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Cannabis Tourism and the Community:
Resident Attitudes in Humboldt County,

Californio

Ara Pachmayer (Humboldt State University), Reed Switzer (Humboldt State University), Shawn
Reilly (Humboldt State University)

Abstract

Resident attitudes towards cannabis tourism in Humboldt County, California were investigated in this exploratory

study. The primary purpose was to understand if the variables used to explain resident attitudes towards tourism

would show similar patterns when applied to cannabis tourism. The study included a questionnaire distributed

to adult residents of Humboldt County and was conducted between March and August 2017, just prior to rec-

reational cannabis sales beginning in California. Correlations and crosstabs were performed on the data. While

personal benefit was found to have an impact on resident attitudes towards cannabis tourism, other variables indi-

cate mixed support which suggests that some variables may behave differently when considering cannabis tourism.

Managerial implications are also considered.

Keywords: resident attitudes, community, tourism, cannabis tourism

Introduction

Cannabis tourism has been defined as “purchasing
with the intent to consume marijuana products while tem-
porarily traveling away from one’s normal place of work or
residence” (Taylor, 2019, p. 6). In contrast, others have de-
termined that the tourist does not need to have the intent to
consume cannabis to be participating in cannabis tourism
but can simply be interested in learning more about canna-
bis (Giraudo, 2019). Cannabis tourism might also include

visits to dispensaries or facilities involved in cannabis pro-
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cessing, attending cannabis friendly retreats, and education-
al courses such as culinary cannabis classes.

In 2016, the passing of Proposition 64 allowed for
the sale and taxation of recreational cannabis to begin in
California on January 1, 2018. Proposition 64 opened the
door for legal cannabis tourism in California and Humboldt
County (Houston, 2016). Due to the international reputa-
tion of cannabis production in Humboldt County, many
in the Humboldt County tourism industry saw this as an
opportunity for Humboldt County to become the “Napa

Valley of cannabis tourism” (“Get ready for marijuana le-
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galization, or get ready to lose,” 2014). Cannabis tourism is a
potential complement to Humboldt County’s existing tour-
ism resources, which include scenic coastlines, rural beaches,
redwood forests, and a variety of local businesses providing
unique products and experiences.

Looking to the experiences of other US states, ac-
cording to the Colorado Tourism Office, the number of out
of state visitors to Colorado who reported that they were
more likely to visit the state due to cannabis has increased by
10% since the legalization of cannabis (“Economic effects,”
2016). Another study found that after legalization in 2014,
tourists made up 44% of recreational sales in Denver and
90% of recreational sales in mountain tourist areas (Light et
al., 2015). The potential tax revenue for local communities
is tremendous.

Claesgen and Kraft (2018) indicate tourism as a key
component related to the cannabis industry. Beyond being
the home of the redwoods, Humboldt County often pro-
motes the wealth of locally grown and/or produced prod-
ucts as a selling point for visitors to the area (“Iravel info
for the Redwoods,” n.d.). According to Claesgen and Kraft,
“it 1s believed cannabis tourism could help increase the de-
. Humboldt-branded products” (p. 9). Many

communities throughout the county and other legal states

mand for . .

are actively pursuing cannabis tourism. Despite this being
seen as a good opportunity for Humboldt County and other
communities in legal states, few studies have focused on how
residents feel about cannabis tourism (Kang et al., 2016b).

Understanding resident attitudes towards tourism is a
critical piece of tourism development and growth (Sharpley,
2014). The current study attempted to capture the attitudes
of the general public across Humboldt County rather than
focusing on a specific population. Another similar study is
not known to the authors at this time.

The purpose of the study was to explore if the vari-
ables used to explain resident attitudes towards tourism
would show similar patterns when applied to cannabis tour-
1sm in Humboldt County, California. Given that legal can-
nabis tourism is a relatively new research topic, questions to
guide the study were developed utilizing past research in the
area of resident attitudes towards tourism (Andereck et al.,
2005; Gursoy & Rutherford, 2004; Latkova & Vogt, 2012;
McGehee & Andereck, 2004; Perdue et al., 1990). The study
focused on two research questions including:

1. Is there a relationship between age, length of residency,
and personal benefit from, and attitudes towards, canna-

bis tourism?

