
Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=wttm20

Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing

ISSN: 1054-8408 (Print) 1540-7306 (Online) Journal homepage: https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/wttm20

Critical success factors for tourist destination
governance in times of crisis: a case study of
Antalya, Turkey

Kadir Çakar

To cite this article: Kadir Çakar (2018) Critical success factors for tourist destination governance
in times of crisis: a case study of Antalya, Turkey, Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 35:6,
786-802, DOI: 10.1080/10548408.2017.1421495

To link to this article:  https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2017.1421495

Published online: 04 Jan 2018.

Submit your article to this journal 

Article views: 2264

View related articles 

View Crossmark data

Citing articles: 2 View citing articles 

https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=wttm20
https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/wttm20
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/10548408.2017.1421495
https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2017.1421495
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=wttm20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=wttm20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/10548408.2017.1421495
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/10548408.2017.1421495
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/10548408.2017.1421495&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2018-01-04
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/10548408.2017.1421495&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2018-01-04
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/citedby/10.1080/10548408.2017.1421495#tabModule
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/citedby/10.1080/10548408.2017.1421495#tabModule


ARTICLE

Critical success factors for tourist destination governance in times of crisis: a
case study of Antalya, Turkey
Kadir Çakar

Mardin Artuklu University Higher School of Tourism and Hotel Management-Mardin, Turkey; Artuklu Yerleşkesi, Mardin, Turkey

ABSTRACT
The aim of this paper is to identify the critical success factors for the development of crisis
management and strategy for the governance of the tourist destination of Antalya, Turkey. Data
was obtained from in situ interviews, participant observation, and documentation. Interviews
were conducted with the main tourism stakeholders representing both public and private sectors
in Antalya. Findings show that the critical success factors of responsiveness, shared roles, strategy
formation, and collaboration are vital for effective crisis management. The study also highlighted
the fact that in the area of shared roles and collaboration, encompassing the characteristics of
coordination, communication, cooperation, and knowledge transfer, stakeholders are proving
ineffectual, thereby obstructing the development of necessary strategies for crisis management
and the recovery process. Further, ineffective governance, adopted by local stakeholders, has had
a substantial negative impact on the process of developing future effective crisis management
strategies.
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Introduction

The tourism industry, in general terms, is a fragile and
volatile sector, more affected than other economic
areas by adverse incidents, whether man-made or nat-
ural (Sausmarez, 2007; Sönmez, Apostolopoulos, &
Tarlow, 1999). The industry has recently faced a number
of crises, which have had a detrimental impact on
tourist destinations. As a result, more attention is now
being paid to the consequences of such adverse events
(Aschauer, 2010). In times of crisis and disaster, it is
important to develop necessary management strate-
gies. According to Beirman (2003, pp. 18–19), there
are two significant stages in the marketing and man-
agement of any tourist destination after a crisis: (1) the
consolidation management of the actual crisis; and (2)
the implementation of a post-crisis recovery program.
Tse (2006) distinguished four different types of disas-
ters: those relating to nature, civil conflict, epidemics,
and technology failure. Developing the necessary stra-
tegies to aid post-crisis recovery is seen as essential
from the point of view of the tourist destination, in
order to minimize or remove the detrimental impact
of the crisis, which could deter tourists (Scott, Laws, &
Prideaux, 2008).

According to Mair, Ritchie, and Walters (2016), effec-
tive crisis and disaster management consists of four

main stages: planning activities prior to the crisis or
disaster, responding to a crisis or disaster as it occurs,
and finding a post-crisis resolution. With this in mind, it
is essential to develop deliberate strategies, which
entails the involvement of all stakeholders (Byrd,
Cárdenas, & Greenwood, 2008), as well as long-term
strategic planning in order to ensure the sustainability
of particular tourist destinations (Gustafsson, Larson, &
Svensson, 2014). Thus, the tourism sector, in terms of its
responsiveness, has gained considerable significance
over the last decade due to the increased detrimental
impact of adverse incidents (Hall, 2010). In this regard,
the planning process of crisis and risk management has
become the focal point of particular tourist destinations
or organizations in order to mitigate the negative
impact of such incidents.

This planning process is based on “the four Rs”:
Reduction, Readiness, Response, and Recovery
(Boniface & Cooper, 2009). In the existing academic
literature, several different approaches to crisis manage-
ment are used to respond to the adverse effects of such
event (Beirman, 2003; Faulkner, 2001 ; Hystad & Keller,
2006; Mansfeld, 1999; Plog, 2006; Pforr & Hosie, 2008).
In their research, Paraskevas and Altinay (2013) high-
lighted three main stages of crisis management in tour-
ism. The first stage is a post-crisis response and
concentrates on mitigating the negative impacts of
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the disaster, while the second stage focuses on the
recovery aspect of crisis management. The third stage
emphasizes the pre-crisis phase, showing how both
tourism stakeholders and hospitality organizations can
learn lessons from the devastating results of former
crises in order to be prepared for future ones. The last
stage offers a holistic perspective, involving integrated
strategies, models, and frameworks, which provides a
comprehensive knowledge of previous crises and dis-
aster management (Parakevas & Altinay, 2013).

This paper specifically aims to investigate the third
and last stage, mentioned above, for two reasons: (1) to
better understand how stakeholders in the Antalya
tourist region are engaged in the pre-crisis stage of
events, entailing the development of necessary strate-
gies and long-term plans in order to diminish the reper-
cussions of future adverse incidents; and (2) to explore
to what extent the local actors harness the overall
existing knowledge of crisis and disaster management.
From this perspective, the study will investigate if sta-
keholders have learned lessons from crisis events
experienced in the past.

With the above aims in mind, this paper seeks to
examine whether there is a relationship between the
type of governance being adopted at the destination
level and effective crisis management, while identifying
the critical success factors (CSFs) in effective destination
governance for the development of necessary crisis
management and strategy.

First, the relevant literature on governance at the
destination level in crisis and disaster management is
reviewed. The next section explores the methodology,
data collection, and data analysis before evaluating the
results. The following section presents the findings of
the research, which are explained and discussed in
detail. The final part concludes the study by providing
recommendations and implications for future research
studies.

Literature review

The concept of destination governance

The successful implementation of any tourist activity
relies heavily on a well-formed stakeholders structure,
which itself should be a core element within the system
of tourist destinations. Generally speaking, the main
tourism stakeholders consist of local authorities and a
number of non-governmental organizations, governor-
ships, municipalities, local administrative councils, and
business and industrial organizations (Bramwell &
Sharman, 1999). Their responsibilities involve taking
the initiative and action, both in the creation and the

implementation of a common strategy by involving
local people in the decision-making process (Byrd,
2007), along planned lines in accordance with a devel-
oped strategy (Graham, Amos, & Plumptre, 2003;
Panyik, 2015; United Nations Conference on
Environment & Development Rio de Janerio, 1992).

Moreover, stakeholders, by using cooperation and
involving the local community, including business and
industrial organizations, by gathering information as
well as establishing a consensus on tourist policies,
are seen to be of major importance (Bramwell &
Sharman, 1999) for the better achievement of sustain-
able tourism. This consensus should be an opportunity
to reshape local policies, laws, and regulations regard-
ing tourism, for the better achievement of common
goals and desired objectives.

The approach of stakeholders within the tourism
domain at destination level, which clearly differs from
that of other industries, involves the participation of
many elements, including tourists, industry, local com-
munity, government, interest groups, and educational
institutions. All of the aforementioned, led by the
approach taken by the main tourism stakeholders, char-
acterize and shape tourism planning and policies of
both the supply and demand sides of tourist destina-
tions (Waligo, Clarke, & Hawkins, 2013). When discuss-
ing the issue of stakeholders, the concept of
governance takes a central place in the debate, as
both terms are closely linked to each other. This also
refers to relationships between stakeholders them-
selves, and the degree to which they interact with
each other (Baggio, Scott & Cooper, 2010).

In order to achieve particular results, and common
goals and strategies, the main tourism stakeholders
need to act together, representing both the public
and private sectors, which will enable them to take
collaborative initiatives (Hall, 2011a). The concept of
governance is described as “the interactions among
structures, processes and traditions that determine
how power and responsibilities are exercised, how deci-
sions are taken, and how citizens or other stakeholders
have their say” (Graham et al., 2003, p. ii). From this it
can be understood that there needs to be communica-
tion among stakeholders, who make up various groups
of interest including both public and private actors at a
local level. On the other hand, corporate governance
and destination governance are theoretically inter-
twined (Pechlaner, Volgger, & Herntrei, 2012a), and
the notion of governance is often discussed by various
disciplines from different perspectives (Dredge & Tazim,
2013; Ruhanen, Scott, Ritchie, & Tkaczynski, 2010).

In essence, the concept of governance encapsulates
the inclusiveness of actors from all areas of society,
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both local and institutional, including both public and
private sectors. Within the context of tourism, the con-
cept of destination governance is described as “the
rules and mechanism for developing policies and busi-
ness strategies which could combine all the organiza-
tions and individuals” (Zhang & Zhu, 2014, p.125). From
this perspective, the application of the concept of gov-
ernance can be similarly applied at destination level
since destination governance consists of several institu-
tions including both public and private representatives
(Beritelli, Bieger, & Laesser, 2007) who are included in
the decision-making process (D’Angella, Carlo, &
Sainaghi, 2010).

Such providers of, and contributors to, a tourist desti-
nation are identified under the term “stakeholder”, a con-
cept which is described by Freeman (1984: 31) as “those
groups without whose support the organization would
cease to exist”. The term stakeholder addresses the
groups or individuals who can potentially affect, or can
be affected by, the collective implementation process and
outcomes of organizational objectives (Freeman,
Harrison, Wicks, Parmar, & De Colle, 2010, p. 31). More
concretely, stakeholder theory is defined by Freeman
(1984) as the redistribution of benefits and powers per-
taining to the stakeholders that can be applied in the
decision-making process. Using this approach, one can
evaluate Freeman’s (1984) stance that each actor should
possess competence and voice in order to be effective in
the decision-making process (Sautter & Leisen, 1999;
Stieb, 2009). When considering the competence and
notion of voice, the concept of power becomes the cen-
tral issue within the destination governance structure,
where each actor is given authority, which, to a greater
or lesser extent, by taking into account their position, may
potentially lead to a conflict or disagreement between
stakeholders since the concept of governance is closely
linked to the issue of power (Hall, 2007).

