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This study explores residents’ attitudes towards tourism in the midst of the COVID-19 pandemic.
Within this context, our overall aim was to determine whether the host community’s attitudes towards
tourism were shared by all members or, in contrast, were far from homogeneous. And if the latter, to
characterize resident profiles to determine the specific factors behind the differences. In conjunction
with the traditional sociodemographic factors, we also used new pioneering variables associated with
the pandemic including two psychographic factors: perceived risk and perceived economic crisis. The
empirical study was performed in a type of tourist destination seldom explored in terms of community
segmentation: a World Heritage City. The results highlight that by using sociodemographic factors,
dependence on tourism, and psychographic factors, it was possible to identify three different segments
of residents. By using a decision tree in a novel way, it was determined that the psychographic fac-
tors show higher discriminant potential. Obtaining different resident profiles according to attitudes
towards tourism is of paramount interest, especially for the correct management of sustainable tour-
ism destinations. And even more so in the context of a crisis as it enables public tourism managers to
design differentiated strategies for each profile aimed at maximizing support from the host commu-
nity, given the importance of residents’ behavior as an integral part of the tourism product.
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COVID-19
Introduction whether places of origin, transit, or destination
(Eusébio & Carneiro, 2019). In order to analyze the
Tourism has become an important contributing impacts of tourism from the perspective of the host
factor to the economic, sociocultural, and envi- community, Sharpley (2014) suggested two main
ronmental impacts on locations linked to tourism, approaches: (1) based on identifying and testing
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variables that may determine residents’ attitudes
(Hateftabar & Chapuis, 2020; Rasoolimanesh et al.,
2015; Ribeiro et al., 2017; Stylidis & Terzidou,
2014) and (2) based on the segmentation of host
communities to determine different levels of sup-
port for tourism (Aguildo & Rosello, 2005; Del
Chiappa et al., 2018; Wassler et al., 2019; Weaver
& Lawton, 2001). This study focuses on the latter
approach, based on the premise that residents’ atti-
tudes towards tourism are far from homogeneous,
given that they are influenced by a multitude of
factors (Del Chiappa et al., 2018; Inbakaran &
Jackson, 2006; Ribeiro et al., 2013).

On March 11, 2020, the World Health Organiza-
tion declared a global pandemic due to a new type
of coronavirus, COVID-19, which, has given rise
to an unprecedented health and economic crisis
and has had a devastating impact on the tourism
industry in general (Skare et al., 2021) and on cul-
tural tourism in particular (Wallace et al., 2023). In
this context, there is a tendency for researchers to
approach their studies from the tourist’s perspec-
tive (Ghosh & Batabyal, 2023; Li et al., 2021;
Zheng et al., 2021). However, Lee et al. (2012)
warned that one of the greatest risks of tourism in
the midst of a pandemic is the transmission of dis-
ease by guests to the host community. As a result,
residents from tourism destinations are at a cross-
roads between opening their doors to guests to help
their economic recovery or, in contrast, maintain-
ing some resistance to opening in order to avoid the
risk of contagion. Notwithstanding, there has been
very limited attention given to residents’ attitudes
towards the influx of tourists in the current eco-
nomic-health crisis, with only a few contributions
found in Asian countries (Joo et al., 2021; Kamata,
2022) that use the first approach highlighted by
Sharpley (2014). As a result, there is a clear knowl-
edge gap given that no studies were found that seg-
ment local communities based on attitudes towards
tourism in the current context.

The most popular factors used by academics to
detect differences between groups of residents are
sociodemographic variables (Del Chiappa et al.,
2018; Inbakaran & Jackson, 2006; Pavli¢ et al.,
2020; Vareiro et al., 2013). However, in view of the
current economic—health crisis, three new factors
are proposed in this study: the perceived risk of con-
tracting COVID-19, and the perceived economic

crisis—both are psychographic variables—and a
third factor that categorizes vulnerable residents
who could be at higher risk of developing a serious
illness from coronavirus in a separate group.

As a result, this study is pioneering in its analy-
sis of resident segmentation during a pandemic. It
pursues a threefold objective: first, to segment the
host community according to attitudes towards the
impacts of tourism and support for tourism devel-
opment; second, to characterize different resident
profiles; and third, to investigate whether the new
proposed variables show higher discriminant poten-
tial than traditional sociodemographic variables.

The city of Cordoba, a World Heritage City in
Spain was selected for the geographic framework.
To be included in the Heritage Cities Group, the
city must have a historic site inscribed on UNESCO
World Heritage List. Cordoba has one of the oldest
inscribed heritage sites on the list in this country:
the Mosque—Cathedral (1984), a real epicenter of
cultural tourism. Likewise, this city has a unique
historical combination, as a result of the four cul-
tures that have been present in the city throughout
its history: Roman, Christian, Arab, and Jewish.
Inscription on the World Heritage List has many
benefits, such as increased tourist arrivals (De
Simone et al., 2019), increased employment oppor-
tunities, and income for host communities, and is
a key instrument for the conservation and protec-
tion of the site. Rasoolimanesh et al. (2015) empha-
sized the lack of research on views of residents of
World Heritage Sites. Indeed, among the previous
studies, there is a clear predominance of “sun and
beach” tourism destinations (Castillo et al., 2016;
Eusébio et al., 2018; Garau-Vadell et al., 2018; Joo
et al., 2021; Ribeiro et al., 2017). Therefore, it is
of interest to analyze host community attitudes in
less studied geographical settings, as cultural dif-
ferences define how the residents react to tourism
and its impacts. For this purpose, a total of 434 sur-
veys were collected and treated using various mul-
tivariate analysis techniques, including clustering
(to identify segments) and decision trees (to detect
the factors with the highest discriminant potential).

Obtaining different resident profiles according to
attitudes towards tourism is of paramount interest,
especially for the correct management of tourism
destinations (Ribeiro et al., 2013; Vareiro et al.,
2013). And even more so in the context of a crisis
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as it enables public tourism managers to design dif-
ferentiated strategies for each profile aimed at max-
imizing support from the host community, given
the importance of residents’ behavior as an integral
part of the tourism product.

The remainder of this article is structured as fol-
lows. Section 2 presents the theoretical background.
Section 3 describes the study area and the method-
ologies used for data collection and analysis. Sec-
tion 4 presents the results. And lastly, the discussion
and conclusions are presented in Section 5.

Theoretical Background

Community Attitudes, Social Exchange Theory,
and Social Representation Theory

The growing interest in examining community
attitudes towards tourism development stems from
the need to minimize potentially negative attitudes
regarding this issue among this stakeholder group,
as the residents could constitute a clear impediment
to the development and sustainability of the desti-
nation (Ap, 1992; Belisle & Hoy, 1980; Diedrich
& Garcia-Buades, 2009; Sirakaya et al., 2002).
According to Monterrubio and Andriotis (2014),
local attitudes may be described as “community’s
group of beliefs, knowledge, feelings of like or dis-
like, and the behaviour (or the intention of) towards
tourism development” (p. 290). Sharpley (2014)
and Sinclair-Maragh et al. (2015) argued that most
authors have studied residents’ perceptions and atti-
tudes as equivalent concepts. However, San Martin
et al. (2018) contended that attitude is a psycho-
logical variable that implies a more consistent dis-
position than perceptions.

The theoretical framework of this study is built
on two theories: social exchange theory (SET) and
social representation theory (SRT). Both theories
have proven useful in assessing local attitudes
towards tourism and, for the first time, this theoreti-
cal approach is applied to the opening of a tourism
destination in the midst of a pandemic.

SET is the most popular theory in this field
and was first applied by Ap (1992). The theory is
based on the premise that hosts assess the impacts
of tourism and will support tourism development
if they believe that the positive impacts (benefits)
outweigh the negative ones (costs) (Ap, 1992;

Gonzalez et al., 2019; Jurowski & Gursoy, 2004;
Nunkoo et al., 2013; Stylidis & Terzidou, 2014).
Thus, SET refers to the exchange of tangible and
intangible resources that residents and tourists can
respectively give and receive in the host-—resident
tourism context. In line with the literature reviews
of Ribeiro et al. (2017) and Hateftabar and Chapuis
(2020), positive impacts include the improvement
of the local economy, increased employment,
greater investment in infrastructure and public
facilities, improved quality of life for residents,
and the reactivation of cultural activities, while
negative impacts include an increase in the cost
of living, the deterioration of historical sites, over-
crowding and congestion of public infrastructure,
as well as an increase in crime and environmental
pollution, among others. In addition to the distinc-
tion between positive and negative impacts, the
effects of this exchange process can be of a three-
dimensional nature, namely economic, environ-
mental, and sociocultural.

Despite the proven usefulness of SET, several
scholars (Nunkoo, 2016; Rasoolimanesh et al.,
2015; Ward & Berno, 2011) considered the theory
insufficient to explain the complex formation of
attitudes and recommended complementing it with
other theories. Hence, the use of SRT is also pro-
posed, which, when applied to this field, enables
identifying groups or segments with common
attitudes and similar reactions towards tourism
(Andriotis & Vaughan, 2003; Fredline & Faulkner,
2000; Monterrubio & Andriotis, 2014; Wassler
et al., 2018, 2019).

