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1. Introduction

This dossier is a compilation of the statements, resolutions, articles, and letters critiquing
the International Year of Ecotourism 2002 (IYE). This is our collective voice. It is
meant to provide an alternative yet realistic analysis of the IYE as celebrated by the
industry and development organizations.

The UN proclaimed the year 2002 as the International Year of Ecotourism (IYE) in 1998.
The purpose of this year as outlined by the UN was to encourage cooperation among
governments, international and regional organizations and non-government organizations
(NGOs) to promote sustainable development that protects the environment. The year
focused ?n integrating the principles of sustainable development into the tourism
industry.

The UN commissioned the World Tourism Organization (WTO) and the United Nations
Environmental Program (UNEP) to the IYE. This included a series of regional meetings
around the world in preparation for the World Ecotourism Summit, a two-day celebration
held in Quebec in May 2002. However, most of these activities have had very little or no
Indigenous Peoples’ perspectives and thus virtually no realistic input of how ecotourism
projects effect Indigenous economies, culture and biodiversity. Furthermore, despite the
“celebration,” there has been little direct funding or technical assistance for Indigenous
communities and organizations — very few “trickle down” benefits from an industry that
directly targets and develops our lands. As a result, a wide variety of voices representing
different communities and coalitions from across the North and South have been calling
for a fundamental reassessment of the IYE (http://www.twnside.org.sg/title/iye.htm). In
addition, an International Forum on Indigenous Tourism was organized in direct response
to the IYE in order to highlight serious concerns of ecotourism that are left out of the
mainstream UN celebrations. Topics such as sovereignty, biopiracy, and community
control and decision-making were the primary focus points at the Forum.

! Refer to UN Resolution 1998/40 at http://www.un.org/documents/ecosoc/res/1998/eres1998-40.htm
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I1.

STATEMENTS AND RESOLUTIONS






Declaration of The International Forum on Indigenous Tourism, Qaxaca,
Mexico, March 18-20, 2002.

We, the delegates at the International Forum on Indigenous Tourism, have
gathered in Oaxaca to share perspectives and deliberate on the consequences of tourism
in our communities. We come from thirteen primarily Western Hemisphere countries,
representing Indigenous communities that are participating in activities related to tourism
development, nature conservation, reforestation, environmental education, cultural
heritage, and agriculture. We do this mindfully independent from the U.N.'s ongoing
"International Year of Ecotourism" (IYE) because we have grave concerns over the
processes leading up to the IYE and its outcomes so far, and how they will impact
Indigenous Peoples in the future.

We have been told that the IYE declaration is testimony to the importance of
ecotourism to conserve lands, protect cultures, and encourage economic development.
Yet the realities we are experiencing of ecological degradation and cultural erosion
associated with tourism development under the influence of globalization suggest that the
IYE does not go far enough in its review of ecotourism. For centuries, Indigenous
Peoples have suffered from displacement and dispossession, and we see the incursion of
the profit-driven global tourism industry as well as the rhetoric of "sustainable
development" in the I'YE as the latest threats to our lands and our communities.

Throughout the process leading up to the IYE, a clear division has developed
between the actors promoting the year and worldwide movements of Indigenous Peoples
rejecting it. Many have rejected the IYE because of its lack of transparency. We are
especially concerned that the IYE has not sought the informed participation of Indigenous
representatives in its planning. It is sadly reminiscent of recent problems over the
process in which U.N. Convention on Biological Diversity developed guidelines for
sustainable tourism and biodiversity, which were rushed without significant Indigenous
input. Divergent perspectives, values, and interests must be taken into account in global
initiatives like the IYE, and we affirm the internationally-recognized right and
responsibility of Indigenous Peoples to be present in them.?

We register our profound disagreement with the IYE's and ecotourism's most
basic assumptions that define Indigenous communities as targets to be developed and our
lands as commercial resources to be sold on global markets. Under this universalistic
economic framework, tourism brings market competition, appropriates our lands and
peoples as consumer products, and renders our traditional knowledge vulnerable to
bioprospecting and biopiracy. The IYE must not be used to legitimate the invasion and
displacement of Indigenous territories and communities. Our lifeways and cultures are
distinct, and we demand that the IYE and ecotourism's promoters acknowledge our
fundamental rights to self-determination, prior informed consent, and the diverse ways
that we choose to process and participate in such initiatives.

? These rights are confirmed by the Convention on Biological Diversity, International Labor Organization
Agreement 169, the Draft Declaration of Indigenous Peoples' Rights to the OAS, and the U.N. Draft
Declaration of Indigenous Peoples' Rights, among others.



To be sure, some ecotourism projects might be deemed successful because they
have not disrupted local cultures and ecosystems. It is because these projects have been
designed and implemented by Indigenous Peoples ourselves. These forms of tourism
encompass the inherently holistic ways in which our communities are organized. They
are based on and enhance our self-determination. They are protective of our biological
and cultural diversity, sacred sites and rituals, and collective property and traditional
resource rights. They affirm the fundamental ethical and spiritual dimensions of our
relationships with the land and with each other.

Such forms of tourism cannot be based on concept-driven tourism development
such as ecotourism, sustainable tourism, nature tourism, cultural tourism, ethnotourism,
etc. Instead they are based on a long-term analysis of the pros and cons of tourism
development, recognizing and following collective decision-making processes, and
integrated into our long-term realities and visions of sustainable use and access to
collective goods. An essential component of this is the right to decline tourism
development at any point in the development process. So when we talk about
"Indigenous Tourism," it is not just another marketing gimmick, but a broad category of
distinctive ways in which Indigenous Peoples choose to implement tourism on our own
terms.

The participants in this meeting have affirmed and determined to undertake the
following:

1. Indigenous Peoples are not mere "stakeholders," but internationally-recognized holders
of collective and human rights, including the rights of self-determination, informed
consent, and effective participation.

2. Given that we have seen few positive results from the U.N.'s Decade of Indigenous
Peoples, we do not put much stock in the effectiveness of this declaration to the U.N. We
believe the real listeners of this message will be Indigenous Peoples and others who have
respect for our ways of being. This declaration is also aimed at governments,
conservation and ecotourism NGOs, academics, the tourism industry, and others who
seek to "develop" us and our lands for tourism.

3. Indigenous Peoples are not objects of tourism development. We are active subjects
with the rights and responsibilities to our territories and the processes of tourism
planning, implementation, and evaluation that happen in them. This means we are
responsible for defending Indigenous lands and communities from development that is
imposed by governments, development agencies, private corporations, NGOs, and
specialists.

4. Tourism is beneficial for Indigenous communities only when it is based on and
enhances our self-determination. Outside "experts and assistance" are useful to us only if
they work within frameworks conceptualized and defined by our communities.

Therefore, tourism projects must be undertaken only under the guidance and surveillance

10



of an Indigenous Technical Team, and only after a full critical analysis of the long-term
pros and cons of tourism development.

5. Indigenous Peoples must be the natural resource and wildlife managers of our own
environments. Communities that fall within protected areas often experience oppression
by governing agencies and lack of access to our own resources.

6. Indigenous Peoples must establish and strengthen strategies of coordination and
information sharing both regionally and internationally, in order to assert participation in
initiatives like the IYE. This meeting signals the birth of the Indigenous Tourism
Network, that employs the sharing of information among Indigenous communities
through newsletters, gatherings, regional workshops, emails, websites, video production,
and other forms of communication that are independent of the self-promotional focus of
the tourism industry.

