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HIGHLIGHTS 

x Resident perceptions of tourism’s impacts extensively studied. 

x Limited research linking attitude to behavior. 

x Social Representation Theory explains the social construction of resident perceptions and 

responses.  

x Residents adopt a hegemonic social representation of tourism that tourism planners must 

account for. 

x Social representation infuses the capitalist urbanism of tourism development into the definition 

of rurality. 
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Gaming can be sustainable too! Using Social Representation Theory to examine the 1 

moderating effects of tourism diversification on residents’ tax-paying behavior 2 

 3 

ABSTRACT 4 

 5 

Tourism authorities in the Las Vegas region have suggested the diversification of the tourism 6 

industry as a strategy to improve the vitality of rural communities outside of the metropolitan 7 

area. The present study uses Social Representation Theory as the conceptual basis to test the 8 

moderating effects of the various types of proposed tourism development on residents’ 9 

willingness to pay higher taxes to support such development. A survey of 301 residents in Las 10 

Vegas rural communities examined how the factors of economic dependence on tourism, 11 

community attachment, and ecocentric attitude towards tourism influence residents’ perceptions 12 

of tourism’s impacts. A higher economic dependence on tourism and higher levels of community 13 

attachment led to more favorable perceptions of tourism’s economic and social impacts. The 14 

economic impacts, in turn, resulted in a willingness to pay higher taxes, irrespective of the type 15 

of tourism development proposed by the Las Vegas authorities. The results suggest that rural 16 

communities reinforce a hegemonic social representation of tourism in order to characterize the 17 

ethos of capitalist urbanism that pervades the economic development discourse. The residents’ 18 

social construction of tourism has important implications for tourism planners in the region and 19 

suggests the adoption of an inclusive tourism diversification strategy that leverages both gaming 20 

and alternative tourism. 21 

 22 

 23 
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INTRODUCTION 1 

The role of tourism in stimulating the economic development of regions has been widely 2 

acknowledged by studies across the world. However, as Menning (1995) notes, the development 3 

of tourism is not simply a matter of matching product supply with tourist demand—local 4 

acceptability must also be considered. Local acceptability of tourism development is the outcome 5 

of what Telfer and Sharpley (2008) call the “development dilemma,” i.e., for tourism 6 

development to be successful, destination communities must perceive that the benefits from 7 

tourism outweigh its costs.  8 

Since resident support for tourism development is essential, it is also important to 9 

understand the type of tourism that is most likely to succeed in the development region. For 10 

long-term sustainable growth, the tourism sector relies heavily on both the natural amenities in 11 

the destination and on publicly provided infrastructure and public goods. This infrastructure is 12 

most often paid through taxes and user charges (Dwyer, Forsyth, & Dwyer, 2010). Thus, 13 

understanding whether a community is amenable to one type of tourism or another serves as a 14 

determinant of the community’s willingness to pay taxes and thereby support infrastructure 15 

development. Economic growth is thus a consequence of a more sustainable approach to tourism 16 

development, one that must involve a determination of the community’s support for specific 17 

types of tourism, particularly in view of the competing paradigms of tourism development.    18 

Since the 1980s, there has been an increasing recognition of the need for tourism planners 19 

to include “alternative” forms of tourism in their development portfolio (Butler, 1990). While the 20 

exact constitution of the alternative remains contentious, the authors follow Gursoy, Chi, and 21 

Dyer’s (2010) definition of alternative tourism as “development that is less commercialized and 22 

consistent with the natural, social, and community values of a host community” (p. 1). Such 23 
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development is characterized by its stronger emphasis on contact and rapport between hosts, 1 

tourists, and the environment; attractions designed for smaller, more selective groups; and 2 

greater collaboration with other sectors of the local economy. The present study includes the 3 

following development options within its definition of alternative tourism: nature-based tourism, 4 

adventure tourism, recreation-based tourism, event and festival tourism, cultural tourism, and 5 

medical tourism. This definition is consistent with Weaver’s (1991) recognition of alternative 6 

tourism as a generic term encompassing a range of tourism strategies that purport to offer a more 7 

benign alternative to conventional mass tourism, which, in the present context of the Las Vegas 8 

region, comprises the primary economic base of gaming tourism. 9 

While alternative forms of tourism development may have greater political and social 10 

acceptability and may fit within desirable contemporary marketing paradigms (Jamrozy, 2007), 11 

they may not correspond with popular sentiment. Any discrepancies in this regard are likely to 12 

impede the successful development of tourism at the community level. This is particularly 13 

important in the study’s context of the greater Las Vegas region. This region was particularly 14 

hard-hit by the recession and the slow economic recovery. Casino revenues on the Vegas strip 15 

dropped for twenty-two straight months (Bush, 2013). The first two years of the financial crisis 16 

caused a $5.2 billion swing from profitability to loss for the top twenty-two performing Las 17 

Vegas Strip properties between peak fiscal year 2007 and 2009 (Macomber, 2012). 18 

Unemployment rates were some of the highest in the nation, hovering at 14 percent and pointing 19 

to the deepest economic slide that the region had faced since the 1940s (Nagourney, 2010). The 20 

city became the unofficial foreclosure capital of the U.S, and median home values declined more 21 

than sixty percent between 2008 and 2011 (Bush, 2013; Hanscom, 2014). The region’s lack of 22 
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economic diversity and heavy reliance on just a few industries, including gaming, tourism, and 1 

construction, was cited as its biggest vulnerability.  2 

Consequently, regional stakeholders are not only interested in diversifying the economic 3 

base beyond these industries, but also in “broadening the geographic influence of tourism to 4 

highlight the region’s diverse communities, while at the same time strengthening the existing 5 

tourism core (the Las Vegas Strip and downtown) through targeted infrastructure and 6 

placemaking investments” (“Southern Nevada Strong Regional Plan”, 2015). An example of the 7 

diversification of the region’s tourism offerings is the Vegas Valley Rim Trail (VVRT) initiated 8 

by the Outside Las Vegas Foundation, an estimated 113-mile trail system that would 9 

interconnect and expand existing parks and trails in Clark County and preserve open space on 10 

perimeter lands. An economic impact study estimated that the VVRT would produce an annual 11 

total of approximately $477 million in total value-added income and generate 7,544 jobs in 12 

Southern Nevada (Seuss, 2013). The plans for the new trails are contingent on finding public 13 

funds and facilitating the collaboration of many different jurisdictions over the next ten to fifteen 14 

years to create opportunities for family outings, health and fitness, education, and community 15 

building (Ryan, 2014). 16 

The need for the diversification of tourism is echoed by residents, who advocate serious 17 

efforts to encourage an economy that extends beyond gaming to create a sustainable Las Vegas 18 

region (Futrell et al., 2010). The development of supplementary, alternative forms of tourism has 19 

the potential to both diversify the economy and contribute to more complete communities in 20 

which a wide range of factors, including jobs, housing, transportation, safety, health services, 21 

cultural amenties, and recreation, combine to create places that support economic opportunity 22 

and healthy options (“Southern Nevada Strong Regional Plan”, 2015). Thus, there is a 23 
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demonstrable need for improvement and revitalization within rural communities. For the purpose 1 

of the present study, ‘rural communities’ comprise those located outside the contours of the Las 2 

Vegas metropolitan area, in 67 out of the 74 zip codes in Clark County. These communities 3 

occupy what is known as the “urban-rural fringe” in developed nations (Weaver & Lawton, 4 

2001; Zhang, Inbakaran, & Jackson, 2006;) and represent the study area in Figure 1.  5 

 6 

Insert Figure 1 here 7 

 8 

However, before Las Vegas’ rural communities develop the infrastructure needed to 9 

support investments in tourism diversification, it is imperative to understand residents’ 10 

perceptions regarding tourism’s impacts. As highlighted by Sharpley (2014), “from a planning 11 

perspective, understanding residents’ perceptions of tourism’s impacts is as important, if not 12 

more so, than understanding the impacts themselves” (p. 43). The vast literature on resident 13 

perceptions of tourism can be divided into two broad types: the first identifies and tests variables 14 

that determine or predict residents’ perceptions, while the second segments local communities 15 

according to their degree of support for tourism.  16 

The present study adopts the first approach and uses social representation theory to 17 

develop a model that explains residents’ support for tourism development. The study is unique in 18 

three ways. First, while most, if not all, studies in this domain have used social representation 19 

theory simply to provide the conceptual framework for research (more specifically, as a 20 

justification for segmentation), the present authors use the theory to model the relationships that 21 

comprise the manner in which residents “think” about tourism (Sharpley, 2014). In so doing, the 22 

study leverages the theory’s emic, contextual, and process-oriented perspective (Monterrubio & 23 
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Andriotis, 2014). Second, the authors take the theory to its logical conclusion by including not 1 

only the residents’ attitudes towards tourism development, but also their responses, a perspective 2 

that is rare within the literature (Sharpley, 2014). The holistic model includes residents’ personal 3 

investment in tourism as measured in terms of their willingness to pay taxes, a factor that is 4 

critical to the success of the development endeavor. Third, the authors fully account for the 5 

“dilemma” that arises from competing paradigms of tourism development. The model is 6 

compared across the various types of tourism development suggested by the Las Vegas tourism 7 

authorities to understand its relative dynamics and the subsequent effect on resident attitudes and 8 

responses. This understanding is used to suggest a viable tourism planning roadmap for the 9 

greater Las Vegas region. 10 

 11 

LITERATURE REVIEW 12 

The Impacts of Tourism Development on Local Communities  13 

The effect of tourism on development programs can be seen in both urban and rural 14 

settings (Kastarlak & Barber, 2011). Research across disciplines has identified several impacts 15 

arising from tourism, which are mostly classified into either positive or negative outcomes—that 16 

is, residents observe that tourism contributes to both benefits and costs in their tourism zone 17 

(García, V z uez, &  ac as, 2015). In addition, the complex nature of tourism identifies 18 

economic, environmental, and social impacts as key components that need to be considered by 19 

decision makers involved in the planning and development process (McGehee & Andereck, 20 

2004; Weaver, 2006).  21 

Because tourism’s positive and negative economic, social, and environmental impacts 22 

dynamically change residents’ living conditions, many studies in the tourism literature have 23 
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focused on understanding resident attitudes toward tourism. The findings from these studies 1 

imply that there are varying levels of beliefs held by residents (Doxey, 1975) and that their 2 

relationships to tourism’s impacts may be either linear or nonlinear (Allen, Long, Perdue, & 3 

