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ABSTRACT
Development of a Survey Measuring Visitor Satistacand Service

Quiality of Cultural and Natural Sites in Belize

by

Dustin S. Wiberg, Master of Landscape Architecture
Utah State University, 2009

Major Professor: Peter Kumble
Department: Landscape Architecture and Environnhé&téanning

The literature suggests that a correlation existareen visitor satisfaction and a
visitor’s choice to re-experience a product. Thghkr one’s satisfaction level, the more
likely he/she is to experience the product agagi@mprovide positive word-of-mouth
advertising to friends and family. The Tian-Cole &rompton model was chosen
because of its acknowledgment and explanationeoflitierences between Visitor
Satisfaction (VS) and Service Quality (SQ) and hbeir relationship influences
satisfaction and contributes to Future DestinaBefection.

In addition to identifying a theoretical framewdhat explains why visitors
return, it was necessary to identify a survey madhagy to be used in developing the
Mountain Pine Ridge Forest Reserve (MPRFR) vig#disfaction surveys. It was

determined that a combination of the Relative Rarémce Assessment (RPA) and



v
Customer Service Questionnaire (CSQ) was an apptemurvey framework for a

visitor satisfaction survey.

As a result of the research, two visitor satistacsurveys were developed:
Intercept Survey and Mail-back Survey. The Intet@&yrvey will be administered at a
MPRFR site. It was designed to be concise andaket tnuch of the visitor’s time. This
survey will be used to gather general informatibow visitor characteristics and level of
satisfaction while at a site. The Mail-back Survel} be sent to the visitor after their trip
so more time can be devoted to answering a moedlekktisitor satisfaction survey.
This survey asks visitors to indicate what siterabgeristics are important to them and
then rate their satisfaction with each item. Instemts from the report entitled “A Front
Country Visitor Study for Grand Staircase-Escalda¢ional Monument” were used as
an example of how to format a visitor satisfactsomvey and how to use the collected
data as a managerial tool.

The two main objectives of this research were aqished and have established
a foundation upon which subsequent research effolitbegin. This work serves as a
catalyst to improving Belizean site planning, dasignd management by better
understanding what site characteristics contributgsitor satisfaction.

(93 pages)
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this thesis project is not to testréain hypothesis or develop a
new theory, but rather to identify reasons why iggrreturn to a destination they have
visited and what site elements contributed to tregitrn. The literature suggests that a
correlation exists between visitor satisfaction andsitor’s choice to re-experience a
product. The higher one’s satisfaction level, th@erikely he/she is to experience the
product again and/or provide positive word-of-moativertising to friends and family
(Oliver 1980; Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry 1$§8eng and Mackoy 1996; Tian-
Cole and Crompton 2003; Tian-Cole, Crompton, antiséh 2002). By identifying
various visitor typologies and understanding theativation for visiting a site in
conjunction with how and what site characteristiostribute to higher levels of visitor
satisfaction, site designers and managers can leebetter informed to develop and
maintain higher quality sites that would promoteest visitation and the long-term
success of the site (Mackoy and Osland 2004; Retawd McCool 1997; Foster 1999).

This thesis project work is intended to be usethénMountain Pine Ridge Forest
Reserve (MPRFR) in Belize, Central America. The WRRs estimated to be
approximately 126,825 acres covered mostly by pimebroadleaf forests. Visitors can
experience many different sites within the resenaenely Rio On Pools, Rio Frio Cave,
1,000 Foot Falls, Orchid Cascades, and Big Rocls Faaracol, the largest Maya
archeological ruin site in Belize, is not locateithm the reserve, but can only be

accessed by travelling through the MPRFR (Figur&\i)h all these opportunities to
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Figure 1. Map of the MPRFR (Offshore Design 2008)

experience Belize’s natural and cultural sites MiRRFR attracts approximately 40,000
visitors inland every year (Government of Beliz®@D

The survey instruments that were created as pdhnisthesis project were
developed while considering the sites within theRfR because of the researcher’s
familiarity and excitement for the qualities andeuial of the MPRFR sites. Also, a
relationship has been established between thedagliklinistry of Forestry, the agency
managing the MPRFR, and University researchers;iwhill facilitate future survey
administration. Once the surveys are administeneidtlae data interpreted, site managers

and designers will have a better understandinguf to develop and manage sites that
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promote high visitor satisfaction and ultimatelfiuence a visitor’s intention to return.

Even though the survey instruments were writtein Wit MPRFR in mind, with minor
changes, the surveys are general enough to beatiseldtively any outdoor recreation
site.

This work also seeks to fill the gap in researdt ttas been identified by those
involved in the Workshop on National Research Rres towards a National Research
Agenda, held in Belize and hosted by the NaturaloRece Management Program at the
University of Belize. Workshop participants detemed it was important to identify
different ways of measuring visitor satisfactioreameans to understand tourism impacts
throughout Belize (Natural Resource Managementr@rng006).

The two main outcomes of this research are to ifyesut appropriate theory and
method that effectively describes why visitors retio a site and develop a survey
instrument that will measure a visitor’s satisfantof both Visitor Satisfaction and
Service Quality at sites within and around the MaimPine Ridge Forest Reserve. Upon
accomplishing these objectives, a foundation walElstablished, upon which subsequent
research efforts can begin and will become a csttédyimproving Belizean site planning,

design, and management.

Background

The country of Belize is located between the CararbSea on the east,
Guatemala on the south and west, and Mexico ondhéeast (Figure 2). With
approximately 300,000 inhabitants, Belize has thalest non-island population in the

Americas. Belize was a British Colony known as iBhitHonduras until 1981, and is the



only country in Central and South America wherelBshgs the official language.
Belize’s population consists of many distinct ctétsr Maya, Creole, Garifuna, East
Indian, and Mestizo. With 78,000 inhabitants, Bel@ity is the largest and most urban
city in Belize. The national capital, located i tpeographic center of the country, is
Belmopan with an estimated population of over 1Q,Bovernment of Belize 2006).

Belize has many significant cultural resources ihelide many Mayan ruins that
are located throughout the country, including Cakasanuntunich, Altun Ha, and

Lamanai, to name a few. There is also an extersive system in parts of Belize due to

Figure 2. Map of Belize with MPRFR Circled (OH! Bzd! 2008)
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the geological network of limestone escarpmentaswbciated karst formations. These

caves were used extensively by the Maya to perfefigious ceremonies and still house
many artifacts, which give valuable insight intgstfascinating culture. Aside from the
rich cultural resources, Belize has many natursbueces such as rainforests, mountain
highlands, and coastal areas. Along with the variamdscapes within Belize, the flora
and fauna that can be found is varied and ridmastbecome a well-known destination
among scuba divers because it is home to the séongedst barrier reef in the world and
is known for its spectacular recreational oppotiasi

Since Belize is home to many significant cultunad matural resources, it has
become a destination spot for many visitors makingism an important staple of the
Belizean economy. In 2005, the hotel industry eypgdbapproximately 3,813 employees.
It was also reported that 1,113 tour guides andt@0®operators were functioning within
the country (Belize Tourism Board 2005). Aside frofficial tourism businesses within
the country, many locals benefit economically fribva tourism industry. If Belize
continues to attract tourists to the country bypmtimg and maintaining quality

destinations, it can further capitalize on the &tiee tourism industry.

National Research Agenda

In 2006, a National Research Priorities Workshop twasted by the Natural
Resource Management Program at the University bt&dt was held to identify and
prioritize a national research agenda that wouldeytuture research efforts within the
country. Tourism, terrestrial/freshwater, and matife were identified as being research

topics significant to the country. Within each @ preliminary list of research needs
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were identified and then prioritized (for additibiEformation see Natural Resource

Management Program 2006). One topic identifiedrduthe workshop was the need to
better understand the positive and negative ecan@ucial, and ecological impacts
tourism has on the country (Natural Resource Mamagé Program 2006). To better
understand and monitor these impacts is critical tation that nets $174.7 million (BZE

$349.4 million) dollars annually from the tourisndustry (Belize Tourism Board 2005).

First Time Visitors and Repeat Visitors

Since tourism accounts for a large portion of Beimational economy, it is
essential to monitor the overall health of the ¢ous tourism industry. Many
researchers have reported that a good indicati@nstrong tourism industry is a healthy
balance between First Time Visitors (FF\&nd Repeat Visitors (R¥{Holden and
Sparrowhawk 2002; Lau and McKercher 2004; TiefehbacDay, and Walton 2000;
Petrick 2004). In 2003, the Belize Tourism Board(®) reported that 75.8% of visitors
coming to Belize were coming for the first time §HTand 24.2% of those vacationing in
Belize were RV. RV forms a crucial component ofealthy tourism industry because
they bring a steady stream of money into the econ@au and McKercher 2004) and
are easier to identify for marketing purposes camg#o potential FTV. Satisfied RV
also provide positive word-of-mouth advertising,iethis a free and effective method of
advertising. These findings also suggest thatritase costly and difficult to identify
potential visitors and then attract them to coma given sit2 or destinatiorf. However,
once a person arrives, it is imperative that tisgati is satisfied with their visit so they

will be inclined to return and tell others in a pe® manner about their experience.



Consumer Satisfaction

Measuring consumer satisfaction is not a new canéepact, Marketing and
Retailing researchers have been conceptualizisgdba for decades by developing
frameworks that describe the process leading tefaetion (Oliver 1980; Parasuraman,
Zeithaml, and Berry 1988). Among the assortmeritavheworks, a common theme is
found linking satisfaction with behavioral intemg For example, the more satisfied a
consumer is after experiencing a service or prqdbetmore likely they are to
experience the service or product again. TourischRecreation research have used the
frameworks developed by the Marketing and Retailnaystries to show that a link
exists between a visitor’s feeling of satisfactwaith a site or destination and their
intention to return to the same site (Tian-Cole @nompton 2003; Tian-Cole, Crompton,

and Willson 2002).

Survey Instruments

Surveys used to measure user satisfaction on kegékehave the capability of
informing designers and site managers about thafgpeharacteristics and amenities
that visitors found either satisfying and/or unsfaittory as they experience a site.
Information gleaned from these surveys, would teea better understanding of what
visitors, whether FTV or RV, expect when travelioga specific site and how their
expectations were met. FTV and RV expectationsccthén be used to evaluate the
site’s strengths and weaknesses. Site strengtld betenhanced and/or maintained
while weaknesses could be improved. By monitorisgar satisfaction, changes in

planning, design, and management of current annlefugites could be adjusted to
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become better aligned with visitor expectationsiltexy in higher visitor satisfaction.

This process would enable those involved with la@ming, design, and management of
sites to better understand what visitors expectwvexperiencing a site and be more
aware of how a site contributes to the overall theall the tourism industry within a

country or region.



LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

The intent of the literature review is to identegd explain the workings of a
theoretical framework that could be used as a fatiod for developing a method for
measuring visitor satisfaction. The Expectancy-bDigimation Paradigm has laid the
foundation for the Visitor Satisfaction and Servigeality frameworks. These
frameworks have created two schools of thoughtrd®eg the process of how one
becomes satisfied and how satisfaction influeniceassame person’s intention to re-
experience a product or place again. The Tian-@oteCrompton (2003) model, as
described in the body of the Literature Review,aggrtualizes the relationship and
differences that exist between the Visitor Satigfacand Service Quality theoretical
frameworks. By combining the two frameworks, a mooeplete story of visitor
satisfaction can be told, which will assist profesals involved in site design and
management to understand the level of visitor feati®n at a particular site. This model
was viewed as being a useful theory by which amatjmmalization measuring visitor
satisfaction could be developed.

