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Abstract 

Tourism researchers as well as policy makers are interested in knowing the impact of 
tourism on residents’ life. Recent studies address this issue by looking at residents’ quality of 
life measures. These studies, however, are based on convenience sample with investigation 
that is usually limited to one single destination at a given point of time. Meanwhile, tourism 
destination takes years to develop and residents’ wellbeing is affected differently depending 
on the development stage of the destination (Kim et al., 2013). Socio-economic 
characteristics of individuals have strong effect on the perception of tourism impact 
(Sharpley, 2014). 

In the present study we investigate the impact of tourism intensity on residents’ 
satisfaction with life. The analysis is based on a representative socio-economic panel of 
German residents (SOEP) over a period from 2000 to 2011. The analysis conducted in the 
present paper involves the whole country distinguishing tourism destinations at administrative 
districts level.  
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1 Introduction 

Tourism development is a strategy being chosen by many developed countries in order to stimulate 

economic development and employment in the era of manufacturing relocation to cheap labor 

countries. Tourism development is associated with creation of new jobs, income generation, 

infrastructure development, and cultural life boost in the destination (Wall and Mathieson, 2006). 

However, tourism growth leads to costs for the local community such as traffic congestion, increase 

in the cost of living in the area, lost of local identity and authenticity, pollution, etc. (for a review 

Harril, 2004; Sharpley, 2014). Policy makers aiming at increasing of local residents’ wellbeing 

through tourism development should conduct a careful examination of costs and benefits related 

with tourism expansion. The majority of studies dealing with tourism influence on life of residents 

investigated perception of or attitude toward tourism. These studies provide a measure of general 

acceptance of tourism development but fail to provide insight for decision-makers on whether 

tourism expansion leads to residents’ wellbeing enhancement.  

A possible way of studying influence of tourism on life of locals is to study the effect of tourism on 

subjective wellbeing measures. These measures like satisfaction with life, happiness or quality of 

life, received recent attention by economists for their capacity to reflect a more broader measure of 

individual subjective welfare than the one provided by objective measures like GDP, employment 

rate, crime rate and others (Kahneman and Sugden, 2005).  

Recent studies on tourism impact address individual wellbeing measures of residents (i.e. Kim et 

al., 2012; Woo et al, 2015). These studies find positive relationship between tourism perception and 

residents’ quality of life. However, these studies are based on limited-size convenience samples of 

interviewed residents in a single destination. While these studies are informative from the point of 

view of the destination under analysis their results cannot be extended to the whole population. 

Moreover, these studies are limited to observation of the tourism impact measured at a given time. 
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Meanwhile, tourism development is a dynamic process and residents’ perception of tourism impact 

may vary according to a stage of tourism development.  

The present study addresses these limitations present in the literature and investigates the impact of 

tourism on life of residents. We study influence of tourism on residents’ wellbeing on the example 

of a whole country. Germany was chosen as a case study for the present investigation. Germany for 

a long period of time was the main European market of outgoing tourism. Nowadays it is gaining 

grounds as destination for incoming tourism. Tourism in Germany enjoyed an important growth in 

the last decade, which makes of Germany an interesting case study for investigating tourism 

development impact on residents’ wellbeing. This case study corresponds to a context of developed 

country whose economic prosperity is not significantly dependent on tourism. The present research 

aims to discover whether in such context residents are affected by tourism development and 

whether the net effect is positive or negative. 

Our investigation is based on data from German socio-economic panel database (SOEP). SOEP 

each year conducts interviews with a representative panel of German residents asking them to 

indicate their satisfaction with life in the current year together with collecting a whole range of 

socio-economic characteristics. In total SOEP includes around 15,000 households in the panel. The 

present study analyzes responses of 40,567 individuals interviewed on annual basis during a period 

from 2000 to 2011. Overall, the study is based on the analysis of 293,533 individual responses. 

