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ABSTRACT  

   

Social Carrying Capacity (SCC) has been used commonly in the past to study the 

impact of increasing numbers of tourists on tourists’ satisfaction with a destination. 

However, it has been used less commonly to research the impact of increasing levels of 

tourism on residents of tourism destinations. As definitions of sustainable tourism shift to 

be more inclusive of residents, commonly used constructs should also be refined or 

modified to reflect this ontological shift. Current operational definitions of SCC tend to 

focus on crowding as the major indicator SCC has been reached. Even the theories 

commonly used to study SCC, stimulus-overload and expectancy theories, relate directly 

to crowding. This Master’s thesis aimed to expand the concept of SCC to be more 

representative of the manifold impacts experienced by residents of tourism destinations 

as tourism increases. This aim was accomplished through an exploratory mixed methods 

study ultimately resulting in the creation of a new SCC measurement tool. 

The qualitative phase of this research consisted of four focus groups in three sites 

with varying levels of tourism development. The data from the focus groups were used to 

inform item writing of a measurement tool that represented a greater number of SCC 

indicators than crowding to confirm the validity of the indicators in the quantitative phase 

of the research. After the instrument was distributed via a statewide poll, two structural 

equation models were fit to compare the operational definitions. A better understanding 

of the relationship between one of the supporting theories, stimulus-overload theory, and 

SCC was uncovered with evidence of an emergent connection between SCC and tourism-

related stressors. 
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The results of the research indicate that there are multiple indicators of SCC 

experienced by residents of tourism destinations which can change in degree and 

expression as tourism development in a community increases. The operational definition 

including these indicators explained more variance in support for tourism development 

than overcrowding alone. A greater awareness of these indicators and their evolution can 

strengthen the theoretical foundation of SCC and enable practitioners to make multi-

faceted, proactive decisions when managing a destination.  
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DEDICATION  

   

“You don't pay back your parents. You can't. The debt you owe them gets collected by 

your children, who hand it down in turn. It's a sort of entailment. Or if you don't have 

children of the body, it's left as a debt to your common humanity.” – Lois McMaster 

Bujold 

 

This is only the beginning. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Tourism is a massive industry in the United States, supporting 7.8 million jobs 

directly or indirectly (National Travel and Tourism Office, 2018). With these 

employment statistics, tourism is touted as a feasible path of economic development, 

especially for small rural communities (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 

2019). The recent unrest and protest in popular tourism destinations such as Venice, 

Barcelona, Dubrovnik, and more (Abend, 2018) clearly demonstrate that the economic 

success of tourism can come at a steep social cost for residents of popular destinations. 

One method of quantifying the social cost of tourism is social carrying capacity (SCC) 

(Chapman & Byron, 2018; McCool & Lime, 2001; Zelenka & Kacetl, 2014). However, 

research on SCC does not always consider the residents of tourism destinations, which 

limits its applicability in sustainable tourism management. The tools used to measure 

SCC fail to capture the layers of nuance present in SCC; have been inaccessible to many 

stakeholders, such as local governments, public land agencies, and destination marketing 

organizations; and focused on visitors rather than residents. This study expanded the 

operationalized definition of SCC to be more inclusive of residents and attempt to create 

a new tool to measure SCC that is easily accessible to or administered by stakeholders, 

focuses on the perceptions of tourism impacts by residents, and is multi-faceted to 

capture many aspects of SCC. 

 The basic concept of carrying capacity originated in 1798 with Malthus’ Essay on 

the Principle of Population and explores the relationship between the different growth 

rates for the human population and the growth of agriculture (Malthus, 1798). Carrying 
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capacity has since been used to conceptualize limiting factors of growth on a multitude of 

communities from animal populations (Chapman & Byron, 2018) to market saturation of 

organ donation advocacy (Bail, 2016). One of the earliest adaptations of carrying 

capacity to social sciences was in the world of outdoor recreation (McCool & Lime, 

2001), in which satisfaction of visitors declines as congestion and environmental impact 

increases (Needham et al., 2013; Reigner et al., 2012; Sayan & Atik, 2011). The 

concept’s adaptation to tourism birthed two schools of thought, one of which addressed 

SCC from the perspective of visitors, and another which was interested in the perspective 

of residents (Saveriades, 2000). 

Shifting definitions of sustainability (Kates, Parris, & Leiserowitz, 2005) and 

stakeholder theory (Khazaei et al., 2015) inform the framing of this research on residents’ 

perspectives of SCC and the development of a new survey measurement tool. Various 

theories; such as stimulus-overload theory, expectancy theory, and social interference 

theory; have been used to study SCC in the past. Stimulus-overload theory and 

expectancy theory have been found to be more significant in this research than social 

interference theory (Lee & Graefe, 2003), but these theories still focus on the perception 

of crowding. As this research seeks to better understand the construct in relation to 

residents beyond crowding, an awareness of these theories and any possible causal 

relationship to SCC will be maintained throughout the research. 

One reason stimulus-overload theory and expectancy theory have a more 

significant relationship to SCC than social interference theory may be their subjectivity 

(Lee & Graefe, 2003). Since carrying capacity’s adaptation to the social sciences, 

researchers have noticed the concept’s subjectivity, simplicity, and the varying success of 
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its operationalization in community settings (Zelenka & Kacetl, 2014). While subjectivity 

is an intrinsic component of the practical understanding of carrying capacity (McCool & 

Lime, 2001), the simplicity and operationalization of the construct will be directly 

addressed in the formation of a new measurement tool. Despite the subjective nature of 

SCC, which has been criticized, SCC and carrying capacity in general, has been used by 

researchers to better understand tourism phenomena. 

 In one such instance, tourism carrying capacity was used to help build a 

framework to better understand the growth and decay of tourism destinations known as 

the Tourism Area Life Cycle (TALC). The TALC framework (Butler, 1980) predicts that 

destinations will move through five stages of development: exploration, involvement, 

development, consolidation, and then either declination or rejuvenation. Characteristics 

such as the impacts felt by residents of the destination and the typology of tourists who 

visit the destination vary across the TALC, allowing researchers and managers to 

accurately identify current and future problems that may impact their communities (Cole, 

2012). Because destinations advance over time through the TALC and carrying capacity 

limitations become evident (Martin & Uysal, 1990), a clear understanding of the impacts 

felt by residents across each stage of the TALC may help illuminate the indicators that 

SCC has been reached in destinations with a wide range of development levels. 

There are a wide variety of tourism impacts that have been identified across the 

TALC (Cooper & Jackson, 1989), which supports this research’s goal of expanding the 

definition of SCC. Classical applications of SCC typically view crowding or congestion 

as the limiting factor to tourism development (Brandolini & Mosetti, 2005; Lee, 1997; 

Eugenio-Martin, 2011; Needham et al., 2011; Needham et al., 2013; Reigner et al., 2012; 
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Sayan & Atik, 2011), but tourism causes manifold impacts to a host community 

(Andereck & Nyaupane, 2011). Tourists can cause stress (Jordan et al., in press) or 

behavior changes (Chhabra, 2009) among residents of tourism destinations. Rather than 

trying to encompass all the social impacts of tourism on a community, the instrument 

created through this research focuses on tourism impacts that cause cognitive or behavior 

changes among residents of tourism destinations. The assessment is relative rather than 

absolute to help maintain the subjectivity of the construct. These decisions are supported 

by the theoretical framework of stimulus-overload and expectancy theories, which 

previously have been used to study the SCC of visitors to a destination (Lee & Graefe, 

2003). 

Some of the instruments measuring visitor SCC found in both recreation and 

tourism literature are straightforward. Methods for measuring SCC can include scales 

administered through questionnaires (Gutberlet, 2016; Manning et al., 2005; Needham et 

al., 2011; Zhang et al., 2017), asking visitors to rank the relative levels of crowding on 

manufactured photographs (Needham et al., 2011), and comparing absolute visitation 

rates throughout the year (Salerno et al., 2013) Unfortunately, these instruments, while 

clearly valid in a recreational setting, fail to capture the entire nuance of SCC felt by 

residents of a tourism destination. Many of the established methods of measuring SCC 

require complex mathematical models (Eugenio-Martin, 2011; Ríos-Jara et al., 2013), 

time-intensive interviews (Saveriades, 2000), or the use of multi-step evaluative systems 

(Salerno et al., 2013; Sharma, 2016). While these methods were found to be valid ways 

of measuring whether SCC had been reached, they are not easily accessible to DMOs 

which are seeking to improve the quality of their tourism destination without extensive 
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resources. Therefore, there was a need for an instrument to be developed that measured 

SCC that was easily accessible to and administered by destination stakeholders, focused 

on the residents of a tourism destination, and attempted to capture a wide variety of SCC 

indicators.  

This thesis has the following structure. The first section introduces the purpose of 

the research, the research questions, key terms, limitations, and delimitations. The second 

section consists of a detailed literature review of carrying capacity, social carrying 

capacity, the impacts of tourism, the tourism area life cycle, sustainable tourism and 

stakeholder theory, and stimulus-overload and expectancy theories.  The third section 

details the methodology used during the study design, study administration, qualitative 

phase and quantitative phase of the study. The fourth section analysis the data collected 

during the research beginning with the qualitative phase, followed by the quantitative 

phase, and finishing with the nexus between the qualitative and quantitative phases. 

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this mixed method research is to modernize the operationalized 

definition of SCC to be more reflective of the indicators of SCC experienced by 

residents. The inclusion of residents’ perceptions toward carrying capacity is motivated 

and supported by Stakeholder Theory, which states that all stakeholders in a destination 

must be considered rather than just the shareholders (Khazaei et al., 2015), and fills a gap 

that exists in both theory and practicum. The operational definition created through this 

research will be theoretically supported by stimulus-overload and expectancy theories, 

which relate the perception of crowding to changes in cognition or behavior (Lee & 

Graefe, 2003). The modification of the operational definition is more inclusive of 
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residents of destinations and allows destination management organizations to make more 

sustainable, informed decisions about the tourism industry in their community. 

Information about the progression of impacts as the degree to which SCC has been 

violated changes will allow DMOs to make proactive, data-informed decisions to 

mitigate capacity problems. 

Research Questions 

The research questions seek to investigate the relationship between SCC and residents of 

tourism destinations, expand the operational definition of SCC to be more inclusive of 

residents of tourism destinations, and explore the evolution of the indicators of SCC as 

tourism development increases. 

Research Question 1: How can the operational definition of social carrying capacity be 

refined to fully represent the indicators of SCC felt by residents of tourism destinations 

beyond crowding? 

Research Question 2: How do the impacts of tourism experienced by a community 

change as tourism development in the community increases? 

Research Question 3: How does a refined operational definition of SCC relate to resident 

support for tourism development? 

Hypothesis 1: The expanded construct of SCC will explain more variance in 

support for tourism development than classical interpretations of SCC revolving 

around crowding. 
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Delimitations 

To increase the reliability of the data and curtail potential limitations, delimitations have 

been imposed. 

• The population of the study is residents of a southwestern state when resident is 

defined as a person over the age of 18 who resides at least 4 months out of the 

year in that state. 

• Rather than considering both social and ecological carrying capacity, this study 

sought to operationalize and measure only SCC. 

• By using the framework of expectancy theory and stimulus overload theory, 

possible items for the measurement tool were restricted to those tourist impacts 

which cause cognitive or behavior changes among residents. 

Limitations 

Limitations are inevitable. Some of the perceived possible limitations are as follows. 

• There is typically a low response rate for mailed surveys which may result in a 

higher chance of Type I error for the quantitatively collected data. 

• The spread of Covid-19 during the quantitative data collection period negatively 

impacted response rates substantially and resulted in the final step to develop a 

scale to be impossible to complete at this time.  

• Previous studies of SCC have typically focused on one destination. A generalized 

scale to measure SCC may have defied the construct’s subjective nature and 

prevented accurate operationalization of a standardized scale across different 

stages of tourism development or communities. 
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Key Terms 

Carrying Capacity is the threshold beyond which human population growth will have 

exceeded the growth rate of agriculture and the human population will begin to decrease 

(Malthus, 1798). More recently, carrying capacity has been used to explore phenomenon 

in ecology (Chapman & Byron, 2018), recreation (McCool & Lime, 2001), tourism 

(Eugenio-Martin, 2011; Salerno et al., 2013; Saveriades, 2000; Zelenka & Kacetl, 2014), 

and other research (Bail, 2016) involving a limiting factor on potential growth. In the 

tourism context, the carrying capacity of a destination is often referred to as tourism 

carrying capacity (Salerno et al., 2013). 

Constructs are tools researchers use to understand and measure abstract concepts and 

related behaviors that cannot be directly measured (Orcher, 2016). Composed of multi-

part scales, constructs, such as the one being developed through this research to measure 

SCC, must undergo reliability and validity tests (Orcher, 2016). 

Crowding is one of the classic indicators of SCC, and is often characterized by 

congestion, increased wait times, and noise in tourism settings (Brandolini & Mosetti, 

2005). It is frequently used as the limiting factor to determine either SCC or TCC 

(Eugenio-Martin, 2011). 

Ecological Carrying Capacity is the threshold beyond which more tourism will cause 

negative environmental impacts (Leujak & Ormond, 2007; Salerno et al., 2013) that 

exceed the socially acceptable level (McCool & Lime, 2001). This consideration does not 

include societal impacts (Salerno et al., 2013), and is still frequently studied in tourism 

(Ríos-Jara et al., 2013). 
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Expectancy Theory states that people’s expectations about an activity they will engage in 

has a significant impact on a person’s perspective of the activity once they begin 

(Andereck & Becker, 1993; Lee & Graefe, 2003). It has been used to study both 

crowding (Lee & Graefe, 2003) and SSC (Needham et al., 2004).  

Social Capacity is the ability of a community to work together to adapt, plan, and build 

aspects of their community to increase capacity and take advantage of economic 

opportunities (Park et al., 2012; Zhao et al., 2011). Trust, reciprocity, and cooperation are 

the community characteristics that support social capacity (Park et al., 2012), which can 

lead to more economically successful and socially sustainable tourism destinations (Zhao 

et al., 2011).  

Social Carrying Capacity is defined generally as the acceptable, subjective limits that are 

deemed socially and culturally acceptable to growth before the negatives of development 

outweigh the benefits (Zelenka & Kacetl, 2014). 

Stimulus Overload Theory states that people who live or interact in high-density areas are 

more likely to feel negative outcomes, such as stress, than those in low density areas. If 

an individual cannot adapt to the stimulus and reduce the experience of stress, they will 

perceive crowding (Lee & Graefe, 2003). This theory extends into destination 

management by asserting that people are more likely to feel crowded when their senses 

are overloaded with stimulus (Lee & Graefe, 2003; Schmidt & Keating, 1979). 

Stakeholder Theory asks managers to consider the core set of values they would like to 

define their business and what they must provide for their shareholders, not just their 

stakeholders to create those values (Freeman et al., 2004). It has been adapted to tourism 
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to support community participation and consideration for tourism impacts on residents as 

a path to sustainable tourism (Khazaei et al., 2015). 

Stress is a cognitive impact that can be experienced by residents in the presence of 

tourists (Jordan et al., 2015). It can have significant health impacts over time (McEwen & 

Wingfield, 2003), and impact the quality of life of residents of tourism destinations 

(Jordan & Spencer, 2017).   

Sustainability in tourism development and destinations is a concept that has evolved over 

the decades since its introduction. With the vague definition of development that provides 

for the needs of the present and the future, sustainability has been applied in a variety of 

ways by different actors. In recent years, it has focused more on residents of tourism 

destinations (Kates et al., 2005). Sustainability has many factors and criteria, meaning 

that a destination can be sustainable in one facet, such as environmentally, but fail to be 

sustainable under other criteria such as social sustainability (Carrillo & Jorge, 2017). 

The Tourism Area Life Cycle (TALC) is a model commonly used to study the movement 

of a tourism destination from low tourism development to high tourism development 

(Garcia‐Ayllon, 2016; Zhong et al., 2008). The TALC incorporates social, economic, and 

ecological impacts, and has been used to better understand several tangentially related 

topics (Singh, 2011; Tang et al., 2017).  

Tourism Carrying Capacity is the point of development at a tourism destination beyond 

which an increase in visitation would cause harm to the destination (McCool & Lime, 

2001; Salerno et al., 2013). It is not a discrete number, but a limit created by societal 

norms and perceptions (McCool & Lime, 2001) that is often separated into ecological and 
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social carrying capacity (Eugenio-Martin, 2011; Leujak & Ormond, 2007; Salerno et al., 

2013). 

Tourism Impacts are the negative or positive changes to a community that are the result 

of the presence of tourism in a community. They may be directly or indirectly caused by 

tourism and are often further subdivided into personal benefits from tourism, community 

attachment, positive tourism impacts perception, negative tourism impacts perception, 

and support for tourism development (Huong & Lee, 2017; Latkova & Vogt, 2011). 

Tourist Gaze refers to the pressures put on a group of people, either tourists or residents, 

because of the presence and perception of the other group (Chhabra, 2009; Maoz, 2006). 

It can cause behavior changes among each group, but is often not considered when 

researching residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts (Chhabra, 2009). 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 Carrying capacity has existed as a concept for almost 300 years and has been 

extensively adapted to numerous fields of research. The following review of literature on 

carrying capacity is organized as follows: a general overview of carrying capacity, a more 

detailed review of literature specific to social carrying capacity, stakeholder theory and 

sustainability, the Tourism Area Life Cycle, the social impacts of tourism, stimulus-

overload and expectancy theory, and current assessments used to measure carrying 

capacity. 

Carrying Capacity 

 Carrying capacity is a concept that emerged as a product of philosophical theory 

in the 17th century that has since been adapted into many different fields and industries 

(Seidl & Tisdell, 1999; Zelenka & Kacetl, 2014). Malthus (1798), often considered its 

progenitor, defined carrying capacity as the point at which human population growth 

would be stalled due to the lack of available food because human population growth rates 

exceed agricultural growth rates. The concept’s earliest adaptations away from human 

population growth occurred in ecology, with one of the earliest metaphorical explanations 

of carrying capacity being cattle on community grazing lands in the classic example of 

the Tragedy of the Commons (Chapman & Byron, 2018; Hardin, 1968). Since then it has 

been used to refer to ecology in a variety of ways, in the context of limiting factors from 

food availability to frequency of sex (Chapman & Byron, 2018).  

The evolution of carrying capacity’s adaptation to tourism began in the field of 

outdoor recreation. It is frequently used to determine the social, ecological, or general 
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recreation carrying capacity of a recreation area (Needham et al., 2013; Reigner et al., 

2012; Sayan & Atik, 2011). Because of the large overlap between outdoor recreation and 

tourism research, carrying capacity became a popular tool to monitor limiting factors of 

development in both fields of study (McCool & Lime, 2001). While there are many 

conceptualizations of carrying capacity, two are relevant to this study: ecological carrying 

capacity and social carrying capacity. Ecological carrying capacity is the point beyond 

which more tourism will cause negative environmental impacts (Leujak & Ormond, 

2007). Social carrying capacity is the point at which increasing tourism will cause 

negative social impacts (Saveriades, 2000). 

When carrying capacity is applied to a tourism destination, it is known as tourism 

carrying capacity (TCC) (McCool & Lime, 2001; Salerno et al., 2013). TCC is frequently 

considered as a combination of ecological and social carrying capacity (Eugenio-Martin, 

2011; Leujak & Ormond, 2007; Salerno et al., 2013). Ecological carrying capacity (ECC) 

is particularly relevant to destinations with high rates of outdoor recreation (Needham et 

al., 2011), and constrains itself to monitoring the ecological indicators of tourism 

carrying capacity (Ríos-Jara et al., 2013; Rodríguez-Zaragoza, et al., 2013). SCC is 

concerned only with the sociological impacts of tourism in communities, but can either 

be focused on the satisfaction of residents, tourists, or both (Saveriades, 2000). Despite 

the conscious emphasis of social sustainability, which requires destinations to be 

conscious of the impacts their decisions will have on residents, in emerging definitions of 

sustainability (Kates et al., 2005), carrying capacity has largely been used in research to 

study capacity challenges relating to ecology (Ríos-Jara et al., 2013; Rodríguez-
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Zaragoza, et al., 2013) or outdoor recreation (Eugenio-Martin, 2011; Leujak & Ormond, 

2007; Needham et al., 2011). 

Carrying capacity has long since exceeded the ontological boundaries of 

population and ecological research constraints (Seidl & Tisdell, 1999). Despite its 

interdisciplinary reach, Malthus’ original conceptualization of carrying capacity has 

endured criticism, especially when it has been applied to the social sciences and tourism 

in particular (Zelenka & Kacetl, 2014). However, many criticisms seem to relate to the 

application of carrying capacity rather than the theory. TCC is intrinsically subjective 

(McCool & Lime, 2001; Saveriades, 2000; Zelenka & Kacetl, 2014). Even within the 

same destination, residents and tourists have individual perspectives of carrying capacity. 

While this is not an issue in and of itself, as subjective sociological theories are not new 

in the realm of tourism research, it is not uncommon for researchers or practitioners to 

treat TCC as a discernable number of tourists that are acceptable rather than a complex, 

layered, and subjective guide to informed decision-making (McCool & Lime, 2001).  

 Social Carrying Capacity 

In the tourism field, SCC can be considered from two distinct perspectives – the 

tourists and the communities or residents. The first defines SCC as the visitation level 

beyond which tourism begins to decline because of a decline in visitor satisfaction 

(Saveriades, 2000) and more closely aligns with traditional views of carrying capacity 

(McCool & Lime, 2001) based on ecological applications and  sustainable tourism 

(Mauerhofer, 2013). This apparent disinterest in studying residents is still evident in 

much of the research about SCC, which often emphasizes the diminishing return of 

tourists’ enjoyment of a destination as visitation to the destination increases (Khazaei et 
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al., 2015). However, the importance of resident and community sustainability is now 

clear even in sustainable tourism handbooks targeted toward people with little to no 

experience with the industry (Bien, 2009).  A more modern approach to SCC  can be seen 

in the second definition, which defines it as the capability of a destination to absorb more 

tourism development before social capacity begins to decline (Saveriades, 2000). While 

both definitions highlight the importance of limiting factors to the success of the 

destination, an intrinsic part of Malthus’ original theory (1798), the second definition 

acknowledges that community dynamics are more complex than originally posited by 

Malthus and addresses the subjective nature of SCC. (Zelenka & Kacetl, 2014).  

 Contemporary researchers do not view SCC as a quantitative limit that determines 

an absolute number of tourists that can visit a destination before their satisfaction begins 

to decrease or community capacity begins to decline (McCool & Lime, 2001; Saveriades, 

2000). Instead, a SCC assessment provides DMOs and other stakeholders with an 

understanding of the level of social change being caused in a community by tourism that 

can then be considered along with ecological and economic considerations during 

decision-making.  

Indicators of Social Carrying Capacity 

Crowding and congestion have been the classic indicators of social carrying 

capacity for most recreation carrying capacity studies (Needham et al., 2013; Reigner et 

al., 2012; Sayan & Atik, 2011). Many visitor-focused tourism studies of SCC have used 

crowding as the limiting variable to determine the appropriate level of visitation 

(Brandolini & Mosetti, 2005; Eugenio-Martin, 2011; Lee, 1997; Needham et al., 2011). 

Studies which focus on crowding often occur in destinations that are characterized by 
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mass tourism (Brandolini & Mosetti, 2005; Gutberlet, 2016), artificial landscapes (Lee, 

1997), or outdoor recreation (Eugenio-Martin, 2011; Leujak & Ormond, 2007; Needham 

et al., 2011). In tourism, the negative effects of crowding can manifest as noise, 

criminality, or waiting times (Brandolini & Mosetti, 2005), all of which can have impacts 

on both residents and tourists at a destination.  

 Crowding may have served as the focus for determining SCC in the past, but 

crowding is far from the only cause of negative impacts on a host community.  Simply 

the presence of tourism in a community can impact the quality of life of the residents 

(Andereck & Nyaupane, 2011) and can create stress for residents (Jordan, Moran, & 

Goodwyll, 2020). The phenomena of tourists or residents changing their behavior due to 

the presence of members of the other group is commonly known as the tourists’ gaze 

(Chhabra, 2009; Maoz, 2006). Behavior changes in a community are an indicator of SCC 

(Saveriades, 2000), yet the tourist gaze is rarely considered in general research about 

tourism impacts (Chhabra, 2009). One researcher studying SCC not only noticed 

behavior changes among residents, such as avoiding frontstage areas, but also clear 

resistance to tourist behaviors that may influence their community in backstage areas 

(Gutberlet, 2016). The decision of the researcher not to draw the connection between her 

observational data and the very established phenomena of the tourist gaze is indicative of 

the short-sighted, simplistic view that often dominates SCC from a resident perspective. 