2. Do attitudes towards cannabis tourism differ in terms of
the level of knowledge about the tourism industry and

personal benefit from tourism?
Methods

In advance of research taking place, the protocol for
data collection was approved by Humboldt State Universi-
ty’s Institutional Review Board. Data collection involved a
paper-based and online questionnaire. The questionnaire
was developed to assess resident attitudes towards tourism
in general with several items aimed more specifically to-
wards cannabis tourism. Respondents were asked a series
of Likert scale items regarding attitudes towards cannabis
tourism. Multiple items to assess attitudes toward canna-
bis tourism were adapted from Kang, Miller, and O’Leary
(2016a).

In-person surveying of adult residents occurred at
popular spots throughout the county in March and April
2017. Diverse sites were selected to capture residents includ-
ing shopping centers, downtown districts, parks, restaurants,
and cafes (Table 1). Permission to survey was sought from
the appropriate people in advance of surveying. For onsite
surveying, students from the Spring 2017 REC365 Travel
Industry Management class at Humboldt State University
were trained in random sampling and the survey distribu-
tion process and completed all in-person surveying.

An online questionnaire was made available for resi-
dents to complete between May and August 2017 to capture
residents living in remote areas. Distributed through conve-
nience and snowball sampling, a link to the online question-
naire was emailed to roughly 50 people who were asked to
further distribute the link. The link to the online question-
naire was also distributed through local media outlets and
press releases. In total, between onsite and online surveying,
806 individuals responded to the cannabis tourism attitude
items on the survey. A majority of participants responded to
the online survey which was a convenience and not a ran-
dom sample. Therefore, the results apply only to people who

responded to the questionnaire.
Literature

While tourism may provide an economic advantage
for communities, it may also lead to negative impacts on
the community and its residents. Without resident support,

tourism may not be accepted in a community, and the tour-



54

Pachmayer, Switzer, Reilly

Table 1. Survey sites and months for onsite surveying.

Survey Sites Months
Mad River County Park, Arcata March 2017
Rohnerville Park, Fortuna March 2017
North Coast Co-op, Eurcka March 2017
Eureka Natural Foods, Eureka March 201

Bayshore Mall, Eureka

March 2017 — April 2017

Union Town Shopping Center, Arcata

March 2017 — April 2017

Old Town, Eureka

March 2017 — April 2017

Arcata Plaza, Arcata

March 2017 — April 2017

College Cove, Trinidad April 2017
Samoa Dunes Recreation Area, Samoa April 2017
Woodley Island, Eureka April 2017
Rays Grocery Store, Fortuna April 2017
Redwood Curtain Brewery, Arcata April 2017
Mad River Brewery, Blue Lake April 2017
Starbucks, McKinleyville April 2017
Cher-Ae Heights Casino, Trinidad April 2017

ism resources that originally brought visitors to a destination
may be changed beyond recognition (Martin, 1995). Many
studies have sought to better understand resident percep-
tions of the impacts of tourism (Andereck et al., 2005; Ha-
ley et al., 2005; Williams & Lawson, 2001). Beyond under-
standing perceived impacts, stakeholders should also know
the factors that influence resident attitudes towards tourism.
Gursoy, Jurowski and Uysal (2002) state that:
“while success in the industry depends upon attrac-
tions and services, it requires the hospitality of local
residents . . . Understanding local reaction and the fac-
tors that influence these attitudes is essential in achiev-
ing the goal of favorable support for tourism develop-
ment.” (p. 80).
There are a host of variables that have been studied to
understand their influence on resident attitude towards tour-

ism including the level of tourism development in a com-
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munity, economic dependency on tourism, community at-
tachment, how much contact an individual has with tourists,
knowledge of the industry, and demographic characteristics
(Gursoy & Rutherford, 2004; Hao et al., 2011; Jurowski &
Gursoy, 2004; Sinclair-Maragh, 2017; Williams & Lawson,
2001). Asnoted above, the current study focused on resident
attitudes towards cannabis tourism based on age, length of
residency, knowledge of the tourism industry, and personal
benefit from tourism and cannabis tourism.

