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ABSTRACT

Background and Purpose: Cultural heritage tourism depends on the communities that sustain heritage
and the governance arrangements that shape its management, yet these dimensions are rarely examined
as an integrated system. This systematic literature review synthesises evidence on how community
participation and governance interact in cultural heritage tourism and proposes an integrative conceptual
framework.

Methodology: A focused systematic literature review was conducted following PRISMA 2020
reporting guidelines. Scopus was searched on 5 June 2026 using a structured TITLE-ABS-KEY query.
Of 37 records identified, 19 studies met the inclusion criteria after title and abstract screening and full-
text eligibility assessment.

Findings: Thematic synthesis yielded four interconnected themes: (1) community participation is
multidimensional, driven by interacting economic and non-economic factors; (2) diverse governance
models converge on shared normative principles of accountability, inclusion, transparency, and
equitable benefit sharing; (3) participation and governance interact to shape outcomes across heritage
conservation, sustainable tourism development, and community wellbeing; and (4) persistent gaps
remain between governance principles and implementation practice, including capacity deficits,
distributional inequity, and pseudo-participation.

Contributions: The review contributes an integrative conceptual framework positioning community
participation and responsible governance as mutually reinforcing pillars of sustainable cultural heritage
tourism. The term "responsible governance" is proposed as an analytical construct synthesising shared
principles that emerge across diverse governance models, rather than a term uniformly employed in the
reviewed literature.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Cultural heritage tourism occupies a distinctive position at the intersection of heritage
conservation, economic development, and community life. Unlike other forms of tourism, it
draws its value from assets — historic sites, cultural landscapes, traditional practices, and
collective memories — that are inseparable from the communities that sustain them. These
communities are not merely populations affected by tourism; they are heritage bearers, place-
based actors, and stakeholders whose relationship to heritage is often constitutive of personal
and collective identity (Loulanski & Loulanski, 2011; O'Donnell, 2016). The growth of cultural
heritage tourism over recent decades has brought these communities into increasingly direct
contact with tourism governance systems, raising fundamental questions about who
participates in heritage-related decision-making, how such participation is structured, and what
governance arrangements enable or constrain meaningful community engagement.

A substantial body of research now documents the multiple dimensions of community
engagement in heritage tourism contexts. Participation is driven by economic considerations
such as employment, income, and tourism-related business opportunities (Feifei & Salleh,
2025; Hai & Ngan, 2022) and by non-economic factors including place attachment, heritage
values, community ideals, and cultural identity (Chauhan, 2022; Dragouni & Fouseki, 2018).
The quality of participation — from tokenistic consultation to genuine empowerment — has
emerged as a central concern, with studies emphasising that the depth of community agency,
rather than the mere presence of participatory mechanisms, determines whether participation
contributes to heritage stewardship, equitable benefit sharing, and community wellbeing (Jalil
et al., 2025; Li & Han, 2023).

Parallel to this body of work, a governance turn in heritage tourism studies has shifted
attention from government-centred destination management toward the recognition that
effective heritage tourism governance depends on collaboration among diverse actors across
multiple institutional levels (Mandi¢ & Kennell, 2021; Zhou et al., 2026). The reviewed
literature employs a diverse governance vocabulary: collaborative governance, smart
governance, multi-level governance, stakeholder governance, and community-inclusive
governance, among others (Arthur & Mensah, 2006; Li & Han, 2023; Mandi¢ & Kennell, 2021;
Mandic¢ et al., 2024; Zhou et al., 2026). These models reflect different dimensions of a shared
challenge — how to coordinate heritage conservation, tourism development, and community
interests within accountable and transparent institutional frameworks (Loulanski & Loulanski,
2011).

Despite the richness of these two research streams, limited work has examined
community participation and governance as mutually constitutive elements of a single heritage
tourism system. Existing studies tend to examine participation drivers or governance models
in isolation, with limited attention to how governance structures enable or constrain
participation, how participation quality feeds back into governance legitimacy, and how their
interaction shapes outcomes across heritage conservation, sustainable tourism development,
and community wellbeing (Loulanski & Loulanski, 2011). This leaves a conceptual gap: while
the interdependence of participation and governance is evident across individual studies, the
present review is needed to synthesise this evidence systematically and to construct an
integrative framework.

This focused systematic literature review addresses this gap. Its aim is to synthesise
evidence on community participation and governance in cultural heritage tourism and to
develop an integrative framework that captures their relationship. Three research questions
guide the review: (1) What are the drivers, dimensions, and quality characteristics of
community participation in cultural heritage tourism? (2) What governance models operate in
heritage tourism contexts, and what normative principles do they share? (3) How does the
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interaction between community participation and governance shape outcomes for heritage
conservation, sustainable tourism development, and community wellbeing?

The review makes several contributions. First, it systematically synthesises evidence
on participation and governance as interconnected rather than parallel domains. Second, it
proposes responsible governance as an integrative analytical concept derived from the shared
normative principles identified across diverse governance models. Third, it develops a
conceptual framework positioning community participation and responsible governance as
mutually reinforcing pillars of a sustainable heritage tourism system. Fourth, it identifies
implications for policy and practice and outlines directions for future research.

The paper is organised as follows. Section 2 defines the core concepts underpinning the
review. Section 3 describes the systematic literature review methodology. Section 4 presents
the thematic synthesis organised around four themes. Section 5 discusses the implications of
the findings. Section 6 presents the integrated conceptual framework. Section 7 concludes the

paper.
2.0 CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUND

Before presenting the systematic review and its findings, it is necessary to clarify the
conceptual terrain on which this review is built. The terms "community participation,"
"governance," and "heritage tourism" are used across diverse disciplinary traditions —
including tourism studies, heritage management, environmental policy, urban planning, and
development studies — with varying and sometimes conflicting meanings. This section defines
the core concepts as they are deployed in this paper and establishes the conceptual vocabulary
that underpins the thematic synthesis in Section 4 and the framework in Section 6.

