ISSN 1728-2667 EKOHOMIKA. 6(201)/2018 ~41 ~

H. BanTew, a-p dovnocoduu, npod.,

A.-T.-M. Oparoe, a-p chmnococun,

M.-A. Ko3ma, a-p omunococum

YHuBepcuteTt umenu Jlyunana Bnara, Cubuy, PymbiHusa

OLIEHKA PUCKA HEMIATEXXECIMOCOBHOCTU
Anga NPEANPUATUN OBPABATbLIBAIOLLEW NMPOMbBILUITEHHOCTN,
3APEMMCTPUPOBAHHbIX HA BYXAPECTCKOU ®OHOOBOWU BUPXE

lMpedcmaesneHbi uccnedogaHHbIe KaKk meopemuYyecku, maK u 3MNUPUYECKU NMpu noMowu Yemsipex modenel: CnpuHaelm, Taghcghnep, AnbmmaH
u ®paHyy3ckuli KoMMep4Yeckull kpedum, pucku HennamexecrnocobHocmu dnsi 35 komnaxuli nepepabamsbiearouseli NIPOMbIWIIeHHOCMU 8 PyMbiHuU,
komupoeaswuxcsi Ha Byxapecmckol ¢hoHOo8ol 6upixe 8 npeMuanbHOU u cmaHOapmHoU kame2opusix 8 nepuod ¢ 2007 no 2016 209. Peaynsmambi
uccnedoeaHus nokasanu, Ymo e nepuod c 2007 no 2016 200 6osee 50 % KoMnaHuli CMOJIKHYIUCH C 8bICOKUM PUCKOM Hensamexecrnocob6Hocmu,
Haubosnbwas eepossimHocmMb Komopo2o 6bina dnsi Cemacon S.A. and Prefab S.A. MeHbwasi 8eposimHOCMb MaKo20 pUcKa 8 me4yeHue yka3zaHHO20
nepuoda 6bina dnsi komnaHuli Aerostar S.A u Conted S.A.

Knroyeenie cnoea: puck Hennamexecrnoco6Hocmu, modenb CnpuHzelim, modensb Taghgpnepa, modesnb AnnbmmaHa, Modesnib ®paHyy3cKull KOM-
mepyeckuli kpedum.

Bulletin of Taras Shevchenko National University of Kyiv. Economics, 2018; 6(201): 41-46
YK 336
JEL classification: Z32, Z38
DOI: https://doi.org/10.17721/1728-2667.2018/201-6/6
U. Chailiskan, PhD
ORCID iD 0000-0002-6844-7197,
I. A. Saltik, PhD
ORCID iD 0000-0002-3456-2787
Mugla Sitki Kogman University, Mugla, Turkey

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COMMUNITY ATTACHMENT,
PERCEPTIONS ON ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF TOURISM
AND SUPPORT TO TOURISM DEVELOPMENT: AN IMPLEMENTATION
IN A SETTLEMENT NEAR BUT DISTANT FROM TOURISM

Tourism is one of the most important economic sectors in world and its impacts on local communities are discussed in the
literature frequently. Even though also socio-cultural and environmental impacts are also examined, the focus is on economic
effects. This study investigates whether community attachment makes difference in perceptions on economic impacts and in
supporting tourism development. The study utilizes multiple analysis methods and Path Analysis and is important in terms of
examining relationship between community attachment and perceptions of local residents in a settlement which is very near to
popular tourism destinations but also where is distant from the tourism activities. Thus it contributes to tourism planning literature.
Findings reveal out that community attachment has relations with economic impacts and positive support for tourism development,

while it has no relation with negative thoughts about tourism development.
Keywords: Tourism impacts, local residents, Community attachment, CFA, Path Analysis, Turkey

Introduction. Tourism development is a popular
option/tool for improving the socio-economic situation of
societies [9]. Tourism, however, is not only product/service
consumption process, but also has remarkable social,
economic, and environmental impacts [58] in global and
local scale [67, 62, 61]. Even though impact categories
overlap significantly, most of the researches have focused
on economic effects [23, 2, 10].

