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ABSTRACf

M.Sc. Natural Resource Sciences

Nature-based tourism is proposed as a conservation strategy in bath the developed

and developing wodd, yet few empirical studies exist examining how the conservation

process is achieved. An emerging nature-based tourism industry in Black River, Jamaica

was stuclied to determine the factors involved in creating a symbiotic tourism­

environment relationship. The tourism--environment relationship brings into play many

stakeholders and at the local level these include the tour developers, conservation

authorities, the natural environment, the hast population and the visiting public. In this

study, surveys of tour developers, conservation authorities and the hast population

indicate that Black River nature-based tourism is degrading the natura! and host

environment. To modify this outcome of resourœ degradation adequate administrative

arrangements must he established to disengage the elite growth process in favor ofa more

equitable distribution among a majority of stakeholders. Surveys of the visiting public

indicate satisfaction of this consumer group and provide detailed information to guide

marketing and management strategies for further improvement of the tour product.

Recommendations are presented to strengthen the Iink between nature-based tourism and

conservation ofthe environment.
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RESUME

M.Sc. Sciences de Ressources Naturelles

Le tourisme écologique est proposé comme une stratégie de conservation dans les

pays développés et ceux en voix de développement, mais Peu d'études pratiques

examinent les résultats obtenus par cette stratégie. Une industrie du tourisme écologique

située à Black River en Jamaïque, est étudiée pour déterminer les éléments nécessaires à

la création d'une relation où le tourisme et l'environnement sont en symbiose. Cette

relation introduit plusieurs partenaires. Au niveau local les partenaires sont les

promoteurs touristiques, les autorités de conservation, l'environnement naturel, la

population locale et les touristes. Dans cette étude, les sondages qui portaient sur ces

partenaires locaux indiquent que le tourisme écologique à Black River a un impact négatif

sur l'environnement naturel et celui de la population locale. Des recommandations sont

offertes pour réduire le niveau de dégradation de l'environnement par l'amélioration des

aspects administratifs et politiques qui s'éloignent du système servant l'élite, en faveur

des méthodes qui accordent les bénéfices à la majorité des partenaires. Les sondages

portant sur les touristes indiquent, par ailleurs, leur satisfaction et offient des informations

détaillées pour guider les stratégies de marketing et de gestion pour l'obtention d'un

meilleur produit touristique. Des recommandations sont présentées pour renforcer la

relation entre le tourisme écologique et la conservation de l'environnement.
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PREFACE

The purpose of this study was to investigate nature-based touriSID as a

conservation strategy tbrough an examination ofthe ecological and human dimensions of

tourism development. Surveys of tour operators, conservation authorities, the host

community and visiting public identify issues relevant to promoting the conservation

process.

This thesis is composed of four chapters preceded by an introduction presenting

the background and objectives ofthe study. Chapter 1, the Literature Review, establishes

the context of the research topic. Chapter 2 and 3 are the body of the thesis. Chapter 2

investigates tour operator, conservation authorities and host community Perceptions ofthe

costs and benefits of tourism development to the natural and host environment.

Management prescriptives that win enhance conservation of the natural and host

environment are identified. Chapter 3 presents the data of 170 tourist surveys indicating

the profile, demand trends, satisfaction issues, tinancial resource potential, and

demographic travel pattem of this consumer group. Suggestions to improve the tourism

product toward visitor satisfaction are revealed. The last chapter, chapter 4, presents the

overall conclusions and suggestions for future work.

Direction for this research was received from Dr. J.R. Bider and Dr. D. Birel,

Department of Natural Resource Science as weil as from Dr. S. Milne, Department of

Geography, McGill University. Dr. J.R. Bider, S. Milne and the graduate student, D.

Briel: co-developed the ftamework of investigation and Dr. D. Bint contributed editorial

assistance. The graduate student is solely responsible for the data collection and analysis.
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Chapter 2 will he submitted to the journal Biological Conservation and chapter 3 to

AnnaIs of Tourism Research (as a Research note) for publication. Both papers will he

submitted as co-authored with Dr. S. Milne" Dr. D. Bird and Dr. lA. Bider.

The thesis format follows the conditions outlined in the "Ouidelines conceming

Thesis Preparation,." which are:

Candidates have the option of including, as part of the thesis, the text of one or

more papers submitted or ta he submitted for publication,. or the clearly-duplicatecl text of

one or more published papers. These texts must he bound as an integral part ofthe thesis.

If this option is chosen, connecting texts that provide logical bridges hetween the

different papers are mandatory. The thesis must he written in such a way that it is more

than a mere collection ofmanuscripts; in other words, results ofa series ofpapers must he

integrated.

The thesis must still conform to aIl other requirements of the "Ouidelines for

Thesis Preparation". The thesis must include: A Table ofContents, an abstract in English

and French, an introduction which clearly states the rationale and objectives of the study,

a review ofthe literature, a final conclusion and summary, and a thorough bibliography or

reference liste

Additional materia! must he provided where appropriate (c.g. in appendices) and

in sufficient detail to aI10w a clear and precise judgement to he made of the importance

and originality ofthe research reported in the thesis.

In the case ofmanuscripts co-authored by the candidate and others, the candidate

is required to make an explicit statement in the thesis as to who contributed to such work

and to what extent. Supervisors must attest to the accuracy of such statements at the

doctoral oral defense. Since the task of the examiners is made more clifticult in these

cases, it is in the candidate's interest to make perfectly clear the responsibilities of ail the

authors ofthe co-authored papers.
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INTRODUcnON

Ecotourism is increasingly promoted by environmental groups as a strategy for

natural resource conservation. The International Union for Conservation of Nature and

Natural Resources (lUCN), a global collaboration to express views on the preservation,

management and use of the world's biological diversity, promotes ecotourism as an

"effective tool for conservation and an instrument for regional socioeconomic

development" (lUCN 1993). Similarly, Conservation Intemational (C!), conservationists

and wildIife managers have embraced ecotourism as an economic incentive for reducing

the illegal use of natural resources and for protecting ecosystems (WeUs and Brandon

1992; Lindberg and Enriquez 1993).

While ecotourism bas been widely advocated by many, others have questioned its

true conservation value. Ehrenfield (1992) describes how efforts to commercialize

conservation, including ecotourism, are very problematic due to their inherent biological

and economic complexity and often cannot fulfill their purported purpose. Berle (1990)

points out that while tourism cao provide economic incentives for the preservation of

species and naturaI systems, it cao also destroy the resources on which it depends.

This lack of consensus is in part attributable to a paucity of informatioD.

Ecotourism has been promoted in a vacuum of working models, and the ecological and

social dimensions of tourism that promote, or do not promote a symbiotic tourism­

environment relationship are largely unknown (Boo 1992; Valentine 1992). It is clear that

the natural resources must he protected (Boo 1992), ifnot enhanced (Brandon 1996) and

that host, tour developer and tourist desires for tourism must he understood to yield a

2
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mutually satisfactory outcome (Farrell 1992; Butler 1992; Cater 1993). It is unelear,

however what site-specifie conditions lead 10 such an equitable outcome (Wall 1992).

An emerging nature-based tourism business in Black River, lamaica provides an

opportunity to eontribute toward a better understanding of the tourism-environment

relationship. These tours have been identified in international publications as not only an

example of ecotourism (Gauthier 1993), but as Farrell and Runyan (1991) describe,

~'where diverse organizatioDS joïn to decide for wetlands, wiIdlife, and tourism, rather

than nce projects and peat mining ... such strategies signal ecotourism in action".

Despite these praises, there are no previous studies of nature-based tourism in Blaek

River.

Aim and Objectives

The aim ofthis thesis is to gain a better understanding of the tourism-environment

relationship in Black River, Jamaica. The objectives of chapter 3 are: 1) to describe the

possible costs and benefits of tourism to the natural and host environment in a Caribbean

region and 2) shed light on the factors that underlie current ecological and community

concems. The objectives of chapter 4 are: 1) 10 present the profile, demand trends,

satisfaction issues and financial resource potential of the visiting public in a Caribbean

region and 2) to suggest marketing and management opportunities promoling the tour

product toward customer satisfaction.

3
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LITERATURE REVIEW
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• 1.1 E~otoarism

LlTERATURE REVIEW

•

•

1.1.1 Wh.t is EcotoarislD '1

In reœnt years, ecotourism and its potential as a tool for resource conservation

has been the subject of international discourse (Lindberg and Hawkins 1993; UNEP

1995; Brandon 1996). Much of f:=i discourse bas focused on detining the term and

although a plethora of suggestions exist, there is no universally accepted definition

(Brandon 1996; Ceballos-Lascurain 1996). This lack of consensus persists, suggests

Ziffer (1989) because ecotourism is a developing concept tbat simultaneously "attempts

to describe an activity, set forth a philosophy and espouse a model of developmeni' and

is too complex to succinctly paraphrase. A central theme of ecotourism, however is the

impact on the natural and host environment, as illustrated by the following detinitions:

"A nature travel eXPerience that contributes to conservation of the environment

while maintaining and enhancing the intesrity of the natura! and socio-cultural

elements" (Scace 1992:14)

"A fonn oftourism inspired primarily by the natural history ofan area, including

its indigenous cultures. ... Ecotourism also implies a managed approach by the

host country or region which commits itself to establishing and maintaining the

sites with the participation of local residents, marketing them appropriately,

enforcing regulations, and using the proceeds of the enterprise to fund the area's

land management as weil as community developmeni' (Ziffer 1989: 6)
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Other attempts to define the tenn have resulted in sets of fundamental key principles

denoting descriptive characteristics. P. Wight (1993) of the Land Resources

Development Branch of Alberta Tourism, Parks and Recreation provides eigbt

descriptive characteristics:

• It should not degrade the resource and should he developed in an environmentally

sound manner;

• It should provide first-hand, partîcipatory, and enlightening experiences;

• It should involve education among ail parties - local communities, govemment,

nongovemmental organizations, industry, and tourists (before, during, and after the

trip);

• It should encourage aU-party recognition of the intrinsic values ofthe resource;

• It should involve acceptance of the resource on its own tenns, and in recognition of

its limits, which involves supply-oriented management;

• It should promote understanding and involve partnerships between Many players,

which could include govemment, nongovemment organizations, industry, scientists,

and locals (bath before and during operations);

• It should promote moral and ethical responsibilities and behaviors towards the Datural

and cultural environment, by all players;

• It should provide long-term benefits - to the resource, to the local community, and to

industry (benefits May he conservation, scientific, social, cultural, or economic).

These definitions and fundamental key principles highlight the relevance of this

concept with cuneot world development policy. In particular, the World Commission OD

6
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Environment and Development Report (WCED 1987) that emphasized intergenerational

equity by stating that future generatioDS should have comparable ac:cess to environmental

and socioeconomic opportunities. Seminal publicatioDS retlecting this concept include

The World Conservation Strategy (IUCN, UNEP, WWF 1980), Our Common Future

(WCED 1987), and Caring fo,. the &rth: Â Strategy fo,. Sustainable Living ~CN,

UNEP, WWF 1991). These publications point out that the continued biotic

impoverishment of the planet threatens the future security of buman beings, suggest tbat

economic growth can no longer come at the expense of the environment and urge for a

balance of business and environmental objectives. This world zeitgeist is also embraced

in international tourism policy. The Manila Declaration of the World Tourism

Organization, an intemational statement on the goals of modem tourism, and the Joint

Declaration of the WTO and United Nations Environment Program recognize the

fondamental role of the environment for tourism development and state that a rational

modem tourism plan will protect, enhance and improve the natura! and cultural resources.

In short, while the concept of ecotourism is bigbly relevant to global development

philosophy, the many definitions and sets of fundamental key principles that exist for the

concept mean there is no basic blueprint for its successful development. There is a

general consensus, however that it is a fonn of tourism that reconciles environmental,

social and economic concems (Boo 1993; Western 1993: Cater 1994). And ManY

(Inskeep 1991; Boo 1992; Brandon 1996) believe that with the appropriate management

of its benefits and costs, it is a potential strategy for natural resource conservation.

7
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1.1.1 PoteDdal Beaefits .ad Costs ofEcotoarism

Considerable knowledge bas been acquired about the economic, environmental

and sociocultural implications of tourism development (de Kadt 1976; McNeely et al

1992; Ceballos-Lascurain 1996; Miller and Malek-Zadeh 1996) and past mistakes have

been analyzed (Mathieson and Wall 1982; Pearce 1989: Dearden and Rollins 1993;

Patullo 1996). For instance, up until the 1960'5 tourism was believed to be a panacea for

economic growth, but its rapid development throughout the 1970'5 and 1980'5 gave rise

to increasingly pronounced economic, environmental and social consequences

(Mathieson and Wall 1982; Eadington and Smith 1992; Butler 1995). This recognition

changed tourism planners' narrow focus on business economics, to a more

comprehensive ftamework (Budowski 1976; Mathieson and Wall 1982; Blanchard 1994)

and tourism development is now understood as a process that consists of a system of

linkages derived from the economy, environment and society (Serkes 1989; Farrell 1992;

Milne 1998) - a process that also involves management of common pool resources

(Berkes 1989; Ostrom 1991; Healy 1994). An additional dimension of tourism

development that is currently recognized is its' double-edged sword impact: while

tourism cao bring benefits, il also brings costs (Wilson 1976; Mathieson and Wall 1982;

BerIe 1990; Milne 1990). Figuring prominendy among the efforts to account for these

implications are R.W. Butler's tourist area cycle of evolution (Butler 1980) and the

challenge of minimal environmental or sociocultural disturbance known as ~canying

capacity' (Decker and Purdy 1988; Thomson 1992; Ceballos-Lascurain 1996).

As with any tourism development, ecotourism brings bath benefits and casts 10 a

region (Boo 1992; Brandon 1996; Ceballos-Lascurain 1996). The following discussion

B
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presents some of the potential economic, environmental and sociocultural benefits and

costs that cao result from ecotourism development.

The poteDtial beDefits ofecotoarislll for eODServatioD are:

• Funding source to maintain or enhance environmental integrity and attraetiveness of

natural systems

• Employment opportunities tbat help reduce loœl activity that degrades environment.

• Creates environmental stewards

Tourism cao be a source of funding to maintain or enhance environmental integrity

and attractiveness ofnatura! systems. Tourism can supplement govemment conservation

budgets and provide incentive for private sector conservation (Whelan 1991; Boo 1992;

Lindberg and Huber 1993). In private sector conservation efforts, successful strategies to

generate capital and defray ecologically sound management costs include establishing

entrance fees and donation opportunities (Sherman and Dixon 1991; Boo 1992; Lindberg

and Ruber 1993). In Rwanda and the Galapagos islands, entrance fees have produced

significant revenues, however in other areas fees are ooly nominal (ZitTer 1989). The

challenge ofthese revenue-generating strategies is to maximize visitor contributions. This

requires correcdy reflecting market demand and since tour developers and tourists

sometimes have ditTerent perceptions of the financial value of a given resource (Boo

1990; Laarman and Gregersen 1996) the tourist is a key resourœ for accurate

information.

Another benefit of ccotourism for conservation purposes is its' potential to create a

variety of employment opportunities and reduce local activity that degrades the

9
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environment (Boo 1992; Lindberg and Enriquez 1993). In many naturaI areas, the illegal

use ofresources such as poaching or land encroachment continue because this is the only

way local residents cau survive (Lindberg and Enriquez 1993). Employment

opportunities as tour guides, wildlife officers, handicraft and concession vendolS can

provide alternatives in such situations (Boo 1992; Lindberg and Enriquez 1993).

An increase in the public's awareness of environmental protection is an indirect

henefit created by ecotourism (Boo 1992; Blangy and Wood 1993). Boo (1992) suggests

that an increased awareness of environmental issues cau influence visitors to become

advocates for environmental protection and _change their resource-consumption patterns

towards the benefit of the natural resources. An increase in the visiting public's

environmental education is thus a benefit for conservation.

The poteDtial eosts ofeeotoarism for eODservatioD are:

• Environmental desradation

• Economic instability and inequity

• Negative sociocultural changes

The environmental costs of ecotourism are widely recognized (Boo 1990; Dearden

and Rollins 1993; Brandon 1~6). Tourism can create Iitter, trai! erosion, water poUution,

alterations- in animal behavior or reproduction rates and depletion of naturaI resources

from hunting and plant coUection. In a review of 166 studies on the effects of

nonconsumptive recreation on wildlife, Boyle and Samson (1985) found that

recreationists affect wildlife by altering habitat, causing disturbance and direct mortality.

They also found that while mecbanized forms of recreation create the MOst serious

10
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impacts, casual intrusion by foot could also significandy affect wlnerable species. Other

research identified the harassment ofwildlife as a major issue in nonconsumptive tourism

(Gauthier 1993). In Ant8rctica for instance, ecotourism infrastructure bas created a

number of negative impacts. Planes introduce fallout from engine, create noise that

disturbs wildIife; ships spill oa introduce exotic species, bird and plant diseases; onshore

facilities overburden sewage and rubbish disposai; and high visitation levels degrade

specific sites (Hall 1993). The problems ecotourism bas created for the Galapagos

National Park are also weil documented and include the introduction of exotic species

and the depletion oftishery, lumber and water resources (Wallace 1993).

Another cast of ecotourism is its unreliability as a source of income (Boo 1992).

There are a number of external factors sucb as natura! disasters, fluctuations in

international currency exchange or political strife that can severely disrupt tourist arrivaIs

and handicap the local economy (Boo 1992). Under these conditions, ecotourism should

he an integral part ofa diversified economy.

Ecotourism can also bring a multitude of costs to the host community. Community

costs from tourism run a10ng a spectrum ofdisturbances. These disturbances cao he fairly

mild such as feelings of irritation, but cao escalate to feelings of deprivation aod the

corrosion of the values and culture of the host society (Mathieson and Wall 1982; Marsh

1986). In extreme cases entire villages have moved to escaPe the growth of tourism

(Ziffer 1989).

As the above discussion illustrates, ecotourism brings a variety of economic,

environmental and sociocultural benefits and casts and involves several concemed parties

(Scace 1993; Nelson 1994). These concemed parties can include govemment

11
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representatives, non-govemment organizations, tour developers, tourists, local

communities, protected area personnel and financial institutions (Ziffer 1989; Boo 1992)

and each plays a contributing role in tourism's development. AIl of these concemed

parties has their perception of ccotourism development (Ziffer 1989; Butler 1992) and

can propose a course of action, but it is the weigbt of influence that the proposai cames

with the other parties that ultimately determines the outcome of tourism development

(Nash 1992).

