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INTRODUCTION

Tourism is one of the most important industries wortteyinationwide and in South
Carolina. According to the most recent data fromSbath Carolina Department of Parks,
Recreation and Tourism (SCPRT), the economic impaitiwism in South Carolina was $16.0
billion in 2005 (SCPRT, 2007). This accounted for 11.2% of sttde employment and had a
fiscal impact of $1.1 billion in state and local tax rawes. The growth of tourism in South
Carolina has moved the South Carolina Council on Comyeaiéss to develop a tourism action
plan (October 2006). Within the plan, recommendatioasyade for developing infrastructure
(i.e., road building and airport construction) increasowist numbers, developing rural areas of
the state for tourism and increasing the South CarohinlksPRecreation and Tourism agency
marketing budget. Many of the suggestions within the plarkdpatie economics of tourism.
However, there is little consideration of local desits in achieving the goals of the plan, as well as
the social and cultural impacts that may result froondased tourism development. It is our
opinion that residents’ feelings about tourism and ttaineed to be examined if the plan is to be

achieved.

This research went beyond the traditional approachsafest studies focusing on attitudes
toward tourism and tourism development, and examinecetaBganship between residents and
tourists in a travel destination. Relationships betwesidents and tourists in travel destinations
are typically superficial, based on financial exchangégrezmembers of each party are looked at
as the ‘other’ or as a spectacle (Aramberri, 2001; MacCld®8I9; Urry, 1994). An examination
of the bond residents and tourists may possess iswtackihe tourism literature. However,
Mclntosh (1998), Pizam, Uriely, and Reichel (2000) and WeanmgWearing (2001) have called
for a greater examination of the emotional relationbleipveen tourists and residents. As a result,
examining such relationships in terms of emotional saligdaras one option. Emotional solidarity
was conceptualized as the affective bonds individualsAiéh one another binding a group
together, characterized by perceived closeness, degreatatt; and an identification with others
in the group (Hammarstrom, 2005). In the context of imligDurkheim (1995) put forth the theory
of emotional solidarity stating that as individualsreha belief system, participate in similar
behaviors, and interact, they establish an emotioridesiby with one another (see Figure 1).
Unfortunately to date, no one has tested Durkheim’s mode) asale exists capturing the
construct, only numerous single-item measures (see Batichell, Li, Walker and Sucher, 2004).
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Figure 1. Model of Emotional Solidarity (Durkheim, 1995)

Problem Satement

Emotional solidarity has been examined as a socialgrhenon in the context of church
congregations, families, prisons, and neighborhoods butdtdseen examined in tourism
destinations even though both religion and tourism aralseystems (Leiper, 1990; Wallace &
Wolf, 2006). In addition, previous research has found tisaderts and visitors have been found to
share beliefs and behavior and interact with one anatleetaurist setting (Derrett, 2003; Laxson,
1991, Sherlock, 2001). Unfortunately, little is known aboatemotional solidarity that residents
may experience with tourists in a particular destamatiSuch an examination provides a new way
of explaining the dynamic relationship between partiesraove beyond the widely accepted views
of the relationship that are characterized by an imlsalah power, limited to financial transactions,
and the dichotomy of ‘self’ and ‘other’ (Aramberri, 200¥earing and Wearing, 2001). Emotional
solidarity can be examined from the perspective of deesior tourist (or both). In this proposed
project, the focus was from the residents’ perspecfifee theory was utilized to examine
residents’ level of emotional solidarity experienced wathrists as a result of sharing beliefs and

behavior while interacting with such visitors.

Project Goal and Objectives

The goal of this project was to examine the level adtgonal solidarity among residents of

Beaufort County towards tourists visiting the region.e $tudy had five objectives to meet this

3



Clemson University Department of PaRscreation & Tourism Management

goal. The first objective was to assess resident pevospnd feelings about tourists in Beaufort
County through three focus groups. The second objectivéones/elop appropriate measures to
assess emotional solidarity of residents. The thijdadive was to implement a county-wide survey
of residents that measures their level of emotiooledarity with tourists. The fourth objective was
to test Durkheim’s model using items of shared belid¢igted behavior and interaction between
resident and tourist to predict emotional solidarity. fifike and final objective was to examine

how well a number of resident characteristics (lemgth of residence in county, recent travel
experience, economic dependency on the tourism industhage) predict emotional solidarity

experienced with tourists.

