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In Britain, national government does not
have a policy on ftourism, despite the
considerable de facto State involivement
and the Government’s two-year review of
tourism policy which culminated in the
Lamont guidelines of 1983,  Mr Duncan
Biluck, joint chairman of the British
Tourist Authority and English Tourist
Board, stated this much when he appeared
in February before the House of Commons
Select Committee on Trade and Indusiry.
Throughout this year the Committes has
been staging a major enquiry into WK
tourism administration, and 13 giving
serious consideration Lo the question of
now national govermment can best discharge
its involvement in tourism. Currently
rupning in tandem with the Trade and
Industry enquiry is an Infer~ministerial
Committes of Enquiry chaired by Lord
Young, the Minister without Portfolio who
has special responsibility for job
creation and enterprise schemes. This

commiitiee is looking at ways of removing .

obstacles to the development of UK tourism
which exist within the public sector,
including licensing laws, town and country
planning contrels, and wages council
regilations, These two committees would
do well to scrutinise the findings of the
Scottish Affairs Committee's {SAC)
recently published report on the Highlands
and Islands Development Board®, for here
the Government's failure to intervene
authoritatively in tourism is laid bare,

The 3AC report reveals in-fighting between
tweo agencies, the Scotiish Tourist Board
{STB) and the Highland Board. The
Seottish Office minister responsible for
tourism, Lord Gray, admitted that:

"What is needed here is cioser
co-gperation betwen the two
Boards and quite frankly -~ let me
put it to you this way - 1 think
there has been over recent
months, and, indeed, perhaps for
a vear or two, a cerbtain
jockeving for position herel

In fact, confliict between the two bodles
hag been bubbling along for over Lwenty
years - ever since the formation of BIDB
in 19865 and its early decision to
encoursge tourism., HIDB involvement in
the industry has aiways been a source of
contention to 3TB: first to the pre-1669
voluntary Scotiish Tourist Board and then
to its post-1960 statutory successor.
For although STB has the official brief to
market tourism and allocate cash to
tourism development projects, it has never
been a power north of the Highland line,
In effect, it has been and is the
Scottish Lowlands Tourist Board", and
even in this respect it must be borne in
mind that its financial assistance and
other development activities are inferior
£0 those of the Scottish Development
Agency ¥

With a touch of opportunism, the Scotiish
Tourist Board used the forum of the 3AC
enguiry into the Highlands and Islands
Board's operations to mount a takeover bid
for the btourism marketing powers and
responsibilities of HIDB., These include
the promotional and advertising operations
carried out by the HIPB's Touriswm
Division, as well &s its co~ordination
{and part funding} of a comprehensive
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Highlands and Islands-wide network of
local-scale Area Tourist Boards (ATB's),
A similar network, modelled on that of the
HIDB exists south of the HIDB area. This
is cowordinated and funded by 8TB. The
job of the ALTP's everywhere is to promote
their respective localities and service
visitor enquiries.

The thrust of STB evidence was that
duplication, waste and confusion of
purpose was endemic¢ in the current
situation, The three main facets of HIDB
marketing (advertising, promotion and ATB
co~oOrdination} were said to overlap
seriocusly with those undertaken by STH,
fmphasising value for meoney concerns, SIB
chairman Alan Devereux felt that
arrangements which resuited in dupiication
were "hponsensical®, suggesting that £1%
miilion could be saved, In compiete
contrast, HIDB chairman Robert Cowan
suggested that "duplication really is a
very minor matter®., There was an absence
of hard evidence on this guestion, though
in written evidence to the Committee, the
Loch Lomond, Stirling and Trossachs
Tourist Board did ¢lte the example of
Argyll being served by no less than seven
accommodation registers during the 1984
seasoni

Additionally, STB suggested that the
tourist region of the Highlands did not
entirely coincide with the administrative
boundaries of the HiPB, Thus, it was
misleading for HIDB promotion and
advertising to relate to the latter as
oppesed to the former, since 'Highland®
tourist attractions such as Loeh Lowond,
Aberfoyle and Perih lay outside the
Highlands., This criticism was echoed hy
& number of ATB's within the S3TBfs
network., For instance, Kincardine and
Deeside Tourist Board advised the

commlitee that well-known tourist centres -

in its area {viz, Braemar, Balmoral and
Ballater) and that most famous of tourist
events « the Eraemar Reyal Highland
Gathering - were Highland t¢ the tourist
but iay outside the HIDB area. However,
there was littie corncrete evidence to
justify the olaim that these
administrative quirks really did confusse
the holidaymaker and distort publiecity
campalgns.

In essence, the STB case was that a
wgimplified® and more cost-effective
approach could be achieved by stripping

the HIDB of its marketing responsibilities
and transferring them to the 318, This
would leave HIDB to continue its
involvement in Lourism but only as a
development authority administering
schemes of financial assistance to capital
projects in the commercizl tourist sector.
However, the real effect would be to

" emasculate HIDB as a tourism authority.

