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Introduction

Religious festivals, created to celebrate deeply held beliefs 
shared by particular faiths, have existed for centuries (Getz 
and Page 2016). Some of the most widely recognized festi-
vals and celebrations that occur throughout the world include 
Ramadan (Muslim), Diwali (Hindu), Easter (Christian), 
Parinirvana (Buddhist), and Hanukah (Jewish). By the same 
regard, far lesser-known festivals and observances take 
place, oftentimes in rural settings (Wantanee and Dorji 
2016). Few venues (such as these intimate festivals) offer 
better opportunities for cross-cultural exchange with resi-
dents, where visitors have the potential to learn about heri-
tage, traditions, ethnicity, cultural landscapes, and religious 
values (Bond, Packer, and Ballantyne 2015; Raj and Griffin 
2015), and at the same time, beliefs and values of particular 
religions are strengthened.

Shifting from an initial focus on economic impacts (Getz 
2010), more recent research on festivals highlights the grow-
ing interest in sociocultural and emotional impacts, with a 
focus on community and tourist interactions (Belhassen, 
Caton, and Stewart 2008; Fredline, Jago, and Deery 2003; Li 
and Wan 2017; Mair and Whitford 2013; Ruback, Pandey, 
and Kohli 2008; Woosnam et al. 2014). Understanding these 
impacts resulting from festivals and the relationships that 

exist between festival attendees (i.e., residents and tourists) 
is crucial to consider in fostering greater return attendance 
(i.e., loyalty), and ultimately, aid in the sustainable managing 
and planning of the festival.

In the context of religious festivals, a host of motivations 
exist as to why visitors participate, ranging from gazing upon 
the “Other” to strengthening shared behaviors and beliefs 
among members of a community. It is the latter approach 
where the strength of togetherness (Van Winkle, Woosnam, 
and Mohammed 2013) and strength of faith (Raj and Griffin 
2015) are highlighted—both among local residents and 
visitors to the community. As Woosnam et al. (2014) found, 
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cultural festivals can aid in fostering a greater sense of group 
identity and solidarity. Arguably, a sense of place would help 
to perpetuate this solidarity among religious festival attend-
ees, as certain beliefs and behaviors are best practiced in 
unique locations as Woosnam et al. (2018) found.

As place is central to many religions and their festivals 
(Mazumdar and Mazumdar 2004), research focusing on the 
psychological dimensions of place (i.e., sense of place and 
place attachment) can serve to explain numerous outcome 
variables within a festival context given its recent utilization 
within the general tourism literature (N. Chen and Dwyer 
2017; Gu and Ryan 2008; Jaafar, Noor, and Rasoolimanesh 
2015; Ryan, Chaozhi, and Zeng 2011). Though a traditional 
conceptualization of place attachment (see D. R. Williams 
and Vaske 2003) focuses on the link between individuals and 
the natural environment, emerging research has conceived of 
a social component to place attachment (Lewicka 2011).

Building on this work involving the social aspects of 
place, Woosnam et al. (2018) considered the connections 
individuals have with a place and how that extends to their 
relationships (i.e., emotional solidarity) with one another. 
What Woosnam and colleagues found, in the context of reli-
gious festivals, was that the two resulting dimensions of 
place attachment (i.e., place identity and place dependence) 
significantly explained the three dimensions of emotional 
solidarity (i.e., welcoming nature, emotional closeness, and 
sympathetic understanding) residents and tourists experi-
enced with one another. The researchers did not consider out-
comes of such solidarity. Ribeiro et al. (2018) did however 
connect solidarity with the outcome variable, destination 
loyalty, revealing that two of the three emotional solidarity 
factors (i.e., feeling welcomed and sympathetic understand-
ing) directly influenced visitors’ loyalty. Though the model 
that Ribeiro and colleagues put forward explained a high 
degree of variance in loyalty, the researchers did not consider 
the role place attachment may play in explaining the out-
come variable. Furthermore, neither Woosnam et al. (2018) 
nor Ribeiro et al. (2018) included perceptions of safety as an 
explanatory variable in their models. As Cohen and Cohen 
(2012) offer, perceived safety is of paramount importance in 
any tourism context, especially religious festivals where par-
ticipants may become targets of criminal activity as they let 
down their guard while engaging in celebration (Larsen 
2012). Arguably, if people feel unsafe, they will not return 
(George and Swart 2012). Supporting this notion, Ribeiro 
et al. (2018) contends that the inclusion of perceived safety 
within the model may shed greater light on visitors’ loyalty. 
Considering the work that Woosnam et al. (2015) undertook, 
it is clear that emotional solidarity contributes to a feeling of 
being safe, and begs the question as to whether perceived 
safety may moderate the indirect effect between attachment 
and loyalty via solidarity.

Considering the myriad studies connecting either place 
attachment (Alexandris, Kouthouris, and Meligdis 2006; J. 
Lee, Kyle, and Scott 2012; Prayag and Ryan 2012) 

or emotional solidarity (Ribeiro et al. 2018) to destination 
loyalty, no single work has considered each of the affective 
constructs in explaining individuals’ loyalty. The purpose of 
this work is to advance an integrative moderated mediation 
model demonstrating how both affective constructs of place 
attachment and emotional solidarity may potentially explain 
individuals’ loyalty to a religious festival and how perceived 
safety may moderate these relationships. More specifically, 
this work has five main purposes (each corresponding to 
unique hypotheses embedded within the following literature 
review): (1) to examine the direct effect that place attach-
ment factors have on destination loyalty; (2) to assess the 
direct effect of place attachment factors on emotional soli-
darity factors; (3) to examine the direct effect that emotional 
solidarity factors have on destination loyalty; (4) to deter-
mine whether emotional solidarity factors mediate the rela-
tionship between place attachment factors and destination 
loyalty; and (5) to assess whether perceived safety moderates 
the indirect effect of place attachment (via emotional solidar-
ity factors) on destination loyalty. Ultimately, loyalty is an 
important indicator in serving to gauge how likely a festival 
will be sustainable, fulfilling social and cultural roles within 
the community. By understanding individuals’ intentions to 
revisit, planners are better equipped to determine how suc-
cessful a festival is and whether it will remain viable for the 
community in the future.

Theoretical Framework and 
Hypotheses

Place Attachment and Destination Loyalty

“Place attachment” is often described as “an emotional link 
between the self and the place” in psychology (Gross and 
Brown 2008). According to Morgan (2010), it involves an 
interplay between emotion, cognition, and behavior in refer-
ence to place. In the leisure literature, this construct has been 
conceptualized as comprising four dimensions: place iden-
tity (Kyle, Asher, and Graefe 2003; Tsai 2012; D. R. Williams 
and Roggenbuck 1989; Yuksel, Yuksel, and Bilim 2010); 
place dependence (Gross and Brown 2008; Kyle, Asher, and 
Graefe 2003; Tsai 2012; D. R. Williams et al. 1992; Yuksel, 
Yuksel, and Bilim 2010); affective attachment (Kyle, Asher, 
and Graefe 2003; Ramkissoon, Weiler, and Smith 2012; Tsai 
2012; Yuksel, Yuksel, and Bilim 2010); and social bonding 
(Hidalgo and Hernandez 2001; Ramkissoon and Mavondo 
2015; Kyle, Mowen, and Tarrant 2004). While emotion is 
central to social connections to place, many studies exist on 
the psychological dimensions of place experience under var-
ious subgroups such as sense of place, place dependence, 
community sentiment, sense of community, community 
identity, and place identity (Ram, Bjork, and Weidenfeld 
2016; Rollero and Piccoli 2010; Su, Cheng, and Huang 2011; 
Woosnam et al. 2014). However, in light of interdependence 
between the dimensions of place attachment, the use of two 
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subdimensions of place dependence and place identity to 
assess place attachment has been recurrently substantiated 
within the literature (Bricker and Kerstetter 2000; Gross and 
Brown 2008; T. Lee and Shen 2013; Ram, Bjork, and 
Weidenfeld 2016; D. R. Williams et al. 1992; Woosnam et al. 
2018). Past research (Lewicka 2011; Woosnam et al. 2018) 
indicates that the two-dimensional scale developed by D. R. 
Williams and Vaske (2003) is the most popular and widely 
accepted measure of place attachment. Giuliani and Feldman 
(1993) observed the inconsistencies in defining place attach-
ment as well as the necessity of tightening up the definition 
of place attachment. According to the conceptual interpreta-
tion of identity process theory (Breakwell 1986), identity is a 
feeling that one belongs to the place, and places are signifi-
cant sources of nested identity elements. Qazimi (2014) and 
Kyle et al. (2005), while describing the relationship between 
identity and the physical environment, argue that places 
speak and preserve identity at different levels and dimen-
sions with symbolic meanings. In a similar vein, place 
dependence, although distinct from place identity, due to 
lack of specificity in definitions, is implicated in place iden-
tity. One of the early definitions by Stokols and Schumaker 
(1981), in the context of environmental psychology, concep-
tualizes place dependence as the person–place relationship 
that provides opportunities for goal and activity needs. In 
other words, place dependence provides the need-based utili-
ties and activities that one wants to experience (Hernandez 
et al. 2007). The connecting thread that binds these view-
points together would be the acceptance of place identity and 
place dependence as the psychological upshots of place 
attachment (Counted, 2016). Further, the work by Smith 
(2017) mentions that peoples’ bonding to a place is not dis-
crete; rather, an integrated approach to understand the rein-
forcing qualities between people and place is more powerful. 
Drawing on the outcomes of the aforementioned research 
studies within the tourism context, the two-factor structure of 
place attachment, which is well established within the tour-
ism literature (Woosnam et al. 2018), has been considered 
appropriate.

Woosnam et al. (2016) observes that a degree of attach-
ment to the place may increase the likelihood of revisiting. A 
landmark study by J. Lee, Kyle, and Scott (2012) proposed 
that place attachment acts a mediatory variable in the influ-
ence of festival satisfaction on destination loyalty, where 
visitors develop a moderate level of emotional attachment to 
the festival host setting and become loyal to the place. 
Similarly, Yuksel, Yuksel, and Bilim (2010) showed that 
place attachment is a predictor variable to destination loyalty 
and satisfactory holiday experiences. Thus, the findings of 
their study revealed that three components of place attach-
ment (i.e., place dependence, affective attachment, and place 
identity) affected cognitive and affective loyalty directly and 
indirectly via overall satisfaction, which led to conative loy-
alty. In the context of golf tourism, Song, Kim, and Yim 
(2017) tested the mediating effect of place attachment on the 

relationship between destination image and revisit intentions 
of tourists.

Loyalty to a destination, within the travel and tourism lit-
erature, has widely been explicated in terms of previous 
experience (Deng and Pierskalla 2011), willingness to rec-
ommend the destination (Morais and Lin 2010; Prayag et al. 
2017), and desire to re-visit (Cheng, Shih, and Chen 2016; 
Morais and Lin 2010; Oppermann 2000). Some of the most 
prominent noneconomic constructs used to explain destina-
tion loyalty include emotional solidarity (Ribeiro et al. 2018), 
place attachment (Bricker and Kerstetter 2000; Kyle et al. 
2004; J. Lee, Kyle, and Scott 2012; Prayag and Ryan 2012; 
Su, Cheng, and Huang 2011), overall satisfaction (Prayag 
and Ryan 2012), and destination image (Zhang, Fu, Cai, and 
Lu 2014). 

