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ABSTRACT
This study presents a framework for the development of social indicators to measure the impact of tourism on
communities. It is a research project which emanated from the Green Globe 21 Standard that incorporates
indicators for the environmental impact of tourism and seeks to develop other indicators. The report provides the
theoretical background to the concept of sustainable tourism and examines the preliminary findings of the key
themes from some exploratory research. It also examines the main literature in the field, extracts the key impacts
such as overdevelopment, the relationship between tourists and residents, the management of tourist flows and
the facilities that are created as a result of increased tourism. These impacts are then examined against the
exploratory research undertaken. The report concludes with a potential list of indicators to be used for measuring
the social and socio-economic impacts of tourism on communities
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SUMMARY
OBJECTIVES OF STUDY
•
•

To identify a set of social indicators for tourism communities; and
To advance techniques in the field of social impact assessment.

METHODS
•
•
•
•

Secondary data analysis and community workshops to identify impacts and indicators;
Selection of a set of indicators and collection of data to document a baseline reading of the impacts;
Design of a compressed instrument (based on previous case studies) to measure host community perceptions
of tourism impacts; and
Testing of the instrument in two case studies.

KEY FINDINGS
•
•
•
•

The list of indicators provides an objective measure of some of the impacts of tourism, although it is not
always possible to discern the tourism impact from other social trends such as urbanisation and demographic
change.
The indicators are useful to track changes over time, but a single cross sectional collection of data is
relatively meaningless.
The compressed instrument for assessing host community perceptions of the impacts of tourism appeared to
be a useful tool for tracking the communities’ perceptions of the impact that tourism has on their quality of
life.
Comparison of the case studies demonstrates the role that extrinsic variation may have on tourism impact,
which requires further exploration.

FUTURE ACTION
•
•

vi

In the future the ongoing collection of indicators can be considered in relation to changing tourism flows
and other social trends in an effort to identify the impact that tourism has on communities.
Further case studies using the host community perception instrument will shed further light on the extrinsic
variables associated with tourism impact.
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Chapter 1

SOCIAL IMPACTS LITERATURE
A sustainable tourism industry is predicated on a number of factors; in particular, consideration should be given
to the impact that tourism has on the community as a whole and the individuals who make up that community. In
past decades, research has focussed on the economic and environmental impacts of tourism. This focus has
emanated from the relative ease of measuring economic impacts and the imperatives of governments to justify
tourism funding. The inclusion of an environmental dimension came out of the post-Rio era, that is, the Agenda
21 guidelines that emerged from the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro. More recently, the focus for many
government agencies in Australia has included the measurement of the social impacts of tourism on communities
but to date there has been no consensus on the most appropriate methods for assessing these. The impacts of
tourism require some monitoring in order to protect community well-being, and to ensure the long term viability
of the tourism product (Faulkner & Tideswell 1997). The community, as hosts to tourists, is vital in the visitor
experience and may affect tourism development by its willingness, or otherwise, to be involved in the tourism
industry (Pearce 1998). Research suggests that it is impossible to sustain tourism to a destination that is not
supported by the local people (Ahn, Lee & Shafer 2002; Twinning-Ward & Butler 2002; McCool, Moisey &
Nickerson 2001).
Sustainable Tourism Development (STD) seeks to implement the goals of sustainability and in applying this
concept, employs a ‘triple bottom-line’ approach. That is, the economic, environmental and social factors must
all be considered in sustainable development. While there have been a number of studies that investigate the
sustainability of a tourism community – most notably in Australia the Tourism Optimisation Management
Model (TOMM) developed on Kangaroo Island, South Australia – few have focused specifically on developing
social indicators of tourism. Sustainability has multiple meanings (McCool et al. 2001) that have been debated
in past research. These authors suggest that:
Maintenance of the industry over the long run and its role in the larger social, economic, and
environmental context are issues of sustainability. These issues, however, exist within a dynamic
socio-political context. (p.124)
This report presents the background thinking to a STCRC project that aims to develop social and socioeconomic indicators for tourism communities. The project emanates from the Green Globe 21 Standard that
incorporates indicators for the environmental impact of tourism and seeks to develop other indicators such as
social indicators. It also examines the main literature in the field, extracts the key impacts such as
overdevelopment, the relationship between tourists and residents, the management of tourist flows and the
facilities that are created as a result of increased tourism. The report concludes with a potential list of indicators
to be used for measuring the social and socio-economic impacts of tourism on communities.

Social Impacts, Social Capital and Social Indicators: Definitions and
Meanings
Social impacts may be ‘real’ or ‘perceived’ and measures must be able to cope with both dimensions. That is, a
so-called ‘real’ impact can be measured with objective data that verifies its existence. An example of this is the
level of traffic congestion which is a quantifiable outcome, although attribution to a particular cause of the traffic
congestion may be difficult to make. By contrast, a ‘perceived’ impact is purely a personal view of that impact
(Ap & Crompton 1998), although again, this view may be ‘contaminated’ by community discussion or media
attention, although Langford (2001) argues this view is far too simplistic.
Related to this concept of social impacts is the use of the term ‘social capital’. There are various definitions
of social capital and the following one is perhaps one of the most widely accepted:
‘Social capital has been defined as those features of social organisation – such as the extent of
interpersonal trust between citizens, norms of reciprocity, and density of civic associations – that
facilitate cooperation for mutual benefit.’ (Kawachi, Kennedy & Glass 1999: 1187)
The social capital of communities, it is argued, is decreasing. Putnam (2000) and others argue that there is a
diminished sense of community and less community cohesion, although it is suggested that this trend has
existed since the beginning of western modernity. In general, the research suggests that there is greater isolation
and alienation, lack of trust and an unwillingness to be involved in community activities. Evidence of this
greater isolation and alienation, for example, is seen in the decline in volunteerism (see, for example, the ASC
2002). The lack of cohesion, it is argued, is due to growing social and economic inequalities. Research into this
concept of social capital has been extensive over the last decade and recent research by Onyx and Leonard
(2000) has attempted to quantitatively measure social capital. The concept, however, is complex, so much so
1
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that Kelly and Baker (2002: 6) argue that:
The difficulty is that social capital includes a structure of networks and social relations at the
micro or informal level, as well as at the macro or institutional level. In addition, it attempts to
measure both individual and organisational behaviour. ……social capital has been criticised as
being too ‘all encompassing’.
The notion of social impacts places a boundary on the broader theory behind social capital. Kelly (2000)
suggests that the research into social impact assessment illustrates that different communities, facing similar
change, will respond differently. She argues that leadership style is a key contributing factor in differentiating
communities. However, the measurement of social impacts is far more complex than merely the measurement of
leadership style and success.
While it is important to grasp the concept of social impacts, it is equally important, for the purpose of this
study, to explore the boundaries of social indicators. It is a complex issue and has several components to it.
Horn (1980) traces the origins of the development of social indicators to research by Bauer in 1966 and since
then, the concept has spawned thousands of titles, mainly reports, in the area. In attempting to define social
indicators, Horn (1980: 428) cites the following:
Social indicators relate to some area of social concern…and may serve the purposes of curiosity,
understanding and action. (Stone 1975, cited in Horn);
More recently McCool et al. (2001: 124) suggest that:
Indicators are the quantitative variables measured periodically that reflect the condition of
socially important issues. They also suggest the efficacy of particular actions designed to achieve
attainment of specific goals. Such indicators reflect definitions of what should be sustained.
As is the case with the literature on social capital, the issue of social indicators is increasingly the focus of
attention from both academe and policy makers (Yencken 2001). Over the last ten years, there has been a steady
growth in the number of social and community indicator projects within Australia, many of which have emerged
from local government initiatives. In examining the common elements of these community projects, Salvaris
(2000) identified five typical features of the projects that included (1) integrating economic, social and
environmental goals; (2) setting benchmarks and indicators to monitor progress in achieving the benchmarks;
(3) developing the indicators through community participation; (4) occurring over the long-term, and (5)
developing relationships with the formal processes of local government. These findings have strong relevance to
the current project as it aims to adopt these same features. In addition, the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI),
introduced in 1997, has formalised a common framework for sustainability reporting and secured the
importance of triple bottom line reporting.

Social Impacts of Tourism
The impacts of tourism have been reasonably well researched, particularly from the environmental and economic
perspectives. More recently, attention has turned to exploring the social impacts of tourism and important
research is emerging in this area. Mathieson and Wall, as early as 1982 suggested that ‘the social and cultural
impacts of tourism are the ways in which tourism is contributing to changes in value systems, individual
behaviour, family relationships, collective lifestyles, safety levels, moral conduct, creative expressions,
traditional ceremonies and community organisations (p.133). In their discussion of the host perceptions of sociocultural impacts of tourism, Brunt and Courtney (1999) provide an excellent summary of research into this area
of tourism research and, in so doing, demonstrate the need to examine in greater detail, the social impact of
tourism on communities. This report will concentrate on the research into the social impacts of tourism on
communities.
Research into the social impacts of tourism on a community suggests that a number of factors influence the
level of impact. For example, factors such as the state of the local economy (Gursoy, Jurowski & Uysal 2002),
the maturity of the tourism destination, and the level of community attachment have been found to influence the
level of impact of tourism activities. As discussed in detail by Faulkner and Tideswell (1997), these can be
separated into ‘extrinsic’ and ‘intrinsic’ factors. The vast majority of research in this field has examined only
intrinsic factors (that is, the factors which define differences within the community) as these can be explored
within a single case study. Extrinsic factors (those which are responsible for explaining variation between
different communities) are harder to examine because multiple case studies obviously require substantially
greater resources).
There is substantial literature documenting a range of methods that are available for the measurement of
social impacts. In particular, the concept of a ‘social impact assessment’ (SIA) as discussed by Finsterbusch
(1995), provides an integrated approach to the measurement of social impacts. Barrow (2002: 186) describes
SIA as ‘an evaluative process that uses descriptive and analytical tools, often derived from the natural sciences,
economics and planning as much as the social sciences.’ Although the SIA approach has many advocates (see,
for example Becker 1997; Bissett 1995), it also has its critics. Burdge (1999), for example, argues that it is more
2
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important to be sensitive to social impacts than it is to precisely identify them. The approach taken in the current
study is cognisant of these concerns, and uses an alternative measurement for assessing social impacts. The
approach taken here is the resident perceptions approach, which asks residents to self evaluate the impacts of an
event on their quality of life. This approach is clearly subjective and, therefore, gives no verifiable indication of
the quantification of costs and benefits accruing to the community under investigation. The objective
measurement of impacts, where possible, remains an important research ambition. Objective measurement,
however, is not possible for some types of impacts and provides no indication of the effects on the quality of life
of local residents. Thus, the resident perceptions approach provides useful additional data for understanding the
costs and benefits of tourism. It is argued by the current authors, however, that a full operationalisation of social
impacts will entail some combination of objective and subjective measures.
Much of the research into social impacts focuses on the host community perceptions and examines the
negative and positive effects of tourism on the community as perceived by its members. A number of studies
have attempted to quantify the extent of host community perceptions (see for example, Gursoy et al. 2002;
Lindberg, Andersson & Dellaert 2001). Lindberg et al. (2001: 1027), for example, in using a range of analytical
techniques, found that ‘the net resident welfare change from the (hypothetical) increases in tourism would be
negative, and the losses to residents are not outweighed by the gains to tourists.’ Gursoy et al. (2002) argue that
the level of concern about one’s community and the extent to which residents use the resource base, have no
effect on the residents evaluation of the costs and benefits of tourism. This finding contradicts Lankford (1994)
and Fredline, Jago and Deery (2002), although Gursoy et al. (2002) suggest that residents may have developed
coping mechanisms to avoid competing with tourism on a number of issues. These conflicting results perhaps
reflect the extrinsic variation in the different communities examined in these case studies. Social impacts and
the changes brought about by tourism are also subtle and complex and may take time to materialise, therefore
taking some time for impacts to be evaluated by communities (Bodlender, Jefferson, Jenkins & Lickorish 1991).

