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Chapter 1
Introduction to Mediterranean Protected Geda
Areas in the Era of Overtourism

Ante Mandi¢ and Lidija Petrié¢

Protected areas (PAs) are clearly defined geographical spaces that are recognised as
such and are dedicated to achieving long-term nature conservation, with the asso-
ciated ecosystem services and cultural values. To be able to accomplish this, they
are managed through legal or other effective means (Dudley 2008). They encompass
a wide variety of natural and semi-natural environments, described and categorised
in the IUCN’s Protected Area Categories System (Dudley 2010). Well managed,
PAs provide environmental, social and economic benefits to the society (Croy et al.
2020), which can be enjoyed at local, regional and international levels (Kettunen
et al. 2017) and support sustainable development goals (SDGs) (Mackinnon et al.
2020). Academics and those involved practically have acknowledged that equi-
tably and effectively managed PA is essential for halting biodiversity loss (Zafra-
Calvo and Geldmann 2020). Although PAs are common and extensive conserva-
tion interventions, their effectiveness in reducing biodiversity loss is usually simply
assumed, implicitly or explicitly (Ribas et al. 2020). But the global analysis of impacts
associated with PA management interventions (Coad et al. 2015) suggests that an
understanding of what constitutes good management remains an ongoing challenge.
Successful area-based conservation requires better collaboration with the indige-
nous peoples, community groups and private initiatives that are central to its success
(Maxwell et al. 2020). Within this process, a stronger focus is needed on the moni-
toring of biodiversity outcomes (Rodrigues and Cazalis 2020). Taylor et al. (2020)
even call for more “ecocentrism” as a response to documented negative anthro-
pogenic environmental changes, suggesting that the moral argument for biodiversity
conservation should stem from convictions that ecosystems have value and inter-
ests that should be respected regardless of whether they serve human needs. High

A. Mandi¢ (<) - L. Petri¢
Faculty of Economics, Business and Tourism, University of Split, Split, Croatia
e-mail: ante.mandic @efst.hr

L. Petri¢
e-mail: lidija.petric @efst.hr

© The Author(s), under exclusive license to Springer Nature Switzerland AG 2021 1
A. Mandi¢ and L. Petri¢ (eds.), Mediterranean Protected Areas in the Era
of Overtourism, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-69193-6_1


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-3-030-69193-6_1&domain=pdf
mailto:ante.mandic@efst.hr
mailto:lidija.petric@efst.hr
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-69193-6_1

2 A. Mandi¢ and L. Petrié¢

anthropocentrism in PA management has been spurred, among other things, by the
introduction of the ecosystem services (ES) approach, where individuals focus on
maximising profits and benefits from nature (Hummel et al. 2019), while policy-
makers fail to ensure that such benefits can only be accrued while the natural system
is being protected.

At the EU level, the development of a wise and sustainable protected area use
paradigm has given rise to the Natura 2000 network and Emerald Network (European
Environmental Agency (EEA) 2020). With more than 120 000 sites designated across
52 countries, today Europe accounts for more PAs than any other region of the world.
The backbone of its policy regarding heritage sites is the United Nations Convention
on Biological Diversity, EU directives, i.e. Birds Directive and Habitats Directive and
the recently adopted EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 and an associated action plan.
The 2030 Strategy is looking for recovery of ecosystems with benefits for people,
the climate and the planet through the advancement of the EU network of PAs on
land and at sea, policy responses, and more sophisticated governance frameworks
to ensure their effectiveness. This policy entitled “Bringing nature back into our
lives”, in the first paragraph emphasises “We need nature in our lives”, stressing that
nature is vital for our mental and physical wellbeing and that a healthy and resilient
society depends on giving nature the space it needs. These claims have been recently
confirmed as the COVID-19 pandemic has demonstrated that the emergence of many
of the new scourges of our time can be attributed to increased invasive human impacts
on natural systems (Corlett et al. 2020).

Although the intrinsic value of PAs remains the fundamental reason for their
protection and management, their support to local and national economies through
the provision of ES, in particular, tourism and recreation (cultural ES) has gained
greater weight and acceptance in recent years. Today, tourism is recognised as the
most extensive use of PAs, with positive and negative influences (Leung et al. 2018;
Spenceley 2015). The growing demand for nature-based tourism and the development
of associated businesses has initiated the transformation of many PAs into tourism
destinations (Mandi¢ 2019, 2020; Mandi¢ and Petri¢ 2020). The study of Gon et al.
(2018) demonstrated how nature-based tourism is more frequent in PAs that are of
higher biodiversity, older, larger, more accessible from urban areas and at a higher
elevation. Ever-increasing visitation (residents, domestic and international tourists)
induced a deepening crisis within these unique ecosystems associated with, among
other effects, population growth, increasing consumption, climate change, increasing
reliance on visitor-based revenues, and growth in demand for rural outdoor and
nature-based recreation from increasingly urbanised societies (Weaver and Lawton
2017). All of this has facilitated the development of a complex decision-making envi-
ronment characterised by pronounced anthropocentrism and a continuous quest for
new managerial solutions and knowledge-sharing. Within the complex, contentious
and changing environment, PA managers are challenged to harmonise biodiversity
conservation, provision of leisure services and sustained local community devel-
opment. However, can this goal be reached? A fruitful discussion on reconciling
the demand for recreation and the need for biology conservation from a manage-
rial perspective was recently delivered in Reframing sustainable tourism, edited by



1 Introduction to Mediterranean Protected Areas ... 3

McCool and Bosak (2016). In one of the chapters, McCool (2016) concluded that the
limited capacity of PA agencies to manage tourism and visitation inevitably suggests
that decision-makers must have a better understanding of tools and solutions and
their suitability for addressing different issues. Consequently, their developing capa-
bility in these areas ultimately will lead to more efficient, effective and equitable
decisions. Along with these non-disputable claims, we would like to add that any PA
as a locally adapted socioecological system needs to be resilient on external driving
forces, among which excessive tourism, recently discussed under the discourse of
overtourism, seems to be one of the most hazardous. As global tourism continu-
ously increases, we are becoming more and more aware that solutions adapted and
transposed from urban settings into natural environments often fail. At the same
time, limited capacities prevent PA managers from forestalling problems. This is
particularly pronounced in those PAs where excessive visitor numbers, arising either
by chance or deliberately, for the sake of profits, give cause for concern. All of
this suggests there is a need to initiate a debate on the root causes of excessive
seasonal visitation in PAs. Within this framework, special attention should be given
to research into the spatial interrelations between nature-based (tourism) areas and
their adjoining urban destinations.

1.1 Focus on the Mediterranean

Although travel restrictions due to the COVID-19 pandemic have suspended the
upward trend, international tourism will probably recover the levels of 2019 in a
period of two to four years (World Travel Organization 2020) and we will witness
growth again. Europe, the world’s most visited destination in 2019, accounted for
51.1% of overall international tourist arrivals, indicating a 3.9% annual growth rate.
Within this region, the Mediterranean is the most prosperous subregion, assimilating
20.9% of tourism flows, and facing an annual growth of 5.4% (Fig. 1.1).

Many of the Mediterranean tourism destinations are currently experiencing high
tourism-dependency, continuous increase in a number of visitors, overcrowding and
most recently even anti-tourist and anti-tourism movements and social unrest. Within
the recent literature (Capocchi et al. 2019; Cheung and Li 2019; Milano et al. 2019;
UNWTO 2018), these symptoms are discussed under the discourse of overtourism—
a phenomenon highly pronounced in the Mediterranean where it relates to loss of
authenticity, concentration effects of visitor flows, the continuous growth of visitor
arrivals and significant risks to the future attractiveness of the destination (Mandi¢
2021). Peeters et al. (2018) suggest that overtourism is still at the very beginning of
the policy cycle, meaning that on the EU level, it has not entered the policy-making
stage and is only fragmentarily addressed at the destination level. The diversity of
tourism destinations and sites, as well as the lack of policies and tools at the EU
level, suggest that there cannot be a straightforward top-down approach to tackling
overtourism, but instead destinations are expected to inaugurate tailor-made actions
according to their specific needs.
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Fig. 1.1 International tourist arrivals—Europe by subregion
(Source Adapted from UNWTO Tourism Highlights 2018; 2019, and UNWTO World Tourism
Barometer 2020)

Considering that 32% of all European protected areas are located in Southern—
Mediterranean Europe (EEA 2012), it is reasonable to expect they are influenced by
the same tendencies. The Mediterranean region encompassing leading destinations,
including France, Spain, Italy, Croatia, Greece and Turkey, accounts for 40.8% of
the European international tourist arrivals and 38.6% of its international tourism
receipts (World Travel Organization 2019). In most of these countries, tourism has a
significant role in sustaining the national economy, considering that it accounts for
a significant share of GDP, i.e. in France 7.5%; in Spain 11.1%; in Italy 6.0%; in
Croatia 18.9%; in Greece 6.4% and in Turkey 4.3% (OECD 2018; World Tourism
Organization 2018). Considering the increasing demand for nature-based tourism,
as well as the growing importance of exceptional scenic areas and authenticity in
the provision of mindful and transformative travel experience, their future tourism
development and competitiveness are to a high degree dependent on a preserved envi-
ronment and heritage. In the Report for the EU Transport and Tourism Committee,
Peeters et al. (2018) particularly emphasise the severity of the effects associated
with overtourism within the PAs, which are at risk of losing their appeal. The authors
refer to Plitvice Lakes National Park in Croatia and Parc Naturel Régional des Monts
d’Ardeche, in France, both facing increasing visitation, high tourism intensity, lack
of management capacity, environmental issues, uncivilised behaviour and economic
interest prevailing over the protection of the resources.

Although the discussions about the human pressure on resources have a long
history pioneered in the PAs, the issues provoked by overtourism reinforce the need
for careful planning and management of tourism, as well as for respect for wellbeing
of the local community (Wall 2020). In light of the aforesaid, the need emerges
for more systematic research on issues induced by extensive visitation, on the way
nature-based and urban destinations interact as well as on sharing knowledge and
acceptable practices associated with mitigation of overtourism. Along with that,
there is also a need to discuss tourism impacts interdependently in a systematic
way, taking into account resident and visitor perspectives and understandings of the
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phenomenon. Bearing that in mind, we decided to edit this book to extend recent
writing on overtourism in the particular context of PAs and heritage sites and to
investigate in what ways the management of fragile ecosystems can be improved
taking into account critical concepts in both policy and practice. The book comprises
studies that facilitate the understanding of the way these destinations adapt to and
deal with the transgression of physical, ecological, social, economic, psychological or
political capacity thresholds. The contributors discuss the causes and consequences
holistically looking in detail at the emerging issues in the management and operation
of PAs and providing the perspectives of academia, industry, NGOs, visitors and
community.

The volume is organised into four parts. Following the introduction (this chapter),
Part I, reflecting on governance and management includes three chapters. In Chap. 2,
Petri¢ and Mandi¢ deliver a theoretical and empirical analysis of the governance
and management of PAs in an era of overtourism. To discuss both phenomena, the
authors employ the governance-management assessment by consideration of output
measures constituents of PAME. Following critical reflection on current research,
the empirical analysis of Krka NP, a vibrant nature-based destination in Croatia,
demonstrated the insufficient commitment of managing authority to aligning with
good governance principles. Such deficiencies constrain the adaptation of ACM,
which is primarily reflected in insufficient stakeholder involvement, lack of trans-
parency and inefficiency. The authors reflect on the consequences to the sustain-
ability of ecosystem, bearing in mind the need to reconcile conservation, visitation
and development goals.

Mandi¢ and Markovi¢ Vukadin (Chap. 3) discuss the impacts of overtourism on
PAs. The authors critically reflect on the usability of the established tourism and
visitor management frameworks (LAC, VIM, VERP, TOMM, ROS, PAP/RAC) to
address the challenges associated with excessive visitation. The analysis involving
expert opinion and evaluation of frameworks based on nineteen proposed criteria
suggests there is no “one for all” solution in terms of visitor use frameworks. However,
constituents of existing frameworks can be crucial for mitigating influences related to
extensive visitation. The findings suggest that the conventional approaches to nature-
based tourism and visitor management should be advanced by consideration of new
theoretical and practical advances, employing the system approach in which PAs
are seen in interrelation with other ecosystems. The authors suggest that managers
should require tools and resources, goal-orientation and monitoring to obviate the
pressures.

In Chap. 4, PivCevi€ et al. analyse the role and critical elements of a successful
public participatory process (PP) in PAs. The authors present two case studies in
which local communities have raised increasing concerns regarding the sustain-
ability of the development of nature-based tourism. The critical discussion of models
employed suggests that in both cases, PP remains a theoretical concept with modest,
practical implementation, with a tendency to gain momentum in the next planning
period. The authors suggest that the relationship between PP, PA management and
tourism development is very dynamic and complex, as the analysis provides evidence
that the practice of PP in PA management can have both positive and negative effects
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on the mitigation of pressures associated with tourism visitation. While the imple-
mentation of PP to satisfy the formal legal requirements will probably be ineffective,
implementation to empower the local community and niche stakeholders can be
beneficial to the entire ecosystem.

Part II containing six chapters focuses on the local community and wellbeing. In
Chap. 5, Damnjanovi¢ critically reflects on overtourism-related impacts on local
communities within a PA and wellbeing. The study emphasises the interdepen-
dencies of multiple stakeholder groups, the need for collaboration in a time of
uncertainty as well as the lack of research on socio-cultural impacts of tourism
development within PAs. The large number of studies dealing with overtourism in
urban destinations and other settings has demonstrated that overuse by the tourism
industry can disrupt the essence of the locale, which often takes on the responsibility
for resource protection and stewardship. Unfortunately, such impacts are but little
discussed as the mainstream research prioritises the analysis of the environmental and
economic consequences of nature-based tourism development. While the conserva-
tion of resources remains the fundamental goal of a PA, Damnjanovi¢ points out that
a holistic approach to nature-based tourism development also requires the prevention
and mitigation of negative impacts of mass visitation on local communities and their
wellbeing.

Agius and Chaperon (Chap. 6) suggest that overtourism has led to extensive
challenges for island communities in the Mediterranean region. As a result, attention
is shifting towards alternative forms of tourism, such as ecotourism, which embrace
sustainability principles. This also involves the repositioning of PAs in terrestrial and
marine environments as not solely conservation instruments but also as venues for
ecotourism. The authors discuss the importance of stakeholder involvement in the
process of creating and managing a PA as well as some of the challenges in doing this.
The study applies qualitative interviews in six islands in the central Mediterranean
region with different levels of protection to discuss stakeholder management and to
supply recommendations on how genuine stakeholder involvement and a rebalancing
of power could foster competitive ecotourism development and improvement of the
wellbeing of local communities in an era of overtourism.

Tourism is relevant for development, as suggested in the literature, only if it
is adequately managed if it contributes to the improvement of the local commu-
nity quality of life, visitor experiences and the preservation of natural and cultural
resources. Fernandes et al. (Chap. 7) demonstrate the potential of UNESCO Geop-
arks to stimulate the creation of innovative local enterprises, new jobs, high-quality
training courses, as well as revenue through geo-tourism, assuming resources being
preserved. The conclusions are drawn from the UNESCO Estrela Geopark, which,
in a synergetic way, promotes in situ experiences and the transmission of knowledge
and values about the territory, its heritage and sustainability. The authors emphasise
that a relationship between geoconservation, science, education and tourism must be
established to facilitate an integrated approach to the territory, in both natural and
anthropocentric dimensions, fostering it as a pedagogical resource, and ensuring its
sustainability.
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In Chap. 8, Seraphin et al. focus on higher education students as future leaders
who will be responsible for the sustainable use of finite resources. The context of
this chapter is set within the subject of overtourism, which is, according to authors,
irreversibly damaging the world’s cultural and natural heritage. A case study focused
on Marseille Calanques National Park in France, and Kedge Business School, which
is part of the Principles for Responsible Management Education (PRME) network,
provides a specific context for discussion. The findings support the conclusion that
when it comes to engagement with overtourism in terms of helping to solve chal-
lenges, there is an apparent disconnect between values taught and what is being
practised. Students reveal the gap between theory and practice and point out the neces-
sity for universities to enable the practising of values, i.e. practical empowerment as
fundamental in terms of achieving true sustainability in future.

TeliSman KoSuta and Ivandi¢ (Chap. 9) reflect on collaborative destination gover-
nance in nature-based destinations adjoining vibrant PAs. They design the research
so as to broaden the understanding of social carrying capacity as this may enable
the improvement of overall destination management and governance. The threat of
diverging perceptions between residents and visitors, which is limiting the sustain-
ability of tourism development could be resolved by developing destination cohe-
sion and advancing community values. The authors emphasise better monitoring of a
destination’s tourism carrying capacity, community capacity building, improvement
of the quality of tourism planning and capacity for plan implementation, as well as
the promotion of a collaborative culture among local stakeholders as preconditions
for the advancement of the sustainability of tourism development on a local level.

The impacts of tourism development are felt more intensively by communities
living in tourism destinations; thus, residents have to be involved in the tourism devel-
opment planning process. Jorddo et al. (Chap. 10) analyse the perception of local
people regarding the impacts of tourism in a heritage destination in Portugal to define
the limits of acceptable change (LAC) in this fragile ecosystem. The LAC approach
enables integrated planning and adaptivity and thus is discussed as a solution to recon-
cile the resource conservation, community wellbeing and tourism development. The
analysis encompassing focus groups with stakeholders suggests that the maintenance
of a scenario of imbalance and tourism growth, without proper planning, monitoring
and control will only lead to an aggravation of several emerging problems in Porto
heritage site. The study reaffirms the necessity to set the limits of tourism growth,
to empower residents and to develop infrastructure to meet the new needs of both
residents and visitors.

Part III encompasses four chapters and focuses on visitor experience design and
management.

Building a viable tourism management plan requires integrative, holistic
approaches that provide a foundation for outstanding visitor experience opportu-
nities. In Chap. 11, McCoole et al. illustrate how management in an era of rapidly
growing visitation can respond in a holistic way to produce competitive experi-
ences with opportunities to enjoy other nearby offers and foster the development of
the regional economy. The conclusions are drawn from the Plitvice Lakes National
Park in Croatia, where the recently introduced general management plan enabled
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the development of integrated programs of promotional changes, capacity building,
visitor use modelling, trail construction, as well as the use of modern technology to
manage visitors within dynamically changing visitor use patterns.

Kuzuoglu and Hatipoglu (Chap. 12) employ social-ecological system (SES)
theory and qualitative study design to question tourism governance and misman-
agement of visitor pressures in a vibrant World Heritage Site (WHS). The authors
explore if co-management structures in tourism governance could facilitate adap-
tive communities that can manage change while maintaining the cultural unique-
ness of living heritage sites. The findings suggest that WHS governance arrange-
ments involve multiple stakeholders and often experience conflicts. Thus, formal
and informal conflict resolution mechanisms are needed. Overcrowding and social
and environmental disturbances are symptoms of a failing governance system. The
public authorities should take the responsibility and be more accountable for devel-
oping tourism activity. The authors demonstrate that the adaptive co-management
approach is necessary for the community to tackle social and physical disruption.

Inadequate management and planning of tourism and conservation often result
in diminished attractiveness for visitors, as well as increased risk to the protected
ecosystems. Thus optimisation of visitor flows is the priority in many Mediterranean
destinations. Chap. 13 by Cari¢ and Beros investigates aspects of intensive short-
term visits (excursions and daily tours) to a NATURA 2000 site. The study builds
on recent experiences of the establishment of an action plan for the EU funded
infrastructure on the territory of the site. The authors discuss how innovative use of
established analytic tools such as radar tracking, environmental risk assessment and
visitor crowding perception could be used to manage the risk of overcrowding and
improve visitor experiences.

Iaffaldano and Ferrari in Chap. 14 introduce The Jonian Dolphin Conservation
(JDC) association from the city of Taranto, Italy, which is dedicated to raising aware-
ness of sustainability and nature conservation through the organisation of educational
experiences. The authors employ a qualitative, inductive approach, and run a series
of interviews with relevant stakeholders and visitors to demonstrate how a subject
that works for environmental conservation could offer engaging educational activi-
ties, unique tourism experiences and inspire sustainable tourism development and the
urban repositioning of a destination facing a deteriorating image. The study demon-
strates the importance of the JDC initiative for the sustainability and resilience of the
ecosystem and the development of pro-environmental attitudes and behaviour. The
authors reveal the diversity of attitudes of stakeholders towards the future of tourism
development and demonstrate the consensus as a prerequisite for a sustainable future.

Part IV reflecting on intelligence in nature-based tourism development includes
five chapters and is followed by the conclusion section (Chap. 20).

Overtourism constitutes a significant challenge for tourism in the PAs of the
Mediterranean, thus requiring appropriate solutions. Supported by a detailed anal-
ysis of the relations between natural resources, tourism, specialisation patterns,
growth, resilience and sustainable development, within the perspective of Chap. 15,
Romao emphasises how an excessive dependence on the tourism sector may lead to
a strong regional vulnerability both to overtourism and to no-tourism. The potential
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over-specialisation in tourism brings long-term problems related to lack of regional
resilience, low levels of technological development, low added value and degrada-
tion of the social capital. Supporting the development of clusters of activities not
related to tourism, along with the promotion of the potential interactions between
tourism and related sectors appear to be crucial challenges for smart specialisation
and regional innovation strategies in the Mediterranean area.

Camatti et al. (Chap. 16) discuss how to change the tourism-growth focused
mindset. The authors emphasise the need for tourism destinations to undertake
complementary strategies that address sustainable development challenges in a
holistic, inclusive and iterative manner. Governance frameworks, business models
and socio-cultural values are vital instruments to achieve sustainable development
but insufficient on their own. The authors claim that sustainable tourism is an ambi-
tious but not unattainable goal, which should be treated as an iterative, reflexive
process embedded within its locality and directed by its wide range of stakeholders.
Furthermore, there is also a need to reframe the collective mindset both in reference
to individuals’ perception of what sustainability means and one’s worldview and
value systems more generally. The destination should employ measures capable of
inducing a paradigm shift for long-term, resilient, sustainable tourism development.

Mitigating overtourism has become a growing concern for destinations that need
to protect invaluable cultural and natural resources. In Chap. 17, Gretzel analyses
the advantages and limitations of technological solutions to overtourism in the light
of their long-term viability and their ability to create change instead of shifting the
problem to other areas or postponing impacts. The study claims that technologies like
social media are partially to be blamed for their role in increasing visitation; however,
at the same time, they could be used as a means to combat massive visitor flows.
Greater adaptation of smart technologies in the provision of tourism experiences,
greater analytical capabilities of tourism service providers and destinations open up
new opportunities for creating and managing tourist flows and influencing specific
tourist behaviour.

The socioecological systems of PAs are influenced by and responsive to socio-
cultural, economic and ecological elements all characterised by inherent complexity,
dynamism, uncertainty and adaptation across multiple scales. Bearing that in mind,
within Chap. 18, Simundi¢ et al. discuss the stakeholders’ interactions within PAs.
These interactions are highly dynamic and complex, influenced among others,
with trade-offs between conservation and recreation, the economic dependency
of surrounding communities and institutional arrangements. The authors intro-
duce resilience thinking as a tool for understanding the complexity of PA systems
and investigate the implementation of principles for building resilience in such
complex surrounding, characterised with simultaneous but conflicting goals of nature
conservation and tourism development.

Once established, mass tourism mobilises the specialisation of the place in the
touristic activity and promotes economic growth. At the same time, other places
remain protected due to the backwash effects of the touristic activity. In Chap. 19,
Ponce Dentinho investigates the spacial interaction effect of sustainability, which
is crucial for understanding the resilience and sustainability of people and places.
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The author proposes a demographic growth model that includes spatial interaction
sustainability to understand the relation between tourism and economic growth and
to discuss the regional policy implications. The analysis demonstrates the existence
of a tourism spatial-specialisation as well as low impacts on urban hierarchy. Further-
more, it demonstrates the relevance of backwash effects related to tourism and spread
effects associated with the activities displaced by tourism to the surrounding areas,
which is essential for nature conservation, as growing demand increases the value
of natural resources. At the same time, the author concludes that backwash effects
from nearby central places may prevent the degradation of exceptional natural areas.
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Chapter 2 )
Governance and Management e
of Protected Natural Areas in the Era

of Overtourism

Lidija Petri¢ and Ante Mandi¢

Abstract In view of ever-growing visitation, proactive management is needed to
reconcile the goals of both conservation and recreation. The literature suggests that
one of the solutions might be a transition from the traditional top-down governance
of protected area (PA) to adaptive co-management (ACM), which advocates partic-
ipation, collaboration, and iterative learning. This chapter aims to analyse the key
elements and structures of governance and management of PA while focusing on
both conservation effectiveness and socio-economic sustainability goals. Attention
is given to the discussion of PA governance and management assessment (PAME)
methodologies and their relationships. Finally, the governance-management assess-
ment method developed by Shields et al. (2016) is applied to the case of Krka
NP in Croatia. The assessment is based on the governance indicators and related
output measures that are a part of the PAME. The results of the analysis indicate
insufficient commitment on the part of Krka National Park management authority
to following United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) good governance
principles. Although the last decade saw significant advances in both governance
and management effectiveness, significant improvements should be made, particu-
larly regarding the stakeholders’ engagement as the fundamental aspect of ACM.
The implications of the analysis are discussed with particular reference to excessive
visitation.
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2.1 Introduction

Global population growth, accompanied by industrial production, pollution and
urbanisation, and most recently the COVID-19 pandemic have spurred the growth
in the demand for nature-based experiences and ecotourism. Initially defined by the
International Ecotourism Society (TIES), ecotourism reflects ‘responsible travel to
natural areas that conserves the environment, improves the well-being of local people’
(Lopez Gutierrez et al. 2019), and emphasises learning and ethical planning (Fennel,
2014, in Lopez Gutierrez et al. 2019). Most ecotourism destinations are located in
protected areas (PA) (Spenceley et al. 2015), attracting a large number of visitors.
According to Balmford et al. (2015), approximately eight billion visits per year have
been recorded in 556 terrestrial PA distributed over 51 countries. Mean annual visit
rates for individual PA in this sample ranged from zero to over 10 million visits/y. Of
these, 3.8 billion visits per year were estimated to have occurred in European terres-
trial PAs. In all, the PA researched are estimated to have yielded global gross direct
expenditure associated with visits (excluding indirect and induced expenditure) of
US $600 billion/year worldwide (at 2014 prices).

The demand for ecotourism is high and continues to grow (CBI2020). In the 2019
Booking.com survey,' almost three quarters (72%) of travellers believed that people
need to act now and make sustainable travel choices to save the planet for future
generations. Euronews? stressed in its Travel and Tourism Trend Report that after
2020, ecotourism could be the critical travel trend. The Centre for Responsible Travel
(2018) reports that travellers are increasingly seeking opportunities to reconnect
with nature, other people, and their meaning, most likely caused by an increasingly
digitally connected, work-centric, and material world. In the European Commission
(EC 2016) study on Preferences of Europeans Towards Tourism, respondents in the
EU countries stressed ‘nature’ as a fundamental reason for the choice of a destination,
ranging from, for example, 5% in Cyprus up to 26% of respondents in the Czech
Republic, 25% in the Netherland (Fig. 2.1). Additionally, a substantial number of
respondents from different countries pointed to nature as being either the primary or
the secondary motivation for travelling (for example, nature is the reason to return
to a destination for 25% of Germans, 36% of French, and 50% of Dutch).

Newsome’s recent research (2020) has demonstrated that post-COVID-19 tourism
demand is likely to shift towards sparsely populated, nature preserved destinations.
This trend is most likely to be supported by the increasing attention of the tourism
industry to business investment outside mass tourism, as a reaction to increasing
public awareness of the adverse impact of overtourism in urban destinations. The
expected demand shift towards nature-based destinations, some of which are already
experiencing overtourism, could additionally aggravate established challenges, such
as biological and socio-economic fragmentation. Eagles (2009) suggests that this

Thttps://globalnews.booking.com/bookingcom-reveals-key-findings-from-its-2019-sustainable-tra
vel-report, Retrieved November 2, 2020.

2https://www.euronews.com/ 2020/10/26/travel-after-2020-the-new-reality, Retrieved November 2,
2020.


https://globalnews.booking.com/bookingcom-reveals-key-findings-from-its-2019-sustainable-travel-report
https://www.euronews.com/2020/10/26/travel-after-2020-the-new-reality

2 Governance and Management of Protected ... 17

SRV AT W

- 1

Fig. 2.1 Share of travellers in each EU country who saw nature as the main reason to go on holi-
days in 2016 (Source Flash Eurobarometer 432 study: Preferences of Europeans towards tourism,
available at: https://data.europa.eu/euodp/data/dataset/S2065_432_ENG)

may be particularly an issue in countries such as Australia and New Zealand, which
consider ecotourism a key component of export income. However, the challenges
related to extensive visitation in PA are seen even in Mediterranean mass tourism
destinations oriented dominantly to either 3S (sun, sea, sand) or urban (cultural)
tourism. Most of the visits are paid to 129 national parks (NP), out of 14,690 PA
registered in this region (or 14.11% of Europe’s total) (EEA 2020). The Schégner et al.
(2016) prediction model estimates that there are more than two billion recreational
visits a year in 419 European existing and potential NPs. The estimated annual
numbers of visitors to PA in specific Mediterranean countries range from 4,121,000
in Slovenia (which has an area of 1157 km?), 121,666,000 in Spain (10,450 km?),
71,408,000 in France (13,565 km?), and up to 195,719,000 annual visitors in Italy
(which has an area of 17,419 km?).

Natural resources are the foundation of the appeal of tourism in PA. Any damage
caused might have severe consequences for PA and the surrounding communities
(Islam et al. 2018a). Despite potential risks, the reduction of government funding
forces PA to rely increasingly on tourism revenues (Weaver and Lawton 2017). A
reconciliation between recreation and conservation requires proactivity, implementa-
tion of sustainable tourism principles (Mandi¢ and Petri¢ 2020), and synergy among
stakeholders involved in governance processes to enhance benefit sharing (Heslinga
et al. 2017). Currently, the protected area governance model is far from being a
central state-based responsibility. It has become a polycentric regime under which
powers are distributed among different level governments, private and community-
based stakeholders (Ly and Xiao 2016), resulting in various forms of collaboration.
In line with that, a paradigm shift is taking place in PA suggesting a transition from
a top-down to participatory bottom-up approaches to planning, management, and
governance (Islam et al. 2018a).
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Given the above, this chapter aims to analyse the key elements and structures of
the governance and management of PA while focusing on both conservation effec-
tiveness and socio-economic (including tourism) sustainability goals. As stated by
Gurung (2010), governance ‘exerts a major influence on the achievements of manage-
ment objectives, effectiveness, equity and sustainability of protected areas’ (p. 5).
With this regard, PA governance is observed as a broader framework within which
management is exercised. Effectiveness requires the participation of all stakeholders
(the core principle of adaptive management [AM]), as well as collaboration and
learning (the fundamental principles of adaptive co-management [ACM]). Within
this chapter, special attention is paid to the explanation of protected area gover-
nance and management assessment methodologies and their interrelation. Finally,
the governance-management assessment method developed by Shields et al. (2016) is
applied to the case of Krka NP in Croatia to discuss its fundamental shortcomings with
respect to governance-management and recommendations for their improvement.

2.2 Governance
and Management of PA—From Theoretical Concepts
to Quality Assessments

2.2.1 Understanding the Concept of PA Governance and Its
Assessment

The Aichi Target 11 Dashboard? suggests that the proportion of the global terrestrial
area covered by protected areas is 15%, near achieving the terrestrial target of 17%.
Global marine area coverage is 7%, targeting a total of 10%. The proportion of the PA
where management effectiveness (PAME) evaluations have been undertaken is pretty
low, i.e. 5% out of targeted 17% for terrestrial, and 1% out of the targeted 10% for
marine PA. At the same time, the need for protected area management improvement
is rapidly growing, especially in the light of the increasing interest in visitation of
these areas.

Management must be accountable for governance through clear governance
structures and processes (Booker and Franks 2019). Abrams et al. (2003) indicate
that managers of PA consider operational level problems being closely related to
broader governance issues requiring a critical examination of existing laws, policies,
programmes, regulations, organisational cultures, and professional attitudes.

Governance is distinct from management (Booker and Franks 2019). It refers to
all processes of governing, based on social practices and activities, and undertaken
by either a government, or market, or network, whether over a family, formal or
informal organisation or territory, through laws, norms, power, or language (Bevir
2012). Itis about how power is exercised, decisions are taken, the resources allocated,

3https://www.protectedplanet.net/target-1 1-dashboard, retrieved on May 9, 2020.
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and citizens or other stakeholders participate in these processes (Graham et al. 2003;
Worboys et al. 2015; Islam et al. 2018b; Booker and Franks 2019). On the other hand,
management is about how to achieve the outlined objectives and includes defining
and allocating lower level objectives, responsibilities, and accountabilities (Booker
and Franks 2019).

Borrini-Feyerabend et al. (2013) indicate that PA governance may take place at
several levels often interacting with each other in different ways, i.e. horizontally (e.g.
through collaboration and exchanges or voluntary); vertically (through hierarchy);
formally (e.g. by-laws); or informally (e.g. because of relationships and trust). By
doing so, they may negotiate in the best possible way outcomes that conserve biodi-
versity while also providing for sustainable resource use (Dearden et al. 2005; de
Koning et al. 2017). With this regard, four broad PA governance types are recognised,
depending on who is responsible for a given PA, e.g. governance by the government,
by private, shared/multi-stakeholder government, or by indigenous people and local
communities (Abrams et al. 2003; Dudley 2008; Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2013).

There are significant regional differences in approaches to governance, with shared
governance ranging from less than 1% in Europe and the Polar regions to 10% in
West Asia. Approximately 22% of North American PAs are under private governance,
while the figure is less than 1% in Europe and West Asia. On the other hand, 9% of
the PAs in Latin America and the Caribbean are reported as under the governance
of indigenous peoples and local communities, while the figure is less than 3% for
all other regions (UNEP-WCMC, IUCN, NGS 2018). More than 96% of European
PAs are under a public governance regime. Despite the differences among the PA
governance types, what is common to all of them is the need to have multiple stake-
holder groups’ support in decision-making, planning, implementation, monitoring,
and evaluation, which is the fundamental precondition for any governance system to
be ‘good’ (Islam et al. 2018b; Eagles 2009; Gossling and Hultman 2006; Kaltenborn
etal. 2011).

Considering they are dependent on tourism revenues, PAs should be governed to
enable local stakeholders to ‘foster different valuable forms of commitments, syner-
gies and collaborations between public/private actors and assisting policy-makers to
implement sustainable development’ (Presenza et al. 2015: 480). However, gover-
nance models that can best support both PA governance principles and sustain-
able tourism development are limited (Islam et al. 2018b), although more recent
paradigms for PA management call for integrative approaches to conservation and
development. Islam et al. (2018b) suggest that the ACM could support the integra-
tion of conservation and sustainable tourism in PA, by facilitating the achievement
of crucial governance principles. However, achieving participation and collaboration
of the stakeholders, the core principles of ACM, requires an empowered and well-
informed community, able to understand complex relationships between regulations
and sustainability achievement (Presenza et al. 2015).

Governance quality has been assessed in the governance literature by several
assessment frameworks, with most of them being based on the principles of good
governance to ensure sustainable management or tailored to the requirements of
environmental problems or specific needs (Lordkipanidze et al. 2018). Moreover, no
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Table 2.1 The ‘good governance’ principles

The good governance principles | The UNDP principles on which they are based

Legitimacy and voice Participation
Consensus orientation

Direction Strategic vision, including human development and historical,
cultural and social complexities

Performance Responsiveness of institutions and processes to stakeholders
Effectiveness and efficiency

Accountability Accountability to the public and to institutional stakeholders
Transparency

Fairness Equity
Rule of Law

Source Graham et al. (2003)

universally accepted method identifies the requirements of a good governance regime
for the PAs (Lockwood 2009). Also, most of the identified evaluative frameworks do
not address governance systems holistically (Potts et al. 2016).

The quality of governance is most often evaluated against ‘good governance’ prin-
ciples, developed by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP 1997).
Graham et al. (2003) were among the first to explicitly articulate five principles
of good governance concerning PA (Table 2.1). They were followed by several
authors, including Abrams et al. (2003), Borrini-Feyerabend et al. (2004, 2013),
Heylings and Bravo (2007), Shipley and Kovacs (2008), and Eagles (2009). Lock-
wood (2010) suggested seven principles of good governance, e.g. legitimacy, trans-
parency, accountability, inclusiveness, fairness, connectivity, and resilience. In their
‘Governance Assessment for Protected and Conserved Areas’ (GAPA) manual,
Franks and Booker (2018) introduced 11 good governance principles, different from
those proposed by the UNDP. With respect to each of the 11 principles of GAPA, they
elaborated the significant issues to be assessed and a desired level of achievement
(pp. 109-111).

The good governance principles may be further described (elaborated) by many
measurable indicators, aimed at helping governance performance evaluation. Abrams
et al. (2003) and Borrini-Feyerabend et al. (2013) provided more than 100 such
indicators, associated with five of the good governance principles of Graham et al.
(2003) (Table 2.1). Shields et al. (2016) have identified a significantly smaller number
of broadly useful indicators (20) based on a three-round Delphi survey with the
Australian PA managers and experts. Along with that, instead of the nine original
UNDP governance principles (Table 2.1), the authors employed 10, by splitting
the ‘efficiency and effectiveness’ principle into ‘efficiency’ and ‘effectiveness’ as
separate requirements.
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2.2.2 The Approaches to PA Management

PA management is about actions taken and means used to deliver social, economic,
and environmental outcomes for the benefit of all stakeholders. There are several
management planning frameworks as well as tools (Fig. 2.2) that assist protected
area management organisations to undertake their operations, through a system-
atic approach to management across what may be large, diverse and decentralised
national and sub-national protected area systems (Sandwith et al. 2016). These frame-
works aim to guide those responsible for decision-making. The guidance is delivered
through management plans. Their purpose is to ensure that exceptional areas are
managed in such a way as to achieve specific objectives: to gain public involvement;
to develop a shared understanding of a vision for a PA; and to provide public account-
ability (Mccool 2016). It is generally accepted that the most effective management
plans are concise documents that identify the key features or values of the protected
area, clearly establish the management objectives and indicate the actions to be imple-
mented (Bushell and Bricker 2017). It contains a variety of topics, one of which is
tourism. As stated by Eagles et al. (2002: 41), a plan can describe, among other
things, ‘how tourism and associated development will be managed’. However, the
PA management plans are usually more oriented to the natural resources’ manage-
ment than to the objectives for tourism and their achievement. Therefore, the issue
of tourism in protected areas is most importantly addressed in the policies relating
to tourism and recreation within the management plan (Eagles et al. 2002).

The sole existence of the management plan is not enough, considering that PA
management planning is continuously challenged by, among other factors, climate
change, invasive species, visitor impacts, vandalism, poaching, pollution, devel-
opment, civil unrest, and disasters (IUCN 2017). The decisions in a time of such
uncertainty are usually made according to one of the five main approaches, namely,
minimum safe standard, precautionary principle, minimax regret criterion, scenario
planning, and AM (Prato 2012), with the last one being the most advocated in the
relevant PA management and nature-based tourism-related literature (Mandi¢ 2019).
While it would be interesting to discuss all five approaches in detail, due to the scope

= Natural heritage charter

| « Internaticnal Couneil on monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) cultorel heritaze charter
+ Conservation action plarning

« [IUCN framework for connect:vity conservation managmement

Management » Wildlife Institute for India planning tocl
planning + A toolkit tc support conseravtion by incigencus people end loczl communities
frameworks « Emvironmental manazement systems

* Emvironmental impact assessment

= Recreation opportunity spectrum planning tool
\ * Public use measurement and reporting system
e — * Design standards tonl

Fig. 2.2 Protected area management and planning frameworks (Source Adapted from Sandwith
et al. 2016)
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Fig. 2.3 The process of
adaptive management
(Source Adapted from
Williams et al. 2007)
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of this study, we have decided to focus on just AM. For a more detailed examination
of other decision-making approaches, see Prato (2012).

AM s ascientific, structured approach for planning and managing natural resource
systems based on a perception of ecosystems as being complex, dynamic, and
unpredictable (Gunderson 2018; Williams 2011).

The concept of AM in environmental and planning studies was initially proposed
by Holling (1978), as an approach to assessing the potential impacts of a specific
development project on a natural habitat. AM was initially introduced to fill in the
main gaps in existent management approaches, being: to bridge diverging assump-
tions of resource dynamics; to integrate differing perspectives among scientific disci-
plines; and to fill the gap between knowledge and action (Gunderson 2018). The AM
is a six-step learning cycle (Fig. 2.3) that emphasises the participation of all relevant
stakeholders in conflict management, acknowledging that many factors influence
the condition of an ecosystem outside the manager’s jurisdiction, requiring a broad,
systemic, or strategic approach. Despite its simplicity, confusion persists about the
methods entailed, the management context to be used, and the extent to which it has
been applied successfully (Rist et al. 2013). For example, Prato (2012) suggests that
AM is not appropriate for management decisions with very little uncertainty about the
efficacy of measure employed. The concept is challenging to implement and appro-
priate only where plenty of scientific uncertainty exists, sufficient resources allow
for experimentation with multiple treatments, completing hypotheses are present,
finite and testable and there is leadership that can overcome vested and self-serving
stakeholders (Allen and Gunderson 2011). Additionally, a mandate to take action
and reliable institutional capacity and commitment to deliver the mission must exist
(Williams et al. 2007). Due to its misleading simplicity, AM is too often seen as the
only solution for socio-economic challenges. However, in many cases, it is not an
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ideal response because of limited replication of the experiments, entrenched manage-
ment, and socio-economic systems (Allen and Gunderson 2011). As indicated by
Williams et al. (2007), the process of AM will be successful if the stakeholders are
actively involved in and committed to the process; the progress towards management
objectives is made; results from monitoring and assessment are used to adjust and
improve management decisions, and implementation is consistent with applicable
laws. Several pathologies and challenges influence the success of the application
of this concept, including stakeholder engagement, difficulties with experiments,
surprises, following of prescriptions, learning and discussion, use of knowledge to
modify policy and management, avoiding hard truth, lack of leadership and focus on
planning, not action (Allen et al. 2011). Rist et al. (2013) argue that many of these
barriers are related to the challenges stemming from the management implementation
generally.

