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Abstract:

Among the economic benefits of tourism development, the negative environmental and socio-cultural impacts caused during
tourism activities should be taken into account and carefully managed. In achieving sustainability in the development of
tourism, residents, and businesses - tourism service providers should have the right to identify and express concerns and
determine the pace and degree of development. The purpose of this study was to identify and analyze the importance of
negative and positive economic, socio-cultural and environmental impacts of tourism, based on the perceptions of residents
and businesses on the scale of importance, which is a possible action to boost tourism development sustainably. This
quantitative study, based on a random sample, was conducted in Kosovo's territory, using a questionnaire addressed to 338
residents and 221 businesses. The questionnaire results were analysed using the Rl test - Relative importance index and
the Mann-Whitney test. This study intended to bridge the gap by measuring residents and businesses’ perceptions on
sustainable tourism development and their suggestions to promote it.

Keywords: perceptions; residents; tourist service providers; positive and negative impacts; sustainable tourism
development.

JEL Classification: Z30; Z32.
Introduction

Preserving nature and its values remains one of the most significant challenges of the future. Kosovo, located in
the Balkan Peninsula center, has not been excluded from these influences. With its rare natural wonders, natural
and aesthetic values, and the biological diversity of plant and animal species, Kosovo’s territory is one of the most
special in the Balkan Peninsula and beyond (MESP 2005). Likewise, Kosovo's cultural heritage is an expression
and creativity of life realities developed for over eight thousand years, from the following prehistory to the present
day. This inherited wealth with unique artistic, aesthetic, historical values and traditional characteristics illustrated
by the rich diversity of architectural, archaeological, movable, and spiritual heritage, as well as the rich cultural
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landscape (MCYS 2016). According to the World Tourism Organization, Europe accounts for 41% of total
international tourism revenues, as Southeast Europe is one of the fastest-growing regions. In developing
countries, tourism ranks sixth as a source of exchange in international trade. Kosovo's tourism industry is still an
emerging industry at a very early development stage compared to other Southeast European countries.
According to the Statistics Agency, during 2017-2109, 4,962,335 foreign tourists visited Kosovo (KAS 2019).
Countries in the early stages of tourism development, such as Kosovo, can benefit from tourism, significantly
reducing poverty and increasing economic development (DFD 2016). Tourism will affect the economy and
citizens' lives by trying to be a savior for many destinations in Kosovo. Like any economic activity, tourism can
have negative impacts; these should be minimized and measured compared to the benefits of tourism, for
instance, the intensive and largely spontaneous and uncontrolled development of post-war hotels associated with
unbalanced consequences for the environment and the territory. Such consequences are detrimental to the
interests of the two groups: residents and the respective tour operators. For the first group, these consequences
accompanied by an irreversible use of public goods and difficulty returning to the previous state.

As for the second, the same threat hinders the future efficiency of investments in those countries,
locations, etc. Therefore, quality spatial planning is an essential precondition for long-term and sustainable
tourism development in Kosovo (MESP 2014). Although Kosovo is a small country, it has a favorable position.
Kosovo located in Eastern Europe; it is characterized by its central position in the Balkan Peninsula. In border to:
Albania (112 km length of the border), Macedonia (161 km), Serbia (352 km), and Montenegro, 77 km. Kosovo's
area is 10,908 km (UNDP 2002) of where live around 1,820,631 inhabitants. Kosovo is surrounded by high
mountains, with some mountain peaks exceeding 2,000m above sea level, the highest peak Gjeravica 2,656m
(Cavolli 1997).

1. Literature Review

Tourism is a dynamic industry, which has an impact on the economic and cultural development of European
countries due to its long cultural history and unique natural environment. The tourism industry is in the
transformation phase, which derives from the theory of sustainable tourism (Maxim, C. 2016). The World Tourism
Organization (2005) describes sustainable tourism as tourism fully considers current, future economic, social and
environmental impacts, meeting the needs of visitors, industry, environment and host communities (WTO 2015).
Although not explicitly targeted at tourism development, the concept of sustainable development has undoubtedly
had a significant impact on the tourism sector. Sustainable development aims to ensure and provide a
sustainable and secure living, which minimizes the exploitation and depletion of natural resources, environmental
degradation, cultural disruptions, and social instability (Hall 1998). The history of Sustainable Tourism and its
Concept by (1998) began in 1968 continuing with the Paris Conference on the Biosphere and the International
Conference on Ecological Aspects of Development in Washington and the United Nations Conference on the
Human Environment in 1972. However, Tosun points out that, 1987 was when the World Commission on
Environment and Development (WCED) introduced the concept of sustainability and sustainable development
(Tosun, C. 1998). Since 1980, the use of the term “sustainable development” has spread within planning circles,
and there has been debate about this concept. From this time on, the notion of “sustainable tourism” has grown
and became widely known during the 1990s, the “sustainable development” became a common theme for tourism
research (Pigram 1995). Tourism today is a crucial component of government debates on environmental,
economic, and social issues. Tourism plays a primary role in preserving and improving the natural and cultural
heritage of different countries and regions (Hunter 1995). Moreover, Middleton and Hawkins (1998) have argued
that sustainable tourism means achieving a unique combination of the number and types of visitors, the effect of
tourism activities on a given destination along with the actions of operators where it can continue in the future
without compromising the quality of the environment on which the activities are based. Also, Inskeep (1991)
argues that sustainable tourism meets the needs of tourism in the regions by protecting and increasing the
opportunity for the future. Being a dependent natural resource, especially in terms of the local environment,
tourism has an inseparable legacy, self-motivation for maintaining the quality of the environment, as well as the
well-being of participants (McKercher 1993). An agreement is seen among tourism scholars about community
participation in the tourism development process (Tosun 2000). Tourism has become a key strategy to generate
economic, social, and environmental benefits for communities, foster community development, and alleviate
poverty (Binns and Nel 2002). Local residents’ participation is a criterion that is often understood as an essential
condition for the development and sustainability of any form of tourism (Lekaota 2015).