The idea of stakeholder is split into two distinct
groups: the “primary stakeholder” includes customers,
management, co-workers, suppliers, shareholders, and
the government; “secondary stakeholder” covers non-
governmental organizations, academics, media, fair
trade bodies, and environmental pressure groups. The
dispersion of roles and the power of each actor become
the focal point among stakeholders, and play a crucial
role in determining policy and pursuing strategies at
the destination level. The concept of primary stake-
holder refers to actors who have direct control over
essential means required by the organization, while
the secondary stakeholder approach indicates those
who have less of an impact (Pesqueux & Damak-Ayadi,
2005) on the effective implementation of sustainable
strategies (Valente, Dredge, & Lohmann, 2015).

Donaldson and Preston (1995) have enlarged on the
stakeholder theory by dividing it into the categories of
descriptive, instrumental, normative, and managerial.
The descriptive or empirical aspect describes character-
istics or behavior that the organization possesses. The
instrumental aspect addresses the degree of connec-
tions among stakeholders in the achievement of
desired objectives, while the normative aspect repre-
sents the understanding of a function at corporate level
(Byrd et al., 2008; Spitzeck & Hansen, 2010).

Hall (2011a), in assessing the concept of governance,
proposes four typologies, namely hierarchies, markets,
networks, and communities, based on the relationship
between state and societal autonomy. In this approach,
hierarchies reflect the highest degree of state interven-
tion, while market governance reflects the lowest.
Networks and communities encapsulate different
modes of public–private partnerships and community
participation (Hultman & Hall, 2012). Further assess-
ment of the idea of governance at destination level
from a network perspective involves the participation
of both public and private sectors, which is seen as
essential for the development and management of
community relations among actors who refer to links
at societal norms (Farmaki, 2015; Timur & Getz, 2008),
called by Hazenberg (2015) the act of collective deci-
sion-making.

Therefore, destination governance can be assessed
within the context of the congruence between “social
coordination” and “network management”, which gen-
erates integral parts of the governance structure for any
particular tourist destination (Pechlaner et al., 2012a).
Moreover, better knowledge, and the ownership and
creation of knowledge, seem to be vital for the success-
ful implementation of governance at the destination
level (Laws, Agrusa, Scott, & Richins, 2011). In a similar
manner, sharing information and knowledge among
actors in the network at destination level is assumed
to be of crucial importance and should also be given
particular attention (Baggio & Cooper, 2010). Further,
the destination management organizations (DMOs) also
play a key role in achieving effective destination gov-
ernance for tourist destinations (Volgger & Pechlaner,
2014). It is also claimed that community models of
destination governance depend heavily on the high
networking capability that actors need to have within
the hierarchical structure.

Tourist destinations, which bring a number of ele-
ments together to a greater or lesser extent, should be
evaluated in a broader perspective. Here arises the
governance concept entailing public–private partner-
ships (Dredge, 2006; Yüksel, Bramwell, & Yüksel, 2005)
and a collaborative approach among stakeholders,
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which is itself a core element within any structure at
destination level (Reed, 1997; Zeppel, 2012). For the
better achievement of common goals and desired
objectives, stakeholders should cooperate, bringing
together their knowledge and competence in setting
objectives, as well as fully taking part in decision-mak-
ing processes (Graham et al., 2003; Song, Liu, & Chen,
2013; Valente et al., 2015; Wan & Bramwell, 2015).
Further, stakeholder collaboration will ensure dialogue,
interaction, and negotiation between contributors, pro-
viding necessary tourism policies and planning pro-
cesses (Bramwell & Lane, 2000).

Beaumont and Dredge (2010, p. 10) identify the
characteristics of good tourism governance at destina-
tion level, through which tourist destinations can reach
desired objectives and common goals using an effec-
tive governance structure, as follows:

● positive cultures, effective communication, and
engaged communities;

● transparency and accountability;
● vision and leadership;
● presence of diversity, equity, and inclusiveness of

all actors;
● developing knowledge, learning, and sharing

expertise;
● clear roles and responsibilities of actors and pro-

viding clear network operational structures and
processes.

Lack of information or the emergence of collabora-
tion problems among actors, creating an absence of
stakeholder effectiveness, may lead to difficulties in
terms of governance network at a destination level. In
this respect, ineffective governance is likely to impact
negatively on the achievement of common goals and
on pursuing effective strategies (Laws et al., 2011).

The concept of destination governance has been
further investigated from a diverse range of perspectives,
such as collaboration (Cioccio & Michael, 2007; Jiang &
Ritchie, 2017), sustainability (Borges, Eusébio, & Carvalho,
2014; Cizel, Ajanovic, & Cakar, 2016; Gill & Williams, 2014;
Hall, 2011b; Sofield & Li, 2011), political economy (Zahra,
2011), innovation (Halkier, 2014; Halkier, Kozak, &
Svensson, 2014; Pechlaner, Herntrei, Pichler, & Volgger,
2012b), network (Baggio et al., 2010; Gustafsson et al.,
2014), mobility (Dredge & Jamal, 2013), typology (Amore
& Hall, 2016), knowledge (Paraskevas, Altinay, McLean, &
Cooper, 2013), DMOs (Derco, 2013; Volgger & Pechlaner,
2014), event tourism (Dredge & Whitford, 2011), Cittaslow
movement (Presenza, Abbate, & Micera, 2015), cross-bor-
der (Blasco, Guia, & Prats, 2014), value chain (Song et al.,
2013), and business interest groups (Greenwood, 1993).

However, despite the increasing recognition of the
concept of governance, the existing academic literature
fails to deal with the issue of the crisis recovery process,
from a destination governance perspective . Moreover,
in the current literature there are a number of studies
discussing the adverse effects of crisis events
(Campiranon & Scott, 2014) rather than investigating
to what extent successful destination governance can
play a role in the creation of effective crisis manage-
ment and strategies. This paper is intended to fill this
gap in the literature.

Crisis and disaster management in tourism

Crises and disasters can be assessed in terms of man-
made and natural events (Maditinos & Vassiliadis, 2008;
Sausmarez, 2007). The term “disaster” is identified as
being an unpredictable event, in other words, one that
is not foreseen, while “crisis” is defined as an unex-
pected adverse incident that may be self-inflicted
(Faulkner, 2001; Prideaux, Laws, & Faulkner, 2003;
Ritchie, 2009; Timothy, 2006). One of the most compel-
ling distinctions between the terms crisis and disaster is
that while the resulting factors of emergence of the
crisis are subject to internal issues, a disaster is
described as a sudden and unforeseen event that can-
not be controlled (Ritchie, 2008).

Crises are split into two main generic categories:
natural and man-made (Glaesser, 2003). While financial
and economic crises or recessions (Hall, 2010; Martin &
Soria, 2014; Spencer, 2013; Stylidis & Terzidou, 2014),
wars and terrorist attacks (Blake & Sinclair, 2003;
Greenbaum & Hultquist, 2006; Goodrich, 2002;
Hitchcock & Putra, 2005; Korstanje, 2014; Larsen, 2011;
Ness, 2005; Sönmez et al., 1999), political instability or
unrest (Fletcher & Morakabati, 2008; Saha & Yap, 2014;
Sönmez, 1998), and social movements (Monterrubio,
2017) can be classified as man-made, epidemic or pan-
demic diseases such as the severe acute respiratory
syndrome (SARS) (Mao, Ding, & Lee, 2010; Wen et al.,
2005; Tew et al., 2008), earthquakes (Gray et al., 2014;
Orchiston, 2012, 2013), hurricanes (Ryu et al., 2013;
Woosnam & Kim, 2014), and tsunamis (Biggs et al.,
2012; Calgaro et al., 2014; Cohen, 2011; Kono &
Shinew, 2015; Teigen & Glad, 2011) are considered to
be tourism crises exacerbated by naturally influenced
events (Ghaderi et al., 2015).

In the existing academic literature there are many
forms of “crisis”, such as a monetary crisis, managerial
crisis, national crisis, and political crisis (Laws &
Prideaux, 2005). On the other hand, a disaster has four
different kinds of trigger events: nature-based, violence,
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technology, and deterioration (Pelling, Özerdem, &
Barakat, 2002).

Since tourist destinations are often defenceless
against threats affecting destination safety and market
perception resulting from crisis events, it is necessary
for them to develop crisis strategies and contingency
plans in response to adverse events (Beirman, 2003).
Thus, the presence of effective crisis management, both
for tourism organizations and tourist destinations, is
regarded as essential for the survival of the tourism
industry, one of the sectors most susceptible and vul-
nerable to crisis events (Henderson, 2003; Santana,
2004; Walters, Mair, & Lim, 2016).

Several different crisis and/or disaster management
models have been identified by a number of scholars in
the existing literature within the tourism domain
(Hughey & Becken, 2016; Jones, 2016; Liu, Gray, &
Krieger, 2016; Pforr & Hosie, 2008).

Murphy and Bayley (1989) developed a disaster plan-
ning model composed of four stages: assessment,
warning, impact, and recovery. Evans and Elphick
(2005) proposed a crisis management model that inte-
grates crisis management with strategic planning, pre-
paring exhaustive contingency plans, defining roles and
responsibilities, and providing flexibility.

Crisis management has both proactive and reactive
approaches (Moe & Pathranarakul, 2006), while at the
same time encapsulating a specific series of phases
through which it may be possible to prevent a crisis
(Scott & Laws, 2005). There are four major crisis phases
introduced by Kash and Darling (1998) – prodromal,
acute, chronic, and resolution – while Glaesser (2003)
classifies crises into three phases: potential, latent, and
acute. Even though a number of crisis management
stages exist in the literature, the most prevalent and
well-known model was summarized and temporally
divided up by Henderson (2003) into three stages,
namely pre- (planning), during (response), and post-
crisis (recovery) (Huang, Tseng, & Petrick, 2008; Hystad
& Keller, 2008). On the other hand, Faulkner’s (2001)
model is also one of the most commonly used, consist-
ing of six stages, namely pre-event, prodromal, emer-
gency, intermediate, long-term, and resolution.

Hosie and Smith (2004) deal with the issue of crisis
management from a distinct perspective by offering
four stages – prevention, preparation, response, and
recovery – that can be used by many organizations, at
both local and national levels. In this approach, learning
plays a crucial role in the successful implementation of
crisis management. By adopting the Cusp Catastrophe
Model, Mao et al. (2010) focus on exploring the nature
of the recovery process, and reveal the main differences
among various nations by offering a comparative

model. Orchiston (2012) proffers a seismic risk scenario
planning model by integrating a natural emergency
planning process with sustainable tourism strategies.
The author aimed to identify fragilities in the sector
while underscoring the physical results, in terms of
certain dimensions of tourism-related issues, such as
infrastructure, transport, food supply, rescue, and survi-
val. Whether sharing common features or having differ-
ent characteristics, all the models mentioned above
involve different stages in which key actors are given
a crucial role in reducing the adverse impact of crises
within organizations or destinations.

