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Title: A critical examination of indigenous people, tourism and quality of life.
ABSTRACT
An increased demand for indigenous tourism experiences has led to increased contact between tourists and indigenous people, influencing aspects of their quality of life (QOL). This discussion paper examines tourism impacts on QOL in host communities from indigenous perspectives, with a particular focus on indigenous Fijian societies. While sharing similarities in QOL priorities, Indigenous Fijian communities reflected differences as they prioritized their vanua  and cultural traditions within their QOL space. Environmental protection, kinship, solesolevaki(social capital) were prioritized from an indigenous Fijian perspective. These findings challenge current QOL definitions, highlighting the need for culturally informed classifications. This attention is critical to ensure that indigenous communities that have become tourism-active achieve sustainable tourism development. More indigenous ethnographic studies are needed to ensure greater understanding of tourism’s impacts on QOL, so that inherent costs are minimized and benefits are maximized. A more comprehensive understanding of indigenous tourism, specifically one that takes into account the needs and values of its stakeholders which relate to their QOL is needed. An integrated approach that considers indigenous values and cultural priorities is recommended for consideration in contemporary tourism and QOL frameworks in order to create an enhanced QOL paradigm that is applicable across cultures and communities. 

INTRODUCTION
A tourist destination which delivers a rich quality-of-life (QOL)  for its residents can sustain offering high quality tourism experiences while a destination that delivers a poor QOL for its residents may offer a poor quality tourism experience (Uysal, Perdue et al. 2012). The concept of QOL “is concerned with understanding people’s perceived satisfaction with the circumstances in which they live” (Moscardo, 2009, p.162). As a term, it is difficult to define and “is considerably value laden and values differ across individuals and cultures” (Lloyd and Little, 2005, p.150). The study of QOL dates back to early twentieth century research carried out in the United States which sought to evaluate standards of living.  Expanding beyond the social sciences in the 1970s, the study of QOL provides a basis for understanding the way in which various factors in a person’s situation influences that person’s sense of wellbeing (Orange, 1995; Suntikul et al, 2016). QOL research studies ways in which factors in a person’s social environment contribute or detract from the quality of people’s lives. QOL measurement makes reference to a scale that differentiates between “better” and “worse” perceived states. These factors are either subjective – related to one’s perceptions and feelings or objective – related to measureable or tangible aspects of the possibilities and resources a person has access to (Campbell, 1981; Ferris, 2004).  The World Health Organisation (WHO, 1997) defined QOL as “individual’s perceptions of their positions in life in the context of culture and value systems and in relation to their goals, expectations, standards, and concerns. It is a broad concept affected in a complex way by the individual’s physical health, psychological state, level of independence, social relationships, and their relationship to salient features of their environment (WHO, 1997). 

Tourism activities can impact the QOL of a community that has embraced tourism development – by way of social, economic, cultural and environmental impacts (Moscardo 2009, Cecil, Fu et al. 2010, Khizindar 2012, Kim, Uysal et al. 2013, Nunkoo, Smith et al. 2013, Sharpley and Telfer 2014). A community embraces tourism based on the premise that an increase in income from tourists will improve the community’s QOL (Andereck & Jurowski, 2006).  Kim (2002) undertook one of the first studies that linked tourism impacts and QOL. The result of her study indicated that residents perceived tourism impacts and these in turn influenced their sense of wellbeing in both subjective and objective terms. 

Tourism activities are viewed by residents of tourism-active communities as a form of development that positively and negatively influences community QOL (Andereck and Nyaupane, 2011, Usher and Kerstetter, 2014). While a plethora of studies has focused on examining tourism impacts on residents QOL in developed countries, less attention has been paid to the global south (Sharpley and Telfer, 2014). Even much less focus has been placed on indigenous communities, one of the fastest growing sectors of global tourism today (UNWTO, 2017).  Butler and Hinch (1996, p 9) refer to “the umbrella term of indigenous people as describing races of people who are endemic or native to a destination  as opposed to ethnic communities who may inherit an area they have migrated to”. Goehring (1993, p.4) adds that indigenous communities “pre-existed at the time of colonization”. 


