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A Community Resilience Motivation Model: Integrating Socio-

Economic and Socio-Emotional Drivers for Post-Disaster Recovery 

in Cultural Heritage Destinations 

ABSTRACT 

Purpose: This study develops a Community Resilience Motivation Model (CRMM) by 

integrating Tri-Reference Point (TRP) theory with Community-Based Disaster Risk Reduction 

(CBDRR) to examine post-disaster recovery in cultural heritage tourism contexts. It explains 

recovery as a sequential motivational process in which socio-economic and socio-emotional 

factors jointly shape community resilience and support for recovery 

Design/methodology/approach: Structural equation modelling was applied to survey data 

from 1,548 residents of Gaziantep, Türkiye, a UNESCO Creative City of Gastronomy affected 

by the 2023 earthquakes. The model positions recovery trajectories within a motivational 

framework, identifying minimum requirements, resilience as status quo, and intentions to stay 

and invest as goal states. 

Findings: Government support and economic dependency emerged as critical minimum 

conditions initiating an externally driven state of ‘forced resilience’. Sustained recovery 

commitment depended on internalised socio-emotional bonds, including place attachment, 

place identity, and community solidarity. Community resilience fully mediated the effects of 

socio-economic and socio-emotional factors on recovery support, and the results challenge 

linear recovery assumptions by introducing Cultural Resilience Capital (CRC) as a conceptual 

extension capturing intrinsic, community-rooted motivations. 

Originality: The study shows how tourism-dependent communities transition from externally 

driven forced resilience to sustained, agency-based recovery, extending TRP from individual to 

community level and integrating it with CBDRR in a tourism-specific framework. It positions 

CRMM as a process model in which socio-emotional and socio-economic drivers are converted 

into recovery action through the mediating mechanism of community resilience. 

Research limitations/implications: The model was tested in a single cultural heritage city; 

cross-cultural applications would strengthen generalisability. 

Practical implications: Policymakers should balance immediate economic support with 

strategies that build community resilience by strengthening local bonds, social capital, and 

cultural identity to enable self-directed recovery. 

Social implications: Reinforcing community identity and solidarity is as essential as economic 

revitalisation for recovery, particularly in heritage destinations where livelihoods and cultural 

meaning are tightly interconnected. 
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1. Introduction 

Cultural heritage destinations, celebrated for their contribution to social and cultural well-being 

(Godovykh & Ridderstaat, 2020; Baltaci, 2021), are highly vulnerable to natural disasters (Ravankhah 

et al., 2021. The destruction of historical sites, the displacement of residents, and severe economic 

disruption threaten the community’s social fabric. After such events, government interventions and 

disaster risk reduction strategies receive substantial attention (Chan et al., 2020; Fong et al., 2021), but 

the crucial role of local communities in building resilience and leading revitalisation is still 

underestimated (Bec et al., 2016). Earthquakes, in particular, have a profound impact on local attitudes 

and behaviours (Feng et al., 2022) and, therefore, understanding the motivational factors that strengthen 

community resilience is essential. 

Community-Based Disaster Risk Reduction (CBDRR) strategies, which prioritise local knowledge, 

capacity building, and participation, have emerged as a key approach to strengthen resilience and 

recovery in the face of natural disasters (Shaw, 2016). However, the existing research still does not 

adequately explain the motivational processes behind community participation in post-disaster recovery. 

The community resilience frameworks describe capacity building, but not how capacity leads to 

sustained action whereas tourism resilience research describes outcomes without explaining the 

psychology of resident commitment. The gap is more evident in cultural heritage destinations, where 

emotional attachment and economic dependency create unique dynamics that require frameworks 

integrating both motivational and material dimensions. 

This study addresses this gap by examining how socio-emotional bonds and socio-economic factors 

work together to motivate communities in cultural heritage destinations to move from reactive resilience 

to proactive recovery. The socio-emotional dimension captures the affective attachment, place-based 

identity, and community solidarity that create an intrinsic commitment for residents to stay and help 

rebuild (Guo et al., 2018a; Tsai et al., 2016; Sobhaninia et al., 2023; Gallay et al., 2022). The socio-

economic dimension reflects livelihood dependency, material resources, and institutional support that 

sustain participation in tourism recovery (Partelow, 2021; Scarlett, 2021; Fong et al., 2021; Yang et al., 

2024). Based on these two dimensions, the study proposes the Community Resilience and Motivation 

Model (CRMM) that conceptualises post-disaster recovery as an integrated process linking emotional 

belonging with economic feasibility (Anser et al., 2025; Li et al., 2024; Praptika et al., 2024). The 

conceptual novelty of the CRMM is that it does not treat community resilience as a final outcome but 

as a mediating mechanism which explains how resources enable sustained recovery action through 

psychological and social processes. 

The research focuses on Gaziantep, a UNESCO Creative City of Gastronomy in Southeast Türkiye, 

which was devastated by two catastrophic earthquakes (7.7 and 7.8 magnitude) in February 2023. The 

disaster left more than 50,000 dead, flattened towns and cities, and displaced hundreds of thousands. In 

the aftermath, many residents left, while others chose to stay and work to rebuild (SBB, 2023). To 

examine these stay-or-leave and investment decisions, the study adopts Tri-Reference Point (TRP) 

theory, which explains how individuals evaluate risky choices relative to their current situation, 

aspirations, and minimum acceptable conditions (Wang & Johnson, 2012). In this context, the socio-

emotional bonds together with the socio-economic resources shape these evaluations and influence 

whether residents remain in Gaziantep and invest in post-earthquake recovery. How these evaluations 
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and recovery choices are shaped within the TRP framework remains empirically underexplored in 

cultural heritage destinations. Therefore, this study investigates the following research questions:  

• RQ1:  How do socio-emotional bonds and socio-economic resources influence residents' decisions 

to stay and invest in post-earthquake recovery? 

• RQ2: How do these factors interact within the TRP framework in cultural heritage destinations? 

• RQ3: What are the implications for CBDRR strategies fostering community resilience and 

sustainable tourism in earthquake-prone regions? 

The study uses structural equation modelling on resident survey data collected in Gaziantep after the 

earthquake to test the proposed Community Resilience and Motivation Model (CRMM) and the 

relationships specified in the research questions. The results aim to provide actionable insights for 

policymakers and practitioners to design CBDRR strategies that support community-led recovery and 

build stronger resilience in cultural heritage destinations prone to disasters. 

2. Theoretical Background and Hypothesis Development 

2.1. A Tri-Reference Point Decision-Making Theory 

Traditional risk decision-making theories usually focus on a single reference point, most often the status 

quo (Mellers & Yin, 2023). The Tri-Reference Point (TRP) theory developed by Wang and Johnson 

(2012) explains that individuals make decisions by considering three reference points: minimum 

requirements (MR), status quo (SQ), and goal (G). Decision-makers aim to stay above their minimum 

requirements, improve upon their current situation, and ultimately achieve their goals. Outcomes below 

MR are seen as failures, outcomes at or above G are considered successes, and outcomes between SQ 

and G are perceived as gains, while those between MR and SQ are seen as losses (Koop & Johnson, 

2012). This study applies TRP theory beyond individual choices to community-level resilience (Harris 

& Wu, 2014). This application is grounded in multi-level theory, which recognises that social 

phenomena operate across interconnected scales (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Tourism research often 

involves multi-level problems but analyses them at a single level (Wong, 2017). 

In post-disaster contexts, individual choices are influenced by community-level structures and shared 

perceptions (Hwang et al., 2016). The aggregation of these choices creates collective outcomes like 

coordinated recovery. This reciprocal relationship justifies treating communities as units with shared 

reference points like a collective minimum requirement, a common assessment of the status quo, and 

communal goals for restoration. Applying TRP at the community level therefore captures both the 

bottom-up influence of individual decisions and the top-down effect of community context and 

addresses the multi-level nature of post-disaster recovery (Wong, 2017). 

In community-based risk reduction, especially after disasters, collective action and investment under 

uncertainty are essential (Shaw, 2016; Mayer, 2019; Cretney, 2016). Key factors shaping these decisions 

include place attachment, which reflects individuals’ emotional connection to affected areas (Guo et al., 

2018a), and place identity, which supports community resilience through shared cultural and historical 

meaning (Sobhaninia et al., 2023). Social solidarity enables people to work together and provide 

emotional support during crises (Littleton et al., 2022), whereas social capital, in the form of trust and 

networks, facilitates cooperation in rebuilding efforts (Partelow, 2021). Economic dependence on local 

industries influences recovery priorities (Zhang et al., 2019), and government support through policies 

and financial aid is essential for stabilising populations and infrastructure (Onjewu et al., 2023). Within 

the TRP framework, socio-emotional and socio-economic factors serve as minimum requirements (MR), 

resilience represents the status quo (SQ), and the intention to stay and invest in recovery is the goal (G). 
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This approach reflects established CBDRR frameworks emphasise social and economic factors in 

disaster recovery (Shaw, 2016; Sarabia et al., 2020). The Community Resilience Motivation Model 

(CRMM) integrates these components to explain post-disaster recovery as a sequential motivational 

process. 