In general, when considering resident attitudes and
demographic characteristics such as age, length of residen-
cy, gender and level of education or income, no relationships
have been found and often results have been conflicting (Cui
& Ryan, 2011; Hao et al., 2011; Madrigal, 1993; McGehee
& Andereck, 2004; Perdue et al., 1990; Sinclair-Maragh,
2017). For the current study, demographic statistics were

collected to develop a profile of the community under study



Cannabis Tourism and the Community

55

but also to understand any influence these variables had on
resident attitudes towards cannabis tourism.

In past research, age has not been shown to have an
impact on resident attitudes towards tourism with few excep-
tions (McGehee & Andereck, 2004; Sinclair-Maragh, 2017
Weaver & Lawton, 2001). Sinclair-Maragh investigated the
demographic profile of residents and support for tourism in
Jamaica. They found that younger residents had more sup-
port towards tourism. McGehee and Andereck explored a
variety of factors that predict attitudes towards tourism. In
terms of age, when the authors controlled for personal ben-
efit they found that older residents were more supportive of
tourism concluding that age did predict attitudes towards
tourism. Age was also found to be a factor in determining
attitudes towards tourism in Weaver and Lawton with older
residents having more negative attitudes towards tourism.
However, the authors found that older residents also had
longer term residency in the community which may have
been a factor in their negative attitudes (Weaver & Lawton).
In light of the mixed results from past research, age was
considered in the current study given the changing stigma
associated with cannabis.

Length of residency is another example of a demo-
graphic characteristic that has been included in several stud-
ies considering resident attitudes towards tourism (Andereck
et al., 2005; Hao et al., 2010; McCool & Martin, 1994; Sin-
clair-Maragh, 2017). Similar to age, in past studies conflict-
ing relationships or no relationships have been found when
considering the impact of length of residency on resident
attitudes. Andereck et al (2005) conducted a study in Ari-
zona to examine resident perceptions of tourism impacts.
They tested the relationship between resident attitudes to-
ward tourism and community attachment determined by
length of residency along with several other demographic
variables. The authors posited that those who had grown
up in the community, or those with longer residence in the
community, would have greater attachment to the commu-
nity and as a result would perceive fewer positive impacts
from tourism. In contrast to other studies, the results showed
a weak and insignificant relationship (Andereck et al., 2005).
Sinclair-Maragh (2017) hypothesized that length of resi-
dency would not impact support for tourism development.
While it was found that residents with more than 20 years
tenure in their community supported tourism development,
the results were not statistically significant and the author
concluded that length of residency did not impact support.

Additional research found conflicting results when exploring

deafest

length of residency and attitudes toward tourism. Hao et al.
(2010) explored variables that influenced resident attitudes
toward tourism in a coastal resort community in North Car-
olina. In the community under study, Hao et al. found that
people who had longer lengths of residency also had more
positive attitudes toward tourism.

Like age and length of residency, no clear relationship
between the level of knowledge of the tourism industry and
resident attitudes can be found across several studies (An-
dereck et al., 2005; Latkova & Vogt, 2012). Latkova and
Vogt considered the influence of subjective knowledge on
residents’ attitudes towards existing and future tourism de-
velopment. When controlling for personal benefit from tour-
ism, the authors found subjective knowledge about tourism
did not predict residents’ perceptions of positive or negative
impacts of tourism. Andereck et al. found contrasting re-
sults in their study on residents’ perceptions of the impacts
of tourism. The study found that residents who indicated
greater knowledge about tourism were more positive towards
tourism. Due to the newness of legal cannabis tourism in the
state, it was determined to ask participants to describe their
level of knowledge of the tourism industry.