Individuals included in the study are representative of German population, thus, the results of the 

study can be extended to the whole population of Germany. Availability of individual data on 

satisfaction with life and other socio-economic and demographic characteristics of surveyed 

individuals over 12-years period permits to investigate how residents’ wellbeing evolved during this 

period and relate it to the development of tourism during this period. From this point of view, the 

present study constitutes a unique investigation of this relationship. 
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Background 

Tourism impact on residents’ lives is a recurrent topic in tourism research over the last several 

decades, which generated a large number of studies on this topic in the literature.  The study of 

tourism impact can be generally addressed from two points of view. On one side, tourism impact on 

residents has been extensively studied at individual level by interviewing residents on their 

perception of tourism impact on their lives. This approach generated a plethora of studies as 

demonstrated by a series of literature reviews (Harill, 2004; Sharpley, 2014). The main focus of 

these studies is to find whether local population positively perceives tourism development and will 

support further tourism development. A series of determinants that influence such relationship is 

considered. Among the most frequently observed determinants of tourism support are often found 

household economic dependency on tourism, proximity of residence to tourism area, property 

ownership, length of residence, some demographic characteristics like age, income, and education 

(Sharpley, 2014). However, the direction of the effect of these determinants on tourism support by 

residents is not homogeneous, often contradictory, among different studies (Harril, 2004; Sharpley, 

2014).  

On the other side, the focus of some studies is placed on the impact of tourism on the society in 

general addressing a question of whether tourism growth is able to generate economic growth, 

employment growth, and foreign exchange generation (Cárdenas-García et al, 2015). These studies 

consider objective measures of residents’ wellbeing as income growth or generation of new jobs 

due to tourism development. These studies consider tourism impact on the level of separate regions 

or, more often, countries, and relate objective measures as tourism arrivals or presence and GDP, 

job creation, etc., and generally, find support for tourism-led growth (Brida and Giuliani, 2013). 

However, objective measures like GDP growth or new jobs creation address only some aspects of 

residents’ life that contribute to their wellbeing (Kahneman and Sugden, 2005). Recently, 

economists moved their attention to the adoption of subjective well-being measures that capture 
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overall welfare of individuals (Stiglitz et al., 2009). Recent studies on tourism impact consider a 

wider concept of residents’ wellbeing as life satisfaction and quality of life (Kim et al., 2012; Woo 

et al, 2015). These studies focus on individual residents’ perception of tourism impact on their life 

and aim to establish whether this perception influences their quality of life measure. The results 

show a positive relationship between perception of tourism development and residents’ life 

satisfaction (Stiglitz et al., 2009).  

This research is conducted by taking one single destination at a given moment of time as a case 

study. This analysis is informative for the analyzed destination at the moment of analysis; however, 

it has limited contribution to general advancement of knowledge on tourism impact. Although few 

studies consider several destinations within one country (Kim et al., 2013) or compare destinations 

in several countries (Tosun, 2002), they fail to provide a unique comparable base between analyzed 

destinations. As a consequence their results may not be extended to other destinations.  

 Tourism development implies dynamic changes in the state of tourism, while the studies 

investigating impact of tourism development neglect the dynamic nature embedded in tourism 

(Sharpley, 2014). There have been few attempts to address longitudinal nature of tourism in the 

literature (Huh and Vogt, 2008). However, these studies were based on observations collected with 

the help of similar questionnaires at two, or several, different years. This type of data permits to 

compare attitudes of residents with respect to tourism at two time periods but they fail to explore 

the dynamics between these periods. 

Studies on tourism perception by residents agree on the fact that residents’ attitudes toward tourism 

are not homogeneous with respect to their socio-economic status (Sharpley et al., 2014). Due to this 

particular sensibility of results with respect to the individual characteristics it is important to base 

this type of studies on representative sample of population. Existing studies investigating tourism 

impact are based on data collected prevalently with the help of convenience sampling. Some studies 

that tend to implement some sort of sample design, as, for example, Andereck and Nypane (2011) 
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or Woo et al. (2015), suffer from low response rate typical for this type of studies resulting in 

biased sample. 

The present study aims to overcome some of these limitations. First of all, it considers satisfaction 

with life as an overall measure of wellbeing of residents. The aim of the study is to investigate 

whether development of tourists’ flows over years affects satisfaction with life of residents in 

Germany. Analysis is based on a representative sample of German residents. The present study 

extends analysis presented in Tokarchuk, Gabriele and Maurer (2015) conducted on a sample of 10 

German cities by including all 402 German administrative districts. This allows comparing 

residents’ wellbeing in areas characterized by intense tourism development with residents in areas 

that do not face tourism development. Finally, the longitudinal nature of tourism is accounted for 

through confronting residents’ satisfaction with life and tourism flows over 12 years (from 2000 to 

2011). It permits to track the changes in residents’ wellbeing in relation to tourists’ presence at 

destination accounting for its variation over years.  

