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Abstract: This article aims to offer a comprehensive theoretical approach to tourism governance and its
current state by conducting a systematic literature review and bibliometric analysis. The study seeks to
understand how governance aligns the interests of governments, businesses, and local communities in
order to promote sustainable and competitive development in a globalized environment. Based on the
SALSA framework, the research analyzed a sample of 84 scientific studies extracted from the Web of
Science and Scopus databases. Quantitative and qualitative analysis techniques were employed using
statistical and content analysis tools to identify trends, regions, stakeholders, and key governance
attributes. Findings reveal a significant increase in tourism governance research since 2016, particularly
after the pandemic. The most studied area is tourism planning, followed by community-based tourism
and smart destinations. Geographically, Asia and Europe dominate scientific production, with the public
and private sectors being the main actors. The study identifies three fundamental models or "clusters":
community-oriented governance, data-driven smart governance, and network-based governance.
Business management approaches tend to focus on efficiency and planning, leaving critical political
dimensions such as power, trust, and distributive justice in the background. Although governance has
evolved toward more collaborative forms, a technocratic logic appears to be emerging that could replace
democratic deliberation. The effectiveness of these models depends on their adaptation to the local
context and the balance between economic competitiveness and the empowerment of local actors.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The transformations resulting from globalization and digitalization have profoundly
impacted the structure and dynamics of tourism destinations. These transformations have
promoted the decentralization of power and the emergence of non-state actors, such as
companies, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and local communities, in decision-
making processes related to tourism planning and management at multiple levels (Timothy,
2019; Bock et al., 2021). While these actors can have positive impacts, they can also create
tensions within local economies and with regard to sustainability. According to Codina et al.
(2022b), tourism reconfigures power relations by turning spaces into disputed resources where
objective and subjective aspects, such as identities and economic benefits, are negotiated.
Local actors use different forms of capital (economic, social, and cultural) to exert power and
exclude others. This translates into different aspects generated by the dispute and integration of
tourism in a destination. New technologies, such as social networks used by tourism
companies for communication and dissemination, can create asymmetries of power and
information between consumers and different stakeholders (Gutiérrez-Barroso et al., 2021).
Other authors, such as del Hoyo ef al. (2019), argue that patrimonializing cultural events and
local festivities for their tourism potential — events that are manifestations of local traditions
and identity — can generate positive externalities, such as an increase in cultural and real estate
value. However, it also entails negative effects, such as visitor saturation and the
commodification of heritage. These phenomena have led to the need for alternative
management, governance, and mitigation strategies. Governance is the result of a long
historical process of social and institutional adaptation in which power administration and
social coordination have evolved from centralized, hierarchical models to complex,
collaborative dynamics among multiple actors, scales, and sectors (van Assche ef al., 2014;
Ansell and Torfing, 2022). The authors explain that there is no single theory of governance.
Rather, there are multiple, overlapping theoretical discussions that offer a set of conceptual
tools to address a wide range of problems in political science, public administration, sociology,
economics, law, and so on. In this sense, the current concept of governance encompasses the
capacity to direct diverse groups and the existence of formal and informal institutions that
interact within a globalized, dynamic system. Thus, contemporary governance is inseparable
from historical processes such as social differentiation, market expansion, diversification of
actors, and the crisis of the state model. It consolidates itself as an analytical framework for
managing complex, transnational societies.

The objective of this work is to show and understand the various forms of research
aimed at studying tourism governance, collaboration, coordination, and the participation of
local actors in different tourism areas. To achieve this objective, we will conduct a
systematic bibliographic review, apply search criteria to specific databases, analyze these
documents with statistical tools (both qualitative and quantitative), and synthesize the
results. This will help us explore the main approaches, trends, and directions carried out in
the field of tourism governance thus far.

2. UNDERSTANDING GOVERNANCE

Multiple governance research articles offer a key insight: the concept of governance
has emerged and evolved alongside the dynamics of contemporary capitalism (Eagleton-
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Pierce, 2014). Governance is understood as the manner in which institutions and individuals
collaborate to achieve specific goals. It has been influenced by the changes in global
capitalism. Governance not only refers to the management of institutions but is also
influenced by the logics and values of capitalism. The capacity of states to govern in the
traditional way is declining, and the importance of non-state actors in policy formulation
and implementation is increasing due to the growing influence of international markets and
supranational organizations. Due to capitalist dynamics, governance has been approached
from different perspectives, which has affected the design of institutions and policies. These
institutions and policies are characterized by a focus on efficiency, competitiveness, and
self-regulation (Peters and Pierre, 1998; Rhodes, 2007; Ruhanen et al., 2010; Eagleton-
Pierce, 2014). Another prevailing idea is that governance provides an opportunity to create
self-organizing networks that supplement markets and hierarchies in allocating resources.
These networks are characterized by trust, which fosters innovation and reciprocity,
especially in initiatives requiring collective action (Rhodes, 1996; Ruhanen et al., 2010;
Clegg, 2019). According to Ruhanen et al. (2010), from a political science point of view,
governance has emerged as a response to public sector reforms in the US and the UK in the
1980s, where privatization and cross-sector collaboration were promoted. Authors as Rose-
Ackerman and Palifka (2016), and Bauhr and Grimes (2014) analyze and emphasizes the
importance of transparency and accountability as mechanisms for combating corruption and
enhancing development. From the point of view of corporate governance, Aguilera and
Jackson (2003), or Stoelhorst and Vishwanathan (2024) argue that it is a system of rules,
practices and processes through which a company is directed and controlled, seeking to
balance the interests of the various stakeholders (shareholders, managers, employees,
customers). It has shifted to a more inclusive approach that considers multi-stakeholder
relationships. As previously discussed, there is no clear consensus on the definition of
governance because the term is used broadly and from different perspectives. Several
scholars have defined governance as the sum of the ways in which individuals and
institutions, public and private, manage social, economic, and political processes that
provide for them and allow for the coordination of individual actions to achieve collective
outcomes (Rhodes, 1996; Colebatch, 2014; Scott and Marzano, 2015; Clegg, 2019). It also
refers to the processes and structures used to direct and manage organizations and societies.
This approach suggests that social actors have become more influential in policy and
administration. This challenges the traditional concept of government as a central
controlling entity, as well as traditional models of public administration. This is due to the
reduced ability of national governments to insulate their economies and societies from
global trends. This has overtaken the well-known nation-state (Rhodes, 1996; Peters and
Pierre, 1998; Rhodes, 2007). Thus, the rise of networks has become a predominant feature
of governance, complementing markets and hierarchies in the allocation and control of
resources (Rhodes, 1996; Peters and Pierre, 1998; Tomba, 2004). This concept is paralleled
by the idea of the "hollowing out of the state" (Rhodes, 1996; Peters and Pierre, 1998),
which refers to the reduction of central government's role and sovereignty. This shift
transfers more responsibilities to private actors and networks at multiple territorial levels.
Stoker (1998) presents five propositions regarding the meaning and representation of
governance. First, governance involves institutions and actors, both governmental and non-
governmental, in service provision and decision-making. Second, it acknowledges the
absence of clear boundaries in responsibilities for addressing social and economic issues as
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the lines between the public and private sectors have become blurred. Third, it identifies the
dependence of power among the involved actors, where no single organization has absolute
control. Institutions depend on each other to achieve their objectives, which requires the
exchange of resources, negotiation, and agreements. These are autonomous networks of
interconnected, yet independent, actors. Finally, governance depends not only on
government power in the form of orders, but also on new tools and techniques for directing
and guiding. In summary, governance is a complex concept that encompasses a variety of
approaches and practices. Some trends that reflect a shift towards more decentralized and
collaborative forms of administration are networks and stakeholders (Freeman, 1984; Jamal
and Getz, 1995; Rhodes, 1997; Dredge, 2006; Klijn and Koppenjan, 2012); multilevel
coordination and decision-making (Hooghe and Marks, 2001; Dredge and Jamal, 2015);
resilience and adaptability (Dietz et al., 2003); sustainable development (Bramwell and
Lane, 1993; Dredge and Jenkins, 2007); joint or collective action (Ostrom, 1990; Hall,
2011); and "governance without government" (Rhodes, 1996; Peters and Pierre, 1998). This
shift has weakened states' traditional capacity to control and direct policy, highlighting the
importance of non-state actors and the influence of international markets.

