups of stakeholders. Respondents working in tourism expressed the strongest
support for future development, while students, unemployed persons and retired residents tended to
be less supportive. The main contribution of this study lies in the insights it provides into the attitudes
of different groups of destination stakeholders regarding tourism impacts as well as into their support
for future tourism development.

Key words: residents; tourism impacts; support; Istria

1. Introduction

Given the constant changes in tourism demand and, consequently, in tourism supply, particularly when
many destinations are facing challenges connected with negative tourism impacts (i.e. overtourism),
more and more studies are focusing on the attitudes of local residents regarding tourism. Tourism
development generates various (positive and negative) economic, socio-cultural and environmental
impacts on the host community (Lee, 2013) and can, therefore, potentially affect residents' living
standards (Andereck & Nyaupane, 2011). By evaluating these impacts, local residents develop their
attitudes toward tourism and its future development. It has been widely recognized that residents play
an essential part in tourism development and that their support is imperative for tourism destination
sustainability. In order for destination managers to be sensitive to and capable of anticipating the at-
titudes of stakeholders and quick to respond to change, thus, ensuring greater support for tourism
and long-term sustainability, it is very important they understand residents’ attitudes towards tourism
impacts and future tourism development. Hence, this study investigates the differences in residents'
perceptions of various tourism impacts as well as their level of support for future tourism development
with regard to their status (employed in tourism, employed in other industries, and others: students,
unemployed persons, retirees). The objective was also to find out in what way those perceptions influ-
ence the residents' level of support for future tourism development. Generally, there are many studies
that examine residents' attitudes towards tourism because it has been recognised that this is necessary
for planning successful tourism development (Ap, 1992; Pappas, 2008). However, no similar studies
have been conducted in Istria, one of the most visited destinations in Croatia and a very popular one
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in the Mediterranean area. With the rapid growth of tourism in Istria, the region is facing a variety of
economic, socio-cultural and environmental impacts of such development. In that context, there is a
need to find out how residents see such development and whether they support it. The main contribu-
tion of this study lies in the insights into the attitudes of different groups of destination stakeholders
regarding tourism impacts as well as into their support for future tourism development, considering
this is an approach that has not been used so far.

2. Theoretical background

Early studies regarding residents' opinions and attitudes considered communities as relatively homoge-
nous places whose residents either generally supported or opposed tourism (McGehee & Andereck,
2004). However, it was quickly realised that there is a great variety when attitudes toward tourism are
concerned (McGehee & Andereck, 2004, given that stakeholders in a destination are heterogeneous
with different views and interests. Many authors have tested the relationship between socio-demographic
characteristics and perceptions toward tourism impacts and support for tourism. For instance, Iroegbu
and Chen (2001) found that male residents with a colleague degree and earning more than $25.000
per year tend to support tourism development no matter the region of residence. McGehee and An-
dereck, (2004) confirmed the negative relationship between age and the negative impacts of tourism.
Long and Kayat (2011) also confirmed that younger residents tend to be more supportive of tourism
development than older ones and, similarly, males are more supportive than females. Kuvan and Akan
(2005) and Long and Kayat (2011) have found monthly household income to be a significant predic-
tor of residents' attitudes to tourism. Further, some authors have confirmed that educational level is
a significant predictor of tourism development support (i.e. Litkovd & Vogt, 2012; Rasoolimanesh,
Jaafar, Kock, & Ramayah, 2015).

