
 

 

ABSTRACT 
 
 

BOSLEY, HOLLY ELIZABETH.  Spatial Conceptualization of the Urban Tourist Bubble: 
Downtown Raleigh, North Carolina in Transition.  (Under the direction of Larry Gustke 
and Gene Brothers).   
 

Both tourism researchers and urban planners have used tƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ 

ōǳōōƭŜέ ǘƻ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ŀ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŀǊŜŀ planned and managed for tourists within a 

destination.  Despite their semantic intersection, there has been little collaboration 

between tourism and urban planning scholars.  In professional practice, a similar 

disconnect exists between tourism professionals, whose primary responsibility is place 

promotion, and urban planners who often focus on development of the place product.   

The purpose of this study was to design a standardized method for mapping the 

urban tourist bubble as perceived by tourism and urban planning professionals.  A 

secondary objective of this study was to identify commonalities and disparities between 

ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŀƴŘ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎt bubble.  

Understanding the urban tourist bubble is important because individuals representing 

both of these professions influence policy decisions that affect the urban experience for 

visitors as well as residents. 

A new methodology was developed for mapping the urban tourist bubble.  

Structured personal interviews were conducted with tourism professionals and urban 

planners to better understand these two ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ 



 
 

tourist bubble in downtown Raleigh, North Carolina.  The urban tourist bubble, defined 

as a distinct geographic area planned and managed for tourists, was then mapped based 

ƻƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ-visited tourist attractions in downtown Raleigh, 

North Carolina, as well as perceptions of the perimeter of downtown.  This new mapping 

technique highlighted the commonalities and disparities between tourism and urban 

planning professionalsΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƛƴ ŀ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ ŀǊŜŀ.  From the 

data, this study reconceptualized downtown Raleigh as an interconnected set of tourist 

experience zones, defined by the associations among their contents, instead of a 

business improvement district of five downtown districts with artificial parameters.  This 

new conceptual framework offers a more functional perspective of downtown, rather 

than one that is artificial or prefabricated. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

Spatial Conceptualization of the Urban Tourist Bubble:  
Downtown Raleigh, North Carolina in Transition 

 

by  
Holly Elizabeth Bosley 

 
 
 

A dissertation submitted to the Graduate Faculty of 
North Carolina State University 

In partial fulfillment of the  
requirements for the degree of  

Doctor of Philosophy 
 
 
 

Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management 
 

 
Raleigh, NC 

 
2009 

 
APPROVED BY: 

 
 
 

__________________________        __________________________ 
Karla Henderson, Ph.D.                   Jeffrey Thompson, Ph.D. 

 
 
 

__________________________        __________________________ 
Larry Gustke, Ph.D.                             Gene Brothers, Ph.D. 

Co-Chair of Advisory Committee       Co-Chair of Advisory Committee  



ii 
 

DEDICATION 
 
 

This work is dedicated to the memory of my grandmothers, Natalie (Penny) Bosley and 

Jeanne Starkweather.   



iii 
 

BIOGRAPHY 
 
 

 Holly Elizabeth Bosley was born July 9, 1979, in Cleveland, Ohio.  She is the 

daughter of Paul R. Bosley, III and Sally P. Bosley.  She has one younger brother, Paul. 

 Holly graduated from Shaker Heights High School in 1997.  She then attended 

Denison University, where she graduated summa cum laude with a Bachelor of Arts 

degree in Spanish and International Studies, as well as a minor in Psychology.  After one 

year of employment at the Hyatt Regency Cleveland, Holly moved to Raleigh, North 

Carolina.  In 2004, she earned her Master of Science degree from North Carolina State 

University in the Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management (PRTM).  

She remained in Raleigh to pursue her Ph.D. in the same department.   

While working toward degree completion, Holly taught several courses in the 

Department of PRTM, reinforcing her career goal of acquiring a university faculty 

position.  In Raleigh, Holly was also an active volunteer with the Special Olympics 

aquatics team and worked as a swim instructor for children with disabilities. 

In response to the stresses of graduate school, Holly became an avid runner and 

completed two half-marathons.  She and Jay also completed their first full marathon 

together in October, 2008.  Holly resides in Stamford, Connecticut, where she is the 

Coordinator of Recreation and Volunteers at a local non-profit agency.  Holly will begin 

as an assistant professor at The College at Brockport in the fall of 2009. 



iv 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
 

First, I would like to thank my doctoral dissertation committee.  My co-chairs, Dr. 

Gene Brothers and Dr. Larry Gustke, have provided ongoing support throughout the 

research process.  From research topic development to final draft revisions, they have 

provided the guidance that is necessary to complete a dissertation.  I am also grateful for 

the insight and expertise of Dr. Karla Henderson and Dr. Jeff Thompson. 

I would also like to recognize other faculty and staff at North Carolina State 

University who provided assistance along the way.  Dr. Candace Goode Vick, thank you 

for allowing me the opportunity to teach undergraduate classes; I am thankful for the 

experience.  Dr. Yu-Fai Leung, thank you for hiring me to be a part of the Geosciences in 

Middle School project team; I thoroughly enjoyed working with you.  Dr. Jason Bocarro, I 

am grateful for your mentorship.  Felicia Mangum, you were there for me when I needed 

you most.  Thank you also to Debbie Hurst, Anju Singh, and Susan Colby for your ongoing 

assistance.  And finally, Dr. Beth Wilson, I will never forget your hospitality as you invited 

me into the PRTM family.  Thank you for all that you have done, and will continue to do, 

for this department. 

I would be remiss if I did not acknowledge my indebtedness to the Hofmann 

Forest Scholarship.  Thank you to all who manage this renewable resource in order to 

provide opportunities for graduate study in the College of Natural Resources. 



v 
 

Damian Maddalena, thank you for offering your GIS know-how to this project.  

The maps you created give life to this dissertation. 

Thank you to all of my former and current grad student colleagues for sharing 

your wisdom, humor, and perspective.  Pete Bolden, Erick Byrd, David Cardenas, Tricia 

Day, April Grecho, Tia Herring, Ben Hickerson, Penny James, Kelly Jordan, Mike Naber, 

Ines Palacios, Ivy Peacock, Jason Swanson, Timia Thompson, Lisa (Whiting) Huerth, and 

many others ς I am so glad our paths have crossed. 

I am forever grateful to those friends and family members who reminded me of 

ƭƛŦŜ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ άōǳōōƭŜΦέ  YŀǘƘŜǊƛƴŜ .ŀƭƭΣ [ȅƴŘǎŀȅ 5ŀƭōȅΣ and Jessica 

Ruhle ς you are three of the most amaȊƛƴƎ ǿƻƳŜƴ LΩǾŜ ŜǾŜǊ ƳŜǘΦ  ¸ƻǳǊ ŦǊƛŜƴŘǎƘƛǇ ƛǎ 

priceless.  To Stephanie Stancil, Kristina Solberg, Chris Underwood, and the Raleigh 

Racers swimmers and their families ς thank you for keeping things in perspective and 

providing an escape from Biltmore Hall.  To my parents and brother, thank you for your 

unwavering support and confidence in my abilities. 

Finally, I wish to express my gratitude to Jay Perry ς thank you for your precious 

gift of love and for helping me see the light at the end of the tunnel! 

 

 

 



vi 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

LIST OF TABLES ....................................................................................................................... viii 

LIST OF FIGURES ....................................................................................................................... ix 

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................ 1 

CHAPTER TWO:  LITERATURE REVIEW ....................................................................................... 8 

Urban Economic Development and Business Improvement Districts ............................. 9 

Positioning the Sanitized City ........................................................................................ 17 

Tourist Bubbles and Enclaves ........................................................................................ 20 

Tourist Districts and Other Geographic Descriptors of Tourist Zones ........................... 31 

The Fragmented Condition of Urban Tourism Research ............................................... 40 

Urban Tourism Contexts ................................................................................................ 44 

Impacts of Urban Revitalization ..................................................................................... 49 

Sociocultural Impacts of Tourism .................................................................................. 51 

Authenticity in the Front and Back Regions of Tourist Destinations ............................. 54 

Geographic Analysis of the Urban Tourist Bubble ......................................................... 57 

CHAPTER THREE: METHODS .................................................................................................... 58 

Study Site ....................................................................................................................... 58 

Instrument Development .............................................................................................. 60 

Field Test ........................................................................................................................ 62 

Informed Consent .......................................................................................................... 63 

Population of Interest .................................................................................................... 63 

Sampling Frame ............................................................................................................. 64 

Data Collection ............................................................................................................... 66 

Analysis .......................................................................................................................... 68 

CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS ........................................................................................................ 70 

Description of the Sample: Results from Section One................................................... 70 

Analysis of Results from Section Two ............................................................................ 73 

Overall Findings .................................................................................................... 73 

Differences Between Subsamples on Perceptions of Most-Visited Sites ............ 87 

Analysis of Results from Section Three .......................................................................... 91 

hǾŜǊŀƭƭ CƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻƴ tŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ 5ƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ hǳǘŜǊ .ƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ....... 91 

5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ .ŜǘǿŜŜƴ {ǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻƴ tŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ 5ƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ 
Boundaries .......................................................................................................... 101 



vii 
 

Summary of Results ..................................................................................................... 104 

CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION .................................................................................................. 105 

Discussion of Results from Interview Section Two ...................................................... 106 

Perceptions of the Most-Visited Attractions and Places and Implications 
for Management ................................................................................................ 107 

Perceptions of the Most-Visited Lodging Properties and Implications for 
Management ...................................................................................................... 111 

Perceptions of the Most-Visited Restaurants and Implications for 
Management ...................................................................................................... 115 

Analysis of Subsample Differences in Perceptions of Most-Visited Sites .......... 121 

Discussion of Results from Interview Section Three ................................................... 124 

5ƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ tŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ 5ƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ hǳǘŜǊ .ƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ .............. 124 

wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ CƻǳǊ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ 5ŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ 5ƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ ..................................... 127 

Study Limitations and Ways to Address Them in Future Research ............................. 129 

Does the Urban Tourist Bubble Accurately Describe Downtown Spaces? .................. 134 

Improving Connectivity in Downtown Raleigh ............................................................ 136 

General Recommendations for Improving Connectivity in the Urban Destination .... 140 

Additional Future Research Possibilities ...................................................................... 141 

Final Remarks ............................................................................................................... 151 

REFERENCES ........................................................................................................................... 153 

APPENDICES ........................................................................................................................... 167 

!ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ !Φ  aŀǇ ƻŦ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ CƛǾŜ 5ƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ............................................. 168 

Appendix B.  Interview Protocol .................................................................................. 169 

Appendix C.  All Attractions and Places Mentioned by Sample Respondents ............ 174 

Appendix D.  All Lodging Properties Mentioned by Sample Respondents .................. 176 

Appendix E.  All Restaurants Mentioned by Sample Respondents ............................. 177 

Appendix F.  Photograph of Clarion Hotel, Downtown Raleigh, North Carolina ......... 181 



viii 
 

 LIST OF TABLES 

 

Table 2.1  DŜǘȊΩǎ όмффоύ /ƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ƻŦ ¢ƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŀƴŘ wŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ 
5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎΩ CƻǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ Cǳƴctions ......................................................................... 33 

Table 3.1   Number of Respondents from Downtown Raleigh Organizations by 
Organization Type ........................................................................................... 67 

Table 4.1   Cross-tabulation of Method of Contact by Gender for Tourism and 
Urban Planning Subsamples ............................................................................ 71 

Table 4.2   Total Number of Years in Field for Tourism and Urban Planning 
Subsamples ...................................................................................................... 72 

Table 4.3   Most Frequently Cited Attractions/Places in Downtown Raleigh, 
Overall and by Subsample ............................................................................... 74 

Table 4.4   Most Frequently Cited Lodging Properties for Visitors to Downtown 
Raleigh, Overall and by Subsample ................................................................. 78 

Table 4.5   Most Frequently Cited Restaurants in Downtown Raleigh, Overall and 
by Subsample ................................................................................................... 83 

Table 4.6   Sites Mentioned 10% or More Frequently by Urban Planning 
Subsample than Tourism Subsample ............................................................... 88 

Table 4.7   Sites Mentioned 10% or More Frequently by Tourism Subsample than 
Urban Planning Subsample ............................................................................. 90 

Table 4.8   wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ tŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ tŜǊƛǇƘŜǊŀƭ tƭŀŎŜǎΥ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ 9ŀŎƘ 
Subsample and Overall .................................................................................... 92 

Table 4.9   Number and Percentage of Respondents from Each Subsample Who 
Considered Peripheral Places to be Downtown ............................................. 103 

   



ix 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 

 

Figure 4.1.   aŀǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ 
places in downtown Raleigh, NC ..................................................................... 75 

Figure 4.2.   aŀǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ 
attractions and places in downtown Raleigh, NC ............................................ 76 

Figure 4.3.   aŀǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ 
attractions and places in downtown Raleigh, NC ............................................ 77 

Figure 4.4.   aŀǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ most frequently mentioned 
accommodations in downtown Raleigh, NC ................................................... 79 

Figure 4.5.   aŀǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ 
accommodations in downtown Raleigh, NC ................................................... 80 

Figure 4.6.   Map of tƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ 
accommodations in downtown Raleigh, NC ................................................... 81 

Figure 4.7.   aŀǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ǊŜǎǘŀǳǊŀƴǘǎ ƛƴ 
downtown Raleigh, NC .................................................................................... 84 

Figure 4.8.    aŀǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ 
restaurants in downtown Raleigh, NC ............................................................. 85 

Figure 4.9.   aŀǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ 
restaurants in downtown Raleigh, NC ............................................................. 86 

Figure 4.10.   Map of peripheral places included in downtown Raleigh, NC:  Total 
sample ............................................................................................................. 96 

Figure 4.11. Map of peripheral places included in downtown Raleigh, NC:  Tourism 
professionals subsample ................................................................................. 97 

Figure 4.12. Map of peripheral places included in downtown Raleigh, NC: Urban 
planning subsample ......................................................................................... 98 

Figure 5.1.   wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ-friendly attraction zone, 
derived from sample data ............................................................................. 109 



x 
 

Figure 5.2.   wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǊŜǎǘŀǳǊŀƴǘ ȊƻƴŜΣ 
derived from sample data ............................................................................. 117 

 



1 
   

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

 

In their influential urban planning book, The Tourist City, Judd and Fainstein 

(1999) acknowledged the role of tourism in shaping the spatial form of cities.  Urban 

tourism activity can either be integrated into the urban fabric or confined to distinct 

urban tourist zones.  These geographically defined zones, which are planned and 

managed for tourists, have been referred to as tourist bubbles (Jaakson, 2004; Judd & 

Fainstein).  Other identifiers include tourist districts (Pearce, 1998, 2001) and urban 

tourism precincts (Hayllar, Griffin, & Edwards, 2008). 

Research on tourist zones appears in the literatures of two distinct fields of study, 

tourism and urban planning, neither of which has mapped tourism behavior in an urban 

context.  Despite their semantic similarities, there has been little collaboration between 

tourism and urban planning scholars with respect to urban tourism research.  In 

professional practice as well, there is a disconnect between tourism professionals, whose 

primary responsibility is place promotion, and urban planners, who often focus on 

development of the place product.   

The purpose of this study was to design a standardized method for mapping the 

urban tourist bubble as perceived by tourism and urban planning professionals.  A 

secondary objective of this study was to identify commonalities and disparities between 

ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŀƴŘ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ōǳōōƭe.  Data 
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on perceptions of the urban tourist bubble, defined as a distinct geographic area planned 

and managed for tourists, were collected from tourism professionals and urban planning 

professionals to compare these two fields of research and practice.  This study proposed 

ŀ ƴŜǿ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ ŦƻǊ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ōǳōōƭŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

perceptions of the most-visited tourist attractions in downtown Raleigh, North Carolina, 

as well as perceptions of the perimeter of downtown.  This new technique highlights the 

commonalities and disparities between tourism and urban planning professionals and 

advances the literatures of both the tourism and urban planning fields. 

 The earliest research on tourism in cities was conducted by geographers (Pearce, 

2001).  However, Ashworth (1989, 2003) noted that geographers largely ignored urban 

tourism research in favor of rural research contexts.  Ashworth (2003) described the 

ŀōǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǳǊōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀǎ ŀ άŘƻǳōƭŜ ƴŜƎƭŜŎǘέ ǿƘŜǊŜōȅ άǘƘƻǎŜ ǎǘǳŘȅƛƴƎ 

tourism neglected cities while those studying cƛǘƛŜǎ ƴŜƎƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳέ όp. 143).  Much of 

the existing urban tourism research is case study research, which Page (1999) criticized 

for its inability to contribute to a greater theoretical understanding of the urban tourism 

phenomenon.  As recently as нллпΣ {Ŝƭōȅ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άǳǊōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ 

ǎŜǾŜǊŜƭȅ ƴŜƎƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘέ όǇΦ омύΦ   

In tourism researchΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ōǳōōƭŜέ Ƙŀǎ ƴŜǾŜǊ ōŜŜƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ used in 

an urban context, although comparable spatial constructs, such as the planned tourist 

district (Pearce, 1998; Selby, 2004), have been applied to urban tourism settings.  Cohen 
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όмфтнύ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άōǳōōƭŜέ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ 

international tourist typologies, describing ǘƘŜ άŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ōǳōōƭŜέ ŀǎ ŀ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊΣ 

ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ƳƛŎǊƻŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ƴƻǾŜƭΣ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ ƳŀŎǊƻŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΦ  /ƻƘŜƴΩǎ 

ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ōǳōōƭŜ ǿŀǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ .ƻƻǊǎǘƛƴΩǎ όмфсмύ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ƛƳŀƎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

άǇǎŜǳŘƻ-ŜǾŜƴǘΣέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ Ǉƭŀƴned and lacks spontaneity.  Other early references to a 

άōǳōōƭŜέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŀǇǇŜŀǊŜŘ ƛƴ two separate chapters of the seminal 

anthology, Hosts and Guests: The Anthropology of Tourism (Graburn, 1989; Smith, 1977).   

¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ōǳōōƭŜέ Ƙas recently resurfaced in the tourism research 

literature.  Jacobsen (2003) used the term to describe the quest for the familiar in inter-

European travel.  Additionally, Wŀŀƪǎƻƴ όнллпύ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ /ƻƘŜƴΩǎ (1972) conceptualization 

of the environmental bubble to cruise ship ports-of-call on the Pacific coast of Mexico.   

Similar to Cohen (1972) as well as Jacobsen (2003), familiarity is also an element 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ōǳōōƭŜΣ 

introduced by Judd and Fainstein (1999).  The treatment of the urban tourist bubble has 

been purely descriptive, focusing on the construction of the urban tourist bubble as a 

strategy for urban revitalization.  Frieden and Sagalyn όмфуфύ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άtrophy 

ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴέ όǇΦ нрфύ ǘƻ ŘŜǎŎribe the checklist-style ensemble of attractions that cities 

amass to increase their attractiveness to visitors and (current and potential) residents as 

ŀ άŎƛǾƛŎ ŀƎŜƴŘŀΧΦώŀƴŘϐ ŀ ǘǊƻǇƘȅ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀȅƻǊǎ ǿŀƴǘέ όǇΦ нрфύ.  Judd (1999) 

related this άtrophy collectionέ to the development of the urban tourist bubble, noting 
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that urban tourist bubbles are standardized and contain identical attractive components 

such as a convention center, atrium hotel, shopping mall, and restored historic 

neighborhood.   

The result of formulaic urban development, such as the urban tourist bubble, can 

ōŜ ǿƘŀǘ IŀǊǾŜȅ όмфуфύ ǘŜǊƳŜŘ ŀ άȊŜǊƻ-ǎǳƳέ ƎŀƳŜΣ ǿƘŜǊŜōȅ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŀƭƛƪŜ 

and have no features to differentiate themselves from competitor destinations. Selby 

(2004) descrƛōŜŘ ǘǿƻ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ άŎƻƻƪƛŜ ŎǳǘǘŜǊέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴΥ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎanitised version of urban tourism not only threatens 

to erode the uniqueness of urban destinations, but it may also devalue the urban 

tourism experienceέ όǇΦ нрύΦ  ¦rban development efforts that attempt to keep pace with 

the competition create difficulties for tourism professionals who are charged with the 

task of positioning the city as a unique attraction.  My ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘ ǘƻ ƳŀǇ ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ 

tourist bubble from the perspectives of tourism and urban planning professionals could 

foster a mutual understanding between the two groups. 

Since the tourism industry exists within a working city, visitors and residents must 

share the same spaces and services, which may result in competition between the two 

groups (Pearce, 2001).  This coexistence presents a methodological challenge for urban 

tourism researchers.  Dŀǘŀ ƻƴ ǳǊōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ ŀǊŜ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘΣ ǎƛƴŎŜ άǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ 

patronage cannot be readily disŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǳǎŜǊǎέ όtŜŀǊŎŜΣ мффуΣ ǇΦ 

54).  In other words, it is difficult to separate tourists from residents.  In addition, day-
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trippers, who comprise a significant portion of urban tourists, are excluded from those 

urban tourism statistics reporting the number of bed-nights in a city.  Based on these 

ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ άǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ Ŧƭƻǿǎ 

ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅέ όtŜŀǊŎŜΣ 1998, p. 54).  The limited status of urban tourism research 

reflects these impediments to data collection. 

 Ashworth (2003) noted that while tourism depends on cities, cities do not need 

tourism.  In addition to its role as a destination, a city also serves as a gateway, staging 

post, and tourist source (Pearce, 2001).  Although tourism can contribute to the 

economy of a city, tourism is just one of the many functions in a multifunctional city.  

While not essential for economic survival, tourism has been recognized for its ability to 

contribute positively to a city.  For example, {Ŝƭōȅ όнллпύ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άŀƴ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǇƭŀŎŜ 

to visit tends to be an attractive place to live and work.  Tourism has therefore become 

an important component ƻŦ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘέ όǇΦ млύΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ Ŏŀƴ ōǊƻŀŘŜƴ ǘƘŜ 

tax base by attracting residents and businesses.  Reciprocally, an attractive place to live 

ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊƪ Ŏŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŀƴ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ǾƛǎƛǘΦ  ²Ƙŀǘ [ŀǿ όмффоύ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ǘƘŜ άǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ 

ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎέ ƻŦ ŀƴ ǳǊōŀƴ tourism destination such as restaurants, shopping, and evening 

entertainment, are the primary elements that influence resident satisfaction.  Tourism 

facilities and tourist activity create an energetic environment that is essential for the 

creation of a livable city.  Judd (1999) noted that community-wide celebrations, which 
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promote social cohesion and community pride among residents, are often held within 

the landscape of the urban tourist bubble. 

 Shared spaces, however, can lead to land use conflict between residents and 

visitors.  Tyler and Guerrier (1998) warned that, 

as tourism develops in cities, parts of the city become effectively άownedέ by the 

tourists rather than the residents, in that their needs are considered paramount 

in planning the amenities in the area and their presence defines the character of 

the area.  The paradox is thatΧ the impetus for developing tourism in the first 

place was often to benefit those residents who may feel dispossessed by it. (p. 

234) 

This conflict between tourists and residents is echoed in the conflict between the 

professional responsibilities of tourism managers and urban planners.  While urban 

planners are responsible for the infrastructural components of the tourist bubble, 

tourism professionals have the responsibility of creating and promoting a unique image 

for their city, as well as providing positive experiences for tourists while in the city.  The 

current urban planning strategy of constructing uniform tourist bubbles is at odds with 

the efforts of tourism professionals, whose goal is to differentiate their city from the 

competition. 

The construct of the urban tourist bubble can be used as a vehicle for 

understanding the commonalities between the tourism and urban planning fields.  
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Mapping the construct of the urban tourist bubble is a first step in a comprehensive 

analysis of the forms and functions of the urban tourist bubble.  The study site, 

downtown Raleigh, is at an urban development crossroads, and the results of this study 

are aimed at making a contribution toward an improved understanding between the 

disciplines of tourism and urban planning.  This study will compare and contrast the 

tourism and urban planning disciplines in their perceptions of the spatial construct of the 

urban tourist bubble.  Data are displayed and analyzed using maps, which serve as a 

lingua franca to communicate information across disciplines and professions.  Once each 

profession understands that their work affects the other, tourism professionals and 

urban planners can work together to shape downtown spaces into livable cities that are 

also amenable to tourism. 
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CHAPTER TWO:  LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 The purpose of this study was to design a standardized method for mapping the 

spatial construct of the urban tourist bubble, defined generally as a geographic area 

planned and managed for tourists within an urban tourist destination.  Unlike other 

ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǳǊōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ 

specific context but can be transferred to other urban settings.  

 To date, only one study (Jaakson, 2004) has attempted to map the tourist bubble, 

but the technique only applied to cruise ship ports-of-call.  General models of urban 

ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ DŜǘȊΩǎ όмффоύ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΣ ŀƴŘ 

elements of successful urban tourism destinations have been delineated, such as Frieden 

ŀƴŘ {ŀƎŀƭȅƴΩǎ όмфуфύ άǘǊƻǇƘȅ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴέ όǇΦ нрфύ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎΦ  bŜǾŜǊǘƘŜƭŜǎǎΣ ŀ 

standardized technique for mapping the tourist bubble has not yet been developed.  

Spatial analyses of a single dimension of urban tourism (e.g., accommodations) have 

been conducted, but integrated analyses of the many functions and dimensions of urban 

ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŀǊŜ όtŜŀǊŎŜΣ мффрΣ мффуύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ 

analysis of urban tourism bridges the gap across the disciplines of tourism, geography, 

and urban planning.   

 The following review of literature examines the existing state of research 

pertaining to tourism in urban areas.  This chapter addresses strategies of downtown 
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economic revitalization through urban development, including the creation of an urban 

tourist bubble of visitor-oriented attractions and services.  Other geographic descriptors 

of tourist zones are also examined.  The conclusion of this chapter summarizes the body 

of knowledge of urban tourism research, along with a discussion of the impacts of urban 

tourism development on the local community. 

Urban Economic Development and Business Improvement Districts 

 {Ŝƭōȅ όнллпύ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ άŀƴ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ Ǿƛǎƛǘ ǘŜƴŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀƴ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛǾŜ 

place to live and work.  Tourism has therefore become an important component of 

ώǳǊōŀƴϐ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘέ όǇΦ млύΦ  wŜŎƛǇǊƻŎŀƭƭȅΣ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŀ Ŏƛǘȅ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŀǇǇŜŀƭƛƴƎ 

place to live and work can also result in increased tourism.  Urban economic 

development strategies, however, do not always include tourism development or 

promotion in their plans.  Ashworth (2003) provided one explanation for this neglect, 

noting the asymmetrical relationship between cities and tourism.  He explained that 

cities are important to tourism but tourism is not necessarily important to cities.  

Tourism is just one of many activities in a multifunctional city. 

 When the avenue of tourism development and promotion is not pursued, a 

common strategy for downtown improvement has been to establish a business 

improvement district (BID), which Friesecke (2006) defined as: 
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a geographically and mostly inner city area by which the property and business 

owners cooperate to improve the business and urban environment.  The BID 

services provided are supplementary to those provided by the municipality and 

usually include security, maintenance of public spaces, removal of litter and 

graffiti, economic development, public parking improvements, special events and 

social services.  (p. 2) 

Iƻǳǎǘƻǳƴ όмффтύ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άƳŀƴȅ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƭŀǿǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊe a map indicating which properties 

ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ .L5έ όǇΦ нрύΣ ǘƘǳǎ ƧǳǎǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ 

ƛƴ CǊƛŜǎŜŎƪŜΩǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴΦ 

 The BID concept originated in Toronto, Canada, with the designation of the Bloor 

West Village Business Improvement Area (BIA) in 1970.  The BIA developed in response 

to the completion of the Bloor-5ŀƴŦƻǊǘƘ ǎǳōǿŀȅ ƭƛƴŜΣ ǿƘŜƴ άƳŀƴȅ ǎƘƻǇǇŜǊǎ ǿƘƻ 

formerly traveled along the surface [i.e., at street level] on Bloor Street in streetcars 

began disappearing undergǊƻǳƴŘέ ό.ƭƻƻǊ ²Ŝǎǘ ±ƛƭƭŀƎŜ .L!Σ нллрύΦ  ¢ƻŘŀȅΣ .L5ǎ ŀƴŘ .L!ǎ 

play an important role in downtown revitalization in cities, large and small, around the 

world.  Many American cities, including Baltimore, Maryland; Cleveland, Ohio; and 

Raleigh, North Carolina have established BIDs to improve their downtown areas.  A BID 

Ƴŀȅ ƻǊ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ƻǾŜǊƭŀǇ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ό/.5ύΦ  CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƛƴ 

Missoula, Montana, the 70-block BID is contained within a larger CBD (Missoula 

Downtown Business Improvement District, 2008).  In Los Angeles, however, the 
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boundaries of the BID correspond with the boundaries of the CBD (Los Angeles 

Downtown Center Business Improvement District [LADCBID], 2006). 

 Within BIDs, decision-makers sometimes fail to acknowledge the role of tourism 

as a strategy for improving the urban environment.  From Los Angeles (LADCBID, 2006) 

and Milwaukee, Wisconsin (Milwaukee Downtown BID 21, n.d.) to Mobile, Alabama 

(Downtown Mobile Alliance, 2008) and South Bend, Indiana (Downtown South Bend, 

LƴŎΦΣ ƴΦŘΦύΣ ŀ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ Ƴƻǘǘƻ ƻŦ ŀ .L5 ƛǎΣ άaŀƪƛƴƎ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ƭƛǾŜΣ ǿƻǊƪΣ 

ŀƴŘ ǇƭŀȅΗέ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎΦ  ¢ƻǳǊƛǎƳ ƛǎ ŀƴ 

afterthought to those charged with the task of downtown redevelopment.  The rationale 

behind this prioritization is that when public dollars are used for revitalization, taxpayers 

(i.e., local residents and businesses) should be the key beneficiaries of development, not 

out-of-town visitors. 