1.1.3 Managementof~tourism

It is increasingly realized that tourism must be managed to prevent the

degradation of the natura! environment (WTO and UNEP 1982; Ziffer 1989; Inskeep

1991). In most situations, tourism creates ecosystem impacts and must be regulated for

maintenance of the ecosystem (Woodley 1993). Use will cause changes, and while

negative change cao he critically damaging, positive change should be the goal, and good

management intervenes between use and its effects (Farrell and Runyan 1991). The

management between use and its effects is cbaracterized by three dimensions: the

physical environment, the host community and the visiting public (Mathieson and Wall

1982; Butler 1992; Wall 1993).

The first dimension, the physical environment is an essential backdrop ta any

tourism development and its maintenance. Preservation or enhancement is a fundamental

component of any rational tourism plan (IDskeep 1991). As outlined above, tourism will

create natural resource changes and the goal of management is to manage tourism

development 50 that its negative impacts are mjnimized and its positive impacts are

maximized. However, ccotourism takes this management issue one step further.
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Appropriate eco1ourism management recogniozes tbat the causes of resource degradation

must he taken into account. In a majority of situations, national and international

environmental pressures are often more harmful than either tourist activity or the local

use of resources (Whelan 1991; Woodiey 1993; Brandon 1996). Ultimately, the

significance ofeco1ourism as a conservation strategy depends largely on it addressing the

causes of local resource degradation extemal10 tourism activity (Brandon 1996: Brandon

and Margoulis 1996). It is only with information on the causes of resource degradation

that ail the issues can he evaluated and addressed on a priority basis.

The host community, as the second dimension of ecotourism development, can

greatly influence the success or failure of the local tourism (Ap 1992; Pigram 1992).

Ecotourism destinations are often communities and involve a cultural component that is

not present in other forms of tourism (Brohman 1996). In these situations, local

populations are often dependent on the same resources as the 10urism industry and

tourism development can adversely affect residents' quality of Iife and cost them money

(Canaan and Hennessy 1989: Boo 1992). Previous experience with displaced populations,

their Jack ofeconomic benefits or direct costs from tourism have lead not only to hostile

reactions 10 the visiting public (Marsh 1986; Patullo i 996), but aIso destruction of the

natural resources (Brandon 1993). While local populations can help proteet the Datural

resources, they must see a benefit in it for themselves (Whelen 1991). The specific

requirements of the host community must he ~en into account to promote the stability

and long-tenn success of tourism development (Manning 1994) and tourism should be

integrated into the broader development goals of the local community (Brandon 1993).

Host participation including their involvement in problem identification and project
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design gives vaIuable iDsight into the relevant issues and provides indispensable

information for cunent problems as weil as for future planning (lnskeep 1991; Ap 1992;

Wells and Brandon 1992; Brohman 1996). It is in the best interest ofthe tourism industry

to have a clear understanding of its local image and its impact on the host community

(Murphy 1985; Cater 1993)

The 1ast dimension ofecotourism is the visiting public. Ultimately. it is the visitor

dollar that makes or breaks a tourist enterprise (Ziftèr 1989). It is. however increasingly

recognized that maximizing the nomber of tourists does Dot bring greater economic

benefits to a host destination, nor does it achieve an appropriate balance amang

economic. environmental and social benefits and costs (lnskeep 1991). It is now believed

maximjzjng tourist contributions to ecotourism demands the provision of high quality

service (Frechtling 1987; Krippendorf 1987; Ryan 1991). High quality service entails

understanding and satisfying customer demand (Frechding 1987; Krippendorf 1987) and

key factors include knowing who the customers are, what attracted them and how they

could he better satisfied (Goodall and Ashworth 1988; Ziffer 1989; Giannechinni 1993;

Ceballos-Lascurain 1996). In addition to information on this consumer group and their

financial potential. demographic relationsbips have proven fiuitful for management and

marketing direction. Both tourist demand trends (Ross 1993) and tourist financial

attributes (Ryel and Grasse 1991; Lindberg and Ruber 1993) have becn shown to reflect

demographic profiles. A survey in Costa Rica. for example. round that tourist income.

age. years of education and the quality of the experience affccted the entrance fee a

tourist was willing to pay (Lindberg and Ruber 1993).
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Details of consumer demand and financial attributes vary according to a number

of international and national factors making this information site-specifie (Lindberg and

Huber 1993; Laarman and .GregerseD 1996). Furthermore, recreational areas sueb as

ecotourism businesses do not typica1ly share this information and there is currendy a

paueity of information on the social and ~onomic market value of natural areas

(Valentine 1993; Lindberg and Huber 1993).

In summation, the issues and characteristics of ecotourism development will

differ from place to place and effective and appropriate management requires on-site

evaluation to detail the relevant issues (Nelson et al. 1993; Brandon 1993). As the

demand for tourism to natural areas increases into the new milleniUDl (Ingram and Durst

1989: Cory 1994), empirical research that details on-site conditions that promote, or do

not promote harmony to an area's ecological and sociocultural systems bas become

indispensable (Boo 1992; Valentine 1992; Lindberg and McKercher 1996).

1.2 Tourism .ad the Caribbeaa

1.2~1 Wby tourism developmeat?

Over the last fifty years, thirty-one Caribbean islands have become independent

and another thirty-two small island dependeneies are poised for political autonomy

(Weaver 1995). These newly emerging nations are faced with a syndrome of

underdevelopment that has greatly limited their economic opportunities (Weaver -1995).

In recent years, their economic reality bas been one of coUapsing intraregional and

extraregional trade that bas forced several of them ioto financial defieits (Rolder 1988).
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Faced with these issues several govemments of island states bave turned to tourism in an

effort to gain control over their economic situation (Weaver 1995).

Tourism now plays a significant role in the economic survival ofmany Caribbean

nations (Bloomerstein 1986; Rolder 1988). In relation ta other economic sectors, tourism

has become the môst promising oPPOrtunity to eam. much needed foreign exchange and

service the astronomical debt that plagues Many Caribhean island states (Holder 1988).

Furthermore, the Caribbean Tourism Research and Development Center (CRTC) believes

this critical state of foreign exchange will increase the economic dependence on tourism

for islands that presently have tourism but also for those who have rejected titis

development option up to this point (Holder 1988).

ln short, it can be said that tourism is a development choice based on necessity for

many Caribbean nations. Tourism to the Caribbean does create both benefits and costs

(Hills and Lundgren 1977; Lea 1988). The economic benefits, however are believed to

outweigh the environmental and socio-economic consequences and tourism is actively

promoted by several international and national organjzations (Holder 1988; World Bank

1994; Pickersgill 1995).

1.%.2 Ecological oveniew of the Black River Lower Morus

Individual studies of the Black River Lower Morass include its paleocological

(Digerfeldt and EneU 1984), vegetation (Coke et 011982), watershed (Haggstrom 1983),

marine (Fairbairn and Haynes 1982; Reeson 1984; Aiken 1985; Smith 1990) and wildlife

(Svensson 1983; Rorst 1987; Haynes-Sutton 1990) resources as weU as its potential as a

towist attraction (Bacon 1987; Ross 1989) and biosphere reserve (Ganick 1986). There
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is no single report, however that provides a comprehensive account of the areas'

ecological context. In light oftbis, the foUowing section consolidates the many individual

studies and highligbts the regions' conservation priorities and human aetivities that

influence the natural resources. These findings, presented below, are summarized in

Table 1.1. A list of the institutiODS, public and private sector conservation autborities

consulted in Jamaica to gather information is provided by Appendix D.

1.2.2.1 CODserv.tioa Priorities

There are a nomber of reasons and ways to rank natural resources for

conservation purposes including biodiversity prospecting (WRI 1993), competitive trade

(Kirton and Richardson 1992), protecting indigenous peoples (Kemf 1993), hunting

(Thomson 1992), ecological diversity (Soule and Kohm 1989; Botkin 1990; SpeUerberg

1992) or recreation and tourism (Gunn 1994). The rationale chosen for this report is

congruent with that of the International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural

Resources (lUCN 1993) which promotes the preservation of global biodiversity by

selecting natural resources according to their ecological status. Accordingly, the natural

resources identified in this report are those whose national or international ecological

status are deemed extinct, endangered, wlnerable, rare, or threatened.

A number of the Black River Lower Morass' biological resources are

international or national conservation priorities. A summary is provided by Table 1.1 and

includes ecosystem spaces as weU as individual species.
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The Wetland Ecosystem

The Black River Lower Morus as a wedand ecosystem bas conservation value

bath at an international and a national level. On an international level, wetlands are

subject to the RaïDsar COîlvention on Wethüids (lUCN 1996), whiéh promotes their

restoratton, rehabilitatton and maintenance of ecologlcal character and Îs the ooly

inlëiilàlÏoÏ1àl èliVironment81 treatY ëtèàliDg \Vith one partiéùI8r ecosystem. lamüca bas

reccütly joined as a Contracting Party to the Ramsar Convention and the official

announcement is to he made by December f997 (D. Peck, pers. comm.), indicating ihat

the Govemment oflamaica hascontractuaUy agreed to 6'the wise use (sustainable use) of

all wetlands within the country's territory" as denoted in the legal obligation of the

convention.

On a nationallevel, wetlands represent Icss than 2% ofthe islands surface area

(NRCD 1981; Gàrrick 1986) and the Black River Lower Morass is the largest herbaceoùs

one on the island (bowner and Sutton 1990; iCDT 1994). Ils macrophyte vegetation

inclûdes three major formations: a herbaceous swampland, a mangrove complex and a

swamp forest (Coke et·al·. 1982). Severai areas piay essential roles in the river and coastal

ecosystenis and others contain rare and endeDÛc plàDt species or communities (NRCD

198"1; Coke -et al. 1.982; Garrick 1986). For instance, there are two unclassified species-of

flowering plàilt (NRCD 1981) and swamp forest is one of the rarest and MOst 'restricted

ecosystems on the Island (lIaynes-Sutton i 990). Furthermore, the sections within the

marass represent some of the fewareas of Amazoniàn-type 5wamp forests diat exist
. .

outside ofSouth America (Haynes-Sutton i 990; lcnt i994). In addition to the
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conservation vaIùé orthe macroph)rte végetatioil, the monss may play a vital role in the

life history-of severai species. In particular, the island's largest popuÎations oftwo marine

vertebratês, the Wést liidîan MàDaiee (Tricheclius maniltilS) and the At1aDtic Bottlenose

Dolphin (Tursiops truncatus) show a preference for its coastal shelf (Fairbalm ·and

HayÎ1es 1982; HaYnes-SUttOil 1990) and the 'island's second làrgeSt pOpulation of

- - -

terrestrial reptile, the American Crocodile (CrociJdylus acutus) (C. Swaby, perS. ·comm.)

live in -the morasSe The WeSt Indian Manatee and the American Crocodile are both

identified by the World Conservation Union as global conservation priorities. Based on

the type ofecosystem, its size and species composition this wedand is both a national and

international conservation priority.

A number of other individual welland species are conservation priorities in their

own right. The following section identifies those individual 5peCies with international or

national priority conservation value.

Ofthe 227 bird species on the island, 102 ftequent the Black River Lower Morass

(NRCD 1981). Il is one of the MOst valuable wedand bird habitats in Jamaica because

severa! regions play an important role for a large number of species, many of which are

globally rare (Svensson 1983). Many have declined or disappeared from surrounding

heavily altered habitats and have taken refuge on the forest islands in the morasse As a

result, the morass is tated as high as forests in terms of species diversity and density

(Svensson 1983).
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Of particular conservation value are the nationally rare Jamaican Blackbird

(Nesopsar nigerrïmus) , Black Rail a.k.a. Black Crake (Laterallus jamaicensis), Spotted

Rail (Pardirallus maculatus) (Svensson 1983; Downer and Sutton 1990; A. Haynes­

Sutton, pers. comm.) and g10bally vulnerable West Indian Whistling Duck (Dendrocygna

arborea) (IUCN 1994; WCMC 1997). The latter, one of the rarest ducks in the worlel,

has a declining population in Jamaica and the Black River Morass is one of its main

habitats on the island (HaYDes-Sutton 1990). Possibly one other species, the Limpkin

(Aramus guarauna), is of national conservation concem, however, its status is onclear.

Westermann (1953) and SVenDSSOn (1983) claim that it is a very rare species in Jamaica

and individuals in the wetland represent a majority ofthe island's entire population, while

Downer and Sutton (1990) list it as a common resident ofthe island.

Available data on the icthyofauna indicate that of the 30 known fish spccies in the

Black River Morass waters, at least three species are endemic and one is a national

conservation priority. This latter fish, the St. Elizabeth Minnow (Chriopeoides

pengellyi), does not exist anywhere in the world except the Black River Morass (Aiken

1985).

Mammals

Caribbean Manatee

The Caribbean manatee (Trichechus manatus) is a globally wlnerable marine

mammal (lUCN 1994; WWF 1996; WCMC 1997) protected intemationally under the
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Convention of International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora

(CITES) and in Jamaica under the National Wildlife Protection Act.

The present status ofthe Jamaican population is unclear (A. Haynes-Sutton, pers.

comm.). Little is known about the population (Fairbaim and Sutton 1982; A. Haynes­

Sutton, pers. comm.) other than the anjmals show a preference for the coastline area

shared with the Black River Lower Morass (Fairbaim and Haynes 1982). It is unknown

what attracts the animaIs 10 this coastline (Fairbaim. and Haynes 1982)~ but they have

been seen congregating and mating at the mouth of the Black River (Haynes-Sutton

1990). A population census in 1982 estimated about 100 animais island-wide, but there

are most likely less thm that now (A. Haynes-Sutton, pers. comm.). Horst (1987)

examined sightings of the animais and hunting pressure on the 5peCies and suggests a

major conservation effort is needed ifthe species is to survive in lamaica.

Reptiles and AmphibiaDS

American Crocodile

The American Crocodile (Crocodylus acutus) is a globally wlnerable reptile

(lUCN 1994; WCMC 1997) protected intemationaUy under the Convention of

International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) and in

lamaica under the National Wildlife Protection Act. The largest populations in lamaica

are found in two areas on the island and the Black River Lower Morass is one of them

(Groombridge quoted in Johnson 1988; Haynes-Sutton 1990; C. Swaby, pers.comm.).

Approximately 300 animaIs inhabit the wetland (C. Swaby, pers.comm).

21



•

•

•

The stalus ofthe Black River crocodile population is unknown. Some (C. Swaby,

pers.comm.) consider the population is at best stable and possibly in decline while others

(W. Dundey, pers. comm.; B. Shields, pers. comm) believe the population to be

increasing. There is little documentation on the Black River Lower Morass population

other than a few data forms. These data forms were an initiative by the now defunct

Conservation Data Center (CDe), a USAID-funded projcci to record information sueh as

location, size, quantity, nest site, possible threats or disturbance to the animais. There are

tao few fonns containing insufticient detail to draw any general conclusions about the

population.

Giant Galliw§

Very little is known about the Giant Galliwasp (Dip/og/ossus). A species of

lizard described as a noctumal skink that is just under 3/4 of a Meler in length with a

black, somewhat triangular head, small legs and feet, and pale yellow body irregularly

spotted and dashed with brown (Haynes-Sutton 1990). The last specimens were removed

from the Black River 100 years ago, thus it is presumed extinct (Johnson 1988) but it

May just be very rare (Haynes...Sutton 1990).

Turtles

Sea tordes inhabiting the Black River Lower Morass area include the Green

(Che/onia mydas), Hawksbill (Eretmoche/ys imbricala), and Loggerhead (Carena

carena) turtle (Haynes...Sutton 1990). The Green and Hawksbill populations are

protected onder the Convention of International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild
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Fauna and Flora (CITES) and all tbree speeies under lamaican Law (NRCD 1981). They

are listed in the 1996 Red List of Threatened AnimaIs as endangered, critically

endangered and endangered (WCMC 1997) respectively. Royer (quoted in Haynes­

Sutton 1990) identifies lamaica as among the most important nesting sites for the

Hawksbill in the entire Can1Jbean.

1.2.2.% Huma. adivity atredÎDg .ataral raouras

Human activity can degrade or enhance Datural resoun:es. A number of industries

and practices in the Black River area are 8SSOCiated with degradation of the Datura!

resources. In contrast, there are none which eohance Datura! resources. The foUowing

discussion describes activities associated with degradation; they are Dot discussed in any

particular order but are Iisted alphabetically.

Activities associated witb Degradation of the Nataral Resources

Bauxite, Sugar and Rum Companies

A closed bauxite company and the local rum and sugar industry degrade the

quality of the waterways. Although the bauxite company is closed, storage tanks fuU of

caustic soda are leaking and continue 10 damage marine liCe (W. Duntley, pers. comm.).

The rom and sugar factories discharge organic wastes (Reeson 1984; A. Haynes-Sutton,

pers.comm.) and an effiuent called 'dunder' ftom sanitation procedures, (D. Smith,

pers.comm.; A. Haynes-Sutton, pers.comm.; W. Duntley, pers.comm.) ioto water

tributaries of the Black River. The organic waste greatly reduces the oxygen levels and

productivity of the rivetways (Reeson 1984) and is associated with what are locally
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called 'fish...kills', i.e. a large group of dead fish floating down river. The beliefthat the

dunder is the cause of the fish deaths bas prompted an agreement between the sugar/mm

industry and the national govemment calling for the insta1lation of a filtration system

within the next three years (M. Spence, pers.comm.). In the past, the closure ofa sugar

factory did result in reduction of longstanding pollution levels within the waterways

(Reeson 1984), and suggests a filtration system may indeed decrease the contaminant

level witbin the morasse

Farming

Farming methods and techniques known to degrade the Datural resources include

drainage of the morass (Johnson 1988; NRCD 1981), the use of levees for agricultural

cultivation and cattle grazing (Digerfeldt and EDell 1984), and the use of fertilizers and

pesticides (Johnson 1988; C. Swaby, pers. comm). Other bannful farming activities

include the construction of drainage canals and paddy fields for rice cultivation and

levees for marijuana production (N'ReD 1981).