Festivals as sustainable attractions (that fulfill social and 
cultural roles at the community level) (Getz and Andersson 
2008) are a reflection of the favorable attitude toward a reli-
gious destination, which can be explained by numerous 
return visits. Nyaupane, Timothy, and Paudel (2015) opine 
that there is no unanimously accepted consensus on the 
delineation between cultural connotations and multilevel 
needs of visitors in religious tourism. Examining the rela-
tionship between place attachment and revisit intentions, 
Alshemeili (2014) postulated that tourists have a strong 
sense of spirituality while visiting a heritage destination that 
enhances their intention to revisit. Similar findings were 
revealed in a study by Poria, Butler, and Airey (2004) 
whereby revisit intentions of visitors were linked to the 
heart and the emotional experience while at the destination. 
A study on insights into the repeat visitation phenomenon of 
vacation travelers by Gitelson and Crompton (1984) points 
out the association between repeat visitation behavior and 
emotional attachment of visitors to a particular destination. 
The five prominent factors that emerged from their study 
results include reduced risk, boundedness, emotional attach-
ment, explore new attributes, and expose and familiarize 
other acquaintances to the experiences. For a religiously 
inclined visitor, motivations (e.g., receiving God’s love, 
exchanging vows with God, having contact with God, acting 
out beliefs, being at spiritual peace, having objects blessed, 
lighting candles, and participating in masses) (Bar and 
Cohen-Hattab 2003; Collins-Kreiner and Kliot 2000), desti-
nation image, satisfaction, return, and recommend (Chi and 
Qu 2008; Prayag and Ryan 2012; Prayag et al. 2017) are the 
primary factors having a conspicuous effect on destination 
loyalty (C. F. Chen and Tsai 2007; Chi and Qu 2008). The 
religious study site chosen for this research has a compelling 
similarity in terms of motivations and visitation patterns 
with the aforementioned research outcomes in general. 
Thus, one gap of particular importance is assessing the atti-
tudinal and behavioral dimensions of visitor loyalty in the 
context of an annual religious festival, where repeatedly vis-
iting the same destination (as a measure of destination loy-
alty) becomes inconsequential. Extending this line of 
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argument and drawing on the different aspects of people–
place bonding (where people establish an affective link with 
a specific environment where they feel comfortable and 
safe), the current study focuses on the coherent relationship 
between place attachment and destination loyalty in a reli-
gious festival context. Hence, based on the findings of 
empirical research and with the general acceptance that 
place attachment is an antecedent of visitors’ behaviors and 
attitudes in the subjective tourism research, the following 
hypotheses are proposed:

Hypothesis 1a: A significant positive relationship exists 
between visitors’ place dependence and destination loyalty
Hypothesis 1b: A significant positive relationship exists 
between visitors’ place identity and destination loyalty

Emotional Solidarity and Place Attachment

Drawing on the phenomenal contributions of Durkheim 
(1912), Homans (1961), Parsons (1937), Goffman (1967), 
and Collins (1988), Doreian and Fararo (1998) introduces 
“solidarity” as a variable with an amount of diverse social 
phenomena that embrace the empathic alignment of people, 
appearance of shared identity, and union of interests and pur-
poses. In the context of sociology of emotions, the explicit 
use of the term empathic solidarity—“a reciprocated sense of 
merged consciousness and alliance, with faith in other’s 
commitments to shared purposes” (Heise 1998, p. 197) sets 
out an agenda for integrative theorizing of different views on 
solidarity. According to Lawler’s (2001) affect theory of 
social change, individuals feel pleasant emotions in social 
exchange processes and relationships that lead to positive 
emotional outcomes with the effect of increasing solidarity. 
These may be considered the first advancement toward an 
integrative sociological theory of emotions and solidarity 
delineating a clarification of the absent relationship between 
micro- and macro-interdependence in social relations. The 
fundamental idea of “emotions” and “solidarity” that are 
complementary to each other have been extensively utilized 
in the context of community and destination visitors. As 
such, the most utilized theories to explain these deeply held 
relationships between individuals within the context of tour-
ism are intimacy theory (Trauer and Ryan 2005) social dis-
tance theory (see Ward and Berno 2011), social representations 
theory (Moscardo 2011), integrative theory of cross-cultural 
adaptation (Lee and Woosnam 2010), and social exchange 
theory (Ward and Berno 2011).

Taking a departure from these general predictive models 
of emotional solidarity, several studies have adequately 
addressed the multifaceted and complex concepts of emo-
tional solidarity and place attachment within the travel and 
tourism literature characterizing the relationship between 
residents and visitors (Getz 2010; Gross and Brown 2008; Li 
and Wan 2017; Prayag and Ryan 2012; Rollero and Piccoli 
2010; D. R. Williams and Vaske 2003; Woosnam 2011a, 

2011b, 2012). It was Woosnam and Norman (2010) who first 
developed the Emotional Solidarity Scale (ESS) to test how 
residents’ shared beliefs, shared behavior, and interaction 
with residents influenced emotional solidarity and further 
extended the scale to festival visitors. The psychometric 
properties of the 10-item ESS scale with three dimensions 
(i.e., feeling welcomed, emotional closeness, and sympa-
thetic understanding) (Woosnam and Norman 2010) have 
been examined in the extant literature rather extensively. Van 
Winkle and Woosnam (2014) validated the scale through 
examining the relationship between festival visitors and resi-
dents in different contexts and continents. In the present 
study, the three-factor ESS will be explored in a novel rural 
religious church festival context. Though typologically con-
sidered a local, cultural, and regional (Getz 2008) celebra-
tion, the festival under consideration is known for religious 
harmony and religious tolerance. Popularly, it is viewed as a 
sanctuary of favors, reconciliation, blessings, peace, and 
communal harmony (“St. Lawrence Shrine” 2016) that inte-
grate the communities based on their common values. Lately, 
with the minor basilica status, there is a surge in sense of 
religiosity among the masses as exhibited through the prac-
tice of rituals and observance of beliefs in the Church during 
the festival (asianetnews.com 2016). Without the barrier of 
religion, devotees attach sentimental values to the festival as 
an organized phenomenon as well as expressing a commu-
nity spirit. Drawing analogies between religious beliefs 
based on the heritage and traditions that evoke feelings and 
emotions of visitors and the concept of emotional solidarity 
as well as place identity, this study frame is developed.

Place attachment may provide a link in the formation of 
individuals’ emotional bonds between a place and a person, 
which is an expansion of the emotional solidarity model 
(Woosnam and Aleshinloye 2013). At this point, place 
attachment represents an affective bond between people and 
particular places (Hidalgo and Hernandez 2001) and festi-
vals provide a significant platform in developing this con-
nection where traditions and cultural roots are retained and 
promoted (Quinn 2009). It is via the participation of indi-
viduals, and between place and individuals, that emotional 
bonds are shaped (Prayag and Ryan 2012). Hence, accord-
ing to Gursoy, Spangenberg, and Rutherford (2006) attend-
ing festivals assists in enhancing visitors’ emotional 
experiences through a unique experience merging religion 
and exciting events. It is in this connection, the place, irre-
spective of the background, reflects social interaction, emo-
tional bonding, and identification with the place (J. Lee, 
Kyle, and Scott 2012). The aforementioned dimensions of 
emotional solidarity (i.e., emotional closeness, sympathetic 
understanding, and welcoming nature) and place attachment 
(i.e., place dependence and place identity) will provide a 
perspective in explaining the emotional bond between the 
residents and visitors of a religious festival. Accordingly, six 
additional hypotheses are formulated regarding the two 
constructs:
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Hypothesis 2a: A significant positive relationship exists 
between visitors’ place dependence and feeling welcomed 
by residents.
Hypothesis 2b: A significant positive relationship exists 
between visitors’ place dependence and perceived emo-
tional closeness with residents.
Hypothesis 2c: A significant positive relationship exists 
between visitors’ place dependence and perceived sympa-
thetic understanding with residents.
Hypothesis 2d: A significant positive relationship exists 
between visitors’ place identity and feeling welcomed by 
residents.
Hypothesis 2e: A significant positive relationship exists 
between visitors’ place identity and perceived emotional 
closeness with residents.
Hypothesis 2f: A significant positive relationship exists 
between visitors’ place identity and perceived sympa-
thetic understanding with residents

Emotional Solidarity and Destination Loyalty

Destination loyalty is operationally conceptualized as the 
level of tourists’ perceptions of a destination as a recom-
mendable place (J. S. Chen and Gursoy 2001) or the level of 
a tourist’s intention to revisit the destination (Oppermann 
2000). Loyalty has been widely studied in the marketing lit-
erature, and research in the travel and tourism literature has 
grown exponentially recently (Yoon and Uysal 2005). Such 
popularity in considering the construct has come about 
because of the realization that it serves as a powerful indica-
tor of tourism success within a destination.

Loyalty has been operationalized in three primary ways: 
as a behavior, as an attitude, and as a composite measure. 
The behavioral approach is characterized as consumptive 
behavior, such as sequence of purchase or probability of 
purchase. However, this measurement lacks a conceptual 
standpoint (Dick and Basu 1994) and fails to expose the 
antecedent variables that influence customer loyalty (Yoon 
and Uysal 2005). On the other hand, the attitudinal approach 
refers to tourists’ intention to revisit, willingness to recom-
mend, and their psychological commitment (Yoon and Uysal 
2005; Zhang et al. 2014). The composite approach is the 
incorporation of behavioral and attitudinal measures 
(Backman and Crompton 1991). However, several scholars 
have recommended that destination loyalty should be simul-
taneously measured from both behavioral and attitudinal 
approaches (Backman and Crompton 1991; J. S. Chen and 
Gursoy 2001; Gursoy, Kim, and Uysal 2004; Yoon and Uysal 
2005; Zhang et al. 2014). From the travel industry’s perspec-
tive, assessing the economic and noneconomic constructs 
serves to confound the association between tourist behavior 
and loyalty to the destination (Deng and Pierskalla 2011).

The most prominent noneconomic constructs used to 
explain destination loyalty include emotional solidarity 
(Ribeiro et al. 2018), place attachment (Bricker and Kerstetter 

2000; Kyle et al. 2005; J. Lee, Kyle, and Scott 2012; Prayag 
and Ryan 2012; Su, Cheng, and Huang 2011), overall satis-
faction (Lee and Beeler 2007; Prayag and Ryan 2012), and 
destination image (Zhang et al. 2014). Recently, Woosnam 
and Aleshinloye (2013) pointed out that an examination of 
the relationship between tourists’ emotional solidarity and 
destination loyalty has the potential to explain intentions to 
revisit. In the study conducted by Ribeiro and his colleagues 
(2018), it is evidenced that, “feeling welcomed” and “sympa-
thetic understanding” (two of the three emotional solidarity 
factors) have a high degree of variance in destination loyalty. 
Based on the literature and considering the minimal use of 
emotional solidarity in explaining the destination loyalty 
constructs within the extant literature, the following hypoth-
eses are proposed:

Hypothesis 3a: A significant positive relationship exists 
between visitors’ perceptions of feeling welcomed by 
residents and loyalty to the destination.
Hypothesis 3b: A significant positive relationship exists 
between visitors’ perceptions of emotional closeness with 
residents and loyalty to the destination.
Hypothesis 3c: A significant positive relationship exists 
between visitors’ perceptions of sympathetic understand-
ing with residents and loyalty to the destination.

The Mediating Role of Emotional Solidarity

Research concerning place attachment, emotional solidarity, 
and destination loyalty in the context of tourism has consid-
ered the connection between (1) place attachment and emo-
tional solidarity (Woosnam et al. 2016); (2) emotional 
solidarity and destination loyalty (Aleshinloye and Woosnam 
2015; Ribeiro et al. 2018); and (3) place attachment and des-
tination loyalty (Hosany et al. 2016; Lee, Kyle, and Scott 
2012; Prayag and Ryan 2011; Su, Cheng, and Huang 2011). 
Among these, the studies within the festival literature or in a 
specific festival context are rather limited. Though research 
concerning emotional solidarity has been central to tourism 
literature, its use as a mediating factor in the relationship 
between place attachment and destination loyalty is unique 
in the festival literature context. Likewise, it is also believed 
that linking the three concepts will provide an insight into the 
degree of emotional bonds people share by experiencing the 
place, events, and identity created within a community.

No previous study has attempted to establish links between 
place attachment, emotional solidarity, and destination loy-
alty in one integrated model. However, all the concepts have 
been widely analyzed in the festival tourism literature as ante-
cedents of each other in different models. As these concepts 
deal with visitors’ emotional bonding with residents and the 
community, it is reasonable to suggest visitors’ intention of 
returning (i.e., destination loyalty) is strengthened with a 
higher degree of emotional solidarity and place attachment at 
the festival site. Nevertheless, the previous studies are 
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inconclusive about the mediating role of emotional solidarity 
on the relationship between place attachment and destination 
loyalty. Given this, the following hypotheses have been for-
mulated concerning the mediating role emotional solidarity 
with residents plays in explaining the relationship between 
place attachment and destination loyalty:

Hypothesis 4a: Visitors’ perceptions of feeling welcomed 
by residents will mediate the relationship between place 
dependence and loyalty to the destination.
Hypothesis 4b: Visitors’ perceptions of emotional close-
ness with residents will mediate the relationship between 
place dependence and loyalty to the destination.
Hypothesis 4c: Visitors’ perceptions of sympathetic 
understanding with residents will mediate the relationship 
between place dependence and loyalty to the destination.
Hypothesis 4d: Visitors’ perceptions of feeling welcomed 
by residents will mediate the relationship between place 
identity and loyalty to the destination.
Hypothesis 4e: Visitors’ perceptions of emotional close-
ness with residents will mediate the relationship between 
place identity and loyalty to the destination.
Hypothesis 4f: Visitors’ perceptions of sympathetic under-
standing with residents will mediate the relationship 
between place identity and loyalty to the destination.