7. We urge an honest and transparent commitment on the part of the United Nations and
other international organizations to actively open doors for the direct participation of
Indigenous Peoples. This includes dedicating funds and developing mechanisms for
Indigenous Peoples' representatives to participate in the planning and execution of
international initiatives like the IYE, and respect for the diverse ways that Indigenous
communities make decisions about important initiatives that directly impact us.

8. We demand that national governments implement and respect laws and regulations
regarding the environment and Indigenous communities.

9. We urge the development and implementation of guidelines and regulations for
ecotourism development and visitation based on principles of respect for local cultures

and the integrity of ecosystems. We consider illegitimate any drafting process that does
not include the active and full participation of Indigenous Peoples.

Submitted to the World Ecotourism Summit on May 19, 2002.
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AN OPEN STATEMENT ON THE UNEP DECLARATION OF 2002 AS
“INTERNATIONAL YEAR OF ECOTOURISM”

By the LAKhUN Foundation (Cordillera Ancestral Devel opnent Center),
Phi | i ppi nes
Distributed via enmail from G ovanni Reyes, Mnagi ng Director

Most government and corporate institutions as well as ‘corporate NGOs’ and State
NGOs’ dichotomize between tourism, community-based tourism, sustainable tourism,
equitable tourism, endemic tourism, etc. from so-called ‘Eco-tourism’, yet the ideas and
process by which these have been implemented are of the same stock. These
terminologies of the 1990s are precursors of today’s ‘eco-tourism’. After all, ecotourism
is really nothing new as this has been on going since the 1960s, and only in the increased
global concern on the environment due to commercial mass tourism has ‘ecotourism’
become the "buzzword” and recognized for what it is: a World Bank/IMF prescription
to integrate the world into one vast economic empire with the First World as its
leader and trendsetter.

In the Philippines, tourist destinations like the ‘world famous island of Boracay’ started
with ecotourism, that is, visiting areas of unspoiled natural beauty, rustic
accommodations and using candles, but over time, organized groups with big capital took
over to control its coastal resources and its rich biodiversity. Resort developers with links
to Transnational corporations came to the island to put up hotels and restaurants and a
golf course in the name of national development and modernization. What occurred is
maldevelopment: the destruction of the island people’s habitat, cultural lifeways, their
impoverishment and alienation from society. In other nations of the Asia-Pacific, the
impact has been most dramatic especially to the Kanaka Maolis of Hawaii, Motuans of
Papua New Guinea, peasant farmers in Bogor, West Java, Indonesia, Langkawi Island,
Malaysia to mention a few. In all these, the voices of Indigenous Peoples are hardly
listened to and are shunted out in decision making about policies that impact on their
lives.

Since ecotourism made it possible for IP communities to be easily reached by the would-
be guardians of biodiversity and culture, it should also be able to allow indigenous
peoples to reach out and find protection from the advancing forces of foreign and
extraneous preservationists. As citizens of the international community, Indigenous
Peoples rights are guaranteed by the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the
International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural rights. There is really nothing
wrong in discovering the world and meeting other peoples. But things become wrong
when physical displacement of communities take place and meeting other peoples is
turned into a business and a few reap the megabuck profits.

We call on organizations who have the best interest of indigenous peoples at heart to
expose the hegemonic imposition of globalizations’ so-called modern ideas, new
approaches and processes about ecotourism as well as the cultural corruption that occur
in these “eco-touristed” areas. With such development not being truly designed or even
asked for by people themselves ‘ecotourism’ have simply become extensions of TNCs
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because the key aspects of travel arrangements and accommodations remain under its
control.

Thus, we re-iterate, ECOTOURISM is not really ‘NEW’ and an ‘ALTERNATIVE’ to the
suicidal trajectory that captains of world capitalism has set the global planet into. As
anyone familiar with corporate tricks will realize, the true alternative to pseudo-cultural
and exploitative character of ecotourism is an empowered community that reject foreign
imposition on their lives, redirecting tourism back to its original spirit of solidarity among
peoples. Better still, solidarity for the common struggle against imperialist globalization
that makes business out of people’s social and cultural interaction.
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Statement on the Process of the Regional Meeting on Community-Based
Ecotourism in Southeast Asia held in Chiang Mai, Thailand, 3-7 March 2002

By a small group of individuals who gathered at the meeting

We, the participants/ representatives of our respective communities, indigenous peoples,
friends and advocates of genuine developments from the different Southeast Asian
countries, are gathered in Chiang Mai, Thailand, to attend the Regional Meeting on
Community-Based Ecotourism.

We came here in good faith to share our situation and experiences on so-called
DEVELOPMENT, tourism included, with our brother/sister Asians who are affected,
directly or indirectly, by such and to discuss with other stakeholders such as government,
tour operators possible areas of mutual understanding, support and cooperation.

We felt, however, that our participation in the conference was very limited. Only a few
community representatives were able to attend the conference. We also felt that the
conference was focused upon and designed around the profitability of the tourist industry
and very minimal on the issues and concerns affecting us who are already host and/or
being eyed as host to tourism, giving us the impression that we, the community people,
are one of the commodities for market.

We are thankful to the researchers and scholars who did a very good research about us so
that we finally found ourselves in the slides and on the screens for presentation. We
would have been more grateful, however, if we were the ones given the chance and
opportunity to talk and present our situations and experiences.

The dynamics in this conference as we have witnessed is, to us, a concrete example of
globalization in its microcosm. We were invited to participate. You told us we are equal
partners and that you encourage community participation, and so we travelled from far
away places to talk with you, only to find out that conclusions ready to be imposed upon
us have already been ironed out even before we arrived to this conference.

Again, we would like to reiterate that we, the indigenous peoples/ hilltribes/ ethnic
minorities are not anti-development. We are for development, but a development that is
liberating and empowering; a development that is sustainable and at the same time would
ensure survival of our people and our culture.

We have to tell you that this conference has created in us a feeling of mistrust towards the
business sectors who claim to help us develop. For how can we envision community
participation in wider undertaking when even in a narrow arena like this conference we
have today hardly have we found our place.

15
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U.N. Convention on Biological Diversity

Ad Hoc Open-Ended Inter-Sessional Working Group on Article 8(j)
Montreal, Canada

February 2002

INTERVENTION - WORKING GROUP 11
Participatory Mechanisms for Indigenous Peoples & Local Communities

Mr. Chair and Madame Co-Chair,
Thank you for opening the floor to NGOs for submissions. We are the International
Support Centre for Sustainable Tourism.

We wish to draw your attention to the issue of mechanisms for participation, providing an
important illustration from the tourism sector. The reason that we are focusing on
tourism in our statement is that this sector is now being addressed under the topic of
“Sustainable Use” and will be discussed at COPVI, parallel to Article 8(j). The CBD
process on tourism provides timely lessons with regard to participation.

The CBD process on tourism has sped ahead, with a momentum all its own, producing
draft guidelines. Meanwhile, the tourism industry is advancing with great speed into the
territories of Indigenous Peoples, where high biodiversity remains, through a not so new
form of mass tourism called “ecotourism”. If the Secretariat does not slow down in its
deliberations on tourism, and the issuance of draft guidelines, Parties to the Convention
will be promoting the very opposite of a precautionary approach.

Indigenous Peoples must be able to have confidence in processes established by the
Secretariat. Mechanisms or guidelines that are developed without meaningful
cooperation with Indigenous Peoples, will undermine prospects for relationship building
based on mutual respect and understanding. Illustrating this are the draft guidelines on
tourism arising from the Secretariat’s Workshop on Biological Diversity & Tourism in
the Dominican Republic in June 2001. These draft guidelines are primarily the work of
consultants. They do not reflect the rights of Indigenous Peoples, or submissions made
by Indigenous Peoples’ organizations at the workshop. For reasons we have already
submitted to SBSTTA VII, we maintain that the Santo Domingo workshop fell
unnecessarily short of its potential as a participatory forum.