The community is still treated as an object of observation rather than as a partner in this process. The
debate today does not focus on whether the community will be involved in the tourism development process but
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how and when it should be involved. The critical question is whether community involvement will increase
management control and benefits from the development of tourism in their localities (Woodley 1993). According to
some authors, the host community is in itself a part of the tourist product. Residents of these communities need to
be adequately cooperated with because their attitudes and behaviors make hospitality a valuable source of a
tourist destination (Smith 2009). If citizens do not receive any benefits from tourism, they will be indifferent
towards tourists and visitors of the tourist destination, and consequently, none of the tourists would like to visit a
place where they are not welcome (Liu, Z. 2003). It is worth noting that residents who agree with the goals and
objectives defined for the tourist destination where they are resident are more likely to be satisfied with the results
achieved and the possibility of choosing sustainable development as a development factor, which will contribute
to growth significantly (Leslie and Logan 2000). Inside the tourist destinations, operate a large number of
enterprises which offer tourism products and services. Their enterprises are owned by local residents and are
small and medium enterprises (Huybers and Bennett 2002).

Enterprises that offer sustainable tourism products are expected to develop long-term economic
relationships, ensure that economic benefits are distributed legally, provide sustainable employment
opportunities, and contribute to poverty reduction in local communities (Morrison 2002). The tourism industry’s
challenge is to provide benefits and control the negative impacts of people, destinations, and countries (Okech
2006). In this regard, Edgell (2006) states that “Sustainable tourism, properly managed, can become a key tool
for realizing the lofty aspirations of humanity in pursuit of economic progress, while maintaining social, cultural
and environmental integrity.” If tourism is poorly planned, then it can lead to negative consequences, weakening
the entire industry and negatively affecting residents in destinations (Jaafar et al. 2017). In order to achieve a
consensual policy in tourism, it is vital to assess the perception and preferences of each group living and
operating within the tourism community (Fun, Chiun, Songan and Nair2014).

