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Measuring Residents’ Emotional Solidarity 
with Tourists: Scale Development of 
Durkheim’s Theoretical Constructs

Kyle M. Woosnam1 and William C. Norman2

Abstract

While it can prove easy to conceptualize of the relationship between residents and tourists as “us versus them,” it devalues 
the potential for intimate relationships to exist, whereby residents and tourists have many things in common. The theory of 
emotional solidarity can aid in explaining such an intimate relationship. Developing the framework from previous qualitative 
work, the purpose of this study is to formulate and validate scales corresponding to the constructs in Durkheim’s theoretical 
framework of emotional solidarity. Following two initial stages of pilot testing, each scale is included in an onsite self-
administered survey instrument, with 455 heads of household completing the instrument in a coastal South Carolina county. 
Psychometric properties are assessed and each scale is found to be high in internal consistency and construct validity (i.e., 
convergent and discriminant validity). Implications as well as potential research opportunities concerning emotional solidarity 
are discussed.
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Introduction

Dennison Nash (2001) once wrote,

Tourist-host transactions are defined not only by the 
condition of strangerhood but by the nature of tourism 
itself . . . others must serve while the tourist plays, 
rests, cures, or mentally enriches himself. Accordingly, 
he finds himself separated from those in the touristic 
infrastructure who serve him. (p. 45)

This passage highlights a common perspective of the relation-
ship between residents and tourists in travel destinations. 
This view is distinguished by interactions’ being transitory 
in nature, with tourists usually staying in a destination for 
short periods of time, making it difficult to develop the 
surface relationships into more meaningful ones (Mason 
2008). In fact over time, the once spontaneous hospitality 
provided by residents turns into commercial activity (Van 
Den Berghe 1994), whereby residents “act on a front stage” 
providing inauthentic experiences for tourists (MacCannell 
1999; Urry 2002).

The resident–tourist relationship has traditionally been 
reduced to a financial context, whereby tourists are merely 
visiting consumers paying for a good or service produced by 
locals (Wall and Mathieson 2006). In an extensive review of 

resident attitude research, Harrill (2004) points out that  
such transactions are at the heart of the social exchange 
theory, which emphasizes “reciprocity rather than solidarity” 
(p. 260). Such a theoretical perspective is currently being 
used in the tourism literature (e.g., Wang and Pfister 2008), 
which can perpetuate the relationship as one being based 
largely on money as Aramberri (2001) argued.

Separateness also characterizes the common view of the 
relationship between resident and tourist, typically in the 
form of the “self versus other” dichotomy (Kohn 1997). 
Such heuristics are used by tourists looking at the resident as 
other (Smith 1989; Urry 2002) as well as residents viewing 
the tourist as other (McNaughton 2006). Oftentimes this 
sense of otherness originates from perpetuated stereotypes 
(Evans-Pritchard 1989; Laxson 1991). MacCannell (1984) 
claims, “relationships between residents and tourists are a 
breeding ground for stereotype formation” (p. 388). From a 
residents’ perspective tourists can be viewed as elitists, intru-
sive, agents of conflict, and agents of change (Mason 2008). 
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From a visitors’ perspective, residents can be viewed as 
“poor, carefree, untidy, unhygienic, lazy, and not so very 
intelligent” (Krippendorf 1999, p. 61).

These characterizations of the traditional perspective 
undercut the potential for common ground between resident 
and tourist and intimate relationships to exist beyond a finan-
cial context. In the growing fields of heritage and sustainable 
tourism, residents and tourists are becoming more inextrica-
bly linked based on their common desire to preserve 
indigenous cultural and natural resources (Hampton 2005; 
Raymond and Brown 2007). Wearing and Wearing (2001) as 
well as Pizam, Uriely, and Reichel (2000) have noted that a 
potentially intimate relationship may exist between residents 
and tourists and should be examined in greater detail. The 
theory of emotional solidarity (Durkheim [1915]1995) is a 
viable framework to use in explaining such potential rela-
tions among residents and tourists in a travel destination. 
Durkheim claimed that when individuals possess similar 
beliefs, engage in similar activities, and interact with each 
other, a feeling of solidarity results.

The intent of this article is to expand on the initial qualita-
tive research conducted by Woosnam (2008), develop 
objective measures of the four constructs within the theoreti-
cal framework advanced by Durkheim, and ultimately test 
the model in subsequent research. More specifically, the pur-
pose of this research is to develop and validate measurement 
properties of four scales (i.e., shared beliefs, shared behav-
ior, interaction, and emotional solidarity), each measuring a 
construct within Durkheim’s model.

Literature Review
Existing Theoretical Frameworks

Research within many fields of travel and tourism is marked 
by lack of theory. According to Pearce and Moscardo (2005), 
“The atheoretical nature of much tourism research is a major 
limiting factor in its development” (p. 41). Research on resi-
dent and tourist relationships is marked by even less 
theoretical development and testing (Harrill 2004). Research 
concerning resident and tourist relationships in the context of 
resident attitudes has used three main theoretical frame-
works: growth machine theory, social exchange theory, and 
social representations theory.

The main tenet of growth machine theory in the context of 
tourism is that support for continued growth of tourism 
development is linked to personal economic gain (Harrill 
2004). Those who benefit the most will have the strongest 
support for such growth. Inconsistent findings have been 
noted in the field as some research (e.g., Madrigal 1995; 
Martin, McGuire, and Allen 1998) supports the framework, 
while others (Canan and Hennessy 1989) do not. Within this 
framework, tourism development is controlled by the power-
ful residents within a community, whereby tourists are a 

means to generate greater revenue. Ultimately this perspec-
tive discounts the potential for residents with limited power 
to have an intimate connection with tourists.

With a similar focus on economic impacts, social 
exchange theory has received more attention of late in the 
travel and tourism literature. Within social exchange theory, 
resources (i.e., concrete or symbolic) are shared or traded 
among individuals and groups. The theory explains how we 
feel about a relationship with another person as depending 
on our perception of three things: (1) the balance (or give-
and-take ratio), (2) the kind of relationship we deserve, and 
(3) the chance of having a better relationship with someone 
else (Wallace and Wolf 2006). To date, tourism studies 
using social exchange theory have produced inconsistent 
findings. Some results support the framework (e.g., Wang 
and Pfister 2008; Gursoy, Jurowski, and Uysal 2002; Sir-
akaya, Teye, and Sonmez 2002), while others show mixed 
support (Andereck et al. 2005; Hernandez, Cohen, and 
Garcia 1996; McGehee and Andereck 2004). Andereck et 
al. (2005) point out that “while social exchange theory may 
be a potentially useful framework, alternatively it may be 
an incomplete structure for understanding response to tour-
ism phenomena by community residents” (p. 1073). While 
it has been common to focus on social exchange theory 
from the perspective of financial benefits gained, some 
have highlighted the benefits derived for extending social 
capital (Wang and Pfister 2008), which moves closer to 
embracing intimate relationships. In a response to social 
exchange theory, the framework of social representations 
theory was introduced to the field of travel and tourism by 
Pearce, Moscardo, and Ross (1996). First developed in 
social psychology by Moscovici (1981), social representa-
tions are the “concepts, statements and explanations 
originating in daily life in the course of inter-individual 
communications” (p. 181). Pearce et al. (1996) claim the 
theory centers on the “way social knowledge is created and 
shared by people in various groups, societies or communi-
ties” (p. 31). However, tourists are not considered part of 
such “groups, societies, and communities.” Current 
research using this theory (Andriotis and Vaughn 2003; 
Fredline and Faulkner 2000, 2002) perpetuates this discon-
nect between residents and tourists, making it nearly 
impossible to consider the potential intimate relationship 
between residents and tourists. In addition, none of these 
works sought to test a model of social representations but 
rather used the theory as a guiding framework.

