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Abstract

Islands, as an outstanding nature’s work of art, have traditionally been popular
tourist destinations. Considering their fragile environment and pressure that
tourism development poses upon their economy, environment, and people in
general, achieving sustainable tourism development is a major challenge they
face. Yet, little research focusing on understanding small islands’ residents’
attitudes towards tourism and its effects have been conducted in the literature so
far. This is especially the case with Croatian islands’ communities where tourism
has been developed almost spontanecously and as such is taken for granted. To
fill this gap, this study examines the residents’ attitudes towards tourism
development in the town of Stari Grad on the island of Hvar.

Keyword: island destinations, sustainable tourism development, community
attitudes, Stari Grad-Hvar.

1 Introduction

Most of the islands are small and uninhabited; many of them consist of several
small communities counting in average not more than several hundred to several
thousand inhabitants. Finally there are islands representing independent micro-
states of less than a million people (Mauritius, Malta, Bahamas etc.). However,
regardless of the islands’ size, their economies share following characteristics:
they are small scaled, isolated and weak, oriented traditionally to agriculture and
fishing with a very few ones making exemptions, e.g. having more diversified
economies. Hence, it is not surprising that most of the islands have embraced
tourism as a rare and unique development opportunity. Tourism is generally
more important in an economic sense to an island destination than is usually the
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case with mainland destinations because it is invariably a larger and a more
significant part of the island destination’s economy. However it is also more
pervasive in its impacts on the small island communities than is on larger
mainland resort destinations. Considering their fragile ecological and socio-
cultural environment and pressure that tourism development poses upon their
economy, environment, and people in general, achieving sustainable tourism
development is a major challenge they face.

The concept of sustainable development has attracted debate and analysis
from virtually all academic standpoints. In parallel with the evolution of
sustainable development discourse, concerns about the environmental and social
impacts of tourism have escalated in recent years. Many authors [7, 9, 25, 48]
have recommended a number of principles that ought to be followed for
sustainable tourism development. These include preservation of ecological
processes and the protection of biodiversity in the natural realm and, in human
terms, preservation of cultural integrity, holistic planning, balance, harmony,
efficiency, equity and participation. Obviously, sustainability refers to the
capacity for continuance of any destination and is, therefore, a function of
complex relationships between society and natural resources, of socioeconomic
and political structures and local-scale management decisions. Above all,
sustainability in development of a tourist destination depends on recognition and
utilization of local social and institutional capital [44].

Although locals appreciate tourism and most often recognize both its positive
and negative impacts, implementation of the principles of sustainability in the
process of tourism development in the small island communities is a special
challenge since each island community exhibits unique characteristics. Although
there has been quite an amount of literature dealing with the issues of local
communities’ attitudes towards tourism development, such researches in small
island communities seem to be lacking, especially in Croatia, whose island
portfolio is one of the richest in the world, with more than thousand of different
sized islands, 66 of which are inhabited. Therefore, by drawing from current
literature on small communities’ economies, tourism dependency, and theoretical
frameworks that have been applied to the study of host attitudes toward tourism,
this study proposes a model for analyzing community attitudes toward tourism in
small island communities with a special regard to the community of Stari Grad
on the Croatian island of Hvar. Specifically, this research sought to accomplish
these goals:

e Theoretically explore the concept of sustainable development and its
application on the small island economies;

e Empirically investigate residents’ attitudes towards costs and benefits
arising from tourism development in the town of Stari Grad on the island of
Hvar;

e Empirically examine the relationships between residents’ attitudes and their
socio-demographic characteristics.
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2 Present state of tourism development in Stari Grad

Before discussing the research methodology and results gained from the
empirical research, a brief review of the current state of tourism development in
the town of Stari Grad is presented. This overview sets the background for the
opinions of the local residents towards the impacts of tourism on their
community.

