
ABSTRACT 

GHAHRAMANI, LADAN. Bringing Emotions into Social Exchange Theory: Exploring the 

Role of Resident-Tourist Interaction. (Under the direction of Dr. James Hipp). 

 

Resident-tourism relationships play an important role in sustainability of the tourism 

industry and destination communities. This dissertation seeks to enhance understanding of the 

resident-tourism relationship through a revised version of the Social Exchange Theory (SET). 

While there is research on the connection between residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts and 

their support for tourism, the role that residents’ interaction with tourists play in formulating this 

relationship remains understudied. Additionally, the outcome of SET has been to measure 

residents’ support for tourism or lack thereof. This approach only measures the contributions of 

residents to the industry and fails to discuss the implications that these perceptions have on 

residents’ community attachment. Lastly, the major events of 2020 (COVID-19, social justice 

movements, and wildfires) have affected Oregon’s tourism industry in many ways. There is a 

crucial need for understanding resident-tourism relationship as the tourism industry recovers 

amidst low community trust and opportunities to welcome tourist back to Portland and the state 

of Oregon. 

To address the existing gaps, I developed a conceptual model by integrating the SET, 

Emotional Solidarity (ES), and community attachment concept. Using Structural Equation 

Modeling and data from a 2018 survey of residents of Portland, Oregon, I empirically tested the 

proposed measurement and structural model. Furthermore, I examined the mediating effect of 

residents’ ES between the resident’s perceptions of tourism impacts and their support for tourism 

and community attachment.  

Results indicate that residents’ support for tourism is predicted by their perceptions of 

positive environmental, positive economic, and negative sociocultural impacts of tourism. 



These relationships are mediated by ES factors (welcoming nature and sympathetic 

understanding) and moderated by frequency of encounter with tourists. Results also revealed that 

residents’ willingness (welcoming nature) to accept tourists is the strongest factor in predicting 

residents’ support for tourism development and residents’ community attachment. The effect of 

residents’ perceptions of negative sociocultural and negative environmental impacts of tourism 

on their welcoming nature is moderated by frequency of encounter with tourists. Finally, while 

the results extend support for integrating ES scale into SET, the findings show that Portlanders’ 

community attachment is not adequately explained by the proposed model.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background and Overview  

Tourism permeates communities unlike any other industry. Depending on how it is 

developed and managed, tourism has the power to enrich or degrade communities of any size by 

influencing their economy, environment, and sociocultural structure. For tourism in a destination 

area to operate sustainably and thrive, it must be supported by its residents (Ap, 1992). Residents 

play an important role in tourists’ satisfaction (Nikjoo & Bakhshi, 2019) as their resentment 

toward tourism can result in negative experiences for tourists (Ghasemi & Chiappa, 2017; 

Sharpley, 2014a; Vargas-Sánchez & Porras-Bueno, 2009). Residents relationship with tourism is 

also integral to budget allocations for developing and promoting tourism. Additionally, the major 

events of 2020 such as COVID-19 and Social Justice Movement have shed a light on the 

importance of residents in reopening their community and welcoming tourists (Koh, 2020;  

Prayag, 2020). Due to these reasons, there is a significant demand for understanding resident-  

tourism relationship and the factors influencing it. 

   Social Exchange Theory (SET) proposed by Homans (1961) has been widely used for 

understanding residents’ perceptions of, and response to cost and benefits associated with 

tourism (Afthanorhan et al., 2017; Gabriel Brida et al., 2011; Harrill, 2003; Martín et al., 2018; 

Sharpley, 2014b). The theory suggest that residents are more likely to support tourism if they 

perceive more positive impacts than negative (Andereck et al., 2005; Andereck & Vogt, 2000; 

Boley & McGehee, 2013; Nunkoo, 2016). Tourism impacts are multifaceted and often 

classified in three main categories: economic, sociocultural, and environmental (Andereck et al., 

2005; Ap, 1992; Sharpley, 1994, 2014). Residents perceive these impacts positively and 
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negatively (Ap, 1992) and contact with tourists can change their perceptions of impacts 

(Brougham & Butler, 1981). 

  While SET explains how residents’ support or resentment towards tourism is explained 

by the economic impacts of tourism, the theoretical framework underpinning understanding of 

the relationship between residents and tourism remains simplistic. Studies show that residents’ 

feelings toward tourists (Emotional Solidarity) can significantly predict support for tourism 

development (Woosnam, 2012). Emotional Solidarity (ES) changes based on residents’ 

perceived impacts from tourism and frequency of encounter with tourists (Joo et al., 2018).  

This dissertation seeks to enhance understanding of the resident-tourism relationship with 

three distinct goals, weaving together the three interrelated themes of SET, ES and community 

attachment. While there is research on the connection between residents’ perception of tourism 

impacts and their support for tourism, the role that residents’ interaction with tourists play in 

formulating this relationship remains poorly studied. Additionally, the outcome of Social 

Exchange Theory has been to measure residents’ support for tourism or lack thereof. This 

approach only measures the contributions of residents to the industry and fails to discuss the 

implications that these perceptions have on residents’ community attachment.  

The first objective of this dissertation is to expand the conceptualization of resident-

tourism relationship to include residents’ interaction with tourists and their relationship with their 

community. The second goal of this study is to explore in what ways residents’ interactions with 

tourists stands between those residents’ perception of tourism in their community, and their 

support for tourism, as well as their community attachment. The relationship between residents’ 

perceptions of tourism impacts and their ES with tourists can vary based those residents’ 

frequency of encounter. The third goal of this dissertation is to examine what role frequency of 
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encounter plays. And more specifically, what role frequency of encounter plays in moderating 

residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts and their ES with tourists. 

1.1.1. Gaps in the Literature 

  Four criticisms of the SET are of particular interest to this dissertation. First, studies have 

challenged the SET, arguing that its ability to fully explain the complex nature of residents’ 

relationships with tourism is limited (Boley et al., 2014; Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2012; 

Sharpley, 2014; Woosnam, 2012). This theory mainly focuses on economic impacts of tourism 

and understanding the perception of residents who are employed in tourism or economically 

benefit from tourism. The conceptualization of SET needs to be further advanced to include 

other impacts of tourism such as environmental and sociocultural.  

Second, according to Hall (2004), SET approach to defining tourism as something 

outside the ordinary life of destination residents and limited to commercial exchange has meant 

that tourism researchers have paid little attention to the “new mobilities paradigm” described by 

Sheller and Urry (2006, p. 208). Tourism growth and new forms of flexible accommodations and 

mobilities in cities, such as AirBnB® and car-sharing services, have created challenges for 

destination authorities that tourism scholars have yet to fully address. More tourists are being 

seen in neighborhoods outside traditional tourist spots (Dirksmeier & Helbrecht, 2015).  

Tourists utilize public facilities and services that were not designed or created specifically 

for them, such as public parks (Lucia, Trunfio, & Go, 2017). This usage by tourists of spaces 

traditionally intended for residents can create tension between tourists and residents who do not 

necessarily work in tourism. These events, along with an increase in population, have led to a 

decline in residents’ support for tourism in urban destinations (Martin et al., 2018). SET lacks the 

ability to examine residents’ interaction with and their emotions toward tourists. Allport (1954) 
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in his Contact Theory discussed the sequential relationships of perception-contact-behavior. 

Adopting this theory, factors such as ES with tourists can explain the mechanisms and processes 

that underlie the relationship between residents’ perceived impacts of tourism and their support 

for tourism. 

Another factor that creates urgency for including residents’ interaction with tourists in 

SET model is the realities of 2020. The COVID-19 pandemic and recent social injustice events 

(e.g., the murder of Gorge Floyd) have created fear and uncertainty among communities. The 

possibility that tourists increase the risk of virus transmission may increase residents fear about 

tourist intensity and behavior in their community and decrease their support for tourism (Flaccus, 

2020). The loss of tourists and its socioeconomic benefits, on the other hand, may create an 

openness among residents for inviting back tourists to their community. The conflict between 

residents and tourists may increase as tourist may not comply with the community safety 

measures. The potential impacts of COVID-19 have raised questions for tourism authorities that 

need to be addressed by researchers. Sentiments regarding opening up one’s own community to 

tourists saw a decline as the number of COVID-19 cases increased (Destination Analysts, 2020). 

Tourism marketers and managers are concerned about residents’ resistance to opening their 

communities to tourists, and whether these negative feelings can lead to less support for the 

industry or not.  

Third, most of the studies include residents’ support for tourism as the single dependent 

variable in SET. However, residents’ attachment to their community is crucial for sustainable 

development of tourism. Community attachment is one of the important aspects of residents’ life 

that can be affected by tourism positively or negatively (Andereck & Knopf, 2007; Andereck & 

Vogt, 2000; Beckman et al., 2013). Adding community attachment to the SET model as a second 



 

  

 

5 

 

outcome can provide a more comprehensive picture of resident-tourism relationships for the 

purpose of sustainable development of tourism. Researchers should not only study residents’ 

support tourism, but also pay attention to the changes in residents’ relationships with their 

community (i.e., community attachment).  

Fourth, as Sharpley (2014) argues, the SET improves understanding of residents’ 

perceptions of tourism impacts in relation to support for tourism, but the understanding of factors 

that moderate/mediate this relationship remains incomplete. Researchers who apply the SET 

have rarely considered the potential influence of residents’ interaction with tourists as 

mediator/moderator in this model. The concept of ES is emerging in tourism research as one way 

to help explain the relationship between residents’ perceived tourism impacts and support 

regarding tourism (Joo et al., 2018; Woosnam, 2012). ES has been conceptualized as a three-

dimensional construct encompassing: (a) welcoming nature, (b) emotional closeness, and (c) 

sympathetic understanding (Woosnam, 2012; Woosnam et al., 2009). Woosnam et al. (2009) 

introduced the ES concept to tourism and argued that resident feelings toward tourists have the 

potential to enhance understanding of specific attitudes and overall support associated with 

tourism. 

Woosnam (2012) argued that integrating the three dimensions of ES (welcoming nature, 

emotional closeness, and sympathetic understanding) with the SET model has the potential to 

improve understanding of factors predicting resident attitudes and support regarding tourism. 

Some studies have shown that dimensions of ES can be related to these dimensions. Woosnam 

(2012) developed and tested the Emotional Solidarity Scale (ESS) and used its factors to predict 

levels of support for tourism among residents of Galveston, Texas. This study provided an 

empirical support for the utility of the ES in explaining residents’ attitudes about tourism 
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development. Moghavenni et al. (2017) used the ES to examine how residents' emotional 

solidarity explain support for tourism development. Similar to Woosnam’s study (2012), this 

study found that all three dimensions of ES were strongly related to attitudes toward tourism 

among residents of Pahang and Sabah states in Malaysia. Hasani et al. (2016) also used ESS to 

understand the support for tourism in Malaysia with a focus on rural destinations. In their study, 

only one factor of ES was significantly related to support for tourism. Given that the concept of 

ES is still emerging in the tourism field, efforts to understand its relationship with perceived 

tourism impacts and overall support associated with tourism across broad geographical contexts 

are valuable.  

1.1.2. Proposed Conceptual Model 

The present dissertation addresses the above-mentioned criticisms by examining the 

potential for residents’ community attachment and support for tourism to be explained by 

perceived positive and negative impacts of tourism (environmental, economic, and sociocultural) 

by means of a third construct, resident interaction with tourists. In other words, the proposed 

model suggests that the relationship between perceived tourism impacts and support for tourism 

and community attachment are mediated by residents’ ES with tourists. Community attachment 

was added to the model as the second dependent variable to provide a much richer understanding 

of whether and how perceived tourism impacts change residents’ relationship with their 

community instead of only focusing their support for tourism. Also explored in this dissertation 

is the potential for the effect of perceived tourism impacts on the ES factors (welcoming nature, 

emotional closeness, and sympathetic understanding) to vary based on residents’ frequency of 

encounter with tourists. Therefore, frequency of encounter with tourists is proposed to moderate 
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the relationship between residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts and their ES. Figure 1 

illustrates the proposed conceptual model for this study.  

Figure 1. Proposed conceptual model.
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1.1.3. Study Justifications 

Overall, the findings of this dissertation will expand the conceptual and operational 

definition of resident-tourism relationship outside an economic exchange by incorporating 

multiple impacts of tourism, residents’ ES, and community attachment. In particular, this study 

seeks to advance the knowledge related to factors predicting residents’ community attachment 

and their support for tourism. Additionally, results will determine residents’ perception of 

tourism impacts and whether Emotional Solidarity factors mediate the relationships between 

these perceptions and the outcome variables proposed in the conceptual model (i.e., support for 

tourism and community attachment). Resident-tourism relationship is an important aspect of 

sustainable tourism development, such an understanding may allow for improvement of the 

relationship between residents and tourism industry which may ultimately lead to an increased 

level of support for the industry and enhanced community attachment for residents.  

1.2 Definitions of Key Terms 

• Tourism: the activity or practice of touring or visiting an area away from home outside 

one’s usual environment. Tourism also refers to the business or industry of providing 

information, accommodations, transportation, and other services to tourists. Tourism can 

also refer to the promotion of travel. 

• Tourist destination: a place for tourists to visit and stay. This place could be a country, 

state, region, or city. It is usually considered a destination due to its cultural or natural 

values. 

• Tourist: people traveling 50 miles or more from home to visit a tourist destination for 

leisure or a combination of leisure and business. 
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• Resident-tourism relationship: residents’ interaction with tourists and their perceptions of 

tourism impacts which can influence their community attachment and their support for 

tourism growth. 

• Resident: people residing in a tourist destination. Respondents to the survey with ZIP 

codes associated with Portland are considered residents in this study. 

• Resident-tourist interaction: in this study refers to the emotions and perceptions that 

residents hold of tourists in their community. I use Emotional Solidarity and resident-

tourists relationship interchangeably in this study. Emotional Solidarity is described as 

feeling of closeness or bonding that residents experience with tourists (Woosnam et al., 

2009). Three dimensions of Emotional Solidarity (ES) include sympathetic 

understanding, emotional closeness, and welcoming nature. It originates from 

Durkheim’s theory indicating that ES with one another comes from shared beliefs, 

behaviors, and relationships (Woosnam et al., 2009).  

• Support for tourism: residents’ positive attitudes or actions toward tourism promotion 

and/or growth in their community.  

• Tourism impacts: any positive or negative impacts of tourism (i.e., sociocultural, 

economic, and environmental) perceived by residents of tourism destinations.  