In order to operationalize the Tian-Cole and Crtan{2003) model, it was
necessary to understand the characteristic diftesebetween groups of tourists who
may be coming to the various sites located withemMPRFR. First Time Visitors,
Repeat Visitors, and Ecotourists, a subgroup wiliil or RV, were three visitor
typologies that were investigated to better undesieach group’s characteristics. The

literature revealed various motivations and charatics that are unique among each
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group. These differences will help guide questiemafiopment when drafting an

instrument that will measure visitor satisfactidrsibe characteristics, features, and

qualities.

Quality of Goods vs. Services

It is important to understand the fundamental défifees between a good and a
service. Marketing literature has defined charastierdifferences between the quality of
goods and services. Goods are tangible objectathairoduced, but will not be
consumed until some future date, such as a handaarooden bowl or an article of
clothing. In these examples, there is a distinpasgion between the time of production
and consumption (Bowen 2002). Services, on ther dthed, are intangible and are
considered inseparable because they are produdetbasumed simultaneously, such as
touring a site. Goods are considered to be homagsngecause they can be measured
objectively based on a standard such as weiglpiesence of defects (Parasuraman,
Zeithaml, and Berry 1988). However, measuring ti@ity of a service is considered
heterogeneous because quality is a result of @ctiNg assessment of the service, which
may vary between customers and influenced by theneraby which the service is
delivered (Bowen 2002). Consumer assessments bfygae developed and formulated
based on previous experience with a service oa aesult of outside information such as
a commercial or personal communication with frieadd/or family (Tian-Cole and
Crompton 2003; Fuchs and Weiermair 2004).

In the context of tourism and recreation, a serisagescribed as the interaction

between a natural and/or cultural area and its gemant structure with the user
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(visitor). Nature and managers of natural areaaterand facilitate opportunities to

recreate, which visitors can then experience aswuoers. Production of recreational
opportunities (provided by nature and site manggard its use (provided by the visitor)
result in a service encounter. This interactiorbégsa visitor to derive benefits from

their interaction with a site (Tian-Cole and Croomp2003; Foster 1999).

Importance of Visitors to a Site

It is imperative for individuals involved in thegrining, design, and management
of a site to understand how to design and manage thiat create positive, satisfying, and
memorable experiences for those that visit (FudasVaeiermair 2004). With an
increasingly competitive world-wide tourism markeid the importance tourism plays in
Belize’s national economy, site managers and touagencies in Belize need to
understand how specific site conditions and charestics contribute to visitor
satisfaction at both a site and destination I€lieis task poses some challenges because
it is difficult to understand and measure visitatisfaction because judgments of quality
are subjective measurements made by a visitor hgsadtheir own standard (Bowen
2002) and preconceived notions.

Research suggests that a link exists between vgtesfaction and future
behavioral intentions (Tian-Cole, Crompton, andI¥dih 2002; Tian-Cole and Crompton
2003). For example, if a visitor or consumer issé@d with their experience while at a
site, they are more likely to become a repeatorigind/or tell others about their
experience by way of positive word-of-mouth adeenty (Tian-Cole, Crompton, and

Willson 2002).
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Generally, there are two types of tourists thait @site: First Time Visitors

(FTV) and Repeat Visitors (RV). In order for a dibebe successful, it is necessary to
maintain a healthy balance between these two typesitors (Lau and McKercher
2004). Marketing research suggests that it is atlgfive times more expensive to reach
a new customer than to maintain an existing onéd(Red Reid, 1993 as cited by
Tiefenbacher, Day, and Walton 2000; Lau and McKer&@®04). This can be explained
by the increased effort, difficulty, and money reggd to identify potential visitors and
find ways to attract them to the site through atisiexg, such as pamphlets, brochures,
commercials, magazine ads, the web, etc. Conveli§egigitor registries are used,
visitors who have already been to a site can biéyedsntified for marketing purposes.
These records facilitate more efficient marketiffgrés because the visitor's contact
information has already been obtained. Emails, ongpand frequent visitor programs
can be used to directly market to past visitoresehefforts may likely incentivize
satisfied visitors to return to the site.

It is essential for site managers to create arrenwient where FTV and RV are
consistently satisfied. If a visitor is satisfieitwtheir experience, they are more likely to
become RV themselves and/or tell friends and faafilgut their experience, which is the
least expensive yet most powerful form of advergsavailable (Tiefenbacher, Day, and
Walton 2000). FTV and RV often times have differmgtivations for visiting a site and
as a result, destinations offering a variety oivateés and recreational opportunities are
more likely to produce high levels of satisfactisithin both groups (Lau and

McKercher 2004).



Theoretical Frameworks Describing +
Visitors’ Intention to Return

In order to successfully maintain a consistent fadwisitors to a site or
destination, it is imperative to create and mamg&m environment where a healthy
balance between FTV and RV exists. This is accahpd when visitors are consistently
satisfied with their site experience (Lau and Maer 2004). The theoretical process
describing why a person chooses to reuse a centaguct, re-visit a specific site, or re-
experience a service has been developed over héepadecades in a variety of
industries such as Marketing, Retailing, SociakSces, Recreation, Tourism, and
Leisure Research. Many different theories have beseloped in order to understand
the process leading to consumer satisfaction, wéiifgtts attitudes and future
consumption choices. These theories generally thessome standard by which
satisfaction is judged based on the perceived paence of the good or service (Yuksel
and Yuksel 2001). Among the various frameworks thiedries describing consumer
satisfaction is the Expectancy-Disconfirmation Elaga (EDP) as developed by Oliver
(1980). Oliver's model suggests that satisfactthe result of differences in what a
person expects to receive from a service trangacfibis theory has become one of the
most widely used and accepted methods describsgrticess of becoming satisfied and
the influence satisfaction has on future consumpdiecisions (Yuksel and Yuksel 2001,
Tian-Cole, Crompton, and Willson 2002). For exampkfore the consumption of a
good or service occurs, a consumer already haswatjpns of anticipated benefits.
These expectations are developed over time antt fesua previous experiences with

similar goods or services based on previous usgari@e advertisements, brochures,
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personal communications, etc. Whether good or &gakctations become the

reference standard by which consumers judge thd goseervice. This standard,
compared with their perception of how well a goodervice performed, results in
satisfaction or dissatisfaction. Satisfaction ipenenced when expectations are met or
exceeded (confirmatiGror positive disconfirmatioh and dissatisfaction occurs when
expectations fall short of what the consumer apdited (negative disconfirmation). Any
future decisions to re-experience the good or semnvill be influenced by the feelings of
satisfaction that were derived from their consurggxperience (Yuksel and Yuksel
2001; Tian-Cole, Crompton, and Willson 2002; Tianl€Cand Crompton 2003). This
model can be simplified and explained by the follmyanalogy: A customer arrives at a
Chinese restaurant and expects to eat deliciowsdnd enjoy prompt service. After the
meal is finished and the experience is over, tlstarner perceived the food to be
excellent and the waiter attentive. This experiamitikely result in a satisfying
experience since expectations of the perceivesprénce of the goods and service
were met and/or exceeded. The next time the consonalees a decision about where to
eat Chinese food, they will be influenced by the&vious dining experience and may
likely return to the same restaurant. Howevehé same consumer perceives the food to
be great, but the service disrespectful and slegative disconfirmation occurs because
the perceived performance of the waiter fell slidvhat the customer expected. The
next time the customer feels like eating Chindsey decision to return to the same

restaurant is likely to be influenced by their fiegé of dissatisfaction.
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Weaknesses of the EDP

Even though the EDP is considered to be the matlwand often used
framework for measuring satisfaction, some questltave been raised regarding the
validity of the theory as described by Yuksel andk¥el (2001). The following
paragraphs describe some weaknesses and questyanding the theoretical framework.

The EDP assumes several things about a consuntendlyanot be universally
true. For example, the EDP assumes that every nmrsalready has an expectation
about a service or product by which a judgmentiEmmade based on their performance.
However, if consumers have not yet developed egpieas about a product or service or
will be experiencing a product or service for thstftime, then the standard used to
judge the performance may not be accurately unolmigty uksel and Yuksel 2001).
Another limitation with the EDP relating to consunegpectations is that consumers may
have previous expectations of a product, but duaimgnteraction with a good or service,
their expectation of the product may change. is ¢hse, the validity of a consumer’s
response in evaluating their feelings of satistactnay not be accurate since their
reference standard evolved during their experi¢Wo&sel and Yuksel 2001).

Questions have also been raised regarding thegiamd length of the visitor
satisfaction survey instrument. Normally, consusarsfaction questionnaires are given
after a consumer experiences a product or seiicensumer expectations change as
they experience a product or service, then suradysinistered after the transaction may
not be valid because of the altered reference atdn#lowever, if the survey is

administered before a consumer experiences a prdtiea a valid judgment of
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consumer satisfaction cannot be made becausedbagirhas not yet been

experienced (Yuksel and Yuksel 2001).

Another limitation of the EDP method is that in erdo understand a consumer’s
expectations and subsequent judgments of performdris necessary to ask the same
guestion twice, but within a different context. $heésults in a longer survey, which may
lead to respondent fatigue (Yuksel and Yuksel 208thpther critique of the EDP
suggests that some consumers may be using a diffgendard by which judgments are
made. For example, some consumers may expect #iéyaqpf a service to be nearly
perfect in order to experience satisfaction. Otheay base their judgment of
performance on a minimum tolerable level in oraeieel satisfied. Another
inconsistency with the EDP is that if a consumeaxigecting poor service prior to a
service encounter and the service is perceivee fwobr, then according to the EDP
framework, the consumer would be satisfied withghdormance because their
expectations were met, which may not necessarihéease. Similarly, if the same
consumer perceived the performance to be bettanthat was expected, negative
disconfirmation would occur. This may indicate thia consumer could actually be
satisfied because the transaction was judged forpebetter than expected (Yuksel and
Yuksel 2001).

Visitor Satisfaction and Service
Quiality Theoretical Frameworks
Despite the criticisms and shortcomings of the EiDRas been used by other

models as the theoretical foundation describingatt@nment of satisfaction and how it
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influences future consumption decisions. Two sucideis are the Visitor Satisfaction

(VS) and Service Quality (SQ) theoretical framevgork

VS and SQ are separate conceptualizafitrat use the EDP as a foundation for
explaining the process of visitor satisfaction. litawodel has been widely adopted by
researchers and has resulted in two schools oftitaegarding visitor satisfaction.
Because both models share a common tie to the R Rxplain visitor satisfaction
differently, there has been a considerable amaucwrfusion between their differences
and relationships (Tian-Cole and Crompton 2003nale, Crompton, and Willson
2002). This sentiment was expressed by Spreng aukdy (1996) when they stated, “If
they are not distinct, then we don’t have to waiste on surveys asking for both or
confuse managers by telling them they have to bearmed with both” (202). Both site
managers and researchers have raised questionswirilthe object of measurement
should be in order to enhance a visitor's expegeaata site. Should they focus on
measuring levels of satisfaction as described byA& framework or should they
measure a visitor’s satisfaction with service dyas described by the QS framework?
As a result of this ambiguity, these frameworksenaeen operationaliz&thcorrectly by
using the two frameworks interchangeably even thdhgre is a consensus among
researchers that they are different constructs:(Gale and Crompton 2003; Tian-Cole,
Crompton, and Willson 2002; Spreng and Mackoy 19B6) instance, some researchers
have used survey instruments that ask questiodving attributes of service quality,
but then conclude that the visitor is satisfiedwilteir experience based on their
satisfaction of service qualities (Tian-Cole andm@pton 2003). Other researchers have

attempted to reconcile the varying differences sindlarities of these two frameworks
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(for other examples see Tian-Cole, Crompton, aniis@vi 2002; Spreng and Mackoy

1996; Fornell et al. 1996 as cited by Foster 1989) a model that conceptualizes the
relationship between these two frameworks has een lyenerally agreed upon (Spreng
and Mackoy 1996).

Tian-Cole and Crompton (2003) have attempted torreite the differences
present in the literature regarding the nature $favid SQ, and developed a model that
demonstrates the differences, relationships, aftukeimces each framework has in
describing visitor satisfaction and how this inflges an individual's future destination
selectiofi.

