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Abstract: Indonesia’s tourism development increasingly depends on 

governance arrangements capable of coordinating multiple administrative 

levels, sectors, stakeholders, and regional contexts. However, existing studies 

have often examined decentralisation, stakeholder collaboration, destination 

governance, and sustainability separately, leaving limited understanding of how 

governance fragmentation operates as an interconnected institutional problem. 

This study develops an integrated perspective on sustainable tourism 

governance in Indonesia through a mixed-methods multiphase design 

combining bibliometric analysis, qualitative thematic synthesis, and 

stakeholder validation. Following the PRISMA procedure, a total of 165 

Scopus-indexed articles were analyzed using VOSViewer and thematic coding, 

followed by semi-structured interviews with four purposively selected key 

informants representing relevant tourism-governance perspectives. The 

findings identify four interrelated dimensions of governance fragmentation: 

vertical misalignment between national and subnational institutions, horizontal 

and cross-sectoral fragmentation, temporal discontinuity associated with 

political and budgetary cycles, and spatial inequality in institutional capacity and 

tourism investment. Although stakeholder collaboration and tourism 

development are prominent in the literature, governance integration, resilience, 

environmental protection, and meaningful community participation remain 

comparatively underdeveloped. The interview findings further indicate that 

fragmentation is reinforced by overlapping responsibilities, unequal regional 

capacity, disconnected information systems, programme-based coordination, 

and limited policy continuity. Based on the integrated findings, the study 

proposes an Integrated Sustainable Tourism Governance Framework linking 

fragmentation drivers with policy coherence, multilevel coordination, 

institutional role clarity, stakeholder co-creation, interoperable data systems, 

policy continuity, and adaptive accountability. The framework provides a 

context-sensitive basis for strengthening sustainable tourism governance under 

Indoesia’s decentralised administrative system. 

Keywords: Sustainable Tourism Governance, Governance Fragmentation, Mixed-Methods, 
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1. Introduction  

The country’s tourism industry has entered a phase of renewed growth and, in return, of 
increased economic significance and complexity of governance. In January-November 2025, 
Indonesia recorded around 13.98 million international visitor arrivals and 1.09 billion 
domestic tourism trips (Azwardi et al., 2026; Hidayati, 2026). This growth is proof of 
tourism’s ability to generate jobs, regional development, investment, and local enterprise 
(Dethan & Khoirunurrofik, 2025; Mardhani et al., 2021; Setiawati et al., 2023). At the same 
time, the rapid increase in visitor numbers, infrastructure, and investment in destinations 
places greater pressure on natural resources, cultural assets, public services, and host 
communities (Aida et al., 2024; Dávid et al., 2024; Johanes et al., 2024) . Therefore, tourism 
growth cannot be managed only through destination promotion and visitor targets, but 
requires governance arrangements that can coordinate economic, environmental, socio-
cultural, and institutional interests across the different regions in Indonesia (Apriyanti et al., 
2024; Azizurrohman et al., 2021).  

This governance challenge is especially important because of the cross-sectoral nature of 
tourism and the fact that it operates within the decentralised administrative system of 
Indonesia (Abbas et al., 2025; Surgawati et al., 2025). The development of tourism is not only 
the responsibility of tourism authorities, but also of the institutions in charge of spatial 
planning, transportation, public works, environmental protection, cultural heritage, 
investment, digital infrastructure and community development (Liu et al., 2022; Mursalina et 
al., 2022; Shrestha et al., 2024). The Ministry of Tourism, therefore, has to work in 
collaboration with different ministries and agencies, and the planning and implementation of 
destinations is mainly the responsibility of the provincial and local governments. Indonesia’s 
new tourism law also covers tourism planning, destination development, information and 
communication technology, community-based tourism, government responsibilities and 
public participation (Juliana et al., 2024; Juliana et al., 2023). However, the mix of sectoral 
mandates and devolved authority places considerable demands on the alignment of policy, 
clarity of institutional roles, information sharing and accountability across levels of 
administration.  

Despite the formal policy and institutional architecture, the evidence points to the fact that 
tourism governance in Indonesia is still patchy. Relative effectiveness of Indonesian tourism 
policy in prioritising sectoral development, price competitiveness, and international 
openness; but relative ineffectiveness of Indonesian tourism policy in inter-agency 
coordination, infrastructure, human-resource management and environmental sustainability 
were identified by Fafurida et al. (2023); Van Anh and Thao (2020) argued that the 
implementation of sustainable tourism is still fragmented, as actors at various levels of 
administration may interpret sustainability differently and have unequal political, financial, 
and institutional capacities. These findings imply that the existence of regulations, master 
plans, and government institutions do not necessarily lead to coherent or sustainable 
implementation.  

The breakdown of governance takes several related forms. Vertical fragmentation may arise 
from poor translation of national priorities into provincial or local programmes. Horizontal 
fragmentation occurs when agencies at the same administrative level have different targets, 
incompatible procedures, or separate data systems. Political transitions, shifts in budget 
priorities or short-term project cycles can lead to temporal fragmentation of programmes 
(Chow, 2022; Vrontis, 2022). Spatial fragmentation is reflected in uneven institutional 
capacity, infrastructure, investment and tourism benefits across destinations (Guo & Li, 2025; 
Liao et al., 2023). Research in destinations such as Labuan Bajo demonstrates that sustainable 
tourism outcomes require multi-sector engagement, joint work at the government level, local 
leadership, resource mobilisation and authentic community participation (Juliana et al., 
2025);(Juliana et al., 2022). But conditions vary greatly from one destination to another. From 
a theoretical perspective, sustainable tourism destinations are complex socio-ecological 
systems formed by inter-dependent public institutions, tourism businesses, residents, visitors, 
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community organisations, environmental resources and cultural assets (Maimaitiaili, 2024). 
Thus, governance cannot be confined to the activities of one government agency. It calls for 
networked, adaptive, and participatory arrangements in which the stakeholders negotiate 
interests, share resources, coordinate decisions and respond to change. Indama. (2026) 
emphasised the necessity of understanding sustainable tourism governance from the 
interconnected perspectives of governance, resilience and complexity. Zhang et al. (2022) 
further showed that stakeholder roles and collaborative advantages need to be connected to 
regulation, conservation and local livelihoods, and not taken in isolation.  

However, there are four major limitations in the current literature. First, there is a conceptual 
gap as decentralisation, stakeholder collaboration, policy coordination, destination 
management, community participation, digital governance and sustainability are often studied 
as separate subjects. The literature has not sufficiently integrated these elements into a 
multidimensional description of the way tourism governance becomes fragmented and how 
integration can be re-established.  Second, an empirical scale gap exists. Most of the studies 
in Indonesia focus on individual destinations, tourism villages, heritage areas (Qin, 2021; 
Rivero-Moreno, 2022; Rodríguez, 2025; Wang, 2023) or specific collaborative programmes. 
While such studies provide useful contextual knowledge, they cannot by themselves elucidate 
the broader intellectual structure, recurrent governance patterns, or cross-destination 
mechanisms within Indonesian tourism. Existing evidence at the destination level therefore 
needs to be set within a wider synthesis of international and Indonesian tourism-governance 
literature. 