AM is founded on the notion of the complexity of socio-ecological systems, i.e.
they are too uncertain, and unpredictable to be controlled by top-down manage-
ment regulations. Thus, it prescribes adapting rather than trying to manipulate socio-
ecological systems. In other hands, it seeks to manage change rather than resist it, and
by that sees many possible equilibrium points, not just one, which is of the essence
of resilience approach (Bown et al. 2013). The diversity and resilience are the AM
cornerstones, signifying the capacity of a complex ecosystem to withstand fluctua-
tion and still maintain its integrity. Prato (2012) distinguishes active and passive AM
with the former being able to produce statistically reliable results about ecosystem
responses to management actions, which can be generally applied to other protected
natural areas. Recently, Bown et al. (2013) revisit the concept of adaptive ACM,
which emerged in the late 1990s. In its essence, ACM synthesises co-management
(CM) and AM, to remedy the deficiency within CM, particularly, the lack of the adap-
tive capacity in the decision-making system. However, the authors emphasise that the
concept has proven difficult to put in practice, mainly due to the inability to balance
the AM focus on ecological resilience and CM focus on human empowerment. In
light of a recent debate on the resilience of social-ecological systems, Farhad et al.
(2017) demonstrated that ACM could provide the opportunity to navigate the trade-
offs between specified and general resilience by shaping new multi-level governance
system and sharing of power between stakeholders involved. Furthermore, the study
performed by Plummer et al. (2017) in four UNESCO Biosphere Reserves in Canada
and Sweden, provided the first empirical evidence that ACM works; however, much
work remains to be done to demonstrate consistently and systematically its ability
to deliver outcomes.

Very little has been written on AM and ACM in tourism studies. Although Islam
et al. (2018a) and Larson and Poudyal (2012) have carried out valuable work on
ACM as a novel approach in nature-based destination management, several ques-
tions remain unanswered. The study of Islam et al. (2018a) challenges the assump-
tion that ACM provides the opportunity for enhancing tourism governance practices
in protected area contexts, but at the same time fails to integrate either management
models for the delivery of tourism services (see Spenceley et al. 2019) or management
frameworks to address tourism impacts and visitation (see Mccool et al. 2007) into
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the conceptual framework. Additionally, the study fails to recognise that some of the
ACM principles (e.g. learning, collaboration) are the cornerstone of the recreation
and tourism planning frameworks (e.g. Recreation opportunity Spectrum [ROS] or
Limits of acceptable change [LAC]). Islam et al. (2018b) also analysed the extent
to which the ACM approach could support the achievement of critical governance
principles in PAs. The authors concluded that the method was successful in facili-
tating the participation of stakeholders, a collaboration between them, accountability
and transparency, the rule of law, power, and social learning. However, method-
ological deficiencies limit the generalisation of the results. Larson and Poudyal
(2012) delivered an AM approach based on the United Nations World Tourism
Organisation’s (UNWTOQO’s) sustainable tourism framework. This rather integrative
approach accounted for diverse perspectives and embraced the various stakeholders.
The authors concluded that an adaptive resource management approach might help
planners guide tourism growth. Despite their contribution, both studies, focused
on the integration of AM into tourism development and destination management
framework, to some extent, violate the principle of AM. As explained by Rist et al.
(2013), AM could be used in some challenging management contexts only if less
complicated aspects of uncertainty are targeted, and a significant amount of manage-
ment resources are available, which is hard to combine within integrated sustain-
able tourism and destination management planning. For example, Lai et al. (2016)
discussed the potential of ACM to forge collaborative natural resources management
via a social learning model in mountain destinations. The study demonstrated the
utility of social representation theory to unpack the cultural, political, and economic
aspects of complex interactions between resource stakeholders as participants of
ACM. Another attempt to integrate AM into nature-based tourism management was
made by Schianetz and Kavanagh (2008). The authors conclude that tourism desti-
nations need to be viewed and studied as complex adaptive systems and that the
sustainability indicator system (SIS) needs to be applied in the context of an adap-
tive management approach, indicating that SIS becomes a learning tool to improve the
understanding of the behaviour and threshold levels of the social-ecological system.
Recently, several researchers have discussed the AM and ACM in the context of
tourism resilience (e.g. Bangwayo-Skeete and Skeete 2020; Dai et al. 2019) and
climate change adaptation (e.g. Csete and Szécsi 2015; Landauer et al. 2018; Rutty
et al. 2015; Scott and Becken 2010).

2.2.3 How to Evaluate PA Management Effectiveness?

Management effectiveness is a relatively new concept, mentioned for the first time
in 1972 by a Conservation Foundation Task Force on the National Parks System,
which recommended the adoption of an annual system of park environmental reports
to assure continued monitoring of each park’s internal and external environmental
factors (Hockings et al. 2004). According to Coad et al. (2015: 2), the primary purpose
of such evaluations are (a) to improve PA management, (b) to allocate resources more
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effectively (c) to provide accountability and reporting at local, national, or interna-
tional levels; and (d) to increase community awareness of PA management and issues.
PAME assessments are generally conducted by PA managers or government agency
employees and donor institutions, including NGOs (Geldmann et al. 2015). Since
the mid-1990s, various methodologies have been developed for assessing PAME,
including Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT), Rapid Assessment and
Prioritisation of Protected Area Management (RAPPAM), Spatial Monitoring and
Reporting Tool (SMART), Integrated Management Effectiveness Tool (IMET). Out
of 75 methodologies listed on the Global Database for Protected Areas Management
Effectiveness (GD-PAME),* the most used is METT. In terms of area, the METT has
been used in over a fifth of the world’s terrestrial protected areas (Stolton and Dudley
2016). Most of the listed methodologies are based on the [UCN World Commission
on Protected Areas (WCPA) framework (Hockings et al. 2006), which means that
they have a common underlying approach and mostly standard criteria, although
the indicators and assessment methods will vary. Dudley (2008) also stresses that
the assessment systems could be divided into two main types, i.e. those that rely on
expert knowledge and those that use data monitoring, stakeholder surveys, and other
quantitative or qualitative data sources (or both combined).

Hockings et al. (2006) suggest that the WCPA framework for PAME evaluation
includes six critical elements shown by management cycle (Fig. 2.4):

e Context: elaboration of values, threats and external influences on management;

e Planning: the creation of vision, goals, objectives, and strategies to conserve values
and reduce threats;

e Inputs (resources): availability of resources (although PA management plan rarely
provides specific commitments of funds and staff, it establishes the basis for short-
term or annual operational planning in which decisions about the allocation of
resources are made);

e Processes (policies and procedures): implementation of the actions and strate-
gies indicated by planning documents and through reactive or opportunistic
management actions;

e OQutputs: the achievement of work programmes, products, and services, usually
outlined in management plans and annual work programming;

¢ Outcomes: the achievement of objectives, goals, and changes in values.

The six elements of the management cycle reflect three broad areas of manage-
ment, i.e. design (context and planning), appropriateness/adequacy (inputs and
processes), and delivery (outputs and outcomes) (Dudley 2008).

Despite the fact that PAME assessment would ideally incorporate components that
cover each of the elements of evaluation, Hockings et al. (2004) suggest that managers
usually use only information related to outputs and outcomes. Input and process
information is used mainly for reporting to the advisory committees. Based on more
than 6300 assessments of PAME, Leverington et al. (2010) have defined headline
indicators, representing the major themes and elements used in various assessment

“https://pame.protectedplanet.net/.
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Fig. 2.4 The IUCN WCPA framework for assessing management effectiveness of protected areas
(Source Retrieved from Hockings et al. 2006)

approaches. Most of the PAME methodologies use a hierarchical approach with
between two and five levels of the organisation. Hockings et al. (2015) refer to
these levels as topics and indicators and state that methodologies based on the [UCN
WCPA framework usually organise indicators based on the cycle of management
topics (elements).

2.2.4 Relationship Between the PA’s Governance
and Management Effectiveness Evaluations

The relationship between management and governance effectiveness is increasingly
being explored. Vansteelant and Burgess (nd) emphasise that many PAME assessment
methodologies include a few questions about governance, some integrate governance
and equity considerations, and some even develop governance-related elements.
However, PAME assessment methodologies do not address governance to the degree
that enables sufficient understanding or action (Vansteelant and Burgess, nd). In
Leverington et al. (2010), governance appears as only one of 30 headline indicators
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servicing PAME evaluations at a system level, as the process indicator named ‘Effec-
tiveness of governance and leadership’. By using the DPSIR framework,’ Eklund and
Cabezza (2017) tried to explain how governance quality affects specific PA manage-
ment outcomes. Based on a three-round Delphi survey involving 33 middle- to senior-
level staff from Western Australian PA agencies, Shields et al. (2016) identified 20
good governance indicators in the form of questions (aligned with ten governance
principles). The authors connected them with the accompanying output measures, €.g.
management plans, annual reports, stakeholder engagement, and audits. Lockwood
(2010) suggests placing good governance principles ‘above’ the PAME evaluation
elements of context, planning, inputs, process, outputs, and outcomes, demonstrating
the need to consider governance in all six elements. Despite the common opinion that
governance effectiveness evaluation is usually seen as complementary to the PAME,
Lockwood (2010) indicates that it may be useful to deliver it separately.

Although PAs have to face continuously increasing visitation, the number of
studies discussing the degree to which ‘good governance’ criteria may influence
management and planning for nature-based tourism is limited (Hiibner et al. 2014).
For example, Su et al. (2007) proposed an analytical framework for the analysis
of nature-based tourism governance in the current social, economic, and political
contexts of China. Eagles (2008) reviewed different management approaches used
for conservation and provision of tourism services, by consideration of generally
accepted criteria for governance. Buteau-Duitschaever et al. (2010) compared visitor
perspectives of the governance of two of Canada’s largest park systems, i.e. the paras-
tatal model of Ontario Provincial Parks and the public and for-profit combination
model of British Columbia Provincial Parks. Suntikul et al. (2010) explored the roles
of public and private actors in the development and management of national parks in
Vietnam, focusing specifically on the conflicts caused by political, social, cultural,
and economic factors. Eagles (2013) referred to park tourism governance as one of
10 critical areas that need to be more investigated. Islam et al. (2018a, b) identified
opportunities for enhancing tourism governance practices in PAs through an ACM
approach, to integrate conservation and sustainable tourism development goals.

2.3 Governance-Management Assessment
in Krka National Park

Below is the governance-management assessment of Krka NP in Croatia. The assess-
ment is performed using the Shields et al. (2016) approach, which evaluates the
quality of governance through management output performance measures.

SDPSIR (drivers, pressures, state, impact, and response) is the systems-thinking framework that
assumes cause-effect relationships between interacting components of social, economic, and
environmental systems (Bradley and Yee 2015).
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2.3.1 Study Site

Krka NP is one of the eight Croatian national parks. It is located in the vibrant Central
Dalmatia region, covering an area of 109 km? (Fig. 2.5). The area, consisting of
exquisite natural, and cultural heritage assets, is earmarked primarily for scientific,
cultural, educational, recreational, and tourism activities.

Krka NP is located in the region, which accounts for 47% of the total number of
overnights (Croatian Bureau of Statistics 2020). Considering its small distance from
the central Dalmatian coastal destinations, the park witnesses an enormous pressure
of daily visitors. The fact that the infrastructure intended for visitors occupies only
5% of the area of Krka NP makes these visitor numbers even more threatening.
In 1988 Krka NP had 385,837 visitors (Radeljak and Pejnovi¢ 2008). In 2006, a
few years after the independence war in Croatia, the number grew to more than
660,000. Finally, in 2018 this PA recorded 1,354,802 visitors (Ministry of Tourism
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Fig. 2.5 The map of Krka National Park, Croatia (Source https://www.croatiatraveller.com/Nat
ional %20Parks/Krka.htm)
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2019), which is a 105% increase from 2006. More than 90% of visitors are recorded
between May and September.

2.3.2 The Study Approach

The pressure of seasonal visitation poses a challenge to the PA authority. This chapter
builds on the approach of Shields et al. (2016) to discuss the efficiency of coping with
them. Shields et al. (2016) provided 20 governance indicators and output measures,
suggesting the quality of governance as a part of the PA process of management
evaluation. For the benefit of the analysis, we have advanced the original list of
20 governance indicators, to include those related to financial plans and forecasts
(Table 2.2). We considered that due to the growth of self-financing through tourism
revenues, it is worth including it in the good governance evaluation process, to show
its dedication to the enhancement of this objective.

Within Table 2.2, under 10 governance principles (categories), 21 questions
outline good governance indicators described as specific activities undertaken by the
Krka NP management authority. The output measures indicate whether the activity
was fulfilled. Pluses and minuses associated with each of the outputs indicate whether
a specific activity/process was performed, in total or partially.

Hockings et al. (2006: 24-25) stress that outputs are the penultimate part of the
assessment—determining if PA managers and other stakeholders achieved what they
set out to do. Information on outputs are generally found in annual reports, carried
out by PA management authorities. Reviews of work programme achievement and
expenditure are standard internal management tools, while broad-scale reviews of
implementation of planning commitments are often used as a significant element in
external audits or programme reviews because they are necessary for establishing
accountability. Hockings et al. (2006) also indicate that output assessment does not
address the issue of the plans’ appropriateness (adequacy), but it merely reveals
if they are implemented. Additionally, the adequacy of planning systems and the
plans themselves are better assessed by process and outcome approaches to eval-
uation. Worth noting is that output measures associated with each of the activi-
ties/processes related to a particular governance indicator are not explicitly associ-
ated with tourism. However, tourism-related goals and policies are an intrinsic part
of all output measures, especially the management plan.

2.4 Discussion

Results of the Shields et al. (2016) research revealed that existence of the PA Manage-
ment Plan (MP) and the local stakeholders’ engagement in its creation are the core
indicators of Public participation as a governance principle. Integrating stakeholders’
opinions is necessary, not only because they may provide PA managers with useful
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information, especially during the process of MP drafting, but also because they may
help PA management authorities become more effective, and increase the acceptance
and support of outcomes (Getzner et al. 2012). Concerning the two indicators related
to the principle of public participation, Krka NP performs quite well (Table 2.2);
the Croatian Nature Protection Law (Official Gazette 80/13, 15/18, 14/19, 127/19),
the primary document related to nature protection, indicates (article 138) that PA
management is performed based on the MP. It also stresses (article 199), that during
the preparation of an MP, public participation must be ensured. Stakeholders were
involved in the delivery of the MP for Krka NP (the first one for the period 2006-2010
and the second one from 2011 to 2021). Since the Nature Protection Law does not
strictly require the managing institutions to have advisory committees permanently,
the Krka NP has only a management board consisting of four members, a director and
an expert leader in charge of nature protection activities. Thus, it might be concluded
that although regarding the public participation, the legal requirements are fulfilled,
there is space for improvement. The Nature Protection Law should introduce the
advisory committee as a legally binding body acting permanently during the MP life
cycle. This is also a fundamental precondition for the AM to be employed.

Performance with respect to Consensus orientation should be evaluated according
to the existence of a decision-making framework that incorporates stakeholder
engagement and by the level of the stakeholders’ engagement in advising on the
decisions and discussing the outcomes (Shields et al. 2016). The Nature Protection
Law requires no strict framework for decision-making that incorporates stakeholder
engagement after the MP is delivered. Therefore, it might be concluded that the
governance principle on consensus orientation is inefficiently exercised.

A PA’s governance and management cannot be efficient unless all stakeholders
have a shared Strategic vision, based upon an understanding of the historical, cultural,
and social complexities in which that perspective is grounded (Shields et al. 2016).
Thus, the management authority should provide policy directions built on national
and international laws and regulations. The Krka NP management authorities satisfy
this requirement. Due to the legal deficiencies, Krka NP fails to apply AM in the
strategic planning (i.e. measure, review, evaluate, respond), as communication with
the stakeholders stops as soon as the MP has been delivered. Concerning the need
to publish the reports, Krka NP performs well as it regularly publishes its Annual
programme for protection, maintenance, preservation, promotion, and use of Krka
National Park (Annual programme) as well as Annual financial plan and Financial
Plan for the three years (currently 2020-2022). However, none of these documents
delineates the mechanism of the permanent stakeholders’ engagement, which is why
the principle of strategic vision cannot be seen as successfully implemented.

The principle of Responsiveness says that institutions have to serve stakeholders.
Its performance is considered efficient if the AM is applied, if there is a report
on the MP progress and if there is an asset management system applied. An anal-
ysis of the available documents for the NP of interest indicates that AM is not
fully employed. Namely, the report Annual programme only partially delineates the
progress of the MP, while no asset management system exists as such. To be precise,
in the Annual Programme, there is just a little information regarding the usage and
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needs for technical resources. Hence, the principle of responsiveness does not seem
to be satisfactorily addressed.

Efficiency and Effectiveness principles require the PA authorities to be cost-
effective and efficient, to have the capacity to deliver tasks, to be effectively coordi-
nated, able to demonstrate progress, and to provide information to allow assessments
of their performance (Abrams et al. 2003). When it comes to the case study area,
neither principle is adequately fulfilled, effectiveness being worse achieved. Within
the Annual Programme, the statement on progress is poorly elaborated. It is also
not explained how the described activities enable the achievement of a particular
strategic goal outlined in the MP. Also, to the authors’ best knowledge, the results of
two critical nature-based tourism development-related documents, i.e. Action plan
for visitor management in the Krka NP 2019-2031 and the Analysis of the visi-
tors’ survey, were not used to feed the annual reports regarding MP achievements
(specifically those referring to nature-based tourism-related goals).

The principle of Efficiency seems to have been implemented better. This might be
because Krka NP is managed by a Public Institution, i.e. a state governed authority.
Currently, there are no available documents as internal audits, suggesting that the
performance assessment has not been delivered. Regarding cooperation with stake-
holders, Krka NP authorities regularly organise meetings, education and workshops
for traditional agricultural producers and local businesses. They also support the
community in the preparation of projects to foster the development of the local
economy.

Accountability is related to allocation and acceptance of responsibility for deci-
sions and actions (Lockwood 2010). It depicts the interrelation between the managing
institution and ‘higher level” government authorities. Despite the existence of the MP
and of several other documents, none of them sufficiently elaborates relevant issues
concerning managerial activities and accountability. Also, there are no opportuni-
ties for stakeholders and community to participate in PA management after MP is
established and to get the feedback on its performance regularly.

Transparency is a requirement, grounded in ethics, and stakeholders’ right to be
able to access all the decisions about a PA (Lockwood 2010). Governance authorities
are expected to report on their progress regularly. Once stakeholders are involved,
their opinion has to be accounted for transparently, and evaluation results have to
be made available. Publication of evaluation results has to be done correctly to
avoid misinterpretations (Getzner et al. 2012). Park authorities in Krka NP regularly
publish previously mentioned Annual Programme that gives an overview of the
ongoing activities and those expected to start in the current year. However, some
previously mentioned issues, particularly in the area of stakeholders’ engagement
and consultations, are either non-existent or insufficiently elaborated.

Abrams et al. (2003) stress that all people should have equal opportunities to
improve or maintain their well-being based on their work. The available documents
supporting governance outputs in Krka NP do not provide evidence that PA manage-
ment authority prioritises or follows local legal requirements concerning Equity. It
does not necessarily mean that the authority is substantially deficient in this respect,
but the information concerning this topic is not available.
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The Rule of law principle requires laws to be fair and enforced impartially, while
governing mechanisms should distribute costs and benefits equitably without any
discrimination. The Krka NP Management Plan outlines different level legislation as
well as other higher level strategic documents; however, in its Annual reports, there
was no evidence of its compliance with the higher level documents, which is why
we take this principle as being put partially into practice.

2.5 Conclusion

Shields et al. (2016) suggest that for over half of the UNDP governance principles, an
MP was the identified output measure, except for effectiveness and efficiency where
it was an audit document. The analysis presented in Table 2.2 shows that Krka NP
managing institution has delivered two MPs, thus satisfying most of the good gover-
nance principles, including public participation, consensus, strategic vision, respon-
siveness, accountability and the rule of law. Internal and external audits revealing the
success of MP implementation were not delivered, thus showing poor performance
regarding efficiency and effectiveness. This is particularly important to emphasise as
the learning by doing principle is the foundation of AM. At the same time, devotion
to AM is crucial to be able to face the recent challenges the PA faces, including those
related to excessive visitation. The exceptions were the principle of transparency,
where output measures were annual reports, and the principle of equity, where the
measure was the compliance with local equity requirements. In Krka NP, governance
transparency is not utterly satisfying. The NP possesses an MP and an annual report,
but these documents do not provide evidence of compliance with local legal require-
ments concerning equity and employment within the PA. Regarding budget planning
and forecasting, the analysis of the essential documentation of the Krka NP proved
the existence of the Annual Financial Plan and Financial Plan for the three years
(2020-2022); however, due to low transparency, these principles are only partially
satisfied.

The overview of the fundamental governance indicators and their measures
presented in Table 2.2 demonstrate insufficient devotion of the Krka NP manage-
ment authority to compliance with UNDP good governance principles. The recent
decade has seen significant advances in both governance and management effective-
ness. However, there is always room for further improvements, especially in terms of
implementing the ACM approach, particularly regarding stakeholder engagement. In
the context of a Croatian PA, this will require changes of laws and regulations, partic-
ularly regarding the public involvement during the MP lifecycle. The legal require-
ment to collaborate with stakeholders would ensure their commitment, knowledge
sharing, learning enhancement and foster the adaptation of ACM. The ever-growing
visitation and engagement of the local community in tourism business within and
adjoining the Krka NP, call for a more intense formal and informal communication
between community stakeholders and the managing institution to prevent potential
hostility. The Krka NP managing institution should anticipate these power relations
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and work to raise awareness and motivate the community to become involved in
relevant local co-management organisations. This can be achieved by implementing
different communication strategies from formal meetings and workshops to informal
discussions and events. The participatory approach advocated by ACM could foster
the creation of the new institutional arrangements through various co-management
initiatives enabling better interaction between different stakeholder groups, including
community and the PA, as well as the tourism industry and the PA. Diminishment of
the communication gaps and information asymmetry will foster accountability and
transparency. Currently, the managing authority of Krka NP has four members, none
of them an expert for communication with the stakeholders.

Increasing visitation relates to impacts which are not always to the advantage
of the community or the protected site. In many cases, they reflect the deteriora-
tion of local ecosystems. Thus, the voices of the community must be heard. Krka
NP should engage in activities fostering the empowerment of local stakeholders.
According to Islam et al. (2018b), the challenges with accountability, transparency,
and power affect the governance principle ‘Rule of law’. The introduction of the
ACM will inspire positive outcomes in terms of law enforcement. The organisation
of campaigns, meetings, and workshops might foster in the stakeholders a better
understanding of their role within the PA system.

Finally, although learning is implicitly and explicitly evident in each of the gover-
nance principles previously outlined, it is the adaptive and iterative aspects of ACM,
which may facilitate incremental improvements in each of the governance princi-
ples. Since 2014 Krka NP authorities have organised meetings of traditional agricul-
tural producers, working to educate and support them through interactive workshops
and lectures on different topics, among others: eco-agriculture, beekeeping, cheese
making, thus contributing to their empowerment. However, there are no particular
activities concerning the education of or cooperation with local stakeholders oper-
ating tourism businesses, for example, accommodation, catering, guiding, adventure
tours. Thus, we conclude that there is still a whole range of activities to be under-
taken by the Krka NP management institution to satisfy the ACM requirements
fully. Although the legacy of the top-down approach is hard to overcome (Islam et al.
2018b), by applying the ACM approach more intensely, various dimensions of gover-
nance, particularly participation, accountability and transparency, the rule of law,
power, and vision and consequently efficiency and effectiveness will be facilitated
in Krka National Park.
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Chapter 3
Managing Overtourism in Nature-Based e
Destinations

Ante Mandi¢ and Izidora Markovi¢ Vukadin

Abstract Tourism has grown and evolved significantly in past decades, and some
of the destination hassles (e.g. crowding, rubbish,facility accessibility and conflicts)
become more pronounced. Along with that, PAs face biological, social and economic
fragmentation, suggesting that to be effective, the existing approaches to nature-based
tourism management require improvement. This chapter aims to critically discuss
the usability of tourism and visitor use management and planning frameworks to
address the challenges associated with overtourism. The analysis suggests there is
no one for all solution in terms of visitor use framework, but constituents of existing
frameworks can be crucial for mitigating influences related to extensive visitation.
The established frameworks should be advanced by consideration of new theoretical
and practical advances, employing the system approach in which PAs are seen in the
interrelation with other ecosystems. PA managers require tools and resources, which
are necessary to prevail the pressure before they even happen. Greater involvement
of stakeholders, goal-orientation and monitoring is needed.

Keywords Overtourism - Nature-based destinations - Visitor management -
Carrying capacity * Protected areas

3.1 Introduction

Sustainability in tourism context relates to planning to operate within carrying
capacity (CC) limits of the destination and its resilience capabilities to avoid a state
of overtourism (Doods and Butler 2019). Although this concept is mostly associated
with urban areas, e.g. Venice, Barcelona, Prague or Dubrovnik, its adverse impacts
are often pronounced in nature-based destinations. Tourists elect to visit exceptional
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places, out of which protected natural areas (PNA) are high on the list of priorities.
According to the latest Eurobarometer (European Commission 2016), the natural
features of a destination are the main reasons for wanting to return to the same
place for a holiday for more than half of EU travellers. Although large PNA tends to
permit the wide dispersal of visitors, to make money and ensure visitor flows, it is
necessary to concentrate tourists at access points and provide them with information
and services in a cost-effective way (Wall 2019). Thus, tourism growth, its economic
impacts, management implications and park tourism competencies and new manage-
ment structures are only some challenges that need to be addressed (Eagles 2002). The
accessibility of PNAs, as well as their increasing dependence on tourism revenues
(Mandi¢ 2020), challenges the capability of many park management institutions
(Eagles 2009). Thus, in many highly attractive PNAs visitors’ numbers, density
and potential overcrowding are becoming a serious concern. In order to success-
fully protect an area, influence over the activities taking place within is necessary.
Therefore, the management of PNAs depends on the management of economic (and
other) activities taking place therein, whereby activities should either be restricted
or encouraged, depending on the needs of the space (Koderman et al. 2020).

As adestination experiences higher intensity of tourism development, the inherent
conflict between maintaining a healthy natural environment and economic devel-
opment also increases (Mandi¢ 2019). The high sensitivity on the underlying
phenomenon underlines the necessity of overtourism management in PNAs to be
a matter of great urgency. However, this should not be considered an easy job.
Balancing visitation and conservation through proper planning, is a complicated
task for PNA managers (Bushell and Bricker 2017), considering they deal with
different elements of integrated tourism product (Mandi¢ 2019), while concentra-
tions of visitors tend to have adverse impacts on protected ecosystems (Olive and
Marion 2009). Thus, the mitigation of overtourism in PNAs requires the under-
standing of the complexity of ecosystems, and acknowledgement that relationships
between causes and consequences are not purely linear. In light of such challenges,
the management process involving the assessment and evaluation of the condition of
the area, the definition of the management objectives and activities that need to be
carried out, and following the implementation of policies, with constant monitoring
and evaluation of the effectiveness and adjustment, is required (Dudley 2008). Islam
et al. (2018) stressed out a paradigm shift in PNAs with the transition from a tradi-
tional top-down to participatory bottom-up approaches to planning, management
and governance, which reflects the changing expectations of governance towards
systems that can empower and benefit local communities (Eagles 2014). In light
of such change, adaptive co-management (ACM) is suggested as an approach that
might improve the current governance of tourism in PNAs (Plummer and Fennell
2009). However, ACM should not be taken as a panacea, especially in the absence
of its fundamental principles (Islam et al. 2018). Thus, the resilience of the PNAs in
a case of overtourism will require close relation and clear communication (Stanford
and Guiver 2016; Wilson et al. 2009) between all stakeholders involved, including
tour-operators, and accommodation and relevant service providers.
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The critical challenges associated with tourism in PNAs are the provision of
visitor use with zero threat to protected features, and the provision of recreation
and tourism opportunities with maximum benefits to all stakeholders (Leung et al.
2018). Due to the continuous growth in the number of visitors, PNAs require spatial—
temporal management of visitor flows. Much of the discussion on how to achieve this,
for decades, has considered the concept of CC. Although the CC does not meet the
criterion to be considered a PNA planning framework (McCool and Bosak 2016), itis
often discussed as a prerequisite to achieving the balance (Ly and Nguyen 2017). Most
recently, due to the emergence of overtourism, the debate on planning frameworks has
been revisited. Leung et al. (2018) within [IUCNs Tourism and visitor management in
protected areas guidelines advocate the use of Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC)
and Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) approaches and establishment of visitor
use limits, rather than using the concept of CC as a basis. In the academic literature,
as well as in practice, the overtourism related ‘solutions’ are often interpreted in
accordance with a different type of destination (Peeters et al. 2018b; UNWTO 2018),
the status of protection, utilisation and management objectives.

To maximise the potential of PNAs managers and policymakers will seek infor-
mation about the strengths and weaknesses of their management (Hockings 2003). In
light of such debate, and the need for information and guidance, this chapter aims to
critically discuss the usability of tourism and visitor use management and planning
frameworks to address the challenges associated with overtourism.

3.2 Overtourism in Protected Natural Areas

Over the last decade, while many scholars have maintained their interest in the clas-
sical debate concerning the impacts of tourism, some (Goodwin 2019; Milano et al.
2019a; Peeters et al. 2018a; Seraphin et al. 2018) have converged with the narra-
tive of social movements challenging the tourism growth premise, with the subse-
quent coining the terms ‘overtourism’ and ‘tourismphobia’ (Milano et al. 2019b).
In their comprehensive reflection, which is one of first reports of that kind, Peeters
et al. (2018b) define overtourism as ‘a situation in which the impact of tourism, at
certain times and in certain locations, exceeds physical, ecological, social, economic,
psychological and/or political capacity thresholds’. Within its definition, UNWTO
(2018) points out the negative influence of excessive tourism on two critical groups,
i.e. residents and visitors: ‘... overtourism can be defined as the impact of tourism on
a destination, or parts thereof, that excessively influences perceived quality of life of
citizens and/or quality of visitors experiences in a negative way’. This definition is in
line with the one proposed by Goodwin (2019): ‘overtourism describes destinations
where hosts or guests, locals or visitors, feel that there are too many visitors and
that the quality of life in the area or the quality of the experience has deteriorated
unacceptably’. Although the phenomenon of overtourism is not novel, the term is
used to describe the consequences of tourism is some destinations, and thus can be
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considered a new issue for future studies, particularly in relation to new models of
tourism development (Capocchi et al. 2019).

Growth, social unrests and overcrowding are three main concepts associated with
overtourism in relevant academic literature and sector reports. Growth is recognised
as the primary enabler of overtourism (Doods and Butler 2019; Higgins-Desbiolles
et al. 2019; Milano et al. 2019a; Peeters et al. 2018a). Tourism growth is, among
others, spurred with accessibility and affordability of travel, consumers prioritising
travel and leisure experiences, social media, the traditional focus of tourism sector on
volume, urbanisation, bucket-list tourism, peer-to-peer accommodation and exten-
sive group travel (Jordan et al. 2018). Within the PNAs, tourism growth is the conse-
quence of increasing demand for tourism and recreation, as well as reliance on nature-
based tourism as an essential tool for economic development (Eagles 2002), and the
perception that tourism could help fund ever-growing number of PNAs (Whitelaw
et al. 2014). The last one is associated with a reduction of government funding,
leading to increased operational reliance on visitor-based revenue despite the poten-
tial of increased visitation to undermine further the vital ecological functions of
protected areas (Weaver and Lawton 2017). Recently, the study on recreational visits
and values of European National Parks in 26 countries has demonstrated that the
total annual visits amount to more than 2 billion annually, or in a consumer surplus
of approximately 14.5 billion euros annually (Schigner et al. 2016). Critique of
overtourism calls into question the growth paradigm itself, and the extent to which
tourism as we know it can remain sustainable in the face of a mounting range of
negative impacts (Fletcher et al. 2019). This critique, i.e. contemporary debate on the
effects of over-visitation and overcrowding shifted towards overtourism has resulted
in a revisit of degrowth discourse in tourism studies (Hall 2009; Higgins-Desbiolles
et al. 2019; Milano et al. 2019a). From a tourism standpoint, degrowth is based on
the ideology of opposition to conventional mass tourism and the prevention of the
exploitation of the local community (Andriotis 2018), advocating community-based
and responsible tourism.

Social unrests, protests and resistance against tourism, tourismphobia and tourist-
phobia in numerous destinations across the globe, have become a trademark of
overtourism reflecting the consequences of mass tourism and the answer of local
communities. Recently, Seraphin et al. (2019) emphasise that the changes of attitudes
of locals towards visitors could be characterised by four archetypes, namely, locals
who are helpless victims, peaceful activists, vandals and resilient locals. Overall,
the authors suggest that locals are volatile groups, whose resilience could be devel-
oped through an ambidextrous management approach which reflects the balance
between exploitation and exploration. Within the park tourism and nature-based
tourism literature, the attention has been given to the capacity building for local and
indigenous communities (e.g. Bello etal. 2016, 2017; Peng et al. 2016; Spenceley and
Goodwin 2007; Stone and Nyaupane 2018; Zeppel 2010). Locals are characterised by
a very close relationship with their territories and natural resources. Generally, they
advocate for collective rather than individual rights to their land, water and natural
resources, and such a collective approach tends to maintain the integrity of territory,
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avoid ecological fragmentation and foster long-term objectives—all key require-
ments for biodiversity conservation (Sandwith et al. 2016). The studies focused on
local communities within PNAs have recognised that PNAs managers often overlook
the social and indigenous values of parks and cultural landscapes (Zeppel 2010), as
well as that voices of indigenous communities, need to be recognised in the manage-
ment of parks (Hannam 2005). Furthermore, community attitudes towards tourism
development are correlated with impacts (Bello et al. 2016; Peng et al. 2016), while
studies (Akyeampong 2011; Serenari et al. 2017; Spenceley and Goodwin 2007;
Zapata et al. 2011) have demonstrated the isolated efforts from individual tourism
companies have a little tangible impact on the majority of people, but the impact is
substantial for the few people who directly benefit. The potential sociological impacts
of the overtourism in the context of local and indigenous communities, especially in
the context of European PAs in vibrant destinations are still not addressed.
Overcrowding is a phenomenon primarily associated with negative experiences
emerging from the presence of too many tourists at certain places and times (Peeters
et al. 2018b). Naturally, overcrowding perception varies with individuals and is
dependent on the type of tourism development in the areas (Santana-Jiménez and
Herndndez 2011). Peeters et al. (2018b) suggest that (over)crowding refers to a
psychological response to density, i.e. to the feeling of having a lack of privacy, or
unwanted interactions, which is in a coastal and island destinations social concern.
Crowding of recreation sites causes perceptual impacts, decreasing the quality of a
visitors experience, resulting in the adoption of coping mechanisms such as activity
substitution or spatial and temporal displacement (Moyle and Croy 2007). Although
the influence of crowding on visitor satisfaction has been established, it is essential to
acknowledge the contradictions of reports. For example, a recent study by Luque-Gil
et al. (2018) suggest that problems of overcrowding do not produce dissatisfaction
among the majority of park users. Their conclusions seem to be supported with several
other relevant studies, suggesting different levels of tolerance by different types of
park users, as well as the ‘Expectancy Theory’ (Schreyer and Roggenbuck 1978)
suggesting that individuals expectations regarding crowding are related to socio-
economic or environmental variables. Within nature-based destinations, especially
vibrant PNAs, overcrowding is additionally associated with environmental issues,
considering that the increasing visitor use can and often does cause increasing impacts
in the form of damage to fragile soils and vegetation and conflicting uses (Buult-
jens et al. 2005). The issue of crowding in outdoor recreation has been the subject
of ‘Normative approach’,' which was at some point expanded to include potential
indicators of quality (Manning and Lawson 2002). The managerial perspective of
crowding reflects the history of development and application of the concept of CC
as a management tool. Although it is a useful measure of dealing with issues and
impacts that are directly related to use levels, i.e. crowding, Cole and Carlson (2010)

INorms are defined as standards that individuals and groups use for evaluating behaviour and social
and environmental conditions. If visitors have normative standards concerning relevant aspects
of recreation experiences, then such norms can be measured and used as a basis for formulating
standards of quality. Norms are important aspect within research focused on pro-environmental
behaviour (Steg and Vlek 2009).
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suggest that setting a numerical visitor capacity should never be the first visitor use
management approach to consider.

3.2.1 Impacts, Indicators and Management Implications

In PNAs, visitor numbers are a concern, considering that growing numbers pose an
environmental threat, and declining numbers induce fear of insufficient funding to
operate and maintain the park (Wall 2019). Thus, the management of overtourism in
such destinations requires the understanding of the local system and the complexity
of interactions within. Overtourism, in general, relates to increasing pollution,
increasing demand for usage of infrastructure, visual intrusion, tourist concentra-
tions and congestion, damage of sites, overcrowding, inflation, social change due to
economic dependence, touristification of residential areas, marginalisation of resi-
dents, hostility and criminality, modification of the recreational areas and loss of
cultural identity (Peeters et al. 2018b). (Excessive) tourism development in PNAs
relates to the various adverse impacts emerging from diverse tourism activities (e.g.
transportation, littering, vandalism, development, use of resources, hunting fishing,
pollution, etc.), inducing the deterioration of, among others, air, water, soil, habitats,
wildlife, tradition and host communities in general, through its impacts on cultures,
psychology, crime, roles, employments and diversification (Leung et al. 2018).

The importance of implementation of indicators in order to strengthen socioe-
cological systems under the intensive influence of tourism (Lacitignola et al. 2007,
Krajinovié 2015) is widely recognised. In the initial stages of critical discussions on
sustainability indicators, Gossling et al. (2006) support the diversification of, as they
call it, measurements of socio-economic development because using tourist arrivals
numbers as the only indicator omits the complexity of the tourism generated income
in PNAs. The challenges of adjusting tourism sustainability indicators on destina-
tion level have been extensively addressed in a significant number of papers (Blancas
et al. 2010; Torres-Delgado and Saarinen 2014; Agyeiwaah et al. 2017).

The main challenge for the sustainable development of tourism in PNAs is to
balance the flow and behaviour of visitors with the protection goals set up for the
area at different political levels (FEDERATION 2012). The foundation for reducing
tourism impacts on local communities and visitors is to develop partnerships for
conservation to transform attitudes, daily behaviours and business practices (Bushell
and Bricker 2017). The balancing is in principle related to CC of the PA, which is
a matter of visitor flows, and not a question of merely establishing visitor numbers.
The management of visitors focuses on manipulating number, spatial distribution
and behaviour of visitors (Wall 2019). To prevent, address and reduce the impact
of tourism and recreation, numerous planning and management frameworks have
been developed, including, CC, ROS, LAC, Visitor impact management (VIM),
visitor activity management process (VAMP) and Tourism Optimisation Manage-
ment Model (TOMM). Contemporary outdoor recreation management frameworks
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are built on a procedural foundation of formulating indicators and standards, moni-
toring indicator variables, and applying management practices to ensure that stan-
dards are maintained (Manning 2011). Below, the study delivers a critical overview
of tourism and visitor use management and planning frameworks and discuss their
usability to address the challenges related to overtourism.

3.3 Visitor Use Planning Frameworks—Ceritical Overview

A variety of impact factors can influence the level and extent of ecological change that
occurs in PNA due to the level of visitor use, therefore understanding these factors and
how they are interrelated can help managers prevent undesirable impacts (D’ Antonio
and Monz 2016). To broaden their understanding of causes and consequences, PNA
managers rely on visitor use planning frameworks (Barros et al. 2020). Initially
vital, the CC concept is today just a constituent of visitor use frameworks. Tourism,
as one of the most progressive human activities of the late twentieth century and
early twenty-first century, has also led to the commitment to set boundaries (Doods
and Butler 2019). Since, in economic terms, tourist attractions are non-reproducible
resources, they are treated as common-pool resources, where the market mechanism
does not show its usual allocative properties (UNEP/MAP/PAP 1997). Therefore,
the relationship between the number of tourists and the reduced quality of the tourist
experience is significant. Natural resources are fundamental for tourism development,
and their conservation is essential (Markovi¢ Vukadin 2017). Long-term conservation
of natural resources in vibrant PNAs requires setting up limitations and indicators
related to the CC (Cari¢ and Markovié¢ 2011; Butler 2019).

CC has attracted intensive focus as a research topic and as well as a management
concept in parks and outdoor recreation (nature-based tourism) (Manning 2007).
Despite that, its application has often had limited success. The principal difficulty
lies in determining how much impact or changes the nature recourse, society, manage-
ment and visitor experience should endure. Emphasise of most of the models is on
different types of CC. For example, Cornejo-Ortega et al. (2011) refer to Physical
Carrying Capacity (CCF), Real Carrying Capacity (CCR) and Effective Carrying
Capacity (CCE). Physical Carrying Capacity (CCF), reflects the maximum limit of
visits, that physically could be done in a day. For the calculation of Real Carrying
Capacity (CCR), the CCF was modified by a series of corrections factors such
as social involvement, erodibility, accessibility, precipitation of flooding (FCane),
biological and vegetation. Finally, there is CCE, which represented the maximum
number of visitors allowed at the sites of the area for public use, and relates the CCR
with the management capacity (CM; defined as the best condition that the admin-
istration should have to practice the activities and meet the goals satisfactorily). In
parallel to the more established biological or ecological CC based on CCR, the term
‘social CC” emerged to describe the threshold above which the comfort and satis-
faction of visiting and/or local people in a given space declines due to perceived
crowding (Graefe et al. 1994; Llausas et al. 2019).
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KNOWLEDGE FROM THE PRACTICE

The Medes Islands case study suggests that, paradoxically, its attractiveness
might derive from a combination of two elements. First, regardless of previous
successes and failures reported in the literature, the CC construct is perceived
as a scientifically sound approach, gaining the support of stakeholders ranging
from biological scientists to natural park rangers and NGOs. Second, the very
liquidity of the concept and uncertainty over its operationalisation make it
vulnerable to being emptied of meaning and, ultimately, detached from scien-
tific rigor, a discourse that serves the interests of the most powerful and well-
connected stakeholders. Political ecology approach was adopted to the case
study presented in this research paper to determine the factors behind the
adoption of a CC-based strategy for managing scuba diving tourism pressures
in a biodiversity-rich but degraded MPA and its concretion into a visitor cap
set at 74,876 annual visitors. The research has revealed an acute dissonance
between formal motivations and the stated goal of setting up access restrictions
based on monitored environmental conditions (Llausas et al. 2019).

Additional to establishing a final number of CC, six visitor-use planning
frameworks emerged as the universal park management strategies, namely, ROS
(Clark and Stankey 1979), LAC (Stankey et al. 1985), VIM (Graefe et al. 1990),
VERP (NPS 1997), VAMP (Environment Canada and Park Service 1991), TOMM
(UTOK 2000) and Priority Actions Program Regional Activity Center framework
(UNEP/MAP/PAP 1997). A short overview of each can be found in the sequel.