Overview of the Tian-Cole
and Crompton Model

As an overview, the model proposed by Tian-Cole @raimpton (2003), assumes
that people have developed certain expectationslesides before visiting a site or
destination. These expectations have been devetbpaagh the process of time and are
a product of previous interactions with site ch&astics and attributes, and what a
person learns about a site from personal commuaitato media sources (Tian-Cole
and Crompton 2003). When visiting a future sitel@stination, these expectations define
a standard by which site experiences will be meakur

The model also suggests that VS and SQ operatemsdparate levels termed
the Transactioff and Globaf* levels (Tian-Cole, Crompton, and Willson 2002).
Transaction level interactions occur when, for egkenone interacts with employees at a
site or experiences the cleanliness of a restré@uoh site characteristic can be either

directly controlled by site managers or is outsiflenanagement’s control. Each
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experience with a specific site characteristic, tiveecontrolled by site managers or

not, contributes to and begins influencing an oéealing of satisfaction and/or quality
of services related to that site. A culminationpuafgments made about site interactions
result in forming an attitude about the overall ex@nce while at the site. Attitudes have
an effect on how one feels about the site andimfilience future interactions with other
sites. This attitude formation is said to occuthat“Global Level.” Global Level attitudes
shape a person’s expectations regarding serviceaisdaction, and are used in making
decisions about future trip selections, as welleffning what they have come to expect
or desire when visiting future destinations. Whettanfirmation or negative/positive
disconfirmation occurs, attitudes and perceptioay shange, and thus create a new
standard by which future site experiences are nmedsiihis process results in a feed-
back loop and the process begins again. This demawes the dynamic process by which

expectations and attitudes are formed (Tian-Cote@Grompton 2003).

Gas Station Bathroom

The following scenario is used as an example of B&wat a Transaction Level
influences and can form attitudes at the GlobalelLe& person visits a gas station and
expects the bathroom to be filthy, but pleasantigld the bathroom to be visibly clean
and smelling fresh because of the presence ofraaaitizer. As a result of the perceived
service quality, positive disconfirmation will likeoccur and will contribute to a high
evaluation of the gas station’s service qualitye Plnevious standard is now replaced with
a higher standard for bathroom cleanliness and. tlidh any future visits to the same

gas station bathroom, this new standard will likedyused to evaluate the quality of the
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bathroom conditions. After repeated experiencedezn and pleasantly smelling

bathrooms occurring at the Transaction Level, a standard may be formed for all gas
station bathrooms at the Global Level. This persay now come to expect that all gas

station bathrooms are clean and smell fresh inrdadéhigh SQ to be achieved.

Visitor Satisfaction (VS) Theoretical Framework

Satisfaction in the VS theoretical framework hasrbdefined as “the summary
psychological state resulting when the emotionaurding disconfirmed expectations is
coupled with the consumer’s prior feelings aboet¢bnsumption experience” (Oliver
1981, 27). This end psychological state (i.e., @dnar a feeling), is the most important
aspect of the process involving expectations ascodifirmation (Tian-Cole and
Crompton 2003). In the tourism and recreation gllconceptualization of VS has been
used to describe how one achieves satisfactiomawdeelings of satisfaction influence
their choice of which destinations they will vifitigure 3) (Tian-Cole and Crompton

2003; Tian-Cole, Crompton, and Willson 2002).

VS Standard

VS framework suggests that satisfaction is a pwees is judged using a
standard that has been developed based on pastemqgeeand communication the visitor
has had with others (Tian-Cole and Crompton 2008¢. standard used in the VS
framework is expectations based gnetlictions made by consumers about what is likely
to happen during an impending transaction or exg&a(Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and
Berry 1988, 17). Satisfaction of specific siteibtites and experiences is achieved when

the “likely” site performance was perceived to maeéxceed original expectations.
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Interaction with Site Attributes =
at the Transaction Level

As a visitor interacts with various site featunesiceptions of actual performance
of the service attributes are compared with thaoris predicted expectations. If the
visitor experiences confirmation, negative disconétion, or positive disconfirmation
with a site attribute then the visitor's QualityExperienc& is influenced (Tian-Cole
and Crompton 2003). This concept can be illustratethe following example: After
experiencing a certain site characteristic orlaite, a judgment is made about the
experience compared with a personal standard. lkéeis produced that stems from a
confirmation of predicted expectations or a posithariance of the same prediction. This
judgment is likely to create a feeling of satisiactfor that particular interaction.
However, if the perceived performance falls belolaithe service was predicted to
likely be, negative disconfirmation occurs and vrgtor may feel unsatisfied with that
particular interaction. In the VS framework, sirgulransactions affect one’s
psychological outcome. This effect cannot be coteplecontrolled by site managers
since Quality of Experience judgments are influehiog more than just judgments of
guality, but other factors beyond management’srob(tian-Cole, Crompton, and
Willson 2002; Spreng and Mackoy 1996; Tian-Cole @ndmpton 2003). The following
example illustrates how factors outside managers@athtrol may affect a visitor’s
Quality of Experience: The quality of a site maydxeellent, but if a visitor forgets to
bring his/her camera, the psychological end statkeovisitor may be disappointment
and regret rather than a feeling of happiness aodnaplishment — the predicted

psychological outcomes. After having visited thte svithout a camera, the person may
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likely feel unsatisfied with their experience ewbough the quality of the site may

have been exceptional. One’s Quality of Experianeg be affected even before arriving
at a site, such as receiving a speeding ticketevttalveling to the destination or high
humidity.

Other factors that influence the Quality of Expede at the Transaction Level are
Equity and Attribution (Tian-Cole and Crompton 2D08/hen a tourist determines that a
balance exists between their efforts to experi¢heesite and perceived outcomes of
visiting the site, equity is achieved and has dlnémce on the tourist’s experience (Tian-
Cole and Crompton 2003). Also, feelings and actlge an effect on a person’s manner
of thinking which is called attribution as descdld®y Weiner (1985). Weiner further
explains that causes of individual success andria#re based on three dimensions:
locus (outcomes are a result of factors that cowra fithin oneself or external factors
that originate from the environment), stabilityi{ep is considered to be constant and
stable, whereas emotions and mood are consideredsistent and changing), and
controllability (being able to control an outcomé&hese dimensions affect many
emotions such as anger, gratitude, guilt, etc.vatdonsequently impact perceptions of

Quiality of Experience.

Site Interactions at the Global Level

Each judgment and feeling occurring at the Tramsadevel helps to define and
characterize how a person views and comes to uaderfor themselves what a service
should be. Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (19@8)ed VS as only being transaction

specific, but others have suggested that judgnmeatte regarding Quality of Experience
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lead to and directly influence Overall Satisfactiomhich influences an individual’s

Destination Selection Intentions. The strongenik#or’s psychological outcome, the
more influence it has on their behavioral intengi¢hian-Cole, Crompton, and Willson
2002; Tian-Cole and Crompton 2003).

The reason why Overall Satisfaction influences Dasibn Selection Intention is
explained by the Theory of Reasoned Action (Tiate@md Crompton 2003). This
theory assumes that since people are rational vifieyse what information is available
to them to make informed choices. A person’s intento act is a direct determinate of a
desired behavior. In the context of tourism, ibarist experiences overall satisfaction
with a site then these feelings will become aruifice upon their intention to return.
Since intentions precede behavior, the touriskedy to return to the site or at least
provide favorable word-of-mouth advertising to fris and family about the site (Tian-

Cole and Crompton 2003).

Service Quality (SQ)

Another theoretical framework that has emergetiesheasurement of
satisfaction in terms of Service Quality (SQ). Theanework was first conceptualized
and operationalized by Parasuraman, Zeithaml, amdyB1988), with the understanding
that in an increasingly competitive business maitksetimportant for businesses to
differentiate themselves from their competitiondffering better service to their
customers. The Marketing and Retailing bodiestefditure agree that the quality of a
good or product is easily measured, but measurimgsaess’s quality of services

provided is much more illusive. In response to tleed, a 22-itemed survey instrument
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called SERVQUAL was developed in order to createliable, theory based method to

measure the SQ of a business. In this operatia@ializ, satisfaction is defined in terms
of the quality of perceived performance which ideginated from the EDP
(Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry 1988). AlthoBBRVQUAL was developed
originally for the retail and marketing industrigsyas designed to be used by a wide
variety of services and could be adapted for spe@tearch needs where necessary
(Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry 1988). This eowss into other industries is
evidenced by the work of Maryam Kahn (2003). Inevrth understand ecotourist
satisfaction in terms of SQ, Kahn’s research adhfite SERVQUAL scale to
incorporate questions that related more specifid¢allecotourism. This survey instrument
is called ECOSERV.

As evidenced by the ECOSERYV survey instrumentStBRVQUAL framework
has made the transition from the Marketing and iRegtsearch into Tourism and
Recreational research. Site managers are chardglegreviding and maintaining high
quality sites where tourists can achieve desire€el$eof satisfaction. In a tourism
context, SQ has been defined as the “quality obdppities available at a destination”
(Crompton and Love, 1995 as cited by Tian-Cole @rmmpton 2003, 67). The EDP is
used as the theoretical underpinnings supportiagtd framework in that tourists
become satisfied with the quality of services whenfirmation or positive

disconfirmation occurs (Figure 4).
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SQ Standard

An “ideal” or “desire” is the standard by which t@iality of Performancéis
measured in the SQ framework. In other words, stsirmake judgments based on
expectations as to what the Quality of Performdshbeuld be” (Tian-Cole and
Crompton 2003, 68; Spreng and Mackoy 1996). Thepeaations are considered to be
related closely to an attitude because regardlieg®dype of service a person
experiences, the same general characteristicssarketa formulate judgments about the
experience (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry 1988individual’s expectations of
what the service should be is developed from pgstrgences and communications that
have occurred over time (Tian-Cole and Cromptor320Bxpectations are then
compared with perceptions of the actual performarfic@rious opportunities available at
the site, directly influencing perceptions of Qtiabf Performance.

Interaction with Service Attributes
on the Transaction Level

In the SQ framework, if confirmation or positivesdonfirmation occurs, then the
visitor is said to be satisfied, as described leyEDP. Conversely, if a visitor
experiences a negative disconfirmation of theireexgtions, then they will likely feel
unsatisfied with that particular service attribukbe visitor’s level of satisfaction will be
influenced by the quality of the services and opjaties provided by site managers. At
the Transaction Level, each experience with a seraitribute contributes to the Quality
of Performance, which judgments are based on dggrbtliefs about what the service

should be (Tian-Cole and Crompton 2003).



Interaction with Service Attributes %
at the Global Level

Each interaction with service attributes at thenSeection Level directly influence
Overall Service Quality attitudes at the Global éewnhich is a general evaluation of the
quality of services that were provided at the €lien-Cole, Crompton, and Willson
2002). Just as Overall Satisfaction of the VS fraor& directly influences Destination
Selection Intentions, Overall Service Quality ditgcontributes to Destination Selection
Intentions in the same way. If a visitor leaves@ thinking that the quality of service at
the site was high, then they will likely returnvigit the site in the future and/or tell
others about their experience. This intention thiéin lead to action as suggested by the

Theory of Reasoned Action explained previously f¥&ole, Crompton, and Willson

2002; Tian-Cole and Crompton 2003).