Methodology and research design

The present research has adopted the case study
approach in order to examine the degree to which
there exists coordination, cooperation, communication,
and a shared knowledge among local actors at the
destination level, as well as aiming to identify CFSs for
effective destination governance in the development of
necessary crisis management strategies. The case study
approach is often used by qualitative researchers from a
diverse range of disciplines in order to analyze and
better understand complex social phenomena (Yin,
2009). This approach is often described as a method
for studying a phenomenon for which interviews,
observations, pre-recorded documents, and secondary
data can be used (Bhattacherjee, 2012).

Antalya as a tourist destination

The tourism industry is a key sector for Turkey in terms
of economic growth (Arslantürk & Atan, 2012). The
direct contribution of tourism revenue to the gross
domestic product (GDP) is seen as fundamental since
the country’s economy is heavily reliant on such rev-
enue as a source of export income (Yilanci & Eris, 2012).
Major market sources of the country in 2014 were
Germany, Russia, and the United Kingdom (UK)
(Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development [OECD], 2016), while Antalya was mostly
preferred by German and Russian travelers in 2015
(Antalya İl Kültür ve Turizm Müdürlüğü, 2017). Antalya
is a city regarded as one of the most popular tourist
destinations in Turkey, after Istanbul, hosting a large
number of foreign visitors from different countries
across the world (Erkuş-Öztürk & Eraydın, 2010). It also
has several popular holiday provinces (e.g. Alanya,
Belek, Kemer, Side, Manavgat) that are visited every
year by a number of domestic and international visitors.
It encapsulates a diverse range of tourism activities
involving, for example, culture, sea, sports, health,
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winter, conventions, caving, camping, golf, hunting,
congress and yacht tourism (Antalya Destination,
2015), which are provided by package tours.
According to statistical data calculated as the distribu-
tion of foreigners by province of entry arriving in Turkey
by both sea and air, Antalya welcomed 11,498,519 for-
eign tourists in 2014 (Ministry of Culture and Tourism,
2015). During the period from January to July 2015,
Antalya was rated the second most-visited city among
five others, with 6,054,084 tourists on the list of foreign-
ers by province of entry (Türkiye Seyahat Acentaları
Birliği [TÜRSAB], 2015). Over the last two decades
there have been several major crises – a forest fire in
2008, a refugee crisis in 2010, a diplomatic crisis with
Russia in 2015 and with the Netherlands in 2017, and a
traffic accident involving a tour bus in 2017 – which
have directly and indirectly affected tourism in the city,
as well as the marketability and image of the tourist
destination. Nevertheless, the city has the potential to
regain its former reputation by restoring travelers’ con-
fidence, and improving its image through the recovery
process.

Data collection

Within the context of data triangulation, the empirical
components of data collection consist of in situ inter-
views, participant observation, and document analysis
(Annual Report published by the City Council of
Antalya,-Antalya Kent Konseyi Çalışma Raporu [The
Annual Report of Antalya City Council, 2014]-official
websites of public and private representatives-Antalya
Destination, 2015; Antalya İl Kültür ve Turizm
Müdürlüğü, 2017; Ministry of Culture and Tourism,
2015; Türkiye Seyahat Acentaları Birliği, 2015-). At the
initial stage, participants were contacted via telephone
to see if they would be willing to participate in the
research project. Once they had accepted, participants
were informed about the research aims and the struc-
ture of the interview. Only one of the research partici-
pants answered the semi-structured questions via email
instead of in a face-to-face interview. The qualitative
interviews were recorded and then transcribed into a
written document to enable an analysis of data. All
interviews were conducted by the same researcher in
Turkish and then translated into English. Semi-struc-
tured qualitative questions, based on a perusal of sec-
ondary sources such as current literature and document
analysis, were: “Who is the main person responsible for
developing strategies, and directing and coordinating
actors in times of crisis and disaster?” and “Is there any
pre-set strategy introduced by tourism stakeholders to
minimize the adverse effects of a crisis that may occur

in the future?” In order to gain further insights and elicit
hidden meanings some additional questions were also
asked during the course of the interview, such as “If yes,
please could you explain what they are?”, “Please could
you share with us your experience and any observa-
tions you have had during times of crisis?”, “What was
your reaction?”, and “What were your observations
regarding behavior that was exhibited by tourists dur-
ing times of crisis?”

Research participants

The main tourism stakeholders consist of various actors
and groups of interest, such as accommodation busi-
nesses, attractions, tour companies, service providers,
government agencies, tourism offices, and local com-
munity representatives (Baggio et al., 2010; March &
Wilkinson, 2009). Yıldırım, Çizel, Çalışkan, Özdemir, and
Helhel (2012) conducted research in Antalya to deter-
mine the role of actors who could potentially contribute
to tourism, both directly and indirectly. Three classifica-
tions of actors were highlighted: core actors (those
directly providing tourism services and goods), first
cycle group of actors (those offering, regulating, and
monitoring products and services), and second cycle
group of actors (those supporting core and the first
cycle group of actors).

The potential stakeholders list can be further extended
with the addition of governments, different special inter-
est groups, various branches of the tourism industry, resi-
dents, DMOs, and visitors (Gustafsson et al., 2014). On the
basis of the research objectives, the participants of the
present study were selected according to their experience,
position in and knowledge of the field. In addition to the
key roles of actors engaged in management and decision-
making processes, work experience in the field was also
influential in choosing research participants in order to
obtain a deeper insight into and greater understanding
of the phenomenon being investigated.

Based on snowball sampling, the 10 research parti-
cipants were selected from authoritative positions (one
interview was conducted via email while the remaining
interviews were face-to-face): the general secretary of
the City Council of Antalya, the general manager of a 5-
star hotel, and one person from each of the following
groups: the Association of Professional Hotel Managers,
the Association of Antalya Tourist Guides, the Ministry
of Culture and Tourism Antalya Office, Akdeniz
University Faculty of Tourism, Antalya Chamber of
Industry and Trade, Turkey’s Hotel Restaurant and
Entertainment Workers Trade Union, the Association of
Turkish Travel Agencies, and the Association of Travel
Agencies Managers. All participants were recruited
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during their working hours and all interviews were
conducted within their office environment. The dura-
tion of the interviews ranged between 38 and 91 min-
utes. The in-depth interviews were conducted during
the period of 2014–2016. During the interviews, respon-
dents were asked semi-structured questions in order to
gain a better understanding of their knowledge with
regard to crisis management. Within the context of
theoretical saturation, the sampling of the study was
restricted, as similar data were (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).

Data analysis

In order to elicit concise information, a general
inductive content analysis was used for analyzing
qualitative data. Miles and Huberman’s (1994) con-
tent analysis model was utilized for the analysis of
data, which is described as an approach that can be
applied in a systematic way through which the
researcher can divide raw data into themes and
categories by interpreting, theorizing, or making
sense of the data (Mehmetoglu & Altinay, 2006).
The following four steps were maintained during
the course of data analysis: decreasing data, display
of data, description of data, and verification of data.
During the process of data analysis, the first step
was the generation of a conceptual category at the
level of abstraction. In the second stage, the rela-
tionship between concept and categories was
sought by coders, who reviewed and refined the
collected data, while the third phase consisted of
conceptualizing and expressing connections arising
from themes and categories (Punch, 2011).

During the qualitative content analysis process, after
coding was realized coders reduced obtained data into
meaningful themes and categories through which con-
cepts were generated, and at subsequent stages refined
data was transferred into documents and transcripts
(Creswell, 2007). During the course of interpreting the
data, different levels of explicitness, abstraction, and
systematization deriving from patterns were also iden-
tified by the researcher (Strauss, 2003). To provide
research reliability and objectivity (confirmability), the
coding process of the data was maintained indepen-
dently by two researchers (Creswell, 2009; Decrop,
1999). As a consequence, categories of words falling

under the main themes created, on which there was
strong agreement, were extracted (Table 1).

Results

After the coding process was finalized, the raw data was
refined and condensed and subsequently four main
themes, created by the coders, who reached a high
level of agreement amongst themselves, were identi-
fied. The four themes, namely responsiveness, shared
roles, strategy formation, and collaboration, represent
the CFSs of effective destination governance for the
creation of strategy in response to crises. These themes
are followed by categories of words based on in situ
interviews, and were identified in the coding scheme.

The observation process allowed for a better under-
standing of the interaction between actors and the
ways in which main tourism stakeholders make deci-
sions. A meeting, lasting approximately two hours, was
hosted by the City Council, working under the treaty of
municipal law. The researcher was not formally involved
in the meeting, but participated as an observer in order
to remain neutral. During the course of observation,
some key points were written down as notes. The elec-
tion of the board of directors was made during the
initial phase of the meeting of the stakeholders, which
was followed by a discussion of some of the problems
needing to be resolved with respect to tourism activity
in the city. The most important observation made dur-
ing the meeting was that there were no representatives
of any tourism-related worker unions. After data analy-
sis was completed, four CSFs emerged for effective
destination governance in response to crises: CSF1:
responsiveness: readiness and preparedness; CSF2:
shared roles: communication and sharing knowledge;
CSF3: strategy formation: reactive and proactive; and
CSF4: collaboration: cooperation and coordination
(Figure 1).

The common beliefs, ideas, and opinions of local
actors in Antalya are presented below, and participants’
responses are direct quotations.

CSF1: responsiveness

Under the main theme of “responsiveness”, prepared-
ness and readiness were found to be categories of the
first CSF. It was found on the basis of the in situ inter-
views that due to the existing governance structure,
public actors who represent central government are
assumed to be the key players in determining tourism
policies and strategies, to the exclusion of the remain-
ing actors. Since this approach engenders a lack of
effective planning, local actors commonly fail to

Table 1. Critical success factors for destination governance.
Themes Categories

Responsiveness Preparedness, Readiness
Shared roles Communication, Sharing knowledge
Strategy formation Reactive, Proactive
Collaboration Cooperation, Coordination
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prepare effective management strategies in response to
crises. This idea is supported by the statement of one of
the key research participants:

[. . .] at the moment, we, as a City Council, don’t have
any previously created strategy [. . .] In general, the
government has a plan for disasters and crises, and
this includes tourism.