Farming ofparticular produce also degrades individual species. For example, the

cultivation of coffee beans, Canobean pine, and marijuana have destroyed the habitat of

lamaica's most endangered 5peCies ofendemic bird, the Jamaican Blackbird (Downer and

Sutton 1990).

Fishing

Unregulated fishing and inappropriate fishing methods degrade marine resources

(Reeson 1984; Smith 1990). The intensity at which fishiDg takes place is depleting fish

24



•

•

•

stocks (NRCD 1981; D. Smith, pers. comm; A. Haynes-Sutton, pers. comm.; C. Swaby,

pers. comm.) and catching methods which are non-specific, killing several species at the

same time, contribute to the unsustainability of these resources. These fishing methods

include unrestricted net fishing which bas decimated the fish population (C. Swaby, pers.

comm); the use of seine nets in nurseries with mesh too small to allow smaller and

younger fish to escape (Haynes-Sutton 1990; C. Swaby, pers. comm) or lobster with eggs

(B. Shields, pers. comm); the use ofexplosives such as dynamite to kill river and reef fish

(NRCD 1981; W. Dundey, pers. comm.; A. Haynes-Sutton, pers. comm; D. Smith, pers.

comm.). Other ecologically unwise fishing techniques include the use of poisonous

products such as battery acid, bleach and tick powder (A. Haynes-Sutton, pers. comm),

inappropriate cutting ofshrimping channels that changes the vegetation (NRCD 1981; C.

Swaby, pers. comm.), and the catching of smaU shrimp and berried female shrimp

(Reeson 1984). Most of these harvesting techniques prevent bath maximum and

sustainable yields ofthe marine products (Reeson 1984; A. Haynes-Sutton, pers. comm.).

One of the more destructive local fishing practices is setting tire to the morass

vegetation. Fires are a natural feature of the Black River Lower Morass and there is a

sequence of events in place when tires occur naturally which limits their extent and

duration (C. Swaby, pers. comm; A. Haynes-Sutton, pers. comm). This sequence of

events is usually out of place when humans set the tires and bum uncontroUably,

sometimes smoldering for clays and damaging the vegetation extensively (L. Linton,

pers.comm.; A. Haynes-Sutton, pers. comm; C. Swaby, pers. <:omm). Extensive damage

resulting from these purposely set tires occurs at least twice a year (NRCD 1981; C.
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Swaby, pers. comm), resulting in not only a reduction in the number of mangrove trees

but preventing their regeneration (HaYQes-Sutton 1990).

Forestry

Large and small-scale forestry enterprises degrade bath individual spccies and the

habitat at large. Large-scale activities such as logging destroy freshwater swamp spccies

and degrade biodiversity by the selective felling oftrees, in particular the mahogany tree

(Sweitenia mahoganl), for timber (NRCD 1981). Logging a1so creates deforested

catchments, which increase sedimentation and decrease wetland productivity (Johnson

1988). EquaUy relevant are the small scale enterprises including the removal of barle

from mangroves for dye preparation, palm fronds for basket making (NRCD 1981) and

the cutting ofoverhangs resulting in reduced shade for marine nurseries (8. Shields, pers.

comm.). The fact that 75% ofBlack River households use wood or charcoal for cooking

significantly adds to the nomber of mangroves cut (George 1990). Other herbaceous

resources are removed to make broomsticks and thatched roofs (M. Spence, pers.

comm.). AlI of these practices, paired with the absence of replanting or management of

the herbaceous growth, result in degradation ofthe forestry resources.

Introduction ofForeign Species

The introduction of foreign spccies has impacted on several domestic species.

For example, the cattle egret (Bubulcus ibis) introduced in the 1940's and 50's is out­

competing the Jamaican blackbird (C. Swaby, pers. comm.). Similarly, many native fish

species have decreased due to the introduction of game6sh in the 50's or early 60's
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(NRCO 1981; B. Shields, pers. comm.) and commercial species such as perch (W.

Duntley, pers. comin).

Mining

Peat and sand mining have modified the natural character of the wetlands. Peat

mining in the upper I!lorass changed the water balance of the lower part of the wetland,

causing an increase in sedimentation rates (Reeson 1984) which damages the local

coastal reefs (Haynes-Sutton 1990). Ifmeasures are not taken to correct this damage the

reef ecosystems will die (Smith 1990). Sand mining bas significantly increased the

natural erosion (Haynes-Sutton 1990) and it also impacts on the local wildlife species

such as crocodiles (Crocodylus aculus) and marine turtles by destroying their nesting

sites (C. Swaby, pers. comm).

Opportunistic Hunting

Opportunistic booting of the international conservation priority species of

American Crocodile, West Indian Manatee and West Indian Whistling Duck is reducing

their numbers. The American Crocodile is shy of humans and will retreat if given the

opportunity, moreover, the risk of harm ftom a crocodile is negligible over the past

decade, only two human deaths are attributable to direct crocodile attacks (C. Swaby,

pers. comm). The animais, bowever, are routinely kiUed on sight out of an unwarranted

and irrational fear ofthem (C. Swaby, pers. comm; W. Vanbameveld, pers. comm.; A.

Haynes-Sutton, pers. comm). The West Indian Manatee also suffers ftom opportunistic

hunting. The animal is hunted for its tlesh whicb is considered a delicacy by locals, a
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factor in the 5peCies decline not only in the Caribbean (Westerman 1953) but worldwide

(WWF 1996). Described by a local teenager: "the Meat ofthe manatee is delicious, it bas

mClJlY flavors: pork, beet: chicken and tish" and a local fisherman: "Good Meat! Very

strong Meat! ... tbree flavors: pork, beefand mutton".

Fishermen are responsible for nearly ail human-related manatee mortality in

Jamaica by entanglement in gill nets, beach seines, harpoons and dynamite (Horst 1987).

Hunting of the manatee is on a purely oPPOrtunistic basis because the scarcity of the

animal does not make a search for the animal time-effective (powell quoted in Horst

1987; W. Dundey, pers. comm.); however, when one is observed during fishing

expeditions there is little hesitation in killing it since an animal of its size, several

hundred kilograms, and its market value make a significant supplement ta a fisherman's

incorne which far outweigbs the lepl penalty if caught (Haynes-Sutton 1990; W.

Vanbameveld, pers. comm.; W. Duntley, pers.comm). The most recent recollections of

manatee Meat being sold in Black River date back to 1990 and estimations ofthe price at

that rime range from $33 Jlkg per pound [equivalent to USS1/kg] (B. Shields, pers.

comm) to $77 Jlkg [equivalent ta USS2.30/kg) (W. Dundey, pers. comm.) indicating that

an average manatee, weighing 680 kg (WWF 1996), represents roughly a potential

income ofJ $22 440 to $52 360 (US $680 - SI585). When these potential incame figures

are measured against the financial penalty imposed by national law, i.e. 1 Sloo (US

53.00) (Hurst 1987) for possession or killing ofa manatee, the current penalties appear ta

he an unrealistic deterrent in the killing ofthis internationally protected species.

The West Indian Whistling Duck is in decline partially as a result ofuncontrolled

hunting. Jamaican conservation organizations have made great efforts to promote the

28



•

•

•

survival of this species, including a national recovery pl~ yet these birds are still

illegally shot during bird hunting season (Downer and Sutton 1990; M. Spence, pers.

comm.: A. Haynes-Sutton, pers. comm.).

Urban Development

Urban development including road modifications and urban sprawl, both ofwhich

are in part due ta tourism, have altered ecologically important areas and in particular

those of the American Crocodile. Road modifications have caused the hypersalinization

of severa! salt pans resulting in the death of fish within them and, consequently reducing

the prey available to the local crocodile population (C. Swaby, pers. comm.). Urban

sprawl bas also impacted negatively on the crocodile population by reducing not ooly

their habitat in general but, more importantly, their nesting areas (C. Swaby, pers.

comm.).

In addition to the alteration ofecologically important areas to the crocodile, these

species are further disadvantaged by newly arriving buman residents who are

accompanied by dogs. The reduction of the crocodile's traditional food resources

combined with an increase ofa palatable substitute, dogs, has led to the situation where a

number of crocodile attacks on dogs have been witnessed by community members

resulting in a 'frenzied fcar' towards the crocodiles (C. Swaby, pers. comm). Several

residents indieate that if a crocodile attacks any of their children, a group would he

organized to shoot as many of the animaIs as they could find. In short, urban

development bas resulted in the crocodile having less to eal, fewer places to live and

reproduce, and an increased chance ofbeing kiUed.
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Waste MaOMement

Untreated waste disposai occurs frequendy along the south coast of Jamaica

(Haynes-Sutton lm) and the situation in Black River is no exception. Private and

public sectors use inappropriate waste management techniques and facilities to dispose of

sewage, household garbage, and industrial waste polluting the local environment (M.

Spence, pers. comm; J. Howe~ pers.comm: A.. Haynes-Suttou, pers.comm).. For

instance, the cunent method 10 dispose of raw sewage is 10 dump it directly in10 the sea

(Haynes-Sutton 1990; M. Spence, pers. comm). This activity is associated worldwide

with serious health problems. Oarbage disposai is also a problem. There are open

landfills within the morass filled with household garbage (Haynes-Sutton 1990) and

larger items such as msted car bodies and parts (pers. obs). These dump sites are the

result of an inadequate garbage collection service (J. Howell, pers. comm..). A household

survey (George 1990) discovered that only 10% of residents have their garbage collected

on a regular basis. The disposaI of household refuse direcdy onto the beach or into the

sea behind homes is a1so a risk factor for the local crocodiles which, when attracted to the

refuse, increases their probability of an encounter with a fearful human who May kill it

(C. Swaby, pers. comm.).

Similar methods of waste disposaI including the discharge of raw sewage into

waterways and the dumping of garbage in mangroves led to an outbreak of typhoid in a

neighboring town which resulted in severa! mortalities. This suggests that the coDllDunity

ofBlack River is at high risk for a similar occurrence (Haynes-Sutton 1990).
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Summary

The Black River Lower Morass contains a number of biological resources with

international and national conservation value including the wetland ec:osystem; five

species ofbirds, the Jamaican Blac:kbird, Black~ Spotted Rail, West Indian Whistling

Duck and possibly the Limpkin; an endemic fish, the St. Elizabeth Minnow; one

mammaJ, the Caribbean Manatee; and six reptiles, the Americ:an Crocodile, Green,

Hawksbill and Loggerhead turtles and possibly the Giant Galliwasp. The degradation of

these international and national conservation valued resoun:es are associated with. the

human activities of bauxite, sugar and rom manufacturing, farming, fishing, forestry,

mining, opportunistic hunting, urban development and waste management.
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Table 1.1: Biologieal Conservation Priorities and the Buman Industry which Degrades Them in Black River, Jamaica (1994)

NATURAL RESOURCE
COIDIDOD N.lDe (L.tiD N••e) L.tiD N.lDe

ECOLOGICAL STATUS
Natio••1 ID.e.....tioD.1 (1)

DEGRATORYINDUSTRY

SpllCes
Wetland

(macrophyte vegetation)

S~ci~s

Blrds
Jamaican Blackbird
Black Rail
Limpkin
Spotted Rail
West Indian Whistling Duck

Fllh
St. Elizabeth MiMOW

Ma",mall
Caribbean Manatec

Reptiles andA",phibiallS
American Crocodile

Giant Galliwasp

many spc:cics

Nelops. nige"imus
LaltrallusjamaictllSis
Aramus guarauna
Pard/rallus maculatus
Dtndrocygna arborea

Chriopeodts pengtllyl

Trichechus manatus

Crocodylus oculUs

Dlplog/ossus or
Ctlestus occlduus

nue··· •••

rare near threatenc:d
rare
rare
rare
rare· vulnerable

rare

endangered· vulnerable··

vulnerable· vulnerablc··

extinet?

Forestry, SugarlRum factories
Pœt mining, Sand mining
Fanning, Wastc management

Farming, Introduction offon:ign spccics

Opportunistie hunting

Opportunistie hunting

Sand mining, Fishing, Opportunistic hunting,
Urban development
Sandmining

Turtles
Green
Hawksbill
Loggerhead

Che/onia mydas
Erttmochelys Imbrlcato
CtlI'etta caretta

endangered·
endangered·
endangen:d·

endangered"
endangered··
vulnerablc

EU barvesting, loss ofnesting habitat

Proteeted by:
.wpA - National Wildlife Protection Act
"CITES - Convention oflntemational Tnde in Endangered Species ofWild Fauna and Flora
···Ramsar -International Convcntion on Welland!
(1) IUCN 1996 Red List ofThreatened Animais Catcgory
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CHAPTER2

The Tourism-EDvironmeDt RelatioDsbip iD Black River, Jamaic:a: PerceptioDs of

Tourism Operaton, Conservation Authorides and the Host CommuDity•
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ABSTRACf

This study investigates the ecological and host impacts of nature-based tourism,

as perceived by tour operators, conservation specialists and host community of Black

River, Jamaica. Interviews revealed that the host community and tour developers desire

an increase in tourism. Despite this desire for an increase in growth, ail three groups

identified both negative and positive ecological and host impacts. The negative ecological

impacts included erosion of riverbank and riverside vegetation and wildlüe distribution

changes. The negative socio-economic impacts included disruption of local industry and

transportation and loss of economic eaming potential. The findings suggest that the

tourism-environment relationship, in a developing country such as Jamaica, can oc::cur in

a situation of common pool resources and become characterized by a repetitive and

spreading phenomenon that leads to bath ecological and host resource degradation. To

modify this outcome of resource degradation adequate administrative arrangements must

be established to disengage the 'elite growth process' in favor of a more equitable

distribution of benetits among a majority of stakeholders. The findings have direct

management applications as the region bas been selected to become Jamaica's next

National Park.
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INTRODUCTION

In rural areas throughout the Caribbea~ tourism development is receiving

increased recognition as a funding mechanism for environmental conservation (McNeely

et al 1992; IUCN 1993; Poon and Poon 1994). Tourism is widely regarded as one of the

most signiticant and promising economic sectors in the Caribbean (Bloomerstein 1988;

Holder 1988; Weaver 1995) and in Jamaica (World Bank 1994). The growing

recognition of tourisms' potential ecological and socio-economic costs (Mathieson and

Wall 1982; Lea 1988; Edwards 1988), however, has highlighted the importance of

comprehensive tourism planning, including the participation of not only tourism

developers but also the wider community (lnskeep 1991; Ap 1992; Wells and Brandon

1992). The participation of stakeholder groups in tourism development is a recent aspect

of tourism planning and there have been relatively few attempts to compare how their

perceptions and attitudes toward tourism May differ. At the same tïme, a clear

understanding of tourism development is often limited by a rather cursory knowledge of

the underlying processes that promote the compatibility of tourism with the ecologjcal

and host environment (Decker and Purdy 1988; Nelson et al 1993; Milne 1998).

Perception and attitude surveys can reveal site-specifie information that is useful in

setting up programs to minimize friction between stakeholder groups and in formulating

plans ta promote environmental conservation.

This article provides a comparative analysis of the perceptions and attitudes

toward nature-based tourism in Black River, Jamaica between three stakeholder groups:

tour operators, conservation authorities and the host community. Nature-based tourism in

Black River, Jamaica is an ongoing effort to protect the endangered species of Arnerican
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Crocodile, Crocodylus Âeutus, and provides a unique opportunity to conduct such an

analysis. The broad aim of this study was to examine perceptions of tour operators,

conservation authorities and hosts toward the ecological and socio-economic benefits and

costs of current tomism in Black River, Jamaica and to detennine their attitudes toward

future tourism development. Following this overview, a discussion of some of the

problems constraining the compatl"bility of tourism with the local ecological and host

context is presented. There is a focus on planning and management implications of the

findings and measures that May improve the conservation POtential of tourism while

rninimizjng its negative impacts are outlined.

Study Area

The Black River Lower Morass measures 68 square kilometers (Haggstrom 1983)

and is located along the southwestem coast of the island of Jamaica, WI (Figure 1). The

region is a fÏ'eshwater swamp and peat marsh and is home to the largest river system on

the island (Coke et al. 1982). It is a biodiverse region identified with 12 national

conservation priorities including species of bird, reptile, fish and mammal to he

protected. Species of international conservation priority include the near threatened

Jamaican Blackbird (Nesopsar nigerrimus), vulnerable species of West Indian Whistling

Duck (Dent/rocypa arborea), Can"bbean Manatee (Trichechus manatus), AmeriC8D

Crocodile (Crocodylus aculuS), Loggerhead turtle (Caretta caretta) and the endangered

Green (Chelonia mydas) and Hawksbill (Eretmochelys imbricata) turtles (IUCN 1996).

Black River nature-based tourism coDSists of a two-to-four-hour boat excursion

along the river of the same name and through a swamp and marsh wetland to view the
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habitat, wildlife and local fishing community. One stop is made within the morass to

provide tourists with an oPPOrtunity to swim, eat and relax. HighIights of the tour

include viewing natural resources sueh as the endangered species ofAmeric::an Crocodile,

several bird species, and large termite nests lodged mid-air in the roots of the mangrove

trees. In addition, the tour features exposure to local culture including members of the

fishing community 'in action'. Fishermen are periodically requested to approaeh the tour

boat to show their catch and explain their interesting fishing methods and tools. Tools

and techniques ofthe fishing community such as shrimp traps, fish pots and the design of

the local cottonwood canoes remain ftom the time of their African ancestors over 300

years ago (Ross 1989).

The Black River Lower Morass has been selected to become Jamaica's next

National Park, yet little is known about the tour operators, conservation authorities and

host perceptions of the tourism-environment relationship. Do they view tourism as

compatible with the ecological and host environment? Do they want an inc::rease in

tourism? How is the establishment of a National Park perceived? The present study

addresses these questions.

