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Abstract: The paper looks at the relationship between tourism and land ownership, particularly
land ownership in the traditiona context. While a substantiad number of tourist
accommodeations are located on native land, no in depth study has been undertaken to
assess the attitudes and involvement of the native land owners in the tourism sector.

Native land makes up about 83% of Fiji’ stota land area and tourism has been the
country’ s leading income earner for the last decade. Land is aresource held very
dearly in the hearts of the indigenous Fijians. They will go to great lengths to see that
ownership of this resource remainsin their hands. Unfortunately, it is the use to
which the Fjians put this resource which seems suspect. Tourism is seen asaway,
wherever possible, to put this resource to its highest and best use.

The land manager has aduty to the landowners and the country at large in seeing that
the landowners and the country get the maximum benefit for the use of this resource.
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I ntroduction:

This paper sets out to congder the literature and examine the attitudes and involvement of the native
landowners in the accommodation sector of the tourism industry in Fji. A substantid number of
tourist accommodation in the country is Stuated on native land (as opposed to State or Freehold
land) and amogt al of these accommodetions are on leased properties. An indgnificant number of
these accommodeations are on lands not |eased.

Studies undertaken on the tourism industry in Fiji have looked a the economic, marketing and the
socid and culturd aspects of the business. (Britton, 1979; King, 1995; Prasad and Tisdell, 1998 and
Burns, 1996). To the best of the author's knowledge no in depth study has been undertaken to
asxss the rdatonship between tourism development and land ownership, paticularly land
ownership in the traditiond Hijian context. This study will thoroughly examine the atitude and
involvement of the native landowners in the accommodation sector in three different settings. Fird,
the case where one of the native landowners, by virtue of his traditiond right as a landowner,
utilises a portion of his owning unit’s holding to establish a tourist resort. Second, two brothers and
a dder, landowners of a patia of land over which a company leases and operates a tourist
degtination, are aso shareholders to the company. Third, a land owning unit, owners of an idand
over which a tourist destination is located are mere beneficiaries of the terms of the lease. The three
SHtings represent the typica types of involvement of the native landowners in the accommodation
sector of the tourism industry in Fiji. For comparison purposes, a tourist accommodation Situated
on freehold land is dso the subject of this study.

It is envisaged that the levels of attitude and involvement of the native landowners will differ in the
three different settings. In the case where one of the landowners, by virtue of being a landowner
utilises a portion of the owning unit's land as a touris dedtingtion the following Stuations may
aise
1. Money: Provided the owner of the busness shares some monetary gains derived from the
business or contributes ggnificantly to the land owning unit's socid obligations, there is bound
to be oppostion or even fedings of haired to the extent of jedlousy towards him by his fellow
members.
2. Employment: As to the level of paticipation in the business that it would be interesting to
see from where the owner draws members of his work force. From a business point of view, the
owner has a free hand to choose the best person for the job. Being a privately owned and
comparaively smal enterprise, the owner may be obliged to employ members of his household
fird. If the owner wants to keep the solidarity and unity of the landowning unit and if the
busness is expanding, the owner might draw members of the workforce from the various
households comprising the land owning unit. If, on the other hand, there are informa or splinter
groups exiging within the land owning unit that leaning heavily towards members to the splinter
group to which the owner belongsis likely to form the bulk of members of hiswork force.

In the case where the landowners are dso shareholders in the operation that the following Stuations
can be expected:
1. As for landowners attitude towards the business, provided the business is expanding and the
landowners see or foresee some tangible benefits and returns to their investment, there is dill
bound to be some negative attitudes and reactions against the operation.
2. As shaeholders in the business and provided there are sufficiently qualified members of the
landowning unit, it is envisaged that they will hold some key postions to the operation. There
would undeniably be a large number of people from the landowning unit employed in the
busness. It is expected that one or two members from the landowning unit St as Board
members.
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The case of landowners benefiting from the terms of the lease is bound to create a variety of

attitudina responses.
1. Frd is the dtitude of the landowners towards the operations. If the terms and conditions of
the lease have been fully observed by the lessee especidly in the areas of rental to be derived
from the operation and employment to the landowners, a sympathetic attitude towards the
operation is expected from the landowners. The busness owner's management syle is a critica
factor. If the owner observes some degree of protocal in his dedlings with the landowners then a
positive attitude towards the operation is more likely.
2. The degree of involvement of the landowners in the busness is a thorny issue. It is the
researcher’s experience that landowners participation, especidly in employment, has been the
one mgor area of dispute between business owners and landowners. While the term of the lease
date that landowners are given first preference over jobs they are cgpable of doing, it has been
the experience in alot of cases that landowners want to be considered for al types of jobs, from
the post of manager to the garden boy, even in the absence of appropriate qualifications.