1.1 Economic and Environmental Impacts of Tourism

Economic and environmental protection are often elements at the core of sustainability and are the most common
areas found in the analysis and studies of tourism sustainability. Economic development has been a central point
of economic policy for a long time, but in recent decades sustainable development has come to the forefront of
the economic debate and it has created considerable importance (Younis et al. 2017). Understanding and
assessing tourism impacts on local communities is vital to maintain the tourism industry’s sustainability and long-
term success (Diedrich and Garci'a-Buades 2008). In recent years, several studies have examined residents’
perceptions of the social, environmental, and economic impacts of the tourism industry on the community: (Pizam
1978; Ritchie 1993; Brown and Giles 1994; Andereck et al. 2005; Richards and Hall 2000; Ko and Stewart 2002).
A significant reason for many studies is that tourism can have both positive and negative impacts on local
communities (Lankford and Howard 1994). Available studies conducted by scholars (Mcintosh and Goeldner
1984; Dincer and Ertugral 2003; Harrill 2004; Lee 2013; Niccolo and Fernanda 2018; Hateftabar and Chapuis
2020) focus on the tourism industry’s economic impacts. The major economic impacts of tourism are related to
foreign exchange earnings, the contribution to government revenues, the generation of employment and income,
and regional development promotion. Tourism has boosted employment and investment attraction, modified land
use and economic structure, and has made a positive contribution to the balance of payments. Therefore, local
communities turn to tourism to increase income and increase employment and living standards (Akis et al. 1996).
On the contrary, residents seem to perceive an increase in the prices of goods and services, thus increasing the
cost of living and unequal distribution of economic benefits (Haralambopulos and Pizam 1996; Andriotis 2005).
Economic sustainability, therefore, requires that decisions be made in the most equitable and possible,
taking into account other aspects of sustainability (Zhai and Chang 2019). The future of economically focused
tourism can only continue to be sustainable if economically successful (Vesenjak 1996). Sustainable tourism
could contribute not only to the well-being of the population and tourists but also to the recovery of local
economies. In other words, communities can find sustainable tourism an economic boost and improve the living
standards (Bouguessa 1996). The environment continues to be an important topic of debate when global politics
targets environmental problems such as pollution, depletion of natural resources, and deforestation (Kuvan and
Akan 2005). Given this, the potential of tourism activities in achieving environmental conservation objectives has
been extensively studied by (Jurowski and Gursoy 2004; Andereck et al. 2005). Such studies show that residents
favor tourism promotion because it initiates more parks and recreation areas, improves the quality of roads and
public spaces, and stimulates awareness of environmental protection. However, tourism can cause significant
environmental damage because it often occurs in areas with attractive facilities. Tourism also causes traffic jams,
parking problems, disturbance and destruction of flora and fauna, illegal construction of buildings, air, water
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pollution, and waste (Andereck and McGehee 2008). Regarding environmental protection in the context of
achieving successful tourism development, tourism must be environmentally sustainable in order to be
economically acceptable (Mclntyre, Hetherington and Inskeep 1993). Tourism development must find solutions to
these conflicts and overcome individual interests to achieve a high level of sustainability (Thibal 1996). Hunter
(1995) believes that in the long-term interest of decision-makers, i.e., local communities and those involved in the
tourism industry need to find principles, policies, and management tools that allow tourism development as an
engine of economic growth and preservation of environmental resources. For sustainable tourism, social,
economic and environmental sustainability are important criteria for assessing tourism sustainability (Bramwell
2015).

1.2 Social and Cultural Impacts of Tourism

Social and cultural elements and issues related to sustainability are often missing from debates on tourism
issues, and that it is precisely these elements that need closer attention. Tourism has often been associated with
contacts between cultures, behaviors, values, and traditions. Tourism also requires host communities to be more
responsible and educated to provide quality services to tourists. Also, interactions between locals and tourists
generate new ideas, values, and motives for social and economic progress (Bersales 2005). The socio-cultural
dimension of sustainable tourism should benefit the local community and the local tangible and intangible culture.
The effects of careful monitoring of cultural tourism using these indicators may signal potential threats to the host
community’s cultural identity, cultural heritage, and local population’s well-being (Kim et al. 2013). According to
the scholars (Mathieson and Wall 1982), social influences can be based on “lifestyle changes of people living as a
community in a destination related to tourism activity” related to moralization and creative expressions. Cultural
impacts can be thought of as changes in art, traditional ceremonies, customs and rituals, and tourist
infrastructure.

According to Jackson and Morpeth (2000), it is more important than tourism sustainability issues to ensure
the preservation of different lifestyles, local social structures, and local communities' sustainability. Although
supporting the need for social issues to be addressed, Richards and Hall (2000) emphasize that communities’
ability to achieve economic sustainability is paramount to social aspects. Scholars (Pizam and Milman 1984)
define the social and cultural impacts of tourism as “how tourism will contribute with changes of individual
behavior, family relationships, collective living, moral behavior, traditional ceremonies, and community
organization.” The cultural benefits of tourism may include an increased standard of living of residents due to the
economic benefits of tourism and the provision of a wide range of employment opportunities, especially for
women and young people. Tourism can also promote infrastructure development and provide goods and services
to which residents have access (Jackson 2006).

2. Research Methodology

In this research methods oriented towards exploration and findings were employed. A clearer picture was
presented by analyzing the importance of positive and negative (economic, social-cultural, and environmental)
impacts, where previous studies have suggested that it is impossible to support tourism in a destination that is not
supported by local residents (Woodley 1993; Leslie and Logan 2000; Tosun 2000), and Businesses - Tourism
service providers that utilize natural resources and tourism capacity in Kosovo for business purposes. It includes
hotel tourism entities such as hotels, motels, restaurants, and hostels. Businesses that offer sustainable tourism
products expected to develop long-term economic relationships, ensure that economic benefits distributed legally,
provide sustainable employment opportunities, and contribute to poverty reduction in local communities (Morrison
2002; Okech 2006). A questionnaire was designed to identify residents and businesses’ perceptions regarding the
importance of positive and negative (economic, socio-cultural and environmental) impacts. In most questions, the
answers were graded according to Likert scales, with a five-point rating, with the lowest rating representing strong
disagreement and the highest rating (5) representing strong agreement (Likert 1932). The questionnaire was
conceptualized as such containing positive and negative (economic, socio-cultural, and environmental), impacts
addressed to 338 residents, and 221 businesses in Kosovo; The questionnaires’ results were derived using the
RIl test - Relative importance index, which enables the ranking of the most important factors based on the
respondents’ answers and the Mann-Whitney test, a technique used to test the difference between two
independent groups. The Man-Whitney U test was applied to compare the medians of groups, which changes the
values of continuous variables in the ordinal form within the two groups. In this way, it assessed whether there is
a difference between the two groups’ rankings.
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2.1 Data Analysis and Findings