3.3.1 Recreational Opportunity Spectrum (ROS)

ROS is a conceptual guideline that has been used widely by land management agen-
cies (Brown et al. 1978; Wall 2020), and which was established to take into account
the different settings used by recreationists, based on physical, social and managerial
components. ROS starting assumption is that recreation experiences are influenced
by the settings in which recreation activities occur. In this context, settings are defined
by environmental, social and managerial conditions which can be used to create a
diversity of recreation opportunities (Brown et al. 1978). Brown et al. (1978) also
defined six setting classes to envelop the range of recreation setting opportunities.
The different classes include (1) Primitive, (2) Semi-primitive non-motorised, (3)
Semi-primitive motorised, (4) Rustic, (5) Concentrated and (6) Modern urbanised.
The six ROS classes have different physical, social and managerial setting compo-
nent characteristics. The five criteria for ROS classes (remoteness, size, evidence of
humans, social setting, and managerial setting) are essential aspects of ROS factors.
The ROS classes consist of five major factors of the ROS scale: (1) naturalness of
the area, (2) access to the recreation site, (3) contact with other people, (4) amount of
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management and regulation and (5) amount and type of facilities. Brown and Ross
(1982) indicate that desires for specific experiences were associated with prefer-
ences for settings as defined by the ROS and that homogenous groups of recreation-
ists have a more consistent experience than all of the recreationists together. This
suggests that specific recreation groups, such as climbers, may have more similar
experience values than a group of hikers and kayakers, due to differences in desired
experiences between different recreation activity groups (Tanakanjana 2007). Based
on the ROS knowledge Ecotourism Opportunity Spectrum (ECOS) was developed,
with three major delineation factors that have been identified, including remoteness,
naturalness and experience (Boyd and Butler 1996).

Academia and practice have acknowledged that refining the ROS and combining
it with LAC merges economic and carrying capacity theory with resource stew-
ardship and provides a tool necessary for accurate management (Lichtkoppler and
Clonts 2019. The ROS can help to mitigate conflict emerging through interactions of
tourism and nature. The framework addresses the diversity of recreation settings and
user characteristics by providing relevant management guidelines which consider
both land capabilities and recreator needs. However, an incorrect and idiosyncratic
ROS interpretation can produce some invalid guidelines. ROS management may
also reduce goal incompatibility by establishing or reinforcing expectations about
settings and the type and quality of recreation experiences available in particular
settings (Daniels and Krannich 2019).

3.3.2 Limit of Acceptable Change (LAC)

LAC was developed by the US Forest Service and focused on the impact of human
activities on the environment (Mexa and Coccossis 2004). The LAC approach seeks
to define those conditions that are considered desirable in the tourism area and set out
strategic management to achieve the objectives. This approach does not use quantita-
tive results as boundaries but is based on the concept of the use of space where a set of
desired sociological, environmental, physical and economic impacts is maintained.
Standards are set, and indicators are used to identify unacceptable conditions, and
actions are designed in response to situations that require modification. Indicators
can refer to different components of tourism, e.g. traffic congestion, overcrowding
of the beach area.

The LAC process consists of nine phases (Stankey et al. 1985) (Fig. 3.1) which
can be cyclic.

At the end of the cycle, it is recommended to repeat the process after a particular
time spent in monitoring the conditions, for verification, as well as possible further
improvement of the conditions. It is important to stress out that as formulated initially
(Stankey et al. 1985), the LAC process is driven by issues more than goals. Therefore,
Cole and McCool (2020) propose to simply add a new first step to the LAC process—
a step that involves defining goals and desired conditions, making it more adequate
for operational management. Still, LAC gives its best performance if the issue or
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Fig. 3.1 Elements of LAC process (Source Based on Stankey et al. 1985)

conflicts between management goals is existing. Therefore it can be stated that its
most significant flaw is that it is not suited for management of parks with minor
conflicts and possibilities for management compromises (Eagles and McCool 2002).
The framework can be quite useful in the management of tourism in PA but can also
fail to be as successful in managing moderate changes which could occur in the first
stages of overburdening of space or ecosystem. According to [UCN, this approach has
been evaluated as useful in facing challenges of overtourism in PAs and is therefore
recommended to be used in further management of conflicts. When applying LAC,
management objectives are formulated as statements about the desired conditions of
PAs and outdoor recreation, including the level of protection of resources and the
type and quality of the recreation experience so that conservation is always a priority
(Leung et al. 2018).

KNOWLEDGE FROM THE PRACTICE

Since 2006 Pangandaran (Java) has become a model of sustainable tourism
development. A programme aimed to empower local communities and to
prepare work plans and activities to enrich the various potential development
of sustainable tourism. This destination has applied LAC in two cycles with
aims to identify and measure the acceptable changes of tourism development
in Pangandaran to remain adaptable as a tourist attraction. It is interesting to
point out that it was learned that LAC framework is highly dependent on the
government and the involvement of local communities in tourism development
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planning. Some important considerations establishment of indicators can be
(Komsary et al 2018): (1) Zoning of tourism business conducted by the local
community; (2) Standard rule for community involvement in tourism activities
such as performing arts and culture.; (3) The age limit for workers involved in
tourism; (4) Development of dedicated recreation area for local people who are
not directly involved in tourism activities. Often the development of tourism
infrastructure in an area of conflict with resident due to the comfort of residents
decreased with increasing activities in the area, while the public can not enjoy
such facilities; (5) Continuous and consistent guidance of local communities
about the consequences of the presence of tourism in an area.

3.3.3 Visitor Impact Management—VIM

VIM is an evolved form of LAC and differs in that it is more space-oriented. This
approach determines the unacceptable impact of visitors on the area, identifies the
possible conditions of these impacts and defines several measures that will combat
these intolerable impacts. As the problem-solving strategy, VIM provides a response
to industry dynamics, from a long-term perspective (Graefe et al. 1990). It also
does not search for quantitative values but identifies a set of standards that serve
to compare with current conditions. The basis of this management method is an
adaptation process that describes the desired conditions and assesses current activities
as a basis for determining management objectives. It does not consider tourism
as a separate economic activity, but integrates it into other related socio-economic
activities, leading to the creation of comprehensive development plans (Mexa and
Coccossis 2004). Despite more comprehensive than LAC framework, it is not that
widely used and it is often just pointed out as a principle of action, but not as a viable
framework due to its complexity (Dowling and Newsome 2017). Some attempts to
simplify the VIM framework occurred (Farrell and Marion 2002) intending to make
it more operational for PNAs managers.

3.3.4 The Visitor Experience and Resource
Protection—VERP

VERP was developed by the US National Park Service to address the challenges
related to the CC, impact of the visitors on the environment, as well as on the visi-
tors’ experience (Hof and Lime 1997; Fefer et al. 2018). This framework can be
applied as part of the general management of the park (in spatial planning docu-
ments), or to address specific challenges within the PA system. Quality standards
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define the minimum acceptable indicator of the state of different variables. Once the
final indicators and standards are formed, the indicators of the variables are moni-
tored, and further management actions are employed to maintain the desired level
of standards (Manning et al. 1995; Manning 2007). This method of management is
most appropriate for areas where landscape views are essential, and crowding issues
are emphasised. The constant monitoring from the first to the last phase of VERP,
ensure that more realistic indicators and standards are determined (Fig. 3.2).

KNOWLEDGE FROM THE PRACTICE

One of the most important examples of VERP implementation is that of
Arches National Park in Utah, involving the development of two-phase research
programme to help implement VERP. The first phase focuses on identifying
potential indicators of the quality of the visitor experience. At this stage, inter-
views were conducted with visitors, National Park employees and the local
community to identify indicators. In the second phase, quality standards were
set for these indicators. At this stage, interviews and questionnaires were also
used, as well as visual methods to determine the range of conditions for indica-
tors. Based on the obtained results, quality standards were formed on the basis
of which changes were made in the management of the park to meet the needs
of visitors, and the environment (Manning 2007). The complex application
was also done in USA in Yosemite NP on area-by area and plan by plan basis
(Bacon et al. 2006; Fefer et al. 2018). In its implementation it has achieved
park planning activities, determined solid indicator variables and standards of
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quality, achieved public involvement and outreach and informed management
action.

It is highly important to stress out that this concepts and frameworks
have been widely incorporated in EU NP management plans (during last 10—
15 years) and some very recent examples such as NP Krka (Croatia) can be
stressed out (Cari¢ et al. 2019). It should be stressed out that in this specific
application of VERP a great number of indicators is monitored throughout the
making of the plan, but this kind of complex planning could also represent a
further obstacle because of the difficulties in further implementation cycles.

3.3.5 Tourism Optimisation Management Model—TOMM

TOMM was developed for assessment, monitoring and management with the aim of
long-term destination protection. In this approach, the local community participates
in developing scenarios and determining the desirable economic, environmental,
infrastructural conditions, and marketing and management actions that should be
employed (Miller and Twining-Ward 2005; Higgins-Desbiolles 2011). The process
also identifies what needs to be monitored (and acceptable ranges of these indicators
and performance) to determine whether these optimal conditions have been achieved
(Smallwood et al. 2011). Unlike governance frameworks such as LAC and VIM,
where the focus is on setting boundaries for impact management, TOMM emphasises
the optimisation and sustainability of tourism and the community and sets acceptable
ranges within which this should happen (Higgins-Desbiolles 2018). TOMM focuses
on an integrated approach to tourism management and alleviates concerns about
growth constraints in the tourism sector by:

e Avoiding the use of the terms ‘prohibitions’ and ‘borders’, which are interpreted
negatively in the tourism industry and discourage further growth

e Focusing on the entire tourism system, and not only on the market and its
ecological components;

¢ Envisioning the involvement of all stakeholders, through a partnership approach
and the incorporation of the system through community processes

e Satisfying all stakeholders, operating at the regional level, ranging from protected
areas to property owners in tourism (Twyford 2001).

An even more sophisticated model derived from TOMM is the Integrated monitoring
and adaptive management system, highlighting (Guo and Chung 2017) (1) sustain-
ability of all three tiers; (2) optimal conditions (no limits); and (3) simple reporting
(through structuring an acceptable range of changes within the model). The model
is widely used in Australia and to some extent in Canada. The primary constraint for
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implementation of TOMM is the complexity, as it requires a relatively long process
of education, training and resources (Miller and Twining-Ward 2005).

3.3.6 Priority Actions Program Regional Activity Center
Framework—PAP/RAC

PAP/RAC of the Mediterranean Action Plan of UNEP (United Nations Environment
Program) has been implementing the priority action ‘Development of Mediterranean
tourism in accordance with the environment’ within 14 Mediterranean countries.’
There are four basic tasks of PAP/RAC (Trumbi¢ 2004):

1. Integral planning of Mediterranean basin development and management.

2. Programme for the observation and research of pollution in the Mediterranean
basin.

3. Development of legislative regulations.

4. Institutional and financial organisation.

In the PAP/RAC methodology, the following parameters are taken as a framework
for determining the boundary (PAP/RAC 1996):

1. Physical—ecological parameters (among others, functional physical capacity,
ecological capacity, natural heritage capacity, coastline length, climatic
elements, geological characteristics). Most of them are easily measurable,
numerical values, with the parameters related to infrastructure, that can be easily
changed by policies and investments, such as roads, water supply network,
landfills, shops, banks.

2. Socio-demographic parameters (population, working-age population, the share
of highly educated and several sociocultural parameters, including tourist expe-
rience, the identity of the local community, attitude towards tourists). Policy
responses could modify sociocultural parameters, but significantly less than
infrastructural parameters.

3. Political and economic parameters—refer to the investments and economic
measures related to the development of tourism. They often represent a correc-
tive parameter for the first two parameters, and sometimes play a crucial
role.

These parameters show that the methodology is adaptable, i.e. it depends on political
and economic preferences, which is not always right (Caric and Markovic 2011), as
under the pressure of such influences, it is possible to expect that the non-economic
elements of the CC will be pushed aside.

2More info at: http://paprac.org/focal-points.


http://paprac.org/focal-points

3 Managing Overtourism in Nature-Based Destinations 59

3.4 Meeting Modern Management Needs

Since all of the frameworks were developed decades ago, when management tools
and practice along with existing pressures and impact were somewhat different from
today’s needs, it is vital to evaluate how they meet modern management needs.
However, it should be acknowledged that some frameworks did partially evolve not
only to address the needs of PA and destinations but also the complexity of change
in ecosystems. The visitor use frameworks have been much discussed in recent
literature; however, it is our conclusion that there has been no significant change to
existing methodologies. Moreover, the initial methodologies adopted by researchers
and practitioners, have, in essence, remained the same as 30 or 40 years ago. This
is, especially pronounced in Europe (Wall 2020), where the new age emerging of
overtourism in PAs has made this topic highly relevant. Therefore, it is necessary
to consider some of the elements that are comparable at the level of all analysed
frameworks.

The CC has dominated nature-based tourism management for decades; however,
as it does not meet the criteria to be considered a planning framework (McCool
2016), the decision was made to exclude it from further analysis. Furthermore, the
definitions, as well as the methodologies of CC in tourism, differ depending on the
author’s perception of the limiting factor, or combination of factors, which is most
important in determining the carrying capacity (Coccossis 2004). The methodology
most often depends on the factors that receive the most attention. Likewise, not all
methodologies apply to all areas; the carrying capacity and visitor use of the strict
reserve (IUCN Ia category) and the significant landscape (IUCN IV category) will
differ (Growcock and Pickering 2011; Steven et al. 2011; Doods and Butler 2019).
For this reason, the following section gives an overview of the general concepts of
visitor use frameworks and the assessment of the disadvantages and advantages of
the concepts.

3.4.1 Methodology of Evaluation

The evaluation focused on the applicability and appropriateness of the implemen-
tation of selected frameworks proposed in previous research (Graefe et al. 1990;
Cole and McCool 1997; Farrel and Marion 2002; Butler 2019) to address the chal-
lenges related to overtourism in PAs. The analysis included three stages. The first
stage was the selection of adequate criteria which could be used to assess the frame-
works. The criteria were drawn from participatory planning models (Bello et al.
2016; Tebet et al. 2018), [IUCN-WCPA framework for assessing management effec-
tiveness of protected areas and protected areas systems (Hockings et al. 2006) (tab
3) and WWF’s Management Effectiveness Tracking Tools (METT) (WWF 2007).
In total, nineteen criteria were drawn related to six topics, context, planning, inputs,
process, outputs and outcomes (Table 3.1). The participants of the expert group were
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Fig. 3.3 Overall assessment of visitor frameworks based on established criteria (Source Authors)

invited to rate each of the proposed frameworks on a 7-point Likert scale considering
the (1) focus of the framework on the proposed criteria, and the (2) importance of
the criteria in sustainable nature-based tourism planning. These rates were used to
calculate scores and critically discuss the frameworks.

The four experts included in the analysis are nature-based tourism researchers and
practitioners with extensive experience in the implementation of analysed frame-
works. The final scores of the evaluation are based on all four evaluations and their
average values (Fig. 3.3 and Table 3.2).

3.4.2 Evaluation and Critical Overview of Frameworks

Management and planning of visitor use within PAs is a complex process. Thus,
keeping the process of implementation and adjustment of framework simple as
possible should be a priority. Frameworks should enable monitoring of the change of
ecosystem throughout time, while applied in different types of PAs, both, depending
on the protected features (for example, geoparks, marine areas, mountain parks), as
well as the level of protection (for example, national parks, nature parks, reserves).
The analysis suggests that with specific modifications, the existing frameworks could
be applied in different types of PAs. The PAP/RAC approach is the only one exclu-
sively developed for coastal areas (Tab. 2). The high complexity of the process, as
well as resources required (financial, human and time), are the primary constraints
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Table 3.2 The assessment of the visitor use frameworks
Category Criteria LAC | VIM | VERP | TOMM | ROS | PAP/RAC
Score | Score | Score Score Score | Score

Applicable in different types of

Context PNAs 23,0 29,3 27,6 19,0 27,5 9,0
Can address complex
socioecological challenges 32,1 31,5 29,7 27,5 16,3 11,3
Delivers the context analysis 22,3 35,9 39,1 31,3 20,0 14,3
System approach 17,8 31,5 26,0 214 18,0 10,0
Context total score 23,6 32,1 30,7 24,6 20,3 11,1

Planning Long-term enforceability 18,0 27,6 31,5 21,0 20,2 10,3
Enables structuring of thinking
processes 21,4 20,3 423 24,8 26,1 14,9
Operability 21,4 10,0 30,2 17,0 17,0 12,3
Planning total score 20,3 18,8 34,5 21,0 21,0 12,4

Inputs Resources needed 20,3 18,0 21,0 17,5 21,3 15,9
Inputs total score 20,3 18,0 21,0 17,5 21,3 15,9

Process Participatory approach 15,9 24,8 33,0 37,1 13,8 20,2
Obligatory forming of working
groups 13,1 20,3 36,0 20,0 17,0 5,6
Stakeholders oriented 12,0 17,0 35,9 22,5 15,0 17,0
Issues-based approach 23,6 28,5 20,0 40,6 16,9 13,5
Goal-oriented approach 16,9 39,0 36,0 34,4 30,2 15,0
Results are often product of
compromises 28,9 17,0 37,5 27,6 22,0 22,5
Process total score 18,0 24,0 32,8 30,0 19,0 15,2
Produces desirable management

Outputs actions 28,8 35,8 31,5 31,3 21,6
Defines working/action plan 28,8 35,8 40,6 32,8 37,1 21,0
Supports decision-making processes 28,8 35,8 40,6 344 30,3 27,5
Outputs total score 28,8 35,8 41,7 329 32,9 23,5

Outcomes Considers monitoring 30,3 27,3 35,0 37,5 25,5 15,9
Considers learning and adaptation of
managerial actions and decisions 31,6 30,0 39,0 30,9 27,0 20,3
Outcomes total score 31,0 28,7 37,1 343 26,3 18,1

Maximum score = 49

®—High score; ®—Low score

Source Authors
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of the implementation of existing frameworks. These limitations may also lead to
the rejection of the implementation of policy measures, which are dependent on the
implementation of the concrete framework.

Factors related to path dependency, neoliberal governance frameworks, uneven
distribution of power among stakeholders and regulatory weaknesses were found
to be the most influential in facilitating increased visitor pressure (Guo and Chung
2017; Llausas 2019). Although frameworks discussed were developed to manage
PAs in an environmentally sustainable way (Butler 2019), they commonly fail to
equally address the interests of all stakeholders (Guo and Chung 2017), which limits
their potential to address specific phenomenon as overtourism. Setting up a tourist
CC, i.e. limiting the number of visitors in sensitive locations where a range of inter-
ests converge could cause social tensions and conflict (Few 2000; McCarthy 2002;
Robbins 2012). Although all frameworks instrumentally support the CC approach,
this analysis suggests that traditional scientific ecological knowledge plays only a
specious role in decision-making.

Most of the frameworks discussed rely on management-by-goals approach and
are iterative, creating the foundation for adaptivity (Cole and McCool 1997). LAC,
PAP/RAC and VIM are initially problem-driven and include identifying management
priorities in the first phases. The processes are triggered by issues, such as crowding
and trampling. The problem-driven frameworks are less able to achieve the resilience
of the PA system, as they wait for the problem to happen. The VERP, on the other
hand, integrates proactivity, as decisions regarding the visitor use, are made based
on desired future condition on PA (NPS 1997; Fefer et al. 2018). TOMM offers
a holistic approach in the pursuit of sustainable tourism and could be valuable to
mitigate the pressures related to extensive visitation in PAs. However, the complexity
of implementation, i.e. operability, is a significant challenge, often impossible to
overcome within PA managing agencies lacking financial and human resources.

The analysis suggests that VERP, TOMM and ROS show higher usability to
mitigate the pressures related to excessive visitation (Fig. 3.1). The resources needed
are a primary constraint for implementation of all framework discussed. PAP/RAC
methodology has shown to be more simple to implement; however, the complexity of
socioecological challenges it can tackle, the inclusion of stakeholders in the process
and long-term enforceability limits its applicability.

LAC (highest score), VIM, VERP and TOMM, have demonstrated the ability
to address the complex socioecological challenges as overtourism in PNAs. Their
implementation could contribute to reconciling conservation and recreation goals;
however, specific improvements, particularly those related to process simplification,
are needed. VIM and VERP enable system approach, which is strongly advocated
by researchers, practitioners, as well as Europarc Federation and US Forest service.
When it comes to planning, a solid framework should enable structuring of the
thinking process as a prerequisite for effective management and stakeholder involve-
ment, and ultimately in mitigating crisis and conflicts. VERP, and partially TOMM
and ROS fulfil these criteria. All frameworks, except PAP/RAC, have a solid score
considering outputs and outcomes, which suggested their appropriateness to address
specific pressure related to visitor concentrations.
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Out of six categories, VERP has the best rating in four (context, planning, inputs
and outcomes), while PAP/RAC methodology has the lowest rating in three cate-
gories (planning, inputs and outcomes). All framework record the lowest scores in
criteria, which are the part of the process and inputs elements of the management
cycle, which confirms previous research emphasising resources needed (both, finan-
cial and human) (Miller and Twining-Ward 2005), and the insufficient involvement
of stakeholders in the decision-making process (Llausas et al. 2019) as the main
drawbacks of existing frameworks.

3.5 Conclusion

The idea of using CC as a management framework builds on the assumption that
natural ecosystems are stable over time and their condition remains unaffected by
either change in environmental conditions or by human action unless their intrinsic
CCisexceeded, in which case they would rapidly degrade (Llausas et al. 2019). Abun-
dant scientific literature has challenged the validity of these assumptions, demon-
strating the complexity of population dynamics in natural ecosystems and suggesting
the need for a new paradigm or a ‘new ecology’ that abandons the alleged notion of a
natural balance and its associated CC and tipping points (Zimmerer 2000; Worboys
etal. 2015). The existing visitor use frameworks have tried to answer the ‘call’ and did
it successfully for several decades. However, recent changes require new solutions.
It is our humble opinion that established frameworks should be advanced by consid-
eration of new theoretical and practical advances employing the system approach in
which PAs are seen in the interrelation with other ecosystems. PA managers require
tools and resources, which are necessary to prevail the pressures before it even
happens. The analysis presented in this chapter suggests there is no one for all solu-
tion in terms of visitor use framework, but some constituents of established frame-
works could be useful to mitigate challenges related to overtourism. Tourism has
grown and evolved significantly in past decades, and some of the existing and known
phenomena, like overcrowding, become more pronounced. Along with that, PAs are
facing biological, social and economic fragmentation. All of this supports the conclu-
sion that to be effective; the existing approaches require change, related mainly to the
management process, where greater involvement of stakeholders, a goal-orientation
arising from management outcomes, and monitoring of change through time is neces-
sary. Finally, the reactive monitoring of policy measures employed is required as a
foundation for adaptive management, and as a mean of creating new values for the
visitors.
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Chapter 4 ®)
Mitigating the Pressures: The Role i
of Participatory Planning in Protected

Area Management

Smiljana Pivcevié, Josip Mikuli¢, and Damir Kresi¢

Abstract This chapter aims to contribute to the knowledge on participatory planning
(PP) in the protected area (PA) management focusing on areas whose sustainability
is significantly affected by excessive tourism activity. The existing literature has
shown PP to be both crucial for successful PA management as well as one of the
weaker links in current PA management processes. However, the analysis of PPs
key features and their implementation in the PAs are not adequately covered in the
literature. Thus, this chapter analyses the role and critical elements of successful PP
process in PA using the case studies of two Croatian national parks (NP) that have
been under significant visitor pressure over the past years (pre-COVID-19). Based
on several criteria devised through a critical review of PP literature, an assessment
of PP models in two NP is performed, and critical points requiring improvements
identified.

Keywords Participatory planning - Protected areas + National parks:
management + Croatia

4.1 Introduction

The recent decades have brought a shift in the perception of PAs, not any longer
as unspoiled patches of nature, rather as sustainable human living spaces (Nastran
2015). Their role has been transformed from that of preserving the environment
(Sekhar 2003; Yergeau 2020) to that of supporting local development (Bello et al.
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2016). Tourism is one of the few permitted as well as one of the most widespread
uses of PAs worldwide (Buckley 2000; Chung et al. 2018). This shift is a result of a
combination of two major trends (i) the neoliberalist call for PAs to be turned from
“sacred” into “cash” cows (Miiller 2014) due to increasing demands for their exis-
tence to be economically justified (Balmford et al. 2009); and (ii) increasing interest in
experiencing natural environments (Buckley 2003; Tverijonaite et al. 2018). Visitor
growth in PAs has brought economic and welfare benefits (Job et al. 2017; Richardson
et al. 2012; Yergeau 2020), but also an overuse of the natural environment (Balm-
ford et al. 2015; Stemberk et al. 2018), a decline in the quality of local community
life and visitor experience (Monteiro 2017) and ultimately, the risk of overtourism
(Peeters et al. 2018). The final balance of the impacts of tourism on PAs depends on
the industry’s compatibility with its conservation objectives. This is determined by
management planning (Balmford et al. 2009) which needs to assure Pas’ long-term
sustainability (Eagles et al. 2002; Job et al. 2017). Stakeholder involvement in deci-
sion processes related to environmental issues is seen as a mechanism for collective
responsibility (Van Den Hove 2000), as a democratic right (Rasheed and Abdulla
2020; Reed 2008) and as an avenue for improving decision-making outcomes and
sustainability (Jones et al. 2013; Luyet et al. 2012; Wondirad and Ewnetu 2019).
As a result, PP-based models of governance have been the subject of research in a
variety of PAs (Badola et al. 2018; Belkayali and Kesimoglu 2015; Wondirad and
Ewnetu 2019), including marine and coastal areas (Jones et al. 2013; Russi 2020;
Djosetro and Behagel 2020), as well as World Heritage sites (Adie and Amore 2020;
Rasoolimanesh et al. 2017; Rasoolimanesh and Jaafar 2017). These studies elicit PP
as one of the critical prerequisites of effective PA management in the desired models
of governance such as co-management, collaborative governance and more recently
advocated adaptive co-management (Alipour and Arefipour 2019; Benedetto et al.
2016; Djosetro and Behagel 2020; Islam et al. 2018a, b). Although highlighting its
relevance in effective governance, the existing studies fail to analyse the key features
of successful PP and its implementation in PA practice in more detail.

This chapter aims to fill this literature gap by focusing exclusively on PP to
analyse its key features and elements necessary for effective PA management. Thus,
a comprehensive literature review is conducted to elicit the participatory planning
(PP) features, typologies and critically reflect the key elements required for successful
PP in the context of tourism-related challenges in PAs. The case study method is used
to analyse the PP state of the art in the two most visited PAs in Croatia. Based on
the analyses and results obtained, key possible drawbacks in the PP process are
highlighted as well as recommendations for its improvement.



4 Mitigating the Pressures ... 73

4.2 Participatory Planning in Protected Areas

4.2.1 The Importance of Participatory Planning in Protected
Area Management

In ecosystems that tend to be fragile, management intervention is required to address
or prevent undesirable changes (Addison et al. 2015). Establishing protected areas
(PAs) is commonly considered a key strategy for natural resource, biodiversity and
landscape conservation, typically in the form of a park or reserve (e.g. Mukul et al.
2017; Molina-Murillo et al. 2016). Likewise, PA-based tourism is considered a viable
means to foster local development that goes in hand with environmental conservation
goals (Bello et al. 2016).

In contrast to top-down governance, which circumvents local communities in
decision-making (Nita et al. 2018), a bottom-up participatory PA management
approach involves a range of relevant stakeholders covering, for instance, local
communities, scientists and environmental interest groups. More holistically, poten-
tial stakeholders in a power-sharing network for PA management purposes include
(Gil et al. 2011:1327): (i) public regional administration entities; (ii) public local
administration; (iii) research centres; (iv) land-users; (v) landowners within or adja-
cent to the PA and (vi) environmental and rural development non-governmental orga-
nizations (NGOs). The latter has proven to be particularly influential and effective
in promoting environmental policies at all levels of governance, ranging from local
to global (Nita et al. 2018). If present in and around a PA site, particular attention
needs to be devoted to indigenous communities (Kamal and Lim 2019; Major et al.
2018).

To establish a supportive attitude towards PAs among the range of stakeholders, it
is vital to communicate effectively and achieve a common understanding of PA values
and benefits, hence laying a robust ground for management and policy development
(Ivani¢ et al. 2017). In this regard, the importance of the perception of people living
in protected areas has been particularly highlighted (Pelegrina-Lépez et al. 2018;
Hirschnitz-Garbers and Stoll-Kleemann 201 1). To gain local community support for
PA establishment, locals should be granted possibilities to engage in ecologically
friendly activities in areas that either surround the strictly protected areas or that are
established as special (e.g. Ayivor and Ntiamoa-Baidu 2015) or buffer zones (e.g.
Palomo et al. 2013).

Community participation is almost unanimously regarded as a prerequisite for
PA management that is both equitable and effective (Luyet et al. 2012; Stringer
et al. 2006; Reed 2008). However, effective community involvement remains a key
challenge in PA-based tourism, one that is yet to be achieved at many sites (Bello
et al. 2016; Trimble et al. 2014; Gerner et al. 2011). Studies have shown that it
is not environmental awareness but rather active participation in the resolution of
environmental problems (Dimitrakopoulos et al. 2010) that typically tends to be
a problem. To improve the involvement of local people in, e.g. joint meetings or
workshops, the PA management should assure appropriate convening of meetings,
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unbiased and transparent participatory processes, and precise definition of objectives,
procedures and desired outcomes (Trimble et al. 2014). It is further essential to grant
a fair share of power among stakeholders (Kalternborn et al. 2011), in particular,
to prevent elite groups drowning out local community voices, especially in less
developed areas (Rashid et al. 2013). Others argue that PP is a form of incentive
required for successful and effective governance (Jones et al. 2013; Russi 2020).
Within this context, participatory scenario planning has been suggested as a means
to achieve consensual management strategies directed towards a common desirable
future, initially based on potentially different visions (Palomo et al. 2013).

However, PP also entails pitfalls which need to be taken into account. These
refer to (i) the time and costs required (Luyet et al. 2012), (ii) potential stakeholder
frustration and fatigue (Rasheed and Abdulla 2020; Reed 2008), (iii) the issue of
power dynamics and group thinking (Luyetetal. 2012), (iv) communication problems
such as technical language and general language barriers (Glicken 2000; Rasheed and
Abdulla 2020), (v) potential new conflicts (Kangas and Store 2003), (vi) involvement
of non-representative stakeholders (Reed 2008) or additional empowerment of those
already important (Luyet et al. 2012; Rashid et al. 2013) and (vii) data generation and
retrieval (Costa et al. 2018). In terms of the data issue, a key challenge for effective PA
management and, in particular, visitor management, is the availability of spatial data
(Hennig 2017). Combined with other factors, these pitfalls undermine the quality of
PP processes and diminish the quality of their outcomes. However, as they are rooted
in ineffective stakeholder design, planning and application of participatory processes
(Santos et al. 2006), they can to a large extent by prevented by effective planning of
the PP.

As a response to poor management effectiveness, especially in developing coun-
tries, studies highlight the need for organizational capacity building in co-managed
protected areas (Appleton et al. 2017; Mukul et al. 2017). To build the capacity of
involved local communities, which has shown to be deficient in several settings, a
primary necessity is an appropriate environmental education (Zorrilla-Pujana and
Rossi 2014). Moreover, the PA management is advised to foster and make use of
traditional ecological knowledge, and even consider subsidy systems to support
traditional communities, if necessary (Babai and Molnar 2014; Bir6 et al. 2014).
To improve the effectiveness of PA management, stronger emphasis should also be
put on park/reserve staff voice and collecting data at all organizational levels (Allen
et al. 2019).

4.2.2 Participatory Planning Typologies and Key Features
Jor Successful Tourism Planning in Protected Areas

The literature lists several typologies of participation, which can be categorized by
different criteria, the prevailing being the degree of participation. Arnstein (1969),
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the pioneer and most prominent author on the subject, suggested an eight-tier partic-
ipation ladder based upon power assignment from the administrative perspective
and ranging from non-participation (manipulation of residents), degrees of tokenism
(consultation by residents) to maximum participation (citizen control). As different
process objectives and context require various forms of participation, (Reed 2008),
a “wheel of participation” (Davidson 1998) is often suggested as an adequate alter-
native. Other authors have also proposed different terms for the steps/rungs of the
participation ladder (cf. Biggs 1989; Pretty 1995; Farrington 1998; Lawrence 2006).
These models have also inspired tourism research, thus, synthesizing the typologies
of Arnstein (1969) and Pretty (1995), Tosun (1999, 2006) suggested three levels
of community participation in tourism development—coercive, induced and spon-
taneous participation (Rasoolimanesh et al. 2017; Zhang et al. 2013). Apart from
the variety in terminology, in all typologies, the ladder stands for gradation in which
empowerment grows moving up the ladder and along the scale of variables as actors’
roles, in process and outcomes, methods, resources and scale change (cf. Lawrence
2006). In the highest level of participation, residents have the power to make deci-
sions and to control the process of development. This can build trust, a sense of
belonging and social capital in the community (Rasoolimanesh and Jaafar 2017), as
opposed to the “lower” rungs of participation, which generate conflicts and are not as
effective (Zhang et al. 2013). A high level of stakeholder participation begins in the
early planning stages and ensures the active involvement of all stakeholder groups
throughout the entire PP process (Rasoolimanesh et al. 2017; Tosun 2006). These
typologies have, not gone uncriticized (Cornwall 2008; NORAD 2013), particularly
Arnstein’s ladder (Collins and Ison 2009; Tritter and McCallum 2006), for, among
other things, their normative nature, lack of context observation and linear approach.
Participation can be also be viewed in terms of the direction of communication
flows (Reed 2008). Thus, Rowe and Frewer (2000) argue participation to be two-way
communication between participants and exercise organizers through dialogue or
negotiation, while dissemination to passive recipients constitutes communication and
gathering information from participants should be termed consultation. A typology
based on theoretical basis distinguishes between normative participation (focused
on the process and based on the premise of the democratic right to participation) and
pragmatic participation (views participation as a means to an end, i.e. higher quality
decisions) (Beierle 2002; Reed 2008). However, it is often argued that community
participation should not only strive to ensure equitable distribution of resources
(Arnstein 1969) but should also enable knowledge transfer and induce community
transformation in the long run (Okazaki 2008; Wondirad and Ewnetu 2019).
Furthermore, participation can be classified according to the objectives of partic-
ipation. Thus, “planner-centred” participation is focused on process outcomes while
“people-centred” participation aims at building capacity and empowering stake-
holders throughout the process (Michener 1998). Finally, Dowers and Hussey (2013,
as cited in Dovers et al. 2015) differentiate the levels of the hierarchy of participa-
tion, i.e. participation in governance arrangements, policy settings and management.
These levels differ in terms of the aim, opportunities for participation for different
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GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS POLICY SETTINGS: MANAGEMENT:
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key national non-governmental
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Fig. 4.1 Hierarchy of Governance and Participation (Dovers et al. 2015)

stakeholders and typical rates of change (years to decades; many months to years;
weeks to months respectively) (Fig. 4.1).

In more practical terms, four questions guide the framework behind the design of
engagement strategy and methods adequate for a specific context (Dovers et al. 2015;
Quesada-Silva et al. 2019) and are thus useful for mapping the PP practices. These
questions are. (i) who should be engaged, (ii) what is the purpose of engagement
(why); (iii) how is the engagement/participation done and (iv) when is participation
planned (timing and frequency)?

In line with the scope of this book, PP is viewed within the specific context of
tourism-development in PAs. In both subareas, researchers have explored and concep-
tualized the PP process and its relevant factors (Bichler 2019; Davies et al. 2018;
Islam et al. 2018a; Quesada-Silva et al. 2019). However, in terms of conceptualizing
the intersection of PP, PA and tourism development, the framework of Bello et al.
(2016) is a rare example. The framework identifies seven major participatory plan-
ning elements that need to be a part of the three phases of tourism planning/strategy.
These elements are the timing of involvement, resource accessibility, representative-
ness, independence, influence and power, transparency and decision-making struc-
ture and further elaboration of the who, why, how and when questions in the PP model
(Fig. 4.2).

In terms of timing, it is general accepted that all citizens should be involved in PP
as early as reasonably and practically possible during the preparatory or predesign
phase (Garrod 2003; Rowe and Frewer 2000). The same goes for tourism planning
in PAs, where the planning bodies need to enable participation in all stages of the
process (Bello et al. 2016; Garrod 2003). The resource accessibility refers to the need
for participants in the tourism planning process to have access to financial, informa-
tion, human and material resources required for effective participation (Rowe and
Frewer 2000). The information resources, i.e. continued access to tourism informa-
tion and experts are especially highlighted as many studies have found that local
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Fig. 4.2 PP Framework for PA-Based Tourism (authors’ elaboration based on Bello et al. 2016;
Dovers et al. 2015; Quesada-Silva et al. 2019)

people living around PAs, specifically in developing countries, lack the basic knowl-
edge about tourism development (Bello et al. 2016). Thus, education and empower-
ment through public awareness and education programmes are necessary (Marzuki
etal. 2012) especially in the area of tourism—conservation relationship (Garrod 2003)
and tourism skills (Bello et al. 2016). The challenge of representativeness, i.e. the
need for communities to be represented by legitimate individuals serving their inter-
ests, is frequently found in PP literature (McCool 2009; Reed 2008). The major
challenges in this domain are dilemma between the inclusion of traditional formal
versus informal leaders (Stone and Stone 2011); fair representation of all commu-
nities (McCool 2009) and groups traditionally less represented such as youth and
women (Tosun 2000; Stone and Stone 2011). Independence is closely related to this
and refers to the lack of any influence from the sponsoring authority, planning body or
any other stakeholder (Bello et al. 2016; Reed 2008), which can be achieved through
the engagement of an independent and legitimate facilitator (Jamal and Getz 1995 as
cited in Bello et al. 2016). Influence and power are again inseparable from empower-
ment and capacity building. They are a prerequisite for citizens to be active partners
in the process and also obviate situations in which participation is merely a tool for
legitimizing planning authorities’ decisions (Rowe and Frewer 2000). Transparency
during the planning process enables all interested stakeholders to see how the process
is developing and how the decisions are being made; it reduces suspicions about the
motives of other stakeholders (Bello et al. 2016). PA management regularly needs to
communicate to the public all planning procedures and decisions (Rowe and Frewer
2000) regarding tourism development, PA finances and the reasons for individual
decisions (Bello et al. 2016), as inadequate information can undermine community
participation in tourism planning (Marzuki et al. 2012; Cevat Tosun 2000). Finally,
decision-making structure denotes an adequate mechanism for the organization of the
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decision-making process (Rowe and Frewer 2000), which is directly related to trans-
parency. Thus, decision-making should be documented and the information made
available to all the citizens (Bello et al. 2016).

In the case studies that follow, the typologies and key elements elaborated are
used to post hoc categorize the type of participation that has occurred (Reed 2008).

4.3 Methodology

To contribute to existing knowledge on participatory planning processes in protected
areas, this chapter seeks to present two case studies of the most visited NPs in
Croatia, i.e. Plitvice Lakes NP and Krka NP. Both parks have been under significant
pressure from increasing visitor flows over the past years, and, in particular, in Plitvice
Lakes, local communities and even the general public have raised growing concerns
regarding the sustainability of tourism activity in and around the park. Given the
focus of this chapter, the case studies focus dominantly on the participatory planning
models used in both NPs. More specifically, following a brief introduction of the study
settings, the analysed participatory models are evaluated in terms of the elements
discussed in the theoretical part of the paper.

4.3.1 An Overview of Studied Protected Areas

Plitvice Lakes NP is the oldest, largest, and most visited national park in Croatia. It
was proclaimed a natural protected area in 1949, and it was internationally recognized
in 1979 when it was added to the UNESCO World Heritage List. According to the
Plitvice Lakes NP Management Plan (2019), the Outstanding Universal Value (OUV)
of the Park is the “interaction of water, air, geological foundation and organisms
which, coupled with specific physiochemical and biological conditions, enabled the
formation of the tufa that has created a series of lakes, barriers, cascades and waterfalls
by dividing the lakes” (pp. 22). The Park covers an area of 297 km? and records
slightly less than 2 million visitors annually with an extremely high share of same-
day visitors (70%) and high seasonal variations in tourism demand (more than 80%
of visits are recorded in the period May—September). The park also plays a pivotal
role in the local and regional economy, contributing directly and indirectly to the
livelihood of the local population in the wider park area. However, the high share
of same-day visitors, emphatic seasonality of tourism demand, increased visitation
pressure on tufa barriers and lakes, deforestation and other anthropogenic influences
have led to harmful and undesirable impacts on the sensitive and fragile ecosystem
of the Park.

Krka NP was proclaimed in 1985 and covers 109 km?, making it the third-largest
PA in Croatia. According to Krka NP Management Plan (Cari¢ et al. 2019), itreceives
slightly fewer than 1.5 million visitors annually, and it is the second most visited PA
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in Croatia. Visitation patterns show that individual, same-day visitors mostly visit
this PA with the highest number of visitors being recorded during peak tourism
season (June to August). High and irregular visitation patterns are primarily the
consequence of the PA being located in the southern region of Croatia (Sibenik-Knin
County), which has a highly developed tourism industry. The central phenomenon
and most important tourist attraction of Krka NP are the travertine barriers forming
seven waterfalls on the river Krka with a total drop in altitude of 242 m, with a
number of other geomorphological, hydrological and cultural values. Albeit playing
an important role in the local and regional economy, this role is not as important as
in the case of Plitvice Lakes NP. In the last ten years, the number of visitors to this
PA has doubled and tourism activity led to severe impacts on the fragile and delicate
ecosystem of the PA, including wastewater disposal and a visible increase of organic
matter content in the Krka River, diminishing the biologically and aesthetic value of
the PA. Like Plitvice Lakes NP, Krka NP is struggling to strike a delicate balance
among tourism activity, well-being of the local community and nature conservation
through sustainable management strategies.

4.3.2 Participation Models

Participatory planning (PP) in Croatian natural protected areas (PA) has a long tradi-
tion and most Croatian PAs, including Plitvice Lakes and Krka NP, have, at least
formally, implemented some kind of PP model. The right of the local community
and various local stakeholders to participate in the development and management
of protected natural areas is also legally defined, through the Nature Protection Act,
Art. 239 (Croatian Parliament 2018), which defines compulsory public participa-
tion in the planning and management processes of the PA. PP model is commonly
defined within the PA management plan, whose development and implementation are
a legal obligation of the park management authority. A significant challenge in the
sustainable management of Croatian PAs is harmonizing the conflicting interests of
different stakeholders to balance their activities and to achieve social, economic and
environmental sustainability. Commonly, Croatian PAs have a number of different
stakeholders included in the PP process, namely national, regional and local govern-
ments, destination management and marketing organizations (DMMOs), tourism
companies, NGOs, academia, media, PA employees, local populations, tourists and
visitors. The main goal of the PP process itself is to address the conflicting interests
of different groups of stakeholders (mostly economic development vs conservation)
and to reach a consensus regarding the current situation and plans and goals, through
informed dialogue and continuous partnership.

