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ABSTRACT
This lead article introduces the double special issue dedicated to meth-
odological and theoretical advancements in social impacts of tourism
research. We begin by providing an overview of five key developmental
stages of research within this area: Definitions, typologies, and concep-
tual model development; the advent of case study-based, atheoretical
empirical inquiry; scale design, development, and testing; further scale
development/refinement and theoretical application; and theoretical
model development and testing. Brief evolutionary histories of the
methodological and theoretical advancements of research dedicated to
social impacts of tourism are then discussed. This includes a review of
the most pertinent predictor variables (along with a visual display of
each and key studies) in explaining residents’ perceptions of social
impacts of tourism and a thorough review of most frequently used the-
oretical frameworks. Following this, brief synopses of the articles are
provided along with key themes (e.g. resident-tourist relationships,
social impacts and residents’ attitudes, residents’ empowerment, over-
tourism, and methodologies) and salient points of each work. In closing,
we suggest numerous lines of inquiry that will continue to advance
research into social impacts of tourism. Though these studies were
undertaken prior to the COVID-19 outbreak, we emphasize that future
work should be designed with the pandemic in mind.
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Introduction

The mark of most evolving fields growing out of parent disciplines is a continued advancement
in methodological approaches and theoretical application. In essence, such advancements serve
as the “lifeblood” of efforts that continue to “push the envelope” and ensure we contribute the
most substantive research possible. Moving into the fifth decade of research on social impacts of
tourism, we find ourselves at a pivotal point in time. Arguably, the question to ponder is not, do
we need to advance our field forward but rather, how do we do it? Introspective examination of
our past and present will help us to chart a path forward.

CONTACT Kyle Maurice Woosnam woosnam@uga.edu Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management, University of
Georgia, Athens, Georgia, USA.
#Research Centre for Tourism, Sustainability and Well-being (CinTurs), University of Algarve, Faculty of Economics Campus
de Gambelas, 8005-139 Faro, Portugal
� 2022 Informa UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis Group

JOURNAL OF SUSTAINABLE TOURISM
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2022.2046011

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2022.2046011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2022.2046011
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/09669582.2022.2046011&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2022-03-03
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4484-1082
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2022.2046011
http://www.tandfonline.com


Though we now accept tourism impacts research to encompass inextricably linked social, cul-
tural, environmental, political, and economic aspects, that has not always been the case. The ini-
tial push by impacts researchers focused heavily on economics (Deery et al., 2012), with social,
cultural, and environmental impacts considered secondarily. Over time, we have seen the pendu-
lum swing in the opposite direction, due in part, to multiple factors. Not the least of these is the
realization that financial gain from tourism is not the sole endgame of destinations and their res-
idents (Nunkoo & Gursoy, 2019). This has paved the way for a more widespread acknowledg-
ment of the inextricable link between various impact forms (Mason, 2016). Additionally, we are
seeing fewer studies focusing on destinations where tourism is a new discovery. As a result, eco-
nomic gain does not seem as paramount as the social-cultural, environmental, and political
impacts of tourism, especially given COVID-19 and global matters of justice, war, and climate
change. Finally, we are witnessing a greater appreciation for sustainability (considering the triple-
bottom-line) in tourism across society, industry, and the academy (Ruhanen et al., 2019). This is
evidenced in the burgeoning impact and popularity of the Journal of Sustainable Tourism within
the field. As we find ourselves in a time of great uncertainty due to COVID-19, climate change,
war/armed conflicts and terrorism, and political and racial divides, no time is better than now to
realize the growing need to advance our methodological approaches and theoretical develop-
ment/testing in our social of impacts of tourism research.

The evolution of social impacts of tourism research is marked by five key developmental
stages (Figure 1). Though Deery et al. (2012) highlight some of these stages, we adapted their
approach by reorganizing and reclassifying their proposed stages and adding a newly develop-
ing stage. The groundwork was initially laid for social impacts research through the definition of
key concepts, typologies and conceptual model development, heavily focused on residents’ atti-
tudes. In this first stage, works by Doxey (1975), Rothman (1978), Butler (1980), and Mathieson
and Wall (1982) highlight the heterogeneous perspectives of destination residents in responding
to tourism. In essence, these works are considered seminal by many studying social impacts of
tourism. The second stage marked the beginning of more case study-based empirical work that
delineated divergent resident perspectives of tourism development. During this time, many stud-
ies were atheoretical in nature, employed factor-cluster analysis, or considered a wealth of pre-
dictors of residents’ attitudes (Belisle & Hoy, 1980; Evans-Pritchard, 1989; Liu & Var, 1986; Milman
& Pizam, 1988; Perdue et al., 1990).

