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ABSTRACT

The Langkawi archipelago has been promoted since th&98ts as a major tourism
destination by the Malaysian government. Langkawi hasecuestly been exposed to
tremendous physical development to provide improved infretstre and facilities.

This development has put a great deal of stress on the@reironment that tourists
wish to see, potentially compromising the viability of Laagks standing as a tourist
destination. The information was acquired from 51 hoteélgresthouse surveys, 250
tourist questionnaires and about 25 informal interviewscaitlucted between T4ay
and 20" July, 2002.

The environmental impact of hotels and guesthouses wasigated through the
survey. The results suggest improving environmental managemastices are
essential for controlling tourism’s consumption of tigs and the growing waste
problem. The questionnaire establishes why touriststtaeetad to the island. The
sample of 250 tourists, generally chose Langkawi faratsiral attributes: beaches and
sea, marine park (islands and reefs), nature (rainfonegtsyxangroves), and experience
of another culture. Results were also broken down pyc&tegories. Litter removal
was a key recommendation as many guests complained abbistrob the beaches

and at natural attractions.

Ecotourism can be offered if zones of Langkawi remaspoiled. To gain
international credibility ecotourism must genuinelytesponsible travel to natural
areas that conserves the environment and sustain the well being of thedophd’
(UNEP, 2002). There are positive opportunities for Langkafutisre ecotourism
development. Eco-certification of tours would caps@lon the fact that the majority of
the hotels and guesthouses are interested in promoting haties¢ less
environmentally damaging. The hotel survey uncoverswreship of the hotels and
guesthouses and the number of indigenous staff. Guestrarese®stly owned by the
indigenous population, so sustaining these, provides opportubtitsal participation
in tourism. The tourist’'s spending is also followékchis shows that although luxury
hotel guests spend most overall, mid range hotel gue=stsl spost in the local

economy.
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I. INTRODUCTION

There is something oddly paradoxical about the link betweaamsm and development
in South-East Asia. These countries in their effartattract the tourist dollar, often
prioritise the expansion of tourism infrastructure &ulities ahead of the pressing
needs of their own population. Yet a significant praparof the ‘escapist’ tourist
market has tended to steer away from destinations gagithe typical traits of
development (urbanisation, industrialisation and moddrorga(Parnwell, 2001).

The main island of Langkawi is a case study of toumsthis region. The Langkawi
archipelago consists of approximately 99 islands, covering @ miles situated
near the northwest coast of peninsular Malaysia (gdd)f A detailed map of
Langkawi, fig.l.1l. is on page 2.

Fig.L.I. The location of Langkawi (Anon, 2002)

The thesis will first explore the tourism literatumed then discuss the case study region,
starting from South-East Asia and Malaysia but focusmg@iangkawi. The fieldwork
data collected using the research methods described, aNstesnatic analysis of the
environmental and economic implications of tourism fondleawi. Based on the
research, the final section makes recommendation®fmymakers and non-
governmental organisations (NGOSs) in the region for futleneelopment policies.
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Fig.L.Il. A detailed map of Langkawi (Anon, 2002)
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l.I. AIMS:

* To guantify some the environmental and economic effedisunism in
Langkawi.

* To make recommendations that could be useful for policymadwed NGOs.

l.Il. OBJECTIVES:

» To establish why different groups of tourists are choosimggkawi and use this
information to ascertain whether they come to tlend for similar reasons.

» To establish what tourists enjoy about Langkawi once éineyn the island and
compare this with the reasons why they chose it feir thestination.

» To ascertain the percentage of spending that goes ditedtie local economy
from tourists staying in different classes of accomatmn.

* To assess the impact that the hotels and guesthoudesvarg on the
environment by the collection of data from these estamlents.

* To assess the level of environmental management at tHe aoteguesthouses.

» To compare the ranking of natural ecotourism attributés thie other factors,
for both the tourist’s ranking of their reasons fhoasing and enjoying the
destination.

* To establish what level of demand there is demand fatoadsm among

current visitors.

l.IIl. RATIONALE FOR RESEARCH:

Langkawi has haunting natural attributes, virgin tropiaalforest, mangrove wetlands,
caves, many stunning beaches and access to the best efsralréhe west coast of
peninsular Malaysia. The tourist can experience natute @ristine best. Yet there are
places on the same small island where this pristisehas disappeared and the
frontiers of development seem dramatic and alarmirgfigd.Il).
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Langkawi is at an interesting stage of developmentadtmuch to gain or lose by the
policies put in place over the next few years. Hagh small enough to investigate
comprehensively yet large enough to possess a governmenthiadayakes island
specific development policies. These two attributeamthbis research will reach local
policymakers and maybe even make a difference.

Tourism is the largest industry in the world. It is uniquenoving people around the
globe, creating with this movement economic, environalemtd social effects. These
can be both positive and negative. International palitieclarations push for
sustainable tourism development to accentuate they@oaitd curtail the negative
effects. At an individual level most of us participatéourism. This gives a personal
opportunity to use our market power to positively influetieedevelopment of our
destination.



Development Policy for Langkawi: the environmental and economicciatipins of encouraging tourism

II. LITERATURE REVIEW

The Literature Review is made up of four parts that togethalyse the tourism
industry in the context of its environmental and econompldications. First is a
review of tourism as an industry, then the review focosethe economics of tourism
before moving onto the subject of sustainable tourism. fihkésection analyses the
specific subset of sustainable tourism, ecotourism. Thaughe review where
studies are used to illustrate arguments they are, whepessible, taken from South-
East Asia to increase the relevance to the fieldwodckamalysis.

Il.I. TOURISM

Fig.ll.1: International tourist arrivals
— World (WTO, 2002a)
The World Tourism Association (WTO)

Internationd tourist arrivas - Warld estimates international tourist arrivals
720 1 T r— amounted to 693 million in 2001 see fig.Il.1.
e The cumulative environmental and economic
é E:E 522 effect that tourism has on the world by virtue
= 40 | 5289 of its size is large and set to increase as
L WTO's Tourism 2020 Vision forecasts that
Ezg | | . international arrivals are expected to reach
1993 1999 2000 204 over 1.56 billion by the year 2020 (WTO,

2002a). These WTO figures are only
international tourist arrivals estimates and as ah @per reminds us, in addition to

these travellers there are also domestic touristhl@¥ et al., 2000).

Il.I.I. Defining a tourist:

Common elements to definitions of a tourist are digaresidence, time and purpose
but different countries record different people as toubgtadopting slightly different
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definitions (UFL, 2002). When reading statistics on toumishbers in the literature it
is critical to pay close attention to the exact defimtof what is being estimated.

The basic WTO-definition of a tourist ‘& person travelling to and staying in places
outside their usual environment for not more than one consecutive yeaisioe|
business, and other purposésited in Rafn, 1998, Garcia 2001 and WTO 2002d).
Debate then ensues in the literature about the mmitime requirement, generally
concluding that a tourist needs to spend at least ongpdalN) or at least 24 hours
(per the WTO) in a destination (UN and WTO both citetVFL, 2002). The problem
of classifying people who do not spend a night in the desimaffior example
passengers on a cruise stopping over in a port or peoplelaytrip), is overcome by
introducing the term visitor. Visitors are broken dowtoitwo separate groups:
overnight visitors and same-day visitors (Garcia, 2001).

Il.1. ECONOMICS OF TOURISM

In 1999, international tourism and international faregs (receipts related to
passenger transport of residents of other countriesyatamb for roughly 8 per cent of
total export earnings on goods and services worldwide. ra&hational tourism
receipts, including those generated by international faresunted to an estimated US$
555 billion, surpassing all other international trade categdsee Fig Il.1l below). In
other words tourism was the largest global industry.

Fig.ll.1l Worldwide export earnings 1999

iarldwide export earnings 1999
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After the September 11th (2001) terrorist attack on ti&,Wourism slipped from the
number one place. Spending by international tourisssestimated at only US$463
billion in 2001 (WTO, 2002a). These figures are based on fomighange receipts.
ODI argue that these do not accurately reflect the enmncontribution of tourism. In
addition to the ‘core’ services of accommodation aaddport, the tourism-related
economy also involves food and drinks, supplies to hoteda] transport and
attractions, guiding, handicrafts and souvenirs (Ashle}.e2000). If WTO tourism
figures miss all these elements as well as excludingedbertourists’ spending, the
extended industry will be even larger and is quite proballlyrest largest industry even
after September i1

According to one study tourism was also meant to bevtréel’'s largest employer in
2000, generating, directly and indirectly, nearly 200 miljas or some 10% of the
jobs globally (Honey & Rome, 2000, cited in TIES, 2000 p.1).

Whichever figures are used the significance of this industgjobal terms is hard to
dispute.

IlIl.I. Markets segments within tourism:

There are two polemic stances on the value of therdiit market segments for the
economy of the host country. The development stuitézature tends to take the view
that mass tourism, luxury tourism, all-inclusives andses create fewer economic
linkages and are worse for the host countries’ developesgecially in the context of
alleviating poverty. For example luxury tourism is daidead to a country’s
dependence on imported products, foreign investment, andiakpakills, resulting in
repatriation of resultant profits (Baskin 1995 cited in Sgkas 2002) and financial
benefits are thought to only rarely ‘trickle down’ to peogat grassroots level
(Scheyvens, 2002). A term pro-poor tourism (PPT) has deepted whose advocates
write of the potential of the budget and independent topdstsourists and domestic
and regional tourists segments, as these have gret&tection with the local economy
(WTO, 2002d, Ashley et al., 2000). These interactions bhoddskills of the local
population, promote self-reliance, and develop the confidehcemmunity members
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in dealing with outsiders: all signs of empowerment ($abies, 2002). Studies back
these ideas up for example in Yogyakarta (Indoneskagsitbeen shown that domestic
and other Asian tourists tend to buy more from loesdors than Western tourists
(Shah, 2000 cited in Ashley et al., 2000). Involving the in&drsector is considered
vital for poverty alleviation and development. Case staiduch as Bai Chay, Ha Long
Bay in Vietnam show that although only a dozen localilias there run private hotels,
local involvement in tourism spreads to an estimated 70-8Qbe @opulation. Apart
from those with jobs in the hotels and restauraatsliwomen share the running of six
noodle stalls, many women and children are ambulant vendod anyone with a boat
or motorbike hires them out to tourists (Ashley et24000).

The traditional economists and developing country plartakesthe opposite view,
talking less about poverty alleviation and more abostrmgigross national product
(GNP), foreign exchange earnings and employment. Penfimaria assessed by
international visitor arrivals rather than net nasibncome from the industry, import
requirements and the distribution of the benefits. mhass tourists, luxury tourists, all-
inclusive tourists and cruise passengers spend more perdiftlyeaassertion is implied
that local communities will benefit through trickledo@hTO, 2002d). This literature
also points to the weaknesses of some of the alteesadtressing that: backpackers
bring cultural problems from their inappropriate behaviourdiscegard of social
norms (Noronha, cited in Scheyvens, 2002), budget travalhercotourists are
responsible for opening up fragile new destinations to toufisunter, 1995), and
domestic tourists do not bring in foreign exchange andl t@istay in the destination for
shorter periods (WTO, 2002d). Much credence has been gitba stereotypical
image of the backpacker as an unkempt, immoral, drug-takingdo@diviin Southeast
Asia, the interest paid by most government planners tbatigpacker sector is at best
tacitly ignored, or at worst actively discouraged ificed! tourism planning (Hampton
1998, cited in Scheyvens, 2002). In Goa, the Director of $aubelieves thdlLuxury
tourism was the way forward. Hippies and backpackers do not bring in enough’money
(Wilson 1997 cited in Scheyvens, 2002).
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[1.11.11. Macroeconomics: Multipliers and Leakage:

In the model of a full economy there are four sectoosiseholds, firms, the
government and international trade. Disrupting the cirdldev of money are leakages
and injections. Leakages include savings, taxation and impajextions include
investment, government spending and exports (AFP, 1997).

[LILILL. Multipliers

Policy makers trying to adjust the equilibrium levehational income (especially if
they are demand-sided Keyensian economists) can adqusij¢htions: investment,
government spending and exports, to try and achieve this, ((FH). Since the 1997
financial crisis Malaysia has adopted a Keynesiamlfistmulus programme (Yusof,
2002). If the multiplier was 4 (approximate UK level) tH&® units of investment

would create 400 units more on the equilibrium level oibnal income (AFP, 1997).

The tourism income multiplier effect is a specific tiplier effect that is vital to
consider if any tourism industry is to grow in a manner whighefits the local people.
The purchase of goods and services by tourists has bothypamé secondary
economic impacts. There ipamary direct effect when the tourist purchases goods
and services, secondary indirect effectfrom the hotel purchasing supplies to service
that guest and secondary induced effectrom the employees of the hotel and tourism
suppliers spend their salaries (McGahey, 1996). These effects cause a rise in the
overall level of economic activity. The most reliablay to calculate the multiplier is
using the Keynesian equations supplied in most economitmotks (AFP, 1997)
although attempts have been made to use more simplisbis sach as direct impact,
plus indirect impact, plus induced impact, divided by direct achpeguals to multiplier
(Fridgen, 1991 cited in McGahey, 1996).

Different countries have different tourist income tipliers and tend to range from
more than 2.0 to just above 0.0. A classic study by Fletnt389 provides estimates
of tourist multipliers for 18 countries around the woddgd in McGahey, 1996) and 10
of these are listed below. The selected 10 are witltbeption of the United Kingdom

(which was included by way of a comparison) developing cgusiands. Langkawi
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falls into this classification so these were congdanore relevant for comparison

purposes.
United Kingdom 1.73
Jamaica 1.23
Bermuda 1.09
Mauritius 0.96
Antigua 0.88
Bahamas 0.79
Cayman Islands 0.65
Republic of Palau 0.50
Western Samoa 0.39

The developing country islands generally have multiplarless than 1.0, this means
that less of the injection stays in the country tisasspent. A multiplier of 0.0 means all
the money in goes out.

[L1L11.11. Leakage:

As the figures above illustrate, tourism multipliare mostly less than 1.0. This is
because of leakage. Various factors mean that ratheicticulating, the money
brought in by tourism leaves the host country again. midst common cause of
tourism leakage isnport leakage which is when the host country imports goods and
services required or preferred by international touri$tsere are alsexport leakages
including travel agency and tour operator commissions (&hasinesses are located
outside the country), profits paid to foreign owners aosentee landlords, interest paid
on foreign loans and advertising abroad (UNEP, 2001). Dpedlcountries with
integrated economies able to capitalise, supply and epdagt own tourism industry
will have little leakage. Conversely smaller developiagriries especially islands
tend to have much more leakage.

A study of tourism leakage in Thailand estimated that 708l cnoney spent by
tourists ended up leaving Thailand (via foreign-owned touratpes, airlines, hotels,
imported drinks and food, etc). (Thai Institute for Depet@nt and Administration,
Bangkok, 1990 cited in LA21, 2002) Estimates for other developingtoes range
from 80% in the Caribbean to 40% in India (LA21, 2002).

10
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The macroeconomic principles discussed are well eskegaliin the literature and the
only challenge is regarding the fieldwork methods usedlfmfate spending and
leakages. If the policy makers and entrepreneurs igkaam and other destinations
keep in mind what contributes to the tourism multiplied avhat limits tourism leakage
this will enhance the economic benefits of tourismtii@ir local people.

IL1Il. SUSTAINABLE TOURISM DEVELOPMENT

The most established definitions of sustainable touristinregotourism are shown in fig.

I1.111 below.

Fig.IL1I: Defining Sustainable Tourism Development and Ecotourism

* “Sustainable tourism
development meets the needs of
present tourists and host
regions while protecting and
enhancing opportunities for the
future. It is envisaged as
leading to management of all
resources in such a way that
economic, social and aesthetic
needs can be fulfilled while
maintaining cultural integrity,
essential ecological processes,
biological diversity and life
support systems,(WTO,
2002e). In other words it is
about low impact tourism, for
example, good environmental
management by hotels.

Sustainable Tourism

» “Ecotourism is responsible
travel to natural areas that
conserves the environment and
sustains the well being of the
local people”(The International
Ecotourism Society, 1991 cited
in UNEP, 2002)
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This section will look at sustainable tourism but itessidered important to define
ecotourism at the same time to avoid any possible misstachelings.

[LL1I.I. Carrying capacity:

The term carrying capacity comes from ecology and tndystf population growth
curves (Green et al., 1991). Butler’s tourism destindtfe cycle model (1980)
infiltrates this concept into the tourism literaturehiy depiction of tourism as a
density-dependent sigmoid growth curve, see fig 1.1V beléle uses the term
carrying capacity to mean a limit to the amount of toutisat a particular area can

support without a decline in quality.

Fig ILIV. Butler's Tourism Destination

Life-Cycle Model
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Rejuvenation?
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Inydﬁemen \

Dey«(pment

%rati on

This model is so established that it is now used in naltionirism development

—F

Number of Tourists

Time

planning. In Indonesia each province was attributed tabtiee phases on Butler’s
curve, as part of Indonesian academics’ and governmergtri@s’ tourism planning
process for its national ten year tourism developrptamt (Sofield, 1994). This use is
just a variation on the product life cycle, also ingpipy ecology and a key consulting
tool in the strategic planning of any business portfoliprotiucts or services (AFP,
2000).

Effectively integrating sustainable management and pselioi® tourism is necessary
otherwise the tolerance of the host destinationefims of physical, psychological,
social and economic elements) will be exceeded and itsyqwdl deteriorate. Then
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tourists in search of the pristine paradise destinatiimo longer wish to visit and will
instead take their custom (foreign exchange paymentbgtoaxt unspoilt destination
and start the process again.

The concept of sustainable tourism is the generallyatv@ured solution of the
industry. It utilises the idea that tourism has the g@ko protect environments as
well as to destroy them.

[L.II1.1l. Global relevance:

The tourism industry’s pattern of gradually chewing througgtipe destinations means
making tourism sustainable can no longer regarded aslariat@r of introducing best-
practice at each destination but a global conundrune. digtinctiveness of tourism in
global trade is that it ‘moves people to the product ratien transporting the product
of the people,’ (Pera and Mc Laren, 1998 cited in Willia2@)2). Tourism is also
linked to other areas of the economy: agriculture, landla@vour. It is inextricably
intertwined with air transportation, (a US $414 trilliowiistry), and communication
(Williams, 2002). These many linkages and increasing lilsat&@n means tourism
indisputably requires global governance.

Global problems require global solutions. The increagilobal relevance of tourism is
illustrated by the fact that tourism was not on thendgeat the Rio World Summit on
Sustainable Development (WSSD) in 1992 yet is firmlylenagenda at the
Johannesburg WSSD this year (WTO, 2002d). The shift has chtogé&om the

Local Agenda 21 document in 1995 which was all about sustatyghif21, 2002), to
the United Nations Commission on Sustainable Develop@$b) 7' meeting in

April 1999, where there was increasing emphasis on theeto and social aspects of
development as well as sustainability, and finally to dobaburg agenda where the
shift has moved even more towards poverty reduction (WD0O2d).

At CSD7 the concept of a Global Code of Ethics for mmwas endorsed. An
extensive consultative process culminated in a 10 poiriabdode that was approved
unanimously by the WTO General Assembly meeting in Santra@atober 1999. The
code includes nine articles outlining the ‘rules of the gjaor destinations,
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governments, tour operators, developers, travel ageotkevg and travellers
themselves. The third article is called ‘tourism, adacf sustainable development’ and
talks of safeguarding the natural environment, saving resqusteggering tourist

flows, ensuring constraints are agreed to (especiallynsitsge areas) and recognising
ecotourism and nature-tourism’s importance as long agéspgct the carrying
capacity of the site (GCET, 1999). The tenth articéates a World Committee on
Tourism Ethics made up of representatives of each regitre world and
representatives of each group of stakeholders in tmstogector. It marks the first
time that a code of this type will have a mechanisnefdorcement.

Now in Johannesburg, the WTO ran an event on tourisnpaverty alleviation on the
30" August (2002) where they launched their publication ‘ElimimpBoverty through
sustainable tourism’ (WTO 2002d). In the draft report effMain Committee* of the
World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) theemientire section for

sustainable tourism development quoted in full below:

41. [Agreed] Promote sustainable tourism development, including non-cotiseiiaipd eco-tourism,
taking into account the spirit of the International Year of Ecoitmnr2002, the United Nations Year for
Cultural Heritage in 2002, the World Eco-tourism Summit 2002 ar@utbec Declaration, and the
Global Code of Ethics for Tourism as adopted by the World Tourism Osegimmisn order to increase
the benefits from tourism resources for the population in host corti@surhile maintaining the cultural
and environmental integrity of the host communities and enhancing tleetwatof ecologically
sensitive areas and natural heritages. Promote sustainable todgseiopment and capacity-building
in order to contribute to the strengthening of rural and locaheunities. This would include actions at
all levels to:

(@) [Agreed] Enhance international cooperation, foreign diresieistment and partnerships with both
private and public sectors, at all levels;

(b) [Agreed] Develop programmes, including education and training progresnthat encourage people
to participate in eco-tourism, enable indigenous and local commsndidevelop and benefit from eco-
tourism, and enhance stakeholder cooperation in tourism developmeneatadie preservation, in
order to improve the protection of the environment, natural resoacg<ultural heritage;

(c) [Agreed] Provide technical assistance to developing courarescountries with economies in
transition to support sustainable tourism business development anthiemésnd tourism awareness
programmes, to improve domestic tourism, and to stimulate entexjmial development;

(d) [Agreed] Assist host communities in managing visiteed tourism attractions for their maximum
benefit, while ensuring the least negative impacts on and dskisdir traditions, culture and

environment, with the support of the World Tourism Organization dret aélevant organizations;
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(e) [Agreed] Promote the diversification of economic diéig, including through the facilitation of

access to markets and commercial information, and participafiemerging local enterprises,

especially small and medium-sized enterpri@@SSD, 2002).

[LLII.1I. Indicators:

The first stage towards achieving sustainable tourismpsaduce indicators of
sustainability that produce a measured output which can bgatech This is a key
idea from the logical frameworks approach that is lavata of development planning.

Two international institutions that represent the irgesref the tourism trade initiated
indicator studies in the early 90s: the WTO working group tejaternational
Working Group on Indicators of Sustainable Tourism 1993) bedrtternational
Federation of Tour Operators (Hughes, 2001). Butler challehgemdicator
movement by saying

“there are no satisfactory indicators of carrying capacity or the abdityenvironments
to sustain tourism. All too often, the first indicator of nonsustainghbgdithe decline of
attractiveness perceived through a decline in visitor numbers, or uadegiange in
the human physical environment of the destination area. In many cases saatiandi
come too late for satisfactory remedial action, even if that had

been possible(Butler 1993 cited in Hughes 2001).

This is a radically opposed observation to the optimasident in both the above
studies although a useful background for this thesis, whieh(lsee section V.II.11)
compares the reasons for choosing the destination cethpareasons for enjoying the
destination.

There have been some practical tools developed basadicator principles and 2 of
these are discussed below.

The International Hotels Environment Initiative (IHEB,a programme of the
International Business Leaders Forum, was established inklQ&def executives of
the world's leading hotel groups, aiming to bring about contisiimprovement in the
environmental performance of the global hotel industHEllin partnership with
WWEF-UK launched an internet based environmental benchngat&ol in September

15



Development Policy for Langkawi: the environmental and economicciatipins of encouraging tourism

2001, designed to help hotels around the world make substargiadavings, while
improving environmental performance (IHEI, 2002).

WWEF Footprinting in association with Best Foot Forwaattclates the environmental
footprint of two European package holidays, and providesadoehe software for
customers and holiday companies to calculate the footgrthieir holidays. The tool
provides a value in terms of per capita earthshare vdainlbe used to compare the
sustainability of holidays (WWF-UK-2002).