The perceptions of tourism development and its impacts
are not homogenous within societies and individuals in a
particular society. These differences are influenced by many
factors such as the history of societies, socio-cultural
structures, the level and type of tourism development.
Scholars have given attention to these impacts since 1970s
and many opinions have been put forward. Pioneer models
such as Doxey's Irridex [14], Butler's TALC [7] or Dogan [13]
predict that the local residents' attitudes towards tourists and
tourism would change on a linear continuum while tourism
develops. They claimed that locals would be very friendly and
kindly towards tourism at the beginning but in time, they would
behave "hostile" towards tourists and even leave the
destination temporarily since negative impacts would surpass
the positive ones. Afterwards, approaches which underline
that the attitudes change on a non-linear base were
developed. These models point out that some certain stages
were never reached or never encountered and different
features were effective on perceptions of tourism impacts. In
this context, Social Exchange Theory which is based on the

assumption that local people would be in favor of tourists and
tourism when they perceive positive impacts higher than
negative impacts, and the community attachment model
which predicts that feeling to belong to the society will largely
affect the perception and support of tourism, are amongst the
models frequently used in the recent period.

In this study, firstly, the literature on tourism impacts and
perception and attitudes of the local residents will be
reviewed. Then, whether community attachment affect local
residents' perceptions on economic impacts of tourism and
support for tourism will be examined in case of Mugla center
(Mentese) district which is very near to some popular tourism
destinations of Turkey, but which has no intensive tourism
activities. Finally, results and discussions will be presented.

Literature. Many countries accept tourism as basic tool
for development. For this reason, the number and type of
destinations increase day by day and also the number of
tourists. In 2016, approximately 1.25 bilion people
participated in international tourism activities, and this number
is expected to grow and to approach 2 billion soon [65].

Since tourism is very dynamic and multidimensional
sector, it has many socio-cultural and environmental impacts
besides its economic ones. Nevertheless, as in this study,
the economic impacts of tourism have been more intensively
studied in the literature. Scholars indicate that foreign tourist
expenditure contributes to the balance of payments (Liu and
Var [40], Dogan [13], Gee, Makens, Choy [18]; Jurowski,
Uysal and Williams [23]; Tatoglu, et al. [60]), and by
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incorporating the inert local resources into socio-economic
life, tourism creates economic vitality [60]. In addition, the
tax revenues of the governments may also increase [49].
Tourism development increases employment opportunities
for different age, gender, education status and social strata
(Sheldon and Var [55]; Tosun [62]; Ladkin [34]; Tomic, Gaijic
and Bugar [61]). Demand rise will lead to increase national
and international investments towards region (Liu, Sheldon
& Var [41]; Inskeep [28]; Sheng and Tsui [56]), and to
diversify commercial activities (Prentice [53]; Ozturk, Ozer
and Caliskan [49]) and therefore to develop other sectors
(Latkova and Vogt [37]; Tomic, Gajic and Bugar [61]).

Literature points out that economic benefits and the
attitudes of local people are generally positively related
(Keogh [32]; Sinclair-Maragh, Gursoy [57]). Within the scope
of literature, the following hypotheses were developed;

H1: The perception of positive economic impacts of
tourism affects positively the support to tourism
development.

H2: The perception of positive economic impacts of
tourism lessens attitudes against tourism development.

However, there are some economic costs that tourism
development brings to the region. The ascending demand
results in inflation rise [49] and increases prices of goods,
services and real estate (Pizam [52], Var, Kendall, and
Tarakcioglu [66], Liu and Var [40], Husbands [26], Nunkoo and
Ramkissoon [48]). Moreover, imports of goods and services
from abroad will be increased to meet the tourist expectations
[49] and tourism development model which is mainly based
on investors who are not residents of destination limits
contribution of tourism to the region. When tourism
development eliminates the traditional economic sectors
(such as agriculture, fishery), over-dependency to tourism will
occur [49]. These led to the following hypotheses;

Hs: The perception of negative economic impacts of
tourism affects negatively the support to tourism
development.

