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Abstract: The aim of this research is to provide a conceptual framework to facilitate the standardization
of the concept of “residents’ support” in tourism studies. The model is designed to prevent ambiguity
and confusion that may arise in the use of the generic term “residents’ support.” Social Exchange
Theory and the Theory of Reasoned Action will be incorporated for the purposes of contextualizing
the term “residents’ support” with respect to three dimensions: attitudinal, intentional, or behavioral.
A longitudinal analysis of the term “residents’ support” will be conducted on the basis of the proposed
model. Fifty-four articles published between 2004 and the first quarter of 2020 have been studied to
classify the items used to create the construct of “residents’ support” in tourism studies and to draw
conclusions about the work of scholars and tourism agents.

Keywords: residents’ support; social exchange theory; theory of reasoned action; attitude; intention;
behavior

1. Introduction

Five decades have passed since 1970, when interest was first shown in analyzing how residents of
a destination perceive the impacts of tourism and how this perception is linked to the support they
provide for further development. [1] Suess, Woosnam, and Eru, (2020) claim that these studies have
been vital in explaining the sustainability of tourism in destinations and recommending policies related
to visitor management and industry development.

An interesting perspective on the state of the matter can be found in the review of summary
articles published by [2] Harrill (2004), [3] Deery, Jago, and Fredline (2012), [4] Chen and Raab (2012); [5]
Nunkoo, Smith, and Ramkissoon (2013), [6] Sharpley (2014), [7] Boley and Strzelecka (2016), and [8]
Gursoy, Ouyang, Nunkoo, and Wei (2018). The importance of this set of articles is that they offer a
theoretical analysis and a review of the existing literature regarding the perceptions and/or attitudes of
residents towards tourism.

Throughout the years in which research has been conducted, efforts have been made to create
a more standardized theoretical framework of reference. The research in this area appears to be
transitioning away from a poor level of methodological refinement and an inadequate theoretical
framework towards a more advanced level, thereby striking a better balance between methodology
and theory ([5] Nunkoo, Smith, and Ramkissoon, 2013; [6] Sharpley, 2014).

As the volume and complexity of publications has increased, the confusion surrounding the
terminology has also grown apace. This is becoming more acute at a time when the sector recognizes
the need to look beyond residents’ attitudes and study their behavior towards tourism. While the
co-existence of terms such as support, perceptions, attitude, intention, and behavior in current research
both enriches and expands the object of the study, it also adds to the confusion and ambiguity
surrounding the terminology used. In this sense, [9] Prayag (2013) stresses the need to distinguish
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between attitudes and support, and [10] Carmichael (2000) claims that perceptions and attitudes are
not synonymous with behavioral intent, which highlights the need for terminological standardization.

Indeed, as stated by [11] Jackson and Inbakaran (2006), the main challenge for resident studies
is to focus on the real question of “Do residents act on their attitudes toward tourism and its
future development?”

The existence of an “attitude–behavior gap” ([12] Oates and McDonald, 2014; [13] Juvan and
Dolnicar, 2014) or a “value–action gap” ([3] Deery, Jago, and Fredline, 2012) implies that enquiring
about attitudes and the intention to act in a certain way does not reveal much about actual behavior
and that which the residents claim they are willing to do is not what they actually do.

Many authors have expressed interest in filling the “gap” ([14] Boley, Strzelecka, and Watson,
2014; [15] Gursoy, Chi, and Dyer, 2009; [16] Gursoy and Rutherford, 2004; [17] Hasani, Moghavvemi,
and Hamza, 2016; [18] Nunkoo and Gursoy, 2012; [19] Nunkoo and Ramkissoon, 2011a; [20] Nunkoo
and Ramkissoon, 2011b; [21] Nunkoo and Smith; [5] Nunkoo, Smith, and Ramkissoon, 2013; [6]
Sharpley, 2014).

Closing the “attitude–behavior gap” in resident studies implies working with the concepts of
attitude, intention, and behavior sometimes used in the context of the generic term of support. It is the
term “support” that requires further attention because—as stressed by [7] Boley and Strzelecka (2016)
there is a lack of consensus about the concept and this makes it difficult to compare the different studies.
In fact, it could be said that “residents’ support” is a catch-all term that sometimes refers to residents’
attitudes, and sometimes to residents’ intentions or behaviors. What do we really mean when we
say “residents’ support”? Is the use of term only relevant when researching “residents’ support” in
tourism development? What problem does the use of standardized terminology resolve? These are the
research questions that this work is centered around. The use of standardized concepts is an important
issue in the scientific community: “certain things should not be taken for granted, among them . . . the
precise meaning of words that are at the heart of your discipline” [22] (Angier, 2009).

As described by [23] Bergner (2011), concepts are not theories, and in science they are indispensable,
pre-empirical elements in distinguishing any empirical phenomenon. An appropriate set of concepts
facilitates the formulation of theories, the establishment of hypotheses, and comparison between studies.

It is not only scholars but also tourism agents that can benefit from efforts to standardize
terminology, because, from a practical point of view for a sustainable tourism development, it could
not be the same to achieve the “residents’ support” from an attitudinal, intentional, or behavioral point
of view.

To answer the research questions, Social Exchange Theory (SET) and the Theory of Reasoned
Action (TRA) will be incorporated in order to propose a conceptual model for residents’ support.
While SET has been the theory generally used in residents’ research to explain the relationship between
perceptions of and attitudes towards tourism [24] (Ward and Berno, 2011), TRA goes further by
combining the concept of attitude with that of intention and behavior.

Taking the approach proposed in the conceptual model, a longitudinal analysis of the term
“residents’ support” will be conducted using publications from three leading tourism journals (dated
between 2004 and the first quarter of 2020). The analysis of the different items used to develop the
construct will allow us to clarify the meaning of the support construct from a terminological standpoint,
determining whether it has been used as a substitute term for attitude, intention, and/or behavior.

Based on the conclusions drawn, it will be possible to provide some recommendations to scholars
and tourism agents for the use of the term “residents’ support.”
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2. “Residents’ Support” in the Context of SET and TRA: Proposed Conceptual Model

2.1. Residents’ Perceptions and Attitudes—The SET Perspective

Despite being criticized for lacking theoretical sophistication, there is no doubt that SET has been
the theory most commonly used to date to predict and explain residents’ attitudes toward tourism
development [24] (Ward and Berno, 2011).

Social Exchange Theory states that residents assess tourism in terms of social exchange by making
approximate mental calculations of the benefits and costs obtained in the present, or in the future,
in exchange for the services that they and their community provide to tourists. The impacts of tourism
are considered positive when the exchange of resources is high and, conversely, they are considered
negative when the exchange of resources is low [25] (Ap, 1992).

Serious efforts have been made to identify and classify the factors influencing residents’ attitudes.
These include demographic factors, personal factors, social factors, and factors related to tourism [11]
(Jackson and Inbakaran, 2006); socioeconomic factors, spatial factors, and factors of economic
dependence [2] (Harril, 2004).

Most importantly, residents’ perception of the positive and negative impacts of tourism is the
principal variable that determines their attitude towards tourism ([26] Kayat, 2002; [27] Ko and Stewart,
2002). [28] Vargas-Sánchez et al. (2011) argue that the most powerful predictor of residents’ attitudes is
the perception that the positive impacts outweigh the negative ones. More specifically, the perception
of the positive impacts ([29] Perdue et al., 1990; [30] Gursoy et al., 2002; [16] Gursoy and Rutherford,
2004; [31] Gursoy and Kendall, 2006; [32] Vargas-Sánchez et al., 2009), with particular regard to
economics ([33] Dyer et al., 2007; [32] Vargas-Sánchez et al., 2009), is the variable that appears to have
the greatest influence. With its meta-analytic approach, the article by [8] Gursoy et al. (2018) offers a
good synthesis of the relationship between both variables.

The difficulties arising in the comparison of the results from various studies due to the different
definitions and scales of measurement used for the two variables (perceptions and attitudes) are already
widely known.

On the one hand, the variable of residents’ perception has been configured with different degrees
of aggregation. Some studies list a range of positive and negative impacts perceived as economic,
socio-cultural, and environmental aspects [34] (San Martin et al., 2017); sometimes they are grouped as
positive and negative impacts; and occasionally, a variable of subjective global perception “in general,
the benefits derived from tourism outweigh the costs” is used [35] (Vargas-Sánchez, Porras-Bueno,
and Plaza-Mejía, 2014).