2.2. Community-Based Disaster Risk Reduction  

The recognition of communities as primary responders establishes the importance of Community-Based 

Disaster Risk Reduction (CBDRR) for building resilient communities (Shaw, 2016). CBDRR prioritises 

local knowledge and engagement (Gero et al., 2011), involving community members in designing and 

implementing disaster risk reduction strategies (Sarabia et al., 2020). Evidence shows that trust, both 

interpersonal and institutional, increases participation in CBDRR, with place attachment and moral self-

identity further enhancing engagement (Peng et al., 2020; Tan & Lin, 2023). 

Community engagement in disaster risk management also supports sustainable tourism development 

(Cardoso, 2020). Communities can use their local knowledge to improve tourist experience or revive 

areas after a disaster (Chan et al., 2020). Community participation is key to tourism governance in 

disaster-affected regions, as it integrates community needs into recovery processes and strengthen 

resilience (Zhang et al., 2024; Wahyuningtyas et al., 2020). Considering the impact of disasters on 

communities' financial stability, job security, and overall well-being, there is limited understanding of 

residents' motivations for participating in CBDRR in post-disaster tourism destinations (Liu et al., 2024). 

Although CBDRR aims for community resilience as a target for sustainable tourism development 

(Wahyuningtyas et al., 2020), TRP theory positions resilience as the status quo (SQ). Resident support 

for tourism involves active participation in the reconstruction of infrastructure and long-term investment 

rather than leaving the destination. Therefore, the intention to stay and invest is conceptualised as the 

goal (G) reference point.  

The hypotheses that follow test how these minimum requirements, grounded in both emotional and 

economic dimensions of CBDRR, drive the transition from reactive resilience (SQ) to proactive 

recovery (G), as depicted in Fig. 1.  

2.3. Evolution of Community and Tourism Resilience Research 

Community resilience research has evolved significantly over the past twenty years with early 

frameworks that were looking at disaster response and recovery (Norris et al., 2008; Patterson et al., 

2010), followed by work that identified social capital and community networks as foundational elements 

(Berkes & Ross, 2013; Mayer, 2019). More recent research has adopted adaptive capacity frameworks 

that integrate social and economic systems with environmental considerations (Koliou et al., 2020; 

Kruse et al., 2017) and increased emphasis on developing measurement tools and recognising conceptual 

diversity (Nguyen & Akerkar, 2020; Patel et al., 2017). Contemporary studies now take integrated 

approaches that combine infrastructure with social and institutional dimensions (Xu et al., 2018). 

However, these frameworks remain quite general in scope and do not address the specific dynamics of 

tourism-dependent communities that face unique conditions like economic reliance on visitor flows (Bec 

et al., 2016), heritage-based identity, complex interactions between residents and visitors (Lew, 2014), 

and specific vulnerability to demand-side shocks (Calgaro et al., 2014). These conditions require 

different recovery pathways that are not always adequately explained by general resilience theory. This 

is why different streams of tourism resilience research emerged as well. The early studies conceptualised 

resilience as the ability of destinations to absorb and adapt to crises (Cochrane, 2010; Mair et al., 2016) 
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and then moved to work that integrated concepts of sustainability and resilience (Espiner et al., 2017; 

Calgaro et al., 2014). A stream of research have examined how tourism systems integrate risk 

management and recovery mechanisms (Filimonau & De Coteau, 2020; McLeod, Dodds, & Butler, 

2021) whereas others use multi scalar frameworks that connect community behaviour with destination 

governance (Duro et al., 2022; Lew, 2014). More recent contributions define resilience as both a social 

and an economic process (Yang et al., 2024; Biggs et al., 2012) and there is growing recognition that 

post-disaster recovery involves psychological internalisation and meaning making practices (Korstanje 

et al., 2025; Cheer & Lew, 2017), while several studies have demonstrated the important role of social 

capital in community level tourism recovery (Partelow, 2021; Bec et al., 2016). Recent studies show that 

socio-emotional and socio-economic drivers interact to shape community responses to crises. Emotional 

attachment and identity-based belonging encourage residents to remain committed to their locality (Erul 

et al., 2024; Sobhaninia et al., 2023), whereas economic dependency and perceived institutional support 

enhance the perceived feasibility of recovery (Fong et al., 2021).  

Despite the progress of these studies, neither community resilience nor tourism resilience research has 

successfully integrated emotional motivation with material resources as factors that jointly determine 

post-disaster recovery behaviour. The CRMM addresses this key shortcoming in the resilience literature 

by offering a testable, process-oriented framework that examines how socio-emotional and socio-

economic factors drive recovery and uses community resilience as a mediating mechanism. 

2.4. Minimum Requirements for Resilience and Recovery Support 

In TRP theory, decision-making in risk contexts depends on three reference points: minimum 

requirements (MR), status quo (SQ), and goals (G) (Wang et al., 2021). MR represents essential survival 

elements, SQ reflects the current state, and G defines what individuals aim to achieve. In this framework, 

community resilience corresponds to SQ, whereas the intention to stay and invest is in line with G. 

Understanding the socio-emotional and socio-economic factors that serve as MR is central for achieving 

community resilience and long-term recovery. 

2.4.1. Socio-Emotional Factors and Hypothesis Development 

Place attachment strengthens community resilience by creating a psychological connection with the 

location that influences the choices of residents to stay and contribute to the restoration process (Guo et 

al., 2018a). It has two dimensions: place identity which is the meaning attached to a particular location, 

and place dependence which is the use of the location’s resources for well-being and activities (Williams 

& Vaske, 2003). These are psychological and social mechanisms that encourage both individual and 

collective recovery efforts (Junot et al., 2018). Strong place attachment reduces the probability of 

migration and increases pro-environmental and community participation behaviours (Scannell & 

Gifford, 2017). Given its role in shaping community resilience and recovery participation, the following 

hypotheses are proposed:  

H1. Place attachment positively influences community resilience. 

H2. Place attachment positively influences community support for recovery. 

Community solidarity strengthens the social cohesion and shared responsibility and improves resilience 

by encouraging collective action (Hawdon & Ryan, 2011). Communities with strong solidarity networks 

are more likely to collaborate in recovery efforts and provide mutual aid (Littleton et al., 2022). Based 

on this, it is hypothesised that: 

H3. Community solidarity positively influences community resilience. 
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H4. Community solidarity positively influences community support for recovery. 

2.4.2. Socio-Economic Factors and Hypothesis Development 

Social capital, which is the strength of social networks, civic engagement, and trust in institutions, is a 

key post-disaster resilience factor (Partelow, 2021). It operates through bonding (close-knit community 

relationships), bridging (connections across different social groups), and linking (ties to government and 

external support systems) (Sadri et al., 2018). It facilitates the mobilisation of resources, adaptation, and 

collaborative recovery (Guo et al., 2018b). Therefore: 

H5. Social capital positively influences community resilience. 

H6. Social capital positively influences community support for recovery. 

The relationship between economic dependency and community resilience presents a theoretical 

paradox. The traditional resilience theory states that economic diversification builds resilience by 

reducing vulnerability to sector-specific shocks (Adger, 2000; Cutter et al., 2008). From this perspective, 

heavy reliance on tourism should reduce rather than enhance community resilience. 

However, a paradox exists in post-disaster contexts. Deep reliance on tourism can strengthen resilience 

through heightened collective commitment and social cohesion, as communities have a stronger vested 

interest in rapid recovery (Matarrita-Cascante & Trejos, 2013; Yang et al., 2021). This creates a 

‘motivated resilience’ which is driven by urgent collective purpose and focused action in crisis 

situations. In cultural heritage destinations, tourism dependency often merges with place identity and 

heritage stewardship. The economic reliance on tourism reflects, apart from financial dependency, also 

the residents' role as custodians of cultural assets that define both their livelihoods and their community 

identity (Erul et al., 2024). We therefore propose H7 although we realise that it tests competing 

theoretical perspectives: 

H7. Economic dependency on tourism strengthens community resilience in the immediate post-disaster 

period. 