The interviews further revealed that the unequal
distribution of power among actors creates an absence
of collaborative initiatives in determining and develop-
ing effective crisis management strategies, and in
achieving long-term goals and objectives. Moreover,
the participants stated that the existing strategies and
crisis management plans were insufficient, involving
mundane remedies or a contingency approach using
reactive strategies rather than the proactive ones
needed by the tourism industry during times of crisis.
The basic idea behind this stance is expressed by one of
the research participants:

We do not think there is any seriously developed
strategy on the part of related organizations or asso-
ciations with regard to alleviating the kind of crises
which will probably occur in Antalya city [. . .] Action
is only taken when critical events occur. A long-term
strategy regarding what should be done before the
emergence of a crisis does not exist. I have been
doing this job for 20 years, but so far I have not
been invited to any meeting involving measures
that should be takenin the case of possible future
crises.

The issue of power distribution within the struc-
tures of governance is a sociopolitical construction
firmly grounded in a political economy relying on
the actors’ positions, interests, and values, and also
based on how they interact with each other (Wan &
Bramwell, 2015). In a nutshell, the stakeholders of
Antalya commonly hold the belief that their respon-
siveness toward crises is very limited due to the
absence of a vision and leadership, which stems
from a lack of interaction, thus hindering the creation
of effective crisis management strategies. These
results are also supported by, and consistent with,
previous research (Beritelli & Bieger, 2014; Cizel
et al., 2016).

CSF2: shared roles

On completion of the coding process, communication
and sharing knowledge were identified as categories
falling under the main theme of “shared roles”. From
the perspective of local actors, cooperation and coordi-
nation are an integral part of communication, while
communication is regarded as one of the most crucial
elements for stakeholders (Renn, 2015). In addition to
the unclear distribution of roles between actors, the
existing pattern of communication among stakeholders
has also been found to be an unsatisfactory and pro-
blematic issue with regard to providing an effective
governance structure.

Figure 1. Model of critical success factors for effective destination governance in times of crisis.
CSF: critical success factor.
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Given the distribution of roles among actors, without
doubt the Governorship is the most important political
actor. At the same time, it is the actor that holds the
power of coordination. We are in a position which is
considered to be the second most important actor,
after the Governor’s Office.

As can be seen from the interviews, some important
stakeholders do not have sufficient power or knowl-
edge to make an adequate contribution to the deci-
sion-making process (Jiang & Ritchie, 2017). This issue
creates an absence of stakeholder activism with regard
to providing interaction based on effective communica-
tion, which is an obstacle to building successful crisis
management strategies, as stated by one of the
research participants:

Communication between non-governmental organiza-
tions and the private sector (which are the most
affected) is more intense, but not at the desired level.

This kind of difference can be assumed to cause
problems between stakeholders since the effectiveness
of their interaction is key in determining and imple-
menting rules (Baggio et al., 2010). The main actors
responsible for developing strategies, and directing
and coordinating stakeholders in times of crisis and
disaster, as believed by the research participants, are
the Governorship and the Ministry of Culture and
Tourism Antalya Office. These are both central actors
whose absolute power is equally significant in the
determination of strategies and common goals at a
local level (Bramwell, 2011).

In times of possible crisis, from a touristic perspective,
the State is the owner of this business (as the main
responsible actor). Governorships, on behalf of the
State, stand at the forefront of this business at local
level. The Governorship and the Ministry of Culture and
Tourism Provincial Office are responsible for program-
ming and planning [. . .] I cannot say there is a high level
of coordination and cooperation but I can attest to the
presence of natural dynamics.

Possible problems may emerge regarding the
issue of destination leadership, which is closely
linked to actors and actions at a destination level,
owing to a preponderance of some agents deriving
their position from using their power over others
(Beritelli & Bieger, 2014). Another crucial point is
that a lack of shared roles, cooperation, coordination,
communication, and information transfer seems to
be another issue among actors. Regarding govern-
ance, due to the unequal distribution of power
between non-state and public representatives, the
latter’s force being derived from central state
power, an absence of stakeholder effectiveness is

created. The issue of ineffective governance becomes
more apparent when cooperation and coordination,
seen as the main characteristics of destination man-
agement and governance, which should include all
actors, are limited (Pechlaner, Bachinger, Volgger, &
Fischer, 2014).

First, institutions and organizations, civil society organi-
zations related to tourism, need to admit that they all
have equal weight. There should not be a hierarchy [. . .]
the degree to which actors hold their roles is not very
clear, leading to the issue of ineffective communication,
and thus hindering the creation of effective crisis man-
agement strategies.

Based on such statements, which are commonly
supported by the participants, it can be clearly under-
stood that the state plays a significant role in determin-
ing tourism strategies and planning in terms of
achieving common goals, and holds power over non-
state or non-governmental actors at the local level. In
this regard, overall the Governorship is seen as the most
authoritative and influential political actor in develop-
ing and pursuing necessary policies and strategies at a
local level. This kind of power explains how govern-
ment-related or -led bodies have such a strong say in
the determination of and intervention in local policies
(Bramwell, 2006).

CSF3: strategy formation

Regarding the issue of pre-determined and pre-set stra-
tegies in response to challenges that may potentially
occur, it is clear that stakeholders remain unprepared in
dealing effectively with crises. Under the theme of
“strategy formation”, both reactive and proactive
approaches were encountered. Overall, research parti-
cipants expressed the opinion that crisis responses
were simply reactive rather than being predetermined.

There is no developed ready strategy on this issue, but
due to frequently experienced crises the tourism indus-
try has itself developed habits through experience.
There is an embedded immune system with a habitual
response.

We, as a work association, do not have any organized
measures or developed strategies in place to deal with
a crisis.

It can be concluded from the above statements that
there is no predetermined effective strategy in response
to potential crisis events; rather, strategy plans are con-
tingent and emergent. In other words, the disaster or
crisis management strategies in use at tourist

794 K. ÇAKAR



destinations are applied only when critical incidents
occur (Ritchie, 2008).

[. . .] there may be a written crisis guide in the
Governor’s Office and in the Ministry of Culture and
Tourism Antalya Office. However, it is economically
debatable in real life to what extent such crisis plans
overlap with the current tourism crisis. So far, I have not
seen such a crisis plan, I have not read one, I have not
seen one [. . .] Obviously, I must conclude that there is
no general crisis management [strategy]. Each actor
tries to manage a crisis as best they can.

Another key feature is that although the knowledge
of crisis strategies of related actors has been strength-
ened through past experiences, it still remains inade-
quate in dealing with crisis events and continues to
expose the city to their negative consequences
(Paraskevas et al., 2013). However, more interestingly,
most of the participants declared that their own pre-
determined crisis management strategy had been built
independently, while only one respondent stated that
no pre-developed strategy existed in their company:

The biggest issue concerning Antalya is that effective
pre-planning in the face of a crisis has not been orga-
nized . . . Antalya has been experiencing crises every
two to three years since the development of the tourist
industry in the region. However, even if we had a well-
organized plan and program, involving the private sec-
tor and the government, it would still be imperfect.

As a consequence, it can also be seen from the
interviews that in times of crisis there is no consensus
among stakeholders to cooperate in order to create an
effective crisis management strategy. It should also be
noted that one of the most substantive points to be
underlined by a research participant is that apart from
decreasing the detrimental impact of crises, the social
exclusion of local people from tourist activities and the
feasibility of inbound tourism is also seen to be a highly
problematic issue.

CSF4: collaboration

Collaboration, the last theme, is followed by the cate-
gories of coordination and cooperation. Collaboration is
the process whereby solving problems is undertaken by
including a wide range of actors whose objective
reflects the common interest of and benefit for all
(Jiang & Ritchie, 2017). Collaboration in the context of
crisis management entails a partnership of all stake-
holders, including public and private representatives
at the destination level (Campiranon & Scott, 2014).

According to the key participants involved in the
formation of an effective crisis management strategy,

the public bodies of the state are more powerful and
authoritative than the other actors.

The City Council convenes once a month. [. . .] regarding
the issue of cooperation, not enough meetings are
planned to achieve such a collaborative ideal [. . .]
there may well be a strategy developed for a crisis in
the Governor’s Office. This shows the Governor’s Office
to be the most important and authoritative actor at the
local level, after the Ministry.

Clearly, the existing problem of a lack of coordina-
tion and cooperation among actors hinders stake-
holders from developing necessary crisis management
and strategies (Jiang & Rtichie, 2017). Insufficient coor-
dination and cooperation among the key actors is also
supported by another research participant:

[. . .] I can also say that there is no adequate coordina-
tion and cooperation.

The majority of participants also commented on the
absence of proactive strategies to be implemented
prior to a crisis. They agreed that the presence of such
strategies was vital and that strategies should be imple-
mented by the main tourism stakeholders, which would
entail collaborative initiatives and close cooperation
among local actors.

Discussion

This is the first study which has attempted to describe
the CSFs involved in the creation of effective strategies
for successful tourism destination governance, and it
has done so by examining the attitudes of local actors
toward the issue of effective crisis management. The
CSFs, providing a deeper understanding of destination
governance, were identified based on the results of this
study, and incorporating them into a crisis manage-
ment plan would benefit both industry practitioners
and destination managers. Also, it has been revealed
in this research based on interviews with key local
stakeholders, that the enforcement of the developed
model referring to CSFs would help tourism planners
and managers address the issue of good destination
governance when dealing with crisis situations.

In considering CSF1 and CSF3, which are concerned
with responsiveness and strategy formation, the results
confirm that stakeholders have not learned any signifi-
cant lessons from past crisis events, and that they do
not appear to be any better prepared for future inci-
dents (Hystad and Keller, 2008). The results also illus-
trate that an unequal distribution of power, through
which public representatives are given authority, thus
precipitating problems among actors in terms of shared
roles (CSF2), has given rise to ineffective
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communication of crisis knowledge (Paraskevas et al.,
2013). Considering strategy formation (CSF3), it can be
seen that it displays reactive rather than proactive
approaches in terms of strategies which need to be
prepared for future crises. One could put forward the
idea that due to a lack of good tourism governance at
destination level, all the CSFs which have emerged from
this study are partly reflected by the tourism
stakeholders.

More interestingly, findings seem to support the fact
that stakeholders have not developed and prepared
proactive strategies for future crisis events due to the
absence of adequate collaboration (CSF4) among local
actors. As a consequence, CSF4 proves that the pre-
sence of effective collaboration (cooperation and coor-
dination) can potentially provide proactive responses to
future crises, and this strategy should be cultivated by
governance leaders at the local level (Sheppard &
Williams, 2016). It can thus be concluded that there is
limited evidence of cooperation between private and
government-led actors in developing necessary crisis
management strategies, and of proactive stakeholder
responses to adverse events. Moreover, it is also clear
that there are no examples of effective host community
participation despite the presence of limited coopera-
tion and ineffective communication among some local
stakeholders (Gurtner, 2016). These findings reveal that
there is a substantial relationship between the type of
governance being adopted by local stakeholders and
effective crisis management, which plays a crucial role
in destination governance as it determines the degree
to which local actors have the capacity to act in a
proactive way.

