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Abstract 

Tourism sustainability implementation fails persistently and systemically — not because of insufficient 

commitment, inadequate awareness, or isolated programme failures, but because of structural conditions 

operating across six analytically distinct and causally interconnected institutional layers. This report formally 

articulates the Tourism Sustainability Systems Framework (TSSF), a comparative institutional analysis 

framework derived inductively from six prior reports and two comparative datasets encompassing 15 

governance cases and 26 economic implementation cases across multiple geographic and development 

contexts. 

The TSSF identifies six layers of structural implementation failure — operational, social, systemic, educational, 

governance architecture, and economic implementation architecture — and establishes that these layers are 

causally interconnected in both directions: governance and economic architecture failures produce the 

operational, social, coordination, and educational conditions each layer documents; and evidence from those 

lower layers explains the governance and economic design failures that sustain them. This recursive causal 

structure is the framework's central analytical finding and the structural explanation for why single-domain 

interventions consistently underperform. 

From the comparative evidence base, the framework derives six minimum structural conditions whose 

simultaneous presence is consistently associated with durable, independently verified sustainability outcomes. 

No existing implementation system in the combined dataset satisfies all six conditions simultaneously. The 

framework identifies why this gap is structural rather than incidental, characterises the governance and 

economic contexts within which it manifests differently, and defines the boundary between what structural 

diagnosis can establish and what implementation architecture design requires beyond that foundation. 

The framework is presented as diagnostic rather than prescriptive. It explains what structural conditions 

produce failure and what configurations the evidence consistently associates with stronger outcomes. It does 

not propose a universal implementation system — the evidence base does not support one, and the Disclosure 

Boundary Protocol governing this series does not permit one. 

Keywords: tourism sustainability implementation, comparative institutional analysis, governance 

architecture, economic implementation architecture, implementation–commitment gap, SME structural 

disadvantage, outcome coupling, community readiness 
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Prefatory Note: The Series, This Report, and Its Boundary 

This is the seventh and final report of the Tourism Systems & Development Series. The series was developed by 

PT Yun Consultancy Indonesia between 2024 and 2026 to identify the structural conditions determining 

whether tourism sustainability implementation systems produce independently verified outcomes at scale. It 

does not evaluate individual sustainability initiatives, propose universal implementation blueprints, or 

recommend specific policy interventions for specific destinations. Its contribution is analytical: it establishes 

what structural conditions the evidence consistently associates with durable outcomes, and it explains why 

those conditions are simultaneously absent from the majority of existing systems. 

Reports #01 through #06 each addressed a distinct analytical layer of the same underlying problem. Report 

#07 integrates their findings into a formal framework — the Tourism Sustainability Systems Framework 

(TSSF) — names that framework, formally defines its central concepts, and states the integrating proposition 

that the preceding reports collectively establish. It does not revise, supersede, or contradict the findings of 

earlier reports. It synthesises them. 

The Disclosure Boundary Protocol governing this series distinguishes between structural diagnosis of existing 

systems, which is shared publicly, and implementation architecture design mechanisms derived from that 

analysis, which remain part of applied consulting and infrastructure development work. Report #07 operates 

within that boundary. It establishes the minimum structural conditions a durable implementation system 

would require; it does not specify how to build a system satisfying those conditions. That transition — from 

structural conditions identification to implementation architecture design — is a subsequent phase of work 

addressed through dedicated advisory engagement. The boundary between the two is explicitly stated in Part 

VIII of this report. 

All claims in this report are grounded in the six-report evidence base and the comparative datasets associated 

with Reports #05 and #06. No external models, frameworks, or empirical claims have been introduced that are 

not already present in that evidence base. Where the evidence supports a qualified claim rather than an 

unqualified one, the qualification is stated. Where the evidence identifies an outstanding question rather than a 

resolved finding, the question is placed in the research agenda rather than in the synthesis conclusions. 
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Introduction: The Central Research Question 

The question that organises this research series is deceptively simple: why does sustainability implementation 

in tourism systems repeatedly fail to produce verified outcomes at scale, despite growing policy commitment, 

expanding certification systems, increased development finance, and genuine operator intent? 

The standard explanations (insufficient awareness, inadequate capacity, lack of political will, underfunding) 

are empirically inadequate. Sustainability commitments have never been more widespread. Certification 

systems cover millions of tourism properties globally. Development finance institutions allocate capital with 

sustainability conditionality provisions. Operator surveys consistently indicate willingness to invest in 

sustainability practices. And yet the gap between commitment and independently verified operational outcome 

persists across geographies, governance contexts, development stages, and operator types. 

The Tourism Systems & Development Series began with a different premise: that this gap is structural. It 

persists not because of motivational or capacity failures at the individual actor level, but because the 

institutional, social, coordination, educational, governance, and economic conditions required for verified 

sustainability implementation are simultaneously absent from most existing systems. Understanding why 

those conditions are absent — and what their simultaneous presence would require — is what the series set out 

to establish. 

Six reports, produced in 2026, addressed this question across six analytical layers. Each layer was identified 

because the preceding layer's analysis left a structural gap unresolved. The resulting architecture was not 

designed in advance; it emerged iteratively from the series' own analytical logic. Report #07 integrates those 

findings into a formal framework, states the integrating proposition that the architecture generates, and 

defines the research agenda remaining beyond the current evidence base. 

Research Approach 

The series followed a staged comparative systems-analysis process, building an analytical architecture layer by 

layer from operational observation through social infrastructure analysis, structural coordination mapping, 

educational systems analysis, governance architecture comparison, and economic mechanism comparison. The 

methodology is described in full in the Methodological Process Statement (PT Yun Consultancy Indonesia, 

March 2026), which characterises it as 'an iterative architecture-building approach rather than a single-pass 

literature synthesis.' 

The approach is methodologically pluralist. Different analytical questions required different methods:  

●​ Systematic barrier analysis (Report #01) 

●​ Regional case analysis with theoretical grounding in social field theory (Report #02) 

●​ Discourse pattern recognition mapped to a structural taxonomy (Report #03) 
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●​ Educational systems analysis (Report #04) 

●​ Governance architecture analysis with a comparative dataset of 15 cases (Report #05) 

●​ Economic mechanism comparison across 26 cases (Report #06).  

This pluralism is a strength — it allows different methods to contribute complementary evidence to the same 

underlying question — not a methodological inconsistency. Each method was appropriate to its analytical 

object; no single method could have addressed all six layers. 

The framework that emerges from this process is inductive. It was generated by the series' analytical evidence rather than 

designed to impose on it. This inductive origin is the TSSF's primary academic positioning strength: it represents a 

structural pattern that the evidence reveals rather than a theoretical construction the evidence is used to test. 

Structure of This Report 

The report is organised in nine parts: 

●​ Part I formally names and articulates the TSSF, establishes its theoretical positioning, and states the integrating 

proposition that the six-layer architecture generates.  

●​ Part II synthesises the six-layer causal architecture in full.  

●​ Part III provides the consolidated structural explanation of the implementation–commitment gap across all six 

layers, including the resolution of the governance–education priority tension. Part  

●​ IV operationalises community readiness as a dimensional analytical framework.  

●​ Part V addresses the political economy of governance reform — the series' most persistently underanalysed 

dimension.  

●​ Part VI derives the minimum structural conditions associated with durable implementation outcomes. Part VII 

establishes scope conditions across governance model types.  

●​ Part VIII states explicitly the boundary between what structural diagnosis establishes and what implementation 

architecture design requires.  

●​ Part IX proposes the research agenda remaining beyond the current evidence base. 
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PART I 

The Tourism Sustainability Systems Framework: ​
Naming, Positioning, and Theoretical Ancestry 

1.1  Formally Naming the Framework 

The analytical architecture produced across six reports is formally designated the Tourism Sustainability 

Systems Framework (TSSF). Each component of the name is precise. 

Tourism bounds the framework's scope accurately. The entire evidence base — 15 governance cases in Dataset 

#05.5, 26 economic implementation cases in Dataset #06 — is drawn from tourism development contexts. The 

framework makes no claim to applicability in other sectors; its governance and economic typologies are specific 

to the institutional characteristics of tourism systems. 

Sustainability identifies the analytical object: the translation of sustainability commitments into independently 

verified operational outcomes. The series treats sustainability in its full social-ecological sense — encompassing 

environmental outcomes, community benefit distribution, labour conditions, and conservation consequences 

— consistent with the evidence from Reports #01 through #06. 

Systems designates the framework's analytical orientation. The word is used in the sense established in applied 

institutional and policy research: tourism development is treated as a complex institutional system in which 

outcomes are determined by the interaction of multiple interdependent layers rather than by any single actor 

or domain. This orientation — understanding how emergent system-level failures arise from rationally 

behaving actors operating within poorly designed institutional architectures — informs both the single-domain 

insufficiency argument and the recursive causation model that are the framework's core analytical 

contributions. The word Systems does not constitute a formal engagement with systems theory as a distinct 

theoretical tradition in the Bertalanffy or Forrester sense; the series does not deploy systems theory's formal 

apparatus, and no such claim is made here. 

Framework designates the analytical instrument correctly. The TSSF is a structured analytical architecture for 

examining tourism sustainability implementation conditions across contexts — distinct from a theory (which 

makes causal claims at a higher level of generality), a model (which specifies relationships between defined 

variables), or a method (which specifies analytical procedures). It provides a diagnostic lens, not a design tool. 

1.2  Theoretical Positioning 

The TSSF's primary theoretical home is comparative institutional analysis. Its governance typology, economic 
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model typology, and cross-layer analysis of how institutional arrangements determine sustainability outcomes 

are recognisable comparative institutional analysis: they classify institutional configurations by their structural 

properties, associate them with outcome patterns, and explain failure conditions by reference to how 

institutional rules, accountability mechanisms, and enforcement structures shape actor behaviour. This 

positioning is consistent with institutional economics and comparative governance scholarship, though the 

framework engages these traditions empirically rather than through formal theoretical citation. 

