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Preface

This dissertation is a compilation of three manuscripts, and is organized
according to the University’s “manuscript format” requirements. The first chapter
provides an introduction to the topic with an overview of tourism in the Dominican
Republic and lays the foundation for the central research of the dissertation. Chapter
Two presents a study of the influences of tourism on rural livelihoods. Next, Chapter
Three focuses on tourism perceptions of rural residents and the personal and
community-level variables that influence them. In Chapter Four, the evaluation of a
co-management scheme implemented for whale watching is presented as a case study
related to my central research topic. Finally, Chapter Five presents and overview of

findings, with a discussion on implications of the combined research.
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Chapter One. Introduction.

Tourism in the Dominican Republic

Introduction

Coastal zones around the world play a key role in socio-economic development
and are of outstanding ecological importance (Cicin-Sain & Knetch, 1998). These
characteristics generate a broad range of multiple-use conflicts, many of which are
common to very different coastal countries. Reflecting this, Agenda 21, the
comprehensive plan of action adopted during the 1992 United Nations Conference on
Environment and Development called for the integrated management and development
of coastal and marine areas (United Nations, 1992). Within the management activities
Agenda 21 puts forward for accomplishing this goal is the integration of sectoral
programs on sustainable development for settlements, agriculture, tourism, fishing,
ports and industries affecting the coastal area. Similarly, Cicin-Sain and Knecht
(1998) define the intersectoral integration among different coastal and marine sectors
as one of the necessary dimensions for achieving integrated coastal management.

Despite such broad agreement on the importance of intersectoral integration,
each country faces a different mix of competing sectors for determining uses and
management of their coastal zones. And each of these sectors carries different weights
in national policy agendas. In particular, international tourism has been given
increasing attention as an important sector for growth in many developing countries,

as it is considered a sustainable, non-consumptive development option (e.g. Brohman,






9 % in the volume of foreign visitors since 1993 (reaching 2.8 million last year; see

Table 1) and an aggressive expansion of hotel capacity (currently approaching 55,000

rooms) that is already the region’s largest, the DR is currently considered the leading

tourism destination in the Caribbean. Also, the DR ranks within the top twenty

countries in terms of visitor arrivals, tourism receipts, and percent contribution to

Gross Domestic Product (GDP) when compared to other developing countries with

significant tourism activity (Table 2).

Table 1.

Selected tourism statistics for the DR in recent years.

Year

1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003

No. of

foreign Change

visitors
1,250,995
1,337,526
1,471,339
1,586,023
1,812,275
1,890,458
2,147,742
2,459,586
2,394,823
2,308,869
2,758,550

%

6.9

10.0
7.8

14.3
4.3

13.6
14.5
-2.6
-3.6
19.5

Available
rooms

26,801
29,243
32,846
36,273
40,453
44,665
49,623
51,916
54,034
54,730

%

Change (millions

9.1
12.3
10.4
11.5
10.4
11.1
4.6
4.1
1.3

%GDP

Uss)*
5.2
5.7
5.7

6
6.5
6.3
6.4
6.8
6.4
6.2

%
Change

9.6
0.0
5.3
8.3
-3.1
1.6
6.2
-5.9
-3.1

Source: Tourism Statistics from Banco Central RD (2004) and ASONAHORES (2003).
 GDP contribution shown here only includes the Hotel, Bar and Restaurant sector.






show. Third, many of the countries in which tourism is important are among the

poorest and least developed in the world. For some of these, even if the number of

visitors is insignificant in international terms, it may be the only or best export

opportunity available.

Also, when compared to other sectors, tourism has numerous advantages for

achieving development and particularly pro-poor growth (Deloitte & Touche, I[IED, &

ODI, 1999; Ashley, Boyd & Goodwin, 2000; WTO/OMT, 2002):

1.

Tourism delivers consumers to the product rather than the other way
round. This opens up huge opportunities for local access to global markets.
Tourism has considerable potential for linkage with other economic
sectors (particularly agriculture and fisheries), and may even create initial
demand for a good or service that can then itself become a growth sector.
For instance, both Jamaica and Kenya provide examples in which furniture
firms whose first major market was hotels have developed to provide other
consumers (Roe, Ashley, Page & Meyer, 2004).
Tourists are often attracted to remote areas with few other development
options. Such areas might be interesting to tourists because of their high
cultural, wildlife and landscape values, which are assets that some of the
poor have.
Tourism provides relatively labor-intensive opportunities, at low skill
levels. Thus, tourism can represent an important strategy for quick job

creation in many localities.



5. Tourism employs a relatively high proportion of women and can contribute to
gender equality. This is mainly because tourism is characterized by a large
service sector where demand for female labor is high and because
women’s assumed domestic skills give them an advantage over men
(Chant, 1997).

6. Tourism can provide poor countries with a significant export opportunity
where few other industries are viable. The large number of countries for
which tourism receipts are important is evidence that it is a much less
demanding sector in terms of initial conditions than many other sectors
available to developing countries.

7. The infrastructure associated with tourism development can provide
essential services for rural communities. Some examples include roads,
electricity, communications and piped water, which are rarely provided to
remote rural communities by the government or private sector in
developing countries.

8. 1t can take different forms, using different inputs. Therefore it is available

to a wide range of countries (and regions within a country).

Profile of the Dominican Republic

The Dominican Republic (DR) occupies the eastern two thirds of Hispaniola,
the second largest island in the Caribbean, which it shares with Haiti. The DR’s
territory (48,380 square kilometers in total) is composed of mountainous terrain

interspersed with fertile valleys (Fuller, 1999), and has a total coastline of 1,288 km,



of which 21 % (337 km) are sandy beaches. Its climate is semitropical, with a yearly
average temperature of 27° C (Fuller, 1999).

