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A Holistic Conceptual Framework for Sustainable Tourism Management in Protected Areas

ABSTRACT
Protected areas (PAs) are set aside as representative areas to maintain ecological processes, genetic potential and environmental services. They also serve as tourist attractions and are sources of livelihoods for local communities in the developing countries. However, with the negative socio-environmental consequences of tourism there is a growing recognition of the need for sustainable approaches to tourism management in the PAs. While tourism has been acknowledged as a tool for conservation and for creating local livelihoods, it is widely debated that conflicting interests of multiple stakeholder groups can hinder tourism in achieving these social and environmental objectives. For transformational change in tourism management based on corporate socio-ecological responsibility, we identify key stakeholder-related factors that influence stakeholders’ participation and the domains where the integration takes place in tourism research. We further identify various organizational management models that have the potential to reduce conflicts, and to produce sustainable outcomes for tourism in PA destinations. This integrated approach to tourism research combines planning and management tools applied in these models to provide a holistic and collaborative tourism management system. We expect that this conceptual framework for PAs underscores social, economic and environmental sustainability.      
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INTRODUCTION
The concept of sustainable development and its application to tourism has received considerable attention in the recent past. However, the body of knowledge on sustainable tourism (ST) has not been transferred to the destination at operational level where it is actually needed by those who plan and manage tourism (Ruhanen, 2008).  Also within the academy the conceptual elements of ST are being profusely debated (Ruhanen, 2008; Turk et al., 2009; Weaver & Lawton, 2010). 
The term ST has acquired different meanings for different people (Garrod & Fyall, 1998; Hunter, 1995; Ioannides, 2001; McKercher, 1993; Ioannides, 2001). Business and management approaches dominate tourism philosophically and institutionally, and constrain tourism studies from developing new directions in culture and heritage tourism (Jamal & Choi, 2003; Jamal & Kim, 2005; Ren et al., 2010; Tribe, 2010; Ren et al, 2010).  Moreover, in tourism, research suggests that scientific-positivist imperatives continue to dominate its scholarship, underpinned by neo-liberal values of “performativity, consumerism and profitability” (Tribe, 2009, p. 41) ignoring social and environmental issues. According to Farrell and Twining-Ward (2005) tourism study is structured on disciplinary lines, is largely business oriented, and frequently ignores the natural sciences and interdisciplinarity, both of which are important components of sustainable development. It is built on the idea of market-driven approaches and strategies based on technology and intense regulation that promote financial sustainability rather than environmental and socio-cultural sustainability (Adams & Jeanrenaud, 2008; Weaver, 2011).
Compared to macro level tourism, tourism research in protected areas (PAs), however, has lately drawn attention towards tourism as a tool for conservation and social development (Bushell & Eagles, 2007; Butts & Singh, 2010; Kidder & Spears, 2011, Sofield & Mactaggart, 2005).  Deriving positive social and environmental benefits from tourism have given rise to the concept of sustainable tourism. There has been a shift from dominant scientific model to an ecologically sensitive green paradigm (Weaver & Lawton, 2010). The inclination towards the often debated ethical and value based social and ecological concerns have influenced the PA tourism scholarship in the last two decades. However, there are very few studies in tourism literature that have assessed stakeholders’ factors to examine their implications on tourism as an integrated management system in protected areas.  New insights are gained by approaching ST in PAs as a complex and dynamic social-ecological system (Farrell & Twining-Ward, 2005; Walker et al., 2004) rather than viewing it simply as a tourism destination and a commercial supply and demand business enterprise. 

Keeping in view the complex nature of tourism research, in the first section of the paper we recognize different stakeholder groups as the social components of SES organized at multiple levels with differing views. Key factors that influence the way these stakeholders respond to the development of a collaborative sustainable tourism management process and the social, economic and environmental challenges associated with tourism in the PAs are identified.

 Keeping in perspective the human activity within the PA ecosystems, in the second section, these socio ecological systems are viewed not separately but as integrated complex adaptive systems (Farrell & Twining-Ward, 2005) and the meaning of integrated approach in tourism in PAs is elaborated, providing a spectrum of levels where the integration could occur within the tourism research. The development of a collaborative sustainable tourism management structure that encourages participation of multiple stakeholder groups in planning and decision making is discussed. 
In the third section a need for an integrated and collaborative approach to sustainable tourism management in the PAs is presented. Based on an extensive review of existing empirical research findings key systemic tools and approaches are identified for the development of a conceptual framework for a holistic collaborative sustainable tourism management system. Section four provides a conceptual framework for an integrated and collaborative sustainable tourism management process.  Section five, the conclusion, underscores the importance of collaborative sustainable tourism management system and suggests further research for greater understanding of the factors needed to operationalize such a framework. 

