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Abstract: Given the high density of urban spaces, residents and tourists share resources and in-
frastructure in limited spaces. The purpose of the study is to investigate the influence of residents’
perceived tourism impacts on their attitudes towards tourism growth, the effect of proximity to
tourism center on residents’ attitudes, and how this effect is moderated by residents’ demographic
features (age, gender, length of residence) in urban settings. A total of 251 responses were collected
in downtown Greenville, a tourist zone located in the heart of Greenville, SC, USA. Using multiple
regression models and ANOVA, the study suggested that (1) economic impact was the most impor-
tant predictor of residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth, (2) downtown residents were more
favorable of tourism growth than county residents, and (3) Age and gender moderated the effect of
proximity to a tourism center on residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth.

Keywords: demographic variables; residents’ attitudes; tourism growth; urban spaces; social ex-
change theory

1. Introduction

Tourism growth can bring economic benefit to a local community while negatively
influencing its sociocultural and environmental environment [1,2]. The concept of sustain-
able tourism development, introduced into the tourism field, focuses on how to maximize
the former while minimizing the impact of the latter [1]. According to McIntyre [3], sustain-
able tourism is considered an alternative type of tourism, one that enhances the residents’
quality of life, offers an excellent tourist experience, and balances the quality of the en-
vironment on which both parties depend. As a result, communities should consider the
sustainable tourism goal of balancing residents’ wants and needs, which can result in a
strong tourism market orientation [4]. If done properly, sustainable tourism can foster a
balanced environment that enhances residents’ everyday lives and provides a pleasant
travel experience for tourists [5–7].

One salient way to ensure the success of sustainable tourism development is to
understand residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth [4]. Social exchange theory has
been widely accepted and applied in understanding residents’ attitudes towards tourism
growth. The theory is premised on individuals’ evaluations on benefits and costs during
resource exchange processes. It is argued that both parties in the exchange process are
willing to trade resources if they perceive more benefits than costs. In the field of tourism,
the social exchange theory indicates that residents who perceive more benefits than costs
are more favorable to tourism development [8]. Such tourism development will potentially
benefit the community by generating job opportunities, improving its infrastructure to
meet the growth in the number of visitors, increasing the number of parks and recreational
facilities, and improving the general standard of living [9–11]. However, tourism can also
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have such negative sociocultural and environmental impacts as an increased cost of living,
traffic congestion, and overuse of natural resources [1,12].

The majority of the studies, examining factors influencing residents’ attitudes towards
tourism development, have been conducted in rural areas in developed countries [13].
However, research regarding residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth in urban areas
has not received much attention. Urban areas are condensed in nature regarding resources
and population. In city areas, tourists and residents share the same infrastructure and
leisure facilities in a limited periphery [14]. Residents are more likely to interact with
tourists since tourists are looking to experience the everyday life of the residents [15].
As a result, it is important to understand if and how residents living in a tourism center
have different attitudes towards tourism growth than residents who live away from a
tourism center. [14] One way to explore the potential differences of residents’ attitudes
towards tourism growth based on the proximity to a tourism center is through analyzing
residents’ demographic features. Residents’ demographic variables (i.e, age, gender, length
of residence) indicated the distinct features of resident identities [13,16–18]. Understanding
residents’ demographic features can help create a satisfactory tourism plan for locals
with different identities [18]. Although previous studies have examined the effect of
demographic variables on residents’ attitudes towards tourism with contradictory results,
few studies have considered if residents’ demographic features can explain how proximity
to a tourism center influences residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth.

To summarize, previous studies haven’t paid much attention to understanding resi-
dents’ attitudes towards tourism growth in urban areas. Specifically, the potential differ-
ences of residents’ attitudes towards tourism development based on their proximity to
tourism centers and its driving forces haven’t been explored. To explore how proximity to
a tourism center affects residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth, this study proposes
using residents’ demographic variables since residents’ demographic features indicate
their own identities that will influence their behavior and attitudes [19]. To address these
research gaps stated above, the purpose of the study is to examine the influence of residents’
perceived tourism impacts on their attitudes towards tourism, as well as the effect of prox-
imity to a tourism center on residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth in a downtown
tourist zone of a popular small urban city. Another goal of this study is to determine how
the proximity influences residents’ attitudes based on residents’ demographic variables.
Specifically, this study examines age, gender, and length of residence since these three
variables indicate the heterogeneity of a local community [20] that may affect residents’
attitudes toward tourism growth.

In this study, three research questions will be answered

1. how do residents’ perceived tourism impacts affect their attitudes towards tourism
growth?

2. how does proximity to a tourism zone make a difference in residents’ attitudes
towards tourism growth?

3. how do residents’ age, gender, and length of residence moderate the relationship
between proximity to a tourism center and their attitudes towards tourism growth?

Downtown Greenville is selected as the research site for the study. It is in the heart of
Greenville, which is the fourth tourism city in the State of South Carolina [21]. Downtown
Greenville is a revitalized tourism center, which consists of hotels, restaurants, sports
venues, parks, and local businesses ventures. The tourism center is a hotspot for travelers
to visit, which attracts 2.5 million tourists annually [22]. Both residents and tourists can
attend the major local events each season (i.e., Fall for Greenville, Euphoria, and Artisphere),
as well as become active users of the convenient facilities and infrastructure in the area [23].