The Moderating Role of Perceived Safety

Another construct considered important in relation to emo-
tional solidarity and place attachment is perceived safety of 
visitors while at the destination. Safety and security concerns 
inherent in destinations have to be addressed through effec-
tive forecasting, planning, managing and controlling the cri-
ses to enhance the resultant likelihood of travel to the 
destination (Sirakaya, Sheppard, and McLellan 1997). An 
analysis of perceived risk, evaluation, satisfaction, and behav-
ioral intentions of local festival visitors in South Korea by 
Sohn, Lee, and Yoon (2016) reports the existence of direct cau-
sality between perception, satisfaction, and future intention. To 
validate this perception, several studies (Chew and Jahari 2014; 
Artuğer 2015; Sohn, Lee, and Yoon 2016) explained the impact 
of tourist risk perceptions on the travel behavior of tourists and 
their intention to revisit the destination. Both visitors’ risk 
perceptions and the perceptions of safety play a vital role in 
shaping their decision-making (Lindqvist and Bjork 2000) 
and their re-visit intentions or recommendation to others 
(Chen and Gursoy 2001; Zhang et al. 2014). Although per-
ceived risk and perceived safety may be conceptually related 
as per theory, these two constructs are actually distinct from 
one another (Yang and Nair 2014; Schroeder 2015). 
Perceived safety is hypothesized as a general measure 
reflecting persons’ perceptions of the safety of a particular 
destination (George and Swart 2012; Liu, Schroeder, and 
Pennington-Gray 2016). According to Aleshinloye and 
Woosnam (2015), visitors’ safety constitutes a major objec-
tive of the festival organizers owing to its potential 

to jeopardize the success of the event and the appeal of the 
destination. Therefore, it is opined that festivals that have 
low risks or safety concerns afford a platform for harmoni-
ous interactions between tourists and residents that is com-
mon in many religious destinations.

While solidarity is oftentimes an outcome of other vari-
ables, its link to potential safety and security concerns of 
visitors cannot be ignored. The emotional solidarity that visi-
tors experience with residents may provide a platform for 
harmonious visitor-resident relationships and help to reduce 
risks and safety concerns at festivals (Woosnam et al. 2015). 
The authors noted that when emotional solidarity is high, 
visitors perceive the tourism destination as comparatively 
safe. Some researchers such as Brown and Raymond (2007) 
and Gu and Ryan (2008) elucidated the power of place 
attachment in understanding the degree of perceived safety 
as well as emotional solidarity with local residents. Empirical 
research has revealed that the variables of place attachment, 
emotional solidarity, and perceived safety have been central 
to understanding individuals’ connections to place (Van 
Winkle and Woosnam 2014; Woosnam et al. 2015; 
Aleshinloye and Woosnam 2015). The existence of a rela-
tionship between emotional solidarity, perceived safety, and 
visitors’ likelihood of revisiting the festival in the context of 
a cultural festival has been established by Aleshinloye and 
Woosnam (2015). However, work focusing on the role of 
perceived safety in the context of place attachment, emo-
tional solidarity, and destination loyalty is limited in extant 
and absent in indigenous literature.

Research pertaining to the addition of perceived safety 
as an antecedent to predict other measures in a festival con-
text remains largely unexplored. To date, the examination 
of the potential relationships between the four constructs is 
absent in the extant literature. Furthermore, the strength of 
these relationships, if ever, in the context of a rural reli-
gious festival, has not been studied specific to any country/
region. Hence, notwithstanding the varied risk perceptions 
of tourists on revisit intentions in travel destinations 
(George and Swart 2012), and taking personal safety into 
account as a research gap specific to the context of religious 
and community festivals with massive congregation that 
significantly influence their revisit intentions (Aleshinloye 
and Woosnam 2015), the purpose of this research is to 
establish and verify, in an integrative model, whether per-
ceived safety would moderate the indirect relationship 
between place attachment and destination loyalty through 
emotional solidarity. Therefore, the following hypotheses 
are postulated:

Hypothesis 5a: The indirect effect of place dependence on 
destination loyalty (through feeling welcomed by residents) 
will be moderated by visitors’ level of perceived safety.
Hypothesis 5b: The indirect effect of place dependence on 
destination loyalty (through perceived emotional close-
ness with residents) will be moderated by visitors’ level of 
perceived safety.
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Hypothesis 5c: The indirect effect of place dependence on 
destination loyalty (through perceived sympathetic under-
standing with residents) will be moderated by visitors’ 
level of perceived safety.
Hypothesis 5d: The indirect effect of place identity on des-
tination loyalty (through feeling welcomed by residents) 
will be moderated by visitors’ level of perceived safety.
Hypothesis 5e: The indirect effect of place identity on 
destination loyalty (through perceived emotional close-
ness with residents) will be moderated by visitors’ level of 
perceived safety.
Hypothesis 5f: The indirect effect of place identity on des-
tination loyalty (through perceived sympathetic under-
standing with residents) will be moderated by visitors’ 
level of perceived safety.

Proposed Theoretical Model

Based on the aforementioned literature and the fivefold pur-
pose statement, the following theoretical model is proposed. 
As evidenced from the model, 23 hypotheses are developed 
within this paper (Figure 1). To address the hypotheses, this 
integrative moderated mediation model will involve the 
assessment of direct and indirect effects and indirect condi-
tional effects of latent constructs through structural and 
regression models, ultimately leading to the dependent vari-
able, destination loyalty.

Methods

Study Site and Context

Well known for its religious diversity, St. Lawrence Minor 
Basilica (Portuguese: São Lourenço de Carcoal), Attur, 
Karkala, attracts devotees from all religions each year during 
the annual feast. The church, which was built in 1759 by the 

Roman Catholic Church, is known as the “Beacon of 
Miracles” and is situated at the foothill of a small village, 
Attur (with a population of roughly 60,000 and located 250 
km southeast of the largest city in South India, Bangalore). 
The 27-meter-tall twin belfry of the church was constructed 
based on Christian, Hindu, and Muslim architecture and is a 
testament to peace, tranquility, devotion, and communal har-
mony (http://www.stlawrenceattur.org/). Irrespective of 
caste, creed, and strata, St. Lawrence is a place of worship 
and belief for residents of proximate districts.

The annual religious feast, known as “Jatre” in the local 
language, is celebrated each year (for five days) during the 
last week of January—drawing over a million visitors. 
According to church records, in 2015, 12 lakh (i.e., 1.2 mil-
lion) pilgrims of different religions attended the feast (http://
www.daijiworld.com, 2017). The inter-religion festival has 
occurred for approximately 250 years and involves 43 masses 
offered in Kannada, Konkani, English, and Malayalam lan-
guages to serve the large number of devotees visiting from 
throughout India (“Devotees Throng Attur Minor Basilica for 
Annual Feast,” 2017). Although the largest, the Attur Feast is 
a gathering that once focused largely on psychological satis-
faction and spiritual elation, with tourism a distant secondary 
focus. This massive confluence of pilgrims from divergent 
religions signifies the noteworthy developments at the shrine 
through various charitable activities and active involvement 
of local residents of all communities. Such an approach has 
been found in results from Derrett’s (2003) work that commu-
nity-based festivals over time evolve to reflect the interests, 
aspirations, and values of residents.

Data Collection and Sampling

Over a period of five days (January 22–26, 2017) during the 
Attur Church Feast, a team of researchers intercepted visitors 
as they walked past the entrance of the Church. Respondents 

Figure 1. Proposed theoretical moderated mediation model and hypotheses.

http://www.stlawrenceattur.org/
http://www.daijiworld.com
http://www.daijiworld.com
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were approached and asked to complete an on-site self-admin-
istered survey regarding their perceptions of the church and 
festival, interactions with others in the community, travel 
behavior, and other pertinent questions (discussed further in 
the Measurement section below). A systematic sampling strat-
egy with a random start was employed to guarantee a repre-
sentative sample of the visitors. Beginning with a randomly 
selected visitor, every third attendee was approached and 
asked if (1) they were a tourist and (2) if they would be willing 
to fill in the survey. Also, this type of sampling was chosen for 
its ability to increase response rates, by making it more likely 
to include minority groups representatives who may be 
excluded using other sampling methods (Babbie 2005). This 
method has been widely used in tourism studies by several 
scholars (e.g., Andereck and Vogt 2002; Boley and McGehee 
2014; Lepp and Gibson 2003). Those who consented were 
given a copy of the questionnaire, which took roughly 12 min-
utes to complete. To alleviate nonresponse bias, researchers 
requested the next immediate visitor to respond to the ques-
tionnaire. Each day, the researchers selected different times for 
data collection to avoid response biases. Data were collected 
from 11 a.m. to 5 p.m. on the first day, 12 p.m. to 6 p.m. on the 
second day, 3 p.m. to 7 p.m. on the third day, and 4 p.m. to 8 
p.m. on the fourth and fifth days of the festival.

To diminish coverage error in the sampling process, only 
departing visitors were targeted. The survey instrument was 
provided in participants’ native language to avoid systematic 
biases. The field researchers were conversant and well aware 
of the local language to provide participants with appropriate 
questionnaire and provide identical information regarding 
the research study. The method of back-translation (Brislin 
1970) by native speakers was used to retain the intent and 
meanings of the original instrument. During the five-day 
period of data collection, a research team consisting of nine 
members approached approximately 4,500 visitors and asked 
them to participate. Though the researchers were stationed 
near the main gate of the church, many individuals declined 
to participate citing that they were either there to pray or 
were in the midst of praying. Overall, 813 individuals agreed 
to participate and completed the survey instrument.

Construct Measurement and Data Analysis

Table 1 depicts the items presented in this study, the litera-
ture sources from which the measurement scales where 
derived and also their respective descriptive statistics. All 
items included in the survey instrument were measured on a 
7-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 “strongly disagree” 
to 7 “strongly agree.” Moreover, sociodemographic vari-
ables (e.g., gender, age, religion, level of education, employ-
ment status, and income) as well as travel behavior variables 
(i.e., frequency of visits, number of individuals in group, 
etc.) were added to the instrument to better understand the 
characteristics of the respondents. Before advancing with the 
data analysis, common methods variance (CMV) and 

multivariate normality were checked. Data for this study 
were collected by using an on-site self-administered ques-
tionnaire that may be subject to common method bias 
(Lindell and Whitney 2001). To estimate common method 
variance (CMV), a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was 
performed as recommended by Baldauf et al. (2009). A sin-
gle common factor with all 27 items included was assessed 
using CFA. The fit indices and a chi-square difference test 
revealed that the proposed seven factors measurement model 
perform meaningfully better than the single factor model, 
suggesting that CMV was not a problem in this study. SPSS 
software package was used to check the normality of the 
data. Factor analysis can be affected by distribution of the 
data characteristics, particularly the parting from multivari-
ate normality. In this sense, if the data are not normally dis-
tributed, the statistics may be overestimated and biased in the 
main values that control coefficient significance (Hair et al. 
2014), which may affect the analysis of variances and covari-
ances essential for structural equation modeling (SEM). In 
doing so, results generated by SPSS showed that kurtosis 
values of all items are less than 7, falling inside the range of 
−0.706 to 3.715, indicating normal distribution of the data 
(Kline 2016). This assumption offers the basic condition to 
perform the maximum likelihood estimation of SEM.

Results

Description of Sample

Slightly less than two-thirds (61%) of the survey participants 
were between the ages of 20 and 35. A similar percentage 
(57%) were male. Interestingly, 48.2% of the participants 
self-identified as Hindus, 44.3% as Christians, and 7.5% as 
Muslims. A large percentage (40%) possessed an undergrad-
uate degree, while most of the remaining participants either 
had a professional degree (28%) or higher secondary and pri-
mary education (30%).

In terms of travel behavior, a most participants (78%) were 
from Udupi and Dakshin Kannada districts and the remaining 
from other parts of the country, with a very small group (0.5%) 
of international visitors. The average group size was between 
four and six members. Slightly more than one in three visitors 
had visited Attur Church between 6 and 10 times in the past. 
Nineteen percent have visited between 11 and 15 times, 39% 
had visited between 16 and 25 times, and 4% had visited more 
than 26 times in their lifetime. Seventy-four percent of the par-
ticipants visited the Church once during the festival and 26% 
visited for between two and five days.

Measurement Model

The recommended two-step modeling approach by Anderson 
and Gerbing (1988) was used to initially formulate a mea-
surement model via CFA prior to assessing hypotheses 
through structural equation modeling (SEM). The software 
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AMOS 24.0 was used to undertake this analysis. Following 
this two-step approach, CFA was employed first to assess 
the reliability and validity of construct measures. By using 
several fit indices, the results show that the proposed mea-
surement model fit the data well: χ2 = 1060.75, df = 279, p 

= 0.000, goodness of fit index (GFI) = 0.91, incremental fit 
index (IFI) = 0.95, Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) = 0.93, com-
parative fit index (CFI) = 0.95, root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA) = 0.060, and standardized root 
mean square residual (SRMR) = 0.045.