Third, there is a methodological gap. Bibliometric studies can reveal trends in publication, 
thematic clusters, keyword relationships and emerging topics, but they frequently end with 
the visual interpretation of bibliometric maps. In contrast, qualitative stakeholder studies 
offer contextual depth, but are usually limited in the number of locations or stakeholder 

groups. Few studies combine large‐scale bibliometric evidence, qualitative thematic synthesis, 

and stakeholder‐based contextual interpretation in one integrated research design.  Fourth, 
there is a gap between the normative commitment to sustainable and collaborative tourism 
governance and its practical institutionalisation. Previous frameworks emphasise the value of 
stakeholder participation and collaboration, but leave questions about the distribution of 
roles, how to address power imbalances, how to ensure coordination across levels of 
government, and how systems of shared information and accountability should function. 
Studies on Indonesian heritage and destination governance show that the mere presence of 
stakeholders is not enough; collaborative outcomes also depend on leadership, institutional 
design, the coordination of resources, trust and the real influence of local communities on 
decision-making.  

Thus, the main research problem is not the lack of tourism policies or stakeholders, but the 
low level of integration of policies, institutions, knowledge, resources and stakeholders’ 
interests. Indonesia has many regulations, development plans, coordinating structures and 
destination programmes, but fragmentation may remain where mandates overlap, 
responsibilities are unclear, data systems are disconnected, local capacity is unequal and 
community participation is largely procedural. Without a systematic understanding of such 
relationships, reforms in tourism governance will be at risk of dealing with side effects rather 
than the structural causes of fragmentation.  

The study’s novelty is in three contributions. This way, it starts by conceptualising tourism-
governance fragmentation as a multidimensional phenomenon that includes vertical, 
horizontal, temporal and spatial relationships, instead of a single administrative problem of 
coordination failure. Second, it combines macro-level bibliometric patterns with qualitative 
thematic evidence and stakeholder perspectives to connect the structure of academic 
knowledge with governance realities. Thirdly, it creates an Integrated Sustainable Tourism 
Governance Framework that connects fragmentation drivers with policy coherence, 
multilevel coordination, institutional role clarity, stakeholder co-creation, interoperable 
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information systems, continuity mechanisms and adaptive accountability. This incorporation 
extends previous research that focused on single destinations, specific stakeholder 
configurations, or isolated dimensions of sustainability.  

This study thus aims to develop an integrated and contextually grounded framework for 
sustainable tourism governance in Indonesia. In particular, it seeks to: map the development 
of the publication, the intellectual structure, the keyword networks and the thematic 
evolution of research on sustainable tourism-governance; identify the key dimensions, 
drivers, consequences, and recurrent patterns of tourism-governance fragmentation; 
understand how policy alignment, institutional coordination, stakeholder participation, data 
integration, and accountability can enhance governance integration; contextualise and 
critically validate the findings of the review through interviews with four key informants; and 
formulate an Integrated Sustainable Tourism Governance Framework and corresponding 
implications for national and destination-level tourism policy.  

The research questions that guide this study are: RQ1. How has research developed and been 
thematically organised on sustainable tourism governance, integration, and stakeholder 
collaboration? RQ2: What are the dimensions, drivers, and consequences of tourism-
governance fragmentation identified in the literature? RQ3: How do key informants 
contextualise, validate, or extend the findings generated from the mixed-methods review? 
RQ4: What institutional and stakeholder mechanisms should constitute the elements of an 
integrated sustainable tourism–governance framework for Indonesia?  

2. Literature Review 

2.1. Governance and Sustainability of Tourism  

Tourism governance refers to the mechanisms and procedures by which public authorities, 
industries, local communities, civil society organisations, and other stakeholders influence 
tourism decisions and delivery (Bassi et al., 2026; Jiao & Chen, 2025). Governance is broader 
than government because it encompasses networks, partnerships, formal rules, informal 
norms, and power relations (Liao et al., 2023; Y. Zhang et al., 2024). In sustainable tourism, 
governance concerns the sharing of economic benefits, respect for ecological limits, 
safeguarding of cultural assets, and the capacity of local actors to influence decisions affecting 
their livelihoods (Anggani et al., 2026; Azizurrohman et al., 2021). 

Tourism destinations are interdependent systems. Different organisations make decisions 
about access, land use, investment, waste, water, heritage, promotion, and visitor 
management, but at the destination level, these have combined effects (Jiao & Chen, 2025; 
Y. Zhang et al., 2024). Thus, governance failure is often a matter of misfit rather than the 
complete lack of institutions. A destination can have multiple plans and multiple agencies, 
and still produce fragmented outcomes because objectives, time horizons, data, and 
accountability are not aligned (Esteves et al., 2025; Kefale et al., 2026).  

2.2. Multi-tier and collaborative governance  

Multi-level governance stresses the importance of interaction between the national, regional, 
and local levels rather than a simple top-down hierarchy (Bichler, 2019; S. M. Rahman et al., 
2025). Local governments have significant implementation responsibilities in decentralised 
systems, but strategic, regulatory, and fiscal control remains with national agencies. To align 
successfully, you need clear roles, vertical communication, interoperable planning, and 
mechanisms to resolve conflicts between national priorities and local contexts (Rahaju et al., 
2026; M. S.-U.- Rahman et al., 2021).  

Complementing this view, collaborative governance accounts for cross-boundary decision-
making among public, private, and civic actors (Basyar et al., 2025). Working together is not 
the same as asking for advice. It calls for shared problem definitions, meaningful 
participation, joint capacity, transparent procedures, and collective accountability (Afrisal, 
2022; Gruber et al., 2024). Collaborative arrangements are of particular relevance to tourism, 
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as policy resources are often divided among actors who cannot on their own achieve 
destination-level outcomes(Maravilla & Pelmin, 2025; Zaenuri, 2023). 

2.3. Governance fragmentation  

This study theorises fragmentation in four analytically distinct but interrelated dimensions. 
Vertical fragmentation is when national and subnational goals, authority, finance, and 
implementation are not aligned (Palmer & Chuamuangphan, 2018; Tamrin & Roziqin, 2024). 
Horizontal fragmentation is the isolated action of ministries, agencies, firms, communities, 
and sectoral institutions at the same level (Maimaitiaili, 2024). Temporal fragmentation: 
discontinuity across political, budgetary, and project cycles. Spatial fragmentation is about 
uneven development, disconnected destination systems, and the concentration of investment 
or pressure in specific locations (Liao et al., 2023; Y. Zhang et al., 2024). These dimensions 
are compounded by cross-cutting weaknesses in institutional capacity, information systems, 
participation and monitoring. 