 Conceptual model 

Existing research in tourism demonstrates that tourism does have effect on quality of life (i.e. 

Andereck and Nypane, 2011; Kim et al., 2012; Wo et al., 2015). Previous studies on tourism impact 

on residents’ wellbeing modeled overall individual satisfaction with life to derive from satisfaction 

with several life domains. For example, Kim et al. (2012) considered satisfaction with community, 

material, emotional and health and safety domains as the sources of overall satisfaction with life. 

Woo et al (2015) grouped all life domains into material and nonmaterial life domains.  

In the present study we adopt a variant of life domains model of quality of life that was developed 

in Tokarchuk, Gabriele and Maurer (2015). This model assumes that general satisfaction with life 

of residents is affected by their satisfaction in eight life domains: health, work, material wellbeing, 

community life, personal safety, quality of the environment, emotional wellbeing, and family life 
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(Figure 1). According to this model tourism development influences satisfaction with life of 

residents as a component of community life domain.  

 Methodology 

The dependent variable used in this study is “Current satisfaction with life” (sat), a categorical 

ordinal variable with 11 possible outcomes ranging from “0” (low satisfaction with life) to “10” 

(high satisfaction with life). The discrete nature of the dependent variable led to the choice of an 

ordered logistic model as suggested in econometric literature (Cameron and Trivedi, 2005). It is 

assumed that an underlying latent continuous variable model generates the ordered responses of the 

current life satisfaction: 

 

      (1) 

 

where the subscript i=1,…,I refers to individuals, j=1,..J refers to the city and t=2000,…,2011 to the 

year of observation. 

In our model, individual satisfaction with life is determined by variables measured at two levels: 

individual and district level. In particular, our variable of interest, tourism intensity, is measured at 

district level while all other variables correspond to individual level. Accordingly, we separate the 

independent variables used into two sets: Xit is a vector of individual level variables in year t, and it 

does not include the intercept; Zjt is a district level set of variables, which includes the variable of 

interest, namely tourists’ nights per resident in the district. In order to account for unobservable 

idiosyncratic effects related with time and district of residence, two sets of dummy variables are 

included: one for time ( ) modeled with a series of time dummies, and another one for district 

level effects ( ), modeled with a set of district dummies.  

sat it
* = Xit

' β1 +Z jt
' β2 +αt +γ j + uijt

αt

γ j
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Our investigation aims at studying the role of tourism density (represented as tourists’ nights per 

resident at district level in Germany) on individual satisfaction with life, controlling for individual 

level determinants of perceived satisfaction with life. In order to reach this goal, variables observed 

at individual level and variables observed at an aggregate level corresponding to the district of 

residence of individual are included in the regression. Under these conditions, the use of a standard 

regression model that does not take into account such a double-level nature of variables can lead to 

downward biased standard errors for the estimated coefficients of the aggregate level variables, 

resulting in spurious findings (Moulton, 1986, 1990). Consequently, the estimators are modified so 

that correlation between errors of all individuals living in the same district is assumed. In particular, 

we assume that residents of the same district are exposed to the presence of tourism in the same 

way. Individuals are affected by tourism flows to their district of residence but not to other districts 

included in the sample.  

We assume district level clustered standard errors, reflecting within group correlation. More 

formally, this modification leads to the introduction of an error component uijt for our benchmark 

model expressed by equation (1), Model 1, with the variance-covariance structure denoted by a 

block matrix in which the cities represent the blocks.  

In Model 1, the probability of being in a particular satisfaction with life category h for an individual 

i in time t is given by: 

 

Prob(satit =h)=Prob(cuth-1< satit *<cuth  )= 

=F(cuth -  )- F(cuth-1 -  )   (2) 

 

where F(.) is the cumulative logistic distribution. In such model, we are interested in assessing how 

changes in the predictors, in particular tourism density, lead to changes in the probability of 

observing a particular ordinal outcome for satisfaction with life. The estimated coefficients β1 and 

β2 provide information about the sign and the intensity of the relationship between the latent 

Xit
' β1 −Z jt

' β2 −αt −γ j Xit
' β1 −Z jt

' β2 −αt −γ j
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dependent variable sat* and the regressors.  

Data and variables 

The present study is based on data retrieved from German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP). SOEP is 

a wide-ranging representative and longitudinal study of private households in Germany, 

administrated by the German Institute for Economic Research, DIW Berlin (Wagner et al., 2007). 

