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ABSTRACT 

There is a growing awareness that tourism can contribute to socio-economic development 

and poverty reduction, especially in developing countries. Still, numerous national 

governments and development agencies face difficulties to achieve these benefits and 

opportunities from tourism, especially at the local level. Suriname endures the same 

dilemma. For instance, the government declared to further develop tourism into one of the 

strategic (renewable) sectors that will support its citizens, however it barely contributes to 

local development. 

This thesis attempts to suggest how local (rural) people can achieve a degree of control and 

power over tourism development in order to attain the benefits of tourism; particularly, the 

Duata community in the district Brokopondo. This study clarifies a widely recognized 

criterion of sustainable tourism development: community participation. It unravels the 

concept community-based tourism to investigate the strengths and faults that exist. But 

mainly the paper analyses the level of involvement, degree of participation and challenges to 

effective tourism development. It was found that the lack of tourism and participatory 

knowledge disempowers the Duata people in having control (ownership) over tourism in 

their region. 

  



 

ix 

Relevance to Development Studies  

One of the essential roles of a Government is to foster local economic development that 

provides a base for communities and citizens to grow, maintain and enhance their 

subsistence. Although literature indicates that tourism development must not be seen as a 

panacea, though if managed properly, it can create economic development and social 

inclusion, build (community) resilience, contribute to natural and cultural preservation, and 

restore (traditional) family life due to migration or displacement. This research can 

contribute to a better understanding of what tourism can achieve and help tourism planners, 

policy- and national decision makers, as well as other destinations to find the balance 

between local people and tourism development. 

Key words: Suriname  

  Community-based Tourism  

Community Participation 

Knowledge and Information 

  Empowerment 

  Duata 
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PREFACE 

Community Tourism or Community-based Tourism is gaining increasing appreciation from 

many agencies, whether governmental or non-governmental. Tourism is seen as a vital 

sector with immense potential to achieve economic, social and environmental benefits 

(sustainable development) for local communities. For those working to develop Surinameõs 

tourism product, development in communities and participation of locals is one crucial (still 

practically an unexplored) factor. This research seeks to bring these aspects together, to see 

how to boost community involvement in tourism that could satisfy the national goal. As the 

current President of Suriname stated:  

The tourism policy aims to work towards an increased economic contribution on 

the well-being and quality of life of the whole Suriname community, and the 

local communities in particular (Ontwikkelingsplan 2012-2016: 193). 

This study therefore seeks the ministry of Transport, Communication & Tourism in general 

and the Suriname Tourism Foundation in particular to re-evaluate its strategies and 

increase stakeholder involvement, especially the key attractions; focusing not only on the 

tangible part of promoting the tourism product but also on the intangible, say the general 

experience for all stakeholders, not just the tourists. 

The first chapter presents a general outline of the background of this study, the problem 

together with the research questions and objectives. Furthermore, the limitations and 

methodology used to gather data. 

Chapter two entails a review of academic literature, and research related to the problem 

being examined, on such: concepts like tourism in relation to sustainable development and 

community participation, including the obstacles and methods to active participation. 

Chapter three focuses on the Suriname tourism sector, especially the case Duata based on 

primary and secondary data. In this section, the last sub-research question will be answered. 

Chapter four contains the findings and discussions on the remaining sub-questions. In order 

to answer the questions, the results will be organized under key themes. 

Chapter five deals with the conclusion drawn from the previous chapter, and proposes 

recommendations. 
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 General view  

Travel and Tourism remains one of the largest and fastest growing industries despite the various 

threats in the world (Novelli & Gebhardt 2007; Mitchell & Ashley 2010; UCLA Anderson 2011). 

Even Suriname analysis shows that travel and tourism total contribution to GDP is twice as high 

as its direct share, whereby its growth will progress in the long run (WTTC 2012)1. 

The United Nations World Tourism Organization (UNWTO) asserts tourism can make a direct 

contribution to conservation, poverty alleviation and employment opportunities, ôespecially for 

women, indigenous communities, and young peopleõ (UNWTO 2005, cited in Schellhorn 2010: 

115); considering it builds possibilities for local economic change of marginal zones without 

other development alternatives. Additionally, Manyara & Jones (2007) express tourism events 

especially in communities where the marginalized groups and individuals live (youngsters, 

women, disabled) have the ability not only to create jobs and income, but also improve social 

development and living standards. In this context, many national governments, non-

governmental organizations, and international development agencies promote tourism as a tool 

to induce socio-economic benefits for local (rural) communities.  

Still, little empirical evidence exists on both the investigation and achievement of the benefits. 

That is, income generated by tourism development does not always trickle down into the local 

economy, especially tourismõs effects towards the progression of local communities (see for 

example Nepal 1997; Mahony & Van Zyl 2002; Binns & Nel 2002; Akunaay et al. 2003; 

Goodwin 2006; Akama & Kieti 2007; Mitchell & Ashley 2010; Min et al. 2011). Researchers (in 

Akunaay et al. 2003; Mitchell & Reid 2001) add the same people on whom tourism ventures 

depend have not matured in being the leading actors in, or recipients of those efforts. 

Recognizing these trends, several alternative approaches of tourism emerged strictly speaking 

rural tourism, eco-tourism, and community-based tourism. The purpose was to accumulate most 

of the benefits within the local economy, and enable communities to obtain substantial control 

and engagement in the development and management of tourism resources. With this being said, 

Murphy, Scheyvens and WWF (1985; 1999; 2001, cited in Simpson 2008: 1) claim ôcommunity 

participation (which can mean a level of control, ownership or influence) in a tourism initiativeõ 

can contribute to local economic development and other benefits to the community. Being part 

of the global community, Suriname is not left untouched by these developments. 

                                                           
1  The direct share in 2011 is 207, 60 SRDmn (1.8%) and its total is 514, 70 SRDmn (4.5%). 
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1.2 Situation in Suriname  

Until today, tourism in Suriname is essentially based on nature and cultural heritage, whereby the 

majority of the attractions are held in the hinterland and nearby counties, where several 

marginalized communities live2. 

To strengthen the sector, the Ministry of Transport, Communication and Tourism (MTCT) 

explain in its policy note to stimulate Community-based Tourism (CBT). In addition, strong 

emphasis is placed in the National Development Plan to help Suriname meet its more qualitative 

goals of equity and poverty reduction. Still, tourism has barely contributed to local development. 

The focus of Government of Suriname (hereafter referred to as GoS) is mainly on marketing, 

awareness and training, and that not on a regular basis3.  

1.3 Problem Definition  

Tourism development in Suriname, especially in the rural areas is the result of an unplanned 

process. Generally, tours are labeled as eco or sustainable with the emphasis of supporting local 

communities. Ori (2011) claims that most of the benefits expand among the urban and local 

(rural) elites, urban employees, foreign and local investors, and the government through revenues 

and tax earnings, whereas the community is left bearing the costs4. In particular, several tourism 

accommodations and operators, whether local or foreign, commonly issue all-inclusive tourist 

packages5. The private sector explains the latter by claiming that local communities do not 

entirely want to commit in performing this service.  

In an attempt to ensure equality within the sector, GoS placed priority in the last EU/GoS 

project the Suriname Sustainable Tourism Capacity Building Program (SSTCBP) to plan 

community tourism. Nevertheless, the operation was called off since local ownership was 

missing. According to the report, till the community does not make the initiative their own, they 

cannot receive the benefits and be empowered (Perri 2012). This suggests that participation of 

local communities in tourism development is still passive. This thesis attempts to examine the 

                                                           
2  In Suriname, social services and infrastructure in the rural areas remains low (Kambel 2006) 

3  GoS is just promoting tourism (aggressively), and that only to invite investors and more tourists; by expanding 

flights to other countries, the introduction of the tourism pass, (e)-marketing, and the promotion of Suriname as an 

eco-destination at various tourism fairs. 

4  Source: http://www.rnw.nl/suriname/article/het-binnenland-moet-meer-profiteren-van-toerisme  

[Retrieved on 20/01/13] 

5  A package deal that includes everything, from transportation, accommodation, activities to food & beverages; 

examples: Berg en Dal Eco resort, Anaula resort. Resources like beverages and food are largely imported or brought 

over from the capital, including the chef. 
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factors that challenge community participation, and suggests how the proposed community can 

achieve a degree of control and power over tourism development in their region, in order to 

receive the socio-cultural, environmental, and economic benefits of tourism. 

1.4 The Research Objectives 

The academic objective aims to identify the underlying reasons to the lack of community 

participation in tourism that support sustainable development. Based on the concepts and 

findings of my research, I will establish the factors that hinder active community participation by 

assessing the degree and support of locals towards participation including the policy means in 

tourism development, using the community Duata of the Bata Liba region as a case model. 

The general objective aims to help the GoS identify her role, and suggest how information and 

empowerment can overcome the obstacles in order to successfully actualize community tourism 

development. 