Scale design, development and testing residents’ attitudes measures then came about as the
third stage. Arguably, this stage is where we see a more concerted effort made in theory devel-
opment within residents’ attitudes research. During this period, Lankford and Howard (1994)
were credited with arguably the first multidimensional scale, the Tourism Impact Attitude Scale
(TIAS), to measure residents’ perceptions of tourism development. Arguing that the TIAS did not
capture a more holistic perspective of attitudes in the way of sustainability, Ap and Crompton
(1998) created another general scale that encompassed residents’ attitudes of perceived tourism
impacts in the way of social, economic, and environmental aspects.

The fourth stage involved further scale development and refinement as well as greater theor-
etical applications. During this period, we see a shift toward considering social impacts of tour-
ism within the context of sustainability. For instance, Choi and Sirakaya (2005) created the
Sustainable Tourism Attitude Scale (SUS-TAS) and Woosnam and Norman (2010) developed the
Emotional Solidarity Scale (ESS), both of which speak to the growing importance of considering

Figure 1. Social impacts of tourism research development stages (as adapted from Deery et al., 2012).
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how residents’ interactions/relationships with tourists factor into perspectives of tourism develop-
ment. This stage is also marked by greater application of theoretical frameworks, namely the
social exchange theory (see Andereck et al., 2005; Choi & Murray, 2010; Jurowski & Gursoy, 2004;
McGehee & Andereck, 2004).

Over the last decade, we have moved into the most recent stage highlighted by even greater
theoretical model development and testing, with the top four tourism journals either explicitly
or implicitly calling for theoretical application as grounds for publishing. Much of this current
work involves structural equation modeling or other advanced statistical analysis (see Boley
et al., 2014; L�atkov�a & Vogt, 2012; Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2012). In fact, within this stage, we
also see research more often treating social impacts of tourism as an antecedent of outcome var-
iables, such as emotional solidarity (Munanura et al., 2021; Phuc & Nguyen, 2020), receptiveness
toward tourists during COVID-19 (Tilaki et al., 2021; Woosnam et al., 2021), and pro-tourism
behavioral support (Erul et al., 2020; Ribeiro et al., 2017).

To chart a path forward for social impacts of tourism research, this work aims to accomplish
numerous endeavours. To begin, we first highlight both the methodological and theoretical
advancements dating back to the late 1970s. A reflective examination of how we arrived at this
critical juncture is necessary in determining how we move this line of research forward.
Following this, we will showcase the valued contributions of the 22 articles comprising this spe-
cial issue. In closing the article, we will provide various avenues for future research.

Highlighting methodological advancements in assessing social impacts of tourism

Many of us owe a debt of gratitude to Valene Smith for her seminal editorial work, Host and
guest: The anthropology of tourism. The ethnographic work compiled by Smith (1977) truly set
our work in motion concerning social impacts of tourism research from the residents’ perspec-
tives. For it was in this work that we were introduced to definitions of tourism as well as the
beginnings of social-cultural impacts of tourism research, covering economic contributions as
well as social and cultural changes to local communities. By the close of the work, Nunez (1977)
introduced us to the notion of acculturation theory and the realization that acculturation effect
can be more pronounced among local communities and their residents than among those visit-
ing. From a predominantly qualitative standpoint, we began to understand that it is extremely
difficult to disregard the interaction and relationships with tourists in understanding how resi-
dents and their communities are impacted from tourism and its development. Host and guest
also helped pave the way for the argument that perceived impacts of tourism are just as import-
ant to consider as the actual impacts brought on from tourism development. As the late
American political consultant, Lee Atwater was quoted as saying, “perception is reality.” Such a
notion has remained at the center of residents’ attitudes of tourism impacts to date.

Following Smith’s Smith (1977) text, we see a continued focus on conceptual, descriptive and
exploratory work in the early 1980s, with much of this research being quantitative (Nunkoo
et al., 2013) and helping to pave the way for much of the post-positivistic research to follow
(Sharpley, 2014). It should be noted that at that time, we witnessed the creation and develop-
ment of the top tourism journals—Western Council for Travel Research (currently Journal of Travel
Research) launching in 1968, Annals of Tourism Research beginning in 1973; and The International
Journal of Tourism Management (currently Tourism Management) starting in 1980—to disseminate
this burgeoning body of research. To help catapult methodological advancements in social
impacts of tourism forward, two conceptual texts were written. The first of which was Tourism:
Passport to development? Perspectives on the social and cultural effects in developing countries by
de Kadt (1979). In this work, de Kadt discussed the role that host-guest contact play in contribu-
ting to social-cultural impacts. Namely, he mentioned that three primary situations where such
contacts occur: in a commercial context, during an exchange of information, and when sharing
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destination attractions. Shortly after this, Mathieson and Wall (1982) work Tourism: Economic,
physical and social impacts ushered in a greater focus on quantitative measures to assess
impacts. Echoing what others claimed at the time, Mathieson and Wall argued that although the
focus of tourism impacts began as the positive economic impacts for destinations, more research
was needed that focused on the social changes brought about by tourism, even if it highlights
the negative damages. As Henderson (2018) alluded to in her review of the text, the notion of
sustainability is implicit in the work, especially now considering the widespread acceptance of
considering residents’ perspectives of tourism in planning and managing for sustainable tourism.
Of course, this need to focus on sustainability surrounding tourism development was champ-
ioned by the founders of the Journal of Sustainable Tourism, Bill Bramwell and Bernard Lane. The
journal, from its onset, has been deliberate in acknowledging the need for both qualitative and
quantitative methods to tackle complex issues facing sustainable tourism.

