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Executive Summary

Tourism in the Turks and Caicos Islands (TCI) has grown quickly over the last finenysears.
Although most of this development has been concentrated inlémel isf Providenciales, the
effects are being felt throughout the country as influxes of both money and people have
accelerated the pace of social change.

This report describes research conducted during 2006 and 2007, funded principally by the U.S.
Natioral Science Foundation, to assess the reactions and views of TCI citizens (locally referred
to as fABelongerso) to the growing tourism i
data, we address the questions of how Belongers understand toutisis ldely impacts, what
factors might explain variations in peopl eo0:¢
there is in the population.

From a wutilitarian perspective, the wunder |\
tourism is tlat a positive disposition on the part of residents is essential for thédiongitality

of tourism in any destination. That is, other things being equal, visitors are attracted to places
where the host population is welcoming and friendly, but avoidnd®ns where they feel
unwelcome or preyed upon. Recognizing there is a relationship between Belonger attitudes and
the longterm prospects for tourism, the TCI Ministry of Tourism both approved the research
project and provided some supplemental fugdin

The report is organized into seven chapters, with two appendices. Chapter 1 describes the
rationale and goals of the study, as well as its methodology and sampling design. £hapter
summarizes the general themes identified from the ethnographic éwsnChapter 3 reviews

the tallied responses to all the survey fc
frequency counts are also provided in Appendix A, but without any discussion.) Chapters 4, 5,
and 6 are much more analytical and report figdifrom a variety of statistical analyses
performed on the survey data. Readers who are unfamiliar with statistics may want to skip over
these. Chaptef extracts what we regard as the major findings from the study and concludes with
some recommendationsaded on the survey findings.

Very abbreviated renderings of the studyébs f

KEY FINDINGS:

1. As of 2007, Belongers are generally positive about tourism and the impacts it is having on
their lives, and they have @&igerally positive view of the tourists who visit their country.

2. Belongers perceive some downsides to tourism, such as increased crime, rising costs, an
influx of immigrant workers, and unevenness with respect to the distribution of financial
benefits fromtourism.



. Belongers want more tourism, and especially more historic/cultural tourism.

. Belongers show a high degree of altruism with respect to tourism. Most do not receive much
direct financial benefit, but they are just as positive about tourism ag thbe are
benefitting directly.

. Demographiebehavioural variables account for little of the variations in Belonger attitudes
toward tourism. The exception is islanfiresidence: residents of the former gatiducing
islands (South Caicos, Grand Turk, IBa&Cay) tend to be more positive about tourism,
generally, than residents of thtéher island¢Providenciales, North Caicos, Middle Caicos).

. There is only a marginal degree of cultural consensus among Belongers. Although there is a
statistical convergemrcof opinions with respect to many topics, there are also systematically
different perspectives (stdultural viewpoints) with respect to other aspects of tourism.

. The range of overall assessments regarding tourism is truncated, extending from extremely
positive to only mildly negative (there are no genuinely negative assessments).

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. Keep tourism within sustainable limits.

2. Develop suitable tourism products for each island.

3. Facilitate Belonger participation in the new tourism economy by

a. providing additional tourism education, training, and outreach activities;
b. keeping Belongers informed of and involved in tourism planning; and
c. taking steps to ensure that tourism revenues are more equitably distributed.

4. Continue to monitor, on a regulaadis, Belonger attitudes toward tourism.



Chapter 11 Introduction

Rationale for the Study

Tourism in the Turks and Caicos Islands (TCI) has grown quickly over the last tinenyears.
Residents have adapted in variable ways to the rapid social chssmm@atedvith tourism. This

report describes research done over 2006 and 2007 to assess the reactions anctiizevss of
(locally referred taa sBeléngers }o the growing tourism industry. Using interview and survey

data, we addredbe questionsfcdhow Belongersinderstand tourism and its likely impacts, how
much consensus there is in the population, é
views and understandings.

There are several reasons why we chose TCI for the research.d-imsp@ar ed t o mor e
destinations, the country has a relatively short history of tourism. Although-scadd guest
houses began to be built in the late 1960s, the first major resort (Club Med) did not open until
1984. Since tourism is still in the emgent stage of growth in its life cycle, this makes it an ideal
time to assess local attitudes. Second, the country has a talgpendent economy. The general
esti mat e i S t hat tourism constitutes 35. 5Y%
hotel/resaurant jobs provide the largest number of jobs in the country as of 2005 (around 2,881)
(EDSA, et al.2005;Kairi Consultant2006). Third, since the country is composed of a number

of inhabited islands at various degrees of development, we assumednilgbtebe some
attitudinal variability about tourism development across the islands. In other words, the country
presented possible naturally occurring comparison groups for the analysis. Finally, our initial
visits and discussion with people in 2005 intkchinterest and concern about the topic of
Belonger attitudes about tourism, suggesting Turks and Caicos as one where we would receive
the help and coperation of local officials.

The subject of residentsd attinmangacadenachdi@dst t
such as anthropology, social psychology, geography, sociology, and market research (e.g.,
Bélisle and Hoy 1980; Perduet al. 1990; Pearcet al. 1991; Ap 1992; Madrigal 1993; King

etal. 1993; Lankford and Howard 1994). The uiglag premise of such studies is that a
positive disposition on the part of residents towards tourism is essential for its success in any
destination (Blisle and Hoy 1980; Bachleitner and Zins 1999).

One of the earliest theoretical orientationsinsuwsli of resi dentsd attituoc
ALiIi f ecycd ewhlihcehstpabtsutismImavesethrough a series of stages. In one of the
first rendition of this, Doxey (1975) suggested that residentsat t i t ud e susuallp o ut
progress ttough a series of stagesuphoria, apathy, irritation, and, eventually, antagonism.
Such models suggest an inevitable attitudinal shift among residents over time, from initial
welcoming to eventual cynicism, accompanied by-s&lfing exchanges with tasts.

Taken collectively, the mangurveys of residents demonstrate that one cannot presume
uniformity among local people in their views of tourism. Researchers have tested a number of



socicdemographic factors that mathe stanflardeoces sugha pl e 6 s
age, sex, education, and income, along with additional ones such as proximity to tourism zones,

length of residence, knowledge of tourism, and physichllgyeof the local populationStudies

based on surveys of residentdlifferent locations around the wortdve identified many of the

same perceived impacts of tourism development. Tathle1bel ow, shows exampl es
views and opinions of tourism.

Table 1.1: Examples of Residents' Views of Tourism Impacts

Peceived Positive Economic Impacts:

U More employment opp
U Improved standard o
U Devel opment of infr
U Economic growth for

Perceived Negative Economic Impacts:

U Increased cost of |

U Uneven di st raérdssithei o n
population

U Seasonality of empl

U National economic i

Perceived Positive Socltural Impacts:
U Enhanced understand
cultures

Perceived Negative Socioltural Impacts:
U Ac c u Iwithwasett to values, tastes,
customs

U Cultural exchanges U Interpersofittal and cl
U Enhanced social idefU Loss of community c¢
U Cosmopokitan outloo|U Increased competit:i
U Greater community ptU Heavy work burdens f
U Revitalized visual {U | ncr e aeviande: simecandeother socid
U Historic preservati pathologies

U Language | oss
U C o nfiadiah iof cultural forms

Perceived Negativerlwironmental Impacts:

U Increased pollution
U Destruction of habit
U Con g e sdrawdiny,traffcv e r

Governments routinely collect and analyze data concerning tourism, maintaining statistical

records of tax revenues generated, tourisepgiures, visitation rates, length of stays, and other

basic facts. By contrast, governments, particularly of developing countries, rarely assess their

own citizensd reactions to touri sm, even thougl
be pat of decision making about development and play an important role in tourism (Wilkinson

1997; Mason and Cheyne 2000; Williams and Lawson 2001; Goéssling 2003). Further, since

tourism is a facdo-face industry, when local residents develop antipathy tastsu subject

them to harassment, dishonest business practices, or criminal acts, visitorship dries up, leaving

the local economy in shambles.

While the government of Turks and Caicos has not done any widespread surveys of the attitudes
and opinions of Blongers to the tourism industry, it has commissioned reports and developed
programsto prepare people to participate in tourism over the past few years. For example, in
2005, the Department of Environment and Coastal Resource commissioned éBstadgge
Business Opportunities in Protected Areadich identified entrepreneurial activities based on
recreational and heritage resources for each inhabited island. The Turks and Caicos Community
College offers a &ear course in tourism and hospitality at lbatampusesand there are



scholarships for students to study touriamad &ospitality abroad. Thetrategic Plan Review for
Turks & Caicos IslandqTCI) Tourism(O6 Re i | | sgectiod 90.8) Gjives great emphasis to
providing formal education and training telongers about opportunities in tourism and
facilities to aid in tourism preparation such as through the TCIHost Programme, a hotel school
(the Tourism and Training Institutednd Small Enterprise Development Centre associated with
TClinvest. The challeres for involving Belongers in the tourism industry are reiterated in the
sectoral report (TourismuBcommittee 2006and again in the finaNational Sociececonomic
DevelopmenEramework 20082017 (Kairi Consultants 2007).

Clearly, tourism education andegparation for local people is high on the list of government
priorities for Turks and Caicos. The one missing piece is statistically valid information on how
Belongers view the tourism industry asirhpactson their social and cultural life, along withe
ecology and the economy of their islands. Further, there is no information, beyond anecdotal,
that gives any insight into how people view tourism work and the perceived opportunities in such
work. The research described here helps to fill that gapadtdone over two years (2006 and
2007) with the support of the Honourable, Premier Michael Misick and funded by the U.S.
National Science Foundation.

Research Design

The methodology used in the research was a combination of qualitative and quantitative
approaches. The qualitatipertion,Phase |, done in the summer of 2006, involved ethnographic
interviews with32 selected local informantscross four different islands purposive sample to

get the range of variability). Thet&perecordednterviewswere later transcribed and examined
closely for their propositional contenAll the declarative statementgere thenwinnowed (by
collapsing synonymous phrasings)d sortednto major categories. Tee winnowed and sorted
propositional statements gleah&om the interviews became the foundation for thepage
survey questionnairavhich covered a variety of topics: ideas about tourists and the appeal of
Turks and Caicos, notions of work and business opportunities, and statements about the various
kinds of impacs 1 sociocultural, ecomaic, ecologicali that tourism $ having on the country.

The questionnairesurvey, Phase Il, was administered during the summer of 2007 to a random
sample of ERlonger residents by six localeRearchAssistants, along Wi the principal
investigators.The same survey form was also completed by 29 of the individuals whom we
interviewed in Phase IThis additional,nonrandomly selected groupf individuals whom we

both interviewed and surveyed constitutes a sepafgecialSampled

The random sample ofoting ageBelongers was drawn frorthe January 200E|l ect or s
Registration list provided by the government. Taldl€ showsboththetargetnumbers andinal
samplebroken downby electoral district andsland. Therandom glection was stratified by
electoral districto ensure the sample would be proportionally representative of the populations

in the 15 electoral districcross six islands



Table 1.2: Stratified Random Sanpling Design

Turks andCaicos Voting Population Sampling Design Surveys Completed
Number Sampling Target | Actual Island Sample
Island District Name  Voters Fraction N N Totals Percent
Grand Turk West Road 328 | * 0.04294 = 14 14
Grand Turk Overback 457 | * 0.04294 = 20 19
rand Tur verbac | 74 26.7%
Grand Turk North Backsalina 503 * 0.04294 = 22 20
*Grand Turk  South Backsaline 509 |* 0.04294 = 22 21
South Caicos S.C., North 318 * 0.04294 = 14 14 29 2 9%
South Caicos S.C., South 229 |* 0.04294 = 10 8 o
Middle Caims Middle Caicos 190 | * 0.04294 = 8 8 8 2.9%
North Caicos N.C., East 442 * 0.04294 = 19 21
. 32 11.6%
North Caicos N.C., West 283 * 0.04294 = 12 11
Providenciales The Bight 698 |* 0.04294 = 30 23
Providenciales Blue Hills 882 |* 0.04294 = 38 38
Providenciales Five Cays 747 | * 0.04294 = 32 20
. . . 141 50.9%
Providenciales Cheshire Hall 642 * 0.04294 = 28 27
Providenciales Richmond Hill 408 * 0.04294 = 18 18
Providenciales Long Bay Hills 351 |* 0.04294 = 15 15
6,987 * 0.04294 = 302 277 277  100.0%
(* Four residents oSalt Caywere surveyed. They are included @t of Electoral District #04, i.e.,
AGrandSolwtrikk Backsalina. 0)

The main difficulty in using the Electors list as the sampling frésrbat thereis no contact
information for eacmame A further complicationis thatthere are no street addresses on any
island. Thus, although it is easy to draw a random list of registered voters from each district,
finding the selected individualss problematic.Prior to the administration of theusey, the
Tourist Board attempted to get phone numbers from the telephone aothis was largely
unsuccessful becausaany people us@re-paid cell phones andhese are notisted in the
directory As a resultthe first task for théocal Research Asstantsvas to findcontact numbers

for their randomlyselectedlists of possible respondénthrough their own or famiég social
network This strategy worked reasongblell since islanders are walbnnected through
kinship orneighbourlyties. Howeve, some phone numbers were never found, and the quest for
these numbers was a setbdbkt delayed the start of the survey work.eThet effect of this
logistical difficulty was that we had to reduce ttergeted sample sizeby half, i.e., from an
original goal of 600 to a revised target of 300.total, 277usablesurvey forms were completed
over June, July, and some from a missing district in the fall of 2007. Occasionally, there were
missing answers on the questionnaire formg the forms are remarkgtcomplete becauste

two American Research Assistardgd callbacks to thankparticipants and taequest any
missing information.



Chapter 21 Key Findings from the Ethnographic Interviews

Purpose and Procedures

Phase | of the research involved ogmledethnographic interviews with a cressction of
residentsFrom these interviewwith a smallnumber of peopléselected from different islands,
different occupations, different ages, ety hoped to identify the range of variation with
respectBelonge attitudestoward tourismand its impacts. By the end of summer 2006, we
completed interviews withZindividuals, representindifferent agegroups different walks of
life, and different islandgProvidenciales, North Caicos, South Caicos, and Grank)).TReople
were interviewedndividually at their home or office, or occasionally at our resideAdehese
informants were asked tlsame list obperendedquestions andwith their permissionye tape
recorded the interviews

During the fall and wirdr months, ach interview wadirst transcribedand then carefully
examined for themes and variations. We extracted specific propositional statements from the
interviews trying to use the same or similar phrasings as the informants. Later, these
propositons were groupd under thematic categories and used to construct sections of the
guestionnaire. The rationale for this tstep processs to create agquestionnairehat gows

fairly directly from the ideaexpressed byBelongersthemselvesas opposed tour simply
devising questions that seemed relevant tdrushis way, most of thguestions in the survey

form derive from comments made during the opeded interviews. That ithe spontaneously
offered propositions are transformed imfpestionnairatemsby asking surveyespondents to
indicate to the extent to which t thany(sedhet r on
middle sections athe questionnairén Appendix A.

From theethnographidnterviewsthemselvesit was obvious thapeope differed in terms of

their views and opinions about tourism and its impacts. They also differed in how elaborated and
easily articulated their understandings were. Somenbathought very much about the topic;
others had more developed opinions. Mestryone had something to say concerning the
economic consequences of tourism, but only some had thought about its environmental and/or
sociocultural impacts. Some seemed to equate tourism with the overall pace of change in TCI;
others distinguished betweedevelopment (general sense) and touristic development (special
sense).

The following are examples of some of the themes that emergedHeomterviews.

1. Importance of tourism for the economy.

Many people, even those critical of it,efdourism is the engine of economic growth. Isi
sometimes described as a lifeline for a country with little in the way of natural resources other
than keautiful beachscapes and reefs.



2. Flow, movement, and change.

Thereis much awareness of how tourism Had to a newlbw of money and people: more

money and goaglin circulation and a flow of strangers in and out of the country. While teere
little sense that touristare changing the values and habitslafal people, especially, young

people, American cable televisits oftenidentifiedas anmportant agent of change.

3. Pace of change.

Many people noted the rapid pacecbangei new hotels and projects, new government plans,
developing infrastructure, new institutions and polidieand the idea that ordinary peole
having a hard time keeping up.

4. Opportunitesfor Belongers.

While most people seem to agree that tourism previdew job and entrepreneurial
opportunities for local people, theiealso concern among some about being left out, left behind,
disregaded, or overlooked ifavourof outsiders.

5. Tradeoff.

Many people accept the idea that, with the positive things that new development(oods,
services, jobs, and opportunifiethere were inevitable negative effects such as social problems,
commurity impacs, and the ovedevelopment of coastal areas.

Some Generalizations from the Interviews

There are severgeneralizationso notefrom the 2 interviews. Bear in mind that not evene
agreeswith all the ideas that are presented, but theswmapvhat many people told us. Also,

keep in mind that these generalizations are not necessarily reflected in the findings of the random
survey of 277 people. This is only a thumbsaigtch of the long interviews.

Il n general, p e o p lowlook withl respetttoetourdsm, fi.gheresisa truncated

range of opinions from very positive to cautiously ambivalent. No one is uniformly negative
about tour,nemdésli dmpactf s nd evi dence tpoatin t her e |
time. People may discuss tourism and its impacts privately among themselves, and officials have

plans. But alternative futures for tourismrist publically debated nor discussed in the local

media.

People feel thafurks and Caicoslraws an upscale tourigtarket. Tourists are drawn to the
islands becauséa) the place is a pristine, new destination with beautiful beaches and seascapes;
(b) it is comparatively crimdree; and(c) it offers conveniencé TCI is close to the \$. and

uses American currencyhe tourists are largely North American, with an increasing number of
Europeans. They are mostly polite and friendly, although they sometimes dress inappropriately
for island standards and are a bit hyper and impatient.

Tourism is seen as the dominant istty of Turks and Caicos, the basis of the economy and
engine of growth for the country. However, tourism is also seen as a fickle and delicate industry:
it is vulnerable to internal and external effects. The government needs to do careful monitoring



and mpose controls and limits on growth. There are variable assessments (positive and negative)
astothegovernménbs abil ity to plan and manage.

