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ABSTRACT

Tourism in Exurban Postindustrial Forestsin Appalachia

The urban-rural fringe often has been an area wherbattle over the values of the
biophysical and social worlds has played out. Wihénharea involves forestland, the
economic worth of the land is often seen only tigtotimber production. The use value
of a forest as a forest is actually greater thaexichange value for timber, because of the
various possibilities that forests provide econaityc Though economic theory often
posits that forest valuation for aesthetics ocomty among high-income populations,
there is evidence that forests are not simply argood, and that people can
incorporate forests into their livelihood strategibn this thesis, | analyzed the effects of
tourism on exurban forest cover in Appalachiaxglered how human desire for outdoor
recreation provides economic gain out of a forestgting in natural areas in proximity
to a population center. In economically depresseds with abundant natural
surroundings, such as Appalachia, | examined ddtad areas can provide a means of
living to communities through tourism. | expectidt people are found to enjoy forests
for their value as an amenity benefit, and areinglto assign economic value in those
regards. This led to tourism, by bringing peopléa experience the natural
surroundings. Appalachian exurban forest coverfamasd to most associated with the

level of tourism in a county. Using data for pertage of forest cover versus economic



indicators related to tourism, | explored the agg@mn of forestland to the tourism
economy in Appalachia.
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CHAPTER 1

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 INTRODUCTION
The postindustrial economy has transformed sociktyhe former Fordist based

industrial economy, production occurred in proxymd consumption. Due to
technological advances in communications and tr@maion, economic structure was
liberated from the need for proximity, moving jabsay from urban cores (Law 2002).
Means of economic gain that were previously avéel&lave disappeared in some areas
due to global shifts in the means of productiongiDand Kretschmer 2007). Appalachia
was one of these areas hit particularly hard bychHanging economy (Sarnoff 2003).
Historically, the extraction of natural resourc&sch as coal, was a focal point to local
Appalachian economies (Sarnoff 2003). Eventu#fiis, became no longer a viable
source of income due to changes in the economyhenidck of viable amounts of
resources that could be easily extracted (BlackleR005).

In the middle of the 20century, manufacturing began to be drawn to rares of

Appalachia, because of their low cost of productaod the decreasing need for
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proximity (Jensen and Glasmeier 2001). By theyeE®B0’s, Appalachia was producing
more than three times its share of textiles, mioaa bne and a half times its share of
apparel and furniture, and more than its shareaafd\products when compared to the
average for the US, making manufacturing a majormanent to the Appalachia

economy (Jensen and Glasmeier 2001). The regisrs@a@n as an advantageous place to
find labor that was both cheap and skilled, allgyvompanies to ‘outsource’
manufacturing to Appalachia from other more progpsmparts of the United States, with
the ability to pay Appalachians lower wages (JerssehGlasmeier 2001).

The last quarter of the 2@entury saw new, global economic changes that thove
manufacturing from Appalachia to international lib@as, leaving a declining economy
in Appalachia (Jensen and Glasmeier 2001). Corteoinvith a loss of manufacturing
jobs has been the rise of the service sector iUthted States (Herzenberg et. al. 1998).
The current situation presents Appalachia as ngestimployment that fits into the
postindustrial economy. Though Appalachia’s un@wmlent rate is only 0.4% below
the national average, the labor participation is&t 61.6%, compared to 67.7% for the
US, meaning there are a large number of discouragekiers who have stopped looking
for work (ARC 2008).

These changing economic forces created a huge@etoshock in Appalachia.
This shock also affected the state of land usemEdy heavily dependent on natural
resource extraction, Appalachia’s forests have gy degraded (Gragson and
Bolstad 2006). With the decline in former econofyases in Appalachia, forests did not
face the destructive forces that they had previoizgled. During the last part of the"20
century, forest regrowth occurred as a result isféconomic downturn (Gragson and
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Bolstad 2006). Once forests have had a chancgemeeate, new economic opportunities
can be created. In the postindustrial economyj@esector jobs, such as tourism, can
use forests for their non-tradable resource endowsr(®eller et. al. 2001), unlike
previous economic activities that benefited fromoging forests (Johnson and Beale
2002). Thus, if they can be marketed, forests Im&we economic values in the
postindustrial economy.

Exurbia is a unique part of the urban-to-rurabggat. It is found at the far extent
of the urban system, still within the field of infince of a metropolitan area. Exurbs still
contain some characteristics of a rural area, wareheconomically reliant on primary
sector activities (Daniels 1999). Many exurbandesimute to suburban areas, while at
the same time a large part of the economy of eaudhiolves around rural life (Daniels
1999). There is presently a national shift towandsan decentralization (O’Sullivan
2003). Thus, people farther away from an urbae eoe now more integrated into an
urban system through commuting patterns (NelsonSamthez 1999). For exurban
areas that are forested, such as most of exurbpal@ghia, this increases the interaction
between people and forests, creating more econoppiortunities. With easier access to
natural areas, exurbia could emerge as a vital sefaf the urban gradient where the
economy could benefit from people visiting natwvijle still having access to more
urban services.

A transition to a postindustrial economy has pnése: challenges to Appalachia.
Per Capita Market Income is only at 77.3% of thedy8rage, the Poverty Rate is at
110.2% of the US average, and the labor forceqpatiion rate is only at 61.6% in
Appalachia (ARC 2008). The region has been hitiqdarly hard by the loss of jobs in
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the natural resource extraction and manufactumetpss. This region is more isolated
and has a higher rate of poverty than the restetountry (Russ 2006). New jobs are
most likely to stem from the growing service sea@oonomy. Appalachia is also a
region with a large amount of forestland (NRI 1991f)it wants to protect the health of
these forestlands for future potential, Appalactéads to find a more suitable economic
alternative that benefits both forests and people.

Despite an economic downturn in Appalachia, itality and natural resource
base can provide new opportunities for economigtgwis. Tourism presents itself as
one of those opportunities that has the potentiaffeetting the declining former
economic bases of natural resource extraction artufacturing. As a provider of
service sector jobs, tourism fits in with the podtistrial economy (Cole 2007). Tourism
based on forests provides opportunities to comesapdrience the natural environment,
through hiking, camping, off-road vehicle ridingndacultural tourism (Phillips 2008).
These activities have the potential to create rods,jboth directly in tourism, and as a
result of a spillover effect into housing, constioie, and businesses that could lead to a
more diversified economy (Reeder and Brown 2005).

Exurbia also presents a unique opportunity to edghe potential of tourism in
Appalachia. Throughout Appalachia, there is a ighl and exurban population density
(ARC 2008). This increases the interaction of peepth forests in Appalachia, as the
process of urban decentralization continues. Ufbaests have been shown to have
great non-consumptive values both socially andrenmentally (Tyrvainen 1996), so by
bringing more forestland into the urban spherdropelitan areas become able to
benefit more from the values of forests. Alrea@igpalachia is centrally located between
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major urban areas, such as Atlanta and Washin@auantann and Reagan 2008), and
urban decentralization will only increase the nundfgoeople in close proximity to
forests. With these processes, forest tourisnximban Appalachia presents a possible

solution to the problems facing Appalachia in tlstpydustrial economy.

1.2 MOTIVATION
In order to solve the problems facing Appalachidytsons must be drawn from

several subjects. The proposed research lieg amtitrsection of the literatures regarding
Exurbia, Forests, Tourism, and Appalachia. Exuexlores the land use at the urban-
rural fringe, while studies of forests tend to esgEnt them in a rural setting, though
forestland can also be significant in more modéyatepulated areas. Appalachian
studies often focus on the economic hardshipseofegion, while tourism in forests
tends to focus on areas with less previous humaacdinm The motivation for this paper is
to connect these different areas of study in ot@explore the unique potential forest

tourism in exurban Appalachia has as an econorteoaltive.

1.2.1 EXURBIA
The urban-rural fringe is often an area of confligtvalues on how to use

undeveloped areas. This area is an elastic edgede the rural countryside, where

agriculture and wildlife habitat are prominent, amtdan and suburban settings, which
have a higher density of residential and commertsal The duality of what is ‘urban’
and what is ‘rural’ has defined human economiesfms, but is now being blurred on

the urban fringe of exurbia. Traditional ruraldilhoods have adapted to the realities of
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new urban forms. In the United States, the last iecades have brought about drastic
changes to urban structure that have impactedrb@ntrural fringe. Agricultural
structure has changed due to advancement in tex@USDA 2008). Industrialized
agriculture requires fewer people to manage greageanses of land (USDA 2008).

Changes in agricultural technology have led tolrdepopulation in some
agricultural-dependent areas and agricultural abament in others (McTammany
2004). At the same time, technological advancesieave affected urban areas,
enabling urban decentralization (Glaeser and KadlZ9004). These events have lead
to great changes in American exurbia and the latigeaurban-rural fringe. It is now a
common occurrence for people to move away fromrudraas to exurban areas because
of the prevalence of natural amenities (Joned.€2083). More commonly, people take
short trips to the outskirts of their own urbanaarer to somewhere regionally, to
experience and use nature in the form of a fofestelaxation and sport (Johnson and
Beale 2002).

This ever expanding nature of exurbia can be da®ugh the landscape in the
form of urban sprawl (Daniels 1999). Areas thatexnence beyond the reach of suburbia
quickly and suddenly become subdivisions. Hundoddgres of farmland can be
converted into subdivisions capable of housing dezd families who desire to live
away from the stress of urban life (Daniels 199Bhis process is pushing exurbia farther
and farther from the city core, expanding the urfbenge. The fringe is an area of rapid
growth and transformation, creating a processkéeps exurbia an elastic edge, always

stretching to new limits (Daniels 1999).



The view of the ever-expanding landscape pressesamconsider the relationship
between this process and the natural areas arawaioppment. The economic benefits
of tourism must be compared to the environmentdlsatial costs. This analysis does
not attempt to explain the migration pattern ofgdedowards areas of natural attraction,
but rather the draw of people in the form of toorisThese tourists, from the same
metropolitan area or from areas beyond, come tetb&urban areas to interact with
nature in the form of forests. The uniquenessaflgan nature is its proximity to people.
Tourism here is focused on seeing nature, but fldemess. Urban amenities can easily
be reached, and access is easier than in rural. alde potential for economic
interaction is open for creative exploitation of ihtersection between people and their

natural environment.

1.2.2 FORESTS
One type of rural landscape of interest is forestlaUnlike agricultural or urban

land, forestland provides a different set of ecolworalues which may warrant further
study (Munroe and York 2003). The economic valu®ests has historically been
attached to resource extraction, but new urbartsirel is giving forestland new values
(Jones et. al. 2003). Forests are an area ofemagntal habitat, and also create the
possibilities for recreational activities. The pomic value of forests as a place for
tourism in exurbia has not significantly been exptb Humans are drawn to forests
because of their differentiation from agriculturedairban areas (Harrison 1992), and this

draw can be an economic benefit.



In many rural areas with large amounts of intecachetween human societies
and nature, the economic potential for forestlaadgeat. Historically, forests were used
for natural resources (Menzies 2007). Timber anddyproducts are a valuable and
necessary commodity used throughout human historsuch basic things as shelter and
heat. The area underneath forestland can be asedract natural resources such as coal
and natural gas (Fraley 2007). The landscape thatforests have can increase
property value, creating value to forests eveneuiththeir destruction (Kaplan and

Austin 2004). The total society value of forestlarcan be innumerable.

1.2.3 TOURISM
The changes of land use have created new econassigities at the urban-

rural fringe, of which one of them is tourism (Jshn and Beale 2002). The tourism
industry creates service sector jobs that catpetple traveling and exploring places of
interest (Moore et. al. 1995). A prerequisite to@ism-driven economy is the
availability of people with disposable income, wdre willing to spend it on something
recreational, relaxing, and not essential (Moora@letl995). In the form of tourism, we
are allowed to, for a brief period of time, viewvarld different than our own. This
could be anything from a natural landscape teamitig wildlife and endless wilderness,
to a foreign city, with cultures and customs théfedfrom out own. Tourism sells a
temporary sense of wonder and escapism (Mooré 4985), which is a valued
commodity in an ever increasingly hectic world.

Current trends in society are moving toward incedaanvironmental friendliness,

which is causing society to look for means to inygreconomic conditions without
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degrading the environment (Jones et. al. 2003ppleeenjoy the benefits of economic
gains made from extracting resources from the laatido not like the environmental
outcomes when it comes to the degradation of the@mment (Jones at. al. 2003). A
false assumption is that the use of degraded kEpdrceived to be limited, and less
enjoyable to residents and visitors than moreipgstatural areas (McSweeney and
McChesney 2004). In societies with excess cagtple are constantly looking at
ways to live their lives with as little impact dmetenvironment that provides them with
such as great view (Jones et. al. 2003). Tourisaused environment can be a draw for
people, and provide an alternative to a formerbtetive land-use past (McSweeney
and McChesney 2004). Appalachia is a used landseayl its pristine nature has long
ago been destroyed. This creates a unique situigtithe context of tourism, where
people are visiting damaged natural areas for tiiiralness. This type of tourism
would add a new dimension to tourism study, andcctaad to the discovery of new

tourism possibilities.

1.2.4 APPALACHIA
One area in the United States where forests axalerd in exurbia is Appalachia.

Development since the arrival of Europeans has#fiyibeen hindered by the
mountainous nature of the area, and historicall/tihs led to a high degree of poverty in
the region (Sarnoff 2003). The environment ofdhea has been exploited tremendously
in order to sustain the struggling economy of #gion (Sarnoff 2003). The areas in
which human development and nature meet are vagthws due to the fact that the area

is widely populated with a fairly high populatioerasity (ARC 2008). Many small and
9



medium sized cities are spread throughout the lalgscape, leaving the landscape
highly impacted by a history of urban use.

These themes tie together in the current and engeegionomic situation in
exurban Appalachia. The use of tourism as a meb@sonomic gain in an area with
little going for it could be a potential savior fibre region. As the economies of
industrialized countries turn towards a serviceneooy (Herzenberg et. al. 1998), areas
of former manufacturing and resource extractiomeoges must turn to other means to
survive. Tourism provides a sense of future tar@a where economic woes have lead to
a brain drain, and a since of isolation from geh&maerican society (Baumann and
Reagan 2008). The tourism economy does not reth@natural resources that
supported the region’s economy in the past. Tleesaomic means are no longer viable,
and their extraction has already done just aboutiah damage as it can do, with only
Mountain Top Removal mining promising to finish floé of environmental destruction
in Appalachia (Fraley 2007). Tourism, for the mpatt, does not rely on a population
that has achieved high educational attainment,lmsi@a group that is sparse in
Appalachia (ARC 2008).

Exurban Appalachia has an abundance of valuabbeiress needed for tourism.
The area is moderately populated throughout itsls@bAmerica (ARC 2008), unlike
the relatively unpopulated mountainous areas oftnerican West. The settlement of
Europeans in Appalachia is rooted in the early dayfmerican colonialism, adding an
aura of cultural and historical mystic to this aoéamatural wonder (Sarnoff 2003). The
historical and cultural element of Appalachia @raw that other natural areas in the
United States cannot match. The history of theoregvell documented due to its early

10



European contact, included Native American loréomial frontier adventure, and the
carving out of a unique cultural identity basedswiation and self sustainment (Sarnoff
2003). This cultural uniqueness greatly enhanoesdurism possibilities of the region,
because the nature of the area has a social meattétogped to it (Utz 2001). In the hills
and forests of Appalachia, people see a histocyltare, and see a need to experience a
part of this unique part of the world.

Forestland is abundant, in the form of private pablic lands (NRI 1997).
Farms are found in more fertile areas along riegid streams (Otto 1983). Mines take
up large chunks of hillsides in certain areas, @her natural resource orientated
industries are scattered about, trying to makeemoyomic gains that remain to be made
from the destruction of the landscape in the afeal¢y 2007). Development is also
hindered by the landscapes of hills and valleyapgalachia (Sarnoff 2003).

The Appalachian region has long been studied asrigaie example of a Third
World Country (Gragson and Bolstad 2006). Povstticken, undereducated, and
lacking of economic bases that do not destroy tive@ment, outsiders have long
attempted to come in and solve the region’s problésarnoff 2003). Recently,
Appalachian study has spent a considerable amduattemtion on the possibility of
tourism in the region (Johannsen 2004). Thera igteempt by some to remarket
Appalachia as an area where people can escapebidne woes of the Northeast and
Midwest to come enjoy the natural beauty of forédthannsen 2004). The dynamics of
exurbia and the different relationships with hunmapact have not been thoroughly
explored as to the relationship with tourism in Algzhia. The tourism occurring in the
area is not usually pegged with being exurbanjthugually is. Appalachia is widely a
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moderately populated region, contrary to populdiefseof areas of vast uninhabited
regions (ARC 2008). The isolation of the regiorswaeatly reduced in the twentieth
century by the building of road networks (Isserraad Rephann 1995), and these same
roads allowed for exurbanization to occur arounga@achia’s many urban areas. This
research explores the relationship between touwaistnexurbia, an area often ignored in
studies of tourism in Appalachia. New urban foraslity to create economic
possibilities in natural areas will allow futurepdaration of economic resources that are

still untapped in Appalachia.