Given their limited development opportunities, many indigenous communities have embraced tourism development as a tool to achieve socio-economic development (Sharpley & Telfer, 2014). As tourists seek more authentic experiences, increased contact and engagement takes place between indigenous and non-indigenous communities. This inevitably leads to change and it is imperative to understand how these changes to residents’ QOL are  perceived. In particular, tourism has significant potential to contribute to development outcomes. Therefore research on indigenous communities must now take center stage as indigenous people and indigenous tourism is now a major part of the global tourism experience. Perhaps one of the key issues for indigenous tourism is to ensure that indigenous communities control the pace and nature of this change. What is critically needed is the indigenous researcher’s voice to be heard to not only balance the non indigenous voice but provide a more accurate range of cultural perspectives. Linda Tuhiwai-Smith (1999) speaks to the process as one that involves the decolonization of methodologies where western ethnocentric views is replaced by the evolving indigenous research agenda (Smith, 1999). Like all forms of tourism, the development, implementation and management of indigenous tourism should be underpinned by sustainable tourism principles (Carr et al, 2016).

Given the above, this paper presents key arguments in relation to tourism and QOL from indigenous perspectives. It examines findings of selected empirical case studies undertaken on tourism and its impacts on QOL within select indigenous communities. The paper will be highlighting similarities and differences in QOL themes that have emerged from these empirical studies.  The paper specifically draws attention to research that relates to indigenous Fijian communities and their engagement with tourism development and its associated impacts on their QOL. However the findings are applicable to indigenous communities in other destinations. The paper argues that there is an absence of indigenous perspectives in extant literature and a focus on indigenous worldviews can enhance our understanding of the impacts of QOL in a tourism setting. Indigenous communities are resilient in terms of dealing with social impacts of tourism relative to their wellbeing. In light of the unique evidence presented from these indigenous communities, the paper contends that there is a need to review current QOL definitions, highlighting the need for culturally informed classifications and a push for a culturally contextualized definition. Along similar lines, the paper will also discuss the answer to the question “what do indigenous communities want from tourism?” The final section will conclude with a focus on suggested implications for a future tourism and development research agenda for indigenous communities and their QOL. 

TOURISM AND QOL IN INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES 
While indigenous people have been involved in tourism since they first hosted guests through exploratory and early colonial encounters, indigenous ownership and control has been a recent phenomenon (Bunten, 2018). An emerging body of literature has recently emerged on indigenous communities and their tourism and QOL dynamics. Highlighting indigenous worldviews on tourism impacts on their  QOL, the studies conducted for example, in Tonga (Dyall et al, 1999), Australia (Greiner, et al, 2005), Mauritius (Sharpley & Naidoo, 2010),  Aruba (Croes et al, 2011), Hawaii (McCubbin et al, 2013), Tanzania (Buzinde, Kalavar and Melubo, 2014), Nicaragua (Usher and Kerstetter, 2014), Alaska (Vogt et al, 2016)  and Taiwan (Hung, 2018). The above-mentioned studies reflect significant similarities as well as differences which focus on the social, cultural and psychological needs of people, their families, institutions and communities in order to understand the various elements that impact well-being or QOL (Wilkinson, 1991). The notion of family and community resonates deeply and widely among majority of the studies mentioned above. The Australian study of the Nywaigi traditional owners cite family and community as priority in their QOL, followed by health and health services (Greiner, Larson, Herr and Bligh, 2005). This is also echoed by the study of the Tongan community who indicated that family and mutual obligations are key domains in their community well-being (Dyall et al, 1999). Similarly a study on native Hawaiians (based on 2008 Hawaii Health Survey Data) suggested that Hawaiians valued family commitment and involvement and contribution to one’s community as highly valued in their construct of QOL. The above studies also suggest that extant measures of QOL, which are guided by European values and beliefs, are limiting and alternative conceptualizations need to be considered to accommodate indigenous worldviews (McCubbins et al, 2013).

A compelling viewpoint is presented in the empirical case study of the Masai tribe in Tanzania and their engagement with tourism and their subsequent perceptions of their well-being (Buzinde et al, 2014). Using a development theory and sustainable tourism approach, the study explored how tourism influences indigenous perceptions of QOL. For the Masai tribe, QOL priorities are children, livestock and land resources. Money was rated lower as a priority. Tourism development was seen to have both positive benefits in terms of employment opportunities, the elevation of the status of women while negative impacts centered on land use conflicts and loss of cultural values. Adopting a bottom up approach to examining indigenous conceptions of QOL and to understand how tourism influences indigenous experiences, the paper reflects the need for more dialogue between externally defined measures of QOL and localized conceptions of wellbeing (Buzinde et al, 2014). It reiterates the point made by McCubbin et al, (2013) that the enhanced understanding of and incorporation of indigenous worldviews and knowledge in current indigenous tourism discourse will improve the resilience of these communities. This is not only an ethical imperative but also a pragmatic approach to ensure that the outcomes of academic research facilitate the sustainability of indigenous tourism (Whitford & Ruhanen, 2016). 