In data analysis and presentation of findings, we have tried to provide an overview of residents and businesses'
general attitudes concerning the research. This paper was mainly focused on the qualitative approach, the
questionnaire’ responses were essential and necessary to help us as researchers and also the potential readers
of this paper to decide in the context of negative/positive economic, socio-cultural, and tourism environment
impacts, based on the perceptions of residents and businesses on the scale of importance, which is a possible
action to raise the level of tourism development and improve the quality of tourism offer and services sustainably.
The following tables show the results of responses received from the samples who participated in the surveys.

Table 1. Positive Economic Impact

P Besmarts b RESIDENTS BUSINESSES RANK
RIl RANK RIl RANK DIFFERENCE

Contributes to income and standard of living 0.88 6 0.94 7 1
Improves the local economy 0.96 2 4 2
Increases employment opportunities 0.90 5 0.96 6 1
Improves investment, development and infrastructure 0.82 8 0.86 9 1
Increases tax revenues 0.94 3 0.96 5 2
Improves public service infrastructure 0.80 10 0.84 10 -
Improves transport infrastructure 0.82 9 0.92 8 1
Increases purchasing opportunities 0.92 4 0.98 3 1
Tourism creates a new market ready for our local

oroducts 0.98 1 0.98 2 1
Generates new business opportunities 0.84 7 1.00 1 6

Source: Calculation of authors

The respondents' answers showing the ranking of Positive Economic Impacts of residents and businesses
are given in Table 1, where ten factors were listed as: 1-Highly insignificant, 2-Insignificant, 3 -Neither/Neutral, 4-
Significant and 5-highly significant. Table 1 identifies the differences in the ranking of Positive Economic Impacts
listed by residents and businesses based on their importance. The results show the differences in the perceptions
of Positive Economic Impacts: In the factor (Creates new business opportunities), there are significant differences
between residents and businesses perceptions with a difference in the ranking for six positions, which clearly
shows the perceptions of businesses ranked as the most essential Positive Economic Factors. Also (Improves the
local economy) with a difference in ranking for two positions, this factor was assessed with the most significant
positive economic significance by the perceptions of businesses where they consider the contribution of tourism
to the economic prosperity of the host country which is related to the inclusion of the share of visitor expenses
held locally. Then (Increases tax revenues) by two positions in the ranking, this factor was assessed with the most
significant positive economic impact by businesses' perceptions. These tourism businesses generally depend on
their economic survival on the products they produce and offer to tourists and the local community. Whereas for
other Positive Economic Impacts, there were differences but not significant ones in the ranking.

Table 2. Mann-Whitney test (Positive Economic Impact)

Positive Economic Impact P-value Remark*
Contributes to income and standard of living .000 Reject Ho
Improves the local economy .001 Reject Ho
Increases employment opportunities .000 Reject Ho
Improves investment, development and infrastructure .003 Reject Ho
Increases tax revenues 025 Reject Ho
Improves public service infrastructure .004 Reject Ho
Improves transport infrastructure .000 Reject Ho
Increases purchasing opportunities .000 Reject Ho
Tourism creates a new market ready for our local products 452 Accept Ho
Generates new business opportunities .000 Reject Ho

* HO = there is no significant difference between the perceptions of residents and businesses
Source: Calculation of authors

In Table 2, are shown the Mann-Whitney statistical test results. Zero hypothesis (H0) shows that there was
no significant difference between residents and businesses' perceptions. If the P-value of any factors resulting
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from the test were less than, or equal to, 0.05, then the null hypothesis would be rejected. In other words, the
perceptions between the two groups of respondents were significantly different.

