CHANGING TOURISM PLANNING FRAMEWORK FROM HOLISTIC
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING TO
MARKET-LED PARTIAL DEVELOPMENT:
THE CASE OF SOUTH ANTALYA TOURISM AREA

A THESIS SUBMITTED TO
THE GRADUATE SCHOOL OF NATURAL AND APPLIED SCIENCES
OF
MIDDLE EAST TECHNCAL UNIVERSITY

BY

ELECKN BARI N

IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR
THE DEGREE OF DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
IN
CITY AND REGIONAL PLANNING

JUNE 2014






Approval of the thesis

CHANGING TOURISM PLANNING FRAMEWORK FROM HOLISTIC
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN NING TO
MARKET -LED PARTIAL DEVELOPMENT :
THE CASE OF SOUTH ANTALYA TOUR |ISM AREA

submitted byE L ¢ KN B MRobrt\al fulfilment of the requirements for the
degree ofDoctor of Philosophy in City and Regional Planning Department,
Middle East Technical University by,

Prof . Dr . Canan ¥ZGEN
Dean, Graduate School Nftural and Applied Sciences

Prof. Dr. Melih ERSOY
Head of Depament,City and Regional Planning

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Nil UZUN
SupervisorCity and Regional Planning Dept., METU

Examining Committee Members
Assoc. Prof . Dr . taj at a y—KESKKNOK—
City and Regional Planning Dept., METU

Assoc. ProfDr. Nil UZUN
City and Regional Planning Dept., METU

Prof . Dr. Baykan G| NAY
City and Regional Planning Dept., METU

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Ela BABALIK SUTCLIFFE
City and Regional Planning Dept., METU

Asxoc. Prof. Dr.Ni han ¥ZDEMKR S¥ NMEZ
City and Regional Planning Dept., Gazi University

Date: 19/06/2014



| hereby declare that all information in this document has been obtained and
presented in accodance with academic rules and ethical conduct. | also declare
that, as required by these rules and conduct, | have fully cited and referenced

all material and results that are not original to this work.

Name, LastnameE| - i n BARI N

Signatue



ABSTRACT

CHANGING TOURISM PLANNING FRAMEWORK FROM HOLISTIC
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING TO
MARKET -LED PARTIAL DEVELOPMENT :
THE CASE OF SOUTH ANTALYA TOURISM AREA

Bar én, EI -in
Ph.D., Department of City and Regional Planning
Supervisor Assoc Prof. Dr. Nil UZUN

June 2014239 pages

It is an indisputable fact that planning approach has experieacashange
accompanied by the economic, political and social restructuring throughout the world
since beginning of twentieth centuiy. line with this process, tourism planning has
also witnessed a change as research in this field fomvard. A review of
approaches to tourism development planning indicates that economic oriented
consideration fist changed into a more integrated and comprehensive approach.
Then, it is moved to more sustainable and participatory approaches. However, the
change in tourism planning approach does follow the same process in countries
having different economic, ptital and social structuse Thus, tourisn planning
literature originatingfrom mainly western studies is not explanatory for these

countries.

Within this context, this thesis focuses m@vealing the change in tourism planning
approach in Turkey withreemphasisn the change in definition of tourism land use
concepts and plan decisions with reference to aims and instruments of tourism
planning set by Turkish governmert order to show this, a case study was
conducted in South Antalya Tourism Area ahhasalwaysbeenthe main focus of

state intervention in order to develop tourism sithe1970s.



Results of the thesis show ttliae planning process of tourism was the derivative of
national tourism policy based on comprehensive planning approaitte it070s,
however,with the enactment of Tourism Encouragement INov2634in 1982the
planning processtartedto function according to theeanand of tourism investors
causng tourism planningo changdrom comprehensive holistic planning to market
led partial planningThis has been limited only fghysical solutions and economic
gain ignoring social, leisure perspectives and holistic planning prin@gltisularly
since 2000s

Keywords Tourism, Tourism Planning, Tourism Encouragement Law, fi3m

Centers, South Antalya Tourism Area
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¥Z

B, T, NC, L KAPSAMLI PLANLAMADAN PKYASA OD

GELKKkMEYE EVRKLEN TURKZM PLANLAMASI Y
G, NEY ANAATURKZM ALANI ¥RNEJK

Bar én, EI -in
Ph.D., kehir ve B°l ge Pl anl ama I
Tez YP° nAssoc.iofsDr. Nil UZUN

Haziran 2014239 sayfa

Ekonomi k, politik ve sosyal yapéda yakan
deji kim i-erisinde ol dlujruzimamp) aeaj@ilamase b
tanéekl ekupetimekkt®l aalak ekonomi k odakl & ya
kapsambeget ¢vnet e ki Em pl anl|l aamalsmear ge&mdmd z dle
s¢rdegrelebilir ve kateéel eynazzéamdia iexml plna mli
haline gel my a7z é wdwn godlmacraskk tartékel an t ul
yakl akémlaré daha -ok baté ¢l kelerinin p
farkl & ekonomi k, politik ve sosyal S¢re
a-éklayéecé ol amamaktader.

Bu kapsamdiaye6deez tTurrikzm pl anl amasé yakl e
kavramé ve plan kararlarénén turizm pl an!
i -erisinde ortaya koymaya -al ékacakter.
devlietin turikzmremelki °hedefdgeldi | i G¢e¢ney f
odakl anél acakter.

Araktérma ile T¢rkiyebde turizm pl anl am:
yakl akémé il e el e al é&néKahua NO.2ToWrdi)z ny (Tre kMg
girmesi (1982)ve bununlabi r I i kt e pré&nmel aamaa-dmacénén de
°czelli kleeld®®aIni bakl ayar ak turizm pla
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dinlence ve sosyal boyutl arené déeklayeéecé ek
yat érémceéeseénén teanl eppalre-raicnée bg éran e lxaekl iaddaelnan Ij a

sonucuna vareél mékteéer

Anahtar kelimeler Turizm, Tur i zm Pl anl amaseé, Turizm TeKVi

Mer kezi, G¢ney Antalya Turizm Al ané
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1.Aim of the Study andthe Rationale

Although burismdoes not have a unique definition in literature, this study handles
the concpt based on two perspectives namely technical and conceptual definitions.
Technicd definitions introducedefinition of tourism based on statistical and
legislative reasons while conceptual definitions focus on normative and notional
frameworks which propose a way of thinking about tourism. Discussions on
conceptual definitions of towwin provide many elements of economy, leisure,
recreation and soefy which are essential to tourisrithus this study focuses on the
conceptual definitions of tourisnT.ourism concept should recognize the overlap of
these aspects as the essence of toyslanming.

Scholars have tried to define tourism planning with different perspectives. Gunn
(1994) introducedefinition of tourism with an economic point of viewvhich
accepts tourism planning as a tool of generating income and employment. However,
Hall (1970) and Get41987) emphage the other roles of tourism planning and
approach tourism as a tool ofcreasing the social, economic and environmental
benefits of the development process. On the other hand, contemporary definition of
tourism planning fogses on the integration and adaptation characteristics of tourism
sector and accepts tourism as a tool of both industry and socia fmskeeep 1991,
Higgins-Desbiolles 2006).

As it is understood, each definition has a different focus wioikenér ddinition
focuses ontourism asone of themeans of economic development, the latter

definition view tourism planning as a tool of utilizing the integration capacity of
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tourism and social forese However, the missing point in each definition is that
tourismis also a practice of producing space that can not be separated from planning
as each definition of tourism produces its own space. Therefore, tourism planning

should be taken into consideration in detail.

The literature on tourism planningries in tems of approaches particular to each
period having its own economic and political structure. In this sense, tourism
planning approachesan be classifiedh three parts namely classical, rational and

contemporary.

Classical approach, known as Boosterigm,a form of norplanning. Having
popularity inthe 1920s, Boosterism aims to advertise towns and cities in order to
promote economic development with the help of tourism development (Getz, 1987;
Hall, 1991; Dredge, 1999; Costa, 2001). However, as thadems of this economic
point of viewhaverisen rational approach has started to gain popularity in tourism

planning literature.

Rational approach introduced integrated and comprehensive planning approach in
tourism planning as in urban planning thedFfie essence of the approach is based
on the idea that tourism is not only an industry but also a system (Gunn, 1994;
Leiper, 1990; Mill and Morrison, 1998). In this context, main tourism planning
approaches following integrated and comprehensive apptoatition areProduct's
Analysis Sequencé@ASOLB Model proposing a planning process for tourism
development based on rational comprehensive plandapald Getz's Model
implying thatplanning of tourism development should not be reduced to economic
rationale but should also consider social and physical perspectidvéll and

Mo r r i Approadhdocusing tourism policy to have an integrated tourism planning
process andlourism Area Life Cycle Modeahtroducing a framework for the

description and interpretan of the evolution of tourism areas.

In line with changing economic and political structure in the Wentde 1970sthe
new framework for tourism planning hagendefined as Contemporary Planning

Approach on Tourism Development including sustad@aland participatory
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approaches in order to overcome existing problems of tourism development planning
approaches. Whilé&Sustainable Tourism Approadntroduces strategies ensuring
natural resources maintaining economic development of tourSommunity
Participation Approachproposes tourism development strategy based on community

resources, needs and decisions.

A review of approaches to tourism development planning indicates that economic
point of view first changed into a more integrated and comprehenapproach.

Then, more sustainable and participatory approaictiesved.

In line with discussion in tourism planning literature, the aim of this study is to
reveal the change in tourism planning approach in Turkey with a focus on the change
in definiion of tourism land use concepts and plan decisions with reference to aims

and instruments of tourism planning set by Turkish government.

The hypothesis of testudyis formulatedasi De f i ni ti ons of tour i ¢
and instruments of tourism gining since the 1970s have changed from an
integrated, comprehensive and holistic approach to one that is fetkesectoral

and piecemeal causing implementations that produmzavedtourism spaces in

Turkeyo.

To test this hypothesis, this studydntls to investigate how tourism planning
approach has changed in Turkey in terms of definitions of tourism concepts and plan

decisions in relation to aims and instruments of tourism planning since the 1970s?

To investigate this issue, there are threzcHr research questions.

e Sub RQ 1 How havetourism policy and approach chauig@ Turkey

since the 1970s?

e Sub RQ 2 What is the change in the approaches of tourism planning in
terms of the definition and plan decisions of tourism planning in the

development of South Antalya Tourism Area?
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e Sub RQ 3 How are the aims and instruments of tourism planning (land
allocations) related to the change in the definition and plan decisions in
South Antalya?

First sub questionaims tointroduce macro explanatis related to the change in
tourism policy and approach in Turkey since 1970s. Seaoddhird sub questions
focus on the case studfpouth Antalya Tourism AreaTlherefore, the first step
followed in this research an extensive literature review of toudemelopment in
Turkey and South Antalya Tourism Area. Thetydy uses maps, questionnaire and
in depth interview tdoring about new ideas related to the changing framework of

tourism planning and reveal the change in terms of conceptual and spatitd.aspec

Although, the planning process of tourism was the derivative of national tourism
policy based on comprehensive planning approacheri970s, today the planning
process is subject to market forces tbatisingtourism planningto changefrom
comprelensive holistic planning to markksd partial planningThisis limited only

to physical solutions and economic gaignoring social, leisure perspectives and
holistic planning principles. Following such a discussion, this thesis claims that
tourism plaming sincethe 1970s hasurnedinto a sectoral and piecemeplanning
approach causing implementations whichare confined to enclaved tourism

developments as directed by market forces in Turkey.

This study will make a contribution at various levels,otletical and practical
professional. The study is theoretically important becavsstern world oriented
tourism literatureclaims that contemporary approach involves flexible, sustainable,
integrative, and participatory planning models in tourigse after the 1980s,
however, this is not explanatory for the case of Turkey. Tourism development and
planning approach in Turkey differentiates from main stream tourism planning
approaches developed in Western Countries. Therefore, this thesis make
contribution to tourism planning literature for developing countries by revealing and
exploring the reasons of the change in tourism planning approach in terms of

definition, aims and instrument of planning.



Little research i n Tur k eops (EO97¢ ¥98t 2001lr om T

2005) has been done on wipwarticular objectives and instruments differentiated
from developed countries are used in tourism planning since the;iBi&an area

which would be supporéd byresearch. Thus, this studgcuses orthis change in
tourism literature. Very little is known about how planners and bureaucrats define
tourism, determine aims and choose instruments to undertake and eventually
implement a tourism planning exercise in Turkey. This is a neglected area of tourism
research. Therefore, this thesis aims to reveal the elements of tourism planning since
the1970sbased oM urkey.

To verify this lack the presentstudy aims at revealing the change in tourism
planning approach in Turkey sintiee 1970s.To do that, firstthe studyfocuses on

the changes in tourism policies which have been influential on defining the path of
tourism development in Turkey sintiee 1970s. In this context, the stuffycuses on
tourism development policies and projectsicerningAntalya whch is theleading
tourism destination of Turkey and reflects the tourism planning policy of Turkey.
This calls for understanding the change in tourism definition, tourism planning
decisions as well as aims and instrurseeand allocation) of tourism plaimg.
Finally, the study generates argumentstioa discussion whethéourism planning

principles and instruments produseclavedourism spacesr not

The study is also professionally important because it explbeegeasons behind the
conceptual andgpatial change iourism planning in Turkey through the eye of
planners. In terms of professiomahctice the findings of this study may be useful to
produce multi-dimensionaltourism spaces. Multi dimensionality can be achieved
through a consciousneigat consider not only economic gaiftomtourism but also

social and spatial aspects of tourism. Thus, tourism plans should be prepared based
on a notion including integration with other sectors, participatory process and other

cultural, social and econucal aspects of the locality.



1.2 Contextual Setting of the Study

The 1970s were the yeans which tourism sectomwas introducednto Tur k ey 6 s
development targets and plans as one of the prior seétorsthe frst time in

06Second Fi v emeXtan (8968DF W 2) @, supporting mass t
aimed because of its relatively more economical benefits. Also,uritFBive Years

Development Plan (1978983), investments of accommodation units in prior

regions on tourism and establishing propgarism complexes to the needs of mass

tourism were aimed.

Turkey adopteda comprehensive and integrated planning approach in tourism
development and conducted tourism projects with a holistic viewhen1970s.
Particularly, with the enactment of TourisBmcouragement Law in 1982, Turkey

has witnessed a change in tourism policy which prioritizes piecemeal tourism land
development in order to serve mass tourism. Especially, instraroértourism
planning afterthe 1980s were very important in shaping isar development in
Turkey. When Tourism Encouragement Law came into effect, it superseded
integrated tourism projectS&ince thenthe plan modifications and land allocation
concerning the tourism investorsoitinterests
has not dealt with integrated tourism plannifidpe mainmodificationin Tourism
Encouragemeritaw was the consideration of areas possessing tourism potential and
determining these areas as priority zones through declaring them as Tourism Centers
(TCs) a Culture and Tourism Protection and Development Regions (CTPDRS). This

has been the main objective of tourism planning after the 1980s.

The concepts of TCs and CTPDRsthe terms added with the Law to the tourism
legislation and tourism planning termlogy, aim to achieve the planned
development of tourism in the country. Thus, planning decisions heen
formulated within the boundaries afeasleclaredasTCs or CTPDRs. This situation
has been leading miecemeal land developmerind generally pulr land has been

prioritized to develop tourism.



After the 1980s, ithas beerpbvious that the most effective planning instruments
have been declaration @Cs or CTPDRs and land allocation which is the method

for tourism investors to acquire land ugghts provided by Tourism Encouragement
Law. Although, such objectives and instruments of tourism planning in Turkey have
made significant contributions to development of mass tourism in a piecemeal and
sector oriented logic, they reduced tourism planrnimga physical tool serving
piecemeal land development and produenglavedtourism space. Thus, the main
aim of this study is tanalyzethe change in tourism planning approach in detail and

to reveal the reasons of this change.

To do that, this studuses the most integrated tourism development project, South
Antalya Tourism Area in Turkey. Since, Antallasalwaysbeenthe main focus of

state intervention in order to develop tourism, the tourism projects conducted in the

city is also appropriate teeveal the change in tourism planning approach dinee
1970s.

TURKEY SOUTH ANTALYA TOURISM AREA
1 TR ]

7 ¢ . i

L r»\:%r*wer
N
y

LTekirova

‘Ulupinar

7
mluca

i #<Cavuskoy

Figure 1.1 The Location of South Antalya Tourism Area
(Source Google Earth last accessed dhPgbruary, 2014)



In Turkish literature, there are studies focusing on South Antalya Tourism

Devel opment Project (At i k, 200 3; Hayérsever
1996). However, the scope of these projects is based on the effects of tourism
development on natural and cultural assets rather than planning approach and

practices. Thus, thewgly also aims to fill such a gap in the literature.

In addition, in this thesis it isclaimed that the abovementioned way of tourism
planning adopted after Tourism Encouragement Law is probleraat&gms and
instrumens of tourism planning should ngive way topiecemeal land development
serving mass tourisprather it should serve a holistic development considering
integration with other secto@nd localities. Such an approach shocdsider not
only economic perspective but alsocial and leisure guspectives and respect
environmental and culturassetsas supported by contemporary tourism planning

approaches.

1.3Content of the Study

This thesis has been organized around five extensive chapters apart from
Introduction and Conclusion By the Introduction part of the thesisthe subject
matterof the thesidgs formulatedby clarifying points in terms of aims, contextual
setting of the study and research questions. IrCibreclusion,a general evaluation

on the findings of the local surveygssen.

Chapter 2constitutes conceptual formulation of the research. In this pontiee
main theories aboutourism concept and tourism planning are explained and
critically evaluated. Following the theories, a conceptual scheme is outlined in order

to preent theoretical points for the thesis.

Chapter 3intends to state an overview of the development history of tourism in
Turkey based on three periods in order to understand the scope and the significance
of tourism planning and integrate the theoreticahfework of the study with the

historical basis.



Chapter 4introduces the method of the study including the stages of the analysis in
terms of gatheringand analysis of the research materiResearch method is
designed to explain the change in tourismnping by addresng the main research

questionandsub-questions.

Chapter 5deals with the case stud$outh Antalya Tourism Area. First of all,
reasons to choose the South Antalfjaurism Areaas a case study area are
explained. Second, the evolutiontoirism development in the area based on three
phases which focus on aims of tourism plans and spatial development approach
provided

Chapter 6introduces the research findings presenting the results that came up from
the spatial analysis, questiomea and indepth interviews carried out with the
professionals. In this respect, first changes in definition of tourism concept and
planning decisions in tourism plans are discussed. Then, reasons behind the change
are examined in terms of aims and instemtnof tourism plans. These explanations

enable thesis to infer conclusive remarks.
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CHAPTER 2

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

In this chapter, the main aim is poesentheoretical framework of the study related
firstly to tourism cowrept and secondly tdourism planning First section of the
chapter introduces review oftourism definitions while econd sectiorlays out
tourism planning approached-inally, section introducesan overall critical
evaluation of tourism planning apprées in order to sheallight on and provide a
deepemnderstanding about the change in tourism concept and planning approach in
South Antalya Tourism Area which is the case study of this thesis.

2.1 Definitions of Tourism

This section introduceslifferent definitions of tourism which provides a deeper
recognition towards the concept. Since this study aims to reveal the change in

tourism planning, first how tourism is defined should be understood.

In line with arguments a$cholars (PagandConnel, 200: Tat ar oj:Wang, 2006
2000, different analystrom different disciplines studipurism and view the concept

from their own standpoint. Thus, there are difficulties in recognition and
conceptualization of tourism. Considering the fact that there isanaiversally
accepted definition of tourism, the following discussion intends to explain different

definitions and framework of tourism in the literature.
Evaluation of definition and the use wiurism conceptirethe main focus of this

chapter ratherthan focusing on etymological discussion. However, the root of

tourism can briefly be explained.
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Korstanje (2007) introducesnaetymological discussion in terms of different

linguistic perspectives namelyatin, Aramaic and Onomastic In Latin langua@,

refers toSaxonrOld English the roots of tourism come from the tefirarn which

meansi depar ture with t hGnthe otheehartd, pmomoneats of r et ur ni r
Aramaic languadelaims that the roots of term comes frdmrwh i ch fAwas used f o
the trip exploration and move melKotstanef200@ e opl eo i n
102-103).

The last school, Onomastic Schoslt at es t hat froot of the term
pact bet ween Charl es V andl06).Aeordhgtol at our s o
this sdool, term of tourism comes from the last name of the French aristocracy

family Della Tour having exclusive rights including organized trips.

Apart from etymological discussienit is appropriate to identifyourismbased on
technical and conceptual dinitions as discussk in the literature (Burkart and
Medlik, 1981; Pageand Connell, 2009 Leiper, 1983). Technical definitions
introduce tourism definition based on statistical and legislative reasons while
conceptual definitiongocus on normative andotional frameworks which proposa

way of thinking about tourism.

2.1.1Technical Definitions of Tourism

Attempts to define tourism concept in terms tethnical aspects are not new
(Chaudhary, 2014; PagedConnell, 2009, Smith, 2004%ince technicatiefinitions
of tourism include statistical and legislative points, organizatiesponsible from
tourism recentlythe World Tourism Organizatich(WTO) have attempt to define

tourism in order to introduce a common basis to collect (Raégeand Connell,

! Aramaic is a family of languages belonging to Semitic Family spoken in Western Asia, North Africa
and Horns of Africa.For further infomat i o n, see the st ulbeyAramdic Yéel déz, E.
Language and Its Classificatialournal of Assyriacademic Studies
2 Onomastic School is the study of proper names of all kinds and origins of nBarefirther
information about the etimology edurism, sed eiper, N.(1983). An Etimology of Tourism. Annals
of Tourism Research (2). New YorlPergamon Press. Volume.10
% World Tourism Organizatioris the United Nations agency responsible for the promotion of
responsible, sustainable and univélysa accessible tourism http:
//media.unwto.org/content/understandtogirismbasicglossary
12



2009 12). Thus, the definition of World Tourism Organization provides a basis for

all countries.

I n this context, techni cal definition of
Statistical Commission in its twengeventh session held from 22 Fedry to 3
Mar ch 19930 i ncludes travel and ti me d

sentence.

fiTourism comprises the activities of persons travelling to and staying in
places outside their usual environment for not more than one consecutive year

for leisure, business and other purpog®gTO, 2014)

Considering thalefinition, tourism is used to embratene dimensionand prpose

of travel with the intention of specifyingdy technical issues. The first technical
issue is the purpose of trav@hce ach trip does not generate a tourism activity.
Therefore, first issue aims to distinguish trip to the work, education, daily shopping
or local day to day activities from business, holiday or other travel purposes. Second
iIssue refers tohe time dimensionwhich defines minimum and maximum period of
time spent away from the honf@& minimum stay of more than 24 hours away from
home and a maximum of less than a gedardetermined astandardin order to

accept the travel as a tourism actii@haudhary2014; PageandConnell,2009).

In line with WTO, different scholars also introdutaehnicaldefinition of tourism
(BrionesJuarez et all, 2009; Gunand Var, 2002; Chaudhary2014; Hall et all,
2004). Similar to the definition of WTOPBrionesJuares et al(2009 4) identify

tourismwi t hin a tourist perspective in four
to developo. Second category is related
one is Athe permanency i nrswhere amightsstay pl a

shoul d exi st to be considered as the wuse

i nteraction of the tourists with the hos:

Similar to the abovementioned tourism definitio@sinnand Var (2002 9) offer a

definition focusing on movement of people and activities. According to their

13



def i nioarisnois the ténporary movement of people to destinations outside
their normal places of work and residence the activities undertaken during their stay

in those destinatits and the facilities created to cater to their n@eds

On the other hand, Chaudhary (20145) defines tourism in simple terms and
concentrates on component o fthe taod of traved m. I n
for the purposes of leisure, pleasuréasiness, and the provision of services for this

aco.

To summarize, technical definitions see tourism as an activity including travelling
away from home for at least 24 hours for the purpose of using leisure time in the

forms of holiday, business aed all.

Some other scholars deal with tourism through a different conception. They criticize
technicaldefinitions of tourisnwhich has emerged simply out of statistical concerns.
Another criticism is that these technical definitions ignore differentspectives of
tourism (Hall et all, 20044; PageandConnell, 2009).

In line with this argument, Halkkt all (2004 4) states that tourism should emerge

from broader perspectives that have enabl
and political dmensions of tourism, as well as fundamental economic issues of
commodification, distribution, tourism labor, and the appropriate role of the state in

t o u r iTlhismapproach further detailed by the stuof Smith (1988 183) who

def i nes t ou gregatenof allsbusinesdes tbat dirertly provide goods or
services to facilitate business, pleasure, and leisure activities away from the home

environment 606

To conclude, technical definition of tourism solely are not enough to understand
tourismin detailbecause it does not only cover time and purpose of travel but also is
related to the economic, social and leisure isstiégrefore, following section

focuses on the conceptual definitions of tourism in order to provide a clear

understanding of its meamgnscope and its use.
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2.1.2Conceptual Definitions of Tourism

This section of the chapter introduces the definition of tourism within conceptual
framework. Tourism represents multiple conceptualizations and is open to
contestations sssions @ sdcial, ernivinoansental, euttuzat and
economi c ter ms o 7;(udimerol 2012 1). Therefore, this Géctibn

aims to provide entire essence of the subject and different aspects through the

conceptual representatiof tourism.

In the first part, section focuses on the definition of tourism withoonomic
concept. In the second part, it reprgsethe meaning of tourism dsisure and

recreation toolFinally, it concentrates on social meaning of tourism.

2.1.21 Tourism as anEconomic Resource

This part concentrates on the definition of tourism in terms of economic aspects. In
literature, expressing tourism in relation to the economic actiadgresss a

common point which is income generator for a country.

In this respect, tourisns viewed as an efficient tool for economic development and
decrease irforeignt r ade def i cit (Chgudhary(2014 UPak@ |, 200
supports this argument ancdconceptualize tourism as a catalyst for economic
development. In this respect, stiefnes t ouri sm as a MfAsource
earningsa generator of personal and corporate incomes, a creator of employment and

a contributor t o Simladye Briomegloarez et all (2009) g s 0 .
perceive tourism as an essential economic agtdde to not only the contribution of
economic growth but also social development of a country.

Moreover, Debbageand lonna (2004) who deal with tourism with an economic
perspectivesee tourism as an industry. However, tourism industry is different from
other types of industries due to thmurism product as a bundle of services and

experiencesn the forms of tangibldhotel) and intangible dustomer satisfactign
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elements Thus, Leiper (1990 cited in Debbaged loannides, 2004) uses the term
partial industrializationto present this differentiation of tourism industry.

In line with the arguments discussed in the literature, the common and dominantly
accepted point is that tourism is an activity that generates income and employment

thus is a tool of @nomic resource.

Why tourism is widelyseen as an economic tdws certain reason®ne reason is

about the changing travel pattern due to increase in mobility capacity and disposable
income. Travellingformerly, was an activity for only high income @rps however

in time with the improved technologies in transportation system and increase in
income level, people has started to travel more for tourism purposes and demanded
certain tourism products and services (Chaudhary, 2014; &uhWar, 2002). All

these contributed to development of tourism as an economic sector.

Conceptualizatiomf tourism as an economic segton the other hand, is also related

to the government policieMany scholars (GunmandV ar 2002; ; G¢nay, 2 C
Gunn, 1979 mention th&governmerd adoptand prioritize tourism sector since it is

seen an easy way of economic improvement. Thumbling tourism through

creating bed capacity and built environment required for tourism development has

become an initial goafor countries pdrcularly for underdeveloped countries.
Arguments of Gunn (1979 ) al so support this argument an
impact of tourism is so overwhelming that it is no wonder that underdeveloped

countries seek it and industrialized nations wish toepott i t 0 .

Specifically, for countries having no other alternative economic sector to develop

such as Laos, Et hiopi a, Mal di ves and ot her,
the insurance of local population survival through hospitality, promotajtiwnal

artistry Brumdruaod Taafl t@0dd; 187) Moreover, br developed
countries,tourism has risen as a resourceesbnomic reconvertin this regard,

former industrial areas having cultural and historical heritage are transformed into

tourism zone¢BrumaruandT a | 20k1,187)

16



On the other handgnother reason behind the adoption of tourism geva@rnment

strategyis the changing economic and political structure particularly called as
globalization after 1980¢n this respect, tourism has conceptualized as a commodity

with the rise of global investment flows in tourism in the forms miultinational
enterprises suchs transnational hotel chairf®@ageand Connell (2009 18) make a
contribution about this discussion and asserts that global investment flows cause
tourism to beammodi fi ed because these fl ows <cr
productiord which choose locationst specific tourism zones and shape tourism

based on their demands.

To sum up, it is obvious that pointing out tourism as an economic resource ignores
other aspects of tourism such as leisure and social meankhgsever, solely
accepting tourism as an economic resource stays over simple and disregards its other

meanings such as leisure activity, holiday need for all.

2.1.2.2 Tourism as Leisureand Recreation Tool

Understanding what tourism is in terms of leisure and recreation is ctacgd
beyond economic meaning of tourism which is dominantly accepted in the literature.
In other words, it is important to understahd relationship of leisure, recregat and
tourism in order to have an adequate conceptualization of tourism (Hall et ali, 2004
4).

Dominant view states that tourism is an economic activity aapdmary industry
providing job opportunities andswhanntri e:
economic oriented view stays narrow and igsopeiblic meaning of tourism

including leisure and recreation aspedtdall and Page, 2002; Cromptomand
Richardson1986).

In line with the discussianin the literature (Haland Page,2002 7; Pageand
Connell,2009 4), tourism, recreation and leisure have become more interrelated and
overlapped in time as a resultfafiscretionary spendingn leisure activities and the

increased availability of time tooengag
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changing work practices. Thus, tourism should be explained through the lens of
leisure and recreation activitiel this respectfirstly it is important to discuss

definition oftwo concepts, leisure and recreatwith reference to tourism.

