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Abstract
The role of residents’ core self‐evaluations (CSE) in shaping their attitudes towards tourism has

been rarely examined in tourism impact literature. This study proposes an integrative model, in

which perceived benefits and costs mediate the relationship between CSE and support for tour-

ism. This model has been empirically tested using a sample of 324 respondents from four villages

on Hainan Island, China. This study finds that the effects of CSE on support for tourism are both

collectively mediated by perceived benefits and perceived costs and individually by perceived

benefits. Finally, theoretical and practical implications of managing and developing tourism are

discussed.

KEYWORDS

approach or avoidance theory, core self‐evaluations, perceived benefits, perceived costs, social

exchange theory
1 | INTRODUCTION

Understanding tourism impacts on host communities is of paramount

importance because residents’ attitudes have a strong influence on

the success or failure of a tourism destination (Deery, Jago, &

Fredline, 2012; Schofield, 2011; Sharpley, 2014). Tourism develop-

ment potentially produces not only positive benefits to local residents

(Nunkoo & Gursoy, 2012), such as generating income (Abdollahzadeh

& Sharifzadeh, 2014; Pratt, McCabe, & Movono, 2016), reinforcing

native culture (Pratt, Gibson, & Movono, 2013), and supporting

nature conservation (Valentine, 1993), but also negative impacts such

as causing environmental degradation (Schofield, 2011; Xie, Bao, &

Kerstetter, 2014) and increasing crime or living costs (Nunkoo &

Ramkissoon, 2011; Xie et al., 2014). If a balance is not achieved, res-

idents may display apathy or hostility to tourists and tourism develop-

ment (Deery et al., 2012). Without residents’ support, sustainable

tourism development in host communities cannot be achieved. For

this reason, numerous studies on residents’ attitudes to tourism

development over the past three decades have been undertaken

(Nunkoo, Smith, & Ramkissoon, 2013). Many of these studies employ

social exchange theory (SET; Ap, 1992) as their research framework.

SET (Ap, 1992) posits that residents are willing to participate in an

exchange so long as their perceived benefits outweigh costs incurred.

Residents’ support for tourism is related both positively to perceived

benefits and negatively to perceived costs. Up to a point, SET offers a
d. wileyonline
useful theoretical explanation of residents’ social exchange processes

and outcomes.

Despite much research, a number of gaps (Deery et al., 2012;

Nunkoo et al., 2013; Sharpley, 2014) remain in tourism impact

research. One notable gap pertains to the argument that SET alone is

not sufficient to explain residents’ attitudes towards tourism develop-

ment (Stylidis, 2016; Vargas‐Sánchez, Porras‐Bueno, & Plaza‐Mejía,

2011). For example, Stylidis (2016) examines the role of residents’

place image in determining residents’ support for tourism develop-

ment. According to Nunkoo et al. (2013), it is imperative for investiga-

tors to adopt more than one theoretical perspective in order to

“provide a broader and deeper analysis of findings, prevent premature

acceptance of plausible explanations, and increase confidence in devel-

oping concepts or constructs in theory development” (p. 130). In this

regard, a review of the literature indicates that core self‐evaluations

(CSE) theory has not been employed to explain residents’ attitudes

towards tourism development to date.

According to Judge, Locke, and Durham (1997), CSE refers to the

fundamental appraisals that people make of their own self‐worth, com-

petence, and capabilities. It has four components including general

self‐efficacy, general self‐esteem, locus of control, and emotional sta-

bility (Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2003). Since its introduction,

CSE has become a prevalent topic of investigation in the domain of

organizational sciences and, in particular, it has been found to relate

to various outcomes including perceptions of the work environment
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(Chang, Ferris, Johnson, Rosen, & Tan, 2012). In this vein, CSE may also

relate to residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts, given the fact that,

for instance, general self‐efficacy—one of the four components of CSE

—appears to be a universal construct that accounts for variance within

various domains of human psychological functioning (Luszczynska,

Gutiérrez‐Doña, & Schwarzer, 2005). In addition, general self‐efficacy

is seen by Chen, Gully, and Eden (2001) to be related to domain‐

specific self‐efficacy and self‐esteem, whose causal relationships with

residents’ perceived benefits and costs are documented in Wang and

Xu’s (2015) work. In particular, Wang and Xu (2015) have taken an

integrative approach, whereby place identity theory and SET have

been jointly employed. In so doing, they provide a new paradigm of

applying theories from other disciplines including sociology and psy-

chology to explain the phenomena of residents’ reactions to tourism

development.

In recognition of the abovementioned research gaps and new par-

adigms in the literature, this study proposes a new integrative model, in

which the dynamics of tourism impacts on community residents could

be conceived as an unfolding social exchange process of causal ante-

cedents (e.g., CSE), mediators (e.g., perceived benefits and costs), and

outcomes (e.g., support for tourism). This theoretical model is tested

and validated using data from residents on China’s Hainan Island, a

developing world context.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: Section 2

highlights the relevant previous works that are associated with the

proposed key constructs including perceived benefits, perceived costs,

and residents’ CSE as well as their support for tourism. From this pre-

vious literature, we propose a conceptual framework and theorize sev-

eral hypotheses pertaining to the structural relationships among the

proposed four constructs of the model. Section 3 describes our data

collection methods and questionnaire design and refinement. Section

4 reports model validation and the results of the hypothesis testing,

and Section 5 notes the key contribution of this paper in addition to

theoretical and practical implications and limitations of this study.
2 | LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 | Residents’ perceptions of and support for
tourism