Other behavior changes that may result from the presence of tourism in a community are 

a shift in attitudes from apathy toward tourism to antagonism, a decrease in morality, and 

an increase in criminality and the use of drugs and alcohol by both residents and tourists 

(Saveriades, 2000). 
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An awareness of other negative impacts of tourism when measuring SCC does not 

mean that crowding should be ignored or downplayed. As residents in tourism 

destinations across the world (e.g., Venice and Hawaii) protest the high levels of tourism 

in their community, DMOs have begun to implement control measures such as increasing 

fines for poor tourist behavior and putting a limit on the number of tourists allowed in 

popular areas (Hariharan, 2020).  These strategies are largely reactive rather than 

proactive, and, while they may alleviate some capacity impacts, they may not restore 

residents’ goodwill toward tourists. When tourists determine that the level of crowding is 

too high in a destination, or that it has reached its SCC, they will move to another 

destination that aligns more closely with their needs (Needham et al., 2011). However, 

residents often do not have the ability to disperse to less crowded communities. Instead, 

they may be more likely to avoid spending time in frontstage tourism areas (Gutberlet, 

2016) and flow into backstage areas where residents live and recreate. Resident 

participation is necessary to create the perceived invitation into the backstage area that 

tourists seek (MacCannell, 2008). By neglecting to consider the destination’s SCC as 

perceived by residents, managers are limiting the quality and attractiveness of their 

tourism product.  

Tourism Area Lifecycle 

 Carrying capacity relies on the ideas of thresholds that can be crossed which 

change the quality of a tourism destination. Butler’s (1980) Tourism Area Life Cycle 

delineates the most common stages of tourism development and the typical impacts on a 

community as they increase the number of tourists in their community (Martin & Uysal, 

1990). The sequential stages described by Butler (1980) are exploration, involvement, 
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development, consolidation, stagnation, and then either declination or rejuvenation. The 

exploration stage is characteristic of emergent destinations that have little or no 

infrastructure in place for tourism that is visited by a few adventurous tourists (Zhong et 

al., 2008). At this stage, most residents, as well as the overall economic and sociocultural 

aspects of the destination, are unaffected by the presence of tourism (Uysal et al., 2012). 

As destinations begin to attract more tourists in the involvement stage, local governments 

may be asked to develop infrastructure for tourists, provide hospitality training, or 

otherwise support local tourism development at the behest of residents (Martin & Uysal, 

1990).  

In the development stage, locals begin to lose control of tourism development as 

large corporations move into the community and tourism numbers increase dramatically 

(Cooper & Jackson, 1989). At this point the infrastructure development can act as a 

benefit to residents’ quality of life, but they may also begin to experience negative 

attitudes toward tourism (Uysal et al., 2012).  The consolidation stage is generally a time 

of economic stability as the tourism destination is widely recognized (Martin & Uysal, 

1990) and the infrastructure is designed with tourism in mind, often showcasing a 

recreational business district (Cooper & Jackson, 1989). However, residents may begin to 

feel intense antagonism toward tourists as their numbers begin to exceed residents and 

there are more resources present in the community for tourists than residents (Uysal et al., 

2012). In the stagnation stage, residents may feel apathy or antagonism toward tourists 

(Martin & Uysal, 1990), and the destination’s popularity is beginning to decline (Cooper 

& Jackson, 1989). The quality of the tourism product offered at the destination also 

declines (Uysal et al., 2012).  
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After the stagnation stage, destinations may either enter the declination or 

rejuvenation stages. In the declination stage, no or little effort is made to rejuvenate the 

destination during the stagnation stage, and tourists are leaving for different destinations, 

leaving empty infrastructure behind (Cooper & Jackson, 1989). Abandoned infrastructure 

is sometimes converted to non-tourism infrastructure or left to fall into disrepair, causing 

a sharp decline in quality of life for residents (Uysal et al., 2012).  It is possible, however, 

for destinations to rejuvenate themselves through clear policy decisions such as 

rebranding or targeting specific market segments and begin attracting increasing numbers 

of visitors again (Martin & Uysal, 1990). Rejuvenation requires enthusiastic participation 

on the behalf of governmental bodies and local stakeholders to be successful (Uysal et al., 

2012).  

Much like carrying capacity, the TALC is an often-misunderstood model. Rather 

than a threshold being determined by the number of tourists in a destination, the 

transitional periods of the Tourism Area Life Cycle are instead defined by the carrying 

capacity of a destination, including social carrying capacity (Cole, 2012). The common 

impacts felt at each stage in the TALC can therefore help to illuminate the impacts felt by 

a community as its social carrying capacity is iteratively violated, changed, and violated 

again. Because the impacts of tourism vary across the phases of the TALC, residents’ 

perceptions of their quality of life and perceptions toward tourism can also change as a 

destination progresses through the model (Uysal et al., 2012). 
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Sustainability and Stakeholder Theory 

The lack of focus on residents when studying SCC may be due to the shifting 

definitions of sustainability (Kates, et al., 2005). Early definitions of sustainability did not 

emphasize social issues, but instead focused on environmental and economic 

sustainability (Kates et al., 2005). Even as social sustainability became an aspect of 

sustainable tourism development, it was still focused on the social issues that impacted 

tourists rather than residents.  

 Sustainability within tourism research is often paired with stakeholder theory 

(Byrd, 2007), which advocates for the inclusion of all stakeholders of an organization or 

group to be considered in a decision-making process rather than just shareholders 

(Freeman et al., 2004). In the context of tourism, this means that DMOs should not only 

consider managing their destination for the tourists who are visiting the destination, but 

also the other stakeholders who are impacted by tourism to the destination (Khazaei et al., 

2015). These stakeholders can include travel agents, hotel owners, employees of the 

tourism industry, and, most importantly to this research, indigenous communities and 

residents of the destination (Nicolaides, 2015). Like sustainability, stakeholder theory has 

grown steadily in popularity over the past several decades. Some advocates go so far as to 

state that the consideration of shareholders above or instead of stakeholders is immoral 

and unethical (Nicolaides, 2015). Therefore, the focus on residents’ perspectives of SCC 

is well-supported as an expansion of the construct of SCC by both the sustainable tourism 

movement and stakeholder theory. 

It is not uncommon for tourism researchers to use stakeholder theory in 

combination with other theories to research tourism phenomena from a more sustainable 
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outlook (Kimbu & Ngoasong, 2013; Lundberg, 2017; Panyik et al., 2011). In some cases, 

stakeholder theory is the primary tool to examine phenomenon (Byrd, 2007), while in 

others it is combined with other theories (Kimbu & Ngoasong, 2013) or merely used to 

guide the researcher’s perspective (Lundberg, 2017). SCC, and the inclusion of residents 

in the construct, is not outside the scope of stakeholder theory. Its consideration during 

SCC research is imperative to more closely align the construct with modern perspectives 

on sustainable tourism. 

Stimulus Overload and Expectancy Theories 

 The decision to focus on tourism impacts that cause changes in cognition or 

behavior of residents of tourism destinations is supported by stimulus-overload and 

expectancy theories. They have both been used as theoretical support for studying 

crowding at tourism destinations in the past (Andereck & Becker, 1993; Lee & Graefe, 

2003). Additionally, when compared to other models, such as one informed by social 

interference theory, the models based on stimulus-overload and expectancy theories 

explained more of the variation in perception of crowding (Lee & Graefe, 2003). 

Stimulus-overload theory asserts that excessive social stimuli can cause feelings 

of stress and crowding (Schmidt & Keating, 1979). An inability to deal with the stress is 

the cause of crowding, according to this theory, rather than the physical level of density 

at a destination (Andereck & Becker, 1993; Gramann, 2009). This is contrast to social 

interference theory, which states that levels of density effect visitor behavior at a 

destination (Lee & Graefe, 2003). Stimulus-overload theory has been selected for use 

because of its more subjective and internal nature, which may result in greater 

generalizability of the scale. 
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 While stimulus-overload accounts for the cognitive pressures of tourism in a 

community, expectancy theory is more concerned with behavior (Needham et al., 2004). 

Expectancy theory states that people have expectations for what they will gain from 

participating in a certain behavior (Lee & Graefe, 2003; Needham et al., 2004). In 

recreation, this theory has been used to explain the perception of crowding as a result of 

unmet expectations for solitude. When visitors encounter more people at a destination 

then they expected, increasing perceptions of crowding (Andereck & Becker, 1993) and 

decreasing levels of satisfaction a destination (Needham et al., 2004) can occur. 

Expectancy theory was chosen to inform the items on the proposed scale because it is 

subjective, like stimulus-overload theory, which may allow the scale to apply to a wider 

range of destinations. 

Current Assessments of Social Carrying Capacity 

 SCC has been operationalized by many different researchers, but they fail to 

capture the construct over several important parameters: resident perspectives, 

generalizability to multiple types of tourism destination, and the full range of impacts that 

indicate SCC has been reached. Early assessments were based in recreation impact 

studies and largely addressed visitor perceptions of crowding. Scales have been used in 

questionnaires to address SCC, but they were visitor-focused (Lee, 1997) or difficult to 

generalize to different types of destinations (Ponting & O’Brien, 2015). Tools that have 

been used to measure SCC from a resident perspective are often complex (Ponting & 

O’Brien, 2015), difficult to quantify, time consuming (Salerno, et al., 2013; Saveriades, 

2000), or focus only on crowding (Eugenio-Martin, 2011). 
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There are many ways to measure SCC among visitors; some popular methods 

grew out of the field of recreation. In one study examining visitor carrying capacity of 

Boston Harbor Islands, participants were asked to rank the level of use they would find 

acceptable on trails (Manning et al., 2005). Recently, this approach has been 

supplemented with the use of pictures that show hypothetical levels of crowding and ask 

visitors to rank their acceptance of each scenario (Needham et al., 2011). Often, visitor-

focused operationalizations of carrying capacity are administered through large-scale 

questionnaires (Gutberlet, 2016; Manning et al., 2005; Needham et al., 2011; Zhang et 

al., 2017). Pre-existing measurement tools that measure TCC may be difficult to adapt 

because they are ecologically focused, views the construct from a visitor’s perspective 

(Gutberlet, 2016; Needham et al., 2011; Zhang et al., 2017), or both (Leujak & Ormond, 

2007). 

There are relatively few research studies that consider SCC using a scale 

embedded in a questionnaire. For example, one researcher studying SCC in Sagarmatha 

National Park in Nepal used park entrance data for specific weeks in comparison to 

entrance data for the entire year and did not directly ask visitors for their acceptable 

limits of change (Salerno et al., 2013). Furthermore, of the visitor-based instruments 

which do exist, some of them are niche measurement tools which are not generally 

applicable to most tourism destinations. For example, FASST is a framework for the 

analysis of sustainable surf tourism that considers five different principles of sustainable 

surf management. Some of these principles are related to resident perspectives on SCC, 

but it is still very targeted toward surf communities (Ponting & O’Brien, 2015). Many of 

the more general measurement tools that have operationalized SCC have been 
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administered over lengthy interviews rather than through a questionnaire (Ponting & 

O’Brien, 2015; Saveriades, 2000). In one case, a researcher created a scale to administer 

to visitors, but still evaluated resident perspectives through in-depth interviews 

(Gutberlet, 2016), embodying the seeming resistance of a researcher to administer 

residents a scale through a questionnaire.  

Methods for measuring carrying capacity of a destination can be very complex. In 

one study, carrying capacity thresholds were found using complex, math-heavy logit 

models to determine demand curves for the destination (Eugenio-Martin, 2011). Despite 

the complexity of the methodology, this study still focused on congestion as the main 

determinant of SCC, likely because of its basis in recreation and outdoor tourism practice 

(Eugenio-Martin, 2011). Another recreation-heavy destination was similarly evaluated 

with math-heavy models that not only required pages of necessary equations but also 

made the fatal error of claiming carrying capacity is a distinct and finite limit that is 

provided at the end of their analysis (Ríos-Jara et al., 2013). Without a strong theoretical 

background, a practitioner may be misled by this approach into thinking that either TCC 

or SCC is a discrete value. In other studies, the researcher’s decision to administer SCC 

instruments over in-depth interviews expanded the time frame of their research over 

several years (Gutberlet, 2016; Ponting & O’Brien, 2015). Case studies and interviews 

have also been used to evaluate TCC without the framework of a measurement tool, 

including SCC (Simón, Narangajavana, & Marqués, 2004), but purely qualitative 

explorations of a concept can be difficult to utilize for the average practitioner. These 

methods are time-consuming and beyond the skill level of many DMOs. 
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Methods for measuring SCC can also be overly simplistic. One research team 

merely asked if residents would be willing to accept higher numbers of tourists and at 

what level (Gonzalez, Coromina, & Galí, 2018). This ignores the subjective nature of 

SCC and captures only residents’ perspectives on the total tourism carrying capacity for 

that destination. By only capturing tourism carrying capacity, DMOs are limiting their 

ability to effectively minimize the pressures of tourism as they are unable to efficiently 

address problem areas. By creating an SCC scale that is just as easy to administer as the 

TCC question above, this research will allow DMOs to create more targeted solutions to 

solve problems in their community.  

Social carrying capacity can be a useful tool to better understand the impacts 

being experienced by residents as tourism increases and the point at which no more 

tourists will be welcome in a community, but the construct must first be expanded to be 

more inclusive of the possible impacts being experienced. There are a multitude of 

impacts that can be experienced by residents of tourism destinations (Andereck & 

Nyaupane, 2011), but many SCC studies have only focused on crowding (Brandolini & 

Mosetti, 2005; Eugenio-Martin, 2011; Lee, 1997; Needham et al., 2011). The TALC 

framework, which utilizes changes in capacity to represent the stages of tourism 

development, also suggests that the impacts experienced by residents will change as the 

community attracts larger numbers of tourists (Martin & Uysal, 1990). It is important that 

more of the potential indicators that SCC has been reached are identified so that 

practitioners can make more proactive management decisions about their destination. 

Despite the prevalent use of SCC in tourism theory, especially through the TALC, 

there are still two disparate definitions of the construct: one that prioritizes diminishing 
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tourist satisfaction and one that prioritizes diminishing community capacity (Saveriades, 

2000). Unclear definitions can create unclear research as the consequences and 

assumptions of each definition can differ. These issues are further compounded by 

unclear operalization of the construct. SCC has been operationalized through a diverse 

variety of methods which further confound the confusion surrounding SCC and residents. 

Some methods of operalization focus on tourists, while others use different indicators to 

determine when SCC has been reached. Many of these methods use crowding as the main 

indicator that SCC has been reached (Brandolini & Mosetti, 2005; Eugenio-Martin, 2011; 

Lee, 1997; Needham et al., 2011), but that does not represent all of the impacts that may 

be experienced by residents of tourism destinations. To create a more stable foundation 

for SCC research, it is important to fully operartionalize the construct in relation to 

residents as well as tourists. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this research was to expand the operational definition of social 

carrying capacity (SCC) to be more inclusive of residents of tourism destinations and 

create a measurement tool to assess SCC. A mixed methods study design was chosen 

because it increased the validity and knowledge gained through a study (Schoonenboom 

& Johnson, 2017) and was appropriate for exploratory research.  Because previous 

researchers had rarely considered residents when creating SCC scales, it was important 

that the construct first be explored through qualitative research before scale development 

could begin. Focus groups were conducted at three different sites with varying levels of 

tourism development. The findings of the qualitative research were then used to inform 

the design of the survey used in the quantitative phase of the study. A statewide poll was 

disseminated, and structural equation modeling was used to confirm the inferential 

validity of the construct expansion supported by the qualitative data.  Classic content 

analysis was used to analyze an emergent relationship between the indicators of SCC and 

tourism-related stressors.  

Study Design 

An exploratory sequential design allowed researchers to use a qualitative aspect to 

better inform the design of the quantitative aspect (Schoonenboom & Johnson, 2017). 

The qualitative aspect of this mixed methods study was conducted to better understand 

the construct of SCC in the context of residents of tourism destinations. Focus groups, in 

which multiple participants are interviewed in a group setting, were selected for the 

qualitative portion of the study both because of their long history serving as the 
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exploratory portion of scale development research and their social nature (Onwuegbuzie 

et al., 2009). Because multiple participants are questioned at once, focus groups are an 

efficient means of data collection across multiple research sites. Moreover, group setting 

can help create a safe space and encourage open and honest participation (Getrich et al., 

2016). Because SCC is a subjective sociological phenomenon, it was important for 

researchers to view the conflicts that arose between residents with differing perceptions 

of tourism in each community and across communities at different levels of tourism 

development and visitation levels. 

 The quantitative aspect of this mixed methods study was conducted through 

survey research in the form of a short, one-page poll. Survey research is most generally 

defined as collecting data through participant responses to questions (Ponto, 2015); 

surveys administered through this research will consist mainly of quantitative questions, 

but some qualitative questions have been included to allow participants to expand their 

answers. Surveys have been one of the most popular forms of quantitative data collection 

to collect sentiment data and examine sociological and psychological constructs. The 

popularity of survey research has caused researchers to select it by default rather than 

conscious choice, resulting in surveys that do not accurately answer research questions or 

represent the appropriate constructs (Dolnicar, 2019). Research questions tend to go 

unanswered when they address behaviors rather than cognition, but this research’s split 

focus on residents’ behavior and cognition changes helped alleviate that concern. 

Additionally, because this research was first supported by the exploratory qualitative 

portion, the researchers could be more confident that the operational definition validly 

represented the construct of SCC.  
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Study Administration 

Four focus groups were conducted in three communities, two (rural) which have 

low levels of tourism development and one (mid-sized city) which has high levels of 

tourism development, to explore how residents view the social carrying capacity or 

social-cultural impacts of tourism on their communities. The two rural communities were 

studied to explore how different community amenities and destination management may 

impact SCC and residents’ sentiments; the single more urbanized community was studied 

to explore how length of residency impacts SCC and residents’ sentiments. The focus 

group sessions allowed for participants to freely express their thoughts outside of the 

confines of a questionnaire, preventing researcher assumptions about the nature of SCC 

to color the types of impacts or concerns that effect SCC from a resident’s perspective.  

The data from the focus groups were used to better understand SCC and guide 

question writing during scale development.  Due to a reliance on the interpretation/use 

argument framework (Kane, 2013), the validity of the items is based on both a thorough 

literature review and the focus group data while the reliability of the scale will be 

confirmed through a confirmatory factor analysis. Because a goal of the measurement 

tool was to be cost effective and easy to implement by a variety of stakeholders, it was 

important that the scale not be too long or unwieldy. Therefore, 11 items were written or 

adapted from an established tourism sentiments scale (Andereck & Vogt, 2016).   

 A statewide poll was then disseminated to 2,400 potential participants containing 

a portion of the newly developed scale. While these items may not have the rigor of a 

more expansive and inclusive scale, they confirm the relationship between concepts 
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uncovered in the focus groups and SCC. The poll was mailed in an envelope with and 

educational institution logo, cover letter with letterhead, one-page, two-sided poll, a 

business return envelope, and a link to a Qualtrics version of the poll for those who 

preferred this mode of responding. The initial mailing was followed by two reminders, 

each two weeks apart, consisting of a colored post card on card stock with a logo of the 

sender and a link to the Qualtrics poll. Data collection was suspended due to the impacts 

of Covid-19 on response rate before a final reminder was distributed in an envelope with 

a logo containing a cover letter with letterhead, one-page poll, a business return envelope, 

and a link to a Qualtrics version of the survey. Once Covid-19 is acting as less of a social 

disruptor, a large online survey will be conducted to further test the reliability and 

validity of the newly developed scale. Unlike the poll, which sampled randomly across 

the state, the goal of the survey sample will be to ensure less densely populated counties 

are represented so that analysis can be done at the county level.  

 In summary of the study design and administration, the exploratory sequential 

design of this study helped probe the depths of the SCC construct and its relationship to 

residents’ sentiments toward tourism in the community where they live. Construct 

expansion began with focus groups in the qualitative, exploratory portion of the study. 

The data collected during the focus groups were then used to inform item writing. Several 

of the items with a more tenuous connection to the literature were then selected to include 

on a statewide poll. The validity of these items was based on a thorough literature review 

and the data collected during the exploratory phase. The internal validity of the items was 

confirmed through CFA and external validity is supported by a comparison of the scale to 

residents’ support for tourism development.  
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Qualitative Phase 

 Definitions of SCC do not account for the perceptions of residents and are widely 

accepted and used throughout the literature. Instead, the more established definition 

defines SCC as the visitation level beyond which tourism begins to decline because of a 

decline in visitor satisfaction (Saveriades, 2000). However, the evolving definition of 

sustainability in the tourism industry, includes resident voice, as well as the growing use 

of stakeholder theory in tourism research (Kates et al., 2005) indicate that there is more to 

SCC than just crowding. More modern definitions of SCC acknowledge that it is related 

to the decline of social capacity in a destination (Saveriades, 2000), but that definition 

still has not been used to inform a useful quantitative measurement tool for residents of a 

destination. Data collected from the focus groups were used to construct items during 

scale development. 

Focus Group Protocol 

 The primary purpose of focus groups was to expand the accepted definition of 

SCC to include more than prior definitions of the social pressures and stresses that 

residents experience due to the presence of tourism.  Previous studies have largely 

focused on crowding (Brandolini & Mosetti, 2005; Eugenio-Martin, 2011; Lee, 1997; 

Needham et al., 2011), a probable explanation is because the SCC’s origin is in the 

recreation field (Needham et al., 2013; Reigner et al., 2012; Sayan & Atik, 2011). 

Research into other social pressures, such as the tourists’ gaze, has found that other 

factors can cause behavior changes in destination residents (Chhabra, 2009). Therefore, 

the researchers sought to illicit responses that may explore impacts of SCC beyond 

crowding. The structured script used in the focus group allowed residents of tourism 
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destinations to express irritants they experience and to what level they are influenced by 

them. The focus group discussions helped to build the construct of SCC beyond the 

classical use of determining crowding thresholds into a useful tool that captures the entire 

nuance of the phenomenon.  

During the focus groups, a sample of residents with varying involvement in the 

tourism industry was guided through a structured script asking them to share their 

perceptions of social and cultural impacts in their community. While the script was 

composed of structured questions and probes, extra care was taken by the focus group 

facilitator to illicit impacts through probes which cause changes in their expectations or 

behaviors as relating to the theoretical underpinnings of this study, stimulus overload 

theory and expectancy theory. Structured questions were used to reduce researcher’s 

assumptions about the theories driving SCC to impact the participants’ answers. A single 

script was used across the four focus groups and took approximately 90 minutes to 

implement. Participants were asked to complete three worksheets asking about their 

perceptions of tourism impacts and tourism in general. The first worksheet asked 

participants to list specific ways tourism had impacted their community, the second 

worksheet asked participants to list specific ways tourists had impacted their lives, and 

the third worksheet asked participates to indicate the level of tourism present in their 

communities. Worksheets were chosen to facilitate well-thought-out answers by 

participants, as well as to help alleviate biases formed during the focus group. As a group, 

participants verbally contributed to lists recorded on a large flipchart by an assistant for 

each question including general themes and common answers. 
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Focus Group Composition 

The focus groups consisted of adult residents of the tourism destination who are 

present in the community for more than four months of the year. Participants were 

recruited through convenience sampling by tourism stakeholders within the community. 

The sample was tailored to include residents with varying levels of involvement in the 

tourism industry. The sample was heavily biased toward older participants. 51.9% of all 

participants were 65 or older, and 24.2% of all participants were 75 or older. The 

statewide demographics indicate that 17.7% of the general population are 65 or older and 

7.5% are 75 or older. 

Two focus groups were conducted in a community with a high level of tourism 

development. This community is located within 2 hours of a large city and hosts multiple 

established festivals throughout the year that are well-attended by locals and tourists. The 

first group consisted of people who had lived in the community for less than 10 years. 

The second focus group was comprised of people who had lived in the community for 

more than 10 years. The last two focus groups were held in rural communities with low 

levels of tourism development. One was held in a small community that largely hosts 

long-term seasonal visitors. The last community is largely agricultural, serves as a 

gateway community to a small national monument, and hosts a festival with a rapidly 

growing attendance. The data collected from the focus groups consisted of four 

transcripts, group-generated lists from each focus group, and worksheets completed by 

each individual participant.  

 Three of the focus groups were well-attended, but one was affected negatively by 

inclement weather that prevented confirmed participants from reaching the session. Focus 



  34 

group 1, consisting of residents who had been living at Site 1 for less than 10 years, had 

12 participants. Focus group 2, however, had only 2 participants representing residents of 

Site 1 for more than 15 years. Focus group 3 took place at Site 2 and consisted of 11 

participants. Focus group 4 took place in Site 3 and consisted of 8 participants. 

Immediately after each focus group, the researchers; who had participated in the focus 

group as moderator, assistant, and transcriber; discussed and recorded the findings and 

implications of each focus group. After the focus groups were completed, the data; 

including the flipcharts compiled by the participants, worksheets completed by the 

participants, and transcriptions; were analyzed using constant comparison analysis. A 

debriefing occurred within eight hours of each focus group ending and before the 

beginning of the next focus group to prevent the researchers’ recollections from being 

muddied by time or other focus groups.  

