ABSTRACT

BOSLEY, HOLLY ELIZABEFatialConceptualization of the Urban Tourisitible:
Downtown Raleigh, North Carolina imafsition (Under the direction of Larry Gustke
and Gene Brothers).
Both tourism researchers and urban planners have uge8t G SN & (0 2 dzNA & i
0dzo 6t S¢ G2 RSaONplaonsgd ahd nZudaged Mddurists within & NI |
destination Despite their semantiatersection there has been little collaboration
between tourism and urban planning scholats.professional mctice,a similar
disconneciexistsbetween tourism professionals, whose primary responsibility iseplac
promotion, and urban plannensho often focus on development of the place product.
The purpose of this study was design a standardized method forapping the
urban tourist bubble as perceived by tourism and urban planning professionals. A
secondary objective of this study was to identimmonalities and disparitidsetween
G2dZ2NRAY FYR dzNBFyYy LI FYyyAy3 LINR FbBublaA 2y | £ 4Q L.
Understanding the urban tourist bubble is important because individuals representing
both of these professions influence policy decisions that affecutiban experience for
visitors as well as residents.
A new methodology was developed for npapg the urban tourist bubble

Structured personal interviews were conducted with tourism professionals and urban

plannersto better understand thesetw@ G I { SK2f RSNJ INR dzLJa Q LISNIDOS LI



tourist bubble in downtown RaleigiNorth Carolina Theurban tourist bubble, defined

as a distinct geographic area planned and managed for touriststh@asnapped based

2y NBaLRyRSy(aQ L3NG Budst ateaytians i dowritokvis Rakighé (

North Carolina, as well as perceptions of the peier of downtown. This newapping

technique highlighted theommonalities and disparitidsetween tourism and tban

planning professiona® LISNOSLIJiA2ya 27F (2 dzNRK BrammtheOl A GA (&
data, this studyeconceptualized downtowRaleighas 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 parametdrkis

new conceptual frameworkffersa more functionaperspective of downtown, rather

than one thatis artificial or prefabricated.
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CHAPTER ONBRTRODUCTION

In their influential urban planning bookhe Tourist Cifydudd and Fainstein
(1999) acknowledged the role of tourism in shaping the spatial form of citigganU
tourism activity can either be integrated into the urban fabric or confined to distinct
urban tourist zones. These geogratig defined zoneswvhich are planned and
managed for tourists, have been referred to asristibubbles (Jaakson, 2004; Jugld
Fainstein). Other identifiers includeurist districts (Pearce, 1998, 2001) ankban
tourism precincts (Hayllar, Griffin, & Edwards, 2008)

Research on tourist zonegppeasin the literatures of two distinct fields of study,
tourism and urban planng, neither of which hasiappedtourism behavior in an urban
context Despite their semantic similarities, there has been little collaboration between
tourism and urban planning scholasgth respect to urban tourism researchn
professional practice asell, thereis adisconnect 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 nmzgpen
urban tourist bubble as perceived by tourism and urban planning professionals. A

secondary objective of this study was to identtmmonalities and disparitidsetween

G2dzNAAY FYyR dzNBly LI FYYyAy3d LINPFSaabata/ | £ aQ L.



on perceptions of the urban tourist bubhldefined as a distinct geographic area planned
and managed for touristsyere collected from tourism professionals and urban planning
professionals taomparethese twofieldsof research and practice.hib study proposed
I ySg YSGK2R2f 238 F2N) YILWAY3I GKS dzNBFyYy 2 dz
perceptions of the mosvisited tourist attractions in downtown Raleigh, North Carolina,
as well as perceptions of the perimeter of downtown. This new teclatghlightsthe
commonalities and disparitidsetween tourism and urban plannirgofessionals and
advancethe literatures of both the tourism and urban planning fields
The earliest research on tourism in cities was condubtedeographers (Pearce,
2001). Hbwever, Ashworth (1982003 noted thatgeographerdargely ignored urban
tourism research in favor of ruraésearch contexts Ashworth(2003)described the
FoaASYyOS 2F dzaNbBly (2dz2NAayY NBaASIENOK a | daR2dz
tourism reglected cities while those studying @i A Sa y S3t $.A43P5 Rluch & dzNR & Y €
the existing urban tourism research is case study research, Waigk (199%riticized
for its inability to contribute to a greater theoretical understanding of the urbaurism
phenomenon AsrecenthasH nnnx { Stoé& O2YYSYyuduSR GKIF G a&dzND
AaSOSNBfe yS3tSOGSR Fa Iy FNBI 2F FOFRSYAO N
Intourismresearctt. G KS GSNY aG2dz2NAald odzasedisé Kl a

an urban context, althogh comparable spatial constru¢such as the plannetburist

district (Pearce, 1998; Selby, 2004), have been applied to urban tourism settings. Cohen



OMPTHLO FANRG AYGNRBRAdzZOSR (KS ¢2NR daodzmof Se
international touristtypologiesdescribingl KS G SYJANRY YSy Gl o0dzof Sé
O2YF2NIll 06fS YAONRSYQDANRYYSYU SAUGKAY | y2@St
SYGANRYYSyGlf 0dzoofS 6Fa olFlaSR 2y . 22NBRUAYQ
G LIA SIRY (1 = ¢ mkdratiKackspontaniity. @ther earlyreferences to a
60dzoof S¢ Ay GKS 02y (ivd Edparatethaptedsdahiseminal | LILIS | NB R
anthology Hosts and Guests: The Anthropology of TouGmaburn, 1989Smith, 1977).

¢ KS GSNXY dai ssireknilyiresdrfdeadart tie dourikmsearch
literature. Jacobsen (2003) used the term to describe the quest for the familiar iR inter
European travel Additionally, WI | { &2y 0 H n nn (197R)¢ahdeptudifation 2 KSy Q&
of the environmental bubble taruiseship portsof-call on the Pacific coast of Mexico.

Similar to Cohen (1972f well aglacobsen (2003), familiarityalsoan element
2F UKS dz2NDly L FYYAYy3ad AYyRdZAGNRQa 02y OSLIidz f
introduced by Judd and Fainst€it999). Thetreatment of the urban tourist bubble has
been purely descriptive, focusing on the construction of the urban tourist bubble as a
strategy for urban revitalizationFrieden and Sagalynm coy p0  dza &éphyd KS i S NI
O2f f SOU A 2y ¢ ribé thidtheskfisttyle efisBmble &f atactions that cities
amass to increase their attractivendssvisitors and (current and potential) residergs
I aOAGAO I ASYRI Xdwl yR6 | (NP LBudd (29 t SOGA2Y

related thisctrophy collectiorg to the development of the urban tourist bubble, noting



that urban tourist bubbles are standardized and contain identthctive components
such asa convention center, atrium hotel, shopping mall, and restored historic
neighborhood.
Theresult of formulaic urban development, such as the urban tourist bubble, can
0SS GKIG | I NPSe oamdzyéhoIHNBEXSRKENBOENPAGASE o
and have no features to differentiate themselves from competitor destinations. Selby
(2004)desck 6 SR (g2 yS3AIGAGS STFFSOGa 2F GKAa a0O22
RSOSt 2LIYSyYy ( | vy Ranlids®verdan af rifav tourigmknat dnlydhreatens
to erode the unigueness of urban destinations, but it may also devalue the urban
tourism experiencé 0 LJdrban geuvetbpment effortshat attempt to keeppace with
the competition create difficulties for tourism professionals who are charged with the
task of positioning the city as a unique attractiodya (0 dzZReé Qa F G dSYL}d G2 Y
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, iwhay result in competition betweethe two
groups (Pearce, 2001Y.his coexistence presentsiethodologicakchallengefor urban
tourism researchers. IDGF 2y dzNDB Iy G2dzZNAald 60SKIF@GA2N | NB
patronage cannot be readily disSaANB 3+ G SR FTNRY GKIFG 2F 20KSNJ

54). In other words, it is difficult to separate tourists from residenks.addition, day



trippers, who comprise a significant portion of urban tourists, are excluded fhase
urban tourism statigcs reporingthe number of beehights in a city. Based on these
OdzNNBy il YSIFadaNBa 2F (d2dzNAayYsZ A0 A& RAFTTFAOM
gAGOKAY (KS 1998pii53)¢E ThediritSd-ststls $fXirban tourism research
reflects hese impediments to datcollection.

Ashworth (2003) noted that while tourism depends on cities, cities doaed
tourism. In addition to its role as a destination, a city also serves as a gateway, staging
post, and tourist source (Pearce, 2001). aithh 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 cityFor example,{ St 6& o6Hnnan0 y2G§SR 00KIF G a
to visit tends to be an attractive place to live and work. Touhsistherefore become
an importantcomponen2 ¥ SO2y 2YA O RS@OSt2LIYSyi(é¢ 6L mMno>
tax base by attracting residenégd businessesReciprocallyan attractive place to live
FYR $2N] OFly |faz2 o6S Iy FGOGNY OQGAGS LI OS G2
St SYSy i aé taurBmdesfinatiahshich ggestaurants, shopping, and evening
entertainment, are thgrimaryelements that influenceesidentsatisfaction. Tourism
facilities and tourist activity create an energetic environment that is essential for the

creation of a livable city. Judd (1999) noted that communitye celebrations, which



promote sociatohesion 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 develog in cities, parts of the city become effectivébwnede 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 isdtX the impetus for developing tourism in the first
place was often to benefit those residents who may feel dispossessed(py it
234)
This conflict between tourists and residents is echoed in the conflict between the
professional responsibilities of toism managers and urban planneia/hile 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 pitive experiences for touristghile 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 constuct of the urban tourist bubble can be used as a vehicle for

understanding the commonalities between the tourism and urban planh@ids.



Mappingthe construct of the urban tourist bubble &first step in a comprehensive
analysis of the forms and futions of the urban tourist bubbleThe study site,

downtown Raleigh, is at an urban development crossroads, and the results of this study
are aimed amaking a contribution towar@n improvedunderstandingoetween the
disciplines of tourism and urban plaimg. This study wilompare 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 usingps) whichserve as a

lingua francato communicate inbrmation across disciplines and professiori3nce each
profession understands that their work affects the other, tourism professionals and
urban planners can work together to shape downtogspacesnto livable citieghat are

also amenable to tourism.



CHAPTER TWQITERATURE REVIEW

The purpose of this studyas todesign a standardized method for mappihg
spatial construct of the urban tourist bubble, defined generally as a geographic area
planned and managed for tourists within an urban toudsstination. Unlike other

3S23INF LKAO lylfeasSa 2F daNDBly G2dzZNAAYSES GKA

Qx

specific context but can be transferred to other urban setsing
To date, only one study (Jaakson, 2004) has attempted to map the tourist hubble
but the technique only applied to cruise ship pediscall. General models of urban

G2dzNAad aLl 0Sa KIF @S 6SSy LINRBLIRASRI &dzOK |

Qx

elements of successful urban tourism destinations have been delineated, skcledsn
FYR {F3lfeyQa omdpydo adiGNRLKeE O2fftSO0A2yE 0L
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
G2dz2NAad RSadGAYyFdA2ya INBE NINB 6t SFNOSE mopdp
analysis of urban tourism bridges the gap across the disciplines of tourisnragbgg
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



economic revitalization through urban development, including theation of an urban

tourist bubble of visitoforiented 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 awassion of the impacts of urban

tourism development on the local community.

Urban Economic Development and Business Improvement Districts

{Sfto@& ounnno y2G4SR GKFGZ aly FGGNF OGADS
place to live and work. Tourism hiderefore become an important component of
WdzZND ' y8 SO02y2YAO RS@OSt2LIVYSyi(ié¢ 6L mMnoOd wSO
place to live and work can also result in increased tourism. Urban economic
development strategies, however, do not alwayslude 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 nesasily 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 disrict (BID), which Friesecke (2006) defined as:



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 providgdhe 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)
| 2dza 0 2dzy omdppT U y 2SR e mapindicatiig whigh piopertiésS | ¢ &
gAfft 0SS FraasSaaSR FyR &aSNWSR o6& (KS .L5¢&¢ 0L
AY CNASaSO01SQa RSTFAYAGARZY ®

The BID concept originated in Toronto, Canada, with the designation of the Bloor
West Village Businessiprovement Area (BIA) in 1970. The BIA developed in response
to the completion of the Bloeb Y F2 NI K Adzo gt & fAYSI SgKSY avYl
formerly traveled along the surface [i.e., at street level] on Bloor Street in streetcars
began disappearingundefg?2 dzy R¢ 6. f 22NJ 2Sad +Affl3S .L! X
play an important role in downtown revitalization in cities, large and small, around the
world. Many American cities, including Baltimore, Maryland; Clevelanid, @mnd
Raleigh, North Carolinaave established BIDs to improve their downtown areas. A BID
YIe 2N YIFe y20 20SNI LI gAGK || OAdGeQa OSydNT
Missoula, Montana, the #Block BID is contained within a larger CBD (Missoula

Downtown Business ImprovemeBistrict, 2008). In Los Angeles, however, the

10



boundaries of the BID correspond with the boundaries of the CBD (Los Angeles
Downtown Center Business Improvement District [LADCBID], 2006).

Within BIDs, decisiemakers sometimes fail to acknowledge thderof 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,
LYOo:r y®RPOI | 02YY2y Y2dda2 2F F .L5 A&z ada
YR LX I &@HE¢ ¢CKA&A YS&aal3asS dGdFrNBSdGa t20Ff NBaa
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, MilngFallon,and Pohimann(1996) noted th&in publicprivate
LI NOYSNEKALA O2YY2Yy GAUKAY KSNAGIFI3IS RSOSE 2 L.
SYLKI aAT S GKS a20AFf ySSRa 2F GUKS O2YYdzyAaide
O2YyOSNYSR gAGK LINBPBFAGEFOAT AQG Beritagé®urisnKS o60200G2Y
RSOSt2LIYSyd Aa az2yYSdiAySa Y2G0AQ0FrGSR o0& AaNBaa
SYNAOKYSyGé o6/ KFEy3a S IfodX LI HPpPpO X NI G KSNJ
G200A2dza SO2y2YAO 3J21fta 2F (2aatidevenue I GGNF OGA

ONBIFGA2YyXFNB 2F4Sy 3IAOSY 3INBFGSad LINRPYAYSYO
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capital channeled into such an undertaking and provide tangible proof of returns on
AYy@SaaySyaé o/ KFEy3a SG fdX LI HdpDL P
BID formationis not the only strategfor 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 p@siinage 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 nila 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 &me, and emphasize dining and
entertainment as well as retail. Successful examples of festival
marketplaces include Ghirardelli Square in San Francisco, Union Station in
St. LouisPike Place Market in Seatti@d Faneuil Hall in Boston.
3. Historic preseration: 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;
[ F Of SRSQa [BYRAY3I Ay {lGo® [ 2dz
. Waterfront development: Historically, waterfront usage was dominated by
NI} AfNRIFIRa YR FIFIO0U2NASAY LINBO@SYGAyYy 33 LIz f
redeveloped downtown waterfronts accommodate both public open space and
private development.
. Officedevelopment: One of the most recognizable images of a city is its skyline,
YR (GKSaS (2¢6SNR K2dzaS 2FFAOSaz 6KAOK LIN
to downtown restaurants and shops.
. Special activity generators: This strategy includes conveggaoters, 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 monext 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 construgctiof 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.
6¢KAA ol a GKS OFasS gAlK GKS OAade 27 ¢
7. Transportation enhanceent: 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 redevelomnt.
Of course, not all seven downtown redevelopment strategies need be applied
simultaneously, nor was that 2 6 S NJi & 2 sec@@mendatiprap pHowever, after such
I RSGFATESR fAald 27T NBO&sHMBYIRRONGriodsly siaguew 2 6 S NI a
providing only one broad suggestion for downtowns to differentiate themselves from
GKSANI O2YLISGAGA2YY a! R2gyl206y &aKz2dZ R NBFES
unique to its region, and not rely automatically on the ubiquitous redevelopment
strategies li§ S R KSBapiBgéan Agenda for Downtown Development section), | 3
In fact, many strategies for downtown revitalization follow a prescription similar
G2 w20SNIazyQa ompppy aSOSy NBO2YYSYyRFIGAZ2Y A
referredtotheresultyf & K2Y23Sy S2dza ao A3 tharesdlts fiol LIS 2 F
urban revitalization.Chang et al. (1996) also noted the homogeneity in urban
redevelopment, commentingthat § KS RdzLJX A Ol A2y 2F &dzOK FSI

festival marketplaces, dawown malls and tourisahistoric districts in a diverse array of
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%

cities has been highlighted as evidence of a conver§end&zNX% | vy LJ | yy Ay 3 (KS:
286).

Judd (1999) wrote about the competition among American cities to create
attractive urbantourist bubblesor economicdevelopment purposes. olwin the favor
2T O2y@SyYyiGA2y FyR YSSGAy3a LXIYyySNE>X | OAGe
OCNASRSY 39 {lF3rtfteys mMbhyodh> LIP Hphpy 2F O02YLRY
towers, aconventio® SY G SNE 'y | G NAdzy K2GStX | NBaid2NB|
domed stadium, aquarium, or cleanegh waterfront to suit the circumstances, and you
have the essential equipmentforafistf 48 ! YSNAOlIY OAGe&¢ OLID Hp
developmenttrendsints mMdpdpna oF FGSNI G§KS Lzt AOFGAZ2Y 27F
Juddalsosuggestedhat acasino gambling facilitye added 2 (1 KS GG NRLIKe& O2f f
inventory.

Frieden and Sagalyn (1989) acknowledged that these collections of downtown
F OGN OG0 AT2Ay0a (22730SUyK SONJ & dzNIINR & A y 3 f & res@toff ¢ 6 LID
longrange planning. élvever, the problem with this type of formulaic development is
that nothing differentiats2 y S OAG& FTNRBY y20KSNI 6KSy SOSNE
coled A2yé¢ 2F | GGNROGdzi Saod wW20SNI a2y omdphp0d NI
Gdzy AT2NXYAGE 2F Fdzy OdAz2y FyR FLIWLISIENIyOS o6f dzN
(The Uneven Effects of Downtown Development section). TI6 effect, theseities have

develoS R | GWLIRaldY2RSNY |yesgKSNBQ FSSt GaKFaG OF
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YR FNRdzyR GKS ¢g2NIRé O{K2NI>X .Sydz2ys [ dzOS:
LI NI LIKNF SR %dzl AyQa omddpmM0O ARSYGAFTAOFGAZ2Y 2
making postnodern space more mobile and flexible it weakens our sense of living in

AAldzZr SR 3IS23INILIKAO t20rfSa FyR AYyONBlFasSa 2
(p. 146). As the boundaries between the local and global are blurred, the result is the

createy 2F a3If206lftfe& y2yRSAONRLIG aLl} OS¢ owz2aS]

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

GAAIYF GdzZNB¢ | NOKAGSOGa O6{K2NI Sid It dX wmdodo=x
preeminent developer of festival marketplOS a4 YR KA & LINRB2SOiGa AyOQ
CtySdzat 1ttt YR vdzAyOe al Nyl SO {Iy CNIyOAa

| F ND2NLIX | OSZ YR bSg 2N)] /AGeQa {2dzik { G4NXB

LIKSY2YSy2y |a GKS aw2diilA@ A Od KIS 2Y @W2 dzay/STNA OR ¢
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 staaddized development is a sense of placelessness,
describedbyw St LK omdTtcv Fa | 3IS23aINIFLKeE GKIFIG A& af
AAIAYATFAOLY G LI FOS&aé¢d O6LIP T pv ® he ldRddEnduy RA JA R dzl
landscape facilitates a shallamd meaningless experienegthin theseenvironmens.

wSf LK SELXFTAYSR GGKAa f1 01 2F dal g NBySaa 27
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(p. 82) as an inauthentic attitude to place, which is synonymwtisa loss of sense of

place. Thisissuetff  OSt SaaySaa Aa ONRGAOFE G2 G2dzNRa

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

aSSY Y2NB YR Y2NB |t A1S&3)0ClAyaidSAy 3 WIzRR
When cities are developed drpromoted using similar strategies, the result can

0S 6KIF{G | NOSe oadzypo I BEAXSRKENBOENPAGASA 0o

F2ft26Ay 3 | aF2NNdzZ € F2NJ dzNBFy RS@St2LIYSyi

effects of thiSsormulaicapproad to development and promotion. The first is that the

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

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

overdeveloped coastal resorts. Wb 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 subsequeséction.
Positioning the Sanitized City

Judd (1999) compared theban(i 2 dzZNA a0 o6dzooft S (2 | GKSYS |

(@]}
(@]

(1980) depiction of a theme park as a fantésgt LINE A RSa aSYGSNIFAYYSy
excitement, with reassuringly clean and attractive surroind 3a& €iteddn Judd, 1999,

p. 39). Urbandestinationsare 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 positiygegrences in a city, then positive
word-of-mouth could cause perceptions to change (Collinge, 1988itedin Selby,
2004, p. 17).

Thedowntown shopping malas been described @ &+ YSIFya 2F ONSBI
defended spacfor tourists]even in the midst of uran cimeaR RS OF @ ¢ O WdzZRRX
46). These mallsre targeted toward tourists rather than the resident population.

Because of their enclosed naty@owntown malls segregate tourisheppers from the
G2NJAy3 OAles LINBASPREAYAYLULAGNRAGAKBA OKIE daa

Tyler and Guerrier (1998escribeda challenge tahis form of sanitizedirban
development:

¢KS &adz0O0SaaFdzZ dzNBlFy G2dzNRadG aLl OS Aaxz2y

stimulation at the same time as safety, security and feamiy. 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 tryragttact (p.