 Chang, Milne, Fallon, and Pohlmann (1996) noted that in public-private 

ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ άǘŜƴŘǎ ǘƻ 

ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ άƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ 

ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǇǊƻŦƛǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōƻǘǘƻƳ ƭƛƴŜέ όǇΦ нфтύΦ  Lƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ Ƙeritage tourism 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘŜŘ ōȅ άǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŘŜƳŀƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘκƻǊ 

ŜƴǊƛŎƘƳŜƴǘέ ό/ƘŀƴƎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ ǇΦ нффύΣ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǊŜǾƛǘŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΦ  bƻƴŜǘƘŜƭŜǎǎΣ ǘƘŜ 

άƻōǾƛƻǳǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ƻŦ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴΣ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ and revenue 

ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴΧŀǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƎƛǾŜƴ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǎǘ ǇǊƻƳƛƴŜƴŎŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳƛȊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ 
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capital channeled into such an undertaking and provide tangible proof of returns on 

ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘέ ό/ƘŀƴƎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ ǇΦ нффύΦ 

 BID formation is not the only strategy for improving a downtown area.  Robertson 

(1995), an urban planning researcher, summarized seven planning and design strategies 

often used by cities in an effort toward downtown redevelopment: 

1. Pedestrianization: Visible pedestrian activity creates a positive image of 

downtown as a lively, safe place. 

2. Indoor shopping centers: Downtown indoor malls compete with suburban malls 

in an attempt to attract more people to the downtown area.  There are three 

types of downtown commercial centers: 

a. Regional shopping malls with traditional anchor department stores, 

b. Mixed-use centers that combine retail with a public transportation 

terminal, hotel, or convention center, and 

c. Festival marketplaces, which feature local specialty shops, often 

incorporate a local historical theme, and emphasize dining and 

entertainment as well as retail.  Successful examples of festival 

marketplaces include Ghirardelli Square in San Francisco, Union Station in 

St. Louis, Pike Place Market in Seattle, and Faneuil Hall in Boston. 

3. Historic preservation: The two major types of urban preservation projects are 

festival marketplaces, described above, and historic downtown districts, typically 
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entertainment districts (e.g., Shockoe Slip in Richmond, Virginia; Old Sacramento; 

[ŀŎƭŜŘŜΩǎ [ŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ {ǘΦ [ƻǳis). 

4. Waterfront development: Historically, waterfront usage was dominated by 

ǊŀƛƭǊƻŀŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŦŀŎǘƻǊƛŜǎΣ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊΩǎ ŜŘƎŜΦ  ¢ƻŘŀȅΣ 

redeveloped downtown waterfronts accommodate both public open space and 

private development. 

5. Office development:  One of the most recognizable images of a city is its skyline, 

ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘƻǿŜǊǎ ƘƻǳǎŜ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎ ǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ŀǎ άŦŜŜŘŜǊǎέ 

to downtown restaurants and shops. 

6. Special activity generators: This strategy includes convention centers, arenas, and 

stadiums.  Special activities, however, are infrequent by definition.  These 

massive structures do not attract people to downtown on a regular basis, but 

they do provide the following three spillover benefits: 

a. Visitors may spend money at nearby shops, restaurants, tourist 

attractions, and hotels. 

b. The construction of a special activity facility could stimulate new 

construction, such as a hotel complex.  (This was the case in Raleigh, when 

the new convention center spurred the construction of the adjacent 

Marriott City Center, as well as the nearby Lafayette boutique hotel.)  
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c. The special activity generator could revitalize a derelict area of downtown.  

ό¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅ ƻŦ ¢ŀƳǇŀΩǎ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŎŜƴǘŜǊΦύ  

7. Transportation enhancement: Downtown must be perceived as accessible for 

people to choose to visit.  Perceptions of accessibility are negatively affected by 

traffic, safety anxieties, and parking availability.   Therefore, parking is one of the 

key issues for downtown redevelopment. 

Of course, not all seven downtown redevelopment strategies need be applied 

simultaneously, nor was that wƻōŜǊǘǎƻƴΩǎ όмффрύ recommendation.  However, after such 

ŀ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ƭƛǎǘ ƻŦ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ wƻōŜǊǘǎƻƴΩǎ ŎƻƴŎƭusion was incongruously vague, 

providing only one broad suggestion for downtowns to differentiate themselves from 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛƻƴΥ ά! Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΣ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ 

unique to its region, and not rely automatically on the ubiquitous redevelopment 

strategies lisǘŜŘ ƘŜǊŜέ όShaping an Agenda for Downtown Development section, ¶ 3).  

In fact, many strategies for downtown revitalization follow a prescription similar 

ǘƻ wƻōŜǊǘǎƻƴΩǎ όмффрύ ǎŜǾŜƴ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ [ƭƻȅŘ όнллнύ ŀƴŘ aŀŎ/ŀƴƴŜƭƭ όнллнύ 

referred to the resultaƴǘ ƘƻƳƻƎŜƴŜƻǳǎ άōƛƎ ōƻȄέ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ǎǇŀŎŜ that results from 

urban revitalization.  Chang et al. (1996) also noted the homogeneity in urban 

redevelopment, commenting that άǘƘŜ ŘǳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǳŎƘ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ŀǎ ǿŀǘŜǊŦǊƻƴǘ ȊƻƴŜǎΣ 

festival marketplaces, downtown malls and tourism-historic districts in a diverse array of 
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cities has been highlighted as evidence of a convergencŜ ƛƴΧǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎέ όǇΦ 

286).   

Judd (1999) wrote about the competition among American cities to create 

attractive urban tourist bubbles for economic development purposes.  To win the favor 

ƻŦ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǇƭŀƴƴŜǊǎΣ ŀ Ŏƛǘȅ Ƴǳǎǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƳŀȅƻǊΩǎ άǘǊƻǇƘȅ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴέ 

όCǊƛŜŘŜƴ ϧ {ŀƎŀƭȅƴΣ мфуфΣ ǇΦ нрфύ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ άŀ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ ƳŀƭƭΣ ƴŜǿ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ 

towers, a convention ŎŜƴǘŜǊΣ ŀƴ ŀǘǊƛǳƳ ƘƻǘŜƭΣ ŀ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŜŘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘΧΦ!ŘŘ ŀ 

domed stadium, aquarium, or cleaned-up waterfront to suit the circumstances, and you 

have the essential equipment for a first-Ŏƭŀǎǎ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ Ŏƛǘȅέ όǇΦ нрфύΦ  .ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ 

development trends in thŜ мффлǎ όŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ CǊƛŜŘŜƴ ŀƴŘ {ŀƎŀƭȅƴΩǎ ōƻƻƪύΣ 

Judd also suggested that a casino gambling facility be added ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άǘǊƻǇƘȅ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴέ 

inventory. 

Frieden and Sagalyn (1989) acknowledged that these collections of downtown 

ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ άŦƛǘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǎǳǊǇǊƛǎƛƴƎƭȅ ǿŜƭƭέ όǇΦ нрфύΣ ŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ result of 

long-range planning.  However, the problem with this type of formulaic development is 

that nothing differentiates ƻƴŜ Ŏƛǘȅ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƘŜƴ ŜǾŜǊȅ Ŏƛǘȅ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ άǘǊƻǇƘȅ 

collecǘƛƻƴέ ƻŦ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎΦ  wƻōŜǊǘǎƻƴ όмффрύ ǊŜƛǘŜǊŀǘŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƛƭŜƳƳŀΣ ǎǘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ 

άǳƴƛŦƻǊƳƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊŀƴŎŜ ōƭǳǊǎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴέ 

(The Uneven Effects of Downtown Development section, ¶ 6).  In effect, these cities have 

developŜŘ ŀ άΨǇƻǎǘƳƻŘŜǊƴ ŀƴȅǿƘŜǊŜΩ ŦŜŜƭ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ 



16 
   

ŀƴŘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘέ ό{ƘƻǊǘΣ .ŜƴǘƻƴΣ [ǳŎŜΣ ϧ ²ŀƭǘƻƴΣ мффоΣ ǇΦ ннмύΦ  wƻƧŜƪ όмффрύ 

ǇŀǊŀǇƘǊŀǎŜŘ ½ǳƪƛƴΩǎ όмффмύ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŀŘƻȄ ƻŦ ǇƻǎǘƳƻŘŜǊƴ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΥ άLƴ 

making postmodern space more mobile and flexible it weakens our sense of living in 

ǎƛǘǳŀǘŜŘ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ƭƻŎŀƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ƻǊ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ōŜƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎŀƭ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǎǇŀŎŜέ 

(p. 146).  As the boundaries between the local and global are blurred, the result is the 

creatiƻƴ ƻŦ άƎƭƻōŀƭƭȅ ƴƻƴŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘ ǎǇŀŎŜέ όwƻƧŜƪΣ ǇΦ мптύΦ   

One reason for this uniformity in style is that many cities use the same 

άǎƛƎƴŀǘǳǊŜέ ŀǊŎƘƛǘŜŎǘǎ ό{ƘƻǊǘ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ мффоΣ ǇΦ ннмύΦ  WŀƳŜǎ wƻǳǎŜΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ 

preeminent developer of festival marketplŀŎŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘΥ .ƻǎǘƻƴΩǎ 

CŀƴŜǳƛƭ Iŀƭƭ ŀƴŘ vǳƛƴŎȅ aŀǊƪŜǘΣ {ŀƴ CǊŀƴŎƛǎŎƻΩǎ DƘƛǊŀǊŘŜƭƭƛ {ǉǳŀǊŜΣ .ŀƭǘƛƳƻǊŜΩǎ 

IŀǊōƻǊǇƭŀŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ bŜǿ ¸ƻǊƪ /ƛǘȅΩǎ {ƻǳǘƘ {ǘǊŜŜǘ {ŜŀǇƻǊǘΦ  Iŀƭƭ όнллнύ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ 

ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴƻƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άwƻǳǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀέ όǇΦ оусύΦ  ¢ƘŜǎŜ άwƻǳǎƛŦƛŜŘέ ŦŜǎǘƛǾŀƭ 

marketplaces have a similar ambiance, are often filled with the same collection of 

national retail chains, and reflect the characteristics of postmodern space described in 

the previous paragraph.  

The byproduct of such standardized development is a sense of placelessness, 

described by wŜƭǇƘ όмфтсύ ŀǎ ŀ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ άƭŀŎƪƛƴƎ ōƻǘƘ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǇƭŀŎŜǎέ όǇΦ тфύΦ  CƻǊ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇƭŀŎŜƭŜǎǎ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎǎΣ ǘhe homogenous 

landscape facilitates a shallow and meaningless experience within these environments.  

wŜƭǇƘ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ άŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŜǇ ŀƴŘ ǎȅƳōƻƭƛŎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ǇƭŀŎŜǎέ 
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(p. 82) as an inauthentic attitude to place, which is synonymous with a loss of sense of 

place.  This issue of ǇƭŀŎŜƭŜǎǎƴŜǎǎ ƛǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳΣ ǎƛƴŎŜ άǘƘŜ ŀǇǇŜŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 

opportunity to see something different, [but] cities that are remade to attract tourists 

ǎŜŜƳ ƳƻǊŜ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ŀƭƛƪŜέ όCŀƛƴǎǘŜƛƴ ϧ WǳŘŘΣ мфффΣ ǇǇΦ мн-13).  

When cities are developed and promoted using similar strategies, the result can 

ōŜ ǿƘŀǘ IŀǊǾŜȅ όмфуфύ ǘŜǊƳŜŘ ŀ άȊŜǊƻ-ǎǳƳέ ƎŀƳŜΣ ǿƘŜǊŜōȅ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŀƭƛƪŜ ōȅ 

ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŀ άŦƻǊƳǳƭŀέ ŦƻǊ ǳǊōŀƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ  {Ŝƭōȅ όнллпύ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ǘǿƻ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ 

effects of this formulaic approach to development and promotion.  The first is that the 

uniqueness of cities is threatened.  The second effect is that, as cities lose their 

uniqueness, the urban tourism experience is devalued, similar to what has happened in 

overdeveloped coastal resorts.  Urban tourist destinations that lack unique 

characteristics will find it difficult to differentiate themselves against other competitor 

destinations.  Differentiation is essential to the marketing activity of positioning, which is 

addressed in the subsequent section. 

Positioning the Sanitized City 

Judd (1999) compared the urban ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ōǳōōƭŜ ǘƻ ŀ ǘƘŜƳŜ ǇŀǊƪΣ ŎƛǘƛƴƎ {ƳƛǘƘΩǎ 

(1980) depiction of a theme park as a fantasy that ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ άŜƴǘŜǊǘŀƛƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 

excitement, with reassuringly clean and attractive surroundƛƴƎǎέ όas cited in Judd, 1999, 

p. 39).  Urban destinations are challenged with the task of combating negative 
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stereotypes of cities as dangerous and dirty.  Tourism is often viewed as the strategy for 

image enhancement, because if tourists have positive experiences in a city, then positive 

word-of-mouth could cause perceptions to change (Collinge, 1989, as cited in Selby, 

2004, p. 17). 

The downtown shopping mall has been described ŀǎ άŀ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƻŦ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ 

defended space [for tourists] even in the midst of urban crime anŘ ŘŜŎŀȅέ όWǳŘŘΣ мфффΣ ǇΦ 

46).  These malls are targeted toward tourists rather than the resident population.  

Because of their enclosed nature, downtown malls segregate tourist shoppers from the 

ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŎƛǘȅΣ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ άǎŀƴƛǘƛȊŜŘέ ƛƳŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΦ  

Tyler and Guerrier (1998) described a challenge to this form of sanitized urban 

development:  

¢ƘŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ǳǊōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ǎǇŀŎŜ ƛǎΧƻƴŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻŦŦŜǊǎ ŜȄŎƛǘŜƳŜƴǘΣ ǎǇŜŎǘŀŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ 

stimulation at the same time as safety, security and familiarity.  This need to 

provide a safe playground for the global middle class may result in a sanitisation 

of traditional urban areas.  The paradox is that at some point this process may 

make the area less attractive to precisely those people it is trying to attract. (p. 

233) 

LawΩǎ όмффоύ ǘŜǊƳ ŦƻǊ these sanitized ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ǿŀǎ άŎƭƻƴŜ ŎƛǘƛŜǎέ όǇΦ мтлύΣ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ 

ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ŀ άƳŀǎǘŜǊέ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀ ŦƻǊ ǳǊōŀƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ 
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To attract visitors, however, ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛǾe 

ƻǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛȊŜŘΧōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ƛƴƘŜǊŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΣ ƻǊ ŀ ǘƘŜƳŜ 

ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘέ όLaw, 1993, p. 170).  This recommendation relates to the 

marketing concept of positioning, or the differentiation of a destination from its 

competitors so that it occupies a distinctive place relative to other destinations in the 

minds of potential visitors (Ries & Trout, 1981/1986).  Positioning is often overlooked 

ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƻŦ άŎƘŜŎƪƭƛǎǘέ urban development is followed.  Chang et al. (1996) 

argued, however, ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŜŘ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ άǘƻ 

assert their place-ǳƴƛǉǳŜƴŜǎǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǊŀǇƛŘƭȅ ƎƭƻōŀƭƛȊƛƴƎ ǿƻǊƭŘέ όǇΦ нфрύΣ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

formulaic approach to urban development followed by many cities. 

In his seminal piece entitled Competitive Strategy: Techniques for Analyzing 

Industries and Competitors, Porter (1980) described three generic competitive strategies: 

Ŏƻǎǘ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇΣ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ άŦƻŎǳǎΦέ  hŦ Ƙƛǎ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎΣ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ 

most relevant to this discussion and is described as άΩŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ 

perceived industry-ǿƛŘŜ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ǳƴƛǉǳŜΩέ ό.ǳƘŀƭƛǎΣ нлллΣ ǇΦ млсύΦ  5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘƛƻƴ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ 

a struggle for cities which have adhered to a standardized downtown revitalization 

strategy.  

In sum, the undifferentiated, sanitized city results from an effort to redevelop an 

urban area so that it is safe, clean, and comfortable for visitors.  In reference to this 

process of sanitization, Judd (1999) wrote that,  



20 
   

where crime, poverty, and urban decay make parts of a city inhospitable to 

visitors, specialized areas are established as virtual tourist reservations.  These 

become the public parts of town, leaving visitors shielded from and unaware of 

the private spaces where people live and work. (p. 36) 

¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ǘƘŀǘ WǳŘŘ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛȊŜŘ ŀǊŜŀ ƛǎ άǘƘŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ōǳōōƭŜΣέ 

a construct that is addressed in detail in the following section. 

Tourist Bubbles and Enclaves 

 The term tourist bubble has been addressed in the context urban tourism (e.g., 

Judd, 1999) as well as other tourism settings (e.g., resorts, package tours) and is used to 

describe a concentrated geographic area of tourist facilities and attractions.  This section 

ŎƘǊƻƴƛŎƭŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άōǳōōƭŜέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘourism literature and introduces the 

related concept of a tourism enclave. 

In the tourism planning literature, Gunn (1988) described four elements that 

comprise a destination zone: linkage corridors, attraction clusters, service community, 

and circulation corridor.  The linkage corridors (i.e., roads and highways) connect the 

attraction clusters (i.e., things to see and do) to the service community (i.e., services and 

amenities for tourists), and the circulation corridor is the access route to the destination 

zone (i.e., interstate highways, airports, seaports).  Gunn later modified this idea by 

ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŀǎ ŀ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ άƴƻ-Ǝƻέ ŀǊŜŀ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 
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tourism product delivery system (Fagence, 2004, p. 207).  While Gunn never explicitly 

ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άōǳōōƭŜΣέ Ƙƛǎ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ȊƻƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ȊƻƴŜǎ 

reflects some key properties of the tourist bubble. 

One of the primary characteristics of a tourist bubble is its separation from the 

surrounding environment.  This separation is usually created by natural or built spatial 

features (Fagence, 2004; Jaakson, 2004; Torres, 2002, Torres & Momsen, 2005; Wagner, 

1977), but it can also be psychologically constructed (Buck, 1978; Edensor, 1998; Smith, 

1977).  A walled resort, for example, results in a spatially defined bubble with a distinct 

perimeter.  In contrast, tourist-directed messages warning about the dangers of the 

surrounding community create a psychological bubble with a more nebulous boundary.  

Whether spatially or psychologically constructed, the presence of a tourist bubble 

ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΦ  aŀŎƘŀŘƻΩǎ όнллоύ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ 

ƻŦ άōǳōōƭŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳΣέ ŎŜƴǘŜǊŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ 

ƻǊ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅέ όǇΦ фύΣ ƛƭlustrates this key characteristic of the tourist bubble. 

/ƻƘŜƴ όмфтнύ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άōǳōōƭŜέ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ ǿƻǊƪ 

ƻƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ǘȅǇƻƭƻƎƛŜǎΦ  IŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀƴ άŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ōǳōōƭŜέ ŀǎ ŀ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊΣ 

comfortable microenvironment within a novel, foreign macroenvironment.  Cohen 

proposed a typology of four international tourist types distinguished by their desire for 

varying degrees of familiarity and novelty.  The organized mass tourist types, who seek a 

high degree of familiarity and a low degree of novelty, remain within this environmental 



22 
   

bubble, which is reminiscent of their home country in terms of the amenities offered.  

LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ Ƴŀǎǎ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƻŦ /ƻƘŜƴΩǎ ŦƻǳǊ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ǘȅǇŜǎΣ ǎǇŜƴŘ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

time within the familiar environmental bubble.  They venture out occasionally in search 

of novelty, albeit in predictable and controlled contexts.  Explorers are the third type of 

tourists, and they are motivated by novelty but do not immerse themselves completely 

into the host society.  Explorers stay close enough to the environmental bubble that they 

Ŏŀƴ ǊŜǘǊŜŀǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ƛŦ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅΦ  /ƻƘŜƴΩǎ ŦƻǳǊǘƘ ŀƴŘ Ŧƛƴŀƭ 

ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ǘȅǇŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŘǊƛŦǘŜǊΣ άǘǊƛŜǎ ǘƻ ƭƛǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƘŜ ώǎƛŎϐ Ǿƛǎƛǘǎ ƭƛǾŜΣ 

and ǘƻ ǎƘŀǊŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎƘŜƭǘŜǊΣ ŦƻƻŘǎΣ ŀƴŘ Ƙŀōƛǘǎέ όǇΦ мсуύΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŘǊƛŦǘŜǊ ǊŜƧŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ōǳōōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ŜƳōǊŀŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ άŜȄƻǘƛŎέ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƙƻǎǘ 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΦ  CŀƳƛƭƛŀǊƛǘȅΣ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ƛǎ ŀ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ /ƻƘŜƴΩǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ 

ōǳōōƭŜΦ  ¢ǳǊƴŜǊ ŀƴŘ !ǎƘ όмфтрύ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ōǳōōƭŜ ŀǎ άŀ ǎƳŀƭƭ 

Ƴƻƴƻǘƻƴƻǳǎ ǿƻǊƭŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŜǾŜǊȅǿƘŜǊŜ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǳǎ ƻǳǊ ƻǿƴ ƛƳŀƎŜΧώǎǳŎƘ ǘƘŀǘϐ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǎǳƛǘ ƻŦ 

ǘƘŜ ŜȄƻǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ŜƴŘǎ ƛƴ ǳƴƛŦƻǊƳƛǘȅέ όǇΦ нфнύΦ   hǊƎŀƴƛȊŜŘ Ƴŀǎǎ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ ǎŜŜƪ 

familiarity within the environmental bubble, while drifters shun familiarity in favor of 

local novelties outside the bubble. 

{ƛƴŎŜ /ƻƘŜƴΩǎ όмфтнύ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ōǳōōƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ 

international tourism experiences, the characteristic of familiarity has been used in other 

ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ {ƳƛǘƘΩǎ όмфттύ άǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ 
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ōǳōōƭŜΣέ DǊŀōǳǊƴΩǎ όмфуфύ άƘƻƳŜ-ƎǊƻǿƴ ōǳōōƭŜΣέ CŀǊǊŜƭƭΩǎ όмфтфύ άŜƴŎƭŀǾŜ ƻŦ 

ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊƛǘȅΣέ and /ƻƘŜƴΩǎ όнллпύ άōŀŎƪǇŀŎƪŜǊ ŜƴŎƭŀǾŜǎΦέ 

This desire for the familiar is more common among mass tourists than individual 

travelers (Cohen, 1972) and is reflected in food preferences (Torres, 2002) as well as 

accommodations (Graburn, 1989).  Torres studied the food preferences of tourists in 

MeȄƛŎƻΩǎ ¸ǳŎŀǘŀƴ tŜƴƛƴǎǳƭŀΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άƳŀǎǎ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ 

familiar comforts and amenities, including greater access to ƘƻƳŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ŦƻƻŘǎέ όǇΦ 

299). 

A preference for familiarity was also depicted in the documentary film, Trekking 

on Tradition (Rhodes, 1992), which chronicled mountain tourism in Nepal, particularly 

the long-distance treks of Western tourists.  The Nepalese lodge owners catered to 

²ŜǎǘŜǊƴŜǊǎΩ ŘŜƳŀƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ŦƻƻŘǎ (e.g., spaghetti, apple pie) to attract business, 

since the menu was often the deciding factor for trekkers choosing a lodge.   

{ǳǇǇƭȅƛƴƎ άŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊέ ƛǘŜƳǎ ǘƻ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ in a negative impact on the 

environment.   In Nepal, the lodge owners consumed more energy (in the form of 

firewood) preparing Western foods than they would have consumed preparing their 

traditional foods (Rhodes, 1992).  Torres (2002) and Graburn (1989) also observed that 

ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎΩ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ Ƙƻǎǘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘκƻǊ 

environment because meeting their demands often requires the use of additional 

resources.   
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Graburn (1989) described a hierarchy of prestige for travel experiences, with 

distant, exotic, or rugged travel being more prestigious than safe, package travel.  

Graburn emphasized the importance of familiarity to tourists who elect this second type 

ƻŦ άƭƻǿŜǊ-ǎǘŀǘǳǎέ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΣ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ άǘƘŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳƛŘΣέ ŦƻǊ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ 

ǿƘƻ άŎŀǊǊȅ ǘƘŜ ƘƻƳŜ-ƎǊƻǿƴ ΨōǳōōƭŜΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƛŦŜǎǘȅƭŜ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƳέ όǇΦ орύΦ  

Graburn noted thŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ άǿƻǊǎƘƛǇ ΨǇƭǳƳōƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǊƪǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǎŀŦŜΩ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ 

ŦƻƻŘέ όǇΦ орύΦ   

Smith (1977) described the tourist bubble in terms of ¢ǳǊƴŜǊΩǎ όмфсфύ 

communitas, or a loose social bond or a feeling of solidarity among tourists created in 

situations of liminality such as travel.  Smith described such situations where tourists are 

άǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ΨƛƴΩ ŀ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭƭȅ ΨƻǳǘǎƛŘŜΩ ǘƘŜ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΧ¢Ƙƛǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨōǳōōƭŜΩ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ ǿƘƻ ŎƻƴƎǊŜƎŀǘŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƳǇŀǘǊƛƻǘǎ ƛƴ ƘƻǘŜƭ ōŀrs and 

ƭƻōōƛŜǎΣ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅέ όǇΦ сύΦ  {ƳƛǘƘΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ 

bubble, then, is social/psychological rather than spatial.   

¢ǳǊƴŜǊΩǎ όмфтпύ liminoid zone is another concept that relates to the tourist 

bubble.  Tourism researchers have often used the terms liminal and liminoid when 

describing visitor ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ ƛƴ ŀ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎΦ  ²ƘƛƭŜ ōƻǘƘ ǿƻǊŘǎ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŀƴ άƛƴ-

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴέ ǇƘŀǎŜΣ liminal (van Gennep, 1906) describes pre-ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ άƻōƭƛƎŀǘŜŘ Ǌƛǘǳŀƭǎ 

ŀƴŘ ŎŜǊŜƳƻƴƛŜǎέ ό/ǳǊǊƛŜΣ 1997, p. 888), while liminoid (Turner) describes the post-

industrial voluntary passage from work to leisure settings.   
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Turner (1974) ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƭƛƳƛƴƻƛŘ ȊƻƴŜ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ άƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǇƭŀŎŜΣέ ŀ 

phrase later used by Wagner (1977) as the basis for her behavioral analysis of tourists on 

ǇŀŎƪŀƎŜ ǘƻǳǊǎΦ  ²ŀƎƴŜǊ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎΩ ƛƴŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ ǿŀǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƛƎƴƻǊŜŘ ōȅ 

ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ƛŦ ƛǘ ǊŜƳŀƛƴŜŘ ŎƻƴŦƛƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ǎǇŀŎŜΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŀ ƘƻǘŜƭΩǎ 

perimeters.  Wagner considered the resort property line to be the spatial boundary 

marking the tourist bubble within which ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎΩ άƴƻǊƳƭŜǎǎ ƻǾŜǊǘ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊέ ό²ŀƎƴŜǊΣ ǇΦ 

44), such as nude sunbathing or scanty dress in sacred places, was tolerated.  In this 

ƭƛƳƛƴƻƛŘ ȊƻƴŜΣ άŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǳǎǇŜƴŘŜŘέ ό¦ǊǊȅΣ мффлΣ ǇΦ млύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ƴƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άǊŜŀƭ ǿƻǊƭŘέ ŀǊŜ ŀōŀƴŘƻƴŜŘ ƛƴ ŦŀǾƻǊ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭƭȅ ƛƴŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ 

behavior in an anti-structure setting (Turner, 1969).  

In addition to their spatial separation within the confines of a tourist resort, 

Wagner (1977) also addressed the social separation of mass tourists participating in 

ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ ǘƻǳǊ ǇŀŎƪŀƎŜǎΦ  CǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ άǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǎŜŜƴ 

as a clearly demarcated group, whose dress, behavior and life-style set them apart and 

ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀƴ ƛƴǘǊǳǎƛǾŜ ƎǊƻǳǇέ ό²ŀƎƴŜǊΣ ǇΦ поύΦ  ²ŀƎƴŜǊΩǎ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ 

behavior within a spatially and socially separated region is closely connected with 

contemporary work on the tourist bubble and enclave. 

One of the most comprehensive studies of the tourist bubble was JaaksonΩǎ 

(2004) spatial analysis of the activity patterns of cruise ship passengers in port.  He 

examined the dimensions and elements of the tourist bubble, both tangible (i.e., 
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physical) and intangible (i.e., perceived by tourists), and his pedestrian flow methodology 

was later applied by Nillson, Marcussen, Pedersen, and Pedersen (2005) in their study on 

cruise tourism in the Baltic Sea region. 

Jaakson (2004) applied /ƻƘŜƴΩǎ όмфтнύ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ environmental 

bubbleΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ άŎƻƴŦƛƴŜώǎϐ ŀƴŘ ƛǎƻƭŀǘŜώǎϐ Ƴŀǎǎ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ ōȅ ΨǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǿŀƭƭǎΩέ όWŀŀƪǎƻƴΣ ǇǇΦ 

44-45), to cruise ship ports-of-call.  He delimited the contours of the tourist bubble by 

calculating pedestrian flow at the street level using Burton ŀƴŘ /ƘŜǊǊȅΩǎ όмфтлύ principle 

of the moving observer.  Jaakson counted the number of pedestrians on a predetermined 

number of streets at two points in time: 1) when no cruise ship was in port and 2) when 

a cruise ship ǿŀǎ ƛƴ ǇƻǊǘΦ  WŀŀƪǎƻƴΩǎ ƳŀǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻurist bubble was a street map, with a 

gradient of shadings to indicate the percent change from observation 1 to observation 2.  

