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Abstract
Our introduction delivers an overview of  the challenges facing gateway communities surrounding protected 
areas (PAs) and provides brief  descriptions of  the chapters within this book. It is intended to situate the chapters 
in relation to previous literature and showcase the importance of  new and innovative approaches to community 
engagement for those most impacted by the protective status of  valuable natural resources.
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1.1 Book Overview

It is our pleasure to present 11 highly detailed 
case studies from gateways of  protected area 
(PA) sites across the globe. The commonality 
across these studies is the extent to which 
stakeholder perspectives are being used, as well 
as the competing and conflicting demands of  
public and private stakeholders dealing with 
the contradictory needs of  consumers and 
the communities hosting visitors. Mandić and 
Petrić (2021, p. 1) explain that ‘protected areas 
… are clearly defined geographical spaces that 
are recognised as such and are dedicated to 
achieving long- term nature conservation, with 
the associated ecosystem services and cultural 
values’. This book focuses primarily on gateway 
communities – those that share a border with 
a PA, provide entrance and exit points to the 
attractions and are inextricably linked through 
common geography, conservation resources and 
tourism visitation impacts (Burghardt, 1971). 
These relationships are often contentious, 
and our goal is to provide mutually beneficial 

alternatives to PA–community relationships 
that support both the sustainability of  the PAs 
themselves, as well as community wellbeing.

Policy and philosophy guiding national 
park management globally has been signifi-
cantly influenced by North American percep-
tions and ideals on what constitutes ‘wilderness’. 
This means that national park management 
in the USA was established when engagement 
with local communities was considered and/
or deemed as less of  a priority than resource 
protection, which made effective collaborative 
decision- making a one- sided affair and resulted 
in limited cooperation between stakeholders. 
Today we must reflect on this history while also 
exploring the instances of  PA management that 
predate those established in the USA (e.g., Main 
Ridge Forest Reserve in Tobago, 1776 and Bodg 
Khan Uul in Mongolia, 1778, among others). 
The goal is to develop strategies and policies 
from central and local governance perspectives 
that provide both philosophical and practical 
guidelines for management and an inclusive 
focus for tourism and related micro- business, to 
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support gateway communities that can thrive 
independently from conservation and the physi-
cal constraints on PA development.

There are diametrically opposed perspec-
tives on best practice for managing and devel-
oping PAs. We consider the two approaches to 
identifying and promoting PA gateways. One 
engages governance and management; the 
second identifies a socially just and environ-
mental approach without an explicit focus on 
governance and management. Our case studies 
take both approaches. The governance and 
management of  protected areas relies heavily 
on the use and interpretation of  the judicial and 
legislated needs of  environments. In the second 
approach, observation of  what works for a com-
munity or destination and its stakeholders is 
without doubt pragmatic.

However, evidence from case studies and 
empirical research clarifies that there are mul-
tiple approaches that governments, scientists, 
students, stakeholders and local community 
members may take to identifying best practices 
in sustainable development for communities at 
the gateways to PAs. There are many conceptual 
approaches to the study of  PAs and their impor-
tant gateways. These include a critical political 
ecology approach (Jamal and Stronza, 2009), a 
complex adaptive system focus (Schianetz and 
Kavanagh, 2008), participatory approaches 
in lieu of  expert- based approaches (Langton 
et  al., 2014) and political ecology, as discussed 
by Bohn and Hall in Chapter 3, among others. 
The case studies in this book have produced 
evidence that interventions can be used to 
accrue cohesive, enduring and sharing practices 
that underpin the contemporary United Nations 
(UN) established Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs) (2015) for the overarching deployment 
of  achieved knowledge.

PAs have often been created around the 
core value of  ‘wilderness’, which has histori-
cally involved the displacement of  Indigenous 
peoples, and others, living on the land that is 
to be protected (Chatty and Colchester, 2002). 
Modification of  landscapes and construction 
efforts in these areas are often limited to approved 
projects by federal government agencies tasked 
with managing such areas (e.g., National 
Park Service in the USA). However, alternative 
approaches that have seen mixed success in 
the USA involve partnerships with varying 

levels of  independence in regard to maintain-
ing PA landscapes (discussed in Chapters 2 
and 10). At one extreme, Bristow, Judkins and 
Schottanes (Chapter 2) discuss the original 
role of  community members within multiple 
gateway communities along the 3200- kilometre 
(2000- mile) Appalachian Trail, as stewards 
whose engagement extends beyond just their 
local gateways that line the trail, to the creation 
and maintenance of  the trail since its inception. 
While Sleipness, Powell and Curtis (Chapter 10) 
discuss how public–private partnerships can 
play a beneficial role in bringing together com-
munities and the agencies that manage PAs to 
address the needs of  both, especially as visitation 
rates continue to increase to PAs, specifically 
national parks. In both of  these cases, and as 
demonstrated in other chapters of  this volume, 
non- profit and other non- governmental organi-
zations (NGOs) can play a significant role in 
mediating the relationship between government 
agencies and local communities to co- create 
mutual benefits.

