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Rural reside~~ts' prceptiorlis of tourism and its z~ssociated irnyacts 
are likely L; be impstant in plianning. develo,t,ment, maketing. 
and opration of existing and future burism projects. 'Ihis study 
examines rural influcntials' pezceplic>trs of tourism as a tool fitr 
economic revitafization in I%nrrsylvania's mral counties, its 
present impact, and its pcttential for  rural eccxtoinic tlcvclopmei~t 
in the futiire. 

'fourism sipnihcantiy contributes to Ole ccontmy and conse- 
quently has becurrre an irn~xtrtirrtt elerr~etrt in the cu)non~ic bases 
r ~ f  lt?any states azlti heir local cornmunitics. Whether @re tourism 
irldustry pmsFrs  or declines is of great conccrt~ tct these states 
and cornmunitlcs (ficonctmic Research Asscxiaics 15189; I:eder;tl 
'hsk Ebrcc ctn Rural 'Iburisrn 1089; i ,oi:g 10W ) arsd th is  ctxlcern 
i s  espciillly st.;orlg in rur:d ci)mmuititics that ctmlintle li) lag 
Irehintf urb;in areas in dcrrns of higher etiuc;ttiou 2nd hcafeh caw 
{I&I)uc IWL ), ernpiciymcnt rates, job gratwlh. i~ledian frjrnily 
income, and equ;~tity r)f housing (l:lora ;mii ('hristensori 1UQi). 
snif m;my oLt~er public. s<?r.viccs (Willits. Bcnics artil ['rider. 1982). 

? .  f oinisn~ dcvclc,irmerir i s  p r c ~ " r ~ d y  f'eing crtclorscti as ;b viable 
ccorrc!lnic tfcvelopmcill sirlttegy t t r  ifivcr.sify ;a rilr~ll co~nmurxity's 
econotrric ljiise ;inti thcrcii~re p>b~lt i : t l iy  corttrihute 60 eci!rrt~ixrlc 
st;itlllity {B%:~:rt 2992: Isl)trc 1091: Inrkg :arltl Nuckoils 1W>7). 
Such rr iitraicpy car1 help nrr,;ii cr,r~trl~un~itirs :tii+.lr.es?; nlte rxlultitudc 
of prot~leins f:~ci~tg tllcrti in rtle nrrodern wot.ltX (!Brown 1092: 
Sfokowski 1992). 'hurisru irs n ifcvclopnrcrrt ir~ii:stq car] creatc 
mcrezltiortai uses ftrr !hc I I U ~ I I I . ; ~ ~  arltf rrisxi-in:rtlc a~nertity sesc~urccs 
r*E  a rc2r;tl n,minusrity ;irtit corlvcri. thcsc irrw ir~cotnc prtduring 
asset?: (Siehf 1900; "A7iilits 1YP2). Visitors F ~ ~ f i t u  ~ ~ ~ I s l i l t :  the 
irnrncJrfiatc cc~tnn~uillty. ~'0u11:y. stiite car) iiltrixiucc outsiile 
mrmey into rtrr:il rtrcigs tlxrt~xtph [r>i~r.is~rt-relatd slwnifirlg. l'tmrisrn 
i s  a s:>trcs of,jtjhs, irtci~rxar:, ;ti111 t i i x  rcverit~es. 'I'nurlsrri ciur 
crrlploy both a,i:irrrslzcbss tlratl tlaiskillcd. ciitq.-level work(:rs, 
pxwide opi'orti~rtiLic?; for srnnll trrisinrss i icv~E<.~l>i~~c~~t,  a!ld 
s r ~ ~ ~ o r . t  u VIU iety of' scrvice-r~lated huslnesscs. ' lh~vugh tc3t>risn?, 
irrc<>nte is r.erlistriltutetl, ctftcn friltn sf4Jucslt urban a~u! suburban 
resicicirt:: to service providers in rural coinlnrirtitle.;. 'k'i)arrisrn is 
gc~crdliy jxrwivecb as I.crirrg ;i "cle~ul"' ilidiistxy with few serious 
ei~vin~tlmc!ttJ ircipmcis. cs$xc..ially wherr cornpared ttc? the resource 
cxtr;iciive industries irn which rural ctirnrnt~nitios ha\'e been 
~abitiitrrally arxl often solcly cdcjxrlilent (Iiratnhling :~rld 