Site Selection 

 The three sites were selected purposefully to represent areas of high and low 

tourism within a state. Of the two sites located in low tourism areas, one was 

characterized by seasonal tourists typically staying in the area for weeks or even months, 

while the other attracted more weekend and event visitors. Three different stages of the 

Tourism Area Lifecycle (Butler, 1980) are represented across the sites that were selected 

for focus group participation. The phases represented by the sites are exploration (Site 2), 

involvement (Site 3), and development (Site 1); these are within the critical range from 

capacity elements, indicating that capacity benchmarks occur across these stages. 

Categorizing each site along the TALC was done preliminarily with assistance from state 

tourism officials with a familiarity of the level of development at each site. Each decision 
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was confirmed using information gathered during the focus groups and observations 

made by the researchers during site visits.   

Site 1 is a city of approximately 40,000 people located a relatively short drive 

from a major city, adjacent to a national forest, and regionally proximate to a major 

national park. Focus group participants considered their community as a gateway city to 

the national park and a weekend getaway spot for residents of a major U.S. city. Site 1 

hosts several festivals throughout the year that are well attended by both locals and 

tourists. According to focus group participants, these festivals limited their perception of 

seasonality. The city has the well-established historic district that contains stores and 

restaurants targeted at tourists which is characteristic of destinations in the development 

stage of the TALC (Cooper & Jackson, 1989). It also contains a strip of bars with heavy 

drinking culture frequented by tourists. Participants expressed concern about outside 

developers and interests purchasing property in the city to be used by tourists, and felt 

that the city was prioritizing tourism industry interests over residents. Some residents also 

expressed feelings of frustration when they encountered tourists. Due to its level of 

development and the resident sentiments expressed during the focus groups, researchers 

have categorized this destination as being in the development phase. 

 Sites 2 and 3 are rural areas with lower levels of tourism development. Site 2 is a 

city of approximately 5,000 people. It is promoted as a gateway town to the Old West 

attractions of the state by both participants of the focus group and marketing materials 

published by the city and state, and tourists are also attracted to a popular state park. 

Residents identified their main source of tourism as snowbirds, or long-term seasonal 

tourists who typically travel via RV and are retired (Viallon, 2012). There is little tourism 
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development outside of the RV parks, with less than five restaurants in the town open for 

dinner on a weeknight when the researchers visited. Attracting a small subset of more 

adventurous travelers, in this case the snowbirds focus group participants identified as 

their primary visitors who eschew traditional lodgings in favor of RVs (Viallon, 2012), is 

a defining characteristic of destinations in the exploration phase of the TALC (Butler, 

1980). Furthermore, participants struggled to name significant positive or negative 

impacts caused by tourism in their community. Instead, they focused more on ways to 

promote tourism in their community and seemed eager for more visitors. Because of the 

lack of tourism development and sentiments shared during the focus groups, researchers 

classified Site 2 in the exploration stage of the TALC. However, the awareness of and 

desire for more tourists indicates that this destination is on the verge of entering the 

involvement phase, a phase in which new governmental policies can have a large impact 

on the future of the tourism industry (Martin & Uysal, 1990).  

 Site 3 has slightly higher levels of tourism development than Site 2. It is largely 

an agriculture town with a population of approximately 3,500 people. Focus group 

participants identified several endemic agricultural activities, such as u-pick orchards and 

livestock options, that are attended by tourists. Tourists attractions that are developed and 

managed by locals, as well as a high level of interaction with tourists, is an important 

characteristic of the involvement phase (Butler, 1980). There are also abundant natural 

resources in the area that attract tourists, including a National Park Service national 

monument and several of the state’s top 10 tallest mountains. Site 3 hosts a large festival 

promoting local resources that, according to focus group participants, has begun to 

experience capacity issues. Participants in the focus group seemed to be looking to the 
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local government for answers, and expecting them to step in and begin helping manage 

tourism development in a more active role, another aspect of the involvement phase 

(Zhong et al., 2008).  Site 3’s slightly higher and more conspicuous level of tourism 

development than Site 2 and residents’ higher level of interactions with tourists caused 

researchers to categorize Site 3 in the involvement stage. With this selection, sites from 

three stages critical to capacity challenges in TALC were explored using focus groups. 

Quantitative Phase 

The first step of the quantitative phase of data collection was to use the data 

collected during the focus groups to inform scale development to create a SCC 

measurement tool. Several scale development approaches were considered. Gerbing’s 

(1988) focus on unidimensionality in scale development, because of its strong argument 

for the importance of unidimensionality in developing a scale with a useful sum score. 

While this would certainly be a useful metric to provide to a community, the focus on 

unidimensionality was rejected because of the high likelihood that items will correlate 

across factors. The theories explaining SCC are very closely related, suggesting that any 

factors derived from the theories present in the scale will also be closely related. 

Rejecting items with strong inter-item correlations could therefore limit the scope of the 

construct being measured.  The Human Scale-Development Approach was also 

considered because it allows for the creation of highly applicable scales across various 

cultures by claiming all basic human needs and wants vary in only small amounts across 

cultures and time periods (Cruz et al., 2009). However, in order to properly follow the 

Human Scale-Development Approach, the scale most consider and incorporate aspects 

far beyond the scope of this study such as idleness, creation, identity, and freedom. 
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Churchill’s scale development paradigm (1979), while certainly more forgiving than the 

Human Scale-Development Approach and Gerbing’s unidimensionality requirement, was 

eventually rejected due to its positivist foundations. The researchers instead chose to 

embrace a more post positivist approach to scale development that acknowledges the 

inherent subjectivity of SCC (McCool & Lime, 2001) without being weighed down in 

abstractionist musings on freedom and transcendence (Jain, 2013). 

  Therefore, the instrument tool was developed using the interpretation/use 

argument (IUA) framework in which the validity of a scale is dependent both on the 

interpretation of the scale and its proposed use IUA allows constructs to retain some of 

their subjective nature (Kane, 2013). The subjectivity of constructs is one of the critiques 

of the rigid structure of scale development paradigms frequently used in marketing 

(Diamantopoulos, 2005). Furthermore, IUA requires different levels of scale validity 

depending on their intended use. For example, the interpretation of some scales can lead 

to life or death decisions, which require a higher level of validity within the framework 

then those used to make less important decisions or generalizations.  As the SCC scale 

developed by this research is not used to determine high-stakes life or death decisions, it 

requires a lower stander of validity than those higher impact scales. IUA also allows for 

validity to be built from sound arguments sourced from relevant literature and observed 

behaviors and attitudes (Kane, 2013).. 

 The first step in the development of a scale to measure SCC for host communities 

at tourism destinations was to use the data gathered during the focus groups to explore 

which aspects of the construct should be represented in the scale. Relevant items were 

also selected from the literature. Once the items were written and compiled into a scale, a 
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portion were selected to be included on a statewide poll to confirm their relationship to 

the construct. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 

were used to confirm the validity of the items.  

Due to the theoretical basis of the instrument, it was hypothesized that the 

instrument would of two unidimensional subscales, one of which concerned cognitive 

impacts and the other which concerned behavioral impacts. For example, an item within 

the Negative Sentiments Toward Tourists theme, “I feel anger or frustration when I 

encounter tourists,” depicts a change in cognitive state while an item from the Avoidance 

theme, “Tourism prevents me from participating in local events and activities” depicts a 

change in resident behavior. As a final test of validity, the scale will be compared to other 

indicators of SCC such as willingness to support the development of the tourism industry 

in their community. The comparisons will be conducted using structural equation 

modeling through the Lavaan program (Rosseel, 2012). Established measures, such as the 

perceptions of tourism impact scale, as well as latent variables developed from items 

relating to support for tourism development will be regressed on the SCC latent variable.  

Item Writing  

The first step in scale development was writing items based on the information 

gathered through the literature review and focus group sessions (Table 3.1). Pre-existing 

literature provides a sound basis for the items to be included on the scale (Kane, 2013). 

Negative tourism impact items relating to behavior or expectation changes that may be 

caused by social pressures were selected from popular tourism impact scales. The IUA 

framework of ensuring validity in measurement accepts a thorough literature review as 

justification (Kane, 2013). However, the qualitative data collected through the focus  
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groups further support the validity of the items.  Focus group data have been previously 

used to develop questionnaires used to determine SCC of an outdoor recreation tourism 

destination from the visitor perspective (Needham et al., 2011).  

Theme Item Origin Justification 

Crowding My community has become 

overcrowded because of 

tourists* 

Adopted 
(Andereck 

& Vogt, 

2016) 

Tourist-focused definitions of 

SCC often use perceptions of 

crowding as the limiting 

factor to tourist satisfaction 

(Needham et al., 2011). 

Negative 

Sentiments 

Toward Tourists 

An increase in tourists will 

lead to friction between local 

residents and tourists* 

Adopted 
(Andereck 

& Vogt, 

2016) 

“ It’s all about me and having 

a good time in your space.” 

 I feel anger or frustration 

when I encounter tourists* 

Original  

Image Changes Tourism improves the image 

of my community* 

Original “… destroy the character of 

why people came.” (FG 1, S 

1) 

 Tourism negatively affects a 

community’s way of life 

Adapted 
(Andereck 

& Vogt, 

2016) 

 

Avoidance Tourism prevents me from 

participating in local events 

and activities* 

Original “Many of our friends have 

chosen not to go [to the 

event] anymore.”  (FG 2, S 1) 

 

Displacement There are more resources for 

tourists than residents in my 

community* 

Original “What used to be for locals to 

shop is now out on the 

edges.” (FG 1, S 1) 

Cost of Living Tourism results in an increase 

in the cost of living  

Adopted 
(Andereck 

& Vogt, 

2016) 

“[Tourism] drives prices up 

so people have to leave.” (FG 

1, S 1) 

Loss of 

Community Ties 

I do not feel welcome in my 

community because of 

tourism 

Original “I’m feeling less connected to 

my community.” (FG 2, S 1) 

 Tourism makes me feel less 

connected to my community 

Original  

Employment Tourism provides jobs for 

community residents 

Adapted 
(Andereck 

& Vogt, 

2016) 

“Why are we promoting and 

putting effort into stimulating 

a low wage industry?” (FG 1, 
S 1) 

Table 3.1: The items written for the SCC scale grouped around themes from the literature and focus 

groups. Adopted/adapted items are adopted/adapted from an established tourism sentiments scale 

(Andereck & Vogt, 2016). * indicates that an item was included on the statewide poll. 
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Unlike other perception of social impact scales, these items focus only on 

phenomenon that prompt residents to change either their behavior or expectations about 

the destination because of the actual or imagined presence of tourists. The themes the 

items are categorized under were derived using inductive reasoning from the focus group 

data to delineate the various impacts of tourism into relevant chunks. Deductive 

reasoning was then used to relate 8 of the tourism impact themes to SCC. Because this 

tool attempts to operationalize only SCC, and not economic or ecological carrying 

capacity, items were restricted only to phenomenon which impact the cultural character 

or heritage of the community rather than the environmental health or economic success.  

Specific functional attributes of a destinations were excluded, even at the expense of reliability. 

The low potential for human harm in the misapplication of this scale means that a reduction in 

reliability is appropriate if the tool is then more able to meet its objectives (Kane, 2013). With 

the objective of creating a cost-effective scale to administer, the ideal number of items is 10 or 

less; however, 11 items were considered on a preliminary basis so that the construct was 

properly operationalized. 

Poll 

After the items were written, six items were selected to be included on a statewide 

poll before the entire scale was disseminated. This decision of using only six items (or 

which items to use?) was made due to budget concerns as well as to confirm the validity 

of the items based on the focus group data. The one-page poll also collected respondents’ 

perceptions of tourism, their perceptions of tourism-related stress, and the involvement of 

their household members in the tourism industry.  
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The initial mailing (n = 2,400) included a cover letter with official letterhead, the 

one-page poll, a business return envelope, and a link to an identical poll hosted on 

Qualtrics. Two weeks later, a reminder post card (n = 2,017) was issued to valid 

addresses who had not responded on colored cardstock. The postcard also included the 

link to the online survey. Two weeks following the first reminder postcard, another 

postcard reminder was sent (n = 1,025), also including the Qualtrics link. At this point, 

data collection was suspended due to response rate concerns related to Covid-19.  

The statewide poll had an overall response rate of nine percent (9.1%) with an 

resulting in n = 186 from an initial mailing size of 2,400. All respondents could respond 

in one of two ways.  Thirty-two of the responses were collected online through Qualtrics, 

while 154 were collected via mail. There was a significant difference in the age of 

participants based on form of return. Participants who completed the poll online were 

younger than participants who returned the poll via mail t(189) = 4.722, p < .00. There 

were no significant differences in responses for other demographics or the items used to 

create the dependent latent variable used in the structural equation models. Factor 

analysis was conducted of the included social carrying capacity items to confirm the 

scale’s internal validity as well as a positive support for tourism development latent 

variable. The external validity of the construct was tested using a structural equation 

model consisting of a regression between the two latent variables in the lavaan program. 

In summary of the methods, this research was designed using an exploratory 

sequential mixed methods framework to aid in the investigation of the indicators that 

residents have reached SCC in a community. The four focus groups in three separate sites 

were conducted with the goal of eliciting information about how tourism impacts the 
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sentiments and perceptions of residents toward tourism in their community. The focus 

groups were conducted in sites with differing levels of tourism development to 

investigate how possible impacts of tourism may change as a destination reaches or 

surpasses SCC. The data collected during the focus groups was then used to inform item 

writing for a resident-focused SCC measurement instrument that could aid in community 

SCC evaluation and confirm the inferential validity of the indicators discovered in the 

qualitative phase. Two models were then used to compare the unexpanded definition of 

SCC and the expanded definition of SCC using overcrowding or the SCC as the 

predicting variable for support for tourism development. A relationship between SCC and 

tourism-related stressors was identified during data analysis. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

This results section contains an overview of the data collected during the focus groups, a 

summary of the data collected in the focus groups, a description of the constant 

comparison analysis used on the focus group data, an overview of the data collected 

through the statewide poll, a description of the factor analysis used on the social carrying 

capacity scale developed through this research, a description of the classical content 

analysis used to examine the emergent relationship between SCC and stress, and an 

analysis of the nexus of qualitative and quantitative data. Two of the research questions 

were addressed during the qualitative phase: 

 Research Question 1: How can the operational definition of social carrying capacity be 

refined to fully represent the indicators of SCC felt by residents of tourism destinations 

beyond crowding? 

Research Question 2: How do the impacts of tourism experienced by a community 

change as tourism development in the community increases? 

The remaining research question and the attached hypothesis were heavily informed by 

the qualitative phase, but answered during the quantitative phase of the research: 

Research Question 3: How does the refined operational definition of SCC relate to 

resident support for tourism development? 

Hypothesis 1: The expanded construct of SCC will explain more variance in 

support for tourism development than classical interpretations of SCC revolving around 

crowding. 
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Qualitative Analysis 

Qualitative data were collected to expand the understanding of how SCC relates 

to the impacts of tourism experienced by residents of tourism destinations and how those 

impacts change as tourism development increases following the growth stages of TALC. 

This data collection served to answer research questions 1 and 2. 

Focus Group Overview of Impacts 

During the focus groups, impacts related to crowding were reported by 

participants, but other impacts were also reported. The focus group data show that 

tourism impacts became more severe as tourism development increased. For example, 

traffic congestion was reported at every site, but ranged from a brief wait at the town’s 

single traffic light in the community with the lowest level of tourism development to 

developing “secret” parking spots and driving routes to avoid the large amount of 

tourism-related congestion at the site with the highest level of tourism development. All 

the sites experienced several positive impacts due to tourism, such as increasing access to 

activities, increases in economic benefits to the community, and positive feelings toward 

tourists and the diversity they introduce into the community. Over the course of the focus 

group, a trend emerged. Several impacts were present at every site, but to differing 

degrees. One impact, positive sentiments toward tourists, was present at every site.  

The level of activities and events for residents to attend in their community was 

one such impact that changed in degree and expression as the level of development at 

each site changed. For Site 3, which had the lowest level of development, the presence of 

tourists provided new events for the community and dictated the schedule of endogenous 

events. 
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Not only do the RV parks have a lot of activities that residents are 

sometimes allowed to come into, but, as an NPO, we like to throw events 

when there are snowbirds here.” – Focus Group 3, Site 2, Female 

 

Site 2 had also experienced an increase of activities because of tourism. Rather than 

isolated events hosted for tourists, the activities had evolved into an industry with 

employment opportunities that attracted new residents to the area. One participant 

identified the increasing levels of tourism in their community with the creation of these 

jobs, stating “when we have a bigger wine industry, we have more people coming in and 

running the wine tastings” (Focus Group 4, Site 3, Male). At the site with the highest 

level of tourism development, Site 1, the level of tourism and number of events had 

grown enough to sustainably support a community of performers including 

“internationally acclaimed artists” (Focus Group 1, Site 1, Female). 

Impacts experienced as positives in the two sites with lower levels of tourism 

development were described as negatives by the two focus groups in the site with the 

highest level of tourism development. The number of visitors was enough to sustain the 

number of performers in the town, but it had also resulted in a shortage of parking (Focus 

Group 1, Site 1, Male; Focus Group 2, Site 1, Female). The large number of visitors at 

events and festivals had also begun to make some residents feel that the events were now 

targeted at tourists rather than residents (Focus Group 2, Site 1, Female). Similar trends 

were uncovered for impacts relating to tax revenue generated by and then diverted to 

infrastructure for tourists, an increase in the diversity of the area as new ideas were 

brought in by tourists that then began to change the community in ways the residents felt 

were immoral, economic benefits that originally supported local business that were 

slowly pushed out by large corporations, and new employment opportunities in the 
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community that residents later realized did not allow tourism employees to remain in the 

community as the cost of living increased. 

Participants in every focus group shared positive sentiments they experienced 

when they encountered tourists: 

[Encounters are] very positive and I want them to know I’m glad they’re 

here… – Focus Group 1, Site 1, Female 

 

I always say welcome and it’s a great community! I do enjoy that 

interaction. Its normally pretty positive. – Focus Group 2, Site 1, Female 

 

I love [encountering tourists] – Focus Group 3, Site 2, Male 

 

I think everyone has a story and they’re eager to share it. It’s usually very 

fascinating – Focus Group 4, Site 3, Female 

 

As levels of tourism development increased, these positive sentiments began to be joined 

by feelings of bafflement and confusion (Focus Group 2, Site 1, Female) or even anger 

and suspicion (Focus Group 1, Site 1, Male; Focus Group 1, Site 1, Female). In some 

cases, participants were cognizant that their cognitive states were confused because of the 

positive and negative benefits tourism had brought to their community. 

I’m feelin’ like the worlds become overpopulated. I’m feeling less 

connected to my community.  Glad that the economy has rebounded. It’s a 

big mix, the positive and the negatives. – Focus Group 2, Site 1, Female 

 

Appropriately, the only impact of tourism that did not progress from positive to negative 

as capacity increased is also mentioned in the above quote. The positive economic 

impact of tourism was recognized by every participant at every focus group.  

Focus Group 1 

In general, the participants of Focus Group 1 were against any additional tourism 

infrastructure development in their community due to the high levels of negative impact 
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they had experienced. Perhaps because many of them had been introduced to the area as 

tourists, the participants of Focus Group 1 were concerned that increasing the level of 

tourism in the community would lead to an increase in the permanent population as well. 

While some participants had a residency in the state of more than 10 years (Table 4.1), all 

of them had lived at Site 1 for less than 10 years. 25% of participants were 75 years or 

older, which may skew some of the data collected by the focus group.  

Gender  n % 

 Male 6 50.0 

 Female 6 50.0 

Age  n % 

 18-24 0 0.0 

 25-34 0 0.0 

 35-44 1 8.4 

 45-54 0 0.0 

 55-64 4 33.3 

 65-74 4 33.3 

 75 years or older 3 25.0 

State Residency 

(years) 

 n % 

 Less than 1 year 1 8.3 

 1-9 7 58.4 

 10-19 1 8.3 

 20-29 2 16.7 

 30 years or more 1 8.3 

Involvement  n % 

 Public official 0 0.0 

 Government agency 1 8.3 

 Tourism-related business owner/ 

employee 

0 0.0 

 Business owner 2 16.7 

 Local DMO 0 0.0 

 Interested citizen 9 75.0 

 

Table 4.1: The demographics of the participants of Focus Group 1 at Site 1. 
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Most participants’ opinions toward any further type of development that increased 

the permanent or visiting population was negative with those opinions dominating the 

conversation. 

Tourism is great, but then they want to relocate here because of how 

downtown looks and that they’ve kept it like that. It’s going to attract 

tourists, which is going to attract more people. – Focus Group 1, Site 1, 

Female 

 

[Tourism] brings them around, but maybe we don’t want them. –Focus 

Group 1, Site 1, Female 

 

I think [Site 1]’s problem is development where people are coming and the 

size of the community will double. – Focus Group 1, Site 1, Male 

 

Many of the concerns about further tourism development centered around changing the 

nature of their community. 

Council has geared things to tourists in town for dollars and overlook the 

big picture - too many tattoo shops massage parlors, CBD oil popping up. 

It’s negative to our community – Focus Group 1, Site 1, Female 

 

…relationship between an increase in tourism and an increase in 

development and everyone has own view, but the Good Ol’ Boy network 

has vested interest in increasing tourism and well, lot of good things, lot 

of bad things that will destroy the character of why people came – Focus 

Group 1, Site 1, Male  

 

The participants of focus group 1, did not see tourism as a sustainable employment option 

for residents of the community. Instead participants claimed that residents employed by 

the tourism industry were being pushed out of their communities by an increasing cost of 

living and low wages.  

What bothers me is tourism is low wage industry, and the people who work 

in hotels, etc., don’t live in [Site 1] ‘cause they can’t afford to. It doesn’t 

support cities on a sustainable basis. Why are we promoting and putting 

effort into stimulation of a low wage industry? The wages here are low 

enough to start with. – Focus Group 1, Site 1, Female 
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Attitudes toward interactions with tourists were mixed, with individuals 

expressing both positive and negative sentiments depending on the time of year, location 

of interaction, and typology of tourist. The tourist typologies that were highlighted as 

being the most detrimental to the community violated the social norms of the participants. 

I’ve always felt positive, but sometimes you go to [indecipherable] and 

people come in from out of town are just obnoxious, boisterous. People 

screaming and yelling cause they’re drunk and peeing on the wall. So 

that’s not ok. So that can be a negative. Overall mostly positive. Nice to 

talk at events. – Focus Group 1, Site 1, Woman 

 

They don’t care. They came up to get plastered and don’t care about others 

space. It’s all about me and having a good time in your space. – Focus 

Group 1, Site 1, Woman 

 

The recreational business district found in the historic downtown of Site 1 was a major 

point of contention for participants of Focus Group 1. Multiple participants complained 

about inebriated tourists in the district. One man suggested, “the town encourages it” 

(Focus Group 1, Site 1, Man), while a woman claimed that the police ignored crimes 

committed by tourists and attributed her avoidance of the district to tourists’ behavior. 

I don’t know how true this is, but I have heard that the police turn their 

head because those are tourist dollars.... I don’t go down there. We live 

two blocks away and I don’t go down there on weekends –Focus Group 1, 

Site 1, Woman 

 

Focus Group 2 

 The participants from Focus Group 2, which consisted of residents of Site 1 of 

more than 15 years of residency in the destination, displayed a stronger connection to the 

community impacts rather than individual impacts. Their demographics and involvement 

information are found in Table 4.2. Members of this group expressed concern that the 
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local Christmas parade was becoming more about outside visitors than community 

residents and business owners.  

Gender  n % 

 Male 0 0.0 

 Female 2 100.0 

Age  n % 

 18-24 0 0.0 

 25-34 0 0.0 

 35-44 0 0.0 

 45-54 0 0.0 

 55-64 1 50.0 

 65-74 1 50.0 

 75 years or older 0 0.0 

State Residency 

(years) 

 n % 

 Less than 1 year 0 0.0 

 1-9 0 0.0 

 10-19 1 50.0 

 20-29 1 50.0 

 30 years or more 0 0.0 

Involvement  n % 

 Public official 0 0.0 

 Government agency 0 0.0 

 Tourism-related business owner/ 

employee 

0 0.0 

 Business owner 1 50.0 

 Local DMO 0 0.0 

 Interested citizen 1 50.0 

 

It’s sad. It’s really sad. It’s no longer a community thing, it [the Christmas 

parade] becomes something to attract [outside visitors]. – Focus Group 2, 

Site 1, Woman A 

 

… there were four sections of seating set up for the Christmas parade that 

had four separate seating areas reserved for tour groups. – Focus Group 2, 

Site 1, Woman B 

 

The loss of community feeling and incursion of outsiders at the Christmas parade 

caused one participant to state “many of our friends have chosen not to go anymore” 

Table 4.2: The demographics of the participants of Focus Group 2 at Site 1. 
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(Focus Group 2, Site 1, Woman B). This small group also had concerns about VRBOs 

moving into residential neighborhoods and the loss of connection they had experienced 

with their neighborhoods and overall community as a result.  

