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Introduction 

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, tourism academics and practitioners started 

applying the principles of sustainable development to the tourism industry.  This resulted in a 

proliferation of development plans, policies, and guidelines that advocated sustainable 

tourism.  Sustainable tourism remains difficult to define and operationalise, although the 

concept of sustainable tourism development is closely linked to sustainable development 

(Weaver, 1998a, p.5).  Butler (1993) defined the term sustainable tourism development as:  

Tourism which is developed and maintained in an area (community, environment), in 

such a manner, and at such a scale, that it remains viable over an indefinite period and 

does not degrade or alter the environment (human and physical) in which it exists to 

such a degree that it prohibits the successful development and wellbeing of other 

activities and processes (p. 29 cited in Weaver, 1998a, p. 5). 

Sustainable tourism has been equated to alternative tourism, although many argue that 

all modes of tourism have the potential to be sustainable, if managed appropriately within a 

suitable scale and setting (Weaver, 1998a).  Butler (1999) stated that the association of 

specialist forms of tourism such as ‘alternative tourism’ and ‘ecotourism’ to sustainable 

development, and in many cases, the use of these terms synonymously with sustainable 

development has led to confusion.  More consideration should be given to how the concept 

could be operationalised, and made more appropriate, for different situations.  Furthermore, a 

universally accepted definition of sustainable tourism is improbable, as its success is based on 

the premise that the term is indefinable and can be applied to different contexts (Butler, 

1999).  
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To the tourist industry, it means that development is appropriate; to the 

conservationist, it means that principles articulated a century ago are once again in 

vogue; to the environmentalist, it provides a justification for the preservation of 

significant environments from development; and to the politician, it provides an 

opportunity to use words rather than actions (Butler, 1999, p. 11).  

Moreover, for the tourist, it allows them to feel they are behaving responsibly whilst on 

holiday.  For indigenous tourism SMTEs, sustainable tourism may be impossible to 

implement, and their development using some of the principles of sustainable development 

and ecotourism may be a more achievable goal. 

The World Tourism Organisation (WTO) defined sustainable tourism development as 

meeting: 

...the needs of present tourists and host regions while protecting and enhancing 

opportunities for the future.  It is envisaged as leading to management of all resources 

in such a way that economic, social and aesthetic needs can be fulfilled while 

maintaining cultural integrity, essential ecological processes, biological diversity and 

life support systems (WTO, 2001, cited in Liu, 2003, p.460). 

In general, definitions are divided into two categories, those that look at tourism as an 

economic activity, and those that consider tourism as a means to achieve broad sustainable 

development policies.  Sharpley argued, that despite the consideration that academics and 

practitioners have given sustainable tourism development, “the principles and objectives of 

sustainable development cannot be [easily] transposed onto the specific context of tourism” 

(2000, p.1).   

In many cases, for example Fiji, ‘Ecotourism’ is often used interchangeably with 

‘sustainable tourism’, and compared to ‘mass tourism’.  Berno and Bricker (2001) suggested 

that ecotourists may be more demanding than mass tourists, because they choose to view 

endangered species in remote locations.  Furthermore, the demands of mass tourists could be 

better planned for, and managed using economies of scale.  Liu (2003) maintained that the 

main goal should be to “develop conventional mass tourism sustainably and supplement it 

with all sorts of alternative forms of tourism where and when appropriate” (p. 471).  Tourism 

growth should not be limited, but managed, to develop in such a way that it is appropriate for 

tourists, destinations, the environment, and host community.  
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Swarbrooke defined sustainable tourism as: 

Tourism which is economically viable but does not destroy the resources on which the 

future of tourism will depend, notably the physical environment and the social fabric 

of the host community (1999, p. 36).  

This definition has as its main objective, the need to achieve a balance between the 

environment, community, and economic concerns.  The question remains, who makes this 

decision (Hardy, Beeton, and Pearson, 2002, p. 491).  Attempts at achieving sustainable 

economic, social, and environmental goals have a greater likelihood of success “when there is 

an understanding of local resources (e.g. economic, human and physical) and the capacity of 

residents to manage them” (Matarrita-Cascante, Brennan, and Luloff, 2010, p. 738).  Clarke 

(1997) claimed the concept of sustainable tourism was still evolving, and that the lack of a 

precise definition was not as important as recognising the need for all tourism, regardless of 

scale, to have sustainable tourism as an ultimate goal. 