Other theoretical frameworks outside the area of resident 
attitudes research have been used of late in the context of 
resident and tourist relations. Applying the intimacy theory 
to destination imaging and place experience, Trauer and 
Ryan (2005) claim two intimate relationships exist in the 
context of residents and tourists, or “host” and “guests.” The 
first of these is between hosts, whereby “intimacies within a 
place are created by interaction with those local to that place” 
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(p. 482). As Trauer and Ryan (2005) point out, it is difficult 
for tourists to be part of such intimacy for two reasons:  
(1) locals can potentially commodify tourist experiences and 
(2) tourists can exhibit self-serving, self-caring behaviors. 
The second intimate relationship is that between tourists in a 
destination, whereby the “place becomes a means by which 
personal inter-relationships are reinforced” among family 
members or lovers on vacation (Trauer and Ryan 2005). 
Both of these intimate relationships reduce the relationships 
involving resident and tourist to that of self versus the other 
(Wearing and Wearing 2001).

Based on the premise that social contact between differ-
ent groups of people will result in an improvement between 
individuals (Reisinger 1994), the contact-hypothesis theory 
has been used of late in the context of resident and tourist 
relationships (see Pizam, Uriely, and Reichel 2000; Litvin 
2003). The two main assumptions of this work are that 
groups of individuals are of an equal status and inherently in 
conflict with each other (Pizam, Jafari, and Milman 1991). In 
addition, interaction serves as an agent of change for indi-
viduals to reduce prejudice, conflict, and tension (Pizam, 
Uriely, and Reichel 2000) but not necessarily as a means to 
identify with or experience emotional solidarity with others.

These theoretical frameworks and their application in the 
field are limited in capturing the potential intimacy between 
residents and tourists. Oftentimes, relationships are reduced 
to superficial encounters or “functional exchanges” (Sto-
kowski 2002). Harrill (2004) and McGehee and Andereck 
(2004) have called for greater theoretical examination of the 
resident–tourist relationship given inconsistent findings of 
existing theories. If a major goal of our field of travel and 
tourism is to expand knowledge through theoretical develop-
ment and testing (Wanhill 1995), then it makes logical sense 
to seek alternative theoretical perspectives that complement 
existing frameworks concerning resident and tourist rela-
tionships, which will help explain relationships in more 
intimate terms. That framework is emotional solidarity.

Emotional Solidarity Framework
The theoretical framework used in the present study is that of 
emotional solidarity. Hammarstrom (2005) claimed emo-
tional solidarity to be the affective bonds an individual 
experiences with one another that are characterized by per-
ceived emotional closeness and degree of contact (i.e., help 
or support). Jacobs and Allen (2005) described the concept 
as a feeling of solidarity that binds individuals together fos-
tering a sense of “we together,” as opposed to a me-versus-you 
sentiment. In a sense, the concept can be thought of as a feel-
ing of identification a person has with someone else (Wallace 
and Wolf 2006). It should be noted that emotional solidarity 
does not necessarily yield cooperation among individuals to 
achieve common ends or constructive outcomes for a group 
as social capital does through social networks, establishing 

trust and reciprocity (Bankston and Zhou 2002). Rather, 
emotional solidarity primarily serves to strengthen individu-
als’ identity as part of a group (Bahr et al. 2004).

The origin of the theory of emotional solidarity can be 
traced back to the early workings of Durkheim ([1915]1995), 
in which the classical sociologist sought to determine the 
most basic “social facts” or characteristics that members of 
primitive religions possess. In so doing, he examined aborig-
inal tribes and their religion in remote Australia with the 
assumption that all religions would possess such basic social 
facts. What Durkheim discovered was that members of a 
religion not only socially interact with each other but they 
possess shared rites (i.e., behavior) and beliefs that serve to 
bind them together. While Durkheim’s framework has 
received scant empirical research in disciplines such as soci-
ology, social psychology, religious studies, and gerontology, 
his model remains untested (Fish 2002). Furthermore, no 
explicit mention of the framework could be found in the 
travel and tourism literature.

As Wallace and Wolf (2006) mention, Durkheim was one 
of the most well-known structural functionalists whose work 
highlighted on integrating individuals into society. Durkheim 
viewed religion and other social structures or systems as 
having intricate parts, each serving a purpose to respond to 
negative issues in society and bring about cohesion among 
individuals. Tourism, like religion, has also been viewed 
from a systems perspective (Blank 1989; Gunn and Var 
2002; Murphy 1985), whereby residents and tourists are 
major components in both the travel-generating and destina-
tion regions (Leiper 1990).

In essence Durkheim’s ([1915]1995) theory posits that 
possessing similar beliefs, engaging in similar behaviors, 
and interacting are all necessary to experience emotional 
solidarity with others. Applying Durkheim’s theory in the 
context of tourism, it can be said that as residents share 
beliefs and behaviors and interact with tourists, an emotional 
solidarity will be forged with such tourists.

Existing measures of emotional solidarity in the literature. 
Some of the early measures of emotional solidarity origi-
nated in sociology and were typically a few stand-alone 
items having little consistency with preceding studies. This 
is particularly true of the work by Rosengren (1959) and 
Suchman (1964), each using single items assessing the 
degree of closeness among various populations. Seeing this 
as a problem, Gronvold (1988) created a scale of the construct, 
calling it the Affectual Solidarity Scale, with five items per-
taining to understanding, trust, fairness, respect, and affection 
that one person felt for someone else. To date, few studies 
have used Gronvold’s scale, with most studies residing in 
family studies (e.g., Feng et al. 1999; Goodman and Silver-
stein 2002; Silverstein and Bengston 1991). Currently, 
emotional solidarity research has come full circle, with only 
a few items being used to measure the construct. For instance, 
in the marketing literature, solidarity between partners in 
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distribution channels has been measured by single measures 
of providing help, sharing in problems, committing to make 
improvements, and making sacrifices (Sezen and Yilmaz 
2007). Only using single-item measures is largely due to  
the fact that Gronvold (1988) conceded that her Affectual 
Solidarity Scale was exploratory and recommended using 
single-item measures of emotional solidarity in subsequent 
studies. Common measures most recently include degree  
of closeness, identification, and agreement (see Harwood 
2000; Lin and Harwood 2003; Bahr et al. 2004).

