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Introduction  
IŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚƐ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ “ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞ DĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ GŽĂůƐ ;“DG͛ƐͿ ĂŶĚ TŚĞ CŽŶǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ 
on Biological Diversity (CBD, 2017) set out targets for countries worldwide to seek a more 

sustainable future. Sustainable tourism may have a significant role within this setting. In September 

2015, all 193 Member States of the United Nations committed to achieving an aspiring 17 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and 169 associated targets by 2030 (United Nations, 2017).  

Building on the Millennium Development Goals, the SDGs aim towards a comprehensive agenda that 

incorporates social, economic and environmental targets, for both developed and developing 

countries (Hajer et al., 2015). Tourism can contribute directly or indirectly to achieve Goals 8, 12 and 

14, which are all associated with all-encompassing and sustainable development (UNWTO, 2016). 

Therefore, sustainable tourism is an important element in the post-2015 development programme. 

Moreover, the CBD sets out recommendations to promote the relationship between tourism and 

biodiversity; encouraging land-use developments to focus on sustainability as well as endorsing 

education and capacity building as means of sustainable tourism (Secretariat of the Convention on 

Biological Diversity, 2004).  

 

DƵĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ PĂĐŝĨŝĐ͛Ɛ ĚŝǀĞƌƐĞ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ͕ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ĂŶĚ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ͕ ƚŚĞ ƌĞŐŝŽŶ ĨĂĐĞƐ Ă 
variety of development challenges. The Pacific region has made strong commitments to tackle these 

challenges not only through the CBD and the SDGs, but also by becoming party to numerous 

multilateral environmental agreements such as the Barbados Programme of Action, including the 

Pacific Type II initiatives, and the Mauritius Strategy (UNESCO, 2008). The Barbados Programme of 

Action was adopted in 1994 as a 14-point initiative that established priorities and actions required 

for tackling the unique challenges encountered by SIDS, including climate change and sea-level rise, 

waste management, marine and coastal resources, natural and environmental disasters 

(International Institute for Sustainable Development, 2010). Ten years after the implementation of 

the Barbados Programme of Action, an International Meeting to review the Programme of Action 

was held in Mauritius in 2005, resulting in the adoption of the Mauritius Strategy. The Strategy 

determines actions and plans in 19 priority areas, incorporating the original premises of the 

Barbados Programme of Action, promoting sustainable development in Small Island Developing 

States (United Nations, 2005). Additionally, Type II commitments, such as the Pacific Type II 

initiatives, were founded as voluntary partnerships between governments and other stakeholders 

such as non-governmental organisations to promote sustainable development in the Pacific Region 

at The World Summit for Sustainable Development (WSSD) in 2002 in Johannesburg (Doran, 2002). 

The common themes of these international and regional commitments are to avert additional 

environmental change and to promote sustainable development within Small Island Developing 

States. As part of the Pacific Type II initiatives, for example, Pacific Leaders initiated 14 Pacific 

Umbrella Initiatives in 2002, one of which aims to target sustainable tourism development in the 

Pacific (McIntyre and Heileman, 2005). Furthermore, the Pacific region has recently implemented 

the Pacific Community Strategic Plan 2016ʹ2020 that aims to support the region in achieving 

sustainable development targets, outlined by the SDG framework (Pacific Community, 2015).  



 

In Fiji, tourism is one of the main economic sectors, comprising 10% of national GDP (Fiji Bureau of 

Statistics, 2016). Fiji received more than 842,844 visitors in 2017 (Reserve Bank of Fiji, 2018), who 

spent Fijian dollars (FJ$)1.6 billion across the industry, employing approximately 119,000 Fijians 

(MITT, 2018). As a result, the interest towards developing sustainable tourism policies has been 

growing. Currently, the FijiĂŶ ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ŝƐ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ŽŶ Ă ƉůĂŶ ĨŽƌ ƚŽƵƌŝƐŵ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ĐĂůůĞĚ ͚FŝũŝĂŶ 
TŽƵƌŝƐŵ ϮϬϮϭ͛ ƚŚĂƚ ĂŝŵƐ ƚŽ ƐĞƚ Ă ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ƚŽ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ͛Ɛ ƚŽƵƌŝƐŵ ƐĞĐƚŽƌ ĂŶĚ ŝƚƐ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ 
growth in a sustainable nature (Ministry of Industry, Trade and Tourism, 2017). The current draft 

ƉůĂŶ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐ Ϯϴ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ͕ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ǁŚŝĐŚ͕ “ƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ Ŷ͘ ϮϬ ͞EŶŐĂŐĞ ŝŶ PƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ‘ĞĞĨ ĂŶĚ MĂƌŝŶĞ 
AƌĞĂƐ͕͟  ŝƐ ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ƚŽ Fŝũŝ͛Ɛ ƚŽƵƌŝƐŵ ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƐ ŵŽƐƚůǇ ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ĂŶĚ ĐŽĂƐƚĂů ďĂƐĞĚ 
ĂŶĚ ƐƚƌĞƐƐĞƐ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĞĚ ĨŽƌ ͞ŶĞǁ ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ ƚŚĞ ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͟ ;MŝŶŝƐƚƌǇ ŽĨ IŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ͕ 
Trade and Tourism, 2017).  Furthermore, the draft Fijian Tourism 2021 declares the marine 

environment as integral to indigenous Fijian lifestyles with estimated yields of more than 

͞FJΨϮ͘ϱďŝůůŝon per annum from tourism, commercial and subsistence fishing activities and from 

coastal protection and carbon-ƐƚŽƌĂŐĞ ǀĂůƵĞƐ͟ ;MITT͕ ϮϬϭϴ͕ Ɖ͘ϲϱͿ͘). 
 

Effectively addressing Sustainable Development Goals 

The SDGs are comprised of 17 distinct goals and 169 related targets that aim to promote worldwide 

economic development and prosperity without this being at the expense of the environment. 

Ecosystem services are expected to enhance the delivery of 41 targets across 12 SDGs (Wood et al., 

2018). SDG 11, for example, focuses on improving urban planning and management in an effort to 

make living more sustainable and resilient, with immediate impacts on natural resources in existing 

urban areas or in converting rural landscapes for urban uses. It is foreseen that in an effort of 

achieving SDG 11, not only the cultural and national heritage of places will be safeguarded (SDG 

11.4), but that financial aid will increase to conserve and use sustainably the ecosystems involved 

and their biodiversity (SDG 15.A.).  Private investment and expenditure can be focused particularly 

on tourism, especially for Small Island Developing States (SIDS). For example, as set out by SGD 8.9, 

policies that promote sustainable tourism creating new jobs and promoting local culture are 

encouraged to be implemented by 2030. Sustainable tourism is therefore presented by the SDGs as 

a means to enhance economic growth, biodiversity protection, and promote and conserve local 

culture. If the SDGs are to be achieved, examining the preferences of the citizens of western 

countries, who constitute the majority of SIDS visitors, to engage in sustainable tourism and its 

related activities, as well as the underlining factors affecting ǀŝƐŝƚŽƌƐ͛ decisions, is fundamental for 

future SIDS policy and decision making for a sustainable development.  