In general, those interviewed see tourism development as an unstoppable force. Some people feel
that the develapent of the islands, especially Providenciales, is proceeding at a pace almost
beyond peoplebds ability to keep up, i ncl udi |
from the condos that are being built to the rapid pace of life (traffic, annmemt®f new plans,

the feel of family life). People are lagging behind in terms of their outlook and skills. The
country seems to be at a cnassls of development. The decisions and plans that are made and
implemented now are seen as hgvimofound futue consequences.

Historically, the kind of work manBelongersrefer is whitecollar civil service work because it

is not demanding, has a standard work day/week, and is very secure. There are some attributions
of laziness and risk aversion, especiallpatthosewho live in thedalt island$§ (Grand Turk,

Salt Cay, and South Caicos)her e peopl eds outl ook is char act
But, in general, people feel Belongers are unprepared for tourism work in both outlook and
skills. Workingi n t our i sm i s n o tSomesgay thafi Befongerssténd todeet h i
service work as somewhat demeaning and servile; they do not appreciate it is something of a
game, like playing a public relations role. There are arguments that the governnasntonke

more preactive in several senses: offer more education for tourism work, more opportunities for
businessstartups through agenciesichasTCinvest, and exert more pressure on resorts to hire
Belongers for management positions. Some peopldHatthe country is swimming in money,

and they are resentful that they are not yet getting a piece of the pie.

Tourism is seen almost uniformly as the lifeline for the country and its future. There is-a trade
off between the good and the bad of develapm&ourism revenue is bringing opportunities in
education and business and material rewdhds are trickling down to most (but not all)
residents. It also offers the chance to meet people from other places and puts theoodhetry
global map. On thether hand, there are costs associated with material benefits: more strangers
(tourists, expatriates, contract workers, and illegal aliens), more crime, new social thalues
challenge the traditional authority of the family and commuuityglpollution and greater threats

to the coastal ecology. Some fear that Belongers are suffering because of their minority status
(Belongers now compriskess tharB 0 % of t heir count ¥ thabtBey aree s i d ¢
being culturally and demographically swamped thye outside influences associated with
development. They are concerned for the future of family and community life. Yet, people seem
optimistic and hopeful that the good of development will outweigh the negatives in the end, and
that the country will devep a sustainable tourism industry.

'""Salt islandso is a cultural cat &mgullykandsSaltCayandglater gr ap
South Caicos, were the centers of-sali production, which was the principal economic activity of the country from

the late 17 century through to the early 2@entury. These formerly saitroducing islands also skaa common
settlement history that contrasts with the #matigenous peopling of Providenciales, North Caicos, and Middle
Caicos (see Sadler 1997). The salt islands, and especially Grand Turk, were the population centers of the country
until the 1980s, whn largescale tourism developments in Providenciales initiategg@ng internal migration as

well as an influx of outsiders to that island. Although Providenciales is now the center of population and economic
activity, Grand Turk remains the official de# government for the country.






Chapter 31 Survey Findings: Descriptive Statistics

This chaptereviews the basic findings from the questionnaire survey of 277 randmidgted
Belongers during the summer of 2007. Subsequent chaptalgze these data in different ways.
Appendix A contains a copy of the questionnaire itself, with tallies of responses indicated.
Appendix B contains the Haitian Creole version of the questionnaire that was used by about a
dozen respondents.

Characteristics of Respondents
Demographic Profile

Who are the 277 randombelected Belongersomprising the sampkeThe survey began by
asking three questions: where people were born, wherectimesntlylive, and where they vote.

Table 31 shows this informatin, which reflectsthe directional movement of peophgthin the
country in recent decadedAll islands but Providenciales show eutgration from island of

birth. Providenciales shows the greatesmigration and also that people living there are now
voting there.The sample also shows evidence of population movement into the country: 52
people (18.8% of the sample) were born outside of TCI. Of these, 11 are Belongers by birth, and
41 have become Belongers through naturalization.

Table 3.1: Where Born, Where Currently Living, and Where Voting

Where Where Where
Born Live Vote
Grand Turk 99 69 74
Salt Cay 11 4 (G.T)
South Caicos 31 19 22
Middle Caicos 12 4 8
North Caicos 47 23 32
Providenciales 25 151 141
Bahamas 24 0 S
Jamaica 3 0 I
Haiti 7 0 S
Dominican Republic 3 0 .-
other Caribbean country 4 0 .-
United Kingdom 2 0 S
United States 9 7 .
Totals 277 277 277
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female (58.8%)than male(41.2%)respondentsAbout half are 40 years or older; the rest are
from 18 to 39 years oldSee Table 3.2.Among the 216 respondentsho have childrenthe
average number athildren is 2.75. Almost half (136 or 49.1%) are married, 120 or 43.6% are
single, and 19 or 699 are divorcear widowed. (See Tabl@.2)

Table 3.2: Sample by Sex and Age

Age
Sex (misgng) 20s or 30s 40s 50s 60s 70s 80s or Totals
younger older
Male --- 22 28 21 23 7 9 4 114
Female 1 45 47 29 20 10 10 1 163
Totals 1 67 75 50 43 17 19 5 277

With respect to thdighest education level attainetb.5% have primary schoadl0.3% have
some high school23.8% are high school graduatés}.9% have some college or technical

school , 12. 8%

have

an

associ ates

degr e e,

graduate degree. Of the 241 people who reported household en@8r0% make under
$100,00Q0anda third (34.0%) make less than $25,000.

Table 3.3: Sample by Annual Household Income and Formal Education

FormalEduation (highest level completed)

Household . Primary Some Second. Some Assoc. Bach. Post
Income (missng) Totals
school second. grad. col/itech. degree degree grad.
(thousands)
(missng) --- 15 6 7 6 1 1 --- 36
Less than $2¢ 3 21 12 21 14 8 3 --- 82
$25- $49 --- 3 9 19 22 9 8 1 71
$50- $74 --- 3 1 8 12 7 6 3 40
$75- $99 1 2 7 4 1 4 19
$100- $149 1 1 --- 5 4 5 1 1 18
$150- $199 --- 1 --- 2 1 1 1 1 7
$200- $249 1 1
$250 or moreg - -- 1 1 1 3
Totals 4 45 28 65 68 35 22 10 277

Behavioural and Psychographic Characteristics

Turks and Caicos Islanders are grieavellers 173 or 62.5% travel abroad two or more times a
year, 78 or 28.2% go once a year, antly 26 or 9.4% say they rarebr nevertravel outsice the
country The most frequently cited destinations are Florida or other parts of$hddllowed by
other Caribbean islands. Next on the list of destinations is Canadathth&nited Kingdom,
continental Europe and South or Central Americhessthan 5% of the respondents have
travelledto anyother part of the worldSeeTable 3.4)

1C
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Table 3.4: Belongers' Travel Destinations
(check all that apply)

261 United States (Florida) 26 Continental Europe
222 Caribbean (other than TCI) 26 South / Central America
147 United States (other than Florida) 10 Asia
61 United Kingdom 9 Africa/ Middle East
45 Canada 7 Australia / New Zealand / Pacific Island

Using the above list of different parts of the wosde computechow many of the ten general
destinations each respondent had visited: the higher the number, the met@awet#éd the
respondent. Table 3.5, below, shows the histogram of this computed variable.

Table 3.5: Number of World Areas Visited by Belongers

100
90
80
70
60 |
50 |
40 | |
30 | | |
20 | | |
10 | | | |

0 T T T T T ‘[ “ ]‘ 1 1L 1
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Number of World Areas Visited

Number of Respondents

Though cosmopolitan, respondeht@ttachment to Tl is strong 198 or 71.5% sayheir
attachment to the country is greater than most other Belongeits, 73 or 26.4% say it is about
thesameast hers, and only 6 or 2.2% say | ess tha
culture, 172 or 62.1% feel they know a great deal, while 98 or 34.4% say they just know a little,
and 7 or 2.5%eel they know less than most.

Perceived Financial Benefits from Tourism
Slightly over a thirdbf thesample 35.4%,say they work in a tourisirelated fieldthemselvesA
slightly higher percentage, 38.4%, sayemast onenember of their immediatiamily worksin a

tourismrelated field, andB2.2% of the regmdents havdriends or neighbarrs working in a
tourismrelatedfield. Table 3.6 shows the cressbulation for self and family members.
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Table 3.6: Sample by Self and/or Family Member Working in Tourism-Related Field

Family member works in
tourismrelated field

No Yes (miss) Totals
_Self wprks No 121 58 L 179
in tourism
related field| Y€S 49 48 1 98
Totals 170 106 1 277

Somewhat wrprisingly, only 76 people 27.699 say t hey derl & dimafitial gr eat
benefis from tourism personally.The percentages go up slightly when the question concerns
immediatefamily and friends/neighhoswhod er i ve A a fnaneial benefisd &1 0 o f
(35.3% and 88 (32.0%9, respectively.The increase isiramatic, however, with respect to the
perceived financi al benefits of tourism for re:
whole 1 215 (77.9%) and 257 ©2.8%), respectively.Thus, the perceivedfinancial benefits
increasemarkedly as one goesp in scale,from the individual to the national leve(see

Table3.7).

Table 3.7: Perceived Financial Benefits from Tourism

How much financial benefit does 1 2 3 Mean
tourism bring to: Very little Some Great dal

You, personally 109 90 76 1.88

People in your immediate famil 65 113 97 2.12

Your friends and neighhups 41 146 88 2.17

Your island of residenc 18 43 215 2.71

The country as a whol 6 14 257 2.91

Sources of Information

People generally & that newspapers, radiandtelevisionarethe best wayto keep informed
aboutlocal news and eventd$pllowed by word of mouth. Magazines, government or local
Internet sites, and public speeches are lepsiitant sources of informatideee Table 3.8

Table 3.8: Sources of Information about Local News and Events
(check all that apply)

218 Newspapers 90 Magazines

201 Television 83 Government or local Internet sites
191 Radio 69 Public (live) speeches

140 Other people you know

Using the above list, we computed how many of different sources of information each
respondent uses. Table 3.9 shows the histogram of this computed variable, which indicates that
Belongers typically rely on three or four difent sources of information to keep up on local
news and events.
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Table 3.9: Number of Information Sources Used by Belongers
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Thinking about Tourism and Encounters with Tourists

|l s touri sm osAWheeasket ro@ sftemthew think about tourism, 123 or 44.4%
respondentsay they think about it every day, 60 or 21.7% once or twice a week, 42 or 15.2%
once or twice a month, and 52 or 18.8% only rarélyterms of personal interactions with
tourists,amost half the samp)et8.7%, say theyspeak to tourists on a daily or weekly basis,
while 51.3% say only monthly orery rarely éee Table 3.0). And, the type of tourist most
frequently encountered is the stayer tourist (211 or 76.2%), while the ethis cruise ship
tourists (66 or 23.8%).

Table 3.10: Frequency of Thinking about Tourism by Frequency of Speaking with Tourists

How often have you spoken with visiting tourists

How often have you
thoughtabout tourism ang Once or twice Once or twice Most every | Totals
its impacts Very rarely a month a week day
Very rarely 42 6 1 3 52
Once or twice a mont 19 15 5 3 42
Once or twice a wee 12 21 19 8 60
Most every day 12 15 28 68 123
Totals 85 57 53 82 277

Examining the patterning in TabB10, there are 144 people (the sum of the diagonal cells) who
think about tourism just as often as they speak with tourists; 107 who think about tourism more
often than they speak with tourists; but only 26 peegie think about tourism less often than
they speak with tourists. Thus, as one might expect, how often Belongers speak with tourists
seems to provoke them to be more reflective about tourism and its impacts.

A sizeable number of responde(ii96 or 38.3%live fivery clos® to tourism areasalmost half

(133 or 48. 0%) fromiswearedsaandhhde w Bl es 0 1 3. 7 %.0l i ve
Although residential proximity to tourist areas is a factor tdther researchers say may prompt

13



people to dikke tourism and touristsTCl respondents rate their encounters with tougsiise
positively: 157 or 56.7% say their encounters
positive, 0 38 or 13.7% say fdAneut realo, dNoa md eo mlaw
their encounters as fAvery negative. o

Tourists and Tourist Attractions

There was littleagreement with respect toow many touristsactually visited TCI during
previous twelve months, with most respondents underestimating the nu@Gieany, most
respondents are just guessing: 18 or 6.6% tfemler than 50,00085 or 31.1% think 50,000 to
100,000; 83 or 30.4% think 100,000 to 250,000; 57 or 20.9% think 250,000 to 500,000 [the
factually correct range]; and 30 or 11.0% think more than,(B@0 Respondents are more
accurate with respect to where visitors come frdimey think visitors largely ome from the
United States, Canada, and the United Kingddollowed by continental Europe, other
Caribbean countries, and South/Central America.

Respondents were asked to name up to three famous people or celebrities who have visited TCI

during the past ten yeai®yver 130 such people were mentioned by at least one respondent, but

the most frequently recalled visitors avichael Jordan, Bruce Wills Shaqui |l |l e OO0Neal
Smith, Oprah Winfreyand Venus WilliamsTable 311 lists the famous visitorsnentioned by at

least six respondents.

Table 3.11: The Most Memorable Celebrities Visiting TCI during the Past Ten Years

Order Person Freq Percent Order Person Freq Percent
1 Michael Jordan 105 41.5% 13  Ben Affleck 11 4.3%
2 Bruce Willis 89 35.2% 14  Fantasia 10 4.0%
3 Shaquille O'Neal 40 15.8% ---  Puff Daddy (P.Diddy) 10 4.0%
4 Will Smith 30 11.9% 16  Janet Jackson 9 3.6%
5 Oprah 27 10.7% ---  Brittany Spears 9 3.6%

---  Venus Williams 27 10.7% --- Bill Gates 9 3.6%
7 LisaRaye Misick 25 9.9% 19  Jennifer Lopez 8 3.2%
8 50 Cent 19 7.5% ---  Yolanda Adams 8 3.2%
9 Ashanti 18 7.1% 21  Alicia Keys 7 2.8%
10  Bill Cosby 17 6.7% --- Al Gore 7 2.8%
11  Vivica Fox 15 5.9% --- Demi Moore 7 2.8%
12 Ludacris 12 4.7% ---  Akon 7 2.8%
13  Ben Affleck 11 4.3% 25 JayZ 6 2.4%

Note: A btal of 134 different celebritiesverementioned by 253 respondents.

Table 3.12s ummari zes respondentsd6 sense of the impor
wher e i epneeasturedroc &@oint scaleAll the items show fairly high ratings, but

the very highest oneangars above 2.8) indicate that respondents think that T&itracts
touristsprimarily because of its scenic beasland water assets, its friendly people, its safety,

and its newness as a destinatBrny contr ast, the country&s ease C
and its cultural and historic attractions are less important.
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Table 3.12: Appeal of TCI to Tourists

How important is each of the following with respect t¢ 1 2 3

attracting tourists to Turks and Caicos? Imr,)\looriant Isn?lg];r\t,:é\m?t Im\éggant Mean
Unspoiled, scenic beaches and reefs (sun, sand, and seq 3 5 269 2.96
Local people are friendly and treat visitors well 2 30 244 2.88
The exceptional opportunities for diving and water sports 0 37 239 2.87
The low crime rate 6 32 238 2.84
The peaceful, quiet, laidack lifestyle here 4 40 231 2.83
Turks and Caicos is a new, fresh, and different destinatio 3 46 227 2.81
-cli-el;tirnalf[iosn and Caicosds reput at 3 47 296 281
The countrydéds historic sit 8 74 194 2.67
The country is easy to get to from North America 17 79 178 2.59

Bel ongersé Percemtions of Touri s

The heart of thequestionnaireconsists of 11&imilarly-formatteditems organized intoseven
subsectonsEach of these was fAgrowno from ,iogkmas e
ended ethnographic interviewsand we included them in the questionnaire eitimettheir
originaly wording or re-phrased by us to mean tbpposite Respondents in theusrey were

asked to indicate the extent to which they agree or disagreeadtistatement using aoint

scale, i.e., 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=nedtrajree, and 5=strongly agree.

For methodological reasofdiscussedn Chapter 4), this particul@attery ofitems needdto be
approximately counterbalanced with respect to anticipated patterns of agreeraadt
disagreementThis is the reasorso many of the questions are negativplyrased Where a
positive phasing mightseemmore naturgl and, also, whythere are many redundant pairs of
items,i.e., the same idgahrasedositively in one questioand then negatively another.

All the tables in this section show the frequencies of responses to items5epdime agreement

scale, with the mean or average for each questionnaire item in the right hand column. Items are
arranged within their subection from highest to lowest mean scores, i.e., items that respondents
agreed with most strongly are at the topl éimose that they disagreed with the most are at the
bottom. It is important to keep in mind that item means close to 3.00 indicate the sample as a
whole is Aneutral o or undecided. B yi ircedhert r a st
directionit he stronger the whole samplebdbs opinion

15



Personal Characteristics of the Tourists

In generalthe responses show thabstBelongers have a vemyositive impression of tourists
(see Table 3.13)The highest mean scorehdseabove 3.8) showsubstantialigreement that

visitors areinteresed about TCI and its peoplé¢hat theyrespect local standards and rulasd
they are friendly and politeConversely, people strongly disagree (means belowW) 2tat
tourists are rude, disrespedifand disinterested in TCI and its people.

Table 3.13: Perceived Characteristics of Tourists

AMost of the tourists w?i’.’, §, [E © E:w

Caicos é <statement>.0 £& 3 § j%’ %;%—(’,
Mean
are curious about the islands and its people. 1 21 45 146 64 | 391
tend to abide by local rules and standards of behaviour.| 11 31 62 133 39 | 3.57
are friendly and polite. 5 29 95 119 29 | 350
are easygoing and laieback. 6 26 115 106 24 | 3.42
are budgetinded and careful with their money. 3 41 99 105 28 | 341
demand firstlass service. 9 65 71 8 47 | 335
are wealthy and used to luxury. 16 57 89 81 34 |322
doné6t usually expect any |25 8 8 63 17 287
are demanding and patient. 20 103 109 37 8 | 268
are willing to rough it. 38 92 87 51 8 |263
act like little gods. 32 138 77 23 6 | 239
tend to disrespect local rules and customs. 34 146 69 20 7 |235
are not interested in the place or its people. 63 120 49 33 10 | 230
48 145 70 9 5 2.20

aremostly loud and rude.