On the other hand, the variable of residents’ attitudes is not exempt from the confusion caused by
a lack of standardization. This is not only due to the measurement scale ([30] Gursoy, Jurowski, and
Uysal, 2002; [16] Gursoy and Rutherford, 2004; [32] Vargas-Sánchez, Plaza-Mejía, and Porras-Bueno,
2009; [28] Vargas-Sánchez, Porras-Bueno, and Plaza-Mejía, 2011) but also the scope of the concept
that ranges from “attitude towards tourism in general” ([9] Prayag, 2013; [32] Vargas-Sánchez et al.,
2009) to “attitude towards tourists,” or even “attitude towards a specific model/segment of tourist
development” ([33] Dyer, Gursoy, Sharma, and Carter, 2007; [31] Gursoy and Kendall, 2006; [15] Gursoy,
Chi, and Dyer, 2010; [27] Ko and Stewart, 2002).

In spite of these issues, all the models defined by scholars in this field are underpinned by the fact
that how residents perceive the impacts of tourism determines their attitude towards it.

2.2. From Residents’Aattitude towards Residents’ Intentions and Behaviors—The TRA Perspective

Interest in resident studies is starting to move beyond attitude and delve into its relationship
with residents’ intentions and/or behaviors towards tourism. According to [34] San Martin, García,
and Herrero (2017), pro-tourism behavior is similarly influenced by the attitude towards tourism
development and the attitude towards tourists. [36] Ribeiro, Pinto, Silva, and Woosnam (2017) claim
that there is a direct positive link between positive attitudes and pro-tourism behavior, and a direct
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negative link between negative attitudes and pro-tourism behavior. [37] Wu, Tsai, and Lee (2017)
indicate that attitude is the most powerful variable that can influence intentions regarding tourism.
However, some studies have shown that attitudes are weakly associated with behavior [38] (Krosnick
and Richard, 1995), that behavior is influenced by more variables than attitudes [39] (Azjen and
Fishbein, 1980), and that the most intense attitudes are those that best predict actual behavior [40]
(Howe and Krosnick, 2017).

When research focuses on residents’ intentions regarding tourism development, various
expressions are used to refer to the construct, such as intentional behavior [41] (Fishbein and Ajzen,
1975), intention to act (11) (Jackson and Inbakaran, 2006), or intention to support [42] (Kwon and Vogt,
2010), and are shaped by a variety of items that express a certain intention, e.g., “I am willing,” “I
would like,” “I would be willing to,” and “I intend to.”

When researching behavior, the issues created by the variety of terms and items surrounding the
construct ([43] Lepp, 2007; [44] Peter, Chung-Shing, and Legerer, 2018; [9] Prayag, Hosany, Nunkoo,
and Alders, 2013; [34] San Martin, García, and Herrero, 2017) are compounded by those caused by
the variety of behaviors that residents can display towards tourism development: participation in
tourism activities in their communities [34] (San Martin et al., 2017); assistance at organized tourism
events ([45] Chen and Segota, 2015; [34] San Martin et al., 2017); destination branding ([46] Chen and
Dyer, 2018; [47] Juring, 2017; [48] Walls, 2008); positive WOM to tourists, gratuitous referrals ([46] Chen
and Dyer, 2018; [45] Chen et al., 2015; [47] Jeuring and Haartsen, 2017; [48] Walls, Shani, and Rompf,
2008); providing information to potential tourists [49] (Arsal, Woosnam, Baldwin, and Backman, 2010);
entrepreneurial behavior towards tourism [50] (Su and Wall, 2014); ambassador behavior ([46] Chen,
Dwyer, and Firth, 2018; [47] Chen et al., 2015); traveler/visitor behavior ([46] Chen et al., 2018).

The TRA developed by [41] Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), expanded by the Theory of Planned
Behavior (TPB) developed by [51] Ajzen and Madden in 1986, can be regarded as an effective initial
solution that incorporates attitude, intention, and behavior, and bridges the “attitude–behavior gap.”
It also prevents confusion of these three terms. Not surprisingly, this theory attempts to predict
behavior on the basis of attitude. As shown in Figure 1, according to this model, behavior is directly
determined by intention. This variable is, in turn, influenced by another two: attitude (the subject’s
positive or negative assessment of behaving in a certain way) and subjective norms (the subject’s
judgement of how likely it is that people important to him/her would expect him/her to behave
as predicted). In turn, attitude is determined by subjective probability and subjective desirability.
Subjective norms depend on normative belief and the motivation to conform to these beliefs.

–

 

Figure 1. Theory of Reasoned Action; Source: [41] Fishbein and Ajzen (1975).

2.3. A Conceptual Model for “Residents’ Support”

In the light of the above, our goal is to propose a conceptual framework that integrates SET and TRA
in order to facilitate a more standardized approach to the concept of “residents’ support”, establishing
whether it has been considered from an attitudinal, intentional, and/or behavioral perspective.
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It should be noted that our proposed conceptual model (Figure 2) only partially considers the
TRA, exclusively incorporating the terms relating to attitude, intention, and behavior (attitude towards
behavior, intentional behavior, and actual behavior), and thus excluding the concept of subjective
norm. The reason for this is that these are the concepts to which the term of support could refer.
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Figure 2. A proposed model for the conceptualization of the “residents’ support” concept. Source:
elaborated by authors.

Firstly, it should be emphasized that—from a psychological perspective—attitudes, intentions,
and behaviors are different concepts with a specific definition, while the term “support” remains broad
and generic.

The term “support” is defined by the Cambridge Dictionary as: “to agree with and give
encouragement to someone or something because you want him, her, or it to succeed. Approval and
encouragement given to someone or something; to help someone emotionally or in a practical way;
to accept something and allow it to happen”.

Attitude is defined as the degree to which a person has a favorable or unfavorable evaluation
or appraisal of the behavior in question ([52] Ajzen, 1991, p. 188); general assessments (positive or
negative) that people make about what happens around them, including people, ideas, and objects ([53]
Eagly and Chaiken, 1993; [54] Petty and Cacioppo, 1986). Attitudes can hold affective (emotions),
cognitive (beliefs), and behavioral information, but they are a single global mental construct relating to
the summary of all information reported in an assessment. Attitude is usually measured with items
that include the following expressions: I support . . . ; I believe . . . ; I am happy . . . ; I am against . . . ;
I am proud . . . ; I think that . . . ; I oppose . . . .; I perceive . . .

Intention is “the amount of effort one is willing to exert to attain a goal” [52] (Ajzen, 1991). From
the review of various articles it is possible to identify the expressions most frequently used ([55] Kim,
M. and Cichy, R. (2017); [56] Kim, Y.H., Kim, M., and Goh, B. (2011); [57] Han, H., Hsu, L., and Sheu, C.
(2010), [58] Amaro. S., and Duarte, P. (2015)): If I . . . I will . . . ; I am willing to . . . ; I will . . . ; I plan
to . . . .; I intend to . . . ; My intentions are . . . ; I expect I will . . . .when . . . ; I expect to . . . . in the near
future; I am determined to . . . ; The probability that I will . . . ; The likelihood that I would..; If I had to
. . . ; I would have . . . ; The thought of . . . Intentions are “self-instructions to perform particular actions
directed towards attaining outcomes. Intentions capture both the level of the set goal or behavior and
the person’s level of commitment” [59] (Sheeran and Webb, 2016).

Finally, behavior is “an organism’s external reactions to its environment. Human behavior is the
term used to describe a person’s actions and conduct. Is an attempt on the part of an individual to
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bring about some state of affairs” [60] (Ossorio, 2006, p. 49). It is common to use expressions such as:
I practice . . . ; I help . . . ; I recommend . . . ; I visited . . .

Figure 3 shows an example of how each of the previous concepts could be reflected, for the case of
a specific typology of resident behavior (the information that residents give to the tourist about things
to see or do in the locality).

 

–

Figure 3. Example to illustrate the difference between the concepts resident’ attitude, intention,
and behavior. Source: elaborated by authors.

The proposed model outlines a threefold approach to “residents’ support” as a dependent variable:
attitudinal support (AS), intentional support (IS), and behavioral support (BS). This implies that
the resident’s support could mean different things depending on whether it is considered from an
attitudinal, intentional, or behavioral perspective.