At the community readiness layer — Report #02 — the framework draws explicitly on social theory. Bourdieu's 

field theory and cultural capital analysis explain why community social capital determines participation 

outcomes; Scott's analysis of resistance and everyday non-compliance explains informal non-engagement with 

tourism governance; Goffman's impression management framework explains surface-level sustainability 

adoption without behavioural change; Hofstede's cultural dimensions framework and Bennett's intercultural 

development model contribute to the cross-cultural analysis of implementation variation. This social theory 

engagement is concentrated in the community readiness layer and not carried systematically through the other 

five layers; it represents the analytical depth appropriate to the social infrastructure dimension of the 

implementation problem. 

Methodologically, the series employs a systems analysis orientation throughout: it examines emergent 

properties of tourism development systems, documents recursive causal relationships between institutional 

layers, and demonstrates that system-level outcomes cannot be reduced to or addressed through any 

single-layer intervention. This orientation shapes the analytical logic without constituting formal engagement 

with systems theory as a body of academic literature. 

Empirically, the framework engages development policy and practice questions — how investment structures 

determine distributional outcomes, how development finance instruments create or reproduce community 

benefit conditions, how the institutional architecture of international development finance shapes 

sustainability governance at the destination level. These engagements are thematic rather than theoretical; the 

series does not draw on development economics as a formal analytical framework. 

1.3  The Integrating Proposition 

The TSSF's integrating proposition — the central analytical claim that the six-layer architecture generates and 

that single-layer analysis cannot produce — is as follows: 

Tourism sustainability implementation failure is a multi-layer institutional problem in which each layer of 

failure is both a cause of failures at the layers below it and a consequence of failures at the layer above it. 

This recursive causal architecture is the structural explanation for why single-domain interventions 

consistently underperform: they address one layer while the other five remain structurally unaddressed. 

 

This proposition has three components. First, the failure is multi-layer: it operates across operational, social, 

 

© All Rights Reserved 2026 PT Yun Consultancy Indonesia | #07 of Tourism Systems & Development Series | Page 8 



Implementation Architecture Synthesis: The Tourism Sustainability Systems Framework (TSSF) |  Industry Analysis Report 
 

systemic, educational, governance, and economic dimensions simultaneously. Addressing any one dimension 

while the others remain structurally unaddressed does not produce durable outcomes. Second, the causation is 

recursive rather than linear: governance and economic architecture failures produce the conditions 

documented in the lower layers; and evidence from those lower layers explains the governance and economic 

design failures that produce them. Neither direction of causation is primary; both are confirmed by the series' 

evidence. Third, this recursive structure is the explanation for single-domain insufficiency — it is not merely an 

observation that multiple factors matter, but a structural account of why they are interconnected such that 

addressing one without the others is architecturally insufficient. 

The integrating proposition does not claim that the TSSF provides a complete causal theory of tourism 

sustainability implementation. It claims that the framework identifies the structural institutional conditions 

consistently associated with implementation failure and that single-domain analysis cannot produce this 

identification because the failure is not located in any single layer. 

1.4  Terminology: Authoritative Definitions for This Report 

Six terms require definitional anchoring before use in this synthesis. These definitions resolve terminological 

variants and precision differences accumulated across the six-report series. 

Implementation–commitment gap 

The persistent and structurally sustained distance between formal sustainability commitments — strategies, 

certifications, pledges, national frameworks — and the delivery of independently verified sustainability 

outcomes. The gap operates simultaneously across all six analytical layers and cannot be closed by addressing 

any single layer while the others remain structurally unaddressed. Distinguished from an execution gap — 

attributable to individual actor failure — by its structural causation: it persists because the institutional, social, 

coordination, educational, governance, and economic conditions required for verified implementation are 

simultaneously absent from most existing systems. The precision of the outcome standard — independently 

verified — is grounded in Report #06's outcome coupling analysis and distinguishes genuine sustainability 

implementation from process compliance proxies. 

Community readiness 

The social, institutional, and economic preparation required for a community to function as an effective 

participant in, and equitable beneficiary of, tourism development prior to investment deployment. Community 

readiness is assessed across five dimensions: institutional governance capacity; local economic participation 

infrastructure; social service infrastructure; legally secured benefit distribution frameworks; and informed 

consent and participation conditions. Community readiness is conceptually distinct from community 

consultation, which requires engagement but not substantive preparation or informed comprehension. The 

distinction was established in Report #02 and is maintained consistently throughout the series. 
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Governance architecture 

The institutional rules, accountability mechanisms, coordination structures, regulatory frameworks, and 

financing conditions that collectively determine whether individual actors are enabled or constrained in 

pursuing sustainable outcomes. Governance architecture is broader than regulation: it encompasses the full 

institutional environment of authority, accountability, enforcement, and coordination within which 

sustainability-relevant decisions are made. This formal definition was introduced in Report #05. References to 

governance in Reports #01 through #04 were informal and narrower in scope; the formal definition applies to 

the synthesis analysis throughout this report. 

Economic implementation architecture 

The configuration of funding mechanism, enforcement type, revenue-loop structure, SME accessibility, and 

institutional capability anchoring that collectively determines whether a tourism sustainability implementation 

system is financially self-sustaining, capable of producing verified outcomes, and structurally durable across 

political transitions and programme cycles. Introduced as a formal analytical category in Report #06; 

components were addressed informally in earlier reports, particularly financial access constraints (Report 

#01), community benefit distribution (Report #02), and green finance governance (Report #05). 

Institutional capability anchoring 

The condition in which sustainability capability — the knowledge, skills, and institutional processes required to 

implement and maintain a sustainability system — is held by an institution with autonomous operational 

funding independent of donor cycles and government discretionary spending, ensuring that capability persists 

across programme exits, political transitions, and tourism downturns. Coined in Report #06; anticipated in 

Report #03's structural impermanence finding and Report #05's governance capacity investment argument. 

Outcome coupling 

The strength of the verifiable causal relationship between a sustainability system's financial inputs and 

documented sustainability outcomes, assessed on a four-level scale: Strong — independently verified closed 

causal chain between financial input and documented output, with mandatory enforcement and third-party 

verification; Medium — functioning mechanism with documented activities and partial outcomes, but without 

a complete independently verified input-to-outcome causal chain; Weak — absent or collapsed verification, or 

voluntary enforcement incapable of sustaining the causal chain; Contested — disputed outcome validity or 

governance conflict preventing assessment. Outcome coupling is jointly determined by enforcement 

mechanism type, verification architecture, and revenue-loop closure. Introduced in Report #06 and Dataset 

#06.1. 
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PART II 

The Six-Layer Causal Architecture 

2.1  How the Architecture Emerged 

The TSSF's six-layer architecture was not designed in advance. It emerged iteratively from the series' own 

analytical logic: each report identified a structural gap left unresolved by the preceding layer's analysis, and the 

subsequent report addressed that gap. The architecture is therefore inductive — generated by the evidence 

rather than imposed on it. This origin is the framework's primary methodological strength. 

Report #01 documented that sustainability commitments fail to translate into operational outcomes because of 

six structural barrier categories — financial access, workforce capability, reporting burden, supply chain 

constraints, certification readiness, and emerging market infrastructure deficits — and established that these 

are structural conditions rather than motivational failures. But it could not explain why these barriers persist 

across contexts and reform efforts. Report #02 identified that community-level social infrastructure deficits are 

primary determinants of whether tourism investments perform sustainably — a condition Report #01's 

operational analysis had not examined. Report #03 identified that the failures of both preceding layers are 

symptoms of structural fragmentation across siloed professional communities — a common underlying 

condition that neither property-level nor community-level analysis had captured. Report #04 identified that 

without learning systems capable of translating sustainability principles into operational behaviour, the 

barriers identified in the first three layers cannot be effectively addressed — adding the educational 

transmission dimension. Report #05 identified that governance conditions had appeared 22 times across the 

preceding four reports as contextual explanatory factors without being the analytical object of any of them, and 

established governance architecture as the institutional enabling condition for the entire implementation 

system. Report #06 identified that even where intent, governance, and knowledge exist, most systems fail 

because of how they are economically designed — who pays, through what mechanism, with what enforcement 

structure, and whether the system can survive the withdrawal of its original funder. 

The six-layer architecture that resulted from this iterative process captures the full structural explanation of 

implementation failure that no single layer could have produced independently. 
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2.2  The Six Layers: A Structural Summary 

Layer Report Analytical Object Core Structural Finding 

Layer 1 — 

Operational 
#01 Property-level 

implementation 

conditions 

Six structural barrier categories prevent operational translation of 

sustainability commitments. These are structural conditions, not 

motivational failures. SME operators face the highest relative 

barriers across all six categories. 

Layer 2 — Social #02 Community-level social 

infrastructure 
Community readiness — distinct from consultation — is a structural 

precondition for sustainable investment outcomes. Its absence is 

not a market failure but an institutional design failure: development 

finance conditionality does not require it. 

Layer 3 — 

Systemic 
#03 Multi-actor coordination 

architecture 
Sustainability fails at the sector level because actor communities 

are fragmented across siloed professional domains with no 

integrating coordination architecture. Each actor type operates 

rationally within its domain while collectively producing structurally 

counterproductive outcomes. 

Layer 4 — 

Educational 
#04 Knowledge transmission 

to operational behaviour 
The educational translation function — converting sustainability 

principles into operational behaviour — is unowned by any 

institutional actor. Five fragmented delivery tracks collectively fail to 

produce the behaviour change that implementation requires. 

Layer 5 — 

Governance 

architecture 

#05 Institutional enabling 

conditions 
All preceding failures are, at their primary institutional root, 

governance architecture failures. Governance architecture is the 

institutional enabling condition determining whether the tools, 

programmes, and reforms of earlier layers can produce sustained 

outcomes at scale. 

Layer 6 — 

Economic 

implementation 

architecture 

#06 Financial implementation 

conditions 
Even where intent, governance, and knowledge exist, most systems 

fail because of their economic design. Funding mechanism, 

enforcement type, revenue-loop structure, SME accessibility, and 

institutional capability anchoring jointly determine whether verified 

outcomes are achievable and durable. 