Sustainable tourism clearly supports strong community participation, which in recent 

years has become part of the sustainable development debate.  The involvement of local 

residents or communities is central to sustainable development, as the local community 

participates in tourism products and shares both the benefits and the costs (Choi and Sirakay, 

2006; Taylor, 1995).  Where community development approaches are superficial, and do not 

consider inherent local characteristics, even carefully planned projects can set themselves up 

to fail (Baum, 1996).  Even with the best intentions, “patterns embedded in local 

communities create serious barriers to achieving sustainable tourism development” (Holland, 

2000, p.20).  In the case of Fiji, such patterns can present themselves in the form of local 

customs and traditional practices. 

In developing countries, sustainable tourism, in the form of ecotourism or 

community-based tourism, can provide employment, income-generating opportunities, and 

financing for community projects, which help preserve social ties and prevent out-migration 

from rural communities (Kerstetter and Bricker, 2009).  However, benefits may accrue to 

elite factions of the community, with limited benefits to the poor.  Even where tourism 

entrepreneurs are interested in implementing initiatives that help alleviate poverty, 

government support and commitment to the welfare of their citizens is essential for their 

success (Harrison, 2009).  Ecotourism is widely perceived as a subset of alternative tourism, 
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and a form of sustainable tourism (Weaver, 1998a, p.33).  In the South Pacific, where many 

small island states lack the development of mass tourism, countries have advocated the 

development of an indigenous tourism model based on ecotourism and alternative tourism 

principles.  In countries such as Fiji, ecotourism and community-based tourism have been 

developed as complementary to more conventional mass tourism products, and are found in 

the form of activities such as village visits, cultural performances, and nature treks.  More 

recently, indigenous entrepreneurs and    communities have developed budget resorts and 

village stays, which cater for the backpacker and independent traveller. 

Ecotourism 

The term ecotourism first emerged in the early 1980s.  It was generally perceived as a 

subset of alternative tourism that focused on visiting natural areas (Weaver, 1998a, p. 15).  

Ecotourism referred to a type of tourism development that integrated the goals of 

development and conservation (Pratiwi, 2000, p. 6).  Criticism of ecotourism, has in many 

cases, referred to forms of tourism that have deliberately misused the term for marketing 

purposes.  A number of ecotourism definitions are found in the literature (Fennell, 2001, 

identified 85).  Ceballos-Lascurain first defined ecotourism as: 

...travelling to relatively undisturbed or uncontaminated natural areas with the specific 

objective of studying, admiring, and enjoying the scenery and its wild plants and 

animals, as well as any existing cultural manifestations (both past and present) found 

in these areas (1987, p.14).  

This definition focused on educational and experiential factors, and was criticised for 

focusing on traveller motivations, and not addressing the impacts this travel could have on 

the cultural and ecological environments of destinations (Fennell, 2001).  The International 

Ecotourism Society (TIES) defined ecotourism as “responsible travel to natural areas which 

conserves the environment and improves the welfare of local people” (TIES, 1990).  Later 

definitions have advocated that ecotourism should “improve local welfare, contribute 

positively to visitor satisfaction, and incorporate an element of environmental education” 

(Simmons, 1999, p.1).  Other considerations included value-based dimensions such as 

sustainability, ethics and conservation (Weaver and Lawton, 2007).  For example, Wall stated 

sustainable ecotourism “must be economically viable, ecologically sensitive, and culturally 

appropriate (1997, p. 483).  Weaver (2001) suggested ecotourism businesses should have 
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three main elements: first, the main attractions should be natural environments, such as 

rainforests, grasslands, or specific types of flora and fauna.  Secondly, ecotourism should 

provide a learning experience for the ecotourist, thus differentiating itself from leisure-based 

sun, sea, and sand activities; or adventure based activities such as trekking, climbing, and 

white water rafting.  Finally, ecotourism enterprises should operate sustainably, in accordance 

with best practice principles.  Combining these criteria, he proposed a working definition:  

Ecotourism is a form of nature-based tourism that strives to be ecologically, socio-

culturally, and economically sustainable while providing opportunities for 

appreciating and learning about the natural environment or specific elements thereof 

(Weaver, 2001, p.105). 

The above definition covers a number of ecotourism activities, and Weaver (2001) 

suggested, that although activities could be classified by type, for example bird watching, 

whale watching, and geotourism, a more suitable typology would be a spectrum of activities 

that ranged from ‘hard’ to ‘soft’ (See Figure 1.1).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.1 Characteristics of hard and soft ecotourism  

(Source: Weaver, 2001, p. 106). 