The current draft guidelines on tourism developed under the CBD give the impression
that a comprehensive process has been undertaken to evaluate the role of tourism in
biodiversity conservation. However, in actual fact, neither Indigenous Peoples, or NGOs
working with Indigenous Peoples, have supported the existing process, because it has not
been open, objective or truly participatory.

With this background, we wish to explain exactly why today’s topic of participation is of
such great concern. In Santo Domingo, a second set of guidelines was briefly circulated,
called Draft Guidelines for the Conduct of Tourism in Territories Traditionally Occupied
or Used by Indigenous & Local Communities. The Secretariat said that the Working
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Group on Article 8(j) produced these draft guidelines, which are specific to Indigenous
Peoples. Yet NO Indigenous Peoples leadership globally, let alone Indigenous Peoples’
organizations working on tourism, knew of their development, or participated in their
development. This document is a mystery document to Indigenous Peoples, and remains
so. The Secretariat released it briefly, then backtracked upon being advised in Santo
Domingo that it would hold no legitimacy for Indigenous Peoples.

We are concerned that the Secretariat set this precedent of developing a mechanism with
respect to Indigenous Peoples, without a proper process. Throughout the Santo Domingo
deliberations on tourism, it was clear that biodiversity is indeed considered an asset, for
sale to and by industry. There was no recognition there of the fact that the ecotourism
industry (which is usually mistakenly assumed to be sustainable tourism)
disproportionately impacts Indigenous Peoples. Indigenous Peoples are only just
beginning to find out about the Santo Domingo workshop now, after the fact.

We ask the Secretariat to remember that it is Indigenous Peoples’ sacred sites and lands
that the tourism industry is developing as a “niche market” under the ecotourism banner.
Furthermore, it is Indigenous Peoples communities, cultures and knowledge that are
exploited worldwide in this phenomenon of industrial ecotourism, including through the
misguided implementation of “protected areas.”. No other single industry has the
potential to do more damage to biological and cultural diversity, or Indigenous Peoples
rights, than tourism, if implemented outside the precautionary principle.

With this in mind, we respectfully request that the Secretariat:

(1) Release to Indigenous Peoples its Draft Guidelines for the Conduct of Tourism in
Territories Traditionally Occupied or Used by Indigenous & Local Communities, with a
formal apology to Indigenous Peoples’ leadership for the way this document was
developed.

(2) Ensure that future documents of this type are circulated within the 8(j) Working
Group, and not confined to the separate topic of Sustainable Use.

(3) Ensure that the need for future mechanisms or guidelines on tourism, and the nature
of such mechanisms, is evaluated through a participatory process developed in
cooperation with Indigenous Peoples, as per the spirit of Task 9.

Thank you Mr. Chair and Madame Co-Chair,

Alison Johnston, Director

INTERNATIONAL SUPPORT CENTRE FOR SUSTAINABLE TOURISM
sustour(@axionet.com
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Statement of the Indigenous Peoples Interfaith Dialogue on
Globalisation and Tourism

Chiang Rai, Thailand: January 14-18, 2002

We, the delegates at the Indigenous Peoples Interfaith Dialogue on Globalisation and
Tourism in Chiang Rai, Thailand, coming from Bangladesh, Bolivia, India, Indonesia,
Malaysia, Myanmar (Burma), Nepal, Philippines, Taiwan and Thailand shared our
collective experiences, and deliberated on the consequences of tourism under the strong
influence of globalization on Indigenous Communities.

The Penang, Malaysia meeting on 'Mission Perspectives on Tourism' (2001) and other
indigenous dialogues are reaffirmed by the need for intervening and influencing
international processes such as International Year of Ecotourism 2002 (IYE-2002),
United Nations Commission on Sustainable Development (UNCSD), Convention on
Biological Diversity (CBD) and World Trade Organisation/ General Agreement on Trade
in Services (WTO/GATS) negotiations, since we have a vital stake in changing the world
order. The response to these global processes will emerge from a clearer understanding
and recognition of the strong ethical and spiritual dimensions and survival spirit

of Indigenous Peoples in the changing world.

The purpose of this interfaith dialogue was therefore to link the debate on the problems of
globalisation and tourism with the lives of Indigenous Peoples. The paradigm of market
driven liberalization and globalisation is lop sided and denies the pluralities of the
peoples' lives, which have always valued sustainability of development. We felt that two
international processes were important: the CBD (article 8j) and the decision to
implement the IYE-2002. Both these events have not given due consideration and space
to the manner in which indigenous peoples process their discussions and participation of
all their affiliates and groups around the world. Therefore this meeting feels that their
participation has not been considered in the processes underway.

International financial institutions such as Asian Development Bank (ADB), World Bank,
International Monetary Fund (IMF) as well as intergovernmental bodies like the WTO
have taken positions on issues concerning indigenous peoples that have far-reaching
consequences for their survival. These events and policies are likely to be ratified by the
countries where indigenous peoples are struggling for recognition and the affirmation of
their rights.

We feel that there is a need for a united position, which carries all the peoples and their
movements against the ramifications of these policies, together to contribute to the
creation of a just and equal world. The basis of this common understanding should reflect
the view that the primary rights holders of our lands, resources and ecological wealth are
the Indigenous Peoples.

The Secretariat of the CBD has rushed through, without due consultation, to circulate a

draft of global guidelines for activities related to sustainable tourism and biodiversity.
The process has been questioned by Indigenous Peoples' Organizations and Non
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Governmental Organisations (NGOs). Whereas these guidelines have serious
implications for the lives and livelihoods of indigenous peoples, they have not been given
the time or the platform to present their considered opinion on the guidelines. In fact they
have questioned the need for global guidelines since their life worlds are distinct and their
cultures diverse.

The meeting calls for an immediate reconsideration and review of the global guidelines
pending the informed participation and deliberation by Indigenous Peoples and their
organisations. For this purpose this meeting has suggested that a plan of action be
developed to ensure that these guidelines are not presented to the CBD Conference of
Parties (COP) in April without the substantive participation by Indigenous Peoples and
advocates.

There are two drafts in circulation. One is the official draft circulated by the secretariat of
the CBD. The other is a revised draft by NGOs at a workshop in Delhi. We would like all
concerned to look at these drafts and send in their amendments to United Nations
Environment Programme (UNEP) and the CBD secretariat so that wider discussion and
concerns can be represented in a transparent and democratic manner.

We demand that the CBD consider our amendments to the Drafts mentioned above for
which adequate time and space be given to our views on the issue of guidelines which
will be binding on us through our governments. Unless we are given this time, we will
not consider these guidelines to be a part of the stakeholder process that has been
established through the UNCSD process.

The World Council of Churches (WCC), Ecumenical Coalition on Third World Tourism
(ECTWT) and other fraternal networks can project this issue in their consultations to take
the participatory process further. They could support regional and sub-regional
workshops to ensure that all parties respect the dignity, right to life, and protection of
fundamental rights of Indigenous Peoples.

Similarly, the IYE-2002 is being launched on January 28 in (New York). We view this as
a hasty process and since the basic principle of transparency in decision making was not
observed, we feel that our critique of ecotourism as a form of commercial tourism
reinforcing the process of dispossession of indigenous peoples by destroying their life
systems has been disregarded. This meeting calls for non-cooperation with the IYE. To
convey our decision we are sending this statement as a strong protest to the UNEP and
informing them of our reasons for non-cooperation.

