The Social Sciences 11 (23): 5574-5583, 2016
ISSN: 1818-5800
© Medwell Journals, 2016

Tourism Perception of Turkestan Residents and Their Attitudes Towards Tourism

Burhan Sevim
Khoja Akhmet Yassawi International Turkish-Kazakh University,
Board of Trustees, Kazakh, Kazakhstan

Abstract: In this study, it has been aimed to determine the tourism perception of residents and what should be
done to develop tourism in Twkestan. A questionnaire prepared for this purpose was conducted to residents
by the method of simple random sampling. According to questionnaire results obtained from 940 people, it is
found that residents in Turkestan define tourism as an activity which provides economic development and they
define tourist as person who brings currency. Respondents intensely indicate that in Turkestan existing
facilities should be enhanced and service quality should be increased. Moreover, as a result of the analysis of
the obtained data, seven factors related to residents” tourism perception and their attitudes towards tourism
have been identified. When the average of these factors in terms of education, monthly income and nationality
of residents was taken into account, significant differences have been found.
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INTRODUCTION

Art, music, dance, industry, arts and crafts, business,
agriculture, education, literature, language, science,
government, religion, cuisine and history of a region form
the attractive local cultural values in terms of tourism.
Physical texture, architectural works and residents of the
region can be added to the aforementioned items. Tourism
15 a means to protect cultural diversity and authenticity
(Uslu and Kiper, 2006).

Tourism 1s accepted as the easiest way to increase
the life standard of a region and to strengthen the
economy of residents. Urban and regional planners,
mdustry and sector representatives, non-governmental
organizations and  municipal  corporations  are
responsible for providing the true development of the
region and residents under the existing conditions
(Hwan and Sirakaya, 2005).

Tourists are Foreigners for the residents, residents
are also foreigners for tourists. Interaction between
tourists and residents can oceur in different environments
and ways. Travel vehicles, hotels, restaurants, shopping
centres, sightseeing areas are the areas where tourist and
residents meet most. Tezcan and Rocharungsat summarize
the conditions that could result from the mteractions
between tourists and residents as follows:

*  Cultural transmission which results from mutual
expressions of the distinctive cultures of tourists and
the residents peoples

* Cultural diffusion which occurs as changes in
traditions and customs, attitudes and values,
religious structure and language as a result of
cultural transmission

»  Cultural shock which results from considerable
cultural discrepancies between two cultures

»  Cultural degeneration which results from losing one’s
culture with change

»  Cultural conflict that implies the reaction of the
residents to strange behaviours of tourists

Determining the attitudes of the residents related to
the current development of tourism, preventing possible
negative effects and increasing effects that could be
positive are vital to ensure sustamable development.
Negative experiences resulting from merely profit-oriented
tourism activities could lead to impairing or the end of the
efforts to develop tourism by the residents. However,
measuring the reaction of the residents to these activities
in advance could be enlightening for tourism plammers.
Negative social effects can be reduced and alternatives
can be mcreased, if tourism planners know the reasons
why residents support or oppose tourism.

Recently, many tourism regions and shareholders of
these regions have started to acquire mformation about
the attitudes of the residents towards tourism sector and
its development. The reasons for this is that they desire
to benefit more from the global tourism market, increase
the number of tourists that come to the region and ensure
residents’ participation in sectorial investments and the
decision making process. In line with this, the research
aims to examine tourism from the viewpoint of the
residents and to determine the requirements for tourism
development in Turkestan.

Turkestan and Its Tourism Potential: Turkestan which is
one of the smallest cities of Kazakhstan in terms of
population and surface area 15 a city m the South
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Table 1: The ethnic composition of Turkestan (2013 data)

Mationality Population (%4)
Kazakhs 63.2
Uzbeks 34.5
Russian 0.8
Turkish (Meskheti) 0.7
Tatars 0.3
Others 0.5
Turkestan governorship

Kazakhstan Region. Formerly known as Yasi, the city is
called the “holy capital” of Kazakhstan due to the
famous Turkish mystic KhojaAkhmetYassawi, who lived
and was buried there and was acknowledged as the
common ancestor of the Turkic World (Akay, 2015).
Turkestan is one of the oldest cities in Central Asia and
Kazakhstan. The construction of the city which was
founded near Syr Dariya River m the south part of
Kazakhstan, dates back to the 5-6th centuries.

Turkestan covers an area of 7,400 km®. According to
the data in 2013, the city has a population of 248,000.
Total 158,000 of the population live in the city centre while
93,000 of the population live in villages. The ethnic
composition of the city is as follows (Table 1).