2.1 Community Participation in Heritage Tourism

Community participation has been a central concept in development studies, planning theory,
and tourism research for several decades. Classic contributions conceptualise participation as
a spectrum of citizen influence over decision-making, ranging from non-participation and
tokenistic consultation to delegated power and citizen control (Arnstein, 1969). Later work
refined this ladder metaphor into typologies suited to tourism and community development
contexts, distinguishing between passive, consultative, functional, and interactive
participation, and ultimately self-mobilisation and empowerment (Pretty, 1995; Tosun, 2006).
In cultural heritage tourism, community participation takes on additional dimensions beyond
those captured by generic participation typologies. Communities in heritage contexts are
simultaneously heritage bearers — custodians of tangible and intangible cultural assets — and
tourism stakeholders affected by the economic, social, and cultural impacts of heritage tourism
development. The reviewed literature suggests that participation in these contexts is shaped not
only by economic drivers such as employment, income, and tourism-related business
opportunities (Feifei & Salleh, 2025; Hai & Ngan, 2022) but also by non-economic factors
including place attachment, heritage values, community ideals, and cultural identity (Chauhan,
2022; Dragouni & Fouseki, 2018). These non-economic dimensions are particularly significant
in heritage settings, where community members' relationship to place and past is often
constitutive of identity and where the heritage itself embodies collective memory and cultural
continuity.

2.2 Governance in Heritage Tourism

Governance, broadly understood, refers to the formal and informal processes, structures, and
relationships through which decisions are made, authority is exercised, and accountability is
ensured in a given domain. In heritage tourism, governance is inherently multi-actor and multi-
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level: it involves heritage authorities at multiple jurisdictional scales, local government bodies,
destination management organisations, private sector actors, civil society organisations, and
community representatives (Mandi¢ & Kennell, 2021; Zhou et al., 2026).

The reviewed literature employs a diverse vocabulary to describe governance
arrangements in heritage tourism: collaborative governance, which emphasises multi-actor
partnerships and shared decision-making (Arthur & Mensah, 2006; Mandi¢ et al., 2024); smart
governance, which focuses on technology-enabled citizen engagement and data-driven
destination management (Mandi¢ & Kennell, 2021); multi-level governance, which addresses
coordination across macro (policy), meso (institutional), and micro (community) scales (Zhou
et al., 2026); and community-inclusive governance, which positions communities as genuine
partners rather than subjects of heritage management (Li & Han, 2023). Rather than
representing competing or incompatible frameworks, these models address different
dimensions of a shared governance challenge: how to coordinate multiple actors, interests, and
institutional levels in the management of heritage destinations where conservation,
development, and community interests intersect.

2.3 Responsible Governance as an Integrative Concept

Across the diverse governance models identified in the literature, this review identifies a set of
shared normative principles: accountability to communities, inclusion of diverse stakeholders,
transparency in decision-making, institutional capacity, multi-level coordination, equitable
benefit sharing, and a sustained commitment to balancing heritage conservation with tourism
development. The present review synthesises these converging principles under the integrative
concept of responsible governance. The term "responsible governance" is used here as an
analytical construct — not as a term uniformly employed in the reviewed literature — to denote
governance arrangements that are accountable to communities, inclusive of diverse
stakeholders, transparent in their operations, and oriented toward delivering equitable
outcomes across heritage conservation, sustainable tourism, and community wellbeing.

2.4 The Participation—-Governance Relationship

Community participation and governance are not separate concerns that merely intersect; the
reviewed evidence suggests they are mutually constitutive. Participation quality depends
substantially on governance structures: where governance is accountable, inclusive, and
transparent, participation tends toward empowerment; where it is weak or exclusionary,
participation remains tokenistic (Li & Han, 2023; Mandi¢ & Kennell, 2021). Conversely,
governance effectiveness is shaped by the depth of community engagement it facilitates
(Dragouni & Fouseki, 2018; Mandic¢ et al., 2024). This bidirectional relationship provides the
organising logic for the systematic review that follows.

3.0 METHODOLOGY

A focused systematic literature review was conducted following PRISMA 2020 reporting
guidelines (Snyder, 2019). The review follows a structured protocol comprising database
search, title and abstract screening, full-text retrieval and eligibility assessment, evidence
extraction, and thematic synthesis.

3.1 Database and Search Strategy

A systematic search was conducted in Scopus (Elsevier) on 5 June 2026. Scopus was selected
for its curated coverage of peer-reviewed research across the social sciences, heritage studies,
and tourism management. The search targeted titles, abstracts, and keywords using the TITLE-
ABS-KEY field. Three conceptual clusters were combined with the AND operator, with OR

212



Journal of Nusantara Studies 2026, Vol 11(2) 209-227 ISSN / elSSN: 0127-9319 / 0127-9386
http://dx.doi.org/10.24200/jonus.vol11iss2pp209-227

used within each cluster: (1) "cultural heritage tourism" OR "heritage tourism" OR "cultural
tourism"; (2) "community participation” OR "local participation” OR "community
involvement" OR "resident participation" OR "stakeholder participation"; and (3) governance
OR "responsible governance" OR "collaborative governance" OR "participatory governance"
OR "heritage governance" OR "sustainable governance". The search was restricted to English-
language publications, document types of Article, Review, and Book Chapter, and a time span
of 2006 to 2026. The lower bound of 2006 was adopted to capture approximately two decades
of contemporary scholarship and to maintain analytical relevance to current debates on
participatory and governance-oriented heritage tourism research. No geographic filter was
applied. The search returned 37 records.

Table 1: Search strategy and selection criteria
Panel A: Search strategy

Element Specification
Database Scopus (Elsevier)
Search date 5 June 2026
Search field TITLE-ABS-KEY
Language English
Time span 2006-2026
Document types Atrticle, Review, Book Chapter
Records returned 37

Search clusters: heritage tourism terms («cultural heritage tourismy / «heritage tourismy / «cultural tourismy)
AND community participation terms («community participation» / «local participationy / «community
involvementy / «resident participationy / «stakeholder participation») AND governance terms (governance /
«responsible governancey / «collaborative governance» / «participatory governance» / «heritage governancey /
«sustainable governance»).

