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In an effort to attract tourists, rural communities promote their festivals that are
unique to the area and local culture. An examination of impacts beyond those of a
monetary nature is rarely undertaken by these communities. Furthermore, the role that
the relationship between residents and tourists plays in explaining perceived impacts
of these festivals is nonexistent. The current work utilizes the Emotional Solidarity
Scale in an effort to predict Caldwell, Texas, residents’ perceived impacts of hosting
the Kolache Festival through the Festival Social Impact Attitude Scale. Results reveal
strong measures of reliability and validity for each scale. Considering the relationship
between emotional solidarity and perceived impacts of the festival, results showed that
Emotional Solidarity Scale factors explained a considerable degree of variance (i.e.,
29% to 36%) in the resulting Festival Social Impact Attitude Scale factors. Theoretical
and practical implications are discussed along with limitations and opportunities for
future research concerning this line of research.

KEYWORDS: Emotional Solidarity Scale; Festival Social Impact Attitude Scale;
confirmatory factor analysis;, multiple linear regression, residents;
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INTRODUCTION

Tourists are drawn to destinations in celebration of local customs, beliefs,
history, cuisine, culture, sports, and so on (Getz, 2008). For this reason, volumes
have been dedicated to the research investigating concepts of intercultural
exchange, acculturation, and even impacts surrounding festivals and events
within the tourism and anthropology literature (see Getz, 2013; Smith & Brent,
2001). According to Uysal, Gahan, and Martin (1993, p. 5), festivals can be
thought of as “the cultural resources of an area that make possible the successful
hosting of visitors.” More specifically, cultural heritage festivals emulate
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cultural traditions or mark a religious or historical occasion associated with the
community staging the festival (Arcodia & Robb, 2000).

Visitors are fascinated with the celebration of traditions and heritage, so
much so that many select to visit a location based on the timing of festivals
(Barrio, Devesa, & Herrero, 2012; Herrero, Sanz, Bedate, & Barrio, 2012). As a
result, destinations create, market, and promote their local festivals to potential
tourists, whether day visitors or overnight guests, in an effort to boost local rev-
enue for businesses and the tax base for the community. In fact, festivals are so
prevalent throughout the United States and Canada that it may be the exception
to find a local town or city that does not have at least one festival dedicated to
either the preservation of local heritage and customs and/or the generation of
new revenue. Of course, with that said, the smaller the destination, the greater
the role festivals play in attracting tourists and their spending (Huang, Li, & Cai,
2010; Lee, 2014). A greater likelihood also exists in such destinations of feeling
the various other forms of impacts that come with hosting visitors in a finite,
confined space (Gursoy, Kim, & Uysal, 2004).

It is in these smaller destinations where festivals provide unique opportuni-
ties for residents to display their rich heritage, local traditions, ethnic back-
grounds, and cultural landscapes to tourists, all the while providing opportunities
for such visitors to experience an authentic (or authentically staged) cultural
atmosphere and meet local residents (McKercher, Mei, & Tse, 2006). However,
hosting community festivals has some form of benefit or cost for every indi-
vidual or community involved. These inextricably linked impacts come in the
shape of positive and/or negative economic, social, and environmental conse-
quences for host communities (Pranic, Petric, & Cetinic, 2012).

Unfortunately, studies collectively examining community residents’ attitudes
of social, cultural, economic, and environmental impacts of community-based
events or festivals is somewhat lacking within the literature (Zhou & Ap, 2009).
As Woosnam, Van Winkle, and An (2013) and Deery and Jago (2010) assert,
most research concerning impacts of festivals considers economic aspects but
ignores the social and cultural impacts experienced by community residents.
Beyond this, the extant literature surrounding social and cultural impacts of
events or festivals remains largely descriptive with a focus on examining how
such impacts are perceived across various residents’ sociodemographic and
socioeconomic indicators (see Bagiran & Kurgun, 2013; Fredline, Jago, &
Deery, 2003; Rollins & Delamere, 2007; Small, 2007; Woosnam et al., 2013).
What is lacking is an examination of measures outside of the resident, which
involve perceptions of the relationship with visitors that would potentially serve
to help explain why residents perceive the impacts they do concerning events
and festivals. Most recently, Woosnam, Aleshinloye, Van Winkle, and Qian
(2014) have put forth the construct of emotional solidarity and its formulated
scale, the Emotional Solidarity Scale (ESS), as a means through which to assess
the relationship between community residents and visitors to area events and
festivals. The aim of this research is then to consider how residents’ emotional
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solidarity with festival visitors relates to the perceptions of the social and cul-
tural impacts of the special event. These social and cultural impacts resulting
from visitors, if not managed for appropriately, according to De Bres and Davis
(2001), can have implications for numerous aspects of community fabric (e.g.,
place identity, community pride and spirit, and community and regional
identity).