 

Investigating sustainable tourism in Fiji  

Tourism expenditure in Pacific SIDS (PSIDS) for 2013 totalled to US$1.4 billion, an average of just 

over US$1000 per visitor. Furthermore, in 2014 there were 1.37 million overnight visitor arrivals 

across eleven1 countries in the South Pacific, with Fiji, Papua New Guinea (PNG), Palau, Samoa and 

                                                
1
 Papua New Guinea (PNG), Solomon Islands, Vanuatu, Fiji, Tonga, Samoa, Kiribati, Palau, Marshall Islands 

(RMI), Federated States of Micronesia (FSM) and Tuvalu. 



Vanuatu making up the top five destinations (Perrottet and Garcia, 2016). PSIDS saw a 2.2% increase 

in international tourist arrivals between the period 2009-2013 (UN, 2014), and in 2017 an annual 

growth of 8.4% (South Pacific Tourism Organisation, 2017). The World Bank (2016) reported a 

smaller annual growth rate for the area in the period of 2005-2014 than that of the UN, (4.5%); 

however, this is still higher than the global average growth of tourism of 3.9%. In Fiji, tourism has 

replaced sugar as the primary export, making tourism the primary income generator in the country 

(World Bank, 2016). On the other hand, tourism has been found to have negative environmental 

consequences (UNWTO and UNEP, 2008) which are not always taken into consideration (Neto, 

2003). In particular, species and habitats are negatively impacted by high-impact tourism, where 

arrivals numbers put stress on the capacities of host areas (Castellanos-Verdugo et al., 2016). In fact, 

heavy reliance on conventional tourism activities can become a driver for biodiversity loss, which 

would be at odds with the achievement of the CBD targets. For example, Fŝũŝ͛Ɛ ŵĂŶŐƌŽǀĞ͕ ĞƐƚƵĂƌŝĞƐ͕ 
reef and foreshore ecosystems have significately decreased in size due to tourism development 

(Bernard and Cook, 2015).  

 

It has also been suggested that tŽƵƌŝƐƚƐ͛ decisions and behaviour can be studied in an attempt to 

increase the environmental sustainability of tourism (Juvan and Dolnicar, 2016). For example, this 

ĐŽƵůĚ ďĞ ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĚ ďǇ ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ Ăƚ ƚŽƵƌŝƐƚƐ͛ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂl sustainable decisions, such as the choice of 

the area to visit and the behaviour during the visit (Juvan and Dolnicar, 2016). This is important for 

policy-designing, as policy-makers have to trade-off levels of human disturbance on the environment 

and the economic returns tourism visits provide.  The term sustainable tourism is being used 

hereafter, following Yu et al. (2011), to define practices, such as ecotourism and agri-tourism, that 

generate benefits for locals while minimizing negative impacts on natural environment and culture.  

 

Deciding to visit a sustainably managed tourist area has been linked with: tourist satisfaction, 

previous experiences, and eco-friendly attitudes (Castellanos-Verdugo et al., 2016), an existent sense 

of place held by residents of the tourism area (Bricker and Kerstetter, 2006) as well as motivations 

and environmentally responsible behaviours (Kil et al., 2014). Previous studies have discovered that 

place attachment can be influenced by destination image, attractiveness, involvement and 

satisfaction as well as psychological factors such as well-being (Mandal, 2016). Repeat visitation and 

familiarity as a factor of place attachment can influence destination attraction, and well-being thus 

supporting the sustainability of destinations (Lewicka, 2011; Vada et al., 2019). Examining which 

practices would be more appealing to prospective tourists can be done by identifying prospective 

ƚŽƵƌŝƐƚ͛ ƉƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ Ă ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞ ƚŽƵƌŝƐŵ ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ͘ “ƵĐŚ ĂŶ ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ ŽĨ ƚŽƵƌŝƐƚƐ͛ 
preferences can inform decision-making in a local and country-wide setting. Failure to address 

ƚŽƵƌŝƐƚƐ͛ ƉƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ on tourism developers can negatively affect the sense of place of residents and 

consequently the quality of the tourism experience for visitors (Bricker and Kerstetter, 2006). 

 

Our approach: Investigating the ecosystem service benefits achieved 

through sustainable tourism 

The Ecosystem Services (ES) approach has been seen as a useful tool to describe interactions 

between humans and ecosystems and how they affect human welfare (Pascua et al., 2017). ES in the 

Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MEA, 2005) are grouped into four major categories of services: 



provisioning; regulating; supporting; and cultural. Food is considered a provisioning services, as it 

provides humans with some specific benefit. Climate regulation is an example of a regulating service, 

which supports the regulation of life on earth. Recreation and education are instead two examples 

of cultural services. Supporting services, as they support the life on planet earth are, for example, 

primary production and soil formation.   

 

For this analysis, we use the framework suggested in the UKNEA-FO (2014). Within this framework, 

we have identified two benefits of the cultural services category that deserves more attention within 

the ES valuation literature: spiritual and cultural well-being, and education. Tourism, in its traditional 

form, and recreation in coastal and marine areas, albeit still scarce, have already received some 

attention and some valuations exist for different places around the world, including tropical areas 

(Enriquez-Acevedoa et al., 2018; Turner et al., 2014).  

 

Cultural services 

Cultural Ecosystem Services (CES) are defined in the MEA aƐ ͞ƚŚĞ ŶŽŶ-material benefits people 

obtain from ecosystems through spiritual enrichment, cognitive development, reflection, recreation 

ĂŶĚ ĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐ ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ͟ (MEA, p.40). In their CES definition Chan et al. (2011) have also included 

the attachment that individuals demonstrate with a specific area.  CES have been recognized as 

important (Chan et al., 2012) but they are still lacking influence on policy and decision making (MEA, 

2005). CES are expected to play a more important role in cultures where individuals have strong 

connections to the local environment (MEA, 2005). CES are not to be confused with the services 

from the creative or cultural industries sector. This sector refers to the industry that relies on 

products such as souvenirs sold in markets and services offered that are derivatives of local cultures 

in a region (Throsby, 2015). In fact, in an ES framework such services would be grouped under 

͚PƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶŝŶŐ͛ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ĂƐ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ͕ Žƌ ĚĞƉĞŶĚ ŽŶ͕ ĐƌĂĨƚĞĚ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ ŽĨ ůŽĐĂů ĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ ƚŽ ďĞ ƵƐĞĚ ĂƐ 
ornaments such as shells, corals and wood. So far, the focus in the CES assessment literature has 

been on recreation and scenery and less has been done to examine spiritual values and cultural 

identity (Chan et al., 2012). This lack of research might be caused by the multitude of definitions of 

CES existing in the literature (Gould and Lincoln, 2017), their weak linkages to material aspects of 

human well-being (MEA, 2005) and their intangibility (Milcu et al., 2013). Intangibility also makes 

CES difficult to assess monetarily (de Groot et al., 2005). Another aspect of CES that makes their 

valuation more difficult is that they lack the feature of substitutability with other ES (MEA, 2005).  