RESEARCH DESIGN

Using a sequential exploratory mixed methods design (Che&viano Clark, 2006), this
project had three phases. Phase | was an exploddtiba construct emotional solidarity, for
which a series of focus groups were conducted among resaf@hts study site with heterogeneous
perspectives of tourists (Objective 1). Phase Il invotheddevelopment and testing of a scale of
emotional solidarity based on the items resulting ftbenanalysis of focus groups data (Objective 2
and 3). In Phase lll, a survey was conducted and distdilbote representative sample of the
county’s residents to test Durkheim’s model and examire @vemotional solidarity experienced
with tourists across different characteristics ofdests (Objective 4 and 5). Two primary rationales
exist for using an exploratory mixed methods design: 1) ¥eldp a measure of a construct that is
absent from the literature (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003) artd 2xplore a phenomenon in depth
and then measure its prevalence and generalize resudss aifferent groups (Morse, 1991).

Beaufort County, South Carolina was selected as tity stite for multiple reasons.
Beaufort County is the fastest growing county in tiaes third most-visited county in the state, and
tourism is the number one industry in the county (Lawnty Council of Governments, 2006). A
large number of residents in the region (66%) are botside of the state (US Census Bureau,
2007). Kneafsey (2001) claims such individuals are likely toggaate in local tourist activities.
Also, there are numerous distinct groups of residerBgaufort County—second homeowners,
retirees, new residents, long-time residents, and resid@many who are employed to some degree
within the tourism industry. Having such a diverse populatiakes it an ideal location to examine
emotional solidarity of residents with tourists.
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The three focus groups in Phase | occurred in Beauftufffdh, and Hilton Head Island
during April and May of 2007. Participants were selecteduiingurposeful sampling using
gatekeepers (tourist specialists employed by the Beaunoitdion Head Island-Bluffton
Chambers of Commerce as well as the University of SGatblina-Beaufort) who supplied a list
of potential individuals aged 18 and older who representésteht opinions towards tourism in
Beaufort County. Potential participants were semcauitment letter informing them of the
purpose of the study and the time and location of the fougps. Participants received a $25
stipend and provided lunch for participating. Focus groups mederated by a Department of
Parks, Recreation, and Tourism Management (PRTM) Riamlidate using a semi-structured
interview script. The script included questions concerningeass’ behavior and beliefs regarding
tourism, interaction with tourists, and attitudes argdiigs about tourists in the county. An
assistant moderator (PRTM Ph.D. student) provided logiistgsastance and took detailed notes
throughout all three focus groups. The Hilton Head Isfands group took place at the Beaufort
County library branch on the island, involving eight pgyaats and lasted two hours. The Bluffton
focus group occurred at the University of South Carolina—uBet(South Campus) library in
Bluffton, involving 11 participants, and lasted two hourse Beaufort focus group took place at
the Clemson University County Extension office in Beat) involving ten participants and lasted
one hour and 45 minutes. Each focus group was recorded astatdheere transcribed and coded

using qualitative data software, QSR NVivo

Data was collected in two manners (i.e., two pilotsiethroughout Phase Il as put forth in
the scale development procedure by Churchill (1979). Tstepiilot-test occurred among residents
of a similar coastal county in North Carolina fomitelarity and confusion. The second pilot-
testing occurred among a sub-sample of the populatioeadfBrt County residents prior to
beginning Phase Il of the project.

Phase Il included the development of a survey instrumesstdurkheim’s (1995) model
as well as examine levels of emotional solidarity epeed with tourists across different
characteristics of residents. The resulting scdisbared beliefs, shared behavior, interaction, and
emotional solidarity from Phase Il were included wittiia survey. The population that was
utilized in this phase of the study was the 60,059 homesanfBrt County. A multi-stage cluster
sampling scheme was utilized to acquire a representatiyelsaf the population. The first stage
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of cluster sampling included randomly selecting censusstraithin the county. The second stage
of cluster sampling included randomly selecting block grougsimeach selected census tracts.
Onsite self-administered survey instruments were diged door-to-door throughout the county
between mid-August and early-September of 2007 on four weekiengddoth Saturday and
Sunday) during the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Particyvanéscontacted in the late-
morning hours (on both Saturday and Sunday) and asked tdetertipe survey instrument, with
researchers returning the same day. During each weekevekbethree and six trained researcher

assistants administered the survey instruments.

