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Abstract: Sustainable tourism development (STD) serves as a founding and guiding concept that
can be applied to all forms of tourism, whereas community-based tourism (CBT) has been largely
practiced as an alternative form of tourism development. Past research has suggested critical
theoretical and practical omissions in both STD and CBT related to issues of community well-being,
justice, ethics, and equity. With an objective of bridging these gaps, this research developed an
integrated framework of sustainable community-based tourism (SCBT) based on a comprehensive
literature review, which identified that there was a significant under-representation of key elements
such as justice, ethics, and equity in the domain of governance both in the STD and CBT literatures.
The qualitative research mixed emergent data with theory driven data and conducted semi-structured
interviews with 40 diverse tourism stakeholders in the twin cities of Bryan–College Station (BCS)
in Texas. Results revealed that tourism helped to promote cultural preservation and community
pride and promoted the sense of mutual respect and understanding among visitors and stakeholders.
However, some ethnic minorities felt they were not receiving full benefits of tourism. The study
concluded that a more proactive, inclusive, ethic of care oriented tourism governance to help ensure
sustainable tourism development is needed.
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1. Introduction
Sustainable tourism (ST) development has long been promoted and practiced as
an alternative model of tourism development that seeks balanced development while
minimizing social, cultural, and environmental impacts of tourism [1–4]. Various forms of
alternative tourism including ecotourism, rural tourism, community-based tourism, agrotourism, volunteer tourism, and responsible tourism have remained in practice since 1980s
as an adaptancy approach to sustainable tourism development [5–8]. Much literature has
been published in the past four decades delineating sustainable tourism (ST) development
and community-based tourism (CBT). ST has been claimed to be originated by international
organizations such as the United Nations (Earth Summit), United Nations Environment
Program (UNEP), United Nations World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), and the World
Travel and Tourism Council (WTTC) [9,10], while CBT has been claimed to have origins at
various local and regional scales spanning across different countries and continents around
the world [9,11,12].
However, scholars have suggested that the road to sustainable tourism development
has not been straight-forward, including conceptual, implementation, and governance
challenges [1,13–19]. Further, despite the availability of a plethora of definitions, principles,
indicators, criteria and practices related to ST and CBT, there remains little guidance how
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these diverse perspectives can be integrated to “help inform a sustainability-oriented
approach to tourism” [20] (p. 1). Jamal, Camargo, and Wilson [10] outlined the need “to
develop a comprehensive framework of justice and care to guide and evaluate sustainable
tourism” (p. 4606).
In order to address the issue pointed out by Jamal, Camargo, and Wilson [10] and
Jamal and Camargo [21], a preliminary framework of “Sustainable Community-Based
Tourism” (SCBT henceforth) was developed (for details see [20] (pp. 65–68) by conducting
a comprehensive literature review (CLR) both on ST and CBT in order to bridge the existing
gap (more details on CLR in literature review section). The CLR identified that three
dimensions of sustainable development, economic, social–cultural, and environmental,
were given impetus by a majority of scholars and institutions, including [4,22,23]; however,
the fourth dimension/domain of sustainability-governance, though ignored by many,
has been emphasized by other scholars, including [17,24–26], in the form of governance,
institutional arrangements, or as political/administrative environments. Further, other
scholars including [10,15,27,28] have suggested that salient issues of justice, ethics, and
equity related to governance have been largely ignored or found misrepresented in both
ST and CBT settings.
The research argues that the critical elements of justice, ethics, and equity within the
dimension of governance have been under-examined in both the ST and CBT literatures.
Inclusion of such issues could help tourism planners and practitioners make decisions
that are more oriented towards overall community wellbeing and that align with the
principles of Theory of Justice (Rawls [29,30]), justice tourism, and ethical tourism. Taking
those existent issues into consideration, the research had purposes (i) to explore (through
a CLR) the elements of destination justice, ethics, and equity in the domain of tourism
governance and propose an integrated framework of SCBT; (ii) to conduct an empirical
study in Bryan–College Station (BCS) tourism community, TX, USA applying some SCBT
criterions for exploring the elements of justice, ethics, and equity within the dimension
of governance.
2. Literature Review Leading to SCBT Framework
In order to develop a robust framework and approach to SCBT, an in-depth and
comprehensive literature review (CLR) was conducted aiming to trace the history and
common and contrasting elements relating to the definitions, principles, concepts, and
critical success factors of ST and CBT development and to explore gaps therein as suggested by earlier studies [10,21]. The CLR followed some of the steps suggested by
Arksey and O’Malley [31] and Grant and Booth [32] for the scoping review process.
Buckley [33] and Arksey and O’Malley [31] suggested that a scoping review could be
undertaken in the same fashion as an exploratory literature review through the systematic application of key search terms. Therefore, the CLR replicated the techniques of
scoping review suggested by Grant and Booth [32] and included the steps of search,
appraisal, synthesis, and analysis (SALSA). The systematic literature review was conducted in two phases from June 2014 through spring 2016. The initial search was conducted in June 2014 applying the commercial literature database Business Source Complete.
The terms used in the search process included “sustainable tourism; community-based
tourism; responsible tourism; (sustainable tourism) (community based tourism) framework/model/criteria/indicators/principles/definitions/certifications” [34] (p. 475). Another expanded, but focused, search was conducted in the Scopus database (in spring 2016)
applying a similar procedure aforementioned. However, this search also explored domains of governance including issues such as justice, ethics, and equity. Overall, around
260 peer reviewed journal articles, book chapters, and seminal conference papers in English language received full review; though all were not considered worthy for references
(For details on CLR, please see [20,34]). Further, to make the literature review current, a review of sixteen additional peer-reviewed journal articles and book chapters was conducted
in 2020 and added in the research. The CLR made an in-depth exploration of the history
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of sustainable development, its bearing on ST and CBT, with focused search on tourism
governance, justice, ethics, and equity which are presented below with some details.
2.1. History—The Emergence of “Sustainable Development”
Presumably, the first official definition of sustainable development (SD) was forwarded
by the World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED), defining SD as,
“development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of
future generations to meet their own needs” [35] (p. 8). Sustainability seemed to emerge as
a central theme and a guiding principle for development for governments, businesses, and
other private organizations, following the WECD initiative. The notion of sustainability,
however, had existence in both theory and practice long before this event. Publications such
as Club of Rome’s report “The Limits to Growth”, 1972 [36], and the first United Nations
Conference on the Human Environment, Stockholm, 1972 [37] (para. 1) seem to serve as
the forerunners for sustainable development. Hardy, Beeton, and Pearson [38] suggested
that the Stockholm conference promoted the concept of integrated eco-development where
cultural, social, and ecological goals were interwoven together, requiring equal and serious
consideration in the development agenda.
The 1972 United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO)
Convention forwarded an official definition of the world’s natural and cultural heritage
sites and made state parties accountable to the protection and conservation of UNESCO
World Heritage sites [39]. Hall, Gossling, and Scott [40] contended that in WECD’s (1987)
report, sustainable tourism did not receive a high priority; however, it has become “one
of the great success stories of tourism research and knowledge transfer” (p. 2) in the
succeeding decades thereafter.
The UN Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED), popularly termed
as “Earth Summit”, held in Rio de Janeiro (June 1992) produced a constitution of sustainable
development known as “Agenda 21” [41]. As a comprehensive program of action, Agenda
21 was adopted by 182 governments at the UNCED conference. Though not legally
binding, “Agenda 21 carries moral and practical suggestions for consideration . . . (which)
is considered a blueprint for sustainable development in the 21st century” [20] (p. 14).
Further, declaration of United Nations’ eight Millennium Development Goals-MDGs
(2000–2015) and adoption of 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) by United Nations
in 2015 have made a “universal call to action to end poverty, protect the planet, and ensure
that all people enjoy peace and prosperity by 2030” [42] (para. 1), adding momentum to
the journey to sustainability.
Sustainable tourism development, as a sub-sector of sustainable development, endeavors to minimize the adverse socio-cultural and environmental impacts while enhancing
the opportunities for community income, community well-being, and visitors’ satisfaction [12,14,43]. Graci and Dodds [44] suggested the UNCED conference (1992) identified
tourism as “one of the five main industries in need of achieving sustainable development”
(p. 11). The World Summit on Sustainable Development (2002) emphasized poverty
alleviation as a priority area while developing an implementation plan for sustainable
development [4] when close ties emerged between poverty and environmental degradation.
2.2. Emergence of Sustainable Tourism Development (STD)
There is evidence that joint institutional endeavors for STD took place earlier than
the WECD [35] initiatives. For example, an alliance emerged between UNESCO and the
World Bank in 1970s in the area of heritage conservation and financing of tourism infrastructure development. As a joint initiative of these two organizations, a seminar was
convened in 1976 “to discuss the social and cultural impacts of tourism on developing
countries and to suggest ways to take account of these concerns in decision-making” [45]
(p. ix). However, tourism did not receive an early recognition as one of the major sectors in
sustainable tourism development. Hall, Gossling, and Scott [40] suggested that tourism
could not draw much attention in the WECD (1987) report. However, following the joint
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publication of Agenda 21 for the Travel and Tourism Industry: Towards Environmentally Sustainable Development [2] by UNWTO, WTTC, and the Earth Summit (EC) in 1995, sustainable
tourism development received wider publicity and planning impetus. This report noted
that while Agenda 21 (product of Rio Summit, 1992) recognized the potential of low-impact
nature-based tourism (ecotourism) enterprises (underestimating the size and significance
of travel and tourism industry), Agenda 21 for the travel and tourism industry underlined
the urgency of making all travel and tourism operations sustainable, detailing priority
areas and guidelines for governments and the tourism industry. The UNEP–UNWTO [4]
report and other scholarly works [46,47] identified major stakeholders including tourism
enterprises, local communities, tourists, and governments that are accountable for the
sustainability of tourism businesses.
The UNEP–UNWTO report [4] presented a broader definition of sustainable tourism:
Sustainable tourism development guidelines and management practices can be applied to all forms of tourism, for all types of destinations, including mass tourism and
various niche tourism segments [4] (p. 11).
The UNEP–UNWTO report [4] emphasized three pillars of STD—economic, social, and
environmental–combined with 12 aims. The 12 aims were identified as economic viability,
local prosperity, employment quality (within the economic pillar); social equity, visitor
fulfillment, local control, community wellbeing, and cultural richness (within the social
pillar); and physical integrity, biological diversity, resource efficiency, and environmental
purity (within the environmental pillar) [4] (p. 9). Further, various institutions and
scholars have forwarded principles integral to STD including holistic planning and strategymaking, preserving essential ecological processes, protecting both human heritage and
biodiversity, sustaining productivity over the long term for future generations, pursing
multi-stakeholder engagement, addressing global and local impacts, and considering the
issues of equity in tourism operations [1,3,4].
2.3. CBT and Other Alternative Tourism Approaches to STD
Departing from the Advocacy platform [48] of tourism popularized during the
1950s–1960s that tourism is a viable option for development with few negative impacts,
the Cautionary platform of tourism (1970s) suggested that tourism can also bring negative
impacts to destinations if they are not carefully planned. The Adaptancy platform of
tourism was popularized in the 1980s, which favored alternative forms of tourism such as
CBT, ecotourism, geo-tourism, responsible tourism, and volunteer tourism in place of mass
tourism for destination sustainability [12,49,50]. Some of the characteristics of alternative
tourism include small size operations, benefitting local people and communities, owned
and managed by local residents or community, sensitive to environment, understanding of
local culture, heritage and tradition, and poverty reduction through Pro-Poor Tourism (PPT)
schemes [3,5,6,10]. A table is presented below that defines various forms of alternative
tourism under the over-arching umbrella of STD (Table 1).
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Table 1. Defining ST, CBT, and various alternative forms of tourism.
Definition
Sustainable tourism