f~se:cr~iien?~oirg 195K); Marrhrtli- 1990; McC'oo1 1902; Kilhiitsort 

'1tli:i particular .;tur!y is pwl of a iagcr', ringoing rcsemch 
project made pwsit31e in ptui hy a gsru~t from :he C'exlter for Kura! 
i'cntti;ylvnrri;a arztf a grant frv>rrl t l~c  Ir~tcn'crilcpc Reearc i~  
C"omp!itio:i C;r.ar?t t'rtrgrarrl ul' h c  Colicgc r i f  ~%griculrurc with 
1h::rn S:aie's Agricuiti~ral lix~rci:irnc;ii St:tti:>i~, kfactun as Kcscarch 
iProjecClt #?1;0X. 'Ihc rtut1nc.r wishes to acknvwici!gc h4s. $.is$ 
Botl;rke ar~d Mr. Steve .iraci,R for thcir ;cssislri~rcc wirh the data 
cu!iectionx and. a l t q  with Dr. Mieilad (;itcls;!rr and I?r. A! 
I,ubff* fur. cn:rimer~b im an earlier draft of this p:ipcr. 

1984; Weeks IYIO). Fi~fibcrrnorc, when a cniimunity refurbishes 
to ailracE tourists aod focuses visjtors' a t t e n t h  ctn the uniqi~e 
features uf local heritzge, architature and smncry, a new sense of 
comrnu~lity pride on the part of kical residents may result (Willits 
1992). Kurai tourism development can play an important part in 
the process of coxamunity iievelctpment. Tdeaily, mral tourism 
devefopinent involves cumun i ty  action. Community members' 
support an3 involvement are inljwrtarri cornywtticrrLs for 
sust;~inabic mral tourdsrti development, f ~ r  these local actions and 
interacfiuns help ensure the protection and preservation of 
envirc>ilmcntal and cornrnlrnity ;~rnenities which :KC the 
four.~datic!rr trf tourisrn (McCcxjl 1987). From a: Inkrsctioi'lai 
prsipcctive I x a l  action i t r  t<>urii;ix~ developmeiit offers key 
opptrtunities for developing ci>niacti; within the community, 
leading ro relationships betweeri and among commurtily 
members, and aliowiilg for rile nai'~ral emergence of other 
cc~mmunity networks @urr and Walsh 19(14; Wilkinson 1992). 

There cca be erraany herxafits for niral mmmurrities arid areas 
involve?cf in tuurlsrn cfevelopmertt iliitiaiives anti efforls. "fourism 
can help stabilize, diversify, and iarprove the lucid economies of 
struggling rural communities, help improve the quality of life in 
ntral societies, and contribute to t,he overall process of comnuaity 
cievelrrpnent. Because of the potcneiaJ benefits, utilizing tourism 
rxs part of an economic developi~:ertt strategy for rural corntnuni- 
tics may rnake 3 krb of sense Fruaa the planner's and developer's 
point of view. flc,wever, ci,)nsitlerariorr of resident prceptions of 
tourisnl aatl its wtcntiat Tor ecoriornic cievelopaenr arc just as 
imp)rlanl. 

Over the past twenty years. rcsexch has increasis~gly focused on 
the irnpat:~ o f  totiristn on "hirst" cummunitics. Most of the early 
sttrdics ftxused or1 the zco~itrrlic aspects of tourism (Pizam 1978). 
'I'his iipproach is still ongoing, especially with regard to rural 
tourism. As a r t m )  ea:onr,rriic dcveloprnenl strategy, tourism is 
widely perceived as a p>icrrtiai hasic irrdu~try. which brings in 
c!utsiclc ritr1l;ars k.;, local coininunities and provides local empfoy- 
incnl c>pgx?rtunities. tax reveiiues. allti ecorroniic diversity for rural 
ccitnrnunities (I'erduc, X,orig and Alicn 1(P>01. More recent 
rcrcarch iattsijtion has been given to the social effects of tourism 
(Ap 19)"POf. " l l~c  main ;reast?ti f i ~ r  this artentioll is that residents' 
ix~c[>l ior~s  oftcrti~.is~rr anti its assctciatal irilpiiets are likely to be 
iiaipirt;utl it! pl;iririing, tlcvelt>i>rncx~t, i:lar.kcting, iu~d  operation of 
cxistir~g mid futurc rt,zari.;rt~ progralns and projects (Ap 1992). 
f :trnccrrrx ahrrui tEic iilzpnets ill' l i~nrism ilevduprner~t on rural 
:jt~aii!y of life and thc environmcnf. have creaied a significant 
dc:rn;tnd for cctrnprcherrsive piantling, including assessments of 
local rcsitlcnt supprt  for tourisin tlevelopmcnt (fkrdue el al. 
lO1P0). As :i restlit reseiuch has twcrl generated which focuses on 
increasing ilr~dcrstrultfing cif iocal resident prceptioris of 
trturisrn's eaxtnomic. social. and e.a~vir<~nrncntai i~rspacts. Overatl, 
firrdir~gs frcrm this reseaah suggest tbat &ere is very Iittie 
diifere~act: irr p.rceived ltrurisrn irx~pacis by socia.demogr;?pbic 
charnctcnstics, h i t  perceived impacts uf tttisrisrn decrease as the 
distance between the iniiiviilriat's hclrnc and the tourism o r e  of 
the ctr'rnmurlity irrcreasos. artil t.ki;ll the overall favorability of 
toririsn~ innpscl prccy!tic?ns l~acreases with tHc individual's 
eci.c!iro~tric tiepr~clency orr ?nuris;m (,Mi:mrtn md  Pizam 1988; 
Murphy 19)83: Hkrrlne et ill. 1Q?O: Pimm 1!)78). It has  also been 
suggestcil tha t  residcnl attitudes of saplmrl for burism 
i ic~clopr~~ent oficrr csilcrge it: rssjxmse 10 ?he perception that local 
ccornc~mic cctriditio!?~ are detcriorarii~g (Perdue, I~~ttng and G u s h  
199? 1. 