[LLII1.1V. Certification:

A MORI survey for ABTA in 2000 found that around 80% of package
holidaymakers felt that it was important that theirdey did not damage the
environment (cited in WWF-UK, 2002). This is a significantount of the package
market and tourism businesses cannot afford to negleictaghinions. There are also
cost saving opportunities for these businesses. Catiificis advocated in the Draft
Report of the Main Committee of the Johannesburg WSSD:

17 (a) [Agreed] Encourage industry to improve social and environmeetébrmance through voluntary
initiatives, including environmental management systems, codesddict, certification and public
reporting on environmental and social issues, taking into accouhtisiiiatives as the International
Organization for Standardization (ISO) standards and Global Reporting Inéigtindelines on
sustainability reporting, bearing in mind principle 11 of the RiolBeation on

Environment and Development;

Three of the most established international certibceschemes targeting this demand

in the tourism industry have been outlined below.

The broadly applicable 1SO (International Standards Osgéion) 14001 accreditation
standard can be awarded to hotels and tourism businelse$S014000 series
corresponds to various aspects of environmental managesystetns and audit
procedures and 1SO14001 refers to the specifications. Aie@t$0O14001 business
does not guarantee a certain level of environmental peafoyenbut it does ensure there
are stringent environmental management specificatipesating. 1S0O14001 is
internationally recognised. In 2000 there were 175 1SO14000ficzees issued to
Malaysian companies. Japanese and Thai companies had 3992 aesp288vely
(Grafe-Buckens, 2001).
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Green Globe 21 is an organisation which specialises iel@@ng environmental
management and awareness for the Travel & Tourism inydastl provides practical
means through which companies can improve their environnygerarmance. The
Green Globe 21 Standard sets out requirements which rgeeda 21, 1ISO 14001 and
triple bottom line principles. The requirements agaoised into five sections and
companies are required to meet all relevant critertader to achieve Green Globe 21
Certification. The Green Globe 21 Brand is one of thstrwidely recognised

environmental brands throughout the world (Greenglobe21, 2002).

The Blue Flag is an exclusive eco-label awarded to nimare 2800 beaches and
marinas in 23 countries across Europe and South Afrig@d&. The Blue Flag
Campaign is owned and run by the independent non-profihiseg@dn Foundation for
Environmental Education (FEE). The Blue Flag is a syrabblgh environmental
standards as well as good sanitary and safety facilttide doeach/marina. The Blue
Flag Campaign includes environmental education and informéirathe public,

decision makers and tourism operators. The schemedtarEurope but now
implementation is beginning in countries and regionsid@ifSurope. South Africa has
already implemented the campaign, and the countrig®i€aribbean are in the process
of implementation (Blueflag, 2002).

Il.IV. ECOTOURISM

The definition of ecotourism has been provided on pageTdL.clarify, a large tour
party run by an international tour company to a natues avould be nature tourism but
would not be ecotourism. However a small tour, run mcal business with a local
guide, responsibly visiting that same natural area wouldtd®erism. An

international standard hotel that has good environmergadgement would be
showing some proof of its commitment to sustainable saubut since the hotel is not
natural and probably not locally owned, it is not ecosyuri

There is much literature on ecotourism’s potential esfpeamthe PPT (pro-poor
tourism) discussions. Criticisms of ecotourism aeg:tit can only be a niche market
and can at best provide a small part of the solutiasitetorical cover for new middle
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class exploitation (Mowforth and Munt 1998 cited in Hugl2€€)1) and that it brings
damage to previously untouched environments (Williams, 2002).

[I.IV.]l. Global relevance:

Francesco Frangialli, secretary-general of the WEBslimates ecotourism is growing at
a rate ofmaybe double, even triplethat of the rest of the industry (Piore, 2002).

The global relevance can hardly be disputed when #as §2002) is the International
Year of Ecotourism (IYE). As part of this the World Ematism Summit was held in
Quebec in May 2002 (Quebec, 2002) involving 1,100 representativesrfooenthan
130 countries. Countering this UN initiative and cautioningSimmit participants
was a campaign called the International Yed&stoppingEcotourism. This campaign
was born from the concern that UN endorsement ofwviHead to frenzied
ecotourism promotion doing more damage to fragile environnagwtshat exploitation
of the trend is leading to devaluation of ecotourismth&Philippines, Malaysian
businessmen are already promoting an “ecotourism ca@tore, 2002).

[l.IV.Il. Regulation and Certification:

The Quebec Declaration came out of this Summit makesctnmmendations, 19 of
them aimed at national, regional and local governmentsgplication to their
development policies. Recommendations 4 and 5 are agulatory and monitoring
mechanisms. Recommendation number 7 is about using i@l approved and
reviewed guidelines to develop certification schemes, eelslaimd other voluntary
initiatives geared towards sustainability in ecotourismep@raging private operators to
join such schemes and promoting their recognition by consui@eebec, 2002). To
maintain the integrity of ecotourism businesses thandia be involved in ecotourism
should be evaluated and certified if their claims are.tr

There is at least academic concern that governmenategubf tourism and
certification schemes could become illegal due to iaténal trade law as set out in
the General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATSuridim as a service industry is
covered by GATS. If a government wanted to regulatedmeber of boats using a
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river or accessing a coral reef, and they had scheduledriounder GATS without
limitations (or an annex is agreed for all members) thesxcould be challenged as
restricting ‘market access.’ If they decided that netels had to employ or train local
staff or buy local produce, this could be challengeanpsiring ‘national treatment’.
Funding voluntary sustainability standards may even hgised for compatibility as
GATS is meant to apply to all government measures (WiHjs2002, and Bendall,
personal communication 2002). The World Trade Organisatidheother hand
rejects the idea that GATS will prevent governmerdmfregulating services as they
want, claiming it to be a ‘misunderstanding and scang’'t¢/TO, 2002f).

Nonetheless regulation and certification are becomiogerrevalent. Notable

examples include:

In Bhutan the immediate objective of maximizing foreexdchange and revenue is
guided by the policy of "high value low volume" tourismasoto maximize earnings
while maintaining the number of visitors at an acceptaellto minimize the adverse
cultural and environmental consequences. To achieve thistivbjethe Royal
Government has set a policy of limiting total numbetoairists and is seeking to
implement this policy by imposing a relatively high blanieet for all tourists other
than Indians (UNDP, 2002).

Costa Rica’s original eco-labelling program, the “Sumsthie Tourism Rating”
developed for th&lew Key to Costa Ricguidebook from 1990, is among the oldest
ecotourism certification programs. It focuses on tlareas:
» Environmental variables: environmental impact of the lodge,of energy and
natural resources
* Economic variables: how much money stays in thel lomamunity
» Socio-cultural variables: how knowledgeable the ownerslaoait the local
culture and how they work to fortify it
(Honey, 1999). (Note: This program is completely separate €osta Rica's
Certification for Sustainable Tourism (CST)).
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Nature and Ecotourism Accreditation Program (NEAP) ustAalia started in 1997 and
by late 2000 the program had certified over 300 products (t@acremmodations and
attractions) from over 100 companies throughout Austnaiid, the majority in
Queensland. It represents approximately ten percené @bilntry’s viable nature
based tourism operators. NEAP’s three-tiered divisfaredification, which separates
ecotourism from sustainable tourism certification, &iged by the International
Ecotourism Society (TIES cited in Honey, 1999):
* Nature Tourism: as ecologically sustainable tourisrhaiprimary focus on
experiencing natural areas
» Ecotourism: is ecologically sustainable tourism withienpry focus on
experiencing natural areas that foster environmentalatut&@ understanding
» Advanced Ecotourism: is the above, plus a more strirggtrof assessment
criteria, including an emphasis on environmental interpogtdor visitors
NEAP levels do not mention local communities and ecanaevelopment because the
scheme is tailored to Australian realities rathentth@veloping country issues. For
Australia the education component is the crux of whigtkeple will become more

aware after an ecotourism experience (Crabtree iciteldney, 1999).

LIV 1. Value:

Ecotourism’s value for sustainable development policy sofneen tourist’s
‘willingness to pay’ for the conservation that theyreasingly value. This brings this
review to the edge of the massive literature on contingeoation the controversial
method for valuing non-use values as part of full costfieanalysis (Price, 2000).
This concept has increasing relevance for tourism and gewelat planners in
developing countries as they need to plan to exploit tHimgness to enable
conservation of natural environments. Using these &eagsotourism turns this non-
use value into a real economic market value contrigutirthe countries GNP
(Gossling, 1999).
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[1LIV.IV. Community involvement:

Community involvement in the broader arena of tourismmiteg may leave interests
unarticulated or unobservable (Lukes 1974 cited in Joppe, 1996icigzaon usually
excludes the weakest members of the community. Thit imtentional, it is a
function of who is comfortable entering into dialoguéwthe authorities. Yet the
excluded bear most of the costs of poor tourism planning.

Researchers, who have been involved in community geation in the field, caution
against treating it as a panacea stating that it isdiéfigult to do well. It shows up
issues of fairness, jealousy and exclusion (regarding maattieh as benefit sharing,
work division, decision making), skills deficits and fha&entially frustrating and time
consuming learning process, and difficulties balancing d@eisartners
(NGOs/Businesses/Government) with the community (Sprag9ie6). Yet if the well
being of local people is going to be given priority, meralmdithese communities
should be involved in planning their own participation & ifdustry.

Starting stakeholder involvement with ecotourism isefulentry point into an overall

more participative process. Ecotourism is best sudtestiniall scale developments
which allow maximum local participation and stakeholder$@Gipssling, 1999).
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[Il. BACKGROUND TO THE CASE STUDY REGION

This introduction to the case study islands of Langkaavistrom the region of South-
East Asia before taking a detailed look at Malaysian garece and finally focusing on
Langkawi. It aims to both: place the case study intavider political and economic
scene, and, show some of the important natural enviraaahfeatures of the region and
islands. It then moves to look at some of the islaad&tourism and sustainability
issues. These issues were researched from inforraatiews (see Method p50),
specific reading and personal observations.

l1l.I. SOUTH-EAST ASIA

[Il.I1.I. Tourism in South-East Asia as a Growth Industry:

South-East Asia had an estimated 40.1 million intesnatitourist arrivals in 2001 (a
global market share of 5.8%) and was one of the fewwmegb have a positive growth
rate of 8.3% (00/01) despite "1 September 2001 (WTO, 2002b). This growth trend of
over 5% is forecast to continue with the ‘East Asid the Pacific’ region (which
includes South-East Asia) being set to overtake ‘The Aaerby 2010 to take the
position of the second most visited region (Europe iditsg. International tourism
receipts in South-East Asia are estimated at US$2%Blfal market share of 5.5%),
this is down 3.2% from 2000 (WTO, 2002c). The continued growanrigals but
decline in receipts is because in economic tight tiooesumers react not so much by

refraining from travel but by trading down (Klancnik & Pe@sva, 2002).

Despite the WTO figures painting a rosy picture, SowhktRsia has not had an easy
time. The 1997 economic crisis caused widespread curdevauations which led to
international companies buying up failed businesses. This bias also led to a loss of
confidence in the region, for prior to 1997 it was widelpsidered a development

success story.
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[l.1.1l. Regional co-operation in the tourism industry and L angkawi’s role:

Established in 1994 the Indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand Grdwangle (IMT-GT), is
an area for regional economic co-operation among tifréee seven members of the
ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations) coasf namely, Indonesia,
Malaysia and Thailand.

Fig.lll.l. The IMT-GT (Tenku Hadi, 1996)

This growth triangle depicted on
fig.Ill.I comprises northern
Sumatra in Indonesia, the four
northern western states of
Peninsular Malaysia (Perak,
Penang, Kedah and Perlis) and
Southern Thailand (Tenku Hadi,
1996). Itis an ASEAN initiative
to narrow the gap in the levels of
development and to reduce
poverty and socio-economic
disparities in the region. One of
the areas in which IMT-GT

countries cooperate is tourism.

Northern Malaysia has designated Penang and Langkawigrswgh centres in
industry and tourism. The private sector largely drivesNieGT, while the
governments of the three countries encourage investnfertisednd joint projects
(Allison, 2000).

[1.11. MALAYSIAN GOVERNANCE

[I.1I.1. Top-down plans:

In 1950 the first five-year regional economic plan faaldfsia was introduced.
Malaysia secured its independence from Britain ch/&igust 1957 although it was not

23



Development Policy for Langkawi: the environmental and economicciatipins of encouraging tourism

until 9" September 1963 that the Federation of Malaysia wasedcreaalaysian

politics post-independence has produced a succession offivegslans. On 1BJuly
1981 Malaysia’s fourth Prime Minister Dr Mahathir Mohancadne to office and
having won all the elections since, has remained in pantdrthe present day (Tenku
Hadi, 1996). Only now are plans for handing over powergogiade. Four months
after his October 1990 election victory, Mahathir unveilesidfi 2020, a programme to
make Malaysia a fully developed country by the year 202{k,(T695).

Matathir’s ideas constitute a relatively coherent palitideology which has been
termed ‘Mahathirism’ by Teik (1995). His book describesfive core components of
‘Mahathirism’: nationalism, capitalism, Islam, popuatind authoritarianism. This
authoritarianism has resulted in Malaysia maintainitgpadown system of governance
where most key decisions are taken by Matathir him3eifmeet Matathir's over
arching goal for Malaysia to be a developed country by 202@ e in 2020 would
need to be eight times larger than the GDP in 1990 meanifay8i&s economy needs
to grow at an average annual rate of 7% per year (Tiek, 199fg.ambitious top-
down aim results in every state setting annual GDP @grtavgets that contribute to this
overall goal.

[.11.1l. Kedah State’s role in the National Plans:

The 8" Malaysian Plan (2001-2005) highlights
that the tourism sector in Malaysia will be
 developed as an important economic sector to
spur the socio-economic development of the
country (Kedah, 2001). Tourism is Malaysia’s
second largest industry after oil. Langkawi is in
Kedah state, which together with the state of

STRAITS

or [ pferan Perlis, are the poorest on the west coast of the

MALACCA

peninsular. These states are shown on fig.IllL.11.
Langkawi’s tourism industry is one of Kedah'’s
strongest opportunities for meeting its yearly
Vision 2020 GDP targets.

Fig.lll.1l. Kedah and Perlis (Tripod, 2002)
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l.111. LANGKAWI DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY'S (LADA) ROL E

Mahathir's home state is Kedah and he was posted tgkbaan in the 1950’s as a
medical officer in the Civil Service (Naidu, 2002). Asnir Minister he initiated the
development of the island. Now he takes a persoreksit in the progress, allegedly

visiting Langkawi once a month.

Mahathir's government has slowly turned Langkawi intopfemier tourist destination
in the country.

1983: Money was allocated for developing tourism under midchtreview of 4th
Malaysian Plan 1981-1985

1984: The intention to make Langkawi a major tourist centas announced

1987: Langkawi was declared a Duty Free island frdhddnuary 1987

1988: The International Airport was opened

1990: Langkawi Development Authority (LADA) was incorpogdtby an Act of
Parliament on3January 1990. Section 4 of the Act stated that the amtf the
Authority shall be:

1. To promote, stimulate, facilities and undertake economic and socelbdment in
Langkawi.

2. To promote and stimulate Langkawi as a destination and duty-free area.

3. To promote, stimulate, facilities and undertake the developmentrisin and
infrastructure as well as residential, agriculture, industrial and concraé
development in Langkawi.

4. To co-ordinate the performance in Langkawi of the activities orediin the three
previous paragraphg§Act cited in Yong, 1999)

1992: ‘Langkawi Structure Plan 1990-2005’ was produced stressing theryaen of
the natural environment and landscape. This aims to encoemauml and guide
development.

2002: LADA is preparing the next Structure Plan and looking atingan ecotourism

strategy. Tourism is now Langkawi’'s number one industry.
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There are two main weaknesses with LADA’s governaate r

1. The top-down Vision 2020 goal leaves LADA having to enage business
investment (foreign and Malaysian) for luxury resortd ather large scale tourism
projects on Langkawi, in the belief that these wiMegihe biggest boost to their GDP.
GDP doesn’'t measure economic inequalities betweenmstizedepreciating natural
resources and consequently these impacts are moretbkiedyneglected in the pursuit

of the ultimate GDP goal.

2. LADA has the role of guiding development on the dlaat sometimes finds
problems with control. Governance in Malaysia isebasn a three-tier structure of
Federal, State and Local Government. Additional redidexelopment authorities like
LADA are under the supervision of various ministries, LAB under the Ministry of
Finance (Tenku Haadi, 1996). While the structure of theettieeed system appears
simple, actual implementation is more complex and ugualblves a combination of
several governance levels and a myriad of policiessl&gn, bylaws and guidelines
(MIMA Unpub. cited in Ramli et al., 2002). For examplégTFederal Constitution of
Malaysia leaves substantial powers over land use andaha¢source management to
the respective States (Tan, 1998). Kedah State actwatly much of the land in

Langkawi and LADA'’s authority can clash with State’stbase matters.

.11I.1. Tourist Numbers:

Section Il.1.I of the Literature review explains th&@ence between a visitor and a
tourist, basically the term tourist refers to intgranal visitors staying 24 hours and
visitors refers to domestic and international visiteh® maystay less than 24 hours.

LADA reports arrival numbers but uses these figures tafjusie increasing success of
tourism. This is misleading as the arrival figures inclonbee than ‘visitors’.

Langkawi is within commutable distance by ferry to P€ds minutes), mainland
Kedah (1 hour), Penang (3 hours) and by plane to KL (45 mjnsmesbservations and
discussions suggest there is a very significant movenidmtad people arriving on the
island for purposes unrelated to Langkawi’s tourism industry.
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Fig.llL.111 shows the arrival numbers increasing over st decade.
Fig.llLI. Visitor arrivals in Langkawi 1986 - 20 01
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The pattern approximates a sigmoid growth curve (reminisgfeButler’s curve see
Literature Review p12) with steep growth until 1995 and tresttething out. The dip in
1998 and 1999 is probably because of the Asian Financias Crisi

From fig.lII.1V below (showing how the arrivals got t@ahgkawi), it seems that air

(international and domestic) and cruise arrivals lmaweained fairly constant from 1997

to 2001. However, jetty arrivals increased (with the sdimen 1998 and 1999).
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Malaysians are more likely
to arrive by jetty so this
upward pattern may
indicate more domestic
visitors and/or more
commuting and travelling
by Langkawi residents. It
is less likely to represent an
increase in (international)

tourists.
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LANGKAWI'S ENVIRONMENT:

Fig.lll.V. Global 200 sites in Asia (WWF, 2002)

S R R G T 27" Langkawi falls within a WWF
Global 200 site called Marine
Ecoregion N0.225. ‘The Andaman
Sea’ (belonging to India, Myanmar,
Thailand, Malaysia and Indonesia)
(Oon & Salam, 2002). The Global
200 is a science-based global

ranking of the Earth's most
biologically outstanding terrestrial, freshwater andinehabitats. No.225 which was
added because of its volcanic islands, endemic spegiesisive coral ecosystems and
coral reef fringing (WWF, 2002).

Langkawi contains many diverse habitats including tropaiaforests, mangrove
forests and coral reefs. It has interesting geolbépedures with its two high peaks:
Gunung Raya (its tallest at 894m) and Machinchang (the @dmsite rock formation
in South-East Asia, at 520 million years). Langkawi btk about 50% cover of
tropical rainforests. To give some idea of the dineso far 183 species of exotic
birds, 130 species of migratory birds and 35 species of orchidsblegn recorded
(Langkawi Nature Society (LNS) personal communicatioffe states of Kedah and
Perlis and the south of Thailand experience a dry gdreon December to April. The
forests in this small region are unusual semi-evergiregical forests. After the dry
spell in around April the trees and bushes suddenly flowemgpalkis a particularly
attractive time to visit. Since Langkawi is a clusteistands, many endemic species
have evolved, making its flora and fauna especiallyguaing to nature lovers.

Langkawi has approximately 8000 hectares of mangroves et tidal forests are less
diverse hosting around 15 species of mangrove plantsdxsé tlave fascinating
features including a breathing root systgmegumatophorgsan ability to desalinate

water through reverse osmosis and viviparous propagation.
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The migration of fireflies can be seen in the Langkaangroves at certain times of

year and like all wetlands, Langkawi provides a restingepfar migratory birds on

their northbound migration (between March and April) #eh southbound (between

August and October). The southern, northern and eastereline, islands and

outcrops of Langkawi, have many caves due to the sadstiome rocks (Zimmerer,

2000).

Fig.lll.VI. The location of Palau Payar (Wild Borneo, 2002)
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There are some good coral reefs in
the archipelago. Inthe Langkawi
group (about an hour southeast of
Palau Langkawi) is a 2km long and
250m wide island called Pulau
Paya and three smaller islands
(Naidu, 2002) which are part of a
marine park. The reef here is
reckoned to be one of the best off

Malaysia’s west coast (Eliot &

Bickersteth, 2002). Langkawi is very fortunate to hdeegdotential to offer visitors

ecotourism (a specific subset of sustainable tourism seratire Review pl1) because

of its interesting natural environment.

l1.V. ECOTOURISM ISSUES:

[Il.V.l. Trouble in the Mangrove Swamp

For about five years (early 90s) there were only 3 n@uegtour operators. They

offered genuine ecotourism, charged a high price and ddtaremall groups. They

received lots of press attention and became well-kremdrespected (Fur Sie, 1998
and a English weekly article,1997, both cited Zimmerer, 2(015-149). Then

imitators started running mangrove tours. Not all theseatqesrhave knowledge of

the environment and some don’'t even have command of flssEfanguage. To
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compensate they use gimmicks such as monkey feeding gledfeading to hold the

tourists interest, see fig.l11.VII below.

Fig.lll.VIl. Monkeys being fed crisps by a mangrove tour guide

These practices are having negative effects on theifeilzlf changing their diet and
creating a dependency, (see discussion p99 for a futuerecksdea based on eagle
feeding). This leads to problems for humans too as thé&ewgsriearn to pester people
for food and mimic our startled teeth display which teegn learn scares people into
abandoning their food (Mobarak, personal communication, 2002, and Mclintyre,
2001). The less environmentally aware boat drivers drivéasiacausing erosion to the
river banks and trees, now more vulnerable afteritiee dredging and Kisap/Kilam
river linking (which was completed in 2000). These imitatdrarge less and take more
people, meaning the better operators also have to drogptiteis to remain

competitive.

Allegedly the dredging took place so that the larger boaikl access the main bat
cave (Gua Kelawar). Despite this investment and ecaobdisturbance, the wooden
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walkway to the cave is in a dangerous state and badlyresquaintenance. Now there
is a steady stream of tourist boats passing the ‘Bhai restaurant situated where the
two rivers meet. This restaurant is set deep withimtaegrove and was previously
only accessible by a 450 meter wooden walkway. A flygedising it read&he
restaurant is also a landmark of devotion to one of nature’s most rema@dimyical
wonders — the mangrove swamp. It is one of the few restaurantsviorldeset within
the unspoilt natural landscapesUnfortunately the dredging process dumped the
excess river bed soil onto the river bank which now gmes/the regular flow of the
much needed brackish water into the mangroves (Fong Cedain, 2002). Now with
SO0 many boats on the water the original eco-guides strtmghake the tour appear like
a journey into the wilderness (Zimmerer, personal comeoation, July 2002).

There are also pressures facing the mangrove swampsthemindustries such land
fill (see p36), aquaculture and low-cost housing. Substgargions of the Kisap
mangrove forest have been reclaimed for the anchadwp@community resettlement
project by LADA (Fong Oon & Salam, 2002). Due to the tiamsnature of this
immigrant population there are concerns that these figewill harvest in an
unsustainable way (Aidi Abdullah, personal communicatioiy 2002). Small
aquaculture projects have been present for a while butimere are mega-aquaculture
projects being constructed. Sadly the lack of dialoguedset the key stakeholders
using the mangrove swamp has led to vast cage culturesdiedsgl at arguably the
most beautiful site on the river (where part of ‘Annd #me King’ was filmed) posing
another threat to ecotourism. Positive achievementhara controversial project to
illuminate many of the caves has been stopped, (althoughtumétely the rather ugly
electricity cable still remains), and limits to charcpadduction have been created.

l11.V.1Il. Well Being of Local People

[1.V.1l.l. Economic:

Ecotourism should sustain the well being of the locapjee yet other authors have
raised the concern that the needs of the local peoelaot a prime consideration of
Malaysia’s decision makers when it comes to tourismd(Bi989). One elderly

respondent to a question on employment and earning oppodunif@yat’s recent
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(2002) Langkawi study (about resident’s attitudes and acceptdrourism) saidFor
the people who have businesses, tourism is really good. But not evieagome
business right? So, these ordinary people, there is not much changes.to Mween
important sector of businesses catering for tourismaderamodation and this thesis
will later look at who owns and works in different qgiees of tourist accommodation.