Though Mathieson and Wall (1982) reviewed the current state of research at the time under-
taken on residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts, it is rather obvious that much of the quanti-
tative work in this line of research began with rather simplistic analytical techniques in
describing impacts or comparing means of perceived impacts across various groups (i.e. using t-
tests, ANOVAs, etc.) (Nunkoo et al., 2013). Over time, we see a progression of more predictive
models employing linear regression analyses to explain perceived social impacts of tourism
(Sharpley, 2014). With the advent of multiple-item measures to gauge social impacts of tourism,
we began to see segmentation studies employing principal components analysis (PCA)/explora-
tory factor analysis (EFA) and cluster analysis (see Andriotis & Vaughan, 2003; Fredline &
Faulkner, 2000; Madrigal, 1995; Williams & Lawson, 2001). Then we see formal scales developed
and tested to measure social impacts of tourism (Ap & Crompton, 1998; Howard & Lankford). As
we moved into the 2010s and 2020s, it has become more commonplace to see more advanced
predictive models employing Anderson and Gerbing (1988) two-stage analysis involving con-
firmatory factor analysis (CFA) and structural equation modeling (Nunkoo et al., 2013; Sharpley,
2014). Such work tests empirically and/or theoretically deduced models, considering a host of
predictive constructs in explaining perceived social impacts of tourism as well as residents’ sup-
port for tourism. To echo these points above, Nunkoo et al. (2013) reviewed statistical techniques
used in 140 articles (between 1984 and 2010) concerning social impacts of tourism within
Journal of Travel Research, Tourism Management, and Annals of Tourism Research and reported
that the primary techniques (some of which were used in tandem within the same study) used
were: descriptives (65.9%), t-tests/ANOVA (31.2%), PCA/EFA (29.7%), regression/correlation
(26.8%), and CFA/SEM/path analysis (24.6%).

Looking back at the 40-plus years of research surrounding social impacts of tourism research,
we can categorise many of the predictors of residents’ perceptions of social impacts of tourism
into internal, interactive, and external variables (see Deery et al., 2012; Gursoy et al., 2019; Sharpley,
2014) (see Table 1). Internal variables are those that are unique to the residents, oftentimes repre-
sented by psychological measures and socio-demographic concepts. Those that have been used
with some regularity within the literature to predict residents’ social impacts of tourism include
community attachment, economic dependence, empowerment, knowledge of tourism, perceived
benefits/costs of tourism, personal values, place attachment, socio-demographics, and trust.
Interactive variables are those that involve relationship aspects with tourists. Though these variables
(i.e. emotional solidarity, degree of interaction, and social distance) have received less attention,
they are gaining some momentum as of late. External variables involve measures that are specific
to the destination and include density of tourists/tourism development, destination stage of tour-
ism development, distance from the tourism zone, nature/type of tourists/tourism, and seasonality.

Though quantitative research methods and analysis have received the lion’s share of attention
within social impacts of tourism research, such a trajectory may be slowing down, in favor of a
mixed methods approach. As Hadinejad et al. (2019) argue, “There is also a lack of use of mixed
methods to collect and analyse data on residents’ attitudes literature based on a pragmatic
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approach…mixed methods can provide both subjective and objective analyses of residents’
perceptions” (p. 159). We see a mixed methods approach growing in support as Tourism
Management has made it a requirement that publications now incorporate multiple forms of
data. On their “guide for authors” webpage, Tourism Management (2021) states that,

In the case of manuscripts based on a quantitative analysis using data derived from a single survey, such
papers should be accompanied by supplementary materials such as interviews, data from another survey to
permit comparative or longitudinal analysis, or similar supplementary datasets to provide further insights
into the quantitative data analysis. This also applies to panel data unless evidence is provided that the
panel data are representative of pertinent populations.