2.4. Framework of Analysis  

The analytical framework in Figure 1 connects integration enablers to governance 
mechanisms and sustainable outcomes. Regulatory alignment, institutional capacity, 
interoperable data, inclusive participation, and stable policy learning are expected to improve 
vertical alignment, horizontal collaboration, temporal continuity, spatial balance, and adaptive 
coordination. These mechanisms, in turn, support competitiveness, resilience, environmental 
integrity, community equity, and accountable policy. The framework is not presented as a 
deterministic causal model but as a synthesis model to organise evidence and to guide policy 
analysis.  

Figure 1. Integrated Tourism Governance Framework 

3. Research Method and Materials 

3.1. Research Design  

A mixed-methods multiphase design was used, combining bibliometric analysis, qualitative 
thematic synthesis, and stakeholder interviews (Creswell & Creswell, 2023). First, the 
development and structure of research on sustainable tourism governance were analysed 
using bibliographic data from Scopus. In the second phase, we coded the substantive findings 
of selected articles thematically. The third phase involved interviews with four key informants 
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to contextualise and validate the literature-based findings in the Indonesian tourism-
governance context. Finally, the findings from all phases were integrated to formulate the 
proposed Integrated Sustainable Tourism Governance Framework. 

3.2. Literature search and study selection 

In December 2025, a literature search was conducted in the Scopus database covering articles 
published from 2020 to 2022. The reason for choosing Scopus is that it provides the 
structured bibliographic information needed to perform a bibliometric analysis. Such 
information includes titles, abstracts, authors, affiliations, keywords, sources, and citation 
data. The search included terms related to tourism governance and sustainability, such as 
tourism governance, destination governance, sustainable tourism governance, collaborative 
governance, stakeholder collaboration, policy integration, coordination, and governance 
fragmentation.  

The PRISMA 2020 flow diagram showing the identification, screening, eligibility assessment, 
and final inclusion of 165 articles. At the beginning, the search produced 512 records. 87 
records were de-duplicated, leaving 425 articles for title and abstract screening. At this stage, 
212 records were excluded because they did not focus on tourism governance, sustainable 
tourism, stakeholder coordination, or institutional integration. The full texts of 213 articles 
were searched for retrieval. Of these, 15 were not obtained because the full text was not 
available or because the publication information was incomplete. Therefore, 198 full-text 
articles were screened for eligibility. 33 articles were excluded during full-text assessment. 
Among these were 12 articles that did not focus substantially on governance or stakeholder 
issues, nine articles that did not provide sufficient information for analysis, seven publications 
that were editorials, book reviews, or conference summaries, and five studies conducted 
outside of a relevant tourism context. The final analytical corpus thus comprised 165 peer-
reviewed journal articles. The selection procedure is given in the flow diagram of PRISMA 
2020 in Figure 2. 

Articles were included if they were peer-reviewed journal publications indexed in Scopus, 
published between 2020 and 2022, and directly related to tourism or destination 
development. Eligible studies needed to address at least one governance-related aspect, 
including institutional coordination, policy coherence, collaboration between stakeholders, 
community participation, decentralisation, destination management, governance integration, 
or sustainable tourism outcomes. 

Publications were excluded if they were not in a tourism context, if they dealt with 
sustainability without reference to governance or stakeholder relations, and/or if they 
provided insufficient methodological or substantive information, and also editorials, book 
reviews, conference summaries, and other non-research publications. A thematic analysis was 
also performed, excluding those articles whose full text could not be obtained. 
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Figure 2. PRISMA flow diagram 

3.3. Bibliometric Studies 

Bibliographic data of the 165 selected articles were exported in CSV format from Scopus and 
analysed using VOSviewer version 1.6.20. Duplicate and inconsistent keywords were cleaned 
and standardised before analysis. For instance, stakeholder and stakeholders were merged 
together, while generic terms like study, article, result, and research were removed as they did 
not represent substantive research themes. 

Bibliometric analysis was used to examine the number of publications per year, the 
occurrence of keywords, the links between keywords, the total strength of links, thematic 
clusters, and the change of topics over the years. A keyword co-occurrence analysis was 
conducted to quantify the frequency of important concepts co-occurring in the selected 
publications. Network visualisation was used to identify relationships between themes, 
overlay visualisation visualised the development of topics based on their average publication 
year, and density visualisation identified well-established and less developed research areas. 

The numerical results, such as keyword occurrences, number of links, total link strength, 
cluster membership, and average publication year were exported directly from VOSviewer. 
These values were used to support the interpretation of the visual maps, so as not to rely 
solely on visual observations of a descriptive nature. 

3.4. Thematic Qualitative Synthesis 

The 165 articles were also subjected to qualitative thematic synthesis. Each article was 
searched for relevant sections of findings, discussion, and policy implications to identify 
recurring governance problems and integration mechanisms. The analysis was conducted in 
four stages: familiarisation with the articles, initial coding, grouping related codes into 
categories, and developing overarching analytical themes. We used a combined inductive and 
deductive coding approach. The first deductive categories were derived from the literature 
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on multilevel governance, collaborative governance, stakeholder theory, and sustainable 
tourism. The categories were vertical fragmentation, horizontal fragmentation, temporal 
fragmentation, spatial fragmentation, institutional capacity, regulatory overlap, stakeholder 
participation, power asymmetry, tourism-data integration, policy coherence, and 
accountability. 

Additional themes that emerged from the articles were identified using inductive coding. 
Subsequently, similar codes were then grouped into four broad dimensions of governance 
fragmentation, namely: vertical policy misalignment, horizontal and cross-sectoral 
fragmentation, temporal policy discontinuity, and spatial inequality in tourism development. 
The analysis also identified causes, consequences, and possible mechanisms to address each 
type of fragmentation. 

To strengthen coding reliability, the coding framework and thematic assignments were 
independently reviewed by more than one member of the research team. Coding 
disagreements were discussed and resolved through consensus, and the final coding structure 
was agreed upon before interpretation and integration.  

3.5. Interviews with Key Informants 

Purposive sampling was used to select four key informants, and semi-structured interviews 
were performed. Participants were selected because they had relevant knowledge or 
experience in tourism policy, destination management, stakeholder coordination, community 
participation, or sustainable tourism development. The four informants represented different 
perspectives on tourism governance, including government or policy, tourism industry or 
destination management, local community, and academic or professional expertise. 

The interviews were not used as statistically representative evidence of all tourism 
stakeholders in Indonesia, but as a contextual-validation component. The interview guide 
was built on the initial bibliometric and thematic findings. Questions covered national–
regional policy alignment, institutional responsibilities, inter-agency coordination, 
stakeholder participation, community participation, sharing of tourism data, programme 
continuity, regional disparities, and mechanisms for enhancing integrated tourism 
governance. With informed consent, the interviews were audio-recorded, transcribed 
verbatim, and anonymised using the codes P1–P4. The transcripts were checked for accuracy 
and analysed thematically using deductive categories derived from the literature review and 
inductive codes emerging from the interviews. The resulting themes were compared across 
participants and integrated with the review findings, with anonymised quotations used to 
support the interpretation. 