 

‘Active’ ecotourism, which consists of small numbers of people taking specialist trips, is 

found at the ‘hard’ end of the spectrum.  These ‘hard’ ecotourists are physically active and 

expect limited services.  In contrast, ‘soft’ ecotourists embark on ecotourism activities as part 

of a multi-purpose trip.  They require a high level of comfort and services, and need well-

designed interpretation and educational experiences, to improve their appreciation of natural 
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environments.  ‘Soft’ ecotourists were also interested in leaving the environment in the same 

state as they arrived, whereas ‘hard’ ecotourists were interested in improving the physical 

environment, for example, through donations or such volunteer activities as tree planting.  

Weaver and Lawton (2007) claimed the distinction between ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ ecotourism has 

obvious implications for products.  They associated ‘soft’ ecotourism with “a high level of 

services and facilities to mediate encounters between venues and potentially large numbers of 

visitors more casually engaged with the natural environment” (2007, p. 1170).  ‘Soft’ 

ecotourism enabled the delivery of mass ecotourism products, whilst remaining true to core 

ecotourism principles. 

Figure 1.1 presented two extremes of an ecotourism continuum.  At one extreme is the 

belief that all tourism, including ecotourism, has negative impacts on the environment.  

Ecotourism from this viewpoint is unachievable.  At the other extreme, all tourism is 

ecotourism because the natural environment and the human environment are one and the 

same.  Orams (1995) argued, this continuum represented an extreme and unrealistic view, as 

in reality, ecotourism definitions lie in a range of positions within these polar extremes.  

Definitions predicated on the idea that “ecotourism should be active and contribute to the 

improvement of the natural environment lie toward the high level of human responsibility”, 

with more passive approaches, that state ecotourists must be unobtrusive and minimise their 

impact on the natural environment, lying at the low level of human responsibility (Orams, 

1995, p.4).  The word ‘passive’, as it relates to ecotourism, refers to visitors who participate 

in ecotourism as part of a multipurpose trip (Weaver, 1998a, p.16).  When ecotourism is the 

main purpose of travel, the visitor is described as being an ‘active’ participant in ecotourism 

(See Figure 1.2). 
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Figure 1.2 The continuum of ecotourism paradigms 

(Miller and Kaae, 1993, cited in Orams 1995, p. 4) 

Whilst ecotourism definitions may focus on nature and conservation, the concept has 

no core definition.  Ziffer suggested ecotourism was difficult to define “because it is a 

complex notion which ambitiously attempts to describe an activity, set forth a philosophy, 

and espouse a model of development (1989, cited in Simmons, 1999, p.2).  

Three main perspectives of ecotourism identified by Simmons were that: 

1. Commercial operators and national tourism organisations viewed ecotourism as an 

activity with growing demand that occurred in national settings and can be 

developed into an ‘ecotourism product’. 

2. Conservation organisations see ecotourism as a conservation tool, where benefits 

outweigh any environmental costs. 

3. Community development organisations see ecotourism as an indigenous based 

form of alternative tourism that provides benefits to poor local communities 

(1999, p.2).  

The literature reveals that there is much confusion regarding the meaning of 

ecotourism.  Ecotourism has been used interchangeably with terms such as environmental, 

alternative, nature-based, soft, sustainable, resource-based and green tourism (Ayala, 1995).  

In an analysis of ecotourism definitions, Fennell (2001) found, many contained “value-based 

dimensions such as conservation, ethics, sustainability, education, and community benefits” 

(p.1169).   
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Weaver and Lawton (2007) maintained, that largely due to the contributions of 

Blamey (1997, 2001), it is generally agreed, that ecotourism should include the following 

primary criteria: 

 

1. Attractions should be predominantly nature-based; 

2. Visitors interactions with those attractions should be focused on learning or 

education; and 

3. Experience and product management should follow principles and practices 

associated with ecological, socio-cultural, and economic sustainability (p.1170). 

Despite its critics, ecotourism has the “potential to aid in protecting endemic species, 

and to provide alternative or supplementary livelihoods and thereby potentially alleviate 

poverty” (Farrelly, 2009, p.2), and empower local communities (Scheyvens, 2000; Sofield, 

2003).  There are cases where tourism has contributed to the conservation and revival of 

endangered cultures, but it also has the potential to damage local cultures, economies, and 

environments (deKadt, 1979b; Weaver, 1998a).  With suitable planning and management, 

ecotourism has been used as a tool to promote conservation and sustainable development in 

poor, remote rural areas.  However, as in the case of Malaysia, local people obtained 

maximum benefits only when they were integrally involved in the process (Yaman and 

Mohd, 2004).  Furthermore, for ecotourism projects to be successful, initiatives should be 

community-based with businesses owned and managed by the community.  Higher levels of 

participation provide the community with greater economic benefits and decision-making 

power.  Such economic benefits could provide incentives for conserving natural and cultural 

resources, which act as attractions for ecotourism.  