1.3 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES
This research adds to the existing literature wess fields: exurbia, tourism, and

the study of the Appalachian region. Literatureegarbia widely focuses on its form of
development. Urban form is usually the main fomhen studying exurbia, including the
nature of where development occurs in exurban amedshe pattern of its growth. Other
areas of exurban study focus on why people wantaee to exurbia, focusing on its
sense of rurality, lower population densities, ardthetics (Deller et. al. 2001). The role
of tourism on this landscape would add a new faictdne study of exurbia, especially
one that presents tourism in natural areas asarogtac alternative, building off of the
ability to connect natural areas in proximity tdamn areas to the economy of a region.
Exurbia is often seen as beyond the economic daag area, and its analysis is viewed
more from a residential perspective (Irwin and Baakl 2002). Traditional urban

structure models have people living in the exuri\@orking in the urban core
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(O’Sullivan 2003). But there is economic gain torbade from the exurbs, and their
relationship with natural surroundings, and thipgrawill explore those possibilities.
These added perspectives of existing topics whiaeice understanding of the
dynamics of the region beyond the entirety of theent literature. The idea of tourism
as an exurban phenomenon has yet to be fully exgblofhe nature of exurbia in
Appalachia has not been explored in depth as itrhather regions of the country, due to
its perceived social and economic problems. Thereaf the natural environment on
the urban-rural fringe in Appalachia is in needbéofurther studied, to examine how a
damaged environment can be used, taking into ceratidn a long history of devastating
land-use. Keeping all of this in mind, this pap#gempts to analyze the effects of a
situation that is at the edge of several disciglifrit has yet to be explored on its own.
This paper will explore the ability of forests ixugban Appalachia to be an
economic and environmental alternative to othed kases. The previous volumes of
related literature will be delved into, as to whetvious studies have concluded on
related topics. The Appalachian region will belergd, as to what it is, and how its
history represents the current situation in tha.ai@ata will be collected and analyzed in
areas such as forest cover, tourism measures candmic factors for counties of
exurban nature in the Appalachian region. Theltgdien, will be related back to the

hypothesis, and directions of possible future nedewill be outlined.

1.3.1 HYPOTHESIS
* 1: Tourism will play a positive role in the econonag measured by the location

quotient for the impact of tourism and the per tapiarket income
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» 2: Tourism is affected negatively by rural povetigcause the rural poor are
disconnected from urban systems
» 3: A Tourist economy helps reduce rurality, whichasures if tourism is a
catalyst for exurbanization and development
» 4: Forests will decrease with the lack of ruratifyan area, which measures how
development is impacting the environmental impattferests with the removal
of forest cover
1.4 SUMMARY
Poverty and high unemployment rates have persistpdstindustrial Appalachia.
One solution has been tourism, in the form of fotesrism located in exurban areas.
This analysis explains why each topic that forestism in exurban Appalachia revolves
around is important, and how they are connectemlitiir their common relation to
economic change. Data was used to study what isplaese effects are actually having.
By analyzing data on this collective set of proesssvas able to have a better

understanding of how tourism can play a role imngirag the economy of Appalachia.
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CHAPTER 2

2 LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 INTRODUCTION
In Appalachia, tourism is enabled by forest regtoand facilitated by urban

expansion.

New economic realities have fundamentally chanedcature of exurbia,
forests, and tourism. The lack of an economiaadtéve to former economic bases is a
problem in Appalachia that needs to be solved. @rssible solution is forest tourism in
exurban Appalachia. Can forest tourism bring eatingrowth to Appalachia? To find
out, we must draw from a diverse set of literatuggurbia’s growth and ability to sprawl
out into the countryside is made possible by nesnemic realities in transportation, job
structure, and the decrease of the importancestdrtie. Forests have been given new
values by a new economy that no longer dependssmurce extraction to sustain itself,
but finds forests valuable for the ability to bedsn situ. Tourism, as an economic base,

is an example of a postindustrial activity provglimpportunities to areas formerly

15



involved in manufacturing and natural resourceastion. It is where these processes,

set forth by new economic realities, meet thatdbteurism in Appalachia can occur.

2.2 ECONOMIC STRUCTURE

2.2.1 INTRODUCTION
In order for one to understand how the possibditjorest tourism in exurban

Appalachia is occurring, one must understand tba@mic circumstances that preceded
this. The cycles of the economy create a situaifaonstant change, and new
opportunities can create new economic realitidse gostindustrial economy created the
opportunity to transform an area that was faceti e@tonomic decline into an area that
can reap the benefits from the new means of ecangain that are presenting
themselves. In order to measure how to do this,moust understand how to measure

economic bases, and the impact of economic seatoasregional economy.

2.2.2 POSTINDUSTRIAL ECONOMY
The economy of the United States has gone thraygdstindustrial

transformation throughout the last half centurhisttransformation has involved both
the decline in the manufacturing economy and tbe of a knowledge-based economy
(Dean and Kretschmer 2007). From 1940 to the r88D%, the proportion of Americans
working in the service sector increased from onétbahree-quarters (Herzenberg et. al.
1998). During this same time period, the manuf@egusector, which had sustained the

industrial economy, which had been previously dantndeclined with the rise of the
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service sector (Herzenberg et. al. 1998). Alhif treated the present new economic
reality, in which a knowledge-based service seistdominant (Dean and Kretschmer
2007).

This transformation in economic bases has beendte ability of knowledge to
replace whole factors of production that domindbedprevious manufacturing sector
(Dean and Kretschmer 2007). Primary competitivtois have spawned new types of
innovation and growth (Dean and Kretschmer 200@3tead oftrying to revive the
former manufacturing economy, the last quarterugritas seen government policy shift
to trying to improve the emerging knowledge econd®gan and Kretschmer 2007).
Some have cautioned that the types of economicstinaehave emerged in the
postindustrial economy are weak, and that the semtonomy can be blamed for
increased inequality, declining productivity, andgnant wages (Herzenberg et. al.
1998).

Postindustrial economic realities have also chdrlge agricultural sector in the
US. The number of farms in the US has been dedisince the 1940s, to have only
leveled off in the previous decade (USDA 2008).e lze of the average US farm has
been rising for the past century, particularly sitlee 1940s (USDA 2008). With the
advent of new technologies, fewer people have déipéal to operate and invest in larger
farms (USDA 2008). Also, advances in technologkenf@wer farms able to produce

the same amount of food (USDA 2008).
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2.2.3 MEASURES OF ECONOMIC STRUCTURE
There are numerous ways one can measure the imipasector on the local

economy. Time series analysis involves plottinadeends for an industry over time for
one or more geographic areas, which can be shoWimeior graph form (Cortright and
Reamer 1998). This method can use raw humbersemges, or a comparative figure.
Cross sectional analysis examines the distribugfame variable by other variables at
one point in time (Cortright and Reamer 1998). sTikieasiest explained with a pie chart
or bar graph. An example would be a pie chart gfih pieces, each representing a
component of a local economy (Cortright and Reat888). Shift-Share analysis is a
means of attributing change in a region’s econaoyatious factors, done through
decomposing local economic changes (Cortright agahfer 1998).

There are issues with measuring data for econamatysis. In order for an
economic analysis to be done correctly, data maishéasured consistently, using the
same types of data (Cortright and Reamer 1998¢ sthle of analysis can also be an
issue. Generally, the smaller the size of an Hratais being analyzed, the less economic
data that is available for it (Cortright and Rearh@®8). Some economic factors such as
skill level and turnover rate have no standardalde (Cortright and Reamer 1998).
Economic data at a large scale is usually obtafireed three main sources: The Census
Bureau, the Bureau of Labor Statistics, and theeBuiof Economic Analysis (Cortright

and Reamer 1998).
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2.2.4 LOCATION QUOTIENT
Another measure of economic structure is the Liooauotient. The Location

Quotient (LQ) has been used by economic researsis the 1940s (Miller et. al.
1991). The LQ has become one of the most basis td@conomic development
research and is considered simple to use (Millealal991). The LQ, as an economic
base, measures the extent to which the contribofieme subgroup of economic actors
of a regional economy is greater or less than gméribution of that subgroup to a larger,
reference economy (Cortright and Reamer 1998% domputed by dividing the
percentage of the industry in the study regionneeny by the percentage of the
industry in the larger reference economy (Cortrighd Reamer 1998). An LQ of less
than one means that the industry is underreprageriten compared to that of the larger
reference economy (Miller et. al. 1991). Similaifythe LQ has a value above one, it
has a larger share of the industry than that oféference region as a whole (Miller et.
al. 1991). An LQ of one means the study regiohaes of the industry is identical to that
of the reference region’s share of that industryl@viat. al. 1991).

There are some problems that one faces when tigngocation Quotient in
analyzing economic data. In order to compute andr@@ must have a complete set of
economic data for all sectors for both the stuéyaand the larger comparative region
(Miller et. al. 1991). When the results are givérg LQ is not meant to interpret what
the results mean, but simply gives one a LQ nur(Méler et. al. 1991). Measuring
change in LQ is problematic because an LQ is basquercentages (Cortright and
Reamer 1998). Thus, an industry may appear to migkéicant improvements in their

LQ, but may not have grown at all, because a deergaeconomic output of other
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industries can increase another industry’s LQ withbat industry actually increasing
itself (Cortright and Reamer 1998). The LQ is ¢desed a simple method of economic
analysis, and sometimes is considered too simpfistisome forms of economic analysis

(Miller et. al. 1991).

2.3 EXURBIA

2.3.1 INTRODUCTION
Exurbia is a key to understanding forest tourisraxurban Appalachia. Change

is abundant in exurbia, which defines itself bystant creation and expansion of
development. The area is in a constant flux, witlrleia turning into suburbia, creating
an ever changing situation that is always creaimdjdisposing of economic
opportunities. This flux is possible because af meonomic realities, which decrease
the need for people to be close to central ciibswing development to occur farther
outward in a metropolitan area. The frontier betwsuburbia and rural that exurbia
represents allows for a unique relationship betwesaple and their natural environment.
This situation also provides for unique opportwesteconomically as well, for people to

benefit for forestlands that are in close proxint@ysociety.

2.3.2 EMERGENCE OF EXURBIA
Exurbia is a relatively new part of the urban $pea. Until the early part of the

20" century, the monocentric city was the dominangarform (O’Sullivan 2003). This

type of city was heavily concentrated on proxiniiythe central core of a city
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(O’Sullivan 2003). The closer land was to the cartity, the higher the value that was
placed upon that location. The idea of locatingrrike core of a city was seen as
desirable (O’Sullivan 2003). The central core aftg was concentrated with
commercial uses that could afford to bid for thghleir rents in a prime location
(O’Sullivan 2003). In present-day America, thisnfoof cities has become a rarity, and
today few large cities are structured in a monagefdrm (O’Sullivan 2003).

Many factors went into the decentralization precafsturning monocentric cities
into cities with large low-density fringes, a presdhat created present-day exurbia.
Declining costs in commuting have allowed peopleawel from exurbia to more
populated areas with greater ease (Irwin 2007%ingiincomes have allowed people to
demand larger houses with larger properties (12@07). Property at the urban edge is
cheaper than in urban and suburban areas, makimgy& attractive to people wishing to
relocate (OTA 1995). Exurban areas have attraci@eople wishing to escape the
negatives associated with urban blight, with pedga&ing central cities to escape urban
problems (OTA 1995). Exurbia is a draw for residebecause of the natural amenities
and a level of privacy that exurban areas prov@€A 1995). People also move to
exurban areas to follow jobs that have left theaarbores of metropolitan areas (Irwin
2007).

Technology has also been a factor in recent dedadencouraging the
development of exurbia (OTA 1995). The industeebnomies of the world are
currently in the midst of a technological revoluti®TA 1995). The prevalence of
microelectronic technologies has been a signifitactor in this period of change (OTA
1995). These technologies reduce the dependeraceetropolitan area on a central
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city, due to the ease of transferring informaticroas space (OTA 1995). This allows
for the spatial dispersion of economies, whichvadidor economies to operate in exurban

areas (OTA 1995).

2.3.3 DEFINING EXURBIA
The problem with the topic of exurbia is that #hes not a standard agreed upon

definition (Martinuzzi et. al. 2006). Various vabies can be used to determine if a place
is exurban, such as an area’s place in the urbectrsim, population density of an area,
acres per residential piece of land, or the refatiip to Core Based Statistical Areas
(CBSAS). In current literature it is common tortkiof exurbia’s place on the urban
spectrum as lying beyond the suburbs of an urbea @telson and Sanchez 1999). It
can be seen as an area beyond the suburbs, bt 8téir shadow, and a step between
rural areas and more developed areas (Daniels 1998 line between what areas are
suburban and which are exurban is not always cear some believe that exurbia is in
many ways just the outer extension of suburbiagdlebnd Sanchez 1999). The distance
from a city at which exurbs are found can also theertain, with a range being five to 50
miles (Theobald 2001).

A common measure of density to determine exusbersons per square mile
(Theobald 2001). Through, at what population dgrexurbia is reached is up for
debate. A population density of 1,000 personssgeaare mile is generally considered
urban (Nelson and Sanchez 1999, Daniels 1999)exmdbia is considered to be far less
than that, usually less than 500 persons per squiéggDaniels 1999). One range that

can be seen as broadly covering exurbia can be 3P persons per square mile
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(Exurban Change Program 2008). Other definittake into account the size of
residential lots to determine exurbia. One debnitstates that lots in exurbia are an
average of 10 to 40 acres large (Theobald 2001her® can split exurbia into broader
categories, such as emerging exurbia, with lotsssif 16.5 to 165 acres, and more
developed exurbia, with lot sizes of 1.65 to 1&&a (Exurban Change Program 2008).
Another way to determine if an area is exurbao i&nd a measure of its rurality,
which is its amount of rural characteristics oittrahat an area shows (Princeton 2008).
Some definitions use the proximity to CBSAs witbcambination of other factors such as
population density to determine if an area is eaarbr how exurban it is. One measure
of rurality is the Index of Relative Rurality (Wald 2007). This index measures four
dimensions: population, population density, extdrdan urbanized area, and the distance
to the nearest metropolitan area, and assignsiesumtalue on a scale from 0 to 1, with
1 being the most rural (Waldorf 2007). Anotheriigébn of rurality is the Urban
Influence Codes. These are used by the US Depatrimhé\griculture and take into
account CBSAs, proximity to CBSAs, population, saghulation of CBSAs, measured

in categories numbered from one to 12, with 12 dpé&ve most rural (USDA 2007).

2.3.4 LAND USE IN EXURBIA
Exurbia is also characterized by the changesid lese occurring there. The

exurban fringe is a fast growing area, rapidly giag in nature (Berube et. al. 2006).
While the outer parts of suburban areas are thediagrowing part of a metropolitan
area, exurban areas just beyond them are jushstéotgrow, but also at a fast pace

(Lang and Sanchez 1999). This makes exurbia @ fegion that is constantly
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suburbanizing (Daniels 1999). Though they are icemed the core of an area, major
cities take up only a small part of most metropolireas (Daniels 1999).

Much of the space of a metropolitan area is iteotgaches, which consists of
small towns among nature and farms, where exunbgerge (Daniels 1999). These
emerging exurban areas are taking the place giringous land-uses, which are usually
natural areas or farmland (Theobald 2001). Indiedhland in the United States is
decreasing at a rate of 5.39 million acres per,yaach of which is to exurban
development (Theobald 2001). This creates areasendgriculture is giving way to
housing, which is typical of exurbia (Daniels 1998nprovements in technology have
made population decentralization easier to ocawnh &s that occurring in exurbia
(Nelson and Sanchez 1999). Distance to servicdginrban core is no longer a priority,
and the possibilities for exurbanization are muckater today than previously (Nelson

and Sanchez 1999).

2.3.5 ECONOMY OF EXURBIA
In many ways, exurbia is also defined by its ecoiedrases (Daniels 1999).

Along with the transition of land uses, exurbi@nis transition of economic bases. In
exurban areas in economic transition, agriculttifeptays a key role in the economy
(Daniels 1999). There is also an influx in indigdization that occurs in exurban areas
(Nelson and Sanchez 1999). Because of urban datieation, jobs have the ability to
move out of urban cores to exurban areas, charlgengconomic base of areas. The
majority of jobs in an average metropolitan arearaore than 10 miles away from the

downtown area (Berube et. al. 2006), leading taagmns in jobs in exurbia. Just as
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people might be moving out to exurbia to followgopbs are also moving to exurbia to
follow people (Irwin 2007). The new exurbanites t@ seen as a good labor force,
attractive for businesses (OTA 1995).

Changes in technology and infrastructure have lalsoght an expanded
economic opportunity to exurbia. There has bededine in transportation costs,
making areas father away from central cities anglfadion centers more attractive
places to locate (Irwin 2007). There have alsmld@mnges in transportation systems
and infrastructure, such as the emergence of higlsystems, which have made distance
less of a factor in exurbia (Irwin 2007). Techrgytachanges have also helped to bring
employment to exurbia, by allowing for easier comimation and more advanced
manufacturing systems (Irwin 2007). With thesengjes, the exurban economy is no

loner as harmed by its distance from a city.

2.3.6 CHALLENGES OF EXURBIA
One main issue facing exurbia is the distance off@a to the rest of a

metropolitan area, and long commutes necessapatthjobs and services (Lang and
Sanchez 2006). Typically, at least 20 percentarkers in exurban areas have a
significant commute to work (Berube et. al. 2008he ability to commute is a key
element to the ability to exurbanize (Nelson andcBaz 1999). Exurbanites tend to
work jobs that are not centralized in the core etnopolitan areas, but instead further out
in the urban spectrum (Nelson and Sanchez 19985 €hables exurbanites to have
relatively short commutes for their distance awayrfthe urban core, making their

commutes comparable to that of suburbanites (NelsdnSanchez 1999).
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The process of urban sprawl creates other chaléetogiee faced in exurbia.
These challenges are due to the fact the exurlaidlisd area of struggle, trying to keep
its more rural feel while it often quickly transfos into a suburbanized area (Daniels
1999). Traffic, energy consumption, community g&89, reduction of open spaces, and
pollution often face areas in transition (Martinueiz al. 2006). Traffic and the impact of
cars are due to the fact that in exurbia and sudualntomobiles are the sole means of
transportation, with a lack of public means of s@ortation (Martinuzzi et al 2006).

