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ABSTRACT
THE POLITICAL ECOLOGY OF NATURE-BASED TOURISM IN CANAIMA
NATIONAL PARK, VENEZUELA AND THE CHANGING RESOURCE RELATION OF
THE PEMON-KAMARACOTO
By

Domingo A. Medina Dagert

Canaima National Park and its Gran Sabana ecosystem is experiencing significant
environmental change. Forest depletion and savannization are the major environmental
threats to the integrity of the park. This has significant consequences such as the deterioration
of the hydroelectric potential of the Caroni basin, loss of biodiversity and the reduction in
forest availability for a viable indigenous subsistence economy. The cultural ecological
practices of shifting cultivation and the many uses of fire of the Pemon people who inhabit
the parkland are at the center of the controversy. The present study seeks to understand how
and why the Pemon are degrading the land on which they depend for their cultural
sustainability. The thesis is explored that it is the different political, economic, social and
cultural factors that are influencing and changing the Pemon environmental resource relations
which in turn cause land degradation. Specifically the study concentrates on the socio-cultural
and environmental impacts of ecotourism development focusing on the Kamaracoto people, a
Pemon subgroup living in the Kamarata Valley in Canaima National Park, Venezuela. The
study adopts a political ecology framework that is concerned with human-environment
relations that result in environmental degradation. The study follows a macro-micro approach,
applying multiple sources of evidence with triangulation including participant observation,
primary census data, in-depth interviews, participatory research methods, spatial analysis,

sampling of agriculture plots and analysis of archival documents. An environmental change



model is proposed illustrating the political ecology of tourism in the Kamarata Valley and
showing the process of destabilization of the Kamaracoto agriculture system and its
environmental consequences due to tourism. The study concludes that: (1) historical
government indigenist and conservation policies, and economic forces have generated
demographic changes and acculturation processes in the Pemon society. This has resulted in
the instability of social/cultural factors in which the sustainability of the Pemon cultural
ecology depend; (2) The Kamaracoto have been experiencing rapid population growth and
environmental degradation. They have few economic development alternatives but to
inevitably participate in tourism; (3) This participation, unplanned and without training,
results in dependency relations with in-bound tour operators; (4) The comparative advantage
of Canaima as a tourism resource, the international promotion of ecotourism as a
development strategy, the embrace of ecotourism in the economic agenda of the Venezuelan
government and the need of the Park Service to generate income, have created the conditions
that facilitate the creation and expansion of ecotourism development opportunities within the
park and other natural and cultural areas in Venezuela; (5) Ecotourism market integration has
resulted in an increase of the Kamaracoto household income, stratification of their society and
changes in the social and economic organization of their domestic unit with destabilizing
consequences to their subsistence farming system; (6) If the trends of ecotourism
development in the valley continue, further changes to the economy of the Kamaracoto will
be observed generating further environmental degradation. Likewise more changes to the
cultural makeup of the Kamaracoto will be observed as well as an increase dependence on the
market. These trends, unless regulated, can have a negative “boomerang effect” to the tourism

activities in the valley and to the sustainability of the Kamaracoto as an ethnic group.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This thesis explores the environmental issues related to the development of
nature-based tourism (ecotourism) in the context of protected areas inhabited by
indigenous peoples.' Focusing on Canaima National Park in Venezuela, this study
examines the political, environmental, social and economic processes that affect
indigenous people's environmental resource relations and its consequences.

Canaima National Park in the Guayana region of Venezuela is a World Heritage
Site representing an important natural and cultural area for the country and the world.
The park has multiple values and interests for many stakeholders. These values and
interests tend to overlap and are often in competition. This creates tension and, many
times, confrontation between the different stakeholders.

Currently, the park is facing many threats to its environmental integrity. Forest
depletion and savannization are the major environmental threats with significant
environmental, economic and social consequences at all levels including the deterioration
of the hydroelectric potential of the Caroni basin, the loss of biodiversity and the
reduction in forest availability for a viable indigenous subsistence economy. This is a
local tragedy in terms of tl{e cultural continuity and survival of indigenous groups and a
major national economic and conservation concern. Consequently, resource managers are
under time-pressure to minimize the resource degradation of the Gran Sabana ecosystem

and the Caroni basin.



Currently, there are no longitudinal studies of environmental change (i.e., remote
sensing or historical ecology) that start with a baseline and control sites and monitor
change that could tell us not only about the extent of the change but also provide an
explanation of the different causes and their relative contribution. Nevertheless, over the
years, natural and social science research in the area has pointed to many causes of
environmental change. Those range from successional processes, climate change, natural
fires, erosion and leaching processes to anthropogenic impacts such as population growth
and density, indigenous land use practices, illegal mining, road expansions and
development schemes (i.e., agriculture extension, electric power lines, mining and
tourism) (e.g., Urbina, 1979; Rodriguez, 1981; Thomas, 1982; Urbina, 1982; Morales and
Gorzula, 1986; Gorzula and Medina, 1986; Folster, 1986; Hernandez, 1987; Schubert and
Huber, 1989; Huber, 1990; Azuaje, 1991; Cabrera and Jaffé, 1991; Rull, 1991; Rull,
1992; Cuenca and Lovera, 1992; Romero, 1992; Ochoa, Molinar and Giner, 1993;
Cousin, 1994; Gomez and Picdn, 1994; Folster and Dezzeo, 1994; Huber and Zent, 1995;
Folster, 1995; Huber, 1995a; Huber, 1995b; Rodriguez and Sharpe, 1996b; Rosales, et.al
1997; Kingsbury, 1999).

Taken together, these studies suggest several aspects of the state of our
knowledge regarding the degradation of Canaima’s resource base. First, there is a very
good understanding of the climate regime, geomorphology, biogeography, biodiversity
and ecology of Canaima. As a result there are important inventories of plant and animal
species, vegetation formations and soils. Likewise this work sheds light on the ecological

processes underlying forest and savanna degradation which has led to research in ecology

1 In this study the term “indigenous peoples” refers to those people who are considered native, endemic or
original to a specific region or place (Stevens, 1997; Butler, 1996).



restoration and reforestation. Second, there is rather poor understanding of human-
environment interactions. Such interactions involve both historical and current political
and social processes that define the use of Canaima’s resources and determine the future
sustainability of the park. Studies in this area have provided some understanding of the
ethnographic and cultural ecology of the indigenous groups in Canaima. Similarly, they
have pointed to the historical political and social processes leading to cultural change, but
have not directly addressed the indigenous peoples’ changing environmental resource
relations that result from cultural change or political economic forces.

Unfortunately, these studies do not clearly state the magnitude of the
environmental problems they discuss and many point to multiple causes. The causes vary
according to whether the environmental problem is related or compounded by activities
such as shifting cultivation, mining, fires, logging, cattle ranching, road building,
agriculture, tourism or other government development schemes. The causes are as diverse
as the number of stakeholders. Moreover, they fail to distinguish between causes of the
problem and its symptoms. These pitfalls limit the understanding of environmental issues
in Canaima and the possibilities of finding solutions.

The Pemon native people that inhabit the parkland are at the center of the
controversy and are blamed for many environmental degradation problems (i.e., savanna
and forest fires, deforestation, and game and fisheries depletion). This blame is due in
large part to their cultural ecological practices of shifting cultivation, to their many uses
of fire, as well as to their population dynamic. Their perceived pervasive role regarding
fires and savannization has led to negative attitudes by conservationists and resource

managers towards them. The general understanding is that the Pemon agricultural



practices are inefficient, limited in productivity and a major factor in generating forest
depletion and degradation. The Pemon are depicted as “quemones” (burners or
pyromaniacs) and that they maintain a contradictory attitude towards their environment
by intentionally degrading large areas of closed forests (Huber and Zent, 1995). Similar
understanding and negative attitudes are reported elsewhere (Dove, 1983; Dove, 1992;
Brookfield and Padoch, 1994). This attitude is compounded by the fact that Edelca — the
State agency in charge of developing and maintaining the hydroelectric potential of the
Caroni basin- concentrate its fire data collection in high conservation priority areas close
to populated areas. This creates a bias leading many to erroneous conclusions regarding
the Pemon cultural-ecological practices which is worsened by a poor understanding of the
historical and political ecological factors that interact with the community’s culture.
Historically, this understanding of the Pemon cultural ecology has resulted in the
creation of regulations, policies and programs by resource managers (i.e., Venezuelan
Guayana Corporation (C.V.G.), Edelca, Inparques, National Guard) to minimize, change
or eliminate the Pemon fire and subsistence farming practices. These programs have had
mixed results. Examples include the unsustainable agriculture extension programs of the
C.V.G to substitute shifting cultivation in some areas of the upper Caroni in the 70’s; the
restriction of hunting and shifting cultivation in many areas of the park by National
Guards up to the 90’s; the ongoing fire fighting programs of Edelca recruiting local
Pemon men; and environmental education programs in Pemon bilingual schools
developed by Edelca-C.V.G. These efforts have served more as palliatives than as

solutions and some have generated more detrimental cultural and environmental effects.



When we consider the historical political and social processes that have impinged
upon the Pemon it is clear that the solutions to forest degradation and savannization are
not going to come from expensive fire fighting programs or environmental education
alone. Many times fires and shifting cultivation practices that are detrimental to the
sustainability of the forest are symptoms of changes in the Pemon culture.

Still in the literature there is no clear understanding of why the Pemon degrade
their environment. But there are clues. Lizarralde (1992) points to the current process of
socio-cultural change that affects these indigenous people (i.e., sedentariness, population
growth, new technologies, and progressive adoption of a market economy) as
mechanisms that are gradually modifying the human-ecosystem relationship in the
national parks.