According to Deery et al. (2012), understanding local residents’ sup-

port for tourism is extremely important for policy makers so that poli-

cies can be implemented to maximize the positive impacts of tourism

and minimize the negative impacts of tourism. Residents in many tour-

ism destinations are an essential part of the tourism offering, and so

their perceptions of tourism will, in large part, determine the success

of a destination (Deery et al., 2012). More recently, Sharpley (2014)

provides a progress review wherein residents’ perceptions of tourism,

as well as their antecedents (e.g., personal values) and consequences

(e.g., support for tourism), are summarized and highlighted. For exam-

ple, residents who are more knowledgeable about tourism are more

likely to support tourism development (Andereck, Valentine, Knopf, &

Vogt, 2005). Residents who are directly employed in the tourism

industry are more likely to support tourism development (Sirakaya,
Teye, & Sönmez, 2002). Residents who are more involved in tourism

decision making are more likely to support tourism development

(Wang & Pfister, 2008), as well as the residents who perceive tourism

as having a more dominant role in the economy (Suntikul et al., 2016).

This literature review is not intended to replicate the reviews by Deery

et al. (2012) and Sharpley (2014) but outlines how CSE can be incorpo-

rated into the dynamics of tourism impacts on community residents.
2.2 | Theoretical framework of resident perceptions

In the tourism context, the most popular theoretical framework of resi-

dent perceptions involves SET (Ap, 1992), which argues that positive

perceptions on tourism impacts affect support for tourism positively,

whereas negative perceptions affect the same support negatively

(Nunkoo & Smith, 2013; Nunkoo et al., 2013; Song, Xing, & Chathoth,

2015). Despite its popularity, SET alone is not sufficient enough to

explain residents’ attitudes towards tourism development (noted ear-

lier). Therefore, this study proposes a new theoretical model, which

posits that the impacts of tourism on residents could be conceived of

as a social exchange process of causal antecedents (e.g., CSE), mediators

(e.g., perceived benefits and costs), and outcomes (e.g., support for tour-

ism). Its theoretical foundations are jointly built on both SET (Ap, 1992)

and an approach or avoidance framework (Elliot & Thrash, 2002).
2.3 | Viewing CSE within an approach or avoidance
framework

In psychology, there has been a long history of the distinction between

approach and avoidance or sensitivity to pleasure and pain (Ferris et al.,

2011). Elliot (1999) argues that avoidance and approach temperaments

are regarded as fundamental facets of the self. Moreover, Ferris et al.

(2011) provide evidence that CSE can be best conceptualized as having

both (high) approach tendencies and (low) avoidance tendencies.

Applied to the tourism context, this implies that approach‐oriented indi-

viduals (e.g., residents with high CSE) are more sensitive to messages

highlighting the benefits of tourism, but avoidance‐oriented individuals

(e.g., residents with low CSE) are more persuaded by messages

highlighting the losses or costs of tourism (Higgins, 2006). As such, this

concept provides the theoretical foundation for the causal linkages

betweenCSE and perceived benefits and costs of tourism development.

Over the past decade, exploring CSE (a broad personality con-

struct) has emerged as a new and fruitful area of research (Chang

et al., 2012; Ferris et al., 2011). A meta‐analytic review of CSE (Chang

et al., 2012) demonstrates CSE’s influence on various outcomes (e.g.,

job and life satisfaction, job performance, and perceptions of the work

environment). Yet this review finds that the effects of CSE are mostly

descriptive, lacking a theoretical rationale for explaining why CSE

affects outcomes (Chang et al., 2012). To address this issue, Chang

et al. (2012) suggest that CSE should be viewed within an approach

or avoidance theoretical framework, because CSE is theorized to

reflect fundamental self‐evaluations (Judge et al., 1997). Debusscher,

Hofmans, and Fruyt (2016) draw upon approach or avoidance themes

to justify their hypotheses on the CSE–job performance relationship.

Moreover, Chang et al. (2012) indicate that “CSE research has explicitly

or implicitly drawn from approach/avoidance themes for some time
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now (p. 111).” Therefore, the CSE as its causal linkages to the two tour-

ism impact dimensions (perceived costs and perceived benefits) can be

captured through the lens of an approach or avoidance framework.
2.4 | CSE and perceived tourism impacts

As a new and important personality trait, CSE could be best under-

stood as a manifestation of biologically based approach and avoidance

temperaments or sensitivities to positive and negative stimuli (Elliot &

Thrash, 2002; Ferris et al., 2011). CSE represents both high levels of

approach and low levels of avoidance temperaments (Ferris et al.,

2011). An approach or avoidance framework (Elliot, 1999; Elliot &

Thrash, 2002) can be used to explain the effects of CSE on tourism

impacts. In particular, tourism development could be understood as a

kind of stimuli that includes both benefits and costs. Different resi-

dents may respond to the same stimuli differently. That is, from the

perspective of approach or avoidance theory, people with high CSE

are more persuaded by the benefits of tourism impacts, rather than

by the costs of the same impacts.

To date, sociodemographic factors such as education, gender, age,

among others have been found to affect residents’ perceptions of tour-

ism impacts (Abdollahzadeh & Sharifzadeh, 2014). However, other fac-

tors such as CSE, as well as their causal linkage to tourism impact

perceptions, have not been documented in the literature. Those causal

linkages may exist and be important. One reason for this is that CSE

generally affects the perceptions individuals hold and their appraisals

of different life domains (Chang et al., 2012) including residents’

appraisals of tourism development. Wang and Xu (2015) provide

empirical evidence that, in the domain of tourism impacts, residents’

domain‐specific self‐esteem and self‐efficacy are found to affect their

perceptions of tourism impacts including perceived costs and benefits.

This argument could be extended to expect that perceived benefits

and costs of tourism impacts could also be influenced by CSE for

two notable reasons.