Every year, nearly 15,000 households, and about 25,000 persons were sampled through a fieldwork 

organization. SOEP was started in 1984 and the data provides information on all German resident 

members of the households surveyed.  

In the present investigation we include responses of all individual members of the panel annually 

interviewed during the period from 2000 to 2011. These individuals reside in one of 402 German 

administrative districts (corresponding to NUTS 3 level). 

The sample of German individuals was complemented with data on the intensity of tourism at 

district level1, obtained from INKAR (BBR, 2015), which comprises a wide range of official 

regional data, indicators and maps for Germany containing information on the regional structure 

and distribution of population, employment, industry sectors, levels of education, production, and 

wages. In the present study INKAR information on the number of tourist nights per resident was 

used.  

The resulting database (SOEPGER, henceforth) consists of 40,567 individuals observed for 

different periods within the time period from 2000 to 2011. The overall number of observations, i.e. 

individual and year, is 239,5332. This database includes observations on a representative sample of 

German residents and tourism intensity at NUTS3 level.  

INSERT TABLE 1 HERE 

	
1 Districts’ level is the most detailed level at which statistical data on tourism is available for the whole country of 
Germany 
2 SOEP implements rotating panel methodology according to which individuals are involved into the survey for several 
years and then are substituted by other respondents (Wagner et al., 2007). 



	 10	

Table 1 provides temporal distribution of SOEPGER database.  

Descriptive statistics 

Table 2 presents correspondence of variables chosen from the SOEP dataset to represent each life 

domain considered in the model presented in Figure 1 to form SOEPGER dataset as well as 

descriptive statistics for these variables. 

INSERT TABLE 2 HERE 

Individual satisfaction with life is measured annually. It is a categorical variable that takes values 

from 0 to 11 (0 corresponds to the lowest satisfaction with life, 10 to the highest). Average 

satisfaction with life of components of the sample corresponds to 6.99.   

Our variable of interest, tourism impact, is tourism intensity at the district level. This variable is 

measured as number of tourists’ nights per resident in the district. Tourism intensity was chosen as 

a proxy of tourism impact due to the availability of the data from INKAR database (BBR, 2015) for 

the whole period under analysis. Average tourism intensity during the analyzed period corresponds 

to 3.96 tourists’ nights per resident. However, tourism intensity in Germany present considerable 

variation between districts and within time. For example, in 2011 Ostholstein, district with the 

highest tourism intensity, faced tourism intensity as high as 44.1 tourists’ nights per resident, while 

in 2000 it corresponded to 38.4 tourists’ nights per resident. The district with lowest tourism 

intensity in the sample is Aichach-Friedberg district. In 2000 its tourism intensity was as low as 0.2 

tourists’ nights per resident, while in 2011 it corresponded to 0.5 tourists’ nights per resident. 

 A second variable that measures community life corresponds to the type of area of residence of the 

individual and is measured at individual level. 6% of individuals in the dataset reside in the old 

residential area. 

Satisfaction with health domain is assessed with variable satisfaction with health. This variable is a 

categorical variable ranging from 0 to 10 (0 corresponds to the lowest satisfaction with health, 10 to 

the highest). Average satisfaction with health of individuals in the sample corresponds to 6.64. 

Work domain is evaluated by several variables. For working individuals they include satisfaction 



	 11	

with work, weekly work time and a dummy variable “commuting to work”. For nonworking 

individuals dummies “Being retired” and “Being unemployed” provide assessment of work domain. 

On average working individuals report satisfaction with work at 6.93 measured on a scale from 0 to 

10 (0 corresponds to the lowest satisfaction with work, 10 to the highest). On average they work 

38.86 hours per week. 29% of individuals report that their commute to work takes longer than 45 

minutes. 5% of the individuals in the sample are unemployed while 19% are retired. 81% of 

individuals constitute active working force. 

Material domain is assessed by individual net labor income and ownership of the dwelling. Average 

net labor income corresponds to 1,602.80 euro per month. 53% of individuals in the sample own 

their dwelling of residence. 

Personal security domain is evaluated by variables measuring concerns with job security and 

worries about crime. Both variables are categorical ranging from 1 to 3 (1 – not worried at all, 3 – 

very concerned). Individuals in the sample express some concern about their job, with average 

response of 2.31. There is less concern about crime with average reported worry about crime 

corresponding to 1.86.  