3.6. Integration of the Mixed-Methods 

A joint display analysis was used to synthesise the bibliometric, thematic, and interview 
results. Bibliometric results identified dominant and emergent topics in the literature, 
thematic synthesis offered insights into the institutional meanings and governance 
mechanisms underpinning these patterns, and interviews offered contextual interpretation 
from Indonesian tourism stakeholders. 

Three types of relationships were identified in the integrated analysis. Convergence was 
defined as evidence from reviews and interviews that pointed to the same conclusion. 
Complementarity occurred when a finding from the literature was explained further by the 
stakeholder interviews. There were discrepancies where the stakeholder experiences did not 
align with the key findings in the literature. These integrated interpretations were used to 
develop the Integrated Sustainable Tourism Governance Framework, linking fragmentation 
drivers, four dimensions of governance fragmentation, governance-integration mechanisms, 
and sustainable tourism outcomes. 
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4. Results and Discussion  

The results answer and explain the four research questions. 

4.1. Development and Thematic Organisation of Sustainable Tourism Governance Research 

The co-occurrence network of keywords shows that the intellectual core of the literature 
reviewed is composed of tourism, stakeholder, and tourism development. The keywords are 
in the biggest and central positions and are related to sustainable development, the 
stakeholders of tourism, the management of tourism, economic development, and local 
participation. Thus, sustainable tourism research has been progressively acknowledging 
tourism development as a multi-actor process, rather than as an activity solely managed by 
government institutions. 

However, the keyword governance is smaller and more peripheral than stakeholder and 
tourism development. This shows that previous studies have concentrated more on 
identifying stakeholders and describing their participation than on institutional coordination 
of responsibilities, authority, resources, information, and accountability. 

4.2. Five main thematic areas 

The network visualisation in Figure 3 shows five connected research themes. The first centres 
on tourism development, tourist attractions, tourism economics, social media, innovation, 
Indonesia, resilience, growth, and destination promotion, reflecting the continuing 
importance of market development, competitiveness, technological innovation, and 
economic recovery. The second connects sustainable development with economic growth, 
employment, and rural development, positioning tourism as an instrument of regional 
economic development. The third links governance with environmental protection, 
responsible tourism, community-based tourism, and economic development. Although this 
cluster directly addresses sustainability and governance, it is less dominant than the broader 
tourism-development cluster. The fourth concerns stakeholder participation, destination 
management, local participation, decision-making, and sustainable tourism development. The 
fifth combines strategic planning, domestic tourism, tourism stakeholders, and tourism 
development. 

Taken together, the network reveals a fragmented intellectual structure. Tourism growth and 
digital innovation remain only partially connected with environmental governance, 
institutional accountability, and meaningful community participation. Consequently, the 
literature broadly recognises the principle of sustainable tourism, yet the institutional 
mechanisms required to implement sustainability remain comparatively underdeveloped. 

Figure 3. Network Visualization (2025) 
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4.3. Evolution of research themes  

The overlay visualisation in Figure 4 shows a gradual change in attention to research. Previous 
studies have dealt with stakeholders as well as tourism management, decision-making, 
governance, and local participation. Later studies increasingly focused on sustainable 
development, community-based tourism, economic development, and tourism stakeholders. 

More recent themes seem to include social media, innovation, tourism economics, 
environmental protection, domestic tourism, employment and resilience. The development 
shows that tourism-governance research has moved from traditional destination management 
to technology, recovery, sustainability and wider socio-economic outcomes. 

However, social media and innovation are still more associated with the promotion of 
tourism and attractions than with institutional coordination, public participation, 
sustainability monitoring or shared governance systems. Digitalisation is therefore a more 
mature subject of marketing than a mechanism of governance. 

Figure 4. Overlay Visualization (2025) 

4.4. Major and underexplored research areas 

The density visualisation in Figure 5 shows that tourism, stakeholder, and tourism 
development are the most intensively studied topics. Sustainable development also enjoys a 
relatively high density, suggesting that sustainability has become an established element of 
the tourism literature. Tourism operators, tourism management, local participation, 
economic development, and community-based tourism are found in areas of medium density. 
These are established concepts, but are still subordinate to the general research on tourism 
development. Governance, Responsible tourism, Resilience, Strategy, Environmental 
protection, Decision-making, and Domestic tourism are situated in lower-density areas. Their 
peripheral status points to several underdeveloped areas, notably consisting of institutional 
design for the governance of tourism; intersectoral and intergovernmental policy integration; 
role clarity and accountability; adaptive and resilient governance; tourism data systems; and 
domestic tourism long-term strategy management. 
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Fig 5. Density Visualization (2025) 

4.5. Important bibliometric finding 

The key bibliometric finding is a disconnect between stakeholder acknowledgement and 
governance incorporation. Tourism is a multi-stakeholder activity; a fact that is well-known 
but less systematically discussed is the question of how such actors should share authority, 
coordinate programmes, integrate data, resolve conflicts, and be accountable for 
sustainability outcomes. The results also show that tourism development is still more central 
than governance, environmental protection, and responsible tourism. Thus, at the conceptual 
level, sustainable tourism is widely acknowledged, but at the institutional level, it is relatively 
underdeveloped. 

4.6. Dimensions, Drivers, and Consequences of Tourism-Governance Fragmentation 

According to the Integrated Tourism Governance Framework, we have vertical, horizontal, 
and cross-sectoral fragmentation. 

4.7. Vertical Fragmentation 

Vertical fragmentation refers to the misalignment between national tourism policy objectives 
and their implementation at provincial and local levels. The findings indicate that this 
fragmentation is not necessarily caused by the absence of national direction, but by 
differences in institutional capacity, financial resources, technical expertise, infrastructure, 
and policy interpretation across administrative levels. Regional governments may be 
responsible for implementing national tourism and sustainability priorities, yet their ability to 
translate these priorities into effective destination-level programmes varies considerably. This 
condition creates a gap between policy formulation and implementation, particularly where 
local governments lack sufficient funding, competent human resources, technical support, or 
flexibility to adapt national programmes to local circumstances (Hartman, 2021; Stoffelen, 
2019).  

In decentralised tourism systems, therefore, assigning implementation responsibilities to 
subnational governments does not automatically guarantee policy coherence. Unequal 
institutional capacity may result in inconsistent sustainability standards, uneven programme 
implementation, weak monitoring, and different levels of tourism-development performance 
across regions. The findings consequently suggest that vertical fragmentation should be 
understood not only as policy inconsistency between levels of government, but also as a 
capacity mismatch between national expectations and regional implementation 
capability. This reinforces the need for stronger vertical alignment through clearer 
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institutional responsibilities, regulatory coherence, capacity development, resource support, 
and mechanisms that allow national priorities to be adapted to diverse local contexts. 