One of the least studied issues in Canaima is the development and expansion of
nature-based tourism (ecotourism) and its impacts. Despite the fact that tourism
development was one of the original objectives behind the creation of Canaima, it is not
until now that the Venezuelan government, through its Corporation of Tourism
(CORPOTURISMO) and the National Parks Service INPARQUES) has regarded
nature-based tourism as a national strategy for economic development.

The use of ecotourism as a potential solution to environmental and economic
problems is not unique to Canaima. Indeed, in the last few years and given many political
and economic reasons, ecotourism has been adopted in Venezuela as a promising
conservation-development model and it is being aggressively promoted. This type of
nature-base tourism stands in contrast with “environmentally unfriendly” industries such

as timber extraction and mining, especially in the Gran Sabana region. Consequently, the



State in partnership with the private tourism sector and with the endorsement by many
environmental NGO’s is supporting ecotourism as a less invasive and less deteriorating
alternative form of land use. However, little is known whether ecotourism, in practice,
actually promotes environmental conservation whether is contributing to or mitigating
against degradation processes in Canaima and whether it contributes to local and
sustainable economic development of indigenous communities.

Thus, for resource managers the question is less one of whether environmental
change and degradation is occurring in the unstable environment of the Gran Sabana than
of how much environmental degradation can be attributable to indigenous peoples alone.
Moreover, how much degradation can be attributable to political economic factors,
development activities and to the political and institutional controllable factors that
generate change?

The above presentation depicts a complex and dynamic situation where the
problems are all interconnected. Consequently, a proper understanding can only emerge
from a comprehensive investigation of the socio-economic, political and cultural context
in which the park and its human communities function. Only through this approach can
the political and institutional structural constraints be understood and addressed. Through
this process the appropriate and legitimate policies, regulations and interventions can be
established.

The purpose of the present study is to contribute to the understanding of how and
why the Pemon are degrading their land which they depend upon for their cultural
sustainability, and to explore the different political, economic, social and cultural factors

that are influencing and changing the Pemon’s environmental resource relations.



Moreover the purpose is to explore what is the role of ecotourism in generating or
mitigating environmental change. This will provide an understanding of the relationship
between nature-based tourism, environmental change and the Pemon’s changing resource
use relationships in the Kamarata Valley in Canaima National Park. These relationships
are examined within the framework of political ecology that focuses on past and present
human-environment interactions and examines these interactions in the context of wider
political, social and economic spheres of relations.

Chapter one is organized as follows. First, it introduces the two main factors
involved in the issues presented in this thesis. These factors are protected areas (PA’s) as
models for conserving biological diversity and unique natural and cultural resources, and
nature-based tourism as a conservation-development model for PA’s conservation.
Second, it presents a brief review of the general issues related to tourism and the
environment, focusing on the limitations of tourism to respond and resolve environmental
issues related to its development. Here two main questions are discussed that address the
nature of tourism and its impacts, and consequently are relevant to the framework
adopted in this dissertation. These questions are 1) how and why tourism develops in a
specific tourist destination. To address this issue, Butler’s tourist area development cycle
model is instrumental in providing some understanding of the evolution of tourism in a
specific destination (from its inception as a destination, to the inevitable destruction of
the tourism activity and the host area as a consequence of tourism itself); and 2) why
tourism, despite its economic benefits, still generates inequalities in how the benefits and

costs of the activity are distributed. Here, studies in the political economy of tourism



become relevant as they illustrate the power structure behind the promotion and
development of tourism in a specific location.

Third, it introduces political ecology as a framework that unifies the two
questions just laid out. Political ecology is discussed as an analytical framework used to
study human-environment interactions and understand the causes of human generated
environmental change and degradation. This is followed by a presentation of two case
studies that exemplify how political ecology has been used to study tourism impacts. The
chapter concludes with an overview of the purpose of the dissertation including a

discussion of the application of political ecology to the present case study.

1.1 Protected Areas, Indigenous People and the Role of Tourism in Conservation

Designed to safeguard the most pristine ecosystems in the world, national parks
and other protected areas (PA’s) hold important natural and cultural resources that the
tourism industry and governments depend on for their development agendas.

In the last century, the establishment and management of national parks and other
types of PA’s around the world have become central conservation strategies to preserve
unique natural/cultural resources, important environmental services and biological
diversity. By 1985, the International Union for the Conservation of Nature and Natural
Resources (IUCN) had listed 3,500 sites distributed among 136 countries, covering 423
million ha (Dixon, 1990). In 1994, the World Resource Institute reported 8,619 protected
areas in the world that covered 792,266,000 ha.?, representing 5.9 percent of the worlds

land area.® This number of PA’s still under-represents all the types of habitat that exist

2 This represents an increase of approximately 87% between 1985 and 1994 in the number of hectares.
? Fifty nine percent of these protected areas refer to nature reserve/wilderness areas, national parks and
natural monuments.



on the earth (WRI, 1994) and it is considered insufficient to protect what remains of the
world’s genetic richness (WWF, 1992). To address this, the 1992 Fourth World Congress
on National Parks and Protected Areas -held in Caracas, Venezuela- set the goal to
double, in a decade, the number of PA’s. However, these figures only reflect an increase
in land area set aside for protection. They do not reflect the status of protection of these
areas, the capacity of countries to manage them, nor the threats and conflicts that
jeopardize their sustainability. That is, many PA’s exist only on “paper” 4 others are not
large enough to contribute significantly to conservation (Ceballos-Lascurain, 1996) and
others are under-funded’, sometimes poorly managed, and have too few resources to
achieve their conservation goals (Colchester, 1995). Indeed, often, government
environmental agencies in charge of PA’s compete for decreasing budget allocation and
in many cases they lack the capacity to manage and monitor their extensive conservation
system. At the same time, PA’s are faced with frequently conflicting stakeholders’
interests in their resources and pressure from development schemes. At the local level,
many of these protected lands experience considerable pressure from the expanding scale
of human activities outside and inside their boundaries (Wells and Brandon, 1992).
Conservationists now realize that the problem is not so much the need to create or
expand new PA's but to insure strategies for the protection of the new, and of the already
existing ones. They recognize the need to build political and public support for protected
areas, and this can only be successful when the system can generate and distribute a range

of direct public benefits as incentives for their protection (McNeely, 1995).

4 Areas geographically defined on maps, that are legally decreed as parks but do not receive support nor on-
the ground protection.

Many budgets of national parks in developing countries compete with other public sector priorities and
needs. Often these budgets are reduced or eliminated under structural adjustment programs in countries



Another obstacle to PA protection is that PA’s are often created and managed as
isolated ecological units mapped as detached islands. This has been shown to be an
ineffective strategy because it ignores the wider social systems (cultural, political and
economic) in which these areas are immersed (Freemuth, 1991; Whitesell, 1993;
Colchester, 1995).

In the 1940’s, the international conservation community encouraged the
introduction and adoption by many Latin American countries of the North American
National Park model declaring their national parks as areas of “public use"®. The
application of this model has been challenged and severely criticized (Clay, 1985;
Harmon, 1987; Hough, 1988; Martin and Lizarralde, 1992; Lizarralde, 1992) and its
operationalization has been difficult for developing countries (Machlis and Tichnell,
1985), which have different political, physical, and socio-economic realities (Nepal &
Weber, 1995).”

In fact, in many countries PA’s have generated multiple problems that result from
conflicting interests involving conservation policies, indigenous rights, land use and
economic development policies, programs and projects. Many times these problems have
serious environmental consequences. To find permanent solutions, the root social causes

of the environmental problems need to be addressed.

1.1.2 Protected Areas and Indigenous People

servicing their external debt and trying to correct their trade imbalances (e.g., Costa Rica).

® From the Agreement of the Protection of the Fauna Flora and Scenic Natural Beauties of the American
countries in 1940.

7 Fifty two years after the adoption of the “park model”, participants in the Workshop on People and
Protected Areas at the Caracas Congress were dazed with the report by Amend and Amend (1992) that
revealed that approximately 86 % of 184 South American national parks were inhabited by human
populations which use resources permanently or temporarily (Kempf, 1993).
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It is a fact in Latin America that indigenous people inhabit large extensions of
land with important biodiversity values (Redford and Mansour, 1996). Also, it is a fact
that the creations of areas to protect these lands are at many times imposed over local
indigenous people traditional lands. This means that the creation of protected areas is
commonly done without indigenous people participation or consultation thus creating
many conflicts, and generating undesirable impacts both to the environment and the
indigenous people (see Hough, 1988; Wells and Brandon, 1992; West and Brechin,
1991). Although, globally, many national parks and other protected areas have clearly
recognized indigenous peoples’ settlements and their right to resource access for
subsistence (Stevens, 1997), still, in many Latin American countries, there are no clear
policies or management strategies to deal with human settlements that live within or at
the boundaries of National Parks.

The establishment of parks over rural indigenous communities has changed
people’s settlement patterns (Machlis and Tichnell, 1985), have restricted their access to
traditionally used resources (Hough, 1988), and have not integrated them into the park
concept and management. As a result, traditional uses of park resources have been
criminalized, and have unintendedly threatened the ecosystem of the areas they are
supposed to protect by promoting over-exploitation of resources, unsustainable
agricultural practices, and poaching. Underlying these problems are issues of unresolved
land tenure, ill-defined rights of ownership and new colonization (Anon, 1987; Place,
1988; West and Brechin, 1991; Amend and Amend, 1992). Moreover, indigenous
populations have been affected by the Parks’ restrictions imposed on them in their social

organization, curtailing their ability to respond to external threats. These communities
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living within parks receive little compensation for their loss of potential income from
parks resources (Dixon and Sherman, 1990), or for their loss of traditional interaction

with their environments and its cultural meaning (Lizarralde, 1992).