The process of urban sprawl! chips away at ruralemveloped land as well as forest
land that exist near metropolitan areas (HermaasernMacie 2002). When urban
development is built faster than population groatlurs, urban sprawl spreads
development beyond the core of cities, which cepteblematic disorganized
development (Barlow et. al. 1998).

Exurbanization can also be problematic becauskeeodlivided nature of the
ownership of land on the urban fringes. The preacé®xurban development leads to
situation of divided ownership of forestland on thilban-rural fringe, in the form of
parcelization and fragmentation (Kendra 2003, B2883). Parcelization, as ownership
of a forested landscape that is divided among twoare owners, creates a more likely
situation of divided values and interests of lamchers, making the land more difficult to
manage (Kendra 2003). Fragmentation, as the pdilyseparation of parcels of forested
land from each other, results in habitat destracéiod loss of management options (Bliss
2003). Forested lands at the exurban fringe atledigreatest danger to suffer from the
problems of parcelization and fragmentation, whiah help decrease their value with
divided interests of owners (Kendra 2003).
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Exurbia’s proximity to nature often presents a @mje. Exurbia is an area
where there is increased interaction between peopldheir natural surroundings. It is
at this interface where forests and other wilddifeas are greatly affected by
development, beyond the urban and suburban areare\idrestland is already lost, and
before the rural areas where development is sg@lsanon and Kretser 2005). Exurbia
is a combination of types of development that goldoucreate a large impact on nature
(Glennon and Kreser 2005). Everything from thdding of roads to the use of nature
for human recreation causes impacts. Negativedtspd people on their environment in
exurbia include loss of natural lands, environmledégradation, and fragmentation of

land used by wildlife (Glennon and Kreser 2005).

2.3.7 EXURBANITES
America is a suburban nation, with 53% of the USypation living in suburban

areas (Berube et. al. 2006). Some argue thatam®graphics of exurbia are similar to
that of suburbia (Nelson and Sanchez 1999). Exutdsmtend to be white, middle-class,
homeowners, and commute to their place of work{Beret. al. 2006). Exurban
households tend to have a traditional family sticesteven more so that a typical suburb
(Nelson and Sanchez 1999). The types of occupathat exurbanites have tend to be
clustered around professionals and skilled bluac@bs (Nelson and Sanchez 1999).
At the urban-rural interface, there is both a gapgic area where forest
management meets urban development and a poétiealwhere people holding
different forest values, such as old landownersreewd landowners, interact (Vaux

1982). The urban-rural fringe attracts new homesnenvho move there in order to get
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closer to nature and to have increased space (Kaplé& Austin 2004). This societal
interface at the fringe often creates a situatibens the new values of development and
urbanization win out, and often contradict the osathe homeowner moved out to the
fringe in the first place (Kaplan and Austin 2004hese needs often demonstrate the
power relations between the newer, wealthy resglemd the native residents who are of
lesser income, and are forced to accept changesn\Wilding at the fringe, new
homeowners often then desire the amenities of uabaass, leading to the clearing of the
very forests and natural areas that they movedjtiy€Kaplan and Austin 2004). This
process of people moving farther and farther o@querience natural areas leads to

further exurbanization.

2.4 FORESTS AS A NATURAL AMENITY

2.4.1 INTRODUCTION
The social value of forestlands changes along sathal changes. With new

economic realities, forests have the opportunityeive new purposes. The relationship
between people and forests is changing towardefinaew values in forests as a land-
use, rather than an obstacle to land use. Fassismportant to society, and have a
unique setting of opportunities that create thedd@n for forest tourism in exurban
Appalachia. These unique opportunities come fersit of actors and processes that
only occur in forested areas. People are drawhewalues that forests have, and this

pull factor results in tourism. The economic valwé forests are great, and come in a
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wide variety. The ability to tap into economic opjunities is crucial for forested areas

to be beneficial.

2.4.2 FORESTS AS A UNIQUE LAND COVER
Forests present a unique type of land cover wiihrécular set of values that

differ from all others. In today’s busy and fastepd society, forests are a
counterbalance to urban society, and are uniqueh&r sense of timelessness (Hayman
2003). There is a set of environmental valuesdahaunique to forests, such as the
ability to support a diverse habitat home to a wideety of plant and animal species
(Phillips 2008). The economic values of foresesaso unique, presenting opportunities
that are not found in areas of agriculture or urb@as (Munroe and York 2003).
Recreational opportunities are unmatched by otred tovers, providing opportunities

to hike, fish, camp, paddle, rock climb, and matheooutdoor activities (Phillips 2008).

2.4.3 ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS OF FORESTS
Environmentally, forests are of a vast importatocthe planet. Forest cover is a

great regulator of climates on a global scale. @m¢h’s atmosphere is affected by
forests because they are an important elemeneigltbal cycle of gasses (Saxe et. al.
1997). Forests function as the lungs of the plaathanging large amounts of €®@ith
the atmosphere, providing a living place for flarad fauna, including humans (Saxe et.
al. 1997). The habitat they provide allows spedisplaced from urban areas to seek
shelter. Key areas of habitat are found in foksieas, protecting endangered species

(Phillips 2008). Forests also hold plants that tnayeeded for future medical cures
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(Menzies 2007). Without forest lands, soils begidégrade and erode, drastically
changing ecosystems. The soil of a local areardpen trees in forests to prevent run-
off and erosion affecting the water quality of aeaa(Menzies 2007). These vital aspects
of forests on the global environment outline thie forests play in the very survival of

the current state of the planet.

2.4.4 ECOSYSTEM SERVICES
Forests also provide a wide range of ecosystewmicest which are the free

service benefits humans derive from their surrongdicosystems (Bolund and
Hunhammar 1999). They are of important economigejebecause without them,
humans would have to economically provide for ssetvices as filtered air and purified
water (Phillips 2008). These services, on theinowould cost trillions of dollars for
society to provide (Bolund and Hunhammar 1999)re&ts provide large areas of leaf
cover, which have positive effects on air qualBplund and Hunhammar 1999).
Another service forests provide is their functiensaund barriers, blocking noises near
places such as highways (Bolund and Hunhammar 1998ests also serve an important
function in storing carbon, helping to offset climahange (Loomis and Richardson
2001). If forestlands at the urban edge were readplarge and expensive projects
would need to be initiated to reenact the posiiffects of forests on the human
environment. These free, ecosystem services govan by forestlands represent assets

that cannot be replaced.
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2.4.5 ECONOMIC VALUE OF FORESTS

2.4.5.1 PROXIMITY VALUE
The proximity of people to forests was formerlyadtraction of being close to

natural resources, but now people come to aredsimigatural amenities to be in
proximity to a pleasant natural environment (McGitagem 1999). When given a choice
of places to live, Americans prefer places withngeof their natural surroundings
(Kaplan and Austin 2004). This demand for viewarighe environment elevates the
value and thus price of residential land adjacetfidtested areas (Kaplan and Austin
2004). Many new residents of exurbia also staedhe of their reasons for leaving an
urban area for an exurban area is the proximityatorral settings such as forested lands
(Kaplan and Austin 2004). The view of a foreshatural land is what affects property
values the greatest on the urban-rural fringe (&apind Austin 2004). The amount of
forestland in an area not only affects the propeiti the forest, but also the value of the
surrounding properties with the proximity valuesafural amenities.

Aesthetics are also an important part to the prayiwalue of forests (Sheppard
et. al. 2004). Usually when one evaluates theevafia forest, one uses socioeconomic
and ecological criteria (Sheppard et. al. 200#hat these miss are the aesthetic values
of forests that represent an important human vaktspecially in exurban areas, forests
are often used for the visual pleasure of residamisvisitors, superseding the economic
and environmental impacts that forestlands havegfard et. al. 2004). When a forest
is cut down or otherwise aesthetically damagedptligic takes issue with the lack of a

view. The forests provide more than the environialesr economic benefits lost
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(Sheppard et. al. 2004). The aesthetics of fermshance the recreational desires and
quality of life for a community, and in turn make@mmunity more marketable for

economic gains (Sheppard et. al. 2004).

2.4.5.2 TIMBER VALUE
The economic benefits of forestland are geneththyght of through its timber

value (Munroe and York 2003). Timber is seen asafithe many values that can come
from forestland. In many areas with a high amairbrestland, such as Appalachia, the
timber industry is still an important sector (Pip#l 2008). For example, 7 percent of
labor income in West Virginia still comes from fetg@roducts (Phillips 2008). Most of
the benefits of the timber industry come from p@haheld forestlands and not from
publicly held lands such as parks and National $ter@hillips 2008). The timber

industry can be seen as an alternative to other afserests (Munroe and York 2003).

2.4.5.3 RECREATION VALUE
There are also economic gains to leaving a piétand that is forested

undeveloped for human use through recreational u3ée economic gains of recreation
on forestlands come from tourists participatinggareational activities, such as hiking,
camping, and Off-Road Vehicle riding (McSweeney MaChesney 2004, Phillips
2008). Economic gain also comes from the purcbakalging, recreational equipment,
food, and other related expenses (McSweeney anchbgr@y 2004, Phillips 2008).
These land uses offer the possibility of a fairiywon amount of environmental

degradation and only require a small amount oftinpet have the possibility for
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significant economic gains (Reeder and Brown 200%jecreational opportunities can
offer a boost to a regional economy that may ngéorbe able to use its forested lands
for resource extraction, and yet do not wish fogéescale development (Loomis and

Richardson 2001, Phillips 2008).

2.4.6 CULTURAL VALUE OF FORESTS
Forests can also be seen as part of society'sratitieritage. A group of people’s

history and sense of identity can be linked witltests, giving cultural meaning to a
natural setting (Selin et. al. 2004). Visitingoadst can give one a sense of what the past
was like, and one may attempt to view their surdnig as past peoples did (Selin et. al.
2004). Some places have set up ‘Heritage Areat’ the specific purpose of protecting
an area’s environmental sense of historical meafBedn et. al. 2004: pg 344). The
official purpose of these Heritage Areas is to @cotthe ongoing story of how the forest
shapes history and culture, and how ecology ancahwmse have shaped the forest”
(Selin et. al. 2004). One such area, the Appadachbrest Heritage Area in West
Virginia and Maryland, is designed to preservetistory of human use of the forests
that have sustained settlers of the area for destand provided raw materials for
America’s economy (Selin et al. 2004).

Forestlands, as a place, hold a valued place ihigtery of Western Thought
(Hayman 2003, Harrison 1992). To Western Civilaatforests have long been the root
of cultural imagination, representing the area qugside of the civilized realm (Harrison
1992). The relationships between forests andizatibn have had a great impact on both

the religious and secular parts of society, fromRoman’s relationship with the
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Germanic tribes to the legend of Robin Hood (Hay@@®3). Western Civilization has
been seen as overcoming nature, having cleared #nayystery and wild with science
and technology (Harrison 1992). Forests have bestarically seen as outside of
civilized jurisdiction, where outcasts, fugitives)d outlaws lived beyond the powers of
society (Harrison 1992). The Christian culturedetp see the forest as an area of
anarchy, where the surviving beliefs of Paganisntinoed (Harrison 1992). These
ideas about forests being on the outside of socetyinued through the European
settlement of Appalachia, where the people of tHosests were seen as outside of

civilized America (Russ 2006).

2.4.7 FOREST OWNERSHIP
Land-use factors are often different dependingvbather a forest is publicly

owned or privately owned (Wear and Flamm 1993)oulad 29% of forests in the United
States are publicly owned (Smith et. al. 2002)e Triajority of public forestland is held
in National Forests, which contain 19% of total fd&stland (Smith et. al. 2002). The
other 10% of public forestlands are owned by ofederal agencies, state governments,
counties, and local municipalities (Smith et. &8102). Most public forestlands in the US
are found in Western States, with Eastern Statesrdded by private forestlands (Smith
et. al. 2002). Public forests often have a brogdai for land-use than private forests
(Wear and Flamm 1993). Forests in public landdes®influenced by market forces,
and provide enhanced areas of biodiversity andisustological health (Wear and

Flamm 1993).
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The other 71% of forestland is owned privatelyfjwii3% being owned by
industries, and 58% being Non-Industrial Privateests (NIPF) (Smith et al 2002). In
many areas of the US, NIPFs dominate the ruralsieayge (Bliss 2003). The amount of
forestland in NIPFs is rising (Zhang et. al. 200B)storically, NIPFs have been a large
source for the US timber industry (Bliss 2003), imgteasingly, NIPFs are being valued
for the non-timber usage (Zhang et. al. 2005). U$es of NIPFs include residential
uses, aesthetics, hunting, nature conservatioestment, and timber (Zhang et. al.
2005).

The amount of forestland in NIPFs can be probleniat forest management.
With the increasing number of people owning NIRRs,average size of each track of
private forest is decreasing (Zhang et. al. 20@)rrently 96% of NIPFs are less than
100 acres in size, with 40% less than 10 acreg@&(ghang et. al. 2005). This
parcelization causes a lack of coordination betwbkervarious forest owners (Zhang et.
al. 2005). The problem with NIPFs being dividedoaugn a large number of owners is
that forests do not stop at ownership borders (VdadrFlamm 1995), so parcelizaion
could harm forests due to divided interests. Usdgeivate forestland is more
motivated by market forests, which may not be mhbst interest of the ecological health

of an area (Wear and Flamm 1995).

2.5 TOURISM
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2.5.1 INTRODUCTION
The rise of the tourism industry has brought ecanachange to many areas that

formerly struggled economically. As an economipaipunity, tourism can be seen as a
force of change. Tourism provides the economiemtige that gives value to forest
tourism in exurban Appalachia. To many areasptbspect of tourism provides a great
opportunity economically where there were few ecoieqgpossibilities before. This
opportunity is built off of pre-existing draws ofegion, which can be sold as a unique
destination, making tourism a very unique typecdfremy. In times of changing
economic conditions, tourism may prove to be tHes8tute that many communities are
looking for after the decline of the natural resmuextractive and manufacturing

economies.

2.5.2 DEFINING TOURISM
There are a variety of ways that tourism can bmel@. Tourism is a multi-

faceted phenomenon, and its emergence has becand tire most remarkable
economic and social occurrences of the past ce@ole 2007). Tourism can be seen as
businesses that provide goods and services fgutposes of pleasure and leisure
activities, which occur away from one’s home enviment (Moore et. al. 1995).
Economically, tourism is seen as an industry capabkeconomically promoting both
growth and local benefit because of its intensise of local inputs and unskilled labor
(Mansury and Hara 2007). Tourism can also be ddfas a set of economic sectors,
such as entertainment and recreation, accommodatidiood services, amount of

seasonal housing, and hotel business (Johnsoneald B002).
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2.5.3 TOURIST MOTIVATIONS
There are many reasons that people choose tkpantégourism activities. One

of the reasons that people become tourists idhlegthave the ability to do so (Moore et.
al. 1995). There are many factors that go ihi® ability. They include high
discretionary incomes that allow extra resourcas ¢hn be spent on tourism (Cole
2007). With the retirement of the Baby Boomer gatien, a new group of people have
the time and desire for tourism (Johnson and B2@(02). There are also an increased
number of people who have the financial means ém@dpnore money on travel due to
changing economic demographics (Moore et. al. 1998her factors contributing to the
increasing ability to travel include smaller famdliges, changing social demographics,
lower transportation costs, and improved publidthg&ole 2007).

The natural environment is often a draw when ihes to recreational tourism.
Urban life is seen as full of restrictions on ddifg, and creates a desire to leave urban
areas to experience natural environments (McCablStankey 2001). The natural
amenities that these areas provide attract towasstgell as seasonal residents (Reeder
and Brown 2005). Uniqueness of an area and itegndings are positive attributes
when it comes to drawing tourists (Razak 2007) s$bcial meaning can be attached to
the environment of an area, it can also be seadasw, because of the demand for
authenticity and cultural heritage (Razak 2007).

Escapism is part of the experience of tourismopRetravel to fulfill a personal
need for the physical withdrawal from one’s currecttion (Moore et. al. 1995).

People are motivated to travel by their persomatesof wanderlust, and need to abandon
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the mundane (Moore et. al. 1995). These experseaeintended to create fun, relaxing,
and pleasurable experiences (Moore et. al. 19BBhple see an importance to vacations,
because these experiences allow one to createatamkperiences in their memory that

will last past the moment of the experience (Maetreal. 1995).

2.5.4 ACCESS AND TOURISM
Access is fundamental to establishing nature-btmatsm (McCool and Stankey

2001). Recreation-based tourism cannot occur witttee means to access the land that
it takes place on (Williams 2001). The abilitydocess has several different dimensions.
There is a political aspect to access, in whichegoments can regulate access to areas
(Williams 2001). People generally support accegaublic lands, and the promise of
access helps gain support for the creation of NatiBorests (Williams 2001). There is
also a market-based dimension which creates thamul@for public property to open to
access (Williams 2001). The other dimension casdes as cultural, with a level of trust
opened up upon a community, for which access wlilb¥v with responsibility (Williams
2001).