1.5 The Research Question(s)  

The main research question which I attempt to answer is as follows: 

òTo what extent does the lack of information and empowerment have repercussions in enabling 

participation in community tourism development?ó 

In order to answer the main question, the following sub-questions have been drafted: 

1. What are the current perceptions of the members of Duata towards participation in 

tourism development? 

2. What are the challenges and/or obstacles to community participation in Duata? 

3. How can the Duata community participate in tourism development? 

4. What is the current government policy for community-based tourism in Suriname? 
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1.6  Research Methodology  

To answer the research question various methods are used and applied. A full detail of the 

methodology is provided in Annex 1.  

To start off, intensive desk research and a literature review relevant to the topic has been 

conducted. The design for this research is set on triangulation with the aim to establish factors 

that restrict the community in participating active in tourism development.  

This study takes on a case by proposing the qualitative data collection method seeing the 

importance of local peopleõs voice and their every-day thoughts to this research, as well as 

secondary data analysis. According to Bryman (2012) qualitative research investigates peopleõs 

behavior, beliefs and values as to quantitative research, which only gives a static picture of social 

reality. 

Primary (empirical) data collection is conducted with key stakeholders through semi-structured 

interviews and personal observation; these differ from government policy officials, tour 

operators, local NGOs, and local (rural) community members. The interviews are aimed at key 

persons and individuals who were identified through the SSTCBP project seeing their role and 

experience. A total of 26 people were interviewed, listed in Annex 2. The questions accessible in 

this paper as Annex 7 differed for each stakeholder group, and were revised depending on the 

answers to obtain enough information. Finally, the gathered information was classified to draft 

the findings and conclusions 

1.7 Scope and Limitations  

The fact that various communities have differing cultures and traditions, I chose one community 

to analyze this research considering tourism passes diverse impacts on them. Practical problems 

that I have encountered were during the interviews, I am not sure whether the interviewees have 

bestowed all information with me (the researcher). Some of the interviewees were not willing to 

participate or refused to take part, in particular the NGOs. So, their perspective is not fully 

included in this study. A detailed description can be found in Annex 1. 
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CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction  

This chapter explores the current conceptual and theoretical framework on tourism and 

sustainable development, stakeholder theory, and community development studies gathered 

from several sources. First, the chapter presents a view of the development of tourism, followed 

by its impacts in the developing world. The second section discusses the community-based 

approach with its advantages and disadvantages. In the third section, the concept community 

participation is reviewed in relation to tourism together with the role of the government. The last 

segment presents summary of the findings. 

2.2 The Concept Tourism  

It is observable that there is no precise and mutually established definition of tourism (Ori 2011); 

it differs source by source and caused a lot of misunderstandings, arguments and debates. Still, all 

demonstrate that tourism has to do with peopleõs activities, which encircle the use of resources 

and services including the interactions with different people, economies, and environments. The 

UNWTO (2011) defines it as ôa social, cultural and economic phenomenon which entails the 

movement of people to countries or places outside their usual environment for personal or 

business/professional purposesõ; the people addressed refer to travelers or visitors, which can be 

residents, non-residents, tourists, or explorers6.  

2.2.1 A Review: from Mainstream to People-centred Tourism  

Tourism is noticed by many international agencies and national governments as the exclusive 

international enterprise where one can travel to the commodity, and the absence of 

contemporary development can be an advantage (Ashley 2000). Similarly, it fosters economic 

growth and employment, but also pathways to crucial services such as water, sanitation, 

infrastructure, transport, as well as investment funds for education, health and other services. In 

this context, tourism attained increasing appreciation from various agencies and governments as 

a vital sector to achieve growth and poverty reduction. 

Accordingly, from the 1970s onwards, tourism was used as a quick development tool especially 

by the developing world, to reduce conditions like vulnerability and conflicts within their 

                                                           
6  http://media.unwto.org/en/content/understanding-tourism-basic-glossary [Retrieved on 20/03/13] 
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societies; considering the high unemployment numbers and balance of payment deficits. 

However, despite the positive impacts, tourism also suffered from unequal development since 

emphasis was laid more upon macro-economic growth. Table 1 presents four acts of the 

dependent nature of tourism. In brief, tourism development has brought a mixture of benefits 

and costs to host communities / destinations. In this sense, concerns of tourism advocacy 

organizations as well as the differences in tastes of tourists absorbed several tourism experts and 

policy researchers to find better ð alternative approaches for the development of tourism, for 

example responsible tourism, ecotourism, sustainable tourism, pro-poor tourism, and 

community-based tourism, etcetera. These concepts basically have a multi-dimensional focus 

rather than only an economic, say a People-centred approach. 

Table 1   Dependency Issues 

 

Source: Nepal (1997) 

Since the 1980s, growing remarks have been made to Sustainable Tourism seeing it can respond to 

tourism related disputes and work towards Sustainable Development. To emphasize this, many 

tourism investigators have said plenty about sustainability and tourism development (see for 

example Nepal 1997; Sharpley 2000; WTO 2002; Hardy et al. 2002; Sharpley & Telfer 2002; 

Simpson 2008; Akama & Kieti 2007; Tao & Wall 2009; Muganda et al. 2012). 

  

Dependency problems Effects

International tourism became dominant and a  

primary for many local communities

Vulnerability and shocks due to sudden changes in 

the tourism market (locally and nationally)

Prompt urban development created congestion 

and pollution (restrains urban-based tourism)

Lays stress upon nature tourism which diminishes 

local access to natural resources, and generates 

displacement as well as pollution

Local people depend on powerful elites which 

occupy tourism shares (ownership often lies wih 

local elites and outsiders)

Changed traditional agriculture, created loss of 

jobs, and disorders within the social structures of 

communities

Costly items were imported, instead of using local 

resources; Repatriation of profits; Unequal and 

unbalanced distribution of income

Economic (financial) leakages and Inflation 
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2.2.2 Sustainable Tourism Development and its Failures  

Sustainable tourism was built on the sustainable development concept, with the aim ôa process to 

meet the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet 

their own needsõ (WCED 1987, cited in Nepal 1997: 127). Though only a few references were 

made in the context of tourism, many researchers acknowledge sustainable development to be 

identical to sustainable tourism. There is no universal accepted terminology, however the most 

practiced one articulates:  

Sustainable tourism development requires the informed participation of all relevant 

stakeholders, as well as strong political leadership to ensure wide participation and 

consensus building (UNWTO 2004)7 

The above-mentioned proposes sustainable tourism in a community can be implemented 

properly with the support and participation of relevant stakeholders (Gunn 1994, in Byrd 2007); 

whereby Feeeman (1984, cited in Byrd 2007: 6) explains a stakeholder is ôany group or individual 

who can affect or is affected byõ tourism development in a region. Similarly, studies advocate that 

the involvement and interests of stakeholders is vital in the entire development process and 

cannot be achieved if imposed (Tosun 2000; Jayawardena 2002; Garrod 2003; Tosun 2006; Byrd 

2007; Okazaki 2008; Wisansing 2008; Cengiz et al. 2011; Muganda et al. 2013). Still, they do not 

equally have to be involved in the entire process, but requires that all their concerns are 

recognized and noted (Li 2006; Byrd 2007). As Beierle and Konisky (2000, in Byrd 2007) explain, 

this process can aid stakeholders in comprehending ambitions and views of others by improving 

relationships and stimulating communication. 

Researchers (Nepal 1997; Simpson 2008) indicate both sustainable development and 

sustainable tourism concepts have theoretical and practical flaws with false beliefs, which 

frustrate their implementation. For instance, the idea of sustainable tourism has been relevant in 

lifting awareness around the issues of sustainability, but failed to address the socio-economic and 

environmental concerns. So, other labels have been introduced like eco-tourism and pro-poor tourism 

making issues even more complex. An important lesson rising from literature is that clarifications 

of simple terms vary; there is no definitive meaning to it. 