Environment domain is assessed by variable “worries about environment”. It is a categorical 

variable ranging from 1 to 3 (1 – not worried at all, 3 – very concerned). Average response of 

individuals for this variable corresponds to 1.87. 

Emotional domain is assessed by variable “Satisfaction with leisure life”. It is a categorical variable 

ranging from 0 to 10 (0 corresponds to the lowest satisfaction with health, 10 to the highest). 

Average satisfaction with leisure life of individuals in the sample corresponds to 7.05. 

Family life domain is evaluated by a set of variables. Among them composition of the household, 

on average household of individuals in the sample is composed of 2.71 persons. 61% of individuals 

live with a steady partner. 16% of families have one child, 11% have two children, 4% have more 

than two children. 
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Germany as tourism destination 

The empirical analysis conducted in the present paper is based on a case of Germany. The choice of 

Germany is dictated by the availability of data obtained from German Socio-Economic Panel. 

Moreover, Germany is a developed country, which results to be the seventh most visited country in 

the world. Since 1993 the annual overnight stays by international visitors in Germany grew by 80% 

resulting in 68.8 million overnight stays in 2012. Destination Germany is the second, after Spain, 

most popular destination for Europeans with 45.8 million stays in 2012, resulting top-business and 

top-cultural destination. 75% of visitors from abroad stayed in hotel type of accommodation. 

Domestic tourism accounts for 338.4 million overnight stays (GNTB, 2013). 

In 2010 direct tourism expenditure accounted for 4.4% of the destination’s GDP and 7% of total 

employment. Including indirect and induced effects tourism impact on GDP increases to 9.7% 

(DIWecon, 2012).  

Results 

Table 3 presents the estimation results of the model and table 4 reports the estimated corresponding 

cutoff points3. The model presents estimated cutoff points that are ordered, significant and not 

overlapping. This fact ensures positive probabilities of belonging to one of the categories, 

concluding that the model’s fit is good. 

INSERT TABLE 3 HERE 

INSERT TABLE 4 HERE 

	
3 In our empirical investigation we tried also to implement the random effect panel data model. 
However, it was not possible to reach convergence of the algorithm independently of employed 
functional form. This problem arises due to a large sample size corresponding to 239,533 
observations and to the complexity of underlying theoretical model. 
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Empirical estimation reported in Table 3 provides support for our theoretical model. All domains 

are significantly correlated with general satisfaction with life. In line with existing literature 

satisfaction with health presents strong positive relationship with satisfaction with life (Van Praag et 

al, 2003). Individuals who are more satisfied with their work are also more satisfied with life in 

general. At the same time commuting to work negatively affects satisfaction with life. Being retired 

boosts the levels of satisfaction with life as widely demonstrated in literature (Hetschko et al., 

2014).  The material domain, represented by “Individual net labor income” and “Homeowner“ 

contributes positively and in a significant way to overall life satisfaction similar to results in Ferrer-i 

Carbonell (2005) and Deaton (2008). Concerns about environment quality negatively affect 

satisfaction with life. Individuals’ satisfaction with amount of leisure time is positively related with 

general level of wellbeing as is reported in Nawijn and Veenhoven (2011). Finally, in family life 

domain the number of household members and presence of steady partner positively affect life 

satisfaction. Presence of children has negative effect on life satisfaction. 

Community life domain presents positive and significant relationship with life satisfaction. Tourism 

intensity in the community measured at district level affects satisfaction with life in a positive and 

strongly significant way. It means that increase in the presence of tourists with respect to residents 

in the district on average positively contributes to the overall satisfaction with life of residents. At 

the same time this results suggests that individuals living in districts with higher tourism intensity 

one average are more satisfied with their lives.  

In order to check whether this relationship has non-linear nature we included tourism intensity 

squared term into the regression. The coefficient related to this variable is negative but not 

significant. If the coefficient were significant data would indicate that there exists an upper limit on 

the growth in tourism intensity that leads to positive effect on life satisfaction. Given that the 

coefficient is not significant we can conclude that there is a tendency for the presence of an upper 

limit but it is not present in the data in a strong way.  
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Discussion and Conclusions 

The present study addresses the impact of tourism development on residents’ wellbeing. The 

originality of our research lies in the fact that it is conducted on a representative sample of German 

residents included in SOEP. The representativeness of the sample ensures that individuals residing 

in all districts in Germany as well as of all socio-demographic strata are included in the analysis. As 

a consequence, our result can be extended to the whole German population.  