NGOs, especially those with an environ-
mental focus, can also play an alternative role 
of  natural area and species protection, as seen 
in Chapters 5 and 7. The diametrically opposed 
visions of  environmentalists and socioeconomic 
groups is emphasized by the contestation of  
spaces and places for development, that may 
well vary over time and be highly dependent on 
externalities, such as trade, politics and global 
climate change concerns. However, NGOs, 
conservation organizations and other non- profit 
groups can advocate for environmental protec-
tion, but are often reliant upon non- guaranteed 
grant funding (Sullivan, 2002) that disen-
franchises gateway communities. Especially 
in those areas that are composed of  primarily 
Indigenous peoples, contemporary manage-
ment practices may result in the degradation 
of  an environment that has seen centuries of  
traditional land management practices (Chatty 
and Colchester, 2002). However, social and eco-
nomic development should not always be viewed 
through a Eurocentric perspective. As decolonial 
tourism literature highlights (e.g., Tebrakunna 
Country and Lee, 2017), the direction of  social 
and economic development must be driven by 
Indigenous communities.

The two primary and opposed purposes for 
PA gateways are conservation and development: 
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conservation for species protection; and 
development for sustainable protection and 
enhancement of  social and economic features. 
This conceptual dual focus is typical of  the co- 
management approach (Berkes, 2009; Gruber, 
2010) and is related by Walker and Lawrence 
in Chapter 5. Yet, within these two diametri-
cally opposed purposes and agendas, there are 
exclusionary conservation and biodiversity 
claims (Lele et al., 2010). To minimize disparate 
approaches and conflicting issues, the opportu-
nity exists to employ conceptual systems think-
ing or process- orientated resilience systems 
thinking (Strickland- Munro et  al., 2010). 
Fig.  1.1 reminds the reader that interventions 
may be borrowed from other disciplines to test 
and identify solutions that guarantee protec-
tion and ensure viability within the context of  
sustainable development.

In turn, this drives an interest in reducing 
conflict between stakeholders by adopting the 
community- driven approach (Waterton and 
Watson, 2013). Competing and comparative 
frames of  examination for PA visitation can blend 
stakeholders’ varying perspectives and goals in 
setting the agenda for a community approach. 
Community- driven visions are espoused in 
Chapters 3 and 9. Taking a step further, it is 
possible to grow capacity by building new 

opportunities to participate in skill development 
training and related new business opportunities, 
allowing participation in income- generating 
activities. Scoping and costing include iden-
tification of  the levels of  involvement by key 
stakeholders, a description of  the context and 
identification of  key conservation goals. Data 
is collected using socioeconomic variables and 
threats to biodiversity and natural features. 
Conservation objectives are set, achievements 
are reviewed, then additional conservation 
areas are selected. Conservation actions are 
then applied to maintenance and monitoring 
procedures (Andrade and Rhodes, 2012).

At a scale that is appropriate for protected, 
and largely unpopulated, areas we observe the 
need for, and availability of, small loans to help 
key stakeholders in the development of  sustain-
able livelihoods and asset- based approaches 
(Bennett et al., 2012). In Chapter 9, the capital 
assets framework, which may be required for 
protecting a variety of  community assets into 
the future, is discussed. The framework includes: 
defined roles and responsibilities; cross- interest 
stakeholder participation; public participation 
to determine defined goals, objectives, and 
decision/support- making systems (Gleason 
et al., 2010); and cross- disciplinary approaches 
(McCool, 2009; Redpath et  al., 2013). It 
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Fig. 1.1. Conceptual or process- orientated resilience systems thinking (adapted from Checkland, 1999).
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highlights messy and uncertain processes and 
outcomes relating to equitable access to knowl-
edge obtained through partnerships. PA tourism 
planning partnerships are characterized by 
certain attributes: representativeness; a sense 
of  ownership; a learning focus; and attention to 
relationships. However, these attributes are not 
easily attained, for they are facilitated by several 
contextual factors and processes, such as trust, 
political and economic power and equitable 
access to knowledge (McCool, 2009).