The first reason is that there has been increasing evidence (e.g.,

Judge et al., 2003; Leganger, Kraft, & Roysamb, 2000; Song &

Chathoth, 2011) that individuals’ domain‐specific self‐efficacy and

self‐esteem are related to their general self‐efficacy and general

self‐esteem, respectively. The other reason is that two major compo-

nents of CSE are general self‐efficacy and general self‐esteem (Judge

et al., 1997). In the context of tourism impacts, the extent to which

residents positively or negatively evaluate themselves will directly

influence how positively or negatively they perceive their tourism

development opportunities. This leads to the first two hypotheses

of this study:

Hypothesis 1. CSE is positively related to perceived benefits of tourism.

Hypothesis 2. CSE is negatively related to perceived costs of tourism.
2.5 | Perceived tourism impacts and support for
tourism

Tourism impact research (e.g., Ap, 1992; Látková & Vogt, 2012;

Nunkoo & So, 2016) consistently and frequently regards support
for tourism as an important outcome of residents’ participation in

their social exchange processes. Resulting from their participation

and involvement in the tourism development process, residents nat-

urally develop their perceptions of both the costs and benefits of

tourism. SET purports that perceived benefits influence resident sup-

port positively, but perceived costs influence the same support neg-

atively (Ap, 1992). However, empirical findings of these hypotheses

have not always been unanimous. Although the direct effect of per-

ceived benefits on resident support has been substantiated in the

majority of empirical studies (e.g., Gursoy & Kendall, 2006; Nunkoo

& Ramkissoon, 2011), this is not always the case (e.g., McGehee &

Andereck, 2004). Likewise, the relationship between perceived costs

and support for tourism has gained empirical support in some stud-

ies (e.g., Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2011) but not in others (e.g., Gursoy

& Kendall, 2006).
2.6 | CSE and support for tourism

Wang and Xu (2015) find that residents’ support for tourism is

predicted by their domain‐specific self‐efficacy but not by their

domain‐specific self‐esteem. In turn, domain‐specific self‐efficacy

and self‐esteem are related to general self‐efficacy and general

self‐esteem (Chen et al., 2001; Judge et al., 2003). Moreover, gen-

eral self‐efficacy is seen to be correlated to general self‐esteem,

locus of control, and emotional stability. These four constructs

jointly form CSE, a broader construct (Judge et al., 2003). As such,

CSE should be related to support for tourism directly in the absence

of the two proposed mediators of perceived benefits and costs.

However, the relationship between CSE and support for tourism

may not be straightforward and it may even be mediated by per-

ceived benefits and costs for several reasons.

First, Wang and Xu (2015) note that the effects of domain‐

specific self‐efficacy and domain‐specific self‐esteem on residents’

support for tourism are significantly transmitted by perceived

benefits and costs. Second, the CSE construct is composed of the

components of general self‐efficacy and general self‐esteem, which

are correlated to their counterparts of domain‐specific self‐efficacy

and domain‐specific self‐esteem (noted earlier). Third, Preacher

and Hayes (2008) argue that detecting a direct causal effect

between a particular dependent and independent variable is

important and that explaining how and why a causal effect occurs

is of even greater scientific interest. This implies that it is important

to detect the direct effect between CSE and support for tourism

and that it is even more important to take a step further to under-

stand how and why CSE influences support for tourism. Based on

the above discussions, the following hypotheses are therefore

proposed
Hypothesis 3. CSE is positively related to support for tourism, without

controlling for the mediators of perceived benefits and costs.

Hypothesis 4. The direct effect of CSE on support for tourism is reduced

or disappears, after controlling for the two mediators of perceived benefits

and costs.
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2.7 | Indirect effects of CSE on support for tourism
through perceived tourism impacts

Preacher and Hayes (2008) suggest that individual or specific media-

tion effects are worthy of detection in a multiple mediation model. In

this study, it is likely that perceived benefits and costs each functions

as an individual mediator. As noted earlier, CSE is hypothesized to pre-

dict perceived benefits of tourism (Hypothesis 1), which in turn has an

influence on support for tourism (Ap, 1992; Gursoy & Kendall, 2006).

Hence, the relationship between CSE and support for tourism could

be mediated by perceived benefits. Likewise, Hypothesis 2 and theo-

retical (Ap, 1992) and empirical works (Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2011)

would jointly suggest that perceived costs act as a mediator in the rela-

tionship between CSE and support for tourism. Based on the above,

the following two hypotheses are developed

Hypothesis 5. The relationship between CSE and support for tourism is

specifically mediated by perceived benefits.

Hypothesis 6. The relationship between CSE and support for tourism is

specifically mediated by perceived costs.

Apart from the above‐mentioned individual or specific mediation

effects, a collective or total mediation effect, as per Preacher and

Hayes (2008), is also worthy of exploration. The collective mediation

effect in our proposed model may exist. The rationale for this is that

CSE is hypothesized to influence each of two tourism impact

dimensions (Hypotheses 1 and 2), and these two impacts (benefits

and costs) are known to directly influence support for tourism (Ap,

1992; Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2011). Moreover, the individual medi-

ation roles of the two tourism impacts are also purported in Hypoth-

eses 5 and 6. Based on the above discussion, the argument could be

extended so that the two impacts (benefits and costs) should medi-

ate the effect of CSE on support for tourism collectively, leading to

the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 7. The relationship between CSE and support for tourism is

collectively mediated by perceived benefits and costs.
3 | METHODOLOGY

3.1 | Data collection

A self‐administered survey questionnaire was used for data collection

between January and March of 2012. The questionnaire was sent by

a trained local resident to 400 other local residents on China’s Hainan

Island. The local residents lived in four different rural villages, namely,

Bing Lang He (5,878 residents in Sanya, southern part of the Hainan

Island), Shui Hou and Pai Gang (586 and 285 residents in Wenchang,

northeast part of the island), and Long Lin (221 residents in Haikou,

northern part of the island). The respondents were chosen among

the four villages using a snowball sampling procedure based on the

trained local resident’s personal relationships with local residents and

their referrals. The contacted respondents were then invited to partic-

ipate in the survey by being provided with copies of questionnaire
informing them of the study’s purpose. Each respondent was told to

complete only one questionnaire. After they completed the question-

naire, he or she was then requested to invite more local people from

his or her village to participate in the survey, passing other blank copies

of the questionnaire along. The respondents were assured of their ano-

nymity, and they returned 324 copies of usable questionnaires, a

response rate of 81%.

