EMERGENCE OF ECOTOURISM IN INDONESIA:
A NATIONAL PARK CASE STUDY

By Juny P. Mendez And Myra P. Gunawan

indonesia possesses, in abundance, many types
of resource attractions popular in the travel in-
dustry. Unique natural and cultural attractions are
scattered over all the 27 provinces that comprise
the Indonesian Archipelago. Indonesia is turning
to ifs exuberant natural resources and diverse
cultural heritage as source of foreign exchange,
regional development, job generation and a mea-
sure for environmental and cultural preservation.
-Although only the attractions located in Java and
Bali and certain provinces are developed for
tourism, many natural resources in remote areas
are considered potential tourist attractions (Indo-
nesian Environment & Heritage 1993). The coun-
try has created a system of national parks and
nature reserves to protect many of these unique
natural attractions.

Similar to other developing nations in the region,
Indonesia is fooking into the types of natural re-
source based tourism that will heip minimize en-
vironmental costs and maximize economic bene-
fits, especially in remote rural areas. National
parks and equivalent reserves represent one type
of attraction that is growing in poputarity. A large
portion of the tourists attracted to national parks
“and similar natural areas are popularly termed
*ecotourists”.

Ecotourism has been regarded as purposeful tra-
vel that creates an understanding of cultural and

natural history, while safeguarding the integrity of
the ecosystem and producing economic benefits
that encourage preservation (Ryel & Grasse
1991). Development of this type of tourism for
Indonesia must consider all of the different ele-
ments which together comprise the ecotourism
phenomenon. This paper aims to provide some
insight into the nature of ecotourism, the eco-
tourists themselves, impacts on the natural re-
sources and impacts on the people living in the
often remote areas where the resources are lo-
cated. A case study of Way Kambas National
Park, located in the Lampung Province, is used to
illustrate the emergence of eco-tourism in an In-
donesian protected area. Research for this case
study was conducted in fwo steps. First, in depth
personal interviews were conducted with officials
from Way Kambas National Park, the Nature
Conservation institute of the park, and the Lam-
pung Provincial Office of Tourism to obtain qua-
litative information on the emergence of naiure-
oriented tourism in Way Kambas National Park.
Second, an on-site survey of local vendors, was
conducted to collect quantitative information on
socio-econontic impacts on the local community.
Based on findings from these two primary data
sources, critical issues in the development of eco-
tourism were identified.
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Background of Tourism
Development in Indonesia

Indonesia has concluded the first long term
tourism policy development phase (1968/1969 -
1993/1994). Some of the accomplishments of the
first long term tourism development phase inclu-
de: the rehabilitation of historical sites, mainly in
Java and Bali, the physical development and es-
tablishment of new hotels in the provinces, the
development of public and private educational
institutions for tourism, and the establishment of
the "Ministry of Tourism, Post and Telecommuni-
cations” in 1983 (Indonesia Environment & He-
ritage 1993).

The first Five-year Development Plan for this de-
velopment phase stressed the importance of
internationatl tourism as a factor of economic de-
velopment for Indonesia, while laying the foun-
dations of a national tourism policy (Hitckock,
King & Parmnwell 1993). It aimed to increase the
number of foreign tourist visits and expenditures
and also the number of domestic tourist visits.
Measures designed specifically to benefit the
foreign tourist sector have included visa exemp-
tions granted to OECD and ASEAN nationals
staying less than two months, additional landing
rights to foreign airlines granted in the major ports
of entry, and the reduction from many to only one
license required to build new hotels. This license
is obtainable directly from the Directorate General
of Tourism (Booth 1993). By the end of 1992
foreign tourists visits had reached 3 million and
domestic tourists exceeded 60 million (Indonesia
Environment & Heritage 1993).

Facing the second long term tourism policy
development phase (19394 - 2019), Indonesia has
directed its tourism development objectives to-
wards market globalization, the provision of better
standards of living, the upgrade of the tourism
product, and the development of unique rural
areas for tourism as well as for environmental
and cultural preservation. The tourism develop-
ment policies, particularly for Pelita (stage) VI are
identified as: (1) supporting improvement of the
quality ofzlife, (2) internationalization, (3) inten-
sifying utilization of technologies in the tourism
product component, (4) encouraging area deve-
lopment, especially of remote areas where there
are no other resources, and (5) promoting the
preservation of natural resources as well as ¢ul-
ture (Indonesia Environment & Heritage 1993).
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Defining Ecotourism

Ecotourism, also known as nature-oriented
tourism, environmental fourism or green tourism
is the world's fastest growing component of the
tourism industry. It deals with the natural history
of an area and is often linked to conservation
efforts in protected areas and nationals parks. It
has being defined as a type of tourism in which
tourists are interested in experiencing one or
more features of a destination’s natural history.
The experience usually combines recreation,
education, and adventure (Laarman 1986; Wilson
1987). The term ecotourist was originally coined
by Hector Ceballos. Ceballos defines ecotourism
as “traveling to relatively undisturbed and un-
contaminated natural areas with the specific ob-
jective of studying, admiring, and enjoying the
scenery and its wild plants and animals, as well
any existing cuitural manifestations found in these
areas" (cited in Kusier 1991:xii). Ecotourism then
implies that there is an interaction between the
visitor and the destination. The tourist does more
than visit and admire the resource, there is a
learning component invoived in the process.