“Tourism that takes full account of its current and future economic, social and environmental impacts,
addressing the needs of visitors, the industry, the environment, and host communities” [4] (p. 12).

Community-Based
Tourism

“CBT is generally small scale and involves interactions between visitor and host community,
particularly suited to rural and regional areas. CBT is commonly understood to be managed and
owned by the community, for the community” [50] (p. 2).

Ecotourism

“Responsible travel to natural areas that conserves the environment, sustains the well-being of the
local people, and involves interpretation and education” [51] (para.1).

Geotourism

“Tourism that sustains or enhances the distinctive geographical character of a place—its environment,
heritage, aesthetics, culture, and the well-being of its residents” [52] (para. 1).

Responsible Tourism

Responsible Tourism is about “making better places for people to live in and better places for people
to visit, in that order” [53] (para. 2).

Pro-Poor Tourism

“Tourism that puts those people living in poverty at the top of the agenda. PPT strategies are
concerned with reducing both absolute and relative poverty by providing tourism-related income
opportunities for disadvantaged groups” [54] (p. 10).
Source: Adapted from Dangi [20] (p. 25).

2.4. Dimensions of Community-Based Tourism (CBT)
CBT is one of the extended functional aspects of “Community” and has been suggested to have three common elements: (1) a geographical area/a locality, (2) common
ties/bonding among its people, and (3) social interactions/collective actions [55,56]. Warren [57] defined community as a shared living based on the common geographical location
of the individuals, the larger society, and culture. He also presented six approaches for the
study of community: (1) community as a space (applied both in Rural and Urban Community studies), (2) community as people, (3) community as shared institutions and values,
(4) community as interaction, (5) community as a distribution of power, and (6) community
as a social system. Similar to other areas of community engagement such as education,
health, infrastructure development, and social services, “CBT shows obvious parallels with
broader community development and participatory planning philosophies” [58] (p. 40).
Mtapuri and Giampiccoli [59] presented various modalities of CBT projects and
stated they could be initiated from within and outside the community, led by public,
private, and non- governmental agencies or a combination of those applying a top-down
or bottom-up approach. On the basis of market priority, bottom-up CBT approaches have
typically been associated with domestic/local markets, whereas top-down CBT approaches
have typically been associated with international markets [59]. Irrespective of forms and
shapes, scales, and geographical locations, common objectives of CBT operations include
improving local economies, sharing social-economic benefits equitably, environmental
conservation, preservation of local culture and heritage, empowerment and ownership of
local businesses, and ensuring quality and authentic experience for visitors [12,20,50,59].
In some instances, CBT objectives can be more focused, such as “both poverty reduction
and community development [59] (p. 155) and “redistribution of economic benefits among
the most vulnerable of groups, such as indigenous communities” [12] (p. 2).
CBT is believed to have started “in the early 1980s as the sine qua non of alternative
tourism” [8] (p. 206). As an alternative to mass tourism [8,20,50,59], CBT emerged in
the context of helping rural communities in the developing world through grassroots
development, community empowerment and participation, and capacity enhancement
of the local people (see [60,61]). However, evidences suggest that CBT practices can also
be found in developed economies in the North, such as Canada during the 1980s [62,63].
Mtapuri and Giampiccoli [59] stated, “Canada’s Northwest territories Government was
possibly the first government to advance a CBT development strategy in its territory”
(p. 155). CBT as an approach to STD has been practiced all over the world [12,59]. The
CLR also found that some terminologies such as “Rural Tourism” have often been used

Tour. Hosp. 2021, 2

20

alongside CBT in Latin America and other developed nations and alongside “Ecotourism”
in Asia. It has further been suggested that sustainable tourism, CBT, rural tourism, and
ecotourism carry identical objectives [50].
It was an interesting exploration during the CLR that a number of “critical success
factors” (CSFs) for CBT were observed that are common both in the developed and developing countries. Those CSFs were categorized into four key dimensions of community
empowerment as proposed by Scheyvens [60,61] and supported by other scholars [49,64,65].
The four dimensions of community empowerment Scheyvens [60] mentioned include economic empowerment, psychological empowerment, social empowerment, and political
empowerment [60,61]. Basic elements of CSFs presented by various authors include engagement/participation, community assets, collaboration, cultural and heritage preservation,
equity and local ownership, economic benefits, empowerment, leadership, and job opportunities. Environmental protection and management and infrastructure development are
other salient factors [66,67] of CBT not to be ignored. These CBT success factors served as
guiding resources in developing a preliminary framework of SCBT.
2.5. Comparing ST and CBT: Similarities and Differences
The CLR revealed both commonalities and subtle differences between ST and CBT.
No considerable variations were found relating to their aims and objectives; rather, CLR
revealed that “CBT incorporates the objectives of sustainable tourism with an emphasis on
community engagement and development” [68] (3), and it incorporates the dimensions
of local control and management of business for poverty reduction and providing the
community with supplemental means of income [54]. Further, most scholars believe that
in the absence of uniform principles of CBT, ST principles apply to community settings
similar to other alternative forms of tourism. It has also been claimed that as overarching concepts, ST principles apply to all forms of tourism including mass tourism or
CBT [4,38,69]. Another common ground seemed to be that both ST and CBT are promoted
by international and non-governmental agencies including the World Bank and Global
Environmental Facility [70].
Regarding differences, the CLR found that ST principles primarily originated from
international public–private organizations including the United Nations’ Earth Summit,
UNEP, UNWTO, and WTTC, and from tourism scholars and critics mainly from the
West [9,10,16,19,43]. CBT, as an alternative to mass tourism, was found to emphasize
grassroots development through participation, equity, and empowerment with an emphasis
on small and medium-scale projects mostly owned by local businesses [12]. Further, another
difference between ST and CBT remains that for “CBT operations, communities (hosts) and
tourists (guests) have more mutually beneficial relationships: CBT projects are designed so
that benefits/dividends rotate and/or are allocated among residents, and CBT initiatives
are initiated by a family or a group based on community assets, sometimes joined by
outside business partners” [20] (p. 40). Application of these principles supports retaining
economic benefits and enhancing community well-being. Viewed from this perspective,
CBT intersects with responsible tourism (RT), as it “benefits local community, natural and
business environment and itself” [71] (p. 314). Judged from these perspectives, CBT and ST
are neither fully similar nor dissimilar, but possess substantial intersections and overlaps
as two focused approaches to tourism development. These findings suggest ST is more of
an overarching concept, whereas CBT is a form/approach to tourism development rooted
in the locale/community.
2.6. Critique of ST and CBT
It can be argued that the use of sustainable development objectives with institutional
guidance (e.g., the UN and its specialized agencies) to monitor progress has been extremely
beneficial. Yet, it has been argued they have failed to meet the goals and objectives within
the set time-frame and do reframe sustainability goals for future events and conferences
such as MDGs and SDGs [19,72]. Mahanti and Manuel-Navarrete [73] charged that the
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noble concept of SD has been downgraded due to “the meager performance of Rio+20
‘landmark’ conferences” (p. 417). Garrod and Fyall [13] charged, “Defining sustainable
development in the context of tourism has become something of a cottage industry in the
academic literature of late” (p.199). Further, STD has been labelled as greenwashing for
its failure in balancing social and environmental issues while over emphasizing economic
gains. It has also been charged for largely ignoring local voices and not adequately addressing the issues of equity, social justice, and equitable distribution of benefits. Johnston [74]
stated that significant theoretical and practical gaps were visible with regard to sustainable
tourism research and practices. Even CBT seems to have developed dependency on international markets, global capital, and expertise, though its premise was initially built on local
values and empowering communities. To conclude, it can be stated that the ST principles
are transferable to CBT research and practice settings (or vice-versa). However, a minute
observation of the extant scholarship in the field presents some theoretical/conceptual,
implementation, and governance challenges and omissions of justice, ethics, and equity in
the domain of governance.
2.7. CLR Summary on ST and CBT and Identification of Gaps
The literature review provided a systematic and chronological history of sustainable
tourism development and its various forms including CBT. Review of critical success
factors (CSFs) of CBT and analysis of various criteria and dimensions of ST and CBT led to
the acknowledgement of well-represented aspects and existing gaps. As stated earlier, the
CLR revealed that three dimensions/pillars of sustainability: economic, social–cultural,
and environmental, have been emphasized by the majority of scholars and institutions
including [4,22,23,75]; however, the fourth dimension of sustainability-governance, though
ignored by many, was emphasized by other scholars including [17,24–26,76–79] in the form
of governance, institutional arrangements, or as political/administrative environments
(for details see [34] (p. 14). The CLR further revealed that a significant number of scholars
including [10,15,27,28] (as detailed in Table 2) proposed that issues of ethics, justice, and
equity in the domain of governance received less attention or they were largely ignored.
Jamal, Camargo, and Wilson [10] suggested the need for “a clear framework of justice and ethics” (p. 4594) for sustainable tourism, and this study attempted to address
the issue through an empirical study (case study) of the BCS tourism community. Jamal [80] stated that justice is a pluralistic and complicated concept, and it is not easy to
separate justice from ethics. It is worth mentioning that in their recent work, Jamal and
Camargo [81] reemphasized “justice as a key principle for good governance and policy in
tourism” (p. 205). Further, in their very recent (2020) work on justice and ethics, Jamal and
Higham [82] claimed “The subject of justice in tourism and hospitality studies is indeed
slowly being advanced by the academic community, alongside closely related areas of
ethics” (p. 147), underlining the need of further studies/research in this area. Further,
Jamal and Higham [82] presented a conceptual, holistic, and interrelated (yet partial and
processual) model of Justice and Tourism, wherein they described emerging principles and
approaches to Justice and Tourism, which included (1) social justice, equity, and rights;
(2) inclusiveness and recognition; (3) sustainability and conservation; (4) well-being, belonging, and capabilities; (5) posthumanistic justice; and (6) governance and participation.
Guia’s [83] recent (2020) work on justice tourism proposed four ethical approaches to
tourism and justice study and research. This is how past and current research lead to a direction that issues of justice, ethics, and equity and other interrelated emerging approaches
are in need of further exploration, which signifies the context and importance of what the
current research investigated. Drawing upon the CLR (both past and current), the research
developed a preliminary framework of SCBT, as presented in Table 2 below. To serve the
purpose of this research, the dimension of governance and critically under-represented
issues such as justice, ethics, and equity under the domain of governance are detailed in
Table 2 below.
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Table 2. Combined (Preliminary) framework of SCBT with available criteria.
Dimensions