In contrast to the other variables examined, when con-
sidering personal benefit from tourism and resident attitudes,
a clear pattern can be found. Previous studies considering
tourism, not cannabis tourism, have shown that individu-
als who indicate they benefit from tourism generally have
more positive attitudes towards tourism (Andereck et al.,
2005; Latkova & Vogt, 2011; Lee et al., 2010; McGehee &
Andereck, 2004; Perdue et al., 1990A). Essentially the more
personal benefits a resident receives from tourism, the more
positive attitudes they possess towards tourism. In one of the
few studies to consider resident attitudes towards cannabis
tourism (Kang & Lee, 2018), the authors found that personal
benefits from tourism was the most important variable when
considering resident support for cannabis tourism.

Past research on resident attitudes provides back-
ground to understanding resident views on cannabis tour-
ism. Understanding how residents perceive cannabis tour-
ism in their communities has a two-fold impact. First, the
study extends research on resident attitudes by investigating
whether the variables utilized in resident attitude research
can be applied to cannabis tourism. Second, stakeholders
can utilize the information to determine specific resident
concerns and devise ways to mitigate those concerns and
promote cannabis tourism in a way where resident desires

are also considered.

ournal
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Results

Due to the exploratory nature of the study, correla-
tions and cross-tabulations were performed on the data.
Numbers of respondents are referenced in the data figures
below and vary due to the stage of completion of individual
questionnaires.

In considering the respondent’s answers on potential re-
lated impacts of cannabis tourism, attitudes tended to spread
across the agreement scale (Table 3). Many respondents were

unsure about the cannabis tourism attitude statements. Just

over 50% of respondents tended to agree that cannabis tour-
1sm would have some benefits for the county and 51% felt
it was a good opportunity. While a majority of respondents
(59.2%) did not feel outdoor and recreational tourism would
decrease due to cannabis tourism, it is important to note that
there was concern among respondents about family-orient-
ed tourism. 50% of respondents tended to agree or strong-
ly agree that some family-oriented travelers would not visit
Humboldt County due to cannabis tourism. Nearly 43% of
respondents disagreed that the image of their community

would be negatively affected by cannabis tourism, however,

Table 2. Characteristics of respondents.

Characteristics Respondents %
Gender (n=769)
Female 50.3
Male 49.7
Mean Age (n=762) 47.3 years
Mean Length of Residence 19.8 years
(n=794)
Household Income (n=758)
Less than $25,000 13.3
$25,000 - $49,999 22.2
$50,000 - $74,999 21.6
$75,000 - $99,999 15.0
$100,000 or more 27.8
Education (n=780)
Less than High School 0.6
High School Graduate 3.8
Technical School Degree 2.1
Some College 244
College Degree 44.9
Advanced Degree 24.2

deaFest 7
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30% of respondents were also unsure if cannabis tourism
would positively affect the image of their community.

Pearson correlations were performed between age,
length of residency, personal benefit from cannabis tourism,
and attitudes toward cannabis tourism.

Among respondents, there was a negative associa-
tion between age and attitudes towards cannabis tourism.
Though the correlations showed overall weaker relation-
ships, the older the participant the less positive their atti-
tudes were towards cannabis tourism (Table 4).

We see similar results when considering length of

residency and attitudes (Table 5). Respondents with longer
lengths of residency had less positive attitudes towards can-
nabis tourism, though again the relationships were weak.

We see similar results when considering length of
residency and attitudes (Table 5). Respondents with longer
lengths of residency had less positive attitudes towards can-
nabis tourism, though again the relationships were weak.

In terms of personal benefit from cannabis tourism
and attitudes towards cannabis tourism, there were positive
correlations with moderate to strong relationships (Table 6)

suggesting that respondents with higher levels of personal

Table 3. Cannabis tourism attitude items.

Attitude statements Strongly Disagree Unsure Agree Strongly

disagree (%) (%) (%) agree (%)

(%)
Some family-oriented travelers will not 6.7 20.0 23.3 32.5 17.5
visit due to cannabis tourism
Outdoor and recreational tourism will 22.1 37.1 21.3 11.4 8.2
decrease because of cannabis
Cannabis tourism benefits Humboldt 13.1 12.6 23.4 31.0 19.8
County
Cannabis tourism is a good opportunity 15.7 12.6 20.3 29.1 22.2
The image of my community will be neg- 16.3 26.6 21.8 17.0 18.4
atively affected by cannabis tourism
Out of state visitors will have a negative 15.4 28.3 24.3 17.1 14.9
perception because of cannabis tourism
The image of my community will be posi- 19.6 19.8 30.8 19.1 10.8
tively affected by cannabis tourism
n=806
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Table 4. Pearson correlation between age and attitudes toward cannabis tourism.