Resident Segmentation

Population segmentation aims to categorize
populations with respect to certain criteria by form-
ing internally homogeneous groups (Williams &
Lawson, 2001). Table 1 presents a summary of
the principal studies on resident segmentation in
relation to attitudes towards tourism. An uneven
geographical distribution can be observed, with a
distinct concentration of studies in Europe (espe-
cially in the UK and Mediterranean countries). In
turn, there are also an abundant number of studies
that focus on islands. It should also be mentioned
that very few studies have been performed in World
Heritage Cities (Pavli¢ et al., 2020; Vareiro et al.,
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Table 1

Resident Segmentation Studies (Chronological Order in Each Country)

North America

usS Davis et al. (1988): Florida; Canan and Hennessy (1989): Hawaii; Schroeder (1992): Flagstaff (Arizona);

Madrigal (1995): Sedona (Arizona)

Mexico Monterrubio and Andriotis (2014): Acapulco
Europe

UK Ryan and Montgomery (1994): Bakewell (England); Madrigal (1995): York (England); Ryan et al. (1998):
Bakewell (England); Schofield (2011): Worsley (England)

Spain Aguilé and Rosello (2005): Balearic Islands; Garau-Vadell et al. (2014): Mallorca and Tenerife; Martin
et al. (2020): Gran Canaria

Italy Brida et al. (2010): Folgaria; Presenza et al. (2013): Termoli; Del Chiappa et al. (2018): Sardinia

Portugal Vareiro et al. (2013): Guimardes

Greece Andriotis and Vaughan (2003): Crete

Croatia Pavli¢ et al. (2020): Dubrovnik
Turkey Sinclair-Maragh et al. (2015): Goymuk and Camyuva
Oceania
Australia Fredline and Faulkner (2000): Gold Coast; Weaver and Lawton (2001): Gold Coast; Inbakaran and Jackson
(2006): Victoria; Jackson and Inbakaran (2006): Victoria; Weaver and Lawton (2013): Gold Coast
New Zealand Ryan et al. (1998): Rangitikei; Williams and Lawson (2001): 7en Towns; Thyne and Lawson (2001):
Southern Lakes Region
Africa
Cape Verde Ribeiro et al. (2013): Various Islands; Castillo et al. (2015): The Island of Santo Antao; Castillo et al.
(2016): The Islands of Sal and Boa Vista
Asia
China Zhou and Ap (2009): Beijing; Zhou (2010): Macao; Chen (2011): Macao; Wassler et al. (2018): Hong
Kong
Vietnam Wassler et al. (2019): Central Vietnam

Note. Source: Own elaboration.

2013), which is the type of tourism destination cho-
sen for our empirical study.

In general, most studies tend to differentiate
between two opposing segments (supporters vs.
opponents of tourism), as well as other intermedi-
ate groups (between one and three) that adopt an
eclectic position towards tourism development.

However, since significant previous research in
different settings suggests that residents even in
the same destination may have different attitudes
towards tourism, and in line with SRT, the first
research hypotheses are formulated as follows:

H1: In the city of Cordoba, despite an overall
global attitude towards tourism, attitudes towards
the impacts of tourism (benefits and costs) vary
across segments.

Likewise, linking this idea with SET, it is pos-
sible to state an additional hypothesis:

H2: In the city of Cordoba, certain residents vary in
their levels of support for tourism development,
such that predominantly positive attitudes will

lead to higher levels of support for tourism and
vice versa.

Determinants of Resident Attitudes

There is a wide range of explanatory factors
that give rise to residents’ varied attitudes towards
tourism. The most widespread classification in
the literature is the dichotomy between extrinsic
and intrinsic factors (Fredline & Faulkner, 2000;
Hateftabar & Chapuis, 2020; Sharpley, 2014; Shen
etal., 2017).

Extrinsic variables are those that affect the reac-
tions of residents at a macrolevel—that is, those
that impact the community as a whole, such as a
tourism destination’s development stage (Aguild
& Rosello, 2005; Vargas-Sanchez et al., 2009),
tourists’ origin (domestic vs. international) or sea-
sonality (Vargas-Sanchez et al., 2014). In contrast,
intrinsic variables are linked to the characteristics
of the individuals who comprise the host com-
munity. The most important intrinsic variables are
resident’s sociodemographic factors, and economic
dependence on tourism. Table 2 lists the factors that
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Table 2
Sociodemographic Factors and Dependence on Tourism as Determinants of Resident Attitudes
Gender
Yes Inbakaran and Jackson (2006); Rasoolimanesh et al. (2015); Ribeiro et al. (2017); Ritchie and Inkari
(2006); Schofield (2011); Vareiro et al. (2013); Wang and Pfister (2008); Weaver and Lawton (2001);
Weaver and Lawton (2013); Williams and Lawson (2001)
No Andriotis and Vaughan (2003); Davis et al. (1988); Del Chiappa et al. (2018); Pavli¢ et al. (2020); Ryan
and Montgomery (1994)
Age
Yes Inbakaran and Jackson (2006); Ribeiro et al. (2013); Vareiro et al. (2013); Weaver and Lawton (2013)
No Belisle and Hoy (1980); Davis et al. (1988); Del Chiappa et al. (2018); Ryan and Montgomery (1994)
Marital status or family life cycle
Yes Inbakaran and Jackson (2006); Ribeiro et al. (2013)
Place of residence
Yes Belisle and Hoy (1980); Janusz et al. (2017); Jurowski and Gursoy (2004); Madrigal (1995); Rasooli-
manesh et al. (2019); Sheldon and Var (1984); Tyrrell and Spaulding (1984); Weaver and Lawton (2001)
No Del Chiappa et al. (2018); Inbakaran and Jackson (2006)
Education
Yes Andriotis and Vaughan (2003); Del Chiappa et al. (2018); Inbakaran and Jackson (2006)
No Pavli¢ et al. (2020)
Occupational status
Yes Ribeiro et al. (2013); Wassler et al. (2019)
No Pavli¢ et al. (2020)
Incomes
Yes Pavli¢ et al. (2020); Vareiro et al. (2013); Weaver and Lawton (2001)
No Rasoolimanesh et al. (2015); Ritchie and Inkari (2006)
Tourism dependence
Yes Del Chiappa et al. (2018); Inbakaran and Jackson (2006); McGehee and Andereck (2004); Rasoolimanesh
et al. (2015); Ribeiro et al. (2013); Sirakaya et al. (2002); Smith and Krannich (1998); Stylidis et al.
(2014)
No Ritchie and Inkari (2006); Vareiro et al. (2013)

Note. Yes: Authors who found a statistically significant relationship between attitudes and the specified factor. No: Authors who
did not find a statistically significant relationship. Source: Own elaboration.

appear in our study and various authors who have
previously considered them. The findings offer
contradictory results: while some found statisti-
cally significant relationships between the factors
and attitudes towards tourism, others do not.

The arrival of infected visitors to a city amidst a
pandemic may have a stronger effect among hosts
living in sites with the highest tourist influx, so in
addition to the traditional sociodemographic fac-
tors (gender, age, education, etc.) it is important
to consider the spatial factor, which distinguishes
between residents living in the city center and
those residing in other areas of the city. While some
authors have found that residing close to tourism
areas has a positive effect on supporting for tourism
development (Belisle & Hoy, 1980; Janusz et al.,
2017; Sheldon & Var, 1984), others have suggested
just the opposite, perhaps because saturation may
prevent them from enjoying tourism resources or
entail other inconveniences such as noise or litter

(Jurowski & Gursoy, 2004; Madrigal, 1995; Tyrrell
& Spaulding, 1984).

Economic dependence on tourism enables dif-
ferentiating between residents who work in the
tourism industry (or live in a household dependent
on the tourism sector) and those who do not, since
according to SET involvement in the tourism indus-
try may be a determining factor of their attitude.
Some previous studies have postulated that inhab-
itants who work in the tourism industry (or who
have a household member employed in this sec-
tor) will exhibit a more favorable attitude towards
tourism and/or be more supportive of tourist arriv-
als than those who do not (McGehee & Andereck,
2004; Rasoolimanesh et al., 2015; Stylidis et al.,
2014). However, the findings in the literature are
inconsistent. Some studies have found no evidence
of a relationship between involvement in the sec-
tor and support for tourism development (Ritchie
& Inkari, 2006; Vareiro et al., 2013), while others
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have reported exactly the opposite (M. Smith &
Krannich, 1998).

Hence, in line with the previous research show-
ing that sociodemographic factors and the level of
dependence on tourism (personal and household)
may influence residents’ attitudes towards tourism,
two new hypotheses are formulated:

H3: Segments are differentiated according to cer-
tain sociodemographic characteristics.

H4: Segments are differentiated according to the
degree of residents’ dependence on tourism and/
or whether tourism is the main source of house-
hold income.

In the current economic—health crisis, it is impor-
tant to consider new factors that could affect local
community attitudes towards tourism. In this study
two psychographic factors have been considered:
perceived risk and perceived economic crisis.
Regarding the former, the arrival of a large num-
ber of infected tourists to a given destination would
increase the likelihood of the spread of infection
(Bajardi et al., 2011; Gautret et al., 2012) and, as a
result, the risk perceived by residents. Moreover,
perceived risk through the prism of residents has
received very limited attention in the literature, given
that the risks assumed by the host community in the
face of an influx of tourists are minimal under nor-
mal circumstances (Zenker & Kock, 2020). Accord-
ing to K. Smith (2013), the concept of “risk” implies
a potential threat and by qualifying risk as perceived
risk, it has an associated probability of occurrence
of a subjective nature. This is the reason why differ-
ences can be found within a population exposed to
the same risk (tourist arrivals). The analysis of resi-
dents’ risk perception is grounded in protection moti-
vation theory (PMT; Rogers, 1975). Rogers theorized
that an individual’s attitudes and behaviors can be
influenced by the magnitude of a risk. More specifi-
cally as regards our study, PMT posits that residents
might take exceptional precautions or alter their usual
behaviors if the risk of contracting COVID-19 from
tourists is perceived as relevant. Given that scien-
tists do not yet dare to predict when the COVID-19
pandemic will come to an end and warn of possible
future pandemics (Halabowski & Rzymski, 2021),
risk will continue to be a key factor to consider in
future research on tourism destinations.

