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ABSTRACT
Tasting local flavours is often an important motivation for
tourists visiting a particular destination. A destination’s richness
in terms of cuisine increases its attractiveness and may be an
important element of its branding identity. Gaziantep is one of
the cities that is known for its gastronomy and unique foods. The
purpose of this research is to explore the concept of gastronomic
identity, seeking to better understand the elements that construct
it in the case of Gaziantep. In addition, the study looks at the
differences between tourists and local residents in relation to the
gastronomic identity of this city. According to the results,
gastronomic identity is formed by four dimensions; namely
Gastronomic Culture and Reputation, Food Quality, Food
Outlets and Gastronomic Activities. Besides, significant
differences between the tourists and residents are found in the
dimensions of Food Quality and Gastronomic Activities.
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INTRODUCTION
Traveling to a destination with the specific purpose of tasting its unique
dishes has become increasingly common, and subsequently many
researchers have focused on identifying the contribution of local food to
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tourism (Horng & Tsai, 2010; Jiménez-Beltrán et al., 2016a; Kivela, 2017;
Lai et al., 2018; Okumuş et al., 2018; Sirse, 2014; Sormaz et al., 2016;
Stavrianea et al., 2017). Gastronomy tourism is defined as travel with the
aim of experiencing the unique culinary specialities and traditions of a
destination (Long, 2004). According to the World Tourism Organisation,
gastronomy helps develop the communication between diverse cultures,
facilitating multiculturalism (UNWTO, 2016). Gastronomy has become a
fundamental component of travel (Cohen, 2003; Correia et al., 2008; Kivela
& Crotts, 2006) and a significant motivator for visiting a particular
destination (McKercher et al., 2008). Indeed, when people choose a place
to visit, they generally make a deep research about the presence and
richness of the local foods during the decision-making phase (Okumuş et
al., 2007; Boyne et al., 2003). Thus, gastronomy and unique food-related
aspects of the place may become important resources that are used in the
creation of a unique value proposition for the destination (Horng & Tsai,
2012). According to Haugland et al. (2011), destinations’ competitiveness
is dependent on the place’s ability to convert existing resources into
competencies through the coordination of stakeholders’ activities and
inter-destination ties. Thus, following a resource-based view of destination
development (Barney, 1996; Haugland et al., 2011; Horng & Tsai, 2012),
gastronomy and local food culture should be evaluated in relation to its
potential to contribute to the destination’s brand.
Given the importance of gastronomy and gastronomy tourism, a
growing literature on the topic is emerging. While several papers analyse
gastronomy tourism from the tourist’s point of view (for example, Correia
et al., 2008; Kivela & Crotts, 2006), others have begun to look at the topic
from the perspective of the destination’s branding activity, with an
examination of the gastronomic identity within the overall brand strategy
of the destination (Lai et al., 2018; Lin at al., 2011). Thus, Fox (2007, p. 546)
states that “a unique and memorable gastronomic identity is an
indispensable strength to any successful tourist destination”. Even though
gastronomic identity is often viewed from the tourist’s perspective, the
point of view of the local people who help create the destination’s
experience is critical. In this sense, the role of residents in the creation of a
destination’s brand is considered as important, since local people are a
part of the destination’s experience, may act as ambassadors of the
destination brand and may participate in the process of defining the
destination’s identity (Braun et al., 2013). A successful brand strategy is
that which achieves an alignment of the views of local people with the
image of place that is portrayed to tourists (Kong et al., 2015).
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Furthermore, the ability of the destination to coordinate and integrate the
efforts of various actors is essential for the success of the destination, as
well as that of the individual producers (Haugland et al., 2011).
There are many destinations known for the richness of their
gastronomy worldwide. The increasing interest in gastronomy as a
cultural element of the destination has led to the establishment of the
UNESCO Creative Cities Network (UCCN) in 2004, incorporating
gastronomy as one of the intangible heritage elements fostering the
development of the destination via creativity and culture (Xiaomin, 2017).
One of the cities included in this network is Gaziantep, which constitutes
an example of an increasingly popular gastronomic destination in Turkey.
It was included in 2015 in the UCCN network under the category of
gastronomy. However, this destination is not only rich in gastronomical
elements; it also encompasses a significant historical heritage derived from
the existence of ancient civilizations and different cultures within its
territory. Therefore, Gaziantep is a good example of a destination where
historical, cultural and gastronomical elements interact to create a highly
attractive tourism offering (Birdir et al., 2015). The current study aims to
explore the concept of gastronomic identity as a destination’s strategic
competency that is based on existing culinary resources (Haugland et al.,
2011), seeking to better understand the elements that construct it in the
case of Gaziantep. In addition, the study also attempts to determine
whether there are differences between tourists and residents in terms of
their understanding of the gastronomic identity of the city, providing
suggestions on how different culinary elements may come together to
enhance the city’s competency in terms of gastronomy.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Gastronomy from a Resource-Based View of Destination Development
Destinations are composed of amalgams of individual products that are
combined to create an integrated experience for the tourists (Buhalis,
2000), thus generating the need for strategies that go beyond single
organizational actors. According to a resource-based view of the firm
(Barney, 1996) organizations become competitive when they are able to
use their unique resources to create a sustained competitive advantage.
However, destinations are faced with a situation in which multiple actors
and levels of decision-making exist (Haugland et al., 2011). Thus, the
destination’s ability to turn the individual resources of each actor into

