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Abstract 

The main goal of this study is to determine whether attitudes (prejudices and stereotypes) 

of domestic tourists towards South-easterners change after their travel experiences. 

Additionally, whether the levels of contact (the number of overnights stay, travel type, 

the number of arrivals at destination) with the local people have any effects on changes 

of attitude was determined to be sub-goals of this study. In this study, quantitative data 

analysis method was used. The research was designed as a non-experimental mixed 

pattern. The pre-holiday and post-holiday attitudes of domestic tourists arriving in 

Gaziantep and Şanlıurfa were investigated using the questionnaire (n: 386). Additionally, 

data was gathered during the process of study from people who have never visited the 

Southeast to create a comparison group (n: 252). Factors analysis, frequency, ANOVA 

and t-test analyses were applied to the gathered data. As a result of analyses, the 

prejudices of participants who have never come to the Southeast have been higher. Also, 

positive changes were determined in the attitudes (prejudices, positive attitudes) of people 

who have undergone experiences of travel. However, it was also revealed that there are 

no statistically significant differences that are dependent on factors of contact variables 

(namely the type of travel, the number of overnights stays, and the number of arrivals at 

the destination). This research is important as it contributes to the gap in the tourism and 

social psychological area and explains the attitudes of tourists towards the local people. 

This research is also important in establishing whether tourism can be used as a tool for 

decreasing intercommunal problems. 

 

Key Words: Tourism, Peace, Prejudice, Stereotype, Attitude Changes 

 

JEL Classification: L83 

 

 

1. Introduction 
 

Due to people having attitudes such as stereotypes or prejudices against people 

who aren't like them, it becomes difficult for societies to grow closer and get to know 

each other. This situation causes societies to keep their distance with one other and creates 

a sense of hostility between them (Choi, Lee, Lee & Kim, 2017; Ming, 2018). One of the 

most important ways of this preventing situation is to increase the contact between 

societies and allowing them to know each other (Allport, 1954). One of the most 

important tools in ensuring this contact is the sector of tourism, which creates 

opportunities for traveling and getting familiar with other peoples and cultures (Zaei & 

Zaei, 2013). 
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The sector of tourism continues to grow with each passing day (UNWTO, 2018) 

and negative or positive social, environmental, economic, political, cultural and social-

psychological effects (Rezaei, 2017; Çelik & Uygur, 2017; Amalu, Otop, Duluora, 

Omeje, & Emeana, 2018; Pong But, & Ap, 2017) are shaping tourism destinations. 

Studies that show the social-psychological effects of tourism (Grothe, 1970; Pearce, 

1980; Pizam, Jafari & Milman, 1991; Günlü et al., 2015; Ajanovic, Çizel & Çizel, 2016; 

Çelik, 2018; Ming, 2018) are of special importance for tourism and social psychology. In 

these studies, the role that tourism plays on the transformations of the attitudes (such as 

prejudices and stereotypes) that constitute the building blocks of social psychology 

(Allport, 1954) was the preferred point of focus. In the literature, the consensus is that 

tourism plays an important role in understanding social relations and cultural distances, 

intergroup relations, travel experiences and the attitudes of tourists (Fan, Zhang, Jenkins, 

& Lin, 2017).  

The goals of this study are to determine whether attitudes (prejudice and 

stereotype) of domestic tourists towards South-easterners change after their travel 

experiences, whether people who have never visited Southeast have differences in attitude 

than those who have, and whether the level of contact (type of travel, the number of 

overnights stays, and the number of arrival at the destination) with the local people affect 

the changes in attitude. The social prejudices of domestic tourists who have visited the 

provinces of Gaziantep and Şanlıurfa, which are in located the Southeast Anatolia Region, 

towards South-easterners before and during their vacations were measured using the 

survey technique. Additionally, during the research process, a comparison group was 

formed by asking the same scale questions to people who have never visited the 

Southeast. In this regard, the research was designed as a non-experimental mixed pattern 

(Büyüköztürk 2014). There are studies that focus on tourism's effect on changes in 

attitude. Moreover, there is a limited amount of studies that demonstrate what factors are 

effective in the changes of attitude. The main focus of this study is determining whether 

tourism changes attitudes or not. Furthermore, whether the social contact levels, such as 

the type of travel (individual or package), the amount of time spent at the destination, and 

the amount of times the destination was visited, creates any differences or not was also 

established. Therefore, it can be said that this research is important as it contributes to the 

gap in the literature and explains the attitudes of tourists towards the local people. This 

research is also important in establishing whether tourism can be used as a tool for 

decreasing intercommunal problems. 

