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Does tourism contribute to quality of life in tourism destinations? This study investigates 
the effect of tourism upon quality of life in Meshkinshahr. The study is an applied 

research based on the purpose. In terms of methodology, this study is a descriptive 

research. The survey instrument used in this research was a structure questionnaire, the 

validity and reliability of the survey was based on content validity, and Cronbach's Alpha 

value in SPSS Version 24. Also for the tourism impacts scale was 0.85 indicating good 

degree of reliability for the sample. According to the survey, quality of life in the city was 
poor. Moreover the local residents believe that tourism development would lead to the 

positive and negative outcomes on their quality of life, nevertheless they support tourism 

development. 
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INTRODUCTION  

Tourism is often viewed as an expression of human 
behavior (Kim, 2002). Harrill & Potts (2003, 233) believed that 
tourism is an invisible industry, encompassing transportation, 
loading, and entertainment. Tourism is the set of ideas, 
theories, or ideologies for being a tourist, and that it is the 
behavior of people in tourist roles, when these ideas are put 
into practice (Przeclawski, 1986). Once a community becomes 
a destination, the lives of residents in the community are 
affected by tourism, and the support of the residents is essential 
for the development, planning, successful operation and 
sustainability of tourism (Kim, 2002).In the beginning, the 
tourism industry was developed with the support of the 
residents who were involved in this industry. The residents play 
a pivotal role as the primary stakeholder in tourism 
development. The local community support is the key element 
in successful tourism development as tourism planners and 
other authorities engaged in the tourism industry have to be 
concerned with the communities‟ views on development plans. 
The involvement of communities is particularly crucial to the 
success of tourism development and the implementation of 
responsible tourism and the residents‟ attitude may directly 
affect the development of the tourism industry (Ling, Jakpar, 
Johari, Myint, & Rani, 2011). However, the central principle of 
community participation in planning the tourism development 
has been proven difficult to achieve (Shani & Pizam, 2012).The 
concept of quality of life was first used by Pigou, in 1920, 
however, it became widespread only in the 1950s. To 
determine what quality of life is we cannot find a uniform 
definition, it has been defined many times, e.g., by Godfrey 
(2002), Veenhoven (1996), Diener (1995). It occurs in the 
determinations that such factors are needed to the quality of life 
or to the increasing of it which contribute to people‟s social, 
economical and environmental welfare, therefore the 
improvement of these factors has to be emphasized 
(Gondos,2014).Quality of life is the degree of well-being felt 
by an individual or group of people (Delibasic et al., 2008). 
Quality of life has been defined by World Health Organization 
(WHO) as individuals' perceptions of their position in life in 

the context of the culture and value systems in which they live 
and in relation to their goals, expectations, standards and 
concerns (Skevington, Lotfy, & O‟Connell, 2004). 

 
Once a community becomes a tourist destination, the lives 

of residents in that community are affected by tourism 
economic, sociocultural, and environmental impact (Andereck 
et al., 2005; Harrill, 2004; Moscardo, 2009; Nunkoo & Smith, 
2013; Sharpley, 2014; Sirakaya, Teye, & Sonmez, 2001). 
Therefore, a number of systematic approaches have been 
proposed to understand tourism impact on the host community; 
as a result, the impact of tourism has been historically the most 
researched area of tourism (Ap, 1992). Even though there are 
several types of tourism impact, the vast majority of the studies 
tends to fall into three domains: (1) economic (2) socio-cultural 
(3) physical and environmental (Sharpley, 2014). These three 
impact sets of studies have both positive and negative features; 
however, generally, residents recognize the positive economic 
impact of tourism development, but tend to be concerned with 
potentially negative social and environmental impact (Perdue, 
Long & Allen, 1990). Among tourism impact studies, the 
development of tourism impact measurement tools has also 
received much attention (Chen, 2000). Several studies 
successfully developed tools to measure resident attitudes 
toward tourism and its impact (Ap & Crompton, 1998). 
Residents' attitudes toward tourism development have been 
studied extensively (Gursoy et al., 2002). The reason is that 
perceptions and attitude of residents toward tourism 
development are important in planning and policymaking in 
relation to the successful development, marketing, and 
operation of existing and future tourism programs (Haywood, 
1975). For tourism to thrive in a particular destination, any 
adverse impact has to be identified and measured in an effort to 
take corrective action (Ap, 1992). As such, many studies have 
investigated links between the tourism impact and attitudes 
toward tourism development by. 