Darker shading indicated a higher percent change.   Jaakson found that tourists were 

ŦǳƴƴŜƭŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ǎŜǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ άŜƴǘǊȅ ǎƛŜǾŜǎέ (p. 52), from disembarkation of the cruise 

ship to walking down the pier toward the port town.  Jaakson assigned the terms core 

and periphery to the tourist bubble and the transition zone between the bubble and the 

outlying macroenvironment, respectively.  Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊȅΣ Wŀŀƪǎƻƴ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜ 

number of tourists and tourist facilities are gradually outnumbered by local residents and 

by non-ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŜŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎέ όǇΦ рнύΦ  LƳǇƭƛŎƛǘ ƛƴ WŀŀƪǎƻƴΩǎ analysis is the assumption 

that a high ratio of tourists to residents is a defining characteristic of the tourist bubble. 
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Wŀŀƪǎƻƴ όнллпύ ŀƭǎƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ άōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ŎǳŜǎέ ǘƘŀǘ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘ 

as signs that they are approaching the periphery of the tourist bubble.  Within the core 

of the tourist bubble, one encounters tourism shops, restaurants, and outdoor souvenir 

stalls.  As one moves through the bubble toward the periphery, tourism shops and 

restaurants are gradually replaced with hardware stores and grocery stores ς retail 

outlets aimed at residents, not short-term visitors.   

²ƘƛƭŜ WŀŀƪǎƻƴΩǎ όнллпύ methodology is the only documented tool for mapping 

the geographic extent of the tourist bubble, many other researchers have described 

properties of the bubble using terms such as protective boundaries (Buck, 1978; 

Fagence, 2004) and enclavic tourist spaces (Davis & Morais, 2004; Edensor, 2001; Freitag, 

1994). 

Buck (1978) and Fagence (2004) studied the concept of boundary maintenance 

among the Old Order Amish.  Deliberate planning efforts on the part of the tourism 

industry in Lancaster County, Pennsylvania have resulted in a protective barrier 

(Fagence) around Old Order Amish communities.  This protective boundary, which is 

both spatially and psychologically constructed, makes it difficult for tourists to access 

Amish private spheres of life.   

The spatial construction of the protective boundary is formed by concentrating 

ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ŀ άǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ȊƻƴŜέ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ !ƳƛǎƘ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ 

ȊƻƴŜǎΦ  ¢ƘŜǎŜ ȊƻƴŜǎ ŀǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ DǳƴƴΩǎ όм988) destination zone concept, whereby the 
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attraction clusters are connected to each other with linkage corridors and the residential 

community is geographically isolated from the attraction clusters.   

The psychological construction of the protective boundary is created by tour 

ƻǇŜǊŀǘƻǊǎ ǿƘƻ ŘŜƭƛōŜǊŀǘŜƭȅ ǊŜƛƴŦƻǊŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ ōŜƛƴƎ άǎǘǊŀƴƎŜǊǎ ƛƴ ŀ 

ǎǘǊŀƴƎŜ ƭŀƴŘέ ό.ǳŎƪΣ 1978, p. 229).  The psychological and spatial boundaries, resulting 

from ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ lack of knowledge and the commodification of a άǎǘŀƎŜŘ ŀǳǘƘŜƴǘƛŎέ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ 

zone, prevent tourists from independently entering Amish back regions, or private 

spheres of life.   

{ƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ōŜƛƴƎ άǎǘǊŀƴƎŜǊǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǎǘǊŀƴƎŜ ƭŀƴŘέ ƛƴ [ŀƴŎŀǎǘŜǊ 

County, Pennsylvania, Edensor (1998) described another case of a psychological 

component to the tourist bubble in a resort near the Taj Mahal, the white marble 

mausoleum in Agra, India, one of the most recognizable tourist attractions in the world.  

The crammed itinerary and warnings of the dangers outside the confines of the resort 

dissuaded most package tourists from venturing beyond the confines of the familiar 

environmental bubble of the resort, creating a psychological bubble around the resort 

property.   

Regardless of the spatial features of the area, ǇŀŎƪŀƎŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎΩ ŘŜǎƛǊŜ ŦƻǊ 

familiarity and safety can result in a psychological tourist bubble.  However, not all 

tourists are package tourists, and not all tourism spaces are tourist bubbles.  Edensor 

(2001) distinguished between enclavic and heterogeneous tourist spaces.  While enclavic 
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ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǎȅƴƻƴȅƳƻǳǎ ǿƛǘƘ /ƻƘŜƴΩǎ όмфтнύ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ōǳōōƭŜǎ 

(characterized by familiarity and control), heterogeneous spaces have permeable 

borders, with unencumbered entry and exit for both tourists and residents. 

Inside heterogeneous tourist spaces, tourists and residents interact freely and 

casually.  Residents are still able to conduct the business of everyday life within this zone 

because the local community exists alongside, rather than separate from, tourism.  

Edensor (1998) described a heterogeneous tourist space in Taj Ganj, a mixed-use area 

near the Taj Mahal mausoleum that provides for the needs of both tourists (e.g., hotels, 

shops, restaurants) and residents (e.g., domestic dwellings, schools, public offices, 

mosques).  Edensor emphasized, however, that even though heterogeneous tourist 

space is mixed-use space, it is nonetheless commercialized space because of local 

economic dependence on tourism dollars. 

Within enclavic tourist spaces, tourist behavior is controlled using spatial and 

psychological means.  Davis and Morais (2004) described the tourism development 

enclave in rural Williams, Arizona, created by the construction of the Grand Canyon 

wŀƛƭǿŀȅΩǎ ŘŜǇƻǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎƻǊǘ ƛƴ мфуфΦ  5ŀǾƛǎ ŀƴŘ aorais defined the enclave by its resultant 

restriction of tourist interaction with the downtown area outside of property lines.  The 

resort and the downtown Williams commercial area are located on opposite sides of the 

ǊŀƛƭǊƻŀŘ ǘǊŀŎƪǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎƻǊǘΩǎ Ǝƻŀƭ ǿas to provide visitors with everything they needed 

(e.g., lodging, food, attractions, shopping, evening entertainment) so that they never had 
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ǘƻ ƭŜŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅΦ  Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŎƭŀǾŜ ǿŀǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎΩ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ 

interaction with local businesses, rather than local residents.  The local community does 

not receive any positive economic impact from the growth of tourism in Williams 

because the majority of tourist spending is confined to the boundaries of the absentee 

corporate-owned enclave resort.  Momsen (2005) noted a similar absence of local 

economic gain among Caribbean islands that are home to all-inclusive resorts, identifying 

άΨƭŜŀƪŀƎŜΩ ƻŦ ǊŜŎŜƛǇǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳέ όǇΦ нмпύΦ 

Davis and Morais (2004) explained three ways in which the physical landscape 

όƛΦŜΦΣ ǘƘŜ ōǳƛƭǘ ǊŜǎƻǊǘύ ŀŦŦŜŎǘǎ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎΩ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǿƴ ƻŦ ²ƛƭƭƛŀƳǎΦ  CƛǊǎǘΣ ǘƘŜ 

resort buildings draw attention away from the downtown area.  The view of downtown is 

blocked from the parking area so that when one enters the resort by car the only view is 

of the resort itself, and the entertainment stage was strategically built on the far side of 

ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ άǘƻ ŘǊŀǿ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǿŀȅ ŦǊƻƳ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ǘƻ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴέ ό5ŀǾƛǎ ϧ aƻǊŀƛǎΣ ǇΦ 

7).  Secondly, as mentioned above, the resort hŀǎ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ƻŦŦŜǊƛƴƎǎ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎΩ 

needs and to obviate their departure from the property ς a strategy not unlike the cruise 

ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΩǎ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘ ŀǘ άǊŜǾŜƴǳŜ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ƻŦ ŎǊǳƛǎŜ ǎƘƛǇǎ ŀǎ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ 

destinations in themselves (Weaver, 2005, p. 165).  CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƻǊǘΩǎ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ 

ŀ ǊŀƛƭǊƻŀŘ ƛƳŀƎŜ ǘƘŜƳŜ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘǎ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ǎŜŜƪƛƴƎ ŀ άǊŀƛƭǊƻŀŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΦέ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 

ǘƘŜƳŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŜȄƛǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǿƴ ƻŦ ²ƛƭƭƛŀƳǎΣ ǎƻ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ άǊŀƛƭǊƻŀŘ 

ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜέ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ŦƛƴŘ ŀǇǇŜaling tourism options in the town.  These three 
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consequences of the deliberate design of the tourism enclave reiterate the element of 

control within the tourist bubble (Cohen, 1972). 

Carrier and Macleod (2005) provided an example of an enclavic tourist space in 

their description of Casa del Mar, a hotel compound in the Dominican Republic.  To 

construct this all-inclusive resort (which is adjacent to a national park), the entire village 

of Bayahibe was moved a half a mile away.  Moreover, local residents were denied beach 

access.  With its one-way access, the tourist bubble surrounding the resort was the 

antithesis of the heterogeneous tourist space defined by Edensor (2001).  Carrier and 

aŀŎƭŜƻŘ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άƎǳŜǎǘǎ ŀǘ /ŀǎŀ ŘŜƭ aŀǊ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘƻǘŜƭǎ ǊŜƎularly invade 

village space in organized tours, while hotel guards stop Bayahibe residents from 

ƛƴǾŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ǎǇŀŎŜέ όǇΦ онмύΦ   /ŀǊǊƛŜǊ ŀƴŘ aŀŎƭŜƻŘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŜŎƻǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ 

as a psychological ecotourist bubble that obscured the antecedents (e.g., negative 

environmental impact of air travel to a destination) and corollaries (e.g., displacement of 

local village so that a resort could be constructed) of a tourism experience.  This 

ecotourist bubble also manifested itself spatially in terms of ecoǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎΩ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ 

understanding of local resource use.  

Tourist Districts and Other Geographic Descriptors of Tourist Zones 

In addition to the tourist bubble and enclave, many other terms have been used 

to describe the geographic area of a city that is defined for tourist use including: 
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recreational business district (Stansfield & Rickert, 1970), tourism business district (Getz, 

1993), tourist district (Dimanche & Lepetic, 1999; Hovinen, 2002; Pearce, 1998, 2001), 

and tourism precinct (Hayllar & Griffin, 2005; Hayllar, Griffin, & Edwards, 2008).  In this 

section, these terms are reviewed, with emphasis on their application to urban tourism.  

In addition, methodological difficulties in mapping these types of spaces are delineated. 

Stansfield and RickertΩǎ (1970) recreational business district has served as a 

platform for the geographic analysis of tourist-oriented development.  In their 

examination of retail districts on the New Jersey shore and Niagara Falls, Canada, 

Stansfield and Rickert distinguished the recreational business district from other local 

business districts in terms of: intended audience (tourists instead of residents), access 

(pedestrian instead of vehicular), and location (spatially separated from other business 

districts).  Others have since used the framework laid by Stansfield and Rickert to analyze 

the recreational business district (Meyer-Arendt, 1990), typically in the contexts of 

tourism geography and tourism planning. 

Getz (1993) contrasted the recreational business district (RBD) with what he 

termed the tourism business district (TBD), noting that RBDs άŀǊŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ 

ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ōŜŀŎƘ ǊŜǎƻǊǘǎέ όǇΦ рупύ, while the TBD is more pertinent to cities.  (Getz 

compared the forms and functions of TBDs and RBDs in the table reproduced in Table 2.1 

below.)  He defined the TBD ŀǎ άŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊ-oriented attractions and 

ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŎƻƴƧǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǳǊōŀƴ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ό/.5ύ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎέ όǇΦ 
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руоύ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άƛƴ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΣ ǘƘŜ ¢.5 ŀƴŘ CBD often coincide 

ǿƛǘƘ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎέ όǇΦ руоύΦ  DŜǘȊ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎȅƴŜǊƎƛǎǘƛŎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ 

¢.5 ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /.5Σ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ōƻǘƘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ǿŀǎ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ άŀ 

critical mass of attractions and services to encourage touriǎǘǎ ǘƻ ǎǘŀȅ ƭƻƴƎŜǊέ όǇΦ рфтύΦ  

Getz examined the planning aspect of TBDs in his comparison of Niagara Falls, New York, 

and Niagara Falls, Canada.  

 
 
Table 2.1  
  
DŜǘȊΩǎ όмффоύ /ƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ƻŦ ¢ƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŀƴŘ wŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎΩ CƻǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ 
Functions (p. 586) 
 

Tourism Business District Recreational Business District 

All-year orientation Seasonal orientation 

Concentrated form Linear or T-shaped form 

Attractions may be completely 
cultural and purpose-built 

Attractions are usually natural 

May incorporate or develop 
separately from traditional CBDs 

Develop separately from resident- 
oriented CBD; may merge with, or 
influence the CBD over time 

Functions include: Functions include: 

Offices Catering/beverages 

Business services Entertainment/amusements 

Attractions Gifts and souvenirs 

Visitor services Some accommodation 

Government  

Culture  

Major shopping  

Transport systems  

Image and meanings are 
predominantly cultural/urban 

Cultural and natural images and 
meanings are blended 
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Different from a recreational or tourism business district, the concept of a central 

business district (CBD) describes a corporate center for white-collar office workers 

resulting in one-dimensional use of downtown space.   In a CBD, downtown shops and 

restaurants cater to office workers; consequently, these establishments close each 

weekday at 6pm and are closed for the weekend (Robertson, 1995).  The CBD has been 

acknowledged to be an unsuccessful urban development strategy.  For example, Jacobs 

(as cited in Robertson) ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άΨa central business district that lives up to its name 

and is truly described by it is a dǳŘΩέ όwƻōŜǊǘǎƻƴΣ ¢ƘŜ ¦ƴŜǾŜƴ 9ŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ Downtown 

Development Strategies section, ¶ 2).  Some cities, however, have replaced the 

traditional monocentric CBD with a more contemporary metropolitan area that, while 

still centered on corporate headquarters and office jobs, also appeals to visitors ς both 

out-of-town tourists and visitors from nearby suburbs (Kaplan, Wheeler, & Holloway, 

2004).  These downtown redevelopment strategies, including transit improvements, 

waterfront development, and cultural attractions, reflect the multi-functional nature of 

revitalized urban centers. 

Pearce (1998) described the multiple urban functions of tourist districts, in his 

analysis of tourist districts in Paris, noting the multi-functionality of individual tourist 

districts as well as the linkages between districts.  Pearce analyzed the spatial and 

functional associations between tourist sites within three districts: the Ile de la Cité, an 

island in middle of the Seine River that is home to Notre Dame and other historic 
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buildings; Montmartre, a primarily residential district on the periphery of the city with a 

άΨǾƛƭƭŀƎŜ-ƭƛƪŜΩ ŦƻǊƳ ŀƴŘ ŀǘƳƻǎǇƘŜǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǇǊƻƴƻǳƴŎŜŘ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέ όǇΦ ртύΤ 

and the Opéra quarter, a district known for its shopping opportunities.   

Pearce (1998) found that the spatial association of attractions within a tourist 

district did not necessarily imply functional linkage.  The Ile de la Cité is a small island 

with a number of sites that are associated spatially (due to their shared presence on the 

island) but not functionally.  Pearce cƻƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ 

prime attractions in the Ile de la Cité [e.g., Notre Dame cathedral] are much less 

functionally integrated in a tourism sense than sheer spatial association might at first 

ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘέ όǇΦ рсύΦ  CǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴtegration was best illustrated in the case of the Opéra 

ǉǳŀǊǘŜǊΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ άŀ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ώǘƘŜ aǳǎŞŜ Řǳ [ƻǳǾǊŜϐ Ƙŀǎ ŜƴƎŜƴŘŜǊŜŘ ŀ 

concentration of small secondary services [souvenir shops, foreign exchange outlets, 

clothing stores, cafés] tapping the tourist traffic and offering visitors advantages of 

ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎέ όǇΦ смύΦ  This concentration of commercial activity ς which 

ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭƛȊŜǎ ƻƴ ŀƎƎƭƻƳŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ άǘƘŜ ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŘƛǎǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎΣ 

social, cultural, and governƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ŀ ƎƛǾŜƴ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴέ όYŀǇƭŀƴ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нллпΣ ǇΦ 

139) ς ƛǎ ŀƪƛƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƳǇƻǊŀǊȅ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ DŜǘȊΩǎ 

(1993) tourism business district. 

In terms of accessibility, which Getz (1993) mentioned in the context of tourism 

business districts, tŜŀǊŎŜ όмффуύ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƴƻŘŜǎέ όǇΦ соύ ƻŦ 
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metro stations and motorcoach parking that facilitate travel between tourist districts.  

Ease of movement between tourist districts is relevant to PearceΩǎ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘΣ ŘǳŜ 

to the short average length of stay for tourists in Paris, linkages might be more prevalent 

among the major attractions on a city-wide level (e.g., Notre Dame, the Eiffel Tower, 

Louvre, Sacré Coeur) than within tourist districts anchored by one major attraction.  

Nevertheless, Pearce encouraged the continued analysis of tourism on a district-wide 

ǎŎŀƭŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άǾŀǊȅƛƴƎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǳǊōŀƴ 

ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎέ όǇΦ соύ ǳƴŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΦ 

In another analysis of the tourist district, Pearce (2001) classified six general types 

of urban tourist districts: historic districts (e.g., Boston [Ehrlich & Dreier, 1999]), ethnic 

districts (e.g., Little Italy in New York [Conforti, 1996]), sacred spaces (e.g., Jerusalem 

ώ{ŎƘŀŎƘŀǊ ϧ {ƘƻǾŀƭΣ мфффϐύΣ ǊŜŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ȊƻƴŜǎ όŜΦƎΦΣ .ŀƭǘƛƳƻǊŜΩǎ LƴƴŜǊ IŀǊōƻǊ ώWǳŘŘΣ 

1999]), entertainment destinations (e.g., midtown Manhattan [Sassen & Roost, 1999]), 

ŀƴŘ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ όŜΦƎΦΣ DŜǘȊΩǎ ώмффоϐ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ Řƛǎǘrict).  Another 

district, a cultural tourism district ς comprised of museums, galleries, and spaces for 

outdoor festivals and events ς could also be added to this classification schema.   

A common urban tourism strategy is to geographically cluster those attractions 

that would be classified as cultural tourism products such as museums and art galleries.  

The quintessential example of this clustering is the Smithsonian Institution in 

Washington, D.C.  (Selby, 2004).  Downtown Raleigh also has a smaller museum cluster 
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comprised of the North Carolina Museum of Natural Sciences and the North Carolina 

Museum of History.  There is also a separate cluster of smaller art galleries in the City 

Market area, which is in close proximity to a third major downtown museum, Marbles 

Kids Museum.  In addition to fixed attractions, large festivals and events that draw 

visitors to a city are often arts-related.  These festivals and events generate positive 

ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŎƛǘȅΦ  Lƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ άŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ Ƙŀǎ ŜƳōǊŀŎŜŘ the arts to 

ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŀǊǘǎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΩ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ƛƴ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǳǎŀƎŜέ ό{ŜƭōȅΣ ǇΦ ннύΦ  Cultural 

tourism districts, or clusters, have been identified in South Beach, Miami, Florida (Stofik, 

2005), as well as Cape Town, South Africa (Visser, 2003). 

In many studies, tourist districts are mentioned but not defined.  Dimanche and 

Lepetic (1999), for example, in their article on tourism and crime in New Orleans, 

referred to the tourist district as an area distinct from the French Quarter, but failed to 

provide any definition of what that tourist district entailed.  Hovinen (2002) also 

mentioned, but did not delineate, tourism districts in Lancaster County, Pennsylvania, a 

high-volume tourist destination known for its Amish heritage. 

A synonym for the tourist district is the tourism precinct.  The term precinct is 

more prevalent in the Australian tourism literature (e.g., Hayllar & Griffin; Hayllar, Griffin, 

& Edwards, 2008; McDonnell & Darcy, 1998), while district is more commonly used by 

European and American researchers (e.g., Hovinen, 2002; Pearce, 1998, 2001).  Hayllar 

and Griffin defined the tourism precinct ŀǎ άŀ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛǾŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŀǊŜŀ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜǊ 
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urban area, characterized by a concentration of tourist-related land uses, activities and 

visitatiƻƴΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŦŀƛǊƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŀōƭŜ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎέ όǇΦ рмтύΦ  While Hallyar and Griffin provided a 

definition, they did not explain how these άŦŀƛǊƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŀōƭŜ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎέ of a tourism 

precinct are defined or mapped.  The purpose of my study was to fill this gap by 

developing a method for mapping this concentration of tourist-related places to display 

areas of urban tourism activity. 

Although Pearce (1998) provided the most comprehensive spatial and functional 

analysis of the urban tourist district, his methodology is unfeasible for most researchers 

ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘŜƳǇƻǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎΦ  IŜ ŀƴŀƭȅȊŜŘ Ƙƛǎ Řŀǘŀ άƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ƛƴ 

terms of agglomerative processes, using information gathered in 1995 and 1996 by 

ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ƻŦ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ, discussions with key personnel 

ŀƴŘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴέ όǇΦ роύΦ  ²ƘƛƭŜ ǳƴŘƻǳōǘŜŘƭȅ 

thorough, this method of analysis is not standardized.   Following similar procedures in 

another urban tourist destination would be difficult. 

Pearce (1998), Cockerell (1997), and Murphy (1992) revealed other practical 

issues in researching urban tourism demand.  Pearce (1998) noted a key dilemma in 

quantifying ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎΩ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƛƴ ŀƴ ǳǊōŀƴ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΦ  Since urban tourist 

destinations are multi-functional cities, tourism cannot be parceled out from other urban 

ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΦ  ²ƘŜƴ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ Ǿƛǎƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ƻǊ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǳǎŀƎŜΣ άǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ 

ǇŀǘǊƻƴŀƎŜ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ ǊŜŀŘƛƭȅ ŘƛǎŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǳǎŜǊǎ ώƻǊ ǇŀǘǊƻƴǎϐέ όp. 54).  
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For example, discerning how many of the millions of daily passengers on the New York 

City subway are tourists would be a costly undertaking.  An additional dilemma in 

analyzing urban tourism demand is that the majority of urban tourism statistics are 

based on overnight accommodations data, even though day-trippers comprise a large 

percentage of the total number of urban tourists (Cockerell, 1997).   

Murphy (1992) attempted to separate tourists from non-tourists in downtown 

Victoria, British Columbia, through the use of non-participant observation methods to 

track tourist patterns.  An observer unobtrusively followed subjects from their hotel door 

to the heritage attractions they visited.  HƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ 

classify subjects as either tourists or residents based solely on behavioral observation.  

Those departing from a hotel or taking photographs of the downtown area were 

classified as tourists, while those using public bus transfers and parking structures were 

classifieŘ ŀǎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΦ   Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘǎΩ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ-

related behavior into one of three categories: observing a heritage feature of the 

landscape, reading heritage plaques or other heritage displays, and entering a heritage 

attraction.  These assumptions limited the generalizability of the study.  The practical 

difficulties that accompany demand-side research, such as the ones encountered by 

Murphy, may provide a partial explanation for the supply-side bias in the urban tourism 

literature. 
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Another challenge in urban tourism research is that an urban tourist destination 

όŜΦƎΦΣ ŀ Ŏƛǘȅύ ǊŀǊŜƭȅ Ƙŀǎ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎΦ  {Ŝƭōȅ όнллпύ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ 

made more difficult by the ill-ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ŀǊŜŀǎέ όǇΦ нуύΦ  Research is 

also made more difficult by this absence of a precise study site.  With the exception of 

island destinations and walled cities, an urban tourist destination has amorphous 

boundaries, especially from the point of view of the tourist, who is most likely unaware 

ƻŦ άƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭέ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎΦ 

Based on findings from Pearce (1998), Murphy (1992), and Selby (2004), one may 

conclude that research on the spatial analysis of urban tourism is a difficult task, which is 

why it has rarely been attempted.   My study presents a new technique for mapping the 

urban tourist bubble and contributes to the scholarship of urban tourism, a research 

context that has been largely overlooked.  This incoherent and inadequate body of 

research is addressed in the following section. 

The Fragmented Condition of Urban Tourism Research 

In general, the body of urban tourism research appears fragmented.  The 

research topic of urban tourism is relevant to both groups that have addressed the urban 

tourist bubble: tourism researchers and urban planners.   Nevertheless, investigating the 

topic of urban tourism has sometimes been neglected by researchers in both areas of 

study.  In his seminal piece, ά¦Ǌōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳΥ !ƴ ƛƳōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴΣέ Ashworth 
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(1989) described the dearth of urban toǳǊƛǎƳ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀǎ ŀ άŘƻǳōƭŜ ƴŜƎƭŜŎǘΧ 

ώǿƘŜǊŜōȅϐΧǘƘƻǎŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ƘŀǾŜ ǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƴŜƎƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ 

ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǎŜǘΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǳǊōŀƴ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΧƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ 

equally neglectful of the importance of the tourisǘ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛŜǎέ όǇΦ ооύΦ  From the 

ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ !ǎƘǿƻǊǘƘΩǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŀry until the completion of my study, urban tourism 

research has been slow to evolve as compared to other areas of tourism research over 

the same time period. 

Ashworth (1989) provided three reasons why those interested in urban studies 

neglected tourism in their research.  First, the tourist in the city was largely invisible, 

which marginalized the study of urban tourists and tourism among urban studies 

scholars.  Secondly, as a result of the near invisibility of the urban tourist, tourism 

ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ŘŜƭƛƴŜŀǘŜΦ  ¢ƘƛǊŘƭȅΣ άǘƘŜ ƛƴǾƛǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǳǊōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

ƴŜŀǊ ƛƳǇƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŘŜƳŀǊŎŀǘƛƴƎ ƛǘ ǊŜƴŘŜǊŜŘ ƛǘ ǘƻƻ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ǎǘǳŘȅΧǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ 

quantifiable in cities as it was more readily in rural arŜŀǎέ ό!ǎƘǿƻǊǘƘΣ нллоΣ ǇΦ мпрύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 

conclusion parallels the research difficulties encountered by Pearce (1998) and Murphy 

(1992) described in the previous section. 

Page (1995) offered another explanation for the neglect of urban tourism as a 

research focus, summarized by {Ŝƭōȅ όнллпύ ŀǎ άŀ ǾƛŎƛƻǳǎ ŎƛǊŎƭŜ whereby the lack of 

quality research results in a lack of interest within the public sector to understand urban 
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tourists.  The lack of interest makes further research difficult, as both funding and data 

ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘέ όǇΦ омύΦ   

Page (1999) also noted that much of the urban tourism literature is comprised of 

ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛǾŜ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ άΨŘƻ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ƻǊ 

methodological understanding of ǳǊōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳΩέ όp. 163).  Even as recently 2004, Selby 

ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άǳǊōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǎŜǾŜǊŜƭȅ ƴŜƎƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘέ όǇΦ омύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǘƛŎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ Ƙŀǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ 

economic and cultural implications for both residents and visitors of urban areas.  With 

neither a theoretical foundation nor a substantial body of research, urban tourism 

research efforts are stymied.  

Overall, the urban research that exists is largely descriptive and lacking in 

application beyond the geographic extent under investigation.  Selby (2004) also 

observed an incoherence in urban tourism research, describing the existing urban 

ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀǎ άŦǊŀƎƳŜƴǘŜŘ ŀƴŘΧƛƴŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜέ όǇΦ мнύΦ  One reason for this 

incoherence is the variety of spatial scales or levels of analysis applied in urban tourism 

research.  Both Selby (2004) and Pearce (2001) observed that the majority of urban 

tourism research has been conducted at the city-wide level.  The downfall of most city-

specific studies is thŜƛǊ άŦŀƛƭǳǊŜ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ƭƛƴƪǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ƻǊ ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ 

ώǿƘƛŎƘϐ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǳǊōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŀǎ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜέ 

(Pearce, p. 932).  
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In an attempt to remedy the fragmented state of urban tourism research, Pearce 

(2001) proposed an integrative framework for urban tourism research, represented as 

two axes: scale, comprised of regional/national/international, city-wide, district, and site; 

and themes, comprised of demand, supply, development, marketing, planning, 

organization, operations, and impact assessment.  In this model, each individual cell 

represents the intersection between a particular scale and theme (e.g., city-wide 

marketing; site operations).   

hƴŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ tŜŀǊŎŜΩǎ όнллмύ ƳƻŘŜƭ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀ ōŀǎƛŎ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦication of the 

existing urban tourism literature by cell.  While such a classification would illuminate 

gaps in the literature, a descriptive study was not what Pearce had in mind.  Instead, 

tŜŀǊŎŜΩǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛŎ ƭƛnkages through 

research: following one theme across multiple scales or multiple themes within one 

scale.  Pearce termed these types of connections horizontal (i.e, multi-theme) and 

vertical (i.e., multi-scale) linkages.  In his integrative framework, Pearce saw the potential 

ŦƻǊ άŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘώƛƴƎϐ ŀ ōǊƛŘƎƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŀǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŀƴŘ ǳǊōŀƴ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ 

ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜǎέ όǇΦ фпмύΦ  tŜŀǊŎŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ Ƙƛǎ 

integrative approach by creating άōǊƻŀŘŜǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ Řiverse 

ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŜǎΧŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ƭŜƴǎŜǎέ όǇΦ 

941).   
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My study ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ tŜŀǊŎŜΩǎ (2001) call for bridging the gap between tourism and 

urban studies by mapping the spatial construct of the urban tourist bubble, a concept 

that intersects the tourism and urban studies literatures.  In addition, the research tool 

of geographic information systems (GIS) was incorporated into the methodology so that 

results could be interpreted spatially. 