Note: The full Scopus TITLE-ABS-KEY search string is reported in Section 3.1.

Panel B: Inclusion and exclusion criteria

Criterion Inclusion Exclusion

Cultural heritage tourism + community General tourism, ecotourism, sports tourism

Topic participation/stakeholder engagement + without heritage—community—governance
governance integration
. Journal articles, reviews, book chapters Conference abstracts, editorials,
Publication type . . .
(peer-reviewed) commentaries, non-peer-reviewed
Language English Non-English
Accessible via institutional or open-access .
Full-text v p Unavailable after reasonable search
sources
Conceptual Theoretical frameworks, governance Purely descriptive cases without conceptual
contribution principles, mechanisms, transferable insights contribution

Sufficient transparency to assess evidence

quality Insufficient methodological transparency

Methodology

3.2 Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

All 37 records were screened against predefined inclusion and exclusion criteria (Table 1).
Studies were included if they addressed cultural heritage tourism in conjunction with
community participation or stakeholder engagement and governance, destination management,
or heritage policy; were published as peer-reviewed journal articles, review papers, or book
chapters; were written in English; had full text accessible through institutional or open-access
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sources; and provided theoretical frameworks, governance principles, mechanism
explanations, or transferable analytical insights. Studies were excluded if they focused
exclusively on general tourism, ecotourism, or sports tourism without substantive engagement
with cultural heritage and community participation or governance; were conference abstracts,
editorials, or non-peer-reviewed materials; were published in languages other than English; or
were purely descriptive case studies lacking conceptual contribution.

3.3 Screening and Eligibility

All 37 records underwent title and abstract screening. After screening, 23 records met the
combined focus on cultural heritage tourism, community participation, and governance and
were selected for full-text retrieval. Fourteen records were excluded at this stage because,
although they addressed one or two of the three conceptual domains, they did not sufficiently
meet the combined focus required for this review.

Of the 23 reports sought for retrieval, 19 full-text articles were successfully obtained
through institutional access, open-access repositories, and publisher platforms. Four reports
could not be retrieved because full text remained unavailable after reasonable institutional and
open-access search efforts. The 19 retrieved articles underwent full-text eligibility assessment
through detailed reading. All 19 met the inclusion criteria upon full-text review; no articles
were excluded at this stage. Fourteen articles were classified as core sources directly supporting
the conceptual framework and five as supporting sources providing complementary evidence.

IDENTIFICATION Recaords identified from Scopus

n=37
v
SCREENING Records screened by fitie and abstract nacofas sxchided
- 37 R Irsuficent combined focus
" n=14
RETRIEVAL Raports sought for retrieval Renorjs _not rzflne‘?ed
«t 23 —_—> Full texs unavallable
" n=4
ELIGIBILITY Full-text reppr}s assessed Reparts excluded after
for eligibility t > fulldext assessment
n=19 n=0
v
INCLUDED Studies included in review
n=19

Figure 1: PRISMA 2020 flow diagram summarising the identification, screening, and
selection of studies for the systematic literature review on community participation and
governance in cultural heritage tourism (Scopus search conducted 5 June 2026)

3.4 Evidence Extraction and Thematic Synthesis

A structured evidence extraction framework was applied to each of the 19 included studies,
capturing bibliographic information, study context, heritage type, research methods, theoretical
foundations, community participation dimensions, governance dimensions, outcomes related
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to heritage conservation and sustainable tourism, and conceptual contributions relevant to this
review. Extracted evidence was subjected to thematic synthesis (Thomas & Harden, 2008),
through which patterns, convergences, and tensions across studies were identified and
organised. This synthesis yielded four interconnected themes that constitute the findings
presented in Section 4.

3.5 Methodological Limitations

Several limitations of the search and screening process should be acknowledged. The review
relied on a single database (Scopus), which excludes relevant research in non-indexed journals,
books, and grey literature and may introduce retrieval bias, particularly for regions with limited
Scopus indexing coverage. The review was restricted to English-language publications,
excluding potentially relevant work in other languages. The evidence base of 19 studies is
modest in size and geographically concentrated in Asia (seven studies) and Europe (five
studies), with limited representation from Africa, Latin America, and the Middle East. Four
records identified as relevant during title and abstract screening could not be retrieved as full
text. These limitations do not undermine the review's core contribution, which lies in the
conceptual integration of evidence, but should be considered when interpreting the findings.

4.0 RESULTS AND THEMATIC SYNTHESIS

The evidence extraction and thematic synthesis produced four interconnected themes. Table 2
presents the characteristics of the 19 included studies. Table 3 presents the thematic coding
matrix mapping each study to one or more themes. This section presents the synthesis organised
around these four themes, moving from the foundations of community participation through
governance models and the participation—governance—outcome nexus to persistent gaps
between principles and practice.

Thasmae 1 Toire 4
Participation foundations Govern‘am.:“i“mods‘ls

B athulies 10 studien

h 4 -

Stakeholder
Community > Ennariament » Institutionat > Reosponsiie
Participation g = Accountabiity Governance

k 4
Theme 3
Participation-governance-outcome nexus
T valit tha Lt bt v .

I stustmn

Y

Theme &

Implementation challenges

5 studiey

Figure 2: Thematic structure of the systematic literature review, showing four interconnected
themes and the number of studies contributing to each theme. The central transition from
community participation to responsible governance is mediated by trust, benefit sharing, and
stakeholder engagement
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Table 2: Characteristics and relevance of included studies

Core studies (n = 14)

Study Context, design, and relevance
RO1 Arthur & Mensah |Ghana — coastal heritage town. Case study; document analysis. Stakeholder PPP in
(2006) heritage-led urban governance.
RO3 Rinella et al. Italy — small heritage town. PAR; qualitative. Community-based cultural
(2026) governance via Placetelling.
RO5 Sampieri & Saudi Arabia — emerging heritage destinations. Scoping review (25 studies). Six
Mazzetto (2026) thematic areas linking governance and community engagement.