H8. Economic dependency increases community support for recovery. 

Government support through effective policies, financial aid, and disaster management is critical for 

stabilising the affected populations and ensuring sustainable recovery (Fong et al., 2021; Onjewu et al., 

2023). Strong institutional support increases resilience and participation in reconstruction projects (Kim, 

2016). Therefore: 

H9. Government support builds community resilience. 

H10. Government support promotes community support for recovery. 

2.4.3. Community Resilience as a Mediator 

Community resilience is a critical determinant of adaptation and recovery after a disaster (Tsai et al., 

2016; Bec et al., 2016). Resilient communities are better positioned to participate in recovery and 

develop plans for long-term sustainability. Community resilience has a direct effect on recovery support 

and also mediates the relationship between socio-emotional and socio-economic factors and recovery 

efforts (Praptika et al., 2024). Therefore: 

H11. Community resilience positively affects community support for recovery. 
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H12. Community resilience mediates the relationship between socio-emotional factors (e.g., place 

attachment, community solidarity) and community support for recovery. 

H13. Community resilience mediates the relationship between socio-economic factors (e.g., social 

capital, government support, economic dependency) and community support for recovery. 

2.5. CRMM as a Tourism-Specific Framework 

The application of CRMM in tourism addresses an important gap in resilience literature. The generic 

community resilience frameworks focus on adaptive capacity and social capital (Norris et al., 2008) 

often miss tourism-specific factors like extreme exposure to global shocks and reliance on intangible 

heritage (Cheer & Lew, 2017). Tourism recovery depends not just on rebuilding infrastructure, but on 

restoring community pride and cultural identity which are factors that also affect a destination’s appeal 

to visitors (Filimonau & De Coteau, 2020). The CRMM integrates emotional attachment and place 

identity into its motivation framework and captures a central dynamic of tourism-dependent 

communities. This integration places CRMM as a tailored adaptation of resilience theory that 

recognises that recovery in heritage destinations requires both economic restoration and safeguarding 

the place meaning which sustains residents and attracts visitors. Theoretically, CRMM is a tourism-

specific extension of resilience theory which prioritises the role of motivation and mediation and 

moves beyond a view of resilience as a static endpoint. 

Figure 1. Conceptual Model 
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3. METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Sample and Data Collection 

This study employed a multi-channel, mixed-mode sampling strategy to enhance representativeness and 

transparency. Data were collected between November and December 2024. The online survey was 

administered via Google Forms and distributed to earthquake-affected individuals in Gaziantep through 

the following channels: (1) email invitations distributed using the contact lists of the Food and Beverage 

Business Owners Council affiliated with the Gaziantep Chamber of Commerce and Crafts; (2) social 

media accounts and mobile messaging groups (e.g., WhatsApp and BiP) managed by relevant 

professional associations (Chefs Association and Tourism Association); (3) QR code posters displayed 

in participating restaurants, hotels, and selected public spaces in the city centre; and (4) community-

based dissemination through earthquake-affected students who shared the survey with family members 

and neighbours in their networks. Paper-based surveys were also administered in container settlements 

to mitigate potential limitations in digital access and reduce coverage bias among displaced residents. 

Participation was voluntary and anonymous, and no financial incentives were offered.  

Given the difficulties of fieldwork in a post-disaster context, convenience sampling was employed. This 

approach enabled timely access to residents during a sensitive post-disaster period but also presents 

some notable limitations (Altinay et al., 2024).  Participants who voluntarily responded may differ 

systematically from non-respondents in resilience levels, recovery engagement, or institutional trust, 

potentially limiting generalisability. The researchers conducted demographic comparisons with census 

data to assess representativeness. Future research using probability-based sampling would strengthen 

external validity. 

Although the survey design enabled efficient data collection during a challenging post-disaster period, 

several methodological limitations should be acknowledged. The reliance on convenience sampling may 

limit the generalisability of findings beyond Gaziantep. Moreover, self-reported data can introduce 

social desirability and recall biases, and the cross-sectional nature of the study restricts the ability to 

capture changes in resilience and motivation over time. 

The questionnaire was originally developed in English, translated into Turkish, and verified through 

back-translation and expert review to ensure linguistic and conceptual equivalence. A pre-test with 50 

participants (excluded from the main sample) was conducted to confirm clarity and consistency.  

Eligibility was screened with the question “Have you experienced the earthquake in 2023?". Only those 

responding "yes" continued with the survey. Data collection concluded upon reaching 2,000 responses. 

After removing 452 ineligible responses, the final sample comprised 1,548 valid responses. The 

response rate was 77.4%, with minimal missing data, reducing risks of non-response bias. 

3.2. Measurements 

The study model explored four main constructs: socio-emotional factors, socio-economic factors, 

community resilience, and recovery support. All items were adapted from established scales and rated 

on a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). 

Socio-emotional factors included place attachment (PA) measured via place identity and place 

dependence, each with six items from Williams & Vaske (2003) and community solidarity (CS) with six 

items from Hawdon et al. (2012).  
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Socio-economic factors comprised social capital (SOC) with 11 items from Grootaert et al. (2004) and 

Sadri et al. (2018), economic dependency (ECD) with five items from Chiang & Huang (2012) and Teng 

(2019) and government support (GOS)with 11 items from Al-Omar et al. (2024).  

Community resilience (COR) was measured using a 10-item scale adapted from Abunyewah et al. 

(2023) and Cenat et al. (2021).  

Recovery support (CSR) was operationalised as intention to stay (IS) with five items from Yang et al. 

(2021), and intention to invest (II) with three items adapted from Shehata et al. (2021). Confirmatory 

factor analysis (CFA) verified that all items loaded significantly onto their respective latent constructs. 

Internal consistency was assessed using Cronbach’s α, with all scales exceeding the 0.70 threshold. 

Common method bias (CMB) was addressed by procedural controls that included anonymous data 

collection and using different item formats. Harman's single factor test indicated that there was no single 

factor that accounted for most of the variance, thus reducing concerns regarding CMB. 

All measurement items were adapted to the tourism and cultural heritage context of Gaziantep to ensure 

contextual validity. For example, items referring to “community” or “place” were modified to reflect 

residents’ connections with gastronomy and cultural heritage districts (See Appendix-1) 

4. Data Analysis and Findings 

4.1. Descriptive Statistics 

Data analysis was conducted using SPSS and AMOS. All participants were confirmed as earthquake 

victims, with 64.3% having lost at least one relative and 44.6% having suffered property loss. These 

figures confirm that the sample was in line with the study’s objectives, representing individuals directly 

affected by the disaster. The gender distribution was nearly even (52.5% male, 47.5% female), and 

marital status was also balanced (55.5% married, 44.5% single) (see Table 1).  

Table 1. Demographic Profile 

 
Gender n % Marital Status n % 

Male 813 52,5 Single 859 55,5 

Female 735 47,5 Married 689 44,5 

Loss of Life in Earthquake n % Property loss in an earthquake n % 

One or more of my relatives died 996 64,3 I suffered property loss  691 44,6 

We have not had any loss of life 552 35,7 No property damage 857 55,4 

Age n % Education n % 

18-22 155 10 Primary education 46 3 

23-27 424 27,4 High School 278 18 

28-32 329 21,3 Associate degree 242 15,6 

33-37 254 16,4 Bachelor's degree 811 52,4 

38-42 136 8,8 Postgraduate 171 11 

43 and above 250 16,1    

 

4.2. Reliability Analysis and Structural Validity  

The reliability analysis showed that all scales achieved Cronbach’s α values above 0.70 (range: 0.854 – 

0.976), indicating strong internal consistency. Skewness (Sk) and kurtosis (Ku) coefficients were within 

acceptable ranges (Sk<3 and Ku<10) supporting normality (Kline, 2023). Structural validity was tested 

with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and demonstrated good model fit (GFI:0,92≥0,90; 

CFI:0,94≥0,90; RMSEA:0,058≤0,080; x2/df: 3,11≤5; p:0,004≤0,05). All Average Variance Extracted 
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(AVE) values for the factor structures exceeded 0,50 and Composite Reliability (CR) values were above 

0,70, confirming convergent validity (Hair et al., 2014) (see Table 2). 