Regarding the second factor, most countries have
opted for containment measures to stop the spread
of the virus, which have had a devastating impact
on the economy (Gourinchas, 2020). Garau-Vadell
et al. (2018) and Lindberg and Johnson (1997)
highlighted that in periods of recession, host com-
munities become more favorable towards tourism
and give it more value. However, this study does
not consider the “objective” economic crisis that
could be verified through macroeconomic indica-
tors, but rather residents’ perception of the eco-
nomic situation (or “subjective” economic crisis),
which, according to Gabel and Whitten (1997), is
what really affects attitudes. Therefore, in line with
the above, we have formulated the following addi-
tional hypotheses:

HS: Segments differ according to the perceived
risk of COVID-19 contagion in opening the city
to tourism.

He6: Segments differ according to the perceived
economic crisis resulting from the emergence of
COVID-19.

Moreover, another new factor has also been
included in the study: residents belonging to groups
specified by the Spanish Ministry of Health as being
at higher risk of developing serious illness due to
contracting COVID-19. Belonging to these groups
could increase residents’ fear of contracting the dis-
ease, thus leading to an unfavorable attitude towards
tourism. To the best of our knowledge, no previous
studies have examined this factor when analyzing
destination residents’ attitudes towards tourism.
Hence, we also state the following hypothesis:

H7: Segments differ according to whether the resi-
dent belongs to one of the risk groups identified
by the Spanish Ministry of Health.

Study Area and Methodology
Geographical Framework

The geographical setting chosen for the empiri-
cal study was the city of Cordoba, located in south-
ern Spain, in the heart of Andalusia (Fig. 1). Spain
holds a privileged position on the international
tourism scene—becoming, in 2017 to the present,
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Figure 1. Geographical location of the city of Cordoba (Spain). Source: Own elaboration.

the world’s second largest destination (World Tour-
ism Organization, 2021). Although Spain is known
worldwide for its sun, sea, and sand tourism, it also
has a wealth of cultural tourism, with 15 Spanish
cities included in the list of World Heritage Cities
(UNESCO, 2021).

Cordoba holds a privileged position with four
inscriptions in the UNESCO World Heritage List
that make it the city with more UNESCO World
Heritage Sites than anywhere in the world (Vora,
2018). It is a mature, seasonal destination, which
received almost 1 million visitors in 2019, a figure
that fell sharply by 70% in 2020 due to the COVID-
19 pandemic (INE, 2021a).

Survey Instrument

A self-administered questionnaire was designed
and divided into four sections, using a 5-point Lik-
ert scale for the first three sections, ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

The first section measures residents’ attitudes
towards the impacts of tourism on the city, both
positive and negative, and both measures include
the triple dimension: economic, sociocultural, and
environmental. It comprises a total of 16 items
adapted from previous studies (Hateftabar &
Chapuis, 2020; Kamata, 2022; Ribeiro et al., 2017;
Vareiro et al., 2013; Vargas-Sanchez et al., 2009)
to the context of the city of Cordoba. The second
section focuses on residents’ support for tourism
development in the current pandemic (5 items),
adapted from Joo et al. (2021) and Kamata (2022).

The third section refers to the respondents’ psycho-
graphic variables: perceived risk (4 items) adapted
from Joo et al. (2021) and perceived economic cri-
sis (5 items) adapted from Hateftabar and Chapuis
(2020). Finally, the fourth section comprised the
respondents’ demographic characteristics, two
dichotomous questions to determine their depen-
dence on tourism, and a question about whether
they belong to the aforementioned risk group for
COVID-19.

The questionnaire was reviewed by a group of
tourism experts in order to ensure the validity of
its content. A pretest of 30 surveys was performed
to verify the validity and ease of understanding of
the questions.

Sampling and Data Collection Procedures

The target public for the study consisted of resi-
dents from the city of Cordoba, Spain, aged 18
years and over, who had lived in the city for at least
1 year. The population universe in this age bracket
is 269,129 inhabitants (INE, 2021b). The sample
size was determined according to Cochran’s (1977)
formula for a confidence level of 95% and £5%
margin of error, which gave rise to a required sam-
ple of 384 individuals.

The data were distributed and collected in
April 2021 through a structured self-administered
questionnaire in selected public areas (neighbor-
hoods and shopping areas) using a random day/
time/site pattern (Bonn et al., 2005). Respondents
were presented with two alternatives: fill in the



28 NUNEZ-TABALES ET AL.

questionnaire themselves by scanning a QR code
on their smartphone or provide their answers
directly to the interviewer. After a thorough review
of the data collected, 434 valid responses were used
in the analysis.

Data Analysis Methods

Various statistical analysis techniques were used
(Hair et al., 2014) via the IBM SPSS 23.0 statistical
program and structured into four stages.

First, an exploratory factor analysis with vari-
max rotation and principal component analysis was
used to reduce the dimensionality of the 16 items on
residents’ attitudes towards the impacts of tourism.
The scale reliability was verified using Cronbach’s
alpha, which returned values greater than 0.7.

Second, a cluster was performed using a twofold
approach in order to identify different segments of
residents based on the factors extracted in the previ-
ous stage. To this end, we used Ward’s hierarchical
cluster method followed by a k-means clustering
analysis. Furthermore, a discriminant analysis was
used to confirm the validity of the cluster solution.

Third, to reinforce the validity of the cluster solu-
tion, the differences between the clusters were ana-
lyzed according to the attitudinal factors obtained,
and their relationship determined using a theoreti-
cally relevant variable. The comparison between
clusters was made using one-way ANOVA testing
and post hoc multiple comparisons. Statistical sig-
nificance was set at a value of p <0.05.

Fourth, taking into account the set of variables
collected in the third and fourth sections of the
questionnaire, profiles for each cluster were char-
acterized using cross-tabulations (Pearson’s chi-
square test), as well as ANOVA testing and post
hoc multiple comparisons. And lastly, a decision
tree was made (Hastie et al., 2009) to highlight the
group of variables from the resident profiles with
the highest discriminant potential.

Results
Respondent Profile

The sample is evenly split by gender. The larg-
est age group comprises 40—54 year olds (41.2%).
Almost a third of the sample resides in the city

center. Approximately half of the respondents work
as employees and household incomes range from
€1001 to €3000 per month for 59.6% of the sam-
ple. A total of 15% of respondents stated that their
livelihood depended on tourism and 9.7% stated
that tourism was their household’s main source of
income. Lastly, 17.5% of respondents belonged to
an at-risk group for COVID-19.

Principal Dimensions of Residents’ Attitudes
Towards the Impacts of Tourism

The segmentation process is based on the factor
scores of residents’ attitudes towards the impacts
of tourism from the exploratory factor analysis.
The values from the KMO test (MSA = 0.91) and
Bartlett’s test of sphericity [}*(120) = 3245.52,
p < 0.000] demonstrate that the sample used is
adequate. Three factors were identified that explain
61.41% of the total variance (Table 3).

The first—"“positive impacts” or benefits of
tourism—explains 26.76% of the total variance.
The scores indicate that the respondents are aware
of the overall benefits of tourism for the city. The
second factor—"“negative sociocultural and envi-
ronmental impacts”—accounts for 23.13% of the
variance. The scores reveal a general disagreement
with the notion that tourism has a negative effect
on either aspect. And lastly, the third factor—
“negative economic impacts”—explains 11.52%
of the total variance and the scores indicate a some-
what higher concern than for the previous negative
impacts.

Cluster Analysis

In order to segment the residents of the city of
Cordoba according to their attitudes towards the
impacts of tourism, a two-stage cluster analysis
was performed from the three factors identified
above. A three-cluster solution was accepted, thus
supporting H1. However, in order to check the dis-
criminant validity, a discriminant analysis was used
with the three segments obtained. Table 4 shows
the results. The two canonical discriminant results
were significant at 0.001, the canonical correlations
returned high values, and the hit ratio was 95.4%.

The mean of each factor was calculated for the
members of each cluster to characterize the clusters
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Table 4
Discriminant Analysis of Resident Clusters Based

NUNEZ-TABALES ET AL.

on Attitudes Towards Impacts of Tourism

Discriminant Functions Results

Discriminant Functions Eigenvalue Canonical Correlation ~ Wilks’ Lambda  Chi-Square (p Value)
1 1.851 0.806 0.163 778.994 (0.000)
2 1.147 0.731 0.466 328.567 (0.000)
Classification Results
Predicted Group Membership
Actual Group No of Cases 1 2 3
Cluster 1 220 208 (94.5%) 12 (5.5%) 0 (0%)
Cluster 2 112 0 (0%) 110 (98.2%) 2 (1.8%)
Cluster 3 102 0 (0%) 6 (5.9%) 96 (94.1%)

Note. Hit-ratio: 95.4%. Source: Own elaboration.

according to the three factors identified (Table 5).
To reinforce the validation of the cluster solution,
the relationship was examined using a theoreti-
cally relevant variable: support for tourism devel-
opment (Table 6). Comparing the two tables, the
results confirm the premise of SET by revealing a
positive relationship between favorable attitudes
towards tourism and support for tourism, thereby
supporting H2. From the analysis, the clusters were
labeled as follows: cluster 1 “unconditionals,” clus-
ter 2 “rationals,” and cluster 3 “neutrals.” The first
cluster (n = 220, 50.7% of the sample) includes
those respondents who perceive tourism as hav-
ing the lowest costs and the highest benefits, which
denotes the highest support for tourism. The sec-
ond cluster (n =112, 25.8% of the sample) includes
those individuals who are somewhat less aware of
the benefits of tourism than cluster 1, give the high-
est score to the costs of tourism, and show slightly

less support than cluster 1. Lastly, the third clus-
ter is very similar in size (n = 102, 23.5% of the
sample) to the second cluster and includes those
residents who give intermediate scores to both ben-
efits and costs, hence the name “neutrals,” and is
clearly positioned as the least supportive cluster of
tourism.