11.V.1l.1l. Socio-Cultural:

Ecotourism as already mentioned is about ensuring ¢fidoeing of the local people.
This well being is not just economic but can also be weageallowing the indigenous
population to maintain their cultural identity. In Mgsia, culture and religion are
tightly intertwined and it is sometimes hard to distingwse from the other (Mahathir,
2001). When human societies or communities come inttacbwith each other
different values can conflict and lead people in diffedBrections. Tourism creates
observable situations where people of different sedatieet and influence one another

in both positive and negative ways.

In the literature, the term ‘demonstration effestused to refer to this kind of imitation
and emulation by local people of incoming tourists. Kay#&2002) study provides

some interesting comments made by the local resid€atsism ruins the Malay

culture and Islamic values... we need to adhere to these values”, “Plidaptoming

here because they want to buy liquor. There are also some residerasenheolved

with alcohol. But | think it is under controld&nd“The teenagers, they have problems.
They are not grown up, but they have become bigheaded because they makentheir
money now. They smoke and become wild. Last time, there warehniiings. They
are influenced by the tourists’ culture... they (the government) alsbtoevelop the
children... their behaviour and their education.Practices that hotels and guesthouses

have put in place to minimise the negative culturaaff are researched in this work.

[11.V.IIl. Can Ecotourism and Duty Free Shopping co-exist?

To an intenational tourist, Langkawi is not a destinatwrcity shopping; it is
principally an island destination for relaxation. To guibom the Footprint Malaysia
Handbook [a guidebook aimed at the Western mafkétfjough Langkawi enjoys duty
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free status there is not much reason to come here for the shoppilegastAdn a
cursory appraisal, the range seems to be limited and the prices hendjgin
basement. [...] for visitors from outside Malaysia and Singapore it seéomg way to
come to end up in some surreal tropical shopping paradigédt & Bickersteth,
2002). For Asian visitors Duty Free shopping is a more rtapbreason for choosing
Langkawi than for Westerners (see appendix V tabled lian Conversely, Western
tourists are more interested in natural attributes thamsians (appendix V table I11).

Fig.lll.VIIl. Advertisement for the cable car

This clash of tastes is most
dramatic in one of
Langkawi's newest

| developments. A cable car
has been built (not yet open
to the public) to the top of

T : 7 Machinchang (the oldest
to the rich geo-eco envirgnment, granite rock formation in
" 1\ of Machinchang
oot b South-East Asia).

« breathtaking rotk clifis Cuy
- rare flora and fauna another FIOILLY LRI

UL ¥y v According to a public
LADA notice board,
pictured in fig.ll1.VIII, this will provide stunning views ovéareathtaking rock cliffs

ak L o ) -

and enable the tourist to see rare flora and fauna.

There are four main problems:

1. This project involved putting supporting towerS\iater Catchment Forest Per
the Structure Plan (LDC, 1992) forest reserve of thisiflaation is ‘preserved in its
natural form, gazetted and conserved, and no developsigetmitted.” [This is in
contrast tdProtective and Recreation Forestvhich is ‘preserved in its natural form
and only development related to tourism leisure and reaneia to be permitted’ and
Production Forestwhich is the ‘area where forest exploitation is p&edi It is also
the area available for the future expansion of Kuah tpwirhis effort at zoning was
ignored, although the sensitive nature of the project didss#tate an environmental
impact assessment (EIA) which favoured proceeding witpptbect (MAB, 2001).

33



Development Policy for Langkawi: the environmental and economicciatipins of encouraging tourism

2. At the foot of Machinchang where the cable car widlridp an exclusive shopping
development called Langkawi Oriental Village has beel &nd is already open,

shown in fig.Il1.1X.

Fig.lll.IX The Langkawi Oriental Shopping Village below M achinchang

Both the cable car and the Langkawi Oriental VillageL#BA owned projects,
although the Oriental Village is managed by Asiacapeacdagie invites businesses to
operate there that suit their business plan to mak@tieamtal Village an exclusive
development. Shop staff are hired to work for the OrientiElge as a whole. The
local Langkawi population will directly benefit fromlye but there are limited
entrepreneurial opportunities to participate unless theésses sell luxury goods, a
hard task for most indigenous islanders.

3. It seems that the authorities are targeting thg Brgle shopping to international
tastes when actually those wanting to do the shoppindn@amomestic visitors. For
example, the Kedah Maju 2010 Action Plan (written in 20049isd_angkawi also

needs a world-class shopping centre like those in Kuala Lumpur and Penang as wel
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other world class tourist destinations like those in Dubai and Singapore. The
establishment of the Oriental Village is the first step to thtkad many more such
places are planned.”Providing expensive designer shops may not meet the akéeds
domestic visitors. While Asians consider Duty Free moygortant to their choice than
Westerners (see appendix V table I1), they appear tatdong like chocolates and
homewear (such as kitchen appliances and sets of cypckerbranded clothes and

accessories.

4. Having a designer shopping centre below a naturaltatranasquerading as
ecotourism, whilst obviously trying to exploit the multiplier effeof the cable-car
(MAB, 2001) unfortunately at the same time reduces the -@aile appeal as a journey
into a pristine environment. The environment also seein® et less pristine. Big
developers such as Sunway Group (a construction, builditgriala and property
development group (Sunway, 2002)) are already eyeing up thararea the cable-car
for so-called ecotourism developments. Their chairregortedly said “Beneath and
surrounding the project was rainforest so it was wise&what could be further
developed from it” (The Star, 2002b).

! To earn the classification of ecotourism, the agtimzeds not only to be nature
tourism but show it is sustainable. This is not demiatesti by building in a previously
gazetted area and having minimal opportunity for local ppation.

.VI. LANGKAWI'S SUSTAINABILITY ISSUES:

l11.VI.I. Water and Electricity:

Langkawi has reacted to increased usage of these resburiceseasing the supply.
The following have been built or planned:
» A water pipe-line stretching to the Malaysian mainlandb&en built in case of
water shortages. LADA maintain that so far it hasendeen used (Aishah
Binti Abdullah, personal communication, June 2002).
 Two 30 MW gas turbines generators were relocated from Kap#re mainland
to Langkawi at a cost of RM 43 million (TNP, 2002b).
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* There are plans to establish a coal-fired power statmtiiie Pulau Bunting
(second largest island in the Langkawi arcepelago) and auil8km long
bridge to connect the mainland to Pulau Bunting. Togettieig a $3.5bn.
project (MBK, 2001).
This research will look at tourism’s contribution to iresed usage and explore ways to
manage the demand.

I1.VLIl. Rubbish:

The total rubbish weight for the whole island for Febyu002 was 2,292,720 kg
(LADA records). A significant amount of this must cofrem tourism because the
weight varies between high and low season (Aishah Bisdullah (LADA Planning
Manager) personal communication, June 2002). Most of Langkavbish ends up in
the landfill site which is situated in the mangroveioady the Kisap river. This is in
the natural mangrove hatchery and since 2000 the Kisaphagdbeen joined to the
prime ecotourism river, Kilim, which also contains #gaculture fish farms. The
smell may negatively affect mangrove tours and any leatagen-off may
contaminate the farms and natural hatcheries. Thexeiigtermediate treatment of
municipal waste in Malaysia and most landfill is aadrout by open dumping (Anon,
2000). MDL (Majlis Daerah Langkawi) trucks can be seen dognjito the landfill
from the Kisap river.

Langkawi also has two 10-tonne incinerators but due to kigiimg costs, RM 1,800 a
day compared to RM100 for landfilling, (The Star, 2000) thaerators are only used
approximately once a week (Aishah Binti Abdullah, persoaenmunication, June
2002). There are also problems keeping inadmissible waist¢ the incinerator (e.g.
PVC, batteries, medicines, paints, solvents, chemjieaplosives, construction waste
and metal). The solution has been to only divert garbragks which ply the hotel and
commercial routes, to the incinerator. Theoreticdifse will have dryer waste such as
paper, cardboard and plastic. But in most instancleat arrives at the incineration
plants are unsorted rubbish bags. At the Langkawi plarkexs merely pick up
whatever recyclables they can spot among the maggotadfestss. Inadmissible
waste thrown out by hotels and commerce ends up im¢ieerator (The Star, 2000).

Langkawi does not have the necessary recycling facilbigsocess the separated waste
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so glass, aluminium and carton (newspapers) are sentathe mainland (Zimmerer,
personal communication, August 2002) although there is widsgief that much of
the recyclable material ends up in the landfill or iecator as if it were regular rubbish

(various other personal communications).

L.V Sewage:

Langkawi has no connected sewerage system and the masibcopractice is for
hotels, guesthouses and island residents with pour-flutinstrrtoilets to channel
sewage to septic tanks, constructed in individual compoundssdptic tank is an
unconnected sewerage system requiring regular desludging toeogtfiaently. The
system provides very limited treatment and the efflueat is discharged into drains
and rivers contain high levels of organic pollutants (LERI, 1997). Without
desludging, untreated sewage and sludge solids will be reledsede rivers and sea.
This will cause depletion of dissolved oxygen, resultmthe death of aquatic life.
Untreated sewage also poses a threat to public heatthisimay contain pathogenic
bacteria and viruses that cause deadly diseases sutbl@sctyphoid and hepatitis A
(IWK, 2002).

.VLIV. Litter:

One very visible environmental problem in Langkawi isfitt&he worst areas for
rubbish on the beach are those areas were there hmgei® and guesthouses as these
areas are entirely reliant on the local authoritgléan them. The high tide mark at the
southern end of Pantai Cenang is a particular disgratd@esn’'t appear to have been
cleared of rubbish for a long time as shown in fig.llbiXthe next page. Even the
smaller islands largely untouched by development alge t@astlines scattered with

washed up plastic rubbish.

The rubbish comes from a variety of sources. A lote®m from the sea, some from
boats, some from Thailand and some from the Langkawéss and creeks. A lot is
due to thoughtless littering, mostly by locals and locatists. According to one

informal interview, when the northeast monsoon comésjish accumulated in
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Langkawi’'s eleven creeks washes out to sea with thesaigh and appears a couple of

days later washed up on Langkawi's beaches.

Fig.lll.X. Rubbish at the southern end of Pantai Cenang
l11.VL.V. Recreation Activities:

Recreation is causing some sustainability issues. Tharboundary for water-skiing
and scooters mentioned in the Structure Plan, LDC, 1992 nilte beaches where
they are allowed there are some complaints aboutdise pollution they cause.
However, golf courses have the most severe environiheffeat of all the recreational
activities on Langkawi. Langkawi has three golf courd&sdu, 2002). Due to their
large area forests have been cut down (for the Datase, see fig.l11.XI) and the
operation of rubber tapping and processing had to ceaseaki space for the Gunung

Raya course) (Zimmerer, personal communication, August 2002).
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Fig.lll.XI. The Datai golf course in the rainforest

Once operational a golf course needs 3,008fwater per day, (which is according to
Walsh (1996) enough to meet the needs of 15,000 Asians), andera@ssunts of
fertilizer leach out from the soil and are resporsibl algal bloom in the sea (Green et
al., 1991). The growing popularity of golf in Asia, especialtyong the space
constrained Japanese and Singaporeans, has led to mmescoeing built in Malaysia
and Thailand. In 1992 the Japanese government tightenedrtnels on the
development of courses within Japan. No new courses) ledketing green-fees to
keep numbers down. This has made travelling abroad for défgsvto play golf
elsewhere economically rational for Japanese playerkgstors, capitalizing on
Japanese golf fanaticism are injecting capital intéding golf courses in Malaysia.
Publicly, Malaysia welcomes the influx of capital antlg that golf courses provide for
their domestic economy. Countries in South-East 8#en give developers special tax
incentives to build golf courses in their countries (Rt#hel 996). Langkawi’s three
courses are examples of Malaysian courses being budgafianese and Singaporean
demand.
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IV. RESEARCH METHODS

IV.I. TOURIST QUESTIONNAIRE:

The questionnaire was written to conform to the downwandéd| advised in the
guestionnaire design theory literature (Gendall, 1998). fildtequestions were factual
about their stay (e.g. number of days, which hotel/goes#), questions which should
be easy to answer. Then there were more attitudinatiqne about their reasons for
visiting Langkawi and what they enjoyed once in Langkawn they were asked how
they spent their time yesterday (to trigger them intckihgnabout yesterday), leading
into a more probing question about how they spent themremgesterday. Their
motivations were covered by the questions looking at thelerstanding, participation
and interest in ecotourism and finally there were theng@tlly more embarrassing
socio-economic questions. The questionnaire was alscopes, (options were
numbered) in order to make data entry and analysis dficigiard later on. The
guestionnaire was reviewed by Dr E.J. Milner-Gulland (Imp&udlege tutor) in
London and Muhamad Nasir Abdul Salam (WWF-M mentoMalaysia. Their

comments were used to improve the questions.

IV.L.I. Pilot:

The pilot consisted of administering the questionnaiceiaproving it until the
validity, relevance and sense of the questions wasrowedi by the tourist’'s responses.
3 sets of 4 questionnaires and one 1 final set of 2 questieanadre given to tourists
to gain this level of comfort. The first group of 4 totgiwere also asked to comment
on any wording that they felt was ambiguous. The consrfemm the first round and
the questionnaire answers from all the rounds were usagptove the questionnaire.
Most notably the following changes were made (see appefalithe final
guestionnaire):
1. Design features: Key words were put in bold or undetlsrad some clarifying
clauses were added. The importance of visual presentati having ‘an
attractive questionnaire’ as advocated by Jenkins & DiilnGg995) in the

literature became apparent.
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2.

lllustrative examples: Two examples and an illustraticik’ were added to

clarify how the questions should be answered. This wasidered necessary as

English was not the first language for a large percerdftjee respondents.

Additional options were added to the closed lists of clsaicencorporate items

that pilot respondents had written in ‘other.” Forrapée:

» E: additional rows were added for ‘Spent time on the pliglach’ and
‘Spent time in local restaurants and/or bars’ as 3 quesires used the
‘other’ space to add in comments about spending time oloetheh and
eating and drinking
* F: additional rows were added for ‘entrance feesttoacions’(as this

money goes to LADA or big businesses), car hire and ps&a
included into the descriptions as this item kept appearingther’ and
an additional line was added for ‘amounts paid in large fiegystores
and international businesses.’

Before the final 2 pilot questionnaires question G wasgdito provide a

definition of ecotourism rather than asking the toutistexplain what they

think the word means. Of the 12 questionnaires, only 1 hagbbit a sensible

definition with“environmentally friendly” If this change had not been made

the answers would have been very difficult to analgsalldhe respondents

would be working with different concepts and the respoaigefor this question

would be low. This showed that public understanding of theegurof

ecotourism is poor and how people don'’t like answering questitat test them.

The questionnaire was then showed to the Aishah Binti kedguPlanning Manager of

LADA for her approval and input. One additional commeaswaised: LADA were

keen to find out where tourists heard about Langkawi antdteds they stayed in e.g.

the internet, guidebooks etc. To cover this, additiopahajuestions were added into

the opening factual part of the questionnaire.

IV.1.1l. Execution:

Questionnaires were given to 282 tourists. 100 were goveutists directly by myself

either outside Underwater World (aquarium) (from about 2.3@p5pm), on the beach

(usually between about 5pm and 7.30pm when it was not saahat)n bars and
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restaurants (7.30pm until late). 50 were given out by Hashe Dive Operators on
the guests’ return trip from Pulau Payar. The other 132 gi&en out by hotel and
guesthouse staff, usually when guests were checking oyt42ee Having different
guestionnaire delivery methods was necessary to get covaraghverse range of
tourists (this was achieved as guests from 42 differentshae guesthouses, 1 cruise
passenger and 1 person staying with a friend were samétout the different
delivery methods, it would have been difficult to capturetheists in the exclusive
resorts who used the public beach and local restaurarks$ar The questionnaire was
self-administered by the tourist, meaning they were avely alone to complete the
guestionnaire. When it was given to the tourists dyectiould be collected from
them 5-10 minutes after it had been given out. With therotiethods the tourist would
either return it to the East Marine boat staff @ hiotel or guesthouse receptionist at

check-out.

The questionnaires given out directly were introduced thighpreamblél am from the
University of London and | am in Langkawi for ten weeks researchingtour would
be very grateful for your help in completing a questionnairk.ivas vital to mention
that it was research with a University first as thanhediately removed potential
participants fear that the questionnaire was to sell g@mething. It was also
important not to ask any leading questions such as ‘do you Epegish?’ or ‘are you a
tourist?’ because this immediately gave them a reascefuse. If either of these
applied they soon volunteered the information. If anyists were curious to know
more about the research they had to wait until theychagpleted the questionnaire.
This was to ensure that their responses were notdlbgrany additional information

they acquired that had not been given to other respondents.

IV.L.1Il. Response Rates and Limitations:

Although 282 questionnaires were given to tourists only 25@ w@mpleted (89%).
(The 3 withdrawals from a guesthouse suspected of making thgaqunaires up are
included in the 32 uncompleted questionnaires (there is mesesdion of this later on
p48)). There were also some guesthouses and hotels fuked¢o take questionnaires
to give their guests or who took them and returned them blayikgshat it had not
been possible to arrange for guests to complete thdmse items are not included in
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the 282 because the tourist had not failed to completgudstionnaire; they had not

even seen it.

The sample size of 250 tourists is small relative tddted tourist population. Given
LADA estimates of arrivals for two months, (the duatof intense fieldwork) at
approximately 225,000, the sample of 250 represents approximé&ieh6. Not all
these arrivals behave as ‘visitors who stay in hartel guesthouse rooms’ (see
Background section IlL.111.1). Taking this into accoung ttemple would represent a

higher percentage.

The method of non-random sampling was used to provide a tasfgecumber of
completed questionnaires in a relatively short fieldwmeriod. The alternative
probability based methods would have resulted in feweptged questionnaires.
These include:

* Random sampling: Table numbers at restaurants or room naiatiotels
could have been selected with random number tables antbomists at or in
these locations could have been asked to complete theogueste. This
method would have enabled calculation of whether thglkawas
representative.

» Stratified random: The population could have been dividedgroups by
either nationality or accommodation type, and witlaolestrata random
sampling methods used. This would have allowed increasechagair
estimates and individual stratum estimates to be made.

» Systematic random: Starting from a random point the ptipalwould be
sampled at regular intervals. For example, everynteaie on a hotel register,
or every tenth person coming out of UnderwaterWorldhecking-in at the

airport.

There is a bias towards Westerners, especially Bgtissts. There are 69 British
tourists in the sample of 250. When the questionnaires laggng given out directly on
the beach and in restaurants, tourists of all natieemlvere approached. Yet when the
hotels gave their guests questionnaires, because theyth@easearch was being
conducted by someone from a London University, the haifflsgemed to assume that
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the researcher would be more interested in other p&opfethe UK. Alternatively
they may have found it easier to approach British guesizuse they could mention
that the research was being conducted by someone Buitishssume those guests
would be more sympathetic to answering a questionnairelatai for someone of the
same nationality and language.

There is a bias against eastern Asian tourists betaegdad the poorest English.
There are 5 Japanese, 1 Taiwanese and 1 Korean imtp&esa 250, yet these three
nationalities made up 10% of the international arriva®001 (based on LADA figures
which include the Star Cruise). If they were approachedaken English with a
guestionnaire written in English, either or both ofsheken and written word was
difficult for them, making it hard for them to succeslsfagree to answer and complete
the questionnaire.

The questionnaire was not relevant to passengers fremainly eastern Asian tourists
on the Star Cruise ship. There is one completed questi@ from a passenger in the
sample of 250 and there are a number of incomplete qoeatres in the 32 refusals
(see p42). The questionnaire was not geared to theitigitusecause they do not stay
in Langkawi for a night.

IV.I1.IV. Analysis methodology:

Some issues arose during analysis:

1. About ten tourists had put ticks instead of ranks istiue D (see appendix I).
Ranks were inferred by adding up a rank for every tick giveirdanding by the total
number of ticks. For example if there were four tickene column: 1+2+3+4 divided
by 4 = 2.5. This rank would be given to all the four factdrsms that were not ticked

were not given a rank.

2. Where tourists had not specified the room rate, matetasgused to assign a rate to
the room corresponding to what other tourists had saicgtr@im of this kind in the
same hotel cost them. Occasionally matching was infgess these instances the
hotels were telephoned and were asked the price ottlessary category of room. It
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was felt this was more accurate than using the roompabegied in the hotel survey
as these were the high season rates whilst the questiesiwere conducted in low
season. The price difference between high and lovoseaas usually about 30%.

3. Financial values for the two items, taxi fares anélfgek, were the most frequently
occurring classifications in the ‘other’ column. Téxies were reclassified as
“Amounts paid to local shops and businesses.” Golf fexs veclassified as “Amounts
put on hotel bill” because the golf clubs most closesemble a hotel or resort where
only a proportion of the turnover is spent on local lalend supplies and where the
profit probably goes to a company whose shareholders do natilzangkawi.
Fortunately all the people who specified golf fees weagirst) in hotels so the

treatment of golf fees within the “hotel bill” categorasvappropriate.

IV.Il. HOTEL AND GUESTHOUSE SURVEY:

A survey was written covering issues relevant to therenmental management of
hotels and guesthouses on Langkawi (see appendix Il)firshdraft was started

before leaving the UK. The survey began with straightfod questions like asking the
name of the establishment and the number of rooms, thisedeas to encourage
participants to start answering it. The answer spaakstions were also pre-coded to
make data entry and analysis straightforward. Ondeeifield the survey was
amended to make it more relevant to the situation in Lamigka

IV.IL1. Pilot:

This survey was piloted by four very different establisnisieh 3 star, 1 boutique, 1
large guesthouse and 1 small guesthouse. The 3 star hopdétathe survey in 24
hours, the other 3 establishments took 3 days to compe®utvey. The boutique
hotel survey was filled in face-to-face with the hatelnager in an interview style,
which provided additional insight into which questions werédlemmatic and gave new
ideas for options to include. Many changes were madestsuttvey from the pilot,
most significantly:
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1. The questions changed from being open ended (requiring watds an
explanations) to being closed with choices to tick. Was to make the survey
easier for the guesthouses to complete as in thetipdgpttended to leave
guestions blank if they were expected to respond in wordsgith. The
smaller guesthouse owners do not always have good Engligiesajuestions
were understandably intimidating. Tickable options in tahigs also
considered beneficial for analysing results as thdtsesan be coded and turned
into percentages and graphs considerably more accuratedffanehtly than
unstructured written responses. Closed questions aresatsmmended in the
literature to increase response rates (Gendall, 1998).

2. The answers from the pilot were used as the optiobs twked, for example
Question 3b was added because of the discovery frobotit@ue hotel that
rubbish was sometimes collected by a local contractberahan the local
authority. The hotel considered that a contractorwash paying for because
space for rubbish was limited and overflowing smelly rubkishld be bad for
business. Also the question “Is recyclable and non-rableclvaste separated
prior to collection?” was added because the 3 star hotgioned under their
environmental policy (5e) that they separated wastesnit@y. The improved
survey establishes the percentage of the establishments edthis.

3. More specific detail to the situation in Langkawi was addEor example the
pilot responses gave more knowledge about sewerage syistéangkawi and
uncovered information gaps. This led to further desk relsearseptic tanks,
which was used to create a table of options tailorecatmkawi (researched
mostly from LESTARI, 1997).