Evidence of mixed methods research in social impacts of tourism research is highlighted
through the review of articles employing such a design within the leading tourism journals
between 1998 and 2019 (Molina-Azor�ın & Font, 2016; Truong et al., 2020) as well as throughout
the work within this special issue (Stylidis & Terzidou, 2021, Fan et al., 2020, and Mart�ın-Mart�ın
et al., 2020). From a pragmatic standpoint, the methods one employs are largely contingent upon
whether the intent of the research is on theoretical development or theoretical testing. In either
case, advancing theory is crucial for the continued evolution of social impacts of tourism research.

Highlighting theoretical advancements in assessing social impacts of tourism

For the better part of two decades (1984–2003), research centered on social impacts of tourism
was largely atheoretical, driven by imminent problems faced by industry practitioners (Gursoy &
Nunkoo, 2019; Nunkoo et al., 2013). Though the work surrounding social impacts of tourism has
struggled in theoretical application, Ward and Berno (2011) contend that a preponderance of work
employing theoretical perspectives have focused on the social exchange theory. This was echoed

Table 1. Predictor variables in explaining residents’ perceptions of social impacts of tourism.

Classification (Variable) Key Studies

Internal
Community attachment Andereck et al., 2005; Chen & Chen, 2010; Eslami et al.,

2019; McCool & Martin, 1994;
Economic dependence Brougham & Butler, 1981; Smith & Krannich, 1998; Snaith &

Haley, 1999; Wang & Pfister, 2008
Empowerment Boley et al., 2014; Joo et al., 2020
Knowledge of tourism Davis et al., 1988; Joo et al., 2020
Perceived benefits/costs of tourism Ap, 1992; L�atkov�a & Vogt, 2012; McGehee & Andereck,

2004; Wang & Pfister, 2008
Personal values Choi & Murray, 2010; Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2009
Place attachment Chen & Dwyer, 2018; Eus�ebio et al., 2018; Lee et al., 2020;

Stylidis, 2018
Socio-demographics (age, gender, education, etc.) Fredline & Faulkner, 2000; Huh & Vogt, 2008; Mason &

Cheyne, 2000; Sharma & Dyer, 2009; Snaith & Haley,
1999; Tosun, 2002

Trust Mody et al., 2020; Nunkoo & Smith, 2013; Ouyang et al.,
2017; Woosnam et al., 2021

Interactive
Emotional solidarity with tourists Munanura et al., 2021; Ribeiro et al., 2017; Woosnam, 2012
Degree of interaction with tourists Aleshinloye et al., 2020; Andereck et al., 2005; Eus�ebio

et al., 2018, Lawson et al., 1998; Teye et al., 2002
Social distance with tourists Joo et al., 2018; Thyne et al., 2018

External
Density of tourists/tourism development Vargas-S�anchez et al., 2011
Destination stage of tourism development Allen et al., 1988; Lepp, 2008; Long et al., 1990; Vargas-

S�anchez et al., 2009
Distance from tourism zone Belisle & Hoy, 1980; Jurowski & Gursoy, 2004; Raymond &

Brown, 2007; Sharma & Dyer, 2009
Nature/type of tourists/tourism Sheldon et al., 1984
Seasonality Belisle & Hoy, 1980; Sheldon et al., 1984
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in the works by Gursoy et al. (2019), Nunkoo et al. (2013), Nunkoo (2016), and Hadinejad et al.
(2019). As Ward and Berno (2011) note, the theory “proposes that individuals’ attitudes towards
tourism and their subsequent level of support for its development will be influenced by their eval-
uations of the outcomes of tourism for themselves and their communities (p. 1557).” Such an
approach has been met with criticism from Joo et al. (2021) and Maruyama et al. (2019) indicating
that SET boils down the relationship between residents and tourists as one rooted in financial
exchanges, shortchanging the social aspects of interactions and relationships between the parties.
Additionally, given that SET does not lend itself to a testable model, it oftentimes is considered in
tandem with other theoretical frameworks (Ward & Berno, 2011) as some authors have done most
recently (Chang, 2021; Erul et al., 2022; Ouyang et al., 2017; Yeager, Boley, Woosnam, et al., 2020).