 
Tourism has an impact on economy, environment and 

society. The economic impact of tourism can make the 
population‟s life easier if we consider the touristic incomes. It 
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creates jobs, which generates income; as a result, the local 
standard of living can be raised, so they can travel in the future. 
Another feature is a great labor demand, which helps in 
reducing unemployment but can distract from other sectors, 
which is a negative factor. It ensures income for workers in the 
tourism sector, revenue in the form of various taxes (e.g. local 
tax) to the central budget and foreign exchange revenues are 
generated for the country as well. It can solve economic 
problems and stimulate the growth of other economic sectors. 
The environmental impact has both positive and negative sides. 
The positive side is to get to a new beautiful natural 
environment, landscapes which enjoy protection like national 
parks, while on the negative side there are territorial 
concentration (some places in the world try to limit the number 
of tourists, because of the sustainability e.g. Seychelles Island 
or Machu Picchu), reckless development and 
urbanization(Gondos,2014). 

 
In the meanwhile, Iranian researchers in recent decades 

have studied effects of tourism development on the quality of 
life of the famous tourist destinations such as Shiraz, Ramsar, 
Tehran, etc. They, like previous studies, have confirmed 
significant and important effects of tourism development on the 
quality of life of locals in various aspectseconomic,socio-
cultural, and environmental (Aref, 2011. Alipour Eshliki & 
Kaboudi 2012.Rezvani et al, 2012. Yeganeh et al, 2013).  
Moreover, simultaneous with increasing locals‟ awareness of 
the effects oftourism development (either positive or negative) 
and thus increasing their desire to attract tourists (either 
domestic or foreign) and on the otherhand raising the issue of 
sustainable tourism development in destinations, Iranian 
researchers have attempted to measure locals‟ willingness in 
tourism development)Zamani Farahani& Musa,2008. Rastegar, 
2010. Foroughzadeh et al 2013).  

 
The study area was Meshkinshahr City, located in the 

north-west of Iran and the nearest city to the Sabalan high 
mountain. The weather of the city and the district of 
Meshkinshahr is moderate mountainous. In the past it was 
referred to as “Khiav”, “Orami”, or”Varavi”. The longest 
suspended footbridge of the world is located above the Khiav 
River. The most important places for touring in the district of 
Meshkinshahr are the following: - Meshkinshahr Suspended 
Footbridge - Sahar Yeri historical area - Hot water springs of 

Moil, Eelando and Qaynarja located in the suburb of the city - 
Qara Soo River Sides - Water spring of Qotur Suie located 42 
kilometers to Meshkinshahr - Old Castle of Meshkinshahr - 
Qahqaheh castle located 80 kilometers to Meshkinshahr - Deev 
castle located in kavij - Petrograph of Shapour Sasani in 
Meshkinshahr - Old cemetery in Oonar - Tomb of Sheykh 
Haydar in Meshkinshahr - Imamzadeh Seyyed Soleyman. 
Meshkinshahr City is passing from the involvement stage to the 
development stage (Zarabi & Eslami Parikhani, 2011). 
Undoubtedly, the development of tourism in this city is not far 
from environmental, socio-cultural, and economic influences 
on locals‟ quality of life (Zeinali, 2015). Therefore, the key 
issue is how the locals view these influences with regard to the 
present situation? In fact, for the first time, we decided to 
measure the of locals‟ attitude towards the effects of tourism, in 
terms of present condition to find out how locals view (positive 
or negative) the effects of tourism development on their quality 
of life. On the other hand, we seek to understand whether or not 
the locals, with the existing conditions, are willing to support 
the tourism development. The major purposes of the paper are: 

 
1) To measure the quality of life of the city from 

standpoints of the residents, 
2) To analysis of the host community attitudes 

toward the effects of tourism development on the 
quality of life, and 

3) To assess the local resident's willingness for 
supporting tourism development. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Researchers in recent decades have studied effects of 
tourism development on the quality of life of the 
touristdestinations. They have confirmed significant and 
important effects of tourism development on the quality of life 
of locals in various economicaspects, socio-cultural, and 
environmental. Moreover, simultaneous with increasing locals‟ 
awareness of the effects of tourism development (either 
positive or negative) and thus increasing their desire to attract 
tourists (either domestic or foreign) and on the other hand 
raising the issue of sustainable tourism development in 
destinations, researchers have attempted to measure locals‟ 
willingness in tourism development. 

 
 

Table-1 QOL from resident perspective 

 

Notes on results QOL measurement used Sample/Data collection Purpose Author/Date 

Tourism development 
does benefit thehost 
communities, but 
community life is 
perceived to decline as 
the tourism development 
continued. 

Community life scales 
which groups 
33community life 
indicators into seven 
community life 
dimensions aredeveloped 
based on previous 
researchand used for 
study. 