Generally, eco-tourism was thought of to be an elixir for the dilemmas arising within the tourism 

industry. Nevertheless, researchers (Halstead 2003; Moscardo 2008) state the latter is actually not 

true seeing it does not adhere to ethics of sustainable development and lacks of structure. That is 

to say, tourism stakeholders often construe the term to their own fulfillment. Over time, 

                                                           
7  http://www.sustainabletourism.net/definitions.html [Retrieved on 15/08/13] 
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sustainable tourism has addressed more aspects of environment and economic development 

rather than social, in particular community involvement (Sharpley 2000; Hardy et al. 2002; 

Halstead 2003; Akama & Kieti 2007; Tao & Wall 2009). For instance, local people are often 

selected in low-skilled and underpaid jobs, and carry nearly all the negative socio-environmental 

burden of tourism development. Additionally, the majority of decisions regarding tourism in 

communities are determined by the industry in accord with the government. This generates 

conflicts and resistance from the communities for further or to pursue tourism, and leads to the 

downfall of destinations leaving locals in worse conditions (Reid et al. 2000; Mitchell & Reid 

2001). To rectify this situation, researchers and practitioners (Nepal 1997; Reid et al. 2000; 

Mitchell & Reid 2001; Simpson 2001; Briedenhann & Wickens 2004; Novelli & Gebhardt 2007; 

Byrd 2007; Tao & Wall 2009) advocate an approach that positions communities at the core of 

tourism planning and management. That is, the community-based development approach - ôto 

encourage and give citizens the voice and the skills to shape their own image of their communityõ 

(Friedmann 1989, cited in Reid et al. 2000: 21). Community-based tourism or Community 

tourism is widely pursued and perceived as an ideal example of sustainable tourism development 

(Jayawardena 2002; Blackstock 2005). 
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2.3 Community -Based Tourism  

The concept Community-based tourism (hereafter referred as CBT) is soundly linked to Eco and 

Sustainable Tourism, but presents a more detailed conception. However, there is no uniformity 

about the essence of the concept, and its use is very elastic. That is, its interpretation is portrayed 

in distinct ways by varied researchers (Table 2). 

Table 2   Interpretation of Community -based Tourism 

 

Although the varied definitions on CBT in literature, these refer to the importance of ownership, 

control and participation in order to benefit; on such, local people know best what is right for 

their environment, whereas they are in control and therefore make provisions that do not evoke 

overcrowding of the natural and socio-cultural environment. So, the general definition used with 

this research is the following: ôtourism based on negotiation and participation with key 

stakeholders in the destinationõ (Saarinen 2006, cited in Moscardo 2008: 5). 

CBT has been promoted as a means of development whereby the socio-economic and 

environmental needs and wants of local communities are satisfied by proposing a tourism 

product (Goodwin & Santilli 2009). It  is widely backed by external donors and NGOs with the 

purpose to achieve greater benefits for the poor (Table 3). Still, little documentation exists to 

Mitchell & Ashley (2010) 

Small businesses in a (often rural) community, even if controlled by 

an entrepreneur; such individual businesses fall under medium and 

small enterprises (MSEs), and CBT relates only to those run by a 

community 

A high degree of control and a significant proportion of the benefits 

must be in hands of those in destination communities
Trejos & Chiang (2009: 374)

Forstner (2004); Dixey 

(2005); Kibicho (2008); 

Goodwin & Santilli (2009)

Small scale ventures, often involves community owned and/or fully 

managed tourism facilities in addition to collective benefits for the 

community; this means a limited or no role for the private sector

The type and degree of participation and involvement for local 

people, and the associated costs
Halstead (2003: 7)

Authors / Researchers CBT Perception

Fitton (1996, cited in 

Timothy 2002:150)

Local empowerment as it attempt to build the industry in accord with 

the ôthe needs and aspirations of host communities in a way that is 

acceptable to them, sustains their economies, rather than the 

economies of others, and is not detrimental to their culture, 

traditions, or indeed, their day-to-day convenienceõ

Mann (2000, cited in 

Goodwin & Santilli 2009: 12)

Insert almost all forms of tourism that involves and benefit members 

of the community, say ôanything that involves genuine community 

participation and benefits'
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show these potentials (Table 4). To elucidate this, there is usually insufficient information on 

how needy the proposed beneficiaries are (Mitchell & Ashley 2010); actual beneficiaries are 

frequently the non-poor (local elites). Additionally, Tosun (2000) and Blackstock (2005) work 

expose CBT practice the approach of community development, but bypasses social justice and 

local empowerment; preferably, it focuses on profits. Therefore, CBT projects perform poorly 

and terminate after external funding ends, following a form of dependency on the market along 

with low and unequal socio-economic benefits. 

Table 3   Advantages of Community-based Tourism 

 

Source: Jayawardena 2002; Kibicho 2008; Trejos & Chiang 2009; Mitchell & Ashley 2010; Zapata et al. 2011 

Table 4   Disadvantages of Community-based Tourism 

 

Source: Kibicho 2008; Trejos & Chiang 2009; Mitchell & Ashley 2010; Zapata et al. 2011 



 

11 

To highlight the faults, Blackstockõs work (2005) traced three. First, it tends to obtain a 

functional course to community involvement, which implies communities are included in 

backing tourism via a mirage of power sharing, but are not empowered to deny it. In other 

words, actual power structures are hardly questioned or improved with the repercussion that not 

all stakeholders are able to speak publicly about the suggested development decisions. 

Second, the assumption that a Community has shared concerns and harmony on tourism issues; 

for tourism intentions community generally rest upon a communal place. Researchers claim a 

community means several things to various people, which is problematic (Williams & Lawson 

2001; Jayawardena 2002; Blackstock 2005; Beeton 2006; Wisansing 2008; Tesoriero & Lfe in 

Aref et al. 2010). CBT fails to acknowledge the natural divisions within communities; say the 

concept community overlooks how people in a community represent their own interests instead of 

the needs and concerns of others in the community.  

Third, it ignores constraints to local control; specifically, CBT avoids the obstacles to local 

participatory decision-making. As Hawkins and Chenowneth (1993; 1994, in Blackstock 2005) 

put it, the industry opposes participation of the community in the decision-making process, 

because they feel it will add costs and lessen profits. Therefore, Byrd (2007) declares, tourism 

planners favor marketing and product development seeing these do not incorporate stakeholder 

engagement.  

Zapata et al. (2011) explains CBT may not be the key for all disadvantaged rural areas, 

however under certain conditions it can still provide economic diversification and aggregated 

small-scale agriculture operations through complementary profits. Therefore, Kiyiapi et al. (2005, 

cited in Mitchell & Ashley 2010: 55) argues ôCBT should be seen merely as providing a 

complementary source of income or livelihood to supplement already existing livelihoodsõ, and 

not the main path for subsistence. For this type of tourism to be successful more 

communication and trust building is needed between community members and other 

stakeholder groups8 (Byrd 2007; Sebele 2010). Moreover, CBT should not give the visitor 

precedence within the local system, but be demand-based by involving the private sector to 

enable tourism routes, market linkages, and community capacity building (Wearing & MC 

Donald 2002; Mitchell & Ashley 2010). 

  

                                                           
8  See annex 3 
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2.4 Rationale for Community Participation in Tourism  

Local (rural) communities are key actors of contemporary tourism development. Commenting 

on this statement, researchers (Sproule 1996; Aref et al. 2010) show that local communities are 

vital in developing tourism since they are the core in providing guidance, accommodation, craft 

sale, transportation, including services and facilities to tourists. Moreover, tourism is generally 

promoted by exposing local cultures and their environments. So, it is vital that the entire 

community should have a more direct role in the decision-making process, and some degree of 

involvement to secure positive benefits from tourism (Sproule 1996; Nepal 1997; Simpson 2001; 

Jayawardena 2002; Garrod 2003; Aref et al. 2010). In this manner, community participation is 

recognized as a central approach by various scholars and (inter-)national actors to achieve 

sustainable tourism.  

2.4.1 Significance of Community Participation  

Community involvement and participation are often used interchangeably, yet they mean 

different things. According to Timothy (1999, in Garrod 2003), the former concept refers to 

achieving collaboration of local people to strengthen the prospect of the realized plan, or making 

sure that locals are given a second means of pursuit should existing subsistence be jeopardized 

by developing tourism in their locality. While the latter term implies, a greater level of 

cooperation in decision-making by which planning and management of tourism take place. In 

short, the involvement term differs from participation, and there are maximum benefits of 

moving from the first to the latter. 

Tosun (2000: 615) states ôcommunity participation is a tool to readjust the balance of power and 

reassert local community views against those of the developers or the local authorityõ. In addition, 

Connell (1997, cited in Okazaki 2008: 511) explains it is not only about the ôequitable distribution 

of material resourcesõ, but also ôthe sharing of knowledge and the transformation of the process 

of learning itself in the service of peopleõs self-developmentõ. In all, it is about power sharing. 