169

Suna and Alvarez

destination competencies and to coordinate the actions of different players
is paramount to achieve success (Haugland et al., 2011). Evaluating the
destination’s resources from the perspective of the resource-based theory
of the firm can also provide insights to guide policy making and resource
allocation (Duarte Alonso, 2017). For example, Duarte Alonso et al. (2018)
use the resource-based theory of the firm to evaluate the potential of Peru
as a culinary destination. In addition, as the destination evolves through
different stages of its life cycle (Butler, 1980), so its resources and
competencies may also change (Rodríguez-Díaz & Espino-Rodríguez,
2008).
The resource-based view of the firm has been applied to the
evaluation of gastronomy as an important competency that is based on the
culinary resources of the destination (Horng & Tsai, 2012). Gastronomy
can be defined as a multifaceted process that encompasses choosing,
cooking, serving and enjoying satisfying foods (Encyclopaedia Britannica,
2019). Accordingly, gastronomy may be thought to include reflexive
eating and cooking, encompassing food preparation, production and
presentation of different dishes with the aim of achieving excellence in this
process (Hjalager & Richards, 2002; Scarpato, 2000,2001; Symons 1998). As
travellers are becoming more interested in getting detailed information
about what they can eat at the destination, a new type of tourism which is
based on the culinary qualities of the destination has emerged. Thus,
gastronomy tourism may be defined as “travelling for the purpose of
exploring and enjoying the destination’s food and beverage and to savour
unique and memorable gastronomy experiences” (Kivela & Crotts, 2005,
p. 42).
Gastronomy is considered as being a part of the destination’s
culture (Jiménez-Beltrán et al., 2016a), and is increasingly viewed in the
literature as one of the main resources that the destination may have
(Horng & Tsai, 2012; Okumuş et al., 2007; Presenza & Del Chiappa, 2013;
Sánchez-Cañizares & López-Guzman, 2012). According to a research
carried out by the World Tourism Organization on a panel of tourism
experts, gastronomy is considered a distinctive and strategic component in
defining the image and brand of the destination and a driving force for
tourism development (UNWTO, 2017). While eating food was formerly
the first step in Maslow's needs hierarchy, it has now become a symbol of
people's lifestyles. The food may be an indicator of prestige, also leading
to the development of cuisine-based new lifestyles (Hjalager & Richards,
2002; Horng & Tsai, 2010; Kivela & Crotts, 2006; Riley, 1994). This trend is
compounded by the use of social media, since tourists share the pictures of
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the food they taste while on vacation, influencing other individuals’
destination choices (Eröz & Doğdubay, 2012; Tuç & Özkanlı, 2017).
Gastronomy tourism is thus favoured by those tourists who want to come
across different culinary cultures and share their experiences with other
individuals (Şahin & Unver, 2015). As a result, gastronomical elements in
the destination have become significant features to draw international and
national tourists (Horng & Tsai, 2010). Furthermore, many destinations
use food components as a source of attraction, including these in their
tourism marketing activities (Lin et al., 2011) to differentiate themselves
from other competing places. Thus, the cuisine and culinary products at
the destination may be considered as strategic resources that constitute a
differentiating factor and a source of competitive advantage for the place
(Okumus & Çetin, 2018). The importance given and use of culinary
resources in the destination’s overall strategy is also dependent on the
stage of the destination’s life cycle (Harrington & Ottenbacher, 2010).
Using the case of Lyon as an example, Harrington and Ottenbacher (2010)
remark that as destinations become more mature, they rely less on their
culinary attributes for promotion.
Gastronomy tourism also supports regional development by
linking food and beverages that are indigenous to the place to the tourism
activity, thus strengthening local identity (Everett & Aitchison, 2008). Each
destination decides to focus on specific local foods and create food-related
experiences that will be used to brand and market the place in order to
attract tourists (Williams et al., 2014). However, this unique identity needs
to be supported by overlapping elements at the destination that constitute
the overall product (Willams et al., 2014).