Airf:ough our knowledge base o i  resident prceptior~s of tourism 
md its p j te~~t ia i  for. ecoliornic developmerlk Is cfevelopinrg, it is 
stili litriited. 'Shis i s  espcidly true for a sub-group of rx~rlel 
resiifents who rnay tre icfcntificcl :is 1.1srni ir~flilentitils. These rural 
rrsitierrts em the iearlexs i r i  rural cclnisniznitic>;. achvely involved 
ira ctecizii>s!-rrti%king aid prohlcnr sc?ivir?g, x~ti iriii~res~tial in the 
i~E;u;niing, ilcvel~~prrra:i~t. and irrij~ic:mcmtarittn of lik::if p>licies, 
~::ifiitti~es. 11li1 pn?jel;?s. ('iinrsi:quer~?iy, thcse rural i~iflucr~tisls car1 
nl'f'csi the gt:ttrsiiI $rr"ri-cpiions cjf all rural rc.~iilenb. 



if%lrpa"i &of the Study 
?he purpose of &is particular study i s  to e x w n i m  rum1 
hfiuentiais' prceptiurts of 1 )  the cxterrr to which tourisin has 
played a roie in the eco~~omic  rt:viraiiz:itiui~ of Penutsylvaz:i,l's 
rura! cour~ries. 2) the impncl tourism has hntd i>i? rura! rcsidc:tts. 
commirnitiew, and the environment. and 3) rile pilrentid OF 
tnuris~n fog. mral econonnlt: Jcveictpmc~lt in Ihe fulurr. 

Metfimloln&y and Research Ilesign 
Four Pentlsylvania c:,crmties, each li!;rving a i'6"30 ppulalion that 
wa? over fifty p,rccr~t nlral, wcrc: seiccrad Frorn tlii'icn:nt 
geographic regions of thc state for ill-depth case st~itiics i j l  
tourism's role as an cconoi~aic dcvciopmenl tcnti. Althoogtl 
geographic distribt$tiori across the ct;ate was an irnpvtont Inc.:i?r i r )  

ftrc sclfcrioil of Qre C h l i ~ ~ t l c ~ .  (>the7 variahjes were iniso of 
irrrp,y~lnc~, 7 ' f ) ~ w  ~ i 1 3 i ; l ~ a d ~ ~ !  !;c;mc ~3Ski?ion nnong  ;hi: f0iN 

c<rttni,ic-s in total land arcs, ppctlaii;iil. $?c>pulatioit density, 
p ~ ~ " t a ~ i r P n  r:harlge, jx:rcea~t of thi: population rorisidered to he 
rural, age cornfa.>sition of' residents, yxr capita &ncl media!> 
irlsornc, etJi,cariiln, and current uncmpiirymcnl. 9)esceiptive data 
fcls the four sasc couilaies are displayed in 'X'ahie !. Aisn of 
intcrcst c<)unty v:a;i;~lic)ils i t 1  past arrd present depcndcmcc i2i.i 

tonrisnz. c u n ~ n t  16..vcls oi :ourisrn dcveii,prnc~mt cffc~ts. different 
lypi.s of rrturism preserit (c.g.. n8luwi resource, ointdonr 
r~crcal i , ,~ ,  histivric:rl heritage, caitural tlorihge, specia: event), 
anti h ~ r h  ttju~srl!-~~:!atcd and norr-towism-xa1ated cca~aornic 
deveicipir~cni activity. 