Table 1. Measurement Scales, Descriptive Statistics, and Their Sources.

Constructs and Indicators Mean (SD) Literature Sources

Place Dependence (α = 0.89) Kyle et al. (2004); Yuksel, Yuksel, 
and Bilim (2010) Doing what I do at this religious festival is more important to me 

than doing it at any other event
5.15 (1.480)

 I would not substitute any other religious festival for doing the 
type of things I do at this festival

5.10 (1.527)

 This religious festival venue is the best place for what I like to do 5.28 (1.512)
Place Identity (α = 0.91) Kyle et al. (2004); Yuksel, Yuksel, 

and Bilim (2010)
 I am attached to this religious festival 5.29 (1.594)  
 Visiting this religious festival says a lot about who I am 5.52 (1.477)  
 I identify myself strongly with this religious festival 5.63 (1.499)  
 This religious festival means a lot to me 5.27 (1.560)  
Welcoming Nature (α = 0.81) Woosnam and Norman (2010)
 I am proud to be welcomed as a visitor to this religious festival 5.74 (1.357)  
 I feel residents appreciate the benefits associated with me 

coming to this religious festival
5.55 (1.247)  

 I feel residents appreciate the contribution we (as visitors) make 
to the local economy

5.49 (1.342)  

 I treat residents fairly in the region during my visit 5.88 (1.177)  
Emotional Closeness (α = 0.82) Woosnam and Norman (2010)
 I feel close to some residents I have met during this religious 

festival
5.02 (1.660)  

 I have made friends with some residents 4.71 (1.764)  
Sympathetic Understanding (α = 0.87) Woosnam and Norman (2010)
 I feel affection toward regional residents 5.19 (1.410)  
 I identify with regional residents 5.18 (1.487)  
 I have a lot in common with regional residents 5.29 (1.445)  
 I understand regional residents 5.48 (1.334)  
Destination Loyalty (α = 0.90) Antón, Camarero, and Laguna-

García (2014); Bigné et al. (2001)
 I am willing to revisit this religious festival in future 5.76 (1.260) Hernández-Lobato et al. (2006)
 I am willing to recommend this religious festival to my family and 

friends
5.73 (1.372) Ribeiro et al. (2018)

 I stay for longer periods in this religious festival compared to any 
other festival

5.38 (1.409)  

 I come with more companions to this religious festival 5.24 (1.491)  
 I have a wonderful image of this religious festival venue as a 

pilgrimage destination
5.44 (1.457)  

Perceived Safety (α = 0.92) George (2010); Woosnam et al. 
(2015)

 I feel safe during the festival 5.64 (1.216)  
 I feel safe walking around during the daytime 5.59 (1.331)  
 I feel safe walking around during the night-time 5.35 (1.411)  
 This place is safer than any other place around here 5.35 (1.379)  
 People told me that this is a safe place to visit 5.48 (1.363)  

Note: Scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strong agree.
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As presented in Table 2, factor loadings for each item was 
above 0.50 (ranging from 0.61 to 0.92) and were significant 
(p < 0.001). Furthermore, t values exceed the recommended 
value of 1.96 (ranging from 12.36 to 38.59). Additionally, 
composite reliability (CR) values ranged between 0.82 and 
0.93, and the average variance extracted (AVE) values were 
between 0.58 and 0.73, exceeding the recommended cut-off 
points of 0.70 and 0.50, respectively (Anderson and Gerbing 
1988). Based on these results, convergent validity of the 
measures was demonstrated.

Discriminant validity was assessed by comparing the 
square root of the AVEs for each construct with the intercon-
struct correlations among the factors in the model. Table 3 
reveals that all correlations were lower than the square root 
of each AVE, providing evidence for discriminant validity 
(Fornell and Larcker 1981). In this sense, the results demon-
strate that the measurement model was equally valid and 
acceptable.

Structural Model Testing

The direct hypotheses were measured using structural equa-
tion modeling. Overall, the model achieved satisfactory 
goodness of fit according to recommendations put forth by 
Hair et al. (2014): χ2 = 835.11, df = 181, p < .001, GFI = 
0.91, IFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.94, CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.068, 
and SRMR = 0.049.

Table 4 depicts the results of the hypothesized relation-
ships of the structural model. Hypothesis 1a and 1b sug-
gested that place dependence (1a) and place identity (1b) 
have a direct relationship with destination loyalty. Results 
showed that hypothesis 1a (β = 0.570, p < 0.001, t value = 
8.456), and hypothesis 1b (β = 0.152, p < 0.05, t value = 
2.234) were both supported. Hypotheses 2a to 2c suggested 
that place dependence positively affect the three dimensions 
of emotional solidarity (hypotheses 2aWelcoming Nature,  
2bEmotional Closeness, and 2cSympathetic Understanding). The results sup-
ported hypothesis 2b (β = 0.342, p < 0.001, t value = 4.232) 
and hypothesis 2c (β = 0.232, p < 0.01, t value  
= 3.146). On the contrary, hypothesis 2a (β = −0.037,  
p > 0.01, t value = −0.436) was not supported. Hypotheses 
2d to 2f suggested that place identity positively influences 
the three dimensions of emotional solidarity (hypotheses  
2dWelcoming Nature, 2eEmotional Closeness, and 2fSympathetic Understanding). 
The results supported the hypothesis 2d (β = 0.537,  
p < 0.001, t value = 5.882), hypothesis 2e (β = 0.186,  
p < 0.05, t value = 2.339), and hypothesis 2f (β = 0.430, 
p < 0.001, t value = 5.446). Consequently, the portion of 
hypothesis 2 concerning place identity was fully supported. 
Hypotheses 3a to 3c suggested that the three dimensions of 
ESS (hypotheses 3aWelcoming Nature, 3bEmotional Closeness, and 
3cSympathetic Understanding) have direct effects on destination loy-
alty. The relationships were significant (hypothesis 3a: β = 
0.258, p < 0.001, t value = 6.105; hypothesis 3b: β = 0.116, 

p < 0.001, t value = 4.625; and hypothesis 3c: β = 0.213,  
p < 0.001, t value = 5.379) and, therefore, the hypothesis 
was fully supported.

Meditation Analysis

Following SEM, a set of hypotheses were considered in 
assessing the mediating (or indirect) effect of ESS on the 
relationship between place attachment and destination loy-
alty. In this sense, the indirect effects were assessed using 
both Sobel’s test and a bootstrapping method using the 
PROCESS macro Model 4 (Hayes 2018). The combination 
of these approaches in carrying out mediation analysis is 
more acceptable compared to a traditional single mediation 
analysis approach (e.g., Hayes 2018; Hayes and Rockwood 
2017). In doing so, hypotheses 4a to 4c suggested that the 
effect of place dependence on destination loyalty is mediated 
by the three ESS dimensions (hypothesis 4a: βPD→FW→DL; 
hypothesis 4b: βPD→EC→DL; and hypothesis 4c: βPD→SU→DL). 
The indirect effect results revealed that both the bootstrap-
ping method and Sobel test (Table 5) for hypothesis 4b 
(βPD→EC→DL = 0.090, 95% CI = 0.065, 0.120; Z= 6.40; p < 
0.001) and hypothesis 4c (βPD→SU→DL = 0.091, 95% CI = 
0.085, 0.153; Z = 6.32; p < 0.001) were supported. However, 
the results for hypothesis 4a (βPD→FW→DL = −0.007, 95% CI 
= −0.032, 0.017; Z = −0.607; p > 0.05) proved to be insig-
nificant given the Sobel test was less than 1.96 and the boot-
strap confidence intervals contained zero. Therefore, we 
concluded that hypotheses 4a to 4c were partially supported. 
Hypotheses 4d to 4f suggested that the effect of place iden-
tity on destination loyalty is mediated by the three ESS 
dimensions (hypothesis 4d: βPI→FW→DL; hypothesis 4e: 
βPI→EC→DL; and hypothesis 4f: βPI→SU→DL). Summarized in 
Table 5, the results of these indirect relationships revealed 
that both the bootstrapping method and Sobel test for hypoth-
esis 4d (βPI→EC→DL = 0.154, 95% CI = 0.120, 0.195;  
Z= 7.86; p < 0.001), hypothesis 4e (βPI→SU→DL = 0.081, 
95% CI = 0.059; Z = 6.42; 0.108, p < 0.001), and hypoth-
esis 4f (βPI→FW→DL = 0.188, 95% CI = 0.141, 0.246;  
Z = 7.47; p < 0.001) was significant. Thus, hypotheses 4d to 
4f were fully supported.

Moderated Mediation Analysis

A moderated mediation analysis was undertaken next to 
assess whether visitors’ level of perceived safety (PS) would 
moderate the indirect effect of place attachment on destina-
tion loyalty via emotional solidarity (see Figure 1). PROCESS 
Model 14 (Hayes 2015, 2018) was utilized with 10,000 boot-
strap samples to produce the index of moderated mediation 
(IMM) (Hayes 2015), that is, a quantification of the effect of 
a moderator variable on a mediation effect (for more details, 
see Hayes 2015, 2018; Hayes and Rockwood 2017). 
Hypotheses 5a to 5c (hypothesis 5a: βPD→(FW*PS)→DL; 
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hypothesis 5b: βPD→(EC*PS)→DL; and hypothesis 5c: 
βPD→(SU*PS)→DL) suggested that the indirect effect of place 
dependence on destination loyalty (through ESS) would be 
moderated by visitor level of perceived safety. As presented 
in Table 5, the indexes of the moderated mediation was sig-
nificant and the confidence intervals did not straddle zero for 
hypothesis 5b (βPD→(EC*PS)→DL = −0.026, SEBoot = 0.007, 
95% CI = −0.039, –0.013) and hypothesis 5c (βPD→(SU*PS)→DL 
= 0.023, SEBoot = 0.013, 95% CI = 0.001, 0.051). However, 

hypothesis 5a was rejected since the bootstrap confidence 
interval includes zero. Hypotheses 5d to 5f postulated that 
place safety would moderate the indirect effect of place iden-
tity on destination loyalty (via ESS). Since the CI of the 
indexes of moderated mediation (see Table 6) for hypothesis 
5d (βPI→(WN*PS)→DL = −0.065, SEBoot = 0.009, 95% CI = 
−0.065, –0.020) and hypothesis 5e (βPI→(EC*PS)→DL = 0.025, 
SEBoot = 0.013, 95% CI = 0.002, 0.052) do not include zero, 
we can conclude that the assessed indirect effects at several 

Table 2. Results of the Measurement Model.

Constructs and Indicators Standardized β t-Value CR AVE MSV MaxR(H)

Place Dependence 0.89 0.73 0.66 0.96
 Doing what I do at this religious festival is more important to me than 

doing it at any other event
.84 N/Aa  

 I would not substitute any other festival for doing the type of things I do 
at this religious festival

.86 29.53  

 This religious festival venue is the best place for what I like to do .86 29.67  
Place Identity 0.90 0.69 0.66 0.94
 I am attached to the religious festival .74 N/Aa  
 Visiting this religious festival says a lot about who I am .83 20.49  
 I identify myself strongly with this religious festival .84 21.26  
 This religious festival means a lot to me .90 22.66  
Welcoming Nature 0.85 0.58 0.19 0.98
 I am proud to be welcomed as a visitor to this religious festival .76 N/Aa  
 I feel residents appreciate the benefits associated with me coming to 

this religious festival
.77 13.79  

 I feel residents appreciate the contribution we (as visitors) make to the 
local economy

.67 12.62  

 I treat residents fairly in the region during my visit .84 12.36  
Emotional Closeness 0.82 0.70 0.55 0.98
 I feel close to some residents I have met during the festival .87 N/Aa  
 I have made friends with some residents .80 22.03  
Sympathetic Understanding 0.86 0.60 0.55 0.86
 I feel affection toward regional residents .81 N/Aa  
 I identify with regional residents .79 24.87  
 I have a lot in common with regional residents .78 20.30  
 I understand regional residents .72 19.02  
Destination Loyalty 0.91 0.67 0.42 0.98
 I am willing to revisit this religious festival in future .93 N/Aa  
 I am willing to recommend this religious festival to my family and friends .92 38.59  
 I stay for longer periods in this religious festival compared to any other 

festival
.92 27.61  

 I come with more companions to this religious festival .65 21.14  
 I have a wonderful image of this religious festival venue as a pilgrimage 

destination
.61 20.23  

Perceived Safety 0.93 0.73 0.32 0.99
 I feel safe during the festival .85 N/Aa  
 I feel safe walking around during the daytime .85 30.48  
 I feel safe walking around during the night-time .83 22.02  
 This place is safer than any other place around here .87 23.95  
 People told me that this is a safe place to visit .87 23.41  

Note: CR = composite reliability; AVE = average variance extracted; MSV = maximum shared squared variance; MaxR(H) = Maximal reliability.
a. In AMOS, one loading has to be fixed to 1; hence, the t value cannot be calculated for this item.
***p < 0.001 level (one-tailed).
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levels of PS are statistically significantly different, giving 
support to hypotheses 5d and 5e. Furthermore, hypothesis 5f 
was not supported since the bootstrap CI of the index of 
moderated mediation straddles zero. Taken together, we can 
conclude that visitor level of perceived safety in the religious 
festival context partially moderated the indirect effect of 
place attachment on destination loyalty through emotional 
solidarity.