These villages were chosen for the following two main reasons.

First, developing rural tourism, ecotourism, and folklore tourism in

the areas of Sanya, Wenchang, and Haikou have been encouraged

and supported by the provincial government (HPPG, 2016). Second,

these four villages have established tourist attractions including eco-

tourism (e.g., mangrove forests in Pai Gang), folk customs (e.g., Li and

Miao customs in Bing Lang He), and cultural and historic relics. The

locations of the villages in Hainan Island can be found in Figure 1.

More information on Hainan Island, as well as its tourism development,

is reported elsewhere (e.g., Song, Su, & Li, 2013).
3.2 | Questionnaire development

We generated a 37‐item pool (Table 1) for the proposed four theoret-

ical constructs or scales, using the following methods. The first method

involves a review of the literature, which results in an English version

of the item pool tailored for the four constructs. The second method

involves reviews and feedback on the initial questionnaire. Three

experts in the academic field within the region were invited to review

and comment on the questionnaire. Ten respondents were invited to

fill out the questionnaires, and their feedback on the questionnaires

was given to the investigators. Based on the feedback from both the

experts and pilot respondents, the questionnaire was revised accord-

ingly. Finally, we translated the English version of the questionnaire

into its Chinese counterpart, using a blind translation‐back‐translation

method (Brislin, 1976).

A 7‐point Likert scale was used to measure respondents’ CSE

levels and the extent to which they give support for tourism develop-

ment. Meanwhile, a 5‐point Likert scale was adopted to indicate the

extent to which residents perceive the benefits and costs of tourism

development. In this study, 1 indicates strongly disagree and 5 or 7 indi-

cates strongly agree.

As shown in Table 1, support for tourism scale has five items, of

which two items are contributed by Nunkoo and Ramkissoon (2011)

and the remainder are developed by Látková and Vogt (2012). A sample

item of this construct is “I support tourism having a vital role in this com-

munity.” The reliability alpha value of this scale is .96. Based on the CSE

theory (Judge et al., 1997), Judge et al. (2003) developed and validated a

12‐item CSE measure that is unidimensional. This measure has six pos-

itively worded items (e.g., “When I try, I generally succeed”) and six neg-

atively worded items (e.g., “Sometimes when I fail I feel worthless”).

However, Judge et al.’s (2003) measure has factor structure problems

as well as the issue of “wording effect” (Gu, Wen, & Fan, 2015; Zhang,

Wei, Zhao, & Zhang, 2015). As per Gu et al. (2015), the wording effect

denotes “the systematic method variance caused by positive and nega-

tive item wordings on a self‐reported measure” (p. 142).

On the basis of the previous research (see DeVellis, 1991; Gu

et al., 2015) that finds the disadvantages of items worded in the
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opposite direction outweigh any benefits, we use a revised CSE scale

whose 12 measurement items are all positively worded. As shown in

Table 1, the revised measure has six items (i.e., CSE1, CSE3, CSE5,

CSE7, CSE9, and CSE11) that are identical to those items in CSE

measure developed by Judge et al. (2003). In Table 1, the remaining

six items (i.e., CSE2, CSE 4, CSE 6, CSE8, CSE10, and CSE12) are also

positively worded, although their counterparts in Judge et al.’s (2003)

measure are negatively worded. Two (i.e., CSE4 and CSE12) of these

six items are also used in Judge and Hurst’s (2007) CSE measure. As

a result, the reliability alpha value of CSE scale used in the present

study is .96, higher than the average value .85 as reported in Judge

et al.’s (2003) study.

As shown in Table 2, the scale of perceived benefits includes 11

items, of which eight were adapted from existing work (Du & Su,

2011; Gursoy & Rutherford, 2004; Liu, 2009; Nunkoo & Gursoy,

2012; Small, Edwards, & Sheridan, 2005; Zhou & Ap, 2009), and the

remaining three (PB4, PB5, and PB8) were developed for this study.

Likewise, the scale of perceived costs has 11 items, of which six items

were taken from the literature (Du & Su, 2011; Gursoy & Rutherford,

2004; Nunkoo & Gursoy, 2012; Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2011), and

the remaining five items (PC3, PC5, PC6, PC8, and PC11) were devel-

oped for this study.
3.3 | Initial item purification

We initially purify the measurement items of the five proposed

theoretical constructs by checking item‐to‐total correlation values.