We believe that further work needs to be done by our organizations to demystify the
belief in the sustainability of ecotourism and its economic benefits. We feel that it is
important for Indigenous Peoples to articulate their own experience with tourism and
reflect on its impacts and meaning. We also feel that it is necessary to point out the
vulnerability of the tourism industry and evaluate the impacts of the Asian Financial
Crisis and '9/11' on the future of tourism in the developing world.
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We are also concerned with the increase in the number of protected areas and the
expansion of tourism into other natural and rural areas and communities which has
played a role in the displacement of Indigenous Peoples. We see the I[YE-2002 initiative
as part of the dispossession process through increased privatisation and globalisation. We
demand that all opening up of new areas and any unfinished projects in the name of IYE-
2002 be stopped.

Tourism in the context of globalisation brings in market competition, appropriates lands
and resources of indigenous communities, and forces Indigenous Peoples to become
showcases and "human museum exhibits". Indigenous Peoples are becoming increasingly
vulnerable to exploitation by bioprospectors and biopirates, where traditional wisdom and
knowledge and natural resources have been expropriated for business interests.

We affirm the a priori rights of Indigenous Peoples to their traditional lands, territories,
and resources, the integrity of which has been sustained by generations through their
traditional way of life in harmony with nature.

We uphold that the traditional values and very fabric of Indigenous Peoples systems,
which include social, cultural, resource management, belief, education, agricultural,
technological, political, judicial, health, and economic systems, can contribute
alternatives to our current human, economic and environmental crises.

We recognize the strong ethical and spiritual dimensions, and the survival spirit of
indigenous peoples in the changing world.

The modern tourism industry leaves limited choices to indigenous communities to reject
it. They are trapped by the powerful corporate interests at work, the lure of economic
incentives, and the perception that it will enable the preservation of indigenous cultures
and traditions.

Indigenous Peoples have come to realize that much have been lost while gaining little
under the process of globalization and expansion of tourism. The representatives of
Indigenous Peoples organizations and movements, participating in this meeting urge to
strive for regaining indigenous peoples rights as understood by their communities and as
recognized under existing international rights covenants, conventions, and laws.

The representatives of indigenous communities have expressed their determination to
implement the following plans and strategies to uphold their rights in the face of
mounting challenges of commercial tourism:

1. Informal education for the community and incorporation of indigenous knowledge

systems into the curriculum of formal schooling as a way of passing down the traditional
wisdom and values will be given the top priority.
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2. More active global networking among indigenous organizations and supporting
groups, strong indigenous rights advocacy and campaigns in the United Nations system,
and other international organizations and bodies will be promoted.

3. Recognising the importance of sharing of information, newsletters, email groups and
other forms of communication will be launched. Exchanges amongst indigenous leaders
at the grass-root level will be encouraged. News on traditional events in indigenous
communities will be circulated among this collective. Local level workshops, seminars
and community training on tourism will be organized to provide alternative perspectives
on tourism and cultural exchanges.

4. Understanding the diverse political systems within which Indigenous Peoples
organizations negotiate their struggles, the collective would adopt flexible strategies in its
campaigns. In this context, we urge Asian Governments to recognize the land rights,
human rights and right to citizenship of indigenous peoples as integral to the
democratization process.

5. It is important for indigenous peoples to articulate their own experience with tourism
and reflect on its impacts and meaning. It is this view that should form the basis for future
action. WCC (World Council of Churches), ECTWT (Ecumenical Coalition on Third
World Tourism/ECOT-Ecumenical Coalition on Tourism) and other international
organisations can provide for such regional studies by Indigenous Peoples.

Conference of the Ecumenical Coalition of Third World Tourism
(ECTWT)/ ECOT (Ecumenical Coalition on Tourism) "Indigenous Peoples Interfaith

Dialogue on Globalisation and Tourism", Chiang Rai, Thailand: January 14-18,
2002

For more information on the Conference Indigenous Peoples Interfaith Dialogue on Globalisation and
Tourism, you may contact the World Council of Churches (Bishop Eugenio Poma epa@wcc-coe.org) or
the Ecumenical Coalition of Third World Tourism (Rev. Tan Chi Kiong contours@pacific.net.hk).
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INTERVENTION - SBSTTA VII Session
U.N. Convention on Biological Diversity
Montreal, Canada: November 2001

Madame/Mr. Chair,
Thank you for opening the floor to NGOs for submissions. We are the International
Support Centre for Sustainable Tourism.

We are here today to draw your attention to serious omissions in the process established
to develop guidelines on tourism under the U.N. Convention on Biological Diversity. As
we have noted several times previously within U.N. forums, it is very disturbing that the
U.N. International Year of Ecotourism (IYE) in 2002 has been approved, with the explicit
mandate of promoting ecotourism. Most forms of ecotourism are simply mass tourism,
and are already known to have devastating impacts on biological diversity at the
ecosystem level. Ecotourism is particularly damaging to Indigenous Peoples, who have
maintained high biological diversity within their traditional territory over generations and
millennia; their homelands and cultures are now the prime target globally for rapid
commercialization and exploitation by the ecotourism industry. The only successful
models for tourism involving Indigenous Peoples are those designed by Indigenous
Peoples themselves, on the basis of their own traditional knowledge, practices and
innovation systems, including their own customary laws.

Given these trends, and the risk that the ecotourism industry poses to both biological
diversity and cultural diversity, we ask you to take note that the process within the CBD
to prepare for the IYE has omitted any meaningful involvement of Indigenous Peoples.
Specifically, we are concerned about the following:

. The Workshop on Biological Diversity & Tourism (Dominican Republic, June
2001) was announced to just a handful of Indigenous Peoples' organizations only 2
months prior; thus, there was inadequate due diligence by the CBD Secretariat to ensure
broad or effective involvement by Indigenous Peoples. Furthermore, no funds were
provided to ensure Indigenous Peoples' readiness, e.g. prior coordination and analysis.

. In the preparatory package for the Workshop on Biological Diversity & Tourism,
the CBD Secretariat issued a paper titled Draft Guidelines for the Conduct of Tourism in
Territories Traditionally Occupied or Used by Indigenous & Local Communities
(UNEP/CBD/WS-Tourism/2). The Secretariat subsequently withdrew these guidelines,
and withheld factual information on their authorship. It told NGOs that the CBD Working
Group on Article 8(j) had drafted them, and did not admit until the last day that the
Secretariat itself produced them. These draft guidelines are not only illegitimate, but
poorly reflect the Rights, values and interests of Indigenous Peoples. They should never
have been conceived or circulated as an official draft document.

. The Report of the Workshop on Biological Diversity & Tourism does not
accurately reflect the discussion held within the four working groups in Santo Domingo.
Our organization presented a set of over 20 concise technical recommendations
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concerning the involvement of Indigenous Peoples; each of these recommendations was
approved by consensus in the working group, yet none appeared in the workshop report,
despite the written text being supplied to the workshop rapporteur.

. For the United Nations supported NGOs meeting on the IYE in New Delhi, India
(September 2001), not only did the funding timeline prohibit meaningful Indigenous
Peoples' and NGOs involvement, but UNEP circulated necessary documents just three
days ahead. As a result, those Indigenous Peoples' organizations aspiring to attend could
not properly consult with their leadership or Elders, as per customary protocol and
standard membership practice. This style of organizing official meetings connected with
the IYE is preventing Indigenous Peoples from building any capacity to effectively
comment on principles and practices for sustainable tourism.