Ha: The perception of negative economic impacts of
tourism deepens attitudes against tourism development.

The residents' attitudes and perceptions towards tourism
and its impacts are very important in terms of guiding and
sustaining tourism development, since tourism may develop
only with support of the local residents (Garrod & Fyall [17],
Sheldon & Abenoja [54], Ambroz [1], Nunkoo and
Ramkissoon [48]). In this frame, since the 1960s and 70s,
perception and reaction of the local people have been
examined frequently by scholars from various disciplines
including anthropology, geography, economics, sociology
and recreation (Prentice [53], Gursoy and Chen [20],
Williams and Vaske [68], Caliskan and Ozer [10]).

Many models and theories have been used for this
purpose. As well as models such as Irridex [14], TALC [7],
Dogan [13] and Ap — Crompton [3 which propose that
tourism development and the response of local people occur
in a linear process, social exchange theory which is based
on the assumption that when positive (especially economic)
impacts of development are perceived more dominant than
the negative effects, people would support tourism
development (Ap [4]; Gursoy & Rutherford [21]) and
community attachment model which argues that feelings
towards the society have notable impacts on perceptions
and attitudes of individuals [36] were also used.

Many studies have been carried out within the context of
the community attachment model based on the idea that the
people who feel belonging to the society will perceive
tourism effects differently [12]. In these studies, birth place
(Lankford and Howard [36]; Haley, Snaith and Miller [25]),
commitment to the society (Goudy [19]; Wiliams and

Lawson [69]), ownership of residential buildings [59], were
also used as indicators but the contradictory results were
obtained and the consensus was not reached. While some
studies have found no relationship between community
attachment and perception of tourism influences and
attitudes towards tourism development (Liu and Var [40];
Andereck et al. [2]), researchers as Sheldon and Var [55],
Brunt and Courtney [6], Williams and Lawson [69], and
Gursoy, Jurowski and Uysal [22], pointed out that the
tendency to perceive the negative effects of tourism
increases as the level of loyalty to the community increases.
Nevertheless, there are also many studies that show that
tourism impacts are perceived more positively as community
attachment increases (Belisle and Hoy [5], Jurowski, Uysal
and Williams [31], Gursoy and Rutherford [21], Lee [38]). In
the light of previous studies, the final hypotheses to be
tested in the study are as follows;

Hs: Community attachment affects negatively the
perception of positive economic impacts of tourism.

Hes: Community attachment deepens the perception
of negative economic impacts of tourism.

H7: Community aftachment affects negatively the
support to tourism development.

Hs:  Community attachment
against tourism development.

Another variable used to explain differentiation in the
perception of impacts of tourism and tourism support is the
distances from destinations, tourism attractions and
activities. Some researchers have found that local residents
who live closer to the attractions and tourist activities have a
more positive perception and attitude than those who live far
away (Belisle & Hoy [5], Pearce [50]; Sheldon and Var [55];
Keogh [32]; Mansfeld [43]). However, some researchers
(Pizam [52]; Madrigal [42]) found an inverse relationship and
emphasized that the increase in distance may result in more
positive perceptions of tourism and therefore more support
towards tourism development. Similarly, Tyrell and
Spaulding [64] and Williams and Lawson [69] found that
people living close to the tourist center can exhibit a negative
attitude due to problems such as increased traffic, noise,
pollution, and restrictions on the use of public spaces and
Lankford, Wiliams and Lankford [35] or Jurowski and
Gursoy [30] have shown that those who live far away can
appreciate tourism more positively as recreational benefits
which tourism has brought increases. Nevertheless,
literature review did not reveal any studies on relations of
community attachment and tourism perceptions in distant
settlements. In this context, this article contributes also to
elimination of this deficiency in the literature.