Discovered by Columbus on his first voyage, Hispaniola was claimed by the
Spanish crown and subsequently became the center for early colonization of the
Americas. Within 50 years of 1492, virtually the entire population of Tainos, Caribs
and smaller Indian groups was wiped out by disease and forced labor (Fuller, 1999).
After being colonized by Spain, France, and finally Haiti, the DR gained its
independence in 1844. Twentieth century life in the DR was shaped by United States
intervention and occupation from 1916 to 1924 and again in 1965, and the rule of
Dictator Rafael Trujillo for most of the period in between. Since then, another
authoritarian president, Joaquin Balaguer, ruled the country for a total of 20 years,
ending in 1996. The language spoken in the DR is Spanish, and a majority of the
population (approximately 73%) is mulatto, a legacy of black slavery during the

colonial period (Fuller, 1999).

Economy.

The DR is considered a developing country, according to the World Bank
classification' and a medium level country in terms of the United Nations’ Human
Development Index classification (UNEP, 2003). Until the 1960s, the DR's economy
was fundamentally agricultural, with sugarcane the dominant crop. In the late 1970s,

a third of Dominican export earnings came from sugar and another 30% from coffee,

!'1n 2003, the DR had a per capita GDP of US$2,320 which is lower than the US$6000 line used
by the World Bank. It is also lower than the Latin American and Caribbean average of US$ 3600
(World Bank, 2004).
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Figure 1.
Main economic sectors and their contribution to the DR’s gross domestic product
(GDP). Only sectors with an average contribution of 5% of higher after 1990 have

been included. Source: Banco Central RD (2004).

Social indicators.

In spite of the DR’s recent economic growth, an important sector of the
population has not benefited from it. It is estimated that close to two million
Dominicans still live in poverty (World Bank, 2001). Poverty tends to be especially
severe in rural areas, where misdirected agriculture policies and insufficient public
investments, particularly in education, limit opportunities (World Bank, 2000). Those
able to achieve higher levels of education tend to migrate out of the rural areas leaving

behind the most disadvantaged, creating in the process entrenched pockets of poverty.















unrestrained growth of the sector was also having negative impacts, to the point that
the World Bank even recommended halting hotel expansion (La Hoz, 1995). In 1990,
the Inter-American Development bank financed a comprehensive tourism
development plan for the country (La Hoz 1995), and government incentives for
tourism development were phased out: in 1986 tax breaks were halved, and

disappeared 1992. Finally, in 1996 the INFRATUR Fund was closed (Tejada, 1996).

Current Dominican Tourism Industry

Since 1993, a very good system of tourism data collection at the national and
regional level has been developed by the DR’s Central Bank and ASONAHORES. A
summary of some of the tourism indicators monitored by these entities is shown for

recent years in Table 3.

Visitor characteristics.

The tourism industry in the DR has traditionally appealed to middle-income
tourists by offering inexpensive pre-paid packages from Europe. Tourists that come to
the DR are generally young (70 % are under 45 years old) and evenly divided between
men and women (Forsythe, Hasbtin & Butler de Lister,1998). Most foreign visitors
come from Europe and the United States (Figure 2). The majority of tourists come by

air and stay for at least a week (Europeans average two weeks; Fuller, 1999).
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Table 3.

Tourism-related indicators in the DR for recent years.

Indicator 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

AIRPORT ARRIVALS
Non-resident foreigners 2,147,742 2,459,586 2,394,823 2,308,869 2,758,550
Non-resident Dominicans - 512,966 487,176 502,148 -

BY SEA ARRIVALS

Passengers 283,414 183,220 211,433 246,992 -
Average expenditure (US$ x day) - - 534 - -

AVERAGE TOURISM

EXPENDITURES

Non-resident foreigners (US$ x day) 102.5 101.5 102.2 104.5 -
Non-resident Dominicans

(US$ x length of stay) - 637.2 648.3 655.0 -
Resident Dominicans
(USS$ x length of stay) - - 860.3 - -
AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY
Non-resident foreigners (nights) 9.7 10 9.82 9.65 -
Non-resident Dominicans (nights) - 16.1 19.7 21.83 -
Resident Dominicans (nights) - - 15.8 -
HOTEL ACTIVITY
% Occupation rate 66.9 70.2 66.33 62.8 72.7
Tourist card sales (millions RD$) 330.6 385.6 375.0 384.8 -
Room tax (millions RD$) - - 19.7 - -
Sales taxes from hotels, bars, and -
restaurants (millions US$) 445 448.8 712.6 718.9

Value-added of hotels, bars and
restaurants (millions 1970 RD$) 3924 450.0 439.3 443.1 574.2

Room price (US$)
Direct jobs per room 0.92 0.92 0.9 0.8 -
Indirect jobs per direct jobs - - 2.5 - -
Average wage in commerce, hotels

and restaurants (RD$ x week)® - - 1152 - -

NATIONAL ACCOUNTS

Tourism revenues (millions US$) 24833 2860.2 2798.3 2793.8 -
Tourism expenses - - 286.6 - -

Source: Banco Central RD (2004), ASONAHORES (2003), and DR1 Travel News (2004).
® Source: Observatori-DESC (2001).
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Geographical distribution.

Tourism infrastructure has been developed in several areas. Initially, tourism
development roughly followed the polos turisticos or designated tourism zones, but
this is not the case anymore, as the designated zones have been gradually expanded
and tourism development has also occurred outside of them. The areas where most
vacation tourism activity is concentrated are shown in Figure 3. The capital city,
Santo Domingo, mostly receives business tourism, but vacation tourists may also visit

its colonial city for day trip purposes from other parts of the country.
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Figure 3.

Location of the DR and its major areas of tourism development (shown in boxes).
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scheme implemented in one coastal area. In particular, we were interested in 1)
studying the relationships between tourism and rural livelihoods; 2) measuring the
economic, socio-cultural, and environmental impacts of tourism in host communities
as they are perceived by local residents; and 3) identifying the contextual variables
that are important in determining the perceived tourism impacts, 4) drawing lessons
for managing common pool resources that have tourism significance. Besides the
immediate practical implications, this study also contributes to the theory on tourism

and development.
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coefficients were performed using the Wald statistic (which has a chi-square
distribution). We also report the odds ratio (OR), which is defined as the ratio of the
odds of an event occurring in one group to the odds of it occurring in another group.
For an odds ratio, one is the neutral value, meaning that there is no difference between
the groups compared; close to zero or infinity means a large difference. All statistical

analyses were conducted using SPSS 11.0.1.
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Figure 4.