233)

LawQd O M ppahesesaditiiedO AN & o6+ a G Of 2yS OAGAS&EE 6L

OAGASEA IINB NBLIXAOFGAY3I | aYlFIadSNE F2NNdzZ | T
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Toattract visitorshoweverOA G A Sa Yy SSR (2 GRS@Ste2l] az2YSi
2NJ aLISOALFf AT SRXolFaSR 2y a2YSGKAyYy3I AYyKSNBy
GKAOK KI & 038w 1993R $A0)IThiF recSrRmiendation relates thié
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 visitorgRies & Trout, 1981/1986). Positioning is ofteerlooked
gKSY GKAa& & Nluib&aedelognient i 0I0\8e0.| Chawegall €996)
argued, howeveri KI & KSNAGF 3S (2dzZNRAY RS@St2LIYSyd |7
asserttheirplacaelzy A lj dzSy Saad Ay | NILARft& 3JIt26FfAT Ay3
formulaic approach to urban development followed by many cities

In his #minal piece entitledCompetitive Strategy: Techniques for Analyzing
Industries and CompetitorBorter (1980yescribed three generic competitive strategies:

O02al tSIFIRSNAKALE RAFTFSNBYUGAFGA2YZEZ YR aF20d:
mostrelevant to this discussion and is describeddi@@ ONB | G Ay 3 a2YSOi KAy 3
perceivedindustsg A RS & 0SAy3 dzyAljdzSQé o. dzKFf A& HA
a struggle forities which have adhered to a standardizimivntown 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,
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where crime, poverty, andrban 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 wa(p. 36)
¢tKS GSNXY (KIG WdIdzZRR dzZaSR (2 RSAONROGS GKA&A (@

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

Tourist Bubble and Enclaves

The termtourist bubblehas been addressed in the contexban tourism (e.qg.,
Judd, 1999) as well as other tourism settings (e.g., resorts, package toursjuaed i®
describe a concentrategeographiarea of touris facilities and attractions. This section
OKNRYAOf Sa GKS dzal IS o®idm liigrt@e andSiMidtucesitiezd 6 £ S€ A
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 circulatiorcorridor. 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 destmati
zone (i.e., interstate highways, airports, seaports). Gunn later modified this idea by

ARSYUGATFE@AY I (GKS NBaARSyARAF I NB2Y Yad@yLa iNS GFSa FINE
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tourism produt delivery system (Fagence, 2Q0@ 207). While Gunn never expligit

(@]]
(0p))
c:

dzZa SR GKS g2NR a0dzofSz¢ KAa RAAGAYOUAZY
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 sejdion is usually created by natural or bigpatial
features (Fagence, 20pdaakson, 2004; Torres, 2002, Torres & Momsen, 2005; Wagner,
1977), but it can also be psychologically constructed (Buck, 1978; Edensor, 1998; Smith,
1977). A walled resort, faxample, results in a spatially defined bubble with a distinct
perimeter. In contrastiourist-directedmessages warning about the dangers of the
surrounding community create a psychological bubble with a more nebulous boundary.
Whether spatially or psshologically constructed, the presence of a tourist bubble
LINSE@SyiGa AYyOiSNIOGA2Y o06S0sSSy G2dz2NRAaGA FyR f
2F d0dzofS (G2dz2NAaYzZé OSYUSNBR 2y (KS y20A2y

2 NJ S O2 y 2 Yiasttatedthiddkeydhnhctekistic of the tourist bubble.

(0p))

/| 2KSY O6mMdpTHO AYUINRRdIdZOSR (GKS G62NR @06dzo o0

w

2y AYOSNYyFGA2yIlf (G2dz2NAad GeLrRt23rsSao I S R
comfortable microenvironmentvithin a novel, foreign macroenvironment. Cohen

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

varying degrees of familiarity and noveltyhe organized mass tourist typevho seek a

high degree of familiaritgnd a low degree of novelty, remain within this environmental
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bubble which is reminiscent of their home country in terms of the amenities offered.
LYRAGARdzZLE Yl aa G2dzNAadasxs GKS aSO2yR 2F /[ 2K
time within the famliar environmental bubble. They venture out occasionally in search

of novelty, albeit in predi@ble and controlled contextsExplorers arehte third type of

tourists,and theyare motivated by novelty bulo not immerse themselves completely

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

Oy NBGNBFG G2 GKS ar¥Sde 2F GKS FILYAEALFN A
AYOSNYFGA2YFE (2dz2NREAG GeLIST GKS RNAFGSNE ai
andi2 aKIFINB GKSAN) aKStiSNE F22Rax YR KFIoAlGa:

2F GKS SYOANRYYSYyidlf 0d0ootS IyR AyaisSIR SYo

w»

O

O2YYdzyAlG & o CrYAETAFINRGES GKSNBF2NBZI Aa

NAo6SR (K

O«

0dzo6f So ¢CdzNYy SN YR ! aK omMpTtp0 RSA

Y2y2G2y2dza 62NIR GKIFIGd SOSNREBOKSNB aK2ga dza 2

SE20A0 YR RAOGSNES SyRa Ay dzy AT2NNAGEE

(0p))

i K
familiarity within the environmental bubble, while drifters shun familiarity in favor of
local novelties outside the bubble.

{AYyOS / 2KSyQa O6MdpTHO AYGNRBRdAzOGAZ2Y 2F (GKS
international tourism experiences, the characterigifidamiliarity has been used in other

O2yOS8SLIidzd t AT dGA2ya 2F (2dNR&dG aLl O08a I yR SE
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0 dzo oD NI & dzZNYIQ a6 KPWESE of O0QIEONINBSZf£Qa o mpT v a Sy Of |
FlYAT AdNAKBY&H nnan0 aol @gLI Ol SN Sy Of | gSa

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, 89). Torres studied the food preferences of tourists in
MeEA O2Q& , dzOF Gy tSyAayadzZ |l FyR 02y O0f dzZRSR (K
familiar comforts and amenities, including greater acces& ®Y S O2dzy i NB TFT22 R& §
299).

A preference for familiarity waalso depictedn the documentary filmTrekking
on Tradition(Rhodes, 1992), which chronicled mountain tourism in Nepal, particularly
the longdistance treks of Western tourists. The Nepalese lodge owners catered to
2 SAa0SNYSNRERQ RSYI ydga spaghett] apdieiddfatiracthhlisies® R &
sincethe menu was often the deciding factor for trekkers choosing a lodge.

{ dzLILX @Ay 3 G FF YAT Al NEnahég&tivedmpaconthe dzZNA ada O
environment. In Nepalthe lodge ownerconsumed more energy (in the form of
firewood) preparing Wstern foodghan they would have consumed preparing their
traditional foods(Rhodes, 1992)Torres(2002)and Graburn (1989alsoobserved that
G2dNRaGaQ RSYFYR F2NJ GKS FIFYAEALFN OFy NFBadz
environment becauseneeting their demands often requires the use of additional

resources.
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Graburn (1989)escribed a hierarchy of prestige for travel experiences, with
distant, exotic, or rugged travel being more prestigious than safe, package travel.
Graburn emphasized ghimportance of familiarity to tourists who elect this second type
2F aBdBo8NBEmE GNF 0SSt SELISNASYyOSs RSaAaONROSR | a
K2 aOF NNENBEKY Wadzsof SQ 2F GKSANI tAFSadets
Graburnnotedth & (KSa$S G2dz2NAada dag2NBKAL WLI dzYoAy 3
F22R¢ 0L opuL®

Smith (1977) described the tourist bubble in termgtofizZNy SN & 6 mdc d0
communitasor a loose social bond or a feeling of solidarity among tourists created in
situationsof liminality such as travelSmith described such situatiowsere tourists are
GLIKEAAOlLIfte WAYQ | F2NBAIY Odzf GdzNBE gKAE S a2z
2T (0KS Wodzoof SQ AyOfdzRSa G2dzNAada rgaw@ O2y 3N
f200ASa4x ONBIFGAY3a GKSANI 246y NBIfAGEE O0LIP cO
bubble, then, is social/psychological rather than spatial

¢ dzNJ S NXlisinod masper isiamother concefiiat relates to the tourist
bubble. Tourism reseatters have often used the ternlisninal andliminoidwhen
describing visitod SKI @A2NJ Ay | RSaAGAYylIGA2Yy aSdiidAay3ao
0 Sl ¢SSy éiminakaniGsrnep, 1906) describesgre/ RdzA G NA £ G20 f A3 0
YR OSNXBY 2 yl99%, .6388)) whilBziNdidETRirne) describes the post

industrial voluntary passage from work to leisure settings.
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Turner(19749)RSa ONA O SR GKAA&A fAYAY2AR 12yS a 6§
phrase later used by Wagner (1977) as the basis fob&kavioral analysis of tourists on
LI O1F3S G2dz2NB O 2 3y SNJ F2dzy R GKIFG (2dz2NRAaidaq
f20Ff FdzZiK2NAGASAE AF AG NBYIFAYSR O2yFAYSR ¢
perimeters. Wagner considered theesott property lineto be the spatiaboundary
marking the tourist bubble within which 2 dzNRYa2INNMXE Saa 2FSNI 060 SKI GA 2
44), such as nude sunbathing or scanty dress in sacred plaasdplerated. In ts
fAYAY2AR 12ySs: 802V NMByadzBaYEYyREROAGINNRS mMbd
a20ASGrFE y2N¥a 2F GKS aNBFf g2NIRE INB oty
behavior in an antstructure setting (Turner, 1969).

In addition to their spatial separation within the confines of a teuresort,
Wagner (1977) alsaddressedhe socialsepaation of mass tourists participating in
AyOf dzaA @S (2dzNJ LI O1F3Saod CNRY (GKS LISNHERLISOI
as a clearly demarcated group, whose dress, behavior anstjife £t them apart and
aK2¢g GKSY (G2 0SS |y Ay GdNHz2ABS SONIPAdzLSEF N 28l Foy2S\N,
behavior within a spatially and socially separated region is closely connected with
contemporary work on the tourist bubble and enclave.

One of the mostomprehensive studies of the tourist bubble whsaksof a
(2004)spatial analysis of the activity patterns of cruise ship passengers in port. He

examined thadimensions and elements of the tourist bubble, both tangiblke. (
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physical) and intangible.€., 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) appligd2 KSy Qa o mdpT HUO O ZegviboBrhdatdzl £ AT | (A 2
bubblezx ¢ KAOK aO2yFAYySwae yR AazfliSwaé Yl aa
44-45),to cruise ship portof-call. Hedelimited the contours of the tourist bubble by
calculatingpedestrian flow at the street levaising Burtort Y R/ K S NJg#n&ple O M T N 0
of the moving observerJaakson counted the number of pedestrians on a predetermined
number of streets at two points in time: 1) when oniise shipvasin port and 2) when
acruiseshipp & Ay L3 NI @ Wilirist bubldeyvesa stiédt inhp 2wkth ali K S { 2
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

Fdzyy St SR (KNRdzZAK I (p. 825 MdmSlEemBatkatianDfthadide a A S@Sac¢
shipto walking down the pier toward the port town. Jaakson assigned the teore

and peripheryto the tourist bubble and the transition zone between the bubble and the

outlying macroenvironment, respectivel). y G KS LISNRALIKSNEX WIF1azy
number of tourists and tourist facilities are gradually outnumbered by local residents and
bynoni 2dzZNRA &G 2NRASYGSR Tl OAf JialysBisithe agsuudptiop H 0 ® L

that a high ratio of tousts to residents is a defining characteristic of the tourist bubble.
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WEI 142y 6uHnnn0 |fa2 ARSYGAFASR | ydzyYo SNJ

as signs that they are approaching the periphery of the tourist bubble. Within the core
of the touristbubble, 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 stoetail
outlets aimed at reidents, not shorterm visitors.

2 KAf S WI I {metoddagyis tha anly dodbumentetbol for mapping
the geographiextent of the tourist bubble, many other researchers halescribed
properties of the bubble using terms such as protective bauied (Buck, 1978;
Fagence, 2004and enclavic tourist spaces (Davis & Morais, 2004; Edensor, 2001; Freitag,
1994).

Buck (1978) and Fagence (2D8tudied the concept of boundary maintenance
among the Old Order Amish. Deliberate planning efforts on thegfahe tourism
industry in Lancaster County, Pennsylvania have resulted in a protective barrier
(Fagencearound Old Order Amish commuias. This protective boundary, which is
both spatially and psychologically constructed, makes it difficult for $t&itb access
Amish private spheres of life.

The spatiatonstruction of the protectivéoundary is formed by concentrating
G2dzNRadG GGNYOQGA2ya Ay | adG2dzNRadG 1T 2yS¢é

f2ySae ¢KSasS 1 2y 5988) dediBation koaednceptywhdetmytyeQ 4
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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 psychologicaonstruction of the protectivéoundary is created by tour
2LISNF 2NR ¢K2 RSEtAOSNI (1Steé& NBAYF2NOS Ay (2dz
a0NI y3aS {197¢,R £29)0 Thdzedychological and spatial boundaries, resulting
from @ A & ANagkoNdoledge anthe commodificatiorofad & G F ISR | dzi KSy G A O¢
zone, prevent tourists from independently entering Amish back regions, or private
spheres of life.

{AYAT NI (G2 GKS &aSyaldAzy 2F o0SAy3 aadNyy
County, Pennsylvania, Edensor (1998) descrévexther 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 dangertsiole 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.

P
w
Qax

Regardless oftie spatial features of tharea,LJ- O7 I 3S (2 dzZNR 4G 4 Q
familiarity and safety can result ampsychological tourist bubblédowever, not all
tourists are package tourists, and not all tourism spaces are tourist bubbles. Edensor

(2001) distinguished between enclavic and hetgeneous tourist spaces. While enclavic
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G2dzNAad aLl) O0Sa | NB aeédyz2yeéyvyzdza 6A0K / 2KSYyQa
(characterized by familiarity and control), heterogeneous spaces have permeable
borders, with unencumbered entry and exit for both touristslaesidents.
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 sepam@te tourism.
Edensor (1998) described a heterogeneous tourist space in Taj Ganj, auséactca
near the Taj Mhal mausoleunthat provides for the needs of both tourists (e.g., hotels,
shops, restaurants) and residents (e.g., domestic dwellings, scipaddbc offices,
mosques). Edensor emphasized, however, that even though heterogeneous tourist
space is mixedise space, it is nonetheless commercialized space because of local
economic dependence on tourism dollars.
Within enclavic tourist spaces, togtibehavior 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
wkAfgledQa RSLRG | YR ddsaingd theheyclawe dyyitgrésultark | G A &
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
NI Af NBI R (NI Of asho prodide SisitdtSviiti2 endrything tiep teédeds

(e.g., lodging, food, attractions, shopping, evening entertainment) so that they never had
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G2 €tSI@S (KS LINRPLISNIe&® Ly GKA&a Ol asSz GKS

(0p))

interaction with lochbusinessesrather than locatesidents 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

corporateowned enchve resort. Momsen (2005) noted a similar absence of local

economic gain among Caribbean islands thatlame to aHlinclusive resorts, identifying

GWESE1F3ISQ 2F NBOSALII&A FTNRBY (2dzZNRAYE OLIP HwMm
Davis and Morais (2004) explained three ways in which bysipal landscape

OADPSOE (GKS o0dzAfld NBa2NIO FFFSO0a G2dNRadaQ

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

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

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

0KS LINRPLISNII& ai2 RNIg¢g LIS2LXS 6@ FTNBY | OOS

7). Secondly, as mentioned above, theresdrtth | @ NASGe 2F 2FFSNAy 3

needs and to obviate their departure from the propegy strategy not unlike the cruise

AYRAZAGNE Q& FGGSYLIW G aNBOSydzS OF LIWGdz2NBé¢ Ay

destinations in themselves (Weaver, 2005165).CA y I f f 85 (KS NB a2 NI Qa

I NI AENRFR AYF3IS GKSYS G0Ny Ola OAaAG2NA 6K

G§KSYS R2S& y20G SEAalG Ay GKS (26y 2F 2AttAlY

SELISNA Sy OS¢ ¢ it tBurighdptiond i tfiekowh. LThéSe 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 $pa
their description of Casa del Mar, a hotel compound in the Dominican Repiblic.
construct this alinclusive resort (which is adjacent to a national park), the entire village
of Bayahibe was moved a half a mile away. Moreover, local residemésdenied beach
access. With its on@ay access, the tourist bubble surrounding the resort was the
antithesis of the heterogeneous tourist space defined by Edensor (2001). Carrier and
al Oft S2R SELX IIAYSR (KI G &3dzS40d aulallyinvade 8+ RSt
village space in organized tours, while hotel guards stop Bayahibe residents from
AY@FIRAY3I G2dzNAaAdG aL) OS¢ 6L oHMO D [ I NNA S N.
as a psychological ecotourist bubltifeit obscured the antecedents (@, negative
environmental impact of air travel to a destination) and corollaries (e.qg., displacement of
local village so that a resort could be constructed) of a tourism experience. This
ecotourist bubble also manifested itself spatially in terms ofile€odzNA a 6 4 Q f I O] 2 7F

understanding of local resource use.

Tourist Districtand 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 isimed 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, @®; Hayllar, Griffin, & Edwards, 2008). In this
section, these terms are reviewed, with emphasis on their application to urban tourism.
In addition, methodological difficulties mappng these types of spaces are delineated.
Stansfield and Ricket@ 970) recreational business district has served as a
platform for the geographic analysis of tourmtiented development.In their
examination of retail districts on the New Jersey shore and Niagara Falls, Canada,
Stansfield and Rickert distinguished tleereational business district from other local
business districts in terms of: intended audience (tourisssead of residen{s access
(pedestrianinstead of vehiculgr and location (spatially separated from other business
districts). Others have sinesed the framework laid by Stansfield and Rickert to analyze
the recreational business district (Mey@rendt, 1990), typically in the contexts of
tourism geography and tourism planning.
Getz(1993) contrasted the recreational business district (RBD) witit he
termed the tourism business district (TBD), noting that RBDsNE Y2 aid O2YY2yf &
F23a20AF 0SSR ¢6A0K onbile DKTBNS d@a\abrinént to ditldgSetzy n 0
comparedthe forms and functions of TBDs and RBOkertablereproduced inTable 2.1
below) He defined theTBDF & & O2 y OS y (i Ndriénte@ayfractiocdsfanddA & A G 2 NJ

ASNBAOSE t20FG8SR Ay O2yeadyOlrzy G6AGK dNBI Y
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pyolO FYR y20SR GKIFG aAy 2f RSNBDdéftank@mide S & LISO

GAGK KSNAGEF3IS I NBlFa¢g 6L pyoud DSGT SYLXKLI &
¢.5 FYyR GKS /.55 SELXIAYyAYy3a GKIFEG O0OSaa G2
critical mass of attractions and services to encourage foiiria G2 adl & f 2y ISNE

Getz examined the planning aspectl@dDsn his comparison of Niagara Falls, NewkY o

and Niagara Falls, Canada.

Table 2.1

DSGT Qa omddpo 0 / 2YLI NRA&2\WzAAY SGHJzZNM AT NRYOR awsS @
Functions(p. 586)

Tourism Business District Recreational Business District
All-year orientation Seasonal orientation
Concentrated form Linearor T-shaped form

Attractions may be completely  Attractions are usually natural
cultural and purposuilt

May incorporate or develop Develop separately from resident
separately from traditional CBDs oriented CBD; may merge with, or
influence the CBD ovéime

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 ad meanings are Cultural and natural images and
predominantly cultural/urban meanings are blended
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Different from a recreational or tourism business district, the concept of a central
business distric€CBD) describes corporate centefor white-collar dfice workers
resulting in onedimensional use of downtown space. I€BD downtown shops and
restaurants cater to office workers; consequently, these establishments close each
weekday at 6pm and are closed for the weekend (Robertson, 1995)CBheas been
acknowledged to be an unsuccessful urban development stratégy exampleJacobs
(as cited in Robertsord) (i I (i S Rl centkal biisinéss district that lives up to its name
and is truly described by itis@zR Q¢ O6w20 SN a2y > DawktSvn! y SOSy
Development Strategies section, j. Zome cities, however, have replaced the
traditional monocentric CBD with a more contemporary metropolitan dhed, while
still centered on corporate headquarters and office jobs, also appeals to vigibath
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 miflinctional natureof
revitalized urban centers.

Pearce (1998) described the multiple urban functionsafist districts, in his
analysisof tourist districts in Parinoting the multifunctionality of individual tourist
districts as well as the linkages between disticPearcanalyzed the spatial and
functional associations between tourist sites within three districts: the lle 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 residentidistrict on the periphery of the city with a
GUWOAMIATISSE F2NY YR FOGY2aLKSNBE FyR | LINRY 2 dzy(
and the Opéra quarter, a district known for its shopping opportunities.

Pearcg(1998)found that the spatial associatioof attractions within a tourist
district did not necessarily imply functional linkage. The lle 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 ¢/ Of dZRSR GKI i aGKS KA&G2NRO
prime attractions in the lle de la Cité [e.g., Notre Dame cathedral] are much less
functionally integrated in a tourism sense than sheer spatial association might at first
ddz33Saidé¢ 6 LID tegratibrwas bestijsratdd2nyhe Easerofthe Opéra
j dzF NI SNE G6KSNB Gl YIF22N) Gd2dz2NRAad FaGaNr OdAazy
concentration of small secondary services [souvenir shops, foreign exchange outlets,
clothing stores, cafés] tappinge tourist traffic and offering visitors advantages of
O2YLJ N¥Y G§A @GS & Khaslciindenfration obcoddmercial activigwhich
OFLIAGIEATSE 2y 33t2YSNI A2y 2NJ aiKS Ofdzaids
social, cultural, andgove¥aSy i £ | OGAGAGASA Ay | 3IAGBSYy 20
139)cAd 1Ay G2 GKS O2yGSYLIE2ZNINEB F2NXY 2F (KS
(1993) tourism business district.

In terms of accessibility, which Getz (1993) mentioneithéncontext of tourism

business districtd, S NOS omdpdy v NBFSNNBR (2 GKS &GSEGSN
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metro stations and motorcoach parking that facilitate travel between tourist districts.

Ease of movement between tourist districts is relevant to Pe@rde O2 y Of dza A2y (K|

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

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

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

Nevertheless, Pearce encouraged the continued analysis of tourism on a disthect

a0ltS 0SOFdzaS 2F (KS a@FNBEAY3I RSINBS 2F 02Y

Fdzy OliA2yaé 0L col0 dzy O2O0SNBR Ay KA& &addzReée o
In anotheranalysis of the tourist districBearce (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 éeugalém

A~ A oz, oA

©{ OKIF OKI NJ 9 {K2@lIf>X mMdbpdpp8O>X NBRSGOSt 2LIVSy

—)

1999]), entertainment destinations (e.g., midtown Manhattan [Sassen & Roost, 1999)),
FYR Fdzy QOlA2ylf G2dzZNRAY RAalNR GdaAndtedI o> DS
district, a cultural tourism distric comprised of museums, galleries, and spaces for
outdoor festivals and eventscouldalsobe added to this classification schema.
A common urban tourism strategy is to geographically cluster thtiseciions
that would be classiéd as cultural tourism producsuch as museums and art galleries.
The quintessential example of this clusiey is the Smithsonian Institutian

Washington, D.C(Selby, 2004)Downtown Raleigh also has a smaller musatiuster
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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 musedarples
Kids Museum. In addition to fixed attractions, large festivals and evieatsiraw
visitors to a city are often arielated. These festivals and events generate positive
SO2y2YAO AYLI OG F2NJ I+ OAdGeod L ytheTalts@i = G SO2y
GKS SEGSyld GKFG GKS GSNY WENIa AyQRdsali NEQ A&
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 tourtddistrict is the tourism precinctThe termprecinctis
more prevalent in the Australian tourism Iregure (e.g., Hayllar & GriffiiHayllar, Griffin,
& Edwards, 2008McDonnell & Darcy, 1998whiledistrictis more commonly used by
European and Amerm researchers (e.g-ovinen, 2002Pearce, 1998, 2001 Hayllar

and Griffindefined the tourism precindt & &+ RAAGAYOGA GBS 3IS23INIF LKA
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urban area, characterized by a concentration of touredated land uses, activities and
visitati2 Y2 SAGK FIF ANI & RSTWhile Hallyd andl Briffyi providd S &3 ¢ 6 LI
definition, theydid not explainhowthesed T+ A NI @ RS T A gfa@driSn 0 2 dzy Rl NA
precinctare definedor mapped The purpose oy study was to fill this gapy
deweloping a method fomappingthis concentratiorof 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 methodologynigaasible for most researchers
2LISNF Ay 3 dzy RSNJ §SYLIER2NIt YR FAYIYOAILf O2ya
terms of agglomerative processes, using information gathered in 1995 and 1996 by
20aSNUFGA2Yy > NBO2NRa 27T ,dssusshorns dithikey peksonaell S NI/ a
FYR FylLfeaira 2F LXFya FYyR 20KSNJ NBft SOFyd R?2
thorough, this method of analysis nhot standardized.Followingsimilar procedures in
another urban tourist destination would be diffittu

Pearce (1998), Cockerell (1997), and Murphy (1992) revedted practical
issues in@searching urban tourism demanéearce (1998) noted a key dilemma in
quantifyingli 2 dzZNA a0 aQ RSYIl YR T2 N NB&icarkdn ®dristAy |y dz
destnations are multifunctional citiestourism cannot be parceled out from other urban
F OGAQGAGASAD 2 KSYy t221Ay3 0 @AaridlriArzy NBO

LI GNRBY Il 3S OFryy2i 6S NBFIRAf& RAAIFIIPNB)IAIF SR 7T
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For examplediscering how many of the millios ofdaily passengers on the New York
City subway are touristsould be a costly undertakingAn additional dilemma in
analyzing urban tourism demand is that the majority of urban tourism statiaties
based on overnight accommodations dagven thougtday-trippers comprise a large
percentage of the tottnumber of urban tourist¢Cockerell, 1997).