Community-based tourism 

Following the failure of top-down development approaches, increasingly, attempts to 

implement more sustainable forms of tourism have concentrated on a community 

development approach (Goodwin and Santilli, 2009).  In this context, community refers to 

people who share a sense of purpose and common goals (Joppe, 1996).  These may be 

geographical, or based on heritage and cultural values.  Community, by definition, implies a 

“coherent entity with a clear identity and a commonality of purpose”; when in reality 
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communities “more often than not, are made up of an agglomeration of factions and interest 

groups often locked in competitive relationships” (Smit, 1990, cited in Joppe, 1996, p. 475).  

Roberts and Hall (2001) suggested that a community be defined by the following: 

 A specific topological location 

  A specific local social system 

 A feeling of communitas or togetherness 

 An ideology which often hides the power relations that underpin communities 

 Common bonds of interest not place, existing within and across aspatial 

communities (pp. 103-104). 

Community-based tourism (CBT) development is promoted in many developing 

countries, as a tool that enables the equitable distribution of economic benefits from tourism, 

encourages local involvement in the decision-making process, and better meets the needs of 

local communities and indigenous peoples (Britton, 1982; Brohman, 1996; de Kadt, 1979; 

Tosun, 2000).  CBT in the South Pacific, is promoted as a development tool for rural and 

marginalised areas, including remote outlying islands.  It is a potential solution to poverty 

alleviation through sustainable economic and social development (Hyde, 2006).  However, 

CBT development differs from traditional community economic development, in that 

government, rather than community, generally determine its interests (Joppe, 1996).  

Furthermore, some academics suggest that community development in tourism is just more 

rhetoric, and question the extent to which local residents truly share in the economic benefits 

of tourism (Joppe, 1996; Mitchell, 2003).  What involvement will communities have?  How 

will this be done?  Will it just be a limited number of low paying seasonal jobs or something 

more significant?  Should communities be involved at all?  However, despite such criticisms, 

for the long-term sustainability of tourism development, community involvement and support 

is often considered vital (Armstrong, 2012; Tosun, 2002). 

Brandon (1993) described two community participation approaches: a beneficiary 

approach and a participatory approach.  In the beneficiary approach, the local community 

may benefit from tourism programmes, but are not actively involved in the decision-making 

process.  In the participatory approach, local communities were involved in the decision-

making process, participated in determining project goals, and benefited from tourism 

programmes.  Cohen and Uphoff claimed that participation could be ‘externally’ or 

‘internally’ imposed (1977, cited in Pratiwi, 2000, p.23).  Where participation was externally 
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imposed, communities play no part in the decision-making process.  However, in internally 

initiated approaches, community participation and self-determination was combined with 

external agencies.  Both these approaches are found in less developed countries in the South 

Pacific, including Fiji, although the latter is preferable as it empowers communities to take 

ownership and adapt projects to suit the local context. 

Another view claimed community participation in ecotourism could be divided into 

two categories, coercive and interactive (Chambers and Ham, 1995 cited in Pratiwi, 2000, p. 

22).  The coercive approach claimed that community development ideas come from outside 

sources, such as government agencies, non-government agencies, and private enterprises.  

The local community then decided whether or not to accept the idea.  For the interactive 

approach, ideas come from within the community.  Although the community identified their 

needs and wants, they can developed projects with outside agencies and co-manage 

community tourism projects. 

There are a number of definitions of community-based tourism.  Brohman defined a 

community-based tourism approach as: 

Tourism development, which considers the needs and interests of the popular 

majority, alongside the benefit of economic growth.  Community-based tourism 

development would seek to promote the economic, social, and cultural well-being of 

the popular majority.  It would also seek to strike a balanced and harmonious 

approach to development that would stress considerations such as the compatibility of 

various forms of tourism with other components of the local economy: the quality of 

development, both culturally and environmentally; and the divergent needs, interests, 

and potentials of the community and its inhabitants (1996, p.60). 

In many countries, such as Fiji, land and resource ownership by indigenous peoples is 

collective, and this can present a challenge for tourism development.  The above definition 

implies a collective responsibility that also considers individual projects within the 

community.  

The World Bank definition focuses more on maximising economic benefits and 

minimising negative social and environmental impacts.  
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Community-based tourism involves residents or a community in the decision-making 

process and keeps a far greater share of the income generated by the visitor in the 

community.  Community-based tourism generates jobs, reduces poverty, and has a 

lower impact on the area’s culture and environment.  Additionally, it generates a new 

sense of pride among residents and provides funds for maintaining or upgrading the 

community’s cultural assets such as archaeological ruins, historic sites or traditional 

craft production (2000, p. 2). 