1 The Engagement of Stakeholders in the Tourism System 

Researchers seem to agree that ST development in PAs supports a harmonized way of development that is ecologically responsible, socially compatible and economically viable (UNEP, 2009). However, the question that arises is how to achieve these triple bottom line objectives in the complex tourism domain, with sectoral fragmentation and with multiplicity of stakeholders having diverse interests. 
Several attempts have been made to define the nature of stakeholders, but the most widely used definition is, “any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organization’s objectives” (Freeman, 1984, p. 25). In the tourism context, Weaver and Lawton (2010, pp. 2-3) add to this definition and define tourism stakeholders as, “members of an interconnected network in which possibilities exist for interaction among any two or more components within the system”.  The stakeholder groups depicted in Figure 1 are an integral part of the destination planning and development and can play an important role in creating ST in PAs. Therefore, the concept of ST has reordered tourism knowledge and recent research has underlined the need for cooperation and collaboration among these stakeholders to influence policy and management agendas (Lovelock, 2001; Ren et al., 2010; Sijlbing, 2010).
Since stakeholders are individuals or groups of people who influence and are affected by economic, social and environmental decisions and actions, tourism management in PAs requires stakeholder participation from a diversity of knowledge, perceptions and values (Reed et al., 2009).  Stakeholders will often have different interests in ecosystem services (Shepherd, 2008) which means effective management of ecosystems requires a negotiation process that develops mutual trust in issues of common interest with the objective of creating mutually beneficial partnerships (Mushove & Vogel, 2005).

Faulkner (2003) asserts that the achievement of sustainable tourism objectives hinges on the adoption of a participatory model, involving meaningful engagement of the local community, the tourism industry and the relevant government agencies in the strategic planning process. This argument is further supported in research where stakeholder participation has been identified as a prerequisite of the ST planning process (Caffyn & Jobbins, 2003; Hall, 2000; Ruhanen, 2008; Schianetz et al, 2007; Simpson, 2001). In this paper participation is defined as a process where individuals, groups and organisations choose to take an active role in making decisions that affect them (Wandersman, 1981; Wilcox, 2003; Row et al., 2004).
Keeping in perspective the importance of stakeholders in PA tourism system, Mitchell et al. (1997) and Agle et al. (1999) identify stakeholders on the basis of four general attributes (power, urgency, legitimacy and salience). Even though these four attributes are frequently mentioned by researchers as key factors in influencing the level of engagement and collaboration among these stakeholders (Reed et al, 2009). We assert that these attributes need to be activated through other determinants to generate responsive attitudes and engagement of the stakeholders in a truly collaborative process. Factors such as the interest of the stakeholders in the environment, their understanding about sustainable tourism management and their capacity (ability and opportunity) to form collaborative structures are the key elements that determine how effective a collaborative process is. There are numerous research studies that consider these factors crucial for collaboration to thrive (Aref et al., 2010; Aref & Redzuan, 2009; Ladkin & Bertramini, 2002; Ruhanan, 2008; Schianetz et al., 2007), but there are no studies that assess the implications of these three factors on the development and implementation of a collaborative sustainable tourism management system  in the protected areas.  

In policy research, approaches have been developed to analyze stakeholders in order to understand their interests and influence on decision making processes (Reed et al., 2009). Questions such as to what extent the interest, understanding and capacity of stakeholder groups is related to the power, urgency, legitimacy and salience to adopt collaborative ST in the protected areas have not been researched. Collaborative theory suggests that stakeholders should be involved in decision making process as it leads to the transformation of relationships and development of trust and understanding between participants (Reed et al., 2009). Hence, perceptions that indicate the interest and understanding of the stakeholder groups towards the environment and sustainable tourism must be well understood before policies and management plans addressing sustainability issues can be developed.  Such studies can be of importance to local decision makers and tourism developers as these establish a basis for appropriate policy and management strategies (Turk et al 2009).
1.1 Key factors for effective stakeholder participation in collaborative sustainable tourism management in protected areas 
Vernon et al. (2005, p. 328) define collaboration as “a number of stakeholders working interactively on a common issue or problem domain through a formal cross sectoral approach”.  According to them the problem domain refers to a complex issue that cannot be solved by a single agency acting on its own, but instead requires a multi-organizational response. Tourism is inherently non linear, complex and dynamic (Dredge, 2006; McKercher, 1999; Ren et al., 2010), and therefore has to be managed adaptively. According to Schianetz et al. (2007), adaptive management approaches are based on continuous and collective learning concepts. Therefore, for ST advancement, approaches are needed that promote stakeholder collaboration and learning to ensure that sustainable development issues are incorporated in the planning and management of tourism in the destination (Schianetz et al., 2007). Bramwell and Lane (2001), likewise, assert that factors such as common interest (awareness), understanding (knowledge) and capacity (expertise and financial resources) can produce consensus and synergy leading to innovative solutions and greater level of effectiveness that would not have been achieved by the partners acting alone.  Therefore, research is needed that focuses on the practical aspects in terms of identifying planning and management tools to implement the concept of ST in PAs which encourages an active engagement process among the diverse stakeholders.    