Kieselbach, 1988). Among the theories and models that attempt to explain the relationship 4 

between residents’ attitudes and their perceptions of tourism and its impacts, social exchange 5 

theory (SET) has been the most popular (Teye, Sirakaya, & Sonmez, 2002). The central tenet of 6 

this theory is that a basic form of human interaction is the exchange of social and/or material 7 

resources, and that people will want to maximize the value of their exchange outcome. The 8 

exchange elements include economic gain, social rewards, and costs associated with tourism 9 

(Mathieson & Wall, 1989). An understanding of the exchanges made in these categories will 10 

elucidate the interaction between the factors that influence resident perceptions of tourism’s 11 

impacts and the ultimate outcome of the exchange, behavioral intentions (Jurowski, 1994).  12 

However, in a recent study, Sharpley (2014) has highlighted the limitations of SET in 13 

understanding residents’ attitudes and perceptions of tourism, and has presented the case for 14 

using an alternative conceptual framework: Social Representation Theory. According to 15 

Sharpley: 16 

Social exchange theory is, by definition, concerned with the exchange of material or 17 

symbolic resources between people or groups of people; that is, it is relevant primarily to 18 

the analysis of implicitly voluntary exchange processes between two parties; in this 19 

context, tourists and local people. Where no such exchange is initiated (for example, 20 

where residents share space but do not make contact or communicate with tourists) - or, 21 

where as is often the case, the research focuses on one party only, the resident 22 

(Woosnam, 2012) - then the contribution of social exchange theory to an understanding 23 
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of residents’ perceptions is  uestionable and alternative conceptual frameworks, such as 1 

social representation theory (Andriotis & Vaughan, 2003) might be more appropriate (p. 2 

39).   3 

 4 

Social Representation Theory and Resident Perceptions 5 

The theory of social representation attempts to outline how people understand and 6 

explain the complexity of stimuli and experiences within their social and physical environment. 7 

Social representations are “organizational mental constructs which guide us towards what is 8 

visible and must be responded to, relate appearance and reality and even define reality itself” 9 

(Halfacree, 1993, p. 29). They are the “influences within a society that determine how and what 10 

people think in their day-to-day lives, in effect a set of ideas, values, knowledge and explanations 11 

that comprises a social reality” (Sharpley, 2014, p. 45). An important tenet of the theory, in 12 

contrast to orthodox social psychology, is that it recognizes that people’s behavior cannot be 13 

reduced to logical, systematic information processing that results in the most accurate assessment 14 

of a cost-benefit ratio. Rather, social phenomena may be better explained by examining an 15 

underlying “practical consciousness” (Giddens, 1984), a reference to “gut instinct” (Fredline & 16 

Faulkner, 2000), or what have been identified as “hegemonic representations”—stable and 17 

homogenously accepted patterns of responses exhibited by the whole community (Fredline & 18 

Faulkner, 2000). 19 

Social representation theory lends itself naturally to an explanation of how residents 20 

make sense of tourism as a social phenomenon. Tourism has become an increasingly significant 21 

part of contemporary culture and is pervasive in its impacts on the notions of home, culture, 22 

environment, heritage, and identity on communities across the developed world (Bramwell, 23 
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1994; Crouch, 1994). In this context, social representation provides a useful framework to 1 

understand residents’ perceptions of tourism’s impacts and the formation of their attitudes 2 

towards “altered” social realities. It suggests that resident views of the positive and negative 3 

impacts of tourism and their subsequent attitudes towards its development are, in part, socially 4 

derived (Dickinson & Robbins, 2008).  5 

In the tourism literature, social representation theory has been used previously to examine 6 

tourism impacts in two ways. First, the theory has provided conceptual justification to segment 7 

local communities according to their degree of support for tourism. The argument underlying 8 

such application is that while hegemonic representations may dominate how communities 9 

respond to the impacts of tourism, destination residents do not form a homogenous group. Thus, 10 

one must explore how subgroups of residents ascribe to particular perceptions of tourism based 11 

on differentiated opinions and ideas (Fredline & Faulkner, 2000; Sharpley, 2014). This has led to 12 

a number of studies that use techniques such as cluster analysis to segment local communities. 13 

For example, Andriotis and Vaughn (2003) segmented residents of Crete and found three 14 

clusters: “the Advocates (identified by their high appreciation of tourism benefits), the Socially 15 

and Environmentally Concerned (characterized by a consensus toward the environmental and 16 

social costs from tourism expansion), and the Economic Skeptics (who showed lower 17 

appreciation of tourism’s economic benefits)” (p. 172). In a more recent example, Monterrubio 18 

and Andriotis (2014) segmented residents of the Mexican beach resort of Acapulco based on 19 

their attitudes towards the North American spring breaker. While these authors’ investigation of 20 

a specific type of tourism (spring break) is potentially more useful for a tourism planner, this and 21 

most other segmentation studies of its kind suffer from two important limitations.  22 
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First, while segmentation studies use social representation as a guide, the theory has not 1 

actually been tested (Woosnam, Norman, & Ying, 2009). There is no eventual connection 2 

between the findings of these studies and social representation theory; thus, neither do they add 3 

to the theory itself nor are they able to explain the outcomes of the research based on the theory 4 

(Sharpley, 2014). Moreover, by segmenting residents on their perceptions of the impacts of 5 

tourism development, these studies do not capture the theory’s underlying potential. If the theory 6 

enables an understanding of “how” people make sense of their social realities, it would be better 7 

served in explaining the factors that lead to these perceptions (i.e. antecedents), as well as the 8 

outcomes of those perceptions on resident attitudes and behavior. Second, it is only natural that 9 

every community comprises subgroups of residents, with some being more positive about 10 

tourism’s impacts and others being more negative. Thus, conducting the same type of 11 

segmentation in different contexts is not likely to add to our understanding of the theory or of the 12 

tourism phenomenon.  13 

The second application of social representation theory in the tourism literature has 14 

remained truer to its emic, contextual, process-oriented nature, in helping to understand the 15 

reality of the social actor (Monterrubio & Andriotis, 2014). The focus of these types of studies 16 

has been to understand the social construction of tourism and its implications for destination 17 

planning and management. For example, Dickinson and Robbins (2008) examined key 18 

stakeholders’ representations of the tourism transport problem at a rural destination in the UK 19 

and found discord between resident and visitor views about the pervasiveness of the problem. 20 

The authors attributed the discord to the manner in which ideas about the transport problem 21 

circulated among local residents. While the transport woes attributed to tourism were 22 

representative of the wider issues faced by the residents—a lack of mobility owing to rurality—23 
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“the need to develop coping strategies tends to reinforce the view that tourism causes a problem” 1 

(p. 1115).   2 

The present study is framed in the context of this second application of social 3 

representation theory, which recognizes that tourism is a social and cultural phenomenon, and 4 

thus the social and cultural assumptions that underlie reported perceptions and attitudes towards 5 

its development must be investigated (Dickinson & Dickinson, 2006). Weaver and Lawton 6 

(2013) provide the most direct, relevant support for such application. In examining the 7 

contentiously themed Schoolies Week event in Australia’s Gold Coast, they found that different 8 

sources of interaction—direct experience, social interaction, and the media—resulted in different 9 

social representations of the event and triggered different perceptions and attitudes among the 10 

various groups within the community. These authors then suggested ways in which the differing 11 

representations could be influenced to foster pro-tourism attitudes.      12 

      While the social representation theory, in itself, adequately explains resident attitudes 13 

and behavior, it is even more relevant to the “rural” context of the study i.e. the plan suggested 14 

by Las Vegas authorities to stimulate tourism development in the rural communities outside of 15 

the urban center.      16 

 17 

Social Representation Theory and Rurality 18 

Adopting a perspective in critical geography, Britton (1991) highlighted that the 19 

capitalistic nature of tourism production and consumption assists in recognizing “how the social 20 

meaning and materiality of space and place is created, and how these representations of place are 21 

explicitly incorporated into the accumulation process” (p. 451). While his assertion is indicative 22 

of the natural fit between the idea of social representation and tourism, it goes beyond that to 23 
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indicate how the very definition of place, and thus what can be considered “rural,” can be aided 1 

by social representation theory. Halfacree (1993) provides support for such an argument, 2 

highlighting that the two conventional approaches to the definition of the rural adopt an 3 

inadequate conceptualization of space. Descriptive approaches—which use observable, 4 

measurable socio-spatial characteristics of the rural such as population size/density, housing 5 

conditions, land use, remoteness, etc.—can be criticized for trying to fit a definition to “what we 6 

already intuitively consider to be rural” (p. 24), in addition to the host of technical problems 7 

associated with measurement. A socio-cultural approach to defining the rural concentrates on 8 

highlighting the extent to which people’s socio-cultural characteristics vary with the type of 9 

environment in which they live. However, the simplified geographical determinism of such an 10 

approach can be criticized as theoretically flawed and a myth, since it romanticizes the rural “as 11 

symbolizing a stable, harmonious community, everything positive that urban life seemed to lack” 12 

(p. 25). Indeed, these dilemmas are reflected in the United States Department of Agriculture’s 13 

identification that “the use of rural by federal agencies reflects the multidimensional qualities of 14 

rural America” and is often based on the purpose of the activity than on any prescribed definition 15 

(“What is Rural”, 2015).  16 

Crouch (1994) discussed this issue in the context of Western Ireland, highlighting that the 17 

opportunities afforded by tourism and its consequent demands upon cultural change and the lives 18 

of ordinary people can be related to wider interpretations of rurality in Western societies. With 19 

the erosion of the primacy of agriculture and a restructuring of the political economy, “rurality 20 

appears less as a unified alternative to urbanity than simply another source of variety, 21 

opportunity and enterprise” (p. 94). Similarly, Zhang et al. (2006) noted that the urban-rural 22 

fringe in most developed nations, also termed the “peri-urban” zone and “exurbia,” represents 23 
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one of the fastest changing landscapes and is becoming increasingly complex due to multi-1 

faceted demographic change, a broadening economic base, and demands for better 2 

environmental management. “In the era of globalization and modernization, the rural is part of 3 

the process of shifting ideology and identity and its functional role is being transformed from a 4 

nucleus for production to a stage of consumption” (Zhou, 2014, p. 230).  5 

Tourism adds yet another ingredient to this complex mixture of factors that are changing 6 

the definition of what constitutes the urban-rural fringe (Weaver & Lawton, 2001).  7 