721 respondents living in 20 
rural Colorado communities 
that varied with respect to 
the amount of tourism 
development are asked to 
complete thesurvey. 

To investigate whether 
residents' perceptions of 
community life 
Satisfaction vary 
depending on the 
Levels of tourism 
development. 

 
Allen et al. 

(1988) 

 
Resident groups differ 
significantlyfrom the 
other three groups 
regardingthe quality of 
life issues such as noise, 
crime, litter, and 
environmental impacts. 

 
9 items are developed 
based on scale 
development procedure 
and used to measure 
personal and community 
benefits. 

 
1436 residents of the 
Columbia River Gorge 
region of Oregon and 
Washington complete the 
mail survey. 

To compare attitudes 
toward tourism 
development and 
planning at the local and 
regional level among the 
key actors(residents, 
government employees, 
decision makers, and 
local business owners) 

 
Lankford 

(1994) 

Resident's 
understanding of the 

Three-dimensional model 
developed by 

 
760 in 2004 and 960 surveys 

To evaluate non-
economic QOL 

 
Cecil, Fu, 
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importanceof cultural 
tourism development 
positively affects their 
perception of quality of 
life for two years. 

Raphael et al. (1999) is 
used to measure 
Quality of life. 

in 2006 are 
Collected in Indianapolis. 

measuresbefore full 
implementation of the 
initiative in 2004 and 
two years later in 2006. 

Wang 
&Avgoustis 

(2008) 

Tourism development 
may be contributing 
tothe difference in 
quality of life scores for 
the respondents and that 
the CP context might 
help explain these 
differences. 

 
Subjective dimensions are 
used to measureresident's 
life satisfaction,happiness, 
feelings of well-being, and 
beliefs about their 
standard of living. 

 
649 households in Orange 
county, Indianacomplete the 
survey. 

To examine the 
relationship between 
tourism development 
and residents' quality of 
lifeusing the CP model 
as a conceptual 
framework. 

 
Chancellor, 

Yu & 
Cole(2011) 

Tourism impacts are 
associated with the 
cognitive component of 
subjective wellbeing, 
life satisfaction rather 
than the affective 
component. 

 
10 specific life domains 
are adopted fromGilbert 
and Abdullan (2004) to 
measure life satisfaction. 

 
373 residents of Palma de 
Mallorca which is amass 
tourism destination 
participate in the survey. 

 
To examine the 
relationship between 
Perceived tourism 
impacts and residents' 
well-being. 

 
Nawijn & 

Mitas (2012) 

Satisfaction with 
material and non-
materiallife positively 
affect their overall 
quality of life moreover, 
the type of community 
stakeholder group 
moderate this 
relationship. 

 
6 subjective items are 
adopted from previous 
research in order to 
measure overall quality of 
life. 

 
407 stakeholders living in 
tourism destinations 
(Hawaii; Nevada; Florida; 
Virginia) are participated in 
the online survey. 

 
To determine the 
relationship between 
Perception of tourism 
impacts and community 
stakeholders' quality of 
life. 

 
Woo (2013) 

 
Perceived economic 
benefits, environment 
sustainability, and 
perceived social costs 
positively affected 
residents' perceived 
quality of life 

 
4 subjective items are 
used for the resident 
quality of life construct. 

 
347 residents living in of the 
city of Salem andits four 
adjacent towns for the 
sample population were 
included in this study 

 
Toinvestigate influences 
of seasonal attributes on 
residents' perceptions of 
tourism impacts and, 
residents' perceived 
quality life in a cultural-
heritage tourism 
destination. 

 
Jeon, Kang, & 

Desmarais 
(2014) 

 

METHODOLOGY 

The study is an applied research based on the purpose. In 
terms of methodology, this study is a descriptive research. The 
survey instrument used in this research was a structure 
questionnaire, which based on a review of the literature and 
opinions of academicians. The questionnaire was divided into 
three sections. The first section gathers information on the 
residents‟ socio-demographics. This section contains seven 
aspects namely gender, marital status, age, length-of-residence, 
education level, occupation and monthly income. The second 
section measures the quality of life in Meshkinshahr, and the 
effects of tourism development on the quality of life in the city. 
In order to measure the quality of life in the city we used 25 
elements of quality of life. This study used a five-point scale: 
(1) very poor, (2) poor, (3) fair, (4) good,(5) very good, to 
measure resident perceptions on 25 quality of life aspects . In 
order to evaluate the effects of tourism development on the 
quality of life we used other five-point scale: (1) very bad 
effect, (2) bad effect, (3) neither good nor bad effect, (4) good 
effect, (5) very good effect. The third section assesses the local 
resident's willingness for supporting tourism development. This 
section contains 11 statements. The scale options for measuring 
resident willingness for supporting tourism development were: 
„strongly disagree‟ (1) „disagree‟(2), „neither agree nor 
disagree‟ (3), „agree‟ (4), and „strongly agree‟ (5), analogous 
with previous Research .After the above process, to evaluate 
validity and reliability of the survey instrument, two steps were 
passed: (1) Handing in the questionnaire to the specialists and 