Other theories have also been considered in social impacts of tourism research but to a lesser
degree. Social representations theory is one framework that has been applied somewhat sparingly
by tourism researchers (Monterrubio & Andriotis, 2014; Moscardo, 2011; Sarr et al., 2021) building
on the initial work by Moscovici (1984). The theories of reasoned action and planned behavior are
two additional frameworks that have attracted some attention as of late to help explain residents’
impacts of tourism (though originally popular in considering antecedents of visitors’ or tourists’
behaviors). Established testable models make these theoretical frameworks popular among
researchers, especially when considering residents’ pro-tourism behaviors (Erul et al., 2020; Nunkoo
& Ramkissoon, 2010; Ribeiro et al., 2017; Wu & Chen, 2018). Emotional solidarity theory, growing
out of the work of Durkheim (1915/1995) to consider how residents’ interactions and relationships
with tourists explains social impacts of tourism, has also garnered some growing attention within
the literature (Joo et al., 2021; Munanura et al., 2021; Phuc & Nguyen, 2020; Woosnam, 2012).
Another theory that is gaining greater traction is Weber’s theory of formal and substantive rational-
ity (Boley et al., 2014; Gannon et al., 2021; Mody et al., 2020; Strzelecka et al., 2017; Yeager, Boley,
Woosnam, et al., 2020), especially when considering residents’ empowerment through tourism.

According to Hadinejad et al. (2019), other theories have received the most limited attention
in the context of social impacts of tourism research over the last decade. Those include the bot-
tom-up spillover theory (Eslami et al., 2019; Suess et al., 2021), the social dilemma theory (Zheng
et al., 2020), social identity theory (Chiang et al., 2017; Nunkoo & Gursoy, 2012; Palmer et al.,
2013), intergroup contact theory (Joo et al., 2018), and the integrated threat theory
(Monterrubio, 2016; Ward & Berno, 2011). Two observations can be made from this work. First,
most of it has occurred throughout the last decade. And second, it begins to embrace the idea
that residents’ perspectives of social impacts of tourism is shaped, in part, by interactions and
relationships with tourists, not solely on the resulting tourism development.

Despite some advancements in the way of theoretical application, research on social impacts
of tourism is still largely plagued by lack of theoretical development and testing. As Hadinejad
et al. (2019) highlight in their review of articles published between 2011 and 2017 on social
impacts of tourism in the leading tourism journals (i.e. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, Journal of
Travel Research, Tourism Management, and Annals of Tourism Research), 44.5% of the articles were
atheoretical in nature. While this is an advancement over the 54.3% of articles between 1984
and 2010 that were atheoretical (Nunkoo et al., 2013), greater focus on theoretical application is
needed to move this area of research forward. As a field, we need to do better. Furthermore,
considering our existing review of theoretical applications in social impacts of tourism research,
we encourage the reader to consult the works by Gursoy and Nunkoo (2019), Hadinejad et al.
(2019), and Nunkoo et al. (2013) for a more robust review.

Salient contributions of articles within this special issue

As mentioned, to move social impacts of tourism research forward, methodological and theoret-
ical advancements are crucial. In fact, many of the 22 articles in this double special issue
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highlight progress in both arenas. Olya (2020), highlighting a very pragmatic approach, argues
that methods and theory are inextricably linked, and we see this through his employment of
PLS-SEM and fuzzy set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (fsQCA) and the theory of change to
ultimately develop a framework leading to greater effects of our social impacts of tourism
research. Within this special issue, advancements are made in the way of relationships between
community residents and tourists, social impacts and residents’ impacts, residents’ empower-
ment, overtourism, and methodologies—both qualitative and quantitative in nature. Each will be
addressed in turn.

Resident-tourist relationships

The work by Fan and colleagues speaks to the relationships with a focus on Allport’s Allport
(1954) contact theory. Not only does Fan et al. (2020) incorporate a mixed methods approach
(which should be more prevalent in extant work), but it highlights tourists’ perspectives of the
interaction with residents and how that shapes attitudes about the destination. Fan et al. (2020)
demonstrate that perceived cultural distance and social contact with residents (for which the
authors develop a new scale encompassing social- and service-oriented contact and quality of
contact) are salient constructs in determining tourists’ attitudes about the destination. We see
this work be most timely in the current COVID-19 pandemic where distance and contact are at
the forefront of many travelers’ minds. Considering value co-creation and co-destruction, Fan
(2020) delivers a conceptual work that highlights four relationships rooted in social contact
between residents and tourists: scripted relationship (favorable for residents/unfavorable for tou-
rists); co-creating (favorable for both); co-destructing (unfavorable for both); and egotistical
(unfavorable for residents/favorable for tourists). The research agenda she lays out building on
this typology will no doubt foster even more timely research centered on destination
interactions.