In the context of tourism, the pandemic significantly and temporarily disrupted global
tourism dynamics. It exposed the sector's structural weaknesses and provided an opportunity
to restructure it into a more sustainable, resilient, and secure model (Rivera et al., 2024).
Consequently, tourism governance encompasses collective decision-making processes
involving multiple public and private stakeholders in the management of tourism resources
and the resolution of conflicts of interest arising from the impact of tourism. Action
mechanisms, such as the United Nations' Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) related to
tourism, seek to integrate economic prosperity, social inclusion, and environmental
protection in order to achieve a sustainable future. These goals promote responsible
consumption practices because tourism depends on natural resources. Tourism can serve as
an economic engine that helps reduce poverty by generating productive and decent
employment in local communities (Carius and Job, 2019; Moyle et al., 2021). These ideas
about sustainable tourism from social, environmental, and economic perspectives are
reflected in the European context within the transition pathway for tourism (European
Commission, 2022). Through a process of joint creation with various stakeholders from
European Union member countries, a set of measures is designed to combat the challenges
facing the tourism sector. Governance is established as a fundamental axis for achieving
these objectives. However, there is criticism about how tourism growth can perpetuate
inequalities. Its relationship with sustainable development is also ambiguous due to its
dependence on international tourists and foreign investment (Trupp and Dolezal, 2020;
Bianchi and De Man, 2021; Moyle et al., 2021). Additionally, Rasoolimanesh et al. (2020)
demonstrate in their recent studies that residents are the most involved stakeholder group,
while tourists are the least engaged compared to governments and businesses. These studies
emphasize objective indicators over subjective ones. According to Ruhanen (2013) local
governments are responsible for land use planning, development application regulation, and
local infrastructure provision. This positions them as key players in sustainable tourism
development. Their proximity to issues associated with tourism, ability to implement
sustainability plans, and representation of the local community give them a central role.
They can address negative impacts on communities and the environment. Hall (2011)
presents governance archetypes for tourism based on characteristics and elements to provide



Scientific Annals of Economics and Business, 2026, Volume 73, Issue 2, pp. 415-438 419

a general understanding through models. These archetypes include hierarchies (centralized
and vertical governance structures), markets (governance based on market mechanisms and
competition), networks (governance through networks of interdependent actors), and
communities (governance based on cooperation and the self-organization of communities).
Each archetype defines its own success criteria, implementation formulas, and policy
instruments, with protagonists focusing on different actors.

3. METHODOLOGY

Several literature review techniques can be used to develop a theoretical approach,
conceptual understanding, or state-of-the-art analysis. These techniques include critical
analysis (Arksey and O’Malley, 2005) and mixed approaches that combine quantitative and
qualitative methodologies (Creswell and Creswell, 2019). This study applies a systematic
literature review accompanied by a bibliometric analysis. Although a systematized literature
review does not follow all the principles of a systematic review typically associated with the
health sciences, it does adopt an approach.

This type of review is commonly found in scientific articles within the human and
social sciences (Codina, 2020). A bibliometric analysis is a systematic, quantitative research
method used to analyze scientific production within a specific field of study. The main
purposes are to discover and examine research trends, map the intellectual context of an
area, and provide an overview of existing literature (Khraiwish and Alsharif, 2024). In this
case, the review process is based on the SALSA framework (Search, Appraise, Synthesis,
Analysis), which, according to Grant and Booth (2009) and Codina et al. (2022a, p. 71), is
"a framework that uses four critical phases to guide and evaluate a systematic review."

1. Search: Design search commands tailored to the research objectives. Use relevant
academic databases such as Web of Science and Scopus.

WOS search commands: ("tourism" and "governance" and "citizen participation" and
"policy" and "network") or ("tourism" and "governance" and "participation" and "policy"
and "local" and "community" and "network") or ("tourism" and "governance"
"participation" and "collaboration" "local" and "community" and "network" or "policy") or
("tourism" and "governance" and "smart tourism").

Scopus search commands: ("tourism" and "governance" and "participation" and
"collaboration" or '"citizen participation") or ("tourism" and "governance" and "smart
tourism") or ("tourism" and "governance" and "collaboration" and "network" or "local") or
("tourism" and "governance" and "participation" or policy and "local" and "community" or
"planning” or "network"). The search parameters in Scopus were modified because of the
null or scarce results extracted from some search commands used for WOS.

2. Appraise: Apply inclusion and exclusion criteria to filter the collected documents.
Geographical, theoretical or methodological parameters are taken into consideration
according to the objectives of the study.

WOS inclusion criteria: That they have been cited at least once in any database or
journal, English and Spanish, books and articles without date or year limit, areas of social
science sociology, anthropology, urban studies, history, economy and business, public
administration, geography, government law, global geographic scope, and applied
theoretical and empirical studies.
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SCOPUS inclusion criteria: that have been cited at least once in any database or
journal, English and Spanish, books and articles without date or year limit, areas of Social
Sciences, Business, Management and Accounting, Environmental Science, Economics,
Econometrics and Finance, Decision Sciences, global geographic scope, and applied
theoretical and empirical studies.

Exclusion criteria: book, articles, documents not found (unable to access content, 17
content not found excluded) or not related to studies on tourism governance, excluded prior
to reading (title, abstract, subject, keywords). Studies were excluded if, both prior to and
after reading, their main objectives were not the analysis of governance in tourism (with its
main dimensions as stakeholders, participation, partnership, cooperation and so on) or
policies implemented in tourism.

These steps are represented through a PRISMA flow chart shown in Figure no. 1, a
graphic tool used to clearly and transparently represent the study selection process (Ghesh et
al., 2024; Gupta et al., 2024), which took place between December 2024 and February 2025.
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Figure no. 1 — Flow chart
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3. Analysis: A procedure has been implemented to review the selected documents.
The inclusion criteria focus on including documents related to tourism governance models
or tourism decision-making processes. Then, analysis sheets are created for each document,
covering aspects such as methodology, object of study, contributions, and main results.

In this case, we conducted a post-reading analysis of the selected studies in a comparative
table. We used specific coding to measure the frequency of the following attributes:

Study authors, tourism field of study (coded as tourism planning, tourism policy, or
tourism marketing), smart tourism destinations, agritourism, ecotourism, community
tourism, events, sports, nature, rural tourism, urban tourism, cultural tourism, and coastal
and marine tourism. Then, the year of publication of the study, the region in which it was
carried out, and the stakeholders involved were coded as follows: local/resident community;
civil society (NGOs, social groups, students, visitors, religious organizations, trade unions,
etc.); public sector (town halls, governments, administrations, authorities, DMOs, etc.);
private sector (companies, industry, local businesses, lobbies); academia; and/or experts.
The methodology is coded as qualitative, quantitative, or mixed. The measures or analysis
techniques are coded as qualitative (DELPHI method, interviews, participatory workshops,
observation, focus groups, documentary analysis, literature review, and conceptual
framework) or quantitative (network analysis, surveys, secondary data analysis, and case
study review). Finally, the type of study is coded as theoretical, practical, or both.

Finally, we created frequency matrices using the R statistical program, version 4.3.2,
for the variables Year, Regions, Tourism Areas, and Stakeholders Involved. Are there more
stakeholders involved in studies of a specific tourism area? Are there more stakeholders
involved in studies in a specific region or continent? Have more studies on a specific
tourism area been carried out in a specific year? Have more studies on a specific tourism
area been carried out in a specific region or country? We analyzed pre-selected attributes of
tourism governance with the content analysis software Atlas.ti and examined their
frequencies in English and Spanish articles. The attributes were accountability, alliance,
social capital, collaboration, competitiveness, cooperation, coordination, effectiveness,
efficacy, efficiency, empowerment, influence, management, participation, partnership,
planning, power, resilience, sustainability, transparency, and trust.

4. Synthesis: Generate a new product that combines the analyses performed to
produce descriptive and critical results. This synthesis can take the form of a narrative
supported by tables and diagrams to identify trends, patterns, and research gaps. In some
cases, explanations can be generated to support theories or hypotheses for future research.

4. RESULTS

As shown in Table no. 1, studies on tourism governance increased beginning in 2016,
especially in the years following the pandemic. Within the field of tourism, the most studied
topic is tourism planning, i.e., management, policies, and planning related to the tourism sector
itself. Thus, tourism governance is primarily studied in the tourism planning area, followed by
community tourism and smart destinations. Most studies on tourism governance have been
conducted in Asia, mainly in China, the Philippines, Malaysia, India, and Indonesia, followed
by Europe, well ahead of America and Africa. The stakeholders with the greatest presence and
participation in these studies are from the public and private sectors. The academic sector has a
stronger presence than local communities or civil society in the studies.
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Table no. 1 — Frequencies according to year, tourism activity, continent and stakeholders

Year N % Tourism types N % Continent N %  Stakeholders involved N %
2005 1 1.19 Tourism planning 27 22.50 Asia 36 42,35 Public sector 65 25.79
2007 1 1.19 Smart tourism destination 13 10.83 Europe 26 30,59 Private sector 58 23.02
2008 1 1.19 Agrotourism 1 0.83 North America 3 3,53 Local community 45 17.86
2010 2 2.38 Ecotourism 9 7.50 South America 3 3,53 Civil society 37 14.68
2011 1 1.19 community-based tourism 19 15.83 Africa 4 4,71 Academia and/or experts 47 18.65
2012 3 3.57 event tourism 2 1.67 Oceania 2 2,35

2013 3 3.57 sports tourism 2 1.67 General 11 12,94

2014 3 3.57 nature tourism 10 8.33

2015 3 3.57 rural tourism 9 7.50

2016 6 7.14 urban tourism 11 9.17

2017 6 7.14 coastal and/or marine tourism 9 7.50

2018 8 9.52 cultural tourism 2 1.67

2019 9 10.71 heritage tourism 6 5.00

2020 3 3.57

2021 11 13.10

2022 4 4,76

2023 12 14,29

2024 7 8.33

Source: own elaboration

In terms of methodology, qualitative studies predominate (see Table no. 2), employing
techniques such as interviews, documentary analysis, literature reviews, and focus groups.
Regarding the typology of studies, the vast majority focus on case studies, i.e., practical
research applied to a specific context.