The model is designed to prevent ambiguity and confusion that may arise in the use of the generic
term “residents’ support” in resident studies. The aim of the conceptual model is not to standardize the
concepts of residents’ attitudes, residents’ intentions, or residents´ behaviors. The proposed model is
also not designed to recommend the generic term “residents’ support” to be selected earlier than before.

As the term “residents’ support” is not exclusively linked to attitude, intention, or behavior,
the model aims to highlight the importance of establishing the meaning (attitudinal, intentional,
or behavioral) of the term “residents’ support” prevalent in each investigation, delimiting a priori what
dimension/s of support is/are to be analyzed in each study, and thus to avoid the confusion created
when it is used as a catch-all term.

The proposed conceptual model offers two benefits: firstly, its use facilitates comparison between
different research studies (inter-research level) by clearly identifying the meaning of the term “residents’
support” that each of them refers to. Secondly, it is advantageous at the intra-research level (in an
individual research) because it prevents the creation of a confusing and ambiguous “residents’ support”
construct due to the inclusion of a mixture of items pertaining to very different dimensions of support.

Finally, it also illustrates the importance of reducing the “attitude–behavior gap” by considering
attitudes, intentions, and behavior, which favors the development of studies that include two or more
constructs to measure “residents’ support” from two or more different dimensions.

3. Methodology

Having clarified the terms of the proposed conceptual model, we will conduct a longitudinal
analysis of the term “residents’ support” in residents’ studies in the field of tourism, taking the approach
established in Figure 2 as a basis.

We will examine studies published in three leading tourism journals (Annals of Tourism Research,
Journal of Travel Research, and Tourism Management) between 2004 and the first quarter of 2020.
There are several reasons for this selection. First of all, the mere fact that they are academic journals
guarantees that they are a source of information that contributes to research in a field ([61] Xiao &
Smith, 2005; [8] Gursoy et al., 2018). Secondly, they are the three leading academic journals in the field
of tourism [62] (Journal Citation Reports, 2018), and lastly, the three journals have different editorial
aims, which ensures that different theoretical and applied approaches are covered in the examination
of the object of study [5] (Nunkoo et al., 2013).
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Limiting the review to these journals allows for initial testing of the proposed model, although we
are aware that further relevant studies published in other scientific journals have been excluded from
the analysis ([63] Simpson and Bretherton, 2009; [19] Nunkoo and Ramkissoon, 2010; [64] Ayazlar and
Ayazlar, 2016; [17] Hasani, Moghhavvemi, and Hamzah, 2016; [65] Rasoolimanesh, Jaafar, and Barghi,
2017; [37] Wu, Tsai, and Lee, 2017; [34] San Martin, García de los Salmones, and Herrero, 2017; [66]
López, Virto, Manzano, and Miranda, 2018; [67] Su, Huang, and Huang, 2018; [68] Schnitzer, Walde,
Scheiber, Nagiller, and Tappeiner, 2019; [69] Chen, Wang, Li, and Lawton, 2019).

A three-step process was used to select the studies. Firstly, the authors conducted an online search
in the databases of the journals combining the concepts of support and residents/host/locals/community
in the title, key words, and/or abstract. Secondly, only full-length and empirical articles were selected
to ensure that relevant information could be identified in the methods section, particularly the name
given to the dependent variable measuring the residents’ support of tourism, as well as the items used
in its composition. That is why some qualitative works were eliminated despite their focus (e.g., [70]
Monterrubio, Andriotis, and Rodríguez-Muñoz, 2020; [71] Spencer and Nsiah, 2013). Thirdly, studies
in which “residents’ support” was measured using a variable that does not expressly include the
term “support” in its wording were eventually excluded ([72] Maruyama and Woosnam, 2015; [36]
Ribeiro Pinto, Albino, and Woosnam, 2017; [73] Strzelecka, Boley, and Woosnam, 2017). This three-step
selection process made it easier to focus on the purpose of the research, which, as mentioned above,
is to identify what we really mean from a terminological standpoint when we say “residents’ support.”

Finally, a total of fifty-three articles met the inclusion criteria. Each article was then reviewed in
order to identify seven major categories: authors, publication year, region under study, theoretical
approach, method of data analysis, the precise term given to the support construct, and, when expressly
identified, the items that formed the “residents’ support” construct. The first six categories have been
summarized in Table A1.

Following that, for each individual study we searched for the specific items constituting the
“residents’ support” construct and, depending on the proposed conceptual model, classified them
according to the support dimension they were related to: attitudinal support (Table A2), intentional
support (Table A3), and/or behavioral support (Table A4).

4. Results

Table A1 (see Appendix A) collates information pertaining to authors, publication year, region
under study, theoretical approach, method of data analysis, and the precise term given to the support
construct. A column has been added that identifies, for each article, the dimension or dimensions
of the support that it outlines, based on the individualized analysis of each of the items used in the
construct (as shown in Tables A2–A4) (see Appendix B). The first columns of the table provide some
general and methodological information about the selected works. The columns “Name of the support
construct” and “Items related to . . . ” serve to clarify whether the construct “residents’ support” is
standardized across different studies; in other words, whether the construct used in the collection of
articles was unequivocally linked to a single specific dimension of support, or, on the contrary, whether
the dimension of support used in the studies varied.

The studies conducted vary greatly in terms of the geographical location of the resident populations
examined, with a total of 20 different countries. The leading countries analyzed were the USA (26%),
China (11%), England (6%), Korea, Mauritius, Malaysia, and Brazil (each accounting for 5%), Australia,
Canada, Greece and Iran (each accounting for 4%). Other regions with a token presence include Spain,
Pakistan, Poland, Taiwan, Qatar, the Caribbean, Jamaica, and South Africa. They are grouped into
the following major world regions: America (40%), Asia (25%), Europe (14%), Middle East (10%),
Africa (8%), and Oceania (3%). A longitudinal analysis reveals the clear prevalence of U.S. studies
in the early years, accounting for 64% of those analyzed between 2004 and 2010. There has been a
progressive diversification of the areas under study since then, to the extent that most of the work
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carried out in relation to Chinese residents falls within the three-year period of 2015 to 2017, and all the
studies from the Middle East are concentrated in the final period of study (2017 to 2020).

With respect to the authors, it is important to note the presence of ten articles in which Dogan Gursoy
is the co-author (18.5%), six are signed by Kyle Maurice Woosnam—one of them exclusively—(11.1%),
and there are another six in which Robin Nunkoo is the co-author (11.1%).

As would be expected given the tradition in resident studies, the theory on which most of
the analyzed articles are based is SET (79.2%); in some cases exclusively (54,7%) and in others it is
accompanied by other complementary theories, and those with similar weighting (3 out of 43 cases)
include TRA, Place Identity Theory (PIT), and Weber’s Theory of Formal and Substantive Rationality
(WFSR). SET is accompanied by the Stakeholder Theory on two occasions. Additional theoretical
approaches used alongside SET to support the works included the following: Authenticity Perception,
Emotional Solidarity, Community Attachment, Subjective Well-Being, Bottom-up Spillover Theory,
Social Carrying Capacity Theory, Fairness Heuristic Theory, Social Dilemma Theory, and Cognitive
Appraisal Theory, Destination Life Cycle.

The studies that did not apply SET (11 out of 53, i.e., 20.7%) used a range of approaches such
as the Theory of Community Attachment, Stakeholder Theory, Institutional Theory, Quality of Life,
Self-Perception Theory, Theory of Formal and Substantive Rationality, Complexity Theory, Weber’s
Theory of Substantive and Formal Rationality, Attitude Theory, Resident Empowerment, and Tourism
Use History.

In terms of the statistical methodology applied, it should be noted that 38 out of 53 (71.7%) studies
use the structural equation model (SEM), mainly through covariance-based SEM (CB-SEM) (33 out of
38, 86.8%), and 5 out of the 38 (13.2%) studies conducted use partial least squares SEM (PLS-SEM).
Modeling is usually accompanied by exploratory and/or confirmatory factor analysis and principal
component analysis. The remaining 28.3%, which do not use SEM, used other statistical methods
including Multiple Regression Analysis (17%) and, less frequently, techniques such as exploratory
and/or confirmatory factor analysis, principal component analysis, ANCOVA, and ANOVA.

