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WINE TOURISM
DEVELOPMENT

From the host community’s perspective

Shuangyu Xu and Carla Barbieri

Introduction

The past three decades experienced a rapid growth of wine tourism throughout traditional wine
regions (e.g., Spain, Italy) as well as emerging ones in the ‘New World’ (e.g., Australia, South
Africa, the United States of America [USA]). Abundant research has examined different aspects
of wine tourism, including tourists’ motivations and preferences (Charters and Ali-Knight 2002;
Quintal et al. 2017), contributions to regional development (Carmichael and Senese 2012; Job
and Murphy 2006), wine festivals, and events (Mason and Paggiaro 2012; Taylor and Shanka
2002), synergies between wine culture and heritage (Mitchell, Charters, and Albrecht 2012),
and marketing and promotion efforts (Barber, Donovan, and Dodd 2008), to name a few.

The literature documents that wine tourism delivers a mix of benefits, which include
boosting economic growth, conserving rural lifestyle and landscape, and facilitating regional
development and promotion (Mitchell and Hall 2006). However, this set of studies has pre-
dominantly adopted either the wine tourist perspective, to understand their consumer behavior,
or a macro-regional economic perspective, to uncover issues associated with its development
(Gomez, Pratt, and Molina 2019). Yet, the host community’s perspective is an overlooked piece
from the existing literature. Understanding and involving the host community is fundamen-
tal to gaining community residents’ support for and, ultimately, the sustainability of tourism
development (Eusebio, Vieira, and Lima 2018; Holladay et al. 2020; Latkova and Vogt 2012).
It is especially important to assess the level of social capital, defined as the cornerstone of social
relations, ties, and structure within a group, to foster the development and success of tourism
(Adler and Kwon 2002; McGehee et al. 2010). Thus, a better understanding of residents’ per-
spectives as well as their social capital in wine tourism destinations, especially emerging ones,
is critical to fostering the development and success of tourism (Franken, Gomez, and Ross
2018; Xu, Barbieri, and Seekamp 2020).

Despite the importance of residents’ attitudes and communities’ social capital to support and sus-
tain the success of tourism development, such a line of research focused on wine tourism is limited.
The importance of understanding and involving the host community for tourism success, together
with the still-limited knowledge pertaining to wine tourism, urges for a closer examination of
wine tourism development from the host community’s perspective with an integrated approach of
residents’ attitudes and communities’ social capital. This chapter does so by summarizing a study
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conducted to examine host communities of a wine tourism destination in terms of residents’
attitudes toward wine tourism development and wine tourism—related social capital.

Literature review

Wine tourism

Wine tourism, defined as ‘travel related to the appeal of wineries and wine country, a form
of niche marketing and destination development, and an opportunity for direct sales and mar-
keting on the part of the wine industry’ (Getz 2000, p. 4), uniquely stands at the crossroads of
the wine and tourism industry. Early wine tourism research predominantly focused on wine
tourism products and their development, with most research being descriptive in nature and
confined to Australia and New Zealand (Mitchell and Hall 2006). The continuous growth of
wine tourists and cellar door sales and the significance of wine tourism to regional development
led to a significant expansion of wine tourism research since the 2000s (Gomez et al. 2019).
Thus far, the plethora of wine tourism research has examined wine tourism development
(Carmichael and Senese 2012), winery and cellar door (Bruwer et al. 2013), wine tourist
behavior (Quintal et al. 2017), wine events and festivals (Mason and Paggiaro 2012), market-
ing and promotion (Qiu et al. 2013), critical success factors for wine regions (Jones, Singh,
and Hsiung 2013), wine tourism models (e.g., testing relationships of wine tourism behavior
constructs; Shapiro and Gomez 2014), and wine-related education (Alonso et al. 2014).