4. More detail was added to the options, for example tafglhether business
owners living on Langkawi were Malaysian or of anothegionality.

5. Entirely new questions were added, most notably the addifigection 8 on
recreation and in 7d a list of tours offered on Langkag@searched from Naidu,
2002) for the managers to tick the ones regularly booked.listter 7d was
added to collect more information about the popularity ainestourism and the
potential for ecotourism from the hotels to back up orlehgé the tourist’s

guestionnaire answers.
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IV.1l.1l. Execution:

Once the survey was amended it was put together witheaing letter and a letter of
consent for the study that had been obtained from LAE®& gppendix II). It was
administered using the drop-off method. It was intentdatiévery hotel and
guesthouse on the island should be included. In realiB2allf the 35 establishments
classified as hotels (1 was on a different island, 1lveasy refurbished and 1 wasn’t
open yet) and all the 17 guesthouses in the main tourishfifééintai Cenang and Pantai
Tengah received a survey. [Note 2 hotels and 2 guesthousaesdwady been used for
the pilot making the total hotel number 37 and the guesthausles tourist belt 19.] In
addition 12 of the remaining 18 other guesthouses were coeced)d not be found
(see later p49). The judgement was made that it wouldelffeciant to spend vast
amounts of time locating these 6 guesthouses when thEesaire was already large
and the coverage of the island was already thorouglotdl 61 had surveys delivered
to them. See appendix Il for a record and classifinadf hotels and guesthouse that

were present on Langkawi during June and early July 2002.

It was delivered by hand with a personal introduction éomlanagement. If it was not
possible to see the management, it was introduced to famdtkea receptionist. It was
never left without a personal introduction of somedkii his introduction wasi am
from the University of London, | am in Langkawi for ten weeksreblag tourism and
that | would be very grateful for your help in completing a survelhie hotel manager
was encouraged to look through the survey and as they ditlas further explained
“I have the consent of LADA for doing this wggointing at the LADA letter] Here is
my handphone numbfgointing at the covering letter with the numbegalgase call me

if you have any queries.At the same time between 0 and 20 tourist questionnases (a
agreed with the management) were left at the hotel/guesth The small guesthouses
usually accepted about 3, the hotels about 5-8. Thiseshaldbroad spread of tourists
staying in all classes of accommodation to be coveltadas an attempt to get a
diverse range of tourists and opinions. The managewesnat asked to designate a
suitable time for the completed survey and questionngres collected, it was
recommended they needed 3 days as this was the lengtiedhg pilot establishments
had taken. On the designated day the hotels/guesthousesiswed and the surveys
collected. Often they were not ready for completiarthese cases the hotels were

a7



Development Policy for Langkawi: the environmental and economicciatipins of encouraging tourism

either visited or phoned each day until the survey and spiestionnaires were
completed.

IV.1L11I. Reliability checks:

On collection, the completed survey was perused and aisgioms or unusual answers
were queried immediately with the management. This cletieereliability of the data
and sometimes revealed more information. One commuss®n was on staff
numbers (question 9a). When the establishment could@tagivexact breakdown in
the different categories they often gave no informadioall. This was always queried
and often some information was found, such as the tomabar of Malaysians working
in there (rather than the split between those M#agswho had lived on Langkawi
before and after 1987).

Once the data was entered into an access database amysadovomalies were checked
out. For example there was suspicion that more $atete saying that they were
sending people on certain tours than really were. Gdmopy adventures tour was very
new and the operator was an acquaintance. He was abladhetels sent tourists on
the tour with him and the information provided was checkdtdaesults given by the
hotels/guesthouses. There were two establishments iegréad said they were
booking the tour when they were not. One was a dmédll, which had ticked every
tour. They were phoned and asked the question again aiddtlwas important to

only state tours that were booked regularly. This timg teduced the number to 7
(out of the 13 options) which they said they booked relyuldrhe other establishment
which was caught out was a small guesthouse who had emdghe survey and tourist
guestionnaires suspiciously quickly. The rest of theesuwas reviewed and it seemed
adequate except for the information about staff nativesli A judgement was made
not to include this in the analysis (p82), because thenrabon given conflicted with

all the other guesthouses and it was not trusted. Theeealgsr already doubts about
the authenticity of the tourist questionnaires returnethisyguesthouse. They were all
completed in the same ink and made the same mistakdisios guestionnaires. The
decision was taken to withdraw these tourist questiorméinen the data as there was
mounting evidence that they were not completed by genoinets as the guesthouse
had already been shown to have exaggerated in the survey
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IV.1I.1V. Return Rates and Limitations:

51 out of a total of 74 (69%) hotels and guesthouses in Langkampleted the survey.
This increases to 74% if the 4 pilots are included. Tasames that 19
hotels/guesthouses did not complete a survey (realaty pikre:

Lack of English skills: 1
Immediate outright refusal: 1
Outright refusal after a lot of chasing: 2
Ongoing procrastination and excuses: 4
Bureaucracy requiring the head office (in KL) to complete 2

the survey (which then was not done in time):

Not open for business (refurbishment or still being fitiad 2

prior to opening):

Unable to find easily (1 was on a different island, 2 didn’t 7
have telephones in service, 1 didn't speak English on the

phone, 3 couldn’t be found):

There may be an incentive for hotels and guesthousis tblaving a letter of consent
from LADA was extremely useful for persuading the hotxd guesthouses that the
study was legitimate and the results would be fed backlimypwkers and may be
used. Unfortunately the letter may also make the hatelgguesthouses more hesitant
about being truthful about sensitive questions. Effwdse made to minimise this
effect. The covering letter explicitly stat8dhe answers are confidential and for my
eyes only. Itis only the hotel’'s combined responses that will bgsaakin the final
thesis” (see appendix II).

There are still some potentially unreliable answergpiteshese phone calls. Most
notably the most sensitive question turned out to be thageequestion. Here most
hotels and guesthouses were saying that they have a segtiwhich is desludged by
Indah Water Konsortium (IWK) a couple of times a yedowever of the 3
guesthouses that said that the sewage went straidtg se#, 2 were guesthouses that
the researcher had an especially good relationship withvare considered more likely
to be honest as they would trust they would remain anony(seesResults and
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Analysis p57). There is reason to suspect that theaBlsstments who did not provide
an answer to this question are not regularly desludgingnaytbe that many of the
others were only claiming that their tanks were reguldelsludged because that was
what they thought the researcher wanted to hear andheythiought they should be
behaving.

IV.IIl. INFORMAL INTERVIEWS:

About 25 key informants were interviewed informally witnimal notes and no
recording. This was to gain background knowledge aboutltreiand to put the
research into context. Sometimes the interviews weliberate and planned;
sometimes they occurred spontaneously because of seis@@sire to talk when they
discovered research was being carried out. The cuabsence of participatory
consultative processes on Langkawi meant there weng people with strong
informed views but with few opportunities for expressingnth These people were
keen to talk and feed into any research that might behyseADA or WWF-M. In
most cases the informants were talking off the recoddtheir desire to remain
anonymous will be respected. (Some that were not anonymavesbeen named in the

thesis and a list of their names and affiliationgrevided in appendix 1V).

IV.IV. CONFERENCE PARTICIPATION AND ATTENDANCE:

On the 18-17" July, 2002 WWF-M, LADA and the Department of Fisheriedaysia
(DOFM) hosted a workshop entitled ‘Sustainable Utilizatd the Langkawi
Archipelago’s Marine and Coastal Resources.” As wegllirasenting the preliminary
findings from this research, the workshop was fundamémthis project in many other
respects. The other papers presented were relevantresaarch and the stakeholder
participation sessions were very valuable for gatherimgrsie opinions. During the
conference informal discussions with academics, ogritants, people representing
NGOs and concerned local stakeholders, again added fanstghts which gave the
final analysis more depth.
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V. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

The analysis of the hotel survey results that lodke&broader concept of sustainable
tourism will be presented first, then the results flmyth the hotel survey and tourist
guestionnaires that relate to ecotourism will be analy3ée. results from ecotourism
will be divided into two main themes, those relatingsgues to do with natural areas
and those relating to the effect on the local economy.

V.l. SUSTAINABLE TOURISM:
V.L.I. Electricity:
The establishments were asked what there total elégcast per month (average) was.

47 of the 51 establishments answered this question and ésedis are shown in
fig.V.l.

Fig. V.I. The monthly electricity costin RM for hotels
with different number of rooms
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One regression line encompassing all the data pointsihasaue of 0.65 indicating a
significant positive correlation between the costleticity and the number of rooms.
Yet, this line ignores the pattern made by the raw daitdg Hotels and guesthouses
with less than 75 rooms have virtually no differencéheirtaverage monthly electricity
bill. As an alternative two regression lines wereuwgklted (for less than 75 rooms, and,
more than 75 rooms) and it was found that there is mofisignt trend under 75 rooms
but a clear trend above 75 rooms. The regression linestablishments with more than
75 rooms is also depicted on fig.V.I. Hotels over 75 rooradigproportionately more
electricity than their smaller counterparts and tieedso much more variability at

between hotels with large numbers of rooms

The total monthly electricity usage of the 47 establishen@rom the raw data they
provided) is RM 1,104,695 (covering 4410 of Langkawi’'s 6000 rooms). Adweege
commercial rate of 21.04 sen/kWh (TNP, 2002a) this gives 5,259,4520kW
electricity used every month by 47 of the hotels and gaas#s.

V.I.Il. Water:

The hotels and guesthouses were asked to give their tatal wgage per week. This
was always expected to be a difficult question and indeedl®ndf the 51
establishments answered it. There was confusion by $pemdents over units. 9
answered in th(the most common unit used), 6 respondents who answeRdd in
(converted using the average price for Malaysia of RM1.t FrpéWalters, 2002)), 1
used gallons per day, 2 used “units” (the assumption was natdéely meant i(the
numbers made sense a§)and 1 used mg. The answer in mg was not used for the
graph. Two regression lines were plotted on fig.V.Ip&8, the dotted line was the
regression from using all the data points, and the snkdalas the regression line

excluding the highest data-point at 400 rooms which cou&hemomaly.
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Fig. V.Il. Weekly water usage of hotels
with different numbers of rooms
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The expected value was calculated for all 51 hotelsarsample’s weekly water use,
using the range taken from the 95% confidence limits oneipeession coefficient.
Each upper and lower value was added to get a crude estifth&eoverall water usage
for the 51 hotels (representing 4750 of the 6000 rooms on Langkati® range
around that estimate. Based ony = 10.5x + 134.4 the expedtedof total weekly
water use (for the sample of 51) was 57,138nd the range between 32,244and
1,169,798m This estimate may be on the low side becaushitffest data point may

not be an anomaly. More data is badly needed frorhdteds at the top end of the
scale.

V.LIII Initiatives to improve energy and water efficiency:
The survey results also show that the hotels and guesti@re adopting measures to

improve energy and water efficiency. Guesthouses génadidpt fewer initiatives;

most notably it seems they are far worse at usingggredficient lightbulbs. This may
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be because of lack of awareness or the high initstl @opurchase which may prove
prohibitive for the smaller businesses. It may alsbdmause it is less relevant to them
as looking back at fig.V.l. the slope increase per hotel nmasnot significant when
the establishments had less than 75 rooms (mostly guesthaasepared to the slope
going up RM370.8 per month per hotel room when the establishimhtsiore than 75
rooms. The increased slope and greater variability datge room values on fig.V.I
indicates this is where electricity saving measures ti@venost potential.

Fig. V.lIl. A comparison between the use of common energy H No
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Apart from those measures shown in fig.V.lll., 5 esthivhents mentioned using timers
on either compound lighting, heavy duty equipment, air-¢@mmiing or heavy duty

drink chillers; 3 establishments mentioned using a keytagmsytstensure the lights

and air-conditioning are turned off when the guests aramithe keytag is not docked
in the controlling cradle in their room; 1 establishmeeitioned water saving shower
heads, 1 establishment mentioned using water reducing \&aldesirning hot water

and air-conditioning off in vacant rooms and 1 establishmmemttioned selling rooms
block by block in low season. All these measures wab #lave the businesses money
so there is a financial incentive for adopting thes@ainres.
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V.L.IV. Rubbish:

The total amount of physical waste produced each weekstiazaged by 32
establishments (of the sample of 51). 24 gave answéyags,’ 2 in kg, 2 in tonnes, 3
in lorries and 1 in fh The 1 answer in m3 has been excluded as this is valome
weight and the 3 answers in lorries have been excludée @spacity in weight of a
lorry is unknown. An assumption has was made thatlmag weighs 5kg (this
assumption was made by weighing 5 full rubbish bags: 2.2kg, 3.4, ®.1kg and
8.0kg, mean = 4.98kg).

Fig.V.IV. The number of bags of rubbish produced
by different sized hotels and guesthouses
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The 28 scatter points (bags of rubbish per week againstithieen of rooms in the
establishment) are significantly positively correlatddhe total weekly rubbish of the
28 establishments (from the data they provided) is 1897 bagsrimp\548 of
Langkawi’'s 6000 rooms). At the average weight of 5kgs (sdieregssumption) this is
9,485kg of rubbish per week (range using 2.2kg and 8.0kg is between 4,173kg and
15,176kg).
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78.4% of the hotels and guesthouses (who answered the shaveyheir rubbish
collected by the Local Authority (MDL). The 17.6% whicave their rubbish collected
by a local contractor for a fee are all hotels. €hae also 4% (also hotels) that use a
local contractor for some of their rubbish. 88.2% ofdsiablishments believe their
rubbish goes to the Local Authority (MDL) dumpsite, whilesBablishments think that
their rubbish is incinerated, either totally or in pargy 8guesthouses being unsure
where their rubbish goes. All rubbish ends up under Locdldkity supervision, most

is landfilled and some is incinerated (see Background/1ll.p36).

37.3% of hotels and guesthouses are separating at leasbktimee recyclable and
non-recyclable rubbish. There are slightly more hotelsgdihis than guesthouses (see
fig.V.V.). One hotel commented about the necessityte recycling issue to be
tackled consistently and rigorously, citing the followexgample‘the Local Authority
distributed recycle bins to hotels and resorts in 2001 but the bins weee emptied by

them.”
Only six establishments
Fig.V.V. The number of hotels and .
guesthouses that separate their recyclable responded to the question
and non-recyclable waste prior to collection about whether any efforts
30
are made by the
o 257
2 ol hotel/guesthouse to reduce
<
g 154 oNe 11 waste. Only four
E,”: B Some
S 104 B Yes establishments (three hotels
[]
Qo _
5 5- and one guesthouse)
0 answered adequately with
Hotels Guesthouses

examples. The examples

that they gave were: paper is photocopied on both sstes)opes are recycled, only
recycled paper is used, used A4 paper is used for rough papeansbsipampoo
containers are reused, bags are non-plastic (e.gt shgp) and paper plates and paper
cups are not used. The responses not considered to be adegreat hotel saying
vaguely“reduce consumption’and a guesthouse encouragiggests to throw away
rubbish by themselves elsewhere.”
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V.L.V. Sewage:

Fig.V.VI. shows 4 establishments admitting to eitheretis tank or discharge going
to coastal waters. Another 7 provided no answer so ctadchave inadequate

sewerage practices.

Those with septic tanks
Fig. V.VL. The number of hotels and guesthouses
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maximum amount of sludge that a septic tank can st@gooximately a third of its
total volume, it is crucial to have the tank desludged whetge reaches this level
(IWK, 2002). From additional information given on the syriteseems that it is the
most common practice for Indah Water Konsortium (IVWiKpesludge the septic tank
about twice a year and this is usually arranged by requiéste were other
respondents who mentioned desludging every 5 years or edeyg&'s, which is more
likely to be inadequate, although adequacy is very situdgpendent. One informal
interview with a guesthouse, (who admitted in the surkaytheir discharge is not
treated and goes directly into coastal waters), reddakt the charges they faced from
IWK were so high that paying would put them out of businesggrettably they did

not desludge but let the effluent flow untreated into #s sAnother guesthouse made
the comment on the survey form that thlegd to bear the cost of previous owner not
desludging regularly when they took over the property and had the built up studge t
remove.” The septic tank system seems to create the financetive to cheat; this
damages the environment and risks public health. One guestimaungioned verbally
that guests sometimes get rashes if they swim a tbeisea. This is not a new
problem as Bird discussed the health hazard to thepecglle and tourists from raw
sewage in her 1989 book.
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40% of guesthouses and 69% of hotels answered that they beuldling to invest in
a better sewerage treatment system. The 3 hotelartbatered No gave the reason that
their sewerage system had recently been updated andvwi®ere need.

V.1.VI. Litter:

A staggering number of tourists wrote comments volugtanl the tourist questionnaire
about the unacceptable amounts of rubbish on the beadiyartder natural attractions
such as the Seven Wells waterfall. One first tinsgati to Langkawi from New
Zealand, who was staying at a small boutique hotel otaP@anang wrote‘Although
there are many signs around the island indicating heavy fines for littéhagmount

of litter on the beaches is excessive. How about rubbish bins bedlbbes? They are
too beautiful to destroy with litter.”

From the 51 hotel and guesthouse surveys, 7 hotels had & fo@ach, 23
establishments were located on the public beaches and Batdidve a beachfront
location. 7 establishments situated on the public bea@vedlthat keeping the beach
clear of rubbish was someone else’s responsibility.

Fig. V.VII. The different attitudes of establishme  nts with private
or public beachfront locations regarding keeping th e beach
clear of rubbish
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The suggestions for who this might be were: 4 mentiotiseolbcal authority (MDL), 1
mention of the state government, 1 mention of timtraégovernment and 1 mention of
“people who live there.” MDL does clean the beachgsbt sufficiently frequently to
keep the rubbish problem under control. Under this rediotels and guesthouses
cannot afford to rely on the local authority or thisk dissatisfied guests.

V.L.VIl. Recreation activities:

Recreation activities can be environmentally damagingcangpbromise sustainable use
if they are not properly controlled. The percentagestéblishments that offer
recreational activities is shown in fig.V.VII belowhe graph shows that the hotels

offer approximately 30% more recreational activities tthenguesthouses.

Fig. V.VIIl. The percentage of hotels and FigV.IX below shows that the
guesthouses which offer recreational activities
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hotels and only
hotels offer the environmentally problematic golf (seekgaound section I11.VIL.V).
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V.L.VIII. Environmental management:

21 hotels and 4 guesthouses answered section 5 of the soreayimnmental

management. 9 of the 25 (or 17.6% of the total 51) had aroemental management

system. Only one hotel on Langkawi has 1ISO14001, althougbtbeeis trying hard

to get it and another has noteworthy environmental managerhbase three hotels all

have five stars. Only one hotel mentioned that a Ippteluct was environmentally

certified; its shampoos were labelled as biodegradeable.

19 (of the 25) claimed that environmental and social issees factored into

operations and effectively monitored. Of the remaining €aid that environmental and

social operations were not factored into operations dadtefely monitored and 2 did

not answer. 13 of those that claimed to be factoriageimatters into operations did so

using housekeeping checklists. 5 establishments using housgkelkecklists were

also using an environmental management system.

9 establishments provided an environmental policy:

3 were simple and similar, stressing keeping the haahcl

3 were really just mentions of good practices that hadigusly been adopted
by the hotel, such aduring construction we tried to save as many trees as we
can, only cut those which was necessary.’

1 read like a policy but didn't seem overly applicable tang a hotel. This
was‘Work with nature, preserve nature, no killing of animals allowed.’

2 were more sophisticated and were read more like pgliBesycling,
environmentally friendly effluence and training. The resort has adopted thi
policy to minimise pollutionand‘We need to keep a good environment in
order for us to give a good service to our guests and to keep Langkawi as a

tourist destination.’

The 15 mission statements collected were not overlyufes judging environmental

management. The few mentions of the environment ire thesmed rather contrived.
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V.II. ECOTOURISM:

V.ILL.I. Why tourist’s choose Langkawi, and, factors important to their experience

The questionnaire asked the sample of 250 tourists whyctiase to visit and what

they experienced and enjoyed most whilst staying on Langlsa®iAppendix | part

D). Since the sample is small, possibly unrepreseatand only represents a snapshot
in time, the results cannot be applied to the entiradiopopulation. Nonetheless it
provides some clues as to why different groups of people (wiiei sample) are

choosing and enjoying this tourist destination.

This part of the analysis splits into two section®ich’ and ‘experience.” Both these
sections follow the same format:
1. The average ranked order of their choices/exp&g¥enthe means and medians
were calculated excluding zeros (which indicate that micehvas made).
2. Testing whether different groupings of tourists sigaiitly differ in their reasons
for either, choosing to visit, or, enjoying and experiegciThe sample of 250 tourists
can be split up in many different ways. Four intengstdivisions (with fairly balanced
divisions of respondents) were systematically explofHukse are:
» 146 Westerners and 104 Asians, based on classificatiteiofiationality
(not their country of residence)
» 123 four and five star hotel guests 127 others (from guesthaikes hotels
and combinations of lodging styles, with friends and aisership)
» 166 educated to university level, postgraduate level or professiad 84
educated only at school or with vocational/technicahingi
* 90 who had visited Langkawi before and 160 who had not
(a) The means for each split are presented in app¥ndables | and IV). Shading in
the mean column represents ‘means that differ by nmare 1 rank between the two
groups’.
(b) It is these shaded factors which were then statiist tested to see if the difference
between the divisions was significant using the chi-sgues of independence. The
frequency of an item being ranked between 1 and 3 (inclusiae used to indicate
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importance. The hypothesis posed suggested that touristshrspglit choose to
visit/enjoyed Langkawi for different reasons.

3. Testing whether the behaviour of choosing or enjoyimgkawi for ‘the natural
reasons’ differs between the groups of tourists. Therahading on table | and 11l of
Appendix V highlights the four natural factors that atewvant to ecotourism, ‘beaches
and sea’, ‘marine park: islands and reefs’, ‘nature: reaists and mangroves’ and
‘experience of another culture’. A tourist choosing/emgylLangkawi for mostly
natural factors has been defined as having 3 of the n@tura in their top 4 ranked
choices/experiences.

V.1l.1.I. Choice:

1. Table V.l below shows the means and median ramkfié entire sample of tourists
in order of preference. The four categories of ‘beadnd sea’, ‘marine park’, ‘nature’
and ‘culture’ rank 2 — 5" respectably (based on means). The medians indictara c
division between these items and the factors with amsdof 6 or more. Overall it
appears the sampled tourists did choose Langkawi foatitsal attributes.

Table V.I. Means and Medians for the 250 tourists  sampled (excl. 0s)
Choice
Mean Median
Relaxation 2.013 1
Beaches and sea 2.301 2
Marine park: islands and reefs 3.847 4
Nature: rainforests and mangroves 4.530 4
Experience of another culture 4.539 4
Duty Free shopping 5.725 6
Attractions/Heritage sites 5.749 6
Sports: golf, tennis and watersports 6.268 6.5
Entertainment/Nightlife 7.095 8
Business Activity 9.094 10

2. (a) Table I. in appendix V. presents the mean anthétkan of the ranks for each of
the ten factors for all four divisions decided abovem§ interesting observations can
be made from Table | in Appendix V, such as: beachesemdre important to all the
tourist’s choice, the marine park is more important $taAs, nature is more important
to people who have not been to university and to those petpldave visited
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Langkawi before, and, experience of another culture is imgertant to Westerners
and first time visitors.
(b) The chi-squared tests of independence, testing the wdere the means have
moved by more than one rank can be found in Table ppeadix V They test:

Ha: That the reasons for choosing to visit Langkawdapendent on whether

the tourist is in a certain division (e.g. Westernésian).
All of the items tested, except ‘Nature’ (between &hiist time visitors and those that
had been before) were significant but at differing sigaift levels. The highest and
hence most significant chi-squared values were found Voladimg at the differences in
the Western v Asian split, and the largest of all wak ‘Experience of another culture’
with Asians finding it less important (hardly surprisindie next largest was ‘Duty Free
shopping’ with ‘Attractions/Heritage sites’ not fariibed. The ‘Marine park’ difference
was also significant. These three items were atlenpopular with the Asian sample
than their Western counterparts. ‘Duty Free shopping’ mvare important to those
people who were not staying in four and five star accomnmdé&tompared to those
that were), more important to those with only schayotocational training (compared
to the university graduates and professionals), and to thas@achbeen to Langkawi
before (compared to the first timers) (all at the i§nificance level). Duty Free was
far the most volatile category. Some groups of peoplesdto visit Langkawi because
of it, yet to others it is hardly relevant. ‘Businegsivity’ and ‘Attractions/Heritage
sites’ were more important to those that had beentghkaawi before. Some of the four
attributes are more likely to be found together e.g.@Asiourists are more likely to
have ‘been to Langkawi before,” so the fact that shapd significant to both groups is

to be expected.