 

2. Literature review 

 

 
2.1. Concept of Attitude 

Attitude is seen as "a structure which predates behaviour and guides our decisions 

for action" (Hogg & Vaughan, 2007:174). Kağıtçıbaşı & Cemalcılar (2014:129) defined 

attitude as "an inclination that is attributed to a person, which forms his thoughts, 

emotions, and behaviours towards a psychological object in a regular way". Although 

there are many other similar definitions, it is possible to define attitude as "statements 

towards objects, people or events that include expressions such as negative or positive, 

good-bad, nice-not nice and beneficial-harmful" (Fishbei & Azjen, 1975; Aronson, 

Wilson, & Akert, 2012:356). There are many factors that play a role in the formation of 

attitudes such as genetic, physiological, environmental, and personality (Hortaçsu, 2012; 

Aronson et al., 2012). 



37 

 

Attitudes consist of cognitive, emotional and behavioural elements (Jain, 2014). 

The cognitive dimension of attitudes forms stereotypes, the emotional dimension forms 

the prejudices and behavioural dimension forms discrimination. There may be positive or 

negative attitudes towards a society, group or person or object. While negative attitudes 

create prejudices, stereotypes express characteristics that are attributed to a group of 

people. Indeed, according to Allport (1954), prejudice is "having hostile or negative 

attitudes towards a group of distinguishable people based solely on their membership to 

that group".  Stereotypes can be defined as "beliefs on the characteristics of a certain 

social group" (Stanciu et al., 2018). 

Researches that focus on the subject of attitudes have always been important. The 

reason for this is that attitudes are investigated to allow the prediction of human behavior. 

At this point, whether attitudes create behaviours was investigated (LaPierre, 1934; 

Minard, 1952) and it has been determined that attitudes do not always create behaviours. 

This is due to the fact that sometimes, people, for a variety of reasons (social pressure, 

group belonging, personality, etc.), can choose to hide-repress their attitudes (Hogg & 

Vaughan, 2007). 
 

 

2.2. Tourism and Attitude Change 

Attitudes are very difficult things to change. However, Allport (1954) has claimed 

in some situations, prejudices can be reduced by establishing contact between groups. 

These situations were determined as groups having equal status, existence cross-group 

cooperation, common goals, and the support of an authorized individual. At this point, 

despite the creation of conditions stated by Allport being very difficult in the tourism 

sector, tourism, by enabling people from different cultures and nationalities to come 

together, is effective in creating world peace by changing prejudices and stereotypes (Var, 

Brayley, & Korsay, 1989; Pratt & Liu, 2015; Farmaki, 2017). According to Tomljenovic 

(2010), factors such as the amount of time spent in the destination, the number of 

activities, the purpose of visit, satisfaction with the vacation, characteristics of the 

destination, cultural distance, language and the intensity of the pre-vacation attitude are 

influential in changes of attitude in the tourism sector. 

Tourism is not only sector that has an economic effect, but it also is a tool that 

procures interaction between societies. Tourism is a mind-opening experience, which 

teaches people that the world is not made up of a single model of living and other models 

of living exist(Wintersteiner & Wohlmuther, 2014). Many studies have demonstrated that 

this experience changes the attitudes of people. 

In his study Ming (2018) has presented a group of 26 Thai individuals an open-

ended survey about their attitudes towards Chinese tourists. As a result of the survey, it 

was determined that there are positive attitudes such as good, generous, educated, etc. 

towards Chinese tourists in addition to some negative ones such as disobeying traffic 

rules, not respecting traditions and talking loudly. In the study of Sirakaya-Turk, 

Nyaupane & Uysal (2014), the prejudices of 371 German tourists towards Turks at the 

start and the end of their vacation, and 4 months after it, were questioned and the results 

were compared. It was determined German tourists had more negative prejudices towards 

Turks than those whose prejudices were questioned after their travel. It was established 

that dissatisfaction was effective in the formation of this negativity. In their study, Günlü 

et al. (2015) interviewed 12 Turkish nationals who have travelled to Armenia and they 

have determined that the attitudes of the participants who had neutral or positive 

dispositions towards Armenia changed after their visit, with the outlooks of those with 

neutral dispositions changing towards positive. In their study, Nyaupane, Teye & Paris 
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(2016) used the survey method on 66 students who have travelled to Australia, Austria, 

Netherlands, and Fiji and a control group of 80 individuals, and they have determined 

that there were both positive and negative changes in attitudes towards these countries, 

and that dissatisfaction was an important factor in the manifestation of negative changes. 