The Development of Social Impact Indicators
The recent focus in research on the social impacts of tourism has been in relation to sustainable tourism in
developing countries. As a consequence, the literature has examined the impact of tourism on communities and
the development of social indicators. Research, for example, in the area of ‘pro-poor tourism’, has highlighted
the need to develop indicators that reflect impacts that relate to the residents quality of life, gender and
employment issues, training and education, community involvement in decision-making, and a ‘bottom-up’
approach to tourism planning and development (Sofield, De Lacy, Lipman & Daugherty 2002). Similarly,
Twining-Ward and Butler (2002) have investigated the use and development of STD indicators in Samoa. These
authors suggest that the following indictors could be used to measure the social impact of tourism on the Samoan
communities:
The number of:
Villages included in appropriate tourism awareness programmes;
Hotel employees who have been on training courses;
Tourism operators provided with information about village protocol;
Village home-stay experiences.
Similarly, Sofield et al. (2002), through the Green Globe concept states that the social and cultural
performance indicators would include reducing poverty, promoting social equity, raising standards of living,
increasing local participation, purchasing and employing locally. Neither Sofield et al. nor Twining-Ward and
Butler (2002), however, have conclusively tested their concepts empirically and so they remain at the theoretical
level.

Key Issues in Developing Social Indicators for Sustainable Tourism Communities
Research into the development of indicators for social impacts and socio-economic impacts and, more
specifically, social capital, is abundant and has been used as a measuring tool to provide important information
for social policy and planning (Horn, 1980). Previous research has suggested indicators that measure
components of community life such as the level of safety within the community, levels of crime, the sense of
community and community well-being and the sense of pride in the community. The proposed indicators will
also work towards this end, but will be a measurement that can be directly related to tourism activity. However,
these indicators may not reflect the views of the community and so the involvement of community members is
important in the development of these benchmarks and indicators.
The purpose and role of social indicators is to reveal change over time and provide a benchmark against
which to measure change. They are the quantitative variables that are measured to reflect the condition of social
factors. In order for the indicators to be successful, they should reveal causes rather than symptoms. In addition,
as noted by a number of researchers, it is vital to involve the community in the development of the indicators
that are to be used, in order to distinguish the local issues that are considered to be important.
3
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Chapter 2

METHOD AND RESULTS
The research sites for the project were chosen with the assistance of Tourism Tasmania and Geelong Otway
Tourism. Each of the research sites, Coles Bay/ Freycinet and the Surf Coast Shire were chosen because they
were perceived as regions with tourism growth that required managing.

Phase 1: Secondary Data and Community Workshops
The method used to develop the indicators was to examine secondary sources for suggested indicators and to test
these with community stakeholders, namely members of the Surf Coast Shire and the Coles Bay/ Freycinet
communities. The key secondary source of information, in the first instance, was the Community Participation
and Planning in Surf Coast report conducted by Swinburne University of Technology (2001). The data collected
in this study, in the form of responses to open-ended questions, were re-analysed for themes relating to tourism
and collated into a smaller number of concepts that were relevant to the impact of tourism on the community. In
particular, the key terms of ‘tourist’ and ‘tourism’ were used to identify comments relating to the impacts of
tourism on the community. Issues such as tourism development, the maintenance of local heritage and town
character, and the needs of residents and tourists emerged from the analysis. Although this data and analysis
emanated from the Surf Coast community feedback, the findings were similar to feedback from the Coles Bay/
Freycinet area. The findings from this phase of the study are presented in Table 1.
The next phase of the study involved further exploration of the concepts with a two-hour community focus
group and nine thirty-minute, in-depth telephone interviews with community stakeholders. The names for the
participants in the focus group were provided to the research team by the local council and the local tourism
authority. In selecting the participants, it was important to have a mix of tourism and non-tourism operators
from the community. The focus groups and community workshops, contained representatives from both these
groups as well as members of the local council and tourism authority. The identification of the interviewees for
the in-depth interviews emanated from discussion during the focus group. The interviewees were perceived as
local community members with specific knowledge of the community and tourism issues, and included people
such as the editor of the local paper, the manager of the economic development unit within the council and the
owner of a bed and breakfast property. This qualitative component of the study further explored the impacts of
tourism on the community, and also examined the potential indicators for measuring the impacts.

Findings from the Community Participation Report
This report was initially undertaken by Swinburne University of Technology and it had several stages and
components. Briefly, the study aimed to profile the local community, audit current community programs, seek
residents’ views on local governance and community issues, develop community-based indicators and
benchmarks for community planning and trial and evaluate other new programs to increase citizen participation.
In using the findings from the Community Participation Report, the key method in this current study was
content analysis of responses to an open-ended question. The responses were manually sorted by drawing up a
table of responses sought and then a manual count of tourism issues was undertaken. From this, an analysis of
the contexts in which tourism was mentioned was conducted, for example, development, employment, business.
The residents were asked what they thought were the three most important issues for the Surf Coast district
now and in the next few years. This was an open-ended question and the 1200 respondents were given the
opportunity to provide more than a single answer. From here, the researchers grouped the answers into six
categories. The category that was found to be the fifth most important issue for residents overall was
‘Encouraging tourism and development’ and was mentioned by 17% of the respondents in the report (p.98).
Within the responses analysed, there were over 200 references to tourism and tourists. What is pertinent to
the current study, though, is the context in which these words were used. The key relationships, illustrated in
Table 1, were with the following feedback:
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Table 1: Tourism and Tourist Related Feedback within the Surf Coast Shire
Association and Context
‘Tourism’
Development
Balance
Environment
Character of town

Management of tourism

Residents’ needs
Employment
‘Tourist’
Character of the community
Balancing growth
Providing facilities

Management of Tourists

Respondents’ Comments
Associated with extra buildings in the area;
Tourism and business growth.
Balancing resident needs with tourism/visitor usage/access;
Controlled tourism development.
Environmental protection - coexistence of tourism and environment;
Balance between development of tourism & preserving natural environment.
Impact of tourism on environment-beach, bush and character of coastal
towns;
Manage tourism/development while preserving the very features of our
environment which attract tourists.
Manage tourism/development while preserving the very features of our
environment which attract tourists;
Conserve historical heritage and plan for tourism development.
Not allow tourism development to reduce amenity for residents
Employment - tourism development;
Develop local industry, employment and tourism.
Protect and conserve local community environment, rather than converting to
tourist destinations.
Balancing tourist growth with the environment.
Providing facilities that tourist and local population need;
Services-for residents and tourists;
Ensure that Surf Coast residents needs are met before tourist needs;
Attract more tourists - surfing, retail facilities, and beach facilities;
Development of tourist attractions beyond the summer (beach) season.
Traffic management: i.e. tourist traffic, beach access car park, local road
access;
Permanent and tourist population management.

The issues summarised in Table 1 provide the basis for the development of the social indicators for
sustainable tourism within the research site and, while not all are specifically social impacts, they are related to
them. Findings from other research were also examined in order to establish a list of relevant indicators.

Qualitative Findings: Community Workshops and Focus Groups
The focus groups were designed to further explore the findings from the content analysis that was undertaken on
the Community Participation Study. It also aimed to investigate community views on the potential indicators that
could be used to assess the impacts of tourism on the community.
In further exploring the issues associated with the social impact of tourism on communities, the focus group
and interviews provided substantial information. It was important to identify more easily accessible data sources
to ensure that the community could take responsibility for the data collection. In so doing, however, it is
acknowledged that separating the impact of tourism from the impact of other forces is a difficult task and the
measures presented in Table 2 are not free from such ‘contamination’. Table 2 summarises the indicators
suggested during the community consultations.

5
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Table 2: Social Indicators and Potential Sources of Measurement
Indicator
Visitors to the area

Land Use

Access especially to
parking

Business success

Safety in the
community
Tourism
Development
Participation in
community activities

Change in character
of local community
(Positive and
negative)
Maintenance of
heritage
Cultural
development: events
(number and type)
Change in crime
patterns
Change in social
problems e.g.
Alcohol, drugs
Business start-ups

Business diversity

6

Potential Measure, data source (s) scale and
frequency
Measures:
a) annual visitors by reason and length of stay
b) tourist accommodation (by type, occupancy rate)
c) no. of visitors to the VIC
Measures:
a) rate of development
b) area of development
c) size of development
Measures:
a) Parking space count
b) Number of parking fines incurred
c) Over flow car parking space available
d) Public transport services to area
e) Occupancy rates in relation to number of cars
f) Price & timetables for local buses
g) Traffic count
Measures:
a) Occupancy rates
b) Bookings
c) Comparison of previous years performance
d) Input of monies into local area
Measures:
a) The presence of neighbourhood watch
b) Number of reported safety issues in the area
Measures:
a) Comparison between business types and
community demands over past years and present
Measures:
a) Number and type of community
groups/clubs/interest groups
b) Number of local volunteers esp. at events
Measures:
a) Letters to editor of local paper
b) Number of locals moving from area
c) Locals perceptions
d) Change in demographics
Measures:
a) Policies in place to protect heritage
Measures:
a) Number of events, annual and special events
b) Reoccurrence rate of events (success)
Measures:
a) Increased/decreased amount of incidents
reported.
Measures:
a) Increased/decreased amount of services required
for social problems
Measures:
a) Number of business openings minus business
closures
Measures:
a) Business classification system (which sector do
businesses belong to & employment levels)

Comments
International Visitor Survey (IVS);
National Visitor Survey (NVS)
Visitor Information Centres
Information should be available
through local council and planning
authorities.
Information through local council

Business survey

Neighbourhood watch members
should provide information, and
possibly police?

Local council to provide info and
contacts for groups, specific groups
to also could provide info e.g. rotary,
St John’s ambulance and event
organisers
Local paper, Australian Bureau of
Statistics (ABS), and interviews with
locals.

Local government &/or regional
groups may have policies

Police records

Welfare organisations

Local government/council & ABS
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Labour force
participation
Job creation level

Measures:
a) Number of persons in employment or seeking
employment
Measures:
a) Change in unemployment levels
b) Ratio of new business to new positions created in
area

Recruitment agencies, ABS, centre
link
ABS, Local government

Phase 2: Host Community Perceptions
This part of the overall study into the social impacts of tourism was informed by the community workshops and
previous research undertaken in this area. The method used for the resident survey follows the processes used in
similar studies, such as Fredline (2002).