3. The Western v Asian division seems to differ thestmoterms of the position of the
shaded ecotourism in Table Il (Appendix V). The possilgeiitance of the
Western/Asian split for influencing the choice of ecotem is tested in Table Il of
Appendix V using a chi-squared test of independence. The aflswis Ha to be
accepted. Choosing Langkawi for mostly natural facedependent on whether the
tourist is Western or Asian, but only at the 2.5% sigaifae level.
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V.ILLII. Experience:

1. The table below shows the means and median ranksefentire sample of tourists
in order of preference. Like choice, the four natuaségories rank™ — 5" respectably
(based on means). The sampled tourists did experiadcengoy the natural attributes

of Langkawi important for ecotourism.

Table V.Il. Means and Medians for the 250 tourists  sampled (excl. 0s)
Experience
Mean Median
Relaxation 2.024 1
Beaches and sea 2.541 2
Marine park: islands and reefs 4.199 4
Experience of another culture 4511 4
Nature: rainforests and mangroves 4.514 4
Duty Free shopping 5.293 6
Attractions/Heritage sites 5.622 5
Sports: golf, tennis and watersports 6.299 7
Entertainment/Nightlife 7.314 8
Business Activity 8.981 10

Table 1V in appendix V presents the mean and the medidne sanks for each of the
ten factors for all four divisions decided above. Mafdhe items that differ more than
one rank between the two groups of tourists are the aarfmg choice. However there
are some points of interest. Most notably: the s¢tiochtional group enjoying Duty
Free shopping more than the university/professional grompt igreater than one rank
(it was with choice). Enjoying experiencing anotherureltis more important if it is
the tourist’s first visit to Langkawi.

2. These tests can be found in table Il. in appendiX ey test:
Ha: That the reasons for experiencing/enjoying Langkawd@pendent on
whether the tourist is in a certain division
All the items tested do have significant differenc&be difference between the
enjoyment/experience of nature is significantly dependentigether the tourist
visiting Langkawi for the first time or is a repeat visitd he repeat visitor enjoys it
more. Again the items with the highest chi-squared valudshence significant at

0.5%, are the items tested between the Western and disiaion.
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3. The Western v Asian division also seems to differrhost in terms of the position
of the shaded ecotourism. The possible significanceedfMéstern/Asian split for
influencing the enjoyment of these natural factors ietem Table VI of appendix V
using a chi-squared test of independence. The result ssgmificant so Ho cannot be
rejected. Enjoying Langkawi for mostly natural factormaependent on whether the
tourist is Western or Asian.

V.ILII. Comparing Choice and Experience:

The ranking between choice and most enjoyed experieasesdeen compared to see
if factors are either more or less enjoyed than was@rd when they chose Langkawi.
The following method was used:

1. Each factor (e.g. sport) was assessed separatéherdfwas a zero in either the
choice or experience column it was stripped out of bothmns. This was to ensure a
paired sample.

2. The difference between the choice and experieruenos was calculated
(experience minus choice).

3. The Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test for Large Samplesd@paivas performed, which
gave the Z values and p-values shown in Table V.III below:

Ha (two sided): the population differences are not eelrdit O

Ha (one sided): the population differences are ceratred)

Ha (one sided): the population differences are ceratred)

Table V.III. D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 D8 D9 D10
Z value 084 329| 030 112] -0.73| 3.20| -3.10| -0.22| 0.30| 0.61
2 sided p-value 0.404 | 0.001 | 0.766 | 0.264 | 0.465 | 0.001 | 0.002 | 0.829 | 0.768 | 0.544
> 0 p-value 0.202 | 0.001 | 0.383 | 0.132 | 0.768 | 0.001 | 0.999 | 0.586 | 0.384 | 0.272
< 0 p-value 0.800 | 1.000 | 0.618 | 0.869 | 0.233 | 0.999 | 0.001 | 0.415 | 0.617 | 0.729

4. When the p-value is > 0.0§(Ho cannot be rejected

5. 3 factors can have an Ha accepted. For D2 ‘Marine is¢éatkds and reefs’ and D6
‘Beaches and sea’ population differences are centredatFor D7 ‘Duty Free
shopping’ population differences are centred at < 0.

6. The marine park: islands and reefs, and, the beantesea, are enjoyed less than
was expected when tourists chose Langkawi as a destinddiaty Free shopping is
more enjoyed than was expected.
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To establish why these three factors differ significabdiween what was expected
when choosing the destination and what was actuallyedjand experienced the
optional comments made by tourists about the qualithief experiences are used.
This is also reinforced by knowledge and experience olatdioen living on the island

for ten weeks and the informal interviews.

a) Why does the marine park (D2) ‘disappoint’ the tourists?

The number of visitors to Pulau Payar far exceedsityiog capacity. The

overcrowding can be seen in fig.V.X. below. The nundjesisitors recorded in 1993
was 12,025 and in 1996 was 90,307. Inthe year 2001, the numbeséuttea record
of 125,850 (Ramli et al., 2002). An EIA for Pulau Payar comsitiéhe carrying
capacity to be around 25,000 (a point raised at Sustainaibttitin conference 16
July 2002).

Fig.V.X. Part of a flyer advertising Pulau Payar showing the overowding

Dr Zulfigar Yasin of Universiti Sains Malaysia has olvser coral bleaching since
March 1995 indicating a reef under stress. He believ&siRPayar to be traumatised
by an influx of tourists. Water quality monitoring whicé ¢tonducted in November
1995 with the Fisheries Research Institute supports this vidvey found high amounts
of phosphate and nitrate in the areas where the ca@dlbleached. Nitrates indicate
the presence of raw sewage and urea, while phosphagesateifrom sources including
soap and detergent. When coral polyps come into contidctaxins or pollutants, they

go into self-defence by emitting a layer of mucus to vedkthe toxins. As a result,
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corals are weakened and have less energy for growingrdiecing. The toilets on
the island only have a septic tank and this has been fowadiatis times to have
leaked. The toilets are flushed with salt water. la®ee salinity in the septic tank
obstructs the natural sewage degradation process worskeisguation. The large
numbers of boats contribute oil pollution from discharg€ébilge and water from the
engine cooling systems. Also fish-feeding is promotedkay attraction and is not
controlled. Both quality and quantity of food fed to thé #sd juvenile sharks are not
monitored. The impacts of fish health, natural aggressiatural predatory behaviour
and prey have never been studied (Cheng Li, 1996).

The fact that the experience was less highly rankedunysts than the rank they gave it
as a reason for choosing Langkawi, may indicate dedaation. It seems the visitors
are noticing the overcrowding and the visible signs dfessed reef. This issue should
not be ignored any longer or the asset of the Marink tBd_angkawi may be lost.

b) Why do the beaches and sea (D6) ‘disappoint’ the tours?

There were many comments from tourists about rubbighe@beach and some about
the clarity of the water. The serious litter problemthe islands has already been
discussed p37-38.
“Advertising water as "clear" is not accurate”

Australian staying at AB Motel,*itime to Langkawi
Unfortunately because of the rapid speed of developregt@nsive land reclamation
projects and tides that don’t disperse the sedimengKaavi’'s water is in the most part
not crystal clear.

c) Why does Duty Free shopping (D7) ‘exceed expectations’?

Many of the Westerners were not expecting to find mhopging so are pleasantly
surprised by what is on offer. The only comments madatdbaty Free shopping
were from Asians mentioning that it was not as cheapeaswere expecting.

“Duty free in name but not in substance. Prices are relativagidr than those states
which do not enjoy duty free statuslalaysian tourist staying at City Bayview’, time
to Langkawi. However a chi squared to see if there is a differencedeatthe
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movement in ranking from choice to experience of Westsrand Asians (for Duty
Free shopping) showed within these samples that the significant association.

Ha: That the difference between choice and expezieh©uty Free shopping in

Langkawi is dependent on whether the tourist is WesteAsian.

Table V.IV. | Westerners Asians Total

Up>1 25 9 34
Up1l 14 9 23
Same 47 41 88
Down 1 5 8 13
Down >1 11 4 15
Total 102 71 173

(Chi-squared = 8.25, df = 4, NS)

Ho cannot be rejected. The difference between clamdeexperience of Duty Free

shopping in Langkawi is independent of whether the toisridlestern or Asian.

V.1I.IV. Westerners Vs Asians

Back on p63 and p65 the Western/Asian split showed up thesmosicant

differences in both the reasons for (a) choosing andrjoying Langkawi. To
ascertain if Westerners and Asians are altering thaks between their reasons for
choosing Langkawi and their experiences on the islamdbitowing method was
devised.

1. The data was separated on the basis of nationk#gification between Asians and
Westerns. If an individual tourist had left an item uked in either the choice or
experience column, that tourist’s data was strippedosuhat item, as it was necessary
for their to be a matched pair (before and after).

2. The difference between each pair of raw data afasilated.

3. The mean of the differences for both groups of taufisteach factor was
calculated.

4. A Mann-Whitney U test was then conducted on the mi&nehces; see table V.V
(the method was followed in Kvanli et al., 2000).

Ha: that the change from choice (before) to experiéafter) is different between

Asians and Westerners

Asian Diff
Difference

Western Diff
Difference Rank

Table V.V.

Rank
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Sports: golf, tennis and watersports 0.227 16 -0.206 3
Marine park: islands and reefs 0.547 20 0.289 17
Nature: rainforests and mangroves 0.046 12 0.044 11
Entertainment/Nightlife 0.467 19 0.015 10
Experience of another culture -0.034 8 -0.071 6
Beaches and sea 0.352 18 0.114 13
Duty Free shopping -0.490 1 -0.141 4
Attractions/Heritage sites -0.301 2 0.200 15
Business Activity -0.065 7 0.015 9
Relaxation -0.083 5 0.141 14

108 102

ul =47, u2 =53¢ = 0.05/2 = 0.025
0.4267 > 0.025 so cannot reject Ho, and so the change frdoe dbefore) to
experience (after) is not different between Asiarts \Mesterners.

V.11.V. Ecotourism questions

The three questions asked directly about ecotourism were
1. Do you consider that your holiday here in Langkawi inclual@secotourism?
If they answered YES they were asked to specify whicts pditheir holiday
have involved ecotourism.
Have you ever been on an ecotourism holiday?

3. Would you like to go on an ecotourism holiday?

Fig.V.Xl. A chart to show the % responses to 3
guestions about ecotourism
100%
80% -
o?
% 60% 1 m No
40% - @Yes
20% -
0%
Q1 Q2 Q3
Question

Interestingly fig.V.XI shows that 49.6% thought theititlay in Langkawi involved

someecotourism [although a lot specified activities thatrenetrue ecotourism (see
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later)] and 66.8% would like to go on an ecotourism holididgte: Although there is
ecotourism on Langkawi, currently it would be difficultenjoy an entire ecotourism
holiday).

This means in the sample of 250 tourists, there is a fghp.2% between the 66.8%
who aredemanehg ecotourism and the 49.6% who feel Langkawi (rightly congly)
hassuppliedsome ecotourism.

This suggests there is matemando be tapped. But it is this additional 17.2% that are
the most discerning. They were answering No to thedusstion because they were
probably adopting a very tight definition of ecotourisno Win this 17.2% the
ecotourism offered has got to fit well within the IES déiim of “ecotourism as
responsible travel to natural areas that conserves the environment anthsuke well
being of the local people (UNEP, 2002).

Ecotourism is a growing market and this is also shown sysénnple; more people
want to go on an ecotourism holiday than have been emlo@ady. The main issue in
an emerging market is uncertainty. [If the same qoie$tad been asked of ‘a city
break,’ the answer to question 2 would have been very Inigthe answer to question
3 either about the same or possibly slightly lesss phttern would indicate a mature
market which is not exhibiting fast growth rates wheeertfain issue is high

competitive rivalry].

There is considerable confusion amongst the public abotetimeecotourism. The
answers specifying which parts of their holiday involved @aasm showed up this
confusion. Table V.VI includes some of the answers pegmple, and is to illustrate the

subtle distinction between what is and what is noteeo@m in Langkawi.
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Table V.VI. Tourist’'s answers and expl
definition of ecotourism

anations for whetheor not they fit the

CORRECT

INCORRECT

Tourist guide giving explanations

It is not enough just to be shown a
rainforest or a mangrove. The visitor
needs it to be interpreted and explaineg
them. Good ecotourism should teach g
inspire. This enables travellers to gain
new insight into natural processes and
become more aware of ecosystem
services and overall value (Gossling,
1999).

Underwater World

This is not a natural area, it is a man
made aquarium and profits do not go

| threctly to local people or ecosystem
irmbnservation. There are some
educational displays but surprisingly
there are no educational books about fi

or reefs on sale here.

Not feeding monkeys / disturbing

nature

Disturbances and feeding change the
animal’'s way of life and may increase it
dependence or expose it to dangers, st
as from cars. Whether feeding is mora
wrong is debated, but it is not ecotouris
It does not conserve the environment it

alters it.

Eagle feeding

Young eagles now do not know how to
shunt as they rely on the mangrove tour
ickhrowing them chicken guts is changin
Iyheir natural diet and one contaminated

bucket (with a disease like bird cholera

could wipe out a large proportion of

Langkawi's eagle population.

U

Travel to the smaller islands will
involve taking only pictures and
leaving only footprints

By not taking souvenirs such as coral g
not leaving litter behind, the tourist is
behaving responsibly, (a characteristic

ecotourism).

Trip to Pulau Payar

If this marine park’s visitor numbers we
ndnder the carrying capacity it could be

ecotourism. With the current visitor
olevels it is not sustainable and hence

nature tourism but not ecotourism.
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Cycling to Seven Wells A picnic at the Seven Wells waterfall

This is ‘responsible travel’ as a bicycle | This should be ecotourism but

uses no fuel and creates no emissions.| unfortunately those picnicking at the
The Seven Wells waterfall is a ‘natural | Seven Wells do not seem to be practicing
area.’ If the cyclist hired the bike from a‘responsible travel’ as their picnic litter is
local shop or stopped at a roadside stallleft abandoned there.
for food they would also be ‘sustaining
the well being of the local people.’

Local lodging and food Energy saving electrical supply in hotel
room

Local food and lodging gives the profits
directly to the local people and prevents This is a good practice would probably be
the tourist’s spending leaking out of the classified within sustainable tourism. It
economy (which would occur if the is not about travel to ‘natural areas’ and is
tourist ate imported food). This ‘sustaingonsequently not ecotourism.
the well being of the local people.’

V.1I.VI. Current Practices

V.ILVLI. Tours

The hotels and guesthouses on Langkawi book various exasiffeir their guests. In
the survey they were asked which they regularly book. Srosvs what tours are
currently being supplied and demanded by Langkawi’s touristsst bf the tours are
nature based but only a very few operators run ecotourisra fiting the International
Ecotourism Society definition (see p11 in Background).
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Fig.V.XIl. The number of hotels and guesthouse (out of the

sample of 51) that regularly book various tours

Fig.V.XIl. shows that the

Sea kayaking expeditions 7E|5 top 4 most regularly
Yacht cruses [ ]7 booked tours by hotels and
Fishing (big-game) [ |3 guesthouses are:
Fishing (reef/bottom) 7:|E 1. Island Hopping: Itis a
ulau Payar marine park | ™ 4-5 hour trip that visits 3

1 | | | nearby islands: Pulau
Island hopping 40

1 Singa, Pulau Beras Basah

Mangrove tour w/out eagle feeding

and Palau Dayang Bunting

10
Mangrove tour with eagle feeding 12 (Naidu 2002) It is also
Eagle feeding 14 the cheapest boat tour.
1
1

2. Pulau Payar marine

Canopy adventures D 3

Jungle trekking , park: The Payar islands
. o ; are an hour and 15 minute
Sight seeing private tour 4
1 boat trip away, this day
Sight seeing coach tour 22 o )
! ‘ trip is for snorkelling
0 10 20 30 40 50

and/or diving.

Number of hotels & guesthouses (out of a sample of 51)

3. Sight seeing coach
tour: These tours generally visit the LADA built attians, they always stop at the
Underwater World (aquarium) and the Galeria Perdana éndiethe gifts that have been
given to the Prime Minister are displayed). Theeesiopping stops at the privately owned
Langkawi Crystal and/or Atma Alam Batik Village and/be t_angkawi Fair Shopping
Mall.

4. Mangrove tour with or without eagle feeding: Theeeautually 20 hotels or
guesthouses that book either eagle feeding, the mangndweage tour with eagle feeding
or the same tour without. [The graph attempts to sepatd these elements but some
establishments for example said they sometimes do fsgleng and sometimes do not
(ticking two columns) or always do it (ticking both eaffleding separately and together
with the tour). This makes the sum of these thrdenmas in the graph come to more than
20.]
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Interestingly 3 out of the top 4 tours involve natungigm and 1 is attractions and
shopping focused. Most of the island hopping and Pulau Rgysare run as mass
tourism, with the prices low and the aim of cateringh®most visitors possible.

The establishments were also asked how they chose tohlichperators to use. 45
hotels book tours for their guests and of these 42 amswvibis question and their
responses are illustrated in fig.V.XIII below.

Fig.V.XIIl. The factors that are considered when
establishments are deciding which tours to book and lor
promote
100% -
90% . . ® Not important
80% - to choice
70% -
60% -
R 50% -
40% -
30% - O Factor
20% - important to
10% -| choice
0% . . . :
Insured Guests safe & well Reliable Commission Environmentally
treated received respo nsible
Factor

Whether receiving commission is really as unimportath@®stablishments wished to
make out is debatable. 30 of the 45 establishments thatdtmks (67%) received
commission from these bookings. 55% (of the 42 estabéisbsranswering the
guestion about their choice of tour operator) were eésted in whether the tour operator
was environmentally responsible. Although what is perhag® telling is that whether
the tour operators are insured, the guests are safe drideatdd and the tour operators
are reliable are all more important issues for thaldishments. Also some of the
comments given regarding how they consider the envirotahempact of the tours

they book and/or promote indicated a lack of rigour. éx@ample several
establishments judged the environmental impact on whethgutdsts were happy,
making comments likérhey [guestsijfound Langkawi is a nice place to explore’.
There were other places including some guesthouses whichfaado good
understanding. One small family guesthouse outside thetowist belt almost got the
idea, commenting [Regarding]Shark feeding on Pulau Payar - encourage guests not
to feed meat as sharks may bite instead bread is used - guestslaretti collect
coral.” One particularly well informed guesthouse manager wBytenot promoting
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tours or excursions that have direct contact with wildlife or haexetin their
feeding/living habitats because of the long term effect on the eiltiiferpretative

tours are very important for education and information and should be introduced in
ALL tours.” There is a wide range in the level of understandinbexfd matters.
Providing easily understood information about the effeatsature to all the
establishments and especially to some of the smadleal@are guesthouses should be a

priority.

Hotels and guesthouses were asked directly whether thdg aloanse to promote
tours which were less environmentally damaging if theyrhack information. From
the sample of 51: 30 hotel/guesthouses said yes, 13 were,wrsiyr8 said no. 59%
welcomed more information. In the future it would be aifpee development if tours
could be certified or vetted to meet stringent environmeatadiitions and the
establishments informed of which tours met these camditi Then the best practices

would become more demanded and hence more prevalent.

V.IL.VLII. Education

Education of the tourists is an essential elemertofourism. This is explained by
Alice Crabtree (ecotourism consultant and vice-presidétite Ecotourism Association
of Australia) in her speech at the World Ecotourisnmf€@cence in 1998it’s not
enough to take visitors to special places or special cultures, you nessguino can
get them involved in what they’re seeing or experiencing, expldnardughly and
accurately, and keep them entertaind8brneo Eco Tours, 1999). The more
information being supplied about Langkawi's nature, the megpect tourists acquire
for the island’s environment the more they will demandtiras that preserve itThe
guided mangrove tour was the most fun and exciting. The tour was inkanaat
unforgettable experiencgMalaysian staying at Awana Porto Mali, 2nd visit to
Langkawi). This comment reveals that tourists like the “insigkithpproach.

The supply of information must be subtle though, as Alicabtree went on to say
“people go to school to learn but they go on holidays to have fun. They hget to
involved, feel, experience, enjoy—and then the enthusiasm and understariding wil
come” (Borneo Eco Tours, 1999). 43% of the sampled hotels and gussthclaimed
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to make some effort at educating their guests about tbheahangkawi (35% did not
make any efforts and 22% gave no response to this questonjently 3 hotels in
Langkawi have full-time naturalists who offer a complintay interpretive nature

walks for their guests. This approach seems to beraadived as the tourists made
favourable comments on the questionnaifEgcellent service provided by the
Naturalist in the hotel. Tour is provided for free, very insightitd rainforest &

nature — Highligh¥’ (Australian staying at the Datai, 1st time to LangRawA few

other hotels have access to a naturalist. (An exd@®&ot been given as this question
was commonly misunderstood, with small guesthouses sayggdittve a naturalist
when general fieldwork knowledge expects this not to be#se). 29% of the sampled
hotels and guesthouses sell books such as “Nature Guidkdwaii which at least

gives their guests an opportunity to learn about theddamvironment if they are
interested. 2 hotels have either their own nature beablck is put “free” in all guests’
rooms) or a wildlife brochure. At least one hotel sigsis placed around the resort
explaining animals, flora & fauna, at least two hotei®lve their guests in tree
planting on special occasions (like environment day) atehat one hotel puts US$1
per guest on each hotel room bill for a nature fund. @egative note, a couple of
hotels/guesthouses confused the idea of giving advertisimg #y®ut nature based

tours with education.

V.IIl. THE LOCAL ECONOMY AND ECOTOURISM

The hotel survey ascertains who owns the hotels andhguessts on the island and
hence detects the beneficiaries who keep the prdflis. survey also establishes which
types of tourist accommodation are opening now and hena\sbrts of owners are
favoured by the current political and economic policias$ systems. The tourist survey
establishes how different kinds of tourists spend theinay on holiday. All these

results challenge the assumption that luxury toursshest for the people of Langkawi.
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Fig.V.XIV. The percentage ownership of differentc  ategories
of tourist accomodation
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Fig.V.XIV above shows that 60% of the profit from guestbes goes to Malaysians
living in Langkawi before it was given Duty Free status (3384 another 14% goes to
Malaysians who have chosen to live in Langkawi since 19®htr@st this to the hotels
(both columns) have little or no ownership by Malaysihs lived in Langkawi before
1987. Mostly these hotels are owned by Malaysian compaBigshotel developments
benefit shareholders in places like KL. These slwddelns may be Malaysian but is of
limited value for the ‘development’ of Langkawi if theofit leaks outside the island. If
the indigenous Langkawi population is going to benefitnftourism, guesthouses must
be encouraged and not replaced by large exclusive resodsrutial that these local
people do not feel resentment and are not priced outing lon their own island.

In 1989 there were 11 chalets and 2 hostels that providedl @td81 rooms (Tenku
Hadi, 1996). Now in 2002 Langkawi has 35 hotels and about 39 gussthproviding
6000 hotel rooms. The hotel survey identified the openingnpadtf the 51
establishments surveyed and this information is presentéd.v.XV.
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. . . . There were only
Fig.V.XV. The year establishments in 3 different
categories of tourist accomodation opened guesthouses prior
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because of the
smaller capital outlay required. In 1990 LADA was establisto create investment
opportunities and preside over the development of thedsl After that date, hotel
openings spiralled (especially non 4 and 5 star establigkrbetween 1996 and 2000)
but the rate of guesthouses opening fell. The necessaigai@nd economic
conditions do not seem to be provided by the authorities¢ourage locally owned

guesthouse businesses to open.