1.2 Ecotourism: Nature-based Tourism®

National Park systems establish a set of structural conditions that catalyze impacts
on its cultural and natural resource base. National parks are tourism landscapes of rich
natural and cultural resources that attract consumer-tourist visitation. As tourism
landscapes, they offer "non-exclusive" and "rival" goods and are subject to two major
problems in terms of managing common pool resources: control of overuse and lack of
incentives for investment (Healy, 1994). In most National Parks, governments control
property rights to manage the resources but they lack the necessary political initiatives
and means to control overuse and resource degradation. Government control tends to
permit open access as a service to the public in which the tourist and the tourism industry
are allowed use of the resource without significant restriction by price or limited
visitation levels (Lindberg, 1991).° In an analysis of how these factors create impact,
Lindberg (1991), following Butler’s tourism cycle model, economic analysis and
property rights theory, states that without cooperation among multiple users of park
resources, nature tourism attractions can become “an opén access resource in danger of
overexploitation (from the society’s total welfare point of view) as individual users try to
profit at the expense of the group as a whole” (p.12). The “common pool problem” in

national parks (as defined by Healy, 1994) can be exacerbated by tourism development

% In this thesis, these two terms are used interchangeably.
°In many cases there are incentives for service suppliers and tourism operators such as tax breaks or low
royalties for concessions.
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that has a tendency to maximize its revenues by increasing levels of visitation and
infrastructure, overusing the resource base to the point where its value is reduced or
eliminated.'® It also exacerbates the problem because tourism tends to limit community
participation and not share the long-term cost of the consequences of its development
process.

The “common pool problem” is also reflected in local communities that lack the
incentives to preserve and use the resources sustainably because their historical rights for
using park resources are not recognized. Moreover, because local communities do not
derive any benefits from the park including from tourism-related activities taking place
within the park.

It is argued in many conservation publications that there is a need to integrate
local populations within the establishment, management and monitoring of protected
areas to reduce the pressure on the natural resources, and to create local support for the
conservation goals for which these areas have been established (West and Brechin, 1991).
This integration, it is proposed, includes the creation of economic development
opportunities for local populations and the acquisition of a better understanding of the
community’s cultural context, concerns, aspirations, and needs (McNeely, 1995).
Whatever the strategies, however, they need to be evaluated in terms of their
effectiveness. In other words, planners and politicians need to assess the extent to which
effects on the local people and the environment are directly related to externally imposed
strategy activities as opposed to other events and processes (Wells and Brandon, 1992).

With this understanding, PA’s managers must look for approaches that can enhance

'®The value is reuced to a point where the marginal benefit of each additional visit are less than the added
cost of such visit because of ecological, congestion and cultural impacts (Lindberg, 1991) as well as
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cooperation and support for PA’s and reduce people-protected areas conflicts (Wells and
Brandon, 1992; IUCN, 1993). Therefore, the issue at hand is, how to balance social and
economic objectives with ecologically sound management in a way that it does not
compromise the future ability of PA’s to keep generating environmental services and
benefits for the generations to come. In the case of indigenous people inhabiting
protected areas, the struggle for many PA’ managers concerns balancing conservation
goals with the survival needs of local communities (Wells & Brandon, 1992), and their
social and cultural integrity (Lizarralde, 1992).

In this decade, international environmental organizations, tourism organizations,
development financial institutions, governments, NGO’s and scholars have aggressively
promoted ecotourism as a strategy or model for economic development and conservation
for protected areas. Indeed, ecotourism has been sold both as an alternative to mass
tourism and as an alternative form of land use of natural environments. But, what is
Ecotourism? T.he notion of ecotourism is linked to multiple terms and there is a lack of
consensus in its definition (Marajh and Meadows, 1992; Fridgen, 1992; Cater, 1994).
However a broadly accepted definition of ecotourism is:

Environmentally responsible travel and visitation to relatively undisturbed natural areas,
in order to enjoy, study and appreciate nature (and any accompanying cultural features -
both past and present), that promotes conservation, has low visitor impact, and provides
for beneficially active socio-economic involvement of local populations (Ceballos-
Lascurain, 1986, p.20).

Currently it is believed that ecotourism is the fastest growing sector of the tourism
and hospitality industry and only until recently there is very little work challenging the
model and what it claims. Despite, or maybe as a result of these successes, the tourism

field has concentrated more on the management, marketing and finance of tourism

maintenance and supervision costs.
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development than on studying how to go about making the industry sustainable. That is
in a way that it continues to generate economic benefits while minimizing its negative
impacts on host communities and its environmental resources.

Definitions like the one above are difficult to operationalize. At best, they point to
notions such as “responsible travel”, “sustainability”, “social and environmental
sensitivity” and “social equity” which are vague and, crucially, not a requirement for a
financially viable ecotourism enterprise.'' Recognizing the ethical implications and
principles embedded in the definition and the need to make ecotourism a sound
conservation/development strategy, many scholars, practitioners and NGO’s have
developed guidelines for tour operators (The Ecotourism Society, 1993). Still others have
developed ethical codes for the ecotourist (Colvin, 1992) and evaluation methods based
on tourist surveys (Wood et.al, 1996) trying to operationalize principles of ecotourism
(Wallace and Pierce, 1996; Wallace, 1996). These efforts have their merit. Yet, they have
proven to be difficult to institutionalize and are insufficient to achieve the principles of
ecotourism. This is so because they tend to overlook the structural nature of tourism and
its political economic context that determines who benefits and who pays the cost of
tourism development.

Ecotourism emerged in the late 80’s as an attempt to search for “alternative”

forms of tourism'? as a reaction to the negative impacts of “mass” tourism experiences

(Lanfant and Graburn, 1992; Eadington, 1992).13 For (Butler, 1991) a change in the type

' In this study instead of determining a specific definition of ecotourism, the focus is on tour operators that
define their operation as an ecotourism one. The concem is observing how ecotourism operators function in
Pzractice. . _ .

"Forms of tourism that are consistent with natural, social and community values and which allow both
host and guests to enjoy positive and worthwhile interaction and shared experiences” (Eadington and
Smith, 1992, p.3).

13 Yet the role of tourism in environmental conservation was already underscored by Budowski (1976).
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of tourism and the type of tourists are attempts to reduce the pressure of tourism. This is
achieved by tapping into the potential of small and exclusive packaged tours to pristine
destinations in order to attract a different type of tourist. This tourist is one that is more
“culturally and environmentally” sympathetic of such areas, has a genuine interest for
conservation, makes few demands on the resource (i.e., “high-quality” goods and services
standards) and will spend more time and money.

In this view ecotourism is considered a conservation model because its proposes a
change in the relationship of tourism and the environment in which the former should
contribute to the enhancement and maintenance of the natural systems in which the
industry depends.

For Eadington and Smith (1992) seeking alternative forms of tourism is not new.
For them, the selection of specific “alternative” forms -such as ecotourism - has to do
with the forces of its internationalization (e.g., market segmentation, environmentally
responsible marketing and sustainable development policies). Ecotourism fits the
increasing concern for “sustainable development” and for the preservation of cultural and
natural attractions stressed by scientists, politicians, environmentalists and human rights
groups at different scales. Particularly in Latin America, nature-based tourism is one of
the economic activities that is being promoted from different spheres and sectors, and is
being implemented as a new conservation paradigm since the early 90’s. All this seeks to
do is to capitalize on the competitive advantage of the biodiversity and cultural resource
base of protected areas systems without destroying them. Researchers describe such

promotion as an economic activity that implies a non-consumptive use of nature and
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consequently, a win-win development strategy for underdeveloped rural areas (Place,
1995).

By contrast, there are others who propose that that ecotourism is in reality an
example of environmental opportunism (Cater, 1994) in which the tourism industry is
“greening” their operation and marketing unique remote natural a cultural areas to attract
tourist (Steele, 1993; Wight, 1993; Fridgen, 1993). Indeed it is not clear whether the
“greening” of the tourism industry in many countries is motivated by the fashion of the
moment, or triggered by the understanding that the preservation of what makes a tourism
destination a “comparable advantage” is key to the sustainability of the industry in a
particular destination.

The increase in the demand for ecotourism has been attributed to the macro-
environment of trends both in conservation and in the tourism industry (Boo, 1994). In
PA’s conservation, ecotourism results from the need to secure the economic potential of
protected areas, creating economic alternatives for local communities, and generating
economic incentives for the conservation of natural resources from other less valuable
and more destructive land uses (Boo, 1994). In this way, ecotourism is considered a
development model because it is endorsed as a solution to the problems of human
pressure over PA’ resources.

Trends toward ecotourism operations in the travel industry are also attributed to
the increasing purchasing power of potential tourists in industrial countries (Place, 1995)
and to changes in general environmental values and awareness (Moore and Carter, 1993;
Boo, 1994; Wight, 1996; Eagles, 1992; Palacio and MacCool, 1993). This is reflected in

the change in tourist preference in traveling to more natural and less disturbed areas as a
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result of increased concern in environmental issues and increased interest in “exotic”
cultures (Ceballos-Lacurain, 1996). Also it is reflected in the increase of tourist visitation
to protected areas that tend to occur in peripheral and non-industrialized regions (Boo,
1990) and in the increase in the number of “ecotourism” tour operators, activities and
travel packages to natural areas (Eagles & Wind, 1994; Higgins, 1996; Ingram & Durst,
1989; Lindberg, 1991). These changes have made pristine peripheral rural natural and
cultural places more accessible through organized travel packages, integrating these
destinations with the global economy (Zurick, 1992; Brohman, 1996; Place, 1995).