To understand why, it is necessary briefly
Lo examine the tourism development and
marketing roles of offiecial goverament
agencies such as 3TB and HIDB,

The tourism development role undertaken by
both STB and BIDB is broadly similar, It
consista essentially of the allocation of
discretionary grants and loans, {4 wider
brokerage role, which would involive
putting potential developers in touch with
financial packages, is not practiced to
any significant extent.} The application
procedure is conducted at the gress-roots
level and is inevitably time-consuming: a
lot of time i3 spent expiaining the
complexities of the scheme and each
appiication is rigorously appraised on 1is
individual merits with a final decision
being taken at Bosrd member level., There
i3 an everwpresent danger of encouraging
too many applications, This, together
with inevitable delays, misunderstandings
and refusals, means that the
administration of the Section 4 (8TB) and
Section 8 {(HIDB) schemes of assistance to
tourism projects can result ip ili.feeling
and recriminations (see, for instance,
Glasgow Herald, "Tourlst Board Running
Risk of Purse Snateh?™, 14 January 1985,
pg). Moreover, the gross amounts of
Sections & and & monies ailocated to
touriss are small (£8.6 million for the
combined 1983/84 budgets of STB and HIDB),
and are- positively miniscule when set
against the scale of investment made by
the major hotel, entertainment and travel
operators and the larger local
authorities.  Trust House Forte has, for
example, an annual investment programme
running at approximately £100 milliion,
while the cost of building Glasgow's
Holiday Inn was over £10 milljon, A £2
million pius bill was run up as a result
of the recently completed refurbishment of
the Caledonian Hotel in Edinburgh. By
their very nature, the Section i and 8
schemes are ad hoe, responsive ones, and
are difficult to gear towards strategic
objectives or even to utilise in an
innovative, entrepreneurial fashion.
Their effect is not so much to create new
tourlst development preojects as to up-
grade existing ones to meel rising
consumer expeclations,



In comparison, the tourism markebing
activity of official agencies such as HIDB
and STH is widely regarded as being of
fundamental significance fo {he heaith of
the tourist industry. It serves Lo
present unified macro-level images of
tourist destinations as nations, regions
and localities (ie, "Scotland's for Me®),
working slong the grain of unit-level
selling and promotional activities
conduoted by the tourist trade. For this
reason, it is tourism marketing rather
than tourisme development activity which is
seen as being the essential task of
statutory national {and sub-national)
toorist organisations such as STB and
HIDR:

"am T right in thinking that
in essence your view i3 that
S8TBE is a marketing
organisation and that BIDB
is a development agency?
You are agreeing?

{Question]

(Mr Deveraux} Yes, I am agreeing,"

This i5 & view shared by influential
sectors of the commercial btourism sectoer,
particularly the large-scale operators for
whom the current levels of Section §
assistance hardly begin to meet their
project-funding requirements. In
contrast, macro~level marketing is highly
valued by them becguse it leaves them free
to concentrate their marketing efforts on
unit promotion.

To disassceciate HIDB from its tourism
marketing role would therefore serve to
remove its principal means of achually
increasing tourist flows and its main
source of contact and status with the
tourist industiry.

In an "Additional Tourism Submission® of
30 August 1983, the HIDB defended itself
against the 3TB criticisms. It referred
to its proven track record, and cast doubt
on the degree to which the STB's
taimplified® structure would actually save
money. {(The BAC chairman, David Lambie,
suggested that the £1 million cited by the
3TE's chairman was a throw-away figure
which Mr Devereux had a "hard job
Justifying™.,) The HIDB memorandum tartly
ahserved that the 3TB takeover bid ran
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#1t has been made clear by
successive Scottish OFffice
ministers that consideration
would only be given Lo the
possibility of combining all
ATB*s in Scotland under the co-
ordination of STB if that was the
wish of the A¥TB's in the
Highlands and Isiands, when STB
had successfully conciuded the
task of ferming and co-ordinating
Area Tourist Boards in the rest
of Scotiand and when that system
had had the chance to prove its
effectiveness, These conditions
have clearly not been fulfilled
in that there is no Area Tourist
Board for Edinburgh, the most
important single destination in
Scottish tourism, and other
districts of Secotland®

{My emphasis)

The principle that the wishes of the trade
should be the acid test of any proposed
changes was a point emphasised by Lord
Gray in his verbal evidence of 28 November
1983, He has recently reiterated this at
a meeting of the Scotbish Confederation of
Tourism - the colliective forum of all
Scotlandts ATBs, A relevant point here
is that the STB proposals have proved
almost universally unpopular amongst ATB's
and local authorities in the Highlands and
Islands region, with the exception of the
Aviemore and Speyside Tourist
Organisation, The financial realities of
relatively juxuriant HIDB funding of its
ATBs, and local level tourist projects
generally, is doublitess a major
consideration underlying this groundaswell
of grass-roots support.

Faced with this complex issue, the
Scottish Affairs Committee decided ~ by 2
single vote majority - to opt for the 3IBs
realighment proposals, The Highland
Board will fight to retain its tourism
marketing powers, and the ball now rests
firmly in Lord Gray's court. The SAC
provided no sericus and factusl
justification for their majority vote
recommendation. Ii can be likened to a
splitejury verdict of guility based on
circumstantial evidence. This, in the
light of Lord Grav's firm commitment %o
the acid test of trade opinion, leads one
to suspect that the crucial decisions have
aiready been taken Lo the effect that the
HIDB will continue to market Highlands and
Islands Tourism. And until there is
powerful evidence to the contrary, this is
as it should be.