When it comes to the relationships between individual characteristics and attitudes toward tourism
impacts, results have been inconsistent (Gursoy, Jurowski, & Uysal, 2002; McGehee & Andereck,
2004; Perdue, Long, & Allen, 1990; Ritchie & Inkari, 20006), but, in general, more studies have con-
firmed that residents who depend on tourism or perceive greater personal benefits from tourism tend
to support tourism development more than other residents (i.e. Deccio & Baloglu, 2002; Sirakaya,
Teye, & Sonmez, 2002). The results obtained by Dev (2018) indicate that residents' perception of
tourism impacts tend to be higher for those who derive economic benefits from tourism and participate
in tourism planning as well as for those who are in contact with tourist in comparison to those who
are not involved in tourism. Further, Nejati, Mohamed, and Omar (2014) found that the residents
with higher level of control over the tourism development (i.e. in destination where tourism services
are controlled by locals) have a significantly higher level of perception towards the positive economic
impacts of tourism than the residents who are not controlling tourism in their community. Moreover,
McGehee and Andereck (2004) have found that residents who perceive greater personal benefits
from tourism tend to perceive fewer negative impacts of tourism and, at the same time, more positive
impacts. Similar to Gursoy et al. (2002), they confirmed that the place of residence also predicts the
negative impacts of tourism, with people who lived in the destination as a child tending to perceive
fewer negative impacts of tourism. Additionally, Zhu, Liu, Wei, Li, and Wang (2017) found a posi-
tive relationship between collective tourism benefits perceived by residents and support for tourism
development; however, they also found perceived personal benefits and costs not to be significant
predictors of tourism development support. Results obtained by Wang & Pfister (2008) indicate that
when tourism costs exceed the benefits, residents tend to be less supportive of tourism development.
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In that context, many authors (i.e. Ap, 1990; Andriotis, 2005: Long & Kyat, 2011; Wang & Pfister,
2008; Yoon, Gursoy, & Chen, 2001) have pointed out that residents' attitudes and perceptions could
be explained by the social exchange theory, which according to Ap (1992: 668) is "a general sociologi-
cal theory concerned with understanding the exchange of resources between individuals and groups in
an interaction situation". Accordingly, residents who perceive this exchange to bring benefits to them
are more likely to be more supportive of tourism development and vice versa (Long & Kayat, 2008).

Due to the mixed results, no consistent relationship has been found between socio-demographic charac-
teristics and residents' attitudes regarding tourism (McGehee & Andereck, 2004; Long & Kayat, 2011;
Sirakaya et al., 2002). This could be explained by the fact that the residents of different destinations
have different characteristics and that tourism impacts (positive or negative) are generated considering
site-specific conditions under which residents and tourists interact (Long & Kayat, 2011; Kuvan &
Akan, 2005). This indicates that the residents’ attitudes should be researched in different destinations,
given that each destination is a unique combination of people, natural and cultural resources, tradi-
tions and way of living.

Perceptions about tourism, its impacts and development have been investigated for a long time; how-
ever, only a small number of studies have investigated the relationship between residents' attitudes and
their support for tourism development (Andereck & Vogt, 2000). Perdue, Long, and Allen (1990)
have confirmed a positive relationship between positive perceptions, personal benefit from tourism,
and support for attracting more tourists in a rural destination. Similarly, in their model, McGehee
and Andereck (2004) confirmed a significant positive relationship between personal benefit, positive
tourism impacts and support for tourism development, as well as a significant negative relationship
between the perception of negative impacts and support for tourism development. In their study,
Andereck and Vogt (2000) found that none of the negative tourism impacts result in lack of support
for tourism development. They also revealed that positive attitudes are not necessarily strongly related
to the support of additional tourism product development, just as negative attitudes may not decrease
support for tourism development.

Tourism development depends heavily on a destination's stakeholders and, therefore, it is of great
importance to gain knowledge on their attitudes and perceptions regarding tourism, given that de-
velopment relies on their participation and support (Androtis, 2005; Long & Kayat, 2011). Due to
the fact that stakeholders have different attitudes and interests, in order to gain their support, their
attitudes need to be examined separately. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to get an insight into
the attitudes and perceptions of different stakeholders.

3. Method
3.1. Study site, data collection and data analysis

The County of Istria was chosen as the research area because it hosts the highest number of tourists
in Croatia. In 2018, Istria registered 4.3 million arrivals and 26.2 million overnights that account for
29.2% of the total overnights in the Republic of Croatia. Moreover, these numbers continue to grow
from year to year; for example, there were 5.6% more arrivals and 3.0% more overnights in this county
in 2018 than in the previous year.

In order to gain insight into residents’ attitudes on tourism and its impacts, an on-site survey approach
was used to collect data from Istrians. Data were collected in the period from the November 2017 to
January 2019.
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The questionnaire included questions regarding different tourism impacts, as well as the level of support
for tourism development, which respondents rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to
5 = strongly agree). These questionnaire items were adopted from several previous studies (Meimand,
Khalifah, Zavadskas, Mardani, Najafipour, & Ahmad, 2017; McGehee & Andereck, 2004; Pappas,
2008; Yoon et al., 2001).