Community and multi- level approaches 
that empower and engage a variety of  outcomes 
and actions (Lockwood, 2010) are addressed 
by Ventura, Costa and Botelho in Chapter 7. 
There is a demonstrable focus on integrated 
landscape approaches (Reed et al., 2016). Petrić 
and Mandić (2021, p. 15) write, ‘one of  the solu-
tions might be a transition from the traditional 
top- down governance of  protected area (PA) to 
adaptive co- management (ACM), which advo-
cates participation, collaboration, and iterative 
learning’. Another avenue of  consideration is a 
stakeholder approach, as advocated by Pomeroy 
and Douvere (2008). Again, we consider dia-
metrically opposed perspectives of  protection 
and gateways depending on the view taken by 
the stakeholder. Government adherents will 
necessarily take the perspective of  their political 
campaigns, that for which they were elected 
by voters in a democracy. Stakeholders with a 
profit motive will be less inclined to altruism and 
philanthropy and more focused on neoliberal 
democratic perspectives. That is not to say that 
there isn’t room for both standpoints – it is more 
important to consider the long- term sustain-
ability of  the stakeholder’s view and focus on, 
perhaps, the SDGs (United Nations, 2015).

In the modern, Anthropocene era, con-
sumers and suppliers can take a shared and 
cooperative view of  the task of  protecting 
spaces through better information dissemina-
tion. That is one reason this text is relevant and 
enlightening. Citizen responsibility is in vogue; 
it is the charge we all make upon our fellow 
connected stakeholders, and it represents itself  
in many forms (Conrad and Hilchey, 2011). 
Volunteers in citizen science adopt a ‘can do’ 
profile and undertake empirical work to improve 
our knowledge and then spread this knowledge 
through voluntary data collection within a 
community, as well as through the academy. 

This citizen- based approach is related in Chapter 
10 via Zion National Park citizen science 
approaches that support the social and ecologi-
cal resilience represented by community- based 
tourism, which is ‘a new approach to the study 
of  socio- ecological sustainability, affirming that 
sustainable development can only be achieved 
in sufficiently resilient socio- ecosystems’ (Ruiz- 
Ballesteros, 2011, p. 665). Cooperative and 
citizen- based stakeholders need empowerment, 
access to information, access to conservation 
education programmes and resources to help 
plan and support decision- making processes.

Equity in decision- making is emerging 
in less developed locations as critical in the 
sustainability of  management (Chapters 8 and 
9 are representative). Bottom- up or endogenous 
concerns and issues are perceived as critical in 
outcomes that must be continuously supported 
when compared to central or top- down dictats. 
The studies contained here imply that new 
threads of  issues connecting stakeholders in 
feedback loops and in decision support processes 
determine external or internal participation 
(Dawson et al., 2018). Environmental justice and 
participatory processes to ensure best practices, 
which emerge from global telecommunications 
and knowledge sharing, are critical and a legacy 
of  the studies contained here. ‘Telecoupling’, 
as a phenomenon, can play a bigger part in the 
accrual and sharing of  this new knowledge in 
order to maintain sustainability in different 
protected areas (Boillat et  al., 2018). Typically, 
the International Union for Conservation of  
Nature (IUCN) offers stakeholders a framework 
for adopting protocols and managing protected 
area destinations with conceptual equity in 
gateway and hinterland sustainable develop-
ment PA guidelines (Vasilijević et al., 2015).

What appears to be important for gateway 
communities, in the context of  supporting PAs, 
is the economic benefits represented in employ-
ment opportunities in tourism businesses 
(Chapter 3), opportunities for micro- enterprises, 
and collective economic benefits. Citizen 
science approaches are delivered to support 
biodiversity conservation and related environ-
mental services and participation in biodiversity 
conservation programmes (Chapters 2 and 3). 
Amenities development and local infrastructure 
for site protection include conservation infra-
structure and related demand- driven tourism 
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superstructures and emergent resilient tourism 
products (Nyaupane and Poudel, 2011).

Christaller’s (1972) view of  competition 
for scarce resources and locating, spatially, 
the tourism opportunities in a socioeconomic 
and environmentally sustainable manner has 
a pedigree with relevance to the debate over 
gateway communities for PAs. Gateways occupy 
site- specific and purposeful roles that provide 
services to surrounding PAs. Christaller’s 
‘central place theory’ has given rise to a slew 
of  conceptual approaches that deliver sustain-
able environmental outcomes in PAs. Such 
approaches include VIM (visitor impact model), 
LAC (limits of  acceptable change), VAMP (visitor 
activity management process) and TOMM 
(tourism optimization management model) 
(Graefe et al., 1985). The key to these concepts 
is the ongoing monitoring and managing of  
PAs through a stakeholder group, universally 
admired by governance and by socioeconomic 
groupings, with responsibilities identified 
within the model for meeting targets, such as 
the vaunted SDGs model espoused through the 
United Nations’ vision of  2015. Dela Santa, 
Ramos- Tumanan and Ryan use the Batanes, 
Philippines, to update our perception of  shared 
and partnership public–private cooperation 
(Chapter 8).