Table no. 2 — Frequencies by methodology applied and type of study

Methodology N %  Typeofstudy N %

Qualitative 62 73.81 Theoretical 13 15.48
Quantitative 3 3.57 Practical 63 75.00
Mixed 19 22.62 Both 8 9.52

Source: own elaboration

Looking at the frequency matrix of stakeholders involved in studies by region (see
Figure no. 2), we see that in Europe, the public and private sectors have the greatest
presence, with the local community involved in only 30% of tourism governance studies. In
Asia, Africa, and South America, however, the local community shares a comparable
presence and level of participation with the public and private sectors, representing 78% of
the total number of studies on tourism governance carried out in Asia.

Examining the frequency matrix of publications by year and tourism field (Figure no. 3),
we see that, from 2014 to 2018, tourism planning, management, and policies were the most
studied area of tourism governance. Of the six publications in 2017, almost 70% were in
tourism planning. Starting in 2019, community-based tourism and smart tourism destinations
(from now on DTI) gained relevance in tourism governance studies. Studies on governance are
also beginning to be applied to rural, urban, and nature tourism. Of the 12 publications on
tourism governance in 2023, nearly half focused on community-based tourism.
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Figure no. 3 — Matrix of frequencies in the tourism field - year of publication

Figure no. 4 shows the frequency matrix of the stakeholders involved in the tourism studies.
As can be seen, civil society has the greatest preponderance in the governance of nature and
ecotourism. Academics and experts are more prevalent in smart tourism destinations and tourism
planning, while local communities have a stronger presence in ecotourism, community-based
tourism, nature tourism, and rural tourism. The private sector is more prevalent in coastal and
marine tourism, sports tourism, events, heritage tourism, cultural tourism, urban tourism, and
tourism planning. Of the total presence and participation of local communities in tourism
governance studies, 35% is concentrated in community tourism. Conversely, almost 30% of the
total presence and participation of the private sector is in tourism planning.
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As shown in Figure no. 5, when we calculate the matrix between the field of tourism
studies and the continent where they are conducted, we clearly observe that Asia has a
tourism governance approach that is more oriented towards community-based tourism,
while Europe focuses its studies more on smart destinations and tourism management.
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Figure no. 5 — Frequency matrix - tourism field — continent

Figure no. 6 shows the results of analyzing the selected variables through the frequency
of words in the total number of scientific studies (84). The figure shows that the most
frequently used variables in English and Spanish studies are "management,”" "planning," and
"participation,”" followed by "collaboration" and "sustainability." However, words such as
"power," "trust," "social capital," and "empowerment" are not far behind and are more
prominent tourism governance variables than "resilience," "efficiency," "transparency,"
"competitiveness," and "accountability."
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Figure no. 6 — Frequency of governance attribute words

Depending on the field of tourism, the actors involved, the regions studied, and the
object of study in each context, we could group the forms of governance into three main
clusters, as shown in Table no. 3 below.

Table no. 3 — Main models of tourism governance

Governance Model

Governance oriented to
community participation

Data-driven smart
governance

Network-based
governance

Primary Focus

Key Actors

Role of the Public
Sector

Role of the Private
Sector

Role of the Local
Community

Role of
Academics/Experts

Implementation
Mechanisms

Participation and
empowerment of local
stakeholders, equitable
distribution of benefits
Residents and local
community

Facilitator of public
participation, commu-
nication and dissemination
of information

Assistance in planning,
promotion and
implementation of events,
product co-creation
Active participation in
planning and decision
making, local control of
resources

Neutral role, support in
information analysis and
collective action processes

Bottom-up participatory
processes, decentralization
policies

Digital innovation, use of
technologies for
management, evaluation
and participation.
Destination Management
Organizations (DMO’s)
Main support to correct
digital divides,
centralization of
information

Technology companies as
relevant actors,
development of digital
platforms

Involvement in
innovation processes, key
quality of life
measurement indicator
Support to OGD,
definition of indicators
and provision of
theoretical models
Collaborative platforms,
Living Lab models, big
data and indicators

Collaborative networks,
inter-agency coordination
and critical policy
reflection

Multi-actors in
collaborative networks
Meta-governance in
decentralization system,
network capacity building
support

Participation in multi-
stakeholder collaborative
networks

Integration in
collaborative networks

Contribution of analytical
frameworks and
methodologies

Indicator systems,
consultative processes,
dialogue and conflict
management

Source: own elaboration
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5. DISCUSSION

This leads us to ask a key question about understanding the complexity of measuring
and assessing the impact of tourism governance, as well as the sectorization of stakeholders.
This study brings us closer to synthesizing tourism governance from a holistic perspective.
The three "clusters" shown in Table no. 3 above are the result of Hall (2011)’s four
standardized models of tourism governance. However, we understand that these pure models
do not exist in reality, but rather are combinations of them. Similarly, there are no models
from a purely managerial or political perspective; rather, both are mixed. Management and
policy perspectives ("how" and "why") explain governance models ("what"). Tourism
governance is an inherently hybrid and complex field involving human actors, such as
governments, businesses, communities, and tourists, as well as non-human actors, such as
natural resources, infrastructure, technologies, cultural heritage, and animal species. The
first step is recognizing that tourism is an inherently hybrid phenomenon. Therefore, it
cannot be rigidly separated from society or discourse in the analysis, technique, or science
of tourism, as Latour and Goldstein (2012) explained in their premise of the three
misunderstandings. Agencies and institutions can "speak" in governance processes. Climate
data, endemic species, digital platforms, and infrastructures are not passive resources; they
influence decisions and the exercise of power.

However, these governance models have their own intentions and configurations. Their
strategy, technique, and methodology cannot be considered "neutral," but rather are
conditioned by various factors:

— The technical and political profiles of decision-makers and coordinators. Which
dimensions are relevant and prevailing based on their worldview? Professional profiles in
law may emphasize accountability, while political science emphasizes trust and
transparency. Social science focuses more on participation and equity, and economics
focuses more on efficiency and planning. When a few professions dominate public
administration, views of reality that are not represented emerge.

— The agenda and power: The geographical concentration of most tourism
governance studies and scientific production in Asia and Europe can influence the
theoretical and methodological approaches to researching this topic. The presence of certain
stakeholders in the studies analyzed does not necessarily imply their effective participation
in actual governance processes. This distinction between what is studied and what actually
happens raises a key question about understanding the complexity of measuring the impact
of tourism governance and the sectorization of stakeholders. Does greater involvement,
collaboration, and participation by a particular stakeholder imply greater influence or
decision-making power over public issues? In a tourism context, does greater participation
and involvement in alliances or decision-making processes offer greater power over
implemented policies? Redefining governance as a form of state deregulation to the
detriment of self-regulation changes the power dynamics between the government,
businesses, and civil society. This shapes the concept of "smart" management, which comes
from the organizational and business sphere and refers to tourism or tourist destinations.
Inaction is also interpreted as an exercise of power in governance. Power struggles in local
contexts hinder the adoption of sustainable policies and are reflected in symbolic public
consultations whose decisions are predetermined.
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Despite the creation of new forms of participation, such as citizen participation bodies,
assemblies, and consultations, governance approaches have moved away from democratic
deliberation and toward technocratic and economic management logic. The involvement of
certain actors in decision-making processes is often insufficient. This can be seen from the need
to incorporate more participatory methodologies, integrating socio-analysis or participatory
action research in a complementary manner with quantitative governance indicators. It can also
be seen from the perspective that governance (and its methodological study) is also influenced
by social power relations, which are often asymmetrical. Failing to consider these asymmetrical
power relations between social groups and actors in tourism governance studies can result in
conceptualizing governance as purely technoscientific and overlooking the political elements of
power, social capital, and the (dis)empowerment of actors. This can lead to a biased
interpretation of decision-making in tourism matters, which would undoubtedly cause
complications in achieving sustainability goals and objectives for the sector.

6. CONCLUSION

The conceptual framework of governance seems to stem mainly from two
perspectives: corporate management and political science. This is reflected in the attributes
analyzed most frequently, where "management," "planning," and "collaboration"
predominate over attributes such as "power," "trust," "social capital," and "empowerment."
The overwhelming focus of studies on tourism planning and management is seen as
reflecting the dominance of a managerial approach. This dominance comes at the expense of
perspectives that focus on power, legitimacy, trust, and distributive justice.