V.IIL.I. Where is the money from tourism being spent?

The tourist questionnaire asked the respondents to recarthley spend their money
on one day —'yesterday’. They were also asked how marplgtuos expenditure was
for. Intotal RM196,516 was spent by 561 people (giving the chilelgeial weight to
an adult), an average of RM350 per day.

The tourists attributed their spending to various categas@me of which represented
spending in the local economy and some of which was spgtitht was likely to have
high leakage. The local items are 3, 4, 7, 8 and 9,thedion-local items are 5 and 6
from question F (see Appendix I). The ‘Hotel daily rated the ‘hotel bill' categories
received a more complicated treatment. These caésgload the % ownership by
Malaysians living on Langkawi (see fig.V.XIV) applied teetn. These were 74% for
guesthouses, 8.33% for hotels (not 4 and 5 star) and 0% folr 3l star hotels.
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Table V.VII No. people represented by the spending
Adults Children
(under 16s)
Guesthouses 110 21
Hotels 132 29
(not 4 and 5 star)
Hotels 228 41

(4 and 5 star)

Ave RM spending

Ave RM spending

per day in local economy
(under 16s as 0.5) per day
Guesthouses 129 91 (71%)
Hotels 351 158 (45%)
(not 4 and 5 star)
Hotels 521 91 (17%)

(4 and 5 star)

Ave RM spending

Ave RM spending

per day in local economy
(under 16s as 1.0) per day
Guesthouses 119 84 (71%)
Hotels 319 144 (45%)
(not 4 and 5 star)
Hotels 482 84 (17%)

(4 and 5 star)

Ave RM spending

Ave RM spending

per day in local economy
(under 16s as 1.5) per day
Guesthouses 110 78 (71%)
Hotels 293 132 (45%)
(not 4 and 5 star)
Hotels 448 78 (17%)

(4 and 5 star)

Table V.VII above, shows the average RM spending peaddyhe average RM
spending in the local economy per day under three diffdreatments for the children
under 16. It is hard to establish what weighting should tengw a child relative to an
adult as there are arguments for them being both mdriess expensive.

These results suggest that in the sample tourigfsasthouses and 4 and 5 star hotels
were spending very similar amounts of money directly the local economy. The
tourists who spent the most in the local economy weenid-range hotel guests.
Luxury tourism does not give the most money directlihelocal economy per capita.
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In fact guests at luxury hotels and guesthouses produce arsuoitribution. This

occurs because tourists at the top hotels rarely Ié@veoinfines of their resort, this is
called ‘enclave tourism.” When this happens less oppytisneft for local people to
profit from tourism (UNEP, 2002). This phenomenon is suthoeby one tourist

(from questionnaire):One thing that has been lacking is contact with local areas. The
Datai is set back away from populated areas so emphasis is on the rsimédheer

than local culture. It is easy to go on trips to town, just not gvahvenient to pop out

for supper.” British tourist staying at The Datai fime to Langkawi.

The next table V.VIII, shows the breakdown of this dapgnding per person for each
of the three categories. The % applied to the dailyl hoven rate and items put on the
hotel bill, is the % ownership by Malaysians living omb&awi (pre and post 1987).

Table V.VIII
Average daily spending in local economy RM
Guesthouses

Hotel room & items on hotel bill (74%) 35
Local tour operators/agencies 14
Local shops & businesses 21
Local restaurants 18
Stalls, markets & independents 3

o1

Hotels (not 4 and 5 star) -
Hotel room & items on hotel bill (8.3%) 9
Local tour operators/agencies 18
Tips to tour guides or hotel staff directly 3
Local shops & businesses 80
Local restaurants 39
Stalls, markets & independents 9

158

Hotels (4 and 5 star) -
Hotel room & items on hotel bill (0%) 0
Local tour operator/agencies 20
Tips to tour guides or hotel staff directly 6
Local shops & businesses 31
Local restaurants 27
Stalls, markets & independents 7
91
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Key differences:

(a) By staying in a guesthouse most of the money speat@mmodation and put on

the hotel bill goes directly into the local community.

(b) By staying in a hotel (not 4 or 5 star) tourists speacermoney in local shops and

businesses than their counterparts in both guesthouséseatop hotels. This may be

because these hotels are generally more centrathibairdl and 5 star counterparts and
do not offer facilities such as hotel shops and spas. tdurist will therefore be more

inclined to spend money in the local community.

There are of course jobs created in big hotels and ¢mzads purchased by them.

Table V.IX 22 Guesthouses 14 Hotels 10 Hotels
Staff employed by the establishment (not 4 & 5 star) (4 & 5 star)
No % No % No %

Malaysians living in Langkawi 170 98.8 717 | 88.8 2657 89.9
Other nationalities who lived in

Langkawi before 1987 0 0.0 35 4.3 0 0.0
Other nationalities who have chosen

to live in Langkawi since 1987 2 1.2 19 2.4 223 7.5
Work placements for students from
tourism schools in Malaysia 0 0.0 21 2.6 66 2.2
Work placements for students from
tourism schools outside Malaysia 0 0.0 15 1.9 11 0.4
Total employees for accommodation
Category 172 807 2957
Average number of staff per

Establishment 7.8 57.6 295.7

Unquestionably, from looking at table V.IX above, the tategories of hotels are

creating substantial employment opportunities and arounda@®ése (in both hotel

columns) are taken by Malaysians living in Langkawi. ¥ fetels and guesthouses

were able to break this category down further into Maémes living in Langkawi

before 1987 and those who moved to the island after thereéatgtatus was granted (in

1987).
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Fig.V.XVI. The division of Malaysian employees bet ween
those who lived on the island before 1987 and those who
have moved to the island after this date
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This sample shows that of the Malaysian staff emgdoyhe minority lived in

Langkawi before 1987. The percentages are shown in tablealoxy:

Table V.X Malaysians who lived in
Although in terms of numbers, Langkawi before 1987
more Malaysian jobs are Guesthouses 73%
created by hotels, they tend to | Hotels (not4 & 5 star) 46%
employ a higher percentage of| Hotels (4 &5 star) 32%

Malaysians from the mainland who have the necessainyrig and experience to work
in this industry. This is understandable if they cannotdinthble staff amongst the
local population. The Structure Plan 1990 — 2005 has soiltzat fa deliver the
promised skills training institute intending to increase ipubera (Malay race)
participation in tourism and other economic activitieB{, 1992). However private
colleges have opened, Kolej Lagenda ironically utilisinguttiguccessful Sri Lagenda
Resort Condominium and use the failed Delima Resort fuhéeUniversiti Teknologi
Malaysia franchise] (WTW, 2000).
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The hotels do buy local goods and services althouglnérd to quantify how much is
spent on foreign goods and services (leakage). Thedwtay question asking what
credit terms each establishment gives local supptigdjighlight the differential
treatment of suppliers by the different types of busing8vhere establishments gave a

range of credit terms the longest was used for prepaging VIl below).

Fig.X.VIl. The credit terms the different categori  es of
tourist accommodation give local suppliers
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It seems the larger hotels take much longer to payta $uppliers than the
guesthouses. 52% of the guesthouses pay in cash immedMteile local businesses
do supply hotels and guesthouses, they are less powerfuhthtarge hotels. A small
local supplier would soon struggle with working capital nggmaent if they were not

paid quickly.

Hotel staff also spend their money in the local econoB8taff from the top hotels may
develop tastes for the international standard goods anetgoes socialise in other
large hotels. They may spend proportionally less thighsmall local businesses.
Conversations revealed that staff from other natiaealand from tourism schools
outside Malaysia seemed more inclined to save their ynameé send it home to their
relatives. Compared to Indonesia, the Philippines andahida the Malaysian
economy is strong so it makes rational economic sensave in Malaysia to spend in

these countries.
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V.IILL1I. Social aspects

The hotel survey attempts to ascertain whether theshand guesthouse put in place
any practices to try to prevent the erosion of loaétlice and that working conditions
are sensitive to cultural traditions. The results hosva in fig.V.XVIII:

Fig.V.XVIIl. The % of establishments of the three
categories that engage in practices that minimise

negative impacts of tourism on the local culture
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It seems that nearly 90% of staff in all establishmeatsbreak for mosque on Friday,
although those working in hotels may have more of a prolfldmay consistently want
to take Friday (or other religious days) off. The isstiearing a veil is more
complex. The concern being addressed by the hotel smagwhether the choice of

wearing a veil or not, was being denied for some hotdlistaforking hours. The veil
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is thought to alienate Western guests, so front of hoaffeespecially those working

in the top hotels, are not meant to wear one. Yefstérn guests ranked ‘experiencing
another culture’ 8 (based on means) in contributing to their choice migkawi as a
holiday destination. This requirement may be a batvidocal women getting the
better hotel jobs, as they may not be willing to woithaut wearing a veil.

It seems from the bar chart that the issue of sunbatbpigss is tackled by the top
hotels but either is not a problem in the others aotsan issue tackled by the
management. Hotels with their own private beaches theviegitimacy to enforce this
rule amongst their guests. It is much harder forelestablishments on the public
beach. One guesthouse mentioned on the survey thaighagd alcohol on the
premises as having alcohol on their land would deem ieancl Notices were observed
at some other guesthouses and smaller hotels also barcohglablthough they
neglected to mention it in the survey.
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VI. DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter draws out 30 key recommendations for Langkawmi the results and
analysis. It then provides a practical discussion fogusn improvements to the
research and further research ideas before moving to the biggee and assesses the

significance of this research project.

VI.I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

As the problems are widespread globally this research hesader relevance for
highlighting potential cumulative implications for toem worldwide. Some of the
recommendations for Langkawi are also applicable tar atbstinations, especially
those similar to Langkawi, such as the Malaysian @aesst island of Tioman. There
were five bills passed in June 2002 to accord Tioman wutty Bree status (Langkawi
acquired its Duty Free status ohJanuary 1987) (The Star, 2002a). Tioman is also
designated for intensive tourism development and currédmlalay Chambers of
Commerce is looking for ways to ensure local businegsean opportunity to benefit
from the expected boom (The Star, 2002c). The recommendaire also more
applicable to the other islands and coastal areas|tuatadl into Marine Ecoregion No.
225. ‘'The Andaman Sea’ (belonging to India, Myanmar, andli Malaysia and
Indonesia), see fig.111.V on p28 which was designated a V\&Mbal 200 site in 1999
(Oon & Salam, 2002) and which face similar threats to Langkam exploitation of
the mangroves for charcoal, agriculture and aquacultode tlae development of
tourism and recreational activities (WWF, 2002).

VL.I.I. Sustainable Tourism:
VLLI.I. Water and Electricity:
1. Information exchange between the establishments aboet sbtine more

unusual energy and water saving ideas might enable faffi@ency gains to
be made which would help both the environment and businpssiability.
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2. LADA or the Tourism Association should educate hoaeld guesthouses about
the benefits of adopting more energy and water saving nesastihey should
concentrate most on the large hotels as electgoifigumption varies far more
amongst hotels with a large number of rooms than tladlemestablishments.
More work needs to be done to establish if this isfbughe other utilities.
There would be a powerful message if examples were usedhiotels in
Langkawi which have made significant cost savings from aaipptich

initiatives.

VLLLI. Rubbish:

3. Instigate an integrated recycling strategy at the Locahéyity level. This
should be a priority before frustration turns to apatiy @stablishments are no
longer willing to make the effort to separate their waste

VLLLII Sewage:

LADA have planned 3 new treatment plants for Langkawi whitheventually be
connected to establishments and homes. The 3 plantsewill Kuah, Pantai Cenang
and Padang Matsirat. The Kuah plant is already costtand will hopefully begin
operating in the near future. Land is being found and pfee for the other 2 plants
(Aishah Binti Abdullah, personal communication, June 206®)pefully this very
necessary infrastructure will soon be in place to erthateraw sewage going directly

into the rivers and sea is a phenomenon of the past.

VLLLIV. Litter:

Littering is seen frequently, even middle class edudsladys litter, and tourists
notice. One Austrian tourist wrote on the questionridlegyal dumping of rubbish
was watched very often along roads, in forests, in rivers and alsatatfalls and on
trails.” This has become an unacceptable habit among the local fjapoia
Langkawi. One tourist remarked verbally that it is thedpean’s fault for bringing
plastic here; certainly the Malaysians seem to treetiplwaste as if it were
biodegradable by either dropping it wherever or by attemptibgitioit. Clearly
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education sensitive to the prevailing Malay value systewhpgramount importance in
getting to the root cause of the rubbish problem. Fortynttefe are some positive
Malay traditional norms such as the practice of gotayging. This tradition
originated in the kampungs (villages) where villagers@the together to help one
another on occasions such as weddings, funerals,shiaxy@adi rice as well as
community projects such as cleaning up the village (Bird, 1988is tradition can be
used in tourist resorts for ‘clean-ups.” For examle,staff working at one luxury
hotel organise a gotong-royong every two weeks to the tteastretch of roadside
from the hotel to the nearby golf course.

Beaches are the second most important reason (@feation) why the 250 tourists
sampled choose and enjoy Langkawi (p62). Since the beacherucial to tourists,
they must be well maintained. Langkawi cannot affordateelguests dissatisfied by
something which could easily be managed better. This imtlatle the public beaches
as well as those private beaches managed by somermbtieeexclusive hotels.

4. Ensure constant daily beach cleaning of public beaches lhy. MD

5. Set up MDL rubbish collecting boats to go regularly aroundtheller islands

clearing debris from their coastlines and beaches.

6. Manage Langkawi's beaches better and then apply for Bageleach
certification (see Literature Review p17). Having thisustavould be useful in
Langkawi and other parts of Malaysia for installing lgmadle in their beaches
and encouraging them to put effort into looking after théfisitors may be
drawn to visit Langkawi because they would have beapdneied as being of a
high standard.

7. Run an education campaign about rubbish for the localewsts, concentrating
on schoolchildren and encouraging them to educate and réfemnparents.
The campaign should be targeted at building on positiveipeaalready in
place for removing rubbish such as gotong royon to try and esg®yeople to
not only tidy their villages but also the streets araches.

88



Development Policy for Langkawi: the environmental and economicciatipins of encouraging tourism

8. More hotels to implement gotong-royong’s to clean nearégsa

VL.I.I.V. Recreation (Golf):

The Datai Bay golf course has plans to build a reed beeeba the course and the sea
in order to naturally filter out some of the nitratesreduce the effect on the sea
(Mobarak, personal communication, January 2002). ThisdMosib positive step to
minimizing the effect of one of the courses alreadplate. Yet there are also plans to
build another course within the sea-breaker aroundihperatowards Pantai Cenang.
Land would need to be reclaimed from the sea to do this.tAree golf courses already
in existence superficially seem deserted and suffidentand for another course seems
unlikely. Even if the growing Japanese and Singaporean demaanfficient to

warrant the creation of another course, the negativecemental effect of another
large land reclamation project and the ongoing operatmnoblems from vast water
usage and leaching fertilizers, make the net gain to Langkawiatful.

9. There should be an EIA for any golf-course projects pegdor Langkawi.

VLLILVI. Environmental Management:

Environmental management in hotels on Langkawi stillshlasig way to go. The few
hotels with exemplary practices will hopefully inspathers to copy as there are
win/win opportunities. Money can be saved as well aduyrring benefits to the

environment.

10.Encourage all the 5 star hotels to attempt to gain ISO14@01isdiy adopting
the necessary environmental management systems. dthddebe a financial
incentive offered by LADA if the standard is attained.c@®all the hotels of this
standard have ISO14001 encourage 4 star hotels to follow suit.
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VLLII. ECOTOURISM:
VLLILI. Marketing:

In a growing market (see results p70), Langkawi as an e¢grtodestination currently
only has a low relative market share. High market graetipled with a low market
share makes ecotourism in Langkawi ‘a problem child’ (in $eofithe Boston
Consulting Group Matrix). In business strategic planningigat should either be

aggressively invested in or dumped (AFP, 2000).

11.Given that the sample of 250 tourists were basing theicce of destination on
ecotourism related categories, the anticipated growing dearahthe high
levels of investment that have already been comdiittehe cable-car project,
Langkawi should brand itself as an ecotourism destimatidowever in order to
be successful in ecotourism, this strategy needs tdégrated into all planning

on the island; if it is viewed as an add-on it is uniikel be very successful.

The fact that different tourist groups have differaguirements is very important for
both marketing purposes and planning the development stifareipe island. In the
UK Mail on Sunday, Night & Day magazine, a two page adsiegifeature by The
Malaysian Tourism Board. It reatfhe 104 island of Langkawi, which lie on the
Western Peninsular off the coast of Perlis, offer beaches thaedxeven the finest of
the Caribbean. But in Langkawi, unlike the Caribbean, you will probatdiytfiat you
may have the beach all to yourself. Langkawi boasts an excellent oftogeclass
hotels and a good selection of golf courses. As the islands have beedgiree
status, there are plenty of bargains to be had in the shops — present buymeybas
been so much fun, or so cheap! This is the ultimate choice for a tefabyng beach
holiday” (Malaysia, 2002). The items mentioned in the featuoe@lwere ranked by a
sample of 146 Westerners a5(elaxation), 2 (beaches), 6(sport) and 8 (shopping)
for contributing to their choice. Unfortunately tH& &@" and 3" (culture, marine park
and nature respectively) have not been mentioned [radedlbn means] (see appendix
table 1).
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12.Market different aspects of Langkawi to different group®afists based on
why they choose Langkawi or what they enjoy most wttisy are staying. If
an inappropriate or incomplete list of attributes are dibesl, the opportunity to
attract more tourists may not reach its full poténtia

13.Do not make advertising claims about crystal clear miatg Langkawi
probably won’t meet.

VLLILII. Land-use zoning:

At the moment there are no clear land-use zonesarédls being all things to all people
may be having a negative impact on tourist’s enjoymentsisggestion for further
research on p99). For example both Duty Free shoppahg@@tourism are positive
opportunities for Langkawi, but they should be kept fartafjpam one another.
Ecotourism activities are very sensitive to having big deveéy projects nearby.

This could be achieved by land-use planning and zoning.

14.Make a comprehensive land-use plan, possibly within thet8tauPlan for
2005+. This is essential to meet tourists differing demahtlangkawi as well
as the demands of the other key stakeholders. A Cotiseraternational
Report (Sweeting et al., 1999) gives advices on how to metkeasplan.

VLLILII. Regulation:

15.There should be strict limits on the number of boat8@ the number of
visitors in Pulau Payar. This is not a new idea. #icla in the New Straits
Times from 1998 read$A limit should be imposed on the number of visitors to
Pulau Payar marine park here to prevent further destruction of itsaicd
diverse marine flora and fauna, a marine science expert said tq@aa,
1998) There are articles from 1996 pleading for a managementqid&tulau
Payar (Cheng Li, 1996).

16. Substantially increase the marine park fee of RM5 pewovigihich should
reduce demand. Make different rates for tourists andsloefiecting the
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resident’s rights to use their own environment and tHerdifit ‘willingness to
pay’ for leisure and recreational services. Ensure thisemis invested back
into improvements to the marine parks, for example impigpthe toilet

facilities.

17.1f there is no political will to change regulationsmarine park fees, the
operators could agree amongst themselves to fix the dribese tours
substantially higher (this point was raised at the Sustde Utilization of the
Langkawi Archipelago’s Marine and Coastal resources cenéeron 16-17
July, 2002). At a higher price less people will want td.vil the price was
carefully set it may even be possible to increasetpiarfthe tour operators.
Low cost mass tourism is not always the profit maxingzsolution. It may be

that high cost luxury tourism could make more money.

VI.LLILIV. Certification:

18.Create a Langkawi ecotourism certification, for allr®oto environmentally
sensitive locations such as the mangroves and reefsific@aon should be
based on indicators of sustainability (based on curretvpbastice) and
approved via a stakeholder process with independent egiofic Tour
operators would have to fulfil certain rigorous environrakréquirements to
gain the eco-label. Hotel managers and guests would be &dielafiets that
these tour operators are the most environmentally sautitkasland and
encouraged to use them. The system should be tested fugfor
implementation (Epler-Wood & Halpenny cited in Hanneberg, 2002

19. Certification to depend on indicators being met; faregles in the Mangroves:
(a) Tour boats should be powered by electric motors using batteries.
These are virtually silent (to help with wildlife vievg)) produce less air
pollution, and should be set so they are only capableiofgd quite a
slow maximum speed. ldeally the boats would be woodenwitidip
local craftsmen. Boats of this kind are already usedwer tours in
Borneo (Borneo Eco Tours, 2002).
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(b) Tour guides should receive free training arranged by a jeintuve
between LADA and the Langkawi Nature Society (LNShe Training
should educate the guides about matters including speed fionigsand
fauna, and the problems with feeding monkeys and eagjles.course
material should be durable so the guides can also cefeintthe future.
Every year, just before high season, there shouldooe aay refresher
course to remind the previously certified guides about thernssues.

20. Operate spot checks on certified tours to ensure theythesst requirements to
ensure that standards haven't lapsed once the ecoecitifi has been
awarded.

VI.I.11.V. Education:

21. Sell educational books like ‘Nature Guide Langkawi’ inLsDA attractions
and sell specific educational books about fish and ebttéle Underwater World

aquarium.

22.LADA and LNS to jointly run interpreting guiding coursss that this kind of

guiding becomes the norm.

23.Distribute leaflets to all the hotels, attractionsl &he airport explaining that
feeding monkeys is causing them to become dependent and aggasssik as
increasing the roadkill problem. The tourists shouldoleeto say no to monkey
feeding and to report any taxi drivers or guides that encoittag@ere should
be significant fines for taxi drivers caught encouragigrtpassengers to feed

monkeys.
24.Create the training academy originally planned in the &tredlan but not

implemented. Offer courses in ecotourism and interpreaere guiding as
well as business skills. Encourage the indigenous populatiattend courses.
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VLLII. The Well Being of the Local People

This research has started to measure who is benefionglfangkawi’s tourism at the
moment and assess whether the needs and well being lotal population are being

met by the tourism policies.

VLLIILI The local economy:

Current development thinking concentrates on boosting BDfeet the island, state
and country targets. The GDP focus and supply side govetpolgies lead to overly
optimistic planning. The Kedah Structure Plan is adaieat tourist beds are in short
supply, it states:To cater for the tourism target set for 2010, accommodation facilities
need to be upgraded both in terms of quality and quantity. Currently, dhesgdbout
8,059 rooms in the whole of Ked@®00 in Langkawi] This number is not likely to
meet the increase in tourist numbers in futur®éspite arrivals flattening out (see
Background p27) and low occupancy rates (from personal coroatioms) the
authorities are trying to use Keynesian supply-side goverispending and private
sector investment ‘injections’ to try and indirectly bbdemand for Langkawi and
Kedah as tourist destinations. Using arrival numbedsnagking the assumption they
are tourist figures further encourages this. Unnecessgriyehotels makes Langkawi
appear empty and give the impression of failure even wieenumbers of visitors it
attracts is reasonable compared to other island destisation

25.1f supply-side policies are going to continue to guide developthen
marketing efforts must be dramatically stepped up to mdfchis is
unsuccessful then the authorities need to acceptihadp of Butler's curve has
been reached and that Langkawi is now a mature destirsattbfurther steep
tourism growth is unlikely. Langkawi’'s tourism will conti@d to make a positive
contribution to Kedah GDP. If further GDP growth is nekdptions that
minimize the leakage from established tourism enterpsisesld be
encouraged. This strategy has added weight becauseghedale projects

currently favoured are having negative environmental impdioat
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26.Given the above, stop plans to remove locally ownedhaamthged guesthouses

to make room for more exclusive resorts.