There area number of approaches concentratedetsure Stockdale (1985%tating

that leisureis related to life satisfactiomtroduces threeefinitions of leisureFirst

definition sees leisure as a free time activity. Second one introduces an objective

view and accepts leisure as monwork activity. Last definition emphasizes
subjective perception of | eisure and under st
the field of leisureSince the main scops to understand the relationship between

leisure and totiism, social psychology oriented definitioase not discusseith this

study.

Apart from Stockdale, there are other scholars discussing leisure cdDoepif the

simple approachdeals with leisure asfree time activityand playful activity
underlyingindividual behaviorin a freeway(Herbert, 1988; Bullon, 199Mall and

Page, 2002)On the other handGunn (1979 10) states that leisure is more than

Amer el y nonlin otheer vikordg, tiisnraenon-compensatedctivity which

generates pleasure, hapgss and enjoyment without external compulsibimus, it
represents fs cafregeheratve a Thoamaodl ui, 2006 ; Mu n

BrionesJuarez et all, 2009)

However, the main point highlighted here is that each kind of leisure activity such as
free time activity spent at home may not associated with tourism. Therefore, as stated
by Tat ar :olf)]itus n¢c@sSaby @o distinguish leisure activities connected to
tourism. In this regard, leisure definitions referringotdt of homeare much more

appropriate to set a relationship with tourism.

Recreationon the other hands strongly relatedd the termgestore,refresh renew
andrecreate. In simple terms, recreation is defined as the pleasant activities during
oneds f MaeevertHallnaed.Page (20025 ) defines recreation ¢

activities undertaken by the residents of an immadt e r egi ono. Similar|l

18



(197924) states that recreation i s an fact

pl easure and enjoyment or activity that

Considering abovementioned definitions, it is evident thatileiand recreation are

used synonymously w to similarities between two concepts However,
Mieczkowski (1990) represents the differences and the relationship between two
concepts. I n this regard, while | eisure
time devoted toact i vi t i e s 0definedeas ang activityoparsuedsduriifig

| ei s(uMieedc zkows ki , 1990 :d41).tlneother wardsldisare ar o] | |
involves recreation since recreation is associated with activities taking place during
leisure time.The relationship between leisure and recreation is demonstrated in
Figure2.1

Leisure Recreation

ifree) Time

Figure2.1: The Relationshippetween_eisure and Recreation
(Source Mieczkowski, 199@¢ i t ed i n T:d¥® arojlu, 2006

In terms of time dimensiorRageand Connell (2009 9) offers a leisure spectrum

Avi ewing tourism and recreation as part
As Figure2.2 demonstratedeisure time involves different activities such as home
based activities requiring no overnight stayt of home activities irthe forms of
recreation and tourism activities requiring stay more than 24 hours away from home.
Thus, not all recreation activities taken in leisure time are accepted as tdausm.

(1979 24) also supports this argument atairas that recreation and tourism are not

the same but they overlap. Thus, following discussion employs overlaps and

relationship between leisure, recreation and tourism.
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Home-based . .
le; Recreation Tourism
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Figure2.2 The Leisure Spectrum
(Source PageandConnell, 20099)

Many schohirs also accept considerable overlap among leisure, recreation and
tourism. In thisregard, Halland Page (20024) explains soft boundaries among the
concepts through acceptinige view of Parker(1990) whichstaesstudying leisure

as a whole is explamaty to understand recreation and tourism. In addition,
Chaudhary (20148) also emphasize theslationshipbetween concepts and states

t h aourism include§ the activities undertaken for leisure and recreatiéigure

2.3showsthe relationstp betweerthe concepts
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Figure2.3 Relationshig betweerLeisure, Recreation anlirism
(Source Hall andPage, 20025).

To sum up, it is notable faresent definitions of PagendConnel (20099) related to

three concepts.eisure is d e f | asdhs tinfeactivities and experience derived,
characterized by freedomo s pend oo BReatrsatiohise e e we thee a s
activities undertaken i n 0o rdendismidseenasur e
fitravel to a destination (involving an overnightystand 24 hours away frolmome)

which incorporates leisure and recreation activities

Together with all discussionspurism can beaccepted asneansof leisure and
recreation since they are interrelated and overlapping condaplsie with this
argumem, some scholars mention the role of touridavelopmentn terms of leisure
and recreationAlthough tourism activities are mostly accepted as effective an
economic tool which directs town plannidge to contribution to the development of
new built envionment in the forms of hotels, tourism should be also taken into

consideration through the lenses of leisure and recreation.

In this respect, G¢gnay (2006, Rieu@eand st at

recreation oriented planning in a counthystead of solely targeting tourism
development for economic gains. Adopting such a view provides a tourism
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development in the forms not only tourism establishments but also daily use and
camping areas which are open to different income groups in aysanigtensure the

publicness of the coastal area.

To concludeconceptualization ofourism as a tool of leisure and recreation led to
new ways of experiencing tourism development which provides actigtiels as

daily use, camping, and promenade for iatome groups in leisure timdhus,
leisure in this study is accepted as a tool which promotes development of tourism

spaces open to public and defend public interest in tourism development.

2.1.2.3Tourism as aSocial Tool

Conceptualization of tourismas a social tool iselated to the people who participate
in tourism movements. iBerent from economy oriented definition of tourism
tourism as a social tool focuses on the movement of all people rather than only

certain groups of tourist.

Considerig literature discussion for this view, the common paintlefinitions of
tourismis the termall. In this respect, tourismefers to desires and satisfaction of all
users, all social classes and all tourists derived fnoiday activities Gunn and
Var, 2002; BrumarwandT a |, 20kt Gilbert, 1990).

In active engagement with social aspects, tourism is discussed as a phenomenon

having not only economic roles but alsmch mae meaning and role for society.

This argument was also identified and officiadlgoptedin the Manila Declaration

on World Tourismheld in World Tourism Conference of 1980 in Manilkhe

purpose of the Declaration is to clarify the role of tourism for society through

emphasizing responsibilitiesf state. In thisrespect the Declaration recommends

that tourism is not a purely economic activity but edso t o o | of fdfot al fulf
the human being [ é ] soci al devel opedé¢ornthe workers a | | coun
gaining annual paid holidays afdé }epresents the recognition of a fundamental

rightd t he human being to rest and | eisureo (M
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Another point emphasized in the Declaratiorsasial tourism In this respect, the
Declaration brings sodiatourism as responsibility of statdsy declaringthe
following: i s o c i anhis ah objective which society must pursue in the interest

of those citizens who aleast privileged in the exercise of their right to dest

In line with the Declaration, some scholars also point out social tourism as a term
describing a wide varietgf holiday types, destinations and tourism establishments
which provide wider access or participation of all people including particularly
economically weak or disadvantaged groups in society to the tourism activity
(Hunzicker, 1951Minnaert et all, 2011)

Regardingsocial aspect of tourism, it is clear that human dimension of tourism
cannotbe ignoredIn other words, the viewupportingourism as a social tool can be
linked to the interpretation afight to tourism Thus, governments should ensure

wider access of all to the tourism activities.

On the other handsome scholars highlighted theturism is asocial activity and

means of communicatiorBrumaruandT a | o K : 19D Gohcéptualizeourism as

a pretext of socializatiorsince it providescommunication among people through

sharing leisure time. SimilarlyBrionesJuarez et all (20091) present tourism like a
playful activity that facilitates interc
understanding among people of different aules $Moreover, Chaudhary (20143)

defines tourism as a social activity which is based on interaction between different
communities having different habits and customs. However, all these discussions
mai nly introduce soci owhelgis mettthe smainpseopesop e ct i

this study

To sum up, previous parts go some way in explaining that tourism is defined in
different aspects and a common definition is not so possible. iThsisiecessary to
broadenthe concept of tourism into holisticterpretations. Key elements of this
holistic view should comprise economic sleie andsocial aspects.
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From this review it may be observed that many elements of economy, leisure,
recreation and social are essential to tourism thus it is consideredotinesim
concept should recognize the overlap of these aspects as the essence of tourism

planning.

Further part discusses the spatial representation for tourism concept which is
necessary in order to understand how conceptualization of tourism shapss tou

planning.

2.2. Tourism Planning

This part focuses on the definition, origin of tourism planning and how it has evolved
based on changing economic and political structure of the world. The change in
tourism planning will be discussed in three ma@niods. In each part, economic and
political development will be introduced firstly and their influence on planning and

tourism planning will then be discussed.

2.21. The Concept of Tourism Planning

Although tourism planning does not have a uniquindien in the literature, with
the developments in tourism sector after 1960s, tourism planning has become as a
specialized area having its own specific techniques, principles, and models while

drawing on general planning methodology.

Different expertshave tried to define tourism planning with differgrérspectives

Some of these are introducedfollowing sentences

Gunn (1979) was one of the first to define tourism planning as a tool for destination
area development, and introduced an economyntede view. Thus, Gunn see
tourism planning as a means for assessing the needs of a tourist receiving destination.
According to Gunn (1994}he focus of planning is mainly to generate income and
employment, and ensure resource conservationtrandler satsfaction (Andriotis,

200Q 63).
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Hall (1970) and Get£1987) emphasizehe other roles of tourism planning. Thus,

Getz defines tourism planning@sa pr ocess, based on resear
seeks to optimize the potential contribution of tourison human welfare and

envi r on me nThas definifionadveals that twurism planning does not solely
involve the number of tourists and their economic consequences. Its emphasis is on

achieving goals of development.

Moreover, Hall (1970) mentionsfikrent roles of tourism planning and states that
planning isrequired to have a development on social, economic and environmental
issuesTo do this, planning becomes fian ordet

lead to the achievement of eitheragsihne goal or to a bal ance

On the other hand, contemporary definition of tourism focuses on the integration and
adaptation characteristics of tourism sector. According to Inskeep (1991, p.28),

tourism planning is a process utiliziggneral planning concepts that have proven to

be effective in meeting the challenges facing modern development processes but

adopted to the particular characteristicsonfrism

Moreover, it includes a decisianaking process between the tourism indusing

other sectors of the economy, between variousnstilonal areas and between types

of tourism. It requires the integration of the tourism industry into other sectors such
as agriculture, industry, transportation and social services. (TasdrTimothy,

2001 353).

As it is understood each definition has a different fosMkile former definition
focuses on the tourism planning as means of economic development, the latter
definition see tourism planning as a tool of utilizing the integration capatity o

tourism.

Considering the contribution of different roles of tourism planning to the definition,
development objectives of a tourism plan need further discuskiomrder to
successfullydesign a tourism plan, it is necessary to have a clear undengiarfdi

the development objectives to be achieved at national, regional or local levels.
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Development objectives may be political, secudtural, environmental and

economic or combination of these issues.

According to Sharpley and Sharpley (1997), thegeatibes are

fA statement of the desired outcomes of developing tourism in a
destination andnclude a wide range of aims, such as job creation,
economic diversification, theupport of public services, the
conservation or redevelopment of traditiobaildings and, of course,
the provision of recreational opportunities fourist® (p.116cited in
Andriotis, 2000 63).

To sum up, planning is an essential activity to achieve the goals of tourism
development. It is widely acknowledged that plannmgrucial to have a successful
tourism development and management; and it is claimed that there is a direct
relationship between planning and success of tourism sector. The places with the best
tourism development planning are likely to be the most sultdtessurist
destinations (Inskeep, 1991; World Tourism Organization, 1994; LandiFeng,

2006 1171).

2.2.2 Different Approaches on Tourism Planning

This chapter aims to state different approaches on tourism planning and to reveal
how the tourism planing has evolved over time. Development of tourism planning
cannotbe separated from mainstream planning approach. Thus, each period starts
with the explanation of dominant planning approach and then discussion about the
evolution of development of tours planning. In this context, approaches on
tourism planning are elaborated under three main headings mainly classical, rational

and contemporary approaches.

26



2.22.1 Classical Approach on Tourism Planning

Towards the end of f9century and the beginrgnof 20" century is known as the
years that early modern planning started to emerge (Ersoy, 2007; Tekeli, 2010;
Costa, 2001). As a result of the industrial revolution, all around the world, excessive
migrations to cities insufficient infrastructure, housy, transportation and
environmental problems has occurred and planning revealed as a solution for urban

problems.

The classical planning school that flourished during this phase was based on the
belief that the origin of the vast majority of the prabteobserved in society was
associated with the poor quality of the urban form and infrastructure (Costa, 2001

426). Thus, planning was seen as an exercise in physical design and most of the
planning solutions were proposed by the architectures such aeZsbeHoward

(Garden City), Daniel Burnham (City Beautiful), Camillo Sitte, Tony Garnier
(Industrial City), Frank Lloyd Wright (Broadacre City) and Le Corbusier (Radiant

City). All these planning solutions were utopians which characterized by remarkable

ac hi tectur al solutions but Aonly a few \

t heoretical to be pudk6)into practiceo (Co:

In this period, it is hard to talk about tourism planning but tourism was seen equal to
the concepts of leisure and reation in the forms of celebrations, festivals,
gambling, drinking, etc. (Costa, 2Q0427). Moreover, the expansion of tourism was
regarded as being equivalent to the emergence of new urban developments in areas
located away from the traditional urbamerters (Costa, 2001 427; Tosunand
Jenkins, 1998102).

This era is known as unplanned tourism development era. In other words, the main
approach in this era is known as Boosterism, a form of-pl@ming. The
phenomenon of boosterism reached its peak abularity during the 1920s.
Boosterism was a civic philosophy that aimed to advertise towns and cities, promote
economic development and foster tourism. According to boosterism, tourism is

beneficial for a destination and its inhabitants; environmentaktbare promoted as
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assets in order to stimulate market interest and increase economic benefits and
barriers to development are reduced (Getz, 1987; Hall, 1991; Dredge, 1999).
However, as stated by Baidal (20@®17), negative effects of tourism in terros

economic, social, cultural and environmental are not considered in this philosophy.

As a result of thatplanners were not very much concerned with tourism, and
recreationists were not very much concerned with planning matters. (Costa, 2001
428).

Similar to town planning, it also may be considered that the roots of tourism planning
may be traced back to the phase of the Industrial Revolution, and in particular to the
social, economic and urban developments that emerged during this period. Towards
the end of this period, withncrease ingreater disposable income, reduction of
working-hours and with improvements in travelling conditions (faster, cheaper and
more convenient means of transport as well as better rail and road networks), people
started totravel more frequently to areas away from their usual place of residence
(Costa, 2001 427). Hence tourism was viewed as fisimplistic process of
encouraging new hotels to open, making sure that there was transportation access to
the area, andrganizingpromotion campaigris(Inskeep, 1991; Costa, 200427).

As a result, towards the end of this period, beginning of partly supply oriented

tourism planning period has started.

2.2.22 Rational Planning Approach on Tourism Development

After World War 1, chssical planning approach had remained incapable since it only
provided architecture oriented solutions for urban planning. This period had
witnessed the wide diversity and complexity in which urban problems were
embodied as a result of economic crisis1880s. Thus, a new way of thinking,
known as rational planning, started to flourish all around the world. Chicago School
is well knownbody which hasa role of changing the approach on plawgnirom
physical planning to bBroader one (Costa, 200428).
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With the development of rational planning approach, state had become the main
actor responsible from planning activity, in other words, planning was seen as a tool
of regulation in the hands of state. Moreover, the planning based on rational
approach emplgs scientific methods since this era was dominated quantitative
models and positivism. Following scientific method, tagonal planning modéias

the process of realizing a problem, establishing and evaluating planning criteria,
creating alternatives, iplementing alternatives, and monitoring progress of the
alternatives. As a result of such process, it was believed that planning decisions
based orscientific analysis were the best for the interest of society. Public interest
was determined by bureauci@ts a n d pl annersdé values an
embedded in the planning process. Thus, public interest has long been a

legitimization tool for planners.

Moreover, rational planning approach constitutes the basis of this legitimization in
twentieth centuryby proposing that state intervention in the forms of planning is
necessary tdisafeguard the public interest against private and sectional inferests
(CamphellandMarshall, 2000308).

In terms of tourism development, this period was the years whesrtodeémand has
rapidly increased. However, tourism development planning was not prepared
systematically until the 1960s (Tosamd Jenkins, 1998101). Whereas in urban
planning the discussion waenteredaround the rational paradigm, in the tourism
field the 1950s to 1970s were dominated by the rapid expansion of the travel and
tourism market. A number of tourist resorts started to mushroom in the warm
beaches of the Mediterranean and in the Caribbean. (Costa 22301

As a result of such a demand, tmain planning approach on tourism is based on

issues of accessibility (surface and air transport), accommodation and attractions. It

was believed that if a destination had these three inputs, tourism would see an
automatic progression. The result of mgkina v ai | ab | e Atchssilslig; t hr ee
Accommodationand Attractiong to the consumers without taking the overall view

into consideration resulted in mass tourism (Course Preparation Team,3J011

Such rapid expansion of the tourism industry wasegaly uncontrolled and
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gradually changes the face of many (previously) quiet areas of high tourism potential
(Pearce, 1989).

However, it was still believed that the expansion of tourism was equivalent to the
growth of urban developments for tourism pw@e. The expansion of the tourism
sector was left in the hands of entrepreneurs interested intsharprofit, and, thus,

not concerned with the loAgrm impact of tourism on the physical and social
environment and on the lorigrm survival of the ecomoic structure of the
destination areas. (Costa, 20QMR9). Thus, this approach is known as economic
approach on tourism. The main underlying assumptions of this approach is that
tourism is as a tool of creating employment, earriorgign revenue, encouging

regional development and overcoming regional economic disparities.

However, economic oriented approach brings certain problems as indicated by WTO
report in that period. According to WTO report, the expansion of tourism during this
phase followed byan economic rationale, and also that social and physical matters
were systematically overlooked by planners. Taking this evidence into account the
report concludes that up to the 1980s planning was based on rudimentary market
assessment to which a physigéan for equipment and infrastructures was added.
The absence of specific tourism planning controls is also blamed by the WTO for
being responsible for the failure of tourism planning during this period (WTO, 1980
cited in Costa, 200431).

Towards tle end of this period, the problems of economic oriented planning
approach rise and as a solution integrated and comprehensive planning approach is

also employed in tourism planning as in urban planning th@dry.main argument

of these approachesisthab ur i sm i s not simply defined
a Asystemo (Gunn, dn@Modison, 1988).p er , 1990; Mi
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2.2.221 Integrated and Comprehensive Planning Approach for Tourism
Development

The integrated and comprehensive planning aggres to tourism development have
two meanings. The first one refers to integration of the various components of the
tourism sector and the integration of the tourism sector into the macro system which
includes sociecultural, economic, political, envirorental factors and the
international tourism distribution system itself. The other meaning is related to the

mind which elaborates planning activity based on a holistic view.

In tourism, integrated planning refers to an approach to facilitate integraftion
tourism into overall suimational, national and international tourism markets (Tosun
andJenkins, 1998105). Integrated and comprehensive planning also requires inputs
from different sectors, agencies or disciplines and it is an approach which lohks an

identifies relationships between wholes.

There are three main tourism planning approaches following integrated and
comprehensive approach tradition.

2.2.2.2.11. A Supply-Led Approach i PASOLP (Product's Analysis Sequence)
Model

The first model whichs known as PASOLPProduct's Analysis Sequence proposed
the abandonment of the economic based orientation of tourism sectorBBayd
(1982) introduced this model as an alternative and more efficient planning approach
for tourism development. Accordingp BaudBovy, the main reason behind the
failure of tourism plans was the lack of integration of tourism to the economy and
inadequate attention to soegconomic impact of tourism. Thus, they proposed such

a model which was declared as an efficient affdcéive tool for outdoor leisure

planning (Lawson and BatBovy, 1977).

PASOLP Model views tourism development from not only economic perspective but

also integrated and interconnected way i
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tourism potentia(Costa, 2001431). Thus, the main argument of the model claims
the integration of tourism devel opment pl an
political policies, into the natural and marade environment, into the soaialtural

traditions, into the manrelated sectors of the economy and its financial schemes,

and into the internation#®6. tourism marketo (
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Figure 2.4 DiagrammaticRepresentation of the Product's Analysis Sequence for
Outdoor Leisure Planning (PASOLRpproach

(Source BaudBovy, 1982, reproduced with permission from Elsevier Science)

The Figure above demonstrates the planning process proposed by the model which
starts with analysis of country structure, tourism resources and present tourism
market. Then, productnalysis process is conducted and in this phase alternative

products are discussed based on comparison of products in other countries and

existing infrastructure and facilities in the country. At the end of this phase priorities
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of tourism development determined and a physical master plan including strategies
for implementation and objective for tourism development is prepared. Finally,
implementation process works and impact of the plan is monitored and the authority

undergoes revision of the plan gcessary.

Following the process, one can claim that PASOLP Model proposes a planning
process for tourism development based on rational comprehensive planning since the
model uses scientific activity able to find the 'right' solutions for planningidesis

On the other hand, the emphasis of the
words the supply), t hus PASQCLdPO naopdperlo aicsh
tourism planning. According to Inskeep (1998D), the supphted approach implies

flonly those types of attractions, facilities, and services that the area believes can best

be integrated with minimum impacts into the local development patterns and society

are provided, and marketing is done to attract only those tourists who find this

product ofinterest to therm

2.2.2.2.1.Donald Getz's Model

Similar to the PASOLP Mdbdasbd impli€sahatztiies mo d

planning of tourism development should not be reduced to economic rationale but

also consider social and physical perspectGetz, 1986).
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The

essence of
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Mo del

S

based

rationally handles with planning process. System has many ngsabpased upon the

on

context in which it is used (Wilson, 1990). In general, system is defined as a set of

elements standing in interrelationship (Bertalanffy, 1968; Chadwick, 1978; Tosun

andJenkins, 1998103).

Sincefitourism is viewed as an interrelatsgistem, it should be planned as such,

utilizing systems analysis technig@e@nskeep, 199129). It was argued that the

system approach to tourism planning has two advantages. First, since the system

approach is flexible, it can be applied at various Iewath a different emphasis at

each level (Murphy, 1985). Second, there is a programmed learning and continuous

improvemenin system planningGravel, 1979123; TosurandJenkins, 1998104).
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In general, the system approgmiovides aroader view inkad ofconcentrating on

only one issue with anyopic and isolated/iew. The system approach contains
holistic, process orieat, interdisciplinary, analytiand pragmatic kinds of thinking,

which creates the advantages of a systems approach. It mayhbadat is useful

for grasping 6real | i fed | samsdldeakns, (REA spar
104).

Getz (1986) applied System Approach for
basic model into two stages as problem definition and integratiplementation

with evaluation (Figure.5 ) . First stage fAinvolves st a
and objectives formulati on, and an eval
focuses on evalwuation of pl ans utismr ough
development inputs (goals, plans, investment and resources), actions (resort
development, promotion and visitor services) and outputs (such as visitor
satisfaction, soci al a n29, 3e).cHowevem Gatz alsd f e c t
recommends téisg the model in every situation in order to adjust for local
circumstances. Otherwise, it may remain as unrealistic to expect the development of

tourism as model proposed.

This model undertakes tourism planning not only in a scientific manner but also
comprise the Aunder st moddingntlee,projéctioe and thes cr i p |
i mpl ementation of C 0 nt 432).] Thus, tit rcantritrutgd te s 0 ( ¢
change towards tourism planning from economic oriented approach to systematic

approach.

222213 Mi Il and Morrisonds Approach on Tour

Mill and Morrison developed the tourism policy model in 1985. Although the
essence of the model is based on system approach, the model also reflects new

concepts rise after 1980s in planningigdophy discussed in further part.

The main argument of Mill and Morrison is that tourism is not solely an industry

rat her It is a system Aincluding the el
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toget her to compl ete genabmKknapedoupsms e s 0 . Thu
Systen{Mill and Morrison, 1985).

In their book, they have used system approach to study tourismm@heledsystem

l i ke a spider 60s wedharacteroflaperdeined tourismesyseerh e ment a l
as highly abstract functional g®ns repreenting a market, a destinatiamd a

corridor b et the ®urism syseem tohsisteof fodir padts Market;

Travel ; Desti nat(TosumandJenkins,M8981R3¢.t i n g o

Another contribution of Mill and Morrison is the tourismlipg model (Figure2.6).
This model stresses that policy and goal formulation are more critical than project
and master planning. Thus, this model introduced policy oriented way of thinking to

tourism planning.

s
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Figure2.6 TourismPolicy Model

(Source Mill and Morrison, 1985)
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Moreover, the model also makes an emphasis on importance of programs and
strategies to meet tourism policies. Thus, tourism policies including series of
objectives and program or diegies should be formulated together. By dpso, it is
believed that feedback mechanism in planning can work properly. Another
contribution is related to the way analyzing destinations. According to the model,
analysis should comprise both internal and external factors for an effective planning
process. Internal factors are quality of attractions and facilities, local use, availability
of investment and land, manpower. All these are decisive in formulation tourism
goals. Howeveronly these factors are not enough to make oveeatlsions Thus,
themodel also proposed @malyzeclimate, economy, market and energy as external
fact or s whlbecuhdertakerawitle close links to the uniqueness of every
pl aceo. (439psta, 2001

It is undeniable that BauBovy's, Getz's and MiMo r r i s o Is previdaruseduk
guidelines about the way in which tourism planning should move forward. In
addition, they have contributed to shift the tourism planning emphasis from an

economic perspective towards an integrated and comprehensive view of the systems.

In this period,it is obvious thatthe tourism literature focused on the system,
comprehensive and integrated planning approachass, burism is viewed as an
interrelated system and all aspects of tourism development such as institutional
elements, envonmental, socio economic aspects shouldri@yzedIn other words,

tourism is handled in a holistic manner.

However, according to Costa (2003 2) , t hese model s were i
courses of action very much closer to the town planning rati@and 'systematic’
approaches of previous decadeso. l nskeer
tourism planning literature in terms of techniques, principles and models was still

very poor up to the 1990s.
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2.2.2.2.2Tourism Area Life Cycle Model

The Tourism Area Life Cycle (TADGs a model which explains development cycle

of tourism destinations. Butler (1980) first proposed the model by introducing life

cycle based on certain variables such as visitor numbers, accommodation statistics

etc.against time as illustrated in Figure 2.7. Moreover, TALC model has six stages

namelyexploration, involvement, development, consolidation, stagnation, and either

rejuvenation or declinerhich eachdestination would possibly followBtler, 1980

4; Ma andHassink, 201392). In other words, it appears as so rational that TALC

model proposes a similar development pattern for every tourism destination.

THumber
: of

Tourists

Reirenatint

ELEMENTS OF

CAPACITY o
Consolidation D
Declitie E
Development
Invalvement
Exploration
Time

CREITICAL RATNGE OF Stagnation x B

Figure 2.7The Tourism Area Life Cycle
(Source Butler, 19807)

TALC model also determines th&actor which affect the life cycle of a tourism

destination. According to the

numbers of tourists, accessibility, government policies, environmental problems and

number s
(Butler, 1980).

mod el

factor

of si mi | a effectve imphe évolutign ofeardestination ar e
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However, as stated by MandHassink (201393-94), the factors proposed by Butler

may not be so definite that #nAthe key fac
f rom ar elathis aontexty tlree onain categories of factehsch areopen to

changes based on characteristics of aresoitarte r oduced namel y fAph
(Il ocational advant age, environment al cor
conditions, changes in eéhpreference and needs of tourism and the political
environment) and humaoriented elements (mamade attractions, tourism planning

and management, resort marketing, transport accessibility, the capability of
entrepreneurs and tour operators, tourismsnveme nt and gover nment
andHassink,201393-94).

Although recognizing the fact that TALC model is explanatory for development
pattern for tourism resorthere aresome scholars who extended the model in order

to overcomecertain criticsabout the accuracy of the stagasd path dependenciyn

this context, Agarwal (2006introduced additional steps to the model called as
Areorientationo after s tresguctaring effantvhisht e p i n
may end up with post stagnatiorjuvenation or declin¢Figure 2.8) Success or
failure of reor i ent adcline®and qubseqoeatsise tidfe t e r mi
resord (Butler, 1980 11).
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Figure 2.8 Modification of Butler Tourist Cycle of Evolution Model

(Source Agarwal, 2006)
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On the other handyla and Hassink (2013) introduced supplement to the TALC

model which is Evolutionary Economic Geographylhe essence behind this

alternative model is based on tfgath dependenceandic o evol uti ono in to
development which are seens necessary to explain Aéhow a
area =evolves depending onéinitial conditi ol
cul tur al resources, adventurerso experience,
(Ma andHassink, 201397).

2.2.2.3. Contemporary Planning Approach on Tourism Development

During 1970s, several important economic, political, social, and technological events
such as the oil crisis, globalization, the expansion of information technologyaletc
played a role in undermininghe essence of rational planning paradigm that

dominated planning theory and practice during previous decades.

In terms of economic structure, 1970s crisis has brought a change in mode of
production that is flexible production system. In such a new ptaduorganization,

the survival strategy is defined as beicgmpetitive. In such a manner, defining
policies for competitiveness have become highly crucial and popular in the world.
There are lots of papers that try to explain the survival strategmsgtih knowledge

and information generation and circulation suchchster development policies,
regional innovation strategies (RIS), and learning regiofise main focus of such
competitive policies highly depends on endogenous potentials of citiegionse
Therefore, it is aimed to create amovative mediunthat is accepted as the key

notion of competitiveness.

According to Gedikli (2010284), competitiveness agenda also interlinked with the
finvestment in transportation and communication infuastire, mega urban
projects, waterfront developments, other tourist and investor attractions,
cultural/health/education facilitidsand also environmental agenda has risen as an

crucial complementary of competitiveness.
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In line with above mentioned chang conditions, localities are forced to adopt a
more entrepreneurial style of planning in order to enhance city competitiveness and
this situation served to expand new planning approaches including participatory,

strategic spatial planning etc.

The chang in economy has certain effects on the mode of state tHatrisgulated
statehaving less power and less responsibility when compared to Keynesian welfare
state. This way of regulation of state is explained as result of the limited financial
resources fothe state and the inadaptability of flexible production to nation state
barriers (Scott, 2001820). Therefore, a new era has started for state based on
sharing its responsibilities with other actors having financial power such as private
organizationsNGOS or other type of public institutions. The main focus point of
change in regulation mechanisms is guwvernance systernd emergence of new
institutions The theories about governance generally mention about the horizontal
and negotiation based deasi making process, participatory environment and

satisfying results for all participating actors and society.