The last part of the questionnaire included socio-demographic items (age, gender, educational level,
employment, average income, place and length of residence).

SPSS for Windows 25.0 was used for data analysis (a sample of 865 respondents). Data analysis includes
descriptive statistics, reliability test, ANOVA and regression analyses.

3.2. Sample profile

Istria has 206,344 inhabitants (4.65% of the population of Croatia), with the majority of the popu-
lation (70%) living in cities (Croatian Bureau of Statistics, Census 2001). In total a sample of 865
respondents, who are Istrian residents, properly filled the questionnaires and were included in further
analysis. Because the main purpose of this paper is to find out whether there are any differences in the
attitudes toward, and perceptions of, tourism between residents working in tourism, residents working
in other industries, and others (students, unemployed persons and retirees), the sample was divided
into three groups, accordingly.

The first group of respondents, accounting for 22.4% of the sample, were those working in tourism
(directly or indirectly). The second group comprised respondents working in other industries (34.9%
of the sample) and the third group included students, unemployed persons and retirees (42.6% of
the sample).

Among the respondents working in tourism there were more males (47.4%) and the majority of re-
spondents hold high school or faculty degrees (89.6%). Average income of up to 760 EUR was reported
by 55.2% of the sample. Almost 80% of the respondents employed in tourism live in the coastal parts
of Istria and, on average, are 36.8 years old (Table 1).

Table 1
Respondents’ profile
Employed Employed
Status in tourism in other industries (cr)]t_hfég F
(n=194) (n=302) - sig.
Variable Frequency % |Frequency % |Frequency %
F=5.407
Gender 0.005
- Female 102 47.4 160 53.0 149 40.4
- Male 92 52.6 142 47.0 220 59.6
" F=42.241
Education 0.000
- Elementary school 3 1.6 1 0.3 24 6.5
+ High school 106 54.9 161 533 268 73.0
- Faculty 67 347 119 394 73 19.9
+ Master/PhD 17 8.8 21 7.0 2 0.5
n F=4.437
Average monthly income 0.012
+ Up to 760 EUR 107 55.2 143 47.4 222 60.5
+ 761 -1,140 EUR 42 21.6 920 29.8 81 21.8
+ More than 1,141 EUR 45 23.2 69 22.8 66 17.7
. F=7.643
Place of residence 0.001
- Coastal part of Istria 155 79.9 218 72.2 238 64.5
« Other parts of Istria 39 20.1 84 27.8 131 35.5
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Table 1 Continued

Employed Employed Others*
Status in tourism in other industries (n=369) F
(n=194) (n=302) - sig.
Variable Frequency % |Frequency % |Frequency %
F=24.859

Age - mean 36.8 40.4 323 0.000

. F=20.058
Length of residence - mean 31.1 35.1 28.1 0.000

Note: *students, unemployed persons and retirees.

Regarding respondents employed in other industries, 53% are female and 47%, male; 73% hold a
high school degree; and 47.4% have an average monthly income of up to 760 EUR (Table 1). Fully
72.2% of them live in the coastal part of Istria, and the average length of residence of 35.1 years. On
average, they are 40.4 years old.

As seen in Table 1, there are more males (59.6%) than females (40.4%) in the third group of respondents.
Because there are many students in this group, the majority of respondents have finished high school
(73%), have an average monthly income of up to 760 EUR (60.5%) and are 32.3 years old on average.

ANOVA was conducted to verify whether significant differences exist between the three groups with
regard to socio-demographic profile. The results reveal that gender, education level, monthly income,
place of residence, age and length of residence differed significantly across the three groups.

4. Findings

At the beginning of the questionnaire, respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement, using
a 5-point Likert-type scale, with statements regarding the economic, socio-cultural and environment
impacts that tourism is generating in their community as well as regarding overall tourism impacts
and support for tourism development. Reliability tests for those five groups of statements revealed
that they all are reliable, given that all alpha coeflicients are above 0.7, which is considered acceptable
by Nunnally & Bernstein (1994). Cronbach's A is 0.826 for the economic scale, 0.802 for the socio-
cultural scale, 0.797 for the environmental scale, 0.709 for the overall tourism impact scale and 0.84
for the support scale.

