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Introduction:

Community engagement goes beyond philanthropy. It is a desirable expression of corporate
citizenship and involves more than periodic donations to charities or social activities (Tracey,
Phillips and Haugh, 2005). Engagement has been defined by Fawcett et al (1995) as working
collaboratively with and through groups of people, and often involves partnerships and coalitions
that help mobilize resources and influence systems, change relationships among partners, and
serve as catalysts for social change.

Attractions are a primary travel motivation (Swarbrooke, 1995) and are central to the
destination experience. Heritage attractions have greater social responsibility because they are a
manifestation of the host community and should engage that community as they portray the
uniqueness of that place (Smith, 1977).

Review of the Literature:

Literature on engagement has focused on the community’s perception of engagement,
inclusion, involvement, and development (Rothman, 1995; Arai, 1996; Reid, 2003), and comes
from community health and education. The tourism attractions literature has also focused on the
host community (Mitchell and Reid, 2001; Mordue, 2003; Hoffman, 2003) and less on the
enterprise that developed the attraction (Scantlebury, 2003).

Purpose of the Study and Methods:

Scantlebury (2003) examined heritage attractions and their involvement with the local
community, testing the hypothesis “heritage tourism attractions do not engage the local
community”. The survey, based on Arnstein’s (1969) was developed and senior management
was interviewed. The survey contained 17 statements that ranged from “No involvement with
the local community”, to “The community owns the business”. Respondents rated the level of
importance attached to each statement using a 5 point Likert scale. Barbados’ 26 privately-
owned heritage attractions (Barbados Tourism Authority, no date), were invited to participate.
Fifteen enterprises completed the survey (57.7% response rate). Data were tabulated and the
categories of interaction summarized.

Findings:

Of the 15 enterprises, 12 (80%) indicated involvement with the local community (see Table
1). This involvement took the form of charitable and social contributions. Only two enterprises,
13%, were involved with community-based ownership.



TABLE 1:
Type of community involvement by heritage tourism enterprises and level of importance

Level of
importanc Areas of community interaction
e
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1=Low 2 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 2 1 /1112
2 4 2 2 1 1 3 2 1 2 |1
3 4 4 2 2 1 1 2 1 2 1] 2
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High
TOTAL 12 11 9 6 2 9 4 5 7 8 9 |4 ]2 | 4

KEY to areas of interaction:

A. = Sponsorship of local activities

B. = Sponsorship of local community groups

C. = Contributes to local charitable organizations

D. = Community consulted from time to time, but not on a regular basis
E. = Community consulted on a regular basis

F. = Community provides the staff

G. = Community provides an advisory committee — seldom acted upon

H. = Community provides an advisory committee — frequently acted upon
I. = Community provides an advisory committee — used to educate committee members
J. = Community provides information to the business

K. = Community provides operating supplies

L. = Community consulted in developing business policy

M. = Community involved in business operations — annual

N. = Community involved in business operations — day-to-day

O. = Community owns shares in the business

P. = Community owns the entire business

(Source: Scantlebury 2003)

Figure 1 applied those data to a centrality index dividing the data into four quadrants;
e Importance attributed to the activity by the enterprise (high to very high or low to
moderate)
e Importance of the activity to enterprise’s operation (activities A - G and H - P).
The following typology of enterprise interaction is suggested (Figure 1):
Area 1: “Social interaction” — low importance and non-vital activities (39%)
Area 2: “Opportunistic involvement” — high importance and non-vital activities (26%).
Area 3: “Pseudo Engagement” — low importance and vital activities (17%).
Area 4: “Community Engagement” — high importance and vital activities (18%).




FIGURE 1:

Proposed typology of community interaction by heritage tourism enterprises
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(Source: Based on Scantlebury 2003)

Concluding thoughts:
Questions arise; does the nature of community engagement vary depending on the

ownership structure, number of years in operation, or size of the enterprise? Are heritage
attractions more disposed to engagement than entertainment-based attractions? If community

engagement is indeed the desirable social good portrayed, perhaps attractions that successfully

engage community should be recognized for their social contribution.

Michael Scantlebury Ph.D., Assistant Professor, Department of Tourism Events and Attractions,
Rosen College of Hospitality Management, University of Central Florida. Email:
mscantle@mail.ucf.edu




List of references

Arai, S. (1996) Benefits of citizen participation on a healthy communities initiative: linking
community development and empowerment, Journal of Applied Recreation Research 21 (1)
25-44

Arnstein, S. R. (1969) A ladder of citizen participation, American Institute of Planning (AIP)
Journal, 35, 216-224.

Barbados Tourism Authority (No Date) List of tourism attractions in Barbados, Barbados
Tourism Authority In-hose publication.

Fawcett S.B., Paine-Andrews A., Francisco V.T., Schultz J.A., Richter K.P., Lewis R.K., Harris
K.J., Berkley J.Y., Fisher J.L., Lopez C.M. (1995) Using empowerment theory in
collaborative partnership for community health and development, American Journal of
Community Psychology, 23, 5, 677-697. Quoted in Center for Disease Control and
Prevention Public Health Practice Program Office (1997) Principles of Community
Engagement, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Public Health Practice Program
Office, Atlanta, GA., 1997 (Retrieved October 2005).

Hoffman L.M. (2003) ‘The marketing of diversity in the inner-city: tourism and regulation in
Harlem”, International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 27, 2, 286-299

Mitchell R. E. and Reid D. G (2001) Community Integration Island Tourism in Peru, Annals of
Tourism Research, 28 (1) 113 - 139.

Mordue T. (2003) “Tourism, Performance and Social Exclusion in “Olde York”, Annals of
Tourism Research, 32, 1, 179-198.

Reid D (2003) Tourism, globalization, and development : responsible tourism planning,
London; Sterling, Va. : Pluto Press

Rothman, J. (1995), Approaches to Community Intervention, pps 26-63 in Rothman, J., Erloch
L. and Tropman J. F. (Eds) Strategies of Community Intervention, Itasca, Illinois, P.E.
Peacock Publishers.

Scantlebury M. (2003) The ownership structures of heritage tourism enterprises in Barbados and
their institutional and community involvement, A thesis presented to the University of
Waterloo, in fulfillment of the thesis requirement for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in
Recreation and Leisure Studies, Waterloo, Ontario, Canada, 2003

Smith, V. (1977) Hosts and Guests: the anthropology of tourism, University of Pennsylvania
Press, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Swarbrooke, J. (1995) Development and management of visitor attractions, Butterworth-
Heinemann, Toronto, Canada.

Tracey P., Phillips N. and Haugh H. (2005) Beyond Philanthropy: Community enterprise as a
basis for corporate citizenship, Journal of Business Ethics, 58: 327-344