Gomez, Pratt, and Molina (2019) further sorted previous wine tourism research into two
areas. The first one focused on wine tourism regional development, either investigating the
role and contribution of wine tourism to regional development in rural areas, or examining
wine tourism networks, clusters, and development policies (Mitchell and Hall 2006; Telfer
2001). The second one centered on the experiential wine tourist, looking into their psycho-
graphic profiles (e.g., satisfaction, motivation) and as associated with marketing and promotion
practice (Grybovych, Lankford, and Lankford 2013; Kolyesnikova and Dodd 2008). With the
aforementioned foci on either the winery/vineyard owners and managers or wine tourists, little
is known about the host community’s perspective toward wine tourism development. This is
especially problematic considering that developing sustainable wine tourism is closely related
with local community and understanding the specific impacts caused by wine-related tourism
(Montella 2017; Poitras and Getz 2006).

Resident attitudes toward tourism development

A robust research line has examined residents’ attitudes toward general tourism development
for decades, primarily to evaluate tourism impacts. Attitudes and perceptions are used inter-
changeably for using similar measurement items and scales (Andereck and Nyaupane 2011;
Xu et al. 2016). Residents’ attitudes toward tourism were found to be directly associated with
their support for additional development and the revitalization of communities (Lankford and
Howard 1994; Latkova and Vogt 2012). Different variables (e.g., demographics, job depend-
ency on tourism, community satisfaction, community attachment) influence residents’ atti-
tudes toward tourism development (Deccio and Baloglu 2002; McGehee and Andereck 2004;
Nunkoo and Ramkissoon 2011). Despite the ample research on residents’ attitudes toward
tourism developments, the recent quest for sustainability has triggered a renewed interest in
residents’ attitudes toward tourism especially associated with environmental and social impacts
(Gursoy, Chi, and Dyer 2009; Xu et al. 2016).
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The Social Exchange Theory (SET) has been predominantly employed to assess residents’
attitudes toward tourism development (Eusebio, Vieira, and Lima 2018; Park, Nunkoo, and
Yoon 2015; Vargas-Sanchez, Plaza-Mejia, and Porras-Bueno 2009). In brief, it suggests that
people make decisions to engage in exchanges based on their evaluations of both costs and
benefits that occurred during the process (Choi and Murray 2010; Wang and Chen 2015).
Accordingly, local residents are more likely to engage in tourism development if the perceived
benefits from tourism outweigh the costs (Chen and Chen 2010). Some commonly perceived
benefits associated with tourism include increased job opportunities, enhanced quality of life,
and cultural exchanges with tourists, while commonly perceived costs include increases in
prices for goods and services, traffic congestion, and damages to the natural environment and
landscape (Ko and Stewart 2002; Latkova and Vogt 2012; Rasoolimanesh et al. 2015). Based
on SET, residents’ attitudes toward tourism development have been measured in terms of
perceived positive and negative impacts within the three dimensions — economic, social, and
environmental — of sustainability (Chen and Chen 2010; Vargas-Sanchez, Plaza-Mejia, and
Porras-Bueno 2009).

In addition to residents’ perceptions about tourism impacts on host communities (Andereck
and Nyaupane 2011), perceived tourism impacts at the individual level (i.e., personal benefits)
have also been examined (McGehee and Andereck 2004; Wang and Pfister 2008). However,
previous studies failed to validate the scale developed to measure personal benefits (Xu et al.
2016). That is, a measure of personal benefit to be incorporated in the examination of resi-
dents’ attitudes toward tourism development is still needed (Andereck and Nyaupane 2011).

Social capital

Social capital is defined as features of social organization (e.g., networks, trust) that facilitate
coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit (Putnam 1995). Social capital has long been
recognized for its economic significance (Moscardo 2012), importance to community ties
(Woolcock and Narayan 2000), emphasis on collective actions by gluing people together via
social networks (Shucksmith 2000), and its incorporation of trust in economic development
(Falk and Kilpatrick 2000; Moscardo 2012).