Table 2. Reliability Analysis & Structural Validity  

 
Scale Factors Mean AVE CR Sk Ku α 

Place Attachment (PLA) 
Place Identity (PI) 4,02 ,610 ,777 ,981 -1,142 ,925 

Place Dependency (PD) 3,95 ,564 ,804 ,964 1,485 ,940 

Community Solidarity (COS) Community Solidarity (COS) 4,16 ,525 ,764 ,849 ,856 ,931 

Social Capital (SOC) 

Contact with Neighbours (CN) 4,03 ,650 ,801 1,285 -,909 ,862 

Government Trust (GT) 3,84 ,695 ,625 1,374 1,198 ,958 

Civil Engagement (CE) 3,96 ,676 ,766 ,956 1,367 ,934 

Economic Dependency (ECD) Economic Dependency (ECD) 4,18 ,680 ,804 1,028 1,495 ,929 

Government Support 
Policies and Regulations (PR) 3,93 ,729 ,836 -,931 1,159 ,962 

Financial Support (FS) 4,17 ,650 ,801 1,389 -,991 ,927 

Community Resilience (COR) Community Resilience (COR) 4,11 ,638 ,888 -1,247 1,051 ,967 

Community Support for Recovery 

(CSR) 

Intention to Stay (IS) 3,57 ,656 ,708 -1,183 -,743 ,865 

Intention to Investment (II) 3,62 ,681 ,767 ,940 1,413 ,817 

 

4.3. Correlation and Discriminant Validity Test 

Discriminant validity was established as all factors met the criteria MSV < AVE and ASV < MSV 

(Sürücü & Maslakci, 2020). Correlation coefficients among the 12 latent variables were positive, 

significant, and ranged from r = 0.269 to r = 0.695, with most above 0.50, indicating strong and linear 

relationships that contribute positively to post-earthquake recovery (see Table 3). Multicollinearity was 

not an issue (VIF ≤ 10, TV ≥ 0.10, Condition Index ≤ 30) (O’Brien, 2007; Oke et al., 2019). 

Table 3. Correlations and discriminant validity test results 

 
 MSV ASV √𝑨𝑽𝑬 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

PI ,480 ,317 ,781             

PD ,483 ,336 ,751 ,693*            

CS ,446 ,282 ,725 ,362* ,671*           

CN ,473 ,309 ,806 ,683* 595*, ,377*          

GT ,438 ,323 ,834 ,657* ,653* ,634* 654*         

CE ,458 ,310 ,822 ,672* ,487* ,668* ,574* ,662*        

ED ,483 ,319 ,825 ,641* ,695* ,577* ,541* ,654* ,589*       

PR ,473 ,327 ,854 ,666* ,680* ,664* ,688* ,560* ,677* ,548*      

FS ,429 ,280 ,806 ,549* ,648* ,435* ,655* ,581* ,562* ,637* ,578*     

CR ,310 ,208 ,799 ,425* ,443* ,509* ,548* ,414* ,430* ,557* ,445* ,419*    

IS ,170 ,143 ,810 ,312* ,316* ,394* ,321* ,309* ,319* ,321* ,316* ,308* ,412*   

II ,454 ,141 ,825 ,303* ,302* ,397* ,290* ,279* ,297* ,301* ,283* ,269* ,380* ,674*  

Note(s): *p<0.01; MSV = Maximum Shared Squared Variance; ASV = Average Shared Squared Variance; Diagonal cells 

report correlations between factors. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.4. Structural Model Testing 
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Structural equation modelling was employed to determine the relationships between variables and test 

the research hypotheses. A total of 13 paths were drawn between the variables. The model demonstrated 

good fit (GFI:0,91≥0,90; CFI:0,92≥0,90; RMSEA:0,074≤0,080; x2/df: 4,93≤5; p:0,011≤0,05) (see 

Figure 2).  

Figure 2. Structural Model of the Study 

 

The large sample size encouraged the increase in degrees of freedom and chi-square, resulting in higher 

RMSEA but still below the acceptable threshold value (Xia & Yang, 2019). All regression paths were 

significant (see Table 3).  

Government support was the strongest predictor for both community resilience (β = 0.41, R² = 0.73) and 

recovery support (β = 0.40, R² = 0.41), highlighting its critical role post-disaster.  

Economic dependency was the second strongest predictor for resilience (β = 0.39, R² = 0.56) and also 

significantly influenced recovery support (β = 0.23, R² = 0.32). 

Socio-emotional factors were also significant: place attachment (β = 0.24 for resilience, β = 0.27 for 

recovery support) and community solidarity (β = 0.33 for resilience, β = 0.31 for recovery support). 

Social capital had positive effects on both resilience (β = 0.26) and recovery support (β = 0.17). 

All hypotheses (H1–H10) were supported. 

Community resilience fully mediated the effects of both socio-emotional and socio-economic factors on 

recovery support, as confirmed by the structural model and Sobel test. For both mediation analyses, the 

direct effects became statistically insignificant when the mediator was included, confirming full 

mediation (H12 and H13). 

 

 

Table 4: Results from Hypothesis Testing 
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 Path β t value p-value Supported? 

H1 PLA → COR ,24 12,81 ,002 YES 

H2 PLA → CSR ,27 15,32 ,002 YES 

H3 COS → COR ,33 18,57 ,001 YES 

H4 COS → CSR ,31 16,54 ,001 YES 

H5 SOC → COR ,26 12,93 ,002 YES 

H6 SOC → CSR ,17 5,75 ,000 YES 

H7 ECD → COR ,39 23,58 ,000 YES 

H8 ECD → CSR ,23 11,76 ,002 YES 

H9 GOS → COR ,41 28,14 ,000 YES 

H10 GOS → CSR ,40 26,87 ,004 YES 

H11 COR → CSR ,36 20,04 ,002 YES 

H12 COR 
→ 

Mediator 
CSR ,21 9,90 ,003 YES 

H13 COR 
→ 

Mediator 
CSR ,40 25,39 ,000 YES 

5. Discussion 

Government support was the strongest predictor of both community resilience (β = 0.54) and recovery 

support (β = 0.47). This confirms that institutional intervention is a core requirement for post-disaster 

recovery (Kim, 2016; Fong et al., 2021). Economic dependency showed the second-strongest effect on 

resilience (β = 0.39), while socio-emotional factors like place attachment and community solidarity had 

a more moderate influence. This pattern shows that in the immediate aftermath of an earthquake, 

material security and institutional stability are more urgent priorities than emotional connection which 

is a finding consistent with applying Maslow’s hierarchy of needs to community contexts. 

The results for community resilience as a mediator (H13, H14) validate the sequential logic of the TRP 

model. Essential requirements such as government support, economic dependency, and place 

attachment, must first build a foundation of collective capacity before this capacity can translate into 

active participation in recovery efforts. This dual-pathway structure shows that sustainable recovery 

requires both material resources and symbolic attachment, as socio-economic and socio-emotional 

factors converge through the mechanism of community resilience. 

5.1. The Economic Dependency Paradox 

The positive result for H7 (economic dependency leading to resilience) needs careful interpretation 

because it contradicts the diversification theory. Three contextual factors explain this unexpected 

finding. First, the study’s timeframe of 6 to 12 months after the disaster does not capture long-term 

adaptive capacity but a period of crisis-driven mobilisation. In the short term, tourism dependency can 

create a strong common purpose that gives a focus to community efforts. Second, in Gaziantep, heritage 

status means economic reliance on tourism is tied to cultural identity. Tourism is more a form of cultural 

stewardship rather than just a livelihood. Third, the study's resilience measure focused on the 

community’s belief in its efficacy to achieve specific recovery goals, instead of its general capacity to 

handle various future shocks. 

This finding shows how existing conditions can motivate action within a short time window and not that 

economic dependency is an optimal long-term resilience strategy. The long-term destination 

sustainability still requires economic diversification (Duro et al., 2022). Therefore, policymakers should 

use the immediate motivational force of tourism dependency to drive early recovery but also plan for 

diversification to reduce future vulnerability. 
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5.2. Community versus Destination Resilience 

Although the tourism literature normally focuses on destination-level results (Yang et al., 2024), this 

study shows that destination resilience actually begins at the community level. Community resilience 

(collective capacity, social cohesion) works with different mechanisms than destination resilience 

(tourism system functionality, market recovery). The CRMM shows that individual emotional 

attachment and perceived support shape motivation to participate in recovery efforts. When many 

individuals are motivated, their collective effort strengthens both the internal bonds of the community 

and the external functions of the tourism system. So, the community support for recovery mediates 

between internal community capacity and external destination functionality. Without this active 

community participation, institutional support alone is insufficient to restore a viable tourism sector 

(Onjewu et al., 2023). 