A new scale of emotional solidarity in the context of resi-
dent and tourist relationships should be developed for two 
primary reasons. First, there has been a lack of consistency 
in using a unified measure of emotional solidarity in the lit-
erature. Second, there is great potential to uncover the 
multiple dimensions of this complex construct to which 
recent work has alluded.

Existence of shared beliefs, shared behavior, and interaction 
measures in the literature. Measures of shared beliefs held 
between resident and tourist are scant within the tourism lit-
erature. Oftentimes the concept is mentioned in a peripheral 
sense. In a study involving residents of Puerto Rico and their 
perspectives of a proposed resort, Hernandez, Cohen, and 
Garcia (1996) found that some residents felt that tourists 
were people just like them, having similar beliefs about the 
impacts of tourism. Sherlock (2001) found a similar belief to 
be the functionality of an Australian seaside resort being 
used as refuge for escape among both residents and tourists. 
Similarly, Cohen (2004) showcased how both hill tribes and 
tourists viewed living in rural location as an escape from 
modernity, living in harmony with nature. The shared belief 
of living in harmony with nature was apparent in the work of 
Laxson (1991), as Native Americans and tourists in New 
Mexico held rites and rituals in high regard.

Shared behavior among individuals has also received 
attention. Although not in the context of resident–tourist 
relations or tourism per se, Kennedy (1992) formulated a 
scale of shared activities between grandparents and grand-
children, of which some items pertain to leisure, recreation, 
and travel behavior (e.g., fishing, shopping, attending sport-
ing events, taking vacations, and sightseeing). In the context 
of tourism, Wall and Mathieson (2006) claim it is quite 
common for residents and tourists to participate in the same 
activities at the same time within a destination. Prentice, 
Witt, and Wydenbach (1994) measured shared behavior 
through common recreation activities (e.g., walking on the 
beach, swimming, horseback riding, picnicking, and sight-
seeing). Retail shopping and dining out are activities in 
which most individuals can attest to participating. Snepenger 
and colleagues (1998, 2003) operationalized shared behavior 
through measures of shopping at local stores and eating at 
local eateries in assessing perceived impacts of tourism 
development on a rural downtown community in Montana. 
Attending attractions such as museums and art galleries is 

another form of shared behavior (Snepenger et al. 2007). 
Perhaps one of the most common measures of shared behav-
ior is resident and tourist participation in festivals and special 
events (Derrett 2003; Fredline and Faulkner 2000, 2002; 
Snepenger et al. 1998). According to Derrett (2003), such 
participation can foster greater cultural understanding 
among event participants and strengthen ties between resi-
dents and tourists.

It would be difficult to conceive of shared behavior occur-
ring without some degree of encounter or interaction between 
residents and tourists. Some researchers have examined 
interactions in terms of intimacy. Examining the relation-
ship between residents and transients in two Delaware 
communities, Rothman (1978) measured degree of intimacy 
of interactions using one measure. That measure included 
extreme categories of almost no contact to guest in my home. 
Still others have assessed interaction based on frequency of 
encounters. To determine how often Ghanaian residents 
encountered tourists, Sirakaya, Teye, and Sonmez (2002) 
used one measure of interaction: “number of days interacted 
with tourists per week.” Similarly, Akis, Peristianis, and 
Warner (1996), in a study involving Cyprus residents’ atti-
tudes toward tourism, measured interaction by asking how 
often residents talked with tourists during an average week 
in the peak season of summer.

Mention of shared beliefs, shared behavior, and interaction 
among residents and tourists is present within the tourism 
literature; however, measures of each are limited. Measures 
that do exist tend to be single items, perhaps missing impor-
tant aspects of each construct as Kang, Long, and Perdue 
(1996) point out. Developing scales for each construct can 
provide a more robust explanation of the phenomena at 
hand and ultimately greater variance within the construct 
(Netemeyer, Bearden, and Sharma 2003).

The purpose of this research is to develop and validate 
measurement properties of four scales (i.e., shared beliefs, 
shared behavior, interaction, and emotional solidarity), 
each measuring a construct within Durkheim’s model. 
More specifically, the purpose is to use two separate pilot 
tests to refine each scale (using exploratory factor analysis) 
and a final sample to confirm factor structures (using con-
firmatory factor analysis), while assessing the reliability 
and validity of each scale through numerous psychometric 
measures.

Research Method
Following closely to the rigorous stages of measurement 
development used by Churchill (1979), Choi and Sirakaya 
(2005), and Netemeyer, Bearden, and Sharma (2003), proce-
dures were used to construct scales for shared beliefs, shared 
behavior, interaction, and emotional solidarity among residents 
and tourists. In addition to the following stages of item genera-
tion, pilot testing, exploratory factor analysis, and reliability 
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and validity examination, each scale was subjected to a second 
pilot test and confirmatory factor analysis to further verify the 
scales and examine the reliability and validity measures.

Item Generation Phase
In constructing each of the four scales of Durkheim’s 
([1915]1995) theoretical model, a pool of items were created 
from two sources. The initial source included themes gener-
ated from three focus groups of permanent residents living in 
coastal Beaufort County, South Carolina, which includes 
Hilton Head Island, a major tourist destination on the eastern 
coast of the United States. Within each focus group, partici-
pants were asked about beliefs they felt they had in common 
with tourists, activities they shared with tourists, degree of 
interaction with tourists, and feelings toward tourists. 
Churchill (1979) claims that using qualitative data through 
individual or group interviews is a viable way in which to 
generate items in scale development. Focus groups contin-
ued as long as new data pertaining to these four constructs 
emerged (Creswell 2006). By the close of the third, data 
saturation had been reached.

Data were analyzed using a conceptual content approach 
with an eight-step sequence using multiple coders (Busch, 
DeMaret, and Flynn, 2008). The initial five steps involved 
making decisions about how to code the data (e.g., decisions 
included (1) code by phrase; (2) code data for four parent 
nodes—shared beliefs between residents and tourists, shared 
behavior between residents and tourists, residents’ feelings 
about tourists, and interaction between residents and tourists; 
(3) code data for frequency; (4) code data exactly as they 
appear; and (5) disregard irrelevant information). The final 
three steps included coding the text, conducting interrater 
reliability (IRR) tests between coders, and formulating 
themes based on common codes within each parent node. To 
ensure consistent findings, IRR was calculated for resulting 
codes and themes (Holsti 1969). Across all four parent nodes, 
IRR was 83.1% agreement between coders. According to 
Miles and Huberman (1994), an IRR should be at least 80%. 
See Woosnam (2008) for further explanation of qualitative 
data collection and analysis procedures.