Social capital has been measured differently based on the theoretical frameworks and per-
spectives adopted. From the network perspective, measurements distinguishing between bond-
ing (i.e., internal relationships that occur horizontally within a community) and bridging (i.e.,
ties and relations between individuals or communities across distinct social networks) social
capital (Putnam 1993). Some considered trust, defined as the expectation community members
have in other members’ good intentions and actions (Dirks 2000), a critical component of
social capital (Leahy and Anderson 2010) and the foundation for enabling community actions
(Falk and Kilpatrick 2000). Others believed that information sharing between members in
communities captures the reciprocity of information flow in networks (Adler and Kwon 2002),
facilitates access to broader sources of information (Coleman 1988), and thus is an important
component of social capital (Li and Barbieri 2020). Some researchers found that through col-
lective action — actions taken by members within a group to further their common interest
(Xu, Barbieri, and Seekamp 2020), small businesses are capable of mobilizing social relations,
which results in improved economic performance and opportunities for growth (Brunori and
Rossi 2000). Long-term collective action, especially related to tourism development, led to
community collaboration (Hwang, Stewart, and Ko 2012). Based on various measurements,
social capital was found to be closely associated with the success of tourism development and
essential to the evaluation of a region’s readiness to undertake tourism development (Macbeth,
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Carson, and Northcote 2004). Several attributes, such as length of residence (McGehee et al.
2010), income (Kim and Won 2003), and socioeconomic status (Ryan et al. 2005) influence
residents’ perceptions of social capital.

Given its significance in community development (Flora 2004), social capital has been
examined in both the general tourism and niche tourism settings, focusing on exploring either
its synergistic relationship with tourism or association with tourism entrepreneurship (Gil
Arroyo, Knollenberg, and Barbieri 2021; Zhou, Chan, and Song 2017). Previous research has
investigated the synergistic relationships between tourism and social capital from two perspec-
tives. The first perspective is social capital within a community as instrumental to developing
community-based niche tourism, such as ecotourism (Jones 2005), rural tourism (Park et al.
2012), and craft-beverage tourism (Gil Arroyo, Knollenberg, and Barbieri 2021). A second
perspective states that tourism positively impacts social capital through bridging with networks
outside the community, creating public spaces for social interaction, and even establishing local
tourism organizations (Moscardo 2012). More specifically, some studies have identified how
components (e.g., trust and social network) of social capital positively impact the success of
tourism businesses and entrepreneurs (KC et al. 2019; Franken, Gomez, and Ross 2018; Zhao,
Ritchie, and Echtner 2011) while others studied how tourism creates and strengthens social
ties between families, friends, and others (Moscardo 2012; Mura and Tavakoli 2014).

Compared to the broader tourism literature, research of social capital in wine tourism is
limited. Among those, social capital has been mainly examined from winery businesses’ per-
spective, emphasizing its significance to regional development in rural areas (Hall 2005), to
support new wine-entrepreneurship in emerging regions (Franken, Gomez, and Ross 2018),
or to improve competitive advantages of a destination (Jackson and Murphy 2006). There is
a scarcity of research looking into the level of social capital in communities associated with
wine tourism (Macbeth, Carson, and Northcote 2004; McGehee et al. 2010; Xu et al. 2016).

Case Study 19.1 Wine tourism in the Piedmont region of North
Carolina: Community’s Perspective

Wine trails, an emerging phenomenon of wine tourism, have been widely developed
worldwide. The USA alone has at least one wine trail in 48 states, with a total number of
2,898 wine trails nationwide (Xu, Barbieri, and Seekamp 2020). Despite such rapid growth,
wine trails are understudied in general wine tourism research, as most studies have focused
on the entire wine region. As such, the scant research on wine tourism from the host com-
munity’s perspective is even more acute related to wine trails. Yet, the intrinsic cooperation
network among wine-related businesses and community services needed for the develop-
ment of wine trails (Del Chiappa, Bregoli, and Kim 2019) deems wine trails the perfect
setting to investigate the host community’s perspective.