Methodology. The universe of the research is
composed of local people living in central district of Mugla
province (Mentese) in Turkey. The reasons for choice of this
province as the universe are twofold. First, there are limited
numbers of researches concerning central district of Mugla,
even though there are numerous researches related to its
other districts which are popular tourism destinations such as
Fethiye, Bodrum, and Marmaris. Second, the central district
of Mugla differentiates due to the fact that being very close to
tourism destinations but far from tourism activities. Hence it is
expected to contribute the literature by determining
perceptions of residents of the settlements where intensive
tourism activities are not experienced directly.

The population of central district of Mugla is 109.979
(TUIK, 2017). The sample size was calculated as 384
according to Krejcie and Morgan's [33] formula, assuming
an alpha of .05 and a degree of accuracy of .05. The data
were gathered from people living in central district of Mugla
by random sampling. Primary data collection was conducted
at various places (main streets, residential zones, shopping
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centers, parks, etc.) in city center through an on-site self-
administered questionnaire. Oof 629 collected
questionnaires, 619 were respected as the research data.
Since 10 of them which were not filled out completely and
were not suitable for the further analysis, were extracted as
emphasized by Hair et al. [24].

The questionnaire includes four parts, which are
perceptions on economic impacts of tourism scale,
community attachment perception scale, support to tourism
development scale and demographic features. At
preliminary stage, 51 scale items were identified through a
comprehensive literature review. The scale of EIT was
prepared by using the scale items developed by Gursoy, Chi
and Dyer [22], Gursoy and Rutherford [21], Brida et al.,
(2011), Garcia et al., (2016); the scale of STD was prepared
by using the scale items developed by Teye et al (2002),
Alhasanat (2010), Abas and Hanafiah (2014) and the scale

H7

“H
~N

Hs
H

of CA was prepared by using the scale items developed by
Gursoy et al. [22], Wang and Hu (2015) and all the items
were adapted in line with the objectives of the study. Then
as suggested by Conradson [8], some items that were
misunderstood, redundant or duplicated with others were
excluded after getting expert appraisal and conducting pilot
study. The final version of the questionnaire was consisted
of 36 items and demographics. The items were measured
using a 5-point Likert type scale ranging from 1 = "strongly
disagree" to 5 ="strongly agree."

The aim of this research is to investigate the relationship
between local residents’ community attachment (CA) and
perceptions on economic impacts of tourism (EIT; P:
Positive, N: Negative) and attitudes towards tourism
development (TD; S: Support; A: Against). The proposed
model of the study is shown in Figure 1.

‘

Ha

Fig. 1. Proposed Model and Hypothesis

Findings. Demographic features of participants were
investigated with SPSS 22 using descriptive analysis. The
sample was 49,6% female, and 58% married. In terms of
age, 29,7% were between 26 and 35, 23,3% were between
18 and 35, and 22,6% were between 36 and 45.
Approximately 50% of the participants have high school or
university education (35,2% bachelor degree, 17,8% high
school graduate). The most of the respondents (55,7%)
were born in Mugla while 40,7% were born in other cities
within the country. These indicate that participants are
heterogeneous and belong to different socio-economic
groups and therefore findings can be generalized more or
less to whole society.

Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyzes were used
to test the structural validity of the variables. Furthermore,
the reliability of each scale is determined by the Cronbach
alpha statistic. In order to test the hypotheses of the study,
path analysis was finally applied. In order to increase the
reliability and reveal the dimensions of the scales, each one
was examined by exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with
SPSS 22 as suggested by Netemeyer, Bearden and Sharma
(2003). Principal component extraction with Varimax
rotation was applied all the scales independently. As a result
of the analyzes, it was determined that the Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) values were 0.859 for EIT scale, 0.805 for STD
scale, 0.892 for CA scale and the Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
results were significant at the significance level of 0.001 for
all scales. These results indicate the sampling adequacy
[27]. Items with cross-loadings and communalities less than
0.40 were removed iteratively. Accordingly, two items from
EIT scale, and four items from STD were eliminated. The
EFA results were identified two-factor model for both scales.