The Ecotourism Society defines ecotourisr com-
prehensively in terms of both the environment
and economics, namely, "that ecotourism is pur-
poseful travel fo natural areas, to understand the
culture and natural history of the environment,
taking care not to alter the integrity of the eco-
system, while producing economic opportunities
that make the conservation of natural resources
beneficial to local people" (The Ecotourism So-
ciety 1991:75).

Ecotourism, then, is seen as an economic enter-
prise fitting with major initiatives to protect bio-
logical diversity and find nonconsumptive uses
that generate economic benefits in remote areas,
especially in the tropics (Laarman & Durst 1987).
Nature oriented tourism in the parks requires
management of the natura! resources. It puts em-
phasis not only on the timber attributes of the
park but also on its wildiife, its beauty, and its
ecological, educational and scientific significance.
Therefore it is believed that properly implemented
ecotourism can integrate conservation and rural
development by helping to protect valuable na-
tural areas, by providing revenues for planning
and management, and by stimulating 2conomic
development through tourism expenditures and
providing jobs and markets for local goods
{Sherman & Dixon 1991).
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Understanding the Ecotourist

Ecotourists are regarded as desirable and healthy
types of visitors to natural areas. They have a
strong interestin exploring the natural wonders of
the world. They also possess a built in appre-
ciation for natural history and desire to preserve
wildlifeand traditional culture (Whelan 1891). The
majority of ecotourists are citizens of modem,
industrialized nations mainly Europe, North Ame-
rican and Japan. The average ecotourist is a man
_or a woman familiar with the outdoors who most
likely has had previous experience traveling a-
broad (Laarman & Durst 1987). The ecotourist is
typically either a professional or retired frequent
traveler who goes longer distances and stays
longer than others. Ecotourists usually have ob-
tained a college degree and many have a post
graduate degree (Ryel & Grasse 1991). Many
ecotourists come from urban or suburban setting,
feeling the need to get back in touch with nature
and wishing for the challenge and excitement to
be found in untamed environments. Ecotourists
are also more tolerant of primitive facilities and
infrastructure than other travelers (Whelan 1891).

According to Kusler {1991), ecotourist can be
classified into three major categories:

1. "Do-it-yourself' ecotourists

They come from all walks of life, travel alone,

require relatively inexpensive accommoda-
tions, often are repeat visitors, and form the
primary base for may long-term ecotourist ori-
ented facilities;

2. Ecotourists as part of organized tours
These make up the majority of ecotourist visi-
tors. They demand relatively high levels of
comfort and their trips are often expensive;

3. University and scientific groups

These ecotourists usually seek out sites which
are unique from an educational and scientific
perspective. They often are long stay, require
simple accommodations, require more know-
ledgeable guides than other ecotourists and
are likely to be more environmentally sensitive
(Kusler 1991).

Ecotourists have aiso been classified as "hard" vs
“soft" relative to the physical vigor of the expe-
rience, and "dedicated" vs "casual” relative to the
level of interast in natural history implied by their
activity. A hard ecotourist is a visitor who walks
miles into developed back lands, sleeps in-a
campsite or crude shelter and tolerates primitive
sanitary conditions. The "soft” dimension is
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thought by many to be the largest part of the mar-
ket. A “soft" ecotourist is a visitor who stays in
high-quality accommodations, eats in good res-
taurants, and prefers to be conveyed in comfort-
able transport. it is characterized by an interest
in natural history that is casual. The "soft" eco-
tourist mixes nature-oriented visits with other vi-
sits that feature shopping, culture, history, deep
sea fishing, adventure and other attractions. Also,
the physical rigor in the sof dimension is “rather
easy" {Laarman 1986; Laarman and Durst 1987).

According io Laarman and Durst {1987}, the most
popular activities for ecotourists are trekking/hi-
king, bird watching, nature photography, wildiife
safaris, camping, mountain climbing, fishing, river
rafting/canceing/kayaking, and botanical studies.

Benefits of Ecotourism
Development

Economic Benefils

Ecotourism's contribution to the economy of a
region can be observed through tourist expen-
ditures, the multiplier factor and development
linkages. The multiplier factor concept derives
from the fact that tourism expenditures generate
not only direct (primary) flows of money through
purchases of goods and services by the tourist,
but also indirect (secondary) flows when the initial
income recipient re-spends funds received (Hea-
ly, 1988). In regard to developmental linkages,
nature-oriented tourism is related to the industry’s
immediate economic return to the economy
through receipt of external funds and increased
employment.