The previous studies on the impact of tourism on residents’ quality of life analyzed responses from 

individuals collected with convenience sampling technique or some more appropriate sampling but 

limited to one or few tourism destinations (i.e. Kim et al, 2012; Woo et al, 2015). In these studies 

only residents in tourism areas are considered. By considering residents in the whole country the 

present investigation permits to confront the levels of life satisfaction of individuals living in 

traditional tourism destinations as well as in areas, which cannot be classified as touristic 

attractions. Inclusion of non-touristic areas allows providing a benchmark with respect to which the 

level of wellbeing of individuals residing in tourism destinations is confronted.  

Representativeness of SOEP sample ensures that all socio-economic classes of residents in 

Germany are included. Previous research demonstrated that socio-economic characteristics affect 

individuals’ perception of tourism impact and support for its further development (Sharpley, 2014). 

 

Moreover, the present study investigates individual satisfaction with life over 12 years and relates it 

to corresponding tourism development in the area of residence. This permits to analyze relationship 

between wellbeing and tourism flows in dynamics observing the changes in the respecting levels.  

Given these premises observed positive relationship between residents’ life satisfaction and tourism 

intensity in the district of residence is of particular importance. It implies that overall utility of 

residents approximated by the measure of quality of life is significantly and positively affected by 

the presence of tourists in their district of residence. Tokarchuk, Gabriele and Maurer (2015) 

demonstrated this relationship for a subset of residents in urban tourism centers in Germany. The 
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fact that this result is robust when the analysis is extended to the whole population has very strong 

implications. In the case of Germany it was demonstrated that tourism has effect on GDP and job 

creation (DIWecon, 2012). Our study demonstrates that tourism has a more profound effect on 

residents’ welfare as it affects their overall quality of life measured by satisfaction with life. The 

fact that the effect is linear and positive shows that considered at the level of the whole Germany 

tourism can be further developed and it will lead to positive impact on residents’ quality of life.  

The results of the present study should be taken with caution for developing policy implications for 

single destinations in Germany. Comparison between results for urban tourism reported in 

Tokarchuk, Gabriele and Maurer (2015) and results of the present study suggests that different 

destinations can experience tourism differently. In the former study the effect of tourism on 

residents’ satisfaction with life is twice as large as the effect of tourism observed in the present 

study. Further investigation of different tourism destinations based on the nature of tourism, its 

seasonality, degree of interaction between tourists and residents at destination, etc., is needed to 

identify how tourism affects residents’ lives. 

The strength of this study represents also its weakness. Most of existing research into tourism 

impact on residents’ quality of life is built on ad hoc surveys of residents (Sharpley, 2014). On one 

hand, these surveys permit to better account for underlying theoretical model and use more 

appropriate econometric techniques to test hypothesis. The choice of empirical estimation model in 

the present study is dictated by the structure of the data. Although structural equation model would 

be more appropriate to test the proposed theoretical model, available data does not allow for this 

empirical strategy.  

However, theoretical and empirical model introduced in the present study can be adapted to similar 

type of data from other countries. This type of research can constitute a comparable basis in order to 

confront tourism development and understand which strategies of tourism development are more 

successful in different countries.  
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Figure 1: Bottom-up spillover model of tourism impact on residents’ satisfaction with life 
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Table 1: Temporal distribution of the database SOEPGER for all Germany, number of 
individuals (freq.). 
 

Survey Year Frequency Percent Cumulative 
    
2000 21,930 9.16 9.16 

2001 21,064 8.79 17.95 

2002 22,186 9.26 27.21 

2003 21,224 8.86 36.07 

2004 20,434 8.53 44.60 

2005 19,625 8.19 52.80 

2006 20,814 8.69 61.49 

2007 19,400 8.10 69.58 

2008 18,454 7.70 77.29 

2009 19,487 8.14 85.42 

2010 17,720 7.40 92.82 

2011 17,195 7.18 100.00 

    
Total 239,533 100.00  
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Table 2: Descriptive statistics of the variables included in the econometric models (source: 
SOEPGER). 
Life domains Name of the variable N mean sd min max 
 

      

 Current satisfaction with life 239533 6.99 1.77 0.00 10.00 

Community Tourism intensity to the community (at 
city level) 239297 3.96 4.64 0.20 44.10 