Urban Tourism Contexts 

Urban tourism as a strategy for economic revitalization is the location of the 

intersection between tourism and urban planning perspectives.  Often this effort toward 

urban revitalization occurs in areas where traditional industries (e.g., manufacturing, 

retail) have disappeared and alternative industries are sought.  Urban tourism also exists 

in historic cities.  This section of the literature review describes the motivations for urban 

tourism development, the types of urban tourist destinations, approaches to urban 

tourism research, and urban tourism supply and demand. 

Law (1993) listed four factors that have contributed to the rise of tourism 

development in urban areas: first, the decline of traditional manufacturing industries; 

second, the need to provide jobs for urban residents; third, the general perception of 

tourism as an economic growth industry; and fourth, the prospect that tourism will 

revitalize urban centers (as cited in Chang, Milne, Fallon, & Pohlmann, 1996, p. 286).   
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Not all urban tourism destinations, however, have economic revitalization as a 

primary aim.  Pearce (1998) and Selby (2004) contrasted between two types of urban 

tourist destinations: the tourist-historic city (e.g., York, England; Rome, Italy) and the 

planned tourist district (e.g., Baltimore Inner Harbor, London Docklands).  The historic 

city is the predominant context for urban tourism research conducted by tourism 

scholars, while the planned tourist district is more often the context for urban planning 

research. 

In the historic ciǘȅΣ άǳǊōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ 

ŎƻƴǘŜƳǇƻǊŀǊȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƳƛƴƛƳƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳέ 

(Selby, p. 10), including sociocultural and environmental impacts resulting from 

increased visitation.  Urban tourism research on historic destination cities is often set in a 

European context (Burtenshaw, Bateman, & Ashworth, 1991), though Ashworth and 

Tunbridge (2000) also included the American cities of Savannah, Georgia; Charleston, 

South Carolina; and Boston in their categorization of tourist-historic cities.   

wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ άǘƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ 

ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎέ όaŀǎƻƴΣ нллоΣ ǇΦ мтмύΦ  Pearce (2001), however, described the existing research 

associated with tourism in historic cities ŀǎ άǊŜŀŎǘƛǾŜέ όǇΦ фнтύΦ  wesearch on the tourist-

historic city has been conducted as an attempt to solve existing problems rather than as 

a preventive measure.  Historic cities, which were not originally designed with mass 

tourism in mind, must mitigate the negative impacts of overcrowding, traffic congestion, 
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and pollution (Ashworth & Tunbridge, 2000).  These negative impacts can lead to 

degradation of the cultural resources that attract tourists in the first place.  Visitor 

management is essential to the mitigation of negative impacts of tourism, and van der 

Borg (1998) emphasized the territorial distribution of visitors in the city (encouraging 

visitation to lesser-ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀǎ ƻǇǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ άƳǳǎǘǎέύ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 

temporal distribution of visitors throughout the year.  

5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ άƛƴƘŜǊƛǘέ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ 

tourist district is an area of the city which is designed and developed specifically for 

tourism.  The intersection of tourism and urban planning research is often located in 

discussions of these planned tourist districts created for economic development 

purposes.  In fact, tƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŀǎ ǳǊōŀƴ ǊŜƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇƛŎ ƻŦ WǳŘŘ ŀƴŘ CŀƛƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ 

(1999) The Tourist City, which presented a range of planning perspectives on urban 

tourism, with chapters dedicated to urban tourism in: Orlando, Las Vegas, Cancún, 

Boston, Prague, Jerusalem, and cities in Southeast Asia.  This type of urban tourism for 

economic development is pertinent to the present study of downtown Raleigh, which is 

not considered to be a heritage city like Savannah or Charleston, two of its competitor 

destinations.   

Within the two setting categories of the tourist-historic city and planned tourist 

districts, scholars have suggested different ways to approach urban tourism research.  

Ashworth (1989) described three approaches to urban tourism research: supply-side 
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research, demand-side research, and policy research (as cited in Selby, 2004).  tŜŀǊŎŜΩǎ 

(2001) integrative framework for urban tourism research, reviewed in the previous 

section, was more comprehensive and included the elements of demand, supply, 

development, marketing, planning, organization, operations, and impact assessment. 

Urban tourist destinations face several unique challenges.  First, since the tourism 

industry exists within a working city, visitors and residents must share the same spaces 

and services, which may result in competition between the two groups (Pearce, 2001).  

An additional challenge of an urban tourism conteȄǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ άŀ Ŏƛǘȅ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ŀƴŘ 

ƻǾŜǊƭŀǇǇƛƴƎ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ǊƻƭŜǎΥ ŀǎ ŀ ƎŀǘŜǿŀȅΣ ǎǘŀƎƛƴƎ ǇƻǎǘΣ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ǎƻǳǊŎŜέ 

(Pearce, p. 927).  Cities are gateways when they serve as hubs linking tourists with other 

nearby destinations and attractions.  Law (1996) noted that international visitors often 

use a city as a gateway, citing the example of London as a gateway city for overseas 

tourists who take day-trips to surrounding towns such as Oxford, Bath, and Stratford-

upon-Avon.  Cities take on the roƭŜ ƻŦ ǎǘŀƎƛƴƎ Ǉƻǎǘǎ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ Ƙƻǎǘ όƻǊ άǎǘŀƎŜέύ ƳŀƧƻǊ 

events, as was the case with Barcelona and the 1992 Summer Olympic Games (Smith, 

2005).  Cities are tourist sources because an urban area, by definition, is densely 

populated. 

Regarding the city as a deǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΣ [ŀǿ όмффсύ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǎ άƳǳƭǘƛ-purpose 

ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎέ όǇΦ тύΣ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ Ǿƛǎƛǘ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎΥ 

business, leisure and entertainment, to visit friends and relatives (VFR), and to undertake 
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personal business.  Cities are popular destinations because their attractions and events 

are well developed, they are accessible, they have a large inventory of hotels, and 

because cities have large populations, they are a popular destination for the VFR traveler 

(Law).  Visitors to urban destinations are often motivated by a combination of factors, for 

example, choosing to attend a professional meeting in a city where friends or relatives 

live.   

Based on these various motivations for visiting an urban destination, Pearce 

(2001) described the urban tourism demand as άƳǳƭǘƛŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ 

multipurpose in nŀǘǳǊŜέ όǇΦ фнуύΦ  [ƛƪŜǿƛǎŜΣ ǘhe urban tourism supply is multifaceted 

(e.g., cultural attractions, shopping, night life, historic districts), comprising what Erhlich 

and Dreier (1999) described aǎ ŀƴ άǳǊōŀƴ ŀƳōƛŀƴŎŜέ όǇΦ мсмύΦ  Lƴ ŀ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ǳǊōŀƴ 

tourist destination, the supply and demand are complementary. 

Judd (1995) linked urban tourism supply and demand in his reference to the 

urban tourism product as an άŀƎƎƭƻƳŜǊŀǘƛƻƴέ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎΦ  IŜ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άŀ Ŧǳƭƭ 

panoply of services and businesses is necessary to make the space maximally attractive 

to consumers ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ǎǇŀŎŜέ όǇΦ мтфύΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ WŀƴǎŜƴ-Verbeke (1988), the 

urban tourism product consists of primary and secondary resources.  Primary resources, 

or the elements that attract visitors to an urban area, include historic buildings, urban 

landscapes, museums and art galleries, concerts, spectator sports, conferences, 

exhibitions, and special events.  Secondary resources are the activities that support or 
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enhance the visitor experience and include: shopping, catering, accommodation, 

transport, and tourism agencies.  In sum, visitors do not typically choose a city because 

of any one particular attraction or feature.  The assembly of all these resources, primary 

and secondary, makes the tourist city an attractive destination.   

Impacts of Urban Revitalization 

Urban tourism has the potential to deliver economic benefits to the local 

community.  Using the categories of direct, indirect, and induced economic impact, Selby 

(2004) described how urban tourism creates jobs, benefits support industries, and 

bolsters the local economy.  In addition, urban tourism products, such as facilities and 

atǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ άŎŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ŎƛǾƛŎ ǇǊƛŘŜΣ ŜƴǘŜǊǇǊƛǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜέ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƭƻŎŀƭ 

residents (Selby, p. 20).  Having a facility like a world-class athletic stadium can generate 

a feeling of community pride among residents. 

Critics have noted, however, that downtown revitalization projects, especially in 

cities with manufacturing roots, are often geared toward the professional sector.  For 

ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ 5ŜǘǊƻƛǘΣ CǊƛŜŘŜƴ ŀƴŘ {ŀƎŀƭȅƴ όмфуфύ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άƻffice doors 

were opening for the educated while industrial lofts and warehouses were closing their 

doors on blue-collar workers.  Jobs created by the office economy raised questions about 

ǿƘƻ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴέ όǇΦ нсмύΦ  [ƻǿ-paying service-industry jobs 

with limited opportunity for advancement (e.g., restaurant wait staff, hotel front line) 
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might be the only work available for downtown residents formerly employed in the 

industrial manufacturing sector.   

Robertson (1995) chaǊŀŎǘŜǊƛȊŜŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴǎ ŀǎ άŘǳŀƭ ŎƛǘƛŜǎέ όThe Uneven 

Effects of Downtown Development Strategies, ¶ 3), with two user groups: the white-

collar professionals and the lower-income earners.  Robertson contrasted these two user 

groups as follows: 

These two distinct groups of downtown users are separated not only by 

economic class, but by spheres of activity as well.  The sphere of activity for office 

workers is likely to be the clusters of new office buildings, and the nearby shops 

and restaurants geared to the incomes of businesspeople.  The second-hand 

shops, and shops with lower-priced goods and services that serve individuals with 

more modest incomes are in a different part of downtown, probably on the 

periphery. (pp. 8-9)   

Tourism development presents an additional spatial dichotomy between local residents 

and visitors.  To illustrate, Judd (1999) explained that the urban tourist bubble is a place 

of pure consumption for visitors who are more affluent than those living in the 

surrounding community. 

Another criticism of urban revitalization is its potential negative impact of tourism 

on local residents.  Robertson (1995) cited the case of New Orleans, where visitation 

doubled in five years with the introduction of tourist attractions to the downtown 
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including a convention center, aquarium, and riverboat casino.  Resident support for 

tourism, however, decreased in reaction to this increase in the number of people in 

downtown New Orleans.  ¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǳǊōŀƴ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ socially 

oriented perceptions of tourism is explained in the following section. 

Sociocultural Impacts of Tourism 

Research on tourism community relationships is central to the social 

sustainability of tourism development efforts (Davis & Morais, 2004; Pearce & Moscardo, 

1999).  Tourism planners must consider the attitudes, perceptions, and behaviors of local 

residents because their negativity toward tourism and tourists can detract from efforts 

at attracting visitors to the community (Williams & Lawson, 2001).  Zehnder (1976) noted 

the importance of assessing resident perceptions of tourism impacts in the following 

statement: 

Of all the factors which determine pleasure and enjoyment in travel, there 

is none more important than the way travelers are treated by the local 

residents of tourist areas.  Their attitudes toward tourists are extremely 

important, for most of us avoid places where we are not readily accepted. 

(p. 212) 

Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǳƴǿŜƭŎƻƳƛƴƎ 

behavior of local residents.   
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In urban destinations in particular, positive interactions between residents and 

visitors are important because urban tourists seek these interactions.   Webber (1964) 

ǿǊƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘΣ άƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴΣ ƴƻǘ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŜǎǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ Ŏƛǘȅ ƭƛŦŜέ όtŀƎŜ 

& Hall, 2003, p. 342).  Page and Hall explaƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ άǘƘŜ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ 

is the possibility for enhanced interaction for a given period of time.  If you want to 

minimise interaction you go to a wilderness area or to rural areas, if you want to 

maximise interaction you go to thŜ Ŏƛǘȅέ όǇΦ опнύΦ  ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ 

between residents and visitors contribute to a positive urban tourist experience.   

[ƻŎŀƭ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ άƘƻǎǘǎέ ό{ƳƛǘƘΣ мфттύ, which implies an 

expectation that residents will be welcoming and hospitable toward visitors.  This 

expectation, however, is only realistic if local residents perceive the benefits of tourism 

to the local community.  Social exchange theory, the predominant theoretical framework 

for research on the sociocultural impacts of tourism on host communities, explains that 

residents and visitors can mutually benefit from tourism (Andereck & Vogt, 2000; Ap, 

1992; Jurowski & Gursoy, 2004; Sirakaya, Teye, & Sonmez, 2002).  Residents who witness 

the benefits of tourism in their community will be more receptive to visitors.  Similarly, 

residents who are more engaged with the tourism industry will have more positive 

attitudes about tourists and the industry as a whole (Andereck, Valentine, Knopf, & Vogt, 

2005).  Recalling that urban redevelopment is often undertaken with the goal of 
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improving the lives of local residents (Chang et al., 1996), resident satisfaction with the 

tourism industry is paramount to successful urban revitalization.   

Social exchange theory reveals that resident involvement with tourism 

development can lead to more positive perceptions of the tourism industry.  This type of 

involvement is often absent from development that occurs in isolation, such as the 

tourist bubbles and enclaves discussed in an earlier section of this chapter, which may 

cause dissatisfaction among local residents.  It may also result in a disappointing 

experience for tourists, since interaction with the local population is limited. 

In addition to resident involvement, the ratio of tourists to residents is another 

variable that has been examined in relation to resident perceptions of tourism.  Smith, 

.ƻƴŘΣ ŀƴŘ YŀƎƛǘŎƛōŀǎƛ όнллсύ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ άǘƘŜ ǎƘŜŜǊ ǎŎŀƭŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘŜƳǇƻǊŀǊȅ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ 

ensures that it has a substantial impact on host populations, particularly where the ratio 

ƻŦ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ ǘƻ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƘƛƎƘέ όǇΦ нмтύΦ  ! ƘƛƎƘŜǊ Ǌŀǘƛƻ ƻŦ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ ǘƻ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ 

leads to more negative perceptions of tourism impacts.  Harrison (1992) referred to this 

ratio as the άǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ǊŀǘŜέ ό{haw & Williams, p. 171), which compared annual 

tourism arrivals to local population size.  A higher intensity rate suggested more pressure 

on local facilities, translating to more negative impacts on host communities.  Momsen 

(2005) referred to the tourism density ratio, a calculation of the number of tourists per 

square kilometer, and the tourism penetration ratio, which compares the number of 

tourists per 1,000 residents on a given day.  McElroy & de Albuquerque (1998) and 
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Padilla and McElroy (2005) used the tourism penetration ratio as a proxy measure of 

sociocultural impact in their calculation of an aggregate Tourism Penetration Index.   

Using this type of ratio as an indicator of resident perceptions of tourism impact 

(i.e., a higher the ratio leads to more negative perceptions) assumes homogeneity across 

cities.  However, every city has a unique spatial design that influences the frequency and 

nature of interactions between residents and visitors.  If urban tourism facilities and 

attractions are isolated from the rest of the city, as is the case with the urban tourist 

bubble, then interactions are minimized.  An improved understanding of the nature of 

tourism spaces and the frequency and types of resident-visitor interactions can lead to a 

more positive urban tourist experience and improved perceptions of tourism from the 

point of view of urban residents. 

Authenticity in the Front and Back Regions of Tourist Destinations 

Using the theatre as a metaphor, Goffman (1959) claimed that social spaces have 

άŦǊƻƴǘέ ŀƴŘ άōŀŎƪέ ǎǘŀƎŜǎΦ  DƻŦŦƳŀƴ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŦǊƻƴǘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ όƻǊ άŦǊƻƴǘ ǎǘŀƎŜέύ ŀǎ άǘƘŜ 

ǇƭŀŎŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ώŦƻǊ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎϐ ƛǎ ƎƛǾŜƴέ όǇΦ млтύΣ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŜ ōŀŎƪ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ƻǊ 

back stage is where the local population lives, works, and plays.   Based on this claim, 

MacCannell (1973) explained that tourists seek authenticity in the back regions of 

tourism destinations.   
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aŀŎ/ŀƴƴŜƭƭ όмфтоύ ǳǎŜŘ DƻŦŦƳŀƴΩǎ όмфрфύ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŦǊƻƴǘ ŀƴŘ ōŀŎƪ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ 

upper and lower anchors on a six-stage continuum for describing tourist settings.  

MacCannell contended that tourists seek out authentic experiences by attempting to 

move through the continuum toward the back region of a destination.  Stage 1 on the 

ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳǳƳ ƛǎ DƻŦŦƳŀƴΩǎ ŦǊƻƴǘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ άǘƘŜ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻŦ Ƙƻǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƎǳŜǎǘǎέ 

όaŀŎ/ŀƴƴŜƭƭΣ ǇΦ рфлύΦ  {ǘŀƎŜ н ƛǎ άŀ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘƛŎ ŦǊƻƴǘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŘŜŎƻǊŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ 

ŀǇǇŜŀǊΣ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊǎΣ ƭƛƪŜ ŀ ōŀŎƪ ǊŜƎƛƻƴέ όaŀŎ/ŀƴƴŜƭƭΣ ǇΦ рфуύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƛǎ 

ǎǘƛƭƭ ŀ ŦǊƻƴǘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀŘŘŜŘ άŀǘƳƻǎǇƘŜǊŜΦέ  ¢ƘŜ bƻǊǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀ {ǘŀǘŜ CŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ 

Market restaurant is a local example of a Stage 2 tourist setting: patrons are most 

ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘŀǳǊŀƴǘΩǎ ŦǊƻƴǘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǊƳ-themed decorations such as the 

tractor in the front of the store serve as reminders of the back region (i.e., where the 

ŦƻƻŘ ŎŀƳŜ ŦǊƻƳύΦ  {ǘŀƎŜ о ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ άŀ ŦǊƻƴǘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƻǘŀƭƭȅ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜŘ ǘƻ ƭƻƻƪ 

ƭƛƪŜ ŀ ōŀŎƪ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΣέ ŀƴŘ {ǘŀƎŜ п ƛǎ άŀ ōŀŎƪ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƻǇŜƴ ǘƻ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜǊǎέ όaŀŎ/ŀƴƴŜƭƭΣ 

p. 598).  Stages 3 and 4 can be difficult to distinguish from each other, especially if the 

simulated back region in Stage 3 is an accurate representation of the true back region in 

Stage 4.  Moving closer to the closed back region that resides at the far pole of 

aŀŎ/ŀƴƴŜƭƭΩǎ ŦǊƻƴǘκōŀŎƪ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳǳƳΣ {ǘŀƎŜ р ƛǎ άŀ ōŀŎƪ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŎƭŜŀƴŜŘ ǳǇ ƻǊ 

ŀƭǘŜǊŜŘ ŀ ōƛǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǘŜŘ ŀƴ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴŀƭ ƎƭƛƳǇǎŜ ƛƴέ όǇΦ рфуύΦ  Lƴ 

contrast to Stage 4, which is completely open to visitors, access to Stage 5 is somewhat 

restricted ς and consequently more attractive to some tourists.  Finally, Stage 6 is 
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DƻŦŦƳŀƴΩǎ ōŀŎƪ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜ Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ ŀǳǘƘŜƴǘƛŎƛǘȅ-seeking tourists 

because it is seen as unstaged, exclusive, and truly authentic. 

 Tyler and Guerrier (1998) summarized the relevance of these front and back 

regions to the study of urban tourism in the following passage: 

!ƭƭ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƻŎŎǳǇȅΧōƻǘƘ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭƭȅ ōȅ 

their presence and symbolically by designating a space a άǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ŀǊŜŀέ.  Drawing 

on MacCannell (1976) [sic], a touriǎǘ Ŏƛǘȅ ōŜŎƻƳŜǎ ŀ ǇŀǘŎƘǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ άŦǊƻƴǘ ŀǊŜŀǎέ 

where the residents (hosts) perform for the benefit of the tourists and άback 

areasέ where the residents go about their everyday business.  As the άfront 

areasέ take over the centre of tƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅ ǎƻ ǘƘŜ άback areasέ are crowded out to the 

periphery. (p. 234) 

The relationship between residents and visitors is critical ǘƻ ŀ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƛƳŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ 

can affect ς for better or worse ς the visitor experience and resident attitudes toward 

tourism development.  ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǇǊǳŘŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ άōŀŎƪ ŀǊŜŀǎέ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ 

important, and sometimes even sacred, to urban residents.  Spatial analyses of a cityΩs 

tourism activity can shed light on geographic areas that might be susceptible to this type 

of resident-visitor interaction. 
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Geographic Analysis of the Urban Tourist Bubble 

 Tourism is inherently geographic.  The earliest research on urban tourism was 

conducted by geographers (Pearce, 2001).  Today, the two disciplines are intertwined in 

books (e.g., The Geography of Tourism: Environment, Place and Space; Hall & Page, 2002; 

Tourism Geography; Williams, 1998; Geography of Travel and Tourism; Hudman & 

Jackson, 2002; Worldwide destinations: The Geography of Travel and Tourism; Boniface 

& Cooper, 2005) as well as journals (e.g., Tourism Geographies).  Yet the contemporary 

tool of geographers, geographic information systems (GIS), is rarely applied to tourism-

related problems.  (See Bahaire & Elliott-White, 1999.)   

This study examined the spatiality of urban tourism using the construct of the 

urban tourist bubble as a conceptual framework.  As described in this literature review, 

urban tourism occurs in several forms (cf., tourist-historic city, planned tourist zone).  

Construction of a planned tourist zone is often used as a strategy for urban economic 

revitalization.  The urban tourist bubble, or a geographic area planned and managed for 

tourists within an urban tourist destination, has been addressed by both tourism and 

urban planning scholars.  However, it has not been mapped in an urban context.  The 

next chapter will describe the methodology developed to map the urban tourist bubble 

in Raleigh, North Carolina. 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS 

 

This chapter describes the methods used to map the downtown tourist bubble of 

Raleigh, North Carolina.  Tourism is inherently geographic (Williams, 1998).  Therefore, a 

mapping technique was applied to examine the spatial properties of the urban tourist 

bubble.  To date, the only technique that has been used to map the tourist bubble in a 

destination is that of calculating pedestrian flow (Jaakson, 2004; Nillson et al., 2005), 

which can only be used in destinations with predictable inflows of tourists such as cruise 

ship ports-of-call.  My study proposed a new method for mapping the urban tourist 

bubble based on the perceptions of tourism and urban planning industry professionals.  

Geographic representations of the perceptions of the two groups of industry 

professionals were then compared.  The methodology is described in the following 

sections of this chapter: study site, instrument development, field test, informed 

consent, population of interest, sampling frame, data collection, and method of analysis. 

Study Site 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΣ bƻǊǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ 

population of 350,000.  The greater Raleigh area receives 11.5 million visitors annually 

(Greater Raleigh Convention and Visitors Bureau [GRCVB], 2007a), of which 3.5 million 

(30%) visit downtown Raleigh (Downtown Raleigh Alliance [DRA], n.d.).  According to 

visitor information disseminated by the Greater Raleigh Convention and Visitors Bureau 
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and the Downtown Raleigh Alliance, the attractions in downtown Raleigh include: 

government buildings, such as the State Capitol Building, Legislative Building, Executive 

Mansion (residence of the governor of North Carolina), and State Archives; attractions, 

such as the Progress Energy Center for the Performing Arts, North Carolina Museums of 

Natural Sciences and History, Marbles Kids Museum and IMAX Theater at Marbles Kids 

Museum; art galleries in the City Market area; the historic neighborhood of Oakwood; 

and two urban parks, Moore Square and Nash Square Park.  In addition, the Raleigh 

Convention Center and adjoining Marriott hotel opened their doors in the fall of 2008. 

A business improvement district (BID) was formed in Raleigh in 2004 to generate 

revenue for downtown services including maintenance, safety, and advocacy (DRA, n.d.).  

Within the geographic boundary of the BID, five districts have been delineated: 

Fayetteville Street District, Moore Square District, Glenwood South District, Warehouse 

District, and Capital District (DRA, 2007).  (See Appendix A for a map of these five 

districts.)  ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ōǳǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ άƛƴǘŜǊŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘΣέ 

with each having a unique set of offerings.  The Moore Square District, for example, is 

best known for its arts venues (e.g., museums, galleries), while the Glenwood South 

District is characterized by its nightlife and restaurant scene.  The interdependence of 

ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ƛǎ ǊŜƳƛƴƛǎŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ tŜŀǊŎŜΩǎ όмффуύ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ tŀǊƛǎΩ ǳǊōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ 

ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎΣ άwhich may differ not only in their tourist attributes but also in their other 

ǳǊōŀƴ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎέ όǇΦ рнύΦ 
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The Greater Raleigh Convention and Visitors Bureau has identified nine 

entertainment districts in Raleigh (GRCVB, 2007b), most of which are centrally located.  

These districts are: Cameron Village, Capital, Fayetteville Street, Five Points, Glenwood 

South, Moore Square, N.C. State and Hillsborough Street, North Hills, and Warehouse 

Districts.  Five of these districts overlap with the districts defined by the DRA.  The other 

four fall outside of the business improvement district boundary.   

5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 5w!Ωǎ (n.d.) ŦƛǾŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ Dw/±.Ωǎ (2007b) 

entertainment districts are not depicted spatially.  However, their geographic location is 

descrƛōŜŘ ƛƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǘŜǊƳǎΦ  CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ bƻǊǘƘ Iƛƭƭǎ ŜƴǘŜǊǘŀƛƴƳŜƴǘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ 

ƛǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ άƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΣ ƻŦŦ {ƛȄ CƻǊƪǎ wƻŀŘέ όDw/±.Σ нллтōύΦ 

This section outlined two categorization schemes for describing RaleighΩs tourism 

offerings.  While they are different in some respects, both schemes compartmentalize 

Raleigh into labeled districts.  In this study, a survey was administered to tourism and 

urban planning professionals to gauge their perceptions of the geographic extent of 

tourism activity in downtown Raleigh.  The development of the survey instrument is 

described in the next section. 

Instrument Development 

The initial survey instrument, a semi-structured interview protocol, was 

developed with assistance from two external consultants with extensive knowledge of 
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the tourism system in Raleigh.  These consultants were identified because of the breadth 

and depth of their professional experience in the tourism industry.   

LƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ƎŀǘƘŜǊ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

άǘƻǇ ƻŦ ƳƛƴŘέ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛƴ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ ǇŜǊƛƳŜǘŜǊΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǎŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ 

described in a subsequent section of this chapter, was comprised of tourism industry and 

urban planning professionals in the downtown Raleigh area.  An interview was selected 

as the vehicle for data collection rather than a mail-back survey, e-mail survey, or other 

form of written questionnaire so that respondents could not conduct research or discuss 

the questions with colleagues before responding.  The intention of the interview was to 

ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ initial perceptions, as opposed to calculated responses. 

The instrument was field tested on four former Raleigh area tourism employees 

who had since relocated to other areas of the country.  Due to the small sampling frame, 

out-of-town respondents were selected to avoid using potential sample respondents in 

the field test.  Several changes were made to the interview script based on this field test.  

These changes are described in the following section of this chapter. 

The final interview protocol (contained in Appendix B) consisted of three 

sections.  Section One included background questions about employment experience 

and place of residence (e.g., number of years in respective industry, number of years in 

the Raleigh area, current town of residence).  Section Two asked respondents to 
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generate lists based on their perceptions of the most-visited attractions and places, 

restaurants, and accommodations in downtown Raleigh.  Section Three of the interview 

was a checklist task where respondents were asked to indicate whether they considered 

each of 21 places to ōŜ ƛƴ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘ ōȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ άȅŜǎΣέ άƴƻΣέ άƳŀȅōŜΣέ 

ƻǊ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΦέ ¢ƘŜ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ƭƛǎǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭƭ ǿŜƭƭ-ƪƴƻǿƴ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ƻǊ άlocal ƭŀƴŘƳŀǊƪǎΣέ 

and were selected because of their location near the perimeter of the Downtown Raleigh 

!ƭƭƛŀƴŎŜΩǎ Ƴŀp of downtown RaleighΩǎ .L5.  Most places were located outside the 

boundaries of the BID, and places to the north, south, east, and west of the BID were 

intentionally selected. 

Field Test 

In the preliminary interview protocol, Section Two contained questions that 

asked respondents to rank the top 10 attractions, restaurants, and accommodations that 

tourists visit in downtown Raleigh.  Based on feedback from field test respondents, this 

question was modified so that respondents were only asked to list the top five places 

visitors stay overnight when their primary trip purpose is to visit downtown Raleigh.  

Feedback from the field test indicated that respondents would have struggled to identify 

10 lodging properties, primarily because there are limited options for overnight stay in 

downtown Raleigh.  Consequently, the field test was useful in refining the identification 

of lodging properties included in Section Two of the interview. 
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The field test was methodologically important for another reason.  As stated 

above, field test respondents were selected because they were no longer living in 

Raleigh.  Consequently, their interviews were scheduled by email correspondence and 

then conducted over the telephone at a later date.  Four out of five possible interviews 

were conducted within one week of initial email contact.  This method of scheduling and 

conducting field test interviews was both successful (in terms of a high response rate) 

and efficient.  Therefore, it was determined that study respondents would be given the 

option of personal or telephone interviews, as opposed to conducting personal 

interviews with all respondents.  Although two methods of data collection presented the 

issue of decreased reliability, there were two positive outcomes.  First, a shorter data 

collection period happened, and second, a higher response rate was obtained.  The same 

standardized interview protocol was followed for telephone and in-person interviews. 

Informed Consent 

 The interview script was submitted to North Carolina State UnivŜǊǎƛǘȅΩǎ 

Institutional Review Board for review in May, 2007.  It was approved and data collection 

commenced on August 17, 2007.  

Population of Interest 

 The population of interest for this exploratory study was tourism professionals, 

defined as all individuals with direct professional experience with tourist behavior in 
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downtown Raleigh, and urban planning professionals, defined as all individuals with 

professional responsibilities associated with the revitalization of downtown Raleigh. 