R10 Zhou et al. (2026)

China — heritage village. Mixed methods; GIS, survey. Macro—meso—micro multi-
level governance model.

R13 Li & Han (2023)

China — WHS protected area. Mixed methods; QCA, 49 interviews. Trust paradox;
community-inclusive conservation strategy.

R14 Chauhan (2022)

India — historical urban precincts. Qualitative; interviews. Weberian rationality in
participation motivations.

R15 O'Donnell (2016)

Global — cultural landscapes. Conceptual; practice review. Governance, community
involvement, and SDG alignment in cultural landscape preservation.

R18 Hanchotiphan &
Kasemsarn (2026)

Global — urban cultural tourism. Systematic review (75 articles). ACSC framework;
community-led cultural tourism.

R21 Kaul et al. (2025)

Global — heritage management. Bibliometric review (96 publications). Nomological
networks of governance constructs.

R23 Mandi¢ & Kennell

UK — heritage destinations. Qualitative; DMO interviews. Smart governance;

(2021) contextual factors in heritage DMOs.
R24 Dragouni & Greece — emerging heritage destination. Quantitative; survey. Community ideals
Fouseki (2018) and place attachment as drivers of participation.
R26 Brooks et al. Global — 6 WHO regions. Systematic review (102 articles). 7-capital framework;
(2023) heritage tourism and community wellbeing.
R31 Mandi¢ et al. Croatia/Europe — heritage destinations. Conceptual; Living Labs methodology.
(2024) Stakeholder engagement via 7-phase LL model.
R33 Loulanski & Global — heritage-tourism integration. Meta-study (483 studies). 15 synthesis
Loulanski (2011) factors; governance and stakeholder participation.
Supporting studies (n = 5)
Study Context, design, and relevance
RO2 Feifei & Salleh |China — WHS urban heritage. Quantitative; discrete choice experiment. Community
(2025) WTP for governance investment.
RO4 Fonseca etal. | Colombia — colonial heritage town. Qualitative; stakeholder survey. Certification-
(2025) implementation governance disconnect.
R20 Nag (2025) India — mining heritage site. Case study; EIA, visitor survey. Collaborative

governance in niche heritage context.

R22 Hai & Ngan (2022)

Vietnam — Khmer festival tourism. Quantitative; survey (n = 1,258). Six-factor
community participation model.

R27 Jalil et al. (2025)

Malaysia — UNESCO CBT site. Mixed methods; benchmarking survey. Tosun's
participation typology; CBT empowerment.

Note: WHS = World Heritage Site; DMO = destination management organisation; PAR = participatory
action research; CBT = community-based tourism; QCA = qualitative comparative analysis. The
evidence base comprises 14 core and 5 supporting studies.

216

ISSN / elSSN: 0127-9319 / 0127-9386




Journal of Nusantara Studies 2026, Vol 11(2) 209-227 ISSN / elSSN: 0127-9319 / 0127-9386
http://dx.doi.org/10.24200/jonus.vol11iss2pp209-227

4.1 Community Participation: Motivations, Drivers, and Empowerment

Community participation occupies a central position in both academic debates and policy
discussions on cultural heritage tourism. Yet the reviewed literature consistently demonstrates
that participation is far from a monolithic phenomenon. Across the 19 studies, three dimensions
of participation emerge as particularly significant: the drivers that motivate communities to
engage, the dual and sometimes paradoxical role of heritage values, and the quality of
participation along a spectrum from consultation to empowerment.

Economic considerations remain among the most frequently cited drivers of community
participation. Studies across diverse contexts — from World Heritage Sites in China to festival
tourism in Vietnam's Mekong Delta — document that employment opportunities, tourism-
generated income, and local economic development prospects motivate community
engagement (Feifei & Salleh, 2025; Hai & Ngan, 2022). However, the evidence also reveals
that economic drivers alone are insufficient to explain participation patterns. A discrete choice
experiment conducted among residents of Quanzhou, a UNESCO World Heritage city, found
that residents were willing to pay substantially more for community wellbeing improvements
and cultural engagement than for direct heritage preservation, suggesting that communities
value the developmental outcomes of heritage tourism governance over conservation
objectives per se (Feifei & Salleh, 2025). Similarly, in the heritage village of Qiaonan, China,
only about one-third of residents perceived the distribution of tourism benefits as fair,
indicating that the mere existence of economic opportunities does not guarantee equitable
participation or satisfaction (Zhou et al., 2026).

Beyond material incentives, non-economic factors — including place attachment,
community ideals, cultural identity, and heritage values — play equally important and
sometimes dominant roles in shaping community participation. Drawing on Weberian
distinctions between formal and substantive rationality, Chauhan's study of residents in New
Delhi's historical precincts found that participation in collaborative decision-making for
cultural heritage tourism was driven by both economic calculations and non-economic
commitments to community and heritage (Chauhan, 2022). Dragouni and Fouseki,
investigating an inexperienced destination community in Greece, reported that intentions to
participate were primarily driven by community ideals rather than tourism perceptions, and
that place attachment amplified the positive influence of these ideals on participation
willingness (Dragouni & Fouseki, 2018). A six-factor model developed from survey data on
Khmer festival tourism in Vietnam further confirms that cultural and community factors
operate alongside economic benefits, tourism resources, and development policies in shaping
participation (Hai & Ngan, 2022).

The reviewed literature also reveals that heritage values play a dual role. While heritage
attachment can motivate participation through cultural pride and stewardship, it can also inhibit
participation when heritage management is perceived as externally imposed. Dragouni and
Fouseki (2018) found that heritage values can paradoxically reduce participation willingness
when residents perceive heritage governance as disconnected from community priorities. Li
and Han (2023) identified a "trust paradox" in which communities excluded from decision-
making processes developed distrust toward protected area management, even when formal
participation mechanisms existed. These findings underscore that heritage attachment does not
automatically translate into participatory engagement; rather, the relationship is mediated by
trust, perceived fairness, and the quality of governance structures.