As mentioned before, it is assumed that the level of participation of the stakeholders concerned with and affected by tourism in PAs depends upon factors such as their interest, understanding and capacity, which in turn have influence on the power, urgency, legitimacy and salience of these stakeholders to get involved in the sustainable tourism management process. It is, for instance, presumed that PA authorizes might have the legitimacy to protect and conserve the natural resources and to safeguard the social and economic interests of the local communities, they might not have enough interest, understanding or capacity to work collaboratively with the local communities to achieve the triple bottom line objectives of ST in the PA. Likewise the stakeholders who can exert their influence to get the ST management process rolling might only be willing to commit their time and resources if they have a high level of interest and understanding for ST development. The legitimacy of the stakeholders, in the same way, can only be effective when they are actually interested and have the knowledge and capacity to claim their legitimate right to engage in ST management. Similarly, the urgency of the stakeholders to get involved in ST will only be realized if they have the capacity (opportunity) to translate their aspirations into reality. The salience of the stakeholders is possible only if they are empowered through their interest, understanding and capacity to assert their rightful involvement in the decision making, planning and implementation of ST management in PAs. According to the research findings (De Lopez, 2001; Reed et al., 2009) the development of both interest and capacity can transform the stakeholders from “crowed” (low interest, low influence) to key players (high interest, high influence). 
  There is therefore, a need to assess the interest, understanding and capacity of multiple stakeholders for environmental and sustainable tourism initiatives to determine how these factors affect their intention and willingness to engage in sustainable tourism development and whether the interest, understanding and capacity provide them with the power, urgency, legitimacy and salience to actually engage in sustainable tourism development practices in the PAs.  

1.2 Learning for common issues and a shared vision 

Jamal and Getz (1995) emphasize the importance of a shared vision, a mutual understanding of the interdependence of the partners, the benefits to be derived and power and legitimacy of the alliance for successful collaboration. Ruhanen (2008), in her study examining the transfer of knowledge regarding sustainability to tourism destination stakeholders, notes that lack of understanding regarding sustainability and how to implement it in practice have resulted in tokenistic references to sustainable tourism development objectives. She further suggests that at the destination management level knowledge, management strategies and tools will be required for sustained viability of tourism. Typically this learning process involves an exchange of ideas and expertise and/or pooling of financial resources. Based on a case study in Cusco, Peru that examines the issues concerning a collaborative approach towards tourism planning, Ladkin and Bertramini (2002) reveal that although the respondents’ belief in collaboration was evident, they lacked the shared vision to develop collaboration as a major part of the tourism development process. They identify the existence of a shared vision, or the feelings that the stakeholders are sharing a common problem which they need each other to solve, as one of the most important factors in developing collaborative approaches towards tourism. They further assert that developing networks where linkages between stakeholders become more formalized can lead to developing a shared vision and in maintaining mutual interests. 
There is considerable discussion in the literature that an inherent problem in achieving ST management goals is the existence of many interest groups with varied viewpoints and there is no easy way of reconciling these to reach consensus. Conversely, a great deal of empirical research challenges this theory with the idea that interest in a common issue can generate a shared vision decreasing conflict in decision making among the stakeholders (Farrell & Twining-Ward, 2005; Reed et al., 2009). However, this interest in common issue needs to be reinforced by facilitating learning and by sharing knowledge and understanding of the ecological, social and economic situation to reach consensus and for achieving ST development goals. We propose that shared interest in common issues and understanding that these must be resolved for the benefit of all parties concerned can lead to the partial empowerment of the stakeholders to acquire the legitimacy and influence to participate in the planning, management and decision making process. To achieve optimal level of empowerment, the stakeholders must have the capacity to translate their strategic vision into reality.