Residents’ Profiles by Cluster

Tables 7 and 8 show the analysis of the three clus-
ters. In the first, each cluster was cross-tabulated
with sociodemographic variables, the residents’
tourism dependence (personal and household),
and risk group membership. At a significance level
of 5%, differences between clusters were only
observed for the variables age, marital status, place
of residence, personal tourism dependence, and
household tourism dependence, thereby validating

Table 5
Differences in Expressed Attitudes Towards Tourism Impacts By Cluster (ANOVA)
Clusters
1 2 3 F Test (p Value) Post Hoc
Factor 1: Positive impacts 476 457 359  374.642 (0.000)* C3<C2<Cl
Factor 2: Negative sociocultural and environmental impacts 1.80 347 293 270.732 (0.000)* Cl<C3<C2
Factor 3: Negative economic impacts 255 3.83 3.45 106.713 (0.000)* Cl<C3<C2

Note. The highest numbers are in bold and the lowest in italics for each factor. Source: Own elaboration.

*All reported F-values are significant at 0.001.
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Table 6
Differences in Expressed Support for Tourism Development by Cluster (ANOVA)
Clusters
F Test
During the pandemic in Cordoba . . . 1 2 3 (p Value) Post Hoc
I support the development of more historic, heritage, and cultural ~ 4.84  4.62 385  87.708 (0.000)*  C3<C2<Cl1
content (STD1)
I support new investment in tourism (STD2) 4.65 446 375 48.396(0.000)*  C3<C2=Cl
I think the tourist experience must continue to improve (STD3) 4.63 444 385 31.480(0.000)*  C3<C2=Cl
I support attracting more tourists (STD4) 3.80 351 290 18.291(0.000)*  C3<C2=Cl1
I think that tourism should be actively promoted (STDS) 3.73 357 274 21.971(0.000)*  C3<C2=Cl

Note. The highest numbers are in bold and the lowest in italics for each item. Source: Own elaboration.

*All reported F values are significant at 0.001.

H3 and H4 and rejecting H7 as no differences in
risk group membership were found.

Subsequently, the possible differences between
clusters were analyzed for the psychographic vari-
ables (perceived risk and perceived economic cri-
sis): Table 8 shows the means per cluster for each
of the corresponding items. As can be seen, there
are significant differences between clusters for all
the items included to measure perceived risk and
perceived economic crisis, except for PEC3. These
results support HS and H6. Profiles were provided
for each of the three identified clusters from the
results shown in both tables:

1. Cluster 1 “unconditionals”: Individuals belong-
ing to this group are predominantly middle-aged
(40-54) (46.8%), married or living with a part-
ner (64.5%), and reside outside the city center
(73.2%). Moreover, this group has the highest
dependence on tourism, both personal (19.1%)
and household (13.2%). The psychographic
characteristics show that the respondents per-
ceive the lowest risk associated with tourism and
the highest awareness of the economic crisis.

2. Cluster 2 “rationals”: This cluster has the high-
est percentage of mature individuals (over 55)
and is the cluster that shows the most intense
perceived risk, and also a high level of aware-
ness of the economic crisis (practically at the
same level as the previous cluster).

3. Cluster 3 “neutrals™: This cluster predominantly
comprises the youngest age group (47.1%), with a
clearly higher percentage of single individuals than
the rest of the groups (38.2%) and a slight propen-
sity to live in the city center (41.2%) compared to

the rest. The dependence on tourism detected in
this cluster is the lowest (8.8% personal and 5.9%
household). The perceived risk of tourism is very
high (close to that of cluster 2), while the perceived
economic crisis is lowest of the three.

To conclude the analysis, the factors that gave
rise to the highest discriminant potential in the clus-
ters were identified. To this end, a decision tree was
created. It should be noted that the tree only selects
the conditional structure with the highest discrimi-
nant potential from the tree clusters identified. To
incorporate the psychographic variables into the
tree, the mean of their constituent items was calcu-
lated to categorize them into three levels, as speci-
fied in the legend in Figure 2.

As can be seen in Figure 2, the variables with
the highest discriminant potential are the psycho-
graphic factors: perceived risk and perceived eco-
nomic crisis. The results shown are consistent with
the previous analysis. The most representative clus-
ter at the highest level of risk (level 2) is cluster 2
followed by cluster 3. If the levels of perceived risk
are low (levels 0 and 1) and the level of perceived
economic crisis is low (level 0), then the size of
cluster 2 is reduced. However, if the level of per-
ceived risk is low (levels 0 and 1) but the level of
perceived economic crisis is higher (levels 1 and 2),
then cluster 1 is the predominant cluster, given that
it shows the highest levels of both variables.

Discussion and Conclusions

First, this study constitutes an initial approxi-
mation of residents’ attitudes in Cordoba towards
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Table 7

NUNEZ-TABALES ET AL.

Residents’ Profile by Cluster: Sociodemographic Factors, Tourism Dependence, and

At-Risk Group

Clusters
1 2 3 Overall % (p Value)
Gender 0.099 (0.952)
Male 50.0 482  49.0 49.3
Female 500 51.8  51.0 50.7
Place of residence 7.563 (0.023)*
City center 26.8 36.6 41.2 32.7
Other 732 634 588 67.3
Age 10.318 (0.035)*
18-39 332 375 471 37.6
40-54 46.8 348 363 412
55+ 20.0 277 16.7 22
Marital status 10.252 (0.036)*
Married/living with partner 64.5 63.4 58.8 62.9
Single (never married) 24.5 28.6 38.2 28.8
Other (divorced, widow) 10.9 8.0 2.9 8.3
Education 2.461 (0.292)
Primary/second. school 31.3 23.5 31.8 29.7
Graduate or higher 68.7 76.5 68.2 70.3
Occupational status 12.563 (0.128)
Entrepreneur 24.1 14.3 13.7 19.1
Employed 509  50.0 549 51.6
Student 13.2 16.1 17.6 15.0
Unemployed/housewife 7.3 8.0 6.9 7.4
Retired 4.5 11.6 6.9 6.9
Monthly income (euros) 6.576 (0.765)
0-1,000 6.8 9.8 9.8 8.3
1,001-2,000 323 28.6 225 29.0
2,001-3,000 314 259 343 30.6
3,001-4,000 15.5 17.0 16.7 16.1
4,001-5,000 6.8 10.7 9.8 8.5
5,000 or over 7.3 8.0 6.9 7.4
Personal tourism dependence 6.497 (0.039)*
Yes 19.1 12.5 8.8 15.0
No 80.2 87.5 91.2 85.0
Household tourism dependence 6.277 (0.043)*
Yes 13.2 6.3 5.9 9.7
No 86.8 938 941 90.3
At-risk group 4.788 (0.091)
Yes 13.6 205 225 17.5
No 864  79.5 77.5 82.5

Note. The highest numbers are in bold and the lowest in italics for each item. Source: Own

elaboration.

*All reported F' values are significant at 0.05.

tourism and aims to fill an important gap in the lit-
erature on segmentation of the members of a local
community in the current economic—health context
of the COVID-19 pandemic. To this end, new psy-
chographic variables were introduced that were
shown to have a higher discriminant potential in
the segments than the traditional sociodemographic
variables used for this purpose. Therefore, it would

be advisable to include them in future research on
this subject. In contrast, the third new variable pro-
posed in this study—the inclusion of residents in
the health risk group for COVID-19—was not sig-
nificant, which led to the rejection of H7.

Second, in general terms, residents in the city of
Cordoba are highly aware of the benefits associ-
ated with tourism. However, they seem less aware
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Residents’ Profile by Cluster: Psychographic Factors (Perceived Risk and Perceived Economic Crisis) (ANOVA)
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088 9908 of the sociocultural or environmental costs associ-
8 é é Ll)t‘\l % % é % a8 ated with tourism, and only moderately aware of
yvvyv VVITVYy the economic costs. Therefore, they show a pre-
CLLL LLULOO dominantly favorable attitude towards the impacts
. g g g § sze £, of tourism. This finding is typical of destinations in
2223 2239 the early stages of tourism development (Ribeiro
ggg; ;gégg etal., 2013; V.ar61.rO etal., 2013) bu.t is not usual in
MoET BXT RS a mature destination such as the city of Cordoba.
oo saxgds However, favorable attitudes and high support

ame T for tourism seem to increase not only in emerging
AR IRER destinations, but also during low season (Vargas-
cooo wEen Sanchez et al., 2014) and in periods of recession
2R8x xSy (Garau-Vadell et al., 2018; Lindberg & Johnson,
v oo 1997). The common denominator in all three cases
TI2S SEcs is the lower influx of tourists, which characterizes

the current pandemic context, and which would
also explain the general enthusiasm towards tour-
ism shown by the community.