Summary of SCBT Criteria/Themes Combined from
Various Sources *

Source/Authors

Economic

Economic Benefits; Local Jobs and Participation;
Institutional Mechanism to Ensure Economic Benefits;
Visitor Management.

* For details see [20] (pp. 65–68),
& [34] (pp. 17–20).

Environmental/Ecological

Protection of Natural Environment;
Reducing Waste/Emissions;
Innovating Adapting to Environment-friendly Plans;
Assessment and Monitoring.

* For details see [20] (pp. 65–68),
& [34] (pp. 17–20).

Social-cultural

Community Wellbeing & Satisfaction;
Community Participation & Empowerment;
Visitor Satisfaction.

* For details see [20] (pp. 65–68),
& [34] (pp. 17–20).

Governance

Planning/Strategic Vision;
Management & Marketing;
Power, Rules &Regulations;
Visitor Safety & Crisis Management;
Collaboration/Coordination; Participation; Service Delivery;
Accountability; Transparency; Equity; Communication;
Leadership; Political; Technological.

* For details see [20] (pp. 65–68),
& [34] (pp. 17–20).

Dimensions

Summary of SCBT Criteria/Themes (with details) combined
from various sources

Source/Authors

Under-represented issues of
Justice, Ethics and Equity
(In the domain of governance)

Justice in Tourism, Good-Action & Virtuous Tourism:
Inter-and intragenerational equity; equitable distribution of
costs and benefits, goods and services; distributive justice
benefiting disadvantaged populations; respect and
recognition of diverse values; north-south equity,
self-determination and autonomy of indigenous people;
environmental and social–cultural justice; destination
justice; address discrimination, racism, inclusiveness,
human rights, etc.
Equity and Fairness:
Fair distribution of goods and resources; equal employment
opportunity (EEO) for all including women, youth, disabled
and vulnerable population; poverty reduction; gender
equity and social inclusion; fair wages and employment;
respect and enable human rights; affordability and access
(services targeted to low income, poor and
disadvantaged populations).
Related ethical issues:
Understanding and applying moral/ethical principles in
tourism; address intrinsic and instrumental values:
utilitarian ethics; virtue ethics; respect for persons:
Categorical Imperative (Kant), Ethics and the “Other”;
feminist ethics, ethic of care, etc.” [20] (p. 68), & [34] (p. 20).

[10,15,21,27,28,54,84–93]

Source: * Adapted from [20] (pp. 65–68), & [34] (pp. 17–20).

2.8. Theoretical and Conceptual Perspectives for the Empirical Study
Identification of under-represented, yet critical, aspects of ST/CBT such as justice,
ethics, and equity in the domain of governance through the CLR directed the study to
explore conceptual foundations of the issues under investigation. The conceptual and
theoretical perspectives guiding the empirical study are presented below.
Rawls’ Theory of Justice: In A Theory of Justice, Rawls [29] came up with a notion of
justice known as Justice as Fairness (JAF). JAF is theorized as a major departure from the
normative, Anglo-American utilitarian ethic that champions for actions to be morally right
if the majority of people benefit.
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JAF, on the contrary, “follows the tradition of Plato and Aristotle and emphasizes a
quality of society and quality of persons through reciprocity and a system of cooperation,
which is never aimed at perfection” [20] (p. 73). Rawls [29] claimed JAF to be superior
to dominant utilitarian ethics. Further, Rawls’ “liberal view of society and democracy
emphasizes basic equal rights and liberties and fair equality of opportunity for all” [20]
(73). Rawls’ [29,30] two principles of justice are presented below:
(a)
(b)

Each person has the same indefeasible claim to a fully adequate scheme of equal basic
liberties, which scheme is compatible with the same scheme of liberties for all; and
Social and economic inequalities are to satisfy two conditions: first they are to be
attached to offices and positions open to all under conditions of fair equality of
opportunity; and second, they are to be to the greatest benefit of the least-advantaged
members of society (the difference principle)” [30] (pp. 42–43).

Rawls’ [30] explained that, “the first principle is prior to the second; also, in the second
principle, fair equality of opportunity is prior to the difference principle” (p. 43). Rawls’
emphasized the need of a basic structure of society (that can be associated to governance
or institutional mechanism) to facilitate these two principles into action. Jamal found
Rawls’s justice as fairness to be an “ideal theory of (perfect) justice situated within a liberal
social contract tradition. It is oriented towards setting up perfectly just institutions and
equity and fairness in distributing society’s basic goods” [80] (p. 34) suited to liberal
democratic societies.
Governance: Various forms and scales of governments have been discussed and suggested in tourism literature. From the perspectives of STD, Bramwell [17] defined governance as, “in order to develop and apply policies for tourism in destinations, there is
usually a requirement for knowledge, thought, the application of power, resources and
rules, and also coordination and cooperation among numerous actors. Together, these are
key features of governance” (p. 459).
Justice in Tourism: Higgins-Desbiolles [27] suggested that justice tourism “seeks to
reform the inequities and damages of contemporary tourism . . . to chart a path to a more
just global order” (p. 345). Though various forms of justice have been discussed in the
literature; this study focuses two types of justices—distributive and procedural. Distributive justice ensures a fair and equitable (not equal) distribution of social and economic
benefits among the members in the community/society, and procedural justice creates
a mechanism for fair and just participation by the members of the community/society
in decision-making processes that affect them [88,94]. Adding to the definition of justice/ethical tourism, Jamal stated, “Good tourism is tourism that is just, fair, and equitable,
and contributes to the well-being of human beings and nonhuman others” [80] (p. 50),
including cultural well-being.
Ethics in Tourism: The margin of contrast between justice tourism and ethical tourism
seems small, as rightly described by Jamal, “Justice, it turns out, is a complicated notion.
It’s not even easy to separate it from ethics” [80] (p. 28). Ethics has been defined as just
and good action in tourism, which recognizes and respects the interest of other community
members. Hultsman [85] defined ethics “as philosophical inquiry into values, and as
practical application of moral behavior” (p. 554) that is virtuous, moral, and ethical. Jamal
and Menzel [89] and Tribe [86] followed the notion of phronesis from Aristotle to better
understand ethics in tourism, which included: “knowledge; ‘the good’; actions, practice
and experience; and disposition” [86] (p. 314). Highlighting the significance of ethics in
sustainable tourism, Macbeth [87] attested that “Ethics is a simple imperative for living a
moral life: informing all actions are ethical distinctions and decisions, values” (p. 963).
Equity/Fairness: Sharpley [3] defined equity as “development that is fair and equitable
and which provides opportunities for access to and use of resources for all members of
all societies, both in the present and future” (p. 8). Further, UNEP–UNWTO [4] defined
social equity as “a widespread and fair distribution of economic and social benefits from
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tourism throughout the recipient community, including improving opportunities, income
and services available to the poor” (p. 18).
Ethic of Care: The notion of ethic of care seeks a balance between humans and their
socio-cultural environment, which originated from the work of justice tourism [90]. Smith
and Duffy [15] argued for the inclusion of ethics of care to supplement justice and fairness
for good governance. Jamal, Camargo, and Wilson [10] argued ethic of care denotes “respect
for diversity, recognition of difference . . . support of social differentiation and diversity,
sympathy, mercy, forgiveness, tolerance, and inclusiveness” (p. 4606). Guia’s [83] recent
(2020) study of justice tourism presented four ethical approaches to tourism and justice: (1)
utilitarian ethics (neoliberalism), (2) deontological/duty ethics (social liberalism), (3) ethics
of care (humanitarianism), and (4) affirmative ethics (posthumanism). Application of
the first was argued to contribute to unjust tourism, the second to sustainable tourism,
whereas the third and fourth contributed to justice through tourism and justice tourism,
respectively. Further, Guia (2020) defined ethics of care as “the moral principles of care and
benevolence” [83] (p. 509), guided by virtue and based on interpersonal relations.
Based on the foundations of CLR, following the framework of SCBT proposed, and guided
by theoretical and conceptual underpinnings relating to the principles of governance,
ethics, justice, equity, and ethic of care, the study developed the following primary research
question to explore the under-represented issues of justice, ethics, and equity in the domain
of tourism governance in BCS, TX:
Research Question: How do the various stakeholders feel about tourism development in
BCS, specifically, with respect to the distribution of tourism related goods and resources
(Distributive Justice), and with respect to ethic of care?
The study asked each participant the following semi-structured interview questions:
1.