Amir & Ben-Ari (1983) carried out a study on 662 Jews who have travelled to Egypt. 

According to the results of their study, the attitudes of Jews towards Egyptians changed 

negatively, however, their political attitudes did not change. The personal-social attitudes 

changed in a positive way while cognitive-competence attitudes changed negatively. 

Additionally, it was determined that dissatisfaction did not have any relation to the 

variables. Yilmaz & Tasci (2014) examined whether social distance attitudes (interested 

or avoidant) differed in relation to variables, such as previous visits or established close 

friendships, by making surveys on European tourists who have visited Muğla and the 

service providing local population. As a result of the study, it was determined that local 

population's attitudes of interest and avoidance have a positive relationship with the 

previous visits and established close friendships have negative relationships with both 

interest and avoidance dimensions. Additionally, in their study Scott-Thomas et al. (2014) 

have stated that individually visiting tourists may be more effective in decreasing 

prejudices. Also, in his study Anastasopoulos (1992) have emphasized that, due to limited 

contact with the local population that occur in organized tours, the resulting attitude 

changes may be minimal. Therefore, it is believed that attitude changes that result from 

individual or package tours may be different. Moreover, some studies have determined 

that the frequency of contact with the local people (Ward & Berno, 2011) and the number 

of times visited (Yilmaz & Tasci, 2014) are factors that are effective in the change of 

attitudes. 

The hypotheses and models that arise from the results of the literature review are 

as below. 

H1: After their travels, the attitudes of tourists change in a statistically significant 

manner in comparison to their attitudes before traveling  

H2: The attitudes of tourists towards the local population who have travelled to a 

destination is different in a statistically significant manner than the attitudes of 

those who have never travelled to the same destination.  

H3: In terms of the variables of contact with local people (number of arrivals at 

the destination, the overnights stay at the destination, type of the travel (package 

or individual)) there is a statistically significant difference in attitude changes.  

 

 

3. Methods 

 
The goals of this study are to determine whether attitudes (prejudice and 

stereotype) of domestic tourists towards South-easterners change after their travel 

experiences, whether people who have never visited Southeast have differences in attitude 

than those who have, and whether the level of contact (number of arrival at the 

destination, the overnights stay at the destination, type of the travel) with the local people 

affect the changes in attitude. For this purpose, it was found appropriate to use the survey 

technique of quantitative research methods. 

 

3.1. Sampling and Data Collection 

It was aimed to gather surveys from all provinces in order to measure the attitudes 

towards South-easterners. However, due to the facts that not every province receives 
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tourists and that highest concentration of tourists visits the provinces of Gaziantep and 

Şanlıurfa, using the simple random sampling method, domestic tourists who have visited 

these provinces were requested to fill survey forms. In this context, it was asked of the 

domestic tourists who have visited the Southeast to indicate their pre-post attitudes, at the 

end of (during the last day at the destination) vacations. Since asking the same questions 

at the beginning and after the vacation, coupled with the possible stimulating effects of 

the previous questions, can render the participants sensitive (Büyüköztürk, 2014: 24), so 

it was found appropriate to ask the all questions (pre-post) at the same time. Data was 

gathered from a total of 386 domestic tourists for analysis purposes. Additionally, online 

methods were used to gather data to form a comparison group from those individuals who 

have never visited the Southeast. Data was collected from 252 individuals for the 

comparison group. Special effort was placed on the matter of ensuring similar 

demographic characteristics in both the comparison group and the domestic tourists.  

Approximately 54% of the participants were female, 76% were single, 56% 

received bachelor's degrees, 43% stayed only a single night, and 51% travelled 

individually. Additionally, the average age is 26 and the average amount that was spent 

on vacation was 607 TL's. Proportionally similar values are seen in the comparison group. 

54% of the comparison group was female, 84% were single, 77% had bachelor's degrees 

and their average age was 25. 

 

 

3.2. Instrument and Analysis 

Attitude Items: To measure prejudices towards South-easterners, the attitude 

statements defined by the research of Pizam, Fleischer & Mansfeld (2002) were used. 

While preparing the questions, the opinions of three experts were consulted, an ethics 

committee report was received, and cultural elements of the society were considered. 