Third, although a predominantly optimistic
attitude towards tourism was detected, we also
identified the following three segments in the
host community with common beliefs or opin-
ions towards tourism in line with SRT (Fredline &
Faulkner, 2000) and supporting H1, as well as dif-
ferences between segments in sociodemographic
variables, dependence on tourism, and perceptions
of risk and the economic crisis, thus validating H3,
H4, H5 and H6.

» The first segment was labeled “unconditionals,”
accounts for half the sample, and is therefore the
largest segment. There is a strong perception of
the benefits derived from tourism, yet the asso-
ciated costs are hardly perceived. This resonates
with SET in that it is the most supportive segment
of tourism, thus validating H2. In terms of size
and attitudes, it would be equivalent to “lovers”
for Williams and Lawson (2001), “supporters”
for Weaver and Lawton (2001), “optimistic resi-
dents” for Ribeiro et al. (2013), and “enthusiasts”
for Vareiro et al. (2013). This segment is notable
for showing the most awareness of the current
economic crisis and, conversely, the least aware-
ness of the risks of the pandemic. The enthusiastic
attitude towards tourism could also be explained
by the fact that the respondents in this segment
are the most dependent on tourism, an aspect
also reflected in previous studies (Inbakaran &
Jackson, 2006; Ribeiro et al., 2013).

The pandemic has had a negative economic impact on the company (or organization) where I earn a living (PEC5) 3.29 3.39 2.88

The arrival of tourists increases my concern about preventing the spread of COVID-19 (PR3)

The arrival of tourists during the pandemic reduces my outdoor activities (PR4)

Perceived economic crisis
The pandemic has caused a high rate of unemployment and loss of earning in the city (PEC2)

There is a high risk that tourists visiting Cordoba will introduce COVID-19 (PR1)
Tourism in the city increases the risk of spreading COVID-19 (PR2)

My personal economic situation is worse than before the pandemic (PEC3)

The pandemic has had a negative impact on my household economy (PEC4)

The pandemic has had an important negative impact on the city (PEC1)

Note. The highest numbers are in bold and the lowest in italics for each item. Source: Own elaboration.

*F value significant at 0.05, **F value significant at 0.01, ***F value significant at 0.001.

Perceived risk
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Perceived Risk
p <0.001

1 2 3 1

2
\ n=286
1
0.8
0.6
04
0.2
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1 2 3

3

Figure 2. Decision tree. Levels used for Perceived risk and Perceived economic crisis: Level 2 = high (values greater
than 4 on the Likert scale), level 1 = intermediate (values between 3 and 4 on the Likert scale), and level 0 = low (values
less than 3 on the Likert scale). Source: Own elaboration.

* The second segment identified was labeled as ‘“ambivalent,” “uninnocent,” “indifferent,”

“rationals” and accounts for a quarter the sam-
ple (25.8%), as it presents a more critical view
of tourism than the previous one. Individuals
in this segment show greater concern about the
negative impacts of tourism and its associated
risk. However, they value the benefits it pro-
vides very highly, which together with a high
awareness of the economic crisis lead them to
support tourism almost as much as the previ-
ous segment. This profile has been previously
identified by Fredline and Faulkner (2000) and
Madrigal (1995) as “realistics,” by Vareiro et al.
(2013) as “moderately optimistic,” and by Aguild
and Rosell6 (2005) as “prudent developer.” The
segment’s sociodemographic characterization is
somewhat diffuse, although it does comprise the
highest percentage of individuals in the older age
bracket, which could explain the strong percep-
tion of risk detected.

The third segment is proportionally equivalent

and “sceptics” by Fredline and Faulkner (2000),
Williams and Lawson (2001), Ribeiro et al.
(2013), and Vareiro et al. (2013), respectively.
The attitudes shown towards tourism are less
favorable than those of the previous segments,
which, in line with SET, makes it the segment that
shows the least support for tourism, thus support-
ing H2. This could also be explained by the fact
that the respondents are the least dependent on
tourism and the least aware of the economic cri-
sis. It is worth noting that this segment comprises
the highest number of residents living in the city
center (near World Heritage Sites). As a result,
individuals feel more affected by the pressure of
the tourists — as already highlighted in previous
research (Jurowski & Gursoy, 2004). The younger
age group predominates in this segment, which
might be a problem for the city in the future.

In contrast to other studies, no residents were

identified as “haters” (Fredline & Faulkner, 2000;
Madrigal, 1995; Martin et al., 2020; Presenza et al.,
2013). The only segment in which a more apa-
thetic attitude towards tourism emerged is the third
segment.

to the second segment (23.5% of the sample).
The individuals in this segment are fairly neu-
tral in their attitudes towards both the benefits
and costs of tourism, hence its labeling as “neu-
trals.” In previous studies it has been identified
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The results of this study can provide valuable
information to public tourism managers in the city
of Cordoba, especially in relation to the current com-
mitment to meet the UN Sustainable Development
Goals (United Nations, 2015)—especially Goal 11
that focuses on making cities more inclusive, safe,
resilient, and sustainable. Policy initiatives linked to
the sustainability of tourism in the city will be more
effective if residents are involved more and given the
opportunity to benefit from tourism in all its facets
(economic, sociocultural, and environmental), using
specific strategies for each of the identified segments.
Consequently, it is essential to ensure that host com-
munities are willing to achieve a better guest experi-
ence, as this will increase the attractiveness of and
consolidate the destination under analysis.

Despite the interesting contributions mentioned
above, this study is not without limitations. It should
be noted that the data were collected in an extreme
situation: a state of emergency with extensive restric-
tions had been declared in Spain and the COVID-19
vaccination process was in its first phase (only people
over 80 years old). It was therefore difficult to stop
older residents in the street or public places, let alone
take a few minutes to conduct the survey. As a result,
the proportion of elderly members of the host com-
munity was underrepresented in the sample. Previous
research has shown that this group is more sensitive
to health risks (Daoust, 2020) and less supportive of
tourism (Sinclair-Maragh, 2017), so the results of the
research could differ if a larger number of respon-
dents with these characteristics were included. To
achieve a greater representation of elderly residents
and examine possible differences in more detail, the
study could be replicated at another point in time.

For future research, it would also be appropriate
to replicate this study in other cities with a view to
performing a comparative analysis. Furthermore, a
more in-depth study with additional variables could
be carried out to determine differences between the
identified segments, such as residents’ place of
birth or length of residence in the city, which could
lead to different levels of attachment among mem-
bers of the host community.

ORCID

Julia Margarita Nufiez-Tabales: "*' https://orcid.org/0000-0001-

6597-6029

Francisco José Rey-Carmona: ‘= https://orcid.org/0000-0002-
2434-556X

José Luis Duran-Roman: " https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7230-
7907

Juan Ignacio Pulido-Fernandez:
9019-726X

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-

References

Aguilo Pérez, E., & Rosello Nadal, J. (2005). Host com-
munity perceptions. A cluster analysis. Annals of Tour-
ism Research, 32(4), 925-941. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
annals.2004.11.004

Andriotis, K., & Vaughan, R. D. (2003). Urban residents’
attitudes toward tourism development: The case of Crete.
Journal of Travel Research, 42(2), 172—185. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0047287503257488

Ap, J. (1992). Residents’ perceptions on tourism impacts.
Annals of Tourism Research, 19(4), 665—690. https://doi.
org/10.1016/0160-7383(92)90060-3

Bajardi, P., Poletto, C., Ramasco, J. J., Tizzoni, M., Colizza,
V., & Vespignani, A. (2011). Human mobility net-
works, travel restrictions, and the global spread of 2009
HINI pandemic. PLoS ONE, 6(1), 16591 https://doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pone.0016591

Belisle, F. J., & Hoy, D. R. (1980). The perceived impact of
tourism by residents a case study in Santa Marta, Colom-
bia. Annals of Tourism Research, 7(1), 83—101. https://
doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(80)80008-9

Bonn, M. A,, Joseph, S. M., & Dai, M. (2005). International
versus domestic visitors: An examination of destination
image perceptions. Journal of Travel Research, 43(3),
294-301. https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287504272033

Brida, J. G., Osti, L., & Barquet, A. (2010). Segmenting
resident perceptions towards tourism—A cluster analysis
with a multinomial logit model of a mountain commu-
nity. International Journal of Tourism Research, 12(5),
591-602. https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.778

Canan, P., & Hennessy, M. (1989). The growth machine,
tourism, and the selling of culture. Sociological Perspec-
tives, 3(2), 227-243.