Instrument Design
The instrument used in this study was developed based on previous work undertaken in assessing host
community perceptions of tourism impacts on the Gold Coast, Queensland (Fredline 2002) and in Byron Bay,
New South Wales (Fredline, Tideswell & Lee 2005). In these two studies, a much longer impact scale was used.
For this current study however, the aim was to test a reduced scale with the objective of developing a quicker
and easier to administer indicator of the social impacts of tourism on the host community. Thus, the items used
in previous research were summarised with the aid of principal components analysis and a 14-item scale was
produced. Principal components analysis is a statistical method of reducing a large number of variables to a more
manageable set of variables based on the correlations between the variables. The benefit in undertaking this
analysis is that the length of the questionnaire is reduced while retaining the original properties of the scale.
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Chapter 3

CASE STUDY 1: COLES BAY/ FREYCINET
Background to the Study
Tourism Tasmania has made the understanding and implementation of sustainable tourism a high priority. In an
overview of the sustainable tourism project, the following statement illustrates the importance of this area to
Tourism Tasmania.
The objective of the sustainable tourism project is to advance a suitable framework and methodology for
assessing the sustainability of tourism operations and activities within Tasmania in an integrated way,
incorporating substantive economic, social and environmental indicators. This framework should provide the
means to initially inform the development, and later gauge progress toward, Tourism 21’s social and
environmental goals, to complement established economic targets.
The examination of the social indicators of tourism is an integral plank in the sustainable tourism project.
Social indicators are understood, in the context of this study, as objective measurements that try to track the
social impacts of tourism on a community. Many of these social impacts are difficult to measure and require the
input of local residents to assist in identifying appropriate measures. In order to facilitate the sustainable tourism
project, Green Globe 21, in collaboration with researchers from STCRC undertook the task of measuring the
environmental and social impacts of tourism. Green Globe 21 already has a standard set of environmental
indicators that are used to monitor the impacts of tourism on the environment. The Coles Bay – Freycinet area
was selected by Tourism Tasmania to monitor the environmental impacts of tourism, as well as help monitor the
impact of tourism on the quality of life of the local residents in a community. In so doing, the project aimed to
develop indicators of these social impacts.

Sampling
The population was defined as all property owners in the Coles Bay Glamorgan region and an appropriate
sampling frame was obtained from the council ratepayers listing. It contained 454 names, of which 90 were
permanent residents, while the remainder were absentee landholders. In previous studies, only the permanent
residents have been surveyed, but due to the small number in that population, a decision was made to also
include the property owners. A decision was also made to exclude those who rented property in the area because
of the difficulty in obtaining an accurate list of this group of residents. Consultation with community
stakeholders indicated that the extent of long-term (that is non-tourism) rental in the region was minimal.
Coles Bay is a region characterised by a small number of permanent residents and a larger number of people
who own a holiday dwelling in the area. These dwellings are generally used infrequently for the owners’
recreation and / or let out as short term tourism accommodation.

Administration
The survey was administered via post on 1 April 2005, with a return date set for 19 April 2005. One survey was
issued to each household, although additional surveys could be requested via email or telephone. All surveys
were returned via reply paid envelopes addressed to the University of Tasmania. A copy of the questionnaire is
provided in Appendix A.

Data Analysis
Prior to analysis, the data file was inspected for data entry errors and illogical responses. The complex design of
question 10, the multi-item dependant variable scale, appeared to confuse a small percentage of respondents
resulting in responses such as agreement with a positive statement but a negative rating on quality of life, and
vice versa. Where such responses were observed, they were deleted.

Results
Respondent Profile
Of the 174 responses received, 40 of them lived full time in Coles Bay, the remainder owning shacks or vacant
8
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land in the area. The demographic profile of the sample is reported in Table 3. It can be seen that the sample
contains only a small proportion of respondents under the age of 40. However, according to Census 2001 data,
the age profile of this region is fairly high, with 54% of the adult population aged over 50 years, therefore the
over-representation is not serious (ABS 2003). Given that a large proportion of the sample were in fact not
permanent residents of the region, comparison with Census data is not strictly relevant. The most common age
group of the respondents was in the 50-59 years of age category, with the majority of the respondents being
employed and almost a quarter of them having post graduate qualifications. Only a small percentage (1.8%) were
born close to Coles Bay with the majority of them (60%) having been born within Tasmania. Of those who lived
in the Coles Bay area, 64.6% had lived there for more than eleven years.
Table 3: Characteristics of the sample
Question
Q. 21 Gender

Q. 20 Age

Q. 22 Education

Q.17 Employment status

Q. 8 Place of birth

Q. 9 Years of property
ownership in Coles Bay

Category
Male
Female
20-39 years
40-49 years
50-59 years
60-69 years
70 years and over
no formal qualifications
completed year 10
completed year 12
trade qualification
technical college/TAFE
undergraduate degree
post graduate
employed
not working, not seeking work
retired
student
student / part time work
home duties
within 50km of Coles Bay
elsewhere in Tasmania
elsewhere in Australia
In another country
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-20 years
21-30 years
31 years or more

n
95
74
9
34
54
41
25
4
18
18
32
23
30
41
99
1
54
1
3
8
3
103
38
26
34
22
44
35
23

Sample %
56.2%
43.8%
5.5%
20.9%
33.1%
25.2%
15.3%
2.4%
10.8%
10.8%
19.3%
13.9%
18.1%
24.7%
59.6%
0.6%
32.5%
0.6%
1.8%
4.8%
1.8%
60.6%
22.4%
15.3%
21.5%
13.9%
27.9%
22.1%
14.6%

First Impressions
The first question asked of respondents in the survey was:
Q.1: When you think of tourism in Coles Bay, what words first come to your mind?
The responses to this initial question were coded to reflect whether they mentioned positive or negative
aspects of tourism, or whether they were neutral about tourism. This coding was undertaken by three researchers
independently of each other, and then the findings were discussed. The lists were then recoded taking into
account the outcomes from the discussion. It should be noted that many of the comments coded as neutral
include positive comments about the region; however, phrases were not coded as positive unless it was clear that
the respondent was suggesting positive outcomes from tourism activity. Some of the phrases coded as neutral
included a combination of positive and negative comments.
Table 4 summarises these first impression responses. About 30% of respondents mentioned some negative
aspect of tourism, while a slightly higher number referred to some positive outcomes they believed were
associated with tourism. Nearly 40% made neutral comments, or both positive and negative comments.
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Table 4: First impressions
Comments

n

%

Negative

40

29.2

Neutral

52

38.0

Positive

45

32.8

Examples
Increased traffic and ‘tacky’ signage.
Overcrowding in small area; noise; loss of privacy in our holidays.
More people, cars. Rarely there are no footprints but mine on the beach.
Backpackers, traffic, vibrant community.
Interesting people, parking congestion in National Park, business benefits.
Growing.
Advancement, prosperity and growing community.
Jobs - meeting interesting people.
Economic growth with minimal impact.

The Impacts of Tourism
Respondents were asked to rate the level of impact that tourism has on their personal quality of life (Q.3) and
also the impact on the community as a whole (Q.4). As shown in Table 5, the mean rating of personal level
impact across the whole sample was 0.42 indicating a slightly positive impact overall. Almost one-third reported
that tourism had no effect on their personal quality of life. The mean rating of community level impact was
substantially higher at 1.39 with only a small percentage (2.3%) stating that tourism had no effect on the
community. Almost a quarter of the respondents stated that tourism had a very positive effect on the community
as a whole. This finding is consistent with previous case studies in which it has been observed that many people
rate tourism as having little or no impact on them personally, but as having a positive impact on the community
more generally.
Table 5: Perceptions of personal and community level impacts of tourism
Question
Q.3: Affect on
personal
quality of life
Q.4: Affect on
community as
a whole

Very
Negative
-3

-2

-1

No
effect
0

+1

+2

Very
Positive
+3

Mean

Std
Dev

2
(1.2%)

12
(6.9%)

36
(20.8%)

53
(30.6%)

28
(16.2%)

16
(9.2%)

26
(15.0%)

0.42

1.52

2
(1.2%)

9
(5.3%)

19
(11.1%)

4
(2.3%)

37
(21.6%)

56
(32.7%)

44
(25.7%)

1.39

1.53

In previous case studies however, the sample has been entirely made up of permanent local residents of the
region, whereas many of the respondents in this sample were property owners who visited the region
infrequently. It is therefore important to examine the differences between these two groups using independent
groups’ t-tests. This is a statistical test which ascertains whether the difference between the mean scores of two
groups is statistically significant, given the variance around the mean, that we can conclude that the difference
indicates a true (significant) difference and is not just a result of sampling error.
As shown in Table 6, there is a significant difference between the mean rating of personal impact between
permanent and non-permanent residents with the former group rating the benefits as fairly positive and the latter
having a mean score close to zero. This is understandable given that infrequent visitors are exposed to the
tourism in this region to a far lesser extent. It is likely that many permanent residents obtain a livelihood through
tourists and are therefore more favourably disposed towards tourism than the non-residents. However, the
difference in community level rating of impact by the two groups is not significantly different.
Table 6: Difference in mean perception of impact amongst permanent and non-permanent residents
Impact
Affect on personal quality of life*
Affect on community as a whole
* indicates significant difference when α = 0.05

Permanent resident
n=40
1.13
1.53

Non-permanent resident
n=131
0.20
1.35

In addition to the overall impact questions, respondents were asked about their preferences for future tourism
development (Q.7). When asked whether Coles Bay should try to decrease or increase the volume of tourism,
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most of the sample indicated that the current volume seemed appropriate. As shown in Table 5, over 50%
suggest tourist numbers should remain ‘about the same’, and one third of the sample was in favour of trying to
attract more tourists. This is very similar to the proportion suggesting that they are happy with the way tourism
is developing and would like to see it continue to grow. About 35% indicated that they are happy with tourism
but would not like to see it grow any more. Just over twenty percent indicated that they would like to see more
tourism growth but in a different direction. Some of the suggestions provided for this direction are summarised
in Table 7.
Also shown in Table 7 is the response to a question designed to ascertain residents’ feelings about tourism.
Four alternative statements were provided for respondents to choose from which reflect four response strategies
identified by Ap and Crompton (1993). These strategies are Embrace, Tolerate, Adjust and Avoid. The majority
indicated that they tolerate tourists and the minor inconveniences they cause because they are good for the
community. This is consistent with the higher rating of community benefit than personal benefit. However, over
a quarter of the sample indicted that they embrace tourists, and a similar proportion indicated that they have to
make adjustments to their lifestyles. Only a very small proportion indicated avoidance of tourists.
Table 7: Preferred development options
Q.2: Should Coles Bay be trying to attract…..?
Fewer tourists
About the same number
More tourists
Q.7: Preferred future development options
I am happy with the way tourism is developing in my region and would like to see it continue
to grow
I am happy with the way tourism has developed in my region but would not like to see it grow
any more
I would like to see less tourism in my region
I would like to see more tourism growth but in a different direction.
Q.5: Feelings about tourists
EMBRACE: I love tourists, they are great for Coles Bay
TOLERATE: I tolerate tourists and the minor inconveniences they cause because they are good
for the community
ADJUST: I adjust my lifestyle to avoid the inconveniences associated with tourism
AVOID: I stay away from places where tourists go because I don’t want anything to do with
them

n
27
87
57
n
58

%
15.8%
50.9%
33.3%
%
33.9%

60

35.1%

18
35
n
49
77

10.5%
20.5%
%
28.3%
44.5%

45
2

26.0%
1.2%

The above variables were examined for any difference in response between permanent residents and nonlocals. The only significant difference observed was in the feelings about tourists. A larger proportion of
permanent residents (45%) said they loved tourists (EMBRACE) than did non-permanent residents (23.3%).
Table 8 shows some of the alternative development options reported in open-ended format (Q.7). The
responses were classified into 10 themes as shown below and the number of responses in each theme is shown
in column 2. The same method was used for the coding of this question as outlined for Question 1. Some
examples in each theme are provided.
Table 8: Suggested alternative tourism development options (Q.7)
Option

n

Low impact /
ecotourism

9

Well planned
sustainable tourism

9

Examples
I would like to see less tourism in my region, but accept that won't happen, so 1)
accommodation out of township; 2) alternative route to National Park that avoids
town; and 3) foot and bike traffic only in town.
Continuing, but with strict building codes re environmental concerns - low
profile/height restrictions.
Any future development should be low key and eco-based to preserve the beauty
and quality of life in the area.
I would like to see some planned, strategic visitor arrangements that balance all
other factors, such as; environment, residents, culture, etc.
I believe that it's essential that the recommendations contained in the Freycinet
Tourism Development Plan are carried out.
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More public
infrastructure