It has been noted that the demand for nature tourism is increasing around the
world (Boo, 1990; Lindberg, 1991; Falcon, 1993; Higgins, 1996; Herliczek, 1996), which
has served to justify many ecotourism projects worldwide. Nevertheless, such
understanding is grossly unsubstantiated since a) there is no one common definition of
ecotourist (Simon, 1996), b) there is a lack of reliable statistics in terms of “nature-
tourist” visitation and their economic contribution, and c) the literature just tends to
report statistics from “official” tourism organizations without questioning the validity and
limitations of the data or asking if the data discern among different types of travelers. For
instance, many of the data available and used in the reports of WWF (Boo, 1990) and the
World Resource Institute are extrapolated from total tourist arrivals data, government’s
reports on park visitation, personal communications with “outbound” tour operators and
small non-sampling informal surveys in specific international airports and selected parks
in Latin America. Similarly, Simon (1996) reports on the high variation of estimates of
non-North American nature-oriented markets across different sources. He states that the

Ecotourism Society (through oral communication) estimates that 40 to 60 % of
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international tourist arrivals are to be nature oriented, but he does not indicate how the
Society determines such parameters. In the case of US travelers, Simon reports on the
1992 US Travel Data Center Survey in which the largest percent of travelers (30%) have
the intention to take an “ecotourism trip” compared to only 7% that actually took a trip.
This type of data and other reports on trends of specific countries and on specific
attractions in Costa Rica, Ecuador and Belize have helped in shaping the general
perception of the demand for ecotourism.

It is believed that nature-tourism at the national level can generate substantial
capital' and that in many cases it represents an important activity of foreign exchange
that can contribute to the service sector and balance of payment of many developing
countries'®. Such capital can be a justification for many countries to protect natural areas
from other less beneficial use of those resources (Boo, 1990)'. It can supplement
existing governmental conservation budgets'’ (if earmarked for that purpose) and provide
incentives for private sector conservation (Lindberg, Enriquez and Sproule, 1995).

Private tourism operators can allocate a percentage of tourist money for conservation

"“Ecotourism is considered the fastest growing sector of the world tourism industry, which expanded from
$83.3 billion in 1979 (Waters, 1990) to approximately $775 billion in 1993 (Eiden and Labate, 1993).
Others are more conservative estimating that nature tourism’s share of total tourism earnings in developing
countries falls between $2 billion to $12 billion a year (Lindberg, 1991; Poole, 1994; Laarman and
Gregersen, 1996).

*Countries that have made a profit from nature tourism have parks that have a definitive comparative
advantage or ‘“‘scarcity rental”. Their attractions are so unique (e.g., gorillas, Galapagos Islands,
Himalayas) that they do not have competition and the demand for these attractions are less likely to
decrease (unless the attraction is negatively impacted) by fees structures because of the willingness to pay
of foreign tourist. For these countries tourism is one of the most important if not the most important sector
of their economy and are highly dependent on it.

' This justification does not include the benefit of protecting for environmental services (e.g., watershed,
absorption of CO7 by forests) and biodiversity.

'”As an example, reports on Ecuador’s Galapagos National Park state that the park generate enough
revenues from direct tourism earnings and funds from conservation organization that the surplus help to
manage and protect the rest of the parks and wildlife reserves in the country (Lindberg, 1991).
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purposes such as support for national or local non-governmental organizations, purchase
land for preservation, maintain the natural resource base where they operate (Kangas, et.
al, 1995), conservation education and research.

At the local level, the entry cost for developing nature-tourism operations, when
compared, to large-scale tourism is believed to be a low scale, slow paced kind of
development with minimum investment requirements and with fewer leakage. On the
other can it could provide employment and income opportunities to remote areas to
replace income lost from restrictions on allowable uses in protected area (Dixon and
Sherman, 1990; Sayer, 1991; Ceballos-Lascurain, 1996; Boo, 1991; Cater, 1993; Whelan,
1991). Funds could be allocated for alternative community and economic development
programs (e.g., agroforestry in buffer zones, education, health services, low-interest
loans, souvenirs, and arts and craft cooperatives) and in other cases in form of
compensation, subsidies and indirect benefits. This is expected to help the park managers
in obtaining local communities’ collaboration in protecting the park if larger proportions
of tourism revenues are recycled locally (McNeely et. al., 1992).

Alternatively, ecotourism seems to have the same potential as mass tourism to
inevitably generate negative social, cultural, economic and environmental impacts
(Butler, 1990; Valentine, 1992; McNeely, 1984; Eadington and Smith, 1992), and in
many cases these effects are irreversible (Fridgen, 1992). Increasing local benefits from,
and participation in, ecotourism development relies on hypothetical beliefs that still need
to be observed in practice. Host countries and most important the host communities and
the environment of ecotourism destinations have yet to receive the full benefit potential

that ecotourism promises in terms of earmarking revenues to support conservation and
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economic development. Ecotourism is not exempt from the structural issues found in any

form of tourism. The impacts depend on who controls the development process and what

are the environmental constraints and the political economic context in which tourism is
being developed. Some of the criticisms that ecotourism has received include:

e Little of the money spent by tourists remains at or near the destination itself (Boo,
1990; Brechin, West, Harmon, & Kutay, 1991; Machlis & Tichnell, 1985; Bailey,
1991; Place, 1995; Wells & Brandon, 1992), resulting in significant economic
leakage (Britton, 1982);

e Whatever is collected by National Parks from tourism activities tend to go to a
general public funds instead to conservation efforts;

e Ecotourism systems that operate in parks are owned commonly by a few wealthy
outsiders, while responsibility for care of resource is not well defined, falling
commonly and disproportionally on impoverished local residents which lack funds
and incentives for proper management (Cater, 1993; Place, 1995);

e Small communities that look into tourism for their economic development and
diversification tend to depend on tourism flows which are seasonal and very sensitive
to factors such as currency exchange, immigration restrictions, crowdedness,
deterioration of destination attractions, political instability and change in market
preferences (Cater, 1987; Smith, 1989; Wilkinson, 1989; Butler, 1990; Ceballos-
Lascurain, 1996, Meadows, 1993);

o There is no guarantee that the type of tourist that come are the “eco-tourist” type
(Butler, 1991; Cater, 1993); and

e Communities are highly dependent on outside agencies for tourist contacts,
promotion, supplies and amenities (Higgins, 1996; Medina, 1998).

Regarding environmental impact, few are the studies in ecotourism and
specifically in Latin America that quantify ecological impacts. Most environmental
discussions go around the issue of the ecological and social carrying capacity of
ecotourism destinations. Accounts of environmental distress in the literature include
deforestation (e.g., tree cutting for firewood in Sagarmatha, Nepal); loss of vegetation

cover, soil compaction and erosion from hiking and expansion of secondary trails;
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destruction of marine flora (coral reefs) and fauna (e.g., divers and powerboat in the
Caribbean); litter; lack of sewage treatment and water pollution; distribution of wildlife
(Klein, Humphrey and Perival, 1995), wildlife behavior, and loss of wildlife habitat
(Knight and Gutzwiller, 1995); and over crowdedness and congestion (e.g., Galdpagos
Island in Ecuador and Monteverde Reserve in Costa Rica).

As it stands, the potential of ecotourism remains a promissory note. So far, very
few studies if any in Latin America have been published which can present substantive
support to the claims made by ecotourism advocates. The introduction of ecotourism to
peripheral economies (remote rural areas), its development process, its role in
conservation and its social, economic and environmental impacts have not been fully
studied nor understood. They need to be explained and measured against the broader
studies of tourism development models and concepts (Zurick, 1992). Therefore, there is a
need to examine and monitor the extent to which ecotourism meets the needs of the host
population, satisfy the demands of tourist and safeguard the natural environment (Cater,
1993).'® Some of the most pressing questions are: Is the current practice of ecotourism an
effective option for conservation and local economic development in areas that are
declared national parks? What are the forces pushing for the development of ecotourism
worldwide? Raising Nash’s (1989) concerns, what are the forces causing indigenous
peoples to look for, agree to or allow for tourism development in their homeland? What

are the impacts? Who benefits and pays the costs of ecotourism development? Obviously,

'®Similar criteria’s are proposed by Hummel (1993) to reach ecotourism objectives. First there has to be an
"awareness of sustainability” of the natural resources of a destination site among all the stakeholders.

- Second, local people have to benefit and third, local tourism policy and management should be directed in a
way that the development of destinations is directed at the satisfaction of tourists, locals and
environmentalists.
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research has to look into these issues and test emerging strategies directed towards the

goals of the parks and equally important, the needs of the host communities.

1.3 The Political Ecology of Tourism: Analyzing the Tourism, Society and
Environment Interface.

The environment, whether natural, cultural or both, plays a central role in the
inception, development and sustainability of tourism in most tourist destinations. Unique
cultural and natural environments, with distinctive landscapes and specific climate
regimes constitute a great part of the image of many tourist destinations (Fridgen, 1987).
These features serve as powerful attractions that influence tourist choice and behavioral
patterns depending on the tourist needs, motivations and expectations. On the other hand,
the environmental features of a place are important marketable goods for a profit driven
tourism industry that is constantly looking for expanding opportunities for their multiple
market segments. These resources represent the comparative advantage of many
countries and communities, which want to develop tourism for their economic objectives.