Gastronomic Identity of the Tourist Destination
Gastronomic identity has been the subject of several research studies in
recent years. Harrington is one of the first researchers to analyse the
concept of gastronomic identity. According to Harrington (2005) the
destination’s gastronomic identity emerges from the environment and
culture of the region, which affects the flavours and tastes in food and
beverages. While geography and climate are part of the environment,
ethnic and historical elements that form a part of the place’s culture may
affect tastes, food textures and flavours. Thus, environmental and cultural
factors of the destination are influential in shaping the unique
characteristics of the destination’s cuisine, in other words, its gastronomic
identity (Harrington, 2005; Nebioğlu, 2016).
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Danhi (2003) refers to the gastronomic identity of a place as being
determined by the use of dominant tastes, techniques and presentations in
the recipes in a region. Danhi (2003) pointed that six main elements are
critical in shaping a place’s gastronomic identity. These factors consist of
geographical elements, historical aspects, diversity of ethnicities, culinary
customs or etiquette, dominant tastes and recipes. The culinary etiquette,
which determines the characteristics of a local cuisine, refers to the eating
habits of a certain culture (Danhi, 2003). Rao et al. (2003) argue that some
of these dimensions have changed over time. These authors state that
there are five dimensions that determine the gastronomic identity: the
culinary discourses, the rules of cooking, the different contents, the chef's
ability and the structure of the menu (Rao et al., 2003).
Based on the above-mentioned literature, Lai et al. (2018) define the
different elements that constitute the gastronomic identity of Australia as
including six components. These encompass geographical components,
cultural culinary characteristics, aspects related to food consumption as a
lifestyle, the quality of the food, the existing restaurants and other dining
places and the culinary activities organized. The current study is based on
Lai et al.’s conceptualization and aims to measure the gastronomic identity
of Gaziantep through perceptions of both tourists and residents.
Regardless of the nature of the destination, taking the views of
different stakeholders’ groups when marketing the place has become
increasingly important (Ferrell et al., 2010; Gundlach & Wilkie, 2010; Line
& Wang, 2017; Lusch, 2007; Lusch & Webster, 2011). Haugland et al. (2011)
also remark that resources that are available to different individual players
may only be turned into specific destination competencies through
collaboration and integration of the different actors involved. In this
instance, network and stakeholder theories may be used to obtain insights
into the mechanisms for collaboration (Haugland et al., 2011) and to look
at the destination product from the perspective of the various interested
parties. Indeed, stakeholder theory constitutes an approach to marketing
in which the destination’s stakeholders are taken into account while
marketing destinations, instead of focusing on the customer and the
market (d'Angella & Go, 2009). Within this approach, the aim of marketing
is not only to please customers, but also to increase the value for all the
stakeholders involved (Line & Wang, 2017). When a destination adopts a
market orientation approach that involves multiple stakeholders, its brand
identity should be defined taking these different parties into consideration
(Garcia et al., 2012; Line and Wang, 2017; Özdemir et al., 2015; Yusof &
Ismail, 2014). In particular, the residents of a city have an important role to
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play in defining the identity of the place (Everett & Aitchison, 2008).
Considering the view of residents who contribute to the creation of the
city’s character, and tourists, who will choose the destination based on a
particular image portrayed (Björk & Kauppinen-Räisänen, 2016) is also
important for Gaziantep. This city identifies itself as a city of gastronomy,
focusing its marketing efforts on the tourists’ gastronomic experience
(Özdemir, 2018).