LITERATURE REVIEW
Social and Cultural Impacts of Festivals

According to Getz (2010) and Mair and Whitford (2013), impacts—the most
researched topic in the festival literature—has primarily focused on economics.
Reasons for this are likely due to an emphasis on the return on investment and
the fact that many communities view festivals as a viable means of economic
development (Felsenstein & Fleischer, 2003). This is especially true in small
communities, where a town may welcome its largest number of visitors (and the
corresponding tourist expenditures) throughout the year in a few short weekends
when festivals occur. It is only with the advent of the “triple-bottom-line”
approach (i.e., consideration for economic systems, the environment, and peo-
ple; see Tyrrell, Paris, & Biaett, 2013) that we begin to see research embracing
the social-cultural impacts of tourism in general and festivals in particular.

Interestingly enough, the scales utilized within the literature to measure
social-cultural impacts of festivals are somewhat disparate (Woosnam, et al.,
2013). The first scale of its kind was the Festival Social Impact Attitude Scale
(FSIAS) created and validated by Delamere and colleagues (Delamere, 2001;
Delamere, Wankel, & Hinch, 2001). The FSIAS yielded three unique factors:
community benefits, individual benefits, and social costs (Delamere et al., 2001).
Fredline et al. (2003) had also formulated a scale, the Generic Scale to Measure
Social Impacts, which resulted in six factors (i.e., social and economic develop-
ment benefits; concerns about justice and inconvenience, impact on public facil-
ities, impacts on behavior and environment; long-term impact on community;
and impact on prices of some goods and services). Most recently, Small (2007)
established the Social Impact Perception Scale, yielding six factors as well:
inconvenience, community identity and cohesion, personal frustration, enter-
tainment and socialization opportunities, community growth and development,
and behavioral consequences. Despite these more recent scales, the FSIAS
remains more utilized (see Rollins & Delamere, 2007; Woosnam et al., 2013). In
fact, Bagiran and Kurgun (2013) currently were able to demonstrate sound psy-
chometric properties of the scale, however only found two unique factors—
social benefits and social costs.

Arguably, much of the research that Mair and Whitford (2013) discuss in
their review of impacts research is descriptive (i.e., reporting significant differ-
ences in mean scores across various travel and demographic variables). To date,
however, the literature surrounding event tourism has, by and large, not



590 JOURNAL OF HOSPITALITY & TOURISM RESEARCH

considered many predictor variables in explaining variance of social-cultural
impact factors resulting from the scales mentioned. Of 11 potential predictors,
Delamere (2001) found that only three items (i.e., satisfaction with role of festi-
val in community, community providing opportunities to be with friends and
relatives, and previous visitation) served as significant predictors of FSIAS fac-
tors. Yolal, Cetinel, and Uysal (2009) found that four motivation factors signifi-
cantly predicted only one social impact factor (i.e., community cohesion and
social benefits) from their scale of perceived socioeconomic benefits. In seeking
to explain variance in perceived impacts of festivals, we rarely, if ever see in the
literature how existing relationships or degree of perceived emotional closeness
between residents and tourists plays a role. In fact, absent is the conversation of
any relationship, positive or negative, between residents of a community and
destination visitors in explaining how members of the former group perceives
visitor impacts.

Emotional Solidarity and Festivals

Implicit within the research focused on festival impacts is the idea that resi-
dents and tourists are separate from one another—as members of the “in” and
“out” group (Griffiths & Sharpley, 2012). Fewer occasions occur where indi-
viduals assume the same role (i.e., second homeowners), but by and large, some
degree of separation exists between those within the community and those out-
side. Given that festivals can be considered a form of event tourism (Getz,
2013), such an idea can be likened to the idea of the “self” versus “other” that
has been considered within the anthropology of tourism literature (Wearing,
Stevenson, & Young, 2010). In response to such an approach, Woosnam and
colleagues (see Woosnam & Norman, 2010; Woosnam, Norman, & Ying, 2009)
have put forth the notion of emotional solidarity among residents and tourists in
an effort to examine, not only the relationship in general between representa-
tives of each party but also a degree of commonality.