Now, the house next to me has been purchased and turned into an Airbnb I 

see out my window all the time. That to me says it’s time to move to a 

new area or a new community… but you feel like the ties of the 

community are severed by having Airbnb’s in there like that. – Focus 

Group 2, Site 1, Woman A 

 

Despite their awareness of negative impacts, the participants noted the positive 

economic impact tourism had had on their community following the Great Recession, 

and were more aware of having to negotiate trade-offs between personal inconvenience 

and community development. One participant identified the economic benefits of tourism 

as the source of her positive emotions toward tourists even while acknowledging the 

inherent conflict of the statement, which began with an expression of discomfort: “I’m 

feeling less connected to my community.  Glad that the economy has rebounded. It’s a 

big mix, the positive and the negatives” (Focus Group 2, Site 1, Woman A). When asked 

how fewer tourists would impact the community, she responded, “having lived here 

through the continuity prior to the recession, … I would be sad, but I would also feel 

more connected to my community” (Focus Group 2, Site 1, Woman A). They also 

recognized and identified the creeping, incremental growth of the negative impacts of 

tourism which made the impacts difficult to recognize without the introspection provided 

by the focus group. 

It’s just really difficult to gauge what is the maximum- What’s acceptable 

because its incremental. It’s like ok, I’ve lost that. Or I have to change my 

behavior for that. So what point does it become unacceptable is really hard 

to pinpoint for a resident. – Focus Group 2, Site 1, Woman A 

 



  53 

Focus Group 3 

Participants of Focus Group 3 were aware of and focused on the possible 

advantages of more tourism development. Their demographic information and 

involvement with the tourism industry are found in Table 4.3. A total of 72.7% of 

participants were 65 or older, with 45.5% of participants aged 75 or older. During the 

discussion of tourism’s impact on the community, one participant recognized the, “real 

financial benefit,” for the community, but questioned whether “[Site 2] had a real draw” 

(Focus Group 3, Site 2, Man). For several minutes following this remark, the 

conversation revolved around ways to attract more tourists to Site 2, with another 

participant stating that the community needed, “to come up with that hook and get it in,” 

continuing, “[Site 2] is a railroad town, can we not do something with that?” (Focus 

Group 3, Site 2, Man). Participants questioned if the local tourism office had “impact 

numbers” (Focus Group 3, Site 2, Woman) regarding a local bill board or if they 

published and disseminated hard copies of a brochure they had found online (Focus 

Group 3, Site 2, Man).  The general sentiments of participants toward tourism 

development in their community and their concerns about barriers to further tourism 

development were well summarized by one participant. 

Tourism to me is one of the few economic sources [the region] has left 

outside the traditional military and agricultural industries that are left. 

We’re really the undiscovered gem, most people don’t know we exist, 

don’t know we’re here. There’s a huge opportunity we’re just not 

capitalizing – Focus Group 3, Site 2, Man) 
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Gender  n  

% 

 Male 3 27.3 

 Female 8 72.7 

Age  n % 

 18-24 0 0.0 

 25-34 0 0.0 

 35-44 1 9.1 

 45-54 1 9.1 

 55-64 1 9.1 

 65-74 3 27.2 

 75 years or older 5 45.5 

State Residency 

(years) 

 n % 

 Less than 1 year 1 9.1 

 1-9  2 18.1 

 10-19 3 27.2 

 20-29 0 0.0 

 30 years or more 5 45.6 

Involvement  n % 

 Public official 0 0.0 

 Government agency 0 0.0 

 Tourism-related business owner/ 

employee 

0 0.0 

 Business owner 3 27.3 

 Local DMO 1 9.1 

 Interested citizen 7 63.6 

 

 Participants reported low levels of tourism in their community and primarily 

experienced positive impacts to their community, such as increased numbers of 

volunteers to beautify the community (Focus Group 3, Site 2, Man) or mentor at-risk 

youth in local schools (Focus Group 3, Site 2, Woman). The few negative impacts related 

to crowding were directly related to the small size of the town and limited infrastructure. 

One participant joked that during the tourist season, “you have to stop at a [traffic 

control] light,” (Focus Group 3, Site 2, Woman) when driving through town to general 

Table 4.3: The demographics of the participants of Focus Group 3 at Site 2.  
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laughter. One woman, who owned a local business that did not directly serve tourists, still 

directly attributed the tourists’ season with her business’s year-long success. She also 

noted their social benefit for the community as a counterweight to the negative impacts 

she had experienced. 

Well, you know how we talk about how Black Friday is the money-

making season? Snowbird season is the time that holds our business over. 

Traffic is bad but that’s because we only have one road. I hear the people 

who are staying are volunteering and [indecipherable] in our school, 

which is a great use. – Focus Group 3, Site 2, Woman 

 

When asked specifically if they had any negative emotions when they 

encountered tourists, participants responded, “I wish they’d stay longer,” (Focus Group 3, 

Site 2, Man) “adding up what we’re making,” (Focus Group 3, Site 2, Man), and “I think 

we’d like to have them for all the other positive reasons as well” (Focus Group 3, Site 2, 

Man). One participant noted that residents and tourists had ample opportunities to interact 

with each other as most tourists to the area are snowbirds staying in RV parks and, “in 

this group of 11 people, 4 of us live in RV parks” (Focus Group 3, Site 2, Man). 

Residents were only able to identify one type of tourist who currently visits, snowbirds. 

While several participants insisted that there were multiple attractions in the community 

for young people and families (Focus Group 3, Site 2, Man and Woman), there was only 

one participant present who currently had young children. When she had previously 

visited the area, she had only been able to find one RV park that allowed children, noting 

that the rest seemed to be “55 and up over,” severely limiting the accommodation choices 

of other types of tourist to the area (Focus Group 3, Site 2, Woman). The disagreement 

about this point is likely due to the group’s skew told older participants. Because more 
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than half of the participants were 65 or older, young families and demographics were 

underrepresented. 

Focus Group 4 

The participants of Focus Group 4 had the highest level of involvement with and 

knowledge of the tourism industry resulting in clear and salient talking points (Table 4.4).  

Table 4.4: The demographics of Focus Group 4. 

Gender  n % 

 Male 2 27.3 

 Female 6 72.7 

Age  n % 

 18-24 1 12.5 

 25-34 2 25.0 

 35-44 2 25.0 

 45-54 0 0.0 

 55-64 1 12.5 

 65-74 2 25.0 

 75 years or older 0 0.0 

    

    
State Residency 

(years) 

 n % 

 Less than 1 year 0 0.0 

 1-9 2 25.0 

 10-19 1 12.5 

 20-29 2 25.0 

 30 years or more 3 37.5 

Involvement  n % 

 Public official 1 12.5 

 Government agency 3 37.5 

 Tourism-related business owner/ 

employee 

0 0.0 

 Business owner 3 37.5 

 Local DMO 0 0.0 

 Interested citizen 1 12.5 

 

This group also had the greatest amount of variance in age. Only 25% of participants 

were 65 or older, and two age groups, 18-24 and 25-34, were only represented in this 
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sample. Participants included the operator of visitor’s center (Focus Group 4, Site 3, 

Woman), the owner of a local up-pick orchard (Focus Group 4, Site 3, Woman), the 

owner of a bed and breakfast (Focus Group 4, Site 3, Woman), and a member of the city 

council (Focus Group 4, Site 3, Man). When asked about the impacts of tourism on their 

community, participants recognized that tourism “brings an outside dollar to the 

community” (Focus Group 4, Site 3, Man) and had caused “an increase in small 

businesses” (Focus Group 4, Site 3, Woman), but also acknowledged that more 

“infrastructure use takes a toll on infrastructure” (Focus Group 4, Site 3, Man). 

Capacity problems generally seemed to be centered around large festivals hosted 

by the community, even though one participant stated, “overall daily we probably could 

use more people” (Focus Group 4, Site 3, Man). During events, however, “we need extra 

lodging - we’re running out of [hotel] rooms. Some of the larger events we’re hitting 

capacity, so we’re lacking in that area” (Focus Group 4, Site 3, Man). Participants had 

started to notice personal impacts caused by crowding because “our town wasn’t really 

built for thousands of people at one time, so it can be hard to maneuver and park for the 

wine festival and events” (Focus Group 4, Site 3, Woman). One participant expressed 

concern about the nature of future tourism development, saying that she did not “want to 

see our agricultural roots forgotten and our history forgotten because this town is a pretty 

neat little place” (Focus Group 4, Site 3, Woman). In contrast to Focus Group 1, the 

participants of Focus Group 4 saw tourists moving to their community as a benefit rather 

than a negative. When one man stated that, “[t]hey [tourists] go back and tell people 

about it, and your population grows a little at a time” (Focus Group 4, Site 3, Man), the 
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moderator asked the group whether that was a positive benefit of tourism which was met 

with general agreement. 

Constant Comparison Analysis 

Constant comparison analysis is specially recommended when multiple focus 

groups conducted across various samples are conducted (Onwuegbuzie et al., 2009). Each 

focus group transcript was “chunked” into various coded segments of data representing 

tourism impacts found in each site. These impacts were then codified into 26 themes 

across the focus groups (Table 4.5). The themes were inductively derived from the focus 

group data rather than deductively from the literature review. The themes present in each 

focus group were then compared to those found in other groups to examine any possible 

trends.  Although focus group was used as the grouping to examine these trends, the 

themes delineated themselves generally along site grouping with some themes only being 

found at sites with high or low levels of tourist development or the sites that hosted 

events or festivals. To sort the themes, an Excel table was used to list similar themes in 

the same row across columns delineated by site.  Those themes were then color coded to 

make clustering of the themes and sites easier. Sites with themes in common were 

clustered together to draw conclusion from the data. While 7 themes were present at all 

three study sites, 19 themes were distributed across 3 emergent groups comprised of 

unique themes and select sites (Table 4.5). The groups that emerged from the focus group 

data are Site 1, Sites 1 & 2, and Sites 2 & 3. Deductive analysis informed by the literature 

review was used to identify the themes which related to SCC. These themes were then 

used to inform item writing. 
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Site Impact Support 

All Positive Increase in activities “…so much to do here you could do 

something every day.” (FG 1, S1) 

“…a lot of activities that residents are 

sometimes allowed to come to…” (FG 3, 

S 2) 

“…offers diversified activities for 

residents and tourists.” (FG 4, S 3) 

  Increase in tax revenue “…lot more money for city 

government…” (FG 2 S 1) 

“…we have more money…” (FG 3, S 2) 
“…more dollars to use [as a city council 

member].” (FG 4, S3) 

  Increase in diversity “…bringing in some fresh ideas.” (FG 2, 

S1) 

“…way to learn about different people, 

different lifestyles…” (FG 3, S 2) 

“…different demographics coming in, 

and I think they provide diversity.” (FG 

4, S 3) 

  Increase in local 

businesses 

“Local businesses that have been here a 

long time… they’re just thriving.” (FG 2, 

S 1) 

“[With more tourism, we] have more 

businesses that can make it.” (FG 3, S 2) 

“I’ve seen people getting Airbnb’s, food 

trucks, stuff like that.” (FG 4, S 3) 

  Economic benefits “…support big box stores which may not 

survive without tourists.” (FG 1, S 1) 

“…one of the few economic sources 

[region] has left.” (FG 3, S 2) 

“…brings an outside dollar into the 

community…” (FG 4, S 3) 

  Feelings toward tourists “I’ve always felt very positive and 

friendly.” (FG 1, S 1) 

“I love [encountering tourists].” (FG 3, S 

2) 

“We’ve developed an outside 

community friendship.” (FG 4, S 3) 

 Negative Increase in congestion “The traffic issue is prevalent in high 

season…” (FG 2, S 1) 

“I don’t see a downside except traffic.” 

(FG 3, S 2) 

“…it can be hard to maneuver and park.” 

(FG 4, S 3) 

Table 4.5: The impact themes identified through the focus groups and support for 

their inclusion from the focus group data.  
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Site Impact Support 

Site 1 Negative Development “More and more people and impact on 

resources that are limited.” (FG 2, S 1)  

  Employment “Why are we promoting and putting 

effort into stimulating a low wage 

industry?” (FG 1, S 1) 

  Backstage incursions “…feel like the ties of the community 

are severed by having Airbnbs...” (FG 2, 

S 1) 

  Displacement “What used to be for locals to shop is 

now out on the edges.” (FG 1, S 1) 

  Cost of living “[Tourism] drives prices up so people 

have to leave.” (FG 1, S 1) 

  Attracting future residents “…it brings them around, but maybe we 

don’t want them.” (FG 1, S 1) 

“…resentment of new comers…” (FG 2, 

S 1) 

  Natural resource impacts “…lack of respect for the trail... when 

you get so many people.” (FG 1, S 1) 

  Feelings toward tourists “…almost as if [tourists] take pride in 

being base, sloppy, and disheveled…” 

(FG 1, S 1) 

“…the tourists might like it as they’re 

stumbling out of a bar…” (FG 1, S 1) 

  Loss of connection with 

community 

“…I’m feeling less connected to my 

community…” (FG 2, S 1) 

Sites 1 & 

3 

Positive Outside awareness of 

community 

“…has really increased the visibility of 

the community both statewide, 

nationally, and internationally.” (FG 2, S 

1) 

“…like advertising, tourists are.” (FG 4, 

S 3) 

  Development “There’s more infrastructure for tourists, 

but it supports residents.” (FG 1, S 1) 

“…seen an increase of smaller 

businesses…” (FG 4, S 3) 

 Negative Avoidance of events by 

residents 

“Many of our friends have chosen not to 

go anymore.” (FG 2, S 1) 

“…every time [event] comes, they leave 

cause they don’t want to be here…” (FG 

4, S 3) 
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Site Impact Support 

  

 

Image changes “lot of bad things that will destroy the 

character of why people came” (FG 1, S 

1) 

“I don’t want to have our agricultural 

roots forgotten…” (FG 4, S 3) 

  Skewed local government 

priorities 

“Council has geared things to tourists in 

town…” (FG 1, S 1) 

“…diversion of public funding that 

could be used for residential services 

being used to promote and assist the 

tourism industry.” (FG 4, S 3) 

  Increase in infrastructure 

use 

“over riding the capacity… whether 

parking or roads…” (FG2, S 1) 

“Infrastructure use takes toll on 

infrastructure.” (FG 4, S 3) 

Sites 2 & 

3 

Positive Tourist involvement with 

community 

“Guests love to come to the live auction 

[a local event].” (FG 4, S 3)  

“We get a lot of volunteers…that are 

only here for the winter…they care.” 

(FG 3, S2) 

  Attracting future residents “[After discovering the community as a 

tourist] eventually got to the point where 

we could move here…” (FG 3, S 2) 

“…your population grows a little at a 

time…” (FG 4, S 3) 

  Employment  “…provide jobs we are qualified to 

fill…” (FG 3, S 2) 

“…it can increase jobs.” (FG 4, S 3) 

 Negative Seasonality “…don’t show up ‘til after Christmas; 

many of them leave after March.” (FG 3, 

S 2) 

“…starts gearing up in September…then 

gone by May.” (FG 4, S 3) 

    

    

While some impacts were present across all three study sites, the degree to which 

they were expressed tended to become more severe as the level of tourism development 

at the site increased. Site 1 had the highest level of tourism development and was the 

most negatively impacted by tourism. Residents identified common indicators of 

crowding as impacts of tourism, but they also identified impacts that had not previously 

been associated with SCC. Increasingly negative sentiments toward tourists as well as 
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deteriorating ties to the community were both identified as indicators of SCC. Impacts of 

tourism were present to a lesser extent at Sites 2 and 3. The focus group data were used to 

develop items for a measurement tool for SCC that was targeted at residents and 

incorporated more varied impacts than crowding. 

Quantitative Analysis 

 The first phase of the quantitative analysis was to confirm the inferential validity 

of the SCC indicators that were revealed during the qualitative analysis. The indicators 

were used to inform the writing or adapting of 12 items relating to SCC, 6 of which were 

included on the statewide poll. Although the literature review indicated a strong 

possibility that the scale would consist of two dimensions (behavioral and cognitive 

changes), the limited number of items included on the poll made that unlikely. An EFA 

was conducted on the items to test the dimensionality of the instrument. The scale was 

found to consist of a single dimension; at this time, it is unclear whether that is an 

accurate representation of the complete construct or a result of using a restricted version 

of the scale on the poll. A CFA was conducted to confirm the internal validity of the 

items and to form and tally a latent variable for SCC. Another latent variable was created 

using CFA to represent support for tourism development (represented in tables and 

figures as STD). Two structural equation models were tested to determine whether the 

SCC latent variable was a better predictor of support for tourism development than an 

overcrowding item that represented the classic measurement of SCC. Both SEM models 

had an acceptable fit, but the model representing the refined operational definition 

explained more variance in support for tourism development than the model 

operationalizing SCC as only crowding. 
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Social Carrying Capacity Scale 

Six items from the prospective SCC scale were selected to be included on the 

statewide poll because they were supported by both the literature and focus group data. 

Because space on the poll was limited, the decision was made to select items with a 

strong foundation in the theory to increase the likelihood of creating a useful tool. The six 

items include a mixture of those written specifically to measure SCC and those adapted 

from a tourism attitudes scale (Andereck & Vogt, 2016). Because of the small number of 

items and small sample size, RMSEA and TLI were selected as the primary fit statistics 

(Kenny & McCoach, 2003). Although model fit generally decreases as models become 

more complex, RMSEA improves as more variables are added – a characteristic that can 

help balance the statistical benefit of small size in goodness of fit measures (Kenny & 

McCoach, 2003). TLI has a more stable relationship with model complexity than 

RMSEA (Kenny & McCoach, 2003), but it also varies more widely with smaller sample 

populations.  

Despite the strong theoretical backing for the scale, the researcher chose to 

conduct an EFA because of the limited number of items included on the scale. The 

theoretical backing suggests that the scale will consist of two dimensions, but it is 

unlikely that both dimensions are fully represented in the items included in the poll. After 

removing the missing data, n = 168 valid cases remained to be used in factor analysis. A 

scree plot was created using lavaan to identify the number of factors, showing that the 

items loaded onto a single factor. When the entire scale is tested, a new EFA will need to 

be conducted to determine if both dimensions suggested by the literature are present. 
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Table 4.6: The descriptive statistics and factor loadings for the items included in the SCC and STD 

latent variables, the average variance explained and composite reliability score for each scale. 

The initial confirmatory factor analysis revealed that the measurement tool had an 

average explained variance (AVE) < 0.5 (Table 4.6) and one item “tourism improves the 

image of my community,” should be dropped from the scale as its standardized factor 

loading was below 0.4. Another CFA was then performed using the five remaining items. 

The model fit was acceptable with a CFI of 0.95, TLI of 0.906, and a RMSEA of 0.128 at 

90% CI (0.070, 0.192). The scale has an AVE of 0.505. The results of the second CFA 

can be seen in Table 4.6. For the SCC scale, a high score indicates that the community is 

closer to SCC than a low score would suggest. The overcrowding item, as expected, had 

the highest factor loading. 

Scale Item Mean 

(1-5) 

SD Factor 

Loading 

AVE Composite 

Reliability 

Score 

SCC My community has become 

overcrowded because of 

tourists 

2.4 1.1 .778   

 I feel anger or frustration 

when I encounter tourists 

1.8 0.9 .760   

 An increase in tourists will 

lead to friction between local 

residents and tourists 

2.8 1.1 .717   

 Tourism prevents me from 

participating in local events 

and activities 

2.4 1.0 .713   

 There are more resources for 

tourists than residents in my 

community 

2.5 1.0 .519 .505 .832 

Support for 

Tourism 

Development 

I favor building new tourism 

facilities to attract more 

tourists 

3.3 1.0 .796   

 Additional tourism would be a 

desirable form of economic 

development 

3.8 1.0 .778   

 Tourism growth should be 

promoted and managed 

3.3 1.0 .763   

 Tourism holds great promise 

for the future 

3.7 0.9 .697   

 I support tourism as having a 

vital role 

4.0 0.9 .649 .631 .895 
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A latent variable was then created from the established tourism attitude scale to 

represent support for tourism development. This latent variable consisted of five items 

from the tourism attitudes scale and a single factor. The factor loadings can be seen in 

Table 4.6. A higher mean for the items indicates a higher level of support for tourism 

development. The model fit was acceptable with a CFI of 0.96, a TLI of 0.92, and an 

RMSEA of 0.146 at 90%CI (0.089, 0.209). The latent variable has an AVE of 0.631.  The 

results of the second CFA can be seen in Table 4.6. The correlation between the two 

latent variables can be seen in Table 4.7. A correlation value 

of -0.62 indicates that as an individual’s perception of the 

indicators of SCC increase, their support for tourism 

development decreases. This relationship is expected, and has 

served as the basis for some operational definitions of SCC 

(Gonzalez, Coromina, & Galí, 2018. 

 A structural equation model consisting of a regression 

between the overcrowding item from the poll and the support for tourism development 

latent variable was then fit using lavaan. This first model, Model A, represents the 

unexpanded definition of SCC revolving around perceptions of crowding at the 

destination. Respondent’s perceptions of overcrowding in their community was used to 

predict their support for tourism development, with theoretical support for a strong 

negative relationship. Support for tourism development was significantly predicted by the 

overcrowding item “My community has become overcrowded because of tourists” (b = -

0.58, t(168) = -6.63, p < 0.1, r2 = .28) as shown in Figure 4.1. The effect of SCC on 

positive support for tourism development was negative, as expected. The model fit was 

 1 2 

1 SCC 1.00  

2 STD -0.62 1.00 

Table 4.7: The 2x2 correlation 

matrix between the SCC latent 

variable and the Support for 

Tourism Development (STD) 

latent variable. 
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good, with a CFI of 0.95, a TLI of 0.91, an RMSEA of 0.14 at 90%CI (0.094, 0.184), and 

a SRMR of .048. 

Figure 4.1: The structural equation model showing the relationship between the 

overcrowding item and the STD latent variable. * indicates a p-value <0.1 

 

To test whether the expanded construct of SCC is a more reliable predictor of 

support for tourism impact, the second model, Model B, consisting of the two latent 

variables was then fit using lavaan. The support for tourism development latent variable 

was used as the predicted outcome while the SCC scale was the predictor variable. 

Support for tourism development was significantly predicted by the SCC scale (b = -0.62, 

t(168) = -6.17, p < 0.1, r2 = .39) as shown in Figure 4.2. The effect of SCC on positive 

support for tourism development was negative, as expected. The model fit was good, with 

a CFI of 0.93, a TLI of 0.91, an RMSEA of 0.100 at 90%CI (0.076, 0.125), and an 

SRMR of .054. According to the r2 values for each model (r2 = .28 and r2 = .39 

respectively), Model 2 explains 11% more of the variance in support for tourism 

development than Model 1. This supports hypothesis 1, indicating that the refined 
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operationalized definition of SCC does predict more variance in support for tourism 

development than previous operational definitions that focused on crowding. 

Figure 4.2: The structural equation model showing the relationship between the SCC 

latent variable and  the STD latent variable. * indicates a p-value <0.1 

 

Qualitative and Quantitative Nexus 

The qualitative and quantitative data were combined twice in this exploratory 

sequential mixed methods design. The first nexus between the qualitative and quantitative 

phases of the study occurred directly after the qualitative phase was completed. The data 

from the focus groups was used to inform 11 out of 12 of the items written to create a 

SCC scale (Table 4.9). Participants’ answers to exploratory questions provided a wealth 

of information that was absent from the existing literature about SCC. A deeper 

understanding of the way capacity impacts evolve as tourism development increases was 

used to create a scale which, in the future, may be used to categorize the level of SCC at 

destination. The second nexus between the qualitative and quantitative phases of the 

study occurred during the data analysis of the poll. One write-in question on the poll 

captured tourism-related stressors from respondents. By comparing the themes found in 
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the stressors and the indicators of SCC, a connection between SCC and stress was 

uncovered. 

Emergent Stressor Connections 

 Because one of the supporting theories of this research, stimulus-overload theory, 

specifically relates stress to perceptions of crowding, the researcher was attentive for any 

write-in stressor data that may relate to SCC during data entry. Not only were mentions 

of crowding-related stressors the most prevalent type of stressor reported, but there were 

also stressors reported that related to the newly-uncovered indicators of SCC. To better 

understand the relationship between stress and SCC, a combination of constant 

comparison analysis and classical content analysis were used to create a mixed method 

research process (Onwuegbuzie et al., 2009). 