Gaziantep as a Destination for Gastronomy Tourism
The popularity of Gaziantep, selected for the UNESCO Creative Cities
Network, has been increasing since 2015 (UCCN, n.d.). Gaziantep is a city
rich in cultural heritage due to its deep-rooted history. The city is one of
the first settlements of Anatolia, being located between Mesopotamia and
the Mediterranean, and having witnessed many civilizations and different
cultures throughout history. Because the province of Gaziantep was on the
Silk Road, and since Arabs, Kurds, Armenians and Turkmens lived
together in this city during the Ottoman period, the destination may be
considered as a place of cultural interaction (Aksoy & Sezgi, 2015). This
diversity enriches the cultural texture of the city and this richness is
reflected in the city's cuisine (GMM, 2019; Koçoğlu, 2019; Özdemir, 2018).
This cultural wealth results in more than 400 types of food in Gaziantep’s
cuisine, of which 291 are registered through geographical indication
(GMM, 2019). Gaziantep’s dishes have an important position in Turkish
and World cuisines. Baklava, Katmer, Beyran, and various types of kebabs
are among the most familiar foods of the city (GMM, 2019). Pistachio is a
local product that is registered through geographical indication and that is
used in food and many kinds of sweets in Gaziantep (TPTO, 2019). This
culinary wealth has allowed the city to be chosen in 2015 as a city of
gastronomy under the UCCN framework.
In addition to its culinary richness, Gaziantep is also endowed with
many historical and cultural resources that add to the city’s attractiveness.
For example, the Zeugma Mosaic Museum is the biggest mosaic and openair museum in the world (GMM, 2019), exhibiting spectacular mosaics.
Gaziantep also has a rich culture in terms of traditional handicrafts.
Among these, copper has an important place in the city’s history and
culture (Özdemir & Kaya, 2011). Other traditional handicrafts in
Gaziantep include embroidery of silver, weaving of carpets and rugs,
textile silk weaving, inlaying of mother of pearl, production of clay-based
kitchen materials, etc. (GMM, 2019).
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Before being selected to the UNESCO Creative Cities Network in
2015, Gaziantep was mainly known for its industrial activity. The
inscription of the city in the Creative Cities Network has contributed to
raise awareness about the city and its gastronomical wealth (GCC, 2019).
The increasing popularity of Gaziantep as a gastronomic destination has
led to a significant growth in the number of tours organized in the city. In
this way, almost 600,000 local and foreign tourists visit this magnificent
city annually. There are also 15 tourism investment certified hotels in the
city, of which 5 have been opened only in recent years (GPDCT, 2019).
While most of the restaurants and shops that sell food produce, such as
baklava or pistachios, already existed before the popularization of the city
as a gastronomy destination, the level of production and revenues of these
places has also significantly increased in the last few years (Gaziantep27,
2017; Posta, 2019). Given these characteristics, Gaziantep may be
considered as being at the development stage of the destination life-cycle
(Butler, 1980), although at certain times during the year the number of
tourists significantly exceeds the existing capacity (GPDCT, 2019;
Gaziantep27, 2019), showing signs of consolidation. Gaziantep is also
currently relying significantly on its culinary attributes to promote and
differentiate itself from other competing cities.
Therefore, the city of Gaziantep provides a suitable setting to
investigate gastronomic identity of various tourists and residents in a
destination that incorporates a wealth of both culinary and non-culinary
cultural elements. While many researches have focused on the view of
tourists (Chi et al., 2013; Correia et al., 2008; Horng et al., 2012; JiménezBeltrán et al., 2016b; Kivela & Crotts, 2006) some papers also address the
perspective of the residents (Hillel et al., 2013). The current research aims
to investigate the views of both stakeholder groups, tourists and residents,
looking at how the destination’s culinary resources come together to
define Gaziantep’s gastronomic identity. The paper provides a more
comprehensive and holistic view as it examines gastronomic identity from
a wider perspective.