Questions regarding prejudice are made up of 26 statements. It was asked of the 

participants to answer five of the questions using the Likert scale (1-definitely disagree- 

5-strongly agree).  

Demographic and Contact Questions; questions regarding gender, marital 

status, educational status, and age has been asked. Additionally, to determine the travel 

experiences and the level of contact with the local population, variables of number stays 

in the destination, number of arrivals at the destination, and the type of vacation were 

used. 

As a start, the extreme values and incorrectly entered observations were purged 

from the data. Missing data were filled with average method. As a result, it was deemed 

appropriate to use 386 of the domestic tourist surveys and 252 of the comparison group 

(those who never visited southeast) surveys in the analyses. Before moving onto the 

analyses, multiple normal distribution was considered to test the data quality. Skewness 

and kurtosis values were taken into consideration when analysing the normality of the 

data. Since kurtosis and skewness coefficients were between the values of +2/-2 (George 

& Mallery, 2010; Schultz & Gessaroli, 1993), it was determined multiple normal 

distribution was present and parametric tests could be applied. Results were obtained for 

the purpose of research by carrying out descriptive statistics, factor analysis, and ANOVA 

analysis. 

 

 

4. Results 
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Attitudes obtained from the literature were not subjected to factor analysis. 

However, the factor analysis was performed on the data in question and the attitude was 

discussed under two factor analyses. While carrying out factor analyses, attention was 

paid to ensure that factor load values were over .50, conceptual authenticity was present 

and KMO value was over .50, while also being attentive to description ratio (Sekeran, 

2003). The obtained factor expressions were considered and named. 

 

Table 1 Factor analysis results for attitudes 

Factors Statements  Prejudice Positive 

Attitude 
Cronbach's 

Alpha 

E.T.V. 

P
o

si
ti

v
e 

A
tt

it
u

d
e 

They are Positive ,73  

.90 15.52% 

They are good .72 

They are talented .71 

They are intelligent ,70 

They are Trustworthy ,70 

They are respectful .69 

I like them ,66 

They act friendly ,64 

They are moral ,64 

They are hospitable ,63 

They are like me ,63 

They are peaceful ,61 

They are egalitarians ,61 

They are polite ,60 

P
re

ju
d

ic
e 

They are arrogant  .71 

.78 30.26% 

They are powerless ,68 

They are dirty ,68 

They are crooks ,66 

They are lazy ,62 

They are cruel .58 

They are ugly ,57 

Source: own calculations 

KMO and Barlett test: KMO: .916/ X2:3142,850/ df: 210/ p=.00,  

Explained Total Variance (E.T.V.): 45.79%. Total C. alpha value: .75 

 

As a result of the factor analysis (see table 1); 5 statements, which had impaired 

the factor structures, were removed from attitude statements. These attitude statements 

are comprised of 26 questions and it was noted that explanations can be made using 21 

statements and two dimensions. It was determined that factor loads were between .57 and 

-.73. The first factor, which is comprised of 14 questions, was named the positive attitude 

because it included positive statements, and the second factor, which is comprised of 7 

questions, was named prejudice because it included negative statements. It was 

determined that the total description rate of the two dimensions was 45.79%, with 30.26% 

this percentage of being the prejudice dimension and 15.52% being the positive attitude 

dimension. To measure the internal reliability of these dimensions, Cronbach's Alpha 

values were used. The Cronbach's Alpha value of the prejudice dimension was .79 and 

Cronbach's Alpha value of the positive attitude dimension was .90. It has been determined 

total reliability is .75. 

ANOVA analyses were carried out for each of the statements about attitudes. To 

better observe the differences, instead of making comparisons on a binary basis and 

applying independent sampling t-tests, One-way ANOVA analysis was preferred, which 

allows all groups to be compared at once. In the ANOVA analysis, the first thing that was 



41 

 

checked was whether the variants were equal. In cases where the variants were equal, F 

and P values were checked to determine significance. Bonferroni Post Hoc Test was used 

to demonstrate the differences between groups in the cases where the variants were equal. 

In cases where the variants were unequal, however, Welch and P values were checked to 

determine the significance of the differences, and Tahmane's T2 Post Hoc Test values 

were checked to demonstrate the differences between groups. 