“The ways in which the rural has been constructed and constituted in terms of tourism 8 

has tended to be explained through metaphor, representations and its contexts. These 9 

have often been considered in terms of the tourism industry’s marketing and packaging of 10 

destinations, events and activities, familiarly positioned through the language and 11 

imagery of landscape, distinctive cultures, nature and wilderness” (Crouch, 2006, p. 355) 12 

For example, Zhou (2014) investigated the online rural tourism destination image of 13 

Wuyuan County in the Jiangxi province of China. The Chinese rural image was highly congruent 14 

with the global image of idyllic rural life, refigured into nostalgia, tranquility, authenticity, and 15 

romanticism. Consequently, Wuyuan’s wide range of general resources and tourist activities are 16 

described in many places; locality-driven and interactive activities that might appeal to niche 17 

markets are rare. The pervasive nature of the “rural idyll” is reinforced to remain consistent with 18 

an urban-centric and market-oriented view of tourism, while the fluidity, changes, and challenges 19 

of the rural lifestyle are excluded.         20 

 Similarly, while tourism contributes to the transformation of rurality through processes 21 

of commodification and consumption, there is also the need to recognize ways in which ideas of 22 

rurality inform what happens in tourism (Crouch, 2006). For example, Gibson and Davidson 23 
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(2004) discuss the conception of Tamworth, a fringe city in New South Wales, as Australia’s 1 

country music capital. The social constructions of rurality, as represented in the town’s 2 

promotional materials and built landscapes, converge on a dominant notion of “country,” quite 3 

different from the “countryside” and “rural idyll” in England. It is predominantly masculine, 4 

white, working class, and nationalist. This normative construction of “the rural” and of 5 

“country,” which forms the basis of imagery for the country music festival, contrasts with other 6 

heterogeneous ruralities in Australia that include the lived experiences of rural Australians and 7 

the stage–representations that portray multiple “ruralized” identities. However, despite “hick” 8 

connotations, Tamworth residents are supportive of and adopt the new image for the town, as it 9 

has become a center for “country”, and for country music.  10 

 These examples demonstrate how tourism socially constructs and conversely is socially 11 

constructed by rurality. The social construction of tourism by communities, what is portrayed to 12 

the world, and how tourism itself shapes those social identities act upon and influence each 13 

other. In discussing this confluence of representation and reality, Crang (2014) highlights:  14 

Images do not just reflect reality but shape actions, experiences and beliefs. Intuitively 15 

we think reality comes first and images second. However, the relationship can be more 16 

circular. It is possible to suggest that, in some cases, this could be a closed circle of image 17 

referring to image without needing to refer to an external reality (p. 140). 18 

In this regard, social representation theory not only provides a means to examine 19 

community attitudes to tourism, and thus its social construction, but also informs how those 20 

attitudes are framed by and potentially contribute to the changing political economy of rurality. 21 

This recognition is pertinent to the present context of the “rural” Las Vegas communities that 22 
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seek to incorporate tourism as a tool that facilitates economic, geopolitical, and sociocultural (re) 1 

definition.    2 

 3 

Willingness to Pay Taxes 4 

 According to Sharpley (2014), one of the limitations of the research on community 5 

attitudes is that it considers residents’ perceptions of the impacts of tourism, but not their 6 

responses. While it is important to understand how resident perceptions of these impacts result in 7 

the formation of positive or negative attitudes towards tourism, the extent to which these 8 

attitudes are subsequently reflected in behavior is equally critical. Thus, in the present study, the 9 

authors focus on tax-related outcomes as the measure of resident responses.   10 

A section of literature has examined the impacts of tourism-related taxation on residents’ 11 

attitudes towards tourism development. In one of the earliest studies on this issue, Akis, 12 

Peristianis, and Warner (1996) reported negative perceptions towards tourism development 13 

among Cypriot residents due to the change in the local socio-economic structure resulting from 14 

the replacement of high-wage with low-wage jobs and increased tax liabilities. Similarly, Harrill 15 

and Potts (2003) found that residents in Charleston’s historic districts held mainly negative 16 

attitudes towards tourism development since they perceived themselves as losing their collective 17 

investments through property taxes and other taxes used to fund tourism development. More 18 

recently, Li, Hsu, and Lawton (2015) found that residents in Shanghai, China perceived an 19 

increased personal economic burden in terms of taxes as a result of the Expo 2010, a perception 20 

that may potentially lower their future support for the event.  21 

While these studies are useful in their attempts to examine the relationship between 22 

community attitudes and tourism-related taxation, they imply a reversed direction of causation 23 
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between the two constructs, i.e. increased taxation is viewed as one of tourism’s negative 1 

impacts that reduces community support for tourism. As highlighted by Sharpley (2014), there 2 

remains room to examine how resident attitudes, in turn, translate into potential responses. In 3 

recognition of this need, the present authors operationalize residents’ responses in a manner that 4 

most effectively captures their level of personal involvement and investment in tourism: their 5 

willingness to pay higher taxes to support tourism development (Snaith & Haley, 1994; Turco, 6 

1997).  7 

 8 

Theoretical Model based on the Social Representation Theory 9 

Based on the efficacy of using social representation theory as a tool to explain the social 10 

construction of tourism, which manifests in the destination communities’ attitudes and behaviors 11 

towards the phenomenon, the authors developed the conceptual model presented in Figure 2. As 12 

opposed to applying social representation theory as a conceptual justification for segmenting 13 

destination residents based on their perceptions of tourism’s impacts, the authors focused on 14 

using the tenets of the theory to select certain constructs and hypothesize relationships between 15 

them. 16 

 17 

Insert Figure 2 here 18 

 19 

The first part of the model focuses on identifying variables that may influence the 20 

formation of residents’ perceptions of tourism’s impacts. The principle variables shaping resident 21 

perceptions have been classified as “intrinsic” and “extrinsic” factors (Sharpley, 2014). In the 22 

context of the present model, social representation theory points to the importance of the intrinsic 23 
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variables—micro factors relevant to the individual resident, as highlighted by Fredline and 1 

Faulkner (2000): “developing more general theory concerning the interface between 2 

communities and tourism/events… requires a more thorough investigation of variables such as 3 

sociopolitical values which may influence residents’ perceptions, and also exploration of 4 

perception development and transmission via direct contact, social interaction, and the media” 5 

(p. 780). Zhang et al. (2006) suggest a similar focus on the effects of intrinsic factors on a 6 

community’s attitudes towards tourism. Moreover, extrinsic factors represent macro-7 

environmental influences that affect the community as a whole; thus, their inclusion would be 8 

important, as control variables or as variables or interest, in social representation studies that 9 

examine multiple community settings.  10 

The present authors identified three intrinsic factors for inclusion in the model. 11 

Collectively, these three factors explain how individuals think about tourism’s impacts. It has 12 

been widely recognized within the literature that economic dependence on tourism is one of the 13 

few consistent relationships to have emerged when testing the correlations between specific 14 

variables and resident attitudes towards tourism (Sharpley, 2014). For example, Kuvan and Akan 15 

(2005) found that residents who are economically dependent on the tourism industry not only 16 

display more positive attitudes but also are less disapproving of its negative impacts. The second 17 

intrinsic variable is the level of community attachment, or factors that connect people with places 18 

emotionally and symbolically (McCool & Martin, 1994). While the present authors argue that 19 

social representation provides a lens through which the very definition of the rural can be 20 

reexamined, Lee, Kang, and Reisinger’s (2010) finding is indicative of the variable’s relevance 21 

to the Las Vegas context; they found that differences in community attachment influenced 22 

residents’ perceptions of benefits and support for gaming development in two gaming 23 
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communities in Colorado and South Korea. The third intrinsic variable addresses the “values” 1 

component of the social representation theory. Values are often used to construct meanings for 2 

what is considered rural and to legitimize particular social representations over others (Logan, 3 

1997). Deery, Jago, and Fredline (2012) highlighted that “residents with different social, political 4 

and environmental values would hold different representations of tourism” (p. 67). Thus, the 5 

authors included residents’ ecocentric attitude towards tourism as the third intrinsic variable, 6 

given the perceived need for more sustainable forms of tourism development that minimizes its 7 

negative impacts—a core argument in the debate between the competing paradigms of 8 

alternative and conventional tourism.  9 

Previous research has reached consensus on the significance of the following groups of 10 

tourism impacts: economic, social, and environmental. Also, most studies have identified these 11 

as either positive or negative (García et al., 2015). Following the selection of the three intrinsic 12 

variables as antecedents of residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts, the present authors 13 

hypothesize the following relationships based on extant literature: 14 

H1: A higher economic dependence on tourism would lead to more favorable perceptions 15 

of tourism’s positive economic impact. 16 

H2: A higher economic dependence on tourism would lead to more favorable perceptions 17 

of tourism’s positive social impact. 18 

H3: A higher economic dependence on tourism would lead to more favorable perceptions 19 

of tourism’s positive environmental impact.  20 

H4: A higher level of community attachment would lead to more favorable perceptions of 21 

tourism’s positive economic impact. 22 



20 
 

H5: A higher level of community attachment would lead to more favorable perceptions of 1 

tourism’s positive social impact. 2 

H6: A higher level of community attachment would lead to more favorable perceptions of 3 

tourism’s positive environmental impact. 4 

H7: Higher ecocentric attitude towards tourism would lead to less favorable perceptions 5 

of tourism’s positive economic impact. 6 

H8: Higher ecocentric attitude towards tourism would lead to less favorable perceptions 7 

of tourism’s positive social impact. 8 

H9: Higher ecocentric attitude towards tourism would lead to less favorable perceptions 9 

of tourism’s positive environmental impact.   10 

 11 

The second part of the model derives from literature in tourism that has examined the 12 

relationships between residents’ perceptions of impacts and their subsequent attitudes towards 13 

tourism development. In a study in Kavala, Greece, Stylidis (2015) found that residents who 14 

perceived higher economic and socio-cultural impacts from tourism displayed positive attitudes 15 

towards future tourism development. In a study of the Sunshine Coast in Australia, Dyer et al. 16 

(2007) found that locals were likely to support future tourism development mainly because of the 17 

perceived economic and conservation/preservation benefits. In a more rural context, Park, 18 

Nunkoo, and Yoon (2015) found the residents’ perceptions of positive socio-economic and 19 

environmental impacts predicted their support for tourism. Similarly, while framing the impacts 20 

of tourism as positive or negative, other researchers such as Lee (2013), and Nunkoo and So 21 