The nature of the new policy regime that is mentioned as governance above indicates
that heterarchiself-organizatioras opposed to the hierarcal mode of organization
associated with the term government (Jessop, :1998 In this context, New
Regionalist paradigm entaiisstitutional approachn order to understand the role of

the new institutions in the rising regional economy since gomempractice prefers

a platform that is based on the participation of different actors to decision making

process.

The increasing concern on participation led by governance issue revealed the need a
more fAdemocratico styl e ndpartigpataynpannmg t ha't

agenda.

Apart from change in economic and political structure, there is also a new way of
thinking namelypost modern philosophsising in the second half of the 1980s.
Postmoderrphilosophy is much differentiated from modern lpbophy since the

former focuses on relations and processes based on a contingent s$ipaee
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phenomenon while the latter is related to the cause and effect relations verified by a
scientific truth which is universally accepted. Thereforepastmoderrphilosophy

the way of acting is socially constructedhat is, moulded in social relations with
others and through these relations embedded in specific contexts. (Albrechts, 2006
1156)

As a result of new paradigm, the mainstream planning approachesnhogoown

as Rational Comprehensive Planning, have seen an inconvenient tool since it fails to
provide platforms fostering social relations. In other wordspmmunicative
rationality paradigm comes mteffect here, contrasting the instrumental ratibyal
paradigm of the modernist eérgGedikli, 2010 284).

It became increasingly clear that a number of different planning conseptsas the
communicative platform$ cannot be achieved solely through mainstream planning
approaches thus, strategic splaplanning that pays attention to discourse, is more
adaptable to changing circumstances and process oriented has received widespread

acceptance for some 20 years.

All these changes in planning agenda also haveffact on tourism planning and

practie. Governments have realized that existing intervention tools to tourism

i ndustry would not be sufficient because o
operators, and with better infordddsd and more
Thus, governments stadt to develop new tourism strategies compatible with

changing economic and political structure in order to compete among growing

number of holiday resorts all around the worléh this context,Pearce (1992),

Wahab (1988) and Bennett and Krebs (1991) esish on importance of

organizational structure which foster more democragicisionmaking process for

tourism planning decisions in order to adapt competitive order.
In this period, survival strategies have focused on the promoting and keeping

uniqueress and distinctiveness of tourism destinations (Costa; 288). Therefore,

tourism planning has feonceptualized as to formulate strategies which sustain
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| ocal i tieso environmental, physical, cu

democratic decisn making process.

Thus, the new framework claimed for tourism planning includes sustainable and
participatory approaches in order to overcome myopic tourism development planning
approaches. This period is known as contemporary planning approach ykicbd
fosters Aproactive rather than reactive
strategic planning able to bring together ideology and market fovoganizational

structures allowing flexible approaches; horizontal policies; dewentralizatiorof

the decisiormaking and decisiech a ki ng pr oandlesan9199810)e v a t

Two approaches of planning for tourism developmemsed in this period are

discussed below.

2.2.2.3.1 Sustainable Tourism Development Approach

The sustainable dewsment approach on planning has risen as a reaction to
unlimited growth of tourism in forms of mass tourism. Particularly, countries and
regions whose economy is dependent on tourism sector have realized the
shortcoming of mass tourismdinding environmetal and sociecultural problems.

As a resul t, there i s an increasing agr.
tourism development to minimize its environmental impact and to maximize- socio

economic overal/l benefits:6)at tourist desH

One of the pioneer definitions of sustainable tourism was developed by the World
Tourism Organization (WTO) in the context of the United Nations sustainable
development process. According to this definition, sustainable tourism refers to
tourist & t i vi ties Al eading to management of
economic, social and aesthetic needs can be fulfilled while maintaining cultural
integrity, essential ecological processes, biological diversity and life support
systemso (UMNet@ZD0B6a cited
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Following above definition, it can be claimed that sustainable tourism proposes a
planning process considering economic, social, cultural and environmental
perspectives. By doing so, it i s bel
devdopmental achievements into the future in such a way that futmerajeon are

not |l ef t (Wosun and Jenkihsf ©998 103). In addition, employing
sustainable tourism planning approach, authorities can succeed in balancing social

and economic objéiweswithoutdamaging environment (UN, 1999).

It is widely accepted that sustainable development must meet three fundamental and
equal objectives namely economic, environmental and social (UN, 1999). Economic
objectives refer that a sustainable touristace should include a variety of

environmentally sound business, industries and institutions. In addition, tourism

eved

pl ace should provide jobs, training, educat |

tourism destination. In terms of environmental objectiveenservation and
management of natural resources is the main aim in harmony with human needs. In
this context, the preservation of biodiversity and maintenance of ecological integrity
are main criteriorwhich is a result of environmental sensitization athhas a direct

link with society (Baidal, 2004318)

Finally, social objectives should provide the maintenance and enhancement of

gual ity of i fe. Her e, sustainabl e tourist

evolving sense ofvellbeing belonging,place safety and connection with nature.
Moreover, it is important to enable people to feel empowered and to take
responsibility based on a shared vision, equal opportunity and having their say in a

sustainable tourism planning process.

Apart from objetves, Ivars (2001) introducea set of criteria for sustainable
approach. First criterion is related to its holistic nature which includes economic,
environmental, social, cultural, political and technological aspects. Thus, holistic
approachrequiresai mu |l t i di sci pl i nar gnd alalpnceobatwden t o
Apolitical and scientificécomponent of
and economic context of localitjRelated to the first criteriagsond one refers to

power of local scale irder to facilitate sustainable approach in practice. Finally,
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considering local scale, to adopt a sustainable appidach new r ol e of th
more aware of and committed to the process, with the ability to identify the
stakeholders, reconcile intetes and favor soci al consen:
2004 318).

To sum up, the main contribution of sustainable tourism approach is to introduce
tourism development strategies which ensure natural resources maintained and
recognize economic, environmahtind sociecultural values by raising community

awareness.

2.2.2.3.2 Community Participation Approach on Tourism Planning

Community Participation Approach has gained importance with the rise of
sustainable tourism development approach since sasteine appr oach fAem
the right of local people to take part in the decigiwaking process in order to have

an effect on their welbb ei ngo ( Wi s d48). sMoreoyer, the 6harge in
economic and political structure of the world also forced govemsnto adpt a

more democratic way of planning process comprising new actors such as NGOs,

local people, private sector and so on.

Thereare many scholars (Murphy 1986Gunn 1988 Haywood 1988 Blank 1989
Simmons 1994Jamal and Getz, 199Reed 1997 Timothy, 1999) who discuss and
address the importance of community based tourism planning. Although, in
literature, this approach is known in different names such as interactive planning,
collaborative planning, coperative and participatory planning, tbemmon for all

i's to consider of the | ocal communityos
of them in the planning process (TosamdJenkins, 1998110).

It is believed that active participation is required in order to reach better decisions
According to Gunn (199420), final decisions have a much better chance of being
implemented if different actors such as experiments, local people, public institutions,

private sector etc. rather than planners have been involved. Thus, community
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participation requireslecentralizationn order to give an opportunity to local people
to become involved in the decistomaking process (ToswandJenkins, 1998110).

In literature, Pinel (1999) developed tGemmunity Based Tourism Planning Model

(CBTP) whidth wa s partially Il nspired by the ATol
Devel opment Model 0 developed by Reid, Ful | e
(Figure2.9).

The model brings strategic approach and community development principles to
tourism planning in order to $ter a tourism planning process which considers
community values, needs, initiatives an@portunities Community participation
approach to tourism highly emphasis on the participation of stakeholders such as
residents, operators, governments, NGOS in rotdedevelop a more sustainable
tourism industry and balance economic, social, cultural and environmental factors in

tourism development (Pinel, 199879).

In addition, CBTP model promote stakeholders to share their tourism experience and

local peopé to guide and set a direction for tourism development. Of course, all this

process is highly depend on the collaboration and cooperation of stakeholders who

take responsibility in the planning process and commit for that. This community

based approach S undamentally | inked with a #ndbeli e
favorabl e growt ho :G®Bcited ohPieel, 089 Bi ddl e, 1965

The Figure 2.9 demonstrates CBTP model having four major phases namely

community assessment and organization development ,phalsaning and

preparation phase, delivery phase and monitoring and evaluation phase. First phase

relies on an initial and periodic community assessment process that harnesses
stakehol derds experiences, concerns and des
whi ch S accepted as nt he compl ement ot he
(infrastructure, services, attractions, biophysical features, and cultural features) for

making more informed and accountable decisions while buildnggnizationand

infrastructurec apaci t yo:2{®i nel , 1999
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Second phase aims to determine product and program development, services and
infrastructure development and marketing strategies through social and tourism
resource inventories. In following phases, these development sgateg delivered

and put into implementation.

Communitybased tourism planning is about tourism awareness raising, identifying
guiding elements and clarifying stakeholder relationships. By doing so, the model
aims to introduce strategic thinking to tmm development with taking into
consideration | ocal peopl ebébs needs and
provide not only tourism development but also opportunities to clarify community
strengths, challenges, obstacles, and opportunities foralsoeconomic, and

ecological welbeing (Pinel, 1999279).
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Figure2.9 Community Based Tourism Planning Process Model
(Source Pinel, 1999 279)
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Community participation is considered as a tool to design tourism devehdbpm

such a way thagtarticipantsare encouraged to take tourism development matters into
their own hands via mobilizing their own resources, defining tieseds and making

their own decisions about how to use tourism for meeting their own needsem ot
words, community participation as a tourism development strategy is based on

community resources, needs and decisions (Tosun; 366%

Table2.1 provides approaches and attitudes towards planning for tourism, and some

of the changing characterisdiof tourism planning over three periods.

Table2.1Tourism Planning Approaches

Classical Rational Planning Contemporary
Planning Approach Planning Approach
Approach
Mode of
. Postwar _— -
Economic reconstruction Import substitution Export Substution
Growth
Dominant o
Planning Physical planning | Instrumental Rationality Comm“r.“ca“"e
: Rationality
Paradigm
There is no The role of the state is to | State acts as a
involvement of the | plan tourism development| strategic initiator to
The Role of State | state through direct investment | promote Publie
and promoting pvate Private Partnership
sector
Not much Not a main actor at the Main ador investing
The Role of concerned in beginning, but started to | in tourism facilities.
Market tourism activities. |involve in tourism at the
end of this period.
The Role of Not concened in Not concerned in tourism | Increased role in
Community tourism planning | planning process. tourism planing
Boosterism At the beginning, tourism i§ Sustainable and

Not a specialized |presumed as an economig participatory tourism
tourism planning | development sector. In th¢ planning approaches
approach midstof this period, without neglecting
comprehensive and integrated ad
integrated approaches hay systematic approache
become dominant.

Approach To
Tourism Planning

Characteristics of | Leisure and Mass tourism Emergence of
Tourism recreation alternative tourism.
Development
Objective of Advertising town | Acknowledgement of mukil Sustainable tourism
Tourism Planning | andcities and fostel dimensional asjms of development with
tourism tourism (economic, social, | reference to
cul tur al é e t | environmental and

social sustainability
participatory planning
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To sum up, a review of approaches to tourism development planning indicates that
they have firstty moved from a historical, narrow consideration of physical
requirements to more comprehensive and integrated approaches and then to more

sustainable and participatory approaches.

In addition, it can be claimed that contemporary approachesuwisrm planning
proposes some points. One is that tourism planning process, in contemporary
approach, should be based on sustainable and participatory oriented way of thinking.
However, it does not refer to divorce holistic and integrated approachesimngla
process. Thus, tourism policies must be built on by taking into account the social,
economic and physical characteristics of every place (Mill and Morrison, 1985;
Murphy, 1985). Moreover, tourism objectives and instruments should consider
integrationof tourism sector with other sectors through ensuring sustainable tourism
development. In addition, tourism policies have to be determined by public
participation in order to lead to the development of more knowledgeable creative and
better adjusted palies (Costa, 2004 38).

To conclude, sustainable and participatory approaches through integrated and holistic

thinking can be considered as a convenient mechanism for tourism planning in

literature. However, as de Kadt stated (1979), adapting approdeletoped by

Western World may not meet developing count

(2012355) emphasi zed fAicontent of tourism plann
from the political economy of a @ionuntryo. Tl

on this issue.

2.2.3 Critical Evaluation of Tourism Planning Approaches

A critical examination of tourism planning approachiss required because
abovementioned theoretical discussaeveloped in the hands of Western Scholars

may not very explanaty for particularly tourism oriented localities in less

devel oped countries. This statement is also
(2001, 2005). According to them, the contemporary tourism planning approaches

such as the participatory tourism deyeiwent or sustainable tourism development
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approaches had become a reality in the developed world whereas it has not been
recognized yet in the developing world in the early 2000s. For example, community

participation
t hat

I n this term,

may not exi st

Burnsdéds <critic 1is

i n political)ly | ess

very

approaches in time, Burns made an important contributimutanature of tourism

pl anning

by introducing

A D e spprbachpsmmbicht

are demonstrated in Figu?el0(Burns, 200426).

[ e s,

development concerns:
economic growth, focus
on needs of production

=
key characteristics:
tourism-as-industry
(product development;
refurns on invesiment)

key inference: rourism-
as-consumerism,
commoditisation

underpinning philosophy:
globalisation leads to global
village where GATT & free
markets will drive distribution

“Tourism—First’ approach

|

development concerns:
dualism, dependency,
underdevelopment

key characteristics:
tourism-as-system (holistic,
redistribution, Sustainable
Human Development)

key inference: rourism-
in-culrre! culture-in-
tourism

N 3

nderpinning philosophy:
tourism as part of a package to
improve economic alfernatives
nabling equitable distribution

yoeoxdde jsij—juewdooad(,

Economistic

Holistic

Figure2.10Bipolarities in Tourism and Development

(Saurce Burns, 2004 26).

ATher i Tom Fir st

Approacho

sees

economic enlargement. Actuallyye roots of the Tourism First perspective are to be

found in the supphed approach to tourism development epitomized by the World

Bank and its executingqagents (consultant planners). Theell-known model

touri sm

appr oac h eparticipatory ttivl instifutoma p | a n |
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developed based on tourism first approach is Products Analysis Sequence for
Outdoor Leisure Planning (PASOLP) (Burns, 1933R).

The main aim of this approach is to locate suitable $deshe developrent of
resorts, hotels, and other tourist attractions, which, for these planners/developers,
constitutes tourism supply (Gunn 1985%). Moreover, thdulfilment of developers

and consumer needs is another concern of this approach. Burns introduces ta figu

show the relationships in planning based on tourism first perspective.

] politiclans
decide policy influenced by. ocutside
advice,; slectorate; national neads,

priotities & goals; technical advice : )

(natiohal & international); élite power |

I i o bases; regional/ global political frends ~ devalopers |
changing site ﬂ\'ﬂlfﬂh!ll'r\f
T o & cost; zoning
el restictions,
(Including zones of inferaction Parliament; fegagl:i?:ng
demographics), committees; golf courses; Siiss] Gieke o
travel fashion & universities, efc. o et &
whirn; industry e
competition; construction;
better ﬂ;egse et
nce;
i d government planners government
policy into practice through physical incantives

planning; zoning, addressing
infrastructure needs; addressing

————
destination access needs, coordinating :
with other ministies

Figure2.11 Inter-Relationships in Planning.
(Source Burns, 1999 335)

According to the model, there is a dialectical relationship among different tourism
actors such sapoliticians, developers, government planners and local communities.
For example, politicians give a priority to developers, customersebautdoratein
order to satisfy their demands. In this way, developers gain access to new tourism
sites, the demandf customers anelectorateare met. However, it is obvious that
Al ocal community i s shown as having no
1999 334). Thus, the figure only emphasis the stronger links exist among politicians,
developers and thedustry.
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Such a way of thinking of tourism planning is criticized because it brings certain
shortcomings such as the use of public resources for infrastructure investment
whereby the main beneficiary is not society at large, but private pBofing, 199:

336).

On the other hand, A The isOecusedloo gusteenable F i r S
human development goals as defined by local people and local knowledge. This view

handles with tourism planning as a sysi{@urns, 1999336).

The main aim of thispproach is to use tourism as a tool of development of local
community. Therefore, tourism, for most part, should give priority to the elimination
of poverty, the creation of productivemployment, rural development atite
betterment of the place of wome Actually, Burns states that proposal of
Development First view shares the central elements of development by the United
Nations Development Progra@Burns, 1999 337). In other words, this approach

introduces a social concern for tourism planning.

To sum up, a Tourism First Approach provides benefits for the international tourism
industry and local elites while a Development First Approach provides benefits for a

far wide range of actors including local level.

Anot her criticiweste fO& uperss peic téiovmeosn of t o
a wider vision of tourismbs role in soci
HigginsDesbiolles (20061 1 92 ) , touri sm as an fAindustr.

forgottenthe power of tourism as a sociafce in the current neliberal era.

From this statement, it is understood that although current tourism planning
approaches focuses on sustainable and participatory planning, in reality and practice,
current tourism planning activities serve the iestrof nediberal development
strategies. This way of thinking also sees tourism sector as the force of growth
strategies promoted by the neoliberally driven institutions such as the International

Monetary Fund and the Wor | dssurB aevddopinghi c h
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countries to adopt neoliberal policies as part of the structural adjustment programs

thatareapre equi si t e t o o Deshiolles, 20061495s 0 (Hi ggins

From the perspective of less developed countries, adoptingbeeal straggies to
tourism sector has pursued the hegemony of market on the sector instead of
promoting domestic tourism. Clearly, Higgibesbiolles (20061195) claims that

the discourse of tourism as 66industryodbd

PUrpoEs.

First of all, in developing countries, with the effect of neo liberal policies, tourism is
used as a means of economic development in order to generate relbuse.
tourisminvestorshave used community resources for their own accumulation. As a
result of such situation, one of the basic aims of tourism which provide benefit for
humanity remains unfulfille@Higgins-Desbiolles, 20061193).

At this point, HigginsDesbiolles proposes the need to balance economic
development with environmental prot®n and alleviation of poverty since tourism

does not only offers economic contribution but also other positive values including

Ai mproving i ndivi du a-cultuakundetstandimggfacilitdtiogs t er i n g

learning, contributing to cultural pexdtion, supplementing development, fostering
environmental protection, promoting peace and fomenting global consciousness
which contributes to the f - ®eshdlds,i2006 of
1197). In other words, tourism purpose is to serwd baman needs which refers to
tourism as a social force and economic growth which refers to tourism as industry
(Figure2.12).

54

gl ob

~
C



Private Sector based

»  Marketised: driven by profits &
market imperatives

«  Industrialised. packaged &
standardised

+  Fostered by policies of IF1s such as
IMF & WB in 3" World countries as
developmental tool

= Supported by WTO, PATA, WTTC

= Paramount role of government &
community organizations

#»  Socialised: driven by social needs &
concerns (eg. social justice)

= Diversified. specialized & flexible in
its variations

= Fostered by policies of social weltare
in 1" World countries & formerly by
policies of socialist solidarity in 2
World countries

*  Supporied by institutional structures
such as BITS & 1P1

Figure 2.12 Perspectives on thurpose ofTourism

|

Tourism as

Industry

. Coneeptualised in the 1960°s
. Widespread acceptance since advent of
1980°s neo-liberal era

Tourism as

Social Force

. Inavgurated at the beginning of modern
mass tourism with Cook’s tours (mid 18" Century)
. Marginalised by the marketisation of nco-
liberal era

Tourism as a social force
(Source Higgins-Desbiolles, 20061198).

Finally, IlvarsJosep (2004xombines two aspects

Damages environment & societies
Hostile to using tourism [or non-profit
activities

Supports the Status Quo

Delivers benefits to elite minority
(owners, sharcholders, senior
management)

l'argets the advantaged tourist from 1%
World & elite of 3 World

Emphasizes benefits to society &
environment (public good)

Tourism expected to be used fora
multitude of benefits

Challenges the Status Quo through
transformative capacitics

Delivers benefits to larger community
Social tourism mtends o extend tourism to
even the most disadvantaged (eg. “tourism
for all”)

Tourism as an industry and

of tourism planning including

economic approach and physisglatial approachin this respect, economic aspects

see tourism as an economic instrument and physical spatial eppirteoduces

territorid dimension to tourism planningited in Keskinok, 201:2356).

As a result, it can be claimed that tourism is much more than an industry. Therefore,
tourism should be supported and to be viewed in this broader context referring t
touri smés two main roles.
To conclude, it is obvious that there gmeoblems of fitin transferring tourism
planning theories and practices from developed to developing countries @mdun
Jenkins, 1998107). Thus, the socieconomic and political sicture of a country
must be taken into account while any planning decisions are to be made or
recommended. Thus, examination of tourism planning development based on

economiepolitical structure in Turkey is required.

55



56



CHAPTER 3

TOURISM PLANNING IN TURKEY

Development of Turkish tourismannotbe separated from the general economic
development of the country under various government policies. Since planning is a
continuous process, policies have to be evaluatedrdingoto exogenous changes
and additional information. That is particularly true for tourism, an industry sensitive

to changes in politics and economy.

The development of tourism planning in Turkey can be examined through three
phases depending milestenef the tourism industry regarding the organizations,
tourism policies, approach on tourism planning and formal plarthis context, lie
change in tourism planning policy in Turkey msviewed starting from the 1920s.
Although tourism development andbpning in Turkey especially the international
tourism could not gain any significance or priority for the Turkish government until
1950, the period between 1920850s constitutes the first part of the chapter in
order to explain initial developments asiubw the evolution of tourism planning.

3.1 First Period: Initial Period of Tourism Policies without Tourism Planning
Vision (19231 19&2)

3.1.1 Organization and Institutions

Tourism affairs have started wi t h t he
dominated the tourism policy in Turkey. This association changed its name into the
Touring and Automobile Club in 1930, which served for the tourist, who especially
came to Istanbul, in accommodation opportunities; it regulated the prices list of

tourist destinations and organized meeting, congress and courses for the training of
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tourist guides (Tezcan, 20081). This institute published the first road map and
touristic guides, arranged courses and exam

tourismrelatd r esear ches, meetings :dnd conferences

Another major organizational tool was the Tourism Bank established in 1955.

Tourism Bank, as an organizational instrument of tourism policy, was established to

provide credits for private sectonéto establish and operate tourism facilities built

by other publ i c :&nThetaskefthe drgdrozationtis taprovide0 0 2

credits to woulebe-investors; establishing and mana nrgodef facilitie®; and

providing technical and project gyp o r t to private entrepreneur
1032).

In 1957, the first time tourism was represented as a ministerial affair named as
Ministry of Press Publication and Tourism. This institutional set up is the result of
increasing international tourism femtial in Europe and critical shortage of foreign

currency of Turkish economy (Tezcan, 2064).

The last institution related to the tourism sector was the establishment of State
Planning Organization in 1961. The main aim is to adopt a centrally planne
economic model by preparing five year development plans that include guidelines

and obligations for tourism sector.

3.1.2 Tourism Policy

The first decade passed mostly with the consolidation of republican ideology and the
revolutions ennilzati avi @ hi dena)ddhisyerawvddo hut - u, z
the birth of New Republic and the efforts to set national policies, where tourism

policies could not gain so much importance. Thus, it is not possible, however, to talk

about a tourism policy or stratgget. In this period, tourism was not defined as a
response and policy solution to economic pr
4).
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In the last decade of this period, Turkish government started to aware of tourism as
an policy issue since Turkish @womy was suffering from critical shortage of
foreign currency and serious deficit at balance of payment due to the liberalization of
international trade that resulted in a sharp increase in imports and a very small
increase in exports (Tezcan, 2062; No hut - u4). 200 2

After tourism initially come on the agenda of the government as a policy issue, the
first |l aw on tourism was enacted namely
I ndustryo (6086) in 1953. The i mateoptt ance
to set a regulation to administrate tourism facilities in accordance with a policy. The

law brought a Licensing System for the tourism facilities, meaning these facilities

were obliged to fulfill certain standards and service quality to obtaiil tlugism
Licence(Tezcan, 20045 3; Nohuw®)- u, 2002

3.1.3 Approach on Tourism Planning and Formal Plans

No formal plans were produced at this stage but the government took the role of
establishing tourism facilities in accordance with internatiorahddrds based on

policies compatible to the Law 6086. It initiated pilot and model investment for
private sector to show how such facilities should be designed, built, furnished and
oper ated. Pension Fund built Hi Hotebim and
Ankar a, Beyeéek Efes 1 n Kwuniohiane suahnegamges Ini kP a
compliance with the tourism policy (Tezcan, 20843 ; Nohu6)-u, 2002

To sum up, the first period has witnessed initial developments in tourism sector

supported byhe state in the forms of facilities or law. However, it is not possible to

mention about a national tourism policy or planning approach in this period.
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3.2 Second Perod: State-Led Tourism Policies and Rational Tourism Planning
(19631941)

3.2.10rganization and Institutions

In this period, it was first time that tourism was represented as a specialized
governmental organization by the Ministry of Tourism and Promotion that formerly
established Ministry of Press, Publication and Promotion waanred as in 1963

( No hut - 1).This2gtle nilestone in tourism development in Turkey since the
government realized the need for guiding, supporting, coordinating and supervising
of tourism sector. In 1976, the Physical Planning Department for tourism
development was established under the Tourism Bank of Turkey. Then, the
department became sub department of the Tourism Planning Directorate of the
Ministry of Tourism and Information in 1978 (Keskinok, 20386).

The role of the Ministry much more foees on standardization of the tourism

facilities in terms of licensing and supervision of existing facilities. Moreover, the

Mi ni stry has the role Ato i nrtedfghoteisn pl anni
and prices on tourist menus of restaurantst apening of training centers to meet
increased demand for quald33).i ed personnel 0 (G

In terms of planning, the most significant organization was the Ministry since it did
not only designed tourism policy but also conducted integrategsto development
projects in this period. Thevell-known comprehensive and integrated project was

South Antalya Tourism Development Project that is explained in further parts.

3.2.2 Tourism Policy

During this period, the Five Year Development Plansfiteeof which was prepared

in 1963 by the State Planning Organization (SPO), set the national tourism policy.
These plans are the basic policy documents that guide public and private sector by
introducing strategies, tools and investment programs atontecel. For the public

sector, the plan was obligatory wf)ile it was
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In this period, the Development Planghich handle tourism as a sub sector under

the heading of service sector implies the role of tourisotos as an economic tool

and a holiday opportunity for working population. In this respect, the main objectives
were indicated1®&s ONalB@& JTezadrPBABDDHD2 G°y men,
2000 1031)

e Utilize tourism resources of the country in order to contribute to the
national economy in terms of balance of payments and the Gross
National Product.

e To create new employment possibilgie

e To develop social tourism in order to meet the recreational and

vocation needs of Turkish citizens.

Tourism resources of the country would be used in the balance of

utilization and protection.

Moreover, towards the end of this period, developmenttbnal physical planning

and mass tourism was proposed in order to develop tourism facilities in an order.

I n order to achieve these objectives, t h
investments in superstructure and physical infrastructuegticplarly in
transportation and communication émcourageprivate enterprise and to develop

social infrastructure in terms of general education, tourism training, health, and
hygieneo (GR31men, 2000

To sum up, state was the main actor respoadioim tourism development and the
perception to tourism had two dimensions in this period; one was to accept tourism
as an economic tool and second was to see tourism as a social tool to provide citizens

holiday opportunities.

" In this period, there were Four Development Plaaisely First Five Year Development Plan (1963
1967), Second Five Year Development Plan (12882), Third FiveYear Development Plan (1973
1977) and Four Five Year Development Plan (12983).
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3.2.3 Approach on Tourism Fanning and Formal Plans

To achieve the aims abovementioned, state utilized special projects in the forms of

plans and builenvironment in this period. As parallel to developments in tourism

sector and general tourism planning approach in the worl@uikey the state was

the main actor in tourism development and adopted tourism planning based on
rational paradigm in this period. According to Keskinok (20325 5) , ATur key
followed a comprehensive and integrative framework in terms of physical and
economc planning for tourism devel opment 0. A
approach, tourism plans take into consideration domestic tourism, environmental
protection and social welfare objectives apart from foreign tourism, land

development for tourism and econic development (Keskinok, 201255).

One of the main tourism policy set by Development Plans in this period was to

increase the share of domestic tourism in the sector and to provide holiday
opportunity to the middle class and lower middle class. herotvords, state was

responsible from developing domestic and social tourism. Social tourism was defined

as Athe type of touri sm, practiced by those
of a holiday without assistance of a public and/or private organiz on o ( Tar han,
1998).

It is possible to state that social tourism represents one of the prior aims of tourism
approach in this period. Considering political and economic structure of the world,
the state played a key role in the protection and promaiothhe economic and
social weltbeing of its citizens in this period. Particularly, social state was based on
the principles of equality of opportunity. Thus, main approach on tourism can be
stated that every citizen should have the holiday opportunityder to reproduce

themselves.

In order to develop domestic and social tourism, governmental institutions and public
foundations provided assistance or subsidy in the forms of social holiday camps for
public sector employee in this period. 60.000 beguhcities were created in order to

encourage middle and low income people to have holiday opportunity. Moreover,
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government encouraged low price accommodation capacity at holiday resorts and
implemented a credit program to encourage family pensions a@&iéR. 1All

incentives aimed to increase domestic tourism (Tezcan; 80904, S a:©®., 2010

On the other hand, state also dedth mass tourism, coastal tourism and the search
for large scale investments in this period since development plans had stressed the

importance of national physical planning and mass tourism.

Thefirst attempt, in order to develop national tourism planning and utilize the mass
tourism devel opment, was the decl-aratio
Bal ékesir provinceK-beolunglmaas i ntcoe Abnotuan dyaar y
development regiowith the decision of the Council of Ministers in 1969 (Official
Gazzette, 1969). Tourism oriented physical planning studies inéiegged in these

regions by the Ministry of Tourism and Promotion, in coordination with the Ministry

of Reconstruction andds et t | e me nt :(16kh Sucth an attenpOviAR

also meaningful since development plans failed to introduce spatial dimension and

implementation projects.