Bunten (2010) discusses cultural tourism businesses of indigenous communities in southeastern Alaska and New Zealand and how it impacts their wellbeing or QOL. Bunten’s paper highlights commonalities running through New Zealand’s Tamaki Maori Village and Alaska’s Saxman Village Tours. Traditionally, these indigenous communities manage landownership and natural resources, in which the right to hunt, fish, and gather foods belonged to ancestral groups who rotated harvests and paid respect to plant matter and creatures. Many Alaskan natives and Maoris maintain traditional relations with their land through subsistence, spiritual and other cultural activities.  Stewardship of land and natural resources are highlighted as key components of their QOL. These communities are eager for a type of tourism that upholds their worldviews concerning the environment which forms an important part of the wellbeing of these communities (Bunten, 2010). Understandably, these communities push for tourism development that allows for a platform that “culturalizes our commerce” rather than tourism development that ‘commercializes our culture” (Bunten, 2010). By incorporating cultural values into tourism business models, it is posited that indigenous tourism enterprises will contribute greatly to the QOL of their communities.





FIJIAN PERSPECTIVES 
Selected empirical studies undertaken within the past decade that investigated various degrees of tourism impacts and subsequent links to QOL or wellbeing of indigenous Fijian communities are now analyzed.  A study by Kerstetter and Bricker (2009) explored what place means to indigenous Fijians who are exposed to tourism development. An empirical study undertaken by Sroypecth, et al, 2016) examined host and backpacker perceptions of environmental impacts of backpacker tourism in a well-known backpacker region in Fiji, the Yasawa Islands. Movono and Becken (2018) explored how tourism development has impacted a Fijian village’s development pathway and explored how preferential access to tourism benefits has created disparities among residents of the community. Another recent study examined resident perceptions of tourism impacts on their QOL in a rural Fijian village (Matatolu, 2018). Both aforementioned studies adopted the Fiji Vanua Research Framework (FVRF) to guide their methodology. The FVRF provides a framework to localize research methods, recognize Fijian society and decolonize Pacific research (Nabobo-Baba, 2008). Pratt et al (2016) focused on the research question “does tourism development make residents happy”? As they interrogate QOL in tourism spaces in Fijian indigenous communities, these studies reflect different perspectives in their epistemology, methodological approaches and results.  Tensions that arise from the interaction between tourism and indigenous community spaces are explored as well as successful approaches dealing with these tensions.
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Figure 1:	Republic of the Fiji Islands Map (Source: Tourism Fiji, 2013)


Fiji Islands is located in the South Pacific Ocean, about 3,000 km east of Australia and 2,000 km north of New Zealand. The archipelago consists of a group of more than 330 islands, of which about one hundred are inhabited (refer Figure1). The two major islands are Viti Levu and Vanua Levu. The archipelago enjoys a tropical marine climate with only slight seasonal temperature variations. The island group covers a land area of 18,274 km², this is about twice the size of Cyprus or slightly smaller than the US state of New Jersey. Fiji has a population of about 870,000 people (in 2015), almost three-quarters of the population live on the island of Viti Levu where also the country’s capital Suva is located. Spoken languages are English (official), iTaukei (Fijian) and Fiji Hindi (Fiji Islands Handbook, 2015).

Fiji’s tourism industry has grown steadily over the past 20 years. International visitor arrivals to Fiji grew from 300,000 in 1996 to 792,320 in 2016. Fiji currently captures 40% of total international visitor arrivals into the South Pacific region (South Pacific Tourism Organisation Report, 2017). The tourism industry, Fiji’s economic engine, currently provides direct and indirect employment for over 40,000 people, and contributed FJD1.6b (USD752m) in foreign exchange earnings in 2016, equivalent to 16% of Fiji’s GDP (Reserve Bank of Fiji Report, 2017). The World Bank’s 2017 Pacific Possible Report indicates that tourism provides significant opportunities for economic growth, shared prosperity and improved QOL into the future (Pacific Possible Report, 2017). 