• Community attachment: an individual’s sense of belonging and commitment to a 

community where they reside. It is the unique emotional experiences and complex bonds 

between people and their community in variable intensities (Xu, 2015). Community 

sociologists have examined community attachment by focusing on social relations and 

physical/natural environment (Xu, 2015). 
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1.3 Outline of Dissertation 

 The following literature review offers a detailed discussion of each component of the 

Social Exchange Theory and the expanded conceptual model proposed in this study. As a whole 

the literature review illustrates how this study augments existing knowledge of residents’ 

relationships with tourism and tourists. A discussion of the methodological approach to 

addressing the research hypotheses for this study follows the literature review. Subsequently, the 

findings of the quantitative analysis are presented, followed by a discussion of the research 

hypotheses results, theoretical and managerial implications of the findings, opportunities for 

future research, limitations of this study, and conclusions. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1. Introduction 

This literature review outlines the connection between tourism and residents of tourism 

destinations and provides an overview of the evolution of research into this relationship. This 

chapter also provides an introduction to the Social Exchange Theory (SET) and Emotional 

Solidarity Theory, both of which are utilized as the theoretical frameworks for this study. In the 

first section, a broad discussion of the role that residents play in the sustainable development of 

tourism through their perception of tourism impacts, their support for tourism, and their 

community attachment is provided. The second section offers an introduction to the relationship 

between residents and tourists, which is a less studied area in the larger resident-tourism 

relationship. The second section also describes the challenges and benefits of understanding this 

relationship from a sustainable tourism perspective. Next, the Emotional Solidarity (ES) model, 

developed by (Woosnam et al., 2009), is introduced as a framework for exploring residents’ 

attitudes and feelings toward tourists and potentially improving the SET model. 

Overall, the literature review reveals the necessity of including different aspects of 

residents’ connections with tourists, such as frequency of encounters and Emotional Solidarity in 

the Social Exchange Theory, to understand resident support for tourism. It also illustrates how 

adding community attachment to the SET model as a second outcome can provide a more 

comprehensive picture of resident-tourism relationship for the purpose of sustainable 

development of tourism, where the model is not only looking at the way residents support 

tourism, but also how tourism ultimately influences residents’ relationship with their community 

(i.e., community attachment).  
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2.2. Residents-Tourism Relationship 

Tourism can be a catalyst for growth in the local economy, providing good quality jobs, 

opportunities for enterprise, and funds for conservation. But if it is not managed well, tourism 

can have negative impacts on environment and residents of destinations, which can ultimately 

lead to the decline of this economy (Butler, 1980). The aim of sustainable tourism is to increase 

the benefits and to reduce the negative impacts caused by tourism in destinations. Tourism can 

be developed and managed sustainably when it takes into full account its current and future 

economic, social and environmental impacts, addressing the needs of tourists, the industry, the 

environment and residents of destination communities (UNWTO, n.d.).  

To develop a model of sustainable tourism in tourism destinations, researchers have 

evaluated residents’ relationship with tourism and the perceived costs/benefits of tourism in 

regard to environmental, economic, and socio-cultural impacts of tourism in their community 

(Chaliskan & Saltik, 2018; Mihalic, Segota, Knezevic, Cvelbar, & Kuscer, 2016; Nunkoo & So, 

2016). Tourism is essentially a social phenomenon defined by the consequences of the 

movement of people to and temporary stay at places away from their normal residence; it is 

about people “interacting with other places and other people, undergoing experiences that may 

influence their own or the host community’s attitudes, behavior, lifestyle and, ultimately, quality 

of life” (Sharpley, 2014a, p. 1-2). 

Fundamental to the sustainable development of tourism is the balanced or harmonious 

relationship between tourists, the people and places they encounter, and the organizations and 

businesses that provide tourism services (Monterrubio Cordero, 2008). The development of 

tourism incurs varying degrees of impact on destination environments and, in particular, on the 

local residents who act as ‘hosts’ to tourists (Campón-Cerro et al., 2019). Indeed, destination 
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communities face something of a ‘development dilemma’ (Sharpley & Telfer, 2008); they are, in 

a sense, required to engage in a trade-off between the benefits they perceive to receive from 

tourism and the negative social and environmental consequences of its development. Moreover, 

Andriotis and Vaughan (2003) observe, many claim that the “balance of residents’ perceptions of 

the costs and benefits of tourism is a major factor in tourist satisfaction and is, therefore, vital for 

the success of the tourism industry” (p. 172). That is, destination communities’ support for 

tourism, or what Snaith and Haley (1999: 597) refer to as a ‘happy host,’ is considered essential 

as the success and sustainability of the sector depends upon the goodwill of local residents 

(Balbuena & Macias, 2015). Consequently, it is widely suggested that, should local communities 

perceive the costs of tourism to outweigh the benefits, then they will withdraw their support for 

tourism, thereby threatening the future success and development of the sector (Harrill & Harrill, 

2004). Therefore, it has long been suggested that the perceptions of local residents should 

directly inform tourism planning (Ap & Crompton, 1993a) the ideal being what has been termed 

‘resident responsive’ tourism planning (Lankford et al., 2003). It is not surprising that much 

academic attention has been paid to the understanding of residents’ perceptions of tourism and its 

impacts in particular.  

Some of the earliest research on resident-tourism relationship dates back to the late 1970s 

(e.g., Pizam, 1978; Rothman, 1978; Thomason, Crompton, & Kamp, 1979). Early studies explored 

the way sociocultural, economic, and environmental impacts of tourism were perceived by 

residents using agreement scales (e.g., Tourism Impact Attitude Scale). Residents’ perceptions of 

tourism’s impacts were used as a measure of negative and positive impacts of tourism on the 

economic, environmental, and sociocultural elements of a destination (Ap, 1992). Collectively, 

this body of work confirms the existence and experience of sociocultural, economic, and 
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environmental impacts amongst members of destination communities (Gabriel Brida et al., 2011; 

Jordan et al., 2019; Monterrubio Cordero, 2008). Positive impacts range from better access to fairs 

and festivals (Nyaupane, Morais, & Dowler, 2006) to improved public transportation for residents 

(Andereck, Valentine, Knopf, & Vogt, 2005; Ap, 1992). Negative impacts range from increased 

traffic and crowding (Brunt & Courtney, 1999) to increased cost of living or environmental 

degradation (Woo et al., 2018).  

While it is important to know which impacts are of concern to residents and doing so 

provides a starting point for further research, perceptions do not provide insights as to how or 

why residents respond to tourism in a particular way (Deery et al., 2012). Several models were 

developed to conceptualize the relationship between tourism growth and residents’ response to it. 

Foundational models such as Doxey’s Irritation Index Model (1975) and Butler’s Life-Cycle 

Model (1980) propose that as destinations grow, varying degrees of impacts on local people 

creates a sense of irritation and antagonism toward tourism. 

These models are criticized for their simplicity and assumptions of a homogenous 

resident community (Edwards & Griffin, 2013). Subsequently, Ap and Crompton (1993b) 

identified four different strategies that residents follow in response to tourism development, from 

embracing tourism to a backlash against it. This approach is significant since it focuses not only 

on perceptions of, but also on active responses to tourism’s impacts, a perspective that was rarely 

included in the tourism literature (Ap & Crompton, 1998). 

2.2.1. Residents’ Support for Tourism 

Residents’ response to tourism is often conceptualized as ‘support of/for tourism’ in the 

tourism literature. Residents’ support of tourism in their community is essential for tourism 
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development, competitiveness, and sustainability (Alrwajfah et al., 2019; Balbuena & Macias, 

2015; Li & Wan, 2017; Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2011). 

The Social Exchange Theory (SET) developed by sociologist George Homans (1961) has 

been applied in tourism to better understand residents’ perceptions and support of tourism (Byrd 

et al., 2009; Freeman, 1984). Social Exchange Theory proposes that social behavior is the result 

of an exchange process. The purpose of this exchange is to maximize benefits and minimize 

costs. According to this theory, people weigh the potential benefits and risks of social and 

economic exchange. It is the assessment of the benefits and costs of each relationship or 

exchange that determine whether or not we choose to remain in this exchange. When the risks 

outweigh the rewards, people will abandon or terminate the relationship. Tourism studies that 

applied SET mostly focus on economic aspect of this exchange and fail to assess it as a social 

exchange. For example, Purdue, Long, and Allen (1990) focused on residents who benefit 

economically from tourism (e.g., those who are employed in tourism or know someone who is) 

when describing support for tourism. 

Literature suggests that positive and negative impacts of tourism perceived by residents 

of tourist destinations can influence their support for tourism (Boley & McGehee, 2013; Boley et 

al., 2014; Andriotis & Vaughan, 2003; Perdue et al., 1990; Sirakaya et al., 2002). Perceived 

positive impacts such as tax revenue generated by tourism can motivate residents to show 

support for public policy initiatives reinforcing tourism development, whereas negative impacts 

such as littering may cause residents to withdraw their support and show resentment toward 

tourism and tourists. To identify other contributing factors to support for tourism, research has 

increasingly revised and tested conceptual models with incorporating variables such as residents’ 

sociodemographic (e.g., Afthanorhan et al., 2017; Eslami et al., 2019; Harrill, 2003; Martín et al., 
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2018; Nunkoo, 2016; Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2011). Generally, no consistent relationships have 

emerged when testing the connection between traditional demographic variables (e.g., age, race, 

marital status) and support for tourism (Sirakaya et al., 2002; Zhang et al., 2016; Hudson, 2016). 

2.2.2. Residents’ Community Attachment 

The relationship between residents and tourism needs to be reciprocal for it to be 

sustainable. If the tourism industry seeks support from residents it also needs to be supporting 

them (Gunn, 1994). One has to recognize that residents’ relationship with their community in 

any tourism destination is significantly influenced by the influx of tourism in that community. 

Residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts can change residents’ opinion about the living 

conditions of their community (e.g., Andereck & Jurowski, 2006; Nawijn & Mitas, 2012; Perdue 

et al., 1999). Given the ability of tourism to permeate communities unlike any other industry, 

those responsible for the planning of tourism should seek to strengthen their communities while 

seeking residents’ support for tourism growth. This gap is addressed by more recent research that 

attempts to identify and measure the impacts of tourism on residents’ community attachment 

(Eslami, Khalifah, & Mardani, 2019). Community attachment is an individual’s commitment to a 

community where they reside. It is the unique emotional experiences and complex bonds of 

people with their community in variable intensities (Altman & Low, 1992). In tourism literature, 

both positive and negative associations have been found between residents’ perceived impacts of 

tourism and community attachment (Eslami et al., 2019). Therefore, this study for developing the 

resident-tourism relationship framework, further incorporates community attachment as the 

potential outcome for the residents’ perceived tourism impacts.  



 

   

 

17 

 

2.2.3. Residents’ relationship with Tourists – Emotional Solidarity 

It would be difficult to explain the residents’ relationship with tourism without 

understanding residents’ relationship with tourists. Often, resident–tourist relationship is defined 

as the personal encounter that takes place between resident and tourist in a destination (Reisinger 

& Turner, 2003). Scholars conceptualize this encounter by form, context, frequency, intensity, 

and connection. For example, Rothman (1978) measured degree of intimacy between residents 

and tourists in two Delaware communities using one measure of almost no contact to hosting 

tourists in my house. In another study, Sirakaya, Teye, and Sonmez (2002) used a measure of 

frequency: “number of days encountered with tourists per week.” to understand Ghanaian 

residents’ relationship with tourists. Similarly, Akis, Peristianis, and Warner (1996), in a study 

involving Cyprus residents’ perception toward tourism, measured encounter by asking how often 

residents talked with tourists during an average week in the peak season of summer. 

Figure 2 depicts the continuum of resident-tourist encounters based on the nature of the 

encounter and subsequent impacts on the resident’s perception and tourist experience. Based on 

this conceptualization, the encounter can be anywhere from structured to spontaneous, frequent 

to infrequent, commercial to social (Krippendorf, 1987).  

Figure 2. Continuum of resident-tourist encounters (Sharpley, 2014) 

 

 



 

   

 

18 

 

Several studies investigated the role of resident-tourist relationships on residents’ 

attitudes towards tourism (e.g. Weaver & Lawton, 2001), whereas other studies have analyzed 

the factors that may influence resident-tourist relationships (e.g., Eusébio & Carneiro, 2012). A 

limited number of studies analyzed the relationship between resident-tourist relationships and 

residents’ perceptions of the impacts of tourism. Andereck and Nyaupane’s (2011) study showed 

that when residents encounter tourists frequently, they view tourism much more positive. Based 

on this finding a positive relationship between frequent encounters and residents’ perceptions of 

positive tourism impacts is expected.  

In recent years, researchers have studied this relationship from the perspective of 

residents’ feelings of connectedness with tourists. One of the theoretical frameworks (see 

Andereck, Pachmayer, & Zhao, 2012; Harrill, 2004) applied to illustrate and explain feelings and 

emotions associated with the resident-tourist relationship is Emotional Solidarity (ES) 

(Woosnam, Norman, & Ying, 2009). Emotional Solidarity has been defined as a feeling of 

closeness or bonding that individuals experience with one another (Durkheim, 1995). Following 

a qualitative study undertaken by Woosnam, Norman and Ying (2009) to establish the theoretical 

framework of Emotional Solidarity, Woosnam and Norman (2010) developed the Emotional 

Solidarity Scale (ESS). This scale is comprised of three factors: welcoming nature (e.g., residents 

are very proud to have tourists visit their community, appreciate visitors for their contribution to 

the local economy, and treat area visitors fairly), sympathetic understanding (e.g., residents 

identify with visitors, feel affection toward them, and understand them), and emotional closeness 

(e.g., residents feel close to visitors, have a lot in common with them, and have made friends 

with some of them). 
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In a study conducted in Galveston County, TX, Woosnam (2011) compared residents’ 

and tourists’ Emotional Solidarity with one another. The findings of the study suggest that a 

positive degree of Emotional Solidarity existed between residents and tourists, most notably 

across the welcoming nature and sympathetic understanding factors. Woosnam (2012) conducted 

another study in Galveston County, which followed a two-step process while using the ESS 

factors to predict levels of support for tourism development. The study found that each of the 

three ESS factors significantly predicted the support for tourism, with sympathetic understanding 

explaining this construct best. 

Emotional Solidarity has also been examined in urban destinations outside of the U.S. 

Findings of studies conducted in Japan (Maruyama, Keith, & Woosnam, 2019), Nigeria 

(Aleshinloye & Woosnam, 2014), Malaysia (Moghavvemi et al., 2017), and China (Wang, 2020) 

demonstrated widespread applicability of the scale within an international context.  