RESULTS

Data from all three focus groups were content analyakmirMing an eight step procedure
following the work of Busch, DeMaret, and Flynn (2007) andh€g (1972). The first five steps
included making he decision to: 1) code by phrase, 2) codarfotional solidarity items, shared
beliefs items, shared behavior items, and interadigns, 3) code for frequency, 4) code data
exactly as they appear and 5) disregard irrelevant infaymaThe final steps included 6) having
the moderator and assistant moderator code the textniytate themes from the codes and 8)
conduct a test of inter-rater reliability (which was 84)4s#tween coders’ themes as instructed by
Holsti (1969). The result of Phase | were four scadgéuzing each of the constructs of the

Durkheim model (i.e., shared beliefs, shared behaviaraation, and emotional solidarity).

Some of the main themes (based on frequency of codes)dced beliefs included an
appreciation for the local area, appreciation for dienal area, respect for nature, and beliefs that
Beaufort County is a beautiful place, a unique placegaeat place for local art. Most participants
mentioned shared behaviors involved attending speciatesaed festivals, cultural-historic
activities, beach activities, local shopping, outdoowdats, and local dining activities. Major
themes of interactions between residents and toumstgled where interaction occurred, intimacy
of interaction, frequency of interaction, and partiéh whom interactions occurred. Finally, main
themes of emotional solidarity included residents feelmgathy/sympathy towards visitors,
enjoyment, pride, gratefulness, crowded, and economicallgaippive. Items for each of the four
scales were generated from these themes. Overalkréd were generated from the qualitative
data analysis and then distributed to an expert paneDis®n, 2006) of researchers across the
country specializing in resident attitudes research tometeroverlapping items, potential bad
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items, and confusing items. Approximately 40 items were rég&band six were removed prior to
pilot-testing.

Phase Il consisted of developing four scales througlseparate pilot-tests and subjecting
the data to separate exploratory factor analyses tanatethe appropriate number of dimensions
for each scale and reduce items within each scaleallpiteach of the four scales was pilot-tested
with a self-administered onsite survey using a samid oesidents from a North Carolina Coastal
County (i.e., Carteret County) similar to Beaufort Cqunthe four scales were subjected to
exploratory factor analysis using principal axis factorirgyaetion with a varimax orthogonal
rotation procedure. Ten factors resulted across thest@les. Items that cross-loaded on multiple
factors or items with low loadings (i.e., loadingsadvelD.40) were removed. Based on these
criteria, 36 items were removed. The construct shazbef$ had two dimensions (i.e.,
“preservation of the area” with six items and “amensibéthe area” with three items). The
construct shared behavior had four dimensions (i.e. Ui@llheritage activities” with ten items,
“beach activities” with three items, “outdoor recreatarctivities” with six items, and “local
patronage activities” with three items). The intemactonstruct was unidimensional with five
items. Emotional solidarity had three dimensions, (feamotional closeness” comprised of three
items, “sympathetic understanding” with five items, an@la@ming of visitors” with four items).

In order to purify the measure, reliability tests weyaducted as suggested by Churchill (1979).
Cronbach alphas ranged from 0.744 to 0.945 across thentenslons. According to Nunnally
(1978), reliabilities over 0.70 are adequate when assessingcad®s (primarily through the use of
exploratory factor analysis).