 

2.3  Governance Architecture and Economic Implementation Architecture as 

Co-Determining Enabling Conditions 

Layers 5 and 6 occupy a distinctive structural position in the framework. They are not simply the fifth and sixth 

items in a sequential list. They are jointly the enabling conditions for the entire implementation system — the 

institutional and financial architecture within which the operational, social, systemic, and educational 

 

© All Rights Reserved 2026 PT Yun Consultancy Indonesia | #07 of Tourism Systems & Development Series | Page 12 



Implementation Architecture Synthesis: The Tourism Sustainability Systems Framework (TSSF) |  Industry Analysis Report 
 

conditions of Layers 1 through 4 are either structurally reproducible or structurally addressable. 

The relationship between the two enabling layers is lateral and co-determining rather than hierarchical. 

Governance architecture shapes the conditions within which economic mechanisms can function: whether 

revenue loops can be ring-fenced, whether enforcement can be made mandatory, whether institutional 

capability can be embedded in permanently funded bodies. Economic implementation architecture, in turn, 

determines whether governance mandates are financially executable or aspirational: a governance architecture 

that cannot be economically resourced remains normatively stated but operationally inert. Neither layer has 

institutional or temporal priority over the other. The TSSF treats them as co-determining because the evidence 

base consistently demonstrates their mutual dependency. 

It should also be noted that Report #05's formal definition of governance architecture includes financing 

conditions as one of its five components. This means that economic architecture, at the definitional level, is 

partially contained within the governance architecture concept — not as a separate downstream condition but 

as a co-constitutive element of the institutional environment. Report #06's economic analysis provides the 

detailed mechanism-level examination of those financing conditions that the governance layer's definition 

encompasses but does not fully specify. The two layers are therefore both analytically and definitionally 

interdependent. 

2.4  The Recursive Causal Architecture: Forward and Backward Directions 

The framework's most important structural contribution is the recursive causal architecture: the six layers are 

causally interconnected in both directions, not in a single downward chain. Understanding both directions is 

necessary for understanding why single-domain interventions consistently fail. 

In the forward direction — from enabling conditions to lower layers — governance architecture failures 

produce: the operational barriers of Layer 1, because enforcement architecture does not level the competitive 

field between compliant and non-compliant operators; the community readiness deficits of Layer 2, because 

development finance conditionality does not require social preparation investment as a project approval 

condition; the systemic fragmentation of Layer 3, because no coordination institution holds a cross-domain 

mandate capable of overcoming it; the educational architecture failure of Layer 4, because vocational policy, 

DMO mandates, and policymaker capability remain outside any governance architecture designed to address 

the translation function; and the economic architecture failures, because ring-fencing is absent, enforcement 

mechanisms are voluntary, and capability anchoring is external to destination institutions in the majority of 

cases. 

In the backward direction — from lower layers to enabling conditions — the operational evidence of Report 

#01, social infrastructure deficits of Report #02, coordination failures of Report #03, and educational 

architecture limitations of Report #04 collectively constitute the empirical evidence base from which Reports 

#05 and #06 derived their governance and economic architecture analyses. Each of the lower layers, by 

documenting the recurring consequences of governance and economic design failures, provided the analytical 
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grounding for the governance typology, the nine evidence-derived institutional design criteria, the seven 

economic model types, and the six systemic economic findings. 

This bidirectionality is not merely a philosophical observation about causation. It has a specific practical 

implication: governance reform without educational capability produces institutional mandates that cannot be 

executed; educational reform without governance accountability produces knowledge that does not translate 

into binding compliance; economic reform without enforcement produces financing mechanisms that fund 

adoption but not impact. The recursive architecture explains why each of these partial reform paths 

consistently falls short of the structural conditions required for verified outcomes. 

A clarifying note is warranted here. The forward causal chain — tracing how governance and economic failures 

cascade through the lower layers — is not a reform sequence. It describes why governance and economic 

architecture failures consistently reproduce lower-layer conditions. It does not imply that governance reform 

should precede social investment, or that economic reform should precede educational development. The 

evidence base does not support a universal reform sequence; the conditions under which required structural 

elements can be assembled differ fundamentally across governance model types and development contexts. 
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PART III 

The Implementation–Commitment Gap:​
A Six-Layer Structural Explanation 

3.1  The Gap Defined 

The implementation–commitment gap is the series' central analytical finding — not as a descriptor of a simple 

failure, but as the name for a structurally produced and structurally sustained condition that persists across 

governance contexts, development stages, certification systems, and reform cycles. The gap describes the 

persistent and structurally sustained distance between formal sustainability commitments and the delivery of 

independently verified sustainability outcomes. 

Three features of this definition require emphasis. The first is its precision about the outcome standard. The 

gap is not between commitment and operational activity — most sustainability systems produce documented 

activities. It is between commitment and independently verified outcomes: the independently measured 

environmental and community consequences of tourism activity. Report #06's outcome coupling analysis 

establishes why this distinction matters: nineteen of 26 cases in the economic dataset converge on Medium 

outcome coupling — systems with documented activities and partial outcomes but without a verified causal 

chain between financial input and measured sustainability result. The gap persists not because systems are 

inactive but because their verification architecture is incomplete. 

The second feature is the characterisation as structurally produced. The gap is not the aggregate of individual 

actor failures — operators not complying, policymakers not enforcing, investors not conditioning. It is 

produced by institutional architecture: the absence of the six structural conditions whose simultaneous 

presence the evidence consistently associates with verified outcomes. Where those conditions are absent, the 

gap is reproduced regardless of individual actor intent. 

The third feature is the characterisation as structurally sustained. The gap persists across reform cycles because 

reforming any single layer while the other five remain structurally unaddressed reproduces the gap from the 

unreformed layers. This is why the history of tourism sustainability is a history of partial advances — improved 

certification systems, more DFI conditionality, better community engagement — that have not closed the gap at 

the system level. 

3.2  Six-Layer Structural Explanation 

Across all six analytical layers, the implementation–commitment gap is simultaneously sustained by the 

following structural conditions: 

 

© All Rights Reserved 2026 PT Yun Consultancy Indonesia | #07 of Tourism Systems & Development Series | Page 15 



Implementation Architecture Synthesis: The Tourism Sustainability Systems Framework (TSSF) |  Industry Analysis Report 
 

​

At Layer 1 — Operational — financial inaccessibility, workforce capability deficits, compliance burden, 

supply chain absence, and emerging market infrastructure deficits collectively prevent operational translation 

of sustainability commitments. Operators — particularly SME operators — cannot implement at the level their 

commitments describe because the financial, human capital, and supply infrastructure required to do so is 

structurally unavailable to them. This is not a willingness problem. The barrier taxonomy of Report #01 

establishes that the structural conditions for implementation are absent, not that the motivation for 

implementation is insufficient. 

At Layer 2 — Social — community readiness deficits mean that investment reaches communities structurally 

unprepared to participate equitably in or be protected from its consequences. Report #02 documents five 

recurring operational failure patterns produced by this absence: workforce unavailability at the scale and 

quality required; benefit leakage to external actors; social conflict from unmanaged distributional 

consequences; institutional incapacity preventing co-governance; and cultural erosion undermining long-term 

destination quality. These are not incidental outcomes of poor implementation management. They are 

structurally produced by the consistent failure of development appraisal frameworks to require community 

readiness investment as a precondition for project approval. 

At Layer 3 — Systemic — fragmentation means no integrating architecture connects the actor communities 

whose joint action addressing operational, social, coordination, and educational dimensions simultaneously 

would be required to close the gap. Each actor type (investor, planner, operator, educator, certification body, 

development agency) operates rationally within its domain while collectively reproducing the conditions that 

sustain the gap. Report #03 establishes that this fragmentation is a governance design failure: institutional 

actors hold separate mandates, separate data systems, and no formal coordination obligation at the 

decision-making level. It is not a culture problem susceptible to partnership forums and multi-stakeholder 

platforms. 

At Layer 4 — Educational — the translation function is unowned. Sustainability knowledge is available. 

Certification criteria, educational curricula, and training programmes exist. What is consistently absent is the 

institutional mechanism converting that knowledge into operational behaviour change at the practitioner level. 

Report #04 identifies why: vocational policy does not govern sustainability learning content; DMO mandates 

do not include embedded education delivery to the SME sector; five fragmented institutional delivery tracks 

collectively fail to own the translation function. 

At Layer 5 — Governance architecture — no governance mechanisms connect sustainability 

commitments to operational accountability at the property level. Management contracts contain sustainability 

reporting requirements but not sustainability performance conditions with financial consequences. Corporate 

governance structures hold boards accountable for disclosure accuracy but not for whether disclosed 

performance reflects genuine operational conditions. Destination-level monitoring capable of acting on 

sustainability performance across all operators regardless of corporate governance structure is absent from 
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most contexts. These are not incidental omissions. They are the architecture of an accountability system 

designed to manage reputation rather than to verify impact. 

At Layer 6 — Economic implementation architecture — in over half of all cases examined, no direct 

financial connection exists between tourism activity and sustainability investment. The financial survival of the 

sustainability system depends not on the performance of the tourism activity it is designed to govern but on 

political decisions, donor appetite, and corporate strategy outside destination control. In the majority of cases 

with voluntary enforcement, the outcome coupling ceiling is structurally capped below the level required for 

verified impact. The enforcement ceiling finding — no case with voluntary enforcement achieves Medium or 

Strong coupling — is a dataset-wide pattern with no exceptions. 

These six sustaining conditions are not independent. The absence of governance accountability (Layer 5) 

prevents development finance conditionality from requiring community readiness (Layer 2) and prevents 

certification governance from separating revenue from verification (structural foundation of Layer 4). The 

absence of economic ring-fencing (Layer 6) prevents governance mandates from being resourced (Layer 5) and 

prevents capability from being institutionally anchored (critical to Layer 4). Addressing any one of the six while 

the others remain unaddressed produces partial progress within the addressed layer and reproduces the gap 

from the five unaddressed ones. 

3.3  Resolving the Governance–Education Priority Tension 

At the close of Report #04, the series established that educational architecture is the foundational layer on 

which the capacity to address all other structural conditions depends. At the opening of Report #05, the series 

established that governance architecture is the primary explanatory and enabling layer — the institutional 

precondition without which addressing the other four layers cannot produce durable results. An apparent 

tension arose: which layer is foundational? 