2.3 Bringing Emotions into Social Exchange Theory 

Although tourism literature has experienced no shortage of research surrounding 

residents’ perceptions of impacts on their support for tourism, research has seldom focused on 

understanding whether and how Emotional Solidarity impacts this relationship. Since the early 

1990s, studies have attempted to draw on Social Exchange Theory as a conceptual framework 

for understanding residents’ support for tourism in relation to their perceived tourism impacts. 

However, SET treats all relationships as if they happen in a commercial or symbolic exchange 

(Harrill, 2004; McGehee & Andereck, 2004). Residents encounter tourists outside of commercial 

settings (e.g., visiting museums) where the encounter comprises sharing space or resources or 

exchanging information, but no commercial exchange. In such cases, the contribution of SET to 

understanding the impacts of resident-tourist encounters is questionable and “bringing emotions 
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into Social Exchange Theory” (Lawler & Thye, 1999) might show a fuller picture (Andriotis & 

Vaughan, 2003b). The evolution of Social Exchange Theory in other disciplines such as 

psychology and sociology also emphasize the limitations of this model in explaining behaviors 

that occur outside of rational decision-making processes. Since actors in any exchange are often 

emotional beings and these emotions impact their decision making, incorporating Emotional 

Solidarity factors into Social Exchange Theory can elaborate and improve the model.  
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODS 

3.1. Introduction 

This chapter reviews the methods designed to address the research hypotheses identified 

in chapter one. The chapter starts with the Research Framework used to study the relationship 

between resident and tourism in this study. Then the case study of this research is introduced. 

The next section, Operational Definition, provides the reader with further clarifications of the 

definitions of concepts and constructs studied in this dissertation followed by proposed 

conceptual model and hypotheses. Then, the Data Collection section explains the use of 

secondary data from a survey with residents of Portland, Oregon, to address the current research 

hypotheses. The last section illustrates a step-by-step quantitative approach that was used to 

analyze the data and test the hypotheses.   

3.2. Research Framework 

Taking a social constructivist approach (Tribe, 2008), this study proposes that residents' 

support for tourism growth and their community attachment is influenced by their relationship 

with tourists and their impact on their community. Social constructivist theories focus on the 

creation of reality and how individuals view the world. People are believed to interact with 

others and society, and assign meaning and symbols to these types of relationships (DeLamater 

& Myers, 2011). Future relationships are, therefore, dependent on the types of meanings and 

symbols one has attributed to that relationship or situation, thus, individuals act on what they 

believe versus what is objectively true. Social constructivist theories are useful for this study as 

they provide a theoretical basis for understanding how realities and views of tourism are 

resident-specific and created through a combination of relationships with tourists, and the 

meanings that residents attribute to such relationships.  



 

   

 

22 

 

3.3. Case Study  

The location for this study is the city of Portland, Oregon, with a population of over 

600,000 (Portland State University, 2019). Tourism is one of the most essential economic sectors 

in Portland. In 2018 alone, travel spending in Portland increased by approximately 4%, 

generating roughly US $5.3 billion. In the same year, tourism employment in Portland increased 

by approximately 3% and tax revenue increased by roughly 6% (Dean Runyan Associates, 

2019). Oregon is the U.S.’s 6th fastest growing state in tourist arrivals (Daily Astoria, 2018), 

increasing from around 21 million in 2010 to over 29 million in 2018. Portland region receives 

the most tourists (~28%) and holds the largest share in tourist spending (~20%) in Oregon. 

Portland welcomed 8.8 million overnight person-trips in 2019 (Dean Runyan Associates, 2020). 

Portland is the main gateway for tourists who fly in from domestic and international markets or 

drive from Canada and Washington. Like many other urban destinations, the population in 

Portland has been rapidly increasing, as well as cost of living and lack of affordable housing. 

These issues have created a need for building better relationship between residents and the 

tourism industry.   

3.4. Operational Definitions  

• Residents: people residing in Portland, Oregon. Respondents to the survey with ZIP 

codes associated with Portland are considered residents for this study. 

• Emotional Solidarity (ES): feeling of closeness or bonding that residents experience with 

tourists (adopted from Woosnam’s Emotional Solidarity Scale (2012). This construct is 

assessed using three dimensions: welcoming nature, sympathetic understanding, and 

emotional closeness. These dimensions are measured on a 5-point Likert scale where 1 = 
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Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree, with an additional ‘Don’t know/No opinion 

option” (see appendix A). 

• Support for tourism: residents’ positive attitude or action towards tourism promotion 

and/or growth in their community. This construct is measured on a 5-point Likert scale 

where 1=Strongly disagree, 5=Strongly agree, with an additional ‘Don’t know/No 

opinion’ option. 

• Tourism impacts: environmental, economic, and sociocultural positive and negative 

impacts of tourism perceived by residents of tourism destinations.  

o Perceived environmental impacts of tourism (environmental impacts) is assessed 

by the level of agreement with five negative and two positive items measured on a 

5-point Likert scale where 1 = Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly agree, with an 

additional ‘Don’t know/No opinion option (Vargas-Sánchez et al., 2009). 

o Perceived environmental impacts of tourism is assessed by the level of agreement 

with five negative and two positive items measured on a 5-point Likert scale 

where 1 = Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly agree, with an additional ‘Don’t 

know/No opinion option (Vargas-Sánchez et al., 2009). 

o Perceived economic impacts of tourism assessed by level of agreement with four 

negative and eight positive items measured on a 5-point Likert scale where 1 = 

Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly agree, with an additional ‘Don’t know/No opinion 

option’ (Vargas-Sánchez et al., 2009). 

o Perceived sociocultural impacts of tourism assessed by level of agreement with 

five negative and two positive items measured on a 5-point Likert scale where 1 = 
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Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly agree, with an additional ‘Don’t know/No opinion 

option’ (Vargas-Sánchez et al., 2009). 

• Community attachment: an individual’s affect and commitment to a community where 

they reside. It is the unique emotional experiences and complex bonds of people with 

their community in variable intensity (Altman & Low, 1992). Community attachment is 

assessed by the level of agreement with four items measured on a 5-point Likert scale 

where 1 = Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree, with an additional ‘Don’t know/No 

opinion’ option (Gursoy & Rutherford, 2004). 

3.5 Proposed Conceptual Model and Research Hypotheses 

A conceptual model (Figure1) was built on the basis of SET and ES. The model indicates 

that residents’ support for tourism and community attachment are influenced by residents’ 

perceived positive and negative impacts of tourism, and these relationships are mediated by 

residents’ Emotional Solidarity (i.e., welcoming nature, sympathetic understanding, and 

emotional closeness) toward tourists. The study addressed the following research hypotheses, 

based on the conceptual model shown in Figure 1. Hypotheses 1-12 (mediation paths) are 

illustrated in Figure 3. 
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Figure 3. Conceptualized mediation paths 

 

  

  

  

 

• H1: Perceived negative environmental impacts of tourism has a negative impact on 

community attachment. 

o (a) H1 association is mediated by residents’ welcoming nature  

o (b) H1 association is mediated by residents’ sympathetic understanding 

o (c) H1 association is mediated by residents’ emotional closeness 

• H2: Perceived negative environmental impacts of tourism has a negative impact on 

support for tourism. 

o (a) H2 association is mediated by residents’ welcoming nature  
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o (b) H2 association is mediated by residents’ sympathetic understanding 

o (c) H2 association is mediated by residents’ emotional closeness 

• H3: Perceived positive environmental impacts of tourism has a positive impact on 

community attachment. 

o (a) H3 association is mediated by residents’ welcoming nature  

o (b) H3 association is mediated by residents’ sympathetic understanding 

o (c) H3 association is mediated by residents’ emotional closeness 

• H4: Perceived positive environmental impacts of tourism has a positive impact on support 

for tourism. 

o (a) H4 association is mediated by residents’ welcoming nature  

o (b) H4 association is mediated by residents’ sympathetic understanding 

o (c) H4 association is mediated by residents’ emotional closeness 

• H5: Perceived negative economic impacts of tourism has a negative impact on community 

attachment. 

o (a) H5 association is mediated by residents’ welcoming nature  

o (b) H5 association is mediated by residents’ sympathetic understanding 

o (c) H5 association is mediated by residents’ emotional closeness 

• H6: Perceived negative economic impacts of tourism has a negative impact on support for 

tourism. 

o (a) H6 association is mediated by residents’ welcoming nature  

o (b) H6 association is mediated by residents’ sympathetic understanding 

o (c) H6 association is mediated by residents’ emotional closeness 
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• H7: Perceived positive economic impacts of tourism has a positive impact on community 

attachment. 

o (a) H7 association is mediated by residents’ welcoming nature  

o (b) H7 association is mediated by residents’ sympathetic understanding 

o (c) H7 association is mediated by residents’ emotional closeness 

• H8: Perceived positive economic impacts of tourism has a positive impact on support for 

tourism. 

o (a) H8 association is mediated by residents’ welcoming nature  

o (b) H8 association is mediated by residents’ sympathetic understanding 

o (c) H8 association is mediated by residents’ emotional closeness 

• H9: Perceived negative sociocultural impacts of tourism has a negative impact 

on community attachment. 

o (a) H9 association is mediated by residents’ welcoming nature  

o (b) H9 association is mediated by residents’ sympathetic understanding  

o (c) H9 association is mediated by residents’ emotional closeness 

• H10: Perceived negative sociocultural impacts of tourism has a negative impact 

on support for tourism. 

o (a) H10 association is mediated by residents’ welcoming nature  

o (b) H10 association is mediated by residents’ sympathetic understanding 

o (c) H10 association is mediated by residents’ emotional closeness  

• H11: Perceived positive sociocultural impacts of tourism has a positive impact 

on community attachment. 

o (a) H11 association is mediated by residents’ welcoming nature  
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o (b) H11 association is mediated by residents’ sympathetic understanding  

o (c) H11 association is mediated by residents’ emotional closeness 

• H12: Perceived positive sociocultural impacts of tourism has a positive impact on support 

for tourism. 

o (a) H12 association is mediated by residents’ welcoming nature  

o (b) H12 association is mediated by residents’ sympathetic understanding 

o (c) H12 association is mediated by residents’ emotional closeness 

To understand whether the relationship between residents’ perceived tourism impacts and their 

Emotional Solidarity with tourism vary based on the frequency of encounter with tourists, one 

additional hypothesis is proposed (see Figure 4).   

H13: Frequency of encounter with tourists moderates the relationships between residents’ 

perceived tourism impacts and their Emotional Solidarity factors. 

Figure 4. Conceptualized moderation paths. 
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3.6. Data Collection  

This study utilized the data from a survey of Oregon residents conducted in 2018 by 

researchers at Oregon State University (OSU) on behalf of and through financial support by 

Oregon Tourism Commission (doing business as Travel Oregon). The author of this dissertation 

was involved in survey design and data collection phases of the OSU project because of her 

position as Research Manager at Travel Oregon. The Principal Investigator (PI) of the project, 

Dr. Ian Munanura of Oregon State University’s College of Forestry, submitted the Institutional 

Review Board (IRB) form to the Human Research Protection Program (HRPP) at Oregon State 

University. The permission to access and utilize the data for the purpose of this dissertation was 

granted by the PI. I was named on the IRB as one of the researchers involved in the study. The 

intent of the project was to understand Oregon residents’ perception of tourism impacts and their 

support for tourism growth. The research team at OSU and Travel Oregon designed a 

questionnaire (see appendix A) based on a variety of measurement scales that was adopted from 

the residents’ perceptions of tourism literature (see Table 1). The survey assessed residents’ 

sociodemographic characteristics, perceptions of tourism impacts, support for tourism, 

community attachment, and Emotional Solidarity with tourists. The survey then was 

administered to Oregon residents using a mixed-mode mail survey in the summer of 2018.  

We did not use the employment or length of residency as an inclusion criterion, but it was 

important to collect this information and take those into account during the analysis as these two 

factors have been identified in the literature as contributing factors to residents’ relationship with 

tourism (Sharpley, 2014).  
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Table 1. Constructs included in the questionnaire with respective items and references. 

Construct References Questionnaire items 

Perceived (positive and 

negative) Impacts of 

Tourism  

 

Vargas-Sánchez et al., 2009  

 

Perceived environmental impacts 

of tourism assessed by the level of 

agreement with 7 items (2 positive 

and 5 negative) measured on a 5-

point Likert scale where 1 = 

Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly 

agree, with an additional ‘Don’t 

know/No opinion option’. 

Perceived economic impacts of 

tourism assessed by level of 

agreement with 8 items (4 positive 

and 4 negative) measured on a 5-

point Likert scale where 1 = 

Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly 

agree, with an additional ‘Don’t 

know/No opinion option’. 

 

Emotional Solidarity  

 

 

Woosnam, 2012  

  

Emotional solidarity with tourists 

assessed by the level of agreement 

with 10 items measured on a 5-

point Likert scale where 1 = 

Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly 

Agree, with an additional ‘Don’t 

know/No opinion option’.  

 

Community attachment  

 

Gursoy & Rutherford, 2004 Community attachment assessed 

by the level of agreement with 4 

items measured on a 5-point Likert 

scale where 1 = Strongly disagree, 

5 = Strongly Agree, with an 

additional ‘Don’t know/No 

opinion option’. 

 

Support for tourism  

 

Boley et al., 2014  

  

Support for tourism assessed by 

the level of agreement with 5 items 

measured on a 5-point Likert scale 

where 1 = Strongly disagree, 5 = 

Strongly Agree, with an additional 

‘Don’t know/No opinion option’. 
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Data collection followed a mixed-mode (paper and online) survey approach. We 

purchased a random (stratified by ZIP code) sample of 5,000 addresses of Oregon residents from 

Marketing Systems Group. The eligibility criteria were adults 18 years or older and being a 

resident in the state of Oregon. A total of 1,200 Portland addresses were selected and the goal 

was to receive at least 200 responses (~17% response rate). Individuals in the mail sample 

received a letter informing them of the project and asking them to complete the questionnaire 

online using OSU’s Qualtrics platform. Two weeks later, those who had not yet completed an 

online questionnaire received a survey packet that included a cover letter, a paper copy of the 

questionnaire, and postage-paid return envelope. This was followed by a postcard reminder one 

week later and another full survey packet mailing two weeks after the postcard was sent (four 

total recruitment opportunities). 

To make sure that all respondents had a consistent understanding of tourist and tourism, 

the following definitions were included at the beginning of the survey.   

• Tourism: the activity or practice of touring or visiting an area away from home (at least 

one hour or one night) outside one's usual environment for leisure or business purposes. 

