














Ecotourism as a Mechanism for Economic
Enhancement in Developing Countries

Jaclyn A. Card

Marit Johnson Vogelsong

Abstract—The definition and philosophy of ecotourism is envi-
ronmentally responsible travel that parallels the idea of sustain-
able development. It has the potential to be an ecologically, eco-
nomically, and culturally sound mechanism for socioeconomic
enhancement in developing countries. This paper presents some
potentially positive and negative environmental, cultural, and eco-
nomics effects on developing countries. Ecotourism is still in its
infancy and accurate data are limited. Managers need reliable data
on ecotourism sustainability to predict its economic potential.

Ecotourism is defined as travel where visitors enjoy and
appreciate nature and still promote conservation. It en-
courages low visitor impact on the environment while pro-
viding socioeconomic benefits to local people (Boo 1990;
Lindberg 1991; Merlino 1993). Ecotourism generally con-
notes an interdependence of conservationist and tourist
ideals, a new trend in tourism, and it takes both partici-
pants (tourists) and promoters to make it work. If promot-
ers do not promote ecotourism destinations, then partici-
pants will not participate in ecotourism, but the motivations
of the two groups may be contradictory. For example, al-
though their motivation may not have an ecological basis,
tourists using a nature trail may describe their activity as
ecotourism (though not using the term). This deletes the
“eco” from ecotourism. Conversely, ecotourism hopefully
occurs without any impact to the environment, threaten-
ing to delete the “tourism” from ecotourism. Tourism im-
plies human activity and usually impacts the environment.
Ideally, ecotourism should consider the ecological and so-
cioeconomic motivations of both participants and promoters.

Ecotourism originated within the “responsible tourism
movement” of the 1970’s and was a reaction to cultural
spoliation, economic incongruities, and the destruction of
natural resources. New ideologies and associations devel-
oped. Environmental tourism in the 1980’s then led to eco-
tourism (Boo 1990).

Boo (1990) listed two global trends that furthered inter-
est in ecotourism. First, she noted an increasing demand
for touring ecologically protected areas. Developing coun-
tries earned $55 billion from tourism in 1988; between $2
and $12 billion of that revenue came from ecotourism
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(Lindberg 1991). Second, she discussed a growing aware-
ness of the need to integrate natural resource conservation
with the economic needs of rural populations who rely on
those resources. Currently, there is a shift away from
strictly preservationist park and reserve operations toward
integrated development operations (Boo 1990).

Ecotourism becomes credible as a money generator by
aligning itself with the sustainable development move-
ment. Sustainable development’s goal is to meet the envi-
ronmental, cultural, and economic needs of the present
generation without compromising the needs of future gen-
erations (World Commission on Environment and Devel-
opment 1987).

Idealistically, ecotourism is sustainable tourism, providing
a means of stimulating economic activity by balanced use
and conservation of natural resources, thus avoiding re-
source degradation. Although ecotourism may not be a
panacea for the fundamental problems between develop-
ment and ecological protection, it has the potential to be
an equalizer.

In this paper, we discuss how ecotourism meets the goal
of sustainable development. We describe environmental,
cultural, and economic sustainability and the negative im-
pact ecotourism may have on the environmemf, culture, ?nd
economy, presenting examples of how developing countries
are using ecotourism to meet the sustainable development
goal. People in developing countries generally have a low
standard of living because of inadequate development of
the economy and industry. Many subsist as poor, rural
farmers, and ecotourism may help raise their standard of
living.

Economic welfare depends on development. But some
view economic development as incompatible with environ-
mental protection. Nevertheless, development in some.form
will continue. The evolution of tourism and self-preserva-
tion in developing countries may be dependent on main-
taining the quality of their natural resources. There is
growing awareness that the care of the environment is an
essential aspect of development, and people are increas-
ingly accepting the idea of balancing political, societal,
and economic needs with ecological needs (Romeril 1985).

What are the benefits that ecotourism can provide to
developing countries? This paper explains how developing
countries can use ecotourism to enhance economic growth
and development while maintaining sustainability.

Ecotourism and the Environment

Tourism consumes resources and can damage the envi-
ronment, thus threatening the economic viability of tour-
ism. We need to measure the impact of tourist activities



on the environment. “The concept of carrying capacity rep-
resents a way to conceptualize the relationship between
intensity of use and the management objectives for a re-
source area” (Farrell and Runyan 1991, p. 31). Carrying ca-
pacity implies that specific resources can withstand meas-
urable amounts of use beyond which degradation will occur.
Unfortunately, “...the search for explicit carrying capacity
is often futile” (Farrell and Runyan 1991, p. 31-32), and
“...carrying capacities have been pursued almost as ardu-
ously as the Holy Grail, with about as little success...”
(Butler 1991, p. 205). Stankey and McCool (1984) noted
that recreational experiences include many components.
Each component varies in its conspicuousness to the visi-
tor, making measurement difficult. Nevertheless, carrying
capacity must be considered (see Graefe and others 1984;
Stankey and others 1985 for a complete explanation).

Conditions

Managers must consider what conditions are acceptable
or appropriate to most visitors. Boo (1990) recommended
measuring conditions in ecological and aesthetic terms.
Negative changes in wildlife behavior and population dy-
namics, water quality, soil erosion, and the availability of
firewood for human use show some ecological effects of
sl.:r.essed carrying capacity. Surveys and assessments of
visitors are appropriate methods to measure changes in
an area’s aesthetic value. Managers can implement de-
sign and development guidelines based on data from sur-
veys and assessments.

Once managers estimate carrying capacity or conditions,
stress related to exceeding these conditions may be con-
trolled by (1) limiting the number of visitors, (2) harden-
ing the resource (fence, pave, build trails, restrict traffic),
(3) attracting more culturally and environmentally sym-
pathetic tourists, and (4) educating tourists and hosts to
reduce negative impacts and control development (Butler
1991). These must be included in ecotourism development
guidelines.

Belize, a small Central American country, is relatively
}mspoiled; 80 percent of its original, natural vegetation is
Intact. “Programme for Belize” is an experimental project
that integrates environmental and tourism issues. The
l?elize project restricts tourism so that the forests, wild-
life, and Maya temples that attract tourists to Belize re-
main intact (Wilkinson 1992). According to Belize’s man-
agement plan, tour groups will be limited and supervised
by experienced naturalists.

_ Tourism requires physical infrastructures such as roads,
airports, shipping ports, paths, and sewers, and suprastru-
ctures such as hotels, restaurants, shops, and places of en-
tertainment. Construction does not have to degrade the
local environment, even though it is necessary for tourism
development and its subsequent economic benefit. One ex-
ample is the Metro Alpin, an underground railway in the
Swiss Alps. The Swiss chose the underground option to
avoid the negative aesthetic impact that aboveground cable
cars co.uld have on the landscape (Romeril 1985). Mainte-
nance is easier, and glacial skiing is now accessible year—
round. Developing countries may consider similar options.

58

Attracting ecotourists sympathetic to global environ-
mental ccncerns has the potential to promote environ-
mental protection and to simultaneously create revenue.
Ingram and Durst (1989) surveyed 78 tour operators who
advertised nature-oriented activities in developing coun-
tries. They most frequently promoted Kenya, Nepal,
Tanzania, Puerto Rico, Mexico, Costa Rica, India, Brazil,
Paraguay, China, and Ecuador because they offer mul-
tiple nature activities. For instance, Costa Rica has spe-
cifically targeted its tourist market and developed a blue-
print for tourism that emphasizes a commitment to
conserving its natural environment.

Education

Education of tourists and host countries is essential to
sustainable ecotourism. At national and local levels, pro-
motion of environmental education is occurring. In 1989,
Belize placed both tourism and environment under one
ministry. Belize adopted the principles of Agenda 21 (a
plan from the United Nations Conference on Environment
and Development). The plan calls upon all countries to
practice and promote sustainable development, environ-
mental protection, and citizen participation (Gonzalez
1993). Belize gives high priority to tourism as an economic
development tool and has developed guidelines for tour-
ism development. Belize’s Integrated Tourism Policy and
Strategy Statement of 1992 advocates “...increased educa-
tion, training, and awareness at all levels regarding the
benefits and careers available in tourism...” (Gonzalez
1993, p. 16).

Costa Rica is another example of how education works.
The Costa Rican Tourist Board (1993) simplifies exchange
between all sectors that have an interest in that country’s
tourism. Specifically, the Tourist Board, the National Park
Service, and the Costa Rican National Tourism Chamber
are working toward synergistic decisions between protected
areas and private and public tourism.

Ecotourism and Culture

Cultural change due to tourism effects may be most
obvious in developing countries. According to Coltman
(1989), tourism’s negative effects on native culture take
many forms, including gambling, prostitution, and drunk-
enness. Local people may want the same luxuries as tour-
ists. Racial tensions may develop between tourists and
their hosts. “Trinketization” of crafts and art may result
from the volume of goods needed for the tourist trade. A
loss of cultural pride may occur, especially if the visitor
sees the culture as quaint or as entertainment. Kariel
(1989) assessed tourism’s influence on residents living in
alpine communities in Austria. Residents reported that
tourism affected family structure; they spent less time
with family members and more time with tourists.

Just as ecotourism has aligned itself with ecological car-
rying capacity, it has also aligned itself with social carry-
ing capacity. Social carrying capacity for tourism “...is the
level beyond which unacceptable change will be caused
to local cultural stability and attitudes toward tourists”



(Lindberg 1991, p. 27). Including indigenous people in the
planning process will help assure that social carrying ca-
pacity is not exceeded and that their culture and values
are maintained.

Ecotourism must remain on a small scale and be directed
toward reserves and parks in rural areas. Dispersion of
small groups of tourists into rural areas dissipates their
impact and is less likely to have major negative effects on
communities.

In some areas of the world, indigenous people have formed
organizations to defend their rights to the land and to
practice their own land management. Some natives are
eager to show how they are managing and protecting their
lands. They encourage tourists to share in their traditions
and lifestyle. For example, indigenous Indians of Caspira,
Ecuador, now design and manage tours of their commu-
nity. In the past, the community and their lifestyle were
mere tourist curiosity. Indians established a nature trail
and built guest houses modeled after their own dwellings.
Guests receive traditional food in the evenings, and the
Indians share native dances and myths. In turn, the Indi-
ans request that guests demonstrate and describe their
own cultures. This method of tourism allows visitors to
gain both an authentic view of Indian life and of the local
ecosystem. Macdonald (1993) noted that this type of tour-
ism leads to a greater understanding of cultures. It is

deeper than glimpses of elaborate ceremonial life and arti-
san works.

Ecotourism and Sustainable
Economics

Tourism does not guarantee development that is always
in the best interests of a country, but ecotourism has the
potential to be a viable means of economic growth in de-
veloping countries. According to the World Bank, 55 per-
cent of tourism gross revenues will be lost to economic
leakage in developing countries (Boo 1990). Tourism needs
to consolidate environmental, cultural, and economic is-
sues. Boo (1990) noted that ecotourism requires less de-
velopment and less investment, and involves less cultural
and environmental disruptions than other forms of tour-
ism, but it does require services and infrastructures to
make it economically beneficial.

For many countries tourism provides an important share
of the gross national product and stimulates foreign ex-
change (DeLarderel 1993). The economic benefits of ecot-
ourism also encourage the establishment of protected ar-
eas. Lindberg (1991) cited an example of the justification
of conservation by ecotourism. The Galapagos National
Park, a popular nature tourist attraction in Ecuador, earns
over $560,000 per year, providing surplus revenues that
help maintain Ecuador’s other parks and reserves.

Ecotourism also provides an economic alternative to park
encroachment. Rural people living near parks and reserves
are the most affected by ecotourism and extreme poverty
is common. In Latin America, the countryside is home to
60 percent of the poor (Mellor 1988). The rural poor de-
pend on the environment for their income and often per-
ceive parks and reserves as a threat to their survival.
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Some governments directly compensate people affected
by the establishment of parks. In Kenya, Maasai people
receive $30,000 per year to cover their losses. Parks also
employ many people. In Nepal, the Tiger Mountain Group
employs about 5,000 people during the peak tourist sea-
son (Lindberg 1991).

Ecotourism also has positive economic effects on parks.
Increasing numbers of tourists may cause environmental
stress, but the revenue generated can result in improved
conservation management. Although funding for ecologi-
cal and carrying-capacity studies is needed, entrance fees
and donations could cover the costs. Parks with a high
volume of tourists require a larger and more diverse staff.
Higher demand for park staff may, in turn, increase the
incentive to train and educate natives for long-term em-
ployment. For example, at the Baboon Sanctuary in Belize,
native Belizeans operate the visitors’ center and lead
groups through the Sanctuary. This provides year-round,
permanent employment.

A major problem with ecotourism at national and local
levels is revenue leakage that results when outside inves-
tors are involved in tourism development. Investors hire
outside managers, limiting the job market for locals and
removing the profit margin from the country. Although
tourism has the potential to create an economic multiplier
effect, it stops short when outside investors take their
returns home. According to Boo (1990), economic leakages
may be easier to control through ecotourism than through
other types of tourism, but this will occur only if native peo-
ple are involved in the planning process. In Belize, in-
creased Belizean entrepreneurship in the tourism indus-
try is top priority with the Belize Tourism Policy and
Strategy Statement Plan. Policies include an incentive
act, the development of a small business bank, and the
promotion of tourism cooperatives to curb leakage.

Governments must set goals and limitations for ecotour-
ism to be sustainable. At the local level, ecotourism can
best aid the economy by using local materials, products,
people, and by including the rural poor in the planning
process.

Conclusions

Ecotourism contributes to sustainable development in
some countries. Three major risks of any type of tourism
are environmental, cultural, and socioeconomic exploita-
tion. Ecotourism philosophy addresses these issues. Tour-
ism experts must develop ecological and social carrying-
capacity standards for a sustainable ecotourism industry,
employing various limits and restrictions. Lindberg (1991)
recommended increasing entrance fees while limiting num-
bers of visitors, thus raising revenues and preventing ex-
ploitation. The increased revenues, in turn, should be
channeled back into the parks and surrounding communi-
ties if ecotourism is to serve as sustainable development.

Conducting short-term and long-term studies to estab-
lish the sustainability of ecotourism is necessary, and rais-
ing entrance fees may provide funding for these studies.
Other methods for increasing revenue include additional
or enhanced visitor centers, shops, and concession stands.



How closely these and other businesses relate to the phi-
losophy of ecotourism will be at the discretion of individ-
ual countries.

The inclusion of local labor and business is paramount
to future development. It is the rural people who are in
the greatest need of social and economic opportunities.
Ecotourism, while supporting conservation efforts, em-
phasizes reciprocal social contact with local communities
and creates economic opportunity.

Along with other industrial alternatives, ecotourism is
a viable choice for development. The goal for developing
countries is a sustainable economy—one that will persist.
Ecotourism aligns itself with the sustainability goal. Eco-
tourism philosophy also considers the possible negative
impacts of tourism and includes methods for limiting them.
By promoting economic and cultural exchange and envi-
ronmental conservation, ecotourism is a promising mecha-
nism for economic enhancement.
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Tourism and Quality of Life




Sustainable Community-Based Tourism
and Host Quality of Life

Neal A. Christensen

Abstract—The principles of sustainability in community devel-
opment projects are recognized for their importance in protecting
resident quality of life. Tourism development should include moni-
toring, evaluating, and improving host community quality of life as
a condition for sustainability. Studies of tourism and quality of life
in the host community should address both objective and subjective
components and should include aspects of individual and commu-
nity scales. This paper synthesizes and expands the literature on
quality of life research as it relates to tourism development. A re-
search framework and comprehensive definition of quality of life
are proposed that more completely evaluate conditions of quality
of life.

Linking Sustainability and
Quality of life

Local governments and community-based nongovern-
ment organizations often undertake development projects
to improve the economy and to provide needed jobs and
community stability. One of the implicit goals of these
projects is to protect and enhance the quality of life of the
local residents (Power 1988; Ritchie 1987). There is in-
creasing recognition of the importance of the principles
of sustainability in community development projects as
a condition for protecting resident quality of life (Barbier
1987; Hawken 1993; Simon 1989).

“Sustainable development” is a term made popular by
the Brundtland Commission in 1987 and was defined as
“...development that meets the needs of the present with-
out compromising the ability of future generations to meet
their own needs” (WCED 1987). Barbier (1987) added that
sustainable development is a process that must consider
three systems: the biological and resource system, the eco-
nomic system, and the social system. A primary objective
of sustainable development, therefore, is to provide lasting
and secure livelihoods that minimize resource depletion,
environmental degradation, cultural disruption, and social
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instability. These objectives are compatible with protect-
ing the residents’ quality of life.

Tourism as a Sustainable
Development Tool: Some Concerns

Tourism is often considered as a viable option for commu-
nity development that can improve the economy without
compromising the environmental resource. However, there
is evidence that tourism can have negative effects on the
quality of life, especially the social and cultural aspects.