Uzbeks, the Russian and Meskheti Turks who live in
the city have ther own cultural centres. In addition,
there 1s a theatre, two museums, 43 libraries and a
cultural centre which is publicly available and
founded within Khoja AkhmetYassawi Intemational
Turkish-KazakhUmversity (Turkestan Governorship).
As for the accommeoedation facilities, there are 3 three-star
and 16 unqualified hotels in the city with a total
amount of 620 beds.

Twkestan is acknowledged as the cultural and
religious capital of not only Kazakhstan but also the
whole Central Asia. The most significant reason is the
Kulliye (complex of buildings adjacent to a mosque) which
also includes Mausoleum of Khoja Akhmet Yassawi
which 1s a masterpiece of medieval architecture. The
mausoleum which was built mn the city at the end of the
14th century by Tamerlane the Great is a colossal
structure which embodies most of the architectural
creations of former times.

When Khoja Akhmet Yassawi died in 1166 AD, he
was buried approximately 100 m away from the dervish
convent that also included a “cilehane™, 1.e., a place where
a dervish undergoes a period of trial and suffering and a
simple tomb was built. Although it became a location to
visit in a short time asMuslims visited it, the Mongolian
invasion at the beginning of the 13th centwry and its
destructive effects influenced the region negatively.
Tamerlane the Great, who conquered the region at the end
of the 14th centwry by destructing the Golden Horde,
chose Tukal Khanum as his bride. He set off to meet the

bridal procession, stopped in the city of Yesi and visited
the tomb of Khoja Akhmet Yassawi. The archives report
that during this visit, he saw Khoja AkhmetYassaw1 in hus
dream and he told Tamerlane the good news about a
victory. After tlus dream, Tamerlane ordered for the
construction of the huge mauscleum m the place of the
small tomb out of lus gratitude to Khoja Akhmet Yassawi.
Themausoleum was built during his reign between the
years of 1389-1405. The mausoleum whose construction
is still unfinished, displays some architectural and
structural trials of master architects of Iran. Mausoleum
was built as a monument. Having entered from the
monument door, Kazanlyk appears. In this section, there
1s a big cauldron which 15 called “Tay Kazan’ 1s the mixture
of seven metals, two tons m weight and 1.6 m in length.
Around the cauldron, there are some prayers and some
information about the master of the cauldron. Once,
slightly sweetened water was put mn that cauldron and
offered to visitors after the Friday Prayer and also it was
believed that water was curative. This cauldron was taken
to an exhibition with the order of Stalin but it wasn’t
brought back and was put in Leningrad Hermitage
Museum in St. Petersburg, afterwards it took its own
place in the Mausoleum again with the efforts of
Kazakhstan authorities in 1989. On the South part of the
Kazanlyk, there 1s a prayer rcom, a library and a soup
kitchen; on the North of the Kazanlyk, there are small and
large Aksarays. Next to this study, there is ahorsetail
(attached to a standard as a sign of rank) which 13 a
symbol of tombs of saints in Central Asian culture, along
with a door. This door 1s the entrance to the room where
Alkhmet Yassawi’s tomb is. On one of the casting rings,
which 1s mmside the woed carved door, the construction
date 797 AH (m. 1395) is writtern. There is a small dome on
the burial chamber. Sarcophagus of Yasawi was made of
a light green stone. There are some other tombs
in the next doors of central section. Starting from
the 16th century, dignitary people and
admimstrators were buried m those rooms. Today,
Mausoleum of Khoja Akhmet Yassawi 1s one of the
largest and best preserved structures from the Turkish-
Mongol Empire. Due to both Khoja Akhmet Yassawi’s
spiritual aspect and those features of the Mausoleum,
thousands of people visit Turkestan and theKulliye
(complex of buildings adjacent to a mosque) every year.
There is no reliable data on the number of visitors to the
Mausoleum and Turkestan. However, it has
necessary to pay a fee and get a ticket to enter the
Mausoleum since 2016. Therefore, it is thought that
clearer mformation on the number of visitors can be
obtaned.
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Khoja Akhmet Yassawi is one of the most effective
saints in the spread of Tslam Religion in the Turkish world
50 to keep Khoja Akhmet Yassaw1i’s ideas, principles and
his place m Sufism alive his Mausoleum was restored by
Twkey in 1993. UNESCO announced 1993 as Khoja
AkhmetYassawi year and the 1500th anniversary of the
Turkestan city where the Mausoleum of Khoja Akhmet
Yassawl 1s was celebrated mn 2000, UNESCO has
recognized the Mausoleum as a World Heritage Site on
13th Tuly, 2002. Moreover, with the proposal of Turkey
the 850th anmversary of lus death was included in the
programme of UNESCO celebration ammiversaries during
38th UNESCO General Conference on 09th November,
2015 (www.unesco.org.tr, 2016).