A second pilot-test of the four scales was conductedj@siother self-administered onsite
survey. A sample of 53 residents of Beaufort Countgpdeted the second pilot-test. Using an
exploratory factor analysis with principal axis factorexgraction and varimax orthogonal rotation
procedure again, the same ten dimensions resulted. ldoviédvitems were removed due to cross-
loading on multiple items and low loadings. Cronbdphas ranged from 0.738 to 0.914.
Convergent validities were also assessed across étehten dimensions. Pearson correlations
for each of the ten dimensions were significant (p < 0@5¢onvergent validities and ranged from
0.265 to 0.770. Positive correlations are needed in assessivgrgent validities, but values too
large (i.e., greater than 0.90) are problematic because/thed indicate measures are almost
identical (Churchill, 1977).
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Within Phase lll, 455 surveys were completed by residdrgaufort County. Of those
residents that were contacted at homes, 82.6% acceptedey from one of the researchers. The
completion rate once those surveys were accepted w82 he effective response rate was
67.8% (671 homes contacted; 455 completed survey instrumdiis)confidence level of the
sample was 99% with a 6.02 confidence interval. Ten suwess discarded as either less than
half of the survey was completed or responses on plartitems were screened as outliers. This
yielded a final sample size of 445. The sample populata&salmost a perfect split between
females (i.e., 51.9%) and males, with the average age beipgars. Most individuals were highly
educated, with 76.7% having between some college and afthfBssional (e.g., M.D., J.D.,
D.V.M., D.D.M.) degree. Interms of race, 81.1% ofshenple was white, with the remainder
made up of minorities (i.e., 12.3% specifically Africamérican). Most of the sample participants
(83.8%) were not born in Beaufort County. The averagebeu of years lived in Beaufort County
within the sample was nearly 21 years. The mediangimld income within the sample was
between $60,000 and $74,999, with the average resident believing aBt@étr household income
was derived either directly or indirectly from visitgwending within the county. Over the last two
years, residents on average made approximately 15 day amdght trips outside of Beaufort
County.

Model Testing

Prior to conducting inferential statistical procedureshensample data, confirmatory factor
analysis techniques using EQS 6.1 were conducted. The purpmsedotting CFA was to specify
the measurement model that was to be used within théwsablequation model, testing
Durkheim’s theory of emotional solidarity. Three mdems were removed that cross-loaded on
multiple factors (resulting in 34 items across the fmanstructs). The same ten dimensions from
the initial two pilot-tests were run as a measuremernteiand resulted in a Satorra-Bentler Scaled
Chi-square value of 819.16, with 482 degrees of freedom and a@-of0.00. The measurement
model had a CFl model fit index value of 0.955 and a RMSEA hitbvdedex value of 0.040.
According to Hu and Bentler (1999), a rule of thumb for@ié and other incremental indexes is
that values greater than roughly 0.90 may indicate reasogabtyfit of the researcher’s model.

As for RMSEA, a rule of thumb is that values lessitbaequal to 0.05 indicates close approximate
fit, values between 0.05 and 0.08 suggest reasonable eappraiximation, and RMSEA greater
8
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than or equal to 0.10 suggests poor fit (Browne & Cudeck, 19938kinhal weighted Cronbach
alpha reliabilities for the ten dimensions ranged fb#84 to 0.997.

Once the measurement model was specified, a struatgralssion analysis was conducted
to test the theory of emotional solidarity as put fagtDurkheim, using the four constructs in
Figure 1. The final model fit (after one modificatida) the structural model had a Satorra-Bentler
Scaled Chi-square value of 920.4478, with 510 degrees of freedonpavaliee of 0.00. The
model CFI value was 0.946 with a 0.043 RMSEA value. In thialimodel, specifying direct
relationships between constructs, only shared befiefs0(233) and interactios & 0.198) were
significant predictors (p > 0.05) of emotional solidgréyplaining roughly 14.5 percent of the
variance R = 0.145) in emotional solidarity. This indicates thlaared behavior is likely too
general of a construct to predict emotional solidarig a result, first order factors of shared

behavior were then examined within the model.

First-order factors (i.e., dimensions) of shared bebefd shared behavior were added to the
initial model to determine if they explained a greateiavece in the model. Two first-order factors
of shared behavior were significant predictors of enmatigolidarity (i.e., cultural heritage
activities and local patronage activities), while theagrmg shared behavior and shared belief
first-order factors were not significant predictors.twi this final model, shared belief$ £
0.225), shared behavids € -0.432) and interactioffs = 0.259) were all significant predictors of
emotional solidarity along with two dimensions of shardebber, cultural heritage activitie €
0.231) and local patronage activiti@s< 0.158), all explaining 22.3 percent of the variarie(
0.223) in emotional solidarity (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Final Durkheim Structural Equation Model

Given that correlations between predictor constrastsemotional solidarity were all

positive, it was expected that regression coefficienatsld also have a positive value. However

since shared behavior had a negative regression codffaridrithe two dimensions of shared

behavior had positive regression coefficients with eomatli solidarity, net suppression occurred