Past and Present use ofStudy Ana

Major boat traffic along the Black River dates from the 19d1 Century when local

produce including sugar, pimento, logwood, fustic, annotto, eotree and other products

were transported from the interior ofthe island on small boats to ships anchored along the

coast and destined for intemational ports (Barrett 1976). Product exportation centered on

logwood towards the late 19d1 Century when a high demand in Europe for logwood dye
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made Black River the economic center of Jamaica (Lunta 1993). The discovery of

synthetic dyes however, made exportation unprofitable and resulted in the industry's

closure (Lunta 1993). Large-scale development of the area was absent until the 1970s

when the National Govemment proposed to mine the wetland for peat. Peat was

identified as an alternative to imported petroleum which presently satisties 90% of the

island' s energy needs and contributes to a mounting international debt (Digerfeldt and

Enell 1984). In 1993 petroleum imports cost the country US$328.5 million, representing

over 15% of all imports (ElU 1995). As a result of this heavy dependence on imported

oil, government policy is to develop renewable sources of energy to reduce this

consumption (EIU 1995). A series ofenvironmental feasibility studies of the Black River

Lower Morass by a national petroleum firm, Petroleum Corporation of Jamaica.,

determined that peat mining was an ecologically disastrous development option for the

wetland and furthermore, would minimal1y contribute towards a1leviating the pressure of

foreign debt. A debate between conservationists and developers questioning the

alternatives of mining the area for peat or developing it as a National Park ended in a

decision for the latter (Bacon 1987) and development of the area as the country's third

National Park is currently underway (Bacon 1987; JCDT 1994; NRCA 1995).

Local commercial aetivity within the Black River Lower Morass includes the

extraction of timber, fish and shrimp (Garrick 1986; Johnson 1995). Approximately 300

individuals fish and shrimp in the morass (Aiken 1985) and the shrimp industry is

particularly important to the economic viability of the residents (Reeson 1984; Garrick

1986). Sorne ofthese individuals are dependent on the same riverways as the tour boats
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to earn their living and represent about 10% of the total fishing community numbering

roughly 40 persons (W. Duntley, pers. comm.; B. Shields, pers.comm).

Recreational use of the Black River began 30 years aga in the fonn of occasional

crocodile hunts and bird-watching expeditions. Expeditions were guided by a local

entrepreneur who had fished and hunted in the area since bis early teenage years, or by

members of the fishing community. The local entrepreneur made the decision ta develop

bis tourism business further when the National Govemment's plans to mine peat were

announced. Despite the announcement of plans for the national par~ the threat of

retuming to the peat mining remained and the entrepreneur felt the nood to demonstrate to

the Government that money could be eamed from the morass, without destroying the

habitat and wildlife (C. Swaby, pers. comm.). He established regular daily boat tours in

1986.

Boat tours of the Black River became increasingly popular and in 1990 a second

boat tour operation was opened. This second boat tour operation is owned by the local

physician who established the business as an investment opportunity (D. Bennett, pers.

comm.). The opportunity for high economic retums also enticed a returning national to

develop a third boat tour operation (L. LintoR, pers.comm.) and this third boat operation

was in the process of being built during the research period. The majority of tourists are

bused to the wetland trom tourist centers around the island and promptly retumed to their

hotels following a meal and, in sorne cases, one more stop to visit another nature-based

tour operation at local waterfalls. Boat tour visitation is constant throughout the year,

averaging 400 to 500 tourists per wook/ per tour operator, and the slowest month of the

year, up to the research period, generated 1200 visitors per tour operator. Tour fees of
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US $15 per tourist indicate a rough estimate ofpre-cost monthly earnings orus 524 000

- 530 000 per montbl per tour operator. For comparative measures, the national

minimum wage of the country is equivalent ta US S60 per month. Operators have

created a tour that minimizes exposure to the local community to minimize the increasÎDg

crime rate that bas traditionally foUowed tourism development on other parts of the

island. An incident of violence is considered to be a threat to the durability of the

business and, accordingly, measures have been taken to minimize taurist contact with the

town. It is not the local town members but an to'unwanted element" ftom other parts of

the island, who are feared to begin ftequenting the area if tourists are encouraged to

wander freely about toWD.

Tourism development in lamaica is concentrated along the north coast and it is

only in recent years that the south coast bas been considered to be a tourism opportunity.

North coast tourism, developed in the 19S0s and 1960s as traditional3S (sun, sand, sea)

tourism, is stigmatized by high rates of crime, drugs and prostitution. The south coast

does Dot have the aqua-blue waters or white sandy beaches of the BOrth coast and its

tourism potential centers on nature-based activities. South coast tourism bas steadily

increased over the last 10 years and incidents of violence, while rare are beginning to

occur (S. Browne, pers, comm.).

To effect its status as the country's third National Park, the National Govemment

has plans to consolidate the mixture ofcrown and private property within the Black River

Lower Morass. They are also in the process of creating policy and guidelines over Iand­

use application and approval procedures goveming ail National Parks. In the meantime,

development ofthe area continues since the Govemment has decided not to regulate until
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consolidation of land is final and an evaluation system fimetional (M. Spence, pers.

comm).

MEmODOLOGY: SURVEY INSTRUMENT, SAMPLE AND DATA ANALYSIS

Data were gathered by interviews based on survey questions tram Canadian

tourism studies (Grekin 1994; Nickels 1990) that were adapted to local circumstance.

Content and reliability of survey questions were further developed according ta the

guidelines of Finie and Kosecoff (1985), Smith and Glass (1987) and Jackson (1988).

Survey questions are supplied by appendix A.

Many (Ziffer 1989; Wells and Brandon 1992; Boo 1993) suggest that stakeholder

groups provide site specific information that cm he used to promote harmonious and long

term tourism development. Accordingly, face to face interviews with memhers of aU

stakeholder groups took place during summer 1994. Stakeholder groups were identified

based on authors' knowledge ofresearch area and included ail tour operators (0 3), local

and national government, non-govemmental and private sector conservation authorities

(n=7), and community members (0 25). The interview population was selected as

follows: the tour operators interviewed represent the entire population of tour operators

on the Black River, conservation authorities were identified based on their familiarity

with the local ecological and human environment, and community members were

sampled on a volunteer, random basis from areas representative of boat tour presence. As

described above, the design of the boat tours highly restricts taurist-host interaction to a

small percentage of the local community, namely, fishennan that share the riverways

with the boat tours, craft vendors located on tour property and boat tour guides.
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Consequendy, tbose interviewed (0-25) represent roughly 35% of community members

that are in regular contact with the boat tourists as weil as boat tour activity. Tourism to

the town of Black River aIso exists, but the focus of this analysis is 00 the impacts of

nature-based tourism and not the regional 1ourism. Interviews lasted from one 10 three

hours. Data are tabulated to yield percentage of respondeots for a given category and

multiple answers aIIowed for certain questions. Further statistical analysis was not

attempted due to the smaU number ofrespondents within groups.

RESULTS

Perceptions ofeeological benefits aad costs

A summary of the perceived ecological benefits and costs of Black River nature­

based tourism is presented in Table 2.1. Ail three stakeholder groups perceived both

benefits and costs, however the fishing community sub-group did not identify any

ecological benefits. On the positive side nature-based tourism is credited with enhancing

the conservation of the natura! resources (31%) and providing the funds for private

conservation efforts (17%). Enhanced conservation of the natura! resources includes

fewer deliberately ignited mangrove tires, fewer purposely killed crocodiles and less

poUution within the morass. Deliberately ignited mangrove tires are one of the more

ecologically destructive community activities (A. Haynes-Sutton, pers. comm) and

crocodiles are killed out of fear (W. Von Bameveld, pers. comm; C. Swaby, pers. comm;

w. Duntley, pers. comm). Community members apparendy recognize that tourists are

coming to the area to see the fauna and fIora and thus, they are making efforts ta conserve

the area since the potential for them to eam money increases with the presence oftourists
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(c. Swaby, pers. comm). Community income from tourists includes craft vendors on the

tour site, parched-shrimp vendors aloog the tour bus route, and the oc:casional boat trip

a10ng the waterways of the morasse Enhanc:ed conservation of the natural resource aIso

results from the community's increased ec:ological awareness that is resulting in local

environmental stewards. For instance, severa! cOIDIDunity members identify the recendy

acquired knowledge of the various wildlife and vegetative systems as the motive hehind

why they no longer condone the c:ommunity prac:tice of dumping garbage within the

morasse

While a minority perceptio~ tourism's provision offunds for private conservation

efforts is an interesting dimension of the boat tours and their concomitant influence ovec

the crocodile population. One ofthe tour operators uses bis profits from the boat tours to

fund crocodile research and coUect knowledge that will lead to their conservation. In the

effort to continue this conservation research, however this tour operator introduces fann

raised crocodiles into the wild population. The rationale of this activity is the belief that

the declining wild population is insufficient to meet tourist expectations and must he

supplemented to continue attracting a public audience and maintain the durability of the

tour business. The failure of the tour businesses is coupled with the fear that the national

govemment will resume their plans to mine the area for peat; an activity considered

ecologically destructive by this tour operator, and one that must be avoided (C. Swaby,

pers. comm). The ability ofconservation authorities to comment on actual changes to the

fauna is greatly dampened by a lack ofup-to-date ecological information.

On the negative side, there is an overwhelming agreement among tour operators,

conservation authorities and residents that the natural resources are degraded by boat
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activity (74%). This degradation inc1udes erosion of the riverbank and riverside

vegetation and modification to local wildlife distribution patterns. Boat tours a10ne

however, are not perceived as the sole cause of this degradation. There is evidence that it

is the combination of boat tour and local community activity that results in the riverbank

erosion. Riverbank erosion is restricted to those areas where the roots of riverside

vegetation have been weakened by community fishing techniques; these areas are

undercut and soft and it is the addition of the constant wave action created by frequent

boats that results in the riverbank erosion (A. Haynes-Sutton, pers. comm.; L. Linton,

pers. comm; C. Swaby, pers. comm). The SPeed, model and ftequency of the boats are

inappropriate for the local habitat and create a bow wake and propeUer wash that not ooly

erodes the riverbank, but a1so inundates the birds nesting along the river edge (A.

Haynes-Sutton, pers. comm.; L. Linton, pers. comm; C. Swaby, pers. comm).

Furthennore, the noise of the boat engines has caused Many of the bird SPecies to retreat

from tour areas (A. Haynes-Sutton, pers. comm.; L. Linton, pers. comm; C. Swaby, pers.

comm). While there is an overall agreement that the riverbank is eroding, there is a

divergence in opinion as to who is responsible for the inappropriate boat activity. The

majority of the tour operators (213) and the fishing community (8/15) ascribe

environmentally destructive boat activity to the other ones' group. In the same way, a

large percentage ofconservation authorities (5/7) and members ofthe fishing community

(7/15) believe the growing number of tour operators, and bence increasing numbers and

frequency of tour bœts, is a factor in the perceived ecological changes. Only a minority

oftour operators (1/3) agrees with this point ofview.
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Boat activity and tourism-related businesses are also &ssociated with changes to

the crocodile population. Boat activity such as iDappropriate methods ofapproaching the

animais, throwing branches or bumping the logs on which the animais are resting results

in their retreat from tour areas (A. Haynes-Sutton, pers. comm; D.Smi~pers. comm.). In

sorne cases, inappropriate boat driving bas led to the injury and even death of the animal

(M. Spence, pers. comm). Tourism-related business associated with decreases in the

crocodile population include urban development and the harvesting oftheir eggs. Urban

development, such as new road construction due in part to increasing tourism has altered

ecologically important areas of the crocodile population reducing their food supply and

nesting habitat (C. Swaby, pers, comm.). The raiding of crocodile nests for eggs, which

are sold as tourist souvenirs, is also a factor in the population decline (M. Spence, pers.

comm.; C. Swaby, Pers. comm.). Other tourism-related businesses associated with

degradation of a particular species include a newly established crab restaurant. This crab

restaurant caters solely to the boat tourists and there is concem about the possible impacts

on the crab population resulting from year-round harvesting of a wild species. There is

also concem for potential concomitant impacts on the crocodile population which also

feeds on this crab species.

Perceptions ofsocio.ecoDomic benefits aad costs

Tour operator and the host community perceptions of socio-economic benefits

and costs are given in Table 2.2. 80th stakeholder groups identified benefits and casts

resulting from Black River nature-based tourisme The fishing community sub-group

however, did not identify any socio-economic benefits. On tlle positive side, socio-
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economic benefits were perceived as the generation ofemployment opportunities (46%),

an increase in exposure ta foreign cultures (29010) and altruism (21%). A majority oftour

personnel believed that without the boat tour they would have been forced to move away

trom the area in search of employment. An additional benetit of working for the boat

tours was identified as an increased interaction with foreign people allowing them

intimate exchanges that would otherwise have hem tmattainable. These intimate

exchanges provided the tour drivers with descriptions of distant countries and the

opportunity to leam foreign languages. Many of the tour drivers greeted tourists in their

own language including Italian, German and Japanese.

Altruism was identified by a minority of the stakeholders as a socio-economic

benefit. The a1truistic bebavior oftour boat owners included paying for Medical care and

medication, purchasing bigh schaol football and soccer uniforms and free passage on the

boat tours for school groups.

As for negative impacts, tour operators and the host community perceived three

main socio-economic costs resulting from tour development. These included crowding

and congestion (57%), conflicts over land use (39%), and a decrease ofincome and social

interaction (18%) ta the local fishing community. The perception that tbere are too many

boats on the riverway is evidenced by the oœasional traffic jam that occurs as boats are

returning or leaving the docking area. One boat tour driver points out, "each tour operator

makes 12 trips a day up the river, that is enough ... more than this and there won't he

any space left ta drive the boats".

Another concem ofthe host community centers on conflicts over land use. While

the majority ofthe fishermen (11/15) identify this as a concem, the tour operators do not.
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Members ofthe fishing community explain that their ability to provide fish and shrimp to

the local market is progressively impeded by both tour boat activity and tour expansion.

Tour boat activity causes fish to retreat away from riverfront areas and into the bush of

the morass, forcing the fishermen to follow to catch their daily requirements. Venturing

further into the morass is disliked because it takes more time, is more difficult and

increases the exposure to the larger crocodiles whose territories lie further in the morasse

Exposure to the larger crocodiles, reportedIy 3 to S meters in len~ is not favored

because the fishermen are afraid ofthem.

Other tour activity that is perceived as a socio-economic oost by the fishing

community is the expansion of tour grounds. Tour enterprises envelop the commUDÏty's

traditional docking area i.e. one tour enterprise is located directly across the river and the

other two boating operations are located on either side of the community's docking site.

The latter two boating operations are widening their river front land..use resulting in an

ever..decreasing area available to the community for docking. Both the fishermen and the

community..at..large dock in this area to deliver produce to the community market located

directly behind. Compounding this situation is the fact that there is no other available

bank area. The final result is that the tour owners' increasing appropriation of riverfront

land is not ooly an inconvenience to community members but it also obstructs their

economic industries.

The tourism..host relationship also involves the sinking of community canoes.

Traditionally-designed canoes are used by the community to not only fish but to travel

from where they live, e.g. from the interior of the morass to the mouth of the river where

they visit the town center to shop, seU their produce or attend church. The water
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clearance ofthe canoe, whose design remains from the community's Afiican ancestry, is

approximately 7 centimeters above water level. Tour boats, driving above a certain

SPeed, create a water wake that inundates the canoes and sinks them. In addition to the

inconvenience of having to swim to shore and the time wasted to address tbis situation,

community members are particularly irate when they are dressed in tbeir best clothes for

travel 10 the town center. As one fisherman makes clear: "The boat tours are Iike car

traffic - when 1 see one coming 1get out orthe way".

Tourists taking pictures are also regarded unfavorably by fishermen. Most

fishermen have few items of clothing and when it is necessary to he in the water, for

instance to retrieve fish traps, fishennen disrobe to keep their clothes dry. Passing tour

boats with picture-taking tourists are considered a great inconvenience to shy fishermen

who sometimes wait quite some time until the boats are safely at a distance before

ascending into their canoes.

Another cost perceived by the fishing community is a loss of income due ta the

presence of the boat tours. In years gone by, fishermen worked as guides of the morass

and came ta depend on the foreign exchange earnings as a significant supplement to their

income, however this business has progressively disappeared since the formalized boat

tours began. The exposure to foreign cultures and languages is also identified by

members ofthe fishing community as an aspect oftour guiding that they appreciated.

In short, stakeholder Perception ofnature-based tourism is a mixture ofecological

and socio-economic benefits and costs. lbere is general agreement among tour oPerators,

conservation autborities and the host community that while there may be some ecological

benefits there are clear indications of resource degradation. Ecological benefits include
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enhanced conservation of natura! resources and increased fimding for conservation

activities. Costs to the natura! ecosystem include erosion of the riverbank and

distribution changes to the bird, crocodile and marine populations. Socio-economic

impacts are aIso distributed as bath benetits and casts. Benefits ta the host environment

include increased employment, social interaction and altruistic activity while costs

include feelings of crowding, congestion, conflicts over land use and a decrease in

income and social interaction.

These findings illustrate an interesting issue of Black River nature-based tourism.

Namely that the host community perception of benefits and costs is not homogeneous.

While some members of the host community benefit, others are negatively impacted. For

example, at the same time as the tour personnel perceived an increase in employment,

members ofthe fishing community perceived a 1055 in employment. A non-homogeneous

perception of benefits and costs in the Black River host community is a realistic feature

of the tourism-environment relationship and must he understood in any effort to

harmonize the tourism-host relationship.

Attitudes of tour operaton, coDsenatioD a.tborities aad bosts toward future

tourism developlDeDt

There was a general consensus among stakeholders that the best use for this

region is for tourism and other community activities (71%) and a majority aIso expressed

a desire for increased tourism (66%) (Table 2.3). The main explanation for the desire of

an increase to tourism is to cam money (63%) and all stakeholder groups have plans to

expand their businesses. Tour operator expansion plans incIude a waIking tour through
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the wetland, an aquarium, water slides, canoes and paddle boats. Each tour operator

identified the reduced quality of tourism, i.e. disappearing wildlife and the congestion of

tour boats as the reason for diversifying their business and for expanding onto other areas

of the wetland. Host community members aIso expressed their desire to increase their

persona! business as tour guides and would like an agreement between themselves and

tour operators ta enable them to do 50. Community members believed that tour operators

had an advantage with the boteI management around the island tbat encouraged tourist

visitation away from the local fishing community. Further explained, members of the

fishing community pointed out that tour operators seod presents such as fruit and food

gift baskets ta the botel management and staff around the island. Community members

perceived this as an incentive for hotel staff to promote visitation to the three main tour

operators and to disregard the local fishermen as tour guides. This interaction was

believed to disadvantage the individual fishenneo who did oot have the resources,

financial or social, to compete.