Similar studies: A wide range of studies on the
residents’ perceptions of tourism are available. In this
part, relevant studies carried out in recent past have been
analysed. In their research on Isparta residents’ tourism
perspective, Dooan and Ungoren found out that
approximately 50% of the residents do not have enough
information on the natural and cultural beauties, they
have in the region and Isparta has some problems related
to infrastructire. They have also found out that
Ispartaresidents believe that there is no efficient and
adequate coordination regarding tourism among the
leading organizations and provincial departments; they
also believe that tourism nvestments should be increased
to improve tourism in Isparta. In the study, it is also
emphasized that when tourism development is provided,
economic and socio cultural development gain
acceleration.

In his research to determine the perspectives of
Burdur residents on tourism, Solmaz reached the
conclusion that there are various infrastructure problems
in Burdur and that there 1s a lack of efficient coordination
among local shareholders. He also states that tourism
investments need to be increased in order for tourism to
develop and, finally, tourism will increase employment
opportunities in the city. Additionally, Sary carried out a
research to determine the perspectives of the residents of
Cankyry on tourists and tourism. The results reveal that
most of the residents take a positive attitude towards
tourists and tourism. Moreover, they desire to have more
tourists in Cankyry and they believe tourism would have
more positive impacts than negative ones.

Furthermore, Ozdemir and Kervankyran examined the
attitudes of Afyonkarahisar residents towards tourists
and tourism. The results of the study revealed that most
of the residents take a positive attitude towards the
processes of tourism development m the city; and they
believe that tourism mvestments should increase, as the

natural, historical and cultural potentials of the city are
appropriate for tourism development. According to the
majority of the respondents, tourism has a sigmificant
impact in the recovery and socio cultural development of
the city. Nonetheless, tourism development has also
resultedin some negative environmental impacts in the
city.

In his study of cultural heritage and perceptions of
tourism, Cetin (201 0) proposed that Cumalikizik which was
nominated to UNESCO World Cultural Heritage List
should be mtroduced internationally by protecting the
local cultural values at the same time. The results reveal
that compared to men, women regard tourism and tourists
more positively. Another result of the study demonstrates
that most of the respondentsthunk they cannot receive
thewr fair share of tourism revenues. Eren and Aypek
(2012) carried out another study that examined the
attitudes of Cumalikizik residents towards tourism
development in terms of rural tourism. According to the
results of the study, the residents state that tourism does
not pose a threat to the environment and that tourism is
a factor that supports local culture and makes major
contributions  to  fmancially linited resources.
Additionally, the results demonstrates that tourism
development does not increase public investment in
Cumalikizik. Sezer examined rural tourism and the
perceptions of tourism n Camlica District of Edimne. The
results reveal that the residents of Camlicatake a positive
attitude towards rural tourism and consider tourism as a
solution for the region in that tourism provides
employment and ensures that young people stay m the
reglomn.

Giritlioghn and Bulut (2015) researched tourism in
accordance with the perspectives of Gaziantep residents.
The results revealthat the residents regard tourism
positively and emphasize that activities of promotion and
advertising should be increased and historical buildings
should be resorted in order to maintain the sustainability
of tourism. In his research, Toprak (2015) examined
Mardin residents” perceptions of tourism. The results
reveal that Mardin residents take a positive attitude
towards tourism and that they pay the most attention to
economic impacts of tourism whereas social and
envirommental impacts are paid less attention.

Dyer et al. (2007) intended to develop a structural
model that identified residents’ perceptions of tourism
and how these perceptions influenced Sunshine Coast
residents mn terms of supporting tourism development.
The results yield five factors which are negative
social-economic impacts, positive social impacts, negative
social mmpacts, positive economic umpacts and positive
cultural mmpacts. Besides, they have found out that the
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factor of perceived positive economic impacts has the
most sighificant portion in residents support for tourism
development. Additionally, Harrill carried out researches
to determine the significance of residents” attitudes in the
process of tourism developmentwhile Besculides et al.
(2002) carried out researches in residents’ perceptions
ofthe cultural impacts of tourism. Lepp (2007) attempted
to determine residents’ perceptions of tourism in Bigodi,
Uganda while Zamani-Farahani attempted to determine
residents’ attitudes towards tourism in Masooleh, Iran.
Jalami (2012) examined residents’ perceptions of the
mnportance and 1mpacts of ecotourism m Sabang,
Philippines.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

In order to gather data on residents’ perspectives of
tourism in Turkestan, a scale 13 prepared benefiting from
the scales of Dogan and Unguren (201 2), Kervankiran and
Sar1. In order to determine the reliability of the questions
1n the attitude scale of Tourism Perceptions and attitudes
towards Tourism, the internal consistency coefficient,
Cronbach’s Alpha 13 calculated and found Iugh
(¢ = 0.743). After determiming the reliability of the
questionnaire questions as adequate and finalizing the
questionnaire forms, 1000 questiommaires were conducted
i October, 2015 by means of simple random sampling
method. The questionnaires were handed out in person to
civil servants, housewives, shoppers and sellers i the
markets of Turkestan, citizens relaxing at parks and
students at schools. After filling in the questionnaires,
they were taken back from the residents without any
delay.