Map of the Dominican Republic showing communities surveyed.
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Table S.
Individual characteristics of survey respondents. Total n = 822, but sample size can

vary in some cases due to missing values.

Individual variables All All Women Men
Age (years) (n) (%) (%) (%)
18-30 143 19 57 43
31-40 203 26 41 59
41-50 186 24 45 55
51-60 146 19 43 57
>60 94 12 36 64
Occupation category
Entrepreneur 66 8 56 43
Employee 144 18 51 49
Self-employed 418 53 25 75
Housewife 122 16 100 0
Retired employee 10 1 20 80
Labor in family business 11 1 100 0
Independent professional 4 1 50 50
Student 9 1 100 0
Relative skin color
1-3 (light) 34 4 59 41
4-7 (mixed) 412 54 40 60
8-10 (dark) 320 42 49 51
Education
None 71 9 45 55
Primary 371 49 43 57
Secondary 269 36 48 52
University 45 6 56 44
Marital status
Single 78 10 27 73
Married/stable union 570 72 42 58
Divorced/separated 142 18 68 32
Sex
Male 446 55 - -
Female 365 45 - -
Speaks second language 128 16 39 61
English 92 11 35 65
French 37 5 32 68
German 33 4 36 64
Italian 56 7 30 70
Haitian creole 29 4 31 69
Origin
Local' 520 65 43 58
Non-local 278 35 49 51

! Local origin was defined as having been born in the local municipio or having lived there
since at least age 10.
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Material lifestyle

Factor analysis of the variables related to home construction materials and
assets produced two factors that accounted for 41% of the cumulative variance, which
we named “solid home” and “appliances” (Table 8). Scores representing the position
of households on each factor were created by summing the factor coefficients times
the sample standardized variables. The convergent validity (i.e. the extent to which
the material lifestyle scores correlate with other variables designed to measure the
same thing) was tested by correlating these scores with household income. This
resulted in significant, positive correlations with both scores (Pearson correlation
coefficient between household income and solid home score = 0.20, p < 0.001, n = 567
and with appliances score was 0.21, p <0.001, n =567). Although significant, the
correlations are weaker than expected.

In terms of material lifestyle scores, tourism-dependent households (both male
and female-headed) had higher solid home scores (Table 9). Also, we found
significantly higher appliances scores in female-headed households dependent on
tourism than in those not dependent on tourism (with the exception of the

entrepreneurs category).
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Table 8.

Factor analysis results of material lifestyle variables. N = 695. KMO= 0.75,

Bartlett’s test of sphericity = 6002.8.

. Solid

Asset / material home Appliances
Cement roof 0.81 0.06
Zinc sheet roof -0.81 -0.05
Ceramic floor 0.73 0.03
Cement walls 0.67 0.22
Cement floor -0.66 0.07
Toilet 0.65 0.39
Latrine -0.61 -0.35
Wooden walls -0.58 -0.29
Refrigerator 0.20 0.67
Television 0.11 0.61
Gas stove 0.04 0.60
Washing machine 0.13 0.59
Fan 0.17 0.59
Woodstove 0.00 -0.51
Phone / cell phone 0.27 0.42
Motorcycle /scooter 0.00 0.39
Radio 0.07 0.33
Cumulative variance explained (%) 29.34 41.29
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Table 9.

Mean material lifestyle scores for tourism and non-tourism dependent households by
gender of the household head. One standard deviation is shown in parentheses.
Underlined figures indicate a significant difference(p < 0.05) between tourism

dependent and non-dependent households.

Tourism Non All
dependent Tourism dependent Households
Female-headed households

Occupation N Solid  Applian- N Solid Applian  Solid  Applian-

category home ces home -ces home ces
Wage earner 16 -0.30 0.16 13 -0.32 -0.48 -0.31 -0.12
(0.86) (0.93) (0.45) (0.87) (0.69) (0.95)
Entrepreneur 7 0.61 0.62 4 -0.22 0.90 0.31 0.72
(1.34) (0.85) (1.01) (0.33) (1.25) (0.69)
Self-employed 4 -0.24 0.04 24 -0.17 -0.32 -0.19 -0.27
(0.58) (0.98) (0.65) (0.98) (0.63) (0.97)
Housewife - - - 23 -0.08 -0.47 -0.08 -0.47
(1.0) (1.28) (1.0) (1.28)
All 27 -0.06 0.26 64 -0.17 -0.33 -0.14 -0.15
occupations (1.02) (0.91) (0.78) (1.09) (0.85) (1.04)
Male-headed households
Wage eamer 56 0.23 0.17 66 0.01 0.30 0.13 0.23
(0.98) (0.95) (1.09) (0.81) (1.07) (1.24)
Entrepreneur 26 0.47 0.38 15 0.74 0.32 0.64 0.34
(1.07) (0.88) (1.31) (0.95) (1.21) (0.92)
Self-employed 340 0.00 -0.05 61 -0.10 -0.08 -0.09 -0.07
(1.01) (1.07) (0.95) (0.99) (0.96) (1.0)
All 142 0.16 0.10 422 -0.04 -0.01 0.01 0.02
occupations (1.0) (1.0) (1.02) (0.97) (1.02) (0.99)

Note: the following comparisons were also made: Student’s t-test between all male v. female-headed
households: (solid home) t = 1.34, df 564, p = 0.18; (appliances) t = 1.54, df = 564, p =0.12) and
Student’s t-test between all tourism dependent v. non-tourism dependent households: (solid home) t =
2.01, df = 653, p = 0.04; (appliances) t = 1.95, df= 653, p =0.05)

Benefit opportunities from tourism

Fifty seven percent of respondents said they or someone in their family had

benefited from tourism (through jobs, increased sales, demand for their services, etc.).
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occupation for them would be, as opposed to asking them if they would like it if their

children did the same as they did.