The direction of institutional priority has been confirmed since Report #05: governance architecture is 

institutionally prior to educational architecture. Governance creates the conditions within which educational 

systems are designed, funded, and mandated. But Report #07 must resolve the tension not only in direction 

but in mechanism — the specific institutional pathways through which governance architecture enables or 

constrains educational system design. 

Three such pathways are identified from the combined analysis of Reports #04 and #05. These pathways are 

evidence-derived inferences — they describe what the evidence implies about the governance–education 

relationship rather than directly documented causal observations — and their empirical validation is identified 

in the research agenda. 

The first pathway operates through vocational policy. Governance architecture determines whether vocational 

training policy mandates sustainability learning content and whether that mandate is enforced with 

accountability mechanisms. In the absence of vocational policy governance, sustainability content in training 

programmes is voluntary, inconsistently present, and subject to institutional inertia. Educational content 
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reform without vocational policy reform is advisory rather than systemic: it produces changed curricula in 

willing institutions rather than changed content across the delivery system. 

The second pathway operates through DMO institutional mandate design. Governance architecture determines 

whether Destination Management Organisation mandates include embedded sustainability education delivery 

to the SME sector with dedicated funding and performance accountability. DMOs funded through 

accommodation levies or visitor volume metrics – as Report #05 documents – carry structural conflicts of 

interest preventing them from prioritising sustainability functions over promotional ones. The most critical 

educational gap in most tourism systems — operational sustainability translation reaching SME operators — is 

structurally unaddressable without DMO mandate reform: the institutional actor best positioned to deliver 

embedded, contextual sustainability education to the SME sector cannot do so when its governance mandate 

does not require it and its funding incentives work against it. 

The third pathway operates through policymaker knowledge conditions. Governance architecture determines 

— through civil service training frameworks, professional development mandates, and appointment criteria — 

whether the policymakers designing regulatory frameworks and investment conditionality have the operational 

sustainability knowledge required to design instruments addressing implementation conditions rather than 

commitment conditions. Governance frameworks designed by policymakers without operational sustainability 

knowledge produce accountability systems oriented toward disclosure and reporting rather than toward 

verified operational outcomes. This closes the bidirectional feedback loop: governance architecture failures 

produce educational conditions that sustain those governance failures across generations of practitioners and 

policymakers who never receive the operational sustainability knowledge that effective governance reform 

would require them to have. 

The resolution of the governance–education tension is therefore: governance is institutionally prior because it 

creates the enabling conditions for educational system reform; education is behaviourally necessary because 

governance mandates without the capability to execute them produce requirements that cannot be met. 

Neither is sufficient without the other. The framework does not position one as more important; it establishes 

that their co-design is the institutional configuration the evidence consistently associates with the behaviour 

change at scale that verified implementation requires. 
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PART IV 

Community Readiness: A Dimensional Framework 

4.1  Why Operationalisation Is Required 

Community readiness is the series’ most significant unresolved conceptual challenge. Report #02 introduced it 

as a central concept, established the conceptually precise distinction between community consultation and 

community readiness, and documented through regional case analysis that community readiness deficits 

produce five recurring operational failure patterns. Report #05’s Principle 4 — evidence-derived institutional 

design criterion 4 — identified the absence of community readiness assessment as a conditionality requirement 

as the governance design failure with the highest observed association with social sustainability failure 

outcomes in tourism development finance contexts. Both reports presuppose an operational definition. Neither 

provides one. 

Without operationalisation, community readiness cannot function as an appraisal criterion, cannot be 

measured, and cannot be defended as a conditionality requirement in the institutional contexts where it 

matters most. The synthesis paper provides the dimensional framework that the series has not previously 

produced. It does not provide empirically validated threshold criteria — the calibration required to establish 

minimum threshold levels distinguishing project contexts associated with community benefit from those 

associated with the five failure patterns documented in Report #02 is an outstanding research task identified in 

the research agenda. What the dimensional framework provides is a formal analytical structure for the concept: 

the five dimensions across which community readiness must be assessed, the evidence basis for each, and the 

types of conditions that assessment would need to examine. 

4.2  The Five-Dimension Framework 

Community readiness is assessed across five dimensions. These dimensions are not independent: deficits in 

any one are likely to compound deficits in others, and the combination of multiple dimensional deficits 

produces the failure patterns Report #02 documents. The dimensions are presented here as an analytical 

framework for use in development appraisal contexts; they are not a checklist, and their assessment requires 

contextual professional judgement rather than mechanical scoring. 

Dimension 1 — Institutional Governance Capacity 

The presence of recognised community governance structures — formal or customary — with the mandate, 

capacity, and legitimacy to represent community interests in development processes, negotiate benefit 

distribution terms, enforce compliance by tourism operators, and monitor governance outcomes over time. The 
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absence of effective institutional governance is the condition most directly associated with the benefit leakage 

and institutional incapacity failure patterns documented in Report #02: when no legitimate community 

institution holds the negotiating and enforcement capacity required, benefit distribution terms are set by 

investors and operators whose interests are not aligned with community equity. 

Assessment of this dimension requires examination of whether recognised governance structures exist, 

whether their mandate covers the economic and social dimensions of tourism development, whether their 

leadership is accountable to community members rather than only to external actors, and whether they have 

demonstrated functional capacity in analogous governance situations. The Rwanda community benefit 

governance model — in which legally mandated redistribution flows through government-controlled 

mechanisms to communities adjacent to conservation assets — demonstrates institutional governance capacity 

embedded in a legally secured framework rather than dependent on operator goodwill. 

Dimension 2 — Local Economic Participation Infrastructure 

The presence of local economic structures — trained workforce, small enterprise capacity, supply network 

development, and financial services access — that enable community members to participate productively in 

tourism value chains and receive economic benefit from tourism revenues rather than being bypassed by 

externally managed supply systems. The absence of local economic participation infrastructure is the condition 

most directly associated with the benefit leakage and workforce unavailability failure patterns: investment 

generates economic activity that cannot be absorbed locally and accrues predominantly to external actors. 

Assessment requires examination of local workforce supply at relevant skill levels, the presence of 

locally-owned enterprises capable of participating in tourism supply chains, access to financial services 

enabling local enterprise investment, and the structural relationship between tourism operator procurement 

practices and local economic capacity. The operational barrier analysis of Report #01 — particularly financial 

access constraints and workforce capability constraints — describes the operator-level expression of the same 

economic participation infrastructure deficits that this dimension addresses at the community level. 

Dimension 3 — Social Service Infrastructure 

The presence of health, education, housing, and social service infrastructure adequate to support a workforce 

whose living and working conditions meet international labour standards and adequate to absorb the social 

consequences of rapid tourism development, including increased housing costs, changed cultural 

environments, and public service demand. The absence of social service infrastructure is associated with the 

workforce quality constraints of Report #01 and the community conflict patterns of Report #02: tourism 

investment that outpaces social infrastructure development produces competition for scarce services, 

displacement pressures, and the social conditions that undermine long-term destination quality. 

Assessment requires examination of health system capacity, education and training infrastructure, housing 

affordability conditions, and the adequacy of community service infrastructure relative to the projected scale 

and speed of tourism development. Rapid destination development — the investment-before-readiness pattern 
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that Report #02 documents as the most prevalent governance design failure in tourism development appraisal 

— is most destructive in contexts where social service infrastructure is most constrained. 

Dimension 4 — Legally Secured Benefit Distribution Frameworks 

The presence of enforceable frameworks specifying how tourism revenues and non-monetary benefits are 

allocated to community members, with mechanisms preventing elite capture and ensuring equitable 

distribution across community households rather than concentration among those with privileged access to 

governance structures. The absence of legally secured benefit distribution is the condition most directly 

associated with the governance tensions over revenue distribution documented in the conservation concession 

cases of Dataset #05.5. 

The distinction between legally secured and contractually promised benefit distribution is analytically critical. 

Report #05's comparison of Rwanda's legally mandated community benefit allocation — 10% of park revenues 

to the Tourism Revenue Sharing Programme and 35% to communities by government policy — with Kenya's 

conservancy cases, where benefit flows depend on the terms of individual lodge lease agreements and are not 

legally guaranteed, documents the governance consequence: legally mandated redistribution produces the 

stable conservation incentive that discretionary redistribution does not. Assessment of this dimension requires 

examination of whether benefit distribution terms are legally codified rather than discretionary, whether 

allocation mechanisms are transparently governed, and whether community members have enforceable rights 

to their benefit entitlements. 

Dimension 5 — Informed Consent and Genuine Participation Conditions 

The condition in which community members have received sufficient information about the proposed 

investment — its nature, likely consequences, distributional implications, and the rights of community 

members within it — to provide meaningful consent and ongoing substantive participation, as distinct from 

procedural consultation in which information is transmitted but comprehension and genuine choice are not 

required or assessed. This dimension preserves the conceptually precise distinction established in Report #02 

as the series' original contribution to the development appraisal literature: consultation requires engagement; 

readiness requires comprehension and genuine agency. 

Assessment requires examination of whether community information processes have been conducted in local 

languages and cultural registers capable of supporting comprehension, whether community members have had 

access to independent advice, whether consent processes have allowed sufficient time for informed 

deliberation, and whether participation mechanisms during project implementation are substantive — with 

genuine influence over decision-making — rather than consultative. 

4.3  The Status of This Framework 

The five-dimension framework is the first formal definitional structure the series has produced for community 

readiness. It constitutes a synthesis contribution that advances beyond the qualitative elaboration of Report 
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#02 by providing analytical structure and assessment directionality. It does not constitute an operationalised 

measurement instrument. 