 

Understanding and assessing CES is important as 70% of CES evaluated by the MEA  were found to 

be degraded or being used unsustainably MEA (2005). Reasons for this degradation include: a rapid 

decline in sacred groves and species (ES: spiritual and religious values); a decline in quantity and 

quality of natural lands (ES: aesthetic values); and since some areas are now more accessible than 

before, they are also more degraded than before (ES: recreation and ecotourism). Additionally, 

failure to identify the existence and importance of CES can lead to public discord with negative 

consequences for local communities and governments (Chan et al., 2012). CES can play an important 

role in sustainable natural resource management, especially in countries with strong connections 

between people and their land, in terms of cultural significance and inter-and-intra-generational 

traditions (Pascua et al., 2017), as we have identified for Fiji. Finally, in decision-making, correctly 

identifying CES can have a positive impact in resource management, benefiting both managers and 

the local population (Turner et al. 2008).   



 

In this study, considering the context of Fiji, we consider the well-studied cultural ecosystem service 

ŽĨ ͚ƚŽƵƌŝƐŵ ĂŶĚ ŶĂƚƵƌĞ ǁĂƚĐŚŝŶŐ͕͛ ďƵƚ ǁĞ ĂůƐŽ ŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚĞ ƚŚĞ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ŽĨ ͚ƐƉŝƌŝƚƵĂů 
and cultural well-ďĞŝŶŐ͛: 
 

1.Tourism and Nature Watching. Advancements identifying the impact of cultural benefits using 

economic valuation methods have been made in the literature since the 1980s (e.g. Throsby and 

Withers, 1983). The MEA (Ch. 14) portrays the cultural value of ecosystems as an important 

determinant on the value of ecosystems. So, for example, Wright and Eppnik (2016) in their meta-

analysis found 48 studies around the world referring to cultural values and their valuation published 

between 1995 and 2015. Most of those studies focused on buildings as historical and cultural 

heritage sites (e.g. Choi et al., 2010) and much less on the CES provided by natural ecosystems. 

Nevertheless, recent examples in the literature that value cultural services include values derived 

from historical natural sites (Melstrom, 2015), agricultural landscapes (van Berkel and Verburg, 

2014) and historical landscapes (Melstrom, 2014). In fact, given the difficulties to value cultural 

services, landscape research on aesthetic values can become a good proxy to value them (Schaich et 

al., 2010). To preserve natural ecosystems that provide tourism and nature watching benefits within 

ĞĂĐŚ ĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵ͛Ɛ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ĐĂƌƌǇŝŶŐ ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ, restrictions to entry can be introduced (Tuan and 

Navrud, 2008). General population groups in the Pacific region, such as Australia, have been found 

willing to accept small increases in protection of cultural heritage sites but reported negative values 

for high levels of protection (Rolfe and Windle, 2003).  

Restrictions in visits are already introduced in Fiji in the cases of shark-diving tourism which operates 

in some no-take zones (Vianna et al., 2011). Vianna et al also report that benefits from such 

management practices are reported to promote coral reef preservation. Payments to the local 

community to allow access in their traditional fishing grounds are made through entry fees.  

 

In this study we aim to test whether restrictions to entry to improve the ecosystem services 

provided by coastal and marine ecosystems in Fiji by reducing human impact creates changes in 

welfare for prospective UK tourists in Fiji.  

 

2. Spiritual and cultural well-being. Intangible aspects of culture and heritage, such as traditional 

dances, rituals and events, and their impact on human well-being, demonstrate their close link to 

local landscapes and seascapes, suggesting that the local environment cannot be untangled from the 

spiritual and cultural well-being and aesthetic benefits, for visitors and residents alike. Most of the 

relevant literature has been focusing on the economic impact of heritage and history sites, as well as 

cultural landmarks, in the local economy (e.g. Bowitz and Ibenholt, 2009) or the valuation of the 

sites themselves (e.g. Choi et al. 2010; Melstrom, 2015). The value of tangible and non-tangible 

aspects (e.g. visiting and experiencing nature in unison with traditional monuments and artefacts) of 

an area generate large values to recreationists and to indigenous people (Boxall et al., 2003). For 

example, Boxall et al. report that prospective recreationists in a nature park in Canada were willing 

to change their planned route choices to view historical monuments of spiritual value to indigenous 

population. Experiencing local culture has also been found to be highly important to Westerners 

visiting ͚exotic͛ ůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂƐ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƉƉĞĂƌ ƚŽ ďĞ ŵŽƌĞ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚ ŝŶ ůĞƐƐ ƚĂŶŐŝďůĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƐ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ 
cultural experiences than visitors from areas closer to these destinations (Suh and McAvoy, 2005). In 

Fiji, the commercialisation of vilavilairevo (firewalking) is an example of intangibility that whilst 



ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ ĂŶ ͚ŝĐŽŶŝĐ͛ ĂƚƚƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ ĨŽƌ ƚŽƵƌŝƐƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĂŶ ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ŽĨ 
BĞƋĂ͕ ŝƚƐ ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ǀĂůƵĞ ĂŶĚ ͚ƐƚŽƌǇ͛ ŝƐ ƌĂƌĞůǇ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ ďǇ ǀŝƐŝƚŽƌƐ ;“ƚǇŵĞŝƐƚ͕ ϭϵϵϲͿ͘ CƵůƚƵƌĂů 
performances, originally performed by indigenous Fijian land-owning communities, are now being 

ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚ ŝŶ ŚŽƚĞůƐ ĂŶĚ ƌĞƐŽƌƚƐ ďǇ ͚ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů͛ ĚĂŶĐĞ ƚƌŽƵƉĞƐ ĂƐ ͚ĞŶƚĞƌƚĂŝŶŵĞŶƚ͛ ƚŚĂƚ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ ĂŶ 
amalgamation of Pacific cultures (mainly Polynesian), rather than authentically Fijian mekes or 

traditional dances (Movono, 2018). 

Accordingly, in Fiji, the cultural experience does not always lead to a cultural enrichment and 

education. This might be attributed to the commercialised nature of the cultural services offered 

which are tailored to the expectations of tourists rather than to the real traditions of the area, which 

ŚĂƐ ĂůƐŽ ůĞĚ ƚŽ Ă ͞ůŽƐƐ ŽĨ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ͟ ŝŶ Fŝũŝ ;PƌĂƐĂĚ ϮϬϭϰ͕ ĂƐ ƐĞĞŶ ŝŶ TŚƌŽƐďǇ͕ ϮϬϭϱͿ͘ 
 

In this study we test whether introducing more culturally aware management of marine and coastal 

ecosystems in Fiji to increase spiritual and cultural wellbeing benefits for both locals and tourists can 

positively affect the welfare of prospective UK tourists.  