The above discourse shows that for ST development to take place requires the commitment and skills to contribute to this learning or negotiation among stakeholders. It involves building strong and effective partnerships, understanding the social and environmental impacts of tourism and showing long term commitment to reduce environmental impacts with a sense of responsibility to the PA and its communities. Without a shared vision and the inability to identify common interests and issues, the result would be tourism development that is not sustainable (Walsh et al., 2001). Although tourism researchers and planners acknowledge the importance of creating a shared vision for tourism planning (Crouch & Ritchie, 1999; Jamal & Getz, 1995), it has not been identified through empirical research what conditions or tools are necessary for advancing a shared vision in a tourism destination with a diverse stakeholder mix. For a shared vision to develop, it is therefore imperative to adopt an integrated systems approach, working towards increasing awareness and collaboration by creating networks and establishing common objectives by using participatory planning techniques; building capacity in sustainable tourism management skills; building financial, managerial and administrative abilities; and creating socially, environmentally and economically resilient individuals, organizations and communities. It is argued that the creation of networks does not necessarily result in empowerment for all concerned. Complex issues of participation and inclusion remain central to the creation of equitable, sustainable, and integrated rural tourism (Sexana & Ilbery, 2008). A shared visioning process that involves deliberations and social learning to discover common purpose is essential for successful collaboration among the stakeholders (Decker, et al., 2005). 
2 What Integrated Approach Actually Implies in Sustainable Tourism Research?
A number of theories and models surrounding the tourism phenomenon have been posed, each grounded in numerous disciplines and methodologies, developed over shifting paradigms, and seeding a vast and eclectic array of tourism knowledge (Scarpino, 2011). There are numerous references in tourism research, especially research on tourism in PAs, which assert that to achieve sustainability tourism must be holistic and integrated in its approach. However, there are very few studies that actually clarify the meaning of the term ‘integrated’. For instance, a number of researchers argue that the need for integrated sustainable tourism is ever present to reconcile the conflicting economic, environmental and social factors (Dodds, 2007; Manning 1999; Ritchie, 1999). There are few references to what facets need to be integrated and how and at what level this integration takes place within a complex tourism system. There are some exceptions, however, where the researchers have indicated what an integrated approach in tourism actually implies. Jamal and McDonald (2011), for instance, in their study on heritage tourism illustrate the need for an integrated theoretical framework of the micro-individual and macro-social context, drawing from diverse disciplines.  Similarly Weaver (1999), Mitchell and Reid (2001), Mitchell and Eagles (2001) emphasize the importance of a high degree of community integration in tourism planning, management and ownership for sustainable tourism outcomes. Other studies in sustainable tourism research emphasize integrating environmental, economic and cultural concerns into the tourism industry (Briedenhann & Wickens, 2004; EU, 2002; Priestly et al., 1996; Saxena & Ilbery, 2008; Stabler, 1997; Stem et al., 2003; Wahab & Pigram, 1997).
We attempt to identify the various domains where this integration occurs within the complex tourism system. The integrated nature of complex tourism scholarship is depicted in Figure 2, presenting the integration in the different domains mentioned above. Each of these integrated domains could inform tourism research and management processes. It is recognized that these domains are not considered separately as discrete domains. Rather each domain overlaps and interacts with the other due to their interrelationships.  

We can perceive this integration taking place in theory as theoretical integration, whereby different theoretical perspectives are integrated to inform the research. These theories and concepts from other fields “when tossed into the tourism studies cauldron…can yield something different and distinctive” (Tribe, 2010, p. 12). The combination and synthesis of different yet interdependent theories such as complexity, stakeholder, collaboration and sustainability theories has enriched and opened innovative doors for tourism research. Informed by these theories the field though still very much dominated by positivist/post-positivist paradigms, is transitioning towards constructivist/interpretivist perspectives (Tribe, 2010).