 Constant comparison analysis was developed for qualitative research supported 

by grounded theory. It is suitable for investigating new phenomenon, but it is an 

inherently subjective method that may not yield the same results to every researcher 

(Glaser et al., 1968). It consists of three phases of coding: open, axial, and selective 

coding (Onwuegbuzie et al., 2009). Open coding breaks the data into small chunks in 

which themes of any type or size can emerge. Researchers should feel free to assign as 

many codes as they wish in this phase as it should be considered a form of brainstorming 

(Corbin & Strauss, 2008). The next phase of coding, axial coding, draws connections 

between the codes generated in open coding and groups the data based on these 

relationships (Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Onwuegbuzie et al., 2009). In the final phase of 

coding, selective coding, the groups developed in the axial coding phase are assigned a 

theme (Onwuegbuzie et al., 2009). To increase the validity of these findings, some 
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aspects of classical content analysis, in which the codes are counted and used to support 

the qualitative findings wiwth quantitative data (Onwuegbuzie et al., 2009), were used on 

the codes and themes generated through the constant comparative analysis. 

An initial round of open coding was conducted on the stressor information to 

identify blanket themes, and then followed by a second round of open coding to further 

delineate the stressors into 22 disparate themes. Axial coding was then used to group the 

themes of stressors into 13 categories, 8 consisting of a single theme, to form a better 

understanding of the types of stressors caused by tourism. Using selective coding, the 

codes were then compared to the themes of tourism impacts related to SCC analyzed in 

the qualitative phase to determine whether each theme of stressor related to SCC.  

Out of n=199 respondents, 100 participants, or 50.3% of the sample, wrote-in at 

least one stressor. Of the 21 themes of stressor reported, 11 of them were also indicators 

that SCC had been reached. Of the 179 stressors that were reported, 120 of them were 

also indicators that SCC had been reached (Table 4.8). Therefore, 67 percent of all 

reported stressors related to SCC. Of the people who reported stressors caused by 

tourism, 82 percent reported stressors related to SCC, totaling 41 percent of all 

respondents. 
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Table 4.8: The count and percentage of each tourism-related stressor theme as well as a binary 

consideration of if the theme of relates to indicators of SCC. Out of n=299, 100 participants 

wrote-in stressors (50.3%). 

Tourism-Related 

Stressor Themes 

Count % SCC? Justification 

Type of Tourist 9 5.0 N “the snowbirds don't know how to 

drive” − Snowbirds 4 2.2 N 

− Tourist 

Behavior 

11 6.1 N 

Crowding 7 3.9 Y “Busy streets, crowded restaurants, 

etc.” 

− Traffic 68 37.8 Y  

− Grocery 

Stores 

4 2.2 Y  

− Restaurants 13 7.2 Y  

− Waiting/Lines 6 6.0 Y  

− Stores 

(general) 

6 6.0 Y  

Driving (general) 14 7.8 N “bad drivers” 

Work 9 5.0 N “busy season at work place makes 

it hard to keep up” − Hospitality 1 0.6 N 

− VRBO 1 0.6 N  

Supply Shortages 5 2.8 Y “Food is wiped out on Fridays + 

Saturdays - meat, eggs, bread” 

Natural Resource 

Impacts 

3 1.7 N “more debris on streets + 

highways” 

− Pollution 6 3.3 N 

Risk of Disease 1 0.6 N “disease/flu” 

Cost of Living 3 1.7 Y “prices going up” 

Events 4 2.2 Y “more crowded @ events” 

Noise 2 1.1 Y “noise” 

Access to Services 2 2.0 Y “busier doctors” 

Total 179 100 120  

 

 The quantitative phase of the study revolved around confirming the inferential 

validity of the indicators of SCC discovered in the qualitative phase. A SCC latent 

variable was created from five items; a support for tourism development latent variable 

was created using five items adopted from a tourism sentiment scale. Both were 

confirmed through CFA. Two structural equation models were used to test whether the 
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newly expanded construct of SCC would be a better predictor of support for tourism 

development than a single overcrowding item used as the functional representation of 

classic interpretations of SCC. Classic content analysis was then used to analyze the 

relationship between stress and SCC. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

This research was motivated by the concern that social carrying capacity (SCC), 

commonly defined as the decreasing satisfaction felt by tourists at a destination as it 

becomes more crowded (Saveriades, 2000), did not adequately capture the experience of 

residents of tourism destinations.  As the definitions of sustainable tourism continue to 

modernize, it has become more evident that residents of destinations should be 

considered in destination management considerations to both maintain the quality of the 

destination and the daily lives of residents (Kates et al., 2005). During the qualitative 

phase of this research, the construct of social carrying capacity was expanded beyond 

crowding to include themes such as negative attitudes toward tourists, displacement of 

residents and businesses, a loss of connection to the community, and avoidance of large 

populations of tourists. 

Some impacts were only present at destinations with consistently high levels of 

tourism or around popular tourism events, indicating that they are more likely to appear 

in a community as the SCC is approached. Impacts that were present at all sites were 

present to different degrees and presented in a more severe form at sites with higher 

levels of tourism development. During the quantitative phase, a relationship between 

tourism-related stressors reported by respondents and the indicators of SCC discovered 

during the qualitative stage. Most the stressors listed by respondents were also indicators 

that SCC had been reached, showing that capacity issues may cause stress or stress may 

cause the perception of capacity issues. More research will have to be conducted to 

further understand this relationship and others that may impact SCC as perceived by 
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residents of tourism destinations. The themes and indicators of SCC collected in the 

qualitative phase were then used to inform item writing for a SCC scale targeted at 

residents. The five valid items that were included in a poll were then used to confirm the 

construct’s inverse relationship to support for tourism development. The model was of 

good fit, as was the model testing the relationship between overcrowding and support for 

tourism development. However, the refined operational definition of SCC explains more 

variance in support for tourism development than the overcrowding item alone. 

Operational Definition Refinement 

Research Question 1: How can the operational definition of social 

carrying capacity be refined to include residents of tourism destinations? 

 Past theoretical definitions of SCC have varied between prioritizing the declining 

satisfaction of tourists or the declining capacity of a community while functional 

applications of SCC frequently reduce it to a question of crowding. This research shows 

that, when SCC is considered from the perspective of residents of tourism destinations, 

there are a multitude of impacts that indicate whether SCC has been met or breached. 

While focus group participants mentioned the classic signs of crowding in their 

community, such as waiting at restaurants or traffic congestion, those were not the only 

impacts. The data show evidence of crowding, albeit minor in some cases, was found in 

every community regardless of the level of tourism development. It is possible to see 

changes in the degree of crowding present at each site, waiting at the only traffic light in 

a community versus looking for a parking spot for an hour, for example, but less nuance 

is required in the construct definition if more impacts than crowding are considered. 
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Nuance can be harmful to sociological constructs and theories because it reduces 

generalizability and constrain any subjectivity inherent to the phenomenon (Healy, 2017). 

Indicators of Social Carrying Capacity 

Research Question 2: How do the impacts of tourism experienced by a 

community change as the community nears social carrying capacity? 

 Some assessments of SCC in the past had consisted of a single question 

measuring respondents’ perception of crowding or support for tourism development, but 

those questions do not capture the levels of crowding, unhappiness with local 

government, or lack of connection to the community that were exposed during the focus 

groups. As communities undergo more tourism development and begin to reach or 

surpass SCC, residents will experience different tourism impacts or the same impacts at a 

different magnitude. Even though this idea has been accepted by researchers and used to 

create frameworks like the Tourism Area Life Cycle, it had not yet been applied to the 

SCC definition that only considered crowding.  

Degree of Impact 

 Focus group participants at more developed sites had begun to change their 

behavior and practice avoidance strategies as they were more likely to avoid areas or 

events with a high density of tourists. The degree of avoidance (behavior) and cognitions 

surrounding the action differed across Site 1 and Site 3. At Site 3, participants admitted 

that a few residents had begun to leave or avoid town during large events and festivals 

because of the influx of tourists. However, the participants also made jokes about those 

residents and did not present it as a major issue. At Site 1, multiple participants angrily 

recounted experiences at or around large events. They not only said that they knew 
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people who no longer attended, but also that they felt the event targeted more at tourists 

than residents. In contrast to participants at Site 2, whom encouraged the local 

government to be more involved with the tourism industry and promote tourism 

development, participants at Sites 1 and 3 had begun to feel their local governments over-

prioritized tourism. What presented as a light criticism of government priorities in Site 3 

(perhaps also tempered by participants’ high level of involvement with the local 

government), was a skepticism of the local government’s priorities between resident 

sentiments and increasing tourism revenue.  

Therefore, to gauge whether the SCC of a community has been reached it is 

necessary to not only consider what impacts are being experienced by the community but 

to what extent. Unidimensional measures of crowding may seek to elucidate the degree of 

the impact using Likert scales, but the inherent subjectivity of measuring a perception can 

make the results difficult to compare across communities. For example, the items “An 

increase in tourists will lead to friction between local residents and tourists” and “I feel 

anger or frustration when I encounter tourists” both attempt to capture residents’ level of 

negative sentiments toward tourists with the former being at a lesser degree than the 

latter. As “I feel anger or frustration when I encounter tourists” indicates a greater depth 

of negative sentiment, a high score on that item was less likely than a low score and it 

had a higher factor loading to the construct than “An increase in tourists will lead to 

friction between local residents and tourists.” Although it was less commonly selected, “I 

feel anger or frustration when I encounter tourists” explained a greater average variance 

in support for tourism development because it represented a higher degree of impact. 

Therefore, single item assessments that only capture whether an impact is present will 
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capture a smaller portion of the SCC construct than multi-item scales that address 

common impacts at multiple degrees of impact. 

Type of Impact 

 This research found several impacts of SCC felt by residents that had not 

previously been ascribed to SCC. Negative sentiments toward tourists, avoidance of 

tourism areas and events, and skewed government priorities were all identified through 

the focus groups as potential impacts of SCC and confirmed through factor analysis. 

Other impacts that were identified through the focus groups as varying in severity across 

different levels of tourism development include a lack of connection to the community, 

an increase in the cost of living, and a change in the image of the community. Many of 

these impacts, such as avoidance of tourism areas and events are directly related to 

overcrowding of a tourism destination, especially with the added context from the focus 

groups ascribing resident avoidance to increasing numbers of tourists, but the expression 

of the impact changes as crowding increases. It is necessary to consider as many of the 

potential impacts that can be caused by crowding as possible to accurately determine to 

what extent the community is being impacted by capacity limitations.  
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Social Carrying Capacity and Support for Tourism Development 

Research Question 3: How does the refined operationalized definition of 

SCC relate to resident support for tourism development? 

Hypothesis 1: The refined operational definition of SCC will explain more 

variance in support for tourism development than classical interpretations of 

SCC revolving around crowding. 

 SCC’s established inverse relationship with support for tourism development was 

used to test the inferential validity of the SCC instrument created through this research. A 

single item rating respondents’ level of support for future tourism development has been 

used as a proxy to measure SCC in past research (Gonzalez, Coromina, & Galí, 2018). 

This method functionally measures the total tourism carrying capacity for a destination as 

support for tourism development does not necessarily mean that the SCC in a community 

has not been reached. Individual economic considerations may outweigh the negative 

social impacts experienced by the community. The newly defined construct, represented 

by a greater variety of social impacts caused by capacity challenges at a tourism 

destination than crowding, displayed the strong, negative correlations that would be 

expected of an instrument measuring SCC. In support of hypothesis 1, the refined 

operational definition of SCC represented in Model 2 explained more of the variance in 

the support for tourism development than the previous, simpler operational definition of 

SCC consisting of overcrowding. Not only does this data support Hypothesis 1, but it also 

fulfills the main purpose of this research: to refine the operational definition of SCC as 

perceived by residents of tourism destinations.  The operational definition created and 
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implemented through this research allows researchers and practitioners to both come to a 

more complete understanding of the impact of SCC on residents of tourism destinations. 

 During the initial, qualitative phase of the research, the operational definition of 

SCC was expanded to better include residents of tourism destinations by being more 

cognizant of the multitude of impacts caused by capacity challenges. Impacts such as 

negative sentiments toward tourism, avoidance of tourism areas, and lack of connections 

to the community were all identified as indicators of SCC. When more of these indicators 

are included in operationalized definitions of SCC, such as in this study, it more fully 

represents the construct and can predict more variance in support for tourism 

development. 

While many of the impacts uncovered in the qualitative relate to crowding, the 

degree to which they exist and the way they are expressed in a community varies as 

destinations develop their tourism industry. An awareness of which impacts are present in 

a community and how they may progress when tourism in that community continues to 

develop can increase the understanding of SCC and help make it a more relevant and 

useful tool for destination management. This research has revealed new avenues of 

research that can increase understanding of the sociological impacts of increasing levels 

of tourism to tourism destinations and improve the health of communities. 

Stress and Social Carrying Capacity 

 The relationship between stressors reported by residents of tourism destinations 

and the indicators of SCC support the use of stimulus-overload theory to study SCC. 

Strengthening the causal connection between SCC and stress has long-term impacts both 

for the health of communities and the significance of SCC to tourism research. Many 
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tourism impacts can negatively affect a community’s quality of life (Andereck & 

Nyaupane, 2011), but stressors have the potential to cause life-altering, or even life-

threatening health impacts (Chrousos, 2000). Therefore, SCC impacts not only threaten 

the quality of the tourism product at the destination, but can also have significant 

negative impacts on the health of a community and the desirability of living in a 

community with uncontrolled tourist levels.  

 At this point, it is unclear whether the relationship between SCC and stress is 

unidirectional or correlational. One of the theoretical backings for SCC, stimulus-

overload theory, states that excessive social stimulus causes feelings of stress which 

causes a perception of crowding. SCC has previously been defined by some researchers 

as overcrowding at a destination that begins to impact satisfaction with that definition, 

which would seem to indicate that an individual’s perception of SCC is formed by 

feelings of stress. Nonetheless, this research indicates that crowding is only one indicator 

that SCC has been reached. It may be possible that an individual’s perception of SCC is 

informed by the level of stress in their life caused by tourism. Previous investigations into 

tourism-related stress has discovered that residents of communities with tourism are more 

likely to experience a greater number of stressors at a greater magnitude (Jordan et al., 

2019), which may mean that increasing stressors experienced by residents is an indicator 

that SCC is being neared. Future research should be done to better investigate the 

possible relationship between SCC and stress. 

Future Research 

 Future research should seek to incorporate all 11 of the items designed for this 

study. A more detailed scale and a large sample size may make categorical analysis 
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possible which allows the measurement tool to categorize a community in relation to its 

SCC. The interrupted data collection period and low response rate of this research 

prevented this goal from being realized as originally intended and placed some 

limitations on the data that could not be overcome. Additional research should be 

conducted to explore the relationship between the expanded definition of SCC and other 

attributes of tourism destinations that impact residents. For example, the relationship 

between stress and SCC should be further studied to investigate whether it is 

unidirectional or correlational. Other avenues of research include a comparative 

evaluation of the SCC as perceived by residents of a destinations and as perceived by 

tourists of a destination. There are a multitude of practical research avenues that should 

be explored, such as the impact of changing certain functional characteristics of a 

destination on perception of SCC. Virtual reality technology could also be implemented 

in an experimental design to test possible ways to increase the SCC of a destination 

during large events, which were identified as a contributor to capacity challenges during 

this research. 

Theoretical Contributions 

 This research refined the operational definition of SCC to be more inclusive of the 

manifold indicators of SCC as perceived by residents. Through this operational 

definition, the research supports the more modern construct definition of SCC as the 

decrease in community capacity as tourism increases (Saveriades, 2000). Because SCC 

research has largely focused on crowding as the main limiting factor in tourism 

destinations, this re-operalization of SCC must change the way it is researched in the 

future. It can no longer be acceptable to reduce a construct to its most simple variable and 
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apply it to various populations. As more tourism theories are adapted from a focus on 

tourists to a focus on residents from tourism destinations, it will be necessary to 

investigate the construct in relation to residents and operationalize the construct being 

studied from their perspective. This research shows that theories and constructs cannot be 

directly applied from one population to another without modifications.  

 It is also possible that the research of SCC focused on tourists is too simplistic. 

SCC is a theory and construct with a rich theological history beginning in the 18th 

century. Researchers understanding of tourism phenomenon and their impact on tourists 

have evolved since early studies of SCC established crowding as the main factor limiting 

tourist satisfaction as tourist numbers increase. However, this research indicates that that 

there may be other impacts on tourists as well as residents relating to SCC beyond 

crowding. As tourism development increases, residents also begin to experience more 

negative emotions toward tourists. They may be less willing to interact with tourists or 

engage in community activities that have attracted tourists to the area. These actions may 

have impacts on the quality of the tourism destination that then impacts tourist 

satisfaction. Resident engagement with tourism may be significant to tourist perceptions 

of SCC; therefore, the refinement and enrichment of the operational definition of SCC 

regarding residents should lead to refinement and enrichment of the operational definition 

of SCC regarding tourists.  

 If SCC has more depth than previously accounted for in the research, this also 

have implications for the frameworks that have been developed on the foundation of SCC 

such as the Tourism Area Life Cycle (TALC). The TALC shows the evolution of tourism 

destinations over time as the number of tourism at the destination increases (Butler, 
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1980). However, this research indicates that there may be a third axis relating more 

directly to resident impacts that helps refine the framework. Additionally, the refinement 

of the operational definition of SCC for residents of tourism destinations indicates that 

there may be an analogous framework showing the evolution of a community as levels of 

tourism increases focusing on the impacts of residents at each stage. While the TALC 

addresses impacts on residents, it generally focuses on how these impacts influence the 

quality of the tourism product as perceived by tourists. A SCC framework suggesting 

theoretical connections managerial implications at each stage of tourism development 

from resident perspectives could fill the same niche in the literature as the TALC, 

standing as the foundation for various secondary theories and relationships. 

Practical Contributions 

 A more varied and complete understanding of SCC will allow DMOs to make 

more informed decisions about the tourism industry in their community. Periodic 

evaluation of the level of SCC in a community can also DMOs to tailor their marketing 

strategies and level of effort spent on promotional materials to the level of impacts in a 

community. Multiple indicators that SCC has been reached will be a sign that marketing 

efforts should be scaled back or that the functional attributes of the destination to be 

modified to alleviate the impacts. While SCC does not provide an absolute level of 

tourism development that is appropriate for a community (McCool and Lime, 2001), 

monitoring the indicators of SCC can increase DMO comfort with increasing or 

decreasing the level of tourism currently in their community. 

Furthermore, an awareness of the varied indicators of SCC can help practitioners 

create multi-pronged, proactive management plans that anticipate the way tourism 
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impacts evolve as tourism levels increase. Understanding how tourism impacts evolve as 

tourism development increases will allow practitioners to predict which impacts their 

communities will begin to experience as development increases. By modifying the level 

of tourism or functional attributes in a community, practitioners can prevent or ameliorate 

future negative impacts. 

The relationship uncovered between stress and SCC in this research suggests that 

DMOs should prioritize SCC impacts over impact that do not have a relationship with 

public health. As this research has a foundation in stakeholder theory and equity in 

tourism management decisions between tourists and residents, it should be noted that 

stressors often have a significantly more detrimental impact on minorities or other under-

represented populations (Jackson et al., 2010).  It is imperative that tourism destinations 

consider and account for all stakeholders at a destination, especially those at-risk, to truly 

be sustainable. 
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RESIDENT SENTIMENT TOWARD TOURISM FOCUS GROUP SCRIPT  

The research plan is to conduct four focus groups – two per community.  One group will 

be with long-term residents (20 years or more) and one with shorter term residents (10 

years or less). Research has shown that a resident’s length of time in the community can 

influence their attitudes toward tourism. The focus groups are planned for November and 

December and will help to inform the poll and survey development as well as provide 

stories of residents’ experience with tourism in their communities.  

Measurement per the RFP:  

• Sentiment (aka attitudes) of residents toward tourism in their communities 

and as a viable economic development option in the state.  

• Strengths, opportunities and pain points.   

Additional content (most is in the focus group)  

 Descriptive measures  

• Employment in the tourism industry  

• Perceived benefit from tourism  

• Frequency of contact with tourists   

• Length of residency in [state] 

• Type of residency (full-time, part-time, winter residents)   

• Demographics  

• Communities – proportion of economy attributed to tourism  

(These measures have been found to relate to residents’ sentiments about tourism)  
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Site:                                                                                 

Number of Attendees:                                            Date:                                   

Facilitator:                                               Assistant Facilitator:                                        

List of things to take  

Easel  

Flip chart paper  

Markers  

Script/Consent forms/questionnaire/worksheets (22)  

Name tags  

Snacks  

• Sign-in  

By Assistant Facilitator:   

• Guest sign-in  

• Distribute name tags  

• Participants complete a short questionnaire of questions  

• Introduction (3 minutes)  

By Facilitator:   

• Self-introduction of ASU team – Vogt, Andereck, and Moran.  

• Introduce study  

 

The purpose of this study is to better understand how residents of [state] perceive tourism 

in their community.  By perceptions we mean your opinions about both positive and 

negative aspects of tourism.    This information is needed to better guide state and local 

agencies that market and manage tourism to evaluate the contributions and costs of 

tourism to the economy, environment, and social dynamics in communities and across the 

state.  This focus group is our first research step.  We will do a statewide poll and 



  94 

community level surveys in the next three to four months.  Your input will help inform 

those research efforts.   

• Assurance of confidentiality and structure of focus groups (2 minutes):  

“We want to assure you that everything said tonight will remain as confidential as 

possible.  Under no circumstances will we use your name or attach it to anything you 

say.  Be aware, however, that we cannot make that guarantee with respect to the other 

people in the group. If you want to leave or stop participating at any time that is within 

your rights and there will be no penalty or negative consequences. We use these 

conversations to extract bulleted themes that summarize all ideas that the group comes up 

with.  Thus, your information and opinions can be forwarded into the planning process, 

without violating your confidentiality.”  

“We do have a request.  We will be trying to capture your thoughts and ideas on flip 

charts.  Sometimes things come too fast to get everything down on paper.  To avoid 

interrupting the flow, we ask your permission to record the session to make sure we don’t 

miss anything when we prepare the results.  However, we will not do so if anyone feels 

uncomfortable.  Would anyone feel uncomfortable, or are there any questions?  Again, 

we guarantee your confidentiality in these conversations.”   

To help focus our dialogue and ensure that each of these meetings is conducted within the 

same context, we have a question format and schedule for today's focus group. I may 

have to stop the discussion at times so we have time to complete the entire exercise and 

discussion topics.  We hope you can stay through to the end. We anticipate taking 

between one and one and a half hours to complete this focus group dialogue.”  

• Ground rules to focus group discussions (1 minute):  

"Before we get started, we would like to share some simple ground rules to help facilitate 

our discussion. To help focus our dialogue and ensure that each of these meetings is 

conducted within the same context, we will try to keep on schedule so we have time to 

complete all discussion topics. We may need to interrupt you to keep on schedule or on 

topic. We also want everyone to have the opportunity to participate so we may redirect 

the conversation or ask specific individuals to share their ideas.”  

Let’s define tourism before we get started.  Generally, it refers to visitors who travel 50 

miles or farther from their home to engage in a leisure or vacation activity.  Tourism 

includes when people visit family and friends, travel for business, engage in outdoor 

recreation, gaming, and many different types of activities.  Give out worksheets.  

Moderator leads the discussion, and Assistant Moderator records on the flip chart.  

Warm-up (5 minutes):  
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Tell us a little about yourself.  How long have you lived in (Site 1, Site 2, Site 3)?    

 

Exploratory Questions (15 minutes): What are the main ways that:  

1. Tourism in general impacts your community?   

Use the first worksheets and give a few minutes to think. Assistant Moderator makes a list 

of ways.  

Probes: what about the: economy, physical environment, social and cultural aspects of 

your community?  

2. Tourists impact your lives personally?   

Use the second worksheet.  Assistant Moderator makes a list of ways.  

Probing: Do you have an example?  

Follow-up: In what way?  

Follow-up: As a group, are there any other ways not on this list that tourists 

impact your lives or community   

Key Question (15 minutes): What is the nature of your encounters with tourists? 

(i.e., just see them around to having meaningful interactions).   

How does encountering tourists in your community make you feel? You can offer a 

range of feelings or emotions that are positive/good to negative/bad.   

Assistant Moderator makes a list of feelings- try to organize around positive and 

negative, maybe even neutral feelings.   

Follow-up: Would those feelings change if there were more tourists in your community?  

Follow-up: What about less or fewer tourists in your community?  

What types of tourists do you prefer and why (i.e. families, retirees, groups, etc)?  

Key question (10 minutes): How do you feel about the number of tourists in your 

community during high and low seasons?  

Have participants use the thermometers  
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Follow-up Is there a point at which you would say “there are too many tourists in 

Site 1”?  A point could relate to geography or place(s), time, seasons, etc.  

Assistant Moderator makes a list of points suggested by participants.   

Follow-up: How did you arrive at this benchmark?  

Key Question (15 minutes): How have tourists changed your community?   

Follow-up: Do you ever find tourists somewhere you don’t expect?    

Moderator - Addresses backstage areas  

Follow-up: How did that make you feel?  

Does knowing tourists will be in a specific area change your behavior or activities 

in any way?  

Probing: Do you have an example? How do tourists change your behavior?  

Follow-up: Does the number or volume of tourists on any given day change these 

situations?   

Follow-up: Would you rather keep some spaces free of tourists?  