 Living in an old residential areaa 239533 0.06 0.23 0.00 1.00 

Health  Satisfaction with health 239533 6.64 2.22 0.00 10.00 

Work Satisfaction with work b 141407 6.93 2.17 0.00 10.00 

 Weekly work time b 131929 38.86 12.78 1.00 80.00 

 Commuting to work b 193852 0.29 0.46 0.00 1.00 

 Being unemployed (dummy) 239533 0.05 0.22 0.00 1.00 

 Being retired (dummy) 239533 0.19 0.39 0.00 1.00 

Material  Individual net labor income b 131482 1602.80 1303.03 1.00 99999.00 

wellbeing Homeowner (dummy) 239529 0.53 0.50 0.00 1.00 

Personal 
security 

Worried about job securityc 
137193 2.31 0.71 1.00 3.00 

 Worried about crimec 239123 1.68 0.67 1.00 3.00 

Environment Worried about environmentc 239533 1.87 0.62 1.00 3.00 

Emotional Satisfaction with amount of leisure time 239533 7.05 2.19 0.00 10.00 

Family Number of persons in the household 239533 2.71 1.27 1.00 14.00 

 Live with a permanent partner 239533 0.61 0.49 0.00 1.00 

 Dummy one child 239533 0.16 0.37 0.00 1.00 

 Dummy two children 239533 0.11 0.32 0.00 1.00 

 Dummy More than two children  239533 0.04 0.19 0.00 1.00 

 Dummy In working force 239533 0.81 0.39 0.00 1.00 

Notes: Only valid answers for each variable. 
 a: Old residential area as defined in the SOEP v29.0. b: Only for employed persons with valid answers. c: the 
range of the variable is from: 1 “not worried at all” to 3: “very concerned”. 
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Table 3: Regression results. Dependent variable: current satisfaction with life (quantitative 
ordinal categorical variable with values from 0 to 10). 

Models: Ordered logit 
All Germany 

  

 (Model 1)  

Independent variables:  

Nights per resident 0.0376***(0.014) 

  
Nights per resident 
Squared -0.0004 (0.000) 

  
Living in an old 
residential areaa 0.2433*** (0.022) 

  
Satisfaction with health 0.3781*** (0.003) 

  
Satisfaction with workb 0.2874*** (0.003) 

  
Weekly work timeb -0.0000 (0.000) 

  
Commuting to work -0.0371*** (0.011) 

  
Being unemployed 
(dummy) -0.0330 (0.096) 

  
Being retired (dummy) 2.9553*** (0.061) 

  
Individual net labor 
incomeb 0.0001*** (0.000) 

  
Homeowner (dummy) 0.2083*** (0.012) 

  
Worried about job 
securityb 0.3659*** (0.008) 

  
Worried about crime 0.0427*** (0.008) 

  
Worried about 
environment -0.0676*** (0.009) 

  
Satisfaction with amount 
of leisure time 0.2327*** (0.003) 

  
Number of persons in the 
household 0.0212*** (0.006) 

  
Live with a permanent 
partner 0.2569*** (0.012) 
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Dummy one child -0.0646*** (0.015) 

  
Dummy two children -0.0349* (0.018) 

  
Dummy more than two 
children -0.0168 (0.032) 

  

year dummies Y 

city dummies Y 

Observations 134,885 

Pseudo r squared \ 

Wald chi test 113,970.39 

prob > chi <0.001 

Notes: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Standard errors in parenthesis. 
 a: Old residential area as defined in the SOEP v29.0. b: The variable is interacted with the dummy indicating 
the working status. Formally we included in the regression the product: Var_of _interest*DWorking. 
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Table 4: Estimated cutoff points of the latent variable in the ordinal models reported in Table 
3. Dependent variable: current satisfaction with life.  

Models: Ordered logit 

 All Germany 
Estimated cuts of the 
models: (1) 

Cut 1 -0.8683*** 

 (0.177) 

Cut 2 0.0760 

 (0.169) 

Cut 3 1.3260*** 

 (0.166) 

Cut 4 2.4321*** 

 (0.165) 

Cut 5 3.2537*** 

 (0.164) 

Cut 6 4.6460*** 

 (0.165) 

Cut 7 5.5647*** 

 (0.165) 

Cut 8 7.0370*** 

 (0.165) 

Cut 9 9.1789*** 

 (0.166) 

Cut 10 11.0156*** 

  (0.167) 
Notes: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Standard errors in parenthesis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 