Table 1. f)esct.ipfive data for t l .1~ fijur cast: study counties 

Population 47,9i9 149,456 4.0 13 952,585 
C:oi~nty Seat D-viile Ci-villa C-ville: S-villc 
f'opulation 3,117 4,270 P,Sl? I h,T;C):b 

Total Square Miles 1,017 577 3.08 782 
Population per 

Square Milc 46.0 70.2 16.8 205.5 2641.3 
96 Population Change 

1980- 1990 2.4 -2.3 -1 1.4 -5.2 

9% ff'opuiiition Rural 01.3 X0.2 57.5 5X.:? 3 1 .I1 

Age Coinpsition 
0-17 yems 25.1 25.6 25.6 22. P 23.5 
38-64 yeizFS 50.6 57.9 55.9 57.G 6 1. i 
65+ yciirs 15.3 i6.5 1X.S 20.0 15.4 

5% Female Pop. 51.1 52.5 51.1 51 "14 52.1 
White Pop. 99.3 98.5 99.4 98.9 88.5 

I'er Capita Ir~enrne 9,954 10,005 10. I 90 i l , l<k3 14,068 

Mediiu, Inntrxie 25,335 25,284 24,lW) 29,041 34,856 

% lIigh School Degree 68.5 58.0 71.1 68.4 74.7 

% C~olle,ge Degree 7.13 1 i.3 9.8 8 .  i 17.9 

Withi11 each courlty. Rcy informant interviews wcre coriiluctetl 
with a wide variety of irtdividuals who could be characterized as 
rural infiuen~als. 'I'hese ildi\riduals represented county, city. 
borough and towlaship government. gover~menbl ageilcies, 2u1d 
other public and privii!e agencies atd organizations. Other key 
infomirnls represented ce'tain media-ndernt~d businesses, such as 
newspapers and radio. AItjnc~ugh sorne of these inciividuals were 
professjonaJly associated with tourisnr-relatwt efforts and 
initiatives, such as an Executive I>irector or" a 'I'uuristn I'romotion 
Agency, most were nut. hddiriotzslly, a n~cxlified "snowhali" 
technique was employed ehrougfr these key infbrmant interviews 
to identify other intiividuals fix further cont,xt ahout local 
tourism-related cff(9rts. 

An instrtlmerrt was dcvek,pc<l fr)r the purpse  of irrtcrviewing keg 
irrfc.rxniarits in the four counties. Ifrile interview instrument design 
was semi-stri~cturcd ;wid consisted of own-ended q~rcstioas 
related ntr k~pics of  interest. This was pilot tested in one rural 
ctriiilty and after so:ne mirror rnodiflcatior~ of format wts 
suhscqueritly usct% In thc thee  other cou~ifies. f)verail, 53 key 
Infosrnax~t interviews were conidt~cied in the four counties over a 
smq~ling time Erarne <if ~spproximately five rrivrlths dilrliig the 
first haif of 1993. Kcy Infc)rmiints considered to be e~liral ir:fdu- 
eniials a r~d  intcrvicwer? fkw the study arc tlisplayud in Table 2. 



Table 2 ,  Key ir~fvmants interviewed in the four case study counties. (N=53 for all key informants.) 

Coisntp B1 Key Informanb (N=14) 
Executive Director. Office of Economic Developent 
Senior PIanner. Office of Economic Development 
Mcdicd Professional and Community Activist 
Bclrough Manager 
Etlitor, Community Newspaper 
Director of PLnning, Office of Economic Development 
Member, glourliy Iiistoricaf Society 
f3ircctor, C%amher of C o m e r c e  
I'ounty Commissioners (2) 
Director of Tourism Promntion Agency 
Mayor, Small Town in County 
Pasl President, Federal Retired Employees Association 
h3irectar. Retired Senior Volunteer Pmgram 

County 6: Key Informanas (N=13f 
County Commissioners (3) 
E x ~ u d v e  Director. County Chamber of Commerce 
Executive Director, County Economic Development Office 
Case Suv.rvisor, Office of Hurnan Sewices 
ftxecutivc X)irector, County 'I'ourism I'rornotion Agency 
Marketing Z)ircctor, 'Tourism Pwmotion Agency 
Owner. Campground and Motel 
Stale iiyark Manager 
Clwtter, IAE~! Radio Station 
I'ul~lisher and FAitor, County Newspaper 
Executive Director. Community Action Corporation 