According to Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, and Tatham (2010), a given

measurement item is suggested to be trivial when its item‐to‐total cor-

relation value is less than 0.35. This purification technique indicates

that there were no trivial items in the scales of CSE and support for

tourism. However, two items in perceived benefits scale (PB3 and

PB11) and three items in perceived costs scale (PC4, PC8, and PC11)

were identified as trivial. After removing those items, the reliability

alpha values of perceived benefits (nine items) and costs (eight items)

scales are .78 and .79, respectively.
4 | FINDINGS

4.1 | Respondent characteristics

Over half of the participants (52.2%) had a primary school education or

below, 44.2% of them had an education of middle school or senior

middle school, and only 3.7% had a 3‐year college education or higher

qualification. Approximately 52% of the 324 respondents are male, and

http://wileyonlinelibrary.com


TABLE 1 Measurement items and their factor loadings

Latent and/or manifested variables

Mean SD Factor loadings

Overall sample Overall sample Split sample 1 Split sample 2

Core self‐evaluations 5.06 0.84 NA NA NA

CSE1. I am confident I get the success I deserve in life 5.38 0.79 0.79a 0.81 0.77

CSE2. Usually I feel good and emotionally stable 5.52 0.76 Ȼ Ȼ Ȼ

CSE3. When I try, I generally succeed 5.10 0.94 0.89 0.88 0.90

CSE4. I feel I am a person of worth, even when sometimes I fail 4.95 0.93 0.82 0.85 0.79

CSE5. I complete tasks successfully 5.06 0.95 0.83 0.78 0.87

CSE6. I feel in control of my work and life 4.62 1.15 0.91 0.89 0.92

CSE7. Overall, I am satisfied with myself 5.26 0.91 Ȼ Ȼ Ȼ

CSE8. I am confident in my ability 5.16 0.89 0.88 0.90 0.86

CSE9. I determine what will happen in my life 4.98 1.13 0.89 0.87 0.91

CSE10. I feel in control of my career‐related success 4.66 1.16 0.91 0.89 0.93

CSE11. I am capable of coping with most of my problems 5.05 0.96 0.87 0.87 0.87

CSE12. I feel hopeful about the future 5.62 0.70 0.74 0.78 0.72

Perceived benefitsb 3.99 0.36 NA NA NA

PB1. Economic benefits 3.79 0.51 0.77 0.76 0.79

PB2. Sociocultural benefits 4.09 0.3 0.65 0.68 0.63

PB3. Community cohesiveness 4.10 0.56 0.63 0.61 0.65

Perceived costsc 2.97 0.42 NA NA NA

PC1. Crime and unethical issues 2.55 0.69 0.83 0.79 0.85

PC2. Environmental pollution 2.65 0.52 0.59 0.61 0.57

PC3. Living costs 3.70 0.42 0.58 0.55 0.61

Support for tourism 5.79 0.84 NA NA NA

SFT1.Tourism should continue to play an important economic role in our
community

5.87 0.85 0.96 0.96 0.96

SFT2. I am proud that tourists are coming to my community 5.83 0.82 0.87 0.87 0.90

SFT3. Additional tourism would help our community grow in the right
direction

5.86 0.89 0.97 0.96 0.98

SFT4. I support tourism having a vital role in this community 5.61 1.11 0.83 0.80 0.87

SFT5. Our towns and villages should attract more tourists 5.92 0.82 Ȼ Ȼ Ȼ

Note. SD = standard deviation; NA = not applicable; Ȼ = deleted item. Ten thousand bootstraps were generated for the overall measurement model on the
basis of parent sample (N = 324). Model fit indices are detailed in Table 3, Models 1, 4, and 5.
aFactor loading values were obtained from the overall measurement model, which has four latent constructs: core self‐evaluations, perceived benefits,
perceived costs, and support for tourism.
b,cThe two constructs of perceived benefits and costs, each has three indicators that are presented in this table. These indicators are all aggregated by a set
of manifested measurement items detailed in Table 2.

TABLE 2 Perceived costs and perceived benefits measurement items

Perceived costs Perceived benefits

PC1. Developing tourism increases alcoholism and prostitution PB1. Developing tourism increases more business opportunities for local
people

PC2. Increases crime rate PB2. Increases local people’s standard of living

PC3. Leads to more and more unethical behaviour PB3. Increases investment opportunities for our community

PC4. Results in losing trust among people PB4. Alleviates poverty and helps create wealth

PC5. Disturbs the daily lives of local people PB5. Increases the popularity of our community

PC6. Produces more rubbish PB6. Updates the value and concept of the local people who could stay open
to the outside world

PC7. Leads to air pollution PB7. Develops a variety of cultural and recreational activities

PC8. Leads to noise pollution PB8. Enables locals to make friends with visitors

PC9. Increases in prices and services PB9. Fosters a sense of belonging and identification to the community

PC10. Increases the cost of living PB10. Increase pride of local residents in the community

PC11. Widens the gap between rich and poor PB11. Brings the community closer together
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a further 3.39% did not report their gender. The descending percent-

age of age distribution of the overall sample was as follows: 30.6%

(45–54 years old), 25.3% (35–44 years), 17% (26–34 years), 11.7%

(18–25 years), 10.8% (55–64 years), and 4.6% (65 years and above).
4.2 | Mean ratings

The mean scores of the items are reported inTable 1. The mean scores

range from 5.92 (on a 7‐point Likert scale) for “Our towns and villages

should attract more tourists” under the Support for Tourism construct

down to 2.55 for “crime and unethical issues” as a perceived cost.

(A lower score on perceived costs means residents are more likely to

agree with this item.) Residents in this study report high levels of sup-

port for tourism. The mean score for this construct is 5.79. Residents

also report high levels of perceived benefits from tourism in rank order

“community cohesiveness,” “sociocultural benefits,” and “economic

benefits.” The summated score for CSE is 5.06, again relatively high.