4.8. Horizontal and Cross-Sectoral Fragmentation 

Horizontal fragmentation occurs when institutions operating at the same administrative level, 
or across closely related sectors, pursue tourism-related responsibilities through separate 
mandates, programmes, databases, budgets, and performance indicators. Tourism 
development is inherently cross-sectoral because destination outcomes depend not only on 
tourism authorities but also on institutions responsible for environmental protection, 
transportation, spatial planning, cultural heritage, investment, public works, and community 
development. When these institutions operate independently, fragmented governance may 
persist even when each agency performs its own formal responsibilities effectively. The 
literature shows that differences in mandates, information systems, and performance 
measures can weaken coordination and produce duplicated programmes, overlapping 
responsibilities, inconsistent policy implementation, and unclear accountability (Li et al., 
2025; Yu et al., 2023).  

Such fragmentation is particularly problematic for sustainable tourism because 
environmental, economic, socio-cultural, and infrastructure decisions are interdependent at 
the destination level. The findings therefore indicate that cross-sectoral coordination must 
extend beyond periodic meetings or project-specific collaboration. Sustainable collaboration 
requires clearly defined mandates, formal coordination procedures, shared resources, 
integrated information systems, transparent decision-making, and enforceable accountability 
mechanisms (Azimi et al., 2026; Imran & Wijaya, 2025). Without these institutional 
foundations, coordination forums may facilitate communication but are unlikely to resolve 
the structural causes of fragmentation (Jatikusuma & Yasa, 2026; Wicaksono et al., 2025). 
Horizontal integration should therefore move from temporary programme-based 
coordination toward institutionalised cross-sectoral collaboration, in which tourism-
related agencies jointly plan, implement, monitor, and evaluate destination development. 

4.9. Stakeholder Contextualisation of the Literature-Derived Findings 

The key-informant interviews largely corroborated and contextualised the fragmentation 
patterns identified through the bibliometric and thematic review, while also providing a more 
operational explanation of how these problems occur within Indonesian tourism governance.  

4.10. Policy continuity and regional capacity are still uneven 

Interviews showed a gap in implementation between national tourism objectives and regional 
institutional capacity. Three informants noted that national policies usually set strategic 
direction, but their implementation is dependent on local budgets, human resources, 
infrastructure, and political commitment. This implies that vertical fragmentation is not only 
caused by policy inconsistency but also by unequal capacity across levels of government. 

“The national government sets the policy direction, but implementation is whether the regional government has 

adequate funding and capable personnel.”  

(P1, officer of government) 

The key informants observed that tourism programs can be impacted by changes in 
leadership, budget cycles, and changing political priorities. Short-term programmes erode 
institutional memory and stakeholder trust, particularly when longer-term projects for 
community, environmental, or capacity-building are dropped. Regional disparities affect 
implementation. The key destinations tend to have better infrastructure, investment, 
promotion, and institutional support, while emerging destinations are constrained by 
technical capacity and access to resources. 

This finding extends the literature by showing that vertical fragmentation should also be 
understood as a capacity mismatch between national expectations and subnational 
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implementation capability, rather than merely as policy inconsistency (Hartman, 2021; 
Stoffelen, 2019).  

4.11. Coordination continues to be programme-based 

The interviews reinforced the literature-based finding of horizontal and cross-sectoral 
fragmentation. Weak cross-sectoral coordination was identified as a persistent governance 
challenge by all four informants. The institutions responsible for tourism, environmental 
protection, transport, spatial planning, culture and investment shared tourism-related 
responsibilities. But these institutions tended to operate through separate programmes, 
reporting systems and performance targets. 

“The agencies come together when there is a particular programme, but there is no permanent mechanism which 

makes them do planning and evaluation of tourism development together.”  

(P2, representative of destination management) 

This indicates that coordination remains predominantly programme-based rather than 
institutionally embedded, supporting previous studies that emphasise the importance of 
formal mandates, integrated information systems, shared resources, and enforceable 
accountability for sustainable collaboration (Azimi et al., 2026; Imran & Wijaya, 2025).  

The interviews found fragmented data to be an operational governance issue. Different 
institutions may have their own data on visitor flows, tourism businesses, environmental 
conditions, infrastructure, local employment, and community benefits. This entails risks of 
overlapping responsibilities, duplicated programmes, incompatible indicators, and unclear 
accountability. The absence of common indicators and interoperable platforms constrains 
evidence-based planning, transparency, destination monitoring, and coordinated response to 
emerging issues. 

The informants also highlighted that simply creating new institutions or stakeholder forums 
would not be enough to solve governance fragmentation. Such arrangements are likely to be 
effective only when underpinned by explicit legal authority, adequate financial and human 
resources, access to reliable and interoperable data, clearly assigned implementation 
responsibilities, and enforceable accountability mechanisms. Integrated governance, 
therefore, requires not only additional organisational structures but also institutionalised 
coordination that can translate collective decisions into consistent and measurable action. 

4.12. Stakeholder involvement does not always matter 

Third, the interviews revealed an important distinction between stakeholder participation and 
meaningful governance integration. Although communities and tourism businesses may be 
invited to consultations, participation does not necessarily translate into decision-making 
influence.  

The interviews made a distinction between stakeholder attendance and meaningful 
participation. P3 stressed that local communities were often brought into consultations post-
strategic priorities being set. 

“The community is invited to the meeting, but the main plan has generally already been made. We can 

recommend things, but they don’t always follow through to the end decision.” 

(P3, representing the community) 

The informants differentiated between being asked to participate and having a real say in 
decisions. Consultation meetings are open to communities and tourism businesses, but 
strategic decisions on development priorities, investment, spatial use, and programme design 
may already have been made. Meaningful participation was linked to early engagement, access 
to information, shared decision-making, implementation responsibilities, monitoring rights, 
and transparent benefit-sharing (Basyar et al., 2025; Gruber et al., 2024; Silitonga et al., 2025).  
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The interviews also extended the review findings by highlighting fragmented tourism 
information as a practical governance constraint. Separate institutional datasets on visitor 
flows, tourism businesses, infrastructure, environmental conditions, employment, and 
community benefits impede evidence-based planning and coordinated monitoring, 
reinforcing the need for interoperable tourism data systems (Rahmadian et al., 2023; Zhao et 
al., 2023). Finally, informants emphasised that leadership changes, annual budget cycles, 
changing political priorities, and unequal regional resources can disrupt programme 
continuity and widen differences between established and emerging destinations. Taken 
together, the qualitative findings do more than simply validate the literature; they demonstrate 
how vertical, horizontal, temporal, and spatial fragmentation are experienced in practice and 
identify the institutional conditions through which these forms of fragmentation become 
mutually reinforcing. These insights provide the empirical bridge from the fragmentation 
diagnosis in RQ2 to the integration enablers and governance mechanisms developed in the 
proposed Integrated Sustainable Tourism Governance Framework. 