Existing single-measure items within the literature were 
used as the second source to generate an item pool for each 
scale. From both sources, 13 shared belief items, 23 shared 
behavior items, 5 interaction items, and 23 emotional soli-
darity items were generated. At that point, 11 academic 
experts in the area of resident and tourist relationships 
reviewed each item for clarity and redundancy following 
Choi and Sirakaya (2005). According to Netemeyer, Bearden, 
and Sharma (2003), generating a pool of potential items and 
subjecting each item to an expert panel allows for greater 
content and face validity. Following recommendations  
made by the panel, a number of modifications were made to 
the items (i.e., rewording overlapping items or confusing 

items, removing irrelevant items, and adding items initially 
not included), yielding 18 shared belief items, 26 shared 
behavior items, 5 interaction items, and 22 emotional soli-
darity items.

Initial Pilot Survey of Durkheim Scales
In developing scales, it is common to conduct a preliminary 
pilot survey using a sample for which the questionnaire is 
relevant (Babbie 2007). As Netemeyer, Bearden, and Sharma 
(2003) claim, such a survey can help determine items that 
may be problematic, ultimately contributing to a lesser 
degree of variance explained in the data. For this reason, 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted to refine 
each scale and determine the dimensionality of each corre-
sponding construct. Participants for the initial pilot survey 
were permanent residents of coastal Carteret County, North 
Carolina. Such a sample was drawn given the premiere loca-
tion as a tourist destination in the Southern Outer Banks of 
North Carolina and the fact that residents share a similar 
socioeconomic makeup with the ultimate sample population 
participants in Beaufort County, South Carolina.

Self-administered surveys were distributed at residents’ 
homes following McGehee and Andereck (2004). Overall, 
69 participants completed the instrument. While this number 
is somewhat modest per Rummel’s (1970) recommendations 
of a subject-to-variable ratio of 4:1, Wilson (2005) claims a 
minimum of 30 participants are needed when developing 
scales. According to MacCallum et al. (1999) and Tabach-
nick and Fidell (2007), small sample sizes are acceptable if 
factor loadings are relatively high. As an added measure, the 
Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) measure of sample adequacy 
was used to verify the sample size and to ensure EFA was 
appropriate to use (Choi and Sirakaya 2005).

Purification of scales. Prior to subjecting each scale to EFA, 
both the KMO measure of sample adequacy and the Bartlett’s 
test of sphericity were calculated. KMO coefficients for 
shared beliefs, shared behavior, interaction, and emotional 
solidarity scales, respectively were .811, .838, .790, and 
.822. Each scale yielded a significant Bartlett test (p < .05). 
Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) claim that a good factor analy-
sis will have a KMO coefficient greater than .60 and a 
significant Bartlett test of sphericity.

EFA using principal axis factoring with a varimax orthog-
onal rotation was performed for each of the scales to determine 
dimensionality. Factors for each construct were determined 
based on two criteria: eigenvalues greater than 1.0 and exami-
nation of the scree plot (Fabrigar et al. 1999; Tabachnick and 
Fidell 2007). Items were removed that either double-loaded 
onto multiple factors (with coefficients greater than .40) or 
did not load onto factors very strongly (i.e., coefficients 
less than .40). Sixteen items meeting such criteria were 
removed (i.e., 4 shared belief items, 1 shared behavior item, 
and 11 emotional solidarity items). Tabachnick and Fidell 
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Table 1. Exploratory Factor Analysis of Durkheim Constructs (FIRST PILOT SURVEY)

Construct Factor and item description Factor loading Eigenvalue Variance (%) a

Shared beliefs 59.80
Preservation of area 4.849 39.18 .90
 Respect for nature within Carteret Co. .899
 Belief that preserving local way of life in Carteret  

 Co. is important
.876

 An appreciation for the Southern Outer Banks .821
 Belief that there is too much new home building in  

 Carteret Co.
.606

 Belief that Carteret Co. is a unique place .592
 Belief that Carteret Co. is a great place to vacation .548
Amenities of area 1.275 20.62 .74
 Belief that there is a wide variety of dining choices  

 throughout the county
.774

 Belief that there is a wide variety of entertainment  
 choices throughout the county

.716

 Belief that Carteret Co. is a great place to explore  
 local art

.493

Shared behavior 68.28
Cultural heritage activities 10.69 28.60 .95
 Attending concerts .879
 Taking local tours .829
 Visiting art exhibits .797
 Sightseeing .774
 Visiting natural areas .745
 Attending theatrical performances .732
 Visiting historic sites .712
 Bird watching .686
 Visiting lighthouses .647
 Visiting museums .620
Outdoor recreation activities 2.868 18.20 .91
 Offshore fishing .847
 Inshore boating .816
 Offshore boating .794
 Inshore fishing .744
 Canoeing/kayaking .569
 Taking bike rides .484

Beach activities 1.577 12.96 .93
 Relaxing on the beach .811
 Taking a walk on the beach .785
 Swimming in the ocean .732
Local patronage activities 1.103 8.52 .77
 Shopping at grocery stores .622
 Shopping at local merchant stores .621
 Dining at local restaurants .557

Interaction 47.97
Interaction 2.887 47.97 .81
 During holidays .807
 During peak vacation season .755
 On the weekend .730
 During week .591
 During off-peak vacation season .543

Emotional solidarity 67.95
Sympathetic understanding 6.505 23.94  .88
 I have a lot in common with Carteret Co. visitors .842
 I can trust visitors to Carteret Co. .692

(continued)
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(2007) claim only items with loadings of .40 or greater 
should be interpreted. Table 1 displays constructs, factors 
and corresponding items, loadings and eigenvalues, vari-
ance explained, and alpha reliability coefficients.

The construct shared beliefs had two factors: preservation 
of area and amenities of area. Shared behavior had four fac-
tors: cultural heritage activities, outdoor recreation activities, 
beach activities, and local patronage activities. The construct 
interaction was unidimensional. Emotional solidarity had 
three factors: sympathetic understanding, welcoming visi-
tors, and emotional closeness.

To determine the reliability for each factor, Cronbach’s 
alpha was used (Choi and Sirakaya 2005; Churchill 1979). 
Lance, Butts, and Michels (2006) assert that an acceptable 
level of coefficient reliability is .7 or higher for research 
involving early stages of scale development. Cronbach’s 
alpha coefficients ranged from .74 (lowest) to .95 (highest) 
for the 10 resulting factors across the four constructs. This 
indicates moderate to strong correlations between items 
within each factor grouping, conveying internal consistency 
among items.