Conclusion and Implications
This study intertwines place attachment and emotional soli-
darity as antecedents of visitors’ behavioral intention. Thus, 
emotional solidarity was proposed as a mediator variable and 
perceived level of safety as moderator in the indirect rela-
tionship. Therefore, the aim of this study was to analyze, in 
an integrative model, (a) the influence of place attachment 
on visitors’ destination loyalty, (b) the influence of place 
attachment on emotional solidarity, and (c) the influence of 
emotional solidarity on destination loyalty. Thus, this study 
examined (d) the mediational effect of emotional solidarity 
on the relationship between place attachment and destination 
loyalty and (e) ultimately estimated the influence of visitors 
perceived safety on this mediational relationship. Extending 

previous research conducted by Yuksel, Yuksel, and Bilim 
2010, Woosnam et al. (2018), and Ribeiro et al. (2018), this 
study fills an important gap in the literature by combining, in 
an integrative model, two strands of research (place attach-
ment and emotional solidarity) as antecedents of visitors’ 
behavior in a religious festival context, while at the same 
time assessing its direct, indirect, and conditional (moder-
ated mediation) effects. Moreover, this study incorporates 
safety as a moderator variable to understand whether the 
indirect effect of place attachment on loyalty to a religious 
festival destination via emotional solidarity vary at the value 
of perceived level of safety. Indeed, safety and security are 
important concerns among visitors in crowded spaces such 
as religious festival venues. Yet, despite the pervasiveness of 
the importance of safety in any destination or venues, the 
influence of visitors’ perceived level of safety in the effect of 
several antecedents on loyalty remains scant in the tourism 
literature. In this final section, both theoretical and practical 
implications of this study are discussed.

Theoretical Implications

The outcomes of the present study make significant theoreti-
cal contributions to the tourism literature and present 

Table 3. Interconstruct Correlations for Discriminate Validity.

PD PI WN EC SU DL PS

Place Dependence (PD) 0.85a  
Place Identity (PI) 0.81 0.83  
Welcoming Nature (WN) 0.34 0.42 0.76  
Emotional Closeness (EC) 0.44 0.39 0.42 0.84  
Sympathetic Understanding (SU) 0.55 0.56 0.44 0.74 0.78  
Destination Loyalty (DL) 0.65 0.63 0.44 0.30 0.50 0.82  
Perceived Safety (PS) 0.56 0.57 0.42 0.38 0.47 0.51 0.86

Note: All correlations are significant at the p <0.001 level.
aThe bold elements diagonal matrix are the square root of the average variance extracted (AVE);
interconstruct correlations is shown off-diagonal. All items were measured on 7-points Likert scales.

Table 4. Standardized Regression Weights for Structural Model.

Standardized Hypothesized Relationship Standardized Estimates t Value Supported?

Hypothesis 1: Place Dependence → Destination Loyalty 0.570 8.456*** Yes
Hypothesis 2: Place Identity → Destination Loyalty 0.152 2.234* Yes
Hypothesis 3a: Place Dependence → Welcoming Nature −0.037 −0.436ns No
Hypothesis 3b: Place Dependence → Emotional Closeness 0.342 4.232*** Yes
Hypothesis 3c: Place Dependence → Sympathetic Understanding 0.232 3.146** Yes
Hypothesis 4a: Place Identity → Welcoming Nature 0.537 5.882*** Yes
Hypothesis 4b: Place Identity → Emotional Closeness 0.186 2.339* Yes
Hypothesis 4c: Place Identity → Sympathetic Understanding 0.430 5.446*** Yes
Hypothesis 5a: Welcoming Nature → Destination Loyalty 0.258 6.105*** Yes
Hypothesis 5b: Emotional Closeness → Destination Loyalty 0.116 4.625*** Yes
Hypothesis 5c: Sympathetic Understanding → Destination Loyalty 0.213 5.379*** Yes

Note: ns = not significant. R2 Welcoming Nature = 0.26; R2 Emotional Closeness = 0.26; R2 Sympathetic Understanding = 0.39; R2 Destination Loyalty = 0.82.
*p <0.05; **p <0.01; ***p <0.001.
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Table 5. The Indirect Effect of Place Attachment on Visitor Behavior Through Emotional Solidarity.

Indirect Effect Effect Boots CIa Z Test

Hypothesis 4a: Place Dependence → Welcoming Nature → Destination Loyalty −0.007ns −0.032 −0.607 −0.607
Hypothesis 4b: Place Dependence → Emotion Closeness → Destination Loyalty 0.090*** 0.065 6.47 6.47
Hypothesis 4c: Place Dependence → Sympathetic Understanding → Destination Loyalty 0.091*** 0.085 6.32 6.32
Hypothesis 4d: Place Identity → Welcoming nature → Destination Loyalty 0.154*** 0.120 7.86 7.86
Hypothesis 4e: Place Identity → Emotion Closeness → Destination Loyalty 0.081*** 0.059 6.42 6.42
Hypothesis 4f: Place Identity → Sympathetic Understanding → Destination Loyalty 0.188*** 0.141 7.47 7.47

Note: ns = not significant. Z test = Sobel test.
a. Boots CI = confidence interval based on 10,000 bootstrap samples.
***p <0.001.

Table 6. Results of the Index of Moderated Mediation Effect for Destination Loyalty at Value of Perceived Safety.

Moderated Mediation Effect
Index of Moderated 

Mediation SEBootsa Boots 95% CIb

Hypothesis 7a: Place Dependence → (Welcoming Nature * PS → Destination Loyalty) −0.003 −0.009 −0.020 0.015
Hypothesis 7b: Place Dependence → (Emotional Closeness * PS → Destination Loyalty) −0.026 0.007 −0.039 −0.013
Hypothesis 7c: Place Dependence → (Sympathetic Understanding * PS → Destination 

Loyalty)
0.023 0.013 0.001 0.051

Hypothesis 8a: Place Identity → (Welcoming Nature * PS → Destination Loyalty) −0.042 0.009 −0.065 −0.020
Hypothesis 8b: Place Identity → (Emotional Closeness * PS → Destination Loyalty) 0.025 0.013 0.002 0.052
Hypothesis 8c: Place Identity → (Sympathetic Understanding * PS → Destination Loyalty) −0.024 −0.014 −0.048 0.005

Note: Arrows pointing to effects within parentheses indicate moderation of those effects.
a. SEBoots = standardized error bootstrap.
b. Boots 95% CI = bias-corrected 95% confidence interval based on 10,000 bootstrap samples.

avenues for future research in several ways. In doing so, the 
results strengthen the work developed by Ribeiro et al. 
(2018), Yuksel, Yuksel, and Bilim (2010), and Woosnam 
et al. (2018) and advance knowledge concerning affective 
antecedents of visitors’ future behavior. First, we built and 
subsequently tested an integrative model including unified 
affect-behavior framework of the relationship of place 
attachment and emotional solidarity with visitors’ destina-
tion loyalty. Whereas visitor destination loyalty has been 
extensively studied within the tourism and hospitality litera-
ture, visitor loyalty formation has been determined by sev-
eral other factors, such as visitor satisfaction (Chi and Qu 
2008; Gursoy, Chen, and Chi 2014), destination image (Chen 
and Gursoy 2001; Chen and Tsai 2007; Chi and Qu 2008), 
travel motivation (Yoon and Uysal 2005), perceived service 
provided at the destination (Chen and Tsai 2007), and value 
perception at the destination (Sun, Chi, and Xu 2013). This 
study is among the first attempts that use place attachment 
and emotional solidarity as theoretical underpinning and 
empirically assess the model to explain visitors’ future 
behavior in a nonwestern religious festival context within a 
developing country. Different from previous studies (e.g., 
Ribeiro et al. 2018; Woosnam et al. 2018; Yuksel, Yuksel, 
and Bilim 2010), the results demonstrate that destination loy-
alty formation can be influenced whether visitors develop 
affective and social bonds with the place and a certain degree 

of emotional solidarity with its residents. Moreover, follow-
ing prior theoretical arguments on destination loyalty forma-
tion (e.g., Gursoy, Chen, and Chi 2014), this is the first study 
to add and empirically demonstrate that the two affective 
constructs of place attachment and emotional solidarity are 
both conceptually and empirically meaningful in predicting 
destination loyalty formation. This opens up new theoretical 
avenues for future research to benefit from taking these find-
ings into account by including these two constructs in a more 
complex integrative model of destination loyalty to better 
understand visitors’ future behavior. Consequently, com-
pared to existing studies (e.g., Ribeiro et al. 2018; Woosnam 
et al. 2018; Yuksel, Yuksel, and Bilim 2010), our first contri-
bution is that we provided an alternative theoretical frame-
work on how attachment and emotional solidarity may lead 
to influence visitors’ future behavior.

Second, existing studies (Ribeiro et al. 2018) focused 
mostly on the direct effect of emotional solidarity dimensions 
(welcoming nature, emotional closeness, and sympathetic 
understanding) predicting visitors’ future behavior. This study 
takes a different angle and uses emotional solidarity dimen-
sions as the mediator variable between place attachment and 
destination loyalty. Visitor degree of attachment to a place 
may reinforce an emotional connection with residents and 
therefore visitors’ intentions to revisit (Woosnam et al. 2018). 
The current results show that the degree of place attachment 
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on loyalty is partially mediated by the degree of emotional 
solidarity developed with those residing in the destination. In 
so doing, it is vital to comprehend how visitors’ bonding with 
a destination influences future behavior through the degree of 
emotional solidarity with residents in a religious festival con-
text. Satisfaction is among the most studied mediating vari-
able to explain the indirect relationship between predictor 
variables and loyalty formation (Chi and Qu 2008; Ribeiro 
et al. 2018; Gursoy, Chen, and Chi 2014). The current study 
offers a new insight in this matter, since visitors’ degree of 
emotional solidarity with residents can be used as a mediator 
variable to explain visitors’ future behavior. Given that, this 
study is the first to test these relationships in a developing 
country within a religious festival context. In this sense, we 
encourage other researchers to further explore whether the 
above reasoning is indeed valid in a different context and des-
tination with different levels of development. One option 
would be to expand our model, for instance, by including 
other variables, such as visitor-shared behavior and shared 
beliefs with residents (Woosnam 2011a) as antecedents of 
destination loyalty via emotional solidarity.

Lastly, one of the most novel insights gained from this 
study is the integration of visitors’ perceived level of safety 
with place attachment, emotional solidarity, and loyalty. 
Thus, we investigated whether visitor perceived safety 
(Woosnam et al. 2015) might be a moderator. Some past 
research (i.e., Artuğer 2015; Ribeiro et al. 2018; Sirakaya, 
Sheppard, and McLellan 1997; Sohn, Lee, and Yoon 2016; 
Woosnam et al. 2015) has highlighted the necessity of the 
inclusion of perceived level of safety in the visitors’ future 
behavior domains, and this research contributes with empiri-
cal evidence on this argument. In addition, this study enriches 
the visitor future behavior formation by including visitors’ 
perceived safety as a moderator variable in the indirect influ-
ence of place attachment on destination loyalty formation via 
visitor degree of emotional solidarity with residents, which 
has been largely neglected in previous research (i.e., Ribeiro 
et al. 2018; Woosnam et al. 2018; Yuksel, Yuksel, and Bilim 
2010). Furthermore, visitors’ level of perceived safety in a 
religious festival can interfere and influence visitor future 
behavior. This reasoning is supported by the notion that visi-
tors develop a bond with a festival, interact with attendees of 
other faiths and the local community, and are loyal to the fes-
tival if there is a high level of perceived safety (Chew and 
Jahari 2014; George and Swart 2012; Liu, Schroeder, and 
Pennington-Gray 2016). The findings from our moderated 
mediation analyses provided additional support for our rea-
soning, as we found that perceived safety partially moderated 
the proposed indirect relationships. Noticeably, incorporating 
safety as a perception assessment of affect and behavior 
(Reisinger and Mavondo 2005; Sönmez and Sirakaya 2002; 
Woosnam et al. 2015), the results of this study show how per-
ception interacts with affect (place attachment and emotional 
solidarity) to impact behavior (destination loyalty). In so 

doing, this study makes another important contribution to the 
literature showing that the conditional indirect effect (moder-
ated mediation) of place attachment on destination loyalty via 
emotional solidarity dimensions differs depending on the 
visitors’ perception of safety at the destination. Taken together, 
the results of this study provide clarity concerning the affec-
tive antecedents of destination loyalty and the role of safety in 
these relationships. This is a meaningful contribution to the 
visitors’ future behavior literature, as it provides not only a 
clearer understanding of the affective antecedents of loyalty 
but also a well-developed means of assessing loyalty in an 
intimate religious festival context.