 

Sustainable tourism, ecosystem services, and Community Based 

Management: the example of the Locally Managed Marine Areas  

Countries in Melanesia and Polynesia, such as Fiji, have high percentages of their land under 

customary tenure (88% in Fiji) which allow rights to access only to specific groups of people. In Fiji, 

the ecological system has a land (qele) and marine (qoliqoliͿ ĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚ ƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ ƚŽ ĂƐ ŽŶĞ͛Ɛ 
kanakana or area from where sustenance is derived (Movono, 2018; Ravuvu, 1983).  Indigenous 

Fijians interact with their environment through culturally defined livelihood practices as well as 

totemic connections which are the foundations of traditional knowledge, pride and identity. People 

ďĞůŽŶŐŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ƚƌŝďĞ ĂƌĞ ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƚŽƚĞŵŝĐ ĂĨĨŝůŝĂƚŝŽŶƐ ǁŝƚŚ ĞĂĐŚ ŽƚŚĞƌ͕ ͞ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ 
sharing of a totem tree, totem fish and totem bird, forming a cultural bond that links people to each 

other, links people to the vanua and the vanua ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƉĞŽƉůĞ͟ ;MŽǀŽŶŽ͕ ϮϬϭϴ͕ Ɖ͘ϮϵϲͿ͘ TŽƚĞŵŝĐ 
connections are geographically unique, mandate links between people and their natural 

environment and impart a sense of responsibility and custodianship of the vanua as a system in 

which indigenous Fijians can cohabit with nature (Movono, 2018).   

 

Fŝũŝ͛Ɛ ĞƚŚŶŝĐ ĂŶĚ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ĚĞƉĞŶĚƐ ŚŝŐŚůǇ ŽŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ŽĨ ĐƵƐƚŽmary tenure which also has 

ĞŶĂďůĞĚ ƚŚĞ ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ͞CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ CŽŶƐĞƌǀĞĚ AƌĞĂƐ͟ ;CCAƐͿ ;AƵƐĂŝĚ͕ ϮϬϬϴͿ͘ AůƚŚŽƵŐŚ CCAƐ 
ĂƌĞ ŶĂŵĞĚ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚůǇ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ͕ ŝŶ Fŝũŝ ĨŽƌ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ ŽŶĞ ĂƌĞĂ ŝƐ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ ĂƐ ͞MĂŶĂŐĞĚ NĂƚƵƌĞ 
‘ĞƐĞƌǀĞ͟ ĂƐ ƐĞĞŶ ŝŶ TŚĂŵĂŶ Ğƚ Ăů͘ ;ϮϬϭϲͿ ĂŶĚ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ĂƐ ͞LŽĐĂůůǇ MĂŶĂŐĞĚ MĂƌŝŶĞ AƌĞĂ͟ ;UNDP͕ 
2014), they all reflect a form of managed areas for natural resource use under local or governmental 

jurisdiction. These CCAs operate under rules mainly focusing on closures or bans (temporal or 

seasonal) to specific groups of people. In the general Melanesia and Polynesia region, CCAs 

ĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĐĂŶ ĞŝƚŚĞƌ ƚĂŬĞ ƚŚĞ ĨŽƌŵ ŽĨ ƐĂĐƌĞĚ ĂƌĞĂƐ͕ ĐĂůůĞĚ ͚ƚĂďƵ͛ (or taboo) areas, or of Marine 

Protected Areas (MPAs) and Western style parks (Govan et al., 2009).  Sacred areas are not 

designated as a means of ecosystem management but establishing them also allows for preservation 

of the ecosystems as access to them is entirely or partly denied either to locals and tourists alike or 

just to tourists. CCAs have been estimated to be in place, in various forms, in 177 villages in 14 

provinces in Fiji; while 50-100 more villages have demonstrated an interest in introducing CCAs 



(Govan et al., 2009). 

 

Tabu areas are of particular importance as they refer to bans or temporary closures to areas and 

have been increasingly used by local populations as external pressures on resources increase (Govan 

et al., 2009). These bans usually take the form of temporary bans and closures to fishing areas to 

users of the natural resources. In Fiji, fishing areas that local communities are given the right to 

ĐŽŶƚƌŽů Žƌ ŽǁŶ ĂƌĞ ƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ ƚŽ ĂƐ ͚ĐƵƐƚŽŵĂƌǇ ĨŝƐŚŝŶŐ ƌŝŐŚƚƐ ĂƌĞĂƐ͕͛ Žƌ qoliqoli (UNDP, 2014). There are 

411 registered qoliqoli in Fiji by the Native Land and Fisheries Commission that span an area of 

30,011.09km2 (Sloan & Chand, 2016). Tabu areas are considered to be more driven by cultural 

traditions than MPAs which take different forms depending on the country and area they are 

implemented. MPAs also depend on government intervention and enforcement, sometimes 

requiring outside interventions (Govan et al., 2009). From a government perspective, in 2005 the 

Fijian government committed to have at least 30% of inshore and offshore areas under MPA status 

by 2012 (UNDP, 2014).  

 

The distiŶĐƚŝŽŶ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ͚ƚĂďƵ͛ areas and MPAs is rather difficult in Fiji. For example, the Locally 

Managed Marine Areas (LMMAs, sometimes referred to as Fijian LMMAs) combine elements from 

both definitions. LMMAs also do not classify as typical MPAs according to UN-OHRLLS Factsheet 

(2013) with only 0.10% being classified as such LMMAs were the first type of community-based 

management of a resource introduced in Fiji, and they were first established in Ucunivanua in 1997 

;UNDP͕ ϮϬϭϰͿ͘ BǇ ϮϬϬϵ͕ Ϯϱй ŽĨ Fŝũŝ͛Ɛ ŝŶƐŚŽƌĞ area (more than 10 thousand square kilometres) was 

under LMMA status (UNDP, 2014). As management practices, the LMMAs focus on combining 

traditional/local knowledge and scientific/expert knowledge and residents operating in the area 

ŚĂǀĞ Ă ͞ƐŽĐŝĂů͕ ŶŽŶ-legĂůůǇ ďŝŶĚŝŶŐ ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚ͟ ƚŽ ŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ǀĂůƵĞƐ ĂŶĚ ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ 
individual LMMA (Keen and Mahantry, 2006). Despite being locally managed, LMMAs in many cases 

are dependent on external funding to operate (Keen and Mahantry, 2006). LMMAs have also been 

seen by locals as helping to increase knowledge of environmental and development issues (Veitayaki 

et al., 2007), increase cultural awareness and facilitating the maintenance of local culture and 

traditions (van Beukering et al., 2007). van BeukĞƌŝŶŐ Ğƚ Ăů ĂůƐŽ ĨŽƵŶĚ ĂŶ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ůŽĐĂůƐ͛ 
income from a community operating within a LMMA, compared to an area with no such plans in 

place. Overall, information is scarce on the economic benefits and costs of LMMAs as local 

communities do not always engage in monitoring and data collection (Keen and Mahantry, 2006). 

Similarly, MPAs in Fiji have been established to ensure wildlife conservation while generating income 

for local communities through the creation of no-take zones (Brunnschweiler, 2010) while enabling 

community empowerment (Farelly, 2010), but the area they cover remains some of the lowest of all 

SIDS (UNWTO Factsheet, 2013).  