Sampling Frame 

A ǇǳǊǇƻǎƛǾŜ ǎŀƳǇƭƛƴƎ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ǎŀƳǇƭƛƴƎ 

frame.  Purposive sampling is a nonprobability sampling strategy used to seek out 

predefined groups and is often used in exploratory studies (Trochim, 2006).   

With assistance from two external consultants (mentioned earlier in this chapter) 

and the President and CEO of the Greater Raleigh Convention and Visitors Bureau, the 

initial sampling frame was developed by enumerating all tourism industry professionals 

whose job responsibilities included interaction with visitors.  The consultants identified 

three tourism-oriented organizations in Raleigh: 

1. Greater Raleigh Convention and Visitors Bureau (GRCVB), the city- and county-

level tourism authority;  

2. North Carolina Division of Tourism, Film and Sports Development (NCDTFSD), the 

state-level tourism authority with an emphasis on marketing and promotion; and 

3. Capital Area Visitor Services (CAVS), an information center geared toward visitors 

to the North Carolina government complex in downtown Raleigh (e.g., State 

Capitol Building, Legislative Building).   
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Only those staff members with direct knowledge of and/or experience with visitor 

behavior in downtown Raleigh were chosen for inclusion in the sampling frame.  From 

this sampling frame of 25 individuals, a census was sought.   

A sampling frame of urban planners and others with a professional interest in 

downtown Raleigh revitalization was constructed using online staff directories of three 

urban planning-related organizations in downtown Raleigh: 

1. the Urban Design Center, a publicly funded agency housed within the Raleigh 

Department of City Planning, whose projects include Livable Streets, downtown 

parking, and downtown way-finding (e.g., signage, maps);  

2. Empire Properties, a private real estate development company with a focus on 

historic preservation of downtown buildings; and  

3. the Downtown Raleigh Alliance, a non-profit organization responsible for the 

creation of the downtown Raleigh BID.   

From this sampling frame of 28 individuals, a census was sought. 

In addition to the purposive sampling of individuals employed at the tourism and 

urban planning-related organizations in Raleigh, a snowball sampling strategy was used 

to recruit additional sample respondents: people employed in the tourism and urban 

planning fields who may not have otherwise been considered for inclusion in the study 

sample.  In snowball sampling, respondents from the initial sampling frame were asked 

to recommend others with a professional knowledge of downtown Raleigh who could be 
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contacted for inclusion in the study.  For this reason, the total sample size (n = 68) was 

greater than the original sampling frame.   

Data Collection 

Over a three-month span (August ς October, 2007), standardized in-person and 

telephone interviews were conducted with 45 tourism industry professionals and 23 

urban planning/ design professionals for a total sample size of 68 respondents.  See 

Table 3.2 for a list of all organizations included in the final sample, as well as each 

ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǎǳbsample categorization. 
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Table 3.1 

Number of Respondents from Downtown Raleigh Organizations by Organization Type 

 

Organization Name 
Number of 

Respondents 
Organization Type 

Subsample 
Categorization 

Artsplosure 1 Arts Tourism 

Big Easy 1 Restaurant Tourism 

Capital Area Visitor Services 3 Tourism Tourism 

Chamber of Commerce 1 Tourism Tourism 

Downtown Raleigh Alliance       

        - Staff 10 
Urban planning / 

design / management 
Urban 

Planning 

        - Board of Directors 7 
Urban planning / 

design / management 
Urban 

Planning 

Empire Properties 3 
Urban planning / 

design / management 
Urban 

Planning 

Marbles Kids Museum 3 Arts Tourism 

Greater Raleigh Convention 
and Visitors Bureau (GRCVB) 

      

        - Staff 10 Tourism Tourism 

        - Board of Directors 6 Tourism Tourism 

Meeting Planners 2 Tourism Tourism 

Mo's Diner 1 Restaurant Tourism 

North Carolina Division of 
Tourism, Film, and Sports 
Development 

7 Tourism Tourism 

Sheraton Raleigh 3 Hotel Tourism 

The Borough 3 Restaurant Tourism 

The Conference Table (advisory 
group to GRCVB) 

1 Tourism Tourism 

City of Raleigh's Urban Design 
Center 

3 
Urban planning / 

design / management 
Urban 

Planning 

Yancy's 2 Restaurant Tourism 

Raleigh City Museum 1 Arts Tourism 
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Of the 68 total interviews, 35 were conducted over the phone and 33 were 

conducted in person.  Because of the difficulty in scheduling in-person interviews with 

members of advisory groups or boards of directors, telephone interviews were 

conducted with these respondents.  Telephone interviews were also conducted with 

most of the respondents who were added to the sample as a result of snowball sampling 

efforts.  Since a standardized interview script was followed for both in-person and 

telephone interviews, issues of reliability were regarded as minimal.  Interviews were 

comparable in length for both types of interviews, and no differences were observed 

with respect to respondentsΩ willingness to provide information based on the method of 

contact. 

Analysis 

Analyses were conducted using the data collected during the 68 interviews.  First, 

descriptive statistics were calculated to gain a better understanding of the data.  These 

descriptive statistics included: a delineation of the most frequently mentioned 

attractions and places, accommodations, and restaurants for the entire sample as well as 

each subsample; calculations of subsample percentage differences for the mentioned 

sites; peripheral places most and least often considered to be part of downtown Raleigh; 

and calculations of subsample percentage differences for the peripheral places. 
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ArcView software was used to generate a number of geographic representations 

of the urban tourist bubble.  Maps were produced to display the data from Section Two 

regarding the downtown attractions and places, accommodations, and restaurants most 

frequently mentioned by respondents (overall sample, tourism subsample, urban 

ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎκ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜύΦ  ¢ƘŜǎŜ ƳŀǇǎ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ άƘƻǘ ǎǇƻǘǎέ ƛƴ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ 

wŀƭŜƛƎƘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ōǳōōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 

overall sample as well as the two subsamples.  

In addition, maps were produced to display the data from Section Three 

ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊŀƭ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ 

around downtown Raleigh.  These maps show the differences between the tourism 

industry aƴŘ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎκ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ 

outer boundaries. 

In the following chapter, analyses of these descriptive and spatial data will be 

provided.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS 

 

 This chapter presents the findings from the interviews that were conducted with 

the sample (n = 68) of tourism (n1 = 45) and urban planning (n2 = 23) professionals. 

Results are presented in three sections, followed by a summary.  The first section 

of this chapter describes general information obtained from Section One of the 

interview, including a description of the sample.  The second section of this chapter 

describes responses from Section Two of the interview, including respondentǎΩ 

perceptions of the most-visited attractions and places, restaurants, and accommodations 

in downtown Raleigh.  Results are displayed in tables as well as maps.  Differences 

between the tourism and urban planning subsamples are also analyzed.  The third 

section of this chapter describes responses from Section Three of the interview, based 

ƻƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΦ  !ƎŀƛƴΣ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜ 

differences are considered and results are displayed in tabular and geographic formats. 

Description of the Sample: Results from Section One 

 As described in the previous chapter, a total of 68 people were interviewed for 

this study.  Of the 68 interviews, 35 interviews were conducted over the phone and 33 

interviews were conducted in person.  Within the total sample, 41 respondents were 

women and 27 respondents were men.  See Table 4.1 for a crosstabulation of method of 

contact by gender for each subsample.   
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Table 4.1   

Cross-tabulation of Method of Contact by Gender for Tourism and Urban Planning 
Subsamples 
 

Method of Contact 
Tourism Subsample 

Urban Planning 
Subsample Totals 

Men Women Men Women 

In person 6 24 1 2 33 

By telephone 5 10 15 5 35 

Totals 11 34 16 7 68 

 

 Respondents were asked to report the total number of years of employment in 

their respective professions.  Within the tourism subsample, 41 of the 45 respondents 

provided data regarding the total number of years of employment in the field.  

Responses ranged from 2 to 39 years, with a mean of 14.53 years.  Within the urban 

planning subsample, 18 of 23 respondents provided data regarding the total number of 

years of employment in the industry.  Responses ranged from less than 1 to 26 years, 

ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƳŜŀƴ ƻŦ тΦоо ȅŜŀǊǎΦ  ¢ŀōƭŜ пΦн ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǘƻǘŀƭ 

number of years in the field across four categories: 0 to 5 years, 6 to 10 years, 11 to 15 

years, and over 15 years.  Overall, the tourism subsample was largely comprised of 

άǾŜǘŜǊŀƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘΣέ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜ ǿŀǎ less experienced.  
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Table 4.2   

Total Number of Years in Field for Tourism and Urban Planning Subsamples 

Subsample 

Number of Years in Field   

<1-5 6-10 11-15 >15 Total 

Tourism  9 11 5 16 41 

Urban Planning 12 1 1 4 18 

 

 

Respondents were also asked to report the number of years spent working in the greater 

Raleigh, North Carolina area in their respective fields.  Within the tourism subsample, 42 

of the 45 respondents provided data regarding the total number of years of involvement 

in the field.  Responses ranged from 1 to 39 years, with a mean of 10.89 years.  Within 

the urban planning subsample, 22 of 23 respondents provided data regarding the total 

number of years of involvement in the field.  Responses ranged from 0 to 20 years, with 

a mean of 5.09 years.  Again, the tourism subsample was comprised of a number of 

wŀƭŜƛƎƘ άǾŜǘŜǊŀƴǎέ (i.e., those with more than 15 years of experience) while the urban 

planning subsample was primarily comprised of newcomers to the field (i.e., those with 5 

or fewer years of experience). 
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Analysis of Results from Section Two 

Overall Findings 

Section Two of the interview consisted of three questions: 

  vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ нŀΥ ά²ƘƛŎƘ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ Řƻ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘ 
ǾƛǎƛǘΚ  .ȅ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƭŀŎŜǎΣ L ƳŜŀƴ ΨǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ŀƴŘ ŘƻΦΩ  ¢Ǌȅ ǘƻ ƭƛǎǘ ǘƘŜ 
top 10, in terms ƻŦ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΣ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ŎŀƴΦέ 

 

  vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ нōΥ ά²ƘŜǊŜ ƛƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘ Řƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǎǘŀȅ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ Ǿƛǎƛǘ ŘƻǿƴǘƻǿƴΚ  
LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ȅƻǳǊ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǿƘŜǊŜ you would stay, but rather your 
perception of where most visitors stay.  Try to list the top 5 propeǊǘƛŜǎΦέ 

 

 vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ нŎΥ ά²ƘŜǊŜ Řƻ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘ Ǝƻ ƻǳǘ ǘƻ Ŝŀǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ 
have drinks?  Try to list the top 10 establishments in which you would expect 
ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘ ŜŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŘǊƛƴƪƛƴƎΦέ 

 
A total of 179 sites (attractions/places, lodging properties, restaurants) were mentioned 

by the 68 respondents in the three questions included in Section Two of the interview.  

For each site, the percentage of the total sample and the percentage of each subsample 

that mentioned the place were calculated. 

For Question 2a, the most commonly cited attractions and places were the North 

Carolina Museum of Natural Sciences (mentioned by 85.3% of the total sample) followed 

by the North Carolina Museum of History and the North Carolina State Capitol.  Table 4.3 

summarizes the 13 attractions that were mentioned by at least 15% of all respondents, 

as well as subsample percentages for each of those 13 attractions and places.  In 

ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƭǳƳƴ ƭŀōŜƭŜŘ ά5ƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ bŀƳŜέ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘes the location of the site 
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ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 5ƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘ !ƭƭƛŀƴŎŜΩǎ (DRA) five downtown districts.  (See Appendix 

C for a table of all attractions mentioned and their respective response rates.)  Figures 

4.1 through 4.3 provide geographic representations of all attractions and places 

mentioned in response to Question 2a, for the total sample as well as for the tourism 

and urban planning subsamples.   

 
 

Table 4.3   

Most Frequently Cited Attractions/Places in Downtown Raleigh, Overall and by 
Subsample 
 

Attraction/Place Name 
Downtown 

District Name 

Total Sample  
(n = 68) 

Tourism 
Subsample  
(n1 = 45) 

Urban 
Planning 

Subsample  
(n2 = 23) 

# % # % # % 
NC Museum of Natural 
Sciences 

Capital 58 85.3% 38 84.4% 20 87.0% 

NC Museum of History Capital 56 82.4% 37 82.2% 19 82.6% 

State Capitol Capital 43 63.2% 29 64.4% 14 60.9% 

Marbles Kids Museum  Moore Square 33 48.5% 17 37.8% 16 69.6% 

Progress Energy Center for the 
Performing Arts 

Fayetteville St. 32 47.1% 20 44.4% 12 52.2% 

Moore Square  Moore Square 26 38.2% 19 42.2% 7 30.4% 

City Market Moore Square 20 29.4% 12 26.7% 8 34.8% 

NC Executive Mansion Capital 20 29.4% 14 31.1% 6 26.1% 

Fayetteville Street  Fayetteville St. 18 26.5% 10 22.2% 8 34.8% 

Glenwood South District Glenwood South 15 22.1% 9 20.0% 6 26.1% 

Artspace Moore Square 11 16.2% 8 17.8% 3 13.0% 

NC Legislative Building Capital 11 16.2% 8 17.8% 3 13.0% 

IMAX Theatre at Marbles Kids 
Museum 

Moore Square 11 16.2% 9 20.0% 2 8.7% 
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Figure 4.1. Map of the ǘƻǘŀƭ ǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ mentioned attractions and places in downtown Raleigh, NC  
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Figure 4.2.  Map of the ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ mentioned attractions and places in downtown Raleigh, 
NC
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Figure 4.3.  Map of the ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ mentioned attractions and places in downtown 
Raleigh, NC 
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For Question 2b, the most commonly cited lodging property was the Sheraton 

Raleigh, mentioned by 89.7% of the total sample.  Table 4.4 summarizes the six lodging 

properties that were mentioned by at least 15% of all respondents, as well as subsample 

percentages for those six lodging properties.  (See Appendix D for a table of all 

accommodations mentioned and their respective response rates.)  Figures 4.4 through 

4.6 provide geographic representations of all lodging properties mentioned in response 

to Question 2b, for the total sample as well as for the tourism and urban planning 

subsamples.  

 

 
Table 4.4   

Most Frequently Cited Lodging Properties for Visitors to Downtown Raleigh, Overall and 
by Subsample 
 

Lodging Property Name 
Downtown 

District Name 

Total 
Sample  
(N = 68) 

Tourism 
Subsample  
(n1 = 45) 

Urban 
Planning 

Subsample  
(n2 = 23) 

# % # % # % 

Sheraton Raleigh Fayetteville St. 61 89.7% 40 88.9% 21 91.3% 

Clarion Raleigh, State Capital Capital 47 69.1% 31 68.9% 16 69.6% 

Marriott Crabtree n/a 27 39.7% 18 40.0% 9 39.1% 

Hilton North Raleigh  n/a 19 27.9% 15 33.3% 4 17.4% 

Holiday Inn Brownstone-Raleigh n/a 16 23.5% 15 33.3% 1 4.3% 

Days Inn Downtown Capital 11 16.2% 5 11.1% 6 26.1% 

 



 

79 
   

 

Figure 4.4.  Map of the ǘƻǘŀƭ ǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ mentioned accommodations in downtown Raleigh, NC 
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Figure 4.5.  Map of the ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ mentioned accommodations in downtown Raleigh, NC
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Figure 4.6.  Map of the ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ mentioned accommodations in downtown 
Raleigh, NC  
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For Question 2c, the two Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ ŎƛǘŜŘ ǊŜǎǘŀǳǊŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ {ǳƭƭƛǾŀƴΩǎ 

Steakhouse and the 42nd Street Oyster Bar and Seafood Grill, each of which was 

mentioned by 48.5% of the total sample.  Table 4.5 summarizes the 17 restaurants that 

were mentioned by at least 15% of all respondents, as well as subsample percentages for 

those 17 restaurants. (See Appendix E for a table of all restaurants mentioned and their 

respective response rates.)  Figures 4.7 through 4.9 provide geographic representations 

of all restaurants mentioned in response to Question 2c, for the total sample as well as 

for the tourism and urban planning subsamples.  
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Table 4.5   

Most Frequently Cited Restaurants in Downtown Raleigh, Overall and by Subsample 

Restaurant Name 
Downtown  

District Name 

Total 
Sample  
(n = 68) 

Tourism 
Subsample  
(n1 = 45) 

Urban 
Planning 

Subsample  
(n2 = 23) 

# % # % # % 

42nd St. Oyster Bar & Seafood Grill Glenwood South 33 48.5% 25 55.6% 8 34.8% 

Sullivan's Steakhouse Glenwood South 33 48.5% 22 48.9% 11 47.8% 

Yancy's Fayetteville St. 31 45.6% 16 35.6% 15 65.2% 

518 West Italian Café Glenwood South 29 42.6% 23 51.1% 6 26.1% 

Caffé Luna Moore Square 27 39.7% 19 42.2% 8 34.8% 

Big Easy Fayetteville St. 22 32.4% 12 26.7% 10 43.5% 

Big Ed's City Market Restaurant Moore Square 20 29.4% 12 26.7% 8 34.8% 

Bogart's Glenwood South 20 29.4% 14 31.1% 6 26.1% 

The Duck & Dumpling Moore Square 19 27.9% 14 31.1% 5 21.7% 

Tir Na Nog Irish Pub & Restaurant Moore Square 18 26.5% 14 31.1% 4 17.4% 

Nana's Chophouse (closed Nov. 2007) Warehouse 17 25.0% 9 20.0% 8 34.8% 

Second Empire  Capital 17 25.0% 10 22.2% 7 30.4% 

Raleigh Times Bar Fayetteville St. 15 22.1% 9 20.0% 6 26.1% 

Hibernian Pub Glenwood South 14 20.6% 9 20.0% 5 21.7% 

Glenwood South District Glenwood South 11 16.2% 10 22.2% 1 4.3% 

Hi5 Sports Restaurant and Bar Glenwood South 11 16.2% 7 15.6% 4 17.4% 

Red Room Tapas Lounge Glenwood South 11 16.2% 7 15.6% 4 17.4% 
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Figure 4.7.  Map of the ǘƻǘŀƭ ǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ mentioned restaurants in downtown Raleigh, NC  
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Figure 4.8.  Map of the ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ mentioned restaurants in downtown Raleigh, NC 
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Figure 4.9.  Map of the ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ mentioned restaurants in downtown Raleigh, NC  
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Differences Between Subsamples on Perceptions of Most-Visited Sites 

 One of the goals of this study was to detect whether differences existed between 

the tourism and urban planning subsamples in their perceptions of the spatial 

distribution ƻŦ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ offerings.  Overall, the two subsamples had 

similar response patterns.  To illustrate, out of all 179 sites mentioned in Section Two of 

the interview, 149 had subsample response percentage differences within 10%.  Of these 

149 sites, 119 had response percentage differences within 5%.   

However, there were 30 sites where there was at least a 10% difference in the 

response rate between the two subsamples, displayed in Tables 4.6 and 4.7.  Table 4.6 

includes the 19 sites that were mentioned 10% or more frequently by the urban planning 

subsample than the tourism subsample, while Table 4.7 includes the 11 sites that were 

mentioned 10% or more frequently by the tourism subsample than the urban planning 

subsample.   

Of the 19 sites listed in Table 4.6, the majority (15 of 19, or 78.9%) are 

restaurants.  All 19 sites fall within the boundaries of the downtown business 

improvement district (BID) as defined by the DRA.  Only one site, Fayetteville Street, is a 

general area of the city as opposed to a fixed establishment.
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Table 4.6   

Sites Mentioned 10% or More Frequently by Urban Planning Subsample than Tourism Subsample 

Place Name 
Downtown 

District Type of Site 

Total 
Sample  
(n = 68) 

Tourism 
Subsample  
(n1 = 45) 

Urban 
Planning 

Subsample  
(n2 = 23) 

Percentage 
Difference 
Between 

Subsamples 
(%n2 - % n1) # % # % # % 

Marbles Kids Museum Moore Square Attraction 33 48.5% 17 37.8% 16 69.6% 31.8% 

Yancy's Fayetteville St. Restaurant 31 45.6% 16 35.6% 15 65.2% 29.6% 

Humble Pie Warehouse Restaurant 4 5.9% 0 0.0% 4 17.4% 17.4% 

Rockford  Glenwood South Restaurant 4 5.9% 0 0.0% 4 17.4% 17.4% 

Woody's at City Market Moore Square Restaurant 7 10.3% 2 4.4% 5 21.7% 17.3% 

Cooper's Barbeque & Catering Moore Square Restaurant 10 14.7% 4 8.9% 6 26.1% 17.2% 

Big Easy Fayetteville St. Restaurant 22 32.4% 12 26.7% 10 43.5% 16.8% 

Days Inn Downtown Capital Lodging Property 11 16.2% 5 11.1% 6 26.1% 15.0% 

Nana's Chophouse (closed Nov. 2007) Warehouse Restaurant 17 25.0% 9 20.0% 8 34.8% 14.8% 

Zydeco Downtown Moore Square Restaurant 3 4.4% 0 0.0% 3 13.0% 13.0% 

Sheraton Bar and Restaurant Fayetteville St. Restaurant 6 8.8% 2 4.4% 4 17.4% 13.0% 

Vic's Ristorante Italiano Moore Square Restaurant 6 8.8% 2 4.4% 4 17.4% 13.0% 

Fayetteville Street  Fayetteville St. Attraction 18 26.5% 10 22.2% 8 34.8% 12.6% 

April and George Glenwood South Restaurant 4 5.9% 1 2.2% 3 13.0% 10.8% 

Capital City Club Fayetteville St. Restaurant 4 5.9% 1 2.2% 3 13.0% 10.8% 

Cardinal Club Fayetteville St. Restaurant 4 5.9% 1 2.2% 3 13.0% 10.8% 

Riviera Resto and Lounge Moore Square Restaurant 4 5.9% 1 2.2% 3 13.0% 10.8% 

Raleigh City Museum  Fayetteville St. Attraction 7 10.3% 3 6.7% 4 17.4% 10.7% 

Fins Fayetteville St. Restaurant 7 10.3% 3 6.7% 4 17.4% 10.7% 
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Of the sites listed in Table 4.7, over half (6 of 11, or 54.5%) are attractions.  Different 

from Table 4.6, 4 of the 11 sites in Table 4.7 fall outside of the boundaries of the downtown 

BID.  In addition, three of the six attractions listed more frequently by the tourism 

subsample ς Moore Square, Oakwood Historic District, and Glenwood South ς are general 

areas of downtown rather than specific sites.
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Table 4.7   

Sites Mentioned 10% or More Frequently by Tourism Subsample than Urban Planning Subsample 

Place Name 
Downtown 

District Name Type of Site 

Total 
Sample  
(n = 68) 

Tourism 
Subsample  
(n1 = 45) 

Urban 
Planning 

Subsample  
(n2 = 23) 

Percentage 
Difference 
Between 

Subsamples 
(%n1 - % n2) # % # % # % 

Holiday Inn Brownstone-Raleigh n/a Lodging Property 16 23.5% 15 33.3% 1 4.3% 29.0% 

518 West Italian Café Glenwood South Restaurant 29 42.6% 23 51.1% 6 26.1% 25.0% 

42nd St. Oyster Bar & Seafood Grill Glenwood South Restaurant 33 48.5% 25 55.6% 8 34.8% 20.8% 

Glenwood South Glenwood South Attraction 11 16.2% 10 22.2% 1 4.3% 17.9% 

Hilton North Raleigh  n/a Lodging Property 19 27.9% 15 33.3% 4 17.4% 15.9% 

Tir Na Nog Irish Pub & Restaurant Moore Square Restaurant 18 26.5% 14 31.1% 4 17.4% 13.7% 

Oakwood Historic District Capital Attraction 6 8.8% 6 13.3% 0 0.0% 13.3% 

Moore Square  Moore Square Attraction 26 38.2% 19 42.2% 7 30.4% 11.8% 

IMAX Theatre at Marbles Kids Museum Moore Square Attraction 11 16.2% 9 20.0% 2 8.7% 11.3% 

NC State University Campus n/a Attraction 5 7.4% 5 11.1% 0 0.0% 11.1% 

Pullen Park  n/a Attraction 5 7.4% 5 11.1% 0 0.0% 11.1% 
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In terms of museums, the IMAX Theater at Marbles Kids Museum was mentioned 

more frequently by the tourism subsample όɲ Ґ ммΦм҈ύ, while the adjacent Marbles Kids 

Museum was mentioned more frequently by the urban planning subsample όɲ Ґ омΦу҈ύΦ  

The Raleigh City Museum was also mentioned more frequently by the urban planning 

subsample than the tourism subsample όɲ Ґ млΦт%).  These differences will be addressed 

in Chapter 5. 

Analysis of Results from Section Three 

hǾŜǊŀƭƭ CƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻƴ tŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ 5ƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ hǳǘŜǊ .ƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ 

In Section Three of the interview, respondents were asked to consider 21 well-

known places, most of which are located on the periphery of the downtown BID, and 

indicate whether they considered each place to be in downtown Raleigh, responding 

ǿƛǘƘ άȅŜǎΣέ άƴƻΣέ άƳŀȅōŜΣέ ƻǊ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΦέ  A summary of the responses for all 21 

peripheral places is provided in Table 4.8.  In addition, results for those places that were 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘ όƛΦŜΦΣ ǘƘŜ άȅŜǎέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎύ are displayed spatially 

in Figures 4.10 through 4.12. 
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Table 4.8   
wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ tŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ tŜǊƛǇƘŜǊŀƭ tƭŀŎŜǎΥ wŜsponses from Each Subsample and Overall 
 
 Response Categories 

Peripheral Place Name 

Downtown Not Downtown Maybe Downtown I Don't Know 

# % # % # % # % 

Cameron Village                  

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 12 26.7% 29 64.4% 4 8.9% 0 0.0% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 0 0.0% 23 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Overall (n = 68) 12 17.6% 52 76.5% 4 5.9% 0 0.0% 

Rialto Theater at Five Points                 

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 10 22.2% 31 68.9% 3 6.7% 1 2.2% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 0 0.0% 20 87.0% 2 8.7% 1 4.3% 

Overall (n = 68) 10 14.7% 51 75.0% 5 7.4% 2 2.9% 

Central YMCA                 

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 21 46.7% 17 37.8% 4 8.9% 3 6.7% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 5 21.7% 16 69.6% 0 0.0% 2 8.7% 

Overall (n = 68) 26 38.2% 33 48.5% 4 5.9% 5 7.4% 

Peace College                  

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 38 84.4% 4 8.9% 3 6.7% 0 0.0% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 20 87.0% 2 8.7% 1 4.3% 0 0.0% 

Overall (n = 68) 58 85.3% 6 8.8% 4 5.9% 0 0.0% 

WakeMed (Raleigh Campus)                 

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 1 2.2% 41 91.1% 3 6.7% 0 0.0% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 0 0.0% 23 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Overall (n = 68) 1 1.5% 64 94.1% 3 4.4% 0 0.0% 

NC State University (main campus)                 

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 15 33.3% 28 62.2% 2 4.4% 0 0.0% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 3 13.0% 19 82.6% 1 4.3% 0 0.0% 

Overall (n = 68) 18 26.5% 47 69.1% 3 4.4% 0 0.0% 
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Table 4.8 (continued) 

 Response Categories 

Peripheral Place Name 

Downtown Not Downtown Maybe Downtown I Don't Know 

# % # % # % # % 

North Carolina State Farmer's Market                 

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 5 11.1% 36 80.0% 3 6.7% 1 2.2% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 2 8.7% 21 91.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Overall (n = 68) 7 10.3% 57 83.8% 3 4.4% 1 1.5% 

Pullen Park                  

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 18 40.0% 24 53.3% 3 6.7% 0 0.0% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 2 8.7% 18 78.3% 3 13.0% 0 0.0% 

Overall (n = 68) 20 29.4% 42 61.8% 6 8.8% 0 0.0% 

Dorothea Dix Hospital property                 

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 14 31.1% 27 60.0% 4 8.9% 0 0.0% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 6 26.1% 13 56.5% 4 17.4% 0 0.0% 

Overall (n = 68) 20 29.4% 40 58.8% 8 11.8% 0 0.0% 

North Hills Mall                 

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 1 2.2% 44 97.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 0 0.0% 23 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Overall (n = 68) 1 1.5% 67 98.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Krispy Kreme Donuts                 

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 39 86.7% 4 8.9% 2 4.4% 0 0.0% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 22 95.7% 1 4.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Overall (n = 68) 61 89.7% 5 7.4% 2 2.9% 0 0.0% 

Walnut Creek Amphitheatre                 

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 0 0.0% 43 95.6% 0 0.0% 2 4.4% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 1 4.3% 22 95.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Overall (n = 68) 1 1.5% 65 95.6% 0 0.0% 2 2.9% 
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Table 4.8 (continued) 
 Response Categories 

Peripheral Place Name 

Downtown Not Downtown Maybe Downtown I Don't Know 

# % # % # % # % 

RBC Center                  

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 0 0.0% 45 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 1 4.3% 22 95.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Overall (n = 68) 1 1.5% 67 98.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

North Carolina Museum of Art                 

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 44) 3 6.8% 41 93.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 4 17.4% 18 78.3% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Overall (n = 67) 7 10.4% 59 88.1% 0 0.0% 1 1.5% 

Glenwood South                 

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 41 91.1% 1 2.2% 3 6.7% 0 0.0% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 22 95.7% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 0 0.0% 

Overall (n = 68) 63 92.6% 1 1.5% 4 5.9% 0 0.0% 

Crabtree Valley Mall                 

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 0 0.0% 45 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 0 0.0% 23 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Overall (n = 68) 0 0.0% 68 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Shaw University                  

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 41 91.1% 2 4.4% 1 2.2% 1 2.2% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 23 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Overall (n = 68) 64 94.1% 2 2.9% 1 1.5% 1 1.5% 

Meredith College                  

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 6 13.3% 37 82.2% 2 4.4% 0 0.0% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 3 13.0% 19 82.6% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Overall (n = 68) 9 13.2% 56 82.4% 2 2.9% 1 1.5% 
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Table 4.8 (continued) 
 Response Categories 

Peripheral Place Name 

Downtown Not Downtown 
Maybe 

Downtown I Don't Know 

# % # % # % # % 

North Carolina State Fairgrounds                 

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 0 0.0% 43 95.6% 2 4.4% 0 0.0% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 0 0.0% 23 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Overall (n = 68) 0 0.0% 66 97.1% 2 2.9% 0 0.0% 

Charlie Goodnight's / Irregardless                 

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 29 64.4% 10 22.2% 4 8.9% 2 4.4% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 11 47.8% 9 39.1% 2 8.7% 1 4.3% 

Overall (n = 68) 40 58.8% 19 27.9% 6 8.8% 3 4.4% 

St. Augustine's College                 

Tourism Subsample (n1 = 45) 23 51.1% 13 28.9% 3 6.7% 6 13.3% 

Urban Planning Subsample (n2 = 23) 10 43.5% 10 43.5% 3 13.0% 0 0.0% 

Overall (n = 68) 33 48.5% 23 33.8% 6 8.8% 6 8.8% 
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Figure 4.10.  Map of peripheral places included in downtown Raleigh, NC:  Total sample 
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Figure 4.11.  Map of peripheral places included in downtown Raleigh, NC:  Tourism 
subsample 
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Figure 4.12.  Map of peripheral places included in downtown Raleigh, NC:  Urban 
planning subsample 
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Among all respondents, the four places that were most often considered 

downtown όƛΦŜΦΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ άȅŜǎέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎύ 

were: Shaw University (94.1%), Glenwood South (92.6%), Krispy Kreme Doughnuts 

(89.7%), and Peace College (85.3%).  These four places are represented as large red dots 

in Figures 4.10 through 4.12. 