Scheyvens defined community-based tourism enterprises as “those in which the local 

communities have a high degree of control over the activities taking place, and a significant 

proportion of the economic benefits accrue to them.  They may also be characterised by local 

ownership and a low level of leakage” (2002, p.10).  Even with a high degree of control, for 

local indigenous communities, levels of power and economic benefits are not necessarily 

equitable.  For example, Fiji, even with community participation, power and control is likely 

to be in the hands of chiefs, elders, and wealthy elites who are predominantly male. 

Definitions of community participation in the development process vary, but most 

agree that the process should be voluntary, educational, and empowering.  Participation 

exists, where grass roots people are able to form partnerships with those authorities who are 

able to help them identify problems and needs, and provide them with assistance to 

eventually take responsibility to plan, manage, and control their futures (Tosun, 2000).  Stone 

claimed active community participation was apparent when development was designed “in 

such a way that intended beneficiaries are encouraged to take matters into their own hands, to 

participate in their own development through mobilising their own resources, defining their 

own needs, and making their own decisions about how to meet them” (1989, p.207) .    

However, Tosun (2000) noted, the practicalities of how community participation in 

tourism was implemented, in developing countries, had not been considered in any detail, and 

needed additional research.  Furthermore, whilst community participation in tourism 

development was desirable, there were “formidable operational, structural and cultural 

limitations” to this approach in many less developed countries (2000, p.614).  Linton stated 

that tourism in the ‘Third World’ was set up, by “agreements between foreign image-makers, 

investors and local elites”, with little or no participation or consultation with the local 

community (1987, p.96).  This was supported by Mowforth and Munt who argued, it was 

“easier to promote the principles of local participation on paper, from a distance, than to 
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practise them” (1998, p.240).  Blackstock suggested CBT was a form of community 

development driven by economic need, rather than “values of empowerment and social 

justice” (2005, p. 40).  She claimed the community was “co-opted into supporting tourism, 

through an illusion of power sharing, but are not empowered to reject tourism as a 

development option” (2005, p. 41).  

Studies in Botswana indicated that CBT was an important development tool in many 

communities (Mbaiwa, 2004; Stone and Stone, 2011), but projects needed to be dealt with on 

an individual basis.  Where village trusts were founded, single-village trusts did better in 

terms of community participation and distribution of benefits, while multiple village trusts 

tended to encounter problems (Mbaiwa, 2004).   

Community-based tourism enterprises (CBTEs) 

A study by Armstrong (2012), examined the factors that enabled the success of 

CBTEs, to identify the conditions under which they had the best chance of success.  Her 

study discovered the main conditions for success were “a strong and cohesive host 

community; genuine community participation, ownership and control; planning for 

commercial viability; sound market research and demand-driven product development; 

attractive, quality products based on community assets; transparent financial management; 

appropriate stakeholder support and effective monitoring and evaluation” (Armstrong, 2012, 

p.1).  In her study, a successful CBTE was defined as one which: 

 

 Was economically viable and had been able to break-even for  at least two of the 

last four years; 

 Did not depend on grants or subsidies from outside institutions such as donors or 

non-governmental organisations (NGOs); and 

 Delivered collective and individual benefits to the community (Armstrong, 2012, 

p.3). 

 

These conditions under which a successful CBTE could operate are useful for discussing the 

case studies for this thesis.  However, the researcher suggests, the criteria used to define a 

‘successful’ CBTE are based on Western concepts of ‘success’.  These may differ to an 
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indigenous Fijian concept of ‘success’, which may place community benefits and 

development above profit maximisation and economic viability. 

Since the late 1990s, the concept of pro-poor tourism (PPT), with its potential to 

contribute to poverty alleviation, has received extensive support “from development agencies, 

donors, governments and various tourism organisations” (Scheyvens, 2009, p. 191). PPT is an 

approach to tourism development, which asserts: …that greater benefits from tourism can be 

spread to the poor by encouraging a wide range of players (community, private sector, civil 

society, government) working at a range of scales (local, national, regional) to spread the benefits 

of tourism more widely and unlock livelihood opportunities for the poor within tourism and 

connected sectors. This can lead to improvements, for example, in policy, in labour practices of 

hotels and resorts, and better linkages between related sectors such as agriculture and fisheries 

(Scheyvens and Russell, 2010, p.1). 