Factors were labelled as perception of positive economic
impacts of tourism (PEIT), perception of negative economic
impacts of tourism (NEIT), support to tourism development
(STD), and against to tourism development (ATD). The
exploratory factor analysis conforms to the one factor
structure of the CA scale, without excluding any items. The
reliability and internal consistency of each variable were
inspected by Cronbach's alpha coefficient. All the scales
were found to be internally reliable with Cronbach's alphas
ranging between 0.699 and 0.892 [16].

Then confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted
on the proposed model to confirm the validity of the factors
revealed by EFA for each construct of research and the path
analysis was performed to test the proposed model.
Analysis was carried out with AMOS 21.0. Two items from
STD (The state should provide more working areas, The
state supports tourism development in Mugla), two items
from PEIT (Tourism creates a market for local products,
Tourism provides more investment to the Mugla districts)
and one item form NEIT (Tourism provides jobs to people
from outside Mugla, rather than locals) were considered
"inadequate or mediocre" and excluded because of low
factor scores (<0.55) and explaining less than 30% of the
variance [11]. Model fit was assessed using Root Mean
Square Error of Approximations (RMSEA), Goodness of Fit
Index (GFI), Normed Fit Index (NFI) and Comparative Fit
Index (CFI). As all the indices for proposed model met the
criteria suggested by Hair et al. [24], (x2/df =1,949;
RMSEA=0.039; GFI =0.933; NFI =0.911; CFl =0.955) the
model is accepted. The obtained t values and path analysis
results are presented in Figure 2.
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Fig. 2. Path Analysis Results

Results indicate that, CA has positive and significant
effect on NEIT, negative and significant effect on PEIT and
STD. In line with these results Hs and He and Hz were
accepted. However negative effect of CA on ATD is
statistically nonsignificant. Thus Hs was rejected. It was
revealed that PEIT has a positive and significant impact on
STD, meanwhile affecting ATD negatively. Hence H1 and H2

were accepted. Moreover, it was also determined that NEIT
affects both STD and ATD, positively. Consequently, these
findings bring acceptance of Hs while Hs is rejected
because, on the contrary to the negative effect indicated in
the hypothesis, NEIT has a considerably positive impact on
STD. The results of path analysis and hypothesis test are
presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Results of Path Analysis and Hypothesis Test

Hyp‘;:::es's Path Estimate | S.E. | CR. | P Result
1 STD <--- PEIT ,124 ,036 3,443 *** | Accepted
2 ATD <--- PEIT -,317 ,054 -5,827 *** | Accepted
& STD <--- NEIT ,145 ,070 2,071 ,038 | Rejected
4 ATD <--- NEIT ,351 ,107 3,284 ,001 | Accepted
5 PEIT <--- CA -,233 ,051 -4,553 *** | Accepted
6 NEIT <--- CA ,110 ,043 2,563 ,010 | Accepted
7 STD <--- CA -,221 ,042 -5,313 *** | Accepted
8 ATD <--- CA -,058 ,055 -1,064 ,287 | Rejected
Conclusions. This study examines the relationship Findings determine that the higher the level of perception

between the community attachment of local people and the
economic impact of tourism and the support to tourism
development. For this purpose, data were collected in
Mugla (Turkey) where does not experience intensive
tourism activities despite it is very close to popular mass
tourism destinations.

In contrast to Jurowski, Uysal and Williams [31], who did
not find a relationship between community attachment and
economic impact and Choi and Murray (2009), who stated
that community attachment has positive relationship with
positive economic effects, it is found that community
attachment leads in decreasing positive perceptions about
the economic effects of tourism. The results are in line with
Sheldon and Var [55], Brunt and Courtney [6] and Choi and
Murray [](2009) who found that community attachment has
negative effects in support to tourism development.
Likewise, it is revealed out that as the community
attachment increases, the support to tourism development
decreases. This finding is congruent with Williams and
Lawson [69], Gursoy et al. [23], Choi and Murray, (2009).