Stari Grad (ancient Pharos) is one of the oldest European towns and the oldest
town on the island of Hvar, founded by the Ancient Greeks in 385/384 BC. It
features beautiful nature and extraordinary cultural monuments. Following the
demise of the former Yugoslavia and its command economy, a few small
factories that did operate in Stari Grad up to that point, were closed. Today, with
the exception of fishing and wine and olive growing, tourism is the only activity
available to 1,906 local residents [13]. However, apart from its cultural and
natural resources, the town has no financial and human potential to develop
tourism according to the market requirements. Namely, between 1970s and
1990s, the prevailing concept of tourism development on the entire island of
Hvar was sun-sea-sand tourism. However, after 1990s, not only because of the
war consequences (hosting of the refugees in hotels and loss of markets), but
also because of the shift of the demand due to the change of tourists’ needs and
preferences, the popularity of Stari Grad as a tourist destination has dwindled.
Croatia’s national hotel privatization process, instead of rejuvenating the hotel
sector, only worsened this situation. Thus all the hotels are in a poor condition
and able to cater only to the low-budget guest. Overall, no investments into the
existing or new accommodation capacity have taken place during the past 20
years. Compared to the town of Hvar which recorded almost half a million of
tourist overnights, the town of Stari Grad registered (for the first nine months)
only 189,000 overnights [16]. Local tourist board and the local authorities do not
know how to cope with this situation. Local residents feel hopeless and helpless
with no means and no knowledge as to how to help resolve this development
crisis, although they feel that tourism has great importance for their community!

A number of studies in recent years have examined host residents’
perceptions of the impact of tourism development on their community.
According to Gursoy and Rutherford [23], a number of these studies have used
the Social Exchange Theory (SET), as a theoretical framework in assessing
residents’ attitudes toward tourism. It is “a gemeral sociological theory
concerned with understanding the exchange of resources between individuals
and groups in an interaction situation” [4, as seen in 45].

Tourism has been most usually seen as a positive agent of change for many
communities because of its potential for job creation, income generation, and
enhanced community infrastructure [3, 5, 22]. However, while tourism
development is usually justified on the basis of these positive benefits, it is often
challenged on the grounds of socio-cultural and environmental devastation.
Many researchers who investigate host community’s attitudes toward tourism
and support for tourism, study the perceived impacts of tourism (e.g., [6, 8]).
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Residents’ perceptions have been shown to be influenced by a number of
factors, including: personal economic reliance on the tourism industry, the
importance of the industry to the locality, the type and extent of resident-visitor
interaction, and the overall level of tourism development in the community [38].

More specifically, research has shown that greater length of residency in the
community [33, 34], and native-born status [18, 50] have been linked to greater
negative perceptions of tourism. A few studies have focused on the relationship
between the so-called community attachment and attitudes toward tourism [26].
Community attachment is defined as the “extent and pattern of social
participation and integration into community life, and sentiment or affect toward
the community” [35]. Community attachment has often been measured as length
of stay and /or having been born or grown up there [36], sentiment about the
community and involvement in the community.

Economic reliance has been linked to more positive perceptions of the
tourism industry [34, 37]. On the other side, some researchers showed that
socioeconomic variables appear to have little relationship to residents’
perceptions of development [33, 34]. Just opposite to this, there are some
researchers suggesting that gender [14, 37], occupation/education [1, 28] and
age [14, 47] can explain attitudes toward tourism.

It is most often presumed that those residents who believe that they benefit
from tourism are likely to view it positively while those who perceive costs will
view it negatively. Residents who view tourism as personally valuable and
believe that the costs do not exceed the benefits will favor tourism as a local
development strategy [32]. Such residents have been found to display positive
attitudes to tourism and be supportive of future tourism development in their
community [4, 24]. Many small island communities have been going through
substantial changes in their economy and the primary industries on which their
economy depended have departed, leaving behind economic difficulties and the
search for alternative development strategies. For instance, in a depressed island
economy, residents might need to struggle for a living and might not be in favor
of tourism but may still engage in its development due to the lack of other
opportunities. Kayat [30] notes that such residents tend to be more positive
toward the industry which might not always be attributed to the increased
dependence on tourism, but on the fact that these dependent residents have no
alternative, other than tourism to sustain themselves. Similarly, residents
depending on tourism who display negative attitudes toward the industry might
believe that their local economy is strong enough not to depend on tourism and
to enable them earn a living from industries other than tourism. Consequently,
such residents, though dependent on tourism, might not support the industry.
This might be an explanation for the negative attitudes held by those residents
who are dependent on tourism. This suggests that there are other factors such as
the perceived state of the local economy which might be moderating the effect of
tourism dependence on perceived tourism impacts.

In line with our study’s goals, and based on the previous discussion, this
study’s main research hypothesis and a number of sub-hypotheses are as follows:
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H1: The residents of Stari Grad perceive economic impacts of tourism on
their community to be positive.