In a basic sense, emotional solidarity is the feeling of solidarity binding indi-
viduals together in creating a “we” sentiment as opposed to “me versus you”
view (Jacobs & Allen, 2005). For all intents and purposes, the construct pertains
to the degree of identification one feels with another. While a majority of the
work surrounding emotional solidarity is found in the social psychology and
sociology literature (owing to the fact that the construct originated from the writ-
ings of the classical sociologist, Emile Durkheim (1915/1995) and his Elementary
Forms of the Religious Life, as of late, strides have been made to apply the con-
struct (through the ESS) and framework in the tourism literature (Woosnam
et al., 2009; Woosnam & Norman, 2010). In most of the work, either the emo-
tional solidarity theoretical model is put forth and tested (Woosnam et al., 2009;
Woosnam & Norman, 2010; Woosnam & Aleshinloye, 2013) or some degree of
emotional solidarity is compared between residents of and tourists to destina-
tions (Woosnam, 2011). Only in one instance within the tourism literature,
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however, has the construct been considered an antecedent of other variables,
which is likely a function of its recent application within the field. Woosnam
(2012), examining the role of emotional solidarity in relation to residents’ atti-
tudes about tourism development, found that all three ESS factors (i.e., welcom-
ing nature, emotional closeness, and sympathetic understanding) significantly
predicted the two Tourism Impact Attitude Scale factors, explaining 29% and
37% of the variance in the factors.

While research concerning emotional solidarity between residents and tour-
ists has taken place in the context of general tourism studies, rarely has the
construct been examined in a setting involving festival tourism (see Woosnam
et al., 2014). Furthermore, emotional solidarity has not been considered a poten-
tial predictor of perceived festival impacts among individuals residing in the
hosting community. Therefore, the purpose of this article is twofold: (1) to
examine the factor structures (and psychometric properties) of both the ESS and
the FSIAS, and (2) to determine whether resulting ESS factors can significantly
predict resulting FSIAS factors within numerous models.

METHOD
Study Context

The rural and agricultural Texas town of Caldwell (situated roughly an hour
east of the capital city, Austin) has been home to the Kolache Festival since
1984. The kolache, a yeast pastry prepared either with a jam/jelly on top or a
sausage (along with cheese and jalapefios) baked inside, has long been consid-
ered a unique Czech food item representative of the cultural heritage in and
around the east-central region of Texas. In fact, nearly every small town through-
out the region will have at least three businesses: a post office, a gas station, and
a bakery—serving fresh kolaches for breakfast.

The festival, with its growing popularity, has most recently attracted approxi-
mately 20,000 visitors to Caldwell during the second weekend of September
(Burleson County Chamber of Commerce, personal communication, June 18,
2014). That number has remained fairly stable since 2010, according to the
Chamber representative. Such number of visitors has the potential to impact
(positively or negatively) the 4,104 residents (U.S. Census Bureau, 2014) living
in Caldwell. During the 2-day festival, a host of events occur that include a tra-
ditional Czech dinner (occurring on Friday night that signals the start of the
festival), authentic music and dancing, a parade of Czech costumes, a state
championship kolache bake show (where bakeries come from throughout the
state to participate), kolache-eating competitions, the crowning of the “Miss
Kolache Festival,” and a host of other activities involving craft artisans, food
vendors, games, antique car shows, and so on.

With the festival occurring in the town square (e.g., an area the size of §-10
city blocks, depending on the year), many people converge on the adjacent resi-
dential areas, parking in lawns, leaving behind trash, and so on, causing some
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individuals to question the impact of the festival. Of course, the opposite per-
spective is shared by residents as well, whereby “many residents have grown up
with it [the festival] and are used to it; in fact, many of the Caldwell High School
classes plan their reunions around the weekend so they come back” (Burleson
County Chamber of Commerce, personal communication, June 18, 2014). Such
sentiments provide an appropriate destination whereby to assess the positive and
negative impacts of the festival and consider the role that residents’ solidarity
with visitors plays in forming perceptions of the impacts.

Data Collection and Sampling

Caldwell resident heads-of-household or their spouses comprised the sample
for this research. For five weekends following the festival in September and
October, a research team comprised 10 individuals visited 986 of the potential
1,503 households in Caldwell. This number was arrived at following a multi-
stage cluster sampling scheme (Babbie, 2014) that reduced the town to census
tracts and then block groups. At 509 of the 986 homes visited, no one answered
the door, so the researcher proceeded to the next adjacent home, in an effort to
allay any potential for nonresponse bias. Such an approach is common practice
in conducting on-site survey-based research that involves contacting individuals
at their place of residence (Groves & Couper, 1998). At the remaining 477
homes, the head-of-household or their spouse was contacted and asked to par-
ticipate. Sixty-one declined to participate (an 87.2% acceptance rate). From the
416 questionnaires that were distributed, researchers (whom returned twice later
the same day) collected 348 completed by residents (an 83.7% completion rate),
yielding an overall response rate of 73.0%.