The domain of disciplinary integration provides a holistic view of tourism system. This integration at disciplinary level clearly indicates the complex nature of tourism as, according to Tribe (2010), it has borrowed concepts and terminology from established disciplines. Many disciplines are employed to investigate tourism and fill the knowledge gaps created by its complex, fragmented and nonlinear nature (Keske & Smutko, 2010; Koutra, 2010, Schianetz & Kavanagh, 2007).  Figure 3 illustrates how concepts adopted from other traditional disciplines are affiliated with tourism themes and have enriched scholarship in tourism research. 
Referring back to figure 2, the systems domain depicts the integration of human and natural systems (Farrell & Twining-Ward, 2005). The natural and social systems often termed as social-ecological systems (Schianetz & Kavanagh, 2008; Farrell & Twining-Ward, 2005) depict sub-systems that are in mutual interaction. Therefore systems integration postulates that socio-ecological and tourism systems need to be viewed and studied not separately but as integrated socio-ecological systems.  This is particularly important for the study of tourism in ecologically fragile PAs that are highly dependent on their natural resources (Honey, 1999).  Integration in PA tourism scholarship at systems level, therefore, provides a greater understanding of the interactions between ecosystems and social systems and a detailed knowledge of systems behavior and its subsequent influence on tourism sustainability. 
Ideological integration integrates social, economic and environmental values and ethics for a sustainable approach to tourism management. Such integration views the interdependence of the social and environmental systems. Unlike judging nature with only instrumental values whereby its worth is determined only by its usefulness to humans it provides intrinsic rights to nature, especially focusing on ecological sustainability as the wellbeing and continuity of the tourism in PAs is inextricably linked with the preservation of nature.  In other words the focus shifts from atomistic (individual centered), (Bergman, 1998), anthropocentric or biocentric worldview to holistic (earth centered) worldview. Such a holistic approach integrates and recognizes the intrinsic and instrumental values of species, ecosystems, and the biosphere and emphasizes the importance of protecting the ecosystems in which those species live.  
Organizational integration refers to the networks and partnerships that emerge for an effective sustainable tourism system. Estevão and Ferreira (2009) call this integration a tourism cluster and define it as a geographic concentration of companies and institutions interconnected in tourism activities. Porter (2000) describes a cluster as a geographically close group of interconnected companies, suppliers, service providers and associated institutions, linked by analogy and complementarity. Organizational integration therefore, emphasizes the need to plan and structure organizations as interdependent organizational networks (Patricia & Carlos, 2010). Research has shown that organizational integration during the planning process leads to enhanced socio-ecological benefits thus increasing the potential for tourism sustainability (Walsh et al., 2001; Weaver & Lawton, 2010). 
Management integration informed by disciplinary integration facilitates in determining the policy, planning and management related aspects of tourism. Since the achievement of sustainable tourism objectives depends on the adoption of a participatory model (Murphy, 1985).  An integrated management process involving the meaningful engagement of the community, along with tourism stakeholders and relevant government agencies is necessary for establishing a collaborative approach among the multiple stakeholders with varying and common interests in the destination’s future (Faulkner, 2002). According to Faulkner (2002) such a collaborative management system underpins the integration of tourism with other sectors of the economy along with an understanding of the inter-relationships and synergies between socio-cultural and environmental dimensions.
3 Tools and Methods for Planning and Management of Tourism in PAs
Among diverse methodological approaches and perspectives to tourism, the majority are macro-centric, only a few have explored representing tourism systems at the micro-level (Scarpino, 2011). It has become vital for tourism destinations and stakeholders to have access to sound, applicable, realistic models and tools that enable new ways of promotion of sustainable tourism development at the micro-level.

To advance sustainability in PA tourism, tools and methods are needed that promote stakeholders collaboration and enhance collective learning by sustaining systemic awareness (Schianetz et al., 2007; Horochocoski & Moisy, 2001; Weaver & Lawton, 2010).   Saxena (2005) conceptualises tourism destinations as “learning regions”, to illustrate how interactions amongst actors provide a context for learning and provide relational capital for different actors to enable greater learning and co-operation; a concept that has been fostered by international organisations such as the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and UNESCO (Cooke, 1997; OECD, 2001). Such a perspective underscores the need for a transition from an “individualist to a more collective orientation” (Faulkner, 2002, p. 6) that can occur from the development of learning organizations. The concept of learning organizations must be based on an integrated systems (social, environmental and economic) approach to management with  organizational culture and values that support collaborative sharing of knowledge and encourage participation of all stakeholders in the process (Karagiannis & Apostolou, 2004). Within a learning organization stakeholders concentrate on applying and testing methods and tools to increase their own skills and a shared understanding of how PAs function, how to promote collective awareness of eventual economic, social, and environmental risks and impacts, and how risks can be minimised and/or countered (Schianetz et al, 2007).  The concept of learning organizations is influenced by Habermas’s (1987) concept of communicative rationality where people seek to reach shared understanding and cooperate to solve a common problem on the basis of discussion and consensus as opposed to instrumental rationality where the goal is to take control by changing reality (Reed et al, 2009). 
Research has shown that organizational integration during the planning process leads to enhanced socio-economic benefits thus increasing the potential for tourism sustainability (Welsh et al., 2001, Weaver and Lawton, 2010). According to Horochocoski and Moisy (2001), for collaboration to be possible the tourism system must be based on participation. If the level of participation is either rudimentary or non-existent then meaningful involvement, or ultimately achieving STD, becomes less likely. Similarly, the articulation of a shared vision among the stakeholders is envisaged as being the initial and most critical step in the consultative process as it represents a consensus among stakeholders and provides a focus for the strategic planning process and a vehicle for mobilising cooperative action (Faulkner, 2002). 
Interest in and understanding of a common issue can involve stakeholders in interest based negotiation in a very meaningful way (Ritchie, 2000). Due to the complex nature of tourism it is difficult to adopt conventional approaches such as problem solving. A planning approach referred to as interest based negotiation represents an alternative approach to consensus based tourism planning. It is a planning tool in which the collaboration process is explicitly driven by all stakeholder groups having an active and proven interest in ensuring the environmental, economic and social wellbeing of the PA. Ritchie (2000. p. 48) defines a sector as “a grouping of stakeholders (individuals and/or organizations) having a common, yet distinctive set of interests concerning the protection and usage of the region”. Interest based negotiation provides a negotiation process where in contrast to traditional positional bargaining the process focuses on basic interests. Stakeholders build on the understanding of each other’s interests to develop a common vision that brings together ecological, economic and social values.
Karagiannis and Apostolou (2004) assert that learning organizations create systems and processes to use knowledge management tools and to integrate these into the fabric of their daily operations. As mentioned earlier, knowledge management facilitates shared learning among stakeholders and helps stakeholders to reach a shared vision and recognize that they face a common problem and therefore negotiate their conflicting interests to agree collectively on action. Knowledge management used as a foundation for learning organizations has been found to promote communication between SH groups and stimulate organizational learning (Schianetz et al, 2007). In a truly collaborative management process people-centred participation is encouraged which builds the capacity of the stakeholders and empowers them to engage in interest based negotiations to achieve sustainability objectives. According to Reed (2008) it requires selecting relevant tools that view participation as a process in the context of long term relationships where stakeholders develop mutual trust and respect as they learn from each other to negotiate potential solutions and not non negotiable positions. In other words, interest in common issues rather than in personal agendas motivates the spirit of participation and interest based negotiations.  The participants should have the power of knowledge and understanding to influence the decision and capacity to engage effectively with the decision (Reed, 2008; Richards et al., 2004). This may involve educating participants and developing their knowledge and capacity to meaningfully engage in the tourism management process in PAs. 