Differences and Relationships of VS and SQ

The EDP is the main theoretical framework thatlaasthe foundation for both
VS and SQ models. These two theories describe lgitons become satisfied and how
their satisfaction influences their intention teure to a particular site (Tian-Cole,
Crompton, and Willson 2002; Tian-Cole and Crom@603). However, each theory has
several distinctions that set them apart from therm but as represented by the Tian-
Cole and Crompton (2003) model, they are showntasacting with each other
ultimately affecting Destination Intention Selecti¢lian-Cole and Crompton 2003)

(Figure 5).
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VS and SQ Reference Standard

A difference exists between reference standarddifasl in the VS and SQ
frameworks. The VS framework acknowledges the egfee standard as what the Quality
of Experience is “likely to be.” Once confirmation positive disconfirmation is
experienced, needs and desired outcomes are beingrraxceeded and the end result of
this process is a psychological benefit that tisgas will experience. It is this
psychological outcome that is the most importapeasof the VS framework and is the
object of what is measured (Tian-Cole and Crom@03; Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and
Berry 1988). The reference standard used in th&t&Qture is what the Quality of
Performance of service attributes “should be,” Wwh&based on past experience with
other transactions and communications (Tian-Cote@rompton 2003; Spreng and
Mackoy 1996; Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry 1988)

Differing Role of Disconfirmation
in VS and SQ

Another difference between the two frameworks & ldgsconfirmation varies in
influencing both VS and SQ (Tian-Cole and Crom@6003). In the VS framework,
disconfirmation occurs when perceptions of seraittebute performance is different
from what was expected. These psychological outsdnoen the disconfirmation
experience, along with Predicted Expectations arddptions of Performance directly
influence and contribute to the visitors’ QualifyExperience of a particular service
attribute (Tian-Cole and Crompton 2003).

The relationship disconfirmation plays in the S@niework differs from that of

the VS framework in that it does not affect thateispsychologically. Desirable
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performance of service attributes and a visitoescpption of performance directly

affect their judgments made about Quality of Perfance. “Thus service quality the
gap between expectations and performance, whikfaetion is a function of
disconfirmation, which itself is a function of exgtations and performance” (Tian-Cole
and Crompton 2003, 71).
Relationship of VS and SQ
at the Transaction Level

Even though VS and SQ are distinct constructs,8lQences VS at the
Transaction Level. This influence has been expthlmerecognizing that each
framework has varying factors that affect Qualityfe@perience (VS) and Quality of
Performance (SQ) (Tian-Cole, Crompton, and Will2002). For example, quality is
thought to be the only factor influencing QualifyRerformance (SQ), whereas Quality
of Experience (VS) has multiple inputs — qualityngeone of them (Oliver 1981). Since
quality is the only dimension influencing QualitiyRerformance (SQ) it indirectly
influences Quality of Experience (VS) since QuatifyfExperience is multi-dimensional
(Tian-Cole and Crompton 2003; Spreng and Mackoy6l9Bhere is a tendency for site
managers to only focus on meeting or exceedingaapens relating to Quality of
Performance because Quality of Performance (S@buits are controlled by site
managers. This management approach limits theyabflsite managers to understand
visitor satisfaction with their entire site expere since quality is only one of the many

factors determining Quality of Experience (Sprend Mackoy 1996).



Relationship of VS and SQ >
at the Global Level

On a Global Level, VS is considered to be experespecific, which means that
in order to derive feelings of satisfaction one tracgually experience or interact with the
site. This differs from SQ because PerceptionseofdPmance can be gained by hearing
about a destination through word-of-mouth advergjr other marketing information.
These outside influences create perceptions of thieatervice should be (Tian-Cole,
Crompton, and Willson 2002; Tian-Cole and Crom®003). This can be explained by
the following scenario. If a person hears about nmmderful a hotel treats its customers,
the person understands that the SQ of the hogedasllent without having visited it
personally. They come to expect that the serviogiged by the hotel “should be” a
certain way. However, since feelings of satisfacttan only be derived from interacting
and experiencing a site first-hand that same peraanot feel satisfaction with the hotel
service without having first visited the hotel. Tére, Overall Satisfaction only
contributes to Overall Service Quality when a peractually visits a destination and
obtains psychological benefits from their experee(itian-Cole and Crompton 2003;
Tian-Cole, Crompton, and Willson 2002).

Both VS and SQ contribute to Destination Intent8miections, however the
influence that each has on a visitor’s future aegion selection varies. Tian-Cole et al.
(2002) found that Overall Service Quality had a mueaker influence on Destination
Intention Selection when compared to the influe@eerall Satisfaction has on

Destination Intention Selection.
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Visitor Motivations and Expectations

In order to measure how individual sites fulfilsitor expectations, specific
benefits tourists seek are necessary to identogtér 1999) because these benefits or
expectations will become the reference standanghgh perceptions of performance
will be measured. Market segmentatibar benefit segmentatidhare often used to
identify subgroups within a given population. Theseestigations lead to the
identification of specific group characteristicglanotivations that can then be more
easily understood when managing or designing aBite groups that researchers have
identified and investigated who are present atsii@yare First Time Visitors (FTV) and
Repeat Visitors (RV) (Tiefenbacher, Day, and WaR000; Lau and McKercher 2004;
Wang 2004; Petrick 2004). It is essential to clattife differences that exist between FTV
and RV in order for those involved in site desigidl amanagement to develop appropriate

strategies to enhance visitor satisfaction (Pe2{aB4).

First Time Visitors

FTV are an important component to the succesayfde or destination. They
represent new consumers, bringing with them usecapdal that help secure a profitable
future. However, as a whole, this group is “voatiickle, and expensive market to
pursue, with no guarantee of success” (Lau and Madiee 2004, 279). FTV are difficult
to identify by site managers because FTV considerity of personal reasons and
motivations before making their destination setectnd therefore it is difficult to
predict their behavior. Even though this group psses significant marketing challenges

and variability, they are crucial to the succesthefsite. For example, depending on their
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experience with the site, this group has the pakttt become RV. Because of this,

additional revenue can be anticipated along witlvigling positive word-of-mouth
advertising. A shortage of FTV may indicate thaleatination is experiencing a decline
(Lau and McKercher 2004) or lack of proper markg®@md advertising. In order to better
understand how FTV become satisfied with a destinait is necessary to identify the
benefits they may be seeking and the attributesctieracterize them as a group.

Since FTV have never been to the destination tlae kleveloped various
expectations and images of what the site will ke based on advertisements, personal
communications, etc. FTV have a complex image efdbstination in their mind and
cannot fully anticipate what to expect (Petrick 2D@nd often are not fully aware of the
various opportunities that are offered (Lau and Miciher 2004). In the mass tourism,
large ship cruise industry, Petrick (2004) found/R&énded to base their repurchase
intentions on the quality of their intended purahakhis finding infers that as a visitor
experiences a site for the first time, it is crlitiaprovide high quality services, which in
turn influence levels of satisfaction. FTV tend®younger (Lau and McKercher 2004;
Tiefenbacher, Day, and Walton 2000) and visit dite$ offer more opportunities for
outdoor activities, compared to RV (Tiefenbacheay[Dand Walton 2000). They are also
less likely to visit friends and family while traireg (Petrick 2004). FTV tend to view
their visit as an adventure, and in so doing, treymore likely to seek new cultural
experiences and experiment with a variety of exgpees while at the destination (Lau
and McKercher 2004; Wang 2004). They are much rikegy to be impressed by a
destination’s culture since they are viewing orexigncing it for the first time

(Tiefenbacher, Day, and Walton 2000). As a reshil$, group is more likely to become
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part of a tour group and travel widely throughdé tegion to see as many well-

known attractions and sites as possible. This chenigtic has some economic benefits to
a destination because the number of visitors agid $pending are more evenly
distributed throughout a region rather than just apecific site (Wang 2004). Their
desire to see as much as possible during thetrmesy be explained by the fact that FTV
are more likely to stay at a destination for a s#rgperiod of time compared to RV (Lau
and McKercher 2004; Wang 2004), and consequendgdpess money in the local
economies such as spending less on local transipartdining outside the hotel, and

local entertainment (Wang 2004).

Repeat Visitors

It has been suggested that site managers shoulthmrhphasis on satisfying RV
as an effective strategy to promote the long-tarotess of a site (Tiefenbacher, Day,
and Walton 2000). It has also been suggested Watr® an essential component of the
success of a tourist destination and they are gortant means of disseminating
information about the site to friends and familgffitk 2004). Since RV have previously
visited a site, they have more information abouatdgpportunities are available,
enabling them to make a more detailed itinerathatdestination. As a result of this
experience, they are more likely to stay at a dastin longer compared to FTV
(Tiefenbacher, Day, and Walton 2000). By stayinpler, they are inclined to spend
more money on shopping, hotels, dining outsidéhtitel, and local transportation (Wang
2004). Research conducted by Wang (2004) demoedttlaat the number of previous

visits to a destination has a direct effect oneasing the amount of time and money RV
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spend while at a destination. This research alswst that visitors with the highest

number of visits to Hong Kong almost doubled thergfing of FTV to Hong Kong. RV
seem to place more importance on shopping andatieg with indigenous cultures,
experiencing their day-to-day living patterns (W&@§4). They are not, however, as
impressed with the culture or man-made environrasrare the FTV since they have
already visited the site. RV are most influencedhsjr personal associations and the
ability to travel to the destination with relatiease. The further one has to travel to visit
a destination, the more this distance will havéngpact on the visitor’s future destination
selection (Tiefenbacher, Day, and Walton 2000).d8\4 group, tend to be
heterogeneous in the number of activities and Hiteg experience while at a destination.
It is also apparent that the number of visits oa® previously made to a destination has
an effect on what types of activities one will eggan while visiting the site (Wang
2004). In a study by Petrick (2004), it was fouhdttwhile on a cruise, RV use emotional
responses to their experience to derive perceptibgaality whereas FTV perceptions of
quality were based more on their perceived valudetruise. This study suggests that
RV have a better understanding of how the cruiskeséhem feel, whereas FTV are
only able to make judgments based on what they ksawh as the price of the cruise.

It was also noted perceived value and quality vdénectly related to both RV and
FTV repurchase intentions. This suggests providisgtisfying experience at a
reasonable price will promote perceptions of val@wever, it was also found in the
Petrick study (2004) that quality was a more im@otrfactor contributing to future
repurchase behavior for FTV, and perceived valug thha most important factor

contributing to RV repurchase behavior. This sutgsite managers may focus on
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providing quality destination features for FTV, wehpassing on additional cost

savings or special services for the RV (Petrickd00

Ecotourists

A conclusive definition of the term “ecotourismasibeen difficult for the tourism
industry to define. It has been described in maffgrént ways, such as “ecologically or
socially responsible tourism, tourism that bendhts resource, or tourism that is
educational in nature” (Palacio and McCool 199%4)23he International Ecotourism
Society defines ecotourism as “responsible travelatural areas that conserves the
environment and improves the well-being of locadge” (The International Ecotourism
Society 2007). A common theme among definitiontfia ecotourism is a model of
tourism where environmental conservation is a figi@nd makes possible economic
gains to the local community (Holden and Sparrowhaa02).

By not having an industry-wide definition of ecotisun, many researchers have
defined ecotourists in their own way as a prodditheir research efforts. Some research
has focused on classifying ecotourists by motivetjgocial values, activities, and also
allowing tourists to classify themselves into th@irn category. For example, research
done by Palacio and McCool (1997) segmented thizésel nature-based tourist
population into Nature Escapists, Ecotourists, Gotable Naturalists, and Passive
Players. These classifications titles were createtldefined by the researchers based on
the expected benefits that each tourist was seeknilg in Belize. Another approach to
classify ecotourists, reported by Chang-Hung, Eaglad Smith (2004), encouraged

tourists to explain why they considered themsetadse ecotourists. This resulted in
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some similarities to other ecotourist classificateharacteristics, but also found there

were some varying characteristics and multipleoreasvhy participants classified
themselves as an ecotourist. It was recognizee timer many factors that influence a
person’s self-classification based on “attitudetgrest, (and) behaviours” (165).
Zografos and Allcroft (2007) segmented the potéetatourist population of Scotland
based on environmental values. Their ecotourisroltgpes included Disapprovers,
Concerners, Scepticals, and Approvers. The varyasgriptions and titles found
throughout the Ecotourism literature are indicativ¢éhe varying approaches to
describing ecotourist behavior and characteristics.