The most immediate concern of increasing tourism is the
effect of overcrowding. In an opinion survey conducted by
Martin and McCool (1992) among residents of Montana,
many residents expressed concern that visitors to the state
may crowd them out of local fishing, hunting, and other
recreation areas. In another opinion study, Reid and Boyd
(1991) found concern among residents of Niagara-on-the-
Lake, Ontario, Canada, that the increased popularity of a
local festival would lead to undesirable vehicle and pedes-
trian congestion.

Other studies suggest that tourism can have negative
economic impacts to some residents. Fritz (1982) found
evidence of an increased tax burden on local residential
property owners as a result of vacation home development.
Crotts and Holland (1992) reported increased inflationary
pressures resulting from tourism development, particularly
in the areas of housing and local government services. They
also reported evidence of significant increases in local gov-
ernment debt with increased tourism activity.

Another concern of tourism development is change in the
local community and culture. Perdue and others (1991) re-
ported a significant shift of population into counties with
high levels of tourism. This phenomenon was further sup-
ported by Christensen (1994) who indicated that counties in
Montana with higher levels of tourism were more likely to
have a growing population and more likely to have new resi-
dents who had recently relocated from out of state. Rosenow
and Pulsipher (1979), describing tourism development in
St. George, UT, indicated that poor planning and growth
management had resulted in a loss of identity and local
culture. The result is a town with few distinguishing fea-
tures and little remaining of its unique setting and history.

If tourism development is to be viable as a long-term
economic strategy, these concerns must be addressed, and
the resource base must be protected in the process. The
host community is the economic, social, cultural, and in-
frastructural resource base for most tourism activity, and
resident quality of life is a measure of the condition of
that resource. Tourism development should include moni-
toring, evaluating, and improving host community quality
of life as a condition for sustainability.



Purpose of This Discussion

This paper synthesizes and expands the literature on
quality of life research as it relates to tourism development.
A research framework is proposed based on previous theo-
retical and empirical work that more completely evaluates
conditions of quality of life. Future research designed around
this proposed framework may gain a better understanding
of the dynamics of quality of life and its importance to indi-
viduals and communities. It is anticipated that better un-
derstanding of how communities change and develop will
provide guidance for a sustainable tourism industry.

Developing a Definition of Quality of
Life

Establishing a clear understanding of the complexities
of quality of life is essential to its protection and enhance-
ment. Definitions of quality of life in tourism research have
ranged from straightforward to complex. Perdue and others
(1991) defined quality of life as “The attributes of a com-
munity which both influence and reflect the caliber of life
afforded its residents.” Others have stated that quality of
life consists of two components, the objective and the sub-
jective. Wish (1986) interpreted quality of life as consisting
of environmental and psychological aspects. Myers’ (1987)
definition stated that “A community’s quality of life is con-
structed of the shared characteristics residents experience
in places, and the subjective evaluations residents make
of those conditions.” Milbrath (1979) also preferred a two-
component approach, with objective indicators supple-
mented by perceptions. Often, however, both components
have not been included in research designs.

Social Indicators

Some studies have focused on measuring the objective
component of quality of life by examining the correlation
between social indicators of quality of life and tourism de-
velopment (Crotts and Holland 1992; Perdue and others
1991). Social indicator analysis has some advantages. The
variables to be compared may already be available as sec-
ondary data from other sources. Another advantage is that
indicator variables that are measured periodically (with
a relatively short interval) can be monitored for changing
conditions. In addition, analyses of indicators can provide
an unbiased assessment of actual physical conditions.

This methodology, however, has several weaknesses. The
first is that correlations alone do not suggest cause-and-
effect relationships. Drawing such an inference can be mis-
leading and is not appropriate without specific tests for di-
rectional relationships built into the study design. Second,
when comparisons are made between places, indicators such
as crime rate, income, and number of golf courses may be
considered equally important as contributors to, or detrac-
tors from, quality of life. Results of these analyses do not
reflect true conditions unless consideration is given to the
relative importance of the factors compared.

The use of social indicators is further limited by the arti-
ficial political boundaries, typically counties or Standard
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Metropolitan Statistical Areas, used to quantify those meas-
urements. The influences of indicators such as violent crime
rate or acres of park land can reach beyond political bound-
aries. This limitation is manifested in “Places Rated Alma-
nac” (Boyer and Savageau 1989) because it tends to identify
larger cities as more livable due to the concentrated level
of amenities. In contrast, other studies have concluded that
residents perceive rural and suburban living conditions as
providing a higher quality of life than exists in larger me-
tropolises (Wish 1986).

Subjective Measures and Host Attitudes

Most studies have focused on the subjective component
of quality of life by assessing residents’ attitudes toward
tourism and their perceptions of the local quality of life
(Allen and others 1993; Belisle and Hoy 1980; Lui and
Var 1986; Martin and McCool 1992; Pizam 1978; Reid and
Boyd 1991). Unlike using correlations of social indicators,
this approach allows individuals to rank the importance
of particular quality of life factors. It also helps to identify
and understand those individuals and groups that are lI{OSt
concerned about particular changes in their quality ‘of h_fe.
In addition, qualitative research can identify emerging 18-
sues that might not be apparent when examining histori-
cal indicators.

One constraint with this technique is that perceptions
and attitudes are difficult to monitor. Opinions generally
are not quantifiable, which makes significant changes hard
to detect. In addition, perceptions and attitudes may have
little correlation with actual physical conditions. Also, 88
with correlational analysis of social indicators, cause-and-
effect relationships cannot be determined by assessing per-
ceptions of impacts. While this research method can def:eCt
perceived changes in the conditions of quality of life, itis
difficult for respondents to separate the changes that were
caused by increases in tourism from the many external
forces that can also impact the community.

While both of these common study designs have weak-
nesses, their strengths complement each other. The two-
component definitions of quality of life and the review of
design limitations suggest the need for studies that use
both quantitative and qualitative techniques.

Question of Scale: Individual to
Community

Also absent from most definitions of quality of life and
study designs is the consideration of the social structural
scale at which changes occur. The scale of quality of life
factors and impacts can range from individuals to neigh-
borhoods, to communities and beyond. Rubin (1994) recog-
nized scale in theories of community development as com-
posed of the simultaneous struggle of the individual, the
class, and the community. At one social scale, impacts
may be positive; for example, when individuals benefit
through new employment opportunities due to expansion
of tourism activity. However, impacts may be negative at
another social scale, such as when the tourism expansion
occurs rapidly and overloads the community’s infrastruc-
ture and service delivery systems.



Individuals will evaluate quality of life differently, de-
pending on the scale they reference. A public official evalu-
ating tourism’s impact on local quality of life may assess
current issues and conditions differently than a private

citizen whose concerns about tourism development are
at another scale.

A Comprehensive Definition

Study designs must address the issue of scale as well as
objective and perceptual components to develop an under-
standing of the intricacy of quality of life. A more compre-
hensive definition of quality of life that would enhance
research design might be: “A community’s quality of life
consists of shared characteristics at various social struc-
tural scales, and the subjective evaluations of those char-
acteristics by the persons who are affected” (Myers 1987).

Developing a Theoretical Framework

A comprehensive definition of quality of life will lead to
an improved theoretical framework. Application of theory
is imperative when conducting quality of life research.
Without theory it is difficult, if not impossible, to identify
or determine the relative importance of various dimensions
of quality of life. One weakness of past studies using objec-
tive indicators of quality of life was that the indicators were
not assigned importance rankings relative to each other,
or at best, rankings were arbitrary. An appropriate theoreti-
cal basis to this approach would identify ways to prioritize
those conditions.

Ritchie (1987) acknowledged that the lack of a conceptual
framework in tourism planning and development is one of
the industry’s failures, and it hinders the improvement of
quality of life. He described the relationship between tour-
ism and quality of life in terms of a common framework
used to assess both positive and negative aspects of these
impacts on the host region: economic, physical, social, psy-
chological, cultural, and political. Ritchie suggested that
certain impact dimensions are more important than others,
and that the stage of society’s development will influence
host-visitor relationships. However, while he recognized
that impact dimensions vary in their influence, his concep-

tual framework did not suggest a methodology to establish
the relative importance of those dimensions.

Theory of Individual Development

Sirgy (1986) explored quality of life issues within the
context of Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs Theory. This hier-
archical framework addresses the relative importance of
differing quality of life factors. Applying Maslow’s theory
suggests that some factors of quality of life are more salient
than others, depending on the level of needs achieved by
the individual. If an individual is unemployed, a job that
can fulfill safety and economic needs may be of primary con-
cern. However, if the lower order security needs (such as
employment) are being met, then primary concerns would
shift to fulfilling the higher order aspects (social, esteem,
and self-actualization) of human development.

Maslow (1954) cautioned, however, that while physiologi-
cal and safety needs usually take precedence over other
needs, the structure of the hierarchy is not static, and it is
the individual who defines that hierarchy according to her
or his own set of values. This suggests the need to evaluate
individual perceptions as an initial step toward applying
a hierarchical framework in research design.

Theory of Community Development

While Maslow’s (1954) theory addresses individual de-
cisions and behavior, it may not be applicable at the com-
munity scale. Decisions affecting the entire community
are not always carried out based on the average hierarchi-
cal level of need of all citizens. Decisions typically reflect
compromises and concessions to many interests having
different perspectives of scale.

Because of diversity in communities, policies are formu-
lated, decisions are made, and changes occur that effect
many individual hierarchical needs. It is necessary, there-
fore, to develop a theoretical basis for quality of life re-
search that adequately addresses individual behavior and
perceptions as well as community-scale characteristics.
This framework may consist of a combination of elements
from individual behavior and social change theories.

Rubin (1994) called a framework for community change
“Organic Theory of Community Development.” The term
organic is used because the theory was developed from the
field experiences of practitioners rather than from academia.
This theory suggests ways to balance social change and
development agendas while empowering individuals and
improving communities. One of the central points of this
theory is that community development efforts that em-
power individuals act as catalysts to improve the whole
community.

Within this framework, development projects are com-
munity-based, but the problems are those faced by indi-
viduals within the community. This theory suggests that
as individuals within the community improve their lives,
the whole community also develops. Projects link individu-
als’ improvements to changes within the broader commu-
nity. Rubin also suggests a theory of holistic development
in which successful projects simultaneously address physi-
cal and social community problems. In this model, economic
development projects and the creation of jobs are linked
with social change and education.

Proposed Integrated Framework

Developing an adequate definition and a comprehensive
theoretical framework for quality of life research will im-
prove the effectiveness of the study design. Studies of tour-
ism and quality of life in the host community should address
both objective and subjective components and should in-
clude aspects of individual and community scales. Figure 1
illustrates a community quality of life framework that in-
corporates the aspects of research design that have been
explored in this review.

The framework starts with the implementation of a
community development project (in this case it is tourism-
based). That project, along with forces external to the
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Figure 1—Community quality of life framework.

project, affect change in factors of quality of life. The
changes cause varying impacts at different social scales.
The impacts are evaluated by individuals within the con-
text of the relevant social scale. How people perceive the
impacts is tempered by the scale of reference of the indi-
vidual. This process of impact and evaluation is ongoing
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concluded that appropriate marketing and development
practices by private businesses can contribute greatly to-
ward protecting host quality of life and sustaining the
tourism industry.

Research Design

Figure 2 illustrates the steps involved in conducting re-
search based on the proposed framework. A study starts
with exploratory open-ended interviews with community
leaders and citizen group representatives. This approach
helps to identify the salient issues and the scale to which
they apply. This step is followed by the identification of
social indicators that appropriately reflect the condition
of salient quality of life attributes. Next, survey research
is implemented along with analysis of social indicators to
identify the baseline situation. The surveys include opin-
ion and attitude scales about the importance of issues and
perceived conditions of present quality of life factors. In
addition, surveys can collect sociodemographic information
that will help identify the type of respondents and their
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scale of reference on particular issues. Along with the use of
surveys to establish a baseline, social indicators are com-
pared across communities or groups of individuals to sug-
gest current strong points and weaknesses relative to other
communities. A final step is to design and implement a
monitoring program.

Temporal monitoring should be a major component of
tourism and quality of life research. Monitoring increases
the strength of the study design by providing several ben-
efits, including the ability to detect seasonal variations, to
identify trends that may suggest future impacts, and to
assess the effects of policy changes. The monitoring com-
ponent should track changes in the levels of tourism as
well as changes in community quality of life conditions.

In addition to ongoing analysis of social indicators and
visitor volumes, monitoring efforts should include a peri-
odic collection of perceptual data to detect changes in atti-
tudes and opinions. This qualitative monitoring could be
thought of as “recalibration” of the study model concern-
ing the relationship between tourism and quality of life.

Application of Proposed Framework in
Research Design

One of the most important uses of quality of life research
is to tie study findings to community agents of change, such
as citizen involvement, private business practices, and pub-
lic policy development. Citizen involvement is an especially
important force in tourism because tourism is a community-
based development strategy often initiated by the public.

Quality of life is a local experience, suggesting that
policies and initiatives should focus on change within the
boundaries of the local community. When developing strat-
egies, consideration should be given to the appropriate
scale for addressing the particular problem. The impacts
may be more appropriately addressed by private initiative
unless the threats to community quality of life are large
enough to require concerted societal action (Milbrath 1979).

Conclusions

Future research should include both subjective and ob-
jective components to provide a complete understanding
of the dynamic conditions of quality of life. Studies should
also address the various scales at which quality of life fac-
tors are measured and affected. Appropriate designs should
develop a theoretical basis to guide the research in under-
standing the relevant aspects of quality of life and the sa-
liency of those features in a given situation.

Improved quality of life research design will provide
greater understanding of complex social issues, allowing
community leaders to identify policies and develop strate-
gies that better meet local needs. While the determination
of cause-and-effect relationships has not been emphasized
in this proposed research process, it is in the interest of a
responsible tourism industry to proactively address emerg-
ing host community quality of life issues, regardless of
cause. Appropriate development strategies integrated with
a holistic approach to quality of life in the host community

will contribute to greater sustainability of the tourism
industry.
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Montanans’ Attitudes and Behavioral
Intentions Toward Tourism: Implications
for Sustainability

Steven R. Martin

Abstract—Residents’ attitudes and behavioral intentions may
indicate support or opposition toward the tourism industry, with
direct implications for the sustainability of the industry at the
local level. This study found that Montanans distinguish among
four aspects of tourism, benefits, negative impacts, equity be-
tween tourists and residents, and economic rewards. A cluster
analysis grouped respondents into four segments based on their
attitudes, into three segments based on behavioral intentions,
and into four groups based on attitudes toward additional tour-
ism. Most respondents indicated passive behavioral intentions.
Support for the current level of tourism appears strong, but there
is less support for additional tourism.

Montana and other rural states need tourism to help
strengthen their economies. Money is being spent to pro-
mote tourism, but tourism sustainability is an increasing
concern. With careful development and proper manage-
ment, rural tourism can be a useful economic development
strategy, but “...ill-conceived and poorly planned tourism
development can erode the very qualities of the natural
and human environments that attract visitors in the first
place” (Inskeep 1991, p. 460). In an effort to avoid the deg-
radation of the environmental and social qualities on which
tourism depends, the idea of using these qualities or re-
gources sustainably has captured the attention of tourism
planners and economic development specialists across the
rural West.

We must ask one basic question. What do we want to

sustain? The answer is that we want to sustain a number
of qualities.

* We want to sustain residents quality of life.

* We want to sustain the tourism industry, ensuring
that tourist revenues enable tourism-dependent busi-
nesses to survive and prosper.

e We want to sustain community support for tourism,
enabling the industry to play its role and fill its niche
in the community and the local economy.

e We want to sustain the quality of the visitor’s
experience.

* We want to sustain the natural and cultural resources.

In: McCool, Stephen F.; Watson, Alan E., comps. 1995. Linking tourism,
the environment, and sustainability — topical volume of compiled papers
from a special session of the annual meeting of the National Recreation
and Park Association; 1994 October 12-14; Minneapolis, MN. Gen. Tech.
Rep. INT-GTR-323. Ogden, UT: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Ser-
vice, Intermountain Research Station.

Steven R. Martin is Assistant Professor, Department of Natural Re-

sources Planning and Interpretation, Humboldt State University, Arcata,
CA 95521.
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If we fail to sustain any one of the qualities, the others
will fail also.

The sustainability of these qualities depends on numer-
ous factors. Although monitoring the sustainability of
those qualities may be difficult, the attitudes and behav-
iors of residents toward tourism may be used as a subjec-
tive indicator to measure the quality of life affected by
tourism. These attitudes and behaviors may indicate sup-
port or opposition toward the tourism industry, with direct
implications for the sustainability of the industry. Resi-
dents’ attitudes and behaviors toward visitors directly af-
fect the quality of the visitor experience, and thereby affect
the sustainability of the industry.