Murphy (1992) attempted to separate tourists from ntwurists in downtown
Victoria, British Columhj through the use of neparticipant observation methods to
track tourist patterns. Awbserver unobtrusively followesubjects from their hotel door
to the heaitage attractions they visited. H6 S@SNE Al 61 & (GKS 204
classify sujects 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
classifik a 20t NBAARSYylao LY FRRAGAZY S
related behavior into one of three categories: observing a heritage feature of the
landscape, reading heritage plagues or other heritage displays, and entering a heritage
attraction. These assumptions limited the generalizability of the stdihe. practical
difficultiesthat accompany demandide research, such as the ones encountered by
Murphy, may provide a partial explanation fdre supplyside bias in the urban tourism

literature.
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Another challenge in urban tourisresearchis that an urban tourist destination
0SPIds | OAdGeov NINBte KIFIra RAaAGAYOOH o02dzyRI NR
made more difficult bythe RS FAY SR 02dzy R NA S& Researchig dzNA a i |
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 niikety unaware
2T Ga2FFAOALFEE¢ 062dzy RFNASad
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 attemptedMy 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 sewti

TheFragmented Conditioof Urban Tourism Research

In general, the body of urban tourism reseasaghpearsragmented The
research topic of urban tourism is relevant to both groups that have addressed the urban
tourist bubble: tourism researchers amdban planners. Nevertheless, investigating the
topic of urban tourism hasometimesbeen neglected by reseehers in both areas of

study. In his seminal piecé,! NB 'y G2 dzZNRAYY |y Ashwath t I y OS Ay
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(1989)described the dearth of urbantzNA & Y NB a S| NOK Fa F aR2dzf S
W KSNBoeeXuKz2asS AyiSNBaGdSR Ay (KS addzRe 27
O2yGSEG Ay 6KAOK YdzOK 2F AlG Aa aSdiz sKAES
equally neglectful of the importance of the toulis ¥ dzy OG A2y Fomthé G A Saé o
GAYS 27 | aK ¢ NihtiKieezompletidholy gtlidwrban tourism
research has been slow to evolve as compared to other areas of tourism research over
the same time period.

Ashworth (1989) provided threeeasons why thoseterested in urban studies
neglected tourismn 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 af tiear invisibility of the urban tourist, tourism
RAAUONAOGA 6SNB RAFTFAOMzZ G G2 RSEtAYySIGSO ¢ KA

~ A

@ 2F RSYINDIFGAYy3 Al NBY

X«
w

N.

[N

YSIE NI AYLI2A&aAOATE A
quantifiable in cities ai was more readily inrural &I 8¢ 0! aKg2 NI KX Hnnosz
conclusion parallels the research difficulties encountered by Pearce (1998) and Murphy
(1992) described in the previous section.

Page (1995)ffered another explanation for the neglect ofban tourism as a
research focussummarizedbf St 6 & OHAAN U Wharebythe lRODA 2 dza  OA N.

guality 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 diffj@as both funding and data
a2dzNOSa INB fAYAGSRE 6L omUu®

Page (199%lso notedthat much of the urban tourism literature is comprised of
RSAONALIIA PGS OFrasS addzRASas gKAOK aWR2 y2ia 02
methodological understading ofdzND I y (i p. dBSH BV¥rtas reaintly 2004, Selby

O2YYSYyiSR (KIFG GdzZNBlFYy (G2dz2ZNRAY KFa 0SSy asgs

&\

NBEaSIFNDKE o0LIDP omM0OUT gKAOK Aa LINROofSYIFIGAOD

(s}
O«

economic and cultural imjzations forboth residents and visitors of urban areaalith
neither a theoretical foundation nor a substantial body of research, urban tourism
researchefforts arestymied.

Overall, the urban research that exists is largely descriptive and lacking in
application bgond the geographic extent under investigation. Selby (2004) also
observed an incoherence in urban tourism research, describing the existing urban
G2dZNRAY NBaSEFNOK a aFNI Jonsrgas@ict this y RXA Y| 00Sa
incoherencds the variety 6 spatial scales or levels of analysis applied in urban tourism
research.Both Selby(2004) and Pearce (2001) obsenthdt the majority of urban
tourism research has been conducted at the -sifige level. The downfall of most city
specific studiesis®A NJ ¢ FF Af dzZNS G2 YI 1S tftAyla sgAGK 20K
W KAOKB fAYAUA GUKSANI FoAfAdGe G2 | R@OIFIyOS GKS

(Pearcep. 932).
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In an attempt to remedy the fragmentedage of urban tourism research, Pearce
(2001 proposed an integrative framework for urban tourism research, represented as
two axes:scale comprised of regional/national/international, ciyide, district, and site;
andthemes comprised of demand, supply, development, marketing, planning,
organizaion, operations, and impact assessment. In this model, each individual cell
represents the intersection between a particular scale and theme (e.gwaity
marketing; site operations).

hyS FLILX AOFGA2Yy 2F t St NOSQ&ationofthem vt Y2 RSt
existing urban tourism literature by cell. While such a classification would illuminate
gapsin the literature, adescriptive study was not what Pearce had in mind. Instead,
t SI NOSQ& LINAYIFNE NBO2YYSYRI (nkagegthrgugia (G KS ONXB
research: following one theme across multiple scales otipialthemes within one
scale. Pearce termed these types of connections horizontal (i.e, riudime) and
vertical (i.e., multiscale) linkages. In his integrative framework, Peaaw the potential
F2N) aFFHOATEAGIFOWAYIB | ONARIAYI 2F GKS 3II L) 6
fAGSNY GdzNB&aé¢ oL dnmo P t SI NOS faz ada3asSai
integrative approactoy creatingd 6 N2 I RSNJ NBaSI Nv&seRSaA3Iya Ay QD2
YSGK2R2f 23ASaXlIyR AYGSNILINBGAY3I GKS adz aSl dzS

941).
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My studyl y & ¢ S NB (2008 )calord@diging the gap between tourism and
urban studiedy mappinghe spatial construct of the urban tourist bubbke 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

Urbantourism as a strategy for economic revitalization is the location of the
intersection between tourism and urban planning perspectiv@ften this effort toward
urbanrevitalization occurs in areas where traditional indiesi(e.g.,manufacturing,
retail) havedisappeared and alternative industries are sougltban tourism also exists
in historic cities.This section of the literature reviedescribes the motivations for urban
tourism development, the types of urban tourist destinations, approachestan
tourism research, and urban tourism supply and demand.

Law (1993) listed four factors that have contributed to the rise of tourism
development inurban areasfirst, the decline of traditional manufacturing industries;
second, the need to provide jelfor urban residents; third, the general perception of
tourism as an economic growth industry; and fourth, hrespectthat tourism will

revitalize urban centers (as cited in Chang, Milne, Fallon, & Pohimann, 1996, p. 286).
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Not all urban tourism destations, however, have economic revitalization as a
primary aim. Pearce (1998) and Selby (20@dhtrastedbetween two types of urban
tourist destinations: the tourishistoric city (e.g., York, England; Rqrtialy) and the
planned tourist district (e.gBaltimore Inner Harbor, London Dockland$he 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.

Inthe historicdi @ £ adzNbB+Fy G(2dzNARAY Aa |y SaidlofAadcr
O2yGSYLIR2NINE LRfAOe Aa 2F0Sy O2yOSNYySR gAlK
(Selby, p. 10), including sociocultural and environmental impacts resulting from
increased visitationUrban tourisn research on historic destination citiessoften set in a
European context (BurtenshaBateman, & Ashworth, 1991), thoudtshworth and
Tunbridge 2000)alsoincluded the American cities of Savannah, Georgia; Charleston,

South Carolina; and Boston in theategorization of tourishistoric cities

wSaSEkNOK OFy 6S dzaSR a2 AYyTF2NY GKS LI Yy
LINE OS&aaé¢ 6al aPyakce 2007hovevet,déscribed thé eRistingesearch
associated withiourism in historic cite$ & & NB I Ol A éd&fchorothddourigts T 0 P w
historic city has beenonductedas an attempt to solve existipgoblensrather than as
a preventive measureHistoric cities, which were not originally designed with mass

tourism in mind, must mitigate # negative impacts of overcrowding, traffic congestion,
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and pollution (Ashworth & Tunbridge, 2000)hese negative impacts can lead to
degradation of the cultural resources that attract tourists in the first plagisitor
management is essential to thmitigation of negative impacts of tourism, and van der
Borg(1998)emphasized the territorial distribution of visitors in the city (encouraging
visitationtolessefl Y26y | GGNI OGA2yas |a 2LI1AaSR (2
temporal distribution ofvisitors throughout the year.

SATFSNBYG FTNRY KAAG2NARO OAlGASaz gKAOK
tourist district is an area of the city which is designed and developed specifically for
tourism. The intersection of tourism and urban plang research is often located in
discussions of treeplanned tourist district created for economic development
purposes. Infact2dzNA &Y & dzNBFy NBIASYSNI A2y 41 &
(1999)The Tourist Citywhich presented a range pfanningperspectives on urban
tourism, with chapters dedicated to urban tourism in: Orlando, Las Vegas, Cancun,
Boston, Prague, Jerusalem, and cities in Southeast Asia. This type of urban tourism for
economic development is pertinent to the present studydofvntown Raleigh, which is
not considered to be a heritage city liBavannah or Charleston, twoit§ competitor
destinations

Within the two setting categoriesf the touristhistoric city and planned tourist
districts scholars have suggested diat ways to approach urban tourism research.

Ashworth(1989)describedhree approaches to urban tourism research: suppige
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research, demandide research, and policy reseai@s cited in Selby, 2004) S NOS Qa
(2001) integrative framework for urbaourism researchreviewed 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 facgeveral unique chalteges. 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 tourismcdeté A& GKF G al OAGE YI &

2OSNIFLIAY3I (2dzNRAY NRfSay Fa F 3IrdsSegles ai

(Pearce, p. 927). Cities are gateways when they serve as hubs linking tourists with other
nearby destinationgnd 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 dayrips to surrounding towns such as Oxford, Bath, and Stratford

upontAvon. Citiestake onthe™®S 2 F A GF 3IAy 3 LlRada 6KSy GKSe@
events, as was the case with Barcelona and the 1992 Summer Olympic Games (Smith,

2005). Cities are tourist sourckscausean urban area, by defition, is densely

populated.

Regardinghe cityasad@d G A Y GA2Yy S [ & O mddpeurposeSa ONR 6

%

N>

RSaUAYlIGA2yaéed oL 170X YR y20SR 0KIFG LIS2LX S

business, leisure and entertainment, to visit friends and relatives (VFR), and to undertake
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personal busiass. @ies arepopular destinations because their attractions and events
are well developed, they are accessible, they have a large inventory of hotels, and
becausecities have large populations, they are a popular destination foMRR traveler
(Law). Visitors to urban destinations are often motivated by a combination of factors, for
example, choosing to attend a professional meeting in a citgrevfriends or relatives
live.
Based on these various motivations for visiting an urban destinationcBear
(2001) described tharban tourism demanasd Ydzf G A RAYSy aAaz2ylt | yR FN
multipurpose inth G dzZNB ¢ 6 LIJ® deruspan ®urisni sufpl$ ig ruitifacetedi
(e.g., cultural attractions, shopping, night life, historic districts), comprising whétlk
and Dreier (1999) describeda 'y G dzNB Yy | YOALF Y OSé 0L mcmMO D
tourist destination, the supply and demand are complementary.
Judd (1995) linked urban tourism supply and demand in his reference to the
urban tourism productasaft I 33f 2 YSNI A2y ¢ 2F @XYLI2 oSy (Fade €
panoply of services and businesses is necessary to make the space maximally attractive
toconsumer€ ¥ G KS (2dzNAad &Ll OS é-Veheked(1988),dne ® 1 002
urban tourism product cosists of primary and secondary resources. Primary resources,
or the elementghat attract visitors to an urban areacludehistoric buildings, urban
landscapes, museums and art galleries, concerts, spectator sports, conferences,

exhibitions, and speciavents. 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 partularattraction or feature. Thassembly of all these resources, primary

and secondary, makes the tourist city an attractive destination.

Impactsof Urban Revitalization

Urban tourismhas the potential to deliver economic benefitsthe local
community. Usg the categories of direct, indirect, and induced economic impact, Selby
(2004) described how urban tourism creates jobs, benefits support industries, and
bolsters the local economyln addition, urban tourism products, such as facilities and
ati NI OGA2yas aOly Ffa2 AYONBIFraS OAGAO LINARS:
residents (Selby, p. 20). Having a facility like a waddds athletic stadium can generate
a feeling of community pride among residents.
Critics have noted, however, thdbwntown revitalization projects, especially in
cities with manufacturing rootsre oftengeared toward the professional sectdfor
SEIFIYLX S Ay (KS O2yGSEG 2F 5580 NHdedadrs CNA SRSy
were opening for the educated wlkiindustrial lofts and warehouses were closing their
doors on bluecollar workers. Jobs created by the office economy raised questions about
gK2 g2dZ R 0SYSTFALG FTNRY { Kplying semwicemiastynjoh? 6y ¢ 0 LJ

with limited opportunity foradvancement (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) cidd OG SNAT SR (KSa$S RZm@Uiekehy a | & al
Effects of Downtown Development Strategies, \8ith two user groups: the white
collar professionals and the low@rcome earnersRobertson 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 séwomd
shops, andIsops with lowerpriced goods and services that serve individuals with
more modest incomes are in a different part of daawn, probably on the
periphery. (pp. &)
Tourism development presents an additional spatial dichotomy between local residents
and vsitors. To illustrateJudd(1999)explained that the urban tourist bubble is a place
of pure consumption for visitors who are more affluent than those liunte
surrounding community.
Another criticism of urban revitalizationits potential negatve impact of tourism
on local residents. Robertson (1995) cited the case of New Orleans, where visitation

doubled in five years with the introduction of toatiattractions to the downtown
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including a convention center, aquarium, and riverboat casiReident support for
tourism, however, decreased in reactionttos increase in the number of people in
downtown New Orleans¢ KS A YLIR2 NI yOS 27F dzy R®diahyli I yRA Yy 3

oriented perceptions of tourism is explained in the following section.

Sociocultural Impacts of Tourism

Researclon tourism community relationships is central to the social
sustainability of tourism development efforts (Davis & Moral¥)£2 Pearce & Moscardo,
1999). Tourism planners must consider the attitudes, percepti@m] behaviors of local
residents because their negativity toward tourism and tourists can detract from efforts
at attracting visitors to the community (Williams & Laws@00]). Zehnder (1976) noted
the importance of assessing resident perceptions of imarimpacts 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 exety

important, for most of us avoid places where we are not readily accepted

(p. 212)

Ly 20KSNJ 62NRazx (KS (2dNA&adiQa SELSNASYyOS OF

behavior of local residents.
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In urban destinations in particular, positive indetions between residents and
visitors are important becausérban touristsseekthese interactions. Webber (1964)
GNRGS GKFEGXZ aAl0 Aa AYGSNIYOdA2y> y20G LI I OS i
& Hall, 2003, p. 342). Pageand HallekpfaS R G KIF 64X a0 KS FGGNF OQlAz2y
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 interactionyougototh OA (G &é¢ O LIJP onHUL D ¢t KSNBF2NEX
between residents and visitors contribute to a positive urban tourist experience.
[ 201t NBaARSyida INB 2F0Sy,wNdhTPINaBR (2 | &
expectation that residents will be walming and hospitable toward visitors. This
expectation however,is only realistic if local residents perceive the benefits of tourism
to the local community.Social exchange thegrthe predominant theoretical framework
for research on the socioculturahpacts of tourism on host communitigsxplains that
residents and visitors can mutually benefit from touriédmdereck & Vogt, 2000; Ap,
1992;Jurowski & Gursoy, 2008jrakayaTeye, & Sonmez, 2002Residents who withess
the benefits of tourism in thir 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 thatrban 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 thatidest 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 easketion 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 toutssto residents is another
variable that has been examined in relation to resident perceptions of tourism. Smith,
2YRZ YR YIF3AGOAOGIAA Sdunncyv 20aSNBBSR GKIFGX
ensures that it has a substantial impact on host popats, particularly where the ratio
2F G2dz2NRada G2 t20Ff LRLWzZA I GA2Yy Aad KAIKE 6L
leads to more negative perceptions of tourism impadtiarrison (1992) referred tthis
ratio as thed (0 2 dzNA&A a (i A yidawRy\llianisgp. IN1), iviiich cotmpared 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 tothe tourismdensity 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 d&§cElroy & de Albuquerqud 998 and
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Padilla and McEIrof2005)usedthe 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 taore 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 isolad 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 residasitor interactions can lead to a
more positiveurban tourist experience and improved perceptions of tourism from the

point of view of urban residents.

Authenticity in theFront and Back Regions of Tourist Destinations

Using the theatre as a metaphor, Goffman (1959) claimed that social spaces have
GFWNRE YR GoD20FEY layl IRSSFaAdy SR G KS FTNRYy (G NBIA2Z2Y
LI I OS 6KSNBE GKS LISNF2NXI YOS wF2N) G2dzNRaidas
back stage is where the local population lives, works, and pl&gsed on thiglaim,

MacCannell (1973) explained thaurists seek authenticity in the back regions of

tourism destinations.
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al O/ I yyStf omdptrolv dzaSR D2FFYlIyQa omdp dv
upper and lower anchors on a stage continuum for describg 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
O2y Aydzdzy A& D2FFYIYyQa FTNRYIGI WBIAEFETG 2N aiK
bal O/l yyStftx LI pdnod {GFr3S W A& Gl G2dzNR &
FLIJSENE Ay &a2YS 2F Ada LI NIAOdz F NaExX fA1S |
A0AfE F FNRYy(G NBIA2YyS o0dzi/ BNBRKAYRRERI a6 (TR K.
Market restaurant is a local example of a Stage 2 tourist setting: patrons are most
OSNIFAyfte Ay GKS NBAGI dashey decbiatioAsSiclyas thdNBE I A 2 Y =
tractor in the front of the store serve as reminders of theck region (i.e., where the
F22R OFYS FTNRYOOD {G13S o A4 RSTAYSR la al
fA1S I oFO1 NBIA2YZéE YR {GF3AS n A& al ol O}
p. 598). Stages 3 and 4 can be difficuldistinguish 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
al O/ FyyStftQa FTNRyAROpONAaAO&WUANYOHZYREIN2Z2Y GKI
It GSNBSR I 0AlG 0SOIdzaS G2d2NRada FNB LISNYAGGES
contrast to Stage 4, which is completely open to visitors, access to Stage 5 is somewhat

restricted¢ and consequently mme attractive to some tourists. Finally, Stage 6 is
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D2FFYLFyQa ol Ol NBIA2YST ¢ KA CsKekihgdourist& S dzf G A Y I (
because it is seen amstaged, exclusive, arduly authentic

Tyler and Guerrier (1998) summarized the relevancées$é¢ front and back
regions to the study of urban tourism in the following passage:

lff 02dz2NAR&aAGa OKFy3dS GKS yIFaGdz2NBE 2F GKS &L

their presence and symbolically by designating a spaceéia2 dzNJA. @DiawihgNB | ¢

on MacCanall (1976)[sid, atourda i OA (& o0S02YS&a I LJ 4§$OKg 2 N.

where the residents (hosts) perform for the benefit of the tourists abdck

areag where the residents go about their everyday business. Asftoat

areag take overthe centre of K S O A (i Backiageasar&ctowded out to the

periphery.(p. 239
The relationship between residents and visitorsriicali 2 I RSaGAYy Il A2y Qa A
can affectg for better or worseg the visitor experience and resideattitudes toward
tourismdevelopment.¢ KSNEF2NBES> AdG Aa LINHzZRSYd G2 LINRGSC
important, and sometimes even sacred, to urban resideigsatial analy®s ofa city@

tourismactivity can shed light on geographic asethat might besusceptibleo this type

of residentvisitor interaction.
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Geographic Analysis of the Urban Tourist Bubble

Tourism is iherently geographic. he earliest research oarban tourism was
conducted by geographers (Pearce, 2001). Today, the two disciplines are intertwined in
books €.g.,The Geography of Tourism: Environment, Place and Sidatie Page, 2002;
Tourism Geographyilliams, 1998¢eography of Travel and Tiisnt Hudman &

Jackson, 2002/ orldwide destinations: The Geography of Travel and TouBsmiface
& Cooper, 2005) as well gaurnals €.g., Tourism Geographigs Yet the contemporary
tool of geographers, geographic information systems (GIS), is &gplied to tourism
related problems. (See Bahaire & Elhdthite, 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 touism occurs in several forms (cf., tourdsstoric 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 bothswuand
urban planning scholardowever, it has not beemapped in an urban context. The
next chapter will describthe methodology developed to map the urban tourist bubble

in Raleigh, North Carolina.
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CHAPTER THRMETHODS

This chapter describes the methods used to map the downtown tourist bubble of
Raleigh, North Carolina. Tourism is inhehggeographic (Williams, 1998). efbfore, a
mapping technique was appligd 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 desations withpredictable inflows of touristsuch as cruise
ship portsof-call. My study proposed hew method for mapping the urban tourist
bubble based on the perceptions of tourism and urban planning industry professionals.
Geographic representatianof the grceptions of the two groups of indtry
professionals were then comparedhe methodology is described in the following
sections of this chapter: study site, instrument developméetd test, informed

consent, population of interest, samplifiggme, data collection, and method of analysis.
Study Site
CKAAa addzRe ¢l a O2yRdzOGSR Ay wlfSAIKE
population of 350,000. The greater Raleigh area receives 11.5 million visitors annually
(Greater Raleigh Conventi@md Visitors Bureau [GRCVB], 2006&which 3.5 million

(30%) visit downtown Raleigbgdwntown Raleigh Alliance [DRA], ji.dAccording to

visitor information disseminated by the Greater Raleigh Convention and Visitors Bureau
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and the Downtown Raleighllince, the attractions in downtown Raleigh include:
government buildings, such as the State Capitol Building, Legislative Building, Executive
Mansion (esidence of the governor of North Carol)jpand State Archives; attractions,
such as the Progress Egg 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, Moor8quare and Nash Square Park. In addition, the Raleigh
Convention Center and adjoinimdarriott 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 ilutliing 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 Distri€DRA, 200Y. (See AppendiAfor a map of these five
districts) ¢ KSaS RAAGNAOGA FINBX RSTAYSR 3S23INI LIKAOI
with each having a unique set of offerings. The Moore Square District, for example, is
best known for its artsenues (e.g., museums, galleries), while the Glenwood South
District is characterized by its nightlife and restaurant scene. The interdependence of
0KSaS RAAGNAOGA A& NBYAYyAaOSyld 2F tSINOSQa
R A a O Wdicd maydifferdot only in their tourist attributes but also in theither

dzND 'y Fdzy QUA2yaé O6LID pHOOD
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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 tfistricts defined by the DRAhe other
four fall outside of the business improvement district boundary.

SATTFSNEY G TRTA @K SA ypiwd NRS LISY RS Y2007 A & G NA O
entertainment distrcts are not depicted spatially. oMiever, their geographic location is
desch 6 SR Ay 3ISYySNIt GSN¥ao C2NJ SEI YLX Sz (GKS
Ad RSAONAOGSR la day2NIK 2F R2gy(d2¢6y wlfSAIKZ

Thi sectionoutlined two categorization schess for describingRaleigl® tourism
offerings While they arddifferent in some respects, both schemesmpartmentalize
Raleigh intdabeled districts In this studyasurvey was administered to tourism and
urban planning professionale gauge theiperceptions of he geographic extent of
tourism activity in downtown Raleigh. The development of the survey instrument is

descibed in the next section.

