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Introduction

 Commonly, rural communities dependent on natural resources and manufacturing seek tourism development in the wake of transition (Howe, McMahon, & Propst, 1997).  Between October 2005 and October 2006, approximately 18,000 manufacturing and production jobs were lost in South Carolina (Brack, 2006).  Union County, situated one hour from Charlotte, NC and one hour from Columbia, SC, lost 1,132 jobs during the last two years (South Carolina Department of Commerce, 2006).  In response to plant closings, Union County has begun to explore tourism development as one alternative for viable means of economic growth.    
 In March 2006, Union County formed a tourism commission consisting of 15 local residents with the mission of developing and promoting tourism opportunities in the county.  However, before beginning to develop tourism in the county, the commission contacted Clemson University to help formulate a tourism strategic plan.  Assisting Clemson University extension agents in this planning endeavor, the Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management at Clemson University conducted a tourism attitude study of attendees at a major special event in the area.

  
 The overall purpose of this investigative research on residents of and visitors to Union County was to aid the Union County tourism commission in the strategic planning process.  More specifically, this research sought to examine differences between residents and visitors in regards to motivations for visiting the area and attributes of Union County, as well as perceived tourism impacts to Union County.
Method
 For the last ten years, the county seat, Union, has been hosting one of the most popular special events in the county—the Uniquely Union Barbeque Festival.  Primarily, the festival consists of a cook-off competition, but it also includes numerous activities throughout Union during the third weekend in September.  On the Saturday of the festival 12 Clemson University students were positioned at high traffic areas throughout the festival from 10:00 a.m. until 6:30 p.m. to collect email addresses from attendees.  Using a systematic sampling procedure with a random starting point, 303 addresses were collected, but only 216 were usable.  After pilot and beta testing the online survey and employing three waves of email contacts with links to the online survey (Dillman, 2000), 106 respondents completed the survey for a response rate of 49.1%.  Descriptive statistics were requested and one-way ANOVAs were conducted using SPSS version 14.0.

Findings

 The average age of residents (n=73) and visitors (n=25) was 42 years.  Roughly one-third of the residents (31.5%) had at least a four-year degree as opposed to approximately two-thirds (60.0%) of the visitors.  Females (63.0%) made up most of the resident attendees and males (64.0%) made up most of the visitor attendees.  In addition to the Uniquely Union Festival, residents also ate at local restaurants (56.2%) and shopped (43.8%).  Eating at local restaurants (48.0%) and shopping (44.0%) were also the most common activities among visitors.  However, a large percentage of visitors (40.0%) only attended the festival.  As far as trip characteristics of visitors are concerned: 68.0% traveled at least 50 miles, stayed on average three days in Union County (with only 14.0% of overnight visitors staying in local hotels and inns), and 96.0% said they were likely or highly likely to return to Union County within the next year.
 Both residents and visitors were asked to rate motivating factors for visiting Union County and attributes of the county on a scale of 1-5 (1=poor; 5=excellent; see Table 1).  The top motivating factor for visitors was “visiting area close to home” (mean=3.80) with the lowest motivating factor being “exploring the area” (mean=2.94).  The top motivating factor for residents was “visiting family and friends” (mean=3.89) as the lowest was “escape” (mean=3.20).  There were no significant differences (alpha=.05) between residents and visitors regarding motivating factors.  Residents felt the top attributes of Union County were “friendly residents” (mean=4.28) and “natural scenery of area” (mean=3.87).  The least favorable attribute was “nightlife” (mean=1.89).  Visitors felt the top attributes of Union County were “good weather” (mean=3.88) and “friendly residents” (mean=3.75) as the least favorite attribute was “nightlife” (mean=1.62).  There was a significant difference (alpha=.05) between residents and visitors in rating of the following attributes: “friendly residents” (F(1,87)=5.07, p=.027), “accommodations” (F(1,84)=5.49, p=.021), and “natural scenery,” (F(1,91)=12.25, p=.001) with visitors rating each attribute lower than residents.    