Pace of Change and Potential for Further Development

The items inTable 3.14focus on how important people regard tourism, its potential for growth
and sustainability, andeneralperceptions of its good and bpdints. The numbers in the table
show the complexity of attitudes in the sample in the sense of indicating a variety ofsoaves:
very positive attitudes teard tourism and its impacts, somathernegative views, andome

split decisiongitems witha bimodal distribution across the agreement 9cale
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The first three items shows high agreement about the importance of tourism for TCl and the
belief there is still room for development. The last item indicates that people disagree that growth
is possible whout tourism. However, this is tempered by negative concerns that there are too
many outside workers and a resulting strained school system. While peopdt elovision a

worse future as a result of tourism, they tend to disagree that the rewardsngréogall (ot

e v er y @ettang a pgece bf the gipand that nobody is lagging behind. The sample seems to

be bimodallydividedin their opinions about development leaving many people behind, that only
some are benefiting from tourism, that the patcehange has been about right, and that growth

has proceeded in a slow, regulated way. In other words, the numbers across the scale indicate
that a substantial segment agrees with theserstats, while another segment disagrees.

Table 3.14: Pace of Change and Potential for Further Development

=8 8 = >

O = = (o))

5§ § =5 8 &8

5.2 2} ) =) 5 O

0N [a) zZ < n < Mean
Most Belongers see tourism as good for Turks and Caic¢ 0 7 24 119 124 | 431

IN
©

The tourism industry driveethe economy of the country. 31 97 134 | 4.27

Tourism in Turks and Caicos still has lots of room for
further development.

In recent years, too many outside workers have entered
country.

The population growh of recent years has strained the log
school system.

The tourism industry here can only make things better fg
the country.

4 18 28 139 87 | 4.04
9 19 45 100 102 | 3.97
12 29 40 102 92 | 3.85

2 30 55 115 75 | 3.83

Development is leaving many local people behind. 13 49 45 83 85 | 3.65
There is no rddimit to how much the tourism industry car
grow in Turks and Caicos.

Tourism in Turks and Caicos is fragile and could be ruing
by a series of small things.

9 36 58 112 60 | 3.65

13 44 60 109 50 | 3.50

Only some people are benefiting from tourism. 15 49 48 111 52 | 3.49

The countrybés economic de
mainly by longrange planning.

Over the past ten years, the country has been changing
just about the right pace.

During the past ten years, theuotry has been changing tg
quickly.

Tourism in Turks anaicos is currently at a crasads
between good or bad outcomes.

Most Belongers see tourism as a traffebetween good ang
bad things for Turks and Caicos.

11 43 99 96 28 | 331
17 64 56 97 40 | 3.29
17 84 46 76 52 | 3.23
8 70 92 90 17 |3.14

17 87 89 58 24 | 295

The tourism industry is growing in a slow, regulated way| 40 118 44 58 13 | 2.58
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Toungm d_e_velopment is already past the point of 27 141 69 30 9 | 247
sustainability and balance.
Everybody is getting a piece of the tourism pie. 64 112 44 42 15 | 2.39

The countrydés growing tou 44 128 68 26 11 | 2.39
a worse future for Belongers.

Nobody is | agging behind 50 125 48 30 15 | 234

Turks and Caicos can grow and develop withoutisour 98 117 37 23 2 | 1.97

Bel ongersdé Attitudes about Tourism Wor Kk

The battery of itemssummarized in Table 3.1probes respondents attitudesvéod work,
generally, and tourism work, specifically. There are some contradictions here. Respondents agree
tha Belongers are willing to work hard to be a success, yet a large number disagree that local
people are willing to take menial jobs, preferring to leave those to immigrants. Many agree that
people prefer the security of government jobs, yet seek oppaetumttourism work. There is

an interesting split in the samméout whethetourism work is like d@game you have to play
many(93) disagree, bu slightly larger numberl(5 agree. There is also a split about the idea

t hat peopl e gair98disagrew, dud 97agrde.iAlthbugh the mean scores are not too
strong, people tend to disagree that tourism work is like being a servant aBeltregers are

only willing to take management jobs in tourism. A sizeable number (94) disagree thajddslo

are treated fairly in their applications for tourism jobs.

Table 3.15: Belonger Economic Orientations

=8 8 = >
~ z D = 5 (=2}
iMost Belongers ¢é <stat §% g £ & 59

5.0 |2} ) =) =)

(N [a] 2 < 0 < Mean
are wiling to work hard to be a success. 5 31 56 114 71 | 3.78
prgfer to leave menial jobs (such as maid or grounds keg 15 40 41 115 65 | 3.63
to immigrants.
prefer the security and stability of government jobs. 12 36 77 116 35 | 3.46
see lots of opportunitiefer themselves in tourism work. 7 45 82 107 34 | 3.42

feel that foreign applicants get preference for tourismjob 14 46 67 110 40 | 3.42
prefer jobs in the private sector. 4 46 95 104 27 | 3.38

are able to get loans to start a business, if they want. 20 55 76 105 20 | 3.18
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appreciate that tourism work is a game you havetoplay, 17 76 68 95 20 | 3.09
see most tourism work as good paying. 9 72 96 83 16 | 3.09

are willing to begin their training in tourism at the bottom| 11 75 86 92 13 | 3.08

regard most tourisijobs as too low paid. 16 78 82 84 17 | 3.03
feel that they are owed a living. 23 76 80 73 24 |3.00
have trouble getting loans for business aipd. 12 91 91 60 23 | 297

}‘sslstheyaretreated fairly in their applications for tourisi 17 77 108 64 11 | 291

dondédt see tourism work as| 23 97 8 58 13 |279
feel that tourism work is like being a servant. 24 110 78 56 9 | 270
will only work in tourism if they can get management jobg 25 115 75 47 15 | 2.68

are willing to take menial jobs. 33 122 62 48 12 | 2.58

Social and Cultural Impacts

In the ethnographicinterviews, we heard both positive remarks and concerns aboutseffect
tourismis having on the soatoltural fabric of the country. The survey results echo many of the
same opiniongSe= Table 3.16.YCI, being a small country relatively unknown to the outsisle
finding its place in the sun. Most respondents agree that tourism has put the country on the world
stage andreciprocallythatthe influx of visitors has broadened the oukiad local people. Very
importantly, people think that the rise of TCI as a tourist destination has allowed more Belongers
to come back or remain in the country to work.

At the same time,hiere are some concerns about social problems, cultural idemdya a
growing materialismbut the mean scores do not indictitese are perceived asjor problers

at this pointWhile most respondents are not oveslgrried about these thingabout a quarter

of the sampleegisters some concenm. addition,the samje is split bimodally on several items.

There is disagreement among respondents concerning whether tourism has r8steittedln g e r s
access tepecificplaces where they can go for work or fun, whether tourism has strained police
and medical services, amthethertourismfosters more crime.
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Table 3.16: Sociocultural Impacts of Tourism

o ~ . >3 3 — >
AThe countryds growing 25 5 I g 2o
<statement>.0 S8 8 3 5 £5

n A0 [a] 2 < 0 < Mean
has put Tirks and Caicos on the world map. 0 4 26 107 140 | 4.38
brings tourists of many different backgrounds to the coury 3 4 23 129 118 | 4.28
has broadened the outlook of local people. 1 12 51 169 42 | 3.87
has allowed more Belongers to remain and work in the 4 21 44 151 57 | 385
country.
has re'sulted in S|g_n|f|cantly improved public services (su 10 43 76 115 33 | 3.43
as police and medical).
has not affected native p| 8 56 76 108 28 | 3.33
has strengthened Belonger| 10 59 86 88 34 |3.28
is strengthening the local sense of community. 11 49 103 87 25 | 3.24
will lead to a revival of native culture. 10 59 8 105 17 |3.22
has had no effect on where Belongers can go in the cout 21 95 55 82 24 |297
whether for work or for fun.
has _stralned local public services (such as police and 50 94 65 72 26 | 2.96
medical).
has had little effect on the crime rate. 19 101 60 83 12 | 2.88
has had no effect on s_oual problems such as alcoholism 23 90 83 62 19 |287
physical violence, or divorce.
has made Turks and Caicos into a land of strangers. 26 104 56 68 23 | 2.85
has had no impact on the morals of most people. 21 86 95 66 9 | 284
has had no effect with respect to local people using illegs o4 91 89 57 16 | 282
drugs.
has I_ed to an rease in social problems such as alcoholis 32 97 63 64 21 |280
physical violence, or divorce.
has nothing to do with the increase in illegal immigration] 36 113 47 57 24 | 271
will eventually make native culture disappear. 27 115 61 56 16 | 271
is bre&ing down the local sense of community. 27 107 78 49 13 | 2.69
has had a bad effect on the morals of most people. 27 108 79 51 11 | 2.68
has made Belongers lose their sense of identity. 27 122 67 48 13 | 2.63
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has made native people more selfish and greedy. 26 124 73 41 12 | 2.60
brings mostly the same kind of tourists to the country. 16 150 57 40 13 | 2.58

Environmental Impacts

There ishigh agreement thaburism has led tonore preservation of historic sites and buildings
andto the potential folbetter enwionmentalconservationand these vieware corroboratedoy
disagreementith oppositelyworded items However, people clearly see traffic, noise, and
congestion as a downside of tourism, along with substantial agreemetdutisin has led to
more resortconstruction in delicate natural are&pinions are divided whethéourism has
resulted inmore garbage and pollutioAnd, although manyare undecided, the sample is almost
evenly divided about whether tourism has led to the potential for a futunemmeéntal crisis.
(See Table 3.17.)

Table 3.17: Environmental Impacts of Tourism

(&) ()
AiThe growth of tourism B £ = o Do
. S I 5 Q s 9
has |l ed to é <statement S22 o @ > =o
n A0 [a] 2 < n < Mean
more preservation of historic sites and old buildings. 7 18 48 132 72 | 3.88
the potential for better environmental conservation. 6 18 84 132 36 | 3.63

greater interest among Belongers in the natural environn 4 32 70 135 35 | 3.60

increased trafficnoise, and congestion. 18 36 39 151 33 | 3.52
more resort construction in delicate natural areas. 12 55 55 110 44 | 3.43
more laws against building in natural areas. 14 48 84 90 41 | 3.35
better health and nutrition for local people. 12 55 85 102 23 | 3.25
beter management of waste and pollution. 17 65 65 102 27 | 3.21
more garbage buitdp and pollution. 20 82 41 102 28 | 3.13
the potential for a future environmental crisis. 1v 79 89 72 18 | 2.98
the degrading of the coral reefs and beaches. 34 103 68 55 17 | 2.70

fewer and weaker regulations to protect the environment 27 137 59 41 12 | 254

worsening health and nutrition for local people. 25 133 72 36 10 | 254
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less environmental interest among Belongers. 28 134 81 25 9 | 247
the destruction of historic sites aald buildings. 47 149 43 32 6 | 2.28
poorly maintained local roads and public places. 54 140 47 22 13 | 2.28

Economic Impacts

The high mean scores on many items at the top offt#ide 3.18 below, indicate that the
economic impact of tourism is highly gait to many in the sample. Around half the items show
high agreement on the positive impact of tourism. There is very sagreementhat the
standard of living and economy has improved, along with the greater availability of goods and
variety of jobs,including tourism jobs, business opportunities, and better public services. The
main downside of all these improvements is that the cost of living has increased and that the
country has had to import more foreign workers. Howetles, sample is dividedbat the
economic distribution of wealth: almost equal numbers agree and disagree that thdrpnofits
tourismare trickling down to everyone. Similarly, theraiglifference of opinioabout the equal
distribution of jobs across islands.

Table 3.18: Economic Impacts of Tourism

() ()
AiAs a result of the cou 3% £ 3 2 ;:8
industry, é <statement> £% % 3 5 £5
"N [a) zZ < n < Mean
the standard of living in Turks and Caicos has ggqme 4 9 26 118 120 | 4.23
Turks and Caicos is improving economically, overall. 3 15 44 138 77 | 3.98

there is more choice with respect to the kinds of goods a

X . 4 16 43 160 54 | 3.88
services available.

many different types of jobs are now available. 5 17 41 164 50 | 3.86

the country has had to import foreign workers. 10 20 37 143 67 | 3.86

all new businesses in the country are now required to ha 4 33 52 106 82 | 383
Belonger partner.

there are new business opportunities for native people. 6 17 46 160 46 | 381
the majority of new jobs are in the tourism sector. 4 39 51 129 53 | 3.68

the profits from tourism trickle down to everyone. 23 77 71 77 28 | 3.04

new job opportunities are evenly distributed among the
different islands. 23 95 62 77 20 | 291
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n 0 [a] 2 < n < Mean
the profitsfrom tourism go to just a few people. 21 99 68 64 21 |2.87
there are fewer funds available for education and 53 105 65 34 19 | 250

scholarships.

opportunities are not likely to get any better for local peo] 24 156 51 30 16 | 2.49

public services are likgto get worse. 36 127 69 34 10 | 247

‘([:r:)eurr(]atrr;/as been a decrease in foreign investment in the 44 129 64 32 8 | 239

the cost of living (housing, goods, services) has gone doj 110 108 18 16 25 | 2.05

Managing Development and Keeping Informed

The items summarized iMable 3.19addressthe management of touristic development and
public discourse about development. There is strong agreement that the government needs to
diversify the count Orythesother thand, there is a splincerrdng t i o n
whether the government should concentrate on tourism to develop the economy. Perhaps, this
contradiction signifies that, ideally, people want to see economic diversification, but understand
the reality that it may be difficult to develop othectses because of the limited resources of the
country. Given some of the recent controversies about coastal development, it is somewhat
surprising that most people disagree there are too many legislative controls on coastal projects
(although this item gesrated some confusion and misunderstanding during the survey). There is
very strong agreement thatch island should develop something different for tourists and that
public and private agencies need to devetogre historic and cultural attractions foourists,

echoing what official reports have also recommen@2SA, et al . 2005, OO6Rei |

There is fairly high agreement that the public media keep people well informed, but a split about
how much people are talking a lot among themselves abouinfreecs i good and bad of
tourism. As in an earlier finding, people see the media, not word of mouth, as a better way to
keep informed.

Table 3.19: Managing Development and Keeping Informed

Strongly
Disagee
Disagree
Agree
Strongly
Agree

Mean

128

=

10 | 4.21

N
(o]
N
(o]

Each island should develop something different for tourig
Private businesses and public agencies should develop
historic and cultural attractions for tourists.

The_government needs to d 4 6 58 139 69 | 3.95
foundation for the future.

123 107 | 4.16

N
©
w
ol
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Newspapers, magazines, radio, gnd TV keep people we 7 o4 28 139 78 | 3.93
informed about development projects.
Belongers talk quite a bit among thezhes about the good 9 41 51 131 45 | 3.58

and bad of tourism.
There are not enpugh legislative controls on new coastal 6 41 78 118 34 | 3.48
development projects.
The government should concentrate on tourism as the m 9 67 52 108 40 | 3.37
to develop the economy.
Belongers seldc_)m talk among themselves about the goo 29 111 52 64 21 | 2.77
and bad of tourism.

Word of mouth is more important than public media for
keeping people informed about development projects.
There are too many leglative controls on new coastal
development projects (such as marinas, reef cuts, termirp 61 118 64 27 7 | 2.28
canals, resort buildings).

44 118 52 46 17 | 2.55

Items with the Strongest Opinions

The precedingseveralsubsectionshave presentethe survey findings forthell9 A coreodo i tem
Presenting the data this way follows the organization of the questionnaire itself,niaites

comparisons across the blocks of questions somatiffiatlt. Table 3.20, belowidentifies the

itemsi from among all 119 core questionhshat dicited the strongest opinions from the sample

as a whole. The lethand columrshowsthe ten statementbe sample agrees with the most, and

the righthand column showthe ten statementie sample disagrees with the most.

The strongly endorsed ite(lefthand column) reflect the generally positive view of tourism

that we first observed in the Phase | ethnographic interviews. Thergegspreacdgreement that

tourism has put TCI on the world map, tlndiher Belongers see tourism as a good thingt th

tourism drives the economy of the country and has led to a higher standard of living and
improved economic conditions overall, and thare is plenty of room for additional touristic

devel opment . I n s h otoutism indudirgsuppgortsnationhl pridefamomgC | 6 s
Belongersand an optimistic outlook for the futurkh addition to these very general attitudes,
respondents strongly endorse the idea that each island should develop different kinds of tourist
attractions especiallymore historic ad cultural attractionsThe only negative feature of tourism

ri sing to the | evel of fimost endorsedo is that

the country in recent years.

The items most strongly rejected are a bit more eclectic. Respsratenot believe the country

can continue to grow and develop without touridmat such growth and development has not
resulted in a lower cost of livingrhey reject the notions that tourism has resulted in poorly
maintained infrastructure or the destraotof historic sites. They also reject the notions that the
tourists who visit TCI are rude, uninterested in the country, or disrespectful. In other words,
respondents have a generally positive view of tourists as people. Indeed, the only negative
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consegence of tourism showing up in tlimost rejected column concernshe distribution of
benefits from tourism, i.e., development is leaving some Belongers behind.

Table 3.20: Items Eliciting the Strongest Opinions

Most StronglyEndorsed Most StronglyRejected

438 The countryds gr ow 197 Turksand Caicos can grow and develop
has put Turks and Caicos on the world without tourism.
map.

4.31 Most Belongers see tourism as good for] 205 As a result of the
Turks and Cizos. tourism industry, the cost of living has

gone done.

428 The countryods gr ow 220 Mostof the tourists who visit Turks and

brings tourists of many different Caicos are mostly loud and rude.

backgrounds to the country.

4.27 The tourism industry drives the economy 2.28 The growth of tourism in Turks and
of the country. Caicos has led to poorly maintained locg
roads and public places.

423 As a result of t he|228 Therearetoomany legislative controls ¢
tourism indugty, the standard of living in new coastal development projects.
Turks and Caicos has gone up.