Local communities have substantially gained
economic benefits from nature-oriented tourism.
in Kenya ecotourism is big business estimated to
generate $350-400 million (USD) per year, with
substantial indirect demand for goods and ser-
vices produced by the local economy and with job
opportunities for local residents (Sherman & Di-
zon 1991). In Malaysia where nesting turties are
a tourist attraction, "It has been estimated that
each leatherback turtle is worth USD 2,5 million in
terms of tourism" (Thorsell & Wells 1990: 222). In
Rwanda fees paid by carefully monitored viewers
of gorillas account for the second largest sources
of foreign exchange in the country. (Youth 1980}
Saba Marine Park, in the Saba Netherlands Antil-
les used a combination of user fees, donations,
and souvenir sales to support activities; 65% of
operating park budget came from fees, donations
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and sales. In Yeliowstone, the economic contribu-
tion of the service-oriented tourism has surpas-
sed thaf of the Montana region of Yellowstone
National Park was USD 140 million, and total
economic impact generated was nearly USD 250
million; 5,800 jobs were also generated by
tourism (Glick 1991).

Environmental Benefits

Ecotourism should stimulate among travelers and
the inhabitants of the destination an awareness,
appreciation and understanding of the ecosystem
as well as the need for its preservation (Ryel &
Grosse, 1991). Budowski (1976) provides a cate-
gorization of a continuum of interaction in the use
of the environment as a resource for tourism. He
lists the components of the continuum as:
Tourism-environment in conflict, where tourism
has a demonstrable detrimental impact on the
environment:
- tourism-environment co-exiting, where tourism
and the environment are neither inter
dependent nor interacting;

- lourism-environment symbiosis, where tourism
and the environment are mutually supportive
an management processes are used to benefit
the environment whilst offering worthwhile ex-

. periences lo the tourist (p. 15).

Saba Marine Park in The Netherlands Antilles is
an example of mutually beneficial interaction of
nature tourism and ecosystem protection. The re-
venues from tourism will soon be sufficient o co-
ver management costs (Sheiman & Dixon 1991).

Other Benefils

Ecotourism has been described by Kusler {(1991)

as being a beneficial form of tourism, because in

addition to it's revelue generating potentiak

1. It provides incentives to govemnments, busi-
nesses and in some instances private indivi-
duals to inventory, plan for and protect natural
ana cultural resources;

2. It helps educate the citizens of a country a-
bout their natural and culiural resources;

3. It helps educate tourists about the natural and
cultural assets of the areas to which they tra-
vel;

4. it can help a country discover or reaffirm it's
national identity by developing pride in it's re-
sources;

5. it offers educational and scientific opportuni-
ties;
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6. ltis labor intensive and can bring local employ-
ment to areas in which projects are focated;

7. Projects can be located in areas which may
previously have been considered as under-
developed,

8. it has the potential to be a uniquely 'people to
people’ tourism.

Costs of Ecotourism
Development

Economic Cost

Economic development in local communities from
ecotourism is achieved most effectively when
there is a high consumption of tocal, high value-
added goods and services by these tourists. Ho-
wever, it has been estimated by the World Bank
that 55% of the gross income revenues of deve-
loping countries leak back to deveioped nations
{cited in Boe 1980). The aim for ecotourism
should therefore be to control this potential lin-
kage, and to ensure that local communities are
among those that benefit the most econcmically
from ecotourism.

Environmental Cost

Many kinds of environmental impacts from
tourism have been documented. Boo (1990} re-
ported problems of littering, water poliution, and
trail erosion. She says methods to quantify- the
exact level of environmental impacts have not yet
been developed for parks in five Latin American
countries. Olindo {1991) reporied that critical is-
sues were stopping the illegal hunting of wildlife
poaching by the local communities and the
slaughter of elephants and rhinos for ivory by pro-
fessional black marketeers and mismanagement
of the protected areas. Rovinski (1991) reported
on a beachfront park that is experiencing over-
crowding, water poliution, trail erosion, and dis-
rupted wildlife behavior. Misuse of the park's re-
sources by the neighboring communities is ano-
ther problem. Glick (1991) reporied site-specific
impacts of tourism include the trampling of vege-
tation, noise poliution, litter and water polution,
forest fires started by careless campers, and
attack of animals on humans because of feeding
them. Craig-Smith, Fagence and Hauritz (1992)
reported the need to be aware that tourism may
be a threat to the environment. Tourism attracts
visitors and supporting services, thereby exten-
ding the influence of potential environmental
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damage. The emergence of "green tourism" has
refocused attention in tourism planning and deve-
lopment an activity which may be said to harmo-
nize the activities of the tourist with the capacity
of the environment.

Carrying Capacity

Carrying capacity is defined as "the maximum
level of visitor use an area can accommodate
with high levels of satisfaction of visitors and few
negative impacts on resources” (Boo 1890).
Three types of environmental carrying capacity
has been identified researchers: (1} physical
capacity, many tourist resources have absolute
limits on the number of tourists they can
accommodate; {2} ecological capacity, maximum
tevel of tourist use that an ‘area or resource can
sustain before ecological damage or decline be-
gins to occur; and (3) perceptual capacity, maxi-
mum level of tourists use that an area can with-
stand before visitors perceive a decline in their
attraction to that place.