The guesthouses and hotels have already been movedatkdqtbut it is not too late

to reconsider proposals for the Pantai Cenang and Témgalhes. This tourist belt

with its many interesting guesthouses and diverse rangetels does not need a four
lane highway and large scale development projectseast wait and assess the success
of the Pantai Kok luxury development, involving vast lardammation and creation of

an artificial marina before proceeding with more supjahe$uilding.

Equity issues must be considered as well as just GDRe@ ha danger that
Langkawi, Kedah and Malaysia will all become furtheaficially imbalanced and
dissatisfaction by the have-nots may bring the wholeldgwment process down. This
is a real threat, votes for the religious fundamesttalarties are rising especially from
the rural communities and these parties have taken powweo states already.

27.Adopt ecotourism as the way forward for Langkawi’s tounsdustry. This
gives the best chance at considering the needs tfdakpeople and
establishing participatory planning that involves people deadils of society

and not just the confident and well-connected.

28.Consider using the virtually empty Tiara Hotel for therpiseed tourism

institute.

VI.ILIIL.1I. Social Factors:

Apparently the wearing of the veil is much more comnmlobangkawi now than it was
10 years ago (various personal communications). A comaitedtin a book by
Sheridan (1999) reads's part of the need to create a post-independence cultural
identity. You use women as symbols of your culture. Veiling shoaldhbéer of
choice. It's up to you if you want to do it and that’s fine but you carpbse it on
someone else.Rules preventing staff wearing veils in some hotetsgresthouses
removes their choice. A veil may symbolise theimoatment to the Islamic faith or be
part of their identity as a Malaysian woman.
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29.Hotel regulations must not dictate that women either ldhmushould not wear a
veil; the key is letting them all have the choice.

One Malay lady working at a guesthouse revealed (whenaotet survey was being
conducted face to face), that foreign tourists in swienveee avoided. Apparently she
and her female colleagues do not go onto the beach bdabays#o not wish to see
these scantily clothed tourists. Tourism is affectuingre these ladies can go on their
own island. Another foreign lady from a different ghesise revealed the
embarrassment her Malay husband felt if tourists datoehe office only wearing

swimwear.

30.Provide information to tourists about the appropriatg wwadress. Locals
generally accept tourists wearing few clothes on d@b as they can avoid this
area but it is unfair if the tourists stay wearing swear when wandering
around town. They have no idea of the effect theyhawng and need to be
advised against this. They must be reminded that it is #ifvlasuntry and to
dress appropriately.

VILII. PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS:

VLILI. Possible improvements to the research methods:

Table VI.1. below shows some improvements:

Table VI.1.

Tourist Questionnaire: (see Appendix I)

[*2)

- Stratified random sampling of tourists of nationalitiesnatch the proportion
of nationalities recorded by LADA from the internatibagrivals.

- Keep detailed records of numbers refusing to answer thisttquestionnaire
and ensure that the hotels and guesthouses do the same.

- Provide Japanese, Taiwanese and Bahasa Malay versithesagqfestionnaire
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Hotel and Guesthouse Survey(see Appendix Il)

- Request the hotel's water usage question as a monthlyatbst than in
volume as this information is more readily availabterfraccounting records

This approach worked well for electricity.

- Define a hotel naturalist (6¢c1) so as to prevent anyidlexnterpretation of

this question.

- Ask a more open question regarding the reasons hotels/guesshoad for

using certain tour operators.

- Have sub-categories within the Malaysian nationatityMalay, Chinese,
Indian and Other races for questions on hotel owne(&kjpand staff
nationalities (9a). Malaysian history has been steegpprbblems addressing
the issue of economic inequality associated with theiedrace population.
The most obvious sign of this in Langkawi is the dispropoate number of
Chinese with shops. A comment from a Malay from Kayacent Langkawi
study (2002) illustrates the differing behaviour of the ratdsiew ahead of
time about the exact date that Langkawi was to become a duty free ifland.
that was all | knew, the date. The day Langkawi became a dutylé&ee, is
the Chinese already had ships in the port full of products... That was how fas

they were. They had the information and used it.”

- Add an option into the social aspects of the operaji@mstion (9b) to ask

whether alcohol was allowed on the premises.

Informal Interviews:

- Record and later transcribe informal interviews (whearmfnts allowed
this).

VLILII. Changes recommended if the research was repeat:

1. Measure supply and demand for Langkawi. To do this, dskstor their total
number of beds (supply) and occupancy percentages of thestntmeagout the year
(demand). This would allow a bottom up accurate estiofdt®e tourist and visitor
numbers who use the hotels and guesthouses to be calcuddtpresent LADA do not
have this information yet it would be beneficial to themfacilitating more accurate

development planning.
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2. Ask the tourists directly whether each of theféemors exceeded their expectations
or disappointed them. This would be more accurate thangtty infer it from
movement in the rankings. The results may reveaématyengths and weaknesses with

the current situation on Langkawi.

3. Measure economic leakage from the tourist spendingkigcafor a range of
Langkawi’'s hotel accounts and analysing the % spentaah éonployee’s salaries and
local goods and services. Find out with employee sumwégse they subsequently
spend their salary.

VLILII. Further questions that this research poses:

1. Eagle feeding is becoming an established part of the mantpurs. At present
some 3-4 boats are feeding the eagles every day. Timalisis seem to agree that
feeding the eagles with chicken guts is a practice that stap as there is risk of
contamination with disease such as bird cholera. $taima to have noticed a
reduction in the quality of the feathers of the younge=agier the few years this
practice has been operational. Amongst the naturadisiisions vary about feeding the
eagles with fish. Some of the naturalists in thNSLare saying that are also concerned
that the young eagles will now not learn to hunt femselves (Mobarak, personal
communication, June 2002). Others say that the fishermenthrown their unwanted
fish haul back overboard for centuries and replicating fdri tourists is no different
(Aidi Abdullah, personal communication, July 2002). Tiksie is of interest for bird
welfare, species conservation (there is only oneisp@d Osprey worldwide and it is
found in Langkawi) and for the conservation of Langkaweésitage (the Brahminy Kite
is symbol of Langkawi and some even say the name afldred was derived from the
name of this bird ‘helang’ in Malay) (Naidu, 2002). To reactonclusion on this
matter a detailed study is needed to compare young eagleagpeising wings quality
as an indicator) that (a) feed in the Kilim river @tlg fed chicken guts and some fish)
to (b) eagles who eat the fisherman’s catches, anda@i¢s in remote parts of the

archipelago largely undisturbed by humans, (the control).
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2. The literature suggests that there is very high en@nleakage from cruise ship
visitors and observing how the Star Cruise passengers sSpandioney seems to
confirm this. They do not stay a single night in Langkamd go on mass coach tours
taking in all the government owned attractions. Thegevatually no opportunities for
contact with local businesses. This is of intereshase tourists do not appear to
contribute much to the well-being and development of tbal lbeople, yet cruises are
an especially fast growing segment of the industryis fiis negative implications for
the development and sustainability of tourism destinatworldwide. Cruise ships are
also associated with increasing solid and liquid waste dposed of at their ports of
call and dumping of waste overboard that contributestés bn the beaches (CSD,
1999). It would be interesting to compare the pattern ofdspgof those passengers
on the cruise ship with Langkawi’s other tourists. Mnisild require a modified tourist
guestionnaire set up for the cruise passengers. It would oxel@) sk about spending
patterns ‘today’ (rather than yesterday) and as a consegutevould need to be
answered by the passengers at the end of their day in bainglabably while they are
eating supper at the Awana Porto Mali hotel before dewgytand, (b) it would ask
whether visiting Langkawi as a stop was a factor in simgpthe cruise (rather than
asking the tourists what their reasons were for chodsingkawi). The Star Cruise

company could be also asked questions about their wastgyeraant.

3. A lack of land-use zones may be having a negative ingpatcturist’s enjoyment.
Tourists would complete a questionnaire asking whethéitiex are best together or
separated. One such question would be: Does having the&&hopping Village and
the Geo-Eco cable car together detract or add to (shthfging experience, and (b) the
cable-car experience. The hypothesis would be thattile car adds to the enjoyment
of those going there for a shopping experience but dstiraen the experience of those
who went there for natural attributes. The repliaddbde used to establish whether
overall the combination created positive synergiegprasented a planning weakness.
This work would be interesting for establishing whether tieeeeneed for land-use
zone planning to separate these kinds of facilities.
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VLIII. THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RESEARCH PROJECT
VLIILI. Practical significance:

WWE-M is shifting its work on Langkawi from the marineveonment to the land.
This project is the first land based study they have supgholtés consequently an
important precedent for any further research they urideds it may give ideas for the
future direction of their research.

LADA have not carried out ground level public research. ifi@ts are made without a
full understanding of what different groups of tourists demanding of Langkawi.
They are interested in the study and it may encourage th do further studies of this
kind. Planning on Langkawi is supply driven yet the optimistéation of more hotels
and attractions are not always successful. Langkalteised with white elephants. To
escape this trend LADA must listen to the demands af tiverists. This study

encourages this and presents some preliminary ideas.

LADA are preparing to write the next Structure Plan for 2086é are also writing an
ecotourism strategy. This makes it a critical timenfiaking recommendations as to
LADA.

The WWF-M, LADA and DOFM workshop where | presentedprgliminary findings
on 168"17" July 2002, culminated in a Memorandum of Understanding tségmgd by
WWEF-M and LADA, to form a steering committee to adwasel consult with LADA.
This steering committee is a positive step towards isextatakeholder participation
and increased transparency between LADA and the publid¢oridaly challenging
LADA's approach has been considered unacceptable but i®waotmmittee will be

able to make recommendations directly to the island’s ypolakers.

The Asia-Pacific Ecotourism conference is to be heldaimgkawi in September 2003
by LNS at the Andaman hotel. The potential for clasatsy of Langkawi by leaders
in ecotourism (during this conference) should “encourageigkawi to implement
ideas faster and more rigorously so it can demonststenmorking ecotourism. The
power of this position should be maximised by NGOs to erpasitive momentum.
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VLI Academic significance:

This thesis was carried out in association with WWHvlth the consent of LADA. It
is the first attempt to simultaneously establish thewtative environmental and
economic effects of all the tourist accommodatioraateveloping country island
destination, and, focus on the specialised niche ecotomaket. Wherever possible
it looks at the interaction between the two. Thetearism market is increasing and a
development strategy focusing on this niche may mininassesof the problems
associated with the mass market. The researchoic€aiglucted on an island where
there is a mismatch between supply and demand stemmmngHeotop-down policies.
The work links this mismatch to the need for more paditon by the local population,
to increase GDP without the carrying capacity of thenidlbeing exceeded. This would
happen with a properly implemented ecotourism strategy.

The findings from the research are consistent witlptbepoor tourism literature
although the criticisms of this stance raised by othdroas are also respected. The
established economic principles of multipliers and leakag used in this work as are
the long standing and respected carrying capacity ideasfintimegs and
recommendations tie into the global rise in certifarainitiatives and the recent
developments at the Johannesburg Summit, which has argiddstection of

agreements relating to sustainable tourism development.

101



Development Policy for Langkawi: the environmental and economicciatipins of encouraging tourism

VII. CONCLUSION

“Ecotourism is a sustainable development tool that creates contactdrepvemple on
opposite sides of the earth, as hosts and guests. If an ecotourisnees@ean truly
reach the hearts and minds of both - convincing them that efforts todrepree the
environment can make a difference - then the chances of achievingvetioseand
sustainable development into the next millennium are a little bit grégtepler-Wood
cited in Hanneburg, 2002).

While this analysis is specific to Langkawi and the recemhations are tailored to it,
the environmental and economic problems faced from touwieniound in virtually all
tourist destinations and especially those in the devedoporld. Tourism is a vast and
growing industry because of human’s ‘longing for the oth€ourism seduces us by
the idea of bliss, an alternative reality, safeddew days or weeks from the problems
of the world. The tourism industry sells paradise, (lomaer it is a large and growing
industry), yet this same industry creates immense damage émvironment and the
economic gains are rarely shared equitably. To movartisisustainable tourism the
most important concept to recognise is that there isammyworld and that no-one can
‘escape’ from its problems. Our holiday has profound icapibns on people’s
livelihood’'s and the nature and culture at our destination

Ecotourism, as a subset of sustainable tourism, hgsotkatial for interpreting tourism
itself; for gradually making travellers realise thategeeis a futile concept and the most
rewarding way to spend those few days or weeks is not pustangoblem under the
luxury carpet, but by getting actively involved and interesteshsuring that the
‘paradise’ we need to ‘escape to’ remains so in the futDevelopment policy in
developing country tourist destinations, must integratesadiility into their plans for
this industry to survive. If they fail the destination wilily have a fleeting period of
success before its paradise qualities are exhausted ahdewlzans is natural
degradation and income inequality. For anything approaching ipatad exist in
today’s globalised world, it needs to be worked at tenety. Only then will future
generations be able to ‘escape’ to a properly managediatadreble paradise.
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APPENDIX I.

LANGKAWI

TOURIST QUESTIONNAIRE:

* | am a postgraduate student at Imperial
College in London and | am researching
tourism in Langkawi.

[¢)

* Please help my research by answering th
following questions as accurately as
possible.

* The answers you provide are
CONFIDENTIAL and no individual
answers will be used.

B. How many times have you been to Langkbefore this trip:

1. | have never been to Langkawi before

2. Once

3. Twice

4. Three times or more

How did you originally hear about Langkawi as a holiday dasbn: ..................
C. Which hotel(s)/guesthouse(s) are you staying in on Lavigka.....................

How did you hear about your chosen hotel(s)/guesthouse(S): e e verneennnnn..
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D. How do the things you are enjoying now you are ingkamwi, compare to your
reasons for choosing Langkawi (when you were planning you®trip)

To answer this, pleasank the following ten options (in both columns) until tteems
have no relevance to (a) your choice, and (b) your. visit

1%'=  themostimportant to your choice
the one you have found to st important to your visit

10" = theleastimportant to your choice
the one you have found to leastimportant to your visit

For example:
What reasons did What have you
you have for experienced and
choosingto visit  enjoyed most
Langkawi? whilst staying

here?
1. Sports: golf, tennis and waterspo 1 2
2. Marine park: islands and reefs 2 1

What reasons did What have you

you have for experienced and

choosingto visit  enjoyed most

Langkawi? whilst staying
here?

1. Sports: golf, tennis and watersports
2. Marine park: islands and reefs
3. Nature: rainforests and mangroves
4. Entertainment/Nightlife

5. Experience of another culture
6

7

8

9

1

. Beaches and sea

. Duty Free shopping

. Attractions/Heritage sites
. Business activity

0. Relaxation

11. If appropriate please specify any other (sgoresfor choosing Langkawi

(b) factors you have found important to your enjaynre Langkawi
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E. What did you dgesterday?

Pleasdick all the relevant boxes, (more than one can appiy)gve
details when appropriate.

1. Stayed in hotel/resort using facilities provided

What facilities did YOU USE7?.......c.uiuiiiiie i e e

2. Spent time on the public beach

What activities did you participate in? ..........coooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieees :

3. Spent time in local restaurants and/or bars

How many different establishments did you goto? ................c.coo e,

4. Went on a trip arranged by the hotel

VY [T (SR (0 )

5. Went on a trip arranged with locals or a local agenc

VY (ST (=3 (0 Y S

6. Explored independently

VY (] (S

7. Other (please SPeCIfY) i ..

Are there any additional comments that you would like &erabout the quality of
your experiences? (Comments may apply to any day duoingwsit to Langkawi, not
just yesterday).

105



Development Policy for Langkawi: the environmental and economicciatipins of encouraging tourism

F. I'am interested in how tourist spending is distadutetween hotel operators and
local small businesses. | would like you to say how gpent your moneyesterday.

It is important to includall items of expenditure, however small.

Please statkow many peoplethis expenditure is for:

For example Adults (over 16) 2 Children (under 16 1
Adults (over 16) Children (under 16)
Amount
in RM

1. Hotel daily rate (if you do not know please state titelmame and the
category of room(s) you are staying in):

2. Other amounts put on hotel bill

(E.g. meals, car rental, souvenirs, massages and tours):

3. Amounts paid to local tour operators/agencies:

4. Tips given to tour guides or hotel staff directly:

5. Entrance fees for attractions:

6. Amounts paid in large duty free stores and to interndtimrsnesses

(E.g. Body Shop, Nike, McDonalds) [Include petrol fronefband Petronas];

7. Amounts paid to local shops and businesses

(E.g. souvenirs, groceries, watersports, car and scaoted (if this was not
through your hotel)):

8. Amounts paid to local restaurants outside the hotel:

9. Amounts paid to local people working in stalls, marketisdependently:

10. Other (please specify):
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G. Ecotourism
"Ecotourism is responsible travel to natural areas that conserves the

environment and sustains the well being of local people."”
(The International Ecotourism Society, 1991)

a. Do you consider that your holiday here in Langkawunies any ecotourism?

1. Yes [ ] 2. No[ |

If yes, please specify which parts of your holiday hawelved ecotourism.............

b. Have you ever been on an ecotourism holiday?

1. Yes [ ] 2. No[ |

c. Would you like to go on an ecotourism holiday?

1. Yes [ ] 2. No[ ]

H. General - what is your:
A NALIONAITY . ..o e e e
D. Country Of reSIAENCE... ... cuniei e e

c. Age

16-25
26-35
36-45
46-55
56-65
66+

oukhwdpE

d. Sex

1. Male [ ] 2. Female |

e. What is your highest academic attainment?

Primary school

Lower secondary school
Upper secondary school
Vocational/Technical
University
Postgraduate/Professional

ouhkhwdpE
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f. Please tick the box that corresponds to your annualys@ross of tax)?

Please tick here if you are unemployed, retired or a stude

Thai Singapore Australian UK

Baht $ $ £

(THB) (SGD) (AUD) (GBP)
< 310,500 < 13,000 < 13,000 < 5,000
310,500 13,000 13,000 5,000
620,000 26,000 26,500 10,000
620,000 26,000 26,500 10,000
1,242,000 52,000 53,000 20,000
1,242,000 52,000 53,000 20,000
1,863,000 78,000 79,000 30,000
1,863,000 78,000 79,000 30,000
3,105,000 131,000 132,000 50,000
3,105,000 131,000 132,000 50,000
6,210,000 261,000 264,500 100,000
6,210,000 261,000 264,500 100,000
+ + + +

Japan Taiwan Europe Malaysian

Y $ € RM

(JPY) (TWD) (EUR) (MYR)
< 918,000 < 251,000 < 8,000 < 27,500
918,000 251,000 8,000 27,500
1,835,000 501,000 16,000 55,500
1,835,000 501,000 16,000 55,500
3,671,000 1,002,000 32,000 111,000
3,671,000 1,002,000 32,000 111,000
5,506,000 1,503,000 47,500 166,000
5,506,000 1,503,000 46,500 166,000
9,177,000 2,505,000 79,000 277,000
9,177,000 2,505,000 79,000 277,000
18,359,000 5,010,000 158,500 554,000
18,359,000 5,010,000 158,500 554,000

+

+

+

+
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|. Are there any other comments that you would like adef?

If you have any questions about the questionnaire or wishd@fit more about the
study please contact me at:

caroline.langley@ic.ac.uk

or:

Ms. C. M. Langley

Department of Environmental Science and Technology
Royal School of Mines'3Floor

Faculty of Life Sciences

Imperial College London

Prince Consort Road

London SW7 2BP

UK
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APPENDIX II.

Department of Environmental Science
Royal School of Mines'3Floor

Faculty of Life Sciences

Imperial College London

Prince Consort Road

London SW7 2BP

UK

June 2002

Dear Manager,

| am a postgraduate student at Imperial College (paneofhiversity of London). For
my Masters degree thesis | am spending two monthsésearching “the
environmental and economic implications of the policsoeraging tourism”. | have
the consent of LADA to do this research (see theretttached behind) and will be
providing them with a copy of my thesis. Hopefullyytheill be able to use my work to
inform future policy decisions.

| would be extremely grateful if you would help me with regearch by completing the
attached survey as accurately as possible. The anameecsnfidential and individual
responses will be for my eyes only. It is only all hoéel's combined responses that
will be analysed in the finished thesis. It is vemportant for me to get a completed
survey from every hotel and guesthouse as there aradintyted number on

Langkawi.

| have also included some tourist questionnaires. Is tmwr@ossibility that you could
give these to a sample of your guests (one questionnaifarpdy or group) to fill out?
This questionnaire takes about 5 — 10 minutes to complgter{dimg on the guests
fluency in English) and is totally anonymous and confidential

| will come and collect the survey and any completedisbquestionnaires in a few
days. If you have any substantial queries regarding ameajuestions in the survey
please call me on my handphone 0136673982. Alternatively wtmme any pick up
the surveys we can talk through any smaller queries acudifés that you have had
with any of the questions.

Thank you very much for helping me with my research work,

Yours faithfully,

Caroline Langley
Imperial College London
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Langkawi: Hotel and Guesthouse Survey:

| am a postgraduate student at Imperial College in Loatidri am researching touris

in Langkawi. Please help my research by answeringllmaving questions as

accurately as possible.

m

1. General:

a) What is the name of the hotel or guesthouse?

b) When did the hotel open?

1. Before 1987
2. 1987 — 1990
3. 1990 — 1995
4. 1996 — 2000
5. 2001 — 2002

¢) Who owns the business?
Please put numbers in the boxes which add to 100%

LADA

Malaysians who lived in Langkawi before 1987
Malaysians who have chosen to live in Langkawi sir@&y
Other Malaysians (not living on Langkawi)

5. Other nationalities who lived in Langkawi before 1987

PowbhPE

Please state the nationalities ..........oveieeie e

6. Other nationalities who have chosen to live ingkanvi since 1987

Please state the nationalities ........coooviiiii e,

7. A Malaysian company with predominantly Malaysian shalders
Please state company name . :

8. An Asian company with predomlnantly AS|an shareholders
Please state company name .

9. An International company

Please state company NAamMe .........cooveii i iiiii e e e
10. Other, please SPeCY:.......ouiiiiii it e

TOTAL

d) How many rooms are there? ... e

e) Do you have a star rating?

No

**

*k%k

*kkk

ounhkhwdpE

*kkkk
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f) What price are the rooms (not discounted)?...........coooiiiiiiiiiii e,

2. Resource Use:

Water:

a) Do all hotel rooms have either a bath or a shower?

1. Yes | ] 2. No[ |

b) How many baths and showers are there in the hotel?
Please insert numbers in the boxes.

1. Number of rooms with a shower

2. Number of rooms with a bath (baths may have an oadrsleower)

3. Number of rooms with both a bath and separate shower | x2
4. Number of baths and showers shared between rooms
5.
P

Number of communal showers by the pool or beach
lease add, to ascertain the TOTAL number of baths and shwers

¢) Do you have (a) swimming pool(s)?

1. Yes [ ] 2. No[ |

If yes, what volume of water is needed to fill the g®)& ..o,

d) What is the total water usage per Week? ........ooiiiiiiiiiiiiii e,

Electricity:

e) What is the total electricity cost per month (Q@&)?.............ccovvviveiieiiinnns RM

f) What initiatives are being taken to improve energywater efficiency?
Please tick any that apply and add in any additional mesaberneg adopted by your
hotel/guesthouse.

1. Towels are only changed when they are left inr@iceway (by the
guest as an indicator that they would like them tchznged)
2. Energy efficient lightbulbs are used

3. In the late evening, lights in public areas are keptrtonimum

4. Other, please SPecCify......ccoviiiiiiii e
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3. Waste:
Rubbish:

a) What amount of physical waste (rubbish) do you producevgek?
Depending on the size of hotel or guesthouse, pleaseasstiiis either in weight (e.g.
tons) or the number of bags ...

b) Who collects it?
1. Local Authority
2. A local private contractor for a fee
Please specify the name of the contractor ...............coooviiiiin .
3. Other, please Specify.......cccouii i

c) Where does it go?