The responsiveness (CSF1) of stakeholders to crisis
events has been found to be very low and insufficient
due to ineffective communication, while at the same
time shared roles (CSF2) remain at an unsatisfactory
level. On the one hand, strategy formation (CSF3) is
heavily based on a reactive approach rather than a
proactive one, and on the other hand, a low level of
cooperation among actors has created a lack of colla-
boration (CSF4). Therefore, the conclusion of this paper
is that there is an ineffective governance structure in
Antalya stemming from a lack of coordination, knowl-
edge transfer, communication, and information flow
among actors, which has led to an inability to build
the necessary strategies required to respond to crisis
events (Jiang & Ritchie, 2017). In this regard, assuming
that the concept of stakeholder represents governance
at the destination level within a tourist domain, one can
clearly see that the problem is “governance with many
governments” (Collignon, 2006) or “governance without
government”, since governance is not applicable in the

absence of government(s) (Rosenau, 1992). More pre-
cisely, in line with the results of the present study, the
problem of Antalya as a tourist destination can be
stated as being governance with (only) a few govern-
ments, since two actors, whose authority and domi-
nance derive from state force, seem to have more
power, over those agents at the tourism level. Further,
for the successful achievement of tourism destination
governance at a local level, the findings of this study
indicate that the relationship between local people and
stakeholders is seen to be essential, reflecting a delicate
congruence between the two.

The presence of an ineffective governance structure
is also an obstacle to building a necessary and proactive
strategy for crisis events, while a centralized govern-
ance approach, decreasing stakeholders’ responsive-
ness, ensures that the inclusiveness of non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) is neglected and
doomed to failure (Cizel et al., 2016; Erkuş-Öztürk,
2011; Göymen, 2000; Yüksel et al., 2005). One of the
most substantial findings of the present study is that
there is a strong relationship between the type of
governance being adopted at destination level and
effective crisis management, in terms of strategies to
deal with challenges that may occur during and after
crisis events. Linked to this argument it can also be said
that effective crisis management strategies are only
possible with the establishment of a strong governance
structure that is adopted by the main tourism
stakeholders.

Conclusions, recommendations, and
implications

The concept of governance is an ambiguous one, as the
findings of this study have revealed. In essence, the
concept of governance has itself a broader meaning
and broader dimensions than simply the presupposed
issue of government (Cope, Leishman, & Starie, 1997).
There are two main reasons for an ineffective govern-
ance structure. The first is a misunderstanding of the
context of governance, since governance and manage-
ment are often confused, leading to the fact that the
former is usually evaluated simply as a management
process (Cizel et al., 2016) in which only a few actors
have limited access to direct control over the distribu-
tion of resources. Garvare and Johansson (2010)
labelled this group of interest the “primary stake-
holder”. The second reason is that Antalya’s governance
structure illustrates a convergence toward a centralized
and more bureaucratic approach (top-down), rather
than a decentralized one (bottom-up) (Farmaki, 2015;
Ruhanen et al., 2010). This encapsulates a strongly
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hierarchical type of approach in which the sustainability
of tourism is fundamentally embedded within the gov-
ernance structure itself as a core element. Therefore,
the actors representing the public arena seem to be
more influential and dominant in pursuing strategies
and exerting their power with regard to local policies
and the managing of local resources (Göymen, 2000),
the power of the local representatives being firmly
grounded in the transfer of authority and control
given by the central state (Yüksel et al., 2005). This
approach of “one size fits all” adopted by the central
government, in terms of tourism planning, policies, and
strategies, is not viable for all tourism destinations
within the country, as each destination is different and
has a different tourism governance structure at local
level.

Overall, the majority of research participants agreed
that the Governorship and the Ministry of Culture and
Tourism Antalya Office are the most authoritative and
influential bodies at a local level, whose power over
private agents has been endorsed by central govern-
ment. They further stated that these public bodies hold
absolute power over all local actors, with the ability to
decide policies, strategies, and planning processes. This
style of management restricts the development of an
effective destination governance structure, which sub-
sequently prevents the formation and improvement of
necessary crisis strategy plans. Moreover, it goes against
the idea that the planning and policy process can be
accessed by all actors equally (Reed, 1997). From the
above-mentioned statements, one could consider this
to be an issue of democracy and inequality, which is a
governance problem as it leads to the exclusion of
certain actors while at the same time empowering
elites. In other words, the fact that those who are able
to use their power over agents with less power begs
the question: to what extent is this type of governance
democratic? (Hazenberg, 2015).

Based on research findings, the issue of sharing knowl-
edge and information between stakeholders emerges
when actors who hold more power due to their political
status can directly influence the political agenda and
decision-making process, particularly during a time of
crisis. This problem can be explained in several different
ways. First, the relationship between power and knowl-
edge becomes more conspicuous. Here, the concept of
power is equated with knowledge since possessing
knowledge engenders power (Foucault, 1980). Thus, on
the basis of this research it has been found that the
limited capability of tourism stakeholders to engage in
the elicitation and distribution of knowledge during all
phases of a crisis, has led to inaction and ineffectiveness in
strategy formation (Jia, Shi, Jia, & Li, 2012).

Luke (2005) claims that power is engendered
through the ability of external actors to shape agents.
One of the key implications of the present research is
that external actions, meaning the regulatory initiatives
emanating from the power of the state, are likely to
elicit internal reactions and influence stakeholder sub-
groups (Hardy, 2005), since the stakeholder theory pos-
tulates that many groups may have a direct impact on
the managerial decision-making process (Presenza &
Cipollina, 2010). This kind of dependence is supported
by the external control of organizations in terms of use,
allocation, and control of resources, as asserted by
Pfeffer and Salancik (1978). The basic logic behind this
issue can be explained by the challenges that surround
governments, international institutions, and organiza-
tions, which occur in the geopolitical arena and, there-
fore, one needs an effective response to remove them
(Bruce-Lockhart, 2016).

Given the political culture of the state (Chilton,
1988), the main reason behind this can be attributed
to the geoculture the state possesses (Wallerstein,
2014), through which local representatives of the public
domain can use their power directly to exert control
over other agents in the management of local resources
granted by the central government, and explained by
Timothy (2007) as disempowerment. Put more suc-
cinctly, a governance structure is largely determined
by the central government, which is reliant on a coun-
try’s historical development, specific laws, institutions,
and political culture (Scott & Marzano, 2015).

Therefore, government intervention becomes more
apparent, both in the tourism sector and in decision-
making processes, where decision makers strive to
build necessary strategies (Go & Trunfio, 2012). This
relationship can also be interpreted through Gramsci’s
(1999) power and hegemony stance, which is inextric-
ably intertwined with a political context. In a nutshell, it
can be concluded that this type of state is effective in
the creation of governance structure and also modes of
governance (Erkuş-Öztürk, 2011). In simple terms, the
concept of governance means a diminishing of state
powers, since the collective decision-making process
entails stakeholders’ involvement in all stages, and col-
lective or public problems are transferred to non-gov-
ernmental or private actors so as to improve the
problem-solving ability of political systems
(Hazenberg, 2015).

Based on the respondents’ opinions on and ideas of
effective crisis management, an ideal governance struc-
ture is seen as vital, the absence of which inhibits the
generation of effective crisis management strategies
and planning for stakeholders at a local level. This
study proposes several recommendations to address
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this situation. First of all, some stakeholders, who have a
high level of interest but possess little power, need to
be empowered (Jiang & Ritchie, 2017). Providing sus-
tainable and maintainable tourism activities dealing
with effective crisis management should be ensured
and this is only possible by providing proactive strate-
gies rather than reactive ones. In order to realize this
objective, all actors should periodically come together
to discuss such issues. Moreover, stakeholders need to
be involved at all stages, especially in the development
of predetermined strategies rather than emergent ones,
in response to future challenges. Further, there needs
to be a unique coordination unit whose control, coor-
dination, and management activities should be inde-
pendently endorsed by both public and non-
government-led actors in order to provide an effective
response in times of crisis. In order to realize this goal,
networks of the different actors should be set up
through which collaborative initiatives would lead to
the sharing of policy-making authority, responsibility,
and development at different levels, which would sub-
sequently provide effective communication, coopera-
tion, and coordination among actors (Scott & Marzano,
2015). Consequently, decisions to be taken need to be
realized by collective action on the part of all stake-
holders, including the local community (Hazenberg,
2015), which is seen as a raison d’être of effective tour-
ism destination governance.

The limitations of the present research are twofold.
First, due to time constraints, the implementation of a
focus group could not be conducted with the main
tourism stakeholders. Second, the case study is limited
by the inclusion of only one tourist destination. Future
research should concentrate on implementing a focus
group discussion with local contributors in order to
analyze more deeply the CSFs among stakeholders by
utilizing a multiple-case approach from a comparative
perspective within the concept of tourism governance.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author.

References

Amore, A., & Hall, C. M. (2016). From Governance to Meta-
Governance in Tourism?: Re-Incorporating Politics, Interests
and Values in the Analysis of Tourism Governance. Tourism
Recreation Research, 41(2), 109–122. doi:10.1080/
02508281.2016.1151162

Antalya Destination. (2015). Retreived September 25, 2015,
from http://www.antalyadestination.com/en

Antalya İl Kültür ve Turizm Müdürlüğü. (2017). Retreived April
12, 2017, from http://www.antalyakulturturizm.gov.tr/

Antalya Kent Konseyi. (2014). Antalya Kent Konseyi Çalışma
Raporu [The Annual Report of Antalya City Council].
Antalya.

Arslantürk, Y., & Atan, S. (2012). Dynamic Relation between
Economic Growth, Foreign Exchange and Tourism Incomes:
An Economic Perspective on Turkey. Journal of Business,
Economics & Finance, 1(1), 30–37.

Aschauer, W. (2010). Perceptions of Tourists at Risky
Destinations: A Model of Psychological Influence Factors.
Tourism Review, 65(2), 4–20. doi:10.1108/
16605371011061589

Baggio, R., & Cooper, C. (2010). Knowledge Transfer in a
Tourism Destination: The Effects of a Network Structure.
The Service Industrial Service, 30(10), 1757–1771.
doi:10.1080/02642060903580649

Baggio, R., Scott, N., & Cooper, C.. (2010). Improving Tourism
Destination Governance: A Complexity Science Approach.
Tourism Review, 65(4), 51–60. doi:10.1108/
16605371011093863

Beaumont, N., & Dredge, D. (2010). Local Tourism Governance:
A Comparison of three Network Approaches. Journal of
Sustainable Tourism, 18(1), 7–28. doi:10.1080/
09669580903215139

Beirman, D. (2003). Restoring tourism destinations in crisis.
Australia: Allen & Unwin.