This study was designed to assess the attitudes and
behavioral intentions of Montana residents toward to'ur-
ism and will explore the influences on and relationships
among attitudes, behavioral intentions, and a number of
independent variables. At the time of the study, an accom-
modations tax on lodging had been in place for 4 years,
generating revenue that was used primarily to promote
Montana as a tourism destination. By 1991, the success.
of that promotional effort was becoming appa_rent. Tourist
visitation rose markedly in the 4 years following the s.tart
of the lodging tax, from a 7-year (1980 to 1986) pr.elf)dgu?g
tax average estimate of 4.7 million visits to 6.0 million vis-
its in 1991 (Christensen 1993). Some Montanans began to
question the direction of tourism development in Montana
and to debate the positive and negative consequences that
such development might have for the lo_ca.l residents. We
will explore public sentiments about this issue. .

Is the current level of tourism in Montana (and is an
increase in tourism in Montana), sustainable with respect
to host resident attitudes and behavioral inbentiops? We
will discuss whether or not attitudes toward tox.msm are
unidimensional or multidimensional; what attltude.s
Montanans hold toward tourism; how Montanans might
behave relative to tourism; what attitudes Montanans
hold toward increased levels of tourism; and what rela-
tionships exist between tourism attitudes, behavioral
intentions, and attitudes toward additional tourism.

Conceptual Framework

A number of studies have found that the overall attitude
of host community residents toward tourism is generally
favorable (Liu and Var 1986; Milman and Pizam 1988;
Pizam 1978; Rothman 1978; Thomason and others 1979).
However, residents often hold a number of unfavorable at-
titudes toward tourism, such as perceived impacts about
traffic congestion, noise, litter, overcrowding of facilities,



increased prices of goods and services, and increased crime.
Findings suggest that people do not have a single, unified
attitude toward tourism, but they have a number of dif-

ferent attitudes, both favorable and unfavorable.

Attitudes toward tourism appear to be linked to some
extent with the level of tourism in the host community.
Allen and others (1993) found that residents of communi-
ties with low tourism development combined with low over-
all economic activity, as well as residents of communities
with high tourism development combined with high eco-
nomic activity, had the most favorable attitudes toward
tourism. Conversely, residents of communities that were
economically successful but had little tourism development,
and residents of communities that were less economically
successful but had a large tourism presence, had the least
favorable attitudes toward tourism.

A number of studies (for example, Long and others 1990)
have found that the perceived impacts of tourism (both
positive and negative) increase with increasing levels of
tourism development, and residents’ attitudes toward ad-
ditional tourism development were initially favorable, be-
coming less favorable with increasing levels of tourism de-
velopment. Perdue and others (1990) found that support
for additional tourism development was negatively re-
lated to the perceived future of the community (that is
people with a negative view of their community’s futur’e
were likely to support additional tourism, while people
with a positive view of their community’s future did not
support additional tourism).

While a number of these studies differentiated among
residents based on the level of tourism development in
their community and then compared residents’ attitudes
across communities, a few studies have segmented resi-
dents based on attitudes and then compared those attitude
segments. Tourism attitudes in Florida were assessed and
used as the basis for segmenting the population into atti-
tude clusters (Davis and others 1988). The respondents in
this Florida study were clustered into “Haters” (16 percent
of the sample), “Lovers” (20 percent), “Cautious Romantics”
(21 percent), “In-Betweeners” (18 percent), and “Love 'Em
for a Reason” (26 percent). While 40 percent of the Haters
were native-born Floridians, only 16 percent of the Lovers
were Florida natives.

Although host resident attitudes toward tourism have
been studied for the past 20 years, there have been few
studies about the behaviors and behavioral intentions of
residents toward tourism. While it has long been intuitively
thought that there is a strong and logical relationship be-
tween attitudes and behavior, empirical proof has not been
available because of the complex nature of this relation-
ship. Therefore, a survey instrument was developed to
measure tourism attitudes and their dimensionality, be-
havioral intentions toward tourism, and attitudes toward
additional tourism. Tourism attitude statements from pre-
vious studies were used in addition to several new items
developed specifically for this study (table 1). Questions
on behavioral intentions and statements on attitudes to-
ward additional tourism, were generated and subjected to
collegial review (tables 2 and 3). A five-point scale (Strongly
Agree to Strongly Disagree for the attitude statements,
Very Likely to Very Unlikely for behavioral intentions)
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was used as the response format. Two attitude items were
also included to measure the perceived future of the
respondent’s community.

Methods

After pretesting the questionnaire on a sample of 287
households in Teton County, MT, the data were collected
by a mail survey. The target population was adult resi-
dents who owned a vehicle registered in Montana on July 1,
1991. A sample of 2,000 records was drawn by the Depart-
ment of Motor Vehicles from their statewide data base of
vehicle registrations. Once business registrations were re-
moved, a sample of 1,867 individuals, in approximate pro-
portion to the distribution of the state’s population by
county, remained.

Survey packets were mailed in August 1991 to those
1,867 individuals. One week after the initial mailing, a re-
minder postcard was sent to each person. Two weeks later
a second questionnaire was sent to nonrespondents. One
month later, a third and final survey packet was mailed.
After those who had moved out of state were removed from
the mailing list, a final sample of 1,734 remained.

This procedure resulted in a total of 1,128 completed and
returned questionnaires for a 65 percent response rate. Be-
cause females were underrepresented in the sampling
frame relative to the true population, this gender bias was
corrected by weighting the returned questionnaires by
gender 8o that the final sample reflected the actual pro-
portions of males and females in the adult Montana popu-
lation (U.S. Department of Commerce 1992).

A check for nonresponse bias was conducted; 100 of the
606 nonrespondents were contacted by telephone. While
no significant differences were detected for age, education,
length of residence, or attitudes toward tourism, non-
respondents did tend to view themselves as less likely to
benefit from tourism than respondents (Martin 1994).

Results
Tourism Attitude Dimensions

To explore the dimensional aspect of attitudes toward
tourism, a principal components analysis (with varimax
rotation) was performed on the set of 27 attitude state-
ments in table 1. This analysis resulted in four components
with eigenvalues greater than 1 (table 4 for items and fac-
tor loadings). These components are referred to as tourism
attitude dimensions, defining the general aspects of tour-
ism about which people hold consistent attitudes. Montan-
ans appear to hold attitudes toward four aspects of tour-
ism: positive benefits, negative impacts, perceptions of
equity, and perceived extent and distribution of economic
rewards.

For each of the four principal components or attitude
dimensions, a scale score was created by adding a subject’s
responses to the items loading most strongly on that com-
ponent or dimension. These scale scores or attitude indices
summarize each subject’s attitude toward that dimension.



Table 1—Statements used to measure attitudes toward tourism (grouped according to resulits of Nearly 66 percent of respon-

principal components analysis).

dents hold a favorable attitude

Tourism is responsible for too fast a rate of urbanization and development in Montana.

Tourists disrupt the peace and tranquility” of our public parks.

Tourists are a burden on my community’s services.

toward this dimension (that
is, they disagree that the
issue of equity is a problem).
The fourth attitude dimen-
sion contains four statements

In recent years, the state is becoming overcrowded because of more tourists. about the perceived Extent

Tourists add greatly to the traffic problems in my community.

The more Montana is discovered by tourists, the harder it is for Montanans to find uncrowded places

{0 recreate.

and distribution of tourism’s
economic rewards. Just over
40 percent of the respondents

. . L . . .. . ) hold a favorable attitude to-
An increase in tourists in my community will lead to friction between local residents and tourists. ward this dimension, and 45
Tourism has increased the number of crime problems in my community. percent hold an unfavorable
The environmental impacts resulting from tourism are relatively minor. attitude. Nearly l 5 p.ercent
) scored exactly midpoint of the
My community should take steps to restrict tourism development. scale.
Tourists crowd out local residents in many good hunting and fishing spots.
The local residents are the ones who really suffer from living in an area popular with tourists. Attitude Clusters
Tourism is one of the brightest spots in Montana’s economic future. To segment the resident
) ] population and their attitudes
Tourism holds great promise for Montana’s future. toward tourism, a cluster anal-
The tourism industry provides many worthwhile employment opportunities for Montana residents. ysis (using SPSS-PC, Norusis
1988) was performed based on

The overall benefits of tourism outweigh the negative impacts.

the four attitude indices de-

Tourism encourages a variety of cultural activities by the local population (such as arts, music, crafis,  geribed above. The number of

etc.).
The quality of life in my community has improved because of tourism.

Tourism attracts more spending and investment in Montana’s economy.

requested clusters was increas-
ed over successive analyses

until the smallest cluster was
deemed too small to be mean-

Because of tourism, there are more parks and other recreational areas and facilities that local residents ingful and qualitative differ-

can use.

Tourists should be taxed more than local citizens for the services they use.

It’s okay to charge tourists more for things than locals pay.

ences between clusters were
difficult to detect. This proce-
dure resulted in acceptance
of the four-cluster solution.

Tourists do not pay their "fair share” for the services communities provide them. The cluster analysis seg-

The problem with tourism is that most of the jobs in the tourism industry are low paying.

mented respondents into
those who hold favorable atti-
tudes toward all four tourism

Our household standard of living is higher because of money that tourists spend here. attitude dimensions (Positiv-

Only a small minority of Montanans benefit economically from tourism.

Most of the money earned from tourism ends up going to out-of-state companies.

ists, 59 percent), those who
hold mixed but predominantly
favorable attitudes (Mixed

The first attitude dimension (Impacts) contains 12 state-
ments about the potential negative aspects of tourism and
its effect on local residents. Nearly 78 percent of respondents
hold a favorable attitude toward this dimension (that is, they
disagree that tourism has led to these negative impacts).

The second attitude dimension (Benefits) comprises eight
statements about the positive effects of tourism on Mon-
tanans’ quality of life. A large majority of respondents (85
percent) hold a favorable attitude toward this dimension
of tourism (that is, they agree that tourism has led to these
benefits).

The third attitude dimension (Equity) comprises three
statements about equity between tourists and residents.
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Positive, 22 percent), those
who hold mixed but predomi-
nantly unfavorable attitudes
(Mixed Negative, 6 percent), and those who hold uniformly
unfavorable attitudes (Negativists, 13 percent).

Table 5 displays selected social demographic informa-
tion for each of the four attitude clusters. The most pro-
nounced difference among clusters relates to gender; the
Negativist and Mixed Negative clusters are 59 percent
and 68 percent males, while women make up the majority
(53 percent) of the Positivist cluster. It is also worth not-
ing that the mean county per capita accommodations tax
revenue for Negativists was $9.30, compared with $7.40
for the Positivists. In other words, more Negativists than
Positivists lived in counties with high levels of per capita
tourism activity. Unlike the Davis and others (1988) Florida



Table 2—Questions used to measure behavioral intentions.

How likely or unlikely is it that you would:

recommend a good place to hike, fish, picnic, pick berries, etc. to a tourist if asked?

write a letter to your newspaper opposing a tourism development project in your community?

speak in favor of a tourism development project at your city council meeting?

speak to or write a letter to your state legislator opposing a tourism development project in your

community?

be willing to serve on a tourism advisory board in your community to help plan tourism promotion

and development?

vote against a local resort tax on items such as hotel rooms and restaurant meals?

be willing to volunteer 4 hours each month to help improve the appearance of your community to

make it more attractive to tourists?

vote against a state legislator who wanted to emphasize tourism development in Montana?

write a letter to your newspaper supporting a tourism development project in your community?

speak against a tourism development project at your city council meeting?
speak to or write a letter to your state legislator supporting a tourism development project in your

community?

Table 3—Statements used to measure attitudes toward additional tourism.

If tourism increases in Montana, the overall quality of life for Montana residents will improve.

If tourism increases it could hinder traditional Montana industries such as timber, mining, and

agriculture.

If tourism increases, it will be expensive to deal with the resulting environmental impacts.

If tourism increases it will mean more jobs and a better economy for Montana.

If tourism increases, residents will end up having to pay more for everyday goods and services.

If tourism increases, high paying jobs in the lumber mills and mining operations may be threatened.,

The state should do all it can to try and attract more tourists.
If tourism increases, Montanans will end up paying higher taxes to pay for the services tourists need.

If tourism increases it will lead to Montana becoming overdeveloped.

Tourism looks like the best way to help my community's economy in the future.

study, there was little difference in the proportions of
Negativists and Positivists who were native Montanans.

Behavioral Intention Clusters

In an attempt to move one step beyond the measurement
of attitudes toward tourism, this study next measured
respondents’ behavioral intentions toward tourism. Be-
havioral intention questions were used to measure how
likely or unlikely it was that respondents would perform
a particular behavior that either supported or opposed
tourism in their community (table 2).

A cluster analysis was performed to segment respondents
on the basis of their responses to these behavioral inten-
tion items. This analysis resulted in three clusters, the
Supporters (34 percent), the Opposers (8 percent), and the
Passivists (58 percent). The Supporters indicated that it
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was likely or very likely they would perform each of the
behaviors supporting tourism and that it was unlikely or
very unlikely they would perform any of the behaviors op-
posing tourism; the Opposers indicated the opposite. The
Passivists indicated it was unlikely or very unlikely they
would perform any of the behaviors.

Attitudes Toward Additional Tourism

Finally, a cluster analysis was performed to segment
subjects on the basis of their responses to the “additional
tourism” attitude statements (table 3). This analysis re-
sulted in four clusters, the Negativists (15 percent), the
Mixed/Pro-Economic group (8 percent), the Uncertains
(53 percent), and the Positivists (24 percent). The Mixed/Pro-
Economic group held favorable attitudes toward the eco-
nomic consequences of additional tourism, but unfavorable



Table 4—Principal components factor loadings (varimax rotation) of
0.4 and greater for tourism attitude statements in table 1.
Al factors have eigen values >1; cumulative proportion of
variance explained by factors = 0.554.

Factor 1

Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
Variable' (Impacts) (Benefits) (Equity) (Extent)
Urbanization 0.685
Disrupt 675
Burden 663
Overcrowded 653
Traffic .640
Discover 627
Friction 619 0.435
Crime .601
Environment .581
Restrict .560 .503
Crowd out .560
Suffer .549 430
Bright 782
Promise 777
Worth 707
Qverall .438 675
Cultural .668
Quality .666
Attracts .642
Parks 441
Taxed 0.845
Charge .836
Fair share 678
Low pay 0.730
Standard 554
Minority .569 469
Earned 451
Cronbach's
Alpha .88 .80 .79 .64

'Variable names are keyed to attitude statements in table 1.

attitudes toward other (social and environmental) conse-
quences. The Uncertains scored almost exactly midpoint of

the scale for every one of the “additional tourism” attitude
statements.

Relationships Among Tourism Attitudes,
Behavioral Intentions, and Attitudes
Toward Additional Tourism

To explore the relationship between tourism attitudes
and behavioral intentions, attitude clusters were cross-
tabulated with behavioral intention clusters (table 6).
Regardless of attitude, the majority of respondents appear
unlikely to perform any of the behaviors posed in the ques-
tionnaire. However, those with mixed attitudes are slightly
less likely to act than those with more definite attitudes;
and those with favorable attitudes are slightly more likely
to translate their attitudes into behavioral intentions than
those with unfavorable attitudes.

Although none of the respondents in the Positive or
Mixed Positive attitude clusters indicated that they might
actively oppose tourism efforts, 7 percent of respondents in
the Negative and 10 percent in Mixed Negative attitude
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clusters indicated that they might actively support tourism
efforts.

Next, clusters based on attitudes toward additional tour-
ism were cross-tabulated with behavioral intention clus-
ters (table 7). Respondents who were uncertain about the
consequences of additional tourism were the most likely
(70 percent) of the four groups to be passive. This seems in-
tuitive because the nature of their attitudes suggests that
they would not be sure whether to support or oppose tour-
ism efforts. The Uncertains who were not Passivists, how-
ever, were much more likely to be Supporters than Opposers
(26 to 3 percent).

The data also indicate that people with uniformly favor-
able attitudes toward additional tourism, and those with
mixed but proeconomic attitudes, are the least likely to be
passive. A majority of respondents in both of these groups
(59 and 61 percent) indicated that they would likely be ac-
tive supporters of tourism.

Finally, clusters based on attitudes toward current lev-
els of tourism were cross-tabulated with clusters based on
attitudes toward additional tourism (table 8). Respondents
with unfavorable attitudes toward current levels of tour-
ism (Negativists and Mixed Negative) are much less likely
to be uncertain about the consequences of additional tour-
ism (22 and 34 percent), and they are much more likely to
hold uniformly unfavorable attitudes toward tourism in-
creases (69 and 66 percent). Conversely, people with fa-
vorable attitudes toward current levels of tourism (Posi-
tivists and Mixed Positive) are much more likely to be
uncertain about the consequences of additional tourism
(55 and 58 percent), and they are much less likely to hold
uniformly positive attitudes toward tourism increases (33
and 28 percent). In other words, people with negative atti-
tudes about tourism have negative attitudes about addi-
tional tourism, but people with positive attitudes about
tourism are uncertain about additional tourism.