In contrast to the majority attitude in favor of increased tourism is a minority

opinion (23%) that there is already too much environmental degradation that will only be

exacerbated by an increase in tourisme Furthennore, there is a conceptual division

between tour operator and conservation authority 8.ttitude with respect to whether the

environmental (71%) or economic goals (11%) of Black River tourism are more

important (also Table 2.3). Tour operators, although agreeing that tourism should not

degrade the environment, emphasized that the primary goal of any tourism development

is to maximize financial gain. In contrast, conservation authorities believe the primary

goals of nature tourism are to preserve the environment, fund conservation efforts and
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improve the local community's quality oflife. These ditrering attitudes translate ioto very

different ideas about the future of Black River tourism. Tour operators believe

maximizing financial gain necessitates large modification to the enviromnent and high

volumes of tourists while the attitude of conservation authorities translates into minimal

modification of the environment and a low volume of tourlsts. The Iack of goveming

control over tourism development in the Black River wetland bas created fertile ground

for unregulated opportunism Ieading to degradation of the natural and host environment.

As succincdy described by Charles Swaby, the owner ofthe first boating enterprise, ''this

is like the Wild West ofNorth America ... everyone does as they please.".

Suggestions to Reduce Degradation and Enhance EDvironmental Conservation

Tour operators, conservation authorities and host members agree that reducing

environmental degradation of the Black River Lower Morass is dependent on addressing

boat tour activities as weil as other commercial activities in the Iegion (74%) (Table 2.4).

Of the major commercial activities in the area, those considered to cause the MOst serious

environmental damage, and in need of regutation, include the dumping ofpollutants ioto

the waterways by the local sugar/rum factory and agricultural farms, the disposai of raw

sewage directiy ioto the waterways by the local community and hospital, urban

development and sand mining, destructive fishing methods includiog dynamiting, using

net with too small a mesh, and the burning ofmangroves for shrimp or charcoal.

Tour operators and conservation autborities suggest that the best way to enhance

environmental conservation is to institute a management plan for the area (also Table

2.4). Both groups agree the plan should detail multiple zones where conservation,
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tourism and community activities are permitted (77%). Bath groups also emphasize that

a crucial element in the success of this management plan is not only the development of

guidelines but, more importandy the enforcement of regulation and poliey. Additional

suggestions to promote environmental conservation include educational programs, tax­

incentives promoting environmentaUy fiiendly behavior and beneficial involvement of

the local community including promotion of the local craft industry, facilitation of goods

transportation and land tenure. Suggestions for educational programs include developing

and teaching alternatives ta current unsustainable environmental practices and

communicating the concept ofsustainable development to the local community as well as

to the local and national govemment administrations.

Opinion OD Management and National Park Status

The consensus among tour operators, conservation authorities and fishennan is

that the national govemment would not manage the boat tours in a more environmentally

sustainable manner than the private ownership of the day (75%) (Table 2.5). The

national govemment is perceived (69010) as being notoriously ineffective al enforcing

environmentallaw due to inadequate personnel, funds, and political will. Tour operators

and conservation autborities prefer on-site management by a local community

organization to management by the National Govemment (63%). The three groups

indicate, however, that the National Govemment should help develop and enforce

regulations (60%).

Some tour operators and conservation authorities prediet National Park status will

contribute to conservation if coupled with an enforced regional management plan (40%)
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(a/so Table 2.5). There is a division in opinion however, on tourism's role with respect

to the National Park. The majority of conservation authorities (SI7) suggest that it is a

means of defraying the costs of running the National Park while only a minority of tour

operators (1/3) proposed this possibility.

IMPLICATIONS OF SURVEY RESULTS

Although there is indication of some improved management of the natura!

resources, the overaU perception oftour operators, conservation authorities and fishermen

is there bas been degradation of the natural and host environment. Degradation of the

Datura! resources is identified as erosion of riverbank and riverside vegetation and the

distancing of bird, crocodile and fish populations away ftom tour areas. Degradation of

the host environment includes dismption of community transportation and industry as

weil as a reduction in foreign exchange eamings. The disruption of the local fishing

industry has broader implications on local, regional and international economic systems.

Fishennan supply fish to the Black River market for local consumption, shrimp to the

eotire island for tourist consumption (Reeson 1984) and the localIy parched shrimp are

sold as a specialty item as far as the international destination of Miami, Florida (C.

Swaby, pers. comm.). The shrimp industry is one of the major economic contributors to

the local community and compromise of this industry may have concomitant

repercussions on local household incomes.

Tour operators, conservation authorities and residents believe that regulation of

boat speed, frequency and model would minimize these adverse environmental impacts.

A1lied to this is the need for regulation ofother commercial activity in the region that aIso
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impacts adversely on the natural resources. Commercial activity perceived as

environmentally damaging include the dumping of pollutants into the waterways by the

sugar/rum faclones and agricultural farms, the flow of untreated sewage into the

waterways, solid waste disposai ioto natural ateas, ecologically unsound urban

developmen~ sand mining, and unsustainable fishing methods.

Conservation authorities more than tour operators advocate a vision of nature

tourism based on minimal modification ta the environmen~ low volume of tourists, and

financial assistance towards enhancement ofthe natura! and community environment. In

contrast to this vision, the majority oftour operators believe the main goal ofany tourism

enterprise is to maximize fmancial gain. Moreover, this goal can entait major alterations

to the naturaI environment and high volume of tourist traffic. Tour operator plans to

further expand their tourism businesses by building walking tours, an aquarium and water

slides in the area is indicative ofa basic ditrerence between their concept ofnature-based

tourism and that ofthe conservation authorities.

Suggestions to improve conservation of the Black River environment identify the

need for a management plan for the region based on zones of tourism, conservation and

other community activities. In addition, educational programs communicating the

concept of environmental sustainability to both govemment and community

constituencies are viewed as essential as well as a system ofmonitoring and enforcement

of regulations to be instituted and maintained. Tour operators and conservation

autborities believe that National Park status may contribute to conservation ifcoupled by

such an enforced management plan. Both tour operators and conservation authorities

champion on-site management ofthe National Park by a community organization.
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DISCUSSION

The link between development and conservation is missing in Most conservation

efforts (WeUs and Brandon 1992) and Black River nature-based tourism is no exception.

The latter is characterized by unregulated opportunism leading to degradation of the

natura! and host envîronment. One ofthe highlights ofthis study however, is the fact that

it epitomizes the central thesis of Garrett Hardin's article, Tragedy of the Commana

(Hardin 1968)~ and therefore indicates a means by which to reœncile nature-based

tourism and resource conservation. Garrett Hardin's article put fortb the notion that

common pool resource users maximize personal interests to the point of resource

destruction for ail. As more recently examined in other tourism (Healy 1994) and

conservation literature (Berlees 1989; Soule and Kohm 1989), recreational activity that

relies on the use of common pool resources leads to environmental degradation. Further

to this analysis, and as made obvious in this study, nature-based tourism is govemed by

two types of phenomena: repetitive and spreading phenomena. It is repetitive by

continuously offering the same activity for the tourist groups that come to the area, both

over time and space. Moreover, this repetitive activity has cumulative negative impacts

if it is not in harmony with the natura! resource systems in which it takes place. In this

study, tourism activity is not hannonious with the habitat, wildlife and the

hostlcommunity systems.

This study's findings also illustrate that nature-based tourism that exists in a

capitalist society such as that of the developing country Jamaica is a1so dominated by a

spreading phenomenon. This spreading phenomenon is evidenced by the duplication and

perhaps, even multiplication of the tour business as in this particular study. Similarly,
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businesses cm appropriate increasing terrain of natura! areas as they diversify their

business portfolio. In brie( the repetitive and spreading phenomena are dimensions of

the tourism-environment relationship and the concept's realistic application as a

conservation strategy.

The key to modifying the outeome of resource degradation must lie in

establishing adequate administrative arrangements that prevent the maximizing of

individual interests and that promote a design that is hannonious with the natural systems

in which it takes place. To be specific, multi-stakeholder common resource pools demand

particular reguJatory techniques and management arrangements to avoid resource

destruction. Ostrom (1991) and Brohman (1996) suggest goveming the common

resource area through guidelines, developed by input from ail concemed parties, and

which reguJate individual activity toward the benefit of all. Evidence of such types of

public participation is minimal, however there are some isolated case studies (Berkes

1989; Blanchard 1994) which have proved successful in devel0Ped countries. Emerging

strategies to access and include aIl player input toward achieving a mutually decided

outcome, suggest a management structure based on collaborative management (Keogh

1990; lamai and Getz 1995; Borrini-Feyerabend 1996). This coUaborative management

disengages the elite ex:ploitative growth process in Cavor of more equitable distribution of

henefit by accounting for input and direction from ail players. ft appears to he an

appropriate management structure for resource conservation in a common resource pool

situation sucb as that which exists for nature-based tourism in Black River, Jamaica.
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CONCLUSION

As Black River is poised to become Jamaica's third National Park, it is shown

that perceptions of tour operators, conservation authorities and hosts of the environment­

tourism relationship are informative guides towards management of the area and the

process of promoting conservation. The findings of this study cIearly show that the boat

tour ability to contribute to resource conservation is greatly influenced by the political

context in which it exists. Tour operator, conservation authorities and resident surveys

iI1ustrate that unregulated and uncontrolled tourism development has at least altered, if

not degraded, the natural and community environment. Despite widespread recognition of

resource degradation there continue to be individual plans to further develop the local

tourism industry. It is believed that National Park status may contribute to resource

conservation if coupled with an enforced management plan that includes an educational

program for the local community as weil as government constituencies.

These findings have management implications for nature-based tourism

enterprises, such as that of the Black River Morass, which depend on common resource

pools. It is recommended that a structure of collaborative management, developed on a

multi-stakeholder participatory planning process, is needed to promote environmental

conservation. In short, a symbiotic tourism-environment relationship depends on shifting

the CUITent situation of 'open access to public resources' toward one of 'managed access

to common property' .

66



•

•

•

LITERATURE CITED

Aiken, KA. (1985). Report ftom the wetland resources sub-committee ofthe national
peat committee. Conservation Data Center (CDC), Kingston, Jamaica, WI. 50 pp.

Ap, J. (1992). Residents' perceptions on tourism impacts. Annals olTourism Res. 19:
665-690.

Bacon, P. R. (1987). Use ofwetlands fortourism in the insular Caribbean. Annals of
Tourism Res., 14: 104-117.

Barrett, H.M. (1976). Retlections on Black River. Black River, Jamaica Library Service,
Jamaica, WI. 23 pp.

Berkes, F. (1989). Common property resources: ecology and community-based
sustainable development. Belhaven Press, London, UK.

Blanchard, KA. (1994). Culture and seabird conservation: the north shore ofthe Gulfof
St. Lawrence, Canada. BirdLife Conserve Series. 1: 294 -310

Bloomerstein, E. (1988). Environment in Caribbean development: a regional view. In
Environmentally sound tourism development in the Carihbean. pp 57-61 .

Boo, E. (1993). Ecotourism planning for protected areas. In Ecotourism: a guidefor
planners & managers, eds, K. Lindberg and D.E. Hawkins. Ecotourism Society,
North Bennington, Vermont, USA. pp. 15-31.

Borrini-Feyerabend, G. (1996). Collaborative management ofprotected areas: tailoring
the approach to the contexte The World Conservation Union (lUCN), Gland,
Switzerland. 67 pp.

Brohman, J. (1996). New directions in tourism for third world development. Annals
ofTourism Res. 23 (1): 18-70.

Coke, L.B., R. Bertrand, S. Batchelor. (1982). Macrophyte vegetation ofthe Negril and
Bîack River morasses, Jamaica. Botany Department University ofthe West Indies
and Petroleum Corporation ofJamaica, Kingston, Jamaica. 31 pp.

Decker, D.J., K.O. Purdy. (1988). Toward a concept ofwildlife acceptance capacity in
wildlife management. Wild. Soc. Bull. 16: 53-57.

Digerfeldt,G., M. Enell. (1984). Paleocological studies ofthe past development ofthe
NegriI and Black River morasses, Jamaica. Appendix 1 to environmental
feasibility study ofpeat mining in Jamaica. Department ofQuatemary
Geology, University ofLund, Lund, Sweden and Petroleum Corporation of
Jamaica, Kingston, Jamaica. 145 pp.

67



•

•

•

Edwards, F. (1988). Environmentally sound tourism development in the Canobean.
University ofCalgary Press, Alberta, Canada 143 pp.

EIU. (1995). The Economist Intelligence Unit. Country profile (Jamaica/Barbadoes).
Electronic publishing services, London, UK: 2...32.

Fink and Kosecoft J. (1985). How to conduct surveys: a steJl'"'tO'"'step guide. Sage
productions, London, UK.

Garrick, L.D. (1986). The Black River Lower Morass: a threatened wetland in lamaica.
Oryx, 3 (20): 155-160.

Grekin, J. (1994). Understanding the community-level impacts oftourism: the case of
Pond InIet, NWT. M.A.Thesis, Department ofGeography, McGill University,
Montreal, Canada. 136 pp.

Haggstrom, M. (1983). Water balance for the great morass ofNegril and the lower
morass ofthe Black River, lamaica Swedish Meteorological and Hydrological
Institute. 42 pp.

Hardin, G. (1968). Tragedy ofthe commons. Science, 162: 1243-1247.

Healy, R.G. (1994). The "common pool" problem in tourism landscapes. Annois of
Tourism Res., 21(3): 596 - 611.

Holder, J .S. (1988). Pattern and impact oftourism on the environment ofthe Caribbean.
Tourism Manag., lune:119-127.

Inskeep, E. (1991). Environmental planning for tourism. Annals ofTourïsm Res., 14:
118...135.

IUCN. (1993). World Conservation Union. Parks and progress: protected areas and
economic development in Latin America and the Canobean.. ed. V. Barzetti. The
World Conservation Union, Washington, OC, U.S.A. 240 pp.

IUCN. (1996). World Conservation Union. The convention on wetlands (Ramsar, Iran,
1971). http://iucn.orglthemeslramsar/ramsar-about-en.html.

lackson, W. (1988). Research methods: Nies for survey design and analysis. Prentice...
Hall, Ontario, Canada.

lamai, T.B., Getz, D. (1995). Collaboration theory and community tourism planning.
Annals ofTourism Res., 22 (1): 186..204.

leDT. (1994). lamaica Conservation and Development Trust. A Plan for a System of
Protected Areas in lamaica. lCDT, Kingston: lamaica.

68



•

•

•

Johnson, A. (1995). Eco cultural tourism in the communities ofthe Black River morass:
prospects ofthe basket weaving tradition. Paper presented to heritage tourism &
Caribbean development conference, March 8-11, 1995. Kingston, Jamaica. 20 pp.

Keogh, B. (1990). Public participation in community tourism planning. Anna/s of
Tourism Res., 17: 449-465.

Lea, J. (1988). Tourism. and development in the third world. Routledge, Chapman and
Hall IDe, New York, USA. 88 pp.

Loota, K. (1993). Jamaica handbook. Moon publications Inc., Chico, Califomia, USA.
229 pp.

Mathieson, A., O. Wall. (1982). Tourism: economic, physical and social impacts.
Longman Inc, New York, USA. 208 pp.

McNeely, T., J.W. Thorsell, H. Ceballos-Lascurain. (1992). Guidelines: development of
national parks and protected areas for tourisme UNEP, Paris, France. 53 pp.

Milne, S. (1998). Tourism and sustainable development: exploring the g1obal­
local nexus. In Sustainable Tourism Development, cds. C.M. Hall and AA.
Lew. Longman Inc. UK.

Nelson, J.O., R. Butler, G. Wall (cds). (1993). Tourism and sustainable development:
monitoring, planning, managing. Department ofGeography publication series,
University ofWaterloo, Ontario, Canada. 283 pp.

Nickels, S. (1992). Northem conservation and tourism: the perception ofClyde River
Inuit. MA.Thesis, Department ofGeography, McGill University, Montreal,
Canada. 126 pp.

NRCA. (1995). Natural Resources Conservation Authority. Green paper #1/95. Towards
a national system ofparks and protected areas. Govemment ofJamaica, Kingston,
Jamaica.

Ostrom, E. (1991). Goveming the commons: the evolution of institutions for coUective
action. Cambridge University Press, New York, USA.

Poon. A., R. Poon. (1994). The ccotourism opportunity in the Caribbean. University of
the West Indics (UWlCED), Kingston, Jamaica. 71 pp.

Reeson, P. (1984). The Negril and Black River morasses: the urgency for wetland
management. Petroleum Corporation ofJamaica, Kingston, Jamaica, WI. pp 1-3.

Ross, A. (1989). Swampland wildemess. The Jamaican, 12: 12-36.

69



•

•

•

Smith, M.L., G.V. Glass. (1987). Research and evaluation in education and the social
sciences. Prentice-Hall Inc, New Jersey, USA.

Soule, M.E., KA. Kohm. (1989). Research priorities for conservation biology. Island
Press critical issues series, Washington, D.C., USA. 96 pp.

Weaver, D.B. (1995). Alternative tourism in Montserrat. Tourism MtulQg. ~6(8):S93­

604.

Wells, M., K. Brandon. (1992). People and parks: linking protected area management
with local communitics. World Wildlife Fund, Washington, USA. 99 pp.

World Bank (1994). Jamaica: a strategy for growth and poverty reduction. Country
economic memorandum, report no. 12702-jm. 174 pp.

Ziffer, K. A. (1989). Ecotourism: the uneasy alliance. Ecotourism Society, North
Bennington, Vermont, USA. 36 pp.