Having summarized the most general and methodological aspects of the studies reviewed,
the authors then conducted a full review of the items used to shape the concept of support in 53 of the
studies compiled. Each study was assigned to the most appropriate support dimension column(s)
(attitudinal, intentional, or behavioral) (see Table 1) in accordance with the scheme of Figure 1. It is
important to point out that some articles are listed in several support dimension columns; this is
because the items used to shape the support construct are related to several of the dimensions defined
and not to a unique dimension as would be desirable.

Table 1. Items most commonly used in each of the support dimensions.

Support Dimensions Items

Attitudinal

I support . . .
Opinions regarding what represents or can represent tourism

Opinions regarding the role that public authorities play in
tourism

I believe . . .
I am proud . . .

Intentional

I would support . . .
I will . . .

I need to . . . .
I want to . . . .

Behavioral

I participate . . .
I cooperate . . .

I visited . . .
I want to continue . . .
I was a volunteer . . .

Source: elaborated by authors.



Sustainability 2020, 12, 7795 9 of 27

With respect to the term used for the support construct, “support for tourism development” has
been used most frequently with 17 constructs out of the 57 analyzed (29.8%) (some articles produce
2 support constructs), followed by “support for tourism” with 13 (22.8%), “support for mega-events”
with 10 (17.5%), and the support for certain types of tourism, such as Airbnb, short-term vacation
rentals, World Heritage Sites, Red tourism in China, peer-to-peer accommodation, alternative tourism,
and mass tourism. Consequently, from the outset it has been possible to see how the concept of support
is used to address residents’ support in a wide variety of situations associated with tourism in their
localities, including tourism development in general, support for certain events, types of tourism,
and tourism policy.

Furthermore, the last three columns of Table A1 (see Appendix A) indicate the type of support
given by the resident for these developments. These types of supports are divided into the three
dimensions of the support concept: attitudinal, intentional, and behavioral. Figure 4 offers a summary
of the findings.
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Figure 4. Summary of the type of residents´ support dimensions in research by years. Source: elaborated
by the authors. AS: Attitudinal Support; AIS: Attitudinal and Intentional Support; IS: Intentional
Support; ABS: Attitudinal and Behavioral Support; BS: Behavioral Support; IBS: Intentional and
Behavioral Support; AIBS: Attitudinal, Intentional, and Behavioral Support. Source: elaborated by
the authors.

An initial observation reveals a constant feature in resident studies, namely the use of the variable
of support as a synonym of the “attitude of the resident towards tourism” (“attitudinal support” in
the proposed terminology). Specifically, 86.8% of the articles analyzed exclusively link the concept of
support to the attitudinal dimension, while 7.5% measure it with items that exclusively refer to the
intentional dimension, and none of them measure behavior. In spite of the comprehensive nature
of the concept of support, this demonstrates that the majority of the articles are centered around the
analysis of a single dimension of the concept (94.3%), essentially focusing on the attitudes (86.8%) as
opposed to intentions (5.7%), and that the area of behavior in not addressed in any case.

The sparse use of the term “support” exclusively associated with intention does not present a
clear trend over time. On the contrary, it is homogeneously spread throughout the period under study,
which shows that at no point does the concept leave the field of attitude to move on to that of intentions,
and much less that of behavior, which is not addressed in any case.

The construct of support seeks to cover two or more of its potential dimensions simultaneously in
only three articles (5.7%). In addition, the following comments are made on each of them:
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Lee (2013) [74] defined the latent variable “support for sustainable tourism development” on the
basis of an item related to the attitudinal aspect (“I support the development of community-based
sustainable tourism initiatives”) and another four items that reflect clear behavioral components related
to participation and cooperation (“I participate in sustainable tourism-related plans and development”,
“I participate in cultural exchanges between local residents and visitors”, “I cooperate with tourism
planning and development initiatives”, and “I participate in the promotion of environmental education
and conservation”).

Two years later, Zhou et al. (2015) [75] addressed the construct of “support for tourism”, combining
intentional (“I am willing to support tourism development”) and behavioral (“I want to continue to
participate in tourism or will to participate in the future”) aspects.

Finally, Ritchie et al. (2020) [76] recently addressed the construct of “future event support” using
items that cover the three dimensions of support, i.e., the attitudinal dimension (“residents were asked
to indicate their overall support for hosting the 2012 Olympic events and associated development”),
the intentional dimension (“please indicate the probability that you would support the hosting of
future events”), and the behavioral dimension (“Did you visit any of the following events/places
in Weymouth and Portland during the Games?”, “Did you volunteer as a Weymouth and Portland
ambassador or a Games maker during London 2012?”).

If we look at the years in which these studies were published, it can be concluded that the use of
items that combine different dimensions of the concept of support is a phenomenon that is confined to
the second half of the analyzed period and that may be partially due to two aspects: (a) the greatest
number of research endeavors pertaining to resident support identified in this second half (accounting
for 68.5% of the analyzed articles); and (b) the recent addition to the field of resident studies of
theoretical frameworks that complement the traditional SET and attempt to go beyond the knowledge
of resident attitudes to explore their intentions and behaviors with respect to tourism development
(the introduction of TRA from the psychological field into the domains of tourism research is a clear
example of this).

Tables A2–A4 (see Appendix B) classify the articles pursuant to the support dimensions set out in
the conceptual model and list the set of items used to measure the support variable. The analysis of
these tables produces results in terms of the terminology used to measure each of the three support
dimensions, and they serve as a reference for researchers in the selection of items to configure
the variable.

As shown in Table 1, the most commonly used word among the 51 constructs analyzed containing
items related to attitudes is “support”. This word appears in 35 out of the 51 constructs (68.7%).
This is another indication of the confusion surrounding the terminology related to this object of study.
This word is followed by statements made by residents about what, in their opinion, tourism can entail
for their locality—be it opinions, beliefs, desires, etc. In fact, these expressions appear in 19 of these
51 constructs (37.3%). Other expressions that constitute items related to attitude make reference to
statements about the role of the government in the tourism development in the locality, appearing in
14 out of the 51 constructs (27.5%). Finally, a large part of the items are constructed with expressions
that contain the following verbs: “I believe . . . ” (21.6%), “I am proud . . . ” (11.9%), “I am happy . . . ”
(7.9%), “I am glad . . . ” (7.9%), “I’d like . . . ” (5.9%), “I am in favor . . . ” (3.9%), “I hope . . . ” (3.9%),
“I am excited about . . . ” (2%), “My attitude about . . . ” (2%), “I perceive . . . ” (2%).

Furthermore, the expressions that appear most frequently, in 50% of the constructs, in the
6 constructs containing items related to the intentional dimension of support are as follows: “I would
support . . . ” and “I will . . . ,” with the latter appearing in the following verbal forms: “I would be
willing,” “I will join,” and “I am willing.” Finally, the following appear among the different items:
“I need to . . . ,” “I want to . . . ,” and “I should...,” with each one of these contributing to the formation
of a construct (16.67%).

Ultimately, the following stands out among the items that contribute towards measuring the
dimension of support related to behaviors: “I participate . . . .,” “I cooperate . . . .,” “I visited . . . ,”
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“I want to continue . . . ,” and “I was a volunteer.” All of these appear in just one of the three constructs
identified in this support dimension, as few studies address the analysis of this dimension.

In summary, in light of the many items used in the evaluation of the three conceptual dimensions
of support, the following expressions are most commonly used.

5. Conclusions

Over the last fifteen years, there has been an increase in the number of studies on the concept of
“residents’ support” published in the three tourism journals with the greatest impact in the Journal
Citation Index (JCR 2018) [62] due to the increasing importance of the role that residents play in
implementing tourism development processes.

This growing number of studies on residents’ support requires a homogeneous methodology in
order to draw comparisons between them, something touched upon by Boley and Strzelecka (2016) [7],
in view of the lack of standardization of the scales used to measure the attitudes of residents towards
tourism development in their localities. The problem is compounded further when the attitudinal
dimension of support ceases to be unique and reaches the field of intentions and behaviors, including
a variety of items in the composition of the same latent variable.