In consideration of these concerns, we urge the CBD Secretariat to work together with
UNEP and partnering state governments to ensure that Indigenous Peoples' proposals to
host meetings in preparation for the IYE, and more importantly, for IYE follow-up, are
fully supported with both logistical and capacity funding. It is imperative that Indigenous
Peoples have the opportunity and institutional support to prepare and present their own
analyses at the U.N. World Summit on Ecotourism in May 2001, and all subsequent U.N.
discussions on tourism.

We submit our statement today with the full support and agreement of the Rethinking
Tourism Project, which an Indigenous Peoples' organization based in the USA.

Thank you,

Alison Johnston, Director
INTERNATIONAL SUPPORT CENTRE FOR SUSTAINABLE TOURISM
sustour(@axionet.com

Endorsed by:
Nepal Indigenous Peoples Development and
Kripa Kirati Information Service Centre Nepal
Richard Benton Professor, University of Aukland Auckland
Alvin Manitopyes Strongheart Environmental and Wellness Society Canada
Walter Vermander Papangu-Atacapi Ecuador Support Group Belgium  Belgium
Luis Vivanco Professor, University of Vermont United States
Mari Simbana Simba Cworks United States
Andrei Laletin Friend of the Siberian Forests Russia
Carol Sullivan Yerpuenturs United States
Pan-Tribal Confederacy of Amerindian Tribal Nations
Damon Gerard Corrie of Guyana Barbados
Isabel Zaplana Green Global, SA Spain
Steve and Kathy McTavish Lighting Pharos United States
Russell Stockard Professor, California Lutheran University United States
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Anita Pleumarom
Sumitra Manandhar
Gurung

Sarah James
Pandurnag Hedge
Charles de Burlo
David Barkin

Nina Rao

Christine Pluss

Chowdhury, M.F.
Ana Isla

Stijn De Witte
Gen Morita

Juan Jose Consejo

Norbert Hohl
Michael Anderson

Tourism Investigation and Monitoring Team

King Mahendra Trust for Nature Conservation
Artic Village

Appiko Chipko Movement

Professor, University of Vermont

Professor, University of Mexico

Southern Co-Chair, Tourism Caucus, CSD-7
Abeitskreis Tourismus & Entwicklung

Institute for Environment and Developmet Studies--
Friends of the Earth

Toronto Women for A Just and Healthy Planet
Matapalo Educational and Ecological Foundation
Harmonics Life Center

Instituto de La Naturaleza y Sociedad de Oaxaca
Ecotourism and Rural Development
Specialist/Horizon 2000

The Sovereign Union of First Peoples

Thailand

Nepal

United States
India

United States
Mexico

India
Switzerland

Bangladesh
Canada
Costa Rica
Japan
Mexico
Ecuador/Aus
tria
Australia
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2002: INTERNATIONAL YEAR OF REVIEWING ECOTOURISM
NGO statement to government delegates at the UN

From Tourism Investigation and Monitoring Team
A Statement in the Clearinghouse for REVIEWING Ecotourism

We, a coalition of NGOs, would like to inform you that the UN General Assembly’s
resolution (1998/40) to declare 2002 as International Year of Ecotourism (IYE) has
generated considerable anxiety and apprehension for a number of reasons.

Given the many uncertainties and the deepening controversy surrounding the UN-
initiated programme in its present form, we would also like to explore whether the
UNGA can move to refocus and rename the event ‘International Year of REVIEWING
Ecotourism’ as we have already proposed in a letter to Secretary General Kofi Annan.

We believe there is an urgent need for a fundamental re-assessment of ecotourism
because evidence has been mounting that it is largely an unsuccessful attempt to bring
forth sustainable development, and the dangers inherent in ecotourism are worse than it
was first recognized. This should be of particular concern for governments of developing
countries that are primarily targeted by global industry forces as ecotourism destinations,
who need to be cautious about the viability of tourism in terms of its economic, social,
cultural and environmental sustainability.

Since the IYE was approved three years ago in 1998, we suggest it is necessary to
consider new developments and trends, especially those affecting destination countries in
the South. These include:

1) From many recent studies and reports disclosing realities on the ground, it can
be concluded that, while ecotourism has been presented as a negotiated response to the
imperatives of ecological preservation and community development, the profit-hungry
tourism industry has opted for ecotourism, simply to use it as a marketing ploy with little
or no regard for environmental and social justice issues. Many researchers agree that
ecotourism is an activity overly dominated by North-based corporations that exposes
developing countries and marginalized social groups to new dependencies and hardships.

2) What has been generally overlooked in ecotourism discussions is that from a
Southern perspective, the macro-economic climate is not conducive but has become
outright hostile to forms of tourism that seek to prioritize more even distribution of
benefits and environmental preservation.

A new UNCTAD study, presented at a OECD seminar during the International Tourism
Exchange (ITB) in Berlin last March warns, for example, that despite developing
countries’ efforts to develop the most suitable policies, the viability of their tourist
industries is increasingly undermined by external forces beyond their control, including
the impact of financial “leakages” (the outflows of foreign exchange earnings generated
by tourism) that can easily reach levels up to 75 per cent. The UNCTAD study notes,
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“The predatory practices and anti-competitive behaviour of a few tourism suppliers based
in tourist-generating countries have two main effects on the economic viability of the
tourism in developing countries: unbalanced trade benefits, and the deepening of the
leakage effect. Their combined impact minimize the positive impacts of spillover and
multiplier effects inherent to tourism, and undermine the financial capacity of enterprises
and the ability of countries to earmark necessary resources to maintain and upgrade basic
infrastructure and quality standards in order to satisfy in an adequate way competitive
conditions and international demand.”

In view of this, we hope that Southern governments will not let themselves be carried
away by the dubious promises of ecotourism, but, as the UNCTAD study suggests,
concentrate on re-negotiating commitments under the General Agreement on Trade in
Services (GATS) system to remove the existing asymmetries in international tourism. In
the long term, equitable trading conditions for economic sustainability may be of the best
interest of developing countries as this forms the base for socially and environmentally
sustainable development, in tourism and in general.

3) Many governments in the South are alarmed about the tremendous increase of
biopiracy cases and new international regulations on patents and intellectual property
rights (IPRs) that favour North-based biotechnology corporations because it can cause
immeasurable losses for their countries.

Ecotourism has been offered as a means to protect biodiversity and to provide for
sustainable utilization of biological resources, but it can no longer be denied that nature-
based forms of tourism also pose a great new threat in relation to bio-plundering,
patenting and IPR. There has been the observation that prospectors and collectors often
travel to biodiversity-rich areas as “tourists” to illegally collect genetic resources, plants
and wildlife as well as associated knowledge with commercial value for the
biotechnology industry.

This trend is unfortunately abetted by research institutions, conservation organizations
and development agencies, including the Global Environment Facility, that support
projects combining biological research, pharmaceutical prospecting and ecotourism
activities. Since such activities may result in huge “invisible leakages” that even exceed
the earnings from ecotourism, countries and inter-governmental bodies such as the
Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) should be
extremely cautious and as soon as possible introduce adequate legislation and monitoring
systems to control bio-prospecting, thereby taking into account the danger of ecotourism
as a major channel for biopiracy.
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While these and other burning issues need to be urgently addressed in relation to the IYE,
the preparations for the event coordinated by UNEP and the World Tourism Organization
(WTO-OMT) have been pursued in a grey area. For instance, it is not clear what actually
led to the UNGA approval of the IYE and what was the original intention. This is a major
handicap because despite many years of debate, there is no agreement even on the
definition and meaning of ecotourism, due to divergent perspectives, values and interests
of concerned parties. Subsequently, it is impossible to achieve consensus on an agenda
and objectives for the IYE.