METHODOLOGY
The study aims to explore the attributes of the gastronomic identity of
Gaziantep as a tourist destination, looking at the dimensionality and
measurement of this concept. In addition, differences between the
perceptions of tourists and residents are examined. Gaziantep's
population is almost 2 million and according to Provincial Culture
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Tourism Directorate’s information, which was obtained via official
correspondence, 560,000 domestic tourists (out of a total of 600,000
tourists) have visited the city in 2018. The population of the research
consists of local people and visitors to Gaziantep. The data were collected
between March and April 2019. Local people were administered an online
questionnaire, which was shared through social media accounts using a
combination of convenience and snowball sampling. Care was ensured to
access residents from varied backgrounds and who are not working in the
tourism industry, since it was thought that those working on tourism
would have a different view of the city. The tourists that participated in
the research include only domestic tourists, who were accessed at the
city’s main touristic attractions in Gaziantep. The locations where these
respondents were approached include the Elmacı Bazaar and the Zeugma
Mosaic Museum. These respondents were asked to fill in a paper-based
format of the questionnaire. In total, 214 questionnaires from tourists and
164 from residents were obtained. Table 1 provides information on the
profile of both samples separately.

Table 1. Frequency distribution of demographic profiles of participants
Residents

Visitors

Gender
Male

66

89

Female

98

125

18-25

50

48

26-35

45

67

36-45

43

56

46-55

17

32

56 and up

9

11

Elementary

14

21

High School

39

57

Associate Degree

41

42

Undergraduate

56

85

Graduate

14

9

Single

68

87

Married

91

122

Other

5

5

164

214

Age

Education Level

Marital Status

TOTAL
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In the current study in order to measure the gastronomic identity of
Gaziantep, the scale from Lai et al (2018) was used. In order to adapt the
measure of gastronomic identity to the particular situation of Gaziantep
interviews with five experts were carried out. These experts included
respondents from the local government and from the tourism sector from
five-star hotels and first-class restaurants. The interviews revolved around
the main gastronomical aspects of Gaziantep according to the
interviewees. The resulting questionnaire form was piloted before being
applied to the target group.
As in the original scale from Lai et al. (2018), the measure of
gastronomic identity used consists of 6 dimensions; geographic
environment, food culture, food as lifestyle, food quality, dining
places/restaurants and food activities. All the items in the utilized
measurement tool were rated using a seven-point Likert scale. The data
were analysed using SPSS software and AMOS version 25.

FINDINGS
In order to explore the dimensionality of the scale, an Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA) using the principal components method was carried out.
The adequacy of the sample and the suitability of the data is confirmed
through the KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) test, which is 0.954, and the
Barlett’s Test of Sphericity, which is significant (p = 0.00). This analysis
was also used to refine the scale and some of the items with low
commonalities were eliminated. The final analysis revealed a four-factor
solution that explains 73.89% of the variation. The factors obtained are
named as “Gastronomic culture and reputation”, “Food quality”, “Food
outlets” and “Gastronomic activities”. Detailed information on each of the
factors may be seen in Table 2.
As observed in Table 2, the means of the various items are high, all
of them above 4.6. The highest means correspond to those items that are
under the gastronomic culture and reputation dimension. In contrast, the
lowest means are those of the items concerning gastronomic activities in
Gaziantep, such as festivals and cooking classes, as well as those
pertaining to the language of the menus in the restaurants and the
availability of fresh produce. Nevertheless, these means are also high.
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Table 2. Gastronomic Identity: Exploratory Factor Analysis
Items
Gastronomic culture and reputation
Gaziantep has its own unique food history,
tradition and culture (G4)
Gaziantep offers an attractive local food culture
(G5)
Gaziantep offers local dishes and local cuisine
with a true local flavour (G6)
Gaziantep offers a wide variety of foods and
dishes (G8)
Gaziantep’s food and cuisine are well-known
and recognized (G10)
Gaziantep offers unique food with cuisine styles
unique to Gaziantep (G7)
Gaziantep is well-known as a pistachio
producer (G3)
Food culture is an essential element in
Gaziantep’s lifestyle (G11)
Gaziantep offers authentic food using local
ingredients (G9)
Gaziantep’s food is delicious, colourful,
aromatic, and tasty (G14)
Food quality
Gaziantep offers healthy and nutritious food
(G17)
Gaziantep offers a high standard of
safety/hygienic food (G16)
Gaziantep offers fresh produce (e.g. fresh fruits,
vegetables, and high-grade meat) (G18)
Gaziantep produces high-quality food with food
quality labels (G15)
Gaziantep’s cuisine expresses the eating habits
of all social classes (G12)
Food outlets
Gaziantep offers restaurant menus in Turkish
and other languages (G27)
Gaziantep offers friendly service personnel in its
restaurants (G28)
Gaziantep offers easy access to restaurants (G29)
Gaziantep offers attractive markets that provide
farm-direct fresh produce (G26)
Gastronomic activities
Gaziantep offers various food festivals/events
(G22)
Gaziantep offers cooking classes that involve
tourists cooking with local chefs and learning
how to cook local dishes (G21)
Chronbach’s Alpha (Total = .952)
Percentage Variance (Total = 73.89)