(2015), among others, have found that a greater perception of tourism’s impacts influences 22 

residents’ support for tourism development.   23 
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While these relationships between tourism’s impacts and residents’ support are important 1 

in themselves, Pearce, Moscardo, and Ross (1991) highlighted that one must examine the 2 

variations in resident reactions to different proposed development scenarios. Each proposed 3 

development is likely to evoke a tourism social representation that is based on its extant impact 4 

and equity considerations. Thus, an assessment of “locals’ perceptions of impacts and their 5 

support level for different types of development may be necessary to ensure sustainability of 6 

industry and to manage the more critical aspects that appear as a tourism destination develops” 7 

(Gursoy, Chi & Dyer, 2010, p. 381). Gursoy et al. (2010) conducted such an assessment at the 8 

Sunshine Coast, which offers a combination of beach holidays and hinterland hideaways. They 9 

examined the different influences of resident’s attitudes on their support for two types of 10 

tourism, i.e. mass tourism, defined as attractions for large numbers of tourists such as theme 11 

parks and resort complexes, and alternative tourism, defined as attractions with nature-based, 12 

culture and history-based, and outdoor recreation-based themes. They found that while “some of 13 

the factors influence attitudes toward both mass and alternative tourism, attitudes toward each 14 

form of development is likely to be formed based on the perceptions of different factors” (p. 1). 15 

In order to specify the type of tourism development against which the attitude of the residents is 16 

measured (Vargas-Sanchez, Porras-Bueno, & Plaza- ejıa, 2011), the present study compares the 17 

dynamics of the suggested model in the context of gaming tourism vis-à-vis alternative types of 18 

tourism development. Based on Gursoy et al.’s (2010) study, the authors hypothesize that 19 

resident perceptions of tourism’s economic, social, and environmental impacts influence their 20 

support for tourism development differently in the context of gaming tourism vis-à-vis 21 

alternative types of tourism development. More specifically: 22 
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H10: Residents who perceive higher positive economic impact will support both gaming 1 

and alternative tourism development. 2 

H11: Residents who perceive higher positive social impact will support only alternative 3 

tourism development, and not gaming development. 4 

H12: Residents who perceive higher positive environmental impact will support only 5 

alternative tourism development, and not gaming development. 6 

 7 

The third and final part of the model represents one of the present study’s most 8 

significant contributions to the literature’s understanding of resident attitudes towards tourism 9 

development. It captures whether and how resident attitudes towards tourism translate into their 10 

willingness to bear the tax-related outcomes to support tourism development. Based on Snaith 11 

and Haley’s (1994) findings, it is reasonable to hypothesize that:  12 

H13: Residents who indicate higher support for gaming tourism development will be 13 

willing to pay higher taxes to support tourism development in their communities. 14 

H14: Residents who indicate higher support for alternative tourism development will be 15 

willing to pay higher taxes to support tourism development in their communities. 16 

 17 

In examining this relationship in the context of the various types of tourism development 18 

proposed by the Las Vegas tourism authorities, the authors thus seek to test the moderating 19 

effects of tourism diversification on residents’ tax paying behavior.     20 

 21 

 22 

 23 
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METHODOLOGY 1 
Survey Development 2 

The study data was collected using a survey based on a review of related research and in 3 

consultation with the Southern Nevada Regional Planning Coalition, the Nevada Regional 4 

Transportation Commission, and the Outside Las Vegas Foundation.  5 

In the first section of the survey, twelve psychographic statements regarding tourism 6 

impacts on the environment, society, and economy were adapted from Jurowski, Uysal, and 7 

Williams (1997). Respondents were asked to indicate on a 5-point Likert scale (1= Much Worse, 8 

5 = Much Better) to what extent each of the twelve impact items would either improve or worsen 9 

as a result of increased tourism to the community. Next, based on Jurowski (1994), respondents 10 

were asked to indicate their level of support on a 5-point Likert scale (1=Strongly Oppose, 11 

5=Strongly Support) for each of the seven types of tourism development proposed to sustain 12 

rural communities in Las Vegas: gaming tourism and the six types of alternative tourism options 13 

(nature-based tourism, adventure tourism, recreation-based tourism, event and festival tourism, 14 

cultural tourism, and medical tourism). The survey also asked respondents to indicate their 15 

willingness to pay higher taxes to support tourism development on a 5-point Likert scale 16 

(1=Strongly Disagree, 5=Strongly Agree).  17 

In the second section, respondents were asked about the three intrinsic factors that serve 18 

as the antecedents of residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts. For the economic dependence 19 

construct, respondents were asked to indicate the percentage of their business/company and 20 

household income that is derived from tourism, as well as the likelihood of increase in household 21 

income due to more visitors in the community (1 = Very Unlikely, 5 = Very Likely). Three items 22 

measured residents’ levels of community attachment: their perception of having to move away 23 

from the Las Vegas region (1 = Very Pleased, 5 = Very Sorry), their desire to live in the Las 24 
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Vegas region than anywhere else (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree), and their 1 

perception of the overall quality of life in the region (1 = Very Bad, 5 = Very Good). The 2 

economic dependence and community attachment constructs were borrowed from Jurowski et al. 3 

(1997) and Deccio and Baloglu (1999). A scale to measure ecocentric attitude towards tourism, 4 

developed by Vincent and Thompson (2001) based on international codes and guidelines for 5 

environmental awareness and responsible tourist behavior, comprised three items measured on a 6 

5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Agree, 5 = Strongly Disagree). Finally, demographic questions 7 

including age, gender, household details, length of residence, employment status, income, 8 

education, ethnicity, and frequency of participation in gaming and outdoor activities were 9 

included at the end of the survey. 10 

 11 

Sample and Data Collection 12 

The population of the study was residents of the Las Vegas region rural communities who 13 

were 18 years or older. A sample size of between 300 and 400 was estimated in order for surveys 14 

to yield results that are generalizable at +/- 5.0 percentage points at the 95% confidence interval. 15 

The primary means of data collection was telephone interviews conducted by the UNLV Cannon 16 

Survey Center. The sample was purchased from Survey Sampling Inc. (SSI). SSI maintains a 17 

database of “working blocks,” where a “block” is a set of 100 contiguous numbers identified by 18 

the first two digits of the last four digits of a telephone number. Random-digit-dialing techniques 19 

were used to select respondent households from the 67 zip codes in the greater Las Vegas region.  20 

After the blocks were verified to contain residential phone numbers, phone numbers were 21 

randomly generated from each block. This procedure allowed the inclusion of unlisted numbers 22 

and any newly listed numbers that had not been included in the most recently published 23 
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telephone directories. The RDD methodology was augmented with a cell phone frame to catch 1 

an approximate 25% of the 18- to 34-year-old demographic. Phone calls were made on various 2 

days of the week, including weekends, between 9:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. Interviewers made up to 3 

seven attempts on each number on different days of the week and all respondents were given the 4 

opportunity to complete the survey at another time by scheduling a later, more convenient time 5 

for them. Interviews lasted between 15 and 20 minutes. Of the 1,803 eligible calls, a total of 301 6 

complete, usable interviews were obtained, an effective response rate of 16.69%. This figure is 7 

higher than the response rates reported for public opinion telephone surveys in general 8 

(“Assessing the Representativeness of Public Opinion Surveys”, 2012). 9 

 10 

Data Analysis 11 

Data analysis consisted of several stages. First, descriptive statistics and distributions 12 

were assessed. Second, exploratory factor analysis was performed on the tourism impact items 13 

by using a principal component analysis procedure with orthogonal varimax rotation. Several 14 

criteria were used for determining the number of factors, including Cattell’s Scree Test, 15 

eigenvalues greater than one, interpretability, stability, and over-factoring (Tabachnick & Fidell, 16 

2011). The .60 cut-off level was employed for the factor loadings, following simulation studies 17 

in the psychology literature that have found this level to provide a good fit to the population 18 

pattern for a sample size greater than 150 observations (Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988; Matsunaga, 19 

2010; Velicer & Fava, 1998). Third, confirmatory factor analysis was performed across the seven 20 

models to validate the constructs used. Finally, structural equation modeling using Stata 13.0 21 

(maximum likelihood method) was conducted to test the proposed conceptual model in Figure 2. 22 

Multiple measures were used to assess the fit between both the measurement and structural 23 
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components of the model and the data, including normed chi-square (χ2/df), comparative fit 1 

index (CFI), Tucker Lewis index (TLI), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and 2 

standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). These indices have been suggested for single 3 

group analysis (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). 4 

 5 
RESULTS 6 

Profile of Respondents 7 

The profile of the respondents in the sample is presented in Table 1. Nearly two-thirds of 8 

the sample was over 45 years of age and was nearly equally split between male and female 9 

respondents. A majority of the respondents (61.24%) had resided in the study region for more 10 

than 12 years. The largest percentage of households fell into the category of single adult living 11 

alone (31.56%), followed by married couples with children (28.24%), and married couples living 12 

without children (25.28%). Nearly half (48.33%) of the respondents were employed, either part-13 

time or full-time. Of the total sample, the majority (40.20%) earned between $15,000 and 14 

$59,999. Nearly half of the sample (46.51%) had at least a college degree, indicating a high level 15 

of education. The majority of respondents were White/Caucasian (72.43%), while 9.97% had a 16 

Hispanic or Latino background. The respondent profile is consistent with the demographics of 17 

Clark County and the state of Nevada (“Clark County, Nevada”, 2015; Waddoups, 2013).   18 

  19 

Insert Table 1 here 20 

 21 

Exploratory Factor Analysis 22 

As a first stage of data analysis, the authors conducted an exploratory factor analysis 23 

(EFA) on the 12 items that were used to measure tourism’s impacts. Given that previous research 24 



27 
 

has classified tourism’s impacts as positive and negative, and within one of three dimensions—1 

economic, environmental, and social (Sharpley, 2014)—it was important to conduct the EFA to 2 

identify the constructs emerging in the present study. The appropriateness of using principal 3 

component analysis for detecting the factor structure was confirmed by the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin 4 

Measure of Sampling Adequacy (.80) and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity (χ2 = 934.177, p = .000). 5 

Based on the Kaiser criterion of retaining eigenvalues greater than 1, a three-factor solution was 6 

obtained, consistent with the literature, which extracted 53.23% of the variance in the data. A 7 

total of three items were dropped – two did not meet the .60 cut-off level, while one item lacked 8 

face validity. Results of the EFA are presented in Table 2, which indicates the rotated factor 9 

solution based on orthogonal varimax rotation, along with the measures of composite reliability. 10 

 11 

Insert Table 2 here 12 

 13 

The three dimensions were labeled Economic Impact, Social Impact, and Environmental 14 