How are tourism revenues (receipts?) and goods (benefits) being distributed among
the tourism industry?
(a)
(b)

(c)
(d)
(e)

(f)

(g)
2.
3.

Mechanisms for distribution? Who gets what?
Do you believe tourism revenues have been distributed fairly among the tourism
industry stakeholders? Were there financial incentives and opportunities to
encourage locals to own and operate their own tourism-related businesses?
Did tourism workers in BCS receive a fair wage (in relation to living standards
and wages)? Should more be done to provide a “living wage”?
How were the minority operated tourism businesses and attractions faring?
Should they get more assistance from tourism revenues and benefits in BCS?
Are there financial or other incentives (or special programs) for enabling
lower income groups and residents (e.g., minority populations) to engage in
tourism development?
Overall costs and benefits: Are the costs and benefits of tourism to BCS being
fairly distributed? Do you feel you are getting a fair share of the overall
benefits? How are the residents benefitting? How are minority populations
and low income residents benefitting from tourism?
Who decides how the tourism revenues/benefits are to be distributed? (Government and CVB, but what role does the local industry play here?)

How much attention is being paid to fostering cultural pride and respect for the
diverse cultural groups (residents) and traditions in BCS (through tourism)?
What do you (and other service providers) do to educate the visitors about the diverse
history and culture of BCS?

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Study Context
The two adjoining cities of Bryan–College Station (BCS) located in Brazos County,
Texas, are both homes to higher education institutions. TAMU is one of the largest public
universities in the world, which was established in 1876, while Blinn was established in
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1883 in Bryan. Further, Texas A&M sports, such as college football, baseball, basketball, and
softball, combined with various attractions in the twin cities such as annual cultural events
and festivals, George Bush Presidential Library and Museum, and historic downtown
Bryan add significance to this place as a tourism destination. Texas A&M’s academic events
including Graduation Days, Parents’ Weekends, and Ring Days attract a significant number
of visitors from student family members and the alumni community, making BCS more
like a tourist town specifically during those events. For BCS economy tourism remains as
one of the major economic drivers. A study by Oxford Economics [95] supported the claim,
stating, “Texas A&M football is an economic engine, generating substantial business sales,
employment, personal income, and local taxes” (p. 6).
Borrowing from Warren’s [57] definition of community, BCS is an urban community
where CBT participants interact individually and institutionally through an established
system of tourism governance to achieve their common goals of socio-economic development, community cohesion, and well-being through tourism. Joint organizations such as
Bryan–College Station Convention and Visitors Bureau and Bryan–College Station Chamber of Commerce represent and serve both cities in partnership with governing agencies in
tourism such as cities and county and individual businesses including hotels and motels,
community organizations, art and cultural groups, and so forth. Against this backdrop,
BCS represents a specific case study of an urban CBT from a highly developed country,
USA broadening the avenues of CBT research.
3.2. Study Participants and Design
Applying a purposive snowball sampling method [96], the study conducted semistructured interviews with tourism entrepreneurs and employees in BCS. The researcher/s
also gleaned through secondary sources of information (such as published brochures
/leaflets/annual reports/websites) from major players in BCS tourism governance such as
the BCS Chamber of Commerce, BCS Convention and Visitors Bureau (CVB), cities, and
County offices in BCS, along with individual participants’ business websites/publications.
The process helped to gather preliminary information regarding stakeholders’ businesses
and to provide guidance for upcoming interviews and site visits. The semi-structured
qualitative research included both structured (closed ended) and open ended questions
(at the end of interview). This mixed-method qualitative research combined both theoryand data-driven themes to augment the quality of study findings.
Research participants represented tourism related associations, city and county offices,
community organizations, hotels, motels, and restaurants including owners of hotels
and restaurants, executive and management level staff, and employees in frontline and
backstage operations such as kitchen and room service (as detailed in Table 3). A total of
53 stakeholders were approached, and 40 of them were interviewed (13 refusals). Nine out
of 10 backstage staff (mainly cooks/chefs and housekeepers) represented Hispanic and
African-American ethnic minorities, while the other was White. The average duration of
interviews was 45 min and took place between April 2015 and August 2016.
Regarding the ethnic background, 24 participants were Caucasian, eight Hispanic, and
eight African-American, with the majority (62.5%) being male. More than 55% were 41–60
years old, and 62.5% possessed an undergraduate degree or more. Of the 40 respondents,
39 were BCS residents, except #35, who was a resident of nearby city Navasota.
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Table 3. Number and category of study participants.
Participant Names with Identifiers (Participant #)

Participant Types

Category Total

BCS Convention and Visitors Bureau (CVB #1), The Arts
Council (#3), Downtown Bryan Association (DBA #8), BCS
Chamber of Commerce (#2), and Brazos Valley Lodging
Association (BVLA #4)

Associations

5

Eight restaurants (#6, 11, 13, 14, 15, 18, 20 and 21)

Restaurants

8

Hotels & resorts

5

Brazos Valley African American Historical Cultural Society
(BVAAHCS #17), African-American Museum (AAM #26),
African-American Church (AAC #30), Fiesta Patrias (#16),
Advent GX (#12)

Community/cultural organizations

5

City of Bryan (#7), City of College Station (#28), Brazos
County Office (#23), George Bush Presidential Library and
Museum (GBPLM #19), and Texas A&M University (TAMU)
Athletics Department (#29)

Government offices

5

Others

2

Backstage/housekeeping and kitchen staff

10

Five hotels and resorts (#5, 9, 22, 24 and #25)

Pedi cab (#10), and Antiques/Art/Crafts shop (#27)
Five housekeeping staff at hotels (#31, 33, 34, 35 and 36), and
Five hotel/restaurant kitchen staff (#32, 37, 38, 39 and 40)
Total Participants