Instrument Development

The initial survey instrument, gemistructured integview 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 indyst
LYGSNBASG |jdzSatdAz2ya gSNB RSaA3aySR G2 3+
GG2L) 2F YAYRéE LISNOSLIIA2ya 2F GKS G2dzZNRay ae
LISNDSLIiA2ya 2F GKS t20FGA2y 2F R2gy(26y wlf
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 rimkck survey, @nail survey, oother
form of written questionnaireso thatrespondentscould notconduct research adliscuss
the questionswith colleaguedefore responding The intention of the interview was to
Ol LJi dzNB NBitalpargeptibngas apPosed tealculatedrespmses.
The instrument wasgeld testedon four former Raleigh area tourism employees
who had since relocated to other areas of the countbue to the small sampling frame,
out-of-town respondents were selected to avoid uspgtential sample respondenia
the field test Several changes were made to the interview script based ofigldgest
These changes are described in the following section of this chapter.
The final interview protocol (contained AppendixB) consisted of three
sections. Seaih 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

61



generate lists basedmotheir perceptions of the mostisited 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
eachof 21 placesto S Ay R2gy(i26y wlfSAIK 06& NBALRYRAY
2NJ aL R2Yy Qi 1y26dé ¢KS] YR &YSAloB S &y RARING B Z &
and were selected because of their location near the perimeter of the Downtown Raleigh

I £ £ A ypOfSiematown Raleigh & . MasBplaces were located outside the

boundaries of theBID, and placet® the north, south, east, and west of tiedDwere

intentionally selected

FieldTest

In the preliminary interview protocol, Section Two contained questithat
asked respondents to rank the top 10 attractions, restaurants, and accommodations that
tourists visit in downtown Raleigh. Based on feedback fiietd test respondents, this
guestion wasnodified so that respondents were only asked to list the fove places
visitors stay overnight when their primary trip purpose is to visit downtown Raleigh.
Feedback from théeld testindicated that respondents would have struggled to identify
10 lodging properties, primarily because there are limited optif@nvernight stay in
downtown Raleigh. Consequently, theld testwas useful in refining the identification

of lodging properties included in Section Two of the interview.
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Thefield test was methodologically important for another reason. As stated
above,field test respondents were selected because they were no longer living in
Raleigh. Consequentlgheir 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
conductingfield test interviews was both successful (in termsadfighresponse rate)
and efficient. Terefore, it was determined that study respondents would be giten
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,@éhe were two positive outcomes.irBt, a shorter déa
collection periochappened andseconda higher response rat@as obtained Thesame

standardized interview protocol was followed for telephone anghé@mson interviews.

Informed Consent

The interview script was submitted to North Carolina State SiNA A G & Q &
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 indivigals 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

Qax
(0p))
P

ALJZN1I2 aA @S &l YLIX Ay3 GSOKYyAljdzS 61 a dz
frame. Purposive sampling is a nonprobability sampling strategy used to seek out
predefined groups and is often used in exploratory studigs¢him, 200%

With assistancerdbm two external consultantsnjentionedearlier in this chapter)
andthe President and CEO of the Greater Ral€ighvention and Visitors Bureahg
initial sampling frame was developed by enumerating all tourism industry professionals
whose job responsibties included interaction with visitors.The consultants identified
three tourismoriented organizations Raleigh:

1. Greater Raleigh Convention and Visitors Bureau (GRCVB), tenditgounty

level tourism authority;

2. North Carolina Division of Toam, Film and Sports Development (NCDTFSD), the
state-level tourism authority with an emphasism marketing and promotion; and

3. Capital Area Visitor Services (CAVS), an information center geared toward visitors
to the North Carolina government complex in dawwn Raleigh (e.g., State

Capitol Building, Legislative Building).
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Only those staff members with direct knowledgeaoid/or experience wittvisitor
behavior in downtown Raleigh were chosen for inclusion in the sampling frame. From
this sampling frame f25 individuals, a census was sought.

A sampling frame of urban planners and others with a professional interest in
downtown Raleigh revitalizatiowas constructed usingndine staff directories of three
urban planningrelated organizationgh downtownRaleigh

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 wafinding (e.g., signage, maps);
2. Empire Properties, a private readtate development company with a focus on
historic preservation of downtown buildings; and
3. the Downtown Raleigh Alliance, a nprofit organization responsible for the
creation of the downtown RaleigBID
From this sampling frame of 28 individuals eagus was sought.

In addition to the purposive sampling of individuals employed at the tourism and
urban planningrelated organizations in Raleigh snowball sampling strategy was used
to recruit additional sample respondents: people employed in the warand urban
planning fieldsvho may not have otherwise been consideffed inclusion in the study
sample In snowball samplingespondents from the initial sampling fraamwere asked

to recommend others with a professional knowledge of downtown Raleighasuld be

65



contacted for inclusion in the studytor this reason, the total sample size{68) was

greater than the originadampling frame.

Data Collection

Over a threemonth span (August October, 2007), standardized-person and
telephone intervews were conducted with 45 tourism industry professionals and 23
urbanplanning/ design professiondisr 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

2 NB I v AT bsédnpld gagorizition.
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Table 31

Number of Respondents from Downtown Raleigh Organizations by Organization Type

o Number of o Subsample
Organization Name Respondents Organization Type 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 U_rban planning / Urbap
design / management Planning
- Board of Directors 7 U_rban planning / Urba_n
design / management Planning
Empire Properties 3 U_rban planning / Urba_n
design / management Planning
Marbles Kids Museum 3 Arts Tourism
Greater Ralgih 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 7 Tourism Tourism
Development
Sheraton Raleigh 3 Hotel Tourism
The Borough 3 Restaurant Tourism
The Conference Table (adviso 1 Tourism Tourism
group to GRCVB)
City of Raleigh's Urban Design 3 Urban planning / Urban
Center design / management 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 schedulifgenson interviews with
members of advisory groups 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 interwiescript was followed for both #person and
telephone interviews, issues of relitity were regarded as minimalnterviews were
comparablein length forboth types of nterviews, ancho differencesvere observed
with respect torespondent$§willingness to provide informain based orthe method of

contact.

Analysis

Analyses were conducted using the data collected during the 68 interviews. First,
descriptive staistics 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 subsampt 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 softwarevas 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 repondents (overall samplgurism subsampleurban
L I yYyAy3dk RS&AIY &adzmal YLI SO @ ¢tKSasS Yl Ll &K
wkt SAIK YR LINPGARS aLI ALt NBLNBaSyidldiAzya
overall sample as well as the twabsamples.

In addition, maps were produced to display the data from Section Three
NEIIFNRAY3I GKS LISNALIKSNIf LJXI OSa dzaSR (2 ARS
around downtown Raleigh. These maps show the differences between the tourism
industrya R dzNb Iy LI IFyyAy3ak RSARZYYVA&BYI WL $A A KIC
outer boundaries

In the following chapter, analyses of these descriptive and spatial data will be

provided.
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CHAPTER FOLRESULTS

This chaptepresensthe findings from the interviews that were conducted with
the sample 1t = 68) of tourismrf; = 45) and urban planning{= 23)professionals

Results are presented in three sections, followed by a summarg fireh section
of this chapter describes general information obtainedrh Section One of the
interview, including a description of the sgple. The second section of tlukapter
describes responses from Section Two of the interview, including respaadent
perceptions of the mostisited 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 alstyaed. The third
section of thischapter describes responses from Section Three of the interview, based
2y NBaLRyRSy(laQ LISNOSLIiA2ya 2F GKS 02dz/yRI NA

differences are considered and results are displayed in tabulagaodraphidormats.

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 perao 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

Crosgabulation of Method of Contact by Gender for Tourism and URlanning
Subsamples

- Urban Plannin
Method of Contact Tourism Subsampl 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 repdine total number of year®f employmentin
their respectiveprofessions Within the tourism subsample, 41 of the 45 respondents
provided data regarding the total numbef years olemploymentin thefield.
Responses ranged from 2 to 39 years, with a mean of 14.53 years. Within the urban
planningsubsample, 18 of 23 respondents provided data regarding the total number of
years ofemploymentin the industry. Responseanged fromless than %o 26 years,
gAGK | YSIY 2F 1doo &SI NAO®D ¢FrofS nonw Aff dza
number of years in the field across four categorieé® 5 years,6to 10 years, 11 to 15

years, and over 15 year€verallthe tourism subsample was largely comprised of

GOSHGSNIrya Ay GKS FTASERIEé o fesstederianked. dzND | y LI
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Table 4.2

Total Number of Years in Field for Tourism and Urban Planning Subsamples

Number of Years in Field
Subsample <15 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 warkihg greater
Raleigh North Carolinareain their respectivdields. Within the tourism subsample, 42

of the 45 respondents provided data regarding the total number of years of involvement
in thefield. Responses ranged from 1 to 39 years, with a mean.8Bi@&ars. Within

the urbanplanningsubsample, 22 of 23 respondents provided data regarding the total
number of years of involvement in tHeeld. Responses ranged from 0 to 20 years, with

a mean of 5.09 yearsAgain,.the tourism subsample was compriéef a number of

wlk f SA 3K ¢@ed hasSwith yicie than 15 years of experienale the urban
planning subsample wasimarily comprised of newcomers to the field (i.e., those with 5

or fewer years of experience).
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Analysis of Results from Sectidwo

Overall Findings

Section Two of the interview consisted of three questions:

vdzSadA2y HIEY G2KAOK GGNXOGA2YE yR LI |
GA&AGK . @ OGN OGA2ya YR LXIFOSas L Y€
top 10,interm2 ¥ Yy dzYo SN 2F QA &aAG2NRZI AT &2dz OF

vdzSaAaGA2Yy HOY G2KSNB Ay wkfSAIK R2 LIS2LI
LQY y20G FalAy3a T2 Nycukokddtay)WB mtBeNgpyf OS 2y ¢
perception of where most visitors stay. Try to list the top 5 piéfieA S & @ ¢

vdzSaidA2y HOY da2KSNB R2 @GAaAiAiliz2NR (2 R24y
have drinks? Try to list the top 10 establishments in which you would expect
G2 aSS @GAaAAG2NR (G2 R2eyld26y wlfSAIK SI{

A total of 179 sites (attractions/pt&s, lodging properties, restaurants) were mentioned

by the 68 respondents in the three questions included in Section Two of the interview.

For eactsite, the percentage of the total sampéad the percentage of each subsample

that mentionead the placewere 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 Nortlholiaa State Capitol. Table 4.3

summarizes the 13 attractions that were mentioned by at least 15% of all respondents,

as well as subsample percentagesdach ofthose 13 attractions and places. In

7 A
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Cfor atable of all attractions mentioned and their respective response rates.) Figures

4.1 through4.3provide geographic representations all attractions and places

mentioned in response to Question 2a, for the total sample as well as for the tourism

and urban planning subsamples.

Tabe 4.3

Most Frequently Cited Attractions/Places in Downtown Raleigh, Overall and by
Subsample

. rban
Tourism U ba_
Total Sample Planning
N Subsample
(n =68) (n, = 45) Subsample
1— —

Downtown (. = 23)
Attraction/Place Name District Name # % # % # %
gge'\r’]"c‘:“m of Natural 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 Energgenter forthe | . oveville st. | 32 | 47.1% | 20 | 44.4%| 12 | 52.2%
Performing Arts
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 Stree 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%
:\'X'Lg)e(ljn:‘ea”e atMarbles Kids 1o Square | 11 | 162% | 9 | 200%| 2 | 8.7%
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For Question 2b, the most commonly cited lodging property was the Sheraton
Raleigh, mentioned by 89.786the total sample. Table 4summarizes the six lodging
properties that were mentioned by at least 15%adl respondents, as well as subsample
percentages for those six lodging properties. (See Appédnftik atable of all
accommodations mentioned and their respeetiresponse rates.) Figures 4.4 through
4.6 provide geographic representations of all lodpproperties mentioned in response
to Question 2b, for the total sample as well as for the tenrand urban planning

subsamples.

Table 4.4

Most Frequently Cited Lodging Properties for Visitors to Downtown Raleigh, Overall and
by Subsample

Total Tourism Urba_n

Planning
Sample | Subsample Subsample

(N=68) | (n,=45) >amp

(nz— 23)

Downtown

Lodging Property Name District Name | # % # % # %
Sheraton Raleigh Fayetteville St. | 61 | 89.7%| 40 | 88.9%| 21 | 91.3%
Clarion Raleigh, State Capital Capital 471 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 hn BrownstoneRaleigh n/a 16 | 23.5%| 15 | 33.3%| 1 4.3%
Days Inn Downtown Capital 11| 16.2%| 5 | 11.1%| 6 | 26.1%
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Most Frequently Mentioned Accommodations in
Downtown Raleigh, NC: Tourism Professionals Subsample
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Most Frequently Mentioned Accommodations in
Downtown Raleigh, NC: Urban Planning Subsample
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For Question 2c,thevoY2 a i O2YY2yf & OAGSR NBadl dzNI y i
Steakhousendthe 42" Street Oyster Bar and Seafood Getich of which was
mentioned by 48.5%f the total sampe. Table 4.Summarizes the 17 restaurants that
were mentioned by at least 15% of all respondents, as well as subsample percentages for
those 17 restaurants. (See Appentifor atable of all restaurants mentioned and their
respectie response rates.Jigures 4.7 through.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 planningubsamples.
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Table 4.5

Most Frequently Cited Restaurants in DowntovateRgh, Overall and by Subsample

Total Tourism Urban

Sample | Subsample| Planning
(n = 68) (n, = 45) Subample

Downtown (n.= 23)

Restaurant Name District Name | # % # % # %
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 (closéibv. 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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Differences Between Subsamples on Perceptions ofWisised Sites

One of the goals of this study was to detect whether differences existed between
the tourism and urbamplanningsubsamplen their perceptions of the spatial
distribution2 ¥ R2 gy (2 6y wobfferifgs Deeal thelt@odzitbainples had
similar response patterns. To illustratyt of all179sites mentionedn Section Two of
the interview, 149 had subsample response percentage differences within Td%hese
149 sites, 119 had response pentage differences within 5%.

However, here were 30 sites where there was at least a 10% difference in the
response rate between the two subsampldssplayed in Tables 4.6 and 4.Table %
includes the 19 sites that wemmentioned 10% or more frequently by the urbglanning
subsample than the tourism subsample, while Tabliercludes the 11 sites that were
mentioned 10% or more frequently by the tourism subsample than the ugbamning
subsample.

Of the 19 sitedisted in Table 4.8he 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 th®RA. Only one sit€ayetteville Street, is a

general area of the city agpposed to a fixed establishment.
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Table 4.6

SitesMentioned 10% or More Frequently by UrliglanningSubsamplehitan Tourism Subsample

Total Tourism Pllélrrkl)r?irr]\ Percentage
Sample | Subsample g Difference
_ _ Subsample|  Between
(n =68) (ny=45) (N, = 23)
Downtown 2 Soubsa(:nples
Place Name District Type of Site | # % # % # % (%n - %ny)
Marbles Kids Museum Moore Square Attraction 33| 485%| 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 41 59% | 0 0.0% | 4 | 17.4% 17.4%
Rockford Glenwood South Restaurant 41 59% | 0 00% | 4 | 17.4% 17.4%
Woody's at City Market Moore Squae Restaurant 7 | 10.3%| 2 44% | 5 | 21.7% 17.3%
Cooper's Barbeque & Catering Moore Square Restaurant 10| 14.7%| 4 89% | 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 (closéibv. 2007 Warehouse Restaurant 17| 25.0%| 9 | 20.0% | 8 | 34.8% 14.8%
Zydeco Downtown Moore Square Restaurant 3|1 44% | 0O 0.0% | 3 | 13.0% 13.0%
Sheraton Bar and Restaurant Fayetteville St. Restaurant 6 | 88% | 2 4.4% | 4 | 17.4% 13.0%
Vic's Ristorante Italiano Moore Square Restaurant 6 | 88% | 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 41 59% | 1| 22% | 3 | 13.0% 10.8%
Capital City Club Fayetteville St. Restaurant 41 59% | 1 22% | 3 | 13.0% 10.8%
Cardinal Club Fayetteville St. Restaurant 4 | 59% | 1 22% | 3 | 13.0% 10.8%
Riviera Resto and Lounge Moore Square Restaurant 4 | 59% | 1 22% | 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 thesiteslisted in Table 4. over half (6 of 11, or 54.5%) are attractiori3ifferent
from Table 4.6, 4f the 11sitesin Table 4.7all outside of the boudaries of the downtown
BID In addition,three of the six attractionsted more frequently by the tourism
subsample; Moore Square, Oakwood Historizistrict, and Glenwood Southare general

areas of downtown rather than specific sites.
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Table 4.7

SitesMentioned 10% or Moreréquently by Tourism Subsamplean UrbanPlanningSubsample

Total Tourism P&Jz;r?rirr: Percentage
Sample | Subsample g | Difference
_ _ Subsample|  Between
(n =68) (ny=45) (np= 23)
Downtown 2 Subsamples
Place Name District Name | TypeofSite | # | % | # % | # % (%, - %n;)
Holiday Inn Brownston&aleigh n/a Lodging Property 16 | 23.5%| 15 | 33.3% | 1 4.3% 29.0%
518 West Itdian 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 Raleily 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 | 88%| 6 | 13.3%| O 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 Musel Moore Square Attraction 11| 16.2%| 9 | 20.0%| 2 | 8.7% 11.3%
NC State University Campus n/a Attraction 5| 74% | 5 | 11.1%| O 0.0% 11.1%
Pullen Park n/a Attraction 51 74% | 5 | 11.1%| O 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 subsampten T, whiletheadjacent MarbkeKids
Museum was mentionechore frequently by the urban planning subsamplgqn ' o M dy:: 0 ©
TheRaleigh City Museum wadso mentionednore frequently by the urban planning
subsample than the tourism subsamgien I %) Mrheserdifferences will be addressed

in Chapter 5.

Analysis of Results from Section Three

h@dSNIff CAYRAYIEA 2y t SNOSLIWiA2ya 2F 526yG26Y

In Section Three of the interview, respondents were asked to consider 21 well
known placesmostof which arelocated on the periphery of thdowntown BID and
indicate whether they considered each place to be in downtown Raleigh, responding
GAOK aeSazeée ay23é aANsudral Dithe edhbnges forRP Yy QU |y 2 6
peripheral placess provided in Table 4.8. In addition, results those places that were
O2yaARSNBR (G2 0S Ay R2gYy (2 sak dispayedSpaitaly 0 A S o

in Figures 4.10 through.12.
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Table 4.8
wSalLRyRSyiaQ

t S NS LIi sppnées franfEach Sulidarnjife andiiOterall € |

Response Categories

Say wSs

Downtown Not Downtown Maybe Downtown| | Don't Know

Peripheral Place Name # | % # | % # | % # 1 %
Cameron Village

TourismSubsamplén, = 45) 12 26.7% 29 64.4% 4 8.9% 0 0.0%

Urban Planningubsamplén, = 23) 0 0.0% 23 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Overall ( = 68) 12 17.6% 52 76.5% 4 5.9% 0 0.0%
Rialto Theater at Five Ruots

TourismSubsamplén,; = 45) 10 22.2% 31 68.9% 3 6.7% 1 2.2%

Urban Planningubsamplén, = 23) 0 0.0% 20 87.0% 2 8.7% 1 4.3%

Overall ( = 68) 10 14.7% 51 75.0% 5 7.4% 2 2.9%
Central YMCA

TourismSubsamplén; = 45) 21 46.7% 17 37.8% 4 8.9% 3 6.7%

Urban Planningubsamplén, = 23) 5 21.7% 16 69.6% 0 0.0% 2 8.7%

Overall ( = 68) 26 38.2% 33 48.5% 4 5.9% 5 7.4%
Peace College

TourismSubsamplén, = 45) 38 84.4% 4 8.9% 3 6.7% 0 0.0%

Urban Planningubsamplén, = 23) 20 87.0% 2 8.7% 1 4.3% 0 0.0%

Overall ( = 68) 58 85.3% 6 8.8% 4 5.9% 0 0.0%
WakeMed (Raleigh Campus)

TourismSubsamplén, = 45) 1 2.2% 41 91.1% 3 6.7% 0 0.0%

Urban Planningubsamplén, = 23) 0 0.0% 23 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Overall ( = 68) 1 1.5% 64 94.1% 3 4.4% 0 0.0%
NC State University (main campus)

TourismSubsamplgn, = 45) 15 33.3% 28 62.2% 2 4.4% 0 0.0%

Urban Planningubsamplén, = 23) 3 13.0% 19 82.6% 1 4.3% 0 0.0%

Overall ( = 68) 18 26.5% 47 69.1% 3 4.4% 0 0.0%
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Table 4.8 (continued)

Response Categories

Downtown Not Downtown Maybe Downtown | Don't Know

Peripheral Place Name # % # | % # | % # %
North Carolina State Farmer's Market

TourismSubsamplén, = 45) 5 111% 36 80.0% 3 6.7% 1 2.2%

Urban Planningubsamplén, = 23) 2 8.7% 21 91.3% 0 0.0% 0.0%

Overall o= 68) 7 10.3% | 57 83.8% 3 4.4% 1 1.5%
Pullen Park

TourismSubsamplén; = 45) 18 40.0% | 24 53.3% 3 6.7% 0 0.0%

Urban Planningubsamg (n, = 23) 2 8.7% 18 78.3% 3 13.0% 0 0.0%

Overall ( = 68) 20 29.4% | 42 61.8% 6 8.8% 0 0.0%
Dorothea Dix Hospital property

TourismSubsamplén, = 45) 14 31.1% | 27 60.0% 4 8.9% 0 0.0%

Urban Planningubsamplén, = 23) 6 26.1% | 13 56.5% 4 17.4% 0 0.0%

Overall = 68) 20 29.4% | 40 58.8% 8 11.8% 0 0.0%
North Hills Mall

TourismSubsamplégn, = 45) 1 2.2% 44 97.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Urban Planningubsamplén, = 23) 0 0.0% 23 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Overall ( = 68) 1 1.5% 67 985% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Krispy Kreme Donuts

TourismSubsamplén, = 45) 39 86.7% 4 8.9% 2 4.4% 0 0.0%

Urban Planningubsamplén, = 23) 22 95.7% 1 4.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Overall = 68) 61 89.7% 5 7.4% 2 2.9% 0 0.0%
Walnut Creek Amphitheatre

TourismSubsamplégn; = 45) 0 0.0% 43 95.6% 0 0.0% 2 4.4%

Urban Planningubsamplégn, = 23) 1 4.3% 22 95.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Overall ( = 68) 1 1.5% 65 95.6% 0 0.0% 2 2.9%

93




Table 4.8 (continued)
Response Categories

Downtown Not Downtown Maybe Downtown|l Don't Know

Peripheral Place Name # % # | % # | % # %
RBC Center

TourismSubsamplén; = 45) 0 0.0% 45 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Urban Planningubsamplén, = 23) 1 4.3% 22 95.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Overall ( = 68) 1 1.5% 67 98.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
North Carolina Museum of Art

TourismSubsamplén, = 44) 3 6.8% 41 93.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Urban Planningubsamplén, = 23) 4 17.4% 18 78.3% 0 0.0% 1 4.3%

Overall 6= 67) 7 10.4% 59 88.1% 0 0.0% 1 1.5%
Glenwood South

TourismSubsamplén, = 45) 41 91.1% 1 2.2% 3 6.7% 0 0.0%

Urban Planningubsamplén, = 23) 22 95.7% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 0 0.0%