Since the methodology in classifying ecotouristses there is question as to
how all these different methods and classificatioverlap and if they could be
generalized across the industry. In order to tstife classification discrepancies
guestions found within the literature, Hvenega&@D@) took varying approaches that
have been used to classify ecotourists: resealudssd typology, respondent-based
typology, activity-based typology, and motivatioasked typology. Hvenegaard applied
all four methodologies while at one destination aochpared the results. It was
postulated the varying tourist types that weresifesl in the study “may approximate
true groups in the population, each with distir@rmcteristics. If so, inconsistent
methods to identify ecotourists may not be sucévar® problem. Some typologies could
serve as useful indicators to the others” (15-¥jile there are varying ecotourist
defined typologies, studying the characteristiegardless of the manner they were
defined, will help give a clearer picture of whataurists are, why they come to certain

destinations, and what they expect when they ggeth
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Ecotourist Benefits and Characteristics

Ecotourists, as defined by various researcherse sttemmonalities across the
broad spectrum of typologies that have been sugdéstthe literature. Demographically,
ecotourists are generally well-educated individtlaés have higher average incomes than
other tourist types (Mackoy and Osland 2004; Holaed Sparrowhawk 2002). It has
also been suggested that even though ecotourigtshigher incomes compared to other
typologies, they are conservative spenders. MaekalyOsland (2004) suggested that
when ecotourists make a lodging choice, two phpbses on spending and value were
identified. Some take the approach of not spendingh time in their lodging
accommodations and therefore do not want to spegmda amount of money on lodging.
Others want a low price, which may allow them tergbany savings on participating in
other activities. Most ecotourists tend to be yarrtgurists. This may be explained by
the types of activities they prefer to participatevhile at a destination, which includes
activities providing physical activity. There al@nds to be slightly more males that are
defined as ecotourists than females, and a largerityaare from urbanized and
economically prosperous countries (Holden and $pdrawk 2002). This group
generally does not stay at locations as long arstiind have been found to participate in
a wider variety of activities than other groupsléee and McCool 1997).

Ecotourists are concerned about the environmenpeafdr to be in close
proximity to it. They have a strong desire to learore about nature and are considered
to have “environmentally responsible attitudes” #8%-Hung, Eagles, and Smith 2004,
163). This group generally wants to escape thespres of home and work life and

participate in some type of adventure while at stidation. Since people within this
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group tend to come from urbanized areas, they radgdking for a change in their

routine or temporarily seeking a more active ljestlt has also been noted ecotourists
generally place importance on being with other peepen though they may travel in
smaller group sizes in comparison with other tauyigologies. Social interaction is
important for this group whether they are alongibh friends and family (Palacio and

McCool 1997; Holden and Sparrowhawk 2002).



SURVEY DEVELOPMENT “
Literature Review Summary

The intent behind the literature review is twofdldwvas used to (1) identify and
explain theories conceptualizing the process tifatence a person’s intention to visit a
site or destination, and (2) identify attributesvafious tourist typologies so that their
characteristics and sought after benefits coulddiger understood and considered when
developing an operationalization of a model. Theletaleveloped by Tian-Cole and
Crompton (2003), which was conceptualized to inelbdth VS and SQ, gives a more
complete view into how satisfaction contribute®h®’s site or destination selection. It
was for this reason this model was chosen. So@myoperationalization of VS and SQ
was developed that would lead to a more complew wf how satisfaction influences
destination selection.

The following discussion will consider various medis that have been used to
operationalize theories. The purpose of this seafido provide further investigation into
what may be an appropriate operationalization eMB and SQ model. There is
evidence in the literature that many forms of meagusatisfaction exist, including, but
not limited to, Customer Service QuestionnairedafRe Performance Assessment,
Participant Observation, and SERVQUAL. Each methasl positive and negative
attributes that may enhance or lessen the effews®of the data collected. Some
methods will be examined resulting in a preferrexthrad or combination of methods to

be used to operationalize the VS and SQ model usiy discussed.
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Customer Service Questionnaires

Customer Service Questionnaires (CSQ) is a quémétapproach to measuring
satisfaction. It is comprised generally of manysjions that are close-ended, where
participants do not have the opportunity to givelfer explanation. Some of the
strengths and weaknesses of this approach camireanized in the following
explanation of Easterby-Smith, Thorpe, and Lowe:

The main strengths are that: they [CSQs] can peowiile coverage of the range

of situation; they can be fast and economical; aadticularly when statistics are

aggregated from large samples, they may be of deraile relevance to policy
decisions. On the debit side, these methods tenbetoather inflexible and

artificial; they are not very effective in understing processes or the
significance that people attach to actions; theyrat very helpful in generating
theories; and because they focus on what is, ot hdmbeen recently, they make
it hard for the policy-makers to infer what changesl actions should take place

in the future. (As cited by Bowen 2002, 32)

It has also been suggested that the CSQ may pradaalts that are evaluated as
being a good method to understand behavior. Howéwaiay actually be a false
indicator of what the researcher is trying to usthard. Two potential problems are that
interviewers may seem unenthusiastic and internasvmeay experience survey fatigue
due to the number and type of questions on the G8€se characteristics may lead to a
half-hearted effort to distribute and answer thevey Because of this problem, it has
been noted that sometimes tour operators find & oseful data that is obtained from
these surveys is the personal information thabliected, which can then be used for
marketing purposes (Bowen 2002).

Another criticism of the CSQ is that often-timeseaarchers move directly into

developing a highly structured survey instrumeat tinly relies on and includes

predetermined attributes. The attributes are aftaived from survey developers or
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through past personal experience rather than gelymfirst-hand knowledge that a

respondent feels is relevant. These importanbatis could be uncovered preliminarily
through the use of open-ended questions, andaftdyzing the responses, be utilized in
the development of the survey. If a complete lisdttributes is not fully identified, the
results of the survey may be flawed and may proaidencomplete view of respondent
behavior. Identifying attributes through a qualityestigation before developing the
survey instrument is a better approach to creater@ meaningful and reliable survey

instrument (Mackoy and Osland 2004).

Relative Performance Assessment

The Relative Performance Assessment (RPA), aoopeapby Yuksel and Yuksel
(2001), is a method that assesses a customer’sgigne of a company’s service
performance. That assessment is then evaluated badsgow well the service of that
company is perceived to perform compared with ogirarlar companies. The underlying
principles, although intended for use in the manigindustry, can be applied to the
development of a satisfaction survey instrumene RFA only asks a total of nine
guestions making it a relatively short survey coragdo other survey instruments. This
survey was intentionally developed to be more i order to alleviate or eliminate
respondent fatigue. The survey includes three stéd¢g identification of significant
service attributes to customer satisfaction andatpusiness (those attributes that are
most valued by customers), (b) assessment of altperformance delivered on these
key areas, and (c) assessment of relative perfaen@xternal)” (124). This technique

allows the respondent to list attributes that arpartant to them and then evaluate the
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performance and satisfaction of these attribut@en@nded questions also allow

respondents to identify attributes significanthiern and are not forced to answer
predetermined questions suggested by researchesss suggested by the authors of this
method that it may enhance other assessment frarkeWat may not be achieved by
using only the EDP (Yuksel and Yuksel 2001).

Even though this method attempts to measure ometeption of service
performance, it seems plausible that the appraaahetasure performance could be used
in other venues such as measuring satisfactionré\time and resources are not readily
available to perform a preliminary investigationutacover survey attributes, this
approach could be used by researchers to devedopray with predefined attributes, but
still allow survey respondents to indicate survtgilautes that are important to them, that
may not have been included in the survey. In tbiss, research objectives could still be
met, while providing a more structured opportumfidtyrespondents to include their own
specific attributes of importance. By adding thesnponent to a survey, a better list of
attributes will be identified and therefore assds3éis approach does not require much

training to administer and is cost effective beeatisnay only require one sheet of paper.

Participant Observation

Participant Observation (PO), was suggested by Bq2@02) as a reliable and
alternative means of measuring satisfaction. Thethied is based on the premise that in
order to measure satisfaction throughout an eakperience, the observer becomes an
integral part of those that he is observing. Ineotd accomplish this task and exclude

bias, the observer has to overcome several obstdtle necessary to decide if the
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researcher will adopt a pretended role, in ordeligguise the reason for being on the

tour, or an actual role where the purpose of tsearcher is revealed. Another obstacle
necessary to overcome in PO is the necessity tonbe@cquainted with the participants.
This puts the observer in a position to better uvstded and be able to describe what is
being observed. It is also necessary for the obsdovbe trusted by the group, which
facilitates conversation and the building of relathips. Where trust is present between
observer and participant, a more open dialoguesnane. This method of measuring
satisfaction is significant in that it allows thieserver to not only view or ask questions
about one moment in time, but to observe how satiigfn over time changed and
matured based on a culmination of events. Deegéaghts could be gained through this
close interaction (Bowen 2002).

Even though many opportunities and strengths eeigaining to this method of
measuring satisfaction, some difficulties still dee be overcome. For example, in order
to solicit information, this technique can onlyumed where the group size is fairly small
to facilitate building relationships with each mesmbf the group. It seems impractical to
be used as a means to gather data for large gbmgasise it would be expensive to
personally participate in the number of observatiaituations needed to gather the

desired data.

MPRFR Survey Instrument
The MPRFR survey instruments were developed ustoap@ination of the CSQ
and the RPA style of measuring satisfaction udmegTian-Cole and Crompton (2003)

model as a theoretical foundation of the surveys Tiodel illustrates how the VS and
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SQ schools of thought are indeed separate, bgttbegth of the model suggests that

even though the two frameworks are different, theth influence satisfaction and
contribute to Destination Intention Selection. Téusvey represents an attempt to
operationalize this model, which will allow planegdesigners, and site managers to
better understand what visitors are expecting when visit a site within the MPRFR
and how satisfied the visitors are with their exgrere while at the site. In order to
operationalize the model, the survey instrumentl IséA Front Country Visitor Study
for Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monumenietiged by Burr et al. (2006) was
used as a guide of how to format the satisfactiomeys, which included an Intercept

Survey and Mail-Back Survey.

Intercept Survey

An Intercept Survey was developed in order to acnodate and respect a
visitor’s time and experience while at a site. Tieian appropriate strategy to gather
demographic information of those visiting a spec#ite and to ask general questions
about one’s experience and satisfaction levelsspieific site (see Appendix A to view
the Intercept Survey). An attempt was made to eédfnms that may be confusing or
interpreted in various ways. This was done souwallesy participants would begin with a
similar understanding of a term, which would leéags chance and variation in personal
interpretation. By gathering this type of inforntettj the Intercept Survey will establish
site specific base-line data, and upon analyziegltita, be able to make conclusions

about present and future site operations, plan@ind,design. The Intercept Survey is
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broken into three different sections in order tem general data about a visitor’s site

experience: Site Questions, Satisfaction, and Géner

“Site Questions”

The purpose of the “Site Questions” section isdwatop a better understanding
of how a visitor heard about the site, reasongdoning, and their experience and feeling
before visiting the site. Answers to these questiwitl inform site managers about the
effectiveness of marketing efforts, how items algsnanagement’s control affected
visitor experience, and number and quality of ratomal opportunities offered at the
site. For example, if most visitors feel that th&tahce to the site is too far away from
their lodging selection, then their satisfactiortled site may be affected. Similarly if the
road conditions leading to the site are judgedetpdor, then visitor satisfaction may be
lower than what otherwise could have been. Evenghdhese factors may be outside of
management’s control, they could be considered vplteaming and designing future
sites. With proper planning and design, lodgingas could be considered within a
closer proximity to a site and/or road conditionsild be properly developed and laid out

to facilitate better access into the site.