Therefore, Tosun (2000; 2006) express participation generates greater options and benefits for 

locals from tourism in their region, causing increased positive opinions towards tourism 

development and conservation. This point is proven in a study administered in Peru (Mitchell & 

Reid 2001); 90 per cent of the local interviewees acknowledged that their income would inflate if 

they had more participation in the tourism development process. Moreover, it looks legitimate 

on paper and is crucial in acquiring funds, political support, and tourism knowledge. Table 5 

presents seven proposals to the importance of community participation based on arguments of 

various tourism scholars, practitioners, and decision-makers.  
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Table 5   Importance of Community Participation  

 

Source:  adapted from Tosun & Timothy (2003) 

7 Suggestions Authors Arguments

UN Secretariat 1971: When goals of a plan are not thoroughly achieved, it is due 

to poor public involvement

Murphy 1983: Insufficient discussion and preparation at grassroots level delays 

and waste several projects and policy determined by central government

Broadbent 1988: A top-down approach of tourism plans will be hard to achieve 

residentõs comprehension and collaboration

Murphy 1985: When planning and development does not meet localsõ needs and 

wants, opposition and antagonism can ruin the industry future completely

Woodley 1993: An essential to sustainable tourism development is a community-

based approach

Timothy 1999: Community involvement generates benefits to local communities; 

maximizing the benefits generally ends in tourism being supported, and the 

protection of natural and cultural heritage

DõAmore 1983: Touristsõ satisfaction will be influenced by the attitudes and 

behavior of the host community

Simmons 1994: Grassroots level planning is crucial if any area hopes to bear 

tangible and intangible tourism benefits

Midgley 1987: Low income groups and other marginalized groups in society can 

help rectify planning errors; but by not involving them, developers can make 

mistakes, set apparent solution and support paternalism

Pearce, Moscardo & Ross 1996: Itõs recognized that experts (planners or 

government) cannot assess the needs and wants of host communities

DõAmore 1983: Local people gradually feel estranged and believe tourists needs 

and wants are provided ahead of local needs

Hall & Jenkins 1995: Previous homogenous communities are diversified by 

tourism development and also create uneven power structures within a society or 

community

Taylor 1995: Community tourism entrepreneurs may in reality not be part of the 

community. They can be strangers or better qualified to gain from tourism 

ventures; this situation is due to the limited and unequal benefits that local 

people receive

Cf. Bradley & Karunadasa 1989: There is evidence of failed projects because the 

real demands and wants of local people were not incorporated. Thus, people 

demands should form projects and not the other way around

Timothy 1998: Participation can address both community problems 

(empowerment) and ownership of activities and plans

Ritchie 1993: Community members altered by tourism demand to be involved in 

judgments afflicting their development

Simmons 1994: The democratic principle ôthe right to participateõ which change 

peopleõs daily life is widely acknowledged

Community participation 

strengthens the democratization 

process in tourist destinations

Community participation is a 

vital element in the 

implementation of tourism 

plans and strategies

Community participation 

contributes to sustainable 

tourism development in several 

ways

Community participation 

increases tourist satisfaction

Community participation aid 

tourism professionals design 

better tourism plans

Community participation 

contributes to a fair distribution 

of costs and benefits among 

community members

Community participation can 

help satisfy locally identified 

needs
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Though, the claims that favor community participation may not be obtained uniformly. Just as 

Tosun (2006: 334) press, ôthere is no standardized community participation or involvement 

procedureõ; particularly, each type of community participation cannot provide similar anticipated 

benefits. Liõs work (2006) illustrates this point by claiming community participation in decision-

making is not the only prerequisite to secure benefits from tourism development, but one of 

numerous ways. The important point is that locals can participate to a certain degree. 

2.4.2 Forms of Community Participation  

Various researchers have tried to develop models to community participation in the context of 

development. Tosun (2006) affirms these mainly focus on general development, yet it offers an 

effective tool near a more genuine and two-sided community participation. Still, after reviewing 

the models, Tosun designed one that is applicable particularly for the tourism industry (Figure 1). 

His model suggests three categories, which examine community participation as a clear-cut 

phrase that recognizes ôparticipation of people, citizens or a host community in their affairs at 

different levels (local, regional or national) and various formsõ under created provisions (Tosun 

2006: 494). An explanation of figure 1 can be found in Annex 4. 

Figure 1   Normative Typologies of Community Participation  

 

Source: adapted from Tosun (2006) 
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The typologies can be a useful tool to assess the degree of participation from the more passive 

towards the more genuine form. Still, specifically in developing countries, community 

participation in tourism has often been limited, not only in planning but also in decision-making 

and management of ventures (Tosun 2006; Marzuki 2008; Aref & Redzuan 2008). Jamal and 

Getz (1999, in Okazaki 2008: 512) contend ôthe capacity to partake cannot be guaranteed merely 

by the right to do so: the means to get involved is also necessaryõ. Researchers note there are 

many suspicions of communities to participate (Garrod 2003; Blackstock 2005; Tosun 2006; Li 

2006; Byrd 2007; Wisansing 2008; Rastegar 2010); for instance, participation does not reflect the 

number of participants to be involved, inquire the critical barriers (paternalism, gender, or 

cultural indifferences), clearly implicate ownership of services, and sufficiently handle its 

enthusiasms and endurance. Moreover, the assumption that local people are capable and ready to 

participate is a continuing debate in the developing world (Tosun 2006). In other words, the 

implementation of community participation is not easy as done.  

It has been noted that community members have capacity restriction to enforce participation in 

tourism development. Generally, (local) people do not know themselves where to start, how to 

participate, or lack interest (Briedenhann & Wickens 2004; Novelli & Gebhardt 2007). However, 

the power to achieve capacity is overall retained by governments and other stakeholder groups 

(Gray 1985, in Okazaki 2008), seeing it demands a lot of time, energy and governmental 

resources to raise community capacity, along with sharing of power. 

2.4.3 Obstacles to Community Participation  

Literature seems to consider community participation in tourism development a passport to 

development; however, it represents an oversimplified judgment (Simmons 1994; Tosun 2000; 

Garrod 2003; Li 2006; Tosun 2006). Warburton (1998, cited in Cole 2005: 96) highlights ôthe 

need for participation is not doubted but the empowerment end of the ladder has received little 

attention in the tourism development literatureõ. This point out, though it is argued that 

communities can participate to a certain extent, community participation is about active 

participation, say empowerment9. That is to say, community participation is about negotiating the 

conditions on which a venture is to be carried out, rather than about the nature of that venture. 

Various case studies in (Cole 2005) illustrate how different communities have participated 

actively in tourism ventures but not all were empowered, especially in remote and marginal 

communities; considering there are numerous interrelated factors that restrict active participation 

                                                           
9  Empowerment is the ôcapacity of individuals or groups to determine their own affairsõ and symbolizes the top end 

of the ladder of participation (Cole 2005: 97). 
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(Tosun 2000; Briedenhann & Wickens 2004; Cole 2005; Novelli & Gebhardt 2007; Manyara & 

Jones 2007; Zhao & Richie 2007; Moscardo 2008; Aref & Redzuan 2008). Though not equally 

found in every community, the lack of community participation is identified as the main obstacle 

to effective tourism development.  

While focusing on spontaneous participation (Figure 1), Moscardo identifies the lack of 

knowledge and skills, poor management, dominance of external agents, and lack of strong local 

leadership prevents communities to fully participate in the process (Figure 2). Similarly, Manyara 

and Jones (2007) determine that leakage of profits, elitism, the lack of empowerment, 

partnership, collaboration, transparency in benefit sharing including an appropriate policy and 

regulatory framework that supports community development aspirations can have serious effects 

on community participation in the industry. 

Figure 2   Links between Barriers and Effective Tourism Development 

 

Source: Moscardo (2008) 

In addition, Tosun (2000) demonstrate there are operational, structural, and cultural obstacles to 

local participation in tourism in the context of developing countries; though similar, they are 

presented differently.  

The first category operational comprised of the centralization of public administration in tourism, 

lack of coordination between involved parties, and lack of information made available to locals 

of the tourist destination. Under these circumstances, low community involvement is apparent, 

as people are not aware.  
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The second category structural includes power structures, institutional, legislative, and economic 

systems. For example: elite domination, lack of expertise and an appropriate legal system, lack of 

financial and (trained) human resources, high cost, as well as the paternalistic attitudes of 

professionals. These bottlenecks mainly effect negatively on the evolution and progression of the 

participatory approach.  

Finally, the third category cultural involves apathy and low level of awareness within the 

community. This bloc shows the inadequate capacity of the poor to handle development 

efficiently. Cases to some of these obstacles were exposed in Blackstockõs study. She (2005) 

portrayed how in some instances community acts indicate the interest of the local elites, rather 

than those impoverished.  

Tosunõs last category has been one of the forces to identify community participation as 

not always beneficial and/or suitable. The reasons for apathy (Briedenhann & Wickens 2004; 

Novelli & Gebhardt 2007), firstly, abiding antagonism, fear, disinterest and distrust infringed by 

years of disadvantage and neglect can hinder meaningful participation. Secondly, local people 

regard planning as the obligation of the government who then inform the citizens of its 

judgments. Thirdly, local people see involvement as a luxury, considering they are more 

distressed with their basic everyday survival. Fourthly, local people are sometimes prevented by 

law or technical competency. Lastly, local people believe they do not know much to get involved, 

offering the elites to partake, oversee the decisions-making course, and look after their individual 

concerns. Aforesaid, community participation in theory seems easy but in practice it is hard to 

achieve.  

While the obstacles to local participation in tourism are many, researchers (Sofield 2003; Cole 

2005; Moscardo 2008) discuss active participation is mainly restrained by the lack of tourism 

information and knowledge; this is based on an analysis of 392 case studies, particularly 

knowledge of the tourism system and markets, the elements that lead to positive and negative 

tourism effects, along with the right to participate (actively) in tourism decision-making 

processes. Still, limited data exist in literature how to deal with the issue. Additionally, this 

absence has generally been used to validate the exclusion of local communities from involvement. 