The emotional solidarity theory is also advanced within this issue (Erul et al., 2022; Joo et al.,
2022; Maruyama et al., 2020; Munanura et al., 2021; Phuc & Nguyen, 2020). Considering the social
exchange theory in tandem with the affect theory of exchange, Erul et al. (2020) demonstrates
how Turkish residents’ perspectives of existing tourism explained support for future tourism
development (69% of the variance), which in turn, predicts emotional solidarity with tourists
(25–80% of variance across the three dimensions). Closely related, Munanura et al. (2021) tests a
structural model (using constructs developed from the cognitive appraisal theory and social
exchange theory) to determine antecedents to Oregon (U.S.) residents’ support for tourism. What
the authors found was that 78% of the variance in support for tourism was accounted for
through perceived impacts (i.e. environmental and community), expected change in subjective
well-being, and emotional solidarity with tourists. Two other works within this issue develop
emotional solidarity theory by testing models whereby the emotional solidarity construct acts as
a mediator between beliefs or values and residents’ attitudinal support for tourism. In Japan,
Maruyama et al. (2020) demonstrates that both Korean and Brazilian residents’ (as minority eth-
nic groups in two distinct cities) ethnic attitudes toward and emotional solidarity with Japanese
explained roughly 70% of the variance in support for tourism focused on the minority groups’
culture. In Vietnam, Phuc and Nguyen (2020) show us that residents’ values, perceptions of tour-
ism collaboration, and emotional solidarity with tourists all uniquely explain attitudinal support
for tourism development. According to the conceptual work by Joo et al. (2022), what may con-
tribute even further to our knowledge of emotional solidarity are interaction rituals (through the
interaction ritual theory). Religious tourism contexts would seem to be the most ideal environ-
ment in which to test such relationships (Joo & Woosnam, 2020; Klamath et al., 2021).
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Social impacts and residents’ attitudes

Eight articles within this special issue advance research concerning social impacts and residents’
attitudes about tourism in general. Mair et al. (2021) provide us with one of the first systematic
reviews of social impacts of mega-events, highlighting direct impacts on residents (e.g. volun-
teering, education, and skills, social cohesion, civic pride, and social capital, inclusion and diver-
sity, and sport participation, infrastructure, and health) and indirect impacts on the destination
(e.g. business and government networks, destination branding, destination preparedness, and
accessibility). Mair et al. (2021) leave us with ample research opportunities to pursue as destina-
tions move closer to welcoming back mega-events.

Three other articles are conceptual in nature. Given the increasing dependence on social
media, Nunkoo et al. (2020) work is timely as it pulls together analytical perspectives of the infor-
mation society, elaboration likelihood model, influence of presumed influence model, and the
social exchange theory. A causal chain framework encompassing aspects of social media expos-
ure and influence (e.g. own media exposure, personal exposure, presumed influence, and influ-
ence of presumed influence) among destination residents is linked to 25 propositions ripe for
future researchers to test through modeling (see Figure 1 in their article). Ramkissoon (2020) also
formulates a host of propositions based on a model incorporating six antecedents (i.e. social
impacts, interpersonal trust, place attachment, pro-social behavior, pro-environmental behavior,
and support for tourism) to residents’ overall quality of life. The final conceptual article is by
Yeager, Boley, and Goetchus (2020), which proposes a theoretical framework (through socio-eco-
logical systems and chaos theories) for future researchers to test that highlights density, location,
and pace by which peer-to-peer accommodations grow are crucial factors in destinations reach-
ing their social carrying capacity.

The remaining four articles pertaining to social impacts present findings from empirical
research. Stylidis and Terzidou (2021) report findings from a longitudinal study among residents
of Greece to see how perceptions of impacts have changed across three time horizons (between
2009 and 2019). The authors found that (through application of the mere exposure theory) resi-
dents’ perceptions are fluid and have likely changed in part due to the preponderance of peer-
to-peer accommodations within the destination. This adds credence to notions raised by Yeager,
Boley, and Goetchus (2020). The theme of examining residents’ perceptions of impacts of peer-
to-peer accommodations continues in the work by Jordan et al. (2020) along with considerations
of general tourism and cruise tourism impacts in Portugal. Jordan et al. report that residents,
with relative ease, differentiated between the various forms of tourism. Both Ngo and Pham
(2021) and Ko�s�cak et al. (2021) present descriptive findings from their respective studies (the for-
mer in Vietnam; the latter across six European destinations) concerning residents’ attitudes about
tourism. The uniqueness of these works lies in the inclusivity of oft-neglected study participants.
Ngo and Pham (2021) capture the voices of indigenous residents through a phenomenological
qualitative design, while Ko�s�cak et al. (2021) garners perspectives of youth—both concerning
perspectives of tourism impacts. In essence, understanding such voices is a step in the direction
toward empowering residents to actively participate in planning for sustainable tourism.

Residents’ empowerment

Two works within this issue capture advancements made in research on residents’ empowerment
through tourism. Su et al. (2020) take us to China to learn more about how embroidery tourism
has provided women with greater economic stability. Through qualitative means, findings speak
back to the three primary dimensions (i.e. psychological, social, and political) of residents’
empowerment through tourism (Scheyvens, 1999) but also consider educational and economic
empowerment. It is from these three traditional dimensions of empowerment (along with posi-
tive and negative perceptions of tourism impacts, trust in political decision making, and quality
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of life) that Mody et al. (2020) explain residents’ support for peer-to-peer accommodations using
Weber’s Theory of Rationality and Foucauldian concepts.