experts, who has ensured content validity of the survey 
instrument, and (2) Cornbach‟s alpha using SPSS version 24.0 
also for the tourism impacts scale was 0.85 indicating good 
degree of reliability for the sample.Two hundred questionnaires 
were distributed to the residents of Meshkinshahr city at main 
public areas. The study sample was selected by the 
convenience sampling method due to time and cost restraints. 
In total 184 usable questionnaires were collected from 
residents. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Sample Profile 
 
In the respondents‟ profile, the majority of the respondents 

participated in this study are males (53.8%), 62% are married, 
approximately 34.2% are aged between 31 and 40, and nearly 
39.1% have resided in Meshkinshahr over 20 years. Most of the 
respondents hold a university degree (46.1%).Based on 
occupation type the respondents are divided into five 
categories, which most of them were employees in the private 
sector or business (31%), 27.7% worked in the public sector, 
21.7% were unemployed, 13.9% was retired, and 5.7% were 
choose other. Based on the monthly income, most of the 
respondents (40.2%) indicated earning between 600.000-
1.000.000 Tomans )The rate change of 3500 Tomans is equal 
with 1 USD.), 31% indicated earning upper than 1.000.000 
Tomans,and (28.8%) indicated earning less than 600.000 
Iranian Tomans (Table 2). 
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Table 2. Sample profile 
53.8% 99 male 

Gender 
46.2% 85 female 
62% 114 married 

Marital status 
38% 70 single 

13.6% 25 <20 years old 

 
Age 

27.7% 51 20-30 
34.2% 63 31-40 
13% 24 41-50 
5.4% 10 51-60 
6% 11 >60 years old 

7.1% 13 1-3 

Length-of-residence 
11.4% 21 4-10 
18.5% 34 11-15 
23.9% 72 16-20 
39.1% 44 20< 
13% 22 Elementary 

Education level 41.9% 78    high school 
46.1% 84 university degree 
27.7% 51 public service 

Occupation type 
31% 57 private sector 

21.7% 40 unemployed 
13.9% 10 Retired 
5.7% 26 other 
28.8% 53 600000 Tomans> 

Monthly income 40.2% 74 600000-1000000 
31% 57 Tomans 1000000< 

 
The results of respondents‟ ratings of quality of life 

elements are illustrated in Table 3. Table 4 shows that residents 
recognize the potential for a wide range of positive and 
negative outcomes on the quality of life by tourism 
development. In the element „traffic congestion‟ most of the 
sample population by 37 percent were considered „poor or very 
poor‟, by 31 percent were believed „fair‟, and by 31 percent 
were considered „good or very good‟.The mean for traffic 
congestion was 2.88, the equivalent of „fair‟(Table 3).While 
most of the respondents by 59 percent are believe that tourism 
development will affect traffic congestion bad or very bad 
i.e.tourism will bring more traffic to the city (Table 4).In the 
element „cleanliness of natural environments‟ the sample 
population by 65 percent were considered „poor or very poor‟, 
by 12.5 percent were believed „fair‟, and by 21 percent were 
considered „good or very good‟.The mean for cleanliness of 
natural environments was 2.25, the equivalent of „fair‟(Table 
3). While most of the respondents by 46 percent are believe 
that tourism development will affect cleanliness of natural 
environments good or very good, in other words, most 
respondents are believe that tourism development will improve 
cleanliness of natural environments (Table 4).In the element 
„Water quality‟ most of the sample population by 39 percent 
were considered „poor or very poor‟, by 32 percent were 
believed „fair‟,and by 27 percent were considered „good or very 
good‟.The mean for water quality was 2.78,the equivalent of 
„fair‟(Table 3). While most of the respondents by 44 percent 
are believe that tourism development will affect water quality 
good or very good i.e. most respondents are believe that 
tourism development will enhance water quality in the city 
(Table 4).In the element „Cleanliness within the city‟ most of 
the sample population by 50 percent were considered „poor or 
very poor‟, by 33 percent were considered „good or very good‟ 
and by 16.8 percent were believed „fair‟.The mean for 
cleanliness within the city was 2.69, the equivalent of 
„fair‟(Table 3).While most of the respondents by 57 percent are 
believe that tourism development will affect cleanliness within 
the city bad or very bad, in other words, most respondents are 
believe that tourism development will decrease the cleanliness 
within the city (Table 4). In the element „emergency services 