‘We chose wine trails in the Piedmont Triad, North Carolina (NC), in the USA as a case
study to investigate the host community’s attitudes toward wine tourism development. NC
is the home of the first wine grape in the USA and the only place in the world where every
major type of grape is grown (Visit NC 2020). NC hosts 200 wineries, 23 wine trails, and
five American Viticultural Areas (Visit NC 2020). The Piedmont region is the heart of NC’s
wine country, covering 12 counties of 5,875.2 square miles, with 646,333 households (U.S.
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Census Bureau 2013) whose average median income is $41,873. Approximately 17% of
its population falls below the poverty level, and only 17.9% have a bachelor’s or advanced
degree (U.S. Census Bureau 2010). In the past few decades, the region has been shifting
away from the traditional textile, tobacco, and timber (furniture) industries to develop its
wine industry, and it now accommodates 11 wine trails.

This study included two wine trails (Haw River, Surry County), as they are the most
representative of the Piedmont region based on their spatial and tourism characteristics.
Haw River has a superior characterization indicating easy accessibility and high tourism
service comprehensiveness; Surry County has a marginal characterization with easy acces-
sibility but moderate tourism service comprehensiveness (Xu et al. 2016). Both trails share
similarities in the number of composing wineries (n = 4), length (Haw River = 43 miles,
Surry County = 32 miles), and proximity to highway (Haw River = .08 miles, Surry County
= .02 miles). Yet, they differ in tourism service offerings and trail spatial patterns. Haw
River, which has a cluster of wineries in the middle of the trail, has a very comprehensive
tourism offering (e.g., private events, food services, art-related components, outdoor rec-
reation options). Surry County has an even greater distribution of wineries along the trail,
but their offerings are less diverse.

Methods

A survey questionnaire designed for this study collected information on residents’ sociodemo-
graphic characteristics, involvement with the wine industry and wine tourism, their attitudes
and perceived personal benefits associated with local wineries, and the perceived relationship
between Piedmont wineries and local communities. Residents’ overall perceptions (attitudes,
perceived personal benefits, social capital) associated with local wineries were assessed using
three modified scales. The modified attitudes scale (Ko and Stewart 2002; Smith et al. 2013)
comprised of 24 items equally representing three dimensions of perceived positive and neg-
ative Economic, Sociocultural, and Environmental impacts. The modified personal benefits scale
(Andereck and Nyaupane 2011; McGehee and Andereck 2004; Wang and Pfister 2008) included
seven items comprising two dimensions, Personal Enhancement and Community Sentience. The
modified scale used to assess a community’s level of social capital associated with local wineries
(Grootaert et al. 2004; McGehee et al. 2010) included 18 items representing five dimensions
of social capital: Trust, Information Sharing, Collective Action, Bonding, and Bridging.

Using a stratified random sampling approach, 663 households residing in communities within
a 10-mile zone around each wine trail was selected. A drop-oft/pick-up method was used to
hand-deliver questionnaires to households; the field researcher explained study purposes, dropped
off the surveys, and asked households to hang the completed surveys in a provided bag on the
doorknob on scheduled date (two to three days after the drop-off) for pick-up, if they agreed to par-
ticipate. If no surveys were hung on the doorknob on the scheduled day for pick-up, the researcher
left a stamped envelope along with a brief note asking residents to mail back the surveys once
completed. A total of 344 (Haw River: 164; Surry County: 155) surveys were collected represent-
ing an overall response rate of 51.9%. Altogether, 300 complete surveys were included for analysis.

The SPSS statistical package was used to analyze responses through a series of descriptive
and multivariate statistics. Descriptive statistics were used to outline respondents’ demographic
characteristics and wine involvement, their attitudes and perceived personal benefits toward
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local wineries, and communities’ wine tourism—related social capital. Multivariate regressions
(p < 0.05) were used to examine the influence of residents’ demographics, their wine involve-
ment, and wine trail types on residents’ attitudes toward wine tourism development and on
the communities’ wine tourism—related social capital.