When tourists exceeding the carrying capacity of
an area there are costs. Too much development
of sensitive ecological environments can bring re-
sult in irreversible damage to these environments.
This environmental cost also become an econo-
mic cost inthe fong run because tourists will not
return to degraded environments for future visits.

indonesian National Parks
and Nature Reserves

The authority responsible for managing all Nati-
onal Parks and Nature Reserves in Indonesia is
the Directorate General Forest Protection and
Nature Conservation (DitJen Perlindungan Hutan
dan Pelestarian Alam - PHPA), consists of 4 Di-
rectorates, namely the Directorate of Forest Pro-
tection, Directorate of Nature Conservation Area
Development (Bina Kawasan Pelestarian Alam),
Directorate for the Development of Nature Reser-
ve and Flora and Fauna Conservation (Direktorat
Bina Kawasan Suaka Alam dan Konservasi Flora
dan Fauna) and Directorate for Program Develop-
ment (Direktorat Bina Progam). The original con-
cept of a protected area in Indonesia differs from
that conceived in the Western industrialized na-
tions. According to Hitchcock, King and Pamwell
(1993) "the vernacular term invented to describe
the parks mitigates against the concept of wil-
derness: Taman National is the Indonesian trans-
lation of national park ... taman is normally trans-
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lated as 'garden’, and is certainly untainted by the
associations of wildness automatically under-
stood when Westerners think of a national park”
{p. 319).

Many national parks in Indonesia were apparently
established by people who belonged to the 'pre-
servationists’ camp, as until fairly recently no mo-
re than lip-service was paid to the concept of en-
couraging tourism in the parks. it was somehow
believed that it was enough to create the basic
structure of a park by defining its territory on a
map an in the bureaucracy, and visitors would
then automatically appear; no effort was put info
marketing the parks or into providing suitable ac-
commodation or other facilities {Hitchcock, King &
Parnwell, 1988). Old traditional concepts have
been pushed aside by Western influences. This
has led to the development of national and tourist
parks for purpose of conservation, research and
recreation in many parts of the country (National
Parks and Nature Reserves 1993).

The Case of
Way Kambas National Park

Way Kambas Naticnal Park, located on the
South-east coast of island of Sumatera in Lam-
pung Province, is a 130,000 hectare wildlife re-
serve managed by Way Kambas Nature Conser-
vation institute. Since the late 1960's the Way
Kambas area has been under great pressure
from officials and spontaneous migrants as well
as from Jakarta-based developers, loggers and
other entrepreneurs. By 1969, 50.000 hectares
were logged and in the early and mid 70’s three
disastrous fires destroyed most of the primary
forest, and small pockets only remain in existence
(Indonesia National Parks and Nature Reserves
1981). According to forestry officials only 17% of
the park is primary forest and 29% consists of
marshes. This nhational park is accessible to the
tourists at two restricted development zones: the
Way Kambas Elephan Training School and Way
Kanan (a wilderness) enclave situated on the
Kanan River, a tributary of the Kambas River).
Other areas of the park are open two scientists
from Indonesia and other sountries strictly for
scientific purposes.

Many wildlife species such as the orangutan have
disappeared or are confined, is the case of small
primates, to the islands of forest that still remain.
Settlers have moved in near the boundaries, far-
ming the land adjacent to the park. Wild ele-
phants fiving in the area destroy the farmers
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corps. An elephant school training project funded
by the World Wildlife Fund was established to
solve the elephant problem. The Elephant training
school is located 9 km from the entrance of the
Reserve along a second class road. Elephants
captured in the wild are putthrough training and
assigned a local mahout (trainer).

Way Kanan nature Reserve is 128,000 hectares
in size. It is located 13 km through the forest a-
long a gravel road from the main entrance to Way
Kambas National Park. Much of the Way Kanan
area is swamp forest. Various kinds of wildlife
abundant in the reserve include: macaques, wild
pigs, butterflies, the Sumatran elephant, tigers,
honey bear, and 286 species of birds {Indonesia
National Parks and Nature Reserves, 1981).

Way Kambas National Park also has minimal
food and lodging services. There are a number of
individual local vendors selling food and supplies
in the park.

Methodology

The research methodology of study was divided
into:{1} in-depth personal interviews, an informa-
tion-gathering procedure used in other nature-
tourism studies by Durst (1986), Laarman (19 86)
and Healy (1988), and (2) an on-site guestion-
naire survey of local vendors.

First, in-depth personal interviews were conduc-
ted in February 1994 with two managers of Way
Kambas National Park, a representative of the
Nature Conservation Institute of the park, an offi-
ciat from the Lampung Provincial Office of
Tourism, and a representative of the Tour Guides
Association of Lampung Province. The following
issues were addressed in the interviews: (1) eco-
tourism in Way Kambas, (2) growth opportunities
and constraints, (3) infrastructure and facilities,
(4) guide services and technical information, (5)
admission fees and (6) marketing and promotion.

Although the number of interviews conducted was
fairly smalil number those interviewed represented
the most knowledgeable park and tourism offi-
cials in the area. The issues mentioned above
were consistently addressed in all interviews con-
ducted with these people.