Castillo Canalejo, A. M., Nunez Tabales, J., Cerezo Lopez,
J. M., & Fuentes Garcia, F. J. (2015). Resident percep-
tions of community tourism in Cape Verde. Tourism,
Culture & Communication, 15(2), 103—119. https://doi.
0rg/10.3727/109830415x14401707765926

Castillo Canalejo, A. M., Nufiez Tabales, J., & Sanchez
Canizares, S. M. (2016). Local community perceptions
on tourist impacts and associated development: A case
study on Sal and Boa Vista Islands. Mediterranean
Journal of Social Sciences, 7(1 S1), 383._https:/doi.
org/10.5901/mjss.2016.v7n1s1p383

Chen, S. C. (2011). Residents’ perceptions of the impact of
major annual tourism events in Macao: Cluster analysis.
Journal of Convention and Event Tourism, 12(2), 106—
128. https://doi.org/10.1080/15470148.2011.569877

Cochran, W. G. (1977). Sampling techniques (3rd ed.). John
Wiley & Sons.



https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6597-6029
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2434-556X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7230-7907
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9019-726X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2004.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2004.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287503257488
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287503257488
https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-7383(92)90060-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-7383(92)90060-3
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0016591
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0016591
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(80)80008-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(80)80008-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287504272033
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.778
https://doi.org/10.3727/109830415x14401707765926
https://doi.org/10.3727/109830415x14401707765926
https://doi.org/10.5901/mjss.2016.v7n1s1p383
https://doi.org/10.5901/mjss.2016.v7n1s1p383
https://doi.org/10.1080/15470148.2011.569877
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1098-304x()15:2L.103[aid=11420328]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1098-304x()15:2L.103[aid=11420328]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0047-2875()43:3L.294[aid=7635843]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0047-2875()43:3L.294[aid=7635843]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()7:1L.83[aid=9162709]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()19:4L.665[aid=7838844]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0047-2875()42:2L.172[aid=7828749]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()32:4L.925[aid=8242745]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()32:4L.925[aid=8242745]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1098-304x()15:2L.103[aid=11420328]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1098-304x()15:2L.103[aid=11420328]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0047-2875()43:3L.294[aid=7635843]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0047-2875()43:3L.294[aid=7635843]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()7:1L.83[aid=9162709]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()19:4L.665[aid=7838844]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0047-2875()42:2L.172[aid=7828749]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()32:4L.925[aid=8242745]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()32:4L.925[aid=8242745]
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6597-6029
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6597-6029
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6597-6029
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2434-556X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2434-556X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7230-7907
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7230-7907
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7230-7907
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9019-726X
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9019-726X
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9019-726X
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2004.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2004.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2004.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287503257488
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287503257488
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287503257488
https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-7383(92)90060-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-7383(92)90060-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-7383(92)90060-3
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0016591
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0016591
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0016591
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(80)80008-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(80)80008-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(80)80008-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287504272033
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287504272033
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.778
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.778
https://doi.org/10.3727/109830415x14401707765926
https://doi.org/10.3727/109830415x14401707765926
https://doi.org/10.3727/109830415x14401707765926
https://doi.org/10.5901/mjss.2016.v7n1s1p383
https://doi.org/10.5901/mjss.2016.v7n1s1p383
https://doi.org/10.5901/mjss.2016.v7n1s1p383
https://doi.org/10.1080/15470148.2011.569877
https://doi.org/10.1080/15470148.2011.569877

36 NUNEZ-TABALES ET AL.

Daoust, J. F. (2020). Elderly people and responses to
COVID-19 in 27 countries. PLoS One, 15(7), 1-13.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0235590

Davis, D., Allen, J., & Cosenza, R. M. (1988). Segmenting
local residents by their attitudes, interests, and opinions
toward tourism. Journal of Travel Research, 27(2), 2-8.
https://doi.org/10.1177/004728758802700201

De Simone, E., Canale, R. R., & Di Maio, A. (2019). Do
UNESCO World Heritage Sites influence international
tourist arrivals? Evidence from Italian provincial data.
Social Indicators Research, 146, 345-359. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11205-018-1939-7

Del Chiappa, G., Atzeni, M., & Ghasemi, V. (2018). Com-
munity-based collaborative tourism planning in islands:
A cluster analysis in the context of Costa Smeralda.
Journal of Destination Marketing and Management, 8,
41-48. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2016.10.005

Diedrich, A., & Garcia-Buades, E. (2009). Local perceptions
of tourism as indicators of destination decline. Tourism
Management, 30(4), 512-521. https://doi.org/10.1016/;.
tourman.2008.10.009

Eusébio, C., & Carneiro, M. J. (2019). Impact of tourism on
residents’ quality of life: Segmentation analysis and market-
ing implications. In A. M. Campon-Cerro, J. M. Hernandez-
Mogollén, & J. A. Folgado-Fernandez (Eds.), Best practices
in hospitality and tourism marketing and management: A
quality of life perspective (pp. 133—157). Springer.

Eusébio, C., Vieira, A. L., & Lima, S. (2018). Place attach-
ment, host—tourist interactions, and residents’ attitudes
towards tourism development: the case of Boa Vista
Island in Cape Verde. Journal of Sustainable Tourism,
26(6), 890-909. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.
1425695

Fredline, E., & Faulkner, B. (2000). Host community reactions:
A cluster analysis. Annals of Tourism Research, 27(3),
763-784. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(99)00103-6

Gabel, M., & Whitten, G. D. (1997). Economic conditions,
economic perceptions, and public support for European
integration. Political Behavior, 19(1), 81-96.

Garau-Vadell, J. B., Diaz-Armas, R., & Gutierrez-Tafio,
D. (2014). Residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts
on Island destinations: A comparative analysis. Inter-
national Journal of Tourism Research, 16(6), 578-585.
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.1951

Garau-Vadell, J. B., Gutierrez-Tafio, D., & Diaz-Armas, R.
(2018). Economic crisis and residents’ perception of the
impacts of tourism in mass tourism destinations. Journal
of Destination Marketing and Management, 7, 68-75.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2016.08.008

Gautret, P., Botelho-Nevers, E., Brouqui, P., & Parola, P.
(2012). The spread of vaccine-preventable diseases by
international travellers: A public-health concern. (Spe-
cial Issue: The impact of vaccines on public health.).
Clinical Microbiology and Infection, 18, 77-84. https:/
doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-0691.2012.03940.x

Ghosh, B. K., & Batabyal, D. (2023). Risk perception and
travel behavior of urban residents in a densely popu-
lated region of East India amidst COVID-19 pandemic.

Tourism, Culture & Communication, 23(2-3), 193-205.
https://doi.org/10.3727/109830422X16600594683364

Gonzalez, R., Gasco, J., & Llopis, J. (2019). Local residents’
perception about tourism and foreign residents: A Span-
ish case study. Psychology and Marketing, 36(11), 1098—
1108. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21259

Gourinchas, P. (2020). Flattening the pandemic and reces-
sion curves. In R. Baldwin & B. Weder di Mauro (Eds.),
Mitigating the COVID economic crisis: Act fast and do
whatever it takes. Centre for Economic Policy Research.

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E.
(2014). Multivariate data analysis (8th ed.). Pearson
Education.

Halabowski, D., & Rzymski, P. (2021). Taking a lesson
from the COVID-19 pandemic: Preventing the future
outbreaks of viral zoonoses through a multi-faceted
approach. Science of the Total Environment, 757,
143723. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.143723

Hastie, T., Tibshirani, R., & Friedman, J. H. (2009). The ele-
ments of statistical learning: Data mining, inference, and
prediction. Springer.

Hateftabar, F., & Chapuis, J. M. (2020). How resident per-
ception of economic crisis influences their perception of
tourism. Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management,
43, 157-168. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2020.02.009

Inbakaran, R., & Jackson, M. (2006). Resident attitudes
inside Victoria’s tourism product regions: A cluster anal-
ysis. Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management,
13(1), 59-74. https://doi.org/10.1375/jhtm.13.1.59

INE. (2021a). Guests and overnight stays by autonomous
community and province. https://www.ine.es/jaxiT3/
Tabla.htm?t=2074&L=1

INE. (2021b). Population by sex, municipalities and age.
https://ine.es/jaxiPx/Tabla.htm?path=/t20/¢245/p05/
a2016/10/&file=00014001.px&L=1

Jackson, M. S., & Inbakaran, R. J. (2006). Evaluating
residents’ attitudes and intentions to act towards tour-
ism development in regional Victoria, Australia. Inter-
national Journal of Tourism Research, 8(5), 355-366.
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.584

Janusz, K., Six, S., & Vanneste, D. (2017). Building tourism-
resilient communities by incorporating residents’ percep-
tions? A photo-elicitation study of tourism development
in Bruges. Journal of Tourism Futures, 3(2), 127-143.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JTF-04-2017-0011

Joo, D., Xu, W., Lee, J., Lee, C. K., & Woosnam, K. M.
(2021). Residents’ perceived risk, emotional solidarity,
and support for tourism amidst the COVID-19 pandemic.
Journal of Destination Marketing and Management, 19,
100553. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2021.100553

Jurowski, C., & Gursoy, D. (2004). Distance effects on
residents’ attitudes toward tourism. Annals of Tourism
Research, 31(2), 296-312. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.
2003.12.005