Findings

Most respondents were female (58.4%) and averaged 52 years old. About one half (52.0%) did
not have a four-year college degree. Almost one-third of the respondents (31.5%) were retired.
Nearly half of the residents reported a pre-tax annual household income of less than $50,000
and were rooted in their neighborhood for more than 20 years (Table 19.1). Most residents

Table 19.1 Residents’ overall characteristics, level of wine involvement, and perceived
relationship with local wineries

Sociodemographic Indicators Percentage of Respondents (%)
Pre-tax household income (n = 237)
$25,000 or less 20.3
$25,000-$49,999 28.3
$50,000-$74,999 22.8
$75,000-$99,999 16.4
$100,000 or more 12.2
Home ownership (n = 294)
Home owners 84.0
Home renters 16.0
Number of years living in current neighborhood (n = 221)
Less than 3 years 9.2
3-5 years 13.4
6-10 years 15.5
11-20 years 18.4
21-34 years 17.7
35-50 years 18.0
51 years or more 7.8
Household involvement with wine-related activities' (n = 295)
Subscriber to a wine-related magazine 2.0
Member or friend of a wine club 4.7
Member of a wine-related organization 0.7
Follower of online wine-related social media 4.7
Respondent of any informal wine social groups 3.7
No connection with any wine-related activity 89.8
Wine involvement index* (n = 295)
None 89.8
One 6.4
Two 2.7
Three or more 1.1
Perceived Piedmont wineries and community relationship (n = 294)
Excellent 8.6
Good 36.3
Average 16.5
Fair 7.3
Poor 3.6
I don’t know 27.7

1 Percentages sum to more than 100%, as respondents were able to select multiple categories.
2 Index constructed by adding the five indicators of wine-related activities (1 = Yes; 0 = No).
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Table 19.2 Residents’ attitudes toward wine tourism development

Dimensions (n = 284) Mean’
Economic dimensions 3.22
Tourists’ spending 3.69
Variety of local businesses 3.60
Number of local businesses 3.43
Number of jobs 3.40
Real estate and property tax 3.28
Prices of goods and services 3.20
Community economic stability 3.17
Economic inequality among 3.06
Sociocultural dimensions 3.24
Variety of cultural activities 3.54
Conservation of local heritage 3.31
Sense of community identity 3.26
Residents’ quality of life 3.23
Number of recreational facilities 3.19
Communities’ small-town feeling 3.16
Quality of public services 3.08
Crime in the community 2.99
Environmental dimensions 3.17
Beauty of local landscapes 3.54
Environmental consciousness 3.27
Health of local ecosystems 3.23
Tranquility of community 3.17
Quuality of public infrastructure 3.13
Traffic congestion 3.08
Overcrowding in public areas 3.07
Littering 2.96
Owerall attitudes toward wine tourism development 3.21

1 Measured using a 5-point scale from 1 = significantly decreased to
5 = significantly increased.

owned their current residence and neither got involved in wine-related activities nor visited
the study wine trails in the past three years, but believed that an overall good to excellent
relationship existed between wineries and local communities.

Opverall, respondents had neutral attitudes toward local wineries (Table 19.2) and did not
see any major negative impacts associated with the establishment of wineries in their com-
munities. The Sociocultural dimension was most positively rated, closely followed by Economic
and Environmental dimensions. Major benefits of wine tourism development include increases
in tourists’ spending, in the variety of cultural activities, and in the beautification of local
landscapes. Residents’ demographic characteristics and their level of wine involvement were
significantly associated with their overall attitudes (Table 19.3) toward local wine tourism
development and all three comprising dimensions. Respondents’ visit frequency to the study
wine trails were positively associated, but their length of residence in the neighborhood were
negatively associated with their overall attitudes (and all three comprising dimensions) toward
local wine tourism development. In addition, residents’ age was positively associated with
their overall attitudes and the Sociocultural and Environmental dimensions, while their residence
ownership was negatively associated with the Economic dimension.