Table 1. Core Research Themes and Their Governance Implications 

Core finding Integrated interpretation 

Tourism development is dominant Governance remains strongly influenced by economic-growth objectives 

The stakeholder is highly central Multi-actor involvement is recognised, but institutional integration is incomplete 

Governance is relatively peripheral Role clarity, accountability, and cross-sectoral mechanisms remain underdeveloped 

Local participation has moderate visibility Participation is recognised but may remain consultative 

Social media and innovation are emerging Digitalisation is used more for promotion than for integrated governance 

Environmental protection is less dense Sustainability is not yet fully embedded in performance systems 

Resilience is peripheral Adaptive governance and long-term policy continuity require greater attention 

Domestic tourism is low-density Domestic-market governance and territorial equity remain under-researched 

4.13. Institutional and Stakeholder Mechanisms for Integrated Sustainable Tourism Governance 

The combined evidence indicates that fragmentation cannot be addressed simply by creating 
additional agencies or stakeholder forums. The interview findings suggest that integrated 
governance requires clear mandates, permanent coordination mechanisms, common 
sustainability indicators, integrated tourism data, meaningful stakeholder co-creation, and 
transparent monitoring and accountability. The integrated tourism governance framework 
shows integration enablers and stakeholder mechanisms at cross-sectoral and cross-
governmental levels. 

4.14. Integration Enabler 

The integrated findings indicate that sustainable tourism governance requires five enabling 
conditions: regulatory alignment, institutional capacity, interoperable tourism data, 
inclusive stakeholder participation, and stable financing and policy learning. These 
enablers respond directly to the fragmentation identified in the preceding analysis.  

1. Regulatory alignment is necessary because vertical and horizontal fragmentation arise when 

national objectives, regional implementation, and sectoral mandates are insufficiently 

coordinated, particularly where local governments have unequal resources, authority, and 

technical capacity (Hartman, 2021; Stoffelen, 2019; Li et al., 2025; Yu et al., 2023).  

2. Institutional capacity is equally important because sustainable-tourism policies cannot be 

effectively implemented when regional governments lack adequate financing, human 

resources, administrative capability, or technical expertise. This supports the view that 

governance fragmentation is not only a problem of policy design but also of unequal 

implementation capacity across administrative levels and destinations. This is in line with 

the systematic review by Drammeh & Azhar (2026) and  Muda (2026) who found that 

collaborative tourism governance is more commonly understood at the local and regional 

levels than at the national level, where the evidence is limited.  

3. Interoperable tourism data constitute another critical enabler. Although digitalisation and 

innovation are increasingly visible in tourism research, they remain predominantly 

associated with promotion and visitor engagement rather than integrated databases, 
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environmental monitoring, stakeholder participation, policy evaluation, and inter-agency 

coordination (Rahmadian et al., 2023; Zhao et al., 2023). Integrated tourism-data systems 

should therefore support information sharing on visitor flows, tourism businesses, local 

economic benefits, carrying capacity, environmental conditions, infrastructure, and 

community feedback while establishing clear standards for data ownership, privacy, 

responsibility, and accountability (Dangi & Petrick, 2021; Gutierrez, 2023). 

4. Inclusive stakeholder participation is also fundamental because the bibliometric findings show 

that stakeholder presence is prominent, yet the recognition of multiple actors does not 

necessarily result in governance integration. Integrated governance requires alignment of 

stakeholder roles, authority, resources, information, and accountability rather than 

participation through consultation alone (Azzahro et al., 2026; Liu et al., 2024; Basyar et 

al., 2025; Gruber et al., 2024). Meaningful participation therefore involves communities 

and other stakeholders in problem identification, policy design, implementation, 

monitoring, and benefit distribution (Silitonga et al., 2025).  

5. Stable financing and policy learning are required to maintain institutional continuity across 

political, leadership, and budgetary changes. Adaptive governance depends on 

institutional learning, policy continuity, scenario-based planning, data-driven monitoring, 

flexible coordination, and the ability to revise programmes without sacrificing long-term 

sustainability objectives (Abdelmalak, 2024; Prayitno et al., 2026; Tang, 2025; Jamalludin 

et al., 2025; Phuong, 2026).  

Together, these five enablers establish the institutional conditions through which 

fragmented tourism governance can be transformed into a more coherent and adaptive 

governance system. 

4.15. The Governance Mechanisms 

The five integration enablers operate through five interconnected governance mechanisms: 
vertical alignment, horizontal collaboration, temporal continuity, spatial balance, and 
adaptive coordination and joint monitoring.  

(1). Vertical alignment addresses the mismatch between national policy direction and regional 

implementation by connecting national sustainability objectives with the authority, 

resources, institutional capacity, and flexibility required at provincial and local levels. This 

is particularly important because vertical fragmentation occurs when regional 

governments are responsible for implementation but lack the funding, technical expertise, 

or institutional capability to adapt national programmes to specific local contexts 

(Hartman, 2021; Stoffelen, 2019). Sarhan et al. (2025) also found that collaborative 

governance depends on leadership, trust, shared understanding, and supportive 

institutional arrangements. Stakeholder participation is ineffective because of either no 

involvement of residents or no common direction among actors for destination 

development (Afrisal, 2022; Liu et al., 2024). The present findings extend this argument 

by distinguishing two levels of stakeholder engagement: by stakeholder presence we mean 

the presence of multiple actors and by governance integration we mean the institutional 

alignment of their roles, authority, resources, information, and accountability (Azzahro 

et al., 2026; Liu et al., 2024). This distinction is an important theoretical contribution, as 

collaboration, participation and governance are often used interchangeably in tourism 

studies (Basyar et al., 2025; Gruber et al., 2024). 

(2). Horizontal collaboration, meanwhile, responds to fragmentation among tourism, 

environmental protection, transportation, spatial planning, culture, investment, and 

community-development institutions, which have different mandates, databases, and 

performance indicators (Li et al., 2025; Yu et al., 2023). The findings indicate that 

collaboration becomes sustainable only when it moves beyond ad-hoc programmes and 
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meetings toward clearly defined mandates, formal coordination procedures, shared 

resources, integrated information systems, transparent decision-making, and enforceable 

accountability (Azimi et al., 2026; Imran & Wijaya, 2025). Without these institutional 

foundations, coordination forums may improve communication but remain unable to 

resolve structural fragmentation (Jatikusuma & Yasa, 2026; Wicaksono et al., 2025). The 

stakeholder position in the core of the bibliometric network confirms the general 

perception of tourism as a multi-actor system. This finding is in line with Maharani et al., 

(2026) and  Prasetia (2026), who stated that tourism stakeholders provide complementary 

capabilities to destination regulation, conservation and livelihood development. The 

peripheral position of governance, however, indicates that recognition of multiple 

stakeholders is not the same as the installation of integrated governance (Maturbongs & 

Lekatompessy, 2025). A destination may be made up of government agencies, businesses, 

communities, academics and civil-society organisations and still be institutionally 

fragmented. Fragmentation persists when stakeholders lack clear responsibilities, uneven 

influence, siloed information systems, and no collective accountability (Garis et al., 2026; 

Nyanjom et al., 2018; Spadaro et al., 2023). Dwipayanti et al. (2022) reveal that sustainable 

destination management in Labuan Bajo should be a balance of economic, 

environmental, and social outcomes by involving multisector participation. The findings 

of the present study suggest that resilience should not be perceived as only the ability to 

recover visitor numbers after a crisis.  