It is becoming recognized that an effective knowledge management system must be based on a systems approach to management that facilitates assimilation of new knowledge into the tourism management system, supports collaborative sharing of knowledge across functions and encourages full participation of all the stakeholders in the process. Without those basic elements as a foundation, it is unlikely that any knowledge management effort would succeed. The value of treating the destination as a system is that it helps to break down the complexity and provides a framework for understanding interrelationships within the system (Garvin, 2000). Knowledge management can serve as the basis for strong sustainable tourism associations and networks that explicitly link local actors and develop positive attitudes and knowledge in stakeholders towards biodiversity conservation and social cohesion (Saxena & Ilbery, 2008).  According to Saxena & Ilbery (2008, p. 236), networks enable actors to “search for, obtain, and share resources, engage in cooperative actions for mutual benefit, develop collective vision, diffuse ideas, and mobilize resources”. USAID (2007) findings of the research   in Cartagena, Colombia show that creation of networks and alliances which integrate community organizations, protected areas managers, local government representatives and tourism operators is a key factor for active participation, building commitment and establishing common objectives. Participatory planning techniques, such as interest based negotiations and knowledge management, can help communities to take ownership of and responsibility for tourism operations which benefit conservation as well as local economic development. The results of the research in Oyacachi, Ecuador showed the need to develop and utilize fundraising skills. Also evident was the need for ongoing training to improve the quality of tourism services and to ensure effective management over the long term USAID (2007). Continual education and outreach to stakeholders regarding the benefits of conservation and the links between tourism and conservation is essential.

Schianetz et al (2007) suggest systems dynamic modelling as a tool for collective learning processes. The findings of the research study by them show that systems dynamic modelling promotes communication between SH groups and stimulate organizational learning. They maintain that such a tool allows the stakeholders to concentrate on increasing their skills and a shared understanding of how PAs function. The focus therefore shifts from achieving ST in PAs to creating a collaborative tourism system within the PAs which promotes learning among stakeholders about how to enhance the concept of ST continuously through a shared vision and knowledge management. This approach is echoed by Weaver (2006) who asserts that it is unrealistic to insist that ST must not negatively affect the environment or host communities as even ST can have social and environmental impacts on the destination. It is, therefore more reasonable to assess whether ST practices are consistent with the best practice knowledge. Therefore, “an emphasis on sustainability in intention is thus more realistic than an insistence on sustainability in outcome” (Weaver, 1999. P. 794).   