Table 3. Negative Economic Impact

Negative Economic Impact RESIDENTS BUSINESSES RANK
g P RIL RANK RI  RANK DIFFERENCE
Increases the price of goods and services 0.94 3 0.84 4 1
Increases the price of land and housing 0.90 5 0.92 1 4
Increases the cost of living 0.96 2 0.90 2 -
Increases the potential for imported/nonlocal employees 0.92 4 0.84 5 1
Cost . for add|t|ongl infrastructure  (water, sewerage, 0.80 7 0.82 7

electricity, fuel, medical)

Increases the costs of maintenance and road transport 0.74 8 0.84 6 2
systems

ﬁselflsonal tourism creates issues of high unemployment 0.64 9 0.56 8 1
Competition for(higher value) economic land 0.86 6 0.90 3 3
Work in the tourism sectors is paid less. 0.96 1 0.56 9 8

Source: Calculation of authors

In Table 3, the respondents' results show the ranking of nine Negative Economic Impacts as perceived by
residents and businesses: 1-Highly insignificant, 2-Insignificant, 3 —Neither/Neutral, 4-Significant, and 5-Highly
significant. Table 3 identifies the differences in the ranking of Negative Economic Impacts listed by residents and
businesses. From the test performed, the results showed the differences in the perceptions of Negative Economic
Impacts: In the factor (Work in the tourism sector is paid less) there are significant differences between residents
and businesses perceptions with a difference in the ranking for eight positions, which clearly shows the factor
rated as the most significant negative economic impact assessed by the perceptions of residents, based on the
fact that employment in tourism is in most cases seasonal affects the fluctuations of employee salaries in a place
that welcomes and accommodates tourists, at all levels and respectively at national, local, and country level. Also
(Increases the price of land and housing) with a difference in ranking for four positions where it was ranked as the
most significant Negative Economic impact by the perceptions of residents, given the fact that tourism
development functions as crucial in newly created tourist regions, always owning more space for buildings, with
higher prices as well as shifting in many cases the traditional land use. Then (Competition for land (with a higher
economic value) with three positions in the ranking, where it is clear that businesses' perceptions evaluate the
factor as the most significant among the Negative Economic impacts. The problem of competition in the tourist
activity is very noticeable, as the way of investing in tourist activity in the form of hotel systems, tourist villages,
buying hotels, restaurants progressively have higher values. Then (Increases the costs of maintenance and road
transport systems) with two positions in the ranking, where it is clear that the factor assessed with the most
significant Negative Economic importance was evaluated by the perceptions of businesses—starting from the fact
that Infrastructure, although not the fundamental element of the final tourist product, which can attract tourists, is
the primary goal for the operation of the tourist activity in a host country. While for other negative economic
impacts, there were differences but not significant differences in ranking. For other Positive Economic Impacts,
there were differences but not significant ones in the ranking.

Table 4. Mann-Whitney (Negative Economic Impact)

Negative Economic Impact P-value | Remark*
Increases the price of goods and services .000 Reject Ho
Increases the price of land and housing .058 Accept Ho
Increases the cost of living .000 Reject Ho
Increases the potential for imported/nonlocal employees .000 Reject Ho
fCost for gddltlonal infrastructure (water, sewerage, electricity, 179 Accept Ho
uel, medical
Increases the costs of maintenance and road transport systems .000 Reject Ho
Seasonal tourism creates issues of high unemployment risk .000 Reject Ho
Competition for higher economic value land .003 Reject Ho
Work in the tourism sectors is paid less. .000 Reject Ho

* HO = there is no significant difference between the perceptions of residents and businesses
Source: Calculation of authors
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In Table 4, the Mann-Whitney statistical test results were presented. Zero hypothesis (H0) shows that
there was no significant difference between residents and businesses' perceptions. If the P-value of any factors
resulting from the test was less than, or equal to, 0.05, the null hypothesis would be rejected. In other words, the
perceptions between the two groups of respondents were significantly different.

Table 5. Positive Socio-Cultural Impact

RESIDENTS BUSINESSES RANK

Positive Socio-Cultural Impact RIl RANK RIl RANK  DIFFERENCE

Tpungm has prqwded an impetus for the restoration of 0.58 9 0.62 9
historic and traditional buildings
Residents' pride in the natural and historical-cultural heritage

. . . 0.86 7 0.92 1 6
of their country has increased due to tourism
The image of the place in the eyes of others has grown. 0.92 3 0.90 2 1
Tour.|sm promotes better development and maintenance of 0.66 8 0.72 8
public spaces
Tourism has improved security in the area 0.96 2 0.86 5 3
Tourism has renewed the local culture 0.90 5 0.84 6 1
Tourism is preserving the cultural heritage. 0.88 6 0.82 7 1
There are more educational opportunities for locals because 0.98 1 0.88 4 3
of tourism
Tourism dgvelopment reduces the depopulation of sub- 0.92 4 0.90 3 1
urban tourist areas