7

Lower end tourists NOT resorts

7

Higher yield

3

Marine tourism

2

Small scale

2

In character

2

Less development
restriction
Strategies to smooth
out seasonality

1
1

Want infrastructure to support future development, i.e.: number 1: sewage, be it
dry or water - composting toilets a number one option, i.e.: no water.
Encourage tourists to come as we benefit with increased revenue for Tas;
improved hotels etc. in Freycinet. But we want better facilities to cater for
tourists: - car parks, toilets, footpaths boat ramps, and trailer parking…..and
upgrade Bluestone Bay
Less emphasis on developing five star resorts, but more attention given to caravan
park, camping.
Sorry to see the caravan park replaced with an upmarket development thereby
limiting opportunity for camping - especially for Tasmanian families.
Visitors staying in the area rather than day tripping from other centres
Top end/value adding
Rebuild old wharf for tourists’ boats. Need more designated walks - this helps
spread the tourists.
Less control by major players in the industry (Federal Hotel Group), and more
community driven tourism growth. More 'bottom up' tourism growth is needed!
‘Goose that laid the golden egg’ - overdevelopment is changing the ‘essence’ of
what Coles Bay has been in the past 40 years I have known it.
I would like to see N.P&W embrace tourism rather than restrict and narrow where
and what they can do and go to.
I would like to see more tourism developed for winter/off season.

Specific Impacts
Residents were asked about 14 specific impacts that tourism may have on a host community (Q.11). The overall
ratings are shown in Table 9. The question was asked in three parts. The first part asked whether the respondent
agreed that the impact occurred, then parts B and C asked about the impact on personal quality of life and the
overall community. The highest level of agreement with positive impacts (expressed as a percentage of
respondents) was found for the ‘showcase effect’ (92.5%) followed by economic benefits (89.7%). At the other
end of the scale only a small proportion of the sample believed that tourism had an opportunity cost, that is, it is
over funded at the expense of other public activities (19.0%). The highest levels of agreement and disagreement
are summarised in Table 10.
Table 9: Ratings of specific impacts
PART A
No.

Impact

1

INTERESTING: Because of tourism, there
are more interesting things to do in the
region (e.g. attractions to visit, events to
attend)
OPPORTUNITY COST: Too much public
money is spent on developing facilities for
tourists that would be better spent on other
public activities.
ECONOMIC BENEFITS: Tourism is good
for the economy because the money that
visitors spend when they come to the
region helps to stimulate the economy,
stimulates employment opportunities, and
is good for local business.
DISRUPTION: Tourism disrupts the lives
of local residents and creates
inconvenience. Problems like traffic
congestion, parking difficulties and
excessive noise are worse when there are
lots of tourists around.
FACILITY MAINTENANCE: Tourism

2

3

4

5
12

PART B
Mean
Personal
Impact

PART C
Mean
Community
Impact

Agree

Disagree

Don’t
Know

124
(71.3%)

48
(27.6%)

2
(1.1%)

0.80

1.22

33
(19.0%)

133
(76.4%)

8
(4.6%)

-0.18

-0.25

156
(89.7%)

13
(7.5%)

5
(2.9%)

0.63

1.71

100
(57.5%)

67
(38.5%)

7
(4.0%)

-0.64

-0.73

115

54

5

0.76

1.04
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7

8

9

10

11

12

13
14

promotes the development and better
maintenance of public facilities such as
roads, parks, sporting facilities, and / or
public transport.
DELINQUENT BEHAVIOUR: Tourism
is associated with some people behaving
inappropriately, perhaps in a rowdy and
delinquent way, or engaging in excessive
drinking or drug use or other criminal
behaviour.
PRIDE: Tourism makes local residents
feel more proud of their town and makes
them feel good about themselves and their
community.
ENVIRONMENT: Tourism has a negative
impact on the environment through
excessive litter and/or pollution and/or
damage to natural areas.
SHOWCASE: Tourism showcases our
region in a positive light. This helps to
promote a better opinion of our region and
encourages future tourism and/or business
investment.
PRICES: Tourism leads to increases in the
prices of some things such as some goods
and services and/or property values and/or
rental costs.
JUSTICE: The distribution of the costs and
benefits of tourism are distributed unfairly
across the community.
DENY ACCESS: Tourists deny local
residents access to public facilities, that is,
roads, parks, sporting facilities, public
transport and/ or other facilities were less
available to local residents because of
overcrowding.
CHARACTER: The character of the
region has changed because of tourism.
NEW INFRASTRUCTURE: There are
better shopping, dining, and /or
recreational opportunities in the region,
because of tourism.

(66.1%)

(31.0%)

(2.9%)

73
(42.0%)

82
(47.1%)

19
(10.9%)

-0.45

-0.61

128
(73.6%)

34
(19.5%)

12
(6.9%)

0.89

1.27

100
(57.5%)

64
(36.8%)

10
(5.7%)

-0.63

-0.77

161
(92.5%)

9
(5.2%)

4
(2.3%)

0.70

1.46

152
(87.4%)

15
(8.6%)

7
(4.0%)

-0.08

-0.05

55
(31.6%)

75
(43.1%)

44
(25.3%)

-0.48

-0.48

54
(31.0%)

109
(62.6%)

11
(6.3%)

-0.44

-0.46

130
(74.7%)

34
(19.5%)

10
(5.7%)

-0.15

0.34

145
(83.3%)

22
(12.6%)

7
(4.0%)

1.23

1.59

In terms of the impact on quality of life, the pattern is somewhat different and it varies when rating personal
and community level benefits. At the personal level, the most highly rated benefit is the new infrastructure that
is better shopping, dining and recreational opportunities available in the region. The second most important
benefit is seen as being the pride that residents have in their community. At the community level however, the
outstanding benefit is seen as being the money flowing into the community. The most strongly perceived
negative impacts of tourism at both the personal and community level are environmental damage and disruption.
Table 10: Ratings of specific impacts
Highest levels of
agreement and
disagreement

Most positive and
negative

Agree
SHOWCASE
ECONOMIC BENEFITS
PRICES
NEW INFRASTRUCTURE
CHARACTER
Positive
NEW INFRASTRUCTURE
PRIDE

92.5%
89.7%
87.4%
83.3%
74.7%
1.23
0.89

Disagree
OPPORTUNITY COST
DENY ACCESS

76.4%
62.6%

Negative
DISRUPTION
ENVIRONMENT

-0.64
-0.63
13

DEVELOPMENT OF A SCALE TO ASSESS THE SOCIAL IMPACT OF TOURISM WITHIN COMMUNITIES

PERSONAL impacts

Most positive and
negative
COMMUNITY
impacts

INTERESTING
FACILITY MAINTENANCE
SHOWCASE
Positive
ECONOMIC BENEFITS
NEW INFRASTRUCTURE
SHOWCASE
PRIDE
INTERESTING

0.80
0.76
0.70
1.71
1.59
1.46
1.27
1.22

JUSTICE
DELINQUENT BEHAVIOUR
DENY ACCESS
Negative
ENVIRONMENT
DISRUPTION
DELINQUENT BEHAVIOUR
JUSTICE
DENY ACCESS

-0.48
-0.45
-0.44
-0.77
-0.73
-0.61
-0.48
-0.46

Respondents were also asked in open-ended format about any impacts which may have been omitted from
the supplied list. Most of the comments in this section simply reinforced earlier open ended comments or
referred to impacts that could be classified in one of the above categories. The most commonly mentioned issue
was the pressure on scarce water supplies (mentioned 28 times) followed by the lack of a sewerage system and
the inability of current systems to cope with the tourist load (mentioned 19 times). Others expressed concern
about increased numbers of wildlife being killed in road accidents, and concern was also raised about safety
issues at the town’s boat ramp.

Variation in Perception Within the Community
Given the difference observed between locals and shack owners in the overall rating of impact, it is interesting to
compare the mean specific impact ratings across these two groups. As shown in Table 11, most of the ratings are
very similar. None of the community level ratings by the two groups were significantly different. At the personal
level however, respondents who lived in Coles Bay rated the economic benefits, the community pride, and the
showcase effect significantly more highly than did the other group.
Table 11: Comparison of ratings of specific impacts
Mean personal level impact
Mean community level impact
NonNonPermanent
Permanent
Impacts
permanent
permanent
resident
resident
resident
resident
n=40
n=40
n=131
n=131
INTEREST
0.9
0.8
1.2
1.2
OPPORTUNITY COST
-0.3
-0.2
-0.3
-0.2
ECONOMIC BENEFITS
1.9
1.7
1.3
0.4
DISRUPTION
-0.6
-0.7
-0.6
-0.8
FACILITY MAINTENANCE
0.8
0.8
0.8
1.1
DELINQUENT BEHAVIOUR
-0.4
-0.5
-0.4
-0.7
PRIDE
1.3
1.3
1.2
0.8
ENVIRONMENT
-0.8
-0.6
-0.9
-0.7
SHOWCASE
1.7
1.4
1.2
0.6
PRICES
0.1
-0.1
-0.1
0.0
JUSTICE
-0.5
-0.5
-0.4
-0.5
DENY ACCESS
-0.4
-0.5
-0.5
-0.5
CHARACTER
0.1
-0.2
0.3
0.3
NEW INFRASTRUCTURE
1.4
1.2
1.6
1.6
Those figures highlighted in bold/italic indicate statistically significant differences
There is clearly some variation in the ways in which Coles Bay property owners perceive tourism and its
impact. It is interesting to try to understand what type of people are more positively and negatively oriented
because this may shed light on the bases for their feelings and inform future management of tourism in the
region to help satisfy all stakeholders. Previous research has identified a number of reasons why people may feel
differently about the impacts of tourism.
There are two main reasons why people would perceive the impacts of tourism differently. Firstly, some
community subgroups are actually more substantially impacted than others. This may be because they live
closer to where the tourism activity occurs or have higher levels of contact with tourists, or perhaps because
they work in tourism. Secondly, some residents may perceive the impacts differently because they have
14
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different social and political values. Some people regard economic growth as being highly desirable, while
others prioritise other social goals. Groups of respondents defined by actual impact and values are compared
below.