Table 2
Tourism impacts - respondents' perceptions
Employed
Emp_loyed in other
in ind N Others F
tourism industries/ i
sectors 9-
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

ECONOMIC IMPACTS - TOTAL 423 0599 | 395 0679 | 402 0673 0312
« Tourism has improved employment opportunities

in my community. 4.39 0.808 4.15 0.946 4.18 0.916
« Tourism has attracted more investment to

my community 4.34 0.748 4.11 0.916 413 0.948
« Tourism has enhanced

tourist expenditure. 440 0756 4.16  0.885 426 0854
« Our standard of living has increased

considerably because of tourism. 388 1.024 354 1.061 363 1.011
- Tourism provides economic benefits for

local population. 4.10 0.845 3.85 0.955 3.97 0.929
« Tourism provides economic benefits for

local businesses. 4.26 0.747 3.96 0.846 3.97 0.901
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Table 2 Continued

Employed
Emp_loyed in other
in industries/ Others F
tourism industries si
sectors 9.
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
SOCIO-CULTURAL IMPACTS - TOTAL 400 0608 | 374 0730 | 380 0703 | F.8745
« Owing to tourism development, local people
now have more diverse facilities and opportunities. 392 0916 375 0953 386 0978
- Tourism is encouraging locals to engage
in various cultural activities. 3.77 0944 346 1.039 355 1010
« Tourism promotes understanding, tolerance,
knowledge and exchange of cultures. 399 0869 365 1.038 3.7 1.001
« Meeting tourists from different countries presents
a valuable experience. 440 0.828 414 0961 415 0936
« Tourism has a positive impact on the cultural
identity of our community. 3.95 0.935 3.70 1.097 3.79 0.977
« Tourism enhances the preservation of
cultural heritage. 4.01 0.910 3.76 1.046 3.79 1.022
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS - TOTAL 352 0876 | 357 0869 | 371 0821 | 5532
« Tourism is the reason for the uncomfortably
overcrowded public places in our destination. 354 1170 365 1073 376 1.087
« The construction of hotels and other tourist
facilities is destroying the natural environment. 336 1078 340 1768 349 1.061
« Tourism causes crowds and noise. 3.74  1.080 380 1.095 395 1.020
- Tourism is the cause of environmental pollution. 346  1.073 346  1.092 363 1.024
OVERALL TOURISM IMPACTS 416 0685 | 3.89 0802 | 400 0794 | 7008
« Generally, the overall impact of tourism on
our community is positive. 422 0758 400 0833 409 0865
« The benefits that tourism generates for
the local population are greater than the costs. 411 0.872 379 0970 392 0928

In general, the results presented in Table 2 suggest that respondents on average perceive economic and
socio-cultural impacts to be more positive, while environmental impacts are perceived to be negative.
However, ANOVA results confirmed statistically significant differences between the three groups of
respondents with regard to their perceptions of all tourism impacts (economic, socio-cultural, envi-
ronmental and total impact). Moreover, results indicate that there is a significant difference in the
perceptions of economic and socio-cultural impacts between respondents who are employed in tourism
and those employed in other industries and others (students, unemployed persons and retirees), while
no significant difference was found between those who are employed in other industries and others.
Respondents working in tourism perceive the economic and socio-cultural impacts to be more posi-
tive than do the other two groups of respondents. Concerning perceptions of environmental impacts,
statistically significant differences were found only for respondents employed in tourism and others
(students, unemployed persons and retirees).

All groups of respondents perceive overall impacts to be positive; however, those perceptions turned out
to be significantly different for all groups, except for those employed in other industries, and students,
unemployed persons and retirees. Among the three groups, respondents employed in tourism agreed
the most that overall tourism impacts are positive (m=4.16).

All respondents are highly supportive of further tourism development given that on the 5-point Likert
scale their overall mean scores are above 4.1. A statistically significant difference was found only for the
respondents employed in tourism and others, where those working in tourism tend to be more sup-
portive than students, unemployed persons and retirees (Table 3). In this regard, respondents working
in tourism showed the highest level of support for further tourism development.
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Table 3
Support for tourism development