4.21 Each island should develop something | 2.28 The growth of tourism in Turks and
different for tourists. Caicoshas led to the destruction of
historic sites and old buildings.

4.16 Private business and public agencies 2.30 Most of the tourists who visit Turks and

should develop more historic and culturg Caicos are not interested in thag or its
attractions for tourists. people.

4.04 Tourismin Turks and Caicos still haslot{ 234 Nobody i s | agging
of room for further development. development.

398 As a result of the|235 Mostofthe tourists who visit Turks and
tourism industry, Turks and Caicos is Caicos tend to disrespect local rules ang
improving ecoomically, overall. customs.

3.97 Inrecent years, too many outside worke| 239 As a result of the
have entered the country. tourism industrytherehas been a decrea

in foreign investment in the country.

Quality of Life Comparisons

When asked toampae life now with life ten years agdhe sample showsigh agreement that
most things have improved, particulaggucational and job opportunitiésr Belongers the
standard of living, anthe overall quality of life. Assessmestare somewhat lowewith the last
four items: public healtland nutrition sense of community, moral values, and social problems
such asrime, drugsanddomestic violence Indeed,the last item(social problemsjs the only
area in which the sample feelsings aretruly worse than they were a decade affeee
Table3.21.)
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Table 3.21: Quality of Life Now Compared to Ten YearsAgo

3 2 1
Better Same Worse Mean
Educational and job opportunities for Belongers 255 9 11 2.8
The standard of living for Belongers here in the country 235 24 16 2.80
The overall fiqual ity of | ifec 225 37 13 2.77
Ease of travel 206 32 36 2.62

Bel ongersé pride in their cour 189 67 18 2.62
The kinds and varieties of things people can do to have fun local 183 73 17 2.61

The general level of public health and nutrition 154 86 34 2.44
The sense of community 124 103 48 2.28
The ethical, moraland spiritual values of Belongers 117 94 63 2.20
Social problems, such as crime, drugs, and domestic violence 43 66 163 1.56

Whencomparing life now withiten years hencgsee Table 3.22Yhe items havsimilar ratings.
Perhaps the mostotablepoint o make, comparing the two tables with one anotisethat

people seenslightly optimistic that the moreproblematic areasf todaywill be betterin the

future That is, thetemswith the lower means in Table 3.21 all increase slightly in Table 3.22.
This is particularly true regarding social problems such as crime, drugs, and domestic violence.
Althoughthe majority of respondenthink social problems willvorsen,the numbersndicate a
somewhaoptimistic view of the future compared to the past temsyea

Table 3.22: Quality of Life Now Compared to Ten Years Hence

3 2 1

Better Same Worse Mean
The kinds and varieties of things people can do to have fun local 222 46 9 2.77
The standard of living for Behgers here in the country 227 26 24 2.73
The overall Aquality of I|ifec¢c 221 36 20 2.73
Educational and job opportunities for Belongers 226 23 28 2.71
Bel ongersdé pride in their cou 202 54 21 2.65
The general level of public health and nutrition 204 47 26 2.64
Ease of travel 194 42 41 2.55
The sense of community 165 76 35 2.47
The ethical, moral, and spiritual values of Belongers 162 59 56 2.38
Social problems, such as crime, drugs, and domestic violence 88 43 145  1.79

Preferred Kinds of Tourism for Each Island

The final page of the questionnaire edkespondents whickinds of tourismthey would like to

see more (or less) of in each of the six major islameble 3.23 shows tirepreferences with
respect to five different kinds of tosm. For each island, the kinds of tourism are sortedtaop
bottom, from most preferred to leagfome ofthese preferences seem not to take into account
physicalprerequisites for somidnds of tourism e.g., Povidencialesand Middle Caicosdo not
havedeep harbours, which would be necessary for cruise ships.)

26



We should note thahése questionseemed to bsomewhatonfusing because abou-15% of

therespondento nl y checked bwile deavingother itefnsvimdanke and a few

respondents @y completed the items for their own island of residence. These omissions were

largely filled in when respondents were called back gotgn the initial confusiont is not clear

how manyrespondentseallyunder st ood the diffemeancddseastswe

response categorieNonetheless, collapsing the originap3o i nt scal e t o si mp

A No c¢ ha n gtleere aresomle elearspattérns in the responses

e Belongers generally want more touristic development in TCI.

e With respect to Wwich kinds of tourism should be developed, there is a strong preference for
more historic/cultural tourism, which ranks fifet all six islands.

e A slight majority of respondents would like to see more cruise ship tourism in Grand Turk,
Providenciales, ahSouth Caicosbut not in the other islands.

e A slight majority think there should be no further development of beach/resort tourism in
Providenciales, which iaglreadythe most touristically developed island.

Table 3.23: Preferences for Different Kinds of Tourism Development by Island

Providenciales More ch’\;ﬁge Less Grand Turk More chﬁ?lge Less
Historic/cultural 238 31 5 Historic/cultural 256 21 0
Wedding/honeymoon 200 70 6 Wedding/honeymoon 243 28 5
Ecotourism/diving 190 76 8 Beach/resort 237 35 3
Cruise ship 163 89 22 Ecotourism/diving 234 37 4
Beach/resort 131 102 42 Cruise ship 169 96 10

No No

North Caicos More change Less Salt Cay More change Less
Historic/cultural 251 23 2 Historic/cultural 256 19 0
Beach/resort 239 33 4 Wedding/honeymoon 235 37 4
Wedding/honeymoon 230 37 8 Ecotourism/diving 228 42 5
Ecotourism/diving 226 43 6 Beach/resort 220 51 4
Cruise ship 129 120 23 Cruise ship 119 136 19

Middle Caicos More ch':\(r)lge Less South Caicos More ch’:?lge Less
Historic/cultural 256 21 0 Historic/cultural 258 18 1
Beach/resort 244 30 3 Beach/resort 251 24 2
Wedding/honeymoon 223 50 4 Ecotourism/diving 245 27 5
Ecotourism/diving 223 47 7 Weddinghoneymoon 222 50 5
Cruise ship 117 136 22 Cruise ship 153 112 11

Table 3.24, below, shows these same datnanged by the five different kinds of tourism. In
each portion of the table, the six islands are ordereditotbpttom, in terms of the
appropriateness of that particular kind of tourism for the island.
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Table 3.24: Islands by Suitability for Different Kinds of Tourism Development

No No

Historic/Cultural More change Less Beach/Resort More change Less
Salt Cay 256 19 0 South Caicos 251 24 2
South Caicos 258 18 1 Middle Caicos 244 30 3
Middle Caicos 256 21 0 North Caicos 239 33 4
Grand Turk 256 21 0 Grand Turk 237 35 3
North Caicos 251 23 2 Salt Cay 220 51 4
Providenciales 238 31 5 Providenciales 131 102 42

Wedding/Honeymoon More ch,:\(rige Less Cruise Ship More ch’:\(rige Less
Grand Turk 243 28 5 Grand Turk 169 96 10
Salt Cay 235 37 4 Providenciales 163 89 22
North Caicos 230 37 8 South Caicos 153 112 11
Middle Caice 223 50 4 North Caicos 129 120 23
South Caicos 222 50 5 Salt Cay 119 136 19
Providenciales 200 70 6 Middle Caicos 117 136 22

No

Ecotourism/Diving More change Less

South Caicos 245 27 5
Grand Turk 234 37 4
Salt Cay 228 42 5
North Caicos 226 43 6
Middle Caicos 223 47 7
Providenciales 190 76 8

Thefinal page of thequestionnaire also gave respondents the opportunity to suggest additional
kinds of tourism other than the five specific kinds listetbr each of the islandsand 23
respondents did sdable3.24 shows thir operrended suggestions.
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Table 3.25: Other Kinds of Tourism Suggested for the Six Islands

Providenciales North Caicos Middle Caicos Grand Turk Salt Cay South Caicos
adventure business business B&B, salt
boat tours better roads . . ) .
tourism tourism tourism industry
'?ouusrlirsu?rfs boat tours bonefishing development educational bird watching
Christian business business : . business
) . . educational educational )
tourism tourism tourism tourism
corporate . . . .
conventions educational caves educational educational drugs
educational educational caves educational ferry_to CTUISE  educational
terminal

. . investment investmenm .

educational educational caves . . educational
tourism tourism

educational ![g\lj(:isstrr:ent educational sport fishing  new airport educational
E(I)Jtrglgean plan local foods educational sport tourism  saltindustry  fishing
investment research educational stay over small inns research
tourism tourism y tourism

. _— more whale _— _—
less crimef sport fishing development  watching sport fishing  sport fishing
no more condc stav over research whale sport fishin
resorts* y tourism watching P 9
religious "
tourism sport fishing stay over
sex & drugs
sport fishing

sport tourism
sport tourism
Spring Break

Tours

Note: An asterisl(*) following a suggestion means LESS of that type.
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Chapter 41 Composite Measures of Attitudes about Tourism

Eachof the 1 Td®e fiq u e sould benawalyzed by itselExamining all of them for
correlations with respect tihe variousdemographic antéehaviouralvariablesthat distinguish
respondentshowever,would considerably lengthen this repofurthermore,thereis a fair

amount of redundancy built intoigtbattery of questionsn the sense that most of the items were
formulated to explore aspectsrmabregeneral themedhus, rather t#in analyzing each item one

at atime, we developedeveralcomposite indiceso measuredifferent themesconcerning
Belonger§ atti tudes t owar.dhettopicarthemasthemsalvesiwers chosemp a
based on our impressions of interesting variations evident in the Phase | ethnographic interviews.

Eachcompositeindex s the average ddt least fouthematicallyrelated items. As a result, the
indices have the same rangevaluesas the original foint response scale, but make finer
distinctionswithin that rangel n addi ti on, respondentelgidbes cor e
more reliable than their responses to any single question, because random measurement errot
tends to balance out.

This chaptemprovides abrief overview ofthe general process of index construction and, then,
reviews the compositeindices we costructedfrom the survey datalhere are seven specific
indices: (1) general prourism index, (2) orientation to tourism work index, (3) heritage
impacts index, (4) social impacts index, (5) environmental impacts index, (6) financial impacts
index, and T) characteristics of tourists index. In addition, the first six of these compvise a
usefulsecondo r d e r -ifidexaicthedoess i ngl e measure of respond
of tourism. These composite measures are the principal dependebteganmathe correlational
analyses discussed @hapterb.

Procedure for Constructing Additive Indices

When constructing additive indicesne does not just select items arbitrar@grtainconditions
must be met(a) al the items(or their inversesinust be positively correlated with one another
(b) principal components analysis of their correlation matnixist show thatall the items
constitute asingle factor and(c) Cr o n b a'c(dndnslicatarl opHow well each item is a
measure of the same derlying dimension) shoulbe close to oy preferably,greater than Q.
Within these constraints, however, index construction is something of an #r¢, sense that it
is not a purely mechanical, deterministic process. Rather, index constructionitesadine
winnowing process.

The frst step is to identifya set ofitems that seepon the face of it, to blegically related This
IS a subjective,intuitive judgment Somei t e ms may  bire ordérito make theand 0

! The sandardizedCr o n b a ¢ hi®defireal agp laN Ac / (v + (NT1) ¢ )A whereN is the number of
componenttems V is the average variance, ands the average of all covariances between the component items.
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consistent in meaning with thehetrs.Once the initial set of candidate items is cho@ame as
originally phrased and others invertetije next step is toalculate the itenby-item correlation
matrix andeliminateitems withnegative correlation©ften, there is only one way xheve a
correlation matrix in which all the relations are positivem®&times howeverthere is more than
one solutioni.e.,different subsets of items could be eliminatéa achieve the required pattern
Once a set of items has been identified whoseeladionswith one anotheare all positivethe
winnowing process continuesitil one reachea setof itemsthat constitute a single factor. The

singlef act or set of items with the hOfgdursesin Cr onb a
addition to thes numeric criteria, one also exercises qualitative judgment concerning the
semantics of the constituent items. The final

conceptual variable one is trying to measure.

A more nuts and boltsssue concernshe treatment of cases witmissing dataOne could

calculate theitem-by-item correlation matricesu si n g A elimigation i ok @ses, i.e.,
eliminating all respondentgho have missing values for any of the items in question. One could
calculatethemati X usi ng fApairwiseo elréesponderdashnlyforthe of case
item-correlationswherethey have missing values. Or, one could replace all missing values with

the whole sampleds means for t haomteax. We choses |, and
the last optiorfor the following reasons: (dhe survey dathas a very small number of missing
responsed only 90 missing values (or 0.3%@mong 277 respondentsver all 119 items

(b) replacing missing values with their item meanstatistically conservative with respect to the

obtained correlation coefficients, and @ wanted all respondents to haseores for every

index.

Seven Specific Composite Measures

In the initial phase of index constructiomeohas to choose what hegy scores on the index will
mean.Higher scorecould meana more positive, ophistic viewpoint or vice versa a more
critical, concerned viewpoinkathematically, thesemantic polarityf the indexdoes not matter,
but it does dictatevhich items mayneed to be inverted and which do nébr all seven of the
composite measurafiscussed belowwe opted to have higher scores mean a more optimistic,
more positive view.

General Pro-Tourism Index (Genind)
This first composite index meassne e s p o ratlitade towadl tourism in very general terms,
where higher scores mean a more positive outlbek initial, candidate items were winnowed
down to seven. The final i n d e gevehitanss loadingcana n b a c h 6 <
single factor. Théormula for theindex isas follows Notethaan fAi 0 i n front of ar
indicates that its responses are inverted, ergcéded a4, 4recoded ag, etc.

Genlind = ( Packr + Econl4+ Paceb + Pace3 + Dev9 #ace20 + Soclp/ 7

The constitent itemsare shown in Tablé.1. The correlations shown inihtable as well as the
other tables in this chaptarethe Pearson correlation coefficients between jtand thesum of
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all the other items making up the indexcludingitem,. The closerhis coefficient is to 1.000,
the stronger the correlation between the item and its index.

Table 4.1: Constituent Items for General Pro-Tourism Index (GenlInd)

g%w;gt-i?;al Questionnaire Item
.506 Pacel7. Tourism in Turks and Caicos still has lots of room for further developn
474 Econl4. As a result of the country's growing tourism industry, Turks and Caico
' improving economically, overall.
467 Pacel6. The tourism industry here caty make things better for the country.
414 Pace3. Most Belongers see tourism as good for the Turks and Caicos.
378 Dev9. Newspapers, magazines, radio, and TV keep people well informed abou
' development projects.
374 iPace20 [inverted]. The countsygrowing tourism industry is likely to result in a
' worse future for Belongers.
364 Socl3. The country's growing tourism industry is strengthening the local sense

community.

The random sampl eds distri but i d2nTheldrge m@aoity e s f
of respondents are very positive toward tourism in general, with the scores being rather normally
distributedand tightly bunchedround the mean of 3.85

Table 4.2: Histogram of GenIind (mean = 3.85, st.dev. = .558)
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Orientation to Tourism Work Index (Wrkind)
The second index is a measure of orientation to tourism work, where higher scores mean

respondents see more opportunities for Belongers in touflibirteen initial, candidate itesn
were winnowed down to four. The final i ndex
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for exploratory researctb u t not sufficient for a figoodod ind
single factor. The formula fahe index is as follows, and Tabe3 shows the items and their
item-by-total correlations.

Wrkind = ( Work8 + Work9 + Work8 + Workl5) / 4

Table 4.3: Constituent Items for Orientation to Tourism Work Index (Wrkind )

g%?:gggﬁtal Questionnaire Item
471 Work8. Most Belongers see tourism work as good paying.
444 Work9. Most Belongers are able to get loans to start a business, if they want.
417 Work18. Most Belongers see lots of opportunities for themselves in tourigkn wo
337 Work15. Most Belongers feel they are treated fairly in their applications for tour

jobs.

The distribution of responden4dsThe sprevaregatheron t hi s
widely distributed around a mean of 3.15, which ssle t o fineutral . o Thus,
half the respondents aoptimistic about opportunities for Belongers in tourism work, but almost

an equal number are pessimistic.

Table 4.4: Histogram of Wrkind (me an = 3.15, st.dev. = .685)
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Heritage Optimism Index (HerInd)

The third composite i ndegoncereirgsha effecss ofrtorirssponn d e nt s ¢
local culture and heritage, where higher scores mean a more optimistic outlook Ten initial,
canddat e i tems were winnowed down to five. The f

with all five items loading on a single factor. The formula for the index is as follows, and Table
4.5 shows the items and their itelmy-total correlations.
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Herind = (iSoc21 + Soc22 + iSoc23 + Soc24 + Envl) /5

Table 4.5: Constituent ltems for Heritage Optimism Index (HerInd)

g%w;gtgﬁal Questionnaire Item
.617 Soc24. The country's growing tourism isthy has strengthened Belongers' identi
611 iSoc21_ [inverted]. T_he country's growing tourism industry will eventually make
native culture disappear.
532 iSoc23_ [inverted]_. Thg country's growing tourism industry has made Belongers
their sense aflentity.
Envl. The growth of the tourism industry in Turks and Caicos has led to more
.390 ) o -
preservation of historic sites and old buildings.
374 Soc22. The country's growing tourism industry will lead to a revival of native

culture.

The distributionof scores on this heritagmtimismindex is shown in Tabld.6. Although the
mean (3.41) iclearly on the positive side of neutral, the scores have a fairly wide dispersion
about the mean (the standard deviation is .7IR)s, while aclear majorityof respondentsre

fairly positive about the long term consequences of tourism on native ctitere are quite a
few respondents who do not share such an optimistic outlook.

Table 4.6: Histogram of HerInd (mean = 3.41, st.dev. =.712)
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Social Impacts of Tourism Index (Socind)

The fourth composite index measures responde
social life in TCI, where higher scores mean a more positive, less critical outlockedhn
initial, candidate items were winnowed down

.780, with all seven items loading on a single factor. The formula fonde is as follows, and
Table 47 shows the items and their itelmy-total corelations.
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Socind = (Socl12 +iSocll +iSocl5 + iSoclPace2 #Soc9 +HPacel) / 7

Table 4.7: Constituent Items for Social Impacts of Tourism Index Soclnd)

ltem-by-Total : .
Correlation Questionnaire &m
645 i Socl1l2 [inverted]. The countrybds gr
’ local sense of community.
i Socll [inverted]. The countryds gr
.588 . .
Caicos into a land of strangers.
iSocl5 [inverted. e countryO6s growing touris
.563 , . : : .
social problems such as alcoholism, physical violence, or divorce.
i Socl7 [inverted]. The countryds gr
493
the morals of most people.
434 Pace. Over the past ten years, the country has been changing at just about the
' pace.
i Soc9 [inverted]. The countryds gro
403 ,
more selfish and greedy.
401 iPacel [inverted]. During the past ten years, thentry has been changing too

quickly.