After removing the incomplete and mncorrect
questionnaires, 940 questionnaires are considered
suitable to be used in the research. The data are analysed
using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS)
Software Version 22.0 for Windows which allows for the
generation of percentages and descriptive statistics
(i.e., frequency, mean scores and the standard deviation).
In order to compare continuous quantitative data between
two mdependent groups, t-test 1s used. Likewise, in order
to compare continuous quantitative data between more
than two independent groups, one-way Anova test is
used. After one-way Anova test, Scheffe’s Method as a
post-hoc analysis is wsed in order to determine the
differences. The findings areevaluatedm a 95%
confidence interval and 5% level of significance.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Tnorder to determine the reliability of the

questions in the perceptions and attitudes towards

tourism scale, Cronbach’s alpha is calculated and found
high (o = 0.743). Exploratory factor analysis 1s applied in
order to reveal the construct validity of the scale. As a
result of Barlett’s test, the p value is computed as
p = 0.000<0.05 and it i1s ascertamned that there is a
correlation between the variables computed in the factor
analysis. The KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) wvalue is
computed as 0.801. Moreover, it 1s ascertained that the
sample size is adequate for the factor analysis. By
choosing varimax rotation in factor analysis, it is ensured
that the structure of the correlation between the factors
remain unchanged. Asa result of the factor analysis, the
variables are categorized into 7 factors with an explained
variance total ratio of 63.25 % as shown in Table 2.

In the evaluation process of Residents’ Perceptions
and Attitude towards Tourism Scale, the factors with
Eigenvalues that are bigger than one are chosen.
Meanwhile, a particular attention is paid to the lugh factor
loadings that indicate the weight of variables in the
factors. Additionally, a great effort is made so as not to
have similar factor loadings for the same variable. The
high values of the factors” rehability co-efficient that
form the scale and the high values of the total
explained variance ratios indicate a scale with a strong
factorial structure.

Table 3 which shows general attributes of the
respondents indicates that most of the respondents are
between the ages 18-30 (36.1%) have undergraduate
degree (38.7%) and most of them are women (55.4%). It 1s
found out from the Table 3 that respondents who mainly
live between 11-20 year in Twkestan form 36.1%;
respondents whose monthly income are less than 1003
form 33%, respondents who are civil servants form 25.4%,
respondents who are Kazakh form 63%.

According to Table 4, Turkestan residents answer the
question “Do you go on holiday?” mostly (80%) as ‘yes’.
However, most of the respondents (75.5%) do not go on
holiday regularly and most of them (54%) travel mside
Kazakhstan. When they travel abroad, they mostly prefer
neighbouring countries due to the fact that Turkestan is
close to Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan and there are
highway and rail transportation facilities.

Table 5 indicates that respondents’ most common
answer to the question of “What is tourism?” which is a
multiple answer question and asked to evaluate how
Turkestan residents identify tourism 1s “an activity that
develops economy” (45 %). Considering the overall
variance, asserted that their
concentrate on positive definitions of tourism. The

it can be ANSWers

least marked answer is “an activity that sets other
sectors back™ (1.3%).
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Table 2: Factorial Structure of Residents® Perceptions and Attitudes towards Tourism Scale

Factors Factor loadings
Factor 1: Attitudes towards tourism development

The quality of services rendered to tourists such as food and beverage and accommodation should be improved 0.813
The region should be publicized as a tourism area 0.811
Maps and guide books should be published for tourists 0.795
Efforts should be made to create a tourisin consciousness in Turkestan 0.759
Moare accommodation facilities should be built 0.686
Factor 2: Lack of Tourism Consciousness in Residents and Administrators

Turkestan residents are not conscious of tourism 0.793
Residents do not give sufficient attention towards tourism 0.752
Promotion of the touristic values of Turkestan is insufficient 0.748
Cooperation, communication and coordination between fundamental institutions and agencies of 0.642

Turkestan are insufficient in terms of tourism development
Factor 3: Beliel'in the contribution of tourism

T believe tourism would make a great contribution to the economy of Turkestan 0.830
Tourism investments should primarily increase to develop tourism in Turkestan 0.821
For the success of tourism, residents and all segments of society should participate 0.757
Factor 4: Social and environmental damage

Foreign tourists negatively influence the residents 0.816
Domestic tourists negatively influence the residents 0.768
Tourism destroys nature 0.536
Tourism creates noise and pollution 0.474
Factor 5: Negative Cultural Impacts