“Satisfaction”

The purpose of the “Satisfaction” section is toensthnd a visitor's general
satisfaction of the site. By asking the visitoidentify expectations they had before
experiencing the site, site managers can bettegrgtahd what people expect or hope to
see. After understanding a visitor’s site expegtetj an assessment of their satisfaction

with the site will be better understood. This imf@tion can then be evaluated by site
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managers to identify the weaknesses and/or stremjth site by understanding visitor

expectations and their subsequent satisfactioneosite. This same information will aid
planners and designers to more appropriately dpveatore sites by considering what

visitors expect to find while at a site.

“General’

The last portion of the survey asks questiongirgdo visitor demographics.
This type of information allows site managers tentify who is coming to the site and
gives insight into visitor characteristics. Fronmstimformation, base-line data can be
collected and established, which can be used falyaimg and comparing data through
subsequent years. Answers to survey questiongidilhose involved with site
advertising and marketing to indentify more effeetand efficient methods of
advertising.

Demographic questions were intentionally placetth@tend of the survey because
some questions relate to personal information, sigsahcome level or marriage status.
Although collecting demographic information heljge snanagers understand visitor
characteristics, the main purpose of the survéy ishderstand visitor satisfaction. If
located at the beginning of the survey, demograguestions could discourage
respondents from completing the survey in its ettiand data related to visitor
expectations and satisfaction may remain unanswered

The “General” section also includes a questionrasiie respondent if they
would be willing to fill-out a more comprehensivwargey aimed at measuring

satisfaction. The Mail-back survey will be mailedthem within two weeks from the
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time they return home from their trip. If the resdent agrees, they can choose to

receive either an electronic or a hard copy versidhe survey that will be sent either
via email or mail. The Mail-back survey is a mdnerbugh and detailed survey asking
guestions relating to visitor expectations andsgattion and can be completed and
returned at their own convenience. If a respondess not accept the invitation to fill
out a Mail-back survey, at least a general undedstg of visitor expectations,
satisfaction and demographics can be collectechaatyzed. This information will still

provide valuable insight into the strengths andkmeases of a site.

Survey Administration

The Intercept Survey will be administered by aenwiewer(s) at key sites within
the MPRFR: Orchid Cascade, 1,000 ft. Falls, RioRonls, Rio Frio Caves and Caracol
(not within the reserve). It is anticipated thevayrwill not be administered until after a
visitor has had a chance to experience the siteasatisfaction questions can be
appropriately and thoughtfully answered. The infation on the survey highlighted in
red will need to be either read and/or filled-inthg interviewer before the survey
begins. A survey ID # will be assigned to each syrso that a Mail-back survey can be
appropriately linked to the Intercept Survey. Thieiviewer will provide information
about the survey so the respondent has a clearsiadding of how to fill out the survey
and how the information will be used. Rather thawe the interviewer fill out the
survey for the respondent, the respondent will sgadicomplete the survey which will
eliminate interviewer bias and the chance of inetty transferring the spoken

information to the survey. The interviewer may sistie respondent in order to clarify
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any questions that may arise. Ideally, the survidyoe administered through the peak

tourist months of January through March (Belize flssa Board 2005) so peak visitors’

site expectations and satisfaction can be measured.

Mail-back Survey

Two weeks after returning home from their travalsyail-back survey will be
sent via email or regular mail to those respondehis agreed to answer additional
guestions about their visit to Belize. This sungeyuch more detailed compared to the
Intercept Survey and uses various types of questmbetter understand what site
characteristics and features contribute to vistdrsfaction (see Appendix B). As
suggested by Yuksel and Yuksel (2001), this sumstyument asks open ended
guestions allowing respondent to further explaid elarify their answers and give
additional feedback about their site experience fEsponses from open-ended questions
can give valuable insight into the mind of the wggent and often times produces
insightful comments that researchers had not censitwhen originally developing the
survey. This is evidenced by the findings of Mackoyg Osland (2004) where
respondents shared information that may have begpped if only close-ended
guestions had been asked.

As mentioned previously, identifying survey attrids before administering a
survey may provide a clearer picture of satisfarctla the case of this survey, gathering
preliminary information from actual site visitos include on a survey was not part of
the scope of this research project. However attemvpte made to identify, through the

literature, survey attributes that were found taddevant in other research projects.
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These attributes were then used to develop the-béaik survey. The mail-back

survey is made up of several sections: Site Ques(ilmportance), Site Questions
(Satisfaction), Ecotourist (Importance), Ecotou&atisfaction), Repeat Visitor, First

Time Visitor, General.

“Site Questions”

The “Site Questions” section was developed follaya similar format as the
report completed by Burr et al. (2006). In thisaepvisitors were asked to rate the
importance of certain features at Grand Staircasalgnte National Monument in Utah
and then rate their level of satisfaction with tngame features after having experienced
the site. Asking the same question two differengysvallows researchers to compare
answers of what was expected and how satisfietbvgsivere with the specific attributes.
A Likert Scale was used for both Importance ands&adtion questions so the answers
could be compared and shown graphically. A “5” esgints either “Very Important” in
Importance questions or “Highly Satisfied” for Séiction questions. The bottom of the
scale is a “1” which represents either “Not Impottan Importance questions or “Not
Satisfied” in Satisfaction questions. After anatythe collected data, site managers can
quickly see where weaknesses and strengths oftthexsst in context of priority. This
management tool is known as the Importance-Perfocen@-P) Model. It compares
ratings of importance with satisfaction and issthated by the I-P model (Figure 6).

The I-P technique was created in the marketingane$ field as a method to

measure customer perceptions of SQ and conveymtarsnation quickly and clearly to
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Figure 6: Importance/Performance Model (Burr eR@D6, 105)

service managers (Mackoy and Osland 2004). Theahags created by placing
“Importance” along the X axis of the diagram anatiSfaction” along the Y axis. The
dotted lines in the diagram represent the granchmesall the respondents to
Importance and Satisfaction questions. The grarehsare established and indicated in
the diagram in order to visually show any differenbetween the collective responses of
Importance and Satisfaction. By demarcating thedjraean of Importance and
Satisfaction responses, four quadrants are creadetl,one indicating a management
approach and priority. The four quadrants are: Quad: Possible overkill, Quadrant II:
Low priority, Quadrant lll: Keep up the good wofBuadrant IV: Concentrate efforts
here (Burr et al. 2006). This diagram can be erpldiby understanding that when

respondents consider a survey item to be of lonomamce and responded that they were
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not satisfied with the item while visiting a sitaen management could consider the

item to be of low priority (Quadrant Il). On thehetr hand, if a survey item was found to
be very important to visitors yet they were notsegd with the item while at the site,
then it would be important for management to faihesr attention on narrowing the
difference between importance and satisfaction @@ard V). The use of this diagram
will allow site managers to make informed choicksw where they should allocate their
resources and empower them to better manage ttee(Mackoy and Osland 2004).
When developing future sites, planners and dessgnéiralso benefit from using this
same system where expectations and importancesvateecompared with satisfaction.
For example, if certain items/features/qualities expected when visiting a site and are
deemed important, then it would be important tdude these types of
items/features/qualities into the planning and glesif future sites to increase visitor
satisfaction.

With the I-P approach in mind, the items includedhe Mail-back survey under
the “Site Questions” section where chosen to bettelerstand what specific site
items/features/qualities contribute to satisfacabMPRFR sites. The items chosen
would not only help site managers better manage site, but would also inform those
involved in planning and design of future sites enstind what features are important to
include in current and future sites within the MARMost of the questions in the “Site
Questions” section of the Mail-back survey origathfrom considering different choices
and decisions that are made during the design emelabment phases of a new site. For
example, designers make choices about storm wateegance, materials used to build

site features, and path layout. These options Himdate decisions to implement different
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site features may be made without consideratiomhat visitors expect to find when

visiting a site. However, by identifying visitor gectations, better and more appropriate
design decisions can be made that will enhancsi®wrs Quality of Performance (SQ),
which influences Destination Intention Selection.

Other questions within the “Site Questions” setiorere developed while
considering different factors that may affect theality of Experience (VS) that may be
outside of a site planner, designer, or managerisrol. However, professionals should
still be partially responsible to develop or mainta suitable environment where the
visitor can achieve a higher level of Quality ofdexience. Some factors that may affect
the Quality of Experience are physical, securibgial, psychological, and self-
actualization, which are based on a hierarchy efia¢Latu and Everett 2000). These
factors may be considered as part of site desigit@management by including areas
that provide protection from inclement weather vmle restrooms, signs warning of
danger, or proper lighting. Many questions relatmghe hierarchy of needs were used in
order to better understand Quality of Experienc8)(Wvhich contributes to Destination
Intention Selection.

The I-P technique is a useful tool for plannersigleers, and site managers to
make better and informed choices about how to acomhate visitor expectations. It is
proposed that by using this method in conjunctidth wortions of the survey, those
involved in site development and management wikble to visually see where efforts
and resources may need to be concentrated in mrdeeate a better environment where

high levels of SQ and VS can be obtained (Figure 7)
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“Ecotourist”

The “Ecotourist” section, located within the Magck survey, was developed
with the assumption that some people who visitMiRRFR may be considered, or
consider themselves to be, an ecotourist. Thisseetas included in the survey because
since the 1990s, ecotourism has increased 20%-3¢@araand is growing globally three
times faster than the traditional tourism marké&tse(International Ecotourism Society
2007). Also, ecotourists generally want to be paddventure and close to nature. The
MPRFR offers attractive opportunities for ecototgrisecause of its distance from the
coast and its natural and cultural areas. The mumsstieveloped in the “Ecotourist”
section of the Mail-back survey were based on itindirigs within the Literature Review.
The literature review pointed out many charactesshat are common among
ecotourists that may not be true for other typesayelers. Questions found within this
section were included to better understand howdhnieus sites within the MPRFR
contribute to ecotourist satisfaction. The I-P d#g can be used to help site planners,
designers, and managers prioritize and understawdd create a more satisfying

experience for ecotourists.

“Repeat Visitors” and “First Time Visitors”

The “Repeat Visitor” and “First Time Visitor” seotis were included in the
survey based upon the findings of the Literaturei®e. One of these two sections will
be completed by all of the survey respondents saaticasitors will either be a FTV or
RV. Through the literature it was determined th&¥Fand RV have different

expectations when visiting a site or destinatiod also exhibit different characteristics
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while interacting with a site. The intent behindland) these sections to the Mail-back

survey was to better understand how the varioes sintributed to visitor satisfaction

for different types of visitors.

“Some General Questions about Your Visit”

The general section asks more open-ended questilomgng visitors to explain
how they felt when visiting the site and providgpogunities to give comments on
strengths and weaknesses of the site. This infeoméat valuable to those involved with
site development and management because it provisight into the mind of the visitor.
Visitor comments may also yield important infornoatithat may not have been asked on
the survey. The intent behind many questions withése sections is to better understand
one’s Quality of Experience and reach a more cotapladerstanding of visitor

satisfaction.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the Tian-Cole and Crompton (2003yei@cknowledges the
differences between the VS and SQ theoretical fveories, but also embraces and
illustrates their relationships and influences #eth has on the other. Herein lays the
strength of the model because it shows how eadrdhieal framework contributes to
Future Destination Selection based on measuringrsatisfaction. This is significant
because in most cases SQ is more readily measyrgtebmanagers because they have
control over the quality of the services providéa aite or destination. Any positive
changes made to enhance the quality of site atisbwill likely result in higher Overall

Service Quality and indirectly affect Overall Sttion. Foster (1999), in his analysis of
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Australia’s overall measurement of satisfactiorinfgoout that Australia’s main focus

has been primarily on the quality of services thatcountry provides, such as hotels or
tourism operators. Measuring the quality of the=®ises is an important component to
understanding and influencing a person’s intentioreturn to a destination. However,
this management approach only allows professianatdved in site design and
maintenance to view only one side of the processrdeng how people become satisfied
with a site experience and how satisfaction infaesnFuture Destination Selections.
Until Quality of Experience is measured in conjumctwith Quality of Performance, as
the model suggests, the complete picture of visigbisfaction may remain partially
obscured.