Table 11

Reasons cited by respondents for liking their current main occupation.

Wage Entre- Self-

earner preneur employed Housewife N Total
Reason (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Serving others 16 12 16 - 57 13
Earning money 36 30 27 - 112 26
Working environment 10 - 16 - 48 11
Socializing opportunities 15 8 6 - 33 8
Able to care for household 3 4 4 86 52 12
Being independent 6 42 22 7 84 20
Other 14 4 9 7 39 9
Total 100 100 100 100 425 100
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Table 12.
Relationship between respondent’s job satisfaction and having a tourism-dependent
occupation. Underlined figures denote significantly different proportions of happy

respondents with their occupations (Fisher’s exact test).

Women

Occupation Tourism Non-tourism All
category N  dependent (%) N dependent (%) (%)
Wage earner 34 97 41 78 87
Entrepreneur 14 93 22 91 92
Self-employed 16 88 75 83 84
Housewife - - 108 66 66
Student - - 7 86 86
Family Business 2 100 8 63 70
All occupations 66 94 261 75 79
Men

Occupation Tourism Non-tourism All
category N dependent (%) N dependent (%) (%)
Wage earner 36 92 34 88 90
Entrepreneur 11 100 18 94 97
Self-employed 49 96 271 90 91
Housewife - - - - -
Student - - - - -
Family Business - - - - -
All occupations 96 95 323 90 91

Table 13.

Would you like your son(s) or daughter(s) to have the same occupation as you?

Tourism Non-tourism
related related
occupations occupations Total
(%) N (%) (%)
No 59 421 80
Yes 41 108 20
TOTAL 100 529 100

Fisher’s Exact Test, y2=25.6, p <0.001.
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Table 14.

Occupation respondents would like for their son(s) or daughter(s).

Occupation N %
Professional (unspecified) 211 34.7
Medical doctor 57 94
Baseball player 54 8.9
Something better 51 8.4
Lawyer 45 7.4
Teacher 42 6.9
Tourism-related 37 6.1
Engineer 31 5.1
Whatever they like/don't know 19 3.1
Military 7 1.2
Mechanic 3 0.5
Other 51 8.4
Total 608 100.0
Discussion

Impacts of tourism on material well-being

Our results provide evidence that tourism-dependent households have, on
average, a higher income than those who are not dependent on tourism. However, this
difference does not seem to be caused by direct employment in the industry. In
particular, small business owners, and to a lesser degree other self-employed residents
seem to benefit the most. We can think of a number of reasons for this. First, a big
advantage for small entrepreneurs in our study was that many were able to sell their

traditional goods and services to tourists directly. Some examples include Dofia
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effect they usually have on the displaced (Mahapatra, 1999; Cemea, 1997,
Guggenheim, 1994). As Cernea (2003) argues, the conventional “remedy” of
compensation often cannot restore destroyed incomes and livelihoods to where they
would be in the absence of forced displacement. Furthermore, resettlement tends to
break the social networks that are so crucial for the survival of the poor. Thus, we
recommend that more attention be given to these issues, as the economic gains from

tourism may not be compensated by such practices.
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Table 15.

Major community problems according to residents. N = 799.

Problem Frequency %
Water availability problems 296 37.0
Streets/road condition 245 30.7
No employment opportunities 209 26.2
Poor electric service 172 21.5
Inflation 94 11.8
Poor/ lacking health services 87 10.9
Poor education facility/services 71 8.9
Crime 36 4.5
Wastewater management 27 34
"Corruption" 25 3.1
Garbage 25 3.1
No recreation or sport facilities 22 2.8
Politur / tourism authorities 19 2.4
No access to areas 12 1.5
Transportation problems 11 14
Poverty 9 1.1
Decrease in tourism 8 1.0
Other 82 10.2

Note: Percentages do not add to 100% because many respondents gave more
than one answer.

Likes and dislikes about tourism

The great majority of respondents (96%, n = 806) mentioned at least one
aspect they liked about tourism, while 65% (n = 786) mentioned something they
disliked about it. There was widespread agreement on the economic benefits of
tourism: many respondents said they liked the increased money or dollars
circulating in the community and the new job opportunities (Table 16). Also,
many respondents linked the presence of tourism to their village’s recent or future

progress, and some expressed the belief that without tourism, their community
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would not be able to survive. In terms of dislikes, the most cited aspect was stated
by residents simply as “corruption.” Many respondents used this word to describe
a general decadence in their community, usually caused by increased prostitution
(of women, men, and children), crime, drug use, immorality and/or homosexuality.
Other disliked aspects included prohibitions (especially of constructions or home
repairs/improvements) and restrictions on the free access of residents to certain
areas (usually the shore). POLITUR agents or hotel custodians usually effected

these restrictions.

Tourism impact statements

In general, respondents agreed with the prepared statements presented to
them on the economic, socio-cultural, and environmental impacts brought about by
tourism (Table 17 and Table 18). In terms of changes in public infrastructure and
services, there was general agreement that water service had not improved, while

transportation services were the most improved (Table 19).
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Table 16.

Aspects villagers like and dislike about tourism.

LIKE (N = 806) Frequency %
More money circulating 344 42.7
More job opportunities 243 30.1
Development/progress of village 86 10.7
Necessary for survival 45 5.6
More business opportunities 42 5.2
Friendship opportunities 30 3.7
More constructions/ infrastructure 19 2.4
New knowledge, cultures 17 2.1
Marriage opportunities 8 1.0
"Ambiance" 7 0.9
Other 33 4.1
DISLIKE (N = 786) Frequency %
More "corruption” 123 15.6
Brings many prohibitions for us 59 7.5
Limits our access to areas 59 7.5
Tourists appropriate everything 33 6.7
More crime 46 5.9
Differential benefits from tourism 45 5.7
Increases prostitution 36 4.6
Tourists bring diseases 25 32
"Sense of community" loss 25 3.2
Inflation 21 2.7
Tourists harm children 17 2.2
Tourists are immoral 16 2.0
Harm environment 15 1.9
Tourists are a bad influence 14 1.8
More drug use/ trafficking 13 1.7
Noise 12 1.5
Given us a bad reputation 8 1.0
Other 69 8.8

Note: Percentages do not add to 100% because many respondents
gave more than one answer.
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Table 17.
Summary of perceived economic impact variables by sex of respondent. N =
sample size, % = percent agreement. Underlined values denote significant

differences between the sexes (Fisher’s exact test).