The freehold property being introduced as a comparison rases a number of important issues,
paticularly in relaion to recent developments where indigenous Fjians have lad dams to and
even forcefully took control of such properties. The atitude of villagers living in close proximity to
the property (and who may have some higtoric clams to the land, dthough these cams are not
consdered legdly binding on the freehold owners) , should be taken heed of for the sake of creating
an atmosphere of goodwill in the neighbourhood. Further, the Native Land Trust Board, acting on
behdf of the naive landowners, has indituted legd action agangt Government over two freehold
properties namely, the city of Lautoka and the idand of Vulagi in Sabeto, Nadi. These are test cases
and if the NLTB succeeds, then smilar freehold property owners arein for big trouble.

Being both owners of 83.5% of the country’s totd land area and aso owners of land over which a
subgtantial number of tourist dedtinations are located, it is consdered that the native landowners
atitude and involvement in the industry has to be properly understood. The long-term stability and
sudainability of the indugry in the country is to some extent, dependant on the goodwill of the
naive landowners. This will only be redised if thar atitude and level of involvement is thoroughly
understood with the view to addressing any real or perceptua shortcomings.

The Tourism Industry:

Travel and tourim is the world's largest crestor of jobs in most countries, providing employment
for over 100 million people worldwide (World Tourism Organisation, (WTO) (1997), p. 212).
There is, however, disagreement amongst professionals and economists about the economic impact
of tourism as pointed out by Sutcliffe, 1985 and Hetcher, 1989. There is, neverthdess, the
consensus amongst commentators that tourism contributes sgnificantly to foreign exchange, to the
Gross Domegtic Product (GDP) and employment (Harrison, 1997). In the Pecific, internationd
tourism experienced accderated growth during the 1960s and the mid 1970s. The consequences of
the industry’s growth on idand communities became of a serious concern for socid scientists,
tourigt industry professonas and the idanders (Deburlo, 1984; Farrel, 1977; Fox 1975; and Par
1975). There is dso disagreement whether tourism is an effective agent for economic change given
the idand dtates sizes and the nature of their smal economies (Varley. 1978, p. 100; WTO, 1999,

p.4).

Hji entered the fidd of forma touriam ealier than mogt South Pecific idand countries. Although
the first forma nationd tourism programme was not drawn up until 1973 (Bet and Coallins, 1973),
tourism development in Fiji started on an ad hoc basis in the early 1900s with the establishment of
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the Mebourne Hotd, Club Hoted Viti House and a few boarding houses (Plange, 1996, p. 205). One
of the country’s landmarks, the Grand Pecific Hotel, which was later proclaimed as an heritage ste
by the Nationd Trust of Fiji was built around that time. The second tourism megter plan was
completed in 1989 (Coppers and Lybrand, 1989) and the third in 1997 (Deloitte and Touche, 1997).
In 1982, tourism surpassed sugar as Fiji's main source of foreign exchange. As an immediate effect
of the May 1987 military coups, tourist arivas declined and earnings fell sharply; sugar was once
agan more important as an earner. In 1989, tourism regained the ascendancy and maintained it for
the next decade. This trend was disrupted by the military coup of May 19, 2000, which has
adversdly affected the industry (The Fiji Times, June 24, 2000, p.p. 3).

The Problem of Utilisng Native Land

Native landowners participation in the commercial and business sector has aways been a concern
of past and present governments. It is generdly bedieved that landowners lack of participation in
this area was due to a number of reasons including their lack of interet or a negative attitude to
business. Part of the problem liesin the ownership and the use of their land.