Second, an on-site questionnaire survey of local
vendors was also conducted in February 1994 to
gather information on concession stands and
others selling-food and supplies in the park. A
purposive sample was drawn from 48 different
vendors in the park, 16 with permanent stands
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and 32 with nonpermanent stands. The sample
size was 20 (10 permanent, 10 non permanent).
The questionaire survey consisted of two types of
questionnaires, one for the vendors with perma-
nent stands and another one for vendors with
nonpermanent stands. Both guestionnaires were
written in Bahasa Indonesia and administered by
an Indonesian interviewer. The questionnaires
were developed to cover the following issues: pla-
ce of residence, product sold, job generation, fa-
mily involvement, income generated by conces-
sion stand, of concession stand, and demogra-
phic characteristics.

in-Depth Personal Interviews
and Observation Results

Visitation to the Park

International as well as domestic tourists visi
Way Kambas National Park. Visitation to the park
is highest in the months of November, Desember,
January, June and July. According to Way Kam-
bas park and Nature Conservation officials, the
majority of international visitors come from Fran-
ce, Germany, The Netherlands and the United
Kingdom. Most domestic tourists come from West
Java, mainly the capital Jakarta. The tour guide
interviewed also indicated Australia, Belgium, Ja-
pan and the United States as sources of inter-
national tourists. Expatriates are counted as inter-
national tourist. Table 1 shows visitation records
from the National Conservation Institute at the
park. There are trends in visitation from 1985 fo
1993 for both domestic and international visitors
to Way Kambas National Park: Table 1 indicates
a continuous increase in domestic visitation from
1985 to 1991, followed by a decrease in 1992. In-
ternational tourist visitation was steady at 60 in
1986 but it shows a decrease in the next two
years followed by an increase from 1988 o 1992.

Tabel 1
Visitors to Way Kambas National Park 1985-1993

Year | International | Domestic Total
visitors visitors . | visitors
1985 . 60 934 994
1986 60 1,500 1,560
1987 40 2,783 2,823
1988 25 6,276 6,811
1988 100 11,731 11,831
1990 700 36,490 37,190
1991 1,283 68,175 76,180
1692 1,708 58,789 68,536

Source: National Conservation Institute (SBKSDA) Way Kambas

Edisi Khusus 1954



Difforences betweon intermational
and Domestic Tourist in Way
Kambas Naltional Park

Officials from the national park and lecal tour
guides, agree that there are different cbserved
interests between the international and domaestic
tourists visiting Way Kambas National Park. inter-
nationat tourists show more interest in the wildiife

and the adventure experiences at Way Kanan

than in the more recreational type experience of
the Way Kambas Elephant Training School. They
usually spend one or two nights at the reserve (in
contrast to shorter stays for domestic tourists),
with the exception of cruise tourists who tend to
stay from half a day to one day. When interna-
tional tourists visit the elephant school they are
more interested in an elephant safari; they don't
like the elephant shows. The type of aclivities in-
ternational tourists engage in are bird watching,
canoeing, hiking, and wildlife safari. International
tourists use the services of tour guides from Ban-
dar Lampung and the park. The tour guide inier-
view also indicated that most international tourists
usually purchase souvenirs and food products in
the capital of the province, Bandar Lampung, ra-
ther than at Way Kambas Nationat Park. A park
representative, however, indicated that visitors to
Way Kanan purchase food at the Way Kanan
concession stand. Also the stand provides meals
for visitors spending the night at the park.

On the other hand, domestic tourist are more at-
tracted to the recreational experience of Way
Kambas Elephant Training School and they rarely
visit Way Kanan Nature Reserve. Domestic
tourist usually come in tour groups and do not hi-
re tour guides. They buy more souvenirs and con-
sume food products in the park. Thus, the inter-
nationat tourist's interests are more consistent
with the literature describes as ecotourism than
are the interests of domestic tourists.

Infrastructure and Facilities

Park officials expressed that there are weil-main-
tained roads providing good access to park from
Bandar Lampung. There is also access by boat.
There are also five lodging facilities in the park,
one at the elephant school and four at Way Ka-
nan. There is a new lodging facility located in the
elephant training school as well as one new lod-
ging facility at Way Kanan both recently built with
funds provided by the Lampung Province Tourism
Office. The five lodging facilities in the park each
have four double occupancy rooms. Each room is
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rented for a rate of 2500 Rp. per night. Way
Kambas National Park also has the following
other developmenis and facilities: one meeting
room, one fourist information/visitor center, one
elephant soccer field and grandstand, two ele-
phant swimming pools, and two pier/boat docks.

Guide Services

Guide services to Way Kambas National Park are
offered mainly by profesional tour guides from
Bandar Lampung. Tere are more than 100 tour
guides in Bandar Lampung, four of which are full
time guides. Fifty of them are officially recognized
as professional tour guides which means they ha-
ve received training and have obtained a license
from the government. Some of the tour guides in
Bandar Lampung work in conjunction with travel
agencies, others work independently by offering
their services to the hotels. In many occasions
tour guides from Bandar Lampunng function as
interpreters between the park rangers and the
toutrists.

Often Way Kambas National Park employees ma-
inly park rangers work as tour guides. These par-
ticular workers prossess the empirical knowledge
of the park and know their way through the jung-
le, but in most of the cases have not oblained
professional training. The representative of the
provincial office of tourism who was interviewed,
only 2% of park rangers in Way Kambas National
Park have received training as tour guides.