To see if support for (or at least attitudes toward) addi-
tional tourism is related to the perceived future of the re-
spondent’s community, the mean score for the “perceived
community future” scale (the sum of the two attitude items
on community future) was calculated for each for the four
“additional tourism” attitude clusters. A one-way ANOVA
resulted in an F-ratio of 5.80 (prob. = 0.0006), and a Duncan’s
multiple range test (with significance level 0.05) found
that respondents in the “Additional” Negativists cluster
perceived the future of their communities as significantly
more bleak than respondents in the other three clusters.

Discussion

We have demonstrated (along with Liu and others 1987;
Perdue and others 1990) that attitudes toward the conse-
quences of tourism are multidimensional. This multidi-
mensionality of attitudes toward tourism suggests that
when industry or policymakers consider attitudes toward
tourism, they must recognize that residents do not have a
single, universal attitude. People are able to undergt.and
the positive benefits, the negative impacts, the feelings of

h . : i idents, and the
equity (or inequity) between tourists and resi A
perceptions about the extent and distribution of tourism
economic rewards.



Table 5—Selected social demographic information for respondents in each attitude cluster.

Entire Mixed Mixed
sample Negative negative positive Positive
n=1117 n=99 n=41 n=167 n=44
Native Montanan
(percent) 56 57 54 57 54
Mean years lived
in Montana 36 35 36 32 37
Mean years in
present community 26 26 29 22 25
Median age 46 43 47 43 46
Male/female
(percent) 50/50 59/41 68/32 52/48 47/53
College graduate
(percent) 28 28 35 33 29
Mean population
of home county
(in 1,000's) 48 51 46 58 48
Accommodations
tax revenue per
capita of home
county (mean $)' $7.70 $9.30 $7.80 $8.40 $7.40

1A measure of tourism activity adjusted for county population; range for entire sample (54 counties) is 0 to 20.5.

Table 6—Cross-tabulation of respondents by tourism attitude and
behavioral intention clusters, in column percent.

Tourism attitude clusters

Behavioral Mixed Mixed
intention  Negativists negative positive  Positivists
clusters n=99 n =41 n=167 n =445
Opposers 35 25 1 2
Passivists 58 65 60 54
Supporters 7 10 39 44
Total 100 100 100 100

Table 7—Cross-tabulation of respondents by additional tourism
attitude clusters and behavioral intention clusters, in
column percent.

Additional tourism attitude clusters

Behavioral Additional Mixed/pro Additional
intention  negativists economic  Uncertain positivists
clusters n=161 n=288 n = 565 n =264

Opposers 40 2 3 0

Passivists 55 37 70 4

Supporters 4 61 26 59

Total 100 100 100 100
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Certain actions or policies that affect one of these atti-
tude dimensions may not be relevant to the others.. For
example, efforts to increase public support for tourism
activities by highlighting its economic benefits may have
less than the desired effect if people remain convinced of
the negative social or environmental impacts, or if there
are inequities between tourists and residents who are pay-
ing for community infrastructure needs. .

The attitude dimensions are, for the most part, intuitive.
But the Equity dimension appears to behave diﬁ'erentl_Y-
When respondents were segmented on the basis of their
attitudes toward the four tourism dimensions, they grouped
into four clusters. Two of these clusters represent the end-
points of the positive-negative tourism attitude spectl'l}m“
those with attitudes uniformly favorable toward tourism,
and those with uniformly unfavorable attitudes. But the
remaining two clusters, occupying the middle ground of
the spectrum, differed from their respective endpoints fmly
in their attitudes toward the Equity dimension. The Mixed
Negative group held unfavorable attitudes toward all di-
mensions except Equity, while the Mixed Positive group
held favorable attitudes toward all dimensions except Eq-
uity. Additional analyses not reported here also point to
the atypical or unpredictable nature of attitudes toward
the Equity dimension.

Equity is a powerful psychological construct. As Ap (1992)
points out, reciprocity is perhaps the construct most cen-
tral to social exchange theory. When two actors or groups
of actors enter into an exchange, each expects to receive
benefits equivalent in value to what they give. If residents
participate in an exchange with tourists and other tourism
actors (for example, operators) by offering friendliness,



Table 8—Cross-tabulation of respondents by tourism attitude and
additional tourism attitude, in column percent.

Tourism attitude clusters

Additional Mixed Mixed

tourism Negativists  negative positive  Positivists
clusters n=99 n=4a1 n =167 n =445
Additional

negativists 69 66 2 4
Mixed/pro

economic 8 0 12 8
Uncertain 22 34 58 55
Additional

positivists 1 0 28 33

Total 100 100 100 100

courtesy, and hospitality, by tolerating inconveniences
caused by tourism (for example, traffic congestion and
shared recreational resources), and by shouldering costs
for community infrastructures needed by the tourism in-
dustry, they expect to receive an equitable return (for ex-
ample, job opportunities, increased recreational and cul-
tural opportunities). As Ap points out in his propositions,
if this exchange is perceived as equitable, residents will
perceive tourism’s consequences positively. But if residents
feel they are not receiving benefits equal in value to their
costs, they are likely to have negative perceptions of tour-
ism. Residents may express their dissatisfaction through
behaviors such as overcharging, rudeness, indifference,
Poor service, and even hostility (see Ap 1992).

The issue of equity between tourists and residents may
cause the friction that often exists between these groups
fmd thus affect the issue of sustainability. If a perceived
Inequity between tourists and residents erodes community
support for tourism or leads to opposition to tourism, then
certainly the sustainability of the industry on that level is
threatened. Likewise, negative behaviors of residents to-
ward tourists that result from perceived inequities could
threaten the sustainability of quality visitor experiences,
and thus threaten the sustainability of the industry at the
local level. If the results of this study are any indication,
understanding and addressing the issue of equity between
residents and tourists may be difficult because there ap-
Pears to be little logic to respondents’ attitudes toward
this dimension.

Regardless of the difficulty in understanding the nature
of attitudes toward equity, attitudes and behavioral inten-
tions toward the current level of tourism are generally fa-
vorable (positive attitudes and passive or supportive be-
havioral intentions), suggesting that the current level of
tourism is likely sustainable. However, when asked about
the possible consequences of additional tourism, attitudes
become more cautious. Those who already hold unfavor-
able attitudes about the current level of tourism become
more negative, and those with favorable attitudes toward
the current level of tourism display uncertainty about the

consequences of additional tourism. This indicates that

higher levels of tourism may not be sustainable from the
standpoint of community support.

Previous research has found that attitudes toward and
perceived impacts of tourism are related to the level of
tourism in the host community, and this study produced
the same results. The mean county per capita accommo-
dations tax revenue for Negativists was sign%ﬁcanﬂy
higher than that of Positivists (Duncan’s multiple r@ge
test at significance level 0.05), suggesting that certamd 1
counties heavily dependent on tourism may have excee €
some threshold beyond which attitudes become uniformly
negative.

%c is also interesting to note that the group with Fhednle:"Xtos )
highest per capita lodging tax revenue was the Mixe {Ea-
itive cluster (whose only negative attitude was bowa!:ﬁveq
uity), but the Mixed Negative group (whose only .posll e
attitude was toward Equity) had a mean per capita (;ugg )
ing tax revenue closer to that of the Posn'nwsts. Thllsla :
gests that attitudes toward issues of equity are per: I;n d
the most sensitive to levels of tourism in a commumty,d e
that as the level of tourism increases, at:titut;ie: towar
sues of equity may be the first to turn negative. g

Just ag the population may be segmented baged a?;:tflll'
tudes, it can also be segmented based on behavior ® ention
tions. Montanans clustered into three belflavxorgl $oral o
segments, those with uniformly supportive be ’:r L inten-
tentions, those with uniformly opposing behawction in
tions, and those who appear unlikely to take a o togor-
either direction, The majority of the §amplzi Weé‘:d Tikely
ized as passive, but a lall;ieq pmportilt(;:nm ca

rt than indicated likely oppos . .
sugl;oattitude-b(—:havior researchers and theor;sgg(};azg-
pointed out (for example, Tesser and SPafferAn n:umber
havior is not always consistent with attitude. t:Zbute o
of mediating or intervening v;riables c;\llld con

i arent contradiction. For exampie, ;

ttgﬁeagihow that 7 and 10 percer_lt of responde;tgiclggza
Negative and Mixed Negative attltud.e clusterrzs i may
that they might actively support bounsm efforts. for ex-
be the result of just such a mediatm.g influence, o axism,
ample, people who have negative attitudes tov{ara position
but support tourism efforts bec.ause thiz;:i n

nefit financially from tourism suc . .
* Itfkewise, it is interesting to note that. of the fo';ll‘it ?:‘S; .
tional tourism” attitude clusters ShOWI'l in table ’rd the
Mixed cluster (those with negative attitudes toYVfi oo
social and environmental consequences, but POSC;::"’:nal
tudes toward the economic consequences of additx P tors.
tourism) that are the most likely to be tourism :r‘:lipfrom
This suggests that the potential r.no.netary rew hehavior
tourism may be more important in influencing &  The
than are attitudes toward other aspects of tourism. 2 oth-
Love ’Em for a Reason cluster described‘by Dawsb:lc]ause
ers (1988) also approved of the boutxe-;sm industry

conomic benefits it generated.

Ofwge: behavioral intention clusters were cmss-;at?)l;lzgen‘:
with attitude clusters toward the current level o o ego-
(table 6), the majority of each attitude clu'ster wa s
rized as Passivists. But when behavioral mtennonttitu 68
ters were cross-tabulated with clusters based on an S Pos.
toward additional tourism (table 7), the P}'OP"'rté:ease d
itivists who said they would support t‘{““’“;‘ﬁ‘; Stivists
from 44 to 59 percent, and the proportion ¢ g



who said they would oppose tourism likewise increased
from 35 to 40 percent. This suggests that if attitudes to-
ward additional tourism are crystallized (in either direc-
tion), residents are less likely to be behaviorally passive
and more likely to actively support or oppose tourism. If
attitudes toward additional tourism are uncertain, resi-
dents are more likely to be passive.

Residents’ attitudes toward additional tourism and its
consequences may be more influential in motivating them
to act than their attitudes toward the current level of tour-
ism. If the status quo is maintained, there is no felt need
to act; but when faced with increasing tourism, attitudes
appear to become more extreme, and behavioral inten-
tions become less passive and more active. The data in
table 8 further support the idea that even the people who
feel the current level of tourism is sustainable and that it
is providing more positive than negative consequences are
unsure that higher levels of tourism can be sustained.
Note the shift of Positivists and Mixed Positive respon-
dents out of the group that supports additional tourism
and into the group that is uncertain.

While previous research found that support for addi-
tional tourism was negatively related to perceived com-
munity future (for example, a perceived bleak community
future translated into support for additional tourism), we
found the opposite to be true. Respondents with unfavor-
able attitudes toward additional tourism perceived the fu-
ture of their communities as significantly more bleak than
respondents in the other three clusters. Montanans living
in small, rural towns with declining economies and uncer-
tain futures may prefer to “tough it out” and try to pre-
serve their current lifestyle rather than risk opening their
towns up to the seemingly uncontrollable forces of tour-
ism. Conversely, people who perceived promising futures
for their communities had favorable, mixed, or uncertain
attitudes toward additional tourism; they saw tourism as
contributing to, or at least not detracting from, the bright
futures of their communities.

Conclusions

The evidence suggests that based on 1991 attitudes and
behavioral intentions, support for tourism in Montana at
its 1991 level is more likely than opposition. Residents
appear guarded in their attitudes toward additional tour-
ism, however, and there is less support. Many residents
who have favorable attitudes about the current level of
tourism appear uncertain about the consequences and de-
sirability of additional tourism. At the same time, some
residents with negative attitudes but passive behavioral
intentions regarding the current level of tourism appear
likely to translate their negative attitudes toward addi-
tional tourism into active opposition.

To the extent that the sustainability of tourism depends
on residents’ attitudes and behavioral intentions, the
tourism industry in Montana should be cautious that it
does not expand beyond the level at which those attitudes

toward additional tourism are translated into active oppo-
sition. Furthermore, future research that focuses on is-
sues of equity and on actual behaviors of residents toward
tourists and tourism development will further our under-
standing of the role that residents’ attitudes and behav-
iors play in sustaining the quality of visitor experiences
and the tourism industry.
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Environmental Consequences of Tourism:
A Review of Recent Research

Kathleen L. Andereck

Abstract —Recent research has largely concentrated on the neg-
ative impacts tourism has on natural resources, including effects
on water and air resources, plant and animal resources, soil and
dune erosion, and aesthetics. Tourism has some positive influ-
ences on the environment including preservation of natural areas
worldwide due to tourism and its associated economic benefits.
However, most research has been reactionary, looking at tourism
after damage has taken place, with no preimpact measurements
available to document the extent of environmental change. No

comprehensive conceptual framework exists on which research
can be based.

The ultimate foundation for any type of tourism devel-
opment and activity is the natural resource base of an area
Tourism is often considered an environmentally friendly
industry. Relative to many resource extraction industries
this may be true; however, the environmental impacts of
tourism cannot be overlooked. Tourism development is
frequently located in areas known for attractive environ-
ments, some of which are sensitive to human influences.
As a result, the development required to meet the needs
of tourists and the resulting tourism activity inevitably
impact the physical resource.

Recent research has recognized the potential destruc-
tive influences of tourism on the environment and acknow-
ledged the possible detrimental consequences for the in-
dustry. Tourism cannot be sustained if the quality of the
physical environment is no longer attractive to tourists.
Ultimately, environmentally insensitive tourism can de-
spoil the very resources upon which it is dependent. Thus,
identifying and understanding the types of environmental
impacts associated with tourism development and activity
is critical to the formation and growth of a sustainable
tourism industry in any area.

This paper reviews the past 10 years of research on the
environmental impacts of tourism. Because a large and
widely dispersed amount of literature addressing this topic
has been published in recent years, this review has gener-
ally been limited to journal publications that specifically
address tourism impacts. It is also intended to provide in-
sight into the environmental impact issues recently consid-

ered rather than to provide a comprehensive review of all
pertinent literature.

In: McCool, Stephen F.; Watson, Alan E., comps. 1995. Linking tourism,
the environment, and sustainability —topical volume of compiled papers
from a special session of the annual meeting of the National Recreation
and Park Association; 1994 October 12-14; Minneapolis, MN. Gen. Tech.
Rep. INT-GTR-323. Ogden, UT: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service, Intermountain Research Station.

Kathleen L. Andereck is Assistant Professor of Recreation and Tourism,

Arizona State University West, Department of Recreation and Tourism
Management, Phoenix, AZ 85069.

Tourism’s Negative Environmental
Impact

The two types of tourism impacts are those associated
with tourists and those occurring as a result of infrastruc-
ture development. The most intense impacts occur in
destination areas, around service centers, and along
transportation routes. Tourism often has negative envi-
ronmental impacts because it frequently occurs in envi-
ronmentally sensitive locations, such as beach areas and

water fronts, mountains, and areas with spectacular geo-
logical features (May 1991).

Pollution

Tourism is thought to be a “clean” industry without the
pollution problems associated with other types of economic
development. However, tourism contributes to some types
of pollution that have been considered in recent publica-
tions. The majority of pollution problems are related to

traffic, tourism development, and the activities of tourists
(Hamele 1988).

Air— Air pollution is a result of emissions from vehicles
and airplanes. Although tourism likely accounts for little
of the overall emissions problem, the recent issues of ozone
destruction, the greenhouse effect, and global warming
make tourism-related air pollution a concern (Wheatcroft
1991).

Most tourism-related air pollution stems from vehicle
traffic (Hamele 1988). In rural areas air pollution as a re-
sult of tourism is minimal, but in congested areas, emis-
sions harm vegetation, soil, and visibility. On the island of
Jersey in the English Channel, for example, the number
of cars increases from less than 250 to over 2,500 during
the summer peak season, resulting in high levels of emis-
sions and the associated impacts (Romeril 1985).

Although only 1 percent of tourism-related air pollution
is attributed to air travel, airlines are concerned, are aware
of the need to reduce emissions, and have been working to
do so (Wheatcroft 1991). Finally, heating systems of tour-
ist-related buildings emit some polluting substances, but
this is minimal relative to vehicle emissions (Hamele 1988).

Water —Water resources are a prime attraction for tour-
ism and recreational developments and frequently suffer
impacts. Water pollution is a result of waste water gener-
ated by tourist facilities and runoff. Water pollution occurs
on inland lakes and streams and in the marine environ-
ment. Much of this is nonpoint pollution such as septic
tank seepage, lawn fertilizer, road oil, and runoff from



disturbed soil (Gartner 1987; Rodriguez 1987). Extra nu-
trients in the water system cause eutrophication and loss
of transparency of lakes and streams, which in turn influ-
ences other aquatic life. Lakes choked with weeds and
beaches with algae, a process accelerated by human influ-
ence, have become common in some areas (Gartner 1987).
Some, such as Lake Tahoe, are in the initial stages of
eutrophication and transparency loss (Goldman 1989);
others are much further along. Inadequately treated efflu-
ent or raw sewage discharged into water resources is a
health hazard. This type of pollution is an increasingly
serious problem in some areas such as the Mediterranean
(Mathieson and Wall 1982). Karan and Mather (1985) re-
ported wastewater problems associated with a resort hotel
near Mount Everest.