Contact (Question 6)
The comparisons shown in Tables 6 and 11 demonstrate the difference between permanent and non-permanent
residents. Permanent residents are exposed to the impacts of tourism more frequently than are non-permanent
residents, and their perception of impacts varies at the personal level. Additionally, contact can vary within a
community, so respondents were asked to indicate the ways in which they came into contact with tourists using
the options shown in the top row of Table 12 (Note, there were actually six response options. The lowest
represented no contact with tourists and this was not selected by any respondents. The two highest related to
transitory and lasting friendships with tourists and these were collapsed together because of low frequencies). As
shown in Table 12, those who interacted with tourists as part of their job rated the overall personal impact as
being much more positive. At the community level there is a trend toward people who had made friends with
tourists rating the community level impacts more highly, but this is not significantly different from the other
groups.
The differences between the means of the groups were tested using Oneway ANOVA. This is similar to a ttest but allows an overall comparison of more than two groups. Post hoc testing was then used to examine which
groups differed significantly and these results are denoted by the subscripts in the table. For example, the mean
personal impact rating of the group defined by option A is significantly different to group B but not significantly
different to groups C or D.
Table 12: Impact ratings by contact with tourists

Rating

A: I see tourists around
but don’t usually speak
to them unless they ask
for direction etc. (n=81)

B: I often
interact with
tourists as part
of my
job(n=18)

C: I often meet
tourists around
town and talk
to them (n=53)

D: I have made
friends with
tourists during
their stay in Coles
Bay (n=21)

Overall personal
0.01b
2.11 acd
0.3 b
impact rating*
Overall community
1.05
1.83
1.5
impact rating
* indicates significant difference when α = 0.05
Subscripts denote a significant difference from the group associated with the letter

0.81 b
1.9

Work in tourism (Questions 18 & 19)
Another reason why the impact level may vary relates to people’s involvement in the tourism industry. If people
work in the tourism industry or a member of their family does, then they are likely to benefit more at a personal
level than those who do not, and this is reflected in their ratings. As seen in Table 13, there is a significant
difference between the overall rating of personal impact of tourism between involved and non-involved
respondents, with the former having a much higher rating. Similarly, the rating of personal level economic
benefits is much higher amongst the involved group as they perceive themselves to benefit highly from tourism
at a personal level. None of the other impacts were rated differently between these two groups.
Table 13: Impact ratings by work in the tourism industry
No
involvement
n=120
Overall personal impact rating*
0.18
Overall community impact rating
1.44
Personal level - ECONOMIC BENEFITS*
0.43
* indicates significant difference when α = 0.05

Involvement
n=48
1.13
1.38
1.22
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Attachment (Questions 8-10)
Some previous research has found a relationship between attachment to the community and perceptions of the
impacts of tourism. Attachment has been measured using a range of measures. In this study three measures were
included; a scale indicating varying levels of enjoyment of living in Coles Bay, place of birth (Tasmania,
Australia or overseas), and years of residence in Coles Bay. It should be noted that the question was worded to
ask how many years the respondent had lived in Coles Bay; however non-residents also answered this question
and therefore it should be more accurately interpreted as years of property ownership in Coles Bay. The
proportions of the sample in each of these categories are shown in Table 14.
Table 14: Indicators of attachment to community
n
%
Q.10 Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about living in Coles
Bay?
I love it, I can’t think of anywhere else I would rather live
89
53.3%
I enjoy living in Coles Bay but can think of other places I would enjoy equally
78
44.8%
I only live here because circumstances demand it and would prefer to live somewhere else
0
05
Q.8 Where were you born?
Within 50km of Coles Bay
3
1.8%
Elsewhere in Tasmania
103
60.6%
Elsewhere in Australia
38
22.4%
In another country
26
15.3%
Q.9 If not within 50km of Coles Bay, approximately how many years have you lived here (owned property here)
1- 5 years
34
21.5%
6-10 years
22
13.9%
11-20 years
44
27.8%
21-30 years
35
22.2%
31 years or more
23
14.6%
Only property ownership appeared to be related to impact perceptions with more recent arrivals to Coles Bay
rating the personal benefit much lower than longer term residents (see Table 15). With regard to specific
impacts, a similar trend can be observed. Longer term residents rate the economic benefits, the showcase effect,
and the development of new facilities more highly than do more recent arrivals. Similarly, they are less
concerned about the negative impact of disruption, damage to the environment, and being denied access because
of over crowding. Interestingly, although recent arrivals suggested that tourism had had a negative impact on the
character of Coles Bay, longer term residents rated the impact as positive.
Table 15: Impact ratings by involvement in years of property ownership in Coles Bay
In Coles Bay for 15 years or
less; n=78
0.12
Overall personal impact rating*
1.27
Overall community impact rating
0.41
PERSONAL ECONOMIC BENEFITS*
-0.75
PERSONAL DISRUPTION*
-0.79
PERSONAL ENVIRONMENT*
0.42
PERSONAL SHOWCASE*
-0.56
PERSONAL DENY ACCESS*
-0.55
PERSONAL CHARACTER*
1.07
PERSONAL FACILITIES*
* indicates significant difference when α = 0.05

In Coles Bay for more than
15 years; n=80
0.79
1.56
0.91
-0.41
-0.45
0.97
-0.29
0.30
1.45

Materialism (Questions 13-15)
Inglehart’s (1981) materialist – post materialist scale is a measure of social and political values. Respondents
were asked to choose six from a list of 12 social goals, half of which represented materialist values (economic
growth, strong defence, maintaining order, controlling prices, a stable economy, the fight against crime) and six
16
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of which represent post materialist values (public participation, beautifying communities, freedom of speech,
more humanity, community consultation and less emphasis on money). People who chose five or six post
materialist values were classified as such, while people who chose five or six materialist values where put into
this group. Others where defined as mixed. As shown in Table 16, materialists rate the community level benefit
as being much higher than do post materialists.
Table 16: Impact ratings by social values
A: Post
Materialist
n=33

B: Mixed
n=102

C: Materialist
n=23

Overall personal impact rating
0.36
0.37
0.52
Overall community impact rating
0.63 bc
1.56 a
1.73 a
PERSONAL ENVIRONMENT
-1.27 bc
-0.49 a
-0.36 a
COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENT
-1.50 bc
-0.60 a
-0.45 a
* indicates significant difference when α = 0.05
Subscripts denote a significant difference from the group associated with the letter

Political identification (Question 16)
Another indicator of social and political values is political identification. However no significant difference in
impact rating was found between respondents who identified with specific political parties in this study.

Demographics (Questions 20 –22)
No significant differences were observed for any of the impact ratings on gender, age or educational background.

17
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Chapter 4

CASE STUDY 2: SURF COAST SHIRE
Background to the Study
Geelong Otway Tourism (GOT) is an innovative and active participant in sustainable tourism development. The
Geelong Otway Tourism Sustainable program has been established to promote development that is sustainable
through such means as encouraging high yield rather than high volume tourism and promoting visitor growth
during off-peak periods. This program aims to encourage community acceptance of developments in tourism, to
assist in increasing visitor satisfaction and to protect and enhance the natural and cultural resources that make the
region such a successful tourist attraction.
In taking the aims of the Geelong Otway Tourism Sustainable Program further, GOT developed their
Sustainable Tourism Directions Summary. In conjunction with this, GOT initiated participation in the Green
Globe 21 Accreditation scheme examining the impact of tourism on the environment and becoming part of a
pilot scheme investigating the social impact of tourism. Surf Coast Shire was chosen as the research site, an area
comprising a number of different urban centres that range between high numbers of visitors to relatively little
experience of tourism.

Sampling
The population was defined as all property owners living permanently in six identified regions of the Surf Coast
Shire as shown in Table 17. The sampling frame was obtained from the Surf Coast Shire ratepayers listing and
the names were determined through a random sampling process. In addition, a random sample of names was
obtained from each of the regions. The database that was provided contained 5793 names and 5376 of these lived
in the defined regions.
Table 17: Surf Coast Shire Sampling Frame, Sample Size, Response Numbers and Response Rates
Region and Postcode
Torquay (3228)
Angelsea (3230)
Airey’s Inlet / Fairhaven / Dean’s
Marsh (3231 &3235)
Lorne (3232)
Moriac (3240)
Winchelsea (3241)
TOTAL

Number in
sampling
frame
2873
795
267
282
521
638
5376

Sample Size

Response
Number

Response Rate

570
323
267

127
75
75

22.3%
23.2%
26.8%

280
280
280
2000

65
46
32
420

23.3%
16.4%
11.4%
20.6%

Administration
Initially, the survey was designed to be administered through a Computer Assisted Telephone Interview (CATI)
system. Postcodes for the six main areas were obtained from GOT and random phone numbers were selected
from the White Pages according to these postcodes. Although the interviewers attempted to contact residents at
various times during the day and evening and both during the week and the weekend, the number of those
answering their phones was extremely low. As a consequence, the method of administering the questionnaire
changed to being through a postal survey, recognising that response rates from postal surveys are traditionally
low and in fact declining.
The postal survey package contained a covering letter, the questionnaire and a reply paid envelope. The
questionnaires were colour-coded according to the regions within the shire and a proportion of the total
sampling frame allocated to each of the six regions (as shown in Table 17). Respondents were asked to return
their completed questionnaires within three weeks and an incentive prize was to be drawn from those
respondents who provided their names separately to the questionnaire. The overall response rate of 20.6% was
considered acceptable for the analysis that was required on the data. A copy of the questionnaire is provided in
Appendix A.
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Results
Of the 420 responses received, about half were male and half were female (see Table 18). There was a
reasonable spread of ages, although it appears that young people are somewhat under-represented as is common
in postal surveys. The sampling frame based on property ownership would contribute to this bias because
younger people are less likely to own their home. Roughly one third of the respondents worked in an industry
that benefited from tourism or had a family member that did. More than half the sample had lived in the Surf
Coast Shire for more than 10 years.
Table 18: Characteristics of the sample

Gender

Age

Involvement
in tourism

Years of
residence in
Surf Coast

Male
Female
20-39 years
40-49 years
50-59 years
60-69 years
70 years and over
Employed in an industry that benefits from tourism
Family member employed in an industry that benefits from tourism
No involvement
Less than 2 years
2-5 years
6-10 years
11-20 years
20 years or more
All life

Sample %
51.4%
48.6%
13.0%
21.9%
25.7%
18.7%
20.7%
24.8%
11.7%
63.5%
4.8%
17.7%
16.5%
24.3%
30.8%
6.0%

First Impressions
The first question in the questionnaire asked respondents what words came to mind when they thought of
tourism in their local community. This question was asked at the outset with the aim of getting responses that
were not influenced by subsequent questions. However, given the self-completion administration method, there
can be no guarantee that respondent completed the survey in the correct order.
The responses were classified as being positive, negative or neutral comments. The latter category included
comments which referred to both positive and negative aspects of tourism and those that were truly neutral,
generally referring to attractions or features of the region. As shown in Table 19, the largest was the neutral
category, followed closely by negative comments. The vast majority of these related to traffic, overcrowding,
and a lack of infrastructure. A smaller number of people made unprompted mention of positive aspects of
tourism. Examples of each category are provided in Table 19.
Table 19: First impressions
Comments
Negative