Kamata, H. (2022). Tourist destination residents’ attitudes
towards tourism during and after the COVID-19 pan-
demic. Current Issues in Tourism, 25(1), 139-149.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2021.1881452



https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0235590
https://doi.org/10.1177/004728758802700201
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-1939-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-1939-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2016.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2008.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2008.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.1425695
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.1425695
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(99)00103-6
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.1951
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2016.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-0691.2012.03940.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-0691.2012.03940.x
https://doi.org/10.3727/109830422X16600594683364
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21259
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.143723
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2020.02.009
https://doi.org/10.1375/jhtm.13.1.59
https://ine.es/jaxiPx/Tabla.htm?path=/t20/e245/p05/a2016/l0/&file=00014001.px&L=1
https://ine.es/jaxiPx/Tabla.htm?path=/t20/e245/p05/a2016/l0/&file=00014001.px&L=1
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.584
https://doi.org/10.1108/JTF-04-2017-0011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2021.100553
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2021.1881452
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()31:2L.296[aid=9162719]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()31:2L.296[aid=9162719]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1099-2340()8:5L.355[aid=9118706]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1099-2340()8:5L.355[aid=9118706]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1099-2340()16:6L.578[aid=10964212]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1099-2340()16:6L.578[aid=10964212]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()27:3L.763[aid=7221345]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()27:3L.763[aid=7221345]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0047-2875()27:2L.2[aid=8123332]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1098-304x()23:2L.193[aid=11562078]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()31:2L.296[aid=9162719]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()31:2L.296[aid=9162719]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1099-2340()8:5L.355[aid=9118706]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1099-2340()8:5L.355[aid=9118706]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1099-2340()16:6L.578[aid=10964212]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1099-2340()16:6L.578[aid=10964212]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()27:3L.763[aid=7221345]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()27:3L.763[aid=7221345]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0047-2875()27:2L.2[aid=8123332]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1098-304x()23:2L.193[aid=11562078]
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0235590
https://doi.org/10.1177/004728758802700201
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-1939-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-1939-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-1939-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2016.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2008.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2008.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2008.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.1425695
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.1425695
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(99)00103-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(99)00103-6
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.1951
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2016.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-0691.2012.03940.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-0691.2012.03940.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-0691.2012.03940.x
https://doi.org/10.3727/109830422X16600594683364
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21259
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.143723
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2020.02.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2020.02.009
https://doi.org/10.1375/jhtm.13.1.59
https://doi.org/10.1375/jhtm.13.1.59
http://www.ine.es/jaxiT3/
https://ine.es/jaxiPx/Tabla.htm?path=/t20/e245/p05/a2016/l0/&file=00014001.px&L=1
https://ine.es/jaxiPx/Tabla.htm?path=/t20/e245/p05/a2016/l0/&file=00014001.px&L=1
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.584
https://doi.org/10.1108/JTF-04-2017-0011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2021.100553
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2021.1881452

VARIABLES OF RESIDENTS’ ATTITUDES TOWARDS TOURISM 37

Lee, C. K., Song, H. J., Bendle, L. J., Kim, M. J., & Han, H.
(2012). The impact of non-pharmaceutical interventions
for 2009 HINT influenza on travel intentions: A model
of goal-directed behavior. Tourism Management, 33(1),
89-99. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2011.02.006

Li, J., Nguyen, T. H. H., & Coca-Stefaniak, J. A. (2021).
Coronavirus impacts on post-pandemic planned travel
behaviours. Annals of Tourism Research, 86, 102964.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2020.102964

Lindberg, K., & Johnson, R. L. (1997). The economic values of
tourism’s social impacts. Annals of Tourism Research, 24(1)
90-116. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(96)00033-3

Madrigal, R. (1995). Residents’ perceptions and the role of
government. Annals of Tourism Research, 22(1), 86-102.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-7383(94)00070-9

Martin, J. C., Moreira, P., & Roman, C. (2020). A hybrid-fuzzy
segmentation analysis of residents’ perception towards
tourism in Gran Canaria. Tourism Economics, 26(7),
1282—-1304. https://doi.org/10.1177/1354816619873463

McGehee, N. G., & Andereck, K. L. (2004). Factors pre-
dicting rural residents’ support of tourism. Journal of
Travel Research, 43(2), 131-140. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0047287504268234

Monterrubio, J. C., & Andriotis, K. (2014). Social represen-
tations and community attitudes towards spring breakers.
Tourism Geographies, 16(2), 288-302. https://doi.org/10.
1080/14616688.2014.889208

Nunkoo, R. (2016). Toward a more comprehensive use of
social exchange theory to study residents’ attitudes to
tourism. Procedia Economics and Finance, 39, 588-596.
https://doi.org/10.1016/s2212-5671(16)30303-3

Nunkoo, R., Smith, S. L. J., & Ramkissoon, H. (2013). Resi-
dents’ attitudes to tourism: A longitudinal study of 140
articles from 1984 to 2010. Journal of Sustainable Tour-
ism, 21(1), 5-25. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.201
2.673621

Pavli¢, 1., Portolan, A., & Puh, B. (2020). Segmenting local
residents by perceptions of tourism impacts in an urban
World Heritage Site: The case of Dubrovnik. Journal of
Heritage Tourism, 15(4), 398—409. https://doi.org/10.10
80/1743873X.2019.1656218

Presenza, A., Del Chiappa, G., & Sheehan, L. (2013).
Residents’ engagement and local tourism governance
in maturing beach destinations. Evidence from an Ital-
ian case study. Journal of Destination Marketing and
Management, 2(1), 22-30. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
jdmm.2013.01.001

Rasoolimanesh, S. M., Jaafar, M., Kock, N., & Ramayah, T.
(2015). A revised framework of social exchange theory
to investigate the factors influencing residents’ percep-
tions. Tourism Management Perspectives, 16, 335-345.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2015.10.001

Rasoolimanesh, S. M., Taheri, B., Gannon, M., Vafaei-
Zadeh, A., & Hanifah, H. (2019). Does living in the
vicinity of heritage tourism sites influence residents’ per-
ceptions and attitudes? Journal of Sustainable Tourism,
27(9), 1295-1317. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.20
19.1618863

Ribeiro, M. A., Pinto, P., Silva, J. A., & Woosnam, K. M.
(2017). Residents’ attitudes and the adoption of pro-
tourism behaviours: The case of developing island coun-
tries. Tourism Management, 61, 523-537. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.tourman.2017.03.004

Ribeiro, M. A., Valle, P. O. do, & Silva, J. A. (2013). Resi-
dents’ Attitudes towards Tourism Development in Cape
Verde Islands. Tourism Geographies, 15(4), 654-679.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2013.769022

Ritchie, B. W., & Inkari, M. (2006). Host community atti-
tudes toward tourism and cultural tourism develop-
ment: the case of the Lewes District, southern England.
International Journal of Tourism Research, 8(1), 27-44.
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.545

Rogers, R. W. (1975). A protection motivation theory of fear
appeals and attitude change. The Journal of Psychology,
91(1), 93—114. https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1975.9
915803

Ryan, C., & Montgomery, D. (1994). The attitudes of
Bakewell residents to tourism and issues in community
responsive tourism. Tourism Management, 15(5), 358—
369. https://doi.org/10.1016/0261-5177(94)90090-6

Ryan, C., Scotland, A., & Montgomery, D. (1998). Resident
attitudes to tourism development—A comparative study
between the Rangitikei, New Zealand and Bakewell,
United Kingdom. Progress in Tourism and Hospitality
Research, 4(2), 115-130.

San Martin, H., de los Salmones Sanchez, M. M. G., & Her-
rero, A. (2018). Residents’ attitudes and behavioural
support for tourism in host communities. Journal of
Travel and Tourism Marketing, 35(2), 231-243. https://
doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2017.1357518

Schofield, P. (2011). City resident attitudes to proposed
tourism development and its impacts on the community.
International Journal of Tourism Research, 13,218-233.
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.814

Schroeder, T. (1992). Host community perceptions of tour-
ism ’ s impacts: A cluster analysis. Visions in Leisure and
Business, 10(4), 43—48.

Sharpley, R. (2014). Host perceptions of tourism: A review
of the research. Tourism Management, 42, 37-49. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2013.10.007

Sheldon, P., & Var, T. (1984). Resident attitudes to tourism
in North Wales Pauline. Tourism Management, 5(1),
40-47. https://doi.org/10.1016/0261-5177(84)90006-2

Shen, H., Luo, J., & Zhao, A. (2017). The sustainable tour-
ism development in Hong Kong: An analysis of Hong
Kong residents’ attitude towards mainland Chinese tour-
ist. Journal of Quality Assurance in Hospitality and
Tourism, 18(1), 45-68. https://doi.org/10.1080/15280
08X.2016.1167650

Sinclair-Maragh, G. (2017). Demographic analysis of resi-
dents’ support for tourism development in Jamaica. Jour-
nal of Destination Marketing and Management, 6(1),
5-12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2016.03.005

Sinclair-Maragh, G., Gursoy, D., & Vieregge, M. (2015).
Residents’ perceptions toward tourism development:
A factor-cluster approach. Journal of Destination