Tourism also refers to the industry that engages in developing, managing, and promoting 

a destination. These activities include but are not limited to providing information, 

accommodations, transportation, and other services to tourists. 

• Tourists: visitors who spend at least one hour or one night away from home outside their 

usual environment for personal (e.g., vacation, general leisure, or recreation) or business 

(e.g., conferences). 

      After removing incomplete responses, a total of 1,447 responses were collected, with 221 

(~0.04% of total population and ~18% response rate) from the city of Portland, which is the area 
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of interest for this dissertation. Forty-two items in the OSU questionnaire that were associated 

with the variables of interest for this dissertation were selected. Example items from the 

perceived tourism impacts scale include the following: “Tourism has contributed to…: (1) 

greater protection of the natural environment in my community; (2) improving the natural 

appearance of my community.” Respondents were also asked to complete the 7-items 

community attachment scale. An example item from the scale was “I feel at home in my 

community.” Finally, respondents were asked to complete the 5-items support for tourism scale. 

An example item from the scale was “I believe tourism should be actively encouraged in my 

community.” All the answers were on a 5-point Likert scale from strongly disagree (1) to 

strongly agree (5) with an additional don’t know/no opinion option, responses to which were 

coded 77 for the analysis purposes. Negatively worded items were reverse coded in the analysis 

process. Demographic information (e.g., gender, age) was also queried. Appendix A includes the 

complete survey questions. 

3.7. Data Analysis 

Figure 5 shows the data analysis steps that were taken to test the research hypotheses. 

SPSS 22.0 and AMOS 22.0 statistical software were employed for analyzing data. First, I 

selected 221 complete responses associated with Portland specific 61 ZIP codes. To perform a 

factor analysis, there has to be multivariate normality within the data (Child, 2006). It is also 

important that there is an absence of multivariate outliers (Field, 2009). Also, a determining 

factor is based on the assumption that there is a linear relationship between the factors and the 

variables when computing the correlations (Gorsuch, 1983). All variables were screened for 

multivariate normality and outliers (Mahalanobis distances). Missing values were checked for 

systematic and random missingness. Those missing at random were then imputed by the 
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Expectation Maximization (EM) method which is a way to find maximum-likelihood estimates 

for model parameters when data is incomplete or has missing data points (Gold & Bentler, 2000; 

Hair, et al., 2010). Variables showed normal distribution based on a visual inspection of 

histograms and boxplots. All skewness and kurtosis values were within the acceptable range of 

±1.0. In addition, the multicollinearity check showed that tolerance values were above 0.2 which 

shows there were no multicollinearity issues. I also checked Homoscedasticity by visual 

inspection of the relationship between residuals and predictors. The residuals showed a normal 

distribution with no relationship to the predictors. 

Figure 5. Data analysis steps 

 

3.7.2 Measurement Model  

The initial measurement model was constructed with 42 items (observed variables) and 

11 constructs (latent variables). Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was applied to the half of 

the sample (randomly selected) to test the measurement model's fit, validity and reliability of the 

measurement scales. Based on the results of the CFA, 4 items were eliminated from the scales 

due to insignificant or low loadings which indicated low convergent validity (Wieldand, Durach, 
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Kembro, & Treiblmaier, 2017).The model fit for initial measurement model was also in the 

unacceptable range (0.70), therefore Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), using maximum 

likelihood estimation with promax (oblique) rotation, was performed in SPSS 22.0 on second 

half the sample to determine the number of constructs and the underlying factor structure (Suhr, 

2006; Kline, 1994). The optimal number of components was selected based on the Scree plot 

(Cattell, 1966), and loadings in pattern matrix (Stevens, 2002). The items that either did not load 

on a factor (had a factor loading < 0.4) or loaded on more than one factor were deleted from the 

scales (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  

The original structure of Emotional Solidarity Scale (ESS) with three factors (i.e., 

welcoming nature, sympathetic understanding, emotional closeness) was not confirmed. Out of 

10 items of ESS, two items were removed because they either did not load on a factor (had a 

factor loading <0.4) or loaded on more than one factor (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In the 

original structure of ESS, these two items belong to emotional closeness factor. The analysis was 

then conducted with the reduced set of items to identify the alternative underlying factor 

structure for ESS and yielded a final set of 8 items for the two remaining factors, sympathetic 

understanding and welcoming nature (Table 2). This Table displays the final ES construct, 

factors and corresponding items, and loadings. The Scree plot indicated a clear break between 

two components, namely sympathetic understanding (four items) and welcoming nature (four 

items). You can find the revised version of the proposed model in Figure 6. 

As an added measure, I used the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) measure of sample 

adequacy to verify the sample size and to ensure EFA was appropriate to use (Choi & Sirakaya, 

2005). Both the KMO measure of sample adequacy and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity were 

calculated. KMO coefficients for ESS was 0.894. The scale yielded a significant Bartlett test (p < 
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.01). Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) claim that a good factor analysis will have a KMO coefficient 

greater than 0.60 and a significant Bartlett test of sphericity.  

Table 2. Exploratory factor analysis for the items measuring emotional solidarity 

 

 

 

Items 

Item Loadings 

 

Sympathetic Understanding 

Estimates (Factor 1) 

Welcoming Nature 

Estimates (Factor 2) 

I identify with tourists in my 

community 

0.635 
 

I have a lot in common with 

tourists in my community 

0.755 
 

I feel affection toward tourists in 

my community 

0.745 
 

I understand tourists in my 

community 

0.732 
 

I am proud to have welcomed 

tourists in my community 

 
0.713 
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Table 2 (Continued). 

I feel that my community benefits 

from having tourists  

 
0.855 

I appreciate tourists for the 

contribution they make to the local 

economy 

 
0.876 

I treat tourists in my community 

respectfully  

 
0.663 

KMO = 0.894 

Bartlett’s = 3099.614** 

df = 28 

 

 Overall, after EFA and CFA, four items were removed from the total of 42 items due to 

the issues of discriminant validity, items not loading on a factor (had a factor loading < 0.4) or 

loading on more than one factor. From four items eliminated, two items belonged to emotional 

closeness (I feel close to some tourist I have met in my community, I have made friends with 

tourists in my community), one item belonged to positive sociocultural impacts (Improving the 

level of police protection services), one item belonged to community attachment (I know what 

goes in the community). Ten factors and 38 items (out of 42) remained in the model, namely 

negative environmental impacts (5 items), positive environmental impacts (2 items), negative 

economic impacts (4 items), positive economic impacts (4 items), negative sociocultural impacts 

(5 items), positive sociocultural impacts (2 items), community attachment (3 items), support for 

tourism (5 items), welcoming nature (4 items), and sympathetic understanding (4 items). The 
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results of the CFA on final measurement model including composite reliability, discriminant and 

convergent validity tests are presented in chapter 4. To evaluate the discriminant validity of the 

measurement model, the square root of AVE of each latent construct was compared with its 

inter-construct correlation. To have enough discriminant validity, all the square roots of AVEs 

should be higher than any correlation between any two pairs of constructs. Moreover, all 

Maximum Shared Variances (MSV) should be smaller than AVEs. Convergent validity was 

measured by significance and strength of items loadings and Average Extracted Variance (AVE) 

of constructs.  

3.7.3 Structural Model   

The Covariance-Based Structural Equation Modeling (CB-SEM) technique, in particular 

maximum likelihood estimation, was employed to test the structural model. Structural Equation 

Modeling (SEM) is a multivariate statistical technique for testing hypotheses about the 

influences of sets of variables on other variables. The CB-SEM technique incorporates networks 

of endogenous and exogenous variables, making it possible to test the relationships and 

interrelationships simultaneously (Hair, et al., 2010). The adequacy of such hypotheses is 

evaluated by modeling the covariance structures of the observed variables. CB-SEM is the 

dominant SEM technique applied in studies of residents’ perceptions of tourism (e.g., Boley et 

al., 2014; Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2011, Nunkoo & So, 2015; Woosnam, 2012). 

3.7.4 Mediation and Multiple Group Analysis  

The mediation effects of residents’ welcoming nature and sympathetic understanding 

were tested using Baron and Kenny’s (1986) and Shrout and Bolger’s (2002) methods for 

mediation with indirect effect analysis using bias corrected bootstrapping. In this method, the 

amount of mediation is called the indirect effect. Bootstrapping is a non-parametric method 



 

   

 

38 

 

based on resampling with replacement, which is done many times (e.g., 5,000 times). From each 

of these samples, the indirect effect is computed, and a sampling distribution can be empirically 

generated. Because the mean of the bootstrapped distribution will not exactly equal the indirect 

effect, a correction for bias can be made. With the distribution, a confidence interval, a p value, 

or a standard error can be determined. Very typically a confidence interval is computed, and it is 

checked to determine if zero is in the interval. If zero is not in the interval, then the researcher 

can be confident that the indirect effect is different from zero. Since this research is testing more 

than one mediator, the recommendations by Macho and Ledermann (2011) were used to compute 

separate confidence intervals for each indirect effect. 

Based on Barron and Kenny’s method, four steps are necessary for testing mediational 

hypotheses. Step one establishes that there is an effect between independent and dependent 

variable that may be mediated. Step two essentially involves treating the mediator as the 

outcome variable for the independent variable. Step three establishes that the mediator affects the 

outcome variable. Step 4 establishes that the mediator completely mediates the independent-

dependent relationship, and the effect of independent variable on dependent variable controlling 

for mediator should be zero (see discussion on significance testing). If all four of these steps are 

completed, then the data are consistent with the hypothesis that the mediator completely/fully 

mediates the independent-dependent variable relationship, and if the first three steps are met but 

step four is not, then partial mediation is indicated. Finally, multiple group analysis was 

conducted in AMOS to test the moderating effects of frequency of encounter with tourist. This 

analysis tests whether path coefficients in the model are equal across multiple population groups. 

In other words, I used multiple group analysis to investigate whether the relationship between 
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perceived impacts of tourism and Emotional Solidarity factors vary among subgroups of 

residents defined by frequency of encounter with tourists.  
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 

4.1. Sample Descriptions 

On average, respondents were 53 years old and 52.8% were female (Table 3). 

Respondents lived in Portland, on average, for 22.6 years, all of the respondents 16% were 

employed in the tourism industry, and 42% reported encountering tourists every day or at least a 

few times a week.  

Table 3. Sample characteristics (n = 221) 

Variable Level Value 

Gender Female 52.8% 

Male 45.8% 

Age Average 53 

Median 44 

Years lived in Portland Average 22.6  

Median 19.0 

Dependence on tourism  % Employed in tourism  16%  

% Not employed in tourism  45% 

% Currently not employed   39% 

Frequency of encounter with tourists  Never or I don’t know 14% 

Once or a few times a month (non-frequent) 44% 

Every day or a few times per week (frequent) 42% 
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Regarding impacts of tourism, respondents perceived more positive environmental (M = 

2.9) than negative (M = 1.7) impacts (Table 4). Respondents agreed that tourism has impacted 

the socioeconomic aspects of their community both positively (M = 3.5) and negatively (M = 

2.8). In terms of sociocultural impacts, respondents agreed that tourism had more positive effects 

in their community (M = 3.3) than negative impacts (M = 1.8). When they were asked about 

their support for tourism growth in their community, the average response was 3.1, with 5 being 

most supportive. Respondents showed a higher level of welcoming nature (M = 3.9) compared to 

sympathetic understanding toward tourists (M = 2.6). Residents’ community attachment is fairly 

strong (M= 3.8).  
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics of scale questions.                                                      

 

N Range Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 

Statisti

c 

Statisti

c Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic 

Std. 

Error 

Positive Sociocultural 221 3.89 1.05 4.95 3.3063 .05219 .77589 -.552 .164 .279 .326 

Negative sociocultural 221 3.34 .42 3.76 1.8378 .04031 .59929 .641 .164 .609 .326 

Positive economic 221 4.18 1.06 5.23 3.5319 .04790 .71208 -.746 .164 .983 .326 

Negative economic 221 3.59 .94 4.53 2.8590 .05539 .82337 -.059 .164 -.435 .326 

Positive environmental 221 3.53 .88 4.40 2.9328 .04685 .69650 -.504 .164 .316 .326 

Negative environmental 221 2.74 .62 3.36 1.7438 .03774 .56112 .411 .164 .098 .326 

Sympathetic 

understanding 
221 2.89 .84 3.74 2.6684 .03342 .49682 -.633 .164 1.374 .326 

Welcoming nature 221 4.38 .72 5.10 3.9120 .05149 .76543 -1.164 .164 2.104 .326 

Support for tourism 221 3.30 .72 4.02 3.1175 .04279 .63616 -1.117 .164 1.304 .326 

Community attachment 221 4.00 1.08 5.71 3.8515 .03521 .87170 -.956 .167 .884 .333 
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4.2. Measurement Model 

In the CFA, all the loadings (Standardized λ) were significant at α level of 0.01, and the 

minimum loading was 0.672, indicating high convergent validity (Table 5). In addition, Average 

Extracted Variance (AVE) for all the constructs was above 0.5, which is another indication of 

high convergent validity. The minimum composite reliability (CR) obtained was 0.81, indicating 

a high measurement reliability for the model (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson).  
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Table 5. The measurement model results. 

Construct (latent) Item/1st Order Construct 
Standard 

Error (S.E) 
Standardized λ  Z-Value (C.R) 

Positive 

Environmental 

Impacts 

Tourism contributes to protection of the natural 

environment in my community 
 0.843  

Tourism contributes to improving the natural appearance 

of my community 
1.069 0.895 35.562 

Negative 

Environmental 

Impacts 

Tourism contributes to an increase of litter and vandalism 

in my community 
 0.672  

Tourism contributes to degradation of wildlife habitat in 

my community 
0.037 0.805 32.407 

Tourism contributes to air pollution in my community  0.042 0.886 30.032 

Tourism contributes to water pollution in my community  0.042 0.927 30.966 

Tourism contributes to shortages of water in my 

community 
0.905 0.721 25.192 

Positive 

Economic 

Impacts 

Tourism contributes to better infrastructure in my 

community 
 0.708  

Tourism contributes to increasing employment in my 

community 
0.036 0.699 

24.222 

 

Tourism improves to improving income and living 

standards in my community 
0.036 0.746 26.940 

Tourism contributes to economic growth in my 

community 
0.034 0.977 22.79 

Negative 

Economic 

Impacts 

Tourism contributes to increasing house prices in my 

community 
 0.790  

Tourism contributes to increasing costs of living in my 

community 
0.021 0.894 54.909 

Tourism contributes to increasing prices of goods in my 

community 
0.028 0.956 43.439 

Economic benefits generated by tourism activities end up 

with people from outside my community 
0.028 0.933 40.446 
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Table 5 (Continued). 