%
37.1

Neutral

40.3

Positive

22.5

Examples
‘Underdeveloped, complacent, haphazard planning, traffic, parking, inflated prices, no
professional VIC for entry to Great Ocean Road’
‘Here in Torquay we were better off before tourism’
‘Oh no, more speculators and developers cashing in at locals expense’
‘Money in community, rubbish and damage to environment’
‘Busy, vibrant, noisy, vandalism’
‘Surfing, Bike tracks, walk tracks, surf shops’
‘Sharing all the natural beauty Surf coast has with others’
‘If people want to come here then we live in a wonderful place… how blessed are
we?’
‘Helps to provide amenities/brings money to the community’
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The Impacts of Tourism
The next two questions asked residents to rate the overall impact of tourism on their personal quality of life and
the overall impact on the community as a whole. The scale ranged from -3 (very negative impact) to +3 (very
positive impact). Notwithstanding the predominance of neutral and negative comments noted in the open ended
responses, the overall mean scores indicated that, on average, the sample consider tourism to be slightly positive
(see Table 20). The mean impact on personal quality of life is quite close to zero, but the mean score for the
perceived impact on the community as a whole is 1.4 (on a scale ranging from -3 to +3). It is interesting to note
that although less than half (42.4%) of respondents reported a positive impact on personal quality of life, over
80% reported a positive impact on the community as a whole.
Table 20: Perceptions of personal and community level impacts of tourism

Affect on personal
quality of life
Affect on community
as a whole

Very
Negative
-3
6.3%

-2

-1

+1

+2

21.2%

No
effect
0
20.9%

17.8%

15.6%

Very
positive
+3
9.0%

9.2%

4.2%

6.2%

8.7%

0.7%

16.9%

31.6%

31.6%

Mean

Std
Dev

0.17

1.7

1.41

1.7

Following on from this question, respondents were asked to identify their preferred future development
options for tourism in their region. As shown in Table 21, about 38% said they were happy with tourism and
would like to see it continue to grow, and an additional 37% were happy with tourism as it is but would not like
to see continued growth. About 10% indicated that they wanted more tourism growth, but in a different
direction, while nearly 15% reported preference for a reduction in tourism.
Table 21: Preferred future development options
I am happy with the way tourism is developing in my region and would like to see it continue to grow
I am happy with the way tourism has developed in my region but would not like to see it grow any
more
I would like to see less tourism in my region
I would like to see more tourism growth but in a different direction.

38.2%
36.9%
14.6%
10.3%

Some of the suggested alternative tourism growth directions are reported in Table 22. The most highly rated
alternative was that of more public infrastructure, followed by low impact or eco-tourism type development in
the area. It should be noted that many of the respondents provided comment in this open-ended section of the
questionnaire, even though they had not responded in the previous question that they would ‘like to see more
tourism growth but in a different direction’. The responses that have been coded and recorded here are only
those who had responded that they would prefer alternative development directions. Many of the additional
comments were quite negative about the tourism development in the area.
Table 22: Suggested alternative tourism development options
Option

n

More public
infrastructure

10

Low impact / ecotourism

8

20

Examples
‘Better infrastructure/info displays/signs/events and activities all week round. e.g.
roadside stops and beach lookouts need facilities.’
‘The GOR will always be a single lane road. I would like to know what will
happen when Geelong Bypass is finished. A lot more traffic in the region…’
‘Increased infrastructure to match tourism & cater for locals, more bins, parking,
and better traffic control.’
‘No more growth with apartments/units. Develop what we have. To be more
friendly and environment’
‘I would like to see a greater appreciation of our natural beauty. We need to hold
the line on this - more eco-tourism’
‘Better regulations & enforcements-environment preservation, e.g. dogs should be
ONLY on the MAIN beach of Anglesea & policed but banned from places like
Urquharts’
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‘More funding and support for the smaller country towns not just the lucky few
council keeps giving funds to.’
‘Would like to see more tourism development especially in the hinterland &
advice for businesses/operators in these areas on how to develop to the best of
their potential to get their dollar.’
‘Informed tourism - where people do not expect what cannot be supplied. These
are not entertainment towns - people need to entertain themselves.’
‘Nice to see it grow but also kept in check without forgetting the locals - who are
just that LOCALS.’
‘Activities should be sponsored in winter months to maintain viability of
business...’
‘Development of more entertainment/activities for tourists in an effort to spread
numbers of visitors over the whole year.’
‘Like Bhutan - small number of rich and truly interested tourists/travellers’
‘Between Barwon heads and Lorne - there is not one actual waterfront restaurant show the coast off to our tourists - look at City Beach in WA.’

Hinterland
Development

8

In character

4

Strategies to
smooth out
seasonality

4

Higher yield

2

Marine tourism

2

Well planned
sustainable
tourism

1

‘Growth will not be stopped. so don't try. Good planning is a must. It is so
important to get it right for the future direction and the generations to follow’

Lower end tourists
- NOT resorts

1

‘Having worked at Visitor Information Centre, operators, whether
accommodation or meals, are cashing in with inflated price charging. We need
more budget options.’

Specific Impacts
Residents were asked about 14 specific impacts that tourism may have on a host community. The overall ratings
are shown in Table 23. The question was asked in three parts. The first part asked whether the respondent agreed
that the impact occurred, then parts B and C asked about the impact on personal quality of life and the overall
community. The highest level of agreement with impacts (expressed as a percentage of respondents) was found
for the ‘prices’ (90.2%) followed by the impact of economic benefits (87.1%). At the other end of the scale only
a small proportion of the sample believed that tourism had an opportunity cost, that is, it is over funded at the
expense of other public activities (29.5%). The highest levels of agreement and disagreement are summarised in
Table 24.
Table 23: Ratings of specific impacts
PART A
No.

Impact

1

INTERESTING: Because of tourism, there are
more interesting things to do in the region (e.g.
attractions to visit, events to attend)
OPPORTUNITY COST: Too much public
money is spent on developing facilities for
tourists that would be better spent on other
public activities.
ECONOMIC BENEFITS: Tourism is good for
the economy because the money that visitors
spend when they come to the region helps to
stimulate the economy, stimulates employment
opportunities, and is good for local business.
DISRUPTION: Tourism disrupts the lives of
local residents and creates inconvenience.
Problems like traffic congestion, parking
difficulties and excessive noise are worse when
there are lots of tourists around.
FACILITY MAINTENANCE: Tourism
promotes the development and better
maintenance of public facilities such as roads,
parks, sporting facilities, and / or public
transport.

2

3

4

5

PART B

PART C

Agree

Disagree

Don’t
Know

Personal
Impact

Community
Impact

77.1%

20.0%

2.9%

0.86

1.17

29.5%

58.3%

12.1%

-0.44

-0.44

87.1%

11.4%

1.4%

0.80

1.38

73.6%

23.8%

2.6%

-1.01

-1.06

57.1%

38.1%

4.8%

0.63

0.80
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6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13
14

DELINQUENT BEHAVIOUR: Tourism is
associated with some people behaving
inappropriately, perhaps in a rowdy and
delinquent way, or engaging in excessive
drinking or drug use or other criminal
behaviour.
PRIDE: Tourism makes local residents feel
more proud of their town and makes them feel
good about themselves and their community.
ENVIRONMENT: Tourism has a negative
impact on the environment through excessive
litter and/or pollution and/or damage to natural
areas.
SHOWCASE: Tourism showcases our region in
a positive light. This helps to promote a better
opinion of our region and encourages future
tourism and/or business investment.
PRICES: Tourism leads to increases in the
prices of some things such as some goods and
services and/or property values and/or rental
costs.
JUSTICE: The distribution of the costs and
benefits of tourism are distributed unfairly
across the community.
DENY ACCESS: Tourists deny local residents
access to public facilities, that is, roads, parks,
sporting facilities, public transport and/ or other
facilities were less available to local residents
because of overcrowding.
CHARACTER: The character of the region has
changed because of tourism.
NEW INFRASTRUCTURE: There are better
shopping, dining, and /or recreational
opportunities in the region, because of tourism.

65.5%

29.3%

5.2%

-0.72

-0.89

58.1%

30.7%

11.2%

0.66

0.83

60.2%

34.5%

5.2%

-0.82

-0.95

86.9%

9.0%

4.0%

0.53

0.77

90.2%

4.5%

5.2%

-0.33

-0.22

46.9%

30.2%

22.9%

-0.57

-0.68

40.5%

52.1%

7.4%

-0.59

-0.58

80.2%

16.9%

2.9%

-0.21

-0.02

79.5%

16.9%

3.6%

1.02

1.31

In terms of the impact on quality of life, as illustrated in Table 24, the pattern is somewhat different and it
varies when rating personal and community level benefits. At the personal level, the most highly rated benefit is
the better shopping, dining and recreational opportunities available in the region. The second most important
benefit is seen as being the increase in interesting things to do. At the community level however, the outstanding
benefit is seen as being the money flowing into the community. The most strongly perceived negative impacts
of tourism at both the personal and community level are disruption and environmental damage.

Table 24: Ratings of specific impacts
Highest levels of agreement
and disagreement

Most positive and negative
PERSONAL impacts
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Agree
PRICES
ECONOMIC BENEFITS
SHOWCASE
CHARACTER
NEW INFRASTRUCTURE
Positive
NEW INFRASTRUCTURE
INTERESTING
ECONOMIC BENEFITS
PRIDE
FACILITY
MAINTENANCE

90.2
87.1
86.9
80.2
79.5
1.02
0.86
0.80
0.66
0.63

Disagree
OPPORTUNITY COST
DENY ACCESS

58.3
52.1

Negative
DISRUPTION
ENVIRONMENT
DELINQUENT BEHAVIOUR
DENY ACCESS
JUSTICE

-1.01
-0.82
-0.72
-0.59
-0.57
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Most positive and negative
COMMUNITY impacts

Positive
ECONOMIC BENEFITS
NEW INFRASTRUCTURE
INTERESTING
PRIDE
FACILITY
MAINTENANCE

1.38
1.31
1.17
0.83
0.80

Negative
DISRUPTION
ENVIRONMENT
DELINQUENT BEHAVIOUR
JUSTICE
DENY ACCESS

-1.06
-0.95
-0.89
-0.68
-0.58

Variations in Perception Within the Community
Given that the Surf Coast Shire is comprised of the six regions as shown in Table 17, further analysis was
deemed useful in examining whether there were any differences between the regions on a number of criteria.