The analysis of existing PP models in Plitvice Lakes NP and Krka NP adopted
in this paper is based on information available in their management plans, previous
research (Innes 2004; Kulozii and Tekeli 2014; Kangas et al. 2015) and recommen-
dations of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations—FAO (Jain
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and Polman 2003). Since PP is not a final result but a process, it is essential to iden-
tify the most important elements of the process and to investigate their role in it.
Additionally, it is crucial to recognize that, due to their common goals (achieving
a balance between economic development and conservation) PP models are partly
similar in all PAs. Still, they are also somewhat site-specific and as unique as the
context in which the PP process is conducted (Kul6zii and Tekeli 2014).

The analysis shows that PP models in the two analysed PAs are mostly based on the
problem-solving approach which utilizes an iterative development process (learning-
by-doing) with several mid-term corrections and involves several local stakeholders,
knowledgeable in diverse background domains, important for effective management
of PA (Lefevre et al. 2000). The essential elements detected in the PP models of both
analysed PAs include (i) identification and prioritization of local stakeholders, (ii)
collection of primary data/indicators, (iii) formation of functional working groups,
(iv) definition of common objectives/goals, (v) active participation in the process of
strategic planning and (vi) implementation and monitoring activities.

Identification and prioritization of local stakeholders is the first step of the PP
process. Both analysed PAs use PP models in their management strategies to detect
low- and high-influence stakeholders, to prioritize their relevance (opportunities and
limitations) for cooperation and possible scope of involvement in park project activi-
ties. PP models in both analysed PAs are based on the bottom-up planning approach,
which allows active community involvement, decentralized decision-making and
generation of new and fresh ideas early in the planning process. Park management
authorities (public institutions) are the initiators and coordinators of the PP process,
and other involved stakeholders provide a substantial contribution to the prepara-
tion, implementation and revision of the PP process. All stakeholders are prioritized
and defined as crucial, important, and potentially important, considering their role
or potential value-adding role regarding their knowledge and skills contribution,
issues-resolving experiences, motivation and creation of dissemination and policies.
Finally, different communication strategies are used for different stakeholder groups,
depending on the role they play in the PP process, their priority in the process and
stages of their involvement in the PP process.

Collection of primary data/indicators is an activity necessary for informed
decision-making. Plitvice Lakes and Krka NP collect a wide range of data and indica-
tors to enhance their conservation potential and to implement principles of informed
decision-making in their management practices. Basic guidelines regarding the types
of data which are to be collected are commonly defined by different official docu-
ments, such as PA management plans, various sectoral studies (forestry, hydrology,
geology, etc.), spatial and development programmes and workshops, etc. Data and
indicators are most commonly collected with the assistance of different stakeholders,
and the degree of their commitment to the PP process can have a significant impact
on the quality and accuracy of the collected data. Data and indicators collected as
part of the PP process could be aggregated in several major groups: (i) conservation
of natural values, (ii) conservation of cultural heritage, (iii) visitor management, (iv)
data related to support of local community sustainable development, (v) capacity
development and management of Public Institution/park management authority and
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(vi) PA spatial zoning data. Collection of data itself is also a process that is not
focused on a one-time period but is continuous and often cyclic.

Formation of functional working groups is at the centre of the PP process. Both
analysed PAs have formed several functional working groups consisting of PA
management authority employees, external consultants and government represen-
tatives from local, regional and national levels. Multidisciplinarity is one of the most
important aspects of a working group since one functional working group usually
includes experts from different fields, such as nature conservation, biology, chemistry,
geology, spatial planning, economics and tourism.

Definition of common objectives/goals is commonly based on the situational
analysis. The general purpose of the PP process is to define a new management
framework and to determine goals, activities, and performance indicators that will
improve the management infrastructure following the active protection of natural and
other values. Most of the defined objectives are long-term objectives that cannot be
achieved within a single year, they may differ for different functional zones within PA,
and they must be aligned with the central development vision of the PA. Active partic-
ipation of all relevant stakeholders, as well as a bottom-up approach, is necessary
to define goals, activities and indicators that are relevant, achievable and measur-
able. Both PAs have determined activities, deadlines, human and financial resources
required for the implementation of the goals, while their practical performance is
unfortunately unknown.

Programmes and activities are defined and organized in such a way as to encourage
active stakeholder participation in the process of strategic planning. Individual
external stakeholders are invited to participate in the relevant, appropriate phases
of the project, which are organized in partnership with the expert team. Local stake-
holders are commonly invited through word-of-mouth and written communication
(notice and invitation letters with PP summary, advertisements). These interest groups
and local population participate through the coordination meetings, internal thematic
workshops and advisory meetings in the iterative process after the preliminary
reports.

Implementation and monitoring activities are defined through the action plan,
which is an integral part of the management plan. The action plan defines the roles
of different stakeholders as well as activities, timetables and resources necessary
for implementation. During the implementation period, which is ten years for both
analysed PAs, intensive and continuous proactive consultations and dialogues with
different stakeholder and interest groups are required.

It is important to emphasize that even though PP models are commonly included
and integrated into the PA management plans, in reality, there are several problems
with regards to PP implementation. Usually, PP models do not sufficiently recognize
site-specific features of the PA, and consequently, PP models are generic, meaning
that site-specific features are not adequately addressed. The lack of site-specific goals
in PP models is demonstrated by Markovi¢ Vukadin (2020). Her research finds that
out of the 14 main management goals in Plitvice Lakes NP, many are poorly defined
and irrelevant, and the majority have been only partly achieved or not achieved at all,
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indicating highly inefficient park management. Additionally, one of the most impor-
tant and highly relevant goals in the context of the PP model in Plitvice Lakes NP,
named “Cooperation with the local community”, was not achieved in the previous
management period. Another critical issue is the lack of the quality, transparent and
accurate data needed for informed management and objective assessment (Canteiro
etal. 2018). What is more, the monitoring process is implemented by the same stake-
holders (usually by members of the PA management authority) whose performances
are being assessed, so they are evaluating themselves. With all the above in mind,
it is reasonable to conclude that PP models in both analysed PAs do not contribute
significantly to mitigating tourism-induced pressures, mostly since PP models are
implemented on a generic level.

4.4 Discussion and Conclusions

Aiming to fill the literature gap in terms of detailed insights into the critical features
of PP in PAs, this section provides conclusions and insights gained through the
comparison of the key theoretical determinants/criteria of PP models and the empir-
ical evidence collected from the selected PAs available information and management
plans. Thus, in terms of the degree of participation, the PP models studied are char-
acterized by mid-level participation, i.e. “degrees of tokenism” or “consultation by
residents” in Arnstein’s (1969) ladder. However, it is used only in the preliminary
phases of management planning, thus narrowing the full range of options in the
“when” aspect of PP substantially. Passive participation through periodical reporting
is also recognized as one of the PP approaches used (Marzuki et al. 2012). The inclu-
sion of community is mostly spontaneous (Zhang et al. 2013) with broad private
initiative and sporadic park management induced actions. In the PA management
authority activities, the local community is represented through different interest
groups. Still, it lacks opportunities to make decisions in the management process,
leading to conflicts with management and making the PP process less effective. The
direction of communication flows is based on inclusion in consultation when needed
(Rowe and Frewer 2000), i.e. gathering information from participants rather than
participation (Reed 2008). Communication and dissemination are characterized by
inadequate information-gathering from the local population and consequently lead
to less effective and uninformed PA management. In both cases, normative partic-
ipation focused on process outcomes, such as successful conservation actions is in
place and, therefore, is planner-centred (Michener 1998). Although many studies call
for PP to be a tool of community and stakeholder empowerment and a leverage for
knowledge transfer and community transformation (Lawrence 2006; Okazaki 2008;
Wondirad and Ewnetu 2019) and some such activities are found in both PAs, it is
not found to be realizing its potential. Finally, in terms of levels of the hierarchy
of participation, the PPs in the cases studied are focused exclusively on governance
arrangements.
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Regarding the four questions framing the practical arrangement of PP (Dovers
et al. 2015; Quesada-Silva et al. 2019) in the cases studied: (i) diverse stakeholders
take part in the PP process, i.e. (who), (ii) the underlying reason for engagement
fulfils the legal requirement to include stakeholders in the planning process (why); (iii)
participation is achieved prevailingly through face-to-face modes of group interaction
(how) and (iv) is undertaken in the process of designing the ten year PA management
plans (when) as suggested in the literature (Bello et al. 2016; Garrod 2003; Rowe and
Frewer 2000). Furthermore, continuous narrower participation exercise is enabled
through the working groups, which, however, comprise only selected stakeholders.

In terms of the seven major tourism PP planning elements proposed by Bello
et al. (2016) the available data for the majority of them are not sufficient to enable
a clear-cut conclusion on their state of the art. This goes for resource accessibility,
representativeness, influence and power and, to some extent, for the decision-making
structure. This, however, is sufficient to conclude that the transparency of the PP
process needs to be improved to reduce the potential suspicions concerning interested
stakeholders (Bello et al. 2016) and the resulting reluctance to participate in the
tourism planning process (Marzuki et al. 2012; Tosun 2000). This goes especially
for Krka NP, whose former and current management plans are not publicly available.

Thus, the overall conclusion is that PP in both PAs studied requires further devel-
opment and improvement to mitigate the pressures associated with tourism flows.
These pressures, as we are witnessing, have changed unexpectedly and dramatically
in the recent period. As aresult, in the COVID and post-COVID period concerns about
overtourism have been replaced by fears of too low visitations, which might seriously
hamper the financial stability and the overall viability of many PAs (JUCN 2020).
This unprecedented situation reinforces the need for PAs to be sustainable human
living spaces (Nastran 2015) and the need for the inclusion of diverse stakeholders
in the decision-making process.

Even though PP in PA is a concept widely discussed in the scientific and profes-
sional literature as a model providing integrated sustainable management and devel-
opment of PAs, in practice PP models vary significantly. In both PA analysed, current
involvement of some stakeholders, specifically, the local community, is relatively
modest (marginal). However, the crucial question, which cannot be answered by
the available and analysed data, is whether the local community has the necessary
capacity and knowledge to engage meaningfully in the PP process (Bello et al. 2016;
Garrod 2003; Marzuki et al. 2012; Zorrilla-Pujana and Rossi 2014). Nevertheless,
there are several projects and initiatives contributing to better tourism development
and conservation by connecting stakeholders through various working groups. These
projects and initiatives enable synergies between stakeholders and lead to better
cooperation and faster achievement of stakeholder goals and interests. One such
initiative is “Lika Destination”, a project including over 100 stakeholders from the
Plitvice Lakes region. Although founded by the Lika Local Action Group (LAG),
today its primary role is creating new values for the Plitvice Lakes NP. Although
this LAG is not formally involved in the PA management, its activities significantly
contribute to strengthening the communication and initiative of the local commu-
nity, consequently leading to a higher degree of local community involvement in the
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management processes. Regarding PP in Krka NP, it should be pointed out that a new
management plan has been recently created based on numerous focus group results
and consultations with a variety of PA stakeholders.

In conclusion, the relationship between PP, PA management and tourism develop-
ment is very dynamic and complex. In line with findings of previous research (Gani
et al. 2018), the analysis conducted provides evidence that the practice of PP in the
PA management can have positive as well as negative effects on mitigating pressures
associated with tourism visitation If the PP process is implemented only to satisfy
the formal and legal requirements imposed to the PA management authority, it will
probably be ineffective, or can even have negative impacts. Due to a wide array of
stakeholders included in the PP process and the growing demand for special interest
tourism, PP has the potential to contribute to the complexity of tourism product, hence
making PAs more attractive to visitors and increasing the number of visitors and visi-
tation pressures. Tourism driven pressures are especially emphasized in the populated
PAs. In such PAs, the livelihood of the local population heavily depends on tourism
infrastructure development, which is sometimes in conflict with nature conservation
practices. The extent and type of public participation should be defined, having in
mind that the PAs are not established primarily for tourism purposes. Namely, tourism
is only a means for achieving economic sustainability and an appropriate level of
nature protection and conservation. Therefore, sustainable, non-invasive forms of
tourism development should be encouraged in the PAs, which require a high level of
interpretation, multidisciplinary team and provide added value for fragile and deli-
cate ecosystems of the PAs. An example of such tourism products are workshops
and boat tours for school children organized in NP Krka. Such forms of educational
and ecotourism imply a high level of PP and coordination in PA since it is necessary
to include different stakeholders (such as park management, pedagogues, biologists,
geologist, speleologists, tour guides, etc.) in its development and provision. This type
of tourism product development through PP leads to self-mobilization (Marzuki et al.
2012; Rasoolimanesh et al. 2017), and creates new values in PA tourism products
through a raised level of innovation. However, if the PP is implemented with the
intention of empowering local population and different niche stakeholders in the
decision-making process, the results of the PP process can be beneficial for the PA
as well as for the local community.
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Abstract This chapter aims to provide a general overview of overtourism related-
impacts on local communities’ well-being in nature-based tourism destinations. It
emphasises the interdependencies of multiple stakeholder groups and the need for
their collaboration to address the contemporary challenges. To deliver our conclu-
sions, we analyse the Mediterranean area and survey relevant literature addressing
overtourism with particular attention paid to the nature-based tourism destinations
and local communities’ well-being. The recent literature relates the concept of over-
tourism with detrimental effects on the destination level. While the tourism-induced
environmental and economic impacts have been extensively addressed in the relevant
literature, the sociocultural impact, especially in the context of European protected
areas, remained unattended. Thus, this chapter focuses on the impacts of over-
tourism on local communities and their quality of life and well-being. Protected
areas in vibrant tourism regions, especially those near the coast, need management
approaches that will enable usage-protection equilibrium and local communities’
well-being. They often represent a setting for communities’ rites, rituals, customs,
and traditions associated with their spiritual, physical, emotional, and mental health.
The overuse by the tourism industry can disrupt the essence of the locale. In these
fragile but complex ecosystems, local communities often take on the indispens-
able responsibility of nature protection stewardship. Therefore, nature-based tourism
development should be based on its capacity to annul and prevent the negative
impacts of overtourism, especially in the context of local communities. This chapter
builds upon scholarly and managerial perspectives to foster the understanding of
overtourism-related challenges and discuss potential responses in the Mediterranean
protected areas.
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5.1 Introduction

Tourism was on the road of seemingly unstoppable success for decades until 2020.
However, success depends on how we define and measure it. Under the lens of
sustainability, it is occasionally excessive and fails local communities whose needs
dissolve under overtourism. Overtourism is the source of environmental, social, and
economic impacts that have detrimental effects on numerous destinations (Damn-
janovi¢ 2020). A rising concern is related to their local communities’ quality of life,
including their health, welfare, and general well-being.

Destinations thriving on healthy ecosystems have come into tourists’ spotlight.
Simultaneously, increasingly desirable authentic tourism experiences depend on
destinations’ atmosphere based on local culture, lifestyle, and heartbeat. However,
sense of place can differ with residents and tourists (Kianicka et al. 2006), so a balance
in use by the tourism industry has to be achieved instead of overuse, disrupting the
locale’s essence. In such traditionally established socioecological systems (Berkes
and Folke 1998; Colding and Barthel 2019), local communities take on an indispens-
able responsibility of nature protection stewardship. Therefore, nature-based desti-
nations worldwide, including terrestrial and particularly marine protected areas, are
in dire need of governance and management approaches that enable usage-protection
equilibrium (Sarkki 2017; Villasante et al. 2016). Within such an intersection, tourism
can contribute towards improving human health and well-being and stimulate appre-
ciation and stewardship of nature (Azara et al. 2018). The sustainable approach to
contemporary and future tourism development is founded in its capacity to prevent
and annul potential negative impacts of overtourism, especially in preserving local
communities’ well-being on tourism destinations, protected areas in particular.

So far, extensive research has been conducted on various aspects of overtourism,
including its impacts on destination residents (Cheer et al. 2020; Cheung and Li
2019; Goodwin 2017; Milano 2017; Milano et al. 2019a; Muler Gonzalez et al.
2018; Perkumiené and Pranskiiniené 2019; Sari and Nazli 2020), nature-based and
protected area tourism (Chung et al. 2018; Hockings et al. 2020; 2018; Leung et al.
2018; Mandi¢ 2019; Spenceley et al. 2017) in overtourism context (Koscak et al.
2020). Also, there is a rich base of research on local communities in tourism (Fiorello
and Bo 2012; Lopes et al. 2015) as well as on human and community well-being
(Cloutier Cloutier et al. 2019; Sarkki 2017), its connection to nature (Azara et al.
2018; Naidoo et al. 2019; Sandifer et al. 2015) and tourism (Dwyer 2020; Musikanski
etal. 2019). This chapter fills the gap in the research of local communities’ well-being
in nature-based tourism in the era of overtourism.

Therefore, the chapter expands on the topic by determining the interconnection
between local communities’ well-being and (1) its measurement as a factor of sustain-
able tourism success, (2) nature-based and protected area tourism, (3) all in the
context of overtourism.
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5.2 Tourism: Success or Failure?

For several decades, tourism success faltered only due to occasional crises and
showed the ability to regenerate regardless of their nature, origin, scope, and conse-
quences (global financial downturn, wars and acts of terrorism, political causes,
natural and climate-change disasters, virus outbreaks, etc.). With its ninth consecutive
year ahead of average economic growth rate, 10.3% of global GDP and accounting
for 1 in 10 jobs around the world (World Travel & Tourism Council [WTTC] 2020),
the tourism sector has been looked at as a solution to uneven regional develop-
ment and an opportunity for local communities’ employment. Europe continued its
role as the main inbound region with a full decade of sustained tourism growth by
hosting every second international tourist arrival in 2019 (World Tourism Organiza-
tion [UNWTO] 2020b). In these terms, Mediterranean Europe experienced another
year as the most successful subregion in which most destinations enjoyed double-
digit growth, with Italy, Greece, Portugal, and Croatia at the top of the list (UNWTO
2019a).

In many world regions, tourism is the source of welcome change to the lives of
local communities. Being a complex system, it incorporates the needs of people with
various roles on destinations (tourists, local communities, tourism, and related busi-
nesses, NGOs, government, etc.). Tourism has the power to accordingly respond to
them by altering and enhancing the environment, without which many regions would
still be underdeveloped: halted extractive and harmful activities, increased accessi-
bility and desirability to (re-)inhabit and visit, rekindled appreciation of traditional
lifestyles, increased pride of the locale, reintroduced traditional occupations leading
to poverty mitigation and improved social position of vulnerable groups, etc.

However, due to the prevalent framework of measuring tourism’s success, which
is based solely on economic parameters, positive changes tourism brings, remain
under the radar. Simultaneously, in the era of overtourism (Ali 2016; Koens et al.
2018), tourism has at numerous destinations become excessive (Capocchi et al.
2019; Sari and Nazli 2020) and failed destination communities -a manifestation
of unsustainable tourism (Mihalic 2020). With the global rise of sustainable tourism
sentiment (UNWTO 2020a) as a new perspective, the reality of tourism perfor-
mance changes significantly. UN sustainable development goals (UN SDGs) redefine
success parameters, while Statistical Framework for Measuring Sustainable Tourism
(MST) (UNWTO 2017) should extend its success indicators to environmental, social,
and cultural dimensions. However, there has been an urge to activate critical thinking
concerning UN SDGs and tourism (Boluk et al. 2019). Accordingly, the SDGs are
criticised as having a growth mentality without explicit commitment to human pros-
perity and travelling within the limits of the ecosystems to which we belong (Hall
2019), the result of which is overtourism. Overtourism appearing as a symptom of the
economic growth model prevents tourism from contributing to (sustainable) develop-
ment which has evolved into the concept of societal well-being (Sharpley 2020). It is
argued that destination residents’ well-being is associated with achieving sustainable
tourism development (Dwyer 2020). Also, SDGs do not include subjective indicators
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of well-being and social connections (Iriarte and Musikanski 2019). The conclusion
is that measuring tourism’s contribution to the SDGs at various scales essentially
depends on the existence of sustainable tourism indicators (Rasoolimanesh et al.
2020) and that they should include various dimensions of well-being (Dwyer 2020).

For example, the Global Sustainable Tourism Council (GSTC) developed destina-
tion and industry criteria for measuring sustainability arranged in four pillars: sustain-
able management, socio-economic, cultural, and environmental impacts (GSTC
2017). Each criterion has its set of clear-cut and easy-to-follow indicators and specific
UN SDGs towards which it is directed. Destination criteria contain an entire section
dedicated to socio-economic sustainability with two subsections:

e delivering local economic benefits: measuring the economic contribution of
tourism; decent work and career opportunities; supporting local entrepreneurs
and fair trade;

e social well-being and impacts: community support, preventing exploitation and
discrimination, property and user rights, safety and security, access for all.

An example of the GSTC criteria application is Dubrovnik, Croatia, which
commissioned the2019 GSTC Destination Assessment. Dubrovnik-Neretva region,
a UNESCO-designated natural, cultural, and historical site in which tourism is a key
economic pillar, is one of the most prominent tourist destinations in the Mediter-
ranean with almost 1.3 million overnight visitors in 2018 to which the numbers of
excursionists and cruise passengers entering the city with a daily maximum of over
9,000 in August 2019 should be added (Pappas 2020). With these numbers and strong
seasonality, Dubrovnik has become a globally recognised example of overtourism.
The region boasts 40 protected natural areas, some of which are among the top city
attractions. This assessment showed both positive and negative aspects of tourism
on this destination and mapped the road towards reaching its sustainability.

The application of sustainability principles in tourism both by destinations and
businesses allows more efficiency in resource usage, biodiversity conservation, and
dealing with climate change-induced challenges, which increases their competitive-
ness (Calderwood and Soshkin 2019). As many as 101 UNWTO Member States
have sustainability as an essential part of their tourism policies (UNWTO and UNEP
2019).

5.3 Local Communities in the Focus of Nature-Based
Tourism Products

A corresponding demand has paralleled the rise of sustainability sentiment by tourism
organisations and providers. Nature and wildlife tourism are major contributors to
economic activity around the world (Hockings et al. 2020, p. 9). To illustrate that,
six current global travel trends include (UNWTO 2019a, p. 5):
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e travel “to change”—living like a local and looking for authenticity and transfor-
mation;
the pursuit of a healthy life including walking, wellness and sports tourism;

e rising awareness of sustainability, particularly zero plastic and climate change.

These trends require preserved natural surroundings (protected areas in particular)
and authentic lifestyles that they harbour. Many such tourism forms (Azaraetal. 2018;
World Bank and Spenceley 2020) differentiate in the main travel motive, but their
scope remains not so clear-cut because they entwine and intersect in several points,
including: (1) the need for preserved natural and sociocultural assets; (2) well-being
and health purposes of travel; (3) the necessity of sustainability approach to tourism
development.

By their definition, many forms of tourism in natural areas are closely related to
existing local communities. The roles they take on are often crucial for the quality
of delivered tourism experiences. Therefore, local communities’ well-being needs
to be put into the centre of tourism initiatives and operations. Among such tourism
forms, some do not allow overcrowding since it would not fit their tourist profile.
Ecotourism, for example, is created for low-scale visitation. It is also desirable as a
form of tourism that sustains local people’s well-being (The International Ecotourism
Society 2015). Responsible tourism focuses entirely on the benefits it provides for
local communities in sociocultural, economic, and environmental aspects (Center
for Responsible Travel 2019, p. 2).

However, the popularity of certain tourism activities may lead to overtourism on
some natural destinations. The experience provided for tourists depends on thriving
and healthy local communities, but tourists’ behaviour is not necessarily equally
responsive. For example, with a 10% annual growth rate, wildlife watching tourism
also includes visiting culture, historic buildings, and scenic lookouts (World Tourism
Organization [UNWTO] and Guangdong Chimelong Group 2020). Similarly, cultur-
ally immersive experience is an inevitable ingredient in adventure tourism products
(Adventure Travel Trade Association [ATTA]& The George Washington University
International Institute of Tourism Studies[IITS] 2020, p. 8). However, a sustainable
approach to tourism increases the competitiveness of such destinations, many of
which can be found in the Mediterranean region (ATTA & IITS 2020): France, Spain,
Malta, Italy, Cyprus, and Greece on the top 30 list and Slovenia and Israel among
the top five developing countries accompanied by Croatia, Montenegro, Turkey,
and Albania. Wellness tourism as another globally thriving and prospective form
of tourism - traditional in Europe and the Mediterranean region, particularly in
France, Italy, Spain, and Turkey (Global Wellness Institute[ GWI] 2018)—relies on
the well-being of destinations’ local communities. An increasing number of destina-
tions realise that a healthy place represents the DNA of authentic wellness offer and
prioritise their residents’ well-being and environment, an example being Wellness
Valley in Romagna, Italy (GWI 2018).

Various nature-based tourism products incorporate direct or less direct contact
with local communities and their lifestyles, making them an integral part of the
product: community-based and indigenous, rural, ethical, voluntourism, various
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niche, or special-interest tourism products, etc. It is evident that the link between
tourism and the impact on the destination, especially local communities, will become
crucial in the time to come.

5.4 Nature Protected Areas Tourism Today

All described types of tourism require natural settings for their production and
delivery. Healthy and preserved natural surroundings with thriving local human
ecosystems are necessary to respond to initial travel motives and provide genuine,
authentic, unique, and memorable experiences that such motives imply in contem-
porary tourism. Therefore, protected areas are often regarded as desirable tourism
destinations that can satisfy a craving for peace, quiet, tranquillity, meaningfulness,
balance, transformation in opposition to stressful life and health threats. The ultimate
travel goal is improving and maintaining optimal health or preventing disease. In the
light of a new global crisis (COVID-19 pandemic), it must be emphasised that the role
protected areas will have in life in general and in tourism will be significant. Due to the
pandemic, the connection between healthy nature and human health and well-being,
especially for its therapeutic effects for our mental health, is highlighted (Hockings
et al. 2020, pp. 13—14). This will particularly be important to the increasing number
of people living in urban areas where they may feel or actually be deprived of nature’s
healing power. For them, the proximity to preserved nature can reduce stress, restore
brain functions, lower the incidence of more than a dozen diseases, especially in the
case of tech-connected and nature-disconnected younger generations (Global Well-
ness Summit 2019, pp. 57-58). The role of protected areas in creating well-being,
preventing public health problems, and promoting an active lifestyle is emphasised
by the Europarc Federation’s promotion of the “Healthy Parks, Healthy People” 2020
campaign designed even before the COVID-19 pandemic (EUROPARC Federation
2018).

However, there is a possibility that this popularity might backfire and harm the very
assets that protected areas try to save. It has been reported that there are approximately
8 billion annual visits to protected areas worldwide and about 3.8 billion in Europe
(IUCN 2015). The direct value of wildlife tourism generates 21.8 million jobs (World
Travel and Tourism Council [WTTC] 2019). However, the distribution of visits and
benefits has not been equal. While many protected areas have remained remote
and generally undisturbed, there are numerous examples of those being swarmed
by tourists and visitors. In line with the portion of tourism that Europe and the
Mediterranean region host, examples of overvisited protected areas are Cinque Terre
in Italy or Plitvice National Park in Croatia. This occurrence has raised concerns about
overtourism on some heavily visited sites, and meagre visitation numbers on others
in which tourism may bring about necessary benefits (Center for Responsible Travel
2019, p. 10). On certain destinations, overtourism is often a result of domestic tourism
growth, while international tourism causes it on others (UNWTO and Guangdong
Chimelong Group 2020, p. 10).
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In the Mediterranean region, 6.01% of which is under protection, 1,062 protected
areas are coastal and marine (Claudet et al. 2020). Adding to the concern is the fact
that 80% of all tourism occurs within coastal areas (World Wildlife Fund [WWF]
2019), where overuse of water resources, economic and environmental vulnerability
isreported (Peeters et al. 2018, p. 34). As such, marine protected areas and islands are
particularly vulnerable to overtourism effects, especially in terms of environmental
impacts. Ocean health is recognised as critical for human well-being and is threatened
by multiple stressors, particularly due to the cultural and recreational services it
provides (Claudet et al. 2020).

5.5 Nature Protected Areas Tourism and Local
Communities

It has been evident that all benefits emanating from tourism in nature protected areas
cannot do without healthy communities living within and in their vicinity. They do
not only coexist there but comprise a part of an intricate human—nature ecosystem that
has evolved through time (Negev et al. 2019). This is evident from the International
Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) definition of protected areas (Dudley
2008/2013, p. 8), which implies (Leung et al. 2018, pp. 2-3):

e respecting rights and sociocultural authenticity, cultural heritage and traditional
values of local and indigenous communities;

e ensuring viable, long-term socio-economic benefits, including stable employment
opportunities and social services for local communities.

However, protected areas differ substantially in their main goals and objectives.
This is why ensuring local communities’ well-being and their inclusion in tourism
value chains through management practices is specific for each IUCN protected
area management category. Therefore, it is worth exploring existing differences to
emphasise the nature of the relationship between protected areas (and tourism in
them) and their local communities (Table 5.1, based on IUCN 2019).

Each protected area category resonates with a certain level of connection with
local communities, i.e., preserving their way of life, traditional, cultural, spiritual,
and other values through which it caters to their well-being. Although this approach
is not driven by tourism, it contributes immensely towards creating a unique and
authentic tourism experience that is in demand today through a myriad of travel
motives. Therefore, the protection of both natural and sociocultural values against
overtourism effects is inherent for protected areas. Simultaneously, many protected
areas that are not under threat of overuse can help mitigate overtourism in heavily
visited ones by attracting the excessive numbers of tourists.

Higher biodiversity in terrestrial protected areas leads to more nature-based
tourism and related socio-economic benefits that contribute to biodiversity conser-
vation (Chung et al. 2018). Similarly, sustainable tourism in marine protected areas
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Table 5.1 Focus on Local Communities per [IUCN Protected Area Category

Protected Area Category

Relatedness to local communities through
objectives/features/roles

Ta: Strict Nature Reserve

Such natural area could be of religious or spiritual
significance (such as a sacred natural site), so its
objective is to conserve cultural and spiritual
values associated with nature

Ib: Wilderness Area

Among its objectives there are:

* enabling indigenous communities to maintain
their traditional wilderness-based lifestyle and
customs, living at low density and using available
resources in ways compatible with conservation
objectives

* protecting relevant cultural and spiritual values
and non-material benefits to indigenous
populations (e.g., solitude, respect for sacred
sites, ancestors, etc.)

II: National Park

The category’s objectives include:

* taking into account indigenous people and local
communities’ needs, including subsistence
resource use in line with its primary management
objective

* contributing to local economies through tourism

III: Natural Monument or Feature

An objective of the category is to conserve the
traditional spiritual and cultural values of a
site/feature:

* culturally influenced natural features (e.g., cave
dwellings)

* natural-cultural sites, e.g., sacred natural sites
of importance to faith groups

* cultural sites with associated ecology (e.g.,
archaeological/historical sites inextricably linked
to a natural area)

IV: Habitat/Species Management Area

The category may provide flexible management
strategies in buffer zones around more strictly
protected areas, making them more acceptable to
local communities and other stakeholders

V: Protected Landscape/Seascape

The category definition highlights the interaction
of people and nature, which has, over time,
produced its distinct character with significant
ecological, biological, cultural, and scenic value.
Therefore, its objectives include:

* maintaining a balanced interaction of nature and
associated traditional management approaches,
societies, cultures, and spiritual values

* providing a framework for active community
management involvement

(continued)
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Table 5.1 (continued)

Protected Area Category Relatedness to local communities through
objectives/features/roles

VI: Protected area with sustainable use of The category has cultural values and traditional
natural resources natural resource management systems built-in.
Accordingly, its objectives include:

* promoting social and economic benefits of
sustainable development to local communities
where relevant (especially on the local level);

* facilitating intergenerational security for local
communities’ livelihoods

* integration of other cultural approaches, belief
systems, and world-views regarding social and
economic approaches to nature conservation

Source Based on: Protected area categories by IUCN (2019)

can stop coastal degradation by creating synergetic interactions between conservation
and ecosystem services (e.g., fisheries) and securing benefits for local communities
(Lopes et al. 2015). Conversely, rapid tourism expansion, especially in marine and
coastal areas, has often disregarded local communities and their role of ecosystem
stewards, thus preventing sustainable development (Lange 2015). To meet its goals,
each protected area category needs local communities’ active involvement in tourism
development and land use planning (Alexander et al. 2018).

5.6 Overtourism and Local Communities

Tourism experience has become the main pivot in decision-making on the demand
side and product design and delivery on the supply side. Today it extends to tourists
requiring the opportunity to co-create their own experience, especially through digital
platforms that contain such amenities that give added value to the devoted travel time
(Skift 2019, pp. 10—13; Zhang et al. 2017). As overtourism endangers desired experi-
ences, emerging destinations promise peaceful, immersive, and exciting alternatives
with new stories to tell and relationships with places and their communities to build
(Skift 2019, p. 34). However, undertourism exists hand in hand with overtourism
as another destructive product of mismanaged destinations (Gowreesunkar and Vo
Thanh 2020). Undertourism refers to destinations where insufficient tourism oppor-
tunities prevent potential benefits, including long-term quality of life (Mihalic 2020).
Only a bird’ s-eye view of broader destination regions, with a creative management
approach and adequate, timely preparation, might allow undertourism to counterpoise
overtourism. This is emphasised in the case of protected areas in which providing
meaningful and high-quality visitor experience results in an increased sense of nature
stewardship (UNWTO & UNEP 2005). Such experiences should not be promised or
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cannot be delivered through the entire value chain without paying close attention to
local communities’ well-being.

Local communities’ well-being depends on meeting their needs which differ
according to their roles, especially in protected areas: tourism and related sectors
service providers, decision-makers or stewards, or simply residents of the area. The
fact that protected areas are usually rural, remote, or offbeat might imply that their
local communities are less prepared or equipped to deal with tourism-related impacts,
especially when it is excessive.

Overtourism negative impacts on local communities are perceivable through its
definitions:

1.  According to European Parliament, “overtourism describes the situation in
which the impact of tourism, at certain times and in certain locations, exceeds
physical, ecological, social, economic, psychological, and/or political capacity
thresholds” of a destination (Peeters et al. 2018).

2. Center for Responsible Travel (2018) defines overtourism as “tourism that has
moved beyond the limits of acceptable change in a destination due to quantity of
visitors, resulting in degradation of the environment and infrastructure, dimin-
ished travel experience, wear and tear on built heritage, and/or negative impacts
on residents”.

3. UNWTO considers overtourism as “the impact of tourism on a destination, or
parts thereof, that excessively influences the perceived quality of life of citizens
and/or quality of visitors’ experiences in a negative way” (UNWTO 2018).

4. The Responsible Tourism Partnership refers to overtourism as to “destinations
where hosts or guests, locals or visitors, feel that there are too many visitors and
that the quality of life in the area or the quality of the experience has deteriorated
unacceptably” (Goodwin 2017).

5. The International Ecotourism Society (TIES) (2019) defines overtourism as the
one “which in its simplest form is tourism that harms communities by overuse or
destruction of resources through overcrowding and stems from a lack of concern
about destination community health and welfare”.

The first definition remains broad regarding the communities’ well-being and
leaves the negative overtourism impacts implicit. The following one (2) focuses more
on the negative physical impacts on the site and the travel experience but recognises
those that extend to the residents. Definitions (3) and (4) focus and emphasise the
deteriorated quality of life of local communities. The last definition (5) pinpoints
local community health and welfare as the principal victims of under-controlled
excessive tourism. What can be concluded is that overtourism diminishes the quality
of tourist experience, but is predominantly the problem that negatively affects local
communities. If the problems underlying decreased well-being and general quality
of life of local communities were tackled, tourist experience would be more easily
delivered.

Responding to certain overtourism impacts on a destination may only be treating
symptoms of deeper underlying issues. Epler Wood et al. (2019) recognise them
as “the invisible burden” and define it as “the unaccounted for destination costs
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[necessary] to provide local infrastructure and the protection of eco and sociocul-
tural systems for tourists and local people” (Epler Wood et al. 2019, p. 7). This
burden is placed on local economies, i.e., local communities often unable to cover
them. This can further degrade tourism assets precious to local community members’
business operations who are thus drawn into this vicious circle. The invisible burden
of tourism, particularly regarding the protection of social and natural capital, can
influence the health of both local communities and entire destinations. This specif-
ically relates to protected areas, in which a lack of financial resources allocated to
vital heritage or environmental assets undermines their market value (Epler Wood
etal. 2019, p. 19) and impact their sense of place for both tourists and locals (Guthey
et al. 2014, p. 260; Kianicka et al. 2006). On the other hand, the economic impact of
protected areas tourism dwarfs current conservation and maintenance investments,
which would yield a substantial return (IUCN 2015). Incorporating these invisible
costs of tourism into protected areas management, especially in those that suffer
from overtourism, may add to the growing value of protected areas to tourists and
local communities and enable necessary financial sources to balance tourism and
protection.

5.7 Healthy Communities and Tourism in Protected Areas

World Health Organisation’s 1984 definition of health focuses on people’s physical,
mental, and social well-being. Further, well-being is defined as feeling satisfied and
happy, developing as a person, being fulfilled, and contributing to the community
(Wellness Tourism Worldwide 2011, p. 9). Community well-being results from the
combination of social, environmental, economic, political, and/or cultural factors
influencing a community’s quality of life, thus putting emphasis away from material
improvements of a place (Cloutier et al. 2019). Community well-being depends on
individual levels of well-being of a community’s members and its synergy (Sung
and Phillips 2018; VanderWeele 2019). Many definitions of community well-being
focus on communities of place, i.e., sharing space and governance for functioning
in those places (Sung and Phillips 2018). Such an approach is particularly valid
when considering tourism on destinations as places and in interaction with their
local communities.

There are a plethora of community well-being indicators (Sirgy 2018), such
as those available in the OECD Well-being Framework (2019), most commonly
divided into subjective and objective indicators (VanderWeele 2019), or combined,
i.e., intersubjective (Choi et al. 2020).

In protected area tourism, healthy communities (people well-being) are as impor-
tant as healthy nature (environmental well-being), and their interdependence is high-
lighted (Junot Junot et al. 2018). Sandifer et al. (2015) emphasise strong linkages
between human health benefits, resilience and community well-being and nature,
biodiversity, and ecosystem services, particularly in coastal communities. Allgood
etal.’s (2019) conclusions exemplify that incorporating a variety of aspects of human
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well-being into community-based wildlife conservation projects contributes to their
success.

Finally, Dwyer (2020) recognises how the Beyond GDP approach can measure
tourism destination sustainability and resident current and future well-being
(economic, human, social, natural capital). Excessive and uncontrolled tourism activ-
ities make it more difficult for locals to achieve their own well-being in the place
they inhabit. Musikanski et al. (2019) propose a tourism management methodology
(Planet Happiness) whose focal point is local communities’ well-being and desti-
nation sustainability as a key to fighting off overtourism. Table 5.2 provides an
overview of various types of local communities’ well-being in protected areas and
their reference to overtourism.

If it is not excessive, tourism can positively impact local communities in all three
sustainability aspects, making it possible for them to maintain the state of general
well-being.

From an economic perspective, acommunity’s mere existence in the close vicinity
of a protected area provides tourism-induced benefits. Households located within a

Table 5.2 Local Communities in Protected Areas: Well-Being vs Overtourism

Type of well-being | Reference to protected area local communities regarding overtourism

Physical The protected area should provide its residents with opportunities for
maintaining physical health through medical services and healthcare
access, availability of medicinal herbs, and other natural, alternative, and
traditional health benefits. Tourism impacts and the presence of tourists
should not interfere with this aspect, especially not overcrowding

Environmental Preserved nature, such as clean air, water, and the environment in general,
recreational, sports, and other nature-based activities, the ones available to
tourists, should be available to local communities

The protected area should be careful not to deprive them of these benefits

by overusing protected area assets through tourism

Mental Local communities should be able to practice their traditional and other
activities such as meditation, yoga, and related therapies. These should be
available separately from or together with tourists, depending on examined
residents’ needs

Spiritual Overcrowding in a protected area should not hinder its residents’ spiritual
connections with nature (prayer, time alone) or with their families. The
opportunities offered to tourists should be readily available for locals as
well

Emotional Local communities in a protected area should have conditions for solitude,
retreat, stress reduction, etc., as the primary area concern (perhaps, more
than equal to tourists). When tourism is excessive, residents will eventually
show dissatisfaction

Social Protected areas should provide unique surroundings for local communities
to express social behaviour and habits, such as traditional gatherings,
ceremonies, celebrations, and generally, how their society functions

It should not be allowed for them to be disrupted through overcrowding

Source Created by Author
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10 km radius from a protected area visited by tourists have 17% higher wealth
levels and 16% lower likelihood of poverty than similar households living far from
protected areas, especially in developing countries (Naidoo etal. 2019, pp. 1-4). Such
support for families comes through a share in tourism-derived income (Hockings et al.
2020, p. 9) and their involvement in tourism services provision (e.g., tour guides),
particularly in remote regions where employment for local communities is scarce
(UNWTO and Guangdong Chimelong Group 2020, p. 11).

On the environmental side, tourism in protected areas has helped to safeguard
nature and the provision of related services for local communities, including food
and water security, disaster risk reduction, climate mitigation, and adaptation (Dudley
et al. 2010) and nurturing their relationship with the land and a sense of pride
(UNWTO 2019b, p. 2).

Additionally, the general quality of life is enhanced through, e.g., improvements to
infrastructure and telecommunications, education, training (Leung et al. 2018, p. 19),
local community empowerment, especially women and youth (UNWTO 2019b,
p. 2). Finally, innumerable cultural, spiritual, psychological, emotional, aesthetic,
and health values of protected areas for the local communities have been emphasised
(Hockings et al. 2020, p. 8; Leung et al. 2018, p. 19; UNWTO 2019b, p. 2).

All stated benefits have recently been recognised through Central Europe Eco-
tourism: Tools for nature protection programme (Interreg—CEETO 2018, p. 36) in
which several protected areas from the Mediterranean region stand as good practice
examples: 3 protected areas from the Italian Emilia-Romagna Region, Nature Park
Medvednica in Croatia, and Landscape Park Strunjan in Slovenia (KoS$cak et al.
2020).

5.8 Overtourism Negative Impacts on Local Communities
in Protected Areas

According to Skift (2020, p. 15), “the holy grail of a sustainable yet lucrative tourism
industry has, by definition, come to mean tourism that local residents and stakeholders
feel good about, too”. However, since numerous destinations, including protected
areas, worldwide suffer from overtourism, it is evident that negative impacts on local
communities can undermine tourism’s sustainability in all its aspects.

5.8.1 Economic Impacts of Tourism

In light of traditional tourism measuring, we tend to see the economic impacts of
tourism as positive through its revenues. However, there are numerous negative ones.
They are listed here inspired by and as a sum of several sources with the special
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attention to protected areas tourism (Interreg—CEETO 2018; Leung et al. 2018;
Peeters et al. 2018; WTTC and McKinsey Co. 2017):

e Employment options may exist but are often menial, with low skill requirements
and low wages. This additionally applies to rural, marginalised, or vulnerable
communities. Crowded destinations attract more people seeking employment
from outside the local community. The industry’s seasonality causes income-
related insecurity and job losses, especially during low seasons and external
crises.

e Economic leakage takes away the purpose of tourism and related businesses on
a destination since they are often owned by foreign investors instead of local
communities, which can add to resident disgruntlement.

e Unequal distribution of economic benefits which leads to inequalities and relative
poverty.

e Inflation is caused by increased demand for goods and services, which become
overpriced and unaffordable for residents. When the real estate becomes unrea-
sonably priced due to gentrification, local community members might be forced
to move out of the area.