    

 

Positive Sociocultural 

Impacts 

Tourism contributes to creating support for 

preservation of historical buildings in my 

community 

0.021 0.900  

Greater knowledge of other cultures in my 

community 
0.038 0.962 48.246 

 

Negative Sociocultural 

Impacts 

Tourism provides economic benefits to only 

a small number of residents in my 

community 

 0.719  

Tourism contributes to problems of sharing 

resources or public spaces between residents 

and tourists in my community 

0.039 0.719 31.132 

Tourism contributes to loss of tranquility in 

my community 
0.040 0.830 33.576 

Tourism contributes to overcrowding and 

traffic in my community 
0.042 0.897 32.858 

Tourism contributes to increasing alcoholism 

and crime 
0.033 0.877 33.148 

Welcoming Nature 
I am proud to have welcomed tourists in my 

community 
 0.831  

I feel that my community benefits from 

having tourists  
 0.882  

I appreciate tourists for the contribution they 

make to the local economy 
 0.862  

I treat tourists in my community respectfully   0.691  

 

Sympathetic 

Understanding 

I identify with tourists in my community  0.720  

I have a lot in common with tourists in my 

community 
 0.761  

I feel affection toward tourists in my 

community 
 0.836  

I understand tourists in my community  0.625  
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Table 5 (Continued). 

    

 

Support for Tourism 

In general, the positive 

effects of tourism in my 

community outweigh its 

negative effects 

 0.818  

I believe tourism should 

be actively encouraged 

in my community 

0.027 0.916 43.690 

I do not want tourism in 

my community 
0.030 0.779 34.387 

My community should 

support the promotion 

of tourism 

0.027 0.869 40.410 

 

Community Attachment 

I feel at home in my 

community 
 0.720  

I would be interested to 

move away from my 

community 

 

.060 -0.707 22.545 

I am dissatisfied with 

my community 
.061 -0.787 23.506 

***Significant at a level of 0.001; Items without Z-values are restricted to one in order to have an identified measurement 
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All diagonal values (squared root of AVEs) of each latent constructed exceeded inter-

construct correlations, indicating a good level of discriminant validity (Table 6). Moreover, all 

Maximum Shared Variances (MSV) were smaller than AVEs except for welcoming nature and 

sympathetic understanding, which show high correlation with one another. The results indicated 

that there might be some cross-loading issue between these two constructs. For example, people 

who responded to the questions related to welcoming nature and sympathetic understanding 

might have not distinguished between them. However due to the similar nature of these two 

constructs, it is justifiable to keep both as separate constructs in the structural model while 

having a high correlation between them (Wieland et al., 2017). 
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Table 6. Descriptive statistics and correlation among constructs. 

 
CR AVE MSV 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Negative Environmental (1) 0.909 .670 .533 .818 
         

Positive Environmental (2) 0.860 .755 .424 .323 .869 
        

Negative Socioeconomic (3) 0.945 .813 .412 .518 .156 .901 
       

Positive Socioeconomic (4) 0.876 .469 .460 -.222 -.651 -.008 .685 
      

Negative Sociocultural (5) 0.911 .673 .533 .730 .424 .642 -.289 .820 
     

Positive Sociocultural (6) 0.935 .877 .486 -.199 -.510 -.035 .697 -.236 .937 
    

Sympathetic Understanding 

(7) 

0.832 .555 0.579 -.345 -.578 -.186 .644 -.418 .450 .745 
   

Welcoming Nature (8) 0.882 .654 .743 -.411 -.560 -.190 .604 -.475 .482 .761 .809 
  

Support for Tourism (9) 0.922 .743 .730 -.475 -.581 -.264 .576 -.531 .433 .701 .862 .929 
 

Community Attachment (10) 0.811 .588 .208 -.201 -.178 -.106 .245 -.248 .169 .232 .302 .767 .839 

SD: Standard deviation, CR: Composite reliability, AVE: Average Variance Extracted, MSV: Maximum Shared Variance, Square root 

of AVEs are on diagonal
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As indicated in Table 6, the measurement model showed acceptable model fit indices 

except for the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI = 0.878), which is a little bit lower than the 

recommended level of 0.90, which can be the result of the study small sample size (Marsh, Balla, 

& McDonald, 1988). The ratio of 𝜒2 to degree of freedom was 2.133, with Adjusted GFI (AGFI= 

0.868), Comparative Fit Index (CFI = 0.952), Normed Fit Index (NFI= 0.914), and Root Mean 

Square of Error Approximation (RMSEA = 0.051) indicated that the model with 38 items and 10 

factors has an acceptable model fit (Zhou, Lu, & Wang, 2010), which warranted to proceed with 

the structural model without making changes in the final measurement model. Different fit 

indices are used to cover various aspects of model fit: Hoetler and GFI as the absolute fit indices; 

RMSEA and its p value of close fit (PCLOSE) as the badness of fit (or fit error); CFI, NFI, and 

TLI as incremental fit indices, and finally, AGFI and PNFI as the combination of absolute and 

parsimony fit indices. Table 6 shows the recommended values of different fit indices for the 

purpose of comparison (Hair, et al., 2010; Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008).  

4.3. Structural Model 

Results of the Structural Equation Modelling showed that the proposed model was in an 

acceptable range (Table 7). The Hoelter index showed that a minimum sample size of 132 is 

adequate to test the model. The 𝜒2 to degree of freedom ratio for the structural model was 1.81. 

All the indices were in the recommended range (GFI = 0.92, AGFI = 0.82, CFI = 0.90, NFI = 

0.93, TLI = 0.90, PNFI = 0.73, RMSEA = 0.06, PCLOS = 0.00).  The revised structural model 

with the path values are depicted in Figure 6. The three coefficients shown without an asterisk in 

Figure 6 were insignificant. The path from negative environmental and positive sociocultural 

impacts to sympathetic understanding was insignificant. The path from environmental negative 

impacts to welcoming nature was also insignificant.  
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Table 7. Models fit indices and recommended values. 

0BFit Index 1B𝜒2 /df 2BGFI 3BAGFI 4BCFI 5BNFI 6BTLI 7BPNFI 8BRMSEA 9BPCLOSE 10BHOELTER 0.05 

11BRecommended 12B<3.00 13B>0.90 14B>0.80 15B>0.90 16B>0.90 17B>0.90 18B_ 19B<0.08 20B>0.05 21B_ 

22BStructural Model  23B1.81 24B0.92 25B0.82 26B0.90 27B0.93 28B0.90 29B0.73 30B0.06 31B0.00 32B132 

33BMeasurement model  34B2.13 35B0.87 36B0.86 37B0.95 38B0.91 39B0.94 40B0.82 41B0.05 42B0.000 43B123 
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Figure 6. Revised proposed structural model with path values. 

 

In terms of total effect of each determinant, welcoming nature is the strongest direct 

predictor of community attachment with total standardized effect of 0.443 (Figure 10), followed 
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by negative sociocultural effect (β = -0.129), positive environmental effect (β = 0.124), and 

sympathetic understanding (β = -0.116). Welcoming nature is also the strongest predictor of 

support for tourism with total standardized effect of 0.938 followed by positive economic 

(β=0.351), negative sociocultural effects (β=-0.275), and positive environmental effects 

(β=0.202). The total effects are calculated based on the direct or/and indirect effects on 

dependent constructs.  

The Squared Multiple Correlations (SMC) also known as coefficient of determination 

(R2) was calculated for the endogenous constructs of the structural model. This coefficient, 

which varies between 0 and 1, is an indication of a model's explanatory power and predictive 

accuracy. It shows the portion of the variance of the endogenous variable(s) which is explained 

by the exogenous variable(s) (Hair, et al., 2010). The SMC of support for tourism was 0.82 

which is the highest amount of R2 in the model. The lowest amount of R2 in the model belongs to 

community attachment (0.13). The SMC for sympathetic understanding and welcoming nature is 

0.48 (48%) and 0.76 (76%) respectively.  

4.4. Mediation Analysis 

The hypotheses testing results for mediation analysis (Figure 7, Table 8) indicate that 

hypotheses 2, 3, 7, 9, and 10 are partially supported.  

H2: Residents’ perceived positive environmental impacts of tourism has a significant positive 

impact on support for tourism (β=0.247, p=0.01).  

Mediation results: 

(a) H2 association is fully mediated by welcoming nature (β =0.095, p=0.205) 

(b) H2 association is partially mediated by sympathetic understanding (β =0.193, p=0.03) 
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Figure 7 and Table 8 (arrows in the table show the direction of the relationship between two 

contracts) show that after adding welcoming nature, the strength of the direct relationship 

between residents’ perceived positive environmental impacts of tourism and support for tourism 

decreases, and the p-value turns insignificant; both indicating a full mediation. 

H3: Residents’ perceived positive environmental impacts of tourism has a significant positive 

impact on community attachment (β=0.269, p=0.05).  

Mediation results: 

(a) H3 association is partially mediated by welcoming nature (β=0.257, p=0.05) 

Figure 7 and Table 8 displays that after adding welcoming nature, the strength of the direct 

relationship between residents’ perceived positive environmental impacts of tourism and 

community attachment decreases, but the p-value stays in the significant range; indicating a 

partial mediation. 

H7: Residents’ perceived positive economic impacts of tourism has a significant positive impact 

on support for tourism (β=0.752, p=0.003).  

Mediation results: 

(a) H7 association is fully mediated by welcoming nature (β =0.139, p=0.252) 

(b) H7 association is partially mediated by sympathetic understanding (β =0.327, p=0.03) 

H9: Residents’ perceived negative sociocultural impacts of tourism has a significant negative 

impact on community attachment (β=0.298, p=0.04).  

Mediation results: 

(a) H9 association is partially mediated by welcoming nature (β =-0.269, p=0.03) 

H10: Residents’ perceived negative sociocultural impacts of tourism has a significant negative 

impact on support for tourism (β=-0.268, p=0.016).  
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Mediation results: 

(a) H10 association is fully mediated by welcoming nature (β =-0.114, p=0.163) 

(b) H10 association is partially mediated by sympathetic understanding (β =-0.167, 

p=0.07) 
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Figure 7. Supported Mediation Pathways (H2 through H10). 
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Figure 7 (continued).   
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Figure 7 (continued). 
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Table 8. Mediation hypotheses test results. 

     

Without 

Mediator With Mediator (Sympathetic) 

With Mediator  

(Welcoming) With Both Mediators 

Construct   Construct Beta 
Standardized  

Beta 
P Beta 

Standardized 

Beta 
P Beta 

Standardized  

Beta 
P Beta 

Standardized 

Beta 
P 

Community 

attachment 
< 

Negative 

environmental 

-

0.023 
-0.024 0.829 -0.044 -0.044 0.683 -0.032 -0.032 0.762 -0.040 -0.040 0.707 

Community 

attachment 
< 

Positive 

environmental 
0.192 0.269 0.058 0.209 0.273 0.041 0.202 0.257 0.050 0.209 0.268 0.043 

Community 

attachment 
< 

Negative 

economic 
0.004 0.005 0.954 0.000 0.000 0.997 0.013 0.019 0.844 0.002 0.003 0.976 

Community 

attachment 
< 

Positive 

economic 
0.037 0.047 0.813 0.008 0.011 0.959 0.010 0.012 0.952 0.003 0.004 0.986 

Community 

attachment 
< 

Negative 

sociocultural 

-

0.244 
-0.298 0.041 -0.244 -0.300 0.040 -0.272 -0.269 0.035 -0.252 -0.276 0.038 

Community 

attachment 
< 

Positive 

sociocultural 
0.099 0.140 0.338 0.096 0.134 0.355 0.100 0.140 0.339 0.099 0.139 0.338 

Tourism 

support 
< 

Negative 

environmental  

-

0.121 
-0.105 0.181 -0.057 -0.049 0.517 0.037 0.033 0.591 0.025 0.022 0.733 

Tourism 

support 
< 

Positive 

environmental 
0.225 0.247 0.010 0.176 0.193 0.036 0.084 0.095 0.205 0.089 0.111 0.002 

Tourism 

support 
< 

Negative 

economic 

-

0.041 
-0.051 0.454 -0.031 -0.038 0.562 -0.146 -0.187 0.001 -0.164 -0.211 *** 

Tourism 

support 
< 

Positive 

economic 
0.414 0.752 0.003 0.298 0.327 0.030 0.122 0.139 0.252 0.147 0.167 0.168 

Tourism 

support 
< 

Negative 

sociocultural 

-

0.178 
-0.268 0.016 -0.176 -0.167 0.070 0.117 -0.114 0.163 0.153 -0.148 0.047 

Tourism 

support 
< 

Positive 

sociocultural 

-

0.042 
-0.184 0.639 -0.043 -0.051 0.617 -0.084 -0.105 0.214 -0.090 -0.112 0.199 

Sympathetic 

understandig 
< 

Negative 

environmental  
   -0.171 -0.188 0.037    -0.168 -0.184 0.041 
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4.5. Multiple group Moderation  

4.5.1 Frequency of Encounter 

The three categories of encounter frequency with tourists based on respondents’ 

frequencies were used for the purpose of multi-group moderation analysis. Around 41 percent of 

the participants encounter tourists frequently, 44% of the participants encounter tourists non-

frequently, and about 14% of the participants either don’t encounter with tourists at all or they 

don’t know.  Moderation hypothesis was partially supported. Two paths were significantly 

different when comparing groups with different frequency of encounters with tourists (Table 9). 

1. The impact of perceived negative sociocultural impacts of tourism on residents' 

welcoming nature is negative (β=-0.073) and insignificant (p=0.605) among residents 

who frequently encounter with tourists. This impact is negative (β=-0.464) and 

significant (p=0.011) among residents who encounter with tourists less frequently 

(infrequently). The difference between these two groups is significant (z=-1.712).  

2. The impact of perceived negative environmental impacts of tourism on residents' 

welcoming nature is negative and insignificant among respondents with frequent (β=-

0.192, p=0.120) and less frequent (β=0.132, p=0.220) encounter with tourists. The 

difference between these two groups is significant (z=1.953).  

Table 9. Supported moderation hypotheses and test results.  

 Direction  

Frequently  

 Infrequently   

Construct  Construct Estimate P Estimate P 
z-score 

welcoming 

nature 
<--- 

negative 

sociocultural 
-0.073 0.605 -0.464 0.011 

-1.712* 

welcoming 

nature 
<--- 

negative 

environmental 
-0.192 0.120 0.132 0.220 

1.953* 
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When comparing respondents with different levels of frequency of encounter with tourists, 

three paths showed a high z-score, but these differences are not statistically significant which 

could be due to small sample size (Table 10). 