Instrument and Data Analysis

The questionnaire used in data collection was comprised of six sections,
including measures assessing demographics, sense of community, satisfaction
with life, personal values, perceived impacts of the festival, and emotional soli-
darity. Only the last two measures were considered for analysis within the cur-
rent article: emotional solidarity between residents was measured through the
10-item ESS and perceived impacts were measured using the 25-item FSIAS.

Prior to analysis, data were examined for outliers following both univariate
and multivariate screening techniques. For univariate screening, each of the ESS
and FSIAS items were standardized using z-scores and resulting scores were
examined to make sure they fell within the +£3.29 cutoff suggested by Tabachnick
and Fidell (2013). If scores exceeded this figure, raw data for individual cases
were transformed one unit lower than the highest figure still within the 3.29
cutoff. Only six cases had to be transformed following this criteria. Mahalanobis
Distance was then requested to determine if multivariate outliers existed within
the data set. No cases were found to be problematic. To examine the first
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purpose of this article, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted on
each scale in an effort to assess factor structure and psychometric properties.
Multiple linear regression analysis was them undertaken to test whether ESS
factors significantly predicted FSIAS factors.

RESULTS
Resident Profile

The sample of residents primarily comprised females (59.8%) and Caucasians
(66.0%). This latter percentage is somewhat low compared with the 2010 U.S.
Census Bureau figures, which show 74.1% of residents are Caucasians (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2014). In terms of age, participants were fairly evenly distrib-
uted across the five categories (e.g., 18-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, and 60 and
above). Most residents had a high school diploma (29.3%), technical or voca-
tional school degree (24.6%), or an undergraduate degree (33.9%). A compara-
ble percentage of residents indicated they fit into one of the three middle
categories of annual household income, with the largest percentage (28.4%) fall-
ing into the $75,000 to $99,999 category. Sample residents had lived in Caldwell,
on average, for 24 years and had attended the Kolache Festival approximately 11
times prior. These statistics indicate that participants have extensive, first-hand
experience not only in living in the community but also attending the festival.

ESS Factor Structure and Psychometric Properties

Prior to assessing whether residents’ emotional solidarity with Caldwell tour-
ists significantly predicts perceived impacts of the Kolache Festival, CFA was
carried out for both the ESS and FSIAS. The process by which this was done
included a two-step sequence of analysis whereby each factor was added to the
model in a step-wise fashion to first build each scale model using LaGrange
Multiplier (LM) tests in EQS 6.2 (Woosnam & Norman, 2010). The second step
in the process involved examining the ideal model (that included all error param-
eters) to then remove cross-loading items and error covariances from the model
in a backward stepwise manner using Wald tests so as to not violate the Ay?/df
cutoff value of 3.84 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Oftentimes this two-step
sequence of CFA is likened to establishing the measurement model (Kline, 2011)
prior to assessing any structural paths between resulting factors.

Once all error parameters were added to the sixth and final model using LM
tests, 10 error covariances and two cross-loading items were identified and
included in the ideal model. Each of the 12 error parameters was removed in a
manner not compromising to the Ay?/df value, requesting Wald tests. The CFA of
the 10-item ESS resulted in a nearly identical (i.e., factor loadings varied slightly
from previous work) three-factor structure of welcoming nature, emotional
closeness, and sympathetic understanding to previous studies (Woosnam, 2012;
Woosnam & Aleshinloye, 2013): Satorra—Bentler ¥?(32, N = 348) = 52.55,
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p <.001; comparative fit index (CFI) = .97, root mean square error of approxi-
mation (RMSEA) = .04. According to Kline (2011), each of these absolute and
incremental model fit indices exhibit good fit of the data.

As can be deduced from Table 1, factor loadings all exceeded a threshold of
.75. Beyond this, calculated composite reliabilities ranged from .91 to .93, indi-
cating sound internal consistency in the factor structure. Construct validity was
demonstrated by all ¢ values associated with factor loadings being significant
(p <.001) and exceeding the critical value of 3.29 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013;
i.e., convergent validity) as well as average variance extracted among ESS fac-
tors exceeding 0.50 and the factor correlations (i.e., discriminant validity).