There are also restrictive forces acting agaioséss to recreation lands. There
are groups that desire more restricted accessuoahéands in order to ensure their
environmental protection (McCool and Stankey 2004neas of nature must insure that
there is a balance between the protection of thieg@rment and the ability of tourists to
access nature (Williams 2001). Ecosystems caeée & having carrying capacities for
tourism, after which too many tourists will harmanea (Williams 2001). Restrictions

on recreational areas include limits on lengthtays, limited areas of camping, allowing
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only a certain number of people in an area, réstgdechnology, restrictions on means

of travel such as boats and cars, and by issuingifge(McCool and Stankey 2001).

2.5.5 POSITIVE IMPACTS OF TOURISM

2.5.5.1 POSITIVE ECONOMIC FACTORS OF TOURISM
According to some measures, tourism is the worndimber one export (Cole

2007). The growth of tourism as an industry hantrapid since World War Two (Cole
2007). Today, tourism is one of the largest astefst growing industries (McDaniel
2000, Cole 2007). Tourism in the form of recreai® seen as a great success story of
recent years (Reeder and Brown 2005). Much ofdincgess is attributed to domestic
tourism in developed countries, such as the Uritadles (Cole 2007).

The growth of the tourism industry is ahead of ynlange economic sectors, such
as manufacturing (Johnson and Beale 2002). Hestilyj manufacturing was seen as the
most important industry in areas in which the temrieconomy has now become
prevalent (Cole 2007). Recreational tourism isa@pg economies that used to
dependent on agriculture, mining timber, and martufang (Johnson and Beale 2002).
This is because tourism is providing an alternativihe declining manufacturing and
natural resource economies (Alavalapati and Adarod999). For example, in areas
once completely engulfed in the coal industry, igmarcan finally be seen as an economic
replacement (McDaniel 2001). The same is trudafralustrial areas, which have found

new use in turning rail lines into biking trails ¢ldaniel 2000).
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Another positive aspect of tourism is that itetatively easy to achieve as an
economic alternative (Reeder and Brown 2005). ghllyieducated workforce is not
needed for tourist activities, thus labor is eagaecruit (Reeder and Brown 2005). This
labor is usually readily available within a locata (Alavalapati and Adamowicz 1999).
New technologies are making the ability to creatgism economies simpler and easier
than ever before (Cole 2007, Alavalapati and Adaimopi999). Also, only limited
capital investment is necessary to start touristted facilities (McDaniel 2000,
Alavalapati and Adamowicz 1999).

The creation of jobs in a local economy are atspdrtant positive impacts of
tourism (McCool and Stankey 2001). Some commusidy on tourism to launch
economic development (Reeder and Brown 2005). n8reased demand for goods and
services that tourism brings can create a morasliied economy (Reeder and Brown
2005). This can increase business revues throtighoammunity (McCool and Stankey
2001). These tourism-related jobs include hotelstaurants, and other related service-
orientated businesses (Reeder and Brown 2005)seTémonomic effects can spill over
into other economic sectors, such as airlines aogihg, creating an overall improved

local economy (Cole 2007, Reeder and Brown 2005).

2.5.5.2 POSITIVE SOCIAL IMPACTS OF TOURISM
The social factors of a region can also be impilaaean area when tourism

becomes an economic means (Reeder and Brown 20608)well-being of people living
in areas affected by tourism has been shown toawgpon a number of levels. Because

of the influx of jobs to an area, unemployment go@sn (Reeder and Brown 2005).
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With this, wage levels have the potential to rieelucing the amount of poverty in a
region (Reeder and Brown 2005). With the incredsgages and income, there is an
increased ability to provide for one’s health, theigels of good health in an area improve
(Reeder and Brown 2005). Educational attainmesat isl shown to improve in these

areas (Reeder and Brown 2005).

2.5.6 NEGATIVE IMPACTS OF TOURISM
There are also negative impacts that tourism eae bn an area. The increase in

value of land creates an increase in housing ¢osfgeople living in the area (Reeder
and Brown 2005). There is an increased pressulecahinfrastructure, which increases
with the increase of tourism (Reeder and Brown 2@3e 2007). Travel is an
expensive venture. Large amounts of capital caretpaired to partake in certain forms
of tourism (Moore et. al. 1995). Tourism couldcakb®e unstable for a community. The
industry is responsive to variables from the envinent and the outside economy which
could make it vulnerable (Alavalapati and Adamowi®g9).

In some situations, people of an area affecyetlrism end up worse off then
before the industry came into an area. Many ofdbe created are poor, with seasonal,
unskilled, and low-wage labor making up most ofjties in the tourism sector (Reeder
and Brown 1995). With poor jobs, tourism has thiditg to actually increase the amount
of poverty in a region (Reeder and Brown 1995kqbmlity may ensue in a region,
because the tourism industry creates unequal §@itscals (Mansury and Hara 2007).
The inability for all parts of a local community figly participate in a tourist economy

further creates this inequality (Mansury and H&08@7).
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2.5.7 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF TOURISM
In general, tourism is believed to be a ‘greedustry when compared to

previous economy means (Alavalapati and Adamow@®9). Sustainable forms of
tourism attempt to minimize environmental impadteCool and Stankey 2001). With
tourism, scenic landscapes are seen as valuablgrces, and preserving the
environment is seen as economical (Johnson ane&RB88r). Ecotourism is a fast-
growing subfield of tourism that aims to reduceissrvmental impacts of tourism on the
environment (McDaniel 2001). The success of thisfisld is a positive signal for the
future impact of tourism on the environment. laas with tourism economies, there is a
desire for environmental impacts to be low anddorism to be peaceful (McDaniel
2000).

Still, tourism has the possibility to cause enwitental damage. Attractive
environmental features can be harmed by the impddtirism (Alavalapati and
Adamowicz 1999). The added pressure of the toundktstry can bring added stress to
vulnerable environmental ecosystems (Johnson aateB€02). The increase in
infrastructure and public services needed to ¢at#re influx of tourists can cause
harmful pollution (Reeder and Brown 2005). Thidlygeon can help to spoil the very
scenic views that give natural areas tourism valRegder and Brown 2005). This has
caused some environmentalists to be critical ofisauas an economic means (Cole

2007).
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2.5.8 RECREATION AS TOURISM
Tourism is utilized with recreation, by combiningtural resources with human

resources (McDaniel 2001). Recreational activitiage long attracted large numbers of
visitors to areas (Johnson and Beale 2002). Ri&oneas a type of tourism started in the
19" century, but has become a major industry withil#st few decades (Johnson and
Beale 2002). Recreation can include a wide vanégctivities, creating many economic
possibilities (Cole 2007). Recreational demand&fgagown due to the needs of people
in urban and suburban areas to have places toierperthe outdoors (Johnson and
Beale 2002). Activities that are based around maate forests epitomize recreational
opportunities (Johnson and Beale 2002). Growtmary recreational areas is due to
their proximity near or within forests, making fete a key to recreational tourism

(Johnson and Beale 2002).

2.6 CONCLUSION
The topics of exurbia, forests, and tourism atkaeded to help determine

whether forest tourism in exurbia can be a solutitine economic issues facing
Appalachia today. These topics are all rootethénahanges brought about by the
postindustrial economy. Through rough economi@smew opportunities have
presented themselves as economic opportunitieshwlattempting to analyze. By
looking at the literature, one can see the brogwhots of these topics. The ability to
transform in the wake of changing economic condgibelps unite these areas of study
when it comes to this analysis. Each topic is edddr forest tourism in exurban

Appalachia to occur. This analysis will attempetgand to current literature with a new
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perspective drawn from the attempt to solve thaegoc problems in postindustrial

Appalachia.
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CHAPTER 3

3 STUDY AREA

3.1 INTRODUCTION
Appalachia is a unique region of the United Statats history, geography,

culture, and economy. The topography and urbawctsire of the region creates unique
opportunities for tourism in Appalachia. The an@a a history of poor economic
conditions that give it a need for an economicrafive to resource extraction. This
lack of recovery is due in part to the total domiceof previous industries over many
towns. Company towns, where one business ostnglemployed the entire
population, were common in Appalachia, and themides left little remaining economy
(Russ 2006). Tourism has shown the ability to maproverall socioeconomic
conditions (Reeder and Brown 2005). The spill@aféct has the potential to create
growth in housing and businesses, and to makeeanemonomically successful (Reeder

and Brown 2005).
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3.2 GEOLOGY
The Appalachian Mountains are some of the oldestntains found on the planet

(Encyclopedia Britannica 2008, Melikian 2001). Tdidest of the crystalline rocks that
the Appalachian Mountains contain were formed ePhecambrian eons, between 1.1
billion and 540 million years ago, through a seoésiolent eruptions. Later, in the
Paleozoic era, new types of rocks were formed gjin@ediments being deposited over
time, between 360 and 286 million years ago (Eropedlia Britannica 2008). The
geologic processes that took place during thicerated what are some of the richest
coal beds in the world, along with other valualgdeaurces such as iron, petroleum, and
natural gas (Encyclopedia Britannica 2008, Melike&®1). The resources formed
during this time period were the result of the desg under a shallow sea, allowing
animal life to be part of the sediment, unlike tbthe older rocks which, due to the
violence of their creation, contain no organic matewhich is required to form
resources such as coal (USGS 2004, EncyclopedianBrca 2008). The natural
abundances of nonrenewable resources that wertednedlions of years ago would
later play a significant role in the human intel@etwith these mountains. The advanced
age of the Appalachians can be seen in the patimaoy of the rivers in the region,
which cut through the ridges that formed after theather than forming around them
(USGS 2004). Once the Appalachian Mountains ilytfarmed, they reached great
heights, such as that which are currently seehdrHimalayan Mountains (Redfern
1986). Over time, the mountains have been weallden to their current stature,

enabling the heavy amounts of forests which aradan today’s Appalachia (NRI
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1997). Geology has thus put into place the keggad¢o human interaction today: forests

and natural resources.

3.3 LOCATION
Appalachia is one of the oldest names on the robp$at we now call North

America, coming from the early Spanish exploratiohthe region (Williams 2002).
Yet, there is still much uncertainty regarding $ipatial extent of Appalachia. An issue
with studying Appalachia as a region is that it bardefined differently, depending on
what is being measured. There are political, ®mwaomic, and biophysical definitions
of Appalachia that differ widely from each othemdacan change an analysis based on
how Appalachia is defined. This can create grealblpms with analyzing the area,
because Appalachia has no agreed-upon boundariésvg 2002). The top
subnational entity of the United States, the Statept an acceptable level at which to
define Appalachia (Williams 2002). This is becaueseept for West Virginia (Ulack
and Raitz 1982), the region of Appalachia doesatigh with State boundaries; many
States have sections that are considered AppalaEloiaexample, one cannot state that
North Carolina, for example, is in Appalachia, hesmthe political borders of that State
were created centuries ago in England, and dametp with geographic features, such
as watersheds and mountain ranges, because Stdézdare political (Williams 2002).
The United States government, in defining the gaplgcal scope of the
Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC) (ARC 2008svorced to confront the issue
of the boundaries of Appalachia in 1964 (ARC 200Bhe area of the ARC was chosen

on a county-level basis in the states of Alabamer@a, Kentucky, Maryland, North
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Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Virgena, West Virginia, with a total then
of 340 counties (ARC 2008). Over time this liss leeen added to, including counties in
Mississippi, New York, and South Carolina, andtthtal number of counties now in the
ARC is currently 410 (Figure A.1) (ARC 2008). Thist is constantly being courted for
updates by members of Congress. In 2007, had#egokh House Resolution 799 would
have added 13 more counties to the ARC in Kentuckyo, Tennessee, and Virginia
(Library of Congress 2007).

Many believe that these politically designatedrxtaries for Appalachia are just
that: political. Ignoring most aspects of topodnapthe ARC boundary is based
primarily on socioeconomic similarities (Ulack aRditz 1982). They were created with
the idea of political compromise in mind, and tiiere include areas not typically
considered Appalachia, while ignoring others theady are. One example of this is the
counties in Mississippi that are currently under ARC’s designation of Appalachia,
even though they are lowland counties (Ulack anittR®82, Willaims 2002). Another
example of the political nature of the ARC boundarthat of the many mountainous
counties in Virginia that are not in the ARC beaatlseir Congressman at the time
opposed their Appalachian designation on philosmgtgrounds, thus creating a situation
where the government does not consider them Apipalaaow because of that
(Williams 2002).

Another definition of Appalachia would be thattbé Appalachian Mountain
range. Even defining the bounds of the AppalacManntains can be a difficult task.
Most generally, the Appalachian Mountains are ater&d to extend from the Gaspé
Peninsula in Quebec, Canada to where it meetsulfiplgins Alabama (Melikian 2001).
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One of the often sited studies that defines geolaggions in the United States
(Fenneman 1917) defines the geologic area of Appalaor the ‘Appalachian
Highlands’, as a much larger area than that definegolitical bounds such at that from
the ARC. Fenneman put the eastern bounds of Agipialdarther east, including much
of the northeastern United States, breaking theakgmhian Highland region into seven
distant regions: Piedmont Province, Blue Ridge, #laphian Valley, St Lawrence
Valley, Appalachian Plateaus, New England Proviaoel the Adirondack Province
(Fenneman 1917), which are then further definéal smb-regions.

Social definitions are also frequently used bygéedo determine where the
bounds of Appalachia are. This definition is likéb be considerably different for those
who believe they live in Appalachia, and those Wy® in a non-Appalachian region
(Ulack and Raitz 1982). It is common for peopléraethe region’s bounds by social
characteristics rather than geography. In theystydJlack and Raitz, ‘Poverty’ was the
most associated term used to define Appalachiher@tegative social factors such as
‘Poorly Educated’ (#3), ‘Hillbilly’ (#4), ‘Moonshimg’ (#12), and ‘Poor Housing” (#15),
ranked high when used to describe Appalachia (UsexckRaitz 1982). These negative
associations are more likely to come from peopli@dj outside of Appalachia than
people living in Appalachia (Ulack and Raitz 198the area that people perceive as
being Appalachian is generally smaller than pditar geological definitions, with
people most associating Southern West Virginia, téfasvirginia, and Eastern

Kentucky with the area of Appalachia (Ulack andtRab82).
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3.4 CULTURE OF APPALACHIA
Appalachia has carved out a unique culture sincefean settlement began

centuries ago. The isolation of the mountainsdmabled the people of Appalachia to
retain a unique identity in language, traditions] aligion (Russ 2006, Werbe 2007).
The cultural descendents of today’s Appalachialimeeen as the Scotch-Irish (Webb
2004). Most of these settlers in Appalachia mepladuring the period of 1717-1775
(Russ 2006). Coming from the borderlands of Bmitaithe borderlands of America,
Scotch-Irish retained their culture of isolationjdack of trust in governments, and
warrior spirit (Russ 2006). The place of Appalacis in the American social hierarchy
remained the same as it did for their ancestoEumpe. The English notion of Scots
and Scotch-Irish as being backwards and out ofrthiestream helped influence how
mainstream American culture has viewed the pedphgpalachia and marginalized
them economically and socially (Russ 2006, Blans2§03). For exampleedneckwas
used in England to describe religious dissenters lmdtonged to the Presbyterian
Church, of which many people in Northern England Sootland belonged (Russ 2006).
Though the Scotch-Irish did not make up a majaftthe population in most
parts of Appalachia, other immigrant groups, suckha Germans, English, and Welsh,
became absorbed in the Scotch-Irish culture, wiviah highly adaptable (Webb 2004).
Not all of the people of Appalachia are of Europdanent. Despite popular notions, the
people living in Appalachia are diverse, with ardur2% of Appalachians being of non-
European ancestry (Russ 2006). The majority (fdtawe African Americans, who make

up around 8.2% of Appalachians, while the smallpEigc minority is fast growing (Russ
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2006). Most of the original Cherokee intermarnéth early settlers, and many present
day Appalachians have Cherokee ancestry (Russ 2006)

Religion plays a prominent part in Appalachianud. The three largest
denominations of churches in Appalachia are Baptisth 21%, Catholics with 13%, and
Methodists with 9% (ARC 2008). Due to their indegence and isolation, there is a
wide variety of independent churches in Appala¢iarbe 2007). This is in contrast to
religious practices that take authority from a calrfigure (Russ 2006). Religious
practices are very local in nature, and are consttlpart of the system of one’s family
and friends (Russ 2006). Many religious tradititmst have adapted or died out over
time continue on in Appalachia. Such practicesrake handling during religious
services live on in the isolation of the AppalachMountains (Werbe 2007).

Overall, Appalachian culture forms a unique piet&merica, rooted in
isolationism and independence. The lack of dicecatact with mainstream America
allowed Appalachia to form a subculture with itsrol@nguage dialects, music traditions,
religious practices, and a respect for families emtimunities with distrust for outside
authority (Russ 2006). This uniqueness givedtam@l meaning to the natural landscape
of the area, and creates the potential for peapt®ine to the area not only to experience

Appalachia, but to also experience the Appalacbidture.

3.5 ECONOMY OF APPALACHIA
A major theme in the study of Appalachia is thgiwa’'s economy. The

Appalachian culture of distrust for the outside #melregion’s isolation have hindered

economic opportunities for the region (Russ 2006plation, both physically and
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culturally, have separated Appalachia from the stagam of American society.
Although Appalachia is located in a prime positinmelation to other parts of the US,
the topography of the region keeps it isolated §R2606). A large amount of the
poverty in Appalachia is concentrated in rural aremlike other parts of the country
(Sarnoff 2003). Appalachia has a history of infafmconomies outside of the normal
economic systems (Sarnoff 2003), which further re@sadhe Appalachian people from
the US economy. This isolation and separation isatitactive to industry, making
economic improvement in the region more diffic@atnoff 2003).