Table 1. Mean Scores1 for Motivation and Attribute Items

	Motivation Items
	Resident
	Visitor
	F
	P

	  Visit family and friends
	3.89
	3.94
	0.03
	.857

	  Visit area close to home
	3.75
	3.80
	0.04
	.851

	  Relaxation
	3.48
	3.45
	0.01
	.920

	  Explore area
	3.28
	2.94
	1.23
	.270

	  Escape
	3.20
	3.47
	0.76
	.386

	Attribute Items
	
	
	
	

	  Friendly residents
	4.28
	3.75
	5.07
	.027

	  Natural scenery of area
	3.87
	3.14
	12.25
	.001

	  Visit family and friends
	3.82
	3.64
	0.35
	.556

	  Good weather
	3.81
	3.88
	0.13
	.718

	  Historic sites
	3.65
	3.28
	1.83
	.180

	  Affordable
	3.56
	3.43
	0.29
	.592

	  Culture of area
	3.30
	2.90
	3.11
	.081

	  Local food
	3.09
	3.14
	0.05
	.818

	  Accommodations
	3.04
	2.56
	5.49
	.021

	  Outdoor recreation opportunities
	2.93
	2.93
	0.00
	.997

	  Special events
	2.80
	3.22
	2.77
	.100

	  Sporting events
	2.77
	2.63
	0.27
	.603

	  Shopping
	2.46
	2.48
	0.01
	.929

	  Nightlife
	1.89
	1.62
	1.04
	.312


1Mean values range between 1 (poor) and 5 (excellent).
 Residents and visitors also stated their agreement with multiple tourism impact questions (i.e., social, environmental, and economic) based on scale-items (using a scale of 1-5; 1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree) from the literature (Ap & Crompton, 1998; Lankford & Howard, 1994; see Table 2).  There were significant differences (alpha=.05) between residents and visitors on the following impact items: “visitors do not lead to overcrowding” (F(1,93)=5.88, p=.017), “visitors do not degrade the natural environment” (F(1,93)=5.67, p=.019), “visitors do not lead to an increase in crime in an area” (F(1,93)=5.00, p=.028), and “visitors do not disturb the way of life in Union County” (F(1,92)=4.36, p=.040).  Overall both groups appeared to support tourism, however residents felt tourism had a more positive impact on the community.  This finding can be explained by the fact that residents in such a ‘tourism hungry’ community (Smith & Krannich, 1998) are more likely to focus primarily on the positive impacts tourism can have.  However with time, Doxey (1975) claimed such an emphasis on positive impacts will decrease.
Table 2. Mean Scores2 for Tourism Impact Statements

	Tourism Impact Items
	Resident
	Visitor
	F
	P

	  Visitors are welcomed by residents of the county
	4.21
	3.87
	2.90
	.092

	  Tourism increases recreation opportunities for locals
	4.15
	3.91
	1.58
	.212

	  Visitors contribute to the local economy
	4.13
	3.96
	0.72
	.400

	  Tourism creates jobs for the local area
	4.10
	3.74
	2.76
	.100

	  Tourism increases availability of services for locals
	4.09
	4.00
	0.20
	.655

	  Visitors do not degrade the natural environment
	4.07
	3.61
	5.67
	.019

	  Visitors do not lead to overcrowding
	4.03
	3.52
	5.88
	.017

	  Tourism improves the appearance of the area
	4.01
	3.78
	1.26
	.264

	  Visitors do not disturb the way of life in Union Co.
	3.91
	3.43
	4.36
	.040

	  Visitors do not lead to an increase in crime in area
	3.87
	3.43
	5.00
	.028

	  Tourism increases residents’ quality of life
	3.84
	3.74
	0.27
	.607


2Mean values range between 1 (strongly disagree) and 5 (strongly agree).
Limitations and Implications

This study has a number of implications for Union County and the tourism field.  This research reveals the importance of having residents involved in the tourism planning process as suggested by Gunn & Var (2002).  Residents were indirectly involved through participating in the survey and directly through membership in the tourism commission.  Such participation helps ensure greater benefits from tourism to the host community (Mason, 2006).  Results from the study also allow the tourism commission to determine which assets to focus on to draw future tourists (i.e., friendly residents, natural scenery of area, good weather, eating at local restaurants, local shopping, and being a destination close to home) and which assets to consider seriously altering (i.e., nightlife and accommodations).  Finally, the tourism commission is able to see that residents of and visitors to the area feel tourism can positively impact Union County and is in fact a viable option for economic growth in the wake of the current loss of manufacturing positions.  
 
 There are three main limitations to this study.  First ascertaining total tourism demand from one special event is difficult; rather this study provides a ‘snapshot in time’ of demand.  Future demand studies should be conducted in Union County across multiple events and at prime tourism locations, with an economic impact component.  Also, a tourism supply inventory should also be conducted for the area.  Second, there was a low response rate for visitors.  This could be attributed to participants providing incorrect emails or having restrictive filters that mistook emails from Clemson University as spam.  Third, only a few African Americans had email addresses and were systematically removed from the sample.  On site data collection is recommended in the future to overcome this problem.
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