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2011.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2020.102964
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(96)00033-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-7383(94)00070-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354816619873463
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287504268234
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287504268234
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2014.889208
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2014.889208
https://doi.org/10.1016/s2212-5671(16)30303-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2012.673621
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2012.673621
https://doi.org/10.1080/1743873X.2019.1656218
https://doi.org/10.1080/1743873X.2019.1656218
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2013.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2013.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2019.1618863
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2019.1618863
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2017.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2017.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2013.769022
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.545
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1975.9915803
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1975.9915803
https://doi.org/10.1016/0261-5177(94)90090-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2017.1357518
https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2017.1357518
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.814
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2013.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2013.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/0261-5177(84)90006-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/1528008X.2016.1167650
https://doi.org/10.1080/1528008X.2016.1167650
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2016.03.005
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0261-5177()5:1L.40[aid=8123342]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0261-5177()5:1L.40[aid=8123342]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1077-3509()4:2L.115[aid=7838850]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1077-3509()4:2L.115[aid=7838850]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0261-5177()15:5L.358[aid=8122915]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1461-6688()15:4L.654[aid=10881044]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1461-6688()16:2L.288[aid=10786196]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0047-2875()43:2L.131[aid=8974194]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0047-2875()43:2L.131[aid=8974194]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()22:1L.86[aid=9162727]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()24:1L.90[aid=10634215]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()24:1L.90[aid=10634215]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0261-5177()5:1L.40[aid=8123342]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0261-5177()5:1L.40[aid=8123342]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1077-3509()4:2L.115[aid=7838850]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1077-3509()4:2L.115[aid=7838850]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0261-5177()15:5L.358[aid=8122915]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1461-6688()15:4L.654[aid=10881044]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1461-6688()16:2L.288[aid=10786196]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0047-2875()43:2L.131[aid=8974194]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0047-2875()43:2L.131[aid=8974194]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()22:1L.86[aid=9162727]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()24:1L.90[aid=10634215]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()24:1L.90[aid=10634215]
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2011.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2020.102964
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(96)00033-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(96)00033-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-7383(94)00070-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354816619873463
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287504268234
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287504268234
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287504268234
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2014.889208
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2014.889208
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2014.889208
https://doi.org/10.1016/s2212-5671(16)30303-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2012.673621
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2012.673621
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2012.673621
https://doi.org/10.1080/1743873X.2019.1656218
https://doi.org/10.1080/1743873X.2019.1656218
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2013.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2013.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2013.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2019.1618863
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2019.1618863
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2019.1618863
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2017.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2017.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2017.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2013.769022
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.545
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1975.9915803
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1975.9915803
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1975.9915803
https://doi.org/10.1016/0261-5177(94)90090-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2017.1357518
https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2017.1357518
https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2017.1357518
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.814
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2013.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2013.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2013.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/0261-5177(84)90006-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/1528008X.2016.1167650
https://doi.org/10.1080/1528008X.2016.1167650
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2016.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2016.03.005

38 NUNEZ-TABALES ET AL.

Marketing and Management, 4(1), 36-45. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2014.10.001

Sirakaya, E., Teye, V., & Sonmez, S. (2002). Understanding
residents’ support for tourism development in the cen-
tral region of Ghana. Journal of Travel Research, 41(1),
57-67. https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287502041001007

Skare, M., Soriano, D. R., & Porada-Rochon, M. (2021).
Impact of COVID-19 on the travel and tourism indus-
try. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 163,
120469. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120469

Smith, K. (2013). Environmental hazards: Assessing risk
and reducing disaster. Routledge.

Smith, M. D., & Krannich, R. S. (1998). Tourism dependence
and resident attitudes. Annals of Tourism Research, 25(4),
783-802. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(98)00040-1

Stylidis, D., Biran, A., Sit, J.,, & Szivas, E. M. (2014).
Residents’ support for tourism development: The
role of residents’ place image and perceived tourism
impacts. Tourism Management, 45,260-274. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.tourman.2014.05.006

Stylidis, D., & Terzidou, M. (2014). Tourism and the economic
crisis in Kavala, Greece. Annals of Tourism Research, 44(1),
210-226. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2013.10.004

Thyne, M., & Lawson, R. (2001). Addressing tourism public
policy issues through attitude segmentation of host com-
munities. Current Issues in Tourism, 4(2—4), 392—400.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500108667895

Tyrrell, T. J., & Spaulding, L. A. (1984). A survey of atti-
tudes toward tourism growth in Rhode Island. Journal of
Hospitality & Tourism Research, 8(2), 22-33. https://doi.
org/10.1177/109634808400800204

UNESCO. (2021). World heritage list. https://whc.unesco.
org/en/list/

United Nations. (2015). Transforming our world: The 2030
agenda for sustainable development. Resolution adopted
by the General Assembly on 25 September 2015,
A/RES/70/1. UN General Assembly.

Vareiro, L. M. da C., Remoaldo, P. C., & Cadima Ribeiro, J.
A. (2013). Residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts in
Guimaraes (Portugal): A cluster analysis. Current Issues
in Tourism, 16(6), 535-551. https://doi.org/10.1080/136
83500.2012.707175

Vargas-Sanchez, A., Plaza-Mejia, M. A., & Porras-Bueno,
N. (2009). Understanding residents’ attitudes toward the
development of industrial tourism in a former mining
community. Journal of Travel Research, 47(3), 373-387.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287508322783

Vargas-Sanchez, A., Porras-Bueno, N., & Plaza-Mejia, M.
A. (2014). Residents’ attitude to tourism and seasonality.
Journal of Travel Research, 53(5), 581-596. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0047287513506295

Vora, S. (2018, December 17). This city now has more
UNESCO World Heritage sites than anywhere in the
world. CNN Travel. https:/edition.cnn.com/travel/arti
cle/cordoba-spain-most-unesco-heritage-sites/index.html

Wallace, C., Chen, X., Garrison, S., & Shaddock, J. (2023).
Introduction: The impact of COVID-19 on cultural tour-
ism. Tourism Culture & Communication,23(2-3), 87-96.
https://doi.org/10.3727/109830422X16600594683508

Ward, C., & Berno, T. (2011). Beyond social exchange
theory. Attitudes toward tourists. Annals of Tourism
Research, 38(4), 1556-1569. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
annals.2011.02.005

Wassler, P., Nguyen, T. H. H., Mai, L. Q., & Schuckert, M.
(2019). Social representations and resident attitudes: A mul-
tiple-mixed-method approach. Annals of Tourism Research,
78, 102740. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2019.06.007

Wassler, P., Schuckert, M., Hung, K., & Petrick, J. F. (2018).
You’re welcome? Hong Kong’s attitude towards the
individual visit scheme. International Journal of Tour-
ism Research, 20(5), 637-649. https://doi.org/10.1002/
jtr.2212

Weaver, D. B., & Lawton, L. J. (2001). Resident perceptions
in the urban-rural fringe. Annals of Tourism Research,
28(2), 439-458. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(00)
00052-9

Weaver, D. B., & Lawton, L. J. (2013). Resident perceptions
of'a contentious tourism event. Tourism Management, 37,
165—175. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2013.01.017

Williams, J., & Lawson, R. (2001). Community issues

and resident opinions of tourism. Annals of Tourism
Research, 28(2), 269-290. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-

7383(00)00030-X

World Tourism Organization. (2021). International tourism
highlights 2020 edition. https//doi.org/10.18111/9789
284422456

Zenker, S., & Kock, F. (2020). The coronavirus pandemic—
A critical discussion of a tourism research agenda. Tour-
ism Management, 81, 104164. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
tourman.2020.104164

Zheng, D., Luo, Q., & Ritchie, B. W. (2021). Afraid to travel
after COVID-19? Self-protection, coping and resilience
against pandemic ‘travel fear.” Tourism Management, 83,
104261. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2020.104261

Zhou, Y. (2010). Resident perceptions toward the impacts of
the Macao Grand Prix. Journal of Convention and Event
Tourism, 11(2), 138—153. https://doi.org/10.1080/15470
148.2010.485179

Zhou, Y., & Ap, J. (2009). Residents’ perceptions towards
the impacts of the Beijing 2008 Olympic Games.
Journal of Travel Research, 48(1), 78-91. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0047287508328792



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2014.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2014.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287502041001007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120469
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(98)00040-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2014.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2014.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2013.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500108667895
https://doi.org/10.1177/109634808400800204
https://doi.org/10.1177/109634808400800204
https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/
https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2012.707175
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2012.707175
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287508322783
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287513506295
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287513506295
https://edition.cnn.com/travel/article/cordoba-spain-most-unesco-heritage-sites/index.html
https://edition.cnn.com/travel/article/cordoba-spain-most-unesco-heritage-sites/index.html
https://doi.org/10.3727/109830422X16600594683508
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2011.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2011.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2019.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.2212
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.2212
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(00)00052-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(00)00052-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2013.01.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(00)00030-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(00)00030-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2020.104261
https://doi.org/10.1080/15470148.2010.485179
https://doi.org/10.1080/15470148.2010.485179
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287508328792
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287508328792
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()28:2L.269[aid=7838853]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()28:2L.269[aid=7838853]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()28:2L.439[aid=7838854]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()28:2L.439[aid=7838854]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0047-2875()47:3L.373[aid=9262571]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()25:4L.783[aid=8123341]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()25:4L.783[aid=8123341]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0047-2875()41:1L.57[aid=9936239]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0047-2875()41:1L.57[aid=9936239]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()28:2L.269[aid=7838853]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()28:2L.269[aid=7838853]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()28:2L.439[aid=7838854]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()28:2L.439[aid=7838854]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0047-2875()47:3L.373[aid=9262571]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()25:4L.783[aid=8123341]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0160-7383()25:4L.783[aid=8123341]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0047-2875()41:1L.57[aid=9936239]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0047-2875()41:1L.57[aid=9936239]
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2014.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2014.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2014.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287502041001007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120469
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(98)00040-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(98)00040-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2014.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2014.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2014.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2013.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2013.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500108667895
https://doi.org/10.1177/109634808400800204
https://doi.org/10.1177/109634808400800204
https://doi.org/10.1177/109634808400800204
https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/
https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2012.707175
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2012.707175
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2012.707175
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287508322783
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287513506295
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287513506295
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287513506295
https://edition.cnn.com/travel/article/cordoba-spain-most-unesco-heritage-sites/index.html
https://edition.cnn.com/travel/article/cordoba-spain-most-unesco-heritage-sites/index.html
https://doi.org/10.3727/109830422X16600594683508
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2011.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2011.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2011.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2019.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2019.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.2212
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.2212
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(00)00052-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(00)00052-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(00)00052-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2013.01.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2013.01.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(00)00030-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(00)00030-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(00)00030-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2020.104261
https://doi.org/10.1080/15470148.2010.485179
https://doi.org/10.1080/15470148.2010.485179
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287508328792
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287508328792
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287508328792