(police and fire)‟ the sample population by 51 percent were 
considered „poor or very poor‟,by 39 percent were considered 
„good or very good‟.and by 8 percent were believed „fair‟,The 
mean for emergency services was 2.67, the equivalent of 
„fair‟(Table 3).While most of the respondents believed that by 
51 percent are believe that tourism development will affect 
emergency services good or very good, in other words, most 
respondents are believe that tourism development will improve 
emergency services (Table 4). In the element „health and 
medical services‟ most of sample population by 38 percent 
were considered „fair‟,by 41 percent were believed „poor or 
very poor‟,and by 21 percent were considered „good or very 
good‟. The mean for health and medical services was 2.67, the 
equivalent of „fair‟(Table 3).While most respondents 53 
percent are believe that tourism development will affect health 
and medical services good or very good, in other words, 
tourism development will improve health and medical services 
(Table 4).In the element „calmness and tranquility‟ most of the 
respondents by 40 percent were considered „poor or very 
poor‟,by 38 percent were believed „fair‟,and by 21 percent were 
considered „good or very good‟.The mean for calmness and 
tranquility was 2.69, the equivalent of „fair‟(Table 3).While the 
respondents are believe that tourism development will increase 
calmness and tranquility (Table 4).In the element „education 
opportunities‟ most of sample population by 62 were believed 
„poor or very poor‟,by 29 percent were considered „good or 
very good‟and by 7.6 percent were considered „fair‟. The mean 
for education opportunities was 2.41, the equivalent of „fair‟ 
(Table 3).While most of the respondents by 47 percent are 
believe that tourism development will affect education 
opportunities good or very good, in other words, they are 
believe that tourism development will enhance education 
opportunities in the city (Table 4).In the element „leisure and 
recreation opportunities‟ most of the respondents by 54 percent 
were considered „poor or very poor‟, by 33 percent were 
considered „good or very good‟and by 11.9 percent were 
believed „fair‟, The mean for leisure and recreation 
opportunities was 2.37, , the equivalent of „fair‟ (Table 
3).While most of the respondents by 57 percent are believe that 
tourism development will affect leisure and recreation 
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opportunities good or very good, in other words, most 
respondents are believe that tourism development will improve 
leisure and recreation opportunities (Table 4).In the element 
„protection of local tradition and identity‟ most of sample 
population by 48 percent were considered good or very 
good‟,by 40 percent were believed„poor or very poor‟, and by 
10.9 percent were believed „fair‟, The mean for protection of 
local tradition and identity was 3.15, the equivalent of „good‟ 
(Table 3).While most of the respondents by 48 percent are 
believe that tourism development will affect protection of local 
tradition and identity good or very good, in other words, the 
respondents are believe that tourism development will enhance 
protection of local tradition and identity (Table 4).In the 
element „reconstruction of historical sites‟ most of sample 
population by 64 percent were considered „poor or very poor‟, 
by 24 percent were believed good or very good‟and by 10.3 
percent were believed „fair‟.The mean for reconstruction of 
historical sites was 2.26, the equivalent of „fair‟ (Table 3). 
While most of the respondents by 50 percent are believe that 
tourism development will affect reconstruction of historical 
sites good or very good, in other words, the respondents are 
believe that tourism development will improve reconstruction 
of historical sites (Table 4).In the element „safety from crime‟ 
most of sample population by 55 percent were considered 
„good or very good‟,by 35 percent were considered „poor or 
very poor‟and by 8.6 percent were believed „fair‟.The mean for 
safety from crime was 3.21, the equivalent of „good‟ (Table 
3).While most of the respondents by 52 percent are believe that 
tourism development will affect safety in the city „good or very 
good‟, in other words, the respondents are believe that tourism 
development will enhance safety in the city (Table 4).In the 
element „civil liberties‟ most of sample population by 66 
percent were considered „poor or very poor‟, by 28 percent 
were considered „good or very good‟and by 10.9 percent were 
believed „fair‟. The mean for civil liberties was 2.40, the 
equivalent of „fair‟ (Table 3).While most of the respondents by 
46 percent are believe that tourism development will affect 
civil liberties „good or very good‟, in other words, the 
respondents are believe that tourism development will improve 
civil liberties in the city (Table 4).In the element „parks and 
resort areas‟ most of sample population by 48 percent were 
considered„good or very good‟, by 40 percent were considered 
„good or very good‟and by 10.3 percent were believed „fair'. 
The mean for parks and resort areas was 3.17, the equivalent of 
„good‟ (Table 3).While most of the respondents by 60 percent 
are believe that tourism development will affect parks and 
resort areas „good or very good‟, in other words, the 
respondents are believe that tourism development will enhance 
parks and resort areas in the city (Table 4).In the element 
„accessibility to the public transports‟ most of sample 
population by 55 percent were considered „poor or very 
poor‟,by 34 percent were believed „good or very good,,’and by 
9.8 percent were considered „fair‟. The mean for accessibility 
to the public transports was 2.54, the equivalent of „fair‟ (Table 
3). While most of the respondents by 43 percent are believe 
that tourism development will affect accessibility to the public 
transports „good or very good‟, in other words, the respondents 
are believe that tourism development will improve accessibility 
to the public transports in the city (Table 4).In the element 
„investment on the infrastructures e.g. highway, railway, ports, 
and sewer‟ most of sample population by 57 percent were 
considered „poor or very poor‟,by 23 percent were believed 
„good or very good‟,And by 18.4 percent were considered 
„fair‟.The mean for investment on the infrastructures was 
2.48,the equivalent of „fair‟ (Table 3).While most of the 
respondents by 49 percent are believe that tourism development 
will affect investment on the infrastructures „good or very 