Beritelli, P., & Bieger, T. (2014). From destination governance
to destination leadership: Defining and exploring the sig-
nificance with the help of a systemic perspective. Tourism
Review, 69(1), 25–46. doi:10.1108/TR-07-2013-0043

Beritelli, P., Bieger, T., & Laesser, C. (2007). Destination govern-
ance: Using corporate governance theories as a foundation
for effective destination management. Journal of Travel
Research, 46(1), 96–107. doi:10.1177/0047287507302385

Bhattacherjee, A. (2012). Social science research: Principles,
methods, and practices, textbook collection, book 3,
Retreived May 23, 2015, from http://scholarcommons.usf.
edu/oa_textbooks/3

Blasco, D., Guia, J., & Prats, L. (2014). Emergence of govern-
ance in cross-border destinations. Annals of Tourism
Research, 49, 159–173. doi:10.1016/j.annals.2014.09.002

Boniface, B., & Cooper, C. (2009). Worldwide destinations case-
book: The geography of travel and tourism (2nd ed., pp. 20–
33). Oxford: Elsevier.

Borges, M., Eusébio, C., & Carvalho, N. (2014). Governance for
sustainable tourism: A review and directions for future
research. European Journal of Tourism Research, 7, 45–56.

Bramwell, B. (2006). Actors, power, and discourses of growth
limits. Annals of Tourism Research, 33(4), 957–978.
doi:10.1016/j.annals.2006.04.001

Bramwell, B. (2011). Governance, the state and sustainable
tourism: A political economy approach. Journal of
Sustainable Tourism, 19(4–5), 459–477. doi:10.1080/
09669582.2011.576765

Bramwell, B., & Lane, B. (2000). Tourism collaboration and
partnerships: Politics, practice and sustainability. Clevedon:
Channel View Publications.

Bramwell, B., & Sharman, A. (1999). Collaboration in local
tourism policymaking. Annals of Tourism Research, 26(2),
392–415. doi:10.1016/S0160-7383(98)00105-4

798 K. ÇAKAR

https://doi.org/10.1080/02508281.2016.1151162
https://doi.org/10.1080/02508281.2016.1151162
http://www.antalyadestination.com/en
http://www.antalyakulturturizm.gov.tr/
https://doi.org/10.1108/16605371011061589
https://doi.org/10.1108/16605371011061589
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642060903580649
https://doi.org/10.1108/16605371011093863
https://doi.org/10.1108/16605371011093863
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669580903215139
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669580903215139
https://doi.org/10.1108/TR-07-2013-0043
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287507302385
http://scholarcommons.usf.edu/oa_textbooks/3
http://scholarcommons.usf.edu/oa_textbooks/3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2014.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2006.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.576765
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.576765
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(98)00105-4


Bruce-Lockhart, A. (2016). What do we mean by ‘Governance’?
Retrieved May 22, 2016 from https://www.weforum.org/

Byrd, E. T. (2007). Stakeholders in sustainable tourism devel-
opment and their roles: Applying stakeholder theory to
sustainable tourism development. Tourism Review, 62(2),
6–13. doi:10.1108/16605370780000309

Byrd, E. T., Cárdenas, D. A., & Greenwood, J. B. (2008). Factors
of stakeholder understanding of tourism: The case of
Eastern North Carolina. Tourism and Hospitality Research, 8
(3), 192–204. doi:10.1057/thr.2008.21

Campiranon, K., & Scott, N. (2014). Critical success factors for
crisis recovery management: A case study of Phuket hotels.
Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 31(3), 313–326.
doi:10.1080/10548408.2013.877414

Chilton, S. (1988). Defining political culture. The Western
Political Quarterly, 41(3), 419–445. doi:10.2307/448596

Cioccio, L., & Michael, E. J. (2007). Hazard or disaster:
Tourism management for the inevitable in Northeast
Victoria. Tourism Management, 28(1), 1–11. doi:10.1016/
j.tourman.2005.07.015

Cizel, B., Ajanovic, E., & Cakar, K. (2016). Prerequisites for effec-
tive and sustainable destination governance. Anatolia, 27(2),
155–166. doi:10.1080/13032917.2015.1058831

Collignon, S. (2006). Why Europe is not becoming the world’s
most dynamic economic: The Lisbon strategy, macroeco-
nomic stability and the dilemma of governance with gov-
ernments, new Lisbon strategy. Retrieved July 27, 2014
f r om , h t t p : / / www . s t e f a n c o l l i g n o n . d e / P D F /
NewLisbonStrategy_8nov.pdf

Cope, S., Leishman, F., & Starie, P. (1997). Globalization, new public
management and the enabling State Futures of police man-
agement. International Journal of Public Sector Management, 10
(6), 444–460. doi:10.1108/09513559710190816

Creswell, J. W. (2007). Qualitative inquiry & research design:
Choosing among five approaches (2nd ed.). USA: Sage
Publication.

Creswell, J. W. (2009). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative,
and mixed methods approaches (3rd ed.). USA: Sage.

D’Angella, F., Carlo, M., & Sainaghi, R. (2010). Archetypes of desti-
nation governance: A comparison of international destinations.
Tourism Review, 65(4), 61–73. doi:10.1108/16605371011093872

Decrop, A. (1999). Triangulation in qualitative tourism
research. Tourism Management, 20(1), 157–161.
doi:10.1016/S0261-5177(98)00102-2

Derco, J. (2013). Destination governance in the Czech Republic,
Slovakia and Poland. Tourism Planning & Development, 10(3),
354–364. doi:10.1080/21568316.2012.747987

Donaldson, T., & Preston, L. E. (1995). The stakeholder theory
of the corporation: Concepts, evidence, and implications.
Academy of Management Review, 20(1), 65–91.

Dredge, D. (2006). Policy networks and the local organisation
of tourism. Tourism Management, 27(2), 269–280.
doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2004.10.003

Dredge, D., & Jamal, T. (2013). Mobilities on the Gold Coast,
Australia: Implications for destination governance and sus-
tainable tourism. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 21(4), 557–
579. doi:10.1080/09669582.2013.776064

Dredge, D., & Whitford, M. (2011). Event tourism governance
and the public sphere. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 19(4–
5), 479–499. doi:10.1080/09669582.2011.573074

Erkuş-Öztürk, H. (2011). Modes of tourism governance: A
comparison of Amsterdam and Antalya. Anatolia, 22(3),
307–325. doi:10.1080/13032917.2011.614354

Erkuş-Öztürk, H., & Eraydın, A. (2010). Environmental govern-
ance for sustainable tourism development: Collaborative
networks and organisation building in the Antalya tourism
region. Tourism Management, 31(1), 113–124. doi:10.1016/j.
tourman.2009.01.002

Farmaki, A. (2015). Regional network governance and sustain-
able tourism. Tourism Geographies, 17(3), 385–407.
doi:10.1080/14616688.2015.1036915

Faulkner, B. (2001). Towards a framework for tourism disaster
management. Tourism Management, 22(2), 135–147.
doi:10.1016/S0261-5177(00)00048-0

Foucault, M. (1980). Power/knowledge: selected interviews and
other writings 1972-1977. New York: Pantheon.

Freeman, R. E. (1984). Strategic management: A stakeholder
approach. Boston, MA: Pitman.

Freeman, R. E., Harrison, J. S., Wicks, A. C., Parmar, B. L., & De
Colle, S. (2010). Stakeholder theory: The state of art. New
York: Cambridge University Press.

Garvare, R., & Johansson, P. (2010). Management for sustainability
– A stakeholder theory. Total Quality Management & Business
Excellence, 21(7), 737–744. doi:10.1080/14783363.2010.483095

Gill, A. M., & Williams, P. W. (2014). Mindful deviation in
creating a governance path towards sustainability in resort
destinations. Tourism Geographies, 16(4), 546–562.
doi:10.1080/14616688.2014.925964

Glaesser, D. (2003). Crisis management in the tourism industry.
UK: Butterworth-Heinemann.

Glaser, B. G., & Strauss, A. L. (1967). The discovery of grounded
theory: Strategies for qualitative research. USA: Aldine
Transaction.

Go, F. M., & Trunfio, M. (2012). A paradigm shift from tourism
destination management to democratic governance of
place branding. Journal of Travel and Tourism Research, 12
(1), 4–17. Special Issue Destination Management.

Göymen, K. (2000). Tourism and governance in Turkey. Annals
of Tourism Research, 27(4), 1025–1048. doi:10.1016/S0160-
7383(99)00127-9

Graham, J., Amos, B., & Plumptre, T. (2003). Governance prin-
ciples for protected areas in the 21th Century. Paper
Presented at the Fifth World Parks Congress Durban, June
30, South Africa.

Gramsci, A. (1999). Selections from the prison notebooks:
Antonio Gramsci. Edited and Translated by Quinton Hoare
and Geoffrey N. Smith. London: ElecBook.

Greenwood, J. (1993). Business interest groups in tourism
governance. Tourism Management, 14(5), 335–348.
doi:10.1016/0261-5177(93)90002-3

Gurtner, Y. (2016). Returning to paradise: Investigating issues
of tourism crisis and disaster recovery on the Island of Bali.
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management, 28, 11–19.
doi:10.1016/j.jhtm.2016.04.007

Gustafsson, E., Larson, M., & Svensson, B. (2014). Governance
in multi-project networks: Lessons from a failed destination
branding effort. European Planning Studies, 22(8), 1569–
1586. doi:10.1080/09654313.2013.784588

Halkier, H. (2014). Innovation and destination governance in
Denmark: Tourism, policy networks and spatial developments.

JOURNAL OF TRAVEL & TOURISM MARKETING 799

https://www.weforum.org/
https://doi.org/10.1108/16605370780000309
https://doi.org/10.1057/thr.2008.21
https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2013.877414
https://doi.org/10.2307/448596
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2005.07.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2005.07.015
https://doi.org/10.1080/13032917.2015.1058831
http://www.stefancollignon.de/PDF/NewLisbonStrategy_8nov.pdf
http://www.stefancollignon.de/PDF/NewLisbonStrategy_8nov.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513559710190816
https://doi.org/10.1108/16605371011093872
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-5177(98)00102-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/21568316.2012.747987
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2004.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2013.776064
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.573074
https://doi.org/10.1080/13032917.2011.614354
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2009.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2009.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2015.1036915
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-5177(00)00048-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2010.483095
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2014.925964
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(99)00127-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(99)00127-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/0261-5177(93)90002-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2016.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2013.784588


European Planning Studies, 22(8), 1659–1670. doi:10.1080/
09654313.2013.784609

Halkier, H., Kozak, M., & Svensson, B. (2014). Innovation and
tourism destination development. European Planning
Studies, 22(8), 1547–1550. doi:10.1080/09654313.2013.784571

Hall, C. M. (2007). Tourism, governance and the (mis-)location
of power. In A. Church & T. Coles (Eds.), Tourism, power and
space (pp. 247–268). UK: Routledge.