¢ Training and advancement are rarely provided as an opportunity for an unqualified
local workforce, as it may be seen as an unnecessary expense.

e Thedisappearance of traditional local livelihoods results from them being replaced
by more promising tourism employment opportunities or being incompatible with
the prevalent tourism activities.

e Overdependence on tourism makes local communities economically vulnerable
and “unresilient” in the case of a sudden downturn in visitation.

COVID-19 pandemic global crisis demonstrated numerous problems that exces-
sive tourism can cause regarding the economic aspect of local communities’ well-
being. With tourism on halt, many local communities found their livelihoods threat-
ened, with the problem especially severe in community conservancies and privately
protected areas in which staff salaries depend heavily on tourism (Hockings et al.
2020, p. 11). People are forced to turn to alternative subsistence sources, not all of
which are legal or non-harmful for local ecosystems. Finally, such problems create a
dozen more to which authorities cannot respond accordingly (such as human-wildlife
incidents or fires, etc.).

5.8.2 Sociocultural Impacts of Tourism

Negative impacts of excessive tourism also exist in the sociocultural domain, partic-
ularly in protected areas. They diminish local communities’ quality of life on the
psychological and emotional level (internal) and both mundane and comprehensive
societal level (external). Once again, the list provided here is a collection inspired
by several sources (Center for Responsible Travel 2018; Interreg—CEETO 2018;
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Hockings et al. 2020; Leung et al. 2018; Peeters et al. 2018; UNWTO 2019b; WTTC
and McKinsey Co. 2017) and is organised in two parts.
Externally caused and manifesting negative impacts include:

e Tourists may overuse infrastructure, consequently decreasing the quality of non-
tourism services essential to local communities. Its maintenance effort and
cost remain as residents’ burden, especially when infrastructure development is
distorted to meet tourism needs, far exceeding the inhabitants’ needs.

e Priority for resource exploitation given to tourists often leaves residents deprived
of basic (energy, water, etc.) or other facilities that influence their life quality more
or less directly.

e The destabilisation of communities through crime, gambling, begging, alcohol
and drug abuse, sexual exploitation, etc.

e Discrimination or resettlement of local communities for several reasons, e.g.,
as deemed incompatible with tourism development or incapable of providing
sustenance. In some cases, local communities’ communal or nomadic lifestyle
may represent an obstacle to the way tourism is imagined.

e Change of essence of the place through the influx of people looking for employ-
ment in tourism brings new patterns of behaviour, tradition, customs, and habits.
In the case of indigenous communities, such displacement is from their ancestral
territories.

e [oss of traditional knowledge and cultural values through residents’ displacement
or loss of traditional employment opportunities.

e Devaluation of tradition through re-enacting religious and other ceremonies and
rites for tourists, including their temporal disruptions.

Deterioration of artistry through volumising production of crafts for tourists.
Protests and anti-tourism campaigns by local communities due to the complex
nature of the harmful effects of overtourism on their lives.

e Destination closures for tourists and non-residents as the last resort decision to
allow the environment and communities to recuperate from harmful overtourism
effects.

Internally caused and manifesting negative excessive tourism impacts, often under-
perceived due to their subtle nature incorporate:

e Changed residents’ behaviour by observing tourists and new people inhabiting an
area in the hope of achieving what they deem to be higher status. Protected area
residents may imitate tourists and become disillusioned.

e [ossof pride and self-esteem of those not actively involved in the tourism industry.
It may also originate from working in degraded positions in which they feel as
“servants” to tourists, while their education and experience become devalued.
Encounters may become superficial, misleading, and their culture misinterpreted.

e The offence is caused to residents when their culture is inappropriately presented
or when tourists behave disrespectfully. Even conflicts may arise.

e [oss of spiritual integrity of a destination for local community members through
the misbehaviour of some tourists.



108 I. Damnjanovié

e Alienation of residents from their residential neighbourhoods and entire desti-
nation because of an unacceptable level of disturbances to their way of life by
excessive numbers of tourists, which more often leads to protests, disgruntlement,
or even exodus (for example, “the Venice syndrome”) (Milano 2017, p. 9).

e Lostsense of belonging and a diminished sense of place (Cheer et al. 2019), espe-
cially on vulnerable destinations including protected areas, small islands, and crit-
ical cultural heritage locations (Milano et al. 2019b, p. 355). The term solastalgia
has recently been connected to overtourism, denoting residents’ responses to nega-
tive changes in their home environment and their lack of comfort of the current
relationship their place previously offered (Lalicic 2020).

It is also worth noting that there is a subjective sense of residents’ well-being in
the context of tourism, and it determines the perceived quality of life. Not even the
initial economic benefits can keep their welcoming sentiment when visitor numbers
increase so much as to lead to the plummeting quality of life (Croes et al. 2017). It
is also in close relation to residents’ willingness to welcome tourists, in addition to
the level of community dependence on tourism (Muler Gonzalez et al. 2018).

Many aspects of the relationship between tourists and local communities on desti-
nations overburdened by tourism have been covered by numerous research studies
ranging from residents’ inclination towards tourism degrowth (Milano et al. 2019a),
bolstering social-ecological and community resilience (Cheer et al. 2020) through
exploring sustainable degrowth (Claudet et al. 2020; Fletcher et al. 2020).

5.9 Conclusion: Lessons Learned to Pave a Way Forward

Destinations striving to become or remain competitive need to protect their commu-
nities and cultural capital and incorporate local stakeholders’ concerns into their
tourism boards’ strategic planning (Skift 2020, p. 15). Overtourism can be over-
come by making it possible for local communities to reap direct benefits from
tourism and keeping their core values intact (UNWTO 2019b, p. 4) and allowing
the balance of equality between the right to travel and residents’ rights (Perkumiené
and Pranskiiniené 2019). However, many protected area managers worldwide have
multiple and sometimes conflicting goals in their hands, making it difficult to ensure
that communities are involved and benefit and protected from overtourism (Leung
etal. 2018, p. 2). One component of successful revenue-sharing systems in protected
areas is community involvement in decision-making (Spenceley et al. 2017). A new
transformative relationship with nature has been perceived as a path to recovery
after the global tourism crisis, and the European Union, among other regions, has
signalled its intention to embrace this opportunity (Hockings et al. 2020, p. 15).
Among the main concerns are support, equity, benefit-sharing, and well-being in the
local communities living in or near protected areas (Hockings et al. 2020, pp. 16—18).

Diversification may lead to sustainable tourism development (Benur and
Bramwell 2015; Weidenfeld 2018). As such, it can be a solution to overtourism
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in nature-based destinations, particularly in those marine and coastal, such as in the
Mediterranean region (Zahra 2017). Simultaneously, promoting physical and psycho-
logical health benefits of protected areas has been proposed as a step on the tourism
recovery journey (Hockings et al. 2020, pp. 16—17). Accordingly, wellness tourism
can carve out a unique niche, reduce seasonality, draw visitors to under-visited
regions, and benefit local communities. Thus, as an awarded sustainable destination
(Green Destinations 2020; Slovenian Tourist Board 2020), Slovenia recognised its
four macro-regions, three of which are wellness-oriented (Wellness Summit, Global
Spa and International, SRI 2017, pp. 26-29).

Unawareness of underlying, often invisible problems tourism may cause in
protected areas and omitting their integration into management processes may make
overtourism a second-tier issue. For a destination unprepared to handle tourism
impacts, even one tourist may be one too many. Focusing on local communities
in that respect, tourism in protected areas should not be something that happens to
them and what they need to suffer from. Tourism needs to cover its own expenses
while it nurtures local communities as one of the assets it crucially depends on.
Building trust and partnership among tourism stakeholders, especially local commu-
nities in protected areas, needs to be based on the recognition of everybody’s needs.
However, determining that may depend on “speaking everybody’s language”.

Tourism in protected areas is about people’s livelihoods, unique ways of life of
both tourists and local communities. This will be prominent in the future, especially
in the post-COVID19 and pre-other crisis times. Preserved nature inseparable from
the local communities that inhabit it in protected areas will be considered a refuge
and retreat from the risks from crowds and high population densities. For this reason,
among many others, protected areas should not fall under overtourism. It should also
be noted that protected areas are not isolated, especially in the densely populated
Mediterranean region, but represent a part of broader destination areas. More often
than not, overtourism spills over to protected areas whose purpose makes them even
less receptive to such a challenge. Sometimes, however, protected areas can help
mitigate overtourism in larger destination areas by attracting an acceptable portion
of tourists away from the main locations.

Due to high visitation levels, the Mediterranean region needs a holistic and
systemic strategy for the future in which sustainable tourism is its core value. Safe
and resilient destinations pay close attention to both tourists’ and local communities’
well-being. This strategy will also need to contain the instructions for tourism “to
lose some weight”. However, it can happen for two reasons. One is involuntarily
imposed, an example of which is the COVID-19 pandemic, and, as such, may just be
temporal. On the other hand, a planned and wayward weight-loss process requires
some farsightedness and envisioning. It is based on re-tailoring behaviour, deciding
what kind of tourists we target and what services and experiences are provided.

Overtourism is essentially not about the numbers. It is about the balance between
what a destination can provide tourists with and focusing not only on avoiding harm
but also on extracting positive benefits. On the destination level, a more holistic
(spatial and temporal) approach can, after a close listening to all stakeholders, find
and maintain the point of equilibrium for all—environment, local communities,
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and businesses. This problem is sometimes difficult to grasp due to a short-sighted
approach and lack of knowledge and awareness. On destinations in general and
particularly in protected areas, local biodiversity and preserved local communities
are the product they sell. Local communities receive income through tourism and live
with not only from nature. In the case of excessive tourism activities, nature needs
tourism revenue, local caring inhabitants, and their businesses to keep it safe. There-
fore, from a tourism perspective, protecting local communities and the environment
is a long-term business investment.

Pandemic as the latest crisis put light on the over-reliance and overdependence of
many economies on tourism. It is perceived not only through zero demand but also
the impacts, such as no revenue and massive loss of jobs. On the one hand, if there
were no tourism, many destinations (protected areas in particular) would not have
enough financial, managerial, or political support to exist and thrive together with
its communities. On the other, tourism has replaced other more sustainable activities
in too many cases—many local communities abandoned traditional ways to make
a living. In the “no tourism” crisis, this overdependence on tourism has wreaked
havoc for local communities. They changed because and for tourism, and now such
a change has lost its purpose.

The crisis-induced halt of tourism might spur a shift of focus: from sheer tourist
volume to managing their impacts. Excellence in creating memorable experiences
for an increasing number of responsible tourists will become the main selling point. It
will allow former investments in marketing to be used for management purposes. The
pandemic might solve two problems simultaneously for safety reasons—reduce or
eradicate overtourism and bring benefits to “under-touristed” locations. They have the
chance to learn from their big brothers’ mistakes and manage tourism carefully, fairly,
genuinely protecting the environment and local communities through adequately
prepping tourists for visiting a sensitive location.

The need for further research regarding sustainability as an approach to the
complex relationship between tourism, health, well-being, and protected areas is
not novel (Azara et al. 2018). Within such a relationship, research focusing on local
communities’ roles, impacts, and particularly aspects preventing or contributing to
their well-being in the context of overtourism, is necessary. A vast spectrum of poten-
tial research topics leaves a door open for further qualitative and quantitative research
in this domain.
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Chapter 6 )
Stakeholder Management ez
and the Imbalance of Power: A Central
Mediterranean Perspective on Tourism

in Marine Protected Areas

Karl Agius and Samantha Chaperon

Abstract Islands in the Mediterranean region are important tourist destinations, but
overtourism has led to extensive challenges for island communities, not least due to
its negative impact on fragile environments. As a result, attention is shifting towards
alternative forms of tourism, such as ecotourism, which embrace sustainability princi-
ples. This involves the repositioning of protected areas in terrestrial and marine envi-
ronments as not solely conservation instruments, but also as venues for ecotourism.
Despite their small populations, stakeholder involvement in the management of these
sites can be a challenging process which is fraught with conflict. Qualitative inter-
views with stakeholders were conducted in six islands in the central Mediterranean
Region: The Aegadian Archipelago, the Pelagian Islands, and the Island of Pantel-
leria. Different levels of protection exist with the most peripheral islands allocated the
highest level of protection and the most restrictions on tourism activity. Stakeholders
fear that this will negatively impact their traditions and their livelihoods, and this
has led to strong resistance against MPAs. Recommendations are made as to how
genuine stakeholder involvement, better management and a rebalancing of power
can lead to more competitive ecotourism destinations and improved well-being of
local communities in an era of overtourism.

Keywords Ecotourism - Islands - Core—periphery - Stakeholder involvement -
Central Mediterranean
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6.1 Introduction: Ecotourism and Marine Protected Areas
(MPAs) in Islands

Islands are synonymous with tourism and are among the most visited tourist desti-
nations in the world (Fotiou et al. 2002). The Mediterranean region, which is by far
the world’s most visited tourist destination, boasts hundreds of islands which tourists
visit in their droves (Andolina et al. 2020). Most tourism in Mediterranean islands is
for sun, sea, and sand (3S) holidays which take place in the peak summer months thus
leading to seasonality (Cannas and Giudici 2015; Tovar-Sanchez et al. 2019; Alipour
et al. 2020). Mass tourism has brought about a number of benefits to local commu-
nities, including employment (Bramwell 2004). However, for some island destina-
tions, the number of tourists received far exceeds that of the local population at least
throughout part of the year. Commonly known as ‘overtourism’, carrying capacity
limits are breached, and this leads to various negative environmental, economic, and
sociocultural consequences (Baldacchino 2008, 2015; Vogiatzakis et al. 2008; Said
2017; Briguglio and Avellino 2019). Facing significant pressures on their resources,
attempts have been made to diversify the tourism product and to promote alter-
native, more sustainable forms of tourism which are smaller in scale, which draw
on the distinctive features of the destination (Bramwell 2004), and can take place
throughout the entire year. In this regard, ecotourism has been lauded as an alterna-
tive tourism product to mass tourism on islands (Weaver 1993) including those in
the Mediterranean (Cidalia Tojeiro 2011; Said 2017; Agius et al. 2019).

It has been argued that if managed appropriately and sustainably, ecotourism can
not only overcome seasonality by extending the tourist season (Garrod and Wilson
2004) but can also reduce pressure on the destination during peak times (Buckley
2009). Some islands have already rebranded themselves from 3S destinations to
‘nature islands’ (Weaver 2017). Ecotourism is a form of tourism which takes place
in natural settings, is educational and interpretative in disposition, and embraces
sustainability (Weaver and Lawton 2007). Ecotourism mostly takes place in periph-
eral and insular places. Indeed, such areas boast a great richness of species, including
charismatic megafauna, and an abundance of ecotourism venues which include MPAs
(Hoyt 2005).

Various benefits have been associated with MPAs associated with ecotourism.
MPAs have the potential to raise the environmental and socioeconomic profile of a
coastal or insular region, to promote sustainable tourism (Lépez Ornat 2006; Dalias
et al. 2007) and to offer opportunities to local fishermen to supplement their income
(Pham 2020). On the other hand, MPA regulations can lead to negative impacts on
locals’ everyday lives, cause inequalities between communities, and create conflicts
(Neva 2020). Achieving a balance between the protection of habitats and allowing
for the development of marine ecotourism opportunities is challenging (Hoyt 2005).
One approach has been to delineate zones where tourism can be encouraged while
actively trying to minimise conflicts with other uses (Salm et al. 2000). In the case of
island MPAs, zoning can maximise protection while minimising restrictions against
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anthropogenic use such as small-scale commercial fishing and ecotourism activities
such as wildlife-watching (Schofield et al. 2013).

For MPA management and zoning to be a success, the involvement of stakeholders
in decision-making processes and good governance is key (Bustamante et al. 2014).
Early consultation with all stakeholders is considered crucial to reducing conflicts
in an MPA in the long term (Francour et al. 2001). While stakeholder involvement
in MPAs has received much attention in the academic literature, for central Mediter-
ranean islands, this best practice approach has not been without its challenges. For
islands, the small size and limited economic opportunities can result in extensive pres-
sure on coastal and marine areas and conflicts between the various users. Stakeholders
include artisanal and recreational fishermen, conventional and ecotourism operators,
environmental non-governmental organisations (NGOs), tourists that visit islands
for a variety of reasons (e.g. free-diving, boat trips, diving, swimming, wildlife-
watching, etc.), as well as the residents. Since the presence of MPAs can have a
particularly notable impact on the fishing industry, the success of an MPA will often
be hugely dependent on the industry’s attitude towards it (Pita et al. 2011).

In the case of archipelagos, the different cultural and community interests on each
island makes stakeholder involvement an even more complicated and difficult process
(Sheehan and Ritchie 2005). The smaller, more peripheral islands of an archipelago
are usually dependent on the larger neighbouring islands which function as economic
and political centres (Cross and Nutley 1999; Karampela et al. 2015). In tourism
terms, this means decisions about the nature of the industry’s development are often
taken by leaders at the centre, with varying levels of stakeholder involvement from the
periphery (Chaperon and Bramwell 2013). A characteristic of tourism governance in
archipelagos is dominance and subordination (Baldacchino 2015) whereby the power
dynamics between the islands are unequal, with the core having more power than
the islands at the periphery. The core is often accused of controlling and exploiting
the periphery, and this leads to ‘core-periphery conflict’ (Keller 1987; Jordan 2004;
Chaperon and Bramwell 2013).

6.2 Ecotourism and MPAs: The Central Mediterranean
Context

The economies of islands in the Mediterranean are increasingly dependent on the
tourism sector (Mazzola et al. 2019). This has led to an increase in the urban footprint
at the expense of the natural environment to the extent that landscapes have at times
been considered to be more cultural than natural (Cassar et al. 2008). For islands
where the natural terrain and coastline have been heavily impacted by tourism devel-
opment, but where there are still rich marine environments, it is feasible to develop
marine ecotourism products.

In the case of archipelagos, the peripheral islands have greater potential in this
respect. These islands may be more difficult to reach for international visitors due
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to their remoteness, may not have been marketed as strongly as the core islands, and
so have not experienced the same levels of tourism development as ‘core’ islands.
Thanks to this, they have more pristine environments and extensive terrestrial and
marine protected areas (Agius et al. 2019). Therefore, while these islands often
face many challenges with their economic development because of their geograph-
ical peripherality (and often political too), these features also offer opportunities in
tourism terms (Garrod and Wilson 2004; Chaperon and Theuma 2015; Weaver 2017).
The Mediterranean region has huge marine ecotourism potential due to its rich
marine ecosystems (Fotiou et al. 2002; Agius et al. 2018; Andolina et al. 2020).
Although the Mediterranean Sea only represents 0.82% of the World’s ocean area
and 0.3% of its volume, the richness of its species corresponds to 4—18% of all
marine species, depending on the phylum taken into consideration (Lejeusne et al.
2010). A total of 12,000 marine species have been recorded (GrZetic et al. 2013).
Marine ecotourism—a category of ecotourism which is practised in marine and
coastal settings (Cater 2003)—is one of the fastest-growing segments (Sakellariadou
2014) and is supported by the blue growth strategy (Neva 2020). Islands have been
widely regarded as ideal venues for marine ecotourism (Cater and Cater 2007; Fotiou
etal. 2002; Halpenny 2001; Sakellariadou 2014), and this is often due to the presence
of MPAs which act as conservation tools for marine biodiversity (Pham 2020) and
ideal sites for marine ecotourism (Agardy 1993; Gerovassileiou et al. 2009; Petrié and
Mandi¢ 2014; Agius et al. 2019). In the case of the Mediterranean, these are mostly
located around or adjacent to islands (Francour et al. 2001) increasing such potential.
With the increasing awareness and demand for sustainable tourism (UNWTO 2019),
these islands have the opportunity to develop, or further develop ecotourism products.
While various studies have been conducted on MPAs in the central Mediterranean
in the field of natural sciences, there is limited literature in terms of island studies,
ecotourism, and its role in addressing overtourism in this region. Furthermore, studies
of the socioeconomic impacts of MPAs are scarce, and research into the involvement
of stakeholders in the design, implementation, and management of MPAs is limited
to a small number of geographic areas (Pascual et al. 2016). This chapter will discuss
the importance of stakeholder involvement in the process of creating and managing
a protected area as well as some of the challenges in doing this. In archipelagos,
the challenges are enhanced due to the core—periphery relations that are present and
the power imbalances between islands. Thus recommendations are made as to how
this can be addressed. If well managed, MPAs can serve as an opportunity to attract
tourists seeking nature-based experiences away from crowds and can offer islands
and archipelagos that are suffering overtourism the chance to redress the balance.
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6.3 Areas of Study: Aegadian Islands, Pelagian Islands,
and Pantelleria

The area of study consists of six Italian islands, all located in the central Mediter-
ranean (see Fig. 6.1). This includes the Pelagian archipelago, which comprises of
Lampedusa and Linosa; the Aegadian archipelago which comprises of Favignana,
Levanzo, and Marettimo, and the island of Pantelleria (see Table 6.1).

Established in 1991, the MPA in the Aegadian islands is the largest MPA in Italy
and encompasses the entire archipelago (Mannino et al. 2016). It was considered to
have been ineffectively managed by the Italian Coast Guard between 1991 and 2000,
and its management was transferred to the Municipality of Favignana. The MPA is
managed by a director, appointed by the mayor of the municipality, and an advisory
board. The MPA stretches westward off the coast of Trapani and covers approximately
540 km?, including 22 km of protected coastline. It is divided into four zones (Zones
A, B, C, and D) each with varying levels of protection and restrictions (Himes
2007a). The MPA includes the largest and best-preserved meadow of Posidonia
oceanica in the Mediterranean Sea, serving as a vital nursery for hundreds of species.
The institutional mission of the MPA includes the protection and enhancement of
the marine environment, environmental education and the promotion of sustainable
development, with particular reference to the eco-compatibility of tourism (Donati
2015).
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Fig. 6.1 Map showing Islands under study Source Prepared by the authors
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Table 6.1 Characteristics of the Islands under study

Islands Aegadian Islands Pelagian Islands Pantelleria
Factor Favignana |Levanzo |Marettimo |Lampedusa | Linosa

Density 157 39 48 261 81 93
habitants/km?

Permanent 4500 220 820 5703 438 7736
population

Area (km?) 19.8 5.8 124 20.2 54 84
Coastline (km) |33 15 18 33.3 11 51.5
Annual tourist | 207,843 253,710 151,917
arrivals

Size of 540 41.36 -

MPA km?

Sources Himes (2007a), Gallia (2012), Giardina (2012), ISTAT (2017), ENAC (2018) and Libero
Consorzio Comunale di Trapani (2019)

The MPA in the Pelagian Islands was instituted in 2002 by the Italian Ministry for
the Environment (La Manna et al. 2014). In 2003, its management was assigned to the
Municipality of Lampedusa and Linosa with the aim to protect the marine vegetation
and fauna, biological resources, and geomorphology of the area (Cooperativa Sesto
Continente 2012). The entire area includes 41.36 km? and 46.28 km of coastline
(Giardina 2012). The MPA is managed through a system of zones. Three key areas
have been designated as Zone A (the highest level of protection), with one being
close to Linosa and two close to Lampedusa which includes the sea area adjacent to
the Spiaggia dei Conigli (Rabbit beach) which serves as a regular nesting site for the
loggerhead sea turtle (Prazzi et al. 2013).

The MPA scenario in Pantelleria is quite different. Debates about introducing
an MPA in the island have been ongoing since 1991 when a legislative framework
on protected areas identified a site for a marine park or reserve (Gazzetta Ufficiale
1991). A committee which expressly supported the MPA—the Comitato Pro Parco
Marino di Pantelleria—was formed in 1999 and in 2001 a request was made by the
Municipality to the Ministry for the Environment to implement it. Scientific studies
were commissioned to investigate the biodiversity of marine life in the area (Bianchi
and Acri 2003; Bianchi et al. 2004) and zoning solutions were proposed (Picchetti
et al. 2010), but the MPA remained an issue of contention. In 2009 the proposal
reached the Senate, but in 2010, just before the local elections, the Municipality
asked for the process to be suspended as locals had petitioned against it (Caldo
2019). The implementation of the MPA had become a political issue with elections
being won and lost on the basis of its support.

Despite the lengthy process and the controversy surrounding the proposal of an
MPA, a working group was set up by a civil society movement made up of locals and
NGOs to continue working on its design and development. A participatory approach
was taken, which involved identifying key stakeholder groups and nominating a
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representative from each to contribute to discussions. This allowed a bottom-up
approach which took into consideration views from local community members and
prioritised what was important to them, such as the protection of their local traditions
(Rampini 2016). To date, the MPA has still not been implemented and has been
described as a valid initiative approved through laws but hindered by politics and
bureaucracy (Picchetti 2015).

6.4 Research Approach

A phase of multisited ethnography was carried out which involved ‘sojourning’ in
the islands under study (Falzon 2009). Three study visits were made to each island
between 2013 and 2016 and phases of observation were carried out to examine the
issues related to the management of the MPA and to gain insights into the various
perspectives on them. Between 2015 and 2020, semi-structured interviews were held
with various stakeholders to explore these issues further. Two subtypes of strategic
informant sampling technique were used to recruit interviewees. The first is expert
sampling which involves the selection of ‘typical’ and ‘representative’ individuals.
The second technique used, also known as snowball sampling, involves asking an
initial set of informants to propose other potential sample members (Finn et al.
2000). The stakeholder interviewees included representatives from the local tourism
industry, conventional and ecotourism operators, fishermen (both artisanal and recre-
ational), NGOs, academics (in the field of natural science), policymakers, MPA
management bodies, and also tourists. Interviews were held face to face in person
and online, and also by phone. The combination of face-to-face and online interviews
has frequently been used in tourism research (Power et al. 2017) with both methods
permitting valid and high-quality interviews (Suryani 2013). The interviews were
not recorded so as not to deter participants from active participation (Parker-Jenkins
2018). Instead, comprehensive field notes were taken during and immediately after
the interviews (e.g. Decrop 1999). The field notes were coded and sustained through
content analysis of existing legal framework related to the management of MPAs
in the area of study using the method adopted by Stoffelen (2019). The following
sections will present some of the key findings from this research, exploring some
of the reasons for supporting and opposing the implementation of an MPA, and the
various challenges facing MPA management.

6.5 Case Study: Pantelleria

The implementation of an MPA around the island of Pantelleria has been debated
for several years. A terrestrial National Park is already in place, but the same protec-
tion for the waters that surround the island has raised many concerns, and it is yet
to come to fruition. The Municipality and the Ministry for the Environment have
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recently expressed their commitment to reactivating the process (Caldo 2019), but
according to policymakers interviewed this has already sparked opposition. Pantel-
leria has a limited tourism season, mainly in the summer months where seaside
tourism is the major activity; Pantelleria does not have sandy beaches and so does
not precisely offer the 3S product. However, the rich natural environment, including
volcanic landscapes and impressive seascapes, offer opportunities for other types of
tourism. There is agreement among policymakers, and other stakeholders, including
locals and tourism operators, interviewed that Pantelleria should not become a mass
tourism destination. Due to recent travel bans associated with COVID-19, Pantel-
leria has experienced a surge in young domestic tourists with little interest in natural
and cultural attractions, and this has raised concerns among local residents and local
ecotourism operators interviewed. The implementation of an MPA is again being
proposed as a way of controlling tourism activity and attracting more nature-based
tourists. This has the potential to build on the promotional efforts which have already
been made to attract tourists to the terrestrial National Park. There have been sugges-
tions made by NGOs and policymakers to follow the Cinque Terre model (mainland
Italy) where the National Park includes both the terrestrial and marine protected areas.
The Cinque Terre management body has recently become involved in the Pantelleria
case to try to create awareness and generate support for the implementation of a
similar model (Ente Parco Nazionale Isola di Pantelleria 2020).

6.5.1 Support for MPA Implementation

In support of the implementation of an MPA for Pantelleria are the small number of
artisanal fishermen who see this as an opportunity to obtain exclusive fishing rights
for locals and to deter outsiders; this is mainly aimed at fishermen from Sicily that
fish in what the locals consider to be their waters. Another perceived benefit is that
an increase in controls would prevent the illegal activity of recreational fishermen
and offer new income opportunities through a permitted and appropriately managed
tourism offer. A fisherman commented positively that the organisation of tours on
fishing boats has already offered them a supplementary income. An NGO representa-
tive agreed that the positive perception of the MPA among professional fishermen is
thanks to work undertaken by a civil society movement composed of locals and NGOs
supporting the implementation of the MPA. Marine ecotourism operators and diving
centres see the implementation of an MPA as a great opportunity to attract more
tourists. For example, managers of diving centres based on Pantelleria commented
that the underwater archaeological sites and the subsequent protection of the marine
resources have already attracted more tourists to the area that have an interest in
the natural environment. As a result, their businesses have benefited, they appreciate
the importance of protecting such sites, and this has created a greater awareness to
others working in the tourism industry of the positive impacts that greater protection
and management can bring. This reflects Russ and Alcala’s (1999) assertion that
only when stakeholders fully understand the needs and benefits of an MPA will the
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support increase. Environmental NGOs have also supported the implementation of
the MPA due to concerns related to the issuing of permits for oil exploration close
to Pantelleria, fearing oil slicks and other hazards for the island.

6.5.2 Opposition to MPA Implementation

The main area of concern regarding the implementation of the MPA seems to be
around zoning and the sense of disquietude about the restrictions that would be in
place. Recreational fishermen have been particularly vocal against the implemen-
tation of the MPA. Their argument is that while there is no MPA on the island of
Pantelleria, there are five sites along the coast (Cala Gadir, Cala Tramontana, Punta
Li Marsi, Punta Tracino, and Punta Tre Pietre) that are designated as protected areas
due to the presence of underwater archaeological artefacts. These areas already face
restrictions that are equivalent to the most heavily protected MPA ‘A’ zones, and
they are not willing to face further restrictions. Other recreational users, such as
free-divers, are opposed to the MPA because this would prohibit their activities.
Companies that operate excursions to the island are also opposed to the proposed
MPA as they are convinced it would impact their visits and limit their activities.

According to NGO representatives, initial attempts to set up an MPA around the
island were made by using a top-down approach, without any genuine involvement
of the local community. More recent attempts to actively involve community stake-
holders in the planning process have also been problematic. The process has been
criticised for involving too many ‘external’ stakeholders. This includes non-native
residents, several of which have only lived in the islands for a few years, and also
environmental NGOs which have no direct link to the island. Some local commu-
nity and tourism stakeholder respondents felt like they had no ownership over the
proposal. If the MPA were to be implemented, there are also opposing views on
who would be responsible for its management. This question has been turned into a
political issue, with supporters of one party arguing that it should be managed in the
same way as the National Park, and supporters of another party arguing that it must
be managed by a separate body.

The case of Pantelleria shows how lack of stakeholder management in the initial
phase, as well as lack of political commitment, derailed the setting up of an MPA.
The absence of a bottom-up approach and foreign elements created doubt leading to
failure to gain public support. Strong lobby groups such as recreational fishermen and
conventional tourism operators have put pressure on successive administrations and
influenced their political agenda to counteract the establishment of an MPA which
they believe will have an impact on their traditions. Furthermore, there is fear for
their livelihood as they believe that their tourism activity will be further controlled
and limited. Protection has been associated with restrictions rather than with conser-
vation, the well-being of local communities and added value to the competitiveness
of the tourism product. There is a clear power imbalance between on one side recre-
ational fishermen, tourism operators, and other resource users such as free-divers
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and on the other hand the few remaining professional fishermen, ecotourism oper-
ators including diving centres and NGOs. Stakeholders in favour represent a small
minority, and thus politicians have considered the political repercussions. While
Pantelleria has a terrestrial national park, the absence of an MPA implies that Pantel-
leria has missed out on the opportunity to strengthen the image of the island as an
ecotourism destination remaining off the radar, for tourists seeking destinations away
from the crowds in summer or seeking an ecotourism experience off season. This has
contributed to the existing problem of seasonality which leads to a peak of tourism
in the summer months and extensive economic losses beyond these months. In the
long term, this might affect the tourism sector of the island as more tourists seek new
destinations where they can immerse themselves in nature.

6.6 Case Study: Pelagian Islands

Unlike the MPA in the Aegadian Islands (established in 1991), much less academic
research has been carried out on the implementation and subsequent management
of the MPA in the Pelagian Islands (established in 2002). The MPA in the Pelagian
Islands faced much less opposition, and this was agreed and explained by a variety
of different stakeholder interviewees.

Artisanal and professional fishermen from the Pelagian Islands commented posi-
tively about the implementation of the MPA, albeit from two different perspectives.
The majority of respondents viewed the MPA as having no direct impact on them
or on their livelihoods, while a smaller group believed that the presence of the MPA
was actually beneficial for them. The MPA in the Pelagian Islands does not extend
very far beyond the shore (it covers an area of 41.36 km? compared to the 540 km? of
the MPA in the Aegadian Islands), meaning that trawling—the main fishing activity
in the archipelago (Celona and Comparetto 2009)—is conducted beyond the desig-
nated MPA zones, and did not impact the professional fishermen at all. Fishing was
also an activity and industry in decline as more people were choosing to work in the
tourism sector. These factors meant that there was little opposition to the MPA from
the local community. A small number of respondents complained that environmental
protection was being prioritised over the needs of the fishing industry with fishing
not permitted in zone A, but in fact, this only covers a very small area of the MPA,
and fishing is still permitted in the larger zones B and C.

Several respondents, including academics and NGOs attributed a lack of oppo-
sition to the MPA as being due to the weak level of its enforcement. According
to regulations, certain limitations must be in place in the MPA. These limitations
include the number of anchorage permissions, the number of boats permitted for
rental, the number of operators organising boat tours, and also the number of diving
centres (Ministero dell’ambiente e della tutela del territorio e del mare 2008) but
these regulations have been rarely enforced. According to Orsini (2015), the local
communities have gradually abandoned traditional industries, such as fishing, and
have moved towards working in the tourism sector which today serves as a major
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economic activity for the local community. As a result, local authorities have shied
away from high levels of enforcement as it causes conflict with the resource users.
Instead, in collaboration with environmental NGOs, they are prioritising the need
to raise awareness of the importance of the MPA to the local community. They are
also working with universities that are carrying out academic research on the MPA.
Studies conducted on the impact of vessel traffic in the MPAs and the effects on the
bottlenose dolphin has also concluded that better enforcement is needed (Papale et al.
2012). Furthermore, it has been noted that the intense boat traffic during the summer
period (especially between May and October) leads to several collisions with turtles
(Prazzi et al. 2010). This also causes disturbance to the bottlenose dolphin (Zursiops
truncatus), which in return causes their displacement from coastal areas (La Manna
etal. 2013, 2014). Unlicensed and uncontrolled anchoring has also been reported as
having a damaging impact on the seabed. According to Guidetti et al. (2008), MPAs
in Italy are usually underfunded and understaffed, and this further affects their ability
to successfully manage an MPA. The Coast Guard’s mission includes surveillance in
the MPA to identify any illegal activity, but tourism operators explained that the Coast
Guard’s main activities recently have focused on search and rescue in response to
the ongoing migration crisis faced by Lampedusa. The lack of enforcement of MPA
regulations has meant the area is not sufficiently protected, it has led to a reduction
in the potential for wildlife sightings, and is detrimental to the success of ecotourism
in the archipelagos.

In the case of the Pelagian islands, the limited size of the MPA and lack of enforce-
ment have camouflaged challenges faced in other MPAs, but this does not mean that
stakeholder involvement and management of the MPA is taking place effectively.
Similarly to Pantelleria, its management is influenced by local authorities who are
aware of the importance of tourism activity for the livelihood of local communities
and have thus shied away from full enforcement. This is coupled with the continuing
immigration crisis, which means resources for enforcement are stretched. Mean-
while, due to a lack of understanding of its potential, most operators still work
in nautical and 3S tourism with limited involvement in ecotourism. The islands are
branded by operators as the ‘Caribbean of the Mediterranean’, leading to peak season
overcrowding on the beaches and deserted spaces for the rest of the year.

6.7 Case Study: Aegadian Islands

The importance of meaningful stakeholder involvement in successfully achieving
an MPA has been widely discussed (Himes 2003, 2007b), but this was found to be
lacking in the initial stages of MPA implementation in the Aegadian Islands. This
is not surprising as a lack of stakeholder involvement is common in Italian MPAs,
where only a few have been able to effectively manage natural resources through the
collaboration of managers and interested stakeholders (Guidetti and Claudet 2010).
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The implementation of the MPA in the Aegadian Islands did not receive much
support initially as stakeholders were unclear about the potential impacts. In partic-
ular, this led to antagonism between the fishermen and the MPA management team
(Badalamenti et al. 2000). Furthermore, initial management of the MPA was based
on a very top-down approach, failing to encourage stakeholder participation in the
management process, hindering support for it (D’ Anna et al. 2015) and consequently
bringing about a general lack of public trust in its governance (Guidetti et al. 2008).
The MPA continued to face opposition to the way it was managed. Fishermen argued
that they wanted to be more involved in the management of the MPA as they believed
decisions were mainly influenced by academic research on environmental issues
in the MPA and did not sufficiently take into consideration the needs of the local
economy.

A new management body in 2010 addressed the issue ‘head on’ and stake-
holders acknowledged that the situation did improve with their increased involvement
(D’ Anna et al. 2015). Representatives of local authorities claimed that the presence
of the MPA led to various socioeconomic benefits for the fishing industry due to
an increase in tourism. Fish stocks, including threatened species, have increased.
Destructive fishing techniques, such as spear-fishing, have been prohibited while
local fishermen have been given exclusivity to fish in the area. Diving centres and
operators organising boat tours to observe wildlife remarked that MPAs are essential
for their activity as adequate protection and management meant that visitors could
observe more marine life. They claimed that marine protection boosted their activity,
and thus, they had a personal interest in complying and supporting such initiatives.
Operators and tourists attributed the abundant marine life and the extremely high
visibility in the sea to the presence of MPAs making the islands ideal for diving,
snorkelling, and wildlife-watching.

Unsurprisingly, the conflict between local authorities, conservationists, fishermen,
tourism operators, and the local community still exists (D’ Anna et al. 2016). Whereas
protected areas should be seen as beneficial for local economies and communities,
in several cases, this is not understood or viewed as such by local communities
(McNeely 1994). In fact, representatives from the fishing and tourism industries
interviewed claimed not to have experienced any of the promised benefits, such as
new job opportunities related to tourism or higher fish stocks. On the contrary, they
believe that fishing was a dying trade and that the presence of MPAs led to stricter
controls which impacted their livelihood. Operators renting boats to conventional
tourists also remarked that due to the MPA there were too many restrictions in place,
particularly in relation to the reduced number of permitted anchoring sites, imposed
to avoid damage to Posidonia meadows. There were also limitations on the use of
motorised boats, arguing that this impacted tourism activity and that more flexibility
was required. These stakeholders argued for the scaling down of zone A protection.

In the Aegadian Islands, most MPA conflicts are found on the main island of
Favignana. This island, the largest in the archipelago, has remained geared up for
more conventional mass tourism and is very seasonal in nature. Despite policies to
promote alternative tourism (e.g. Guerra 2015) and the promised allure of the MPA
to tourists in off-peak months, this has failed to materialise. Favignana has a heavily
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developed internal terrain and coastline which historically was due to industrial rock
(tuff) extraction, and more recently the tourism sector (Groppi et al. 2018). The sea
remains the only real alternative for nature tourism on the island, especially for ‘hard
ecotourists’. The use of charismatic species such as the Mediterranean monk seal
(Monachus monachus) that has been sighted close to the island can serve to promote
activity that supports both conservation and tourism, and successful management of
the MPA is extremely important in this respect.

The main, recurring conflict between stakeholder groups centres around the
balance between the fishing industry and conservation. Different stakeholder groups
award different weighting to biological, economic, and sociocultural performance
indicators when assessing MPA performance (Himes 2007b). Studies on MPA zoning
in southern Europe have called for increased dialogue between stakeholders such as
scientists, MPA managers, and fishermen so that the benefits of, and problems with,
MPAs can be better understood (Mangi and Austen 2008). It is important to take into
consideration both economic and cultural factors in all decisions regarding MPAs,
and this should be done from the initial planning phase through to its daily manage-
ment (Himes 2003). As this case suggests, failure to do so will result in low levels of
support for the MPA and dissatisfaction in the local community (Badalamenti et al.
2000)

In the case of archipelagos, stakeholder management may further highlight imbal-
ances in power and cause rivalry not only within an island but between islands,
reflecting conflictual core—periphery relations (Jordan 2004; Chaperon and Bramwell
2013) and characterised by domination and subordination (Baldacchino 2015). At
the crux of the problem is the lack of genuine stakeholder involvement, which has
been discussed previously, but in this case, there is the argument that stakeholder
interests from the larger, ‘core’ island are given priority. According to fishermen
in Marettimo, the most remote and peripheral island of the Aegedian archipelago,
attempts to encourage their participation in the MPA management process were ‘fake’
and although they were asked for their views, it was only the interests of the local
authorities on the main island (Favignana) that were acted upon. Core—periphery
relations are also exhibited in relation to the MPA zoning. Locals and tour operators
from Marettimo remarked that their island suffers from disproportionately high levels
of protection. Zone A, which represents the highest level of protection and where
least activity is permitted, is situated very close to Marettimo’s shoreline, limiting
what tourism and fishing activities can take place, and negatively impacting the local
economy. Locals argued that in reality, the entire archipelago merits the same level of
protection, and it was unfair to attribute the MPA to the whole archipelago when the
highest grade of protection was enforced solely around one island. Locals believe that
such decisions were taken by authorities based on the core island to prioritise tourism
activity on the larger island. Thus, the smaller island was placed at a disadvantage
by shifting the ‘burden of protection’. Meanwhile, academics, representatives of the
management body of the MPA, politicians, and NGOs argued that a higher level of
protection could serve as an advantage for the islands as they have the potential to
attract more marine ecotourism. This could, in fact, help to address the inequality that
exists in terms of tourism between the core and the periphery. Therefore, through the
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use of the MPA and its higher level of protection, Marettimo can attract the marine
ecotourists seeking to avoid the crowds on Favignana or the day-trippers on Levanzo.