Second Pilot Survey of Durkheim Scales
To increase the level of rigor in developing scales for  
shared beliefs, shared behavior, interaction, and emotional 
solidarity, a second pilot survey was conducted following 
the same protocol as the initial pilot survey. This was done 
in an effort to further reduce problematic items within 
each scale (Netemeyer, Bearden, and Sharma 2003).  
The sample population for this pilot survey consisted of 
72 permanent residents of Beaufort County, South Carolina. 
Self-administered surveys were once again distributed at 
residents’ homes.

Purification of scales. To ensure the sample size was ade-
quate and the EFA was suitable to use, both the KMO and 

Bartlett’s test were performed. KMO coefficients for shared 
beliefs (.739), shared behavior (.752), interaction (.875), and 
emotional solidarity (.807) all exceeded the cutoff of .60 as 
suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007). In addition, each 
scale yielded a significant (p < .05) Bartlett’s test of spheric-
ity. An identical EFA procedure using principal axis factoring 
with varimax orthogonal rotation was conducted in the 
second pilot survey. Factors were determined by eigenvalues 
greater than 1.0 and examining the scree plot. Eleven items 
were considered problematic as double loaders on multiple 
factors or weak loaders (i.e., coefficients less than .40).  
All 11 items were removed (i.e., 2 shared belief items and  
9 shared behavior items). Only those items with loadings 
greater than .40 are interpreted per Tabachnick and Fidell 
(2007). Table 2 shows constructs, factors and corresponding 
items, loadings, eigenvalues, variance explained, and alpha 
reliability coefficients.

The same factors were present in the data for the second 
pilot survey. Only two items loaded onto different factors 
(both within the construct emotional solidarity) in compar-
ing the factor structure to the first pilot survey. The item “I 
feel affection toward visitors in [destination]” loaded onto 
the factor sympathetic understanding in the second pilot 
survey whereas it initially loaded onto the factor emotional 
closeness. Also, the item “I share ideas with visitors in [des-
tination]” loaded onto emotional closeness, but earlier it 
loaded onto sympathetic understanding.

Reliability improved for factors within the emotional soli-
darity and interaction constructs; however, it decreased 
among shared behavior factors. Reliability for shared beliefs 
remained relatively stable. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients all 
exceeded the acceptable level of .7 as put forth by Lance, 
Butts, and Michels (2006), ranging from .74 to .91. As in the 
first pilot survey, items within each factor were moderately 
to strongly correlated with each other, showing an internal 
consistency among items.

Construct Factor and item description Factor loading Eigenvalue Variance (%) a

 I identify with visitors to Carteret Co. .643
 I share ideas with visitors to Carteret Co. .597
 I understand visitors to Carteret Co. .596
Welcoming visitors 1.399 23.81 .87
 I appreciate visitors for the contribution they make  

 to the local economy
.828

 I am proud to have visitors come to Carteret Co. .812
 I feel the community benefits from having visitors in  

 Carteret Co.
.765

 I treat visitors fair in Carteret Co. .481
Emotional closeness 1.054 20.20 .89
 I feel close to some visitors I have met in Carteret Co. .915
 I have made friends with some visitors in Carteret Co. .861
 I feel affection toward visitors in Carteret Co. .498

Table 1. (continued)
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Table 2. Exploratory Factor Analysis of Durkheim Constructs (SECOND PILOT SURVEY)

Construct Factor and item description Factor loading Eigenvalue Variance (%) a

Shared beliefs 59.79
Preservation of area 3.412 38.88 .85
 An appreciation for the Lowcountry .844
 Respect for nature within Beaufort Co. .834
 Belief that preserving local way of life in Beaufort  

 Co. is important
.670

 Belief that Beaufort Co. is a unique place .658
 Belief that Beaufort Co. is a great place to vacation .635
Amenities of area 1.491 20.91 .79
 Belief that there is a wide variety of dining choices  

 throughout the county
.916

 Belief that there is a wide variety of entertainment  
 choices throughout the county

.704

Shared behavior 69.36
Beach activities 6.079 21.56 .91
 Relaxing on the beach .924
 Taking a walk on the beach .844
 Swimming in the ocean .756
Cultural heritage activities 1.819 19.62 .87
 Sightseeing .868
 Visiting historic sites .790
 Taking local tours .753
 Visiting natural areas .527
Outdoor recreation activities 1.676 17.17 .90
 Inshore boating .915
 Offshore boating .815
 Inshore fishing .744
Local patronage activities 1.276 11.01 .74
 Shopping at local merchant stores .723
 Shopping at grocery stores .688
 Dining at local restaurants .439

Interaction 70.63
Interaction 3.531 70.63 .89
 During off-peak vacation season .627
 During peak vacation season .592
 During the week .589
 During holidays .555
 On the weekend .473

Emotional solidarity 67.95
Sympathetic understanding 6.130 27.84 .91
 I identify with visitors in Beaufort Co. .917
 I have a lot in common with Beaufort Co. visitors .832
 I feel affection toward visitors in Beaufort Co. .751
 I can trust visitors to Beaufort Co. .656
 I understand visitors to Beaufort Co. .481
Emotional closeness 1.671 21.66 .91
 I feel close to some visitors I have met in Beaufort Co. .908
 I have made friends with some visitors in Beaufort Co. .813
 I share ideas with visitors in Beaufort Co. .724
Welcoming visitors 1.225 18.45 .78
 I am proud to have visitors come to Beaufort Co. .827
 I treat visitors fair in Beaufort Co. .618
 I appreciate visitors for the contribution they make to  

 the local economy
.580

 I feel the community benefits from having visitors in  
 Beaufort Co.

.570
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Confirmation of Factor Structure  
across Durkheim Scales

In an effort to confirm the factor structure from the EFA  
procedures and further develop scales of shared beliefs, 
shared behavior, interaction, and emotional solidarity, con-
firmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used. It is often useful  
to use EFA and CFA in conjunction with one another. 
According to Fabrigar et al. (1999), “an EFA can be con-
ducted in an initial study to provide a basis for specifying a 
CFA model in a subsequent study” (p. 277). In effect, an EFA 
is used for describing, summarizing, or reducing data to 
make them understandable, whereas CFA tests hypotheses 
about population factor structures based on sample data 
(Hurley et al. 1997).

Study site and sample selection. Nestled in the coastal Low-
country of South Carolina, Beaufort County is home to 
numerous natural and cultural amenities for residents and 
tourists alike. Hilton Head Island, Bluffton, and Beaufort  
are the three main destination cities within the county. In 
addition to the Atlantic Ocean, numerous rivers converge in 
Beaufort County, making it ideal for outdoor recreational 
opportunities (i.e., birding, fishing, boating, kayaking, etc.). 
In the way of cultural resources, both Bluffton and Beau-
fort are home to historic districts listed on the National 
Historic Register, with some structures dating back to the 
early 1700s. Just east of Beaufort is the Penn Center, one of 
the first schools in the United States created for freed slaves, 
which is still functioning (Rowland, Moore, and Rogers 
1996). And then of course there are 13 miles of sandy beaches 
on Hilton Head Island along with various retail, dining, and 
lodging opportunities for family vacationers.