Both aspects are clearly reflected in the results of this study, which reveal the indisputable
prominence of the attitudinal facet in providing semantic content to the concept of support, perhaps
conditioned by the clear hegemony that SET has had and continues to have within the theoretical
framework of resident studies. In fact, for many years the final objective of the majority of studies on
residents has been to identify and explain the attitudes of residents towards tourism in their locality,
analyzing the variables that influence them.

However, in recent years new theoretical frameworks have emerged which have sought to
complement SET and move beyond perceptions and attitudes of residents to focus on their intentions
and behaviors. This phenomenon has coincided with a paradigm shift in that the resident is no
longer analyzed as a passive subject that endures or benefits from tourism development in his/her
locality and has become an active agent that can favor or hinder the future of tourism in a region with
his/her actions.

Accompanying this paradigm shift, new theories have escaped the strict psychological domain
where they emerged to branch into new and complex phenomena, including tourism. One of
the fundamental theories that has facilitated progress in resident studies in recent years is the TRA.
The advantage of this theory is that it considers the attitudinal, intentional, and behavioral dimensions to
be distinct and interrelated latent variables, which provides an innovative framework for future support
studies to focus on their study without the need to incorporate items from each of these dimensions in
the composition of each unique construct, as done previously by some of the articles analyzed.

The use of standardized terminology in accordance with the conceptual model presented in
Figure 2 (irrespective of the dimensions of the support concept to be analyzed) would very much favor
the comparison of studies. It would also be advisable to conduct studies that simultaneously include
all the conceptual dimensions defined in Figure 1, albeit in separate constructs. From a theoretical
and qualitative perspective, this study seeks to initiate a process of debate and reflection on the
characterization and conceptualization of the items that should be used to develop the construct of
“residents’ support” in its different attitudinal, intentional, and behavioral dimensions.

A series of expressions are recommended for the wording of the items of the construct. In the
case of attitudinal support (AS), these construct items could use verbs such as “I believe,” “I think,”
or “I would like.” For intentional support (IS), these could be “I will,” “I need,” or “I am going to.”
And for behavioral support (BS) these could be “I participate,” “I cooperate,” and “I visited.”

As regards the implications of this study for scholars, there are two points to be made: (a) There
is a need to advance in the analysis of residents’ support for tourism development and attempt
to standardize the terminology used in the research. To do this, it is necessary to consistently
clarify the dimension or dimensions of the support to be addressed and to be very clear about the
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items to be used to create the constructs of each of these dimensions, and (b) There is a need to
advance in the analysis of residents’ intentions and, above all, behavior, and to delve deeper into the
attitude–intention–behavior sequence.

On the other hand, the analysis of the concept of residents’ support, broken down into its
different dimensions, will help entrepreneurs and public authorities in the destination to determine
more thoroughly the role that the different groups and segments of the local population can play
in promoting sustainable tourism development processes. To this effect, some studies have shown
that attitudes are weakly associated with behavior [38] (Krosnick and Richard, 1995) and behavior is
influenced by more variables than just attitudes [39] (Azjen and Fishbein, 1980).

This study does, however, have several limitations. The first of these arises from the extended
literature review, centered on articles published in the three most prestigious journals in the tourism
field over a time period of fifteen years (2004 to first quarter of 2020).

In spite of these limitations, this study can be regarded as a reasonable starting point, from a
conceptual and terminological perspective, to delve into other relevant issues, such as the validity of
the items used to shape the support construct, as carried out in [7] Boley and Strzelecka (2016).

As future lines of research, it would be advisable to standardize the assessment scales used to
quantify the different items that constitute each of the constructs. This would enable us to compare the
findings of studies, in addition to their conclusions.

Furthermore, the preparation of empirical studies to create and test items and measurement scales
for each of the dimensions of the support concept, the analysis of the actual interrelations that can arise
between the different dimensions, and the classification of residents according to the different support
dimensions are all areas of research to be pursued as a result of this study.

The literature and analysis are now focused almost exclusively on resident support in tourism.
There are however other fields (e.g., urban development) where resident support is also analyzed.
It would be worth investigating whether or not these fields suffer from the same ambiguity regarding
the usage of the term, or if there is more consistency there. It also would be of interest to find out if
there is a relationship between the context of the study and the way the concept of residents’ support is
defined/applied.

In applying the Theory of Reasoned Action to build the theoretical framework, this article focuses
very much on the sequence attitude–intention–behavior. Although there is a logic in applying this
simplified version of the TRA theory, given the arguments that studies should be directed at closing
the attitude–behavior gap, it does raise the question if a different theoretical base (focused less on
the step towards behavior and, e.g., more on the way attitudes are formed) would have lead to a
different subdivision of the dimensions of residents’ support. Given the large number of revised papers
focused on the attitudinal support dimension, added value can perhaps be achieved by introducing a
further differentiation of the concept of attitude by including the concepts of “Evaluation of Behavioral
Outcomes” and “Behavioral Beliefs” (specified in TRA).

Author Contributions: Conceptualization and methodology, M.Á.P.-M., N.P.-B. and D.F.-R.; validation, M.Á.P.-M.
and N.P.-B.; investigation, resources, data curation and writing—original draft preparation, M.Á.P.-M., N.P.-B.
and D.F.-R.; writing—review and editing, M.Á.P.-M.; visualization, M.Á.P.-M., N.P.-B. and D.F.-R.; supervision,
M.Á.P.-M. and N.P.-B. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.



Sustainability 2020, 12, 7795 13 of 27

Appendix A

Table A1. “resident´s support” research review. Source: Authors.

Year Author/s Theory Methodology Sitting of Study Name of “Support” Construct
Items Related to . . .

Attitude Intention Behavior

2004 Gursoy and Rutherford [16] SET CB-SEM
Selected counties of

Washington and Idaho
(USA)

Community support for tourism
development

X

2004 McGehee and Andereck [77] SET MRA Arizona (USA)
Support for additional tourism
Support for tourism planning

X

2006 Gursoy and Kendall [31] SET CB-SEM
Salt Lake City, Utah,

(USA)
Support for mega events X

2006 Lee & Back [78] SET, SCCT CB-SEM South Korea Support X

2007
Dyer, Gursoy, Sharma,

and Carter [33]
SET, TRA

EFA, CB-SEM,
CFA

Queensland (Australia) Support for tourism X

2008
Kang, Lee, Yoon,

and Long [79]
SET

EFA, CB-SEM,
CFA

Colorado (USA)
Support for community

development
X

2008 Wang and Pfister [80] SET LSRA North Carolina (USA) Support for tourism development X

2009
Draper, Woosnam,
and Norman [81]

TUH ANCOVA
Beaufort and Oconee

counties, South
Carolina (USA)

Government support X

2009 Nicholas, Thapa, and Ko [82] ST CB-SEM
Santa Lucia Island

(Caribbean).

Support for sustainable tourism
development

Support for PMA as World
Heritage Site

X

2010 Gursoy, Chi, and Dyer [15] SET CB-SEM
Sunshine Coast

(Australia)

Community support or opposition
for conventional mass tourism

development; Community support
or opposition for alternative

tourism development

X

2010
Lee, Kang, Long, and

Reisinger [83]
SET PCA, MRA

Gamgwon (Korea) and
Colorado (USA)

Support X

2011
Nunkoo and

Ramkissoon [20]
SET CB-SEM Grand-Baie, (Mauritius) Support for tourism development X

2012
Chien, Ritchie, Shipway,

and Henderson [84]
SET, FHT, SDT MRA London (UK)

Residents’ intention to support the
event

X

2012 Látková and Vogt [85] SET, DLC MRA
Rural areas in a

Midwest state (USA)
Support for future tourism

development
X

2012 Nunkoo and Gursoy [18] SET, PIT CB-SEM Mauritius Support for tourism X
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Table A1. Cont.

Year Author/s Theory Methodology Sitting of Study Name of “Support” Construct
Items Related to . . .