As indicated, the fivgrear development plans aimed to concentrate tourism
i nvest memrtisorohy fzoneso. Il n this cont e
Development Project (SATDP) was utilized as one of the major and prioritized
tourism devel opmentl2fezcan 00%69).( Nohut -u, 20

The basis forthdS ATDP 0 was De v edparqu fioe East anB Boath ef p
Antalya after t he decl arAanttiadnyaof aB SeaasT
Devel opment Regi doar as m1B&R3I37). (Tieiprojecy , 198
covered 80 knof coasline from Antalya to Kemer embodying several \gks and

the ancient cities of Phaselld)s, Ol i mpus,

The state has taken all the necessary precautions for the successful implementation of
this project. Il nskeep, was member of t h o
most autstanding integrated tourism development of Turkey, which incorporates

from the beginning, planniaggrogramming finance and operation stages within one
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project o (:11p JHiseview also tefledtd the main planning approach
which is integratedzcomprehensive and has a holistic view.

3.3 Third Period: Investor Oriented Intervention on Tourism Development and

Piecemeal Tourism Planning(19& -Today)

This period is known as neo liberalization and export oriented development in
Turkey as the re#tuof 1970s crisis in the world and the military coup of 1980 in
Turkey ( Er-Kmk ¢r k:;,2030 1 ONo h u tl4).uParticlda@ly) these two
developments caused constant deficits in the balance of payments, saturation of
economic growth rate and other macroeconomic problems in Turkey. To overcome
economic problems, Turkey goted exporHoriented economical decisions in order

to trigger nationaill4d.economy (Nohut-u, 2002

In this respect, tourism has risen as an attractive sector in Turkish economy. Since it

is not subject to trade barriers, it has easily become the paxpatft oriented growth

strategy and was expect t o efantirrikbut20 1t0g T
Tosun, 1999).

3.3.1 Organization and Institutions

In this period, the role of state has changed from the main actor that handle with
tourism planning iran integrated manner to the facilitator that encourage investors

and elaborate tourism in a piecemeal way.

The main progress triggered this change was the remerge of Ministries of Culture
and Tourism by Law numbered 4848 in 2003. Thus, tourism policyt@mism
pl anning process was stil]l shaped by the Mir

ofthe nati onal economy a#rdtpprrikd@®i2d 1dnt er pri s e s

Different from previous period, the Ministry set tourism policies based on not only
developments in Turkey but also changing trends globally. Thus, the Ministry set

tourism agenda maly focused on competitiveness, customer satisfaction,
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sustainable tourism planning, keeping up with recent global tourism trends,
destination based planning and marketing that are rising concepts in the tourism
literature (Tezcan, 20087).

3.3.2 Tourism Policy

In 1980s, the change in the economic awodtipal structure resulted i radical
transfor mati on o fwhidh foeuses aneaoriomiy gais and igrioresc i e s
social and environmental roles. As stated by Keskinok (2@E5), economic
oriented policies of state have remarkable effect on tourism planesudting in a

radical change from a regional tourism planning perspective to ad hoc policies.

Particularly, the rise of neliberalizationin Turkey also affected tourism policies

and Tukey started to perceive tourism as i
securingforeignc ur r ency earningso and a tool of
ot her words, fAtourism was among the sect
( Nohut -15). 2002

As a result, a radical change in tourism strategy was occurred with the enaction of
Tourism Encouragement Law (2634) in 1982 in order to increase bed capacities and

develop mass tourism which comes to the fore as tourism policies in the country.

e Tourism Encouragement Law Code 2634

In order to understand the tourism policy in this periddurism Encouragement
Law2634is introduced in terms of concept, planning approach and instruments.

The Tourism Encouragement Law No. 2634, enacted in 198Rgidirst and the

most important law in Turkey that has formed the tourism policy and tourism
development implications based on mass tourism (Kuvan, 2005). Aim of the Law is
to bring a more dynamic structure and mechanism to tourism sector with

arrangemets and measurements.
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For the first time, this law introduced some spatial concepts nameigm regions
tourism areas and tourism centerswhich are prioritized areas for tourism
investments, promotion and developmenIsurism regions tourism areasand

tourism centersire defined in the Article 3 of the Law as below

fiTourism Regions Regions whose borders are determined and
declared by suggestions of the Ministry and decision of Council
of Ministers.

Tourism Areas: Areas, where natural and so@oltural values
intensify, which are foreseen as primary development areas
among tourism regions, and whose locations and borders are
determined and declared by suggestions of the Ministry and
decision of Council of Ministers.

Tourism Centers. Important @rts of tourism regions within or
outside, whose locations and borders are determined and
declared by suggestions of the Ministry and decision of Council

of Minister.

In a critical mannerTourism Regionslescribed in the Law displays only a legal
statts. The law does not mention what kind of features of a region make it to be
considered as tourism region On the other hand, description tolurism areasn

t he Law contains statement -oolfural ivaduese a s
i nt ensi f yio-cultuMihvelues aseoconsidered, human and society factors
appear as a componenttofirism areasThis refergo settlements with their urban
and architectural values, life styles, cultures, etc. in various scales. Finally,

description oftourism centes declares that these areas can be anywhere with its

wher e

statement of @i mportant par toHowever,termur i sm r eg

of being important for tourism seems quite doubtful. The main reason to introduce

such a triple hierarchy of tourism am@pts is to develop tourism in a comprehensive

way. However, recent developments in tourism cause to fail to reach this purpose

which discussed in further parts.
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In terms of planning, the law also includes provisions in tourism regions and centers.
Accordng to Article 5, The Ministry of Culture and Tourism had the authority to
prepare and approve O6Tourism Oriented 1In
areas and centers. However, these plans should comply with upper scale decisions
produced by Ministryof Public Works and Settleménivhich was in charge of

approving Environment Plans according to Article 9 of Building Numbered.
Environment Plans are generally 1/25000 scale and strategic plans, which include
strategic decisions. It means that the Migistras no authority and concern to

produce strategic decisions in tourism regions, areas and centers which are

determined by the Ministry itself.

Furthermore, even Ministry of Culture an
a planning proposal withithese borders, Ministry of Public Works and Settlement,

who is responsible for approval of the plans, is not obliged to consider this legally.
Thus, it is a quite contradictory situation that Ministry of Culture and Tourism has no
authority to make decishs even in implementation plan scale in tourism areas and
centers as tourism areas and centers are determined by the Council of Ministers
according to suggestions of Ministry of Culture and Tourism. However, the ministry

lacks decision making authority ihese areas although it generates policies.

In terms of instrument of the planning, the law introduced allocation of public land to
investors on a long term basis in order to achieve a significant increase in tourism

investment.

Articles 8, 9, 10, 11 rad 12 of Tourism Encouragement Law Numbere?i634
i nclude provisions related to ATourism P
items of Article 8 of the Law contain provision betow

fiReal properties belong to treasury and forest land in areas) ate
reserved for tourism and whose plans are made upon request of the

Ministry, in tourism areas and tourism centers shall be allocated to

* The name of the Ministrwaschange as Ministry of Envionment and Urban Planning in 2011.
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the Ministry by the related authority
rent, allocate these real properties to Turkasd foreigner real and

legal bodies, to give easement rights including private and permanent

rights on these properties, to give free easement right in favor of the

public body, which will execute infrastructure facilities on the areas

that are requiredor infrastructure, according to terms mentioned in

item (C).

This | egalizes allocation of Public and For ¢
authority and possession of the stateo ment.i
usages by Ministry o€ulture and Tourism and tourism enterprises. Land allocation

authority given to Ministry of Culture and Tourism within the context of the Law

Numbered 2634, leads to declaration of areas where allocatable public land intensify

in practice

In brief, themain aim of the Tourism Encouragement Law No. 2634 is to accelerate
mass tourism development. This Law appropriated $tateed land for tourism
development, reduced bureaucratic formalities for tourism investors, relaxed
restrictions on the employment @dreigners in the tourism sector, and introduced
vocational education and training development projects. These incentives were given
to tourism investments that took placednrism regions, tourism zones and tourism
centersas determined by the law. Suat, the law envisaged tourismvestments to

be channeled to priority zonethat foster spatial concentration in tourism
development (Tosun, 2002 9 1; G°yne33), 2000

In 1980s, another major tourism policy tool similar to other periods was the Fift
Five Year Development Plan (198989) which were affected by ndiberal
policies. The focus was on mass tourism and increase bed capacity. Moreover, the
plan mentioned the integration of tourism development strategies with environment
and cultural pragction strategies but this was not a former tourism polidy (5
Development Plan).
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The first decade of this period has continued to cover mass tourism developments.
Although the authorities were aware environmental and cultural aspects of tourism
sectorthe creation of bed capacity still continued to meet only international demand
(Tezcan, 200468).

In 1990s, with the impact of Tourism Encouragement Law, the role of private sector
rise in tourism development while public sector left pilot and samplgigm
investment role. Following this policy, state owned tourism facilities (TURBAN)

were decided to be privatized in this period (Tezcan, 20D}

Five-Year Development Plans prepared during the 1990s indicated a change in
tourism policy which was tggered by changing economic and political structure of
the world. Two plans prepared in this period, the Sixth (1B8@4) and Seventh
(19962000) Five Year Development Plans, had the common policy of diversifying
tourism activities and developing certaourism types beyond seandsun based
activities (Six Development Plan and Seven Development Plan). Moreover, the plans

suggest Aenvironment al sustainability

c

opportunities for t:h9% citizenso (Nohut-u.

As stded, development plans aimed to diversify tourism and direct private
investment to less developed tourism regions. Particularly, high rate of investments
were maintained for Black Sea coast, east and southeast regions of Turkey instead
Aegean and Mediternean coasts as an economic policy to reduce the difference at
the level of development among regions. However, this policy failed and investments
could not be directed to these regions. On the other hand, State provide more holiday

opportunities for the tizens and promote social tourism possibilities for middle and

low-income peoplebut this aims also could not be

camping site at Kemer in Antalya by t
2004). Moreover, the pressure cpastal areas continued in the forms of mass

tourism development.

In 2000s, seaunsand centered tourism development has been declined as a tourism

policy not only in the world but also in Turkey. Thus, tourism policy focuses on
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promoting competitivenssand having greatest share from world tourism market.
Besides that, diversification of tourism is still on the agenda including organic
tourism, congress tourism, health tourism, extraordinary sports tourism, spiritual

tourism.

To maintain main tourisnpolicy issue, the first progress was the amendment of
Tourism Encouragement Law by Law numbered 4957/2634 and enactment of the
regulations related to this law. The new lavs harangements in order to facilitate

development of tourism sector in an effettvay.

e Amended Law on the Tourism Encouragement Law Code4957

The new law can be eliminated in terms of changes in concepts and planning. The
OAmended Law on the Touri s:mM9bwadenacteal g e me nt
in 2003.

The most important amentent put forward with the Law Numbered957 was that

the priority zones ofourism regionstourism area andtourism centergonstituting

the triple tourism area hierarchy were replaced with the expressidbsltofe and
Tourism Protection and Develogmt Region(CTPDR) andTourism Centerby
removing the level ofourism areaand making a dual grading. Moreover, different
than the Law Numbered2634, the concept @ulture and Tourism Protection and
Development Subegion has been added to this gradicizart. This grading aims to
create both the opportunity of developing an integrated scenario within the scope of

the region.

The proposed concepwith the law are described in article 1 as follows

ACulture and Tourism Protection and Development
Regions (CTPDR)

The regions, borders of which are determined and declared
with the proposal of the Ministry and the decision of the

Council of Ministers in order to protect and utilize the areas
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involving intensive historical and cultural values or/and high
tourism potential and make use of them to provide the

development of sector amptinned improvement

Culture and Tourism Protection and Development Sub
regions

The lands, which are determined with 1/25.000 scaled or lower
scaled plans, and which cosetypes of tourism and one or
more of the any kind of technical and social infrastructure
areas and culture, training, entertainment, trade and housing
areas and could be separated into sub areas in itself,

Tourism Centers. The sites or parts, which areaessitated

to be developed primarily within or out of the culture and
tourism protection and development regions; and borders,
location and place of which are determined and declared with
the proposal of the Ministry and the decision of Council of
Ministers; and which have the importance owing to tourism

movements and activitiés

CTPDR, which could be regarded as the match of the expresstoar@m region

described in the Law Numbered634, firstly was made more comprehensible in

terms ofitstitead changed in a positive way by a
to tourism and dApr ot eQultuie amddounsm Protection d e v ¢
and Development Swuegion aredescribed not only referring to tourism usages but

also covering the other uah utilizations. Hence, it is supported with the Law to

drafting a planning scenario to be developed for a tourism development region
considering the whole region and the urban needs of settlements in it.

Another statue of tourism areas, not title butcd@sion of which has been amended

with the Law Numbered4957, istourism centers For tourism centersdifferent

from the definition in the Law Numbere? 6 34, t he expression ol
devel oped primaril yo, wh i cred desriptiomnaf | uded
tourismareas 1 s added. However, the expressi ol
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which has been criticized in the description included in the former Law, takes place
in the amended description. With this expression, according to thenaég
development, priority should be provided for ttmrism centersother than the
CTPDR, which could be regarded as a good tool for creation of a regional tourism
development scenario. This means to support the partial planning and tourism
developmenin spite of the all the amendments realized in the Law.

Another important change put forward with the Law Numbed&®b7 is about the
planning authorities and process. As it was mentioned before, the plans scaled
1/25000 and 1/5000 of the Tourism RegioAsgas and Centers were approved by
the Ministry of Public Works and Settlement upon the proposal of the Ministry of
Culture and Tourism in accordance with the Law Numhber2634. In addition of
article 2 of the Law Numbered 4957 and the provisions onpproval of
reconstruction plans included in the Law Number2@34 are amended as follows

fiThe Ministry is entitled to make, get made, approve on its

own initiative and adjust the plans at any scale for culture and

tourism protection and developmentgi@s and tourism
centerse |t i s essenti al t o get
Ministry before infrastructure and superstructure projects,

which will create environmental impact through the sale,

allocation, renting, boundary declaration and change carried

out by other public institutions and organizations on the

culture and tourism protection and development regions and

tourism centers

This law authorizes the Ministry to approve the plan at any scal€T@DRand
Tourism Centerand aims to create an intaged tourism development scenario and
put it into implementation. In addition to this, the Ministry of Culture and Tourism

became a policy maker institution in the planning process of tourism.

In last decade of this period, two fiyear development planvere prepared namely

Eight Five Year Development Plan (20Q@0D05) andNinth Five Year Development
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Plan (20072013) based on global changes in tourism industry of the world. In order
to change the demand on mass tourism, development plans underliedbsityeof
diversifying tourism activities and sorts. Moreover, maintaining sustainability,
efficient policies to achieve maximization in tourism revenues, and rational usage of

tourism assets are suggested.

Particularly, in recent Development plan, thm@ain tourism policies are suggested

which are developing tourism sector as a tool for decreasing regional development
and income gaps; increasing the quality in the development of the sector; and lastly,
enabling the sector taking the biggest share as mu as possi bl e in

tourism sector (9th Development Plan).

The last progress in tourism policy is the Tourism Strategy of TWiZ&23 study

which is in line with the objectives of the 9th Development Scheme (covering the
period between 2007nd 2013). The Ministry of Tourism and Culture prepared a
long term strategy for tourism development. The strategy report covers the aims,
visions, actions, and policies for the tourism sector development of Turkey until
2023. In the social side of the déy@ment plan, the government is planning to
establish provincial tourism councils including representatives from the central
government, | ocal authorities, antdg¢NGOs
ve Turizm Ba&kanlejeée, 2007:

The strategyd heavily based on the diversifying the sorts of tourism. In the report of

the strategy, other than sea tourism, health and thermal tourism, winter tourism, golf
tourism, ecet our i s m, congress and fair ¢gtrowrei sm
Turizm Bakah €] &, 2223).0The document proposes a tourism planning
approach that supports economic growth, is physically applicable and socially

oriented and fairly reflects the principle of sustainable tourism.
To sum up, in last decade tourism policy focuseseconomic growth in terms of

increasing the number of tourists, increasing the tourism revenues per capita,

increasing the quality of services and tourism facilities, diversifying the marketing
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channels, diversifying tourism facilities based on competitisustainable, and

protects natural sources.

3.3.3 Approach on Tourism Planning and Formal Plans

The decisions of Development Plans and Turkey Tourism Strategy (2023) prepared
in this period is not supported by relevant authorities and tourism s$etanainly
focused on mass tourism placed in coastal regions; therefore it can be claimed that
the policies are stayed as written. The main reason behind this fact is the planning
approach adopted in this period.

In order to understand planning approdtst it is appropriate to discuss planning
objective of this period. The main objective of planning is to proderudaved
tourism space based on physical information gathered by the Ministry of Culture and
Tourism. Although the policy document such avelopment plans and tourism
strategy just claim vice vergapromoting sustainable tourism and diversification of
mass tourism, in the last period Turkey has witnessed a quick tourism development
in coastal regions particularly in Antalya.

The tourism fanning approach conducted by the Minigias roughly four elements

(1) gathering information, (2) preparing analysis asgnthesis maps, (3)
determination of planning decisions and notes, and (4) approving of plan (see Figure
3.1). The process is alwayundertaken in this sequence, and each stage permits
elaboration of sulprocesses. For example, gathering information consists of
collecting forest, agriculture, wetland, demography, disasteirdtzmation related

to the planning site and site survey.

Considering this process, it can be claimed that the tourism planning adopted by the
Municipality takes a scientific/rational approach since planning decisions are
formulated based on determinism. Moreover, planning decisions are bound to the
rationality of the planners and bureaucrats working at the Ministry. This may cause
representation problem of the reality since a planning site could have contextual

characteristics which are not easily realized by the central government.
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The main weakness of suclpknning approach is to formulate planning decisions
within the boundaries of declared TCs or CTPDRs. This situation causes piecemeal
land development and generally public land is prioritized to develop tourism.
However, the organic relations with thetresthe planning area and its environs are
not taken into consideration. As a resu@hclavedtourism space is produced in

practice.

Gathering physical infor
from institutions

Preparing analysis and s

o

Determining plan decisins

\

Approving of them
Ministry

\ 4

Distribution of the plan to“
local authorities

Figure3.1Tourism Planning Process in MCT

Another issue discussed in terms of planning approacheistatwrism planning
instruments introduced in this period. The most effective planning instruments in this
period are declaration of Tourism Centers (TC) or Culture and Tourism Protection
and Development Region (CTPDR) and land allocation which are provged

Tourism Encouragement Law.

In terms of TC and CTPDR,72 TCs and CTPDRs have been declared since 1982
when Tourism Encouragement Law was enacted in (Figie When the number
of these areas @nalyzed a sharp increase in the number of them camliserved

since 2000s. Moreover, it is also seen that Antalya is the leading city with 30 TCs
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and CTPDRs, and Kstanbul has 19 TCs,
has 17 TCs and CTPDRs respectively.

300 ~
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100 1
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108 (+150)
50 _/ﬁ (+20)
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1982-1990  1990-1995  1995-2000  2000-2014

Figure 3.2Number of Tourism Centers @nCulture and Tourism Protection and
Developmat Regions Declared betweemrafs 1982012

(Source The Ministry of Culture and Touris#rchive)
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Figure3.3 Distributionsof TCs and CTPDRs in Turkey
(Source The Ministry d Culture and Tourisrmirchive)

The most effective tool to develop tourism in Tourism Centers and CTPDRs is the
land allocation instrument which is the method for tourism investors to acquire land

use rights from the government. Since 1985, 411 publialyed lands have been
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allocated to tourism investors and Antalya is again in a leading position with 266

allocations.
300 66
250 7]
200 -+
150 -+—
100 —+—
46
35
50 1 18 7 12 9 8
0 . . —1 ——— M
Antalya Muj | aKz mi rAy dé rMersin Ks t a n Buush Di j e

Figure3.4 Distribution of Allocated Land Based On Provinces

(Source The Ministry of Culture and Tourisrchive)

In terms of planing instruments, it is obvious that the main focus of state
intervention in order to develop tourism is on Antalya in this period. Through such a
development strategy, available treasury lands in coastal regions have been utilized
in favor of mass tourie development in Antalya. With a piecemeal planning
approach, priority zones in Antalya are developed in the fornemdfvediourism

space. This claim is based on the changing planning approach which caused a
differentiation between luxury beach hoteBnd settlements behind them.
Particularly, the tourism planning approach only focused on the development of
priority zones of tourism and ignored settlements behind these zones. According to
Tezcan (2004 787 9 ) , nl ocal sett | e mdynfiom coastlu | d

devel opment; indeed in some cases they

As discussed in theoretical frameworlgontemporary approach” that involves
flexible, continuous, comprehensive, integrative, and participatory and system
planning models in tourisinasraisen after 1980s. However, this is not such the case
for Turkey since 1980s. Tourism development and planning approach in Turkey
differentiates from main stream tourism planning approaches developed in Western

Countries. herefore, developing countries should develop an appropriate method of
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planning by using the right mix and proportion of components of the contemporary
approach, taking into account their own circumstances (Taasdiimothy, 2001
358).

The main planningapproach differentiates from previous period thus it is claimed
that the planning approach after 1980s changed from integrated, comprehensive and
holistic view to sectoral and piecemeal view. Thus, the main aim of this study is to
analyzethe change in wrism planning approach in detail and to reveal the reasons

of this change.

Table3.1 Comparison of Tourism Planning Approaches Before and After 1980s.

Before 1980s After 1980s

Import substituted Export substituted
Mode of Growth (industrial develoment Stagnation of industry, the rise of
Capital Accumulation | dominate capital commerce, services and tourism as @
accumulation dynamics) | catalyst of economic growth)
Main actor / Fecilitator (facilitates the operation of
The Role of State Indu_lge inpioneering market forces)/_ _
tourism projects and Encourage tourism investors through
investments planning practices
The Role of Market Not a main actor Main actor investing in tourism sector
Not considered Participation of community coitered
The Role of . . A .
. in policy documents but not involved i
Community

planning process

Objective of Planning

Approach to Tourism | Both a social and economi Easy means of economic developmer

tool and tool of keeping up global trends
Significant Tourism Socialtourism Extension of mass tourism
Characteristics Initiation of mass tourism
Approach of Tourism | Rational Comprehensive |Piecemeal Planning
Planning Planning
Aim of Tourism to initiate large and to develop priority tourism zone3 Cs
Planning integrated tourism projecty CTPDRS)
Spatial Approach on | Holistic Developmenttourism through land
Tourism Development allocation instrument

Instrument of Planning

Project conducted in | Large scale tourism projeg TCs aml CTPDRs (ex. Belek TC)

this period (South Antalya Tousm
Development Project)
Land Development Expropriation Land Allocation
Strategy
Planning Authority Planning team from centra Central government in collaboration

government in collaboratio| with planning bureaus
with World Bank

Planning Tools Land use [ans, Land use plans, development plans,
development plans implementation plans

Legislative Tools Not a specialized law for | Specialized laws (Tourism
tourism Encouragement Law)
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CHAPTER 4

METHOD OF INVESTIGATION THE CHANGE
IN TOURISM PLANNING

This chapter introduces the methodological framework of the study. It includes the
sequential steps for the planning of the adopted research process for the case study.
The methodological framework is structured in reference to the formulated research
question Foll owi ng the maiHow the tourisr ptahninggu e st i
approach has changed in Turkey in terms of definitions of tourism concepts and plan
deci sions in relation to aims andthei nstru
study aims to revegirofessional® p e r sop the thangeein tourism planning

approach.

Literature on research methods technique in tourism studies introduced that tourism
researches commonly use quantitative, qualitative or mixed techniques (Cukier,
2006; Walle, 1997Goodson and Phillimore, 2004; Xin et al, 2013). This study

employs qualitative and quantitative research methods complementarily by

improvement existing methods afhalyzingand positioning data in tourism studies.

The adopted steps followed for case gtuesearch is illustrated in the Figure 4.1.
Design of empirical study has two main parts including change in definition of

tourism land use concepts and change in tourism planning decisions.

® Professionals refer to mainly city planners, culture and tourism exedsenior bureaucrats who
involved orare stillinvolving in tourism planning process, particularly in South Antalya Tourism
Area.
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The first partintroduces reasons to choose South Antalya i$iouArea as case
study. Second parhainly employs qualitative research technigunel the third part

mainly focuses on analysis employing quantitative research technique.

1. What is the change in the approaches of tourism planning in terms of the definition and plan
decisions in the development of South Antalya Tourism Area?

2. How the aims and instrument of tourism planning (land allocations) are related to the change in
the definition and the plan decisions in South Antalya?

EMPIRICAL STUDY
The Case of South Antalya

Ch_af‘ge b Change in
Definition of :
Tourism “—> Gl
Planning
Land Use o5
Decisions
Concepts

| Change in
| Aims& Instruments of

—
) scale plan notes & l—| Tourism Facilities | |
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) listing of tourism | Plan modifications
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< RS S s —— — e ___J '___ _____ =
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Figure 4.1 Research Design

4.1. Reasons to Choose South Antalya As A Case Syud

South Antalya is situated in the western part of Antalya which is the leading tourism
city in Turkey. Particularly, basic tourism indicators support the leading position of
Antalya in tourism. In terms of number of tourists, Antalya contributes org a@ffii

total tourist arrivals of Turkey in 2012. Antalya is also the leading destination in
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terms of tourism investments consisting of 710 tourism establishments and 346.165
bed capacities (Ministry of Culture and Tourism, 2012).

Table4.1 Basic Tourismndicators for Turkey and Antalya, 2012

Number of Tourism

Number of Tourist Arrivals . Number of Beds
Establishments

Investmen{ Operation| Investment | Operation

Local Foreign Total Licensed |Licensed |Licensed |Licensed
Antalya| 2 272 239 |10 298 769 |11 726 ®1 | 145 710 67191 346165
Turkey | 14 350 129 19 264 058 | 31 782 832 | 960 2870 273877 706019

Source Data is obtained from Official Website of Ministry of Culture and Tourism

On the other hand, Antalya is also leading city in terms of state interventions

including declaration of tourism centers, planning policies and public land

all ocations which has an influe¥zt aldk ef f
(2010 112, 2010 108) al so supports this argume
policies of the centfa gover nment , devel opment projec

very influential in tourism character and gave a mass tourism character to the pattern
of tourism development in Antalya. The table also shows that Antalya has the highest
number of the publicaind allocations and declared tourism centers compared to the

other provinces of Turkey (Tab{e2).

Table 4.2 Number of Public Land Allocations and Declared Tourism
Centers/CTPDRs by Provinces, 2012

Number of Land ’ Declared Tourism

Allocations Centersor CTPDRs
Antalya 266 30
Muij | a 46 19
Kz mir 18 21
Ay dén 17 7
Mersin 12 9
Kst an 9 19
Bursa 8 3

Source Data is obtained from Official Website of Ministry of Culture and Tourism
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Antalya, as a leading tourism destination, represents the develbmhéourism
policies and planning approach of Turkey. South Antalya (Kemer) and East Antalya
(Belek, Side) are primary tourism development project areas which the Ministry of
Culture and Tourism has focused on and has initiated tourism planning sindees s
1980s. Particularly, tourism development of South Antalya is a case in point since it
is the first integrated tourism development plan launched in 1970s and still
continuing. Therefore, this study aims to reveal the change in tourism planning
approachwith a specific focus on South Antalya which offers a good example of

tourism planning approach decided at a national scale.

The South Antalya Project Area is situated in the western part of Antalya, which is
one of the most popular tourism sites in TaykThe project area is well known with

its scenic coastal areas, beaches, archeological and natural sites (Iaskieep
Kallenberger, 199287).
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Figure4.3 Location of SoutlAntalya Tourism Development Area
(Adopted from Atik et all, 2006168)

The South Antalya Tourism Development Area constitutes a significant share of
Antalya tourism performance. In terms of tourist arrivals, Kemer, local municipality
of the South Antiza Tourism Area, achieved the highest figure compared to the
other districts in Antalya (2011). Moreover, Kemer has 76587 touristic facilities,

recorded as operation licensed.

Table4.3: Number of Tourist Arrivals in Antalya by Districts, 2011

Numbe of Tourist Arrivals

Foreigne Local Total
Alanya 1662 704 369 194 |2 031 898
Finike 40548 | 7903 48 451
Ka K 4534 4184 8718
Kemer 1803 098 548 085 |2 351 183
Kumluca 5721 11335 | 17056
Manavgat |1 885603 158 071 |2 043 674
Serik 1907 249| 383 275 |2 290 524
Side (*) 750 710 | 63026 | 813736
Kalkan (*) | 9 882 2732 12 614
Mur at 1098138 514062 |1612 200
Konyagq199774 | 141679 | 341 453
Kepez 2001 12 224 | 14 225
Aksu 84 400 | 56 469 | 140 869
TOTAL 9454 362 2272 23911 726 601

Source Data is obtained from Official Website of Ministry of Culture and Tourism

83



Table4.4: Number of Tourist Arrivals in Antalya by Districts, 2012

Bed Capacity |

Manavgat 120426

Alanya 111637
Kemer 76587
Serik 59301
Merkez 41405
Demre 2015
Ka kK 1730

Kumluca 1676
Mur at p 41394
TOTAL 416171
Source Data is obtained from Official Website of Ministry of Culture and Tourism

The goal of fostering tourism development in the region was first suggested back in
the 1970s. However, this studyarhs that the tourism planning approach has
changed dramatically just as Tourism Encouragement Law was enacted after 1980s
to support mass tourism as a country policy. In this context, tourism planning with
reference to definition of tourism and spatialelepment decisions has changed and
become a reference to the famous phrase "income generator" after 1980s. Despite
integrated logic of the project at first, planning implications in the region has ignored
original logic in time. This study aims to revehé change in tourism planning in
terms of definition of tourism, spatial development decisions, aims and instruments
of tourism plans with a specific focus on the South Antalya Tourism Development

Project.