2. Literature Review
2.1. Residents Attitudes towards Tourism Growth and Social Exchange Theory

According to Eagly and Chaiken [24], attitude is a psychological term, reflecting an
individual’s assessment of certain objects as being seen as having or not having favors.
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According to Zhang et al. [25], residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth indicate how
they expect tourism development to be coordinated to achieve its sustainability. Specifically,
residents’ attitudes are based on four factors: long-term planning, a tourism-centered
economy, community participation, and assurance of tourist satisfaction. These four factors
emphasized residents’ extensive involvement and administrative role in the process of
tourism planning, both of which are key for a successful sustainable tourism industry.

One of the well-known theories to understand residents’ attitudes towards tourism
growth is the social exchange theory. Social exchange theory emphasizes the interaction
among people [26]. The essence of the social exchange theory is concerned with the
assessment of the benefits and the costs to both parties [27], two factors leading to their
willingness to participate in the process of trading various kinds of rewards [28–31]. The
goal of participation in this trading process is to optimize the balance between the benefits
and the expenses and to obtain mutual profits for both parties [31,32]. It was argued that
the participants are likely to continue interacting if they see more benefits and discontinue
the relationship if they see more costs [29]. In the field of tourism, Ap [28] applied the social
exchange theory to explain how residents perceived tourism development, arguing that
residents who assessed more benefits than expenses have more willingness to participate in
the trading process as they are more positive on tourism growth [9]. Social exchange theory
is suitable to understand residents’ attitudes of tourism development since the optimal
consequence of the trading process is the gratification for both tourists and residents [32,33],
an intangible form of interaction during the trading process [34], which will eventually
reach the goals of sustainable tourism development [4]. Using the social exchange theory
and the definition of residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth, proposed by Zhang
et al. [25], not only satisfies the premises of sustainable tourism growth but also addresses
the importance of residents’ participation in tourism planning.

2.2. Tourism Impacts
2.2.1. Economic Impacts

Extending the assumptions of the social exchange theory, residents’ attitudes towards
tourism growth are influenced by residents’ perceptions of tourism growth [8], which are
categorized into economic, sociocultural, and environmental dimensions [35]. Tourism has
significantly contributed to the economic growth in many regions [36]. Specifically, in rural
and developing areas, tourism has become the main source of economic development since
traditional industries have declined [37]. Previous research has suggested that residents’
perceived economic impacts were one of the most influential factors to predict residents’
attitudes towards tourism development [38]. These perceived tourism impacts were sorted
into positive and negative dimensions. The positive categories include increased job oppor-
tunities, salary growth, improved infrastructure, and enhanced living standards [7,9,39–41].
The negative category mainly focuses on the increased cost of living [40].

Most of the previous studies have determined that residents’ perceived tourism im-
pacts affected residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth. Specifically, positive perceived
economic impacts were the most influential factor for residents’ attitudes towards tourism
growth [8,42–44]. On the other side, a study found out that both positive economic impacts
and negative economic impacts significantly predicted residents’ attitudes towards tourism
growth. Relative to negative economic impacts, positive economic impacts were more
important in affecting residents’ attitudes toward tourism development [40]. Consistent
with previous studies, this study proposes that

Hypothesis 1a (H1a). Residents’ perceived economic impacts will significantly influence their
attitudes towards tourism growth.

2.2.2. Sociocultural Impacts

In addition to economic benefits and costs, tourism growth also causes both sociocul-
tural benefits and costs to the community. Sociocultural impacts are concerned with the
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routine life, cultural values, and changes in conventions resulting from tourism growth [45].
Tourism growth has been found to stimulate connections between tourists and the local
community, a situation with both positive and negative impacts [38]. On the positive side,
these interactions strengthen cultural exchange, increase the number of recreational and
leisure facilities and activities, facilitate the conservation of historical and heritage sites,
and help maintain the original culture of the local community [9,46,47]. On the negative
side, tourism increases the crime rate and results in traffic congestion as well as changes or,
in some cases the loss, of the original culture of the community [42,48].

Previous studies have examined the relationship between residents’ perceived socio-
cultural impacts and their attitudes towards tourism growth. Although a small number
of previous studies have determined the nonsignificant relationship between perceived
sociocultural impacts and their attitudes towards tourism growth [49], most studies have
found out that perceived sociocultural impacts have significantly predicted their attitudes
towards tourism development [8,43,46,50]. Specifically, compared with other tourism
influences, sociocultural impacts were a moderately influential factor of residents’ atti-
tudes [8,46]. According to Meimand et al. [49], compared to negative sociocultural impacts,
positive sociocultural impacts were more influential in predicting residents’ attitudes to-
wards tourism development. Based on the assumptions of social exchange theory, this
study proposes

Hypothesis 1b (H1b). Residents’ perceived sociocultural impacts will significantly influence their
attitudes towards tourism growth.