Overall ( = 68) 63 92.6% 1 1.5% 4 5.9% 0 0.0%
Crabtree Valley Mall

TourismSubsamplén; = 45) 0 0.0% 45 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Urban Planningubsamplén, = 23) 0 0.0% 23 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Overall ( = 68) 0 0.0% 68 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Shaw University

TourismSubsamplén, = 45) 41 91.1% 2 4.4% 1 2.2% 1 | 22%

Urban Planningutsample(n, = 23) 23 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Overall ( = 68) 64 94.1% 2 2.9% 1 1.5% 1 1.5%
Meredith College

TourismSubsamplén; = 45) 6 13.3% 37 82.2% 2 4.4% 0 0.0%

Urban Planningubsamplén, = 23) 3 13.0% 19 82.6% 0 0.0% 1 4.3%

Overall = 68) 9 13.2% 56 82.4% 2 2.9% 1 1.5%

94



Table 4.8 (continued)

Response Categories

Maybe
Downtown Not Downtown Downtown | Don't Know

Peripheral Place Name # % # | % # | % # %
North Carolina State Fairgrounds

TourismSubsamplén, = 45) 0 0.0% 43 95.6% 2 4.4% 0 0.0%

Urban Planningubsamplén, = 23) 0 0.0% 23 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Overall o= 68) 0 0.0% 66 97.1% 2 2.9% 0 0.0%
Charlie Goodnight's / Irregardless

TourismSubsamplén, = 45) 29 64.4% 10 22.2% 4 8.9% 2 4.4%

Urban Planningubsamplégn, = 23) 11 47.8% 9 39.1% 2 8.7% 1 4.3%

Overall = 68) 40 58.8% 19 27.9% 6 8.8% 3 4.4%
St. Augustine's College

TourismSubsamplén; = 45) 23 51.1% 13 28.9% 3 6.7% 6 13.3%

Urban Planningubsamp (n, = 23) 10 43.5% 10 43.5% 3 13.0% 0 0.0%

Overall o= 68) 33 48.5% 23 33.8% 6 8.8% 6 8.8%
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Total Sample
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Figure 410. Map of peripheral places included in downtown Raleigh, NC: Total sample

96



Peripheral Places Included in
Downtown Raleigh, NC:
Tourism Professionals Subsample
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Figure 411. Map of peripheral places included in downtown Raleigh, NC: Tourism
subsample
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Peripheral Places Included in
Downtown Raleigh, NC:
Urban Planning Subsample
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Figure 412. Map of peripheral places included in downtown Raleigh, NC: Urban

planning subsample
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Among all respondents, the four plesthat weremostoften considered
downtowno A ®S 3 GKS LI I OSa dKFd NBOSAYSR (GKS KA:
were: Shaw University (94.1%), Glenwood South (92.6%), Krispy Kreme Doughnuts
(89.7%), and Peace Collg@®.3%). These four places aepresented as large red dots
in Figures 4.10 through 4.12.
Within the tourism subsample, the same four places received the highest
LISNOSy G 3S 2 T Shave hiersityNR %) EeyivioSddsith (91.26), Krispy
Kreme Doughnuts @7%), and Peace {&ge 84.4%). The urban planning subsample
also considered these four places to be downtoBhaw Universityl0®), Glenwood
South (95.®6), Krispy KremBoughnuts (95.%), and Peace Colle{(f7.0%) Their
percentages were slightly higher than the tam subsample.
lyY2y3 |ff NBalLRyRSyiliaxr GKS LI} IFOSa GKIFdG N
responses wereCrabtree Valley Ma{lL00%), the RBC Center (98.5%), North Hills Mall
(98.5%)the North Carolina State Fairgroun(®.1%), and Walnut Creek Amittaatre
(95.6%). Within the urban planning subsample, there were five places that received a
Gy2¢ NBalLlRyaS FTNRY wmnrxk: 2F GKS NBALRYRSyGay
Campus), North Hills Mall, Crabtree Valley Mall, and the North Carolina State
Fairgounds. 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 placethe RBC Center and Crabtree Valley
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MallcreOSA @SR | ay2é¢é¢ NBaLRyasS FTNBY wmnmxk: 2F GKS
that were not considered to be downtown within theurism subsamplevere: 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
GYFe2o0S¢ NBaLRyaSa 6SNB 52NRGKSI B5AE | 2aLAdil
/| KF NY¥ AS D22RYAIKIQE& k LNNBIFNRESaa oey dy:2 03
four places for which 8.9% of theurism subsampld Y RA OF G SR | NBaLRyasS :
downtown: Cameron Village, Central YMCA, Dorothea Dix Hospital property, and Charlie
D22RYAIKIQA k LNNBIINRfSaao ¢KS dzNbly LI LY
than thetourism subsampld y G KS aYlFI &6S¢ OF(S3I2NR® ¢tKS T
KAIKSAG LISNOSydGlr3IsS 2F avlLeoSé¢ NBalLkRyasSa oA
52NRGKSI S5AE | 2aLAGEE LINRPLISNIE&@ omMTOm:0E {4
(13203 [/ KFENIAS D22RYAIKGIQ&a k LNNB3IINRfSaa 6
(8.7%).

h¥ GKS F2d2NJ NBalLlRyas 2LA2yas NBALRYRSY

Z

1y26¢ a | Bhe pédipfierabplage’. NUmong) the t@aF samjhees places
GKFG NBOSAOGSR (GKS KAIKSald LISNOSyidlras 2F alL
College (8.8%) and the Central YMCA (7.4%). Withitotinssm subsamplethese same

Gg2 LIEIFOSEa NBOSAYSR (GKS KAIKSAUhIISWHISY G IS
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GKS adzmal YL S AYRAOIFIGAY3I aL R2y Qi (1y26¢ TF2N

dzo &1 YLIX S AYRAOFGAY3I aL R2yQU 1y26¢é F2NI 0KS

Qx

subsample, only one peripheral place, the Central Y\M&®ived arespons2 ¥ a L R2y Qi
1y26¢ FNRBY Y2NB (KIFy 2yS NBALRYRSY(G o6y om:s
SATTFSNBYOSa . SiioSSy {dzal YLX S &3Bouddaries SNOSLII A 2
Differencesn response ratewsere foundbetween the two subsampldsr each
of the four lesponse categoriéé @ S&A>X y 23 YI @ 0Th&toulisshR L R2y Qi ¢
subsample was more likely to consider a place to be downtown than the urban planning
subsample.To illustrate, across all 21 plactise average percentagc T & S&d¢ NBaLRy
for the tourism subsamplevas 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 respents: WakeMed (Raleigh
Campus), North Hills Mall, Walnut Creek Amphitheatre, RBC Center, Crabtree Valley
Mall, and the North Carolina State Fairgrouné®r the total samplethe average
LISNOSyGl3aS 2F aeéSaé¢ NBalLkRkyasSa | ONraa GKS NB
percentage greater than 10%)as 43.0%.The average percentage for theurism
subsamplenvas46.®6, while the average percentage for the uri@anningsubsample

was38.60,F2N) I RAFFSNBYOS 2F yom:>d percehtagée 2F (KS:
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calculations indicat¢hat the tourism subsamplevas slightly more likely to consider a
place to be downtown than the urbgpslanningsubsample.

Overall, 12 peripheral placémd a higher percentage &f & Sesgondentsrom
the tourism subsenple, and7 peripheral placebad a higher percentage af & S & €
respondentdrom the urban planning subsampleAs indicated earliein the chapter
two peripheral placesvere considered downtowrby none of the respondents (See
Table 4.9 for subsampleftérences for all 21 peripheral places.)

Looking more closely at these differences, six places were more often considered
downtown by thetourism subsampl¢han the urbanplanningsubsampleby a difference
of at least 186. These places were: Pullen P&&meron Village, Central YMCA, Rialto
CKSFONB G CAGS t2Ay0a&ax b2NILIK /FNRBEAYIlF {aGF G
D22 RYAIKUG QA The atetddeBeidertRe diferance for the 12 places more
often considered downtown by the tourism subspi® was 13.5%and the maximum
percentage difference was 31.3% contrastthe percentage differences were smaller
for those places more ofteconsidered downtown by the urbgslanningsubsample
than thetourism subsamplewith an average percentage fdifence 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

Tourism Urban Planning/ Percentage
Total Sample . ;
(n = 68) subs_ample Design ?ubsample Difference
(ny = 45) (np = 23) Between
Subsamples
Peripheral Place Name Number| % Number % Number % (%, - % 1p)
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) 18 265% 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 tourigny Rdza G NB | YR dz2NbBly LI | yy
response frequencies for the following questions: most frequently cited attractions and
places, most frequently cited accommodations, most frequently cited restaurants, and
LISNOSLIiA2ya 27F R2 ¢ yni&igsyising pefipSekabHpkacesas 2 dzi SNJ 6 2 dz

indicators. The chapter that follows contains a discussion of these results.
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CHAPTER FIMESCUSSION

As addressed in previous chapters, pr@nary purpose of this study was to
design a standardized method for mappihg urban tourist bubble, or a geographic
area planned and managed for touristssing data collected from a sample of tourism
and urban planning professionals. These daved asndicators2 T NB A L2 YRSy (G aQ
perceptions of thaurban tourist bubblen dovntown Raleigh, North CarolinaData were
displayed geographicalza Ay 3 DL{ a2Fdad ¢l NB G2 RSGSOG LI G0
perceptions of the spatial distribution of the urban tourism supply (i.e., attractions &
places, accommodations, restaurants) as \@slthe extent of the perceived boundary
around downtown RaleighThe techniqualevelopedin this studyto mapthe urban
tourist bubble can be applied to other destinations in future resedecimprove
understanding of the spatial relationships among tsuattractions, restaurants, and
lodging properties in cities
Althoughsome limitations to mapping eontiguousurban tourist bubbleexist
the datacollected from respondentesxposedcommonalities and disparitidsetween
tourism and urban planning profed A 2 y I £ 4 Q thaSybdor&phidistrbuyfiénof2 ¥
tourismactivity in downtown Raleigh. In this chapter, thgmsceptionswill be

discussed, along with other noteworthy findings, applications and implications of the

findings, study limitations, andpportunities for future research.
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Discussion of Results from Interview Section Two

In Section Two of the interview, respondents were askegeoerate lists based
on their perceptions of the mositisited attractions and places, restaurants, dodging
propertiesin downtown RaleighThese data were described in detail in the previous
chapter. Spatial representations of these ddhastrated how the two subsamples
perceived tourism activity in downtown Raleigh.

Amongall the sites mentionedn Secton Two of the interviewmost (83.2%) had
subsample response percentage differences initt0% This finding suggests thidte
two subsamples hadimilaroverallperceptions of tousm activity in downtown Raleigh,
since theygeneratedcomparabldists d attractions and places, accommodations, and
restaurantswhere visitors to downtown Raleighequent Thisresponse overlap maye
a product of thecongruencebetween the vocations of urban planners and tourism
professionals Both urban planners and taism professionals iRaleigh have a vested
interest in the development of the city as appealingplace for people; both local
residents and touristg to spend time (and money)Urban planners aim to maximize the
quality of life for local residents, hile tourism professionals aim to maximize the
experience for visitors to RaleigBoth professions, howeveare concerned with the
built, natural, and cultural dimensions of the city which, in combination, give a city its
unique sense of place (Hinc@¥6).Ly FIF OGX | AYyOK | NHdzSR GKIF G a

character, the attractiveness of a place is reduced and the sustainability of the city and
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AGa G2dz2NRAaY TFdzy Ol A Fhe sainé uniBue YhargclertiatSaRacts 6 LI® ™M n n
residents to a downtowmrea 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
NEf I GAy 3 percaptiods ofite Mask viSi@diattractions and places,
restaurants, and lodging properties in downtown Raleigh.
Perceptions of the Mosfisited Attractions and Placesd Implications for Management
All 13 attractions and places mentioned by at leaskoldf the total sample (see
Table 4.1) were located within the downtown Raleigh business improvement district
(BID). Althoughthe city of Raleigh has many attractions that fall outside of the(&ip,
North Carolina Museum of Art, North Carolina Stategfaunds, RBC Centethe
general consensus among the sample was that those other Raleigh mttrexvere not
part of the downtown Raleigh set of attractions and plac&€kerefore, the perceptions
of the sample were consistent with the geographic exteithe downtown Raleigh BID.
At the end of this chapter, ideas will be presented for future researcthelinkages
between downtown Raleighral other area attractions, along with practical
recommendations for improving connectivity through transit aghageenhancements.
Ly GKS YIFLI 2F GKS G204l f -visitedvatdct®esandLIS NO S LI
places (see Figure 4.1), hiffequency responsesrepresented as large red dots and

mediumsized pink dotg were located in two main clusterslhe frst 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 Nortbli@a Legislative

Bulding. 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 MuseumThese two clusters could albe interpreted as one larger

collection spanning three downtown district$§ LINB a S yainily-ffichdly-attraction

1 2 yisdowntown Raleiglfsee Figure 5.1)
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Most Frequently Mentioned Attractions in
Downtown Raleigh, NC: Total Sample
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This ollection of attractions, which already drawsmerousschool groupgach
year, could bgoromotedto families, amarket segment whickometimes perceivea
downtown area as lacking wholesoraéfordable 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 restaurds, bars, angblays- nothing to do for kids oteens,
such as a movie theatér Negative aspectsf@an urban tourist destinatiog suchas
traffic, inaccessibilityand perceptions of crime often dissuade families from choosing a
city for their vacatn destination(Bramwell, 1998) To challenge this misconception, the
city of Raleighcouldactivelypromote thewalkability and accessibility of tHamily-
friendly attraction zone identified in this study.

Currently,the Downtown Raleigh Alliance (DR*omotesfive distinctdowntown
districts whose descriptions lack any mentionfamilies or familfriendly activities
(DRA,nd)¢ 2 AffdzzaliN}GST S@PSYy 6KSYy GUKS R2gy(2s6Yy
Museum (formerlycalledExploris)is listed asa Moore Square Districttraction, it is
2yt & RSaONR o0 S Ronkworddesdhftdf dbésiat idférm visitoksAhat it és
OK A f RNEB y (e gedgtzptBoally centiguous collection of fardifiendly tourist
optionsidentified in this studyills this void and, if properly marketed families could
attract additionalday andovernight visitors to downtown RaleigiMarketing efforts
could include conductingmarket researchio determine the types of familie® include

in the target marketdeveloping aonsistentmarketing messag® communicateto the
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target market,and distributing promotional materiale.g., direct mail, radio, print
advertisementsjo the target markeK A I Kt A IKGAYy 3 R2 gfrierllgy wl £ SA 3
attraction zone.
Peceptions of the MosVisited Lodging Propertiesd Implications for Management
2 A0K NBaLISOG G2 NBalLRyRSyi(iaQ LISNOSLIIA2ya
properties for visitors to downtown Raleigh, only six properties were mentidiyeat
least 15% bthe total sample (see Table 4rithe previous chaptgr Different from the
attractions and places discussed above, which were all lodatedethe downtown
Raleigh BID hree ofthe sixmostfrequently mentionedodgingpropertieswere located
outside the downtown Raleigh Bioliday Inn Brownston&aleighHilton North
Raleigh, and/arriott Crabtree The Holiday Inn BrownstotRRaleigh is located five
blocks from the BID perimeter, the Hilton North Raleigh is located approximately three
miles fromthe 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 Brownst®akeigh andhe Hilton
North Raleigh in their list of the mostsited lodging propertiesThe Holiday Inn
BrownstoneRaleigh, located just five blocks from the eastern perimeter of the BID, is
also adjacent to the Central YMCAs indicated in Table 4.9 in the preus chapter,

almost half of the tourism subsample perceived the YMCA as being part of downtown
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Raleigh, versus only offith of the urban planning subsamplevhich could explain the
G2dzZNRAY &ddzoal YL SQ&d KA IKSNI fThelHbdnNd(t2 2 R 2F A Y
Raleighs a frequent host to profesgsnal meetings and conventions; hends,
reputation as a meeting site with convenient access to downtown Raleigh may have
contributed to thetendency of tourism professionals include that property.
Both subsampleshowever,consistently mentioned the Marriott Crabtree their
list of mostvisited lodging properties. Further from the downtowakigh BID than any
of the other five properties, the Marriott Crabtree was mentioned more than both the
Hil2y b2NIK wlkfSA3IK FyR GKS | 2fARFe LYyys> &dz3
from the downtown Raleigh BID did not necessarily play a rate selection for
inclusionh y NBaLRYyRSyidaQ ftArata 2F gKSNB LIS2L)X S a
Respondeil dn€lusion of properties outside of the downtown Raleigh BID may
have beerconnected tophrasing of the interview questioh ¢2 KSNB Ay wl f SA 3K
all e gKSyYy GKSe @grarld R2eyl28yKE Ly NBFfAGR
to stayat adowntown property. Fosomevisitors downtown properties could be
perceived as less desirable because of their limited and/or costly parking options. In fact,
w20SNIazy omodppyv fAAGSR GLINROfSYa Ay NBI OKA
includeX A y O2 Y O3yl By OE X0 ¢ NI YALR NIl GAZ2Y 9YKFYyOSYS

general reasons why Americans avoid downtewn
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For othervisitors, downtown Raleigh may npbssessheir desired type of hotel.
FieRSYy FyR {3l ftey omdydhd RSAONAO $Rzed KNES (&l
commercial hotel for business travelers, the large hotel with special facilities for
conventions, and the small luxury hotel forwilIS St SR d2dzNAada yR (2LJ
267). Currently, downtown Raleigh lacks this third type of hotel. Osmoredent, a
business executiveelected for inclusion ithis studybecause ohismembership orthe
Downtown Ralggh Alliance Board of Directonspted that "one of the biggest gagm
the accommodations sector in downtown Raleighlodging options fomiddle and
upper level travelers.'The respondent then stated that Xecutives [traveling to Raleigh
for business] are looking fof 2 NB  dzLJA OF f S Phelimsad &dd and O K | a
in neighboring Caryocated over eight miles from the BID perireet The Umsteach
luxury hotelwhichopened in 2007is one of only two properties in North Carolina to
receive a Five Diamond rating from the American Automobile Association (AAA, 2008).
However, duxury boutique hotet The Lafayette; is scheduld to open in downtown
Raleigh in 2009 (Raleigh Convention Center, 20Bfl)ng this void in downtown
wk f SATIKQa I 002 Y Yitiedsdiovenyght Stayd b saterdhg tdzh virder
variety of market segments.
Different from the familyfriendly attracton zone discussed in the previous
section, respondents in this study did not identify a cluster of lodging propedies

comprise a hotel zone. siccompared with both attractions (discussed earlier in the

113



chapter)and restaurants (which will be discussegldw), respondents were more likely
to identify lodging propertiesutsideof the downtown Raleigh BID. This finding could
suggest that downtown Raleigh lacks sufficient lodging options. However, this
conclusion carries the assumption tHaaleigharea vsitorspreferto stay downtown,
when in fact several primary attractions in Raleigirelocated outside othe downtown
area The North Carolina State Fairgrounds complex, for example, draves-tawn
visitors yeafround. Perhapsvisitors to the Fagroundsare more likely to choose to stay
at one of the nearby properties, rather than downtown Raleigh. hIs idea of exglring
the relationships betweedowntown Raleigh and other Raleigh attractiapaswell as
possibilities for improving connectiyic will be addressed in the sectiaf 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 tke Capital District of the downtown Raleigh BAith higher
frequency than thdourism subsampl€26.1% vs. 11.1p0Reasons for this discrepancy
are unclearsince the propertys locatedwithin walking distance ahe staterun
attractions (e.g., North &olina Museum of Btural Sciences, State Capitekecutive
Mansion) that were so prominent among the responses of libéhtourism and urban
planningsubsamples in Question 2d the interview One possible explanation is that

perhapstourism professioals considexd 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 alternati\e explanation for the discrepancy between the response rates for
these two lodging properties is that the Clarion Raleigh, with its undipeellarshape,
has beome a downtown Raleigh landmarkSee photograph in Appendix F.) Perhaps a
building with sub a distinct architectural design as the Clarion Raleigh was easier for
respondents to recall than a modest, tvatory property like the Days InnChe Clarion
has been a local landmark for residestsce its construction in 196@nd has historically
been the hotel most closely associated with downtown Ralei§imnce the tourism
adzoal YLX S gl a 1 NBSte& O2 WikhndoraorkexpeFfiencedS i SNI y
in greater Raleigthan the urban planning subsamplaen(average 010.89 vs. 5.09
years), grhaps respondents from the tourism subsample were more likehgcall the
Clarion.
Perceptions of the Mosfisited Restaurantand Implications for Management

Seventeen restaurants were mentioned by at least 15% of the total sample (see
Table 4.5) anavere 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)l'he location of the restaurants in thatter two districts
created arestaurant zone that spanned the northeapbrtion of the Fayetteville Stet

District and the northwesportion of the Moore Square District (see Figure 4.7).
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Like the familfriendly attraction zone discusdesarlier in this chapter, this
restaurant zone iseither acknowledgedor promotedby the Downtown Raleigh
Alliance since itstraddles two downtown districts. While dining is mentioned in the
descriptions of four of the five downten districts (DRA, n.dthe Glenwood South
District RS&E ONAOSR Fa aF OGKNARAGAY3I NBadldzNI yd | yR
GodzNES2yAy3 gAGK SOt SOEAKOtNBSEl deBWwy &ad I yRN&
promotedasR2 6y (i 2 6y dimihg nedca BPandents in this studynowever,
identified almost the ame number of restaurants in thister-district restaurant zoné7
restaurantslas the Glenwood SoltDistrict(8 restaurants)suggesting a second
geograymic cluster of dining options the Fayetteville Streevloore Square aregsee

Figure 5.2).
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Most Frequently Mentioned Restaurants in
Downtown Raleigh, NC: Total Sample
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The sampleperceived two restaurarzonesin downtown Raleighwhichhas
AYLE AOFGA2YEA F2NJ GKS LINRPY2GA2Y G2KA LR2gYRI 26 Y
ONB Yy Re ¢ 6lenwdod SoythbRsthigvith its mix of restaurants and nightclubs,
generallyperceived to attract younger crowd. @me other hand, thesecondrestaurant
zoneof the Fayetteville Street and Moore Square Districts, winitérsectsthe family-
friendly attraction zonaliscussed earlier in this chapter, has the potential to atteact
wider variety of demographic target meetsto downtown Raleighfamilies and older
adultsin addition tothe young professionalscollege studentsand downtown office
workerswho are already targeted
Several respondents mentioned the importancehaking restaurants accessible
for pedestrians, specifically for visitors staying in downtown Raleigh hot@iwo
respondents, a sales manager at the Sit@n Raleigh from the tourism subsamgied
an employee othe Downtown Raleigh Alliance from the urban planning subsample
stated that visitorgend 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
R2goylG26y wlkfSAIKQaAa RAYAYy3I a0SySsz Aa yz2i0 ¢Ai
and it isabouta %2 mile walk from the Clarion Raleighccording to urban planning
literature, pedestriansvould most likely regar#zmile astoo far to be conslered
GoAUGKAY & £(Aukbgch, 2008)drah pfadriers use the term pedesin shed

calsocalleda LISR aKSR§¢ 2 NJ & totdsdritieth& (KISG @ INSS v U
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encompassed by thealking distance from a town or neighborhood cent&ed sheds
are often defined as the area covered by-mbwte walk f 6 2 dzi n ®AgbachA f S&A0 €
Based orAurbaciQ & ini#d®,¥Glenwood South would not be considered to be within
walking distance of the Clarion Raleigh or any other downtown lodging property.
Threeurban planningespondentaoted thelack of connectivity between the
Glenwood South Distri@ndthe rest ofdowntown Raleigh.One of these respondents
specifically noted the absence of a transportation system to connect Fayetteville Street
to the Glenwood Soutiistrict Another respondent, who commented on the distance
between City Market (in the Moore SquabDistrict) and the Glenwood South District,
also intimated that the DRA was thinking of starting a trolley service in downtown
Raleigh.
Since the interview were conductedh 2007, the City of Raleidias, in fact,
commenced a trolley service, callecetRaleigh Showtime Trolleylhis free trolley
service runs from 5:301:30pm on Thursday, Friday, and Saturday nightkis
sponsored by the Raleigh Transit Authority and the City of Raleigh Public Works
Department However, the trollg route does notriclude the Glenwood South District,
but is insteadimited to the Fayetteville Streetnd Moore Square Districts2erhaps the
trolley route would have been expanded to include the Glenwood South Didtuidian
planning and/or tourism priessionals hatbeen consulted. At the end of this chapter,

strategies will be presented for bringing urban planning and tourism professionals
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G§23SGKSNI AY 2NRSNJ G2 ONBIF (S thedavengpnNBEE | Y2y 3
Raleighredevelopment arena