Scale Age
Age -

Some family orientated travelers will not visit Humboldt County due to cannabis tourism* -.109%*
Humboldt County will keep attracting outdoor and recreational visitors - 154%*
Out of state visitors will have a negative perception because of cannabis tourism* -.163%*
The image of my community will be positively affected by cannabis tourism -.189%*
The image of my community will be negatively affected by cannabis tourism* - 192%*
Cannabis tourism benefits Humboldt County -.198%*
Outdoor and recreational tourism will decrease because of cannabis tourism* -.219%*
Cannabis tourism is a good opportunity for Humboldt County -.2206%*

n=759; * Reverse coded items; ** Correlation ts significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Table 5. Pearson correlation between length of residency and attitudes toward cannabis tourism.

Scale Length of residency
Length of residency -

Some family orientated travelers will not visit Humboldt County due to cannabis tourism* -.148%*
Cannabis tourism benefits Humboldt County - 214%%
Outdoor and recreational tourism will decrease because of cannabis tourism* -.225%*

Out of state visitors will have a negative perception because of cannabis tourism* - 227%*
Humboldt County will keep attracting outdoor and recreational visitors - 227%*

The image of my community will be negatively affected by cannabis tourism* -.234%*

The image of my community will be positively affected by cannabis tourism - 253%*
Cannabis tourism is a good opportunity for Humboldt County -271%*

n=790; * = reverse coded items; ** Correlation ts significant at the 0.01 level (2~tailed)

deaFest
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benefit from cannabis tourism also had more positive atti-
tudes towards cannabis tourism.

Cross-tabulations were performed to help develop the
profile of respondents in terms of perceived knowledge of
the tourism industry, personal benefit from tourism, and
attitudes towards cannabis tourism. In terms of level of
knowledge, participants were asked to describe their level
of knowledge by categorizing their perceived level of knowl-
edge from no knowledge to very knowledgeable. Overall
data patterns were similar across attitude items. Select re-
sults are presented due to space limitations.

Regarding knowledge of the tourism industry (Table
7-8) considering if cannabis tourism was a good opportu-
nity for Humboldt County, of those who indicated they
were not at all knowledgeable about tourism, 34.7% were

unsure and 34.7% agreed with the statement. As knowledge

of tourism increased, respondents were more opinionated
with 25% strongly disagreeing and 26.8% strongly agreeing
that cannabis tourism is a good opportunity for the county.
Considering the statement on positive affect on community
image, opinions tend to split once again. Among the very
knowledgeable respondents, 33% strongly disagreed and al-
most 20% strongly agreed that community image would be
positively affected by cannabis tourism.

In terms of personal benefit from tourism in general,
not cannabis tourism, (Table 9-10) of respondents who in-
dicated no personal benefit from tourism, 25.8% strongly
disagreed that cannabis tourism was a good opportunity for
Humboldt County, while 28.9% agreed with the statement.
As we would expect, respondents who indicated the high-
est levels of personal benefit from tourism tended to agree

(22.7%) or strongly agree (37.8%) that cannabis tourism is

Table 6. Pcarson correlation between personal benefit from cannabis tourism and attitudes toward cannabis tourism.