(Tabachnick & Fiddell, 2001). In other words, shared behawdts as a suppressor variable of

cultural heritage activities and local patronage actwitiepredicting emotional solidarity, inflating

both effect sizes slightly (Kline, 2005). Interactiarf € 0.081) explained the greatest amount of

variance in emotional solidarity, followed by cultuhgritage activitiesst? = 0.079), shared
behavior &2 = 0.60), shared beliefsr¢ = 0.045), and local patronage activitias € 0.036).
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Residential Characteristic and Emotional Solidarity

In addition to the structural equation model testingwidtiple regression analysis was
conducted to examine how well a number of resident claarsiits (i.e., length of residence in
county, recent travel experience, economic dependendyectourism industry, and age) predict
emotional solidarity experienced with tourists. Redogsegesults indicate the overall model
significantly predicts emotional solidariti” = 0.039,R,q; = 0.030,F(4,440) = 4.417p < .05.

This model accounted for 3.9% of variance in emotioniddaaty. Results of the regression
analysis indicated that three of the four variablgeiicantly contributed to the model. A review
of the coefficients revealed that recent travel egpee, economic dependency on the tourism
industry, and age were predicted emotional solidarity (Table 1)

Table 1. Coefficient for Model Variables

p t p
Length of residence in county -0.003 -0.879 0.380
Recent travel experience 0.006 3.278 0.001
Economic dependency on the tourism industry 0.008 2.253 0.025
Age 0.008 2.017 0.044

Length of residence was not a significant predictamétional solidarityp = -0.003,
t(440) = -0.879p = 0.380. Recent travel experience was a significanliqgioce of emotional
solidarity, p = 0.006,t(440) = 3.278p = 0.001. This result can be interpreted as each adalition
residents took over the last two years, emotionadlaoty felt with tourists increased by 0.006
units. Economic dependency on the tourism industry wasaagmificant predictor of emotional
solidarity, p = 0.008,t(440) = 2.253p = 0.025. Interpretation of the regression coefficrentaled
that with every unit increase in residents feeling treyeconomically dependent on the tourism
industry, emotional solidarity felt with tourists incsed by 0.008 units. Finally, age was a
significant predictor of emotional solidarity,= 0.008,t(440) = 2.017p = 0.044. With every unit
increase in residents’ age, emotional solidarityviath tourists increased by 0.008 units.

DISCUSSION

This project attempted to understand the level of conrigchietween residents and visitors
in a tourist destination. This study goes beyond tlhtivaal resident attitudes of tourism
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development that is included in existing research by sgekidetermine the degree of emotional
solidarity residents feel with tourists. This studyer@ed how residents’ perspectives illuminate
the positive and negative socio-cultural impacts thaidtsubbring to the community. By knowing
the degree of emotional solidarity that residents posgisvisitors, tourism planners and
marketers can develop particular strategies to accommupetadient needs within the community.
Lastly, ascertaining the level of emotional solidarégidents feel with tourists, researchers may
begin to understand more about why residents posseattithdes they do about tourism

development and tourism overall.

The main goal of this project was to examine the levehaodtional solidarity among
residents of Beaufort County towards tourists visitirgdarea. Three outcomes resulted from this
study with academic and practical implications. Firsicale of emotional solidarity (as well as
scales of three predictor constructs) was developed wihiallow additional research to be
conducted in similar tourism destination regions to usestlale. Second, Durkheim’s (1995)
model was tested. Hopefully, this is the beginning lohg line of research employing Durkheim’s
model in tourism including studies of emotional solidafriyn tourists’ perspectives and even
residents’ and tourists’ perspectives within a single stddhe third outcome was the measure of
emotional solidarity across different types of restdavithin Beaufort County. This outcome has
practical implications for tourism planners and markateBeaufort County to know what type of

residents experience disparate levels of emotiorialsiby with tourists.

Results of the focus groups revealed some interdstoiggs. Members from each of the
three focus groups communicated a level of understandingrgrashy for tourists within the
county. Most notable, each of the Hilton Head Islantigpants mentioned they understood what
it was like to be a visitor to the island. This is likaelyunction of the fact that few “native”
islanders still live on the island. One participantcguatly put it, “We were all visitors here at one
time.” Another interesting finding from the focus groupsswhat residents communicated an
appreciation for tourists in two regards: local econasoitributions from spending and the
vibrance that they create with their presence.