Practical Implications

Our findings enable destination management organizations 
(DMOs), event planners, and entrepreneurs who are eager to 
capitalize on the event as a tourism attraction that can create 
positive economic and social impacts in the community. In 
this sense, it is vital for the DMOs and event planners to 
design retention/marketing strategies to capitalize the events 
and boost the interaction between visitors and local residents. 
Findings of this study offer support that visitors develop 
affectional bonds to the places and emotional connections 
with those residing in the destination. These bonds to the 
places and high level of emotional solidarity with residents 
can contribute to visitors’ loyalty to the destination. In doing 
so, destination managers should promote these festivals as an 
encounter momentum between host and guest and a sharing 
space of religious experiences that amplify the authenticity 
of the place. As such, on one hand, destination managers 
should educate and make residents aware of the importance 
of receiving guests in a hospitable manner in order to make 
visitors feel welcomed and safe. In return, guests will feel 
encouraged to revisit and recommend the festival to friends 
and relatives. The degree of emotional solidarity visitors 
develop with residents can be understood as a more sustain-
able way to inspire future visits and help make positive rec-
ommendations to families and friends. On the other hand, 
religious authorities should construct strategies of desire, 
broadcasting the festival as a place for sharing beliefs, faiths, 
and sacredness among visitors, to reinforce the festival’s 
images, infusing them with significance and imagination to 
influence recommendations and revisitation.

Thus, the findings of the present study offer useful insights 
to DMOs, event planners, entrepreneurs, and marketers that 
safety is an important issue that must be taken into account 
when planning an event and must not be neglected. In this 
sense, knowing that safety is one of the issues that visitors 
consider when planning to attend a festival, those involved in 
planning the event need to guarantee visitor safety. In doing 
so, visitors will perceive a high level of safety and this will 
foster greater positive word of mouth, revisit intention, and 
ultimately loyalty to the destination.
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At last, it is important for DMOs and event planners to 
understand and recognize which risks might contribute to 
visitors’ feeling unsafe during religious events (Barker, Page, 
and Meyer 2003), and be able to predict the likelihood of it 
occurring, which ultimately may foster an awareness that 
should also inform marketing strategies to better plan for 
these events. As visitors feel safer at religious venues, per-
ceptions of safety in the host city need more attention than 
perceptions of safety at the religious festival venue specifi-
cally. Safety and security are significant issues at a destina-
tion level and, therefore, should be considered by DMOs as 
one of the most influential conditions for the development of 
any tourism destination.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

As all other research, this study presents some limitations. 
First, data to assess the hypotheses within the proposed theo-
retical framework were collected from visitors who attended 
the Attur Church Feast. Since India is a massive country with 
more than one billion inhabitants and the data were collected 
in the small town of Karkala, results may not reproduce the 
perceptions of the majority of Indians who attend different 
religious festivals throughout the country. Moreover, find-
ings may indicate the particular conditions in this religious 
festival. The majority of the attendees are visitors from 
nearby cities and towns. Consequently, the results reflect 
those visitors’ degree of place attachment, degree of emo-
tional solidarity with residents and their behavior that might 
be an impediment for the extrapolation to the whole country. 
Another limitation is that the data were collected from visi-
tors in the entrance of the church, and this method might not 
have ensured that all visitors had the chance to participate in 
the investigation. In this sense, future investigation should 
replicate this study in other cities in religious festival settings 
to check the validity of the current results.

Second, this study uses the original two dimensions of 
the place attachment scale developed by D. R. Williams and 
Vaske (2003) with more than a decade of research. We 
acknowledge this as limitation of this study, and alternative 
place attachment scales may contribute to a greater degree 
of variance in the construct. Study developed by Ramkissoon 
and Mavondo (2015) propose social bonding as an addi-
tional dimension to include as Chen and Dwyer (2017) 
include affective attachment as a fourth dimension of place 
attachment. Inclusion of these more recent place attachment 
scales in future models may offer a wealthier perspective of 
the affective and social relationships between tourists and 
residents in explaining emotional solidarity and future 
behavior.

Additionally, despite the Attur Church Feast being held 
in a Christian place of worship, the festival is inclusive of 
all faiths, serving largely to build community among those 
in Karkala and from afar. This is evidenced by the highest 
percentage of sample participants (48.2%) subscribing to 

the Hindu faith. With that said, data concerning individuals’ 
motivations for attending the festival were not collected 
(out of respect for respondents’ burden of time in complet-
ing the questionnaire). As such, obligatory religious moti-
vations may have factored into individuals’ loyalty for 
attending. Future work should consider such motivations 
(e.g., by asking questions concerning attending for spiri-
tual/religious reasons and religious obligation) (see 
Terzidou, Scales, and Saunders 2018) and the relationship 
with loyalty.

This study was also the first attempt to use emotional 
solidarity as a mediator construct in the relationship 
between place attachment and loyalty. Additionally, the 
ESS was applied for the first time in a religious festival set-
ting within an emerging country. Future investigation 
should replicate this model in other religious or nonreli-
gious festival context that may facilitate the cross-validity 
of the current findings.

Finally, we tested in an integrative model the moderated 
mediational influence of place attachment on loyalty via 
ESS on the value of perceived safety. Since safety is an 
important aspect that visitors consider when attending a fes-
tival (Cohen and Cohen 2012; Getz and Page 2016), future 
research should use perceived safety as an antecedent of 
emotional solidarity and loyalty. Also, future research 
should use other variables as antecedents of loyalty and 
emotional solidarity in a religious context such us shared 
behavior and shared beliefs (Woosnam and Norman 2010) 
and motivation to travel to religious/sacred places (Terzidou, 
Scales, and Saunders 2018). Also, in the context of religion 
festival moderator variables, such as visitors’ religion, type 
of visitor (Nyaupane, Timothy and Paudel 2015), social dis-
tance (Joo et al. 2018; Nyaupane, Timothy and Paudel 2015), 
gender (Ribeiro et al. 2018), and social status (Bhardwaj 
1973) should be integrated in the model to better understand 
visitor loyalty formation.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect 
to the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding

The author(s) received no financial support for the research, author-
ship, and/or publication of this article.

ORCID iDs

Manuel Alector Ribeiro  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4484-1082
Jyothi Mallya  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4496-4680

References

Aleshinloye, K. D., and K. M. Woosnam. 2015. “Mediating the 
Relationship between Emotional Solidarity and Intentions to 
Revisit a UNESCO World Heritage Site: The Effects of Perceived 

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4484-1082
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4496-4680


18 Journal of Travel Research 59(1)

Safety at the Osun Osogbo Cultural Festival in Osogbo, Nigeria.” 
Tourism Travel and Research Association: Advancing Tourism 
Research Globally. http://scholarworks.umass.edu/ttra/ttra2015 
/Academic_Papers_Oral/16. Accessed May 25, 2017.

Alexandris, K., C. Kouthouris, and A. Meligdis. 2006. “Increasing 
Customers’ Loyalty in a Skiing Resort: The Contribution of 
Place Attachment and Service Quality.” International Journal 
of Contemporary Hospitality Management 18 (5): 414–25.

Alshemeili, Ahmed 2014. “The Relationship between Place 
Attachment and Return Visits to Heritage Sites: A Case Study 
of Ras Al khaimah.” PhD thesis, Edith Cowan University.

Andereck, K., and C. Vogt. 2000. “The Relationship between 
Residents’ Attitudes toward Tourism and Tourism Development 
Options.” Journal of Travel Research 39 (1): 27–36.

Anderson, J. C., and D. W. Gerbing. 1988. “Structural equation 
modeling in practice: A review and recommended two-step 
approach.” Psychological Bulletin 103 (3): 411–23.

Antón, C., C. Camarero, and M. Laguna-García. 2014. “Towards 
a New Approach of Destination Loyalty Drivers: Satisfaction, 
Visit Intensity and Tourist Motivations.” Current Issues in 
Tourism 20 (3): 238–60.

Artuğer, S. 2015. “The Effect of Risk Perceptions on Tourists’ Revisit 
Intentions.” European Journal of Business and Management 7 
(2): 36–43.

Asianet Newsable. August 2, 2016. “Attur’s ‘miraculous’ Church 
Officially a Minor Basilica Now.” https://newsable.asianet 
news.com/south/atturs-miraculous-church-officially-a-minor 
-basilica-now. Accessed July 27, 2018.

Babbie, E. 2005. The Basics of Social Research, 3rd ed. Belmont, 
CA: Thomson-Wadsworth.

Backman, S. J., and J. L. Crompton. 1991. “The Usefulness of 
Selected Variables for Predicting Activity Loyalty.” Leisure 
Sciences 13:205–20.

Baldauf, A., K. S. Cravens, A. Diamantopoulos, and K. P. Zeugner-
Roth. 2009. “The Impact of Product-Country Image and 
Marketing Efforts on Retailer-Perceived Brand Equity: An 
Empirical Analysis.” Journal of Retailing 85 (4): 437–52.

Bar, D., and K. Cohen-Hattab. 2003. “A New Kind of Pilgrimage: 
The Modern Tourist Pilgrim of Nineteenth Century and Early 
Twentieth Century Palestine.” Middle Eastern Studies 39 (2): 
131–48.

Barker, M., S. J. Page, and D. Meyer. 2003. “Urban Visitor 
Perceptions of Safety during a Special Event.” Journal of 
Travel Research 41 (4): 355–61.

Belhassen, Y., K. Caton, and W. P. Stewart. 2008. “The Search 
for Authenticity in the Pilgrim Experience.” Annals of Tourism 
Research 35 (3): 668–89.

Bhardwaj, S. M. 1973. Hindu Places of Pilgrimage in India: A Study 
in Cultural Geography. Berkeley: University of California 
Press.

Bigne, J. E., M. I. Sanchez, and J. Sanchez. 2001. “Tourism image, 
evaluation variables and after purchase behaviour: inter-rela-
tionship.” Tourism Management 22 (6): 607–16.

Boley, B. B., and N. G. McGehee. 2014. “Measuring Empowerment: 
Developing and Validating the Resident Empowerment through 
Tourism Scale (RETS).” Tourism Management 45:85–94.

Bond, N., J. Packer, and R. Ballantyne. 2015. “Exploring Visitor 
Experiences, Activities and Benefits at Three Religious 
Tourism Sites.” International Journal of Tourism Research 17 
(5): 471–81.

Breakwell, G. M. 1986. “Coping with Threatened Identity.” 
London: Methuen.

Bricker, C. S., and D. Kerstetter. 2000. “Level of Specialization 
and Place Attachment: An Exploratory Study of Whitewater 
Recreationist.” Leisure Sciences 22 (4): 233–57.

Brislin, R. W. 1970. “Back-Translation for Cross-Cultural Research.” 
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology 1 (3): 185–216.

Brown, G., and C. Raymond. 2007. “The Relationship between 
Place Attachment and Landscape Values: Toward Mapping 
Place Attachment.” Applied Geography 27 (2): 89–111.

Chen, C. F., and D. C. Tsai. 2007. “How Destination Image and 
Evaluative Factors Affect Behavioral Intentions?” Tourism 
Management 28 (4): 1115–22.

Chen, J. S., and D. Gursoy. 2001. “An Investigation of Tourists’ 
Destination Loyalty and Preferences.” International Journal of 
Contemporary Hospitality Management 13 (2): 79–85.

Cheng, J. S., H. Y. Shih, and C. H. Chen. 2016. “Festival Revisiting 
Intention and Quality: The Case of Taiwan’s Lantern Festival.” 
Universal Journal of Management 4 (10): 575–80.

Chen, N., and L. Dwyer. 2017. “Residents’ Place Satisfaction and 
Place Attachment on Destination Brand-Building Behaviors: 
Conceptual and Empirical Differentiation.” Journal of Travel 
Research 57 (8): 1026–41.

Chew, E. Y. T., and S. A. Jahari. 2014. “Destination Image as a 
Mediator between Perceived Risks and Revisit Intention: A 
Case of Post-disaster Japan.” Tourism Management 40:382–93.

Chi, C. G. Q., and H. Qu. 2008. “Examining the Structural 
Relationships of Destination Image, Tourist Satisfaction 
and Destination Loyalty: An Integrated Approach.” Tourism 
Management 29 (4): 624–36.