Key question (10 minutes): How would you feel about increasing numbers of 

tourists in your community?  

Follow-up: Would you like the opportunity to be able to share your thoughts 

about this with community managers?  

Follow-up: How? How often?  

Provides a framework for DMOS to engage with communities.  

• Close (5 minutes):  

If you had to come up with a short phrase about tourism in your community, what 

would it be?  Please write on your sheet and then we will share them as a group in 

a minute or two.  

Thank them for coming.  
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APPENDIX C 

FOCUS GROUP CONSENT FORM 
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Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study. We are interested in knowing 

more about residents of [state] communities and their thoughts on tourism. This 

session will include a short questionnaire that will take a couple of minutes and a 

focus group of about 90 minutes. Your participation is voluntary. You may choose 

not to answer any question. There is no penalty or negative consequence if you decide 

to withdraw or end your participation in the session. While we assure complete 

confidentiality of all your information on our part and will not associate your name 

with your responses, note that we cannot make that guarantee for others in the focus 

group with respect to what you say during the session. All the information we collect 

will be grouped together and reported only as a summary of results. While we may 

use the information we collect in reports and publications, at no time will your name 

be released or associated with your responses. Your participation in this study may 

contribute to new efforts to support sustainable tourism in [state] at both the state and 

community level. 

 

We would like to audio record this session. It will not be recorded without your 

permission. Please let us know if you do not want the session to be recorded; you also 

can change your mind after the interview starts, just let us know. 

 

If you have any questions concerning the research study, please ask us or contact 

Kathleen Andereck at kandereck@asu.edu. If you have any questions about your rights as 

a subject/participant in this research, or if you feel you have been placed at risk, you can 

contact the Chair of the Human Subjects Institutional Review Board, through the ASU 

Office of Research Integrity and Assurance, at (480) 965-6788.  

 

 

By signing below you are agreeing to be part of the study. 

 

Name:   

 

Signature:       Date: 

 

  

mailto:kandereck@asu.edu
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APPENDIX D 

FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONNAIRE 
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How would you describe your affiliation with the tourism industry? (✓ all that apply) 

 An elected public official 

 Employed by a government agency (township, city, county, state, or 

federal) 

 Employed by a tourism-related business (non-government) 

 Business owner 

 Employed by a chamber, convention bureau or similar entity 

 Interested citizen 

 

Please describe your job, roles or responsibilities in this industry: 

  

What do you think is the biggest challenge facing the [state] tourism industry 

today? 

 

How many years have you lived in [state]? (please enter number of years) 

 

What is your gender? [SELECT ONE] 

Male / Female 

 

Please enter your age. 

 

What employment status best describes your current situation?  (✓ one) 

 Employed full-time 

 Employed part-time 

 Not employed 

 Retired 

 Student 

 

What was your approximate household income before taxes in 2019? (✓ one) 

 Less than $20,000 

 $20,000-$39,999  

 $40,000-$59,999 

 $60,000-$79,999 

 $80,000-$99,999 

 $100,000-$124,999 

 $125,000 or more 

 Prefer not to say  

 

How many children live in your household? 

 None 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 or more 

Please enter your zip code. 
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APPENDIX E 

 

FOCUS GROUP WORKSHEET 1 
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PERSPECTIVES ON TOURISM FOCUS GROUP 

WORKSHEET # 1 

 

Specific ways in which the quality of life of your community has 

changed for the better because of tourism: 

 

1. __________________________________________ 

2. __________________________________________ 

3. __________________________________________ 

4. __________________________________________ 

5. __________________________________________ 

6. __________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX F 

 

FOCUS GROUP WORKSHEET 2 
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PERSPECTIVES ON TOURISM FOCUS GROUP 

WORKSHEET # 2 

 

Specific ways in which the quality of life of your community has 

changed for the worse because of tourism: 

 

1. __________________________________________ 

2. __________________________________________ 

3. __________________________________________ 

4. __________________________________________ 

5. __________________________________________ 

__________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX G 

FOCUS GROUP WORKSHEET 3 
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PERSPECTIVES ON TOURISM FOCUS GROUP 

WORKSHEET # 3 

 

On the thermometers below, please indicate your ideal level of tourism for the 

peak season and the off season and the current level of tourism you feel is present 

in the community at each time. 

 

 

Peak Season      
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APPENDIX H 

FOCUS GROUP 1 TRANSCRIPT 
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Focus Group 1 

Focus Group 1 was conducted in Site 1. Site 1 has the highest level of tourism 

development of the three research sites. The 12 participants consisted of adults who had 

lived in the community for less than 10 years.   

 

Key 

M: Male participant 

F: Female Participant 

K: Moderator 

C: Assistant Moderator 

 

Warm up 

 

M: six months came from California 

M: Gordon born Chicago and moved here five years ago from Jacksonville which I hated 

and prior to that a bunch of other places 

FL two years moved up from the Valley. Which is phx 

F born in Chicago came here via sandiego been here 3 years 

M: Grew up in a dairy farm in northern OH but Ive spent 36 years in AK before coming 

here 

M: Illinois 

M: Just over two years from Denver 

F: I moved here from SJ islands in Wa state  

M: oh which one? 

F: 26 years in valley, formerly MI 

F: MI spent  

F: 42 years coming here from England and moved three years ago from temeculah 

M; just over two years, come from Nevada 

Exploratory Questions 

 

One combined question 1 and 2 

M: looking for pos or neg? 

K: both 

M: but youre going to decipher which is p and which is n 

K: yes, (explains question again) 

M: living in [Site 1]? Cause other places could be different 

K: yes, here, where you live now. How it affects you here 

Fill out worksheets 

K: lets go ahead and share communities 

M; cash  

F: revenue for business 

M: economics 

F: More flights 

F: broader social exp bec of multiple cultures 

M: redevelop of older areas 
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M: sets the tone for the whole A, effects whole look and feel 

F: increase social media presence and awareness local and intern 

M: supports local education systems bc tourism allow business, go to school, some bad 

places in [Site 1] 8-10 years ago education would have been really bad. Going well now 

M: plus and minus, support all events whether rodeo, [redacted]whatever. I say posi 

cause tourism allows these things but [redacted]too crowded, somethings too crowded 

real mixed feelings 

M; adds to services to comm whether its restaurants, health, theres more infrastructures 

for tourists but supports residents 

F: attracts future rev 

M: attracts new residents 

F: supports local infra in terms of road/streets bc they pay gas taxes up here 

F: local aritists alive also support big box which may not survive w/o tourists 

F: probably best source of info outside comm so if they come and have a pos exp they go 

and are encouraging more people to come up here 

M: how did you come up with the 50 mi? 

K: that’s the industry 

K: lets look at less positive 

F: traffic (laughter) 

M: shortage of parking 

F: homeless pop attracted to area because of the weather 

M: I would think they would go to the valley before here 

F: go walk around downtown 

K: related to tourists or weather 

F: tourists are generous 

F: Use of trails is not – they don’t care that theres a lot of people, it’s the lack of courtesy 

and trash it’s a lack of respect for the trail and surrounding area. When you get so many 

people…  

M: that’s true in town too, go in high seas and theres lots of trash all around 

M: no recycling bins 

M: increasing drugs and crime 

M: does that come with tourism 

Many: ooooh yeah 

F: college kids 

M; lots of people from [nearby city] 

M: this is a drug center? 

M they influence your kids 

F: it’s the rehab center 

F I don’t the unheard all over historical district because there aren’t homeowners there 

anymore 

F: one of the problems, same that happened in SD, business are geared toward toursts 

first and exclude the locals. If you look at shopping dt you have to go to [nearby town to 

get womens clothes. IF there has to be a happy medium between taking care of locals and 

tourists 

M: it cant drive locals away 
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F they cant shop dt 

F: it drives prices up so people have to leave 

F: Council has gear things to tourists in town for dollars and overlook picture. Too many 

tattoo shops massage parlors, cbd oil popping up its negatie to our community and the 

tourists might like it as their stumbling out of a bar on the courthouse 

F lack of respect of locals and local culture I don’t know if it’s a cultural thing that people 

don’t have that respect when they come into someones home. Theres a lack of respect 

like people who have full time jobs 

M: Having lived in [large city], I’m seeing bad habits from there influence people up here 

M; lived most of life in T town so this is no change, but population seems indifferent to 

locals but almost as if pride in being base, sloppy, disheveled when going dt. You go 

someplace nice on the square you see people come in the attire looks like they’ve been 

drug around dark corners. aS a local, we’re a casual town anyway, but its two levels 

below that. There are slobs everywhere, but I’m talking people going into a nice 

restaurant in dirty shirt, stained shorts, flip flops.. the business have to cater to those 

people .local business do a good job recognizing locals and making sure not ignored 

M: relationship between increase tourism and increase devel and everyone has own view 

but the GOB network has vested interest in increase tourism and well lot of good things 

lot of bad things that will destroy the character of why people came 

M; what bothers me is tourism is low wage industry and the people who work in hotels, 

etc don’t live in [Site 1] cause can’t afford to. Doesn’t support cities on a sustainable 

basis. Why are we promoting and putting effort into stimulation low wage industry. The 

wages here are low enough to start with 

M: there’s no career path college or high school kid who can sustain that in tourism 

industry 

M: reading an article about why small towns die and some growing the main difference is 

jobs for the youth 

F: What is the direction of the city of [Site 1] is it to build up manufacturing isn’t approp 

here bc of transportation but things likce tech and services could be here. So is this town 

geared as a tourists city? Is that the high point 

F: they are working to do a combination working with soft industries up by the airport but 

they have to maintain the look and feel of downtown which is the tourists part so it’s a 

real balancing act of how to attract jobs and keep kids here 

F: theres plenty of land out there 

F the other thing too with t is the airport. Having an airport here literally if there was a 

direction on that you could increase T if it were easier to fly in rather than drive 

M: they’re just starting next month 

F; They’re increasing the length of the runway as well but it’s a process through the 

government 

M: local health services really suck I’ve heard that some of us don thave good medical 

ehre because we don’t have good education and you know how long you 

F: I think that’s a problem nationally and I disagree with you I think higher levels of 

education are ood here 

M: for some reason the med drs don’t want to come here, those who have kids because 

the public schools here don’t hae the quality 
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K: move to the next questions 

K; positive effects personally 

F: tourism actually s a positive because I met my stock broker in [nearby town] and drove 

up and bought a house. So I was a tourist 

F so that’s a pos and a neg cause it brings them around, but maybe we don’t want them 

but it does apprec the housing when its quality and lower when its bad. 

F: the housing here is unaffordable for most families 

M: property tax? Water? Sewer? 

F; the structure itself 

F: interact with numwerous types of populations if youre ever d t for an event you get to 

met people from all over 

F: eay to get form one place to another 

M; more things and places so when family visits you take em around to where tourists go 

M: that’s a godo point, because the local authorites will build more trails so we have 

more places to recreate 

F: impressed with concerts in the park, arts on Friday, theres so much to do here you 

could do something everyday, gallerys, everything 

F: I was impressed with the number of people that are performers here. These are popel 

that are internationally acclaimed artists 

M: family likes to visit 

M: is that good? 

M: at this point in time all the functions we have dt I can still find parking even if I come 

in late which you couldn’t do in [large city] 

F; most of the parking here is free 

M: did you try past [street]? WE drove dt couldn’t find a place past [street]. I turned 

around and went home 

F: customers to business 

K: some of the ways personal negative 

F: bnb owners in street cant park in fornt of house have to park in alley every week. I hate 

it. They are noisey and they are trashy. They are sometimes. There could be 5 cars 

pulling up I live in historical district and there could be 5 families. Theres kids, they’re 

staying up at night, I have to work 

M: city of napa went through that and got good control 

M: increase competition of services. Hard to find seating, I guess you have to know when 

to go 

M: you have to adjust everything, If its high season you’re crazy if you think your’e 

going somewhere Friday night 

M: that’s how you meet interesting people (laughter) 

F: unfamiliarity with roads/streets and roundabouts 

F: worry about the fact most of came here for peace, beauty, etc. with development and 

roads and infrastructure having to increase were’e just going to lose the peace and I see 

theat as something that could take us to the big city 

M: if you close the doors you’ll become a stagnant city 

M: oh boy, you hear city council spout that, but I don’t think it’s the case 
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F moratoriums are not a healthy thing. Its not right. You can’t say you can’t move here 

and fulfill your dream 

M: but if we don’t have the water 

F: I don’t believe that 

 

Key Question nature of your encounters 

M; tourism has gone on an increase at enormous rate if I think of all the traveling I did in 

the 70s it was a joy. What happens with world economy and now they all busload of 

individuals if you want to go somewhere you go with a massive group. Today Its making 

big business on buses coming up from California and it wasn’t like that it was a dying 

town 

M: My wife and I live close to center of town so we walk dog around the plaza. During 

high season we encounter lots of folks from out of town and since we’re new we have a 

lot of rightness for our decision to move here. One on one all very positive what a great 

town plaza is setting is what many of us were raised to think is idealistic American town. 

And a lot of us were surprised to drive in and say this is great but you talk to the locals 

and the the other locals we talk to are very open to the tourists but they are engaging and 

they want to hear the good vibe 

M: part of tourism, everyone here isn’t from here in one regard or another we were all 

tourists 

K: how does it make you feel? 

F: pride, (agreement) 

: it’s a beautiful town 

F Its very positive and I want them to know I’m glad they’re here because they do 

support our local business. There just aren’t enough people in the community to shop 

every shop so I’ve always felt very positive and friendly 

F: I’ve always felt positive, but sometimes you go to the palace and people come in from 

out of town are jusot obnoxious, boisterous. People screaming and yelling cause their 

drunkand peeing on the wall. So that’s not ok. So that can be a negative. Overall mostly 

positive nice to talk at events 

M: you have to excerise more patience as a local because the folks coming in are not on 

our schedule. They’re here to wander around and stop. You have to relize they’re going 

to walk across atht he wrong time. Kudos to city for new intersections. But people don’t 

look, they don’t know you’re walking your dog, they say look at that cowboy hat! Called 

the tourist gapers cuase they’re walking around with mouth open. More considerate, more 

understanding, and just stay away. Let em have the town 

F: I meet a lot through the [redacted]. Coming form oot, impressions of [redacted] always 

so pos and theyre just charmed, charmed by the people. The first thing they say is 

everyone is so nice here! 

M: someone mentioned garbage and trash, but compared to where I come from this place 

in pristine. 

K: would change if more touirsts: 

M: where you gonna put them? 

M; are we at a tipping point? 
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F: depend on type of tourists. For the most part if they’re excited to see it and friendly I 

would be concerned but. They have issues in blank because people on mass tours they 

have issues with those people 

M: its not even issues, if I go up there they’re asking me for a fortune to eat lunch. So 

things start escalating. You go off the mains treet in blank its dead 

F: I’ve had relatives they think its really inexpensive here. I don’t think theres a lot of 

places I would consider tourists traps 

M: city council development which is prime reason we left Denver bc cc in cahoots with 

developers. How much can we absorb? How much can this little footprint absorb? To 

encourage more people are you talking about more people at high season or make low 

season more like high? 

M; how muchs tpace do we have? WE have reservations around us, we have state forest 

around us. I don’t think we have that much space 

F: theres no infrastructure to support what they’re building 

M: what is committed in terms of development? You have ranch which has gone through 

with is thousand sof htome and then mor thousands of home 

M: its going to take away the beauty, its so pristine down ther 

M: The city never took care of it so theres major negotions 

F: they come here and everyone is so nice that they say I want to go there too. Its o much 

more economically viable for them to come here even without a full time job they can 

basically sell property in CA and then come here. So tourism is great but then they want 

to relocate here. Bc of how dt looks and that they’ve kept it like that, its going to attract T 

which is g oing to attract more people 

M: Where are you gonna put em? Build a new hotel to come look at pristine [redacted]? 

Where are they gonna stay? Ranch is gonna be built up but the city can’t absorb it bc the 

city is built out so you can’t accommodate them in P  

K: fewer tourists 

F: how would you do that? 

F: negative PR 

F: that would hurt a lot of business 

F: come em off at the spars and then they have to go back to [other tourist town] 

F: businesses have to look at locals as well as tourists bc if you just look at tourists shops 

you’re going to have trouble when no one shows up, but if you balance the businesses, 

which is what they’re doing in SD, they can keep their busiensses pretty cosnsisten across 

the year 

M: interestsing to ehar from the people from before the recession bc you know tourism is 

cyclical so the more senior residents will probably have some interesting insights for you 

M; economic issues may cure a problem when the next R hits, when I came here it was 

the bottom and the palce was dead. I’ve seen a lot of changes from bust to boom but I’m 

trying to separate tourism from development bc when I think of tourism I think of people 

coming and leaving. I think [redacted] problem is development where people are coming 

and the size of the comm with double 

M: deve supports more of the issue of air bnb. Bec run into those problems 

F: maybe encouraging low peak season. Theres less to do here, but thers still lots of 

things around here like kayaking and hiking. So encouraging low peak 
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Key question type of tourists 

F: I volunteer at the college theater and a lot of people that come there are visitors. I was 

talking to a group and they wanted to know where to get escargot. They aren’t tying to 

assimilate to the mood of the community 

F: its not [large city] that’s for sure 

F: I agree with the types of tourists on the weekends to drink and get rowdy and take that 

out on the squar wehre there are families and couples. They don’t care. They came up to 

get plastered and don’t care about others space. Its all about me and having a good time 

in your space 

F: I don’t know how true this is, but I have heard that the police turn their head bc those 

are tourists dollars. I understand how things work, I don’t understand why that’s 

condoned if its is. Bc that’s giving T the idea that they can come up her and drink and 

stumble around. I don’t go down there. We live two blocks away and I don’t go down 

there on weekends 

F: theres open drinking on the streets 

M: that’s allowed? 

F: no 

M: the town encourages it. You don’t put up a sign sayin whiskey road and expect best 

behavior 

K: sounds like their behavior is  more the problem 

Agreement 

F: I like the ones who come here that are into history 

F: we make a big deal out of whiskey road, it’s a tourists attraction. They start drinking at 

4am and drink all day. Our police funding is limited 

F: I had a friend, he brought 14 french people who have stayed at my house. They are the 

most respectful and the kindest and the love this town. They go back and all they can do 

Is talk about how beautiful the town is and how genuine the pople are. Those are the 

peop;e that are just heart warming they come at times like august when there are lots of 

people here. You don’t get that vibe from people from cali or phx, its more of a European 

vibe. 

M: We are linked to the GC and I think that’s’ something we have to acknowledge and 

understand that will always be the principle attraction, except for those people from the 

valley 

 

Key question number of tourists 

General confusion 

F: IS the goal to try to increase tourism overall 

K: no its to get your feelings of where we are right now. It’s going to vary, but the goal is 

not more people  

All feel at threshold or could only handle a few more 

F: level of tourism ahs increased drastically since I first came in 75. This is a relatively 

new deal here 

F: I think when 2008 happened, a lot of people started thinking about cost of housing, and 

its very cheap here 
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M: two years ago retiring CoC managers said we were just about full to capacity and 

things have just gotten more crowded since then 

M: but does that effect you neg? 

M: oh absolutely, parades, [redacted], not the rodeo yet thank god 

M: and you go to those less? 

M: yes 

F: that’s interesting, because those are all the things I go to and I don’t find it terribly 

crowded 

M: when I first got here you could go anywerhe park anwyereh. Now you go to some of 

the major events you find a place to park but its 10 blocks further. So theres  a traffic and 

a congestion situation and theres only so many cars 

 

 

Key question change community 

F: the types of business that are here now especially dt from what you would consider 

where the bank is is now the first national bank right across from it was a dress shop now 

it’s a candle office. What used to be a drug store is a realato. What used to be for locals to 

shop is not out on the edges. Those business where people used to shop are now on the 

edges and the interior shops are geared toward T 

F: which I think is typical if you live in a T town.  

F: Sedona is a good example of that 

F: same thing with cottonwood. I think that’s the big effect on this town. Its completely 

changed the makeup of where people get their goods and services. 

M: traffic, but aggressive driving and its hard to separate out whether its local or T but 

when I got here people stuck to the speed limit, they were polite, they’d wave you in. 

Now you can’t even get into the left lane to make a turn 

M: I have to agree, I have neighbors moving form out  of state, and that neighbor is so 

aggressive, such an asshole. He thinks he owns not only his house, his road, his whole 

place 

M: what effect the tourism traffic has on your neighborhoods. Just the volume has to 

trigger some extra problems. Maybe you can live with it maybe you cant, but its not 

going to get better 

M: youre gonna be impact more those of you who live in close 

F: it impacts me going into [Site 1] I just won’t go in 

K: do any of you live close to T part? 

F: people walking across your yard, during Halloween it’s a shit show. WE don’t we’re 

the only house on our stree that lives there year round so the kids wont’ come to our 

house.  

M; why is the city allowing that? 

F: all around, theire all vrbos, no one decorates for chrsitmas, no kids come for 

Halloween because everything is dark. They don’t keep their houses up. Theres no 

attachment 

F: plsu the behavior of the renter vs the owners 

F: One of the tings is the people get lost once they get out of dt. They get lost and think 

how they ignore stop signs, we’ve had pedestrians almost get knocked over. They get 
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lost, their gps is telling them to go a certain way, they get to the gates that say its closed 

cause waters going through the creek 

M: we notice the traffic issue is prevalent in high season cause people are looking to 

move here so they’re cruising the neighborhoods and they don’t care if you’re walking 

your dog across the street. You have to be careful in your own neighborhood 

M: you juys get overwhelmed with parking during events 

F: I did a nasty thing, I put a cone out. They just took the cone 

F: I park in your neighborhood for all the parades, and I’ve always felt bad for the people 

who live there, but where else do I park 

M: If you’re going to go out and do something during high season you have your secret 

routs and your secret parkings pot. Ifyou cant deal with that stay home 

M: you’ve chosen to live there 

M: you ccan’t walk where I lvie at night by yourself bc coyotes. Everyone ahs their secret 

routes 

F: there has to be some way I know they have the one parking garage downtown but they 

need to find more parking downtown, maybe on the perimeters when you could walk in. 

Most otuirsts who come for events, that’s not going to be a deterrent If you going to have 

more tourists how are we going to accommodate them and those hwo live eyar round 

M: you have to go to permit parking 

F: [redacted]has shuttles for events at the shopping centers 

M: they tried it for [redacted], but I imagine the shuttle gets blocked when you try to go 

in and you have to get off at the same time. 

Backstage 

M: only to the extent that I live by the golf course and people come looking for the other 

park 

F: I ran into some women at the home store and they had made a trip in from 

[redacted]specifically to go to lunch and go to the home store. I ask have you been here 

before? And they say no 

F: does a tourists bus that didn’t adhere to the road is closed and they ended up stuck 

count? That was pretty funny 

K: If you know tourists are going to be somewhere behavior change 

Many: don’t go 

F: leave earliers, et there earlier and have an early dinnr 

F: in the summer time with the events on the square I used to like to walk down there but 

the city has allowed trashy pop up tents elling crap from china and selling indian fry 

bread and you smell all that stuff and it looks so bad. Its not attractive and I think they’re 

selling their soul when ythey let stuff like that happen. Its like with the CBD parlors and 

the tattoos, they let those food vendros be right on girly there that’s wrong. Put im back 

make a food court where the coC has the lot. 

M: is that the city or the count? 

F: I don’t know what group it is 

K: impact normal behavior 

F: tend to not go to trails if its going to be nice. I’d like to buts its going to be too 

crowded and a hassle 
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M; for us, that are retired we go during the week. I don’t go on the weekends. I go to 

Costco during the week but you that work you have another problem you have to go 

when the T are coming and get what you need 

K: would not be supportive of more tourism, would you like to share? 

General agreement 

K: what kind of forum 

M: focus group 

M: have to keep it small bc the polarity even in this community would not lend itself to a 

very congenial townhall. To amny vested interests stamping their feet about the way it 

used to be 

M: I think the city could handle it with legitimate fg management. The city has not 

showne it can carry out research with legitimate methodology 

M: with the risk of sounding cynical,  nothing that’s been said here would be shocking. 

They have a different agenda and special interests that motivate them more than people in 

this room 

 

 

Short phrase 

F: T is part of the [Site 1] community that needs and should be managed to the benefit of 

residents and visitors 

M: leave your attitude at the city limits 

M; you go down to tx you always see the signs don’t mess with tx, we should have some 

don’t mess with [redacted], but I think it should be youre a visitor stay that way 

M: t has reached critical mass in [Site 1] 

M: [Site 1], something for everyone, because theres something to draw everyone but 

youre not going to draw the same crowd all the time. I heard all this talk and frankly I 

thought it was kind of a bitch session to tell you the trouth. Traffics not a problem. Youre 

going to have traffic problems everywhere and you have to deal with it 

M: some of us have moved away to get away from the traffic. That’s crazy, that’s not a 

way to live 

F: T can be both a blessing and a curse but how we manage would likely lead to those 

who are blessing 

M: increase T in [Site 1] is going to increase mediocrity 

F: too much T is going to spoil the home town feel loved by all the people who live there 

 

 

Close  
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FOCUS GROUP 2 

Focus Group 2 took place in Site 1. Participants consisted of adults who had lived more 

than 15 years in Site 1. Due to inclement weather, there were two people, both were 

women (Participant A; Participant B). 