The purpose of developing a survey instrument tadesl at various sites within
the MPRFR is to measure and understand specifiadibt site items/features/qualities
contribute to visitor satisfaction. The surveyséalso been developed to understand and
collect data, which will aid site planners, desigh@nd managers in understanding how
to develop and maintain sites that consistentligiyatarious types of visitors coming to
sites within the MPRFR. By developing surveys thagsure satisfaction and initiate the
collection of base-line data, site managers camsadprrent site practices, and planners
and designers can develop more successful sitesdhsistently provide experiences
resulting in satisfaction and will likely influenegsitor future destination intentions. By
establishing sites that successfully satisfy vistfPRFR site managers will be more
likely to maintain a healthy balance between FTY BRY, which will contribute to the
long-term success of the sites and will contritiatthe overall health of the Belizean

tourism industry.
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Endnotes

! visitors who have come to a site or destinatiarttie first time.
2 Visitors who have already visited a site or destton and have returned.

3 A location within a destination (i.e., Rio On Ped one attraction located within the
MPRFR).

* A destination may be comprised of various sites,(MPRFR is a destination providing
many recreational opportunities such as 1,000 Falt$, Rio Frio Caves, and Caracol).

® When a consumer’s perceived performance of a gosérvice “matches initial
expectations” (Tian-Cole and Crompton 2003, 66).

® When a consumer’s perceived performance of a gosérvice exceeds initial
expectations (Tian-Cole and Crompton 2003, 66).

" An explanation of a concept or theory
8 Applying concepts or theories in a real-world aftan
% Intention to visit a certain site or destinatiarthe future

19 A singular interaction with a service attributechiaracteristic (Parasuraman, Zeithaml,
and Berry 1988).

1 An attitude that is formed about a service (Pamsan, Zeithaml, and Berry 1988) or
site experience.

12« psychological outcome which visitors derive framisiting a facility”; “...refers to
the specific benefits people obtain” (Tian-Colep@pton, and Willson 2002, 2, 4).
13« visitors’ levels of satisfaction towards theital experience with a recreation
service, i.e., it is the summation of the spedimefits” (Tian-Cole, Crompton, and
Willson 2002, 4).

14« visitors’ perceptions of the attributes of aiféy that are controlled by
management.”; “...relates to evaluation of specifivie attributes” (Tian-Cole,
Crompton, and Willson 2002).

15«A process by which a large, potentially heterogmuis market is divided into smaller
more homogeneous components or segments” (PalagidMaCool 1997, 236).
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16 A process by which researchers “... examine thefitsré a product perceived by
potential purchasers ...” “... (that) determine whas iabout the product that makes it
attractive, useful and worth the price to consuin@alacio and McCool 1997, 236).
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Mountain Pine Ridge Forest Reserve:
Visitor Survey

I’'m a researcher conducting a survey evaluating visitors’ experiences while in the Mountain Pine
Ridge Forest Reserve. If you agree to respond to the survey questions, you can be assured that the
information you provide will be kept confidential and will be compared with other responses to
enhance future visitors’ experiences at this site.

Would you be willing to participate in the survey?

[J Yes [ No
Survey ID# Interviewer:
Date: /[ Day of the Week:
Time: Location:

Page 1 of 4
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Site Questions

1. Have you ever heard of this (interviewer adds specified location) before visiting the Mountain Pine Ridge Forest
Reserve?

O Yes | No [ Unsure

2. How did you first hear about this site? (Check only one)

[0 TVCommercial []  Driving By/Road Signs []  Guide Books
| Internet O Friends [0 Other

J Magazine O Tour Guide O

| Family O Map/Brochures O

3. What mode of transportation did you use to reach this destination? (Can check more than one)

| Bus 0  Other

O Hitchhike [l  Personal Car
| Rental Vehicle [0  Tour Group
| Taxi

4. How long did it take for you to reach this site?
4.a Would you consider the amount of time it took to reach the site reasonable?

0 Yes [ No [ NA

5. Check all of the following reasons that describe your purpose for coming to this site? (Can check more than one)

| Recreational Opportunities O To be able to say you visited the MPRFR.

O Learn more about nature O Take others to experience the site

O Learn more about local cultures O Birding

O Learn more about past cultures | Adventure

J Observe wildlife Il Scenic Qualities

I Relaxation | Research

| Other O Check off one more place on your list of places to see.

8. Is this your first time visiting this site? (If yes, skip to question 7. If no, answer guestions 6a-6c¢)
O Yes O No O Unsure

6a. If No, when was the last time you visited this site?

Bb. Describe why you came back to this site?

Bc. Have you ever suggested to friends/family to visit this same site based on your past visit?

[0 Yes [ No [ Unsure
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Satisfaction

An expectation could be described as an attitude or perception of what a person expects or hopes to
experience while at a site.

7. Think of the expectations you had of the site before you arrived. How would you describe the manner in which
your expectations were met or unmet after visiting the site?

[0 Exceeded your expectations [] Whatyouexpected [] Fell short of what you expected
If you marked ‘Exceeded your expectations’ or ‘What you expected’, skip to question 8.

7a. Describe why your experience of the site did not meet your expectations.

7b. Describe what changes would improve this site for future visitors.

8. Have you been satisfied with the site as a whole?
[ Highly Satisfied [] Satisfied [] Neutral [] Unsatistied [] Highly Unsatisfied

8a. Describe what would make your experience with this site more satisfying?

8b. Describe what would make your experience while in the MPRFR more satisfying?

8c. Would you come back to this site in the future? [0 Yes [ No
Why or Why not?

9. Would you like to give any additional feedback about your visit to the site?

Thank you for responding to the previous survey questions. The following questions relate to visitor
demographics. The results of this section will be confidential and will only be used for comparison
purposes among others visitors of the MPRFR. Thanks again for your participation in this survey.

General
10. Gender: [ Female [] Male
11. Where are you from? City:

State:

Country:
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. How long do you plan on staying in Belize?

70

. Please mark which age group you belong to?

[0 1220 [J 38135 [] 4650 [] 61-65

[0 2125 [] 3640 [J] 51-585 [] 86-70

[0 2630 [ 4145 [] 5660 [] 71andabove
[J Refuse

. Please mark the category that represents your household income level in US $?

O 10,000-19,999 ] 40,000-49,999 O 80,000-89,999

O 20,000-29,999 ] 50,000-59,999 | 90,000-99,999

U 30,000-39,999 U 60,000-69,999 U 100,000 and above
] 70,000-79,999 ] N/A

. What is your marital status?

O Single [ Married [ Divorced

. How many children do you have under 18 years old?

# of children | N/A

. What is the highest level of education you have completed?

O High School O Professional Degree (M.D., Law, Efc.)
O Trade School O Masters Degree

] Two year Associates Degree | Doctorate Degree

O Four year Bachelors Degree O Other

. How many people are traveling with you?

| Traveling alone [ As part of a group of friends or family
[0 1 other person [0  Aspartof atourist group
O 2 other people [0 OCther

. Have you already visited or plan on visiting other countries as part of this trip?

[0 Yes [ No [ Undecided

Would you be willing to complete a more detailed internet or mail-back survey asking further questions

about your visit to this site, MPRFR, and Belize?

[ Yes [ No

Interview would ask if the respondent would like to have a survey mailed or emailed.

Name:
Email Address:
Home Address:
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Mountain Pine Ridge Forest Reserve:
Visitor Survey

Survey ID #

Page 1 of 14
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You were contacted on / / after visiting - You had previously

agreed to complete an internet/mail-back survey after you completed your trip. In advance, thank
you for answering the following questions.

Site Questions

1. The following list is comprised of items/features/qualities one might expect to find while at a particular
site. Rate how important these items/features/qualities are to you as you experience a site.

st tain Very Quite Somewhat Not
gory Important | Important {Important| Important Important
General
presence of wildlife 5 4 3 2 1
well maintained roads 5 4 3 2 1
lappearance of being
untouched by recent human 5 4 3 2 1
lactivity
on-site first aid/emergency
services 5 4 8 2 1
entrance fee for foreigners 5 4 3 2 1
entrance fee for locals 5 4 3 2 1
stewardship of the land 5 4 3 2 1
minimized visual impacts to
he surrounding areas and 5 4 3 2 1
within the site
uiet 5 4 3 2 1
comfortable 5 & 3 2 1
Grading and
Drainage
broperly sited activity areas
in order to minimize site 5 4 3 2 1
disturbance
bresence of erosion control
measures (i.e. prevent storm 5 4 3 2 1
water run-off to erode paths
or parking lots)
proper storm water
management (i.e. water from 5 4 3 5 1
roadway prevented from
lentering nearby river)
Materials
Use local materials for site
furnishings/buildings 5 & s B 1
paved parking lots 5 4 3 2 1
lasphalt paths 5 4 3 2 1
lcomposting toilets 8 4 3 2 1
it toilets 5 4 3 2 1
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Cateqor temn Very Quite Somewhat Not
gory Important | Important {Important| Important Important
flushing toilets 5 4 3 2 1
Plants
site only uses locally grown 5 4 3 P 1
blants in landscape areas
regionally appropriate plants 5 4 3 2 1
used in landscape areas
lactive plant protection 5 4 3 P 1
program
proper plant maintenance 5 4 3 2 1
Programming
lopportunities to engage in 5 4 3 2 1
physical activity
opportunities to engage in 5 4 3 P 1
extreme physical activity
lopportunities for birding 4 2 1
lopportunities to relax 4 2 1
lopportunities to learn more 5 4 3 2 1
labout the site
lopportunities to meet new
Rl 5 4 3 2 i
relatively few visitors at the 5 4 3 2 1
site
opportunities to appreciate 5 4 3 P 1
hature
lopportunities to do things you 5 4 3 2 1
have never done before
lodging close to the site 5 4 3 2 1
secure and clean changing 5 4 3 2 1
area
guides available 4 2 1
ours available 5 4 2 1
Security
feel safe while at the site 5 4 3 2 1
feel confident that your 5 4 3 2 1
personal belongings are safe
lighting 4 2 1
security guards 5 4 2 1
military presence 5 4 2 1
Sighage
ease of finding your way 5 4 3 5 1
laround the site
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Cateqor temn Very Quite Somewhat Not
gory Important | Important {Important| Important Important
site rules clearly posted 5 4 3 2 1
site warnings of dangers 5 4 3 2 1
clearly stated
|nformat|ona| signage about 5 P 3 P 1
he site
interpretive signage about 5 4 3 P 1
bast or present local cultures
dllrectlonal signage (where 5 4 3 P 1
site features are located)
plant identification signs 4 2 1
plant informational signs 4 2 1
Site Features
shelter from the elements 5 4 2 1
picnic area 5 4 2 1
apce§§|plllty for people with 5 4 3 2 1
disabilities
well-defined paths 5 4 3 2 1
1'-2" path width 5 4 3 2 1
P'-4" path width 5 4 3 2 1
5" or greatar path width 5 4 3 2 1
paths that lead to areas of 5 4 3 P 1
interest
sufficient number of 5 4 3 2 1
rashcans
regular garbage pickup 5 4 3 2 1
leppropriately sized parking
lot for the anticipated use of 5 4 3 2 1
he site
parking lot near activity areas 5 4 2 1
isitor center 5 & 2 1
food services 5 4 2 1
Visual
colors used for §|te features 5 4 3 2 1
match surroundings
important views are 5 4 3 2 1
maintained
hatural beauty of the site 5 4 3 2 1
Water
rain water collection system
0 be used for restrooms or 5 4 3 2 1
washing hands
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Cateqor temn Very Quite Somewhat Not
gory Important | Important {Important| Important Important
lavailable drinking water 5 4 3 2 1
place to wash hands 5 4 3 2 1

2. Now, rate how satisfied you were with the following items/features/qualities after having visited the

site.