40
Source: Adapted from [97] (p. 8).

3.3. Data Analysis
The first author resided in the BCS area nearly for five years in connection with his PhD
studies. During the study, the first author attended five cultural events and festivals in BCS
including one of DBA’s Thursday Morning meetings as a participant observer, which helped
the author to enhance the cultural context of the study area. Following the completion of
the first 10 interviews, the first author completed transcription of each interview verbatim.
This early transcription process provided insights to improve upcoming interviews in terms
of context and clarity (with remaining participants while starting the interviews). A process
of iteration (moving back and forth between the literature and the data) was applied during
data analysis for grasping a theory-driven scenario pertaining to the issues being explored.
The data analysis process followed the seven analytic procedures suggested by Marshall
and Rossman [98] (p. 206), which included (1) organizing the data, (2) immersion in the
data, (3) generating categories and themes, (4) coding the data, (5) offering interpretations
through analytic memos, (6) searching for alternative understandings, and (7) writing the
report or other format for presenting the study. However, the data analysis also followed,
in some instances, the direction by Hsieh and Shannon [99] that in directed qualitative
content analysis, “codes are defined before and during data analysis”, and “codes are
derived from theory or relevant research findings” (p. 1286).
The study applied guidelines for coding and analysis as suggested by Marshall and
Rossman [98] and Hsieh and Shannon [99], where research question/s specifically guided
the emergence of codes for analysis (following structural analysis procedures). Further,
an extensive literature review helped establish themes and issues for the analysis process.
First, an independent line-by-line coding of each interview took place, leading to the
development of common categories structured around the theme/s and research question/s. This systematic process of developing line-by-line codes helped minimize bias and
knowledge of the field and the influence it might have had in the formation of codes and
categories. Common categories derived were applied in the interpretation of the specific
research question/s, then leading to the discussion. A comparison of codes and categories
across various groups and individual participants was performed with a view of uncovering patterns of similarities or differences [100,101] relating to the issues being explored.
By applying a mixed qualitative data analysis approach, this research combined both
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theory- and data-driven themes (mixed of deductive and inductive methods) to support its
robust findings.
4. Findings/Results
Guided by the research question, the study mainly explored distributive justice and
difference principle from the theoretical perspectives of Rawls’ [29,30] Theory of Justice and
endeavored to address the issue of ethic of care as advocated by Smith and Duffy [15] and
several other scholars. Based on the responses received from all 40 participants relating
to the research question, findings were categorized under two theory/research generated
themes (and their sub-themes): (i) distribution of tourism revenues and benefits, and
(ii) consideration to ethic of care followed by three data-driven themes (which emerged
during data analysis).
Hotel occupancy tax (HOT) is one of the major sources of tourism revenues in BCS
and relates to the mechanism of revenue distribution. Hotels, motels, tourist homes,
lodges, inns, and bed and breakfast facilities, etc., are required (as per Texas State law)
to collect HOT from the visitors for the twin cities and (Brazos) County office. The HOT
money must be reallocated by the city and county offices for, among other reasons, tourism
development and promotion, historical restoration and preservation, and/or establishment
of a convention center [102]. At the time of research, BCS had a 15.75% HOT, of which 7%
went to the city, 2% to the county, 6% to the state, and 0.75% to Kyle Field (rebuild).
4.1. Distribution of Tourism Revenues and Benefits
Mechanism for distribution of tourism revenues and its beneficiaries: The study found that
a majority of participants (n = 22) across groups were aware how the HOT money was
distributed; however, 18 participants including all 10 back-stage participants were not
aware. Further, some participants expressed happiness on the effectiveness (#20, 23, 32, and
34) of HOT money spending and functions of offices such as cities and counties, whereas
a few (#6 and 14) commented that more HOT money was allocated to the promotion of
College Station than the City of Bryan.
Participants who knew how HOT money was distributed suggested that HOT revenue
was distributed by the cities and county to offices such as CVB, the Arts Council, DBA,
Research Valley Partnership (RVP), GBPLM, TAMU Athletics Department, Kyle Field
rebuild, and the Expo Center, among others. The HOT funds were distributed to the City
Parks and Recreation Departments (in BCS) and to the Chamber of Commerce for some
specific programs (#3).
Hotel participants (#5, 9, 24, and 25) had detailed information on HOT distribution
except one (#22). Participant #24 shared that there were some divergence of interests
between the hoteliers and elected city officials regarding HOT money disbursement. For
example, the City of College Station wanted to spend part of HOT money ($10 million) on
a Southeast Park development, which the hoteliers preferred to invest either on Veteran’s
Park to organize national sports events or to allocate to the CVB for destination marketing.
In the community/cultural group, two participants (#12 and 26) were aware of HOT
distribution, whereas AAC (#30) made a cautionary statement that HOT criteria carried a
degree of power.
Government offices (#7, 23, and 28) were at the distribution side of HOT (contrary
to other stakeholders). The City of Bryan (#7) received 1.5% out of general sales tax
(GST), the County official (#23) suggested that HOT distribution remained transparent, and
community members were satisfied how the money was spent. HOT money contributed
to the construction of the Expo Center (as people voted for), which drew visitors and
money to BCS and contributed to its overall economy (#23). The City of College Station
official (#28) said that 41% of the City’s budget was generated through sales tax primarily
contributed through tourism. The GBPLM (#19) spent its HOT money on advertising and
the TAMU Athletics Department (#29) used it to repay facility use charges in Reed Arena
for organizing events. Finally, the antique shop (#27) in Bryan, Pedi cab (#10), and two
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other participants (#17 and 30) both had no knowledge of HOT distribution mechanism.
None of the participants in the back-stage group (#31–40) had any information relating to
HOT distribution mechanisms, but two participants (#32 and 34) guessed that distribution
should be fair. Non-public relations and non-outside participation requirements for the
jobs were one of the reasons that many backstage participants lacked information relating
to HOT spending (as some participants suggested).
Stakeholder influence in the distribution of tourism revenue and benefits: The study showed
that stakeholders played a significant role in the distribution of tourism revenues by submitting proposals or through participation in HOT discussions. Two participants (#1 and 2)
suggested they were influential in obstructing the passage of legislation otherwise allowing
cities to use HOT money for buying lands. However, the City of Bryan official told to
the first author later that the city hardly had a plan of that nature, nor did it intend to
draft that kind of legislation. One hotel participant (#24) shared that hoteliers protested
the potential allocation of $10 million HOT money by the City of College Station for the
development of a Southeast Park, though the city official later clarified the proposal was
being reviewed and they listened to and evaluated stakeholders’ inputs before making
program decisions. It seems that stakeholders tried to find common ground for conflicting
issues. Participants (#1, 2, and 8) emphasized that the working collaboration between the
CVB and BCS Chamber of Commerce effectively worked in retaining Texas A&M football
from being relocated to Houston during the Kyle Field expansion, supposedly saving
BCS businesses.
Financial incentives to locals and to ethnic minorities to run tourism business: The study
found the majority (n = 26) of study participants (including the cities and county offices)
suggested there were no such policies or financial incentives to locals and for ethnic
minorities for tourism related businesses, except a few incentives from associations and
tax-breaks offered by the cities (#1 & 12). The Chamber of Commerce launched a reward
program for historically under-utilized businesses (HUB) and it operated a month-long
Youth Leadership Program/Scholarship (for juniors in high school) targeting economically
challenged youth (though application was open to all). The City of College Station and the
Lodging Association participants informed that the U.S. Small Business Administration
(U.S. SBA) could have incentives for startup for low-income and small-scale businesses.
Festival grants from the CVB and the Arts Council helped event celebrations for all ethnic
groups. The Brazos County official explained that increase in tourism could be considered
as an incentive, as it generated more earnings for cities and counties, and helped decrease
resident taxes, which equally benefitted low income people, too.
At least 19 participants conferred that they have seen tourism businesses such as
hotels, motels, and restaurants operated by ethnic minorities including Asians, Hispanics,
and African-Americans, excepting a few (#31, 34, 35, and 36), who have not seen such
businesses run by ethnic minorities. Some participants (#15, 18, and 28) opined that equal
competitive conditions were needed, and incentives to one group would not be fair to
another. One restaurant participant #18 suggested incentives existed for new businesses
such as Santa’s Wonderland, which attracted visitors to BCS. One hotel participant (#24)
provided a reference of a protest where 40 hotels strongly opposed the incentives to one
business (Atlas Hotel, LP, in Bryan was granted $7 million by the City of Bryan in the past),
on the grounds of being not fair or competitive. The city official had clarified that incentives
were given following the policy decisions to foster overall economic development in Bryan.
A statement by participants (#24, 30, 32, 33, and 39) suggesting an absence of a
single hotel in BCS owned by the African-American community provided room for further
exploration, as two participants (#24 and 30) linked it to historic discrimination and racism,
and participant (#30) added that administrative criteria and scrutiny did not facilitate
African-Americans well to establish or be successful in business. Two housekeeping
participants (#39 and 40) said such financial support was important, as some businesses
may need start-up money, but it should be equal to all (#33).
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Stakeholders’ perception of fairness of tourism revenue distribution: The study found that
stakeholders’ perception of HOT money (tourism revenue) distribution was highly positive.
For 13 participants, it was fair and transparent, and some agreed promotions launched
by the CVB and DBA were fairer and more accountable (#14), while others were not
sure if they received a fair share (#21) or had no idea/comment how it was distributed
(#24 and 29). Others opined it could be improved though sharing. It is worth mentioning
that 10 back-stage staff expressed no opinions on those issues. All association and hotel
participants and a majority of restaurant participants (#11, 13, 14, 15, and 18) believed a fair
distribution system was in place and they enjoyed benefits in a fair manner. Fiesta Patrias
(#16) looked for more financial support and visitors’ education, and the AAM (#26) shared
they received no invitation for HOT distribution discussions (though such meetings are
public), but the organization was satisfied with the way HOT money was distributed. The
Advent GX (#12) asserted that a just system prevailed regarding the distribution of costs
and benefits. Government offices also found it to be fair. The City of College Station official
(#28) shared that HOT distribution remained justifiable (not perfectly equitable). The
Brazos County official (#23) suggested there was transparency in HOT distribution, and the
community remained satisfied with the nature of HOT distribution. In general, distribution
of tourism revenues/economic benefits [11,12] was perceived to be fair (meeting one of the
criteria of CBT success), and a majority of stakeholders in HOT receiving groups agreed to
this statement.
4.2. Consideration to Ethic of Care
Living standards and wages of tourism workers: The study explored and examined the
living standards and wages of tourism employees and found that almost all participants
(n = 34) across groups agreed tourism workers received an average or above the average
salary, but a few shared it was not enough for kitchen/housekeeping staff (#3, 11, 16, and
24) or could be improved to better support the whole family (#3, 16, 24, 30, 33, 34, 35, and
36). The CVB participant (#1) stated that BCS frontline staff received a standard pay, but
she was not sure of the back-stage staff payroll. She stated:
I do not know on the lower back of the house type positions, . . . I think that there
is so much competition in our community that they have to pay them well to
keep them.
Other associations’ group participants (#1, 2, and 8) stated they paid their staff a
living or better wage, but The Arts Council (#3) thought government agency staff were
better paid, whereas staff in non-projects received below average pay. All respondents
in the government offices suggested that people working in BCS tourism were well paid
or received above average pay. Most participants from the restaurants (#11, 13, 14, 15,
18, 20, and 21), hotels (#5, 9, 22, 24, and 25) and cultural groups (#12, 16, 17, and 30)
suggested their workers earned higher than the industry average or above the minimum.
Some participants associated pay with quality of service or performance levels (#13, 21,
and 24) and suggested their servers and bartenders earned a good amount through tips
(#11 and 14).
Hotels/restaurants (#20, 22, 24, and 25) had internal staff training and development
programs to improve quality. Back of the house staff were suggested to face fewer promotion opportunities than frontline staff (#22). The Fiesta Patrias participant (#16) suggested
that waiters and lower-level jobs were affected harder without a raise in wages for the
past seven years. With $700 bi-weekly pays, those waiters and lower-level workers were
marginalized, participant (#16) added. The AAC (#30 AAM) participant claimed wages
were not on par with the revenue.
All participants in the backstage group (#31–40, all ethnic minorities except #31)
received minimum wages/salaries (minimum $7.25 per hour as required by law) or higher
than minimum. Two respondents (#31 and 36) asserted they were paid “pretty decent
wages” and “get paid pretty good”, though they thought it was not enough to support
($10.40 an hour for #36) a family. Participants (#32, 33, 34, 35, and 39) found their wages to
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be enough for a single person only and wanted to be paid more. Another common concern
a majority of participants in the backstage group (#31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 38, 39, and 40)
remained that in a sharp contrast to football season (Home games of Texas A&M), summer
hotel occupancy in BCS during summer remained lower, thereby affecting summer weekly
work hours (ranging between 15–30 h for housekeeping staff to 30–36 h for participants #33,
35, and 36). According to the Living Wage Calculator [103] for Brazos County, TX, a single
adult would require living wages of $10.99 per hour compared to minimum wage of $7.25
per hour (then in 2016). The study found that a majority of back-stage respondents (except
#38 & 40) lived below the Living Wage Calculator standard, though they received higher
than the minimum pay. Issues of living standards and wages specifically for backstage
staff have been suggested to be addressed from the perspective of ethic of care [15].
All backstage participants (#31–40) suggested their department/unit (some small
in nature) offered less promotion opportunities. Based on participants’ feedback (#31,
32, 34, 37, and 39), the study found that educational qualification, experience, skills, job
sincerity, and training positively contributed to job promotion, and it was not linked to
race or ethnicity. For example, one respondent (#34—an African-American female) with
some college education earned a career growth opportunity from housekeeper (HK) to HK
supervisor after a year. A majority of housekeeping and kitchen participants were given
on-the-job trainings by their hotels/workplaces (2–3 week long for kitchen staff), while
some managers received out of city training (#24 and 25). Backstage staff seemed to be
behind in educational achievement; however, not recognizing the concerns of an integral
part of the staff unit with an ethic of care (not understanding their concerns whether they
experience being treated/paid/promoted well) has been argued to compromise ethical
values in tourism [15,21,85,87]. Whether the staff have received a proper degree of ethic of
care needs further research.
Resident benefits of tourism including the minority/economically disadvantaged groups: The
study found that participants across all groups (#1–30) and 8/10 backstage participants
(#31–40) highlighted various benefits of tourism to residents, including the ethnic minorities
and economically disadvantaged people. The benefits included:
(i)