Within this construct, residents report high mean scores for “I feel

hopeful about the future” (5.62) and “Usually I feel good and emotion-

ally stable” (5.52) and lower scores (but still high) for “I feel in control of

my work and life” (4.62) and “I feel in control of my career‐related suc-

cess” (4.66). In sum, residents, in general, have healthy CSE.
4.3 | Model validation

In specifying the overall measurement model, we treat the CSE con-

struct as unidimensional as per CSE theory (Judge et al., 1997) and

empirical work (Judge et al., 2003). We also treat the constructs of

support for tourism, perceived benefits and costs each as unidimen-

sional as well. This doing is in line with SET (Ap, 1992) and other empir-

ical works on tourism impacts (e.g., Vargas‐Sánchez, do Valle, da Costa

Mendes, & Silva, 2015; Ward & Berno, 2011). Prior to this confirma-

tory factor analysis (CFA) of the overall model in the overall sample,

we conduct an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) analysis using 34 mea-

surement item pool in split sample 1 (N = 162). An EFA is necessary

because perceived benefits and costs scales are essentially integrative.

The EFA results indicate that eight factors are extracted based on

an eigenvalue greater than one, jointly explaining 74.43% of the com-

mon variance (factor loadings ranged from 0.52 to 0.87). As expected,

the scales of CSE (12 items) and support for tourism (5 items) are
TABLE 3 The fit indices of overall measurement and structural models

Models χ2 df

Overall measurement model

1. Measurement model in the overall sample (N = 324) 469.21 164

Validating measurement model in two randomly split samples: Sample 1 (N = 1

2. Nonrestricted model in split samples 661.79 328

3. Full metric invariance model in split samples 682.72 343

4. Measurement model in split sample 1 328.22 164

5. Measurement model in split sample 2 333.57 164

Overall structural model

6. Structural model in the overall sample (N = 324) 469.21 164

Note. Ten thousand bootstraps were generated for each of the six models on th
using AMOS 17.0 software. Four constructs including core self‐evaluations, perc
of the six models.
unidimensional. However, the 9‐itemed perceived benefits scale is multi-

dimensional. Three factors were extracted: economic benefits (PB1, PB2,

and PB4), community cohesiveness (PB9 and PB10), and sociocultural

benefits (PB5, PB6, PB7, and PB8). Similarly, the 8‐item perceived costs

scale has three factors: crime and unethical issues (PC1, PC2, and PC3),

living costs (PC9 and PC10), and environmental pollution (PC5, PC6,

and PC7). In subsequent CFA, we treat perceived benefits and costs each

as a latent construct and its corresponding factors’ summated and

averaged scores as manifest variables. The higher the summated scores,

the higher the perceived benefits or costs. Using summated scores and

averages helps reduce measurement errors (Hair et al., 2010).

Based on foregoing results of initial item purifications and EFA, an

overall measurement model with 5 latent variables or constructs and

23 manifested variables (detailed in Table 1) is developed using CFA

with the software AMOS 17.0. The split sample 1 (N = 162) model

exhibits moderately good levels of fit indices: χ2/df = 2.64, comparative

fit index (CFI) = .894, incremental fit index (IFI) = .895, Tucker‐Lewis

index (TLI) = .880, root mean square residual (RMR) = .042, and root

mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = .101 (Hair et al.,

2010). A diagnostic check of the modification indices in AMO17.0

indicates that the three variables (i.e., CSE2, CSE7, and SFT5) in the

overall measurement model are redundant as per Byrne (2001).

After removing these three variables, the overall model fits split

sample 1well: χ2/df = 2.00, CFI = .940, IFI = .941, TLI = .930, RMR = .037,

RMSEA = .079 (Table 3, Model 4). As shown inTable 1, the factor loading

estimates in the purified overall measurement model are statistically

significant, ranging from 0.55 to 0.96. This overall measurement model

has 20 variables, of which 10 belong to the latent CSE construct, 4 to

support for tourism, 3 to perceived benefits, and 3 to perceived costs.

One notable characteristics of this model is that 10 out of 12 CSE

measurement items are used as variables for subsequent data analysis.

In the CSE literature, there have been a number of precedents

(e.g., Karatepe & Demir, 2014; Lee & OK, 2015) of this doing.

Alternatively, we develop a competing overall measurement

model with: 11 variables, by which all the 12 CSE measurement items

are aggregated and averaged into one variable, all the other latent

constructs (i.e., perceived benefits and costs and support for tourism)

as well as their manifested variables remain identical to the previous

analysis. We find the overall model with 11 variables also exhibit

acceptable levels of fit indices (Table 3). In fact, in the CSE literature,
p χ2/df RMSEA RMR NFI TLI IFI CFI

.000 2.86 .076 .033 .920 .938 .947 .946

62) versus sample 2 (N = 162)

.000 2.02 .056 .039 .892 .933 .942 .942

.000 1.99 .055 .047 .888 .934 .941 .941

.000 2.00 .079 .037 .888 .930 .941 .940

.000 2.03 .080 .040 .895 .934 .944 .943

.000 2.86 .076 .033 .920 .938 .947 .946

e basis of their respective parent observations. All the models were tested
eived benefits, perceived costs, and support for tourism are included in each



TABLE 4 Mean, standard deviations, Cronbach α, AVE, and correlations of constructs

Constructs M SD CR AVE 1 2 3 4

1. Core self‐evaluations 5.06 .84 .96 .73 –

2. Perceived benefits 3.99 .36 .73 .47 .61** –

3. Perceived costs 2.97 .42 .71 .46 −.44** −.69** –

4. Support for tourism 5.79 .84 .95 .83 .51** .78** −.54** –

Note. CR = composite reliability alpha. Partial correlations values obtained from the overall measurement model in the overall sample.n = 324.**p < .01.