Beaufort County ranked third in the state in 2007 with 
$1.03 billion in domestic travel expenditures (Travel Indus-
try Association of America 2008). The country overall is 
bursting at the seams with residential tourism development 
to accommodate a 21.8% increase in new residents over the 
last eight years (U.S. Census Bureau 2008) and at least 3 mil-
lion annual visitors (Hill and Hill, 2004). With such a wealth 
of visitors to the county, tourism is one of the largest employ-
ers, directly creating 13,230 jobs (Travel Industry Association 
of America 2008).

Permanent resident heads of household (or spouse) aged 
18 years and older in Beaufort County comprised the sample 
for this portion of the study. In August and September 2007, 
an onsite self-administered survey instrument was distrib-
uted door-to-door throughout the county using a multistage 
cluster sampling scheme (Babbie 2007). Initially, Beaufort 
County was reduced to census tracts formulated by the U.S. 
Census Bureau to comprise homogenous clusters of resi-
dents based on similar sociodemographic variables. At that 
point, census tracts were selected using a random numbers 
table. Within each of those selected census tracts, block 
groups (a further refinement of sociodemographic variables) 

were selected using a random numbers table. Beginning in 
randomly selected locations within the block groups, every 
kth house was contacted to participate. To allow for a greater 
response rate, two return contacts were made to each home 
later the same day to collect completed questionnaires 
(McGehee and Andereck 2004).

Throughout Beaufort County, 1229 homes were visited. 
At roughly half of those homes (n = 517) there was no 
answer. Forty-one of the homes had a head of household that 
was not a permanent resident. At the remaining 671 homes, 
the head of household (or spouse) was contacted and asked 
to participate, of which 117 declined (an 82.6% acceptance 
rate). Of the 554 surveys that were distributed, 455 were 
completed by residents (an 82.1% completion rate). The 
overall response rate (i.e., 455 completed surveys from the 
671 individuals that were contacted) was 67.8%.

Participants were asked to respond and indicate the  
level of agreement (on a 7-point scale of strongly agree to 
strongly disagree) with statements concerning the beliefs 
they shared with tourists (7 items) and feelings they had 
about tourists (12 items). Next, residents were asked to 
respond to statements concerning how often (on a 7-point 
scale of never to always) they interacted with tourists 
(5 items) and participated in common activities in the pres-
ence of tourists (13 items). In this regard, interaction was 
treated as encounters involving some dialogue or visual 
acknowledgment. Sociodemographic questions were asked 
as well.

A descriptive summary of the sample is presented in  
Table 3. Slightly more respondents were female (51.9%), 
with more than three-fourths having at least some college 
education. The average age was 49.7, and 64.6% of the 
sample had lived in Beaufort County for at least 10 years.

Verification of scales. To confirm the factor structure from 
the second pilot survey EFA, CFA of four scales was con-
ducted using the software program EQS 6.1. In so doing, 
one factor along with corresponding items were added until 
each of the 10 factors were added into the model. Request-
ing LaGrange multiplier tests (synonymous with forward 
stepwise regression) after each factor and corresponding 
items were added (Kline 2005), 30 cross-loadings were 
identified along with 56 error covariances. Following 
Byrne (2006), cross-loadings and error covariances were 
removed incrementally using Wald tests (synonymous with 
backward stepwise regression) so as not to alter the chi-
square per degree of freedom by more than 3.84 at the .05 
alpha level (Tabachnick and Fidell 2007). Ultimately every 
cross-loading and error covariance term was removed. 
However, three cross-loadings had to be addressed by 
removing corresponding items (i.e., visiting natural areas, 
trust the behavior of visitors, and share ideas with visitors) 
from the model because by only removing the cross- 
loading, they exceeded the Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) 
cutoff. In the end, the CFA model yielded a comparative fit 
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index (CFI) value of .96 (indicating a reasonably good 
incremental model fit) and a root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA) value of .04 (indicating a close 
absolute model fit) (Hu and Bentler 1999). Table 4 shows 
the final CFA with each of Durkheim’s constructs, factors 
and corresponding items, standardized loadings, t value, 
and alpha reliability coefficients.

Compared to the second pilot survey, nearly identical 
factor structures were present across each of the four 
Durkheim constructs. Shared beliefs was composed of the 
factors preservation of the area (including items pertaining to 
the maintenance of the natural and historic integrity of the 
local area) and amenities of the area (concerning available 
dining and entertainment options). Shared behavior was 
made up of four factors: beach activities (i.e., nonconsump-
tive leisure pursuits involving relaxing and walking on the 
beach and swimming), cultural heritage activities (i.e., those 
behaviors pertaining to the exploration of local history), out-
door recreation activities (i.e., consumptive recreation 
pursuits pertaining to the ocean), and local patronage activi-
ties (i.e., retail purchases of food and goods). The construct 
interaction comprised items concerning how often residents 
and tourists interacted during certain times of the year. 
Emotional solidarity was made up of three factors: emo-
tional closeness (i.e., degree of closeness and established 
friendships), sympathetic understanding (i.e., empathy resi-
dents feel toward tourists), and welcoming visitors (i.e., the 

embrace residents have for tourists based on not only the 
pride they foster and the vibrance their presence brings  
but also the economic contribution they make to the local 
community). Standardized factor loadings for items ranged 
from .513 to .978, with all but four loadings greater than  
.70. According to Fornell and Larcker (1981) factor load-
ings above .70 are ideal. However, Comrey and Lee (1992) 
claim that standardized factor loadings of at least .50 are 
acceptable.

Reliability and validity of scales. To assess the internal con-
sistency of each resulting factor across the four Durkheim 
constructs, maximal weighted alphas (a more robust estimate 
of internal consistency) were requested that weight each alpha 
by factor loadings (Kline 2005). This weighted reliability 
statistic is reported given that alpha assumes equal loadings 
(as in EFA); however, this is never the case in CFA (Byrne 
2006). Maximal weighted alphas ranged from .78 to .99, indi-
cating strong internal consistency. In other words, items within 
each factor were highly correlated with each other.