2.3. Environmental Impacts

Environmental influence is considered an important element for tourism researchers
to understand how residents perceive tourism growth since the environment is one of
the primary driving forces attracting tourists [36]. Similar to perceived economic and
sociocultural impacts, residents perceive environmental impacts both positively and nega-
tively. However, more negative environmental impacts have been identified than positive.
Specifically, residents perceive that tourism development leads to air pollution, increased
trash, environmental deterioration, noise, and congestion [9,51–53]. On the other hand,
locals perceive that tourism growth can stimulate their efforts to conserve their natural
environment and engage in sustainable tourism [9,52].

Past studies have investigated the relationship between residents’ perceived environ-
mental impacts and their attitudes towards tourism growth. However, different results
were obtained. Some studies have determined that perceived environmental impacts
didn’t predict residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth [54]. On the contrary, other
studies have found out that environmental impacts influence residents’ attitudes towards
tourism development. A study determined that residents complained about the negative
environmental impacts, which led to negative attitudes towards tourism development [51].
Nevertheless, several studies have suggested that residents’ perceived environmental im-
pacts positively affected their attitudes towards tourism growth [8,49,55]. As a result, in
line with the assumptions of the social exchange theory, this study proposes that

Hypothesis 1c (H1c). Residents’ perceptions of environmental impacts will significantly affect
their attitudes towards tourism growth.

2.4. Proximity to a Tourist Center

The concept of proximity involves several perspectives. Some studies measured
proximity from the perspective of geographical distance, while others measured it from
the perspectives of social and psychological distance [56]. The proximity to a tourist center
means residents’ geographical distance to this zone. It is important in urban tourism due to
the dense and diversified nature of urban cities [14] as both residents and tourists share the
same urban infrastructure in a limited space [57]. Several researchers have explored how
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the proximity to a tourist center affected residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth. They
examined the effect through the associated residents’ perceived tourism impacts. However,
the results of such studies varied.

According to Liu and Li [17] maintained that residents living away from the tourist
zone in India were more supportive of tourism growth due to its increased job opportunities
and better access to recreational facilities. Similarly, residents living near the tourist zone
were less favorable to tourism growth because of its increased living expenses. These
results were supported by Rasoolimanesh et al.’s [58] study conducted on heritage sites
in Iran. The reason for these results could be that residents who are proximal to tourist
zones have higher chances of interacting with tourists in these areas [59]. However, a study
conducted by Weaver and Lawton [60] found that the proximity to a tourist zone did not
explain residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth caused by tourism.

Unlike previous studies regarding proximity to a tourist center as a dichotomous
variable, this study categorizes the variable into three groups due to the nature of urban
spaces. Specifically, this study compares the differences among attitudes of downtown
residents, city residents and county residents (County residents represent residents who
live outside the City of Greenville but within the County) on tourism development. As a
result, this study proposes that

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Downtown residents hold different attitudes towards tourism growth from
city and county residents.

2.5. Residents’ Demographic Variables

As mentioned in the previous section, past studies have attempted to examine how
proximity to a tourism center affects residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth via
residents’ perceived tourism impacts. However, the results were disparate. An alternative
way to explore this effect is through examining residents’ demographic variables. Residents’
demographic variables can be the explanation regarding the effect of proximity on residents’
attitudes towards tourism growth since a person’s identity shapes his or her attitudes and
values of society [19]. In this study, residents’ age, gender, and length of residence are
used since they indicate the heterogeneity of the local community [20], which might affect
residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth.

2.5.1. Age

Previous studies have shown mixed results regarding the effect of age on residents’
attitudes towards tourism development [61]. Such studies explained the results by address-
ing the association of age and perceived tourism impacts, which results in significant or
non-significant changes in residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth. On one side, older
adults are more favorable towards tourism growth since they tend to perceive that they
receive more economic benefits [62,63] and concern less on the environmental impacts [64].
The underlying reasoning is that older residents are more likely to obtain managerial
roles and have the funds in tourism businesses. According to adults’ lifespan patterns,
middle-aged adults earn higher income and obtain higher positions and managerial roles in
workplaces [65]. On the other side, Sinclair-Maragh [18] determined that younger residents
were more favorable towards tourism development. Tourism development increases job
openings in tourism businesses (i.e., restaurants, hotels). Such openings are mostly filled by
younger generations, which leads to younger residents’ positive attitudes towards tourism
growth.

In general, differences of residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth in varying
age groups are associated with increased income and job opportunities. Similarly, this
reasoning is suitable for explaining the effect of proximity to a tourism center on residents’
attitudes towards tourism growth since residents who are proximal to a tourism center
have easy access to the economic benefits [66]. As a result, this study proposes that
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Hypothesis 3a (H3a). Age will moderate the relationship between proximity to a tourism center
and residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth.

2.5.2. Gender

Prior studies have received varied results regarding the effect of gender on residents’
attitudes towards tourism growth. Such studies have explained the effect deriving from
the links between gender and its associated tourism influences. On one hand, past studies
have indicated that female residents were less favorable towards tourism growth [13,67,68]
since they tend to be more sensitive and show more concern about issues arising in the
community [69]. Another rationale originates from income inequality between males and
females, suggesting that females receive less economic benefits and have less positive
attitudes towards tourism growth [67]. On the contrary, other studies have determined
that females showed more positive attitudes towards tourism growth because of the
job openings deriving from tourism growth allow more female residents to earn second
income (i.e., housekeeping), especially in the developing countries [18,70]. However, other
studies haven’t found out the influence of gender on residents’ attitudes towards tourism
growth [71,72].