Since the boom in tourism governance studies between 2015 and 2017, most studies
have been developed from a corporate and institutional perspective of management,
planning, and public policies. However, these approaches diversified in two stages: the pre-
pandemic period, during which tourism governance began to be applied to urban areas,
communities, and the concept of smart destinations, and the post-pandemic period, during
which rural and natural areas were also included. Tourism governance practices vary
significantly across regions and sectors. The level of stakeholder relevance and participation
is sectorized according to the tourism field. Europe and the West tend to focus on the role of
networks and place greater emphasis on public-private partnerships. Their approach is
geared toward planning and managing smart tourist destinations. Civil society and local
communities in Asia and Africa, particularly in China, have a level of participation that is
comparable to that of the private sector. The private sector appears to play a larger role in
rural and urban areas, as well as in coastal and marine areas and smart destination
management. Conversely, local communities are also relevant in rural areas but are more
prevalent in ecological, nature, and community areas. The least studied areas of tourism in
terms of governance are mainly cultural tourism, agritourism, and sports tourism. The
predominance of qualitative methodologies in case studies suggests that a greater
understanding of tourism governance can be achieved in specific, subjective contexts,
making it difficult to standardize quantitative indicators or forms of measurement applicable
to all cases. Finally, most of the research focuses on practical case studies, each of which is
studied and analyzed based on its particular dimensions and characteristics.

The dominant dimensions of each model are closely linked to its objectives and the
leading actors. Community governance emphasizes participation, empowerment, trust, and
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equitable distribution of benefits. This model aims to grant the local community more
control over resources. In data-driven smart governance, the dominant dimensions are
efficiency, competitiveness, and decision-making planning. It focuses on modernizing
management through digital platforms and big data. Meanwhile, network-based governance
emphasizes collaboration, cooperation, transparency, and resilience. This model emphasizes
creating strategic alliances and managing conflicts between multiple actors.

7. IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY

The typology proposed in this study provides the necessary structure to organize a field
of study that has, until now, been -characterized by significant conceptual and
methodological fragmentation. By synthesizing the literature into three clear models, the
study enables the integration of tourism governance approaches, which are often focused on
corporate efficiency, with political science approaches, which emphasize power, legitimacy,
and transparency.

The importance of meta-governance is emphasized. According to Meuleman (2010),
the state should not abandon its function but rather adopt the role of facilitator and designer
of frameworks. This approach warns against the risks of overly technocratic methods, which
can transform governance into a purely technical matter. These methods prioritize certain
dimensions over others depending on the context and time, overlooking the asymmetries of
power and the social capital necessary for effective cooperation, collaboration, and
coordination between multiple actors, especially when it comes to achieving sustainable
development goals.

Although the community model promotes citizen participation and equity, the shift
toward "smart" or managerial approaches to governance requires monitoring to prevent
democratic deliberation from being replaced by symbolic consultations with predetermined
outcomes. This shift can generate conflicts between sustainability and well-being, on the
one hand, and competitiveness, efficiency, and tourism growth, on the other. National
political and administrative traditions influence which combinations of the models presented
in this study are viable. Good practices cannot be transferred between countries without
profound adaptation to the local context. Metagovernance can play a key role as a post-
dogmatic tool that prioritizes flexibility over rigid doctrines based on cultural preferences to
solve complex social problems. The legitimacy of the system depends on governance being
a tool not only for market self-regulation but also for empowering local actors.

8. STUDY LIMITATIONS

The review was limited to the Web of Science and Scopus databases. While these
databases are considered benchmarks in the academic field, excluding others may have
resulted in the omission of relevant studies in specific local contexts. Additionally, the
Scopus search commands had to be modified due to the initial scarcity of results, which
suggests that the search terms may be too specific. The inclusion criteria were restricted to
documents in English and Spanish. This limits our understanding of governance in regions
where scientific output is predominantly published in other languages. Furthermore, the
majority of studies are concentrated in Asia and Europe, leaving the dynamics of America
and Africa underrepresented. This leads us to conclude that there may be dynamics and
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concepts that are less explored outside the anglo-hispanic axis. This could make the idea of
governance in tourism even more complex, while also providing a more holistic view.

The creation of a comprehensive analytical framework and the development of
standardized dimensions for two cross-cutting, multidimensional concepts such as governance
and tourism can be complicated by conceptual ambiguity and the fact that almost 74% of the
analyzed studies are qualitative in nature and 75% are specific case studies. This makes it a
highly fragmented field of study that could fall into excessive relativism.

ORCID

Johan Joukhadar Aide “* https://orcid.org/0009-0007-3165-9835
Josué Gutierrez Barroso “* https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5968-3254
Francisco Flores Mufoz “* https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8194-9394

References

Abdullah, N. H., Patterson, 1., & Pegg, S. (2016). Community Engagement in an International Sailing
Event: The Monsoon Cup in Malaysia. International Journal of Culture, Tourism and
Hospitality Research, 10(2), 161-172. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJCTHR-07-2015-0074

Adebayo, A. D., & Butcher, J. (2021). Constraints and Drivers of Community Participation and
Empowerment in Tourism Planning and Development in Nigeria. Tourism Review International,
25(2),209-227. http://dx.doi.org/10.3727/154427221X16098837280000

Adebayo, A. D., & Butcher, J. (2023). Community Empowerment in Nigeria’s Tourism Industry: An
Analysis of Stakeholders’ Perceptions. Tourism Planning & Development, 20(4), 583-603.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21568316.2022.2127865

Aguilera, R. V., & Jackson, G. (2003). The Cross-National Diversity of Corporate Governance:
Dimensions and Determinants. Academy of Management Review, 28(3), 447-465.
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/30040732

Al Fikri, F., Nugroho, A., & Sudarmo. (2023). Sustainable Tourism Management in Post Pandemic:
Lesson Learned from Ponggok Village Tourism Community Governance. Pakistan Journal of
Life and Social Sciences, 21(1), 360-340. http://dx.doi.org/10.57239/PJL.SS-2023-21.1.0028

Ansell, C., & Torfing, J. (Eds.). (2022). Introduction to the Handbook on Theories of Governance.
Handbook on Theories of Governance: Edward Elgar Publishing.

Arksey, H., & O’Malley, L. (2005). Scoping Studies: Towards a Methodological Framework.
International Journal of  Social Research Methodology, 8(1), 19-32.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1364557032000119616

Battaglia, M., Daddi, T., & Rizzi, F. (2012). Sustainable Tourism Planning and Consultation:
Evidence from the Project INTER.ECO.TUR. European Planning Studies, 20(2), 193-211.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2012.650908

Bauhr, M., & Grimes, M. (2014). Indignation or Resignation. Governance: An International Journal
of Policy, Administration and Institutions, 27(March), 291-320.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/gove.12033

Beaumont, N., & Dredge, D. (2010). Local Tourism Governance: A Comparison of Three Network
Approaches. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 18(1), 7-28.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669580903215139

Bianchi, R., & De Man, F. (2021). Tourism, Inclusive Growth and Decent Work: A Political Economy
Critique. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 29(2-3), 353-371.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1730862


https://orcid.org/0009-0007-3165-9835
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5968-3254
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8194-9394
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJCTHR-07-2015-0074
http://dx.doi.org/10.3727/154427221X16098837280000
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21568316.2022.2127865
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/30040732
http://dx.doi.org/10.57239/PJLSS-2023-21.1.0028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1364557032000119616
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2012.650908
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/gove.12033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669580903215139
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1730862

430 Aide, J. J., Gutiérrez-Barroso, J., Flores-Mufioz, F.

Bichler, B. (2019). Designing Tourism Governance: The role of Local Residents. Journal of
Destination Marketing & Management, 19(March).
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2019.100389

Bichler, B. F., & Losch, M. (2019). Collaborative Governance in Tourism: Empirical Insights into a
Community-Oriented Destination. Sustainability (Basel), 11(23), 1-19.
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/sul1236673

Bock, 1. A., Costa, R., Rodrigues, C., & Macke, J. (2021). Examining the Concept of Governance in
Tourism  Research.  Tourism  and  Hospitality =~ Management,  27(3), 629-668.
http://dx.doi.org/10.20867/thm.27.3.9

Bramwell, B. (2011). Governance, the State and Sustainable Tourism: A Political Economy Approach.
Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 19(4-5), 459-4717.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.576765

Bramwell, B., & Lane, B. (1993). Sustainable Tourism: An Evolving Concept. Journal of Sustainable
Tourism, 1(1), 1-5. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669589309450696

Bramwell, B., & Lane, B. (2011). Critical Research on the Governance of Tourism and Sustainability.
Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 19(4-5), 411-421.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.580586

Bulilan, C. M. R. (2021). From Governing to Selling Tourism: Changing Role of Local Government in
the Tourism Development of Bohol, Philippines. Southeast Asian Studies, 10(2), 273-293.
http://dx.doi.org/10.20495/seas.10.2 273

Carius, F., & Job, H. (2019). Community Involvement and Tourism Revenue Sharing as Contributing
Factors to the UN Sustainable Development Goals in Jozani—-Chwaka Bay National Park and
Biosphere Reserve, Zanzibar. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 27(6), 826-846.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.1560457

Cerda-Mansilla, E., Tussyadiah, 1., Campo, S., & Rubio, N. (2024). Smart Destinations: A Holistic
View from Researchers and Managers to Tourists and Locals. Tourism Management
Perspectives, 51(2024), 1-16. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2024.101223

Clegg, S. (2019). Governmentality. Project Management Journal, 50(3), 266-270.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/8756972819841260

Codina, L. (2020). Revisiones Bibliograficas Sistematizadas en Ciencias Humanas y Sociales. 1:
Fundamentos. In C. Lopezosa, J. Diaz-Noci, & L. Codina (Eds.), Anuario de Métodos de
Investigacion en Comunicacion Social, n.1 (pp. 50-60): DigiDoc Universitat Pompeu Fabra.
http://dx.doi.org/10.31009/method0s.2020.101.05

Codina, L., Lopezosa, C., & Freixa, P. (2022a). Scoping Reviews en Trabajos Académicos en
Comunicacion: Frameworks y Fuentes. Paper presented at the XIII Congreso Internacional de
Ciberperiodismo Bilbao Noviembre de 2021, Bilbao.