 

Community-based management in harmony with the natural environment is a common occurrence 

in communities with strong ties between people and place (Pascua et al., 2017). With respect to 

ƚŽƵƌŝƐŵ͕ ƚŚĞ UN͛Ɛ WŽƌůĚ TŽƵƌŝƐŵ OƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ;UNWTOͿ ŝƐ ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĞĚ ƚŽ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ ůŽĐĂů 
communities in decision-making for tourism development while establishing a beneficial interaction 

between locals and tourists (UNWTO, 2014). Management of natural resources impacted and 

utilised by tourism that also takes into account CES falls well within the concept of vanua in Fiji, 

where environmental, social and economic factors coexist with respect for tradition (Crosby, 2002). 

As a concept, vanua incorporates land, animal life, vegetation, people and their traditions, values, 



customs and beliefs (Bricker and Kerstetter, 2006). Indigenous Fijians (i-Taukei) have a special 

relationship with the vanua ǁŚŝĐŚ ĐŽŵƉƌŝƐĞƐ Ă ͚ŚŽůŝƐƚŝĐ͛ ǁŽƌůĚ ǀŝĞǁ͕ ƚŚĂƚ ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞƐ ŚƵŵĂŶƐ ĂƐ ƉĂƌƚ 
rather than separate from the land (Ravuvu, 1983, p.70). Given their dependency on, and 

interconnectedness with, the environment, they grow up caring for and protecting their vanua. The 

following are examples of different types of marine management - community owned resorts such 

as Wayalailai Ecohaven Resort, Kuata Nature Resort, Botaira Resort, Manta Ray Resort and Barefoot 

Lodge in the Yasawa Island Group in Fiji that have chosen to implement a traditional tabu rather 

than MPA in the belief that the community were more likely to comply (Gibson, 2014; LäjeRotuma, 

2013). Vatuolailai village on the Coral Coast which is closely linked to the Naviti and Warwick resorts 

have their own marine park protected through Fijian LMMA and the villagers are well-informed in 

issues of sustainability and conservation (Movono, 2018). 

Managed areas that have vanua concepts in place are found to be beneficial to promote local 

knowledge (Crosby, 2002; Farelly, 2010), traditions and priorities (Clarke and Jupiter, 2010), increase 

perceived equity in the distribution of management benefits (Clarke and Jupiter, 2010; Veitayaki, 

2008) and revitalise local cultural practices (Sroypetch, 2016). Lack of appreciation for vanua 

principles from tourists is observed to have a negative impact on societal values and behaviours 

amongst the locals (Sroypetch, 2016). Nevertheless, vanua utilized as a traditional community-based 

natural resource management tool for CCAs, can be quite complex to implement and it is possible 

that conflicts arise between customary rules and national laws (Clarke and Jupiter, 2010). Therefore, 

community-based management ƚŚĂƚ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ ƚŚĞ ͚ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͛ ŽĨ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ǁŝƚŚ 
different perceptions of the environment, in this case indigenous Fijians (Johannes, 1978), and 

includes features of culture and tradition, including conflict and dispute settlement protocol, can 

provide an appropriate resource management system that is embedded in a social system observed 

by local communities (Veitayaki, 2008). 

 

Valuing the cultural ecosystem services in Fiji  
After an extensive literature review (see Grilli et al. submitted) to analyse the chosen ES in Fiji both 

from a biophysical and a socio-economic perspective (Morse-Jones et al., 2011), we have identified 

the beneficiaries of the related goods/benefits in question (sustainable tourism): actual and/or 

potential visitors of Fiji. In particular, to gain an understanding of the preferences of remote visitors 

such as Europeans, whose preferences can inform future tourism management decisions in Fiji, we 

have decided to target UK citizens as a representative sample. Although Fiji is an international 

tourism destination, we have chosen to focus on UK citizens only to capture the impact and 

preferences of a single country. We have done this to explore whether remote potential visitors 

have an interest in the conservation and long-term sustainable management of distant ecosystem 

services.  

 

The ES framework we adopt and the valuation techniques we use in this study allow us to reveal the 

preferences and expectations that visitors put on nature and culture at the same time. We use a 

stated preferences technique called choice experiment (CE) (e.g. Hanley et al., 2001) to estimate the 

preferences respondents show for the ecosystem services provided by marine and coastal 

ecosystems in Fiji in the context of a sustainable tourism project implementation. Further, we use 

those results to estimate the willingness to pay (WTP) respondents hold for different policy options 

to inform the decision maker on how future policies regarding sustainable tourism in Fiji could be 



implemented. Through the economic value respondents assign to nature and culture we aim to 

overcome the dichotomy of nature versus culture discussed in the MEA (Ch14Ϳ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ͚tourism and 

recreation are related to cultural perceptions of land and waterscapes and of culture itself͛ MEA 

(Ch14).  

 

In this study, we investigate the potential changes in welfare prospective UK tourists may exhibit for 

an additional level of cultural services provided by marine and coastal ecosystems in Fiji using a CE  

(see Grilli et al. submitted). CEs are a survey-based stated preferences technique that allows to 

obtain a monetary valuation for non-market goods and projects, such as environmental goods in 

remote locations. In CEs, respondents are guided through a set of choice situations and, for each of 

them, are asked to choose their most preferred one between mutually exclusive alternatives 

representing the different goods/projects under consideration. The choice card in Fig. 1 portrays the 

choice that respondents faced in this study and from the statistical analysis of responses we can 

derive: 

- preferences for changes in single attribute of the sustainable tourism project in Fiij and; 

- welfare changes for different policy options characterised by multiple concurrent changes in 

attributes to help decision making, for example, to design a policy which aims at higher 

levels of tourism sustainability. 

The output of a CE administered in 2018 to a national representative sample of 843 UK citizens (Grilli 

et al., submitted) are reported in Tab.1. The table describes the relative importance of attributes in 

explaining the choices made by respondents in the CE choice cards.  The MNL model is a variation of 

the common logit model and aims to describe the role of single attribute to explain the vote (the 

preference) for one option vs the others. So, for example the ASC parameter signals that 

perpetuating the status quo is perceived as a negative policy and the probability to get a vote is 

negative. Contrary promoting policies that restore/improve the coral reef is positively perceived and 

more coral reef is restore higher is the probability of respondents to choose that policy options. 

Figure 1.  Example of a choice card 

 

Table 1 - Results from the Multinomial Logit model (Grilli et al., submitted) 

Notes: ** statistical significance at 5% level, * statistical significance at 10% level 

 

Table 1 reports results for the full sample of UK respondents (Model MNL) and the two sub samples 

of UK residents who have already visited SIDS (Model MNL-V), and those who have never visited 

SIDS (Model MNL-NV). From an overall analysis of coefficients it is possible to rank the attributes 

that are perceived as most important for designing new tourism policies. Results show that UK 

residents exhibit stronger preferences for protecting the coral reef, for introducing a more eco-

friendly management of tourist accommodations, and for policies guaranteeing the possibility to 

access and visit local communities. Visitors of SIDS reveal a stronger and significant preference for 

ŵĂŶŐƌŽǀĞƐ ĂŶĚ Ă ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚĞ ĂǀĞƌƐŝŽŶ ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ƚŽ ůŽĐĂů ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͛ ĂƌĞĂƐ͘ TŚĞƐĞ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ 
highlight the role of knowledge and experience in expecting specific tourism policy changes. 