Attitude Intention Behavior

2012
Nunkoo and

Ramkissoon [86]
SET CB-SEM Mauritius Political support for tourism X

2012 Woosnam [87] ES, SET CB-SEM
Galveston County,

Texas (USA)
Support for tourism development X

2013 Kaplanidou et al. [88] SET MAC, PAM

Rustenburg,
Johannesburg, Pretoria,

Nelspruit, and
Polokwane (South

Africa)

Event support for the 2010 FIFA
World Cup (Pre- and Post-Event)

X

2013 Lee [74] CA, SET CFA, CB-SEM Cigu wetland (Taiwan)
Support for sustainable tourism

development
X X

2013 Nunkoo and Smith [21] SET CFA, CB-SEM
Niagara Region

(Ontario, Canadá)
Political support for tourism X

2013
Prayag, Hosany, Nunkoo,

and Alders [9]
SET, TRA PLS-SEM London (UK) Support for the games X

2014
Boley, McGehee, Perdue,

and Long [89]
WT; SET CB-SEM, CFA

Floyd, Botetourt, and
Franklin County,
Virginia (USA)

Support for Tourism X

2014
Stylidis, Biran, Sit,

and Szivas [90]
SET EFA, CB-SEM Kavala (Greece) Support for tourism development X

2014 Stylidis and Terzidou [91] SET CB-SEM Kavala (Grecia) Support for tourism X

2015
Jaafar, Noor, and

Rasoolimanesh [92]
ST, SET PLS-SEM Lennggong (Malaysia)

Involvement in promoting and
supporting world heritage sites

X

2015 Sinclair-Maragh, Gursoy [93] IT MRA Jamaica Tourism support X

2015 Wang and Chen [94] SET, PIT CB-SEM Indianapolis (USA)
Attitudes toward support for

tourism
X

2015 Wang and Xu [95] SET, PIT CB-SEM, CFA Zhuhai (China)
Attitudes towards support for

tourism
X

2015 Woo, Kim, and Uysal [96] SET CB-SEM
Virginia, Hawaii, Las

Vegas,
Orlando. (USA)

Support for further tourism
development

X

2015
Zhou, Zhang, Zhang,

and Ma [75]
SET, AP CB-SEM, CFA

Jiuzhai Valley, in
Northern

Sichuan (China)
Support for tourism X X

2016 Liang and Hui [97] QL EFA, MRA, C Shenzhen (China)
Support for future tourism

development
X
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Table A1. Cont.

Year Author/s Theory Methodology Sitting of Study Name of “Support” Construct
Items Related to . . .

Attitude Intention Behavior

2016 Nunkoo and So [98] SET CB-SEM
The Niagara Region

(Canada)
Support for tourism X

2017 Al-Emadi et al. [99] SET MRA Qatar Support for the 2022 World Cup X
2017 Chi, Cai, and Li [100] SET, SWB CFA, CB-SEM Lijang (China) Support for tourism X

2017
Gursoy, Yolal, Ribeiro, and

Panosso Netto [101]
SET CB-SEM

12 host cities of the 2014
FIFA World Cup

(Brazil)
Support for mega-events X

2017
Moghavvemi, Woosnam,

Paranamathan, Musa, and
Hamzah [102]

SET, TRA CB-SEM Malaysia Support X

2017 Olya and Gavilyan [103] CT QCA Hawraman (Iran) Support for tourism development X

2017
Ouyang, Gursoy,
and Sharma [104]

SET, CAT MRA
12 host

cities for the 2014 FIFA
World Cup in Brazil

Support for hosting a mega-event X

2017
Rasoolimanesh, Ringle,

Jaafar, and Ramayah [105]
SET PLS-SEM

George Town and
Lenggong (Malaysia)

Support for tourism development X

2017 Zuo, Gursoy, and Wall [106] FSR CB-SEM China Support for red tourism in China X

2018
Boley, Strzelecka, and Watson

[14]
RE, WT CB-SEM Rural areas (Poland) Support for tourism X

2018 Chi, Ouyang, and Xu [107] SET CB-SEM Brazil Support for the mega-event X

2018 Lee, Kim, and Kim [108] ST, SET SOFA, CB-SEM
Taebaek City (USA) and

Jeongsum County
(South Korea)

Support X

2018
Woosnam, Draper, Jiang,

Aleshinloye, and Erul [109]
SP

ANCOVA,
ANOVA, CFA

Galventon, Houston
(Texas)

Support for tourism development X

2019
Garau-Vadell,

Gutiérrez-Taño, and
Díaz-Armas [110]

SET PLS-SEM
Tenerife-Canary Islands

(Spain)
Support for peer-to-peer

accommodation
X

2019
Kock, Josiassen, Assaf,

Karpen, and Farrelly [111]
AT CB-SEM

US respondents
recruited from the

Mechanical Turk online
panel

Residents’ support for tourism
development

Perceived support of fellow
tourists

X
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Table A1. Cont.

Year Author/s Theory Methodology Sitting of Study Name of “Support” Construct
Items Related to . . .

Attitude Intention Behavior

2019
Ouyang, Gursoy,
and Chen [112]

QL MET Hong Kong (China) Support towards events X

2019
Papastathopoulos, Ahmad,

Al Sabri, and Kaminakis [113]
SET B-SEM

Abu Dhabi and Dubai
(UAE)

Support for tourism development X

2020
Gannon, Rasoolimanesh, and

Taheri [114]
SET, WT PLS-SEM

Kashan and Tabriz
(Irán)

Support for tourism development X

2020
Kanwal, Rasheed, Pitafi,

Pitafi, & Ren [115]
SET CFA, CB-SEM

Gilgit Baltistan and
KPK

(Pakistan).
Community support for tourism X

2020
Ritchie, Chien,

and Shipway [76]
SET

MANCOVA,
MRA

Borough of Weymouth
and Portland (England)

Future event support X X X

2020
Suess, Woosnam,

and Erula [1]
ES, PMT CFA, CB-SEM

A large panel of
nonhosting

residents who
confirmed

Support for Airbnb X

2020
Yeager, Boley,

Woosnam and Green [116]
SET, WT CFA, CB-SEM

Savannah,
Georgia (United States)

Support for short-term vacation
rentals (STVRs)

X

THEORY: AA: Attitudinal ambivalence; AT: Attitude Theory; BS: Bottom-up Spillover Theory; B-SEM: Bayesian SEM; CA: Community Attachment; CAT: Cognitive Appraisal Theory;
CT: Complexity theory; ES: Emotional Solidarity; ET: Experience-based Theory; DLC: Destination Life Cycle; FHT: Fairness Heuristic Theory; FSR: Theory of Formal and Substantive
Rationality; IT: Institutional Theory; MET: Means-End Theory; NBT: Negativity Bias Theory; PMT: Protection Motivation Theory; PIT: Place Identity Theory; QL: Quality of Life; RE:
Resident Empowerment; RETS: Resident Empowerment through Tourism Scale; SCCT: Social Carrying Capacity Theory; SDT: Social Dilemma Theory; SET: Social Exchange Theory; SP:
Self Perception Theory; ST: Stakeholder Theory; SWB: Subjective Well-being; TRA: Theory of Reasoned Action; TUH: Tourism Use History; WT: Weber’s Theory of Substantive and
Formal rationality; CS: Community Support; AP: Authenticity Perception. METHODOLOGY: ANCOVA: Analysis of the Covariance; ANOVA: Variance Analysis; C: Cluster; CB-SEM:
Covariance-Based Structural Equation Model; CFA: Confirmatory Factor Analysis; EFA: Exploratory Factor Analysis; LSRA: Least Squares Regression Analysis; MAC: Multivariate
Analysis of Covariance; MANCOVA: Multivariate Analysis of Covariance; MRA: Multiple Regression Analysis; PAM: Path Analysis Model; PC: Pearson Correlations; PCA: Principal
component analyses; PLS-SEM: Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Model; QCA: Qualitative Comparative Analysis; SOFA: Second Order Factor Analyses.
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Appendix B

Table A2. Items used to measure Residents´ Support from an attitudinal dimension: Source: Authors.

Author/s Year Name of “Support” Variable Attitudinal Items Used to Measure the Construct Support

Gursoy and Rutherford 2004
Community Support for
Tourism Development

“How much you would oppose/support Nature based tourism development”; “How much you would
oppose/support Cultural or historic based attractions”; “How much you would oppose/support Nature

programs (such as guided nature walks)”

McGehee and Andereck 2004
Support for Additional Tourism
Support for Tourism Planning

Support for additional tourism (“Tourism can be one of the most important industries for a community”;
“Additional tourism would help this community grow in the right direction”; “The tourism industry will

continue to (or could) play a major economic role in this community”; “I am happy and proud to see tourists
coming to see what my community has to offer”; “I support tourism having a vital role in this community”;
“Tourism holds great promise for my community’s future”; “The tourism organization of my community’s
government should do more to promote tourism”; “I favour building new tourism facilities which will attract

more tourists”
Support for tourism planning (“My community should plan and manage the growth of tourism”)

Gursoy and Kendall 2006 Support for Mega Events

“How much you would oppose or favor development of tourism services (for example; hotels;
restaurants)”,”How much you would oppose

or favor development of information services for visitors (such as maps and guidebooks “, “How much you
would oppose

or favor promotion of the area as a mega event destination (such as television advertising or brochures . . . )”

Lee and Back 2006 Support
“I believe the future of our city is bright due to the casino industry’; “I am proud that I live in this city”; “the

casino industry makes this city a better place to live”; “I support development of the casino’; “the
development of casino is the right choice for this city.”