Hall, C. M. (2010). Crisis events in tourism: Subjects of crisis in
tourism. Current Issues in Tourism, 13(5), 401–417.
doi:10.1080/13683500.2010.491900

Hall, C. M. (2011a). A typology of governance and its implications
for tourism policy analysis. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 19
(4–5), 437–457. doi:10.1080/09669582.2011.570346

Hall, C. M. (2011b). Policy learning and policy failure in sus-
tainable tourism governance: From first and second-order
to third-order change? Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 19(4–
5), 649–671. doi:10.1080/09669582.2011.555555

Hardy, A. (2005). Using grounded theory to explore stakeholder
perceptions of tourism. Journal of Tourism and Cultural
Change, 3(2), 108–133. doi:10.1080/09669580508668490

Hazenberg, H. (2015). Is governance democratic? Critical
Review of International Social and Political Philosophy, 18
(3), 285–307. doi:10.1080/13698230.2013.826499

Henderson, J. C. (2003). Communicating in a crisis: Flight SQ
006. Tourism Management, 24(3), 279–287. doi:10.1016/
S0261-5177(02)00070-5

Hosie, P., & Smith, C. (2004). Preparing for crisis with on-line
security management education. Research and Practice in
Human Resource Management, 12(2), 90–127.

Huang, Y.-C., Tseng, Y.-P., & Petrick, J. F. (2008). Crisis manage-
ment planning to restore tourism after disasters. Journal of
Travel & Tourism Marketing, 23(2–4), 203–221. doi:10.1300/
J073v23n02_16

Hughey, K. F. D., & Becken, S. (2016). Value-engaged evalua-
tion of a tourism-specific disaster management plan.
Tourism Management Perspectives, 19(A), 69–73.
doi:10.1016/j.tmp.2016.03.003

Hultman, J., & Hall, C. M. (2012). Tourism place-making:
Governance of locality in Sweeden. Annals of Tourism
Research, 39(2), 547–570. doi:10.1016/j.annals.2011.07.001

Hystad, P.W., & Keller, P. C. (2006). Disastermanagement: Kelowna
tourism industry’s preparedness, impact and response to a
2003 major forest fire. Journal of Hospitality and Tourism
Management, 13(1), 44–58. doi:10.1375/jhtm.13.1.44

Jia, Z., Shi, Y., Jia, Y., & Li, D. (2012). A framework of knowledge
management systems for tourism crisis management. 2012
International Workshop on Information and Electronics
Engineering (IWIEE). Procedia Engineering, 29, 138–143.
doi:10.1016/j.proeng.2011.12.683

Jiang, Y., & Ritchie, B. W. (2017). Disaster collaboration in
tourism: Motives, impediments and success factors.
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management, 31, 70–82.
doi:10.1016/j.jhtm.2016.09.004

Jones, T. E. (2016). Evolving approaches to volcanic tourism crisis
management: An investigation of long-term recovery models
at Toya-Usu Geopark. Journal of Hospitality and Tourism
Management, 28, 31–40. doi:10.1016/j.jhtm.2016.04.005

Kash, T. J., & Darling, J. R. (1998). Crisis management:
Prevention, diagnosis and intervention. Leadership &

Organization Development Journal, 19(4), 179–186.
doi:10.1108/01437739810217151

Laws, E., Agrusa, J., Scott, N., & Richins, A. (2011). Tourist
destination governance: Practice, theory and issues. In E.
Laws, H. Richins, J. Agrusa, & N. Scott (Eds.), Tourist destina-
tion governance: Practice, theory, and issues (pp. 1–16).
United Kingdom: CAB International.

Laws, E., & Prideaux, B. (2005). Crisis management: A sug-
gested typology. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 19
(2–3), 1–8. doi:10.1300/J073v19n02_01

Liu, B., Gray, L. P., & Krieger, J. (2016). Tourism crisis management:
Can the Extended Parallel Process Model be used to under-
stand crisis responses in the cruise industry? Tourism
Management, 55, 310–321. doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2016.02.021

Lukes, S. (2005). Power: A radical view (2nd ed.).
Basingstoke: Palgrave, Macmillan.

Maditinos, Z., & Vassiliadis, C. (2008). Crisis and disasters in
tourism industry: Happen locally-affect globally. In
Management of International Business and Economics
Systems, MIBES Conference E-Book, (pp. 67–76).

Mair, J., Ritchie, B. W., & Walters, G. (2016). Towards a research
agenda for post-disaster and post-crisis recovery strategies
for tourist destinations: A narrative review. Current Issues in
Tourism, 19(1), 1–26. doi:10.1080/13683500.2014.932758

Mansfeld, Y. (1999). Cycles of war, terror, and peace:
Determinants and management of crisis and recovery of
the Israeli tourism industry. Journal of Travel Research, 38(1),
30–36. doi:10.1177/004728759903800107

Mao, C.-K., Ding, C. G., & Lee, H.-Y. (2010). Post-SARS tourist
arrival recovery patterns: An analysis based on a cata-
strophe theory. Tourism Management, 31(6), 855–861.
doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2009.09.003

March, R., & Wilkinson, I. (2009). Conceptual tools for evaluat-
ing tourism partnerships. Tourism Management, 30(3), 455–
462. doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2008.09.001

Mehmetoglu, M., & Altinay, L. (2006). Examination of
grounded theory analysis with an application to hospitality
research. International Journal of Hospitality Management,
25(1), 12–33. doi:10.1016/j.ijhm.2004.12.002

Miles, B. M., & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative data ana-
lysis (2nd ed.). USA: Sage Publications.

Ministry of Culture and Tourism. (2015). Retrieved September
25, 2015 fromhttp://www.kultur.gov.tr/?_dil=2

Moe, T. L., & Pathranarakul, P. (2006). An integrated approach
to natural disaster management: Public project manage-
ment and its critical success factors. Disaster Prevention
and Management: An International Journal, 15(3), 396–413.
doi:10.1108/09653560610669882

Monterrubio, C. (2017). Protests and tourism crises: A social
movement approach to causality. Tourism Management
Perspectives, 22, 82–89. doi:10.1016/j.tmp.2017.03.001

Murphy, P. E., & Bayley, R. (1989). Tourism and disaster plan-
ning. Geographical Review, 79(1), 36–46. doi:10.2307/215681

OECD. (2016). OECD tourism trends and policies 2016. Paris:
Author. Retrieved May 9, 2016 from http://dx.doi.org/10.
1787/tour-2016-en

Panyik, E. (2015). Rural tourism governance: determinants of
policy-makers’ support for tourism development. Tourism
Planning & Development, 12(1), 48–72. doi:10.1080/
21568316.2014.960603

800 K. ÇAKAR

https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2013.784609
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2013.784609
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2013.784571
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2010.491900
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.570346
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.555555
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669580508668490
https://doi.org/10.1080/13698230.2013.826499
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-5177(02)00070-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-5177(02)00070-5
https://doi.org/10.1300/J073v23n02_16
https://doi.org/10.1300/J073v23n02_16
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2016.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2011.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1375/jhtm.13.1.44
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.proeng.2011.12.683
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2016.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2016.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/01437739810217151
https://doi.org/10.1300/J073v19n02_01
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2016.02.021
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2014.932758
https://doi.org/10.1177/004728759903800107
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2009.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2008.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2004.12.002
http://www.kultur.gov.tr/?_dil=2
https://doi.org/10.1108/09653560610669882
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2017.03.001
https://doi.org/10.2307/215681
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/tour-2016-en
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/tour-2016-en
https://doi.org/10.1080/21568316.2014.960603
https://doi.org/10.1080/21568316.2014.960603


Paraskevas, A., & Altinay, L. (2013). Signal detection as the first line
of defence in tourism crisis management. Tourism
Management, 34, 158–171. doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2012.04.007

Paraskevas, A., Altinay, L., McLean, J., & Cooper, C. (2013).
Crisis knowledge in tourism: Types, flows and governance.
Annals of Tourism Research, 41, 130–152. doi:10.1016/j.
annals.2012.12.005

Pechlaner, H., Bachinger, M., Volgger, M., & Fischer, E. A.
(2014). Cooperative core competencies in tourism:
Combining resource-based and relational approaches in
destination governance. European Journal of Tourism
Research, 8, 5–19.

Pechlaner, H., Herntrei, M., Pichler, S., & Volgger, M. (2012b). From
destination management towards governance of regional
innovation systems – The case of South Tyrol, Italy. Tourism
Review, 67(2), 22–33. doi:10.1108/16605371211236123

Pechlaner, H., Volgger, M., & Herntrei, M. (2012a). Destination
management organizations as interface between destina-
tion governance and corporate governance. Anatolia, 23(2),
151–168. doi:10.1080/13032917.2011.652137

Pelling, M., Özerdem, A., & Barakat, S. (2002). The macro-
economic impact of disasters. Progress in Development
Studies, 2(4), 283–305. doi:10.1191/1464993402ps042ra

Pesqueux, Y., & Damak-Ayadi, S. (2005). Stakeholder theory in
perspective. Corporate Governance: The International
Journal of Business in Society, 5(2), 5–21. doi:10.1108/
14720700510562622

Pfeffer, J., & Salancik, G. R. (1978). The external control of
organizations: A resource dependence perspective. New
York: Harper & Row Publishers.

Pforr, C., & Hosie, P. J. (2008). Crisis management in tourism.
Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 23(2–4), 249–264.
doi:10.1300/J073v23n02_19

Plog, S. C. (2006). A commentary on effective responses to
tourism disasters. Cornell Hotel and Restaurant
Administration Quarterly, 47(4), 405–410. doi:10.1177/
0010880406294547

Presenza, A., Abbate, T., & Micera, R. (2015). The cittaslow move-
ment: Opportunities and challenges for the governance of
tourism destinations. Tourism Planning & Development, 12(4),
479–488. doi:10.1080/21568316.2015.1037929

Presenza, A., & Cipollina, M. (2010). Analysing tourism stake-
holders networks. Tourism Review, 65(4), 17–30.
doi:10.1108/16605371011093845

Prideaux, B., Laws, E., & Faulkner, B. (2003). Events in
Indonesia: Exploring the limits to formal tourism trends
forecasting methods in complex crisis situations. Tourism
Management, 24(4), 475–487. doi:10.1016/S0261-5177(02)
00115-2

Punch, K. F. (2011). Sosyal Araştırmalara Giriş. [Introduction to
Social Research](D. Bayrak, H. Bader and A. Z. Akyüz, Trans).
Ankara: Siyasal Kitabevi.