Therefore, using this information, prospective sustainable tourism policies in Fiji can be specifically 

ƚĂŝůŽƌĞĚ ƚŽ ŵĞĞƚ ƚŽƵƌŝƐƚƐ͛ ƉƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ŶĞĞĚƐ͕ ƚĂŬŝŶŐ ŝŶƚŽ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ ƚŚĞ ƚƌĂĚĞ-offs between 

different tourism attributes. 

While coefficient in Tab. 1 describe the single attribute important in explaining the policy changes, it 



is possible to use them for policy appraisal purposes to consider the effect of simultaneous changes, 

which in this study, translate to the related welfare changes values for alternative policy options 

supporting sustainable tourism management choices in Fiji. In this case, we assume that coefficients 

ŝŶ TĂď͘ ϭ ƚƌƵůǇ ƌĞĨůĞĐƚ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ͛ ƵƚŝůŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ǁĞ ĐĂŶ ƐŝŵƵůĂƚĞ ŚŽǁ ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ ŝŶ ƚŽƵƌŝƐŵ ƉŽůŝĐǇ 
reflect in welfare measures. The literature of CE describes this as aggregate values that measure the 

total preferences of the sample or subsample (Train, 2009). The welfare values describe the changes 

ďƌŽƵŐŚƚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ ŶĞǁ ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞ ƚŽƵƌŝƐŵ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ ĂƐ ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ͛ WTP͘ TŚŝƐ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ 
in the compensating variation (i.e. a measure of economic welfare that individuals gain from 

consumption of good and services), expressed in monetary terms, associated with the introduction 

of a new policy (Bateman et al., 1993).  

 

Since new environmental projects/policies can be implemented in the near as well as in the far 

ĨƵƚƵƌĞ͕ ǁĞ ĂůƐŽ ĐĂůĐƵůĂƚĞ ƚŚĞ ĚŝƐĐŽƵŶƚ ƌĂƚĞ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů͛Ɛ ƚŝŵĞ ƉƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ 
implementation of the proposed sustainable tourism projects in the CE. This approach used in the CE 

literature (see, for example, Viscusi et al., 2003) is made possible by the flexibility of CE in terms of 

estimating the preferences for disaggregated time horizons. The individual discount factor ߜ can be 

obtained as 

 

ߜ  ൌ ቀͳ  ݐݏܿ ൗݐݏܿ ቁଵ ൗ  

 

where ܿݐݏ is the cost of the policy to be implemented in time n (the WTP as derived from the 

model) and ܿݐݏ is the present cost of the proposed policy (the cost as actually presented to 

respondents in the CE cards). The individual discount rate (r) can be then obtained from the 

standard discount rate formula as a function of the discount factor  

ݎ  ൌ ቀͳ ൗߜ ቁ െ ͳ 



Estimating the preferences for alternative sustainable tourism policies 

in Fiji  
We analyse the CE data collected by Grilli et al. (submitted) with the aim to provide the monetary 

amount that prospective tourists would be on average willing to pay for the improvement of tourism 

sustainability in Fiji over the current situation. Based on the policy characteristics presented to 

respondents in the CE (see Table 1), sustainable tourism policy actions can be grouped in three 

broad classes:  

- environmental actions, related to enhance natural habitats;  

- cultural actions, related to higher protection of cultural traditions and local communities; 

and  

- industry actions related to improvements in the eco-ĨƌŝĞŶĚůǇ ƚŽƵƌŝƐŵ ĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚŝŽŶƐ͛ 
management.  

On this basis, we consider four possible sustainable tourism policy scenarios as summarised in Table 

2. 

 

Table 2 - Characteristics present in the proposed policy scenarios 

 

Policy 1 for example aims to protect all natural habitats but allow a moderate access to local 

communities areas and does not provide any eco-ĨƌŝĞŶĚůǇ ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŽƵƌŝƐƚƐ͛ 
accommodations. 

Considering Tab. 1 parameters we aim to measure the welfare changes produced by the switch from 

the current management to policy scenarios of Tab. 2. In particular, we focus on the change (an 

increase) in the provisioning of ecosystem services from coastal and marine ecosystems in Fiji. These 

changes in the quantity of services will lead to changes in the probability of satisfying the 

expectation of prospective tourists who are willing to pay a monetary amount. In our setting the 

status quo (the current situation), that the respondents could decide to maintain, is providing 

moderate access to LMMAs and natural ecosystems but poor protection of natural habitats and 

sustainability of tourism accommodations. The different policies of Tab. 2 offer one of more changes 

from the status qƵŽ͘ IŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ͛ WTP ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ ƚŚĞ ŵŽŶĞƚĂƌǇ ĂŵŽƵŶƚ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ĂƌĞ ǁŝůůŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƉĂǇ 
to secure the increase in the provisioning of ecosystem services which suggest that respondents 

perceive a positive welfare change if aggregate values are positive. The attributes of Tab. 1 define 

different utility levels and analysing the aggregated effect of them is fundamental to capture the 

trade-ŽĨĨ ŽĨ ƐŽĐŝĂů͕ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ĂŶĚ ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ͛Ɛ ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ͘  The advantage of the CE is that it captures 

economic values from goods and services sold in real and hypothetical markets (e.g. more coral reefs 

in an area can generate higher recreational opportunities through diving and spiritual well-being. 

While the activity of diving can be priced through the expenditure of an individual going diving, 

spiritual well-being from interacting with the coral reefs cannot) and the consequent changes in 

human welfare. This welfare change measured through ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ͛ CŽŵƉĞŶƐĂƚŝŶŐ VĂƌŝĂƚŝŽŶ ;CVͿ 
equals the WTP amount that on average respondents are willing to donate to support the different 

policies of Tab. 2.  

 

Table 3 reports the average welfare changes of policies in Tab. 2 for the full sample and the sub-

sample of UK residents who have already visited  or not SIDS. 



 

Table 3 - Compensating variation for the possible policy scenarios 

 



Variations in CV resulting from the introduction of policies moving towards a higher protection of 

natural habitats (Policy 1) and a higher eco-friendly standard required for tourist accommodations 

(Policy 3) are generally positive. Therefore, respondents would receive a benefit by moving from the 

current policy situation to policies improving the environmental and tourism sector sustainability in 

Fiji. In particular, UK respondents would be on average willing to donate £13.9 to secure the benefits 

of the environmental improvements produced by Policy 1. This amount increases to £59.4 for 

respondents who already visited a SIDS. In contrast, respondents who have never visited SIDS would 

be willing to donate £5.9 less than their average donation if Policy 1 is implemented. This result 

shows that respondents without a direct experience of visiting SIDS do not perceive benefit from a 

policy option focused solely on habitat protection. The improvement related to tourist 

accommodations management in Fiji provided by Policy 3 and encompassing the highest standard of 

waste management and water and energy savings is positively valued by UK prospective tourists. 