City facilities and services upgradation and development spurred by GST and tourismIncluding Veteran’s Park upgradation, access to facilities for kids, and free pre-natal
and medical services, stated by 14 participants.
(ii) Enhancing quality of life and community attractiveness (#1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 13, 16, and 17).
(iii) Sales tax helping lower property taxes (#1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, and 19); and increase in
property values but reduction on resident taxes (#12 and 30).
(iv) Multiplier economic effects of tourism, including benefits through game days and
other events/festivals, more business (as more people came in) and economic benefits
to everybody, retention of some local businesses and moving of other businesses to
BCS, opportunities for sharing business with College Station (for Bryan), and tourism
provided opportunities to meet new people (stated by 23 participants).
(v) Enhanced community pride/image, including appreciation of community history
and pride; post visit promotion of BCS; and tourism making the town livelier, cleaner,
more interesting, more accessible, and safer than 5–10 years ago, and some people
showing interest to move to BCS (suggested by 10 participants).
(vi) Income and employment generation, including influx of cash/money, job creation,
and economic growth (stated by 14 participants).
Associations (#1, 2, 3, 4, and 8) and hotel group participants (#5, 9, 22, 24, and 25)
suggested that tourism brought same benefits to the minority community as other residents.
Participants (#11 and 14) stated that visitors loved local hospitality. The City of College
Station believed all residents shared tourism benefits equitably.
Fostering cultural pride and respect for community/ethnic minorities through tourism: Preservation and promotion of culture and heritage remains central to ethic of care. Overwhelmingly, 36 study participants conferred that tourism contributed to the preservation and
promotion of BCS through the hosting of numerous cultural events and festivals. Nu-

Tour. Hosp. 2021, 2

31

merous events organized in BCS are centered on the “Spirit of Aggieland”. The City of
Bryan festival grants and matching funds for historic preservation were highly lauded by a
majority of participants.
Participants across groups (#8, 14, and 18) suggested that various festivals helped
preserve and promote the cultural heritage of BCS. Other respondents (#9, 15, 16, 20, 21, and
25) suggested Texas A&M University (TAMU) traditions and the Aggieland culture were
the dominant factors for promoting BCS as a tourist destination, as agreed by respondents
from the City of College Station and TAMU Athletics, respectively (#28 and 29). The revival
of downtown Bryan and its designation as a Downtown Cultural District (by the Texas
Commission on the Arts in 2014) based on its history and heritage was acclaimed as a huge
success (by participants #9, 10, 11, 13, and 18). All cultural group participants joined by
the hotel participants (#5, 22, and 25) mentioned that festivals related to tourism including
Texas Reds and Steaks Festival, Jazz and Blues Festivals, Fiestas Patrias, and The World
Festival had significant contribution to enhancing cultural pride within the community. An
Arts Council participant (#3) stated that the Texas Reds Festival (2015) drew “over 20,000
tourists over two days . . . ”. Eight (8/10) backstage respondents underlined the important
role culture and festivals played in drawing visitors to BCS.
Local residents and exhibitors perceived events and festivals as proper platforms
for sharing and interacting with tourists, whereas visitors expressed respect for the natural/cultural quality and heritage, and an appreciation for the place visited [61,104].
Festivals were also credited as income generating events for the vendors and residents,
and contributed to community cohesion by creating avenues for interactions and entertainment. A significant revelation of the study was that 12 participants across various groups
explained that the Texas A&M University culture and Aggieland Spirit reflected the rich
cultural diversity and traditions of BCS. Connections built with TAMU, and maintenance
of bonding with the Aggie Spirit, were considered as powerful pull factors in attracting
TAMU’s alumni and other visitors.
Educating tourists about the diverse history and culture of the BCS: Some of the principles
of justice tourism such as building solidarity between guests and hosts and promoting
mutual understanding, guided by a sense of equality, sharing, and respect [61], including
meaningful engagement of tourists with residents, are said to be integral factors to both
ethic of care and justice tourism [27,61].
Regarding educating tourists, there were mixed opinions, as some respondents assigned the job to the CVB, while others suggested TAMU played a key role in educating
tourists. Most participants (24 of 30 not including backstage staff) agreed that they or their
staff got directly or indirectly involved in informing visitors about the places to go, mustvisit eateries in town, and events not to be missed in BCS. All five hotel participants were
active in educating tourists. All respondents in the cultural group were active in diverse
activities including communication with visitors through partner restaurants, conducting
tourists’ tours, delivering lectures, grooming staff, and for AAM (#26), showcasing a booth
at Texas A&M events. The GBPLM displayed different events in rack-cards and conducted
a Hall of Champions tour (at Kyle Field), whereas the TAMU Athletics Department organized event venue tours. The Pedi cab participant (#10) took the opportunity to discuss
Texas A&M’s rich history and tradition with its customers. A restaurant participant (#14)
shared that local residents “are proud tour guides” of the community. Given the nature of
their jobs and limited encounters with tourists, few backstage staff had opportunities for
educating or providing information to tourists.
Study findings suggest that tourism stakeholders in BCS feel proud to share their
history and heritage with incoming visitors. Some of the tourists appreciated locals
/stakeholders as one of the friendliest hosts (as shared by respondents #18 and 20), restaurant owners/staff received warm compliments from visitors (#21), and visitors enjoyed
having a quality time at BCS, and they appreciated the warm hospitality extended to
them (#13). A few respondents stated that visitors to BCS were highly impressed by the
warm welcome spirit (e.g., Howdy! Culture) of the local employees including the local
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cuisine (#6 and 23). Based on participants’ responses, it can be suggested that the safe
destination image coupled with the warm hospitality extended by tourism employees and
residents made many tourists interested to revisit (16 participants suggested safe and/or
rich hospitality), moving to (#1, 2, 3, 7, 9, and 17), or retiring (#3, 8, and 17) to the BCS area.
4.3. Data-Driven Themes
At the end of each semi-structured interview, participants were asked the following
open-ended question:
Do you want to add some aspects you think important but were not included/discussed
in the questionnaire?
Based on participants’ feedback, the following three data-driven themes emerged:
TAMU as a Driver of Tourism to BCS: Twenty-two respondents across various groups
reported that Texas A&M’s sports (including home games) and other educational events
attracted a large number of tourists to BCS. As discussed earlier, cities and County played
a major role in the distribution of tourism revenue (HOT money) in partnership with CVB
and other associations. However, views of some participants supported TAMU’s role in
tourism promotion, as participant (#3) stated, “Because at the end of day, what really drives
tourism here is Aggie football, and Texas A&M . . . ” Insights coming from participants in
the form of data-driven (emergent) themes suggest the need for a broader, collaborative
governance in BCS, including TAMU.
TAMU Culture/Aggie Tradition Shapes BCS Culture: Fourteen participants across various
groups emphasized that the TAMU Culture and Aggieland Spirit (Howdy!) reflected the
rich cultural heritage and diversity of BCS, which were prominent factors in attracting its
alumni and community. Texas A&M Culture (Howdy! Aggie Spirit) emerged as a unifying
factor, as many respondents (#1, 3, 4, 9, 15, 16, 21, 24, 25, 28, and 29) highlighted the role
of TAMU culture. Further, “A Dose of Aggie Tradition for Newcomers” also emerged as
another sub-theme, as participants (#9, 10, 11, 15, 19, 28, and 29) supported this statement
in various ways.
Game-day Traffic Creates Temporary Social Disruption in BCS: Most of the respondents
across various groups suggested that a warm, welcoming spirit to visitors prevailed in BCS,
mainly due to Texas A&M’s culture. However, at least 16 participants across all groups
suggested that game day traffic disrupted their routine activities. They took it as a natural
phenomenon, and residents and stakeholders were rather for games, as they adapted to
the game day traffic for economic gains (#1, 2, 3, 4, 12, 21, 23, 29, 30, and 32). Stakeholders
hence developed coping mechanisms such as leaving town or staying at home, visiting
cinemas, zoos, parks, or malls with children or family members (#1, 2, 3, 4, 13, 23, 28, 29,
and 30) on game days.
5. Discussion
Governance seems to have an important role in addressing the issues of justice, ethics,
and equity, which have been suggested to need further research [10,15,20,21,27,28] in
sustainable tourism research and practices, including CBT. Guided by the theoretical and
research-driven insights of this study, this discussion examines the issues of justice, ethics,
and equity in the domain of governance relating to BCS tourism.
Stakeholders expressed a great sense of satisfaction related to the distribution of
tourism revenues and benefits (HOT). Resident/stakeholder satisfaction has been recommended as one of the critical success factors of CBT [49,61]. However, concerns expressed
relating to the incentives offered to a hotel in Bryan and stakeholders’ protest to the City
of College Station’s proposal to develop Southeast Park through HOT money indicated
a need for a better collaboration among stakeholders. The incentives granted to a new
hotel in Bryan were of grave concern for other hoteliers, as respondent (#24) stated, “I’m
sure they’ll (City of Bryan) remember forty hoteliers showing up in red shirts.” Upon the
researcher’s request, the City of Bryan official clarified that the city had taken such steps
following the policy decisions to boost economic development in Bryan. No doubt, those in