4.2 The Stages of the Analysis

The case studychapter focuses on two interrelated topics namely change in
definition of tourism land use concepts and planning decisions. Following parts
define the methodological structure of the study in sections. First section introduces
the ways used in gatherinet research material. The other section explains the

evaluation and analysis of research material discussing data analysis techniques.
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4.2.1 Gathering the Research Material

In this research a range of data sources are used, 1/25.000 scale tourisipigrans,
reports, plan notes, government reports, local history archives and other available

statistical data and experiences of planners.

42.1.1Documentation

As the main concern of the analysis is what has planned and changed since 1970s in
case of SoutlAntalya Tourism Area, both the 1/25.000 scale tourism plans and the
archive documents are required during the analysis. Thus, first of all, 1/25.000 scale
tourism plans are gathered from the pkmchive of the Ministry of Culture and

Tourism (eleven toism plans).

To evaluate the change, tourism plans of South Antalya are scanned and transformed
via affine registration in Netcad. Later, plan decisions are digitized via layers and the
required maps are ready for spatial analysis. Moreover, apart frgs), tha reports,

plan notes, land allocation data are also gathered froarthés/ein order to support

the analysis.

4.2.1.2Questionnaire and In-depth Interview

After documentation step, the additional data is gathered through questionnaire and
in-depth interview. Both of data gathering techniques are essential to reveal the

reasons of the change from the perspective of respondents.

The research is primarily based on the
planning exercise for tourism developrheim South Antalya Tourism Area.
Respondents who are decision makers, experts and planners worked or are still
working in the planning process of the collected plans in different periods and this
narrative data is collected through in depth interview.
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Data is gathered in Septembdovember, 2013 durinface to facesurveys with each
respondent who are city planners, culture and tourism expert and sereaucrats
involved in tourism planning process particularly in South Antalya Tourism Area. In
this cotext, the research has been carried out with 33 respondents representing
professionals from different working periods in tourism planning process in Ministry

of Culture and Tourism.

The Figure 4 shows the distribution of respondents based on workeniggs at the

Ministry and related institutions conducting South Antalya Project.

Plan
modification
period
(2003-Today),
16 respondents

Tourism
Encouragement
Period (After

1982),
10 respondents

Figure 44 Distribution of Respondents based on Working Periods at the Ministry

33 respondents represent that;

-Twentytwo of respondents (20 city planneaiad culture and tourism experts; 2
seniorbureaucrafsare actively working at the Ministry and are selected from thirty
eight representing total number working at the Investment and Tourism Planning

Departmentn the Ministry;

-Nine of respondents (6 city planser3 seniorbureaucrafs worked for South
Antalya Tourism Planning in past periods at the Ministry. Survey could not
conducted with only two respondents worked for South Antalya Tourism Project in

1970s due to certain reasons (lack of information, passuay)
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-Two of them are city planners from planning bureaus which prepare some tourism

plans of South Antalya for the Ministry.

The questions focus on the voices of these respondents for two key reasons 1)
because of the influence of these actorshim decisiormaking process in tourism
plans, and (2) because the role of these actors is to represent tourism planning

approach since 1970s.

The preparation of the questionnaire andépth interview depends on the findings

of documentation analysis. this context, lhe survey conducted with respondents is
composed of two sections. The first section is the questionnaire part in which
respondents are asked to rate different perspectives defining and contributed to the
change in general tourism conceptdaplanning according to their experience.
Respondents rated the statements according to the isdadet items.

Second section specifically focuses on South Antalya Tourism Area Planning
through questionnaire and opended questions. Firstly, respondeatre asked to

rate how much statements are explanatory for the change in tourism land use
concepts, the aim of planning and attitude to land allocation with reference to South
Antalya Tourism Area. Then, idepth interview part in which respondents asieedl

open ended questions to explain reasons behind the change in concepts and plan
decisions identifies key contents related to the case.

4.2.2 The Evaluation and Analysis of Research Material

The study uses spatial analysis, content analysis, degeriguotations and
descriptive statistics to analyze the data gathered throudkpith interviews and
Lykertscal e rating in order to answer two
the change in the approaches of tourism planning in terms of tiltidafand plan
decisions of tourism planning in the development of South Antalya Tourism Area?

How the aims and instrument of tourism planning (land allocations) are related to the

change in the definition and plan deci si
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4.2.2.1 Patial and Documentation Analysis

The collected plan documents help to explore and extract the change in tourism
planning in case of South Antalya Tourism Area in terms of concept and plan

decisions.

Firstly documentation analysis is selected as anagp@te wayto reveal conceptual
change Particularly, the change in definition of tourism land use concepts and aims
of the plans need a close reading of the collected plans in association with the plan
reports, notes and tourism legislation in Turkelyefi, the essential step consisted of

highlighting thechange in concepts representing tourism in each planning period.

On the other handhe change in plan decisions is revealed throughattadyzing
land use decisions of collected plan modificationstime series.The analysis

includes three steps.

1. The land use decisions of the collected plans for the periods 1977, 1988,
1990, 1996, 2005, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2012 and 2013 are quantified in
NetCAD

2. Then land use categories are compared via CorelRAd analysed based
ontwo different notations which are T1 and T2 uses

3. Finally, land allocation data is overlapped on the maps and spatial pattern of
change is revealed.

Comparative analysis helphe studyresolve the changes of land use decisions in

time. The basis of continuities and discontinuities in the decisions caused by plan
modifications is revealed. Considering the contemporary piecemeal development
practice, monitoring and recording the constant change of the tourism land use

decisions ap@as as an important issue.
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4.2.2.2 Analysis of Questionnaire and In Depth Interview

However, only documentation and spatial analygsianothelp to understandhe
change itself and reasons of the change. Since one of the main aims of the study is to
explain the reasons behind the change in planning approach in South Antalya
Tourism Area since 1970s, further ways amalyzing data collected through

guestionnaire and idepth interview are helpful.

The quantitative data gathered during the questiomn& analyzed through
descriptive statistiés With the help of this technique, Lykestale items are
demonstrated in the study. On the other hand, the verbal/narrative data collected

during indepth interviews is analyzed by using content analysis iguas.

Since the largest amount of informatieated to the reasons of the change in terms
of conceptual and spatigkesented irthis thesis has been collected by interview
guestionnaires content analysis is selected as an approptieté to examie
messages contained in speeches. Furtherntoseteichnique allows one to observe
the frequency of the mentioning of the particuleasons of changand to reveal

some otherssuesvhich are not prevalent in the literature reviewed.

®Descriptive statistics are used to describe the
simple summaries aboutetsample and the measures and simply describ[ing] what is or what the data
shows (Friedman, 1998, p.40).

" Content analysis is the technicgiee making inferences by objectively and systematically identifying
specified characteristics of messagsisti, 1969, p.14).
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CHAPTER 5

CHANGE IN TOURISM PLANNING IN SOUTH ANTALYA :
CASE STUDY

This part aims tdocus onthe evolution of tourism development in South Antalya.
Since he main concern of this thesis i8 reveal change in tourism planning
approach in tens of conceptual and spatial aspects, first it is appropriate to discus
the logic of tourism planning of each period based on aims and spatial development
strategies Such a discussioms also important becausdet change intourism
planning approach idimulated by planning interventions of public institutions such

as implications of tourism plans, projects and land allocatidnish is scope of this

study

5.1. Evolution of Tourism Development in South Antalya

The configuration of the South Antalyes a predominantly tourist area has been
marked by a process of development starting in the 1970s which has gone through
different stages. One of the most relevant tourism policy initiatives implemented in
Turkey has been the tourism excellence plans, lwifidcus on improving South

Antalya as a tourism destination.

This part explains how the South Antalya Region developed into a toaresmand
analyses different phases of its evolution which reflect aim of tourism planning and

spatial development apprdac

The evolution of tourism policy and planning in South Antalya Tourism Area may be
divided into three distinct phases, taking into account the changes operating in the

policy objectives and in the planning approaches.
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5.1.1 Phase 1 Efforts to Launch Tourism Model (19631973)

Phase 1 occurred after the establishment of the Ministry of Tourism and Promotion

(1963) in Turkey. Tourism policies during this period were characterized by the

decl aration of #fASdad lyaroe acf aBalloéukre ssimm Devel o
at 1969 and major studies of tourism plans had initiated around the declared region.

The idea of prepargtourism plans for South Antalya got off the ground when the
State Planning Organizatidnof Turkey charged Scandinavian Planning and
Development Associates with the preparatiomaister plarfor Antalya South and

East. The planning firm completed theste plan for the region in 1971.

5.1.1.1 Aim of the Tourism Plan

The master plan merely focused on the development of tourism facilities in the form
of mega structures and with regard to success of the plan, the document proposed a
system of organizain. This was introduced as the basic philosophy of the plan and
many other countries had not realized the importance of that issue rather they rarely

focused on the recreational facilities for international tourism (Helweg,: 2971

It should be not that the master plan did not have integrated logic, rather, the
project focused on determining the location of large tourism investments in order to
serve mass tourism. On the other hand, for the implementation mftter planan
administrative sysim was created to carry through the goals and intentions of the
plan. In this context, a new legal framework for thaster plarof Antalya South has

been proposed.

® The name of State Planning Organization was changed as the Ministry of Development in 2011.
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5.1.1.2 Spatial Development Approach

In the document, fourteen sites to develop tonrg®me to the fore and for each site,
spatial development decisions have been proposed involving built up tourist zone,
built up urban zone, landscape zone, agricultural zone, traffic zone and water zone.
Moreover, each land use decisions introduced bpdaity, density and architectural

design recommendations.

In the plan, around 50.000 beds have been suggested to develop tourism in 14
selected tourism areas that are shown in FigukeThese areas are called as built up
tourist zone desired to be uséor only tourist accommodations and facilities.
Kezeéeltepe, Ki r i-Morth D€reznhave beam sklect8d as tthe areas
where concentration of a large number of tourist beds could be developed (Helweg,
1971 4).

From the perspective of tourism planning approach, the master plan led tadie cer

critics. Firstly, the plan proposed over bed capacity without considering land
ownership of the region (GATGP, 19749 ) . Il n addi t B48)rstatesG¢ nay
that the plan merely identifies large scale tourism investment so small scale tourism
devdopment is ignored in the area. On the other hand, the plan decisions also omit

the local and physical characteristics of the region in terms of -segol@omic

structure, population dynamics and natural park status etc.
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SOUTH ANTALYA TOURISM MASTER PLAN LAND USE
DECISIONS (197 1)

Figure 51 Master Plan by Ole Helweg (SourcHelweg, 1971).
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5.1.2 Phase 2 Integrated Project Stage- South Antalya Tourism Development
Project (19741981)

This phase can be characterized by stat
rational comprbhensive planning logic in South Antalya. A major tourism project

during this phase was South Antalya Tourism Development Project (SATDP) which
covers an area of 80 km. long and reaches from the new Antalya Port to Gelidonya
Foreland and also borders théy@pos Beydaj | ar & Nati on:al Par
1).

SATDP, started in 1974 and came into force on 07.07.1977, was added to the agenda
after the achievement of South Antalya Master Plan mentioned in Phase 1. The
project was financially supported by WorBank with reference to the Loan
Agreement no 1310 (Inskeepand Kallenberger, 199289). In this context, The
Ministry of Tourism, as the coordinator of the Project, received international
expertise and The Tourism Bank was appointed as the consultapaicy. Such a
preparation process of the project provided a collaborative environment for different
experts.

SATDP i s known as the first integrated
beginning the planning, programming, finance and operational stajest he pr oj e
(Al t akl; 1BMAUtuxr k, 2010) . I ntegrated | ogi ¢
the diversification in planning decisions including settlement, transportation,
infrastructure, tourism built up areas etc. Thus, this project is accaptau example

of rational comprehen3d6,348. pl anning (G¢na

For thesuccessfuimplementation of the project, state played an active part in some

issues such as providing high quality of infrastructure, financial aid and incentives

for private sector, protecting natural and historical assets, and construction of social
facilities (healthcenter hotel trainingcenterand training hotel, tourism office and
municipality building) i n th¥ztkemer 3@
113, Al t ak, 1991) . Il n or der govesnmentmar e t h

investing on infrastructure, GATAB (South Antalya Tison Infrastructure
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Association) was established by the government in thepsmbnce of Kemer,
Antalya. The establishment of such an association is the result of a collaborative
approach of t R¥ez t pr k: eltz2)0 Thusk Miond K Tourism
Organzation selected SATDP as one of the six most successful integrated tourism
projects in the world (Inskeepand Kallenberger, 1992). Thus financial resources
allocated to tourism in state budgets were very high in this period.

5.1.2.1 Aim of the Tourism Phn

The project document introduces the very aim of the plan as to create bed capacity to
serve mass t oul). Amnnfroifh Beld tapacity, the Qirslof plan were
defined as 23; (Altak, 1991:
Asuppl ement r egi on 0 spmentvatmtounsmairadl and soc
increase the development, realize balanced regional development, and handle
the tourism integrated with various sectors of the region,
_ provide the protection of natural environment in addition to meet the needs
of recreation,
_ mee the needs of users of differentiated income level; create variety of
touristic supply,
__provide a legal tool for multidimensional controlling of environment,
_ increase the dependence of tourism complexes to the region. Develop
dependent complexes tcetlslose environs from commodity and service sides
insteadof self-sufficient tourism complexes and equip the settlements to
provide these inputs,
__encourage also small capacity tourism complexes to create variety and
competition and to restrict closenégshe outside,
pl an the tourism complexes as providing

During this stage, the bed capacity of South Antalya@vnas about 800 including
Valtur Holiday Village, Olimpos Motel and small scale tourism facilities in Kemer
Village ¢ r s, : 208).0Thus, public initiatives focused on creating tools to
increase bed capacity to enhancempetitivenesswith rival sun and sand

destinations.
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On the other hand, since the document employs a rational comprehensive logic, the
plan considersot only the increase in bed capacity but also a variety of aims ranging
from protecting and controlling natural environment to providing social integration
by meeting the needs of users from differentiated income and encouraging variety of

tourism complegs.

5.1.2.2 Spatial Development Approach

As stated in the aims of the projeabsteadof creating seMsufficient tourism
complexes, the project team planned the categories of land use and defined roles of

spatial development logic for all settlemeintshe area.

In this context, Beldibi, Keéeadd¢tnepa e(nGzy
(¢amyuva) are taken as ATourism Devel opm
service city. The plan introduces three main reasons to select these areas as tourism
develpment sites. Firstly, the land ownership is mainly composed of public land

which provides an easier way to develop tourism via land allocation. Secondly, these
areas are closest to airport and highway projects which are about to finish. Finally,
these aremhave a high potential that may encourage tourism development (GATGP,
1977).

Kemer was planned to give tourism complex oriented services in the area in order to
discourage the development sélf-sufficient tourism complexes and to provide

benefit for lmth local people and tourisemtrepreneuginskeep, 19914).

Moreover, the plan document also defined the essential conditions which plan
modifications should meet (GATGP Report, 19722) according to the report, a

plan modification should;

-Provice the balance of protection and use,
-Control destructive effects on natural resources,
-Be feasible both economically and socially,

-Takeprecautionggainst pollution.
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In addition to these, if the plan modification proposes to change the uses of an
agricultural area into settlement or tourism uses, then the project should prove that

new activity has much more socio economic benefit thaagheulturaluse.

1/25.000 scale South Antalya Tourism Physical |
proposed six tourism development sitaghv25.000 beg
capacity (on the left figure).
e Spatial development decisions defined the
of the s e sites. Bel di b
Tekerlektepe, Tekirova and G¢ ney
(¢amyuva) wer e def
development sites (1,2,4,5 and 6 on the figur
e On the other hand, Kemer had a differentia
role from the other sites. Inskeep defines tile
of Kemer settl ement
provides entertainment facilities for tourig
housing opportunities for labors but also hg
role of being distribution center, storage ce
of products and social and administrative ce
oftheregim i n SATDPO :(4).n

n

e Apart from development sites, the plan

[a}]

considered agricultural, historical sites and r
areas and set the principles to protect these
(Gé¢nay:,3441 982

¢ Finally, the plan realized the recreation nee
local people. Thus, daily use and camping a

were also defined in the plan.

¥

Figure '52 1/25.000 scale South West Antalya Tourism Plan approved in 1977

(Source Archive of the Ministry of Culture and Tourism).
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5.1.3 Phase 3 Declaration as Tourism Area and Plan Modifications Stage
(1982Today)

Phase 3 was marked by the enactment of Tourism Encouragement Law as a result of
investment oriented national tourism policies. The new concepts, tourism area
tourism center, were created in order to plandeawklop tourism spaces. In regard to

this law, The South Antalya Tourism Development Region was declared as Tourism

Area in 1982 and the borders of the tourism area were revised in 1990 (F8jure 5.
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Figure 53 The Borders of South Antalya Tourism Area (1982 declaration on the left
side; 1990 declaration on thight side).

It should also be noted that after the declaration of South Antalya as tourism area, the
borders of National Park wenearrowed from 69.800 ha to 34.425 ha in 1988.
According to Atik (2006168), the border revision of the National Park is a result of
the increasing demand on tourism on coastal areas of South Antalya namely Beldibi,

G°yng¢k, Kemer , ¢t¢amyuva and Tekirova.
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A period of implementation began towards the end of 1980s. Thus, this phase was
characterizedby increased public investments. Locally, the investments include
mainly infrastructure construction such as drinking water network, Kemer Town
infrastructure nivork (water network of drinking water, rainwater collection
network and sewage network), sewage purifying plants, electricity network,
construction of forest roads, solid refuse disposal plantcandtructionof the state
highway between Antalya Port afi@ékirova. In addition, since the plan determined
Kemer as service city, Kemer Yacht Marina, Health Centre, Kemer Municipality,
Tourism Office Building and housing for public sector employee and the tourism
personnelereconstructedinskeep, 19914-7).

During this phase, the new regulation on tourism, which provides tax reduction,
tourism credits and land allocation for investors, produced changes in tourism
development of Antalya including South Antalya in terms of increase in tourism

investments.

The major change, in this phase, was plan modifications which tourism regulation
led to and this is the major differentiation of tourism planning compared to the
previous phases. In South Antalya Tourism Area, 8 main plan modifications have

occurred sinc&980s.
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1988 1990

Figure 54 1/25.000 scale Plan Modifications
(Source Archive of the Ministry of Culture and Tourism)

As the report of Inskeep (1991) states, base plan targeted 25.000 bed capacities for
the region in 1977. Then ital been increased to a bed capacity of 39,000 by plan
modifications in order to create better capacities for mass tourism in a short period of
time. With the increasing demand, the capacity proposed as 52.000 in 1988. The bed
capacity of 52.000 as approvday the 1988 Master Plan was increased to
approximately65.000 beds in the revised plan which was approve on 1990.

In order to be able to provide alternative facilities for visitors to Southwest Antalya
the project allocates various places for entertaimnzones with the aim of attracting
people inland from the coast (Inskeep, 1991 However, after the revisions on the
plan, the targeted bed capacity has been increased to about 75.000 in 2000s.
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Considering plan modifications, it is obvious that twotleém, approved before
1990s, employ a holistic view, however, rest of them represent a partial view.

With plan modifications, there occurred a significant increase in bed capacity due to
the high emphasis on sun and sand model. In that period, SoutlyaAmtaurism

Area has become a typical example of the resorts that emerged along the
Mediterranean coast during mass tourism boom. Particularly, the situation improved
after 2000s is associated with the change in tourism planning approach which is the

focus of this study.

In order to understand the differentiation of phases, the dynamic and complex nature
of tourism planning should be examined in detail. In this context, it is critical to
examine how planning of South Antalya have addressed issues sexateasive bed
capacity, utilization of daily use and recreation uses for other purposes and
diminished agricultural and forest land. Although the goals of the first integrated plan
requires the utilization of mechanisms to envision and plan for the fatuross
economic, environment, social and politicdilmensions, the plan modifications

approved after 2000s only established mass of tourism attractions.
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1996 2005 2007

2008 2009 2010

Figure 55 1/25.000 scale Partial Planddifications
(Source Archive of the Ministry of Culture and Tourism)
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STATELED INVESTOR ORIENTED INTERVENTION ON TOURISM DEVELOPMENT
TOURISM POLICIES
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*For these years, targeted bed capacity proposed by the plans are used

Figure 56 Development of Tourism in South Antalya

Tourism planning cannot be separated from the evolution of tourism policy in
Turkey, whose phases are basically defined acugrdo the relevant changes

operated in the politicadministrative organization (the essential milestones).
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CHAPTER 6

CHANGE IN DEFINITION OF TOURISM CONCEPTS AND PLANNING
DECISIONS IN SOUTH ANTALYA TOURISM AREA

This chapter briefly inttbduces the change in definition of tourism concepts and
planning decisions in relatioto tourism development iBouth Antalya Tourism

Area. With this aim,the first part focuses on the change in tourism concepts
following two stages. First, the change andrent situation of tourism plans have
been analyzed, after which documents and plans in planning authority were
examined in order to reveal the change in tourism concepts. Thisnstage
concentrates on research findings in order to reveal reasomsl bbb change in
concepts by presenting the results came up from the questionnaire and in depth
interviews carried out with professionalho worked for South Antalya Tourism

Planning.

Second part concentrates on the change in planning decisions im Saotaiya

Tourism Area. The change was delineated through 1/25.000 scale physical plans for

the years 1970s, 1980s, 1990 and 2000s. To do that, the part presents the spatial
analysis about the five sub regions name
Tekirova located in South Antalya Tourism Area. Thus, the aim of this part is to
analyze and reveal how and why plan decision® lshanged in relation to tourism
development in South Antalya Tourism Development Area. And firtbliychapter

introduces tousm plan aims and instruments as a means of change in tourism

concepts and plan decisions.
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6.1 Changes in Definition of Tourism Concepts in the Plans

As discussed ithe previous chapter, the definition of tourism concept in literature is

mainly basedon technical perspective. Since the tourism activity has different

perspectives including economic, leisure and social activities, this parefomos

expressing the change of tourism concept in relation to different perspectives.

However, such conceptuatsearch in literature focuses on individual perspective

therefore a more detailed analysis should help to understand the change in

conceptual definition of tourism. Since the study claims that conceptual definition of

tourism has been constructed andamged based on economical and political
environment of the counyyt he v oi ce of gover nment of fi ci

perspective about the subject is the focus of this part.

To do that, this part focuses on the change in definition of concepts of taarism
relationto tourism facilities, daily use area, camping and golf. In order to understand
the use of these concepts better and how these have changed over time, as proposed
by Xin et al (2013 78), first a review of plan documentation is done for each
concept. Then, results diie interviewandthe questionnaire present reasons behind

the change of each concept and introduce current and practical use of the concepts
constructedthrough professionalesho worked as planning staff of South Antalya

Tourism Aea.

6.1.1 Definition of Tourism Concept

As the chapterelated to theoretical framewonboints out, there are a variety of
tourism definitions all reflecting a range of perspectives including technical and
conceptual aspects. This study focuses on equ@l aspects of tourism since the
definition of tourismwould notreally be explanatory tainderstandhe change in the
concept if the discussion focuses on the technical aspects instead of conceptual ones.
Therefore, based on the discussion in tourigerature, this study employs three

perspectives of tourism concept.
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e Tourism as an income generator = economic tool
e Tourism as a recreation and leisure activity for all = leisure tool

e Tourism as a holiday activity for all = social tool.

Figure 6.1represents the results regarding answers of the respondents to the question
asked during interviews in order to reveal practical definition of tourism concept
based on three perspectives. Respondent s
economic toolvith 66, 7%. On the other hand, respondents rathghlighted leisure

tool with 54 5 %; while social tool has the highest ratio rasn-defining concept.

This result confirms that tourism concept is accepted as an economic tool in
institutional practiceLeisure and social perspective of the concept are of secondary

importance.

100,0

80,0

60,0

40,0

20,0

0,0
Leisure tool Economic tool Social tool

= Defines % 3 Rather Defines % # Not Define %

Figure 6.1 Definition of Tourism Concept

As discussed in ththeoretical frameworktourism is not only an income generator
but also a tool of leisure and social activity fl. Regardless of practical use of
concept,quotationsin Table 6.1support this argument sincespondents mentioned

thatthree aspects together define the concept (Table 6.1).
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Table 6.1 Sample Quotations for Tourism Concept

il

il

=1

| think these three have right parts but it is still an economic tool. No one can
reject the economic side, however, the economic side shall not be to the
di sadvantage of the other twoo

t

(Respondent 22)
AThe definition is made once they
singly enough for the definitiono

f@d@ce the three be brought together,

say toursem hmeol¥es the
(Respondent 25

(Respondent 17)

defi med horeee ctolmes t oget her o
(Respondent 12)

think they distinctively define

(Respondent 16)

(Respondent 4)

Also, respondents answered the question whether the concept of tourism has changed

since 1970s when the first tourism planning and project started. Most of the

regpondents accepted the change in tourism concept with a ratio of 94%. Next

analysis presents the results of the

content

descriptions and explanations about the change of tourism concept from 1970s.

Responses reveadive main dimensions including planning aspect, environmental

aspect, economic aspect, political aspect and social aspect.

Once respondents were asked appropriate words defining tourism concept in 1970s,

tourism concept is explained with holistic, comipensive planning logic, balance

between use and conservation and econdewelopment words. Thus, findings of

the analysis signify that in 1970s tourism concepts represents with planning and

environmental aspects. However, in 2000s respondents use theapand

economic aspects to explain the concept. The main change in conceptual definition is

related to the change in most mentioned aspects.

It is obvious that economic and political aspects of the concept gained priority from

1970s.

In 2000s, theoncept is identified with land allocation, bed capacity,
10¢



diversification of tourism, legal instrumerit Tourism Encouragement Law and
tourism investors which are the results of national tourism development in current
period as discussed in previous chap@n the other hand, respondents identified
different content of planning aspects for tourism concepts comprising two periods.
While respondents identified use of tourism concept in 1970s with helistic
comprehensive, mass tourism, planning team word€)00< the concept is defined
with rent oriented, adhoc, partial and plan modification. This result confirms that the
change in the content of tourism planning caused the change in definition of tourism

concept.

Table 6.2 Content Groups for Aspects olufiem Concept in 1970s

onte oup egue 0 entio atio (%
Planning Aspect 24 25
*Holistic/Comprehensive 12 13
*Mass Tourism 6 6
*Planning Team/Project 6 6
Environmental Aspect 24 25
*Balance btw use and conservation 14 14,6
*Environmentalconcerns/Nature 8 8,3
*Future generations 2 2,1
Economic Aspect 18 18,8
*Economy/development/marketing/currency |13 13,5
*Bed capacity/supply 5 5,2
Political Aspect 15 15,6
*state led 5 5,2
*pilot project 2 2,1
*law/encouragement/infrastructure/piedand 8 8,3
Social Aspect 15 15,6
*social development 8 8,3
*development/increase in income level of local
people 5 5,2
*|leisure based/public 2 2,1
TOTAL 96 100
N: 33



Table 6.3 Content Groups for Aspects of Tourism Concept in 2000s

Frequery of |Ratio

Mention (%)
Political Aspect 32 32,7
*New tourism concepts/types 15 15,3
**Tourism cities, tourism centers 3 3,1
**Diversification of tourism, alternativéourism, culture
tourism, shopping tourism, mass tourism, international tour| 12 12,2
*Legislation (Tourism Encouragement Law, 2634) 2 2
*Tourism Investor 15 15,3
**Private sector, investor, investor oriented 6 6,1
**Political pressure, directing the Ministry, passivize of the
Ministry, lag behind tourism investors 9 9,2
Economic Aspect 29 29,6
*Land allocation (foresfreasury lands, distributing public
land) 4 41
*Bed capacity (tourism establishment, bed supply, opening
coast to tourism establishment 6 6,1
*Economic tool (inputmotivation, profit luxury consumption,
minimuminvestmentmaximum return, economic system) |19 19,4
Planning Aspect 23 23,5
*Quality of planning 17 17,3
**rent /construction right oriented 2 2
**unplanned, adhoc 6 6,1
**partial, parcel, private land/area, particular 9 9,2
*Plan modifications 3 31
*Lack of planning team 3 3,1
Social Aspect 7 7,1
*Poor social concern 3 3,1
*Consciousness in tourism (tourism education, local
consciousness) 4 41
Environmental Aspect 7 7,1
*Imbalance between use and conservation (maximse of
natural areas,atlining use of coastal areas 7 7,1
TOTAL 98 100

N: 33

Considering the change in tourism concept which focuses on economic and political
aspects, next figure illustraereasons behind this chang&ccording to the
respondents, demand of tourism ineestis the most effective factor with ,66 %

and tourism policy ranks second with, 5%6. On the other hand, respondents stated
that tourist demand has the highest ratio as not an effective factor on conceptual

change.
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Figure 6.2 Reasons behind the Change in Tourism Concept

As stated by Keskinok (2013 55) , ithe content of tour i
cannot be separated from t he proTadlet6dcal e
support this argument and illuseatialectical relationship between demand of

tourism investor and tourism policy. Thus, the inteti@ of state through the

demand of tourism investors has shaped and changed the tourism concept in a way

prioritizing economic aspects.
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Table 6.4 Sample Quotations for Dialectical Relationship between Tourism Policy

and Demand of Tourism Investor

AnThe politics of the government fall/l
foreseeabl e. 0
(Respondent 3

AfThe gover nment oig astothe svestors.uA diakectical prelati
exists between tourism investors and
(Respondent 17

iThe gover nment has a mi nd accep
unfortunatel yéThe main act or risth mvesor put
pressure on the government, saying t
This pressure falls on the shoulders of the bureaucrats and technocrats
government 6s service. It |l eads to a

(Responént 25)

AThe demands of the tourism investo
not affect it. The investments direct the touristic demaardsind the globe. Th
government does not have any tourism policies since the head of the gmieis
steered by the tourism investor.o
(Respondent 26

On the other hand, during the interviews with active senior bureaucrats, contradictory
arguments supporting that tourism policy of state and tourist demand have a strong
effect on not only tourisneoncept and also tourism investor have revealed. Such an
apparent contradiction can be explained with political pressure that cause senior
bureaucrats to hesitate to share own thoughts. However, such arguments do not

represent the general attitude towatusissue.