6. Conclusion 

This study focused specifically on the post-earthquake recovery in Gaziantep through the TRP 

framework. The findings establish the CRMM as an explanatory framework for how minimum 

requirements (socio-emotional and socio-economic factors) influence community resilience and 

recovery support.  Government support was the strongest predictor of community resilience (β = 0.54) 

and recovery support (β = 0.47), followed by economic dependency (β = 0.39). Although socio-

emotional factors such as place attachment had a more moderate immediate effect, they are essential for 

sustained, long-term recovery. Community resilience fully mediated the influence of both socio-

economic and socio-emotional factors on recovery support and validates the sequential logic of TRP at 

a community level. These results show that immediate post-disaster recovery is driven by external 

institutional and economic support, but that long-term recovery relies on internal socio-emotional bonds 

within the community. 

Theoretical Implications 

The CRMM advances the tourism disaster recovery theory by integrating the TRP theory with CBDRR 

frameworks.  This synthesis explains how communities move from reactive resilience (driven by 

external obligations like government support and economic necessity) toward a proactive recovery 

(fuelled by intrinsic agency and internal socio-emotional bonds The model extends TRP theory from 

individual to collective decision-making, and confirms its linear its linear progression from meeting 

minimum requirements to achieving goals  It also incorporates CBDRR's core emphasis on community 

participation and balances the need for immediate recovery with long-term sustainability. 

The full mediation by community resilience shows that resources such as government support, economic 

dependency, and social capital do not directly lead to recovery participation. These resources must first 

be converted into internal community capacity, including collective efficacy, social cohesion, and a 

shared identity, before they are able to catalyse external action. Therefore, post disaster recovery is a 

process of psychological and social transformation, not merely a logistical task of distributing resources. 

The mediation structure positions the CRMM as a process model of recovery motivation. It explains 

how recovery unfolds in a sequence from the initial input of resources, through a phase of collective 

psychological change, and finally into sustained community action. This moves beyond simply 

identifying which factors predict recovery. 

The CRMM redirects the focus in disaster recovery from purely economic and infrastructural concerns 

to the motivational and emotional foundations that drive community action in tourism and cultural 

heritage contexts. Within this framework, socio-emotional bonds such as place attachment, community 
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solidarity, and identity-based commitment, act as internal drivers needed for sustained recovery. 

Emotions like fear, hope, pride, and belonging serve as psychological anchors that help residents reframe 

a disaster as a shared challenge to be overcome collectively instead of individual loss. This process 

transforms the collective anxiety into purposeful agency (Korstanje, 2024; Korstanje & Ivanov, 2012). 

In this way, socio-emotional bonds form the motivational core of resilience and transform affective 

energy into the collective action need for long-term recovery.  

However, the study also identifies an important limitation in recovery pathways, termed in this paper as 

'forced resilience.' It occurs when external factors like economic dependency secure basic recovery 

without strengthening internal socio-emotional foundations. Communities may restore a basic status quo 

but then stagnate, as their participation is driven by necessity rather than genuine internal motivation. 

The study also highlights the potential utility of Cultural Resilience Capital (CRC) as a new boundary 

concept in tourism resilience scholarship that could represent a possible exit strategy from forced 

resilience. This concept positions cultural assets such as shared rituals and place-based identity as active 

drivers of sustainable, agency-led recovery (Fig. 3). Future research should investigate how these 

cultural assets function as intrinsic motivators. This work would explore the transition from communities 

that adapt under external pressure to those that build resilience from within their own cultural 

foundations. The operationalisation of CRC through qualitative indicators could reveal how cultural 

meaning systems transform post-disaster outcomes in heritage-rich destinations. 

Figure 3 – The Community Resilience Motivation Model (with tested structure and the theoretical 

refinements) 

 

Implications for Community-Based Disaster Risk Reduction 
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The findings support a phased approach for Community-Based Disaster Risk Reduction that takes into 

consideration how resilience mechanisms change over time. 

Phase 1: Immediate Recovery (0–12 months) 

Policymakers should use existing community strengths, such as emotional attachment and economic 

dependency, to drive quick participation and channel the collective motivation that arises from economic 

dependency on tourism directly into reconstruction efforts. Government support must be provided 

without bureaucratic delays to meet urgent needs. Destination managers should offer targeted economic 

aid to preserve tourism jobs and prevent residents from leaving the area.  

Phase 2: Reconstruction and Transition (1–3 years) 

In this phase, recovery efforts must balance community support with the gradual introduction of 

economic diversification. The focus shifts from continuing short-term interventions like financial aid 

and infrastructure restoration to building the long-term social capacity needed for self-sufficiency. Short-

term aid should be gradually replaced with community-driven initiatives. Activities such as cultural 

heritage festivals, storytelling projects, and volunteer tourism programs can strengthen place attachment 

and collective identity. Skills development programmes are essential to help tourism workers transition 

into complementary sectors and reduce reliance on a single industry. Recovery plans should formally 

integrate intangible heritage such as local gastronomy and rituals, in line with UNESCO's framework 

for safeguarding living heritage. This approach transforms economic dependency into a form of shared 

cultural stewardship. It also builds the socio-emotional bonds and social capital needed for sustainable 

community resilience (Guo et al., 2018b). 

Phase 3: Long-term Resilience Building (3+ years) 

The final phase focuses on reducing structural dependency on tourism by creating alternative livelihoods 

but also preserving the cultural heritage values and place identity that define the community. 

This phased approach recognises the mobilising potential of tourism dependency only during an 

immediate crisis and prevents its misinterpretation as a long-term resilience asset. For long term 

destination sustainability, economic diversification is needed to reduce the destination’s vulnerability to 

future tourism-specific shocks like pandemics, geopolitical instability, and climate impacts. 

The CRMM gives destination managers and policymakers a multidimensional framework that connects 

motivation, emotion, and community agency to guide tourism recovery. Resilience functions as a 

mediator between tourism and community quality of life (Yang et al., 2024) and requires strategies that 

address both socio-emotional and economic dimensions. The model translates psychological and 

cultural dynamics into practical recovery pathways and allows tourism to be both an economic engine 

and a mechanism for psychosocial healing within the community (Yang et al., 2021). For tourism 

education, CRMM provides theoretical frameworks for crisis management curricula and advances 

participatory governance approaches that address physical infrastructure and social cohesion as 

interconnected priorities. 
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Limitations and Future Research 

As a cultural heritage destination, Gaziantep's specific context may limit the generalisability of the 

findings to other types of destinations. The use of a convenience sampling method could also have 

influenced the results, as it may have over-represented respondents who are highly engaged with their 

community and increased the perceived importance of socio-emotional factors and government support 

in the data.  

The range of factors that were investigated was also specific. The analysis of socio-emotional 

dimensions was limited to community solidarity and place attachment. The socio-economic factors 

considered were government support, economic dependency, and social capital. The study also did not 

analyse socio-demographic variables, such as age or income, which could reveal important group 

differences in resilience and recovery motivation. 

The most significant limitation, however, is the cross-sectional study design. This prevented causal 

inferences and cannot capture how relationships change over time. For example, the positive link found 

between economic dependency and community resilience might reflect short-term, crisis-induced 

mobilisation rather than a foundation for sustainable adaptive capacity.  Future longitudinal research is 

needed to investigate whether this effect endures beyond the immediate 6-to-12-month recovery window 

or fades as the acute crisis passes and potentially leaves tourism-dependent communities more 

vulnerable than those with diversified economies. Comparative studies across different types of tourism 

destinations and disaster contexts would also test the boundary conditions of these findings. Such work 

would clarify when community resilience leads to genuinely sustainable development instead if just a 

temporary recovery. 

Longitudinal and comparative designs would also help an examination of how ‘forced resilience’ 

persists or transforms in cultural heritage destinations after a disaster. A key question is whether 

participation driven by economic necessity evolves into really agency-based resilience, or if it 

diminishes once external pressures fade. 

Qualitative methods are needed to investigate the mechanisms behind the relationship found in H7. This 

research should determine whether the crisis-induced resilience from tourism dependency leads to 

sustainable community capacity or simply perpetuates long-term vulnerability. The adoption of 

ethnographic observation, in-depth interviews, and participatory action research could explore in better 

depth the interaction between cultural meaning systems, emotional processes, and institutional structures 

throughout different stages of recovery. 

Finally, the development of a theory that recognises both the mobilising potential and the structural risks 

of tourism dependency would help in more sophisticated and context-sensitive approaches to building 

destination resilience in an era of increased volatility and intense shocks.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



17 
 

REFERENCES 

Abunyewah, M., Erdiaw-Kwasie, M. O., Okyere, S. A., Thayaparan, G., Byrne, M., Lassa, J., ... & 

Maund, K. (2023). Influence of personal and collective social capital on flood preparedness 

and community resilience: Evidence from Old Fadama, Ghana. International journal of 

disaster risk reduction, 94, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2023.103790 .  