Renewable and nonrenewable natural resourceshistegically been the main
source of wealth obtained from the Appalachian Mauns (Russ 2006). The most
notable of these that has provided economic oppiigs in the region are lumber and
coal (Russ 2006, Sarnoff 2003). The height oféhedustries that made profits from
extracting lumber and coal from Appalachia occuirethe last part of the irgcentury
and the first part of the 3@entury (Sarnoff 2003). Outside businesspeopée tisis
opportunity to buy up large amounts of land frorivedocal landowners for far less than
they were worth (Sarnoff 2003). These industrias their absentee owners then turned
much of Appalachia into an economic caste systdmerezcompanies owned every
aspect of life in many Appalachian towns (Russ 2006

Coal continued to be a major force in the Appakatieconomy well into the 30
century, going through a series of booms and buStal was not the main economic
base for the majority of Appalachian counties,\was heavily concentrated in a few
dozen in which the industry made up over 10% ofettenomy (Black et. al. 2005). The
last major boom for coal in Appalachia was during ©PEC oil crisis in the 1970s that
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created a greater demand for energy (Black e208)5). This created a coal boom that
occurred from 1979 until 1977, and peeking from8.aitil 1982, after which has been
in decline (Black et. al. 2005). Booms in the makwesource economy, such as coal,
provided opportunities to increase wages and dserpaverty in counties affected, but
often failed to bring long-term services and ret@mitural areas (Black et. al. 2005).
When the coal economy left a county, it was foumthke away more jobs than it had
originally brought in, making poverty and unemplaymha great problem for Appalachia
in the post-coal economy (Black et. al. 2005). tBy early 1980’s, the coal industry had
changed for good. Technology had changed coah&idn processes, and areas of the
Western US were now more favorable for the coalsty (Black et. al. 2005).

During the 28 century, manufacturing began to become a majargbne
Appalachian economy (Jensen and Glasmeier 20 rpm the 1960s, when recognition
of Appalachia was sealed with the creation of tippa@achian Regional Commission,
companies have seen Appalachia as a place witHegedpng to work for low wages
and have a friendly business environment (JenseiGéasmeier 2001). This created a
time of economic development in manufacturing, ipakarly in branch plants of larger
companies that are located outside of Appalacleiasgh and Glasmeier 2001). About
75% of manufacturing jobs in Appalachia by they&890’s were in branch plants,
which is around 5% higher than the US average €easd Glasmeier 2001). The
branch plant economy soon became the cornerstahe #ppalachian economy,
bringing jobs with steady wages to the area wheeéded them. Wages in
manufacturing were good for Appalachia comparetthégorevious economic sectors
(Jensen and Glasmeier 2001).
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The reliance on the manufacturing economy in aise half of the 28 century in
Appalachia proved to be problematic. In the l&@sy&ars, manufacturing has gone
through dramatic changes (Jensen and Glasmeie).2@dbalization and the changing
of technology have restructured and resized therfsaie Economy (Jensen and
Glasmeier 2001). Since the late 1970’s, therebkeas a decline in US manufacturing.
Cheaper labor has been found abroad, replacinglagiua as the place companies could
turn to for cheap labor (Jensen and Glasmeier 200&jv technology decreased the need
for location, and thus Appalachia lost its advaatelpse to US markets. Added to that,
the manufacturing sector never provided Appalachiaith the opportunity to move up
to higher paying jobs (Jensen and Glasmeier 200tBny rural areas were left
unimproved throughout these economy changes (JamseGlasmeier 2001), and the
added decline of the natural resource economy laae ppalachia’s economy
depressed.

Today, the only remaining aspects of the resobased economy are on a much
larger scale, including strip mining and mountaip temoval mining (Fraley 2007).
These jobs are far more intensive at getting natasmurces out of the mountains of
Appalachia, and create a large amount of enviromahelamage (Sarnoff 2003, Fraley
2007). Some of the oldest mountains in the wartddemolished and thrown into some
of the oldest riverbeds in the world in searchtfe remaining amounts if coal left to
extract in Appalachia (Fraley 2007). These proeg$smve taken the level of
environmental damage created by the economy tata@nee, continuing a process of

150 years of a natural resource based economy palaphia (Fraley 2007).
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Where most of the lumber and coal industry has &efd where manufacturing
has declined, poverty has taken its place. Powedgen throughout the length of the
Appalachian Mountains. Northern Appalachia is aticmation of the Rustbelt that
contains heavy manufacturing (Issermann and Refdl#®%), and is home to closed
factories; Central Appalachia is mountainous aothted, home to the dying coal
industry; Southern Appalachia is a land of exhaliatgricultural areas (Issermann and
Repham 1995). Poverty in recent years has begptéym and unmitigated, because for
people of the region, there seems to be littleEesca to the lack of economic
advantages in the region (Sarnoff 2003). Sometss@oor sector of the country as an
‘internal colony’ (Russ 2006) or America’s exampfea Third World Country (Gragson
and Bolstad 2006). Since World War Two, large nemlof people from Appalachia
have migrated out of the region to cities nearbgmhmore jobs are available (Russ
2006). The out migration from Appalachia includefiege graduates, who have more
incentive to leave the region for better jobs, trgpa ‘brain drain’ of educated people
out of the region (Baumann and Reagan 2008). ®hemued need for economic
alternatives to a resource based economy is aamaretd pressing issue facing

Appalachia.

3.6 FORESTS IN APPALACHIA
Appalachia is known for its richness in naturalaerces such as forestlands (Russ

2006). The current forests have a long historfyurhan use, and still contain the scars of
the destructive forces of humanity. Humans hawmbepacting the landscape of

Appalachia since at least 8000 BCE (Gragson andt&wbl006). By the time of
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European contact, the forests of Appalachia had babstantially transformed to vast
areas of agriculture, and other parts were regularined or used for hunting grounds
(Gragson and Bolstad 2006). By the mid' téntury, English traders had panned out
across the region, carrying with them diseasesgt&sttly reduced the Native American
population if the region by the mid #@entury. This period of human depopulation
allowed the forests of Appalachia to grow in thefer agricultural lands (Gragson and
Bolstad 2006). By the late #&entury, the forests had once again been clear and
cultivated by the new European settlers (GragsaonBatstad 2006).

The lumber and coal industries of the lat® a8d early 28 centuries took a
much greater toll on the forests of Appalachia gravious land uses. Much of
Appalachia was depleted of forestland during timetperiod (Sarnoff 2003). After the
forests were depleted, erosion washed away lange giethe fertile soil that could have
supported agriculture in the region (Sarnoff 200B)ring the last half of the 20
century, forests in Appalachia returned largelys ttuthe decline of the natural resources
industries such as timber and coal (Gragson anst&bP006). Forests are now found
throughout Appalachia, with the average county pp&achia now 54.3% forested (NRI
1997). The exception to this is areas affectethbyntaintop removal mining. These
areas are completely leveled of forestland and tbpographic contour is altered,
hindering future efforts at reforestation (Fral€p2). The loss of potential land that
could have been used for tourism is hard to gaogegause tourism was never given a
chance to become an economic alternative in aneadaive already been destroyed, but

the potential loss of sustainable economic oppdrasnis enormous (Burns 2005). The
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present amount of forestland in Appalachia is etqgeto remain constant, with

agricultural abandonment off-setting exurban degwelent (Gragson and Bolstad 2006).

3.7 TOURISM IN APPALACHIA
In recent decades, a push has been made forrnouri8ppalachia. Outdoor

recreation contributes $730 billion to the US ecog@nnually, and Appalachia is
attempting to tap into that economy for its ben@hillips 2008). The tourism industry
now has a major impact on States that are in Agpaataking in billions of dollars
annually (Johannsen 2004). It is becoming oné@fdrgest sources of income for
Appalachian States, such as Kentucky, where fitaghird largest industry (Johannsen
2004), and in ‘Wild and Wonderful’ West Virginiahere it creates 61,000 jobs and $4.3
billion in sales (Phillips 2008). The tourism iradty in Appalachia is mostly domestic,
relying from visitors from nearby or from other tsof the United States (Johannsen
2004). The tourism industry in Appalachia bendfiten its centrialized location in
Eastern America (Russ 2006). It is within a relgly close distance for most Americans,
and with increasing problem with airlines, it i®Beas a close destination that can be
reached by car (Sarnoff 2003).

Appalachia has both natural and cultural attrastithat bring people in. People
enjoy the uniqueness of the Appalachian cultuféae music and crafts of the region are
becoming fashionable (Sarnoff 2003). Bluegrassiengsch as that featured in the
popular movieOh Brother Where Art Thous helping to draw tourists in to experience
Appalachian cultural traditions (Sarnoff 2003). eTtistory of the region is also used as a

pull factor for tourists, using historic building@events reasons for people to visit a
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region full of historic events (The Federal ReseéBamk of Cleveland 2002). Tourists
also come to Appalachia to experience the natwality of the region (Johannsen 2004).
Even though the forests are in a used and damaaieq geople still come to Appalachia
to explore the forests and rivers in a varietyasffs of outdoor activities (Johannsen
2004). Though the stereotypes of the regionfstildler the tourism industry (Fraley
2007), many see tourism as an economic alternedipesvious economic means.

Tourism in Appalachia can come in a variety ohfer One popular type of
activity is the riding of Off Road Vehicles (McSwesy and McChesney 2004). The
riding of Off Road Vehicles requires a rugged laragee, of which the non pristine
forestlands of Appalachia are an example of (Mc3wgeand McChesney 2004). This
makes Appalachia an ideal place for this populpe tyf outdoor activity. Bicycling is
another type of outdoor activity that thrives inpgpachia (McDaniel 2000). Appalachia
is home to large areas of abandoned rail linesdhiaihrough scenic areas, making them
attractive places for bike riding. Tourism in Apgzhia can also revolve around history,
such as places associated with the Undergroundodibr historical downtowns in
small towns (Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland R0Btking is a popular form of
tourism in Appalachia, which allows people to viesdlife, natural views, and relax
(Phillips 2008). Bird watching, horseback ridirmgd rafting are other recreational
activities that take place in Appalachia (McSweeaeg McChesney 2004). Each of
these types of tourism benefits from a unique aspiete forests of Appalachia, making
tourism in Appalachia diverse.

Economically, tourism attempts to bring benefitqgpalachia. The economic
gains brought about from tourism come from indestthat cater to tourist needs. Many
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of the jobs created are service sector jobs tluptire little in the ways of skills.
Transportation jobs are needed to have the infretstre to bring tourists in (Alavalapati
and Adamowicz 1999). Once they are in an areaistaweed hotels and
accommodations in order to have places to stayiniag more jobs in these areas
(Reeder and Brown 2005). The tourists also neackglto eat, creating a demand for
more restaurants (Reeder and Brown 2005). If geldg@ an area enough due to its
natural amenities, they may want to build vacatiomes or move to an area, creating a
demand for housing, creating construction jobscthwvill lead to more jobs in all other
sectors of the economy (Reeder and Brown 2005%. thirough this spillover effect that
tourism can be seen as a potential benefit to ae@somically (Reeder and Brown

2005).
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CHAPTER 4

4 METHODS

4.1 HYPOTHESES
In order to test the effects of forest tourisnexurban Appalachia, four

hypotheses were created. Each of these hypothskes different question, analyzing a
particular angle to the issue of forest tourisnmisTanalysis set out to test whether the
problems facing Appalachia, the impacts of theeseoif economic changes that have
brought about new realities, could be solved bystiation of tourism. Through the
creation of models that use data related to eapbthgsis, | attempted to measure if
tourism through forests can be an economic altesaExurbia was also measured as a
potential location for tourism opportunities. Rdtal solutions to the economic problems
facing Appalachia can be studied with models cee#teough these hypotheses.

These hypotheses were created to test whethet fotgsm brought positive
economic change to exurban Appalachia. The datasented in the models that test
these hypotheses combine to give a complete piofumest tourism in exurban

Appalachia. The impacts of tourism were definedsashare of the economic base. We
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want to know if more tourism in a county createghler incomes, because if it does, it
would support the theory that tourism is a posigeenomic alternative. Because much
of Appalachia experiencing of rural poverty, we chée know how this is affecting the
possibilities for tourism. In order to understdrav tourism impacts exurbia, we need to
know if tourism leads to increasing developmenticiwltould negatively affect the
environment of an area. Also, in order to undedthe possibilities of forest tourism,
we must determine where in the urban gradient fer@®.

This analysis examined the following hypothesesurd@igg the impact of forest

tourism in exurban Appalachia:

1. Tourism will play a positive role in the economyhe positive impact will be
measured through the rise of Per Capita Marketrhe&cwith a rise in the
tourism impact in a county. This hypothesis isngeneasured so that | could
determine if tourism can be a viable economic aligve in Appalachia.

2. Tourism is affected negatively by rural povertyhiswill measure if the
presence of increasing poverty rates and increasnadjty has a negative
affect on the tourism impact in a county. Thignportant because rural
poverty is a persistent issue in Appalachia, amauist be taken into
consideration when planning economic alternatives.

3. A tourist economy helps reduce rurality. This hyyasis will measure if a
tourism economy encourages development, makinggless rural. This
will be measured by examining whether a tourisrmeaay declines with an

increase in rurality for a county. The issue @fréasing development at the
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urban edge is core to the study of exurbia, atauifism causes development,
environmental impacts could be felt as well.

4. Forests will decrease with the lack of ruralityaim area. This hypothesis will
analyze the land cover for the urban gradient gfagachia, and how
prominently forests are an urban land use. Thilsb@idetermined by
measuring the rise in rurality to the rise in tleegentage of land forested for a

county.

4.2 DATA

4.2.1 APPALACHIAN COUNTIES
In an analysis of the Appalachia region, the fi@atameter that must be set is the

spatial extent of “Appalachia”. As discussed ira@ter 3, defining Appalachia can be a
problematic task because the region has no sedaoes. As mentioned in Chapter 3,
Appalachia can be defined by political, socioecoimr biophysical means, and each
of them comprises of a different set of countiBgtermining the set of counties to study
will affect the outcome of the analysis. If thaioties are underbounded, missing
counties that are important to the analysis willdfeout, and cannot impact the results.
If the area is overbounded, there will be too mangecessary counties that will skew the
results.

For this analysis, | used the definition providsgcdtibe Appalachian Regional
Commission, which currently lists 410 counties emg part of the Appalachian Region

(ARC 2008). A list of these counties was obtaifredh the Appalachian Regional
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Commission. These counties are found in 13 Udest Alabama, Georgia, Kentucky,
Maryland, Mississippi, New York, North Carolina, ©hPennsylvania, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia. This pacdit definition was employed because
in literature and data collection, the AppalacHragion is commonly defined by the
boundary of the Appalachian Regional Commissiohe Appalachian Regional
Commission provides government data and repor&spmalachia as a region, thus data
and analysis for Appalachia is most available ffigr tegion contained in the Appalachian
Regional Commission.

The confines are defined by county boundariesHisrdefinition of Appalachia.
The issue with this is that measuring at the coleugl can cause a Modifiable Areal
Unit Problem, because when aggregating for scaka, changes (Horner and Murray
2002). An ecological fallacy may result from assugthat all parcels within a county
will show the same results as a county does (Krdr@i88). Whole counties are listed as
part of Appalachia. Thus, this analysis incorpesatounties as the unit of analysis, and
data was collected at the county level. Measudetg at the county level can be
problematic. Data aggregated to the county learlgoorly capture land-use patterns
(Theobald 2001). The sizes of US counties arensistent and vary tremendously (Lang
and Sanchez 2006). Many counties cover variowsdenf the urban spectrum, because
urban areas and land-use patterns do not fit nedtycounty borders (Lang and Sanchez
2006). Thus, data will be used for this analysigha county level because of its

availability, but county level data is known to fr®@blematic.
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4.2.2 EXURBAN COUNTIES
For this analysis, a definition of which countsee considered exurban must also

be made. Previous ways of defining exurbia weo&édd at in Chapter 2, and the types
of data used to define exurbia were consideredy asa@opulation density, place in the
urban spectrum, acres per residential piece of land the relationship to Core Based
Statistical Areas. A new definition of exurbia wasated to take into account both the
population density of a county and its relationshifh Core Based Statistical Areas. For
the population density, a range of 40 to 325 peygmn square mile was used. This
represents a broad range of exurbia, and has veeioypsly used in exurban analysis
from the Ohio Exurban Change Program (Ohio Exu®haange Project 2008). For their
project, this range was chosen to be in line witlaerage housing unit size of between
5 and 40 acres (Ohio Exurban Change Project 206®Y). the Core Based Statistical
Areas, counties that were either in a MetropolBtatistical Area or a Micropolitan
Statistical Area were used in this analysis. Tleusirban counties in this analysis have a
population density of between 40 and 325 personsqueare mile and are in either a
Metropolitan Statistical Area or a Micropolitan &ttcal Area. With this definition, 193
out of the 410 Appalachian counties were categdrameexurban (Figure A.9, Table A.1,

Table A.2, Table A.3, and Table A.4).

4.2.3 PERSONS PER SQUARE MILE
To obtain data for the aforementioned definitibexurbia, the variable of

Persons per Square Mile had to be gathered (FAy®e These were collected for the
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year 2000. The Appalachian Regional Commissioninbt this variable by obtaining

the 2000 census population and dividing it by th@®land area (ARC 2008).