Attracting more ople to downtown Raleighestaurants would benefit the city
in threeways. First, increased pedestrian traffic in the evemvwogld createthe image
of a vibrant downtown, as opposedtoaciyh 4t K | & OSy (i NItHatclosgza A Yy S & &
its doors eaclweeknight when theoffice workers go homégRobertson, 1995, The
Uneven Effects of Downtown Development Strategies section, Sérondthis
increase in pedestrian traffic coutdsult inimprovedperceptions of safetgmong
visitors to downtown RaleighL Y G KSANJ aGdzReé 2y LISNOSLIiA2ya z
Cup in Auckland, New Zealand, Barieeal. (2003)found a positive correlation between
G2dZNAAGAaQ O2y FTARSY OS ihtlyeR prakikig IlNdthérivérds2 ¥ 2 G K S N.
tourists feel safewhen they are among other tourist®obertson listed safety anxieties
as one reason why Ameries avoid downtowns. Therefore, the workhmth Robertson
andBarker et al. supports the notion thaicreased evening activity could attract more
people todowntown Raleigd SOl dzA S @A aAG2NARQ LISNOSLIWiAz2ya 2
Finally,an increase ithe number ofdiners in downtown Raleigh wd result in an
increase irsales tax revenue for the city of Raleigh summarythree potential positive
outcomes of promoting downtown Raleigh options to a wider variety of target markets

' NB Ay ONXEB I avibrancyh percaptaSof safkty, anl tax revenue.
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Analysis of Subsample Differences in Perceptions of Wisiséd Sites
This subsection will discuise response differences between the tourism and
urban planning subsamples in their perceptions of the masited sites in downtown
Raleigh. These differences couldat&ibuted to their differing professional roles and
responsibilities.
Of all the gdes mentioned more frequently by the urbgmianningsubsamplehan
the tourism subsample, almost 80% were restaurants (see Table B3 finding may
relate to theideathat the guiding mission of tharban planningprofessionis to improve
the qualityof life for downtownresidents as opposed to visitors. To illustrate, the
SYLKFaAa 2F wl f SA 3K odupdatiNgtheydowht@na plahyfocdsiBgy G S NI &
2y RSaA3dy 2LIRNIdzyAGASa (G2 SyKFEyOS GKS §AgJl
Raleidp, n.d. b). Diverse restaurant options for downtown residents contribute to the
livability of downtown Raleigfor urban residents. fthe three site categories
employed in this study attractions and places, accommodations, and restaurgrite
restaurant category is most closely associated with the lived experience of downtown
residents
In particular, he urban planning subsample mentioned tineee restaurants in
the Fayetteville Street Distrietith higher frequency than the tourism subsample. 3&e
three restaurants; , | y O & Q & %nd.Raleigh Dirned Bakre located on Fayetteville

Streetitself, and their openingaccompaniedhe grand reopening ofthe 700 block of
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Fayetteville Streein 2006 TheOA 12 Qa | ND Iy 5 S & A RFayett&iyed SNI a LIS
StreetRenaissance projeaiyhich wasone of thefive objectives2 ¥ R2 gy 26y wl f SA
Livable Streets pta(City of Raleigh, n.@). Logicallyurban planning professionalsene
more apt to mention restaurants located on Fayetteville 8tre

While restaurants dominated the list of sites mentiormadre frequently by the
urban planningsubsample, attractions comprisedore than halfof the sites mentioned
more frequently by theéourism subsamplgsee Table 4.7)Three of these attractiong
Moore Square, Oakwood Historic District, and Glenwood Sqatie general areas of
downtown rather than specific sites, suggesting that therism subsample was more
likely than theurban planningsubsample to consider general arezghe city to be
attractions.

From a tourism perspective, citiean be vieweds a collection of geographic
G2 dNJRyBacE 2N GRAAGNARAOGAE o0t SI NDOSZT mphyo d C
CAAKSNXYI yQa 2 KI NF ingypdrceivetheSetybeg afdisiri@shs (0 2 dzNA a
attractionsin their own rightp hy | avylrffSNI ao0ltSx (it SAIKQ:
not limited to)the five districts that comprise the downtown Raleigh Bli@yldalso be
regarded as tourist attractions.

However, he data collected in this stly reveatd a conflictingset ofboundaries
The sampleof tourism and urban planning professiongksrceiveda familyfriendly

attraction zoneandan overlapping restaurant zone, neither of which confornethe
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predeterminedboundaries of thdive downtown districts. However, buriststhemselves
will likely be unaware of th&e predeterminedboundaries. Kline (2007) explained this
lack of awareness ithe context off & GO AIdOBE f Ay Sas sKSYy aKS 4N
are an artificial parameter wheih comes to tourism, because visitors make decisions
oFraSR 2y FGGNI OGA2ya NISinkaByNde artidiciaypar@detng G & € A Y
of the five downtown digticts may beof little consequencéo visitors to downtown
Raleigh.Thetwo zonesrevealed in this studythe familyfriendly attraction zone and the
overlapping restaurant zonenpay bemore relevantto touristsnavigating downtown
Raleigh sincethey more clearly indicate the opportunities for tourists in the city center.
In the remander of this chapter, these zones will be referred to as tourist experience
zones, since By encapsulate more than jugeographic aresof the city.
It would be advantageous to uskesetwo tourist experience zones in
promotional materials geared toward touristis, lieuof the five district boundaries
which arecurrently used by the Downtown Raigi Alliance in their print anchlernet
resources For examplepromotingthe family-friendly attraction zone in downtown
Raleigh could counter thgerception sane visitors may have of downtowas
inconvenient. Highlighting thiater-district restaurantzonestraddling the Fayetteville
Street and Moore Square Districts would be useful for overnight guests staying in the
Sheraton Raleigand the new Raleigh Maait City Centey since these restaurants are

within walking distance dboth hotels. Thenew Marriott, which is located on
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Fayetteville Street adjacent to the Sheratapened in downtown Raleigh following the

conclusion of data collection for the presesttdy:.

Discussion of Results from Interview Section Three

In Section Three of the interview, respondents answered questions that gave an
indicationof their perceptions of the periphery of downtown Raleigh.discussion of
the results of this section flmws.
5Aa0dzaadaArzy 2F t SNOSLIWA2ya 2F 52pyi26y wkf SA
From the list of 21 peripheral places, the four places mostroftensidered
downtownwere: Shaw University, Glenwood South, Krispy Kreme Doughnuts, and Peace
College Al four of these places are located within the boundaries of the Downtown
wktSAIK !'ffAl yOSQa. e rethaididy 1TperidheriDplacgdi? 6y . L 5
Section Three were located outside the downtown Raleigh Bi®wever, only the
southernmost portion of Peace @of S3S Q& O Y LidzapitdDistridt & oA GKAY
boundary, whichmayexplain why its percentage affirmativeresponsegi.e> &, Sa > L
O2y&aARSNI GKAA LI I OS wngslightty lowey'thaR thasg/di thestop wl f SA
three peripheral places.
Forthe four placeghat were most often considered downtowthe urban
planningd dz6 & YLX S KIR | af A3Ki{Gf & KA IK SoNidsrhJSNOSy (|

subsample.Again these differencegsould be attributed to the location of these four
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places insidehe BID boundary More specifically, it is likely that the urban planning
subsample was more familiar with the limagthe downtown Raleigh BID, since 10

respondents irthe urban planningsubsamplevorked forthe Downtown REeigh Alliance

(DRA) the agency that managesthe BDF YR ¢ NB AL YRSyda 6SNBE 2y

of Directors. In fact, during this section of thaterview, four urban planning subsample
respondents specifically mentionedwithout prompting from the interviewer, the
5 w ! nGap ofthe downtown Raleigh BID.

With respect to the peripheral places that were least often considéodak in
downtown Raleigh the urban planninggsubsample was more definitive than theurism

subsample. To illustrate, the entiteban planningsubsampleré LJ2 Yy RSR ay 2¢ (2

peripheral places, whilthe entire tourism subsampl®&B &4 LI2 Y RSR ay2¢ G2 2dza

Againi KS dzNb Iy LI | yrgareyfamiliatityzaith theYbbdihdaries of the
downtown BIDmay haveguided theirmore definitivenegativeresponses
WhileSa LR YRSY Ga | yagSNBRfthepdighéral @addaay 2 ¢ G 2

Section Three of the interviewpme interesting resultaere also foundn terms of the

GYlFI20Sé¢ NBalLRyaSao ¢ K S, vth2hNPlacdced butsisitheE | 2 & LIA

downtown Raleigh BlQo the west of the Warehouse Districeceived the highest
LISNOSyYyGF3IS 2F aGYIl &@0Sé toNSnsubdamalSand17.4% af tke y & 1’
urban planningd dzo a I YLJ S NI a L8ny¢ teurismIBubdadplerésSoduie

noted that the property wagt NA 3K 2y GKS SR3ISE 2F gKIFG KS
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FYR y20KSNJ RSAONAOSR Al | & AahSuglyils 2y GKS a2
adjacent to thedowntown RaleiglBID, theDorothea Dix Hspital property is rather
inaccesdile because one must cross a major thoroughfare to reach the closest entrance
to the property. In fact, one urban planning subsample respondent commentedthigat
Dorothea Dixospital property, which some people use asaphrk, Gl Kl aat S G2
Interestingly,atourism subsample respondestid that she did not consider the
52NRGKSI S5AE K2&LMAGIt LINRBLISNIe (2 0SS R26y (2
GKAy3Iaé¢ G2 R2 GKSNBO®
Members of the Friends of Dorothea Dix Park organizdtere claimedhat the
conversion oDorothea Dix Hospitadroperty ¢ a state-funded mental hospitalvhichhas
been slated to close in 20¢ tol & RS & (i A yisreSsanfajf RalelighHddo become
2yS 27F | YSNR QFriends ofDbieiBda Dix Rk, MR3ajeétedimpacts of
this type of destination park includesultantincreases in tourism, real estate vasie
and private development. Moreover, proponents of the preservation of the property as
a parkg as opposed to mixedse development have enphasized the indirect benefits
of open space (e.g., opportunities for historic preservaocommunity events),
comparing the proposed 306 ONB LJ NJ] G2 bSg , 2N)] /AdeéeqQa /S
Dorothea Dix Park).
Therefore the 17% of the urban planninglz a I YLX S ¢6K2 NBALRZYRSR

when asked whether they considered the Dorothea Dix Hospital property to be in
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downtown Raleigh may have been influenced by tllesire for downtowrRaleigh to
OGN yaF2N)Y A0aSt T Ay dreationof adstiiBtibniparkODespaesits K NB dz3
locationoutside of the current downtown BID, the park plays a prominent role in the
future vision of downtown Raleigh.
w S a L2 yRR@Sfratégi@s for Defining Downtown

During Section Three of the interviesgmeresponderts volunteered(without
any sort ofprompting) informationabouttheir personal strategies fatefining,
explaining, and mapping downtown Raleigrhe bur strategieswhichemerged from
thedatawereY LINPEAYAGE (2 GKS 0 dz fiyRS yamae SiKd (6 iORSY |
0dzA f RAY 34 ¢ 0 Tinedddongafies o ihe&ofh] south; east, and west of
downtown Raleigh; egocentric paradignasidrecognition of a spectrum of perceptions
whichdepen®2 Yy (G KS AYRAQJA RdzI fTHese folf SNateyis ae gxplaidddr S NB y O
below.

¢CKNBS G(G2dzNAaY adzal YL S NBaLRwheétfiedia RST

>

0A3 o0dzAf RAYy3a& | NB die of thesé thiee rékBohderits$&teddhéthdl S Y Sy
did not consider the singiamily dwellings in downtowneighborhoods to be part of his
definition of downtown.
Ten respondentg seven from the tourism subsample and three from the urban
planning subsample explained their perceptions of downtown Raleigh by providing

linear boundaries to the north, soutleast, and west (usually streetspome
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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 hadS 3 2 O Rsfiditdds Gfdowntown.
To illustrate, one respondent explained that she considered the Rialto Theater at Five
Points to bencluded in her definitonoR2 6 y 12 6y > 406 SOl dzaS L t A @GS )
(Note: The Rialto Theater, in the Raleigh neighborhood of Five Points, isdacetenile
north of the northern border of the BID.) Anoth&urism subsampleespondentwho
worked at the Sheraton Raleigtonsidered downtown to comprise those places within
walking distance of the Sheraton, including the State Capitol, Moore Scaradehe
Progress Energy Center for the Performing Al K S NB a L2 YRSy i RSTFAYSR
RAAGEFY OS¢ | a {obckr@dud. SAGKAY | FAOGS
FinallythreeNBS &4 LI2 Yy RSy ia SELX FAYSR GKFdG SIOK LISN
Raleigh depended upon his/her own peespive. For example, one urban planning
subsample respondent noted that friends of hersonlve outside the beltline (a
highwaythat encircles central Raleigh) would consider anything inside the beltline to be
GR2oy 1206y ®¢ I 2 dzNRAexplaingd daat Adr WsitdisS'theNilBtherJ2 y RS y (i
you trave| the broader your definition of downtown.He illustrated his point by
explaining thasomeone from Greenville, North Carolina (about 85 miles east of Raleigh)
may consider theNorth Carolina Museum @rt 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
5Aai0NROG Syneipédple winddren'tEre [downtown] everyday consider Pullen
Park,North Carolina State Universjtiilisborough Street, and other locations inside the
beltline to be downtow €

These four strategies for definimgpwntown Raleigh were interesting because
respondents offered tam during the interview without prompting. A number of
respondents had strongpinionsabout how downtown Raleigh should be defined. Their
explanations provided inspiration for folloup research possibilities, which will be
outlined in the next sectionFuture researchers may wish to ask all respondents about
their strategies for defining downtowras this study found that people were willing and
able to share their personal definition®ther suggestions for future research will be

addressed in the ftowing section.

Study Limitationgnd Ways to Address Them in Future Research

In this study, data were collected from a raiandom sample of respondents. A
predetermined sampling frame of tourism and urban planning professionals could not be
obtained, snce neither professiohas a standard definitianThe tourism system, for
example, is often considered to be comprised of transport, accommodation,
entertainment, and fod services (Leiper, 2008jlowever,other sectors; such as travel

agency servicesalsocontribute tothe tourism system Althoughmany refer to the
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AAY3dz F N aG2dzZNARAY AYRdAzZaGNEZE [ SALISNI LI2aAdSR
there are, in reality, multiple tourism industrie€ 2 NJ 6 KA & NBlF a2y > GKS LK
A YV R dzévas Ndiberately omitted whenasbcribing the tourism subsample in this study.
For the purposes of this study, the urban plannomgfessionwas defined asll
individuals with professional responsibilities associated with the revitalization of
downtown Ragigh This broad definition did not permit the enumeration of a sampling
frame, but instead dpended upon snowball samplindigcussedelow)to fill out the
sample with a diverse range of responderidespite efforts to obtain a wetbunded
urban plannng subsamplethe staff and board members of tHegowntown Raleigh
Alliancecomprised the majority of the urban planning subsample.
Two norprobability sampling techniquespurposive and snowball sampling
strategiesc were employedin this study Asexplanedin Chapter Three,yrposive
sampling is used to seek out predefined groups and is often used in exploratory studies
(Trochim, 200% The majority of thepresentd (1 dzZR& Q& NB aidédtifled Sy it a 6 SNB
through purposive samplingyvhereby individuals froniourism and urban planning
organizations (e.g., Greater Raleigh Convention & Visitors Bureau; Downtown Raleigh
Alliance) were interviewedThe remaining respondentgere identified using asnowball
samplingtechnique wherebyinitial respondents recommeratl that othes be included
in the sample based on their affiliation with the tourism or urban planning profession.

This process of snowball sampling resulied statistical dependence betweenitial
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respondentsand the individuals they recommendedo 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, thesttasil assumption that
observations in a sample be independent and identiediyributed {.i.d.) was violated,
and tests of statistical inference could not be conducted to compare the tourism and
urban planning subsampleglowever, other quantitativerad spatial comparisons were
YIRS 06SG6SSy GKS (G¢2 adznal YL SaQ NBaLRyasS L
chapter.
Future research could address this limitatimindependent datan several ways.
To eliminate the need for snowball sampling, subsamptedd be explicitly defined at
the outset. For example, the sampling frame for the tourism subsample could be defined
G2 AyOftdzZRS Iff AYRAGARdzZ & SYLX28SR o6& (KS
those employed by the state tourism officdhe sampling frame for the urban planning
subsample could be defined as&ly RA @A Rdzl f a ¢ 2rbdh degigh oficgasi KS OA
well as those employed by the agency that manages the business improvement district.
Then, a random sample could be drafsom each of these sampling frames. This
sampling strategy wouldrecludethe need forsnowball sampling and, consequently,

would result in a sample that is.d.
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Meetingthe statisticalassumptiorthat observations in a sample béd.isone
requirement for conducting parameit statistical tests, such agests, to locate
a0l GAadAaoOrtte AaAIYAFAOLYGd RAFFSNBYyOSa o0SaoS
tourist space.Knowing the location of these differences is an important step in bridging
the gap between tourism and urban planning professiofalsLIS NOS LG A2y & 2F R2
This gap was highlighted by one ungalanning subsample respondenho, when asked
tonamethe mostA aA G SR | GGNY OlAz2ya FT2N) GAaAl2NA (2
NBIFffe LIe& FadSyadazy (2 6KIFG LIS2LX S O02YAy3
Another limitation of this study was the inability telineatea contiguous
boundary around the urban tourist bubble in Raleigh.Section Three of the interview,
aset of 21 peppheral placeserved as indicators of respondenp&rceptions of the
perimeter of downtown RaleighThese places were chosen by the researcher in advance
to represent areas to the north, south, east, and west of the downtown Raleigh BID
SelectiorofthS & S LJ | OS a lgchl Iandindrké, aripl&cBs thatavoudd be
familiar to respondents (e.gpopularrestaurants, local parks, sporting arenas).
Consequently,iese points had an irregular spatial distribution around the city of
Raleigh Figures 4.0 through 4.12 illustrated that the distribution of these peripheral
places wasinbalanced: 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 ofhe irregularityin the geographic disibution of peripheral placest
wasnot possiblgo use the data talraw a contiguous perimeter around downtown
Raleigh Creatinga boundaryusinga "connectthe-dots" techniquewould have assumed
that respondentgerceival the space between two periphral placesas also beingart
of the boundary.Making this assumption wouldavebeen a misuse of the data, and the
internal validity of the study would have been threatened.

An altenative data collection optiorwhich wasin fact, considered for this
study) would beto giveeach respondené streetmap of Raleigh andsk him/herto
draw a contiguous boundary around the area tk#te considered to be downtown
Raleigh. Then, the areas drawn by all respondents could be overlaid and an overall
caveragé downtown area could be mappedn my study, it wasspeculatedhat
NEB & LJ2 y Rf&mflidrify @ith degéet names would makthis mapping task difficult.
However, fiture researckersmay wish to reexamine this miedd for collecting spatial
data, since 10 rgmndentsdid indeed usestreet names to delineate their perceptions of
downtown Raleigh.

Anothersuggestion for incorporating maps into the data collection process in
future research would be to devise a tvatage 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 placegboth within and outside of the BIDand

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 idntified in the first stage would be displayed on a map. Respondents
could compare this spatial representation of their responses with thvin mental mags

of downtown, and then have the opportunity to revise their responses.

Addressing the limitationsf the present studysing the suggestions delineated
abovewould result inan improved understanding of urban tourism geodmg@and
perceptions of urban tourist space. The following section considers the question of
whether an urban tourist bubble isuly an accurate descriptor of downtown spaces.

Doesthe Urban Tourist Bubbl@ccurately DescribBowntown Spaces?

Findings from this study underscored the notibiat perhaps a downtown should
not be defined by a contiguous area. Therefore, another qoagtiat begs answerinig
whether a contiguous tourist bubble is even appropriate for describing urtarist
spaces.Any contiguous spatial representation of downtown, such as the urban tourist
bubble, carries inherent assumptions about what is anisconsidered to be
G R2 ¢y ( Astayeseiarcherréjected theuseof &@ O2 YASFOAIG A ¢ a G N> G S3e@
defining the downtown space. Likewise, the notion of the urban tourist bulvidgnt

carrytoo many assumptionabout the contiguity of urban touristpace.Perhaps people
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perceive downtown as a collection of places, activities, and landmarks, rather than a
contiguous space.
In fact, themonolithicurban tourist bubble as conceptualized in the urban
planning literatureca¥ 2 N dzf A O & (i dNRehtlikes (e ©.@ohverfichderke?, y ¢
atrium hotel, restored historic neighborhood)couldevenpreclude the development of
I ¥FSStAy3a 2F aaSyasS 27T Liwant@tedthatcies ghaulddA a A G 2 N.
resist this pressure to create a homogmed or formulaic urban tourist bubhleGties
shouldinsteadOl LA G t AT S 2y GKSANI dzyAljdzS FSI GdzZNBa A
between people (visitorsorieA RSy Gao FyR | LX OS¢ 6L mnnod
Therefore, based on the findings of this study, | waglcbmmend thathe
constructof the urban tourist bubbleshouldnot be used as a blueprint for cities
developing their urban tourism product#lthoughbubbles exist in some citieghe
urban touristbubble isnot an ideal development strategy becauserigventsvisitors
from experiencingll that a cityhas 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 experienda.addition, & cited in the literature review,
Page and Hall (2002) explained théatfi KS F G G NI OldA2y 2F GKS OAGe@
possibilityfor SY K Y OSR AYGSNI OliA2y woAlGK 20KSNI LIS2 LI
342). Urban residents who see their city as anaative 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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enhances the tourist experience.

ImprovingConnectivity in Downtown Raleigh

If a downtown is considered to be a collection adg®s rather than a contiguous
spacethen the next logical question is: How do we connect these placaatectivity
gla I NBOdINNAY3I (GKSYS A yientsBulingthgiRSwew,a Q dzy LINR
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 withthe BID, several respondents
commented on theelative inaccessibility of the Glenwood South District. In the words
of one tourism subsample respondetit:see Glenwood [South] as the peripheriy's not
included in my mind as part of downtownAnother respondent noted that the distance
between @y 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
R2goylG26y .L5® ¢KS wikfSAIK wAaOlakKlkg [/ 2YLI ye

GKFG FITNB 22 FIFENI G2 gl f1 odzi G2FheySIFNJ 2 RN
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rickshaw drivers serve as ambassadors and tour guides, and offer their services for tip
only.