Native lands are owned on a communa bads by native Fijians. Fijians are a digtinct ethnic group
who speak a separate and distinct language and share a common culture. They comprise about 55%
of the population of Fiji. As descendants of Fiji's origind setlers they are registered a birth with
the Naive Lands Commission, thereby being assured of ther rights as landowners (Nayacakaou,
1975, p.1). The ownership of native land varies across the country. A piece of land may belong to
the entire village or to a yavusa (largest kinship grouping). In most cases, land is owned by
matagali (socid unit, divison of a yavusa) groups. Ownership of land may be aso by tokatoka
(socid unit, subdivison of mataqali) groups (Nayacakalou, 1971, p. 3). In a few cases where
individuas own a particular piece of land, they do so not in a private cagpecity but on the bass of the
position they hold. In such instances land ownership tends to be described as follows:

“Ownership of............. (name of land) rests with whoever for the time being holds the title
of.ovvininnns (Title one holds)”.

Although ownership of these lands rest with the Fijian landowners, control of these lands are vested
with the Native Land Trust Board (NLTB), a datutory propety management organisation
established in 1940.

In theory a member of a land owning unit, by virtue of being a member, is a liberty to use a
portion of his landowning unit's holding. In practice, this is not straightforward or a smple matter
as there are protocol and practices that have to be observed. A person living in the village, for
example, because he takes pat in the landowning unit's socid obligations, can judifidbly use a
portion of his landowning unit's land. On the other hand, an absentee landowner, because he does
not teke pat in the land owning unit's socid obligations, by his own “guilty conscience’, finds its
difficult to use pat of his land owning unit's holding. The absentee landowner will firg have to
prove his worth before heis readily accepted into the unit.

In some ingtances, a member, because he wants to secure financia assstance to either start or
broaden his business, would require to lease a portion of his owning unit's land. The person would
have to procure the written consent of the mgority of those land owners over the age of 21 years
before this can be lodged with the NLTB for consderation. The process of gathering people
together for a meeting in which to discuss the intention on the part of one of them is cumbersome.
The process is even more difficult if some of the members work or resde in other parts of Fiji or
abroad. In the event that a lease is granted by the NLTB, the land so0 leased will be used as collaterd
security for a loan from ether the Fiji Development Bank or one of the commercid banks. A person
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from outsde of the landowning unit will have to go through the same pocess if the person requires
alease.

The uncertainties surrounding the renewd of leases is a cause for concern to tenants. After having
invested subgtantiad amounts of money to improve properties, tenants find that at the expiry of these
leases they either have to leave or pay large amounts, varioudy termed “goodwill” or

“premium” to have these leases renewed.

Even with the security of tenure purportedly being provided for under the terms of the lease, people
leesng native land ae 4ill insecure in s0 far as thelr occupation and use of these lands are
concerned. The increasng number of illega take over of leased lands, including tourist resorts by
the native landowners is testimony to this fact (The Fiji Times, 9/9/92, p.p. 6; Lea, 1996, p.p. 133;
The Fiji Times, 3/9/99, p.p. 3). The sense of patriotism being initiated by the perpetrators of the
1987 and 2000 military coups have created a fase impresson in the minds of some indigenous
Fjians about the taking of laws into ther hands. This has also resulted in the illegd take over of
leasehold lands including tourist resorts on freehold properties (The Fiji Times, July 12, 2000, p.p.
3).

Prasad and Tisdell (1998, p.180) suggest that the red issue facing the tourism industry and potentia
investors is the conflict between the role of the NLTB, the land owning units and the individuds.
While the landowners may have ther own plans for tourism deveopment, the plan itsdf is
dependent on the acceptance by the NLTB and the statutory planning authorities. On the other hand
while the NLTB has its own plans, this is dependent on the acceptance by the landowners.
According to Ward (1995), there is a conflict between the practice, cusom and the law regarding
naive land in Fiji.

The Fijian Administration and Traditional Leadership

A knowledge of the Hijian socid and adminidraive sysems is conddered important in
understanding the reaionship between the people and ther land. The knowledge gained in
understanding the relationship between people and the land is then used to ded with a very large
and complex indugtry like tourism. Fijians are subject to both laws of the Centrd Government and
to the laws and regulations of the separate Fijian Adminidration. The latter requires them to pay
provincia rates and in some provinces, to pay land rates (Fijian Affairs Act, 1978 Edition).

The Fjian Adminidration is divided into three levels. At the highest are 14 yasana or provinces.
These are subdivided into tikina or districts and these didricts are further subdivided into koro or
villages A number of villages form a vanua. The firg subdivison within a village is generdly
known as the yavusa which may be made up of severad matagali. The dtructure is not uniform
through out Fiji. In some aress, the matagali is further subdivided into tokatoka.