In the process, a clear division has developed between actors favouring promotion and
commercialization of ecotourism as a major goal of the IYE, and a growing worldwide
movement of public interest and indigenous peoples organizations that reject the IYE as a
promotional and business-oriented campaign.

Both UNEP and the WTO-OMT have not been able to resolve the great contradictions
and deepening conflict of interests. Nor have they made serious efforts to involve civil
society organizations in the planning and decision-making process and to foster broad-
based discussion on ecotourism-related themes. Confronted with growing criticisms and
protests, both agencies have declared that the UN has not given any instructions nor
provided funds for the IYE.

Since the entire programme has been heavily constrained by lack of orientation and
growing polarization, we request that you discuss the many problems related to the IYE
at the next UNGA meeting in September.

In particular, we call on governments:

1) To put forward, at the UNGA, a clear statement of purpose and guidelines
regarding the content and process of the IYE in order to assist UNEP, the WTO-OMT
and other concerned parties in the implementation of the programme.

2) To help design the programme in a way that public interest - such as ecological
protection, economic equity, social justice and human rights - take precedence over
narrow and short-sighted industry interests.

3) To change the name of the event into “International Year of REVIEWING
Ecotourism” (IYRE) and to provide for the establishment of an independent commission
on ecotourism that will conduct a fundamental reassessment of ecotourism-related issues
with the expertise from all concerned parties. As for the latter, we believe that the WTO-
OMT is not appropriate to oversee this commission because its prime goal is to promote
the tourism industry, which contradicts the need for broad-based and critical studies and
analyses of tourism, including ecotourism.

We are bringing this matter to your attention as we are deeply concerned that the [YE

will be particularly dangerous for developing countries. However, since governments and
civil society organizations from the South have become more articulate and assertive of
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their rights in the international arena as a result of globalization impacts, we are confident
that they can also play a prominent and decisive role in the debates of international
tourism-related programmes, such as the IYE, and intercede for changes if they are likely
to adversely affect their countries.

Finally, we would like to invite you to visit our website
http://www.twnside.org.sg/title/iye.htm for background information on the IYE and to
make use of our electronic information service ‘Clearinghouse for REVIEWING
Ecotourism’ (contact Email: tim-team(@access.inet.co.th.)

Yours sincerely,

Third World Network

Tourism Investigation and Monitoring Team (Thailand)
Sahabat Alam Malaysia

Consumers Association of Penang (Malaysia)
CorpWatch (USA)
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SUB- Resolution on the UN International Year of Eco Tourism-2002

Signed by Participants at National Conference on Human Rights, Social Movements,
Globalization and the Law at Panchgani in India, April 5, 2001

Dear Madam/Sir:

Over 1,500 activists, representatives of non governmental organisations, tribal
communities and people’s movements including Judges from India and abroad came
together during the last week of December, 2000 to attend the National Conference on
Human Rights, Social Movements, Globalisation and the Law organised by the India
Centre for Human Rights and Law, Human Rights Law Network, Centre for Social
Justice and Drishti Media Collective and nearly 60 other organisations from around the
country. The objective being to share experiences of the various groups on the Judicial
System, to build organisational links, exchange information and co-operate in campaigns
and investigations into human rights violations.

The multifaceted themes deliberated upon and discussed in the conference both in
Plenary and in Parallel sessions included nearly 25 critical issues ranging from
Globalisation, Human rights, Environment, Women, Children and Adivasi rights. This
conference was unique in as many as 40 sitting judges of the various High Courts and
Supreme Court of India and leading judicial personalities from various countries
attended.

EQUATIONS, an NGO working on tourism concerns based at Bangalore participated in
sessions and led discussions on (a) Adivasi Rights (b) Environment, and (c) Commercial
sexual exploitation of children. It also had indirect interventions in the sessions on
Globalisation and Women.

The Adivasi Rights session had indepth deliberations in terms of its content and trends in
which nearly 60 activists participated. EQUATIONS initiated and led the discussion on
Eco Tourism. The NGO highlighted the conflicts between development, conservation and
needs of local communities in sensitive areas where Eco- tourism has been
indiscriminately promoted as a development option.

In the light of these conflicts in Eco-tourism areas the imperative need to protest against
the UN Declaration of 2002 as International Year of Eco-tourism was emphasized. As an
outcome of the discussion, the participants unanimously resolved to protest the
declaration of year 2002 as International Year of Eco Tourism.

Attached below is the resolution passed against the Year Of Eco-Tourism with the
signatories.
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RESOLUTION ON ECO-TOURISM

* When the U N proclaimed 2002 as the International Year of Eco- tourism; many
NGO’s who have been monitoring tourism impacts went on the alert. In October 2001 an
international coalition of environmental, human rights and indigenous people’s groups
launched a call for the fundamental reassessment of the UN Eco- tourism year 2002.

* NGO’s are extremely concerned that this UN endorsement of Eco- tourism in light of
all the fundamental problems related to the industry - in many cases another green wash -
will destroy more bio diversity and harm even more local communities.

* We the undersigned NGO’s and people’s movements feel compelled to warn all
concerned parties not to skirt the critical issues of Eco- tourism and the fact that a
mountain of money will be spent on projects initiated around the international year of
eco- tourism order to boost the eco tourism industry.

* In contrast to advocates who tend to portray eco tourism development as a means to
protect bio- diversity and enhance the well being of local people, we are gravely
concerned that this IYE will result in a disastrous situation for local communities and the
environment in destination countries.

* From Thailand to Belize, Eco- tourism has opened the doors to more forest destruction.
Indigenous peoples in affected areas have been forced out of their traditional lands in
some cases.

* Reports are also growing that “tourists” are illegally collecting forest plants with
potential medicinal value for the biotechnology industry.

* We also denounce the lack of transparency and failure to meaningfully involve
indigenous peoples and southern organizations in ongoing preparations.

Signatories:

Lakshmikanth, Nagarika Sevatrust, Bangalore
Benny Kuruvilla, EQUATIONS, Bangalore
CR Bijoy, All India Coordinating Forum of Adivasi and Indigenous Peoples,
oimbatore
Murugan M, Vishwa Maithri, Kerala
Shyama Sivadas, Thiruvanathapuram
Vidya Udyan, Student, Ahmedabad
Satchit Bhandartiar, YUV A, Nagpur
Loba Khillo, SPVK, Nobarngpure Orrisa
Loda Dissi, IRDWSI, Kojaput Orrisa
10. Kojaput Orrisa, Vishwa Mythri, Kerala
11. Pragada Chakralau, Samata, Hyderabad
12. K Manmadhalau, Adivasimitra, Paderu Vishakapatnam

LRI~
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13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.