good‟, in other words, the respondents are believe that tourism 
development will enhance investment on the infrastructures 
(Table 4).In the element „personal incomes‟ most of sample 
population by 69 percent were considered „poor or very 
poor‟,by 23 percent were believed „good or very good‟ and by 
7.6 percent were considered „fair‟.The mean for personal 
incomes was 2.16, the equivalent of „fair‟ (Table 3).While most 
of the respondents by 50 percent are believe that tourism 
development will affect personal incomes „good or very good‟, 
in other words, the respondents are believe that tourism 
development will improve personal incomes (Table 4).In the 
element „job opportunities‟ most of sample population by 61 
percent were considered „poor or very poor‟, by 22 percent 
were believed „good or very good‟, and by 16.2 percent were 
considered„fair‟ .The mean for job opportunities was 2.31, the 
equivalent of „fair‟ (Table 3).While most of the respondents by 
49 percent are believe that tourism development will affect job 
opportunities „good or very good‟, in other words, the 
respondents are believe that tourism development will enhance 
job opportunities (Table 4).In the element „created income from 
local business‟ most of sample population by 61 percent were 
considered „poor or very poor‟, by 22.2 percent were believed 
„fair‟. and by 16 percent were considered „good or very 
good‟.The mean for created income from local business was 
2.28, the equivalent of „poor‟ (Table 3).While most of the 
respondents by 51 percent are believe that tourism development 
will affect created income from local business „good or very 
good‟, in other words, the respondents are believe that tourism 
development will improve created income from local business 
(Table 4). In the element „property value‟ most of sample 
population by 58 percent were considered „good or very good‟, 
by 30 percent were believed „poor or very poor‟,and by 11.4 
percent were considered „fair‟. The mean for property value 
was 3.50, the equivalent of „good or very good‟ (Table 
3).While most of the respondents by 53 percent are believe that 
tourism development will affect property value „good or very 
good‟, in other words, the respondents are believe that tourism 
development will enhance property value (Table 4). In the 
element „cost of living‟ most of sample population by 44 
percent were considered „poor or very poor‟, by 41 percent 
were believed „good or very good‟, and by 14.1 percent were 
considered „fair‟.The mean for cost of living was 3.01, the 
equivalent of „good or very good‟ (Table 3).While most of the 
respondents by 57 percent are believe that tourism development 
will affect cost of living „bad or very bad‟,in other words, the 
respondents are believe that tourism development will increases 
cost of living (Table 4).In the element „purchasing power‟ most 
of sample population by 52 percent were considered „poor or 
very poor‟,by 27 percent were believed „good or very good‟, 
and by 19.6 percent were considered „fair‟.The mean for 
purchasing power was 2.60, the equivalent of „fair‟ (Table 
3).While the respondents are believe that tourism development 
will increase purchasing power, although there is a twofold 
attitude toward this element, in the one hand some of the 
respondents by 43 percent are believe tourism development 
affect purchasing power „bad or very bad‟, on the other hand 
others by 40 percent are believe that tourism development 
affect purchasing power „good or very good‟ (Table 4).In the 
element „price of goods and products‟ most of the sample 
population by 56 percent were considered „poor or very poor‟, 
by 32 percent were believed „good or very good‟,and by 11.4 
percent were considered „poor or very poor‟. The mean for 
price of goods and products was 2.57, the equivalent of „fair‟ 
(Table 3).While most of the respondents by 62 percent are 
believe that tourism development will affect price of goods and 
products bad or very bad i.e. tourism development will rise 
price of goods and products, thus they are believe tourism 
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development may lead to the inflation (Table 4).In the element 
„life expectancy‟ most of the sample population by 41 percent 
were considered „poor or very poor‟,by 29.3 percent were 
believed „fair‟, and by 28 percent were considered „good or 
very good‟. The mean for life expectancy was 2.78, the 
equivalent of „fair‟(Table 3).While most of the respondents by 
54 percent are believe that tourism development will affect life 
expectancy good or very good i.e. tourism development will 
enhance life expectancy in the city (Table 4).In the element 
„job quality‟ most of the sample population by 50 percent were 
considered „poor or very poor‟, by 29 percent were believed 
„good or very good‟,and by 20.1 percent were believed „fair‟. 
The mean for job quality was 2.66 , the equivalent of 
„fair‟(Table 3). While most of the respondents by 53 percent 
are believe that tourism development will affect job quality 
good or very good i.e. tourism development will enhance job 
quality (Table 4). 