This distribution of rsshownanTable 48 thé mear @.21¢is f or S
slightly on the positive side of neutral, but the scores are widely dispersed around their mean
(standard deviation is .22

Table 4.8: Histogram of SocInd (mean = 3.21, st.dev. =.722)
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Environmental Impacts of Tourism Index (Envind)

The fifth composite index measures resopondents
the physical environment of TCI, where higher scores mean a more positive, less critical outlook.
Eighteen initial, candidate items were winnowec
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alpha of .673, with all five items loading on a single daciThe formula for thendex is as
follows, and Table £ shows the items and their itelny-total correlations.

Envind = (iIEnv8 + iEnv10 + iEnv15+ Env16+ iIEnv6) / 5

Table 4.9: Constituent Items for Envir onmental Impacts of Tourism Index Envind)

g%w;gtgﬁal Questionnaire Item

507 iIEnv8 [inverted]. The_growth of the _tourism industry in Turks and Caicos has le
more garbage buitdp and pollution.

462 iEnv10 [inverted]. The growtbf the tourism industry in Turks and Caicos has lec

' the degrading of the coral reefs and beaches.

460 iEnv15 [invertgd]. The growth of_ the tourism i_nqlustry in Turks and Caicos has |
the potential for a future environmental crisis.

405 Envie. Th_e growth of the tqurism industry in Tur.ks and Caicos has led to the
potential for better environmental conservation.

306 iIEnv6 [inverted]. The growth of the tourism industry in Turks and Caicos has le

more resort construction in delicate natural area

The distribution of scoresn this index, shown in TableX, is fairly symmetrical and widely

dispersed around a mean (3.@&tis very close to neutral. Bhlarge number of scores close to
3.00 indicate thatmost respondents do not have stromgnions about the environmental
consequences of tourism, one way or the other. But, sespendentsare very concerned about
environmental impactsyith about an equal number beingry unconcerned.

Table 4.10: Histogram of Envind (mean = 3.08, st.dev. = .696)
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Financial Impacts of Tourism Index (Finind)
The sixth composite index is a measure of

of tourism, particularly the social distribution of sudimancial benefits. kher scores mean a
more positive outlookin the sense that the money coming from tourism is being equitably
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distributed Fourteen initial, candidate items were winnowed down to five. The final index has a

Cronbachos a thmlhfae iteris loadih@ dn,a simgle factor. The formula for the

index is as follows, and Tableld shows the items and their iteloy-total correlations.

Table 4.11: Constituent Items for Financial Impacts of Tourism Index (Finind)

Finind = ( iPac&l1+ iEcon10+ Econ9 +PaceD + iPace8 / 5

Item-by-Total

Correlation

Questionnaire Item

524

496

472

434

.368

iPacell [inverted]. Only some people are benefitting from tourism.

iEconl0 [inverted]. As a result of tleeuntry's growing tourism industry, the profit

from tourism go to just a few people.

Econ9. As a result of the country's growing tourism industry, the profits from
tourism trickle down to everyone.

Pacel0. Everybody is getting a piece of theism pie.

iPace8 [inverted]. Development is leaving many local people behind.

The distribution of scorefor Finind is shown in Table.42. This distribution differs from the
others in two respects: (H)e mean (2.68) is on the negative side@itral, i.e., the sample as a
whole thinks the financial benefits from tourism are not reacBelgngersequally; and (bjhe

scores on this index are more widely dispersed around their mean than on any of the others, i.e.,

the standard deviation (.77i5)large.

Table 4.12: Histogram of Finind (mean = 2.68, st.dev. =.775)
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Characteristics of Tourists Index (Chrind)

The seventh
chamcteristics of tourists, where higher scores mean a favairableperception.Fourteen

composite
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ini ti al

, candidate items were winnowed down

.725, with all five items loading on a single factor. The formula feinidex is as follows, and
Table 413 shows the items and their iteloy-total correlations.

Chrind = (iChar4 + iChar8 + iChar9 + iChar10 + iCharl4) /5

Table 4.13: Constituent Items for Characteristics of Tourists Index (Chrind )

Item-by-Total . .

Correlation Questionnaire Item
532 iChar14 [inverted]. Most tourists who visit Turks and Caicos are mostly loud an
' rude.
523 iChar8 [inverted]. Most tourists who visit Turks and Caicos act like little gods.
497 iChar9 [inverted]. Most tourists who visit Turks and Caicos are demanding and
' impatient.
472 iChar10 [inverted]. Most tourists who visit Turks and Caicos tend to disrespect
' rules and customs.
382 iChar4 [inverted]. Most tourists who visit Tks and Caicos are not interested in tr
' place or its people.

The distributi on notlisindex sstowndreTaldledb Cleatyotmedasge o

majority of Belongers have a positive impression of the tourists who visit their county (snean i
3.62). Indeed, except for a handful of outliers, the distribution is rather truncated: ranging from
slightly negative of neutral to completely positive.

Table 4.14: Histogram of Chrind (mean = 3.62, st.dev= .624)
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AMaclrmde x 0 ( MA Second-Ordigr Composite

After constructing thesevenspecific composite indices, discussed abawediscoveredhat the

first six 1 all but the characteristics of tourists indegouldbe averaged together to ate a ery

goodfi Ma elnmdexo This seconebrder compositeneasuredraws upon responses to a total of

33 of the 119corequestionnaire itemdyut is constructed through a tvgtage process. Asith

the other indiceshigher scores indicate more optimistt, less critical, more pretourism
orientatonWe r egard this as the single best measur
tourism and its impacts.

Cronbacho6s al pnbexis f812ywitht al sixsconstituentrinalices loading on a single
factor. The formula for this secorarder index is as follows, and Tallel5 shows the iterby-
total correlations for each of the constituent indices.

Macroind = ( Genind + Wrkind + HerInd + Socind=avind + Finind ) / 6

Table 4.15: Constituent Indices for Macro-Index

Ict:%r:r}etg't-ig%tal Specific Index
.656 Soclind:Social Impacts of Tourism Ind€X items).
.627 HerInd: Heritage Optimism Index (5 items).
.627 Envind: Environmental Impacts Ind¢X items).
.598 Genlind: General Prdourism Index (7 items).
468 Finind: Financial Impacts of Tourism Index (5 items).
.458 Wrkind: Orientation to Tourism Work Index (4 items).

The distribution of scores on this seceorder index is shown in Tablel6. As one can seeh¢

scores are rather tightly packed (standdegiation of only 496) around a mean of 3.2Bhe

distribution ofMacroindscoresshows adefinitegr adi ent i n t er matttudd Bel o0nc¢
toward tourism and its impacts, but tlamge is rather truncatekh particular, here are very few

truly negative scorenly one person scored below 2.00 on thgobt scale By contrast, 14
respondentscored between 4.00 and 5.00. Thus, while virtually everyone sees some problem

areas asing from tourism(only one person scored a completely positive 5.0@ numberof
respondentgiewing tourism positively isubstantially larger thathe number who view tourism

more negativelylndeed, simply dividing the distribution at the neutrainp, there are 193

respondents (or 69.7%) with scores above 3.00 and 89 (or 30.3%) with scores below 3.00.
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Table 4.16: Histogram of Macrolnd (mean = 3.23, st.dev. = .496)
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Summary

This chapter represensemething of a bridge between the simple univariate reporting of survey
responses (Chapt8j and the more hdepth, correlational analyses that follow (Chapfers
and6). By collapsing sets of questions into composite indices, as described in thisotrahsit
chapter, we greatly reduce the number of statistical analyses required in the remainder of this
report without sacrificing meaningful content. In addition, the caitpoindices are more
reliable (ess affected by measurement ertban individual arvey items.

Altogether, we constructed eight composite indices:

General preourism index (Genind: 7 items)

Orientation to tourism work index (Wrkind: 4 items)

Heritage optimism index (HerInd: 5 items)

Social impacts of tourism index (SocInd: 7 items)

Environmental impacts of tourism index (Envind: 5 items)

Financial impacts of tourism index (Finind: 5 items)

Characteristics of tourists index (Chrind: 5 items)

Macro-Index (Macrolnd: 33 items combined in tv8tages, i.e., the composite of indiceS§, 1
abow)

N>R~ WNE

Mathematically, scores on all eight indices are calibrated to range between a minimum of 1.0
(extreme negative view) and a maximum of 5.0 (extreme positive view). The actual distributions
of the indexscores, however, are not evenly spread betweer #dseemes. Rather, the actual
frequency distributions for the sample as a whole are close to normal curves.

The first seven indice¥ Genind, Wrkind, Herind, Socind, Envind, Finind, and Chrlhd
measure respondentsd per c agpdcts ofntarismniBy tontrase s p e
Macrol ndex i s much broader i n scope and prov
overall assessments of tourism.
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Given the empirical importance of Maehadex in subsequent analyses, we would emphasize
thatitis@al cul ated wusing oneds answers to-sBk@ quest.
process. And, | est t his procedure seem strancg
intelligence is, also, avo-stageadditive index. (There are different kinds of ifiteence, each of

which must be measured with a separate battery of questions or tasks. Subsequently, researchers
discovered the separate measures were sufficiently correlated with one another to justify
combining them into a single iQcore.)
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Chapter 51 Correlational Analyses

In addition to simply describing Belonger attitudes toward tourism, the research was designed to
test several hypothesé#isrough correlational analyseBSor instance, do men and wombkeave

different views otourism? Are there signifamt differences among income groups or among age
groups?Does how cl ose one | ives to a fitoubDoi st e
people who work in tourisirelated fields have a more positive view of tourism overall than
those whose livelinmd does not stem from tourisnThe literature on tourism from different
parts of the world indicates that residents:i
in one location may not hold in othefEhis chapter addresses these sorts of ouesiith the

TCI survey data.

The first two pages of the questionngir@vide information on respondent characteristics, such

as island of residence, sex, age, education level, frequency of interaction with tourists, etc. These
respondent characterigdiconstitutet he @i nde p e na &ea vaables avmoseatiette s
are to be determine@heprincipalii d e p e n d e n t or thervarrallegdobe exglained are

the eight composite indicesee Chapter 4, which measure different aspects of Belpe r s 6
attitudes about tourisnkollowing these attitudinal analysebgtchaptereports some analyses
concerningwo topics that may be of special interest to tourism planners.

The Independent Variables

We examinedfourteen variables (severmlemograpti, sevenbehaviourgl to determine their
possibleef f ect s on residentsdé attitudes :toward t

DemographicCharacteristics

Place of residence

Proximity of residence tthe nearesit our i st ar eabo
Sex

Marital status

Age

Level of formal education

. Household income

BehaviouralCharacteristics

Worksin a tourismrelated field

Has immediate family member(s) working in a toursstated field
Has friends oneighboursvorking in a tourisrrelated field
Knowl edge ofandic@turé s hi st ory
Attachment to TCI

How oftenonethinks about tourism and its impacts

How oftenonehas spoken withisiting tourists during past year

NookrwhE

NookrwhE
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Preliminary investigations indicated that soroellapsing of responseategorieswould be
necessary in orddo have groupings with sufficiently larggample sizesThus, responses for
several of the independent variables wemdedasdescribed below.

Place of residenceé bothwhere one currently lives (during the summer of 2007) and where one
is registeredo vote (as of January 200i7were recodedhto four islandgroups: (1)Middle and
North Caicos, (2pouth Caicos, (3) Grand Turk and Salt Capd (4)Providenciales. And,
although we performed separate analysebfart h o fplaceé df eesidencdi ratdes, we

shall report the resultsnly in terms ofisland where registered to votegecausehe resultsor

both measureare very similar and the voter registratimeation is more consistent withur

S u r vsamgpbng design

In addition toresidene, it was also necessary to recode how far one lives from the nearest tourist
area, age, education, household income, theatiig of how much one knows about Turks and
Caicos history and culture, and the galing of how attached he or she is to ¢bantry.

Distance from the nearest tourist area was recoded into twosvél)ea few miles or more, and
(2) very close.

Age was ecoded into five groupings: (20s or younger, (230s, (3M40s, (4)50s, and (5%0s or
older.

Highest level of formal @ucation completed was recoded into foategories(1) primary school
or some secondary school, €)condary school graduate, §8me college or techral school,
4Associ atebds Bae et o r-graslimd degrigep s t

Annual household irmme was recoded into five categories:|€Eps than $25,000, ($25,000 to
$49,999, (3) $50,000 to $74,999, (4) $75,000 to 88D, and (5) $100,000 or more.

Finally, both seHratings of how much one knows about the history and culture of TCI and how
attached he or she is to the country were recoded into two values: (1) a little or nothing,aand (2)
great deal.

It is the reoded versions of thaboveindependent variablethat are used in the correlational

analyses reported beloBy contrast,the seven otherindependent variabdeuse theiroriginal
responsecales from the questionnaire itself.

Findings with respect to the Composite Attitudinal Indices
Of the fourteenindependent variables investigatedace of residencéas far and away the

greatet effect on Belonger attitudes toward tourigrhis is true whether thgpecificmeasure of
ir esi denc e dsrdgistered o eateeor whereeonigrentlyresides Other demographic
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or behaviouralvariables occasionally achieve statistical sigaificé, but seldomexplain much

of the variation in the dependent variables. By contrast, place of residence has a consistent and
fairly strong effectwith respect tall eight ofthe composite indicesas well adoth consensus

factor loadings.

Table5.1, below, summarizes theffect of place of residencwith respect teeach ofthe eight
composite indicesAs discussed in Chaptdr the scores othesecomposite indices can range
from 1 to 5, with 3rhus, goumrgearts preaterfith@anditatre that,con p o i |
average, residents have a positive view of tourism and its impacts. Group means less than 3
indicate a negative view.he general pattern across the eight attitudinal indices is as follows:

- South Caicos respondents have the mositipe views of tourism.

- Grand Turk & Salt Cay respondents are also quite positive.

- North & Middle Caicos or Providenciales residents are the least positive.

Table 5.1: The Eight Compositelndices by Place of Residence (here registered tovote)

INDEPENDENTV ARIABLE:
Place of Residendgroup means)

DevenoenT | GG soun @ sanCay  Provo o

(n=40) (n=22) (n=74) (n=141) F df  signif” %var:

Genind 3.38 423 4.0 3.8 17.068 237’3 .000 15.8%

Herind 3.26 3.8 3.62 3.27 7.699 237’3 .000 7.8%

Envind 3.1 3.5 3.29 2.91 6451 237’3 .001 6.6%

Wrkind 3.08 3.57 3.4 3.01 7.342 237’3 .000 7.5%

Socind 308 367 3.54 300 | 14773 . 000 140%

Finind 2.83 3.04 2.8 2.51 5.542 237’3 .001 5.7

Chrind 3.18 3.78 3.8 3.61 10591 237’3 .000 10.%%

Macrolind 3.12 3.62 3.4 3.0 15.098 237’3 000 14.2%
'"Significanto in statistical anal ysis just means un

strength, or importance, @& statistically significant association is another matter, and it is usually quantified in
terms of the percentage of the dependent variabl eds

% The significancdevels for all the aalyses of variace reported in this chapter come froMe | ch6s t est of
of means.This is more conservative than the usual Fisher test, especially when the homogeneity of variances
assumption among groups is not met.

% The strength of association for these analyafevariance (the percentage of variance explained) was calculated by
dividing the betweetgroup sum of squares by the total sum of squares.
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Among the othesix demographic variables, only marital status and level of formal education
showsignificant relationkips withat least on®f the composite indice¢Conversely, proximity
of residence to tourist areas, sex, age, and household income do not have any such relationships.

e Marital status explains 4.0% of the variance in Wrklredres, 3.3% of the variande
Genlnd, and &% of the variance in Macrolnd.

Examining thesdhreerelations more closelythere is virtually no difference between
fisingled and fimarried respondentsbut the 19 fi wvorcedwidowed respondents are
significantly more positive concerningpportunities in tourism work, their general pro
tourism orientation and their overall assessment ofrtson and its impactsSincethis
group of19 individualsis quite comparable to the rest of themplein terms ofits other
demographic characteristi (sex,age, education,place of residence, etc.), it would
appear thabeingi d i vdvidawedd hasa small independent effecn these three
attitudes toward tourism, but the reason for this effect is not obvious.

e Level of formal educatioaxplains4.5% of the variance in Wrkind scores.
This relationstip is not strictly linear, but genetly speaking, the less formal education
respondentshave, themore positive they are aboubpportunities for themselves in
tourism work In particular, espondents whdid not complete secondary school are the
most positive (mearr 3.32) followed by those with some college or technical school
(mean = 3.18) and secondary school graduates (mean = BRd§)ondents holding
associates degree are the most pessimistic (m&ad4), but thosdolding bachelors or
postgraduate degreeseonly slightly on thepositiveside of neutra(mean= 3.08).

Two of the severbehaviouralvariablesshow statisticallysignificant relationships witlat least
one of the compositattitudiral indices Whether the respondent him/herself workgaarism
related fieldand whether the respondems family membergvolved in suchwork are loth
weakly correlated with Genlnd scores, the generatquasm orientationas follows:

e Working inatourismrelated fieldoneselfexplains 2.9% of the variance in Genlnd
Respondents who work in tourismalated field have higher Genind scores
(mean= 3.98) than those who do not (mean = 3.78).

¢ Whether or not one hasmmediate family member(s) working atourismrelated fieldhas a
slightly stronger effect: iéxplains 3.8% of the variance in Genlind.
Surprisingly, people whose family dmot work in tourism have higher general pro
tourism orientatios (mean = 3.94) than people widmily memberswho dowork in
tourism fields (mean = 3.71).