The transition from dimensional framework to measurement instrument requires empirical threshold 

calibration: comparative analysis of project outcomes against pre-investment readiness conditions to identify 

the dimensional threshold levels distinguishing contexts associated with community benefit from those 

associated with the five failure patterns. This calibration study is identified in the research agenda as an 

outstanding empirical task. Until thresholds are empirically validated, the dimensional framework should be 

applied as a structured appraisal guide — directing professional assessment attention to the five dimensions 

and the types of conditions relevant to each — rather than as a scoring system with defined pass/fail criteria. 
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PART V 

The Political Economy of Governance Reform 

5.1  Why Political Economy Has Been Underanalysed 

Across the six-report series, governance and structural failures have been treated primarily as institutional 

design problems: failures produced by poorly designed accountability mechanisms, absent coordination 

mandates, and misaligned incentive structures and, therefore, potentially addressable through better 

institutional architecture. This framing is analytically productive — it generates the governance typology, the 

economic model typology, and the evidence-derived institutional design criteria that constitute the series' 

primary contributions. But it leaves a prior question underaddressed: why do governance systems take the 

forms they do? And why do reforms that would clearly produce better sustainability outcomes consistently face 

structural resistance? 

The Academic Structural Review identified this as the analytical gap most likely to undermine the series' 

influence on its policy audiences. Policy actors do not inhabit a world of institutional design problems 

susceptible to technically correct solutions. They inhabit a world of competing interests, political cycles, 

incumbent advantages, and structural power asymmetries that determine which institutional reforms are 

feasible and which face organised resistance regardless of their technical merit. A framework that explains what 

governance architecture is needed without explaining why existing governance architectures persist is 

incomplete as a policy-facing analytical contribution. 

This part addresses that gap directly, drawing on institutional patterns observable within the series' own 

comparative evidence base rather than importing external political economy theory. The analysis is structural 

and institutional; it identifies observable patterns of interest alignment and governance persistence, not the 

intentions of specific actors. 

5.2  Why Investment-Driven Governance Persists 

The governance outsourcing model — in which sustainability performance is achieved through corporate ESG 

commitments of international hospitality operators rather than through local regulatory frameworks — is 

documented in Dataset #05.5 as structurally fragile: it is decoupled from local governance systems, responsive 

to global capital market ESG conditions rather than destination governance mandates, and incapable of 

sustaining verified outcomes if market pressure changes. Dataset #06's private market signalling analysis 

confirms this at the economic layer: the Booking.com Travel Sustainable badge, covering 1.4 million-plus 

properties, represents the widest sustainability coverage in the dataset with the weakest outcome coupling. And 
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yet investment-driven governance persists in contexts (the Maldives, the UAE) where its structural limitations 

are extensively documented. 

The persistence of investment-driven governance in well-documented fragility contexts is consistent with a 

political economy interpretation in which governance architecture is shaped by the distribution of institutional 

interests, not only by technical design quality. Investment-driven governance concentrates decision-making 

authority within state and corporate actors whose economic interests are aligned with high-volume, high-value 

tourism development rather than with governance structures that distribute oversight and accountability to 

community and civil society actors. From the perspective of the institutional actors whose authority an 

investment-driven model concentrates, the model's structural fragility is not experienced as a failure — it is the 

condition of a governance architecture that produces the outcomes those actors prioritise. Building parallel 

local governance architecture capable of independently monitoring, enforcing, and distributing the 

sustainability performance of international hospitality operators would require those operators to accept 

accountability structures outside their own corporate governance frameworks — an institutional transition that 

investment-driven governance is structurally designed to prevent. 

This interpretation does not require attributing deliberate bad faith to any actor. It requires observing that 

governance architectures tend to persist when they serve the interests of actors with the institutional capacity 

to prevent their reform, and tend to change when those interests are disrupted by the entry of new actors with 

different interests or by external accountability pressures that existing governance structures cannot absorb. 

5.3  The Revenue–Verification Conflict in Certification Governance 

Report #05's evidence-derived institutional design criterion 5 establishes that the structural conflict of interest 

in certification systems — revenue from certified operators creating institutional incentives toward approval 

rather than rigorous verification — is a governance design failure requiring separation of revenue generation 

from verification decision-making. The political economy question is why this separation has not occurred 

despite decades of documented credibility problems in voluntary certification systems. 

The answer observable within the series' evidence is institutional: the actors positioned to reform certification 

governance are the certification bodies themselves, whose operational revenue depends on the volume of 

certified operators and whose competitive market position depends on maintaining accessible adoption rather 

than raising rigorous verification standards that would reduce adoption. This creates an institutional dynamic 

in which certification governance reform that would increase verification rigour and reduce greenwashing risk 

is simultaneously the action most needed for public credibility and least consistent with the institutional 

interests of the actors who hold reform authority. The EU Green Claims Directive (2025) introduces an 

exogenous accountability pressure — regulatory requirements for life-cycle assessment-based verification that 

certification systems relying on management criteria compliance cannot satisfy — that disrupts this 

institutional equilibrium. Whether it produces certification governance reform or simply market withdrawal 

from European audiences remains an open empirical question beyond the series' evidence base. 
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5.4  Electoral Cycle Vulnerability and the Conditions for Regulatory Durability 

Report #05 identifies electoral cycle exposure as a primary governance risk for Regulatory Sustainability 

Governance model contexts. The Balearic Islands' Impost Turístic Sostenible and Bhutan's Sustainable 

Development Fee are both technically well-designed governance instruments exposed to political contestation: 

revenue-ring-fencing provisions and visitor volume conditions that are policy-level rather than legislatively 

embedded can be modified or reversed by incoming administrations with different development priorities. 

Bhutan's collapse in visitor numbers following the 2022 SDF increase demonstrates not only price elasticity 

risk but political legitimacy risk: when governance instruments produce economically visible short-term costs 

without correspondingly visible short-term benefits, the political conditions for their reversal are created 

regardless of their long-term institutional value. 

The comparative evidence identifies a pattern distinguishing governance instruments that survive political 

transitions from those that do not: durability is consistently associated with legislative rather than policy-level 

embedding; with multi-stakeholder fiscal mechanisms that create constituencies with financial interests in 

continuation; and with accountability structures that make governance reversal politically costly by requiring 

explicit legislative action rather than simply administrative decision. The Balearic Islands instrument faces 

reversal risk because the political coalition supporting it is narrow and its revenue benefits are diffuse. Costa 

Rica's CST system has survived multiple political transitions because it is embedded in a broader national 

sustainability brand whose economic value is widely recognised by actors across the political spectrum — 

creating a diffuse constituency for continuation that is more durable than a narrow political coalition. 

The observable pattern from the comparative evidence is therefore: governance reform is more durable when it 

generates visible shared-benefit conditions that create constituencies for continuation across political 

transitions, and more fragile when it imposes visible concentrated costs on powerful actors without generating 

equivalently visible distributed benefits. This is not a prescriptive finding about how to design governance 

instruments — it is a diagnostic observation about the institutional conditions under which governance 

architecture changes from fragile to durable. 

5.5  Conditions Associated with Governance Architecture Reform 

The series' comparative evidence identifies three conditions consistently associated with successful governance 

architecture development in the dataset's high-performing cases. These are not prescriptions for how to 

engineer governance reform; they are observed institutional conditions that describe when governance 

architecture change becomes feasible rather than merely technically desirable. 

The first condition is multi-decade sustained institutional investment in governance infrastructure. Costa Rica, 

Rwanda, and Singapore – the dataset's three cases most consistently associated with strong governance 

architecture outcomes – share this structural feature as confirmed in Report #05: governance capacity was 

built over periods of ten to 25 years through sustained institutional investment, not through single programme 
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cycles or politically driven reform initiatives. The implication is not that governance reform takes decades — it 

is that the institutional capacity required for governance architecture to produce durable outcomes requires 

investment at a scale and duration fundamentally incompatible with the typical horizon of project-funded 

technical assistance programmes. 

The second condition is the alignment of governance reform with national development strategies in ways that 

make sustainability governance legible as a national interest rather than an externally imposed compliance 

requirement. Rwanda's post-genocide development strategy made conservation-linked tourism governance 

legible as national economic sovereignty and international positioning — not as environmental compliance. 

Singapore's long-term competitiveness positioning made institutional quality investment legible as competitive 

advantage — not as development aid conditionality. When governance reform serves demonstrably national 

interests, it generates the political support required for multi-decade sustained investment. When it is 

experienced as external requirement, it generates the compliance theatre that the series documents 

throughout. 

The third condition is civil society accountability pressure creating political costs for governance 

non-performance. The Amsterdam residents' legal action demanding enforcement of the 20 million overnight 

stays cap — filed in September 2025 following documented failure to achieve the target despite 

multi-instrument intervention — illustrates the governance mechanism: when citizens have standing to enforce 

governance commitments through legal processes, governance non-performance carries political and 

institutional costs that make enforcement more attractive than avoidance. In contexts where civil society lacks 

legal standing or institutional capacity, governance commitments are enforced only when they serve incumbent 

interests — which is not a reliable enforcement condition for sustainability governance. 
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PART VI 

Minimum Structural Conditions for Durable Implementation 

Systems 

6.1  Derivation Method 

The minimum structural conditions are derived by inverting the six-layer failure architecture: each confirmed 

structural failure condition generates, by negation, a corresponding structural requirement for the 

implementation system. The conditions are minimum in the sense that the evidence base does not contain a 

case of strong, durable outcomes in their simultaneous absence — not in the sense that they are logically 

sufficient to guarantee such outcomes. They define the structural floor the evidence supports, not a universal 

causal law. 

The conditions have different levels of evidential support that should be stated explicitly. The financial 

continuity, enforcement architecture, and institutional capability anchoring conditions have the strongest 

direct dataset evidence — confirmed cross-case patterns in Dataset #06 with no exceptions. The governance 

accountability and SME accessibility conditions are derived from confirmed absence patterns: the evidence 

documents what consistently happens when they are absent rather than demonstrating causal necessity 

directly. The community readiness condition is derived from cross-layer inference (Reports #02 and #05) 

without direct test in the economic dataset of Report #06. These graduated evidential bases are stated for each 

condition below. 

6.2  The Six Conditions 

Condition 1​

Financial Continuity: Self-Sustaining Revenue Anchored to Tourism Activity 

The evidence consistently associates the presence of a self-sustaining revenue mechanism anchored to tourism 

activity — rather than to donor cycles, discretionary government budgets, or corporate profit allocation — with 

stable long-term implementation capacity. Its absence is the structural condition most consistently associated 

with fragility and collapse across the dataset. 