 
 

SUPPORTING TOURISM DEVELOPMENT IN THE FUTURE 

Table 5 provides a list of statements gathered from previous 
studies that were used as basis for this study to measure the 

level of Meshkinshahr local residents‟ willingness for 
supporting tourism development in the future. The overall 
mean of willingness for supporting tourism development was 
3.72, the equivalent of „agree‟ (Table 5).Indeed the majority of 
respondents believe that the tourism industry should be 
developed in in the future, not only because of the increase in 
job opportunities, or increase in personal incomes, or local 
business development, or increase in the property value, but 
also because of local residents‟ belief in that simultaneous with 
tourism development, aspects of quality of life in the city, 
including emergency services, health services, protection of 
local identities and traditions, educational opportunities, 
recreation and leisure opportunities, reconstruction of historical 
and archaeological sites, civil liberties, parks and recreation 
areas, access to public transportation, investment in 
infrastructures, life expectancy, and quality of employment will 
be improved considerably (Table 5). Furthermore, promotions 
and facilities to attract more tourists should also be expanded. It 
should be added that simultaneous with the tourism 
development they want a greater role in decision-making 
processes for tourism development. 

 
 

Table 3. Rating of the current condition of elements of the quality of life in Meshkinshahr City 

 
Mean 5 4 3 2 1 Elements 
2.88 23.9 7.6 31.5 22.8 14.1 Traffic congestion 
2.25 7.6 14.1 12.5 21.2 44.6 Cleanliness of natural environments 
2.78 14.1 13.6 32.6 16.3 23.4 Water quality 
2.69 16.8 16.3 16.8 19.6 30.4 Cleanliness within the city 
2.67 22.3 16.8 8.7 13 38.6 Emergency services (police & fire) 
2.67 9.2 11.4 38 18.5 22.8 Health and medical services 
2.69 10.3 11.4 38 16.3 23.9 Calmness and tranquility 
2.41 12.5 17.4 7.6 19 43.5 Education opportunities 

2.53 20 13.5 11.9 15.7 38.9 Leisure and recreation opportunities 
3.15 19 29.9 10.9 17.4 22.8 Protection of local tradition and identity 
2.26 10.3 14.1 10.3 17.9 47.3 Reconstruction of historical sites 
3.21 30.8 25.4 8.6 10.3 24.9 Safety from crime 
2.40 14.1 14.7 10.9 17.4 42.9 Civil liberties 
3.17 14.1 34.2 10.3 17.9 23.4 Parks and resort areas 
2.54 15.8 19 9.8 11.4 44 Accessibility to the public transports 
2.48 13 10.8 18.4 29.7 28.1 Investment on the infrastructures (highway, railway 

, ports, & sewer) 
2.16 10.9 12.5 7.6 18.5 50.5 Personal incomes 
2.31 11.9 9.7 16.2 24.9 37.3 Job opportunities 
2.28 7.6 9.2 22.2 24.9 36.2 Created income from local business 
3.50 16.3 41.8 11.4 11.4 19 Property value 
3.01 16.8 25 14.1 22.3 21.7 Cost of living 
2.60 17.4 10.3 19.6 28.3 24.5 Purchasing power 
2.57 16.3 16.3 11.4 20.1 35.9 Price of  goods and products 
2.78 12.5 15.8 29.3 19.6 22.8 Life expectancy 
2.66 14.1 15.2 20.1 23.4 27.2 Job quality 

Note: 1= very poor; 2= poor; 3= fair; 4= good; 5= very good. 
 