Tourism is likely to change our traditions and customs 0.818
Tourism is likely to have negative impacts on our children and teenagers 0.746
Tourism is likely to increase bad habits (alcohol, gambling, etc.) 0.587
Factor 6: Tourism potential of Turkestan

Mausoleumn of Khoja AkhmetYassawi is a tourist attraction that could develop tourism in Turkestan all by itself 0.703
Turkestan possesses a rich potential in tourism area 0.674
Tourism development creates more jobs in Turkestan 0.637
Turkestan cannot use its tourism potential sufficiently 0.569
Factor 7: Negative impacts of tourism on daily life

Tourism is likely to result in traffic congestion 0.781
Tourism is likely to result in unpleasant over crowdedness 0.773

Eigenvalue, 5.092, 3.463, 1.870, 1.671, 1.436, 1.238, 1.043; Total variance (%) 13.820, 9.380, 8.920, 8.230, 8190, 7.800, 6.880; Cronbach’s Alpha0.860,
0.750, 0.811, 0.729, 0.688, 0.633, 0.692; Total variance explained (%) $3.250; The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy 0.801; The Bartlett’s
test of sphericity (significance level); p = 0.000

Table 3: Findings regarding control variables Table 3: Continue

Parameters n Percentage Parameters n Percentage
Residency in Turkestan Gender

10 vears and less 39 4.1 Female 521 55.4
11-20 Nov 339 36.1 Male 419 44.6
21-30 302 321 Total 940 100.0
3140 171 18.2 Educational hackgrounds

40+ 89 9.5 Elementary education 187 19.9
Total 940 100.0 High school 290 309
Age University 364 387
Under 18 39 4.1 Graduate 99 10.5
18-30 339 36.1 Total 940 100.0
31-40 302 32.1 Monthly income (5)

41-50 171 182 Under 100 310 33.0
Over 50 89 9.5 100-200 301 32.0
Total 940 100.0 200-400 281 29.9
Nationality Over 400 48 31
E;Z[;ki‘ 533 63';’ Total 910 100.0
Uzbek 201 214 \?V';i;‘{';:‘:"’“ 19 269
Azeri 20 21 s i
Turkish 19 20 CIV.ll servants 242 25.7
Turkmen 21 22 Retired People 85 9.0
Tatar 15 1.6 Housewives 136 14.5
Russian 25 27 Students 161 17.1
Others . 0.7 Others 120 12.8
Total 940 100.0 Total 210 100.0
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Table 4: Travel Habits of Turkestan residents

Table 6: Turkestan residents’ perceptions of tourist

n Percentage What is tourism? Frequency (n) Percentage
Opportunity to go on holiday A person who brings currency 457 48.6
No 188 20.0 A person who needs help 202 21.5
Yes 752 80.0 A person who sets a bad exarnple to the residents 62 6.6
Total 210 100.0 A person who brings illnesses 21 2.2
Frequency of going holiday A person who provides the development 249 26.5
Every year 184 24.5 of Turkestan
Rarely 568 755 Others 125 13.3
Total 940 100.0
Holiday destination Table 7: Residents’ communication with tourists
Kazakhstan. ) ) 406 54.0 How do you communicate with tourists? Frequency (n) Percentage
Abroad (neighbouring countries) 242 322 I would tell the directions if tourists ask them 346 36.8
Turkey 45 6.0 I would help tourists tour the region 311 33.1
Europe 32 4.3 I would welcome tourists in my house 70 7.4
Others 27 3.6 I would net communicate with tourists 177 18.8
Total 40 100.0 Others 170 18.1

Table 5:Tourism pperceptions of Turkestan residents
What is tourism? Frequency (n) Percentage

Tourism is an activity which develops economy 423 45.0
Tourism is an activity which improves culture 264 28.1
Tourism is an activity which provides interaction 237 25.2
among people

Tourism is an activity that improves the landscape 228 24.3
Tourism is an activity that protects nature, history 34 36.6
and cultural values

Tourism is an activity that damages the moral 28 3.0
values of the society

Tourism is an activity that sets other sectors back 12 1.3
Tourism is an activity that pollutes the environment 21 2.2
Others 17 1.8

Table 6 shows respondents’ answers to the question
of “Who 1s a tourist?”. According to Table, Turkestan
residents define a tourist as “a person who brings
currency” (48.6 %) whereas the definition that “a person
who brings illnesses” 1s the least marked answer (2.2%).
Evaluating the answers to the questton “Who 15 a
tourist?” together with the answers to “What is
tourism?”, it can be stated that Turkestan residents
regard tourism and tourists primarily as economical
phenomena.

Table 7 shows that therespondents’ most common
answer to the question is “T would tell the directions if
tourists ask themn™ (36.8 %). The answer “I would welcome
tourists in my house” is the least marked answer with a
percentage of 7.4 %.