Up until the 1970’s the importance and dependence of tourism on the
environment was hardly recognized in the tourism industry. It was not until studies in the
tourism field began to highlight the negative environmental, social and economic impacts
of mass tourism in the most visited areas of the world that the need was created to expand
impact oriented studies to assess the real benefits and costs of tourism (Bryden, 1973;
Van den Berghe, 1994; IUOTO, 1975; Turner and Ash, 1975; Hills and Lundgren, 1977,
Farrel, 1987; Cohen, 1978; Mings, 1978a; De Kadt, 1979; Cater, 1987; Wilkinson, 1987).
Since then, debates between scholars, practitioners, developers and government agencies

have been dealing with the incompatibilities and ambiguities of tourism and the
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environment. This includes developing ideas on how to go about reaching tourism
sustainable development, responsible tourism and/or alternative forms of tourism.

The existing and increasing literature on environmental impacts of tourism
provides extensive accounts and research that demonstrate that the tourism-environment
relationship, can be symbiotic, ambivalent or result in significant detrimental effects on
the environment (Cohen, 1978; Loukissas, 1978; Mathieson and Wall, 1982; Wilkinson,
1989; Smith and Jenner, 1989; Pearce, 1991; Pigram, 1992). As a result, environmental
impact studies have concentrated on elucidating primary and secondary effects of tourism
and recreation on vegetation cover, water and air quality, soil, geology, wildlife, human-
made attractions and others. Based on these studies, the degree of impacts depend on
many variables such as ecosystem resiliency and physical carrying capacity to absorb
tourists (Hammit & Cole, 1987; Butler, 1992). These variables themselves depend on the
intensity of site use including visitation levels, visitor behavior (types of tourists), length
of stay, type and pattern of activities, nature and level of infrastructure development, the
extent of areas in time and space, etc. (Hammit and Cole, 1987; Hendee, et. al 1990).
Furthermore, environmental impacts linked to tourism are also attributed to faulty
tourism planning and/or to the lack of monitoring of the rapid growth of the industry
(Williams, 1992).

The solutions to many of the environmental impacts of tourism and recreation
tend to come from natural resource management in the public sector and not from the
tourism industry itself (Farrell, 1991). Some of these solutions include the establishment
of resource management goals and strategies (management plans, and zoning); estimating

physical and social carrying capacity of destinations; determining limits to acceptable
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. change; developing social and environmental impact assessment for planning and
minimizing impacts of project development; developing visitor management strategies
such as regulations and policies that control or try to influence behavioral change of
visitors, or regulate access by pricing policies or closing seasonally the visitation to
recreational or tourist sites. However, many of these solutions have their own problems
and tend to be more value judgments and technical solutions (Wall, 1996) —as in direct
resource use strategies- than structural ones. Many of these solutions are rarely
implemented worldwide, they tend to overlook indirect environmental consequences,
many depend on public funding that compete with other management plans and many
have resulted in limited success when applied in different contexts.

The park, recreation and tourism field finds itself with limited theoretical and
conceptual guidance to address the unresolved environmental issues and other social
problems linked to the expansion of tourism worldwide and specifically to remote
sensitive cultural and natural areas. Researchers have noted that approaches to tourism
studies lacking theory, mainly concentrate on planning, analyzing growth in tourist flows
and receipts, spatial analyses of tourism and recreation activities and impact assessment
of the industry (Britton, 1991; Mowforth and Munt, 1998).

If tourism is conceived not only as an economic activity but also as a dynamic
system that falls within the realm of human-environment interactions then the tourism
field must play a greater role not only in understanding such interactions but also in being
part of the interdisciplinary research in the social sciences (e.g., Geography,
Anthropology, Political Science) that are concerned with addressing and resolving

environmental problems. To achieve this, the tourism field has to integrate and use in its
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understanding of the tourism phenomena, environmental approaches and social theory as
frameworks to address these environmental problems.

The following is a discussion of one model that seeks to describe how tourism
evolves overtime and at what point during its evolution negative socio-economic and
environmental impacts occur. This constitutes one of the first steps towards
understanding the nature of the tourism industry in general and of ecotourism in

particular.

1.3.1 The Tourism Devel ¢ Life Cycl

An important question in the tourism field is how tourism develops in a specific
locality. Butler’s (1980) tourist area cycle model addresses this question by theorizing on
the dynamics of tourism evolution overtime (Ioannides, 1995). Since its derivation,
Butler’s model has generated significant debate and has been used in many ways as a
basis to: a) describe the tourism performance of a particular destination (Wilkinson,
1987; 1995); b) describe changes in host communities attitudes toward tourism (Ryan,
1991); c) examine the relation between the model and carrying capacity for management
and policy applications (Martin and Uysal, 1990); d) develop a comparative history of
tourism of different destinations to explain their current differential performances
(Weaver, 1990; Douglas, 1995) and; €) develop tourist typologies according to the
different evolutionary stages of tourism (Cohen, 1972; Plog, 1973).

Butler’s model applies the product’s life cycle concept to tourism development. It
describes the specific phases in the evolutionary sequence of tourist destinations, and is
based on the assumption that tourist destinations are dynamic, and that they evolve and

change overtime. Figure 1.1 below illustrates the model.
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The model suggests that tourist destinations move through transitional phases that
progress unidirectionally. Butler (1989) believes that even though there is a controversy
on the unidirectionality of his model there is enough evidence to support the consistency
of the evolutionary nature of tourist destinations as described by his model. He notes that
rates of growth and change may vary widely, but the final result will be the same in

almost all cases” (1980, p.6).
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Figure 1.1 Butler's tourist area cycle of evolution.

The model starts by describing an initial stage of exploration, passing through

stages of increasing visitation and growth of tourism related services and infrastructure,
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up to the consolidation of mass tourism and well developed stages that can reach and
surpass local physical and social carrying capacities with negative social, economic and
environmental consequences. The stages that the tourist destination goes through are
exploration, involvement, development, consolidation, stagnation, decline and
rejuvenation (for a detail explanation of the stages see Butler, 1980).

Number of tourist and time represent the y and x-axes of the cycle respectively.
The principal of the cycle is as follows: as the time and the number of tourist increases, a
general reduction in overall quality and attractiveness of the destination is experienced,
after the physical and social carrying capacities of the area are reached. The shape of the
curve of the cycle is expected to be different for different areas depending on variables
such as rate of tourist’s visitation, rate of infrastructure and services development,
accessibility of the area, state policies and regulations and other competing tourist areas
in the region.

The importance of Butler’s model is not so much the description of the tourism
stages but the kinds of predictions it makes about the behavior of the industry. In this
respect, the model predicts that once you "plant the seed of tourism" -and its development
is left alone- the destruction of the tourist destination is inevitable with multiple negative
environmental, social and economic impacts. In his description of the stages of the
model, Butler mentions multiple factors and elements of the industry (i.e., tourist, tour
operators, local community, tourism policies, the role of the state, etc.) that could explain
why tourism develops in the way he describes it. However he does not elaborate on them,
nor does he try to address the factors in a systematic way. Indeed he fails to explain the

relationship between the different elements of the industry and the wider context of
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development processes, as well as, the distribution of power and power structures that
interplay in the evolution of tourism (Mowforth and Munt, 1998). Moreover, Butler’s
model invokes Malthusian ideas regarding overpopulation and environmental issues.
From the model, the only solution to the inevitability of the destruction that tourism
brings is to limit the number of tourists, and implement regulations and policies to control
growth and expansion.

As can be seen then, Butler’s model is able to create stages of tourism
development according to field observations but it still does not explain the reasons
behind the tendency of tourism to grow in the way the model indicates. As it turns out,

these reasons have been addressed in part within the political economy of tourism.

1.3.2 The Political Economy of Tourism

Broadly speaking, political economy is concerned with ideologies and economic
theory, production structures and practices as they relate to models, strategies and/or
policies for market driven economic development. Likewise, political economy is
concerned with understanding not only patterns of development but also in analyzing
critically inequalities within economic systems and localities. To the extent that tourism
is viewed as an alternative for economic development, political economy represents an
appropriate framework in which to analyze the dynamics and impacts of the industry.
This serves to test the development model within the tourist destination where it operates.

Few are the studies that have applied theories of economic development to
tourism (Pearce, 1991). Bryden (1973), in his study of tourism in the Caribbean was one
of the first scholars to point out that tourism can take many forms and that the impacts

that result from such development depend on the context in which the development
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occurs. Studies in the political economy of tourism (i.e., Geshekter, 1978; Aspelin, 1978;
Britton, 1982, 1989; Cater, 1987; Lea, 1988; Nash, 1989; Wilkinson, 1989; Lanfant and
Graburn, 1992; Lanfant, 1995; Poirer and Wright, 1993; Pleumarom, 1994, Brohman,
1996; Gray, 1997; Nicholson-Lord, 1997) have come from different disciplines and have
concentrated mainly on the:

e Role of tourism as a strategy for economic development;

e Structure of international tourism;

e Economic, political and institutional push factors behind the promotion and
development of tourism in third world countries; and

e Impacts of tourism in a wide context.

One of the first and most influential studies that analyzed tourism from a political
economy perspective is found in geography in the work of Britton (1982, 1989). Britton
points out that the tourism literature that focuses on development has a common
deficiency. That is, they tend to be detached from the historical and political processes
that determine development. The literature that Britton refers to deals with the impacts of
tourism that he describes as “narrowly define” cost-benefit analyses, “imprecise
comments’ on social-cultural impacts, or technical studies such as forecasting tourist
flows, planning hotel location or determining the multiplier effect of tourism
expenditures.