To sum up, research findings revealed the change in tourism concept which
prioritizes the economic aspects rather than leisure and social aspects and the main
effective factor in this change is the dialectical relationship between tourism

invest orsé6 demand and tourism policy.
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6.1.2 Analyzing the Change irthe Concept ofTourism through Tourism Plans
in South Antalya Tourism Area

In order to understand that why tourism concept has changed in time, one should
analyzethe practical use of twism concepts in tourism plans. Thus, this part focuses
on four tourism concepts namely tourism facilities, daily use, camping and golf
representing the practical use of tourism concept in tourism plans approved in South

Antalya Tourism Area.

These pratical concepts are determined as a result of documentation analysis

i ncluding pl an not es, pl an reports and
Therefore, each concept amalyzedin two steps first the use of concept in plan

notes and reports of 1/ZB0 scale Tourism Plans approved in SA Tourism Area

from 1970s to today ianalyzedand the change in each concept is revealed. Then,

reasons behind the change are discussed with the help of interview results.

6.1.2.1 Tourism Facilities

e Definition in Plan Notes

In order to understand the change in the concept, it is appropriat@liseshe use

of tourism facilities with the help of documentation analysis including plan notes and
reports of 1/25.000 scale physical plans for the years 1970s, 1980s, dred 2000s.

To do that, this part attempts to explore the use of concept in plan documents and
reveal the change in conceptual use. Then, it extracts different concerns of plan notes

for tourism facilities to show the change in content of the concept.
First, the study examines how tourism facilities are defined and named in plan

documentations (see Table). In reference to plan notes, there are three concepts

introduced namely Organized Tourism Development Area, Tourism Development
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Area and Tourism Fdity Area’. First two plans approved in the years 1977 and
1988 use the concept Organized Tourism Development Area, then the following two
plans, 1990 and 1996, named the concept as Tourism Development Area and finally

plans approved in 2000s introducedufiem Facility Area concept.

In all plan notes, the common thing is that qualifications and certification criteria of

tourism establishments constructed in tourism areas are taken into consideration

through referring to the related Regulations in eapkriod®. According to these

Regulations, tourism accommodation unit is definedTasrism Establishments

referring t o Acommerci al ventures operating i n t
individually established by real or legal persons of Turkish or foreigninanal i t y o

(The Regulation on the Certification and Qualifications of Tourism Establishments,

Article 4-).

However, in reference to plan notes, it is obvious that the concepts used in initial
plans comprising years 1977 to 1996 refer not only to eshabént oriented
perspective focusing on economic concerns but also to different concerns in terms of

social, leisure and spatial.

Table 6.5 demonstrates different concerns for each plan notes of tourism facilities. In
terms of social and leisure conceptan documentations focus on ensuring public
access to the coast and meeting the need of all users. In this context, 1977 and 1988
plan notes promote public access from inner side to the coastal area of South Antalya
through setting 7 m. and 10 m. pedest ways between tourism facilitieslowever,
following plan notes ignored these plan notes and only introduced general articles

related to the protection and utilization of coastal areas which are obligatory articles

° The concepts respectively referth Or gani ze Turizm Gelikim Alané, Turizr
Tesis Al aneébd

10 Regulations in each period intnaced the standards of tourism establisments based on certification

and qualifications. First regulation is ATurizm M¢iess
after enact ment of Tourism Encouragemenigzm Law in 198
Yatérém ve Kkletmeleri Nitelikleri Y°netmel ijJio in 1
Tesislerinin Belgelendirilmesine ve Niteliklerine il.@i
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of Coastal LaWw' and 1982 ConstitutionOn the other hand, only initial plan of the
area concern meeting the holiday need of all user through introducing note focusing
on the variety of tourism supply and the development of small capacity tourism

complexes.

In terms of economic concerns, péaapproved in 2000s provide certain notes for
partial tourism development of tourism facilities. Here, as discussed in previous
chapters, partial tourism development is claimed as a result of economic oriented
approach to tourism planning. Therefore, whihitial plans promote an organized
tourism development and regulate such a development with plan notes, recent plans
of the tourism area introduces special conditions focusing on floor area ratio,

maximum height of the establishments and bed capacity.

Considering spatial concerns, 1977 and 1988 plan notes introduced spatial
development strategies promoting organized development of tourism facilities.
Moreover plan approved in 1988, 1990 and 1996 have plan notes aiming to limit the
intensity of land usef tourism facilities in the area. As followed from the Table 6.5,
such spatial concerns are not much taken into consideration in plans approved in
2000s

“The plan notes related to tfin the utilization of sea coasts, lake s®or river banks, and of the
coastal band along the sea and lakes, public interest shall be taken into consideration withipriority
written as plan notes as an obligatory art{@eticle 5 and 6)of the Coastal Law numbered 3086 was
issued in 1984 antthen numbered 3621 in 1990 to determine the conditions of use of coast.
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Table 6.5 Analysis of Plan Documents Based on the Use of Tourism Facilities

1977 1988| 1990| 1996 | 2008| 2009 | 2010| 2012| 2013

USE OF CONCEPT IN PLANS

Organized Tourism Development Area

Tourism Development Area il
Tourism Facility Area * IIII

PLAN NOTES FOR TOURISM FACILITIES

Ensuring Public Access to the Coast
Gerektijinde turizm alanl are I

serbest ge-ik sajlayacak en

bérakeél acakteéer.

Farklé yatéréemceéelara tahsis +

yapé yaklakma mesafesi en az

Deniz, g°l ve nehirlerde her

yararl anmaséné sajlamak i-in ++++++++
par makl|l ek, t el °rge¢, hendek,

Keyeéelar devlietin h¢gkegm ve ta

ve serbest olarak yararl anma ++++

yararl anmada °nceli kl e kamu

Meet Holiday Needs of All Users
Create variety of touristic supply,
encourage also small capacity tourism complexes to create vari +
and to restrict closeness to the outside

Promote Partial Development of Tourism Facilities
Mevzii i mar planlareée i-in ge
tespitle K¢gltegr ve Turizm Ba

+ +

¥ |l ejandé verilen konakl ama
al anl arda konakl ama tesisi b
Tek bakéna ticari isniteler y
Turizm Tesis Alanlarénda ote +++
Tatil Key¢ yapél masé halinde

Limit the Intensity of Land Use of Tourism Facilities
Organize turizm gelikim alan

%306unu akmamak ve devaml él é
turizm bakanl é&jénca uygun g° +++

é
ol arak y¢ksekl ik verilebilir

¥zel lejand verilmik Turizm +++
ol - ekl i plan kararl aréna uyg

otel, kamping, pansiyon ve g
¥ lejandé ile g°sterilen tur
ve bitki °rte¢gse °zelliklerin

alan aktviteleri kull anéml ar +
yapél amaz. E: 0,03 hmax:5,50
Promoting Organized Tourism Development

Bu al anlar i-in hazérlanacak
bir alané ve toplam 300 yata

+ +

Se-mel i Yéjénlar Politikase

Tekirova veG¢gneydeniz organi

Pl anda Organize Gelikim Al an

1/1000 °1 -ekli Uygul ama Kmar + +
tesisler yapeélabilir.
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e Change in Concept From Organized Tourism Development to Tourism

Facility Area

Documentation analysis revealed that the conceptual use of tourism facility has
changed from Organized Tourism Development to Tourism Facility Area. This part
presents the contengroups defining elements for two concepts that are generated

through the interviews.

Explanatory words for Organized Tourism Development Area mostly included
organized spatial development referring in common, a project oriented approach,
tourism develpment sites and multiple land use. In terms of Tourism Facility Area,
partial spatial development is the most mentioned phrases comprising parcel oriented

approach and land allocation (Table 6.6).

Table 6.6 Content Groups Representing Tourism Concepts

| Frequency of Mention | Ratio (%)

Organized Tourism Development Area
Organized Spatial Development 36 100
Project oriented approach 21 58,3
Tourism development sites 10 27,8
Multiple land use 5 13,9
Tourism Facility Area
Partial Spatial Development 17 100
Parcel oriented approach 13 76,5
Land allocation 4 23,5

The results of interview make the definition of each concept possible. In this regard,
Organized Tourism Development Area refers to a spatial organization of tourism
facilities employinga project oriented approach and considering integration of
multiple land uses in selected tourism development areas. Moreover, this concept
also have social and leisure concerns regarding arrangements made possible public
access to the coast and met hajidheed of all userQuotationsin Table 6.7

represents this finding of the study



Table 6.7 Sample Quotations for Organized Tourism Development Area

AProject team finds out and devel op
brings spatial varietybo
(Respondent 17

ARnThe organized tourism devel opment
facilitieso
(Respondent, 21

i We ar e inspired by organi zed i nd
infrastructure and prevent those from going evdryavr e r andoml y. 0O
(Respondent 25

iYou donét mean one hotel through t
area. This concept brings with itself lots of facilities including theastructuresand
operations. 0

(Respondent 27

iThe Or g aism DewldpménbAreas were areas that involved everything
were planned to be a regional protected area. Within this area, there were place
where activities |ike entertainment

(Respondent 32

On the other hand, durism Facility Area is a concept representing tourism
establishments with partial spatial development logic. Thus, this concept has an
economic concern since it focuses on parcel oriented development of tourism

facilities through the allocation of publiand to the tourism investors.

Interview results revealed the definition of each concept. To understand reasons
behind this conceptual change, respondents rated reasons according to their

explanatory level.

Figure 6.3 shows that reason 7 (providing a&dion of public land to tourism
investors), 8 (encouraging mass tourism by creating gated tourism spaces) and 9
(limiting public use of coastal areas due to extended and gated use of tourism
facilities) are the main reasons behind the conceptual chaonge ®rganized
Tourism Development Area to Tourism Facility Area. However, reason 4
(preventing the development of gated tourism spaces), reason 6 (proposing open
spaces, public roads etc. in order to ensure publicness and accessibility to the coast),

reasonl (providing an organized development of environment), reason 5 (providing
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diversification of tourism facilities for all users) and reasons 2 (providing organized
spatial development) which are phrases referring Organized Tourism Development

Area are sta&td as not explanatory reasons of the current use of concept as Tourism

Facility Area.
100%y
90%;
80%;
70%;
60%; 21,
50% | g
40%; =
30% F=N | = -
P 14,3 Nl =§ = =
109 g = '14 M43 = = =
0% 7.1 =
Reason Reason Reason Reason Reason Reason Reason Reason Reason
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
B Explanatory ¥&l Rather Explanatory %& Not Explanatoryfy{

Reason 1 |Providing an organized development of tourism facilities

Reason 2 |Providing organized spatial development

Reason 3 |Providing diversification of tourism facilities in terms of types, star etc.

Reason 4 |Preventing the development of gated tourism spaces

Reason 5 |Providing diversification of tourism facilities for all users

Reason 6 |Proposing open spaces, public roads etc. in order to ensure publicness and accessibility to the coast
Reason 7 |Providing allocation of public land to tourism investors

Reason 8 |Encouraging mass tourism by creating gated tourism spaces

Reason 9 |Limiting public use of coastal areas due to extended and gated use of tourism facilities

Figure 6.3 Reasons behind the Conceptual Change from Organized Tourism

Development Area to Tourism Facility Area

6.1.2.2 Daily Use Concept

e Definition in Plan Notes

Regarding practical use of tourism concept in plan documents, another concept

analyzedn this part is Daily Use concept which represents leisure aspect of tourism

concept. Beginning from 1970s, daily use area has been defined in all plan notes and

documentations.



According to the documentation analysis, all plan notes introduced the same
definition of the concept; the only exception is the 1977 plan note since it introduces

additional notes related to the daily use areas.

In this concept, the commaxplanation of Daily Use area

AAccommodat i opermitedin tady userareas.rOnly daily use oriented
establishments such as beach facilities, restaurants, tea gardens and so on are

all owed in these areasbo

Considering the plan note, itrtde argued that only establishments and types of
daily use activities permitted is identified instead of introducing notes ensuring
leisure needs of local people and other users. Only 1977 plan note takes into
consideration leisure aspects of daily useaarthrough introducing purpose of
assigning these areas in plans. In this regard, the plan note mentions daily use
concept as areas proposed to meet the daily use need of local people refers to people

living in Antalya.

Moreover, daily use concept issalintroduced as a tool in order to prevent excessive
development of tourism facilities along the coast of South Antalya and ensure public
access to the coast (South Antalya Project Plan Report; 12@Y. In line with this,

initial plan consider public se of coastal area of South Antalya while other plan
notes ignore this perspective of the concept and mainly focused on regulations
related to the daily use activities in the form of establishments which represent

economic meaning of daily use concept.

e Change in Concept From Leisure Activity to Economic Resource

Documentation analysis revealed that the essence of the concept has changed. The

essence of the change can be explained that the concept has lost its leisure meaning

in time by focusing dayl use establishments referring to economic aspects.
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Following the discussion, there are two different definitions for the concept

1. Daily use refers to areas which meet the leisure and recreational need of local
people, controlling excessive developrmeri tourism facilities along the
coast through preventing being blocked by a single tourism investor,
providing public access to the coastal area of South Antalya (South Antalya
Project Plan Report, 197120).

2. Dalily use refers to establishments inclglieating and drinking activities,
recreation, entertainment and sports facilities without accommodation
facilities. (Article 37, Regulation on Tourism Establishments and

Qualification).

In line with two definitions, the following discussion presents ckanghe concept
generated through questionnaire and interviews. Respondents were asked to select
one abovementioned definition appropriate to their experience, practical knowledge
and way of thinking. The questionnaire result shows that 60 % of respsndent
selected definition 1 and rest of them (40 %) selected definition 2.

Considering the result, it can be stated that definition 1 refers to the definition in the

minds of planners while the other represents the practical use of the concept defined
in the iRegul ati on on t he Certification
Establi shmentso. A s :s6u’)y with thé endctmbny of Gayn a y
#2634 and rel ated AThe Regul ati on on

Tourism Establ i s hmmlyg tpsiaiitized t [ualificatiom naf e p t

establishments that can be constructed in daily use areas rather than focusing on
leisure perspective including beaches, picnic areas and other activities representing
traditional use of local people. Thus, using theosdc definition implies the

economic meaning of the daily use area.

In line with interview results, it is revealed that daily use areas should be open for all
users and provide minimum services including food, drinking, changing room,

shower etc. In othawords, these areas should meet the leisure need of all people but
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current South Antalya plans reduced daily use definition as an economic resource by
identifying establishments which tourism investcan operate in these areas.

Quotationsin Table 6.8rom the respondents illustrate this result.

Table 6.8 Sample Quotations for Definition of Daily Use Concept

ATo me, Daily Use is a place not to
can take water, fruits, and drinks and be operated by somdioskould be open t
public. One must be able to sit on sand or lie on sunbeds regardless of buying a
At |l east, minimum service shal.l be p

(Respondent 19

nlt i s a pidaywisitorsmdoreeraad nonimem needs are met. The v
would dri nk, bath and take off hi s/ h
(Respondent 17

RnTo prevent the blocking of the coa
the same things will occur. The main goal shall be to plevéecreational opportunitig
for local people who want to come to the coast in the morning until evening. Fore
the need of local peoplegsucia. They have been ignor

(Respondent 25

Ailt is a weekend adothery itistyp crdate the need toaesp
to the recreational needs of local people. You shall put tea gardens, toilets insig
shall provide parking |l ots @dmag 6s h ave

empty beaches and name it edey/ 0
(Respondent 27

Ailt is a place where | ocal peopl e cq
(Respondent 28§

6.1.2.3 Camping Area

e Definition in Plan Notes

Camping is another concept selected as practical use of tourism concept in this study.
Camping reresents social and leisure aspect of tourism concept since it has been
very popular means of affordable holiday accommodation starting from 1960s in

Turkey. However, documentation analysis revealed that dedicated area set aside for

camping has ignored tourism plans of the region (Table 6.8).
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As it is understood while 1977 plan notes deals with camping area as an
organizational spatial development while the others only focuses on the construction
right of tents. Moreover, with plan modification newrgaing areas are not proposed

in South Antalya instead the concept is abandoned in recent plan modifications.

Table 6.9 Plan Notes of South Antalya Tourism Plans for Camping Areas

Plans Plan Notes for Camping Areas

1977 |These areas are going to be orgadias camping sites; buildings of public
are not going to exceed 2 storeys, and if necessary, Bungalow type campir
are going to be permitted provided that they are within the limits of 5% ¢
camping site capacities.

1988 |FAR is 0.08. Bungaw type camping units are included in this num
Structures are of 1 storey, and the maximum height is defined as 4.50f
capacity is going to be defined with the assumption of 30 shelters per
(1988 plan notes Article 3.3)

1990 [FAR is 0.08.Bungalow type camping units are included in this num
Structures are of 1 storey, and the maximum height is defined as 4.50f
capacity is going to be defined with the assumption of 30 shelters per
(1990 plan notes Atrticle 3.3)

1996 |[FAR is 0.08. Bungalow type camping units are included in this nur
Structures are of 1 storey, and the maximum height is defined as 4.501
capacity is going to be defined with the assumption of 30 shelters per
(1996 plan notes Article 3.3)

2007 | Not exist

2008 |FAR is 0.08. Bungalow type camping units are included in this nur
Structures are of 1 storey, and the maximum height is defined as 4.50f
capacity is going to be defined with the assumption of 30 shelters per
(2008 plan nats Article 5.4

2009 | Not exist

2010 | Not exist
2012 |Not exist
2013 | Not exist

Assigning camping areas in initial tourism plans may be attributed to the traditional
popularity of camping activities as an affordable holiday type, however, recent plans
did not need for additional camping areas focusing on possible expansion of existing
camping areas or potential establishments of new camping areas at South Antalya

Tourism Area.

122



e Change in Concept Decline of Camping

As documentation analysis revealedmping concept has lost in plan notes in time.
Following discussion presents purpose of proposing camping areas and reasons
behind the loss of this concept in tourism plans of South Antalya Tourism Area.

Camping areas represents the social aspecttedigtourism planning because it
focuses on the holiday need of domestic tourist from different ingnogpsas a
national tourism policy adopted in Turkey particularly in 1970s. Then, following
plans continued to employ camping proposal of the initiah plst a tool of meeting
holiday need of all until plan modification stage has started in South Antalya tourism

planning procesRuotationsin Table 6.1(also support the argument.

Table 6.10 Purpose of Proposing Camping Areas in Plan Notes

We assigned aas for camping They should give services to people with diffe
incomes. They have come to disappear,
(Respondent 25

iTher e wanpiag accascaewere being widely used. The camping areas w

intended for domestic tourists. o
(Respamdent 29

iné, they were offered in plans to pr
(Respondent 23

The results of the content analysis based on respondents explanations revealed that
the decrease in tourist demand and economic disay@amf camping activity
compared to the tourism facility are most mentioned reasons behind the decline of

camping in time in South Antalya Tourism Area (Table 6.11).
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Table 6.11 MainReasons for theéDecline of Camping Areas According to the

Responderst
Change in tourist demand | 20 40,8
Change in in|l8 36,7
Site selection problems 11 22,4
TOTAL 49 100
N: 16

In line with interview, it can be claimed that loss of camping areas from a land use

persgctive is based on demands of tourism investors and tourist. Thus, recent plans
approved in 2000s supported considerable tourism facilities as an economic
generator activity instead of proposing suitable alternative sites to be zoned camping
areas. Tablé.12 involving the quotations from the respondents presents the reasons

behind the decline of camping areas in the region.

Table 6.12 Sample Quotations for Reasons behind the Decline of Camping Areas

a r enguchodemamded, itseoonomically bfiisemore to convert it into

A
t ristic facility.o

I n
ou

(Respondent 2(
AAs the hotels devel op, t
usel ess. The conversion o]
demandednymore 0

ar ea

hese
f t he cam

(Regpondent 21

iThe income | evel has come up and f
built. Camping area is no more any use. The camp leads to social segregation. F
reason, | find it correct to | eave t

(Respondent 23

AiThe existence of camps does not <cal
he money acquired from the visitors
(Respondent 26

t

iSince the r eve nsta howlf are sb differend, thepmmpang at
have been convertedtilo t our i stic facilities. o
(Respondent 29

it has been offered in places whe
| ocati ons were wrong. O

(Respondent 3(
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To sum up, camping activity which represents the social aspect of tourism planning
is disappeared in time as a result of low economic benefit compared to the tourism
facility area. However, this finding is not compatible with previous research since the
studies claimed that camping as a form of accommodation is very popular in some
European contries and in the United States of America in different shapes and sizes
and quality of services (Poudel, 2013; Lucivero, 2012).

6.1.2.4 Golf Area

e Definition in Plan Notes

As last but not the least, golf is another tourism concept introduced asdepision
in South Antalya tourism plans. Golf area represents a type of tourism which

someone on a beach holiday playing during their vacation.

Documentation analysis shows that initial plans did not propose golf activities of
South Antalya Tourism AreaHowever, with the increasing popularity of golf
tourism around the world particularly in United States, United Kingdom and Japan,

concept of golf has been introduced in tourism plans.

Table 6.13 demonstrates the plan notes related to proposed gdfiarpéns.
Referring to golf courses, plan notes introduce amenities comprising golf play area,
gol f clubé etc. that can be built and arrang

golf as a new tourism activity, hasenin plan notes starting fron990.
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Table 6.13 Plan Notes for Golf

Notes for Golf

1977 | Not exist
1988 | Not exist

1990 | Golf play area, golf club, forestation and landscaping are allowed (199
notes Article 3.3

1996 | Golf play area, golf club, forestation and landscgpare allowed1996 plan
notes Article 10.8

2008 |Floor ratio area and max. height are determined in implementation pla|
they should not exceed the values determined for Tourism Facility 2668
plan notes Article 5.6)

2013 | Mini golf activities can arrange in the arg@013 plan notes Article 5.4)

e Change in Concept Rise of Golf Concept

Since documentation analysis revealed that concept of golf has risen as a new
concept in plan documents, this part discusses results of interview reldatedrise

of golf proposal in South Antalya Tourism Area.

According to the respondents6 answer s,
the plans are listed as tourism policy and economic aspects. In terms of tourism
policy, respondents explained thgolf is seen as an important diversification tool of
tourism in the region. On the other hand, golf as a new land use decision is employed
in the plans because it is accepted as a high income generating activity (Table 6.14).

Table 6.14 ReasorBehindthe Rise of GolfConcept in théllans

| Frequency of Mention| Ratio (%)

Tourism Policy 21 56,8
Diversification of tourism in the

region 8 21,6
Following global tourism trends 6 16,2
Attracting tourist with high income

level 5 13,5
Spread tourism int@2 months 2 54
Economic Aspect 16 43,2
High income generating activity 10 27,0
Demand of tourism investors 6 16,2
TOTAL 37 100




As discussed in previsu chapter, Turkey has entered eriod adopting
diversification of tourism activities. Thus, the asesuitable as golf fields locating
near to tourisniacilities are selected for new tourism activity. However, it is thought
that supporting development of golf activities in South Antalya is legitimized with
the popular saying of current tourism periodiebhis tourism diversification. The
real reason behind introducing golf activities is highly related to the economic
aspects including demand of tourism investors and tourist profile playing golf
because golf is a kind of recreation preferred by the higlonme level foreign

visitors. The sample quotations also support this argument.

Table 6.15 Sample Quotations fRReasondBehind theRise of Golf Concept

ifiThe reason of the |l ate advent of ggd
the agricultual yield has beemiminishing; golf is on the rise. Indeed they are al
interconnected. The prices of oranges were high earlier, but now you can not se
Agriculture has been distincting away from being a type of production; new altern
emereg.

(Respondent 32

AnAs golf tourism is now known and t

tourism in the world, our investor turns to golf tourism, a sport that is not embed

our culture and sport hobbies. o
(Respondent 33

i Go | fismrisesusince it addressesthe higm c o me peopl eél ns
Russians, you had better host one go
(Respondent 24

AEven i f summers are | ong here, dapart
from seasun, sanehave been derived in order to extend tourism to 12 months
(Respondent 19

To sum up, research findings including documentation analysis and result of
guestionnaire and interview supported the argument that there is a conceptual change
in touism. The change is determined as demonstrated in Figure 6.4.

Organized Tourism Development Area changed into Tourism Facility Area
Organized Tourism Development Area refers to a spatial organization of tourism

facilities employing a project orientegproach in selected tourism development
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areas with social and leisure concerns. Tourism Facility Area prioritized economic
concerns by focusing on parcel oriented development of tourism facilities through

the allocation of public land to the tourism invast

Daily use conceptthanged from leisure and recreation activity for local people to an
economic activity focusing on benefit of tourism facility.

While concept ofCamping is abandoned in plan modification as a result of its low
economic benefit comped to tourism facilities, the use gblf gained popularity in
the plans because of high income generating actifiyure 6.4 represents the

change in the concepts in three aspects.

E 1990-2000 &\‘R\‘%\\‘RK\‘\\W\W
3 wrase NN
2 1990-2000 - AN

1977-1990

TRt

2000-2014

TFA

1990-2000 | 5SS =
o HHHHHNEE

# Economic aspect  # Leisure aspect = Social aspect

1977-1990

Figure 6.4 Conceptu&thangesn Tourism

As another argument dhis study, it is claimed that the conceptual change in tourism
concepts is alsdirectly related to the change in planning decisions. Therefore, the
next part focuses on the change in plan decisions in South Antalya Tourism Area.



6.2Changes in Planing Decisions

The last but not the least argument of this thesis is that aims and instruments of
tourism planning, introduced after 1980s with the enactmef Tourism
Encouragement Lawhas shaped a tourism development enforcing piecemeal land
developmet Thus, this part of the study analysis the change in planning decisions as

a result of intervention of planning instrument in detail.

6.2.1 Plan Modifications in South Antalya Tourism Area

As stated by Maand Hassink (201390), tourism sector has dynamic economic
nature leading to different spatial developments. Thus, as a tool of tourism

development in South Antalya, this part focuses on planning studies of the region.

Planning studies of South Antalya Tourism Area dates back to 1977 whemsthe fi
integrated tourism development plan was approved. However, the area has witnessed
a series of plan modifications particularly after declaration of the area as a Tourism
Area in 1982.

The study uses 1/25.000 scale tourism plans and modificationdentounderstand

the change in basic planning decisions. In this context, there are eleven different

plans and modifications (1977, 1988, 1990, 1996, 2005, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010,

2012 and 2013) approved related to South Antalya Tourism Area. 197 7optas f

the basis of planning decisions and represents the integrated and holistic planning

logic. While the plan modifications approved before 2000s comprises total area

(1996 plan exclude Tekirova), the others are partial plan modifications in Beldibi,

GO vk, Kemer , Tekirova and ¢amyuva. I'n | ine

deals with five sulsegions selected based on the borders of plan modifications.

13C



Figure 6.5 Sufvegions in South Antalya Tourism Area

(Source Google Earth last accessed®hFebruary, 2014)

In this context, this part aims to reveal the how the conceptual change in tourism is
related to the change in planning decisions and how the tourism planning logic has
changed in time in South Antalya Tourism Area through spatialysis and
interviews. To do that, first the planning documentsaaia@yzedased on two terms,

T1 uses and T2 uses whiehe determined based on literature researctlated to

the tourism concept. Then, spatial analysis is supported with intervielisresu

The plan decisions were grouped as tourism, settlement, agriculture and forest in
order toanalyzethe change in land uses. For tourism uses, T1 and T2 notations are
proposed to differentiate built up uses including accommodation and artificial open

tourism uses.

T1 uses represent the economic aspect which implies the land use activities focusing

on economic gain such as tourism facilities, golf, amusement center etc. while T2
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uses stands for social and leisure aspect which prioritizes the pulnlismouses
such as daily use, camping and recreational area.

6.2.1.1 Beldibi

Beldibi, located in northern side of the Tourism Area and 25 km far away from
Antalya City Center, is under the responsibility of Kemer Municipality (Beldibi Plan
Report, 20105). Formerly being a village, Beldibi has become a tourism destination

after being a subegion of South Antalya Tourism Area.

In Beldibi subregion, there are five main plan modifications approved in years 1977,
1988, 1990, 1996 and 2010. Change indlarse decisions demonstrates which
economic, social and leisure aspects of tourism are prioritized by each planning
period. Table 6.16 shows assigned lands for different plan decisions such as T1, T2,

Settlement, Agriculture and Forest in each year.

Table 6.16 Land Use Areas (ha.) in Plan Modifications

1977 | 1988 | 1990 | 1996 | 2010
T1** 23 87.6 |1159 |110.3|133.8
T2** 21 113.3 [110.8 |87.1 |454
Settlement | 6.7 15.7 |23.5 131 |131.9
Agriculture* | 111 165.5 |148.8 [29.6 |72.2
Forest 1822 |1574.9 1590.5 | 1500 |1551

TOTAL  |1983.7|1957 |1989.5 |1858 |1934.3

*In 1977 plan, some agricultural areas were shown as proposed forest areas.

**T1: Organized Tourism Development Area, Tourism Facility Area, Tourism Facility Area with
Low Density, Tourism Facility Area with Speciab@ditions; T2 Daily Use Area, Recreational Area,
Camping Area

e Change in T1 uses

The first plan, 1977, determined only one area as Organized Tourism Development
Area (OTDA) (see Figure 6.7). However, with 1988 plan, the use of OTDA was

subjected tolzange in terms of not only conceptual but also size of area proposed in
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the plan. The land use areas proplg plans also support tldeamatic increase in
T1 uses (Table 6.16).

Tourism Facility Area (TFA), used as new concept, was proposed in noritierof s
the region. The following plan modifications followed this trend and the coast of
Beldibi withessed a series of TFA uses which turns a barrier preventing the access to

the coast in time (see Figure 6.6).

Figure 6.6 AView from CoastalUse (Phad taken on August, 23}

e Change in T2 uses

For T2 uses a decrease in figures is observed as a result of the transformation of daily
use and camping areas in tourism facility areas. Although the first plan assigned land
for daily use in order to medté demand of local people of Antalya in northern part

of the region, in time, this use has transformed into tourism facility areas with plan

modifications.