In contrast to sustainable tourism, which focuses on protection and conservation, PPT 

aims at increasing net benefits to the poor whilst considering environmental concerns. PPT goes 

beyond a community focus, by promoting strategies that specifically focus on the poor, although 

others may also benefit. Propoor tourism … generates net benefits for the poor (i.e. benefits are 

greater than costs). 

Economic benefits are only one (very important) component – social, environmental and 

cultural costs and benefits also need to be taken into account. Pro-poor tourism strategies are 

concerned specifically with impacts on poor people, though the non-poor may also benefit. 

Strategies focus less on expanding the overall size of tourism, and more on unlocking 

opportunities for specific groups within it (on tilting the cake, not expanding it) (Department for 

International Development (DFID), 1999, p1). 

PPT is a set of initiatives or principles rather than a particular type of tourism 

(Cattarinich, 2001). It need not be restricted to community-based tourism projects or specific 

industry sectors. Tourism is a multifaceted industry, driven by the private sector, and in many less 

developed countries controlled by multinational corporations, thus presenting challenges for 

implementing PPT strategies. Nevertheless, Ashley, Boyd and Goodwin (2000, pp.1-2) claim 

tourism has several advantages for pro-poor economic growth. First, the tourist has to go to the 

destination, which provides opportunities for selling goods and services. Second, tourism can 

help develop poor, marginal regions, since many tourists are attracted to remote areas with their 

diverse cultural and natural environments. Finally, tourism is labour intensive, offers small-scale 

business opportunities, employs large numbers of women and youth, and places value on natural 
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and cultural resources, which maybe some of the few assets that the poor possess. Although the 

poor may gain limited benefits from tourism, and bear many of the costs, PPT advocates suggest 

that more could be done. Initially, PPT initiatives focused on niche tourism markets such as 

ecotourism and CBT, but it is now suggested that even mass tourism could increase participation 

of the poor, by considering alternative livelihood initiatives such as handicrafts, traditional 

performances, tour guiding, and the supply of agricultural produce. The tourism industry is 

thought to be suitable for pro-poor initiatives, because it is “…labour-intensive, inclusive of 

women and the informal sector; based on natural and cultural assets of the poor; and suitable for 

poor rural areas with few other growth options” (Ashley and Roe, 2002, p.61). 

As noted in Table 1.1, pro-poor tourism strategies can generate different benefits to local 

communities, which can be divided into three types: economic benefits, livelihood benefits and 

intangible benefits, which enhance participation and partnerships amongst different stakeholders. 

To increase the benefits from PPT, Ashley, Roe and Goodwin (2001) argued that although the 

development of community tourism is important, “efforts are also needed on marketing, 

employment opportunities, linkages with established private sector, policy and regulation and 

participation in decision-making” (p. viii) with stakeholders at all levels. PPT initiatives vary in 

scale, from individual private projects to national programmes that enhance participation by the 

poor (See Table 1.2). Although impacts of PPT initiatives maybe limited, they can provide 

invaluable financial and livelihood benefits such as better access to information and 

infrastructure; and pride in local cultures and traditions. Obstacles to implementing PPT benefits 

may exist. These include lack of understanding of tourism, lack of skills, poor quality of products 

and limited access to markets. Negative impacts can be reduced by increased consultation with 

the poor, especially when developing infrastructure and services for tourists. 

Critics identify a number of contradictions between international tourism and PPT. Hall 

states, given that most international tourists visit mainly western European countries, “the 

potential of tourism to contribute to the economic development of the developing 

countries…would appear to be questionable, unless there are massive shifts in flows of 

international arrivals” (2007, p. 112). Recent statistics show that international tourism generated 

US$919 billion in 2010, and an increase in international tourist arrivals in emerging and 

developing countries from 32% in 1990 to 47% in 2010 (UNWTO, 2011). This could mean that 

the potential for greater benefits from PPT rises proportionately. Scheyvens (2009) suggested that 

PPT, like ecotourism before it, might be nothing more than a fad to maintain the credibility of 

tourism as a ‘clean’, socially beneficial, and environmentally friendly industry. Others argue that 
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major ‘players’ in the tourism industry exist to make profits, and may not be concerned with 

social responsibility and contributing to poverty alleviation (Zhao and Ritchie, 2007). 

Furthermore, where PPT initiatives have been successful, Scheyvens (2009) claimed the changes 

were ‘tokenistic’ rather than ‘transformational’. Even in countries such as South Africa, which 

has strong government support for fair trade in tourism, getting private sector support for PPT 

was difficult. PPT initiatives that help impoverished communities are admirable, but for them to 

work, businesses and advocates need to commit to improving the well-being of the poor. In many 

cases, in less developed countries, local elites are responsible for the distribution of tourism 

benefits, and this is rarely equitable. 