Codina, R., Lugosi, P., & Bowen, D. (2022b). Place, Power, and Tourism in Value-Creation:
Contesting the Plaza in Pisac, Peru. Tourism Geographies, 24(4-5), 879-901.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2020.1819399

Colebatch, H. (2014). Making Sense of Governance. Policy and Society, 33(4), 307-316.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.polsoc.2014.10.001

Connelly, G. (2007). Testing Governance—A Research Agenda for Exploring Urban Tourism
Competitiveness Policy: The Case of Liverpool 1980-2000. Tourism Geographies, 9(1), 84—
114. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1461668060109293 1

Cornejo Ortega, J. L., & Malcolm, C. D. (2020). Touristic Stakeholders’ Perceptions about the Smart
Tourism Destination Concept in Puerto Vallarta, Jalisco, Mexico. Sustainability (Basel), 12(5),
1-18. http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su12051741

Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2019). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative & Mixed
Methods Approaches / John W. Creswell & J. David Creswell (S5th ed. ed.). Los Angeles: Sage.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2019.100389
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su11236673
http://dx.doi.org/10.20867/thm.27.3.9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.576765
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669589309450696
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.580586
http://dx.doi.org/10.20495/seas.10.2_273
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.1560457
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2024.101223
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/8756972819841260
http://dx.doi.org/10.31009/methodos.2020.i01.05
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2020.1819399
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.polsoc.2014.10.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14616680601092931
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su12051741

Scientific Annals of Economics and Business, 2026, Volume 73, Issue 2, pp. 415-438 431

d’Angella, F., De Carlo, M., & Sainaghi, R. (2010). Archetypes of Destination Governance: A
Comparison ~ of  International  Destinations. Tourism  Review, 65(4), 61-73.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/16605371011093872

Daconto, G., & Sherpa, L. N. (2010). Applying Scenario Planning to Park and Tourism Management
in Sagarmatha National Park, Khumbu, Nepal. Mountain Research and Development, 30(2),
103-112. http://dx.doi.org/10.1659/MRD-JOURNAL-D-09-00047.1

Damian, I. M., Navarro-Jurado, E., & Ruiz, F. (2023). Involving Stakeholders in the Evaluation of the
Sustainability of a Tourist Destination: A novel Comprehensive Approach. Journal of
Sustainable Tourism, 31(7), 1631-1650. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2021.1919687

Dash, B., & Balamurugan, G. (2024). Sustainable Tourism, Livelihood and Coastal Governance:
Chilika  Lake, India. Ocean and  Coastal = Management, 253(4), 107128.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2024.107128

del Hoyo, J. J. G., de Madariaga, C. J., & Espino, D. C. (2019). Approximation of the Value of an
Asset Inscribed on the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage of UNESCO: Estimation of a
Hedonic Price Model for the Fiesta of the Patios in Cordoba. Scientific Annals of Economics and
Business, 66(Special Issue), 5-23. http://dx.doi.org/10.47743/saeb-2019-0020

Della Corte, V., & Aria, M. (2014). Why Strategic Networks often Fail: Some Empirical Evidence
from the Area of Naples. Tourism  Management,  45(December), 3-15.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2014.03.010

Deng, A., Lu, J., & Zhao, Z. (2021). Rural Destination Revitalization in China: Applying Evolutionary
Economic Geography in Tourism Governance. Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism Research, 26(2),
215-230. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10941665.2020.1789682

Dietz, T., Ostrom, E., & Stern, P. C. (2003). The Struggle to Govern the Commons. Science,
302(5652), 1907-1912. http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science. 1091015

Dominguez-Gémez, J. A., & Gonzalez-Gomez, T. (2017). Analysing Stakeholders’ Perceptions of
Golf-Course-based Tourism: A Proposal for Developing Sustainable Tourism Projects. Tourism
Management, 63(December), 135—143. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2017.05.015

Dragouni, M., Fouseki, K., & Georgantzis, N. (2018). Community Participation in Heritage Tourism
Planning: Is It too Much to Ask? Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 26(5), 759-781.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2017.1404606

Dredge, D. (2006). Policy Networks and the Local Organisation of Tourism. Tourism Management,
27(2), 269-280. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2004.10.003

Dredge, D., & Jamal, T. (2015). Progress in Tourism Planning and Policy: A Post-Structural
Perspective on Knowledge Production. Tourism Management, 51(December), 285-297.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2015.06.002

Dredge, D., & Jenkins, J. (2007). Tourism Planning and Policy: John Wiley & Sons.

Dube, K. (2020). Tourism and Sustainable Development Goals in the African Context. International
Journal of Economics and Finance Studies, 11(1), 88-102.
http://dx.doi.org/10.34109/ijefs.202012106

Duit, A., & Galaz, V. (2008). Governance and Complexity—Emerging Issues for Governance Theory.
Governance: An International Journal of Policy, Administration and Institutions, 21(3), 311—
335. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/J.1468-0491.2008.00402.x

Dvorakova Liskova, Z., Partlova, P., & Krogmann, A. (2018). Multi — Level Governance towards
Regional Development in Postcommunist Countries. Theoretical and Empirical Researches in
Urban Management, 13(2), 5-20.

Dwipayanti, N. M. U., Nastiti, A., Johnson, H., Loehr, J., Kowara, M., De Rozari, P., . . . Powell, B.
(2022). Inclusive WASH and Sustainable Tourism in Labuan Bajo, Indonesia: Needs and
Opportunities. Journal of Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene for Development : a Journal of the
International Water Association, 12(5), 417-431. http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/washdev.2022.222

Eagleton-Pierce, M. (2014). The Concept of Governance in the Spirit of Capitalism. Critical Policy
Studies, 8(1), 5-21. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19460171.2014.883854


http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/16605371011093872
http://dx.doi.org/10.1659/MRD-JOURNAL-D-09-00047.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2021.1919687
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2024.107128
http://dx.doi.org/10.47743/saeb-2019-0020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2014.03.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10941665.2020.1789682
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1091015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2017.05.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2017.1404606
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2004.10.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2015.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.34109/ijefs.202012106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/J.1468-0491.2008.00402.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/washdev.2022.222
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19460171.2014.883854

432 Aide, J. J., Gutiérrez-Barroso, J., Flores-Mufioz, F.

Eaton, E. (2008). From Feeding the Locals to Selling the Locale: Adapting Local Sustainable Food
Projects in Niagara to Neocommunitarianism and Neoliberalism. Geoforum, 39(2), 994—1006.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2007.10.017

European Commission. (2022). [tinerario de tramsicion para el turismo. Retrieved from:
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2873/705389

Fan, K. H. F,, Ng, S. L., & Bayrak, M. M. (2023). Appraising the Community in Community-Based
Tourism. Tourism Geographies, 25(2-3), 594-614.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2021.1943702

Farrelly, T. A. (2011). Indigenous and Democratic Decision-Making: Issues from Community-Based
Ecotourism in the Bouma National Heritage Park, Fiji. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 19(7),
817-835. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.553390

Feng, N., Wei, F., Zhang, K. H., & Gu, D. (2018). Innovating Rural Tourism Targeting Poverty
Alleviation through a Multi-Industries Integration Network: The Case of Zhuanshui Village,
Anhui Province, China. Sustainability (Basel), 10(7), 1-18.
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su10072162

Freeman, R. E. (1984). Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach: Pitman.