4.2.4 CORE BASED STATISTICAL AREAS
Core Based Statistical Areas (CBSAS) consist ofrpmlitan Statistical Areas

and Micropolitan Statistical Areas (Figure A.6)hely are defined by the U.S. Census
Bureau, and are updated on a regular basis tatéfle current confines of a core-based
area’s region of influence and its commuting pattevietropolitan Statistical Areas
contains an urban core of 50,000 people or mowkaavicropolitan Statistical Area
contains an urban core of 10,000 people or morg.(Oensus Bureau 2008). CBSAs are
measured in groups of counties. The year thaCB®8As were indicated in this analysis
is 2003. The list of all U.S. counties and th€l02 CBSA, or lack of one, was
downloaded from the U.S. Census Bureau (U.S. CeBstesau 2008). Information used
from this data was the official name of the CBSAd avell as if it is a Metropolitan
Statistical Area or a Micropolitan Statistical Area

The population of each CBSA was gathered for nghig analysis as well. A
separate data set was obtained from the U.S. Cé&weau with the population of each
CBSA. The year of this data was 2006. This shooldpose any significant issues with
the CBSA definition of 2003, since there have besty few changes in the bounds of
the CBSA in the three years between the two ddsa Séhe population of each CBSA
was matched up with a database with each courAppalachia and its. Thus, each
county was then identified with the total populatwf the CBSA it is in. The total

population of each county was also calculatedhitotal populations of Core Based
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Statistical Areas seem to correlate more with tbdysof tourism’s impact, since
counties are confined into limited spaces. CBSpypations indicated the number of
people living in an area of urban influence, thiesraore useful than a county’s
population, because this indicator shows all thepfeewho have interaction with an area

by it being part of a CBSA.

4.25 RURALITY
After considering several ways to define ruralég,discussed in Chapter 2, the

Index of Relative Rurality (IRR) was chosen to lsedifor this analysis (Figure A.7).
This index indicates the amount of rurality in nuio@ form, ranging from 0 to 1, but
does not indicate what part of the urban gradiesdumty is in. Data on the IRR for each
county was gathered from the Indiana Business Resé&®enter, and measured for the
year 2000. It was downloaded state by state irrdgmft Excel. Then, for each county,
the VLOOKUP function was used to add the IRR vatuthe previous data. With the
calculation of the more precise Index of Relativgd®ity, the Urban Influence Code was
not as useful to the analysis. It is limited besgail gives twelve general categories to

which all counties are fit into, instead of a nuic@rrange.

4.2.6 PER CAPITA MARKET INCOME
Per Capita Market Income is an indicator of ecoiemsuccess of an area, and

thus is used for such an indicator for this analyBigure A.2). Per Capita Market
Income data was obtained through the AppalachiagidRal Commission. The data is

for the year 2002, and was calculated by dividotgltpersonal income, less transfer

66



payments, by population (ARC 2008). Transfer paymare unearned benefits, such as
disability and unemployment, which are examplesradarned income. Per Capita
Market Income, as an average for people living aoanty, does not take into account
how evenly income is distributed across the inceoade. Poverty Rate does measure
the amount of people living in the lowest incomadiets, and is included as another
variable. The economic status, which measuretkethed of economic distress a county is
under, was also calculated for all of the counti€se problem with this measure is that
there are too few categories (five) for much todmsl into the distress of a county, and

thus the impact of this variable was not significand it was not used.

4.2.7 POVERTY RATE
The Poverty Rate can be used as an alternatirert@€apita Market Income when

measuring the economic success of a region, bedamsasures the percentage of
people living below the poverty line, and not aet@ge income for all people. With this,
the Poverty Rate shows income distribution. Thitadvas also obtained from the
Appalachian Regional Commission, and was measwrrethé year 2000. The Poverty
Rate derived from dividing the number of peopléngvbelow the poverty line by the

total number of people for which a poverty statas been determined (ARC 2008).

4.2.8 PERCENT FORESTED
One variable that was needed for this analysistiv@percentage of each

county that is forested (Figure A.3). County-leglatabases of forest cover proved

difficult to obtain. The National Forest Servicasha county level database, but forest
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cover there is measured by accessible forests,eabehis analysis requires a complete
listing of forest cover. The database that wasl us¢his analysis was the National
Resource Inventory (NRI) database. The latestfdatdRI is from 1997. This database
is a series of sample points, each containing tanwr data. Each point is representative
of a larger area, and includes a multiplier so km@vs how much area that point
represents. The points were converted to areaiog the multipliers provided. County
names were identified through the use of FIPS cdaematching the data to a database
of all FIPS codes (U.S. Census Bureau 2008). &ahis database for this analysis, land
cover for the categories ‘grazed forest’ and ‘uagthforest’ were combined, to get a
total forest estimate for each county. Then, $shi® was divided by the total area of each
county, to get the percent forested of each codritg. National Forest Service provides
data on forests, but categorizes it as Accessimest Land.

Accessible Forest Land is classified as that whath be safely visited and meets
certain tree-stocking criteria (Figure A.4) (Na@birorest Service 2002). This data was
matched up to the database, but was considereasnateful as a database of all
forestland. A measure of all forestland more aatly judges the potential of forest
tourism of an area, while accessible forestlandardy make assumptions about the
present, since more forestlands could become abtessthe future. Accessible forest
data does not give the full potential for a coubggause it is underbounding the areas to
which future tourism in forests could occur. Theasure of Accessible Forest Land may

provide a valuable resource for future research.
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4.2.9 TOURISM
Tourism data was a vital part of this researclefiriing tourism is not

straightforward, as discussed in Chapter 2. Tha sw@urces for economic data are the
Census Bureau, the Bureau of Labor Statisticstlam@ureau of Economic Analysis
(Cortright and Reamer 1998). The Bureau of Econdhmialysis has the categories of
‘Entertainment and Recreation’ and ‘Accommodatiand Food Services’, which have
previously been used to categorize tourism (JohasdrnBeale 2002). Thus, for the
purposes of this analysis, tourism was measurezbinpining the aforementioned
Bureau of Economic Analysis categories into a marsum. The Bureau of Economic
Analysis (BEA) is part of the Department of Comnggrand produces large and complex
datasets that cover a wide view of economic se¢@@ustright and Reamer 1998). The
BEA covers compensative income and employment detas, data was gathered for
each county in Appalachia for the BEA categorie$otertainment and Recreation’ and
‘Accommodations and Food Services’ to create asousum.

To use this measure to analyze the impact ofsoudn a local economy, the
Location Quotient (LQ), as described in Chapten@s calculated for the impact of
tourism in each county (Figure A.8). This impaubws the impact of the economic
groups of ‘Entertainment and Recreation’ and ‘Acawodations and Food Services’, and
the LQ measures their contribution on the largenemy (Cortright and Reamer 1998).
The impact was measured in worker compensatiooliars that were paid to workers
in the BEA categories of ‘Entertainment and Redosatand ‘Accommodations and
Food Services’. This was done to aggregate fordohigh wage jobs that would not be

measured in raw numbers of people working in eadhstry. The compensation to
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people in the tourism industry was measured agtotetcompensation in a county to
determine the impact. Then, the percentage of eaghty’s economy, as measured by
income compensation, was divided by the same measuionally. This gave each
county an LQ as measured against the US econonmynleasuring the tourism impact
in each county in Appalachia versus the averagestoumpact in the whole United
States.

The LQ was calculated for the measure of tourisrsugethe State each county in
Appalachia lays in, and against Appalachia as devwegion as well. The US tourism
LQ was used instead of the State tourism LQ oAghyealachian tourism LQ because this
analysis compared tourism in Appalachia as ittisased in the United States. Each state
has a different impact for state-wide tourism, tthesState LQ would not have been a
constant measure. The measure of AppalachiarstowQ would have skewed the
results based on how the county compared to otfméas counties, thus not giving the

whole picture of the impact tourism is having icleaounty.

4.2.10 OUTLIERS
When calculating the data, variables can be glatainst each other using the

scatter plot function. The scatter plot is a tgpexploratory analysis which can

illustrate linear and non linear relationships amdata, and is a basic check for quality
control (Utts 2005). Also, outliers can be seethmmdata from a scatter plot, which
differs greatly from the rest of the results. Magiable that produced the most noticeable
outliers was the Location Quotient. The averageld&ism value is ‘1’ for this

variable, and there were three counties with aevahove 4, meaning they had more than
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more times the average impact of tourism on th@nemy. Sevier County, Tennessee
has a Tourism LQ of 7.05, meaning that is has @uenes the average impact of
tourism. Sevier County is known as the Gatewahe¢oGreat Smoky Mountains
National Park, and home to Gatlinburg and Pigeaigé¢Sevier County Economic
Development Corporation 2008). Nearly 10 milliople visit Sevier County annually
(Sevier County Economic Development Corporation®0fhaking the tourism impact
off the charts compared to other counties in Apgaa

The next highest outlier is Pocahontas County, Wasginia, with a US Tourism
LQ of 5.60. Pocahontas County markets itself aguie’s Mountain Playground”
(Pocahontas County Convention and Visitors Bure@r)e out of every four jobs in the
county is tourism, and its scenic trails and higpsvattract over 1 million visitors per
year (Pocahontas County Convention and Visitore8u). The impact on the economy
appears enhanced due to the very small populatitrea@ounty, at around 9,000 people
(Pocahontas County Convention and Visitors Buredine other major outlier is
Greenbrier County, West Virginia, with a US Touris®@ of 4.14. It is home to the
famous Greenbrier Resort, and promotes its towgmthe slogan “Far Enough

Away...So Close to Home” (Greenbrier County Conventnd Visitors Bureau).

4.3 METHODS OF ANALYSIS

4.3.1 SETUP FOR ANALYSIS
All of the data that was gathered was put intoester database of variables for

each county in Appalachia, which contains a totall® counties. Counties that did not
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have economic data available to the public weréuebed from the analysis. There were
76 counties with insufficient economic data, 9 dfielh were classified as exurban. Of
the 334 total counties with data, 184 of those veswgban, 125 of those were rural, and
25 were urban. The final databases used the Vesi&ounties, Index of Relative
Rurality, Per Capita Market Income, Poverty RatrcBntage Forested, CBSA, CBSA
population, persons per square mile, and the USiral_Q.

Once in an analysis program, models were neededler to test the hypotheses
for this analysis. In order to test the effectexdirbia on the given variables, dummy
variables for each level of rurality were creat@ae each for rural, exurban, and urban.
Each dummy variable was valued at ‘1’ for a couhst was in that level of rurality,
with no county being part of more than more thae lewel of rurality. To determine
whether the relationships among the dependentratependent variables varied across
the urban spectrum, dummy variables were createdw the interaction effect. These
show the value of a variable just for a certairelef rurality by multiplying a dummy
variable by an existing variable. For example,ititeractive effect variable can be
created for exurban rurality by multiplying the esxan dummy variable by the IRR
variable, so that just the exurban IRR values hosvs.

In each model, area dummies and interaction effeets included to test whether
there were statistically reliable differences orrage and in the relationships with
covariates between exurban and rural, and exunbdmdan counties, respectively.
Exurbia needed to be compared to rural areas dahw@areas separately, because rural
areas and urban areas are different, with diffesgrgs of land use and economic bases.
Comparing exurbia to rural areas and urban aregether would fail to tell the whole
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story. In order to make the separate comparisgats) model had to be run twice, once
for exurban and rural, and once for exurban andmurllo do this, the non-used level of
rurality had to be filtered out using the dummyiahles, creating two data sets, with one
showing rural and exurban, and the other showingle®n and urban. After the data was
set, a linear regression was used to test eat¢teaghbdels. For each hypothesis, a
dependent variable was compared against a setigamdent variables, along with the
exurban dummy variable and the exurban interaetifext variable or variables.

Four sets of models were created from the four thgges. Each model sets out
to analyze a different dimension of the forestigmarin exurban Appalachia. The first
set of models will examine if tourism really is astive economic force, by measuring if
it is associated with higher incomes. The sec@t@fmodels measure if rural poverty, a
persistent negative factor in Appalachia, is hajdsack a tourism economy. The third
set of models examines whether tourism is anotieof associated with exurban
development and urban decentralization. The foset of models look at how the
changing urban gradient affects forest cover, apdsbcial and environmental values that

go with it.

4.3.2 MODEL 1
For the Hypothesis 1, | created a model to examimether tourism plays a

positive role in the economy. For an indicatothe economy, Per Capita Market
Income was used as the dependent variable. Thelrfwdypothesis 1 contained the
independent variables of Index of Relative Rural@BSA population, Percent Forested,

and the US Tourism LQ. The U.S. Tourism LQ wasdinariate used to test Hypothesis
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1. This model also included the exurban dummyaldei and the U.S. Tourism LQ
interaction effect variable for exurbia, to test $aynificant differences within exurban

areas.

4.3.3 MODEL 2
Hypothesis 2 set out to determine if tourism fe@ked by rural poverty in a

county. The dependent variable | used was the @8idm LQ, which is measuring the
impact of tourism on a county’s economy, as congpangh the United States. The
independent variables used were the Index of Rel&urality, the CBSA population,
the Percent Forested, and the Poverty Rate. Therfyaate and Index of Relative
Rurality were included as covariates in order w&eas Hypothesis 2. This model also
included the dummy variable for exurbia, as wellresinteraction effect variables for

exurbia for the Index of Relative Rurality and theverty Rate.

4.3.4 MODEL 3
For Hypothesis 3, a model is created to deteritia@ssociation between a

tourist economy and rurality. If tourism helpsued rurality, it can further promote
urban decentralization. The dependent variabl¢hisrmodel was the Index of Relative
Rurality, measuring how rural a county is. Theependent variables that best fit the
model were the US Tourism LQ, the Percent Foresied the Per Capita Market
Income. The US Tourism LQ was especially paidnditb@ to with regards to its

significance versus the Index of Relative Ruraiityprove Hypothesis 3. This model
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also included the dummy variable for exurbia, all agethe interaction effect for US

Tourism LQ for exurbia.

4.3.5 MODEL 4
For Hypothesis 4, a model was created to estimhsther forestland would

decrease with the lack of rurality in an area. d@Bpendent variable in this case is the
Percent Forested, which measures what percentageanty’s land-cover consists of
forestland. The independent variables were th& l8ism LQ, the CBSA population,
and the Index of Relative Rurality. For this modeé Index of Relative Rurality was
looked at in regards to its significance versusitiiex of Relative Rurality to prove
Hypothesis 4. The dummy variable for exurbia wiae ancluded in this model, as well

has the interaction effect for the Index of RelatRurality for exurbia.
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M odel

Rural Gradient M easur ed Dependent Variable

Independent
Variables

Model 1

Model 1.1: rural and exurban| Per Capita Market
Model 1.2: exurban and urbam Income

Index of Relative
Rurality, CBSA
population,
Percent Forested
US Tourism LQ.

Model 2

Model 2.1: rural and exurban| US Tourism LQ
Model 2.2: exurban and urbamn

Index of Relative
Rurality, the
CBSA
population, the
Percent Forested
and the Poverty
Rate

Model 3

Model 3.1: rural and exurban| Index of Relative
Model 3.2: exurban and urban Rurality

US Tourism LQ,
the Percent
Forested, and the
Per Capita Marke
Income

Model 4

Model 4.1: rural and exurban| Percent Forested
Model 4.2: exurban and urban

US Tourism LQ
the CBSA
population, and
the Index of

—F

Relative Rurality

Table4.1: Model Summary
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CHAPTER 5

5 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

5.1 INTRODUCTION TO THE MODELS
To answers the Hypotheses from Chapter 4, the Isyaaleo outlined in Chapter

4, were estimated. SPSS software was used tozanthlgse models. The models were
expected to indicate if there is support for thpdtiieses, and to show which variables
are the most influential in the various modelsorkirunning these models, a further
knowledge of the processes that influence foregigm in exurban Appalachia was

expected.
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5.2 MODEL1

Variable B Std Error | Significance
IRR -12164.26 2220.29 0.00
CBSA Population / 10,000 4.89 1.16 0.00
Percentage Forested -35.49 12.50 0.01
US Tourism LQ 1125.99 1620.75 0.49
Exurban Dummy Variable 2980.12 1637.61 0.07
US Tourism LQ interactive effect for
Exurban -876.79 1648.54 0.59

Dependent Variable = Per Capita Market Income
R Squared = 0.329

Dependent Variable: Per Capita Market Income

Table5.1: Modd 1.1

TheImpactson the Economy for Rural and Exurban Appalachia
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Std
Variable B Error | Significance
IRR 13796.39 | 2215.95 0.00
CBSA Population / 10,000 5.76 1.12 0.00
Percentage Forested -29.22 12.37 0.02
US Tourism LQ -1887.42 | 1191.94 0.12
Exurban Dummy Variable -3781.03 | 1439.34 0.01
US Tourism LQ interactive effect for
Exurban 2079.71 | 1239.74 0.10

Dependent Variable = Per Capita Market Income
R Squared = 0.448

Dependent Variable: Per Capita Market Income

Figure5.2: Model 1.2

The Impacts on the Economy for Exurban and Urban Appalachia

5.2.1 DISCUSSION OF MODEL 1
The hypothesis tested for Model 1 was that toussliinplay a positive role in the

economy. This model was created because touriB@cisming an economic alternative
in parts of Appalachia, replacing former econontieg were based around natural
resource extraction and manufacturing. Is this ae@snomic base in Appalachia

benefiting the people economically? Per Capitakéfaincome was regressed against the
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US Tourism Location Quotient. Thus, this modetdeghether an increase in the impact
of tourism on an economy increases the incomeeopéople.