County G Key Informants (N=liS) 
Director, Industrial Development, Inc. 
Director, County United Way 
Ad~ninistrator, County Historical Society 
Director of Ilealth and 'Eiurnan Services 
Director, County Parks and Recreation 
Director, County Plwnirlg C:ommission 
Editor and Publisher, County Newspaper 
County Commissioner 
Supervisor, Area Agency on Aging 
State Park Manager 
Owner and Artist. Art Gallery 
Executive Secretary, Chamber of Commerce 
President, Area Tourism I'rornntion Agency 
Professor of Sociology in IIigher Education 
Borough Council Member 

County S Key Informants (N=11) 
Executive Director, County Visitors Bureau 
Executive Director, Chrunher of Commerce 
County Commissioners (7) 
Director, Ecoilomic Opportunity C.:abinet 
President, Ecunonlic Ikvelopment Corporation 
President, County tlistorical Society 
Member, C:ommunity Betterment Association 
State P4wk Supervisor 
City Administrator 

'I'krs: raw data for this study are the field notes and tape records 
compiled from the key informant interviews conducted in the four 
nlral counties. All field notes and tape records were transcribed 
inlo a standa~c!i.~eti fom~at in order tr, facilitate data analysis. The 
content of these transcribed interviews was then qualitatively 
analyzed by noting certain recurring then~es, similarities, and 
tliffererlces which were evident. 

Fiprt%iragsZ 
'['he study found rural iailtjenlials' perceptions of tourism and its 
gx'lcr$liiaI firr worroniic cievelupment U, bc extremely v a ~ i e d  m~d  
:rr iaed, :I! though some common themes emerged. First and 
fcorerrtost. tourism wits not recognized as being a major elernent in 
each coutrty's econilmic base. When asked about the major 
cier~rcnts and erllpIoycrs in the county's economy, the vast 
ti~i;jority of' the 53 key irrforrnants (72%) did not identify tourism 
crr tr,brnism.relatctl businesses as major players. Key informants 
~rrenii<~ning ktttrisrn as being a major clement (28%) were for the 
most pa"1 pn~fessionally associated with tourism-related develop- 
rrlcn: and prorrrt)tion efforts. Itilowever, ten of the fourteen key 
in?fr~rrl~;rtltr; in C:ounry Ea mentioneti tourism as being a major 
csicrnent in their coutlv's worlornic base. in ahis particular county, 
iht: rc~rinty Clfficc of ficonomic Lkvelopment and Tourism 
Proraotion Agency were very active in heritage tourism 
tfevclopiitcnt arrd ~src~motion efforts as a result of substantial 
t.iulsldc funding strpp~rting regional tourism development 
pr<~jects. Althotrgh these efforts certainly contributed to a greater 
awareness of burism am(>ng many key itlformants. these 
individuals were also aware that their perceptions of tourism and 
tourisltz developmealt were of particular interest to the research 
project. having beer1 notified of this fact by telephone and letter 
prior ia their actual interview. 

2? l>ue t r l  the cnrisuaint of space. tables which detail 
silrnrna-y thernes and frequency of key irtfomalt r e s p n s s  m 
not il-icluded in this paper. These tables are available from the 
author by request. 

ahis methociology was changed for the remaining three rural 
counties where the key infurrnmts were inforrned that the 
research interviewer was interested in their perceptions of general 
strategies for rural economic development. Out of 39 key 
ir~formarits i~~terviewed in thesc three counties, only five 
individuals (13%) merltioried toiuism as being a major element in 
their county's economic base. 

When sixcifically askcd about the role of tourism in their 
co~rnty's economy, ttre vi~st nta,jority of key infonnants (87%) felr 
that i t  ciiti piay a role, although perceptions about its economic 
i~rlprtrtance ranged frorn tourism playing some role and being a 
viable force (45%) to tourism playing an extremely significant 
and increasingly unprtarlt role (42%). Only 13% of the key 
informants felr that tourism played an unimportant or insignifi- 
cant rule. Additiona!ly, tourism was often mentioned as being the 
basis for some local economic development and impact. 
Consequently, tourisxn was perceived by some as having a much 
rnore raised profile in terms of its actual economic impact and 
generatirag mire economic development and activity in the future. 
tiowever, as one inforinant stated, "We know it's here; we just 
don't know what the real impact is for our Iocai economy." 'Ilris 
appearcd to be a rcctming theme as several key informants 
mentioned tithe fact that it was difficult to actually measure and 
quantify tourism's impact and that there was a definite lack of 
supportive data. Although some infonnants were unsure about 
tciurisrn's gntwth and a few perceived tourism a% not being a 
future growth industry. the perception was evident that there is 
significant poferttial for future economic impaet through tourism 
if certain resource and development constraints can be overcome. 
Sorrte infamants felt that rural residents were becoming 
increasingly aware of the benefits of tourism and consequently 
were much more supportive of tourism-related development. 
Other informants noted Uiclt it was difficult to make residents 
aware of potential benefits. 