Getz, D. (1986). Models in Tourism Planning: Towards Integration of Theory and Practice. Tourism
Management, 7(1), 21-32. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0261-5177(86)90054-3

Ghesh, N., Alexander, M., & Davis, A. (2024). The Artificial Intelligence-Enabled Customer
Experience in Tourism: A Systematic Literature Review. Tourism Review, 79(5), 1017-1037.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/tr-04-2023-0255

Goémez Bruna, D., & Thiel-Ellul, D. (2024). Gobernanza en Destinos Turisticos: El Caso de los
Destinos Turisticos Inteligentes (DTIs) en Espafia. Investigaciones Turisticas(27), 203-223.
http://dx.doi.org/10.14198/INTURI.24674

Gonzélez-Morales, O., Santana Talavera, A., & Dominguez Gonzélez, D. (2021). The Involvement of
Marine Tourism Companies in CSR: The Case of the Island of Tenerife. Environment,
Development and Sustainability, 23(8), 11427-11450. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10668-020-
01120-2

Gori, E., Fissi, S., & Romolini, A. (2021). A Collaborative Approach in Tourism Planning: The Case
of Tuscany Region. European Journal of Tourism Research, 29(2021), 1-16.
http://dx.doi.org/10.54055/ejtr.v291.2426

Grant, M. J., & Booth, A. (2009). A Typology of Reviews: An Analysis of 14 Review Types and
Associated Methodologies. Health Information and Libraries Journal, 26(2), 91-108.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-1842.2009.00848.x

Gretzel, U. (2021). The Smart DMO: A New Step in the Digital Transformation of Destination
Management Organizations. European Journal of Tourism Research, 30(2022), 1-12.
http://dx.doi.org/10.54055/ejtr.v30i.2589

Gupta, S., Jaiswal, R., & Gupta, S. K. (2024). Digital Nomads: A Systematic Literature Review and
Future Research Agenda. Tourism Review, 81(1), 396-414. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/tr-12-
2023-0869

Gustavsson, M., Lindstréom, L., Jiddawi, N. S., & De La Torre-Castro, M. (2014). Procedural and
Distributive Justice in a Community-Based Managed Marine Protected Area in Zanzibar,
Tanzania. Marine Policy, 46(May), 91-100. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2014.01.005

Gutiérrez-Barroso, J., Baez-Garcia, A. J., Flores-Mufioz, F., & Valentinetti, D. (2021). Instagram:
Balancing Information Asymmetry of the Tourism Industry. Scientific Annals of Economics and
Business, 68(4), 445-457. http://dx.doi.org/10.47743/saeb-2021-0025

Hall, B. C. (2013). Developing a Framework for the Analysis of Power through Depotentia. Current
Issues in Tourism, 16(3), 302-312. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2012.688942

Hall, C. M. (2011). A Typology of Governance and its Implications for Tourism Policy Analysis.
Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 19(4-5), 437-457.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.570346


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2007.10.017
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2873/705389
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2021.1943702
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.553390
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su10072162
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0261-5177(86)90054-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/tr-04-2023-0255
http://dx.doi.org/10.14198/INTURI.24674
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10668-020-01120-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10668-020-01120-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.54055/ejtr.v29i.2426
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-1842.2009.00848.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.54055/ejtr.v30i.2589
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/tr-12-2023-0869
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/tr-12-2023-0869
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2014.01.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.47743/saeb-2021-0025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2012.688942
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.570346

Scientific Annals of Economics and Business, 2026, Volume 73, Issue 2, pp. 415-438 433

Hatipoglu, B., Alvarez, M. D., & Ertuna, B. (2016). Barriers to Stakeholder Involvement in the
Planning of Sustainable Tourism: The Case of the Thrace Region in Turkey. Journal of Cleaner
Production, 111(B), 306-317. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.11.059

Hooghe, L., & Marks, G. (2001). Multi-Level Governance and European Integration: Rowman &
Littlefield.

Hu, X., Ying, T., Lovelock, B., & Mager, S. (2019). Sustainable Water Demand Management in the
Hotel Sector: A Policy Network Analysis of Singapore. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 27(11),
1686—1707. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2019.1652621

Islam, M., Ruhanen, L., & Ritchie, B. W. (2018). Tourism Governance in Protected Areas:
Investigating the Application of the Adaptive Co-Management Approach. Journal of Sustainable
Tourism, 26(11), 1890—1908. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.1526291

Ivars-Baidal, J., Casado-Diaz, A. B., Navarro-Ruiz, S., & Fuster-Uguet, M. (2024). Smart Tourism
City Governance: Exploring the Impact on Stakeholder Networks. International Journal of
Contemporary Hospitality Management, 36(2), 582—601. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/[JCHM-03-
2022-0322

Ivars-Baidal, J., Hernandez, M., & De Miguel, S. M. (2019). Integrating Overtourism in the Smart
Tourism Cities Agenda. e-Review of Tourism Research, 17(2), 122—139.

Ivars-Baidal, J. A., Celdran-Bernabeu, M. A., Femenia-Serra, F., Perles-Ribes, J. F., & Giner-Sanchez,
D. (2021). Measuring the Progress of Smart Destinations: The Use of Indicators as a
Management Tool. Journal of Destination Marketing & Management, 19(March), 100531.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2020.10053 1

Jamal, T., & Getz, D. (1995). Collaboration Theory and Community Tourism Planning. Annals of
Tourism Research, 22(1), 186-204. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0160-7383(94)00067-3

Jasper, J., M. (1999). Rationality and Power: Democracy in Practice. [Rationality and Power:
Democracy in  Practice., Bent Flyvbjerg]. Social  Forces, 78(2), 806—808.
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3005579

Kelly, C., Essex, S., & Glegg, G. (2012). Reflective Practice for Marine Planning: A Case Study of
Marine  Nature-Based  Tourism  Partnerships.  Marine  Policy, 36(3), 769-781.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2011.10.023

Keyim, P. (2016). Tourism and Rural Development in Western China: A Case from Turpan.
Community  Development  Journal:  An  International ~ Forum, 51(4), 534-551.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/cdj/bsv046

Khraiwish, A., & Alsharif, A. H. (2024). Insights and Influencers: A Decade of Social Media
Marketing Research Revealed Through Bibliometrics. Scientific Annals of Economics and
Business, 71(4), 497-518. http://dx.doi.org/10.47743/saeb-2024-0023

Kiryluk, H., Glinska, E., Ryciuk, U., Vierikko, K., & Rollnik-Sadowska, E. (2021). Stakeholders
Engagement for Solving Mobility Problems in Touristic Remote Areas from the Baltic Sea
Region. PLoS One, 16(6), 1-28. http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0253166

Klijn, E. H., & Koppenjan, J. F. M. (2012). Governance Network Theory: Past, Present and Future.
Policy and Politics, 40(4), 587-606. http://dx.doi.org/10.1332/030557312X655431

Komppula, R. (2016). The Role of Different Stakeholders in Destination Development. Tourism
Review, 71(1), 67-76. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/TR-06-2015-0030

Latour, B., & Goldstein, V. (2012). Nunca Fuimos Modernos: Ensayos de Antropologia Simétrica
(Primera edicion): Buenos Aires Siglo Veintiuno Editores.

Li, T., Wu, B., Guo, L., Shi, H., Chen, N. C., & Hall, C. M. (2023). Semi-Acquaintance Society in
Rural Community-Based Tourism: Case Study of Moon Village, China. Sustainability (Basel),
15(6), 1-18. http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su15065000

Liesbet, H., & Gary, M. (2003). Unraveling the Central State, but How? Types of Multi-level
Governance. The  American Political ~ Science Review, 97(2), 233-243.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0003055403000649


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.11.059
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2019.1652621
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.1526291
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-03-2022-0322
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-03-2022-0322
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2020.100531
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0160-7383(94)00067-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3005579
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2011.10.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/cdj/bsv046
http://dx.doi.org/10.47743/saeb-2024-0023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0253166
http://dx.doi.org/10.1332/030557312X655431
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/TR-06-2015-0030
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su15065000
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0003055403000649

434 Aide, J. J., Gutiérrez-Barroso, J., Flores-Mufioz, F.

Lim, C., Baba, K., & Iijima, J. (2019). Smart Tourism Capability Maturity Framework: A Design
Science Research Approach. Asia Pacific Journal of Information Systems, 29(3), 503-523.
http://dx.doi.org/10.14329/apjis.2019.29.3.503

Lin, D., & Simmons, D. (2017). Structured Inter-Network Collaboration: Public Participation in
Tourism Planning in Southern China. Tourism Management, 63(December), 315-328.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2017.06.024

Liu, J.,, Yu, Y., Chen, P., Chen, B. Y., Chen, L., & Chen, R. (2023). Facilitating Urban Tourism
Governance with Crowdsourced Big Data: A Framework Based on Shenzhen and Jiangmen,
China. International Journal of Applied Earth Observation and Geoinformation, 124(Special
Issue), 1-15. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jag.2023.103509

Lukes, S. (2005). Power: A Radical View (2nd ed. ed.): Palgrave Macmillan.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-0-230-80257-5

Lukoseviciute, G., Henriques, C. N., Pereira, L. N., & Panagopoulos, T. (2024). Participatory
Development and Management of Eco-Cultural Trails in Sustainable Tourism Destinations.
Journal of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism, 47(2024), 1-15.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jort.2024.100779

Ma, T, Jia, L., Zhong, L., Gong, X., & Wei, Y. (2023). Governance of China’s Potatso National Park
Influenced by Local Community Participation. International Journal of Environmental Research
and Public Health, 20(1), 1-19. http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20010807

Maguigad, V. M. (2013). Tourism Planning in Archipelagic Philippines: A Case Review. Tourism
Management Perspectives, 7(July), 25-33. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2013.03.003