According to Table 8 which shows the evaluations
on the current tourism facilities, the respondents’ most
common answer to the question 1s“current facilities
should be improved and quality should be increased”
(36.2%). The most remarkable result in the table is that the
option “tourism facilities are not attractive for me™ 1s
marked bya considerable amount of respondents (23.3%).
When this result is evaluated with the “current facilities
should be improved and quality should be increased”
option, it can be stated that investments are necessary to
increase the attractions regarding tourism.

Table 8: Residents’ perspectives on Turkestan’s current tourism facilities

What do you think about Turkestan’s Frequency

current tourism facilities? (n) Percentage
Tourism facilities are not attractive for me 219 233
Tourism facilities are adequate 234 24.9
Current facilities and their quality should 340 36.2

be improved

Religious tourism investments should be increased 122 13.0
All resources should be introduced to tourism 220 234

In the Likert scale which i1s used m the research,
expressions range from (1) ‘strongly disagree’ to (5)
‘strongly agree’. After the factor analysis,the arithmetic
mean is employed while calculating total scale scores or
dimensions of the factors. Total scale scores and factor
(dimension) scores distribute to a width of 5-1 = 4.
Dividing the width into five, the levels which determine
the breakpoints of the scale are identified. In the
evaluation of the scale statements,evaluations can be
based on scores ranging from 1-1.79 as very weak;
1.80-2.59 as weak; 2.60-3.39 as average; 3.40-4.19 as
strong; and 4.20-5 as very strong.

According to Fig. 1, it is found out that the level of
residents’ “attitudes towards the development of tourism”
is weak (2.179+£1.157); the level of “lack of tourism
consciousness in residents and administrators”™ is average
(2,831+1,144); the level of “belief in the contribution of
tourism” is weak (2.26241.181); the level of “social and
environmental damage” is average (3.116x1.120); the level
of “negative cultural impacts” i3 average (3.094+1.207);
the level of “tourism potential of Turkestan” 1s weak
(2.45040.951) and the levelof “negative impacts of tourism
on daily life” 1s average (2.689+1.192).

As a result of the one-way variance Analysis
(Anova) which 1s carried out in order to determine
whether there is a meaningful difference between the
averages of the scores of lack of tourism consciousness
in residents and administrators in relation to the variable
of educational backgrounds, the difference between the
averages of the groups is found statistically meaningful
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Attitudes towards
tourism development
3.5

Negative impact
tourism on daily life

Tourism potential
of Turkestan

Negative culture
impact

Fig. 1: Levels of residents” perceptions and attitudes towards tourism

Lack of Tourism
conciousness in
residents and
administators

Social and

environment damage

Table 9: Averages of residents’ perceptions and attitudes towards tourism in terms of educational backgrounds

Belief in the
contribution
of Tourism

Group N Mean 8D F-value  p-value Difference

Lack of tourism consciousness in residents and administrators Elementary 187 2.852 1.173 3.819 0.010 14
High school 290 2.831 1.102 2=4
University 304 2.915 1.150 3=4
Graduate 99 2.480 1.133

Belief in the contribution of tourism Elementary 187 2.447 1.174 6.943 0.000 1=3
High school 290 2.424 1.261 2=3
University 304 2.097 1.108 1>4
Graduate 99 2.047 1.109 24

Social and environmental damage Elementary 187 3.187 1.078 10,909 0,000 1=2
High school 290 2.859 1.053 3=2
University 304 3.330 1.206 3=4
Graduate 29 2.944 0.868

(F = 3819, p = 0.010<0.05). When complementary
post-hoc analysis is used to determine the sources of the
differences, it 1s found out that the difference 1s due to
graduate education and that respondents with graduate
education have the highest level of tourism
consciousness (Table 9).

As a result of the analysis, which is carried out in
order to determine whether there is a meaningful
difference between the mean scores of Turkestan
residents’ believes in the contribution of tourism in
relation to educational backgrounds, it is found
out that the difference between the averages of the

groups 18 found statistically meanmgful (F = 6.943;
p = 0.000<0.05).Considering the sources of the
differences, compared to the respondents with

elementary and high school education, respondents
with unmiversity and graduate education believe less n
the contribution of tourism.

As a result of the analysis which is carried out to
determine whether there is a meaningful difference in
residents’ perspectives on social and environmental

damage in relation to their educational backgrounds, the
difference between the averages of the groups is found
statistically meamngful (F = 10.909; p = 0.000<0.05).
Considering the sources of the differences, it is found that
compared to the respondents with high school and
graduate education, respondents with elementary and
university graduations have higher scores in social and
environmental damage.