Schianetz et al (2007) assert that in fragmented and complex tourism system systems dynamic modeling can be an effective tool in establishing such a knowledge base, consequently increasing the interest of the stakeholders in the importance of the environment and its natural resources on which they rely. As mentioned in section 2 such an interest will subsequently translate into their urgency and legitimacy to protect and conserve it. Their enhanced understanding can give them the power to participate in ST development. Their improved capacity will provide the power, urgency, legitimacy and salience to plan, initiate and implement a collaborative ST development process that integrates social, economic and environmental goals. Tourism thus becomes a tool for conservation, economic development and sustainable livelihoods. Although the concept of learning organizations and effectiveness of tools such as systems dynamic modelling and knowledge management that promote learning organizations, have been used and tested in other sectors, their implementation within PA tourism has been little discussed or researched (Schianetz et al, 2007).
The promotion of collaboration and the implementation and maintenance of networking infra-structures are fundamental to information exchange between different organisations to allow for more effective learning organizations. According to (Schianetz et al. (2007) although the theory of building learning organizations and learning regions is accepted worldwide, implementation within tourism destinations has been little discussed and/or researched. In particular, there is a need to explore the effectiveness of tools such as systems dynamic modelling for implementation and maintenance of the learning organizations that have been promoted and tested in other sectors.

3.1 Transformation in tourism scholarship
Contemporary tourism research has provided useful insights into tourism as an inherently non-linear, complex and dynamic system (Mckercher, 1999). Therefore the tourism system in PAs has to be viewed as a complex social and natural system that is interdependent and non linear with interactions and feedbacks at many different levels. The integration of tourism research at various levels, shown in the previous section, clearly emphasises the non-linearity and interconnectedness of the tourism system in PAs (Schianetz & Kavanagh, 2008; Schianetz et al, 2007; Farrell & Twining-Ward, 2005) that has to be planned, managed and assessed using non linear tools such as shared visioning, interest based negotiations, knowledge management, resilience analysis, and systems dynamic modelling (Farrell & Twining-Ward, 2005). 
Such tools can help in understanding the structures and patterns of interaction within and between the protected area tourism systems to explore and increase their resilience and adaptive capacity (Folke et al, 2002; Walker et al, 2004). The tourism research in PAs has started incorporating knowledge from other non-linear theories and disciplines such as ecosystem, sustainability, stakeholders, and complexity theories to facilitate a transition from linear tools and approaches to nonlinear ones to move towards a transition to ST development.  
As a result of this transformative scholarship, some old concepts are giving way to new ways of approaching issues in tourism research.  A linear, mechanistic worldview that envisions the need to own, command and control from the top (hard systems approach) is being replaced by more organic structures based on alliances, partnerships and collaboration (soft systems approach). Figure 4 represents the transition of this world view and methodological approaches in the tourism scholarship that encourage adaptive co-management approach for governance of social-ecological systems in which rights and responsibilities are jointly shared. The focus shifts from mainly economic and profits-related business objectives to a focus on learning, synthesis of different knowledge systems and collaboration, system resilience and sustainability (Resilience Alliance, 2010; Saxena, 2008; Folke et al, 2002).  This has involved a move from management tools that change and stabilize the system to management tools that promote learning and enhance resilience of the system (Resilience Alliance, 2010) 

4 A Conceptual Framework for Collaborative Sustainable Tourism Management System
Keeping in view the above discourse, we present a conceptual framework that is constructed around the concept that tourism in PAs needs to be viewed as not just a tourist destination but as a social-ecological system (SES) (Resilience Alliance, 2010; Schianetz & Kavanagh, 2008). PA tourism management issues have to be visualised not just as ecological or social issues, but as multiple integrated systems in which ecosystems are integrated with human society with interactions at cultural, political, social, economic, ecological, and institutional levels (Schianetz & Kavanagh, 2008). 
The conceptual framework in figure 5 represents cross-scale interactions that reflect an integrated triple bottom line policy and management framework that can promote interactions across organizational levels. Each of the components and activities in the framework corresponds with each other. For instance, collaboration of SHs is dependent on their level of interest understanding and capacity to get involved in collaborative sustainable tourism management. As Wilcox (2003) suggests, people care about what they are interested in, and become committed when they feel they can achieve something. It requires a shared vision to mutually develop a planning and management system that gives them the power, legitimacy and salience to engage in and practically apply planning and management tools and methods to achieve social, economic and environmental sustainability. The findings of the components in the conceptual framework such as knowledge management and systems dynamic modelling can help reveal factors that may be wearing away or enhancing resilience in the system and provide a road map for most suitable options for sustainable tourism development.  