Fijian residents acknowledged the positive economic, environmental and sociocultural impacts of tourism development on their community QOL.  Comments on positive economic benefits included: “Without tourists, the village wouldn’t have any money”, to “the family benefits, the church gets donations, the school fees are paid, and family needs are met” reflect the positive impacts perceived by residents (Kerstetter and Bricker, 2009, p.702). Tourism was also seen as an impetus for maintaining a clean and orderly village. “We clean this beach every Monday for tourists”. Tourists were also acknowledged as contributing to QOL improvements such as a new community center, maintenance of the church, “the community center built from the money donated by a cruise company.  Residents are also hopeful that the interaction of hosts and guests will lead to the maintenance of their traditional mat weaving skills “presentation of mat weaving. part of our local Fijian culture which is slowly disappearing. If tourists come to participate with weavers then this could be a tourist activity” (Kerstetter and Bricker, 2009, p.702).  However, the concept of community satisfaction is a subjective conception and there are various dimensions that can be used to measure QOL. As a subjective measure, it is therefore not easy to formulate standards ( Thuong, Anh, 2018 ).

 The social tensions that arise from the impact of tourism development on these indigenous communities QOL was also cited. Movono and Becken (2018) pointed out that tourism development in the village of Vatuolalai has been both a blessing and curse and has led to the collapse of pre-existing systems of social capital. Pre- and post-tourism recollection by elders of the community point this out succinctly by referencing that while the Fijian practice of solesolevaki, or collective community effort, is still being observed, it is weaker because of tourism involvement, modernization and development. “We were quick to embrace the hotel and the new lifestyle it brought we could earn money and make better lives for our families. The impact of tourism was almost immediate. One moment we were working together for the betterment of our community; the next we were working for our own interests and our families – turning more individualistic”. Elenoa, a female elder, echoes this sentiment “…this changed social relations and interactions because people were driven away from communal work to focus on paid work…..we don’t have the genuine communal unity we used to enjoy” (Movono and Becken, 2018, p.152). 

Pratt et al (2016) reflected similar sentiments in their empirical study of indigenous Fijian communities. A close relationship with a tourism resort has led to an increase in material wealth for villagers. Females have developed new skills, confidence and in the process have elevated their economic and social standards. Through being more financially independent, women have demanded a say in family and village affairs and this has led to social tensions and conflict. This has also affected traditional gender roles in the village and influenced shifts in the social settings.  A recent empirical study (Matatolu, 2018) of a rural indigenous Fijian community in the Sigatoka Valley found that the tourism activity contributed to social tensions within the community. These conflicts were largely in relation to the conflicting demands of hosting tourists and tending to their family farming commitments.   

One of the ways this tension has been addressed is seen in how the community of Vatuolailai village adapted to a new social system (Movono and Becken, 2018). Given the discrepancies in financial benefits accorded to each landowning unit or mataqali in the village, the clans that received less financial benefits from tourism by way of lease monies retreated and regrouped as a mechanism to cope with social tensions brought about by tourism involvement. The new social structure put in by residents meant that collective efforts were now initiated at clan level where decisions are initially debated before collective discussions and action are executed for the whole community (Movono and Becken 2018). This highlights the resourcefulness and resilience of small island communities to respond positively, collectively and responsibly to an identified challenge (Baldacchino 2005). It also counters commonly held views of small island developing states as being vulnerable to exogenous shocks and lacking the resilience and coping strategies to deal with challenges that impact their QOL (Scheyvens and Momsen 2008).

The weekly hosting of a 3-hour ecotourism tour in Sautabu village during the peak tourism season by its residents has contributed to tensions among villagers in terms of its perceived benefits.  While residents appreciated the fact that tourism led to an improvement in their QOL, it was not considered to be sufficient. Sautabu villagers daily lives revolve around semi-subsistence farming and residents pointed out that the economic benefit received from the tour was less than the income they received from the sale of their agricultural produce. Residents did not feel they were getting adequately compensated for the time and resources spent in hosting tourists in their village. Eseta, the tour guide, stated that “if I worked on my farm for a day I would get $20 so in  a week I earn $120 – compare this to the money I earn from the tour where I get $40 for 4 weeks of  work – that’s much less than what  I get from farming” (Matatolu, 2018, p.62).