Manaf, A., Purbasari, N., Damayanti, M., Aprilia, N., & Astuti, W. (2018). Community-Based Rural
Tourism in Inter-Organizational Collaboration: How Does It Work Sustainably? Lessons
Learned from Nglanggeran Tourism Village, Gunungkidul Regency, Yogyakarta, Indonesia.
Sustainability (Basel), 10(7), 1-18. http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su10072142

Mandi¢, A., & Kennell, J. (2021). Smart Governance for Heritage Tourism Destinations: Contextual
Factors and Destination Management Organization Perspectives. Tourism Management
Perspectives, 39(2021), 1-14. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2021.100862

Marzuki, A., Hay, 1., & James, J. (2012). Public Participation Shortcomings in Tourism Planning: The
Case of the Langkawi Islands, Malaysia. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 20(4), 585-602.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.638384

Meuleman, L. (2010). The Cultural Dimension of Metagovernance: Why Governance Doctrines May
Fail. Public Organization Review, 10(1), 49-70. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11115-009-0088-5

Mihali¢, T., §eg0ta, T., Knezevi¢ Cvelbar, L., & Kuscer, K. (2016). The Influence of the Political
Environment and Destination Governance on Sustainable Tourism Development: A Study of
Bled, Slovenia. Journal of  Sustainable Tourism, 24(11), 1489-1505.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2015.1134557

Mohd-Shahwahid, H., Mohd-Igbal, M., Amiramas-Ayu, A., Rahinah, 1., & Mohd-lhsan, M. (2016).
Social Network Analysis of Kampung Kuantan Fireflies Park, Selangor and the Implications
upon Its Governance. Journal of Tropical Forest Science, 28(4), 490-497.

Moyle, B., Weaver, D., Gossling, S., McLennan, C., & Hadinejad, A. (2021). Are Water-Centric
Themes in Sustainable Tourism Research Congruent with the UN Sustainable Development
Goals? Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 30(8), 1821-1836.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2021.1993233

Musavengane, R. (2019). Using the Systemic-Resilience Thinking Approach to Enhance Participatory
Collaborative Management of Natural Resources in Tribal Communities: Toward Inclusive Land
Reform-Led Outdoor Tourism. Journal of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism, 25(March), 45-56.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jort.2018.12.002

Ng, P. S. K., & Rahman, S. (2021). Conceptualising Governance Approach on Stakeholders
Participation and Collaboration in George Town Festival, Penang, Malaysia. /[OP Conference


http://dx.doi.org/10.14329/apjis.2019.29.3.503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2017.06.024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jag.2023.103509
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-0-230-80257-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jort.2024.100779
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20010807
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2013.03.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su10072142
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2021.100862
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.638384
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11115-009-0088-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2015.1134557
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2021.1993233
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jort.2018.12.002

Scientific Annals of Economics and Business, 2026, Volume 73, Issue 2, pp. 415-438 435

Series. Earth and Environmental Science, 799(1), 1-9. http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1755-
1315/799/1/012016

Nguyen, T., Young, T., Johnson, P., & Wearing, S. (2019). Conceptualising Networks in Sustainable
Tourism  Development.  Tourism  Management  Perspectives, 32(October), 100575.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2019.100575

Nunkoo, R. (2017). Governance and Sustainable Tourism: What is the Role of Trust, Power and Social
Capital?  Journal of Destination Marketing &  Management, 6(4), 277-285.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2017.10.003

Nurhasanah, I. S., & Van Den Broeck, P. (2022). Towards a Sustainable Metamorphosis of a Small
Island Tourism: Dynamizing Capacity Building, Alternating Governance Arrangements, and
Emerging  Political  Bargaining Power.  Sustainability  (Basel),  14(12), 1-26.
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/sul4126957

Ostrom, E. (1990). Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Action:
Cambridge University Press. http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511807763

Paddison, B., & Biggins, R. (2017). Advocating Community Integrated Destination Marketing
Planning in Heritage Destinations: The Case of York. Journal of Marketing Management, 33(9-
10), 835-857. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0267257X.2017.1329226

Palmer, N. J., & Chuamuangphan, N. (2018). Governance and Local Participation in Ecotourism:
Community-Level Ecotourism Stakeholders in Chiang Rai Province, Thailand. Journal of
Ecotourism, 17(3), 320-337. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14724049.2018.1502248

Peters, B., & Pierre, J. (1998). Governance without Government? Rethinking Public Administration.
Journal  of  Public  Administration:  Research  and  Theory, 8(2), 223-243.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.jpart.a024379

Prerana, Kapoor, D., & Jain, A. (2024). Sustainable Tourism and Its Future Research Directions: A
Bibliometric Analysis of Twenty-Five Years of Research. Tourism Review, 79(3), 541-567.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/tr-11-2022-0540

Pulido-Fernandez, J. 1., & Pulido-Fernandez, M. D. L. C. (2018). Proposal for an Indicators System of
Tourism Governance at Tourism Destination Level. Social Indicators Research, 137(2), 695—
743. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11205-017-1627-z

Pulido-Fernandez, M. D. L. C., & Pulido-Fernandez, J. 1. (2019). Is There a Good Model for
Implementing Governance in Tourist Destinations? The Opinion of Experts. Sustainability
(Basel), 11(12), 1-21. http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su11123342

Qian, C., Sasaki, N., Jourdain, D., Kim, S. M., & Shivakoti, P. G. (2017). Local Livelihood under
Different Governances of Tourism Development in China — A Case Study of Huangshan
Mountain Area. Tourism Management, 61(August), 221-233.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2017.01.006

Radojevi¢, B., Stankov, U., & Vyji¢i¢, M. (2023). Governing Geospatial Aspects of Smart Destination
Development: The Case of Novi Sad, Serbia. Geographica Pannonica, 27(3), 175-183.
http://dx.doi.org/10.5937/gp27-44121

Rahmadian, E., Feitosa, D., & Virantina, Y. (2023). Digital Twins, Big Data Governance, and
Sustainable ~ Tourism.  Ethics  and  Information Technology, 25(4), 1-22.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10676-023-09730-w

Rasheed, A. R., & Abdulla, A. (2020). Evaluating Stakeholder Participatory Processes in Policy
Development for Marine Protected Areas. Marine Policy, 112(February), 103737.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2019.103737

Rasoolimanesh, S., Ramakrishna, S., Hall, C., Esfandiar, K., & Seyfi, S. (2020). A Systematic Scoping
Review of Sustainable Tourism Indicators in Relation to the Sustainable Development Goals.
Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 31(June), 1497-1517.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1775621


http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/799/1/012016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/799/1/012016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2019.100575
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2017.10.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su14126957
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511807763
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0267257X.2017.1329226
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14724049.2018.1502248
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.jpart.a024379
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/tr-11-2022-0540
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11205-017-1627-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su11123342
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2017.01.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.5937/gp27-44121
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10676-023-09730-w
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2019.103737
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1775621

436 Aide, J. J., Gutiérrez-Barroso, J., Flores-Mufioz, F.

Rey Pérez, J., & Tenze, A. (2018). The Citizen Participation in the Management of Urban Heritage of
the City of Cuenca (Ecuador). ESTOA, 7(14), 129-141.
http://dx.doi.org/10.18537/est.v007.n014.a10

Rhodes, R. (1996). The New Governance: Governing without Government. Political Studies, 44(4),
652-667. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.1996.tb01747.x

Rhodes, R. (1997). Understanding Governance: Policy Networks, Governance, Reflexivity and
Accountability: Open University Press.

Rhodes, R. (2007). Understanding Governance: Ten Years On. Organization Studies, 28(8), 1243—
1264. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0170840607076586

Rivera, J., Gutierrez, E., & Roxas, F. M. Y. (2024). Re-thinking Governance in Tourism: Harnessing
Tourism’s post-COVID-19 Economic Potential. Journal of Quality Assurance in Hospitality &
Tourism, 25(4), 727-753. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1528008X.2022.2135164

Robina-Ramirez, R., Sanchez, M. S. O., Jiménez-Naranjo, H. V., & Castro-Serrano, J. (2022).
Tourism Governance during the COVID-19 Pandemic Crisis: A Proposal for a Sustainable
Model to Restore the Tourism Industry. Environment, Development and Sustainability, 24(5),
6391-6412. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10668-021-01707-3

Rose-Ackerman, S., & Palifka, B. J. (2016). Corruption and Government: Causes, Consequences, and
Reform (2nd ed. ed.): Cambridge University Press.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9781139962933

Ruhanen, L. (2013). Local Government: Facilitator or Inhibitor of Sustainable Tourism Development?
Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 21(1), 80-98. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2012.680463

Ruhanen, L., Scott, N., Ritchie, B., & Tkaczynski, A. (2010). Governance: A Review and Synthesis of
the Literature. Tourism Review, 65(4), 4—16. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/16605371011093836

Ruiz-Ballesteros, E., & Brondizio, E. S. (2013). Building Negotiated Agreement: The Emergence of
Community-Based Tourism in Floreana (Galapagos Islands). Human Organization, 72(4), 323—
335. http://dx.doi.org/10.17730/humo.72.4.4767536442q23q31

Russo, N. E., & Darmohraj, A. (2016). Colaboraciéon Publico-Privada en Turismo. Capacidades
Institucionales en Partenariados de Gestion Turistica Local en Argentina. Revista del CLAD
Reforma y Democracia, 65(June), 157-192. http://dx.doi.org/10.69733/clad.ryd.n65.a926

Saarinen, J. (2017). Enclavic Tourism Spaces: Territorialization and Bordering in Tourism Destination
Development and Planning. Tourism Geographies, 19(3), 425-437.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2016.1258433

Samal, R., & Dash, M. (2024). Stakeholder Engagement in Advancing Sustainable Ecotourism: An
Exploratory Case Study of Chilika Wetland. Discover Sustainability, 5(1), 1-21.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s43621-024-00233-2

Santana Turégano, M. A., & Hernandez Fernandez, N. Y. (2020). Medicion de Impactos y
Planificacion Turistica: ;Tecnologia o Politica? Revista Internacional de Turismo. Empresa y
Territorio, 4(1), 61-78. http://dx.doi.org/10.21071/riturem.v4i1.12739

Scott, N. (2014). Tourism Policy: A Strategic Review. Current Issues in Tourism, 17(7), 553-565.