To determine construct validities for each of the 10 fac-
tors, both convergent validity and discriminant validity were 
assessed. According to Churchill (1977), convergent validity 
demonstrates whether items are able to measure the factor 
that they are supposed to measure, while discriminant valid-
ity “is the extent to which the measure is indeed novel  
and not simply a reflection of some other variable” (p. 70). 
Convergent validity can be detected from the t value of each 
item (Chen and Hsu 2001). In this study, all of the t values 
associated with each loading on their corresponding factors 
exceeded the critical values of 3.29 at the .001 significance 
level (Table 4); thus, the convergent validity of each factor is 
established. To determine discriminant validity, comparisons 
were made between intercorrelations of the factors with the 
square root of the average variance for each of the factors 
(Petrick 2002). According to Fornell and Larcker (1981), the 
square root of the average variance for each factor (also 
known as the variance extracted estimate) should be at least 
.50, indicating that at least 50% of the variance is captured 
by the factor (with rest due to measurement error). Given 
that the square root of the average variance for each factor is 
greater than any of the intercorrelations of the factors sug-
gests that each factor has discriminant validity (Table 5).

Discussion and Conclusion
As Choi and Sirakaya (2005) claim, scale development is 
difficult and time consuming to ensure measures are reliable 
and valid. In developing sound scales, numerous positive 
outcomes result from using rigorous methods of data collec-
tion and analysis. Ultimately scale development contributes 
to the growing theoretical body of knowledge within tourism 
and travel research. One of the most important contribu-
tions a researcher can make to his or her field, according to 
Wanhill (1995), is the development of theory, which can 

Table 3. Descriptive Summary of Participants

Sociodemographic Variable n %

Age (n = 455) 49.7
 18-29  57  8.5
 30-39  76 17.4
 40-49 113 26.3
 50-59  98 22.4
 ≥60 111 25.4
Gender (n = 443)
 Male 213 48.1
 Female 230 51.9
Length of residence (n = 443)
 Less than 10 years 157 35.4
 10-30 years 185 41.8
 More than 30 years 101 22.8
Income (n = 428)
 Less than $20,000  26  6.1
 $20,000-59,999 149 34.7
 $60,000-99,999 139 32.5
 $100,000 or more 114 26.6
Education (n = 442)
 Grade school or some high school   5  1.1
 High school diploma or GED  75 17.0
 Technical, vocational, or trade school  23  5.2
 Some college 132 29.9
 Four-year college 134 30.3
 A graduate degree  73 16.5

 at Texas A&M University - Medical Sciences Library on September 23, 2010jtr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jtr.sagepub.com/


Woosnam and Norman 375

encourage greater theoretical and model testing. Another 
positive outcome of scale development is that by adhering to 
a rigorous procedure of data collection and analysis, research-
ers can produce more reliable and valid measures that can be 

used to further a particular line of research (Netemeyer, 
Bearden, and Sharma 2003).

The purpose of this research was to further develop  
the constructs within Durkheim’s ([1915]1995) emotional 

Table 4. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Durkheim Constructs

 
Construct

 
Factor and item description

Standardized  
factor loading

 
ta

 
a

Shared beliefs
Preservation of area .92
 An appreciation for the Lowcountry .912 14.98
 Respect for nature within Beaufort Co. .831 15.40
 Belief that Beaufort Co. is a unique place .780 12.30
 Belief that Beaufort Co. is a great place to vacation .730 13.09
 Belief that preserving the local way of life in Beaufort Co. is important .713 14.33
Amenities of area .78
 Belief that there is a wide variety of dining choices throughout county .848 15.97
 Belief that there is a wide variety of entertainment choices throughout  

 the county
.759 16.34

Shared behavior
Beach activities .99
 Relaxing on the beach .978 41.34
 Taking a walk on the beach .921 32.96
 Swimming in the ocean .772 20.93
Cultural heritage activities .92
 Sightseeing .917 25.67
 Visiting historic sites .875 21.20
 Taking local tours .769 14.55
Outdoor recreation activities .87
 Inshore boating .834 23.02
 Offshore boating .833 14.50
 Inshore fishing .817 18.03
Local patronage activities .84
 Shopping at local merchants’ stores .857 23.23
 Shopping at grocery stores .691 14.67
 Dining at local restaurants .657 15.21

Interaction
Interaction .90
 On the weekend .839 24.45
 During off-peak vacation season .814 19.89
 During peak vacation season .804 24.88
 During the week .792 20.75
 During holidays .781 20.36

Emotional solidarity
Emotional closeness .88
 I feel close to some visitors I have met in Beaufort Co. .940 25.24
 I have made friends with some visitors in Beaufort Co. .832 18.59
Sympathetic understanding .91
 I identify with visitors in Beaufort Co. .885 23.32
 I have a lot in common with Beaufort Co. visitors .803 19.85
 I feel affection toward visitors in Beaufort Co. .774 17.34
 I understand visitors in Beaufort Co. .664 13.82
Welcoming visitors .85
 I am proud to have visitors come to Beaufort Co. .877 20.40
 I feel the community benefits from having visitors in Beaufort Co. .773 13.39
 I appreciate visitors for the contribution they make to the local economy .687 15.70
 I treat visitors fair in Beaufort Co. .513 10.95

aAll t tests were significant at p <.001.
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solidarity theoretical framework. In doing so, scales for each 
of the theoretical constructs were developed and measures of 
reliability and validity were assessed following the proce-
dure developed by Churchill (1979) and most recently used 
by Choi and Sirakaya (2005) and Netemeyer, Bearden, and 
Sharma (2003). The scale development process began with 
generating items for the four theoretical constructs based on 
qualitative data analysis results from focus group partici-
pants and existing literature. Face validity and content 
validity were assessed by way of subjecting all scale items to 
a panel of experts specializing in resident–tourist relation-
ships. At that point, data were collected from two separate 
pilot samples and analyzed using EFA to develop the most 
parsimonious factor structure while explaining the greatest 
variance in each factor. To further refine the scales, a larger 
sample was drawn and a CFA was conducted on the scales. 
The same 10 factors across the four constructs resulted from 
the two EFA analyses as well as the CFA.

Fabrigar et al. (1999) suggests using EFA in the initial 
stages of scale development to explore potential hypothetical 
relationships between factors and items, with CFA used sub-
sequently to validate such relationships. In other words, CFA 
can confirm and refine factor structures initially found within 
the data (Chen and Hsu 2001; Kim and Yoon 2003). This was 
ultimately the case for the 10 factors across the four theoreti-
cal constructs in this study. Nearly the same factor structures 
resulted from the CFA that were found in the second EFA. In 
other words, all of the items in the final CFA loaded onto the 
same factors from the second EFA. In a study developing a 
riverboat gaming impact, Chen and Hsu (2001) presented a 
similar outcome in that factor structures from an initial EFA 
were confirmed through a subsequent CFA.