Hla: A direct positive relationship exists between residents’ community
attachment and their attitudes towards economic impacts of tourism on Stari
Grad

Hib: A direct relationship exists between residents’ age and their attitudes
towards economic impacts of tourism on Stari Grad

Hlc: A direct relationship exists between residents’ gender and their attitudes
towards economic impacts of tourism on Stari Grad

Hlid: A direct positive relationship exists between residents’ employment in
tourism and their attitudes towards economic impacts of tourism on Stari Grad
Hle: A direct positive relationship exists between the importance of tourism to
residents’ occupation and their attitudes towards economic impacts of tourism
on Stari Grad

HIf: A direct positive relationship exists between seasonality of employment and
residents’ attitudes towards economic impacts of tourism on Stari Grad

H2: The residents of Stari Grad perceive social impacts of tourism on their
community to be negative.

This hypothesis has been divided into a number of sub-hypotheses in much the
same way as HI. However, instead of economic impacts, these sub-hypotheses
span the relationship between socio-demographic and economic characteristics
of the residents and selected social impacts. They range from H2a to H2f.

H3: The residents of Stari Grad perceive environmental impacts of tourism
on their community to be negative.

This hypothesis has been divided into a number of sub-hypotheses, ranging from
H3a to H3f, investigating the relationship between socio-demographic and
economic characteristics of the residents and selected environmental issues.

3 Research methodology

The sampling frame for this study comprises 1,906 residents of the town of Stari
Grad on the Island of Hvar in Croatia (2001 Population Census). This study’s
convenience sample totaled 200 residents and achieved a 66% response rate
(n=132). This figure allows for 95% confidence within £10% margin of error
[27]. The survey instrument used in this study was comprised of a subset of
items adopted and adapted from previous research [43, 45] and several new
items, followed with a review by two social science research experts.
Questionnaire design followed the established guidelines for mail surveys [20].
A resident of Stari Grad hand distributed 200 envelopes to an equal number of
households throughout Stari Grad during October of 2009. Each envelope
comprised a 2-page self-completed questionnaire written in Croatian,
accompanied by a pre-stamped and pre-addressed return envelope. The
questionnaire consisted of two sections. The first section included 7 socio-
economic and demographic items (predictor variables), such as gender, age,
education, length of residence in Stari Grad on an annual basis, member (other
than the respondent) of household employed in the tourism industry, seasonality
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of employment for the other household member employed in tourism, and the
importance of tourism to the respondent’s occupation.

Section two of the survey required respondents to rate their level of
agreement with 22 tourism impact statements (response variables), with 8 items
(V8-V15) representing economic impacts, 6 items (V16-V21) for social impacts,
and 8 items (V22-V29) for environmental impacts. All respondents were
required to rate their level of agreement with the selected statements on a 5-point
Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Once
collected, all data were entered into SPSS for further analyses.

4 Findings

Due to restrictions in the number of pages allowed, this section has been
summarized for brevity. For detailed findings, please contact the authors.

4.1 The study sample

The majority of respondents were between the ages of 30 and 59 (73%) and
women (61%). An overwhelming majority of survey participants (90%) reside
between 9 and 12 months on an annual basis in Stari Grad. Conversely, very few
respondents live elsewhere (not in Stari Grad) during the year. Just over half of
the sample (52%) had earned an elementary and/or high school degree, while
48% held an associate’s degree or higher. Fifty three percent of the sample
indicated that a member of their household was currently employed in the
tourism industry. Moreover, 27% of respondents claimed year-round
employment in tourism, whereas 18% were seasonally employed. In addition,
60% felt that the tourism industry was either important or very important to their
occupation. Overall, there are some differences between the profile of the
respondents and the actual socio-demographics of Stari Grad’s population, as per
the last population census in 2001. For instance, women are overrepresented in
this study’s sample —i.e., 61% vs. 51% reported in census. On the other hand, in
terms of age breakdown, the ‘29 and under’ and ‘60 and over’ groups are
underrepresented in this study (17% sample vs. 35% census and 10% sample vs.
25% census, respectively). Other than for age and gender, attempts to test the
representativeness of the sample for other socio-demographic variables
(education, length of residence, tourism employment, employment seasonality,
and importance of tourism to occupation) were unsuccessful because of lack of
official data for Stari Grad.