The income gained from tour services at Way
Kambas National Park varies depending on the
part of the park visited. A tour guide visiting Way
Kambas Eiephant Training school can make from
15,000 to 35,000 Rp per day, but tour guide
visiting Way Kanan can make from 25,000 to
75,000 Rp per day.

Park Fees

There is what is called a Coperative of Emplo-
yees at the park which is in charge of collecting
and managin all park fees. There are several ty-
pes of fees at the park. There is an entrance fee
of 1,500 Rp charged to international as well as
domestic visitors. There is also a fee of 1,500 Rp
to watch the elephant aftractions, and a fee of
2,500 Rp. to ride the elephants. Fees are also
charges to ride boats on the Kanan river. The
average fee for a two hour boat ride for four peo-
ple is 78,000 Rp. This fee includes the oat, fuel
and the tour guide service.
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Markeoting and Promelion

The Provincial Office of Tourism is the major pro-
moter of Way Kambas National Park. Promotion
efforts are mainly channeted through brochures
distributed to hotels and travel agencies in Ban-
dar Lampung as well as to travel agencies in Ja-
karta, Indonesia’s capital. Way Kambas National
Park has been promoted rainly as a recreational
site where visitors can see trained elephants per-
forming different sports (eg. soceer, swimming).
and other aftractions. Many of the promotional
brochures feature an elephant with a soccer ball.
Little focus is given to the natural history of the
park which based on the literature is more ap-
pealing o the ecotourist than the recreational at-
tractions. A representative of the Lampung
Tourism Provincial Office pinpointed that there is
a lack of marketing research 1o attract internati-
onal tourists and a need for joint venture mar-
keting efforts with other government branches
and the private sector.

On-site Questionnaire
Survey Results

Local Vendors in The Park

Table 2 compares permanent stand vendors and
nonpermanent stand vendors. it shows the
focation where the local vendors live, the type of
product sold and length of time the vendors
stand has being operating. It shows that 90% of
the vendors with permanent stands live in the
park or nearby in the Central Lampung District,
and all the vendors with nonpermanent stands
live nearby to the park, in the Central Lampung
District. For both typeslof vendors, the products
sold are mainly food and souvenirs. Table 2 also
shows that 20% of nonpermanent vendors take
and sell personal photographs to visitors. With
respect o time they have been in operation, table
2 shows that more than 88% of the permanent
stand vendors interviewed have hadtheir
businessfor morethan one year. Approximately
44% of nonpermanent stand vendors have had
their business less one year. More than one
member of the family is involved in the permanent
stands, 60% of respondents said that their mother
manages the stand. It is interesting to point out
that more female than male vendors manage
permanent stands; this might warrant further
research. Norpermanent stand vendors were
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assumed to work alone. Therefore the question
regarding which other member of the family
manages the stand was omitted form their
questionnaire. Thus data is missing.

Table 2

Local Vendors
In the Way Kambas Mationai Park

Permanent Non-
stand permanent
vendors stand
vendors

Where They Live

- Central Lampung District
- Outside Central Lampung
- Inside Way Kambas

70% (n=7)| 100% (n=10})
20% (n=2) 0% (n=0}
10% (n=1) 0% (n=0}

100% (n=10)| 100% (n=10)

Type Product Soid

- Food 50% {n=5) 40% (n=4)
- Souvenirs 30% (n=3) 30% (n=3)
- Food and Souvenirs 20% (n=2) 10% {(n=1)
- Photograph of Visitors 0% (n=0) 20% (n=2)

100% (n=10}! 100% (n=10)

Operation Time

- Less than six month

- Six month fo one year
- One year to two years
- More than two years

11.1% (n=1)| 33.3% (n=3)

0.0% (n=0)] 11.1% {n=1)
55.6% (n=5)| 44.4% (n=4)
33.3% (n=3)! 11.1% (n=1)

100% (n=10)| 100% (n=10}

Who manages the stand

- Father 20% (n=2)
- Mother 80% (n=6)
- Brother/Sister 10% (n=1)
- All the family 10% (n=1)

100% (n=10)

Vendors Relationship to The Park

The vendors relationship to the park is presented
in Table 3. One out of the 10 permanent stands
belongs to the Way Kanan (government opera-
ted). Over 50% of permanent and nonpermanent
vendors in Way Kambas National Park belong to
the Cooperative of Employees. Fifty percent of
vendors with permanen stands pay rent to Way
Kambas National Park. it was assumed that non
permanent stand vendors did not rent or build a
stand; therefore the question regarding status of
concession stand was omitted from question-
naire. Thus data is missing.

The Way Kambas National Park Cooperative of
Employees is in charge of collecting of the park
fees as previously described.
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Concession stand vendors also impact the local
economy. Table 4 shows that the majority of both
permanent and nonpermanent stand vendors
earn between 10,000 to 99,999 Rp. in the low
season. Overall the permanent stand vendors
receive more income than the non permanent

vendors.