Species protection accompanies natural 
landscape conservation and management 
as can be seen in Chapter 5 on Antigua and 
Barbuda. Stakeholders with determination can 
put forward a strong case for endangered species 
to be the centre of  management agendas and 
development. Protecting natural landscapes 
with an identifiable mission developed from the 
core, or gateway, can help formulate the impor-
tant role that the periphery owes to committed 
stakeholders at the core. It is essential that 
legislation and management from the core exists 
to support the aim to place species conservation 
at the heart of  any marketing and promotional 
activity for the community.

It is not only natural area conservation 
that is important. The preservation of  unique 
sociocultural heritage is of  equal concern in 
gateways of  intense consumer demand, such 
as Magnetic Island in Queensland, Australia. In 
Chapter 11, Moscardo draws our attention to 
dual roles: hosts of  environments and hosts of  
heritage preservation and interpretation (while 

Chapter 8 highlights the constraints of  natural 
area conservation on the preservation of  tradi-
tional livelihoods and heritage of  the Batanes). 
Stakeholders’ endangered landscapes, those 
with specific limitations on consumer exploita-
tion and extensive marketing, acknowledge 
communities bounded by infrastructure that 
can barely cope with host community demands. 
Pollution from rubbish and sewage can demon-
strably limit exploitation by stakeholders in 
situations of  precariously balanced supply 
and demand, such as that in Paraty, Brazil, as 
indicated by Rodrigues, dos Santos, Raimundo 
and Machado in Chapter 9. By contrast, urban 
environments struggle to expedite PA legislation 
under the most extreme consumer demand pres-
sures. In Chapter 12, Daniels and Slocum show 
that The National Mall, Washington DC strug-
gles to maintain legitimacy within the limits of  
national park legislation and the expectations of  
rampant consumption by visitors. The concept 
of  the PA gateway takes on a different and 
complex mantle with the paradoxical demands 
of  visitors and the heritage landscape described 
in Chapter 12. Moreover, in Western North 
America, the opportunity exists to evaluate new 
gateway communities protecting existing and 
mature national parks. The example of  Zion, in 
Chapter 10, provides evidence of  citizen science 
and students engaged in research to identify 
good practices, showing that an emphasis on 
providing alternative gateways predicated on 
differing demands from consumers is now 
available.

Inclusivity and the next generation are 
covered in Chapters 2 and 3. Chapter 2, on 
the Appalachian Mountains in Eastern North 
America, discusses how a planned multi- state 
hiking trail was initially designed around 
gateway communities acting as partners, 
including involvement in trail creation and 
maintenance. It then discusses how current 
perceptions of  community members in many 
of  these gateway cities, and the efforts of  state 
and non- governmental actors, may shape the 
future of  community engagement with the 
Appalachian Trail in the future. Conversely, by 
engaging with a political economy approach, 
Chapter 3 discusses the changes that have 
occurred within Finland, and specifically the 
Lapland region, which has encouraged an 
Arctic identity as a driver of  tourism. This 
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demonstrates a shift from an area that operated 
as small communities, where Indigenous Sami 
maintained traditional livelihoods, to one that 
the authors identify as a ‘spatial re- imagination 
of  Lapland in the Arctic [to] represent another 
neoliberal step towards the commodification of  
the environment’ – driven by state and corporate 
actors.

Evidence suggests that there are evolving 
relationships that join conservation and com-
munity engagement over time. In Chapter 4, 
Lackey, Bricker and Hicks discuss the evolution 
of  partnerships and communication between 
a federally operated national park (Grand 
Tetons), the local community of  Jackson, and 
park concessionaires. By highlighting insights 
from individuals with leadership roles within 
each entity, the authors demonstrate that joint 
efforts have increased over time as the national 
park has shifted from operating as an ‘island’, 
disconnected from surrounding communities, 
to being a more engaging partner. However, the 
chapter shows that there is still room for growth 
as government entities can require large com-
mercial investment to drive movement towards 
greater stakeholder involvement.