Conversely, having friends oeighboursvh o wor k i n touri sm, oneods
and culture, oneb6s emotional attachment t o
impacts, and how frequently onpesks with tourists have no effects with respect to the eight
composite attitudinal measures.
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Special Correlational Analyses

In addition to the preceding analydesusing onthe composite attitudinal indices, there are two
rather different topics thahay be of interest to TCI officials. These special topics areghéa)
characteristics that differentiate Belongers who work in tourisiated fields from those who do
not, and (b) Belonger perceptiongh respect to the financial benefftem tourism.

Characteristics of Belongers Who Work in Tourism-related Fields

Definitions of what constitutef t o u-r & Is amtokk cre rather arbitrary. Full-time staff at
resortsare alwaysincluded, but what about the people who build the hotels ood¢hasional
repairmen who fix the hotelsd plumbi ndhat pai
about the different kinds oforkers at arairport? For example, &ggage handlers and airline
mechanics seldom interact directly with touristdiereasemployes at the ticket counteideal

with tourists faceo-face but all the airport workers are involved in the tourism industry, as well

as servingmany nontourists Given such gradations of involvement with tourisindirect or

indirect interactions with towsts, fulitime or only occasional job relevantehe survey form
allowedrespondentto decide for themselves whether they work in a tourishated field.

Altogether,98 respondent§35.4%)indicated they workn what they consideto bea tourism

relaed field and179 (64.6%)indicated they do nofThe question here is: Do the two groups of
respondents differ more than would be expected by chance with respect to their demographic,
behaviouralor attitudinal characteristics?

The survey data showo sinificant relations betweeworking in a tourismrelated field and

0 n eséxs age, or household incon@n the other hand, the two groups differ noticeably in
terms of theiplace of residencehe fourisland-groups) andeducation, anthere isalsoa vey

slight relation withproximity of o n erébessi dence to the néarmeRbtl et
shows the crostwbulation of working in a tourisfrelated field by the four islargroups, and
Table5.3 is the crostabulation by educatiahlevel.

Table 5.2: Works in Tourism-related Field by Place of Residence (with columpercentages)

Place of residence

Works in
tourism North & Grand Turk Totals
related field Middle South & Salt Cay Provo
No 32 13 57 77 179
(80.0%0) (59.1%) (77.0%) (54.6%)
Yes 8 9 17 64 98
(20.0%) (40.9%) (23.0%) (45.4%)
Totals 40 22 74 141 277
Chisquare = 15.595, df = 3 (prob.

The patterningvith respect to the islargroups(Table5.2) should makea good deal of sense to
people familiar with the country. Not surprisingly, residents of Providenciales are more likely to
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be working in a tourismmelated field than are people living on the other islands. The
proportionalities among residents of SouthdBaiare almost identical to what one would expect,
given the row and column marginal totals, but residents of North & Middle Caicasf &radnd
Turk & Salt Cay are less involved in tourism than one would expect just by chaiether
their relatively lowdegree of involvement in tourism is a matter of their own choosing otodue
a lack of opportunities those localesannot be answered from the survey data.

Table 5.3: Works in Tourism-related Field by Educational Level (with row-percentages)

Formal Education

Primary &
Works in some Secondary Some college Bachelors or T
) : : otals
tourism secondary school ortechnical  Associates postgraduate
related field school graduate school degree degree
No 54 32 41 25 25 177
(30.5%) (18.1%) (23.2%) (14.1%) (14.1%)
Yes 19 33 27 10 7 96
(19.8%) (34.3%) (28.1%) (10.4%) (7.3%)
Totals 73 65 68 35 32 273
Chirsquare = 13.377, df = 4 (prob. = .0

The patterningvith respect to educational levélgple 5.3) is nortlinear. Disproportionately, it
is Belongerswho have graduated secondary school but not completed -squustdary degree
who areworking in tourismrelated fields Conversely, fewr of the adults who have not
completed secondary school angolved with tourismthan would be expected just by chance
and the same is true of those wjitbstsecondary degree3hus, too little or too much formal
education reduces the likelihood of working in the tourism sector.

In terms ofbehaviouraland atitudinal variablesBelongerswho work in tourisrrelated fields

do not differ fromotherswith respect to their knowledge of Turks and Caicos culture and
history, their personal attachment to the country, the number of information/news sources used,
how many parts of the world they themselves have visited, or their Madex scoreslndeed,

the only statistically significartbehaviouralattitudinal contrasts ar¢éhat tourism workers report
thinking about tourism and its impacts more frequently and, afseaking with tourists more
frequently.Neither of these relations is really surprising, but both are fairly stibalgjes 5.4

and 5.5show thewo, respectivegrosstabulations.
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Table 5.4: Works in Touris m-related Field by Frequency of Thinking about Tourism (with row-percentages)

How often have you thought about tourism and its impacts

Works in tourism

Once or twice Once or twice

Most every

related field Very rarely a month a week day Totals
No 47 36 46 50 179
(26.3%) (20.1%) (25.7%) (27.9%)
5 6 14 73
Yes (5.1%) (6.1%) (14.3%) (74.5%) 98
Totals 52 42 60 123 277
Chrsquare = 57.992, df = 3 (prob. = .0C

Table 5.5: Works in Touri smrelated Field by Frequency of Speaking with Tourists (with rowpercentages)

How often have you thought about tourism and its impacts

Works in tourism Once or twice Once or twice  Most every Totals
related field Very rarely a month a week day
NoO 80 47 32 20 179
(44.7%) (26.3%) (17.9%) (11.2%)
Yes 5 10 21 62 98
(5.1%) (10.2%) (21.4%) (63.3%)
Totals 85 57 53 82 277
Chirsquare = 98.747, df = 3 (prob. = .0C

Altruism versus Self-Interest

The second page of tlsairvey formincludes a seaies of five questions concerningho benefits

financially from tourism Eachquestion refes to wider and wider sociatircles. Table 56,
below, shows th&abulatedesponsegand rowpercentagedpr these linkedtems.

Table 5.6: Financial Beneficiariesof Tourism (with row -percentages)

How much financial benefit does

tourism bring to: 1: Very little 2:Some  3:Greatdeal Total
a) You, personally (3%9;/0) (329.(;%) (277.2%) 213
b) Peopldan your immediate family (252%) (41.11%/0) (352%) 275
c) Your friends and neighbours (1;%%) (5?1%/0) (32?3%) 275
d) Your island of residence (6.1580/0) (1;2%) (73_1950/0) 276
e) The country as a whole (2_?% ) (5_114;/0) (95.587%) 277
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The most frequent response to each of the five questions revesisea strikingpattern. The

perceived financial benefits from tourism increase markedly as the social circle ekkpamtize

individual respondent to the country as a whdat, are these perceptions of who is benefitting
financially from tourism associated Awitheh Bel on
peoplebenefitting the most from tourisrlso more positive about tourism in gengial are
Belongersperhapsmore atruistic in their appraisalsPhe wider tourism literature would suggest

that selfi nt er est is usually the driving force unde
countries and localege.g., see reviews of social exchange models by Pearce, #9994,

Easterling 200% Then again, erhaps Turks and Caicos is different from other places in this
respect.To answer tesequestiors, one must do more than just tabulate respphsdhe five

guestiondy themselves

The first step is to combine specifquestiomaire items toprovide finer gradations of
respondent s-interpsbas eppdsead #olaltrussehlusf br each respondente added

his/her responsestoh e Ay ou, personall yodo andaquéesionsagl e i n vy
divided that sum by twoThis new variabldas a Epoint response scalel.0, 1.5, 2.0, 2.5, and
3.0 7 rather than the original -Boint scale.Similarly, we combinedt he fAyour i sl anct

residenceodo and facoeate the spcona variahke pairedshnplés ttest of
these computed variables confirms that their méaris998 and 2.809, respectively are
significantly different from one another%t18.869, d=274, prob=.000).

Next, we crosgabulate the two computed variabld$e pattern (se€able5.7) is, again, very
striking. Threequarters of the responderfthose in théblue-shaded cellsthink their island and

the country as a whole are getting more financial benefits from tourismatbéimey and their
immediate family Converselypnly ore-quarter(those in theyellow-shaded cellsthink they and

their immediate families are getting as much or more benefits from tourism as their island and
the country as a whale

Table 5.7: Financial Benefitsto Self and Family by Financial Benefits to Island and Country

Benefits to island of residence & country

Benefits toself Very little Some Great deal Totals
& family 10 15 2.0 2.5 3.0
Very little 1.0 1 2 5 7 32 47
1.5 1 § § 7 12 37 57
Some 2.0 2 | 9 | 9 54 74
25 2 a2 44
Great deal 3.0 4 3 i 46 53
Totals 4 2 25 33 211 275
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Guided by the patterning in Talde7, we divde the sample into two groups, as follow:
GROUP1: respondents whose personal and family beniéita tourism are greater than
or equal to the perceivedbenefits to island and countrid (= 68,i.e., individuals inthe
yellow-shadedtellsof Table5.7), and
GROUP 2: respondentsvhose personadnd family berefits from tourism are less than
thar perceivedbenefits to island andoantry (N=207,i.e., individuals inthe blueshaded
cellsof Table5.7).

Grouping respondents this way facilitatde correlational analyses, which are necessary to

relate these data to the broader question ofiselfest versus altruism.

The first and most important question i$o the groups diffein terms of how favourably

disposed toward touristhey areThere are threempiricalpossibilities each with implications

1. The -isekf est ishsyppatedhoelysiilGreuplhassignificantly hidier index
scoreqis morefavourable towardourism)than Group2.

2. The #fAaltruism hypot hefsGrosp2hashigherdandexscoresthan s u p
Groupl.

3. The fAaltruism hypothesiso i s afte®arsnopealor t e
differences betweethe groups on thestitudinal measures

With one exception, me-way analyses of variancésee Tablé.8, below)reveal there are no
genuinedifferences between the two grouas regards theomposite attitudinal indicesThe
exceptionis a significant,but veryweak, contrast with respect to therceivedchamacteristics of
tourists And, for thisindexGr oup20s mean i s s loisg hn3bapversusg h er
3.446, respectively

Table 5.8: The Two Groups by Composite Attitudinal Indices

INDEPENDENTV ARIABLE

DEPENDENT

VARIABLES Groupl mean Group2 mean F df signif.  %var.
1,

Genlind 3.78 3.88 1.591 573 --- ---
1,

Herlnd 3.27 3.45 3.400 573 --- ---
1,

Wrkind 3.13 3.16 .080 573 - - ---
1,

Soclind 3.11 3.24 1.683 573 --- -
1,

Envind 2.96 3.1 2.148 573 --- ---

. 1,

Finind 2.71 2.68 .074 573 --- ---

Chrind 3.45 3.67 6.713 217’3 010  2.4%
1,

Macrolnd 3.16 3.25 1.762 273 --- -

51



Thus, the dataare consistent withthe third possibilitynoted above. That isthe selfinterest

hypothesis isiotborne outamongTurks and Caicos Islanders. Rathitee majority ofBelongers

are altruistic in their attitudes about tourisReoplenot directly benefitting from tourism are

nonetheless, just gmsitive about tourism as those whommer e di rectly dégetting
tourism pie. o

In light of the above findings, we next compared the two gredgsrespect to six demographic
variables. The question teeis: Do the altruists (Group2) differ from the raltruists (Groupl)
in terms of their personal characteristics?

The twoaltruismgrougngs do not differ with respect teex, educational levels, or household
income but thereare statistically signifiant associationsvith proximity of residence to the
nearest tourist area, age of respondent pdanck of residencehefour islandgroups)

The relationwith proximity of residence to a tourist area is pretty much what one would suppose.
There are proptionately fewer altruists among Belongers living very close to tourist areas than
one would expedust by chance and a higher proportion of altruists living a few miles or more
away. Presumably, people living close to tourist areas are more likely tovbleed with
tourism themselves; hencether things being equalhey are more likely to be assigned to
Groupl. Conversely, the further away from a tourist area one lives, the more difficult it is to have
direct financial benefits from tourism; hencee tmore likely such a person would be classified

in Group2.

By contrast, lte association with age of respondent does not follow an easily interpretable
pattern. Although cell frequencies in the crteisulation are sufficiently deviant from their
by-chanceexpected frequencies to achieve statistical significantghare = 10.271, df 4,

prob. =.036), the proportions of altruists in the different age categoriéther increase or
decrease with age in a linear fashiwr do they conform to a lifeycle, nonlinear pattern. Very
likely, then, this weak relation is merely spurious.

Lastly, the relation withplace of residence is both easily interpretable and interegsieg
Table5.9 below). As the colunipercentages indicateespondents from Grand fku& Salt Cay

are disproportionately altruistic. Respondents from Providenciales and from South Caicos are
very close to thie expected proportions, and residents from North & Middle Caicos have slightly
fewer altruists among them than would be expectsidgy chance.
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Table 5.9: Altruism by Place of Residence (with colunipercentages)

Place of residence

North & Grand Turk Totals
Middle South & Salt Cay Provo
Groupl 15 7 7 39 68
(nonaltruists) (37.5%) (31.8%) (9.6%) (27.8%)
Group2 25 15 66 101 207
(altruists) (62.5%) (68.2%) (90.4%) (72.1%)
Totals 40 22 73 140 275
Chirsquare = 13.825, df = 3 (prob. =
Summary

Only five of the fourteen demograpHiehaviouralvariables hae any significant relationships
with the eight composite indicesisland of residenceis the strongest and most consistent
predictor of attitudes toward tourism. Marital status and education kdgel have some small
effects on particular attitudes. Anboth working in a tourisrmelated field and having family
members who work in such fields have small effects with respetttetgeneral proourism
orientation index.

Given thecomplexhistory of Turks and Caicos, the contrasts between residents difterent
islands are particularly interestingIn general, residents of the former gaibducing slands
(South CaicosGrand Turk, Salt Cay) have a substantially more positive view of tourism and its
impacts than residents of North Caicos, Middle Gsi@nd Providencialeg(i.e., the Caicos
Islands, except for Sout@aicog. While this cultural divide the historically saltproducing
islandsversusthe historically subsistencegricultual islandsi is well-knownto people familiar

with thecountryd istory, we had not expected it would affect attitudes toward tourfgather,

our initial hypothesis was thahere would bettitudinal gradienteamong the islanddutthese
would correspondn aratherlinear fashiorwith the levelof touristic develoment That is, we

had expected to find Providenciales (mtosiristicallydeveloped) at one end, Grand Turk & Salt
Cay (moderately developed) in the middle, &aoth South Caicos and North & Middle Caicos
(very little development) at the other emlit, as Table 510 shows,the findings do not follow

this predicted patterrin particular,residents of the least developed islands (South Caicos and
North & Middle Caicos) are at opposite ends of the attitudinal gradient.
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Table 5.10: Predicted versus Observedittitudinal Gradient among the Island-Groups

Least developed | Moderately developed Most developed
Predicted North & Middle Grand Turk & Providenciales
andSouth Salt Cay
AfCaicos | sl nStall sl ands
Observed Providencialesand Grand Turk & South
North & Middle Salt Cay
Itis,alsoonot ewort hy that sever al i s t faileddceemelgeps edi ct o
significant in the Turks and Caicos studiy.particular, poximity of residene to tourist areas,
sex, agehousehold incomehaving friends oneighbourasvh o wor k i n tourism, on
oft he c ohuinsttroyrdys and cul t ur e, thenceudts how ofert dne n a | at |

thinks about tourism and its impacts, and hoegbiently one speaks with tourists have no effects
with respect toany of the eightattitudinal measureCharacteristics such as these often do
predict r e sinotlentdussbdestinations arauddetlee wplddt not in the Turks and
Caicos Itands, at least not at this time.

Turning to the special analyses, perhaps the most interesting finding concéheing
characteristics of Belongers who work in tourisetated fields is the nelinear relation with

level of formal education. Tourismelated work appears to attract, in disproportion numbers,
people with middling levels of formal education, i.e., graduates of secondary school who have
not completed a postecondary degree. Conversely, people who did not complete secondary
school as well asthose with Associates, Bachelorsy postgraduate degrees are under
representeth tourism work.Perhaps the explanation is as follows: too little education and many
tourismrelated jobs become unobtainable; too much education and other occupational
opporunities beckon.Improving the educational preparedness for touwfriskated work is
something that can be addressed in the schools and community colleges, but it is not so clear
how to make tourisanelated work more attractive to those with university degre

Finally, analysesof e spondent sd per c thefindhomahbeneffts franitourisms get t i

reveal an especially noteworthy findifgot only do most Belongersegard tourism favourably,

but the large majority(75.3%)are quitealtruisticin this regardsThese fAal trui st so
pro-tourism as those receiving more immediate and direct financial benefits. In this respect,
Turks and Caicos Islanders are unlike residents of many other tourist destinations around the
world, where positive attides toward tourism are often linked to sgeterest. It will be
interesting to see whether the current degree of altruism continues or diminishes over time.
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Chapter 6 1 Cultural Consensus

As is apparent fron€ h a p t anivari8te@ssimmaries of the survegta, respondents converge

fairly strongly in their answers to some questions, but show considerable diversity on most.
Indeed, in light of the range of responses for virtually every question in the survey, one might
well ask whether Belongers share a camneultural understanding of tourism and its impacts.

This chapter addresses this largeale issue. To what extent can the diversity of answers among
respondents be understood as random deviations from a generally shared culture? Is there a
singl er filkkemysaweunder |l ying the pattern of resp
understandings of tourism and its impacts evident in the sarApl7f there are systematically
different understandings, what are the substantive topics/issues thardiffier then, and are

these sulzultural perspectiveassociated with identifiablsocialgroups?

Culture and Consensus

The concept of culture has crossed into the mainstream. In the late nineteenth century, something

like its present meaningwas knowvno only a tiny f ew. Now, ever
and the concept has become crucial in marketing, economic development, and corBuiiting.

what is culture really? We tend to think o
beliefs, ec hni ques, etc., i n which a group nAswim

culture as passive (something an individual learns) and as uniform (something everyone has in
common). Yet neither would be true of even the simplest, ssoalé culturessay that of a troop

of baboons, much less a modern corporation or natate. If culture were entirely passive or
uniform, possessing it would be far less interesting and useful.