Overtourism

Nearly as hot a topic as residents’ perceptions of peer-to-peer accommodations is that concern-
ing overtourism in destinations. Mart�ın-Mart�ın et al. (2020) consider the nexus of the two using
the human scale development approach to best capture residents’ needs (both in negative and
axiological contexts). Much like Fan et al. (2020), Mart�ın-Mart�ın et al. (2020) undertake their
research using a mixed methods approach. The last article within this area of research, by
Wegerer and Nadegger (2020), utilizes netnographical analysis to investigate activists’ justification
for posting degrowth discourse on social media platforms. As such, protection of the natural
environment and disinterest of capitalism within the Austrian Alps were salient drivers.

Methodologies

In addition to some interesting methodological advancements noted by Olya (2020), Ngo and
Pham (2021), Stylidis and Terzidou (2021), two others stand out within this issue. The first is the
article by Tse and Tung (2020) that examines implicit stereotypes of Mainland Chinese residents
among Hong Kong, Malaysia, Singapore, and Thailand using the implicit association test or IAT.
The authors use the computerized program to measure study participants’ responses and
response times to cued images of Mainland Chinese residents (as implicit stereotypes), and then
compare these with explicit stereotypes (measured through 12 behavioral likelihood items). The
second article, by Chamarro et al. (2021), focuses on how Madrid residents’ and its visitors’ per-
ceptions of the SUS-TAS (in the context of a destination with a high percentage of peer-to-peer
accommodations) may be potentially different (using a multigroup invariance analysis). Such an
analytical technique was also employed by Maruyama et al. (2020) within this issue.

Moving forward

Based on the review of pertinent work in the initial portion of this article and the 22 additional
articles in this special issue, a host of future research opportunities exist. None of these are in
any order of importance. Let us first start with one of the most obvious. It is safe to say that
COVID-19 and its mutations will be part of our lives for the unforeseen future. It is nearly impos-
sible to conceive of social impacts of tourism without realizing the sheer presence of tourists
(even unseen by residents) is now considered an impact. It is true that all the research comprised
in the 22 articles was undertaken prior to the pandemic. That said, as researchers, we should
constantly be asking ourselves, “how can our research designs and how are our study findings
informed by the ongoing pandemic?” Now more than ever, we should start to emphasize the
role of empathy in our research, as residents and as tourists, for one another (Woosnam et al.,
2018). Additionally, we might consider presenting residents with hypothetical situations to con-
sider in determining acceptable levels of tourists and under what conditions? This would most
certainly be helpful for destinations considering greatest sustainability while trying to attract tou-
rists to return. We might also begin to ask tourists about their willingness to return and under
what conditions (see Torres et al., 2021).

This segues nicely into an evolving need to concurrently incorporate perspectives of both resi-
dents and tourists when engaging in social impacts of tourism research. Nearly one-third of the
articles in this issue focused on the relationship between the parties, providing greater credence
to the notion that host and guest are inextricably linked (Stylidis, 2022). Work that continues to
operationalize measures of social contact and the contact theory between residents and tourists
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(building on the work of Fan, 2020 and Fan et al., 2020) will be most timely. With more research
focusing on emotional solidarity between residents and tourists (in this issue and elsewhere),
greater work is needed to examine additional outcomes of the construct beyond attitudinal
measures. For instance, how does emotional solidarity prompt an individual’s likelihood to
behave in a certain way (behavioral support or withdrawal) (Erul et al., 2020) or better yet, actual
behavior. Future research should also shift slightly to consider the construct from tourists’ per-
spectives (like the work by Woosnam & Aleshinloye, 2013). Finally, the original emotional solidar-
ity theoretical framework should be used in tandem with complementary theories (e.g. cognitive
appraisal theory, interaction ritual theory, mere exposure theory, social exchange theory, theory
of formal and substantive rationality, theories of reasoned action and planned behavior, etc.).