70



• •

Table 2.1: Perception of toumm ecological impact by tour openton, conservation autborities and bosts
in Black River, Jamaica (1994)

•

Tour Operator Conservation Hosts
Authorities Fishing comm Tour personnel

Percepti91l_ (nl3) (nl7) (ni) S) (nlIO)

Combined'
(0135)

%

Ecolo,/clIl.llejlts
Enhanced conservation

fewerfues
fewer killed crocodiles
less pollution

Funding for conservation

1

1

3

2

7

3

31

17

Ecolo,ica' costs
Damage to natural resources 3 6 10

Riverbank erosion
Wildlife distribution changes

• Mean percentage oftour operator, conservation authority and host responses

7 74
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Table 2.2: Perception of tourism soeio-economic impact by Black River tour 0Peraton, conservation autboritin and hosts
in Black River, Jamaica (1994)

Perception

Tour Operators Hosts
Fishing comm Tour persoMel

nl3 nllS nllO

Combineda

(n/28)
%

Soc;~co"o",ic MlleJits
Employment generation
Increased social interaction
Altnlism

3

2

10
8
4

46
29
21

SOC;~collo",ic COlts
Crowding and congestion 2 10
Land use contlicts • Il

Inhibits local industry (fishinglshrimping)
Loss of land (docking area)
Increased confrontations with crocodiles
Disrupts local transportation
Unwelcome picture·taking

Decreased income/social interaction • 5
• Mean percentage oftour operator, conservation authority and host responses

4 57
39

18
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Table 2.3: Attitude of tour operators, conservation autborities and hosts toward future tourism

in Black River, Jamaica (1994)

Tour Operators Conservation Hosts
Authorities

Questionlresponse (nl3) (nl7) (nl25)

Combined'
(n/35)

%

a) What should the area he usedfor?
Tourism and other community activities

b) Would10u /i/ce to see more tourism than presently exists?
Yes
No

ûplanation?
Toeammoney
100 much degradation
Social Interaction

2

2
1

2
1

5

3
2

3
2

18

18
5

17
S
7

71

66
23

63
23
20

c) Whot should responsibilities ofecolour management bel
Not degrade environment 2
Benefit local community 2
Provide close interaction with nature 1

Minimal modification to environment
Low volume oftourists

Maximize tourism dollars 2
Major modification to environment
High volume oftourists

Food conservation efforts 1
• Mean percentage oftour operator, conservation authority and host responses

6
5
6

2

5

17
11

5

71
51
20

11

31
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Table 1.4: Suggestions of tour operators, conservation authorities and hosts to promote environmental conservation

in Black River, Jamaica (1994)

Tour Operators Conservation Hosts Combined'
Authorities

(nl3) (nl7) (nl2S) %
Question/response

a) Suggestions to reduce degradation?
Regulate boat tour as weil as Other Industries in area

Exp/anation?
Other Industries?

SugarlRum Industry dump toxic effluent
Agricultural Fanns dump pesticides, weedicides
Hazardous Sewage & Waste disposai
Urban Development and Sand mining
Unsustainable Fishing and Community activities

2

2
1
1
1
2

6

4
3
2
2
2

18

13
3
3

2

74

54
20
17
9
17

b) How cou/denvironmenla/ conservation be promoled?
Management plan 2

enforced regulations!policies
educational programs

Tax-incentives toward environmentally friendly activity
Benefits to local community from tourism 1

• Mean percentage oftour operator, conservation authority and host responses

6

3
5

19 77

17
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Table 2.5: Attitude of tour operaton, conservation authorities and hosts toward future management of the wetland and

National Park in Black River, Jamaica (1994)

Tour Operators Conservation Hosts Combined'
Authorities (0135)

(nl3) (nl7) (nl25) %
Questionlresponse

a) Wou/d National Government manage tours better
than pr;vate ownership oftoday?
No 2 6 18 7S

Erplanation?
Not effective enforcer ofenvironmentallawl 2 5 17 69
Oon't have personnel or fonds

b) Who should manage National Park?
Community organization 1 6 IS 63
Not National Govemment 1 5 6 34

c) Role olNational Government?
Help establish and enforce regulations 2 4 15 60

d) Will National Park Statua contribule 10 conservation?
Maybe, ifco-exists with enforced management plan 1 4 9 40
1 Mean percentage oftour operator, conservation authority and host responses
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Figure 1: Map showing location ofJamaica within the Caribbean, National Parks and the Black River Lower Morass

on the island ofJamaica
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CONNECI1NG TEXT

In the preceding chapter, the impacts of nature-based tourism on the natural and host
environment were investigated. Perceptions of tourism developers, conservation
authorities and hosts indicate tbat natlJre.based tourism in Black River brings both
henefits and costs to the ecological and hast environment. Furthermore, tour operators
and the members of the host community desire an increase in tourism and bave plans 10
further develop the local tourisme RecommendatioDS were presented to promote the
compatibility between tourism and the ecological and host environment.

Another aspect of Jl8ture.based tourism is its success as a consumer product. This is
investigated in the next chapter through surveys of the visiting public and their opinion
about tour features.

77



•

•

•

CHAPTER3

Customen of Nature-b8secI tourism: Matclaiag the Tourist Experieaee

and Service Provisioa
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INTRODUcnON

Major issues facing the nature-based tourism industry today include providing

high quality service (Frechtling 1987; Krippendorf 1987: Ryan 1991) and financing

ecologically sound management (Boo 1993; Lindberg and Buber 1993; Brandon 1996).

High quality service entails understanding and satisfying customer demand (Frecbtling

1987; Krippendorf 1987) and key factors include knowing who the customer is, what

attracted tbem and how they could be better satisfied (Goodall and Ashworth 1988; Ziffer

1989; Giannecchini 1993: Ceballos-Lascurain 1996). In addition to information on the

consumer group and their financial potential, demographic relationships have proven

fruitful for management and marketing direction. Both tourist demand trends (Ross

1993) and tourist financial attributes (Ryel and Grasse 1991) have been shown to reflect

demographic profiles. The suecess of management and marketing strategies is greatly

enhanced with such information by guiding priorities for improving the product.

Details of consumer demand and financial attributes vary according to a number

of intemational and national factors making this information site-specifie (Lindberg and

Huber 1993; Laarman and Gregersen 1996). Visitor surveys are the standard research

tool to coUect this type ofdetailed information (Gravetter and Wallace 1985; MeNeely et

al. 1992; Boo 1993), however few researcbers publish their findings (Lindberg and Huber

1993) and there is currendy a paucity of information on the social and economic market

value of natural areas (Valentine 1992; Lindberg and Huber 1993). Furthermore,

marketers and tourists sometimes have ditTerent perceptions of consumer wants and

needs (Witter 1985) and the financial value ofa given resource (Boo 1990; Laarman and

79



•

•

•

Gregersen 1996), making the consumer population a key resource for accurate

information.

This study investigates the profile, demand trends, financial resoUICe potential and

demographic travel pattern of consumers of nature-based tourism in Black River,

Jamaica It is an integral part of a research project in Black River, Jamaica to gain a

greater understanding of the tourism-environment relationship. There are no previous

studies ofthis tourist population.

METHODOLOGY: SURVEY INTRUMENT, SAMPLE AND DATA ANALYSIS

The present survey adapted to local circumstance the questionnaire employed by

Grekin (1994) in a tourism study of Baffin Island, Canada. Format, content validity and

results reliability were further developed according to the guidelines of Fink and

Kosecoff (1985), Smith and Glass (1987), and Jackson (1988). The questionnaire is

supplied by appendix B. Demographic and tinancial data are accessed with closed and

open-ended questions and consumer opinion with five-POint Likert-type scale questions.

During summer 1994, a pilot study tinalized the survey instrument and on-site

distribution and retrieval ofthe survey instrument achieved over a 90% response rate. An

opportunistic random sample of the tourist population resulted in 170 fully completed

questionnaires. Results are tabulated to yield number, percentage and Mean figures for a

given category. Mean figures are used to rank tourist responses and one-way analysis of

variance of the 24 dependent variables with the six independent variables yielded 144 F­

values.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Demographie information (Table 3.1) indicates tbat the general profile of the

Black River nature-tourist is an individual from Britain (35%), lamaica (25%) or the

United States (18%) who is equally likely to he hetween the ages of 26-35 (32%) or 36­

55 (30%) and to he female (53%) or male (48%). They have al least a secondary level

education (44%), eam either less than USS 20 000 (34%) or between USS 30 000 - 59

999 (41%) per annum (pre-tax) and travel with family (51%) or friends (41%). Otber

studies (Ziffer 1989; Ceballos-Lascurain 1996) show similar findings including equal

probability of the nature-tourist heing female or male, eaming anywhere from less than

US $25 000 to US SI00 000 and strong representatioo from individuals travelling with

family or friends.

Tourist opinion indicates that natural resources play a greater role in attracting the

tourist than the sociocultural environment. As illustrated in Table 3.2, factors MOst

central to the travel decision include wildlife (mean = 4.41), s<:enerylvegetatioo (mean =

4.34) and rare species (mean = 4.01) while factors less central to the travel decision

include education (mean = 3.79), meeting local people (mean = 3.12) and arts and crafts

(mean = 2.4). Caution must be exercised interpreting these demand trends due to current

Black River tour operator marketing strategies that emphasize natural resources rather

than the socioculturaI environment. Tbeir promotions May result in a biased tourist

population. Other survey information supports titis cautionary note since a majority

(88%) of the tourists surveyed who did oot meet Black River residents indicate they

would have liked to have bad the opportunity.
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Overall satisfaction with tours is high (mean = 4.20) (Table 3.3). The majority

(74%) oftourists rated the tours at the top ofthe sœle as 6 g00d to excellent', furthermore,

a majority (57%) aIso indicated not only would they retum on the tour but they (75%)

would recommend it to a fiiend (Table 3.4). A1though tourist opinion indicates

satisfaction with tour features, some items rate lower, indicating opportunities for tour

improvement toward consumer demand (Table 3.5). Tour features respondents were

MOst satisfied with include the tour guide (mean = 4.48), transportation (mean = 3.71),

and educational content (mean = 3.65). Respondents were less satisfied with park

facilities (mean = 3.39), food (mean = 3.23), cost (mean = 3.20), and tcchnical

information (mean = 2.89). Technical information such as maps and books are currently

not main features of the tour, but tourists seemed interested in having this feature of the

excursion developed.

Half (47%) of the respondents purchased a pre-paid package and the other half

(45%) paid agate entrance (Table 3.6). Those who purchased a pre-paid package paid

between US $51 - S85 doUars for the day trip while gate entrances were between US SO

and $20 doUars. Those who did not pay include school children groups, as it is the policy

of bath tour operators to encourage appreciation of natural areas at a young age. When

respondents were asked if they would pay a higher entrance fee for conservation

purposes, respondents (52%) were divided and half (26%) indicated that they would be

willing to do so (a/so Table 3.6). Predictions on what tourists would be willing to donate

towards conservation of the area include "donating rime" to specifie monetary amounts

between US SI to Sloo. The majority ofrespondents indicated they would be willing to

donate between SI - S10 US doUars. l'hus few tourists appear to he willing to pay a
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higher entrance fee. These entrance fees retlect those found appropriate in Central

American Parks of US SS and 510 doUars (Lindberg and Ruber 1993), suggesting these

amounts may he the approximate market value ofsuch tourism attractions. The donation

predictions of Black River tourists however, are much lower than those round in other

natore-tourist surveys where tourists are willing ta donate between US SSO to 5200

doUars (Lindberg and Huber 1993) for conservation ofan area.

To determine any significant differences in opinion among demographic

subgroups, the 24 dependent variables (tour features) were tested by one-way analysis of

variance with the six independent variables (demographic subgroups) including

nationality, age, gender, education, income and travel mode (Table 3.7). Of the resulting

144 F-values a total of 20 items (14%) proved significant at the .OS percent level.

Nationality (7 items) and age (6 items) produced the greatest number of differences in

opinion on tour features. Fewer differences were found for gender (1 item), education (3

items), incame (2 items) and travel mode (1 item).

Results of the analysis ofvariance tests indicate that American, British, Jamaican

and Germans each had a difference in opinion on at least one tour feature. Americans

stood out by far, differing in opinion on five tour featores compared to the other

nationalities that tested for significance across ooly one or two factors. Americans felt

that they leamed significantly more about conservation efforts and Jamaican history,

were more satisfied with the educational content as weU as cost, and rated the tour

significantly higher than all the other nationalities. British respondents leamed

significantly less about geography and Gennans rated the tour sisnificantly lower titan all

other nationalities. Jamaicans indicate they leamed sisnificantly more about Jamaican
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history and paid less for the tour. Multi-tiered pricing, wbere nationals pay less than

other visitors, bas proved to promote both revenue maximization and social equity

(Laarman and Gregersen 1996) and may aIso he an appropriate pricing policy for Black

River.

Respondents under the age of 18 had significantly di.tTerent opinions on tour

features than ail other age categories. Respondents under 18 rated tour features including

the scenery/vegetatioD, wildlife and education as significantly Jess important in attracting

them to the excursion than the other age categories. They aIso learnt less about geography

and conservation efforts. Other age category differences include those respondents

between 18-25 who pay Jess for the excursion than the other age categories. Females

rated education as a more important factor attracting them to the tour than males. Other

demographic subgroup differences include education al the graduate and undergraduate

level. Graduates indicate that they Jeamed Jess about Jamaican history and rated the tour

lower than the other education categories. Undergraduates were significandy more

satisfied with the cost than other education Jevels. Those eaming less than 520 000 US

dollars per annum (pre-tax) were significantly more satisfied with the cost than other

incorne groups and those respondents earning $20 000 - 529 999 US dollars per annum

(pre-tax) rated meeting local people Jess important than the other incame groups.

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION

The general profile of a Black River nature tourist appears to he an individual

from Britain, Jamaica or the United States, between the age of26-55 and is equally likely

to he female or male, bas at least a secondary level education, eams either less than 520
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000 or between 530 000 - 59 999 US dollars per year (pre-tax) and travels with family or

friends. Natural resources de<:idedly play a more central role in attracting the tourists ta

the excursion titan the sociocultural environment. Overall opinion of the tour is high and

a majority of respondents would return on the tour and recommend il to a fiiend.

Satisfaction with tour infrastructure is also high with the exception ofavailable technical

information. Provision of technical information such as maps and books would he

appreciated. Tourists are divided whether they would he williog to paya higher entrance

fee, currently set al 515, ta support conservation efforts. They would however, he willing

to donate fonds in the range of SI-SI0 US doUars. Nationality and age were the most

significant variables in differentiating tourist opinion on tour features and the information

could he useful to future marketing and management planning.

These findings indicate that tourists cm provide information on demand trends

and financial aspects of a tourism enterprise to guide management and marketing

strategies. Furthermore, this information is a starting point for future researcb at this and

other sunHar nature-based tour evaluation studies.
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• Table 3.1: Tou....t demographlc profile et Black RIver, J.malca (1"')

bêmogl'llphic cat!pry N.ponêiëft.. 1iiJ P;n:ent~

Natlon.11Iy
American 27 17.5
Belgian 2 1.3
British 54 35.1
Canadian 2 1.3
German 16 10.4
ltalian 9 5.8
Jamaican 38 24.7
Japanese 1 0.6
Netherlands 5 3.2

Total (n) 154 100.0
Age

UNDER18 19 11.6
18-25 40 24.4
26-35 52 31.7
36-55 49 29.9
56-65 3 1.8
66+ 1 0.6

• Total (n) 164 100.0
Gender

Female 84 52.5
Male 76 47.5

Total (n) 160 100.0
Education

Primary 2 1.2
Secondary 73 44.0
Undergraduate 34 20.5
Graduate 57 34.3

Total (n) 166 100.0
Income

UNDER20 000 38 33.6
20 000 - 29 999 14 12.4
30 000 - 39 999 22 19.5
40 000 - 59 999 24 21.2
60 000 - 99 999 9 8.0
100000+ 6 5.3

Total (n) 113 100.0
Travel Mode

Alone 6 3.8
Family 80 51.0
Friends 65 41.4
Other 6 3.8

• Total (n) 157 100.0
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Table 3.2: Tour _tu.... central to travel cleclalon to Black Rive" Jamalca (1114)

Question on SUMW Instrument

1OiiiIiilSpIiiIona (a) ... _. __n__

Percen.... Dlatrlbutlon of R.ponu (b)
Not Important Neutra1 Very Important Mean (c) Rlnk Cd

1
2
3

4.41
4.34
4.01

n.6
78.2
64.7

11.2
11.2
17.1

4.1
4.1
8.2

Howm.potfant.,.8ach of tlHifOllowing
ln yourdeclsIon to come ta SIacIc River?
Natural RMOUn:e F..ture

Wildlife
SceneryNegetation
Rare Species

Soclocultural F..tu...
Education 10 28.2 53.0 3.79 4
Meeting local People 27.7 28.2 35.3 3.12 1
Arts&Crafts 17.6 26.5 11.8 2.4 •

a Results repre5enfreponses from 17010unsts of BlaCk-Rlverlours. Jamalca. Nonresponiessre notlnclüded
b Percent of responses distributed under 'Not Importanf answered 1or 2, those under 'Neutral'

answered 3, and those under 'Very Important' answered 4 or 5 on the 5 point Likert scale.
c Mean value is derived from Likert scale range of 1=not important to 5=very important
d Ranks are assigned by mean value. Rank 1 is glven to highest mean value, rank 2 to second highest mean value, etc.
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Table 3.3: Tou".' ove...11 opinion of tour a' Black River, Jamalca (1994)

~na(a)
Perceiitige D"trlbutlon of R.pon8e (b)

Question on Survey Instrument Not Very Good Neutral Very Good Mean (c)

•

How would you rate thls touroversll ? 1.2 7.7 73.5 4.20

a Results represent reponses from 170 tourists of Black River Tours, Jamaica. Nonresponses are not included
b Percent of responses distributed under 'Not Very Good' answered 1or 2, thase under 'Neutral'

answered 3, and those under 'Very Good' answered 4 or 5 on the 5 point Likert SCaIe.
c Mean value is deriYed from Likert scale range of 1=not Important to 5=very important

rlbl. 3.4: Tourt.t wllllng,... to ...tum or recommend tour a' Black River, Jamalcl (1914)

Touri.t Opliilône (a)
P.rcentlg. Dlltrlbutlon of R.polIII

Question on Survey Instrument Yes No Not Sure

Would you come bacIc on thls tour ?

Would you I8COmmend thls tour
to 8 friend?