Table 3
Vendors Relationship to the Park
Permanent Non
stand permanent
vandors stand
vendors
Status of concesslon -
- Stand is rentad to the vendor 50% (n=5)
- Stand was built by vendor 40% (n=4)
- Way Kambas Resort stand 10% (n=1)
100% (n=10)
Members of Way Kambas
Cooperative
- Yes 60% {n=6} 50% {n=5)
-No 40% (n=4}]  50% (n=5)
100% {n=10})! 100% (n=10)
Table 4

Impact of Vendors on the Local Economy

Qver 25% of permanent stand vendors earn
100,000 to 149,000 Rp. in the high season, but
non of the nonpermanent stand vendors earn this
much. None of the permanent vendors earn less
than 10,000 Rp. in the high season and oniy
12 5% earn this iittie in the low season, but over a
third of nonpermanent vendors earn less than
10,000 Rp. in both high and low seasons.

Most of the permanent stand vendors have only
family members as employees and not many of
them; approximately half employ only on family
member. Only two stands sampled employ non-
family members, one in one case and two in the
other. Nonpermanent stand vendors were as-
sumed to work alone; therefore the guestion re-
garding how many other employees work at the
stand was omitted from their questionnaire. Thus
data is missing.

Qccupation and Gender of Vendors

Two socic-economic characteristics of the ven-
dors were included in the questionnaire: occupa-
tion and gender. Table 5 shows that 66% of per-
manent stand vendors were formerly salesmen or
businessmen. Table 5 also shows that over 60%
of the nonpermanent stand vendors interviewed
are currently full-time sales-
men or businessmen. G-
ther occupations represen-
ted are farmer and govern-

ment employee. Govern-

Permanent
stand vendors

Mon
permanent
stand vendors

Rp. Earned Weekly
High Season:

-~ less than 10,000

-- 10,000 to 48,899

-- 50,000 to 99,999

-- 100,000 to 148,999

Low Season:

- igas than 10,000

- 10,000 to 49,999
--'50,000 to 99,999

- 100,000 to 149,999

0.0% (n=0)
42.9% (n=3)
28.6% {n=2)
28.6% (n=2)
100.1% (n=7)

12.5% (=1}

33.3% (n=3)

ment employee was only
given as a former occupa-
tion and only for permanent
stand vendors. This indica-
tes that becoming a park

33.3% (n=3) vendor may -appeal o so-
33.3% (n=3) me as a second career, first

0% (n=0) after working as a govern-
99.9% (n=9)

44.4% {n=4)

Job Generated

inelde Family:

- One Family member working at stand

- Two family mermbers working at stand

- More than three family membera working at stand

Outslde Family:
- One employ working at stand
- Two employeas working at stand

ment employee. in the case
of permanent stand ven-
dors, 60% of respondents

75.0% (n=6} 55.6% (r=5)
12.5% {n=1) 0% (r=0) were female, only 40% of
0.0% {n=0) 0% (r.=0) nonpermanent stand ven-
100% (n=8) 100% (n=9) dors were female. Based
on field observations; it can
be assumed that the gen-
55.6% (n=5) der results from the ven-
22.2% (n=2) dors sampled accurately
923'53;“ E:i‘;g describe the vendors popu-
s lation at the park.
50% (n=1)
50% (n=1)
100% (n=2

Edisel Hhusus 1984
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Tabie 5
Occupation and Gender of Vendors
Parmanent Non
stand permanent
vendors | stand vendors
Farmer occupation
- Salesmen 66.6% (n=6)
- Farmer 11.1% {n=1)
- Government Employee 22.2% {n=2}
99.9% (n=9)
Full time occupation
- Salesman 62.5% (n=5}
- Farmer 37.5% {n=3}
- Government Employee 0.0% {n=0)
100.0% (n=8)
Sex
- Female 80% (n=6) 40% {n=4)
- Male 40% (n=4) 60% (n=6)
100% (n=10) 100% (n=10)

Summary and Discussion

In summary, the park has experience increasing
numbers of visitors, international as well as do-
mestic in the last four years. Way Kambas Natio-
nal Park can also be considered an ecotourist
destination in Indonesia at least for the interna-
tional market: Furthermore, it has the potential for
becoming a major ecotourist destination and a
good example of ecotourism development for In-
donesian national parks and protected areas if
ecotourism development is carefully planned.

Visitation records from the National Conservation
Institute at the paric show an international visitors
increase of 423 tourists between 1991 and 1992,
Why can international tourists visiting Way Kam-
bas National Park be considered ecotourists? In
comparing the international visitors to the park
with the understanding of ecotourists presented in
the Iterature many similarities can be drawn.
First, international visitors to Way Kambas come
from industrialized nations such as Europe, Uni-
ted States and Japan; thus they come from urban

or suburban settings looking for new and exciting

environment as indicated in the literature. Se-
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cond, they tend to stay overnight and longer than
other types of tourist such as domestic and
cruiseship tourists. it could also be implied that by
staying overnight in the types of basic intema-
tional lodging facilities provided in the park they
are more tolerant of these facilities than other
international tourists travelers. Third, international
tourists have an interest in natural history. In-
ternational tourists usually hire tour guides from
Bandar Lampung or the park itself. They also
show more interest in the wildiife and the adven-
ture experience at Way Kanan. This is consistent
with preferences of ecotourists described in the
literature. Fourth, international visitors to the park
engage in activities such as bird watching, ca-
noeing, hiking and wildlife safaris. These four ac-
tivities are mentioned in the literature as some of
the most popular activities for ecotourists. Mainly
they come from Jakarta or West Java, bring their
families, drive 6-10 hours and stay overnight in
the bus for economic reason.