Another impact associated with tourism is sedimentation,
caused by erosion, which is related to deforestation and
plant destruction. Such sedimentation is an especially
large problem when tourist facilities are being constructed.
Sedimentation reduces the clarity of water and has result-
ant impacts on aquatic life. For example, development
around Lake Tahoe has resulted in increased sedimenta-
tion and algal blooms (Goldman 1989). It can also fill in
lakes and reservoirs over an extensive period.

In addition to polution problems, tourism requires above-
average quantities of water for washing, swimming pools,
lawn water, and other uses. This is a particular problem
in areas where fresh water is scarce (Hamele 1988).

Solid Waste—The tourism industry produces large
quantities of waste products. Hotels, airlines, attractions,
and other related businesses that serve tourists throw away
tons of garbage a year. The problem seems to be particu-
larly troublesome in Third World countries with less sophis-
ticated solid waste management programs and technolo-
gies. Much is dealt with through open air incineration or
poorly managed composting. Exposed waste is not only aes-
thetically displeasing but is also a health hazard (Olokesusi
1990).

Use of recyclable and reusable products, and reclama-
tion processes need to be instituted throughout the indus-
try (Wheatcroft 1991). Some companies are attempting to
eliminate waste. For example, USAir recycles aluminum
cans, donating proceeds to the Nature Conservancy and
to National Public Radio for environmental education pur-
poses (Wheatcroft 1991).

A related solid waste problem is the litter tourists often
leave behind. Even human waste in areas where toilet fa-
cilities are nonexistent is becoming a problem (Boo 1990).

Flora And Fauna

Wildlife—Even though in recent years wildlife-oriented
tourism has increased (Vickerman 1988), our understand-
ing of tourism effects on wildlife is limited. Most research
looking at the impact of tourism on wildlife has generally
focused on a limited number of larger mammals and birds
in natural environments. Research does suggest that tour-
ism affects wildlife in numerous ways. Development is in-
creasingly encroaching on the habitats of numerous types
of animals. For some species, parks and preserves are now
the only sanctuary. Unfortunately, for species that require
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large territories or engage in migratory behaviors, these
relatively small areas of protected land are not enough.

The impact of consumptive activities,.such as hupﬁng
and trapping, are obvious. The destruction of wildlife for
souvenirs, such as elephant tusks and lion-claw nf:ck!aces,
results from poaching. This is a major threat to wildlife,
especially in Africa (Mathieson and Wall 1982; Olokesusi
1990). .

Even nonconsumptive activities such as observat.lon 3111:_
photography impact wildlife. The presence of tounfgsgo'
turbs behavior among animals (Kovacs gnd Innes 1999;
Olokesusi 1990). Changes or disruption in bghaWEogiV’:;ds
clude predatory and feeding activities, breeding ( .
1987), mother-offspring interaction (Kovacs and Inne
1990), and other behaviors. ] . db

Marine wildlife has also been seriously l{nPaCte v, e
tourism in some areas. Disposing of waste into t}}e man-n
environment, either from point sources or nonpOlIlttl";‘;l
off, is detrimental to sea life, especially when was f?ma-
toxic (Miller 1987). The composition and number ors
rine life species can also be impacted by bea({h vt;lothers
taking and trampling organisms (Ghazanshahi an i,
1983). Wildlife on coral reefs has been damaged 81;101'8
stroyed by trampling from scuba divers; boat anchi s),°
chains, and discharge of refuse (including cruise 5% b2
and reef walking at low tide. Divers who over-co (?;o ol
hunt for both personal and commercial purpos'eSIife (Boo
as souvenirs) have negatively impacted reef wil d ovi-
1990; Salm 1985, 1986). Salm (1985, 1986) reported v
dence of these impacts, as well as anchor and c’hamhi .
age, and waste discharge by dive boats and cruise & d gy'
The behavior of whales seems to have been MPa"t‘; inrich
whale-watching tours in some areas (Beach and 31
1989; Tilt 1987), and sea turtle nesting fema!e.s an nd
hatchlings have been disrupted by bea:;:)h activities &
development (Prunier and others 1993). .

Notall))ly, tourists’ behavior affects the extent of u;JP:-Ct
on wildlife. For example, groups that made ques z;mly
tempts to minimize disturbance, such as walking ca h
and slowly into areas containing wildlife, in this casieggf’él)'l’
seals, had discernibly less impact (Kovacs and Innes h ave'
Kovacs and Innes (1990) suggested that tourists may cr-
less impact on wildlife if tourists are restricted during to
tain periods (such as birthing seasons) afld are educa
about appropriate behavior toward wildlife.

Plant Life—Vegetation frequently serves as an attrgc
tion for tourists, notably the redwoods of Callforma1 81?382)
spruce trees of the Black Hills (Mathieson aqd Wal o .
Development causes some impacts on plant hfe.bec;lﬁ °
construction necessitates the removal of plgnt life. teu- )
the benefits of vegetative cover, such as moisture re 1;190)
tion and erosion prevention, are negated (Olokesusl -
Deforestation, in an effort to provide for the needs of tour
ists, results in mudslides, flooding, and avala_nches- In
several instances, deforestation to provide ski areas f(?r
tourists resulted in substantial mudslide da.mag.re to vil-
lages in Switzerland and Austria, thus causing impacts
beyond the environmental damage (Simons 1988). Def‘ori
estation and plant removal has also resulted from t.:he col-
lection of firewood in some areas (Boo 1990) including the
Mount Everest region (Karan and Mather 1985), over-
collecting of some species in certain areas, and forest fires
(Mathieson and Wall 1982).



. Trampling of vegetation by tourists on foot, on horses,
in off-road vehicles, and during camping occurs in wood-
lands, grasslands, on cliff tops, on beach dunes, and on
rocky beaches (Edwards 1987; Ghazanshahi and others
1983; Karan and Mather 1985). After trampling destroys
plant life, erosion of paths and sand dune “blow outs” fol-
low (Edwards 1987). The result may be several ecological
problems, such as the alteration of species composition
and ch&-anges in ecological succession.

Sp.ec1es composition and diversity is often altered by
tourism development and activities. Pignatti (1993) re-
P?Yted' a decrease in natural plant species number and
dlvermty in the presence of a ski lift. Dickson and others
(1987), In a study in Teide National Park in Spain, found
changes in species composition due to the unintentional

:::‘g"g::}ti;:; .of exotics by visitors carrying seeds on shoes

strvgs?:cllands_w?’tlands and egtuaries have been de-
access or damag‘?d due to tourism development such as
g tr roads, parking lots, airports, resorts, marinas, sew-
coni:ro(;t?]gment plants, recreational facilities, and insect
and anj acon 1987). Because wetlands are rich in plant
een gm:;al life, not only have the wetlands themselves
lands EB royed, but so has the habitat. Many acres of wet-
(Bacon ?‘é;been drained and developed in the Caribbean
ported e 7)-. Martinez-Taberner and others (1990) re-
areas Onx:inswe c.hanges in the evolutionary processes of
ain e Mediterranean coast as a result of wetland
in age for tourism development. Major changes occurred

the Lake Tahoe ecosystem as a result of wetland drain-
age (Goldman 1989).

Soil and Beaches

. :{I\;ldcil:);f the. wor!d’s population and economic activity,
1986). 1 tourism, is .concel'ltrated on coastal areas (Farrell
Sourc(; Tuch of tounsm’§ impact on soil and beach re-
Vegeta:' 18 related to tl'.xe impacts previously discussed. De-
Ot Uion causes erosion problems with soils and beaches.
and lmpacts result from compaction by feet, horses, skis,

vehicles. Pollution occurs from oil and lead from car
exhaust (Hamele 1988).

ourism and recreation add to impacts on coastal areas

ageady stressed from other types of development such as
oll refining. Negative effects include destruction of dunes
fiue to excavation, habitat destruction, water pollution, and
lmpacts on aesthetics (Witt 1991). Indigenous species can
be endangered or eliminated in favor of exotic ornamen-
t‘;als, lawns, and ground cover. This may cause a change
m‘the soil-water relationship with excessive runoff, top-
8?11 erosion, fertilizer deposition, and the resulting nega-
tive water quality (Farrell 1986).

Tourism’s impact on beach resources is due partly to the
fixed nature of infrastructure and superstructure that
must be developed to sustain the industry. Developments
cannot adapt to environmental change, and beaches are
dynamic resources. To preserve structures from natural
beach erosion, seawalls, groynes, and other structures have

been constructed, adding to the impacts on the beaches
(May 1991).

79

Aesthetics

Tourism development can have a negative impact on
visual quality. Large buildings that clash with the envi-
ronment and differing architectural styles create unaes-

thetic views. This impact is especially noticeable in ribbon
or sprawl developments along beaches or scenic byways,
which are not only unattractive in themselves but block
the view for others (Witt 1991).

Other Impacts

Other natural resource impacts may also occur as a re-
sult of tourism: noise from planes, cars, and tourists them-
selves (Edwards 1987; Karan and Mather 1985); damage
to geological formations from trampling or rock climbing,
collecting, and vandalism; fishing line and other tackle

left by anglers (Edwards 1987); graffiti on natural features
(Yong 1991); and other impacts.

Environmental Benefits of Tourism

Tourism also results in some positive influences on
natural resources. Tourism has been the catalyst for pres-
ervation of natural areas. In numerous instances, parks
that conserve natural resources have been extended pro-
tected status because the parks, as major attractions for
tourists, create positive economic benefits (Farrell and
Runyan 1991). Some reserves, especially in Third World
countries, have been able to preserve wildlife that might
otherwise have been destroyed (Olokesusi 1990). National
Parks in numerous countries, including those in east
Africa, were developed almost exclusively because they
attract international tourists (Boo 1990). Some countries,
such as Fiji, plan to establish protected areas for tourist
to protect forest land from over-exploitation. Without an
alternative with positive economic impacts, logging is un-
likely to be curtailed (Weaver 1992).

Marine reserves have been established in over 100 coun-
tries as impacts on marine resources have increased due
to tourism and other uses. Many of these areas require an
entrance fee or provide rental equipment, guide services,
and other services resulting in economic benefits for resi-
dents, which has provided the motivation for preservation
(Salm 1985). )

Plants have also been preserved as a result of tourism.
In British Columbia, Douglas-fir forests have been saved
from clearcutting because conservation and tourism orga-
nizations have been able to demonstrate that the natural
forests are more valuable for tourism than for logging
(Farrell and Runyan 1991).

In contrast to wetland destruction, some wetlands have
been preserved, along with their life forms, for tourism.
Wetlands and estuaries attract many people interested in
wildlife observation, nature study, and photography, espé-
cially birders. Perhaps the most well-known protected wet-
land area is Everglades National Park in Florida (Bacon
1987).

Tourism can encourage productive use of agriculturally
marginal land, enabling protection for such areas. It can



also frequently result in improved management of natural
areas (McNeely and Thorsell 1989).

Another environmental benefit of tourism is the educa-
tional value of nature-based tourism. Through increased
exposure to the natural environment, the government and
citizens of a country, as well as tourists, may come to a
greater appreciation and understanding of the value of
natural areas and support protection (Yong 1991).

Alternative Tourism

Recognition that tourism can negatively impact the
natural resource base of a destination has resulted in
the emerging idea of “alternative tourism.” According
to Butler (1990, p. 41):

Tourism is an industry, a form and agent of development
and change. It has to be recognized as such. Controlled and
managed properly it can be a non or low consumptive use of
resources and can operate on a sustainable basis. However,
if developed beyond the capacity of the environment, the re-
source base, and the local population to sustain it, it ceases
to be a renewable resource industry.

Alternative tourism is essentially the antithesis of high-
impact tourism. Alternative tourism ideally results in less
severe impacts while still providing positive economic ben-
efits (Butler 1990). Numerous types of tourism are consid-
ered alternative: scientific tourism, biotourism, academic
tourism, farm and ranch tourism, nature or environmen-
tal tourism, village tourism, and special interest tourism.
One new alternative tourism trend is ecotourism,

Ecotourism aims to protect the natural environment
while still encouraging tourism activity and gaining eco-
nomic advantage. Traditionally, tourism that is environ-
mentally oriented has been called environmental or nature
tourism, but ecotourism goes beyond the bounds of nature
tourism and specifically focuses on environmental preser-
vation (Farrell and Runyan 1991). Ecotourism is “an en-
lightening nature travel experience that contributes to
conservation of the ecosystem, while respecting the integ-
rity of the host community” (Wight 1993, p. 3). Several
positive impacts previously discussed are examples of
ecotourism.

Although alternative tourism may help reduce some of
the negative environmental impacts associated with tour-
ism, the potential for resource degradation still exists.
“However environmentally sympathetic, every tourist can
be damaging to the environment, and few forms of alter-
native tourism are really amenable to a no-change scenario
over time” (Butler 1990, p. 44). In some areas alternative
tourism may be a viable option to mass tourism. Another
option, however, may be no development at all (Butler 1990).

Tourism destinations that maintain a quality physical
environment will have advantages over areas with resource
degradation. While tourism development requires envi-
ronmental alterations, the goal is to avoid negative change
(Farrell and Runyan 1991). Therefore, the dependence
the tourism industry has on natural resources points to
the necessity of environmentally responsible planning and
development (Romeril 1989). Destinations need to develop
appropriate conservation policies and strategies to effec-
tively manage tourism. Tourism managers must consider
the needs of an area and its residents and determine the

80

physical and social carrying capacities of a destination
(Butler 1990).

Legislation and regulation can help control negative im-
pacts. For example, it is possible to regulate development
and mandate environmentally pleasing building design.
Regulation can control pollution problems and cleanliness
of public areas (Witt 1991). Laws could control certain types
of tourist activities, such as over-collecting. In some cases,
reserves or protected areas may reduce the negative re-
source impacts of tourism (Salm 1986).

It is unrealistic to believe that mass tourism can be
replaced with low-impact tourism. The market for mass
tourism and its economic benefits cannot be denied. Alter-
native tourism can be developed to meet the needs of cer-
tain groups of people, allowing them to experience the nat-
ural and cultural wealth of regions. It is also useful for
modest economic development in rural areas, or in envi-
ronmentally or socially fragile areas that cannot support
major change (Butler 1990).

Tourism is often sought because, relative to other types
of development, it is the least harmful to the environment.
But another option might also be considered: no develop-
ment at all. Preservation of the existing natural environ-
ment must always be considered a viable option (Romeril

1989).

Conclusions

Although recent research has considered many types of
environmental impacts from tourism, there is much work
yet to be done. Some specific research holes need to be
filled. Almost all of the studies reviewed have been con-
cerned with specific natural or seminatural sites. Little
research exists on environmental impacts in urban areas,
for example. Wildlife research has centered on “popular”
species, such as large mammals, birds, and coral reef spe-
cies, 80 our understanding of tourism’s effects on wildlife
is limited. Additionally, most research on environmental
impacts has been negative with little discussion of the
positive impacts that also exist.

A major problem in tourism and environment research
has been the lack of experiments that take base-line meas-
urements prior to development and then track environ-
mental change over time. The majority of work has been
reactionary and conducted after the damage has taken
place, with no comparative data available to document the
extent of change or damage. Most of the articles reviewed
either discuss the environmental impacts of tourism in an
area based on research done more than 10 years ago or
provide a general description of the effects of tourism that
are fairly apparent by observation, with no actual data
collection. As a result, although we know tourism caused
environmental problems, we are left with minimal knowl-
edge regarding the extent and time-line of impact.

It is also not possible to estimate how much impact is
directly tourism related, as opposed to natural change or
impacts from factors other than tourism. Research that
begins before development occurs, takes base-line meas-
urements, and tracks environmental change over an ex-
tended period is critical to understanding tourism’s im-
pacts on the environment.



Environmental impact research in tourism is widely dis-
persed, appearing in many varied publications and cut-
ting across many disciplines. It is also fragmented, with
no apparent coherent, comparative, cumulative effort pro-
viding a foundation on which to build a conceptual frame-
work for additional research. Most studies generally look
at the variety of impacts evident at a particular site or
those produced by one specific activity.

Cumulative environmental impact results in a range of
impacts over a wide area. The issue has not been addressed
in tourism environmental impact research, nor in environ-
mental and social impact assessment in general (Beckwith
1993). The overall need is for a conceptual framework that
takes a broad view of tourism’s environmental impacts
considering the entire range and intensity of impact on a
regional basis. Such an approach would increase our abil-
ity to understand and predict impacts prior to occurrence,

mitigate such impacts, and ensure a sustainable tourism
industry.
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Rural Action Class Perceptions of Tourism
and Its Potential for Economic Development:
Case Studies from Four Rural Pennsylvania

Counties

Steven W. Burr

Abstract—Rural residents’ perceptions of tourism and its associ-
ated impacts are important in planning, development, marketing,
and operation of existing and future tourism projects. This study
examines rural action class members’ perceptions of tourism as a
tool for economic revitalization in Pennsylvania’s rural counties,
its present impact, and its potential for rural economic development.
As leaders in their rural communities, these individuals can influ-
ence the perceptions of the general rural populace and may have
vested interests that affect their personal perceptions of tourism.
Planners and developers involved in rural economic development
and tourism should consider the implications of these findings.