TABLE 5 Results of hypothesis tests

Causal paths Estimate

BC 95% CI

pLower Upper

Direct causal effects

Hypothesis 1. CSE → perceived benefits .616 .505 .709 .000

Hypothesis 2. CSE → perceived costs −.443 −.572 −.305 .000

Hypothesis 3. CSE → support for tourism (without controlling for mediators) .513 .403 .612 .000

Hypothesis 4. CSE → support for tourism (with controlling for mediators) .048 −.109 .197 .515

Specific/individual mediation effects

Hypothesis 5. CSE → perceived benefits → support for tourism .471 .277 .645 .000

Hypothesis 6. CSE → perceived costs → support for tourism −.005 −.081 .098 .918

Total/collective mediation effects

Hypothesis 7. CSE → perceived benefits, costs → support for tourism .465 .336 .633 .000

Note. BC = bias corrected; CI = confidence interval; CSE = core self‐evaluations. There are 324 observations with 10,000 bootstraps. The structural model fit
indices are shown in Table 3, Model 6.
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there have also been a number of precedents (e.g., Kacmar, Collins,

Harris, & Judge, 2009) for creating a summated CSE scale.

All things considered, we prefer the overall model with 20 vari-

ables to its counterparts with 11 variables for two reasons. The former

model enables us to check whether latent CSE variable is reliable and

valid in terms of its composite alpha value and average variance

extracted (AVE) value. Additionally, when comparing CSE causal

relationships with its theoretical constructs, the aggregated strategy

used in the latter model appears less frequently in CSE literature than

its nonaggregated strategy counterpart.

The overall measurement model that was developed in split sam-

ple 1 was then validated both with split sample 2 (n = 162) and the

overall sample (n = 324). The results, summarized in Table 3, indicate

that this model fits split sample 2 (Model 6) and the overall sample

(Model 1) very well. All the five latent variables in the model are reli-

able, as per Hair et al. (2010), in that their composite alpha values range

from .71 to .96 (Table 4).
4.4 | Structural model

On the basis of the final overall measurement model, we develop the

overall structural model that exhibits the same acceptable levels of fit

indices as those of the overall measurement model (Table 3, Model 6).

The overall sample is univariate normal, as the skew absolute values

of the manifested variables ranged from 0.11 to 1.18, and the kurtosis

values varied from 0.22 to 2.13. However, the data set (n = 324) in

the overall sample is multivariate nonnormal (the multivariate kurtosis

value is 148.99, critical ratio (c.r.) = 45.20), we therefore used the

bootstrap structural equation modeling (SEM) method suggested by
Preacher and Hayes (2008) for subsequent data analyses. On the basis

of the 324 respondents, we generated 10,000 bootstraps using the

maximum likelihood function contained in AMOS 17.0. The results of

maximum likelihood bootstrap SEM enabled us to test all the hypothe-

ses developed in this study.

As shown inTable 3, the overall structural model (Model 6) fits the

overall sample very well. In this model, CSE significantly explains each

of the two tourism impact dimensions: perceived benefits (37.9% of

the variance) and perceived costs (19.6% of the variance). The model

also reveals that 61.9% of the variance of support for tourism is

explained jointly by the proposed constructs including CSE and

perceived benefits and costs.
4.5 | Hypothesis testing results

As shown in Table 5, we cannot reject all hypotheses, except for

Hypothesis 6. Notably, CSE significantly predicts support for tourism

(Hypothesis 3). But after controlling for the two mediators of per-

ceived benefits and costs, CSE no longer predicts support for tourism

(Hypothesis 4). This would suggest that perceived benefits and costs

jointly act as recognized mediators in the relationship between CSE

and support for tourism. The positive impact of perceived benefits

(β = +0.616) is greater than the negative impact of perceived costs

(β = −0.443). Although Hypothesis 6 has not been supported in the

present study sample, Hypotheses 5 and 7 have all gained empirical

support. In other words, the effects of CSE on support for tourism

are individually mediated by perceived benefits but not by perceived

costs. Our findings also reveal that perceived benefits and costs

collectively transmit the influences of CSE on support for tourism.
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5 | DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

According to Nunkoo et al. (2013) and Deery et al. (2012), research on

tourism impacts has reached a new stage of active scholarship in the-

ory development followed by empirical testing. The integrative theo-

retical model in our study keeps a balance between classical (e.g.,

perceived benefits and costs and support for tourism) and new (i.e.,

CSE) constructs associated with residents’ social exchange processes

and outcomes. Jointly rooted in theories of SET and approach or avoid-

ance framework, our new integrative model not only exhibits accept-

able levels of fit indices but also demonstrates its explanatory power

on the phenomenon of social exchanges.

One theoretical contribution from this study is that we not only

explore the direct causal linkage between CSE and support for tourism

but also tell how CSE affects support for tourism, that is, both directly

and indirectly. In the context of economic, social, and environmental

impacts of tourism development, we have established CSE’s theoreti-

cal connection that includes the causal antecedent of CSE, outcome

of support for tourism, and mediators (i.e., tourism impact dimensions).

The present study is one of the few studies (e.g., Debusscher et al.,

2016) that proactively draw upon approach or avoidance theory to

guide hypothesis development regarding the effect of CSE on the pro-

posed outcomes. We believe that our findings are valuable given the

facts that CSE study is still in its infancy (Judge, 2009) and that CSE

as well as its influences has not been documented in the context of

tourism impacts except for the present study.

This study is one of the first to relate CSE directly to perceived

benefits and costs of tourism. These findings contribute to the tourism

impact literature, demonstrating that the approach or avoidance

framework can explain why CSE levels of residents can affect their cor-

responding perceptions on tourism development. Further, SET (Ap,

1992) has demonstrated that perceived benefits and costs of tourism

each affects residents’ support for tourism. On the basis of these the-

ories, we proposed that perceived benefits and costs collectively act as

a set of putative mediators that transmit the effects of CSE to support

for tourism. Confirming our expectations, this collective mediation has

received support in our empirical testing (Hypothesis 7). To our best

knowledge, we provide the first‐ever empirical evidence on this total

mediation effect.