Nayacakdou (1975, p. 31) has dated that traditional leader is the person who occupies the
cusomary office of chief of the group and has a right, subject to conditions, to make decisons on
dl matters affecting the group. Nayacakaou further stated that most matters are group concerns
known as ka vakavanua (matters of the land).

In recent times, however, there have been an increesng number of disputes involving traditiond
paramount leaders titles. In many chiefly disputes of the modern age the underlying factor is greed.
Chiefs of mgor landowning units are pad a large percentage of lease monies (The Fiji Times,
Editorid, April 3, 2000).

Tourismin Fiji: Native Land Owner Attitude and Involvement 5
© Timoci Waqgaisavou (2001)



Spiritudity and the Land

The concept of vanua is closdy associated with Fijian traditiona leadership. It has more than one
meaning, though vanua typicaly consds of severd villages whose dlegiance rests with one chief
or overlord. Weaver (1991) has stated that the concept of vanua takes into account resources such
as people, forest, soil and vegetation and that it encompasses peoples past, present and future
spiritua and genedlogica reationship with their surroundings.

The Chridian fath, to which most Fjians subscribe, places great reverence to the land. God,
according to Chrigians, crested man from the land (earth/soil) and gave him the breath of life (The
Holy Bible, (1997, p.2). When man dies his body decays and returns to the ground from where it
had come, and the spirit returns to God who gave it. (The Holy Bible (1997, p.727).

The Fijian views the land with sacredness and spiritudity. Scarr (1983) has dated that there is an
inner connection between the land as actud turf and land as a reigious symbol for the Hjian.
Spesking on this subject, Ratu Sir Lala Sukuna said:
He regarded it as something of divine ordination, something that was created to control him
through life, something he must expliatly server but something dso tha would hdp him in
his difficulties, care for him in histroubles and protect him in danger (p. 76).

Tuwere (1992, pp. 20) dated that the literd meaning of vanua is land. In very broad terms, it
encompases many things and includes earthly turf, flora and fauna, foredt, rivers and mountains
and people. Tuwere further stated that vanua is a socid fact which, for the Fjian people, holds life
together and gives it its meaning. To be cast out from ones vanua is to be cut off from on€'s source
of life.

The word “vanua’ is dmilar and has pardld meaning in a number of Pacific idand languages,
fanua in Samoa, fonua in Tonga, fenua in Tahiti and whenua in Maori. It is a reference to the basis
of life on earth. Wagaisavou (1997) dated that the connection between place and people is a
physicd one referring not only to ones piece of land for gardening, it is dso shown by the planting
of a tree (normdly a coconut) on the spot where the child’'s umbilica cord was buried. The bdief is
that the child will be connected to the basis of life on earth through out hislife.

The Land Tenure System

The concept of land tenure relates to the rules whereby a society defines the access people have to
land and the uses to which people put the land, including the economic benefits generated
therefrom.

There are three (3) forms of land tenurein Fji. These are:
(i) State land
(ii) Freehold land
(i) Native land

State lands are lands administered by the State and condtitute about 10% of the totd land area
Freehold lands are lands individudly owned and these conditute about 7% of the totd land area
while Native lands are those lands owned by the native Fjians and condtitute 83% of the country’s
total land area.
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When something is owned on a communa basis and there is no ddineation of respongbilities, there
is the posshility that a large number of co- owners do not take a responsible attitude to the manner
in which such matters are used. In addition, it is dways difficult to have dl the co-owners
unanimous agreement to have matters dtered and in the end there are congant disputes and
problems arisng amongst the co-owners about the ownership of such matters. This is true in the
context of land owned by native Fijians.

The nature of ownership of native land is perceived as a barier to development and progress
because unless naive land is leased and thus a formd title is avalable, no lending inditution will be
in a podtion to grant financia assstance to develop such lands. The problem is compounded by the
difficulty in having dl the co-owners agree to having their lands leased.