Key inli)nnalrt prccptiolss of tourism impacts on the county's 
rcsidentq. ~x)mmunities. arid ei~viroi~ment were again vaicd and 
mixed. Alrbol.!gh more infc>rmants perceived tourism ims making 
iur  impartant impact with positive economic benefits (24 
respoises), quid a few informants prceived tourism & having 
minimd or no impact (18 responses). Mentioned were the 



opinions that burism was not large-scale, that thc nunihcrs of 
tourists were insignificant, arid that there ws:; no tourism rn the 
county. EIowever. mentioned nmre freijijcr~iiy wcrr: fcciings thaL 
people want& towism for econoinic dcvclopment, rhai :ourism 
brought new businesses to tile area, i~icwascci %;fie niiii???er. of j:>lis 
and provided entry-level jobs for rht: rineinpioyed and ui~dcr- 
employed, and that construction of vacation homes p~cvitied 
work for local kadesn~en. <If liist!?~: ir~tcresi were pca.ccptlc>rls 
associated with t<)urisni's cnntrih~jiiort 10 the quality of life for 
rural residents. Because tourists are inierestcd irr visitirlg and are 
attracted to the resource ameniticq of these rum! coirtities. kx;11 
residents have become Inore aware of what thcy have at:<! who 
they are. 'f'hui;, toilrisn~ i s  prcciveci as ctra~tfibutirig to a pt)siiivc 
self-awareness rurd seif-image arid h:~s kelvzl !n cirvclnp local 
enthusiasm and pride. Many rural people wiP11i to k~r:i> their 
history and way of life going. scc tile ;i>oicnliaI for tuurisrrl tcr help 
them accomplisil these, anrf cnnsecjuer~tly are willir~g icl st:arc 
these with visitors. One ini'orm;in! even ~ncntinnecf tkiot sorttact 
with oubide visitors had sriinulareti lRe Ihclugill piucctsses of  the 
local residents. Additionafly. toilrisnl hks resulttt! in irmc 
environmenlirl awareness among r r i r ~ l  residents, sirlcc a ilu;tlity 
environment i s  the product of rr.wal io~rrism. This has tr!cn rcstritctl 
in better sites, attractions and tourisin-rel:ilcif pnri11rc1.i. 

Altf~ough eight informants reslx~ndriI thitt the ics~!its or i~rrpach 
of tourism in the cnunty hat1 heen all jwsitive, oihcr. iilSorni;iiits 
identified some negative impacts. Negative ilnpacts ranged from 
increased litter and traffic to increased tlcr~~ailcls u i ~  the irrl'rit- 
structure and clemarzds for scl-viccs to some turd feeliilgs cxistirig 
between locafs and visitors. litowever, these were all comsiiicreif 
by the informants to he rcl:ttivcly inirtil: as the sciiic of tourism irt 
each county was relatively small. Ili~wever, &ere was sixnu 
concern that these cc~ultl hcci)nic iraore prohletnii:lc for  iesidcnt< 
with future tourism clcvelojrn,ci!t atid tZlc p s c n c c  oi'iirci.c;tscc! 
nutrtbers of tourists. 

When asked what the fui~rrc rrilc t~n'tc~mr.tscri is ill the r.!)unty's 
ecot~crmy, key inforini~rit rehpitrlscs rangccl through tiif'fcrcnt 
levels of optirnisrn, to being r~plirnlstic 11111 depert:les~i rijxsrl 
certain conditions being realizetl. tci being ~sirnistic/negcitive. io 
not knowing o r  being unsure t:t,f Ihc lurure. The vast rnqjoriiy <?I' 
irrfomruils perceived the future roJe of tixirisin with c)pli!nifi~r. 
Ihree-quarters of infortnsrat rcsponst:s were optilriist:~. S:r:)irg 
proponents perceived tcmr'isrn piaying ;I very iriiyxxtxrt. kcy role 
in the futirre and being perha;):: the higgcsi ct~i:lril)i~ti)r ir, $hi: 
county's economy. 'B'wo infc~rlr~arits in i'amnty i: were sirong i:i 
their opinion &at tvirrism is the future of the county. 'l'ouris~n was 
perceived a$ being a growth, inil~~stry wtlicb will grow r;irongca in 
the future arid proviile gotx: opyxtrtu~iities Tor husinesscs to grow 
and develop. Tourism was also jrerceivcci ;ti. heir!g a ci,rn[?!erne~~- 
t;nry strategy for ecorlornic cicvclopmerar which co?lld help 
diversify the county's economis base. One-quarter of infor.irjarii 
responses wcre pessirnistic ii! nature m d  were related to 
perceptions that there wcrc very few or. nl) rnajrir attractions in !he 
courrty to bring in tourist<, th3: with iCR;?63Ci to t~>!~ris?n, ii'.c:iI 
resideng were apathcris, i;acked e:rrthusi,ns?n. airif were rei:istant lo 
change, atrd U ~ a t  &ert W:~S a grcatcr pref'crcncr: for thc highcr- 
paying jobs in n~;ul~~facturing rather tEi~t~t  low-pay towis~n jo t ls .  . . 
l w i ~  infonnrurts. one in Coi~nty C.: and one In County S .  dici not 
know or wcre unsure about the fiiture mii: of tourism. 