Impact. The composite reliability values for all three dimensions were above the recommended 15 

.70 level. The Social Impact dimension comprised two items, as the third item was dropped due 16 

to lack of face validity. As highlighted by Han and Hyun (2015), “two measurement items per 17 

unobservable variable can be sufficient to measure each latent construct if their errors are un- 18 

correlated and the correlation between the two items is significantly positive” (p. 24). This 19 

condition was satisfied in the case of the Social Impact dimension. As previously mentioned, the 20 

scales used to measure the other constructs in the model - economic dependence on tourism, 21 

community attachment, and ecocentric attitude towards tourism - have been validated in previous 22 

studies, while residents’ support for the various types of tourism development and their 23 
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willingness to pay taxes were measured using single-item measures. Thus, these constructs were 1 

directly used in the second stage of data analysis. Table 3 presents the summary statistics for all 2 

the items used for subsequent modeling.  3 

 4 

Insert Table 3 here 5 

 6 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis 7 

In the second stage of data analysis, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted 8 

specifying the posited relations of observed variables to the underlying constructs. Since the 9 

objective of the study was to examine the moderating effects of the types of tourism 10 

development, the authors conducted CFA separately for each of the seven types of proposed 11 

tourism development; namely, gaming tourism and the six previously listed types of alternative 12 

tourism options. The results of the CFA are presented in Table 4.  13 

 14 
Insert Table 4 here 15 

 16 
The chi-square test for each of the measurement models was significant, indicating a poor 17 

fit. However, chi-square statistical results tend to be significant in large sample sizes and 18 

complex models (Liu & Jang, 2009). The other widely used fit indices indicated an acceptable fit 19 

of the model to the data. While the RMSEA values ranged from .052 to .060, the SRMR criterion 20 

was between .081 and .089, demonstrating a strong consistency across the models. The CFI 21 

values ranged from .881 to .906, while the TLI values were between .868 and .896.  22 

The measures used to check the reliability and validity of the seven CFA models (Liu & 23 

Jang, 2009) have been presented in Tables 7 and 8 in Appendix A. Composite reliability values 24 

ranged between .71 and .86, indicating high internal consistency between the items measuring 25 



29 
 

the various constructs. Convergent validity was satisfied in this study, in that all items had high 1 

(values ranged from .44 to .97), significant (p = .000) standardized factor loadings on their 2 

underlying constructs. The average variance extracted (AVE) for each construct was higher than 3 

.50, further demonstrating convergent validity, and greater than the squared correlations between 4 

paired constructs, thus demonstrating discriminant validity. These results indicated that the 5 

models were suitable for subsequent structural estimation. Figure 3 represents the structural 6 

model that was tested in the present study.  7 

  8 

Insert Figure 3 here 9 

 10 

Structural Equation Modeling 11 

For the third stage of data analysis, i.e. structural modeling, the authors selected 12 

maximum likelihood parameter estimation since the missing data were deleted on a list-wise 13 

basis (14 respondents) and the data were normally distributed (Hair et al., 2010). As in the 14 

confirmatory phase, the authors tested seven structural models to examine the moderating effects 15 

of the various types of tourism development. For each model, a total of thirteen paths were 16 

investigated to examine the causal relationships between the constructs. The results for the 17 

thirteen structural paths for each of the seven models are presented in Table 5.  18 

 19 
Insert Table 5 here 20 

 21 
For each of the seven models, fit indices indicated an acceptable range based on 22 

suggested threshold values. While the RMSEA values ranged from .045 to .054, the SRMR 23 

criterion was between .064 and .072, indicating a strong consistency across the models. The CFI 24 
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values ranged from .905 to .934, while the TLI values were between .886 and .920, all indicating 1 

a good fit of the models to the data.   2 

The results indicate that a higher economic dependence on tourism does lead to more 3 

favorable perceptions of tourism’s positive economic and social impacts across the various types 4 

of proposed tourism development, thus supporting hypotheses 1 and 2. These findings are 5 

consistent with previous studies that have suggested that personal benefits from tourism are 6 

strongly correlated with perceptions of positive economic and social impacts and with support 7 

for tourism development (Perdue, Long, & Allen, 1990; Sharpley, 2014). However, there was no 8 

evidence to suggest that a higher economic dependence on tourism leads to more favorable 9 

perceptions of tourism’s environmental impacts, and thus hypothesis 3 was rejected. This 10 

indicates that personal gain from tourism does not generate a halo effect that manifests in an 11 

unequivocal support for subsequent tourism development. Residents’ social representation of 12 

tourism’s economic benefits does not circumvent the need for development that generates 13 

positive environmental impacts. 14 

The results indicate similar support for the second intrinsic factor of community 15 

attachment. As with the economic dependence factor, a higher level of community attachment 16 

led to more favorable perceptions of tourism’s positive economic and social impacts across the 17 

various types of proposed tourism development, thus supporting hypotheses 4 and 5. These 18 

findings are consistent with previous studies that found that residents who were strongly attached 19 

to their community tended to be supportive of tourism as compared to those not strongly attached 20 

to the community (Deccio & Baloglu, 2002; Jurowski et al., 1997). However, the lack of support 21 

for hypothesis 6, i.e. the relationship between community attachment and environmental impacts, 22 
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points to the fact that “a high level of social capital among community members is not always 1 

desirable as it does not foster pro-tourism attitudes” (Park et al., 2015).       2 

 For the third intrinsic variable i.e. ecocentric attitude towards tourism, the authors had 3 

hypothesized that residents who indicated a higher ecocentric attitude would perceive tourism’s 4 

positive economic, social, and environmental impacts less favorably (Choi & Murray, 2010). 5 

Instead, residents with higher ecocentric attitudes perceived favorable economic impacts across 6 

both gaming and alternative tourism development models. Thus, while hypotheses 8 and 9 were 7 

not supported, the authors found partial (opposite) support for hypothesis 7. In conjunction with 8 

hypothesis 1 and 4, it indicates residents’ adoption of a hegemonic representation of tourism as a 9 

favorable economic development option.      10 

Relatedly, the results indicate strong support for hypothesis 10, whereby residents who 11 

perceive higher positive economic impact support both gaming and alternative forms of tourism 12 

development. This result is consistent with much existing research that has found that “the 13 

economic dimension is the main cause of positive attitudes from the residents” (García et al., 14 

2015, p. 34). However, in conjunction with hypothesis 7 (ecocentric attitude Æ positive 15 

economic impact), this finding indicates the presence of an indirect effect of ecocentric attitude 16 

on resident support for the various types of tourism development. 17 

 It is also interesting to note that the authors found a significant positive relationship 18 

between tourism’s social impacts and residents’ support for gaming tourism, which is the 19 

opposite of what was initially hypothesized. It would appear as though residents would be 20 

willing to support gaming tourism in their communities if they perceive that tourism in general 21 

leads to a more favorable traffic and crime situation. Thus, the authors found partial (opposite) 22 

support for hypothesis 11. From a planning perspective, it suggests the need to emphasize that 23 
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the revenues associated with gaming tourism would allow for better policing and thus lesser 1 

crime and better infrastructure for traffic management. There was no evidence to suggest that 2 

residents who perceive higher positive environmental impact will support only alternative 3 

tourism development, and not gaming development. Thus hypothesis 12 was rejected.  4 

Finally, the authors found highly significant positive relationships between resident 5 

support for the various types of tourism development and their willingness to pay higher taxes to 6 

support the same, thus supporting hypotheses 13 and 14. By including this behavioral response 7 

variable in the model, the authors are able to demonstrate that residents in the greater Las Vegas 8 

region are highly likely to make a personal financial investment in the development of various 9 

types of tourism, provided that such development is perceived to generate positive economic 10 

impacts across the board. This investment is likely to be higher for gaming development should 11 

tourism be perceived to also improve the crime and traffic situation.  12 

As is evident in Table 5, the parameters specified in the model were consistent across the 13 

various types of tourism development. In general, this provides evidence against the presence of 14 

a moderating effect of the type of tourism development. There appears to be a uniform 15 

perceptual mechanism that residents use to socially construct the tourism phenomenon, which 16 

subsequently manifests in their attitudinal and behavioral support for the industry in its various 17 

forms. Table 6 summarizes the results of the hypothesis testing. 18 

 19 
Insert Table 6 here 20 

 21 

 22 

 23 

 24 
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DISCUSSION  1 

The purpose of this study was to utilize social representation theory to develop and test a 2 

model that explains the processual mechanisms underlying destination communities’ responses 3 

to various types of tourism development. In so doing, the authors sought to address Ap’s (1990) 4 

challenge to develop a broader conceptual foundation for understanding residents’ perceptions. 5 

While social representation theory has primarily been used as a conceptual context to segment 6 

local communities according to their degree of support for tourism, the present study uses the 7 

theory to explain the social construction of tourism and its implications for destination planning 8 

and management. While Pearce et al.’s (1991) equity-social representation perspective explored 9 

the potential of the theory for modeling, this study is the first to explicitly select constructs and 10 

hypothesize the relationships between them based on social representation theory. Thus, while 11 

acknowledging the difficulty of proposing a universal model, this study is consistent with 12 

Vargas-Sanchez et al.’s (2011) recognition: 13 

The perceptions of the impacts and of the personal benefit - and thus the Social Exchange 14 

Theory - are not found to be sufficient to explain, with any guarantee, the attitude of 15 

residents towards tourism in a specific place. For this reason, these models should be 16 

enhanced with the inclusion of other contingent variables, taken from other theories or 17 

partial approaches (p. 477). 18 

 19 

By including a behavioral dimension in the model—namely, residents’ willingness to pay 20 

higher taxes—the present study addressed one of the most significant limitations inherent in the 21 

research on resident perceptions: the “value-action gap” (Blake, 1999). As highlighted by 22 

Sharpley (2014), “in many contemporary contexts but particularly that of environmental concern 23 
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there exists a value- or intent-action gap; what people say they would do is not reflected in what 1 

they actually do” (p. 46). For example, Turco (1997) found that although residents’ attitudes 2 

toward the Albuquerque International Balloon Fiesta (AIBF) were mostly positive, few residents 3 

were likely to finance a stadium development proposal for a permanent event facility through 4 

property tax increases. In the present context, residents in Las Vegas rural communities indicated 5 

a willingness to pay higher taxes in support of both gaming and alternative tourism development 6 

in their communities. Moreover, except in the case of gaming tourism, for which residents 7 

indicated stronger support if tourism was perceived to improve the crime and traffic situation, the 8 

communities in this study appear to adopt cohesive hegemonic representations of tourism as a 9 

positive, desirable development tool. There was little differentiation in terms of how the sources 10 

of social representations—the intrinsic factors of economic dependence on tourism, community 11 

attachment, and ecocentric attitude towards tourism—explained residents’ perceptions of 12 

tourism’s impacts and their support for the various types of tourism development. Thus, there 13 

was no evidence of the “emancipated” and “polemical” representations of tourism development 14 

that might exist when subgroups have differentiated opinions and ideas or opposing outlooks 15 