The Indigenous People

The Hijian people, like dl indigenous peoples, are identifiable groups with common hidtories,
cultures and forms of sovereignty — long predate nationdates and their sysems of laws.
Neverthdess, date lawvs and politics have historicdly been used to subsume, defeat, and subjugate
these peoples. The United States history, for example, shows that the sovereignty of indigenous
peoples was subsumed within nation-state sovereignty through military enforcement of U.S. legd
doctrines that denied full internationa datus to indigenous peoples
(http://mvww.nativeweb.org/pages/legd/indig-intersectionshtml , pp. 1-3)

Audrdia, for example, have drawn criticism from the internationd community on the maiter
relaing to its amendments to the Native Title Act which the Committee on the Eliminaion of
Racid Disrimination have found to be discrimingtory agangt the Aborigind  community.
http://www.caa.org.a/campa gns/urgent/cerd11.html pp. 1-4). Watson (2000, pl) has lamented that
the Aborigines have sruggled to regain some of their losses in law, language, and culture and are
now in a process of reviving and heding in the aftermah of the holocaust — colonidism and
genocide.

In Aotearoa or New Zedland, the indigenous people, the Maori, have protested againgt the terms of
the Treaty of Waltangi, a tresty between Britan and the Maori tribes. The Maori people have
protested about land and fishing losses, the dedtruction of ther tribal ways and the falure to provide
for ther culture and the daus of the Treaty was continued without bardy a pause.
(http://io.knowledge- basket.co.nz/waitangi/press0cmwlith.HTM, pp. 1-6). In the same context, the
present Fijian generation is complaining about the Deed of Cession of 1874. They have dtated that
whereas the sovereignity of ther land was given to Queen Victoria by the Fjian chiefs, the British
monarchy should have receiptrocated when Fiji gained independence in 1970 (Deed of Sovereignity
(2000), Native Land Trust Board, Suva.

The globa palitica-economy is a mgor arena of conflict and sruggle for indigenous peoples.
Economic “development” is a hadlmark of international discourse.  Development theory, critiqued
as biased toward western interpretations of “progress’, has been incorporated into theories of
economic “globaization” and “free trade’. These theories and the internationd market politics
which surround them put indigenous peoples a risk. The Prime Miniger of Fiji has encouraged the
newly formed Fiji Indigenous Business Council to exchange ideas and connect with established
employers group and chambers of commerce in the country. He said
We want to remove imbdances in the economy, which weigh heavily agang Fjians. We
ae concened here with the incluson, basc economic rights and far divison and
opportunity for and protect the rights of, an indigenous community which is under
represented, disadvantaged or margindised in key areas of the economy (p.1) .
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(http://209.162.176/news/news.php3art=20/20m.html (21/10/2000), pp.1-2).

The United Nations Sugtainable Development’s High Level Segment heard in its proceedings on
indigenous people on 26 April 2000 that the Maori people of New Zedland are attempting to build a
participatory economy founded on sustainable economic growth. The proceeding adso heard that
globdisation was having a negetive impact on the indigenous people of Peru in tha development
programs in the area, such as intendve agriculturd production, growing tourism, and over-use of
natura resources are largely at the expense of the locd indigenous communities.

The proceeding dso heard that American Indian lands are often un-developed or under-developed
making them prime for development projects. However, these projects are often unresponsive and
abusve of nauwrd, culturd and soiritud  vdues of indigenous Ameican  Indians.
(http:/Awww.un.org/esalsustdev/mgipdaypanl.htm, pp. 1-2).

Managing Stakeholders' Interests

Touriam literature and research output point to the need for increased collaboration in managing
stakeholders interests (Jama and Getz 1995; Keogh 1990). Jama and Getz (1995) have suggested
that athough some people try to present a definitive argument as to the impact of tourism on
community development (i.e. promotes or destroys the overdl qudity of life),.the crux of the
argument presented in much of the literature is the need for more active involvement of dl people
affected by the proposed development. This, they have suggested, is Smilar to the underlying
premise of “dakeholder theory”. In the Fijian context, the native landowners views and desre
should be paramount consideration.

There are several stakeholders whose interests have to be taken care of and harnessed in the tourism
industry based on native land. Freeman (1984) dates that “a stakeholder in an organisation is, by
definition, any group or individud who can affect or be affected by the achievement of the
organisation’ objectives’ (1984:46). By the same token, the stakeholder can dso affect or be
dfected by the falure of the organisation. A group qudifies as a stakeholder if it has a legitimate
interest in agpects of the organisation’s activities.