Interest in the tourism industry is substantial and
growing because of the industry’s great economic base for
many states and their communities. In Pennsylvania, for
example, tourism is the second largest industry in terms
of consumer spending, jobs generated, and income created
(The Center for Rural Pennsylvania 1993). Whether the
tourism industry prospers or declines is of great concern
to states and communities (Economic Research Associates
1989; Federal Task Force on Rural Tourism 1989; Long
1991). This concern is especially strong in rural communi-
ties that continue to lag behind urban areas in terms of
higher education and health care (LeDuc 1991), employ-
ment rates, job growth, median family income, equality
of housing (Flora and Christenson 1991), and many other
public services (Willits and others 1982).

Tourism development is presently touted as a viable eco-
nomic development strategy to diversify a rural community’s
economic base, contributing to economic stability (Hunt
1992; LeDuc 1991; Long and Nuckolls 1992). This strategy
can help rural communities address the problems (Brown
1992; Stokowski 1992). Tourism as a development industry
can create recreational uses for the natural and created
amenity resources of a rural community and can convert
these resources into income-producing assets (Siehl 1990;

In: McCool, Stephen F.; Watson, Alan E., comps. 1995. Linking tourism,
the environment, and sustainability—topical volume of compiled papers
from a special session of the annual meeting of the National Recreation and
Park Association; 1994 October 12-14; Minneapolis, MN. Gen. Tech. Rep.
INT-GTR-323. Ogden, UT: U.8. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service,
Intermountain Research Station.

Steven W. Burr is Assistant Professor, Department of Recreation, Park
and Tourism Administration, Western Illinois University, Macomb, IL 61455.

82

Willits 1992). Visitors from outside the immediate com-
munity, county, or state can bring money into rural areas
through tourism-related spending. Tourism is a source of
jobs, income, and tax revenues. It can employ both man-
agers and unskilled, entry-level workers, provide opportu-
nities for small business development, and support a vari-
ety of service-related businesses. Income is redistributed,
often from affluent urban and suburban residents to service
providers in rural communities. Tourism is generally per-
ceived as being a “clean” industry with few serious environ-
mental impacts, especially when compared to the resource
extractive industries on which rural communities have
been traditionally and often solely dependent (Grambling
and Freudenburg 1990; Marchak 1990; McCool 1992;
Robinson 1984; Weeks 1990).

When a community refurbishes to attract tourists and
focuses visitors’ attention on the unique features of local
heritage, architecture, and scenery, local residents may
experience a new sense of community pride (Willits 1992).
Rural tourism development can play an important part in
the process of community development. Ideally, rural tour-
ism development involves community action. Support and
involvement by the community are important components
for sustainable rural tourism development, and these local
actions and interactions help ensure the protection and
preservation of environmental and community amenities
that are the foundation of tourism (McCool 1987). From an
interactional perspective, local action in tourism develop-
ment offers key opportunities for developing contacts within
the community, leading to relationships among community
members and allowing for the natural emergence of other
community networks (Burr and Walsh 1994; Wilkinson
1992).

Many benefits for rural communities and areas result
from tourism development. Tourism can help stabilize,
diversify, and improve the local economies of struggling
rural communities, can help improve the quality of life in
rural societies, and can contribute to the overall process of
community development. Because of these potential ben-
efits, using tourism as part of an economic development
strategy for rural communities may make a lot of sense
from the planner’s and developer’s points of view. How-
ever, consideration of resident perceptions of tourism and
its potential for economic development is just as important.
Sustainable tourism development contains within it a
strong commitment of participation by local people and
their government, to leadership on their part, and to be
guided by their wishes (Cronin 1990).



Over the past 20 years, research has increasingly focused
on the impacts of tourism on “host” communities. Some
ea.rly studies focused on the economic aspects of tourism
(Pizam 1978). This approach is still ongoing, especially with
regard to rural tourism. As a rural economic development
§trategy, tourism is widely perceived as a potentially basic
industry that brings outside dollars to local communities
and provides local employment opportunities, tax revenues,
and economic diversity (Perdue and others 1990).

. More recent research centers on the social effects of tour-
ism because how residents perceive the planning, develop-
ment, marketing, and operation of tourism programs is
Important (Ap 1992). Concerns about the impacts of tourism
development on the rural quality of life and on the environ-
ment 1'1ave.created a significant demand for comprehensive
plannu:tg, including assessments of local resident support
for tourism development (Perdue and others 1990). Findings
fr('nn resea}-ch suggest that there is little difference in per-
:f:::d tourism impacts by sociodemographic characteristics,
betwgercelvefl n'n;')acts of tourism decrease as the distance
commen }he. individual’s home and the tourism core of the
’wurisun'lty increases, gnd that the overall favorability of
oo M Impact perceptions increases with the individual’s
iy Illlnc dependency on tourism (Milman and Pizam 1988;
demtt,p y 1983; Perdug and others 1990; Pizam 1978). Resi-
nlﬁupport for tourism development often emerges when
109031 )eCOn0m1c conditions deteriorate (Perdue and others
is 21:11:1?1“%}1 our knowledge of resident perceptions of tour-
ing, it ; ltsﬂpo.ter.ltlal for ecpnomic development is increas-
cla;s RS 8 1l limited, gspecmlly concerning the rural action
deveio ura commymty leaders influence the planning,
tives ;m(llenta 'and {mplemfentation of local policies, initia-
smali bn _Projects in public and private agencies, services,
usinesses, and tourism. Communities are not com-
zg:ed of hOmogen.eou.s groups but consist of various inter-
basgl;ol\‘;[lps each with its own priorities, methods, and power
dn urphy 1978, 1983; Sewell 1971). Many rural action

88 members have vested interests that may temper their
g:r::nal perceptions of tourism. Leaders in the business
: ctor, representing commercial interests in both the tour-
sm and nontourism industries, are interested in economic
gro'w.th and opportunity. Leaders in administration, local
quliflcal leaders, and professional groups within local ad-
ministrations lead and respond to public opinion, set policy,
and guide policy decisions.

R\Jll‘i.ll action class leaders are most likely not a repre-
sentative sample of rural America. Because of their im-
portance and power, their perceptions will have an influ-
ence on tourism and tourism-related development in their
rural area and can also affect the perceptions of the gen-
eral rural populace. These rural action class leaders may
attempt to affect the general perceptions of all rural resi-
dents to meet not only the greater needs and interests of
the community, but their own as well.

This study examines rural action class perceptions of
(1) the extent to which tourism has played a role in the
economic revitalization of Pennsylvania’s rural counties,
(2) the impact tourism has had on rural residents, com-
munities, and the environment, and (3) the potential of
tourism for rural economic development in the future.
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Methodology and Research Design

Four Pennsylvania counties, each having over 50 percent
of their 1990 population residing in rural municipalities
and, therefore, defined as rural according to the U.S. Cen-
sus Bureau, were selected from different geographic regions
of the state for indepth case studies of tourism’s role as an
economic development tool. Although geographic distribu-
tion across the state was an important factor in the selec-
tion of the counties, other variables were also important.
These included some variation among the four counties in
total land area, population, population density, population
change, percent of the population considered to be rural, age
composition of residents, per capita and median income,
education, and current unemployment rate. Descriptive data
for the four case study counties are displayed in table 1.

Also of interest were county variations of past and pres-
ent dependence on tourism, current levels of tourism devel-

opment efforts, different types of tourism present (natural
resource, outdoor recreation, historical heritage, cultural
heritage, and special event), and both tourism-related and
nontourism-related economic development activity.

Within each county, key informant interviews were con-
ducted with a wide variety of individuals characterized as
members of the rural action class. These individuals repre-
sented county, city, borough, township government, govern-
mental agencies, and other public and private agencies and
organizations. Other key informants represented media
such as newspapers and radio stations. Although some
of these individuals were professionally associated with
tourism-related efforts and initiatives, such as an executive
director of a tourism promotion agency, most were not. A
modified “snowball” technique was employed through these
key informant interviews to identify other individuals for
further contact. This technique was especially useful in
locating individuals involved in a tourism-related business
or voluntarily involved in a special initiative or project re-
lated in some way to tourism development. Because these
individuals were involved with a specific tourism action,
they were distinguished as action informants.

An interview instrument included openended questions
related to topics of interest. This was pilot-tested in one
rural county, and after some minor modification was sub-
sequently used in the three other counties. Overall, 53 key
informant interviews and 23 action informant interviews
were conducted in the four counties over a sampling time-
frame of approximately 5 months during the first half of
1993. Table 2 outlines the different types of key and action
informants interviewed for this study.

Secondary and supporting data were also gathered to
further document the role of tourism in the selected coun-
ties. These data included information acquired in the form
of county, city, town, and borough informational and tour-
ism promotional pieces and informative newspaper articles.

The raw data for this study are field notes and tape
records compiled from the key and action informant inter-
views conducted in the four rural counties. All field notes
and tape records were transcribed into a standardized for-
mat to facilitate data analysis. The content of these tran-
scribed interviews was then qualitatively analyzed by not-
ing certain recurring themes, similarities, and differences.



Table 1—Descriptive data for the four case study counties in Pennsylvania.

County'

Description Bedford Greene Cameron Schuyilkill Total
Population 47,919 39,550 5,913 152,585 11,881,643
County seat Bedford Waynesburg Emporium Pottsville

population 3,137 4,270 2,513 16,603
Area (square miles) 1,017 577 398 782 45,888
Population per square mile 46.0 70.2 16.8 205.5 264.3
Population change

(%) 1980-1990 24 -23 -11.4 -5.2 0.15
Population rural (%) 91.3 89.2 575 58.3 31.0
Age composition (%)

0-17 years 25.1 25.6 25.6 22.1 23.5

18-64 years 59.6 57.9 55.9 57.9 61.1

65+ years 15.3 16.5 18.5 20.0 154
Per capita income ($) 9,954 10,005 10,190 11,193 14,068
Median income ($) 25,335 25,284 24,006 29,041 34,856
High school degree (%) 68.5 68.0 731 68.4 74.7
College degree (%) 7.8 11.3 9.8 8.1 17.9
Unemployment

(%) as of 4/93 13.2 14.5 10.1 11.3 8.6

'All data except the unemployment figures are from the 1990 United States Census. Unemployment figures are from the Pennsylvania

Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Table 2—Examples of types of key and action informants interviewed in the four case study counties.'

BEDFORD COUNTY KEY INFORMANTS (N = 14)
Executive Director, Office of Economic Development
Senior Planner, Office of Economic Development
Medical Professional and Community Activist
Borough Manager

Editor, Community Newspaper

Director of Planning, Office of Economic Development
President, County Historical Society

Director, Chamber of Commerce

County Commissioner

Director of Tourism Promotion Agency

Mayor, Small Town in County

Past President, Federal Retired Employees Association
Director, Retired Senior Volunteer Program

BEDFORD COUNTY ACTION INFORMANTS (N = 6)
Organizer, Special Tourism Event

Owner, Local Tourist Attraction

Organizer, Tourism Development Effort

CAMERON COUNTY KEY INFORMANTS (N = 13)
Executive Director, County Economic Development Office
Executive Director, County Chamber of Commerce
County Commissioner

Director, Office of Human Services

Executive Director, County Tourism Promotion Agency
Marketing Director, Tourism Promotion Agency

Executive Director, Community Action Corporation
Owner, Local Radio Station

Publisher and Editor, County Newspaper

CAMERON COUNTY ACTION INFORMANTS (N = 4)
Owner, Campground and Motel

Organizer, Special Tourism Event

Owner, Local Tourist Attraction

GREENE COUNTY KEY INFORMANTS (N = 15)
Director, Industrial Development, Inc
Director, County United Way

Administrator, County Historical Society
Director, Health and Human Services
Director, County Parks and Recreation
Director, County Planning Commission
Editor and Publisher, County Newspaper
County Commissioner

Supervisor, Area Agency on Aging

State Park Manager

Executive Secretary, Chamber of Commerce
President, Area Tourism Promotion Agency
Borough Council Member

GREENE COUNTY ACTION INFORMANTS (N = 5)
Owner, Local Bed and Breakfast

Owner, Local Tourist Attraction

Manager, Local Tourist Attraction

SCHUYLKILL COUNTY KEY INFORMANTS (N = 11)
Executive Director, County Visitors Bureau

Executive Director, Chamber of Commerce

County Commissioner

Director, Economic Opportunity Cabinet

President, Economic Development Corporation
President, County Historical Society

Member, Community Betterment Association

State Park Supervisor

City Administrator

SCHUYLKILL COUNTY ACTION INFORMANTS (N = 8)
Manager, Local Tourist Attraction

Organizer, Tourism Development Effort

Manager, Local Tourist Resort

'N = 53 for all key informants; N = 23 for all action informants.
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Table 3—Key informant responses to the question: What are the

/ Spor profile in terms of its actual economic impact. As one infor-
major elements in this county’s economic base?

mant stated, “We know it’s here; we just don’t know what
the real impact is for our local economy.” This appeared to
be a recurring theme. Although some informants were vague

Frequency
of response

about tourism, generally they perceived its significance for

Percent future economic impact if certain resource and development
Tourism not mentioned as major element a8 72 constraints could be overcome. Some informants felt that
Tourism mentioned as being major element 15 28 rural residents were becoming increasingly aware of the
Total 53 100 benefits of tourism and, consequently, were much more

Findings

The study found rural action class members’ perceptions
of tourism and its potential for economic development to be
egtremely varied, although some common themes emerged.
First, tourism was not recognized as a major element in
each county’s economic base. When asked about the major
elements and employers in the county’s economy, almost
threg-quarters of the 53 key informants did not identify
tourism or tourism-related businesses as major players
(table 3). Key informants who mentioned tourism as a major
elemept were, for the most part, professionally or voluntarily
associated with tourism-related development and promo-
tﬁ):h'- When specifically asked about the role of tourism in
ot ¢ ﬁotél}ty’ § economy, almost nine out of 10 key informants
ocons at 1?, did play a role, although perceptions about its
o bI:’lc lmpcfrtance ranged from tourism playing some role
ext ng a'v1a.ble force (45 percent) to tourism playing an

remely significant and increasingly important role (42
Eﬁrcent) (.table 4). Only seven of the 53 key informants felt
at tqu}'lsm played an unimportant or insignificant role.
fofxddltlonally, touris.m was often mentioned as the basis

some local economic development and impact (see lower
portion of table 4). Some perceived it as having a raised

supportive of tourism-related development. Other infor-
mants noted that it was difficult to make residents aware
of potential benefits.

Key informant perceptions of tourism impacts on the
county’s residents, communities, and en\fironment were

again varied and mixed. Although more mformgnts per-
ceived tourism as making an important impact with positive
economic benefits (24 responses), quite a fev.v informants
perceived tourism as having minimal or no ?mpact (18 re-
sponses) (table 5). Mentioned were the opinions tl.lat tour-
ism was not large scale, that the numbers of tourists were
insignificant, and that there was no tourism in the county.
Mentioned more frequently were feelings that people wanted
tourism for economic development, that tourism brought
new businesses to the area, that tourism increased the IlmI:;l
ber of jobs and provided entry-level jobs f"or the unemploy
and underemployed, and that construction of vacation
homes provided employment for local workers. -

Of further interest were perceptions associated with
tourism’s contribution to the quality of life ﬁ.)r' rural resi-
dents. Because tourists are interested in visiting 1':he re-
source amenities of these rural counties, local remdent}?
have become more aware of what they have and 'v&tho t lefy
are. Tourism is perceived as contributing to a positive IE::a-l
awareness and self-image and has helped to develo;)to
enthusiasm and pride. Many rural p.eople who wazle o
keep their history and way of life going see the po I'lllin
for tourism to achieve this and, consequently, are wiliing

Table 4—Key informant responses to the question: What is the role of tourism in

this county’s economic base? (N = 53).
Total
Summary themes responses
Percent
Plays some role; is @ viable force . . 24 45
Plays an extremely significant and increasingly important role 22 42
Plays an unimportant or insignificant role 7 _1_3_
N =53 100
Basis for some economic development and impact 18
Raised profile in terms of economic impact 8
Will generate future economic development 6
Difficult to measure/quantify economic impact 6
Potentially significant, but presently limited by resources 13
Don't see it as a future growth industry 3
Could play a big role, but unsure about growth 2
Not steady; need to develop it so it's steady year-round 2
Need more development, but in moderation, small-scale 2
Nice “back-up” industry 1
Residents becoming aware of benefits and are supportive 5
Difficult to make residents aware of potential benefits 3
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Table 5—Key informant responses to the question: What have been the results or
impacts of tourism in this county? (N = 53).