Scott, N., & Marzano, G. (2015). Governance of Tourism in OECD Countries. Tourism Recreation
Research, 40(2), 181-193. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02508281.2015.1041746

Seki, K. (2013). A Study on the Process of Regional Tourism Management in Collaboration between
Public and Private Sectors. 339-349. http://dx.doi.org/10.2495/SC130291

Siakwah, P., Musavengane, R., & Leonard, L. (2020). Tourism Governance and Attainment of the
Sustainable Development Goals in Africa. Tourism Planning & Development, 17(4), 355-383.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21568316.2019.1600160

Situmorang, R., Trilaksono, T., & Japutra, A. (2019). Friend or Foe? The Complex Relationship
between Indigenous People and Policymakers Regarding Rural Tourism in Indonesia. Journal of
Hospitality and Tourism Management, 39(June), 20-29.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2019.02.001


http://dx.doi.org/10.18537/est.v007.n014.a10
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.1996.tb01747.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0170840607076586
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1528008X.2022.2135164
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10668-021-01707-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139962933
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2012.680463
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/16605371011093836
http://dx.doi.org/10.17730/humo.72.4.4767536442q23q31
http://dx.doi.org/10.69733/clad.ryd.n65.a926
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2016.1258433
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s43621-024-00233-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.21071/riturem.v4i1.12739
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02508281.2015.1041746
http://dx.doi.org/10.2495/SC130291
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21568316.2019.1600160
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2019.02.001

Scientific Annals of Economics and Business, 2026, Volume 73, Issue 2, pp. 415-438 437

Slocum, S. L., & Everett, S. (2014). Industry, Government, and Community: Power and Leadership in
a Resource Constrained DMO. Tourism Review 69(1), 47-58. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/TR-06-
2013-0027

Soares, J. C., Domareski Ruiz, T. C., & Ivars Baidal, J. A. (2022). Smart Destinations: A New
Planning and Management Approach? Current Issues in Tourism, 25(17), 2717-2732.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2021.1991897

Steurer, R. (2013). Disentangling Governance: A Synoptic View of Regulation by Government,
Business and Civil Society. Policy Sciences, 46(March), 387-410.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11077-013-9177-y

Stoelhorst, J. W., & Vishwanathan, P. (2024). Beyond Primacy: A Stakeholder Theory of Corporate
Governance. Academy of Management Review, 49(1), 107-134.
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.2020.0268

Stoker, G. (1998). Governance as Theory: Five Propositions. International Social Science Journal,
50(June), 17-28. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1468-2451.00106

Su, M. M., Wall, G., & Ma, Z. (2014). Assessing Ecotourism from a Multi-Stakeholder Perspective:
Xingkai Lake National Nature Reserve, China. Environmental Management, 54(5), 1190-1207.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00267-014-0360-5

Thees, H., Pechlaner, H., Olbrich, N., & Schuhbert, A. (2020). The Living Lab as a Tool to Promote
Residents’ Participation in Destination Governance. Sustainability (Basel), 12(3), 1-27.
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/sul12031120

Timothy, D. J. (Ed.) (2019). Introduction to the Handbook of Globalisation and Tourism. Handbook of
Globalisation and Tourism: Edward Elgar Publishing.

Tomba, L. (2004). Governance in China. Choice (Chicago, 1), 42.
http://dx.doi.org/10.5860/choice.42-0568

Treib, O., Bahr, H., & Falkner, G. (2007). Modes of Governance: Towards a Conceptual Clarification.
Journal of European Public Policy, 14(1), 1-20.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/135017606061071406

Trupp, A., & Dolezal, C. (2020). Tourism and the Sustainable Development Goals in Southeast Asia.
Austrian Journal of South-East Asian Studies, 13(1), 1-16.
http://dx.doi.org/10.14764/10.ASEAS-0026

van Assche, K., Beunen, R., & Duineveld, M. (2014). Evolutionary Governance Theory: An
Introduction: Springer International Publishing. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-00984-1

Van Der Zee, E., & Vanneste, D. (2015). Tourism Networks Unravelled; A Review of the Literature
on Networks in Tourism Management Studies. Tourism Management Perspectives, 15(July), 46—
56. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2015.03.006

Velazquez Garcia, M. A., & Lazcano Benitez, M. D. (2023). El Turismo como Herramienta para
Construir Gobernanza Ambiental en El Geoparque Comarca Minera. Pasos (El Sauzal), 21(1),
25-36. http://dx.doi.org/10.25145/j.pas0s.2023.21.002

Vernon, J., Essex, S., Pinder, D., & Curry, K. (2005). Collaborative Policymaking. Annals of Tourism
Research, 32(2), 325-345. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2004.06.005

Vinodan, A., & Manalel, J. (2019). Examining the Linkages of Community Intervention Strategies and
Destination Quality of Ecotourism Destinations. Journal of Quality Assurance in Hospitality &
Tourism, 20(3), 362—386. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1528008X.2018.1537820

Volgger, M., & Pechlaner, H. (2015). Governing Networks in Tourism: What have We Achieved,
what Is Still to Be Done and Learned? Tourism Review, 70(4), 298-312.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/TR-04-2015-0013

Vongvisitsin, T. B., Huang, W. J., & King, B. (2024). Urban Community-Based Tourism
Development: A Networked Social Capital Model. Annals of Tourism Research, 106(May),
103759. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2024.103759


http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/TR-06-2013-0027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/TR-06-2013-0027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2021.1991897
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11077-013-9177-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.2020.0268
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1468-2451.00106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00267-014-0360-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su12031120
http://dx.doi.org/10.5860/choice.42-0568
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/135017606061071406
http://dx.doi.org/10.14764/10.ASEAS-0026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-00984-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2015.03.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.25145/j.pasos.2023.21.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2004.06.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1528008X.2018.1537820
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/TR-04-2015-0013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2024.103759

438 Aide, J. J., Gutiérrez-Barroso, J., Flores-Mufioz, F.

Wang, R., Liu, G., Zhou, J.,, & Wang, J. (2019). Identifying the Critical Stakeholders for the
Sustainable Development of Architectural Heritage of Tourism: From the Perspective of China.
Sustainability (Basel), 11(6), 1-20. http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/sul 1061671

Wesley, A., & Pforr, C. (2010). The Governance of Coastal Tourism: Unravelling the Layers of
Complexity at Smiths Beach, Western Australia. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 18(6), 773—
792. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669581003721273

Wikantiyoso, R., Cahyaningsih, D. S., Sulaksono, A. G., Widayati, S., Poerwoningsih, D., &
Triyosoputri, E. (2021). Development of Sustainable Community-Based Tourism in Kampong
Grangsil, Jambangan Village, Dampit District, Malang Regency. International Review for
Spatial Planning and Sustainable Development, 9(1), 64-77.
http://dx.doi.org/10.14246/irspsd.9.1 64

Zainal-Abidin, H., Scarles, C., & Lundberg, C. (2023). The Antecedents of Digital Collaboration
through an Enhanced Digital Platform for Destination Management: A Micro-DMO Perspective.
Tourism Management, 96(June), 104691. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2022.104691

Zhuang, A., Stoffelen, A., Meijles, E., & Groote, P. (2024). The Complex Governance of Protected
Areas: Insights from Geoheritage and Geopark Management in China. Environmental Policy and
Governance, 34(6), 679—690. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.2118

Zou, Z., Zhang, Y. Y., Lee, S. H., & Tsai, S. C. (2023). The Transformation of Coastal Governance,
from Human Ecology to Local State, in the Jimei Peninsula, Xiamen, China. Water (Basel),
15(14), 1-20. http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/w15142659


http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su11061671
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669581003721273
http://dx.doi.org/10.14246/irspsd.9.1_64
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2022.104691
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.2118
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/w15142659