Firda amongst the stakeholders are the native landowners who, between them, have varying and
differing leves of rights over the land (Stanfidd, 1997). Their interest lies, firg and foremog, in the
benefits they recave for the use of their land. There is ancther interest which they should be
concerned about but which has been left dmog entirdy with the NLTB; this is in regards to the
sugtainability of activities undertaken on their land. In addition, the carrying capacity of the land has
to be observed. Landowners adso expect reasonable rent or income from tenants for the use of ther
land.

There is, of course, the tenant’s interests which has to be accommodated. The tenant would like an
undisturbed and fulsome enjoyment for the use of the land. He will be after a good return of his
invesment on the land and, a expiry of his lease tha he would seek a renewd. Disagreement
amongs the native landowners on the issue of renewad can see tenants leases not being renewed
and their having to vacate the land (The Fiji Times, October 4, 2000, p.1)

The NLTB’s interes in the land is many fold. Fird, it has to ensure that land is administered in the
best possble way for the benefit of the landowners (Native Land Trust Act, 1940). In addition that
the NLTB has an obligation to the nation in seeing thet lands not required by the landowners are
made available for leasing to other people. It has to ensure, too, that it makes sufficient income to
be able to pay for its adminidtrative costs now that poundage has been reduced from 25% to 20%
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and the fact that Government has stopped grants it used to enjoy. There is, lastly, Government’'s
interest in the tourism industry. Government has to baance things to ensure that while there is the
economic benefits to be realised (Sautter and Leisen, 1999), the socid/cultura (WTO, 1997, p. 232)
and environmenta considerations (Weaver and King, 1996, p. 127-144) are also taken care of.

The tourism industry has been recognised as a powerful economic force in the development of both
community-based and globa markets This is paticulaly true for Fji where income derived from
tourism has been the country’ s leading income earner since 1989 (Bureau of Statigtics, 1997).

Tourism activities comprise the world's larges industry with over three trillion US dollars in
revenue produced. Despite its economic significance, debate continues as to whether or not tourism
truly benefits al stakeholders involved. According to Lea (1988), & a most basic level, two schools
of thought exis regarding its role in community and/or market development. He has stated that for
the political economy, tourism has been viewed as an exploitative force which “emanates from the
desre of affluent middle classes in metropolitan countries’. There is the other view that poor and
less developed countries take on tourism in the bdief that this form of economic activity will
address their economic problems.

Tourism and Host Community Attitudes

The attitude and participation of the locd community must be sought if there is to be any hope of a
successful tourism enterprise being established and operated in a particular destination.

A number of the early research work on tourism related activities on host communities have
focussed solely on economic impacts (Pizam 1978). More recently there has been an increase in the
number of studies which have dso focused on socid consderations (Ap 1990). According to some
sudies undertaken, community resdents attitudes towards tourism ae directly reaed to the
number of tourig present in the community (Cooke 1982; Haywood 1986; Williams 1979). It has
been argued by Doxey (1975) that there is a change from welcome to hatred between the host
community and tourists from a development stage to that of full tourism development. According to
Long, Perdue and Kiesdbach (1990) negative perceptions of the community towards tourists
increase asthe leve of tourism development increases.

Although there is a degree of negativity in the host community perception towards touridts, there is
the feding amongs them that more tourists should be &ttracted as this leads to higher qudity of life.

King, Pizam and Milan (King e d, 1993) have dated that there is the difference between the
community’s and that of the individud’s dependence on tourism and this should be disinguished.
He argues tha individuds who personaly benefit from tourism percelve grester economic benefits
and fewer negative socid and environmenta impacts from its development than others who did not
benefit to the same extent.

Perceptions of Host Communities towards Tourism

The continued success or falure of the tourism industry depends to a large extent on the attitude
and perception of the host community. If the host community has a podtive dtitude to, and
perception of tourists, an atmosphere of understanding and goodwill may arise between them and
thar guests. If an amosphere of animosty prevals, friction may arise which will affect the industry
adversdly.
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Butler's examination of the destination life cycle has proposed that as tourist destination grows and
matures the change associated with tourism become more noticesble and adverse. A change in
attitude of resdents from approva to oppostion is associated with each stage of the cycle (1980).
Allen, Long, Perdue and Kiesdbach (1993) argue that resdents attitudes towards tourism may be
directly related to the degree or stage of development.