Women Men Total

Positive aspects N % N % N %
Income for locals has increased 372 88 450 84 822 86
There are more jobs for locals 372 91 449 86 821 88
Salary levels are good 347 75 433 77 780 76
There are more jobs for women 364 90 448 89 803 90
There are more informal job opportunities 371 75 429 76 819 76
There are more opportunities for 3729 83 449 84 821 84

local entrepreneurs
Negative aspects

Price of a house has increased 372 94 449 95 821 94
Land prices have increased 372 93 449 96 821 95
Food prices are higher 372 98 449 98 821 98
There is an uneven distribution of benefits 372 80 449 78 819 76
Positive/negative aspects

There are more jobs for young people 349 94 414 92 763 93
There are more jobs for Dominicans 372 87 449 90 821 &9
There are more jobs for foreigners 372 76 449 82 821 80
There are more opportunities for 354 70 430 76 784 73
Dominican (non-local) entrepreneurs

There are more opportunities for 353 63 429 76 782 70

foreign entrepreneurs
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Table 19.
Summary of perceived public infrastructure and services improvements by sex of
respondent. N = sample size, % = percent agreement. Underlined values denote

significant differences between the sexes (Fisher’s exact test).

Women Men Total

Improvements N % N % Yo
Water service 372 36 449 41 39
Health service 372 55 449 47 51
Education 372 78 449 78 78
Police service 372 58 448 57 57
Electricity 372 60 449 67 64
Transportation 372 89 449 85 86
Paved roads 372 42 449 37 40

Tourism impact scores

To develop tourism impact scores for each respondent, we factor-analyzed the
responses to all tourism impact statements in the survey (economic, socio-cultural,
environmental-physical and infrastructure-services). This resulted in three factors
that explained 44% of the cumulative variance (Table 20). Twenty-four of the 49
items loaded highly (0.40 or greater) on one or more of the factors. We named the

3% &6

factors “vice,” “community benefits,” and “foreign influence”. These factors confirm
two well-established domains (socio-cultural and economic) in the literature on

perceived tourism impacts. A general distribution of the scores for each community is

shown in Figures 5, 6 and 7.
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Table 20.

Factor analysis results of intensity of agreement with tourism impact statements. N =

702, KMO= 0.853, Bartlett’s test of sphericity = 7109.4.

Item Vice Community Foreign
benefits influence

Prostitution 0.85 0.02 0.24
HIV/AIDS 0.84 -0.03 0.17
Drug use 0.83 0.00 0.20
Crime 0.81 0.04 0.09
Alcohol consumption 0.69 -0.13 -0.06
Moral values have deteriorated 0.47 0.02 0.41
Types of businesses 0.43 0.36 0.33
Women’s independence 0.41 0.34 0.03
Entertainment options 0.37 0.35 0.27
Noise 0.35 0.17 0.34
Progress of community 0.05 0.73 0.10
Jobs for locals -0.07 0.65 0.11
Opportunities for local entrepreneurs 0.10 0.64 -0.03
Quality of life -0.13 0.58 0.13
Informal job opportunities 0.25 0.58 0.21
Money earned by locals -0.08 0.55 0.22
Jobs for women 0.16 0.50 0.10
Jobs for young people 0.15 0.48 0.04
Involvement in decisions has increased -0.04 0.42 -0.24
Importance of natural resources -0.01 0.42 -0.29
Beauty of community -0.04 0.42 0.09
Opportunities for foreign entrepreneurs 0.27 0.09 0.73
Jobs for foreigners 0.26 0.03 0.73
Jobs for Dominicans -0.02 0.07 0.71
Opportunities for DR entrepreneurs 0.05 0.23 0.64
Bad reputation of community has grown 0.35 0.04 0.48
Cumulative variance explained 23.77 36.87 44.00
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Figure 5.

Mean “vice” factor score for all communities.
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Figure 6.

Mean “community benefits™ factor score for all communities.
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Figure 7.

Mean “foreign influence” factor score for all communities.

Tourism impact perceptions and respondent characteristics

We compared vice, community benefits and foreign influence factor scores
across a series of respondent or household characteristics (see Table 21). The
attributes that were positively and statistically related to the vice score were: contact
level with tourists, knowledge of a second language and solid home factor score.
Regarding the community benefits score, a number of personal characteristics were
statistically significant. These included: age, having a tourism-dependent occupation,
household dependence on tourism, having someone in the family benefiting from
tourism ever, contact level with tourists, having received gifts from tourists, relative
skin color, education, household income and solid home score. With respect to the
foreign influence score, two characteristics were significant. These were: contact level

with tourists and being male.
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Table 22.

Relationship between community characteristics and tourism perception scores.

Pearson’s correlation coefficient is reported with its significance.