Cohen, E., and S. A. Cohen. 2012. “Current Sociological Theories 
and Issues in Tourism.” Annals of Tourism Research 39 (4): 
2177–202.

Collins, R.. 1988. “Theoretical sociology”. Harcourt College Pub.
Collins-Kreiner, N., and N. Kliot. 2000. “Pilgrimage Tourism in 

the Holy Land: The Behavioural Characteristics of Christian 
Pilgrims.” GeoJournal 50 (1): 55–67.

Daijiworld.com. 2016. Karkala: Thousands Partake in Annual 
Feast of Attur Shrine. http://www.daijiworld.com/news/news 
Display.aspx?newsID=378054. Accessed June 15, 2017.

Deng, J., and C. Pierskalla. 2011. “Impact of Past Experience on 
Perceived Value, Overall Satisfaction, and Destination Loyalty: 
A Comparison between Visitor and Resident Attendees of a 
Festival.” Event Management 15 (2): 163–77.

Derrett, R. 2003. “Making Sense of How Festivals Demonstrate 
a Community’s Sense of Place.” Event Management 8 (1): 
49–58.

Dick, A. S., and K. Basu. 1994. “Customer Loyalty: Toward an 
Integrated Conceptual Framework.” Journal of the Academy of 
Marketing Science 22 (2): 99–113.

Durkheim, E. 1912. “The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life.” 
New York.

Doreian, P., and T. J. Fararo. 1998. The Problem of Solidarity: 
Theories and Models. New York: Routledge.

Fornell, C., and D. F. Larcker. 1981. “Evaluating structural equa-
tion models with unobservable variables and measurement 
error.” Journal of Marketing Research 18 (1): 39–50.

Fredline, L., L. Jago, and M. Deery. 2003. “The Development of a 
Generic Scale to Measure the Social Impacts of Events.” Event 
Management 8 (1): 23–37.

http://scholarworks.umass.edu/ttra/ttra2015/Academic_Papers_Oral/16
http://scholarworks.umass.edu/ttra/ttra2015/Academic_Papers_Oral/16
https://newsable.asianetnews.com/south/atturs-miraculous-church-officially-a-minor-basilica-now
https://newsable.asianetnews.com/south/atturs-miraculous-church-officially-a-minor-basilica-now
https://newsable.asianetnews.com/south/atturs-miraculous-church-officially-a-minor-basilica-now
http://www.daijiworld.com/news/newsDisplay.aspx?newsID=378054
http://www.daijiworld.com/news/newsDisplay.aspx?newsID=378054


Patwardhan et al. 19

George, R. 2010. “Visitor perceptions of crime-safety and attitudes 
towards risk: The case of Table Mountain National Park, Cape 
Town.” Tourism Management 31 (6): 806–15.

George, R., and K. Swart. 2012. “International Tourist’ Perceptions 
of Crime-Risk and Their Future Travel Intentions during the 
2010 FIFA World CupTM in South Africa.” Journal of Sport & 
Tourism 17 (3): 201–23.

Getz, D. (2008). “Event tourism: Definition, evolution, and 
research.” Tourism Management 29(3): 403–428.

Getz, D. 2010. “The Nature and Scope of Festival Studies.” Inter-
national Journal of Event Management Research 5 (1): 1–47.

Getz, D., and T. Andersson. 2008. “Sustainable Festivals: On 
Becoming an Institution.” Event Management 12 (1): 1–17.

Getz, D., and S. J. Page. 2016. “Progress and Prospects for Event 
Tourism Research.” Tourism Management 52:593–631.

Giuliani, M. V., and R. Feldman. 1993. “Place attachment in a 
developmental and cultural context.” Journal of Environmental 
Psychology 13:267–74.

Gitelson, R. J., and J. L. Crompton. 1984. “Insights into the Repeat 
Vacation Phenomenon.” Annals of Tourism Research 11 (2): 
199–217.

Goffman, E. 1967.” Interaction ritual: essays on face-to-face inter-
action.” Oxford, England.

Gross, M. J., and G. Brown. 2008. “An Empirical Structure Model 
of Tourists and Places: Progressing Involvement and Place 
Attachment into Tourism.” Tourism Management 29 (6): 
1141–51.

Gu, H., and C. Ryan. 2008. “Place Attachment, Identity and 
Community Impacts of Tourism: The Case of a Beijing 
Hutong.” Tourism Management 29 (4): 637–47.

Gursoy, D., J. S. Chen, and C. G. Chi. 2014. “Theoretical Examination 
of Destination Loyalty Formation.” International Journal of 
Contemporary Hospitality Management 26 (5): 809–27.

Gursoy, D., K. Kim, and M. Uysal. 2004. “Perceived Impacts of 
Festivals and Special Events by Organizers: An Extension and 
Validation.” Tourism Management 25 (2): 171–81.

Gursoy, D., E. R. Spangenberg, and D. G. Rutherford. 2006. “The 
Hedonic and Utilitarian Dimensions of Attendees’ Attitudes 
towards Festivals.” Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Research 
30 (3): 279–94.

Hair, J., F., C. B. Willian, B. J. Babin, and R. E. Anderson. 2014. 
“Multivariate Data Analysis” Pearson New International 
Edition. 7 ed. London: Pearson Education, Limited.

Hayes, A. F. 2015. “An Index and Test of Linear Moderated 
Mediation.” Multivariate Behavioral Research 50(1): 1–22.

Hayes, A. F. 2018. An Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and 
Conditional Process Analysis: A Regression-Based Approach, 
2nd ed. New York: Guilford.

Hayes, A. F., and N. J. Rockwood. 2017. “Regression-Based Statistical 
Mediation and Moderation Analysis in Clinical Research: 
Observations, Recommendations, and Implementation.” 
Behaviour Research and Therapy 98:39–57.

Heise, D. R. 1998. “Conditions for Empathic Solidarity.” In The 
Problem of Solidarity: Theories and Models, edited by P. Doreian 
and T. Fararo, 197–212. Amsterdam: Gordon and Breach.

Hernández, B., M. C., Hidalgo, M. E. Salazar-Laplace, and S., Hess. 
2007. “Place attachment and place identity in natives and non-
natives.” Journal of Environmental Psychology 27 (4): 310–19.

Hernández-Lobato, L., M. M. Solis-Radilla, M. A. Moliner-Tena, 
and J. Sánchez-García. 2006. “Tourism Destination Image, 
Satisfaction and Loyalty: A Study in Ixtapa-Zihuatanejo, 
Mexico.” Tourism Geographies 8 (4): 343–58.

Hidalgo, M. C., and B. Hernandez. 2001. “Place Attachment: 
Conceptual and Empirical Questions.” Journal of Environmental 
Psychology 21 (3): 273–81.

Homans, G. C. 1961. “Human behavior: Its elementary forms”. New 
York: Harcourt, Brace, and World.

Hosany, S., G. Prayag, R. Van Der Veen, S. Huang, and S. 
Deesilatham. 2016. “Mediating Effects of Place Attachment and 
Satisfaction on the Relationship between Tourists’ Emotions 
and Intention to Recommend.” Journal of Travel Research 56 
(8): 1079–93.

Jaafar, M., S. M. Noor, and S. M. Rasoolimanesh. 2015. “Perception 
of Young Local Residents toward Sustainable Conservation 
Programs: A Case Study of the Lenggong World Cultural 
Heritage Site.” Tourism Management 48:154–63.

Joo, D., A. D. A. Tasci, K. M. Woosnam, N. U. Maruyama, C. R. 
Hollas, and K. D. Aleshinloye. 2018. “Residents’ Attitude towards 
Domestic Tourists Explained by Contact, Emotional Solidarity 
and Social Distance.” Tourism Management 64:245–57.

Kline, R. B. 2016. Principles and Practice of Structural Equation 
Modeling, 4th ed. New York: Guilford.

Kyle, G., J. Asher, and A. Graefe. 2003. “The Moderating Role of 
Place Attachment on the Relationship between Attitudes toward 
Fees and Spending Preferences.” Leisure Sciences 25:33–50.

Kyle, G., A. Graefe, R. Manning, and J. Bacon. 2004. “Effects 
of Place Attachment on Users’ Perceptions of Social and 
Environmental Conditions in a Natural Setting.” Journal of 
Environmental Psychology 24 (2): 213–25.

Kyle, G., A., Graefe, and R. Manning. 2005. “Testing the 
Dimensionality of Place Attachment in Recreational Settings.” 
Environment and Behavior 37 (2): 153–77.

Kyle, G., A. J. Mowen, and M. Tarrant. 2004. “Linking Place 
with Place Meaning: An Examination of the Relationship 
between Place Motivation and Place Attachment.” Journal of 
Environmental Psychology 24 (4): 439–54.

Larsen, S. 2012. “Tourism in a Decade of Terrorism, Disasters and 
Threats—Some Lessons Learned.” Scandinavian Journal of 
Hospitality and Tourism 11 (3): 215–23.

Lawler, E. J. 2001. “An Affect Theory of Social Exchange.” 
American Journal of Sociology 107:321–52.

Lee, J., and C. Beeler. 2009. “An Investigation of Predictors 
of Satisfaction and Future Intention: Links to Motivation, 
Involvement and Service Quality in a Local Festival.” Event 
Management 13 (1): 17–29.

Lee, J., G. Kyle, and D. Scott. 2012. “The Mediating Effect of Place 
Attachment on the Relationship between Festival Satisfaction 
and Loyalty to the Festival Hosting Destination.” Journal of 
Travel Research 51 (6): 754–67.

Lee, T., and Y. Shen. 2013. “The Influence of Leisure Involvement 
and Place Attachment on Destination Loyalty: Evidence from 
Recreationists Walking Their Dogs in Urban Parks.” Journal 
of Environmental Psychology 33 (1): 76–85.

Lee, Y. J., and K. M. Woosnam. 2010. “Voluntourist transforma-
tion and the theory of integrative cross-cultural adaptation.”  
Annals of Tourism Research 37 (4): 1186–89.



20 Journal of Travel Research 59(1)

Lepp, A., and H. Gibson. 2003. “Tourist Roles, Perceived Risk and 
International Tourism.” Annals of Tourism Research 30 (3): 
606–24.

Lewicka, M. 2011. “Place Attachment: How Far Have We Come 
in the Last 40 Years?” Journal of Environmental Psychology 
31 (3): 207–30.

Li, X., and Y. K. P. Wan. 2017. “Residents’ Support for Festivals: 
Integration of Emotional Solidarity.” Journal of Sustainable 
Tourism 25 (4): 517–35.

Lindell, M. K., and D. J. Whitney. 2001. “Accounting for Common 
Method Variance in Cross-Sectional Research Designs.” 
Journal of Applied Psychology 86 (1): 114–21.

Lindqvist, L. J., and P. Bjork. 2000. “Perceived Safety as an 
Important Quality Dimensions among Senior Tourists.” 
Tourism Economics 6 (2): 151–58.

Liu, B., A. Schroeder, and L. Pennington-Gray. 2016. “Empirically 
Testing the Influence of Travel Safety Concerns: Examining 
Alternative Models.” Tourism Travel and Research Association: 
Advancing Tourism Research Globally. http://scholarworks 
.umass.edu/ttra/2016/Academic_Papers_Visual/9. Accessed June 
25, 2017.

Mair, J., and M. Whitford. 2013. “An Exploration of Events 
Research: Event Topics, Themes and Emerging Trends.” Inter-
national Journal of Event and Festival Management 4 (1): 6–30.

Mazumdar, S., and S. Mazumdar. 2004. “Religion and Place 
Attachment: A Study of Sacred Places.” Journal of Envi-
ronmental Psychology 24:385–97.

Morais, D. B., and C. H. Lin. 2010. “Why Do First-Time and 
Repeat Visitors Patronize a Destination?” Journal of Travel 
and Tourism Marketing 27 (2): 193–210.

Morgan, P. 2010. “Towards a Developmental Theory of Place 
Attachment.” Journal of Environmental Psychology 30 (1): 
11–22.

Moscardo, G. 2011. “Exploring Social Representations of Tourism 
Planning: Issues for Governance.” Journal of Sustainable 
Tourism 19 (4/5): 423–36.

Nyaupane, G. P., D. J. Timothy, and S. Poudel. 2015. 
“Understanding Tourists in Religious Destinations: A Social 
Distance Perspective.” Tourism Management 48:343–53.

Oppermann, M. 2000. “Tourism Destination Loyalty.” Journal of 
Travel Research 39 (1): 78–84.

Parsons, T. 1937. “Sociological theory and modern society”. New 
York, NY: Free Press

Poria, Y., R. Butler, and D. Airey. 2004. “Links between Tourists, 
Heritage, and Reasons for Visiting Heritage Sites.” Journal of 
Travel Research 43 (1): 19–28.