4.2 Resident perceptions

From residents’ responses to 22 tourism impact statements, respondents
generally perceive that tourism for the most part favorably impacts community’s
economy and the environment, whereas social impacts are viewed as mostly
negative. Specifically, items V11, V13 and V14 are considered tourism’s
negative economic impacts. As an example, residents feel that tourism had little
success in incorporating agriculture into tourism supply (V14). In regards to
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tourism’s impacts on the environment, V23, and V25 are deemed unfavorable.
For instance, respondents believe that tourism did not contribute much in
increasing environmental awareness among local residents. For social impacts,
only V19, and V20 are judged positive. Thus, tourism resulted in broader
appreciation for other people and cultures. Based on these findings, HI and H2
appear as mostly supported, while H3 mainly lacks support.

4.3 Residents’ attitudes to tourism impacts and respondent characteristics

Due to violation of the normality of distribution assumption, to test if there were
any relationships between respondents’ characteristics and the attitudes towards
tourism impacts, the nonparametric Mann-Whitney U (M-W U) and Kruskal-
Wallis (K-W) tests were employed because they do not assume data normality.
In the results of the M-W U and K-W tests, not many statistically significant
differences were evident as residents displayed quite a high degree of similarity
in their attitudes. However, some groups exhibited some differences. Annual
length of residence was a discriminator for four of the statements. For instance,
those living more than 9 months per year (year-round) in Stari Grad showed
stronger agreement with the statement that tourism has helped incorporate
agriculture into tourism, as compared to those who live 3 or more months per
year (part-time) elsewhere (not in Stari Grad). Gender was significant as an
explanatory variable of attitude for only four statements. Education was
significant for only one statement. Concerning reliance on tourism employment,
four variables exhibited significant relationships. Age was not a significant
discriminator with the exception of two statements.

The greatest contrast in views was found between residents employed
seasonally in tourism vs. those employed year-round. Of the total 12 statistically
significant statements, significance was evident in 6 out of 8 statements
representing economic impacts, 3 out of 6 social impacts, and 3 out of 8
environmental impacts. For all but one of the 12 significant statements, year-
round employees expressed a stronger agreement than seasonally employed
residents. Specifically, year-round employees subscribed less frequently to the
idea that tourism caused a loss of cultural identity. Overall, while year-round
employees were more likely to perceive favorable economic and social impacts
of tourism, they also suggested more frequently that tourism exhibited negative
impacts on the environment. Thus, year-round employees agreed more strongly
that presence of same-day visitors and tourist overcrowding endanger the town’s
environment. In addition to seasonality of employment, importance of tourism to
occupation was significant as an explanatory variable for seven statements, with
4 out of 8 statements representing economic impacts having significance.
Overall, in terms of this study’s sub-hypotheses, Hla-H1d, H2a-H2e, and H3a-
H3f appear mostly unsupported. On the other hand, Hle-H1f and H2f seem
mostly supported.
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4.4 Reliability and validity

Since the concept of measurement is crucial to scientific inquiry, reliability and
validity are important aspects of survey research that must be addressed [11, 17].
Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha is by far the most popular way to assess scale
reliability [11] and is commonly used to establish convergent (construct) validity
[23]. The results of reliability analysis indicate that the Coefficient Alpha [11]
for the overall 22-item scale is .87. In terms of subscales, Alpha equals .82, .48.
and .78 for economic, social, and environmental impacts, respectively. Thus,
Alpha value for the social impacts scale is the only scale that appears below the
minimum acceptable guideline of .70 for new scales [19, 40]. Since low
Cronbach’s Alpha indicates data multi-dimensionality, running a factor analysis
was necessary in order to see which items load highest on which dimensions, and
then the alpha of each subset of items was taken separately. Results confirmed
that the data indeed were not unidimensional. The Cattell scree test [12] and the
“FEigenvalue > 1” criterion [30] suggested a 2 factor solution accounting for
65.4% of the variance. Using a factor loading cutoff of .50, items V16, V18, and
V19 did not seemingly measure the same latent construct as V17, V20, and V21.
The separate estimation of reliability for these two subsets of items produced an
acceptable Cronbach’s Alpha .71 for the first subset and .68 for the second
subset. Since both estimates of reliability were higher than when using all 6
items for measuring the same construct, V16, V18, and V19 should be combined
to create one scale, while V17, V20, and V21 should be combined to create a
second scale.