Community Characteristics

Community development score (1-8)

Population (1993)

Population growth rate (1981-93)

Percent farmers

Percent fishers

Percent entrepreneurs

Percent wage earners

Percent self-employed/family business labor

Percent w. tourism-related occupation

Mean household income

Mean solid home score

Mean appliances score

Years since tourism started

Level of tourism (1-10)

Total rooms (2001)

Rooms growth rate (1993-2001)

Rooms per capita

Relative importance of beach resort tourism (1-100%)
Relative importance of day-trip tourism (1-100%)
Relative importance of Dominican tourism (1-100%)
Relative importance of windsurf tourism (1-100%)
Relative importance of second-home tourism (1-100%)
Relative importance of sailing tourism (1-100%)

N =23, ¥¥** p <0.001, ** p <0.01, * p <0.05
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Vice

0.50"
0.49"
0.09
-0.29
-0.33
-0.02
0.24
0.15
0.20
0.19
0.49"
0.18
0.43°
0.43"
0.49"
0.24
0.29
0.58"
-0.55™
0.04
0.12
0.06
-0.02

Community
benefits
0.22
0.19
-0.37
-0.07
-0.43"
-0.43"
0.09
-0.37
0.43°
0.50°
0.53"
0.38
0.36
0.74™
-0.06
-0.24
-0.26
0.11
-0.14
0.30
0.08
-0.50°
0.18

Foreign
influence
0.50"
0.31
0.02
-0.50"
0.10
0.35
0.32
0.30
0.09
0.07
0.23
0.39
0.49"
0.32"
0.60
0.29
0.41
0.53"
-0.42°
-0.16
0.16
-0.13
0.14



Table 23.

Stepwise regression model of tourism perception scores using community

characteristics. N = 23.

Unstandardized Standardized

Coefficients
B SD
Dependent variable: Community benefits score
(Constant) -0.90 0.16
Level of tourism (1-10) 0.15 0.02
. Population growth rate (1981-93) 0.00 0.00
Relative importance of Dominican tourism (0-100%)  0.01  0.00
R?=0.75, F =21.9, p <0.001
Dependent variable: Vice score
(Constant) -0.76  0.27
Relative importance of beach resort tourism (0-100%) 0.01  0.00
Level of tourism (1-10) 0.11  0.04
Relative importance of day-trip tourism (0-100%) -0.01  0.00
R?>=0.54,F=9.17,p =0.001
Dependent variable: Foreign influence score
(Constant) 2.87 0.84
Rooms available in 2001 0.00 0.00
% Respondents are entrepreneurs -0.12  0.02
% Respondents are self employed/family business -0.04 0.01
Level of tourism (1-10) 0.13 0.03

R?=0.81,F=23.2,p <0.001
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Coefficients
Beta t
-5.59
0.69 6.19
-0.50 -4.36
0.30 2.57
-2.78
0.33 2.02
0.43 2.83
041 -2.54
3.40
0.30 2.50
-1.27 -7.14
-0.71  -4.08
0.54 3.61

Sig.

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.02

0.01
0.06
0.01
0.02

0.00
0.02
0.00
0.00
0.00



Overall attitude towards tourism

The majority (86%) of residents surveyed agreed that tourism had brought
more good than bad things to their communities. Furthermore, 90% stated that they
would like more tourism to come to their communities. Respondents’ community
benefits score was significantly and positively related with both of these views (see
Table 24), indicating that vice and foreign influence are not so important as

community benefits in determining overall tourism attitudes.

Table 24.
Relationship between overall tourism attitude statements and perceived tourism
impact factors. Student’s t statistic is reported. The sign in parentheses preceding

significant t-test statistics indicates the direction of the relationship with a score.

Factor scores Df “Tourism has brought N  “I would like more
more good than bad” tourism to come”
Community benefits 669 (+)11.43** 666 (H)11.28**
Vice 669 0.73 666 0.41
Foreign influence 669 0.20 666 0.06

*x%  <0.001, ** p <0.01, * p <0.05

Discussion

Community benefits from tourism

This research confirmed the findings of other studies in terms of detecting a

strong agreement on the economic benefits of tourism. Furthermore, our derived score
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behavior towards the whales could create a negative image for the industry,
compromising its long-term sustanability.

In response to these concerns, a co-management system was established for
regulating WW activities in Samand Bay in 1998. A co-management system can be
defined as a group of institutional arrangements through which a shared responsibility
between government authorities and resource stakeholders is established for the
management of a natural resource (Sen & Nielsen,1996). Such a system is a novelty
in the DR, where natural resource management has been either non-existent, or has
been characterized by “command and control” types of regulation by centralized
government authorities.

In this study, we evaluated the design and performance of the WW co-
management system in Samand. Our initial goals were to measure the success of the
current system in achieving its original objectives and to detect problems in the current
system that, if addressed, could improve its success. Through this process, we hope to
draw lessons that can be applied in the co-management of whale-watching or other

natural resources.
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Figure 8.

Study area showing location of main WW ports.

History of the whale watching co-management in Samand

Three important reproductive areas for North Atlantic humpback whales lie
within the DRs’ Exclusive Economic Zone. These are (in order of importance): Silver
Bank, Navidad Bank and Samana Bay (Mattila, Clapham, Katona & Stone, 1989;
1994). Silver and Navidad banks are emerging reef platforms located approximately
80 km north of the DR, and are only visited occasionally by artisanal fishers and by a
small number of live-aboard boats operating from foreign ports during the whale
season. In 1986, Silver Bank was declared a Humpback Whale Sanctuary by the DR’s

government, given its special significance for humpback reproduction. However,
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passengers going on WW trips, alleging they should pay the same fee as any other
visitor to a protected area in the country.

4. Monitoring system. A data collection system has been implemented by
CEBSE, which has arranged and coordinated the participation of volunteer observers
to go onboard commercial WW vessels. These observers fill out data forms
containing information on the whales observed, trip characteristics and weather
conditions. CEBSE maintains this database and has sought technical assistance in

database construction and data analysis.

Methods

To evaluate the success of the WW co-management system, we first consulted
secondary data sources, such as agency and NGO reports, as well as popular and
academic articles; second, we analyzed the database for monitoring the WW activity
and its impacts on whales maintained by CEBSE, and third, we conducted semi-
structured interviews with key informants from government agencies, NGOs, and the
private sector in Santa Barbara de Samané and the capital city, Santo Domingo (see
Appendix 1 for the list of key informants).