Source: Calculation of authors

The respondents' results showing the ranking of Positive Socio-Cultural Impacts of residents and
businesses were presented in Table 5, nine impacts were perceived by their importance: 1-Highly insignificant 2-
Insignificant, 3-Neither/Neutral, 4-Significant and 5-Highly significant. Table 5 identifies the differences in the
ranking of Positive Socio-Cultural Impacts listed based on their importance by residents and businesses'. The
results showed the differences in Positive Socio-Cultural Impacts: In the factor (Residents' pride in the natural and
historical-cultural heritage of their country has increased due to tourism) there are significant differences between
residents and businesses perceptions with a difference in ranking for six positions, which clearly shows the most
important factor the perceptions of businesses rank Socio-Cultural Positive, then economic operators and the
community should use all available competencies to protect cultural heritage and environmental assets that turn
the country into an attractive destination. Also (Tourism has improved security in the area) for three positions
where it is clear that the factor with the greatest Positive Socio-Cultural impact was ranked by the perceptions of
residents, then (There are more educational opportunities for locals due to tourism) with three positions in the
ranking, the factor evaluated with the greatest importance by residents’ perceptions. While for other Positive
Socio-Cultural impacts, there were differences but not significant ones in the ranking.

Table 6. Positive Socio-Cultural Impact

Positive Socio-Cultural Impact P-value Remark*
Tounsm_has prowdgd an impetus for the restoration of historic 000 Reject Ho
and traditional buildings
Residents' pride in the natural and historical-cultural heritage of 000 Reject Ho

their country has increased due to tourism
The image of the place in the eyes of others has grown. .055 Accept Ho
Tourism promotes better development and maintenance of

: .000 Reject Ho
public spaces
Tourism has improved security in the area .000 Reject Ho
Tourism has renewed the local culture .000 Reject Ho
Tourism is preserving the cultural heritage. .000 Reject Ho
;I(')rlj?irse rT?re more educational opportunities for locals because of 000 Reject Ho
Tourlsm development reduces the depopulation of sub-urban 099 Accept Ho
tourist areas

* HO = there is no significant difference between the perceptions of residents and businesses
Source: Calculation of authors
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Table 7. Negative Socio-Cultural Impact

. . RESIDENTS BUSINESSES RANK
Negative Socio-Cultural Impact RII RANK RII RANK  DIFFERENCE
Tourism has increased social problems such as crime, drug
use, prostitution, alcoholism in the community. 0.98 ! 0.86 3 2
Tourism denies local people access to tourist sites. 0.58 7 0.60 7 -
The growth of tourism in summer increases traffic accidents 0.98 2 0.96 1 1
Tourism leads to rising local prices of some goods and 0.96 4 0.76 6 2

services including property/land

Tourism has stimulated the migration of residents for jobs
and opportunities related to tourism

Tourlsm encourages residents to imitate the behavior, 0.82 6 0.86 4 2
lifestyle of tourists

Tourism has led to the loss of objectivity of local traditions 0.98 3 0.96 2 1
Source: Calculation of authors

0.94 5 0.78 5 -

The respondents' results showing the ranking of Negative Socio-Cultural impacts of residents and businesses were
given in Table 7, where seven factors were listed as perceived based on their importance: 1-Highly insignificant 2-
Insignificant, 3-Neither, 4-Significant and 5-Highly significant. Table 7 identifies the differences in the ranking of Negative
Socio-Cultural Impacts listed by importance. The perceptions of businesses, based on the results, show the differences in
Negative Socio-Cultural Impacts: For factors (Tourism has increased social problems in the community such as crime, drug
use, prostitution, alcoholism) there are significant differences between residents and businesses perceptions with a
difference in ranking for two positions, where it is seen as the Socio-Cultural Negative factor with the most significant
importance by the perceptions of residents. It should be considered that this problem caused by the sudden presence of
many tourists, which contributes to the development and distribution of behavioral prototypes that, in most cases, do not
match those of residents. Also (Tourism leads to an increase in local prices of some goods and services including land/real
estate) for two positions, where it is clear that the two Socio-Cultural Negative factors ranked with the most significant
importance by residents' perceptions. Due to tourists' ever-increasing demand for goods or essential services, it often causes
price increases, negatively affecting residents. Then (Tourism encourages residents to imitate the behavior, lifestyle of
tourists) with two positions in the ranking, where it is clear that businesses' perceptions rated that factor as the most
significant among the Negative Socio-Cultural impacts. While for other Socio-Cultural Negative impacts, there were
differences but not significant ones in the ranking.

Table 8. Negative Socio-Cultural Impact

Negative Socio-Cultural Impact P-value Remark*
Tourism has. mcreased.soc.lal problems sych as crime, drug 000 Reject Ho
use, prostitution, alcoholism in the community.
Tourism denies local people access to tourist sites. .016 Reject Ho
The growth of tourism in summer increases traffic accidents .004 Reject Ho
Tounsm leads to rising local prices of some goods and services 000 Reject Ho
including property/land
Tourism 'h.as stimulated thg migration of residents for jobs and 000 Reject Ho
opportunities related to tourism
Tourlsm encourages residents to imitate the behavior, lifestyle 009 Reject Ho
of tourists
Tourism has led to the loss of objectivity of local traditions .005 Reject Ho

* HO = there is no significant difference between the perceptions of residents and businesses
Source: Calculation of authors

In Table 8, the Mann-Whitney statistical test results were presented. Zero Hypothesis (HO); there was no
significant difference between residents’ and businesses’ perceptions. If the P-value of any factors resulting from
the test was less than, or equal to, 0.05, then the null hypothesis would be rejected. In other words, the
perceptions between the two groups of respondents were significantly different.