Scale PerBen
Personal benefit from cannabis tourism -
Some family orientated travelers will not visit Humboldt County due to cannabis tourism* .357**
Outdoor and recreational tourism will decrease because of cannabis tourism* A1T7**
Cannabis tourism benefits Humboldt County .666%*
Cannabis tourism is a good opportunity for Humboldt County 677+
The image of my community will be negatively affected by cannabis tourism* .563%*
Out of state visitors will have a negative perception because of cannabis tourism* DH19**
Humboldt County will keep attracting outdoor and recreational visitors A455%*
The image of my community will be positively affected by cannabis tourism .670%*

n= 805; * Reverse coded items; ** Correlation ts significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

deafes
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a good opportunity for Humboldt County. When consid-
ering if the image of their community would be positively
affected by cannabis tourism, of respondents with no or low
levels of personal benefit from tourism, 20.4% disagreed
and 31.6% were unsure about the statement. For respon-
dents who indicated higher levels of personal benefit from
tourism, 28.6% were also unsure if cannabis tourism would
positively impact community image, although we see more
of these respondents agreeing (21.1%) or strongly agreeing
(20.5%) with the statement.

Discussion

Understanding resident attitudes toward tourism is an

important area of study when we consider the potential nega-
tive and positive impacts tourism can have on a community. If
a community is aware of how residents perceive impacts and
the factors influencing attitudes, tourism development can be
planned to improve tourism in the community and the quality
of life for residents. A large number of studies have been con-
ducted on resident attitudes toward tourism but very few have
covered cannabis tourism.

The purpose of the study was to explore if variables
used to understand resident attitudes towards tourism would
show similar patterns when applied to cannabis tourism in
Humboldt County, California. A comparison between the
results of past research and the current study are presented

below.

Table 7. Cross-Tabulation knowledge of tourism and attitudes toward cannabis tourism. Cannabis tourism is a good
opportunity for Humboldt County.

Not at all knowledgeable (%) | Slightly to moderately knowl- Very knowledgeable (%)
edgeable (%)
Strongly disagree 12.2 14.3 25.0
Disagree 6.1 12.7 15.2
Unsure 34.7 19.8 17.0
Agree 34.7 31.0 16.1
Strongly agree 12.2 22.2 26.8

Table 8. Cross-Tabulation knowledge of tourism and attitudes toward cannabis tourism. The image of my community will

be positively affected by cannabis tourism.

Not at all knowledgeable (%) | Slightly to moderately knowl- Very knowledgeable (%)

edgeable (%)
Strongly disagree 16.3 17.4 33.0
Disagree 16.3 20.5 17.9
Unsure 44.9 31.6 19.6
Agree 14.3 21.1 9.8
Strongly agree 8.2 9.5 19.6
n=806

deaFest
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Age and length of residency. Past research indicates con-
flicting results in terms of the age of respondents, length of
residence, and attitudes towards cannabis tourism (Andereck
et al., 2005; Hao et al., 2010; McCool & Martin, 1994; Mc-
Gehee & Andereck, 2004; Sinclair-Maragh, 2017; Weaver &
Lawton, 2001). Regardless, correlations were performed on
the data as it was suspected that attitudes towards cannabis
tourism would vary with age due to the recent legality of rec-
reational cannabis in California and the changing acceptance
of cannabis. In the current study, age was negatively cor-
related with attitudes towards cannabis tourism. In addition,
length of residency was negatively correlated with attitudes
towards cannabis tourism. This differs from past resecarch on

tourism attitudes, though the relationships were weak. There

was some concern from older and more long-term residents
that Humboldt County would lose outdoor and recreation-
al tourists because of cannabis tourism. This is important
to note as outdoor recreation is one of the biggest draws to
Humboldt County.

As noted above, past research on length of residency
and attitudes towards tourism has not shown any pattern (An-
dereck et al., 2005; Hao et al., 2010; McCool & Martin, 1994;
Sinclaair-Maragh, 2017). Cannabis tourism may be seen dif-
ferently than other forms of tourism particularly when con-
sidering the age and length of residency of an individual. Due
to the long, mostly illegal history of cannabis in Humboldt
County, opinions about cannabis tourism vary greatly. Some

communities are actively pursuing cannabis tourism while

Table 9. Cross-tabulation personal benefit from tourism and attitudes toward cannabis tourism. Cannabis tourism is

a good opportunity for Humboldt County.

Not at all (%) Very little to some benefit (%) | Quite a bit to a lot of benefit
(%)
Strongly disagree 25.8 14.2 13.5
Disagree 14.4 12.4 11.9
Unsure 16.5 23.1 14.1
Agree 28.9 32.0 22.7
Strongly agree 14.4 18.3 37.8

Table 10. Cross-tabulation personal benefit from tourism and attitudes toward cannabis tourism. The image of my

community will be positively affected by cannabis tourism.