Within the tourism subsample, the same four places received the highest 

ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ άȅŜǎέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΥ Shaw University (91.1%), Glenwood South (91.1%), Krispy 

Kreme Doughnuts (86.7%), and Peace College (84.4%).  The urban planning subsample 

also considered these four places to be downtown: Shaw University (100%), Glenwood 

South (95.7%), Krispy Kreme Doughnuts (95.7%), and Peace College (87.0%).  Their 

percentages were slightly higher than the tourism subsample. 

!ƳƻƴƎ ŀƭƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ άƴƻέ 

responses were: Crabtree Valley Mall (100%), the RBC Center (98.5%), North Hills Mall 

(98.5%), the North Carolina State Fairgrounds (97.1%), and Walnut Creek Amphitheatre 

(95.6%).  Within the urban planning subsample, there were five places that received a 

άƴƻέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ŦǊƻƳ млл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΥ /ŀƳŜǊƻƴ ±ƛƭƭŀƎŜΣ ²ŀƪŜaŜŘ όwŀƭŜƛƎƘ 

Campus), North Hills Mall, Crabtree Valley Mall, and the North Carolina State 

Fairgrounds.  These results indicated a consensus among the urban planning subsample; 

all 23 respondents considered these five places to be outside of downtown Raleigh.  

Within the tourism subsample, only two places ς the RBC Center and Crabtree Valley 
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Mall ς reŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀ άƴƻέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ŦǊƻƳ млл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΦ  hǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊŀƭ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ 

that were not considered to be downtown within the tourism subsample were: North 

Hills Mall (97.8%), the North Carolina State Fairgrounds (95.6%), and Walnut Creek 

Amphitheatre (95.6%).   

Among all respondents, the places that received the highest percentage of 

άƳŀȅōŜέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ 5ƻǊƻǘƘŜŀ 5ƛȄ IƻǎǇƛǘŀƭ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ όммΦу҈ύΣ tǳƭƭŜƴ tŀǊƪ όуΦу҈ύΣ 

/ƘŀǊƭƛŜ DƻƻŘƴƛƎƘǘΩǎ κ LǊǊŜƎŀǊŘƭŜǎǎ όуΦу҈ύΣ ŀƴŘ {ǘΦ !ǳƎǳǎǘƛƴŜΩǎ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜ όуΦу҈ύΦ  ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊe 

four places for which 8.9% of the tourism subsample ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ŀ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƻŦ άƳŀȅōŜέ 

downtown: Cameron Village, Central YMCA, Dorothea Dix Hospital property, and Charlie 

DƻƻŘƴƛƎƘǘΩǎ κ LǊǊŜƎŀǊŘƭŜǎǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜ ƘŀŘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǊŀǘŜǎ 

than the tourism subsample ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άƳŀȅōŜέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǾŜ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǘƘŜ 

ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ άƳŀȅōŜέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜ ǿŜǊŜΥ 

5ƻǊƻǘƘŜŀ 5ƛȄ IƻǎǇƛǘŀƭ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ όмтΦп҈ύΣ {ǘΦ !ǳƎǳǎǘƛƴŜΩǎ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜ όмоΦл҈ύΣ tǳƭƭŜƴ tŀǊƪ 

(13Φл҈ύΣ /ƘŀǊƭƛŜ DƻƻŘƴƛƎƘǘΩǎ κ LǊǊŜƎŀǊŘƭŜǎǎ όуΦт҈ύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ wƛŀƭǘƻ ¢ƘŜŀǘŜǊ ŀǘ CƛǾŜ tƻƛƴǘǎ 

(8.7%). 

hŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƭŜŀǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ 

ƪƴƻǿέ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘhe peripheral places.  Among the total sample, the places 

ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ {ǘΦ !ǳƎǳǎǘƛƴŜΩǎ 

College (8.8%) and the Central YMCA (7.4%).  Within the tourism subsample, these same 

ǘǿƻ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ ǿƛth 13.3% of 
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ǘƘŜ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿέ ŦƻǊ {ǘΦ !ǳƎǳǎǘƛƴŜΩǎ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜ ŀƴŘ сΦт҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿέ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ /ŜƴǘǊŀƭ ¸a/!Φ  ²ƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ 

subsample, only one peripheral place, the Central YMCA, received a response ƻŦ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ 

ƪƴƻǿέ ŦǊƻƳ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ όуΦт҈Σ ƻǊ н ƻŦ но ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎύΦ 

5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ .ŜǘǿŜŜƴ {ǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻƴ tŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ 5ƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ Boundaries 

Differences in response rates were found between the two subsamples for each 

of the four response categoriesΥ ȅŜǎΣ ƴƻΣ ƳŀȅōŜΣ ŀƴŘ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ.  The tourism 

subsample was more likely to consider a place to be downtown than the urban planning 

subsample.  To illustrate, across all 21 places, the average percentage ƻŦ άȅŜǎέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ 

for the tourism subsample was 33.5%, while the average percentage for the urban 

planning subsample was 27.9%, for a difference of 5.6%. 

Another average percentage was calculated after removing the six places which 

were considered to be downtown by fewer than two respondents: WakeMed (Raleigh 

Campus), North Hills Mall, Walnut Creek Amphitheatre, RBC Center, Crabtree Valley 

Mall, and the North Carolina State Fairgrounds.  For the total sample, the average 

ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ άȅŜǎέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ мр ǇƭŀŎŜǎ όŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŀŘ ŀ ǘƻǘŀƭ 

percentage greater than 10%) was 43.0%.  The average percentage for the tourism 

subsample was 46.7%, while the average percentage for the urban planning subsample 

was 38.6%, ŦƻǊ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ уΦм҈Φ  .ƻǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ άȅŜǎέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ percentage 
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calculations indicate that the tourism subsample was slightly more likely to consider a 

place to be downtown than the urban planning subsample.   

Overall, 12 peripheral places had a higher percentage of άȅŜǎέ respondents from  

the tourism subsample, and 7 peripheral places had a higher percentage of άȅŜǎέ 

respondents from  the urban planning subsample.  As indicated earlier in the chapter, 

two peripheral places were considered downtown by none of the respondents.  (See 

Table 4.9 for subsample differences for all 21 peripheral places.)   

Looking more closely at these differences, six places were more often considered 

downtown by the tourism subsample than the urban planning subsample by a difference 

of at least 15%.  These places were: Pullen Park, Cameron Village, Central YMCA, Rialto 

¢ƘŜŀǘǊŜ ŀǘ CƛǾŜ tƻƛƴǘǎΣ bƻǊǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀ {ǘŀǘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ŎŀƳǇǳǎΣ ŀƴŘ /ƘŀǊƭƛŜ 

DƻƻŘƴƛƎƘǘΩǎ κ LǊǊŜƎŀǊŘƭŜǎǎΦ  The average percentage difference for the 12 places more 

often considered downtown by the tourism subsample was 13.5%, and the maximum 

percentage difference was 31.3%.  In contrast, the percentage differences were smaller 

for those places more often considered downtown by the urban planning subsample 

than the tourism subsample, with an average percentage difference of only 6.3% and a 

maximum percentage difference of 10.6%. 
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Table 4.9   Number and Percentage of Respondents from Each Subsample Who Considered Peripheral Places to be 
Downtown 
 

Peripheral Place Name 

Total Sample  
(n = 68) 

Tourism 
subsample  
(n1 = 45) 

Urban Planning/ 
Design Subsample  

(n2 = 23) 

Percentage 
Difference 
Between 

Subsamples  
(%n1 - % n2) Number % Number % Number % 

Pullen Park 20 29.4% 18 40.0% 2 8.7% 31.3% 

Cameron Village 12 17.6% 12 26.7% 0 0.0% 26.7% 

Central YMCA 26 38.2% 21 46.7% 5 21.7% 25.0% 

Rialto Theater at Five Points 10 14.7% 10 22.2% 0 0.0% 22.2% 

NC State University (main campus) 18 26.5% 15 33.3% 3 13.0% 20.3% 

Charlie Goodnight's / Irregardless 40 58.8% 29 64.4% 11 47.8% 16.6% 

St. Augustine's College 33 48.5% 23 51.1% 10 43.5% 7.6% 

Dorothea Dix Hospital property 20 29.4% 14 31.1% 6 26.1% 5.0% 

North Carolina State Farmer's Market 7 10.3% 5 11.1% 2 8.7% 2.4% 

WakeMed (Raleigh Campus) 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 2.2% 

North Hills Mall 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 2.2% 

Meredith College 9 13.2% 6 13.3% 3 13.0% 0.3% 

Crabtree Valley Mall 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 

North Carolina State Fairgrounds 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 

Peace College 58 85.3% 38 84.4% 20 87.0% -2.6% 

Walnut Creek Amphitheatre 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% -4.3% 

RBC Center 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% -4.3% 

Glenwood South 63 92.6% 41 91.1% 22 95.7% -4.6% 

Shaw University 64 94.1% 41 91.1% 23 100.0% -8.9% 

Krispy Kreme Doughnuts 61 89.7% 39 86.7% 22 95.7% -9.0% 

North Carolina Museum of Art 7 10.4% 3 6.8% 4 17.4% -10.6% 
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Summary of Results 

 In sum, a number of descriptive analyses were conducted on the data.  

Comparisons were made between the tourism ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜǎΩ 

response frequencies for the following questions: most frequently cited attractions and 

places, most frequently cited accommodations, most frequently cited restaurants, and 

ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ ƻǳǘŜǊ ōƻǳndaries using peripheral places as 

indicators.  The chapter that follows contains a discussion of these results. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION 

 

As addressed in previous chapters, the primary purpose of this study was to 

design a standardized method for mapping the urban tourist bubble, or a geographic 

area planned and managed for tourists, using data collected from a sample of tourism 

and urban planning professionals.  These data served as indicators ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

perceptions of the urban tourist bubble in downtown Raleigh, North Carolina.  Data were 

displayed geographically ǳǎƛƴƎ DL{ ǎƻŦǘǿŀǊŜ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜŎǘ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

perceptions of the spatial distribution of the urban tourism supply (i.e., attractions & 

places, accommodations, restaurants) as well as the extent of the perceived boundary 

around downtown Raleigh.  The technique developed in this study to map the urban 

tourist bubble can be applied to other destinations in future research to improve 

understanding of the spatial relationships among tourist attractions, restaurants, and 

lodging properties in cities. 

Although some limitations to mapping a contiguous urban tourist bubble exist, 

the data collected from respondents exposed commonalities and disparities between 

tourism and urban planning profeǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ the geographic distribution of 

tourism activity in downtown Raleigh.  In this chapter, these perceptions will be 

discussed, along with other noteworthy findings, applications and implications of the 

findings, study limitations, and opportunities for future research.   
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Discussion of Results from Interview Section Two 

 In Section Two of the interview, respondents were asked to generate lists based 

on their perceptions of the most-visited attractions and places, restaurants, and lodging 

properties in downtown Raleigh.  These data were described in detail in the previous 

chapter.  Spatial representations of these data illustrated how the two subsamples 

perceived tourism activity in downtown Raleigh. 

 Among all the sites mentioned in Section Two of the interview, most (83.2%) had 

subsample response percentage differences within 10%.  This finding suggests that the 

two subsamples had similar overall perceptions of tourism activity in downtown Raleigh, 

since they generated comparable lists of attractions and places, accommodations, and 

restaurants where visitors to downtown Raleigh frequent.  This response overlap may be 

a product of the congruence between the vocations of urban planners and tourism 

professionals.  Both urban planners and tourism professionals in Raleigh have a vested 

interest in the development of the city as an appealing place for people ς both local 

residents and tourists ς to spend time (and money).  Urban planners aim to maximize the 

quality of life for local residents, while tourism professionals aim to maximize the 

experience for visitors to Raleigh.  Both professions, however, are concerned with the 

built, natural, and cultural dimensions of the city which, in combination, give a city its 

unique sense of place (Hinch, 1996).  Lƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ IƛƴŎƘ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ 

character, the attractiveness of a place is reduced and the sustainability of the city and 
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ƛǘǎ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŘƛƳƛƴƛǎƘŜŘέ όǇΦ мллύΦ  The same unique character that attracts 

residents to a downtown area will also attract tourists.  Therefore, protecting this 

uniqueness is in the best interest of urban planners as well as tourism professionals. 

 The following three subsections provide a more detailed discussion of the results 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ perceptions of the most visited attractions and places, 

restaurants, and lodging properties in downtown Raleigh. 

Perceptions of the Most-Visited Attractions and Places and Implications for Management 

 All 13 attractions and places mentioned by at least 15% of the total sample (see 

Table 4.1) were located within the downtown Raleigh business improvement district 

(BID).  Although the city of Raleigh has many attractions that fall outside of the BID (e.g., 

North Carolina Museum of Art, North Carolina State Fairgrounds, RBC Center), the 

general consensus among the sample was that those other Raleigh attractions were not 

part of the downtown Raleigh set of attractions and places.  Therefore, the perceptions 

of the sample were consistent with the geographic extent of the downtown Raleigh BID.  

At the end of this chapter, ideas will be presented for future research on the linkages 

between downtown Raleigh and other area attractions, along with practical 

recommendations for improving connectivity through transit and signage enhancements. 

Lƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ-visited attractions and 

places (see Figure 4.1), high-frequency responses ς represented as large red dots and 

medium-sized pink dots ς were located in two main clusters.  The first cluster, spanning 
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the Capital and Fayetteville Street Districts, consisted of the North Carolina Museum of 

Natural Sciences, the North Carolina Museum of History, the North Carolina State 

Capitol, the North Carolina Executive Mansion, and the North Carolina Legislative 

Building.  A smaller cluster of attractions, located in the Moore Square District, consisted 

of Marbles Kids Museum, Moore Square, City Market, Artspace, and the IMAX Theatre at 

Marbles Kids Museum.  These two clusters could also be interpreted as one larger 

collection spanning three downtown districts, rŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀ άfamily-friendly attraction 

ȊƻƴŜέ in downtown Raleigh (see Figure 5.1).   
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Figure 5.1.  Representation of Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ family-friendly attraction zone, derived from sample data 
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This collection of attractions, which already draws numerous school groups each 

year, could be promoted to families, a market segment which sometimes perceives a 

downtown area as lacking wholesome affordable tourist activities.  Specific to Raleigh, 

one respondent noted: "When 5 o'clock comes and things have closed, there's not a 

whole lot left to do except restaurants, bars, and plays - nothing to do for kids or teens, 

such as a movie theater.έ  Negative aspects of an urban tourist destination ς such as 

traffic, inaccessibility, and perceptions of crime ς often dissuade families from choosing a 

city for their vacation destination (Bramwell, 1998).  To challenge this misconception, the 

city of Raleigh could actively promote the walkability and accessibility of the family-

friendly attraction zone identified in this study.   

Currently, the Downtown Raleigh Alliance (DRA) promotes five distinct downtown 

districts, whose descriptions lack any mention of families or family-friendly activities 

(DRA, n.d.).  ¢ƻ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜΣ ŜǾŜƴ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƳǳǎŜǳƳΣ aŀǊōƭŜǎ YƛŘǎ 

Museum (formerly called Exploris), is listed as a Moore Square District attraction, it is 

ƻƴƭȅ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ ά9ȄǇƭƻǊƛǎΦέ  ¢Ƙƛǎ one-word descriptor does not inform visitors that it is a 

ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƳǳǎŜǳƳΦ  The geographically contiguous collection of family-friendly tourist 

options identified in this study fills this void and, if properly marketed to families, could 

attract additional day and overnight visitors to downtown Raleigh.  Marketing efforts 

could include: conducting market research to determine the types of families to include 

in the target market, developing a consistent marketing message to communicate to the 
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target market, and distributing promotional materials (e.g., direct mail, radio, print 

advertisements) to the target market ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ-friendly 

attraction zone. 

Perceptions of the Most-Visited Lodging Properties and Implications for Management 

²ƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ŎƛǘŜŘ ƭƻŘƎƛƴƎ 

properties for visitors to downtown Raleigh, only six properties were mentioned by at 

least 15% of the total sample (see Table 4.4 in the previous chapter).  Different from the 

attractions and places discussed above, which were all located inside the downtown 

Raleigh BID, three of the six most frequently mentioned lodging properties were located 

outside the downtown Raleigh BID: Holiday Inn Brownstone-Raleigh, Hilton North 

Raleigh, and Marriott Crabtree.  The Holiday Inn Brownstone-Raleigh is located five 

blocks from the BID perimeter, the Hilton North Raleigh is located approximately three 

miles from the BID perimeter, and the Marriott Crabtree is located approximately five 

miles from the BID perimeter.    

Among these three properties, the tourism subsample was more likely than the 

urban planning subsample to name the Holiday Inn Brownstone-Raleigh and the Hilton 

North Raleigh in their list of the most-visited lodging properties.  The Holiday Inn 

Brownstone-Raleigh, located just five blocks from the eastern perimeter of the BID, is 

also adjacent to the Central YMCA.  As indicated in Table 4.9 in the previous chapter, 

almost half of the tourism subsample perceived the YMCA as being part of downtown 
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Raleigh, versus only one-fifth of the urban planning subsample, which could explain the 

ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ IƻƭƛŘŀȅ Lƴƴ.  The Hilton North 

Raleigh is a frequent host to professional meetings and conventions; hence, its 

reputation as a meeting site with convenient access to downtown Raleigh may have 

contributed to the tendency of tourism professionals to include that property. 

Both subsamples, however, consistently mentioned the Marriott Crabtree in their 

list of most-visited lodging properties.  Further from the downtown Raleigh BID than any 

of the other five properties, the Marriott Crabtree was mentioned more than both the 

Hilǘƻƴ bƻǊǘƘ wŀƭŜƛƎƘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ IƻƭƛŘŀȅ LƴƴΣ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ƭƻŘƎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅΩǎ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ 

from the downtown Raleigh BID did not necessarily play a role in its selection for 

inclusion ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƭƛǎǘǎ ƻŦ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǎǘŀȅ ǿƘŜƴ ǾƛǎƛǘƛƴƎ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ.   

RespondenǘǎΩ inclusion of properties outside of the downtown Raleigh BID may 

have been connected to phrasing of the interview questionΥ ά²ƘŜǊŜ ƛƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘ Řƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ 

ǎǘŀȅ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ Ǿƛǎƛǘ ŘƻǿƴǘƻǿƴΚέ  Lƴ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅΣ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘ ŘŜǎƛǊŜ 

to stay at a downtown property.  For some visitors, downtown properties could be 

perceived as less desirable because of their limited and/or costly parking options.  In fact, 

wƻōŜǊǘǎƻƴ όмффрύ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ άǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ ƛƴ ǊŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ŘƻǿƴǘƻǿƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

includeΧƛƴŎƻƴǾŜƴƛŜƴŎŜΧand parkiƴƎέ ό¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ 9ƴƘŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ ϡ мύ ŀǎ 

general reasons why Americans avoid downtowns.   
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For other visitors, downtown Raleigh may not possess their desired type of hotel.  

FrieŘŜƴ ŀƴŘ {ŀƎŀƭȅƴ όмфуфύ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ ƘƻǘŜƭǎΥ άǘƘŜ Ƴidsized 

commercial hotel for business travelers, the large hotel with special facilities for 

conventions, and the small luxury hotel for well-ƘŜŜƭŜŘ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻǇ ŜȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜǎέ όǇΦ 

267).  Currently, downtown Raleigh lacks this third type of hotel.  One respondent, a 

business executive selected for inclusion in this study because of his membership on the 

Downtown Raleigh Alliance Board of Directors, noted that "one of the biggest gaps [in 

the accommodations sector in downtown Raleigh] is lodging options for middle and 

upper level travelers."  The respondent then stated that "executives [traveling to Raleigh 

for business] are looking for ƳƻǊŜ ǳǇǎŎŀƭŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΣέ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ The Umstead Hotel and Spa 

in neighboring Cary, located over eight miles from the BID perimeter.  The Umstead, a 

luxury hotel which opened in 2007, is one of only two properties in North Carolina to 

receive a Five Diamond rating from the American Automobile Association (AAA, 2008).  

However, a luxury boutique hotel ς The Lafayette ς is scheduled to open in downtown 

Raleigh in 2009 (Raleigh Convention Center, 2008).  Filling this void in downtown 

wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘȅǇŜǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ increase overnight stays by catering to a wider 

variety of market segments. 

Different from the family-friendly attraction zone discussed in the previous 

section, respondents in this study did not identify a cluster of lodging properties to 

comprise a hotel zone.  As compared with both attractions (discussed earlier in the 
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chapter) and restaurants (which will be discussed below), respondents were more likely 

to identify lodging properties outside of the downtown Raleigh BID.  This finding could 

suggest that downtown Raleigh lacks sufficient lodging options.  However, this 

conclusion carries the assumption that Raleigh-area visitors prefer to stay downtown, 

when in fact, several primary attractions in Raleigh are located outside of the downtown 

area.  The North Carolina State Fairgrounds complex, for example, draws out-of-town 

visitors year-round.  Perhaps visitors to the Fairgrounds are more likely to choose to stay 

at one of the nearby properties, rather than in downtown Raleigh.  This idea of exploring 

the relationships between downtown Raleigh and other Raleigh attractions ς as well as 

possibilities for improving connectivity ς will be addressed in the section of this chapter 

on future research. 

Another difference between subsamples with respect to the most frequently 

cited lodging properties was that the urban planning subsample included the Days Inn 

Downtown, located in the Capital District of the downtown Raleigh BID, with higher 

frequency than the tourism subsample (26.1% vs. 11.1%).  Reasons for this discrepancy 

are unclear, since the property is located within walking distance of the state-run 

attractions (e.g., North Carolina Museum of Natural Sciences, State Capitol, Executive 

Mansion) that were so prominent among the responses of both the tourism and urban 

planning subsamples in Question 2a of the interview.  One possible explanation is that 

perhaps tourism professionals considered the Clarion Raleigh, also located in the Capital 
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District, to be the primary lodging property for travelers visiting the state attractions in 

downtown Raleigh due to its substantially larger capacity (202 vs. 55 guest rooms).   

An alternative explanation for the discrepancy between the response rates for 

these two lodging properties is that the Clarion Raleigh, with its unique circular shape, 

has become a downtown Raleigh landmark.  (See photograph in Appendix F.)  Perhaps a 

building with such a distinct architectural design as the Clarion Raleigh was easier for 

respondents to recall than a modest, two-story property like the Days Inn.  The Clarion 

has been a local landmark for residents since its construction in 1969, and has historically 

been the hotel most closely associated with downtown Raleigh.  Since the tourism 

ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜ ǿŀǎ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ ƻŦ άǾŜǘŜǊŀƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘΣέ with more work experience 

in greater Raleigh than the urban planning subsample (an average of 10.89 vs. 5.09 

years), perhaps respondents from the tourism subsample were more likely to recall the 

Clarion. 

Perceptions of the Most-Visited Restaurants and Implications for Management 

 Seventeen restaurants were mentioned by at least 15% of the total sample (see 

Table 4.5) and were primarily clustered in three downtown districts: the Glenwood South 

District (8 restaurants), the Moore Square District (4 restaurants), and the Fayetteville 

Street District (3 restaurants).  The location of the restaurants in the latter two districts 

created a restaurant zone that spanned the northeast portion of the Fayetteville Street 

District and the northwest portion of the Moore Square District (see Figure 4.7).   
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Like the family-friendly attraction zone discussed earlier in this chapter, this 

restaurant zone is neither acknowledged nor promoted by the Downtown Raleigh 

Alliance, since it straddles two downtown districts.  While dining is mentioned in the 

descriptions of four of the five downtown districts (DRA, n.d.), the Glenwood South 

District, ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ άŀ ǘƘǊƛǾƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǘŀǳǊŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǘŀƛƭ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘέ ό5w!ύ ŀƴŘ 

άōǳǊƎŜƻƴƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜŎƭŜŎǘƛŎ ǊŜǎǘŀǳǊŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǇƛǊƛǘŜŘ ƴƛƎƘǘƭƛŦŜέ όDw/±.Σ нллтōύΣ is 

promoted as Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ dining mecca.  Respondents in this study, however, 

identified almost the same number of restaurants in this inter-district restaurant zone (7 

restaurants) as the Glenwood South District (8 restaurants), suggesting a second 

geographic cluster of dining options in the Fayetteville Street-Moore Square area (see 

Figure 5.2). 
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Figure 5.2.  Representation of Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǊŜǎǘŀǳǊŀƴǘ ȊƻƴŜΣ derived from sample data
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The sample perceived two restaurant zones in downtown Raleigh, which has 

ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ ŘƛƴƛƴƎ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ άƘƛǇ ŀƴŘ 

ǘǊŜƴŘȅέ ό5w!Σ ƴΦŘΦύ Glenwood South District, with its mix of restaurants and nightclubs, is 

generally perceived to attract younger crowd.  On the other hand, the second restaurant 

zone of the Fayetteville Street and Moore Square Districts, which intersects the family-

friendly attraction zone discussed earlier in this chapter, has the potential to attract a 

wider variety of demographic target markets to downtown Raleigh: families and older 

adults in addition to the young professionals, college students, and downtown office 

workers who are already targeted. 

Several respondents mentioned the importance of having restaurants accessible 

for pedestrians, specifically for visitors staying in downtown Raleigh hotels.  Two 

respondents, a sales manager at the Sheraton Raleigh from the tourism subsample and 

an employee of the Downtown Raleigh Alliance from the urban planning subsample, 

stated that visitors tend to go out to eat at restaurants within walking distance of their 

hotel.  The Glenwood South District, which has been touted as the cornerstone of 

Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ ŘƛƴƛƴƎ ǎŎŜƴŜΣ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǿŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ƘŜǊŀǘƻƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΣ 

and it is about a ½ mile walk from the Clarion Raleigh.  According to urban planning 

literature, pedestrians would most likely regard ½ mile as too far to be considered 

άǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǿŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜέ (Aurbach, 2008).  Urban planners use the term pedestrian shed 

ς also called a άǇŜŘ ǎƘŜŘέ ƻǊ ǿŀƭƪŀōƭŜ ŎŀǘŎƘƳŜƴǘ ς to describe the άǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ 
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encompassed by the walking distance from a town or neighborhood center.  Ped sheds 

are often defined as the area covered by a 5-minute walk (ŀōƻǳǘ лΦнр ƳƛƭŜǎύέ όAurbach).  

Based on AurbachΩǎ ŘŜŦinition, Glenwood South would not be considered to be within 

walking distance of the Clarion Raleigh or any other downtown lodging property. 

Three urban planning respondents noted the lack of connectivity between the 

Glenwood South District and the rest of downtown Raleigh.  One of these respondents 

specifically noted the absence of a transportation system to connect Fayetteville Street 

to the Glenwood South District.  Another respondent, who commented on the distance 

between City Market (in the Moore Square District) and the Glenwood South District, 

also intimated that the DRA was thinking of starting a trolley service in downtown 

Raleigh.   

Since the interviews were conducted in 2007, the City of Raleigh has, in fact, 

commenced a trolley service, called the Raleigh Showtime Trolley.  This free trolley 

service runs from 5:30-11:30pm on Thursday, Friday, and Saturday nights and is 

sponsored by the Raleigh Transit Authority and the City of Raleigh Public Works 

Department.  However, the trolley route does not include the Glenwood South District, 

but is instead limited to the Fayetteville Street and Moore Square Districts.  Perhaps the 

trolley route would have been expanded to include the Glenwood South District if urban 

planning and/or tourism professionals had been consulted.  At the end of this chapter, 

strategies will be presented for bringing urban planning and tourism professionals 
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ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ ǎȅƴŜǊƎȅ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ άǇƭŀȅŜǊǎέ ƛƴ the downtown 

Raleigh redevelopment arena. 