As a result, the gender differences in residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth
derive from the essential divergent roles that males and females are having in society.
While males’ traditional roles focus on supporting their families with their income [73],
females are more sensitive to community changes and development [74]. In a tourism
center where gathers people and compatible infrastructure and facilities in a limited area,
gender might explain the effect of proximity to a tourism center on residents’ attitudes
towards tourism growth because more business opportunities are arising. Residents living
near a tourism center are more or less sensitive to these opportunities depending on their
gender identities. Hence, this study proposes that

Hypothesis 3b (H3b). Gender will moderate the relationship between proximity to a tourism
center and residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth.

2.5.3. Length of Residence

Past studies have explored to gain knowledge in residents’ length of residence and
their attitudes towards tourism development. However, the results varied. On one side,
long-term residents were less favorable towards tourism growth since they witness un-
expected community changes [75]. On the other side, long-term residents were more
supportive of tourism development because they are emotionally attached to their commu-
nities [76], driving them to focus more on the positive sides of tourism development, such
as economic gains [17]. Nevertheless, other studies have found out that length of residence
didn’t influence residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth [18,77,78].

Overall, there are two main reasons in explaining the effect of length of residence on
residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth: individual’s belongingness to the community
and the community changes. Length of residence might serve as an indicator, regarding
the effect of proximity to a tourism center, on residents’ attitudes towards growth because
residents define their community based on where they live. Additionally, a tourism center
might experience more changes and transitions than other places in a destination because
of the built infrastructure and facilities to meet tourists’ needs. As a result, this study
proposes that

Hypothesis 3c (H3c). Length of residence will moderate the relationship between proximity to a
tourism center and residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth.
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3. Method
3.1. Study Site

The data was collected in downtown Greenville. Greenville, South Carolina, the
largest city in Greenville County and the Update region, is located in northwestern South
Carolina [79] (“Greenville”, n.d.). Downtown Greenville, the heart of the city, is both a
tourist zone and a residential area where parks, sports venues, restaurants, and hotels
are located. It is a place where both residents and tourists share the same infrastructure.
Greenville’s city center has been recognized as one of the best downtowns in America
by Livability [80] and one of the top cities to visit by Expedia [81]. There were 5 million
tourists visiting the city of Greenville in 2019, contributing $1.3 billion in expenditures and
74.3 million in taxation to the community [82].

3.2. Survey Instrument

The SUS-TAS scale was developed by Choi and Sirakaya [36] to measure residents’
attitudes towards sustainable tourism development. The scale reflects a new sustainable
tourism development paradigm to bring the success of sustainable tourism development.
To increase residents’ participation and controls during the tourism development planning
process, the scale intends to provide detailed information regarding residents’ perceptions
of tourism impacts and their attitudes towards sustainable tourism development. The
original scale comprises 44 items in 7 main dimensions: social expenses, economic benefits,
environmental sustainability, long-term planning, tourism-centered economy, community
participation, and tourist satisfaction assurance. Using their original 44-item scale [36],
researchers validated and reduced the items in different contexts [25,83].

This study adopted the SUS-TAS scale consisting of 20 statements validated by
Zhang et al. [25] The first section of the questionnaire comprises 9 items regarding tourism
impacts, with 3 statements for each of the three impacts, economic, sociocultural, and
environmental. The second section focuses on residents’ attitudes towards tourism devel-
opment, with a total number of 11 statements measuring the four dimensions of long-term
planning, tourism-centered economy, community participation and tourist satisfaction
assurance. The last section of the survey examines respondents’ demographic information,
including age, gender, education level, race and ethnicity, annual income, zip code of
residence, and length of residence. This study used age, gender, length of residence, and
zip code to test the hypotheses.

3.3. Validity Check and Data Collection

Prior to data collection, a group of experts was invited to review survey items to
check the validity of the survey instrument. The group was composed of two tourism
professors, one leisure professor and one statistics professor. Based on their comments and
suggestions, two survey items were revised. A pilot study was conducted to check the
readability and reliability of survey items. According to the 32 responses received from the
pilot study, survey items were reworded and revised. Based on the results of expert reviews
and the pilot study, data were collected in downtown Greenville using a self-administered
survey method. To ensure potential participants’ eligibility to take part in the survey, the
researchers approached a person/people passing by and screened them by asking them
if they resided in Greenville County. The researchers then gave a questionnaire to the
qualified respondents who were willing to complete it. Overall, data were collected from
11 locations in downtown Greenville for 11 days. Among the 320 people approached, a
total of 251 respondents completed the questionnaire for a response rate of 85.1%.