FSIAS Factor Structure and Psychometric Properties

An identical CFA procedure was undertaken to assess the factor structure of
the FSIAS. Following the ninth model that was developed utilizing LM tests to
identify error parameters, 67 error covariances and 9 cross-loading items were
included to formulate the ideal model. At that point, to trim the model, Wald
tests were requested and each of the 76 error parameters were removed safely so
as not to violate the Ay?/df value. A three-factor structure (e.g., community ben-
efits, individual benefits, and social costs) resulted from the CFA for the 25-item
FSIAS: Satorra—Bentler ¥2(272, N=348)=501.71, p <.001; CFI= .92, RMSEA =
.05. Again, much like with the ESS, the same factor structure resulted as in pre-
vious studies (Woosnam et al., 2013), with slight disparities in factor loading
values (see Table 2).

With that said, standardized factor loadings were exceptionally high, with all
but one item (i.e., “The festival leads to disruption in normal routines of com-
munity residents”; .77) in excess of .80. In tandem with such findings, psycho-
metrics in the way of reliability and validity measures were also high. Composite
reliabilities were either .95 or .96 for the three factors. Construct validity was
demonstrated through the ¢ values for each item being significant (p <.001), and
in excess of the 3.29 critical value as suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell (2013).
Each of the average variance extracted values were also greater than .50 (e.g.,
ranging from .72 to .75) and in excess of any factor correlation value; indicating
discriminant validity of the scale.

Relationship Between ESS Factors and FSIAS Factors

Prior to conducting the multiple linear regression analysis, means for the
resulting ESS and FSIAS factors were calculated by summing each item mean
and dividing by the number of items within each particular factor (see Tables 1
and 2). Means for ESS factors (e.g., welcoming nature, M = 6.48; sympathetic
understanding, M = 5.65; and emotional closeness, M = 4.71) were positive,
falling within either the slightly agree or agree response category. FSIAS means
for the positive factors (e.g., community benefits, M = 6.06; individual benefits,
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Table 1
Confirmatory Factor Analysis? of Emotional Solidarity Scale Items

Standardized Factor Composite
Factor and Corresponding ltem  Mean® Loading (t Value®) Reliability =~ AVEd

Welcoming nature 6.48 .93 .74
| am proud to have festival 6.47 .90 (10.47)
visitors come to Caldwell
| feel the community benefits 6.52 .90 (8.99)
from having festival visitors
in Caldwell
| appreciate visitors for the 6.52 .85 (9.73)

contribution they make to
the local economy

| treat festival visitors fairly 6.41 .79 (8.03)
Emotional closeness 4.71 .93 .87
| feel close to some visitors | 4.65 .95 (17.42)
have met at the festival
| have made friends with 4.77 .91 (17.03)
some visitors | have met at
the festival
Sympathetic understanding 5.65 91 .72
| have a lot in common with 5.60 .89 (16.67)
festival visitors
| identify with festival visitors 5.68 .87 (14.43)
| understand festival visitors 5.73 .84 (13.58)
| feel affection toward festival 5.59 .78 (12.75)
visitors

aSatorra—Bentler y2(32, N = 348) = 52.55; p < .001; comparative fit index = .97; root
mean square error of approximation = .04. bltems were rated on a 7-point scale, where
1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree. °All t tests were significant at p < .001.
dAverage variance extracted, or AVE, is the square root of the variance shared between
factors and their measures; each reported exceeded factor correlation estimates.

M = 5.76) were both rated at the agree level as well. The negative factor (e.g.,
social costs, M = 2.06) fell within the disagree response category. To determine
whether emotional solidarity significantly predicted perceived impacts of the
festival, three multiple linear regression analysis models were run using the
enter function. In each model, one FSIAS factor served as the dependent vari-
able predicted by the three ESS factors (see Table 3).

Each of the three models was significant (p <.001). As a check for multi-
collinearity among the ESS factors (serving as independent variables in each
model), both tolerance and variance inflation factor were requested and shown
to not be problematic. At least one ESS factor significantly predicted three of
the FSIAS factors (Models 1, 2, and 3; see Figure 1). In Model 1, emotional
solidarity (73 34, = 62.31, p < .001, R? = .35) significantly predicted perceived
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Table 2
Confirmatory Factor Analysis@ of FSIAS Items