Community
Some variation in perception of impacts was observed between residents of different communities. As Table 25
illustrates, there was no difference in personal impact rating, but residents of Torquay rated the community level
benefits significantly more positively than those who live in Airey’s Inlet, Fairhaven, or Dean’s Marsh (given the
smallness of the sample sizes from Dean’s Marsh, Airey’s Inlet and Fairhaven, it was not possible to undertake
further analysis to understand the differences between each of these areas).
Table 25: Impact ratings by place of residence
Anglesea
A

Aireys Inlet,
Fairhaven,
Deans Marsh
B

Torquay

Winchelsea

Moriac

Lorne

C

D

E

F

0.13

0.19

1.57

1.06

Overall personal impact rating
0.25
-0.27
0.40
0.19
F(5,405) = 1.6, p>0.05
Overall community impact rating
1.45
0.97c
1.71b
1.63
F(5,396) = 2.4, p<0.05
Subscripts denote a significant difference from the group associated with the letter

Involvement in Tourism
It can also be seen that residents with an involvement in tourism (work in the tourism industry) rate the personal
benefits more positively than do those who do not work in tourism. This finding, as shown in Table 26, is
consistent with other studies investigating the involvement of residents in tourism and may also account for the
results presented in Table 25 where the residents of Torquay are more positive in their overall community impact
rating than those from the smaller, more residential areas of Airey’s Inlet, Fairhaven and Dean’s Marsh.
Table 26: Impact ratings by involvement in tourism
No Involvement
A

Family Involvement
B

Overall personal impact rating
-0.90 c
0.25
F(2,407) = 11.2, p<0.05
Overall community impact rating
0.25
1.76
F(2,398) = 1.5, p>0.05
Subscripts denote a significant difference from the group associated with the letter

Personal
Involvement
C
0.80 a
1.50

Length of Residence
People who had moved to the region more recently, that is, in the last 10 years rated the personal impacts of
tourism more highly than people who had lived in Surf Coast for more than 10 years. As Table 27 shows, the
personal impact of tourism for those who had lived for longer than 10 years in the area was extremely low.
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Table 27: Impact ratings by length of residence
Up to 10 years

More than 10 years

0.44

0.0

1.66

1.24

Overall personal impact rating
t(408) = 2.7, p<0.05
Overall community impact rating
t(399) = 2.4, p>0.05

Age
There is no significant difference between different age groups in this sample, although there is a trend toward
elderly respondents rating the personal impacts less positively than others. The most positive of the groups in
Table 28 at a personal level was the 50-59 years of age.
Table 28: Impact ratings by age

Overall personal impact rating
F(4,389) = 0.9, p>0.05
Overall community impact rating
F(4,381) = 1.0, p>0.05

20-39
years

40-49
years

50-59
years

60-69 years

70 years
and over

0.12

0.22

0.37

0.31

-0.06

1.67

1.34

1.31

1.72

1.32

Gender
Unusually, there was a difference between males and females, with females rating the personal impacts of
tourism more positively (see Table 29). However, this appears to be associated with the gender/age profile of this
sample which is primarily made up of younger females and older males. Gender is not usually associated with
variation in perceptions of tourism.

Table 29: Impact ratings by place of residence

Overall personal impact rating
t(407) = -2.1, p<0.05
Overall community impact rating
t(398) = -1.3, p>0.05
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Male

Female

0.02

0.37

1.32

1.54
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Chapter 5

COMPARISON OF THE CASE STUDIES
Coles Bay and Surf Coast are communities with somewhat different tourism characteristics. Many of the regions
within the Surf Coast Shire have a long history of tourism based on surfing and beach holidays for primarily an
intrastate market. Large numbers of Melbourne residents have been holidaying in the region for many
generations. Coles Bay, also has a long history of tourism, primarily in the form of holiday home ownership, but
the number of visitors has historically been far smaller. Recent growth in interstate and international visitation to
Tasmania has sparked rapid growth in the past few years.
It is therefore interesting to compare the results of the two case studies for some insights into how the
extrinsic characteristics of the communities affect the perception of tourism impacts. Figure 1 plots the personal
and community impact scores for each of the case studies as well as those for previous case studies undertaken
in Gold Coast, Canberra and Byron Bay. For the Coles Bay case study only the scores of permanent residents
were included to facilitate comparison with the other studies which did not survey non-permanent residents.
Similar scores were observed for the Gold Coast and Canberra, that is, highly positive community impact scores
and moderate positive personal impact scores. Coles Bay on the other hand has a higher positive personal
impact score, but a slightly lower, yet still positive, community impact score. This appears to be consistent with
the different extrinsic characteristics of the community. Coles Bay is an emerging tourism destination, with
many of the locals deriving a financial benefit from tourism, hence the high personal benefit rating.
Surf Coast on the other hand recorded a similarly positive community impact score but a much lower
personal impact score, perhaps indicating that residents acknowledge the importance of tourism to their region,
but suggesting that they are no longer as enthusiastic at a personal level. However, they did not record an
negative average score as did the residents in Byron Bay.
Figure 1: Impacts ratings in five case studies
region

3.00

Byron Bay
Canberra
Coles Bay
Gold Coast

2.00

personal impact score

Surf Coast Shire

1.00

0.00

-1.00

-2.00

-3.00

-3.00

-2.00

-1.00

0.00

1.00

2.00

3.00

community impact score

Figure 2 compares the ratings of specific community level impacts in the two current case studies. There are
some substantial differences. New infrastructure was seen as the most substantial benefit in both regions,
although the rating is somewhat higher for Coles Bay than for Surf Coast which probably reflects the more rapid
recent growth in tourism. Economic benefits are substantially more positively perceived in Coles Bay perhaps
because of the greater level of involvement in the tourism industry in this community (54% of permanent Coles
Bay residents in the sample worked in tourism compared with only 25% of Surf Coast residents). The next most
important benefits in Coles Bay were pride and the showcase effect. Again, these were perceived more strongly
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in Coles Bay, which would appear to be consistent with its status as a less developed destination.
On the negative impact side, substantial differences were observed in the ratings of delinquent behaviour,
denial of access, and disruption. These differences can most likely be explained by variation in the type of
tourism activity in the two communities.
Figure 2: Mean community impact scores for two case studies
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Chapter 6

CONCLUSION
As stated at the outset, the aim of this study was to develop social indicators for tourism communities and to
advance research in the field of social impact assessment. A list of social indicators was identified based on
secondary data analysis and community consultation and data were collected for these indicators. The use of
objective indicators has been proposed because of concerns about the subjective nature of the more traditional
approach to social impact assessment, that is, host community perception surveys. However limitations have also
been identified in the indicator approach. Many of the issues relating to tourism are also affected by other social
forces such as demographic change and urbanisation. It can be difficult to isolate what proportion of community
change is directly attributable to tourism and what proportion is unrelated. Additionally, the tracking of
indicators is essentially a longitudinal exercise, and data collection at a single point in time does not give much
insight into the impacts of tourism. Over time, the data need to be collected on a regular basis and compared with
changes in tourism flows in order to track the impacts of tourism.
The second objective of the study was to progress the assessment of the social impact of tourism through a
host community perception approach. The STCRC has undertaken a number of case studies in this area in the
past and was keen to further develop the techniques. Early case studies had used a very long and cumbersome
instrument and the aim was to reduce this to a more manageable tool that could be used to monitor community
sentiment simply and regularly.
The compressed instrument was developed from the longer earlier version and was tested in two case
studies, Coles Bay and Surf Coast. It was found to be effective in identifying the overall impact of tourism on
quality of life and in identifying the specific issues of concern to local residents.
In Coles Bay, a slightly different approach was taken than had been used in previous case studies because
the permanent population of the regional was very small and unlikely to yield a sufficient sample size.
Therefore, people who owned property in the region, but did not live there permanently, were included in the
sample.
The results of the two case studies show that in both cases the majority of residents feel that the overall
impact of tourism on the community is positive, but that in both cases there are some negative issues which
impact upon quality of life. In neither of these cases have the negative impacts got to a point where they are
perceived to outweigh the positive. However, earlier research in Byron Bay (Fredline, Tideswell & Lee 2005)
has shown that it is possible for communities to perceive an overall negative impact. Therefore, it is important
that these two communities consider what can be done to ameliorate the negative impact in order to avoid
getting to a similar situation of community discontent.
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APPENDIX A: Questionnaires
Community Attitudes Towards Tourism: A Survey of Coles Bay Residents
To begin with we would like to ask you about your overall impression of tourism in Coles Bay.
1. When you think of tourism in Coles Bay, what words first come to your mind?
__________________________________________________________________________________________
2. Which of the following statements best describes your residential status in Coles Bay? (tick one only)
I live full time in Coles Bay
I own a shack in Coles Bay and visit often (at least once a month)
I own a shack in Coles Bay and visit occasionally (less than once a month)
I am currently in Coles Bay for seasonal work and will probably relocate after the season is over
Other (please state)______________________________________________________________________
3. With regard to the total number of tourists, should Coles Bay be trying to attract….. (tick one only)
Fewer

About the same number

More

4. Overall, how does tourism affect your personal quality of life? Please indicate by circling one number on
the scale below.
Very Negatively
-3

-2

-1

No Effect
0

+1

+2

Very Positively
+3

5. Overall, how does tourism affect the Coles Bay community as a whole? Please indicate by circling one
number on the scale below.
Very Negatively
-3

-2

-1

No Effect
0

+1

+2

Very Positively
+3

6. Which of the following statements best describes the way you feel about tourism in Coles Bay? (tick one
only)
I love tourists, they are great for Coles Bay
I tolerate tourists and the minor inconveniences they cause because they are good for the community
I adjust my lifestyle to avoid the inconveniences associated with tourism
I stay away from places where tourists go because I don’t want anything to do with them
7. Which of the following statements best describes the level of contact that you have with tourists? (tick
all that apply)
I never come into contact with tourists as far as I am aware
I see tourists around but don’t usually speak to them unless they ask for direction etc.
I often interact with tourists as part of my job
I often meet tourists around town and talk to them
I have made friends with tourists during their stay in Coles Bay, but have not kept in contact
I have made friends with tourists and kept in contact after they have left Coles Bay
8. Which of the following tourism development options would you support in Coles Bay? (tick one only)
I am happy with the way tourism is developing in my region and would like to see it continue to grow
I am happy with the way tourism has developed in my region but would not like to see it grow any more
I would like to see less tourism in my region
I would like to see more tourism growth but in a different direction. Please briefly describe the direction you
would like to see tourism develop in below.
__________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________
9. Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about living in Coles Bay? (tick one only)
I love it, I can’t think of anywhere else I would rather live
I enjoy living in Coles Bay but can think of other places I would enjoy equally
I only live here because circumstances demand it and would prefer to live somewhere else
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10. The next section of the questionnaire asks you about the impacts of tourism on your personal quality of life and on the community as a whole. Many of the impacts potentially
associated with tourism are also associated with general urban growth. This makes it difficult to isolate the impacts of tourism, but in responding to the following statements
please try to think about the impacts of tourism alone. Each question has three parts.
In Part A of each question you are asked whether something has changed because of tourism. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the statement
.
FOR EXAMPLE:
Because of advances in medical
1a
technology, life expectancy in
Australia has increased

Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 2a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 2a

Suppose you think that life expectancy has INCREASED. You should mark the
box next to AGREE as shown to the left. This is just an example. If you think it
has DECREASED or that there is NO CHANGE, you should mark the
DISAGREE box.

Please think about it carefully rather than just taking the easy option of ‘Don’t Know’. Only mark this box if you genuinely have no idea about the matter. If you select ‘No change’ or
‘Don’t Know’, there is no need to complete parts B and C of the question.