Similar to what is generally emphasized in the literature,
results point out that the more positive perception of
economic impacts of tourism, the greater the support given
to tourism. However, while the perceptions of negative
economic impacts have positive impact on support to
tourism development with anticipation of improvement of
current economic situation, it is clear that they considerably
increase the attitudes against tourism development.

of the adverse economic impacts of tourism, the higher the
level of attitudes against tourism development. This finding
support Perdue, Long and Allen [51], Keogh [32], Jurowski,
Uysal and Williams [31], Choi and Murray (2009) but
contradicts the results of studies as Gursoy and Rutherford
[21], and Lee [38]. At the same time, it was revealed that
negative economic impacts influence significantly the
attitudes towards tourism development. The negative
economic impacts cause people expect that tourism would
help to develop economic conditions but also they consider
further tourism development is redundant because it cannot
meet the current expectations. In other words, it can be
interpreted that efforts should be made to raise economic
contribution of the current tourism development instead of
attracting new investments. This antinomy may occur mainly
due to differences of sample and the study area (which is
close to but also far from tourism centers and activities). This
finding increases authenticity of the study for its contribution
to literature. Therefore, the findings of this study must be
tested with the studies on the opinions of the residents of the
settlements where are physically close to the tourism
destinations though they are not in administrative zone.

In order to have sustainable tourism development and to
increase its positive contributions, it is necessary to
understand the variables of tourism support. Planning
should be conducted with stakeholders who have different
expectations from and perceptions about tourism and who
are at different socio-economic strata, and have different
social and environmental perspectives. Opinions and
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expectations of residents of tourism destination and socio-
economic hinterland of destination should be incorporated
into planning and implementation process. This will
contribute to the spread of tourism influences to the
community. Local support to tourism development can be
enhanced through explanation of possible benefits and
costs of tourism in planning process and taking preventive
measures by negotiation with local people.

Future studies should examine the results of this study
in other places akin to our study field. Also, relation between
community attachment and tourism development should be
surveyed by examining the opinions of the residents of
tourism centers and of the settlements in the vicinity to those
centers together. As our study examines perceptions about
3S tourism, relation of community attachment with tourism
perceptions and tourism development support should be
explored for other types of tourism. Additionally, even
though it is revealed statistically insignificant in this work,
studies  testing whether  community  attachment
decreases/increases the attitudes against tourism
development may yield contributions to the literature.

Limitations. This study searches perceptions and
attitudes of local residents about mass tourism. Beyond
Mugla, Mentese, the results of this study cannot be
generalized for other settlements where have different
features in terms of tourism development and type,
proximity to tourist destinations/attractions, or economic
and social structure.
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3B'A30K MDX IHTETPOBAHICTIO TPOMAN,
YCBIOOMNEHHAM EKOHOMIYHOIO 3HA4YEHHSA TYPU3MY
I NIATPUMKOIO MO0 PO3BUTKY: OPIAHI3ALIA TYPUCTUYHOIO BISBHECY B CENI

Typu3sm € o0HUM i3 Halisaxxnueiwux cekmopie ekoHoMiIKu y ceimi, i io2o ennue Ha micyesi cninbHomMu Yacmo o62080prOEMbLCS 8 Jlimepamypi.
Xoua coyianbHo-KynbmMypHi ma ekonoziyHi Hacnidku po3sansidarombcsi YHacmo, asie OCHO8Ha yeaza npudinsiembcsi eKOHOMIYHUM nidcyMkam. Y ybomy
docnidxeHHi 3'sico8yembCsi, Yu enueac JslokasibHa 32ypmoeaHicmb CriflbHoOmu Ha po3yMiHHSI eKOHOMIYHUX pe3ynbmamie i Ha NiOMpPUMKyY po3eumky
mypu3smy. Y po6omi eukopucmoeyromscsi pi3Hi cnocobu oyiHroeaHHs1 i Memod Wiisixoe020 aHai3y, KUl eaxsueul i3 mo4Ku 30py 8USYEHHsI e3ae-
MO38'A3Ky MiX JIOKaJIbHOK 32ypmoeaHicmio crinbHomu i cnpuliHAmMmsM mMicyesux xumeriie y nocesieHHi, ske micmumbcsi Oy)xe 61u3bko 0o rnomny-
NIIPHUX Mypucmu4HuUx o6'ekmie, ane npu ybomy eiddaneHe 8id mypucmuyHoi disnbHocmi. um eHocumbcsi neeHuUli 8HECOK y nlimepamypy npo
nnaHyeaHHsi mypu3my. Pe3ynbmamu noka3syromsb, W0 JlokasibHa 32ypmoeaHicmb crilbHomu Mae 8iOHOWeHHsI 00 eKOHOMIYHUX HacJiokie i dae no-
3umueHy nidmpuMKy po3eumky mypu3my, 00HOYac 80Ha He Moe's3aHa 3 HeaamueHUMU YsI8JIEHHSIMU MPO PO38UIMOK Mypu3my.