An interesting perspective that came from Sautabu village pointed out the fact that tourism was the “new religion” in the village. A resident commented that their tourism engagement led to changing priorities reflected in the statement “Church is empty, community hall is full”. It provides an interesting angle to discuss in relation to indigenous communities and their perceptions of tourism relative to their QOL. The church plays a central and influential role in Fijian communities and it is a dominant social institution in their daily lives (Ravuvu, 1983). The community hall reference talks about the focal point of tourist activity as it is where tourists are welcomed, entertained and fed while in the village. The village pastor talks up tourism as the new religion….when tourists come the community hall is full but when the church lali is beaten on Sunday to summon villagers to church, it remains empty”(Matatolu, 2018, p.80).This may also reflect a need to move beyond purely objective and subjective domains and include psycho-cultural data included in the QOL measurement equation (Wish, 1986).

VANUA IS CENTRAL
The selected studies highlighted the unique central role of the “vanua” to the indigenous Fijian, their chiefly system, and traditions within indigenous Fijian communities. Vanua is a term Fijians use to describe their connection with the environment (place). Ravuvu (1983, p70) states that “the vanua does not only mean land and the area one is identified with, vegetation, animal life and objects on it, but also includes the social and cultural system – the people, their traditions and customs,, beliefs and values and the various other institutions established for the sake of achieving harmony, solidarity, and prosperity within a particular social context”. Looking through the lenses of photo elicitation and its identification of “places”, indigenous residents identified their environment as a place that was central to their identity, their being, their culture (Kerstetter and Bricker, 2009).  For residents in Tikina Nacula, the context for Kerstetter and Bricker’s research, their environment is intertwined with daily activities and the creation of memories. A tikina is a collection of several villages in the Fijian local government administration structure. The coastal based village residents of Tikina Nacula village in the Yasawa Islands acknowledged the critical importance of the ocean to their quality of life. “The ocean is important because it provides fish, shellfish… it’s where we fish…this is where the big ships bring tourists to this place” (Kerstetter and Bricker, 2009, p.702). The results of this empirical research pointed out that Fijians value their village and their way of life, the culture and history associated with traditions. They speak of the importance of protecting and maintaining the natural environment as central to the continued maintenance of their traditions and lifestyle as well as tourism. 

These findings were similar to those concluded by the study of Sautabu village resident perceptions of tourism and its impact on their QOL (Matatolu, 2018). The vanua was highlighted by residents as a key priority for residents in relation to their QOL. Respondent statements included “without the vanua we are nothing”; “our land will always continue to be an important part of our identity as indigenous Fijians”(Matatolu, 2018, p.72).Within the context of indigenous Fijian communities, land becomes more than a physical commodity as normally seen through the western gaze. Often these go into spiritual dimensions and residents may choose not to share spiritual insights with visitors or they may restrict certain sacred areas within this landscape (Hollingshead, 1996). The River Safari tour guide shared that tourists who visit Sautabu village are not allowed to go into the chief’s bure or the burial grounds because this is considered a sacred place for residents of the village (Matatolu, 2018). The above are similar to earlier referenced findings of indigenous communities in Tonga (Dyall et al, 1999), Australia (Greiner et al, 2005) and Alaska and Maori (McCubbin, et al, 2013) indigenous communities that showed that land, mutual obligations, spirituality, and family are key elements constituting community well-being. It can be argued that these provide an interesting departure to extant QOL literature which highlights predominantly western characterization of well-being with values like money, income and material wellbeing considered of paramount importance within western  spaces (Kim et al, 2013).  From the above discussion it is critical that effort is made to address the need to integrate subjective elements and accommodate local indigenous perspectives into the academic discourse on QOL definitions and conceptualisations. 

The paramount importance that indigenous Fijian communities place on traditional kinship links as compared to eurocentric values of money and material wealth when it comes to QOL priorities is a common thread found in the articles. The study by Pratt et al (2016) discusses this dynamic in their findings when comparing the tourism village of Vatuolalai and the nontourism village of Buca Bay. Vatuolalai Village, one of Fiji’s most modern villages, is located in Fiji’s Coral Coast region, one of Fiji’s leading tourism regions, and sits adjacent to a 4-star 240-room luxury resort called The Naviti Resort. In the 1970s, the landowners from the village agreed to lease their land to the hotel provided work was given to the villagers. The residents were among the first in Fiji to be employed in the tourism industry when the resort opened in 1974 (Movono et al, 2015).  Buca Bay, on the other hand, is located on Fiji’s second biggest island, Vanua Levu, and has not experienced much exposure to tourism when compared to Viti Levu. Its residents are subsistence villagers, living a communal traditional lifestyle that strictly observes traditional ways of living (Movono et al, 2015). 