(3). Temporal continuity addresses disruptions caused by leadership changes, political cycles, 

short-term projects, and annual budgeting by institutionalising long-term commitments, 

learning mechanisms, and continuity of sustainability objectives.  This erodes policy 

continuity, stakeholder confidence, and institutional learning.  

(4). Spatial balance responds to unequal infrastructure, investment, institutional capacity, and 

tourism benefits among destinations, recognising that sustainable governance requires 

differentiated support rather than uniform implementation requirements (Palazzo et al., 

2020; Sitotaw et al., 2025). Spatial fragmentation is reflected in asymmetric infrastructure, 

investment, institutional capacity, and tourism benefits across destinations (Palazzo et al., 

2020; Sitotaw et al., 2025). 

(5). Adaptive coordination and joint monitoring integrate these mechanisms through continuous 

evidence-based planning, implementation, evaluation, and policy adjustment. The 

relatively marginal position of resilience in the bibliometric analysis suggests that adaptive 

governance remains underdeveloped, although tourism destinations increasingly face 

economic, environmental, health, political, and behavioural disruptions. Governance 

resilience consequently requires the ability to anticipate, absorb, respond to, learn from, 

and adapt to changing conditions through policy continuity, scenario planning, early-

warning systems, flexible coordination, and community adaptive capacity (Abdelmalak, 

2024; Prayitno et al., 2026; Tang, 2025; Bartelet & Bakti, 2026). These elements enable 

tourism-governance systems to maintain long-term sustainability while responding 

effectively to environmental, economic, social, and political uncertainties (Archi et al., 

2023; Maiurro et al., 2026). Hence, adaptive accountability is needed. Institutions should 

be able to revise programmes in the light of evidence, without sacrificing long-term 

sustainability commitments (Jamalludin et al., 2025; Phuong, 2026). 

These mechanisms demonstrate that governance integration is not simply a matter of 

bringing stakeholders together, but of institutionalising the relationships among 

authority, responsibilities, information, resources, continuity, and accountability across 

administrative levels, sectors, territories, and time. 

4.16. Sustainable Tourism Outcome 
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The framework proposes that effective integration enablers and governance mechanisms 
ultimately support five interconnected sustainable-tourism outcomes: destination 
competitiveness, environmental integrity, community equity and benefit sharing, 
crisis resilience, and accountable and evidence-based policy. This formulation 
responds directly to an important paradox identified in the bibliometric findings, while 
sustainability has become increasingly visible in tourism scholarship and policy discourse, 
tourism performance remains predominantly assessed through conventional growth 
indicators such as visitor numbers, revenue, investment, infrastructure, and employment, 
whereas environmental quality, cultural continuity, community influence, and equitable 
benefit distribution remain less institutionalised (Gasparini & Mariotti, 2021; Lee et al., 2021).  

(1). Destination competitiveness within the proposed framework should not be interpreted solely 

as market growth or visitor attraction, but as the long-term capacity of a destination to 

remain economically viable while maintaining environmental quality, institutional 

effectiveness, and community well-being.  

(2). Environmental integrity requires sustainability indicators to be embedded in tourism 

planning, budgeting, implementation, and performance assessment rather than treated as 

separate environmental concerns (Carius & Job, 2019; Gayo & Katonge, 2025; Qodirov 

et al., 2026). In the more central and dense keywords, we have tourism development, 

while in the less central ones we have environmental protection, responsible tourism, 

governance and resilience (Damiasih, 2023; Tomino et al., 2020). The pattern indicates 

that economic growth, destination attractiveness, visitor development, employment, and 

investment still have a strong influence on tourism scholarship. The finding is consistent 

with (Amin & Budilestari, 2025; Nugroho et al., 2025) who reported that Indonesian 

tourism policies have been relatively successful in prioritising development, 

competitiveness, and international openness but less successful in terms of 

environmental sustainability, human resources, infrastructure, and inter-agency 

coordination. Camilleri (2025) and  Torres-Delgado et al. (2021) also stated that the 

implementation of sustainable tourism in Indonesia is still fragmented and depends on 

the interpretations of different actors, financial resources, human-resource capabilities, 

and power relationships. Hence, the present research identifies an implementation 

paradox. Sustainability is becoming more visible in academic and policy discourse, yet 

tourism performance is still predominantly measured in terms of visitors, revenue, 

investment, infrastructure, and employment (Gasparini & Mariotti, 2021; Lee et al., 2021). 

Environmental quality, cultural continuity, community influence, and equitable 

distribution of benefits are less well institutionalised. Sustainable tourism governance 

involves the integration of sustainability indicators in planning, budgeting, 

implementation, and performance assessment (Carius & Job, 2019; Gayo & Katonge, 

2025; Qodirov et al., 2026). Otherwise, sustainability remains a normative aspiration, not 

an operational governance principle. 

(3). Community equity and benefit sharing similarly depend on moving beyond procedural 

participation toward meaningful involvement in policy formulation, implementation, 

monitoring, and benefit distribution. This pattern indicates that community participation 

has been acknowledged but not entirely embedded in the heart of governance. Inadequate 

stakeholder collaboration and community empowerment can hasten resource 

degradation and limit the sharing of benefits of tourism (Sianipar et al., 2026). Similarly, 

studies in the rural heritage tourism area revealed that the governance outcomes varied 

based on local leadership, resource coordination, and community engagement (Pramono 

& Juliana, 2025). Local participation and community-based tourism are indicated in the 

network but are less central than stakeholder and tourism development (Eyisi et al., 2020; 

Idris et al., 2021). Good tourism governance must balance the prescriptions of higher 

levels of government with the initiatives of the community (Han et al., 2025). The current 
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findings suggest that community participation should be assessed based on the level of 

impact it creates. Meaningful participation occurs when communities are involved in 

defining problems, designing policies, implementing programmes, monitoring impacts 

and distributing benefits. Procedural participation is consultation after a major decision 

is made, rather than co-creation (Silitonga et al., 2025). 

(4). Crisis resilience extends beyond restoring visitor numbers after disruption and instead 

reflects the institutional capacity to anticipate, absorb, adapt to, and learn from 

environmental, economic, social, and political shocks (Abdelmalak, 2024; Prayitno et al., 

2026; Tang, 2025).  