The respondents' results show the ranking of Positive Environmental Impacts of residents and businesses as
presented in Table 9, six impacts listed as perceived by their importance: 1-Highly insignificant, 2-Insignificant, 3
—Neither/Neutral, 4-Significant and 5-Highly significant. Table 9 identifies the differences in the ranking of Positive
Environmental Impacts listed by the importance.
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Table 9. Positive Environmental Impacts

Positive Environmental Impacts RESIDENTS BUSINESSES | Bl
RIl RANK RII RANK | DIFFERENCE

Tourism preserves the environment and improves nature 0.54 5 0.68 5 -
Protection of natural environments or further prevention of 042 6 0.50 6

ecological damage. '

Preservation of historic buildings and monuments 0.86 3 0.90 2 1
Improving the appearance of the destination (visual and 0.92 9 0.84 3 1
aesthetic) '

Tourism helps to raise environmental awareness and 0.80 4 0.82 4

appreciation. '

Tourism provides an incentive for the protection and 0.94 1 0.98 1

conservation of natural resources '

Source: Calculation of authors

The results also showed the differences in Positive Environmental Impacts: In the factor (Preservation of
buildings and historical monuments), there are significant differences between residents and businesses
perceptions with a difference in the ranking for one position, which clearly shows that the most significant Positive
Socio-Cultural importance was ranked by the perceptions of businesses. Also (Improving the destination (visual
and aesthetic) for one position, it is clear that the Socio-Cultural Positive factor was ranked with the most
significant importance by the residents' perceptions. Whereas for other Positive Environmental impacts, there
were differences but not significant ones in the rankings.

Table 10. Positive Environmental Impacts

Positive Environmental Impacts P-value | Remark*

Tourism preserves the environment and improves nature .000 Reject Ho
Protection of natural environments or further prevention of .

. .000 Reject Ho
ecological damage
Preservation of historic buildings and monuments .001 Reject Ho
Improving the appearance of the destination (visual and ;
aesthetic) .000 Reject Ho
Tounsm .helps to raise environmental awareness and 169 Accept Ho
appreciation.
Tourism .prowdes an incentive for the protection and 000 Reject Ho
conservation of natural resources

* HO = there is no significant difference between the perceptions of residents and businesses
Source: Calculation of authors

Table 10 shows the Mann-Whitney test results. Zero hypothesis (HO); there was no significant difference
between residents and businesses' perceptions. If the P-value of any of the factors resulting from the test were
less than or equal to 0.05, then the null hypothesis would be rejected. In other words, the perceptions between
the two groups of respondents were significantly different.

Table 11. Negative Environmental Impacts

Negative Environmental Impacts RESIDENTS BUSINESSES AN
g P RIL  RANK RI  RANK DIFFERENCE
Informall and mappropnatg construction of tourist facilities is 0.98 3 0.68 7 4
destroying the natural environment.

Thel noise level in tourist areas has been increased by 100 1 0.86 4 3
tourism.

Tourism increases traffic in tourist seasons. 0.96 5 0.90 2 3
Loss of natural landscape and agricultural soils to tourism 100 9 0.84 6 4
development

Destruction of flora and fauna 0.98 4 0.86 5 1
Degradation of landscape, historical sites and monuments 0.90 7 0.88 3 4
Lack of water and electricity during the tourist seasons. 0.94 6 0.98 1 5

Source: Calculation of authors
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The respondents' results show the ranking of Negative Environmental Impacts of residents and
businesses given in Table 11. Seven impacts were listed as: 1-Highly insignificant, 2-Insignificant, 3 —
Neither/Neutral, 4-Significant and 5-Highly significant. Table 11 identifies the differences in the ranking of
Negative Environmental Impacts listed by residents and businesses' importance. From the test performed, the
results showed the differences in Negative Environmental Impacts: In the factor (Lack of water, electricity during
the tourist seasons.) There are significant differences between residents and businesses’perceptions with a
difference in ranking for five positions, which clearly shows the factors rated. Businesses ranked with the most
significant importance the following Negative Socio-Cultural factors: (Degradation of landscape, historical sites,
and monuments), (Loss of natural landscape and agricultural lands to the development of tourism), (Informal and
inappropriate construction of tourist facilities are destroying the natural environment) with a difference in ranking
for four positions, ranked as the most significant Negative Socio-Cultural factors by the perceptions of residents.
Whereas for other Negative Environmental impacts, there were differences but not significant ones in the ranking.