Downtown Raleigh also has tvimlley 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 FayettevitkeSand
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 redgradbey service with a
NRdziS O2yySOlAy3a GKS (62 RAAGNARAOGA ¢62dz R 0685
attractions and amenities.

Upon the conclusion of this studg new bus service wésunched in downtown
Raleighthat remedies the issue of connecting kagas of activity in downtown Raleigh
The RLINE is a free circulator bus that runs on a regular daily schaddl@as stops in
all five downtown districts, from Glenwood South to Moore Squ@&ewntown Raleigh
Alliance, 2009). This service benefitstors as well as local residents by facilitating
mobility within the city center.

In addition to their observations on a lack of connectiwithin downtown
Raleigh, @spondentan my studyalso addressed the lack of connectivigtween

downtown Raleigland other Raleiglarea attractiors. For example,re@ tourism

subsample responder@mployed at theéNorth Carolina Museum of Art (N@M), located
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approximately four miles from the northwest edge of the Bibtedl K & a G KS f A YA {
accessibilitjof downtown Raleigh from th&N\CMoAA & A Y SEOdzal 6 f Sdé ¢ KA
recalled thata bus servicaised toconnect downtown Raleigh to tidCMoA but that

2RIeX ¢gA0GK2dzi GKS o6dza aSNIAOST &GAlG A

ax

<,
No
c

NCMoA
This lack of connectiyi between theNCMoAand downtown Raleigh is significant

because of the prominence of the museum asaor attractionin Raleigh The

museum is a primary destination for some visitors to Raleagkd downtown Raleigh

businesses would befit from improved connectivity between the NCMoA and

downtown restaurants, attractions, and lodging properties.
Improved signage could ameliorat®ee perception of downtown Raleigh as

inaccessibleTo that end the City of Raleigh has recently hired a consulting firm to

develop a wayfinding system in downtown Raleigh (City of Raleigh, 2008)City

described the project as follows:
2 @FAYRAY3I Aa RSTFAYSR L a daradyasz YrLaz |
G2 02y @Se 201 GA2Yy |sigRsorrdowBtonn shanges (2 G NI
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 iur downtown is a positive one. (City of Rglei

138



A wayfinding system could also lead to improved perceptioracoéssibilityvithin
downtown Raleighlin this study one respondent a 23year resident of Raleighstated
that "parking is such a pain" parts of downtown that it keeps her away. @éther
respondent, an Ambassador with the DRA, commented thaditors' first impression of
downtown is that there is no parking, [despite the fact thtitg¢re are six parking decks
downtown." Improvedsignage as part of the downtowmayfinding project wuld more
effectively direct visitas to convenient parking options and could lead to improvements
in the perceived accessibility of downtown Raleigh.

On the topic ottonnectngdowntown Raleigh witlother Raleigh attractions, one
tourism subsample respaent suggested the establishment of a trolley or shuttle
between downtown Raleigh and the Crabtree Valega hotels. The Crabtree Valley
area is located approximately five miles from the BID perimeter, and includes a large
shopping mall as well as a nber of lodging options. (Becember, 2008earch on
GNR LI ROAEAZ2NIPO2YI dzAAY I (GKS £] NS adZ NIFEBER Awl tMPA
properties.) A connector service like a troltaybuswould facilitate visitation to
Raleigi & dzND by alledidhyyiaS NIangicies @dailifmavigating and parking.
Reciprocallya connectorservicewould benefit visitors staying in downtown Raleig
propertiesg especially those without vehiclesby providingtransportationto retail

optionsat Crabtree Vallg Mall Therefore, improving the accessibility of downtown
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Raleigh by enhancints connectivity with other areas of interest would hea mutually

beneficial outcome for visitors staying both downtown and in other areas of Raleigh.

General Recommendatisrfor ImprovingConnectivity in the Urban Desttion

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 destinationsMappingtazNA &Y 'y R dzNbly LI I yyAy3
perceptions of a downtown area is a tool that would assist in seeing beyond
predetermined geographic boundaries or zones. For exarptetourist experience
zones weradentified in this study, which can be promaokéo 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 ins#d& revenue, are relevant to any
city, not just Raleigh.

Improved communication between tourisprofessionals and urban planners
could lead to a more thoroughnderstanding of where visitors go when traveling to a
city. For example, urban planners inyasity 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 optins, including driving directions and alternative
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modes of transportation . Similar effort should be made with respect to otHargescale
events happening near a downtown area (e.g., college graduations, majdimgpevent
or tournameny. Effectivelyconnecting the downtown area to othdrighly visitedoarts
of a city would enhance the visitor experience.
AdditionalFuture ResearcRossibilities

In an article published after the completion of this stultgwards, Griffin, and
Hallyar(2008)describeda 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. TWe highestpriority issuesboth
fell under tre theme ofexperience and behavioexamining how tourists use cities, and
identifying patterns of tourist behavior in citie3he three other themes werémpacts
(e.g., environmental impacts, carrying capacity, & positive/negative impacts of tourists
onthe local community)spatial relationship issugg.g., the influence of trangpt on
tourist access and numbers; linkages between attractions);dastination development
and management issugs.g, criteria for successful urban tourism destination
dewelopment; identification of national and international best practices for urban
tourism). Thetheme ofmy study does not fall neatly under any one of these four
categories; however, the concept of the urban tourist bubtides cut acrosall four
categores. This section will address future research building on the findings of the

present study.
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While this study focused goerceptions of thespatial composion of urban
tourism productsas a representation of the tourist bubble follow-up studycould
address urban tourism issues from both supply (e.g., the tourism product) and demand
(e.g., the taurist experience) perspectives. Thgproach wouldncorporatetwo of the
four urban tourism research themedentified by Edwards et al. (2008xperienceand
behavior and spatial relationship issuesSeveral authors, including Selby (2004) and
Hayllar Griffin, and Edward@008), have noted the importance of research from the
perspective of thaurbanvisitor. Selby defined this type of researcheapeiiential
researcE G KAOK Aa aO02yOSNYySR 4A0GK GKS 1y26f SR
dzND I y {2 dzNA & { B25) AritheiNdBcnitlyRoSbyishetl ooty 3paces
tourist places: Urban tourism precincktaylla et al. (2008yecognized he functional
and embedded psychsocial dimensionsf the urban tourist precinctas well as the
glrea OGKIFIG aalld OSsy LIS2LX S I OGAGAGE | yR | NOK
experience of the precinct visitaran experience that may be qualttvely different for
SIFOK 2F GKSY$¢ oomRunicaldr Blach 2J3008).2 v |- f
EELISNASYGALf dzZNBlFYy G2dz2NAaY NBaSIF NOK aAYLX
OSKI @A2dzNJ FNRY GKS G2dzNRAadQa 26y FNFYS 2F N
NB & S I (8B S0BEp. 127). One example of experiential urban tourism research is
Hayllar and Griffi@ @005) phenomenological study of the lived experience of-firse,

non-local visitors to The Rocks, an urban tourism precinct in Sydney, Australia. The
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authors identified three themeg atmosphere, physical place, and histarthat

SYSNHSR FTNRY G(GKS RIFGI
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y2GA2y 2F LI I OS NS GKS SaaSydialf OKIFNF OGSN.
This conclusion has implications for the plarghand management of The Rocks
as well as othr urban tourist destinations. If cities follow the formulaic urban
developmentstrategies propsed by some urban planners (cf. Frieden & Sagalyn, 1989;
Robertson 1995) then thesed S & & Sy OS & ¢, tovfich HaylBr ahdfGriffhS
referred,are obscuredor disappear entirely The following question, thershouldbe
posed:Can theurban tourist bubble provide an authentéxperience to visitors?
As describeat the beginning of this chaptethe combination of built, natural,
and cultural dimensions of the city gwa city its unique sense of place (Hinch, 1996).
the built dimension (i.e.standardizeccomponents of the urban tourist bubble)
overshadowr 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 placew St LIKQ&d omdpTtco y20A2y 2F LI I OSf Saa
discussd in Chapter One, bears repeating hefuthenticityand sense of place
contributeto the success airban tourist destinations AsWalsh, JamrozygndBurr
(2001)RS&aONAR O SRX Gdzyl dzi KSYGAO AYF3S&a 2FGSy €SI
leadild (2 RA&&IGAATEAY T WalhéSliprofpsediBaubcaly 0Saé oL

NEaARSyla 0S AYyOGAGSR 02 O2yUNROGdzGS G2 LX I OS
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Gt 20t aSyasS 27F L) I OS¢ g2dAZ R NBadzZ G Ay al Y
destination and, in turn, limit the incongruity between the image tourists have prior to
FNNRAGAY3A d F GNF¥ @St RSaldAylFdA2y YR GKSANI
(Walsh et al.p. 212).

Hayllar and Griffif2005)proposed the idemfdevd 2 LAY 3 |y &G SELISNRSY
2L NI dzyAGe ALISOGNHzYé O6LIP pHcO F2NJ dzNBFy (2
9i I y1 S eé Xxécredtiondpppdrtunity spectrum, so that a range of experiercagse
provided to a diverse group of visitors to a tourism precinidte tourist experience
zones that were identified in this study support this research suggeshtany people
think of downtown areas as places foghtlife, dining, and the arts. ddvever,
promotion of the familyfriendly experience zone identified ihis study would send the
message that attractive recreation opportunitiaiso are availablen downtown Raleigh
for families with children.

To betterunderstand the typs of experiences tourists seek, researchers can
collect information from tourists theselves.McKercher and Lau (200i@$edthe data
collection methodof visitor-generated maps and trip diaries as well as mobile
telephone tracking technology examinethe direct experiencesf tourists inHong
Kong. Visitors were offered SIM (Subscrilbkentity Module) cardswhich were to be
inserted intodA a8 A G2NBEQ LISNE2YIFf Y20AfS GStSLIK2ySa

city. The data collected from this mobile telephone tracking would have allowed for the
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examination otemporal/spatial interations of tourist behaviom HongKong; however,
McKercher and Lau discovered thatast majority of participants refused use the
mobile phone method. \Een though it required less work on their painan other data
collection option& hetélephonetracking system was seen by many people as being
022 A yMddKeérchda®3 au,pa391).

Therefore McKercher and La(2007)analyzedonlytrip diary data: places visited,
duration of visit, and routes takert KS& SEIF YAY SR G KSth#dzy Rl YSy il €
movement of people through time and space 6 a OY S NOK S Nanaregof dzZ LJP oy
research which has been overlooked in the tourism literatUfatureinvestigation into
these three types of dataould answer the questiol FX ¢ 2 KSNB | BE GAaA G2
Gl 2¢g t2y3 NP OA&GAO2NR aildleAy3aKeéI FyR Gl 26
particular, the routes that tourists take to get from one attraction to another would be
informative, as these corridorscould further support the idea of an urbarstination as
an interconnectedset of tourist experience zongather than a monolithic tourist
district.

Oztaysi, Baysan, and Akpinar (2007) consid#redpplication of another
technological advanc&adio Frequency Identification (RFEH1D)improvingthe tourism
SELISNASYOS (KNRdAAK OdzaG2YAl | GIdgstemt yR 02y @Sy
Oz2yaAraidAay3a 2F I YAONROKALI gA0GK | O2Aft SR |y

9f SOGNRYIIAYySUGUAO 61 @Sa INBF AadaadzSRnANRY GKS N
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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 tratkinggnsportation departments
for toll collection (e.g., ZPasshy libraries for autesorting returneditems,and by
museums to communicate information about nearby objects (using a PDA or mobile
phone). Although they did not actually test the use of RFIR2taysi et al. presented a
GKeLROGKSGAOIt Obkom&poteniialzppli¢atioRsDERBGINA résarty” 3
setting In the example, kiosks were used to display the location of party members (e.qg.,
lost children). Other benefits included: keyless entry into hotel room, payment for
goods and services not included in package, and customizationttoefvisits (e.g.,

room temperature, lighting, food& beverage preferences)rhis technology could also

be applied to the task of collectirdata from urban tourists, perhaps enhancing tourism
NB a S| NOK S N&f fourit yotes tinl BoFidors (i.ewhere 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 rhaywvary to acept anything
perceived & | GUNF Ol Ay3I RSOAOS dE a2NB NBaSlI NOK
practices forencouragingisitors toparticipate in studies that use heech devices for
data collection purposes. However, these new technigleglso serve as reminders of

4
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hurdle of visitorapprehensions cleared the understanding of tourist behavior will
increase in breadth and depth.

These new technologs have implications for the study ofban tourism
Additional research on the ways that tourists interact with cities will strengthen our
understanding of the role of urbaspacesn shaping the tourist experience. Future
research will notonly answér KS lj dzZSa A2y > a2 KSNB R2 @GAaArdGz2N
GKS NBlFIazya O0SKAYR (G2dz2NAadaQ Y2@BNSingd oA GKA
its spatial form, local resident populatipavailable activities, and architectugeecan
shapethe visitor experience

¢CKA& &ddzRe AffdzYAylrdSR GKIFIG GKS FTAESR 02
districts,defined by the Downtown Raleigh Alliance armhtained within the business
improvement district (BID)Jo not accurately represerthe set of tourism prodats in
downtown RaleighNorth Carolina Future research on urban tourist space in Raleigh
could be conducted by collecting data from tourists themselves. Heeding the warning of
aOYSNOKSNI I yR -3 @K & uRibnriv O BKIASIEKIbNe2 y & G NJF G S 3]
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 represergati

sample, a stratified sampling strategy should be employed. In addition, specific attention

147



should be paid to sample siz&pecifically, the sample should be large enough so that
statistical tests can be conducted.
As describecarlier in this chapterseveral respondents explained thadS 2 LJ S Q &
perceptions of dowtown Raleigh may depend upon thewn perspectivs, including
place of residence. A future research questio®xplore would be whether there is a
positive correlation between the scoee., geographicare® ¥ I @A &A G2 NR& LISN
downtown Raleigh and theistanceto downtownfroml @A & A G 2 NDa .IErl OS 27F
examplewould a persm living in Raleigh perceive the downtown area as being smaller
(in area) than a person visitirigom Chicag@ To fully explore this relationship, the
sample must include respondents from a variety of locations, not just the greater Raleigh
area. A multistage random sampling method could be employed, combining systematic
and stratified random sanlimg. Everyn™ passerby could be intercepted at
predetermined intercept locations, and only thos®lividualsfrom the targeted
geographic area (e.g., withins@-mile radius) would be interviewed.
Otherfuture research opportunities havasobeen identfied. First, the
0§SOKYAljdzS O2dzZ R 6S NBLI AOFIGSR Ay 2GKSNJ RSad
downtowns of small cities. Comparing the perceptions of two urban development
stakeholder groups would have implications for local government policy #tndef
development plansln addition, the technique could be validated by comparing results

to actual visitor traffic patterns in Raleigh, using data collected fvcsitor intercept
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surveys or observational researckinally, it would be valuable to othe tourismand
urban planning professionsto undérs Yy R @A & A ( 2 NIRS AL NID S LBV XNAE d2
tourist bubble, perhaps throughore detailed interviewsargeting urban tourists
themselves
The city of Raleigfand the downtown area in particulpis at a crossroads where
proper tourism development has the potential to improve the quality of lifeuidban
residents and enhance the experiescef visitors The findings from this study
specifically the notion that the five downtown districts cprising the BID did not
I OOdzNI G St e NBTt SO0 tBisniaiyitRisdodnionn Ra&SIO S LIG A 2 v &
can be used as a platform for future research.
The fields of tourism and urban planning are inextricably linked, and there are
several benefits tan 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 livirg alongside a wetleveloped tourism infrastructureThis study revealed
that both tourism and urban planning scholars haypliedd KS G SN a G2 dzZNR ad ¢
urban spaces. Although the data did soipporta welltdefined urban tourist bubble in

downtown Raleighthis shared terminology could be a starting pdiot interdisciplinary

RAFEf23dz2S | yR ¢2dzf R IcriticshIBfdhéa R 23dKogf 2NTyKIBE SHGiiinén oc
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in urban tourism research, whereby those studying tourism have overlooked citiés whi
those studying cities have ignored tourism.

In the context of this study,re suggestion for bringing the tourism and urban
planning professionals togeth&rould be to schedule a community stakeholder meeting,
inviting all individuals and organizati®mvho have an interest in the outcome of
development efforts in downtown Raleigh. Invitees could include: urban planners,
tourism professionals, government officialBowntown Raleigh Alliance staffpwntown
residents, researchers and university professeneeting planners, local busirseswners
and property managersravel agents, hotel managers, museum directors, attraction
operators, transportation officials, and any other interested parties. At this medtieg,
findings of this studyespeciallytie maps that were generatedpuld be shared. T&
display would highlight the overwhelmimgmmonalitiesbetween the perceptions of the
tourism and urban planning professionals. Additionally, sharing the findings would draw
attention to the discrepancibetween the BID boundaries (in particular the five
downtown districts) and the tourist experience zordescribed in the present study.

If the initial meeting is successful, then the next step could be to organize a
downtown coalition. Ideally, this grap would consist of representatives from all
stakeholder groupsThe city of Phoenix, Arizonaas a Downtown Voices Coalition,

which isdefined as:
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a coalition of stakeholder organizations that embrace growth in downtown

Phoenix, but is mindful that héty growth should be based upon existing

downtown resources the vibrancy of neighborhoods, the strength of the arts

community, the uniqueness of historic properties, and the wonderful small

businesses that dot downtownAll of these assets should beepping stones to

be built upon, rather than shattered in the wake of rampant downtown

development. (Bwntown Voices Coalition, n.d.)
Wdza i +a (GKS 52¢yi(i26y +2A0Sa /2| ol 2y NBEO2 3
should downtownRaleigh recogee its &isting human resources. A coalition of
stakeholders would be able guide the development of downtown Raleigh so that it

meets the existing and future needs of residents and visitors.

Final Remarks

In this study, lhe transdisciplinary tool ajeographidanformation systems was
usedto map the urban toust bubbleto display the commonalities and disparities
betweenthe two subsamples. Maps haveet capability of serving asliagua francato
effectively communicate research findings across professiodg&ciplines, 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

O2YLINBKSYaA@S dzy RSNE G yRAtguesmSFaceR2 gy 126y wl f
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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 pradeass, 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 family-friendly
attraction zone and the intedistrict restaurant zon¢hat were revealed in this study

Tourism and urban planning professionals must understand that cooperation is
essential if Raleigh is to compete with other Americdiesfor downtown residents,
pleasuretourists, andousiness 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, toutismowntown
Raleighalso benefits Likewise when tourism professionals Y LINR @S R2 gy G246y wl
image as a tourist destination (through advertisemefitsromotional materials), the
image of downtown Raleigh as a desirable place to live is also imprdvede s a
synergybetween tourism and urban planning effart Fbwever, this synerggeeds to be
recognizecand addressetibb maximizeboth sectos(efforts toward improving

downtown Raleigh.

152



REFERENCES

American Automobile Association (AAG008). 2008 AAA/CAA Five Diamond Lodgings

Retrieved August 1, 2008om http://www.aaa.com/diamonds

Ashworth, G. J. (1989). Urban tourism: An imbalance in attention. In C. P. Cooper (Ed.),
Progress in tourism, recreati@md hospitality managemer{vol. 1) (pp. 354).
London: Belhaven.

Ashworth, G. (2003). Urban tourism: Still an imbalance in attention? In C. Cooper (Ed.),
Classic reviews in tourisfpp. 143163). Buffalo, NY: Channel View Publications.

Ashworth, GJ., & Tunbridge, J. E. (2000he touristhistoric city: Retrospect and
prospectof managing the heritage cityLondon: Belhaven.

Aurbach L. J. (2008)Ped Shed: Frequently asked questioRetrieved November 19,

2008, fromhttp://pedshed.net/?page id=5

Bahaire, T, & EllioftVhite, M. (1999). The application of geographical information
systems (GIS) in sustainable tourism planning: A revd®urnal of Sustainable
Tourism, 12), 159174.

Barker, M., PageS. J., & Meyer, D. (2003). Urban visitor perceptions of safety during a
special eventJournal of Travel Research, 8565361.

Bloor West Village Business Improvement Arg@#05). Retrieved March 20, 2008, from

http://www.bloorwestvillage.ca/about.php

153


http://www.aaa.com/diamonds
http://pedshed.net/?page_id=5
http://www.bloorwestvillage.ca/about.php

Boorstin, D. J. (1961Yhe image: A guide to pseudwoents in AmericaNew York:
Atheneum.

Bramwell, B. (1998). User satisfaction and product development in urban tourism.
Tourism Management9 (1), 3547.

Buck, R. C. (1978). Boundary maintenance revisited: Tourist experience in an Old Order
Amish community.Rural Sociology, 4221-234.

Buhalis, D. (2000). Marketing the competitive destination of the futdi@urism
Management, 211), 97116.

Burtenshaw, D., Bateman, M., & Ashworth, G. (199he European city: A Western
perspectivg2™ ed.). London: David Fulton Publishers.

Carrier, J. G., & Macleod, D. V. L. (2005). Bursting the bubble; Thewsitaial context
of ecotourism. Jaurnal of the Royal Anthropological Institute,, Bl15334.

Chang, T. C., Milne, S., Fallon, D., & Pohlmann, C. (1996). Urban heritage tourism: The
globatocal nexus.Annals of Tourism Research, (23, 284305.

City of Raleigh. (2008powntown Wayfinthg. Retrieved November 20, 2008, from

http://www.raleighnc.gov/portal/server.pt/gateway/PTARGS 0 2 306 200 0 4

3/http%3B/pt03/DIG Web Content/cateqgory/Business/Strategic Planning/Urba

n Design/CaflG2007108145026Downtown Wayfinding.html

154


http://www.raleighnc.gov/portal/server.pt/gateway/PTARGS_0_2_306_200_0_43/http%3B/pt03/DIG_Web_Content/category/Business/Strategic_Planning/Urban_Design/Cat-1C-2007108-145026-Downtown_Wayfinding.html
http://www.raleighnc.gov/portal/server.pt/gateway/PTARGS_0_2_306_200_0_43/http%3B/pt03/DIG_Web_Content/category/Business/Strategic_Planning/Urban_Design/Cat-1C-2007108-145026-Downtown_Wayfinding.html
http://www.raleighnc.gov/portal/server.pt/gateway/PTARGS_0_2_306_200_0_43/http%3B/pt03/DIG_Web_Content/category/Business/Strategic_Planning/Urban_Design/Cat-1C-2007108-145026-Downtown_Wayfinding.html

City of Raleigh(n.d.a). Livable StreetsRetrieved Agust 2, 2008, from

http://www.raleighnc.gov/portal/server.pt/gateway/PTARGS 0 2 306 200 0 4

3/http%3B/pt03/DIG Web Content/project/public/livable streets/index.htm

City of Raleigh(n.d.b). Urban Design CenteRetrieved April 25, 2008, from

http://www.raleighnc.gov/planning

Clarke, R., & Stankey, GO97®). The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: A framework for
planning, management, and researcfseneral Technical Report PNFTR098,
U.S Departmentof Agriculture Forest Service, Pacific Northwédtsearch
Station.
CockerelIN. (1997). Urban touns in EuropeTravel and Tourism Analy$t, 44¢67.
Cohen, E. (1972). Toward a sociology of international tourSocial Research, 9),
164-182.

Cohen, E. (2004). Backpacking: Diversity and change. In S. B. Gmeltbyisty,and
tourism: A readr (pp. 389405). Long Grove, IL: Waveland Press, Inc.
Conforti, J. M. (1996). Ghettos as tourism attractioAanals of Tourism Research, 23

(4), 830842.
Davis, J. S., & Morais, D. B. (20@Zgctions and enclaves: Small towns and socially
unsustaindle tourism developmentJournal of Travel Research, &3.0.
Dimanche, F., & Lepetic, A. (1999). New Orleans tourism and crime: A case study.