(Fredline & Faulkner, 2000). This result is, in a way, consistent with Carmichael’s (2000) 16 

findings pertaining to resident attitudes and responses to a mega resort casino development in 17 

southeast Connecticut. It indicates that even if residents are not happy about particular impacts of 18 

tourism, they may not necessarily express their reservations, or withdraw their support or 19 

become antagonistic towards tourism development (Sharpley, 2014). It is also consistent with 20 

social representation theory, which indicates that the systems of “preconceptions” underlying a 21 

specific social representation are often reinforced even when disparity between the 22 

representation and the actual phenomenon exists (Fredline & Faulkner, 2000). 23 
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The residents’ adoption of stable and homogenously accepted patterns of attitudes and 1 

responses to the various types of proposed tourism development is important to planners in the 2 

region for three reasons. First, given the national debate surrounding issues of job growth, wage 3 

levels, income inequality, and holistic development (Schwatrz & Appelbaum, 2015; Taylor, 4 

2014), the findings of this study indicate that tourism’s overall favorability is representative of 5 

and responsive to the reality of the country’s volatile economic environment. Residents indicated 6 

a strong desire to participate in tourism development in its various forms, both attitudinally and 7 

behaviorally. Second, and in the context of the discussion of rurality, a cohesive hegemonic 8 

social representation of tourism as a mechanism to capture the potential of its variety, 9 

opportunity, and enterprise is indicative of these peripheral communities’ desire to infuse 10 

capitalist urbanism into their very characterization (Crouch, 1994; Logan, 1997). Peripheral 11 

communities desire a representation beyond that of stable, harmonious, anti-urban entities that 12 

wait for opportunities to come their way as dictated by conventional top-down tourism planning 13 

approaches (Crouch, 1994; Halfacree, 1993). Instead, they recognize the need to capitalize on the 14 

fast-changing political and economic landscapes, appreciating that the urban-rural fringe is an 15 

attractive destination for tourists not only because of its natural scenery, but also its ease of 16 

access and opportunities for mass tourism products (Weaver & Lawton, 2001; Zhang et al., 17 

2006). Thus, “sustainability” as a holistic development paradigm necessitates a supportive local 18 

community, which will likely only be possible if its representational aspirations are accounted 19 

for. Third, and relatedly, a cohesive hegemonic social representation refutes the argument that 20 

only alternative tourism, with its greater political, social, environmental, and marketing 21 

acceptability, represents the way forward for the greater Las Vegas region.  22 
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In their analysis of  acao’s tourism industry, McCartney and In (2015) found that while 1 

residents acknowledged the economic benefits of casino development, they were “concerned 2 

more about traffic congestion, overcrowding, and living costs with a greater wish for improved 3 

public transportation and leisure offerings” (p. 1). These authors thus suggested a tourism 4 

development strategy firmly focused on diversification into other important economic drivers 5 

with less emphasis on casino development, a suggestion corroborated by several studies in the 6 

context of Macau’s burgeoning gaming industry (Mody, Gordon, Lehto, So, & Li, in press). 7 

However, in the present study, residents indicated support for an inclusive diversification 8 

strategy that leverages both gaming and alternative tourism. While Gursoy et al. (2010) found 9 

higher support for alternative tourism development among residents of the Sunshine Coast as a 10 

result of higher perceived cultural and socioeconomic impacts, no such disposition was found in 11 

the present study, as evidenced in the lack for support for hypotheses 11 and 12. In fact, residents 12 

were more likely to support gaming tourism development if they perceived that tourism in 13 

general resulted in positive social impacts.  14 

For tourism planners in the greater Las Vegas region, these findings represent significant 15 

opportunities for development in the region. Securing resident support for tourism—both 16 

attitudinally and in terms of their personal involvement vis-à-vis higher taxes, among other 17 

factors—is likely to become easier by pitching the idea of tourism development as a whole, 18 

versus specific forms of tourism. This is likely to strengthen hegemonic representations of 19 

tourism within the communities by suggesting that “there’s something in it for everyone.” 20 

Moreover, by not restricting themselves to specific forms of tourism at the initial stages of 21 

development, planners can subsequently explore new and exciting future opportunities that 22 

further the diversification agenda. Thus, as suggested by Weaver and Lawton (2013), 23 
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communities’ social representation of tourism can be influenced to foster, or, as in the present 1 

case, augment, pro-tourism attitudes. The economic gain from tourism and its ability to allow 2 

rural communities to capitalize on the opportunities afforded by the mainstream development 3 

agenda represents the focal idea that tourism planners must disseminate. The strong attachment 4 

within the community suggests the need to disseminate this idea by leveraging social referents 5 

and key opinion leaders (Weaver & Lawton, 2013).   6 

The present authors’ suggestion for an inclusive diversification strategy is also consistent 7 

with extant literature. For example, in the case of Cyprus, Sharpley (2002) highlighted that the 8 

use of alternative tourism development options, namely rural tourism, as a tool for spreading the 9 

income and employment benefits of tourism from the core to the periphery represents a realistic 10 

tourism development policy. As opposed to relying solely on alternative development options to 11 

stimulate economic and social regeneration, destinations can instead leverage the synergistic 12 

long-term financial and technical support benefits of an inclusive diversification strategy. 13 

Such an approach involves two key advantages. First, it helps to alleviate the very real 14 

threat that alternative forms of tourism may not expand beyond niche markets and achieve 15 

critical mass, thus endangering tourism’s remit of bringing economic vitality to peripheral 16 

communities (Nepal, Verkoryen, & Karrow, 2015). Second, an inclusive diversification strategy 17 

can also help alleviate the ongoing problem of seasonality and its resultant intra-annual 18 

irregularity in terms of income and employment (García et al., 2015). This is achieved by 19 

“developing synergies among products and attractions [that] can help to avoid negative 20 

competition, improve cooperation, prolong the holiday season, and enhance overall destination 21 

performance” (Benur & Bramwell, 2015, p. 219). Indeed, Weaver (2012) highlights the need for 22 

sustainable mass tourism convergence as the desired and impending outcome for most 23 
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destinations, whereby “the emergence of sustainability as a societal norm is combining with the 1 

longer established norm of growth desirability” (p. 1030). The present study suggests that the 2 

most appropriate path towards such convergence depends on the social construction of tourism 3 

within a community and its attendant planning and management implications. This finding was 4 

enabled by a comparison of the theoretical model across residents’ social representation 5 

evocations of the various types of proposed development. In the authors’ opinion, the present 6 

study is the first to explicitly perform such a comparison and thus reconcile the competing 7 

paradigms of tourism development.  8 

The findings pertaining to the constructs of ecocentric attitude towards tourism and 9 

environmental impacts are also important to discuss. With regard to the former, the authors 10 

hypothesized that “residents with high ecocentric values are likely to view benefits less favorably 11 

and place a greater importance on the costs associated with the proposed development” (Gursoy 12 

et al., 2010, p. 390; Choi & Murray, 2010). However, in all models of both gaming and 13 

alternative tourism, the findings were exactly the opposite: an ecocentric attitude was found to 14 

have a significant direct effect on resident perceptions of tourism’s positive economic impacts. In 15 

addition, none of the intrinsic factors—economic dependence on tourism, community attachment 16 

or ecocentric attitude—had a significant effect (positive or negative) on resident perceptions of 17 

environmental impacts. These findings tend to suggest that environmental sustainability and 18 

conservation are not high on residents’ agenda for tourism development. Ostensibly, a high 19 

economic dependence on tourism and the predominance of economic benefit appear to subvert 20 

residents’ attitudinal and behavioral support for sustainable tourism development.  21 

However, the positive indirect effect (H7 and H10 combined) of ecocentric attitude on 22 

support for tourism development (gaming and alternative) suggests the notion of a hybrid 23 
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“induced” path to sustainable mass tourism convergence (Weaver, 2012). Residents in the 1 

greater Las Vegas region - those with high ecocentric attitude towards tourism - indicated 2 

support for both gaming and alternative tourism so long as these types of development were 3 

perceived to produce positive economic impacts, a finding that is consistent with that of Stylidis 4 

(2015). Such disposition is indicative of “an evolutionary context of pragmatic environmentalism 5 

that reflects growth-friendly paradigm nudge rather than growth-hostile paradigm shift” (p. 6 

1035). It furthers the argument that the notion of sustainability requires a wider interpretation 7 

based on “analyzing the underlying mechanisms that dictate whether a particular trajectory and 8 

time line is likely for a given destination” (p. 1036), which involves the attendant social 9 

representation of tourism by local communities. In the present context of the urban-rural fringe 10 

of Las Vegas, an example of this growth-friendly pragmatic environmentalism is the town of 11 

Laughlin. With a population of about eight thousand, this quiet town plays host to nearly two 12 

million visitors per year who come to enjoy the entertainment and recreation it has to offer. 13 

Although Laughlin’s nine casino resorts have managed to maintain economic stability for the 14 

region, the town has begun to leverage its many assets—new parks and trails including 1200 15 

acres along the river walk, annuals events, and community infrastructure for retirees, among 16 

others—to broaden its economic base and provide more opportunities for all residents (“Southern 17 

Nevada Strong Regional Plan”, 2015). The present study’s use of social representation theory 18 

provides evidential support for such an inclusive, synergistic diversification strategy that 19 

incorporates both gaming and alternative forms of tourism development.  20 

 21 

 22 

 23 



40 
 

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 1 

Despite its strengths, certain limitations of this research must be identified. These 2 

limitations, however, also represent opportunities for future research. First, the present study 3 

addressed one of the most important limitations in the research on host perceptions of tourism in 4 

that it considered not only residents’ attitudes to tourism development but also their responses 5 