Research by Scheyvens and Russell (2010) into tourism and poverty alleviation in Fiji, 

established that although the poor may not all receive direct benefits from tourism, these could be 

more evenly spread if strategies for communal benefits were developed. Therefore, although local 

chiefs and indigenous owners of SMTEs are likely to receive large economic benefits from 

tourism, socio-cultural benefits such as contributions to education, church, housing, village 

infrastructure (water, power, sewerage) may benefit a greater proportion of the community at 

large. Within indigenous, close-knit, communal, societies, such benefits may possibly be more 

appropriate indicators of success. Meyer (2009) questioned how much PPT initiatives could 

achieve, without the support of major industry stakeholders and policy makers. She argued 

that“market forces cannot equitably distribute benefits and costs, and therefore, the public sector 

will have to step in via policies that attempt to redistribute some of the excesses of a market and 

private sector-led tourism industry” (2009, p.198). 

Furthermore, businesses are competitive and profit oriented, so is it fair that they are 

expected to contribute to poverty alleviation as well? Many development agencies and other 

stakeholders believe the private sector can contribute positively to poverty alleviation, “through 

its core business activities in the workplace, the marketplace, along the supply chain, through 

their social investment and philanthropic activities, and through their engagement in public policy 

dialogue and advocacy” (Meyer, 2009, p.199). Since environmentally and socially responsible 

business practices are good for business, there is no reason why tourism entrepreneurs and 

business could not implement more PPT strategies that contribute to poverty alleviation within 

the local communities where they operate (Harrison, 2009). 
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Table 1.1 Types of pro-poor tourism benefits 

 

Nevertheless, some question the extent to which the implementation of PPT is possible. 

De Kadt acknowledged “tourism’s contribution to employment, economic growth, 

entrepreneurship and inter-sectoral linkages” (1979, p.xii), but also claimed it could increase 

disparities both internationally and locally. He questioned whether mass tourism could effectively 

contribute to poverty alleviation, “through more productive work, more widely available social 

services, and increased participation in political decision making” (1979, p.xii). Furthermore, he 

queried the extent to which mass tourism, as a large earner of foreign exchange, was able to fulfil 

this new development goal. Harrison noted, “wealth disparities in destination societies are often 

highlighted by international tourism” (2001, p.252), and this is generally more pronounced in 

LDCs. From a development perspective, all tourism has the potential to provide benefits for the 

poor, but government commitment to the health and welfare of its people is necessary for this to 

succeed. Harrison and Schipani (2007) stated that there was little empirical evidence to show the 

degree to which tourism contributed to poverty alleviation. Researchers, consultants, and aid 

agencies have promoted PPT approaches since the late 1990s (Harrison, 2008). Furthermore, PPT 

is not a model or theory but “an orientation or approach to any form of tourism which focuses on 
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the net benefits accruing to poor people in tourist destination areas” (Harrison, 2008, pp.855-

856). PPT practitioners are not necessarily associated with any particular type of tourism, and 

usually work with aid donors, NGOs and international tourism organisations to develop small-

scale tourism projects (Harrison, 2009). Large inequalities also exist between international 

tourists, whether budget, backpacker or luxury visitors, and poor local communities. 

Community benefit tourism initiatives 

Simpson (2008) presented the concept of Community Benefit Tourism Initiatives 

(CBTIs), and identified the characteristics that enabled the delivery of responsible and 

sustainable CBTIs.  As shown in Figure 1.3 and Figure 1.4, he considered the role of the 

different stakeholders such as government, NGOs, communities, and the private sector, in 

creating an environment that supports local communities, understands their needs and the 

impacts of tourism on their livelihoods.  He suggested the role of governments was to 

facilitate an enabling environment that delivered benefits to communities, minimised risk, 

and encouraged investment.  This would allow for “the development of fair and equitable 

partnerships between local communities and private operators” (Simpson, 2008, p. 10).  

However, even where effective partnerships existed between stakeholders, benefits should be 

measured, monitored, and evaluated, to ensure transparency.  Although the concept of CBTI 

may have similar characteristics to PPT or Ecotourism, by way of providing benefits from 

tourism enterprises to local communities that improve livelihoods, it has a number of 

differences (Ashley, Boyd and Goodwin, 2000).  CBTIs have a wider perspective and focus 

on benefits to the community as a whole, and not just a particular section of it, namely the 

poor.  