Table 10. Moderation hypotheses test results 1. 

 Direction  

Frequent 

encounters 

Never/Don't 

know  

       Construct        Construct Estimate P Estimate P 
z-score 

sympathetic 

understanding 
<--- 

negative 

environmental 
-0.287 0.084 0.591 0.223 

1.519 

sympathetic 

understanding 
<--- 

Positive 

environmental 
0.362 0.003 -1.449 0.162 

-1.624 

sympathetic 

understanding 
<--- 

negative 

sociocultural 
0.074 0.704 -0.632 0.109 

-1.633 

* @ alpha < 0.10, ** @ alpha < 0.05, *** @ alpha < 0.01 

 

The impact of perceived negative environmental impacts of tourism on residents' 

sympathetic understanding with tourists is negative and insignificant among respondents with 

non-frequent encounter (β=-0.147, p=0.333). This path is positive and insignificant among 

residents who either never interact with tourists or they do not know. The impacts of perceived 

negative environmental impacts of tourism on their sympathetic understanding with tourists is 

positive and significant among residents with frequent relationship with tourists. This path is 

negative and insignificant among residents who either never interact with tourists or do not 

know. The impacts of perceived negative sociocultural impacts of tourism on sympathetic 

understanding with tourists among residents with frequent relationship with tourists is positive 

and insignificant. This path is negative and insignificant among residents who never interact with 

tourists or do not know.  

The impact of perceived negative environmental impacts of tourists on sympathetic 

understanding with is negative and insignificant among residents who less frequently encounter 

with tourists. This path is positive and insignificant among residents who either never encounter 
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with tourists or do not know. The impacts of sympathetic understanding of residents with tourists 

on resident community attachment among residents who encounter with tourists less frequently 

is negative and insignificant. This path is positive and insignificant among residents who never 

encounter with tourists or do not know.  

4.5.2 Length of Residency  

Studies have found significant differences between residents’ support for tourism and 

community attachment based on their length of residence in the destination. McCool and Martin 

(1994) concluded that the longer one live in a community the more attached to that community 

one becomes. Williams, McDonald, Riden and Uysal (1995) found that short-term residents have 

more favorable attitudes toward tourism development compared to long-term residents. Since the 

average length of residency among the survey respondents was very high (22.62 years), I created 

three groups based on length of residency in Portland to test the moderating effect of length of 

residency: (a) those who have lived in Portland over 25 years (42%); (b) those who have lived 

between 10 to 25 years (31.1%); and (c) those who are relatively new residents with less than 10 

years (27.7%).  

When comparing years of residency in Portland, three paths were significantly different (Tables 

11, 12, 13). 

1. The impact of welcoming nature on residents' community attachment is positive (β = 

0.274) and insignificant (p = 0.347) among respondents who lived in Portland less than 

10 years. This path is positive (β = 0.740) and significant (p = 0.000) among respondents 

who have lived in Portland between 10 to 25 years.  

2. The impact of residents' welcoming nature on their support for tourism is positive (β = 

0.578) and significant (p = 0.003) among respondents who lived in Portland less than 10 



 

   

 

62 

 

years. This path is positive (β = 0.932) and significant (p = 0.000) among respondents 

who lived in Portland for more than 25 years.  

3. The impact of residents' welcoming nature on their community attachment is positive (β 

= 0.740) and significant (p = 0.000) among respondents who lived in Portland between 

10 to 25 years. This path is positive (β = 0.333) and significant (p = 0.044) among 

respondents who lived in Portland for more than 25 years.  

Table 11. Moderation hypotheses test results 2. 

    Less than 10 years 10 to 25 Years  

   Estimate P Estimate P 
z-score 

Community attachment <--- welcoming nature   0.274   0.347   0.740 0.000 
2.735*** 

* @ alpha < 0.10, ** @ alpha < 0.05, *** @ alpha < 0.01 

 

Table 12. Moderation hypotheses test results 3 . 

   Less than 10 years More than 25 Years  

   Estimate P Estimate P 
z-score 

support for tourism <--- welcoming nature 0.578 0.003 0.932 0.000 
2.662*** 

* @ alpha < 0.10, ** @ alpha < 0.05, *** @ alpha < 0.01 

 

Table 13. Moderation hypotheses test results 4. 

   10 to 25 Years More than 25 Years  

   Estimate P Estimate P 
z-score 

community attachment <--- welcoming nature 0.740 0.000 0.333 0.044 
-2.859*** 

* @ alpha < 0.10, ** @ alpha < 0.05, *** @ alpha < 0.01 
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When comparing residents with different years of residency, two paths showed a high z-

score, but these differences are not statistically significant which could be due to the small 

sample size. The impacts of sympathetic understanding with tourists on their support for tourism 

is positive and significant among respondents with less than 10 years of residency in Portland 

while this path is negative and insignificant among people who lived in Portland more than 25 

years. The impact of residents perceived positive sociocultural impacts of tourism on their 

positive feelings towards their relationship with tourists is negative and insignificant. This 

relationship is positive and significant among respondents with more than 25 years residency in 

Portland.  
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

5.1. Introduction  

This dissertation seeks to enhance understanding of the resident-tourism relationship with 

three distinct goals, weaving together the three interrelated themes of Social Exchange Theory, 

Emotional Solidarity, and community attachment. While there is research on the connection 

between residents’ perception of tourism impacts and their support for tourism, the role that 

residents’ interaction with tourists play in formulating this relationship remains understudied. 

Additionally, the outcome of Social Exchange Theory has been to measure residents’ support for 

tourism or lack thereof. This approach only measures the contributions of residents to the 

industry and fails to discuss the implications that these perceptions have on residents’ 

community attachment.  

The first goal of this dissertation is to expand the conceptualization of resident-tourism 

relationship to include residents’ interaction with tourists and their relationship with their 

community. The second goal of this study is to explore in what ways residents’ interactions with 

tourists stands between those residents’ perception of tourism in their community, and their 

support for tourism, as well as their community attachment. The relationship between residents’ 

perception of tourism impacts and their emotional solidarity with tourists can vary based those 

residents’ frequency of encounter. The third goal of this dissertation is to examine what role 

frequency of encounter plays in moderating residents’ perception of tourism impacts and their 

Emotional Solidarity with tourists. 

In the following sections I will discuss the key findings of this dissertation, share the 

theoretical and practical implications of this study, and, finally, discuss the limitations of this 

dissertation and will recommend areas of research for future studies. 
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5.2. Discussion of Research Findings  

5.2.1. Summary of Results  

Results indicate that residents’ support for tourism is indirectly predicted by their 

perceptions of positive environmental, economic, and negative sociocultural impacts of tourism; 

all three relationships are mediated by Emotional Solidarity factors (welcoming nature and 

sympathetic understanding). However, the relationship between perceived negative 

environmental, economic, and positive sociocultural impacts of tourism and residents’ support 

for tourism is found to be not significant. The results also revealed that residents’ willingness 

(welcoming nature) to accept tourists is the strongest factor in predicting residents’ support for 

tourism development and community attachment. Finally, the effect of residents’ perceptions of 

negative sociocultural and negative environmental impacts of tourism on their welcoming nature 

is moderated by frequency of encounter with tourists. While the test results of the proposed 

model extend support for integrating ESS into SET, the findings show that residential 

community attachment is not adequately explained by the proposed model. 

5.2.2. Measurement Model 

This study aimed to provide an integrated model that examines the determinants of 

residents’ community attachment and support for tourism through residents’ perceptions of 

tourism impacts and their ES with tourists. Based on the results of EFA, the original three-factor 

and ten items structure of Emotional Solidarity used in Woosnam’s study (2012) was not 

confirmed in this dissertation, yielding eight items and a two-factor solution including 

welcoming nature and sympathetic understanding, and excluding emotional closeness from the 

scale. The eight items that were loaded on welcoming nature and sympathetic understanding are 

similar to the original structure of these factor. One of the reasons for this finding might be 
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inconsistency in the Emotional Solidarity measurement scales used in the previous studies. 

While some studies have used ten items (Li et al, 2016; Joo et al, 2018), others have used a 

version with eleven (Woosnam, 2012; Hasani et al, 2016; Moghavvemi et al., 2017), or twelve 

items (Woosnam, 2010). Despite this inconsistency only a few studies have confirmed its 

reliability since it was initially designed by Woosnam and Norman (2010) in South Carolina and 

tested by Woosnam in Texas (2011).  Another reason for this issue might be the number of items 

used to measure emotional closeness. Although it is recommended to have at least three items 

per factor or subscale as this dissertation followed, several studies have measured the emotional 

closeness factor with only two items (e.g., Li et al, 2016; Joo et al, 2018). In many studies, 

emotional closeness did not exhibit a significant relationship with perceived tourism impacts or 

support for tourism while the other two factors (i.e., welcoming nature and sympathetic 

understanding) were shown to positively influence residents’ support for tourism (Woosnam, 

2012; Woosnam & Aleshinloye, 2015). Therefore, this study calls for reevaluation of the 

Emotional Solidarity Scale (ESS) and recommends future studies to test the reliability and 

validity of this scale.  

Based on the results of CFA, I dropped two items; one from the positive sociocultural 

impacts (Improving the level of police protection services) and one from the community 

attachment (I know what goes in the community). These two items had loadings < 0.40, which 

indicated low convergent validity. One reason for low loading associated with Improving the 

level of police protection services in this study might be the political context of the city of 

Portland. In Portland, residents do not necessarily consider police protection a positive service to 

civilians. This might be the case in other progressive cities in the United States as well. This 

mentality was clearly communicated by residents in Portland during the 2020 demonstrations 
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against “police brutality” following the death of George Floyd. The respondents’ opinion of 

police protection may have been so negative at the time the survey was conducted, that the 

ratings weren’t representative of the question at the heart of the survey. In regards to the second 

item, I know what goes in the community, the wording seems too vague. For this reason, the 

respondents may have had difficulties interpreting the item as an indicator of their attachment to 

their community.  

5.2.3. Structural Model 

After removing four items and one factor from the initial measurement model, the CFA 

on the refined model with 38 items and 10 factors showed an acceptable model fit. The resulting 

structural model was found to be adequate and explained 82% of the support for tourism among 

Portland residents. The proposed model provides greater explanatory power and predictive 

accuracy than the previous models. Therefore, we can conclude that the proposed model in this 

study is sufficient to be considered a large effect. The proposed model demonstrated strong 

evidence of the effects of welcoming nature on support for tourism and community attachment. 

However, the lowest amount of the square multiple correlations in the model belongs to 

community attachment (0.13). Khalilzadeh and Tasci (2017) proposed that the square multiple 

correlations of below 16% should be considered a small effect.  

From my perspective there are two potential reasons why community attachment was not 

adequately explained by this model. The first reason is related to the complexity of community 

attachment as a construct. Community attachment is a multifaceted psychological process that is 

hard to explain only through residents’ perceptions of tourism and their interaction with tourists. 

Another reason might be related to the geographic context in which I tested the model.  If I tested 
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the model in a smaller community (e.g., a rural destination) the results might have shown a 

stronger relationship.  

In terms of total effect of each determinant, welcoming nature is the strongest direct 

predictor of both community attachment and support for tourism. The extended SET model in 

this study shows significant improvement in the explanatory and predictive power of the model 

compared to previous studies where the model accounted for about 20% of the variations in 

support for tourism (Afthanorhan et al., 2017).  

One of the reasons for the model improvement is the inclusion of Emotional Solidarity 

factors in the SET model. This finding is consistent with two studies that proposed the ES as 

determinant of support for tourism. In a study of residents in two Malaysian tourist destinations, 

Moghavvemi et al. (2017) examined how residents’ emotional solidarity and perceptions of 

tourism impacts affect their support for tourism. The proposed model in this study explained 

73% of the variation in support for tourism and the ES factors (welcoming nature and 

sympathetic understanding) were the strongest factors. A recent study by Erul et al. (2020) also 

found that Emotional Solidarity uniquely explained 45% of the variance in support for tourism 

among residents of the widely popular Mediterranean destination of Izmir, Turkey.  

Another reason for the model improvement in this dissertation can be the change in the 

arrangement and the role of the Emotional Solidarity constructs. In previous studies, resident-

tourist interaction is proposed to have an indirect effect on resident’ support for tourism, often as 

predictor of residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts. However, this dissertation showed that 

changing the role of resident-tourist interaction (ES) to mediator can improve the model while 

preserving its parsimony.  
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5.2.4. Mediation Hypotheses Results 

Based on the findings of this dissertation, residents’ perceived positive environmental and 

economic impacts of tourism in Portland are positively and indirectly related to their level of 

support for tourism. The more positive they perceive the environmental and economic impacts of 

tourism, the more they support tourism growth in their community. These relationships are 

mediated by residents’ welcoming nature and sympathetic understanding toward tourists. If 

residents believe that tourism has positive environmental and economic impacts on their 

community, it increases residents’ welcoming and sympathy toward tourists, thus increasing 

their support for tourism growth. These findings are supported by Eslami et al. (2019), which 

showed a significant indirect relationship between perceived positive economic impacts and 

support for tourism. Findings of current research are further consistent with the SET 

assumptions, asserting that the higher residents’ perception of tourism benefits, the higher their 

support for tourism in their communities. The significant role played by Emotional Solidarity in 

mediating the relationship between perceived tourism impacts and support for tourism is further 

supported by Li and Wan’s findings (2017), showing that a perception of more positive impacts 

of tourism is associated with more Emotional Solidarity with tourists, which leads to more 

support for the industry.  

Results also indicated that residents’ perceived negative sociocultural impacts of tourism 

influences their support for tourism. Residents who perceive tourism to have higher negative 

sociocultural impacts are less supportive of tourism growth in their city. These findings are in 

agreement with those of Eslami et al. (2019), which showed a significant indirect relationship 

between perceived negative sociocultural impacts of tourism and support for tourism. These 

pathways are mediated by residents’ welcoming nature and sympathetic understanding toward 
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tourists. If residents believe that tourism has negative sociocultural impacts on their community, 

then they feel less welcoming and less sympathetic toward tourists, which results in less support 

for tourism growth. This finding is consistent with Woosnam and Aleshinloye’s (2015) finding 

that welcoming nature and systematic understanding have negative relationships with perceived 

negative impacts. This finding is, however, inconsistent with Li and Wan’s results (2016), 

showing that residents who have more sympathetic understanding with tourists tend to perceive 

negative tourism impacts positively. A possible explanation is that festivals are considered not 

only as attractions by tourists, but also as recreational occasions for local residents, thus 

providing opportunities for tourists and residents to interact with each other in a fun environment 

(Derrett, 2003). Conversations and activities that residents and tourists share during a fun 

occasion can change residents’ perception to be generally positive toward festival impacts and 

tourism. While in the case of day to day life, which is the context of this study, residents 

encounters and feelings toward tourists are shaped in relation to other aspects of their life that 

might not be as fun as, for example, attending a festival, such as being stuck in traffic. This 

context could contribute to their negative perceptions of tourism. 