(Sharpley, 2014). Based on the studies by Snaith and Haley (1994) and Turco (1997), the authors 6 

captured residents’ behavioral intention as their willingness to pay higher taxes to support 7 

tourism development. However, actual behaviors may be different from self-expressed 8 

intentions. While it may not be feasible or even useful to capture residents’ actual tax paying 9 

behavior, since taxes are mandated and residents have no choice but to pay them, the use of a 10 

ratio variable that captures a percentage increase in residents’ willingness to pay higher taxes 11 

would provide more nuanced and behaviorally representative information. One might argue that 12 

the coherence of the hegemonic representation of the various forms of tourism as a desirable 13 

development tool is likely to generate positive actual behavior in the case of the Las Vegas rural 14 

communities. Second, that respondents were drawn from communities within a specific county 15 

means that the results of the theoretical model may not be generalizable. Also, while the sample 16 

profile is consistent with the demographics of Clark Country and the state of Nevada, the 17 

representation of Hispanic residents in the present study (10%) was lower than the figures for the 18 

region (27-30%); the survey instrument was administered in English only, which would have 19 

resulted in a lower sample size for this category. A comparison of the model across various 20 

different contexts would not only allow for it to be further developed and refined, but would also 21 

enable the incorporation of the extrinsic determinants of resident perceptions (Sharpley, 2014). 22 

Third, it would be useful to model the dynamics of social representation underlying different 23 
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segments of residents who might vary in terms of their support for tourism development. Such 1 

modeling would combine the two ways in which social representation theory has been used in 2 

the tourism literature, i.e. the clustering of residents and the social construction of tourism and its 3 

impacts. It would also allow one to identify any emancipated and polemical representations of 4 

tourism development. Fourth, it would be fruitful to understand how resident attitudes are 5 

conditioned by the level and type of tourism interaction (Sharpley, 2014; Weaver & Lawton, 6 

2013), personality and ethnicity (Zhang et al., 2006), and resident demographics (Yoo, Zhou, Lu, 7 

& Kim, 2014). Another potential moderator that may carry important practical implications is the 8 

frequency of use of recreation and/or gambling services. The ability to distinguish between users 9 

and non-users would enable an explanation of how service utilization influences the dynamics of 10 

social representation and behavioral intentions. Finally, the suggestion for a diversified tourism 11 

portfolio suggests the need to research the tourist and to identify whether the level and nature of 12 

tourism demand is sufficient and appropriate to support such a strategy.     13 
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Appendix A: Tables 7 and 8 1 

        Table 7 2 
        Confirmatory factor analysis for measurement models. 3 
 4 

Standardized Factor Loadingsa/Type 
of Tourism  

 
Constructs and  
Indicators 

Gaming 
Tourism 
(Type 1) 

Nature-
based 

Tourism 
(Type 2) 

Adventure 
Tourism 
(Type 3) 

Recreation-
based 

Tourism 
(Type 4) 

Event 
and 

Festival 
Tourism 
(Type 5) 

Cultural 
Tourism 
(Type 6) 

Medical 
Tourism 
(Type 7) 

Economic Dependence on Tourismb  (.71) (.71) (.71) (.71) (.71) (.71) (.71) 
Percentage of business income from tourism .74 .74 .74 .74 .73 .73 .74 

Percentage of household income from tourism .83 .83 .83 .83 .83 .83 .83 
Likelihood of income increase due to increasing 

visitors .52 .51 .51 .51 .51 .51 .51 

Community Attachmentb (.72) (.72) (.72) (.72) (.72) (.72) (.72) 
Perceived quality of life  .57 .57 .57 .57 .57 .57 .57 

“I would rather live in Las Vegas than anywhere 
else” .80 .80 .80 .80 .80 .80 .80 

“How sorry or displeased would you be to move 
away?” .72 .71 .71 .71 .71 .71 .71 

Ecocentric Attitude towards Tourismb (.86) (.86) (.86) (.86) (.86) (.86) (.86) 
Tourism developed in harmony with environment .76 .76 .76 .76 .76 .76 .76 
Tourism promoting positive environmental ethics .85 .85 .85 .85 .85 .85 .85 

Tourism supports the efforts for environmental 
conservation .83 .83 .83 .83 .83 .83 .83 

Economic Impactb (.79) (.79) (.79) (.79) (.79) (.79) (.79) 
Revenue for local government .65 .65 .65 .65 .65 .65 .65 

Employment opportunities .67 .67 .67 .67 .67 .67 .67 
Cost of land and housing .44 .44 .44 .44 .44 .44 .44 

Price of good and services .97 .97 .97 .97 .97 .97 .97 
Environmental Impactb (.77) (.77) (.77) (.77) (.77) (.77) (.77) 

Quality of natural environment .62 .62 .62 .62 .62 .62 .62 
Preservation of wildlife .65 .65 .65 .65 .65 .65 .65 

Conservation of natural resources .88 .88 .89 .89 .89 .88 .89 
        Notes: 5 
         aAll factor loadings are significant at p = .000.          6 
             bComposite Reliability for constructs indicated in parentheses across the row.  7 



53 
 

       Table 8 1 
       Comparison of AVE and squared correlations of paired constructsa. 2 
 3 

Constructs Community 
attachment 

Ecocentric 
Attitude 

Economic 
Dependence 

Economic 
Impact 

Environmental 
Impact 

Community 
attachment .50b     

Ecocentric 
Attitude -0.0208 .66b    

Economic 
Dependence 0.0051 -0.0057 .50b   

Economic 
Impact 0.1387 0.1023 0.1351 .51b  

Environmental 
Impact 0.0597 0.0112 0.0082 0.1880 .53b 

        Notes: 4 
       aAVE is on the diagonal. Squared correlations of paired constructs are on the off-diagonal. 5 
           bAVE for construct across the seven models are the same due to the same or similar factor loadings, as seen in Table 7. 6 
 7 



 
Table 1 
Respondent Profile. 
 

Demographic Category Sample Size  
(n = 301) % 

Age  
18-24 12 3.98% 
25-34 36 11.96% 
35-44 50 16.61% 
45-54 57 18.93% 
55-64 65 21.59% 
65-74 57 18.93% 

75 and above 14 4.65% 
No response 10 3.37% 

Gender  
Male 145 48.17% 

Female 156 51.82% 
Household   
Single adult living alone or with 

other single adult 
95 31.56% 

Single adult living with children 30 9.97% 
Married couple living without 

children 
77 25.58% 

Married couple living with 
children 

85 28.24% 

No response 14 4.65% 
Length of Residence in Las 
Vegas 

 

Less than a year 4 1.33% 
1-3 Years 34 11.30% 
4-7 Years 39 12.96% 

8-12 Years 37 12.29% 
More than 12 Years 185 61.46% 

No response 2 0.66% 
Employment Status  

Employed full-time 111 37.00% 
Employed part-time 34 11.33% 

Unemployed 9 3.00% 
Temporarily laid off 4 1.33% 

Retired 113 37.67% 
Student 5 1.67% 

Homemaker 18 6.0% 
Other 6 2.0% 

No response 1 0.3% 
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Demographic Category Sample Size 
(n = 301) % 

Income  
Less than $15,000 30 9.97% 
$15,000-$29,999 35 11.63% 
$30,000-$44,999 44 14.62% 
$45,000-$59,999 42 13.95% 
$60,000-$74,999 27 8.97% 
$75,000-$90,000 22 7.31% 

More than $90,000 49 16.28% 
No response 52 17.27% 

Education  
Grade School 5 1.66% 
High School 57 18.84% 

Some College 93 30.90% 
College 93 30.90% 

Graduate School 47 15.61% 
No response 6 1.99% 

Ethnicity  
White/Caucasian 218 72.43% 

Black/African American 30 9.97% 
Asian/Native Hawaiian/Pacific 

Islander 
9 2.99% 

Native American/Alaskan Native 5 1.66% 
Multi-Racial 16 5.32% 
None of these 14 4.65% 
No response 9 2.99% 

Hispanic Background  
Yes 30 9.97% 
No 264 87.71% 

No response 7 2.32% 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  Table 2  
  Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis.  

 

Factor Impact Itemsa Factor 
Loading 

Composite 
Reliability 

Economic Impact 

Employment opportunities .70 

.76 
Revenue for local government .67 

Price of good and services .66 
Cost of land and housing .63 

Social Impact 
Crime .83 

.80 
Traffic congestion .80 

Environmental Impact 
Conservation of natural 

resources 
.83 

.82 Quality of natural environment .77 
Preservation of wildlife .71 

Notes:          

aMeasured on a 5 point Likert scale with 1 = Much Worse to 5 = Much Better. 
n = 301.  
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  Table 3 
Summary Statistics. 

 

Items Mean SD 
Economic Dependence on Tourism  

Percentage of business/company income from 
tourism 4.03 4.30 

Percentage of household income from visitors to 
Las Vegas rural communities 3.65 4.12 

Likelihood of income increase due to increasing 
visitors 2.33 1.39 

Community Attachment  
Perceived quality of life in Las Vegas 3.65 1.06 

“I would rather live in Las Vegas than anywhere 
else” 3.57 1.19 

“If you had to move away from Las Vegas, how 
sorry or displeased would you be?” 3.12 1.32 

Ecocentric Attitude towards Tourism  
Tourism should be developed in harmony with the 

natural and cultural environment 4.10 .63 

Tourism development should promote positive 
environmental ethics 4.09 .61 

Tourism developers should support the efforts for 
environmental conservation 4.06 .77 

Economic Impact  
Revenue for local government 3.94 .83 

Employment opportunities 3.88 .88 
Cost of land and housing 3.32 .90 

Price of good and services 3.28 .87 
Social Impact  

Crime rate 2.53 .79 
Traffic congestion 2.16 .74 

Environmental Impact  
Quality of natural environment 2.90 .80 

Preservation of wildlife 2.89 .77 
Conservation of natural resources 2.82 .85 

Support for Tourism Development  
Gaming Tourism (Type 1) 3.52 1.00 

Nature-based Tourism (Type 2) 3.87 .87 
Adventure Tourism (Type 3) 3.84 .87 

Recreation-based Tourism (Type 4) 4.09 .68 
Event and Festival Tourism (Type 5) 4.08 .79 

Cultural Tourism (Type 6) 4.02 .78 
Medical Tourism (Type 7) 3.76 .77 

Willingness to pay higher taxes 2.51 1.20 
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 Table 4. 
 Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis. 