From the qualitative analysis, expert panel revieweshs, two rounds of pilot-testing (with
EFA), and CFA of sample survey data, measures of shatedsh shared behavior, interaction, and
emotional solidarity were formulated. Ultimatelysbd on CFA results, shared beliefs had two
12
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dimensions, shared behavior had four dimensions, intenawis unidimensional, and emotional
solidarity had three dimensions. Items within each cfeltBmensions were implemented in the
on-site self-administered survey instrument to resglenta county-wide level. While collecting
data in this manner was quite costly, time-consumingdéfidult to plan for, it was advisable
given the high survey acceptance, survey completiahpaerall response rates. Similar studies
have also made such claims (see Andereck & Nickerson, A9@éreck & Vogt, 2000).

Testing the Durkheim model was a success with this dz@sed on the results from the
structural equation modeling, each of the predictor vaisafule., shared beliefs, shared behavior,
interaction, cultural heritage activities, and locarpaage activities) was significant within the
model explaining 22.3% of the variance in emotional satglaEach of the five predictor variables
were significant within the Durkheim model, only sharedaséor was negatively correlated with
emotional solidarity. However this is due to suppressieengthe expected positive relationship
among ¥ and 2 order factors with emotional solidarity (Kline, 2005). ekatction with tourists
and participating in cultural heritage activities explditiee greatest amount of variance in
emotional solidarity. The results of this study suppantkheim’s theory of emotional solidarity.
That is to say that as residents share beliefs, sleduavior (more specifically cultural heritage
activities and local patronage activities), and intewattt tourists, they experience a higher
emotional solidarity with tourists overall. This stualyswers the call by Mcintosh (1988), Pizam,
et al. (2000), and Wearing and Wearing (2001) for studies to exdanarpersonal, emotional bonds
residents and tourists experience within one anothmnmmunities. Further the results indicate
that relationships between residents and tourists canssagerelationships predicated on financial
transactions between the parties.

Additional resident characteristics (i.e., lengthesfidence in county, recent travel
experience, economic dependency on the tourism industhyage) explained very little variance
within emotional solidarity. In fact, length of resiite was not even a significant predictor of
emotional solidarity. It can be concluded that asefiag out the county, economic dependency on
the tourism industry, and age all increased, emotionalasdly experienced with tourists also
increased. Frequent travelers understand what it isdike & traveler in a community that is not
their home; this in effect allows them the opportutatype sympathetic to tourists in their own
community. In the way of economic dependence, Pizam (I8¥8Fmith and Krannich (1998)
found that the more a person depends on tourism ddlfersnore positive his or her attitude is

13
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toward tourism development. Interms of age, Tomljenawd Faulkner (2000) found older
residents were generally more favorably inclined towandism development than their younger

counterparts within the community.

Recommendations

From this study a number of recommendations exist Hilken Head Island-Bluffton
Chamber of Commerce and the Beaufort Regional Chami§gsrafnerce should promote local
amenities and activities within the county to residentselsas a greater interaction with tourists.
This will allow residents the opportunity to understanarisis and what it is like to be a tourist in
the county. Ultimately, residents will move closerféeling an emotional connection with tourists.
Also from this study, tourism planners and marketerkiwihe county have a better sense of the
degree of interaction between residents and touristsvaat activities they share. In essence, this
will help the chambers of commerce to develop particstl@tegies to accommodate resident needs
within the community. Chamber officials now know whaieyg of residents within the county will
potentially have a higher emotional solidarity with tetgi(i.e., newer residents, residents who
travel outside the county frequently, and those resideimbsmost economically dependent on
tourism for their household income). The opinions o$¢hiadividuals are likely a great source for
marketers and planners to tap into when planning for toutesralopment within the county.

Those that have lower emotional solidarity with togritould be targeted for education, to inform
such residents about the positive social-culturaipemic, and environmental impacts
accompanied with tourists and tourism development. &tatisighlighting these impacts should be

the main educational focus.