Al-Omar, S., Alalawneh, A., & Harb, A. (2024). The impact of entrepreneurship education on 

entrepreneurial intention: the moderating role of perceived governmental support. Education+ 

Training, 66(7), 777-800. https://doi.org/10.1108/ET-07-2023-0272 

Anser, M. K., Usman, M., Boğan, E., Dedeoğlu, B. B., Khalid, A., & Akhtar, M. W. (2025). Exploring 

the impact of destination attachment on digitally-enabled crowdfunding for cultural heritage 

restoration in post-earthquake Türkiye. Technovation, 143, 103223. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2025.103223 

Baltaci, F. (2021). The relationship between the environmental attitude, behavioral role and support of 

the local resident in sustainable development of tourism: the example of Alanya. Journal of 

Economy Culture and Society, 63, 213-236. https://doi.org/10.26650/JECS2020-0067 

Bec, A., McLennan, C. L., & Moyle, B. D. (2016). Community resilience to long-term tourism decline 

and rejuvenation: A literature review and conceptual model. Current Issues in Tourism, 19(5), 

431-457. https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2015.1083538 

Berkes, F., & Ross, H. (2013). Community resilience: Toward an integrated approach. Society & Natural 

Resources, 26(1), 5-20. https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2012.736605 

Calgaro, E., Lloyd, K., & Dominey-Howes, D. (2014). From vulnerability to transformation: A 

framework for assessing the vulnerability and resilience of tourism destinations. Journal of 

Sustainable Tourism, 22(3), 341-360. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2013.826229 

Cardoso, C. (2020). The contribution of tourism towards a more sustainable and inclusive society: Key 

guiding principles in times of crisis. Worldwide Hospitality and Tourism Themes, 12(6), 679-

689. https://doi.org/10.1108/WHATT-07-2020-0065  

Cénat, J. M., Dalexis, R. D., Derivois, D., Hébert, M., Hajizadeh, S., Kokou-Kpolou, C. K., ... & 

Rousseau, C. (2021). The transcultural community resilience scale: psychometric properties 

and multinational validity in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic. Frontiers in 

Psychology, 12, 713477. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.713477 

Chan, C. S., Nozu, K., & Cheung, T. O. L. (2020). Tourism and natural disaster management process: 

perception of tourism stakeholders in the case of Kumamoto earthquake in Japan. Current 

Issues in Tourism, 23(15), 1864-1885. https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2019.1666809 

Chan, C. S., Nozu, K., & Zhou, Q. (2020). Tourism stakeholder perspective for disaster-management 

process and resilience: The case of the 2018 Hokkaido Eastern Iburi Earthquake in Japan. 

Sustainability, 12(19), 7882. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12197882 

Cheer, J. M., & Lew, A. A. (2017). Understanding tourism resilience: Adapting to social, political, and 

economic change. In Tourism, resilience and sustainability (pp. 3-17). Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315464053-1 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2023.103790
https://doi.org/10.1108/ET-07-2023-0272
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2025.103223
https://doi.org/10.26650/JECS2020-0067
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2015.1083538
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2012.736605
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2013.826229
https://doi.org/10.1108/WHATT-07-2020-0065
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.713477
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2019.1666809
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12197882
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315464053-1


18 
 

Chiang, C. F., & Huang, K. C. (2012). An examination of antecedent factors in residents' perceptions of 

tourism impacts on a recreational fishing port. Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism Research, 

17(1), 81-99. https://doi.org/10.1080/10941665.2011.613204  

Cochrane, J. (2010). The sphere of tourism resilience. Tourism Recreation Research, 35(2), 173-185.   

https://doi.org/10.1080/02508281.2010.11081632 

Cox, R. S., & Perry, K. M. E. (2011). Like a fish out of water: Reconsidering disaster recovery and the 

role of place and social capital in community disaster resilience. American journal of 

community psychology, 48(3), 395-411. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-011-9427-0 

Cretney, R. M. (2016). Local responses to disaster: The value of community led post disaster response 

action in a resilience framework. Disaster Prevention and Management, 25(1), 27-40. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/DPM-02-2015-0043 

Duro, J.,Perez-Laborda, A., & Fernandez, M. (2022). Territorial tourism resilience in the COVID-19 

summer. Annals of Tourism Research Empirical Insights, 3(1), 100039. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annale.2022.100039 

Erul, E., Uslu, A., Woosnam, K. M., Santos, J. A. C., Aleshinloye, K. D., & Ribeiro, M. A. (2024). 

Navigating the new normal: the role of residents’ involvement and support in sustainable 

tourism recovery. Sustainability, 16(11), 4333. https://doi.org/10.3390/su16114333 

Espiner, S., Orchiston, C., & Higham, J. (2017). Resilience and sustainability: A complementary 

relationship? Towards a practical conceptual model for the sustainability–resilience nexus in 

tourism. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 25(10), 1385-1400. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2017.1281929 

Feng, Z., González, V. A., Spearpoint, M., Thomas, J., Trotter, M., Cabrera-Guerrero, G., & Paes, D. 

(2022). A sequence analysis of behaviors in immersive virtual reality for indoor earthquake 

and post-earthquake evacuation. International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction, 75, 

102978. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2022.102978 

Filimonau, V., & De Coteau, D. (2020). Tourism resilience in the context of integrated destination and 

disaster management (DM2). International Journal of Tourism Research, 22(2), 202-222. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.2329 

Fong, L. H. N., Law, R., & Ye, B. H. (2021). Outlook of tourism recovery amid an epidemic: Importance 

of outbreak control by the government. Annals of tourism research, 86, 102951. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2020.102951 

Gallay, E., Furlan Brighente, M., Flanagan, C., & Lowenstein, E. (2022). Place‐based civic science—

collective environmental action and solidarity for eco‐resilience. Child and Adolescent Mental 

Health, 27(1), 39-46.  https://doi.org/10.1111/camh.12537 

Gero, A., Méheux, K., & Dominey-Howes, D. (2011). Integrating community-based disaster risk 

reduction and climate change adaptation: examples from the Pacific. Natural Hazards and 

Earth System Sciences, 11(1), 101-113. https://doi.org/10.5194/nhess-11-101-2011  

Godovykh, M., & Ridderstaat, J. (2020). Health outcomes of tourism development: A longitudinal study 

of the impact of tourism arrivals on residents’ health. Journal of Destination Marketing & 

Management, 17, 100462. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2020.100462 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10941665.2011.613204
https://doi.org/10.1080/02508281.2010.11081632
https://doi.org/10.1108/DPM-02-2015-0043
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annale.2022.100039
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16114333
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2017.1281929
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2022.102978
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.2329
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2020.102951
https://doi.org/10.1111/camh.12537
https://doi.org/10.5194/nhess-11-101-2011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2020.100462


19 
 

Grootaert, C., Narayan, D., Jones, V.N. & Woolcock, M., (2004). Measuring Social Capital: An 

Integrated Questionnaire, The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development / The 

World Bank. 

Guo, Y., Zhang, J., Zhang, Y., & Zheng, C. (2018a). Catalyst or barrier? The influence of place 

attachment on perceived community resilience in tourism destinations. Sustainability, 10(7), 

2347. https://doi.org/10.3390/su10072347 

Guo, Y., Zhang, J., Zhang, Y., & Zheng, C. (2018b). Examining the relationship between social capital 

and community residents' perceived resilience in tourism destinations. Journal of Sustainable 

Tourism, 26(6), 973-986. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.1428335  

Hair, J.F., Black, W.C., Babin, B.J., & Anderson, R.E. (2014). Exploratory factor analysis. Multivariate 

data analysis. Prentice Hall. 

Hall, C. M., Prayag, G., & Fang, S. (2024). Destination transitions and resilience following trigger 

events and transformative moments. Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism, 1-22. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15022250.2024.2344605 

Harris, C., & Wu, C. (2014). Using tri-reference point theory to evaluate risk attitude and the effects of 

financial incentives in a gamified crowdsourcing task. Journal of Business Economics, 84, 

281-302. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11573-014-0718-4 

Hawdon, J., & Ryan, J. (2011). Social relations that generate and sustain solidarity after a mass tragedy. 

Social Forces, 89(4), 1363-1384. https://www.jstor.org/stable/41290133  

Hawdon, J., Räsänen, P., Oksanen, A., & Ryan, J. (2012). Social solidarity and wellbeing after critical 

incidents: Three cases of mass shootings. Journal of Critical Incident Analysis, 3(1), 2-25.  