Our semi-structured interviews covered the following topics: 1) assessing
compliance with the agreed upon responsibilities detailed in the MOU by each signing
organization, 2) detecting changes brought by co-management, and 3) measuring
compliance with the WW regulations. To achieve this, we prepared three types of
questionnaires: the first, was a series of statements detailing the MOU responsibilities

(e.g. “The Navy always ensures that sanctions are complied with”) followed by a 7-
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point scale to measure the respondent’s agreement level (1 = completely disagree- 7 =
completely agree). The second type of questionnaire addressed the perceived changes
brought by co-management and presented statements related to the initial goals that
motivated its establishment (e.g. “passenger safety”) in addition to others from the co-
management literature (e.g. “collaboration among stakeholders™). For this
questionnaire, respondents were asked to rate the condition of a variable before and
after the co-management system was implemented by pointing to a step on a 10-step
ladder (where 1 represented the worst level possible and 10 the best). The third
questionnaire was intended to evaluate compliance with the WW regulations by boat
captains, using a similar method as that used to evaluate MOU compliance (with 1 =
zero compliance to 7 = perfect compliance). The selection of respondents for each
questionnaire was determined by their type of involvement in the co-management
system (e.g. boat captains and people who frequently went out to sea were questioned

on regulation compliance).

Results
A detailed presentation of findings and recommendations is outside the scope
of this paper, but is presented in the reports of this evaluation prepared for CEBSE by
Ledn (2003; 2003b). For this paper, we will only present and discuss the most
relevant findings, particularly those related to the study of WW and co-management in

general.
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Figure 9.
Map showing the main area used by humpbacks, by aggregating observation from

commercial WW boats for 1998 — 2003.
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Table 25.
Comparison of relative whale group classes sighted in Samand Bay between this study

and that by Mattila et al. 1994).

Frequency

Frequency (Mattila et
Group class (this study) % al. 1994) %
Unknown 12 1.8 - -
Single 124 18.4 273 41.8
Mother/calf pair 108 16.0 58 8.9
Pair (other) 203 30.1 204 313
Mother/calf and escort 57 8.4 35 54
Trio (other) 80 11.9 9 1.4
Group with calf 6 0.9 6 0.9
Group (no calf) 85 12.6 67 10.3
TOTAL 675 100.0 652 100.0
Total groups with calf 171 25.3 99 15.2
Different size pair 10 1.5 - -

Note: The naming and definition of whale classes used by CEBSE and Mattila et al.
was not exactly the same. To make comparisons, we equated our #rio category with
that of non-competitive trio (excluding mother and calf) from Mattila et al. Also, our
group (no calf) category was compared to competitive groups (no calf) of Mattila et al.
Finally, groups with a calf was compared with Mattila et al.’s competitive group with a
calf. Our pair sub-category different size pair, not specified in Mattila et al., probably
represents mother/yearling observations.

Table 26.
Mean number of whale observations and individual whales observed per WW trip by

season. One standard deviation is shown in parentheses.

Mean number of whale Mean number of whale
Season N observations x trip individuals observed x trip
1999 159 1.6 (0.8) 3.88 (2.5)
2000 123 22(1.4) 5.28 (3.0)
2003 65 2.1(0.7) 4.45 (3.0)

ANOVA for whale observations, F =12.95, df = 2, p <0.001
ANOVA for whale individuals, F =9.75, df =2, p <0.00
Note: Data for the 2002 season were excluded because there were very few observations.
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Barbara de Samana, where the small boats operate. However, the buscones do not
own boats, and usually do not work with boat owners (even though they make the
tourists believe they do). However, given their important role in directing tourists
their way, the small boat owners let them keep a variable but usually large commission
(allegedly up to 80% of what the tourist pays them). The lack of foreign language
skills by small boat owners precludes direct negotiations between them and the
tourists. Even when they can communicate in the same language, the buscones do not
allow them to talk directly to the tourists. This situation creates a great dependency
between the small boat owners and the buscones, which in some cases has evolved
into a friendly one. However, especially at the port of Carenero, boat owners blame
the buscones for their low profit margins, which do not allow them to invest in
improving their fleet and services. Allegedly, the buscones have become such a
nuisance, that small boat owners indicated they would like to have a policeman from
POLITUR (the tourism police force) permanently at Carenero to regulate their

transactions.
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of permits so historical permit holders could continue operating; in serving as a
mediators between the Environment Secretariat and boat owners from other small
towns that want to enter the WW industry; in intervening on behalf of captains or boat
owners when disproportionate sanctions were applied; and also interceding on behalf
of the small boat owners so they could operate at the start of a season when their VHF
radios had been ordered but not yet arrived.

Finally, CEBSE’s organization of a monitoring program was also viewed
positively by most. However, even CEBSE conceded that the analysis of the data
collected had been less than complete due to a lack of staff and funding, and that its
original purpose of providing data that would contribute to the management of WW,
had not been fully realized. One monitoring report was drafted in 2000 (Sang, 2000),

but contained few practical recommendations for management.

Compliance with WW regulations

A summary of respondents’ views on compliance of regulations is shown in
Figure 10. Below we will present the existing WW regulations for Samana Bay that
are endorsed by the co-management system, followed by comments on their

compliance.
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whale when it was on the surface, even if the vessel was at a greater distance than the
required minimum. This not only could disturb the whales themselves, but also make
tourists think that the whales are being harassed.

7. Regulation: Thirty minutes is the maximum time a boat can spend observing
the same whale, pair, or group of whales. Most boats seem to follow this regulation,
however, respondents said that viewing time often depended on the whale’s behavior,
and whether it allowed passengers to get a good view of the animals. Some
respondents also expressed that if a boat was alone, it could spend as much time as it
wanted. This is not specified in the regulations, however.