Attracting more people to downtown Raleigh restaurants would benefit the city 

in three ways.  First, increased pedestrian traffic in the evening would create the image 

of a vibrant downtown, as opposed to a city ǿƛǘƘ ŀ άŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘέ that closes 

its doors each weeknight when the office workers go home (Robertson, 1995, The 

Uneven Effects of Downtown Development Strategies section, ¶ 1).  Second, this 

increase in pedestrian traffic could result in improved perceptions of safety among 

visitors to downtown Raleigh.  Lƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻƴ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΩǎ 

Cup in Auckland, New Zealand, Barker et al. (2003) found a positive correlation between 

ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎΩ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ǌŀǘƛƻ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ in their proximity.  In other words, 

tourists feel safer when they are among other tourists.  Robertson listed safety anxieties 

as one reason why Americans avoid downtowns.  Therefore, the work of both Robertson 

and Barker et al. supports the notion that increased evening activity could attract more 

people to downtown Raleigh ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ.  

Finally, an increase in the number of diners in downtown Raleigh would result in an 

increase in sales tax revenue for the city of Raleigh.  In summary, three potential positive 

outcomes of promoting downtown Raleigh options to a wider variety of target markets 

ŀǊŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ vibrancy, perceptions of safety, and tax revenue. 
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Analysis of Subsample Differences in Perceptions of Most-Visited Sites 

 This subsection will discuss the response differences between the tourism and 

urban planning subsamples in their perceptions of the most-visited sites in downtown 

Raleigh.  These differences could be attributed to their differing professional roles and 

responsibilities. 

Of all the sites mentioned more frequently by the urban planning subsample than 

the tourism subsample, almost 80% were restaurants (see Table 4.6).  This finding may 

relate to the idea that the guiding mission of the urban planning profession is to improve 

the quality of life for downtown residents, as opposed to visitors.  To illustrate, the 

ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƻŦ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ ¦Ǌōŀƴ 5ŜǎƛƎƴ /ŜƴǘŜǊ άis on updating the downtown plan, focusing 

ƻƴ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǾŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǿŀƭƪŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴέ ό/ƛǘȅ ƻŦ 

Raleigh, n.d. b).  Diverse restaurant options for downtown residents contribute to the 

livability of downtown Raleigh for urban residents.  Of the three site categories 

employed in this study ς attractions and places, accommodations, and restaurants ς the 

restaurant category is most closely associated with the lived experience of downtown 

residents. 

In particular, the urban planning subsample mentioned the three restaurants in 

the Fayetteville Street District with higher frequency than the tourism subsample.  These 

three restaurants ς ̧ ŀƴŎȅΩǎΣ .ƛƎ 9ŀǎȅΣ and Raleigh Times Bar ς are located on Fayetteville 

Street itself, and their openings accompanied the grand re-opening of the 700 block of 
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Fayetteville Street in 2006.  The ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ¦Ǌōŀƴ 5ŜǎƛƎƴ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ǎǇŜŀǊƘŜŀŘŜŘ ǘƘe Fayetteville 

Street Renaissance project, which was one of the five objectives ƻŦ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ 

Livable Streets plan (City of Raleigh, n.d. a).  Logically, urban planning professionals were 

more apt to mention restaurants located on Fayetteville Street. 

While restaurants dominated the list of sites mentioned more frequently by the 

urban planning subsample, attractions comprised more than half of the sites mentioned 

more frequently by the tourism subsample (see Table 4.7).  Three of these attractions ς 

Moore Square, Oakwood Historic District, and Glenwood South ς are general areas of 

downtown rather than specific sites, suggesting that the tourism subsample was more 

likely than the urban planning subsample to consider general areas of the city to be 

attractions. 

From a tourism perspective, cities can be viewed as a collection of geographic 

ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ άȊƻƴŜǎέ ƻǊ άŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎέ όtŜŀǊŎŜΣ мффуύΦ  CǊƻƳ /ƻǾŜƴǘ DŀǊŘŜƴ ƛƴ [ƻƴŘƻƴ ǘƻ 

CƛǎƘŜǊƳŀƴΩǎ ²ƘŀǊŦ ƛƴ {ŀƴ CǊŀƴŎƛǎŎƻΣ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ may perceive these types of districts as 

attractions in their own rightΦ  hƴ ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ǎŎŀƭŜΣ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ (but 

not limited to) the five districts that comprise the downtown Raleigh BID, could also be 

regarded as tourist attractions. 

However, the data collected in this study revealed a conflicting set of boundaries.  

The sample of tourism and urban planning professionals perceived a family-friendly 

attraction zone and an overlapping restaurant zone, neither of which conformed to the 
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predetermined boundaries of the five downtown districts.  However, tourists themselves 

will likely be unaware of these predetermined boundaries.  Kline (2007) explained this 

lack of awareness in the context of ŀ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ƭƛƴŜǎΣ ǿƘŜƴ ǎƘŜ ǿǊƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎ 

are an artificial parameter when it comes to tourism, because visitors make decisions 

ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ƭƛƴŜǎέ όǇΦ рфύΦ  Similarly, the artificial parameters 

of the five downtown districts may be of little consequence to visitors to downtown 

Raleigh.  The two zones revealed in this study, the family-friendly attraction zone and the 

overlapping restaurant zone, may be more relevant to tourists navigating downtown 

Raleigh, since they more clearly indicate the opportunities for tourists in the city center.  

In the remainder of this chapter, these zones will be referred to as tourist experience 

zones, since they encapsulate more than just geographic areas of the city. 

It would be advantageous to use these two tourist experience zones in 

promotional materials geared toward tourists, in lieu of the five district boundaries 

which are currently used by the Downtown Raleigh Alliance in their print and Internet 

resources.  For example, promoting the family-friendly attraction zone in downtown 

Raleigh could counter the perception some visitors may have of downtowns as 

inconvenient.  Highlighting the inter-district restaurant zone straddling the Fayetteville 

Street and Moore Square Districts would be useful for overnight guests staying in the 

Sheraton Raleigh and the new Raleigh Marriott City Center, since these restaurants are 

within walking distance of both hotels.  The new Marriott, which is located on 
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Fayetteville Street adjacent to the Sheraton, opened in downtown Raleigh following the 

conclusion of data collection for the present study. 

Discussion of Results from Interview Section Three 

In Section Three of the interview, respondents answered questions that gave an 

indication of their perceptions of the periphery of downtown Raleigh.  A discussion of 

the results of this section follows. 

5ƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ tŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ 5ƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ hǳǘŜǊ .ƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ  

From the list of 21 peripheral places, the four places most often considered 

downtown were: Shaw University, Glenwood South, Krispy Kreme Doughnuts, and Peace 

College.  All four of these places are located within the boundaries of the Downtown 

wŀƭŜƛƎƘ !ƭƭƛŀƴŎŜΩǎ ƳŀǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ .L5.  The remaining 17 peripheral places in 

Section Three were located outside the downtown Raleigh BID.  However, only the 

southern-most portion of Peace CoƭƭŜƎŜΩǎ ŎŀƳǇǳǎ Ŧŀƭƭǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ Capital District 

boundary, which may explain why its percentage of affirmative responses (i.e.Σ ά¸ŜǎΣ L 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘέύ was slightly lower than those of the top 

three peripheral places. 

For the four places that were most often considered downtown, the urban 

planning ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜ ƘŀŘ ŀ ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ άȅŜǎέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ tourism 

subsample.  Again, these differences could be attributed to the location of these four 
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places inside the BID boundary.  More specifically, it is likely that the urban planning 

subsample was more familiar with the limits of the downtown Raleigh BID, since 10 

respondents in the urban planning subsample worked for the Downtown Raleigh Alliance 

(DRA) ς the agency that manages the BID ς ŀƴŘ с ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 5w!Ωǎ .ƻŀǊŘ 

of Directors.  In fact, during this section of the interview, four urban planning subsample 

respondents specifically mentioned ς without prompting from the interviewer ς the 

5w!Ωǎ map of the downtown Raleigh BID.  

With respect to the peripheral places that were least often considered to be in 

downtown Raleigh, the urban planning subsample was more definitive than the tourism 

subsample.  To illustrate, the entire urban planning subsample reǎǇƻƴŘŜŘ άƴƻέ ǘƻ ŦƛǾŜ 

peripheral places, while the entire tourism subsample ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜŘ άƴƻέ ǘƻ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘǿƻ ǇƭŀŎŜǎΦ  

Again, ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜΩǎ greater familiarity with the boundaries of the 

downtown BID may have guided their more definitive negative responses. 

While rŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴǎǿŜǊŜŘ άȅŜǎέ ƻǊ άƴƻέ ǘƻ most of the peripheral places in 

Section Three of the interview, some interesting results were also found in terms of the 

άƳŀȅōŜέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ 5ƻǊƻǘƘŜŀ 5ƛȄ IƻǎǇƛǘŀƭ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ, which is located outside the 

downtown Raleigh BID, to the west of the Warehouse District, received the highest 

ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ άƳŀȅōŜέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ уΦф҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ tourism subsample and 17.4% of the 

urban planning ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ άƳŀȅōŜΦέ  One tourism subsample respondent 

noted that the property was άǊƛƎƘǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŘƎŜέ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƘŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘƻǿƴǘƻǿƴΣ 
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ŀƴŘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛǘ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ άƻǳǘǎƪƛǊǘǎέ ƻŦ ŘƻǿƴǘƻǿƴΦ  Although it is 

adjacent to the downtown Raleigh BID, the Dorothea Dix Hospital property is rather 

inaccessible because one must cross a major thoroughfare to reach the closest entrance 

to the property.  In fact, one urban planning subsample respondent commented that the 

Dorothea Dix Hospital property, which some people use as a park, ƛǎ άŀ ƘŀǎǎƭŜ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǘƻΦέ  

Interestingly, a tourism subsample respondent said that she did not consider the 

5ƻǊƻǘƘŜŀ 5ƛȄ ƘƻǎǇƛǘŀƭ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘƻǿƴǘƻǿƴΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ƳƛƎƘǘ άƛŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ 

ǘƘƛƴƎǎέ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƘŜǊŜΦ 

Members of the Friends of Dorothea Dix Park organization have claimed that the 

conversion of Dorothea Dix Hospital property ς a state-funded mental hospital which has 

been slated to close in 2009 ς to ŀ άŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǇŀǊƪέ is essential if Raleigh is to become 

ƻƴŜ ƻŦ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΩǎ άƎǊŜŀǘ ŎƛǘƛŜǎέ (Friends of Dorothea Dix Park, n.d.).  Projected impacts of 

this type of destination park include resultant increases in tourism, real estate values, 

and private development.  Moreover, proponents of the preservation of the property as 

a park ς as opposed to mixed-use development ς have emphasized the indirect benefits 

of open space (e.g., opportunities for historic preservation & community events), 

comparing the proposed 306-ŀŎǊŜ ǇŀǊƪ ǘƻ bŜǿ ¸ƻǊƪ /ƛǘȅΩǎ /ŜƴǘǊŀƭ tŀǊƪ όCǊƛŜƴŘǎ ƻŦ 

Dorothea Dix Park). 

Therefore, the 17% of the urban planning sǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜŘ άƳŀȅōŜέ 

when asked whether they considered the Dorothea Dix Hospital property to be in 
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downtown Raleigh may have been influenced by their desire for downtown Raleigh to 

ǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ƛƴǘƻ ŀ άƎǊŜŀǘ Ŏƛǘȅέ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ creation of a destination park.  Despite its 

location outside of the current downtown BID, the park plays a prominent role in the 

future vision of downtown Raleigh.   

wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ Four Strategies for Defining Downtown 

During Section Three of the interview, some respondents volunteered (without 

any sort of prompting) information about their personal strategies for defining, 

explaining, and mapping downtown Raleigh.  The four strategies which emerged from 

the data wereΥ ǇǊƻȄƛƳƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ ǎƪȅliƴŜ όƛΦŜΦΣ άǘƘŜ ōƛƎ 

ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎέύΤ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘǊŜŜǘǎ ŀǎ linear boundaries to the north, south, east, and west of 

downtown Raleigh; egocentric paradigms; and recognition of a spectrum of perceptions 

which depend ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ŦǊŀƳŜ ƻŦ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΦ  These four strategies are explained 

below. 

¢ƘǊŜŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘ ŀǎΣ άwhere the 

ōƛƎ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ŀǊŜΦέ  Lƴ ŀ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΣ ƻne of these three respondents noted that he 

did not consider the single-family dwellings in downtown neighborhoods to be part of his 

definition of downtown.   

Ten respondents ς seven from the tourism subsample and three from the urban 

planning subsample ς explained their perceptions of downtown Raleigh by providing 

linear boundaries to the north, south, east, and west (usually streets).  Some 
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respondents provided boundaries which corresponded with the boundaries of the BID.  

Others, however, had a broader view of downtown Raleigh. 

Two tourism subsample respondents had άŜƎƻŎŜƴǘǊƛŎέ definitions of downtown.  

To illustrate, one respondent explained that she considered the Rialto Theater at Five 

Points to be included in her definition of ŘƻǿƴǘƻǿƴΣ άōŜŎŀǳǎŜ L ƭƛǾŜ ƛƴ CƛǾŜ tƻƛƴǘǎΦέ  

(Note: The Rialto Theater, in the Raleigh neighborhood of Five Points, is located one mile 

north of the northern border of the BID.)  Another tourism subsample respondent, who 

worked at the Sheraton Raleigh, considered downtown to comprise those places within 

walking distance of the Sheraton, including the State Capitol, Moore Square, and the 

Progress Energy Center for the Performing Arts.  ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ άǿŀƭƪƛƴƎ 

ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜέ ŀǎ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ŦƛǾŜ-block radius. 

Finally, three ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŜŀŎƘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ 

Raleigh depended upon his/her own perspective.  For example, one urban planning 

subsample respondent noted that friends of hers who live outside the beltline (a 

highway that encircles central Raleigh) would consider anything inside the beltline to be 

άŘƻǿƴǘƻǿƴΦέ  ! ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ explained that, for visitors, "the further 

you travel, the broader your definition of downtown."  He illustrated his point by 

explaining that someone from Greenville, North Carolina (about 85 miles east of Raleigh) 

may consider the North Carolina Museum of Art to be downtown, while someone who 

lives and works within the BID would not consider the Museum of Art to be downtown.  
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Finally, an urban planning subsample respondent who worked in the Fayetteville Street 

5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ άSome people who aren't here [downtown] everyday consider Pullen 

Park, North Carolina State University, Hillsborough Street, and other locations inside the 

beltline to be downtownΦέ 

These four strategies for defining downtown Raleigh were interesting because 

respondents offered them during the interview without prompting.  A number of 

respondents had strong opinions about how downtown Raleigh should be defined.  Their 

explanations provided inspiration for follow-up research possibilities, which will be 

outlined in the next section.  Future researchers may wish to ask all respondents about 

their strategies for defining downtown, as this study found that people were willing and 

able to share their personal definitions.  Other suggestions for future research will be 

addressed in the following section. 

Study Limitations and Ways to Address Them in Future Research 

In this study, data were collected from a non-random sample of respondents.  A 

predetermined sampling frame of tourism and urban planning professionals could not be 

obtained, since neither profession has a standard definition.  The tourism system, for 

example, is often considered to be comprised of transport, accommodation, 

entertainment, and food services (Leiper, 2008).  However, other sectors ς such as travel 

agency services ς also contribute to the tourism system.  Although many refer to the 
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ǎƛƴƎǳƭŀǊ άǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΣέ [ŜƛǇŜǊ ǇƻǎƛǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƳƛǎƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ 

there are, in reality, multiple tourism industries.  CƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜŀǎƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ άǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ 

ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅέ was deliberately omitted when describing the tourism subsample in this study. 

For the purposes of this study, the urban planning profession was defined as all 

individuals with professional responsibilities associated with the revitalization of 

downtown Raleigh.  This broad definition did not permit the enumeration of a sampling 

frame, but instead depended upon snowball sampling (discussed below) to fill out the 

sample with a diverse range of respondents. Despite efforts to obtain a well-rounded 

urban planning subsample, the staff and board members of the Downtown Raleigh 

Alliance comprised the majority of the urban planning subsample.  

Two nonprobability sampling techniques ς purposive and snowball sampling 

strategies ς were employed in this study.  As explained in Chapter Three, purposive 

sampling is used to seek out predefined groups and is often used in exploratory studies 

(Trochim, 2006).  The majority of the present ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ identified 

through purposive sampling, whereby individuals from tourism and urban planning 

organizations (e.g., Greater Raleigh Convention & Visitors Bureau; Downtown Raleigh 

Alliance) were interviewed.  The remaining respondents were identified using a snowball 

sampling technique, whereby initial respondents recommended that others be included 

in the sample, based on their affiliation with the tourism or urban planning profession.  

This process of snowball sampling resulted in a statistical dependence between initial 
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respondents and the individuals they recommended.  To illustrate, when a respondent 

from the tourism subsample recommended that an urban planning professional be 

contacted for inclusion in the sample, the resultant data collected from these two 

respondents were linked, or dependent.  Consequently, the statistical assumption that 

observations in a sample be independent and identically-distributed (i.i.d.) was violated, 

and tests of statistical inference could not be conducted to compare the tourism and 

urban planning subsamples.  However, other quantitative and spatial comparisons were 

ƳŀŘŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎΣ ŀǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ 

chapter. 

Future research could address this limitation of dependent data in several ways.  

To eliminate the need for snowball sampling, subsamples could be explicitly defined at 

the outset.  For example, the sampling frame for the tourism subsample could be defined 

ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀƭƭ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ ōǳǊŜŀǳ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ 

those employed by the state tourism office.  The sampling frame for the urban planning 

subsample could be defined as all ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩs urban design office as 

well as those employed by the agency that manages the business improvement district.  

Then, a random sample could be drawn from each of these sampling frames.  This 

sampling strategy would preclude the need for snowball sampling and, consequently, 

would result in a sample that is i.i.d.   
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Meeting the statistical assumption that observations in a sample be i.i.d. is one 

requirement for conducting parametric statistical tests, such as t-tests, to locate 

ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ǎǳōǎŀƳǇƭŜǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǳǊōŀƴ 

tourist space.  Knowing the location of these differences is an important step in bridging 

the gap between tourism and urban planning professionalsΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ.  

This gap was highlighted by one urban planning subsample respondent who, when asked 

to name the most-ǾƛǎƛǘŜŘ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΣ ǎǘŀǘŜŘΥ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ 

ǊŜŀƭƭȅ Ǉŀȅ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǿƘŀǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƛƴ ώǘƻ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘϐ ŘƻΦέ  

Another limitation of this study was the inability to delineate a contiguous 

boundary around the urban tourist bubble in Raleigh.  In Section Three of the interview, 

a set of 21 peripheral places served as indicators of respondents' perceptions of the 

perimeter of downtown Raleigh.  These places were chosen by the researcher in advance 

to represent areas to the north, south, east, and west of the downtown Raleigh BID.  

Selection of thŜǎŜ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ǿŀǎ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ άlocal landmarks,έ or places that would be 

familiar to respondents (e.g., popular restaurants, local parks, sporting arenas).  

Consequently, these points had an irregular spatial distribution around the city of 

Raleigh.  Figures 4.10 through 4.12 illustrated that the distribution of these peripheral 

places was unbalanced: there were more peripheral places to the north and west of the 

downtown Raleigh BID than to the south and east. 
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Because of the irregularity in the geographic distribution of peripheral places, it 

was not possible to use the data to draw a contiguous perimeter around downtown 

Raleigh.  Creating a boundary using a "connect-the-dots" technique would have assumed 

that respondents perceived the space between two peripheral places as also being part 

of the boundary.  Making this assumption would have been a misuse of the data, and the 

internal validity of the study would have been threatened. 

An alternative data collection option (which was, in fact, considered for this 

study) would be to give each respondent a street map of Raleigh and ask him/her to 

draw a contiguous boundary around the area that s/he considered to be downtown 

Raleigh.  Then, the areas drawn by all respondents could be overlaid and an overall 

άaverageέ downtown area could be mapped.  In my study, it was speculated that 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǳƴfamiliarity with street names would make this mapping task difficult.  

However, future researchers may wish to reexamine this method for collecting spatial 

data, since 10 respondents did indeed use street names to delineate their perceptions of 

downtown Raleigh.   

Another suggestion for incorporating maps into the data collection process in 

future research would be to devise a two-stage strategy using an interactive computer 

program.  First, respondents could be asked to list those places (i.e., attractions, 

accommodations, & restaurants) that they consider to be part of downtown.  

Alternatively, this first step could be presented as a checklist, with the researcher 
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supplying a comprehensive list of places ς both within and outside of the BID ς and 

asking respondents to indicate which of the places on the list they consider to be 

downtown.  Then, using geospatial technology such as a computer mapping program, all 

those places identified in the first stage would be displayed on a map.  Respondents 

could compare this spatial representation of their responses with their own mental maps 

of downtown, and then have the opportunity to revise their responses.   

Addressing the limitations of the present study using the suggestions delineated 

above would result in an improved understanding of urban tourism geography and 

perceptions of urban tourist space.  The following section considers the question of 

whether an urban tourist bubble is truly an accurate descriptor of downtown spaces. 

Does the Urban Tourist Bubble Accurately Describe Downtown Spaces? 

Findings from this study underscored the notion that perhaps a downtown should 

not be defined by a contiguous area.  Therefore, another question that begs answering is 

whether a contiguous tourist bubble is even appropriate for describing urban tourist 

spaces.  Any contiguous spatial representation of downtown, such as the urban tourist 

bubble, carries inherent assumptions about what is and is not considered to be 

άŘƻǿƴǘƻǿƴΦέ  As a researcher, I rejected the use of a άŎƻƴƴŜŎǘ-the-Řƻǘǎέ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ 

defining the downtown space.  Likewise, the notion of the urban tourist bubble might 

carry too many assumptions about the contiguity of urban tourist space.  Perhaps people 
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perceive downtown as a collection of places, activities, and landmarks, rather than a 

contiguous space. 

In fact, the monolithic urban tourist bubble as conceptualized in the urban 

planning literature ς a ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀƛŎ άǘǊƻǇƘȅ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴέ of features (e.g., convention center, 

atrium hotel, restored historic neighborhood) ς could even preclude the development of 

ŀ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ άǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǇƭŀŎŜέ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΦ  IƛƴŎƘ όмффсύ maintained that cities should 

resist this pressure to create a homogenized or formulaic urban tourist bubble.  Cities 

should instead ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭƛȊŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŦƻǎǘŜǊ ŀ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ άōƻƴŘ 

between people (visitors or reǎƛŘŜƴǘǎύ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǇƭŀŎŜέ όǇΦ мллύΦ   

Therefore, based on the findings of this study, I would recommend that the 

construct of the urban tourist bubble should not be used as a blueprint for cities 

developing their urban tourism products.  Although bubbles exist in some cities, the 

urban tourist bubble is not an ideal development strategy because it prevents visitors 

from experiencing all that a city has to offer.  Many times, visitors are interested in 

experiencing those parts of a city that appeal to local residents, and a bounded tourist 

bubble would preclude such an experience.  In addition, as cited in the literature review, 

Page and Hall (2002) explained that, άǘƘŜ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 

possibility for ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ώǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜϐ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ƻŦ ǘƛƳŜέ όǇΦ 

342).  Urban residents who see their city as an attractive place for others to visit will 

cultivate a sense of community pride.  This sense of community pride may translate to an 
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ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ άƘƻǎǘέ ƳŜƴǘŀƭƛǘȅΣ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƳƻǊŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

enhances the tourist experience. 

Improving Connectivity in Downtown Raleigh 

If a downtown is considered to be a collection of places rather than a contiguous 

space, then the next logical question is: How do we connect these places?  Connectivity 

ǿŀǎ ŀ ǊŜŎǳǊǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳŜ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǳƴǇǊƻƳǇǘŜŘ ŎƻƳments during the interview, 

both in terms of connecting places of interest within the current BID as well as 

connecting the downtown area to other Raleigh attractions.   

With respect to connecting places within the BID, several respondents 

commented on the relative inaccessibility of the Glenwood South District.  In the words 

of one tourism subsample respondent: "I see Glenwood [South] as the periphery - it's not 

included in my mind as part of downtown."  Another respondent noted that the distance 

between City Market (in the Fayetteville Street District) and Glenwood South is too far to 

walk.  A third noted the lack of connectivity between Fayetteville Street and Glenwood 

South. 

One company has addressed this issue of connecting places of interest within the 

Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ .L5Φ  ¢ƘŜ wŀƭŜƛƎƘ wƛŎƪǎƘŀǿ /ƻƳǇŀƴȅ ƻŦŦŜǊǎ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ŎŀǊǊƛŀƎŜ ǊƛŘŜǎ άŦƻǊ ǘǊƛǇǎ 

ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǘƻƻ ŦŀǊ ǘƻ ǿŀƭƪ ōǳǘ ǘƻƻ ƴŜŀǊ ǘƻ ŘǊƛǾŜέ όwŀƭŜƛƎƘ wƛŎƪǎƘŀǿ /ƻΦΣ нллуύΦ  The 
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rickshaw drivers serve as ambassadors and tour guides, and offer their services for tips 

only. 

Downtown Raleigh also has two trolley services.  The Raleigh Showtime Trolley, 

described earlier in this chapter, does not travel to the Glenwood South District and, as 

such, does not contribute to improving connectivity between the Fayetteville Street and 

Glenwood South Districts.  A second trolley service, the First Friday Trolley Route, does 

connect the Fayetteville Street and Glenwood South Districts; however, it only runs one 

day per month, during the First Friday art gallery walk.   A regular trolley service with a 

ǊƻǳǘŜ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ 

attractions and amenities. 

Upon the conclusion of this study, a new bus service was launched in downtown 

Raleigh that remedies the issue of connecting key areas of activity in downtown Raleigh.  

The R-LINE is a free circulator bus that runs on a regular daily schedule and has stops in 

all five downtown districts, from Glenwood South to Moore Square (Downtown Raleigh 

Alliance, 2009).  This service benefits visitors as well as local residents by facilitating 

mobility within the city center. 

In addition to their observations on a lack of connectivity within downtown 

Raleigh, respondents in my study also addressed the lack of connectivity between 

downtown Raleigh and other Raleigh area attractions.  For example, one tourism 

subsample respondent employed at the North Carolina Museum of Art (NCMoA), located 
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approximately four miles from the northwest edge of the BID, noted ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ 

accessibility [of downtown Raleigh from the NCMoA] ƛǎ ƛƴŜȄŎǳǎŀōƭŜΦέ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ 

recalled that a bus service used to connect downtown Raleigh to the NCMoA, but that 

ǘƻŘŀȅΣ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ōǳǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜΣ άƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƻōǾƛƻǳǎ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴέ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 

NCMoA.   

This lack of connectivity between the NCMoA and downtown Raleigh is significant 

because of the prominence of the museum as a major attraction in Raleigh.  The 

museum is a primary destination for some visitors to Raleigh, and downtown Raleigh 

businesses would benefit from improved connectivity between the NCMoA and 

downtown restaurants, attractions, and lodging properties. 

Improved signage could ameliorate the perception of downtown Raleigh as 

inaccessible.  To that end, the City of Raleigh has recently hired a consulting firm to 

develop a wayfinding system in downtown Raleigh (City of Raleigh, 2008).  The City 

described the project as follows: 

²ŀȅŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ άǎƛƎƴǎΣ ƳŀǇǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ƻǊ ŀǳŘƛōƭŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ǳǎŜŘ 

ǘƻ ŎƻƴǾŜȅ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘǊŀǾŜƭŜǊǎέΦ [sic]  As our downtown changes 

and expands, it is important that we keep in mind how our visitors are directed to 

their destinations, whether they arrive on foot or by car, and how to make sure 

that their experience in our downtown is a positive one. (City of Raleigh) 
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A wayfinding system could also lead to improved perceptions of accessibility within 

downtown Raleigh.  In this study, one respondent ς a 23-year resident of Raleigh ς stated 

that "parking is such a pain" in parts of downtown that it keeps her away.  Another 

respondent, an Ambassador with the DRA, commented that, "visitors' first impression of 

downtown is that there is no parking, [despite the fact that] there are six parking decks 

downtown."  Improved signage as part of the downtown wayfinding project would more 

effectively direct visitors to convenient parking options and could lead to improvements 

in the perceived accessibility of downtown Raleigh. 

 On the topic of connecting downtown Raleigh with other Raleigh attractions, one 

tourism subsample respondent suggested the establishment of a trolley or shuttle 

between downtown Raleigh and the Crabtree Valley area hotels.  The Crabtree Valley 

area is located approximately five miles from the BID perimeter, and includes a large 

shopping mall as well as a number of lodging options.  (A December, 2008, search on 

ǘǊƛǇŀŘǾƛǎƻǊΦŎƻƳΣ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅ ǿƻǊŘǎ άwŀƭŜƛƎƘ b/ /ǊŀōǘǊŜŜ ƘƻǘŜƭ,έ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŜŘ ƛƴ мр 

properties.)  A connector service like a trolley or bus would facilitate visitation to 

RaleighΩǎ ǳǊōŀƴ ŎŜƴǘŜǊ by alleviatƛƴƎ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ anxieties regarding navigating and parking.  

Reciprocally, a connector service would benefit visitors staying in downtown Raleigh 

properties ς especially those without vehicles ς by providing transportation to retail 

options at Crabtree Valley Mall.  Therefore, improving the accessibility of downtown 
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Raleigh by enhancing its connectivity with other areas of interest would have a mutually 

beneficial outcome for visitors staying both downtown and in other areas of Raleigh. 

General Recommendations for Improving Connectivity in the Urban Destination 

 Some of the recommendations discussed in the previous section, which were 

specific to improving connectivity in downtown Raleigh, could also be extended to other 

urban tourism destinations.  Mapping toǳǊƛǎƳ ŀƴŘ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΩ 

perceptions of a downtown area is a tool that would assist in seeing beyond 

predetermined geographic boundaries or zones.  For example, two tourist experience 

zones were identified in this study, which can be promoted to a broader variety of target 

markets to increase visitation to downtown Raleigh.  The benefits of attracting more 

people to a downtown area, which were discussed earlier in this chapter and include 

improved perceptions of safety and an increase in sales tax revenue, are relevant to any 

city, not just Raleigh. 