Hong, B., Bonczak, B. J., Gupta, A., & Kontokosta, C. E. (2021). Measuring inequality in community 

resilience to natural disasters using large-scale mobility data. Nature communications, 12(1), 

1870. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-22160-w 

Huang, H., Wang, F., Xiao, Y., Li, Y., Zhou, H. L., & Chen, J. (2022). To stay or to move? Investigation 

on residents' migration intention under frequent secondary disasters in Wenchuan earthquake-

stricken area. Frontiers in public health, 10, 920233. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.920233 

Hwang, D., Chi, S. H., & Lee, B. (2016). Collective action that influences tourism: Social structural 

approach to community involvement. Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, 40(4), 497-

515. https://doi.org/10.1177/1096348013503999  

Junot, A., Paquet, Y., & Fenouillet, F. (2018). Place attachment influence on human well‐being and 

general pro‐environmental behaviors. Journal of Theoretical Social Psychology, 2(2), 49-57. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/jts5.18  

Khater, M., & Faik, M. (2025). Tourism as a catalyst for resilience: Strategies for building sustainable 

and adaptive communities. Community Development, 56(2), 175-191.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/15575330.2024.2382174 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su10072347
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.1428335
https://doi.org/10.1080/15022250.2024.2344605
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11573-014-0718-4
https://www.jstor.org/stable/41290133
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-22160-w
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.920233
https://doi.org/10.1177/1096348013503999
https://doi.org/10.1002/jts5.18
https://doi.org/10.1080/15575330.2024.2382174


20 
 

Kim, S. (2016). Public trust in government in China and South Korea: Implications for building 

community resilience. Chinese Public Administration Review, 7(1), 35-76. 

https://doi.org/10.22140/cpar.v7i1.118 

Kline, R. B. (2023). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. Guilford publications, 

New York. 

Koliou, M., van de Lindt, J. W., McAllister, T. P., Ellingwood, B. R., Dillard, M., & Cutler, H. (2020). 

State of the research in community resilience: Progress and challenges. Sustainable and 

Resilient Infrastructure, 5(3), 131-151. https://doi.org/10.1080/23789689.2017.1418547 

Koop, G. J., & Johnson, J. G. (2012). The use of multiple reference points in risky decision making. 

Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 25(1), 49-62. https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.713  

Korstanje, M. E. (2024). The future of tourism in a world without tourists? Resiliency, adaptation, and 

rebirth. In Post-COVID Tourism and Hospitality Dynamics (pp. 121-133). Apple Academic 

Press. https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003429722-8 

Korstanje, M. E., & Ivanov, S. (2012). Tourism as a form of new psychological resilience: The inception 

of dark tourism. CULTUr-revista de Cultura e Turismo, 6(4), 56-71. 

https://periodicos.uesc.br/index.php/cultur/article/view/297/306  

Korstanje, M.E., George, B., & Kumar, P. (2025). The logic of resilient tourism 2050: internalization of 

conflicts and crises in dark tourism. In A Research Agenda for Tourism and Risk (pp. 255-

272). Edward Elgar Publishing https://doi.org/10.4337/9781035327003.00019  

Kozlowski, S.W.J., & Klein, K.J. (2000). A multilevel approach to theory and research in organizations: 

Contextual, temporal, and emergent processes. In K.J. Klein & S.W.J. Kozlowski (Eds.), 

Multilevel theory, research and methods in organizations: Foundations, extensions, and new 

directions (pp. 3-90). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Kruse, S., Abeling, T., Deeming, H., Fordham, M., Forrester, J., Jülich, S., ... & Schneiderbauer, S. 

(2017). Conceptualizing community resilience to natural hazards–the emBRACE 

framework. Natural Hazards and Earth System Sciences, 17(12), 2321-2333. 

https://doi.org/10.5194/nhess-17-2321-2017  

Lew, A. A. (2014). Scale, change and resilience in community tourism planning. Tourism Geographies, 

16(1), 14-22. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2013.864325 

Li, Y., Zhang, L., Qin, R., & Ryan, C. (2024). Rally-around-the-destination? Changes in host-guest 

emotional solidarity after crises. Tourism Management, 105, 104956. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2024.104956 

Lin, Y., Kelemen, M., & Tresidder, R. (2018). Post-disaster tourism: building resilience through 

community-led approaches in the aftermath of the 2011 disasters in Japan. Journal of 

Sustainable Tourism, 26(10), 1766-1783. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.1511720 

Littleton, H., Haney, L., Schoemann, A., Allen, A., & Benight, C. (2022). Received support in the 

aftermath of Hurricane Florence: Reciprocal relations among perceived support, community 

solidarity, and PTSD. Anxiety, Stress, & Coping, 35(3), 270-283. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2021.1956480 

https://doi.org/10.22140/cpar.v7i1.118
https://doi.org/10.1080/23789689.2017.1418547
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.713
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781003429722-8
https://periodicos.uesc.br/index.php/cultur/article/view/297/306
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781035327003.00019
https://doi.org/10.5194/nhess-17-2321-2017
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2013.864325
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2024.104956
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.1511720
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2021.1956480


21 
 

Lin, Y., Kelemen, M., & Kiyomiya, T. (2021). Bridging community resilience and sustainable tourism 

development via post-disaster education tourism in rural Japan. The Journal of Organization 

and Discourse, 2(1), 32-44. https://doi.org/10.36605/jscos.2.1_32  

Liu, L. W., Pahrudin, P., Tsai, C. Y., & Hao, L. (2024). Disaster, Risk and Crises in Tourism and 

Hospitality Field: A Pathway Toward Tourism and Hospitality Management Framework for 

Resilience and Recovery Process. Natural Hazards Research. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nhres.2024.06.001  

Lin, Y., Kelemen, M., & Tresidder, R. (2018). Post-disaster tourism: building resilience through 

community-led approaches in the aftermath of the 2011 disasters in Japan. Journal of 

Sustainable Tourism, 26(10), 1766-1783. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.1511720 

Liu, Y., & Qu, Z. (2024). Are we all in together? The impact of tourism destination residents’ ontological 

security threat on hometown support behavior. Current Issues in Tourism, 27(24), 4714-4739. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2023.2283556  

Loperena, C. A. (2017). Honduras is open for business: extractivist tourism as sustainable development 

in the wake of disaster?. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 25(5), 618-

633. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2016.1231808 

Mair, J., Ritchie, B. W., & Walters, G. (2016). Towards a research agenda for post-disaster and post-

crisis recovery strategies for tourist destinations: A narrative review. Current Issues in Tourism, 

19(1), 1-26. https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2014.932758 

Matarrita-Cascante, D., & Trejos, B. (2013). Community resilience in resource-dependent communities: 

a comparative case study. Environment and Planning A, 45(6), 1387-1402. 

https://doi.org/10.1068/a45361 

Mayer, B. (2019). A review of the literature on community resilience and disaster recovery. Current 

environmental health reports, 6, 167-173. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40572-019-00239-3 

McLeod, M., Dodds, R., & Butler, R. (2021). Introduction to special issue on island tourism resilience. 

Tourism geographies, 23(3), 361-370. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2021.1898672 

Mellers, B. A., & Yin, S. (2023). Reference-Point Theory: An Account of Individual Differences in Risk 

Preferences. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 0(0). 

https://doi.org/10.1177/17456916231190393  

Nguyen, H. L., & Akerkar, R. (2020). Modelling, measuring, and visualising community resilience: A 

systematic review. Sustainability, 12(19), 7896. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12197896 

Norris, F. H., Stevens, S. P., Pfefferbaum, B., Wyche, K. F., & Pfefferbaum, R. L. (2008). Community 

resilience as a metaphor, theory, set of capacities, and strategy for disaster readiness. American 

Journal of Community Psychology, 41(1-2), 127-150. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-007-

9156-6 

O’Brien, R. M. (2007). A caution regarding rules of thumb for variance inflation factors. Quality & 

quantity, 41, 673-690. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-006-9018-6 

Oke, J., Akinkunmi, W. B., & Etebefia, S. O. (2019). Use of correlation, tolerance and variance inflation 

factor for multicollinearity test. Global Scientific Journals, 7(5), 652-659. 

https://doi.org/10.36605/jscos.2.1_32
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nhres.2024.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.1511720
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2023.2283556
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2016.1231808
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2014.932758
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40572-019-00239-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2021.1898672
https://doi.org/10.1177/17456916231190393
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12197896
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-007-9156-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-007-9156-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-006-9018-6