Culture is much more in play than is generally envisioned. Ideas trié@drintom one individual

to another are not only received, they are modified, even transformed. As a consequence, true
uniformity seldom prevails. Members need only share enough in common to be able to cooperate
effectively. Cultural diversity is not onlyatural, it is highly adaptivé the information capacity

of the group becomes much greater than that of any individual (Gatewood 1983).

But if on the whole cultural diversity is good, is there not a point at which diversity is too large,
where, as Yeats u t Things,fall éipart;hecentrec annot hol do? The.lfanswe
everyone rides off in their own direction, there is lots of diversity but no coherence; or if strong
factions develop, unity of action can easily evaporate into conflict.

Consensus theory is a quantitative approach anthropologists have developed to address this issue
Cultural consensus breaks down if a culture becomes sufficiently disorganized or if it fractures
into two or more distinctive subcultures. Consensus angbysisades a useful statistical test to
gauge the degree of sharing, to determine whether theniigrdual variation is so great that it

would be just wrong to ascrilzecultureto the group. A culture exhibits consensus when it has a
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clearly defined catral tendency a si ngl e set of Acorrectod answer
guotes because it really means an answer that is most representative of the group.)

Consensus Analysis: A Brief Explanation

As noted, the degree to which individuals in a stcishare learned understandings is quite

variable. Many aspects of a culture are rather uniformly distributed among virtually all adult
members of a society. On the other hand, and especially in societies with a complex division of

labour, many areas ofubstantive knowledge are pretty much restricted to specialists. Attitudes,
preferences, and opinions are often much more complexly distributed, enabling survey
researchers to make a living by searching for statistically significant correlations. And, where
conformity-inducing social control mechanism are lacking, still other areas of life can show

al most free variati on. Gi ven t he vari abl e p a
information pool, how can one tell if there is a common culture lurkemgeath intemdividual

differences?

A solution to this gener al guestion was pionee
manioc identifications. The key to his approach lies in realizing that (a) no one knows all of his

or her g r o ad (b)sagrezmdntt isu alneays a anatter of degree. By examining the
patterning of agreement among informants, Boster suggested one could detect whether
individual s understandings of a particular dor
gradients,variable by sulpr oup af fil i ati on, or random. Wh e n
uniform, of course, there is no question about common culture. However, the second and third
patterns also indicate coherent grdepel culture, but with socially pattertevariations. By

contrast, random variation is, well, random.

Romney, Weller, and Batchelder (1986) developed this approach into cultural consensus theory.
Consensus theory assumes that WAthe corresponder
isafmcti on of the extent to which each is correl
and focuses precisely on the variable extent to which informants converge on the same answers

to systematically asked questions.

For example, suppose Mr. Smithvgs a multiplechoice test to his class, but arriving home

di scovered that he has | ost the answer key. Col
Yes, he could (Batchelder and Romney 1988). Students who do not know the correct answer to a
guestionwill just guess, and guessing should produce predictable proportions of agreement

across the available answers. On the other hand, when students know the correct answer, then
they wil |l converge on the same an pectedjustby he &éc ol
chance. Knowledgé cultural competence in a domain produces deviations from equal

probability, and more knowledgeable individuals will agree with one another more often than

less knowledgeable individuals do. The ingenuity of consensalgsanis that it provides a way

to estimate the cultural competence of individual informants from the patterning of their
agreement.
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The formal consensus mod&omney et al. 1986: 31-818)rests on three assumptions:

1. Common Truth The informants alcome from a common culture, such that whatever their
cultural version of the truth is, it is the same for all informants.

2. Local Independence | nf or mant sé6 answers are given in
there is no collusion or influence angpimformants.

3. Homogeneity of Item®uestions are all of the same difficulty, such that each informant has a
fixed cultural competence over all questions.

If these three assumptions are met, then the eigenvalue of the first factor of a minimum residual
factor analysis of a chano®rrected, respondebl-respondent agreement matrix to a battery of
qguestions will be substantially larger than the eigenvalue of the second factor. When this

condition obtains, i nf or ma n gesedally] ai bedoositivgg nd o n
the mean | oading should be between about . 5
factor |l oading is his or her relative @Acomp
factor loading is a measure ofhewe | | t hat i ndi vidual represen

the battery of questions asked.) When the first factor is very large compared to the second,
variation may exist but there is a clearly defined central terygiéime culture is strongly cenmed
around a specific set of beliefs, opinions, and expectations.

Conversely, if the ratio of the first to the second eigenvalues is less than about 3.50, if the
average first factor loading is less than .50, or if there are many individuals with negative fi
factor loadings, then one or more of the three assumptionsnoist true of the datahelocal
independencassumption can be upheld during data collectaomd thehomogeneity of items
assumption is robust to deviatioriBhus if the ratio of eigevaluesor the average first factor
loadingi ndi cates a poor fit of onedeisgbretally safei t h
concluding that theeommontruth assumption has been violatédfor example,sub-cultures
(systematically different ways ahswering) may exist in the sample.

Consensus analysis works well with many kinds of data, but requires that all the questions be of
the same type. The formal model (Romney, et al. 1986), which involves etameetions to
agreement matrices before dgithe factor analysis, is appropriate for tfakse, check lists,
beliefframes, or multiplechoice questions. The informal model (Romney, Batchelder, and
Weller 1987), which uses responddaytrespondent correlation matrices as the input for factor
analysis, is appropriate for ratings, rankings, or even proximity matrices. Since the bulk of
guestions in the TCI survey involve ratingson-a6i nt scale (Astrongly
agreeo), we analyzed these using the infor ma

When wsing the informal model, the questiosisouldbe roughly countebalanced with respect

to their item means, i.e., approximately half the item means should be below the midpoint of the
response scale, and half abd@atewood and Lowe 2008puch countebdancing creates a
more undul ating Aresponse profileo across t|
reliable intefrespondent correlatiorismore reliable in the sense that the effect of measurement
error for each item separately is minimizesh the obtained responddmy-respondent
correlations.
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Ideally, researchers accomplish such coubt#ancing by asking two questions for every

specific topici the paired questions beimxactopposites of one another. Practically, however,

the ideal proedure may not work well for two reasons. First, when the items are entire
propositions (rather than, say, adjectpaars such as used in semantic differential tasks) finding

a natur al and clear wording for anthdovprglosi t eo
length of a questionnaire must be balanced against the patience of respondents. The final battery

of 119 items in the middle pages of our survey instrument reflects a compromise between the
methodological ideal and these two practical comaittens. In early drafts of the questionnaire,

every fAquestiond had both a positive and a n.
guestionnaire to XPages, we could not include all of these. Thus, in the final version of the
questionnaire, about 88 the items were intended as pak@gposites. The remaining 31 items

are unpaired singletons, wi t lmgmraewegnelnyt 6h glhfr agfi n
the other hal disalpeieregnedad rot ipdir mati end s .

Finally, while the findings ofconsensus analysis are of interest by themselves, the factor

loadings for individualproducedoy theanalysis can also be used as variables for other analyses.

An individual 6s first factor | oading i1s always
entire sample across a given battery of questions. For this reason, if everyone has high scores,

that indicates a high degree of culture sharing, because everyorrepveients the group. The

second factor, however, simply represents the next largestesofi interindividual variation

(see Boster and Johnson 1989), and the most plausible interpretation of the secontufdier

determined on a case by case ba&Sm@mnetimes the second largest source of variation might be

related tosex or age differases; other times it might not correlate with any obvious
demographic obehaviouralariable. Thus, whether focusing on the first (cuksinaring) factor

or the second, one can explore how wel/l di ffe
factorloadings.

Findings from Consensus Analyses’

Respondents in the random sample show only a marginal degree of cultural consensus across the
battery of 119 Acored0 questionnaire items. The
consensus (4.%5), but the mean first factor loading is low (.499), and nine respondents (or 3.2%

of the sample) have negative first factor loadingee(8Bp panel ofTable6.1, and scatterpt of

factor loadings in Tabl6.2.)

The marginal nature of the consensus eoncni ng tourism i s more appal
Sample. o (The speci al sample consists of 29 in
subsequently completed the questionnaire in Phase Il.) For the Special Sample, the ratio of
eigenvalues falls sho(8.355) of the customary threshold, although the mean first factor loading

is acceptable (.584) and there arenegative loadings. (Sdmttom panel ofable 61.)

Together, the findings suggest there is not strong convergence of opinion, but rathar only
weaklyshared understanding of tourism and its impacts among Belongers. There are two rather

1 All the consensus analyses discussed in this report were done using ANR Version 4.983/X
(Borgatti2002).
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different reasons the data might show such a marginal consensditefant segments of the
sample have systematically different views of tourism acrossvtiwe battery of questions,
and/or (b)there is consensus on only a s of the questions, but systematically different ways
of answering others questions. The remainder of this chapter explores these possibilities.

Table 6.1: Initial Consensus Findings for the Random Sample and Special Sample

RANDOM SAMPLE (n=277)over 119 Items

Factor Eigenvalue Percent Cum% Ratio
1 80.508 77.5 77.7 4515
2 17.830 17.2 94.7 3.218
3 5.540 5.3 100.0

Mean f'factorloading =.499 with 9 (3.2%) negative loadings

SPECIAL SAMPLE(n=29)over 119 Items

Factor Eigenvalue  Percent Cum% Ratio
1 10.235 72.4 72.4 3.355
2 3.051 21.6 94.0 3.593
3 .849 6.0 100.0

Mean f'factor loading =584 with 0 negative loadings

Table62Random Samplebéds Consensus Factor Loadings

Consensus Analysis: Random Sample
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Factor 1 Loading

Given the differences among the islands in Turks and Caicos with respect to their levels of
touristic development (and the importance of thesl resgect to the composite attitudinal
indices, adiscussed in Chapter 5), we disaggregated the random sample bygisiapdand
performed separate consensus analyses for Aachable6.3 shows, consensus indicators go up
sharply for South Caicos, Grand Tufkhich includes four respondents from Salt Cay), and
Providenciales, but there is no consensus among respondents from North Caicos or Middle
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Caicos. One might think it is the small number of respondents from Middle Caicos that gives rise
to their poor cosensus, but as the bottom panel of T&#®Beshows, combining the eight Middle
Caicos respondents with those from North Caicos doeschieve a cultural consensus, either.

Table 6.3: Consensus Findings foEach Island-Group Analyzed Separately

SOUTH CAICOS(n=22) over 119 Items

Factor  Eigenvalue  Percent Cum% Ratio
1 8.453 81.8 81.8 7.245
2 1.167 11.3 93.1 1.642
3 711 6.9 100.0

Mean f'factor loading =607, with 0 negative loadings

GRAND TURK & SALT CAY (n=74) over 119 Items

Factor  Eigenvalue  Percent Cum% Ratio
1 25.546 80.5 80.5 5.978
2 4.273 135 93.9 2.215
3 1.929 6.1 100.0

Mean f'factor loading =569, with 0 negative loadings

PROVIDENCIALES (n=141) over 119 Items

Factor  Eigenvale Percent Cum% Ratio
1 44.938 77.6 77.6 4.935
2 9.107 15.7 93.3 2.334
3 3.902 6.7 100.0

Mean f'factor loading =547, with 0 negative loadings

NORTH CAICOS (n=32) over 119 Items

Factor Eigenvalue  Percent Cum% Ratio
1 5.022 61.4 61.4 2.559
2 1.963 24.0 85.4 1.642
3 1.195 14.6 100.0

Mean f'factor loading =283 with 4 (12.5%)negative loadings

MIDDLE CAICOS (n=8) over 119 ltems

Factor Eigenvalue  Percent Cum% Ratio
1 .679 52.1 52.1 1.089
2 .623 47.9 100.0 ---
3 - - - - - -

Mean1® factor loading =161, with 2 (25.0%)negative loadings

NORTH & MIDDLE, Combined (n=40) over 119 ltems

Factor Eigenvalue Percent Cum% Ratio
1 5.259 58.8 58.8 2.305
2 2.281 25.5 84.3 1.628
3 1.401 15.7 100.0

Mean f'factor loading =238 with 8 (20.0%)negative loadings
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In summary, taken as a whole, the random sample shows only a marginal degree of cultural
consensus, and the degree of shared culture is even weaker among the Special Sample. When th

random sample is segmented by iskgnoup, however, the consensus indicators improve
markedly, with the exception of North Middle Caicos, which has none. Collectively, these

findingsconfimt hat @Apl aceo has a soward teunsantanddts irepadtse c t

T thatthere are difrences among the islagdoups with respect tBelonger attitudes toward

tourism. The South Caicos sshmple has the most internally coherent and mutually shared
Aanswer Kkey, o0 foll owed bé& Salt @y,ghemRiowidencilesf Byo m
contrast, respondents from Noré& Middle Caicos do not converge around a single pattern of

responses.

Correlates of the Two Factors from Consensus Analysis

The two factor loadings produced by consensus analysiee random sample taken as a whole

wereanalyzed with respect to tlsamefourteen demographioehaviouralariables discussed in
Chapter 5 (seegqge43). Place of resideze and six other demograptiehaviouralariables are

statistically associated with the firidctor extracted by consensus analysis, but only place of

residence has a significant association with the second factor. Gébseimmarizes the
relationship between place of residence
extracted by consmsus analysis.

Table6.4:Co ns e n s us @adings hycPtace of Residence fvereregistered tovote)

INDEPENDENTV ARIABLE :
Place of Residence (group means)

North & Grand Turk
BiEaNB?_E;T Middle South & Salt Cay  Provo

(n=40)  (n=22) (n=74) (n=141) F df  signif. %var.
consensus | 5515 0.595 0.557 0534 |45726 5. .000 33.4%
factorl 273
Consensus | o017 0112 0.096  -0.118 | 16453 . 000 15.3%
factor2 276
As discussegreviously,an individm | 6 s | oading on the first
how wel | he or she represents the entire

the more typical that person is in the way he or she answered the battery of 119 questions.

Thegroup means for this variable, broken down by place of residence, show a venattiear. p

an (

S

Respondents frolorth & Middle Caicos are the least typical; the average first factor loading

The fAi 06 prefix iinConsénsus factoi indicatesl thatorgsolarized vaues were used in the

analysis. Multiplying the original second factor loadings tysimply invertgpositive and negative valudsut does
not affect the relatie position of individuals to one another on the underlying dimen&teqolarizing a variable

co
an

this wayhas no effect on the analysis of varianeported here, but it does make some analyses reported in the next

section easier to understand.
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for this group (mean = .216) is much lower than the other thraedigloups. By contrast, the
Aimost typical 0 @ the mgst représentaiive @f the shmpletas a whale

those registered to vote in South Caicos (mean = .595). Residents from Grand Turk and Salt Cay
are next most typical, with those frdPnovidenciales being only slightly less so.

The six other demographic d&aehaviouralvariables showing statistically significant relations
with the first consensus factor can be summarized as follows, ordered by the strength of the
relation:

e How often o thinks about tourism and its impacts explains 9.3% of the variance in the first
consensus factor.
The Aonce or t whas themast typicafpattero of gesponagsnean =
566), and the Avery rarelyodo group is the

¢ Household income explains 9.1% of the variance in the first consensus factor.
The A/A$TBKO hgstreEwopt typicalpattern of responsémean = .607), and the

Al ess than $25K0 group is the |l east typical

e How often one speaks with tosts explains 8.8% of the variance in the first consensus
factor.
The Aonce or twice a montho g
rarelyo group is the | east typi

e Level of formal education explains 6.6% of the variamcthe first consensus factor.

The fAsome <col |l ege/ thasthd mdstctypitalpasternhod @dpansegy r o u p

(mean = .563), and the Aprimary and some
(mean = .420).

e Age explains 5.2% of the variance in firet consensus factor.

S

The -31i80year ol do group is the most typical

group is the least typical (mean = .414).

e Whether a family member works in tourism explains 2.4% of the variance in the first
consensus factor.
Respondents who do not have a family member working in tourism are more typical
(mean = .523) than those who do have such a family member (mean = .459).

Unlike the first factor, the second factor extracted by consensus analysis has no fixed meaning. It
simpy reflects the second largest source of variation among respondents after removing the
Aigroup representativeness [/ typicalityo vari
uncertainty with respect to tteee ¢ o n d siibatantive me&arsingts actual meaning for any
particulardata set must be discovered through its correlations with other measures.

In this light, the fact that place of residence (where registered to vote) exptad¥% of the

variance in the random a mp | e 6 s s exfactordloadingsnis veny mteresting. On the
other hand, and especially since none of the thirteen other demogpaplanouralvariables
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correlatewith the second factor, this also means that 84.7% of the variance in this dependent
variable remainsinexplained.Thus, there is clearly more to the second fattitan just place of
residence, and more complete interpretatiasf the second factor is provided in the following
section.

Sub-cultural Perspectives on Tourism

As noted previouslyhie mixed naure of the key indicatorsf cultural consensus in the random
samplesuggest thata nontrivial degreeof variationexiss among respondent8Vhile the ratio

of first to second eigenvalues (4.515) is acceptable, the rather low mean first factor loading
(.499) showsthe data only weakly conform to th c o mmon cul t u ofetike as s
mathematical modelThe most common reason for suobnconformity is that there are
systematicdifferences in the ways respondents answerstirgey questions(or at leastsome

subset of the questionsUnder these circumstances,istespecially important to identify the
substantive meaning of the second factor from consensus analysis, becaasertiesnsensus

factor is the main source of variation among respondengs eftnoving similarities due to
common culture.

In the existing literature concerning consensus analysis, two main strategies have been used to
identify subcultural variation. The first approach involves disaggregaiing esangle into sub
samples,doing consensus analysis feach suksampleseparately, and repeating the process
until one finds the subamples that havihe greatest degrees obnsensusvithin themselves.

The secondstrategytries to explainthew h o | e sseacorudoresénsugactor interms ofits
correlation(s)with the groupdefining variablesmost commoly usedin social research, e.g.,

sex, age, incomesducationetc. As reviewed in the previousvo sectiors, however,neither of

these approaches gets veryvath the Turks and Geos dataBoth approaches point to place of
residence as plausibleconstituent ofthe second consensus factor, but tilemographic
characteristideaves 84.7% of the second factor unexplaindulus, we hypothesize thate

second largest source of \aion among respondents 8 6t ur nd i arf attitodinal d
configuration or general perspective on tourisithati s r el ati vely indepen
otherpersonal characteristics.