Commonalities

Mean

Factor Factor Factor Factor
1
2
3
4

.814

5.91

.831

.806

5.93

.812

.835

5.92

.810

.824

5.88

.808

.812

5.92

.795

.797

5.89

.795

.701

5.75

.780

.792

5.96

.771

.764

5.89

.745

.763

5.80

.709

.769

5.08

.772

.720

5.10

.742

.707

4.95

.737

.639

5.31

.630

.523

5.31

.564

.782

4.65

.853

.664

5.00

.687

.686

5.11

.677

.595

5.01

.649

.803

4.97

.833

.723

4.66

.762
.968 .871
52.89 13.04

.830
4.37

.713
3.59

Principal Component Analysis; Rotation Method: Equamax with Kaiser Normalization
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.954; Barlett’s Test of Sphericity: Significance = 0.000
Only factor loadings greater than 0.5 are included in the table
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G4

G5

G6
0.90

0.87

G8

0.87

0.90

G7
0.85

0.85

G1
0

0.70
0.78

G3

0.74

G9

G11

G14

0.77

Gastronomic culture
and reputation

G17
G16

G18
G15

0.80
0.80

0.38 *

0.68
0.74
0.75

Food quality

0.16 ns

Overall
Gastronomic
Identity

G12
0.46 *

G27

0.86
0.88

G28
G29

Food outlets

0.76
0.83

-0.12 ns

G26

G22

0.79
0.70

Gastronomic
activities

G21
* p < 0.000; ns = non-significant

Figure 1. CFA Measurement Model
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used in order to test the
dimensionality of the scale obtained through the EFA. The results of this
analysis are shown in Figure 1 and Table 3. The reliability is confirmed, as
the Composite Reliability (CR) figures are all above 0.8 or close to it,
indicating the internal consistency of the constructs (Hatcher, 1994). This
finding is also supported by the Cronbach’s Alpha figures obtained for
each of the dimensions of gastronomic identity. In addition, the Average
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Variance Extracted (AVE) is greater than 0.5 for all constructs, except in
the case of Food quality, which is very close (Hatcher, 1994). This finding
confirms the convergent validity of the various dimensions of gastronomic
identity of Gaziantep. The goodness of fit of the model is also confirmed
since the AGFI is 0.90, the CFI is 0.98, the GFI is 0.92 and the RMSEA is
0.05. These numbers are all within the recommended critical values
(Bollen, 1989; Engel et al., 2003). The CFA Measurement Model is shown in
Figure 1 and Table 3.
Table 3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Gastronomic Identity
Standardized
Regression
Weights