 

Key 

A: Participant 1 

B: Participant 2 

C: Moderator 

K: Assistant Moderator 

 

Warm up 

A: I’ve been in [Site 1] 20 years [state]for 22 moved for a job with non profit and got to 

learn a lot of communities throughout county. Took job with local tribe as grant writer 

and more recently have own business 

B: been here a little over 16 but John said it was ok. Brought here through a family 

member my husband got custody of his two children so we moved here from S cali I’ve 

spent 35 years in marketing communication with corp and non profit and before that I 

spent 30 years in corporate travel 

 

Exploratory question community 

‘b: congestion 

A: over riding the capacity of the comm whether parking or roads or just sheer space for 

events 

B: Traffic def, housing for sure, and also resentment of new comers bc theres some 

facebook pages out there where they’re always crritisizing people coming to town 

A: you know that’s always been the case here. Whether it be during the economic 

downturn or now. I think that’s a perspective of [Site 1]. Don’t want diversity, don’t want 

change 

A: Well, the sheer numbers overriding things but resource impacts I’m thinking water 

resource security down the line bc the T really impacts the growth of the comm and 

pressure on local official sto allow things that . It’s just interesting. The water impacts 

have changed politically over time, but it isn’t theres only so much water 

A: Outrageous the impacts on trail and being able to access trail heads and being able to 

have quiet outdoor experience along a trail. Theres a lot of people from elsewhere and 

people using trails that aren’t respectful 

C: foot trail use?  

A: On some of the dirt roads ATVs and the rowdiness of the off road vehicles and being 

able to get places like that. I’m thinking more foot 

B: I think the mountain biking is startling 

A: yeah that’s true 

 

C: positive 

B: the more innovative thinking in terms of flip this town, bringing in some fresh ideas. 

More public art and outdoor focus on entertainment and dining 
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A: I totally agree with that and it makes me want to read the local paper because there are 

diverse perspectives 

C: the paper is still daily, that’s pretty amazing 

B: what the T bring in is a lot more money for city gov that is then put into paying down 

debt and various other programs 

A: I think T and growth and richness in diversity in arts and music and all of that has 

really increased the visibility of the comm both statewide, nationally, and internationally. 

I think that’s a good thing bc it has a lot of good things to offer 

B: I think the growth of business too and some of them being more innovative like the 

electrical plane manufacturing and the growth of the airport of course 

C: with the growth of the airport, is there more inbound/outbound for both residents and 

tourists? 

B: mhm 

A: local business that have been here a long time, the boutique ones oriented toward T, 

they’re just thriving. I’ve been able to see through the econ rebound, and the rebound has 

just been wonderful.  Those services that don’t benefit the comm directly, but that are fun 

to plug into 

C: local people growth? Or outside? 

A: both 

B: not so much the later, taking it out but that’s just me. 

 

Exploratory question personally 

C: start negative 

A: give the example of after music night a couple weeks ago and it I”ve been her 20 years 

and its been. I have friends that started up the local event and how its tarted and how its 

grown its been my favorite event in the comm. This year it was incredible. I planned to 

park a good half a mile away and I got there an hour early and there wasn’t a parking spot 

in the particular area and at least 30 vehicles swarming to look for parking. You couldn’t 

access the business for shopping or dining or anything. The parking wasn’t 

accommodated, and I don’t know how much they’re accommodating it outside the comm, 

but it was a really neg impact on this local precious event. This Christmas, good cheer 

event, and people are so angry cause they can’t find a place and they’re so angry and its 

like this is not what its about 

B: many of our friends have chosen not to go anymore 

A: its sad its really sad its no longer a comm thing it becomes something to attract 

[redacted] 

B: we wajlk courthouse square with our dog early and there wer four sections of seating 

set up for the Christmas parade that had four separate seating areas reserved for tour 

groups 

A: oh no! 

B: we used to joke about tree cars at a stoplight being a traffic jam and nw of course its 

really in general you have to deal with it a lot more differently. In addition to the joke 

about getting to Costco by 930, it was never like that. Just congestion 

A; going back to connection to outdoors, the impacts that you see, the more parking lots 

taking over things whether it be blank park, now this whole natural grass area is a parking 
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lot for church events. Just growth. More and more people and impact on resources that 

are limited.  

C: positive 

B: people come, wherever they come from they bring different perspectives and ideas and 

its often to connect with them. I ran into some guy getting coffee who just moved here 

from fl. I always say welcome and it’s a great comm! I ddo enjoy that interaction. Its 

normally pretty positive 

A; the T really is like look at what weve got here, move here. That the direct impact. I 

don’t know the stat, but is seems like its directly corr to comm growth. So you’ve go all 

these things, whether the economy improves, theres more growth. It impacts previous 

plans, the balance of the politicians. One of the pos things is that it impacts property 

values. Property values are up which is good 

C: are taxes also going up? 

A: yeah 

C: if it wasn’t tourism growth generating growth, what other industries would you want? 

A: laughter 

B: I think the need for more high tech anad clean facilities, I came from a semi conductor 

world, which is just a building with a bunch of people working in it, but it doesn’t cause 

pollution but it needs people with certain skills and education. The meaderies and micro 

brews are all catching on and going forward 

A: industries that support youth and jobs for them because there aren’t jobs here in this 

retirement comm. Been that way for a long time. I m seeing more opportunities but 

previously it was like stay here and go in your dead in 

B: I think they’ve made some in roads of that, especially in terms of construction since 

the upturn. 

C: view T against more clean tech industry vs building do you think for young people T 

is a good industry? 

B: I remember I think it was last summer somebody started an electric boat tour of the 

lakes, it didn’t last long. But I thought that would really be a cool thing to have. 

Something like that could also employ youth for sure. More natural tourism like taking 

specific nature hikes or nature things like that 

A: I think you’re seeing youth plugged in to that already as far as tourism. It is seasonal 

but I don’t see that as sustainable. Theres good with that bc the youth get exposed to 

much more worldly perspectives whether their good or bad. But I don’t see that as 

sustaining youth and keeping them here and be able to purchase houses and stay in the 

comm they grew up in. I don’t see that, but it could be. It really seems to be changing and 

becoming a more sustainable source. The local food industry, including the whole area, 

that’s been wonderful to see that kind of growth. 

 

Exploratory question encounters 

B: more than likely on daily basis without knowing it. I did a 6 month volunteer with 

CoC which is 100% interaction, but it was very positive and enlightening. I tended to 

steer people toward things more of a natural nature and where they could see the natural 

beauty and things along those lines. Some of the orgs that I work with there are more and 

more people –theyr’e not tourists though, they’re new residents 
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C:  do you find many new residents have taken some trips here? 

B: Oh yeah. It’s between here and some other communities 

A: Not on a daily basis bc I have a private business with a home office so I’m not out and 

about. When I do go dt its almost always, pretty much assured you’re going to bump into 

somebody looking to move to the comm. I guess I”ve had very few conversations with 

people just visiting who isn’t interested in moving to the comm. Everyone is like this is a 

great comm, what is is it like to live here. Many are dt round the plaza, at [redacted], or 

[redacted] 

C: do you not see any residents? 

B: we always see residents at the plaza but later it’s a mix.  

C; when you encounter, how do you feel? 

A: I’m feelin like the worlds become overpopulated. I’m feeling less connected to my 

comm.  Glad that the economy has rebounded. It’s a big mix, the positive and the 

negatives 

B: I would agree. I’m bemused. We have a tendency to see ourselves in them 20 years 

ago and how we were looking at the comm back then and all that’s changed in that time 

 

Exploratory question type  

B: open-minded 

A: respectful 

C: day vs overnight? 

B: probably overnight bc they get more involved in what there is to do and they bring the 

comm more money. 

C: are there any groups you specifically don’t prefer? 

A: theres retirement tourism here, like people coming to look if they want to retire 

B; that’s true, its not young families 

B: I think the buses bring international ppl for the most part, in my experience, and I 

know [redacted] has done a lot of promotion in that respect so its not unexpected. But 

seeing those big motor coaches is an obvious sign there are a lot of people coming into 

town 

C: family market? 

A: yes, of course, yea 

B: theres a lot of outdoor activities. I think the zoos and other places in the comm could 

stand to be a little more inviting 

A: you have the highland center with programs for kdis which is good 

K: any you prefer not to come here 

A: looking at comm to develop business and  mine economy, take money out. I’m I look, 

I don’t know as far as the tourism link to the developer attraction cause there are a lot of 

local developers but I just , its like ok. They come here, they see the attraction, they see 

the potential for business. They push things like whats going on in the dells. Pushing 

against the city and the general plan for open spaces. And now this priority area identified 

20 years ago is in this long discussion developed by the developer by people who won’t 

even have a respect for that open space even though the community paid for that so long 

ago. There are ppl that will live here, will enjoy this a, but won’t recognize the whole 
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comm cost. T is the door that opens to that. If there wasn’t T, there wouldn’t be those 

types of things 

 

Exploratory question number 

C: more 

B: almost difficult to imagine in that it feels like were at capacity now. When you see 6 

or 7 tour buses leaving every morning in the summer filled with people – it’s a lot 

A: I would anticipate I would feel even less connected to the comm. Cause can I find  a 

parking spot in order to get to my po box? Do I have to modify my time to be able to 

access things that are part of my life 

C: fewer 

B: I think both of us, just from what we’ve experienced, it would be less stressful. WE 

would be able to find our parking spots, be able to get to our po box. One of the things we 

loved here was having space to yourself and you have to go further and further to find 

that now 

A:  Having lived here through the continuity prior to the recession and how long its taken 

to rebound, which ahs been 10-13 years really, I would sad, but I would also feel more 

connected to my community. Back to those comm values that everyone sees her still, that 

hometown thing, being connected at that local neighborhood level. One of the other 

things, other than property values going up, I’ve seen slowly in my neighborhood ppl 

coming in from elsewhere. When I moved in 20 years ago it was older people who had 

been there for decades. Now, the house next to me has been purchased and turned into an 

Airbnb I see out my window all the time. That to me says its time to move to a new area 

or a new community 

B: we’re in a very old established neighborhood, and people are dying off and the houses 

are turning over, but its not that kind of neighborhood for Airbnb. One thing I love about 

this comm is that there are so many ways to connect and get involved, which I really like 

C: have you taken any actions to vrbo industry coming in? 

A: its one house directly next to mine, and its been relatively recent. It I just It’s a long 

term neighborhood! You talk about the elderly people, it wasn’t that way. And now its 

slowly becoming that way. I guess its more about the cost of housing rather than what 

neighborhood. But you feel like the ties of the comm are severed by having airbnbs in 

there like that 

C: explain thermometers 

A: with the proximity of [nearby city], maybe there isn’t an off season, bc that’s what 

drawing people here 

 

Exploratory question change community 

C: show up places you don’t expect 

A: the trail heads@ that’s a good example of it. Being able to find parking at winter lake 

B: the tourists being at the parades, yea 

C: do you feel there should be some places and events that are solely for locals or do you 

think the future is always a mix? 
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A: I think there needs to be recognition and acknowledgement and management of that so 

there’s less impacts on comm. For this music night, theres parking areas outside fo town 

that they could have people park and then have a shuttle come in 

C: certain places or times expectation 

A: yeah. Its that connection to the parades and all that. Its too much of a fight 

B: agreement 

C: increase as T increase? 

B: making adjustments for going at different times 

A: restuarunts, going at certain times 

B: Costco, My SIL and daughter moved from AREA and they were afraid to go to that 

one, but when they moved here they didn’t feel that way, but now its gotten to that point 

A: even ppl from [nearby town] come to the Costco here 

 

C: share thoughts? 

A: focus groups like this, you guys sharing this 

B: I think they’ve had some panel conversations, haven’t they? 

C: how about the newspaper? 

A: no , I don’t think so 

B: its hard to say 

C: city council? 

A: I don’t feel that that’s an effective forum for this political reaction and then the media 

captures that political reaction then its more about the reaction then about what is said. 

The respect and the research through the focus group – that’s why I showed up today. Its 

politicized! And you guys re getting to the issues, the problems behind it, and that gets 

lost in city council chambers 

 

Short phrase 

B: I started with a necessary evil and then I added to it a necessary evil needing careful 

management 

A: t has increased in the past few years impacting my ties to my community and my 

quality of life 

 

C: anything else 

B: you did mention [nearby town], and in the last 2 years, we’ve decided to just not even 

go there bt april and October. Just stay the heck away from it. Hate to see that happen 

here 

A: just really difficult to gauge what is the maximum. Whats acceptable because its 

incremental. Its like ok, I’ve lost that. Or I have to change my behavior for that. So what 

point does it become unacceptable is really hard to pinpoint for a resident. Plus you have 

the fluctuation through out the year. What is the peak season? We’re so close to [nearby 

city] they come for the summer and all the cool events. it doesn’t seem like we have a  

season here. 
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APPENDIX J 

FOCUS GROUP 3 TRANSCRIPT 
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FOCUS GROUP 3 

Focus Group 3 was conducted in Site 2. Site 2 had the lowest level of tourism 

development of all the research sites. There were 11 participants who had lived in the 

area for a variable amount of time.  

 

Key 

M: Male participant 

F: Female Participant 

C: Moderator 

K: Assistant Moderator 

 

Warmup 

F: Melissa I’ve lived here 7 months 

F: Sue I’ve lived here 41 years 

F: Cindy 23 years 

F: Heather 43 years 

M; Dalton 5 years (D) 

F: Shirley 11 years 

M: john 3 years, 7 months of the year 

M: Andrew 15 

F: Loretta 7 

F: Dell all my life in [state] 

D: so 25 years! 

LLLLL 

(One woman arrived late) 

Tourism community 

 

M:  This community specifically? I’m sure it brings in some money 

M:  Social. Um there have been many times over the years that you just run into people 

that you don’t know that are traveling in some way. Of course I’m outgoing um so I’m 

more prone to strike up a conversation you might say at a restaurant or whatever. It’s a 

way to learn about different people, different lifestyles. From other parts of this country 

to other countries 

F: Activities. Not only do the RV parks have a lot of activities that residents are 

sometimes allowed to come into but as a npo we like to throw events when there are 

snowbirds here 

F: just to put in a negative, the health services sometimes get filled up and its hard for 

locals to get it 

M: the snowbirds and them coming each year is a real financial benefit for [Site 2] and 

any community in S [state]. As far as [Site 2]is concerned I’m up in the air because we 

don’t have a draw to [Site 2] specifically. WE have the golf course and the [state park] 

but right here in [Site 2], downtown [Site 2], we don’t have enough advertising to get 

people to come in and spend money in the stores. They go to the parks and then come 

back to their rv and eat dinner. There’s a real opportunity for prosperity but there’s no 

billboard. WE need to put signs on the interstate that we’ve got 18  
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F: WE had that for a while 

F: We did 

F: Do we have impact numbers on that? 

M: Something has to be out there 

F: We don’t have a downtown, that’s the problem 

M: WE have to come up with that hook and get it in. You have no idea how your driving 

up [redacted] and you see the [redacted] do you have any idea how many people stop 

there? [Site 2] is a railroad town, can we not do something with that to draw people here 

F: It’s Norma. I can’t really add it all up but 67 at least, I’ve lived in [state] all my life. 

It’s make it more interesting bc the people who come here are the people you like to talk 

to. They come from everywhere. We do have a tourists town and I think its unique and 

beautiful in itself. Its quiet and I think a lot of people like what we have to offer. WE 

have the railroad office and its great 

F: I just wrote down um that um the more interesting things you want to see would draw 

people more and we just need to let people know what those are more than we do already. 

One thing I really enjoy is the donkey preserve. A lot of people, friends of mine, we just 

go there. And its not highly advertised. And more activities. I joined the [Site 2] 

Women’s club and we had a doctor who came and he’s the admin of the hospital or 

something. I odn’t even know if he’s still here. He told us they had a plan of walking 

paths all over the city where people could walk and look at stuff and that was a great idea 

but nothing happened. I think we need better planning of- young people want to do 

exercise, they want to walk and hike and bike and things. WE need to plan that better 

M: Before coming here I surfed the website and there was something 15 things to do in 

[Site 2]. Is that a brochure? Is that available? Bc people are always looking for things to 

do. 

Bob insert 

Andrew: Well I’m sort of at the end of the list and most of the obvious things have 

already been mentioned. I thinks it interesting um- I’ve been coming to b since the early 

70s for one reason or nother. Some strange things happened, and during that time I ended 

up marrying a woman who was raised here so we ended up having family connections. 

This is my fave part of the state, and eventually got to the point where we could move 

here. Living here is like a dream come true. T to me is one of the few economic sources 

SE [state] has left outside the traditional military and ag industries are left. We’re really 

the undiscovered gem, most people don’t know we exist, don’t know we’re here. There’s 

a huge opportunity we’re just not capitalizing 

F: I think someone mentioned socialization in the winter. There’s always something to 

do, and you don’t want to travel to [redacted] or [redacted] to go to the movies or 

something like that. In the winter time the parks all have a lot of activities. You can’t 

really get bored. I don’t see a downside except traffic. I mean you have to stop for a light 

LLLLLLL. 

F: Um Well the dollars the spend here provide jobs we are qualified to fill. Our 

community is not qualified to fill many descriptions of job, so I think that’s very 

important. Church attendance goes up, so its healthy for churches. I think without the 

winter visitors we would be stagnate 

C: So T Brings vibrancy 
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Agreement 

F: Well you know how we talk about how black Friday is the money-making season? 

Snowbird season is the time that holds our business over. Traffic is bad but that’s because 

we only have one road. I hear the people who are staying are volunteering and staying in 

our school, which is a great use 

M: don’t put any bypasses, we don’t need anyone bypassing 

F: Whatever it takes so we’re not all on [redacted] 

 

Tourism personally 

C: Are any of you business owners? Is it in the T industry? 

F: We aren’t in the industry, but T helps supplement what the locals support us 

M: I sit on two boards that are tied to T and H. Visit SE [state] and the SE [state] 

hospitality associ 

F: Snowbirds as a category of t? I’m with a couple of NPO and one is fairly new 

mentoring high risk kids and we just expanded to [Site 2]. I know there are SB that even 

though they’re only here so many months they’re def targets for being mentors 

C: T winter visitors bring more helping hands to the comm 

M: For me personally I might have to waitin a restaurant a little in the winter time 

F: I think its worth it 

M: Oh yeah, but that’s how it impacts me 

M:  I would point out that in this group of 11 people, 4 of us live in rV parks. It shows 

just bc of – I think John is the only that’s actually a sB that’s short term but we care, we 

participate. Pam and I started a group called Clean [Site 2] that picks up trash. WE get a 

lot of volunteers from the rv park that are only here in the winter. They aren’t just a 

financial money bag, they care. 

M: Yeah, Xmas on main st gets a lot of SB volunteers. The other thing about [Site 2] and 

rv parks, we have more slot in [Site 2] than any other city in [redacted]  county. WE have 

almost 12K in the area. The next largest is [redacted] with a comparable number of hotel 

rooms. 

 

Encounters 

F: grocery stores 

F: and business 

F: at the events, xmas on main, western day 

F: rv parks 

M: yea 

F: I meet them in the park, that’s where I met my neighbor here 

 

FEEl 

M: I love it 

F: Curriosity 

M: theres new ideas and thoughts. Takes the boredom out of everyday life. You tend to 

meet your neighbor, the guy next door and that’s it. In [Site 2] it changes every day. It’s 

fabulous. We all walk our dogs, we know thir names but not each others 
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F: I retired from banking, I met a couple getting money transfers, young couple from 

Germany. I ended up taking them home and htye stayed for two months. My daughter 

learned so much to them 

C: negative feelings? 

M: I wish they’d stay longer 

M: adding up what we’re making 

M: most of our winter visitors don’t show up til after Xmas, many of them leave after 

march. 

F: they go home for easter 

M: many of us whould like to see them in April and hang around til June if they life. And 

I think we’d like to have them for all the other positive reasons as well 

 

 

GROUPS 

M: thing of it is I think overall we’re certainly not saturated but we’ve got a great turnout 

every fall with SB. WE aren’t gonna gain a lot of ground to market to them. We get good 

word of mouth, and we’d get better without the train horns. I want all kinds. I want the 

family that is sitting in Timbucktwoo or NYC or Virginia to pick up a brochure and say 

look at this! We have to get that draw. This applies to all of [redacted] county. WE’ve 

already got the SB. Keep em happy, but broaden our horizons and let more in. What 

would you like to do on your next vacation? 

C: I like to hike, I think you have a lot of natural resources 

M: I’m a little different, I want to go back to French Polynesia, but that’s beside the 

point. When I decided to move to [Site 2] I got a map out and I found the [redacted] and 

[redacted] national monument and said [Site 2] that’s what we need, a place for them to 

point at 

F: being on the interstate, esp in the summer when every one goes home, there’s got to be 

something here. Cause you get someone on their way to [redacted], and they stop for the 

night, but there has to be something to keep them here 

F: [state park] 

F: Yeah but what if they already seen them 

F: they can see them again 

M: we need that hook@ 

F: [Site 2], you aren’t here very long before you realize a lot of children are neglected and 

they don’t have anything to do. I think we could get more families if there was more stuff 

for families to do. WE get a lot of couples, but as an ex educator – I don’t know how you 

can tie this into T, but we need more stuff for our children 

F: we have a museum, we have a library, we have the caverns, we have lots for kids 

F: but that’s not the same 

F: what do you want, a water slide 

F: Yes, we’ve all been to the caves, but we stayed at an RV park and the guy said no 

families had ever stayed there or stopped there. I came from TX and had never heard of 

the caves here, we had been to tombstone but had never been to the town. I love to hike, 

but I didn’t know before we moved here – I figured there was places to hike, but they 
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were really hard to find. I think young families could be targeted because there is a lot to 

offer. Maybe collaborating with other areas. I think its there 

M: we have to start marketing to families to get that trail. I said put in the waterpark of 

the world in [Site 2]. WE have sunshine 360 days of the year 

F: been batting around for years 

M: continuing… we have a lot more than just a couple of islands. We’ve got a dynamite 

museum, theres no specific tours I know of that you can walk it or ride it. 

F: we have a book though you’re supposed to buy it’s a walking tour to get people to 

walk around [Site 2].  

M: my thought is to pair off with tombstone with their rides and stage coaches.  

F: not on [redacted] 

M: not on horses, but you get a ferry of some kind 

F: it’s a state hwy 

M: says who? They won’t take it back so its ours 

M: unfortunately the state does control [redacted] 

Lots of digression about parking and streets 

 

More tourists 

F: great 

Agreement 

M: a lot more 

F: bring em 

F: and more jobs 

M: we have people trying to open business here and they struggle. If we get T we have 

more money and have more business that can make it 

F: you had mentioned [redacted] and they have a longer SB season we could certainly use 

more in off season 

M: theres some people looking to get events in to get people here 

M: we’re a great undiscovered summer location. we always get below a 100 in the 

evenings 

 

Fewer tourists 

Chris: boredom, less economic activity.  

M: there would be no activities, we don’t have that many days over 100 

M: the nice thing about here is the evening cools off 

 

 

High/low season 

 

[This question was answered organically earlier in the discussion and was not asked.] 

 

Too many tourists? 

 

[This question was answered organically earlier in the discussion and was not asked.] 
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Changed community 

 

[This question was answered organically earlier in the discussion and was not asked.] 

 

Backstage 

 

M; the donkey rescue is fabulous 

F: so is the [redacted] but its 20 miles north, I know you guys promote that whether its 

privately owned or not. 

M: they just do a tremendous job.  

F: its such a great feeling to pull up to the gate, to open the gate, they open the gate and 

they all come up from the woods and they come all around you and butt you with your 

heads. You have to make an appointment 

F: that sounds like a kid thing. Better than a water park. Too much water an you only 

have it june through September 

F: I wonder if any of you more active people in the business have tried to do anything 

with the [redacted] movie set? 

M: It’s a closed set only, and that’s their election. Their problem is liability and it’s a 

fragile set 

F: T don’t know it exists 

F: a couple of years thye’ve had it open a few weekends in the spring 

M: you have to be on the inside to know when it opens. Its an interesting location, but the 

story I’ve heard from management is that they had it open for a period of time and its not 

worth the cost vs the hassle 

Chris: Airbnb vacation rentals? 

F: there used to be an observatory 

M: changed hands. We have more AIRBNB rentals over the past 4 years or so. There’s 

several thousand. 

C: in own neighborhood 

M: its failry unobtrusive. Most people don’t even realize 

M: I think the thing on that is that it would be very hard to live on that without more T 

 

Feel 

 

[This question was answered organically earlier in the discussion and was not asked.] 

 

Behavior 

 

[This question was answered organically earlier in the discussion and was not asked.] 