Of the informants &at were optimistic :ixltiic.,r hi~~peful aiwut the 
future role of tourism in the county's economy. many these 
opinions were depnderi t  i l p n  certain conditions being rcaiized 
or certain banicrs or conskaints being cpvcrcome. Scveral themes 
are evident here. 17irsL increased efforts must be direcieii to 
developing a more brcsacl and diverse mix of attrac.::ii~n; and 
activities for tr.mrisLs, Along withi tlcveliying the necessary 
infrastructure and services LC; s~ipjxtri jricrcascd nui11hct.s of 
tourist%. Second, efftyrts nlusi co!-iti~~tiaii,v kc inrde i!i irtL~case: 
both, resident asld gnvcrnrnctl! irlirresr. sijplw;r! asid i a t a ~ o i ~ ~ r n e n i  
in tourism development at lwth courriy ailti locid levels. T i i s  
ir~votves the deve'lopmlent or !)eeter. orgwrizadon, icadt:rship. ;lid 
cooptat ion among inkresled ztd activc pakies, and more cfforrs 
to increase awaeraess: znong Iw:x:ai scsicicnls about tourism's 

value, imprQiirim, a~ld ncal and ptcniial  berrafits. Two 
cornu&nir;t% identified wcre lack of rivailrphlc funding {r?r 
dependcirce on outside fuiiding) and lack of available lcical 
kraowledge arid expertise to i2evelr:p tourisill stlci:cssfully. 'Fhkd, 
:hew is the i~ l~p~rba i l i  yi~csrint~ of whether t)r i i ~ t  ~ I ? U T ~ S ~ I I  
devefopinenl car; kc reafizerI; of vihethcr t>r not $.he rurul couraty 
and its residents can capit;ljize or1 li~~arisin based on availahie 
anenides which might he aktractive I<, tourists. I~ourth, it's 
im~jcrrtant that tourism prirdtlcei; jiths for local but burisrrr 
tfeveiopment should be balancer!, not over-commercia!ize& nor 
negatively affect the quality of life for rural residents. 'fhis is 
related to the fifiia thenrc, U-iat there is a rieed for cffectivc 
p!annir;g for tciurism and asscrciated developirieltt and tkat this 
piarrnir~g m d  d ~ v ~ l o p m e r i t  shoo?d not he inposeti frorri ouiside 
the c o ~ ~ n t y  so &at I t m l  control crui he maltltaincd. 

Discussiran annd Tweg3lic;agitbaas 
'Ihe fii~dings frtrrrr this study have some impiicatiiins not only for 
profcssiona! planners and dweloircrrs invrtlved in  economic 
clevrloprncnt and rurai toiirism, huh fi)r rural community leaders 
ir?ierestcd in dcveli>prncntai skatcgics which will help stabilize, 
diversify6 irrii;! imprc-rvc 1ix;ii C ' C O ~ I O I ~ ~ C S ,  unprcjve quality of fife, 
arrd cr)ntikbure lir cnmrnut.lity clevelopinent. 31's i r n p r b n t  to he 
aware of rlital influerltiais' perceg?liorls oP k)urB~n arid tourism- 
relatexi *tdevclopncnt. An leaders irl ~,ural colnmiunities. these 
irrdividuals are actively involved in decision-making and problem 
solvirtg, arid influential in the pianniang, devclopr~c~li .  and 
Ir;tplcmcr~taiion s~f  loca) jn)llcies, initiatives, and projcets. 
C t ~ i ~ ~ e q ~ i c a ~ t l y .  these rtrra? innuentiais can affect the genera! 
prceptions of all rural resictents, As this study has detnonstfated, 
thcse ii~tiividuds art' sophisticated, prccptivc and astute, atlcl 
h:ive strongly.-tlelcl opinions and vicwlx,i~lts about tourisrn. I n  
cxiler fur trlurisrn eievelopmcni ir~itiatives and elfarts to be 
succcsshil, il'r impjrtnnl tu seek (rut tlilci actively Invalve 
siipportivo rim1 inl'ltjcrrrj:i%?; whc) arc ;,rtlponen!s and pronlotcrs of 
suck develuprnent orb the local Icvel. 