Similarly, respondents perceived moderate levels of personal benefits associated with local
wine tourism development (Table 19.4). Respondents agreed that they cared more about the
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Table 19.3 Residents’ demographics and wine involvement as associated with their attitudes

Independent Variables Residents” Attitudes
Overall Economic Sociocultural Environmental
Age .168* .014 179** 220%*
Education level 106 119 103 .056
Residence ownership (Yes, —-.095 —.213** —.044 .004
otherwise)
Length of residence in current —.179%* —.215%* —.136* —.166*
neighborhood
Visit frequency to study wine trails 236%* 169%* 233%x 194%*
Household wine involvement .046 —.036 .078 .082
Model statistics
R 347 347 336 317
R? 121 120 113 101
p—value <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001

*p < .05, **p < .001

Table 19.4 Residents’ perceived impacts of wine tourism development at the personal level

Personal Benefits (n = 291) Mean'
Personal enhancement 3.05
My understanding of other culture has increased 3.18
I have more opportunities to participate in recreational activities 3.16
The quality of my personal life has improved 2.96
My property value has increased 2.92
Community sentience 3.26
I care more about my community’s cultural resources 3.31
I care more about my community’s natural resources 3.31
I feel my community is a better place to live 3.16
Overall perceived personal benefits (mean) 3.14

1 Measured using a 5-point scale from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree.

community’s cultural and natural resources because of local wineries but did not observe sig-
nificant increases in their quality of life or property value. Respondents rated higher in their
sentience toward the community than their personal enhancement. Residents’ visit frequency
to local wine trails as well as their level of wine involvement were significantly associated with
their overall perceived personal benefits and its two comprising dimensions (Table 19.5).

Respondents also perceived a moderate level of social capital associated with local wineries
(Table 19.6). Collective Action was the most highly rated dimension, closely followed by Tiust
and Information Sharing, while Bonding and Bridging were the least highly rated. Most respond-
ents agreed that local wineries participated in community events and that they could easily
find information of local winery-related events and knew where to find information of local
winery-related events. Conversely, a third of respondents would neither hang out with friends
at local wineries nor volunteer in local winery-related events if needed.

Residents’ demographic characteristics and their relationship with local wineries were signif-
icantly associated with the overall social capital and all six comprising dimensions (Table 19.7).
Residents’ visit frequency to study wine trails was positively associated with the overall social
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Table 19.5 Residents’ demographics and wine involvement as associated with their personal benefits

Personal Benefits

Independent Variables

Overall Personal enhancement — Community Sentience

Age —.050 —.061 —.025
Education level .066 .084 .036
Residence ownership (Yes, otherwise) .004 .026 —.018
Length of residence in current —.068 —.058 -.071

neighborhood
Visit frequency to study wine trails .280%* 264%* 264%*
Wine involvement 183** 191x*x .155%
Model statistics

R .399 .400 .354

R? .160 .160 125

p-value <.001 <.001 <.001

*p < .05, **p < .001

Table 19.6 The association of community’s social capital with local wineries

Items by Dimensions (n = 290) Mean'
Collective action 3.18
Local winery supports community need 3.32
People in my community participate in local winery-related events 3.23
I will volunteer in local winery-related events if needed 2.71
Local winery participates in community events 3.52
Tiust 3.07
I trust winery to make decisions that protect community interests 3.18
Local residents trust winery to make decisions that protect community interests 3.09
My community has a shared vision for local winery development 2.96
Information sharing 3.07
I can easily find information of local winery-related events 3.40
I know where to find information on local winery-related events 3.35
My community has a forum to discuss winery-related concerns 2.76
My community has a forum to discuss winery-related opportunities 2.75
Bridging 2.91
I have acquaintances who own or manage a local wine-related business 2.93
I attend events hosted by local wineries and other businesses 2.93
I have acquaintances who own or manage a local winery 2.88
I attend events co-hosted by several local wineries 2.86
Bonding 2.77
I attend private parties at local winery 2.83
I talk to my neighbors about visiting local winery 2.81
I hang out with friends at local winery 2.70
Overall Community’s Social Capital 3.00

1 Measured on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from ‘Strongly disagree’ (1) to ‘Strongly agree’ (5).
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Table 19.7 Residents’ demographic characteristics and relationship with local wineries as associated with
community’s social capital

Social Capital (standardized B and significance)