In Model 1.1 the impacts on income were measwedufal and exurban
counties. The model has an R squared of 0.32%imgéhat 32.9% of the change in
income is explained by the variables in the modéie Index of Relative Rurality was
shown to be very significantly associated with imeo with a rise in rurality decreasing
income. Forest cover was also shown to be sigmifjowith a rise in forest cover
resulting in a decrease in income. The US Touti@was not shown to be significant,
due to a high standard error. Despite insignifteaty examining the sign of the effect,
some interesting potential patterns emerge. Fooveeall database of rural and exurban
counties, tourism in a county raises the incomgeaiple in that county. From the
interaction effect, it appears that tourism in dzeur counties raises income far less that in
rural counties. The exurban dummy variable shdasihcome is higher in exurban
areas than in rural areas, though neither effestsignificant.

For Model 1.2, the impacts on income were measimeexurban and urban
counties. The R-squared of the model is 0.448 ningahat 44.8% of the change in
income is explained by the variables in the modgke Model 1.1, rurality is shown to
be a highly significant variable, and an increasrurality is shown to cause a decrease in
income. Similarly, forest cover is also shown éodignificant, with an increase in forest
cover decreasing income for a county. The exudasnmy variable was found to be
significant, with exurbanites earning less thanpgbed urban counties. The tourism
variables are closer to being significant in thisdal than for Model 1.1. For the
database including both exurban and urban coumties\crease in tourism causes a
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decrease in income. The interaction variable shbassthis is not the case in exurban
areas, where tourism increases income. It seesh$aitrism adds more value to the
economy as one moves farther from the center oftaomolitan area, with tourism
having a negative effect on income in urban areamsitive effect in exurban areas, and
an even greater positive effect in rural areasbaachia. It seems that trends are

leaning towards proving Hypothesis 1, but the @ateot at a significant enough level.
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5.3 MODEL 2

Std
Variable B Error | Significance
IRR -4.56 4.95 0.36
CBSA Population / 10,000 0.00 0.00 0.00
Percentage Forested -0.01 0.00 0.02
Poverty Rate -0.01 0.03 0.67
Exurban Dummy Variable -3.00 3.04 0.33
IRR interactive effect for exurbia 4.44 4.98 0.37
Poverty interactive effect for exurbia 0.01 0.04 0.74

Dependent Variable = US Tourism LQ
R Squared = 0.120

Dependent Variable: US Tourism Location Quotient

Figure5.3: Moddl 2.1

Impactson Tourism for Rural and Exurban Appalachia
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Std

Variable B Error | Significance
IRR 2.69 2.03 0.19
CBSA Population / 10,000 0.00 0.00 0.00
Percentage Forested -0.01 0.00 0.10
Poverty Rate 0.05 0.04 0.23
Exurban Dummy Variable 1.29 0.72 0.08
IRR interactive effect exurban -2.85 2.09 0.18
Poverty interactive effect exurban -0.05 0.04 0.20

Dependent Variable = US Tourism LQ
R Squared = 0.108

Dependent Variable: US Tourism Location Quotient

Figure5.4: Model 2.2

Impactson Tourism for Exurban and Urban Appalachia

5.3.1 DISCUSSION OF MODEL 2
The Hypothesis tested for Model 2 was that touiisaffected negatively by rural

poverty. This model was created because of theaiz nature of Appalachia. Rural
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poverty has been seen as a persistent problempaldghia, and it became worse with
the job losses following the decline and the ndtwsource extraction and manufacturing
industries. This model tests if this persistenfceial poverty hurts a county’s chances
of creating a tourism-based economy because pebple area are isolated and
impoverished, or if it helps an area due to cheapwailling labor. To measure rural
poverty, the Index of Relative Rurality and the &dy Rate were measured against the
US Tourism Location Quotient.

First, the impact of rural poverty was measuradtoal and exurban counties in
Model 2.1. The model has an R squared value @0Qheaning that only 12 percent of
the variation of the US Tourism LQ is determinedlg variables in the model. The
CBSA population of a county has a significance le@#€.000, making it very
significant. The amount of tourism increased wita amount of people living in a
CBSA. The Percent Forested also has a good signde level at 0.022, with the
increase in forest cover slightly decreasing theison in a county. The remainder of the
variables were not within the 0.05 significanceelebut do show us trends. When
looking at the exurban dummy variable, one cartlsagetourism is more important in
rural counties than exurban counties. Even thdhgi are not measured as being
significant, the interaction effects can tell usgotrends. It appears that, when looking
at rurality, tourism decreases as a county gete moal for the database of rural and
exurban counties. When accounted for, the intenaefffect nearly wipes away the
negative effect of rurality for exurbia, but itlstias a slight negative effect on tourism.
When looking at poverty, the trends follow the filya As poverty rises in a county, the
rural and exurban database shows a decrease isnouBY looking at the interactive
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effect, one can see that a rise in poverty has rfesshof an impact on tourism in exurbia,
with it only slightly decreasing with a rise in paty.

In Model 2.2, exurbia is compared to urban cownti€he model has an R
squared value of 0.018, meaning that only 10.8%h®fifference in the US Tourism LQ
is explained by the variables. The only variabitha significance level of less that 0.05
was the CBSA population, in which tourism in a ciyuncreased with a rise of CBSA
population. The forest cover variable was nearnigant, with the amount of forest
cover decreasing tourism as it did in model 2.@r the dummy variable for exurbia, it
was shown, at an insignificant level, that tourisrmore important in exurbia than urban
areas. For rurality, the model shows that increpsirality increases tourism for the
database of exurban and urban counties. Thistefi@s different in exurbia, as shown
by the interactive variable for exurbia. An ingean rurality slightly decreases tourism
in exurbia. For poverty, though at an insignifickavel, an increase in poverty in
exurban and urban counties shows in increase istou But, when looking at the
interactive effect, one sees that increasing pg\wgtreases tourism in exurbia, thus the
gains for tourism with an increase in poverty cdroen urban areas. These models show
that rural poverty is more of a negative factortfmrrism the farther out one goes in the
urban spectrum. The data trends towards provirpHhesis 2, but is not at a significant

level.
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5.4 MODEL 3

Std
Variable B Error | Significance
US Tourism LQ 0.02 0.01 0.10
Percentage Forested 0.00 0.00 0.49
Per Capita Market Income 8.63 E-6 0.00 0.00
US Tourism LQ interactive effect for
Exurbia -0.01 0.01 0.51
Exurbia Dummy Variable -0.12 0.02 0.00

Dependent Variable = IRR

R Squared = 0.547

Dependent Variable: Index of Relative Rurality

Figure5.5: Model 3.1

Impacts on Rurality for Rural and Exurban Appalachia

86




Std

Variable B Error | Significance
US Tourism LQ 0.02 0.04 0.68
Percentage Forested 0.00 0.00 0.31
-9.91E-
Per Capita Market Income 06 0.00 0.00

US Tourism LQ interactive effect for

Exurbia -0.01 0.04 0.87

Exurbia Dummy Variable 0.14 0.04 0.00

Dependent Variable = IRR
R Squares = 0.449

Dependent Variable: Index of Relative Rurality

Figure5.6: Model 3.2

Impacts on Rurality for Exurban and Urban Appalachia

5.4.1 DISCUSSION OF MODEL 3
The Hypothesis tested for Model 3 was that a sb@tonomy helps reduce

rurality. This hypothesis sets to determine ibarist economy can lead to
exurbanization, by decreasing how rural a countyEsurbanization is a growing trend

in both Appalachia and the US as a whole. Manggsses related to the new economy
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help spawn this process. Is tourism one of théhia model uses the US Tourism LQ
measured against the Index of Relative Ruralitydip determine this.

Model 3.1 shows the impact of tourism on rurald@grural and exurban counties.
The model has an R squared value of 0.547, mednap4.7% of the difference in
rurality is explained by the variables in the modeer Capita Market Income was shown
to have a strong significance with rurality, witsignificance level of 0.000. It as shown
that as Per Capita Market Income increased, ryrdditreased. Thus, the less rural a
county is, the higher the income of people thdfee exurban dummy variable was
shown to be very significant in accordance to ityaas expected, with rural areas have
more rurality than exurban areas. Though not cetefy significant, we can still look at
the impact of tourism on rurality. For the datab#sat includes both rural and exurban
areas, tourism was shown to rise with rurality.t,By looking at the interaction effect,
we see that tourism has less of an impact on tyiialiexurban areas as it does in rural
areas, with rurality rising less with the rise @fitism in exurban areas.

Model 3.2 shows the impact of tourism on ruraldlyexurban and urban areas.
The R squared for this model is 0.449, which mehatonly 44.9 % of the difference in
rurality is explaned by the variables. The vamafleasuring Per Capita Market Income
was, similar to model 3.1, strongly coordinatedui@lity, with income decreasing with a
rise in rurality. The exurban dummy variable we® aery significant, since exurbia is a
category of rurality. The tourism variables weog very significant, but one can still
look and see what their impact is shown as. Theease in tourism showed an increase
in rurality for the database of exurban and urbamtes. When the interaction factor
for exurbia is looked at, it shows that the impafdiourism on rurality is less for exurbia
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than it is for urban areas, with rurality increasiass with tourism than in urban areas.
Tourism seems to rise with rurality more in botbam and rural areas than in exurban

areas. Thus, we cannot prove Hypothesis 3.

55 MODEL 4
Std
Variable B Error | Significance
US Tourism LQ -5.00 1.89 0.01
IRR 110.99 126.91 0.38
CBSA Population / 10,000 0.02 0.01 0.03
IRR interactive effect Exurban -91.30 127.54 0.48
Exurban Dummy Variable 54.27 79.95 0.50

Dependent Variable = Percent Forested
R Squared = 0.078

Dependent Variable: Percent Forested

Figure5.7: Modedl 4.1

Impacts on Forest Cover for Rural and Exurban Appalachia
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Std
Variable B Error | Significance
US Tourism LQ -3.11 1.80 0.09
IRR -1.60 52.28 0.98
CBSA Population / 10,000 0.01 0.01 0.07
IRR interactive effect Exurban 22.23 53.87 0.68
Exurban Dummy Variable 3.65 13.91 0.79

Dependent Variable = Percent Forested
R Squared = 0.102

Dependent Variable: Percent Forested

Figure5.8: Model 4.2

Impacts on Forest Cover for Exurban and Urban Appalachia

5.5.1 DISCUSSION OF MODEL 4
The Hypothesis tested for model 4 was that fonegtslecrease with the lack of

rurality in an area. This model is attemptingliow where forests are located on the
urban spectrum. By this, one can see where thaeagrourism potential lies in terms of
forest tourism. One expects that forests are fonmpleater numbers the more rural an
area is. This could show how exurbia could beriefiforest tourism, if there are more
forests to be found in exurban areas. Forest omasrmeasured by the percentage of a
county that had forests on it, and rurality was soead by the Index of Relative Rurality.
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For Model 4.1, the impacts on forest cover arevshfor rural and exurban
counties. The R squared value for Model 4.1 i§®,.eaning that only 7.8% of the
variance in forest cover is explained by the vdeialin the model. The tourism was
found to be a significant variable when it comefotest cover, with an increase in
tourism in a county decreasing forest cover. Tdwupation of the CBSA a county is a
significant variable, with forest cover slightlwimg with a rise in CBSA population.

Even though the other variables were not showretsignificant, one can see trends in
the variables. For the exurban dummy variablehdws that there are more forests in
exurban areas than rural areas, but at an insignifievel. For the relationship between
rurality and forest cover, the model shows thasa in rurality of a county is related to a
rise in forest over. The interaction effect shalaat the rise in forest cover due to the rise
in rurality is far less in exurban areas than irakrareas.

Model 4.2 shows the impacts on forest cover apsvalfor exurban and urban
areas. The value of the R squared is 0.102, mgéhat only 10.2% of the change in
forest cover is explained by the variables in tloglet. In this model, none of the
variables were shown to be significant at the 0e@8l. The most significant variables
were shown to be the CBSA population and touri3ine percentage of forest cover was
shown to increase with an increase in populatio@mfGBSA a county is in, and decrease
with an increased impact of tourism. Though ingigant, the exurban dummy variable
showed a trend towards more forest cover in exudoaas than urban areas. The rurality
variables were very insignificant. The trend foe database containing exurban and
urban land cover showed that forest cover decreasies®n increase in rurality. The
interaction effect showed that in exurbia, forester increases with rurality. But, due to
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the large amount of insignificance, one could sagdt cover is not determined by

rurality in Appalachia, and Hypothesis 4 cannopbaved.

5.6 EXPLORATORY DATA ANALYSIS
Scatter plots were used to analyze the variabbgsnbre used against each other.

Many of the scatter plots showed the influenceutfiers on the data results. Particularly
in tourism, as mentioned in Chapter 4, there agelautliers that stand apart from the
remainder of the data. There were left in bec#lusse sites of tourism are of great

importance to tourism in Appalachia, and thus tgklrem out would present an

incomplete picture of the situation.
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Figure5.9: Scatter Plot of Percent Forested vs US Tourism LQ in Appalachia
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in Appalachia
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Figure5.11: Scatter Plot of IRR vs Percentage Forested for Appalachia
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Figure5.12: Scatter Plot for IRR vsUS Tourism LQ for Appalachia
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Figure5.13: Scatter Plot of Per Capita Market IncomevsUS Tourism LQ for

Appalachia
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Figure5.14: Scatter Plot of Per Capita Market IncomevsIRR for Appalachia

5.7 RESULTING IMPACT OF FOREST TOURISM IN EXURBAN APPAACHIA
| expected to show, through the hypotheses thaisto was a viable alternative

to former economic bases. The catalyst to thisgouwas expected to be the presence
of forest cover, where recreational areas are antndexurbia was predicted to be the
part of the urban gradient that could take thetgstaadvantage of this type of tourism,
through its unigue location in proximity to bothgpée and natural areas. | expected this
type of economic alternative to work, due to tharaes brought by the postindustrial
economy. The corresponding models were createzstamhether my predictions

regarding forest tourism were likely in exurban Algzhia. The results of the data
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explain the impact of the three subjects that mgkérest tourism in exurban
Appalachia, exurbia, forests, and the economy gtidaurism, with each other. When
compared together, the results of the models axpi@ impacts of the overall forces of
postindustrial change on these processes.

When comparing forests to exurbia, it was showhntti@amount of forest cover
rises with rurality. Thus, the more rural a couistythe more likely it will have more
forest cover. This effect is the greatest in raralas, but also occurs in exurban areas,
though not in urban areas. The fact the theresis of a correlation between forests and
rurality in exurbia explains the nature of exurlaa,patchy development that has no solid
edge, thus allowing forest cover to be more eveoutfhout exurbia. | predicted that
exurbia would have unique advantages because fofrést cover. In a way, the results
show it does, because forest cover is more constaxurbia than in urban and rural
areas of Appalachia. Thus, the data shows thenpaltef forests in exurbia, even if that
potential has yet to be realized.

Forests also related to the economy and econdmaiege. Connected to the fact
that forests are found increasing with ruralityefts also seem to have negative impacts
on the economy. Arise in forest cover decredse$er Capita Market Income of people
in a county. An increase in amount of forest caleo decreases the impact of tourism
in a county’s economy. This shows that, due tdalsethat they are rural, forests are
still not great agents of economic potential. Ehfasdings go against what | predicted
the impact of forests would be. It appears thegdts, instead of providing an incentive

for tourism, are still an obstruction to the deyieent of growth in tourism.
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The data showed that there are many relationshipen between exurbia and the
economy. A rise in rurality causes a decreaskanricome for people in a county,
meaning that the more rural a county is, the lessme people earn there. Also, the
impact of tourism on a county seems to get greatemore rural a county is. A larger
amount of the economy of a county is involved riem the more rural a county is.

But, the more populous the Core Based StatisticadAhat a county lies in is, the greater
the impact of tourism on a county. The impactuwél poverty seems to hinder tourism
greater as a county becomes more rural. | predltbi@ exurbia would benefit from its
location near urban areas when it came to tourigpmiential. The data showed that
being part of a large metropolitan area does imptourism’s impact on the economy.
But, the data also showed that being farther away the urban core increase the impact
of tourism on an economy, and being too far awaytehindered by rural poverty.

Thus, this data does make an argument that exddeis hold tourism potential.

Overall, the data tells a different story thamddicted it would. Forest tourism
does not seem to be a catalyst for tourism attithis, because incomes and the impact of
tourism decrease with an increase of forest col&urbia is an area where forest cover
is prevalent and more stable than in other parteefirban gradient, but the presence of
forests has not caused tourism, as | predicteduidv Exurbia does show potential for
tourism. It benefits from being in proximity tar¢ge urban areas, and also benefits due to
tourism’s greater presence in more rural areass difows that tourism may be an
economic alternative in exurban Appalachia, buests are not the catalyst. Also, it

seems that tourism may be an economic alterndiitethe economic benefit from
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tourism jobs appears to be limited. Through thi@a dallected from the four models, |

was able to see a clearer picture of the processmsring in Appalachia.
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CHAPTER 6

6 CONCLUSION

6.1 FINDINGS
Through this analysis, the problem of a struggegnomy in postindustrial

Appalachia was attempted to be solved, with fai@stism in exurbia. To measure the
effects of tourism in forests, the topics of exarlforests, and tourism were analyzed, in
order to show economic potential. These aforeraeatl topics are all related because
they are subject to change due to economic congitid hrough this analysis, it was
shown that tourism has great potential to havesitige economic impact in Appalachia,
though the role of forests could not be provendalzatalyst for a tourism economy.
The results of the models show that each of thiesdpat make up forest tourism in
exurban Appalachia are dependent on each othegrandterwoven into one process.
The role of tourism in exurban Appalachia needsa@xamined further, but through this
analysis | was able to better understand the pseseat work in exurban Appalachia.
Where a place lies on the urban spectrum is showe an important factor in

determining a county’s potential for forest tourisihhas been shown that the more rural
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an area is, the lower the income potential for peebtying there. This shows the need for
more economic actors away from urban and suburteasa It was also shown that
tourism has a greater impact on a county’s ecorthi@ynore rural it is. This shows the
emergence of tourism as an alternative in exurbamaral areas. The influences of
large metropolitan areas were shown to improveeth@srism possibilities. Exurbia’s
place on the urban gradient was shown to be beakfiecause proximity to large
markets allows for higher wages and higher incornesproximity to rural areas allows
for tourism to become a greater part of the economy

The fact that exurbia was looked at in terms ohemic impacts would a key
contribution of this analysis. Exurbia, as a ueiguace on the urban gradient, creates a
unique footprint on a regional economy. The ided tourism might have a unique
potential for this specific place on the urban gratihas not been previously studied, and
may lead to further study. Exurbia was shown teehdifferent attributes when it came
to forest tourism than urban or rural areas, imgeof how this particular level of rurality
relates to forests and their economic potential.