Knro4oei cnoea: ennue mypusmy, micyesi xxumeni, nokanbHa 32ypmoeaHicmb crniflbHOmMu, KOHhipMamopHuli ¢hakmopHulU aHanis, wnsxosull
aHanis, Type44uHa.

Y. YanuwkaH, a-p comnocodun,
W.A. CanTuk, o-p cdomnococum
YHuepcutet Myrnbi CbiTku Kocmana, Myrna, Typuus

CBA3b MEXAY NOKANIbHOW UHTEFPUPOBAHHOCTbIO OBLLIUHBI,
OCO3HAHMEM 3KOHOMUYECKOIO 3HAYEHUA TYPUIMA U NOOOEPXKOU EFO PA3BUTUA:
OPrAHU3ALUNA TYPUCTUYECKOIO BU3HECA B CEJE

Typu3sm siensiemcsi 00HUM U3 HauboJsliee 8aXHbIX CEKINOPO8 IKOHOMUKU 8 MUpe, U e20 8/IUsIHUE Ha MeCMHbIe coobwecmea yacmo o6cyxdaemcsi
& nlumepamype. Xomsi coyuanbHO-KyibMypHbIe U 3Ko/l02udecKue rnocsedcmeusi paccMampuearomcesl 4acmo, HO OCHO8HOe 8HUMaHue ydensemcs
3KOHOMUYECKUM umoaam. B amom uccnedoeaHuu ebISICHIEMCS, 8nusiem J1U JIoKa/lbHasi CN/I04eHHOCMb coobujecmea Ha NMoOHUMaHue 3KOHOMUuYe-
CKuXx pe3ynbmamoe u Ha No00ep)KKy pa3eumusi mypusma. B pabome ucnonb3yromcsi pasnuyHbie crnocobbl OyeHOK U Memod rymeeo20 aHasu3a,
KOmopbIli 8aXeH C MOYKU 3PEHUSI U3YYEHUs 83aUMOCBSI3U MEXAY JTOKaslbHOU CrII0YeHHOCMbIO coobujecmea U eocrpusimueM MeCMHbIX xumesnel
8 rnoceJsieHUU, Komopoe Haxodumcsi o4eHb 6/1U3KO K MOMysPHbIM MypPUCMUYECKUM 06beKkmam, HO Mpu 3mom ydaseHo om mypucmu4eckol desi-
menbHOCMU. AMuM 8HOcumCcsi onpedenieHHbIl 8Kknad 8 sumepamypy o naHUpPosaHUU mypusma. Pe3ynbmambl NMoKa3biearom, 4Ymo sloKanbHas
cn/o4YeHHocmb coobujecmea umeem OMHOWEHUE K IKOHOMUYECKUM M0c/1eCMeUsiM U OKa3bieaem MoJ10XumesibHyto noddepxKy passumuro my-
pu3ma, 8 mo epemMsi Kak OHa He cesi3aHa C He2amueHbIMU npedcmaseHUsMU 0 pa3eumuu mypusma.

Knrodeenbie cnoea: enusiHue mypusma, MECMHbIE XXUMmesu, JIoKaslbHasi CliJIo4eHHOCMb coobujecmea, KOHghupMamopHbIl ¢hakmopHbIl aHanus,
nymeeol aHanus, Typyus.