22 
 

Onjewu, A. K. E., Olan, F., Paul, S., & Nguyen, H. T. T. (2023). The effect of government support on 

Bureaucracy, COVID-19 resilience and export intensity: Evidence from North Africa. Journal 

of Business Research, 156, 113468. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.113468 

Partelow, S. (2021). Social capital and community disaster resilience: post-earthquake tourism recovery 

on Gili Trawangan, Indonesia. Sustainability science, 16(1), 203-220. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-020-00854-2 

Patel, S. S., Rogers, M. B., Amlôt, R., & Rubin, G. J. (2017). What do we mean by 'community 

resilience'? A systematic literature review of how it is defined in the literature. PLOS Currents 

Disasters, 9. https://doi.org/10.1371/currents.dis.db775aff25efc5ac4f0660ad9c9f7db2 

Patterson, O., Weil, F., & Patel, K. (2010). The role of community in disaster response: conceptual 

models. Population Research and Policy Review, 29(2), 127-141. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11113-009-9133-x  

Peng, L., Tan, J., Deng, W., & Liu, Y. (2020). Farmers’ participation in community-based disaster 

management: The role of trust, place attachment and self-efficacy. International Journal of 

Disaster Risk Reduction, 51, 101895. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2020.101895  

Praptika, I. P. G. E., Yusuf, M., & Heslinga, J. H. (2024). How can communities better prepare for future 

disasters? Learning from the tourism community resilience model from Bali, Indonesia. 

Journal of Tourism Futures. https://doi.org/10.1108/JTF-04-2023-0092  

Ravankhah, M., Schmidt, M., & Will, T. (2021). An indicator-based risk assessment framework for 

World Heritage sites in seismic zones: The case of “Bam and its Cultural Landscape” in 

Iran. International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction, 63, 102405. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2021.102405 

Sadri, A. M., Ukkusuri, S. V., Lee, S., Clawson, R., Aldrich, D., Nelson, M. S., & Kelly, D. (2018). The 

role of social capital, personal networks, and emergency responders in post-disaster recovery 

and resilience: a study of rural communities in Indiana. Natural Hazards, 90(3), 1377–1406. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-017-3103-0  

Sarabia, M. M., Kägi, A., Davison, A. C., Banwell, N., Montes, C., Aebischer, C., & Hostettler, S. 

(2020). The challenges of impact evaluation: Attempting to measure the effectiveness of 

community-based disaster risk management. International journal of disaster risk 

reduction, 49, 101732. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2020.101732 

SBB (2023), Presidency of the Republic of Türkiye, Strategy and Budget Directorate, Kahramanmaraş 

and hatay earthquakes report, https://www.sbb.gov.tr/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/2023-

Kahramanmaras-ve-Hatay-Depremleri-Raporu.pdf 

Scannell, L., & Gifford, R. (2017). The experienced psychological benefits of place attachment. Journal 

of Environmental Psychology, 51, 256-269. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.04.001  

Scarlett, H. G. (2021). Tourism recovery and the economic impact: A panel assessment. Research in 

Globalization, 3, 100044. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resglo.2021.100044 

Seyfi, S., & Hall, C. M. (2020). Political transitions and transition events in a tourism 

destination. International Journal of Tourism Research, 22(4), 493-506. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.2351 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.113468
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-020-00854-2
https://doi.org/10.1371/currents.dis.db775aff25efc5ac4f0660ad9c9f7db2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11113-009-9133-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2020.101895
https://doi.org/10.1108/JTF-04-2023-0092
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2021.102405
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-017-3103-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2020.101732
https://www.sbb.gov.tr/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/2023-Kahramanmaras-ve-Hatay-Depremleri-Raporu.pdf
https://www.sbb.gov.tr/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/2023-Kahramanmaras-ve-Hatay-Depremleri-Raporu.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resglo.2021.100044
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.2351


23 
 

Shaw, R., (2016). Community-based disaster risk reduction. Oxford: Oxford University 

Press.https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780199389407.013.47 

Shehata, S. M., Abdeljawad, A. M., Mazouz, L. A., Aldossary, L. Y. K., Alsaeed, M. Y., & Noureldin 

Sayed, M. (2021). The moderating role of perceived risks in the relationship between financial 

knowledge and the intention to invest in the Saudi Arabian stock market. International Journal 

of Financial Studies, 9(1), 9. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijfs9010009  

Sheller, M. (2021). Reconstructing tourism in the Caribbean: connecting pandemic recovery, climate 

resilience and sustainable tourism through mobility justice. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 

29(9), 1436-1449.https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1791141 

Sobhaninia, S., Amirzadeh, M., Lauria, M., & Sharifi, A. (2023). The relationship between place identity 

and community resilience: Evidence from local communities in Isfahan, Iran. International 

Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction, 90, 103675. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2023.103675 

Sürücü, L., & Maslakci, A. (2020). Validity and reliability in quantitative research. Business & 

Management Studies: An International Journal, 8(3), 2694-2726. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.15295/bmij.v8i3.1540 

Tan, J., & Lin, L. (2023). Rural residents’ participation in community-based disaster risk reduction 

(CBDRR): the role of moral self-identity, perceived responsibility and face consciousness. 

Journal of Environmental Planning and Management, 1-19. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2023.2245561  

Teng, H. Y. (2019). Residents’ perceptions of tourism conflict with Chinese tourists: does economic 

dependence matter?. Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism Research, 24(9), 978-991. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10941665.2019.1653335  

Tsai, C. H., Wu, T. C., Wall, G., & Linliu, S. C. (2016). Perceptions of tourism impacts and community 

resilience to natural disasters. Tourism Geographies, 18(2), 152-173. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2016.1149875  

Wahyuningtyas, N., Kodir, A., Idris, I., & Islam, M. N. (2020). Accelerating tourism development by 

community preparedness on disaster risk in Lombok, Indonesia. Geo Journal of Tourism and 

Geosites, 29(2), 545-553. https://doi.org/10.30892/gtg.29213-488  

Wang, P., Sun, L., Zhang, L., & Niraj, R. (2021). Reference points in consumer choice models: A review 

and future research agenda. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 45(5), 985-1006. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/ijcs.12637  

Wang, X. T., & Johnson, J. G. (2012). A tri-reference point theory of decision making under risk. Journal 

of experimental psychology: general, 141(4), 743. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027415 

Williams, D. R., & Vaske, J. J. (2003). The measurement of place attachment: Validity and 

generalizability of a psychometric approach. Forest Science, 49(6), 830-840. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/forestscience/49.6.830  

Wong, I. A. (2017). Advancing tourism research through multilevel methods: Research problem and 

agenda. Current Issues in Tourism, 20(8), 809-824. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2016.1186158  

https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780199389407.013.47
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijfs9010009
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1791141
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2023.103675
http://dx.doi.org/10.15295/bmij.v8i3.1540
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2023.2245561
https://doi.org/10.1080/10941665.2019.1653335
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2016.1149875
https://doi.org/10.30892/gtg.29213-488
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijcs.12637
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027415
https://doi.org/10.1093/forestscience/49.6.830
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2016.1186158


24 
 

Xia, Y., & Yang, Y. (2019). RMSEA, CFI, and TLI in structural equation modeling with ordered 

categorical data: The story they tell depends on the estimation methods. Behavior research 

methods, 51, 409-428. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-018-1055-2 

Xu, L., Kajikawa, Y., & Marinova, D. (2018). An integrated framework for resilience research: A 

systematic review based on citation network analysis. Sustainability Science, 13(1), 235-254. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-017-0487-4 

Yang, E., Kim, J., Gibson, H. J., & Thapa, B. (2024). The impact of resilience on community variations 

in the relationships between tourism and quality of life. Journal of Destination Marketing & 

Management, 33, 100928. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2024.100928 

Yang, E., Kim, J., Pennington-Gray, L., & Ash, K. (2021). Does tourism matter in measuring community 

resilience?. Annals of Tourism Research, 89, 103222. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2021.103222  

Zhang, F., Lv, Y., & Sarker, M. N. I. (2024). Resilience and recovery: A systematic review of tourism 

governance strategies in disaster-affected regions. International Journal of Disaster Risk 

Reduction, 104350. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2024.104350  

Zhang, H., Dolan, C., Jing, S. M., Uyimleshi, J., & Dodd, P. (2019). Bounce forward: economic recovery 

in post-disaster Fukushima. Sustainability, 11(23), 6736. https://doi.org/10.3390/su11236736 

 

 

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-018-1055-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-017-0487-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2024.100928
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2021.103222
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2024.104350
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11236736