Improved communication between tourism professionals and urban planners 

could lead to a more thorough understanding of where visitors go when traveling to a 

city.  For example, urban planners in any city should take note that some conventions 

and meetings take place at hotels outside of downtown.  When large conventions are 

hosted at these hotels, effort should be made to educate the visitors about accessibility 

to downtown dining and nightlife options, including driving directions and alternative 
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modes of transportation.  Similar effort should be made with respect to other large-scale 

events happening near a downtown area (e.g., college graduations, major sporting event 

or tournament).  Effectively connecting the downtown area to other highly visited parts 

of a city would enhance the visitor experience. 

Additional Future Research Possibilities 

In an article published after the completion of this study, Edwards, Griffin, and 

Hallyar (2008) described a Delphi study they conducted with urban tourism experts.  As a 

result of this study, Edwards et al. identified the top ten issues in urban tourism research, 

which were categorized under four major themes.  The two highest-priority issues both 

fell under the theme of experience and behavior: examining how tourists use cities, and 

identifying patterns of tourist behavior in cities.  The three other themes were: impacts 

(e.g., environmental impacts, carrying capacity, & positive/negative impacts of tourists 

on the local community); spatial relationship issues (e.g., the influence of transport on 

tourist access and numbers; linkages between attractions); and destination development 

and management issues (e.g, criteria for successful urban tourism destination 

development; identification of national and international best practices for urban 

tourism).  The theme of my study does not fall neatly under any one of these four 

categories; however, the concept of the urban tourist bubble does cut across all four 

categories.  This section will address future research building on the findings of the 

present study. 
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 While this study focused on perceptions of the spatial composition of urban 

tourism products as a representation of the tourist bubble, a follow-up study could 

address urban tourism issues from both supply (e.g., the tourism product) and demand 

(e.g., the tourist experience) perspectives.  This approach would incorporate two of the 

four urban tourism research themes identified by Edwards et al. (2008): experience and 

behavior, and spatial relationship issues.  Several authors, including Selby (2004) and 

Hayllar, Griffin, and Edwards (2008), have noted the importance of research from the 

perspective of the urban visitor.  Selby defined this type of research as experiential 

researchΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ άŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎǎΣ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŜƳƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ 

ǳǊōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎ ƻǊ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎέ όǇ. 125).  In their recently published book, City spaces ς 

tourist places: Urban tourism precincts, Hayllar et al. (2008) recognized the functional 

and embedded psycho-social dimensions of the urban tourist precinct, as well as the 

ǿŀȅǎ ǘƘŀǘ άǎǇŀŎŜΣ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŎƘƛǘŜŎǘǳǊŜ ŘƛŀƭŜŎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŀǇŜ ǘƘŜ 

experience of the precinct visitor ς an experience that may be qualitatively different for 

ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳέ ό9ŘǿŀǊŘǎΣ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ communication, March 2, 2008).  

EȄǇŜǊƛŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǳǊōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ άƛƳǇƭƛŜǎ ŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ 

ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘΩǎ ƻǿƴ ŦǊŀƳŜ ƻŦ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΣ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴŜ ƛƳǇƻǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊέ (Selby, 2004, p. 127).  One example of experiential urban tourism research is 

Hayllar and GriffinΩǎ (2005) phenomenological study of the lived experience of first-time, 

non-local visitors to The Rocks, an urban tourism precinct in Sydney, Australia.  The 
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authors identified three themes ς atmosphere, physical place, and history ς that 

ŜƳŜǊƎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άƛƴǘƛƳŀŎȅΣ ŀǳǘƘŜƴǘƛŎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ 

ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ όƻǊ ŜǎǎŜƴŎŜǎύ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜέ όǇΦ рнсύΦ   

This conclusion has implications for the planning and management of The Rocks 

as well as other urban tourist destinations.  If cities follow the formulaic urban 

development strategies proposed by some urban planners (cf. Frieden & Sagalyn, 1989; 

Robertson, 1995), then these άŜǎǎŜƴŎŜǎέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀŎŜ, to which Hayllar and Griffin 

referred, are obscured or disappear entirely.  The following question, then, should be 

posed: Can the urban tourist bubble provide an authentic experience to visitors?   

As described at the beginning of this chapter, the combination of built, natural, 

and cultural dimensions of the city gives a city its unique sense of place (Hinch, 1996).  If 

the built dimension (i.e., standardized components of the urban tourist bubble) 

overshadows or eliminates the unique natural and cultural features of an urban 

destination, then visitors and residents alike will find it difficult to foster a meaningful 

bond with the place.  wŜƭǇƘΩǎ όмфтсύ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇƭŀŎŜƭŜǎǎƴŜǎǎΣ ƻǊ ŀ ƭƻǎǘ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǇƭŀŎŜΣ 

discussed in Chapter One, bears repeating here.  Authenticity and sense of place 

contribute to the success of urban tourist destinations.  As Walsh, Jamrozy, and Burr 

(2001) ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘΣ άǳƴŀǳǘƘŜƴǘƛŎ ƛƳŀƎŜǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ ǳƴŦǳƭŦƛƭƭŜŘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎΣ 

leadinƎ ǘƻ ŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦȅƛƴƎ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎέ όǇΦ мфуύΦ  Walsh et al. proposed that local 

ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ōŜ ƛƴǾƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎΦ  LƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ 
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άƭƻŎŀƭ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǇƭŀŎŜέ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ άŀ ƳƻǊŜ ǊŜŀƭƛǎǘƛŎ ƻǊ ŀǳǘƘŜƴǘƛŎ ƛƳŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘe 

destination and, in turn, limit the incongruity between the image tourists have prior to 

ŀǊǊƛǾƛƴƎ ŀǘ ŀ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻƴŎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ƛǘέ 

(Walsh et al., p. 212). 

Hayllar and Griffin (2005) proposed the idea of deveƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŀƴ άŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ 

ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǎǇŜŎǘǊǳƳέ όǇΦ рнсύ ŦƻǊ ǳǊōŀƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ǇǊŜŎƛƴŎǘǎΣ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ /ƭŀǊƪŜ ŀƴŘ 

SǘŀƴƪŜȅΩǎ όмфтф) recreation opportunity spectrum, so that a range of experiences can be 

provided to a diverse group of visitors to a tourism precinct.  The tourist experience 

zones that were identified in this study support this research suggestion.  Many people 

think of downtown areas as places for nightlife, dining, and the arts.  However, 

promotion of the family-friendly experience zone identified in this study would send the 

message that attractive recreation opportunities also are available in downtown Raleigh 

for families with children. 

To better understand the types of experiences tourists seek, researchers can 

collect information from tourists themselves.  McKercher and Lau (2007) used the data 

collection methods of visitor-generated maps and trip diaries as well as mobile 

telephone tracking technology to examine the direct experiences of tourists in Hong 

Kong.  Visitors were offered SIM (Subscriber Identity Module) cards, which were to be 

inserted into ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ƳƻōƛƭŜ ǘŜƭŜǇƘƻƴŜǎ ǘƻ ǘǊŀŎƪ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

city.  The data collected from this mobile telephone tracking would have allowed for the 
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examination of temporal/spatial interactions of tourist behavior in Hong Kong; however, 

McKercher and Lau discovered that a vast majority of participants refused to use the 

mobile phone method.  Even though it required less work on their part than other data 

collection optionsΣ άǘhe telephone tracking system was seen by many people as being 

ǘƻƻ ƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜέ όMcKercher & Lau, p. 391).   

Therefore, McKercher and Lau (2007) analyzed only trip diary data: places visited, 

duration of visit, and routes taken.  ¢ƘŜȅ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƻŦ άthe 

movement of people through time and spaceέ όaŎYŜǊŎƘŜǊ ϧ [ŀǳΣ ǇΦ оусύ, an area of 

research which has been overlooked in the tourism literature.  Future investigation into 

these three types of data would answer the questions ƻŦΣ ά²ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎ ƎƻƛƴƎΚέΣ 

άIƻǿ ƭƻƴƎ ŀǊŜ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎ ǎǘŀȅƛƴƎΚέΣ ŀƴŘ άIƻǿ ŀǊŜ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ǇƭŀŎŜΚέ  Lƴ 

particular, the routes that tourists take to get from one attraction to another would be 

informative, as these corridors could further support the idea of an urban destination as 

an interconnected set of tourist experience zones rather than a monolithic tourist 

district. 

Oztaysi, Baysan, and Akpinar (2007) considered the application of another 

technological advance, Radio Frequency Identification (RFID), to improving the tourism 

ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŎǳǎǘƻƳƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǾŜƴƛŜƴŎŜΦ  wCL5 ƛǎ άŀƴ !ǳǘƻ-ID system 

ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀ ƳƛŎǊƻŎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŎƻƛƭŜŘ ŀƴǘŜƴƴŀ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǊŜŀŘŜǊέ όhȊǘŀȅǎƛ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ ǇΦ нсоύΦ  

9ƭŜŎǘǊƻƳŀƎƴŜǘƛŎ ǿŀǾŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛǎǎǳŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀŘŜǊΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŎǊƻŎƘƛǇΩǎ ŀƴǘŜƴna 
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receives and sends back to the reader, thus establishing the location of the microchip.  

RFID tags have been used by airlines for luggage tracking, by transportation departments 

for toll collection (e.g., E-ZPass), by libraries for auto-sorting returned items, and by 

museums to communicate information about nearby objects (using a PDA or mobile 

phone).  Although they did not actually test the use of RFID, Oztaysi et al. presented a 

άƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǘƛŎŀƭ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘȅέ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ some potential applications of RFID in a resort 

setting.  In the example, kiosks were used to display the location of party members (e.g., 

lost children).   Other benefits included: keyless entry into hotel room, payment for 

goods and services not included in package, and customization for future visits (e.g., 

room temperature, lighting, food & beverage preferences).  This technology could also 

be applied to the task of collecting data from urban tourists, perhaps enhancing tourism 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ of tourist routes and corridors (i.e., where tourists go & how 

they get there). 

Although new technologies, such as mobile telephones and RFID, present 

opportunities for more sophisticated data collection, McKercher and Lau (2007) revealed 

a major hurdle to these types of research: visitors may be wary to accept anything 

perceived ŀǎ ŀ άǘǊŀŎƪƛƴƎ ŘŜǾƛŎŜΦέ  aƻǊŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǎ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ 

practices for encouraging visitors to participate in studies that use high-tech devices for 

data collection purposes.  However, these new technologies also serve as reminders of 

ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊΩǎ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΦ  LŦ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ 
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hurdle of visitor apprehension is cleared, the understanding of tourist behavior will 

increase in breadth and depth. 

These new technologies have implications for the study of urban tourism.  

Additional research on the ways that tourists interact with cities will strengthen our 

understanding of the role of urban spaces in shaping the tourist experience.  Future 

research will not only answer ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ά²ƘŜǊŜ Řƻ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎ ƎƻΚέΣ ōǳǘ ǿƛƭƭ ŀƭǎƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ 

ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ōŜƘƛƴŘ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘǎΩ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ Ŏƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ Ŏƛǘȅ ς including 

its spatial form, local resident population, available activities, and architecture ς can 

shape the visitor experience. 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƛƭƭǳƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƛȄŜŘ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ ŦƛǾŜ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ 

districts, defined by the Downtown Raleigh Alliance and contained within the business 

improvement district (BID), do not accurately represent the set of tourism products in 

downtown Raleigh, North Carolina.  Future research on urban tourist space in Raleigh 

could be conducted by collecting data from tourists themselves.  Heeding the warning of 

aŎYŜǊŎƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ [ŀǳ όнллтύΣ άƘƛƎƘ-ǘŜŎƘέ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ Ƴƻbile 

telephone tracking, would not be used, due to the reluctance of participants to accept 

such devices.  Instead, a systematic visitor intercept method could be developed to 

collect information from visitors to downtown Raleigh.  To obtain a representative 

sample, a stratified sampling strategy should be employed.  In addition, specific attention 
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should be paid to sample size.  Specifically, the sample should be large enough so that 

statistical tests can be conducted. 

As described earlier in this chapter, several respondents explained that ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ 

perceptions of downtown Raleigh may depend upon their own perspectives, including 

place of residence.  A future research question to explore would be whether there is a 

positive correlation between the scope (i.e., geographic area) ƻŦ ŀ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

downtown Raleigh and the distance to downtown from ŀ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊΩǎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎŜ.  For 

example, would a person living in Raleigh perceive the downtown area as being smaller 

(in area) than a person visiting from Chicago?  To fully explore this relationship, the 

sample must include respondents from a variety of locations, not just the greater Raleigh 

area.  A multi-stage random sampling method could be employed, combining systematic 

and stratified random sampling.  Every nth passerby could be intercepted at 

predetermined intercept locations, and only those individuals from the targeted 

geographic area (e.g., within a 50-mile radius) would be interviewed. 

Other future research opportunities have also been identified.  First, the 

ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŜǇƭƛŎŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ άǘƻǿƴ ǎǉǳŀǊŜǎέ ŀƴŘ 

downtowns of small cities.  Comparing the perceptions of two urban development 

stakeholder groups would have implications for local government policy and future 

development plans.  In addition, the technique could be validated by comparing results 

to actual visitor traffic patterns in Raleigh, using data collected from visitor intercept 
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surveys or observational research.  Finally, it would be valuable to both the tourism and 

urban planning professions to undersǘŀƴŘ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŀ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǳǊōŀƴ 

tourist bubble, perhaps through more detailed interviews targeting urban tourists 

themselves. 

The city of Raleigh (and the downtown area in particular) is at a crossroads where 

proper tourism development has the potential to improve the quality of life for urban 

residents and enhance the experiences of visitors.  The findings from this study ς 

specifically the notion that the five downtown districts comprising the BID did not 

ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜƭȅ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ tourism activity in downtown Raleigh ς 

can be used as a platform for future research. 

The fields of tourism and urban planning are inextricably linked, and there are 

several benefits to an improved mutual understanding between professionals of the two 

groups.  A shared vocabulary could be the first step to heightened understanding of the 

roles of these professions in the development of downtown Raleigh as a premiere space 

for urban living alongside a well-developed tourism infrastructure.  This study revealed 

that both tourism and urban planning scholars have applied ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ ōǳōōƭŜέ ǘƻ 

urban spaces.  Although the data did not support a well-defined urban tourist bubble in 

downtown Raleigh, this shared terminology could be a starting point for interdisciplinary 

ŘƛŀƭƻƎǳŜ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ !ǎƘǿƻǊǘƘΩǎ όнллоύ criticism of the άŘƻǳōƭŜ ƴŜƎƭŜŎǘέ όǇΦ мпоύ 
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in urban tourism research, whereby those studying tourism have overlooked cities while 

those studying cities have ignored tourism.   

In the context of this study, one suggestion for bringing the tourism and urban 

planning professionals together would be to schedule a community stakeholder meeting, 

inviting all individuals and organizations who have an interest in the outcome of 

development efforts in downtown Raleigh.  Invitees could include: urban planners, 

tourism professionals, government officials, Downtown Raleigh Alliance staff, downtown 

residents, researchers and university professors, meeting planners, local business owners 

and property managers, travel agents, hotel managers, museum directors, attraction 

operators, transportation officials, and any other interested parties.  At this meeting, the 

findings of this study, especially the maps that were generated, could be shared.  This 

display would highlight the overwhelming commonalities between the perceptions of the 

tourism and urban planning professionals.  Additionally, sharing the findings would draw 

attention to the discrepancies between the BID boundaries (in particular the five 

downtown districts) and the tourist experience zones described in the present study. 

If the initial meeting is successful, then the next step could be to organize a 

downtown coalition.  Ideally, this group would consist of representatives from all 

stakeholder groups.  The city of Phoenix, Arizona, has a Downtown Voices Coalition, 

which is defined as:  
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a coalition of stakeholder organizations that embrace growth in downtown 

Phoenix, but is mindful that healthy growth should be based upon existing 

downtown resources τ the vibrancy of neighborhoods, the strength of the arts 

community, the uniqueness of historic properties, and the wonderful small 

businesses that dot downtown.  All of these assets should be stepping stones to 

be built upon, rather than shattered in the wake of rampant downtown 

development. (Downtown Voices Coalition, n.d.) 

Wǳǎǘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 5ƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ ±ƻƛŎŜǎ /ƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜǎ tƘƻŜƴƛȄΩǎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΣ so also 

should downtown Raleigh recognize its existing human resources.  A coalition of 

stakeholders would be able to guide the development of downtown Raleigh so that it 

meets the existing and future needs of residents and visitors. 

Final Remarks 

In this study, the transdisciplinary tool of geographic information systems was 

used to map the urban tourist bubble to display the commonalities and disparities 

between the two subsamples.  Maps have the capability of serving as a lingua franca to 

effectively communicate research findings across professions and disciplines, thus 

avoiding one of the pitfalls of interdisciplinary research.  This research was a first step in 

bridging the gap between the tourism and urban planning professions to come to a more 

ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ ǳǊōŀn tourism space. 
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Maps are also an effective way to display research findings to stakeholders.  Each 

map created for this study condensed a large amount of data into a single figure.  In 

addition to sharing these maps with tourism and urban planning professionals, maps can 

also be circulated to restaurateurs, hotel developers, and transportation officials in 

charge of signage and wayfinding.  These stakeholders would benefit from knowing the 

locations of the pockets of activity in downtown Raleigh, including the family-friendly 

attraction zone and the inter-district restaurant zone that were revealed in this study. 

Tourism and urban planning professionals must understand that cooperation is 

essential if Raleigh is to compete with other American cities for downtown residents, 

pleasure tourists, and business travelers (including conventioneers).  When urban 

planners make improvements to the city for downtown Raleigh residents, such as by 

increasing the number of dining options in the downtown area, tourism to downtown 

Raleigh also benefits.  Likewise, when tourism professionals ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ 

image as a tourist destination (through advertisements & promotional materials), the 

image of downtown Raleigh as a desirable place to live is also improved.  There is a 

synergy between tourism and urban planning efforts.  However, this synergy needs to be 

recognized and addressed to maximize both sectorsΩ efforts toward improving 

downtown Raleigh. 
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Appendix A.  aŀǇ ƻŦ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΩǎ CƛǾŜ 5ƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ 
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Appendix B.  Interview Protocol 
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Appendix C.  All Attractions and Places Mentioned by Sample Respondents 

 

Attraction/Place Name 

Total 
Sample 

Tourism 
Subsample 

Urban Planning/ 
Design Subsample 

(n = 68) (n1 = 45) (n2 = 23) 

# % # % # % 

NC Museum of Natural Sciences 58 85.3% 38 84.4% 20 87.0% 

NC Museum of History 56 82.4% 37 82.2% 19 82.6% 

State Capitol 43 63.2% 29 64.4% 14 60.9% 

Exploris 33 48.5% 17 37.8% 16 69.6% 

Progress Energy Center  32 47.1% 20 44.4% 12 52.2% 

Moore Square  26 38.2% 19 42.2% 7 30.4% 

City Market 20 29.4% 12 26.7% 8 34.8% 

NC Executive Mansion 20 29.4% 14 31.1% 6 26.1% 

Fayetteville Street  18 26.5% 10 22.2% 8 34.8% 

Glenwood South District 15 22.1% 9 20.0% 6 26.1% 

IMAX Theatre at Marbles Kids Museum 11 16.2% 9 20.0% 2 8.7% 

NC Legislative Building 11 16.2% 8 17.8% 3 13.0% 

Artspace 11 16.2% 8 17.8% 3 13.0% 

Raleigh City Museum  7 10.3% 3 6.7% 4 17.4% 

Convention Center 6 8.8% 3 6.7% 3 13.0% 

Oakwood Historic District 6 8.8% 6 13.3% 0 0.0% 

NC State University Campus 5 7.4% 5 11.1% 0 0.0% 

Pullen Park  5 7.4% 5 11.1% 0 0.0% 

Joel Lane Museum House 4 5.9% 3 6.7% 1 4.3% 

Mordecai Historic Park 4 5.9% 3 6.7% 1 4.3% 

First Friday 3 4.4% 3 6.7% 0 0.0% 

Firsrt Night Raleigh 3 4.4% 3 6.7% 0 0.0% 

Oakwood Cemetary 3 4.4% 3 6.7% 0 0.0% 

Playspace 3 4.4% 2 4.4% 1 4.3% 

Raleigh Wide Open 3 4.4% 3 6.7% 0 0.0% 

Warehouse District 3 4.4% 1 2.2% 2 8.7% 

Cameron Village  3 4.4% 3 6.7% 0 0.0% 

Alive After Five 2 2.9% 2 4.4% 0 0.0% 

Restaurants 2 2.9% 0 0.0% 2 8.7% 

Shaw University  2 2.9% 0 0.0% 2 8.7% 
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Attraction/Place Name 

Total Sample Tourism Subsample 
Urban Planning/  

Design Subsample 

(n = 68) (n1 = 45) (n2 = 23) 

# % # % # % 

Artsplosure 2 2.9% 1 2.2% 1 4.3% 

Capital Area Visitor Services 2 2.9% 0 0.0% 2 8.7% 

Charlie Goodnight's 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Wake County Courthouse 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

NC Office of Archives and History 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Dorothea Dix 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

NC State Farmer's Market 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Fayetteville St. Post Office 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Amtrak Station 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Garland H. Jones Building 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Lincoln Theatre 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Andrew Johnson House 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

NC Museum of Art 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Parks and greenway networks 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Peace College  1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Progress Energy Building  1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Sir Walter statue 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

State Library 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Walnut Creek Amphitheatre 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Big Ed's 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Capital City Club / Cardinal Club 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 
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Appendix D.  All Lodging Properties Mentioned by Sample Respondents  

 

Lodging Property Name 

Total 
Sample 

Tourism 
Subsample 

Urban Planning/ 
Design Subsample 

(n = 68) (n1 = 45) (n2 = 23) 

# % # % # % 

Sheraton Raleigh 61 89.7% 40 88.9% 21 91.3% 

Clarion - Raleigh, State Capital 47 69.1% 31 68.9% 16 69.6% 

Marriott Crabtree 27 39.7% 18 40.0% 9 39.1% 

Hilton North Raleigh  19 27.9% 15 33.3% 4 17.4% 

Holiday Inn Brownstone Hotel 16 23.5% 15 33.3% 1 4.3% 

Days Inn Downtown 11 16.2% 5 11.1% 6 26.1% 

Embassy Suites Crabtree 10 14.7% 7 15.6% 3 13.0% 

Embassy Suites Cary 8 11.8% 6 13.3% 2 8.7% 

Oakwood Inn B&B 7 10.3% 4 8.9% 3 13.0% 

Umstead Hotel & Spa 7 10.3% 4 8.9% 3 13.0% 

Crabtree area properties 6 8.8% 5 11.1% 1 4.3% 

Airport area properties 5 7.4% 3 6.7% 2 8.7% 

Velvet Cloak Inn 5 7.4% 4 8.9% 1 4.3% 

Downtown B&Bs (in general) 4 5.9% 4 8.9% 0 0.0% 

Red Roof Inn Raleigh 4 5.9% 2 4.4% 2 8.7% 

William Thomas House 4 5.9% 2 4.4% 2 8.7% 

Research Triangle Park Properties 3 4.4% 2 4.4% 1 4.3% 

Holiday Inn Crabtree 2 2.9% 1 2.2% 1 4.3% 

Marriott Convention Hotel  2 2.9% 0 0.0% 2 8.7% 

Residence Inn - Crabtree Valley 2 2.9% 1 2.2% 1 4.3% 

Crabtree limited service properties 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Homewood Suites Crabtree 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Hyatt Place Raleigh 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

The Lafayette 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Red Roof Inn Crossroads 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Super 8 Capital Blvd. 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Best Western Crossroads 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Cameron Village B&B 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Candlewood Suites - Crabtree 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Courtyard by Marriott 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Courtyard by Marriott - Wake Forest Rd. 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 
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Appendix E.  All Restaurants Mentioned by Sample Respondents 

 

Restaurant Name 

Total Sample Tourism Subsample 
Urban Planning/ 

Design Subsample 

(n = 68) (n1 = 45) (n2 = 23) 

# % # % # % 

42nd St. Oyster Bar 33 48.5% 25 55.6% 8 34.8% 

Sullivan's Steakhouse 33 48.5% 22 48.9% 11 47.8% 

Yancy's 31 45.6% 16 35.6% 15 65.2% 

518 West 29 42.6% 23 51.1% 6 26.1% 

Caffé Luna 27 39.7% 19 42.2% 8 34.8% 

Big Easy 22 32.4% 12 26.7% 10 43.5% 

Big Ed's 20 29.4% 12 26.7% 8 34.8% 

Bogart's 20 29.4% 14 31.1% 6 26.1% 

Duck and Dumpling 19 27.9% 14 31.1% 5 21.7% 

Tir Na Nog Irish Pub & Restaurant 18 26.5% 14 31.1% 4 17.4% 

Nana's Chophouse (closed Nov. 
2007) 

17 25.0% 9 20.0% 8 34.8% 

Second Empire  17 25.0% 10 22.2% 7 30.4% 

Raleigh Times Bar 15 22.1% 9 20.0% 6 26.1% 

Hibernian Pub 14 20.6% 9 20.0% 5 21.7% 

Glenwood South 11 16.2% 10 22.2% 1 4.3% 

Hi-5 11 16.2% 7 15.6% 4 17.4% 

Red Room 11 16.2% 7 15.6% 4 17.4% 

Cooper's 10 14.7% 4 8.9% 6 26.1% 

Fins 7 10.3% 3 6.7% 4 17.4% 

Mo's Diner 7 10.3% 5 11.1% 2 8.7% 

Woody's @ City Market 7 10.3% 2 4.4% 5 21.7% 

Rum Runners 6 8.8% 3 6.7% 3 13.0% 

Sheraton Bar and Restaurant 6 8.8% 2 4.4% 4 17.4% 

Vic's Ristorante Italiano 6 8.8% 2 4.4% 4 17.4% 

18 Seaboard 5 7.4% 2 4.4% 3 13.0% 

Mellow Mushroom 5 7.4% 3 6.7% 2 8.7% 

Capital City Club 4 5.9% 1 2.2% 3 13.0% 

Cardinal Club 4 5.9% 1 2.2% 3 13.0% 

Enoteca Vin 4 5.9% 2 4.4% 2 8.7% 
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Restaurant Name 

Total Sample Tourism Subsample 
Urban Planning/ 

Design Subsample 

(n = 68) (n1 = 45) (n2 = 23) 

# % # % # % 

Humble Pie 4 5.9% 0 0.0% 4 17.4% 

Riviera  4 5.9% 1 2.2% 3 13.0% 

Rockford  4 5.9% 0 0.0% 4 17.4% 

April and George 4 5.9% 1 2.2% 3 13.0% 

Blue Martini 3 4.4% 1 2.2% 2 8.7% 

El Rodeo City Market 3 4.4% 2 4.4% 1 4.3% 

Flying Saucer 3 4.4% 1 2.2% 2 8.7% 

Moore Square restaurants 3 4.4% 3 6.7% 0 0.0% 

The Pour House 3 4.4% 1 2.2% 2 8.7% 

Angus Barn 3 4.4% 2 4.4% 1 4.3% 

Stool Pigeon's 3 4.4% 2 4.4% 1 4.3% 

Zydeco Downtown 3 4.4% 0 0.0% 3 13.0% 

Char Grill 2 2.9% 1 2.2% 1 4.3% 

City Market 2 2.9% 1 2.2% 1 4.3% 

Ess Lounge 2 2.9% 2 4.4% 0 0.0% 

Fayetteville Street  2 2.9% 2 4.4% 0 0.0% 

Five Star Restaurant 2 2.9% 1 2.2% 1 4.3% 

Angelo's 2 2.9% 1 2.2% 1 4.3% 

Napper Tandy's Irish Pub 2 2.9% 1 2.2% 1 4.3% 

Prime Only Steak & Seafood 2 2.9% 2 4.4% 0 0.0% 

Roly Poly 2 2.9% 2 4.4% 0 0.0% 

Subway at Moore Square 2 2.9% 1 2.2% 1 4.3% 

The Borough 2 2.9% 2 4.4% 0 0.0% 

The Office Nightclub 2 2.9% 1 2.2% 1 4.3% 

Warehouse District 2 2.9% 1 2.2% 1 4.3% 

Zely and Ritz 2 2.9% 1 2.2% 1 4.3% 

Bistro 607 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Brass Grill 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Café Carolina 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Cameron Village  1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Cheesecake Factory 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Chick Fil A 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 
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Restaurant Name 

Total Sample Tourism Subsample 
Urban Planning/ 

Design Subsample 

(n = 68) (n1 = 45) (n2 = 23) 

# % # % # % 

City Limits Saloon 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Dos Taquitos Centro 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

East Village Grill & Bar 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Fayetteville St. Tavern 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Finch's Restaurant 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Five Points 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

American Grill 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Glenwood Grill 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

The Grove Café 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Hard Times Café 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Havana Deluxe 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Haven 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Irregardless Café 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Amra's 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Joe's Place 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Lighthouse Restaurant 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

McDonald's 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Mecca  1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Mitch's Tavern 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Mo Joe's Burger Joint 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Morning Times 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Mosquito Bar 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Nelson's 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Mamma Lia's 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Port City Java 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Porter's Tavern 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Ruth's Chris 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Snoopy's 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Sunflowers Sandwich Shop 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

Sushi Blues Café 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 

The Men's Club 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Vivace 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 
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Restaurant Name 

Total Sample Tourism Subsample 
Urban Planning/ 

Design Subsample 

(n = 68) (n1 = 45) (n2 = 23) 

# % # % # % 

Armadillo Grill 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

White Collar Crime 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Wild Ginger 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 

Winston's Grille 1 1.5% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 
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Appendix F.  Photograph of Clarion Hotel, Downtown Raleigh, North Carolina 

 

 
 
Source: http://www.raleighclarion.com/ 