Moreover, camping areas, proposed in two different locations in the region, were

transformed intodurism facility area with 1996 and 2010 plans (see Figure 6.8).
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Thus, it is stated that camping areas representing public uses of coastal areas has
abandoned with plan modifications. This finding of the study corresponds with the
conceptual change in campidiscussed in previous part. In line with conceptual and
spatial research related to camping, this study argues that social and leisure aspect of
tourism planning has been ignored after enactment of Tourism Encouragement Law

giving priority to economic gpect of tourism.

Apart from T1 and T2 uses, there is a dramatic change in settlement uses and
agricultural areas. While there is an increase in settlement uses, a decrease is obvious
in agricultural areas with plan modifications because agriculturals atess
transformed into settlement areas. In addition, although the first plan desired Beldibi
as a service village which might provide basic needs of tourism facilities, the plan

modifications support a high dense urban development in Beldibi.
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6.2.1.2 G°yng¢k

G°yng¢k, a town of Kemer andcer@éesis delected ar
as another subegion locaihg in South Antalya Tourism Area. Similar to Beldibi,

the town also has witnessed a series of plan modification from 1970s. Starting from
1977, G°yn¢k adopted a planning proces

Pl anning pr oces sghe oohtextGf haml side degisidnd denotes a
significant change in assigned areas for T1 and T2 uses (Table 6.17). From 1980 and
onwards, the subegion eventually has turned into an area focusing on tourism
development based on economic uses while natress such as agriculture and

forest land are diminishing.

Table 6.17 Plan Modifications and Land Use Decisions (ha.)

1977 | 1988 | 1990 | 1996 | 2008

T1** 60.2 134.3 175.5 1755 |256.8
T2** 3.5 186.3 164.3 1249 |31.3
Settlement | 15.3 254 78.1 139.8 [100.2
Agriculture* |172 212.6 113.4 88 68
Forest 1322 988.5 962 962 962

TOTAL 1573 |1547.1 |1493.3 |1490.2 |1418.3

*|n 1977 plan, some agricultural areas were shown as proposed forest areas.

**T1: Organized Tourism Development Area, Tourism Facility Area, Toufigcility Area with
Low Density, Tourism Facility Area with Special Conditions, Golf, Amusement Centeric8ekrea
for Tourism Facilities;

T2: Daily Use Area, Recreational Area, Camping Area

e Change in T1 uses

G°yn¢gk which was 1300 popuatioh in 1970k Was goe prowased h
as organized tourism development area within 1977 integrated plan; on the other
hand, the close areas to G°%yng¢k, known
as tourism development area. However, these plaposals are deactivated with

plan modifications (Figure 6.9).
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First ti me, 1988 pl an proposed new areas
Village and the following plan modifications support this decision by assigning more
land for tourism developmentaadg the coast without considering organized tourism

development logic of the first plan.

Moreover, the last plan modification in 2008 is very explanatory to understand the
increase in tourism facility areas in the region. According to the plan rep@®&)(20

the reasons of preparation of 2008 plan modification is that the previous 1996 plan
has cancelled as a result of judiciary action and to meet the appropriate demand of
tourism investors in the region. Particularly, the last plan introduces new land us
decisions to the areatourism facility area with special condition and golf area
(Figure 6.10).

As it can be followed from the Figure 6.10, the areas proposed as tourism facility
area with special condition in 2008 plan were assigned as tourisnopeneit area

with low density in previous plan decision in 1996. Thus, it is observed that 2008
plan decisions abandoned low density development logic and redefined the land use
referring to a mixed land use including tourism facility and trade with 0@t farea

ratio. The reason behind such a change is to meet the demand of tourism investors as

sample quotations also support.

Table6.18 Sample Quotations fBeasons of Change in Plan Decisions

AfiDemand of an investorélftwenal vow
prevent the other demands. 0
(Respondent 19

fiThe efforts towards increasing the bed capacity...The plans were approved in t
77. Until 84, no interventions were made. The only goal of the first revision after §
to increase bed capacity. In 96, the goal was to both increase bed capaci
expansion of new settlement demanded by local people. As the tourists came
shopping they forced to plan their areas through political pressures in order to be
richer having on mind that it can be achieved as long as the bed capacity is inc
and new structures are made. G°vyng¢k
bed capacity. o

(Respondent 32
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On the other hand, golf is another land use decisiopgsex in the last plan
modification. Taking this into account, under the Tourism Incentive Law No 2634,
the Ministry determined some public areas to be turned into golf fields with all
relevant environmental facilities and allocated these areas to irsd3&spondents
explain the reason behind such a decision related to the demand of local authority
(Table 6.19).

Table 6.19 Sample Quotations for the Reasons of Change in Plan Decisions

AnWe modified the plan | atel y.ies. Bet thére
should not be golf only. Sport camps, congress tourism and alike skelisto This
was the municipalitydéds demand. 0

(Respondent 14

i We put the | ast gol f course in q
demanded foan18-hole golfca r s e . 0
(Respondent 2]

AOne could be |l ocated behind G°yng¢k
|l east five golf courses. We could n
(Respondent 23

To sum up, as the Figure 6.9 and 6.10 demonstrates,réhs aot proposed as
tourism development in 1977 plan were pl
and this caused a dramatic increase in T1 uses in the region.

e Changein T2 uses

In terms of T2 uses, one can claim that there is an increase irudajlyecreational
and camping uses. However, it needs a closer analysis to reveal the essence of such

an increase.

According to)G¢nahye (p2Z0eecti oni st policie
and public uses were transformed into private tourisns @sea result of plan
modi fications. Mor eover, G¢nay enlighter
G°yn¢k and cl aims that previously propos
tourism facilities were transformed into tourism facility areas (see &igLt0). By
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doing so, more private uses in G°yn¢gk are s
decisions representing social and leisure aspect of tourism in terms of more public

uses of the coast and preventarglavedourism development on the coast.

On the other hand, camping areas which represents the social aspect of tourism in
this study are subjected to transform in the recent plan. As Figure 6.10 demonstrates
camping area on the northern part of the region has changed into tourism facility area

as a result of tourism investorods demand.

Not only tourism development areas but also urban settlement areas were also
favored by plan modifications. As Atik (2010 26) also cla ms t hat Aur ban
settlements pposed i n G°yn¢gk were ieaudlatr greal tloa ncdosvo

which caused a dense urban development.
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6.2.1.3 Kemer

Kemer, 47 km. far away from Antalya city center, had municipalifus in 1990

(Kemer Plan Report, 201326). After local elections in 2014, Kemer has become
single municipality comprising Beldibi,
Antalya Tourism Area.

Kemer, the most developed village in 1970s, was selectestrage city of the

tourism area. In this context, the first plan approved in 1977 proposed certain
function for Kemer such as distribution and storage center of the region in order to

meet the basic needs (food, beverages etc.) of tourism facilitieml sow
admi ni strative center and | eisure center
1991 4). Following such a decision, it can be stated that the first plan takes
necessary caution to prevent anclavedtourism development in the region by
differentiating the role of settlements in the tourism area. This is the result of an

integrated tourism planning approach.

However, similar to other sutegions, the functions of Kemer village have also
changed with plan modifications. Asble 6.20demonstrasthatthedistribution of
T1 and T2 uses caus&emer to develop as a tourisfacility area rather than a

service city.

Table 6.20 Plan Modifications and Land Use Decisions

1977 1988 1990 1996 2008 2013
T1 66.8 128.2 186.5 179.8 176.8 260
T2 70.5 16.1 14.8 12.2 19.7 20.9
Settlement | 151 132.6 224.8 325.1 325.1 649
Agriculture | 749 768 604.6 604.6 598.8 598.8
Forest 2455 2442 2440 2440.5 ]2440.5 2440.5

TOTAL  |3492.3  [3486.9 |3470.7 |3562.2 |3560.9 |3969.2

* In 1977 plan, some agricultural areas were sthaw proposed forest areas.

**T1: Organized Tourism Development Area, Tourism Facility Area, Tourism Facility Area with
Special Conditions, Amusement Center, Service Area for Tourism Facilities;

T2: Daily Use Area, Recreational Area, Camping Area
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e Changein T1 uses

T1 uses in Kemer sufegion have an increasing trend with plan decisions. The first

plan only proposed certain areas for organized tourism development. However, it is

observed that 1990 plan did not follow the decisions of the first pldrnpeoposed

addi tional areas for tourism devel opment i
proposed any tourism development. The following plan modifications including

1996, 2008 and 2013 also support the devel c

region wthout giving any priority service city function of the region.

According to the plan report (20136), the reasons of assigning land for tourism in
Kirik region can be explained with the | anc
mostly public land, Lev # 2634 provides the allocation of these lands for tourism

investors.

The last plan modification approved in 2013 claims that although certain investments

such as tourism education cendtrengthensheal t h «ce
Ke mer 6 s a$ aservide icity,nn terms of leisure and tourism activities, Kemer

needs to be develop (Kemer Plan Report, 2@B3 The most striking change in last

plan modification is that the areas proposed as agricultural land in previous plans has

trarsformed irto tourism facility area. The plan report explains that land ownership

problem related to these areas has been overcome and official opinion of Agriculture
Department | et Kéendél -ekme area to open tou
45). Thus, T1 usesale dramatically increased in Kemer and the service city

function has abandoned with recent plan modifications.

e Change in T2 uses

T2 uses in the sufegion have not changed radically compared to the T1 uses. In

t er ms of camping a ne aresa, welKknhowt eatea, éskstile ¢ a mp
protected with plan decisions (Kemer Plan Report, 2033). However, camping

area proposed in Kirik in 1977 plan were tra

1988 plan modification.
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Moreover, land use decisiofw daily use areas are not subjected to radical changes
with plan modifications because of the force of the coastal law rather than taking into
consideration leisure needs of local people. According to the coastal law, the second
50 m. from the sea shoultksigned for daily use activities, therefore, the northern
side of Kemer marina is transformed from tourism facility area into daily use area

(see Figure 6.21).

After discussed the change in T1 and T2 uses, the followings present a closer

investigatiorfor settlement and other land use decisions in Kemeregibn.

Kemer has also settlement function of the region thus the first plans of the sub
region proposed settlement areas. However, after the first revision in 1988 in which
urban settlements wedénited, the 1990 revision enlarged new urban settlement
areas in agricultural lands (Atik et al.,, 201®6). This caused a pressure on
agricultural areas in the region and the recent plan modifications also proposed

additional settlement areas in agtiawal areas (Kemer Plan Report, 20158).

On the other hand, in order to support the service city function of Kemer, the recent
plan modification proposed trade areas along the main road (Kemer Plan Report,
2013 59). However, only focusing on settlent and trade function are not enough

to develop Kemer as a service city. Thus, it is observed that the proposal of the first
plan about Kemer city has failed with plan modifications and it turned into an
ordinary settlement and tourism city rather thamdpea service city. Respondents
explain that the reasons behind the failure of service city concept are related to the

rent oriented tourism policies.
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Table 6.21Sample Quotations for Reasorehind the Failure

Kemer is districcenter;a n y w d ig thd center of thereabouts in every respect. T|
are hotels in such a place, unavoidably but the number is smaller. It is inevitg
have houses here but it is not an ob

(Respondent 19

AfTher e was a earbet. THere are thase whb kve &d make a liv

there. On the other hand, when an income resource like tourism became ob

tourismbased devel opment has taken pl ac
(Respondent 23

AVillages existed in the s$ealfirstpooject deede
service city concept. Therefore, the town hall, village clinic and post office
formed. Then, as population increased, the villages became bigger and came
town halls. This brought with itself mayors who have wanted plignmodificationg
within the areas of their tasks. And tplanning proposals have upsetted the prote
use balance.

(Respondent 31

AfKemer was planned to meet the serv
term. Even the first road was builhd opened to traffic with this project. Thus, Ke
has a planning decision that meets the elements needed for 2e@0pacity. By
because of the revision made in 96, the overdevelopment of settlement bounc
Kemer have been realized throughrent oriented logic. So, two points messed
eachotherci ty of service and normal sett

(Respondent 32
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1977 1988

Il T1 (Economic Aspect)

TSA- Service Area for Tourist Facilities
TFA- Tourism Facility Area
OTFA- Organized Tourism Facility Area

7] T2 (Social and Leisure Aspect)
C-Camping Area

R-Recreational Area

DUA-Daily Use Area

|| Rural SettlementArea  [I[] Urban Settlement Area
| "] Forest H-High Density

"] Agriculture [”_] Proposal Urban Settlement Area
M-Medium Density

£ s-small Industry Area

Figure 6.11 Plan Modifications in Kemer (197988)



1990 L

= T1(Economic Aspect)
TFA- Tourism Facility Area
PTTA- Public Tourism Traning and Accommodation
AC-Amusement Center
[ T2 (Social and Leisure Aspect)
C-Camping Area
R-Recreational Area
DUA-Daily Use Area

[ | Rural Settlement Area
M-Medium Density
L-Low Density

[T1] Urban Settlement Area
M-Medium Density
H-High Density

[ Forest
[ Agriculture

Figure 6.12 Plan Modifications in Kemer (1999986)
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2008 2013

I T1 (Economic Aspect)
TFA- Tourism Facility Area
TFAS-Tourism Facility Area With Special Conditions
AC-Amusement Cenfer

[7] T2 (Social and Leisure Aspect)
C-Camping Area
R-Recreational Area
DUA-Daily Use Area

[] Rural Settiement Area

M-Medium Density
L-Low Density

[Tl Urban Settlement Area
M-Medium Density
H-High Density

[ 1-Trade Area
[] Forest
[ Agriculture
1/25000 Scale Plan Modification Border

Figure 6.13 Plan Modifications in Kemer (2008 and 2013)



6.2.1.4 ¢amyuva

50 km. far away from Ant al yaredgbninSouttCent er , ¢ ¢

Antalya Tourism Areat amyuva, functioned as muni ci

in 2014, s under the responsibility of Kemer Municipality now.

Determined as tourism site in initial
to change in plan decisions through plan modifications. As Table 6.22 demonstrates,
areas assigned for T1 and T2 ugeplan modifications do not remain consistent
with initial plan decisions. Thus, most of the changes make fundamental difference

to the tourism developmelogic in the sukregion.

Table 6.22 Plan Modifications and Land Use Decisions

1977 1988 1990 1996 2009
T1 30.1 89.2  |269.3 285.9 |100.6
T2 18.1 7.4 26.8 224 |96
Settlement |45 86.7 |165.1 2832 |363.8
Agriculture* | 637 573.3 461.7 309 278.6
Forest 1678 1649 | 1424 1411 |1554.5
TOTAL  |2408.2 |2405.6 |2346.9 |2311.5 |2307.1

*In 1977 plan, some agriculturareas were shown as proposed forest areas.

**T1: Organized Tourism Development Area, Tourism Facility Area, Tourism Facility Area with
Special Conditions, Tourism Facility Area with Low Density, Amusement Center, Service Area for
Tourism Facilities, Gdj T2: Daily Use Area, Recreational Area, Camping Area

e Change in T1 uses

¢amyuva, known as G¢gneydeniz in 1990s,
area similar to Beldibi, Tekirova and
within 1977 plan With plan modifications, the organized tourism development logic
has abandoned and T1 uses have dramatically increased as a result of opening
agricultural areas into tourism uses (Figure @atadFigure 6.15).

Moreover, it is obvious that there is aagh increase in T1 uses between 1988 and

1990 plans. The main reason behihése fluctuationss related to the golf area
15C
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proposal.Approximately 190 ha area has planned for golf uses in 1990 and 1996
plan modifications however golf area could not beizedl and transformed into dam

area in 2009. Thus, there is decrease in T1 uses in 2009 plan.

The last plan modification in the subgion was approved in 2009 (Figure 6.15). The
main reason of preparation a new plan for the area is the court deci2006n
According to the decision, the 1996 plan was cancelled because of the infraction of
Urban Development Law. The recent plan modification increased floor area ratio in
tourism facilities and opened additional areas for tourism uses as a result of

inved or s6 demand which also explained by

Table 6.23 Sample Quotations for ¢amyuva

ifi¢amyuva was being fully protected.
this place changed. There is nothing technical behind. They br oug
with the |l egislation for constructio
AThere was | and ustdeofthefarmes Kumlaoca twad. Theeen

land use decisions where Marcopolo and Robinso were located. The true n
Southsea, indeedThe areas between were made suitable for construction.
agricultural fields on the east of t

(Respondent 32

In line with spatial analysis, it would seem obvious that plan modifications in

¢amyuva ar e schieungthesincraasd irotautism tacilities.

e Change in T2 uses

Ensuring that the ability for development to access coastal side of the region is at a
level consistent with T2 uses proposed in the area in the forms of camping areas and
daily use arem However, T2 uses have a decreasing trend similar to the other sub

regions (Table 6.22). Particularly, areas assigned for camping and daily uses have

transformed into tourism facility area through plan modifications.

Only exception representing a tréorsnation from tourism facility area to daily use

area is the plan decision introduced in 2009 (Figure 6.15). According to the plan
151



repor-t (2009) , main reason behind this acti
settlement are proposed as daily use adhas to mandated by Coastal Law.

Moreover, the decrease caused by opening new settlement areas in the agricultural

areas is dramatic. Plan modifications have brought large scale change to the

agricultural areas in the region.

Spatial analysis shows thatas within the T2 uses were formerly proposed in initial
plan in order to provide accessibility of local people to the coast. However, plan
modifications opted for a considerable reduction of provision in relation to that of the

previous planning document
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1977 1988

I T1(Economic Aspect)

TSA- Service Area for Tourist Facilities
TFA- Tourism Facility Area
OTFA- Organized Tourism Facility Area

7] T2 (Social and Leisure Aspect)
C-Camping Area
DUA-Daily Use Area

|| Rural Settlement Area [T7] Urban Settlement Area
] Forest H-High Density

" Agriculture [”_] Proposal Urban Settlement Area
M-Medium Density

Figure 6.14 Plan Modifications in ¢amyuva (1977 and 1988)
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1990

I T1(Economic Aspect)
TFA- Tourism Facility Area
AC-Amusement Center
TFAL-Tourism Facility Area With Low Density
TFAS-Tourism Facility Area With Special Conditions

771 T2 (Social and Leisure Aspect)
C-Camping Area
R-Recreational Area
DUA-Daily Use Area

[ ] Rural Settlement Area
M-Medium Density
L-Low Density

[l Urban Settlement Area
M-Medium Density
H-High Density

[~ T-Trade Area

[ Forest
[ Agriculture
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2009

M 71 (Economic Aspect)
TSA- Service Area for Tourist Facilities
TFA- Tourism Facility Area

B T2 (Social and Leisure Aspect)
C-Camping Area
R-Recreational Area
DUA-Daily Use Area

[ | Rural Settlement Area
M-Medium Density
L-Low Density

[Tl Urban Settlement Area
M-Medium Density
H-High Density

=1 T- Trade Area
|- Small Industry Area

[ Forest
[\ Agriculture
[] D-Dam Area
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6.2.1.5 Tekirova

Tekirova, located in the southern part of the research area, has the least plan
modifications. Howewe similar to the other regions it has also witnessed a dramatic
change in plan decisions. Formerly, the sub region hosted small housing units in
agricultural areas. This pattern of the region has changed after the enactment of Law
#2634 which encouragesurism investments. Thus, Tekirova has become a tourism
region with the help of land allocations after 1985 (Tekirova Plan Report,22)12

Table 6.24 shows the increase in the assigned land for T1 and decrease in the
assigned land for T2 uses.

Table 624 Plan Modifications and Land Use Decisions

1977 | 1988 | 1990 | 2012
Tl 68 81.9 181.5 98
T2 38.7 19.6 75 3.3
Settlement |27 46 63.7 90
Agriculture | 313 288.5 269 269
Forest 2502 2511.9 |2490 2490

* 2012 Plan modificatio has different borders.
**T1: Organized Tourism Development Area, Tourism Facility Area, Tourism Facility Area with
Special Conditions, Amusement Center, Golf; Taily Use Area, Recreational Area, Camping Area

e Change in T1 uses

In terms of T1 usg the most outstanding change in the area is the proposed golf area
in 1990 plan modification (Figure 6.18). As discussed in the previous part, as a tool
of tourism diversification and economic resource, golf areas are planned in the

region. However, siteelection of golf uses is problematic as respondents also stated.
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Table 6.25 Sample Quotations for Golf Areas

nl't is a golf course of impossible

area iIs on the steep mountain of TekKk
(Resmndent 21

AA golf course needs a | arge area.

has no suitable physical texture for a golf course. But there was a farmland
private property. This farmland could be an option if the course wagrsiang
built. There was a forested area there. That useless area was converted intd
cour se. Useless area has remained on

(Respondent 32

On the other hand, the recent plan modification in the area introduced spatial
development conditiws for tourism facilities locating far away from the coast. First
condition is about the size of the area which tourism facilities can develop.
According to the plan report (2019), tourism facilities should beonstructedn

plot sizes instead of smatlarcels because a range of additional services should be
provided such as parking, swimming pools and exercise rooms, recreational facilities
as well as conference and convention facilities. Otherwise, the facilities fail to
compete with other tourism fdities locating close to the beach. However, the point
criticized about this principle is that it does not have an aim to provide any

diversification in tourism facility appealing to different income groups.

The other condition is about the special atod defined in plan notes. According to
the plan notes, in the areas with special conditions, only complementary uses of
tourism facilities can develop without accommodation. This refers to the need of
tourism facilities in the region, in other wordegtdemand of tourism investors as

respondent also support.
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Table 6.26 Sample Quotation for the Reason behind the Plan Decision

AThere is a reason why one directs g
These are things that | do notcapt. How is that it is not on the plan | offered and
things two days before the approval? This is an agricultural field, the institutiona
is no more important; a decision of public benefit has been reached. What doeg

interest mean for Ga@ds s ake, who is public? Wh:
private conditions? That is shamef ul
(Respondent 2€

As a result, plan modifications drew up many tourism facilities along the coast that
could be described amsxpansionistand preventpublic access to the coastline of
Tekirova.

e Change in T2 uses

T2 uses have seriously diminished in Tekirova-segion with plan modifications.
Although the initial plan approved in 1977 proposed daily use areas close to the
Tekirova settlement, fadwing plan modifications ignored this strategy and

encourage tourism development in these areas.

The most striking inconsistency with initial plans comes up when considering the
period between 1990 and 2012. After judiciary action cancelled 1/25.0@0Opdaal
approved in 1990, tourism development in Tekirova had tried to be controlled with
1/1000 scale implementation plans rather than preparing 1/25.000 scale plans until
2012. This situation caused partial and excessive tourism facilities along thefcoast
Tekirova where the previous 1/25.000 scale plans assigned as daily use areas.

As demonstrated in Figure 6.16, tourism facility area is the existing function of the
area where formerly proposed as daily use area in 1990 plan. Moreover, this area is
stayed as out of borders of the 1/25.000 scale plan approved in 2012. Thus, the last
plan modification did not proposed any decision for this area but accept the land use
decisions of previously approved 1/1000 scale implementation plans (Tekirova Plan
Repot, 2012 4).
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*DUA: Daily use area, MMedium Density Tekirova Settlement

Figure 6.16 Development of Daily Use Area as Tourism Facility Area

Such a tourism development prevents the access of Tekirova settlement to the coast.
In addition to that, reason behind the change from daily use area to tourism facility
area is explained related to the demand of tourism investors as supported by
interviews (Table 6.27).

Table 6.27 Sample Quotation for the Decrease in Daily Use Areas

i Our t otasrin Tekirova were ion the western part when you stand to the f
the sea. It was public property. The front of the bay was totally empty. The fores
between the eastemesternbanswere protected. There was a spot on the stream n
that wehad been using daily and considering for marina planning. We had in mind
something that put d&unction on it and fulfilled the daily need of the region. It v
converted inteaccommodatiompurposes in the plan. A modification in plan took plg
Thevi | |l age had then no way to the sea.
(Respondent 32

fWe offered a dailyuse facility in the place that belonged to the Treasury and end
in courtéWe said i tBeoawe populatioa is flourishing en
increasing, where shall gy go?
There is no spot for putting chaise lounges on the shore. There is no organization
publicéthis place became a touristic
rent is not the essence. However, the investor came and said tipttado be turned t
touristic facility instead of our demand for dailys e . Hi s words we
(Respondent 2€
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On the other hand, formerly proposed rural settlement area has changed into urban
settlement with plan modifications. In case T#kirova similar to the other sub
regions, plan modifications opted for a considerable reduction of T2 uses and

increase in T1 uses in relation to that of the previous planning document



1988

1977

I T1 (Economic Aspect)
TFA- Tourism Facility Area
OTFAL- Organized Tourism Facility Area
[ T2 (Social and Leisure Aspect)
C-Camping Area
DUA-Daily Use Area

[ | Rural Settlement Area [T1] Urban Settlement Area
[ Forest M-Medium Density

[\ Agriculture Proposal Urban Settlement Area
M-Medium Density

Figure 6.X Plan Modifications in Tekirova (1977,1988)
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1990 2012

I T1 (Economic Aspect)
TFA- Tourism Facility Area
G- Golf Tourism Facility Area
PTTA- Public Tourism Traning and Accommodation

[T T2 (Social and Leisure Aspect)
C-Camping Area
DUA-Daily Use Area

[""] Rural Settlement Area

[T1] Urban Settlement Area
M-Medium Density

[ Forest
[ Agriculture

1/25000 scale Plan Modification Border
% Applied Area by 1/1000 scale implementation plan during 1/25000 scale plan was cancelled.

Figure 6.18 Plan Modifications in Tekirova (1990 and 2012)
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With regards to the partial planning processes applied after 2000s, it is only possible
to compare planning decisions of total area plan modifications for all regions. Thus,
the study conducted a hisical analysis of sub tourism areas within South Antalya

Tourism Area namely Beldibi, G°yn¢gk, Tekirov

As aresult ofpl an deci s iretated © suaegians pfsSowth Antalya
Tourism Area, the plan modifications obviouslyrifse that there is a dramatic
increase in tourism us&s T1. In detail, for all subregions, the increase in T1 uses
arises from the opening up new tourism facility areas in other words hotel areas.
However, T2 uses have a different development patteahl€T6.28). Although the

base plan, 1977 plan, proposed more public use of tourism in the forms of daily use
area and camping area, the plan modifications introduced a new land use concept
which is golf area as a result of tourism trends. On the other, harad settlement

uses which first plan proposed as the complementary of tourism development has
transformed into urban settlement. In a similar way, agricultural areas have

diminished with plan modifications.
The sub region analysis shows that the cphed change in tourism is also evident

in tourism plans. In each sub regions, economic aspect of tourism prioritizes with

plan modification while social and leisure aspects lose its importance.
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Table 6.28 Summary of Change in Plan DecisiarfSub Regions

TOURISM
as an economic tool
(prioritizes economic aspect)

T1 Uses
There is a dramatic increase TirA
uses along the coast. New areas
assigned for tourism developme
with plan modifications.

1l

TOURISM
as social and leisure tool
(prioritizes social and leisure

Daily use and camping area
are transformed into touris
facility area. There is

decrase in public tourisn
uses with plan modifications.

BELDKBK

8.00

6.00 Q—/"

400 Se— —a

2.00 7/ \.

000 1977 1988 1990 1996 2010
‘—O—Tl 1.16 4.48 5.83 5.94 6.92
‘—I—TQ 1.06 5.79 5.57 4.69 2.35

Figure 6.9 The change in Tl and T2 Uses in Beldibi with F

Modifications (%)

T1 Uses
New areas are opened Td-A uses
along the coast. Formerly planned
recreation aa has transformed in
golf use.

T2 Uses

Daily use and camping area
are transformed into touris
facility area. There s
decrease in public touris
uses with plan modifications.

K

G¥ YN!

20.00
15.00 ,/
5.00 r~ \-
0.00
1977 1988 1950 1996 2010
‘—O—Tl 3.83 8.68 11.75 11.78 18.11
‘—I—T2 0.22 12.04 11.00 8.38 2.21
Figure 620 The change InT 1 and T2 Uses I

Modifications (%)
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Table 6.28Contnued)

T1 Uses
Service city function of Kemer hg
abandoned as a result of propos

T2 Uses
Daily use and caping areag
have not radically change

new tourism ar e:; compared to the other regio
modifications. v with plan modifications.
7.00
6.00 Prad
% A.00 //
= 3.00
2.00
LLI 1.00 <
\'d 0.00 SE— - —a———8—=a
' 1977 1988 1990 1996 2008 2013
——T1| 191 3.68 5.37 5.05 4.97 6.55
—-—-T2| 202 0.46 0.43 0.34 0.55 0.53
Figure 6.21 The Changein Tl and T2 Uses in Kemer with PI
Modifications (%)
T1 Uses T2 Uses

There is a decrease in daily (
and camping areas but not
dramatically compared to tH
other redpns.

Plan modifications opened additior|
areas for tourism uses. However,
last plan modification golf area
transformed into dam area.

Modifications (%)

< 9.00
8.00 ’
> 7.00 / \\
D 6.00
5.00 / \
> 1,00 / AN
2 3.00 / \
2.00 ed
1.00
< 0.00 é.,_—————’—'.i —— —m
o 1977 1988 1990 1996 2009
——T1 0.86 2.56 7.76 8.03 2.83
=12 0.52 0.21 0.77 0.63 0.27
Figure 6.2 The Change in T1 and T2 Us
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Table 6.28 (Continued)

TEKKROVA

T1 Uses
The most outstanding change is
proposed golf area in 1990 pla

I

T2 Uses
There is a decrease in daily
and camping areas but the |

modification. There is decrease modification not proposed ne
T1 uses due to 2012 plan. areas for daily use and campi
7.00
6.00
4.00 - o
3.00 ’________’.7
2.00
0.00
1977 1988 1990 2012
——T1 2.31 2.78 5.89 3.32
—-—T2 1.31 0.66 2.44 0.11

Figure 6.23 The Change in T1 and T2 Uses in Tekirova with

Modifications (%)
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6.3 Reasons behind the Change in Tourism Concepihd Plan Decisions

In line with tourism planning literature, the research finding of this study confirms

that the recent tourism planning period in Turkey adopted a partial planmgjitg lo

focusing on economic gains which is not parallel with the tourism planning trends

discussed in the world. In addition, this case study also shows the inadequacy of

western tourism planning literature in terms of explaining Turkish context because as

stated by Keskinok (2012365), content of planning may not just enough to

understand the change in tourism planning therefore, a content based study should
focused on the fAhow planning framewor ks ar e
based on political econoy. Thus, this part focuses on reasons of change in the

content of planning based on aims and instruments of tourism planning.