1. Local Authority (MDL) dump site
2. Incinerator

3. Other, please specify... U I
4. The hotel/guesthouse is not sure where the rubblsh goes

c) Is recyclable and non-recyclable waste separatedtpramilection?

1. Yes [ ] 2. No[ |

d) If applicable, please state any efforts made by thel/gaesthouse to reduce waste?

Sewage:

e) What sewerage system is currently used?

1. Independent septic tank desludged by an appointed contractor
Please specify which contractor ..o
how often desludging occurs ...................... and where the sludge ends

2. Independent septic tank desludged manually by the hotel
How often does desludging OCCUr........c.covi i e e
How is sludge treated or dealt With.............coooo i .

3. Communal (shared) septic tank, desludged and managed bgte pri
public sector operator. Please specify which operatoaap@dditional
INformMation KNOWN...... ..o e e,

4. There is no treatment, discharge goes directlyco&stal waters

5. Other, please SpecCify... ..o
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f) Would you be willing to invest in a better seweragatiment system?

1. Yes | ] 2. No[ |

4. The Beach:

a) Do you have a beachfront location?

1. Yes (private] | 2. Yes (public) | 3. No[ ]

b) If you do have a beachfront location (private or pubtio)you consider it to be your
responsibility to ensure the beach in front of the Instieee from rubbish?

1. Yes it is the hotel's responsibility:

We clear the beach of rubbish every day.

2. Yes it is the hotel's responsibility:

We clear the beach of rubbish at least once a week.

3. Yes it is the hotel's responsibility:

We clear the beach of rubbish occasionally.

4. No, it is someone else’s responsibility:

Please specify Who..........cocoooii i

5. Environmental Management:

THIS SECTION IS ONLY COMPULSORY FOR HOTELS WITH 2 OVORE
STARS, otherwise please only fill in this section vehiris relevant to your hotel.

a) Do you have an environmental management systeradel

1. Yes*[ ] 2. No|[ ]

b) Do you have 1ISO14001 status?

1. Yes*[ ] 2. No[ |

* If yes, to (a) or (b) please could you provide copieargf environmental plans?
c) Are environmental and social issues factored into opesaind effectively

monitored?
1. Yes [ ] 2. No[ |

d) If yes, explain how?
1. Using an environmental management system

2. Using housekeeping checklists

3. Other, please Specify ..o .

e) What is the environmental policy of the hotel and why?
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f) What is the mission statement of the hotel?
E.g.who are you are targetingpow are you looking after their needs amidy are you
0 o1 o |

g) Are your company's products or services environmentally ébell certified?
1. Yes [ ] 2. No[ |

If yes, explain which label or certification procéssised?

Has it been useful to you? (Please mention strengthsvaaknesses.)

6. Education:

a) What environmental training do employees receive aridwhat frequency? Please
include comments about any training that emphasises cleanlpess control
(insects, monkeys), landscaping, waste etc.

b) Does the hotel make any efforts to educate the galests the natural environment

of Langkawi?
1 Yes [ ] 2. No[ ]

c) If yes, how? Please tick all the boxes that applivarite in about any additional
schemes. (Do not include comments about tours; thélseendovered in the next
section).

1. Yes, we have a hotel naturalist and the guests can goided nature
walks
2. Yes, we sell books such as “Nature Guide Langkawi”

3. Yes. Other please specify.........coviiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i
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If there is a hotel naturalist (or other similar optiavailable to guests) approximately
what percentage of guests participate?

. 1% - 10%

. 11% - 20%
. 21% - 30%
. 31% - 40%

41% - 50%

. 51% - 60%
. 61% - 70%
. 71% - 80%

81% - 90%

1
2
3
4
5.
6
7
8
9
1

7. Tours:

0. 91% - 100%

a) Do you book tours for your guests?

1. Yes | |

b) Do you receive commission from these bookings?

2. No |

1. Yes| |

No[ |
3. Not applicablg |

c) Approximately what percentage of guests participateurstbooked by you?

1. 1% - 10%

2. 11% - 20%
3. 21% - 30%
4. 31% - 40%
5.
6
7
8
9
1

41% - 50%

. 51% - 60%
. 61% - 70%
. 71% - 80%

81% - 90%

0. 91% - 100%

Please provide an amount in RM for the total value afstbooked through the hotel

(PEr MONEN) 2 o e e e e e
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d) Which tours do youegularly book?
1. Sight seeing coach tour
2. Sight seeing private tour
3. Jungle trekking

4. Canopy adventures

5. Eagle feeding
6
7
8
9

. Mangrove & cave tour with eagle feeding
. Mangrove & cave tour without eagle feeding
. Island hopping
. Pulau Payar marine park
10. Fishing (reef/bottom-fishing)
11. Fishing (big-game fishing)
12. Yacht cruises
13. Sea kayaking expeditions
14. Other, please specify.........cccovviviiiiiiiiiiin i o

e) What factors do you consider when deciding which taube®tk and/or promote?
Please tick any that apply.

. The tour operators we choose are insured

. We can be sure that our guests will be safe andneated

. The tour operators we choose are known to be reliable

The hotel/guesthouse receives some commissionifr®ivooking

. The tour operators we choose are environmentally megpe

. Other, please SPeCIfy .......coiii it

oUhwWNE

e) Please explain how the hotel/guesthouse consideentironmental impact of tours
it DOOKS and/Or PromMOtES? ....v e e e e

f) Would you choose to promote tours which are lessenmentally damaging if you

had more information?
1. Yes [ | 2. No[ |

g) In what other ways do you consider the environment?................c.ccoiiiiiiinnnen.
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8. Recreation:

a) Does your hotel offer recreational sporting actisfie

1. Yes [ ] 2. No[ |

b) If yes, what sporting facilities (public or private)edoyour hotel/guesthouse use?
Golf (private)

Golf (public)

Tennis

Jet-skis

Water-skiing and/or parasailing
Sailing, windsurfing and/or kayaking

oukhwdpE

9. Economic & Social:

a) How many staff do you employ?
Please put numbers in the boxes that add to the totdderushstaff, (row 7). If you are
not entirely sure of the split between the categoplesse provide your best estimate.

Malaysians who lived in Langkawi before 1987

Malaysians who have chosen to live in Langkawi sir@&y

Other nationalities who lived in Langkawi before 1987

Other nationalities who have chosen to live ingkanvi since 1987
Work placements for students from tourism schools ilayda
Work placements for students from tourism schools outéadaysia
TOTAL number of staff employed

NoabkwdhE

b) How do you address the social aspects of operatiocis,as impacts on local
cultures and working conditions? Please tick any thatyappl

Staff are allowed a break to go to the mosque on Friday
Staff are allowed to consistently take Friday (beoteligious days) off
Female staff may wear a veil (mini telekung) éythvish
Guests are forbidden from sunbathing topless

Other, please SPECIY.......ouii it e

abrwdpE

¢) What credit terms do you give local suppliers?

They are paid immediately

They are paid in less than 30 days
They are paid in between 31-45 days
They are paid in between 46-60 days
They are paid in more than 60 days

abrwbdpE
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10. Other:

Do you wish to make any further comments?

If you have any questions or wish to find out more aboustingy please contact me at:
caroline.langley@ic.ac.uk

or: Ms. C. M. Langley,

Department of Environmental Science and Technology,

Royal School of Mines"3Floor,

Faculty of Life Sciences,

Imperial College London,

Prince Consort Road,

London SW7 2BP

UK
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APPENDIX IlI.
Classification of tourist accommodation in Langkawi:

4 and 5 star hotels:

Berjaya Langkawi Beach & Spa Resort
Holiday Villa Langkawi
Langkasuka Beach Resort
Mutiara Burau Bay Beach Resort
Pelangi Beach Resort

Rebak Marina Resort

Sheraton Beach Resort
Sheraton Perdana Resort

. Tanjung Rhu Resort

10.The Andaman

11.The Datai

12.The Paloma Resort

13.The City Bayview Hotel

©CoNoo~WNE

Hotels (not 4 and 5 star):

14. Aseania Resort Langkawi
15. Awana Porto Malai
16.Beach Garden Resort
17.Beringin Beach Resort
18.Casa del Mar

19.Federal Lodge

20.Garden Hotel

21.Hotel Central

22.Hotel Grand Continental
23.Hotel Helang

24.Hotel Langkasuka, Kuah
25.Hotel Panorama Langkawi
26.Kampung Kok Senik Resort Langkawi
27.Kondo Istana
28.Langkawi Seaview
29.Langkawi Village Resort
30.Nadias Inn Comfort
31.Perdana Beach Resort
32.Region Hotel
33.Singgahsana Kub Resort
34.Tanjung Sanctury

35.The Gates

36.The Lanai Langkawi Beach Resort
37.Tiara Langkawi Hotel
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Guesthouses in the Pantai Cenang and Pantai Tengat-tmir:

38.AB Motel

39.Beachview Chalets Backpackers International
40.Cenang Rest House

41.Charlie Motel

42.Chenang Beach Motel

43.Delta Motel & Restaurant
44.Grand Beach Motel

45.Green Hill Beach Resort
46.Lagenda Perma Chalets
47.Langkapuri

48. Melati Tanjung Motel

49. Sandy Beach Resort
50.Semarak Langkawi Beach Resort
51. Sri Intan Langkawi TM Resort
52.Sugary Sands Motel

53.Sunset Beach Resort
54.Tanjung Malie Beach Hotel

55. Tropical Resort

56. Vistar Motel

Other guesthouses:

57.Chandek Kura Resort
58.Hotel Asia

59.Hotel Langkawi

60. Hotel Malaysia
61.Inapan desa Permai
62.JB Motel

63. Kok Seng Motel
64.Langkawi Chalet

65. Motel Pantai Aneka

66. Mowanza Motel
67.Nagoya City Hotel

68. Pasir Hitam Beach Resort (Royal Malaysia Police)
69. Putra Hotel

70. Rumif Condominium
71.Sunrise Island Resort
72.Sri Baya Inn

73. Sri Manis

74.Twin Peaks Island Resort

122



Development Policy for Langkawi: the environmental and economicciatipins of encouraging tourism

APPENDIX IV.

Key informants cited in the text:

Aishah Binti Abdullah Planning Manager of Langkawi DevelepimAuthority

Irshad Mobarak Vice-President of The Langkawi Naturae®pand
Naturalist at The Datai Hotel

Jurgen Zimmerer Author of Nature Guide Langkawi and owraarager of

the Canopy Adventure Tour

Aidi Abdullah Naturalist at the Tanjung Rhu Resort
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APPENDIX V.

Table I. The means and medians of the tourist’s rank of the‘reasons for choosing

Langkawi,” arranged in order of ascending means

What reasons did you have for choosing to visit Lan gkawi?

ASIANS Mean | Median WESTERNERS Mean | Median
Relaxation 2.239 2 | Relaxation 1.871 1
Beaches and sea 2.287 2 | Beaches and sea 2.311 2
Marine park: islands 2.994 2 | Experience of another | 3.992 3
and reefs culture
Duty Free shopping 4.136 3 | Marine park: islands 4.406 4

and reefs
Attractions/Heritage 4.595 4 | Nature: rainforests 4.464 4
sites and mangroves
Nature: rainforests and | 4.640 5 | Sports: golf, tennis 6.467 7
mangroves and watersports
Experience of another 5.436 5.5 | Attractions/Heritage 6.508 7
culture sites
Sports: golf, tennis and | 5.947 6 | Duty Free shopping 6.772 7
watersports
Entertainment/Nightlife | 7.056 8 | Entertainment/Nightlife | 7.120 8
Business Activity 8.541 10 | Business Activity 9.444 10
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FOUR AND FIVE Mean | Median OTHER Mean | Median
STAR HOTELS ACCOMMODATION
Relaxation 2.073 1 | Relaxation 1.951 1
Beaches and sea 2.392 Beaches and sea 2.212
Marine park: islands 4.061 4 | Marine park: islands 3.629 4
and reefs and reefs
Experience of another 4.259 4 | Nature: rainforests 4.697 5
culture and mangroves
Nature: rainforests and | 4.366 4 | Experience of another | 4.835 5
mangroves culture
Sports: golf, tennis and | 6.070 6 | Duty Free shopping 4.869 5
watersports
Attractions/Heritage 6.090 6 | Attractions/Heritage 5.367 5
sites sites
Duty Free shopping 6.599 7 | Sports: golf, tennis 6.469 7
and watersports
Entertainment/Nightlife | 7.179 8 | Entertainment/Nightlife | 7.011 8
Business Activity 9.232 10 | Business Activity 8.946 10
UNIVERSITY / Mean | Median SCHOOL / Mean | Median
PROFESSIONAL VOCATIONAL
Relaxation 1.828 1 | Relaxation 2.046 2
Beaches and sea 2.357 Beaches and sea 2.195 2
Marine park: islands 3.769 4 | Nature: rainforests 3.790 3
and reefs and mangroves
Nature: rainforests and | 4.541 4 | Marine park: islands 4.007 4
mangroves and reefs
Experience of another 4.746 5 | Experience of another | 4.136 4
culture culture
Attractions/Heritage 5.954 6 | Duty Free shopping 4.713 4
sites
Sports: golf, tennis and | 6.007 6 | Attractions/Heritage 5.362 5
watersports sites
Duty Free shopping 6.232 7 | Sports: golf, tennis 6.813 8
and watersports
Entertainment/Nightlife | 7.189 8 | Entertainment/Nightlife | 6.903 8
Business Activity 8.977 10 | Business Activity 9.344 10
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FIRST TIME TO Mean | Median BEEN TO Mean | Median
LANGKAWI LANGKAWI BEFORE
Relaxation 1.997 1 | Relaxation 2.044 2
Beaches and sea 2.319 2 | Beaches and sea 2.269
Marine park: islands 3.954 4 | Marine park: islands 3.639 4
and reefs and reefs
Experience of another 4.343 4 | Nature: rainforests 3.824 4
culture and mangroves
Nature: rainforests and | 4.894 4.5 | Duty Free shopping 4.465 4
mangroves
Attractions/Heritage 6.236 6 | Attractions/Heritage 4.850 5
sites sites
Sports: golf, tennis and | 6.287 6 | Experience of another | 4.903 5
watersports culture
Duty Free shopping 6.413 7 | Sports: golf, tennis 6.232 7
and watersports

Entertainment/Nightlife | 6.952 8 | Entertainment/Nightlife | 7.369 8
Business Activity 9.553 10 | Business Activity 8.265 10

Table Il. Chi-squared tests of independence to asseshether certain reasons for
choosing to visit Langkawi, (shaded means of Table | above), aregdent on key

Westerners Vs Asians

divisions.

Marine park: islands and reefs
1to3 |4+or0 |Total

Westerners 46 100 146
Asians 53 51 104
Total 99 151 250

(Chi squared = 9.9, df = 1, P < 0.005)

Duty Free shopping
1to3 |4+or0 |Total
Westerners 21 125 146
Asians 41 63 104
Total 62 188 250

(Chi squared = 19.8, df = 1, P < 0.005)
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Attractions/Heritage sites
1to3 |4+or0 |Total

Westerners 12 134 146
Asians 31 73 104
Total 43 207 250

(Chi squared = 19.5, df =1, P < 0.005)

Experience of another culture
1to3 |4+or0 |Total

Westerners 66 80 146
Asians 18 86 104
Total 84 166 250

(Chi squared = 21.3, df =1, P < 0.005)

4 & 5 star hotel guests Vs other accommodation

Duty Free shopping
1to3 |4+or0 |Total
4 and 5 star hotels 21 102 123
Other accommodation 41 86 127
Total 62 188 250

(Chi squared = 7.3, df =1, P < 0.01)

University/Professional Vs School/Vocational

Duty Free shopping
1to3 |4+or0 |Total

University / Professional 32 134 166
School / Vocational 30 54 84
Total 62 188 250

(Chi squared = 7.8, df =1, P < 0.01)

First time to Langkawi Vs Been to Langkawi before

Nature: rainforests and mangroves
1to3 |4+or0 |Total

First time to Langkawi 43 117 160
Been before 31 59 90
Total 74 176 250

(Chi squared = 1.3, df = 1, NS)
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Duty Free shopping
1to3 |4+or0 |Total

First time to Langkawi 31 129 160
Been before 31 59 90
Total 62 188 250

(Chi squared = 7.6, df =1, P < 0.01)

Business Activity
1to3 |4+or0 |Total

First time to Langkawi 1 159 160
Been before 8 82 90
Total 9 241 250

(Chi squared = 12.9, df =1, P < 0.005)

Attractions/Heritage sites
1to3 |4+or0 |Total

First time to Langkawi 19 141 160
Been before 24 66 90
Total 43 207 250

(Chi squared = 10.0, df =1, P < 0.005)

Table Ill. A chi-squared test of independence to assetise possible significance of
the Western/Asian split for influencing the choice of natral categories key to
ecotourism

Ecotourism Potential
3 Eco Not Total
intop 4
Westerners 70 76 146
Asians 34 70 104
Total 104 146 250
(Chi squared = 5.5, df = 1, P < 0.025)
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Table IV. The means and medians of the tourist’s rank of wat they have
‘experienced and enjoyed,” arranged in order of ascending mean

What have you experienced and enjoyed most whilsts  taying in Langkawi?
ASIANS Mean | Median WESTERNERS Mean Median

Beaches and sea 2.419 2 | Relaxation 1.780 1

Relaxation 2.425 2 | Beaches and sea 2.617

Marine park: islands 3.237 2.75 | Experience of another | 3.961 4

and reefs culture

Duty Free shopping 3.966 3 | Nature: rainforests 4.500 4
and mangroves

Nature: rainforests and | 4.535 5 | Marine park: islands 4.894 5

mangroves and reefs

Attractions/Heritage 4.768 4 | Attractions/Heritage 6.200 6

sites sites

Experience of another 5.407 5 | Duty Free shopping 6.208 6

culture

Sports: golf, tennis and | 5.868 6 | Sports: golf, tennis 6.589 7

watersports and watersports

Entertainment/Nightlife | 7.030 8 | Entertainment/Nightlife | 7.516 8

Business Activity 8.448 10 | Business Activity 9.366 10

FOUR AND FIVE Mean | Median OTHER Mean Median
STAR HOTELS ACCOMMODATION

Relaxation 2.084 1 | Relaxation 1.962 1

Beaches and sea 2.727 2 | Beaches and sea 2.372

Marine park: islands 4112 3 | Marine park: islands 4.278 4

and reefs and reefs

Experience of another 4.113 4 | Duty Free shopping 4.661 4

culture

Nature: rainforests and | 4.267 4 | Nature: rainforests 4.747 5

mangroves and mangroves

Attractions/Heritage 5.733 5.5 | Experience of another | 4.918 5

sites culture

Duty Free shopping 5.977 6.5 | Attractions/Heritage 5.506 5
sites

Sports: golf, tennis and | 6.247 6 | Sports: golf, tennis 6.344 7

watersports and watersports

Entertainment/Nightlife | 7.342 8 | Entertainment/Nightlife | 7.291 8

Business Activity 9.000 10 | Business Activity 9.000 10
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UNIVERSITY / Mean | Median SCHOOL / Mean Median
PROFESSIONAL VOCATIONAL
Relaxation 1.997 1 | Relaxation 2.080 2
Beaches and sea 2.504 Beaches and sea 2.618 2.25
Marine park: islands 4.254 4 | Experience of another | 3.983 4
and reefs culture
Nature: rainforests and | 4.484 4 | Marine park: islands 4.089 3.25
mangroves and reefs
Experience of another 4.766 4 | Nature: rainforests 4.579 4
culture and mangroves
Duty Free shopping 5.467 6 | Duty Free shopping 4,931 5
Attractions/Heritage 5.846 6 | Attractions/Heritage 5.178 5
sites sites
Sports: golf, tennis and | 6.199 7 | Sports: golf, tennis 6.529 7
watersports and watersports
Entertainment/Nightlife | 7.500 8 | Entertainment/Nightlife | 6.898 8
Business Activity 8.929 10 | Business Activity 9.104 10
FIRST TIME TO Mean | Median BEEN TO Mean Median
LANGKAWI LANGKAWI BEFORE
Relaxation 1.989 1 | Relaxation 2.090 2
Beaches and sea 2.626 Beaches and sea 2.384 2
Experience of another 4.122 4 | Nature: rainforests 3.708 3
culture and mangroves
Marine park: islands 4.405 4 | Marine park: islands 3.815 4
and reefs and reefs
Nature: rainforests and | 4.966 5 | Duty Free shopping 4.180 4
mangroves
Attractions/Heritage 5.774 5 | Experience of another | 5.223 5
sites culture
Duty Free shopping 5.913 6 | Attractions/Heritage 5.349 5
sites
Sports: golf, tennis and | 6.458 7 | Sports: golf, tennis 6.032 6
watersports and watersports
Entertainment/Nightlife | 7.480 8 | Entertainment/Nightlife | 7.034 8
Business Activity 9.505 10 | Business Activity 8.131 10
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Table V. Chi-squared tests of independence to assessetlter certain factors
important to the experience and enjoyment of Langkawi, (shided means of Table
VI above), are dependent on key divisions.

Westerners Vs Asians
Marine park: islands and reefs

1to3 | 4+ or0 |Total
Westerners 40 106 146
Asians 45 59 104
Total 85 165 250

(Chi squared = 7.3, df =1, P < 0.01)
Duty Free shopping
1t03 | 4+ or0 |Total

Westerners 24 122 146
Asians 42 62 104
Total 66 184 250

(Chi squared = 19.1, df = 1, P < 0.005)
Attractions/Heritage sites
1t03 | 4+or0 |Total

Westerners 8 138 146
Asians 30 74 104
Total 38 212 250

(Chi squared = 25.0, df = 1, P < 0.005)
Experience of another culture
1t03 | 4+ or0 |Total

Westerners 56 90 146
Asians 14 90 104
Total 70 180 250

(Chi squared = 18.4, df = 1, P < 0.005)
4 & 5 star hotel guests Vs other accommodation
Duty Free shopping

1to3 | 4+or0 |Total
4 and 5 star hotels 25 98 123
Other accommodation 41 86 127
Total 66 184 250

(Chi squared = 4.0, df = 1, P = 0.05)
First time to Langkawi Vs Been to Langkawi before
Nature: rainforests and mangroves

1to3 | 4+ or0 |Total
First time to Langkawi 39 121 160
Been before 36 54 90
Total 75 175 250

(Chi squared = 6.7, df = 1, P < 0.01)
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Duty Free shopping

1to3 | 4+ or0 |Total
First time to Langkawi 35 125 160
Been before 31 59 90
Total 66 184 250

(Chi squared = 4.4, df = 1, P < 0.05)
Business Activity
1t03 | 4+ or0 |Total

First time to Langkawi 1 159 160
Been before 6 84 90
Total 7 243 250

(Chi squared = 5.4, df = 1, P < 0.025)
Experience of another culture

1to3 | 4+ or0 |Total
First time to Langkawi 53 107 160
Been before 17 73 90
Total 70 180 250

(Chi squared = 5.5, df = 1, P < 0.025)

Table VI. A chi-squared test of independence to assdab® possible significance of
the Western/Asian split for influencing the experiencend enjoyment of natural
categories key to ecotourism

Ecotourism Potential
3 Eco Not Total
intop 4
Westerners 52 94 146
Asians 34 70 104
Total 86 164 250
(Chi squared = 0.29, df = 1, NS)
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ACRONYMS

ASEAN Association of Southeast Asian Nations
CSD Commission on Sustainable Development
DOFM Department of Fisheries Malaysia

IMT-GT Indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand Growth Triangle
IWK Indah Water Konsortium

EIA Environmental Impact Assessment

GATS General Agreement on Trade in Services
GDP Gross Domestic Product

GNP Gross National Product

KL Kuala Lumpur

LADA Langkawi Development Authority

MDL Majlis Daerah Langkawi (Local Authority)
NGO Non-governmental organisation

WSSD World Summit on Sustainable Development
WTO World Tourism Organisation

WWF-M World Wide Fund for Nature — Malaysia
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