6.8 Conclusion and Recommendations

In each case study presented here, the stakeholder involvement in the implementation
and management of MPAs has been characterised by imbalances in power between
stakeholder groups, both within and (in the case of archipelagos) across islands.
Decision-making related to the MPAs tends to be taken by bodies appointed by
local authorities, themselves elected by the local community, but seemingly without
sufficient consultation with the local community, and this has led to widespread
dissatisfaction. The implementation of an MPA on Pantelleria is still being debated,
mainly due to the vociferous recreational fishermen, free-divers, and tourism industry
stakeholders who are vociferously opposed to it, fearing the impact it would have on
their traditions and livelihoods, and who seem to have the power in this respect. For
the Pelagian case, the power again of the tourism industry stakeholders, in particular,
and the stretched resources of the coast guard due to the immigration crisis seems to
prevent the local authorities from adequately managing the MPA and operating full
enforcement. In the Aegedian Islands, core—periphery relations are more prominent,
and the perceived power imbalance between the larger, ‘core’ island and the smaller,
more peripheral islands is strongly felt by the communities based on the latter.

This study has contributed to the limited knowledge on the involvement of stake-
holders in the design, implementation, and management of MPAs in small islands
in the central Mediterranean, in particular in the case of the Pelagian Islands and
Pantelleria where research on the matter has been neglected. It has also shown how
characteristics of archipelagos, with core—periphery relations, in particular, have an
impact on the implementation and management of MPAs and how this can be miti-
gated through genuine involvement of stakeholders. Acknowledging the inequalities
between the islands, it has also been argued that marine ecotourism could take full
advantage of the higher levels of protection at the more peripheral islands, creating
appropriate settings for ecotourism products which could draw tourists away from the
overcrowded coastal areas, contribute to the local economy and redress the balance.
In general, islands in the central Mediterranean region have failed to take advantage of
the opportunities presented by protected areas to shift from mass tourism on crowded
beaches/coasts to more sustainable tourism within the MPAs. This has been due to
lack of enforcement, the dominant role of 3S and nautical tourism operators, and
lack of incentive given for the change. This needs to be addressed through genuine
stakeholder involvement; endorsement of the MPAs, and a better understanding of
their potential is key. By doing so, MPAs can not only reduce tourism pressures on the
main islands of archipelagos but also reduce inequalities faced by peripheral islands.
MPAs can offer the opportunity to attract ecotourists and to tackle seasonality since
several activities extend beyond the 3S tourism season.
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For all cases, clear recommendations can be made. It is imperative that all MPA
implementation and management processes need to include equitable and meaningful
participation of all stakeholder groups. Without this, there may be widespread dissat-
isfaction with the zoning decisions, and (as for Pantelleria) it may never exist. Resis-
tance to MPA proposals can be addressed through effective participatory processes,
coupled with consistent engagement of stakeholders over time, and transparency
of the decision-making process. Genuine participation entails empowerment for
engagement, and this calls for education and capacity building of local commu-
nities to get involved in the process of planning, implementing, and managing MPAs
(Gaymer et al. 2014). This is key to shift from a top-down (government-led) to a
bottom-up (community and user-led) approach.

In order to ensure benefit-sharing, mechanisms must be introduced by manage-
ment bodies to assess the economic and sociocultural impacts and benefits arising
from the establishment of MPAs and strive to share these equally, in particular
between main and peripheral islands. In the case of archipelagos, policy benefits
must compensate for costs incurred by peripheral islands due to higher levels of
protection. Wider awareness is needed of the benefits of MPAs, and this can be
achieved by using success stories from locals, and recruiting local stakeholders as
‘MPA ambassadors’.

Regulations associated with MPAs need to be better enforced through further
investment to ensure regular patrols and controls. Training must be provided to all
resource users operating within MPAs to encourage compliance. In order to reduce
the influence of powerful stakeholders and local politicians in decision-making about
the management of the MPA, collaboration with local NGOs and research institutes is
encouraged. The MPA alone is not enough to encourage the development of marine
ecotourism; promotional efforts are also needed to attract these tourists, with the
aim of eventually reducing the reliance on conventional 3S tourism to support the
economy, and a more sustainable tourist destination which meets all stakeholders
needs.
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Chapter 7 )
Geoeducation and Tourism in Estrela s
UNESCO Global Geopark (Portugal)

and Its Contributions to the Construction

of a Sustainable Destination
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Abstract Geoparks have the potential to stimulate the development of local commu-
nities, among others through geotourism, while conserving resources and ensuring
education. With this chapter, we discuss how the Estrela UNESCO Global Geopark
through its research network, in an articulated and synergistic way involving the
local community, research centres, and governments, promotes in situ experiences
and the transmission of knowledge and values about the territory, its heritage, and
its sustainability. The relationship between geoconservation, science, education, and
tourism must be established to facilitate an integrated approach to the territory, in the
natural and anthropocentric dimensions, fostering it as a pedagogical resource, and
ensuring its sustainability. Geoeducation and geotourism have gained relevance in
tourism development projects, especially in low-density and least developed territo-
ries, as the Estrela Geopark. Education is the foundation of geotourism and a pillar
for heritage conservation, supporting the sustainable development of communities.
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7.1 Introduction

Tourism plays an important role in the management and conservation of natural areas,
so the link between protected areas and tourism activity is vital for their sustainability
and enhancement as a territorial asset. This relationship is complicated due to the
different interests involved. Tourism is a critical and strategic component in the
process of planning and management of conservation areas, such as the UNESCO
Global Geoparks. Sustainable tourism in protected areas ensures financial resources
which are often essential to implement and improve conservation processes, stimulate
learning, and to valorise the territory. However, the designation of the protected area,
in many cases, limits communities to develop specific economic activities, including
tourism which might deteriorate the state of the protected resources.

Portugal mountain areas of high environmental/natural value are classified among
others, like National Parks, Natural Parks, Natural Reserves, Biosphere Reserves
and Geoparks, are established for the (i) conservation of the geological heritage;
(ii) education for sustainability, and (iii) tourism and local development. In this
sense, they introduce a great responsibility in the creation/development of economic,
tourism, and social value. Furthermore, they help create territorial value by generating
development strategies for the well-being of the communities, valuing the heritage,
and promoting a sense of belonging and collaborative work.

This chapter seeks to explain the strategies recommended by the Estrela Geopark
(EG), regarding the valorisation of a Serra da Estrela nature-based destination,
promoting initiatives and developing geoeducation programs for sustainable tourism,
committed to the territory and its communities. The process and the role of Geoparks
in the valorisation of territories are explained. The EG is described, and the dynamics
and interrelations between science, education, territory, and tourism are systematised
and discussed in the context of the sustainable development goals.

The EG introduced responsibility in the development of the economic, tourist,
and social value of Serra da Estrela as a Natural Park (PNSE) in Portugal. The
integration of the EG in a worldwide network acknowledged its value. It promoted
the conservation of heritage, and fostered the positioning of Serra da Estrela into a
global market, allowing the emergence of new products and services based on nature
and locals traditions. The Geopark is a reservoir of resources that are fundamental
in the regulation of biological processes. It ensures the conservation of the envi-
ronment and valorisation of cultural heritage and local traditions, as it serves as a
museum of geomorphologic history and living laboratory dedicated to supporting
the achievement of sustainable development goals.
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7.2 UNESCO World Geoparks and Their Territorial
and Educational Strategy

The UNESCO Global Geoparks Programme, approved in November 2015, consti-
tutes a new paradigm of valorisation, promotion, and development of territories,
anchored in the importance of geological heritage and geosciences. In this sense,
a Geopark is a well-delimited territory, possessing a remarkable geological history
which, due to its relevance, uniqueness and meaning, constitutes a shared legacy that
must be safeguarded and valued for future generations (Zouros 2004). UNESCO
Global Geoparks advocates a holistic vision of the territory, a concerted action among
the different development agents, a strategy of conservation and valorisation of its
sites of geological interest, and a policy of territorial development that is effectively
integrated and participatory, focused on sustainability and valorisation of the endoge-
nous resources of each territory. The first steps towards the establishment of UNESCO
Global Geoparks were taken in 2000 with the creation of the European Geoparks
Network (EGN), constituted by four Geoparks, Haute-Provence Geological Reserve,
(France), Lesvos Petrified Forest (Greece), Geopark Vulkaneifel, (Germany), and
Maestrazgo Cultural Park (Spain). They were made official in 2001 through the signa-
ture of a formal agreement between EGN and UNESCO Division for Earth Sciences
(Zouros 2004). In the next few years, the list included several territories that saw the
potential of this designation to improve the development of their communities. The
interest in this strategy took a new scale with international relevance, and in 2004 the
Global Geoparks Network (GGN) was created under the auspices of UNESCO. The
International Geosciences and Geoparks Programme (IGGP) was created in 2015
in a joint initiative by UNESCO Global Geoparks Programme and the International
Union of Geosciences (IUGS). This facilitated the creation of international coop-
eration mechanisms, based on geological heritage, through a bottom-up approach,
which allowed joint work on heritage conservation with the involvement of commu-
nities, also focused on the sustainable development of territories (UNESCO 2015).
Currently, the program involves 161 classified territories, spread over 44 countries
around the world.

The central objective of a Geopark is education, not only as a strategy of geocon-
servation, but also as a way of valorisation of heritage, in the promotion of the sense of
belonging, and societal development itself. Geoparks are excellent to support sustain-
able development as they reconcile conservation and development goals while raising
environmental awareness of communities. They play an essential role in promoting
education, particularly regarding the geological heritage, promoting geoconserva-
tion strategies, ensuring future generations access to testimonies of the geological
history of our planet, thus contributing to the progression of scientific knowledge
and education in earth sciences. Geoparks as UNESCO territories are real living
laboratories. The education within geoparks is promoted through activities with
well-defined objectives, based on the contents addressed in formal education, thus
complementing what is taught in schools and other formal education institutions
(Cascais and Terdan 2011). The interpretation of the natural and cultural heritage,
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done in geoparks, contributes to a better understanding and acquisition of knowl-
edge, providing significant and fruitful learning. Pinto and Pereira (2008) state that
non-formal education, as an intentional, systematic, structured, and specific educa-
tional practice, favours the development of personal and social skills that the school
itself has difficulty in developing. Thus, non-formal education carried out in the
geoparks, through study visits, has several advantages for the education and training
of individuals, taking into account the previous knowledge, the personal experience
of each one, and the feeling of the place. Therefore, all UNESCO Global Geoparks
must develop and operate educational activities for all ages to spread greater aware-
ness of geological heritage and its relationship with other non-geological, cultural,
and intangible heritage elements. Geoparks should be able to promote educational
programs for schools, or special activities for children through “Kids Clubs” or
“Fossil Fun Days”. In parallel, geoparks should be able to provide training for adults
and the local population, empowering them with greater resources and knowledge
(UNESCO 2015). The interpretation and dissemination of heritage value represent
a strategy of conservation and tourism practices that tend to be more sustainable and
protective of existing heritage resources.

7.3 Estrela Geopark, Brief Life for a Long History

Serra da Estrela is a territory with geological and geomorphological resources,
consisting of glacial, periglacial, and granite landforms whose singularity and
heritage value bring to this territory an eco-cultural dimension of great relevance. The
geopark constitutes a “living laboratory” in which the natural resources, the ways of
life of the population and the biological and geological diversity blend into cultural
landscapes. The Serra da Estrela with 1993 m is the highest mountain range in main-
land Portugal and is part of the Iberian Central Cordillera (Fernandes et al. 2016;
Gomes et al. 2017). Bounded by fault scarps, a granite massif occupies the central
area forming a summit plateau between ci. 1400 and 2000 m, while in its surrounding
the core area, there is an interplay between schists and greywackes. During the Last
Glacial, a plateau ice-field and five radiating valley glaciers occupied the highest
parts of the mountain with an estimated equilibrium line altitude at 1,650 m asl
(Vieira 2004). The plateau style of the glaciation and the ELA just below the plateau
edge made Estrela very sensitive to climate fluctuations, which has resulted in several
terminal moraine complexes that reveal several glacial stages. The central plateau
area shows widespread glacial erosion features and almost complete stripping of
the Cenozoic weathering mantle (Vieira 2004). The non-glaciated plateaus show a
rich landscape dominated by granite weathering landforms. The remarkable glacial
landscape of Serra da Estrela when considering its setting in SW Europe, together
with other relevant geoheritage such as periglacial, weathering and mass wasting
phenomena, tectonic, petrological and hydrogeological features, is at the core of the
Estrela UNESCO Global Geopark (Castro et al. 2017) (Fig. 7.1).
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Fig. 7.1 Estela Geopark location (Source AGE -Associagdo Geopark Estrela)

The EG integrates the Serra da Estrela, from its southwestern limit on the border
with the Acor Mountains to the northeast contact with the Iberian Meseta surface,
including also the northwest and southeast foothills, where for ages communities
live in close relationship with the natural environment.

The EG initiated the development of a collective strategy, reconciling environ-
mental, social, and economic goals, which would involve for the first time all munic-
ipalities of Serra da Estrela into the value creation, conservation, and territorial
promotion (Castro et al. 2017; Fernandes et al. 2020).

The richness of its natural and cultural heritage and the local community’s way
of life make Serra da Estrela a unique site and potentially appealing nature-based
destination. The EG intends to enhance natural spaces by developing a Science and
Education Network for Sustainability, promoting environmental education projects,
strengthening relations with the community, improving nature-based tourism, and
promoting actions that increase the well-being of local communities. Geopark takes
a collaborative approach to support the transfer of knowledge and education, through
processes and actions, supported by the natural environment as didactic resources.
The development of materials and programs that allow structured knowledge of the
territory’s history, georesources, geoconservation practices, and the promotion of
sustainable tourism strategies is highly prioritised.

The cultural heritage of the EG, especially the architectonic, has developed in
close connection with geological traits of the territory. Granite marks the architectonic
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(historical and cultural) heritage, especially outstanding in castles, civil and religious
buildings. Slates and schists are also used mainly in the metasedimentary areas,
originally reflecting lower-income communities (Table 7.1).

Industrial heritage associated with textile (wool) and dairy activities is critical for
understanding the cultural background of the people from the Estrela Mountain and

Table 7.1 Heritage elements of Estrela Geopark and assets in the tourism strategy to promote the
destination and its sustainability

Civil

Civil and architectural heritage, evidenced by the materials used,
frontage architecture, and functional structures. The organisation of
the settlement, the water management structures, and the division of
properties

Religious

Diversity of elements, with different meanings and monumentalities
associated with the Catholic religion and the Jewish presence,
generating in some municipalities elements of international interest,
materialised in the existing architecture and symbolic elements

Military

Composed of forts, castles, walls, and bridges, dating from the
Roman Empire, as a defensive structure and control of the territory of
the mountains over the adjacent areas

Archaeologic

A diverse set of elements that show the human presence in these
territories and the forms of their appropriation since prehistory,
Rome, and Medieval times. Some elements have outstanding
preservation and historical and scientific value in understanding the
occupations and forms of human presence

Mining

Mining complexes, which represent different extractive moments and
historical contributions, with significant and specific importance for
the local economy, technological evolution, and historic preservation

Textile

Sets of factories and wool processing plants, revealing the strong link
between agropastoral, the abundance of water, and the holding of
specialised knowledge in the production of woollen yarns and
fabrics. Some of these units are still active, and others of historical
relevance turned into Museums (Real Fabrica de Panos- Covilha)

Rural

Composed of traditional activities linked to agropastoral, structures
for dividing the property and respective walls, ponds and dams, set of
utensils and mechanism that last over time and represent the specific
mountain ways of life

Festivities and Traditions

Religious and pagan festivities, many associated with vegetative
cycles, or solar moments (solstices and equinoxes). Promotion of
local products, crafts and mountain-specific traditions (sacred and
profane)

Pastoralism

A striking element of Serra da Estrela’s economic activity, giving
meaning to two regional symbols, Cheese and Dog. The cheese
corresponding to a valued gastronomic product and recognised for its
organoleptic characteristics. The dog is a symbol for the protection of
herds, their conduct, and an element of struggle and support for
shepherds and the most isolated communities on the mountain

Source Authors elaboration
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the evolution of the landscape, due to the links between economic activities and land-
use dynamics. On the other hand, mining played a huge role in the economy of the
region and is still of significance in some areas. The mining heritage, which has also
been included in some geosites, shows the direct relation between society and geolog-
ical resources, being especially significant to promote education and discussion on
sustainability.

Most visitors are however limited to roadside stops for photos or shopping (daily
visitors), concentrating more time in the villages, but not spending more than one
or two nights in Estrela Mountain, with most of them still not searching for nature-
related activities. Hence, despite the good existing trail network, it is rare to meet
more than two to four people in a daylong walk in the plateau. This fact is essentially
cultural, and relates to the lack of walking tradition by the Portuguese, and is also due
to the relatively small number of foreign tourists. Therefore, the potential for growth
of geotourism, nature-based, and adventure tourism in the region is considerable. The
potential increase in visitor numbers after obtaining the UNESCO designation will
also pose significant challenges for managing geosites and limiting their degradation.
Therefore, the EG is providing to the municipalities and the Nature Park, adequate
management and monitoring plans, especially for those geosites with more potential
for visitation.

Education is the basis of geotourism and a pillar for the sustainability of local
ecosystems. Geoparks provide an opportunity for education of visitors through the
interpretation of geologically and geomorphologically significant resources. Geoed-
ucation is focused on the knowledge of the history of our planet, as well as the influ-
ence of abiotic nature on human development (Farsani et al. 2012; Hose and Vasil-
jevic 2012). The educational strategies involving regional heritage are stimulating
the development of educational resources for the teaching outside the classroom,
generating experiences and learning in situ. The possibility of extending knowl-
edge outside the school environment is of particular importance to the development
of children and adolescents (Swiercz and Smorzewska 2015). Thus, the cooperation
between schools, universities, and Geoparks is highly encouraged to improve existing
and develop experimental models based on cross-sectional learning and territorial
valorisation.

7.4 Geotourism, Heritage Enhancement,
and the Promotion of the Well-Being of Local
Communities

The territories face permanent interactions between humans, culture, and the envi-
ronment, generating different forms of organisations and networks. The transfor-
mation of these assets into leisure, entertainment, and knowledge is increasingly
relevant to the socio-economic inclusion of the local population in tourism-related
activities (Eder and Patzak 2004; Berman et al. 2008). Geological heritage plays an
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educational role in society by raising awareness about the extent of the influence of
geological forms and processes on the history of the earth and humanity (Miskiewicz
2016). It contributes to the identity of territories, by bringing didactic and scientific
value, fostering the self-esteem of communities, and by promoting geotourism activ-
ities. The current dynamics suggest the creation of collaborative networks involving
various stakeholders, which fosters an increase in territorial, educational, and organ-
isational capacities. The increased capacities favour the holistic valorisation of the
geological heritage and promote social welfare and local community well-being. The
geological heritage and the geoeducation associated with it (Fig. 7.2), allows an in-
depth knowledge of resources, increasing participation of communities in geoconser-
vation, increasing capacities and skills in the development of sustainable nature-based
tourism activities, and associated entrepreneurship strategies.

Geoeducation plays, as a constructive process and diffuser of knowledge, a rele-
vant educational role in society focused on raising awareness about the importance
of geological sites and their value as a cultural, social, and tourist asset. In the context
of the sustainable use of natural and cultural heritage, the UNESCO Geoparks are
expected to implement projects to preserve the quality of the environment, promote
science, education, and the welfare of communities as well as to promote tourism
(Hose 2005; Zouros 2004).

Geoeducation and geotourism gained relevance in tourism development projects,
especially in low-density and least developed territories. This new paradigm of “look-
ing” at the territory has allowed the construction of a new narrative on the valorisation

Collaboration network Promotion of the territory
with universities, research cen- as a didatic resource and natural
ters, schools and informal train- laboratory for teaching and re-

ing entities search.

Development of educa- Role of Geoparks in Organization of courses,
tional materials, georecourses promoting geoeduca- conferences, seminars and
tion, tourism and em- .
and tourism infrastructures, for powerment of local workshops, thematic and form-

the interpretation and apprecia- communities ative, among others.

tion of the territory

Promotion of interpreta- Development of educa-

tion, support for tourists and re- tional programs and their avail-

searchers, rehabilitating build- ability to the community and

ings and infrasrtuctures economicagents

Fig. 7.2 Role of Geoparks in promoting Geoeducation and territorial valorisation (Source Authors
elaboration)
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of endogenous resources, the landscape, and territorial tourism development policies
(Dowling 2015; Frey et al. 2016). Education and science play a vital role in the conser-
vation and maintenance of geological and cultural diversity, stimulating research in
the territory and actively contributing to the existence of a network of joint initiatives
among other projects, publications, information exchange and conferences, partici-
pated by various actors. The interaction of the Estrela Geopark we propose, with the
territorial system, allows the identification of strategies and actions that promote new
synergies between crucial stakeholders to reconcile the conservation and economic
development goals (Fig. 7.3). It embodies a collaborative approach to the sustainable
development supported by geological heritage, science, and education fostering the
appreciation of natural and cultural assets.

This approach to the dissemination of heritage values has an educational value in
itself and constitutes a relevant contribution to the teaching-learning process, facili-
tating didactic activities, and the development of fieldwork (Brilha 2005; Fernandes
etal.2016). The development of educational promotion strategies focused on learning
experiences in situ fosters an integrated analysis of the landscape and contributed
to raising awareness about the environmental challenges that places of signifi-
cant heritage value continuously face. The referenced educational programs aim
to develop the awareness of communities regarding the preservation and valorisation
of eco-cultural resources and sustainable tourism practices, given their fragility. In
this context, particular attention should be paid to pedagogical approaches which

- Deepen the knowledge about the . . L
territory; - Promotion and dissemination

- Promote good practices of geo- T .S?ho%lsi,t, of the territory;
conservation; raining Entities

and Scientific

- Promotion of projects and
- Promote learning and information creation of collaborative networks

sharing: Community o ;
e - Encouraging innovation and
- Promote local culture and appreci- the development of new services.

ation of traditional ways of life.

Nature con-
servation, bio and
geodiversity and
local ways of life

Local gov-
ernance and terri-
torial manage-
ment

- Promotion of entrepreneurial ini-

- Promotion of good nature -
tiatives;

conservation practices (bio and
geodiversity); - Promotion of endogenous activi-

. ties and resources;
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culture and ways of life.

participation in territorial policies.

Fig.7.3 Interaction of the Geopark star in the territorial system and promotion of science, education,
and tourism (Source Authors elaboration)
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consider different levels of education, aiming to stimulate curiosity and interest not
only in geosciences but also the conservation and enhancement of local heritage.

7.5 Geoeducation in the Estrela Geopark

7.5.1 Heritage Enhancement and Geoconservation

Geoconservation is one of the critical areas of EG action since the preservation of the
geological heritage allows the creation of sustainable development strategies in these
territories classified by UNESCO. As such, it is part of its daily work to promote
actions aimed at conservation and valorisation in an integrated and holistic way. It
can be said that for the success of a Geopark’s strategy, its various areas of operation
require the geological heritage to be preserved and valued, and thus contribute to the
achievement of this goal. Thus, the goal of geoconservation in the EG is to define an
approach that allows the protection, preservation, interpretation, and valorisation of
the unique geological heritage of the territory. Interpretation is one of the great tools
for promoting the preservation and enhancement of geological heritage. Therefore,
to promote knowledge on the territory and raise awareness among local communi-
ties and visitors, the EG has been implementing interpretative structures throughout
the territory. These allow the visitor to understand not only geological and geomor-
phological issues but also the biodiversity and culture of the various sites, showing
the clear link between the abiotic and biotic elements. The Estrela Geopark Torre
Interpretation Centre has a vital role in the interpretation of the natural, cultural, and
landscape heritage, reinforcing the strategy of dissemination and promotion of the
territory and its values. Aware of the difficulty in transmitting scientific knowledge
in an accessible, exciting, and attractive way to the public, it is also important to rely
on interpretation as a vital strategy for the dissemination purposes, with communi-
cation playing a prominent role in the transversal development of the strategy of this
Geopark.

Thus, through the development of educational programs, the EG fosters direct
contact with the geological and geomorphological heritage, promotes education and
awareness of teachers and students, and emphasises the importance of conservation
of this heritage. Tourism is one of the pillars of the UNESCO Geoparks since it
promotes the valorisation of heritage, the development of new products and services,
and encourages the practice of local arts and customs, fostering economic growth and
the creation of new employment opportunities and value for the territory. From this
point of view, the focus on geotourism creates an opportunity to enhance and further
develop the territory of this Geopark. The conservation and valorisation of the geolog-
ical heritage are present in a transversal way in the several areas of Geopark’s perfor-
mance, either in the context of science, education, culture, tourism, and, inevitably,
in the communication itself.
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7.5.2 Promotion of Geosciences and Qutdoor Learning

Knowledge and education are the way to promote a more environmentally conscious
and sustainable society. Since 2016 and its constitution, the EG has been working
hard to promote research and education as a strategic area for the dissemination of
knowledge according to the UNESCO Program recommendations. The realisation
of outdoor educational programs focused on all levels of education transforms the
EG into a living laboratory for the non-formal education, where tutors use adequate
methodologies to transfer the knowledge, promoting the discovery, conservation, and
valorisation of this heritage. According to Salvador and Vasconcelos (2007), outdoor
learning activities are performed outside the classroom, although not necessarily in
a natural environment. Thus, outdoor activities can take place in any of the learning
environments mentioned by Orion (2001), including the outdoor learning environ-
ment (natural environment, for example, natural areas); outdoor/indoor learning
environment (semi-natural environment, for example, zoos, natural parks, biolog-
ical farms) and indoor environment (human-made environment, for example, science
museums, science and technology centres, interpretive centres, among others). The
outdoor activities, such as field trips, allow the development of a set of interdis-
ciplinary skills related to the promotion of citizenship and the development of
knowledge-being (Silva 2014; Tracana et al. 2018). The EG encourages the visi-
tation of the 124 geosites. Being aware that it is not always easy to leave school with
the students due to curriculum and financial reasons, the EG has created an indoor
educational program, called “The Estrela Goes to School”. Within this program the
Geopark technicians go to the Schools to carry out several activities, working with the
students on transversal themes, related to geo and biodiversity, the cultural heritage,
as well as to develop projects related to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).

Taking into account the specificities of the Geopark’s mountain areas, in the
2019/2020 school year, particular emphasis was placed on SDG 13 “Climate Action,
taking urgent measures to combat climate change and its impacts”, through the
implementation of an annual thematic project. These projects were structured in four
stages throughout the year, in which students from the adherent schools worked on
the main concepts associated with climate change, moving from awareness-raising to
active and responsible participation in combating and adapting to this problem. The
plan for 2020/2021, is to develop the initiatives related to SDG 4—*“Quality Educa-
tion: Ensuring Inclusive, Equitable and Quality Education and Promoting Lifelong
Learning Opportunities for All”. According to UNESCO (2015), embarking on the
path of sustainable development will require a profound transformation in the way
people think and act. Thus, to create a more sustainable world and address sustain-
ability issues, as described in the SDG, individuals must become agents of change
for sustainability. To do so, they need the knowledge, skills, values, and attitudes to
contribute to sustainable development. Education is, therefore, crucial to achieving
sustainable development and valuing heritage and territories (Fig. 7.4).

As part of the educational strategy that has been implemented in the Geopark, from
2016 to December 2019, more than 1500 students and 320 teachers have visited the
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Fig.7.4 Clarification sessions in the scope of the “Estrela vai a Escola” program (Source Associagiao
Geopark Estrela (AGE), 2020)

territory, as a part of educational tourism, with the implementation of 50 outdoor
educational programs (Fig. 7.5). The Estrela Geopark—Torre Interpretation Center,
a crucial pedagogical tool, has received more than 3600 visitors since its opening in
September 2018. The indoor educational program “An Estrela vai a Escola” hosted
more than 40 conferences/workshops, with approximately 2600 participants.

During the year 2019, 2080 students and teachers from all over the country made
indoor and outdoor activities with the Geopark, which highlights the importance
of the effectively structured educational strategy. The example of the EG reaffirms
education as the basic premise of Geopark development, which creates the foundation
for the development of territory and community.

7.5.3 From Geoeducation to Scientific and Educational
Tourism

Educational tourism should enable the coexistence of people of different cultures
through a participative pedagogy, in which participants are encouraged to engage
in an experiential interaction with the territory. This goal is achieved in the EG
through the development of educational programs and the creation of a network of
interpretative routes. These allow people not only to visit the territory but also to
have access to scientific knowledge and eco-cultural information about the geosites
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Fig. 7.5 Outdoor educational program in Estrela Geopark (Source Associacdo Geopark Estrela
[AGE] 2020)

among others through interpreted tours and interpretative panels. In the pilot project
implemented in 2019/2020, the EG worked with partners to promote Sustainable
Development Goals through educational tourism. The project consisted of integrating
the Estrela Geopark in the schools’ Educational Projects. The aim was to produce a
set of concrete activities, i.e. joint preparation of projects and initiatives, or mutual
proposals according to the challenges of each activity plan. The project yielded
several successful outputs, including the workshop; “Healthy Living Camp”’, which
involves outdoor activities during a weekend, and outdoor pedagogical routes, which
include visits to different sites of geological interest, museums, and interpretation
centres, structured based on the programmatic contents covered in each year of
schooling. The activities are organised within the Torre Interpretation Centre, which
is located at the highest point in mainland Portugal, and which is the most visited
site in EG. In the centre, guided tours and interpretation are carried out, supported
by graphic material and illustrative panels, not only in the field of tourism but also
in the field of educational activities (Fig. 7.6).

The Science and Education Network for Sustainability of Estrela Geopark (RCES)
was created in 2019, to support and promote research applied to the territory of the
EG. This network aims to promote science and education as catalysts for territorial
development, enable cooperation between science and citizens; promote research
applied to the reality of territories and the needs of populations; strengthen the
involvement of different partners and institutions; foster the development of networks
(museums, interpretation centres, associations, communities, tourism industry); and
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Fig. 7.6 Visit to the Geopark Estrela tower interpretation center (Source Associagdo Geopark
Estrela [AGE] 2020)

enable the dissemination of knowledge through events and training actions in the
community. The promotion of science and knowledge through RCES, educational
tourism, and the implementation of joint projects with the educational institutions
contribute to the promotion of Education for Sustainable Development Goal in this
territory. These strategies meet the objectives of UNESCO, to encourage changes
in the way of obtaining knowledge, the importance of strengthening values and
attitudes, enabling a more sustainable and just society for all.

7.6 Conclusions

The Estrela UNESCO Global Geopark aims to contribute to the protection and
enhancement of natural and cultural heritage, with particular emphasis on geolog-
ical heritage. The Geopark seeks to develop and disseminate knowledge and
promote geoeducation and community-based geotourism sustainably. The relation-
ship between geoconservation, science, education, and tourism must be established
to allow an integrated approach to the territory, promoting knowledge, awareness of
heritage, and the development of an appreciation of the environment. The educational
programs, the interpretative routes, and the RCES of the EG promote the coopera-
tion and networking between all stakeholders involved, including community, local
government, educational institutions at all levels, tourism industry and EG managing
agency. It allows the development of new approaches for the sustainable valorisa-
tion of geology, capable of enhancing the endogenous value of the territory and its
enjoyment by tourism and leisure activities.

The EG promotes an integrated development strategy, combining geoconservation
with education and tourism, supporting the construction of development strategies
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for the well-being of the community and a participative collaboration in the promo-
tion of the region as a heritage territory, didactic resource, and science place. The
implementation of a geoconservation strategy based on established criteria and the
creation of a science and education network for sustainability allows the deepening
of knowledge of this territory in a transversal way by reinforcing the cooperation
between key stakeholders and institutions. The active articulation with municipalities
and the educational institutions allows for monitoring interventions, adapting joint
strategies, and promoting sustainability initiatives based on UNESCO recommen-
dations. The EG demonstrates that increasing attractiveness of the area supported
by an integrated strategic approach can foster the sustainability of tourism develop-
ment by reducing the effects of seasonality and crowding. It could create a feasible
surrounding to promote geosciences and collaborative environment for the benefit
of the entire ecosystem.
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Chapter 8 ®)
Investigating the Perception and Attitude o
of Business School Students Towards
Overtourism at Marseille Calanques

National Park

Hugues Seraphin, Simon Smith, and Dorra Yahiaoui

Abstract ‘Sustainability is possibly the most important issue facing the tourism
industry in the twenty-first century’ (Edgell and Swanson in Tourism policy and
planning: Yesterday, today, and tomorrow. Routledge, New York, p. 45, 2018). The
study within this chapter focuses on the future leaders responsible for delivering
a sustainable planet, i.e. higher education students. The context is set within the
subject of overtourism; a phenomenon that is now irreversibly damaging the world’s
cultural and natural heritage. A case study focus on Marseille Calanques National
Park in France provides a specific context for discussion. Data is collected from
students at Kedge Business School (Marseille). Using a survey, they are asked ques-
tions related to overtourism and Marseille Calanques National Park. Kedge Business
School was chosen because it is part of the Principles for Responsible Management
Education (PRME) network. PRME is implemented into business to raise awareness
of Sustainable Development Goals by adopting a holistic, interdisciplinary approach
of education. PRME could also be viewed as a tool to inform the strategy of an
organisation. However, the findings discussed raise questions over the impact PRME
is making within this study context. From a practical point of view, there is a chance
to really reflect on the impact of PRME versus overtourism and contemplate actions
going forward.
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8.1 Introduction

Sustainability is possibly the most important issue facing the tourism industry in the twenty-
first century. (Edgell and Swanson 2018: 45).

This chapter focuses on this global challenge of achieving sustainability in tourism
through aligning and connecting with recent debates surrounding ‘overtourism’ in
particular. We, the authors, accept that overtourism is prominent within the global
tourism industry, and we need to find more effective solutions, and fast. This strongly
aligns with the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) (UNSDGs
2015a [online], 2015b [online]). The study presented here provides a particular
focus on a French tourist destination using local higher education student partici-
pants. Thus, we have a particular emphasis on the following SDGs (UNSDGs 2015a
[online]) because of the nature and context of the study:

1. SDG4: Quality education
2. SDG11: Sustainable cities and communities
3.  SDGI12: Responsible consumption and production.

A case study focus on Marseille Calanques National Park in France provides a
specific context for discussion. We collect and present data from students at Kedge
Business School (Marseille). Using a survey approach, they are asked questions
related to overtourism and Marseille Calanques National Park. Kedge Business
School was chosen in particular because it is part of the Principles for Responsible
Management Education (PRME) network:

The Principles for Responsible Management Education (PRME) is a United Nations-
supported initiative founded in 2007 as a platform to raise the profile of sustainability in
schools around the world, and to equip today’s business students with the understanding and
ability to deliver change tomorrow. (PRME 2020 [online])

The implementation of PRME would then hopefully raise awareness of SDGs by
adopting a holistic, interdisciplinary approach of education. Thus, PRME could act
as a tool to inform the sustainability strategy of an organisation.

The main aim of this study is to understand how overtourism is perceived and
engaged with at Kedge Business School. We want to see if PRME is working in
action by inspiring these students to become the future leaders and change agents
for sustainability. Indeed, we want to get a sense of potential impacts on SDG4, 11
and 12 within Marseille Calanques National Park.

The chapter is structured as follows. The next sections outline literature
surrounding overtourism and empowerment. Conceptual and contextual frameworks
are then presented to further the position of this study. A methodology is briefly
discussed. Results are discussed followed by an extended focus on empowerment.
Conclusions are offered, including theoretical implications, practical implications,
and a direction for future research.
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8.2 Overview of Literature on Overtourism

8.2.1 What Is Overtourism?

Overtourism is defined by UNWTO (2018) as the excess number of visitors to a
specific destination. In other words, overtourism occurs when a destination is accom-
modating visitors beyond its carrying capacity (Muler Gonzalez et al. 2018). Both
definitions are in line with Richardson (2017), who defines overtourism destinations
as those suffering the strain of tourism, and Singh (2018), who defines overtourism
destinations as those where the number of tourists are higher than the number of
locals. That said, the term ‘overtourism’ became an official word when it entered
the Collins dictionary in 2018 (Dickinson 2018; Singh 2018). Venice is an excellent
example of a destination that epitomises this phenomenon (Seraphin et al. 2018). As
a phenomenon, overtourism is associated with a list of negative impacts, and these
include overcrowding spaces; inappropriate behaviour of visitors; touristification of
destinations (i.e. mass tourism impact that gears commercial and societal aspects of
a destination towards a tourist rather than a local); displacement of local populations;
and, pressure on the environment (Koens et al. 2018; Muler Gonzalez et al. 2018).
The phenomenon is also a further indication that achieving sustainability in tourism
is still falling short. Yet, the large number of existing academic publications and
initiatives provide evidence that sustainability is an important topic for the industry
and academia (Edgell and Swanson 2018; Jacobsen et al. 2019).

8.2.2 Existing Research on Overtourism

Thus far, research on overtourism has covered the topic from three different angles:

The origins of the phenomenon of overtourism
The impacts of the phenomenon of overtourism
The solutions to tackle the phenomenon of overtourism.

The typology of research on this subject can be summarised in Fig. 8.1.

It is worth highlighting the fact that Fig. 8.1 does not provide an exhaustive list of
references published so far on the topic of overtourism, but instead a comprehensive
(and representative) sample of existing research. That said, when looking at Fig. 8.1,
the topics of research on overtourism could be categorised as follows (based on the
number of outputs):

e Responses to overtourism
e Impacts of overtourism
e Origins of overtourism.
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Overtourism and its impacts

Butler 2019

Wall 2019 Becken and Simmons 2019

Rickly 2019 Dodds and Butler 2019 Butler 2019
Cruz and Legaspi 2019 Gretzel 2019 utler
Goodwin 2019 Roncak 2019

Jamieson and Jamieson
Nolan and Seraphin 2019 2019,

Qurashi 2019 Weber et al. 2019

Fig. 8.1 Typology of research on overtourism (Source The authors)

8.2.3 Gap in Literature

When it comes to stakeholders in overtourism research, existing research has largely
considered locals, local authorities, those working in the industry, and the tourists
and visitors of affected destinations. However, we could not find research that has
considered Business School students, and yet, Business Schools are central hubs for
training future leaders in this industry and beyond (Don Keough cited in Favre 2017).
This is an important element to take into consideration as ‘businesses are the product
and the extension of the personal characteristics of their leaders’ (Don Keough cited
in Favre 2017: 558). Thus, business leaders are potentially key stakeholders in dealing
with overtouirsm. Indeed, Visser (2015) argues that greater sustainability could be
achieved, among other dimensions, by unlocking change through transformational
leadership and through integrated value. A transformational leader could potentially
and critically instil pride, build a sense of mission and effectively teach and coach
employees towards the required sustainable values and organisational practice (Smith
2016; Hater and Bass 1988). As a result, the study within this chapter is contributing
towards addressing this gap in the literature and offering a Business School angle
through the student’s voice.

8.3 Empowerment of Students as Future Leaders
and Agents of Change for the Tourism Industry

Higher education institutions (HEISs), particularly business schools, have an impor-
tant role to play in education for the concept of sustainability through effective
integration of sustainability (environmental, social, and economic dimensions) into
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their curriculum. This is despite the fact the latter of the dimensions, i.e. economic,
can sometimes be perceived as the anti-thesis of sustainability. Because of a change
of paradigm and initiative in teaching towards more sustainable practices, there is a
desire for Business Schools to do better. For example, by teaching students how to
design sustainable products, and ethically promoting and distributing those sustain-
able products (Kemper et al. 2019). HEIs can be considered as agents of change or
transformational agents (Kemper et al. 2019).

By encouraging students at Kedge Business School to think about the impacts
of overtourism on Marseille Calanques National Park, this study is encouraging
students to be sustainable thinkers; that is to say, individuals with critical thinking
and a questioning attitude. The study is also encouraging students to be sustainable
actioners. In other words, these students become individuals involved in communities
and sustainability projects. Finally, the involvement of students in this activity is
turning them into sustainability transformers or activists, i.e. individuals who are
enjoying initiating and observing the change of attitude and perception (Kemper
et al. 2019).

The study presented here is also empowering students as stakeholders of the
tourism industry, as there is a link between knowledge and empowerment. This is
all the more important as empowerment is widely recognised as a prerequisite for
sustainable tourism development (Joo et al. 2020). Indeed, the empowerment that
happens as aresult of an enhancement of competencies enables members of acommu-
nity to have a better understanding of what is going on in their surrounding envi-
ronment and to take action and control. In the tourism industry, this translates into:
an increased involvement and sense of ownership of development plans; pride and
self-esteem of the neighbourhood and inhabitants; and, development of social capital
among fellow residents (Joo et al. 2020). Empowerment and responsible tourism are
closely related as one of the pillars towards the new ideology of responsible tourism
that involves the inclusion of multiple stakeholders, including the academic world
alongside practitioners (Burrai et al. 2019).

8.4 Conceptual Framework

With the above research in mind, this study hypothesises relationships between
students at Kedge Marseille Business School and tourism development in the city
(and particularly, the impacts of the industry on the Calanques National Park). The
conceptual framework of the study can be summarised in Fig. 8.2.

Objective suggestions from students are all about suggestions or recommendations
that are applicable in the industry (due to an expertise developed via prior experi-
ence), while metaphorical suggestions are less applicable (due to the students lack
of understanding of the industry). These approaches are based on Rakic and Cham-
bers (2012) research on children whereby they argue that children are thinking both
objectively (thoughts based on real-life facts) and metaphorically (thoughts based
on their own perception of life). That said, this study is not to patronise students’
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Surveying students on issues related to overtourism with
Marseilles Calanques National Park

Empowerin
g students Suggestions from students
as future
transforma
tional
leaders

Empowerin, o
g Students as practitioners
future Metaphorical
thinker
leaders

Sustainable and ethical Activists and influencers
Empowering approach of tourism of sustainability and ethics
students as Objective planning & development in business managemnt
future
actioner
leaders

Fig. 8.2 Conceptual model of the study (Source The authors)

ability. It is adapting these two concepts, objective and metaphorical, to create a line
of different thinking within a different segment of the population.

8.5 Contextual Framework

8.5.1 Marseille as a Destination

France can be classified as the leading tourism destination in the world. In 2017, for
example, France received 86.9 million visitors (Table 8.1). Tourism was worth 7.2%
of the France Growth Domestic Product (GDP) in 2017 (Ministere de I’ Economie
et des Finance, 2017 [Online]).