Evidential basis — direct dataset finding: Dataset #06 stability distribution across donor dependency tiers 

demonstrates a monotonic relationship with no exceptions across 26 cases: as donor dependency increases, the 

probability of stable long-term outcomes decreases. Cases with low or self-sustaining external dependency 

include six stable outcomes and no fragile ones. Cases with very high donor dependency include zero stable 
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outcomes and two confirmed collapse or failure events. The Revenue Loop Gap analysis — 15 of 26 cases 

operating without a direct revenue loop between visitor payment and sustainability reinvestment — documents 

the systemic prevalence of this absence. 

Condition 2 
Enforcement Architecture: Mandatory Enforcement Governing Core Compliance 

The evidence consistently associates mandatory enforcement — regulatory or contractual — governing at least 

the core compliance obligations of the implementation system with Medium or Strong outcome coupling. 

Voluntary enforcement is associated with Weak coupling without exception across all 26 cases and all seven 

economic model types. 

Evidential basis — direct dataset finding: The enforcement ceiling finding holds without exception across all 26 

cases and all seven economic model types. No case with voluntary enforcement achieves Medium or Strong 

outcome coupling. No case with contractual or regulatory enforcement falls below Medium. This is the dataset's 

most precisely stated and most uniformly supported empirical finding. The finding specifies a ceiling — the 

maximum coupling achievable under a given enforcement mechanism — rather than a floor, establishing that 

enforcement type is the structural determinant of what is achievable rather than merely a contributing factor. 

Condition 3 
Institutional Capability Anchoring: Autonomous Operational Funding for Sustainability Capability 

The evidence consistently associates the holding of operational sustainability capability within an institution 

with autonomous operational funding — independent of programme cycles and government discretionary 

spending — with stable long-term system performance. Where capability is held by donor organisations or 

external implementing partners funded only for programme periods, capability dissipation on programme exit 

is the consistent documented outcome. 

Evidential basis — direct dataset finding: Capability embedding analysis from Dataset #06 confirms that 

capability holds where institutionally embedded in bodies funded from autonomous operational revenues and 

dissipates on programme exit where held by donor organisations or external implementing partners. The two 

confirmed collapse cases in Dataset #06 — Cases 23 and 26 — are both very high donor dependency cases 

where no permanent institutional home for capability was established before programme exit. Cases 1 (Nepal 

ACAP), 4 (Green Key), 9 (Costa Rica CST), and 15 (Rwanda TRSP), which all maintain capability funded from 

autonomous operational revenues, demonstrate high or very high stability ratings across political transitions 

and tourism downturns. 

Condition 4 
Governance Accountability: Locally Anchored Connection Between Commitments and Operations 
The evidence consistently associates governance mechanisms that connect sustainability commitments to 

operational accountability at the property level — locally anchored within destination institutional frameworks 
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rather than outsourced to corporate governance structures responsive to global capital market ESG conditions 

— with more durable sustainability performance. The governance outsourcing configuration is associated with 

embedded structural fragility that certification records and ESG data do not capture. 

This condition integrates the governance outsourcing risk identified in Report #05 and confirmed by the 

economic analysis of Report #06's private market signalling model. Destinations satisfying surface-level 

compliance conditions through corporate chain ESG commitments without building parallel local governance 

architecture satisfy this condition in form but not in substance. Report #05 identifies three specific governance 

instrument failures perpetuating the accountability gap at the property level: management contracts containing 

sustainability reporting requirements but not performance conditions with financial consequences; corporate 

governance structures holding boards accountable for disclosure accuracy but not for the operational 

conditions determining whether disclosed performance is genuine; and the absence of destination-level 

monitoring capable of acting across all operators regardless of corporate governance structure. 

Evidential basis — inversion of confirmed absence pattern: The governance accountability condition is derived 

from Report #05's systematic documentation of accountability mechanism failures across the 15 governance 

cases in Dataset #05.5, and from Report #06's confirmation that Model 6 (private market signalling) — the 

economic configuration most associated with governance outsourcing — produces the weakest outcome 

coupling in the dataset. The evidence documents what consistently happens when locally anchored governance 

accountability is absent; it does not directly measure the condition as a predictor in the economic dataset. 

Condition 5 

Community Readiness: Documented Preparation Prior to Investment Approval 

The evidence consistently associates the absence of documented community readiness prior to tourism 

investment with the five recurring operational failure patterns documented in Report #02. The governance 

analysis of Report #05 identifies the absence of community readiness assessment as a development finance 

conditionality design failure — the governance intervention with the highest observed association with social 

sustainability failure outcomes in tourism development finance contexts. 

Evidential basis — cross-layer inference: This condition is derived from Report #02's five failure pattern 

documentation and Report #05's governance analysis of DFI conditionality architecture. The IFC Performance 

Standards governing social safeguards in development finance were designed for extractive industries — where 

the governance objective is harm minimisation and displacement compensation — not for tourism 

development finance, where the objective should be benefit maximisation and community capacity 

development. The application of an extractive industry governance framework to tourism development finance 

systematically produces the wrong governance conditions for community-benefit dimensions of sustainable 

tourism. The evidence base documents the failure patterns produced by the absence of this condition 

comprehensively. It does not directly test community readiness as a predictor in the economic dataset, as 

community readiness conditions were not a variable in Dataset #06's case selection. 
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Condition 6 

SME Accessibility: Participation Without Prohibitive Individual Cost 
The evidence consistently associates the absence of mechanisms enabling SME operators — constituting the 

majority of the tourism sector by establishment count — to participate in compliance and benefit structures 

without prohibitive individual cost with the SME–impact inversion: no case in the combined dataset achieves 

both High SME accessibility and Strong outcome coupling simultaneously. No existing model resolves this 

structural incompatibility. 

This is the most structurally challenging of the six conditions to satisfy, and it is the condition whose absence is 

most consequential for the sector as a whole: SME operators carry significant collective environmental and 

social footprint and are the operators most consistently excluded from sustainability systems designed for the 

institutional investors and large hospitality chains who are least representative of the sector's structural 

composition. 

Evidential basis — confirmed absence pattern: The SME–impact inversion — no case in the 26-case 

economic dataset achieves both High SME accessibility and Strong outcome coupling simultaneously — is the 

dataset's most precisely stated structural incompatibility. The evidence documents the absence of this 

combination comprehensively, in every model type and every geographic context examined. The mechanisms 

that generate strong verified outcomes are structurally inaccessible to SME operators within current 

architectures; the mechanisms that reach SMEs at scale are structurally capped at Medium or Weak coupling. 

The evidence documents the structural incompatibility; it does not establish the causal mechanism through 

which it would be resolved. 

6.3  Why No Existing Case Simultaneously Satisfies All Six Conditions 

The 26-case economic dataset confirms that a system resolving all six conditions simultaneously does not exist 

within the current evidence base. This is a finding about the structural architecture of the field, not about the 

inadequacy of any particular system. 

The dataset's most advanced case (Rwanda's TRSP) satisfies four of the six conditions: self-sustaining revenues 

(through legally mandated park fee allocation), mandatory enforcement (through government-controlled 

permit and redistribution system), institutionally embedded capability (through the Rwanda Development 

Board's integrated mandate), and low donor dependency. It does not satisfy the SME accessibility condition — 

gorilla permits are priced at USD 1,500, making this the lowest-SME-accessibility case in the dataset — and the 

model requires a premium wildlife asset with no equivalent in most tourism contexts. Nepal's ACAP partially 

satisfies the revenue loop and capability anchoring conditions for its parastatal component but leaves the 

SME-facing community component structurally donor-dependent. The Kasada/IFC-MIGA configuration 

achieves the strongest contractual enforcement and independently verified outcomes at institutional scale (17 

hotels, 2,900 rooms, 50%+ EDGE-certified) but is entirely inaccessible to SMEs and generates no community 

revenue loop. 
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The structural reason no existing model satisfies all conditions simultaneously is that the mechanisms required 

to satisfy any one condition are, in current configurations, structurally incompatible with the mechanisms 

required to satisfy at least one other. The SME–impact inversion captures the most consequential 

incompatibility: the mechanisms producing strong verified outcomes require either sovereign capital, 

institutional creditworthiness, or premium natural assets, each of which excludes SME operators by design. 

The revenue loop mechanisms producing financial continuity require visitor pricing levels inconsistent with 

broad market accessibility. The enforcement architecture conditions producing mandatory compliance require 

governance authority and legal standing, most frequently absent in the emerging destination and 

SME-dominated governance contexts where the SME accessibility condition is most critical. 

The distance between the best existing cases and a fully resolved system architecture is structural rather than 

incremental. It is the productive analytical space for future policy design — but it is not a space in which any 

current model provides a complete answer. 
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PART VII 

Scope Conditions:​

Framework Application Across Governance Model Types 

7.1  Universal and Context-Specific Elements 

The TSSF is derived from a purposive sample of 15 governance cases and 26 economic implementation cases 

selected to represent governance model variation and development context diversity rather than to constitute a 

statistically representative sample of global tourism systems. Its findings describe structural patterns 

consistently present within the sample. They should be applied to specific destination contexts with attention 

to which governance model type and economic model configuration most closely characterises that context. 

Several framework elements are confirmed as universal within the sample — applying across all governance 

contexts, development stages, and economic model types examined. The implementation–commitment gap is 

structurally sustained in all tourism contexts examined: no context in the dataset is immune to it, though the 

mechanisms sustaining it differ by context. Single-domain insufficiency is universal: the evidence contains no 

case where a single-layer intervention produced strong verified outcomes while the other structural layers 

remained unaddressed. The SME structural disadvantage is present in every governance model type and every 

economic model type examined. The enforcement ceiling is universal: voluntary enforcement produces only 

Weak outcome coupling in every governance context and every economic model type, with no exceptions across 

the dataset. 

Other framework elements differ systematically across governance model types and must be applied with 

contextual differentiation. The remainder of this part maps the primary differentiation axes. 