Finally, the reviewed literature highlights the importance of distinguishing degrees of
participation quality. Drawing on Tosun's typology, which differentiates between induced
participation — where communities respond to externally initiated programmes — and
spontaneous participation rooted in genuine community agency, Jalil and colleagues
documented a transition toward more autonomous forms of participation following a
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community benchmarking initiative in Malaysia (Jalil et al., 2025). This finding suggests that
participation quality can be enhanced through deliberate capacity-building interventions.
Across the evidence, trust in management institutions and perceived fairness in benefit
distribution emerge as preconditions for movement along the participation spectrum, from
tokenistic consultation toward meaningful empowerment (Dragouni & Fouseki, 2018; Li &
Han, 2023).

4.2 Governance of Heritage Tourism: From Diverse Models to an Integrative Concept of
Responsible Governance

If community participation provides the social foundation for sustainable heritage tourism,
governance establishes the structural conditions that enable or constrain it. The reviewed
literature employs a remarkably diverse vocabulary to describe governance arrangements in
heritage tourism contexts — collaborative governance, smart governance, multi-level
governance, stakeholder governance, public-private partnerships, and community-inclusive
governance, among others. Rather than representing competing or incompatible frameworks,
these models address different dimensions of a shared governance challenge: how to coordinate
multiple actors, interests, and institutional levels in the management of heritage destinations
where conservation, development, and community interests intersect.

Collaborative and stakeholder governance models emphasise the formation of multi-
actor partnerships as institutional platforms for coordinated decision-making. The Elmina
Cultural Heritage and Management Programme in Ghana operationalised stakeholder
participation through a public-private partnership that integrated urban management, heritage
conservation, and tourism development within a single strategic framework (Arthur & Mensah,
2006). Mandi¢ and colleagues, examining cultural tourism Living Labs in heritage destinations,
demonstrated how stakeholder engagement through structured innovation platforms can
strengthen resilience and sustainability, proposing a seven-phase Living Lab methodology
applicable across heritage contexts (Mandi¢ et al., 2024).

Smart governance models, by contrast, focus on technology-enabled citizen
engagement and data-driven destination management. Mandi¢ and Kennell found that well-
established destination management organisations in the United Kingdom did not perceive
smart governance as transformative, since they already performed effectively in citizen
engagement, decision-making, and stakeholder coordination — the very areas where smart
governance promises improvements (Mandi¢ & Kennell, 2021). This counterintuitive finding
highlights an important contextual condition: the value of governance innovation depends on
the institutional capacity already present in a destination. Where governance structures are
already robust, smart technologies may offer incremental rather than transformative benefits.

Multi-level governance frameworks address the coordination of policies, institutional
routines, and community practices across macro, meso, and micro scales. Zhou and colleagues,
studying heritage village preservation in Qiaonan, China, proposed an integrated macro—meso—
micro model in which provincial heritage regulations (macro level), village governance
routines (meso level), and community participation (micro level) must be aligned for effective
heritage conservation (Zhou et al., 2026). Their analysis revealed a critical mismatch: while
heritage regulations existed at the provincial level, village-level governance mechanisms were
insufficient to translate these regulations into equitable outcomes, resulting in uneven benefit
distribution and commercialisation pressures within the heritage core.

Community-inclusive governance represents a distinct normative orientation that
positions communities not merely as stakeholders to be consulted but as genuine partners in
heritage conservation. Li and Han's study of Mount Huangshan documented how community
exclusion from governance processes — even in the presence of formal participation structures
— generated distrust that undermined conservation objectives (Li & Han, 2023). Their
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proposed community-inclusive conservation strategy emphasised benefit sharing and
perceived fairness as trust-building mechanisms.

Collectively, these governance models converge on a set of shared normative
principles. Section 2.3 and the thematic evidence summarised above demonstrate convergence
across accountability to communities, inclusion of diverse stakeholders, transparency in
decision-making, institutional capacity, multi-level coordination, equitable benefit sharing, and
conservation-development balance. This review synthesises these converging principles under
the integrative concept of responsible governance. The term is used as an analytical construct
— not as a term uniformly employed in the reviewed literature — to denote governance that is
accountable, inclusive, transparent, and oriented toward delivering equitable outcomes. This
synthesis does not claim that the reviewed papers studied "responsible governance" directly;
rather, it identifies the shared normative principles that emerge when these diverse governance
models are examined collectively.

4.3 The Participation—Governance—Outcome Nexus

The evidence consistently indicates that community participation and governance do not
operate independently but function as mutually reinforcing elements of a broader system. Their
interaction shapes outcomes across three interconnected dimensions: heritage conservation,
sustainable tourism development, and community wellbeing.

The relationship between community participation and heritage conservation features
prominently in the evidence. When communities participate meaningfully in heritage
governance, their engagement appears to foster a sense of stewardship and local ownership of
heritage assets. Chauhan (2022) observed that residents who participated in collaborative
decision-making for cultural heritage tourism also demonstrated stronger identification with
local heritage. Jalil and colleagues documented how community-based tourism initiatives
strengthened heritage conservation outcomes through resident empowerment (Jalil et al.,
2025). Li and Han's work suggests that the direction of this relationship matters: community-
inclusive conservation strategies — those that position communities as partners rather than
subjects of governance — appear more effective at building the trust necessary for sustained
heritage stewardship (Li & Han, 2023).

The evidence also indicates that governance structures shape the quality and outcomes
of community participation, which in turn influences sustainable tourism development. The
macro—meso—micro model developed by Zhou and colleagues illustrates this pathway: when
meso-level governance routines fail to connect macro-level policies with micro-level
community participation, tourism benefits are unevenly distributed and heritage conservation
suffers (Zhou et al., 2026). Conversely, the scoping review by Sampieri and Mazzetto identifies
community engagement and governance as cross-cutting enablers of sustainability outcomes
in heritage tourism (Sampieri & Mazzetto, 2026). The meta-study by Loulanski and Loulanski,
synthesising 483 studies, identified fifteen factors for sustainable heritage-tourism integration,
with both local involvement and governance and stakeholder participation featuring as critical
components (Loulanski & Loulanski, 2011). These findings collectively suggest that
participation and governance are not independent drivers but function interactively.