Forests were hypothesized to have a unique vhateother land uses do not.
From the results of the data, it seems that thesenhuch potential in forest tourism that
has yet to be tapped into because of forests tcat the urban gradient. Forest cover
was found to be greater the more rural a county'fss trend seems to be lessened in
exurbia, where forest cover was shown to be moea.eWhis shows that exurbia does
not replace forests, but develops with them. Rareger was shown to decrease income
in a county, as well as tourism’s impact, disprgvine theory that forests are a catalyst
for tourism. This related to the fact that foremts found in more rural areas, and rurality
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decreases income. From this, one can infer tiea¢tbnomic potential of forests is being
harmed by rurality, and the potential for forestrism has yet to take shape in many
places in Appalachia.

Tourism was hypothesized to be an economic aliemthat could bring benefits
to places in Appalachia that have suffered fromldise of the natural resource extraction
economy and manufacturing jobs. Several fact@mde be limiting tourism in the
form of forest tourism from becoming an economtemative. The negative attributes
that rural and exurban areas have are preventingito. Even though tourism has a
greater impact on rural areas, rural poverty isgative impact on tourism, and increases
as a problem the more rural an area is. Touhigsnnot been able to yet have a positive
impact from areas that are forested. Areas tleatraare rural have more of their
economy in the tourism industry, but have loweomes. Tourism, thus, might not be
providing good jobs to areas, even as they prostaee economic alternatives.

Some connections between the topics were not foubd as expected. The
presence of forests did not increase economic tpities for a county, as measured in
Per Capita Market Incomes. Exurbia was not prdedre at a particular advantage when
it comes to tourism, with rural areas seeing a drigiercentage of their economy in the
tourism industry. Exurban areas may have a smiadise of tourism that rural areas, but
have a higher base than urban areas, which haveased incomes with increases in
tourism. Tourism does not appear to be an agesturbanization due to the fact that an
increase in tourism does not correspond with aedeser in rurality.

The current situation in Appalachia is that theme many rural and exurban areas
in which people have lower incomes and have a tiegiree of rural poverty. These
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same areas have a higher amount of forests, and tivag do have tourism, it provides a
greater impact to their economy than in urban ar@#ss could represent an untapped
potential for forest tourism in exurban Appalachigurban areas in Appalachia need to
overcome their negatives that hold tourism potébtak, like poverty and rurality being
seen as an economic negative. The forces of edorabrange that have helped develop
exurbia, tourism, and forest to converge to créatest tourism in exurban Appalachia
have not gone away, and will continue to presepbdpnities in the future.

Some of the results point to the fact that tounsight not be the best economic
alternative for areas of Appalachia. Tourism migttvide lower wages to people, even
if it is providing jobs. Rural areas were showrh&wve a higher degree of tourism
infiltration into their economy, yet still lagged wages. Not everyone can benefit
equally in a tourism based economy. It relies@mnise sector jobs near points of access,
and does not provide the types of blue collar jblas were previously a large part of the
Appalachian economy. Also, tourism is a very vuditde industry. Slight changes in
the national economy or changing weather patteengjaickly change the prospects for
a place to draw tourists. People have changinigreces, which might not find a
particular area worth visiting. With Appalachi@scess relying on the automobile, rising
gas prices might prove to be detrimental to tougssibilities.

The results of this analysis might be skewed bseaf how Appalachia was
defined. As mentioned in Chapter 3, Appalachialmadefined by its political
boundaries, socioeconomic boundaries, or physmahttaries. With each definition, the
economy situation and solutions change becauseeti@ympass different areas.
Variables will change depending on what set of tiesrthe study area encompasses.
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Geographic sub regions were not analyzed that cthddge the outcome of results.
Whether the effects noted are even across all pkgghia is still unknown from this
analysis.

Appalachia was chosen as the region of analysiause of its economic and
environmental history. Potential for economic gagre seen to be greater here than
other parts of the United States. What this amalgdls us is that Appalachia is still an
area in which economic problems persist in non{udraas. Exurban areas in
Appalachia do have steady amounts of forestlandgheot being overtaken by
development. This analysis did not compare Apadato the United States in general.

A future comparative analysis could determine hlo@se trends differ across regions.

6.2 FUTURE RESEARCH
There are several lines of research that caniedaut to further test the

impacts of forest tourism in exurban Appalachiane@uestion that needs to be asked is

if tourism is a positive economic alternative. Emalysis has shown that tourism has a
greater affect in areas that are more rural, lngdrareas have decreased incomes. Could
tourism provide jobs, but those jobs that are l@ayipg? There is a possibility that
tourism, when replacing industries of natural resewextraction and manufacturing, is

not replacing the wages of these former industriso, there are many environmental
impacts related to tourism in forests that neeoet@xplored. Even though tourism as
seen as ‘greener’ than natural resource extraatinmanufacturing, does it bring its

own set of environmental problems, in the form olfytion, increased human activities

in wildlife areas, and tourism facility development
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It seems as though the semi-isolated nature abéxis creating a decrease in
tourism opportunity. The affect of access on wmrneeds to be explored more when it
comes to forest tourism. The distance touristgetreo get to destinations in Appalachia
could be a beneficial topic for future researdhonle cannot reach a forest by car, then
the tourism possibility is extremely low. Also, pglachia is a large and diverse region,
and needs to be explored on the sub regional tewetplore the different effects of
tourism on the different parts of Appalachia. Téusild determine if topology, climate,
culture, environmental attributes, and other saatlbutes that have not yet been
explored play a role in tourism development.

This study looked at Appalachia as a whole regidmen in reality Appalachia is
very diverse. Future research could focus on lesabn of forests tourism. Tourism
have very localized effects to an economy, and sooneties, such as the outlier
mentioned in Chapter 4, have a much greater patdotitourism based on their local
situations. Particular counties might fit well vtthis study, but the reasons that they fit
might be different. Local variable that might deea large demand or lack of demand for
tourism might be left out of regional studies, tlousating the need to look at each case of
tourism for a county separately, and seeking tmetits of a local scale of analysis rather
than a regional scale of analysis.

The role of exurbia and a regional economy alsmiado be further explored.

Can exurbia create an economic base of its owdoes it inherently rely on urban areas?
Can tourism use exurbia and its proximity to batlogde and nature to its advantage, or
is this a disadvantage, because it neither is dmay it all or in the middle of

everything? Rural areas and urban areas bothvmelNeefined advantages when it
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comes to tourism, but what about exurbia? As theumt of land that is becoming

exurbia increases, these could be worthwhile qoesti
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APPENDIX A

Counties in Appalachia

D State Borders
- Appalachia

Appalachia as defined by the Appalachian Regional Commision

Figure A.1: Countiesin Appalachia
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Per Capita Income
for Appalachia, 2002
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B over $25 000

Retrieved from the Appalachian
Regional Cammision

Figure A.2: Per Capita lncome for Appalachia, 2002
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Percentage of Land
In Forest Cover for
Appalachia, 1997

v

Appalachia

Percent Forested 1997 (NRI) Percent Forestland Calculated
by combining the catagories

I:I 0-25% ‘Forestland/Grazed' and
‘Forestland/Mot Grazed', and

] 25%-40% ion dividing the Eotal by the

- A0%-50% amount of total land

I 509%-60%
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Figure A.3: Percentage of Land In Forest Cover for Appalachia, 1997
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Percentage of Land in Accessible Forests
in Appalachia
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Figure A.4: Percentage of Land in Accessible Forestsin Appalachia
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Population Density in
People per Square Mile
for Appalachia, 2000

17§

& Data from the 2000 census
Appalachla collected fram the Appalachian
Regional Cammision

Population Density

up to 40 people per square mile
- 40 - 200 people per square mile
- 200 - 325 people per square mile
- 325 - 700 people per square mile
- over 700 people per square mile

Figure A.5: Population Density in People per Square Milefor Appalachia, 2000
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Counties in Core Based
Statistical Areas in Appalachia, 2003

v

G "W

Appalachia

CBSA Type

I:l Rural

- \Within M etropolitan Statistical Area
I:l Within Micropolitan Statistical Area

From US Census, 2003

Figure A.6: Countiesin Core Based Statistical Areasin Appalachia, 2003
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Index of Relitive Rurality
for Appalachia
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Figure A.7: Index of Relative Rurality for Appalachia
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Location Quotient for Tourism
in Appalachia, 2005
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Figure A.8: Location Quotient for Tourism in Appalachia, 2005
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Exurban Counties
in Appalachia

*Exurban if defined as part of

Appalachia a Metropolitan Statistical Area
or Micrapalitan Statistical Area
Exurban Status and with a population density of
between 40 and 325 people per
I:I MNon-Exurban sguare mile,
*
- Exurban Data from US Census

Figure A.9: Exurban Countiesin Appalachia
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County and State

Alcorn MS

Alexander NC

Allegany MD

Anderson SC

Anderson TN

Armstrong PA

Athens OH

Barrow GA

Bartow GA

Bell KY

Belmont OH

Berkeley WV

Blair PA

Blount AL

Blount TN

Boone WV

Botetourt VA

Boyd KY

Bradford PA

Bradley TN

Brooke WV

Broome NY

Brown OH

Buncombe NC

Burke NC

Butler PA

Caldwell NC

Calhoun AL

Cambria PA

Campbell TN

Cannon TN

Carbon PA

Carroll GA

Carroll OH

Carter TN

Cattaraugus NY

Centre PA

Chambers AL

Figure A.10: Exurban Counties
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Chattooga GA

Chautaugua NY

Chemung NY

Cherokee SC

Chilton AL

Clark KY

Clay MS

Clearfield PA

Clinton PA

Cocke TN

Coffee TN

Colbert AL

Columbia PA

Columbiana OH

Cortland NY

Coshocton OH

Crawford PA

Cullman AL

Cumberland TN

Davie NC

Dawson GA

DeKalb AL

Elk PA

Elmore AL

Etowah AL

Fayette PA

Fayette WV

Floyd GA

Franklin TN

Gallia OH

Gordon GA

Greene TN

Greenup KY

Guernsey OH

Habersham GA

Haralson GA

Harrison WV

Hawkins TN

Figure A.10: Exurban Counties
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Haywood NC
Henderson NC
Huntingdon PA

Indiana PA

Itawamba MS

Jackson AL
Jefferson OH

Jefferson TN
Jefferson WV
Kanawha WV
Lauderdale AL

Laurel KY

Lawrence OH

Lawrence PA
Lee MS

Limestone AL

Lincoln WV

Loudon TN
Lowndes MS
Lycoming PA

Macon TN

Madison GA

Madison KY

Madison NC

Marion TN

Marion WV

Marshall AL
Marshall MS
Marshall WV

Mason WV

McKean PA

McMinn TN

Mercer PA

Mercer WV

Mifflin PA
Mineral WV
Monongalia WV
Monroe PA

Continued

Figure A.10: Exurban Counties
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Montgomery (+ Radford city) VA
Montgomery KY
Montour PA
Morgan AL
Morgan WV
Muskingum OH
Oconee SC
Oktibbeha MS
Otsego NY
Paulding GA
Perry PA
Pickens GA
Pickens SC
Pike PA
Pleasants WV
Polk GA
Pontotoc MS
Preston WV
Pulaski KY
Pulaski VA
Putnam TN
Putnam WV
Raleigh WV
Roane TN
Rockcastle KY
Ross OH
Rutherford NC
Schoharie NY
Schuylkill PA
Scioto OH
Sequatchie TN
Sevier TN
Shelby AL
Smith TN
Snyder PA
Somerset PA
Spartanburg SC
St. Clair AL

Continued

Figure A.10: Exurban Counties

120



Stephens GA

Steuben NY

Stokes NC

Surry NC

Talladega AL

Taylor WV

Tazewell VA

Tioga NY

Tompkins NY

Transylvania NC

Tuscaloosa AL

Tuscarawas OH

Unicoi TN

Union PA

Union TN

Venango PA

Walker AL

Walker GA

Warren PA

Warren TN

Washington (+ Bristol city) VA

Washington MD

Washington OH

Washington PA

Watauga NC

Wayne WV

Whitfield GA

Whitley KY

Wilkes NC

Wood WV

Wyoming PA

Yadkin NC

Figure A.10: Exurban Counties
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County and State
Adams OH
Allegany NY
Alleghany (+ Clifton Forge city + Covington city) VA
Alleghany NC
Ashe NC
Bedford PA
Bibb AL
Bledsoe TN
Braxton WV
Calhoun WV
Carroll (+ Galax city) VA
Carter KY
Chenango NY
Cherokee AL
Chickasaw MS
Choctaw MS
Claiborne TN
Clarion PA
Clay AL
Clay KY
Clay NC
Clay WV
Clinton KY
Craig VA
Cumberland KY
DeKalb TN
Delaware NY
Edmonson KY
Elliott KY
Fannin GA
Fentress TN
Fleming KY
Floyd KY
Floyd VA
Franklin AL
Franklin GA
Garrett MD

Continued

Figure A.11: Rural Counties
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Gilmer GA

Graham NC

Greenbrier WV

Greene PA

Hardy WV

Harlan KY

Harrison OH

Hart GA

Hart KY

Heard GA

Highland VA

Hocking OH

Holmes OH

Jackson GA

Jackson KY

Jackson NC

Jackson OH

Jackson WV

Jefferson PA

Juniata PA

Kemper MS

Knox KY

Leslie KY

Lewis KY

Lewis WV

Logan WV

Lumpkin GA

Macon NC

Marion AL

Martin KY

McDowell NC

McDowell WV

Meigs OH

Mingo WV

Mitchell NC

Monroe MS

Monroe OH

Monroe TN

Figure A.11: Rural Counties
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Monroe WV

Morgan OH

Nicholas WV

Panola MS

Pendleton WV

Perry KY

Perry OH

Pickens AL

Pike KY

Pike OH

Pocahontas WV

Polk NC

Polk TN

Potter PA

Powell KY

Prentiss MS

Rabun GA

Randolph AL

Randolph WV

Rhea TN

Ritchie WV

Rockbridge (+ Buena Vista city + Lexington city)
VA

Rowan KY

Russell KY

Schuyler NY

Smyth VA

Sullivan PA

Summers WV

Susquehanna PA

Swain NC

Tioga PA

Tippah MS

Tishomingo MS

Towns GA

Tyler WV

Union GA

Union MS

Upshur WV

Figure A.11: Rural Counties
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Vinton OH

Wayne KY

Wayne PA

Wetzel WV

White GA

White TN

Winston MS

Wirt WV

Wolfe KY

Wyoming WV

Wythe VA

Yancey NC

Figure A.11: Rural Counties
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County and State

Allegheny PA

Beaver PA

Cabell WV

Catoosa GA

Cherokee GA

Clermont OH

Douglas GA

Erie PA

Forsyth GA

Forsyth NC

Greenville SC

Gwinnett GA

Hall GA

Hamblen TN

Hamilton TN

Hancock WV

Jefferson AL

Knox TN

Lackawanna PA

Luzerne PA

Madison AL

Ohio WV

Sullivan TN

Washington TN

Westmoreland PA

Figure A.12: Urban Counties
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County and State
Adair KY
Avery NC
Banks GA

Barbour WV
Bath KY
Bath VA

Benton MS
Bland VA

Breathitt KY

Buchanan VA

Calhoun MS

Cameron PA
Casey KY

Cherokee NC
Clay TN

Cleburne AL
Coosa AL
Dade GA

Dickenson VA

Doddridge WV
Elbert GA

Estill KY
Fayette AL
Forest PA
Fulton PA
Garrard KY
Giles VA
Gilmer WV
Grainger TN
Grant WV
Grayson VA
Green KY
Grundy TN
Hale AL

Hampshire WV
Hancock TN
Highland OH

Continued

Figure A.13: Countieswith Data Withheld dueto Disclosure Problems
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Jackson TN
Johnson KY
Johnson TN
Knott KY
Lamar AL
Lawrence AL
Lawrence KY
Lee KY
Lee VA
Letcher KY
Lincoln KY
Macon AL
Magoffin KY
McCreary KY
Meigs TN
Menifee KY
Monroe KY
Montgomery MS
Morgan KY
Morgan TN
Murray GA
Noble OH
Northumberland PA
Noxubee MS
Overton TN
Owsley KY
Pickett TN
Roane WV
Russell VA
Scott TN
Scott VA
Tallapoosa AL
Tucker WV
Van Buren TN
Webster MS
Webster WV
Winston AL
Wise (+ Norton city) VA
Yalobusha MS

Figure A.13: Countieswith Data Withheld dueto Disclosure Problems
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