Journalof Travel Research, §8), 1923.

155


http://www.raleighnc.gov/portal/server.pt/gateway/PTARGS_0_2_306_200_0_43/http%3B/pt03/DIG_Web_Content/project/public/livable_streets/index.htm
http://www.raleighnc.gov/portal/server.pt/gateway/PTARGS_0_2_306_200_0_43/http%3B/pt03/DIG_Web_Content/project/public/livable_streets/index.htm
http://www.raleighnc.gov/planning

Downtown Mobile Alliance. (2008)Velcome to the Downtown Mobillliance

Retrieved March 26, 2008, frohttp://www.downtownmobile.org/

Downtown Raleigh Alliance. (2009et around: RLINE, downtown RaleigiRetrieved

April 20, 2009, fronmttp://www.godowntownraleigh.com/getaround/r-line

Downtown Raleigh Alliance (DRA). (n.@hout downtown Retrieved March 15, 2007,

from http://www.godowntownraleigh.com/aboutdowntown.cfm

Downtown South Bend, Inc. (n.dAbout Downtown South BendRetrieved March 26,

2008, fromhttp://www.downtownsouthbend.com/about.htm

Downtown Voices Coalitioiin.d.). Downtown Voices CoalitiorRetrieved February 5,

2009, fromhttp://downtownvoices.org/

Edensor, T. (1998)ourists at the Taj: Performance and meaning at a symbolic site
London: Routledge.

Edensor, T(2001). Performing tourism, staging tourism: (Re)producing tourist space and
practice. Tourist Studies, (1). 5981.

Edwards, D., Griffin, T., & Hayllar, B. (2008). Urban tourism research: Developing an
agenda.Annals of Tourism Research, (3@ 102-1052.

Ehrlich, B., & Dreier, P. (1999). The new Boston discovers the old: Tourism and the
struggle for a livable city. In D. R. Judd & S. S. Fainstein TldsTpurist City

pp. 155178. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

156


http://www.downtownmobile.org/
http://www.godowntownraleigh.com/get-around/r-line
http://www.godowntownraleigh.com/about-downtown.cfm
http://www.downtownsouthbend.com/about.htm
http://downtownvoices.org/

Fagence, M. (2004). tiasm as a protective barrier for Old Order Amish and Mennonite
communities. In S. B. Gmelch (E@igurists and tourism: A read@p. 201209).
Long Grove, IL: Waveland Press, Inc.

Fainstein, S. S., & Judd. D. R. (1999). Global forces, local stasagieirban tourism.
In D. R. Judd & S. S. Fainstein (Eflisg,Tourist Citypp. 217. New Haven, CT:
Yale University Press.

CFNNBfftx . @ I & omMpT PO P ¢ 2 dzNA sANh@isiof KdzY'l y 02y
Tourism Research,(8), 122136.

Finn,A., & Rigby, J. (1992). West Edmonton Mall: Consumer compumpase trips and
the birth of the megamulti-mall. Canadian Journal of Administrative Sciences, 9
(2), 134145.

Freitag, TG.(1994). Enclave tourism development: For whom the benefit8 rtinals
of Tourism Research, 2338554.

Frieden, B. J., & Sagalyn, L. B. (19B@wntown, Inc.: How America rebuilds cities
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Friends of Dorothea Dix Pafk.d.). Advantages of our park plarRetrieved April 27,

2008, fram http://www.dix306.org/dixpark/white paper.htm

157


http://www.dix306.org/dixpark/white_paper.htm

Friesecke, F. (2006, March Revitalization of urban areas through Business
Improvement Districts (BIDg)I'rends and expectations for shrinking citi€aper
presented at the2005 FIG Regional ConferenBeomoting Land Administration
and Good GovernanceRetrieved March 20, 2008, from
http://lwww.fig.net/pub/accra/papers/ts10/ts10_02_friesecke.pdf

Getz, D. (1993). Planning for tourism business distristsmals of Tourism Research, 20
(3), 583600.

Goud, P., & White, R. (1974Mental maps London: Penguin.

Graburn, N. H. H1089). Tourism: The sacred journey. In V. L. Smith Hedis and
guests: The anthropology of tourig@' ed.), pp. 2136. Philadelphia: University
of Pennsylvania Press.

Greater Raleigh Convention and Visitors Bureau (GRCVB). (2Qifel.facts

Retrieved April 1, 2007, fromtp://www.visitraleigh.com/media/quickfacts.html

Greater Raleigh Convention angiors Bureau. (2007b)Entertainment districts
Retrieved February 28, 2008, from

http://www.visitraleigh.com/weekends/entertainment/index.html

Gunn, C. (1988)vacationscapedesigning tourist regionsNew York: Van Nostrand
Reinhold.
Hall, C. M., & Page, S. J. (200th)e geography of tourism: Environment, place and space

(2"ed.). London: Routledge.

158


http://www.visitraleigh.com/media/quickfacts.html
http://www.visitraleigh.com/weekends/entertainment/index.html

Hall, P. (2002)Cities of tomorrow3rd ed.). Malden, MA: Blackwell.

Harvey, D. (1989)The condition of postmodernityOxford: Blackwell.

Hayllar, B., & Griffin, T. (2005). The precinct experience: A phenomenological approach.
Tourism Management, 2@}), 517528.

Hayllar, B., Griffin, T., & Edwards, D. (20@8}y pacesc tourist places: Urban tourism
precincts Burlington, MAButterworth-Heinemann.

Hinch, T. D. (1996). Urban tourism: Perspectives on sustainabBitynal of Sustainable
Tourism, 42), 95110.

Houstoun, L. O., Jr. (199'Business Improvememtistricts Washington, D.C.: Urban
Land Institute.

Hovinen, G. R. (2002). Reuvisiting the destination lifecycle mégelals of Tourism
Research, 201), 209230.

Jaakson, R. (2004). Beyond the tourist bubble? Cruiseship passengers inpais ©
Tourism Research, 31), 4460.

Jacobsen, J. K. S. (2003). The tourist bubble and the Europeanisation of holiday travel.
Tourism and Cultural Change(1d, 7187.

JanserVerbeke, M. (1988)Leisure, recreation and tourism in inner citi€3lP
Geogeens Koninklijke Bibiotkeek, Den Haag.

Jenkins, J. M., & Walmsley, D. J. (1993). Mental maps of tourists: A study of Coffs

Harbour, New South Wale$seoJournal, 2@3), 233241.

159



Judd, D. R. (1995). Promotimtism in US citiesTourism Management, 1@), 175
187.
Judd, D. R. (1999). Constructing the tourist bubble. In D. R. Judd & S. S. Fainstein (Eds.),
The tourist citypp. 3553). New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
Jurowski, C., & Gursoy, D. (2004) 5A & il yOS ST¥FSOGa 2y NBAARSY
tourism. Annals of Tourism Research, (2}, 296312.
Kaplan, D. H., Wheeler, J. O., & Holloway, S. R. (200dan geography Hoboken, NJ:
John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
Kline, C. K. (2007.he role of emepreneurial climate in rural tourism development
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, North Carolina State University.
Law, C. M. (1993)Urban tourism: Attracting visitors to large citiekondon: Mansell.
Law, C. M. (1996)Tourism in major citiesLondon: Routledge
Los Angeles Downtown Center Business Improvement District. (2806ut us.
Retrieved March 20, 2008, frohitp://www.downtownla.com/about_us.asp
MacCannellD. (1973. Staged authenticity: Arrangements of social space in tourist
settings. American Journal of Sociology, (89, 589-603.
MacCannell, D. (2002). The ego factor in touriSwurnal of Consumer Research, 29
146-151.
Mason, P. (2003)Tourism impacts, planning and managemeiurlington, MA:

Butterworth-Heinemann.

160



M52yYyStftx LdS g 5 NOex {d dmphy 0 d ¢ 2dzNRAY

CA2AQa T7Icab AuFtraliBnperdpect@lainnal of Vacation Marketing,
4(4), 353367.

McElroy, J. L., & de Albuquerque, K. (1998). Tourism Pepettatiex in small
Caribbean islandsAnnals of Tourism Research, (2%, 145168.

McKercher, B., & Lau, F. (2007). Methodological considerations when mapping tourist
movements in a destination. In F. Dimanche (éltcbyrism, Mobility, and
Technology: o ceedings of the Travel and Tourism Research Association Europe
2007 Annual Conference, Nice, Frafppe 386403).

Meyer-Arendt, K. J. (1990). Recreational business districts in Gulf of Mexico seaside
resorts. Journal of Cultural Geography, BB-55.

Milwaukee Downtown BID 21. (n.dlome Retrieved March 26, 2008, from

http://www.milwaukeedowntown.com/

Missoula Downtown Business Improvement District. (2068 me Retrieved March 20,

2008, fromhttp://www.missouladowntownbid.orqg/

Momsen, J. H. (). Uncertain images: Tourism development and seascapes of the
Caribbean. In C. Cartier and A. A. Lew (Efisd\ctions of Place: Geographical
Perspectives on Globalization and Touristed Landscape209221. New York:

Routledge.

161


http://www.milwaukeedowntown.com/
http://www.missouladowntownbid.org/

Murphy, P. E. (199. Urban tourism and visitor behavioAmerican Behavioral Scientist,
36(2), 200211.

Oztaysi, B., Baysan, S., & Akpinar, F. (2007). Effects of RFID on tourisni\sector:
hypothetical case study. Fn Dimanche (ed.J,ourism, Mobility, and Technolgg
Proceedings of the Travel and Tourism Research Association Europe 2007 Annual
Conference, Nice, Fran@®. 263269).

Page, S. J. (1999). Urban recreation and tourism. In C. M. Hall and S. J. Page€Eds.),
Geography of Tourism and Recreatipp. 60-177. London: Routledge.

Page, S., & Hall, C. M. (200B)anaging urban tourism New York: Prentice Hall.

Pearce, D. G. (1995Jourism today: A geographical analy&d¥' ed.). New York: Wiley.

Pearce, D. G. (1998). Tourist districts in&tucture and functions.Tourism
Management, 191), 4965.

Pearce, D. G. (2001). An integrative framework for urban tourism reseArufals of
Tourism Research, 78), 926946.

Porter, M. E. (1980)Competitive strategy: Techniques for analyzing indestand
competitors. New York: Free Press.

Raleigh Convention Cent€R008). Lafayette Hotel.Retrieved September 13, 2008,

from http://www.raleighconvention.com/index.php/homepage/event

planning/Hotels/LafayettéHotel

162


http://www.raleighconvention.com/index.php/homepage/event-planning/Hotels/Lafayette-Hotel
http://www.raleighconvention.com/index.php/homepage/event-planning/Hotels/Lafayette-Hotel

Raleigh Rickshaw Co. (2008aleigh Rickshaw Cp[ Si Q& ¢ I RetBevdd wA RS H

November 20, 2008, frorittp://www.raleighrickshaw.com/

Rhodes, J. (Producer). (1992Zyekking on traditiofiMotion picture]. (Available from
Documentary Educational Resources, 101 Morse Street, Watertown, MA 02472)

Robertson, K. A. (1995). Downtown redevelopment strategies in the United SAaies
end-of-the-century assessmentlournal of the American Planning Association, 61
(4), 429437.

Sassen, S., & Roost, F. (1999). The city: Strategic site for the global entertainment
industry. InD. R. Judd & S. S. Fainstein (Htt& )T ourist Citypp. 143154. New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Schachar, A., & Shoval, N. (1999). Tourism in Jerusalem: A place to pray. In D. R. Judd &
S. S. Fainstein (Ed9he Tourist Citypp. 198211. New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press.

Selby, M. (2004)Understandhg urban tourism: Image, culture and experient®ndon:
|.B. Tauris.

Shaw, G., & Williams, A. M. (200&)itical issues in tourism: A geographical perspective
(2" ed.). Malden, MA: Blackwell.

Shaw, G., & Williams, A. M. (2004)urism and tourismspaces London: SAGE.

163


http://www.raleighrickshaw.com/

Short, J. R., Benton, L. M., Luce, W. B., & Walton, J. (1993). Reconstructing the image of

an industrial city.Annals of the Association of American Geographer§283
207-224.

Smith, A. (2005). Conceptualizing city image ch#nget KSY I[GMNBy 3¢ 2 F
Tourism Geographies,(4). 398423.

Smith, D. (1980). New to Britain: A study of some new developments in tourist
attractions. London: English Tourist Board.

Smith, P. B., Bond, M. H., & Kagitcibasi, C. (200&jersanding social psychology
across cultures: Living and working in a changing watlindonSAGE

Smith, V. L. (1977). Introduction. In V. L. Smith t¢osjs andyuests: Thanthropology
of tourism(pp. 1:14). Philadelphia: University of Philadelphiad3.

Stansfield, C. A., & Rickert, J. E. (1970). The recreational business distninal of
Leisure Research(2), 213225.

Stofik, M. B. (2005)Saving South BeaclGainesville, FL: University Press of Florida.

Torres, R. M. (2002). Toward etter understanding of tourism and agriculture linkages

in the Yucatan: Tourist food consumption and preferencesurism Geographies,

4 (3), 282306.

Torres, R. M., & Momsen, J. D. (2005). Gringolandia: The construction of a new tourist

space in MexicoAnnals of the Association of American Geographer§2p314

335.

164



Trochim, W. M. K. (2006 Nonprobability sampling Retrieved October 17, 2007, from
http://lwww.socialresearchmethods.net/kb/sampnon.php

Turner, V. (1974)The ritual process: Struceiand antistructure Pelican Books.

Turner, L., & Ash, J. (1979)he golden hordes: International tourism and the pleasure
periphery London: Constable.

Tyler, D., & Guerrier, Y. (1998). Conclusion: Urban touwifhe politics and processes
of chang. In D. Tyler, M. Robertson, & Y. Guerrier (EM&aging tourism in
cities: Policy, process, and pract{pp. 229237). New York: John Wiley & Sons.

Urry, J. (1990)The tourist gaze: Leisure and travel in contemporary societiesdon
SAGE

Vander Borg, J. (1998). Tourism management in Venice, or how to deal with success. In
D. Tyler, M. Robertson, & Y. Guerrier (Eddanaging tourism in cities: Policy,
process, and practig@p. 125135). New York: John Wiley & Sons.

Visser, G. (2003DF & YSy s (2dz2NAayYy FyR dz2NBly aLl OSY
O LJIA TourigniGeographies,(8). 168189.

Wagner, U. (1977). Out of time and place: Mass tourism and charter &ipsos, 441-

2), 3852.

165



Walsh, J. A., Jamrozy, U., and Burr, §2001). Sense of place as a component of
sustainable tourism marketing. In S. F. McCool & R. N. Moisey (Edsi3m,
recreation, and sustainability: Linking culture and the environn{igmt 195216).
New York: CABI Publishing.
Weaver, A. (2005). 8p0Sa 2F O2y G Ay YSyd kAR SNNRWSy dzS Of
cruiseships as mobile tourism enclavd®urism Geographies,(2), 165184.
Zukin, S. (1991).andscapes of power: From Detroit to Disney WoBdrkeley, CA:

University of California Press.

166



APPENITES

167



AppendixAa l L) 2F wlf SAIKQaA CAQOS 52¢yiG20Yy

legend

® Marbien Kice Museum & MAX Theatre (0. 4)
B Nalegp Oy Mo (€, 4)
®

Progress Eneegy Coster
for e Partarming A (€. 7)

168



Appendix B. Interview Protocol

Date:
Time:

Interview Script and Notes Form

Introduction

Thank you, for taking the time to meet with me today! |1 am doing research for
my doctoral dissertation on urban tourism activity in downtown Raleigh, and the information you
provide during this interview will be an important contribution to my study. | will be interviewing a

number of tourism industry employees, like you, to collect data on perceptions of the attractions,
accommodations, and restaurants people visit when they come to downtown Raleigh.

First | am going to ask you a few background questions about your employment
experience.

1. Overall, how many years have you worked in the tourism industry?
2. How many years have you worked in the tourism industry in Raleigh? What is your job title? Have

you held any other positions?

3. How many years have you lived in the greater Raleigh area?

4. In which municipality do you currently live?
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Date:
Time:

The next series of questions relates to your perceptions of the most-visited attractions
and places, accommodations, and restaurants in downtown Raleigh.

5. Which attractions and places do visitors to downtown Raleigh visit? By attractions and places, |
mean “things to see and do.” Try to list the top 10, in terms of number of visitors, if you can. [This
is not an economic impact study. What | would like to know is where you think visitors go — which
attractions are most popular by the numbers.]

a. If fewer than 5 attractions are listed, probe for more.
b. Ifinitial probe is unsuccessful, show prompt card of those downtown attractions listed by
the Greater Raleigh CVB.

c. “Great, you've listed ___. Could you now select the top 5 from your list and put them in
rank order, based on your perception of the number of visitors that go to these places each
year?”

Attraction/Place Name (unprompted) | Attraction/Place Name (prompted) | Rank
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Date:
Time:

6. Where in Raleigh do people stay when they visit downtown? Remember, I'm not asking for your
preference on where you would stay, but rather your perception of where most visitors stay. Try to
list the top 5 properties.

a. If fewer than 3 lodging properties are listed, probe for more. “Are there other places
people who would be visiting downtown Raleigh attractions would stay?”

b. “Great, you've listed ___. Could you now put these in rank order, based on your
perception of the total number of visitors to downtown Raleigh staying at these
properties each year?”

Name of Lodging Property Rank

171




Date:
Time:

7. Where do visitors to downtown Raleigh go out to eat and to have drinks? Try to list the top 10
establishments in which you would expect to see visitors to downtown Raleigh eating and drinking.
a. If fewer than 5 restaurants are listed, probe for more.
b. If initial probe is unsuccessful, show prompt card of those downtown restaurants listed by
the Greater Raleigh CVB.
c. “Great,you'velisted ___. Could you now select the top 5 from your list and put them in
rank order, based on your perception of the number of visitors to downtown Raleigh that

go to these places each year?”

Establishment Name (unprompted) | Establishment Name (prompted) Rank
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Date:
Time:

The final task of this interview is a simple “yes or no” checklist.

8. lam going to read you a list of places. Please indicate whether you consider each place to be in
downtown Raleigh responding with “yes,” “no,” “maybe,” or “I don’t know”:

” o
’

=<

Place es Maybe | Don’t Know | Comments

Cameron Village

Rialto Theater at Five Points

Central YMCA

Peace College

Wake Med

NC State University (main campus)

North Carolina Farmer’s Market

Pullen Park

Dorothea Dix Hospital property

North Hills Mall

Krispy Kreme Donuts

Walnut Creek Amphitheatre

RBC Center

North Carolina Museum of Art

Glenwood South

Crabtree Valley Mall

Shaw University

Meredith College

North Carolina State Fairgrounds

Charlie Goodnight’s/Irregardless

OOO0000o0O0DoOoOoOoooooooogd
OOoOoooOooooOooooooooog s
OOoOooOooOooooooooooooog
OOoOoOooooooooooooooog

St. Augustine’s College

9. Can you think of anyone else associated with the tourism industry who could complete the same
interview tasks you just completed? If so, who?

Thank you for your time today. | appreciate your input.
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Appendix CAll Attractions and Places Mentioned by Sample Respondents

Total Tourism Urban Planning/
Sample Subsample Design Subsample
(n=68) (ny=45) (ny=23)

Attraction/Place Name # % # % # %
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 Engy 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 Musey 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 | 88% | 3 6.7% 3 13.0%
Oakwood Histdc District 6 | 88% | 6 13.3% 0 0.0%
NC State University Campus 5| 74% | 5 11.1% 0 0.0%
Pullen Park 5| 74% | 5 11.1% 0 0.0%
Joel Lane Museum House 41 59% | 3 6.7% 1 4.3%
Mordecai Historic Park 4|1 59% | 3 6.7% 1 4.3%
First Friday 3| 44% | 3 6.7% 0 0.0%
Firsrt Nidnt Raleigh 3| 44% | 3 6.7% 0 0.0%
Oakwood Cemetary 3| 44% | 3 6.7% 0 0.0%
Playspace 3| 44% | 2 4.4% 1 4.3%
Raleigh Wide Open 3| 44% | 3 6.7% 0 0.0%
Warehouse District 3| 44% | 1 2.2% 2 8.7%
Cameron Village 3| 44% | 3 6.7% 0 0.0%
Alive After Five 2| 29% | 2 4.4% 0 0.0%
Restaurants 21 29% | O 0.0% 2 8.7%
Shaw University 21 29% | O 0.0% 2 8.7%
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Total Sample|

Tourism Subsampils

Urban Planning/
Design Subsampl

(n=68) n; = 45) n, = 23)

Attraction/Place Name # % # % # %

Artsplosure 2 2.9% 1 2.2% 1 4.3%
CapitalArea 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 Histq 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 Clu| 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3%
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Appendix D.All Lodging Properties Mentioned by Sample Respondents

Total Tourism Urban Planning/
Sample Subsample Design 8bsample
(n = 68) (ny = 45) (np=23)

Lodging Property Name # % # % # %

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 | 88% | 5 11.1% | 1 4.3%
Airport area properties 5| 74% | 3 6.7% 2 8.7%
Velvet Cloak Inn 51| 74% | 4 8.9% 1 4.3%
Downtown B&Bs (in general) 4 | 59% | 4 8.9% 0 0.0%
Red Roof Inn Raleigh 4 | 59% | 2 4.4% 2 8.7%
William Thanas House 4 | 59% | 2 4.4% 2 8.7%
Research Triangle Park Properties 3| 44% | 2 4.4% 1 4.3%
Holiday Inn Crabtree 21 29% | 1 2.2% 1 4.3%
Marriott Convention Hotel 2|1 29% | O 0.0% 2 8.7%
Residence InnCrabtree Valley 2| 29% | 1 2.2% 1 4.3%
Crabtree limited seree properties 1] 15% | 1 2.2% 0 0.0%
Homewood Suites Crabtree 1| 15% | 1 2.2% 0 0.0%
Hyatt Place Raleigh 1] 15% | 1 2.2% 0 0.0%
The Lafayette 1| 15% | O 0.0% 1 4.3%
Red Roof Inn Crossroads 1] 15% | 1 2.2% 0 0.0%
Super 8 Capital Blvd. 1] 15% | 0 0.0% 1 4.3%
BestWestern Crossroads 1] 15% | 1 2.2% 0 0.0%
Cameron Village B&B 1| 15% | O 0.0% 1 4.3%
Candlewood SuitesCrabtree 1] 15% | O 0.0% 1 4.3%
Courtyard by Marriott 1] 15% | 1 2.2% 0 0.0%
Courtyard by Marriott Wake ForestRd 1 | 1.5% | O 0.0% 1 4.3%
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Appendix E Al Restaurants Mentioned by Sample Respondent

Total Sample

Tourism Subsamplé

Urban Planning/
Design Subsamplg

(n = 68) (ny = 45) (np = 23)

Restaurant Name # % # % # %

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. 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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Total Sample

Tourism Subsamplé

Urban Planning/
Design Subsamplg

(n = 68) (ny = 45) (np = 23)

Restaurant Name # % # % # %

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 Hose 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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Total Sample

Tourism Subsamplé

Urban Planning/
Design Subsamplg

(n = 68) (ny = 45) (np = 23)

Restaurant Name # % # % # %

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%
AmericanGrill 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.3%
Glenwood Girill 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 15% 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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Total Sample

Tourism Subsamplé

Urban Planning/
Design Subsamplg

(n = 68) (ny = 45) (np = 23)
Restaurant Name # % # % # %
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 Hotdbowntown Raleigh, North&olina

Sourcehttp://www.raleighclarion.com/
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