Community wellbeing represents a third outcome dimension that has received growing
attention. Brooks and colleagues, in a systematic review of 102 studies spanning all six WHO
regions, found that heritage tourism's impact on host communities' capacity to flourish —
across financial, social, cultural, human, and political dimensions of capital — is mediated by
both participation opportunities and governance structures (Brooks et al., 2023). The seven-
capital framework emerging from their review provides a comprehensive lens through which
to evaluate whether heritage tourism ultimately serves the communities it claims to benefit.
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Three mechanisms appear to mediate the participation—governance—outcome
relationship across the evidence: trust, which enables the transition from consultation to
genuine collaboration (Li & Han, 2023); benefit sharing, which sustains participation by
demonstrating tangible returns to community engagement (Feifei & Salleh, 2025; Zhou et al.,
2026); and stakeholder engagement, which broadens participation beyond narrow interest
groups and enhances governance legitimacy (Mandic¢ et al., 2024; Fonseca et al., 2025).

Table 3: Thematic coding matrix
Theme Core studies Supporting studies Total

MT1: Community participation —
motivations, drivers, and empowerment

MT2: Governance — from diverse RO1, RO5, R10, R15, R21,

R13,R14, R18, R24, R26 R0O2, R22, R27 8

models to responsible governance R23,R31, R33 R4, R20 10

MTS3: Participation—governance— RO03, R05, R10, R18, R26, o 6
outcome nexus R33

MT4: Gaps, tensions, and R10, R13, R24 RO4, R27 5

implementation challenges

Note: Studies may appear in multiple themes where their evidence contributes to more than one
thematic area. The term "responsible governance" is used in this review as an integrative analytical
construct synthesising shared normative principles identified across diverse governance models, rather
than a term uniformly employed in the reviewed literature.

4.4 Gaps, Tensions, and Implementation Challenges

Despite the growing recognition of participatory governance principles documented in Sections
4.1 through 4.3, the reviewed literature also reveals persistent gaps between rhetorical
commitment and implementation reality. These gaps cluster around three interrelated
challenges: governance capacity deficits, distributional inequity, and pseudo-participation.
Governance capacity deficits are the most frequently documented implementation gap. Fonseca
and colleagues found that Villa de Leyva, Colombia, despite its official certification as a
Sustainable Tourism Destination, lacked an adequate legal framework to translate certification
standards into enforceable practice, resulting in the subsequent creation of a Public Tourism
Policy to address this vacuum (Fonseca et al., 2025). Zhou and colleagues' Qiaonan study
identified a similar disconnect: provincial heritage regulations existed at the macro level, but
meso-level governance routines lacked the capacity to implement them, contributing to a
situation in which only around one-third of residents perceived tourism benefits as equitably
distributed (Zhou et al., 2026). These findings suggest that the formal adoption of governance
frameworks — whether through certification schemes, policy documents, or regulatory
instruments — does not automatically confer implementation capacity.

Distributional inequity represents a second persistent challenge. In Qiaonan, the
mismatch between governance levels produced measurable spatial and social inequities:
commercial land use within the heritage core increased substantially over a three-year period,
while resident perceptions of fairness remained low (Zhou et al., 2026). Li and Han
documented how community exclusion from benefit-sharing mechanisms eroded trust in
protected area management, even when conservation outcomes were nominally positive (L1 &
Han, 2023). These patterns indicate that governance structures must attend not only to
aggregate outcomes but also to the distribution of costs and benefits across different community
subgroups.

The third challenge — pseudo-participation — concerns the quality rather than the
quantity of community engagement. Across the reviewed literature, there are indications that
communities may be formally represented in governance processes without exercising genuine
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agency. Jalil and colleagues noted that while community members in Pasir Salak, Malaysia,
demonstrated strong cultural pride and interest in community-based tourism, governance
support, infrastructure, and policy coordination remained significant constraints on their ability
to translate interest into action (Jalil et al., 2025). Li and Han's trust paradox further illustrates
this challenge: communities that have been formally consulted may nevertheless develop
distrust when their input does not demonstrably influence decisions (Li & Han, 2023).
Dragouni and Fouseki's finding that heritage values can paradoxically inhibit participation
when heritage management is perceived as externally imposed further underscores the gap
between formal participatory structures and genuine community agency (Dragouni & Fouseki,
2018).

5.0 DISCUSSION

This focused systematic literature review set out to synthesise evidence on community
participation and governance in cultural heritage tourism and to develop an integrative
framework capturing their relationship. The thematic synthesis revealed that community
participation is multidimensional, shaped by interacting economic and non-economic factors;
that diverse governance models converge on shared normative principles; and that participation
and governance interact to shape outcomes across heritage conservation, sustainable tourism
development, and community wellbeing — even as significant gaps persist between principles
and practice. This section interprets the significance of these findings, identifies their
theoretical and practical implications, and acknowledges the review's limitations.

5.1 Theoretical Contributions

The first theoretical contribution of this review is to demonstrate that community participation
and governance in heritage tourism are mutually constitutive. Participation quality depends
substantially on governance structures: where governance is accountable, inclusive, and
transparent, participation tends toward empowerment; where it is weak or exclusionary,
participation remains tokenistic (Li & Han, 2023; Mandi¢ & Kennell, 2021). Conversely,
governance effectiveness is shaped by the depth of community engagement it facilitates
(Dragouni & Fouseki, 2018; Mandi¢ et al., 2024). This bidirectional relationship challenges
the tendency in the literature to study participation and governance as separate domains and
supports the need for integrated conceptual frameworks.