tvalue

p

G4



Gastronomic culture and reputation

0.871

G5



Gastronomic culture and reputation

0.905

25.60

0.000

G6



Gastronomic culture and reputation

0.868

27.87

0.000

G8



Gastronomic culture and reputation

0.905

25.59

0.000

G7



Gastronomic culture and reputation

0.855

22.66

0.000

G10



Gastronomic culture and reputation

0.848

22.38

0.000

G3



Gastronomic culture and reputation

0.703

G11



Gastronomic culture and reputation

0.776

13.83

0.000

G9



Gastronomic culture and reputation

0.743

13.13

0.000

G14



Gastronomic culture and reputation

0.766

13.62

0.000

G17



0.798

13.10

0.000

G16



Food quality
Food quality

G18



Food quality

0.677

13.28

0.000

G15



Food quality

0.738

G12



Food quality

0.753

12.34

0.000

G27



23.16

0.000



Restaurants and food outlets
Restaurants and food outlets

0.863

G28

0.884

24.20

0.000

G29



Restaurants and food outlets

0.763

22.23

0.000

G26



Restaurants and food outlets

0.827

21.30

0.000

G22

0.799



Gastronomic activities

0.792

16.02

0.000


G21
Overall gastronomic identity 
Overall gastronomic identity 

Gastronomic activities

0.704

12.50

0.000

Gastronomic culture and reputation

0.382

7.27

0.000

Food quality

0.164

1.57

0.117

Overall gastronomic identity 

Restaurants and food outlets

0.456

4.17

0.000

Overall gastronomic identity 

Gastronomic activities

-0.120

-1.18

0.237

Chi-square = 353.578; Degrees of freedom = 183; Probability level = 0.00
GFI = 0.92; AGFI = 0.90; CFI = 0.98; RMSEA = 0.05
CR

AVE

Cronbach´s Alpha

Gastronomic culture and reputation

0.94

0.62

0.968

Food quality

0.82

0.48

0.871

Restaurants and food outlets

0.81

0.53

0.830

Gastronomic activities

0.78

0.64

0.713

179

Suna and Alvarez

The gastronomic identity scale is defined as a second order
formative construct (first order formation and second order reflectivity). In
addition, the four dimensions obtained in the EFA are confirmed through
the CFA. However, of the four different aspects of gastronomic identity
only two of them form the overall gastronomic identity of Gaziantep. That
is, the gastronomic identity of Gaziantep is formed by its restaurants and
food outlets (weight of 0.456; p < 0.000), as well as by its gastronomic
culture and reputation (weight of 0.382; p < 0.000). In contrast, for
Gaziantep, the food quality and gastronomic activities dimensions do not
significantly form its overall gastronomic identity. This finding may be
explained by the fact that these dimensions are not strongly associated to
Gaziantep, as for example activities related to its food and gastronomy are
not very well known and its gastronomy festival has only been
implemented since 2018 (Hurriyet, 2018). This result may be different for
other destinations in which these dimensions may be more influential in
the formation of the place’s gastronomic identity.
In order to determine whether there are differences between the
perspective of the tourists and locals concerning Gaziantep’s gastronomic
identity, an independent samples t-test was applied. According to the
findings, a significant difference between the groups is found in the food
quality and gastronomic activities dimensions (Table 4). That is, residents
of Gaziantep perceive food quality (mean=5.39) significantly (p = 0.019)
higher than tourists (mean=5.11). Similarly, the local people see
Gaziantep’s gastronomic activities (mean=4.62) as being significantly (p =
0.032) more numerous than the visitors (mean=4.39). However, as seen in
Table 4, there is no significant difference between the groups in relation to
the gastronomic culture and reputation and the restaurants and food
outlets dimensions.