The average willingness to donate is equal to £35.6, with the amount slightly decreasing to £26.4 for 

respondents who have visited SIDS and slightly increasing to £39.7 for those who have not. This 

result is completely reversed with the introduction of Policy 2. This policy scenario aims at 

preserving Fijian cultural values and traditions by not permitting visitors to access local communities. 

Negative values in Policy 2 indicate respondents have strong preferences against the suggested 

restriction of access and would not be willing to pay any money to support such policies. In other 

words, Policy 2 is perceived as a loss from respondents when they compare it with the status quo 

policy where they have moderate access. Therefore, the possibility to access Fijian local 

communities is of great importance for prospective tourists. It is interesting to note how the 

presence or absence of previous experience in visiting SIDS shapes the benefits derived from the 

different policy options. Respondents who visited SIDS would favour policies providing higher 

environmental sustainability over the other policy options; respondents who have not visited SIDS 

would instead prefer policies related to higher industry sustainability.                      

The scenario of Policy 4 includes all the sustainability actions proposed, and its introduction would 

consistently result in a positive change in benefits for UK prospective tourists, with an average 

ǁŝůůŝŶŐŶĞƐƐ ƚŽ ƉĂǇ ĞƋƵĂů ƚŽ άϯϰ͘ϳ͘ HŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ͛ ƚĂƐƚĞƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ƐŝŶŐůĞ 
characteristics of possible policies (Table 1), an additional plausible policy option, along the lines of 

those presented in Table 3, which could also include some trade-offs could be considered. This policy 

option would comprise improved environmental protection, improved management of tourist 

accommodation to the highest eco-friendly standard, and moderate access to visit local 

communities.  For this new policy option, UK prospective tourists would be on average willing to 

donate £73.4 to secure these benefits, with a willingness to donate of £129.8 for those who already 

visited SIDS and £50.6 for those who have not. Results of the latest policy option highlight that 

balancing and accounting for the trade-offs between the different characteristics of a prospective 

policy would result in higher welfare outcomes linked to the implementation of improvements of 

tourism sustainability in Fiji.  

 



For making a decision among alternative policy options, it might be also useful to investigate when 

respondents would prefer to see a project realised. According to the main literature on discounting, 

the higher the discount rate, the sooner the respondent prefer a project to be realised. Table 4 

shows the results of the rates of individual time preference calculated using the data collected 

through the CE and summarized in Tab.1. Respondents that visited tropical destinations before, have 

a high discount rate for the project to be implemented within 5 years with a lower discount rate for 

the implementation of the project towards the end of a first cycle of generations (i.e. 25 years), 

showing their impatience to enjoy the benefits of the project. This implies that the current 

generation would enjoy the benefits of the implemented project but would also bear the costs of it. 

The respondents that never visited a tropical destination also have a positive individual time 

preference. However, when compared to those that visited tropical areas before, their impatience is 

definitely lower; for the project being implemented within 5 years they showed an 11.5%, which is 

similar to that of 25 years for those that visited tropical areas before (8.6%).   

These results are in line with similar literature (for example, see Bateman et al., 2002) and are what 

we would have expected as the experience of a place educates individuals on its importance, 

confirming the value of the less tangible cultural ecosystem services.  Our results suggest that 

sustainable tourism projects in Fiji should be implemented sooner rather than later so to satisfy the 

preferences of those that do visit tropical destinations; respondents that had visited tropical 

destinations before are in fact willing to donate more for the realisation of strongly sustainable 

tourism related projects than those that did not because the realisation of those projects will 

increase their visiting experience as shown in the possible policy scenarios we presented. 

 

Table 4 - Individual rates of time preferences by experience of visiting a tropical destination 

 

Conclusions 
Results show that there is an interest from prospective UK tourists to visit sustainably managed 

tourism destinations. Monetary valuation of different policy practices with respect to tourism in Fiji 

was explored, aiming to show how welfare measures such as the WTP of respondents increases or 

decreases when offered a mixture of options. UK respondents, seen as prospective visitors to Fiji, 

were found to have strong values when asked to state their preferences and willingness-to-pay for 

financing sustainable tourism projects in Fiji, as seen by their preferences to personally experience 

Fijian coastal and marine ecosystems. We examined different policy options, from promoting 

conservation by enforcing permanent closures in coastal and marine areas to focusing entirely on 

minimizing the impacts of the tourism sector to the environment. Our proposed policy of a more 

feasible mix of characteristics, with moderate access for tourists to Fijian communities and marine 

and coastal resources and a considerable mitigation of human impacts from tourism (through proper 

waste management in tourist accommodations) yielded the highest CV per person, when compared 

to the average donation when all projects are considered. Therefore, we find that policies that are 

directly driven by conservation purposes are not appealing to consumers and do not maximize their 

welfare. The suggested policies therefore reveal the trade-offs between the natural and social 

capital, showing how increases in natural capital (more and better quality of CES provided by marine 

and coastal ecosystems) impact social capital (income and subsequent welfare). Past experiences 

play a key role in WTP levels, with people who have visited been more willing to pay (i.e. donate) to 



visit. If barriers to entry in areas with coastal and marine ecosystems were enforced for tourists, 

respondents would be less willing to donate and visit such destinations. A balanced policy that 

allows some access to coastal and marine ecosystems, minimisation of human impacts in hotels and 

with a short timeframe of realisation yielded significantly higher changes in welfare. For example, 

donations raised among tourists could be used by local LMMAs to subsidise lost income from visits 

and touristic exploitation of marine and coastal resources and improve their management.  

 

The use of a plausible policy which takes account of trade-offs highlighted in our analysis, such as 

allowing moderate access to local communities by which the CES may not be as preserved as if a 

total closure was enforced, resulted in the highest welfare values (WTP). Policies that restrict entry 

to tourists in specific times in a year can also potentially ensure that taboo areas are respected by 

tourists and local communities would still benefit from income generated by tourism. The protection 

of cultural and natural assets while enhancing income from tourism is in line with the findings of the 

Pacific Strategy report (2014) which highlights that increased visitor expenditure, length of stay, 

retained income within the region are key to economic growth and involvement of local 

communities in tourism activities. The report also brought forth the need for conservation of local 

ecosystems and cultures through an increased protection and sustainable management of key 

environmental assets and to enhance and protect authentic local cultures through conservation and 

education. Cultural ecosystem services such as education and spiritual and cultural well-being were 

extremely important for prospective tourists as demonstrated by their preferences when no access 

to the local communities is allowed (Policy 2).  

  

Prospective UK tourists are not willing to forego some benefits in the short term, as demonstrated 

by the findings of Table 4 (e.g. consider the findings of 10.3% and 5.5% for the 10- and 25-year 

periods respectively), with those with past experiences of tropical areas being willing to wait much 

less than those who have never been to SIDS. This highlights the importance and role of past 

experiences when interacting with natural resources in a tourist setting. Fiji can therefore benefit 

proportionately more from having UK tourists return to the country as they are both more willing to 

pay to sustainably manage of natural resources in the country and willing to still visit if restrictions to 

enter to areas such as LMMAs exist, while short-term projects should be preferred from policy-

makers compared to programmes with longer completion time.  