Please answer the following questions keeping in mind the varying levels of satisfaction.

‘Highly Satisfied’ — A visitor's experience exceeded what they hoped or expected to experience while at

a site.

‘Quite Satisfied” — A visitor's experience was better than what they hoped or expected to experience

while at a site.

‘Satisfied’ — A visitor's experience was what they hoped for or expected to experience while at a site.

‘Somewhat Satisfied’ — A visitor's experience only met some aspects of what was hoped for or expected
to experience while at a site.
‘Not Satisfied’ — A visitor's experience was not what they hoped or expected to experience while at a

site.

N/A — Iltems that were not present or did not apply while at the site.

Highly Quite i Somewhat w
Category ltem N/A Satisfied | Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Not Satisfied
General
presence of wildlife D 4 2 1
well maintained roads O 4 2 1
|Bppearance of being
Lntouched by recent human O 5 4 3 2 1
lactivity
on-site first aid/emergency O 5 4 3 2 1
services
entrance fee for foreigners [ 4 1
entrance fee for locals [ 4 1
stewardship of the land O 4 |l
minimized visual impacts to
he surrounding areas and O 5 4 3 2 1
within the site
quiet O 4 2 1
lkomfortable O 4 2 1
Grading and
Drainage
properly sited activity areas
in order to minimize site O 5 4 3 2 1
disturbance
bresence of erosion control
measures (i.e. prevent storm | 5 4 3 2 1
water run-off to erode paths
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Highly Quite s Somewhat -
Category [tem N/A Satisfied | Satisfied Satistied Satisfied Not Satisfied
lor parking lots)
proper storm water
management (i.e. water from
roadway prevented from 0 5 * 9 g 1
lentering nearby river)
Materials
use local materials for site
furnishings/buildings 0 5 % 3 2 1
paved parking lots O 5 4 3 2 1
lasphalt paths | 5 4 3 2 1
composting toilets | 5 4 3 2 1
it toilets O 5 4 3 2 1
flushing toilets O 5 4 3 2 1
Plants
site only uses locally grown
plants in landscape areas 0 = % 2 2 1
regionally appropriate plants n 5 4 3 P 1
used in landscape areas
lactive plant protection O 5 4 3 2 1
program
oroper plant maintenance O 5 4 3 2 1
Programming
lopportunities to engage in
physical activity 0 = 4 = @ 1
lopportunities to engage in
lextreme physical activity 0 g % s @ !
lopportunities for birding O 4 1
lopportunities to relax | 4 1
lopportunities to learn more
|about the site 0 5 + < 2 !
lopportunities to meet new 5 4 3 2 1
people
relatively few visitors at the n 5 4 3 P 1
site
lopportunities to appreciate
hature 0 g % s @ !
lopportunities to do things you
have never done before 0 5 & s e i
lodging close to the site O 5 4 3 2 1
lsecure and clean changing
broa [ 5 4 3 2 1
guides available O 5 4 3 2 1
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Category ftem NA | OBV | AU | satistied| SOMEWNa |not Satistied
ours available O 5 4 3 2 1
Security
feel safe while at the site [ 5 4 3 2 1
e ek ase| O | 8 4 3 2 1
ighting | 4 2 1
security guards | 4 2 1
military presence | 4 2 1
Sighage
ooy | o s | e [ s [ 2 |
site rules clearly posted O 5 4 3 2 1
popanngoiss | o s |« [ s [ 2 |
|rr11teerspi>treet|ve signage about 0 5 4 3 2 1
stor rssent g poores| | | 4 3 2 1
prorasageliten | 0 [ s | o [ s [ 2 |
plant identification signs O 4 2 1
plant informational signs | 4 2 1
Site Features
shelter from the elements [ 4 2 1
picnic area O 4 2 1
ngbsiﬁtlglsny for people with 0 5 4 3 2 1
well-defined paths O 5 4 3 2 1
1'-2' path width O 5 4 3 2 1
2'-4’ path width O 5 4 3 2 1
5" or greater path width O 5 4 3 2 1
ip:?elzstrat lead to areas of n 5 4 3 P 1
sr:félﬁéiﬂtsnumber of O 5 4 3 2 1
regular garbage pickup [ 5 4 3 2 1
lappropriately sized parking
lot for the anticipated use of O 5 4 3 2 1
he site
parking lot near activity areas | 4 1
Visitor center [ 4 1
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Highly Quite o Somewhat ;g

Category [tem N/A Satisfied | Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Not Satisfied

food services O 5 4 3 2 1
Visual

lcolors used for site features

match surroundings 0 5 ¢ 2 2 1

important views are

maintained 0 5 & 3 2 1

hatural beauty of the site | 5 4 3 2 1
Water

rain water collection system

o be used for restrooms or O 5 4 3 2 1

washing hands

lvailable drinking water O 4 2 1

blace to wash hands O 4 2 i

3. Would you consider yourself to be an ecotourist? (If no or unsure, skip to question 5)

O Yes

Ecotourist

O

No

O

Unsure

4. The following list is comprised of items/features one might expect to find while at a particular site. Rate
how important these items/features are to you as you experience a site.

Highly Quite Somewhat

iem Important | Important IrIpe R Important bt Irprtant
in some way, site managers have 5 4 3 2 1
minimized environmental impacts
lallows for opportunities to interact with
local cultures 2 % 9 L 1
helps you escape from the pressures of 5 4 3 2 1
home or work life
offers opportunities to engage in 5 4 3 P 1
physically challenging activities
benefits the local economy in some way 5 4 3 2 1
provides opportunities to be in a 5 4 3 2 1
wilderness setting
lopportunities to learn more about nature B 4 2 1
learn about other cultures 5 4 g 1
meeting other pecple who share similar 5 4 3 P 1
interests
experience the site as if you were the 5 4 3 P 1
first person to see it
management of the site is 5 4 3 2 1
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Highly Quite Somewhat
Item Important | Important Important Important Not Important
environmentally responsible
4b. Rate how satisfied you were with the following items after visiting the site.
Highly Quite g Somewhat o e
ltem N/A Satisfied | Satistied Satisfied Satisfied Not Satisfied

in some way, the site managers have 0 5 4 3 2 1
minimized environmental impacts
allows for opportunities to interact with 0 5 4 3 2 1
local cultures
helps you escape from the pressures of m 5 4 3 2 1
home or work life
offers opportunities to engage in
physically challenging activities L = 4 8 2 1
benefits the local economy in some way | 5 4 3 2 1
provides opportunities to be in a

ilderness setting L] 5 4 3 2 1
lopportunities to learn more about nature | 5 4 e} 2 1
learn about other cultures O 5 4 3 2 1
meeting other people who share similar 0 5 4 3 P 1
interests
lexperience the site as if you were the m 5 4 3 2 1
first person to see it
management of the site is
lenvironmentally responsible O 5 * 8 2 1

5. Have you ever visited the site before? (If no or unsure, skip to question 12)
O Yes O No ™ Unsure

Repeat Visitor (f First Time Visitor go to question 12)

6. How many times have you visited this site?

6b. How satisfied were you with the site after your latest visit compared to previous visits?

Highly Satisfied Quite Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Not Satisfied
5 4 3 2 1

7. Have you ever suggested to friends or family that they should visit this site based on your experience?
O Yes O No O Unsure

7a. Have you ever suggested to friends or family that they should visit the MPFR based on your
experience?

O Yes O No O Unsure
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8. Why did you come back to the site?

9. Why did you come back to the MPRFR?

10. Did you visit other destinations in Belize besides the MPRFR?
O Yes O No O Unsure

10a. Which destinations did you visit?

11. The following list is comprised of items/features one might expect to find while at a particular site.
Rate how important these items/features are to you as you experience a site.

Highly Quite Somewhat

i Important | Important (oesstant Important et
lamount of information available to you 5 4 3 P 1
while at the site
lquality of information available to you 5 4 3 2 1
while at the site
lavailability of shopping 5 4 3 2 1
lavailability of dining B 4 3 2 1
lgood value (what you received
lcompared with what you put forth i.e. B 4 3 2 1
ime, moneay, energy, etc.)

11a. Rate how satisfied you were with the following items after visiting the site.

Highly Quite _— Somewhat Not

ftem Satisfied | Satisfied | 5215789 | “satisfied | Satisfied | NA
lamount of information available to you
while at the site 5 % 3 2 L u
quality of information available to you
while at the site 2 s - B L 0
lavailability of shopping 5 4 3 2 1 [l
availability of dining 5 4 3 2 1 [l
good value (what you received 5 4 3 2 1 [
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[tem

Highly Quite
Satisfied | Satisfied

Somewhat

Satisfied | “gatisfiod

Not
Satisfied N/A

lcompared with what you put forth i.e.

time, money, energy, stc.)

First Time Visitor (if Repeat Visitor go to question 17)

12. How many days did you stay in the MPRFR?

12a. If there were more activities to participate in, would you have stayed longer?

|

13. Were you part of a tour group?

|

Yes O No

Yes | No

13a. Were you satisfied with the quality of the tour?

O Unsure

[l Unsure

Highly Satisfied Quite Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Not Satisfied
§ 4 3 2 1
14. While in the MPRFR, how many sites did you visit?
14a. Did you only visit well-known sites while in the MPRFR?
O Yes [O No [O Unsure
15. Did you visit other destinations in Belize besides the MPRFR?
O Yes [O No O Unsure

15a. Which destination did you visit?

18. The following list is comprised of items/features one might expect to find while at a particular site.
Rate how impontant these items/features are to you as you experience a site.

ltem Highly Quite Somewhat Not
Important | Important | Important | Important | Important
lamount of information made available to
! p 5 4 3 2 1
ou while at the site
lquality of information made available to
: ; 5 4 3 2 1
ou while at the site
ariety of activities at the site B 4 3 2 1
lgood value 5 4 3 2 1
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16a. Rate how satisfied you were with the following items after visiting the site.

Highly Quite o Somewhat Not

ftem satisfied | Satistied | 52578 | “saticfied | Satisfied | N/A
amount and quality of information
available to you while at the site 5 % 3 2 L U
quality of information made available to
you while at the site s 4 & B 1 U
variety of activities at the site 5 4 3 2 1 [l
lgood value 5 4 3 2 1 ™

Some General Questions about Your Visit

17. Before arriving at the site, did anything happen that may have affected you negatively or positively?

O Unsure

O

17a. If Yes or No, what happened?

Yes

O

No

18. Write down and rank the (3) three most important attributes that you would expect to find at a site.

18a. Rate how satisfied you were with the three attributes you mentioned in question 18.

Item of Highly
Importance Satisfied
(1) 5
) 5
3 5

Moderately
Satisfied

4
4
4

Satisfied

3
3
3

Unsatisfied

2
2
2

Highly
Unsatisfied

19. Why would or wouldn't you suggest visiting Belize to your friends/family now that you have returned

from your trip?

20. Why would or wouldn't you suggest visiting the MPRFR to your friends/family now that you have

returned from your trip?
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21. Why would or wouldn't you suggest visiting this site to your friends/family now that you have returned

from your trip?

22. Rate your level of satisfaction with how site managers have accommodated your needs while at the

MPRFR sites?

Highly Satisfied Quite Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Not Satisfied N/A
5 4 3 2 1 O

23. Rate how satisfied you were with your lodging accommodations.
Highly Satisfied Quite Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Not Satisfied N/A
5 4 3 2 1 O

24. Why were you satisfied or dissatisfied with your lodging?

If you would like to make any additional comments about your visit to this site, the MPRFR, Baelize or the
survey, please do so in the space provided below.
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Thank you for completing this survey. The information and feedback you provided will
help improve existing and future site planning, design, and management of sites in Belize.
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