Tour. Hosp. 2021, 2

33

governance sometimes need to look into larger benefits for the entire community; however,
consensus, as suggested by Choi and Sirakaya [105], rather than conflict [72] has been
suggested to drive better results in CBT settings. Further, a few participants (#6 and 14)
expressed dissatisfaction that the CVB put higher importance on promoting College Station
and its sports, rather than Bryan and its culture. College Station received a bigger share of
promotion due to higher contribution from College Station hoteliers to the HOT funding,
which the CVB participant suggested was a standard procedure. However, the suggestions
from participants require consideration for future planning. It is worth mentioning that
governance and management of tourist destinations entails a complex network of stakeholders. Therefore, as suggested by Valeri and Baggio [106,107], the inclusion of current
research insights including social network analysis (SNA) in the tourism planning stage
could be helpful for BCS destination managers in enhancing stakeholder relationships,
defining their roles, and improving mechanisms for service deliveries.
Regarding the provision of financial incentives to locals to run tourism-related businesses or for minority-operated businesses, the study observed some practical difficulties.
The foundation of the liberal democratic regime in the U.S. ensures equal individual liberty
and freedom to all, and rejects all types of discriminations or incentives to one group. For
example, federal EEO provisions help ensure that persons cannot be discriminated on
the basis of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, disability, or age. This could be the
reason a majority of participants echoed the spirit of EEO. Theoretically, EEO is the ultimate
goal societies strive to achieve, but during implementation it creates a potential to leave
the poor poorer and vice-versa. Several instances of systemic racism and discrimination
abound in the US. For example, in an examination of Black American entrepreneurship,
Gold [108] revealed that race-based disadvantages included “low level of earning, lack of
wealth, poor education, lack of experience in a family business, and difficulty in getting
a loan” (p. 1712). This suggests that practices of systemic racism are still prevalent in
the US. Though a majority of participants, including backstage participants, emphasized
a level playing field; a few (#31, 34, 39 & 40) suggested financial incentives would better
facilitate a startup business, though not based on race or ethnicity. It seems, those in
tourism governance including cities could address such issues in partnership with some
financing institutions or U.S. SBA. U.S. SBA seems to offer small business loans and preferences for historically underutilized businesses (HUB). In other parts of the world, there
are examples such as Fair Trade in Tourism South Africa (FTTSA) where “historically
disadvantaged individual (HDIs) are equitably represented in decision-making structures,
including but not limited to top management” [93] (p. 740). These provisions seem to
empower targeted disadvantaged groups in other countries; however, it may not stand a
chance of equal applicability in BCS, Texas. With a reference to tourism development issues
from the Third World countries, Crick [109] stated that “benefits from tourism unlike water,
tend to flow uphill . . . but the profits go to the elites-those already wealthy, and those
with political influence . . . the poor find themselves unable to tap the flow of resources”
(p. 317). Crick’s [109] statement holds significance for BCS to some extend where some
disadvantaged people (e.g., ethnic minorities) seem to be affected from full participation in
tourism businesses owing to the factors of historical discrimination as some respondents
(#24, 30, 32, 33 & 39) have not seen a single hotel in BCS owned by an African-American.
In a similar study, Blanchflower, Levine, and Zimmerman [110] found that “black-owned
small businesses are about twice as likely to be denied credit even after controlling for
differences in creditworthiness and other factors” (p. 930). Blackstock [58] also identified
inclusion of social justice and local empowerment as challenges to CBT success.
Measured from the lenses of Rawls’ Theory of Justice [29] and Justice as Fairness: A
restatement [30] people from ethnic minorities and economically disadvantaged communities are enjoying the fundamental rights of equal liberties, and equal opportunities as
guaranteed by the open, liberal democracy of the US and as championed in Rawls’ two
principles of justice. However, in the implementation side, the difference principle, that
economic inequalities are acceptable provided the greatest benefit for the least-advantaged members
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of society are ensured, seems to face challenges for the current setting. The observation
that Rawls’ account of “distributive justice that is widely, though (he later admitted) not
universally applicable” [15] (p. 99) seems relevant here. However, Smith and Duffy [15]
mentioned Rawls’ Justice as Fairness provides an objective way of measuring the competing
notions of justice employed by different social groups in varying social contexts. Further,
they believed Rawls’ account “remains culturally relative (to modern Western societies)
rather than universal” [15] (p. 101). This seems worth consideration for BCS tourism as
the expenditure from tourism revenues by the cities to maintain and build public services
and facilities including education, police, fire services, health, roads and transportation,
parks and recreation, etc. can also be considered “all-benefitting” expenses, which all city
residents including the economically disadvantaged can enjoy. This is similar to Lee and
Jan [111] who asserted that CBT development “increases the number of facilities, roads,
parks, and recreational and cultural attractions, which benefits residents’ quality of life and
respects their culture” (p. 368).
From the perspectives of ethic of care the study findings suggested that tourism
employees in BCS enjoyed ethic of care in general as they were paid at least minimum or
higher for their work. All businesses, small to large, ensured their staff were paid at least
minimum as mandated by the law or above average or higher depending on staff skills.
Results suggested that a majority of backstage staff faced reduced weekly work-hours in
the summer; though they were paid minimum wages or higher, which was not close to the
standard set by the Living Wage Calculator [103]. Living wage has been defined as a decent
wage, as “it affords the earner and her or his family the most basic costs of living without
need for government support or poverty programs” [103] (para. 1). This definition seems
highly relevant in terms of ethic of care how the wages backstage workers earn from their
jobs are supporting their livelihoods. In this study, a majority of backstage participants
suggested that their wages could have been made better to support their families, or
their summer work hours could have been increased. This is an area that requires more
collaboration and coordination among accountable agencies in tourism governance to
unearth new possibilities how those unsung backstage employees were ensured a living
wage or compensated for summer work-hour losses. Smith and Duffy [15] suggested
paying attention to ethic of care and justice to make tourism businesses sustainable, and
Shiva [112] contended that sustainability meant beyond “bearing up” and developing a
caring attitude to others while considering their needs.
The study also found staff promotion to be more problematic for housekeeping staff
compared to front office or other departments, which relates to their ethic of care. It can be
surmised that low morale arising from lack of promotion and bare minimum pay can have
adverse impacts on business output; therefore, an ethic of care in addressing staff issues
related to promotions or pay raises (though not easy and simple) can be recommended, as
supported in many scholarly works [15,21,85,87]. This seems to be another critical issue for
BCS tourism to consider in relations to justice, ethics, and equity.
Other positive factors participants suggested relating to an ethic of care remained
that a significant flow of visitors from outside the community drawn by college sports
and educational events helped enhance the destination image of BCS. They suggested
this enhanced their living standards due to added city facilities and additional incomes,
and many visitors showed interests to retire, relocate business, and revisit BCS in the
future. This indicated a strong sense of mutual understanding and respect among the
community, residents, and visitors (as shared by many participants), fulfilling a requirement
for justice/ethical tourism [27,61]. Another positive side of BCS tourism remained that
not a single respondent indicated any adverse impacts of tourism including vandalism,
littering, or negative cultural impacts, as faced by many travel destinations [113].
Another issue the study explored was ethic of care where tourism made remarkable
contribution to enhance community pride and respect for the diverse cultural groups and
their heritage. A system of support through HOT funding facilitated the celebration of
various ethnic festivals. All participants the researcher spoke to during events expressed
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satisfaction with these festivals and suggested that festivals reflected cultural and economic importance and fostered community cohesion, one of the criteria outlined for CBT
success [60,61,65]. Moreover, some participants suggested that Texas A&M’s Aggieland
or Howdy! Culture served as a unifying factor in the revival and promotion of the BCS
culture. Similarly, Lee and Jan [111] stated the use of CBT practices can revive local culture and traditions by showcasing their celebrations to tourists. This is an instance how
tourism and sports tourism have been intertwined in BCS to boost economy and promote
cultural preservation.
As mentioned earlier, a few new data-driven themes emerged in the study. A significant number of respondents suggested that Texas A&M University was one of the major
drivers of tourism to BCS, and that A&M sports benefitted BCS businesses and the community. This finding seems in agreement with Oxford Economics’ [95] statement that “Texas
A&M football is an economic engine, generating substantial business sales, employment,
personal income, and local taxes” (p. 6). Another report regarding the hotel occupancy,
average daily rate (ADR), and revenue per available room (REV PAR) for College Station
compiled by STR, Inc. Hendersonville, TN, USA [114] supports Oxford Economics’ [95]
findings that home games substantially contributed to the BCS economy through high
hotel occupancy during game days (September through November) with high ADR and
high REV PAR earned by the hotels (for details see [20] (pp. 286–289).
To conclude, as opposed to other studies including [115], the findings of the Oxford
Economics [95] and STR Inc. [114] reflected the potential suggestions of this research that
Texas A&M football is a key factor to drive tourism to BCS; it creates economic opportunities
in the community and helps minimize the gap of economic inequity by creating additional
jobs. Following Texas A&M’s entry to the Southeastern Conference (SEC) in 2012 and
viewership capacity added to Kyle Field, the economic impact of TAMU college football
has the potential to increase drastically. Without doubt, TAMU Culture has significantly
shaped BCS Culture, and social disruption of game day traffic is a temporary phenomenon
that residents have acknowledged for economic gains. One participant (#30) described the
benefits and burdens of the events as:
“If you want wealth and development, you want to have revenue, you’re going to
have cows, you’re going to have to have manure. You can’t have one without the other.”
6. Practical Implications of the Research
The study presented an integrated framework of SCBT identifying some underrepresented issues in the dimension of governance such as ethics, equitable distribution
of benefits and burdens, respect and recognition for diverse values, and distributive justice benefitting disadvantaged populations, among others. The results reemphasized the
suggestions of some early and current scholarly works [10,20,21,27,28,80–83] by finding
that CBT/ST operations can likely be more sustainable if issues related to justice, ethics,
and equity are taken into consideration, while addressing potential benefits for economically disadvantaged persons. Therefore, it is believed the study has implications for those
responsible in tourism planning/governance to develop facilitating provisions for the
disadvantaged. Suggestions have been made to resolve some of the issues through capacity
building, business ownership, empowerment, and with a broader and proactive form of
governance, which engages and facilitates tourism stakeholders, specifically considering
the needs of ethnic minorities and disadvantaged communities.
The integrated framework of SCBT, which was drawn from a systematic review of
sustainable tourism and community-based tourism criteria and was applied for exploratory
research in BCS, TX, can have implications for future research and practice. CBT has been
utilized around the world to assist communities in improving their socio-economic and
overall community well-being. However, limited CBT studies have been conducted in
the USA. For example, Lo and Janta [116] present a chronology of CBT projects from 16
countries in Africa, Asia, Latin America, and Oceania (including Australia), and a reference
from North America is missing (though the reason is not stated). Further, in a review
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of CBT and Rural Tourism, Zielinski, Jeong, Kim, and B Milanés [117] brought up 103
case studies from different parts of the world, where several case studies appeared from
other developed nations such as Canada, Australia, and Spain, and just one case study
appeared from the USA. This suggests that while CBT and/or rural tourism have remained