To assess (divergent) validity, all 22 items were factor analyzed in an attempt
to discover underlying patterns in data without sacrificing the data’s original
integrity. During the analysis, item V24 showed a relatively low anti-image
correlation (.565) with other items [29]. Thus, it was dropped from the factor
analysis. This item was: ‘The construction of hotels and other tourism facilities
resulted in destruction of the natural environment’. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
measure of sampling adequacy was .834, and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was
significant (X’=1421.600, df=210, p<.001). Both of these measures indicated that
the data were appropriate for factor analysis [39, 42]. Moreover, the Cattell scree
test and the “Eigenvalue > 17 criterion suggested a 4-factor solution accounting
for 65.4% of the variance.

Factor 1 accounts for the most of the variance (34.7%), whereas the second
accounts for 13.5% and the third for 11.7%. The fourth factor accounts for only
5.3% of variance in the data. Moreover, the communality estimates (h?) for this
solution are acceptable, although the somewhat lower value of V15 (.551) shows
that it does not fit as well as the others. Using a factor loading cutoff of .50, the
factor loadings indicate that, for the most part, the scale representing economic
impacts (V8-V12 and V14-V15) loads on a separate factor. Within the economic
impacts scale, one item (V9) loads on more than one factor, while another item
(V13) loads on a different factor. Environmental impacts (V23-V29) may
actually be two subscales, with V24/V25/V28 and V23/V26/V27/V29 loading on
different factors. Moreover, one item (V22) belonging to the environmental
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impacts scale loads on a separate factor. Items V18/V21 load on a factor
representing ‘social impacts’, while V16, V19, and V20 — although items
belonging to the social impacts scale — load on the other three factors. Overall,
only one observed variable loaded on more than one factor and no observed
variable loaded on all four factors.

5 Conclusions and policy implications

Overall, this study’s findings highlight the complexity of tourism impacts on
Stari Grad. On one hand, residents perceive that tourism for the most part
favorably impacts community’s economy and the environment. Social impacts,
on the other hand, are viewed as mostly negative. Furthermore, while socio-
demographic characteristics generally did not explain variations in residents’
attitudes to any significant degree, there were few significant exceptions.
Specifically, residents employed year-round in tourism were more likely to
perceive favorable economic and social impacts of tourism. Yet, at the same time
they also expressed concern about the negative environmental impacts of
tourism. Is this possible because year-round employees in tourism are more
aware and informed about tourism costs and benefits, in contrast to their
seasonally employed counterparts? Also, residents who rated tourism as
important to their occupation, perceived positive economic impacts from
tourism. In order for the appropriate policy implications to be elicited in the
future, further research is necessary to address this issue. In contrast to the
majority of past research (e.g., [1, 14, 28, 33, 34, 37, 47]), this research found
that age, gender, education, length of residence, and employment in tourism did
not significantly affect residents’ perceptions within the sample.

From a methodological perspective, a limitation of this study is that the
addition of other indicators may have changed the results of the study, as well as
the outcome of the factor analysis. While the economic impacts scale used in this
study appears robust in this and other studies (e.g., [1]), the environmental
impacts scale and — especially, the social impacts scale — may need further
calibrating. Indeed, the factor analysis revealed that there was not a distinct
factor extracted for the social impacts. Thus, future research should develop
improved scales to acknowledge fully the whole range of issues for host
communities. In terms of future research direction, since tourism development
and its effects are a dynamic process, a research of Stari Grad residents’
perceptions in ten years time seems warranted to measure change over time.
Such longitudinal monitoring would likely provide invaluable insights for
developers and planners into the community’s perceptions of tourism impacts.
They would then be able to take action aimed at increasing the community’s
welfare and anticipate any resentment towards incoming tourists.

In conclusion, residents’ affirmative perceptions of tourism and its impacts
are critical drivers of destination’s long-term success. Therefore, it is pivotal that
local population is involved in the community’s development and planning
process. This will however, require stronger commitment on the part of
governments (on all the levels), developers, interest groups and community
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members themselves. With an increase in political, social, economic and
psychological empowerment along these lines among residents and other
stakeholders, tourism will have the potential to help meet local needs for
development, bringing to fruition many of the goals of sustainability, including
harmony, equity, balance, cultural integrity, and ecological conservation [49].
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