The results of this dissertation showed that residents’ welcoming nature is the strongest 

predictor of support for tourism followed by openness and welcoming toward tourists among 

Portland residents increases, their support for tourism growth also increases. This finding has 

been confirmed with several studies where welcoming nature was reported the strongest factor 

(relative to emotional closeness and sympathetic understanding) of ES in predicting residents’ 

support for tourism (Hasani et al., 2016; Woosnam, 2012). Welcoming nature also fully mediates 

3 of 6 hypothesized paths that were supported by this study.  
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Perceived negative sociocultural impacts of tourism in Portland are negatively related to 

residents’ community attachment. The more negative they perceive the sociocultural impacts of 

tourism to be on their community, the less they feel attached to their community. This 

relationship is mediated by residents’ welcoming and sympathetic understanding toward tourists. 

If these residents believe that tourism has negative sociocultural impacts on their community, it 

reduces their welcoming and sympathetic understanding toward tourists. Therefore, they feel less 

attached to their community (e.g., they desire to move in the future). These findings are 

consistent with previous studies (Chen & Chen, 2010; Choi & Murray, 2010; Jurowski et al., 

1997) indicating that less favorable tourism impacts lead to less community attachment. 

Results of this study also indicated that residents’ perceived positive environmental impacts of 

tourism predict their community attachment positively and significantly. The more they perceive 

positive environmental impacts, the more they are welcoming and sympathetic toward tourists, 

and therefore, the more attached they feel to their community. Several previous studies 

investigated the relationship between perceptions of environmental impacts and community 

attachment and further support the findings of the current study showing that residents who view 

tourism as being environmentally beneficial are also highly attached to their community 

(Alrwajfah et al., 2019; Eslami et al., 2019; Jurowski et al., 1997). 

 Perceived negative environmental and economic impacts and perceived positive 

sociocultural and economic impacts of tourism do not have any significant impact on residents’ 

community attachment. These findings are inconsistent with prior studies indicating that those 

who perceive more economic benefits of tourism report higher levels of community attachment 

(Eslami et al., 2019; Gursoy & Rutherford, 2004; Jurowski et al., 1997). Residents with more 

positive perceptions of sociocultural impacts of tourism also show stronger attachment to their 
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community (Gursoy & Rutherford, 2004; Jurowski et al., 1997). Alrwajfah et al. (2019) found a 

significant positive relationship between perceived positive sociocultural impacts of tourism and 

community attachment, which is not confirmed with the findings of this dissertation.  

5.2.5. Moderation Results 

This study examined whether residents’ frequency of encounter with tourists moderates 

the relationship between Portlanders’ perceptions of tourism impacts and their ES towards 

tourists. Two paths were significantly different when comparing groups with different frequency 

of encounter with tourists. The effect of residents’ perceptions of negative sociocultural impacts 

and negative environmental impacts of tourism on their welcoming nature is moderated by 

frequency of encounter with tourists. The relationships between residents perceived negative 

environmental impacts and negative sociocultural impacts on their welcoming nature were 

negative and significant among people who encounter tourists non-frequently. The welcoming 

nature in residents who do not encounter tourists frequently decreases as their perceptions of 

negative environmental and sociocultural impacts of tourism increases. These findings make 

sense as those who have less contact with tourists might have more negative attitudes regarding 

the impact of tourism (García, Vázquez, & Macías, 2015). Although not many studies have 

looked at the frequency of encounter as a moderator in the relationship between perceptions of 

tourism impacts and ES factors, these findings are to some extent supported in the literature. 

Previous studies reported positive changes in residents’ perceptions and responses to tourism as a 

result of frequent encounters with tourists (Andereck et al., 2005). The contact theory suggests 

that intergroup contact causes positive change in attitude toward the members of the “other” 

group when the contact occurs under favorable conditions, such as perceived equality in status, 

common goals, intergroup cooperation, and support for contact (Pettigrew, 1998). In a more 
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recent study, Joo et al. (2018) found that frequent encounter with tourists increases residents’ 

welcoming nature and sympathetic understanding. This study proposed the frequency of 

encounter with tourists as a direct determinant of residents’ ES factors.  

This study also examined whether length of residency in Portland moderates the 

relationship between Portlanders’ ES and their community attachment and support for tourism. 

When comparing years of residency in Portland, three paths were significantly different.  

The effect of welcoming nature on community attachment and support for tourism was different 

between short-term and long-term residents. For both sort-term and long-term residents as 

welcoming nature increases, community attachment and support for tourism also increases. 

However, these relationships are strongest between people long-term residents. Although length 

of residency does not always guarantee a stronger community attachment, several studies have 

found this finding to be true. The same conclusion was reached in studies by Sheldon and Var 

(1984) and Kuvan and Akan (2005) suggesting that those who have arrived more recently and 

have spent less time in the community may be less open to tourists and tourism.  

5.2. Contributions and Implications 

The results of this study offer several implications for researchers as well as for tourism 

authorities such as destination marketing and management organizations (see appendix B). The 

primary theoretical contribution of this research is improving our understanding of the resident-

tourism relationship by expanding the SET beyond an economic exchange. Based on the 

proposed conceptualization of this relationship, residents perceive both positive and negative 

impacts of tourism in multiple areas (environmental, economic, sociocultural), these perceptions 

of tourism impacts effect residents’ relationship with their community and their support for 

tourism by means of their feelings about tourists. This dissertation is one of the few studies to 
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take a comprehensive look at residents’ relationship with tourism by incorporating tourism 

multiple impacts, Emotional Solidarity, and community attachment into the SET model with a 

new arrangement.  

Another contribution of this study was the improvement of the explanatory power of the 

predictive model of support for tourism (SET). This research developed and empirically tested a 

structural model by incorporating residents’ ES with tourists as a mediator in the relationship 

between perceptions of tourism impacts and support for tourism in city of Portland. This study 

also highlights the vital role of Portland residents’ ES with tourists as a mediator of two main 

constructs of the SET model (i.e., perceptions of impacts of tourism and support for tourism). 

Recognizing the moderating role of frequency of encounters with tourists and lengths of 

residency is another contribution of this study. No community is homogenous, frequency of 

encounter and length of residency need to be taken into consideration as researchers wrestle with 

how to better understand resident-tourism relationship.  

The results of this study have some important practical implications for the authorities 

responsible for the promotion and management of tourism in Portland. My results allude to the 

importance of residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts and their feelings about tourists in 

support of tourism development in Portland. Therefore, local authorities should endeavor to 

improve residents’ perception of tourism impacts as well as tourists. In addition to improving the 

positive impacts and minimizing negative impacts of tourism in destinations, authorities should 

also create better perceptions of tourists for residents and enhance the interaction between 

residents and tourists to gain their support. Involving residents in the tourism planning process 

for their community could significantly enhance residents’ awareness of the target markets and 
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tourists brought into their community. This study serves to inform future destination efforts and 

interventions that aim at improving residents-tourism relationship.  

Tourism can be successful and sustainable and bring communities together if tourism 

authorities realize that tourism and tourists impact communities in different ways, beyond 

economic growth. Tourism authorities should pay attention to the role that residents’ interaction 

with tourists play in changing their perceptions of tourism impacts in relation to their support for 

tourism. Frequency of encounter with tourists matters in enhancing residents’ ES with tourists, 

the more residents encounter tourists the more welcoming towards tourists they will become. 

These findings can help practitioners to effectively design and execute programs and marketing 

campaigns to educate residents about positive impacts of tourism as well as their plan for 

minimizing the negative impacts associated with tourism. These efforts should especially focus 

on new or short-term residents in Portland because long-term residents tend to be more 

welcoming to tourists and be more supportive of tourism growth. 

 For example, if Travel Portland wants to positively influence Portlanders’ perceptions of 

tourism impacts, their support for tourism, and community attachment, the organization’s efforts 

should focus on enhancing residents’ Emotional Solidarity with tourists, in particular their 

welcoming towards tourists. City of Portland has a dark history of racism and segregation which 

can affect current residents’ perceptions and welcoming towards tourist. For example, investing 

in educating residents about implicit bias and systematic racism can enhance their welcoming 

and positive encounters between residents and tourists.  

In addition to improving residents’ perceptions of tourists, Travel Portland should also 

communicate with residents via local media such as television stations and newspaper, and social 

media platforms such as Facebook and twitter about plans to minimize the negative sociocultural 
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impacts and maximize the positive environmental and economic impacts of tourism. The major 

events of 2020 (COVID-19 pandemic, wildfires, social injustice protests) have created safety 

concerns and fear among residents of Portland. They are hesitant to open their community to 

tourists due to health concerns and social issues. As the tourism industry copes with the shifts in 

the tourism, industry should find opportunities to develop new initiatives with a focus on 

diversity and inclusion, and educating residents and tourists on responsible travel behavior and 

inform them of safety measures placed in each destination. As the tourism industry recovers and 

Portland open again, there is a crucial need for understanding communities’ perception toward 

tourists and tourism. The findings of this study can point the industry toward healing. The 

message is simple, tourism industry needs to ensure to bring back tourists safely. Destination 

Management and Marketing Organizations should focus on creating a safe and welcoming 

environment for communities and tourist to interact and experience Portland.  

5.3. Limitations and Suggestions for Future Studies  

A few limitations narrow the scope of conclusions for this study. First of all, the 

outcomes obtained in this research may not be pertinent to residents’ perceptions in other 

destinations, as those destinations may have different characteristics compared to Portland. It is 

believed that the use of a small sample size and case studies (i.e., city) limit the generalizability 

of these findings to all destinations. To be more specific, due to time and financial constraints, I 

was not able to conduct a pilot test and refine the scales used on the survey before the main data 

collection process. Also, the data were not collected primarily for the purpose of this study. For 

example, the survey followed a correlational design/analysis, which limits determining the 

effects and the directionality (causality) of the hypotheses. Therefore, further studies, especially 

experimental design studies, will be helpful in determining the effects and the directionality 
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(causality) of the hypotheses, particularly the rejected ones. In particular, measuring the outcome 

variables separately and more objectively will reveal useful results less prone to measurement 

and method biases. 

 This dataset included responses from a sample of 221 Portland residents, of whom 16 

percent worked in the tourism industry. The small sample size did not allow for looking at 

economic dependency of residents as a moderator in the proposed model. Economic dependency 

is among the factors that previous studies indicated to have significant impact on residents’ 

perceptions of tourism impacts and their support of tourism (Snaith & Haley, 1999; Wang & 

Pfister, 2008). This study also replicated the use of Woosnam’s (2012) theory of Emotional 

Solidarity. The factor structure of Emotional Solidarity from this research, however, was not 

consistent with that of Woosnam and his colleagues’ studies (Woosnam, 2011, 2012; Woosnam 

& Aleshinloye, 2013; Woosnam & Norman, 2010; Woosnam et al., 2009), which can be an 

indication of the instability of the ESS in certain populations or geographic context. Although I 

suggest including the ESS in the SET for future studies, the reliability and validity of this scale in 

particular, emotional closeness and sympathetic understanding factors need to be reevaluated.  

The applicability of the proposed model to other urban destinations would be a possible area of 

research. However, a more generalized application of the extended model would require a 

greater data collection process for a more thorough validation. Future studies are also advised to 

sample a larger number of residents’ and compare the differences in groups with various 

economic dependencies on tourism.  

Future research may also consider including Emotional Solidarity as a potential 

moderator in the model to understand whether the inherent difference in people’s characters and 

psychology such as being more welcoming or less welcoming leads to a difference in their 
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relationship with tourism. As Emotional Solidarity proves to be an important factor in residents’ 

support for tourism and community attachment, those factors that would trigger a high level of 

solidarity between residents and tourists should also be examined (Li & Wan, 2017). Thus, 

future research could incorporate these antecedents, such as shared beliefs, shared behavior, and 

relationships (Sharpley, 2014; Woosnam & Aleshinloye, 2013). The COVID-19 pandemic has 

opened a discussion on health impacts of tourism that need to be added to and measured along 

with other types of tourism impacts. One finding of this study was that community attachment 

was not adequately explained by the proposed model. Therefore, further research should be 

conducted to either identify additional predictors of residents’ community attachment within the 

revised SET model. Or explore incorporating another construct that can explain residents’ 

relationship with their community. Finally, this dissertation should serve both as a baseline 

assessment of Portland residents perception of tourism during normal economic and social times, 

and a way in which to assess the effects of the social justice movement, increasingly catastrophic 

wildfire seasons and the COVID-19 pandemic, and as a guide for addressing resident-tourism 

relationship going forward.  
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Appendix A: QUESTIONNAIRE 

Your Perspectives about Tourism in Oregon 

Important Questions for Oregon Residents 

 

Participation is voluntary and your responses are confidential 

  Thank you for your participation 

 

 

A Study Conducted by Travel Oregon and Oregon State University 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Throughout this survey, we will ask for your perspective about different aspects of 

tourism and tourists in your city. For the purpose of this survey, please refer to the 

following definitions: 

• Tourism: the activity or practice of touring or visiting an area away from home (at least 

one hour or one night) outside one's usual environment for leisure or business 

purposes. Tourism also refers to the industry that engages in developing, managing, 

and promoting a destination. These activities include but are not limited to providing 

information, accommodations, transportation, and other services to tourists. 
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• Tourists: visitors who spend at least one hour or one night away from home outside 

their usual environment for personal (e.g., vacation, general leisure, or recreation) or 

business (e.g., conferences). 

 

 

1. Have you ever seen tourists in your community? (check ONE)    No       Yes  
 

2. If your answer above is yes, how many times do you typically see tourists in your community? 
(please write in ONE)  _____Times per week______Times per one month________Times 
per year 

 

3. Have you traveled to other parts of Oregon for tourism or as a tourist?   (check ONE)        No
  Yes  

 

4. If your answer above is yes, how many times have you traveled to other parts of Oregon for 
tourism in the past year? (please write in) _____________________________Times in the 
past year.  