Employed in
Ern:gm)l,seg other indus- Others siF
tries/sectors 9-
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD |F=5.155
Support
432 0.669 | 4.18 0.696 | 4.12 0.693 | 0.006
« | support the development of nature-based tourism 433 0.848 421 0.929 420 0.951
« | support the development of attractions for
a large number of visitors 411 0.973 3.90 1.156 3.82 1.079
« | support the development of cultural and /
or historical attractions 439 0.828 429 0.887 421 0.875
« | support the development of various events
and programmes 446 0.783 443 0.778 428 0.798
« | support the development of additional facilities
(i.e. new accommodation facilities, restaurants, 431 0.880 4,08 0.938 411 0.905
entertainment and sports facilities)

One of the aims of this study was to find out what factors affect this support for future tourism de-
velopment and, moreover, whether those factors differ among the three groups of respondents. For
that purpose, using perceptions of tourism impacts as independent variables and support for tourism
development as a dependent variable, three separate regression analyses were conducted on the three
groups of respondents: working in tourism, working in other industries, and others. Regression analyses

results are summarised in Table 4.

Table 4
Tourism impacts and support for tourism development - regression analyses results
. ot | gy || e
Variables cients Sig.
B error Tole- VIE
rance
Model 1 - Employed in tourism
+ Constant 1.965 0.382 0.000
» Economic impacts 0.137 0.088 0.120 0.673 1.486
- Socio-cultural impacts 0.345 0.084 0.000 0.709 1410
« Environmental impacts -0.060 0.050 0.227 0.969 1.032
« Overall impacts 0.145 0.073 0.050 0.735 1.361
R?=0.227; F(4,187) = 13.727; p < 0.000
Model 2 - Employed in other industries
+ Constant 2.342 0.283 0.000
» Economicimpacts 0.109 0.063 0.086 0.696 1.437
- Socio-cultural impacts 0.209 0.058 0.000 0.709 1410
« Environmental impacts -0.052 0.042 0.216 0.951 1.051
+ Overall impacts 0.209 0.054 0.000 0.679 1.473
R?=0.218; F(4, 296) = 20.644; p < 0.000
Model 3 - Others (students, unemployed persons, retirees)
+ Constant 1.937 0.276 0.000
+ Economic impacts 0.129 0.056 0.021 0.735 1.360
- Socio-cultural impacts 0.248 0.054 0.000 0.723 1.383
« Environmental impacts -0.001 0.041 0.988 0.910 1.099
+ Overall impacts 0.181 0.049 0.000 0.676 1.480

R?=0.218; F(4, 364) = 25.333; p < 0.000

Note: Dependent variable: Support for tourism development; VIF - variance inflation factors.
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The first regression model refers to respondents who are employed in tourism; the second, to those
working in other industries; and the third, to students, unemployed persons and retirees. Regression
analyses results indicate that in all cases the perceived positive socio-cultural impacts and overall
tourism impacts are significant predictors of residents’ support for future tourism development while
environmental impacts have no significant effect on support (Table 4). These results are in line with
those obtained by McGehee and Andereck (2004) and Long and Kayat (2011) who found that residents
who perceive more positive socio-cultural impacts tend to be more supportive of tourism development
than others. Additionally, results obtained by Kashif, Faizan, Neethiahnanthan, and Vikneswaranall
(2019) confirmed that in their case of all types of tourism impacts (economic, socio-cultural and en-
vironmental) have a significant impact on support for tourism development.

The first model involving the support of residents who are working in tourism explains 22.7% of their
support for future tourism development (R* = 0.227; F (4, 187) = 13.727; p < 0.000). In this case,
only perceptions of socio-cultural and overall impacts have been proved to be a statistically significant
predictor of support for tourism development. According to the results, residents employed in tourism,
who perceive socio-cultural and overall tourism impacts to be more positive, reported higher support
for tourism development in Istria than those who perceive the same elements to be less positive. An
interesting finding, particularly in the context of residents employed in tourism, was the fact that the
perception of economic tourism impacts has no impact on their support for tourism development,
just like their perception of environmental impacts. These results indicate that the respondents do
not support tourism development only because of economic benefits, a finding consistent with those
of Long and Kayat (2011). On the contrary, Jurowski, Uysal, and Williams (1997) found that those
residents who do not perceive any direct economic benefit from tourism tend to be neutral with regard
to support for tourism development, while Ap (1992) and Andereck and Nyaupane (2011) found that
even when residents do not perceive direct economic benefit, they recognise the social benefits gained
from tourism and therefore support its development.