Unlike PPT, which is found predominantly in less developed countries, CBTIs are 

considered appropriate for any country or region.  Simpson noted that CBTIs were: 

...relevant to the management and operation of all tourism initiatives as they 

emphasise the role of tourism stakeholders (e.g. industry, governments and non-

governmental organisations (NGOs) in managing tourism in its many forms and they 

take account of, and addresses the needs of communities in all situations and in all 

environments (2008, p. 2).  
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In many cases, it may not be enough for tourism stakeholders to focus on specific 

segments of the community, such as the poor, but instead consider how the wider community 

can benefit from tourism.  CBTI also does not require that the community be involved in 

direct management or ownership of tourism.  This permits governments, NGOs and the 

industry, to develop and distribute benefits to the community without the difficulties that may 

arise with community participation in the decision-making process.  Table 1.2 summarises 

the positive characteristics and benefits of CBTIs, which may be considered more suitable for 

delivering broad development goals to society as a whole.  However, in less developed 

countries, a PPT approach that accrues net benefits to the poor, could also see similar benefits 

to CBTI, received by poor marginalised communities.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.3 Potential roles of government and NGOs in determining community benefits 
from tourism 

(Source: Simpson, 2008, p.8). 
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Figure 1.4 Potential roles of the private sector and tourism industry in community 
benefit tourism initiatives. 

(Source: Simpson, 2008, p.10). 
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Table 1.2 Positive characteristics and benefits of CBTIs 

 

Economic 
 Direct employment opportunities (including administration, guiding, tours and 

transport, construction, hospitality, management, accommodation, shopping, food 
and beverage outlets). 

 Indirect employment opportunities (including environmental management, 
entrepreneurs, other secondary industries). 

 Supports the development of multi-sector or mono-sector non-profit enterprises 
(benefiting/controlled or strongly influenced by communities). 

 Provides invigoration and development to local economies. 
 Provides alternatives to changing or fading traditional industries. 
 Increases land values, and thus rates payable to council for community services. 

Environmental 
 Improves environment (changes in subsistence leading to less degradation of 

natural resources). 
 Encourages awareness and appreciation by the community of natural assets and the 

environment and other resources on which tourism relies. 
 Enhances management and stewardship of natural resources. 

Socio-cultural 
 Provides and stimulates infrastructure development (roads, communications, 

healthcare, education, public transport, access to drinking water and food 
supplies). 

 Increases safety and security. 
 Facilitates workforce development (e.g. rights and conditions). 
  Fosters civic pride (in community, culture, heritage, natural resources and 

infrastructure). 
 Mutually beneficial (to all stakeholders in the community). 
 Creates opportunities (broadening of idea horizons) and promotes cultural 

understanding. 
 Preserves cultural and social heritage and local languages or dialects. 
 Supports and preserves local and unique crafts and skills. 
 Creates a sense of well-being and builds skills and influence. 
 Promotes greater cross-institutional understanding. 
 Appreciation of cross-stakeholder goals and agendas. 
 Influencing and enforcing government policy (national, regional and local). 
 Skills enhancement (training; such as administrative, service industry, 

maintenance, guiding). 
 Building capacity collectively and individually. 
 Fosters empowerment: gender and community; social, financial, political and 

psychological. 
 

(Source: Simpson, 2008, p.3). 
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Conclusion 

This paper provided a brief review of literature relating to sustainable tourism, 

ecotourism, indigenous tourism and community-based tourism both generally and in Fiji.  It 

recognised that these terms are difficult to define and are largely interrelated.  As negative 

impacts of tourism have emerged, the concept of sustainable tourism has become the focus of 

much discussion and research.  Despite difficulties of definition, it is often equated to 

alternative tourism.  Frequently, ecotourism is used interchangeably with sustainable tourism.  

Most definitions acknowledge that ecotourism is nature-based, has an educational 

component, sustainably managed, and provides benefits to local communities.  Despite its 

critics, ecotourism has the potential to conserve natural environments, provide alternative 

livelihoods, and potentially alleviate poverty.  However, critics argue that, ecotourism can 

potentially damage pristine environments and negatively impact local cultures.  Similar forms 

of alternative tourism are indigenous and community-based tourism. 

Social capital was discussed in its capacity to influence community participation in 

entrepreneurship and community development.  Research has shown that social capital can 

play an enabling role in transforming traditional subsistence communities into participating in 

entrepreneurial projects such as tourism development.  A related concept is social exchange, 

which considers the behaviour that two or more actors engage in, when exchanges of goods 

or behaviour can be mutually beneficial.  Social exchanges have rewards or punishments, 

which result in emotional responses of varying intensity.  
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