Second, the review synthesises the diverse governance models identified in the
reviewed literature under the integrative concept of responsible governance, providing a
coherent vocabulary for the shared normative principles — accountability, inclusion,
transparency, institutional capacity, multi-level coordination, equitable benefit sharing, and
conservation-development balance — that emerge across these models. The integrative
construct of responsible governance, proposed here as the review's synthesis rather than a term
uniformly employed in the reviewed literature, bridges the fragmented governance discourses
in heritage tourism research (Arthur & Mensah, 2006; Li & Han, 2023; Loulanski & Loulanski,
2011; Mandi¢ & Kennell, 2021; Mandi¢ et al., 2024; O'Donnell, 2016; Zhou et al., 2026).

Third, the review identifies three mechanism-level pathways — trust, benefit sharing,
and stakeholder engagement — through which the participation—governance interaction shapes
outcomes. These mechanisms provide more specific analytical targets for future empirical
research than the broad constructs of participation and governance alone.

5.2 Practical Implications

The review's findings carry practical implications for heritage destination management. Formal
consultation mechanisms alone are insufficient for meaningful community participation; trust-
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building and transparent benefit-sharing arrangements are essential, particularly where
communities have historically been excluded from decision-making (Feifei & Salleh, 2025; Li
& Han, 2023). The evidence also cautions against technological solutionism: smart governance
tools may offer incremental benefits where institutional capacity is robust, but cannot substitute
for building trust, ensuring fairness, and strengthening governance institutions (Mandi¢ &
Kennell, 2021).

For policymakers and heritage authorities, the review underscores the gap between
policy design and implementation capacity. The cases of Villa de Leyva (Fonseca et al., 2025)
and Qiaonan Village (Zhou et al., 2026) illustrate a broader pattern: formal adoption of
governance instruments does not automatically confer the institutional capacity required for
their implementation. Policy interventions should therefore attend as much to capacity-building
in local institutions, multi-level coordination, and benefit-distribution systems as to the design
of policy instruments themselves.

5.3 Limitations and Future Research

Several limitations should be considered when interpreting these findings. The review relied
on a single database, was restricted to English-language publications, and drew on a modest
evidence base of 19 studies. The geographic distribution of the evidence is concentrated in Asia
and Europe, with heritage governance contexts in the Global South, in post-conflict settings,
and in Indigenous heritage contexts remaining substantially underrepresented. Furthermore,
the evidence synthesised is primarily conceptual, correlational, and derived from case studies,
cross-sectional surveys, and review syntheses; longitudinal and experimental designs are
notably absent.

The conceptual framework proposed in Section 6 should therefore be understood as a
structured proposition grounded in the available evidence rather than a tested causal model.
Future research should address several priorities. Longitudinal studies tracking how
participation quality and governance capacity co-evolve over time in specific heritage
destinations would strengthen the evidence base. Comparative research across diverse
governance contexts — particularly in Africa, Latin America, the Middle East, and Indigenous
heritage settings — would test the generalisability of the responsible governance construct. The
three mediating mechanisms — trust, benefit sharing, and stakeholder engagement — warrant
focused investigation as measurable constructs in future empirical studies. Pseudo-
participation, in which communities are formally represented without genuine agency, requires
research designs that capture the gap between formal structures and lived experience.
Expanding the geographic and linguistic scope of heritage tourism governance research would
strengthen the generalisability of conceptual frameworks and ensure that scholarship reflects
the diversity of heritage governance contexts worldwide.

Table 4: Future research agenda

Research gap Suggested direction Expected contribution
Longitudinal case studies with repeat . S
o . & . u With Tep Understanding of participation
No longitudinal evidence on surveys tracking how participation . . .
L2 . . . . trajectories and evidence on the
participation quality over time quality co-evolves with governance N CL .
sustainability of participation gains
changes
Cross-case comparative designs and Identification of transferable
Limited comparative evidence multi-sited research testing governance principles; contextual
across governance contexts governance model effectiveness understanding of model
across heritage types and regions effectiveness
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Research gap Suggested direction Expected contribution

Delphi or expert consultation to

No empirical indicators for develop and pilot-test measurable
responsible governance indicators of accountability, inclusion,

transparency, and equitable benefits

Assessment tools for governance
quality; basis for systematic
comparative research

Psychometric scale development and
mixed-methods validation of
instruments for the three mediating
mechanisms

Validated instruments enabling
empirical testing of the conceptual
framework

Trust, benefit sharing, and
stakeholder engagement lack
measurement instruments

Qualitative and community-based

Pseudo-participation empirically | participatory research capturing the
under-researched gap between formal structures and

lived experience of participation

Diagnostic tools for participation
quality; evidence to inform
governance reform

Multi-country studies in Africa, Latin Geographic and cultural
Evidence concentrated in Asia America, the Middle East, and generalisability of frameworks;
and Europe Indigenous contexts; inclusion of non- diversification of heritage
English literature governance scholarship

Note: These directions are derived from gaps identified through thematic synthesis (Section 4.4) and
the methodological limitations of the present review (Section 3.5, Section 5.3).

6.0 INTEGRATED CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The thematic synthesis presented in Section 4 reveals a consistent pattern: community
participation and governance in cultural heritage tourism are not separate concerns that merely
intersect, but mutually constitutive elements of a single system. The quality of participation
depends on the governance structures that enable or constrain it, while the effectiveness of
governance depends on the depth and authenticity of the participation it facilitates. Drawing on
these findings and the discussion in Section 5, this section proposes a conceptual framework
that positions community participation and responsible governance as mutually reinforcing
pillars and specifies the mechanisms through which their interaction shapes outcomes.

Figure 3 presents the proposed framework. It should be emphasised that this is a
conceptual framework synthesised from patterns identified across the 19 reviewed studies,
rather than a statistically tested causal model. The framework is organised into three linked
components: core pillars, process mechanisms, and outcome dimensions.
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Figure 3: Integrated conceptual framework of community participation and responsible
governance in cultural heritage tourism. The framework is synthesised from patterns
identified across 19 reviewed studies and represents a structured proposition rather than a
statistically tested causal model. Core pillars (left) encompass the structural and participatory
dimensions of heritage tourism governance. Process mechanisms (centre) mediate the
relationship between pillars and outcomes. Outcome dimensions (right) represent the three
interconnected domains that the participation—governance interaction shapes: heritage
conservation, sustainable tourism development, and community wellbeing.