On the other hand, domestic tourists are attracted
1o the elephant attractions provided at the park.
Opposite to the increase in international visitors,
the National Conservation Institute recorded a
domestic tourist decrease of 9.386 between 1991
and 1992. They are more inclined to a recreatio-
nal-type experience at the park. Domestic visi-
tors stay shorter periods, and do not use tour gui-
de services. Domestic tourists do not fit the con-
cept of ecotourism. But they do represent a signi-
ficant group of visitors who impact the local eco-
nomy by consuming local preducts such as food
and souvenirs.

The fact that there are two different types of tou-
rists visiting Way Kambas National Park indicates
that park and tourism officials must take deve-
lopment measures to assure the appropriate use
of the park.

The park has already implemented three signifi-
cant development measures. The park is zoned
aliowing regular visitors only in two restricted a-
reas of the park, Way Kambas Elephant Training
School and Way Kanan. Scientists from indone-.
sia and other countries are allowed to visit the
other park areas for scientific study purposes.
Restricted visitor areas contribute the mitigation
of negative environmental impacts in the entire
park. This approach could be further implemented
by alternating the areas which allow for ecotourist
visitation. By opening new areas for ecotourists
and closing existing ones park officials may pre-
vent overuse of the parike. This measure is not re-
commended for heavy visited areas such as the
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elephant school training. Tourist visiting the park
for recreational-type experiences should be con-
centrated af the existing area.

Park managers should focus on development
measures that benefit the environment. As poin-
ted out in the literature by Budowski, the optimum
interaction in the use of the environment as a re-
source for tourism is the tourism-environment
symbiosis, where tourism and the environment
are mutually supportive and management proces-
ses are used to benefit the environment whilst
offering worthwhile experiences for the tourist.

Lodging facilities at the park are consistent with
those used by ecotourisis. Few in number and
guest capacity, they are designed to fulfili the ba-
sic needs of the visitor. Most of the visitors using
the lodging facilities are international ecotourists.
These facilities, therefore, have been appropria-
tely developed for the needs of ecotourists as
described in the literature. Further lodging deve-
jopment in the park must reflect the existing pat-
terns. Lodging fees as well as other park fees are
collected by the Cooperative of Employees and
re-spent in the park. This indicates one of the lo-
cal economic benefits of ecotouris.

Food and souvenir vendors with permanent and
nonpermanent stands at the park are also ap-
propriately distributed in the park, mainly at the
elephant school training. The majority of these
vendors earn between 10,000 {o 98,998 Rp. in
both high and low season. Most of this income
contributes to the economy of the iocal area, be-
cause 90% of vendors with permanent stand and
all the vendors with nonpermanent stands sam-
pled reported that they live either in the park or
nearby in the Central Lampung District. This is
indicative of the positive impact on the iocal eco-
nomy. Another indicator of their impact to the io-
cal economy is job generation. Results form the
vendors survey show that most of the permanent
stand vendors employ one or more family mem-
bers. Non-family members are also employed by
some vendors. Some elephant-related activities
provided for tourists at Way Kambas National
Park would normally be considered inappropriate
within national parks, and particularly at an area

being developed for ecotourism, for the inter-

national toutist market. These are the elephant
soccer games, where two "teams” of 9 elephants
and riders play a game of soccer for spectators
with an oversized soccer ball, and elephant swim-
ming exhibitions. These facilities and atiractions
are now locaied at the edge of the park boun-
-daries, very accessible to those tourists not par-
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ticutarly interested in ecotourism. This is an ap-
propriate zoning measure for this type of facility,
in contrast to Way Kanan which is appropriately
located 15 Km inside of the park. That objective
should be not to intensively developed the park
interior. Only iow levels of development for eco-
tourism should be allowed in the interior.

National park development policies which permit
limited numbers of visitors to the interior of the
park to certain zones of access such as at Way
Kanan, but which also limit the scale of deve-
lopment within those zones can ensure that pro-
motion of national parks as ecotourism destina-
tions will not have unacceptabie negative impacts
upon park resources. Sustainable development of
national parks for ecotourism should be mutually
beneficial to both the tourism industry and the
environment in the long run.

Recommendations
for Further Study

Based on the study findings, the following are so-
me recommendation for further study. A survey of
park visitors (international and domestic) to Way
Kambas Mational Park with respect to thelr per-
ception of the park an how it should (or should
not} be developed, the availability and usefulness
of information on the park and their preferred ac-
tivities. Results will help park planners, develo-
pers, and managers io be more responsive fo the
demands of park visitors. Studies shouid also be
done to develop better promotional and educati-
onal materials that will appeal to the ecotourists.
Training programs and short courses should also
be developed for natural history guides and their
natural history education programs.
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