As a result of one-way variance Analysis (Anova)
which 1s carried out to determine whether the mean of
respondents’ scores on residents’ aftitudes towards
tourism development show a meaningful difference in
relation to the varnable of monthly income, it is revealed
that the averages of the groups have a statistically
meaningful difference (F = 2.894; p =0.034<0.05). As a
result of the complementary post-hoc analysis which is
carried out to determine the sources of differences,it is
found out that differences arise from the people who have
4003 or more monthly income. In Table 10, it is understood
that people who have the highest income, also have the
strongest attitudes towards tourism development.
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Table 10: Averages of residents’ perceptions and attitudes towards tourism in terms of monthly income

Variables Group N Mean 8D F value p value Difference

Attitudes towards tourism development Under 100 310 2.238 1.136 2.894 0.034 42
100-200 301 2.064 1.098 4=3
200-400 281 2.174 1.199
Over 400 48 2.546 1.314

Lack of tourism consciousness in residents and administrators Under 100 310 2.668 1.076 4.881 0.002 3=1
100-200 301 2.824 1.169 4=1
200-400 281 2.956 1.155 4>2
Over 400 48 3.193 1.201

Table 11: Averages of residents’ perceptions and attitides towards tourism in terms of nationality

Variables Group N Mean SD F P Difference

Lack of tourism consciousness in residents and administrators Kazakh 592 2.857 1.156 2.168 0.028 9=1
Kyreyz 40 2.688 1.142 91
Uzbek 201 2.823 1.124 93
Azeri 20 2.213 0.922 14
Turkish 19 2.526 0.882 3<4
Turkmen 21 2.762 1.001 74
Tatar 15 3.133 1.362 9<4
Russian 23 2.750 1.130 9<3

96

Others 7 4.036 0.983 9<8

Belief in the contribution of tourism Kazakh 592 2.181 1.158 2.002 0.043 3=1
Kyreyz 40 2475 1.147 227
Uzbek 201 2.464 1.266 37
Azeri 20 2.150 1.073 5<7
Turkish 19 2.579 1.309
Turkmen 21 2.206 0.904
Tatar 15 1.689 0.913
Russian 25 2.387 1.212
Others 7 2.571 1.166

As a result of one-way variance Analysis (Anova)
which 1s carried out to determine whether the mean
of respondents” scores on the lack of tourism
consciousness in residents and administrators show a
meaningful difference in relation to the variable of
monthly income, 1t is revealed that the averages of the
groups have a statistically meaningful difference
(F = 4881, p = 0.002<0.05). As a result of the
complementary post-hoc analysis which is carried out to
determine the sources of differences, it 1s determined that
people whose monthly income 1s 400$ or more show
difference from the ones whose monthly income is 100§ or
less and the ones who have 100-200$ monthly income and
people who have 200-3003 monthly income also show
difference from the ones who have 100§ or less
monthly income.

As a result of one-way variance Analysis (Anova)
which 15 carried out to determine whether the average of
the respondents” scores onlack of tourism consciousness
in residents and administrators show a meaningful
difference in relation to the variable of nationality
(Table 11), 1t 18 found out that the averages of the
groups have a statistically meaningful difference
(F =2.168; p = 0.028<0.05). A complementary post-hoc
analysis is carried out to determine the sources of
differences. It 13 found out that the scores of respondents,

whose nationality is defined as ‘others’, on the lack of
tourism consciousness n residents and admimstrators are
higher (4.036+0.983) than the scores of those whose
nationality is Kazalh (2.8574£1.156), Kyrgyz (2.688+1.142),
Uzbek (2.823+1.124), Twkish (2.5264+0.882), Turkmen
(2.762+1.001) and Russian (2.75041.130). It 1s also found
out that the scores of the Kazakh on the lack of tourism
consciousness n residents and admimstrators are ligher
(2.857£1.156) than the Azeri (2.21320.922). Moreover, it 1s
found out that the scores of the Uzbek on the lack of
tourism consciousness n residents and admimstrators are
higher (2.823+1.124) thanthe Azeri (2.213+£0.922). Ttisalso
found out that the scores of the Tatar on the lack of
tourism consciousness n residents and admimstrators are
higher (3.133+1.362) than the Azeri (2.213+0.922).

As a result of one-way variance Analysis (Anova)
which is carried out to determine whether the averages of
the respondents’ scores on Residents” Belief m the
Contribution of Tourism show a meamingful difference in
relation to the variable of nationality, it is found out that
the averages of the groups have a statistically meaningful
difference (F = 2.002; p = 0.043<0.05). A complementary
post-hoc analysis 1s carried out to determine the sources
of differences. Tt is found out that the scores of the Uzbek
on the Residents’ Belief in the Contribution of Tourismare
higher (2.46441.266)then the Kazakh (2.181+1.1 58)and the
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Tatar (1.689+0.913). Tt is also found out that the scores of
the Kyrgyz on the Residents” Belief in the Contribution of
Tourismare higher (2.475+1.147) than the Tatar
(1.689+0.913). It is also found out that scores of the
Turkishonthe Residents’ Belief in the Contribution of
Tourismare higher (2.57941.309) than the Tatar
(1.689+0.913).