While we are discussing the subject of social impact outcomes, researchers should consider
effects of overtourism and peer-to-peer accommodations since the two are so prevalent in the
current tourism literature but also seem to be highly linked, especially in urban destinations
(Celata & Romano, 2020). In this special issue alone, eight of the 22 articles focused on one of
these two topics. Here again, we suggest that future researchers should examine outcomes of
residents’ perceptions of overtourism and peer-to-peer accommodations such as intentions to
act, such as compromised relations between residents and tourists (Cheung & Li, 2019), protest
and resistance (Smith et al., 2019), support of degrowth (Wegerer & Nadegger, 2020), and civic
engagement (Torres, 2021). Of course, residents’ empowerment may also factor into perceptions
of overtourism and peer-to-peer accommodations (given its noted use within this issue). For
instance, empowerment through tourism may, in essence, act as a moderator within some future
models. One avenue by which to surmise greater outcomes of social impacts would be to inves-
tigate perspectives via social media. This approach has grown in recent years (Woosnam et al.,
2021) and in fact was highlighted within this special issue by Nunkoo et al. (2020) and Wegerer
and Nadegger (2020). Assessing the dynamic nature of social media posts over time would go
far to see how residents’ perceived social impacts change over time.

Another area of opportunity for research in social impacts of tourism surrounds greater theor-
etical model testing that encompasses multiple forms of data. Within this issue we see the works
by Stylidis and Terzidou (2021), Fan et al. (2020), and Mart�ın-Mart�ın et al. (2020) that employ
mixed methods approaches. We suggest that future researchers should design research utilizing
multiple case studies (involving both quantitative and qualitative data) as well as panel data.
This will help to allay any potential concerns of findings being more idiographic in nature and
limited to the immediate study context. Future testable models need to be driven by theoretical
frameworks to further advance our field and address the concerns stated by multiple authors
regarding limited theoretical development and testing (Gursoy & Nunkoo, 2019, Hadinejad et al.,
2019, and Nunkoo et al., 2013). Furthermore, proposed models should include outcome variables
measuring either behavioral intentions or actual behavior. This approach will help to ensure
greater actionable research with strong practical implications. In fact, where we can most effect-
ively see theoretical findings informing practice is in works focusing on developing countries and
destinations. Such countries possess unique cultural, geographical, and political contexts that
demand further attention, and by engaging in research within these settings, we will be paying
homage to the seminal works by Smith (1977), de Kadt (1979), and Mathieson and Wall (1982).

More research is needed that is longitudinal in nature. This involves data collection at multiple
points throughout time from the same study population using the same measures or constructs.
All too often we see authors indicating in final sections of their articles that their findings would
benefit from longitudinal research designs. Stylidis and Terzidou (2021) take full advantage of
this call within the current issue to provide findings of their research data collected at three
points in time. We also see other works most recently by Bimonte et al. (2019) and Liang et al.
(2021) in the context of residents’ perceptions of tourism. Given the ever-changing landscape of
travel during the COVID-19 pandemic, now would be an ideal time to engage in research that
monitors residents’ perspectives and how they change over time—something authors
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conducting social impacts research have suggested for years. Along these same lines, greater
work that incorporates experimental or quasi-experimental research could be undertaken longi-
tudinally—a mixing of designs that Font et al. (2019) alluded to in their recent work. Such an
approach would be highly informative to see how perceived social impacts may vary over time
based on residents’ assessing multiple scenarios. We suggest researchers consider the work by
Kamata (2022) as a guide for undertaking a longitudinal approach. Though financial and time
constraints often prohibit engaging in longitudinal research, how much more powerful would
results be if researchers presented consistent (or even contrary) findings over time using the
same sample populations! Such an approach would quiet the critics that findings lack external
validity while providing more credence for nomothetic theory to develop.

Where we can really see the practical implications of our social impacts of tourism research is
by undertaking studies that focus specifically on the United Nation’s sustainable development
goals (SDGs) (UNWTO, 2017). Though Scheyvens (2018) and Bramwell et al. (2017) argue that too
few tourism scholars engage in pressing global issues, we need to approach our work in social
impacts of tourism with the understanding that though our work may occur in distinct commun-
ities, it has global implications. No time is better than now to realize that global concerns high-
lighted within the SDGs (e.g. poverty, hunger, well-being, clean water and sanitation, decent
work and economic growth, sustainable cities and communities, etc.) are compounded by the
COVID-19 pandemic as fewer individuals are able to or desire to travel just as destinations are
resistant or fearful of allowing visitors to their communities. We implore researchers to engage in
research that will address the SDGs, most specifically those focused on alleviating poverty (SDG
1), fostering good health and well-being (SDG 3), providing decent work and economic growth
(SDG 8), ensuring cities and communities are sustainable (SDG 11), encouraging responsible con-
sumption and production (SDG 12), and alleviating climate change (SDG 13). Results of such
work focusing on the SDGs will help steer us in the direction toward reduced dependencies on
fossil fuels, greater empowerment of individuals whose voices have historically been silenced,
more sustainably viable tourism enterprises that bring money to impoverished individuals and
communities, and greater efforts to preserve cultural and natural resources within fragile ecosys-
tems. Together, in solidarity and synergistic efforts, we can advance our field while making a dif-
ference in the world, one destination at a time.
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