Strengthening the local community 
involves emphasis on developing new capacities 
that are required as a result of  tourism, both to 
manage conservation zones and to undertake 
remedial work under the SDGs, which in turn 
requires investment in resources for learn-
ing and education. In Chapter 6, we see the 
strengths that come from gateway community 
involvement in the development of  sustainable 
tourism to a destination (Samalayuca Dunes, 
Mexico). Through the involvement of  indi-
vidual community members, González- Herrera, 
Suárez- Chaparro and Hernández- Casimiro 
demonstrate how research can assist in achiev-
ing both the SDGs and the ‘three pillars of  eco-
tourism’ (natural/cultural heritage; economic 
development; and social wellbeing). The authors 
then generate both a strategy and action items 
for achieving sustainability through gateway 
community involvement that can serve as a 
model for PAs engaging with communities.

Cross- border and shared partnership 
approaches to tourism and conservation are 
highlighted by Ventura, Costa and Botelho in 
Chapter 7 through the assessment of  three small 
Atlantic archipelagos – Cabo Verde, Fernando de 

Noronha and Azores. The authors discuss how 
environmental non- governmental organizations 
(ENGOs) have the potential to serve as interme-
diaries between the gateway communities within 
which they exist and governmental organizations, 
especially in regard to natural area protection on 
islands. This chapter further explores the difficul-
ties that ENGOs can experience when operating 
on islands and how this can limit their ability to 
both involve local communities as well as advocate 
for sustainable practices.

There is a pertinent need for the development 
of  knowledge that enables us to close the 
considerable gap that continues to exist between 
managerial responsibility and practice on the 
organizational frontline. Across many industries 
… a relentless series of  scandals shows us that 
the pursuit of  self- serving behaviour continues 
to take precedence over collective interests 
and well- being. This emphasizes the need for 
managerial practice to adopt a stewardship 
perspective.

(de Ruyter and Keeling, 2019, np)

There is ample evidence that ‘more of  the 
same’ thinking in conservation and protection 
has not yet produced results to overcome the 
volatility of  our existence, nor does it deal with 
the complexities that better access, more inclu-
sivity and acknowledged diversity can offer all 
generations. As Moscardo highlights in Chapter 
11, ‘storying’ through co- creation with commu-
nity members can allow for the development of  
stories that incorporate both tradition and ideals 
for future tourism within gateway communities. 
This can result in telling the narratives that 
communities wish to communicate, not those 
generated by outsiders or marketing entities.

1.2 Concluding Remarks

In light of  globalization, improved communica-
tions and technology, and demand for equity, 
inclusivity and accessibility, the accelerating 
pace of  change has indeed become obvious to 
all stakeholders. The neoliberal market forces 
model inherent in Keynesian economics and 
reinforced by western leaders, such as Reagan 
and Thatcher in the 1980s, has increased 
incrementally the speed of  change and pressure 
to speed up everything in science, business, 
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technology, medicine, government, finance and 
development, as well as in individual personal 
routines (Job et al., 2017). We need to challenge 
conventional thinking in this post- industrial era. 
Connectivity is possible across many topics and 
issues, and encourages us to understand change 
and its impact today (Westphal in Schroeter, 
2020, p. 11). Global competition, increased 
depredation of  the physical environment for eco-
nomic gain, a failure to grasp alternative ways of  
being against a background typified by improved 
science, technology and communications, have 
all caused us all to reconsider and reflect on 
governance and development. Unfortunately, 
this reflection has taken more than a generation, 
and there is now angst and guilt expressed by the 
baby- boomers as well as generations X, Y and Z. 
We are confronted by uncertainty and anxiety 
about quo vadis. This text demands that we 
reflect on convention and challenge traditional 
ways of  governance and development.

We acknowledge the need for better, but 
maybe not greater, productivity. We express 

sensitivity to the needs of  the dispossessed, and 
we hope a voice for social justice is now heard. 
An algorithm to support social justice, to mini-
mize the market- force economics, is emergent. 
To address irrational commercial demands, to 
truly comprehend extinction of  species and 
the alteration to landscapes beyond repair, we 
need greater adaptability; we need resilience in 
products and services, to be consumed equita-
bly. As noted by Read and Grimwood (2021), 
when engaging with communities for tourism 
development, there is also a need to continue 
incorporating emerging ethical thought to 
counter traditional forms and methods of  
development. New knowledge, coupled to tech-
nology, and the science of  better productivity 
can connect global citizens to choices where 
non- linear growth and actual collectivism can 
be the focus. As Watson (cited in Schroeter, 
2020, p. 138) states, ‘there is a need for us to 
augment the ability and capacity to make good 
moral judgments based on the science of  new 
algorithms embedding fifty years of  learning’.
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