K Venkata Rao, TERDS, Korra Vishakapatnam

Madhav Dalapathi, IRAWSI, Koraput Orrisa

Chatur Murmu, IRAWSI, Nubaranpur Umurkote Orissa

Murgu Pajari, IRAWSI, Kuruputa Semmiligudi Orrisa

Bisnu Sargaye, IRAWSI, Yagpur Koraput Orrisa

Laba Mill, IRAWSI, Woburerupur Orrisa

Pankaj Sekhsaria, Kalpavrish, Pune

Pidika Ramagumai, K.B.S/R.A.D, Mekda PostBanbhuga Kuruputa
Kanch Kohli, Kalpavrish, Delhi

Manju Menon, Kalpavrish, Pune

Rajendra Kumar K, SUJANA

B Sanjeeva Rao, Velugu Srikakulam Dist Andhra Pradesh

P Deverullu, Sanjeevani, Vishakapatnam Andhra Pradesh
Neeraj Vagholikar, Kalpavrish, Pune

JK Babu, Tribal Activist, Nagarhole Karnataka

JP Raju, Tribal Activist, Nagarhole Karnataka

Sujatha Padhmanabhan, Kalpavrish, Pune

Krishnamoorthy, EQUATIONS, Bangalore

Haribabu, EQUATIONS, Bangalore

Shirley Susan, EQUATIONS, Bangalore

Sindhu Mathew, EQUATIONS, Bangalore

S.R.Hiremath, President, JAN VIKAS ANDOLAN AND NCPNR, Dharwar
Sandeep Kindo, Activist, Ranchi

Meghnath, AKHRA, Ranchi

Sarbani Sarkar, Adivasi Rights Law Network, New Delhi
Demur, Gujarat Adivasi Vikas Samaj, Anand District, Gujarat
Kelal, Adivasi (Irula), Pallakkad Kerala

Anil, EKTA PARISHAD, Bhubaneshwar Orrisa

U.N.Mohanf, DFF, Dhanbad

Priya Bhogaovkee, University Student, San Francisco CA, USA
Vijay Ghuguskor, KHOJ, Paratwada, Amravati district, Maharastra
Aeund Shett, KHOJ, Paratwada, Amravati district, Maharastra
SiddhaSaj Solanki, AAAKVS, Ahmedabad

Kaluram Dhodade, Bhoomisana, Palghar Maharashtra

Bansi Ghevale, Jagrut Kashtagari Sanghatana, Rajgad Maharashtra
Bijoy, Adivasi Mukti Sangathan, Badwani, Madhya Pradesh
Amit Kowe, Adivasi Jan Sangharsh Samiti, Nagpur

Agnes Eben, House Workers Movement

C.K.V.Dhruva, Lawyer, Chennai

Surekha & Raghav Anurag Modi, Shahpur, Betul

Purnima Upadhyay, Paratwada, Amravati district, Maharastra
Baiya Lis, Activist, Paratwada, Amravati district, Maharastra
Ashish Kothari, Kalpavrish, Pune

K.Bhanumathi, SAMATA, Hyderabad

Pravin, SAMATA, Hyderabad
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International Year of Ecotourism: Southern Perspectives

In In Focus, The Magazine of TourismConcern, Special Edition dedicated to Ecotourism,
Spring 2002, Issue 42 — “Ecotourism: Just another label?”

MEXICO, Oaxaca, March 18-20, 2002
200 leader of rural participants from Indigenous communities representing over twenty
countries attended the International Forum on Indigenous Tourism to discuss ecotourism.

The aim of the forum was to search for sustainable alternatives to traditional
tourism, to learn from each other’s efforts, and to forge a strong Mexico network on
tourism.

Indigenous leaders presented case studies of sustainable tourism projects that have
succeeded in maintaining local autonomy and benefiting communities who have been
impacted negatively by tourism development, issues such as sustainability, biodiversity,
community empowerment and self-governance were discussed.

The Oaxaca Declaration on Indigenous tourism, prepared by participants of the
Forum especially in regard to the International Year of Ecotourism (2002) will be
delivered to the World Ecotourism Summit and the Rio+10 meetings in South Africa
during 2002 by Indigenous representatives of the Forum.

The declaration outlines Indigenous Peoples concerns about ecotourism that have
been omitted in UN-sponsored IYE preparatory meetings, discussions and
recommendations. It makes recommendations for the UN, the industry, academics and
NGOS working with Indigenous Peoples in any capacity to develop ecotourim based on
Indigenous Peoples’ own needs, experience and Indigenous models of sustainability.

Key issues and recommendations from the Forum:

e Ecotourism is promoted as a way to conserve and protect lands and culture, yet it
has had devastating impacts on the environment, including loss of biological and
cultural diversity and the degradation of entire ecosystems. As Indigenous
Peoples, we are suffering from displacement and dispossession of our traditional
territories and lands and the disruption of our local economies due to ecotourism
expansion by the global industry.

e Some ecotourism projects have been successful in that they have not disrupted the
local economy, traditional culture or the ecosystem. These projects have been
designed and implemented by Indigenous Peoples ourselves.

e There is no international consensus on what constitutes ecotourism, and much of
what is being called ecotourism continues to threaten and destroy biodiversity.
Communities are developing their own definitions for their tourism projects.

¢ Besides destroying the natural environments in which we live, tourism threatens
traditional life by permanently altering the social, cultural and economic systems
on which we depend. There is a need for more education and transparency form
government and NGOs on ecotourism projects.
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e Indigenous Peoples must be able to participate in decision-making processes in
issues that affect us. Existing laws must be enforced with respect to Indigenous
Peoples rights.

e The organizations of the United National responsible for Indigenous issues should
provide resources to strengthen and develop sustainable communities.

e These issues as well as many others have not been addressed and urgently need to
be addressed before proceeding with the IYE. Furthermore, the definition and
meaning of ecotourism need to be debated in open and inclusive venues where all
voices, especially indigenous voices, can be heard.

This conference was hosted by the Rethinking Tourism Project (RTP) and Instituto de la
Naturaleza y la Sociedad de Oaxaca (INSO). The full Oaxaca Declaration is available

from RTP: Tel (001) 651 644 9984, info@rethinkingtourism.org or visit
www.rethinkingtourism.org.

Article printed in Tourism In Focus. A magazine from TourismConcern, Stapleton
House, 277-281 Holloway Road, London N7 8HN. Email: info@tourismconcern.org.uk
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The International Year of Ecotourism in an Age of Uncertainty

By Luis A. Vivanco, Professor at University of Vermont and a member of the planning
committee for the International Forum on Indigenous Tourism
Presented at the University of Vermont Environmental Symposium in October 2001

Ecotourism has moved out of its childhood, a period marked by triumphant and
prescriptive declarations, and moved into a more awkward, even troubled, adolescence.
Nowhere is this more clear than in the declaration of, and vigorous reactions to, 2002 as
the International Year of Ecotourism (IYE) by the United Nations.

Since 1998, when the IYE was proposed, a growing chorus of voices from the grassroots
around the world has been calling into question the wisdom and motivations of the IYE,
if not ecotourism itself. This is not simply because ecotourism continues to be ill-defined
(most definitions hold vaguely that it unites the conservation of nature with the economic
development of local communities through tourism), but because its impacts, benefits,
and futures continue to be hotly contested.

In the age of uncertainty unfolding since the events of September 11, 2001, concerns and
debates over ecotourism have gained new urgency: as the number of bookings to
destinations has dropped, the ecotourism industry’s staunchest promoters have declared
that rural communities and the conservation of nature in the South are at risk and that,
according to the International Ecotourism Society (one of the IYE’s planners), “Who
really gets hurt are those who provide the services - the lodging operator, the growers of
food, the people who provide the transportation.” In light of such arguments and events,
the IYE’s rhetoric of ecotourism’s importance for global economic and environmental
security is sure to heat up in 2002.

The voices critical of the IYE are diverse and decentralized, reflecting the concerns of
indigenous peoples, human rights and social justice groups, tourism monitoring groups,
environmentalists, communities at the grassroots, academics, and in some cases,
development workers and government officials. But their perspectives and organizing
efforts have at least three common themes: 1) they seek to raise awareness that
ecotourism is an ill-conceived development experiment imposed on Southern peoples and
landscapes, and that it is less benign and beneficial than its promoters have declared; 2)
they question the wisdom of the U.N.’s approach to the IYE and are trying to force it to
clarify or reorient its objectives; and 3) they are proposing and organizing alternative
venues in which to critically analyze the structural inequalities and foundational
contradictions inherent to ecotourism, independent of what many consider to be the
universalistic and self-promotional venue of the IYE.