The study by Pratt et al (2016) found that despite residents of Vatuolalai being materially wealthier, residents of Buca Bay reflected higher levels of happiness across a significant number of domains. Less than a quarter (22.6%) of Votuolalai village were happy compared with over three-quarters of Buca Bay residents. Conversely, 77.4% of villagers in the tourism village were not-yet-happy compared to 22.9% in the non tourism village (Pratt et al, 2016). Material wealth provided by tourism employment and economic benefits to Vatuolalai residents were not contributing to higher levels of happiness as shown in this study.

Similarly Kerstetter and Bricker (2009) point out that these indigenous communities value their Fijian village, way of life, and culture and history associated with their traditions. Residents valued their chiefly system, church and spirituality, celebrations, traditions, places and practices and traditional crafts which gave their lives meaning and symbolic of what was special within their daily existence.  Fijian communities’ value family and it is a critical part of their social fabric. Life in the village is based on residents sharing and caring for each other (Kerstetter and Bricker, 2009).  

A similar thread running through the empirical studies was the finding that the host/guest interactions have led to expanded world views by residents. Kerstetter and Bricker (2009) found that residents of Nacula have recognized that their children need to be educated on business principles if tourism is to survive as the primary source of income in their community. They have become more aware of the challenges involved in how to “be in the world” (Gustaffson, 2001).  Sautabu village residents acknowledged that tourism development has not only expanded their views of the world but their world making ability as well.  A resident commented “We meet people from around the world through tourism, different nationalities, they come see our way of living and appreciate how we live”. “Our children are happy and healthy and tourists ask why we are like this” (Matatolu, 2018).

A study which used social exchange theory to examine resident reactions to tourism development in West Virginia, USA raised thought-provoking findings (Gursoy, Jurowski and Uysal, 2002) when compared to our selected studies. The West Virginia Results showed that the perception of tourism impacts by residents is influenced by issues that residents value. A similar study in USA (Gursoy and Jurowski, 2004) found that residents supported tourism development because it provided benefits to their community. A glaring gap in these findings is the lack of cultural context in the norms and rules that regulate social exchange in communities. Social exchange theory is based on the concept of rewards but cultures are different and in some cultures its members don’t seek a reward for a relationship. As highlighted by the Sautabu village study, in Fijian villages it is considered a duty to commit to village responsibilities, and no rewards are sought when residents are asked by the village headman to sit in the community hall and welcome tourists (Matatolu, 2018; Cropanzo and Mitchell, 2005). In addition the reference to economic models reduces social exchange theory to a set of market-like exchanges of material objectives that driven by extrinsic motivations like gain – assuming that people are all individualistic and reward seeking. This may be challenging when applied to the Fijian social context where the lifestyle is generally communal and not individualistic (Ravuvu, 1983).

The above results highlight the importance of broadening the academic scholarship and discussion of tourism impacts on resident QOL to embrace culturally informed values and definitions beyond the standard western-centric definitions. Community-based tourism project managers, tourism developers, policy makers and practitioners in indigenous community spaces can use these findings to guide their sustainable tourism development activities (Sharpley and Telfer, 2014). Tourism developers need to ensure that tourism development projects are built to enhance and preserve cultural heritage and empower them to retain their authenticity which could help preserve their QOL, environment and the social fabric of villages or communities (Kerstetter and Bricker, 2009).
There were marked differences in the perceptions of residents and tourists when it came to environmental impacts of backpacker tourism on QOL (Sroypetch et al, 2016). Backpackers believe that they generate a higher extent of negative environmental impacts on the destination as compared to their host perceptions. For example, in relation to the generation of litter, backpackers agreed that they contributed significantly to litter while residents believed that it was the residents who contributed the most to littering. Ben, a resident aged 40, stated that “this is not caused by tourists but by locals as most of us are low educated so we don’t know how to protect our environment” (Sroypetch et al, 2016, p.208).  