7.2  Regulatory Sustainability Governance Contexts (Governance Model 1) 

Among the cases examined under Regulatory Sustainability Governance (Costa Rica, Bhutan, and the Balearic 

Islands) binding regulatory frameworks create consistent competitive conditions across the sector that 

voluntary systems cannot replicate. The certification systems, environmental regulations, and ring-fenced 

visitor levies of these cases are the institutional configurations the dataset most consistently associates with 

strong implementation capacity. 

The primary framework application concern in these contexts is the political durability of regulatory 

instruments. All three cases demonstrate governance instruments that are technically well-designed but 

exposed to electoral cycle vulnerability: the Impost Turístic Sostenible in the Balearics, the SDF in Bhutan, and 
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the CST certification system in Costa Rica have all faced political contestation across electoral transitions. The 

framework's political economy analysis — particularly the observation that governance instruments are more 

durable when embedded in legislation and multi-stakeholder fiscal mechanisms that create broad 

constituencies for continuation — is most directly applicable in Regulatory Sustainability Governance contexts 

where the transition from policy-level to legislative embedding is the critical governance architecture question. 

7.3  State-Led Integrated Governance Contexts (Governance Model 2) 

Among the cases examined under State-Led Integrated Governance (Singapore and Rwanda) tourism 

governance authority is concentrated within a central institution or coordinated state framework integrating 

tourism development, environmental management, and investment oversight. Policy implementation is 

efficient through institutional integration rather than through multi-stakeholder negotiation. 

The primary framework application concern in these contexts is the adequacy of civil society participation 

mechanisms. The framework's community readiness analysis — particularly the benefit governance dimension 

and informed consent conditions — is most directly applicable in State-Led Integrated Governance contexts 

where strong central institutional authority can produce efficient implementation while simultaneously 

limiting the community agency conditions that determine whether implementation generates equitable benefit 

distribution. The Rwanda TRSP case demonstrates that legally mandated redistribution within a state-led 

framework can produce verified community benefit outcomes; it also documents community displacement 

tensions in the Volcanoes expansion context that illustrate the limits of institutional efficiency as a substitute 

for genuine community participation. 

7.4  Investment-Driven Governance Contexts (Governance Model 3) 

Among the cases examined under Investment-Driven Governance (the Maldives and UAE/Dubai), 

sustainability governance performance is shaped primarily by the ESG commitments of international 

hospitality operators rather than by local regulatory frameworks. The governance outsourcing risk — the 

primary analytical contribution of the governance layer to the framework — is most directly applicable in 

Investment-Driven Governance contexts. 

The framework's political economy analysis of why investment-driven governance persists — its institutional 

interest alignment with the actors whose authority the model concentrates — is most relevant in these contexts. 

The framework does not specify how Investment-Driven Governance systems should transition to locally 

anchored governance architecture; the transition conditions analysis in Part V identifies the institutional 

conditions associated with governance architecture reform in the comparative evidence without prescribing a 

reform pathway. 

7.5  SME-Dominated Governance Contexts (Governance Model 4) 

Among the cases examined under SME-Dominated Governance (Bali, Iceland, Peru, and France) the majority 

of tourism operators are small and independent businesses with limited regulatory oversight and fragmented 
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coordination. This governance model type is where the SME structural disadvantage is most acute and the six 

minimum structural conditions are most difficult to satisfy simultaneously. 

The framework's SME disadvantage synthesis — confirming that SME exclusion is an institutional design 

failure rather than a motivational problem — is most directly applicable in SME-Dominated Governance 

contexts. The evidence-derived institutional design criteria for this model type — collective certification 

mechanisms, simplified compliance pathways, funded destination authority structures, and enforcement 

architecture levelling the competitive field — are derived from the consistent absence of these elements across 

the SME-dominated cases in both datasets. The absence of collective implementation mechanisms and strong 

destination-level coordination institutions is the governance design failure that explains SME exclusion from 

sustainability systems in these contexts, not SME unwillingness to participate. 

7.6  Conservation Concession Governance Contexts (Governance Model 5) 

Among the cases examined under Conservation Concession Governance (Rwanda, Tanzania, and Kenya's 

Maasai Mara) tourism operates through concession agreements, high visitor fees, and frameworks designed to 

fund conservation and community benefit distribution. The framework's community readiness benefit 

governance dimension and the revenue loop ring-fencing analysis are most directly applicable in these 

contexts. 

Dataset #05.5's Tanzania Wildlife Management Areas and Kenya Maasai Mara conservancy cases illustrate the 

governance mechanism most clearly: legal frameworks for benefit distribution produce conflict rather than 

benefit in the absence of corresponding community governance capacity development — exactly the outcome 

that the community readiness framework predicts. The distinction between Rwanda's legally mandated 

redistribution and Kenya's contractually promised but discretionary benefit flows demonstrates at the case 

level the institutional mechanism underlying the benefit governance dimension of community readiness. 

7.7  The International Framework Design Implication 

Universal international frameworks (UNWTO, UNESCO, OECD, EU sustainability standards) that do not 

provide differentiated implementation pathways for different governance capacity contexts guarantee the 

translation gap separating international commitment from national implementation. Report #05 documents 

that when translation capacity is built within technical assistance programme structures rather than within 

permanent institutional architecture, the capacity disappears when project funding ends — replicating at the 

international–national level the same structural impermanence that Layers 3 and 6 document at the 

destination coordination and economic implementation levels. 

The scope condition implication is that the TSSF's scope differentiation by governance model type is the 

natural structure for designing differentiated international framework implementation pathways. Universal 

sustainability standards can set common outcome benchmarks; the evidence from scope conditions analysis 

consistently supports the position that differentiated implementation pathways calibrated to governance model 

type are associated with stronger translation outcomes than universal pathways applied without contextual 
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adjustment. The characterisation of this as a structural finding rather than a prescription for any specific 

international organisation's design choices is maintained. 
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PART VIII 

The Boundary Between Structural Diagnosis and Implementation 

Architecture 

8.1  What the Series Establishes 

The Tourism Sustainability Systems Framework, as developed across seven reports and grounded in a 

combined evidence base of 15 governance cases and 26 economic implementation cases, establishes the 

following: 

That tourism sustainability implementation failure is structural and confirmed across six analytically distinct 

but causally interconnected layers: operational, social, systemic, educational, governance architecture, and 

economic implementation architecture. That the six-layer architecture is not a designed analytical structure but 

an inductively emergent one — generated by the series' own iterative logic in which each report identified the 

structural gap left unresolved by the preceding layer's analysis. That governance architecture and economic 

implementation architecture are co-determining enabling conditions for the entire implementation system, not 

sequentially arranged layers. That the implementation–commitment gap is sustained simultaneously across all 

six layers and cannot be closed by addressing any single layer while the others remain structurally 

unaddressed. That the SME structural disadvantage — confirmed across all six analytical layers — is a 

governance and economic institutional design failure rather than a motivational or capacity problem at the 

operator level. That no existing implementation system in the combined dataset simultaneously satisfies the six 

minimum structural conditions whose presence is consistently associated with durable, independently verified 

outcomes. That the distance between the best existing cases and a fully resolved system architecture is 

structural rather than incremental. And that the political economy of governance reform — the conditions 

under which governance architectures change, persist, or face reversal — is a determinant of whether 

technically sound governance instruments produce durable outcomes. 

8.2  What the Series Does Not Establish 

The series does not establish how to deploy a tourism sustainability implementation system that satisfies all six 

minimum structural conditions. This is not an evasion — it reflects methodological honesty and professional 

practice integrity. 

Comparative cross-case analysis establishes which structural configurations are consistently associated with 

strong outcomes and which are consistently associated with failure. It cannot establish that a specific sequence 

of institutional reforms, financing structures, and programme interventions will produce those outcomes in a 
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given destination context, because context-specificity — the governance capacity, political economy, economic 

conditions, and social infrastructure of any specific destination — determines which elements of the structural 

conditions are already present, which require investment, and in what sequence they can be assembled. That 

determination requires destination-specific assessment that universal prescription cannot substitute for. 

The series also does not establish the minimum threshold criteria for community readiness assessment, the 

specific assessment indicators required for DFI conditionality application, or the mechanism design for 

resolving the SME–impact inversion. These are identified as outstanding research tasks in Part IX. Their 

absence from the synthesis findings is not a gap to be filled by assertion — it is an honest statement of the limit 

of what the current evidence base supports. 

8.3  The Methodological Basis for This Boundary 

The boundary between structural conditions identification and implementation architecture design reflects the 

limit of what comparative cross-case analysis can support. The TSSF's evidence base is purposive: cases were 

selected for governance model variation, geographic diversity, and data availability rather than to constitute a 

statistically representative sample. Findings from such a sample describe structural patterns consistently 

observed within it; they do not constitute universal laws that generalise without qualification to all tourism 

contexts. 

The transition from structural conditions identification to implementation architecture design is a subsequent 

phase of work, one that requires destination-specific assessment, institutional feasibility analysis, and 

contextual adaptation that this series' comparative methodology cannot produce. That transition is addressed 

through dedicated advisory engagement. The research series contributes structural diagnosis and conditions 

identification to that engagement; it does not replace it. 

This boundary is not arbitrary and not merely protective of professional practice interests. It is a correct 

methodological boundary: the evidence base supports structural diagnosis, not universal prescription. A 

synthesis paper that claims to provide both – establishing what conditions a durable system requires and then 

specifying how to build it – would produce a document whose prescriptive claims outrun its evidential 

foundation. The series' credibility rests on maintaining the precision between what it knows and what it claims. 
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PART IX 

Research Agenda: Outstanding Empirical and Analytical Gaps 

The following research agenda identifies the empirical and analytical gaps the series has not resolved and 

defines them as a productive research programme rather than as deficiencies. A research series that accurately 

acknowledges its evidential limits and identifies the most productive directions for extending them makes a 

more durable contribution than one that fills gaps with unsupported assertions. 