 

For prospective tourists, the consideration of visiting such destinations is strong, no matter if they 

have prior experiences of SIDS, as shown by the relatively high discount rates of Table 4 (e.g. 11.5% 

ĨŽƌ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ǁŚŽ ŚĂǀĞŶ͛ƚ ǀŝƐŝƚĞd such destinations). Past experiences actually increase time 

preferences and with respondents more eager to visit again such destinations even if that might 

mean extra costs for them or inability to access some areas and benefits from the programmes being 

pushed further into time. A switch in tourism policies in Fiji can therefore be considered by local 

governments which could be funded by the potential donations, multiplied over the full number of 

UK residents visiting Fiji every year. This finding is also re-enforcing the recommendations from the 

World Bank for Fiji encouraging the country to attract more tourists from high-income countries 

(World Bank, 2016). 

 

For economic benefits due to increased welfare of UK tourists to be enjoyed by local communities, 

clear management rights of coastal and marine resources need to be defined. Rights to enforce bans 



of entry to define no-take zones in such areas are some examples of management rights. 

Management rights are not enough to ensure that benefits are enjoyed by local communities as 

funding allocation needs to be in place as well. A clear set of priorities needs to exist for where 

funding sourced from tourism is directed to, which criteria should be in place for LMMAs to benefit 

from tourist-generated income. 

 

Designating more areas under LMMA status while providing clear management rights can also help 

Fiji progress towards achieving several SDGs related to the marine and coastal environment, 

protecting areas of cultural and spiritual significance (as most such areas in Fiji are found in close 

proximity to coastal and marine areas). SDGs related from assigning protected status to marine 

areas (SDG 14.5), reinforcing local culture and increasing income from sustainable tourism (SGD 8.9) 

can be advanced for Fiji by adapting the suggested policies. Finally, in the event of such funding 

streams becoming available to local communities, the promotion of culture through sustainable 

tourism as suggested by SGD 8.9 will also be enhanced.   

 

Making sustainable development work in the tourism sector is the challenge SIDS are facing today. 

Countries where deep connections between nature, people and spiritual and aesthetic values exist 

are particularly challenged to address this issue. In Fiji, the vanua principle of understanding and 

engaging with nature offers a unique opportunity for a growth in sustainable tourism with culturally-

responsible practices. Such findings come as a re-enforcement of existing practices of community 

management in Fiji, allowing for a continued and even increased flow of income from tourism while 

impact on natural resources is minimized. This also ensures that the unique way of Fijians to 

perceive and interact with nature (vanua) can be preserved and potentially enhanced. LMMAs in Fiji 

have long been used in Fiji as ways of safeguarding income-generating practices for coastal 

communities and as means of preserving and respecting local traditions and culture. We suggest 

ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ LMMAƐ͛ ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶŝŶŐ ĐŽƵůĚ ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ ĨƌŽŵ ĨƵŶĚƐ ƉĂŝĚ ďǇ international tourists while more 

management rights are given to local coastal communities to introduce more cultural-appropriate 

closures to LMMAs, without depriving communities from income generated by tourists. LMMAs 

have broadly being reliant on government income to operate and if such income can be provided 

from tourism sources, government income can be freed for other uses. Finally, the trade-offs 

between different policies can be used by policy makers to explore the margins of acceptability of 

environment-related policies from prospective tourists, while considering the impact on local 

populations.  

 

This work was funded under the Commonwealth Marine Economies Programme of the UK Conflict 

Security and Sustainability Fund. This article was undertaken under the Collaborative Centre for 

Sustainable Use of the Seas. 
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Table 1 - Results from the Multinomial Logit model (Grilli et al., submitted) 

Attributes Model MNL Model MNL-V Model MNL-NV 

ASC ʹ Status quo 
-0.415** -0.425** 

 

-0.525** 

 

Habitat ʹ Sandy beach 
-0.002 

 

0.028 

 

-0.001 

 

Habitat ʹ Coral reef 
0.135** 

 

0.166** 

 

0.134** 

 

Habitat ʹ Mangroves 
0.008 

 

0.127** 

 

-0.090* 

 

Waste management 
0.171** 

 

0.081 

 

0.290** 

 

Waste management + energy and water savings 
0.284** 

 

0.230** 

 

0.391** 

 

Vanua ʹ No visit allowed 
-0.174** 

 

-0.167** 

 

-0.204** 

 

Vanua ʹ Moderate access 
-0.001 

 

-0.041 

 

0.047 

 

Time for project completion 
-0.007** 

 

-0.003 

 

-0.012** 

 

One-off donation 
-0.005** 

 

-0.003* 

 

-0.007** 

 

N 842 304 538 

Pseudo R
2 

0.050 0.062 0.052 

Notes: ** statistical significance at 5% level, * statistical significance at 10% level 

 

Table(s)



Table 2 - Characteristics present in the proposed policy scenarios 

Characteristic 

BAU 

Current 

situation 

Policy 1 

Habitat 

protection 

Policy 2 

Cultural 

values  

Policy 3 

Eco-friendly 

industry 

Policy 4 

Complete 

sustainability 

Mangroves protected  ط   ط 

Corals protected  ط   ط 

Beaches protected  ط   ط 

Seagrasses protected  ط   ط 

No visits allowed to 

local communities 
 ط  ط  

Moderate access to 

local communities 
  ط  ط ط

Free access to local 

communities 
     

No eco-friendly 

management 
   ط ط ط

Waste management      

Waste + energy & water 

savings management 
 ط ط   

 
Table 3 - Compensating variation for the possible policy scenarios 

Policy Scenario Pooled sample Already visited SIDS Never visited SIDS 

Policy 1 £13.9 £59.4 - £5.9 

Policy 2 - £62.5 - £78.8 - £57.3 

Policy 3 £35.6 £26.4 £39.7 

Policy 4 £34.7 £94.9 £10.1 

 
 

Table 4 - Individual rates of time preferences by experience of visiting a tropical destination 

Time to complete the project Pooled sample Not visited a tropical 
destination 

Already visited a 
tropical destination 

5 years 21.0%* 11.5% 34.2%* 
10 years 10.3%* 5.8%* 20.6%* 
25 years 5.5%* 6.1%* 8.6%* 

 

 



Figure 1.  Example of a choice card 

INFORMATION about the more 

sustainable tourism project in Fiji 
Current situation Project A Project B 

Natural habitat N/A Mangroves Seagrasses 

Eco-friendly tourist  

accommodation management 
No action 

Waste management 

& Energy and water 

savings 

No action 

Community management for tourism 

(Vanua) 

Visits possible but 

moderate access 
No visits allowed Free to visit 

Time for project implementation N/A Immediately 25 years 

Donation No donation £60 £20 

 

 

Figure(s)