Future research

This study provides a theoretical framework to use in @xamresident and tourist
interactions as well as resident attitudes and feetmgard tourists and tourism development. In
the past, theories that have dominated such literatteg¢besocial exchange theory, community
attachment, and growth-machine theory (Harrill, 2004). Wafately many studies employing
these frameworks have been ripe with mixed findings (Me@&hAndereck, 2004). Emotional
solidarity offers a novel approach to explain the dyicaelationships between resident and tourist.
Utilizing the framework of emotional solidarity in futustudies can potentially keep both residents
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and tourists from viewing one another as the “othera(oerri, 2001; MacCannell, 1999; Urry,
1994) and move both parties in a direction where eachaseemmon bond in the relationship.
This study will potentially lead the way for greater maation of resident and tourist
interactions in the context of emotions in the futuResearch should continue to examine
residents’ emotional solidarity with tourists acragsnerous communities within the Southeastern
United States. Such work will aid in supporting Durkheiméded. In addition, future studies
should examine not only residents’ level of emotionatlaaty with tourists, but also tourists’ level
of emotional solidarity with residents. It would bleal to have studies involving both samples
with data sets to test hypotheses across. Building offi®&tudy, it would be most beneficial to
start within Beaufort County, conducting a visitor study nigithe same time of the year that the
resident data were collected. It would be interestirgp#oif tourists’ emotional solidarity
experienced with residents was as high as residentsia@rabsolidarity experienced with tourists.
In addition, studies concerning residents’ and tourist®llef emotional solidarity in communities
at different stages within the Butler’s (1980) life-cycleul of interest. Finally, future studies
should explore additional predictor variables to addhéoDurkheim model to see whether they

explain a greater degree of variance in emotional saldari

Deliverables

Findings from this study will be disseminated in multiplanners. Each Beaufort County
Chamber of Commerce as well as community tourism orgtaoirs will receive a report of the
findings to aid in marketing and planning. This report aldb be available on the Clemson
International Institute for Tourism Research & Deypalent website available for public viewing.
Presentations to representatives of Beaufort Courtyissim industry will also be made if
requested. Manuscripts will be submitted to peer-revievea@ltend tourism journals for
publication on topics such as testing Durkheim’s modehuft®nal solidarity, scale development
of the emotional solidarity construct and the affefatesident characteristics on emotional
solidarity. Abstracts will also be sent for presaataat peer-reviewed regional, national and

international travel and tourism conferences.

15



Clemson University Department of PaRscreation & Tourism Management

REFERENCES

Andereck, K.L., & Vogt, C.A. (2000). The relationship beem residents’ attitudes toward tourism
and tourism development optiondournal of Travel Research, 39, 27-36.

Andereck, K.L., & Nickerson, N.P. (1997). Community tourigttitude assessment at the local
level. InThe evolution of tourism: Adapting to change, Proceedings of the 28" Annual
Travel and Tourism Research Association Conference. Lexington, KY: Travel and Tourism
Research Association, pp. 86-100.

Aramberri, J. (2001). The host should get lost: Paradigrige tourism industryAnnals of
Tourism Research, 28, 738-761.

Bahr, H., Mitchell, C., Li, X., Walker, A., & SuchekK. (2004). Trends in family space/time,
conflict, and solidarity: Middletown 1924-199Gity & Community, 3, 263-291.

Browne, M.W., & Cudeck, R. (1993). Alternative ways ofesssng model fit. In K.A. Bollen &
J.S. Long (Eds.)Testing structural equation models (pp. 136-162). Newbury Park, CA:
Sage.

Busch, C., DeMaret, P., & Flynn, T. (200 Gontent analysis. Writing at CSU. Colorado State
University Department of English. Retrieved on Febrda,y2007 from
http://writing.colostate.edu/guides/research/content/

Butler, R. (1980). The concept of a tourism area cyclevoluéion. Canadian Geographer, 24, 5-12.

Carney, T.F. (1972 Content analysis. A technique for systematic inference from communications.
Winnipeg, Canada: University of Manitoba Press.

Churchill, G. (1979). A paradigm for developing better measuoiresarketing constructdournal
of Marketing Research, 16, 64-73.

Creswell, J.W., & Plano Clark, V. (200@®)esigning and conducting mixed methods resear ch.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Derrett, R. (2003). Making sense of how festivals dematesa community’s sense of pla&sent
Management, 8, 49-58.