The results of this study indicate scales for each of the 
four theoretical constructs are both reliable and valid. While 
reliability is important to establish consistent measures, 
validity is equally crucial in developing scales as it signifies 
that an empirical measure “adequately reflects the real 
meaning of the concept under consideration” (Babbie 2007, 

p. 146). If you are consistently measuring the wrong con-
struct, your results will be fraught with error and have little 
significant meaning. Each of the four scales was multidi-
mensional, with the exception of the interaction scale. Shared 
beliefs had two dimensions or factors with seven items 
overall. The factor pertaining to preservation of the area is in 
line with the ideologies of preserving cultural and natural 
resources as found throughout the sustainable tourism and 
heritage tourism literature (Hampton 2005; Raymond and 
Brown 2007). Shared behavior had four factors with 12 items 
overall. It is interesting to mention that the three factors per-
taining to more traditional tourist activities (i.e., beach 
activities, cultural heritage activities, and outdoor recreation 
activities) explained the greatest degree of variance in shared 
behavior compared with the factor concerning more every-
day activities (i.e., local patronage activities). This contradicts 
the work of Snepenger et al. (1998, 2003), which conceptual-
izes shared behavior as dining out or retail shopping.

Emotional solidarity had 10 items across the three sub-
scales. The resulting multidimensionality of emotional 
solidarity refutes the work of Gronvold (1988), who pro-
posed the construct was unidimensional. In effect, this study 
supports the notion by Bahr et al. (2004) that the concept of 
emotional solidarity is indeed too robust to conceive as uni-
dimensional with limited items. The interaction construct 
was however unidimensional with five items. This adds to 
the work of some researchers (see Akis, Peristianis, and 
Warner 1996; Rothman 1978; Sirakaya, Teye, and Sonmez 
2002) who measured interaction with single items. Accord-
ing to Churchill (1979), “No single item is likely to provide 
a perfect representation of the concept [in question]” (p. 68).

Implications
Nearly a century has passed since Durkheim ([1915]1995) 
first conceived of his theoretical model of emotional solidar-
ity. Despite many sociologists abandoning the framework 
(Pope and Johnson 1983), some researchers have held on to 

Table 5. Discriminate Validity Analysis from CFA

Factors 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

 1. Preservation of area .63a         
 2. Amenities of area .44b .65        
 3. Beach activities .05 .06 .80       
 4. Cultural heritage activities .11 .10 .49 .73      
 5. Outdoor recreation activities .13 .03 .44 .37 .69     
 6. Local patronage activities .23 .26 .53 .48 .35 .55    
 7. Sympathetic understanding .17 .12 .08 .28 .02 .20 .62   
 8. Emotional closeness .16 .20 .09 .23 .18 .27 .61 .79  
 9. Welcoming visitors .30 .15 .06 .19 .05 .26 .52 .45 .53 
10. Interaction .06 .16 .30 .23 .23 .38 .25 .34 .20 .65

aThe bold diagonal elements are the square root of the variance shared between the factors and their measures (average variance extracted).
bOff diagonal elements are the correlations between factors. For discriminant validity, the diagonal elements should be larger than any other 
corresponding row or column entry.
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the concept of emotional solidarity through the use of single 
measures. In response to Fish (2002), this article sought to 
move closer to testing Durkheim’s model by developing 
each of the constructs. This research offers a novel theoreti-
cal framework in which to examine the potentially intimate 
relationships between residents and tourists, not only in des-
tinations within developed countries but also developing 
countries (where there is a greater potential for intimacy to 
occur between hosts and their guests).

This research highlights the multidimensionality of emo-
tional solidarity (i.e., emotional closeness, sympathetic 
understanding, and welcoming of visitors), which adds to the 
work of Harwood (2000) and Lin and Harwood (2003) who 
measured the construct as degree of closeness. It is interest-
ing to note the emergence of sympathetic understanding (or 
empathy), which indicates a major component of residents 
experiencing emotional solidarity with tourists includes 
understanding what it is like to be a tourist. Individuals’ level 
of empathy in the context of tourism has received some 
attention in the recent past (see Kohn 1997 and Tuulentie 
2007), especially concerning second homeowners who, in a 
sense, live in both worlds, of resident and tourist.

As alluded to earlier, it is impossible to explain the rela-
tionship between residents and tourists solely through 
emotional solidarity. Teamed with other theoretical frame-
works, emotional solidarity can provide new ways to 
examine the relationship. For instance, the theory of emo-
tional solidarity may be a way to help explain the way in 
which social representations are transmitted or shared 
between individuals. In addition, the process of social 
exchange between resident and tourists may be better 
explained through shared beliefs about the area and shared 
behavior occurring onsite.

Limitations and Future Research
While numerous measures of validity (i.e., face, content, 
convergent, and discriminant) were assessed, alternative 
measures such as criterion validity were not. This is due in 
part to two reasons. First, criterion validity tells us whether 
a measure behaves as expected in relation to other con-
structs (Netemeyer, Bearden, and Sharma 2003). Given the 
novelty of these scales, it was difficult to find measures that 
would correspond to another measure of interest. As Babbie 
(2007) claims, “Sometimes it’s difficult to find behavioral 
criteria that can be taken to validate measures directly” (p. 
148). Second, it was our intent to assess criterion validity 
through the next phase of this research, examining the pre-
dictive nature of each construct in Durkheim’s ([1915]1995) 
model. Ultimately, each scale needs further validation in 
this regard.

Only residents’ responses were included in this study. As 
a result, the researchers relied solely on residents’ percep-
tions of shared beliefs, shared behavior, interaction, and 

emotional solidarity with tourists. One way to remedy this is 
to conduct a comparable study examining each construct 
from the tourists’ perspective regarding each of Durkheim’s 
constructs.

As destinations continue to grow like Beaufort County, 
South Carolina, which is reflective in the 10% increase from 
2006 to 2007 in domestic travel expenditures and the nearly 
25% increase in residents since 2000, it is now more impera-
tive than ever to assess how residents feel about tourists in 
their community. Furthermore, there is a need to see the 
degree of emotional solidarity residents have with tourists in 
the way of sympathetic understanding, emotional closeness, 
and welcoming of visitors—the three main dimensions of 
emotional solidarity. We already know that residents by and 
large support tourism development (see Harrill 2004; McGe-
hee and Andereck 2004 for an exhaustive review), but we 
need to determine how residents feel about tourists them-
selves. One apparent way to do this is to use the developed 
objective measures of Durkheim’s ([1915]1995) framework. 
With scales developed for each of Durkheim’s constructs, it 
makes logical sense to now test the framework to determine 
whether shared beliefs, shared behavior, and interaction pre-
dict emotional solidarity. Such a study (Woosnam and 
Norman, research in progress) is currently being undertaken. 
In addition, research is needed to focus on emotional solidar-
ity from the tourists’ perspectives. At that point, it may be 
interesting to examine the degree of emotional solidarity 
between residents and tourists in destinations with varying 
degrees of tourism development, perhaps destinations at dif-
ferent stages within Butler’s (1980) life cycle.
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