The model referring to residents employed in other industries explains 21.8% of their support for tour-
ism (R?*=0.218; F (4, 296) = 20.644; p < 0.000). In this case as well, the perceptions of respondents,
employed in other industries, regarding socio-cultural and overall tourism impacts are predictors of
support, while the perceptions of economic and environmental impacts have proved not to be a sig-
nificant predictor of their support.

The third model explains 21.8% of the support of students, unemployed persons and retirees for
future tourism development (R* = 0.218; F (4, 364) = 25.333; p < 0.000). Perceptions of economic,
socio-cultural and overall tourism impacts proved to be significant predictors of their support. Results
indicate that respondents who perceive the mentioned impacts to be more positive are more supportive
in comparison with those who perceive them as less positive. In this case as well, the environmental
impacts of tourism turned out not to be significant with regard to support for tourism development

(Table 4).

Although the economic impacts of tourism are usually the most important for destination stakeholders,
in this study Istrians placed more importance on socio-cultural impacts, given that they are found to
be significant predictors of their support for future tourism development.

The differences between groups of stakeholders with regard to their perceptions of tourism impacts
needs to be addressed by decisions makers and destination managers in order to gain stakeholders'
support. In this regard it is necessary to share both the potential positive as well as negative tourism
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impacts with all stakeholders in order for them to gain a clear picture of what to expect of the selected
tourism development scenario.

5. Conclusion

The outcomes of this research reveal that the residents of Istria (Croatia) understand the extent of the
economic, socio-cultural and environmental impacts of tourism. The results show that there are statisti-
cally significant differences in the perception of all three groups of impacts as well as overall tourism
impacts between the three different groups of stakeholders. Additionally, it was found that respondents
employed in tourism and those employed in other industries share the same level of support for future
tourism development, while respondents in the group of "others" have a significantly different attitude
in comparison with those working in tourism. The strongest support for future development is expressed
by respondents working in tourism, while students and unemployed and retired residents tend to be
less supportive. Nevertheless, the results also suggest that, in general, respondents perceive economic
and socio-cultural impacts to be positive, while environmental impacts are perceived to be negative.

It can be concluded that local residents are generally supportive when it comes to future tourism devel-
opment in Istria, but the level of support differs among different groups of residents and is influenced
by the residents' perceptions of certain tourism impacts. Thus, the residents who perceive socio-cultural
and overall tourism impacts to be more positive tend to give stronger support for future development,
no matter their status of being employed in tourism or not. In addition, although residents have shown
some concerns about the environmental impacts of tourism, such concerns do not influence their sup-
port for further tourism development.

In terms of practical implication, this research represented an information basis for assisting Istrian
tourism planners and managers to understand the residents' perceptions and what factors influence
their support for tourism by using a useful research model. The results support the necessity of raising
the awareness of all destination stakeholders about the long-term accruing benefits to them person-
ally as a consequence of tourism development, to ensure their support for tourism and to promote
sustainable tourism development. Therefore, the insights into differences in residents' attitudes and
their perceptions are of great value to local destination management and can be used as a basis for
future tourism planning.

Although the results of this study are in line with those of previous studies, the study's main limitation
is that it is restricted to the County of Istria, a fact that should be taken into account when discussing
findings. Additionally, given that the residents' attitudes tend to vary over time due to the dynamic
process of tourism development, this kind of research should be conducted on a regular basis (i.c.
every four years or even more often, depending on the destination and the phase of its life cycle). The
residents' perceptions and their level of support should be periodically assessed to give decision mak-
ers essential input on the opinions of a destination's stakeholders and their point of view concerning
future tourism development (Andriotis & Vaughan, 2003; Pappas, 2008). No matter what kind of
methodology is used, when it comes to deciding what direction to take, the most important thing is
to take into account the attitudes of different stakeholders towards future tourism development.

Finally, given the fact that various destinations and communities face different tourism impacts, or the
same impacts but in different degrees, it is evident that studies, such as this one, need to be conducted
in different tourism settings for comparison of results, not only over time but also within similar des-
tinations/sites. Therefore, this research instrument could be expanded and tested in different tourism
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destinations using larger samples, more variables and new models in order to gain more detailed
insight into residents' perspectives. In that context and given the fact that residents' perceptions and
their tourism support depend on various factors, further research and models should include variables
such as residents’ perceived well-bring, their satisfaction with destination tourism offering as well as
destination's stage of development.
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