Table 12. Negative Environmental Impacts

Negative Environmental Impacts P-value \ Remark*
Informa_l and mapproprlat'e construction of tourist facilities is 000 Reject Ho
destroying the natural environment.
The noise level in tourist areas has been increased by tourism. .000 Reject Ho
Tourism increases traffic in tourist seasons. .000 Reject Ho
Loss of natural landscape and agricultural soils due to tourism 000 Reject Ho
development
Destruction of flora and fauna .000 Reject Ho
Degradation of landscape, historical sites and monuments .076 Accept Ho
Lack of water and electricity during the tourist seasons. .000 Reject Ho

* HO = there is no significant difference between the perceptions of residents and businesses
Source: Calculation of authors

In Table 12, the results of Mann-Whitney statistical test were presented. Zero hypothesis (HO) resulted
that there was no significant difference between residents and businesses' perceptions. If the P-value of any of
the factors resulting from the test were less than or equal to 0.05, then the null hypothesis would be rejected. In
other words, the perceptions between the two groups of respondents were significantly different.

Conclusion

The research findings proved different perceptions of tourism development in Kosovo between residents and
businesses - tourism service providers due to different interests and ideas. The success of sustainable tourism
development in a country can be achieved when both parties’ goals and expectations are balanced. The results
show that the factors evaluated with the most significant importance for the Positive Economic Impact were:
“Creates new business opportunities,” “Improves the local economy,” and “Increases tax revenues.” All three
factors turn out to be more significant for both businesses and residents, but businesses reflect with a higher
degree of difference in importance than residents. The results in the perceptions of Negative Economic Impact on
the factors: “Work in the tourism sector is paid less”; “Increases the price of land/real estate and housing” it was
considered more significant by residents, while the factors: “Competition for (higher value) economic land”;
“Increases the costs of maintenance and road transport systems” turned out to have a higher degree of
importance to businesses than to residents. Therefore, out of all effects and impacts that tourism conveys,
economic impacts are the most significant for a country’s overall development. To that end, local communities
turn to tourism to increase income, employment, and living standard (Akis et al. 1996).

On the contrary, on the negative side, the residents seem to perceive an increase in the prices of goods
and services, thus increasing the cost of living and unequal distribution of economic benefits (Haralambopoulos
and Pizam 1996; Andriotis 2005). In the respondents’ results that show the ranking of Positive Socio-Cultural
Impacts, differences were identified in the ranking listed by importance: “Residents’ pride in their country’s natural
and historical-cultural heritage has increased due to tourism” a higher scale of importance to businesses than to
residents. The other factors, “Tourism has improved security in the area”; “There are more educational
opportunities for locals due to tourism, “were ranked as highly significant by residents. While the results of
respondents showing the ranking of Negative Socio-Cultural Impacts identified differences in the following factors:
“Tourism has increased social problems such as crime, drug use, prostitution, alcoholism in the community”;
“Tourism leads to an increase in local prices of some goods and services, including land,” these factors were
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ranked with greater importance by the perceptions of residents. Whereas, the factor “Tourism encourages
residents to imitate the behavior, the lifestyle of tourists “was ranked higher by business perceptions.

The socio-cultural dimension of sustainable tourism should benefit the local community and the local
tangible and intangible culture. The effects of careful monitoring of cultural tourism using these indicators may
signal potential threats to the host community’s cultural identity, cultural heritage, and the local population’s well-
being (Kim 2013). From the results of the respondents that show the ranking of Positive Environmental Impacts:
the “Preservation of historic buildings and monuments” factor was evaluated by the perceptions of businesses as
the most important, while; “Improving the appearance of the destination (visual and aesthetic)” was rated with the
most significant importance from the perceptions of residents. The results of respondents showing the ranking of
Negative Environmental Impacts: “Lack of water, electricity during the tourist season” factor was rated with higher
importance by businesses, while the “Degradation of landscape, historical sites and monuments”; and, “Loss of
natural landscape factors and agricultural lands to the development of tourism”; “Informal and inappropriate
construction of tourist facilities is destroying the natural environment” were rated more significant by residents.
Regarding the protection of the environment in achieving successful tourism development, tourism must be
environmentally sustainable to be economically acceptable (Mclntyre, Hetherington and Inskeep 1993). The
awareness of the tourism industry in Kosovo towards tourism sustainability is relatively high. The development of
sustainable tourism is the model of Kosovo's future as a tourist destination. Nevertheless, developing this model
requires collaboration between businesses and the community, based on a shared vision of sustainable
development.

Therefore, “Sustainable tourism, properly managed, can become a key tool for fulfilling the high
aspirations of humanity in pursuit of economic progress, while maintaining social, cultural and environmental
integrity” (Edgell 2006).
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