Apart from the previously mentioned collective mediation,

Preacher and Hayes (2008) also suggest that specific or individual

mediation effects should be examined in a multiple mediation model.

Our results also show that the effect of CSE on support for tourism

is, individually, mediated by perceived benefits but not by perceived

costs. Previous work on tourism impacts either do not examine the

mediating roles of perceived benefits or costs or only examine the indi-

vidual mediation roles of impact dimensions, neglecting the examina-

tion of the collective mediation roles of these mediators. As such, the

value of our study involves the examination of both individual and col-

lective mediation effects because both types of individual and collec-

tive mediation effects have theoretical underpinning (Preacher &

Hayes, 2008).

This research also has policy implications. The reason for residents’

poor perception on tourism benefits could also be due to their self‐

evaluations. CSE theory (Judge et al., 1997) holds that a person who
believes himself or herself to be fundamentally no good or worthless,

despite given beneficial rewards, will not believe they are deserving

of the rewards. Likewise, if a resident who do not value himself or her-

self, he or she is less likely to value potential and existing opportunities

for tourism development. Industry practitioners could purposely

develop some specific programs (e.g., positive coaching, feedback,

and communications) tailored to augment residents’ CSE levels, which

in turn would promote the levels of their appraisals of tourism devel-

opment (e.g., appraisals of perceived benefits) and outcomes (e.g., sup-

port for tourism). Given that low CSE’s detrimental effects may be due

to insensitivity to positive stimuli (Chang et al., 2012), intervening

through emphasizing the positive consequences of tourism develop-

ment programs could help circumvent the negative effects of low

CSE. These efforts on augmentation and intervention are encouraging

as three CSE components compromising general self‐efficacy, general

self‐esteem, and locus of control are essentially surface traits, which

are more malleable than core traits such as The Big Five Personality

traits (Montasem, Brown, & Harris, 2013).

The reason why a given group of residents have developed poor

perceptions on tourism benefits could be, for instance, due to the lack

of communications from policy makers. As such, governments at all

levels and private sector tourism businesses could proactively and

reactively provide opportunities for local residents to voice their ideas

and opinions at all stages of tourism development. In so doing, resi-

dents are more likely to develop favourable perceptions of tourism

impacts (Boley, McGehee, Perdue, & Long, 2014), which in turn posi-

tively affects their support for tourism.

As with most studies, there are limitations. The study takes place

in an Asian context on an island, and the sampling technique is snow-

ball sampling. As such, the generalizability of the study findings

remains unanswered. In the present study, support for tourism, for

instance, is not significantly predicted by perceived costs, which in turn

leads to the result that the effect of CSE on support for tourism does

not specifically mediate by perceived costs. To our best knowledge,

examining this specific mediation has been essentially exploratory.

Therefore, future research is warranted, particularly with the focus

on the specific mediation role of perceived costs.

However, we are assured of the generalizability of the factor struc-

ture of the proposed overall measurement model by a cross‐validation

result of the factor structure. Specifically, we cross‐validated the factor

structure between the two split samples and the results indicated that

the chi‐square difference between the nonrestricted model and the full

metric invariancemodel was not statistically significant (Δχ2[15] = 20.94,

p = .139). As argued by DeVellis (1991), cross‐validating a factor

analytic solution on a separate sample is one of the best means of

demonstrating generalizability.

Further, the data collection was cross‐sectional and self‐reported,

which might result in common method variance and inflation bias. We

therefore took a one‐factor approach as a post hoc test for common

method variance. Specifically, all measurement items that are involved

in our overall measurement model were entered into a principal‐

component EFA with Varimax rotation. This resulted in no single

general factor but a structure of multiple factors, among which the

first factor explained for 27.65% of the variance. This percentage

of variance explained is far below 50%, the threshold level of
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common method variance suggested by Lings and Greenley (2005).

This fact suggests that common method variance was not

substantial.

Given the noted limitations, future studies using longitudinal data

and in different national cultures and geographical areas are therefore

warranted for the sake of better understanding of CSE and its roles in

predicting people’s attitudes and behaviours in the context of tourism

development. Our findings regarding CSE’s direct and indirect causal

effects on support for tourism are essentially exploratory. Although

this study’s findings are helpful for CSE theory development, being

based on well‐established theories, it may be that the causality could

run the other way—that benefits from tourism lead to self‐esteem.

Future tourism impact studies could continue to confirm the roles of

CSE in understanding residents’ attitudes towards tourism

development.

The measurement scales validated in our study could be used as

diagnostic tools in managing residents’ attitudes to tourism develop-

ment. The antecedents and mediators identified in this study might

be inhibitors or barriers to residents’ support for tourism, depending

upon specific environmental and/or personal characteristics. If

residents perceive few benefits from tourism, follow‐up interviews

with local residents could possibly provide an insight into the reasons

for this.

In sum, we successfully introduce the concept of CSEs into the

field of perceived tourism impacts and residents’ support for tourism

development. How residents perceive themselves and their outlook

on life impacts how they perceive tourism development opportunities.

When local residents feel empowered, hopeful about the future, suc-

cessful, and in control of their life, they generally support tourism. This

is a relatively new line of research into community impacts. Further

research is needed in different contexts. The context for this research

is Chinese on an island with historically rapid tourism development. A

comparative study in a Western context or other developing country

contexts would be an interesting extension. A more probabilistic sam-

pling method would enable results to be more generalizable. Neverthe-

less, this study provides both a theoretical and practical contribution

for other scholars to build on.
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