Standardized Factor Composite

Factor and Corresponding ltem Mean®  Loading (t Value®) Reliability ~ AVEd
Community benefits 6.06 .96 .73
Community identity is enhanced 6.15 .90 (11.75)
through festival
Festival leaves ongoing positive 6.03 .90 (12.58)
cultural impact in community
Festival contributes to sense of 5.99 .88 (14.21)
community well-being
Festival helps me show others 6.00 .85 (12.71)
why my community is unique
and special
Festival helps improve quality of  5.84 .85 (13.65)
life in community
Festival is a celebration of my 6.10 .84 (10.96)
community
Festival enhances image of the 6.20 .84 (11.95)
community
My community gains positive 6.16 .80 (10.12)
recognition as result of festival
Individual benefits 5.76 .95 .72
Residents participating in 5.88 .89 (12.79)

festival have opportunity to
learn new things
| feel a personal sense of 5.80 .87 (15.19)
pride and recognition by
participating in festival

| enjoy meeting festival 5.81 .87 (13.98)
performers/workers
Festival provides opportunities 5.91 .86 (13.55)

for community residents to
experience new activities

Festival acts as a showcase for 5.73 .85 (15.24)
new ideas

Festival contributes to my 5.42 .83 (16.83)
personal health/well-being

Festival provides community 5.76 .81 (12.68)

with opportunity to discover/
develop new cultural skills/
talents
| am exposed to variety of 5.74 .80 (15.28)
cultural experiences through
festival

(continued)
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Table 2 (continued)

Standardized Factor Composite

Factor and Corresponding ltem MeanP Loading (t Value®) Reliability ~ AVEd
Social costs 2.06 .96 .75
Noise levels are increased to 1.97 .92 (15.28)
an unacceptable level during
festival
Festival overtaxes available 2.00 .91 (14.76)
community human resources
My community is overcrowded 2.13 .89 (17.67)
during festival
Car/bus/truck/RV traffic is 2.09 .88 (15.40)

increased to unacceptable
levels during festival

Influx of festival visitors reduces 1.98 .88 (14.08)
privacy we have within our
community

Festival is intrusion into lives of 2.02 .86 (14.50)
community residents

Community recreational facilities  2.03 .85 (13.81)
are overused during festival

Litter is increased to 2.02 .81 (11.78)
unacceptable levels during
festival

Festival leads to disruption in 2.32 .77 (14.56)
normal routines of community
residents

Note. FSIAS = Festival Social Impact Attitude Scale.

aSatorra—Bentler x2(272, N = 348) = 501.71; p < .001; comparative fit index = .92; root
mean square error of approximation = .05. *ltems were rated on a 7-point scale, where
1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree. °All t tests were significant at p < .001.
dAverage variance extracted, or AVE, is the square root of the variance shared between
factors and their measures; each reported exceeded factor correlation estimates.

community benefits. Welcoming nature (t = 8.20, p <.001; p = .44) and sympa-
thetic understanding (t = 2.83, p < .01; B = .15) were significant predictors in
the model. In Model 2, emotional solidarity (£ 34, = 63.43, p <.001, R*> = .36)
significantly predicted individual benefits. Welcoming nature (t = 4.02, p <
.001; B = .21), emotional closeness (t = 5.44, p < .001; B = .29), and sympa-
thetic understanding (t=4.22, p <.001; B = .23) were all significant predictors
in the model. Finally, in Model 3, emotional solidarity (£ 34, =47.39, p <.001,
R? = 29) significantly predicted social costs. As in Model 1, only welcoming
nature (t = —5.96, p < .001, B = —.33) and sympathetic understanding
(t=-4.34, p <.001, B = —.25) were significant predictors in the model.
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Table 3
Multiple Regression Output

FSIAS Models With ESS Factors? B B t Tolp VIFe
Model 1: FSIAS Community benefits (F = 62.31, p < .001, R2 = .35)
Welcoming nature 0.55 0.44 8.20™* 0.664 1.514
Emotional closeness 0.08 0.10 1.84 0.68 1.47
Sympathetic understanding 0.15 0.15 2.83* 0.64 1.57
Model 2: FSIAS Individual benefits (F = 63.43, p < .001, R2 = .36)
Welcoming nature 0.33 0.21 4.02**
Emotional closeness 0.28 0.29 5.44*
Sympathetic understanding 0.28 0.23 422"
Model 3: FSIAS Social costs (F = 47.39, p < .001, R2 = .29)
Welcoming nature -0.49 -0.33 -5.96"**
Emotional closeness -0.05 -0.06 -1.01
Sympathetic understanding -0.29 -0.25 —4.34*

Note: ESS = Emotional Solidarity Scale; FSIAS = Festival Social Impact Attitude Scale;
VIF = variance inflation factor.

akach of the ESS and FSIAS items were rated on a 7-point scale, where 1 = strongly
disagree and 7 = strongly agree. bTolerance is a measure that assesses the degree of
multicollinearity in the model. It is defined as 1 minus the squared multiple correlation
of the variable with all other independent variables in the regression equation. °VIF

is another measure that assesses the degree of multicollinearity in the model. VIF is
defined as 1/tolerance; and is always greater than 1. 9Same tolerance and VIF across
each of the three models given the same three ESS factors were considered predictors
in each model.