Prayag, G., S. Hosany, B. Muskat, and G. Del Chiappa. 2017. 
“Understanding the Relationships between Tourists’ Emotional 
Experiences, Perceived Overall Image, Satisfaction, and Intention 
to Recommend.” Journal of Travel Research 56 (1): 41–54.

Prayag, G., and C. Ryan. 2012. “Antecedents of Tourists’ Loyalty 
to Mauritius: The Role and Influence of Destination Image, 
Place Attachment, Personal Involvement, and Satisfaction.” 
Journal of Travel Research 51 (3): 342–56.

Qazimi, S. 2014. “Sense of place and place identity.” European 
Journal of Social Sciences Education and Research 1 (2014): 
306–10.

Quinn, B. 2009. Festivals, Events and Tourism. In The Sage 
Handbook of Tourism Studies, edited by T. Jamal and M. 
Robinson, 483–553. London: Sage.

Raj, R., and K. A. Griffin. 2015. Religious Tourism and Pilgrimage 
Management: An International Perspective. London: CABI.

Ram, Y., P. Bjork, and A. Weidenfeld. 2016. “Authenticity and 
Place Attachment of Major Visitor Destinations.” Tourism 
Management 52:110–22.

Ramkissoon, H., and F. T. Mavondo. 2015. “The Satisfaction–
Place Attachment Relationship: Potential Mediators and 
Moderators.” Journal of Business Research 68 (12): 2593–602.

Ramkissoon, H., B. Weiler, and L. D. G. Smith. 2012. “Place 
Attachment and Pro-environmental Behaviour in National 
Parks: The Development of a Conceptual Framework.” Journal 
of Sustainable Tourism 20 (2): 257–76.

Reisinger, Y., and F. Mavondo. 2005. “Travel Anxiety and 
Intentions to Travel Internationally: Implications of Travel 
Risk Perception.” Journal of Travel Research 43 (3): 212–25.

Ribeiro, M. A., K. M. Woosnam, P. Pinto, and J. A. Silva. 2018. 
“Tourists’ Destination Loyalty through Emotional Solidarity 
with Residents: An Integrative Moderated Mediation Model.” 
Journal of Travel Research 57 (3): 279–95.

Rollero, C., and N. D. Piccoli. 2010. “Place Attachment, 
Identification and Environment Perception: An Empirical 
Study.” Journal of Environmental Psychology 30:198–205.

Ruback, R. B., J. Pandey, and N. Kohli. 2008. “Evaluations of a 
Sacred Place: Role and Religious Belief at the Magh Mela.” 
Journal of Environmental Psychology 28 (2): 174–84.

Ryan, C., Z. Chaozhi, and D. Zeng. 2011. “The Impacts of Tourism 
at a UNESCO Heritage Site in China—A Need for a Meta-
narrative? The Case of the Kaiping Diaolou.” Journal of 
Sustainable Tourism 19 (6): 747–65.

Schroeder, A. 2015. “Revisiting Travel Risk after Three Decades of 
Study: The Role of Perceived Risk, Perceived Efficacy, and Risk 
Reduction Behaviors.” PhD thesis, University of Florida, FL.

Sirakaya, E., A. G. Sheppard, and R. W. McLellan. 1997. 
“Assessment of the Relationship between Perceived Safety at a 
Vacation Site and Destination Choice Decisions: Extending the 
Behavioral Decision-Making Model.” Journal of Hospitality & 
Tourism Research 21 (2): 1–10.

Smith, J.S. 2017. Explorations in Place Attachment. London: 
Routledge.

Sohn, H. K., T. J. Lee, and Y. S. Yoon. 2016. “Relationship between 
Perceived Risk, Evaluation, Satisfaction, and Behavioral 
Intention: A Case of Local-Festival Visitors.” Journal of 
Travel & Tourism Marketing 33 (1): 28–45.

Song, H.M., K.S. Kim, and B.H., Yim 2017. “The mediating effect 
of place attachment on the relationship between golf tourism 
destination image and revisit intention.” Asia Pacific Journal of 
Tourism Research 22(11): 1182–93.

Sönmez, S., and E. Sirakaya. 2002. “A Distorted Destination Image? 
The Case of Turkey.” Journal of Travel Research 41 (2): 185–96.

Sun, X., C. G-Q., Chi, and H., Xu. 2013. “Developing Destination 
Loyalty: The Case of Hainan Island.” Annals of Tourism 
Research 43: 547–77.

“St. Lawrence Shrine at Attur to Be Proclaimed as Minor Basilica.” 
The Hindu, July 18. 2016. https://www.thehindu.com/news 
/national/karnataka/St.-Lawrence-Shrine-at-Attur-to-be 
-proclaimed-as-minor-basilica/article14495783.ece. Accessed 
July 27, 2018.

Stokols, D., and S. A., Schumaker. 1981. “People and Places: A 
Transactional view of Settings”. In J. Harvey, (Ed). Congnition, 
Social Behavior, and the Environment. NJ: Hillsdale.

http://scholarworks.umass.edu/ttra/2016/Academic_Papers_Visual/9
http://scholarworks.umass.edu/ttra/2016/Academic_Papers_Visual/9
https://www.thehindu.com/news/national/karnataka/St.-Lawrence-Shrine-at-Attur-to-be-proclaimed-as-minor-basilica/article14495783.ece
https://www.thehindu.com/news/national/karnataka/St.-Lawrence-Shrine-at-Attur-to-be-proclaimed-as-minor-basilica/article14495783.ece
https://www.thehindu.com/news/national/karnataka/St.-Lawrence-Shrine-at-Attur-to-be-proclaimed-as-minor-basilica/article14495783.ece


Patwardhan et al. 21

Su, H. J., K. F. Cheng, and H. H. Huang. 2011. “Empirical Study 
of Destination Loyalty and Its Antecedent: The Perspective of 
Place Attachment.” The Service Industries Journal 31 (16): 
2721–39.

Terzidou, M., C. Scarles, and M. N. K. Saunders. 2018. “The 
Complexities of Religious Tourism Motivations: Sacred Places, 
Vows and Visions.” Annals of Tourism Research 70:54–65.

Trauer, B., and C., Ryan. 2005. “Destination image, romance and 
place experience - an application of intimacy theory in tour-
ism.” Tourism Management 26 (4): 481–91.

Tsai, S. P. 2012. “Place Attachment and Tourism Marketing: 
Investigating International Tourists in Singapore.” International 
Journal of Tourism Research 14 (2): 139–52.

Van Winkle, C. M., and K. M. Woosnam. 2014. “Sense of Community 
and Perceptions of Festival Social Impacts.” International 
Journal of Event and Festival Management 5 (1): 22–38.

Van Winkle, C. M., K. M. Woosnam, and A. M. Mohammed. 
2013. “Sense of Community and Festival Attendance.” Event 
Management 17:155–63.

Wantanee, S., and U. Dorji. 2016. “Local Perspectives on the 
Impact of Tourism on Religious Festivals in Bhutan.” Asia 
Pacific Journal of Tourism Research 21 (7): 741–62.

Ward, C., and T. Berno. 2011. “Beyond Social Exchange Theory: 
Attitudes towards Tourists.” Annals of Tourism Research 38 
(4): 1556–69.

Williams, D. R., M. E. Patterson, J. W. Roggenbuck, and A. E. 
Watson. 1992. “Beyond the Commodity Metaphor: Examining 
Emotional and Symbolic Attachment to Place.” Leisure 
Sciences 14:29–46.

Williams, D. R., and J. W. Roggenbuck. 1989. “Measuring Place 
Attachment: Some Preliminary Results.” https://www.fs.fed 
.us/rm/value/docs/nrpa89.pdf. Accessed June 25, 2017.

Williams, D. R., and J. J. Vaske. 2003. “The Measurement of Place 
Attachment: Validity and Generalizability of a Psychometric 
Approach.” Forest Science 49:830–40.

Woosnam, K. M. 2011a. “Testing a Model of Durkheim’s Theory 
of Emotional Solidarity among Residents of a Tourism 
Community.” Journal of Travel Research 50 (5): 546–58.

Woosnam, K. M. 2011b. “Comparing Residents’ and Tourists’ 
Emotional Solidarity with One Another: An Extension of 
Durkheim’s Model.” Journal of Travel Research 50 (6): 615–26.

Woosnam, K. M. 2012. “Using Emotional Solidarity to 
Explain Residents’ Attitudes about Tourism and Tourism 
Development.” Journal of Travel Research 51 (3): 315–27.

Woosnam, K. M., and K. D. Aleshinloye. 2013. “Can Tourists 
Experience Emotional Solidarity with Residents? Testing 
Durkheim’s Model from a New Perspective.” Journal of Travel 
Research 52 (4): 494–505.

Woosnam, K. M., K. D. Aleshinloye, M. Strzelecka, and E. Erul. 
2018. “The Role of Place Attachment in Developing Emotional 
Solidarity with Residents.” Journal of Hospitality and Tourism 
Research 42 (7): 1058–66.

Woosnam, K. M., K. D. Aleshinloye, C. M. Van Winkle, and 
W. Qian. 2014. “Applying and Expanding the Theoretical 
Framework of Emotional Solidarity in a Festival Context.” 
Event Management 18 (2): 141–51.

Woosnam, K. M., J. Jiang, C. M. Van Winkle, H. Kim, and N. 
E. Maruyama. 2016. “Explaining Festival Impacts on a 
Hosting Community through Motivations to Attend.” Event 
Management 20:11–25.

Woosnam, K. M., and W. C. Norman. 2010. “Measuring Residents’ 
Emotional Solidarity with Tourists: Scale Development 
of Durkheim’s Theoretical Constructs.” Journal of Travel 
Research 49 (3): 365–80.

Woosnam, K. M., C. S. Shafer, D. Scott, and D. J. Timothy. 2015. 
“Tourists’ Perceived Safety through Emotional Solidarity with 
Residents in Two Mexico–United States Border Regions.” 
Tourism Management 46:263–73.

Yang, C. L., and V. Nair. 2014. “Risk Perception Study in Tourism: 
Are We Really Measuring Perceived Risk?” Procedia-Social 
and Behavioral Sciences 144:322–27.

Yoon, Y., and M. Uysal. 2005. “An Examination of the Effects 
of Motivation and Satisfaction on Destination Loyalty: A 
Structural Model.” Tourism Management 26 (1): 45–56.

Yuksel, A., F. Yuksel, and F. Y. Bilim. 2010. “Destination Attachment: 
Effects on Consumer Satisfaction and Cognitive, Affective and 
Conative Loyalty.” Tourism Management 31 (2): 274–84.

Zhang, H., X. Fu, L. A. Cai, and L. Lu. 2014. “Destination Image 
and Tourist Loyalty: A Meta-analysis.” Tourism Management 
40:213–23.

Author Biographies

Vidya Patwardhan, PhD, is an Associate Professor of 
Management Studies at Welcomgroup Graduate School of Hotel 
Administration, Manipal Academy of Higher Education, Manipal, 
India. She is serves as reviewers for the journal Women’s Studies 
International Forum. Her research interests include human 
resource management, women studies, tourism and hospitality 
management. 

Manuel Alector Ribeiro, PhD, is a Lecturer in Tourism 
Management at the School of Hospitality and Tourism Management, 
University of Surrey, UK. His current research draws widely in 
residents’ support for tourism and events development, emotional 
aspects of consumption and consumer behaviour. Also, he serves as 
methodology editor of The Service Industries Journal.

Valsaraj Payini, PhD, is an Associate Professor in Food and 
Beverage Management and Coordinator of the Department of 
Allied Hospitality Studies, Welcomgroup Graduate School of Hotel 
Administration, Manipal Academy of Higher Education, India. His 
research interests include sustainable tourism, community based 
tourism and gastronomic tourism.

Kyle M. Woosnam, PhD, is an Associate Professor of Natural 
Resources, Recreation, and Tourism at Warnell School of Forestry 
and Natural Resources, University of Georgia, USA. His research 
interests concern sociocultural and economic impacts of tourism, 
resident-tourist interactions within tourist destinations, and sustain-
able tourism development and planning. 

Jyothi Mallya, is a librarian at Welcomgroup Graduate School of 
Hotel administration, Manipal Academy of Higher Education, 
India. Her research interest is library service quality and informa-
tion literacy self-efficacy of hospitality students.

Parvadhavardhini Gopalakrishnan, is the Principal of 
Welcomgroup Graduate School of Hotel Administration, Manipal 
Academy of Higher Education, India.  She has a vast administrative 
experience of around 40 years in hospitality education. Her research 
interests include hospitality education, tourism education and cur-
riculum development studies.

https://www.fs.fed.us/rm/value/docs/nrpa89.pdf
https://www.fs.fed.us/rm/value/docs/nrpa89.pdf