4. Results
4.1. Respondent Profile

Of the 251 respondents in the study, male respondents (N = 147, 58.6%) and female
respondents (N = 104, 41.4%) were distributed (Table 1). For the majority of respondents,
the age ranged from 18–25 (33.9%) and 26–30 (26.7%). As for residence, 45.6% of the sample
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were city residents, followed by county residents (31.6%) and downtown residents (22.8%).
For the length of residence, the majority of respondents have resided in Greenville County
for less than 10 years: 36.8% between 1–5 years, 16.4% less than 1 year (16.4%) and 14.8%
between 5–10 years (14.8%). In addition, the largest two groups of downtown residents
have lived there 1–5 years (N = 33) and less than one year (N = 11). Similarly, more city
residents in this study have lived in the area for less than 5 years (N = 58). For county
residents, a larger percentage of people have lived in the county for 1–5 years (N = 20) and
16–20 years (N = 15).

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics.

Demographic Variables N = 251 %

Gender
Male 147 58.6

Female 104 41.4

Age (M = 34, SD = 14.03)
Under 18 8 3.2

18–25 85 33.9
26–35 67 26.7
36–45 35 13.9
45–55 31 12.4

Above 55 25 10

Residence
Downtown 57 22.8

City 114 45.6
County 79 31.6

Length of Residence (M = 9.46, SD = 11.13) Downtown City County
Less than 1 year 11 21 9 16.4

1–5 years 33 37 20 36.4
6–10 years 5 20 12 14.8

11–15 years 2 8 6 6.4
16–20 years 4 10 15 11.6
21–24 years 0 12 8 8.0

More than 25 years 2 6 8 6.4

4.2. Reliability Test and Descriptive Statistics

A reliability test was conducted to examine if the items were compatible with each
other regarding economic impacts, sociocultural impacts, environmental impacts and resi-
dents’ attitudes towards tourism growth. As seen in Table 2, the scales for economic impacts,
sociocultural impacts and environmental impacts exhibited acceptable reliability as their
Cronbach alphas were 0.78, 0.75, and 0.70, respectively. However, the reliability score for res-
idents’ attitudes towards tourism growth was relatively low (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.6). After
deleting the item “tourism businesses should measure visitor satisfaction,” the reliability of
the scale improved to an acceptable level (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.80). In addition, according
to in Table 2, the respondents in this study perceived economic (M = 4.29, SD = 0.69), socio-
cultural (M = 4.19, SD = 0.72), and environmental impacts (M = 3.49, SD = 0.74) positively
and showed favorable attitudes towards tourism growth (M = 4.06, SD = 0.48).
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Table 2. Reliability and Descriptive Statistics.

Variables Statement 1 M SD

Economic Impact
(M = 4.29)
(SD = 0.69)

(Cronbach’s alpha = 0.78)

Tourism is good for our community’s economy. 4.36 0.83

Tourism creates new markets for local products. 4.35 0.72

Tourism benefits businesses other than just the
tourism industry in our community. 4.15 0.91

Sociocultural Impact
(M = 4.19)
(SD = 0.72)

(Cronbach’s alpha = 0.75)

My community is not overcrowded because of the
tourism industry. 3.98 0.89

My quality of life is not destroyed because of tourism
in downtown Greenville. 4.43 0.83

Tourists in my community do not disrupt my quality
of life. 4.16 0.91

Environmental Impact
(M = 3.49)
(SD = 0.74)

(Cronbach’s alpha = 0.70)

The natural environment in our community is
protected by the tourism industry now and for the

future.
3.20 0.84

Tourism improves the environment in our
community. 3.71 1.03

Tourism development in our community promotes
positive environmental ethics. 3.57 0.95

Residents’ Attitudes
towards Tourism Growth

(M = 4.06)
(SD = 0.48)

(Cronbach Alpha = 0.80)

Successful tourism development needs advanced
tourism planning. 4.05 0.79

Tourism development needs well-coordinated
planning. 4.21 0.67

We cannot be short-sighted when planning for
tourism development. 4.27 0.69

Local residents should receive a fair share of
economic benefits from tourism. 3.68 0.93

The tourism industry should contribute economically
to the community’s improvement. 4.34 0.65

The tourism industry should try to purchase goods
and services within the community. 4.40 0.68

The tourism industry should ensure a high-quality
tourist experience. 4.24 0.57

Community attractiveness is a core element of
ecological “appeal” for visitors. 4.26 0.67

Tourism decisions should be made by all members in
the community regardless of their backgrounds. 3.64 1.07

Everyone in the community should participate in the
decision-making process for tourism development. 3.49 1.09

1 Based on a scale of 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree.

4.3. Effect of Tourism Influence

The average of economic impacts, sociocultural impacts, environmental impacts, and
residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth was calculated to represent the correspond-
ing variables. Before running regression analyses, preliminary analyses were conducted.
The data were normally distributed. In addition, there were no multicollinearity prob-
lems. Seven cases were removed because of detected multivariate outliers based on their
Mahalanobis distance.