As for Marseille (Fig. 8.3), tourism and cognate sectors are central to the economic
development of the city. Marseille, being the fourth biggest port of the Mediterranean
area (and the largest in France), has helped with the development of the cruise
sector. In 2018, some 31 cruise companies represented just over 1.7 million stopover
passengers who visited Marseille. Awards and recognitions have helped Marseille to
attract such a wealth of visitors; these include being the European Capital of Culture
(2013), the Capital of Sport (2017), the Capital of Love (2018), and so on. Marseille
is due to host the Olympic Games in 2024, so future prospects for tourism look
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Table 8.1 International tourist arrivals by county of destination

Rank in 1980 | Rankin 2017 | Destination Arrivals in 2017 | Change 2017/2016

(millions) (%)

1 1 France 86.9 5.1

3 2 Spain 81.9 8.8

2 3 United States 76.9 0.7

18 4 China? 60.7 2.4

4 5 Ttaly 58.2 11.1

8 6 Mexico 39.3 12.0

7 7 United Kingdom 37.7 53

52 8 Turkey 37.6 24.1

9 9 Germany 37.5 53

27 10 Thailand 354 8.9

Total World 1,326.4 7.0

2Excluding Hong Kong and Macao

Source World Tourism Organisation, 2017

Fig. 8.3 Marseille and
Calanques National Park
(Source Calanque National

Park [Online])

Parc national

des Calanques

Q

fruitful too. From an economic point of view, tourism benefits the city thanks to taxes
collected (6.085.405 euros in 2018) and job creation (15.211 people were working in
the industry in 2017). Other assets of the city include a wide range of accommodation
and facilities, events, easy access, its nature assets such as the Calanques National
Park, etc. (Office de Tourism et des Congres Marseille 2018 [Online]).
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8.5.2 Calanques National Park and Related Perverse Impacts
of Overtourism

The visit of the Calanques (Fig. 8.3) is a very popular attraction in Marseille. Here
are the recent numbers for tourists visiting the Calanques for water sport activities:

e 2016: 126,410 tourists
e 2017: 145,237 tourists
e 2018: 149,000 tourists.

That said, the number of visitors to this national park (created in 2012) is increasing
year on year. Altogether (for sea- and land-related activities), the national park
receives 2 million visitors per year. In summer 2018, some 51,724 tourists visited
the park on a daily basis. This causes major environmental issues and highlights the
reasons why ecology rangers were hired to raise tourists awareness of such issues
(Office de Tourism et des Congres Marseille 2018 [Online]). These aspects and
impacts of overtourism within this destination are central to the study conducted
here. As the figures continue to rise, the pressure to find solutions also becomes
more intensified.

8.5.3 Kedge (Marseille) Business School as a PRME
Institution

Kedge Business School is the result of a merger between BEM, and Euromed
Management in 2013. The school has 10 campuses (including Kedge Marseille),
spread across three continents. A wide variety of programmes are offered, among
these are: Marketing; Supply Chain; Corporate Social Responsibility; Wine and
Spirits; Innovation and Entrepreneurship; Finance; Creative Industries and Culture;
and Health Management. Kedge is part of the Principles of Management Education
(PRME) network (Kedge [Online]).

PRME was conceived in 2007, with the objective to foster some ethical values
within future leaders, i.e. students in higher education (Annan-Diab and Molinari
2017; Parkes et al. 2017), who would then implement these values within the business
they would lead or work for (Mayer and Hutton 2016). PRME was also created and
launched in order to help with the achievement of the Sustainable Development
Goals, for a more sustainable world (Annan-Diab and Molinari 2017; Parkes et al.
2017), and ultimately to fight poverty at local, national, and international levels
(Rosenbloom et al. 2017). To have PRME fully imbedded in their curricula, higher
education institutions have to review their curriculum design, teaching approach,
research strategy and agenda, as well as, and equally important, work in partnership
with all stakeholders of the sustainability ecosystem (Parkes et al. 2017).
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8.6 Methodology

8.6.1 Previous Study

This study could be considered to be a continuation of the work of Kemper et al.
(2019) who investigated the ‘why’ and ‘how’ of teaching sustainability. They used
semi-structured interviews (face-to-face; telephone; skype interviews) to explore the
views of authors (from Australasia, Europe, and North-America) concerning sustain-
ability marketing papers on: non- and/or conflicts with marketing and sustainability;
what sustainability looks like in the marketing curriculum; the current integration of
sustainability within the marketing curriculum and scholarship; pressure and logics
of the business school; and, active change/resistance. The results of their research
revealed the existence of three main types of academics: “The sustainability “trans-
former” wishes to engage in transformational learning, changing student mindsets,
the “thinker” wants to encourage critical thinking to bring about the discussion of
worldviews, while the “actioner” hopes learning by doing (community projects) will
provide an appreciation for sustainability” (Kemper et al. 2019: 1).

8.6.2 Positioning of the Study

From the above section and the work of Kemper et al. (2019), we position ourselves
as sustainability ‘thinkers’ and ‘actioners’. This positioning has influenced the survey
(online questionnaire) at the basis of this study. The students at Kedge were asked
to share their view on:

1. Sustainability (generally)

2. Conflict or non-conflict between sustainability and tourism

3. Causes of overtourism in Marseille and the impacts on Calanques National Park
and the overall city

4. Strategies to tackle overtourism and the related detrimental impacts on Calan-
ques National Park and Marseille overall

5. The current integration of sustainability within the curriculum of the different
programmes of Kedge Marseille Business School

6. Barriers and opportunities of Kedge Marseille being a PRME institution.

8.6.3 Study Site

Kedge Marseille Business School was selected as the site of this study to collect
data. Indeed, a case study is ‘a study that is bounded by a focus on a particular
person, event, group, organisation, a town or a unit of analysis’ (Hammond and
Wellington 2013: 162). Additionally, as a method, ‘case study shares with ethnog-
raphy an understanding of local conditions’ (Hammond and Wellington 2013: 162).
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This method helps to understand the ‘how’ and ‘why’ of a phenomenon; and also
helps to gain fresh insight and ideas about a topic (Hammond and Wellington 2013).
Thus, Kedge students provide the local insights for studying the phenomenon of
overtourism within the Calanques National Park context.

8.6.4 Approach of the Study

This study is centred around primary data collection. ‘Empirical enquiry
involves first-hand data collection by interviewing, observation, questionnaire, etc’.
(Hammond and Wellington 2013: 166). In terms of our approach, we have adopted
a deductive approach. This approach draws a general conclusion from individual
instances or observations. It is a bottom-up approach (Hammond and Wellington
2013).

8.6.5 Survey Instrument and Analysis

Data collection was conducted between January and February 2020 using an
online survey (questionnaire) function of Google (i.e. Google Forms). The survey
(Appendix) contained a host of questions split into three sections:

1. Overtourism in Marseille

2. Strategies to tackle overtourism and related perverse impacts on Calanques
National Park and Marseille overall

3. The current integration (challenge and opportunities) of sustainability within
the curriculum of the different programmes of a PRME institution.

The version of the survey used in this study has been adapted from a survey
developed by Joo et al. (2020), which aimed at identifying what residents think and
feel about their community, interaction with tourists, and tourism in Fredericksburg.
The data collected are analysed using the analytics function of Google Forms. SPSS is
also used to operate some correlations. 83 Kedge Marseille Business School students
responded to the survey.

8.7 Results

At this stage, it is important to mention two important points necessary for
understanding the findings presented in this section:

— Keys to Likert scale adopted: 1 (agree strongly) to 5 (disagree strongly)
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— The graphs below are from the analytics function of Google Forms. As for the
tables, they were completed using the software package of SPSS.

Tourism in Marseille

The first noteworthy finding is that there are a significant number of students
who believe that overtourism is an issue in Marseille. This extends to concerns
regarding the development of the industry, mainly due to the negative impacts on the
environment of the Calanques, and the life of locals (Fig. 8.4).

Strategies to Tackle Overtourism

Students are not particularly involved in local affairs surrounding tourism in
Marseille, let alone involved in actions to protect the city against the detrimental
impacts of overtourism. Figure 8.5 shows very little involvement in any active

2 25 9%!

o7 28 8%

Fig. 8.4 Data results on overtourism in Marseille/Calanques National Park (Source The authors)

Fig. 8.5 Data results on student involvement in tourism issues (Source The authors)
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or passive actions. Thus, these students have very little involvement in strategic
developments for tackling overtourism.

Principles of Responsible Management Education (PRME)

Crucially, the fact that Kedge is a PRME institution does not appear to be translating
into enhanced student understanding of sustainability, nor their increased involve-
ment in sustainability initiatives (Table 8.2). In practice, PRME is failing in this
institution, as one of the criteria to be a PRME member is the involvement with
stakeholders in charge of sustainability (Parkes et al. 2017). Additionally, one of
the objectives of PRME is to develop future leaders with a sustainability mindset

Table 8.2 Data correlations

Correlations (1)

I already knew Kedge | I feel I am
was a PRIME knowledgeable enough
institution about sustainability
(environment) to be an
agent of change about
tourism development in
Marseille
I already knew Kedge | Pearson Correlation | 1 —.171
was a PRIME Sig. (2-tailed) 122
institution
N 83 83
[ feel I am Pearson Correlation | -.171 1
knowledgeable enough Sig. (2-tailed) 122
about sustainability
N 83 83

(environment) to be an
agent of change about
tourism development in
Marseille

Correlations (2)

I already knew Kedge

I have a good

was a PRIME understanding of
institution sustainability
(environment)
I already knew Kedge | Pearson Correlation | 1 136
was a PRIME Sig. (2-tailed) 220
institution
N 83 83

I have a good Pearson Correlation | .136 1
understanding of Slg (2-tal]ed) 220
sustainability
(environment) N 83 83

4Correlations are Non-existent to very weak (.00 to .20 = Non-existent to very weak — according

to: Silver et al. 2013)
Source The authors
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(Annan-Diab and Molinari 2017; Parkes et al. 2017). It would therefore appear diffi-
cult to achieve as there is no correlation between being a PRME member and the
students’ understanding of sustainability issues and/or willingness to be involved in
sustainability initiatives (Table 8.2).

8.8 The Importance of Empowerment

8.8.1 Empowering Sustainability: Tensions and Solutions

The most commonly accepted definition of ‘sustainability’ is the one developed by
the World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED), namely a ‘devel-
opment that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs’ (WCED 1987). Our discussion here in consid-
eration of this definition will embrace Janusian thinking and ambidextrous manage-
ment. In both contexts, this is to address difficulties in dealing with the tensions of
present and future needs by considering them as opposites or potentially paradoxical
(polar opposites) (Rothenberg 1996; Smith 2016; Vo-Thanh et al. 2020). In refer-
ence to Janus—the Roman god with two faces, who looked in opposite directions
simultaneously—it appears that sustainability initiatives need to include children,
teenagers, and younger adults (future generations), as well as the adults (present
generations). For ambidextrous management, the potential paradox surrounds these
tensions between the needs of the present versus the future.

To take the discussion one-step further, Seraphin and Vo-Thanh (2020) argue that,
as children are neither passive nor powerless, they can play a significant role in the
sustainability of the tourism industry, but only if empowered. As a result, Seraphin
and Vo-Thanh (2020) suggested that empowerment fun activities could facilitate this
endeavour. Indeed, they identify some activities in resort mini-clubs as having a
potential to contribute towards Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 4 (Quality
education), and 12 (Responsible consumption and production). Empowerment strate-
gies and/or activities can be designed according to the age of the participants and the
SDG targeted.

The Janusian thinking approach or ambidextrous approach suggested in this
section is strongly connected with success since Janus has played an essential role
in the creation of the world (Rothenberg 1996). Additionally, Vo-Thanh et al. (2020)
explained that the application of ambidextrous management in organisations has
contributed to the success, in terms of:

e A strategy towards sustainability (Martinez-Perez et al. 2016);
e Staff motivation and retention (Bouzari and Karatepe 2017; Ma et al. 2019)
e Innovation and performance (Cheng et al. 2016; Mihalache and Mihalache 2016).

Ultimately, all generations should be involved in sustainability initiatives. This
view is further supported within the literature on sustainable tourism that highlights
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the importance of involving the present and future generations in initiatives (Hall et al.
2015). Other literature also supports the fact that the commitment of all stakeholders
is a prerequisite for sustainability (Sloan et al. 2013).

Sustainability and Students at Kedge Business School
To build on the theoretical context above, the results of this study provide evidence
that the younger generation (future) is not involved in sustainability actions. As
sustainability requires the involvement of all stakeholders, actions must, therefore,
be taken to motivate the younger members of communities to be involved. In other
words, the younger generation needs to be empowered so that they can become
a lot more involved. The results of this study are perhaps surprising, as well as
disappointing, considering that Kedge is a PRME institution. More engagement
was expected from students of this institution. As Janusian thinking and ambidex-
terity is filtered into this discussion, two factors could explain the non-engagement
and lack of interest of students for sustainability (despite their acknowledgement
that overtourism exists in Marseille and expressed some concerns). First, perhaps
higher education institutions are not the best conveyor of sustainability messages;
and second, if they are, it is the approach used by the school that is not suitable.
This failing of PRME at Kedge is all the more concern as, beyond the results of this
study, sustainability is becoming more and more a mainstream way of thinking that
underpins behaviour (Page 2019), and is largely influenced by the noticeable negative
consequences of human activity on the planet (Sloan et al. 2013). Students in PRME
institutions should be spearheading this change of perception. This, therefore, links
to the topic of empowerment. Students from Kedge Business School should be more
involved in tourism local affairs. As a result, sustainability and empowerment become
related (Boley and McGehee 2014). Indeed, empowerment happens when individuals
or groups are fully in control of their destiny and/or affairs, which has come through
competencies developed as the result of learning (Joo et al. 2020). When empowered,
individuals or groups contribute to the development of their community (Scheyvens
1999; Strzelecka et al. 2017). Indeed, knowledgeable individuals are more engaged
in community affairs than others (Rocha 1997) as it gives them a sense of ownership
(Joo et al. 2020; Strzelecka et al. 2017). Despite students at Kedge being educated
people, they are not involved in sustainability initiatives overall, let alone initiatives
to protect the Calanques. Education is therefore a criterion, but not the main criteria
for empowerment. What would therefore engage students at Kedge to build towards
sustainability actions for the protection of the Calanques against overtourism?

The Calanques and Students at Kedge Business School
The results of this study clearly acknowledge that Kedge and its students should be
involved in tourism within the life of the city in one way or another (Fig. 8.6). One
way suggested for more effective empowerment is to use more locally-based case
studies.

Adams (2008) identified different approaches to achieve empowerment:

e a cathartic and facilitative strategy (enabling people to express their feelings)
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Kedge Marseille should be involved in tourism development in Marseille

83 responses
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31 (37.3%)
28 (33.7%)
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Case studies on the impacts of overtourism on Calanques National Park should be used in
seminars

83 responses

28(337%) B

20 (24.1%)

5 (6%) 1(1.2%

Fig. 8.6 Data results regarding Kedge Marseille’s potential involvement in solving tourism issues

(Source The authors)

e a catalytic strategy (enabling people to engage in self-discovery, self-directed

living, and problem solving)

supportive and catalytic strategies (enabling people to build self-confidence)

self-advocacy strategy (enabling people to speak for themselves).

The empowerment strategy identified by students could be said to be a catalytic
strategy. However, if Kedge was to implement the results of this survey and include
case studies on Marseille Calanques in the curriculum, this could be considered
as supportive and catalytic strategies. A more locally embedded curriculum could
contribute, in the long-term, to the psychological, social, and political empowerment
of students. Indeed, consider that Boley and Gard McGehee (2014), and Strzelecka

et al. (2017) have also identified three types of empowerment in tourism:

— Psychological empowerment (is apparent when locals display some pride for their

community and neighbourhood)
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— Social empowerment (occurs when social capital is developed within the
community); and finally

— Political empowerment (that occurs with the involvement of locals in decision-
making).

Sometimes applying a twist to an already established way of doing things (in the
case of this study, teaching methods and resources) could lead to great achievements.
Daring to try a new approach is a prerequisite to those great achievements (Cardno
et al. 2017). This study is supporting Callender (1997) that education (and more
specifically, schools) can successfully empower younger individuals. That said, this
study does highlight this will only happen if the right approach is adopted (i.e. as
PRME is not reaching the standard required). More importantly, it is important to
take students from the classroom to the field to interact with stakeholders, as the
connection of people with their environment is central to an effective understanding
of sustainability and empowerment (Camargo and Gretzel 2017).

8.9 Conclusion

Returning to the aim of this study, there is clearly a sense that students recognise
overtourism issues within Marseille Calanques National Park. However, when it came
to engagement with overtourism in terms of helping to solve the challenges, there
was clearly a disconnect between values being taught and what was being exercised
in practice.

Theoretical Implications

Worryingly, there is a gap between theory and practice within this study as students
recognised the importance of overtourism in theory, but are not contributing much
in terms of practice to help solve the problem. PRME, as a concept, is argued to be
falling short in this regard. PRME may espouse the ideal values, but there is much
work to do to convert this theory into effective practice—at least for the context of this
study. Those currently engaged with, or wanting to be engaged with, PRME should
perhaps not assume the badge will automatically lead to positive change. Instead,
once PRME status is achieved, this is perhaps the crucial time to ensure activities
in the university enable a practising of values—see the next section for expansion
on practical implications. This is perhaps fundamental in terms of achieving true
sustainability in the future (hopefully the near future).

Practical Implications

As the above indicates, more steps are required to convert ideology into action. Our
study highlights and promotes empowerment in this regard. Students can be given
more practical empowerment opportunities within their studies to enable bridging
between theory and practice. In essence, students should become more actively
involved within local issues to enable them to more effectively become the future
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leaders we want them to be for sustainability in tourism. This will hopefully then
feed more successfully into solving the challenges of overtourism.

Future Research

We would strongly suggest that Action Research is a way forward for research. This,
in essence, could build into a curriculum the practical challenges to be focused upon
(e.g. overtourism in Marseille Calanques National Park) which can then be tracked
and assessed over time. Action Research can add the academic rigour needed to
build and implement such a project, as well as providing the expertise to change as
it progressed.

In addition to the above, there is clearly a need for greater research into the impact
PRME is having on future leaders’ business practice. Even if findings highlight
limitations, this should only be a precursor for further action, as suggested within
this study, to expand the impact PRME is having.

Appendix

See Table 8.3.
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Table 8.3 Testing the empowerment theory in a tourism context

H. Seraphin et al.

Questions

Likert scale

Tourism in Marseille

Tourism makes me proud to be a Marseille
resident/student

Tourism makes me feel special because
people travel to see Marseille’s city unique
features

Tourism makes me want to tell others
about what we have to offer in Marseille

Tourism makes me feel connected to
Marseille’s community

I have some concerns regarding tourism
development in Marseille

As a destination Marseille is over visited

Over visitation of Marseille is damaging
the unique features of the city

Over visitation of Marseille is putting
pressure on the Calanques National Park

Over visitation of Marseille is damaging
the life of locals

Strategies to tackle overtourism

I am at the origin of a petition to influence
a policy or issue related to tourism in
Marseille

I signed a petition concerning tourism
development in Marseille

I attended a meeting to pressure for change
of Marseille’s approach to tourism

I developed an agenda for a public meeting
about tourism development in Marseille

I attended a meeting to gather information
about overtourism impacts on Calanques
National Park

PRME institution

I already knew Kedge was a PRME
institution

I am proud to be a student at a PRME
institution

I have a good understanding of
sustainability

I feel I am knowledgeable enough about
sustainability to share my concerns about
tourism development in Marseille

I feel I am knowledgeable enough about
sustainability to be an agent of change
about tourism development in Marseille

Kedge Marseille should be involved in
tourism development in Marseille

(continued)
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Table 8.3 (continued)

Questions Likert scale

Case studies on the impacts of overtourism
on Calanques National Park should be used
in seminars

Source The authors (adapted from Joo et al. 2020)

References

Adams R (2008) Empowerment, participation and social work, 4th edn. Palgrave Macmillan,
Basingstoke

Annan-Diab F, Molinari C (2017) Interdisciplinarity: practical approach to advancing education for
sustainability and for the sustainable development goals. Int J Manage Educ 15(2):73-83

Boley BB, McGehee NG (2014) Measuring empowerment: developing and validating the resident
empowerment through tourism scale (RETS). Tourism Manage 45:85-94

Bouzari M, Karatepe OM (2017) Test of a mediation model of psychological capital among hotel
salespeople. Int J Contemp Hosp Manage 29(8):2178-2197

Burrai E, Buda DM, Stanford D (2019) Rethinking the ideology of responsible tourism. J Sustain
Tourism. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2019.1578365

Calanques National Park. http://www.calanques-parcnational.fr/fr/le-parc-national-des-calanques/
identite-du-parc-national-des-calanques. Accessed 15 Apr 20

Callender C (1997) Education for empowerment. The practice and philosophies of black teachers.
Trentham Print Design, Chester

Camargo BA, Gretzel U (2017) What do tourism students know about sustainability and sustainable
tourism? An exploratory study of Latin American students. J Teach Travel Tourism 17(2):101-117

Cardno C, Rosales-Anderson N, McDonald M (2017) Documentary analysis hui: an emergent
bricolage method for culturally responsive qualitative research. MAI J 6(2):143-152

Cheng J-S, Tang T-W, Shih H-Y, Wang T-C (2016) Designing lifestyle hotels. Int ] Hosp Manage
58:95-106

Dickinson G (2018) Dear dictionaries, this is why ‘overtourism’ should be your 2018 word of the
year. Retrieved April 20, 2018, from https://www.telegraph.co.uk/travel/comment/overtourism-
word-of-the-year

Edgell DL, Swanson JR (2018) Tourism policy and planning: yesterday, today, and tomorrow, 3rd
edn. Routledge, New York

Favre C (2017) The Small2Mighty tourism academy: growing business to grow women as a trans-
formative strategy for emerging destinations. Worldwide Hosp Tourism Themes 9(5):555-563

Hall CM, Gossling S, Scott D (eds) (2015) The Routledge handbook of tourism and sustainability.
Routledge, Abingdon

Hammond M, Wellington J (2013) Research methods: the key concepts. Routledge, London

Hater JJ, Bass BM (1988) Superior’s evaluations and subordinate’s perceptions of transformational
and transactional leadership. J Appl Psychol 73(4):695-702

Jacobsen J, Kr S, Iversen NM, Hem LE (2019) Hotspot crowding and over-tourism: antecedents of
destination attractiveness. Ann Tourism Res 76:53-66

Joo D, Woosnam KM, Strzelecka M, Boley B (2020) Knowledge, empowerment, and action: testing
the empowerment theory in a tourism context. J Sustain Tourism 28(1):69-85

Kedge. https://student.kedge.edu/about-kedge. Accessed 15 Apr 20

Kemper JA, Ballantine PW, Hall M (2019) Combining the ‘why’ and ‘how’ of teaching sustain-
ability: the case of business school academics. Environ Educ Res. https://doi.org/10.1080/135
04622.2019.1667959


https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2019.1578365
http://www.calanques-parcnational.fr/fr/le-parc-national-des-calanques/identite-du-parc-national-des-calanques
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/travel/comment/overtourism-word-of-the-year
https://student.kedge.edu/about-kedge
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504622.2019.1667959

172 H. Seraphin et al.

Koens K, Postma A, Papp B (2018) Is tourism overused? Understanding the impact of tourism in
a city context. Sustainability 10:4384

Ma J, Zhou X, Chen R, Dong X (2019) Does ambidextrous leadership motivate work crafting? Int
J Hosp Manage 77:159-168

Martinez-Pérez A, Garcia-Villaverde PM, Elche D (2016) The mediating effect of ambidextrous
knowledge strategy between social capital and innovation of cultural tourism clusters firms. Int
J Contemp Hosp Manage 28(7):1484—-1507

Mayer D, Hutton B (2016) Global business education for management professionals. In: Sunley
R, Leigh J (eds) Educating for responsible management. Putting theory into practice, Routledge,
London, pp 185-210

Mihalache M, Mihalache OR (2016) Organisational ambidexterity and sustained performance in
the tourism industry. Ann Tourism Res 56:142—144

Ministere de I’Economie et des Finance. https://www.entreprises.gouv.fr/etudes-et-statistiques/chi
ffres-cles-tourisme. Accessed 15 Apr 20

Muler Gonzalez V, Coromina L, Gali N (2018) Overtourism: residents’ perception of tourism
impact as an indicator of resident social carrying capacity—case study of a Spanish heritage
town. Tourism Rev 73(3):277-296

Office de Tourism et des Congres Marseille (2018) http://www.marseille-tourisme.com/fr/espace-
presse/chiffres-cles-du-tourisme/. Accessed 15 Apr 20

Page SJ (2019) Tourism Management, 6th edn. Routledge, Abingdon

Parkes C, Buono AF, Howaidy G (2017) The principles for responsible management education
(PRME): The first decade—what has been achieved? The next decade—responsible management
education’s challenge for the sustainable development goals (SDGs). Int ] Manage Educ 15(2):61—
65

Rakik T, Chambers D (2012) An introduction to visual research methods in tourism. Routledge,
Abingdon

Richardson D (2017) Suffering the strain of tourism. Travel Trade Gazette (special issue Word
Travel Market 2017)

Rocha EM (1997) A ladder of empowerment. J Plan Educ Res 17(1):31-44

Rosenbloom A, Gudic M, Parkes C, Kronbach B (2017) A PRME response to the challenge of
fighting poverty: how far have we come? where do we need to go now? Int J Manage Educ
15(2):104-120

Rothenberg A (1996) The Janusian process in scientific creativity. Creativity Res J 9(2):207-231

Scheyvens R (1999) Ecotourism and the empowerment of local communities. Tourism Manage
20(2):245-249

Séraphin H, Sheeran P, Pilato M (2018) Over-tourism and the fall of Venice as a destination. J
Destination Mark Manage 9:374-376

Séraphin H, Vo-Than T (2020) Investigating the application of the principles for responsible manage-
ment education to resort mini-clubs. Int J Manage Educ. https://doi.org/10.1016/.ijme.2020.
100377

Silver L, Stevens R, Wrenn B, Loudon D (2013) The essentials of marketing research. Routledge,
Abingdon

Singh T (2018) Is over-tourism the downside of mass tourism? Tourism Recreation Res 43(4):415—
416

Sloan P, Legrand W, Chen JS (2013) Sustainability in the hospitality industry: principles of
sustainable operations, 2nd edn. Routledge, Abingdon

Smith SM (2016) Management and organisation—the 2 1st century global and international context.
In: Stokes P, Moore N, Smith S, Rowland C, Scott P (eds) Organizational management: approaches
and solutions. Kogan Page, London

Strzelecka M, Boley BB, Woosnam KM (2017) Place attachment and empowerment: do residents
need to be attached to be empowered? Ann Tourism Res 66:61-73

UNSDGs (2015a) Sustainable development goals. https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/?menu=
1300. Accessed 29 Apr 20


https://www.entreprises.gouv.fr/etudes-et-statistiques/chiffres-cles-tourisme
http://www.marseille-tourisme.com/fr/espace-presse/chiffres-cles-du-tourisme/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2020.100377
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/?menu=1300

8 Investigating the Perception ... 173

UNSDGs (2015b) Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for sustainable development. https://
sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld. Accessed 29 Apr 20

UNWTO (2018) Overtourism? understanding and managing urban tourism growth beyond
perceptions, Madrid

Visser W (2015) Sustainable frontiers: unlocking change through business, leadership, and
innovation. Greenleaf Publishing, Sheffield

Vo-Thanh T, Séraphin H, Okumus F, Koseoglu MA (2020) Organisational ambidexterity in tourism
research: a systematic review. Tourism Anal. https://doi.org/10.3727/108354220X15758301
241701

WCED (1987) Our common future: Brundtland report. https://www.are.admin.ch/are/en/home/sus
tainable-development/international-cooperation/2030agenda/un-_-milestones-in-sustainable-
development/1987--brundtland-report.html


https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld
https://doi.org/10.3727/108354220X15758301241701
https://www.are.admin.ch/are/en/home/sustainable-development/international-cooperation/2030agenda/un-_-milestones-in-sustainable-development/1987{-}{-}brundtland-report.html

Chapter 9 )
Collaborative Destination Management oo
Based on Carrying Capacity Assessment

from Resident and Visitor Perspectives:

A Case Study of Crikvenica-Vinodol

Riviera, Croatia

Neda TeliSman-KosSuta and Neven Ivandié

Abstract Within the context of the rapid worldwide growth of tourism frequently
accompanied by overcrowding and overtourism issues, this paper juxtaposes resident
and visitor perceptions of tourism impacts on Croatia’s busy Crikvenica-Vinodol
Riviera seeking to better understand destination social carrying capacity implica-
tions as these may inform improvement in collaborative destination management and
governance. The analysis shows significant differences in perception of tourism, with
predominantly positive views among visitors versus the more critical residents. As a
means of overcoming the threat of diverging perceptions becoming a limiting factor
of sustainable tourism development, the paper suggests destination management
should be oriented towards building destination cohesion and advancing community
values. This implies better monitoring of a destination’s tourism carrying capacity
parameters, further community capacity building in tourism, improving the quality
of tourism planning and capacity for plan implementation, as well as promoting a
collaborative culture among local stakeholders.

Keywords Social tourism carrying capacity - Collaborative destination
management * Crikvenica-Vinodol Riviera + Croatia

9.1 Introduction

Over the past several decades tourism has proven to be a continuously growing,
rapidly expanding and resilient global phenomenon. The current unprecedented
medical crisis caused by the coronavirus pandemic will, if judging from past post-
crisis performance, only temporarily cut short worldwide tourism growth. Fueled
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by mature generating markets in Europe and North America, but particularly by
new markets in the Asia-Pacific region, international tourist arrivals grew by 7%
in 2017, followed by an additional 5% increase in 2018 (UNWTO 2019) and 4%
in 2019 to reach total 1.5 billion overnight visitors worldwide (UNWTO 2020). All
world regions report growth, including mature ones such as Europe (UNWTO 2020).
Globally, tourism generates one in 10 jobs, 10% of GDP and 7% of total exports,
being positioned as the third-largest export category in the world, behind fuels and
chemicals (UNWTO 2019). With its low barriers to entry and the capacity to generate
economic development in a relatively short time, tourism continues to be the sector of
choice worldwide. Considering its attractiveness coupled with the world’s growing
population, affluence and mobility, the potential for the future growth of tourism
seems unquestionable.

At the same time, these record growth rates are translating worldwide into expe-
riences of overcrowding and overtourism to be coped with by destination residents
and visitors alike, provoking increasing criticism of tourism, now spreading beyond
academia to professional and public discourse, as the cause of overbuilt landscapes,
loss of biodiversity and population displacement among other impacts. Evermore
apparently, tourism’s potential, within the dominantly pursued growth paradigm, for
disruption of not only natural but also of social and cultural environments is unques-
tionable as well. In view of the tourism industry’s high economic growth potential
and at the same time its increasingly harmful pressures on natural and social struc-
tures, destination governance and management are becoming the critical issues of
tourism sustainability, which, although not new notions, need to be tackled now
with a new sense of urgency and sincerity. Improvement of destination governance
and management models presupposes they are based on improved understanding of
destination carrying capacity and collaborative management concepts. Drawing on
an exploratory project assessing tourism carrying capacity of Croatia’s Crikvenica-
Vinodol Riviera (Ivandi¢ and TeliSman-KoSuta 2019), a destination owning its
appeal to its natural resources, initially, in the 1890s evolving as a climatic spa
retreat and having turned today into one of the country’s most developed seaside,
summer holiday spots, this paper juxtaposes resident and visitor perceptions of
tourism impacts searching for commonalities and discrepancies among them with
the aim to improve the understanding of social carrying capacity thus leading
to better, knowledge-based collaborative destination management and governance
methodologies.

9.2 Guiding Research

Arising from past extensive research of tourism impacts focusing mostly on residents’
attitudes and predominantly embedded in social exchange theory (Rasoolimanesh
and Seyfi 2020) explaining interactions between parties as analyses of costs vs bene-
fits (Emerson 1976), destination management and governance in today’s circum-
stances of booming travel and faced with unprecedented issues of overcrowding and
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overtourism needs to be sharpened taking into account complex destination dynamics
and possible carrying capacity, especially social carrying capacity, limitations.

Tourism destinations are in their nature unbalanced and conflicted systems as
such difficult to manage (TeliSman-KoSuta and Ivandi¢ 2020). They are fragmented
entities made up of different stakeholder groups including local residents, tourism
entrepreneurs and developers, political structures and various tourist segments who
differ in knowledge, experience and worldviews, perceiving problems and solutions
differently, as well as having different interests and expectations of the simultaneous
use of local resources and tourism development (Buhalis 2000; Ritchie and Crouch
2003; Manente and Minghetti 2006; Wang and Pizam 2011; Bimonte and Punzo
2016; Boom et al. 2020). Leadership is often characterized by the more politically
and/or economically influential actors dominating decision-making although they
may not be the most qualified to do so, bypassing other partners and also weak-
ening destination management organizations where the latter even exist (Boom et al.
2020). The private sector typically favours tourism growth, while the public sector
is slow in formulating and implementing tourism strategies and for the most part,
also hesitant in curbing growth (Dodds and Butler 2019). Local residents, many of
whom are directly involved in the tourism industry, seem caught between personal
economic benefits and unwanted social, but particularly environmental costs of
tourism contributing to a sense of ‘collective schizophrenia’ (TeliSman-Kosuta et al.
2015). Overcoming in-destination conflicts is possible only with mutually beneficial
development resulting from positive trade-offs between benefits and costs (Gursoy
etal. 2018), yet fragmented as they are, destinations are likely to always be vulnerable
to tourism-generated pressures.

Coupled with destination instability, recent years of high tourism growth rates
had contributed to specific long researched impacts of visitor density, newly coined
as overcrowding when looked at from visitor perspective and overtourism when seen
from the resident viewpoint (Gossling et al. 2020), come to the forefront with a new
level of acuteness (Koens et al. 2018; Dodds and Butler 2019; Capocchi et al. 2019;
Perkumiene and Pranskuniene 2019). Overcrowding is acknowledged as a subjective,
psychological response to visitor density which could be affected by nationality and
cultural background, personal and situational characteristics including education,
age and gender, environmental characteristics and activity types (Rasoolimanesh
and Seyfi 2020; Gossling et al. 2020). Overtourism is a more complex and multi-
faceted phenomenon (Peeters et al. 2018) with a common thread running through
several existing definitions being the notion of tourism impacts on a destination which
result in perceived unacceptable deterioration of resident quality of life and/or visitor
quality of experience (UNWTO 2018). Central to the concept are excessive numbers
of tourists visiting a destination, which can be further aggravated by seasonal fluctua-
tions typical for tourism and nowadays additionally exacerbated by low-cost flights,
budget cruises and accommodation platforms such as Airbnb ‘pumping’ capacity
and visitors (Dodds and Butler 2019). Overtourism is related to damaging effects of
a broad scope of issues, ranging from overcrowding of iconic attractions, touristifi-
cation and gentrification to growth-insistent mass tourism negating environmental,
cultural and social sustainability of places (Capocchi et al. 2019; Koens et al. 2018;
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Benner 2019). With UNWTO forecasting further growth of tourism, expecting inter-
national tourist arrivals to reach 1.8 billion by 2030' (UNWTO 2011), overtourism
will, if not mitigated, continue being a problem in the future, undermining tourism
itself by ‘sawing off the branch it is sitting on’. Dealing with overtourism presupposes
implementation of some kind of strategy, whether steering tourist flows within a desti-
nation, deterring tourist from even coming, increasing the capacity of existing desti-
nation systems (Dodds and Butler 2019) or other tailor-made management strategies
being developed to cope with specific situations in different destinations (Seraphin
et al. 2018). What is new in the ongoing discussion of overtourism are the levels
of awareness it is raising and anti-tourism sentiment it is inspiring, intensifying the
debate on the desirability of the continued growth-focused development model of
tourism (Oklevik et al. 2019; Benner 2019). Concerns with growth and, as is argued,
the destructive outcomes of growth strategies exemplified by overtourism, are leading
to increasing interest in rethinking, even degrowing tourism (Higgins-Desbiolles et al.
2019).

In this sense tourism carrying capacity assessment, initially applied in tourism
and recreation studies in the 1960s as one of the earliest attempts to define limits of
tourism growth, has been receiving renewed attention since the 1990s as concerns
with negative effects of tourism on destination sustainability began to grow (Kennell
2016). The concept has evolved over the years from emphasizing ecological limits of
places, expressed as a numeric value of maximum visitor capacity, to include socio-
cultural and economic aspects in an attempt to discern limits of acceptable change
for communities (Cari¢ and Klari¢ 2011; Mrda et al. 2014). Common to a number
of definitions of tourism carrying capacity assessment are notions of a destination’s
capacity to assimilate change without damaging its resources, reducing resident well-
being or decreasing tourist satisfaction. As a multidimensional concept, tourism
carrying capacity thus integrates different economic, environmental, cultural, social
and perceptual aspects of destination tourism activity (Zelenka and Kacetl 2014). It
can also be partially defined, focusing on a specific aspect (Lopez Bonilla and Lopez
Bonilla 2008). The assessment of social carrying capacity is based, for example,
on counterpointing resident and visitor experiences reflecting their willingness to
enter into an exchange (Muler et al. 2018) as a result of perceived benefits and costs
related to their understanding of how to share local resources (Bimonte and Punzo
2016). Their exchange, however, is not that of equals with residents being stable
populations with limited choices and a long-term relationship with the destination as
opposed to visitors who are a quickly adaptable population having a short-term rela-
tionship with destinations and a wide range of other choices (Bimonte 2008). Such
partial assessment of carrying capacity from different perspectives cannot neces-
sarily be expected to produce the same conclusions as a comprehensive assessment;
namely, it is possible to expect that an assessment based on social factors result in
a lower carrying capacity than an assessment based on economic and ecosystem

ITo the best of the authors’ knowledge, at the time of writing this paper the UNWTO has not
published revised long-term forecast of international tourist arrivals as these may be impacted by
the 2020 COVID-19 pandemic.
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factors (Marsiglio 2017). In either case, tourism carrying capacity assessment is a
knowledge-based judgement call on acceptable change and as such a management
tool or a guiding framework for tourism development decisions (Coccossis and Mexa
2004). Given that sustainability inherently assumes living within limits, identifying
the carrying capacity of destinations seems a logical priority (Butler 2020). Its imple-
mentation, however, whether through institutional guidelines, regulatory, economic
or organizational measures, requires political support and the will of local residents
to participate in the process (Coccossis and Mexa 2004).

As adata-based tool, tourism carrying capacity assessment can be a powerful facil-
itator of collaborative destination management and governance. Due to the complex
character of tourism destinations, stakeholder cooperation is a necessary factor for
planning, development and delivery of integrated tourism products (Beritelli 2010)
and some form of cooperative action supporting interorganizational cohesion within
destinations is needed in tourism probably more than in most other economic sectors
(Scott et al. 2008). It is argued that destination competitiveness is based on internal
cooperation or, in other words, that destinations should strive to first achieve collab-
orative advantage as a prerequisite of competitive advantage (Fyall et al. 2012).
The usual enablers of collaborative practice within destinations such as teamwork,
networks, awareness-raising campaigns, promotion of vision and brand concepts,
although vital, do not in themselves seem sufficient to promote collaborative desti-
nation management when larger gross capital formation related to tourism is needed
or planned. In such circumstances additional ‘hard policy’ interventions need to
be introduced (Benner 2019) with tourism carrying capacity as a framework for
tourism and spatial planning having the potential to encourage collaboration between
a destination’s public and private, inner and outer (e.g. visitors, tour-operators)
stakeholders.

9.3 Juxtaposing Resident and Visitor Perspectives
of Tourism Impacts: A Case Study of Croatia’s
Crikvenica-Vinodol Riviera

Keeping in mind that, by combining residents’ views of destination characteristics
and visitor satisfaction ratings of destination offer, social carrying capacity assess-
ment is inevitably based on value judgements and attitude measurements (Severiades
2000) burdened by limitations inherent to value and attitude research (Rasoolimanesh
and Seyfi 2020; Gossling et al. 2020), this paper juxtaposes resident and visitor
perceptions of tourism and its impacts in a highly developed tourism destination.
Specifically, the analysis focuses on Crikvenica-Vinodol Riviera and encompasses a
side-by-side examination of resident and visitor views of tourism impacts on specific
destination offer areas where highly developed destinations are typically most vulner-
able, namely, perceptions of crowding and infrastructure services, perceptions of
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environmental and spatial characteristics and perceived overall satisfaction with
tourism development.

9.3.1 The Location

Situated in northern Adriatic’s Kvarner County, Crikvenica-Vinodol Riviera is a
community of 19.900 residents (Croatian Bureau of Statistics 2011) encompassing
three distinct territorial units stretching from the coast inland, into the Vinodol valley
and the forested slopes of the Kapela mountains. It is by definition a nature-based
destination, offering a variety of recreational outdoor tourism experiences (Newsome
et al. 2002; Holden and Sparrowhawk 2002), owing its original appeal to a mild
climate and healthy seaside aerosol, followed by a period of intense beach tourism
development along 40 kilometres of coastline and aspiring to better realize the poten-
tial of its green hinterland for bicycling, walking, hiking and paragliding in the
future.

Over the course of its 130-year tradition in tourism, the Riviera has always been a
popular Adriatic vacation spot, being today one of Croatia’s ‘top ten’ tourism desti-
nations having registered 2.5 million overnights in commercial accommodation in
2019 (Croatian Bureau of Statistics 2020). Growth of overnights has been contin-
uous over the past decade, reaching 9% during the 2016-2019 travel boom. It is
traditionally oriented towards the domestic and close-by international markets, its
market segments having shifted towards markedly laid-back family and 50 + guests
focused on a limited set of interests and activities revolving around the beach, food
and beverage offer and local entertainment events with visitor total daily expendi-
tures in 2017 some 20% lower than in the surrounding regional destinations (Marusi¢
2018). Business is very seasonal and, characteristically, almost 70% of total yearly
overnights in 2019 were realized in July and August. The Riviera offers 39 thousand
beds in commercial accommodation, of which 60% are in, the so-called, household
accommodation and around 13%, respectively, in camps and hotels (eVisitor 2020).
Household accommodation has also been the fastest-growing, registering a 15%
increase in capacity between 2016 and 2019, as opposed to a 10% increase in camps
and an 8% in hotels over the same period.

Although various strategic documents pertaining to the Crikvenica-Vinodol
Riviera unanimously acclaim sustainable tourism development, there is growing
concern regarding aspects of overtourism, most notably spatial degradation, which
have been becoming apparent for some time (TeliSman-KoSuta and Ivandi¢ 2019).
Beyond the rapid expansion of commercial household accommodation, as indicated
above, research has shown there is substantial, also rapidly growing non-commercial
capacity on the Riviera (e.g. second homes) which is a major source of statistically
not registered tourism demand. In fact, estimates of total peak demand? indicate there
are at least twice as many visitors on the Riviera as officially registered (Ivandi¢ and

2For research purposes, peak demand is assumed to occur on the second Friday in August.
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TeliSman-Kosuta 2019). Furthermore, occupancy rates, which in 2019 ranged from
21% in household accommodations to 45% in hotels, point to available capacity
even at the height of the tourism season. The ensuing additional pressure on spatial
resources, especially on the narrow coastal strip and particularly on the beaches is
obvious. Existing spatial plans and building regulation allow for further expansion
of building within urban zones and in planned tourism zones. This is the context in
which the Tourism development strategy of the Crikvenica-Vinodol Riviera 2019—
2029 strongly recommended tourism carrying capacity of the Riviera be assessed as
a priority action.