Total
Summary themes responses
Makes an important impact with positive benefits 14
Positive economic impact; stimulates the economy 10
11

Not a great impact; minimal
No real results or impacts
Should and could play a major role

Hard to measure, but know there is an impact
Some impact, but not high profile, not concentrated

Perception that there is no tourism here

Not large scale; numbers of tourists insignificant

People want it for economic development

Provides entry level jobs for unemployed/underemployed
Increase in jobs due to visitor expenditures

Has brought some new businesses here

Vacation home construction provides work for tradesmen

Contributes to quality of life for residents

Some visitors come and stay; more retirees moving here
More environmental awareness; environment is the product
People want to keep history, way of life, and share these
Contributes to positive self-awareness and self-image

Has helped to develop local enthusiasm and pride

Better sites, attractions, and products
Positive impact for residents

Stimulates thought processes due to contact with visitors
Much to offer, but need cooperation and common goals

Need more development and promotion

Most residents don't see the value and benefits of tourism
Starting to realize the value, but don’t know how to develop
Many groups working on tourism because economy is bad

All positive results or impacts

= =NV hE 2 DOWLWEANOO® 2WAOON SO AN
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Some negatives (all minor because of small scale)

Increased litter

Increased traffic; parking problems
Demands on infrastructure
Demands for services

Hard feelings between locals and visitors

Have to wait longer in lines

Changed nature of downtown businesses; too tourist oriented

- - a2 WwWwoe N

to share with visitors. One informant even mentioned that
contact with outside visitors had stimulated thought in the
local residents. Additionally, tourism has resulted in more
environmental awareness among rural residents because
a quality environment is the product of rural tourism. This
has also resulted in better sites, attractions, and tourism-
related products.

While 34 informants responded that the results or im-
pacts of tourism in their county had been all positive, other
informants identified some negative impacts (table 5), in-
cluding increased litter and traffic, increased demands on
the infrastructure and demands for services, and some hard
feelings between locals and visitors. One informant had to
wait longer in lines, while another felt that tourism had
made downtown businesses too tourist oriented. However,
the informants considered these as relatively minor incon-
veniences or ones occurring only at peak times of tourist
visitation. There was some concern that these impacts
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could become more problematic for residents with future
tourism development and the presence of increased num-
bers of tourists.

When asked what the future of tourism is in the county’s
economy, optimism among key and action informant re-
sponses ranged from optimistic but dependent upon certain
conditions being realized, to pessimistic/negative, to not
knowing or being unsure (table 6). Over three-quarters of
informant responses were optimistic. Strong proponents
perceived tourism as playing an important key role in the
future and as being perhaps the biggest contributor to the
county’s economy. Two informants in Cameron County were
strong in their opinion that tourism is the future of the
county. Tourism was perceived as a strong growth industry
that would provide good opportunities for businesses and
help diversify the county’s economic base. Less than one-
quarter of informant responses were pessimistic, and these
reflected the perception that there were few or no major



tourist attractions in the county and that local residents
were apathetic, lacked enthusiasm, and resisted change.
Pesgimists preferred higher paying jobs in manufacturing
rather than low-pay tourism jobs. Two informants, one in
Cameron County and one in Schuylkill County, did not
know or were unsure about the future role of tourism.

Of the informants who were optimistic or hopeful about
Fhe future of tourism in the county’s economy, many opin-
lons were dependent upon certain conditions being realized
or certain barriers or constraints being overcome. Several
evident themes are displayed in the lower portion of table 6:

1. Increased efforts must be directed toward developing
abroad and diverse mixture of attractions and activities
for tourists, along with the necessary infrastructure and
services to support increased numbers of tourists.

2. Efforts must continually be made to increase both resi-
flent and government awareness, interest, support, and
Involvement in tourism development.

3. A need exists for better organization, leadership, and
Ccooperation among interested and active parties.

4. Residents need to decide if tourism development can
be realized, and if the rural county and its residents can
capitalize on tourism based on the available amenities that
might be attractive to tourists.

5. It is important that tourism produces jobs and income
for local people, but tourism development should be bal-
anced, not over-commercialized, and should not negatively
affect the quality of life for rural residents.

6. There is need for effective planning for tourism and
associated development, but this should not be imposed
from the “outside.” Local control must be maintained.

Discussion and Implications

The findings from this study have some implications
not only for professional planners and developers involved
in economic development and rural tourism, but for rural
community leaders interested in developmental strategies
that will help stabilize, diversify, and improve local econo-
mies, and also improve the quality of life and contribute
to community development.

First, if the perceptions of this sample of the rural action
class are any indication, rural tourism and tourism-related
development have positive potential. A large majority of
these rural influentials are generally optimistic about
the future of tourism in their county’s economy. However,
these perceptions may hold true for any sector of develop-

ment that has the perceived potential for positive local
economic impact.

Second, unlike some other studies that have reported
many perceived negative impacts, the results or impacts
of tourism and tourism-related development are generally
perceived positively by these members of the rural action
class. Although some impacts are perceived negatively, such
as littering and increased traffic, they are thought of as
minor inconveniences or as occurring only at peak times
of tourist visitation. Many of these rural influentials are
astute in recognizing that such impacts could become prob-
lematic in the future with an increase in the scale of tour-
ism visitation, and there is an awareness that planning
for development and local control are critically important.
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Table 6—Key and action informant responses to the question: In
your opinion, what is the future role of tourism in this
county’'s economy? (N = 76)

Characterization of responses

Total

Summary themes responses
Strongly Optimistic 16 Total
Will play a very big, very important role in the future 8
it is the future; has got to play an important role 3
Could be the biggest contributor to the economy 5
Optimistic 25 Total
Good opportunities for businesses to grow and develop 7
Will continue to play an important/key role; good future 6
Will continue to grow stronger in the future 5
In a good position, location, and have good resources 7
Somewhat Optimistic/Hopeful 17 Total

Hope it gets better in the future; need tourism for economy 3
Not as important as it should be; hope it gets better 4
Will play some role; works as one strategy; complementary 4
Tourism can be a growth industry

There might be more of a role for tourism in the future 3

Pessimistic/Negative

Little or no future potential; few or no major attractions
Resident apathy, lack of enthusiasm, resistance to chgnge
Tourism jobs are not the way to go; prefer manufacturing
Will never be large scale, so won't be a great influence

If there is any growth, it will be gradual and not a big deal
May add some jobs, but won't increase incomes; low pay
Minimal role; low priority when compared to better jobs
Really nothing here to promote

May be potential, but it will never be realized

Don't see much growth happening now or in future

Don't have capital for development

Don’t Know/Unsure of the Future

Optimistic/Hopeful, but Dependent Upon
Development of major attraction(s); things for visitors to do 6
Development of necessary infrastructure

County and local government interest and support
Whether tourism development can be realized

Resident support and effort directed toward development
Whether tourism produces jobs for people ‘

Development of broad/diverse mix of attractions
Available knowledge and expertise to develop tourism
Better organization and cooperation

Available funding; dependent on outside funds

Whether local residents can be educated about im.portance
Planning and development not imposed frqm‘ ou?snde
Balanced development, not over commercialization
Capitalizing on tourism and what we have tq offer

Planning for associated development that will come

Better definition of tourism and real and potential benefits

N2t NN WPLOOD

6
6
5
4
4
4
3
3
3
3
3
2
1
1
1

16 Total

2 Total
55 Total

Third, although a large majority of tl?ese kc?y and ‘ac!non
informants perceived the future of tourism wn.:h optimism
and believed that there is a great to good mtent@ for future
tourism development, there were m_lxed pe.rceptn_)ns abo;:;;
whether the potential could be reallzgd or if tourism co(;x
be a major growth industry. It is obvious that mcrealase-
efforts must be directed toward identlfyl:lg and de:e opmgd
a broad and diverse mixture or “cluster” of attrac flf(;:; a(;
activities for tourists. This rmxture must then be f ‘mgony
packaged and marketed to the tourists. Increased visi



will require the development and maintenance of the nec-
essary infrastructure and services to support increased
pumbers of tourists. In addition to the need for more fund-
Ing to support tourism development, one perceived problem
seemed to be that even though some interest groups were
active in certain tourism-related efforts, overall coordination
and cooperation were lacking. Volunteers were perceived
to be the main participants in such efforts, and a lack of
professionalism, limited progress, and difficulty in county-
wide promotional efforts were all identified by informants
as constraints. Also recognized were the need for profes-
sional knowledge and expertise in tourism development
and the need to include tourism as a component in any
county-wide planning.

Fourth, if tourism development is a viable economic de-
velopment strategy helpful in diversifying a community’s
economic base and contributing to economic stability, it
must be more readily recognized by rural action class mem-
bers and other rural residents as being important and pres-
ent. This requires more readily available supportive data
about tourism’s impact and real benefits at the local level
and the development and implementation of strategies to
diffuse such information throughout the rural populace in
order to gain local support. Key informants who were the
strong proponents of tourism perceived a great need to “edu-
cate” workers in the service industry about the importance
of tourism, and to educate all rural residents about the real-
ized and potential benefits of tourism. Many informants felt
that increased resident awareness would generate greater
support for tourism and would be manifested by greater
hospitality extended to visitors and a willingness to absorb
certain tourism-related costs or inconveniences.

Fifth, with the potential for increased tourism, there is
concern that there will be too much uncontrolled growth,
too much overcommercialization, loss of local control over
development, and the degradation of valuable resources.
The definite concern here is one of maintaining balance in
development and of making development sustainable in
the long term.

Sixth, one of the assumptions of this study was that mem-
bers of the rural action class are influential with the general
rural populace because of their positions of importance and
power. This study demonstrated that these individuals are
sophisticated, perceptive, astute, and have strongly held
optimistic opinions about tourism. It would be interesting
to examine more closely the extent of their influence with
the general rural populace. In order for tourism develop-
ment initiatives and efforts to be successful, it is important
to seek out and actively involve supportive members of the
rural action class who are proponents and promoters of
such development at the local level.

Finally, if Federal, state, and local governments are con-
cerned about improving and sustaining rural economies,
improving the quality of life for rural residents, and mak-
ing a viable contribution to the process of rural community
development, resources should and could be allocated for
rural tourism development where reasonable (perhaps as
one component of a larger developmental strategy) and
could be directed to address the perceived constraints
identified by these rural action class members. Their sup-
port and involvement are vital components of rural tour-
ism development, and their perceptions and efforts affect

the general perceptions and efforts of all rural residents.
A greater recognition and understanding of these percep-
tions can help tourism-related planning and development
initiatives to be more effective in attaining set goals and, in
the process, benefit rural communities and their residents.
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Impacts of Tourism Development in the
Penghu National Scenic Area, Republic

of China

Samuel V. Lankford
Jill Knowles-Lankford

Abstract—The social mobilization theory was used as the basis
for understanding attitudes toward tourism development. Plan-
ners and decisionmakers should encourage community involve-
ment and provide an opportunity for residents to be heard and

to influence policy. A multiple regression model suggests that the
majority of variance in attitude is attributable to the rate of com-
munity growth, to impacts on recreation opportunities, to resi-
dents’ ability to influence tourism development, and to whether
decisionmakers listen to residents’ concerns. These findings sup-
port the social mobilization theory as a possible model for tourism
planning and are consistent with other tourism impact research.
Extensive efforts should be made to identify ways to involve local
residents in tourism planning and design efforts.

We explored the theory of using social mobilization
(Friedman 1987) as a basis for understanding attitudes
toward tourism development. The social mobilization
theory suggests that planners and decisionmakers should
use community involvement to help develop solutions for
tourism problems. Embracing social mobilization suggests
that tourism planners should strive to understand com-
munity values, concerns, and issues, and should provide
opportunity for residents to be heard by decisionmakers
and to influence policy.

The social mobilization theory is grounded in what
Friedman (1987, 1993) calls social learning. The social
learning model of planning argues for an open process with
critical feedback. Openness in meetings, media access, and
evaluative research play important roles. The challenge is
for the planner to assist the community to be effective in
the economic development approach taken, to think about
wh).v the approach is important, and to consider the alter-
natives and consequences of the approach (Boothroyd and
Qavis 1993). A variety of mechanisms and techniques de-
signed to solicit information and public recommendations
on local development options are required.

—————— e
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Intermountain Research Station. ’ Agriculture, Forest Service,
Samuel V. Laqkford is Director of the Recreation and Leisure Science De-
gree P.mgram, U_mveraity of Hawaii, Honolulu, HI 96822, Jill Knowles-Lankford
ia Design Coordinator for the Program for Recreation Research and Service,
University of Hawaii, Honolulu, HI 96822.
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Planners suggest that the adoption of a local economic
development policy (that includes tourism development) is
expected to be consensus oriented. Yet some tourism plan-
ners maintain that controversies over policy may constrain
economic development. In fact, Donovan (1993) found that
in cities where controversy over economic development op-
tions were high, the city did less to promote economic de-
velopment. In fact, communities with policymakers who
did not feel constrained by controversial issues did more
to promote economic development.

It seems prudent to identify the issues that concern
the public, and then to use an approach that may mitigate
some of the perceived impacts. Resident views of the tourism
planning and development process should be taken into
account to ensure developments will be successful. Recently,
concern has moved from a narrow focus on physical or pro-
motional tourism planning to a broader, more balanced
approach that recognizes the needs and views of both the
developers and the community (Inskeep 1991).

There are many views of tourism development. Some
people believe that tourism promotion and the development
potential for tourism should be of primary governmental
concermn, while others (Choy 1991) argue that tourism has
considerable negative impact and government should be
primarily concerned with controlling the impacts of tourism.
Specifically, Jafari and Ritchie (1991) noted that commu-
nity demands will require governments to be responsive
to resident issues and concerns in the future. Specifically,
government involvement in the identification and defini-
tion of variables that influence resident attitudes is crucial
to understanding the dynamics of tourism development at
local and regional scales.

Recently, public participation has been identified as a
goal of sustainable development. A study of planners and
landscape architects in northern California, Oregon, and
Washington revealed that public participation methods and
programs are extremely important to the success of their
current practice (Knowles-Lankford 1992; Knowles-Lankford
and Lankford 1994). The respondents indicated that public
participation programs need to be expanded to include a
diverse group of actors in the planning and development
process. Additionally, Brindley (1991) identified several
goals of sustainable development, including the need to
consult with the public, to plan small-scale projects, to let
the people benefiting from the project make the decisions,
and to provide education and training to the public and to
employees.

In fact, a goal of sustainable tourism has been partly
the creation of partnerships with local values and norms.
Draper and Kariel (1990) related sustainable tourism to



public participation as decisionmaking processes that are
locally determined and cooperatively implemented, planning
and management that nurtures local cultures, and promo-
tion and marketing activities that are conducted with con-
tributions from local people. Therefore, social mobilization
theory may provide a means for communities to involve

residents while moving toward a goal of local sustainable
tourism.

Study Area

Penghu (sometimes referred to as The Pescadores of the
West) is situated along the Strait of Taiwan and consists
of 64 islands of which 20 are inhabited. The current popu-
lation of the islands is nearly 100,000. In 1985, there were
141,540 visitors to Penghu; and in 1990, there were 446,207
visitors (an increase of 315 percent). The Tourism Bureau
estimated 933,000 visitors arrived in Penghu during 1992.
Tourist visits are seasonal because of the winter monsoon
season during the fall and winter months. April begins the
tourist season, but the majority of tourists visit during
August, the final month of the season.

Fishing and agriculture are the primary sources of in-
come for the islanders. The Taiwan Tourism Bureau has
determined that Penghu’s unique tourism resources can be
developed to diversify and encourage local economic growth.
The government hopes tourism development in Penghu
will alleviate the overcrowded conditions of tourist destina-
tions on the Island of Taiwan. It is expected that Penghu
will draw a significant number of visitors away from other
Asian destinations. Consequently, the Penghu National
Scenic Area was established in 1991 as part of the Six-Year
National Development Plan. The plan includes planning
and research to manage and develop local recreation and
tourism resources. The Penghu National Scenic Area in-
cludes all 64 islands within the chain.

Methods

Our primary objective was to identify the extent that
residents of the Penghu National Scenic Area support
recreation and tourism development. We hope these find-
ings will offer insight into future recreation and tourism
planning and development in the Penghu National Scenic
Area. The study addressed six research questions:

1. To what extent is a standardized multiple-item scale
(tourism impact attitude scale translated into Chinese) for
measuring resident attitudes toward tourism internally
consistent (Lankford 1991; Lankford and Howard 1994)?

2. What is the level of public support for recreation and
tourism development?

3. What differences in attitude exist between residents
of Makung (most populated) and the Northern and South-
ern Islets (least populated)?

4. What differences in attitude occur due to seasonality
of tourism?

5. What independent variables identified in previous
research studies, using the tourism impact attitude scale,
contribute to predicting attitudes toward tourism and
recreation development in Penghu?
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6. What variables suggest that social mobilization may
be a model for the development of tourism at the commu-
nity and regional level?