If you select AGREE or DISAGREE simply follow the arrows to parts B and C of the question. Part B of the question asks you to rate how this affects you personally.
Very
Negatively

1b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

No
Effect

-1

0

Very
Positively

+1

+2

+3

Part C asks you to rate how it affects the Coles Bay community as a whole. Use the same scale as above but think about the effect on all Coles Bay residents.
Very
Negatively

1c. how has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

No
Effect

-1

0

Very
Positively

+1

+2

+3

Bear in mind that this is not a test. There are no right or wrong answers, we are interested in what you think.
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Very
Negatively

Because of tourism, there are more interesting
things to do in the region (e.g. attractions to visit,
events to attend)

1a

Too much public money is spent on developing
facilities for tourists that would be better spent on
other public activities.

2a

Tourism is good for the economy because the
money that visitors spend when they come to the
region helps to stimulate the economy, stimulates
employment opportunities, and is good for local
business.
Tourism disrupts the lives of local residents and
creates inconvenience. Problems like traffic
congestion, parking difficulties and excessive noise
are worse when there are lots of tourists around.

3a

4a

Tourism promotes the development and better
maintenance of public facilities such as roads,
parks, sporting facilities, and / or public transport.

5a

Tourism is associated with some people behaving
inappropriately, perhaps in a rowdy and delinquent
way, or engaging in excessive drinking or drug use
or other criminal behaviour.

6a

Tourism makes local residents feel more proud of
their town and makes them feel good about
themselves and their community.

7a

Tourism has a negative impact on the environment
through excessive litter and/or pollution and/or
damage to natural areas.

8a

Tourism showcases our region in a positive light.
This helps to promote a better opinion of our region

9a
30

Agree ⇒

No
Effect

Very
Positively

1b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

1c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

2b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

2c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

3b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

3c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

4b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

4c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

5b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

5c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

6b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

6c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

7b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

7c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

8b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

8c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

9b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

Disagree ⇓ go to 2a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 2a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 3a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 3a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 4a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 4a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 5a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 5a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 6a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 6a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 7a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 7a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 8a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 8a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 9a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 9a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 10a
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and encourages future tourism and/or business
investment.
10a

11a

12a

Tourism leads to increases in the prices of some
things such as some goods and services and/or
property values and/or rental costs.
The distribution of the costs and benefits of tourism
are distributed unfairly across the community.
Tourists deny local residents access to public
facilities, that is, roads, parks, sporting facilities,
public transport and/ or other facilities were less
available to local residents because of
overcrowding.

Don’t Know ⇓ go to 10a
Agree ⇒

13a

14a

There are better shopping, dining, and /or
recreational opportunities in the region, because of
tourism.

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

10b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

10c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

11b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

11c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

12b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

12c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

13b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

13c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

14b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

14c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

Disagree ⇓ go to 11a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 11a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 12a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 12a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to13a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 13a
Agree ⇒

The character of the region has changed because
of tourism.

9c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

Disagree ⇓ go to 14a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 14a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to Q 11
Don’t Know ⇓ go to Q11

11. Are there any other impacts not identified above associated with tourism in Coles Bay? Please describe.
_______
_______
_______
_______
_______
_______
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12. Listed below are four goals for society which different people may consider important. Please place a 1
in the box next to the one you consider to be most important. Please place a 2 in the box next to the one
you consider to be second most important. (place a 1 in one box and a 2 in another)
Maintaining a high level of economic growth
Making sure that this country has strong defence forces
Seeing that people have more say about how things are done at their jobs and in their communities
Trying to make our cities and countryside more beautiful
13. From the four statements below please select and mark those that you consider to be the most
important and the second most important as you did before. (place a 1 in one box and a 2 in another)
Maintaining order in the nation
Giving the people more say in governmental decisions
Fighting rising prices
Protecting freedom of speech
14. From the four statements below please select and mark those that you consider to be the most
important and the second most important as you did before. (place a 1 in one box and a 2 in another)
A stable economy
Progress toward a less impersonal and more humane society
Progress toward a society in which ideas count more than money
The fight against crime
15. Which one of the following political parties do you most identify with? (tick one only)
Democrats
One Nation
Greens
Other ⇒ please state__________________________________
Labor
No political loyalty
Liberals
Prefer not to say
Nationals
16. Where were you born? (tick one only)
Within 50km of Coles Bay ⇒ go to 18
Elsewhere in TAS

Elsewhere in Australia
In another country

17. If not within 50km of Coles Bay, how many years have you lived here (or owned a property)?

____________
18. What is your employment status? (tick one only)
Employed
Student
Unemployed, looking for work
Student/part time work
Not working, not seeking work
Home duties
Retired
Other ⇒ please state

____________

19. Do you work in tourism or an industry which benefits from tourism?
No
Yes_________________________________(please state)
20. Does anyone in your family work in tourism or an industry which benefits from tourism?
No
Yes_________________________________(please state)
21. In what year were you born?
22. What is your gender?
Female

______________

Male

23. What is the highest education level you have completed? (tick one only)
No formal qualifications
Technical College/TAFE Diploma
Completed year 10 at school
Undergraduate Degree
Completed year 12
Post Graduate Degree
Trade Qualification
Other ⇒ please state
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Community Attitudes Towards Tourism: A Survey of Surf Coast Residents
SECTION A: To begin with we would like to ask about your overall impression of tourism in Surf Coast.
1. When you think of tourism in your local community, what words first come to your mind?
__________________________________________________________________________________________
2. Overall, how does tourism affect your personal quality of life? Please indicate by circling one number on
the scale below.
Very Negatively
No Effect
Very Positively
-3
-2
-1
0
+1
+2
+3
3. Overall, how does tourism affect the Surf Coast community as a whole?
Very Negatively
No Effect
-3
-2
-1
0
+1

+2

Very Positively
+3

4. Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about tourism in your region?
1
I am happy with the way tourism is developing in my region and would like to see it continue to grow (go to Q6)
2
I am happy with the way tourism has developed in my region but would not like to see it grow any more (go to Q6)
3
I would like to see less tourism in my region (go to Q6)
4
I would like to see more tourism growth but in a different direction. (go to Q5)
5. Please briefly describe the direction you would like to see tourism develop in .

6. On average, how often would you travel to each of the following areas for activities such as work,
education, shopping, banking, medical treatment, transporting others, and other activities?
Never About
Less than
About
Less than
About Several
once a
once a
once a once a week once
times a
year
month but
month
but more
a
week
more than
than once a
week
once a year
month
Winchelsea
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
Moriac
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
Lorne
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
Anglesea
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
Torquay
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
Aireys Inlet, Fairhaven,
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
Deans Marsh
7. How long have you lived in the Surf Coast region?
1
Less than 2 years
2
2-5 years
3
6-10 years

4
5
6

Every
day

7
7
7
7
7
7

11-20 years
More than 20 years
All my life

8. Do you work in an industry that benefits from tourism?
1
Yes – please state____________________________________________________________________
2
No
9. Does anyone in your family work in an industry that benefits from tourism?
1
Yes – please state____________________________________________________________________
2
No
10. In what year were you born? ____________________________________________________________
11. What is your gender?
1
Male
2
Female
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SECTION B: The next section of the questionnaire asks you about the impacts of tourism on your personal quality of life and on the community as a whole. Many of the impacts
potentially associated with tourism are also associated with general urban growth. This makes it difficult to isolate the impacts of tourism, but in responding to the following
statements please try to think about the impacts of tourism alone. Each question has three parts.
In Part A of each question you are asked whether something has changed because of tourism. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the statement
.
FOR EXAMPLE:
Because of advances in medical
1a
technology, life expectancy in
Australia has increased

Suppose you think that life expectancy has INCREASED. You should
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 2a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 2a

mark the box next to AGREE as shown to the left. This is just an
example. If you think it has DECREASED or that there is NO CHANGE,
you should mark the DISAGREE box.

Please think about it carefully rather than just taking the easy option of ‘Don’t Know’. Only mark this box if you genuinely have no idea about the matter. If you select ‘No change’ or
‘Don’t Know’, there is no need to complete parts B and C of the question.

If you select AGREE or DISAGREE simply follow the arrows to parts B and C of the question. Part B of the question asks you to rate how this affects you personally.
Very
Negatively

1b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

No
Effect

-1

0

Very
Positively

+1

+2

+3

Part C asks you to rate how it affects the Surf Coast community as a whole. Use the same scale as above but think about the effect on all Surf Coast residents.
Very
Negatively

1c. how has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

No
Effect

-1

0

Bear in mind that this is not a test. There are no right or wrong answers, we are interested in what you think.

34

Very
Positively

+1

+2

+3
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Very
Negatively

1a

2a

3a

4a

5a

6a

7a

8a

Because of tourism, there are more interesting
things to do in the region (e.g. attractions to visit,
events to attend)
Too much public money is spent on developing
facilities for tourists that would be better spent on
other public activities.
Tourism is good for the economy because the
money that visitors spend when they come to the
region helps to stimulate the economy, stimulates
employment opportunities, and is good for local
business.
Tourism disrupts the lives of local residents and
creates inconvenience. Problems like traffic
congestion, parking difficulties and excessive noise
are worse when there are lots of tourists around.
Tourism promotes the development and better
maintenance of public facilities such as roads,
parks, sporting facilities, and / or public transport.
Tourism is associated with some people behaving
inappropriately, perhaps in a rowdy and delinquent
way, or engaging in excessive drinking or drug use
or other criminal behaviour.
Tourism makes local residents feel more proud of
their town and makes them feel good about
themselves and their community.
Tourism has a negative impact on the environment
through excessive litter and/or pollution and/or
damage to natural areas.

Agree ⇒

No
Effect

Very
Positively

1b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

1c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

2b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

2c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

3b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

3c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

4b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

4c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

5b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

5c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

6b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

6c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

7b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

7c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

8b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

8c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

Disagree ⇓ go to 2a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 2a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 3a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 3a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 4a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 4a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 5a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 5a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 6a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 6a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 7a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 7a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 8a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 8a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 9a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 9a
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Tourism showcases our region in a positive light.
This helps to promote a better opinion of our region
and encourages future tourism and/or business
investment.

9a

10a

11a

12a

Tourism leads to increases in the prices of some
things such as some goods and services and/or
property values and/or rental costs.
The distribution of the costs and benefits of tourism
are distributed unfairly across the community.
Tourists deny local residents access to public
facilities, that is, roads, parks, sporting facilities,
public transport and/ or other facilities were less
available to local residents because of
overcrowding.

Agree ⇒

13a

14a

There are better shopping, dining, and /or
recreational opportunities in the region, because of
tourism.

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

9c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

10b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

10c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

11b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

11c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

12b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

12c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

13b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

13c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

14b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

14c. How has this affected the community as a whole?

-3

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

+3

Disagree ⇓ go to 10a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 10a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 11a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 11a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to 12a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 12a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to13a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 13a
Agree ⇒

The character of the region has changed because
of tourism.

9b. How has this affected your personal quality of life?

Disagree ⇓ go to 14a
Don’t Know ⇓ go to 14a
Agree ⇒
Disagree ⇓ go to Q 15
Don’t Know ⇓ go to Q15

15. Are there any other impacts not identified above associated with tourism in the Surf Coast? Please describe.
_______
_______
_______
_______
_______

Thank you very much for completing the Survey
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