In this context, the last argument of this study is that the aims and instruments of

tourism planning trigger the change imtism concept and plan decisions. Thus, this

section responds to the third minor research question of the study. Thereby, it puts
forward professional s6 approaches on ai ms a
different planning periods with the help oftdaobtained from idepth interviews

and questionnaire.

6.3.1 Change in Aims of Tourism Planning

Considering the argument stating that the change in the aims of tourism planning
contribute to the change in plan decision, this part focuses on the éhahgeaims

of tourism planning depending on the stage of tourism development discussed in
previous chapters. Since the nature of these aims depends on political economic
structure of each period, first part aims to reveal the change in general tourism
planning aims based on periods. Then, it focuses on aims of tourism planning in
South Antalya Tourism Area. Finally, the reasons behind the change in &ims o

tourism planning are discussefth the help of interview results.

According to the findings ofhe questionnaireFigure 6.24shows that Aim 1
referring to increase in tourist number and tourism income, Aimef2rring to

increase in bed capacity and Aim 4 referring to assigning public land for tourism
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development have become important aims in tiH@wever, Aim 6 (diversification
of tourism facilities for all income groups), Aim 3 (assigning land for daily use,
camping areas for local people and domestic tourist) and Aim 7 (ensuring publicness

and accessibility to the coast) have lost its importandane.

100,0 ~
20,0 7 —— mAIm7
80,0 - / _
70}0 _/ Aim 6
60,0 Aim 5
50,0 7 .
40,0 - BAIM4
30,0 B Aim 3
20,0 7 m Aim 2
10,0 A
D,O . . ; BAImMm1
Tourism Project Tourism Plan modification
Period (1970s) Encouragement period (2003-
Period (After 1982) Today)

Aim 1 Increase in tourist number and tourism income

Aim 2 Increase in bed capacity

Aim 3 Assigning land for daily use, camping areas for local people & domestic tourist
Aim 4 Assigning public land for tourism development

Aim 5 Preventing the development of gated tourism spaces

Aim 6 Diversificaiton of toursim facilities for all income groups

Aim 7 Ensuring publicness and accessibility to the coast

Figure 624 General Aims of Tourism Planning by Periods

The result reveals that while planners and government officials worked for Tourism
Project Period (1970s) considers all different aspects of tourism planning particularly
public acces to the coastdiversification of tourism facilities for all income groups,

in Plan Modification Period, professionals only take into consideration income
oriented aims. Quotations from the respondents presented in the Table 6.29 and 6.30

supports this fiding of the study.



Table 6.29 Sample Quotations for Planning Aims in Tourism Project Period

AThe aim of that period was the acce
S

hore. o

(Respondent 24)
AWe tried to i ncr ea sideringpedpletwahudifferemttincome
and the publicity of the shore. o

(Respondent 25)
AThe shore wild/ be open absolutely t
pass through it had al ways existed.
withdi f f erent incomeséthat was the mai

concept that lowncome and higlincome people would make holiday together was
mind.
(Respondent 17)

-

Every plan took i nt dhe shore weiputtmainh dxis ona c
he plan. o

(Respondent 29)

Table 6.30 Sample Quotations for Planning Aims in Tourism Encouragement Period

AWe personally worry about the acce
However, in my opinion,theupb | i ¢ does not . 0o

(Respondent 22)
il think the accessibility to the s
i mportance, but | see that it | oses

(Respondent 26)
AfiThere was a goal I i kueit wasmeat fulfilladb Todayg, you tel
it a touristic facility once you see

(Respondent 28)

On the other hand, aims can represent a combination of economic, leisure and social

aspects. When categorizing the aims based on three aspects nameiyieckeisure

and social aims, it is revealed that aims of tourism planning has become much more

dependent on economic aims in time. While leisure and social aims of tourism

planning, totally had an importance as equal as economic aims in tourism project

period (1970s), has lost its significance after 1982 (Figure 6.24). This results shows

that economic aims are the main motivation of tourism planning in current period.
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Figure 6.5 Main Aims of TourismPlanning based on Economic, Leisure and Social

Aims

In terms of South Antalya Tourism Area planning studies, the results are also related
to the general tourism planning trends. First of all, it should be noted that all

respondents accepted the change in the aims of tourism planning in the region in
time. Following this statement, respondents were asked to rate aims based on

explanatory level for each tourism plan prepared in 1977 and after 2000s.

Aims selected for each planning period are determined after a series of reading and
analyzing of plan docurents related to the region. Then, aims are selected
considering different aspects of tourism planning to make comparison possible

between two different planning periods.

The results of Figure 6.25 demonstrate that initial plan of the region had a more
balanced distribution of aims than plans approved in 2000s. According to the results,
Aim 2 (economic development of the region), Aim 1 (Encouratpugisminvestors
through land use planning), Aim 3 (social development of the region), Aim 7
(ensuring pubtiness and accessibility to the coast) and Aim 5 (assigning land for
daily use, camping areas for local people and domestic tourist) are the top four
important aims of initial plan prepared for the region. However, the plans prepared in
2000s have a differ¢ ranking in terms of aims. As Figure demonstrates, Aim 3
(meeting demands of tourism investors), Aim 4 (increase in bed capacity) and Aim 2
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(spatial reorganization of public lands for the purpose of land allocation) are

significantly important aims of toism plans approved in 2000s.

100,0
0 ’ 4
80,0 /] A Vi
Vi ) o
60,0 \ ; 4
O O . . k
40,0 / /
64
50,0
20,07 ‘

0
Aml Am2 Am3 Am4 Aim5 Aim6 Aim7 Aim8 Aim9

= Explanatory %" Rather Explanatory % Not Explanatory %

Aim 1 Encouring tourism investors through tourism land use planning

Aim 2 Economic development of the region

Aim 3 Social development of the region
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Figure 6.5 Initial Aims of SA Tourism Plan

Comparison of planning aims of two different periods reveals that two aims

(ensuring publicness and accessibility to the coast and assigning land for daily use,
camping aras for local people and domestic tourist), selected as explanatory in

initial plan, have lost its importance in 2000s (Figure 6.26). On the other hand,

considering percentage distribution of aims for two periods, it can be stated that the
initial plan much more focused on different aspect of tourism planning and

accordingly formulated aims compared to the plans approved in 2000s.
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Figure 6.2 Aims of SA Tourism Plan in 2000s

When categorizing the aims of the plans based on economic, leisure aald soc
aspects, the result shows that the initial plan did not only stay focused on economic
aims but also considered leisure and social aims. However, plans approved in 2000s
have moved closer to economic aims while ignoring leisure and social aims (Figure
6.27and6.28).
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Figure 6.3 Initial Aims of SA Tourism Plan
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Figure 6.3 Aims of SA Tourism Plan in 2000s

To sum up, findings showed that economic aims rdominated over théourism
planningframeworkafter 2000s while social and leisure aimere ignored When

reasons behind such a change were asked, respondents introduced two main aspects,
political and economic ones (Table 6.31). In terms of political aspects, respondents
claimed that tourism policies have become insufficient to direct and amvin
tourism investors which caused demand of tourism investors have become very
affective in tourism plans. Moreover, economic aspects are also effective in changing
aims of tourism plans. According to the results, respondents claimed that tourism
planninghas become a tool of economic rent thus aims of tourism planning started to

prioritize economic aspects by focusing on partial planning logic.
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Table 6.31 Reasons of Change in Aims of SA Plans

Frequency of
Mention

Ratio (%)

Political Aspet 19 34,5
Tourism Investor (demand, coercion, directin 9 16,4
Insufficient Tourism Policy (political

effects/motivations, technical bureu,failure in

policy development/convincing investor) 10 18,2
Economic Aspect 19 34,5
Land allocation (forestreasury lands,

allocated land) 2 3,6
Bed capacity (No of beds) 5 9,1
Economic tool (economic rent/interest/conce| 12 21,8
Planning Aspect 12 21,8
Partial planning (parcel, partial land

development) 6 10,9
Failure in plan prediction 6 10,9
EnvironmenthAspect 5 9,1
Environmental concern 2 3,6
Increase in accessibility 3 5,5
TOTAL 55 100

Sample quotations also support that economic gain; rent, insufficient tourism policies

and partial planning logic are the main reasons behind the change infdoussm

plans (Table 6.32).

Table 6.32 Sample Quotations for fReasons behind théhange inPlan Aims

AThe economic concerns ar e highlig
accessibility to the shore. We would have wanted pedestrian axes aver th®

(Respondent 17
il think alter na4p. The biggesureasan rfor thas is r@nt g
partial planning approach. 0

(Respondent 2(
il f | put one more floor and more
money; AwhybHockobepoteamed asks the
to persuade him, we did not give a |

(Respondent 25

On the other hand,

some respondents who are actively working and representing Plan

Modification Period (2003 oday) have contradictory arguments compared to the
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arguments of respondents representing previous periods about the reasons of change

in aims.

First contradiction is about political aspect. While respondent representing Tourism
Project Period (1970s) claims that the Ministry failed to produce necessary tourism
policies in current period, contradictory argument of respondent states that tourism
policies are much more effective because planning activities are conducted with an
increasiy environmental consciousness rather than economic concerns. Moreover,
respondents also have contradictory arguments about planning aspects. The initial
plan of SA is stated as successful and ideal in plan decisions and team by
respondents. However, Planoblification Period saying has just claimed the vice
versa by stating initial plan failed to predict the future. In other words, planning

approach of initial plan is problematic so aim of the plan is (Table 6.33).

Table 6.33 Contradictory Quotations tbe Reasons

AnThe Ministry has become bureau that
institution setting policy. o
(Respondent 32

AAfter 2003, w eonsirtictondecesidns of 880 plhna. Wg &ied
take steps backwardsrdm now on, we do it everywhere. We started to do it
environment al concerns in mind. Awar

(Respondent 21

ARGA first pl anning team was t he: thes
economists, sociologists are those to be gig he present planning is meant for {
The first one was fully right but life in Turkey is not that way, everythin
degeneratingo.

(Respondent 22

AThe capacity, domestic demand and

remained low. Thérst plans were cautious, the first plans did not predict. From s¢

and urban developmentpérspective,iivas not predicted. 0
(Respondent 23

Change in aims of tourism planning has directly affected the plan decisions as
previous part revealedPlan decisionshaveprioritized economic uses in time. The
Figure 6.30 also makes significant this relation since it demonstrates the dominant

effect of demand of tourism investors, representing economic aspect, on tourism plan
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decisions. As it is seen lagure 6.29, tourism policy ranked second in determining
tourism plan decisions. The least effective factors are demand of tourists and local

people.
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Figure 630 Factors Affecting Tourism Plan Decisions

Quotationsn Table 6.34also support that deand of investors ithe main effective
factor determining plan decisions but tourism policies stays insufficient to control the

demand of investors and effect the plan decisions.

Table 6.34 Sample Quotations for Factors Affecting Tourism Plan Decisions

AfThe investor demands have exceeded o
(Respondent 13

fThe investor demand is the first dir
(Respondent 2(

iThe government states a policy and a
invest ors intervene in the plans appr oveé
(Respondent 24

AThe tourism policies of the gover nme

today. As the first project was being made, the government policies came first. By t

expetations of thenvestorand t he | ocal people from
(Respondent 37
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To sum up, the aims of tourism planning in South Antalya Tourism Area are
critically evaluatedn terms of different perspectives such as economic, leisude a
social. Through the lenses of these perspectives, this study states that desiring South
Antalya Tourism Area as having high tourism income, bed capacity is strongly
recognizable in plan documentations and results of questionnaire in Plan
Modification Stige (2003Today). Thus, aims of planning prioritized economic gain
which shaped tourism plan decisions and demand of tourism investors as supported
through interviews. However, there are some missing points because the recent
planning aim has a pure econiemerspective in shaping tourism development in the
tourism area by excluding leisure and social perspectives. This finding of the study
corresponds with the previous research (Higgins Desbiolles 2006; Burns, 1999;
IvarsJosep 2004) regarding that tourisl® used as a means of economic
development in order to generate revenue but it is much more than an industry

referring leisure and social roles.

6.3.2 Change in Instrument of Tourism Planning Land Allocations in South

Antalya Tourism Area

Land allocéion is a method for tourism investors to acquire land use rights of public

lands from the government proed by Tourism Encouragement LaRublic lands

reserved for touristic investments by means of tourism development plans and
Ssituat ed wiandhlounsm fC@naervationr amd Development Region and
Tourism Areal/ Centero are allocated to | ocal
provisions of TourisnEncouragement Lawas amended by the LaMo: 4975 and

to the fARegul ati onenFérdaurisi inestrmed® Land Al |l ocat i

Land allocation is the most effective tourism planning and development instrument
introduced in Tourism Encouragement Law. In this study, it is claimed that land
allocation as an instrument of planning caused partial plandung to plan

modifications in South Antalya Tourism Area. To show that, land allocations in the

12 ORegulations For Public Land Allocation For Tourism Investmientsr ef er s t o

Takénmazl arénén Turizm Yatrémlaréna Tahsi si Ha
ard process of allocation of public lands to the tourism investors.
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sub regions of the tourism area are spatiafiglyzedoy overlapping plan decisions,
allocated lots and satellite photos.

The economic dependence of Southtalya on tourism, along with its ownership
patternsmainly composed of forest and Treasury lands, justified the decision to link
tourism planning with land allocation instrument that, were not going to be actively

used until the second half of the 90s.Ufey6.30 supports this argument and shows

that after changes occurred in legal framework abolishing certain restrictions on
forest land allocation in Turkey, there was a sharp increase in tourism land

all ocations particularlay in Beldibi, G°yiI

Land Allocation in South Antalya (Land Cover by Years)
1200000

1000000
800000 <e s
8
600000 s =
. ~ B
400000 = ®
8
200000 >
g
Beldibi G°yng¢k Kemer ¢amyuva Tekirova
®— 1984-1989 Land Cover (m2) ®— 1990-1999 Land Cover (m2)

®— 2000-Today Land Cover (m2)

Figure 631 Land Allocation Data in South Antalya Tourism Area

(Source Derived From Tourism Statistics of Ministry of Culture and Tourism)

In order to understand the attitude of respondents to land allocations in South
Antalya Tourism Area, its asked whether allocation of land to tourism investors for
the purpose of tourism facilities and daily use is positive or negative. While most of
respondents (78,6 %) told that allocation of land for the purpose of tourism facility is
negative, more thmahalf of respondents considered allocation activity for the purpose

of daily use area as positive (Figure 6.31).
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Figure 632 Attitudesof Respondents to Land Allocation

Loss of public access to the coastline of South Antalya is stated as the asain re
behind the negative attitude of respondents related to the land allocation for tourism
facilities. As a result of land allocations, there have been sustained pressures on
South Antalya coast for development, including taurigcilities. Some of these
developments have reduced opportunities for coastal access and enjoyment. In other
words, economic uses of coast have gained priority while social and leisure uses of
coast have lost its importance.

Table 6.35 Sample Quotations for Land Allocation (Tem Facility)

Ailn an allocated area, there is no a
arisingfromalli ncl usi ve concept. 0

(Respondent 21
iThe coast | aw says that the coast i

sit on a chaise lounge but he/she has the right to walk along the coastal line. Peoyj

have the right to swim in that coast. In practice however, the touristic facilities ma

of security measures against the padsgnot to intervene in people frolmte f ac
(Respondent 24

Although respondents have a positive attitude towards land allocation for the purpose
of daily use, in practice, it is claimed that allocated daily use areas are misused by
tourism investors since these areas are usedadslitional areas of tourism facilities

rather than leisure areas serving local people and tourists.
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Table 6.36 Sample Quotations for Land Allocation (Daily Use)

AEven if they say that the shore can
can put their chaise lounges anywhere on the coast and sunbathe abroad. In Turke
not that way. 0

(Respondent 2§

Ailt is negative, of course, to occup
to |l egislations, i tocated forodaily Use is dob anerea tl
prohibits others from enteringéWho oV
public. o

(Respondent 29
Ailt candt be ignored that facilities

emigraed people. These facilities were allocated to the local administrations. The
not carried on, however. In the first half of 1990s, none of areas of daily use
allocated to the investors. The allocations were made to the municipalities. Tod
local administrations have not been able to do their share. Never has the deman

from the local administrationsL et 6 s turn this place in
(Respondent 22

ASome of GA was not all ocated Hereisagraa
gap in amount of money flowing into the Treasury between the facilities of daily u
facilities allocated for accommodat i ¢

(Respondent 24

As an argument of this study, land allocation is a significant instrument which caused
thechange holistic tourism planning approach into partial tourism development logic

in South Antalya and this situation support the logic which prioritizes economic
aspects of tourism uses while ignores leisure and social aspects of tourism uses in
South Antdya. Following examples demonstrate this relationship between land
all ocation and parti al tourism planning

the highest lands allocated to tourism investors in the tourism area.

Result I Increase in Economic Land Uses in South Antalya

e Excessive Tourism Development Along the Coast of South Antalya

Tourism Area

The expansion of the tourism establishments in South Antalya Tourism Area has

been fostered by the allocation of public lands for tourism developiemty three



parcels such as forest or treasury lands assigned for tourism development areas in

plans have been allocated for tourism development from 1980s.

However, the problem hagisenwhen tourism investors just targeted their tourism

projects outsle the tourism development sites assigned in initial plans approved in
1977 and 1988. In order to overcome the problem and speed up the land allocation

process, a series of plan modification in -segions of South Antalya have done.

Moreover, the coastie of SA has witnessed excessive tourism developments which
exceed the targets of initial tourism plan of South Antalya because it selected tourism
development sites with the recognition of controlling development of coastal area

with multiple land use décs i ons i

Respondents also supported the abovementioned argument and stated that the main
reason behind the excessive tourism development along the coast is related to the

ncl u

ding

daily wuse

demand of tourism investors in the farnof allocating public land for tourism

purposes (Table 6.37).

Table 6.37 Land Allocation as a Reason of Plan Modifications in South Antalya

fiDemand of investors. The permission
find an empty spaceshr e . 0

(Respondent 19
AThe incentive |l aw |l ed to the press
whol e coast. o

(Respondent 32
ifiThe reason of the plan modi fication

investor to make an inggnent on the coast because the coasts of Antalya are
property and there are areas to be a
(Respondent 21

AfiThe reason of the plan modification
demands overwhelms about changingtiiee of the facility and increasing the capad
of it.o

(Respondent 3(

AfThe most i mportant thing is changesg
partial changes and the allocation of the coast line to more intense and gated tq
facilities. The decrease in the integrity of green area balance were tried to be ag
in 1970s. 0

(Respondent 2(
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Considering plan decisions of 1/25.000 scale plans, the point to consider is the
significant development of inconsistent touristic developmetth initial plan
decisions. Although initial plan only proposes tourism development in tourism
development sites, the current plans exceed this logic by proposing all public lands

as tourism development areas and allocate for tourism purposes.

Figure 6331 6.36 demonstrate the relationship between land allocation and plan
modifications. It is obvious that tourism facilities have developed in South Antalya
coast with land allocation tool. dtationship between plan decisions and land
allocations in sulvegionsis analysedased on periods determined according to the
investment incentives and legal regulations. First period starts with the enactment of
Tourism Encouragement Law in 1982 and second period include the regulation in
investment incentives faditing land allocations in 1992. Final period identified
with theamendmenbn Tourism Encouragement Law2003

Analysis on sufyegions shows the distribution of allocated parcels. In terms of
Beldibi, 31 public lands are allocated to the tourism itarssfor the purpose of T1
uses with 12579 bed capacity. There is only one public land allocated for T2 uses

(Figure 6.32). For G°yng¢k, Kemer, ¢amyuv,
Bel di bi . 20 public | ands wipulilicldh@&mwahs bed
5823 bed capacity in Kemer, 14 public | al

17 public lands wh 11769 bed capacity in Tekira have been allocated since 1980s
(Figure 6.336.36).

The formal land allocation procesms beenmplemented since 1980s in South
Antalya Tourism Area. In terms of subgions, the common point is that land
allocation is the major tool facilitating development of tourism facilities in coastal
side through plan modifications which exceed plan decisionsitadliplan. Another

point is the purpose of land allocations which are dominantly for T1 uses except
from five parcels allocated for T2 uses. In other words, public lands, which are
dominantly, allocated in 1982991 period due to the incentives, triggenglan

modifications in South Antalya Tourism Area.
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As Chettiparamband Thomas also stated (201317), land allocation may cause
certain problems. In case of South Antalya Tourism Area, the main problem caused
by land allocation is the loss of public access to the coastline of South Antalya due to
extensive use of allocated parcels including coastal area. Respondents stated that
establshment of tourism facilities occupied South Antalya shores which prevent
local people from accessing to the coast (Table 6.38).

Table6.38 Current Situation in South Antalya Coast

fécoasts means going into the demAntalfg
for the first time, | was shocked since | saw a wall barricade around the hotels
shoreéThey had cl osed t h estaslintels aongthe shor
The coasts and shores should be open to public. You can solgeothism by providing
spaces of daily use. There should be spaces and areas of daily use through whic
can gain access to the shore. o

(Respondent 19

Aféwhere is the sea, I did not even f
thesea through somewhere that | thought of a road or street but it turns out to be
or alike. If accessibility to sea was provided, one could get to the sea without any
even if the coast or shore was allocated to an investor. Otherwise pullaitg comg
to question and be a topic of debate
(Respondent 2(

This disquieting image demonstrated in Figure 6.37 enables one to imagine what has
been the outcome of the land allocation of public lands in coastal side of South
Antalya. In order to wercome this problem, respondents propose a new
transportation route based on pedestrian circulation along the coast (Table 6.39).
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Table 6.39 What can @one forProviding Access to th€oastline of &?

it with wal kways.
make the public get acce
(Respondent 21

AWe tried t
l east try t

o o
72}
o
<
(0]

fi Icta rbé dolved through planning. It totally has to do wifte application. Since the
existed problems regarding the use of shore, the allocated facilities were closed t(
use. There is no effort in terms of planning; the facilities behind and the coast shq
separated. This can be done with roads flaldo the shore. Making use of the shors
what matters. o

(Respondent 22

AA parall el road to the shore that |
a need for a shore promenade that sti

(Regondent 24
AMy opinion is that the Ministry di

planning can be rdnandled. It is not late to build roads through the facilities but the
no such space for that. One can open these roads as publioandf pedestr

(Respondent 3(

As discussed in previous sections, tourism is an activity including not only economic
activities but also social and leisure activities. However, in case of South Antalya
Tourism Area, tourism development has higlidgpendent on allocated tourism

facilities as a result of enormous pressures of tourism invedtbis.situation has

remained the coastline of South Antalya inaccessible for all and caused plan
modifications fostering development of gated tourism spawesnsistent with the

spatial development strategy of the initial plan which proposed tourism development
onlyinsitesoBel di bepe Kézeker | ekt efpeemy uBsmse ydeni z
end, respondents recommend special regulations for coastal araatlofABtalya to

facilitate public circulation in the forms of pedestrian ways routing parallel to the

coastline.

Result 2 Decrease in Leisure and Social Land Uses of Coast

As an outcome of the study, it is revealed that daily use areas assignedommie

plans in order to meet the leisure and social need of local people have been
transformed into tourism facility areas in recent plan approved in 2000s. Since it is
claimed that tourism planning instrument, land allocation for tourism investors, is th

main reason behind the plan modifications in SA tourism area, two examples are
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used to demonstrate how land allocation and plan modifications are dialectically
related.

e Transformation of Daily Use Area into Tourism Facility Area
(G°yn¢k)

The focusarea | ocat ed Aegion,Gs aypargekregstareéd as forest land
and allocated to the tourism investor in 1992 with 1900 bed capacity (Figure 6.38).

Figure 6.3 The Focus Area on Google Earth

(Source Google Earth last accessedthFeb, 20.4)

The proposed land use decision for the parcel was daily use area with a concern
regarding the meeting leisure needs of local people and ensuring public access of
G°yn¢gk settl ement to the coast al zone.
transforned this decision from daily use area to tourism facility area. According to
Figure 6. 39, it i s obvi ou srefarihgdotdaily Us@ par c
area in the plan A, has subjected to change through a new land use decision
demonstrated wlit hatch referring to tourism facility area in the plan B.



Figure 640 Plan Decisions related to the Parcel. (®Alan Decision in 1/25.000 scale
Plan, 1990; B Plan Decision in Plan Modification, 2008)

(Source TheArchive of Ministry of Culture and Tourism)

Assigning daily use area in the initial plan aims to enable visitors to engage in leisure
activities in coastal area, and also to ensure public access to the coastal area.
However, as mentioned previously, the tourism planningtipesc in 2000s has
ignored sucHeisureoriented approach and focuses on economic aspect of tourism.
Thus, the establishment of the tourism facilities in the parcel is provided by the plan

modification in order to facilitate land allocation issues.

Another issue discussed is the relation between land allocation and plan modification

i n G°yng¢k Case. Acknowl edging t he i mpossit
development targets under the conditions of existing approved plans, tourism

investors have demandedap modification which transformed daily use area to

tourism facility area. Here, tourism investors can only gain use right of public land

with the help of land allocation instrument. Thus, demand of tourism investor also

refers to land allocation which the main reason of plan modifications in South

Antalya Tourism Area. Respondents also support this argument (Table 6.40).
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Table 6.40 Content Groups for Reasons of Transformation from Daily Use Area to
Tourism Facility Area

| Frequency of Mention| Ratio (%)

Demand of Tourism Investor | 23 56.1
Higher Income Generating

Activity 17 41.5
Increase in Bed Capacity 1 2.4
Total 41 100.0

In line with research findings, initial plans approved for this area, which establish
zoning by assigned use, buildinignits, a technical practice determining how plots

are built upon, do not be recognized as an obligatory document and subjected to
modification due to economic reasons. Thus, proposed public areas in the forms of
daily use areas in the plans are under eirgy pressure of tourism investors in
order to use these areas as an additional part of their tourism establishments as

supported by respondents (Table 6.41).

Table 6.41Sample Quotations for Transformation of Daily Use Area into Tourism

Facility Area

AnThe area turning from daily wuse in
demand of investors. The daily use areas in southern Antalya are the continuatio
hotels. A

(Respondent 19

AThe i nvestment pr of i tamduntdthatdgily iseaeaswa
used as an instrument and were turned to investments owing to allocations. Si
local people did not have such demand, they did not react, first. But when all the
were being occupied, there was no area left tredlocal people could not find acce
to the sea shore, problems started to arise and the lpeaplebegan to get awake
Dailyusear eas exi sted before around the
(Respondent 32

iThe r eas o ndfficatiorfs thpugla theplamrong in the 70s are economi
based. The turning and allocation of eday facilities into touristic ones bring mg
rent from the perspective of the investor and the Ministry.

(Respondent 2(

AAreas tr ansf oe mciliieg warenatlooated and dpgneduts touri
There is no such public use any more. Who caused this process? Is it the govg
the public or the planner? No, it is

(Respondent 26




This change in plan decisions representsigherance of leisure and social uses of
tourism planning. Although Tourism Encouragement Law and Coastal Law forces to
ensure the public uses of coast, in practice, land allocation issues impose constraints
on the access to the coast. Thus, this statefisewtitten only in plan notes as
discussed in previous chapters, in other words, it is the example of words without
action which caused a contradiction between law and praQie&ationsin Table

6.42support this argument.

Table 6.42 Sample Quotatiofts Contradictions between Law and Practice

Al ncreasing the facility capacity ha
daily use areas to touristic facility areas has become the goal. In the backg
however, the created tourism has no placgét to the sea. The shores are closed b
hotels. People want to get to the sea in Kemer but since the beaches and sh
completely closed to public use, we can not fix it. Most probably, this situation
better when the 49ear period is um

(Respondent 21

AThinking | egally, one <can e a ssholuldbe gper
to those who do not accommodate in touristic facilities. They are closed, howev
local peoplecan not make use of the shores any more. Theaa#ld area as daily use
limited in number, on the other hand. Some of the open ones have undergone |
modification and are about to become touristic facilities.

(Respondent 31
ifiThe | aw says the shores ar e puvidd equal an
free access to the public. But is t haé

(Respondent 25

Recognizing that tourism activities need to be economically, this study claims that

economic gain should not be a primary aim. Research findings revealezhthat

into the coastal area of G°yn¢gk for purpose
l and all ocati on. As:7meurigm aoddailgd usdsyonflicgimay (2006
terms of accessing coastal area if planning aims prioritized economic aims. Howeve

tourism and recreation activities need to be integrated with other activities in the

tourism area.

To sum up, in | ine wit hl3) dilecatienroffarestéandt s of G¢n
for purpose of tourism establishments caused the decrease is spaceto public.
Although daily use areas are proposed for the public uses of coast in the plans, this
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notion towards daily use areas has changed and turned into a tool of income
generating activity with plan modifications facilitating land allocationvégt

e Transformation of Camping Area into Tourism Facility Area
(Beldibi)

The last example represents the change from formerly camping site decision to

tourism facility area in Beldibsub-region located in northern side of South Antalya

Tourism Area Figure 6.40).

Figure 641 The Focus Area on Google Earth

(Source Google Earth last accessedthFeb, 2014)

Within the context of the initial 1/25.000 scale plambich are the technical
documents, considered to be obligatory proceduresfatus area was planned as
camping area. However, with the plan modification approved in 2002, this area has
transformed into tourism facility uses with a total accommodation capacity of 1000
beds. In addition, the focus area, registered as forest lasdalocated in the year

2003 with the tourism purposes.
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