To test the effect of economic, sociocultural and environmental impacts on residents’
attitudes towards tourism growth, a multiple regression was conducted where the de-
pendent variable was residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth and the independent
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variables were economic impacts, sociocultural impacts and environmental impacts. The
independent variables explained 54% of the variances, F (3, 239) = 57.90, R2 = 0.54, and
p < 0.001. Seen in Table 3, economic impact predicted residents’ attitudes towards tourism
growth (β = 0.63, t (239) = 7.51, p < 0.001) significantly. Sociocultural impact (β = 0.30,
t (239) = 5.00, p < 0.001) and environmental impact (β = 0.11, t (239) = 2.21, p = 0.03) were
significant predictors. Among these three tourism impacts, the economic impact was the
more important factor in predicting residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth. Thus,
Hypothesis 1a–c, were all supported.

Table 3. Multiple Regression between Tourism Impacts and Attitudes to Tourism Growth.

Coefficient

Variables B β t p

Economic Impact 0.70 0.63 7.51 0.00 ***
Sociocultural Impact 0.30 0.30 5.00 0.00 ***

Environmental Impact 0.27 0.11 2.21 0.03 *

R2 0.54
F 57.90
p 0.00 ***

* p < 0.05; *** p < 0.001.

4.4. Effect of Proximity to Tourist Zone

Before testing H2, the variable proximity to tourist zone was created based on re-
spondents’ self-reported zip codes. Respondents with zip code 29601 were coded as 1
and categorized as downtown residents, while those with zip codes ranging from 29602
to 29617 were coded as 2 and sorted as city residents. The remaining respondents were
coded as 3 and considered as county residents. For the county residents, the researchers
checked each zip code to confirm that each reflected a city in Greenville County. Before
determining the effect of proximity to a tourist zone, preliminary analyses were conducted,
the results indicating that the datapoints were normally distributed, and the assumptions
of homogeneity variances were satisfied.

To test H2, a one-way ANOVA was conducted with proximity to a tourist zone as the
independent variable and residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth as the dependent
variable. According to Table 4, the results indicated that the one-way ANOVA was statisti-
cally significant, F (2, 248) = 3.72, p = 0.03. Post-hoc comparisons using Tukey revealed that
downtown residents (M = 4.19, SD = 0.46) were more favorable towards tourism growth
than the county residents (M = 3.97, SD = 0.47; p = 0.02). Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was
supported.

Table 4. Effect of Proximity to a Tourism Center.

Variables

Proximity to a Tourism Center
F p

Downtown City County

M SD M SD M SD

Attitudes towards Tourism Growth 4.19 * 0.46 4.06 0.48 3.97 * 0.47 3.72 0.03 *
* p < 0.05.

4.5. Moderation Effect of Age

Before testing the moderation effect of age on proximity to a tourist center and resi-
dents’ attitudes towards tourism growth, preliminary analyses were conducted. The results
of the preliminary analyses indicated that data was normally distributed without any miss-
ing values and outliers. A factorial ANOVA analysis was conducted to test the interaction
effect of age proposed in Hypothesis 3a. The interaction effect of age and proximity to a
tourist center was statistically significant F (8, 236) = 1.91, p = 0.04.
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A post hoc test using Tukey LSD was conducted to explore the specific differences.
According to Table 5, for downtown residents, residents who are in age group 40–50
(M = 4.7, SD = 0.42) were more favorable towards tourism growth than whom were in the
age group of 18–29 (M = 4.16, SD = 0.48, p = 0.03), 30–39 (M = 4.13, SD = 0.54, p = 0.02),
and above 50 (M = 4.12, SD = 0.39, p = 0.04). For city residents, residents who were in the
age group of 40–50 (M = 4.32, SD = 0.35) showed more positive attitudes towards tourism
growth than whom are in the age group of 14–17 (M = 3.45, SD = 0.07, p = 0.01), 18–29
(M = 4.02, SD = 0.45, p = 0.02), and 30–39 (M = 3.84, SD = 0.52, p = 0.003). Residents who
were above 50 (M = 4.16, SD = 0.50) were more in favor of tourism development than
whom were in the age group of 14–17 (M = 3.45, SD = 0.07, p = 0.04), and 30–39 (M = 3.84,
SD = 52, p = 0.03). Therefore, Hypothesis 3a was supported.

Table 5. Moderation Effect of Age.

Proximity to a Tourism Center
Age Group Comparison

F p
Age Group M Age Group M

Downtown 40–50 4.7

0–17 4.45

1.91 0.04 *

18–29 4.16 *
30–39 4.13 *

Above 50 4.12 *

City
40–50 4.32

14–17 3.45 *
18–29 4.02 *
30–39 3.84 **

Above 50 4.16
14–17 3.45 *
30–39 3.84 *

County 40–50 4.06

0–17 3.98
18–29 4.00
30–39 3.93

Above 50 3.80
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.

4.6. The Moderation Effect of Gender

To determine Hypothesis 3b, a factorial ANOVA was used. As seen in Table 6, the
interaction effect of gender and proximity to tourism center was statistically significant,
F (2, 243) = 5.07, p < 0.001. To determine the specific differences, a post hoc test using Tukey
was run. According to the results, for city residents, female residents (M = 4.18, SD = 0.44)
were more positive towards tourism growth than male residents (M = 3.94, SD = 0.49)
since p = 0.01 Also, for downtown residents, male residents (M = 4.28, SD = 0.44) were
more favorable towards tourism development than female residents (M = 4.03, SD = 0.46)
due to the significant p = 0.04. However, for county residents, female residents (M = 3.94,
SD = 0.52) didn’t have significantly different attitudes towards tourism growth than male
residents (M = 4.02, SD = 0.40) because of its p = 0.40. Hence, Hypothesis 3b was supported.