57.0

75.0

16.0

2.0

14.7

8.8

a Results represenfiepOnses tram 170-tounilS of BlackRiver Tout'S, Jamaica. Non-responses are not included
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Table 3.1: Tourllt ""Ifactlon l.v.1 wl" tour reltu,.. It Bllck River, Jlma.ca (1994)

Tourlât opinioftl Ca)
P.rcen..... Dlltrlbutlon of R.pon.. (b)

Question on Survey Instrument Comp.tely Dilsatisfied Neutrll Extremely Satiafied Mean (c) RIInk (dl
How S8tJsfied "18 you with each of the foIIowing?

Guide 0.6 6.5 82.9 4.48 1
Transportation 7.1 25.9 43.5 3.71 2
Educational Content 8.8 27.1 ~.1 3.85 3
Park Facillties 8.2 35.3 28.2 3.39 •
Food 8.5 31.8 33.5 3.23 1
Cost 10.6 33.5 24.7 3.20 •
Technical Information (mapl,books) 24.1 34.7 20.2 2.89 7

a Resulta represent reponses from 170 tourists of Black River TOUfS, Jamalca. Non-responses arenot Included
b Percent of reaponl8l dlstributed under 'Completely Dissatisfled' answered 1or 2, those under 'Neutral'

answered 3, and those under 'Extremely Satisfied' answered 4 or 5 on the 5 point Likert 5ca1e.
c Mean value il derived from Likert scale range of 1=not important ta 5=very important
d Ranks are assigned by mean value. Rank 1il given to highest mean value, rank 2 to second highest mean value, etc.
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T.bl. 3.8: Tourt.t fln.nclal ••pendltu...... and wllllnll..... to pay prediction••t Black River, Jamalca (1"')

Question on Survey Instrument

rourlat Opinion (!)~ _
Pere.ntage Dlab1butlon of R.po...

Ves No

Did you tf8vel to Black Riveron a pre-paidpackage?

Did you pay 8n entrBnce tee?

To continue supportlng conseIV8fion of the 818a and
wildlife. would Vou paya hlgher entrance fee?

47.0

45.0

26.0

45.0

38.0

26.0

a ResulfS-iipresent reponsesrrom 170 toufiats of BlaCk RivefToUr&. Jamalca.-Non~-responses are nol Included.
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• Table 3.7: Leve. of .Ignlflcance of taurlet opinion on tour .......,. - Ana"''' of variance acroea
•••ectacl demographlc charaee....tIca at Black RIver, Jamalca (11M)

Tour Feature
Qu~ononSuNeyl~mem

How impottant wel8 each of the foIlowing
in your decision ta come ta Black River?
SceneryNegetation
Wildlife
Rare Species
Education
Meeting Local People
Arts & Crafts

Analpis ofVariance (Ievel of siAnificance)

Nationality Age Gëridèr Educ::ation Incarne Travet Mode

O.os
O••

0.01
0.01

•

How much, if anything, did you leam in
Black River about the following?
Geography
Wildlife
Vegetation
Jamaican History
Conservation Efforts
Local People

How satisfied wem you with each
of the following?
Transportation
Guide
Technical Information(maps,books)
Educational Content
Park Facilities
Food
Cost

Tour Rating
How would you rate this tour overall?

WlJat was the total priee
(for the pre-paid package)?

0.05

0.05
0.05

0.05

0.05

0.01

0.05

0.01

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05 0.05

•
How much would you be willing ta
contribute towards conservation ofIbis
area and ifs wildlife?
·only responses that are significant al .05 levai are indicated
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OVERALL CONCLUSIONS

Results obtained from the tour operator, conservation authority and host

community surveys indicate that nature-based tourism in Black River, Jamaica brings

both ecological and socio-economic benefits and costs. Benefits include enhanced

conservation of the natural resources, fimding for conservation activity, employment

generation, increased social interaction and altruisme Costs include degradation of the

natura! resources, crowding and congestion along the river ways, land use conflicts and

decreased social interaction and incorne. Tour operator, conservation authorities and the

host community suggest opportunities ta decrease negative, and promote positive

ecological and socio-economic tour impacts.

A symbiotic tourism-environment relationship, however is largely limited by the

local political context ofunregulated opportunism in a common resource pool. It appears

that changing the current ~unregulated access to public resources' toward one of

'managed access of common property' is essential to yield an outcome of satisfaction

among stakeholder groups. To enhance the compatibility of tourism activity with the

local naturaI and host environment a political structure of collaborative management is

recommended.

Tourist surveys revealed information that could he useful to improving the tour

product toward consumer satisfaction and for future marketing and management

planning. The general profile ofa Black River nature tourist appears to he an individual

from Britain, Jamaica or the United States, between the age of26-55 and is equaUy likely

to he female or male, bas at least a secondary level education, eams Jess then US 520 000

or between 530 000-559 999 per annum and travels with family or fiiends. Overall
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opinion of the tour is high and a majority of respondents would retum on the tour and

recommend it to a friend. As a financial source for conservation activities, tourists are

divided whether they would be willing to pay a higher entrance fee currently set al

U8$15, but would donate fimds in the range ofU851-510. Nationality and age were the

MOst significant variables in differentiating tourist opinion on tour features.

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE WORK

The significance of ecotourism as a conservation strategy depends largely on it

addressing the causes of local resoun:e degradation extemal to tourism activity (Whelan

1991; Brandon and Margoulis 1996). Nature-based tourism in Black River does not

appear to impact in any significant way on the causes of resource degradation in its

region, nor are there any indications that these are the intentions of most of the tour

developers. It would appear essential that the future evolution of Black River nature­

based tourism include developing links between tourism and conservation activity.

ln short, while nature-based tourism in Black River, Jamaica is successful as a

tourist product, it does not hannonize with the natural and host environment in which it

takes place. Furthermore, it does little to address the causes of natural resoun:e

degradation that exist extemal to its own operations. It appears that Black River nature­

based tourism is not as Farrell and Runyan (1991) describe 'ecotourism in action', but

rather tourism with Many opportunities to improve its relationship with. the Datural and

host environment.
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APPENDIXA

Black River survey questions for tour managers, conservation authorities and host
population

96



•

•

•

Tour operator questions

Basic infonnation about the tour design
1. Why were the tours developed?
2. What does the tour consist of?
3. How do you define ecotourism?
4.00 you think the government would run the ecotours better than the private ownership
oftoday?
5. Ro\v does the tour support itselffinancially?

Information about toOOsts and residents
6. Where do most ofthe toOOsts come from? How would you describe the toOOsts that
come here - any generalities • age,gender7education?
7.Are there peaks in tourist numbers? when and why?
8. Do you have any preferences in the type oftourist that cornes here?
9. What cao a toOOst expect from this tour?
10.How is the local community involved with the tour· do they employ local people?
Any local businesses that the tour interacts with?
Il. Are you trying to increase ties with local businesses? How is this achieved?
12. Are you involved with any community projects. funding of local activities?
13. Have there been any conflicts with the local people?
14. Is there a way for tourists or residents to make suggestions about the tour?

Environmental interests of tour
15. Are anyaceas offlimits to the tourists? To the residents?
16.Are any suggestions made to the tourists or ta the residents ta minimize their
environmental impact?
17.Are there any threats to the plant or animallife of the area?
18. Is there any monitoring of the area's wildlife or habitat?
19. Ras the govemment shown any support for conserving natural areas such as this?

Future?
20. What do you think the natural areas ofBlack River should he used for?
21. What are the future goals of this tour establishment?
22.What role should the govemment have in the development ofthe ecotours?
23.What should the responsibilities ofthe ecotour management he?
24.What role should tourists play in ecotourism?(economic)
25.How do Black River residents contribute towards ecotourism?
26. What do you forecast as the future for the natural environment here?
27. What would be necessary to improve conservation in the area?
28. What do you predict for the future of tourism to tbis area? (growth industry?, impact
on environment, impact on local economy)
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Conservation authority questions

Opinion ofecotourism

1. How would YOll define ecotourism? And the definition ofan ecotourist?
2. Do you think ecotourism is a good way to conserve natura! areas or wildlife? Why/why
not?
3.Do YOU think the govemment would run the ecotours betterthan the private ownership
oftoday?
4.What should the responsibilities ofthe ecotour management he?
5.What raie do touris15 play in ecotourism?
6.How do Black River residen15 contnbute towards ecotourism?
7. How have the ecotours in Black River influenced the area?

Conservation Mandate
8. What are the largest environmental threats to Jamaica right DOW?
9. How much importance is placed on conservation ofnatural areas?
10. What type ofsupport is available for conservation projects?
Il. Are there any areas oflamaica that are receiving priority attention? why?
12. Are there efforts ta monitor environmental impacts in tourist areas? Such as?
13. Are natural areas seen as important for attracting toOOsts from overseas?

Future?

14. What would you suggest for preveDting the destruction of natural areas?
15. What do you think the natural areas ofBlack River should be used for?
16.What raie should the govemment have in the developmentofthe ecotours?
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Host community questions

Socio-economic information
- Age - gender - education
- occupation - incorne.

Opinion of local ecotourism
1.What doyou think about ecotourism in Black River? How do you define ecotourism?
2.Who do you consider an ecotourist in Black River?
3. What are the good aspects ofecotourism for the people ofBlack River?
4. What are the bad aspects oftourism for the local community?
S.What about foryourself, have you benefitted from ecotourism?
6. Who do you think benefits the most from ecotourism? Anyone else?

Limits of the market?
7. What do tourists do when in Black River?Do they come to town, do they spend
money?
8. Are there things that tourists shouId do in Black River, but at present are not doing?

Knowledge about tours
9. What do YOU think about the tours up Black River and to the YS Falls?
10.Why do YOU think the tours were developed?
Il. What would the area be used for if the tours were not here?

Potential problems?
12. What do you think the natural areas ofBlack River should he used for?
13.Do you think the government would run the ecotours better than the private ownership
oftoday?
14.What role should the govemment have in the development ofthe ecotours?
15.What should the responsibilities ofthe ecotour management he?
16.What role should tourists play in ecotourism?
17.How do Black River residents contribute towards ecotourism?
18. Do the residents ofBlack River use the same area as where the tours take place? For
what reason and how often. Do you personally use the tour areas?For what and how
often.
19. Have you found tourism restricts you in any way?
20. Is there anything tourists should not do while in area? Any place they should not go?
21. Do you have aoy complaints about tourism in Black River? Would you like to see
more ofthe tourism that is presently taking place?
22. What would you change about ecotourism in Black River?

Do you have any suggestions to improve it?
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APPENDIXB

Black River tourism cover letter and questionnaire
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McGILL UNIVERSITY
OEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCE SCIENCES

AND GEOGRAPHY

BLACK RIVER VISITOR SURVEY

This survey is part of a study to gain a better understanding of the interactions
between natural areas and tourism. It is being carried out in the Departments of
Natural Resource Sciences and Geography at the University of McGiII. Montreal,
Canada.

We hope that vou will spare a few moments to answer sorne questions about
your own experiences and opinions of Black River. The information vou give is
strictly confidential - youlU note we do not require your name or address. If you
need more space than provided, please continue on the back of the page.

Thank you very much for your cooperation.

Interviewer, Dominique Brief

McGiII Supervisor, Professer J. Roger Bider, Ph.d.



•
DATE:, _

VlSITOR EVALUATION FORM
PAGE 1 OF2

1.Where do you currently live?

3. What is your sex? MALE [] FEMALE [ ]

4. Level of education attalned?
School: Primary [ ] Secondary [ ]
University: undergraduate [ ] graduate [ ]

6. With whom are you travelling?
[ ] ALONE [ ] FRIENDS
[1FAMILY [ ) OTHER specify _

7. What is your occupation?(please print)

2. In whlch age group are you?
Under 18 [ ] 36 - 55 [ ]
18 - 25 [] 56 - 65 [ ]
26-35 [] 66+ []

5. What Is your approximat. annual income,
befor. tax?currency' (preter USS)

[] UNDER 20000 [ ]40,000 - 59,999
[] 20,000 - 29,999 [ ] 60,000 - 99,999
[] 30,000 - 39,999 []1oo,ooo +
Other (indicate eurrency)

8. At whlch hotel are you staying?(please print)

9.How important were each of the following in your decision to come to Black River?
NOT VERY

IMPORTANT NEUTRAL IMPORTANT
MEETING LOCAL PEOPLE 1 2 3 4 5
ARTS & CRAFTS 1 2 3 4 5
DIVERSION FROM CITY/BEACH 1 2 3 4 5
SCENERYNEGETATION 1 2 3 4 5

• WILDlIFE 1 2 3 4 5
RARE SPECIES 1 2 3 4 5
EDUCATION 1 2 3 4 5
OTHER(specify} 1 2 3 4 5

10.a} Did you have the opportunity to meet any Black River residents? [IVES [] NO
b) If no, would you have liked to? [] YES [] NO

11. How much, if anything, did Vou leam ln Black River about the following?
NOTHING A GREAT DEAL

JAMAICAN HISTORY 1 2 3 4 5
CONSERVATION EFFORTS 1 2 3 4 5
LOCAL PEOPLE 1 2 3 4 5
GEOGRAPHY 1 2 3 4 5
WllDlIFE 1 2 3 4 5
VEGETATION 1 2 3 4 5

12. How satisfied were Vou with each of the following?
COMPLETELY EXTREMELY
DISSATlSFIED NEUTRAL SATISFIED

ACCOMODATION(Black River} 1 2 3 4 5
PARK FACILITIES 1 2 3 4 5
FOOD 1 2 3 4 5
COST 1 2 3 4 5
TRANSPORTATION (LOCAL) 1 2 3 4 5
GUIDE (BLACK RIVER) 1 2 3 4 5

• TECHNICAL INFORMATION(maps. books) 1 2 3 4 5
EDUCATIONAL CONTENT 1 2 3 4 5

OTHER? 1 2 3 4 5
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PAGE20F2
13. Did vou travel to Black River on a pre-paid Package? YES [] NO [ ]

What was the total price?(specify currency) _

14.Excluding the pre-paid package. what did JOu apend money on in Black River?
AMOUNT CURRENCY(prefer in USS)

FOOD AND BEVERAGES
PERSONAL EXPENSES
SOUVENIRS
ENTRANCEFEE
TRANSPORTATION
ACCOMODATION
OTHER? _

15.a) Did Vou pay an entrance fee for the Black River tour? YES [ 1 NO [1 if no,go to 15c.
b) To continue aupportlng conservation of the area and wlldllfe. would Vou be willing

to PaY an entrance fee that ia higher1 YES [ ] NO [ ]
c)How much would vou be willing to contribute towarels the conservation of this area

and its wildlife? (specify currency)

16. What were your three major expectations from this tour and were they met?(please print)
1. _
2. _

3.~~-~-~~--~--~---~-~--------~-~-_=_-
17. What did Vou find most interesting about the environment or wildlife in Black River?

18. What, if anything. would have improved your visit?(please print)

TERRIBLE POOR NEUTRAL GOOD EXCELLENT
19.a)How would vou rate this tour overall? 1 2 3 4 5

YES
b)Would vou come back on this tour? [ ]
c)Would Vou recommend this tour ta a friend? []

What would make Vou retum to Black Rlver1(please print)

NO
[ ]
[ ]

NOT SURE
[ ]
[ ]

•

20. Do vou have any other comments regarding tourism and/or conservation efforts in
Black River?(please
print) _

THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. HAVE A
PLEASANT DAY.
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APPENDIXC

Data aaalysis results for chapter three:

Analysis of variaDce test results of Black River tourUt OD tour features .cross
demographic characteristics
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Tounst Questionnaire Data
Significant Single Factor Anova. alpha = .05

etionality

11A Geography
SUMMARY

11 E Conservation Efforts
SUMMARY
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53 ,., 2ee038 1.76705

3S 104 2.97143 2.205OC

5 12 2.. 1.3
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11D Jamaican History
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_~o American. no Jamaican)
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11D CNCL: Amerlcans and Jamaleanslearned slgnlfleanUy
more about Jamalcan Hlstory than other natlonalltfes

Question 12
12D Educational Content

SUMMARY
12E Accomodation

SUMMARY
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5 17 3.. o.a

5 1. 2.a 1.2

11

Jarnaican

ANCVA

Nettlerlands

ltalian

German• SS df liS F df liS F

BetweenGroups

WdlinGroups

Total

14.4249 5 2.8a4" 3.13381 0010811 2.2125 SIG
'O~1.796 1115 0.V2OM

121.221 121

8etwMt1G~

WlttlinGroups

Total

1•.9

91.38

1OS.3

5 2.1NS 2.n177 00228 2.322 SIG
as 1.07513

90

SIG? 12D (no American)
SUMMARY

SIG ?12E (no American)
SUMMARY

31 120 3.870Sf7 UI.NS

5 17 3.4 o.a

S 1. 2.8 1.2

11 ~ 308081 06091

35 ". 3.2571. 1.25548

1.253

5 1. 2.5 1.2

4 1. 3.5 0.33333

17 51

10 39 :u 091819

Count ${11ftV~

ca 171

Count SumG'OlIpS

Jamaic:an

ANOVA. AHOVA

SS dl liS F Fart liS F

Betwoeen Groups

WIthin Groups

.. 2.10e83 2.172SC

es 0.97058

0.07792 2.4815 NS a.twwn Groups

WIttIin Groups

Tocat

8.53 .. 1.63244 1.3i22S 0.2483 2.511 NS
77.38 • 1.17251

83.12 70

CNCL: Amerlcans are slgnlficantly more Atlslled wIth

the Educatlonal Content than other natlonallde•

Tetai 100.84 12E CNCL: Amerlcan. are slgnltlcanUy more Ntldeel wtth

thelr Accamodatlons than other natJonalllles

•



3 1.33333

05591

1.!iOSG

0.7

0.1

133333

V-.nce

2....211

3.180121

2.2

32

3

sc
121

"1e
38

19

38

5

5

13

ANOVA

SIG? 12H (no American)
SUMMAR'f

1.1342

0.81511

1.5OSII

0.7

0.7

V8rience

3.iOIlOI

2....211

3.1"'21

2.2

3.2

22 M

18 SC

38 121

5 11

5 18

13 38

ANOVA $OcftWdV"-"" SS tif us F P."ÛIe Fcnr

19.0214 5 3.80121 3.2133C 0.010012 2.30t2 SIG
113.ess as 1.11381

132.578 101 t2" CNCL: America...are slgnlllc:anUy more uU.1Ied wilh

the COR lhan other natlonalltle.