Dillman, D.A. (2006). Mail and internet surveys: The tailored design method (2" Ed.). New York:
Wiley.

Durkheim, E. 1915 (1995)The elementary forms of thereligiouslife. New York, NY: Free Press.

Hammarstrom, G. (2005). The construct of intergenerakisalidarity in a lineage perspective: A
discussion on underlying theoretical assumptidostnal of Aging Studies, 19, 33-51.

Harrill, R. (2004). Residents’ attitudes toward tourisgwalopment: A literature review with
implications for tourism planningJournal of Planning Literature, 18, 251-266.

16



Clemson University Department of PaRscreation & Tourism Management

Holsti, O. (1969).Content analysis for the social sciences and humanities. New York: Random
House.

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit ifes in covariance structure analysis:
Conventional criteria versus new alternativ@suctural Equation Modeling, 6, 1-55.

Kline, R. B. (2005)Principles and practice of structural equation modeling (2™ Ed.). New York:
Guilford.

Kneafsey, M. (2001). Rural cultural economy: Tourism amabsoelations. Annals of Tourism
Research, 28, 762-783.

Laxson, J. (1991). How “we” see “them”: Tourism and NathmericansAnnals of Tourism
Research, 18, 365-391.

Leiper, N. (1990)Tourism systems. An interdisciplinary perspective. Palmerston North, New
Zealand: Massey University Printery.

Lowcountry Council of Governments Planning Department (280§ust). The people and the
economy of the Lowcountry: A demographic overview. Beaufort, SC: Lowcountry Council
of Governments.

MacCannell, D. (1999)[he Tourist. Berkeley, CA: University of California.

McGehee, N. G., & Andereck, K. L. (2004). Factors preulictural residents’ support of tourism.
Journal of Travel Research, 43, 131-140.

Mcintosh, A. (1998). Mixing methods: Putting the touristhat forefront of tourism research.
Tourism Analysis, 3, 121-127.

Morse, J. (1991). Approaches to qualitative-quantitative odetlogical triangulationNursing
Research, 40, 120-123.

Nunnally, J.C. (1978Psychometric theory (2”d Ed.). New York: McGraw Hill.

Pizam, A. (1978).Tourism’s impacts: The social costhiefdestination community as perceived by
its residentsJournal of Travel Research, 16, 8-12.

Pizam, A., Uriely, N., & Reichel, A. (2000). The intégf tourist-host social relationship and its
effects on satisfaction and change of attitudes: &lse of working tourists in Israel.
Tourism Management, 21, 395-406.

Rea, L. M., & Parker, R. A. (1997Pesigning and conducting survey research. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass Publishers.

SCPRT (2007)The economic contribution of tourismin South Carolina: 2005 tourism satellite
account results. Travel Industry Association. Retrieved December 1, 2067 f
http://www.scprt.com/files/Research/EconimpactofTran&ig2005. pdf

17



Clemson University Department of PaRscreation & Tourism Management

Sherlock, K. (2001). Revisiting the concept of hosts and guesisa st Sudies, 1, 271-295.

Smith, M., & Krannich, R.S. (1998). Tourism dependence andamisattitudesAnnals of Tourism
Research, 25, 783-802.

Tabachnick, B., & Fidell, L. (2001)Jsing multivariate statistics (4" Ed.). Needham Heights, MA:
Pearson.

Tashakkori, A., & Teddlie, C. (2003}landbook of mixed methods in social & behavioral research.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Tomljenovic, R., & Faulkner, B. (2000). Tourism and oldegidents in a sunbelt resofnnals of
Tourism Research, 27, 93-114.

US Census Bureau (2007). Profile of general demographic chiastics: 2000: Beaufort, SC.
Retrieved February 23, 2007 from http://censtatsus.gov/data/SC/1604504690.pdf

Urry, J. (1994). Cultural change and contemporary tourisersure Sudies, 13, 233-238.

Wallace, R. A., & Wolf, A. (2006)Contemporary sociological theory: Expanding the classical
tradition (6th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson.

Wearing, S., & Wearing, B. (2001). Conceptualizing the sebfeourismLeisure Sudies, 20,
143-159.

18