Social mobilization was operationalized as “ability to in-
fluence tourism development” and “decisionmakers listen
to residents’ concerns.” We treated social mobilization as
an independent variable. A number of additional indepen-
dent variables have been identified from previous studies
for use in this study. The following independent variables
were tested in the United States (Lankford and Howard
1994), using the English version of the tourism impact at-
titude scale, and tested for contributions to prediction in
this study:

1. Economic dependency on tourism has been shown to
promote favorable attitudes toward tourism (Lankford
1991; Lankford and Howard 1994; Milman and Pizam
1988; Thomason and others 1979).

2. Resident involvement with local tourism development
decisionmaking appears to influence the level of support
and attitude toward tourism and tourists (Cooke 1982;
Lankford 1991; Lankford and Howard 1994).

3. When residents are involved with various community
activities or organizations (self-assessed community in-
volvement), they appear to be more favorable toward com-
munity change and development (Allen and Gibson 1987;
Ayers and Potter 1989).

4. Length of residence and birthplace also influence at-
titudes toward tourism (Um and Crompton 1987).

5. The level of contact with tourists influences residents’
attitudes toward tourism and tourists (Brougham and
Butler 1981).

6. If residents felt that tourism was having an increas-
ingly negative impact upon their own outdoor recreation
opportunities, the desire for further tourism development
decreased (Lankford 1991; Lankford and Howard 1994;
Perdue and others 1987).

Data Collection

Households were randomly selected for participation in
the study. One household from every third dwelling unit
was chosen for the interview. Subjects were asked to fill
out the brief tourism impact attitude scale and return it
to the interviewer. Interviewers were employees of the
National Scenic Area Administration, located in Makung,
Penghu National Scenic Area, Republic of China. We col-
lected 971 surveys (proportioned according to population
of the three major islands) during April and August 1993.
We collected 497 surveys during April, the beginning of
tourist season. During August, both the final month of the
tourism season and the month with the heaviest tourist
visitations, 474 surveys were collected in the same com-
munities. As a result of the sampling process, some of the
households were the same units surveyed during April.

Attitude Scale and Translation

The tourism impact attitude scale used in this research
included 27 Likert-scaled items and a number of sociode-
mographic questions. The scaling of items: 5 = strongly
agree, 4 = agree, 3 = neutral, 2 = disagree, and 1 = strongly



Table 1—Factor pattern coefficients for study sample, n = 971.

Factor items F1 F2 F3 Fa F5 Communality

Actively encourage tourism in 0.82 0.32 0.01 0.12 0.42 0.69
my community

Tourism vital for community .79 .27 -.05 21 .39 .63

Should encourage tourism in 77 .30 .03 .27 44 .62
Penghu

Community should become more .73 .25 .06 .21 .39 .56
of a tourist destination

Support tourism as main industry 72 22 -.06 .06 .56 .60

Government is right in promoting .70 .29 -.10 27 .34 52
tourism facilities

Tourists are valuable .68 .25 .01 .35 44 52

Community should encourage .67 .16 -12 21 .40 .43
more intensive development

Benefits outweigh negative .56 22 .03 12 .33 .33
consequences

Planning can control negative .38 -.03 -.24 32 a7 .27
impacts

Against new facilities that will 41 74 .01 .05 .23 .60
attract more tourists

Limit outdoor recreation .25 .69 -.16 -.08 .08 57
development

Should not try to attract more 47 .68 14 .05 .22 .55
tourists

Noise level is inappropriate 19 .62 27 A7 17 44

Has negatively impacted .04 56 .38 19 15 .45
environment

There is more litter due to tourism 14 -.00 -.82 -.01 -.05 71

Tourism has increased crime A7 33 .68 -.05 .09 .56

Town has better roads due to .30 .08 .09 75 .38 .60
tourism

Public services have improved 34 12 18 .69 .46 .59

Support tax levies for tourism .20 .07 -.16 .64 13 45

More money to spend from tourism .36 .10 .08 23 .79 .63

Tourism jobs are desirable 44 .16 .00 14 .88 .63

Tourism increased standard of living .31 a7 .08 32 77 .63

Tourism will provide more jobs 51 15 .00 .15 .76 .62

More recreational opportunities .40 a7 15 .35 .65 47

Tourism plays major economic role .38 -.03 .05 -.06 .64 .60

Shopping opportunities are better A2 -.01 -10 .19 .49 44

disagree. The alpha scale coefficient of the original English
version of the instrument was 0.9643 for the 27-item atti-

tude scale. The scale was initially translated into Chinese
and then sent to another Chinese translator who reviewed

the items and compared them to the English version. Cor-
rections were made after consultation with the first author
of this paper. Finally, the instrument was reviewed by bi-
lingual (Chinese and English) staff of the Penghu National
Scenic Area, resulting in some minor final adjustments to

the wording of questions.

Table 2—Factor alphas and explained variance, n = 971.

Results and Discussion

Tables 1 and 2 present the results of an analysis of the

properties of the scale. The alpha scale coefficient for the
27 items in Chinese was 0.9027, and compares favorably to
the English version of the scale (0.9643). A five-factor solu-
tion accounted for 54.6 percent of the total variation in the
data. Kaiser’s overall measure of sampling adequacy was

0.93, indicating the data are appropriate for the principal

Factor statistics

F1 F2 F3 F4 F5
Promote/ Anti- Public Benefits of
Factor interpretation positive promotion Impacts services tourism
Eigen value 8.43 2.09 1.83 1.26 1.09
Percent variance 31.20 7.80 6.80 4.70 4.00
Cumulative percent 39.00 45.80 50.50 54.50
Alpha .89 72 .53 .61 .83
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components model. Oblique rotation was used because of
the likelihood of the items being correlated with one an-
other (Harmon 1976; Kass and Tinsley 1979). The inter-
factor correlations ranged from 0.01 to 0.5. Factor 1 was
labeled promotion and positive aspects of tourism (10 items,
alpha = 0.89); factor 2 was viewed as an antipromotion
factor (5 items, alpha = 0.72); factor 3 can be interpreted
as an impact factor (2 items, alpha = 0.53); factor 4 can be
interpreted as a public service factor (3 items, alpha = 0.61);
and factor 5 represents the benefits of tourism (7 items,
alpha = 0.83).

. Rgsidents of Makung (the most populated isle) differ
significantly (p < 0.01) from residents of the northern islets
for the entire 27-item scale. It appears that Makung resi-
dents are more positive about promoting tourism (factor 1)
and about the overall benefits of tourism (factor 2) than
are rgsidents of the northern and southern isles. To help
explain the differences in group attitudes, various socio-
d}*mf’gl'aphic characteristics were analyzed. Appropriate
significance tests were conducted on the characteristics of
SeX, employment in a tourism-related occupation, whether
the. respondent was born within the region, age, length of
residence, and the number of civic organizations to which
they belonged. No significant differences were evident
among the groups (islands) relative to their sex or to the
HUI}lbgr of civic organizations to which they are affiliated.
A significant difference (F = 8.16; p < 0.001) did exist in the
zg_e of respondents, with the Northern Isle respondents

°Ing younger than other groups. Additionally, a significant

€rence was found in the length of residency (F = 13.98;
fe:_g-ool), with Northern Isle residents having the longest
léency and the Southern Isle residents having the short-
E;t Tesidency. A significant association was also found in
€ Rlace of birth of the respondents of the three subsamples
studied (X2 = 8.04; p < 0.05) and the occupational status
of respondents (X2 = 6.59; p < 0.05). It appears that fewer
People work in the tourism industry in the southern islands,
Whllf’- the northern island respondents had the most (pro-
portlo_natdY) residents employed in tourism.
€ sidents surveyed (from all three isle areas) during
Pril were more positive toward tourism and recreation

than were respondents surveyed in August. With the ex-
ception of factor 3 (impacts), all comparisons differed sig-
nificantly at the p < 0.01 level. It appears that seasonal
variations in attitudes do exist within this sample (table 3).
For the seasonality analysis, appropriate significance tests
were also conducted on the characteristics of age, length
of residency, number of community organization affiliations,
sex, whether the respondent was born within the region,
and employment in a tourism-related occupation. Only one
significant association (X2 = 9.15; p < 0.01) was found be-
tween the percent of males and females sampled. More
females were sampled during August and more males
were sampled during April.

Independent variables were initially tested to determine
if multicollinearity existed. We found no high intercorrela-
tions between the independent variables. To investigate the
multivariate relationship between the independent and
dependent variables (the five subscales), we conducted
a canonical correlation analysis. The overall multivariate
relationship was significant for the sets of variables (the
five factor subscales and the independent variables), Wilk’s
lambda = 0.30, F = 11.20, p < 0.001. The analysis revealed
an overall significant multivariate relationship between
the sets of variables, with factor 1 as the most significant
contributor (canonical correlation = 0.74). Univariate F-tests
revealed significance at the p < 0.001 level for each factor.
A multiple regression was used as a followup to the canoni-
cal analysis for interpretation purposes.

Independent variables drawn from the study conducted
in the United States (Lankford 1991; Lankford and Howard
1994) were analyzed to determine their unique contribution
toward explaining the variance of the factors identified in
the Chinese version of the scale. The multiple correlation
coefficient (R) between the predictor variables and the cri-
terion (attitude — subscales) is moderate to high for the total
scale and for all the factors except factor 3 (impacts). The
independent variables explain 57 percent of the variance in
attitude for the total 27-item scale, 47 percent for factor 1,
44 percent for factor 2, only 0.08 percent for factor 3, 34
percent for factor 4, and 43 percent for factor 5. Each model
is significant at the p < 0.0001 level. The prediction for

Table 3—Statistical comparison of mean scores of factors by season, n = 971.

First of tourist Last of tourist

season season
n =497 n=474

Scale/factors mean (SD) mean (SD) t-value df Probability
27-item scale 97.75 (10.57) 94.14 (11.21) 4.88 863 0.001
F1 40.97 (5.96) 38.47 (6.53) 5.98 896 .001
Promotion/positive
F2 12.82 (3.62) 13.95 (3.44) 4.88 926 .001
Antipromotion
F3 6.64 (1.69) 6.81 (1.81) 1.43 942 152
Impacts
F4 10.79 (2.49) 10.15 (2.35) 4.05 940 .001
Public services
F5 26.59 (5.27) 24.80 (4.95) . 534 930 .001

Benefits of tourism

Note: The scale ranges from 5 = strongly agres to 1 = strongly disagree. Consequently, the higher the mean score,
the more support there is far tourism or agreement with regard to the subscale.
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factors 3 and 4 may be minimal because of the number of
variables within each factor (2 and 3 items, respectively).

Beta coefficients from the regression model indicate that
six variables have a significant influence on resident atti-
tudes toward tourism for the 27-item scale (table 4): the
perceived rate of growth of a respondent’s community (8 =
—0.37); expansion of recreational programs (8 = 0.18); resi-
dents’ influence on future development (8 = 0.14); age (B =
0.11); decisionmakers listening to concerns (8 = 0.07); and
how often a resident talks to tourists (8 = 0.06). Table 4
indicates that the concern for the rate of community growth
(bringing about change) is of great importance in predicting
support for tourism. The direction of these beta weights sug-
gests that if people perceive that their community is grow-
ing rapidly, that decisionmakers don’t listen, that people
cannot influence tourism development policies, and that
they are losing recreation opportunities, their support for
tourism diminishes.

The belief that recreation programs for residents have
expanded because of tourism is positively correlated with
the scale and subscales (factors), except for the antipromo-
tion (F2) and impact (F3) subscales. The ability to influence
the decisionmaking process is also positively correlated
with attitudes, except for the antipromotion (F2) and im-
pact (F3) subscales. Interestingly, those respondents who
felt that tourism has negative impacts (factor 3) also indi-
cated that decisionmakers do not listen to them regarding
their concerns (8 = —0.10, p < 0.001). The impacts of tour-
ism on resident outdoor recreation opportunities are nega-
tively correlated with factor 1 (promote/positive, 8 = —0.12,
P < 0.001), factor 4 (tourism improves public services, 8 =
—0.08, p < 0.001) and factor 5 (benefits of tourism, 8 =—0.07,
P <0.001). Perceptions of the impacts on outdoor recreation
opportunities are positively correlated with factor 2 (don’t
promote tourism, 8 = 0.43, p < 0.001) and factor 3 (impacts
of tourism, 8 = 0.18, p < 0.001). Finally, respondents were
generally more supportive if they felt they could influence
tourism development (8 = 0.14, p < 0.001).

Conclusions

Our findings suggest that residents generally support
tourism development in the Penghu National Scenic Area,
but they have specific concerns. Respondents recognized the
employment and economic benefits of developing the indus-
try. However, residents were not as positive about tourism
toward the final stages of the tourism season in August as
they were in April. It appears that residents of the lightly
populated areas are more concerned, and possibly frightened,
by the potential changes that the National Scenic Area sta-
tus will bring to their communities and to their rural way of
life. Interestingly, these findings differ from Butler’s (1980)
suggestion that communities in the advanced stages of
tourism development would exhibit more negative attitudes
toward tourism. It seems that the findings are related more
to whether people are rural or urban (Belisle and Hoy 1980).
Additionally, it appears that the younger people are more
concerned about the impacts of tourism (factor 3) and are
more supportive of limiting tourism promotion (factor 2).

The finding that growth rates were a significant predic-
tor of attitude or support for tourism has important growth
management implications. Growth management merely
suggests that residents can and should focus on the quali-
ties of the community they would like to preserve and mini-
mize impacts on those resources and amenities. As Gill and
Williams (1994) noted, growth management, unlike the
more restrictive notion of carrying capacity, offers an ap-
proach that allows communities to comprehensively plan
and control their own futures. The respondents imply that
they are concerned about growth and want to approach it
in a systematic fashion.

This research confirms the validity and reliability of the
tourism impact attitude scale. Due to the relatively high
alpha coefficient of the scale, a short version should be ex-
plored to expedite the use of the scale in English-speaking
regions.

Table 4—Multiple regression analysis: influence of independent variables on tourism impact attitudes for total attitude

scale (27 items) and subscales.

Beta weights
Independent variables F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 Total

Rate of growth of community 0.39* -0.19* -0.06 0.29* 0.41* -0.37*
Recreation programs have expanded 15 -.04 -.02 .20* 21° .18*
I can influence future tourism

development 14 -.04 -.08"" .03 .09* .14
Age 10 -.03 .04 .07 -.00 A1
Decisionmakers listen to residents -.01 -.05 -.10" 19 .04 .07°
How often talk with tourists’ A1t .09° .00 .00 .10° .06**
Tourism has reduced outdoor

recreation opportunities -12* 43" .18° -.08" -.07* .02
Frequency of visiting tourist areas’ .09° .06** .03 .01 .03 .05
Sex -.06** -.05 .05 -.03 -.02 -.02
Tourism provides recreation facilities

for local peaple .05 .02 .08** -.00 -.02 .02
Formed friendships with tourists' -.04 .01 .03 .09* .02 .02
Knowledge of local economy .05** .01 .04 -.01 .03 .00
*p > 0.001
**p < 0.05

;Coded: 3 = often, 2 = occasionally, 1 = never.
Dummy-coded: 0 = male, 1 = female.
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Our findings support social mobilization as a possible
model for tourism planning. Qur conclusions are consistent
with other tourism impact research that found “if people
feel like they have access to the planning/public review pro-
cess and that their concerns are being considered, they will
support tourism” (Cooke 1982; Lankford 1991; Lankford
and Howard 1994; Rothman and others 1977). Consequently,
extensive efforts should be made to identify ways to involve
local residents in community planning and design efforts.
Public decisionmaking is becoming increasingly important
and necessary (Boothroyd and Davis 1993; Lankford 1994;
Miller 1992) in planning, policy development, and sustain-
able development (Knowles-Lankford and Lankford 1994).
Additionally, tourism (and other economic development
practices) is often developed in ways in which people are
adversely impacted, and yet they often have no say in cor-
porate, national, or bureaucratic structures and decision-
making relative to the development. This means that a
space for participation must be found for a whole new set
of actors (Friedman 1993) in the tourism planning and
development process. Friedman (1993, p. 484) cautions:
“Ordinary people do affect the spaces where they earn
their livelihoods and where their daily lives unfold. The
quality of that space is exceptionally important to them.”

Policy formation in tourism requires some degree of
consensus between all those involved with tourism devel-
opment. A reasonable degree of consensus is needed for
long-term success, and this can be achieved only where
planners have a thorough knowledge of the views held by
the host population (Ritchie 1988). Essentially, planners
(and various government employees) have a responsibility
to identify, evaluate, and present the decisionmaking bod-
ies with the necessary information regarding the view of
the resident population. In turn, decisionmaking bodies have
the responsibility to address these views through policy
and through plan adoption.

A long-term sustainable tourism industry in the
Penghu National Scenic Area will be characterized by deci-
sions that are made locally and that are cooperatively
implemented (Lankford and others 1994). To develop an
effective and cooperative citizen participation process, the
issues, concerns, and discrepancies in preferences and atti-
tudes toward tourism and recreation development need to
be adequately identified on a continual basis and used in
the planning and policymaking arena.
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