A sudy of Nadi, Fiji, concluded that tourism industry employees tended to show more liking and
affection for tourists (King, Pizan and Milan, 1993). Host perceptions towards tourists and tourism
were generdly found to be favourable.

Ap and Crompton (1993) formulated four strategies base on a continuum of responses to various
tourism impacts namely: embaracement, tolerance, adjusment and withdrawa. According to the
authors, embaracement described those residents who eagerly welcomed tourists and were the direct
beneficiaries of the tourism industry. The group exhibited embracement through their unqudified,
effusve praise, an atitude usualy accompanied by enthusiasm for more visitors:

Bring more tourists. We love the tourigts; send them here (p. 48).

The term tolerance may be applied to those resdents who exhibited a degree of ambivaence
towards tourists, highlighted by the fact thet there were many parts they didiked. They endured
tourism to the extent tha they had the cepacity to bear some of its unpleasant aspects without
resentment Snce they recognised its contribution to the community’s economic vitdity. Typica
comments from this group were:
In my opinion, tourism is a necessary evil for the locd economy. It is an important source of
peoples income and liveihood and therefore | will tolerate the hasdes that come aong with
it. (p. 49).

The third drategy, adjustment to tourism, meant that resdents had to reschedule ther activities so
as not to clash with tourist activities.
Is tourism negative to the point you leave Mission? No, but you accusom your lifestyle to
when Winter Texans are in. For example, my wife re-orients her grocery shopping and
avoids the shopping crowd (p. 49).

The fourth category, which can be cdasdfied as being the most extreme and negative drategy,
withdrawa, meant that residents removed themsealves temporarily from the community.

Host Perceptions of Sociocultural Impacts

According to Burns (1996), the Fjian community’s socioculturd ways of living have been affected
both beneficidly and detrimentaly by tourism. Krippendorf (1987) has mentioned that the socid
effect of tourism is of such sgnificant importance tha it should be studied and documented before
any work on tourism development is undertaken. Mathieson and Wal (1982) have dtated that more
research should be directed in determining the perceptions and attitudes of the host population
towards the presence and behaviour of tourists. They have stated that unless loca inhabitants views
are sought prior to development, any subsequent significant change may not be possible to identify.

According to Krippendorf (1987), the psychology of tourism has been largely concerned with the
tourits views and behaviour. There have been sudies undertaken recently on residents attitudes
and tourism development (Johnson, Snepenger and Akis 1994; Lea, Kemp and Willetts 1994;
McCool and Martin 1994 and Schroeder 1996). Murphy (1985) has stated that priority has been
placed on the convenience of tourists and any loca needs and requirements with the industry has
been given less emphasis.
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It is conddered important that the sociad and culturd impacts of tourism should be consdered
throughout the planning process. To this end it is important that communities and resdents views
are taken into account in the planning process. This should ensure minimum negative impact on the
development (Mclntyre, Hetherington and Inskeep 1993). According to Ap (1992) and Lankford
(1994) the perceptions and attitudes of residents towards the impacts of tourism are likely to be an
important planning and policy condderation for the successful deveopment, marketing, and
operdtion of existing and future programmes.

Conclusion

To the native Fijian land and the associated vanua forms an integrd pat of himsdf. There is an
element of interconnectedness between the native Hijian, land and vanua. The naive Hijians are
owners of 83% of the country’s totd land area on whose land the bulk of the country’s tourist
destinations are |ocated.

The literature discussed in this paper paints an important backdrop for further research. Such
research needs to adopt a Pecific goproach of sendtivity to traditiond vaues within a
predominantly westernised industry, that of tourism. Further research needs to be undertaken to
fully undersand the synergy between the vanua and the impact of tourism on native land. Such an
anthropologicd journey into land and tourism is the focus on the authors progressive research.

The critical question to be asked is whether the native owners attitude to the industry is a posgtive
one. It is a podtive one if he sees that his involvement in this economic sector is a meaningful one.
If it is not, then there is bound to be repetition of the incidents with which native land ownership is
has unfortunately been notorious. road blocks, resort and idand forcible occupation, or even worse
recurrence of the politica unrest which manifested as the coups of 1987 and 2000. By evolving this
critica research, it is hoped that dl the players, most notably the vanua and tourism stakeholders
will ultimately be better educated as to dl the dynamics that are manifes in the cdlash of cultures
and vaues that tourism can represent to indigenous people.
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