Table 4. Differences between residents and tourists
Dimensions of gastronomic
identity
Gastronomic culture and
reputation
Food quality
Food outlets
Gastronomic activities
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Groups
Resident
Tourist
Resident
Tourist
Resident
Tourist
Resident
Tourist

Mean
5.74
5.56
5.39
5.12
5.17
5.02
4.62
4.39

t-value

Significance

1.459

0.145

2.352

0.019

1.174

0.241

2.148

0.032
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CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH
This study examines the dimensions of gastronomic identity from the
point of view of visitors and residents in Gaziantep. The research
establishes the city’s gastronomic identity as encompassing four
dimensions, namely Gastronomic Culture and Reputation, Food Quality,
Food Outlets and Gastronomic Activities. This finding shows a difference
between the dimensionality of gastronomic identity in the study of Lai et
al. (2018) and that obtained in the current research. In addition, among
the four different aspects of gastronomic identity only two of them, food
outlets and gastronomic culture and reputation, form Gaziantep’s overall
gastronomic identity. Thus, for this city, certain aspects in the gastronomic
identity scale are not well known to tourists and may not yet be associated
to the identity of Gaziantep. This result implies that contextual elements
referring to the particular situation of the gastronomic destination may be
present and shows the need to adapt existing scales measuring
gastronomic identity to the particular situation of that destination. A
better understanding of what constitutes gastronomic identity of a place
for different types of destinations may be achieved by investigating the
topic in more detail, comparing destinations that are both dissimilar and
akin. For example, Antakya is another city in Turkey that was chosen in
2017 to be part of UNESCO’s UCCN in the field of gastronomy. The
comparison of Antakya and Gaziantep would shed light on the construct
of gastronomic identity and its dimensionality.
Furthermore, according to the findings in this research, the main
difference between visitors and residents concerns perceptions of food
quality and gastronomic activities. According to these results, the
residents have a more favourable perception of the quality of the food and
the variety of activities provided in the city. This difference in perceptions
may be due to the local inhabitants being more aware of the city’s
gastronomic activities and to the existence of several restaurants that cater
mainly to the tourists and which may not reflect well Gaziantep’s food
quality. However, this topic should be investigated further in future
research, since it is important for the management of the destination’s
brand. Indeed, previous studies have stressed the importance of aligning
the views of tourists with those of the local people, since a gap in the
destination image between the visitors and the residents may result on a
lower support of the community for tourism (Compte-Pujol et al., 2018;
Ryan & Aicken, 2010). As branding is also important in order to
strengthen the community’s sense of identity and pride (Campelo et al.,
2014), so in the case of Gaziantep it is paramount that the community’s
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positive perceptions concerning the city’s gastronomic aspects be also
conveyed to the tourists. This result also indicates that in addition to better
promoting the city’s gastronomic resources to the tourists, it may be
necessary to identify gaps between the service that is provided to the
tourists and that which is available to the local people.
Thus, as this research points out, the construction of the
gastronomic identity of a destination with the purpose of using it for
branding purposes needs to incorporate the views of different stakeholder
groups and to carefully examine any potential gaps in the perceptions of
varied interested parties. In the case of Gaziantep, despite the differences
between residents and visitors in the dimensions of food quality and
gastronomic activities, differences are not seen in terms of gastronomic
culture and reputation, and food outlets. In addition, the means for the
various dimensions of gastronomic identity of Gaziantep are very high for
both stakeholder groups, especially for the culture and reputation aspect
of gastronomic identity. Thus, following Haugland et al. (2011) and Horng
and Tsai (2012), gastronomy and culinary resources seem to constitute an
important competency of the city, supporting the current promotional
efforts being carried out for this destination. Notwithstanding this positive
result, attention may need to be paid to further promoting gastronomic
activities so that they become associated with the destination’s brand and
included as part of its identity. A more detailed investigation of the food
quality of existing food outlets may also reveal a difference between those
establishments that cater to residents and those that are more touristic,
thus indicating the need for a more integrated management of culinary
resources that are produced by the various individual actors. Such a
research should also take into consideration the destination’s life cycle
stage, as Gaziantep shows signs of moving from a development to a
consolidation stage in which some of the food services provided may
become more commodified and lose their authentic flavours.
The current investigation is limited in that it includes only the
opinions of tourists and local residents. Other influential stakeholders,
such as the local government and the private sector are not included in the
research. Future studies should be more comprehensive, including these
important interested parties, since the destination’s brand identity should
ideally be constructed based on a shared view of various stakeholders
(Yusof & Ismail, 2014). In addition, the gastronomic identity should also
be identified as part of the overall branding strategy for the destination
(Okumuş & Çetin, 2018).
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