In his analysis Britton’s goal is instead to place tourism within the development
dialogue by using theories of political economy which concentrate on issues of poverty
and inequality between and within developed and developing countries. His concern is

focused on the ambiguity of tourism development that, on one hand generates
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unquestionable benefits in many third world countries but on the other hand it sustains
“class and regional inequalities, economic problems and social tensions” (p.332). The
solution to this concern, according to Britton is found in the understanding of the
fundamental mechanisms intrinsic both to the tourist industry and to the economy of third
world countries. Such understanding is based on two central questions: how the industry
manifests itself, and who benefits from tourism development? Britton considers these
questions as the factors essential for building a model of the interconnection of
international tourism in third world tourist destinations. Furthermore, he believes that this
understanding should take into account the economic and political structures within third
world countries, as well as, the historical dynamics, which are responsible for shaping the
common features of these economies. In regard to tourism, these analyses involve an
understanding of the organization and commercial structure of the tourism industry and
specifically the “power and dominance of certain activity components and ownership
groups” (within the industry) (p. 333).

The main premise used by Britton is that many third world countries have had a
history of colonial or imperialist domination with different levels of exposure. This
history, he believes, can explain current common structural distortions in the economic
and social organization of these countries. This was achieved by having core colonialist
and then capitalist economies interconnected with peripheral countries through imposed
forms of production, social organization and trading mechanisms aimed to meet the
economic and political interests of the colonial and imperialist powers. The impact of

uneven power relations set by colonial and imperialist institutions, Britton maintains,
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explain the difference in economic power and successful industrialization between the
countries.

This led Britton to adopt dependency theory as the central framework to explain the
dynamics and growing inequalities that result from tourism development, in this case, in
the particular context of South Pacific islands (i.e., Tonga, Fiji and Cook). ' Britton
defined dependency as:

A process of historical conditioning which alters the internal functioning of economic and
social subsystems within an underdeveloped country. This conditioning causes the
simultaneous disintegration of an indigenous economy and its reorientation to serve the needs
of exogenous markets (internal-disarticulation). (p.333-334).

The internal conditioning of the underdeveloped country is defined as the specific
role of that country in the economic system and the way in which the underdeveloped
country is “articulated” in relation to the core capitalist countries. In this form of
economic production, relations, companies, institutions and governments in the core
countries, as well as, local elite in the peripheral country have control over commodity
production, trade, technology and capital flow. This relation perpetuated overtime and
combined with distortions in the local economy (e.g., selective allocation of resources,
stunted accumulation of productive surplus, oppression of labor, high leakage) limits the
ability of such economy to meet its basic needs (i.e., food, shelter, social welfare and
employment for the public majority). By the same token, that relation benefits mostly

powerful commercial and political groups in the periphery and foreign interests which are

' Dependency theories emerged as a reaction against unilineal theories of economic evolution (such as
proposed by Rostow (1960) and others theories such as modernization theories that view development as a
process of transferring capital and technology from First World to the Third World in order to close the gap
between them. These views had a hard time explaining the continuing widening gap within Third World
countries and between developed and developing countries (Lewellen, 1995).
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in a better position to influence State policies and development projects and profit from
such development (Britton, 1982). The same mechanisms of articulation can be applied,
according to Britton, to the tourism industry, which in the development theory framework
has its origin in the core countries.

Britton studies the composition of the tourism industry within the Islands of Tonga,
Fiji and Cook by sectors, ownership, and the colonial history of each country. He
concludes that metropolitan tourism capital (core-periphery relationship) is the single
most important factor in determining the organization and characteristics of tourism in an
underdeveloped country. This is explained by the commercial power that foreign
enterprises in the international tourist industry have in controlling the flow of tourists and
allowing locals only to participate either through wage labor employment or in small,
petty retail and artisan enterprises.

What Britton demonstrates is that different levels of foreign ownership of sectors
within the tourism industry of countries will generate different benefits. More foreign
ownership means more tourism receipts but at the same time, it means larger leakage.
Less foreign ownership by contrast means, less tourism receipts and but also less leakage.

The major contribution of Britton’s work is the structural model of third world
tourism that captures the international and national organization of tourism and explains
the unequal distribution of tourist expenditures among the components of the industry
(Britton, 1982). Key to his model is the observation that commercial power and
ownership of the means of production (tourist, transportation, hotels, etc.) leads to the
greater benefits (tourism expenditures) to the entity that has such ownership, independent

of the attractions that a destination may have. Britton's solution to the inequality he
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observed requires government intervention where the organization of the industry and the
distribution of power are considered in order to warrant a greater distribution of the
benefits from the industry. In other words, to develop alternative forms of tourism
(different from conventional -mass- tourism) that support local ownership, generates job
opportunities and reduces leakage in the economy (Britton and Clarke, 1987).

In this way, Britton provides the beginning of an explanation of the factors behind the
behavior of tourism (growth and impacts), which Butler's model lacks. He does this by
showing the linkages and structure of power between the international organization of the
tourism industry and the commercial and political elite’s at the local destination, which
explain the differential economic impacts of tourism.

Other studies concerned with the political economy of tourism have been less theory
driven but nevertheless have contributed in illustrating central issues that are common in
the political economic examination of tourism. These studies have pointed out the many
factors that have expanded tourism worldwide which have: a) shaped the nature of
growth of tourism in a specific destination, b) defined the role of tourism in the
development process of a destination area, and c) determinéd the differential impacts of
tourism. The following are important factors commonly linked to the political economy
analysis of tourism found in the literature:

a) The role of Nation-States in promoting tourism development. Studies in this
area examine the role of the nation-states in using tourism to accomplish
national goals, in shaping the nature of tourism development and the process
of tourism policy formulation. In this regard, the role of the State is highly
linked to international relations and competition, political stability and intra-
national issues of tourism development (Aspelin, 1978; Geshekter, 1978,

Lanfant, 1980, 1995; Lanfant and Graburn, 1992; Poirer and Wright, 1993;
Hall, 1994, 1998, Gray, 1997).
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b) The role of international financial institutions (e.g., World Bank, UN agencies

and regional development banks) and international conservation
organizations (e.g., WWF, IUCN and the World Resource Institute) and their
linkages in promoting and supporting tourism development and other
alternative forms. Studies in this area have focused on the ideologies, agendas
and mechanisms through which these institutions together with national
governments have systematically designed the political and economic
conditions and demands for developing forms of tourism (Lanfant and
Graburn, 1992; Pleumarom, 1994). This has contributed to the establishment
of tourism as a global phenomenon with its related critical and irreversible
social and environmental costs.

The structure of third world countries’ economy and development needs
(within capitalist and socialist economies). Analysis of these factors includes
the historical and current internal economic conditions of third world
countries that push or justify tourism development agendas (Cater, 1987,
Wilkinson, 1989; Pleumaron, 1994; Poirer and Wright, 1993; Gray, 1997).
For instance, tourism represents for some economies the only export sector
opportunity to generate foreign exchange. For other countries faced with
unstable world prices of their commodity export or with limiting quotas on the
goods exported to first world countries, tourism represents a diversification of
their economies. Yet, for other countries tourism may serve as a strategy to
deal with foreign debt burden or deficit in their balance of payments.

d) Power structures. Studies that have examined this factor address the power

relations between stakeholders, and access to power in the process of decision
making in tourism development, including institutional and policy
arrangements for tourism (Britton, 1989; Nash, 1989; Wilkinson, 1989; Hall,
1994, 1998; Gray, 1997). In addition, it refers to how tourism is used to
achieve political agendas.

Organization and operation of tourism from the international level to the
linkages with lower levels of tourism structures. Studies that have analyzed
these factors address not only how the industry is structured and how it is
articulated and functions at different spatial scales but also how the industry is
impacted by current global concerns of the environment and sustainable
development (Britton, 1989; Lea, 1988; Lanfant, 1980; Lanfant and Graburn,
1992; Pleumaron, 1994; Hall, 1998).

The ideological, economic and conservation development models that support
tourism development agendas within third world countries (e.g., export led
development, sustainable development, biodiversity protection, structural
adjustment programs, neoliberal theories of development, privatization
schemes, foreign investment, liberalization policies and free trade
arrangements). Analyses of these factors focus on how are they reflected in
national economic and tourism development plans, policies and strategies and
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in political discourses and processes of decision making in tourism
development (Poirer and Wright, 1993; Pleumarom, 1994; Brohman, 1996;
Gray, 1997; Hall, 1994, 1998).

g) Impacts of tourism. These refer to the sociopolitical, economic, cultural and
environmental ramifications resulting from tourism development concretely
within capitalist settings of capital accumulation, competition and free trade
which tend to be less responsive to social concerns. These ramifications
include issues of unequal distribution of the benefits and costs of tourism;
indigenous rights and commodization of indigenous culture for tourism
marketing; loss of local control over development; and the establishment of
dependency relations with tourism (Britton, 1982, 1989; Cater, 1987; Nash,
1989; Wilkinson, 1989; Poirer and Wright, 1993; Pleumarom, 1994,
Brohman, 1996; Hall, 1994, 1998; Nicholson-Lord, 1997).