Reed, M. G. (1997). Power relations and community based
tourism planning. Annals of Tourism Research, 24(3), 566–
591. doi:10.1016/S0160-7383(97)00023-6

Renn, O. (2015). Stakeholder and public involvement in risk
governance. International Journal of Disaster Risk Science, 6
(1), 8–20. doi:10.1007/s13753-015-0037-6

Ritchie, B. (2008). Tourism disaster planning and management:
From response and recovery to reduction and readiness.
Current Issues in Tourism, 11(4), 315–348. doi:10.1080/
13683500802140372

Ritchie, B. W. (2009). Crisis and disaster management for tour-
ism. UK: Channel View Publications.

Rosenau, J. N. (1992). Governance, order and change in world
politics. In J. N. Rosenau & E. O. Czempiel (Eds.), Governance
without government. Order and Change in World Politics,
UK: Cambridge University Press.

Ruhanen, L., Scott, N., Ritchie, B., & Tkaczynski, A. (2010).
Governance: A review and synthesis of the literature.
Tourism Review, 65(4), 4–16. doi:10.1108/16605371011093836

Santana, G. (2004). Crisis management and tourism. Journal of
Travel & Tourism Marketing, 15(4), 299–321. doi:10.1300/
J073v15n04_05

Sausmarez, N. (2007). Crisis management, tourism and sus-
tainability: The role of indicators. Journal of Sustainable
Tourism, 15(6), 700–714. doi:10.2167/jost653.0

Sautter, E. T., & Leisen, B. (1999). Managing stakeholders: A
tourism planning model. Annals of Tourism Research, 26(2),
312–328. doi:10.1016/S0160-7383(98)00097-8

Scott, N., & Laws, E. (2005). Tourism crises and disasters:
Enhancing understanding of system effects. Journal of
Travel & Tourism Marketing, 19(2–3), 149–158. doi:10.1300/
J073v19n02_12

Scott, N., Laws, E., & Prideaux, B. (2008). Tourism crises and
marketing recovery strategies. Journal of Travel & Tourism
Marketing, 23(2–4), 1–13. doi:10.1300/J073v23n02_01

Scott, N., & Marzano, G. (2015). Governance of tourism in
OECD countries. Tourism Recreation Research, 40(2), 181–
193. doi:10.1080/02508281.2015.1041746

Sheppard, V. A., & Williams, P. W. (2016). Factors that
strengthen tourism resort resilience. Journal of Hospitality
and Tourism Management, 28, 20–30. doi:10.1016/j.
jhtm.2016.04.006

Sofield, T., & Li, S. (2011). Tourism governance and sustainable
national development in China: A macro-level synthesis.
Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 19(4–5), 501–534.
doi:10.1080/09669582.2011.571693

Song, H., Liu, J., & Chen, G. (2013). Tourism value chain gov-
ernance: Review and prospects. Journal of Travel Research,
52(1), 15–28. doi:10.1177/0047287512457264

Sönmez, S. F., Apostolopoulos, Y., & Tarlow, P. (1999).
Tourism in crisis: Managing the effects of terrorism.
Journal of Travel Research, 38(1), 13–18. doi:10.1177/
004728759903800104

Spitzeck, H., & Hansen., E. G. (2010). Stakeholder governance:
How stakeholders influence corporate decision making.
Corporate Governance. The International Journal of Business
in Society, 10(4), 378–391.

Stieb, J. A. (2009). Assessing Freeman’s stakeholder theory.
Journal of Business Ethics, 87(3), 401–414. doi:10.1007/
s10551-008-9928-4

Strauss, A. L. (2003). Qualitative analysis for social scientist,
fourteenth printing. UK: Cambridge University Press.

Timothy, D. J. (2007). Empowerment and stakeholder partici-
pation in tourism destination communities. In A. Church &
T. Coles (Eds.), Tourism, power and space (pp. 199–216). UK:
Routledge.

Timothy, J. D. (2006). Safety and security issues in tourism. In
D. Buhalis & C. Costa (Eds.), Tourism management dynamics:
Trends, management and tools (pp. 19–27). UK: Elsevier.

Timur, S., & Getz, D. (2008). A network perspective on mana-
ging stakeholders for sustainable urban tourism.
International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality

JOURNAL OF TRAVEL & TOURISM MARKETING 801

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2012.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2012.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2012.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/16605371211236123
https://doi.org/10.1080/13032917.2011.652137
https://doi.org/10.1191/1464993402ps042ra
https://doi.org/10.1108/14720700510562622
https://doi.org/10.1108/14720700510562622
https://doi.org/10.1300/J073v23n02_19
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010880406294547
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010880406294547
https://doi.org/10.1080/21568316.2015.1037929
https://doi.org/10.1108/16605371011093845
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-5177(02)00115-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-5177(02)00115-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(97)00023-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13753-015-0037-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500802140372
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500802140372
https://doi.org/10.1108/16605371011093836
https://doi.org/10.1300/J073v15n04_05
https://doi.org/10.1300/J073v15n04_05
https://doi.org/10.2167/jost653.0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(98)00097-8
https://doi.org/10.1300/J073v19n02_12
https://doi.org/10.1300/J073v19n02_12
https://doi.org/10.1300/J073v23n02_01
https://doi.org/10.1080/02508281.2015.1041746
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2016.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2016.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.571693
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287512457264
https://doi.org/10.1177/004728759903800104
https://doi.org/10.1177/004728759903800104
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9928-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9928-4


Management, 20(4), 445–461. doi:10.1108/
09596110810873543

Tse, M. S. T. (2006). Crisis management in tourism. In D.
Buhalis & C. Costa (Eds.), Tourism management dynamics:
Trends, management and tools (pp. 28–38). UK: Routledge.

Türkiye Seyahat Acentaları Birliği. (2015), Retrieved September
25, 2015 fromhttps://www.tursab.org.tr/

United Nations Conference on Environment & Development
Rio de Janerio. (1992). Retrieved March 19, 2014 fromhttp://
www.un.org/en/events/pastevents/UNCED_1992.shtml

Valente, F., Dredge, D., & Lohmann, G. (2015). Leadership and
governance in regional tourism. Journal of Destination
Marketing & Management, 4(2), 127–136. doi:10.1016/j.
jdmm.2015.03.005

Volgger, M., & Pechlaner, H. (2014). Requirements for destina-
tion management organizations in destination governance:
Understanding DMO success. Tourism Management, 41, 64–
75. doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2013.09.001

Waligo, V. M., Clarke, J., & Hawkins, R. (2013). Implementing
sustainable tourism: A multi-stakeholder involvement man-
agement framework. Tourism Management, 36, 342–353.
doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2012.10.008

Wallerstein, I. (2014). Antisystemic movements, yesterday and
today1. Journal of World-Systems Research, 20(2), 158.-172.
doi:10.5195/JWSR.2014.593

Walters, G., Mair, J., & Lim, J. (2016). Sensationalist media
reporting of disastrous events: Implications for tourism.
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management, 28, 3–10.
doi:10.1016/j.jhtm.2016.04.008

Wan, Y. K. P., & Bramwell, B. (2015). Political economy and the
emergence of a hybrid mode of governance of tourism

planning. Tourism Management, 50, 316–327. doi:10.1016/
j.tourman.2015.03.010

Yilanci, V., & Eris, Z. A. (2012). Are tourism markets of Turkey
converging or not? A fourier stationary analysis. Anatolia,
23(2), 207–216. doi:10.1080/13032917.2012.665010

Yılmaz Y., Özdemir B., Çizel B., Helhel Y., Çalışkan O. (2012).
Kitle Turizmine Hizmet Veren Turizm Destinasyonlarında
Aktörler ve Aktörler Arası İlişkilerde Belirleyiciler: Antalya
Örneği, In 13. Ulusal Turizm Kongresi Bildiri Kitabı [Actors
in Service Providing Mass Tourism Destinations and
Determinants between Actors-Interrelated Relations: The
Case of Antalya, 13. National Tourism Congress
Conference Proceedings], Antalya, TURKEY, 6-9 December,
(pp. 167-180).

Yin, R. K. (2009). Case study research: design and methods (4th
ed.). USA: Sage Publications.

Yüksel, F., Bramwell, B., & Yüksel, A. (2005). Centralized and
decentralized tourism governance in Turkey. Annals of
Tourism Research, 32(4), 859–886. doi:10.1016/j.
annals.2004.09.006

Zahra, A. L. (2011). Rethinking regional tourism governance:
The principle of subsidiarity. Journal of Sustainable Tourism,
19(4–5), 535–552. doi:10.1080/09669582.2011.576764

Zeppel, H. (2012). Collaborative governance for low-carbon
tourism: Climate change initiatives by Australian tourism
agencies. Current Issues in Tourism, 15(7), 603–626.
doi:10.1080/13683500.2011.615913

Zhang, H., & Zhu, M. (2014). Tourism destination governance:
A review and research agenda. International Journal of
e-Education, e-Business, e-Management and e-Learning, 4
(2), 125–128. doi:10.7763/IJEEEE.2014.V4.315

802 K. ÇAKAR

https://doi.org/10.1108/09596110810873543
https://doi.org/10.1108/09596110810873543
https://www.tursab.org.tr/
http://www.un.org/en/events/pastevents/UNCED_1992.shtml
http://www.un.org/en/events/pastevents/UNCED_1992.shtml
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2015.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2015.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2013.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2012.10.008
https://doi.org/10.5195/JWSR.2014.593
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2016.04.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2015.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2015.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1080/13032917.2012.665010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2004.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2004.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.576764
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2011.615913
https://doi.org/10.7763/IJEEEE.2014.V4.315

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Literature review
	The concept of destination governance
	Crisis and disaster management in tourism

	Methodology and research design
	Antalya as a tourist destination
	Data collection
	Research participants
	Data analysis

	Results
	CSF1: responsiveness
	CSF2: shared roles
	CSF3: strategy formation
	CSF4: collaboration

	Discussion
	Conclusions, recommendations, and implications
	Disclosure statement
	References