The above discussion of similarities and differences in findings of empirical studies reinforce the importance of articulating the “mutual gaze” suggested by Maoz (2006) who highlights the importance of two-way gazing between locals and tourists. This mutual gaze contributes to the tourist-host encounter and each gaze has an effect on the other. As Maoz (2006, p.225) states “the mutual gaze makes both sides seem like puppets on a string, since this regulates their behavior”. Effort must not be spared in gaining both tourist and host gaze as they are valuable in assisting planners and policymakers to implement sustainable tourism practices (Sroypetch et al, 2016).  It is also critical to expand on the “tourist gaze” (Urry and Larsen, 2011) in the empirical studies that focused on resident perceptions only (Movono & Becken, 2018; Pratt et al, 2016; Matatolu, 2018; Kerstetter and Bricker, 2009). Sharpley (2014) asserted that the tourist gaze is important in any research that looks at tourism perceptions rather than focusing solely on host perceptions as the tourism encounter is one that involves hosts and residents. It also provides a balanced and holistic perspective on the dynamic tourist-host encounter.

The Pratt (et al 2016) study also gives rise to new questions when it comes to sustainable tourism development in indigenous communities like Fiji. Are the economic, cultural and social benefits of tourism sustainable in the long run? For example the study points out that the economic benefits of tourism to the tourism village has led to the economic empowerment of women, which has subsequently impacted traditional gender roles in the village and shifted in social arrangements, sometimes leading directly to  more  tensions between men and women and social conflicts in the village. 

This paper suggests that the tool of storytelling could have been used in this case as it continues to be integral to Indigenous research as it recognizes and reaffirms the power of individual stories that contribute to a collective account that can help lead to change (Smith, 2012). As described by Māori scholar Linda Tuhiwai-Smith, “…story is both method and meaning…” (2012, p.146). Thus, the method cannot be ‘adapted’ or compared to Western methodology without jeopardizing the meaning of the data or experiences shared. It is suggested that it is extremely important to utilize a methodology informed by indigenous methods when investigating the experiences of indigenous peoples as it is a decolonizing approach, and it respects the holistic nature of Indigenous worldviews (Smith, 2012). According to Freire’s (1970) discussion on knowledge and action, employing a Western methodology when working with stories of Indigenous lived experience would be colonizing as it would separate the stories from the worldview and reality that they are told from.

IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE STUDIES
As we look to the future, these studies have implications in relation to academic scholarship on indigenous tourism and QOL. There is a need for a more comprehensive understanding of indigenous tourism, specifically one that takes into account the needs and values of its residents which relate to their QOL. Within the backdrop of today’s sustainability agenda, tourism development in many indigenous spaces, including Fiji, are trending towards the facilitation of sustainable tourism development. The question that needs to be asked is ‘what constitutes a sustainable tourism agenda in an indigenous tourism context” ? What do indigenous people want from tourism? It is hoped that the preceding discussion has advanced answers to these critical questions. By achieving a better understanding of indigenous people’s values and priorities when it comes to their QOL priorities and engagement with tourism, a more balanced and holistic approach will be achieved. In particular, when indigenous people themselves drive, guide and frame the research effort and process, there will be a deeper understanding of this area’s many facets (Whitford and Ruhanen, 2016). 
This paper suggests that scholars and practitioners pursue context-based approaches rather than universal answers to address social tensions that arise from the interaction between hosts and guests within the indigenous space. Hunter (1997) posits the need to address different goals in different situations rather than pursuing universal answers. 
“each destination therefore has the challenge of identifying the factors causing change locally and understanding the dynamics in its own context …..a policy adapted in one context must not be regarded as a model solution for another destination”.
(Laws et al, 1998, p9).

CONCLUSION
Increased contact between tourists and hosts in indigenous spaces has led to the development of fresh perspectives that challenge the existing academic discourse on tourism activities and the QOL of indigenous communities. The empirical findings of these selected studies not only reaffirm extant literature but also provide a conceptually compelling basis that challenge existing knowledge and provide a basis for further exploration.  This paper also supports the call by QOL expert Professor Sirgy who pushes for the inclusion of QOL metrics that accommodate various levels of analysis, including those at different community, geographic and specific clusters of countries (Sirgy, 2017).  The paper advocates for an integrated approach to QOL frameworks, one that considers indigenous cultural values and priorities. This is necessary to create an inclusive QOL definition and paradigm that is applicable across western and non-western cultures and communities. In conclusion, this paper also calls for indigenous tourism scholars to be major contributors to, and main commentators on, indigenous tourism (Carr, Ruhanen and Whitford, 2016).  The indigenous communities need to play a greater role in controlling the pace and nature of change brought about by tourism development to ensure sustainable tourism development is achieved long term.
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