6.1 Core Pillars

Responsible governance functions as the structural enabling pillar. Drawing on the governance
synthesis in Section 4.2, responsible governance is conceptualised as governance that is
accountable to communities, inclusive of diverse stakeholders, transparent in decision-making,
and oriented toward balancing heritage conservation with sustainable tourism and equitable
community benefits. Three sub-elements underpin this pillar: institutional capacity —
organisational resources, expertise, and administrative competence (Mandi¢ & Kennell, 2021;
O'Donnell, 2016); policy frameworks — regulatory and strategic instruments that set
governance priorities (Sampieri & Mazzetto, 2026; Zhou et al., 2026); and multi-level
coordination — alignment across macro, meso, and micro scales (Zhou et al., 2026).

Community participation is the active driving pillar. Informed by Section 4.1, this pillar
encompasses economic drivers — employment, income, and local development benefits (Feifei
& Salleh, 2025; Hai & Ngan, 2022) — and non-economic drivers — place attachment, heritage
values, community ideals, and cultural identity (Chauhan, 2022; Dragouni & Fouseki, 2018).
Participation is conceptualised as a quality spectrum from consultation to empowerment, along
which communities may move as trust is built, benefits are shared equitably, and governance
becomes more responsive (Jalil et al., 2025). The dual role of heritage values — facilitating or
inhibiting participation depending on the governance context (Dragouni & Fouseki, 2018) —
is captured by the framework's recognition that the participation—governance relationship is
mediated rather than direct.

6.2 Process Mechanisms

Three process mechanisms occupy the conceptual space between the governance and
participation pillars and the outcome dimensions. Trust functions as a precondition for the
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translation of governance structures into genuine participation; the trust paradox documented
by Li and Han (2023), in which formally consulted communities nevertheless developed
distrust of management institutions, illustrates why governance design alone is insufficient.
Benefit sharing serves as a sustaining mechanism: where communities perceive the distribution
of tourism benefits as fair, participation is more likely to be sustained over time (Feifei &
Salleh, 2025; Zhou et al., 2026). Stakeholder engagement broadens the base of participation
beyond narrow interest groups and enhances governance legitimacy by ensuring that diverse
community voices inform decision-making (Fonseca et al., 2025; Mandi¢ et al., 2024).

6.3 Outcome Dimensions

The framework identifies three outcome dimensions that the reviewed evidence consistently
links to the participation—governance interaction. Heritage conservation encompasses not only
the physical preservation of heritage assets but also the safeguarding of cultural identity, local
memory, and community stewardship (Chauhan, 2022; Jalil et al., 2025; Loulanski &
Loulanski, 2011). Sustainable tourism development represents the balance between tourism
growth and heritage protection, including economic viability without heritage degradation
(Sampieri & Mazzetto, 2026; Zhou et al., 2026). Community wellbeing — encompassing
financial, social, cultural, human, and political dimensions of capital (Brooks et al., 2023) —
is positioned as the ultimate purpose toward which heritage conservation and sustainable
tourism are directed.

6.4 Framework Contribution and Boundary Conditions

The framework contributes to heritage tourism scholarship in three ways. First, it represents
participation and governance as mutually constitutive rather than parallel domains, capturing
the bidirectional relationship evident in the evidence. Second, it synthesises diverse governance
models under the integrative concept of responsible governance, providing a coherent
vocabulary. Third, it expands the outcome space beyond the conventional dyad of conservation
and development to include community wellbeing as a third, equally important dimension. At
the same time, the framework has clear boundary conditions: it is derived from a modest
evidence base, geographically concentrated, and the relationships it depicts are drawn from
conceptual and correlational evidence. The framework is offered not as a conclusive model but
as a structured proposition that can guide future empirical research.

7.0 CONCLUSION

Cultural heritage tourism depends fundamentally on the communities that give heritage its
meaning and on the governance arrangements that shape how heritage is managed. This
focused systematic literature review synthesised evidence from 19 studies, identified through
a structured Scopus search conducted on 5 June 2026, to examine how community participation
and governance interact in cultural heritage tourism and to develop an integrative conceptual
framework.

The evidence reveals that community participation in heritage tourism is
multidimensional, shaped by interacting economic and non-economic drivers, and that its
quality — ranging from tokenistic consultation to genuine empowerment — is mediated by
trust, benefit sharing, and perceived fairness. Diverse governance models identified in the
literature converge on shared normative principles of accountability, inclusion, transparency,
institutional capacity, multi-level coordination, and equitable benefit sharing, which this
review synthesises under the analytical construct of responsible governance. The interaction
between participation and governance shapes outcomes across heritage conservation,
sustainable tourism development, and community wellbeing, yet persistent gaps — governance
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capacity deficits, distributional inequity, and pseudo-participation — remain between
principles and implementation practice.

The proposed conceptual framework positions community participation and
responsible governance as mutually reinforcing pillars and identifies trust, benefit sharing, and
stakeholder engagement as the mediating mechanisms through which their interaction produces
outcomes. The framework is offered as a structured proposition grounded in the available
evidence, to be tested and refined through future empirical research. These insights are
particularly relevant for Southeast Asian and Nusantara heritage tourism contexts, where
cultural heritage governance often involves plural communities, layered local identities, and
the need to balance tourism development with community-based stewardship.

Sustainable cultural heritage tourism, this review suggests, cannot be achieved by
community participation alone, nor by governance reform in isolation. It requires governance
that is genuinely responsible — accountable to communities, transparent in its operations, and
committed to equitable outcomes — and communities that are empowered to participate not as
passive beneficiaries but as co-producers of heritage futures. Building such governance and
sustaining such participation remain central challenges for heritage tourism research and
practice.
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