As illustrated in figure 2, the absence of tourism knowledge and information not only 

disempower locals to participate, but also tends to other obstacles, like dominant external agents 

(tour operators and consultants) and limited local tourism leaders. In turn, tourism planning is 

often not regulated and low effort is made to integrate local stakeholderõs interests, which deepen 

negative tourism impacts. So, knowledge of tourism must be a precondition for those wanting to 

participate in tourism development processes (Cole 2005); seeing knowledge is a necessary factor 
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in empowerment. Still, in addition to this requirement is the confidence, pride and self-belief to 

partake in the decision-making processes; seeing many marginal communities lack the 

determination to protest elitist and external authority. Thus, to guarantee that local communities 

can overcome the obstacles and eventually participate actively in tourism is to empower them 

(Tosun 2000; Garrod 2003; Zhao & Ritchie 2007). Only when they themselves have the option 

to rate their own (human, economic, and physical) resources can they partake in tourism related 

decisions, receive benefits, and be empowered. In this context, Scheyvens (2003, in Cole 2005) 

provides a four dimensional framework of empowerment to boost community participation in 

tourism development; particular, economic, psychological, social and political empowerment 

(Table 6) seeing development is multidimensional rather than only economic. Embracing these 

factors of empowerment, community tourism can strengthen the self-belief of local people or 

communities to partake actively. Besides, the broad non-financial and less-tangible livelihoods 

factors can enhance food security and minimize vulnerability in communities. 

Table 6   Summary of the Empowerment Framework 

 

Source: Adapted from Timothy (2002) 
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2.4.4 Methods to facilitate Community Participation  

It  is well known that there are numerous ways for local communities to participate, and examples 

how to actualize participation in tourism development. Following are some methods to aid the 

involvement of community members in tourism development (Figure 3). Some methods are 

related to local people, government, and others with the private sector. 

Figure 3   Mechanisms to encourage Community Participation 

 

Source: adapted from Shani and Pizam (2012: 549) 
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As figure 3 illustrates, there are several ways to aid the obstacles. Still, to achieve greater benefits 

for local communities the government is a crucial link (Muganda et al. 2012); considering various 

stakeholders groups have different views on the notion of tourism and socio-economic 

development. That is to say, very often many give priority to the interests of the tourism industry, 

such as expanding markets and profits. Therefore, the government should consider the barriers 

and prevent local people are neglected from active involvement and participation.  

The government must become the regulator and facilitator by way of providing positive policy 

that establishes public ownership of land in tourism areas, enact livelihood improvement, 

develop institutions, ensure local empowerment with proper skills, tourism knowledge and paths 

to networks, as well as adapting legal and financial regulations that promote community tourism 

(Ashley & Garland 1994; Ashley 2000); thus, protect stakeholdersõ interests, enable local 

empowerment, ensure accountability systems, and guarantee monitoring / evaluation of the 

product (Tosun 2000; Jayawardena 2002; Garrod 2003; Zhao & Ritchie 2007). 

2.5 Conclusion  

This chapter provided extensive information about the concepts sustainable tourism 

development, community tourism, and participation. The review also showed that community 

participation in tourism development, though acknowledged vital in obtaining community 

support, funding, and benefits is a term exposed to countless perceptions. According to Arnstein, 

Pretty and Tosun (Figure 1), the ladder of participation stands varying from only being informed 

to being empowered. However, it is far more complicated in practice considering participation 

and involvement does not necessarily lead to empowerment. There are a number of factors that 

both boost and constrain local people ability to fully control their involvement. 

A review of literature recommends some criteriaõs that play a role in realizing community 

participation in tourism. These can be grouped as follows: 

Á Tourism knowledge and information 

Á Local empowerment  

Á Coordination and collaboration 

Á Strong local leadership 

Á An appropriate framework that addresses partnerships and landownership issues 

(government commitment that support local development) 

The next chapter will provide a view of the Suriname Tourism sector and the case of Duata. 
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CHAPTER 3 COMMUNITY TOURISM: THE CASE OF DUATA 

3.1 Introduction  

The aim of this chapter is to provide a brief description of the Suriname Tourism Sector and the 

Duata community by looking at the initiatives to use tourism as a community development 

instrument. In this context, the 4th sub-question will be answered, in particular:  

What is the current government policy for Community-Based Tourism in Suriname? 

3.2 The Suriname Tourism Sector  

Suriname does not have the sand and beach resources like several of her neighboring countries. 

The success of Surinameõs tourism lies in her high percentage of covered rainforest, large pristine 

river systems, sea turtle nesting beach, as well as the unique historic and cultural attractions. Till 

today, Suriname undertakes distinct forms of tourism, such as nature-based tourism, cultural 

tourism, adventure tourism in addition to tourism centered on friends and family relationships.  

Studies indicate that Suriname possesses the tourism resources of which the international 

tourism market has a high demand, for instance the Special Interest Tourism10 (Ontwikkelingsplan 

2012-2016). Additionally, the UCLA Anderson (2011: 13) explained in their study that Suriname 

has the capability for a sound market in tourism and must therefore change its strategies; ôthe 

tourism industry can grow tree times its actual size by 2020õ, and thus advocated on planning the 

sector sustainably. For instance, tourism has accomplished continued growth over the last years 

(Table 7), in addition to the rise of the numbers of tourism companies (for example lodges, 

travel agencies, hotels and restaurants) and tour operators11. According to the General Bureau of 

Statistics of Suriname (ABS), tourism contribution to GDP in 2006, 2007, 2008 and 2009 were 

respectively 1.8%, 1.9%, 2% and 1.9%. 

  

                                                           
10  Tourists similar to the middle class of a country; say ôthe backbone of the future of tourismõ. It can be divided 

into segments, like adventure tourism, heritage tourism, health tourism, agro tourism, and community-based tourism 

(Jayawardena 2002: 12). 

11  Number of tour operators rose from 34 (2004) to 64 in 2010, travel agents from 44 to 58; including 372 hotels & 

66 restaurants were registered. 
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Table 7   Tourists Arrivals by Country of Residence  

 

Source: Algemeen Bureau voor de Statistiek, november 2011 (edited) 

History unveils that Suriname had a fairly flourishing tourism sector. However, in the 80s it 

shrunk due to a decennium of civil and political conflicts in the country. Nevertheless, when 

democracy was restored in the 90s, tourism revived and was selected by the government as a 

priority development sector in an effort to diversify the economy and stabilize its macro-

economic growth in that period. In this context, the Suriname Tourism Foundation (STS) was 

founded to promote tourism in Suriname. The initial goal was economic diversification seeing 

that the economy was dominated by mining and agriculture. 

The tourist product was illustrated as eco-tourism involving nature and culture, in 

particular the authentic (conservative) Amer-Indian and Maroon cultures. According to the 

tourism planning (1996-2005), tourism can be profitable if local communities approved tourism 

development in their community. Besides, tourism can support local communities, especially the 

interior where there are hardly any prospects of other kinds of employment. In that period, 

Suriname received support from the European Union (EU) to strengthen and develop the sector 

sustainably; however, the focus was set on structuring the private sector. There was no 

institution for locals who run tourism events for tour operators in the capital. It is clear that the 

key attractions were left out of the planning, despite claims from MTCT which entailed: 

The tourism policy éééééé to the wellbeing and quality of life of the 

Suriname communityééééé respect and protect the rights of the Indigenous 

and Maroon populations, the environment and existing social structures, while also 

their participation is a necessity (my italics) (Beleidsnota MTCT 2001-2005).  

Regarding the private sector, communities oppose that the relationship was unequal. That is to 

say, although tourism was profiting in the interior, only a modest proportion of the revenues 

went to community members. Considering the sustainable development aspect, this is 

detrimental for tourism development. On such, tourism initiatives in the interior declined as a 

Country 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Brazil 7013 7627 7488 7840 11158 10587

French Guiana 14459 13406 14062 14638 23887 22178

Netherlands 92333 103777 88380 81117 101578 70171

USA 4378 4704 4973 4946 6600 5797

Caribbean Small Island 

Developing States (SIDS)
23183 24138 22361 29340 43929 35570

Total 141366 153652 137264 137881 187152 144303
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result of the little involvement or rejection of local (host) communities, the absence of long term 

strategies, along with the 2006 heavy flooding in the midst of Suriname developed tourism 

areas12. 