 

Table 2 Differences of prejudice and positive attitude according to groups 

Dimensions Groups N x̄ F P Post-Hoc 

Prejudice 

1. Comparison Group (Non-

visitors) 
252 3.48 

231.80 .00 

2/3 

2. Pre-Vacation Prejudice 386 2.22  

3. Post-Vacation Prejudice 386 2.17  

Positive 

Attitude 

1. Comparison Group (Non-

visitors) 
252 3.19 

66.23 .00 

2/3 

2. Pre-Vacation Positive 

Attitude 
386 3,59 3 

3. Post-Vacation Positive 

Attitude 
386 3,87  

Source: own calculations 

 

The results of the ANOVA analysis (see table 2) have determined that, in the 

context of the scores that three groups have given to the prejudice and positive attitude 

dimensions, the comparison group (x̄: 3,48, p=,00/ x̄: 3,19, p=,00) displays a statistically 

significant difference in its pre-vacation  (x̄: 2,22, p=,00/ x̄: 3,59, p=,00) and post-vacation 

scores (x̄: 2,17, p=,00/ x̄: 3,87, p=,00). Moreover, the result of the Post Hoc test shows 

that there are no statistically significant differences between pre-vacation and post-

vacation scores of the prejudice dimensions. However, it was determined that in the 

dimension of positive attitude, there is an important difference between pre-vacation and 

post vacation scores. 

 

Table 3 Differences analysis of attitude differences by the number of overnights 

stays, type of travel and the number of arrivals at the destination (ANOVA) 

Groups Dimensions  N x̄ F P 

The number of 

overnights Stay 

Prejudice 

Difference 

1 night 169 -.107 

1,31 .27 
2 nights 94 -,068 

3 nights 32 -,026 

4 nights and + 91 ,065 

Positive 

Difference 

1 night 169 ,271 

,46 ,70 
2 nights 94 ,319 

3 nights 32 ,227 

4 nights and + 91 ,234 

 t P 
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Travel type 

Prejudice 

Difference 

Individual 200 -,041 
-,59 ,55 

Package 186 -,060 

Positive 

Difference 

Individual 200 ,255 
-,46 ,64 

Package 186 ,287 

The number of 

arrivals at 

destination 

Prejudice 

Difference 

First Time 156 -,000 
1.18 ,23 

Two or More 

Times 

230 -,084 

Positive 

Difference 

First Time 156 ,273 
,73 ,94 

Two or More 

Times 

230 ,269 

Source: own calculations 

 

The results of the ANOVA and t-tests demonstrate that (see table 3), in the 

differences between pre-travel and end of the travel prejudices, positive attitudes and 

general attitudes, there are no statistically significant differences that are related to the 

number of arrivals at destination, the type of travel, and the number of overnights stay 

(p.>0.05).  

 

 

5. Discussion and Conclusion 

 
  This study has examined whether the attitudes of domestic tourists, who have 

visited the provinces of Southeast Anatolia Region provinces of Şanlıurfa and Gaziantep, 

towards South-easterners have changed after their vacations, and if the changes have 

occurred, whether the type of travel, the amount of time spent, and the number of times 

visited had any effects on these changes. 

The attitude statements used in the study was the single-dimension attitude scale 

with 26 statements, which was used by Pizam et al. (2002) in their study. As a matter of 

fact, several other studies such as Pizam, Jafari & Milman (1991), Milman, Reichel & 

Pizam (1990) and Anastasopoulos (1992), which have used similar statements, also made 

use of a single dimension. However, since the changes in negative and positive attitudes 

are not the same (Günlü et al. (2015), the attitude scale was considered under the prejudice 

and positive attitude dimensions. It can be said that there will be a contribution to the 

literature by this research in this context. 

Results of the analyses have shown that prejudices of domestic tourists towards 

South-easterners have decreased, however, the ANOVA test results have not 

demonstrated any significances. Additionally, a significant difference was detected 

between pre-post vacation attitudes of the research group and the comparison group. It 

has been found that those who have never visited the Southeast have higher levels of 

prejudice than those who have. In this way, the importance of tourism becomes apparent 

in this framework. Another important result is, although some positive changes occurred 

in the attitudes of tourists, these changes were minor. This can be explained with many 

factors such as characteristics of the destination, personal characteristics of the tourists, 

etc. This, however, displays the difficulty of changing prejudices. Additionally, it was 

established that contact variables, which are defined as the number of arrivals at the 

destination, the number of overnights stay at the destination and the type of travel, had no 

significant effects on the attitude changes. This situation does not support the hypothesis 

which claims that increasing the contact between the local population and tourists will 
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affect attitudes positively. However, it is well known a fact that contact will not always 

create a positive change (Stangor, 2009; Cuhadar & Dayton, 2011). 