As we can see, while Britton provides for a big picture regarding the political
economy of tourism, other studies have further specified the elements and processes
involved in the manifestation, operation and behavior of the industry and its
consequences. The importance of the studies in the political economy of tourism is that
they have mapped a wide range of linkages between different actors and economic and
political interests in the development of the industry. Furthermore, they have pointed to
the direct and indirect social and environmental consequences that result from the action
of those linkages. However, the analytical tools that the political economy of tourism
provides do not explicitly address issues of environmental change and degradation
resulting from tourism. Similarly, they do not address the local socio-economic dynamics
of human-environment interactions, which may or may not be related to tourism
activities. Nevertheless, they are instrumental in the process of obtaining a proper
understanding of the development of tourism and its consequences in a specific location.

Very few studies if any have attempted to integrate in an analytical framework the

determinants that shape the nature of tourism in a particular place and then establish the

linkages between the multiple forces found at different levels of analysis (local, regional,
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national and international). This conceptual and methodological challenge, outlined by
Hall (1994), is deemed necessary if there is to be a comprehensive understanding of the
politics behind the industry.

As it turns out, this same challenge is found in the political ecological analyses
that seek to understand and search solutions for environmental issues that result from
human-environment interactions. It is to these points that political ecology speaks.
Applying political ecology to tourism provides an analytical framework to understand the
social causes and consequences of tourism-related environmental problems within a
specific context. This places tourism into the broader debate of human-environment
interactions, as they relate to environmental issues that are human induced.

What follows is a discussion of how political ecology allows the integration of the
concerns regarding how tourism evolves overtime, why it evolves in the way it does, and
what are the consequences of such evolution in a particular context. Furthermore it
enables us to explore issues of power relations, issues of uneven capital accumulation and

adverse environmental change linked to tourism development in specific cases.

1.4 Political Ecology: Understanding Environmental Change

Political ecology is a theoretical framework that focuses on human-environment
interactions that result in environmental change. Proliferating since the 1980’s and
expanding in the 1990’s, and mainly in the fields of anthropology and geography,
political ecology studies are characterized by the application of interdisciplinary

approaches that raise central questions about environmental change that result from
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human-environment interactions®® within the political economic context in which these
interactions occur (Milton, 1995; Painter, 1995; Whitesell, 1993; Zimmerer, 1994). This
theoretical framework has been used in many settings (mostly in so-called “third world”
countries) and applied to many environmental and social issues such as: soil erosion
(Blaikie, 1985; Blaikie and Brookfield, 1987; Black, 1989; Hershkovitz, 1993),
deforestation, land use change and destruction (Schmink and Wood, 1987; Stonich, 1993;
Jarosz; Moran, 1993), fisheries overexploitation (Chapman, 1989), breakdown of local
food production (Grossman, 1993), wildlife and biodiversity conservation (Neumann,
1992; Akama, 1993; Brown, 1998), land use conflict (Gezon, 1997), evaluation of
amazon extractive reserves (Whitesell, 1993), over-harvesting of specific plant species in
Mexico (Burwell, 1995), dredge-mining in Africa (Preston-Whyte, 1995); gender issues
regarding environmental knowledge and protection in Kenya (Rocheleau, 1995); human
right violations in Malawi linked to tourism development (Derman and Ferguson, 1995)
and change of resource relation and tourism impacts in the Virgin Islands and Honduras
(Johnston, 1987; Stonich, 1998).

Political ecology emerged during a time of politicization of the environment in
60’s and 70’s (Peet and Watts, 1993; Blaikie, 1994). Nonetheless the term has been
attributed to Wolf’s (1972) work which brought to fore the theoretical imperative to
analyze local land use under a political economic context that links the local situation

with wider social, political and economic issues (Peet and Watts, 1993, 1996; Durham,

2 The use of political ecology in this study is merely as an analytical framework, differing from other uses.
For instance the term has been used to point to the social and political implications of the programs and
strategies put forward by environmentalists and ecologists through social movements to address
environmental crises (Roussopoulos, 1993). Also the term has been used in ecological Marxist theoretical
formulation of environmental degradation, which analyze the process in which economic growth under
capitalist development depends on the reproduction of “productive conditions” (e.g., natural resource and
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1995; Stonich, 1995). This proposal notwithstanding, the analytical tools and suitable
methodologies to guide research for such new conceptualization of human-environment
relations were not put forth until the 80’s (Durham, 1995; Stonich, 1995).

In the field of anthropology, political ecology oriented studies emerged from a
rejection of environmental deterministic views of human environment relations, unilinear
evolution theories and from critiques of cultural ecology and cultural materialism
(Campbell and Olson, 1991; Durham, 1995; Peet and Watts, 1993; Milton, 1995). It also
emerged from a rejection of simplistic Malthusian, world systems and dependency
theoretical understanding of environmental degradation (Stonich, 1993; Durham, 1995;
Campbell and Olson, 1991; Moore, 1993). Since the 80’s anthropologists have been
moving towards conceptualizations that view human-environment relations as an
interactive process, focusing on the dynamics between human productive systems and the
environmental resource base (Painter, 1995). The nature of such productive systems (how
and for what purpose they are exploited) are viewed as dependent on the social
determination of what defines critical natural resources at a particular time and place, the
distribution of access to those resources, and the nature of the social relations and
institutional arrangements mediating that access (who controls access to critical
resources, through what mechanisms) (Blaikie, 1994; Painter, 1995). This has had
implications in the understanding of specific resource management practices within the
limitations of a specific physical environment and its social and environmental
consequences (who benefits and who pays the cost from differential access to critical

resources). Seeking an even wider perspective, anthropologists have incorporated

labor) which are treated as commodities and exploited in ways that threaten their sustainability and
generate social and economic problems (Villanueva, 1995; Stonich, 1993; Leff, 1993).
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historical context in their analysis to understand how a local situation came to be, and
political economy as an analytical component to many cultural ecological studies that
used to focus on human-environment relations and adaptations isolated from the wider
political, social and economic context (Johnston, 1987; Bennett, 1996; Campbell and
Olson, 1991). These conceptualizations are reflected in the increasing interest among
anthropologist in explaining the relation between small-scale events and processes, on the
one hand, and broader scale events and processes (micro-macro level linkages and
analysis) on the other (DeWalt and Pelto, 1985).

In geography, political ecology has its roots in the evolving ecological concepts in
human geography. These concepts moved from basic formulations of human adaptations
(i.e., human ecology) to the role of ethnicity, social and political power in influencing
human behavior and consequently its relation with the environment (Zimmerer, 1994). In
human geography a better understanding of human-environment interactions has resulted
from a) recognizing historical processes as a contingent factor shaping current
environmental change; b) considering broader political, social and economic contexts that
impinge upon local decisions in regard to resource utilization; and c) considering
differential human capacities and relative power to respond to environmental change

(Zimmerer, 1994; Bryant, 1992).21

1.4.1 The Main Feat { Political Ecol

Although there is great variety in their treatment, the following elements are

central features in many political ecological studies:

2! For a more comprehensive review of paradigms and theories in the social sciences applied to study and
explain human induced environmental change and degradation see Stonich, 1993, Whitesell, 1993,
Zimmerer, 1994 and Milton, 1995.
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o Concern with human induced environmental change and degradation focusing in
assessing its causes and consequences. Political ecological studies attempt systemic
analyses of the interactions between environmental systems and local production
systems. In this way try to understand why certain forms of land uses occur and why
in many cases the land is exploited in ways that imperil its sustainability, and
consequently the subsistence of the land-users in the long term.

¢ Human-environment relations are understood as a two-way interaction process
between social and environmental systems ranging from the local to the regional,
national and global level.

e Temporal and spatial levels of analysis of environmental change are emphasized with
the recognition that such change results from historical and social processes.

e The identification of systemic roots of environmental degradation borne out of the
interaction between power relations at the local and macro levels. Systemic roots of
environmental degradation are found in the political economic context in which
human-environment interactions take place in a specific locality. Political economy
provides a structural perspective underscoring the causal relationships between a local
production systems (modes of production and the associated social relations, social
dynamics and class structure) and the larger national and international economy,
political structures and structures of decision-making, particularly as they influence
decisions about resources use, the structure of ownership and rights to use and control
resources (Hershkovitz, 1993, p.330).

¢ Concern in understanding specific environmental problems, and in reaching
contextualized solutions to those problems,? rather than building theoretical
formulations regarding society-environment relations or theories of environmental

degradation. These analyses can lead to policy-oriented recommendations for
structural change to procure both environmental protection and social equity.

1.4.2 Field Worl the Political Ecol { Touri

To my knowledge, there are only two studies that have used political ecology to study
tourism impacts: Johnston (1987) and Stonich (1998). Johnston (1987) has been rarely
cited, and Stonich (1998) is a recent publication that promises to advance the

applicability of political ecology approaches to tourism.