Table 6. The Interaction Effect of Gender.

Proximity to a Tourism Center
Gender

p
Male Female

Downtown 4.28 * 4.03 *
0.00 *City 3.94 * 4.18 *

County 4.02 3.94
* p < 0.05.

4.7. The Moderation Effect of Length of Residence

Before testing H5, a preliminary analysis was conducted. The results of the preliminary
analysis indicated that the data were normally distributed without any missing values and
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outliers. To test the moderation effect of length of residence, a factorial ANOVA analysis
was conducted. Based on the results, the interaction effect of age was not significant,
F (2, 245) = 1.46, p = 0.23. Therefore, Hypothesis 3c was not supported.

5. Discussion

The purpose of this study was to explore the influences of residents’ perceived tourism
impacts on their attitudes towards tourism development, as well as the effect of proximity
to a tourism center on residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth in an urban setting.
Moreover, the study was to determine how residents’ demographic variables (age, gen-
der, length of residence) can influence the effect of proximity to a tourism center on their
attitudes. The results showed that participants in this study viewed tourism influences
positively and had favorable attitudes toward tourism development. This study also found
that economic impact was the most important significant predictor of residents’ attitudes to-
wards tourism growth among these three significant tourism impacts. Regarding residents’
proximity to a tourism center, downtown residents were more favorable towards tourism
growth than county residents. In terms of the moderation effects of residents’ demographic
variables, both age and gender significantly moderated the effect of proximity to a tourism
center on residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth, while the length of residence didn’t
show any significant moderation effects.

5.1. Tourism Impacts

The results from this study indicated that economic impact was the most important
predictor of residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth among all of the three tourism
impacts (economic, sociocultural, and environmental impacts). These results were par-
tially consistent with previous studies arguing that both positive and negative tourism
impacts significantly affected residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth [4,48,84]. In
these three studies, the positive tourism impacts were primarily economic ones, and the
negative impacts were primarily sociocultural and environmental. One reason could be
that residents in Greenville view tourism growth as a way to strengthen the economy [85].
Hence, compared to other sociocultural and environmental impacts, these benefits were
much more important, resulting in their favorable attitudes towards tourism growth [53].
Another reason could be that the tourism growth in Greenville is still in the involvement
phase as described by Butler’s [86] tourism life cycle model. In this stage, the local com-
munity begins building infrastructure and offering services to tourists. This might explain
why residents in this study valued the economic impact the most because locals realized
an economic benefit from the tourism facilities being built (i.e., restaurants and hotels)
through the creation of local job opportunities and the increase in the cash flow for the
business owners who opened and operated such facilities.

5.2. Proximity to a Tourist Center

This study determined that there were significant differences in resident attitudes
towards tourism growth based on proximity to a tourist zone. Specifically, in this study,
downtown residents were more favorable towards tourism growth than county residents.
These results were consistent with the findings from Juroski and Gursoy [59], suggesting
that environmentally responsible residents living near a natural recreation area are more
supportive of tourism growth than those who live away from that area. For this study,
downtown residents were more favorable to tourism growth than the county residents
because the former more directly experienced the benefits from the economic gains and
employment opportunities that the tourist zone and surrounding infrastructure provided
as well as the availability of leisure and recreation resources [66]. The downtown residents
realized the economic advantages and the convenience that tourism infrastructure brought
because of their geographical advantage.
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5.3. Moderation Effect of Age

Based on the results from this study, age moderated the effect of proximity to a tourism
center on residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth. Specifically, for downtown residents,
middle-aged residents were more favorable towards tourism growth than other age groups.
Similarly, for people living in the city, middle-aged and older residents were more favorable
comparing to younger residents. The results can be explained that middle-aged and older
residents paid more attention to the accessibility of infrastructure [87], which is maximized
in the downtown tourism center area due to its compact nature. Moreover, middle-aged
residents reached the highest status and income in their career development during their
entire life courses [88]. Hence, middle-aged residents were more sensitive to economic
benefits, which led to the most favorable attitudes towards tourism growth among all the
age groups.

5.4. Moderation Effect of Gender

The results of the study indicated that gender moderated the effect of proximity to
a tourism center on residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth. In the downtown area,
male residents were more favorable towards tourism development. In the city area, female
residents were more positive towards tourism growth. Downtown tourism center brings
a large portion of economic benefits to the area. Due to the income differences between
males and females, female residents receive less economic blooming from tourism develop-
ment, which led to less favorable attitudes towards tourism growth than male residents.
Since the traditional role of males focuses more on earning income and supporting their
families [73], they are more sensitive to the economic gains from tourism development
in the downtown area, which resulted in their more positive attitudes towards tourism
development. Traditionally, female roles focus more on taking care of their families and
concentrating on community building and development [74]. In this study, females living
in the city area were concerned less about the negative community changes since the city
area is away from the downtown tourism area, which raises some safety concerns and
causes negative community changes. As a result, females living in the city were more
supportive of tourism growth.