 

Examination of the dimension of positive attitude demonstrates in a statistically 

significant manner that positive attitudes of the comparison group are lower than the 

positive attitudes of visiting tourists’ group and post-vacation positive attitudes of the 

visiting tourists have improved in comparison to their pre-vacation positive attitudes. This 

supports a hypothesis stated in the literature, which claims that positive attitudes can be 

changed more easily. Additionally, it was determined that factors of amount of times the 

destination is visited, amount of nights spent at the destination and the type of travel, 

which are defined as the contact variables, did not affect the differences in positive 

attitude. 

As a result of the research, hypotheses of  "H1: After their travels, the attitudes of 

tourists change in a statistically significant manner comparison to their attitudes before 

traveling" and "H2: The attitudes of tourists towards the local population who have 

travelled to a destination is different in a statistically significant manner than the attitudes 

of those who have never travelled to the same destination" were accepted. However, the 

hypothesis of "H3: In terms of the variables of contact with local people (the number of 

arrivals at destination, the, the number of overnights stay and type of travel (package or 

individual)) there is a statistically significant difference in attitude changes." was denied. 

Some aspects of the results are supported by the literature while some are not. 

Similar to other studies (Uriely, Maoz & Reichel, 2008; Gill et al., 2015; Chen, 2010; 

Scott-Thomas et al., 2014) have determined that tourism changes attitudes in positive or 

negative ways. Likewise, in studies which have focused on the comparison groups (Pizam 

et al., 1991; Nyaupane et al., 2016), it was determined that those who have never visited 

the destination could have more negative or positive attitudes in comparison to those who 

have. Furthermore, the conclusion that there are no differences in attitude changes due to 

contact variables is similar to the studies of Yilmaz & Tasci (2014) and it is in contrast 

with the studies of Ward & Berno (2011). Since variables such as the personality type of 

the tourists, the satisfaction derived from the destination, the effects of the tour guide, 

historical ties between two communities, and the intensity of the prejudice can affect the 

attitude changes, it is possible to arrive at different conclusions than previous researches. 

As a result of the research, some application suggestions have been developed for 

the sector. First, stakeholders in the tourism sector need to act in awareness of the effects 

that tourism has on economic, environmental, socio-cultural impacts as well as on 

reducing prejudices, discrimination, and hostilities. It is believed that, if this awareness is 

created, local shop owners and local populations will start acting more carefully against 

tourists, which will, in turn, increase the satisfaction of tourists. Destination managers 

should calculate the tourist capacity of their destinations and make temporal distributions 

based on the number of tourists. Otherwise, the dissatisfaction of amassed tourists may 

cause the existing attitudes to grow even more negative. 

By taking mutual steps towards each other, states or societies that are prejudiced 

against each other can use tourism as a tool to increase touristic mobility, improve inter-

societal contact and communication, and reduce prejudices between each other. It is 

believed that the existing social problems can be reduced to some extent through this 

method. At this point, the Ministry of Culture and Tourism can realize various projects 

(tax breaks per tour or monetary support) in order to reduce the prejudices against the 

Southeast region, which would have the effect of revitalizing the tourism in the region. 

Thus, the welfare level of the Southeast Anatolia Region, which is lagging behind in 
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regional development, will be increased and contributions will be made to social peace 

by the way of tourism. 

Initially, it was planned to focus the research on four provinces which receive the 

highest amounts of tourists in the Southeast Anatolia Region. However, due to the drop 

in the tourist visitations to other provinces during the research, only two provinces could 

be included in the study. This is considered to be a limitation of this research. However, 

as a result of the observations of the researches and interviews made with tourism guides, 

it was concluded that similar results could be obtained in the other provinces. 

Apart from this limitation, the fact that only domestic tourists were included in the 

research is also an important limitation. The reason for this is that the number of foreign 

tourists visiting in the region is very low and the difficulties that have arisen in contacting 

them. Additionally, the fact that visiting tourists prefer to stay for short durations is an 

obstacle in determining whether the prejudices are changing in the long-term or not. 

Furthermore, the scale form that was used in the research was filled by tourists on their 

last day of vacation and they were questioned about their views before and after their 

vacation. However, by cooperating with tourism firms, different time-frames such as 

before arriving at the destination, just after leaving the destination, and a long time after 

the vacation it could be researched and compared. Moreover, researches that focus on the 

attitudes of the local population towards visiting domestic tourists and their cultural 

differences could benefit the understanding of this subject. 
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