Dyer, Gursoy, Sharma,
and Carter

2007 Support for tourism —

Wang and Pfister 2008
Support for tourism

development

“I believe that tourism should be actively encouraged in my community”; “I support tourism and would like
to see it become an important part of my community”; “I am against new tourism facilities that will attract

more tourists to my community”; “I believe tourism should be actively encouraged in the State of North
Carolina”; “The city government was correct in supporting the promotion of tourism”; “Generally; the
positive benefits of tourism outweigh the negative impacts”; “My community should become more of a

tourist destination”; “Long-term planning by city officials can control the negative impacts of tourism on the
environment”; “Tourism has reduced the quality of outdoor recreation opportunities in my community”; “It is
important to develop plans to manage the growth of tourism”; “The tourism sector will continue to play a

major role in the economy of the community”; “One of the most important benefits of tourism is how it can
improve the local standard of living.”

Draper, Woosnam, and
Norman

2009 Government support
“County government should support local businesses serving tourists”; “County government should support

private business development in tourism.”



Sustainability 2020, 12, 7795 18 of 27

Table A2. Cont.

Author/s Year Name of “Support” Variable Attitudinal Items Used to Measure the Construct Support

Nicholas, Thapa, and Ko 2009

Support for Sustainable
Tourism Development

Support for PMA as World
Heritage Site

“How much you would oppose/support development of community based tourism initiatives”; “How much
you would oppose/support local participation in tourism planning and development”; “How much you

would oppose/support cultural exchanges between local residents and visitors “; “How much you would
oppose/support cooperation and unity in tourism planning and development”; “How much you would

oppose/support regulatory environmental standards to reduce the negative impacts of tourism”; “How much
you would oppose/support promotion of environmental education and conservation”

“How much you would oppose/support the designation of the PMA as a UNESCO World Heritage Site”;
“How much you would oppose/support regulations and guidelines to maintain PMA as a UNESCO World

Heritage Site”; “How much you would oppose/support the promotion of the PMA as a UNESCO World
Heritage Site”

Gursoy, Chi, and Dyer 2010

Community support or
opposition for conventional
mass tourism development

Community support or
opposition for alternative

tourism development

“Attractions designed for large numbers of tourists such as theme parks and large resort complexes”; “Mass
tourism development (e.g.,; hotels and attractions for large numbers of tourists)”

“Nature-based tourism development (e.g.,; cabins in the forest; cross-country ski trails)”; “Cultural or
history-based attractions (e.g.,; visitor centers or museums)”; “Cultural and folk events (such as concerts; art

and crafts; dance; festivals)”; “Outdoor recreation programs (e.g.,; -organized hikes; bike rides; and
competitive events)”

Lee, Kang, Long, and
Reisinger

2010 Support
“The casino development makes this community a better place to live”; “I am proud of living in a casino

town”; “ The casino development is the right choice for my community”; “The future of my community looks
bright due to the casino development”; “I have supported the casino development in my community”

Nunkoo and Ramkissoon 2011
Support for tourism

development

“Tourism can be one of the most important industries for my community”; “More tourism would help my
community grow in the right direction”; “Tourism industry will continue to play an important economic role

in your community”; “I am happy and proud that there are tourists coming to see what
my community has to offer”

Látková and Vogt 2012
Support for future tourism

development

“Tourism can be one of the most important economic development options for an area”; “The county should
try to attract more tourists”; “Additional tourism would help the county grow in the right direction”; “I

support tourism having a vital role in this county”

Nunkoo and Gursoy 2012 Support for tourism
Level of support/opposition for different types of tourism development: “Small businesses”; “Cultural and
historic based attractions”; “All-inclusive forms of tourism development”; “Expansion in tourist arrivals to 2

million tourists”; “Integrated resort projects”

Nunkoo and Ramkissoon 2012 Political support for tourism

“Tourism can be one of the most important industries for my community”; “More tourism would help the
economy to grow in the right direction”; “Tourism industry will continue to play an important economic role

in your community”; “I am happy and proud that there are tourists coming to see what
my community has to offer”

Woosnam 2012
Support for tourism

development

“I support tourism and want to see it remain important to Galveston Co”; “I believe tourism should be
actively encouraged in Galveston Co.”; “Galveston Co. should support the promotion of tourism”; “I support
new tourism facilities that will attract new visitors to Galveston Co”; “Galveston Co. should remain a tourist
destination”; “In general; the positive benefits of tourism outweigh negative impacts”; “The tourism sector

will continue to play a major role in the Galveston Co. economy”; “Long-term planning by Galveston Co. can
control negative environmental impacts”; “It is important to develop plans to manage the growth of tourism”
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Table A2. Cont.

Author/s Year Name of “Support” Variable Attitudinal Items Used to Measure the Construct Support

Kaplanidou et al. 2013
Event support for the 2010 FIFA

World Cup (Pre- and
Post-Event)

“Overall I support(ed) the hosting of the World Cup in South Africa”

Lee 2013
Support for sustainable tourism

development
“I support the development of community-based sustainable tourism initiatives”

Nunkoo and Smith 2013 Political support for tourism
““How much you would oppose/support convention and meeting facilities”; ““How much you would
oppose/support Hotel development”; ““How much you would oppose/support Casino development”

Prayag, Hosany, Nunkoo,
and Alders

2013 Support for the Games “I support de 2012 Olympic Games as a resident”; “London should bid for other major sporting events”

Boley, McGehee, Perdue &
Long

2014 Support for Tourism

“In general; the positive benefits of tourism outweigh negative impacts in Floyd County”; “I believe tourism
should be actively encouraged in Floyd County”; “I support tourism and want to see it remain important to

Floyd County”; “Floyd County should remain a tourist destination”; “Floyd County should support the
promotion of tourism”

Stylidis, Biran, Sit, and
Szivas

2014
Support for tourism

development
“Public finance for tourism promotion”; “Further tourism development”; “Increase in the number of tourists”

Stylidis and Terzidou 2014 Support for tourism
“Residents’ general support for further tourism development”; “Residents’ support for public funding of

tourism development”; “Residents’ support for increasing the number of tourists to the city”
Sinclair-Maragh, Gursoy 2015 Tourism Support “I support tourism development’

Wang and Chen 2015
Attitudes toward support for

tourism

Level of support (support/oppose) with “Small businesses”; “Cultural and historic based attractions”;
“All-inclusive forms of tourism development”; “Expansion in tourist arrivals to 2 million tourists”;

“Integrated resort projects”

Wang and Xu 2015
Attitudes towards support for

tourism

“I’d like Zhuhai to attract more tourists”; “I’d like Zhuhai to add more culture-based attractions”; “Zhuhai
should invest more in developing tourism”;

“Local taxes should be used to Support Zhuhai’s tourism development”; “The city should think of all types of
tourism development”

Woo, Kim, and Uysal 2015 Support for further TD
“Do you perceive the overall impact of tourism development in your community positively?”; “Would you

support tourism development in your
Community”; “Further tourism development would positively affect my community’s quality of life”

Liang and Hui 2016
Support for future tourism

development
“Tourism is important for community”; “Encourage tourism development in community”; “Hope to attract

more visitors to community”

Nunkoo and So 2016 Support for tourism

“Tourism is one of the most important industries for my community”; “Tourism helps my community grow in
the right direction”; “I am proud that tourists are coming to my community”; “Tourism continues to play an

important economic role in my community”; “I support the development of tourism as it is vital to my
community”; “My community should attract more tourists”

Al-Emadi et al. 2017 Support for the 2022 World Cup “I support the FIFA decision to host the World Cup in Qatar”

Chi, Cai, and Li 2017 Support for tourism
“Lijiang should promote more cultural exchanges between local residents and tourists”; “I would like Lijiang
to attract more tourists”; “Lijiang should invest more in developing tourism”; “Local taxes should be used to

Support Lijiang’s tourism development”; “The city should think of all types of tourism development”
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Table A2. Cont.