Independent
Variables Collective Information
Overall Bonding Bridging Tiust Action Sharing
Age .074 —-.015 .022 .093 .047 .168%
Education level —.076 —.086 —.131* —-.057 —.048 .031
Annual
household .082 .042 133% .046 .065 .062
income
Length of
residence -.070 —.042 015 ~.100 001 -132
in current
neighborhood
Visit frequency
to study wine A463%* .482%* .518%* .268%* .335%% 312%%
trails
Relationship
Wlth .078 .073 .044 .015 .098 .106
Piedmont
wineries
Model statistics
R 473 489 534 281 351 372
R? 223 239 .286 .079 123 139
p-value <.001 <.001 <.001 .007 <.001 <.001

*p < .05, **p < .001

capital and its six comprising dimensions. Residents’ education level was negatively associated,
but their annual household income was positively associated with the Bridging dimension. In
addition, residents’ age was positively associated with the Information Sharing dimension.

Discussion and implications

Contrary to previous studies in which local residents had an overall positive attitude toward
tourism development and rated economic benefits the highest (McGehee and Andereck 2004;
Vargas-Sanchez, Plaza-Mejia, and Porras-Bueno 2009), local communities in this study were
relatively neutral toward wine tourism development and rated most favorably on Social-cultural
benefits. These findings may be related to the inception stage of local wine tourism develop-
ment, whereas previous research studied well-established tourism destinations with a mature
tourism industry (Harrill and Potts 2003; Williams and Lawson 2001). Considering that most
residents were rooted in the communities, with a good portion being retirees, they may have
a higher appreciation for new sociocultural activities and opportunities created by local win-
eries, which help diversify their leisure time. The finding that residence ownership was neg-
atively associated with the Economic dimension may be explained by the results from personal
benefits — that residents did not experience significant increases in their property value or the
quality of life and thus failed to rate favorably in the Economic dimension toward local wine
tourism development.
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Considering that visit frequency to wine trails was positively associated with residents’ overall
attitudes and perceived personal benefits, and that those who stayed longer in their current
neighborhood tend to rate more negatively, wineries and tourism authorities may consider
placing more efforts on communicating the benefits of wine tourism to local communities
through activities and events or marketing campaigns (e.g., flyers, social media), especially
targeting on those who have long been in the region and community. In such promotion
efforts, wine tourism’ role in increasing tourists’ spending, diversifying local businesses and
cultural activities, and beautifying local landscapes should be highlighted. To trigger residents’
interests in wine tourism and increase their visit frequency to wine trails, a combination of
both wine-related (e.g., wine tasting, wine social gatherings) and non-wine-related activities
(e.g., private celebration parties, concerts, art exhibitions) should be promoted (Lockshin and
Spawton 2001).

The overall moderate level of wine tourism—related social capital is likely also related to the
inception stage of local wine tourism, and the resulted limited residential interests in wine-
related activities. Similar to residents’ attitudes, results on social capital also found that their
visit frequency to the study wine trails was positively associated with the overall social capital
associated with wineries, which suggest that encouraging visits among residents to wineries is
key to forging relationships with local communities and to increasing positive attitudes toward
their businesses (Adler and Kwon 2002). Given that higher levels of social capital are associated
with more desired socioeconomic outcomes (Moscardo et al. 2017; Ellison, Steinfield, and
Lampe 2007), it is imperative to build wine-related social capital in local communities, espe-
cially the least favorably rated Bonding and Bridging dimensions. Possible strategies for bonding
with host communities and increasing awareness include hosting local meetings and events and
providing on-site recreation opportunities.

Considering that the Bridging dimension was positively associated with residents’ household
income and negatively associated with their education level, wineries and tourism authorities
may consider paying special attention to involving and including households with a lower level
of income or design activities and events that may cater to the interests of residents with a
higher education background. This study also found that older residents were more resourceful
in finding information and identifying opportunities for local winery-related events, making
sense as they are more connected given their age and familiarity with the region.

Conclusion

This study examined residents’ attitudes toward wine tourism development and local commu-
nities” wine tourism-related social capital. In doing so, this study enhances understanding of
wine tourism development from the host community’s perspective, which contributes to the
sustainable development of the local community with regards to genuinely involving residents
and maximizing their benefits. Study results also provide management and marketing implica-
tions of wine tourism development and illuminate future wine tourism development policies.
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