The purpose of this article is to examine the stated objectives and themes of the IYE,
characterize the criticisms against it and ecotourism more broadly, and explore the
alternative political and cultural visions of tourism and ecology embedded in how the
different communities and groups have responded. At the very least, these critics are
challenging the IYE’s uncritical foundation on the market-driven and globalist
mythologies of sustainable development, while offering alternative ways to think about

39



and engage in tourism. They also exhibit trends in the broader anti-globalization
mobilizations of recent years: the emergence of politically and culturally-pluralistic
coalitions operating in decentralized and horizontal fashion, imagining and generating
non-prescriptive alternatives at both place-based and translocal scales.

These themes are reflected in a particular organizing effort that I will discuss, the
International Forum on Indigenous Tourism, based in Oaxaca, Mexico, that brings into
dialogue a wide and geographically-diffuse variety of cultural and political perspectives
on tourism. Although it is planned to coincide with the IYE, its aims and methods differ
profoundly from the top-down and development-driven vision of the IYE. The IYE is
certainly a key milestone in ecotourism’s adolesence, and at stake in it and the processes
around it is the widespread legitimacy of ecotourism for those who are targeted for its
development.

Alternative venues like the one in Oaxaca are not based on a simplistic rejection of
tourism, but are trying to ensure that, at the very least, ecotourism’s processes of
maturation do not undermine the very peoples and landscapes it claims to benefit.

More importantly, they argue for forms of tourism based on paradigms of pluralism and
ecological sustainability through community self-determination.

International Year of Ecotourism: Objectives and Themes In November 1998, the U.N.
General Assembly voted to designate 2002, which would also be the International Year
of Mountains, as the International Year of Ecotourism. The U.N. Commission on
Sustainable Development mandated the U.N. Environmental Program (UNEP) and the
World Tourism Organization (WTO/OMT) to prepare and coordinate activities for the
year. The designation of the year is intended to encourage intensified cooperative efforts
by governments and nongovernmental organizations to achieve Agenda 21’°s aims of
promoting economic growth and the protection of the environment: “The U.N.
declaration is a testimony of the growing importance of ecotourism, not only as a sector
with a great potential for economic development especially in remote areas where few
other possibilities exist but also as a powerful tool for conservation of the natural
environment if it is properly planned, developed and managed.”

In partnership with three Northern nongovernmental organizations, The International
Ecotourism Society (TIES), Conservation International (CI), and Ecological Tourism
Europe (ETE), the UNEP and WTO/OMT have begun to publicize the objectives and
themes of the IYE.

Even while recognizing the need to avoid ecotourism’s “past shortcomings and negative
impacts,” the IYE proposes to: 1) review the potential contribution of ecotourism to
sustainable development and to strengthen the capacity of governments and other
organizations interested in using it as a development tool; 2) exchange information on
“best practices” and lessons learned in the planning, marketing and development of
products; 3) advance both knowledge on the impacts of ecotourism and the effectiveness
of regulatory and voluntary schemes for controlling and monitoring those impacts; 4)
review the experiences and lessons learned from the participation of local communities
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and indigenous peoples; 5) encourage responsible behavior in the field; and 6) define new
areas of stakeholder collaboration.

These discussions will take place in a series of regional preparatory meetings and a
World Ecotourism Summit during May 2002 in Quebec City, as well as any venues that
member states, non-governmental organizations, or businesses choose to implement on
their own.

The stated aims of the regional preparatory meetings, sponsored and organized by UNEP,
WTO/OMT, and their NGO partners, are to provide more intimate settings in which to
convene stakeholders and practitioners who are not likely to have voice at the World
Ecotourism Summit. Although it is not yet clear to whom this refers, this most likely
includes small business operators, representatives of indigenous peoples and local
communities, and regional and nongovernmental groups. The meetings cover large and
diverse areas (i.e., ‘Africa,” ‘Central America,” etc.) but have a common framework
focused on the following themes: 1) planning and product development; 2) monitoring
and regulation; 3) marketing and promotion; and 4) ecotourism’s costs and benefits.
Other “cross-cutting themes” include the socio-cultural, environmental, and economic
dimensions of ecotourism, and the informed participation of local communities. The
charge of each preparatory meeting is to develop a strategic analysis of these themes, and
prepare a report to be presented at the World Ecotourism Summit.

Contesting the IYE

Since its inception, the IYE has been aggressively marketed as a celebration of
ecotourism’s role in facilitating sustainable development. Many critics have responded
that a celebratory tone is inappropriate, given the growing evidence of failed projects,
disrupted communities and ecosystems, and greenwashing under the guise of ecotourism,
not to mention the processes by which the IYE itself has been organized. Even
ecotourism’s supporters admit that greenwashing and “ecotourism lite,” or superficial
attempts to integrate nature or conservationist principles like reusing hotel towels into
tourism, have become a red herring for tourism’s poor environmental record. Indeed,
promoters argue that this in itself justifies the IYE, to establish and reinforce high
standards and expose those doing the greenwashing, and they affirm that genuine
ecotourism is possible with an inclusive planning process.

Although the actual planning for the IYE has been closely controlled by its organizers,
UNEP has publically acknowledged and confronted its critics. But critics continue to be
concerned that the IYE still does not confront the structural inequalities that characterize
ecotourism’s origins and practice. As expressed in a letter from the Third World Network
to Hon. Kofi Annan, Secretary General of the U.N., “There are concerns that the event
will result in misconceived and inflationary ecotourism or more correctly ‘mass nature
tourism’ policies and programs that inevitably exacerbate problems, such as the
degradation of ecosystems, loss of biological and cultural diversity, disruption of local
economies, displacement and dispossession, and resistance from community and
indigenous peoples and groups.” Below I review some of these concerns in more detail,
as well as some of UNEP’s responses to them.
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Whose Interests Does it Serve?

One of the major concerns of critics is that the IYE’s partiality toward product
development, the review of good practices, and discussions of ecotourism’s potentials
gives the impression that it is already functioning well. This itself is a premature
assessment, when even the World Bank, that has been promoting ecotourism
development for at least a decade, has published studies that suggest that few ecotourism
projects have actually generated substantial income for the parks they are intended to
protect, much less the local people living near them. The IYE’s language of potentials
and good practices therefore muddies the waters of debates over sustainable
development, providing justifications for implementation of ecotourism as a technical
element in broader development plans.

Furthermore, as Anita Pleumarom of the Bangkok-based Tourism Investigation and
Monitoring Team points out, there is a widespread perception among grassroots groups
that the large nature conservation and ecotourism organizations have colluded to lobby
for the U.N. endorsement of ecotourism and now want to exploit it for self serving
purposes, such as getting free promotion for their products and technical consulting
services, or getting funding for their own projects.

For many grassroots groups concerned with challenging not only globalization, but also
the central position of international environmental organizations in its political and
cultural order, it is deeply troubling that organizations such as TIES, CI, and ETE,

which are based in the North, are mandated to represent the concerns of the NGOs and
communities in the South that have been aggressively targeted for ecotourism
development. Indeed, at the May 2000 meeting of the Convention of Biological Diversity
in Nairobi, Kenya, a statement presented by a spectrum of Indigenous Peoples’
representatives and NGOs named TIES as one of the large nature conservation and
development organizations that has consistently ignored