Author/s Year Name of “Support” Variable Attitudinal Items Used to Measure the Construct Support

Gursoy, Yolal, Ribeiro,
and Panosso Netto

2017 Support for Mega-Events
“I am glad that we are hosting the World Cup”; “I support Brazil hosting the World Cup”; “The idea of

hosting the World Cup gives me national pride”

Moghavvemi, Woosnam,
Paranamathan, Musa &

Hamzah
2017 Support

“Tourism can be one of the most important industries for a community “; “I Support the development of
community-based sustainable tourism initiatives”; “I support new tourism facilities that will attract new

tourists to my area/community”; “Additional tourism would help this community grow in the right
direction”; “I am happy and proud to see tourists are interested with what my community has to offer”; “I

believe tourism should be actively encouraged in my area/community”.

Olya and Gavilyan 2017
Support for Tourism

Development

“Tourism development is one of the most important Hawraman industries for my community”; “Tourism
helps my community grow in the right direction”; “I am glad that tourists are coming to my community”;

“Tourism continues to play an important economic role in my community”; “My community should attract
more tourists”; “Further tourism development would positively affect my community’s quality of life”; “I

support the development of tourism; as it is vital to my community”
Ouyang, Gursoy, and

Sharma
2017

Support for hosting a
mega-event

“I am glad that we are hosting the World Cup”; “I support Brazil hosting the World Cup”; “The idea of
hosting the World Cup gives me national pride”

Rasoolimanesh, Ringle,
Jaafar, and Ramayah

2017
Support for tourism

development

“I believe that tourism should be actively encouraged in my community”; “I Support tourism and would like
to see it becomes an important part of my community”; “The local authorities and state government should
Support the promotion of tourism”; “Long-term planning by city officials can control the negative impacts of

tourism on the environment”

Zuo, Gursoy, and Wall 2017
Support for red tourism in

China
“Most important industry for JGS”; “Hope for more tourists”; “Support “red tourism” even if can’t make

money”; “Support the promotion of “red tourism”

Boley, Strzelecka, and
Watson

2018 Support for Tourism
“Tourism should be actively stimulated in our municipality”; “I support tourism and I want it to remain an
important element of municipality development”; “The municipality of Choczewo should remain a tourist

destination”; “The municipality should support promotion of tourism in Choczewo”

Chi, Ouyang, and Xu 2018 Support for the mega-event
“I am glad that we are hosting the World Cup”; “I support Brazil hosting the World Cup”; “The idea of

hosting the World Cup gives me national pride”

Lee, Kim, and Kim 2018 Support

“This gaming company’s casino development is the right choice for this community”; “The future of this
community looks bright due to this gaming company’s casino development”; “I support this gaming
company’s casino development”; “This gaming company’s casino development is desirable for this

community”

Woosnam, Draper, Jiang,
Aleshinloye, and Erul

2018
Support for tourism

development

“I support tourism and want to see it remain important too”; “I believe tourism should be actively
encouraged in Galveston”; “Galveston Co. should support the promotion of tourism”; “I support new

tourism facilities that will attract new visitors to Galveston”; “Galveston C. should remain a tourist
destination”; “In general; the positive benefits of tourism outweigh negative impacts”; “The tourism sector

will continue to play a major role in the Galveston Co. economy”; “Long-term planning by Galveston Co. can
control negative environmental impacts”; “It is important to develop plans to manage the growth of tourism”

Garau-Vadell,
Gutiérrez-Taño, and

Díaz-Armas
2019

Support for peer-to-peer
accommodation

“This form of accommodation is generally very positive for the island”; “This form of accommodation should
be more widely promoted”; “I am in favour of this form of accommodation”; “I like the fact that this type of

activity can be carried out”
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Author/s Year Name of “Support” Variable Attitudinal Items Used to Measure the Construct Support

Kock, Josiassen, Assaf,
Karpen, and Farrelly

2019

Residents’ support for tourism
development

Perceived support of fellow
tourists

“I support tourism development in our country”; “I am supportive of increasing tourism in our country”;
“The money invested to attract more tourists to our country is a good investment”

“ Enough Americans support the domestic tourism industry”

Ouyang, Gursoy, and
Chen

2019 Support towards events
“I am excited about Standard Chartered Marathon (SCMHK) 2018”; “I am glad about SCMHK 2018”; “I think

it is a wonderful idea to host SCMHK 2018”
Papastathopoulos,

Ahmad, Al Sabri, and
Kaminakis

2019
Support for tourism

development

“I think that the UAE should remain a tourist destination”; “The UAE should support the promotion of
tourism in the country”; “I believe tourism should be encouraged as a strategy for economic diversification for

the UAE”; “I believe that the overall impact of tourism in the UAE is positive”.

Gannon, Rasoolimanesh,
and Taheri

2020
Support for tourism

development

“The residents should participate in tourism development conservation programs of heritage sites”; “I believe
that tourism should be actively encouraged in my community”; “I support tourism and would like to see it
become an important part of my community”; “The local authorities and state government should support
the promotion of tourism”; “It is important to develop plans to manage the conservation of historical sites and

growth of tourism”.

Kanwal„ Rasheed, Pitafi,
Pitafi, and Ren

2020
Community Support for

Tourism

“CPEC should be developed”; “I believe that CPEC attracts more people to the area”; “I believe that CPEC
will play an important role for the economy of the area”; “I believe that Development of CPEC is vital to the

area”; “I believe that will help in establishing small business in the area such as travel agency, hotel,
restaurants, entertainment, etc.”.

Ritchie, Chien, and
Shipway

2020
Support the hosting of future

events
“My attitude towards the 2012 Games was Based”; “On your overall evaluations of the 2012 Games”

Suess, Woosnam & Erula. 2020 Support for Airbnb “Visitors to your neighborhood”; “Airbnb hosts in your neighborhood”
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Table A3. Items used to measure Residents’ Support from an intentional dimension. Source: Authors.

Author/s Year Name of “Support” Variable Intentional Items Used to Measure the Construct Support

Kang, Lee, Yoon, and Long 2008 Support for community development
“I would do my best to enhance the development of my community”; “I would be

actively involved in community issues and activities”; “I would be willing to
provide financial support for the development of my community”

Chien, Ritchie, Shipway, and
Henderson

2012 Residents’ intention to support the event
Three-item asking residents the extent to which they would support the event’s

development

Jaafar, Noor, and
Rasoolimanesh

2015
Involvement in promoting and
supporting world heritage sites

“I need to promote the archaeological sites as a villager in Lenggong”; “I want to
promote Lenggong by using posters; banner; leaflets; and so on”; “I will join those

activities which are relevant to the promotion of Lenggong”
Zhou, Zhang, Zhang, and Ma 2015 Support for tourism “I am willing to support tourism development”
Ritchie, Chien, and Shipway 2020 Support the hosting of future events “please indicate the probability that you would support the hosting of future events

Yeager, Boley,
Woosnam and Green

2020
Support for short-term vacation rentals

(STVRs)

“My neighborhood should actively encourage STVRs”; “My neighborhood should
support STVRs”; “My neighborhood should continue to allow STVRs”; “My

neighborhood should support the promotion of STVRs”

Table A4. Items used to measure Residents´ Support from a behavioral dimension. Source: Authors.

Author/s Year Name of “Support” Variable Behavioral Items Used to Measure the Construct Support

Lee 2013
Support for sustainable tourism

development

“I participate in sustainable tourism-related plans and development”; “I participate
in cultural exchanges between local residents and visitors”; “I cooperate with

tourism planning and development initiatives”; “I participate in the promotion of
environmental education and conservation”

Zhou, Zhang, Zhang, and Ma 2015 Support for tourism “I want to continue to participate in tourism or will participate in the future”

Ritchie, Chien, and Shipway 2020 Support the hosting of future events
“Did you visit any of the following events/places in Weymouth and Portland during
the Games?”; “Did you volunteer as a Weymouth and Portland ambassador or a

Games maker during London 2012?”
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