 

5. Have you traveled to other states in the country (other than Oregon) for tourism or as a tourist?  
(check ONE)   

          No      Yes 

 

6. Have you traveled to other countries for tourism or as a tourist?  (check ONE)      No       
  Yes 

 

7. To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one 
number for each) 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t 
Know/
No 
Opinio
n 

In general, the positive benefits of 
tourism in my community outweigh its 
negative effects 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I believe tourism should be actively 
encouraged in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I do not want tourism in my community 1 2 3 4 5 6 

My community should support the 
promotion of tourism 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Tourism is one of the most important 
industries in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Tourism helps my community grow in 
the right direction 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Tourism does not play an important 
economic role in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

 

 

8. To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one 
number for each) 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t 
Know/N

o 
Opinion 

The level of tourism growth in my 
community is high  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Tourism activities in my community are 
not seasonal. In other words, tourists 
arrive all year  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

During high tourism seasons, the number 
of tourists in my community is typically 
greater than the number of residents 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

My community mainly attracts in-state 
tourists (people from other areas of 
Oregon) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

My community mainly attracts out-of-state 
tourists (US residents who do not live in 
Oregon) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

My community mainly attracts tourists from 
other countries (outside the United States) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

My community has capacity for more 
tourists 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither   Agre
e 

Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t 
Know/N

o 
Opinion 

I am proud to have tourists visit my 
community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I feel that my community benefits from 
having tourists 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I appreciate tourists for the contribution 
they make to the local economy 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I treat tourists in my community 
respectfully 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I do not feel close to some tourists I have 
met in my community  

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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9. To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one 
number for each) 

 

10. To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one 
number for each) 

 

 

11. To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one 
number for each) 

I feel comfortable with some tourists I 
have met in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I have made friends with some tourists I 
have met in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I do not identify with tourists in my 
community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I have a lot in common with tourists in my 
community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I feel affection toward tourists in my 
community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I provide tourists with useful information, 
such as what to see and do, or where to 
eat 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I provide tourists with information about 
my community’s character or history 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
 

Tourism has contributed to… 

Strongly  

Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t 
Know/N

o 
Opinion 

… greater protection of the natural 
environment in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

… improving the natural appearance 
of my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

… an increase of litter in my 
community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

… degradation of wildlife habitat in my 
community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

… air pollution in my community 1 2 3 4 5 6 

… water pollution in my community 1 2 3 4 5 6 

… shortages of water in my 
community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 Strongly  

Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t 
Know/No 
Opinion 

Tourism has contributed to better 
infrastructure (e.g., roads) in my 
community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Tourism has contributed to increasing 
opportunities for employment in my 
community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Tourism has not contributed to 
improving incomes in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Tourism has contributed to improving 
living standards in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Tourism has prevented tax increases 
in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Investments made by leaders of my 
community to attract more tourists 
would be good 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Tourism has contributed to increasing 
house prices in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Tourism has contributed to increasing 
costs of living in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Tourism has contributed to increasing 
prices of goods in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Tourism has contributed to increasing 
prices of services in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Tourism provides economic benefits to 
only a small number of residents in my 
community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Economic benefits generated by 
tourism activities end up with people 
from outside my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Economic benefits generated by 
tourism activities end up with 
companies from outside my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
 
 Tourism has contributed to… 

Strongly  

Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t 
Know/No 
Opinion 

… greater availability of outdoor 
recreation opportunities in my 
community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

… greater knowledge of other cultures 
in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

… increased opportunities for cultural 
activities in my community  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

… increased demand for outdoor 
recreation activities in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

… improving the quality of restaurants 
in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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12. To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one 
number for each) 

 

13. To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one 
number for each) 

 

14. Should your community put resources toward the creation of more tourism activities? (check 
ONE)     

 No         Yes       I don’t know 

 

15. For each of the following pairs of words, please circle a number to indicate how you feel about 
promoting more  

tourism in your community. (circle ONE number for EACH scale) 

      Dislike  1 2 3 4 5 Like 

Bad  1  2  3  4  5  Good 

      Negative 1  2  3  4  5  Positive 

  Harmful 1  2  3  4  5  Beneficial 

 

… improving the quality of hotels in my 
community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

…improving transportation 
opportunities in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
 
 Tourism has contributed to… 

Strongly  

Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t 
Know/

No 
Opinio

n 

… improving the quality of retail services 
in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

… improving the level of law 
enforcement in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

… increasing traffic in my community 1 2 3 4 5 6 

… increasing public safety in my 
community 

1 2 3 4 5  6 

… problems of sharing resources and 
public spaces between residents and 
tourists in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

… loss of tranquility in my community 1 2 3 4 5 6 

… unpleasant overcrowding in my 
community  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

… creating more support for 
preservation of historic buildings in my 
community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

… creating more support for 
preservation of monuments in my 
community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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16. If you were to vote for or against promoting more tourism in your community, how would you 
vote? (check ONE) 

  I would vote for promoting more tourism in my community 

  I would vote against promoting more tourism in my community 

 

17. Please indicate how certain you are that you would vote this way. (check ONE) 

  Not Certain   Slightly Certain   Moderately Certain   Extremely  

Certain 

 

18. Should the state of Oregon invest more resources in tourism promotion?  (check ONE)     

 No     Yes       I don’t know 

 

19. Should the state of Oregon invest resources in creating more tourism activities in your 
community? (check ONE)     

 No     Yes       I don’t know 

 

20. Should the state of Oregon try to attract more tourists from other parts of the United 
States?(check ONE)    

          No   Yes   I don’t know 

 

21. Should the state of Oregon try to attract more tourists from countries outside the United States? 
(check ONE)     

 No   Yes   I don’t know 

 

22. To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one 
number for each) 

 

23. To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one 
number for each) 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t 
Know/No 
Opinion 

I feel at home in my community  1 2 3 4 5 6 

I would be pleased to move away 
from my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I am dissatisfied with my 
community  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I have strong ties to my community 
(e.g., I was born here, lived here 
for many years, have 
assets/investments here)  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I am dissatisfied with my social 
status in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t 
Know/N
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24. To what extent do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements? (circle one 
number for each) 

o 
Opinion 

I am concerned about increasing 
crime in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I am concerned about conditions 
of schools in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I am not concerned about 
conditions of recreation/sports 
opportunities in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

The government should help to 
create more jobs in my 
community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

My community needs more jobs 
to stop people moving away 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I am concerned about the 
availability of recreation 
opportunities in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I am not concerned about the 
accessibility of recreation 
activities in my community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

I am concerned about the 
affordability of housing in my 
community 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t 
Know/N

o 
Opinion 

The so-called “ecological 
crisis” facing humankind has 
been greatly exaggerated 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Humans are seriously abusing 
the environment 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

The balance of nature is very 
delicate and easily upset 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Humans were meant to rule 
over the rest of nature 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Humans have the right to 
modify the natural 
environment to suit their 
needs 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Plants and animals have as 
much right as humans to exist 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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25. What is your gender? (please write in)    _____________________________ 

 

26. What is your age? (please write in) ______________years old. 

 

27. What is the highest level of schooling that you have completed? (check ONE) 

 Less than 9th grade 

 9th to 12th grade, but with no diploma received 

 High school graduate or equivalent (e.g., GED) 

 Some college, but with no degree received 

 Associates degree or 2-year technical degree 

 Bachelor’s degree 

 Graduate (e.g., masters, PhD) or professional degree (e.g., law, medical doctor) 

 
28. Which of these categories best describes your current annual household income before taxes? 

(check ONE) 

 Under $10,000  $50,000 to $74,999 

 $10,000 to $14,999  $75,000 to $99,999 

 $15,000 to $24,999  $100,000 to $149,999 

 $25,000 to $34,999  $150,000 to $199,999 

 $35,000 to $49,999  $200,000 or more  

 

 

29. Which of the following best describes your primary job? (check ONE) 

 

The Earth has plenty of 
natural resources if we just 
learn how to develop them 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

When humans interfere with 
nature, it often produces 
disastrous consequences 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

  I am employed in lodging (e.g., hotel, motel, B&B, Airbnb, resort)  

  I am employed in restaurant or beverage service 

  I am employed in outdoor recreation 

  I am employed in retail store or shopping 

  I am employed in cultural or historic sites and attractions 

  I am employed in events (concert, play, sports) 

  I am employed in casino 

  I am employed in guide or tour operator 

  I am employed in transportation 

  I am employed, but not in any of the above businesses (please specify) ________________                                                 

  I am not in paid employment 
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30. Which of the following describe other sources of income for any other members of your 
household?  
(check ALL THAT APPLY) 

 

31. In which county in Oregon do you currently reside? (please write in)  
_____________________________ 

 

32. What is your zip code? (please write in)   _____________________________ 
 

33. Looking at the map below, in which region of Oregon do you currently reside? (check ONE) 

 

 Central  Eastern  Southern  

 Coast  Greater Portland   

 Willamette Valley  Mount Hood & 
Columbia River Gorge 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

34. Do you have any other comments about tourism in your community or elsewhere in Oregon? If 
so, please write  
your comments in the space below. 

 

Thank you for completing this questionnaire. Please return it as soon as possible in the 
envelope provided. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Another member of my household is employed in tourism (e.g., hotel, motel, vacation rental, 
charters, tours). 

  Another member of my household is employed, but not in tourism  

  Another member of my household is not in paid employment 
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Appendix B: PRACTICE-BASED DISSEMINATION EFFORTS 

 

With my current position as Research Manager at Travel Oregon, and my dissertation research 

based in Portland, it is important to record in my dissertation the dissemination efforts of my 

findings with Travel Oregon and its partners. Translating the findings of academic research to 

address the needs of the industry is often challenging for practitioners because of the additional 

effort required. This addition to my dissertation can help bridge the existing gap between 

academic research and industry practices. As an applied dissertation, my findings are directing 

statewide and regional tourism decision making which ultimately impact communities and the 

economy through destination management initiatives. Below are three examples of how the 

findings of this dissertation are being incorporated into my work with Travel Oregon: 

1. Development of a baseline of residents’ perceptions and monitoring change over time 

Travel Portland and Travel Oregon are transitioning from Destination Marketing Organizations 

to Destination Management Organizations because sustainability has become very important to 

popular US destinations. They do not want to have the issues of overtourism and unhappy 

residents like Venice and Barcelona. Through the findings of this research, Travel Oregon have 

realized that there are a broader set of destination issues that Oregon tourism industry need to be 

listening to residents to understand and respond to. Therefore, monitoring changes in residents’ 

perceptions and emotions about tourists and tourism impacts has now been added to Travel 

Oregon and Travel Portland’s strategic plan. I established a baseline of destination management 

challenges based on the findings of this study. The following choropleth maps, for example, 

show residents’ emotions about tourists (Figure 1) and perceptions of negative sociocultural 

impacts of tourism (Figure 2) by ZIP code for Portland and for the state. The darker the color the 

more negative these emotions and perceptions become. I left some areas unlabeled (the 

background map) due to lack of survey response. Maps are a way to easily identify the 

destination management challenges and to make informed decisions and prioritize work. These 

maps helped Travel Oregon and Portland prioritize maximizing resident-tourist positive 

interactions and minimizing negative sociocultural impacts such as congestion in areas with the 

darker color. My research identified negative sociocultural impacts of tourism as predictors of 

both negative community attachment and negative support for tourism.  

Figure 1. Oregon residents’ emotions about tourists with 1 being very positive and 5 very 

negative.  
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Figure 2. Oregon residents’ perceptions of negative sociocultural impacts of tourism (i.e., 

congestion) with 1 being very positive and 5 very negative.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Matching residents’ needs with industry priorities 

Using ArcGIS, I developed a Destination Management Situational Analysis Tool to inform 

prioritization of future industry work based on residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts and 

their emotions about tourists (Figure 3). The tool visualizes the data collected through this 

dissertation and a 2018 survey of tourism industry in Oregon. The goal was to identify industry 

priority areas related to destination management challenges and see whether industry recognizes 

and focuses on challenges reported by residents across specific geographies. The results of both 

surveys are displayed on a choropleth map of Oregon that is provided at a ZIP code level. This 

tool creates a way to easily digest information for planning and decision-making purposes. 

Additionally, this location-based tool emphasizes where resources and efforts are needed to meet 

residents’ needs. The methodology for capturing and visualizing this type of data is replicable. 

For example, Figure 3 shows the difference between industry and residents’ responses for 

alleviating congestion as a negative sociocultural impact associated with tourism. Red color 

means there is a mismatch between industry and residents’ identified destination management 

challenges. Blue color means industry efforts are in line with residents’ needs.  
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Figure 3. Travel Oregon’s destination management situational analysis tool. 

 

3. Identifying opportunities for educating tourists based on residents’ input 

The results of this dissertation also informed development of a visitor management campaign 

called Take Care Out There (TCOT). I identified the five biggest needs that residents expressed 

regarding tourist’s behavior and tourism impacts in their community such as respectful behavior 

in sharing outdoor spaces and packing out their garbage. These priority areas were then shared 

with Travel Oregon partners such as Oregon Parks and Recreation Department to develop a 

visitor management communication toolkit. This communication toolkit includes a consistent set 

of messages and tools designed to encourage behavior that protects and preserves Oregon’s 

natural spaces, increases safety and reduces damage, speaking to both residents and visitors 

alike. As part of this effort several social media assets were made available for download and use 

by agencies, organizations and the general public. Easy to understand, remember and repeat, 

“Prepare, Care and Connect” are the core principles to shape visitor behavior with an emphasis 

on safety, sharing space, protecting nature, giving back, and respecting residents. 
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Prepared messages were identified to reach visitors when they are planning trips and thus before 

they arrive on location. Care messages were selected to reach visitors when they arrive on 

location. Connect messages were selected to inspire visitors to respect residents and give back to 

Oregon communities. The following picture illustrates some examples of “Care” and Connect” 

messaging that were designed based on the results of this dissertation: “be respectful” and “say 

hello” (Figure 4). 

Figure 4. Take Care Out There Care and Connect Messages  
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The following pictures are examples of social media tiles that Travel Oregon created and shared 

with visitors and industry partners through the social channels, website, and newsletter. 

In May 2020, Oregon’s Governor announced plans to allow limited outdoor recreation areas to 

reopen for day use after being closed for almost three months due to COVID-19. To address 

residents’ concerns about reopening communities and tourist compliance with COVID-19 safety 

measures Travel Oregon updated the TCOT messaging (Figure 5). The Take Care Out There 

COVID-19 Toolkit was launched by the Oregon Office of Outdoor recreation and Oregon State 

Parks.  

Figure 5. Take Care Out There COVID-19 Messages 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.oregon.gov/orec/Pages/COVID-19-Messaging-Toolkit.aspx
https://www.oregon.gov/orec/Pages/COVID-19-Messaging-Toolkit.aspx
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