(5). Accountable and evidence-based policy depends on clearly assigned responsibilities, 
interoperable information systems, common performance indicators, transparent 
monitoring, and the capacity to adjust policies in response to evidence. The growing 
importance of social media and innovation also reflects the fact that digitalisation has 
been more extensively applied to tourism promotion and visitor engagement than to 
integrated governance, data sharing, monitoring, and institutional coordination (Amin & 
Budilestari, 2025; Tomino et al., 2020). Their position suggests that digitalisation has been 
mostly considered as a tool for marketing and visitor engagement (Jamalludin et al., 2025; 
Phuong, 2026). The literature gives comparatively limited attention to the use of digital 
technologies as instruments of tourism governance. Existing studies have focused more 
heavily on digital promotion, social media, and visitor engagement than on their 
application to integrated tourism databases, environmental monitoring, visitor-flow 
management, stakeholder participation, programme evaluation, public transparency, and 
crisis coordination (Rahmadian et al., 2023; Zhao et al., 2023). This gap indicates the need 
to reconceptualise digitalisation not merely as a marketing tool, but as a governance 
infrastructure capable of supporting evidence-based decision-making, cross-institutional 
coordination, real-time monitoring, and accountable destination management (Çakar, 
2023; Gozgor et al., 2024). This finding offers a great research and policy opportunity. 
Digital tourism governance should include data on visitors, business activity, local 
economic benefits, infrastructure, carrying capacity, environmental conditions, and 
community feedback (Eyisi et al., 2020; Idris et al., 2021). Integrated data systems can 
address horizontal fragmentation and reinforce evidence-based decision-making. 
Technology alone cannot solve problems of governance. Also needed is clarification of 
data standards, ownership, privacy, institutional responsibility and accountability (Dangi 
& Petrick, 2021; Gutierrez, 2023). 

The five outcomes are therefore mutually reinforcing rather than independent: tourism 
cannot be regarded as genuinely sustainable when competitiveness is achieved at the expense 
of environmental integrity, community equity, institutional resilience, or accountability. In 
this sense, the proposed framework shifts sustainable tourism governance from a 
predominantly growth-oriented model toward an integrated system in which economic, 
environmental, social, and institutional outcomes are assessed collectively. 

5. Conclusion  

The study concludes that the main problem for sustainable tourism development in 
Indonesia is not the lack of tourism policies or the participation of stakeholders, but the 
limited integration of authority, institutional responsibilities, information systems, 
stakeholder interests, and accountability mechanisms. Through a mixed-methods analysis of 
165 Scopus-indexed articles and interviews with four key informants, four interrelated forms 
of governance fragmentation were identified: vertical misalignment between national and 
regional institutions, horizontal fragmentation across sectors and agencies, temporal 
discontinuity arising from changing political and budgetary priorities, and spatial inequality in 
tourism capacity and investment. Stakeholder collaboration and tourism development are 
central in the literature, but governance, resilience, environmental protection and meaningful 
local participation are comparatively underdeveloped. These results support the proposed 
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Integrated Sustainable Tourism Governance Framework, linking fragmentation drivers with 
policy coherence, multilevel coordination, institutional role clarity, stakeholder co-creation, 
interoperable data systems, and policy continuity and adaptive accountability . 

Implications for theory, management, and policy are discussed. It theorises the disjunction 
of stakeholder engagement from governance integration, and advances tourism-governance 
research by conceptualising fragmentation as a multidimensional process rather than a unitary 
coordination problem. The findings suggest to policymakers the need to harmonise tourism, 
environmental, spatial planning, cultural, transport and investment policies; clarify 
responsibilities among government levels; establish permanent cross-sectoral coordination 
mechanisms; and adopt common sustainability indicators. A platform integrating tourism 
data should be developed for evidence-based planning, destination monitoring, transparency 
and accountability.  

Implementing the suggested framework within Indonesia's decentralized governance 
structure does not require local governments to take on duties outside their official purview. 
Alternatively, integration can be operationalized by province, regency, and local governments 
through mechanisms integrated into current budgeting, planning, and coordinating 
procedures. Permanent cross-sectoral tourism-governance teams comprising tourist, 
environmental, public works, transportation, investment, cultural, and community 
development agencies can be established by local governments. These teams will have clearly 
defined roles and common performance metrics. To ensure that tourist sustainability is 
independent of short-term initiatives or shifts in political leadership, these measures should 
be integrated into regional development plans, annual work programs, and budgeting 
procedures.  

Where fiscal and technical capacity is limited, implementation should be differentiated 
according to regional capability, with national and provincial institutions providing technical 
assistance, interoperable data standards, capacity development, and targeted fiscal support 
rather than imposing uniform implementation requirements. Local governments can further 
use shared destination dashboards to integrate visitor, environmental, infrastructure, 
investment, and community indicators, while multi-stakeholder forums can institutionalise 
community and business participation in planning, monitoring, and evaluation. In this way, 
decentralisation can function not as a barrier to integration but as a governance structure in 
which national policy coherence is combined with locally adapted implementation and clearly 
defined accountability. Destination managers and tourism businesses' collaboration should 
be more than consultation, it should be co-design, co-implementation, co-monitoring and 
co-sharing of programme benefits. Local communities should be involved in decision-
making from the earliest stages, and have real influence over development priorities, cultural 
protection, environmental management and the distribution of tourism benefits. 

Several limitations should be acknowledged. First, the bibliometric and systematic review was 
restricted to 165 Scopus-indexed publications, which provides a robust representation of 
international academic research but may exclude relevant studies indexed elsewhere, 
Indonesian-language publications, government reports, policy documents, and other grey 
literature. Second, the qualitative component involved four key informants and was intended 
primarily to contextualise, validate, and extend the patterns identified through the literature 
review rather than to provide statistically or institutionally representative evidence across 
Indonesia. Consequently, the findings should be interpreted as an analytical explanation of 
governance fragmentation rather than as a comprehensive assessment of every tourism 
destination or governmental jurisdiction in the country. Third, Indonesia's highly 
decentralised and geographically diverse tourism system means that the relative importance 
of vertical, horizontal, temporal, and spatial fragmentation is likely to differ across 
destinations according to institutional capacity, political priorities, tourism intensity, 
infrastructure, and stakeholder configurations. At last, the proposed Integrated Sustainable 
Tourism Governance Framework is conceptually grounded in the mixed-methods findings 
but has not yet been empirically tested across multiple regional governance settings. 
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Future research should test empirically and refine the suggested framework for different types 
of destinations in Indonesia such as mature destinations, emerging tourism regions, rural 
tourism villages, heritage areas, marine destinations, and super-priority destinations. 
Comparative research could examine whether the four dimensions of fragmentation function 
differently across regions with varying administrative capacity, political structures, tourism 
intensity, and community institutions. The four key informant interviews in this study were 
primarily intended for contextual validation, not for national representation. More extensive 
qualitative samples and multi-stakeholder case studies are also necessary. Future research 
might also use longitudinal designs, social-network analysis, policy-coherence assessment, 
and quantitative modelling to explore the relationships between governance integration, 
community participation, institutional capacity, destination resilience, environmental 
performance, and equitable economic outcomes. Future research should also explore how 
artificial intelligence, interoperable digital platforms, and real-time tourism data can also 
enhance coordination without reinforcing technological inequality or centralising decision-
making. 
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