I f '  tourism dcveloprnci:t la a viahie cci:nrtmic cicvelopincnt 
strategy hclpfui in di*{ersifyii!g a c<,~xrnautlity's ecc)ilr?rnic base ant! 
contrikutisrg to economic siahllity. it must he inore readily 
rc~oguizccl as Iwlng iirtfwrtar>t ;nriil prcser!i. by rural it~flucntials 
and other rural residents. 'exlais requires more readily available 
silppifive data ahoul rouriran's inlpact and real benefits at the 
iaxai level XI(!  thc development m d  itnpiernenbrit~n of sfxategies 
Lu tfiffnse such information thrtjughout the rural populace in order 
to griirr Lvcal aupp111. Key izrl'or~xnarils who were tlii: sirorkg 
pn?p>nen?s of tourism prccivcd a great need to nut only 
"educate" wnrkcrs in the senvice industry about the imprtarxce uf 
tourism, hut tcs cciucate ail rural rcsiderrtc: ahmr iwth the. realirzd 
armd potential fienefitq of bllaisrn. Many infr~rmants felt that 
inc~asec! residerit ;lwars.ness wottic! pencrate greater s u p p r r  for 
ti~urism 2nd be rna~lfestexri in greater hospitality cxtended to 
visitazrs and a willlngrtess t absorb certain burisla-relatd costs 
or inconveniences. 

'[be vast rn~ajoriiy of irak!rrnaiits perceivctl the future role of 
tourism with optimism and beiieved that !here is a great to good 
ytentiat  for flmture tourism dcve!opnient. However, there were 
rn1xe.d prccpxioars sb:ttit whether or ricit the po?er~l.ial would he 
scalizetl or if iouristn e m  'be. a major growth krrdush-y. It is 
obvious that increased effort% must be directed to identifyii~g and 
developing a more broad and diverse mix or "cluster" of 
attractions and activities for tourists. I b i s  mix must then be 
effectively packaged and markeled to &e fx)urists. increased 
visitation will require the developmerit md maintenance of the 
~iecesswy infrastructure arid saviccs to scapfx)rh increased 
ni~mhcss of tonri?;t.;. In  ailtfiijorj to the treed for more funcling io 
i;uppsr~. tourism dcvclo~?rncnt, onc perceived prcihlern seernesl to 
be that even tl.rr:ugfa some inlcrcs! groups were active in certain 
tourisrrj-re.!ated uf'ii)rt.s, :)vera!i. c~~rbii :aZi:z~ and i.tioj~3raiio:: were 
lacking. h;~tr?herrnorc, voiunteers were perceived to be thc main 
particip:mts irl such efforts and corasrquenlly a ?:jck of 
pn>fcssionaiisrn, limited progress, and difficulty in  county-widc 
proincitional efforts were ai! ideist_lfied by ErjformaraLs aaf 
cons&&nb. Also rccogniae.d were the need for professionai 



knowfcdge ai.~if cxperiice in ii>urissn development and the need u> 
include tourism ;s% 3 comprnenl in any ciiilnty-wide planning 
efhris in the fkture. 

If federal, state, arid local  governments are wncerned about 
improving and sustaining nlrai wotlomies. i m ~ o v i n g  the quality 
of iik for rural residents. and making a viable mnnibutivn to the 
process s f  rural mm~~lunity development. rcstrurces should artd 
cnuiii the ailocakd for rural tourism development where 
rcasonahle, perhaps as one component of a larger deveiopmctital 
strategy, and he directed to atldressing the perceived cc-~nstraints 
and harriers identif al hy these nlral influerttials. Rural 
influenriais' sslpprt and involverncalt are impcrrtant anti vital 
com.wl>neiats of' rura! tourism dcvelopmerlt, 2nd their pcrceptivns 
z ~ d  efforts affect the inure general prccptions and efforts of all 
rural resirlenls. A greater recognition and tlrtderstarncting of these 
jxrceptinns can help bilrism-related planning and devebpment 
initiatives be more effective in attaining set goals and in the 
process. hcnefit rural con~rnunitics and their residents. 
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