5.5. Moderation Effect of Length of Residence

Nevertheless, length of residence didn’t have a significant moderation effect on the
relationship between proximity to a tourism center and residents’ attitudes towards tourism
growth. The results were partially consistent, arguing that long-term residents and short-
term residents showed similar attitudes towards tourism growth [18]. The reason is that
tourism has been rapidly developed in the last 10 years in Greenville. More than 50% of
the residents have lived in Greenville for less than 10 years. The emotional attachment to
their community suggested by previous studies [76] hasn’t been fully developed since the
length of residence is not sufficient. Greenville tourism is still in the involvement stage
where an increasing number of tourism facilities have been constructed to match tourist
inflow expansion. In this phase, residents haven’t generated any negative attitudes towards
tourism growth [86,89]. As a result, long-term residents in Greenville haven’t lived long
enough in their communities to witness any negative community changes, which explained
that long-term residents and short-term residents were both favorable towards tourism
growth regardless of where they live.

5.6. Implications

This study provided new knowledge in understanding residents’ attitudes towards
tourism growth in urban settings. The study investigated the influence of proximity to
a tourism center on residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth. It validated the nature
of urban spaces where both urban residents and visitors share the same resources and
infrastructure [14], leading to the differences in residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth.
This study also examined the moderation effect of residents’ demographic variables on
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proximity to a tourism center and residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth, which
hasn’t been tested in previous studies. The moderation effects of residents’ demographic
variables explained how the proximity to a tourism center influences residents’ attitudes
towards tourism growth. Moreover, the moderation effects validated that individual’s
identity influences their attitudes and values [19]. The significant results of the moderation
effects indicated that residents’ demographic features are distinct, which affected residents
living in different proximity to a tourism center had varying attitudes towards tourism
growth.

The study results also provide several recommendations for tourism planners and the
Visit Greenville DMO as they plan for effective tourism growth. First, since the economic
impact was the most significant predictor of residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth,
tourism planners need to collaborate with the government and private business owners to
maintain, or increase, the economic benefits that the local community and residents receive
while at the same time implementing measures to control sociocultural and environmental
impacts. For example, the entities might consider turning unused spaces into event venues
that will generate job opportunities and bring additional money into the community. In
addition, residents will gain access to these places where they can enjoy socializing and
leisure activities, eventually improving their standard of living.

Also, the study found that downtown residents are more favorable toward tourism
growth than county residents. Therefore, tourism marketers are advised to take measures to
improve county residents’ attitudes to tourism growth while at the same time maintaining
favorable attitudes from downtown residents. Specifically, tourism practitioners need to
keep county residents up to date regarding the changes in Greenville by inviting locals
and community leaders in the county to participate in the decision-making processes.
Furthermore, the city government needs to promote the purchase of agricultural products
produced in the county by downtown businesses (i.e., restaurants, bars, and caterers).
Moreover, tourism practitioners need to plan major events, restaurant weeks, and farmer
markets during the peak tourist season when county businesses and farmers can participate.
Thus, county residents will perceive that they benefit from downtown tourism even though
they are geographically distant from this area.

Moreover, age and gender moderated the effect of proximity to a tourism center on
residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth. For downtown residents and city residents,
people who were above 40 were more favorable towards tourism growth. Thus, tourism
planners need to concentrate on tourism business development (i.e., turning unused
public spaces into events, organizing community events) so that middle-aged and other
adults maintained their favorable attitudes towards tourism growth. For younger age
groups, tourism planners can use hashtags on popular social media platforms to advertise
events the communities are organizing and changes they are going through. In addition,
for downtown residents, male residents were more favorable towards tourism growth.
Regarding gender differences, male residents were more favorable towards tourism growth
in the downtown area. On the contrary, for city residents, female residents were more
favorable towards tourism growth. Hence, tourism practitioners can focus on tourism
business development and community life enhancement so that both male and female
residents are in favor of tourism growth in the downtown and city areas. However,
the study indicated that length of residence didn’t moderate the effect of proximity to a
tourism center on residents’ attitudes towards tourism growth. Destination management
organizations and the local government need to control tourist flow in Greenville so that the
development phase can be extended. Hence, long-term residents and short-term residents
can have fewer negative attitudes towards tourism growth in Greenville.

5.7. Limitations and Future Directions

As with all research, this study has several limitations. First, it was conducted in
downtown Greenville, a tourist zone. Due to the nature of the survey location, researchers
may have surveyed more residents favorable towards tourism growth in this area. In
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other words, researchers did not survey in neighborhoods where residents might be less
favorable towards tourism growth. Future studies might consider surveying additional
neighborhoods, in areas outside of downtown, to balance residents’ attitudes towards
tourism growth. Secondly, this study included more city and county residents than down-
town residents, meaning the results for perceived tourism impacts and their attitudes
towards tourism growth may be skewed toward these populations. Future studies could
collect responses based on similar sample sizes of downtown, city, and county residents.
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