0.375 2.CM NS1.0754 1.28768

75 1.18782

7V

5.151

88 ...

~."

FcmFusSS df

Between GroCIp5

Wiltlin Grovp$

Question 138
SUMMARY

Question 19A
SUMMARY

P·".1ue F r:ntF

o
0.3

0409S2

oseeSJS

021819

037818

liS

121

,...
131

12

df

5 19.5

15

21

&5

30

3

Jamaican

ANOVA

0.00890& 3.2257 SIG
F

5.&306

us

55.2

70.375

31.9871

2 43&4.05

., 775.8

df

5 278

32 2252

7 224

ss

Count Sum A~ V~

8768.11

31922.80

40690.71

Jamaic:an

Between Grovp$

AmeriQn

AHQVA

WI!tlin Groups

Total•
SIG? 138

S1JMMARY

5.783 5 1.15258 3.2~ oooaa 2.21 SIG
.2.21 119 0.35534

48.05 124

Co<mt Sum V~

American 5 276

32 2252

55.2

70.375

17&5.2

aze.sa
SIG?19A (no American or German)

SUMMARY

ANCVA

Between Grovp$

WI1tùnGroCIp$

Tetai

ss ~ us F P-vaJue Fcm
895.eoa fIQ5.aoe 1.30818 0.2eQ3CS2 4.1213 NS
2t5e28.3 35 7110.101

27824.1 3e

45 '''' •.oean 021918

30 131 •.3e6S7 0.37818

3 12 4 0

5 1~5 ~g 03

CNCL: Jamalc:ans pay slgnlftcantly ....

than other natlonalltle. SCUcedV.-.on SS dl US F

1.808

21.81

23.72

3 0.83525 2.:10088 0083e 2.72 NS
78 O.27eosJ

82

•
CNCL: Amertcan. nte the tour hlgher and German. rate
the tour Lowerdlan other nationallIIe•



2.. AGE

•
ceneryNegetation
SUMMARY

9B Wildlife
SUMMARY

Unclet 1a

Covnt Sum Av~ Ven.nc.

" 72 3.7047 1.50177

~ 1M ..2Yot1 1.037n

47 2œ 4.3S2N 0.8O!lI58

48 210 4.5eS22 0.428111

19 n 3 ..211 1.8eS91

3lS 157 4.3M74 0.7a55'2

q 219 45825 Q.57eM

.. 197 4.47727 0.82738

ANOVA. AHOVA

8.4391' 3 2.51308 3.38183 0.020182. 2.eeet SIG
123 005 147 0.83877

131.444 150

7.... 3 2.4813 303886

118.4 '45 011852

125.11 ,q

0.031 2.6&7 SIG

P.",~.. FentFliSFartp.",..FliSdf55

BetweenGroups

WIttlin Groups

Total

SIG? 9A SceneryNegetation (no under 18)
SUMMARY

SIG?9B Wildlife (no under 18)
SUMMARY

Groups

18-25

26-35

36-55

eocmf Su," A~ V~

~ 1M 4.~1

47 206 4.3S2N

46 210 4 5eS22

38 157 43;474

ca 219 4.5a2S

.. '97 44T127

0.78592

057eM

OS2738

ANCVA.

CNCL: The Under 18 age group nte SceneryNegetation ....
Important then the other age group.

2 1.03123 1.387" 0.253212 NS3.œ&

FliS

O.eD1 2 0.3002& 0.~7 0.5489

8787 127 OSi1al1

aa.47 129

SCIure. 01V.n.fion SS

aetw.nGroups

WLttlin Groups

TatII

CNCL: The Under 11 age group nte Wildlife lesa

Important then the oItIer age groups

NS

Ft:nIF

0.743

liSdf5S

2.06248

95.&C66 129

;7.9091 131

Be~Groups

Wlttlin Groups

Total•
9E Meeting Local People

SUMMARY
9G Diversion from City

SUMMARY

Unclet 18

16-25

26-3S

36-5S

CQunt Sum Av~ ven.-
19 .. 2.31579 2.1tesMS

37 121 3.2702T 1.V2492

4g 161 3.21SS71 1.20833

42 138 3~1 2.21338

15 55 3 0555e 1.8202e

37 1301 3.82162 11152115

.. 158 3.59D51 1.64271

48 1a7 4.0e522 139565

ANCVA. AHOVA

SS tif liS F P.",'" FcIIif

BetweenGroups

WIthin Grovps

Total

14.9784 3 4.8925 2.754M, 0.CM485 2.ee78 SIG
259.022 143 '.Sl13C

274 148

~Groups '4.32 3 4.77301 2.i122V 0.03e6 2.869 SIC
Wlltlin Gfaups 231 , '4' '.83lI92

Tatai 245 4 , ..

•



VarJMcwSum

SIG?9G (no Under 18)
SUMMARY

V~Gmup$ CocInt Sum

_9E (no Under 18).SUMMARY
1/1.-25 31 121 1.12482 1/1.-25 37 3.52162 1.85255

4S 1S1 32&571 1.2D133

~2 1Je 1.2381 2.21338

.... 158 3.5SI091 1~271

48 1117 4.08522 1.385lS5

AHOVA

ss liS F FI:I'II "'S F

BetweenGrcups

WlUûn Groups

Total

0.052~1 2 0.02&2 0.01CS3 0.8115285 1.œ81 NS
220.915 125 1.7S131

220.989 121

1.215 2 111727 1."'32 01d3 1.C1e9 NS
200.1 124 1.SU08

201.4 12e

CNCL: The Under 18 ~ge group rateEd~ Ina
Important then the other age group.

CNCL: The Uncler 11 age group rate Dlver.1on le..

Important Ihen Ille oUIer age groupa

Question 11
11A Geography

SUMMARY
11 E Conservation Efforts

SUMMAR"f

2.e67 SIGo~a

p·V'aJue F cnt

3.1186&

F

1.75153

1.74S25

1.30&12

1.79952

liS

5.05015

1.51i33

11 38 2.''"'
17 110 2.i72i7

G 155 3.1ts327

.e 13S1 3.02174

15.15

238.4

251.5

AHOVA

BetwftnGroups

WlttlinGruups

Total

2.e6n SIG

Fa
O.ooœa1

F

s.Qua

1.57185

1.2111

O.~

0.59701

AIS

3

,.3

146

dt

19 50 2.53158

37 1301 3.52182

.e 1s.a 3.13333

a 162 3.751"

ss
21.650&

159.465

1131.116

Cocmt Sum A..-.ge Veriance

MoIOVA

BetweenGroups

WlUûn Grcups

Total

Under18

18-25

26-3S

36-55

•
SIG?11A (no Under 18)

SUMMAAY
SIG?11e (no Under 18)

SUMMARY

Count Sum AV'~ v___

37 13& 1.52182 1.2173

48 1a.a 3.83333 0.1I2t1

a 162 3.751.... 0.59701

Covnt Sum A~ V.-nc.

31 110 2.97217 1.74925

4S 155 3.15321 1.30512

.e 1Ji 102174 1.79952

ANOVA AHOVA

O.~ 2 0.47811 O.C58OI 0.a-a28 10887 NS
131.044 125 1.04835

132 127

FMStif

0.17 2 0.43502 0.27157 D.7m 1.œe NS
20U 121 UI019

207.5 131

FcntFliSSS

CNCL: The Under 18 ~ge group luml leM about Geognphy

!han the other age group•

CNCL: The Under 11 age group 'amt le.. about Con_rvatlon
EIJoria
than the other age group.

•



flB 15C (no Under
18)

SUMMARY SUMMARY

Group~ Cocmt Sum A~ v.,.".,. ~ ColIn' &lm A.-.ge v~

1~25 12 508 423n8 813.128 '.25 " as 8.SIS3M 35.7i05

~ 19 1S1V N.V2'S8 1251.38 ~ 5 SOU 10.122 87.7254

36-S5 24 1587 &5.2933 835.317 3lS-55 • 105 11.7 1C11.53

ANOVA AHOVA

Sowc. of verr.tïof! ss ~f 11$ 1= P-nhIe I=t:nt $ol.ww d VMUoIt ss fi( liS 1= p."... I=cnt

Berween Groups 10370 2 S184.N 1.03758 0.004387 3.1751 SIG 8Itwftn Gtaup5 39.18 2 19.5H1 02VOSll 0.7504 3.0M3 NS
Wlttlin Groups "'557 52 5587l1a Weift GIOU1lS 1481 22 87.3203

Total 5502e.9 54 TCICIII 1520 24

SIG?13B (no under 18. no 18-25)
SUMMARY

Groups COrItlt Svm A~ VMMce

26-35 19 1519 N.sm& 1251.38

J&.55 24 1587 &52133 t35.317

ANOVA

SOun:e of Variation ss ~f MS F P-vatue I=t:nt

~Groups 227085 2270 sa 250708 0.121019 4.0755 NS
Wltl'linG~ps 37137.1 41 905.782

Total ~7.9 42

• CNCL: The 18-25 Age Group paid slgnlllcanlly le..
than the other age groups

3 .. Gender

9D
SUMMARY

GfOCIPS Cocn!t Sum A"~ v.,,~

Female 78 313 4.01282 1.2H57

M~e 71 249 3~ 1.3t1S31

ANOVA

SocM1:e of V.n.tion SS ~f liS F P-veJue Fart

BetweenGroups 9.50795 9.50795 7.1773& 0.001225 3.S1Q55 SIG
Wrthin Groups 194734 147 1.324n

Total 204.242 148

CNCL: Females raled Education more Important lllan the Ma....

•



lucation
1 SUMMARY 12H SUMMARY

Gmups Cocmf Sum Av.-.v- v...... GnxIps Count Sum Av.-.v- v~

s l!9 2211 3.30Q5 1.12ee S 53 1SC 3.080t 1.35831

U 3.c 120 3.521141 1.77114 U %1 101 17.ar4 O.-e

G 48 12a 2.80C35 ,.,3M5 G 311 111 2.12105 0.72333

ANOVA. AHOVA.

Sowc:e of V_atJon 55 ~ MS F Powalue Fart Sol.ft:oe tJI V.nûon 55 tif MS F P-vaJue Fart

Between Groups 11.5413 2 5.82OM 3.115722 0.023312 3.osa SIG eetwe.n G«aupa ".42 2 5.71013 53e221 0.0051 3075 SIG
WI1hin Groups 220.315 148 1.50103 Wtlllin~ 122-5 115 1.oe501

Total 231.95 lca T" 133.1 117

SIG? 110 (no Graduate) SIG? 12H (no Under Graduates)
SUMMARY SUUMARY

GtouIU Cocmt Sum Av.,. V.nMee GftIIt,. COUfIt Sum A•.-.v- Varianl:w

s e9 225 330435 1.82M S 53 1SC 3.08QI 1.35831

u 3.c 120 3.521141 1.77114 G 311 ',1 2.82105 0.72333

ANOVA. ANOVA.

Sowc:e of v.n.tion SS dt liS F p...,-.. FCIif Sowce tJI V_lIOn ss dl MS F p..,.,,. Fent

8etMlenGteups 1.15373 1.15373 0.eai11 0.40&101 3.1352 NS BetwtenGroup 0.165 O.etS45I 0.t507i5 0.4378 3~ NS
W«hin Groups 16901i 101 1.67405 WI!l\iftGtoups 17.a u 1.œ311

Total 170.233 102 Total lue 110• CNCL: Graduates leamt less about Jamaan History CNCL: Undergraduates were slgnlftcanlly more sall.1Ied wIIh the
Cost than oIher educdon levela

than the other educatlon levels

19A SIG? 19A (no Graduate)
SUMMARY SUMP.fARY

Groups Ccunt Sum A~ v~ GIoup. Count Sum Av.-.v- Vananc:.

Secondary 61 26C 4.31l1S7 0.3lI3lI1 SKancWy 11 2&1 4.31l1S7 03ll3el

Undergr3duale 30 130 4.33333 0.50575 Undergradvâ 30 130 ..33333 0.50575

Graduate 42 165 3.12557 0....., AHOVA.

A.NOVA. ~tJlV"1IOn 55 dl liS F p..,aJue Fart

Scx.n:>e 01 V8ria1lon SS df MS F p..,..,. Font ~GrouPS 0.004 0.00375 oooeae 0.9252 3;48 NS
BetM=enGroups 4.50115 2 2.25Q5a 5.37142 0.005738 30158 SIG Wlltlin Gravps 37.11 U 0.42341

WlUün Groups S4.46U 130 0.41" TGtaI 37._ 110

Total 589699 132 CNCL: Graduate. rated Ille tour slgnlflcanUy Iower

Ihan the other education levels

•



5-lncome• SIG? 11 F (no 20-29)
SUUMARY

Group.l

33 83 2.51515

15 7T 1.1

22 es 2.85455

22 50 2.27273

8 28 3.11111

1.75151

0..s714

U18307

0.'7~

2.11111

33 83 2.51515

22 es 2.85455

22 50 2.7T273

1 2S 3.11111

8 11 3

v~

1.75758

1.0SJ307

0.17448

2.tt111

t.2

100+ s " 3 1.2 AHOYA.

SGww t1I v...ncan SS "S F

17.788 5 3.5572 2.13231 0.011537 2.30&1 SIG
128.&18 101 1.25584

144.63fS 10S

ser-n Groups

WIU\in Groups

Total

ss liS F Fcrtt • 2.t0502 1.520« 0~ H78 NS
120.. 47 1.3&445

128.8 11

CNCL: The 20-21 Incame group ~ted Meeting Local People

.... Important than the other Incame groups

12H
SUMMARY

SIG? 12H (no Under20 SUS)
SUMMARY

•
QocIps

Under20 31 112

10 XT

18 54

20 e1
7 2.

3.8128

2.7

2...21t

3.05

3.42857

VA'liltllcle

1.51183

0.8

0.G581

0.57832

0.21571

Cou"t Sum

10 27

t8 5<1

20 51

7 2.

8 18

2.7

2...211

3.05

3..2857

2.Me67

a.1iI

o.mlt
0.57832

021571

028667

100+ S 18 2.eeee7 O.2MS7

ANcVA "S F p..,~ Fcnt

5 2.52037 2.7.'83 0.023Iai 2.3183 SIG
17 0.~83

34.82 57 O.W"

37.7. S1

• 0.7715 1.28328 0 2873 2.~ NS3.nsFcrrtFliStifss
12.l101SJ

7SJ.SJ7S1

Between Groups

Wllhin Groups

Total CNCL: The uncler $20 000 Incame group were

slgnlnc.ntly more utlstled wtth the Cost than the

otIIer Income groups

6-Travel Mode

12H
SUMMARY

SIG? 12H (no Other)
SUMMARY

Groups

AIone

Family

Friends

Count Sum

8 18

51 183

oIS '.2

2.1eeeT

0.712S1

1.22525

S 11 3.1&ee7

51i1 183 3.tOt8lil

oIS ,.2 3.15558

2.1eee7

0.18258

1.22525

7 32 4.571<13 0.81805 AHOYA.

o 1l501 3081 NS
FliS

2 O.OUI5 00<1078

110.1 t07 t.02I2I

110.2 108

O.OU

CNCL: The 0Iher group were more satl.lled

wIIIIlhe Coat than the other tnvel types

F P-dIue F criI

40541..1 o.ClC*i51 2._ SIG
SS tif liS

13.8088 3 •.1OS18

t13.sa ',3 1.C107S1

127.658 118

A1I.OVA

•
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APPENDIXD

List of institutions and public and private sector conservation authorities consulted in
Jamaica

113



• • •
Il Institution Acronvml ## Individual Interviewed Proressional Title

7 Black River Environmental Protection Agency BREPA
8 Proteeted Areas Resources Conservation Project PARC
9 Tourism Action Plan TAP

10 University of the West Indies Libraries UWI
Il UWI Centre for Environment and Development UWICED
12 United States Agency for International Developm(;;i1t USAID

BREPA

12 Susan Anderson

9 Brother Shields
10 Peter Reeson

JCDT 111 David Smith

Assistant Director
Director: Natural Resources and
Agricultural Development

Secretary-General
Co-Director
Executive Director JCDT and
IUCN Caribbean representative
Assistant Director JCOT

Coordinator ofCaribbean Ecotourism Network
Regional Manager Jamaica Tourist Board
Environmental Impact Assesor
NRCA Representative to Black River
Exec, Director Wildlife and Parks
Coordinator

7 Matthew Wright
8 Jane Ellis

1 Joy Douglas
2 Yvonne Walters
3 Dudley Smith
4 Michael Spence
5 Yvette Strong
6 John Howell

CIOA
CDC

JTB

NRCA6 Natural Resource Conservation Authority

PUBLIC SECrOR
1 Black River Municipal Library
1 Canadian Center for International Development
3 Conservation Data Center
4 Black River Tourist Board
5 Jamaica Tourist Board

PRIVATE SECTOR
Organizationl

13 Black River Environmental Protection Agency
14 Black River Fishing Committee
15 Environmental Solutions Limited
16 Jamaica Conservation and Development Trust



•
17 Jamaica Hotel & Tounst Association
18 Petroleum Corporation ofJamaica
19 South Coast Conservation Foundation
20 Urban Development Corporation

21 Wildlife Biologists

22 Ecotour Ownen
In Black River
South Coast SafarisIBlack River Safaris

Outside ofBlack River

JHTA
PCJ
SSCF
unc

•
13 Harvey Webb III

14 Anne Haynes-Sutton

15 Audrey Downer
16 Robert Sutton
17 Wendy VonBameveld

18 Charles Swaby
19 Mr. Duntley

20 Dr. Bennett
2t Lloyd Linton

22 Desmond Henry
23 Diana Mclntyre-Pyke
24 Merrick Gayle, Esq.
25 Simon Browne

•
Assistant Director, Admin.

Ex-director: Wildlife&Parks (NRCA)
Ecology/Wildife Consultant
Omithologist
Ecology/Omithology Consultant
Wildlife Officer

Herpetologist
Oldest Fisherman in Black River
(has fished locally for 50 years)
Medical doctor
Aquatic Ecologist

Director/Chair: CountryStyle
Entrepreneur
Owner/Operator YS Falls

NOTE: Each of the institutions was consalted at least twice over the three month research period
with the exception of JTB and USAID which were visited only once.