8. Regulation: Five knots is the maximum speed allowed for WW vessels in the
WW area (east of Cayo Levantado) or anywhere else in the Bay where whales may be
found. This regulation is broadly ignored, but given the difficulty of measuring speed,
very few sanctions are imposed. For reasons discussed before, most boats want to
spend the least amount of time possible in the WW area. Another contributing factor
to excessive speeding is the increasing power of engines purchased for WW boats.
Also many boat captains are young men who enjoy speeding. However, some
captains of fast engine boats said that even if they wanted, they couldn’t make the
boats go as slow as five knots. The engines of fast lanchas (medium boats) from one
of the main operators, allegedly had to be “tuned down” because tourists complained
to their tour operators of excessive speeds, and the company owner was unsuccessful

in making the captains voluntarily go slower.
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9. Regulation: All vessels in the WW area can be contacted by VHF radio.
Respondents also reported problems with compliance on this regulation. Again, small
boats seem to be the main culprits, with about half the yolas being usually
incomunicado. Small boat captains and owners said they could not be reached all the
time since they could not afford waterproof radios, so they keep them (turned off)
inside a closed container (usually an empty cooler). Other respondents also mention
battery saving as a reason for keeping them turned off. However, some respondents
also accused some boats of not responding to avoid sharing a whale observation.
Sharing positions of sighted whales over the radio has also been reduced by some of
the slower boats, because at times the fast boats can reach the whale before them,
forcing them to wait.

10. Regulation: No boat will allow its passengers to swim with whales. It
seems, that, with few exceptions, there is good compliance with this regulation. The
only violation that was repeatedly mentioned was that of a foreign tourist in the 2003
season that unexpectedly jumped off a WW boat to touch an approaching whale. The
man landed over the fluke of the humpback, and cut his chest with the attached
barnacles, but did not suffer major injuries. No sanctions were imposed on the

captain, because he had no idea the passenger was intending to do this.

Changes resulting from co-managemen.

Passenger safety.
Most respondents agreed that co-management had helped improve passenger
safety on board WW trips (Figure 11). One of the particular causes for this included

the requirement of having VHF radios, which have proven useful in calling for help in
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recent accidents at sea. Similarly, the requirement of life vests on for passengers of
small and medium boats proved useful in a recent episode when a medium sized boat
was quickly sunk by a crashing wave on board. Accidents are likely to continue
happening because, unfortunately, the whale season coincides with the months with
worse sea conditions in the Bay. One key informant proposed the creation of a “no
go” system for all vessels in the Bay imposed by the Navy. It seems that some boats
will take passengers out to see whales even under the most extreme sea conditions,
putting tourists under unnecessary risk. This issue is compounded by the short
duration of the whale season, which puts the pressure on captains to go out under less

than acceptable sea conditions.

10 e passenger safety - --0- - - whale harassment
.-+ A- - - industry's image -« +X- - - collaboration
- -+ & - - involvement in decisions -« - X- - - touristic product

8 i 1

Before co-management After co-management

Figure 11.
Perceived changes brought by WW co-management in Samana. Symbols denote the
mean position assigned by respondents on a ladder with 10 steps (0 = worst, 10 best

possible level).
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Co-management can be viewed as continuum between purely government-
based management and community-based management (Berkes, Mahon, McConney,
et al. 2001). We fear that the excessive power of the government over this system
could jeopardize its future, by placing too much authority and management
responsibility on one end of the continuum. Keeping a balance between government
interests and those of the rest of the co-management participants will be a major
challenge, but one that is necessary for co-management to survive. However, the fact
that successful management of a valuable natural resource can be reasonably initiated
in the absence of government and then developed further with government support,

gives hope to other cases in similar developing country scenarios.
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This is in agreement with the findings of previous studies on tourism in the DR and
other developing countries.

In spite of the wide agreement on the economic benefits of tourism, our
research also revealed that many residents are concerned about tourism’s negative
impacts, especially increases in prostitution (in particular child prostitution), drug use,
crime, alcoholism, deterioration of moral values, and an increasing foreign influence
in their communities. Nevertheless, the community benefits (including increased
money circulating, jobs, community progress and greater quality of life) seem to
outweigh such negative impacts, resulting in very positive attitudes toward tourism
and future tourism development by the majority of residents.

We detected few environmental concerns among locals. This could threaten
the long-term viability of tourism in many sites, as environmental damage was already
evident in many places. Given that tourists from developed countries tend to be more
critical of environmental problems, it is possible that they will form a negative opinion
about these sites and will not recommend other potential tourists back home to visit a

particular location or the DR in general.

Gender differences

Our research also found that, in addition to higher incomes, tourism seems to
be helping female-headed households attain a better material lifestyle as measured by
ownership of household appliances. These types of households have been singled out
as the poorest in the DR (as well as in many other countries). Thus, tourism work

seems to be a viable option for improving their material well-being. Another gender-
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examples for researching different ways in which regulation of informal vendors has
been attempted by authorities, the tourism sector and/or vendor associations on their
own, particularly in beach areas. We found many types of arrangements in the visited
communities. However, their outcomes have not been evaluated. Lessons learned from
such studies could help inform future policies for vendor regulation that take into
account their importance in mediating local tourism benefits.

The last subject matter that we think important is researching tourism
preferences. Given the favorable results that day-trip tourism seems to provide local
residents, it would be very important to understand what types of day trips are more
favored by tourists. This would give valuable inputs to communities or institutions
working with them on how to manage the existing day trips and how to develop new

ones, both for international and for domestic tourists.
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Appendix 3. Key Informants for WW Evaluation

José Mateo, Ecotourism Director, AP Sub-ministry.

Lorenzo Martinez, Coordinator for the whale seasons since 1999 in Samana
under the AP Sub-ministry.

Noel Caccavelli, observer for the WW surveillance team under the AP Sub-
Ministry.

Meeting with three boat owners affiliated with ASDUBAHISA.

Meeting with two captains for boat owners affiliated with ASDUBAHISA.
Edmund Béez, Representative for the Tourism Ministry in Samana

Patricia Lamelas, director of CEBSE

Meeting with 20 small boat owners from Carenero village.

Meeting with 14 captains for small boat owners of Carenero.

(Anonymous) Booth ticket employee for the Environment Secretariat during

the 2001-2002 whale seasons.
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