 

Measurement Model χ2 Normed χ2 
(df = 138) RMSEA SRMR CFI TLI 

Gaming Tourism (Type 1) 264.52 1.92 .055 .085 .896 .884 
Nature-based Tourism (Type 2) 285.49 2.07 .060 .089 .881 .868 

Adventure Tourism (Type 3) 254.42 1.84 .053 .082 .903 .893 
Recreation-based Tourism (Type 4) 250.33 1.81 .052 .082 .906 .896 

Event and Festival Tourism (Type 5) 257.07 1.86 .054 .083 .901 .891 
Cultural Tourism (Type 6) 251.26 1.82 .052 .082 .906 .895 
Medical Tourism ((Type 7) 251.60 1.82 .052 .081 .905 .895 
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Table 5  
Results of Structural Modeling. 

 

Type of Tourism 
Development 

 
 
 

Hypothesized  
Patha 

Gaming 
Tourism 
(Type 1) 

Nature-
based 

Tourism 
(Type 2) 

Adventure 
Tourism 
(Type 3) 

Recreation-
based 

Tourism 
(Type 4) 

Event 
and 

Festival 
Tourism 
(Type 5) 

Cultural 
Tourism 
(Type 6) 

Medical 
Tourism 
(Type 7) 

Economic Dependence Æ 
Economic Impact .19* .17* .17* .17* .17* .17* .18* 

Economic Dependence Æ 
Social Impact .21** .21** .21** .21** .21** .21** .21** 

Economic Dependence Æ 
Environmental Impact .05ns .05ns .05ns .05ns .05ns .05ns .05ns 

Community Attachment Æ 
Economic Impact .24** .21** .20** .21** .21** .21** .21** 

Community Attachment Æ 
Social Impact .14* .14* .14* .14* .14* .14* .14* 

Community Attachment Æ 
Environmental Impact .07ns .07ns .07ns .07ns .07ns .07ns .07ns 

Ecocentric Attitude Æ 
Economic Impact .13s .18* .15* .16* .17* .16* .16* 

Ecocentric Attitude Æ 
Social Impact .00ns .00ns .00ns .00ns .00ns .00ns .00ns 

Ecocentric Attitude Æ 
Environmental Impact .03ns .03ns .03ns .03ns .03ns .03ns .02ns 

Economic Impact Æ 
Support for tourism 

development 
.32** .24** .32** .24** .31** .21** .29** 

Social Impact Æ Support 
for tourism development .15** .00ns .00ns -.03ns 0.00ns 0.00ns -.05ns 

Environmental Impact Æ 
Support for tourism 

development 

 
.00ns 

 
.07ns 

 
.09ns 

 
.05ns 

 
.05ns 

 
.04ns 

 
.04ns 

Support for tourism 
development Æ Willingness 

to pay higher taxes 

 
.18** 

 
.20** 

 
.18** 

 
.15** 

 
.15** 

 
.12* 

 
.12* 

Fit Statistics 
χ2 229.25 266.41 226.75 238.62 236.56 244.39 239.01 

Normed χ2 (df = 142) 1.61 1.88 1.60 1.68 1.67 1.72 1.68 
RMSEA .045 .054 .045 .048 .047 .049 .048 
SRMR .064 .072 .063 .067 .065 .068 .064 

CFI .933 .905 .934 .924 .926 .920 .924 
TLI .919 .886 .920 .909 .911 .904 .909 

 Notes: 
 aEntries are standardized estimates  
 * = p < .05; ** = p < .01; s = p < .10; ns = p > .10 
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Table 6 
Summary of hypothesis testing. 

 

 Hypothesis Outcome 
H1: A higher economic dependence on tourism would lead to 
more favorable perceptions of tourism’s positive economic 
impacts. 

Supported 
 

H2: A higher economic dependence on tourism would lead to 
more favorable perceptions of tourism’s positive social 
impacts. 

Supported 
 

H3: A higher economic dependence on tourism would lead to 
more favorable perceptions of tourism’s positive 
environmental impacts.  

Rejected 

H4: A higher level of community attachment would lead to 
more favorable perceptions of tourism’s positive economic 
impacts. 

Supported 
 

H5: A higher level of community attachment would lead to 
more favorable perceptions of tourism’s positive social 
impacts. 

Supported 
 

H6: A higher level of community attachment would lead to 
more favorable perceptions of tourism’s positive 
environmental impacts. 

Rejected 

H7: Higher ecocentric attitude towards tourism would lead to 
less favorable perceptions of tourism’s positive economic 
impacts. 

Partially supported 

H8: Higher ecocentric attitude towards tourism would lead to 
less favorable perceptions of tourism’s positive social impacts. Rejected 

H9: Higher ecocentric attitude towards tourism would lead to 
less favorable perceptions of tourism’s positive environmental 
impacts. 

Rejected 

H10: Residents who perceive higher positive economic impact 
will support both gaming and alternative tourism 
development. 

Supported 
 

H11: Residents who perceive higher positive social impact will 
support only alternative tourism development, and not gaming 
development. 

Partially supported 

H12: Residents who perceive higher positive environmental 
impact will support only alternative tourism development, and 
not gaming development. 

Rejected 

H13: Residents who indicate higher support for gaming 
tourism development will be willing to pay higher taxes to 
support tourism development in their communities. 

Supported 
 

H14: Residents who indicate higher support for alternative 
tourism development will be willing to pay higher taxes to 
support tourism development in their communities. 

Supported 
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Fig. 1. Study area representing the urban-rural fringe in Clark County, Nevada 
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Fig. 2. Conceptual Model based on Social Representation Theory 
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Fig. 3. Structural Model based on Social Representation Theory 
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Survey Instrument 

Q 1. If the number of visitors coming to the Las Vegas region increases, do you believe the following will improve or worsen for 
you?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Much Worse Worse About the Same Better Much Better 
Employment opportunities �  �  �  �  �  

Local services such as police and fire protection and 
utilities �  �  �  �  �  

The preservation of historic sites �  �  �  �  �  
The cost of land and housing �  �  �  �  �  

Traffic congestion �  �  �  �  �  
The preservation of wildlife �  �  �  �  �  

Revenues from tourists for local governments �  �  �  �  �  
Opportunities for recreation �  �  �  �  �  

Conservation of natural resources �  �  �  �  �  
The price of goods and services �  �  �  �  �  

The quality of the natural environment �  �  �  �  �  
The crime rate �  �  �  �  �  

Questionnaire (remove anything that identifies authors)
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Q.2. Please indicate how much you would oppose or support the following types of development in the Las Vegas region: 

 Strongly 
Oppose 

Oppose Neither Oppose 
nor Support 

Support Strongly 
Support 

Nature-based tourism development (example: nature 
exhibits, wildlife observations, etc...) �  �  �  �  �  

Adventure-based tourism development (example: rock 
climbing, zip-lining, etc...) �  �  �  �  �  

Outdoor recreation-based tourism development 
(example: camping, picnicking, etc...) �  �  �  �  �  

Event-based tourism development (example: marathons, 
fundraising or corporate events, etc...) �  �  �  �  �  

Cultural/historical-based tourism development (example: 
indigenous art exhibit , heritage tour, etc...) �  �  �  �  �  

Gaming 
(example: casinos, gaming terminals, billiards halls, 

sportsbooks, etc..) 
�  �  �  �  �  

Medical tourism development (example: plastic surgery, 
spa and wellness treatments, senior managed care, 

medical conventions,  etc.) 
�  �  �  �  �  

 

Q.3. Please Indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statement: 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

I would be willing to pay higher taxes if it would 
bring more tourism development to the Las Vegas 

region 
�  �  �  �  �  
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Q. 4.How much of the income of the company you work for (or business you own) approximately comes from the tourist trade? 

� 0% 
� 10% 
� 20% 
� 30% 
� 40% 
� 50% 
� 60% 
� 70% 
� 80% 
� 90% 
� 100% 

 

Q. 5. What percent of your household income approximately comes from the money spent by visitors to the Las Vegas region? 

� 0% 
� 10% 
� 20% 
� 30% 
� 40% 
� 50% 
� 60% 
� 70% 
� 80% 
� 90% 
� 100% 
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Q. 6. How likely is it that your current household income will increase if the number of visitors to the Las Vegas region increases? 

 Very Unlikley Unlikely Undecided Likely Very Likely 
 �  �  �  �  �  

 

Q. 7. If you had to move away from the Las Vegas region, how pleased or sorry would you be to leave? 

 Very Pleased Pleased No difference Sorry Very Sorry 
 �  �  �  �  �  

 

Q. 8. Indicate how much you agree with the following statement:  

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

"I would rather live in the Las Vegas region than 
anywhere else" �  �  �  �  �  

 

Q. 9. How would you rate the quality of life in the Las Vegas region? 

 Very Bad Bad Neither Good 
nor Bad 

Good Very Good 

 �  �  �  �  �  
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Q. 10. Listed below are statements about the relationship between tourists and the environment. For each one, please indicate the 
extent to which you agree or disagree with it: 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Tourism development should promote positive 
environmental ethics among all parties with a stake 

in tourism 
�  �  �  �  �  

Tourism should be developed in harmony with the 
natural and cultural environment �  �  �  �  �  

Tourism developers should support the efforts for 
environmental conservation �  �  �  �  �  

 

Q. 11. Please indicate your gender: 

� Male 
� Female 

 

Q. 12. Please indicate the year you were born: 

 

Q. 13. Please indicate your zip code: 
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Q. 14. Please indicate your ethnicity: 

� Black or African American 
� American Indian or Alaskan Native 
� Asian 
� Hispanic or Latino 
� Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
� White/Caucasian 
� Other (please specify) ____________________ 

 

Q. 15. Which of the following best describes your household? 

� Single adult living alone or with other single adults 
� Single adult living with children or dependents 
� Married couple living without children or dependents at home 
� Married couple living with children or dependents at home 

 

Q. 16. What was the last level of school you completed? 

� Grade School 
� High School 
� Some College 
� College 
� Graduate School 
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Q. 17. Which of the following best describes your employment situation? 

� Student 
� Homemaker 
� Temporarily Laid off 
� Unemployed 
� Retired 
� Professional/Technical 
� Executive/Administrator 
� Middle Management 
� Sales/Marketing 
� Clerical or Service 
� Tradesman/Machine Operator 
� Self-employed/business owner 
� Government/Military 
� Development/Construction 
� Other (please specify) ____________________ 

 

Q. 18. Which of the following best represents your income? 

� Less than $15,000 
� $15,000-$29,999 
� $30,000-$44,999 
� $45,000-$59,999 
� $60,000-$74,999 
� $75,000-$89,999 
� More than $90,000 
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Q. 19. How long have you lived in the Las Vegas region? 

 Less than a 
year 

1-3 Years 4-7 Years 8-12 Years More than 12 
years 

 �  �  �  �  �  
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