9.3.2 Research Method

Resident and visitor perspectives on selected destination attributes have been sourced
from surveys of respective populations:

e Resident survey: Aftitudes of local residents on tourism development of
Crikvenica-Vinodol Riviera (Ipsos 2019) survey was conducted through
computer-aided telephone interviews (CATI) in November 2019, on a represen-
tative sample of 330 residents of towns Crikvenica and Novi Vinodolski and the
Vinodol municipality, aged 18+. Data analysis was based on descriptive statistics.

e Visitor survey: TOMAS Summer 2017 — Attitudes and expenditures of tourists
on Crikvenica-Vinodol Riviera (Marusi¢ 2018) is an excerpt of the longitudinal
TOMAS Summer 2017 survey, conducted through personal interviews, in July—
October 2017, on a sample of 115 tourists in Crikvenica and Novi Vinodolski.
Data analysis was based on descriptive statistics.

Both surveys are part of the Riviera’s periodic tourism monitoring efforts with
their respective questionnaires overlapping only to a certain degree.

9.3.3 Resident and Visitor Perspectives

Due to only partially coinciding questionnaires used in resident and visitor surveys on
the Crikvenica-Vinodol Riviera, the analysis of their perceptions of tourism impacts
and possible implications on social carrying capacity is based on different attributes
making up, however, three thematically comparable destination offer domain sets:
crowding and infrastructure services, environmental and spatial characteristics and
overall satisfaction with tourism development.

Perception of crowding and destination infrastructure services

Resident and visitor perceptions of crowding and infrastructure services on
Crikvenica-Vinodol Riviera are derived on the basis of respondents’ views and expe-
riences with congestion in public places, noise and public safety, traffic and parking,



182

N. TeliSman-Kosuta and N. Ivandi¢

Table 9.1 Residentand visitor experience with crowding and infrastructure services on Crikvenica-

Vinodol Riviera

Share of Not Experienced | Share of C-V Riviera | Deviation
residents experienced and has visitors who (%) from Kvarner
expressing an | or did not somewhat did not average (%)
opinion negatively affected experience or
affect quality | quality of life | were not
of life (%) (%) negatively
affected by the
situation
Crowding in | 46 32 Crowding in |99 7
public places public places
Disturbances | 67 21 Improperly 96 7
of public disposed
order and waste
safety during
the tourist
season
Shortages of |93 5 Impossibility | 96 7
water during of separating
the tourist waste
season
Shortages of |92 5 Unpleasant 97 9
electric power odours
during the
tourist season
Availability of | 28 26 Traffic 92 5
parking congestion in
destination

as well as with the functioning of public utility services such as water, electricity and
waste management during the tourist season (Table 9.1 and Table 9.2).

The Riviera residents have mixed experiences with how tourism is affecting their
quality of life. On the one hand, they are not experiencing water (93%) or electricity
(92%) shortages during the tourist season and although not satisfied to the same extent
with waste management, around three-quarters of residents perceive it to be either
high or medium quality. Disturbances of public order and safety are by most (67%)
also not seen as negatively affecting the community. On the other hand, crowding
in public places, still somewhat ambivalently, but obviously becoming an issue, is
perceived by half of the residents as affecting their quality of life. Lack of parking
which the majority of residents (72%) have to deal with, as well as noise levels
perceived by the majority (81%) to be either high or medium, are seen as the biggest
irritants during the tourist season.

Visitors on the Crikvenica-Vinodol Riviera are not experiencing, nor being nega-
tively affected by most typical tourism irritation factors being analysed. In fact, above
90% of visitors report not having negative experiences with crowding in public places,
waste management or traffic congestion. Moreover, the quality of these elements of
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Table 9.2 Resident and visitor perception of selected infrastructure services on Crikvenica-Vinodol
Riviera

Share of High (%) | Medium (%) | Share of visitors | C-V Riviera | Deviation from
residents expressing a high | (%) Kvarner average
expressing an level of (%)

opinion satisfaction?

Quality of 40 30 Destination 84 13

waste disposal accessibility

system

Quality of 43 34 Traffic 35 —45

drainage organization in

system destination

Noise level 46 35

4Share of visitors expressing satisfaction levels of 6 and 7 on a scale from 1 (very poor) to 7
(excellent)

the destination offer is rated higher on the Riviera than in the surrounding Kvarner
region. Even though the visitors are thus not seeing traffic congestion on the Riviera
and its advantageous accessibility is broadly recognized (84%), traffic organization
within the destination, namely, referring to parking availability, is for the majority of
visitors (65%) unsatisfactory. This is also a destination attribute on which the Riviera
lags significantly behind the regional Kvarner average.

Looking jointly at resident and visitor experiences with crowding and destination
infrastructure services during periods of high tourism intensity, it is apparent that
while the Riviera’s basic communal infrastructure such as water, electricity, waste
management and accessibility are considered satisfactory by all, noise, parking and
crowding may be points of contention. Lack of parking, equally affecting both parties,
can be presumed to generate competition and even resentment, not only between
residents and visitors but also between different segments within each respective
group. On the other hand, crowding in public places is the only aspect on which
residents and visitors disagree, with visitors literally not perceiving it at all while
the local community is almost evenly split between those who do and do not feel
it is affecting their quality of life. Such divergent and even contrary experiences of
crowding between residents and visitors, but also among residents can be additional
causes of antagonism between stakeholder groups. Described tensions between and
within various segments of resident and visitor populations competing for the same
resources signal possible ‘bottlenecks’ in terms of Riviera’s social carrying capacity.

Perception of destination environmental and spatial characteristics

Resident and visitor perception of Crikvenica-Vinodol Riviera’s environmental
and spatial characteristics is being assessed in terms of their views on environmental
preservation and cleanliness of beaches, as well as, reflecting each group’s particular
focus, it is also based on residents’ sentiments regarding various aspects in which
tourism affects the use of space and visitors’ evaluation of destination built and
natural space attractiveness (Table 9.3).
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of Crikvenica-Vinodol environmental and spatial

characteristics
Share of Agree | Partially agree | Share of visitors | C-V Riviera | Deviation from
residents (%) (%) expressing a (%) Kvarner
expressing an high level of average (%)
opinion satisfaction®
Tourism 41 29 Picturesqueness | 76 —10%
facilities and tidiness of
decrease the town
attractiveness of
Riviera
Building zones | 36 21 Scenic and 79 —9%
within urban natural beauty
areas need to be
increased
Coastline is 46 27 Environmental 66 —15%
overbuilt preservation
High | Medium Cleanliness of 75 —9%
beaches
Environmental 53 36
preservation
Cleanliness of 68 26
sea/beaches

4Share of visitors expressing satisfaction levels of 6 and 7 on a scale from 1 (very poor) to 7
(excellent)

Amid dissonant opinions, Riviera’s residents are quite critical of tourism impacts
on the destination’s environmental and spatial characteristics. A large majority (70%)
agree or partially agree tourism facilities are decreasing the attractiveness of the
Riviera, while almost three-quarters of the respondents (73%) agree to some extent
the coastline is overbuilt. At the same time, somewhat paradoxically, there is majority
consent (57%) that building zones within urban areas, which are predominantly
located along the already heavily developed coastline, can be increased. The pro-
new construction majority is a tenuous one, however, indicating relative hesitance
within the community towards the further building. The residents are, furthermore,
also relatively critical of the levels of environmental preservation and beach clean-
liness, which although seen by most to be high (53 and 68%, respectively) do not
elicit consensual agreement, pointing to a pronounced perception of degradation of
resources traditionally considered among the Riviera’s strengths.

On the other hand, three-quarters of visitors or more express high satisfaction
rates with most aspects of the Riviera’s spatial and environmental characteristics.
Specifically, a large majority applauds cleanliness of beaches (75%), picturesqueness
and tidiness of towns (76%) and especially scenic and natural beauty (79%). The
visitors are somewhat more critical only of environmental preservation, although
two-thirds (66%) are highly satisfied with this aspect of the Riviera as well. These
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high satisfaction ratings are, nevertheless, significantly below the Kvarner region
average, and particularly so in relation to environmental preservation, indicating that
in terms of environmental and spatial qualities the Riviera lags behind its regional
competitive circle.

Resident and visitor perceptions of the Riviera’s spatial and environmental char-
acteristics essentially differ, with the residents, although to varying degrees, tending
to be more critical of the perceived environmental and spatial decline and the visi-
tors, in comparison, showing higher tolerance for the sense of place as it is. Such
divergence, compounded by the Riviera’s perceived regionally inferior competitive
position in relation to its environmental and spatial qualities, may result in mixed
and confusing messages for the local community and possibly lead to the advocacy
of conflicting development agendas by different local stakeholder groups. In such
circumstances arising animosities not only between residents and visitors but even
more so between residents themselves are generating ‘bottlenecks’ in terms of the
Riviera’s social carrying capacity.

Perceived overall satisfaction with tourism development

Overall satisfaction with tourism development on the Crikvenica-Vinodol Riviera
can be inferred from residents’ attitudes on the destination’s tourism development
model and visitors’ views of the value for money of their trip (Table 9.4).

A significant majority of local respondents (70%) are critical of the existing mass
tourism development model on the Riviera feeling it threatens their quality of life,
a relative majority (41%) fully agreeing with the statement and slightly more than a
quarter of the respondents (29%) partially agreeing. This is clearly a call for change.
Interpreting this data, however, in view of almost unanimous community support
for tourism as a course of future development (86%) and also seeing over a half of
local residents (56%) derive a direct income from tourism, it should be primarily
understood as a sign for change of direction away from mass tourism in favour of
a different model of tourism development. Considering, nevertheless, the majority
of residents either fully (70%) or partially (18%) agree the Riviera has become too

Table 9.4 Resident and visitor perceived overall satisfaction with tourism development on
Crikvenica-Vinodol Riviera

Share of Agree (%) | Partially agree | Share of C-V Riviera | Deviation from
residents (%) visitors (%) Kvarner average
expressing an expressing a (%)
opinion high level of
satisfaction®
Mass tourism 41 29 Value for 70 —14
on the Riviera money of
threatens the entire stay
local quality of
life

4Share of visitors expressing satisfaction levels of 6 and 7 on a scale from 1 (very poor) to 7
(excellent)
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dependent on tourism alone, this result could also imply support for diversification
of economic activity reducing reliance on tourism.

At the same time, a substantial majority of visitors on the Riviera (70%) are
highly satisfied with the value of money of their stay or, in other words, with the
overall quality of the tourism product being delivered in the destination. Apparently,
the tourism experience being offered is well adapted to the expectations of most
visitors who, judging from their approximately 20% below regional average spend,
likely represent the price-sensitive end of the family and 50+ market segments. Still,
Riviera’s perceived value for money is below the regional average indicating the
visitors do recognize problems with the destination’s tourism offer to some extent.

When looked at concurrently, it is obvious residents and visitors are expressing
somewhat divergent perceptions of overall satisfaction with tourism development
on the Riviera. Adhering to the visitors’ in essence highly positive point of view
and in keeping with the marketing axiom that ‘the customer is always right’ may
be a source of frustration within the local community obviously showing signs of
wanting to break away from the existing tourism development model. The fact that
the community is, however, not unanimous in this ‘change of paradigm’ sentiment
may be an additional source of internal tension. Moreover, changing the direction of
tourism development in line with some of the residents’ views could result in further
frustration as this entails a change of market segments, which in turn entails substan-
tial capital, marketing, organizational and mindset investment, as well as economic
uncertainty inherent to repositioning efforts. Finally, a change in the Riviera’s market
segment mix may entail frustration on the part of visitors and particularly the travel
organizers who would be displaced since such relocation would require an investment
of time and financial resources. The resulting imbalances between and within stake-
holder groups create tension points which may, in fact, be considered ‘bottlenecks’
in terms of the Riviera’s social carrying capacity.

9.4 Implications for Destination Management

The above-presented analysis of resident and visitor perceptions of tourism impacts
on the Crikvenica-Vinodol Riviera reveals relatively few commonalities but signif-
icant differences in the views of the two groups. Agreeing on the satisfactory state
of basic communal infrastructure and the insufficiency of parking during the tourist
season, residents tend to be more critical than visitors of all other tourism impacts
looked at, ranging from their perception of crowding in public places to environ-
mental and spatial qualities of the landscape and overall satisfaction with tourism
development on the Riviera. The research further shows that visitors are a more
homogenous group in their views, while there are noticeable discrepancies among
residents, especially in relation to perceived tourism impacts on the Riviera’s spatial
and environmental characteristics and the overall direction of tourism development.
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Differences in perception of tourism impacts on a destination, seen on the
Crikvenica-Vinodol Riviera in the form of predominantly positive views among visi-
tors versus the more critical residents, are to be expected between or within groups.
Resident and visitor views are shaped by their different positions, namely, the visi-
tors’ experiences of leisure-time, their psychological need to validate destination
choice and holiday expectations, a short-term and essentially superficial relationship
with the destination as opposed to the residents’ experience of personally working
overtime or the destination as whole going into overdrive during the tourist season,
as well as their long-term and more deeply felt emotional investment into a place to
which they are bound by heritage, family, possessions and work. It is also a possi-
bility that divergent viewpoints between the two groups can result from a mismatch
between tourist market segments and local aspirations in tourism. Differences in
opinion within the resident community can, among other reasons, stem from indi-
viduals’ diverse levels of involvement in tourism or their particular interests, from
different views of the destination’s tourism potential or opposing beliefs of what
should be the role of tourism in the local economy.

Although understandable and to a certain extent inevitable, diverging perceptions
of tourism impacts and the possibly ensuing tensions between residents and visitors
or simmering conflicting goals within either group have the potential of turning into
‘bottlenecks’ of a destination’s social carrying capacity sphere which if not managed
can become limiting factors of sustainable tourism development. It is, however, the
residents, with their higher investment and stakes in the local tourism sector and the
mandate to shape the local community, whose mutual relationships are more critical
and need to be prioritized in destination management.

Stemming from Croatian experiences and focusing here on the management of
developed tourism destinations with accrued expertise, but also bearing in mind
their complexity and the usually still high potential for further tourism growth, further
disruption and thus also for further generating ‘bottlenecks’ in terms of social carrying
capacity, destination management® needs to become more inclusive, advocating local
cooperation, building cohesion and advancing community values and priorities. Such
collaborative destination management needs to increasingly focus especially on:

e Improving tourism statistics available on destination level in order to capture
as wide a breadth of tourism activity as possible primarily by broadening the data
scope to include information on non-commercial accommodation (e.g. second
homes) and unregistered demand segments (e.g. second-home owners, VFR, not
registered guests in commercial accommodation, one-day visitors), who repre-
sent a significant ‘unseen’ volume of users of destination services, as well as
covering not only visitor, but also resident perceptions of tourism characteristics
and impacts since the latter are key in shaping destinations.

e Continuous monitoring of destination’s tourism carrying capacity param-
eters in order to keep abreast of tourism impacts entails formulating a set of

3The reference is primarily to destinations on city or municipality level.
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‘tourism pressure indicators’ on the natural, sociocultural and economic envi-
ronments, regular data collection, comparative analysis, report preparation with,
if needed, a proposal of recommendations and corrective activities and report
dissemination. The monitoring process also includes follow-up checks on the
implementation of proposed corrective activities.

e Community capacity building in tourism, aspiring to advance general local
knowledge of tourism thus increasing resident capabilities of responsibly part-
nering in the design of tourism offer, encompasses educational and information
dissemination activities tailored for different segments of the local population
(e.g. professionals in tourism and related fields, local government, NGOs, school
children, the retired, etc.), covering a variety of topics in tourism (e.g. best prac-
tices, tourism trends, visitor profiles, local tourism plans, etc.) and being delivered
through different platforms and programmes (e.g. tutorials, field trips, presenta-
tions, open discussions, etc.) specifically designed to be informative, immersive
and applicable. A number of activities also target visitors promoting their respon-
sible relationship with the destination (e.g. bringing them on board for certain
destination initiatives, involving them in certain segments of tourism planning,
etc.).

e Improving the quality of tourism planning, capacity for plan implementa-
tion and monitoring, so as to produce practical, community-supported and oper-
ationalized documents, by securing in the planning phase a multidisciplinary,
professional and non-partisan strategy team, inputs from various tourism-related
stakeholders (e.g. spatial planners, utilities, hospitality businesses, etc.) and mean-
ingful community-wide discussion of plan proposals, to be followed in the imple-
mentation phase by support in organizing and functioning of workgroups taking
over the execution of planned projects (e.g. staffing, workspace, administrative
aid, etc.), assistance in securing project financing (e.g. information on financial
sources, aid in the preparation of project bids, etc.) and monitoring of project
execution.

e Promoting a collaboration culture among local stakeholders in order to attain
and deliver a destination’s unifying vision, by, among other initiatives, facili-
tating and/or supporting joint projects, regularly orchestrating and/or supporting
interdisciplinary gatherings intended to promote joint goals and/or raise mutual
awareness among stakeholders, organizing local ‘expert advice teams’ available
for consultations in implementing joint destination-level projects, maintaining a
‘referral database’ with contacts of local service providers, but also by drawing
in visitors, particularly those in a long-term relationship with the destination (e.g.
loyal guests, second-home owners).

Part of a destination’s tourism governance structure, collaborative destina-
tion management presupposes an independent organizational unit, inward-focused,
devoted to coordinating tourism development within a community and separate from
outward-focused destination marketing. It is responsible directly to the city or munic-
ipality government. It calls for a professional, apolitical team bolstered by a network
of relevant partners.
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9.5 Concluding Remarks and Future Steps

Increasing worldwide instances of overtourism and overcrowding, as well as shifting
values reflecting concerns for the natural and sociocultural environments have led
to increasing criticism of growth-driven mass tourism, at the same time also gener-
ating a renewed interest in the concepts and the application of tourism carrying
capacity, destination governance and management. Several Croatian coastal desti-
nations, heavily exposed to tourism induced pressures, have recently also started
exploring issues of their tourism carrying capacity and, subsequently, of destina-
tion management. Drawing on data accumulated during the course of several related
research projects on Crikvenica-Vinodol Riviera, this paper contrasts resident and
visitor perceptions of tourism impacts exploring social carrying capacity issues
and the ensuing implications for collaborative destination management and gover-
nance, being, however, limited by existing research design and particularly by survey
structures and sample sizes.

In this context, priority next steps to be undertaken in researching destination
social carrying capacity, as well as in improving the application of tourism carrying
capacity and collaborative destination management concepts should encompass:

e Extending the research of resident and visitor perceptions of tourism impacts to
a larger number of destinations differing in tourism volume and market segment
structures in order to better understand visitor-resident dynamics in varying
tourism development scenarios.

e Broadening research tools used in assessing visitor and resident perceptions of
tourism impacts to include, beyond surveys, other methods allowing for better
in-depth probing of views, thus securing more insightful research results.

e Designing complementary research tools administered to resident and visitor
populations and securing proportionate sample sizes so as to ensure better
comparability of obtained data.

e Further study and improvement of tourism pressure indicators reflecting desti-
nation diversity, also proposing minimal standard indicator sets according to
destination type in order to facilitate the application of tourism carrying capacity.

e Further study and formulating of tourism carrying capacity benchmarks and/or
criteria reflecting possible threshold levels of pressure indicators for different
destination types.

e Further study and piloting of collaborative destination management organizations
as regards their tasks and responsibilities, human and financial resources, links
with stakeholders and local government, also controlling for possible alterations
reflecting different destination types.

It is, however, awareness-raising about the need to manage tourism, doing it in
a collaborative manner and using tourism carrying capacity methodology in the
process, that appears to be a pressing and a continuous future task thus enabling
destinations to take a pro-active stance towards tourism.
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Abstract The present study proposes to analyse the impacts of tourism in the histor-
ical area of the city of Porto in Portugal, according to the perception of the resident
population, in order to define the limits of acceptable change (LAC) for tourism
development in this area. Literature suggests that the impacts of tourism are felt
more intensely by communities living in tourism destinations, and, because of this,
they must be involved to play an active role in the development of local tourism
policies. For that reason, the analysis of tourism impacts considering local percep-
tions is an essential part of adequate tourism planning and management process. The
LAC method can be applied in the management of these tourism areas with the need
to adapt and consider the changes caused by tourism, helping in the development
of strategic plans to support sustainable development. It must be characterised by
the active involvement of the community throughout the process, while decisions
should be based on results that are acceptable to a variety of stakeholders. Based
on the concepts mentioned above and the proposed objectives, the research method-
ology follows a qualitative approach. The data collection process was based on three
focus groups with the participation of several stakeholders involved and/or affected
by the development of tourism in the area. Those focus groups underpinned the LAC
method and participatory planning, which contributed to the definition of the limits
of acceptable change considering tourism development in the historic centre of Porto.

A. C. Jorddo (X) - Z. Breda - M. Verissimo - L. Stevic - C. Costa
University of Aveiro, Aveiro, Portugal
e-mail: acjordao@ua.pt

Z. Breda
e-mail: zelia@ua.pt

M. Verissimo
e-mail: medeiaverissimo@ua.pt

I. Stevic
e-mail: ivana.stevic87 @ua.pt

C. Costa
e-mail: ccosta@ua.pt

© The Author(s), under exclusive license to Springer Nature Switzerland AG 2021 193
A. Mandi¢ and L. Petri¢ (eds.), Mediterranean Protected Areas in the Era
of Overtourism, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-69193-6_10


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-3-030-69193-6_10&domain=pdf
mailto:acjordao@ua.pt
mailto:zelia@ua.pt
mailto:medeiaverissimo@ua.pt
mailto:ivana.stevic87@ua.pt
mailto:ccosta@ua.pt
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-69193-6_10

194 A. C.Jordao et al.

Keywords Tourism impacts - Community involvement + Participatory planning *
Local perceptions - Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) - Historic city centre

10.1 Introduction

The tourism sector has affirmed, since 2018, its position as the largest economic
export activity of the Portuguese economy, being responsible, in 2019, for 52.3% of
service exports and 19.7% of global exports. The 336.8 thousand tourism-related jobs
in 2019 represented a 6.9% portion of the national economy (Turismo de Portugal
2020). The World Travel Awards 2019 elected Portugal the best tourist destination
in the world, for the third consecutive year. The city of Porto, the object of study
in this research, was nominated the ‘European Best Destination’, in 2017, and is
world-renowned for international tourism.

These impressive figures of tourism growth in Portugal, as well as in the city
of Porto, have substantially affected the lives of its resident population. Within the
historic centre of Porto, on the banks of the Douro River, lies a community that
has seen, in recent years, its narrow and picturesque streets become crowded by
visitors of various nationalities, its local produce stores be replaced by restaurants
with terraces and menus in a foreign language. It has also seen the prices of services
and leases rise considerably. Many have even been evicted from their homes to make
way for short-term rentals for tourists.

The growth in tourism produces immense impacts, of different types and at
different levels. In addition to the economic impacts, other effects are felt and
perceived in the environment and societies, especially with regard to local commu-
nities in tourist destinations; tourism inevitably transforms and impacts—sometimes
beneficially, sometimes harmfully—the lives of these communities. Due to the high
economic benefits that tourism produces, its other impacts end up being sometimes
neglected, and this can generate an uncontrolled growth of the activity, which will
not be sustainable in the long run.

The World Tourism Organization (UNWTO 2018) recommends two main aspects
for a correct and sustainable management of the growth of urban tourism: first, to
monitor the perception of local communities towards tourism and promote the value
of the sector among residents. This makes it possible to identify local communities’
concerns early on and jointly develop management strategies to deal with perceived
issues. Second, to determine the acceptable levels of impact of tourism on the city
through a participatory process involving all relevant stakeholders. This will make it
easier for local communities to benefit, create joint city experiences for visitors and
residents and help in the communication with residents (World Tourism Organization,
Centre of Expertise Leisure, Tourism and Hospitality; NHTV Breda University of
Applied Sciences; NHL Stenden University of Applied Sciences 2018, p. 10).

In this context and in accordance with the recommendations of the UNWTO,
this research organised focus group sessions as a ‘laboratory’ for the application of
the Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) planning system. These meetings reunited
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various tourism stakeholders from the historic centre of Porto in order to analyse
the impacts of tourism activity and define the limits of acceptable change for the
tourism development in that area, a protected historical urban destination, recently
confronted with rapid tourism growth.

10.2 Tourism Planning—A Participatory and Sustainable
Approach

Simpson (2001) defines a stakeholder as any individual or group of individuals that
can affect, is affected or involved in an organisation, industry or phenomenon. The
author identifies that the different groups of stakeholders involved and affected by
tourism, normally found in an urban and heterogeneous society, are: government
(composed of national, regional and local government bodies, regional and local
tourism organisations and other government departments linked to tourism); non-
governmental organisations; various associations (community, workers, environ-
mental); professionals in the tourist industry and business owners in the sector; envi-
ronmentalists; tourists/visitors; and the local residents of the region where tourism is
developed, which even include people who have no interest, relationship or awareness
of tourism.

Each of these stakeholders, for the most diverse reasons, tend to have different
perceptions, attitudes and needs in relation to tourism and its development in their
destinations. Even within groups, there is a conflict of opinion, and while some
residents may rate tourism as a major factor in improving the quality of life in the
region, others see tourism as an invasive force that acts against the identity of their
community.

In addition to sociodemographic factors (such as age, level of education and
income), other factors that influence the way in which residents of tourist destina-
tions react, behave and assess the impacts of tourism are the community’s economic
dependence on tourism, the existence of a professional relationship with the sector,
the distance from the residence to the tourism centres, the intensity of contact with
tourists and the length of residence in the place (Almeida Garcia et al. 2015; Beni
2006; Cooper et al. 2008; Frauman and Banks 2011).

Thus, the different groups of stakeholders are distinguished by their dependence
on tourism, their interest in tourism; their perception of tourism; their view on the
development of the activity; their influence and level of power (for decision making,
for example) on tourism.

It is common to observe the presence and influence of market agents in the
planning and management of tourist destinations. Visitors, although not present at
the planning process, are usually prioritised and benefit from the decisions made.
However, the other groups of stakeholders tend to be less represented in the planning
process, and, even more rarely, have their interests, values and needs considered in
the decision-making processes.
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Gunn (1994) identifies that only through planning is it possible to avoid some
negative impacts of tourism, however, he emphasises that, for it to be efficient in this
way, it must be strategic and integrating, constituted by the ideas of all the involved
participants. Hall (2004) adds that tourism planning must be pluralistic; involving the
social, economic and physical dimensions of development and promoting a balance
between them, as these can often be conflicting.

Participatory planning is a response to the challenge of developing more sustain-
able growth within the tourism sector. Meeting sessions between stakeholders,
community public assemblies and surveys among residents about the impacts of
tourism, for example, should be designed and carried out as a starting point in a
planning process, to provide planners with information to enable them to develop
plans and projects designed to address local concerns and issues (Lankford 2001).

Hall (2004) identifies, however, that there are limitations and difficulties to develop
and maintain a participatory planning approach, such as the increase in financial and
human resources that this participation requires, the prolongation of decision-making
processes and the public’s difficulty in understanding more technical and complex
planning issues. This author also highlights the issue of managing conflicts of interest,
one of the difficulties that planners who adopt this approach need to deal with and
develop skills in, to better manage these moments. Simpson (2001) complements
this list of limitations with the warning that multiple perspectives can result in low
unanimity of opinion within and between stakeholder groups.

However, in most of the literature on tourism planning, the need to allow all rele-
vant actors the chance to express their concerns and contribute to the planning process
is considered to be a central role in the success of sustainable tourism development
(Ahn et al. 2002; Frauman and Banks 2011; Gunn 1994; Horn and Simmons 2002).

Brida et al. (2011) confirm that tourism managers must have an in-depth knowl-
edge of the characteristics of the destination that residents want to preserve and
protect. For sustainable and successful management of tourist activity in any desti-
nation, it is of utmost importance that the local communities of the destinations are
involved and have an active role in planning local tourism policy and that the decisions
made regarding the development of tourism have their agreement and support.

McCool (1994, p. 52) indicates that the management of tourism destinations
oriented towards sustainability requires two components: ‘(1) a technical planning
system that deals with problems and forces explicit decision-making; and (2) a public
involvement process oriented towards building consensus’. Considering the LAC
planning system serves both these components, this study proposes its use in the
context of aiming for a more sustainable tourism management and development.

10.3 The Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC)

The LAC planning system was developed and applied, for the first time, during the
first half of the 1980s, for the management of visitors in the natural protected areas
of Bob Marshall Wilderness, in Montana, by The National Wilderness Preservation
System (NWPS), USA (McCool 1996; Stankey et al. 1985).
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The development of the LAC method, according to its creators, also represented
the reformulation of the method of determining pure and simple carrying capacity,
which was only concerned with the limit of use and the number of people that an
area could support without suffering major damage. However, it was noticed that this
quantitative character of the carrying capacity failed in its objectives, since many of
the problems caused by the recreational use of protected areas occurred not so much
due to the number of people who were there, but (of the quality) of their behaviour.
The concept of carrying capacity led managers to analyse ‘how much’ would be
considered too much and to define quantitative limits, while the LAC system, on the
other hand, started to lead them to a significantly different analysis, by asking what
conditions are appropriate (or acceptable) and how these conditions are achieved
(Stankey et al. 1985).

The LAC model proposes to evaluate the limits of acceptable changes from the
impact of tourism activities on the destination; agrees on the degree of change that
will be tolerated as well as the conditions desired after these changes; monitors the
sector regularly and systematically and decides what actions will be taken if these
limits are exceeded (Gonzalez et al. 2018).

McCool (2013) clarifies that the LAC system is based on the following
propositions:

e Any level of human use (tourism, in this case) of an area results in some change
in biophysical and social conditions;

e The character and amount of the resulting change will, at some point, become
unacceptable for at least some members of society;

e Management is necessary to maintain such changes within parameters of accept-
ability or adequacy since it would not be possible to avoid or eliminate
them.

10.3.1 The LAC Structure

The system structure is characterised by a cyclical and dynamic process, composed
of nine stages, developed to structure the planning and, thus, lead to assist in the
management and decision-making (Stankey et al. 1985), as shown in Fig. 10.1.

It is important to note that, although this structure presents a sequence of steps, its
creators emphasise that it does not need to be strictly observed since these processes
are largely interactive and circular rather than linear (Takahashi and Cegana 2005).
McCool (1996) clarifies that ‘it is important that planners understand the logic of
each step and its sequence in the general process. By clearly understanding the logic,
the steps can be modified as needed’ (p. 7).

The complete application of the LAC method requires a detailed analysis of costs,
political definitions and monitoring processes, which can only be effectively imple-
mented in a real-life application. For that reason, and based on similar works (Ahn
et al. 2002; Frauman and Banks 2011; Schetter and Schetter 2016, among others),
this research focused on the application of steps 1, 3 and 5 of the LAC system, which
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are the first steps that demand collaborative processes, the objective of the focus
groups carried out.

In the first step, the main problems and concerns are identified, such as resources
and social aspects that need special attention or management problems that need to
be solved. For this stage, the perception and knowledge of all interested, involved and
affected parties must be considered. This helps identify and define the various issues
and concerns associated with the perspective of tourism development in the area.
Local residents, specialists and managers come together to identify the area’s role
and importance; the values, characteristics or special qualities that require attention;
which management problems or concerns must be addressed; which issues in the
management of the area are considered important by the public and what is the role
of the area in a regional and national context. This dialogue between stakeholders
helps to unify the agreement on important values and issues. The LAC is a very
problem-oriented process, and the problems identified in this step will be addressed
later (Bentz et al. 2016; McCool 2013).

In the third step, indicators are selected; they are the specific elements of the social
environment or resources selected to represent—or be ‘indicative of’—the conditions
considered adequate and acceptable. This step is dedicated to the identification of
the most important conditions of a scenario and the specific indicators that can better
measure any change in these conditions. They must be easy to measure quantitatively.

Indicators are an essential part of the LAC system because their status reflects the
general condition found in a scenario. This aspect of the selection of indicators is
quite challenging and, even after the selection of relevant indicators, it can be difficult
to measure and evaluate the actions necessary for the subsequent steps of the process
(McCool 1994).
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In the fifth step, the range of conditions for each indicator is defined, in measurable
terms. The standards serve to define the ‘limits of acceptable change’. These are the
maximum allowable conditions that will be permitted in those specific indicators.
They are not necessarily objectives to be achieved; the standards that define the range
of acceptable conditions must be realistic, attainable and describe more than a simple
reproduction of existing (unacceptable) conditions (McCool 2013).

These LAC steps allow not only to determine the desired conditions of an area but
also to establish necessary indicators and standards to recognise when degradation
or excess change has occurred (Frauman and Banks 2011).

10.3.2 LAC and Public Participation

Stankey et al. (1985) state the active community participation during decision-making
processes as a fundamental component to the success of the planning process, as it
was observed that the processes that involved the public presented a more complete
work than those elaborated only by planners. After all, by combining the technical
experience of specialists, with the knowledge of professionals in the sector and the
valuable perception of the local community, the LAC process can result in more
correct decisions and greater chances of success in its implementation (McCool
1996).

Defining what is acceptable to a variety of stakeholders is the essence of LAC’s
conceptual framework, as well as the means to seek some compromise between the
different needs of these groups (Ahn et al. 2002; Stankey et al. 1985). The LAC
system provides the necessary structure to assess the perceptions and feelings of the
stakeholders participating in the processes in relation to the level of development
and changes generated by the development of tourism. Through this participatory
process, LAC is characterised as a management tool that contributes to preserve and
reinforce local identity and values (Schetter and Schetter 2016).

10.3.3 The LAC System Applicability

As previously mentioned, the LAC system was developed in 1985, in the context
of protected natural areas and, until now, most of the research using LAC has come
from the areas of biology and ecology, applying the method for recreational use and
conservation of natural parks and marine life.

In recent years, a few studies (with emphasis on Schetter and Schetter 2016) have
started to apply this method as an instrument for planning and managing cultural
heritage zones with a tourist influx. One study prior to this (Ahn et al. 2002) proposed
an application of the LAC system for regional planning in urban communities.

McCool (2013), in his analysis of the LAC model applied to tourism, states that
this planning system, although originally developed in the context of wild natural
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area management (Stankey et al. 1985), is suitable and should be tested for the
tourism planning process in other contexts, at the local or regional level, especially
if sustainable development is the main concern. Within this context, this study goes
further and applies the LAC system to a protected historical urban destination.

10.4 Case Study: The Historic Centre of Porto

The city of Porto, characterised by a unique urban landscape with a history that goes
back more than two thousand years, is the second-largest and most populous city in
Portugal, located in the northwest of the country. The municipality has an official
population of 237,591 inhabitants, according to the last Census (2011).

The Historic Centre of Porto is the oldest area and the heart of the city of Porto,
the commercial, cultural and tourist centre of the region. Due to its great archaeolog-
ical, historical, cultural, artistic and architectural value, the Historic Centre of Porto
is, since 1996, an area classified as World Heritage by the United Nations Educa-
tional, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO). The entire area considered
historic is constituted by an urban network, which includes houses, buildings, streets,
churches and monuments.

Over the final decades of the twentieth century and up until the first decade of the
twenty-first century, Porto’s city centre had its period of decline and suffered a great
process of ‘desertification’ (Freire 2015). However, over the last few years, this area
has been the target of new economic dynamics. A new urban rehabilitation project is
being developed, which has managed and promoted several strategies and operations
to recover its heritage.

As aresult of this rehabilitation, the historic centre of Porto has experienced a new
era, with the valorisation and recovery of its architectural heritage, large financial
investments, the arrival and installation of new businesses and new inhabitants. As
Freire (2015) points out, the growth of tourism in the city of Porto has been one of
the most important factors for these rapid interventions in the city.

10.4.1 Tourist Activity

The city of Porto was elected the European best travel destination in 2017, 2014
and 2012 (European Best Destinations 2019). In addition to this award, it has
shown constant and exponential growth in the number of overnight stays, guests and
revenues (INE 2019). The historic centre of Porto is the area where tourist activity
is most concentrated. It stands out as a national and international tourist destination,
in the segments of cultural and urban tourism, gastronomy, wine, events and short
breaks (Associac¢do de Turismo do Porto 2019).

The region’s material and immaterial heritage, combined with the infrastructure
for tourism that has seen heavy investments, has attracted millions of visitors in recent
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years (Turismo de Portugal 2020). A growth that has not only brought benefits, and
despite being a relatively recent process, has already revealed negative impacts and
some signs of discontent among some stakeholder groups in the city.

This current phase of extreme valorisation and urban rehabilitation, mainly due to
the tourism ‘boom’, has, on the other hand, produced a significant increase in housing
costs (also as a consequence of the rapid expansion of short-term rental accommo-
dation), of goods and services. This process has caused much dissatisfaction among
the residents since it has forced many inhabitants (mostly low-income families) to
leave the homes they have lived in for decades, often without any warning, and move
to other areas. This gentrification process has been taking place aggressively in the
historical centre area over the past four years (Jornal de Noticias 2018; Lima 2018).

AirDNA (2019), a specialised company in short-term rentals, registered, in
October 2019, 8580 “active’ properties for rent in the city of Porto. This phenomenon
of short-term rent has grown exponentially in the city, mainly in the historical centre
area. On the map (Fig. 10.2), taken from the AirDNA website (2019), it is possible
to observe a large number of these accommodations in the municipality, as well as
their spatial concentration in the historic centre.

Since 2017, the residents of the region have created several associations, groups
and movements in an attempt to solve the housing problem and circumvent other
effects of the growth of tourist activity, such as precarious working conditions in the
tourism sector and rising prices of essential goods and services, which often make
them inaccessible to the local population (Pinto 2017). These associations claim to
fight for a city with decent housing for all its residents and declare that this situation
is almost leading to the extinction of unique customs and traditions of the local
community. They argue that, while recognising that the growth of tourism and the
expansion of short-term rentals have stimulated urban regeneration and economic

Fig. 10.2 Short-term rental accommodation in the city of Porto. Source AirDNA (2019)
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dynamism, they are also generating a rise in prices and leading to a great loss of
inhabitants and, crucially, the city’s identity (Diario de Noticias 2018).

10.5 Methodology

The primary data for the empirical stage of this study were collected according
to a qualitative approach, using the focus group technique as a way to promote a
‘laboratory’ of collaborative planning sessions among tourism stakeholders in the
city of Porto, as defined by the LAC system. Three focus group sessions were held,
bringing together twelve participants in total.

The selection of the focus groups’ sample aimed to find social individuals who had
an interest and a more significant link with the object of the investigation (Minayo
2004). Thus, the criteria for choosing participants aimed to bring together represen-
tatives from different sectors involved and/or directly impacted by the development
of tourism in the historic centre of Porto, which can be summarised, according to
the analysed literature (Beni 2006; Simpson 2001), in government officials, profes-
sionals and entrepreneurs in the tourism sector, traders, environmentalists, residents
and tourists.

Among these stakeholder groups, tourists were not considered to compose the
sample of this study based on other similar studies conducted (Ahn et al. 2002;
Frauman and Banks 2011; Schetter and Schetter 2016). Also, in alignment with
the research objectives, tourists were not included in the final sample because they
usually do not have an in-depth view of management and/or tourism impacts and
could disrupt the dynamics of the sessions with the community. The other groups
of stakeholders were represented in the focus group sessions, with the exception of
representatives of the local government, who although invited, were unable to attend
the meetings.

In addition to these stakeholder groups defined by the tourism planning literature, a
category called ‘specialists’ was included to compose the sample of this study, which
would correspond to the category of ‘scientists’ present in the original application
of the LAC method (Stankey et al. 1985). While in the application in natural areas,
these scientists were biologists, for this study, specialists in tourism, sociology and
related areas were invited to compose the sample. In Table 10.1, a board with the
profile! of the participants of the focus groups conducted, according to each category
of stakeholders represented:

e Residents of the historic centre, indicated by the letter R (including people who
have some or no relationship with tourist activity, but are directly involved and
impacted, since they live where tourism develops);

Merchant (M);
Tourism industry professionals (P);

I'To preserve the identity and anonymity of the participants in this study, codes were defined and
used to identify them.



10 Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) for Tourism Development ... 203
Table 10.1 Category and profile of participants in the focus groups

Participant code | Gender | Age group | Nationality | Place and length | Professional
of residence connection with

tourism

R1 M 30-35 Brazilian Porto historic Work not related to
centre; three years | tourism

R2 F 3640 Portuguese | Porto historic Works at a hostel in
centre; +30 years | the historic centre

R3 F 30-35 Portuguese | Porto historic Work not related to
centre; nine years | tourism

R4 F 30-35 Spanish Porto historic Work not related to
centre; four years | tourism

R5 M 3640 Danish Porto historic Work not related to
centre; 35 years tourism

M F 30-35 Brazilian Porto city centre | Owner of a
(parish adjacent to | commercial pastry
the historic shop in Porto city
centre); four years | centre (indirect link

to tourism)

Pl F 3640 Portuguese | Historic centre; Manager of a
resident during short-term rental
childhood and accommodation
returned four years | company in the
ago historic centre of

Porto

P2 F 3640 Portuguese | Porto historic Tour guide

centre; seven years | (receptive tours in
Porto city centre
mostly for
Portuguese people)

P3 F 30-35 Portuguese | Porto city centre | Worked at the Porto
(parish adjacent to | Tourism
the historic Association for
centre); five years | three years, working

directly on the city’s
tourism promotion
strategies. Currently
works at a luxury
hotel in the city

E M 4145 Portuguese | Matosinhos Develops an
(adjacent ‘alternative tourism’

municipality) for
40 years; works in
the historic centre

project (against
mass tourism) in
Porto historic centre

(continued)
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Table 10.1 (continued)

A. C. Jorddo et al.

Participant code | Gender | Age group | Nationality | Place and length | Professional
of residence connection with
tourism
S1 F 46-50 Portuguese | Vila Nova de Gaia | Sociologist/Ph.D. in
(adjacent Tourism; tourism
municipality)/has | professor at a
worked and university located in
frequented the the historic centre
historic centre for | of Porto. Has
over 40 years already coordinated
research on the
impacts of tourism
on city residents
S2 F 30-35 Serbian Porto city centre | Tourism PhD
(parish adjacent to | student; researching
the historic the impacts of
centre); five years | tourism in the city
of Porto according
to the residents’
perception

Source Own elaboration

e Environmentalist (E);

e Specialists in tourism studies, represented by the letter S.

The guide developed to conduct the focus groups was divided into four sections.

The first section had an introductory nature. The second section was composed of
questions about the impacts of tourism. In the third part, the application of the LAC
system was initiated. This section was divided into three subsections, with reference
to the first steps of the system that involve stakeholder participation (steps 1, 3 and

5):

the

3.1. Diagnosis of the area: LAC’s step 1;

3.2. Definition of indicators of change, in reference to step 3 of the LAC system:
observable and quantifiable signs, those that reflect the changes resulting from
the presence of visitors and the development of tourism;

3.3. Definition of the acceptable limits for the change indicators: corresponding
to step 5 of the LAC system. The central question for this stage was ‘how much
change is toler