Rather than dwelling upon the possible conflicts between stakeholders and positional bargaining, the conceptual framework in figure 5 identifies a planning and management system that has the potential to encourage positive, synergistic relationships among the stakeholders.  It allows for a visual presentation of a holistic tourism system that reflects integration at systems, organizational and management levels to achieve the social, economic and environmental goals of ST. While the conceptual framework presented points towards the importance of concepts such as partnerships, collaboration and empowerment for achieving shared vision and collective learning, it has to be supported by a set of effective tools and procedures in order to bridge the gap between theory and practice. Some of these tools are discussed in section 3. 
Before any planning takes place it is important to assess the interrelationship between the interest, understanding and capacity of the stakeholders and their intention to get involved in collaborative sustainable tourism management. In other words, it is important to determine how their level of understanding, interest and capacity affects their intention to get involved in collaborative sustainable tourism process and whether their interest, understanding and capacity influences their power, urgency, legitimacy and salience to actually engage in such a process. Wilcox (2003) asserts that power of the stakeholders depends on who has information (knowledge and understanding) and money, confidence and skills (capacity). He further suggests that it is unrealistic to expect stakeholders suddenly to develop the capability to make complex decisions and become involved in major projects. They need training and opportunity to learn formally and informally, to develop confidence, and trust in each other. Tools mentioned in section 3 can promote collective leaning, trust and commitment in stakeholders for achieving a common objective. 
Surveying the interest, understanding and capacity of the stakeholders in conservation and tourism can assist in determining their receptivity to collaborative sustainable tourism management. It can provide a baseline to build a network of support for and participation in tourism assessment, planning and implementation process. Similarly it requires the integration of planning and management tools to develop a collaborative sustainable tourism management model that is based on integration at the systems level (social, economic and environmental) and organizational level (PA authorities, tourism agencies, local communities).  
The framework illustrates that PA destinations have to be conceptualized as learning organizations (Saxena & Ilbery, 2005). In order to do so, the management options have to move from conventional tools such as passive consultation and problem solving to interest based negotiations and knowledge management for the implementation and enhancement of collective learning that encourages systemic understanding by promoting shared visioning. The collaboration of stakeholders in Figure 5 suggests that tourism planning and management in PAs should involve multi-stakeholder partnerships of community organizations, the PA authority, and tourism operators. Coordination and open communication are critical and necessary elements of the participatory process. Capacity building for developing technical skills in tourism management, as well as managerial, administrative and financial capabilities, is needed to empower community members to establish tourism businesses. 
A collaborative sustainable tourism management system approach to tourism planning and management, therefore, entails the satisfaction of certain prerequisites. These include: good coordination and open communication, capacity building for developing technical skills in tourism management, and managerial, administrative and financial capabilities to establish tourism businesses, expanding opportunities for stakeholders, preparing them to work in collaboration with each other through networking and building alliances. 

5 Conclusions

This paper began with a general understanding of the complex tourism system and the integrated nature of tourism research, and explored a diversity of approaches and perspectives and tools in tourism system, providing an outline of the transition from most traditional to more recent models. The paper drawing on research insights from complex adaptive systems proposed the development of a collaborative sustainable tourism management system. It is clear from the conceptual framework that as a complex system, a large collection of activities and factors must be managed simultaneously for tourism to be sustainable as a means of promoting triple bottom line sustainability at the PA (micro) level.  It is envisioned that the conceptual framework for collaborative sustainable tourism management system can be used as a springboard for more informed stakeholder and policy decision-making at the PA level. 

The paper also implied that although tourism research has shown a shift from reductionist and disciplinary approach to interdisciplinary systems thinking, at the destination level these theoretical concepts are not being translated into practice. Further research is needed to gain better understanding of the factors that influence stakeholders support for the adoption of planning and management strategies that promote systems thinking, participation and networking among the stakeholders in PA destinations. In addition the factors that influence the stakeholders support could be further investigated to identify the barriers and opportunities for collaboration and the development of an integrated sustainable tourism management system at the destination level.  On the basis of the findings profound planning and management changes would be required at destination level to foster collaborative sustainable tourism management system in PAs.  
Finally, the creation of a collaborative sustainable tourism management system grounded in systems thinking, complexity theory and sustainability is proposed in order to generate a thoughtful holistic representation of a micro-tourism system in PAs. It is envisioned that the conceptual framework and the planning and management tools identified will be useful for tourism stakeholders for the contribution these tools can make towards advancing tourism systems research.
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Figure 1: The complex tourism stakeholders system in PAs. Adapted from (Weaver & Lawton, 2010)









Figure 2: Domains of integration in tourism research

[image: image2.jpg]



Figure 3: Disciplinary integration in tourism research. Adapted from Weaver et al (2010)





Figure 4: Evolution and transition of concepts in tourism scholarship
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Figure 5: A collaborative sustainable tourism management system (CSTMS) model 
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