**p <.01. **p < .001.

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

It goes without saying that any inferential statistical analysis must initially be
preceded by an examination of psychometric properties of each multiitem mea-
sure so as to make sure what is being measured is both reliable and valid
(DeVellis, 2012). In both instances of addressing such estimates for the ESS and
FSIAS, each scale exhibited sound properties. Such findings are in keeping with
reliability estimates for the ESS (Woosnam, 2012; Woosnam & Norman, 2010)
and the FSIAS (Delamere, 2001; Rollins & Delamere, 2007). While the ESS has
been shown to exhibit high validity estimates (Woosnam, 2011; 2012; Woosnam
& Norman, 2010), research (Bagiran & Kurgun, 2013; Delamere, 2001; Rollins
& Delamere, 2007) has neglected to examine construct validity of the FSIAS.
The current study provides strong evidence justifying the continued use of each
scale in subsequent work.

As can be seen from Table 3 and Figure 1, residents’ emotional solidarity
with tourists explained a high degree of variance (i.e., 29% to 36% across the
three models) in the perceptions they have of the impacts resulting from hosting
the Kolache Festival. These results are consistent with what Woosnam (2012)
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Figure 1
Significant Relationships Between ESS and FSIAS Factors Based
on Multiple Regression

ESS factors FSIAS factors

Community Benefits

Individual Benefits

B =0.44%*

Welcoming Nature

B=0.21%r*

B = 0.20%x*

Emotional Closeness

B=0.16%*
B =0.23%xx

Sympathetic
Understanding

B =-0.25%**

Note: B = standardized regression coefficients; ESS = Emotional Solidarity Scale; FSIAS =
Festival Social Impact Attitude Scale.
**p <.01.*p < .001.

found in the ESS explaining a comparable degree of variance in tourism impacts.
In fact, of the nine structural paths (examined through regression analysis), only
two were not significant, both of which included emotional closeness as the
antecedent factor in Models 1 and 3. This can potentially be explained by the
fact that this ESS factor is likely a higher order of solidarity than the other two
factors, reserved for only those who feel the most intimate of relationships with
tourists (Merz, Schuengel, & Schulze, 2007; Woosnam & Aleshinloye, 2013).
Based on previous findings by Woosnam and colleagues (Woosnam, 2011, 2012;
Woosnam & Aleshinloye, 2013), it is inferred that the factor, emotional close-
ness indicates a higher order of solidarity among individuals given respondents
consistently rate items within the factor low. Future work should focus on exam-
ining whether aspects of interaction (e.g., frequency and extent) with another
and previous attendance at the festival play a role in respondents’ perceptions of
emotional closeness.! For instance, the greater and more positive the interaction
between individuals, the more likely such individuals might perceive a sense of
closeness with the other.

As could be expected, the direction of regression coefficients in each of the
models is logical and consistent with the work of Woosnam (2012) that found a
positive relationship between each of the ESS factors and the TIAS factors (for
which all the scale items were positively worded). In essence, results from this
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work indicate that the degree of solidarity residents feel with tourists has an
influence on both the positive and negative perceived impacts that the festival
has on the community. Such a finding is supported by the work of Delamere
(2001) and Bagiran and Kurgun (2013) that speak tangentially to the role social
interaction and relationships between residents and tourists play in perceiving
festival impacts.

Implications

Despite much of the emotional solidarity work in the tourism literature hav-
ing tested a model that includes shared beliefs, shared behavior, and interaction
as predictors of emotional solidarity, such a model has not been examined in a
festival context. Results of the current study point to the potential examination
of such a model within the context of festival research. Once the model compa-
rable to that presented in Woosnam and Norman (2010) has been examined, an
additional model that includes the FSIAS as the ultimate outcome dependent
variable (i.e., the ESS serving as a moderator) should be assessed. Such subse-
quent work would provide further potential support for the utilization of the ESS
in the festival literature beyond the work of Woosnam et al. (2014). Expanding
and testing this Durkheimian model of emotional solidarity could potentially
contribute a greater percentage of variance within the factors comprising the
perceived impacts construct.