Table 4. Respondents’ attitudes toward the impact of tourism development on the elements of quality of life 

 
Mean 5 4 3 2 1 Elements 
2.44 15.8 12.5 12 22.8 37 Traffic congestion 
2.97 25 21.7 9.8 15.8 27.7 Cleanliness of natural environments 

3.07 21.7 22.3 17.9 17.4 20.7 Water quality 
2.51 16.3 15.2 10.9 20.1 37.5 Cleanliness within the city 
3.32 28.3 22.8 19.6 17.4 12 Emergency services (police & fire) 
3.15 32.6 21.7 8.7 13.6 23.4 Health and medical services 
3.47 27.7 33.7 9.8 9.8 19 Calmness and tranquility 
3.24 25.4 21.6 22.7 16.2 14.1 Education opportunities 
3.27 34.6 22.7 9.7 13.5 19.5 Leisure and recreation opportunities 

3 20 28.1 7 13.5 31.4 Protection of local tradition and identity 
3.20 15.1 35.7 9.7 12.4 27 Reconstruction of historical sites 
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3.09 33.5 19.5 7.6 16.2 23.2 Safety from crime 
2.86 33.5 13 10.8 12.4 30.3 Civil liberties 
3.47 26.5 33.5 8.6 16.8 14.6 Parks and resort areas 
3.02 18.4 24.9 14.1 17.8 24.3 Accessibility to the public transports 
3.17 21.6 27.6 11.9 18.4 20.5 Investment on the infrastructures (highway, 

railway , ports, & sewer) 
3.24 22.2 28.6 11.9 19.5 17.8 Personal incomes 
3.25 17.3 32.4 10.8 22.7 16.8 Job opportunities 
3.28 23.2 28.6 11.4 21.6 15.1 Created income from local business 
3.32 22.2 30.8 8.6 25.4 13 Property value 
2.48 13.5 11.9 16.8 27 30.8 Cost of living 

3.05 12.4 28.6 15.1 23.8 20 Purchasing power 
2.47 12.4 15.1 9.2 30.8 32.4 Price of goods and products 
3.45 17.3 37.3 16.2 11.9 17.3 Life expectancy 
3.34 34.1 18.9 10.3 20.5 16.2 Job quality 

Note: 1= very bad effect; 2= bad effect; 3= neither good nor bad effect; 4= good effect; 5= very good effect. 

 
Table 5. Supporting of tourism development in the future 

 
Mean 5 4 3 2 1 Statements of tourism development supporting 
3.77 23.8 40.5 16.8 10.3 8.6 Tourism is able to be the most important industry for our community. 
3.60 24.3 36.2 14.6 13.5 11.4 Tourism would help our community to grow in the right direction. 
3.88 40.5 26.5 18.4 9.7 4.9 I am both happy and proud when tourists come to our city. 
3.57 38.4 20 15.7 12.4 13.5 I agree with making new facilities to attract more tourists. 
3.38 24.9 36.8 7.6 14.1 16.8 I agree with more promotions to attract tourists. 
3.87 41.6 29.2 12.4 8.6 8.1 Our community should plan for tourism development. 
3.87 32.4 41.1 11.9 10.8 3.8 Tourism must be developed focusing on natural attractions (beach, forests, 

mountains, etc.) 
4.01 33.5 41.6 19.5 3.8 1.6 Tourism should play the most important role in our community‟s economy. 
3.41 19.5 36.2 21.1 12.4 10.8 I tend to participate in the decision making process of tourism development. 
3.62 27 40.5 10.8 11.4 10.3 I tend to volunteer to work in the local committee of tourism development. 
4.01 41.1 31.9 16.2 9.2 1.6 I support tourism and would like to see it become important part of my 

community. 

Note: 1= strongly disagree; 2= agree; 3= neither agree nor disagree; 4= agree; 5= strongly agree. 
 

CONCLUSION 

The results of this study provided some explanation of 
tourism effect on quality of life. The results showed that 
respondents agree that tourism has many effects on their quality 
of life. As Moscardo (2009) believed, lack of understanding of 
tourism impacts is a factor for underdevelopment of tourism in 
third world countries. Hence, the findings help to 
understanding relationship between tourism impacts and level 
of quality of life with support for tourism development (Aref, 
2010). The findings of this investigation can assist tourism 
stakeholders community developers in the implementation of 
tourism development strategies based on residents‟ attitudes 

towards tourism impacts on quality of life in tourism 
destination. It is commonly accepted that sustainability, tourism 
activities, and quality of life are all interrelated. The provision 
of quality tourism experiences should meet the needs of the 
present generation as well as future generations. 
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