Exploring this possibility furthenve devsedtwo additional anlgtic strategiesThe firstwas to
examine in detaithe diversity of attitudes evident in tt&pecial Sampldthe 29 individuals
whom we both interviewed and later surveyadgithen see whethéhe sub-culturalvariation in

this small sample could be eapolated to the larger random sample. The second strategy was to
see whetheany of thecomposite attitudinal measurésee Chaptet), which were developed
using the random sample itsedfhrrespond with the second consensus factor, both in the random
sanple and the Special Sample.

Diversity in the Special Sample
The scatterplot below (séeble 6.5) shows the first and second factor loadifgseach of the

29 individuals in theéSpecial SampleBecauseve krow moreaboutthesepeople than just how
they responded to the survey questions (we conducted ethnographic interviews with each of
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them), as we identified different individuals in the scatterplo@a fairly clear intuitive

interpretation of th s s a sepohdeodsensudactor emergeé. In generalthose individuals
located toward the top of the graplad been the mostmbivalent aboutourism during the
interviews; conversely, thoseward the bottonmad beeralmost completelyositive.

Table6.5: Specid Sampl eds Consensus Factor Loadings

Consensus Analysis: Special Sample

0.80

Cluster 1

(n=12)
0.40 |

0.20 4

0.00 -

Factor 2 Loading

Cluster 2
-0.40 - (n=17)
-0.60 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90

Factor 1 Loading

Our subjectiveinterpretationwith respect tathe extremesalong the second factomwas clear
enough but there was nasimilarly obviousbasisfor us to assigrindividuals with middling
second factor loadings to onangp or the otheiThus,to identify the sulgroup boundarigsve
usedhierarchical cluster analysisee Tabl&.6) and subsequentlyconfirmed these findings
with tabusearch cluster analysi$hese inductive, multivariate techniques ia@ee twolarge
sub-groups ort wo i c lofurespoaderstawvithin the Special Samplen this way, the
assignment of individuals to one or another of the two clustassletermined by an objective
analysis of similarities inhe waysthey answered thentire battery of119 core questiong.he
boundaries of these two clusters are indicatebainle6.5 by the line drawings superimposed on
the scatterplot of respondents.
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Table 6.6: Hierarchical Clustering of Respondents in tle Special Sample

Cluster 1 Cluster 2
Respondents Respondents
A A

AAALIAAAAAALIA|IAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA
201700110272|32220101000212223
Level 635a62 1291b7|09351944857400821

0.7129 ....... XXX oo

0.6934 ....... XXX oo XXX

0.6613 ....... XXX oo oo XXXXX

0.6417 ...... XXXXX oo XXXXX

0.6060 ...... XXXXX oo XXX XXXXX

0.6025 ..... XXXXXXX o] oo XXX XXXXX
0.5926 ..... XXXXXXX oo oo XXX .o XXXXXXX

05754 ..... XXXXXXX o] o XXX XXX XXXXXXX

0.5694 ..... XXXXXXX o] XXX XXX XXXXXXX

0.5656 .. XXX . XXXXXXX.. e XXX XXX XXXXXXX

0.5420 .. XXX . XXXXXXX ..o ] .o XXX XXX L XXXXX . XXXXXXX

0.5290 .. XXX . XXXXXXX .. ... .. XXX XXX . XXXXX XXXXXXXXX

0.5282 .. XXX . XXXXXXX ... ] ... XXX XXX XXXXXXX XXXXXXXXX

0.5191 . L XXX XXXXXXXXX L] XXEXKXXX XXX XXXXXXXXX
0.5085 .. XXX . XXXXXXXXX .. ] ... XXX XXX XXXXXXXXKXXXXXXXXXK

0.4899 .. XXX . XXXXXXXXX . .| ... . XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

0.4688 . . XXX XXXXXXXXXXX . . ] ... o XXX XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXX
0.4458 . . XXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXX | ..o XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

0.4440 . . XXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXX | . . XXX XXX XXXXXXXXKXXXXXXXXXXXXK

0.4327 . . XXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXX ] .. XXX XXXXXKXKXXX XX XX XX XXXXXXXXK

0.4132 . XXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXX | . . ). 9,0.9.9,0,0,0.0.9.9,9,0,9,0.9.9,9,9,9,0,0.9.9,0,9,0,0.4
0.3634 . XXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXX ] . . XXXXXXXXXX XXX XXKX XXX XXX XXXXXX

0.3483 . XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXX | . o XXXXXXXXX XXX X XXX XXX XXX XXX XXXX

0.3380 . XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX | . o XXXXXXXXXKX XX XX KX XXX X KX KX XXXXK

0.3184 . XXXXXXXX  XXXXXXXXXXXXX | . XXXXXXX XXX KX XX XX XX XX XX XX XX XXXXKX
0.3038 . XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXKXXX | XXXXXX XXX XKKXXKX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXXXX
0.2818 . XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXX XXX XXX XXX X XX KKK X XX XXX HKXXXXKXXXXXXXXX
(V225D 9.9.9,0,0,:9,.9.0.9.0,0,9,:0.0.9.:9,0,0,:9,0.0.9.0,0,:0,:0,.0.0.9,0,0,:9,0.0.9.0.0:0,:0.0.0.9,0,0,:9,.0.0.9.9,0,0,:9,0.0.9,0,0,0.

As one might expect, en thee two clustersof respondents are alyzed separatelysee
Table6.7), thar indicators of cultural consensus are much strotiggen forthe Special Sample
taken as a whole¢mpare withthe bottom panel offable6.1). This meanshere are at least two
sub-cultural understandings of tourismepresentedn the Special Samplé the individuals in
Clusterl view tourisma little differently than those in Cluste@.

Table 6.7: Consensus Findings for Each Cluster Analyzed Separately

SPECIAL SAMPLE: CLUSTER 1n=12) over 119 Items

Factor Eigenvalue  Percent Cum% Ratio
1 5.167 87.6 87.6 7.061
2 732 12.4 100.0 ----
3 R R R

Mean f'factor loading =640, with 0 negative loadings

SPECIAL SAMPLE: CLUSTER 2Zn=17) over 119 Items

Factor Eigenvalue  Percent Cum% Ratio
1 7.399 85.8 85.5 9.838
2 752 8.7 94.5 1.576
3 ATT 5.5 100.0

Mean1®* factor loading =653 with 0 negative loadings
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With the main sulgroupings in the Special Sample identified, we checked for egoaymp
differenceswith respect tahe demographic andbehaviouralcharacteristics of the individuals
comprising eaclCluster There are no significant differences betw&uster 1 and Cluster 2 in
these respect3hus,we conclude thathe contrast between the Clusters reflects 6t ur n o f
T alternative frameworks or viewpoinfsom which people evaluate tourismthat crosscuts

age, sex, education, income, and otle@mographidehavioural characteristics.The two

viewpoints might be characterized as follows:

e Cluster 1: fACautiously ambivalento
People in this camp tend to see tourism as involving toéidebetweengood and bad
impacts. They also express some concerns about thetdong viability and
consequences of tourism.

e Cluster 2:filUncritically positived
People in this camprevery positive about the changes tourism has wrought. They tend
to be very pregrowthand predevelopment andlmost equatehangewith progress.

To identify the questionnaire items on which these two viewpoints ditferdid independent
samples tests comparinglusterl versus Cluste? for each of thel19 cultural modelitems.
The results are that th€lustersdiffer significantlyfrom one anothefunadjusted) O.05) for 47
of the 119 items(Conversely, of course, the two Clustersmbbdiffer on 72 of the items, which
is the reason the Special Sample taken as a whole shows the dégultural consensus that it
does.)

Table6.8 provides the full text of the 47 contrastive iteras, ong wi t h t he two
and the statistical significance of the greynmoup contrast. The order of items within the list is
based orhe staistical significance of thgroup-group difference, i.e., the most contrastive items
appear at the top and the less contrastive items appear at the. bottom

Table 6.8: The 47 Items that Differentiate Cluster 1and Cluster 2

Clusterdifferentiatingltems Clusterl ClusteP signif.

1.Socll The countryds growing tou
Caicos into a land of strangers.

2.Econl0 As a resul't of the x,dhent
profits from tourism go to just a few people.

3.Socl2 The countrybés growing tou
local sense of community.

4.S0c24 The countrybés growing tou
Belonger s6 identity.

5,Pace21 The countryés economic de
by longrange planning.

6.S0cl13 The countryds growing tou
local sense of community.

7.50c06 The countryds growing tou
significantly improved public services (such as police and medical
8.Pace20 The countryébés growing touy
worse future for Belonger

3.83 1.94 .000

4.17 2.24 .000

3.75 2.00 .000

2.33 3.59 .000

2.17 3.59 .000

2.00 3.53 .000

2.42 412 .000

2.92 1.76 .001
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Clusterdifferentiatingltems

Clusterl Cluste signif.

9.Econ07 As a result of the countr
opportunities are not likely to get any better for local people.

10.Econ09 As a resul t of the count

11.Soc21 The countryés growing tou
native culture disappear.

12.50¢c23 The countrydés growing tou
lose their sense of identity.

13.Work02 Most Belongers feehat tourism work is like being a servan

14.Pace020ver the past ten years, the country has been changing at
about the right pace.

15.Pacel4There is no real limit to how much the tourism industry can
grow in Turksand Caicos.

16.Env05 The growth of tourism in Turks and Caicos has led to fewer
weaker regulations to protect the environment.

17.S0c04 The countryb6s growing tou
Caicos on the world npa

18.Dev09. Newspapers, magazines, radio, and TV keep people well
informed about development projects.

19.Socl5 The countrybés growing tou
social problems such as alcoholism, phylsitalence, or divorce.

20.Env09 The growth of tourism in Turks and Caicos has led to better|
management of waste and pollution.

21.Socl7 The countryédés growing tou
the morals of mostgople.

22.Env07. The growth of tourism in Turks and Caicos has led to more
against building in natural areas.

23.Env02 The growth of tourism in Turks and Caicos has led to the
destruction of historic sites and oldiloings.

24.Econll As a result of the c dheradre
new business opportunities for native people.

25.Work18 Most Belongers see lots of opportunities for themselves in
tourism work.

26.Env16 The growth of tourism in Turks and Caicos has letthéo
potential for better environmental conservation.

27.Econl6 As a result of the ¢ qublict 1
services are likely to get worse.

28.50c09 The countryds growing tou
more selfish and greedy.

29.Char13 Most of the tourists who visit Turks and Caicos are -g@éyg
and laid back.

30.Env15 The growth ofdurism in Turks and Caicos has ledhe
potential for a future environmental crisis.

31.Econ05 As a result of the conanyt 1
different types of jobs are now available.

32.Pacel7Tourism inTurks and Caicos still has lots of room for furthe

development.
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Clusterdifferentiatingltems Clusterl Cluste signif.

33.Env01 The growth of tourism in Turks and Caicos has lemhdoe
preservation of historic sites and old buildings.

34.Env11 The growth of tourism in Tis and Caicos has led goeater
interest among Belongers in the natural environment.

35.Dev1Q Word of mouth is more important than public media for
keeping people informed about development projects.

36.Env13 The growthof tourism in Turks and Caicos has ledtiter
health and nutrition for local people.

37.Pacel5Tourism in Turks and Caicos is currently at a crosts
between good or bad outcomes.

3.58 4.41 .018
3.08 3.82 .018
3.17 2.06 .021
3.08 3.88 .022
3.83 2.76 .025

38.Pace06The tourism industry igrowing in a slow, regulated way. 1.58 2.41 .025

39.Econl3 As a result of the c alnew r
businesses in the country are now required to have a Belonger pa

40.Econ06 As a r e s ul t wingftourisrh isdustrmewrjob 1
opportunities are evenly distributed among the different islands.

41.Soc02 The countryds growing tou
kind of tourists to the country.

2.75 3.65 .027
1.92 2.82 .027
2.67 1.88 .033

42.PacellOnly somepeople are benefitting from tourism. 4.00 3.12 .034

43.DeVv05. There are not enough legislative controls on new coastal
development projects.

44, Work13 Most Belongers prefer to leave menial jobs (such as maid
grounds keeper) to immignts.

4.42 3.59 .037
4.42 3.71 .039

45. Pace08Development is leaving many local people behind. 4.33 3.47 .042

46.Pace01During the past ten years, the country has been changing t
quickly.
47.Work15. Most Belongers feel they are treated fairlytnir applications
for tourism jobs.

4.00 3.06 .042

2.42 3.12 .043

Having identified themain source ofliversity within the Special Sample (the two Clustess a
well asthe specifiagtems on which they diffgr the nextstepwas todetermine whether a similar
viewpoint variationexists in the larger random sampttow well does tis attitudinal contrast
discovered in the Special Samplee x t r atptloellasgerandom sample

Profile-Matching Approach

Just because t he # c anoctticalyupedity e aditodnal gradiers isand0 t o
adequate inter pr et setondoconseasius festprealaes ol medhdt m plsoehé s
second largest source of iMadividual variation in the random sample. Thus, as a preliminary

to more indepth analyses, weompared the item means from the two samples (Special and
random)across the whole battery of 119 questionnaire ites®sTable6.9, below).
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Table 6.9: Item Means for both the Random and Special Samples

Item Means: Random and Special Samples

‘+Random ) Special‘

5.00
4.00 -
C
©
()
= 3.00
£
g
2.00
1.00 -+ T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
1 7 13 19 25 31 37 43 49 55 61 67 73 79 85 91 97 103 109 115
The 119 Items
As Table69 s hows , the random sampl eal419iemd is eeryn o f

similar to the Special Sample. Indeed, the correlation between the two sampiee t s of me
extraordinarily high (= +.938).1t is perhaps worth noting thatth@ @ c i a | Sampl ebs
to be a little more emphatic than the random sampieo r € devi ant from fineu
either the fAstrongly agreed or fAstrongly di :
is remarkably similar between thed samples.

In view of the overall similarity between the two samplegrofile-matching seems an
appropriateway to extrapolate our understanding of diversiithin the Special Sang to the

larger random sampl@&he first step is to compare each raggent in the random samplelioth

of the Cluster profilesrom the Special Sampl&@he line graphs iTable6.10, below, show the

item means for Clustdr and ClusteR, respectively. As one can easily see, the two Clusters have

di stinctivel@sdspem»ea sp it & o, tHeGuestionngtrerespondent e i t
X 0 ®@vn answers to the 47 contrastive items more similar to Clasters r e®fpeconts e
Cluster2 6 s ?
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Table 6.10: Response Prdfes of the Two Clusters across the 47 Contrastive Items

Cluster 1 vs Cluster 2: The 47 Differentiating Items

‘—Q—Clusterl = # - Cluster2 ‘

5.00

4.00

3.00

Item Mean

2.00

1.00

Initially, we calculatedtwo differentsimilarity measuresfa) Pearson r, which is measure of

pattern similarity §imilarpatternofu p 6 s a n gandi(ln) tleranselhich isthe percentage

of the & items for which arespondemtat c hed a c | udgwitka 6 maneamo sdeofriers
as being wthin .49 ofat u s t e Mmeas). Thetfirstmmeasure of profile similarityPearson

showed higher correlations with other measwsedhat isvhat we report here.

fi R Istands foithe correlation coefficient betwearrespondert s a nasdChistesld s |t em
means A Rtands forthe correlation coefficient betweea responderit s anaaver s
Cluster2 6 s i t e Table®.élabelew, shows thecatterplot of these two variables for all

277 respondents in the random sample.
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Table 6.11: Scatterplot of Random Sample Respondents with respect to their Profilglatching Correlation
Coefficients

0.80

0.60

0.40

0.20 A

0.00 -

-0.20 A

R2: Correlation with Cluster 2 Profile

-0.40 A

-0.60 T T T T T T
-0.60 -0.40 -0.20 0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00

R1: Correlation with Cluster 1 Profile

The sgn of the calculated variabl®2R1,i ndi cates whether a parti
to the 47 clustedifferentiating itemsare more similar to Clustet or Cluster 2 When R2R1

yields a positive number, the respondent is more similar to ClustelRe n ér i t i cal | vy
viewpoint. When the subtraction yieldsnegativevalug the respondent is more similar to
Clusterl,t he fcauti ousl y .#rhe randenlsampleR2 Ry yieklsyositiven t
values for 206 respondentnd 71 respondentfhiave negative valuedhus we estimate that,
during t he s unumeitcallypbsitigd0 Oc7a mpt hmuwembier ed t he mor
a mbi v admp bytalout-so-1.

In addition to estimating these relative proportions, however, the real purpose behind calculating
R2'R1 is to determinethe extent to whichti s r el ated to the randor
consensus factor. Anthe main finding in this regard is thihie corelation between RR1 and

the random samplebs own sec a.808TibealRshowsthe adi r
scatterplot of this relationship.

®This relationship i s +. 9 0n@ertedtheaaridinal rsecand factor Idadiry® tsefore b e ¢ :
computing this coefficient. Mul tiplying respondent sb
relation; it just makes theorrelation positive rather than negative, and this makes subsequent discussions of the
second factor o6s relationships with other variabl es e
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Table6.12Scatterpl ot of Ra ndiSoondSactoplLbagings by ReERf (r = +.903)

Thus, the conclusion from the profirat chi ng approach is that the
variationo among respondents in the random sanm
substantively idetified in the Special Sample.

Thematic Indices Approach

The second noveltrategy forinterpreting the meaning of the second consensus factor does not
try to extrapolate insights from the Special Samplethe larger random samplbut rather
focuses oncoherentthemes among theurvey questions themselves and how well different
additive indices of specific attitudes correlate with the second consensus factor. The strength of
these correlatiors indicates how accurately one has identified the substantaanimg of the
second factor, because the constituent questionnaire items for each index are already known.

Chapted reviewed the seven specific attitudinal indices we ld@esl using the random
s a mp Hatapas well as a secendder Macrolndex constrated from six of the specific
indices.Table6.13, below, shows the correlations between thersespecific thematic indices
andthe second factor loadings for both the random sample and the Special Sample.
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