3.3 Current Policy regarding Community -based Tourism  

In 2006, the GoS changed its policy to build up and progress the quality of tourism seeing the 

heavy flooding in the interior. It aims to work further towards developing tourism as an 

economic activity to raise prosperity and living standards; in particular, sustainable use of culture 

and nature (Beleidsnota MTCT 2006-2011). This will be achieved by ôdeveloping unique tourism 

products, whereby the local population will be encouraged and supported to invest in this sector 

in order to accrue its economic wellbeingõ (Ontwikkelingsplan 2012-2016: 194). However, 

observing the recent trends as well as the tourism objectives of the ministry, it does not suggest 

that GoS is creating spaces for local communities to participate in tourism development. To 

highlight this, community-based tourism initiatives have constantly been encouraged, particularly 

in rural areas by civil society, donors along with GoS. Yet, communities struggle in achieving the 

benefits from tourism. For instance, in 2008, GoS and the EU started the project Suriname 

Sustainable Tourism Capacity Building Programme (SSTCBP) based on article 24 of the 

Cotonou Agreement, which embraced community tourism development (CTD)13. However, due 

to misunderstandings, internal disputes, and lack of coordination between various stakeholders, 

the project remains incomplete. Its final report recommends the tourism industry, Suriname 

Tourism Foundation (STS), GoS and private sector association to guarantee the continuity of the 

activities initiated under the project SSTCBP. Still, there is no sign from the governmentõs side to 

continue the activities, in particular the community tourism development plans (CTDP).  

 The policy note of MTCT (2011-2015) emphasizes on stimulating community-based 

tourism (CBT), however the above-mentioned information indicates that GoS has taken a back 

seat in developing tourism, and allowed the private sector to steer the industry forward. Just as 

Mitchell and Ashley (2007) point out, rapid growth of the sector does not correspond with 

benefits to the poor, but neither is a passive or marked down tourist sector. For tourism to 

benefit the wider community, various researches suggest that all stakeholders groups should be 

identified, heard, and involved in tourism development (Jayawardena 2002; Donaldson & 

Preston 1995, in Byrd 2007; Sebele 2010). In this sense, they can comprehend the logic behind 

                                                           
12  In May 2006, the Upper-Suriname area was struck by a flood; approximate 15.057 local people in that area were 

severely affected including the tourism sector (Buitelaar et al. 2007). 

13  See annex 5 
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tourism transitions and policies. Thus, governments must facilitate participation of all 

stakeholders groups in developing tourism.  

Government officials indicate that local communities are not interested in participating actively 

to develop tourism. So, they work with the ones that do co-operate. Beeker et al. (1998, in 

Wisansing 2008) agrees with the former, but also states that this event happens when a 

community misses strong leaders, experienced community-based organization, and an adequate 

analytical history. In other words, this situation usually occurs when governmentõs responsibility 

in community development is absent. In addition, Kiss (2004, in Manyara & Jones 2007) warns 

that to achieve greater benefits from tourism not only involvement is vital, but also concrete 

goals, proper support, appropriate studies, as well as information to guide informed preferences. 

However, government officials clarify that community-based tourism happened ad hoc (based 

on assumptions of inequality in the interior and the concept sustainable tourism), which reflects 

in the policy note of MTCT and the Multi-year Development Plan (MOP). Moreover, being a 

member of various international organizations and globalization stress is placed to follow good 

practices (for example Costa Rica, Brazil, and Belize) and their mandates to development; on 

such, creating employment, poverty reduction, product differentiation, social justice, partnership, 

conservation, and equality. This indicates that there is no concrete policy to achieve community 

tourism and accomplish the overall national goal. 

3.4 Study Area: Duata 

The village Duata belongs to the Maroon tribe Saramaka (Saamaka) and is part of the Bata Liba 

region, which is based in the District Brokopondo (resort Sarakreek)14. This region covers five 

human settlements scattered over a large area between the Van Blommenstein Lake and the 

Upper-Suriname River. A quite forgotten region considering most traffic move from Atjoni 

upstream towards lodges and villages on the Upper-Suriname River, bypassing the area. There is 

little information about this region, not even other local villages from the Upper-Suriname River; 

they are unknowledgeable about the presence of this region. The settlements call themselves the 

Bata Liba community due to their history together15. The population of this community makes 

up of approximate 660 people of which Duata 173. The main economic activities in this region 

                                                           
14  Maroons are descents of African refugees that escaped slavery in the 17th and 18th centuries; they are also known 

as the Bush Negroes or Bosland Creool, and live in tribal societies. There are six tribes, namely Saramaka (Saamaka), 

Aukaners (Ndjuka or Okanisi), Matuwari (Matawai), Paramaka (Paamaka), Kwinti, and the Aluku or Boni. 

15  The Bata Liba community consists of 5 villages (Pikin Pada, Banavowkondë, Bëkiokondë, Baikoetoe, and Duata), 

which disappeared under water due to rapids from the emergence of the Van Blommenstein dam. 
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are fishing, hunting, logging, and agriculture. Beside these, they also make crafts and pangiõs to sell 

to visitors16. 

3.4.1 Utilities in Duata  

The education level is quite low in comparison to the coastal areas; the majority of local people is 

illiterate and only speaks their native Saramaccan language. Moreover, the locals have little or no 

knowledge at all about tourism in general, only that it brings income. Basic healthcare is provided 

by the Medical Mission Suriname. For serious injuries or illnesses, the people must travel to the 

capital. Both, the basic primary school and policlinic are positioned in Duata, but the services are 

accessible for all five villages. 

In addition, the locals do not have access to electricity and potable water. The former is 

guaranteed by a diesel generator that runs from 19.00 till 23.00 hours and sometimes by small 

solar panels, and the latter by collecting rain and river water in barrels which is cooked for 

cooking and drinking. Not long ago, the ministry of Natural Resources installed several yard taps 

in the village so that the people do not have walk far to acquire water from the river. The water 

comes from the river through a pipe system. Furthermore, there is no landline telephone, 

television, or internet connection available in the whole region. They do receive radio signals, but 

hazy; the station is located in the village Gunzee in the south of the country. 

3.4.2  Politics and Local Organizations  

The Saramaka tribe like the others obtained significant political autonomy from the colonial 

powers in Suriname. Though this society is matrilineal, men occupy foremost positions at the 

political and administrative levels. Since the 18th century, the Saramaka society has had a 

government authorized principal chief (Gaamá) along with a series of captains (Kabiteni) and 

assistant captains (Basiá) to govern their community. Traditionally, these officialsõ roles in social 

and political management were practiced in a frame full with spirit possessions, oracles, and 

other forms of belief. However, presently they are paid by GoS as (informal) political officials. In 

overcoming social problems within the community or with outsiders, these political officials 

regularly hold council meetings (Ku¼tuõs) with the community members. This activity is strongly 

dominated by the men; however, over the years the role and status of the women have gradually 

changed. In Duata there are a lot of women appointed and authorized as basiá, still the decisions 

are executed by the men. In addition, initiatives must at first be consulted with and approved by 

this authority through their customs for execution. 

                                                           
16 Pangi is a traditional cloth that the locals wear. These are designed by the locals and have different meanings. 
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With regard to local tourism organizations, there is a tourism board and womenõs association; a 

community effort to develop and advance tourism. However, these do not only belong to Duata; 

the members in the organizations belong to all 5 villages and try to aid tourism development for 

the whole area, the Bata Liba community. Nevertheless, presently they only exist on paper. 

3.4.3 Tourism Attractions  

The Bata Liba region is covered by good conserved tropical rainforest that provides a variety of 

flora, fauna, and eco systems. Tourists can hike, bird watch, identify plants, camp, or develop 

crocodile tracing; moreover, they can fish, swim, kayak and sail in the Van Blommenstein Lake. 

Cultural attractions are the handicrafts, music, traditional dance, and medicine. Tourists can also 

visit and participate with: locals in the agricultural patches, hunters, crafters, or fishermen. 

At the moment, there are no accommodations in Duata for tourists, except the ones in Bakaa 

Boto and Danta Bai; which is a few minutes away from Duata and can be reached by boat and 

car. There are possibilities to use hammocks or live in with a family in the village, but it fails to 

the tourism standards, on such no running water, sanitation, specialty (local) food and/or any 

chairs and tables. 

3.5 Conclusion 

To conclude, this chapter has presented where Suriname stands and what initiatives have been 

taken to engage local communities in tourism development. It can be said that not much effort 

has been made to boost community participation in tourism development, say to foster 

community tourism. Moreover, a long term (appropriate) policy, purpose, and legislative 

framework are absent to inform and guide the process of community-based tourism and 

participation, including a well-defined interpretation of the concepts. With the latter, answer is 

provided to sub-question four. The next chapter will present the findings of the first three 

research questions. 



 

27 

CHAPTER 4 RESEARCH FINDINGS: DISCUSSIONS 

4.1 Introduction  

This chapter presents and discusses the results from the interviews related to the research and 

sub-research questions defined in chapter one. In order to answer the sub-questions, guiding 

questions were used (Annex 7); these are set out under key themes (Figure 6).  

Regarding the findings, the chapter highlights the factors that restrict communities in 

participating actively in tourism development and ways for the government to overcome these 

challenges, which will enable local people to have more control over tourism resources. The first 

section of the chapter deals with the discussions of findings retrieved from the interviews, and 

the second with a bottom line of the results. 