9.1  Longitudinal Outcome Data 

The series' comparative analysis draws on cross-sectional evidence: the documented performance of 

governance and economic configurations at a given point in time. The distinction between systems producing 

strong outcomes over a decade and those that will reverse within an electoral cycle is observable in some cases 

— Bhutan's demand collapse following the SDF increase and Zimbabwe's CAMPFIRE collapse under 

political-economic crisis, but not systematically tracked. A longitudinal research programme following a 

stratified sample of governance and economic model type cases across ten-year periods would enable the series' 

stability analysis to be tested against performance trajectories rather than point-in-time assessments. This 

would be particularly valuable for the Regulatory Sustainability Governance model type cases, where electoral 

cycle vulnerability is the primary governance risk identified in the framework and where longitudinal data 

would test whether the conditions for governance durability identified in the political economy analysis are 

predictive. 

9.2  Community Readiness Threshold Calibration 

The five-dimension community readiness framework established in Part IV requires empirical threshold 

calibration: comparative analysis of project outcomes against pre-investment readiness conditions across a 

purposive sample of tourism development projects where pre-investment social conditions are documented in 

project preparation files. The objective is to identify the dimensional threshold levels distinguishing project 

contexts associated with community benefit from those associated with the five failure patterns documented in 

Report #02. This requires a retrospective study design — working backward from documented outcomes to 

pre-investment conditions — with a sample including both high-readiness and low-readiness project contexts 

across multiple governance model types. Once thresholds are empirically validated, a corresponding set of 

assessment indicators suitable for DFI appraisal contexts can be specified and validated in a subsequent phase. 

9.3  The SME–Impact Inversion: Mechanism Design 

The series documents the SME–impact inversion as the most consequential unresolved structural 
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incompatibility in the current evidence base. It does not resolve it. The research gap is a mechanism design 

question: what institutional and economic architecture would enable mandatory verification at the SME level 

without the prohibitive individual cost structures that currently make voluntary adoption the only accessible 

option? This question requires empirical investigation of experimental programme architectures — collective 

certification mechanisms, government-funded third-party audit infrastructure, and incentive structures 

reversing the commercial logic of voluntary certification — and analytical assessment of whether any emerging 

mechanisms in current practice begin to close the inversion. No case in the combined dataset provides a model 

for this mechanism; identifying emergent partial attempts in current practice and analysing their structural 

characteristics is the productive starting point. 

9.4  Certification Governance Reform Conditions 

The series documents the structural persistence of the revenue–verification conflict of interest across all 

examined certification cases but does not contain a case of successful revenue-verification separation in a 

tourism governance context. Future research could investigate whether governance reform pathways in 

professional certification contexts outside tourism — fields where revenue-verification separation is 

institutionally established — provide transferable institutional design insights for tourism certification 

governance. This is identified as a methodological research design question rather than as an established 

finding from the series' evidence base. The EU Green Claims Directive's (2025) requirements for life-cycle 

assessment-based verification create a natural experiment: the response of major certification systems to this 

regulatory pressure over the 2025–2030 period will provide the closest available empirical test of whether 

exogenous regulatory accountability pressure can produce certification governance reform in contexts where 

endogenous reform incentives are structurally weak. 

9.5  Educational Design Criteria: Governance Preconditions 

Report #04 establishes six evidence-derived institutional design criteria for sustainability education addressing 

the translation function rather than abstract principle comprehension. The series does not contain cases of 

those criteria being successfully implemented at destination level within a governance architecture mandating 

their application. The outstanding research question is whether the educational design criteria are achievable 

under current governance conditions, or whether they require specific governance reforms as institutional 

preconditions — and if the latter, which specific governance conditions enable their implementation. The three 

mechanism pathways identified in Part III (vocational policy, DMO mandate, policymaker knowledge 

conditions) provide the starting hypothesis for this investigation; empirical testing of those pathways against 

observed educational outcome changes following governance mandate reforms is the research design implied. 

9.6  Revenue Loop Ring-Fencing: Governance Conditions for Effective Closure 

Report #06 identifies the revenue loop gap as the most structurally tractable of the dataset's systemic failures, 

partially addressable through ring-fencing reforms within existing model architectures, as demonstrated by the 

active AIIB/World Bank programme to strengthen the Maldives Green Fund and the Rwanda Development 
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Board's demonstrated loop closure. The research gap is governance mechanism: what specific institutional 

conditions have enabled successful ring-fencing reform in the Maldives and Rwanda cases, and what 

conditions have prevented it in Palau and Bhutan? A focused comparative study of ring-fencing governance 

architecture across the mandatory visitor levy cases in Dataset #06 — examining the institutional design of 

fund governance, the accountability mechanisms for deployment verification, and the political economy 

conditions enabling or preventing ring-fencing legislation — would provide a more precise evidence base for 

the framework's revenue loop analysis than the current dataset contains. 

9.7  Political Economy: ​

Governance Reform Pathways under Different Institutional Conditions 

The political economy analysis in Part V draws on institutional patterns observable within the series' 

comparative dataset. The analysis identifies structural conditions associated with governance reform feasibility 

but is not a systematic political economy study. Future research comparing governance architecture reform in 

high-performing cases (Rwanda, Costa Rica, and Singapore) against failed reform attempts in equivalent 

governance contexts — examining the institutional interest alignment, political coalition dynamics, and 

exogenous accountability pressures in both successful and failed reform trajectories — would provide the 

empirical basis for a more precise political economy analysis. This would be particularly valuable for 

Investment-Driven Governance contexts (Governance Model 3) where the structural conditions for governance 

outsourcing persistence are identified but the conditions for transition toward locally anchored governance 

architecture are not observed in the current dataset. 
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Conclusion: The Framework's Contribution and Its Limits 

The Tourism Sustainability Systems Framework is confirmed as an inductively derived comparative 

institutional analysis framework whose analytical contributions are directly grounded in the six-report 

evidence base. It emerged not from a designed research architecture but from the series' own iterative logic — 

each layer revealing a structural gap the preceding layer had not addressed. This inductive emergence is the 

framework's primary methodological strength. 

The framework's original contributions are specific and should be stated as such. The SME–impact inversion – 

no case in the combined dataset achieves both High SME accessibility and Strong outcome coupling 

simultaneously – is a dataset-wide pattern with no exceptions and the field's most consequential unresolved 

structural incompatibility. The enforcement ceiling — voluntary enforcement produces only Weak outcome 

coupling without exception — is the most precisely stated and most uniformly supported empirical finding in 

the series, with direct policy implications for the design of any sustainability system intended to produce 

verified rather than documented outcomes. The medium plateau — 19 of 26 cases converge on Medium 

coupling — characterises the current structural equilibrium of the global tourism sustainability implementation 

field in a way that shifts the analytical challenge from 'How do we get more systems to participate?' to 'What 

structural condition prevents the majority of participating systems from producing verified impact?' The 

governance outsourcing risk is the framework's clearest synthesis-stage contribution: it identifies a structural 

fragility invisible from within any single analytical layer that requires six-layer analysis to detect. 

The community readiness dimensional framework — five dimensions from which the series has produced the 

first formal definitional structure for a concept that has been invoked without operationalisation throughout 

the tourism development literature — is a conceptual contribution with direct practical implications for 

development appraisal practice. The framework does not claim to provide the empirically calibrated thresholds 

and assessment indicators that would constitute a measurement instrument; it provides the analytical structure 

from which that instrument can be developed through empirical calibration work identified in the research 

agenda. 

The framework has three acknowledged limits. Its evidence base is cross-sectional rather than longitudinal: it 

establishes what structural configurations are associated with strong outcomes at the time of study, not what 

trajectories are associated with sustained outcomes over multi-decade periods. The SME–impact inversion is 

documented but not resolved: the mechanism design required to achieve both High SME accessibility and 

Strong outcome coupling simultaneously is not present in the current evidence base. And the transition from 

structural conditions identification to implementation architecture design requires destination-specific 

assessment that this framework's comparative methodology cannot substitute for. 

What the framework provides — and what the series has built across seven reports — is a more complete and 

more structurally grounded answer to the central research question than any single-layer analysis can produce. 
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It tells policy audiences, destination planners, development agencies, and sustainability implementation 

researchers the following: your system probably does not simultaneously satisfy the six conditions whose 

combined presence the evidence associates with durable verified outcomes; the implementation–commitment 

gap your system experiences is structurally produced and structurally sustained; and the specific configuration 

of governance model type and economic implementation architecture within which you operate determines 

which of the six conditions are most likely to be the binding constraints on your system's performance. That is 

the diagnostic contribution the framework offers. Whether it is sufficient for the policy work ahead depends on 

what policy actors do with a structurally grounded diagnosis — which has always been the question that lies 

beyond the reach of research. 
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Methodological Note 

This report is derived exclusively from Reports #01 through #06 of the Tourism Systems & Development Series 

and the comparative datasets associated with those reports (Dataset #05.5, Dataset #06, Dataset #06.1). It 

does not introduce external analytical frameworks, theoretical claims, or empirical evidence not present in 

those documents. All interpretations are derived from documented cross-case patterns. No statistics, case 

outcomes, or source attributions have been introduced that are not present in the primary documents of the 

series. 

The series followed a staged comparative systems-analysis methodology described fully in the Methodological 

Process Statement (PT Yun Consultancy Indonesia, March 2026). The methodology is pluralist: different 

methods were applied to different analytical layers depending on what each layer's analytical object required. 

This pluralism produced complementary evidence rather than methodologically inconsistent findings — each 

method addressed questions that other methods could not, and the combined evidence base is stronger for its 

methodological diversity than any single-method approach could have produced. 

The comparative datasets are purposively sampled — cases were selected for governance model variation, 

geographic diversity, and data availability rather than to constitute statistically representative samples of global 

tourism systems. Findings from purposive samples describe structural patterns consistently observed within 

those samples; they are applied to specific destination contexts with the scope condition qualifications 

established in Part VII. The series makes no claims to universal causal laws derivable from the sample. 

This report observes the Disclosure Boundary Protocol established for the series (PT Yun Consultancy 

Indonesia, March 2026). Structural diagnosis, comparative model analysis, framework articulation, conditions 

identification, scope differentiation, and research agenda definition are all within the public disclosure scope. 

Operational implementation frameworks, deployment models, financing structuring mechanisms, institutional 

integration sequencing strategies, and applied methodology used within consulting engagements are not 

disclosed in this research series. 
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