22 There have been attempts to build models that illustrate the mechanisms that generate environmental
deterioration. For an example Durham (1995) synthesizes in a model the major findings of studies
regarding structural causes of environmental change in Latin America.
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Anthropologist Barbara Johnston (1987) is a pioneer in applying a political ecology
approach to tourism (tourism as development). The formulation of her model is different
from the most common work in political ecology in that it characterizes political ecology
as a framework rooted in cultural ecology. It integrates a political economy and systems
approach to the analysis of social and environmental problems which are seen to be
interactive and occurring within a context of competition over and/or unequal access to
critical resources (Johnston, 1987). Her view of the framework is oriented by an
ideological critique of the conflicting and seldom considered costs of development,
questioning who gains in the process and what are the social/environmental costs. In
defining her conceptual framework, Johnston reviews, criticizes and underlines the
limitations of neoclassical economic theories of modernization that have guided tourism
development strategies and the “eco-development” models of tourism. Neoclassical
economics assesses the performance of tourism development based on cost-benefit
analyses of direct and relatively quantifiable variables. However, this assessment
overlooks the historical and political processes that determine development processes
(citing de Kadt). In terms of the political economy of tourism, Johnston analyses the ways
that tourism replicates existing social and economic conditions of dependency and
underdevelopment, by linking local issues with the global capitalist system. Although
political economic studies position tourism in a broader historical and political-economic
context and link the industry with other forms of development, it suffers from the same
limitations of the previous models. That is, the models address significant issues but are
limited and rarely if ever integrate cultural consideration and less quantifiable impacts of

tourism in the analyses. Key to solve this problem is the concept of “resource relations”
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defined as those relations between people that revolve around issues of differing values,
uses, and levels of access and control over critical resources. Critical resources are
understood as anything tangible (such as water, food, etc.) or intangible (knowledge)
that is defined by a group as being an essential part of peoples lives” (p.15). It is through
studying the political economic and cultural contexts, Johnston argues that one is able to
recognize how people define, value, use and determine their levels of access and control
over resources. Thus, the questions that guide this approach are how these relations
change over time, and what are the politicai economic, social and environmental
constraints, which influence change of these relations. Johnston’s summarizes her

~ framework as one that:

Looks at both external political economic relations and the internal social, environmental and
cultural constraints. I place these micro/macro levels dynamics into a historical framework,
which allows sufficient analytical depth to explore both social environmental consequences
of tourism development, and which links social, cultural and environmental problems to a
common development context (p.8).

Three case studies in the US Virgin Islands render support to this approach. The first
case is a rural community study that addresses historical changes in land resource
relations. The second case is a fisheries resource study looking at conflict between artisan
fisherman over access and use rights of fishery resources; and the last case is a tourism
resort development study analyzing the political actions adopted by locals to stop the
development process. All the cases are linked to the tourism development context in the
island. Johnston systematically reveals the impacts of tourism through her model
observed through demographic changes, changes in resource values and use, changes in
resources access and resource control. Throughout, it stresses the many social tensions

and conflicts that result in uneven distribution of benefits and costs of tourism
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development. Her concept of resource relations underscores the role of cultural variables
in influencing political economic power relationships.

A more recent investigation into the political ecology of tourism is the work of
anthropologist Susan Stonich (1998).2 She studies, over a period of three years, the
relationship between tourism development, water and environmental health in the Bay
Island of Roatan in Honduras, a tourism hot spot, north from the mainland. Stonich
concentrates on the various stakeholders involved in the tourism industry, their relative
power in regard to control over water resources and the differential impacts of water
quality and environmental health issues on the different social groups (i.e., Ladino
immigrants, Afro-Antillean residents, tourists). The approach combines a multiplicity of
qualitative and quantitative methods ** to link the elements of her model in a hierarchical
systemic structure from the international level forces, stepping down to the state role at
the national level and then to more specific unit of analysis (i.e., community and
households).

The model bases macro-micro levels of analysis on economic development policies
and promotion of international tourism in Central America. It focuses on multinational
tourism agreements in Central America and the key role of International development
donor (i.e., World Bank, IDB, UN, and USAID) in supporting tourism initiatives in the

region. These include collaborative efforts between international donors, NGOs, national

2 Stonich has used the approach in other contexts to study environmental degradation linked to issues of
agriculture export-led growth and the impoverishment of rural peasant in Honduras.

% Some of the methods include a census of three communities (i.e., Sandy Bay, West End and Flowers
Bay), in-depth ethnography (life history interviews), semistructured surveys of men and women heads of
households, attitudes toward tourism, tourist surveys, tourism business surveys, water quality studies and
analysis of medical records and anthropometric studies.
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governments and private investors; promoting tourism in international trade policies; and
creating conditions for international and national investors such as economic incentives.

Another element of Stonich’s approach is the role of the Honduran Government in
promoting international tourism as a national strategy since the 80’s, in order to capitalize
on attractions such as Mayan archeological sites, beaches, colonial history and the coral
reef of the Bay Islands. Following patterns observed elsewhere, the study reveals that the
creation of tourism zones intensified when neoliberal economic policies were adopted
since 1990 to promote “non-traditional exports” which were followed in the sector of
tourism by policies that established strong economic incentives to attract foreign
investment.

The focus of Stonich’s study is on water as an important resource not only for tourism
but also for the life and health of residents and tourists. It concludes that the
transformation in the island, the socio-economic problems, water contamination and the
human cost of poor environmental health is attributed to the actions and behavior of
many stakeholders. However, it is the Honduras Government (with its fiscal incentives
that encourages leakage and does not promote backward linkages) and the Bay Island
elite’s who have played a major role in accelerating an unregulated and uncontrolled
tourism development. Subsequently, they have generated many spin-off effects with more
local entrepreneur activities, small private foreign investments and new large-scale
multinational hotel investments. Her policy recommendation centers on a systemic
integrative policy approach to ensure development that is equitable and environmentally
responsible. Collaboration among all relevant stakeholders with specific roles, from the

Government, tourism businesses, tourist and local people is key in such policy
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approaches in order to reduce the effects of fiscal incentives, reinforce existing laws and
regulations, and minimize the impacts of the industry.

Stonich’s study thus illustrates the multiple social causes of environmental
deterioration in a specific context and shows also a wide range of methodological
challenges to establish such cause-effect relations in a demanding analytical framework

such as political ecology.

143 Critical S { Political Ecol

Political ecology does not go without major criticisms. Many scholars have
pointed out that its broad agenda and not so clearly defined theoretical formulation and
coherence that need analytical refinement to reduce plurality in its explanation of
environmental change (Bryant, 1992; Peet and Watts, 1996). Likewise, political ecology
needs to resolve the epistemological issues of trying to integrate social and natural
sciences (Blaikie, 1994) and overcome many methodological challenges and the lack of
clarity to establish cause-effect relationships at different temporal and spatial levels of
analysis (Durham, 1995; Painter, 1995; Peet and Watts, 1996). Other scholars have
underscored the tendency or bias of political ecology to only explain environmental
issues in the third world or rural, peasant poor areas without regard to issues in first world
countries or urban areas (Peet and Watts, 1996; Bryant, 1992). Most importantly, is the
concern among researchers (Basset, 1988; Grossman, 1993; Whitesell, 1993) of political
ecology’s limitation in generating universal generalizations given its emphasis on specific
contextual social and environmental factors; and its limited capacity so far in pointing to

solutions to the many environmental problems it addresses (Bryant, 1992).
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Although there is still a long way to go in developing a coherent theoretical
architecture in political ecology, the approach allows for systematically analyzing
environmental problems, and it is here where its strength resides. Cumulative studies in
political ecology that thoroughly treat its elements and refine its methodological tools can
lead to developing solid theoretical guidelines based on the common emerging patterns
observed across environmental degradation problems.

Consequently, and despite the criticisms, political ecology is a powerful tool to
systematically discern and map out the intricate and complex human-environment
interaction in a particular locality. In this regard it helps in analyzing environmental
problems and can help in unifying different socially constructed views of such problems
in order to search for solutions that are environmentally responsive and socially desirable.
In the case of tourism, political ecology provides an analytical frame to understand the
nature of tourism (tourism business environment) and its impact in specific contexts
guiding the search for sustainable tourism practices (business-development-conservation

objectives) that primarily protects the environment and the host community.

1.5 Purpose of the Study

As mentioned, the purpose of this study is to understand how and why are the
Pemon degrading their land and what is the role of ecotourism development in generating
or mitigating environmental degradation taking as a case study the Pemon-Kamaracoto in
the Kamarata Valley in Canaima National Park. The answer to these questions will
provide an understanding of the relationship between nature-based tourism,
environmental change and the Pemon changing resource use relationships. These

relationships are examined within the framework of political ecology. The study
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addresses local environmental issues as they relate to the social and cultural impacts of
ecotourism. The case focuses on ecotourism development as it operates in a specific
locality including its linkages with wider political, social and economic influences.

This study defines political ecology of tourism as the study of tourism-related
causes and consequences of environmental change and degradation. In this view tourism
development is understood both as a process and as a state. The former refers to the way
in which tourism behaves overtime and the latter focuses on tourism as a means for
development or reaching some end state or condition (Pearce, 1991). The development
process depends on many variables (determinants of tourism demand and supply) but
specifically on the structure of the business. This requires observing and identifying the
tourism system structure and its historical context of development as it refers to the
arrangement and actions of the different components or actors in the industry as they
articulate with a specific local destination (Britton, 1989; Nash, 1992).

In this study, the environment in Canaima is conceived as a “resource and service
enabler” as it is perceived and defined by multiple stakeholders. This is referred to as a
“politicized environment” in which environmental issues must be studied without
isolating them from the historical and current political and economic processes within
which they are generated or catalyzed. This includes national and international agendas
as they relate to economic development, conservation and indigenist policies and
programs that impinge on the local human-environment interactions in Canaima. Studies
within this context seek to determine whether an ecotourism system is achieving its

conservation and development goals. The context sets a structural and political dimension
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that is hard to modify and that perpetuates the existing relations between parks, local
residents and tourism operators.

The multiple resources of Canaima are viewed in this study as highly contested
by multiple interests and actors (i.e., State agencies, tourism operators, indigenous
people, mining companies, etc.), which interact through the interplay of uneven power
relations at different scales (local, regional, national and international). Such interplay of
powers is central in the political ecological analysis. Power defines who controls and who
has access to specific resources of the park, as well as, determining the differential
benefits and costs of the resource use, environmental change and degradation. This study
adopts Bryant’s inclusive notion of power which speaks to three interconnected
questions: what are the various ways and forms in which one actor seeks to e<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>