Table 8   Key Themes 

 

4.2 Findings  

Murphy & Roe (2004, in Manyara & Jones 2007) explains that community participation in 

tourism can take several forms with regard to the kind of business, degree of involvement, and 

type of participation. Therefore, it is crucial to identify the current level of local participation in a 

community before initiatives are put into action. Failure to do so can be detrimental for the 

viability and sustainability of any kind of tourism development (Okazaki 2008).  

To answer sub-question 1, I looked at the localõs readiness to participate in tourism by examining 

their state of mind. Just as Choi & Sirakaya (2006) suggests localõs views towards tourism is one 

of the crucial signs for success and sustainable tourism development; since an idea of 

communityõs views and how these are formed with regard to tourism will be beneficial for 

decision-makers. This suggested exploring their support and knowledge on tourism (Byrd 2007; 
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Okazaki 2008), considering the different ranks of people in a community, which need different 

cues for motivation and compensation. 

4.2.1 Local Support 

The interviews and observations reveal the locals are generally positive to develop tourism in 

their community / village, but the reasons for support vary.  

The majority of respondents justify that economic success is crucial for many people in the 

community. They claim being deprived from development for decades, and are dissatisfied with 

their economic state. Thus, tourism can help change this situation via income and employment. 

Moreover, it can contribute to other developments, like a river pier, road construction, or 

machines that can help do chores faster, instead of doing it traditionally by hand.  

People also witness how relatives, neighbors or other villages earn economic benefits from 

tourism, and thus do not want to stay behind. Two respondents argue ôother villages are 

developing tourism, so we must alsoõ, which indicates imitation and rivalry. There is also, liking 

the idea, say providing the services for tourists.  

Furthermore, field observations notes, locals do not feel that they are going anywhere regarding 

community development, say a community without any development objectives. They assert 

tourism can assist in establishing an organization that can coordinate development processes in 

the community. Finally, it can provide a village investment fund (treasury) where villagers can 

borrow money to start their own business. Nevertheless, the overall argument is that their 

culture forbids them to say no to (any) development.  

The private sector mentions that local communities are open to develop tourism in their 

area. As they add, in many cases it is ôthe community that asks us to help (finance) develop 

tourismõ; however, many of them do not recognize the value of tourism, say locals only support 

tourism seeing the economic assets. One respondent explains locals are used to deal in goods, 

for example logging, gold and agriculture, whereas tourism is much more than that. So, when 

locals receive or perceive higher benefits elsewhere, in particular money, they stop providing the 

services. This suggests tourism is not a competitive economic option when other options exist. 

The latter was proven when the majority of local respondents declared they are unhappy with 

what they earn from tourism activities. Just as Simpson (2008) indicates locals with the most 

benefit (economic) are the most supportive of tourism development. 
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4.2.2 Local Tourism Knowledge / Awareness  

The awareness level of the community about the recent developments, the dynamics, as well as 

the positive and negative impacts of tourism is limited. Generally, locals only see the economic 

benefits and not the other outcomes that tourism can bring to the community; it is what they 

visualize or hear when working with tour operators and lodge owners. In this context, McIntyre, 

Hetherington and Inskeep (1993, in Tosun 2000) assert a community often tries to achieve 

tourism (economic) benefits, but locals may not have the practical knowledge of what they are 

doing in reaching this development and what the various impacts are. For instance, one 

respondent claims ôthey do not expect any negative effects from tourism developmentõ.  

Many locals want to participate but are unsuccessful to find jobs considering there are not 

enough tourists and tourism ventures. Very often tourism businesses employ and profit family or 

friends. This situation causes irritation within or between communities, which the researcher 

noticed during the interviews. Similarly, the Saramaka people have been noted being respectful 

to their elders and/or community (traditional) council. However, in the case of Duata it does not 

seem so. Two elder respondents say that awareness and guidance is needed, especially for the 

younger generation (male) since they make their own decisions about tourism development in 

the village, whether good or bad. This proofs that greater local awareness of tourism is needed. 

Furthermore, no emphasis is laid on the impact aspect when officials or private sector initiate 

ventures, and the locals themselves do not ask about the outcomes. It seems that locals require 

the initiator or foremost GoS to inform them due to the low level of awareness and literacy. On 

many occasions, namely during the EU/GoS tourism trainings the community asked MTCT to 

be present and support at location.  

Government officials argue they do provide support and information within a kuútu, but are not 

sure whether it is translated and expressed as said. They add it is the duty of the traditional 

authority to provide further information to the entire community. However, practice shows 

differently; this will be further explained in the next theme.  

Another point, some local respondents say they understand what is meant by community 

tourism, say ôbenefits for all in the communityõ or ôlocal controlõ. However, the researcherõs 

observations indicate locals do not understand what is necessary to achieve it, except of 

building/owning a lodge or providing services for tourists. While interviewing, a lot of questions 

regarding tourism were asked, such as the kind of tourists, touristõs needs and desires along with 

standards, etcetera; yet, nothing about how to control or participate in the development process 

to achieve greater benefits. It seems to be imprinted in their minds that only the precedents of 
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tourists are important for tourism development; that is, if tourists come and their needs are 

fulfilled, will tourism prosper and provoke the entire community to benefit. 

Tosun (2000) sees the lack of information as an operational barrier affiliated with a centralized 

public administration, say too bureaucratic to counter local needs which disengages the 

community from handling the development efficiently. Moreover, the poor knowledge about the 

nature of tourism amid the community members can lead to cultural shocks, lack of confidence, 

communication problems within or between communities and other stakeholders, distrust, 

disempowerment, as well as apathy (Cole 2005; Moscardo 2008). 

4.2.3 Obstacles to Local Participation in Tourism Development  

The interviews revealed a lot of factors that hinder active participation of the people of Duata. 

Some can be noticed in the results of the previous themes. As mentioned in chapter 2, Tosun 

(2000) identified three levels of limitations to community participation, namely operational, 

structural, and cultural. Regarding the interviews, I classified the findings under the same 

headings. 

Operational Barriers  

Government officials state, up till now there are no policies to encourage participation of local 

communities in tourism; every venture or decision whether financial, political or administrative is 

made by the central government, sometimes in collaboration with the private sector. They add 

there are many persons at the top that have vested interest in tourism, some in terms of wealth 

and others in politics.  

The current government declared decentralization of the public administration a priority activity 

in the National Development Plan (2011-2016). However, so far it is only on paper. Tosun (2000) 

and Byrd (2007) refer this to a government unresponsive to citizenõs needs, along with the 

absence of political will seeing resources and power will be (re) distributed. 

The majority of local respondents say they are willing to participate, but very often there is no 

exchange of information, communication, and collaboration between involved parties, in 

particular local people, the traditional authority, tourism (related) businesses, other villages, and 

GoS (MTCT); not even with the Suriname Tourism Foundation, the District Commissioner 

(DC), or other institutions related to tourism. Some locals do not even have a clue of those 

concerned with tourism development, along with the governmentõs policy and planning of 

tourism. Furthermore, information about tourism (knowledge, skills, and other training) of 

which tourism businesses are aware, is not passed on in the community. For instance, there was a 

training module in the EU/GoS project, but largely entrepreneurs or people directly involved in 
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tourism participated. The government asserts working with the traditional authority and educated 

people of the community, particularly the elites or tourism entrepreneurs considering they 

require less time, money and resistance to organize; they add ôwe already receive limited 

resources to promote tourism, so we work with the ones that want to participateõ.  

In this sense, Tosun (2000) argues this information gap and attitude of the government ensures 

low involvement from citizens or apathy, which in turn removes them from the development 

process.  

Structural Barriers  

The majority of respondents argue many local tourism businesses (elites) claim looking after the 

communityõs interest, yet reality differs. Two respondents disclose that the relationship with the 

lodge Bakaa Boto in the past was positive, for instance it secured jobs, provided material for 

building the school, and started a craft store. However, conflicts between the lodge owner 

(which is not of the region) and some of the employed locals have ensured non-cooperation. 

One of the reasons was inequality; some (female) respondents argued that they do not know how 

much the lodge owner earns from tourism, but it must be more than its employees. Yet, the 

owner does not want to pay fees when his tourists enter the village or take pictures; the same can 

be said for tour operators and guides. In turn, these argue that the locals ask too much for their 

services. Another, the lodge owner sacked a female local employee without any evidence of 

misconduct, because a tourist accused her of stealing. In this context, several respondents 

(female) argue the traditional authority does not mobilize sufficiently, ôthey accept the situation 

as it is, even when conflicts arise and/or locals are mistreatedõ. These acts are settled mutually 

between the traditional authority and (local) tour operator or lodge owner. This indicates the 

level of social capital and strong leadership is absent.  