CONCLUSION

Determimng the residents’ tourism tendency which
15 a significant shareholder m a planned tourism
development model is important. Tourism investment
is gradually increasing also in Kazakhstan which will
host EXPO 2017. Turkestan which 1s the spirtual
capital of the Turkic world and an important religious
centre for both Kazakhstan and the Turkic world, forms
the scope of this research. In the research, it is aimed to
determine what 18 needed for tourism development by
examinmng tourism from residents’ perspective. About
1000 questionnaire forms which are prepared as a
means of gathering data are delivered in Turkestan and
940 questiomnaire forms are retrieved for the
evaluation.

When the questionnaire results are analysed, it is
remarkable that Turlestan residents perceive tourism as
an economic activity whereas their attitude towards
tourism development 1s weak. In addition, the fact that
residents” perceptions of the social and environmental
damage of tourism along with its negative impacts on
culture support these conclusions emerges as another
umportant result of the research.

When respondents” demographic features are
analysed, 1t 13 understood that the majority of
respondents are between the ages of 18-30, university
students or graduated, Kazakh, civil servants and women.
When respondents’ travel habits are analysed, it is seen
that the majority of them rarely go on holiday and they
spend their holiday in Kazakhstan. The reason why the
participation to international tourism movement 1s low can
be stated as Turkestan residents’ low income level. When
respondents’ income levels are analysed, it is found out
that a majority of residents (95%) have an ncome under
400%. About 96% of the respondents have been living in
the area for >10 year. This data supports naming the
respondents as residents.

When Turkestan residents’ answers tothe questions
about their perceptions of tourist and tourism are
analysed, it is understood that most of them define a
tourist as the person who brings currency and define
tourism as an economic activity. When, they are asked
about tourism facilities, most of the respondents state that

current facilities should be improved and their quality
should be increased. Regarding this result, it can be
stated that current facilities have some deficiencies in
terms of exterior and interior decorations, hygiene and
service quality. Tt is remarkable that 23.3% of the
respondents mark ‘Tourism facilities are not attractive for
me” and 24.9% of the respondents mark ‘Tourism facilities
are almost adequate’.

As a result of the analysis of the propositions
presented in Likert scale with the aim of measuring
residents’ perceptions and attitudes towards tourism in
Turkestan, seven factors are determined. Those factors
are as follows: Negative effects of tourism on daily life,
tourismm potential of Turkestan, negative cultural effects,
social and envirommental damage, belief m contribution of
tourism, lack of tourism consciousness in residents and
administrators and attitudes toward tourism development.
When the averages of residents” perceptions and
attitudes towards tourism are calculated in relation to
backgrounds, statistically meaningful
differences are found out in terms of lack of tourism

educational

consclousness m residents and admimstrators, belief in
contribution of tourism and social and environmental
damage. One of the most remarkable results of these
differences is that respondents with graduate education
have the highest tourism consciousness compared to the
respondents with other backgrounds.
Respondents with graduate education show the least

educational

levels of responses to the negative statements regarding
perceptions of tourism. After the respondents with high
school education, respondents with graduate education
show the second least levels of responses to the negative
statements regarding social and environmental damage of
tourism which is a sub factor of social and environmental
damage and hence, they differ from the respondents with
university education.

Although, Kazakh population is dominant in
Turkestan, there are residents of various nationalities
living in the city. Based on this fact, the averages of the
residents’ perceptions and attitudes towards tourism in
relation to nationality reveal statistically meaningful
differences between the factors of lack of tourism
consciousness in residents and admumstrators and belief
in the contribution of tourism.

The study is significant in that it is the first study
carried out specifically m Turkestan and in this scope. It
would also be beneficial to carry out similar studies in
other tourism shareholders. Additionally, considering the
fact that tourism in Kazakhstan has recently started to
develop, there 18 a necessity for similar studies m other
regions that would guide tourism planners.
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Kazakhstan will host Expo 2017 in Astana. In
addition, UNESCO declared the vear of 2016 as
Khoja Akhmet Yassawi year to commemorate the
850th anmversary of his death. All these improvements
are great opportunities for Kazakhstan, specifically for
Turkestan. To benefit from these opportunities and to
mcrease facilities and service quality specifically in
Turkestan, necessary investments should be carried out
and qualified services should be rendered. Training and
certification programmes for residents and businesses
should be amranged in order to internalize and apply
mternational service and hygiene rules and mcrease
tourism consciousness.
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