Practical implications exist for this work as well. As far as Caldwell and the
Burleson County Chamber of Commerce are concerned, the first plan of action
should be to create a press release of the findings so that residents are made
known of the descriptive results pertaining to the ESS and FSIAS items. Beyond
this, brief mention should be made of the inferential results examining the rela-
tionship between emotional solidarity and perceived impacts of the festival.
Given that few likely visit the Burleson County Chamber of Commerce web-
page with great regularity, it might be most appropriate for the Chamber to have
a brief press release in the local newspaper covering some results with a website
address listed so that interested parties could visit to read the more detailed press
release of findings.

Overall, a positive relationship with tourists helps to foster positive percep-
tions of the impacts of the festival. Results reveal that the festival in large part is
not a negative occurrence for the community but rather one that is positive. The
Burleson County Chamber of Commerce (in particular) or any DMO (in gen-
eral) in charge of tourism development should realize that if they want a festival/
special event or any other form of tourism to remain sustainable, efforts need to
be put in place to foster a positive relationship between residents and tourists.
Initially this should take the shape of educating local residents about the benefits
of tourism (and findings from this and other studies). At a later time, DMOs
should collect data from both residents and tourists at festivals and key attrac-
tions throughout the destination to gauge the relationship and determine what
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can be done to foster positive interaction between residents and tourists. This
will go far to plan for sustainable tourism.

Extending beyond Caldwell and the Kolache Festival, implications exist for
festival planners and managers elsewhere. While it may initially appear to be an
exercise in futility or one that could potentially reveal findings contrary to the
mission of the festival or its planners, it is absolutely imperative to assess,
through surveying residents, the impacts of local events or festivals. Not only
does it allow an opportunity to see how existing impacts are perceived but it
provides planners and managers the chance to address issues in an effort to
improve the event or festival. This ultimately makes the event more sustainable.
In addition, it conveys to the community and its residents that their opinions
matter and can potentially reveal that not only is the relationship good with area
visitors but that impacts are manageable. In an ideal situation, findings of such a
study can even be used to promote the event or festival as in the case of Caldwell.

Limitations and Future Research Opportunities

Numerous limitations exist for this research. While this work focused on one
location, additional research should consider the relationships proposed between
constructs in numerous locations, emphasizing destinations at different stages of
development as reflected by Butler’s (1980) life cycle. Such research would
afford opportunities to examine various degrees of intimate relationships as well
as potentially diverse festivals or special events occurring throughout the year.
In undertaking this subsequent work, each of these constructs could potentially
serve as independent variables in the model. Beyond this, future work should
consider the temporal nature of cross-sectional survey data. To alleviate this
concern, longitudinal data should be collected over time (as Huh & Vogt, 2008,
have done most recently) so as to determine if either perceptions of emotional
solidarity or impacts of the festival change and if so, to what magnitude. As
Gursoy, Chi, and Dyer (2010) claim, such perceptions of impacts and attitudes
about tourism development do not remain constant.

Despite composite reliabilities and construct validities indicating exception-
ally sound psychometrics for each scale used in this study, the potential exists
for examining even more stringent measures or estimates of validity—namely,
criterion or predictive validity. As Babbie (2014) contends, such forms are typi-
cally the most difficult for which to provide solid evidence. In many cases this
is due to the novelty of a measure, however given the extensive work surround-
ing each scale, this should be less difficult especially if researchers are inten-
tional in their efforts to include potential predictive measures within their survey
instruments.

The current research marks one of the first times predictor variables of
festival social and cultural impacts yielded significant results. With that said,
a fairly high percentage of variance in impacts was explained through the
ESS and its corresponding factors of welcoming nature, emotional closeness,
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and sympathetic understanding. Future research should seek to expand the
variance explained that may serve to help us understand more about why
people perceive the impacts they do with festivals. In addition to emotional
solidarity, such additional measures may take the shape of residential and
community focused variables (e.g., length of residency, community involve-
ment, community attachment, degree of participation in festivals, etc.), tour-
ism use history (Draper, Woosnam, & Norman, 2011), social distance between
residents and tourists (Tasci, 2009), degree of interaction between members
of each party, and measures concerning the personality of residents. The bot-
tom line of this and similar work is that as long as festivals exist in rural
locales, their impacts will be felt by community members, whether economi-
cally or socioculturally.

NOTE

1. While we did not explicitly measure interaction between residents and festival
visitors, we did ask residents how many years they had attended the festival—a closely
related measure of interaction. Based on results from a simple linear regression analysis,
number of years significantly (p < .05) predicted each item comprised within the emo-
tional closeness factor.
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