Tosun (2000) and Blackstock (2005) work describes the above as elite domination where patron-

client relations take form seeing preferences are given on the base of friendship or family 

relationships. This indicates dominant business interests are served rather than local 

empowerment, which engenders the eliteõs interests as the community interest rather than the 

grassroots.  

With support of a local NGO, some of the local women formed a community-based 

organization (CBO), an umbrella organization that would encourage tourism development in the 

community and aid local people in having a voice. However, the government and private sector 

do not see them as equal partners, since they lack tourism and basic knowledge. Due to this and 

various failed projects, the CBO stopped with its activities and currently only exists on paper. 

Government officials declare to ensure local people interest the approval of the tourism 
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legislation and framework for the tourism board is needed, but these acts still lie with the council 

of ministers (RvM). Tosun (2000) suggests legal structures in several developing countries often 

restrict locals to participate in their interest and just increases differences with the government; 

seeing laws generally indulges elites rather than the powerless. 

Other problems that locals identify are the lack of trained human capital, finance, and 

land rights. These are the most general obstacles for community members, which are also 

mentioned by government officials. Community respondents reply they canõt or donõt invest in 

tourism, because they cannot access money through banks; they suggest financial support 

(incentives) from GoS. Furthermore, the land is not locally owned; GoS has the property rights 

and the community, the user rights. The problem is that anyone, whether from the community 

or somewhere else can build a tourism lodge after approval of the traditional authority, which 

usually happens seeing their culture. 

Cultural Barriers  

Due to the low level of tourism benefits, some community members have no belief that the 

initiative will support them. One (male) respondent argued ôwe want to taste the benefits before 

devoting our time and energy to develop tourismõ. Another point, follow up on projects or 

training in communities is often lacking, even when grassroots ask for it. Respondents argue the 

people here give up quickly when they do not achieve benefits or support, and go back to their 

traditional lifestyles. Mitchell and Ashley (2007; 2010) as well as Zapata et al. (2011) work suggest 

governments including other stakeholder groups need to be aware and understand that any 

development action through tourism may contribute to short term economic and tourists 

number gains, but do not encounter the multi-faceted issues of poverty. Therefore, locals must 

be made aware off not to make tourism their only source of income, but make it complementary 

to other income sources.  

Furthermore, locals claim decisions are to a large extent made by a certain group of people, in 

particular the men in conjunction with the traditional authority, which indicates gender bias. 

Some women responded the government and other organizations usually approach the women 

and youngsters to initiate tourism projects. However, when it comes to making decisions about 

the project it is always the men and traditional authority. They add ôwe do get the opportunity to 

give input, but decisions are often made by the menõ. For instance, normally initiatives are sought 

permission from the traditional authority, in turn an individual (male) or certain group is 

appointed to facilitate or develop the act. Some female respondents imply ôwe are not taken into 

account because we are not educatedõ. A basi§ contrasted this statement by arguing ôcouncil 

meetings (ku¼tuõs) are held to inform and communicate with initiator, however people do not 
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appearõ. She adds no one has the time for community development. Everyone is busy with their 

own proceedings, saying there is no unity within the community; the people have individual and 

family interests and not that of the community. However, when the government initiates (money) 

support for the people everyone attends. Several respondents said ku¼tuõs are not held on a 

regular basis, for this year they had none. In addition, locals regularly have to travel far to their 

agricultural plots and are not always available meetings, but they liked and/or want to be 

informed which often does not happen. Another respondent said the people do not participate 

in meetings, because they do not understand tourism or know where to start.  

NGO representatives agree with the argument of the basiá by mentioning that it is hard to get 

proposals or suggestions from the community members, even when using participatory 

approaches. Still, when it comes to execute the plan they do receive full cooperation from 

community members. 

Finally, my observation indicates that profits are not equally and automatically shared between 

the villagers, even if the activities consume village resources. Local entrepreneurs mostly work 

alone, with friends, or within family ties. In many cases, these entrepreneurs prevent other 

members from benefitting by using locals deficiencies, such as their illiteracy, tourism knowledge 

gap, and language. Brohman (1996, cited in Tosun 2000) states ôthis current style of tourism 

development has increased alienation amongst local populationõ that affect the uncaring attitude 

of locals towards tourism, and induce the low perceptions of the current and future costs and 

benefits of tourism development. Still, some locals responded with a transparent and fair benefit-

sharing scheme the cooperation can be reliable. 
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The third sub-question refers to how the locals of Duata participate in tourism development, the 

methods that can advocate participation in Duata, and the factors they consider to change their 

view towards participating in tourism.  

4.2.4 Degree of Participation  

Observations and interviews confirm some levels of community participation in Duata which 

allows classifying participation using the model of Tosun, Arnstein, and Pretty in chapter 2. The 

previous section already mentions how locals are involved; respondents claim that they are only 

recognized as providing services to tourists upon request, for instance selling handicrafts, 

agrarian products or other goods, hiring out boats, and providing traditional dances, etcetera. In 

other words, they are not seen as equal partners. An example, the SSTCBP project that initiated 

the community tourism plans already covered the activities. That is, the members were consulted 

and asked to provide their input on the activities. Based on the respondentõs statements, 

currently community participation in tourism goes from non-participation (coercive) to the 

degrees of citizen Tokenism (induced).  

Officials and NGO representatives state the degrees of citizen power (spontaneous) in Duata is 

not yet visible, because the community itself does not take initiatives to develop tourism; they 

usually wait for someone else to do it, or just have no interests. Tosun (2000) indicate this 

apathetic behavior among the community members because they have a low level of tourism 

knowledge, and been neglected or excluded for decades from issues that affect their status. 
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4.2.5 Methods to facilitate Participation  

Government officials suggest decentralization of the sector, co-operation between other 

Ministries and institutions in addition to other encouraging methods are needed to promote and 

develop tourism effectively; methods such as: public hearings, awareness campaigns, various 

trainings, on site demonstrations and information, mass communication through various local 

mediums, and monitoring programs. The last point usually lacks in tourism projects, and is also 

revealed by some of the grassroots.  

When asking what can change the community members mind towards participating (actively) in 

tourism, local respondents determined economic development (employment, income, and 

infrastructural improvement). In addition, respondents assert their voice must not only be heard, 

but should also be incorporated in tourism initiatives along with counseling after a project ends. 

Moreover, when clustering other villages of the Bata Liba community with Duata, the standpoint 

of each village must be heard separable before enabling an integrated kuútu.  

Some female respondents said ôwe need someone who can motivate and stimulate us all into 

participating active in tourism developmentõ, say ôsomeone who can arouse us to become 

independent instead of waiting for charityõ. Though not mentioned explicitly, my observations 

indicate that the community wants someone or an institution that can educate and coach them in 

the development process of tourism, as well as building partnerships with the government and 

private sector organizations. 
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4.3 Conclusion and Discussions  

The aim of the interviews was to gather evidence on the passive participatory behavior of the 

people of Duata in tourism, and how this can be transformed so that the people can have more 

power over the proposed development. 

The findings indicate that many locals do not see tourism as either beneficial or harmful. 

However, their support towards tourism is rather positive seeing their culture, ignorance, low 

level of tourism knowledge, and limited sources of income. This is verified when other 

stakeholders assert the majority of the locals support and engage in tourism development only 

because it brings economic growth, even if it is marginal.  

Looking at the participation rate, locals claim only to be consulted to approve and not to make 

decisions; sometimes not every member in the community is consulted, in turn causes conflicts. 

Additionally, women are frequently approached to initiate projects, but decisions are often made 

by the local men or external agents. This shows forms of disempowerment seeing their concerns 

are not taken into account. As chapter 2 mentions a community does not amount to a 

homogenous (egalitarian) group with mutual goals (Scheyvens 1999; Blackstock 2005; Wisansing 

2008). Thus, attention needs to be given to existing power structures in the community. Based 

on the findings, localõs view towards participation in tourism is low.  

The reasons to this passive role, first, locals are by and large illiterate, lack finance, strong local 

leaders and empowerment. Second, there is no participatory tourism policy and/or regulatory 

framework. Tosun (2000) and Moscardo (2008) argue the primary issue to the obstacles is low 

level of tourism knowledge and lack of confidence, which in turn isolates them from the tourism 

development process.  

Decision-makers and planners must understand that when locals will not acquire possible 

benefits, in particular money, negative attitudes may arise and participation as it is will fade away. 

Therefore, governments are crucial not only in providing policy and regulations, but also as 

conveners in collaboration initiatives and information provision (Jamal and Getz 1995, in 

Wisansing 2008) considering Duata misses strong leaders. Gursoy et al. (2009) explains that 

tourism planners must understand the interactions among the outcome attitudes, because one 

attitude is likely to affect how other outcomes are developed. So, specific (action) research must 

be ventured first and more importantly before tourism projects are implemented, for instance 

the existing power structures within the community, who in the community is included and not, 

local (basic and tourism) knowledge level, and their participation position.  

  






















