 

Volume 

C: One day of the year with most 

M: Mid January SB 

M: whole population explodes mid January 

M: we should be 100% capacity right now, we made it the last 2 years 
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Free of tourists 

LLLLLLLLL 

M: places we don’t want destroyed? 

M: every town has its ghetto 

F: My husband will just start chatting them up about other football teams, even though 

he’s mr grumpy.  

F: North of 4th is kind of our ghettoish 

M: old old part of town, lots of stick buildings. There are tremendous wonderful people. 

Some of them take care of their places. We offered to clean up yards for free, and we did 

26 yards in the past year and a half 

K: more you don’t want T to see that area, not that you want to keep it private 

M: don’t know that’s there any places we feel proprietary for. Only thing I can think of is 

a club like the VFW, but they have a Friday night supper that anyone can show up.  

F: Most people don’t know that 

F: No its in the paper 

F: people don’t- 

F: Read papers? 

C: Rv park- perception theyre full? 

M: I drove by the KOA and they still have spots at KOA 

F: I know we always read reviews on rv parks before we stayed. And if there was a bunch 

of bad reviews we would go to a different town.  

M: that’s typical of many rv people but a lot of the parks here in town have good reviews 

F: they do. But we had to have one that had kids and was under 55 and it was a hard time 

finding one with good reviews. That was the only one of the one we called that said we 

could have kids 

 

Increasing numbers 

[This question was answered organically earlier in the discussion and was not asked.] 

 

Share thoughts 

M: get city council to give back the call to the public. They took it away from us, now 

we’re not allowed to speak 

F: maybe that was a good idea 

F: You find something to join. Lots of lots of things to join. That’s easy 

M: if you’re bored, volunteer 

M: in [redacted] county, most of the community services get done by privately organized 

non profit orgs beyond schools and basic transportation 

F: I think we have 100-160 chamber members right now 

M: we have the blank ec dev corp right here that actively work in B as well as other 

areas. 

 

Bumper stickers 

F: beautiful susnets, mt views, caves, and hwys 

F: Friendly…… Friendly- A vision of friendliness 
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F: I like hang out in [Site 2] 

F: T is welcome in [Site 2]. I also have Travel and stay in [Site 2] 

M; Trump doesn’t live here 

F: I’m still thinking of- Chris, first time I ever saw this place I saw it as a beautiful valley. 

I’m trying to incorporate the aesthetic of what its like to be here 

F: It’s the heart of the [redacted] valley 

F: I don’t have  a phrase, but I was thinking abt my own situation with my husband. 

We’re from Minnesota, and when we retired we wanted to go to the hottest spot in the 

country 

M: Make tracks to [Site 2] 

F: Oh , like train tracks, with a whistle! 

M: SE [state], the great undiscovered [state] 

F: I just had sunrise, sunset, like they have 

F: I don’t have a bumper sticker, I don’t like bumper stickers. The best one I ever saw, I 

first looked up and I was like ugh. Then I saw a bumper sticker I really really liked. It 

said keep tx beautiful, put a yankee on a bus. I like their attitude. 

 

LAST THOUGHTS 

F: I just mentioned what we have done in the escapee park. One of our biggest draws has 

been to offer a weeks stay for a big discount. That has drawn a lot of people to our park. I 

don’t know how you could do that in [Site 2] 

F: Like dollars you can spend 

F: WE were pleasantly surprised, we went to the chain hotels and asked if they would 

offer discounted rates for people visiting, and they did. 

F: I know that you’re [redacted] and you’re probably looking to get outside dollars, if we 

could get [people from large city] down here to escape the heat in the summer months 

that would help a lot in the summer months 

M: our biggest market is [large city] 

F: summer months we need em down here 

F: I think [Site 2] really needs to clean up their act, beyond just picking up trash. Be more 

attractive and offer something to the people who come 

F: the artist who did all those murals was wonderful 

M: At the beginning, you said the state had a million dollars, I’d like to know how soon 

we can expect a check 
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APPENDIX K 

FOCUS GROUP 4 TRANSCRIPT 
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FOCUS GROUP 4 

Focus Group 4 was conducted in Site 3. Site 3 had a moderate level of tourism 

development largely supported by two large local events. This group had higher levels of 

involvement with the tourism industry and/or local government than other groups. 

 

Key 

M: Male participant 

F: Female Participant 

K: Moderator 

C: Assistant Moderator 

 

Warmup 

F: Lucy I m the programs coordinator at the local library. I’ve lived in the area about 18 

years 

F: I do the programs at the theatre and I’ve lived here my whole life 28 years 

F: I work for the city in community outreach and operate the visitors center. I’ve lived 

here a year and a half 

F: I work for the city’s development services. I’ve been here 46 years 

M: I work for the local internet company, I’m also on the county. I’ve been here since 

1990, went away for a while and came back after college 

F: I’m a newbie here, only 4 years and I own a bed and breakfast 

F: I’ve lived in W 5 years, my husband is from here. I’m a real estate agent and I’m also 

on the little league 

 

Tourism community 

F: Well, this can be looked at both pos and neg. the diversion of public funding that could 

be used for residential services being used to promote and assist the T industry. I’m 

thinking maybe police and public safety, road systems, that kind of thing 

M: Some people I’ve run into came here as a T and moved here bc they liked it so much 

M: Infrastructure takes toll on infrastructure 

F: Um in some ways it can increase jobs. It brings like – when we have a bigger wine 

industry we have more people coming in and running the wine tasting 

F: T supports events like the wine festival and brings a lot of people in to participate 

F: We’ve seen an increase of smaller business – people trying to get that niche of T. AS a 

resal estate agent, I’ve seen people getting airbnbs, food trucks, stuff like that 

F: for me, T creates income and jobs, but it also offers diversified activities for residents 

and T 

M: It brings an outside dollar into the community, you aren’t circulating the same dollar 

back and forth. Can be a pos and neg, but you get the feedback on how your town 

actually looks. They may see some they really like and they may see some that isn’t great 

F: I added on to what she said, cultural diversity. WE have a lot of different 

demographics coming in and I think they provide diversity 

F: Gives them recognition outside of [Site 3] and its bc people came in from outside 
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M: T is like advertising, T are. They go back and tell ppl about it and your population 

grows a little at a time. I know people who have come for the wine festival and move 

here 

K: Do you see that as a good thing 

General agreement 

F: that how I came here – four months later we had property here 

 

Tourism personally 

F: I think they bring – some of the T and the new ppl that come in have different ideas. It 

helps all of us to have a different perspective. If you’re open minded it helps. I don’t want 

to see our agricultural roots forgotten and our history forgotten bc this town is a pretty 

neat little place 

F: I think it gives you more places to eat and shop and more things for you to do 

F: our town wasn’t really built for thousand of people at one time, so it can be hard to 

maneuver and park. The wine festival and events 

F: I came from Monterey and I know what T has done there. It started as fishing town. As 

it relates to our retired business, it brings us income. WE have the oppo to meet peole 

bringing things in. WE have the opp to tell about our town, the wine festival, the 

[redacted], birding, we get a lot of people just to see the old western part of town.  

M: Outside friendships, social 

M: It makes my job easier as a council member cause more dollars to use 

M: I put work down cause it gives us more work. Since all this other stuff is going on we 

have to learn new skills. Small city especially, cause we don’t have that many people that 

work 

F: I know you’re with the orchard and u pick and that brings a lot of T $ in and they do it 

right. They have ppl who are friendly and know customer service. That’s hard to find ppl 

who are friendly and treat them right 

F: thank you for that, I catch them not being friendly 

 

Encounters 

Agreement that they chat 

M: I think you find the wine festival is a very social event, same with the birding. I do a 

couple of tours and I’m always talking to everyone from all over the world 

 

FEEl 

M: depends on what they’re saying 

LLL 

F: at the library, a lot of ppl come in who are from out of town and don’t know whats 

here. It’s kind of neat to tell them whats here. I’ts like what are you interested in, what do 

you want to do. Honestly I could talk to a fence post, so its enjoyable to talk to them and 

see where they’re from. Like I said before the perspective. How do they do things in their 

community. WE have a small library, but ppl come in and say what a neat little library 

F: I think everyone has a story and they’re eager to share it. It’s usually very fascinating 
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F: as a t 4 years ago, I have to say I came across 1 person who wasn’t friendly. And they 

say there’s nothing here, go to [nearby city]. You need to have some customer training bc 

youre the gateway. 

K:heard nothing? 

F: I find that the ppl who have something negative to say are the ones who aren’t 

involved. They think there’s nothing here cause they’re not participating. 

VOLUME 

M: overall daily we probably could use more ppl. Some events are getting really big right 

now and we’re trying to expand but 400 ppl on the weekend? 

M: our infrastructures not scaled 

M: we want em to grow but infrastructure and training ppl around here not to say that 

there’s nothing here. I have 2 boys, one doesn’t like this area. He’s a city person, that’s 

where he lives. They’re both independent but it depends on what your likes here. If youre 

a city folk that someone has to entertain you – this is a comm where you entertain 

yourself 

K: enough ppl at events 

M: we could use more 

M: keep growing the infrastructure like that one thing I put down we need extra lodgin, 

we’re running out of rooms. Some of the larger evets we’re hitting capacity so we’re 

lacking in that area 

F: same with eating, there’s not a big choice 

M: we have a couple big restaurants that are closed on Sunday so you’ve limited it form 7 

to 5 that are open on Sundays. 

F: but from the hospitality side of things it offered an opp for us. We offer meals, and 

that’s 30% of our income. 85% of our guests will order a meal. It started on Sundays, but 

when youre hiking all day. Plus if you want a glass of wine for dinner you don’t have to 

drive. 

K: IS anyone doing aribnb 

F: Its created a big market in this comm 

F: there are some, people have converted storage sheds into one bedroom places and do 

pretty good. The people who are here and don’t want to participate, every time Rex Allen 

comes they leave cause they don’t want to e here. But they also aren’t turning around and 

renting it out 

F: guests love to come to the live auction. We’ve had guests sign up for dairy tours 

K: Any Airbnb issues 

M: thre’s not enough events, continual events, to go buy a house and rent it out as an 

Airbnb. You can only do it 4 times a year, there’s just not enough events 

 

More tourists 

[This question was answered organically earlier in the discussion and was not asked.] 

 

Fewer tourists 

[This question was answered organically earlier in the discussion and was not asked.] 

 

High/low season 
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F: It starts gearing up in September when the  SB comes back, and then gone by may 

F: its low 

M: on a daily basis we would like more people 

F: there are lots of empty rooms out there. We fill up during snow season cause we’re 

small and we’re referring them down to [Site 3] 

F: It all also the highlight and time for upick. We cant wait for july 1 to show up.  

F: I can’t wait for peaches. And when the apples start 

 

TYPES 

F: the birders tend to be a higher income and wine ppl as well 

K: families? 

M: Annies  

F: That’s probably the high point for families 

F: thres class trips that come from [nearby city] 

F: most international visitors come for the monument 

F; april – September are the Europeans, January is the Canadians. We get a lot of 

Midwest, Indiana, iowa, ohio 

F: I find we get a lot of ppl this time of year from Wy or MT. they’re ranchers or retired 

ranchers and they want to be in this area because of those roots 

 

CAME AS TOURST 

F: I came for a  job and stayed but I had no background here before that 

F: it was my bucket list for [redacted]. WE enjoyed it so much we extended our time here 

F: I came for a business trip and I enjoyed it so much I ended up staying 

 

Changed community 

[This question was answered organically earlier in the discussion and was not asked.] 

 

Backstage 

M: no not really, we get more hunters 

F: during we’ll see them out on our farm 

M: birders go anywhere 

M; the golf course is.. its like do you really ant to stand there while im hitting this ball 

F: I’m a 35 yar seasoned birder and private property doesn’t have a sign as far as I’m 

concerned. Now what I find my birders come in for, they haven’t seen that bird in SE 

[state] they’re at a higher level of birding 

F: the diversity of the birds is really neat. I love watching them 

 

Behavior 

M: I may not go shopping at safeway that weekend we’ll stock up the weekend before 

F: we won’t go out 

M; well go out to the events but we won’t go shopping. Ususally we avoid the restaurants 

cause we know its going to be long waits and we can go other times 

F: as a small business person I go out, cause that’s my market segment 
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F: pretty much have to adapt to it. Either that or you move and I’m not going to move 

because of one weekend when there’s a lot of people or 2 weekend whatever 

 

 

Volume 

[This question was answered organically earlier in the discussion and was not asked.] 

 

Free of tourists 

F: private property 

F: wish they wouldn’t use tailor road as a drag strip. Cause they taken road straight 

through. Especially when you live on that road 

C: as more birders come, putting out signs 

F: oh yeah 

M; Friday we were by the dairy and two security showed up from the dairy. Can we help 

you? This is a public road. Yeah we just want to make sure, you stopped and looked at 

our farm 

F: we were on a school bus out in the district. The bus was on a county road, and 

basically a property owner came out with a dog and a rifel 

M: that’s this area 

F: I tend not to tell people to go out there even when they want to see cranes. And we 

were in a school bus with a school bus driver 

M: most people come, the tomato plant people and they would come on a school bus. 

You see a school bus, its not on a school day, and that’s why it scares private property 

owners 

 

K: concern about border 

M: oh not at all 

F: this isn’t close 

F: it comes up in conversation with our guests. But I think they hear about it in the news 

and they want to go see it 

M: I had people ask me this trip, and they asked me. You see illegals every now and 

again but they don’t want to draw attention, theyre really nice. They see things on the 

news and think it happens through the whole state of [state] 

F: our germans want to go and see the border. They buy a cowboy hat, they get their 

picture taken in [city] in front of the wall 

M: I did that as a kid when they had a wall 

F: I’ve been there, I don’t know how many people ahe been to the berlin wall or the dmz 

zone, but this is like that 

F: Ours were from Nuremberg and he’s a tour guide of the catacombs so he wanted to go 

see the [city] wall 

 

Share thoughts 

M: I think a lot of it does get shares, that’s why hes here. Our new city manager is one 

that’s really good at that. WE took over the visitor center cause we wanted to be more 

involved in the T of the city 
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F: this is a very vocal community, they will share 

M: very . social media LLLL 

F: they usually email 

K: city council meetings 

F: only when we have to 

M: only when we’re making a decision they may not like. Those who are involved  know 

wahts going on, so there’s a lot of people involved with W. You have your rancher 

comm, you have your sports com, you have wASA and all these other non proftis. There 

are 2 or 3 people who don’t go across al the groups, but theres a chain link. So if the 

group is talking to someone they get around  

 

K; mentioned ppl who seem to think are the people who aren’t engaged. What kind 

of level of engagement do ppl have in general or is it the same group of ppl? 

M: it’s the same group. Every org, every volunteer, it’s the same group of people. I think 

that’s cause, I hate to say it but [redacted] just opened the box. I’m a little older, but we 

need the younger generation to be involved. I love tim on the team, cause he gives me 

fresh ideas. You gotta talk to me. They ounger generation needs to talk to us and not be 

like we’re gonna do it this way and that’s how it is 

F: finding that multi-generational facet 

K: winter residents 

M: we don’t really have that many 

M: theres only one in my neighborhood 

M: they all golfed, youd meet em on the golf course, but theres’ not that many here 

More transient travelers (check tape) 

C: do you guys have dispersed camping 

M: oh yeah no squatters, they own the land 

F: tehres a lot of camping 

F: its when ou talk about blm and stae and federal leases you get into the rancher side of 

it bc the ranchers that have the lease rights don’t want people camping bc they’re 

dumping raw sewage and doing things that could hurt their cattle. Even though it is 

public land, tax payers often don’t have the permission to use 

M: same with hunters! City hunters don’t care if they cross that line.  When we see a no 

trespassing sign we know what that mean and go talk to the landowner. I gauruntee that if 

you just asked people would say yes, but so many people didn’t ask they just said no to 

everyone 

 

Bumper stickers 

M; one thing I did want to say is how to retain them here. I know they drive by my house 

and get right back on the hwy. I want them to go downtown. Get em to come to 

downtown cause [highway] really screwed [Site 3]  when it casue it used to go down the 

middle of it. If we could learn how to get them to come from apple annies or the dairy 

and stay the night 

F: a lot of them are day trippers from [nearby city] 
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F: one thing a lot of people have in [Site 2] is [redacted], cause advertising along the 

interstate is important. I was driving through, there was a [Site 3] billboard but if you 

didn’t know it was there you didn’t see it 

M: we have a group working on those. We rebranded our city and a lot of things have 

changed.  

M; I just said diversity 

F: I thought you wanted a slogan type thing, [Site 3] for the wine stay for the experience 

M; that’s what diversity you have, cattle, birds, wine, upick farm, [redacted], the grams 
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APPENDIX L 

POLL COVER LETTER 
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March 10, 2020         ID # 

[addresss] 

 

Dear [first] [last], 

Arizona State University (ASU) is conducting a poll in collaboration with the [State] 

Office of Tourism. We are interested in better understanding how tourism affects you 

directly and your community overall. We would like to invite an adult in your household 

who is 18 years or older to participate in this survey. If there is more than one adult in 

your household, we ask that the person with the earliest birthday (month and day, 

regardless of year) complete the questionnaire. All those who respond to the survey will 

be entered into a drawing for a $25 gift card with names drawn from our mailing iist. 

Questionnaires may be mailed back to us in the enclosed postage paid envelope or 

respond online at: https://tinyurl.com/qr57pv5. Your participation in this study will help 

ensure that [state] continues to provide a high quality of life for residents while providing 

excellent experiences for visitors. 

 

You are one of a small number of people who have been asked to take part in this study, 

so your response is of great importance. Therefore, we ask that you fill out this 2 page 

questionnaire, which will take at most 5 minutes. Your participation is voluntary; return 

of this questionnaire will be considered your consent to participate. There is no penalty or 

negative consequence if you decide to withdraw from the study, nor are there foreseeable 

risks or discomforts. If you do return the questionnaire, you are assured of complete 

confidentiality. This letter and your questionnaire has an identification number so we can 

keep track of distribution. The list of numbers will be destroyed when the survey process 

is complete. All the information we collect will be grouped together and used for 

statistical purposes only. While we may use the information we collect in reports and 

publications, at no time will your name be released or associated with your responses.  

 

If you have any questions concerning the research study, please contact Dr. Kathleen 

Andereck at kandereck@asu.edu. If you have any questions about your rights as a 

participant in this research, or if you feel you have been placed at risk, you can contact 

the Chair of the Human Subjects Institutional Review Board, through the ASU Office of 

Research Integrity and Assurance, at (480) 965-6788. We greatly appreciate your 

cooperation! 

  

Sincerely, 

Kathleen Andereck, Ph.D. 

 

Persons that require a reasonable accommodation based on language or disability should 

contact Dr. Kathleen Andereck, kandereck@asu.edu. Requests should be made as early 

as possible to ensure there is opportunity to address the accommodation. 

 
Las personas que requieran asistencia (dentro de lo razonable) ya sea por el idioma o 

discapacidad deben ponerse en contacto con Dra. Kathleen Andereck, kandereck@asu.edu. Las 

solicitudes deben hacerse lo más antes posible para asegurar que el Estado tenga la oportunidad 

de hacer los arreglos necesarios.  
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APPENDIX M 

POLL QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Tourism in Your Community Survey  
 

We are engaging community members like you to help us better understand how tourism 

affects you directly and your community overall. Please read each question carefully 

before responding and provide candid responses that consider averages over the course of 

a full year, rather than conditions that may occur only during high or low tourism periods.  

Answer to the best of your ability. Your responses will be used to inform tourism 

marketing policy for the state of [state]. 

This survey will take approximately five minutes. The first few questions ask about 

you and your involvement in the tourism industry in your community. 

Write in the number of years you have lived in… 

Your current community in [state] _____ years    In the state of [state]_____ years 

Are you a part-time or full-time [state]resident?    Part-time     Full-time 

To what extent do you feel a sense of pride about your [state] community?  (select one) 

  Not at all    Very little      Some  Quite a bit      A lot 

How much do you feel you benefit personally from tourism in your community? (select 

one) 

  Not at all    Very little      Some  Quite a bit      A lot  

  

Who in your household is directly employed in the tourism industry? (select all that 

apply) 

  Yourself  Another household member  No one 

Who in your household is indirectly employed in tourism? (This is defined as someone 

who works for an organization that provides at least part of its products/services to 

tourists or tourism-related businesses) 

  Yourself  Another household member  No one 

 

How often do you encounter tourists in your community during different times of the 

year? If there is no clear seasonal change in tourism activity in your community you may 

answer the same for both questions. (select one for each) 

 High tourist season:  Not at all    Very little    Some    Quite a bit    A 

lot  

 Slow tourist season:  Not at all    Very little    Some  Quite a bit    A 

lot 

 

How involved have you been in tourism decision making in your community, such as 

attending public meetings and letter writing to tourism leaders?  (select one) 

 Not at all    Very little      Some  Quite a bit      A lot 

How would you describe your level of knowledge about the tourism industry?  (select 

one) 

  Not at all knowledgeable   Moderately knowledgeable 
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  Slightly knowledgeable   Very knowledgeable 

 

What word or phrase best describes the "image" of your community that you would like 

visitors to have when they leave? (please describe): 

 

How would you describe your knowledge of “leave no trace” practices? (select one) 

  None  Limited  Average  Above average  Expert 

To what extent have you experienced stress as a result of tourism in your community? 

(select one) 

  Not at all    Very little      Some  Quite a bit      A lot 

 If tourism has caused you stress, in what way has it done so? (please describe) 

 

Next, we are interested in your opinions about tourism in your community. Please 

indicate the amount you disagree or agree with each of the following statements. 

(Circle one number for each statement) 
 

Your opinion about tourism in your community Strongly 

disagree 

Disag

ree 

Unsu

re 

Agr

ee 

Strongl

y agree 

The tourism industry will continue to (or could) 

play a major economic role 
1 2 3 4 5 

I support tourism as having a vital role 1 2 3 4 5 

Tourism helps enhance the cultures of [state] 1 2 3 4 5 

Additional tourism would be a desirable form of 

economic development 
1 2 3 4 5 

Tourism growth should be planned and managed 1 2 3 4 5 

Tourism prevents me from participating in local 

events and activities 
1 2 3 4 5 

The quality of public service has improved because 

of tourism 
1 2 3 4 5 

Tourism improves the image of my community 1 2 3 4 5 

An increase in tourists will lead to friction between 

local residents and tourists 
1 2 3 4 5 

I feel anger or frustration when I encounter tourists 1 2 3 4 5 

I would personally benefit from more tourism 

development 
1 2 3 4 5 

My community has become overcrowded because 

of tourists 
1 2 3 4 5 

I favor building new tourism facilities to attract 

more tourists 
1 2 3 4 5 

There are more resources for tourists than residents 

in my community 
1 2 3 4 5 

I am proud to have tourists coming to see what my 

community has to offer 
1 2 3 4 5 

Tourism holds great promise for the future 1 2 3 4 5 
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The tourism organization of my community should 

do more to promote tourism 
1 2 3 4 5 

  

Finally, we would like to know a little bit about you. This information will help us 

ensure that we have a representative sample of residents.  This information will be 

kept in the strictest confidence and will be used for statistical purposes only. 

[add question about where they live in online version] 

 

What is your age? _________ years old      Are you?   Female      Male      Rather 

not say 

Please indicate the highest level of education you have obtained. (Please check one) 

  Less than high school  Some college   College degree  

  High school graduate  Technical school degree  Advanced degree 

 

Which statement best describes your total 2019 annual household income from all 

sources and before taxes?  (Please check one) 

  Less than $25,000   $50,000 - $99,999             $150,000 or more 

  $25,000 - $49,999   $100,000 - $149,999          Not willing to 

provide 

 

Thanks for completing this poll. Please return it to us in the pre-paid addressed 

envelope provided in your survey packet.  If you have misplaced the envelope, 

please mail this to: School of Community Resources and Development, Arizona 

State University, 411 N. Central Avenue Ste. 550, Phoenix AZ 85004.  Feel free to 

share any additional comments here or on a separate piece of paper. 
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APPENDIX N 

POLL REMINDER POSTCARD 
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The same postcard text was used for both the first and second reminders for the statewide 

poll. It was printed on pale green cardstock with an educational institution logo on the 

reverse side: 

 

Dear [state] Resident, 

  

Recently, we sent you a questionnaire regarding your sentiments about tourism in your 

community.  If you already returned it to us, thank you very much for your timely 

response.  We appreciate your time and effort. 

 

If you have not yet sent the questionnaire back in the prepaid envelope or online 

(tinyurl.com/qr57pv5), please take some time now to complete the questionnaire.  

Because only a small number of people are being asked to participate, your response is 

very important for the completion of our evaluation.  We need to hear from you as soon 

as possible. All those who repond to the survey will be entered into a drawing for a $25 

gift card. Contact kandereck@asu.edu for assistance. 

 

Once again, thank you for your help in completing this research. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Kathleen Andereck  

Arizona State University  

 

 

mailto:kandereck@asu.edu
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