Not at all (%) Very little to some benefit (%) | Quite a bit to a lot of benefit

(%)

Strongly disagree 24.5 19.4 17.3

Disagree 20.4 22.1 12.4

Unsure 31.6 31.5 28.6

Agree 16.3 19.0 21.1

Strongly agree 7.1 8.0 20.5

n=797
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others have made moves to limit it. Cannabis is still federal-
ly illegal and many people continue to have a stigma against
cannabis.

Level of knowledge of the tourism industry. In past research,
no clear patterns have been found between the level of knowl-
edge of tourism and resident attitudes toward tourism (An-
dereck et al., 2005; Latkova & Vogt, 2011) . The current study
had similar results when we break the respondents into groups
based on their perceived level of knowledge of tourism. In
this study, participants who described themselves as very
knowledgeable about the tourism industry had more conflict-
ing attitudes regarding cannabis tourism when compared to
respondents with none to moderate knowledge of tourism.

Personal benefit from tourtsm and/or cannabis tourism. In gen-
eral, past research on resident attitudes towards tourism has
shown that if an individual experiences personal benefit from
tourism they will likely have more positive attitudes towards
tourism (Andereck et al., 2005; Latkova & Vogt, 2011; Lee et
al., 2010; McGehee & Andereck, 2004; Perdue et al., 1990A).
Similar to past studies, personal benefit from cannabis tour-
ism was positively correlated with attitudes towards cannabis
tourism. Also, respondents who expressed moderate to heavy
benefit from tourism in general had more positive attitudes
towards cannabis tourism, as we might expect based on past
research.

A majority of respondents agreed with positive state-
ments regarding the opportunity that cannabis tourism pres-
ents to the county. However, when we break down respon-
dents based on age, length of residency, level of knowledge
and personal benefit from tourism, other data patterns in
answers reveal that respondents were unsure about their at-
titudes towards cannabis tourism and the possible opportuni-
ties and challenges cannabis might pose to tourism. It is hoped
that stakeholders in Humboldt County will use this baseline
study to determine specific resident concerns and devise ways
to address concerns and promote cannabis tourism in a way

where residents’ attitudes are also considered.
Recommendations And Limitations

Currently, there is limited research considering resident
attitudes towards cannabis tourism. In order to better guide
community and industry responses, managerial implications
and areas of future research are discussed below.

The mixed support presented in the current study sug-
gests that some variables may present different results when

considering cannabis tourism specifically. This may in turn
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have managerial implications for destinations pursuing can-
nabis tourism, like Humboldt County. Uncertainty about
cannabis tourism among residents suggests that communities
interested in pursuing cannabis tourism should focus on the
education of residents. For example, education could center
on (1) defining cannabis tourism; (2) the structure of cannabis
tourism within a community; (3) the types of cannabis tourists
a community will attract; (4) the potential positive and neg-
ative impacts of cannabis tourism; (3) the potential negative
impacts being mitigated.

Specific to Humboldt County, California, this study was
conducted in 2017, after the legalization of recreational can-
nabis but before legal sales of recreational cannabis started in
2018. Further research might focus on the following questions:
What has changed since 2018? Has Humboldt County seen
the economic benefits of tax revenues? What challenges have
cannabis tourism businesses experienced related to legaliza-
tion? Another area of consideration is the practical response
to resident attitudes. As other US states legalize recreation-
al cannabis and begin to pursue cannabis tourism, it will be
important to determine differing attitudes among community
members and if government and community actions regard-
ing cannabis tourism accurately represent community views.

In regards to limitations of the current study, a conve-
nience sample was used so the results do not necessarily apply
to all residents of the county. As well, the study was restricted
to a rural geographic area internationally known for cannabis
production. Naturally, this topic generates diverse opinions.
Additionally, due to the long history of cannabis in Humboldt
County, the opinions of respondents in this study are not nec-

essarily typical of other destinations.
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