in practice in the US for a long time, they have not drawn much attention in mainstream
CBT discussions. Viewed from this perspective, the current research holds the potential
of sharing more information on CBT practices from a developed economy. In the context
when Jamal and Camargo [81] expressed concern on the worrisome state of “how little
justice is studied in tourism studies” (p. 207) and Jamal and Higham [82] asserted the
infancy stage of justice and tourism research requiring more “research and praxis to build
a robust knowledge base and weave tighter just tourism futures” (p. 155), this research
undoubtedly makes a new contribution to the field.
Further, owing to the vulnerability of the sustainable tourism paradigm amidst the
setting of open-market economy and liberal democracy such as the United States, this
research offers suggestions for making tourism governance more proactive, collaborative,
and facilitative to better address the issues of justice, ethics, and equity and to contribute
to sustainable tourism development. The authors believe this research contributes to the
field by enhancing the existing body of knowledge and by addressing some of the gaps in
sustainable-community based tourism. Thus, the research also lays a foundation for future
research relating to SCBT.
Recommendations
Based on the aforementioned findings and discussion, likely courses of action offered
by the respondents of the study and the body of information and knowledge existing in
the field, the study proposed some recommendations. Justice, ethics, and equity have
consistently been found to be integral to STD; however, futuristic recommendations offered
on such issues could be suggestive only (rather than prescriptive ones), since tourism
operations differ in various geographical, socio-cultural, and economic contexts. Smith
and Duffy [15] commented that whether the scale of tourism developments are “good”
or “bad” is morally charged (p. 2); therefore, it will be difficult to offer straight-forward
recommendations and alternatives on ethical and justice issues pertaining to tourism development. However, any scholarly debate and new knowledge forwarded on such critical
issues could be helpful in interpreting and communicating why some of the measures
work and some do not in a given context. Therefore, the suggestions offered through this
study may be valuable specifically for those in BCS tourism governance to better manage
tourism, and they may provide a reference for other SCBT practitioners and researchers.
Need to incorporate TAMU as a part of tourism governance: While making suggestions for
improvements, a significant number of participants outlined the influential role of Texas
A&M sports and academic events in bringing tourists to BCS. Further, other participants
stated that connections with Texas A&M, including bonding with the Aggie Spirit (Howdy!),
served as powerful motivators in attracting its alumni and community to BCS. Feedback
from participants suggest the need for incorporating Texas A&M as a part of tourism
governance for holistic and strategic tourism planning. This could be a contributing factor
in establishing BCS as a year-round travel destination and helping to support jobs and
equity issues.
Need for more facilitative and enterprising governance: The study found that a majority
of participants (n = 26) stated that there were no such policies or financial incentives for
locals and for ethnic minorities for tourism related businesses, excepting a few incentives
from associations and tax breaks offered by the cities. Further, support for a level-playing
field was categorically emphasized by a few participants. However, there were a few
housekeeping participants (#39 and 40) who said some financial support from government
was important, as some enterprises may need start-up funds, but it should be equal to
all (#33). This indicates the need for governance to come forward with some incentives
(though equitable), which could facilitate tourism business ownership (such as hotels)
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by some ethnic minorities (e.g., African-Americans). There are examples in other developed countries such as Australia where a host of government-assistance packages remain
available for starting a business for Indigenous people [118]. Organizing/facilitating some
informative or entrepreneurship development related workshops regarding the existing
or potential support mechanisms through the Chamber of Commerce or U.S. SBA may
improve opportunities for those who lack resources and information, and it may help
develop new entrepreneurship. Absence of a single hotel owned by the African-American
community in BCS, statements from two participants (#24 and 30) linking historic discrimination and racism, and a participant (#30) adding administrative criteria and scrutiny as
reasons behind such status suggest the need for tourism governance to plan for equitable
investment promotion in tourism to create and maintain a just and equitable society, as
propounded by Rawls’ [29] in his Theory of Justice.
Empowering the community through capacity building: Community empowerment has
consistently been argued to be an integral factor of CBT success, including support to
individuals and firms for enhancing job related capacity/skills through trainings. As
discussed earlier, backstage staff representing ethnic minorities including Hispanics and
African-Americans were found to face career promotion challenges, and African-Americans
were found to have no known hotel ownership in BCS.
If ethnic minorities including Hispanics and African-Americans and disadvantaged
groups in BCS are to benefit from tourism, some sort of intervention and facilitation by
governing bodies may be required to work out the issues of inequity and for creating
a just society, as proposed by Rawls [29,30]. Varying levels and scales of governments
specifically in developing countries facilitate and support communities through education
and training for capacity building and to develop tourism entrepreneurial skills [50,70,105].
If the local BCS governments, through the application of knowledge-based platform of
tourism, could replicate programs such as skills and entrepreneurship development in
partnership with other agencies, NGOs, or local experts, it could trigger positively in
addressing equity and justice issues by engaging more people in tourism and sharing
tourism benefits. In free-market capitalist economies, governments are not typically in
a position to offer preferences to specific ethnic groups as practiced in some socialist
countries. However, organizing capacity development trainings targeting all economically
disadvantaged groups could include all ethnic groups without discrimination and benefit
all. Recommendations from Mtapuri and Giampiccoli [59] for forming strong partnerships
with different agencies included government departments, private sector, and NGOs for
capacity building and skills development, which seem highly relevant for BCS tourism
governance and community. A prescription for CBT success from these authors may be
helpful for BCS tourism governance to more successfully facilitate tourism. A statement
by Rawls [30] that “a basic principle satisfying the difference principle rewards people,
not for their place in that distribution, but for training and educating their endowments,
and for putting them to work to contribute to others good as well as their own” (p. 75)
holds significance in this context. Moving beyond sustainable tourism, such measures may
contribute to developing equitable, stable, and sustainable communities.
Need for rewarding/incentivizing the corporate innovation for ethic of care: Ethic of care has
been found to be an issue in BCS tourism, especially for backstage staff representing ethnic
minorities. By law, cities and counties cannot move beyond guaranteeing minimum wages
in their jurisdictions. However, those in tourism governance could possibly organize public
recognition programs for businesses that adhere to an ethic of care for all staff including
backstage staff. They could conduct staff satisfaction surveys for recognitions and address
issues related to ethic of care (this sounds unusual, though, as guest satisfaction surveys
remain common) by allocating funds. Allocation of funds may come through regular
tourism revenues such as GST (not HOT money), and they can provide recognitions and
awards to outstanding businesses that treat their staff with an ethic of care. It was discussed
earlier that the hotel occupancy, ADR, and REV PAR of BCS hotels grew significantly
coinciding with home game days. This seems a potential area where responsible agencies
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in tourism governance in BCS can engage in proactive dialogue with tourism businesses
including hotels to somehow compensate backstage staff (for their reduced work-hours
in summer) by emphasizing a sense of corporate social responsibility or addressing their
career-growth related issues. According to Smith and Duffy [15] and Shiva [112], one of
the measures of ethic of care can be expressed through showing concern or through a start
of dialogue.
Establishing local shuttle services to diversify tourism locations in BCS: Other suggestions
from participants relating to justice and equity likely require attention. A few respondents
expressed dissatisfaction that College Station and its sports were given more preferences
including marketing priority by CVB compared to Bryan and its culture, which could serve
as guidelines for future planning by the cities and CVB/s (even for cooperative marketing
in the future). Another area the participants expressed concern remained that given the lack
of public transport or shuttle services, tourists were rather centered on major attractions
in BCS such as Texas A&M University, George Bush Presidential Library and Museum,
Downtown Bryan, and Messina Hof. It seems that development of city-transport services
or shuttle services could help more attractions and lengthen visitors’ stay in BCS. This
suggestion may not require immediate attention from the BCS governance, but may be
important for future planning. Further, based on the success of events and festivals in BCS
in drawing locals and regional tourists, creation of new events and festivals targeting new
locations in BCS could help address seasonality issues while diversifying tourism benefits.
7. Conclusions and Limitations
Conclusion: This study reinforces that issues of justice, ethics, and equity remain
salient for sustainable tourism development; however, they can pose implementation
challenges. Many scholars including Bramwell [17], Springett and Redcliff [19], and Boluk,
Cavaliere, and Higgins-Desbiolles [72] have stated that ST governance at various scales
and levels has largely remained deficient in addressing issues pertaining to sustainable
tourism development. This study explored the state of ST and CBT practices in BCS
with reference to justice, ethics, and equity and proffered some alternatives to address
them through collaborative tourism governance. This research proffered various practical
recommendations for the success of CBT in BCS in particular and other CBT settings
in general by mixing systematic literature review with an empirical study. Smith and
Duffy [15] underlined “genuine sustainable development is always and everywhere about
ethics” (p. 159); however, the authors suggested that it would be hard to find universal
solutions for ethical/justice issues or theories; rather, applying ethical values in the context
of tourism development can contribute to sustainable development and ensure community
benefits. Taking insights from justice tourism as “both ethical and equitable” [61] (p. 104),
this research explored justice, ethics, and equity issues in BCS tourism and linked them to
a broader spectrum of SCBT.
Limitations: One of the limitations of the current study is that it includes only the
tourism stakeholders (not tourists and residents) in two adjoining towns of BCS. The
views expressed by respondents working as business owners/managers or staffs representing various properties possibly relate more to their individual businesses such as hotels
and restaurants and may not reflect the whole spectrum of BCS tourism. Addition of
other research participants including visitors/tourists to BCS and residents (other than the
business owners/employees interviewed) could have given the issues being explored a
wider representation, which future studies may address. This study borrowed some of
the criteria of ST/CBT applied in the settings of socialist democracies, which face some
implementation challenges in an open market, capitalist economy, and liberal democracy
such as the United States. Policy guidelines and popular practices of “Equal Employment
Opportunity” (EEO) in the U.S. disapprove of job preferences for disadvantaged communities (as practiced in South Africa). Country specific variations in the political, social,
and economic regimes and their corresponding practices make the issues of justice, ethics,
and equity more complicated in relation to CBT practices, which underline the need for
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adapting to localized solutions. As a time-specific, two-year field-study comprising of only
40 research participants conducting semi-structured interviews, this research may fall short
compared to other cross-sectional and longitudinal studies of similar nature. Therefore, this
research has limitations in the transferability of its findings to other locations or situations.
The use of mixed methods could broaden the validity, transferability, and generalizability
of this type of research. Hence, it can be recommended that future researchers should
explore and broaden this area of inquiry. This study also highlighted how issues of justice,
ethics, and equity are critical to STD; however, given their complexity and gravity, each of
these issues requires a separate and focused examination in the future in relation to tourism
governance and sustainability. Given the research limitations, the researchers would like to
suggest decision-making bodies in BCS tourism governance to complement the research
findings with recent studies. However, given the context that issues of justice, ethics, and
equity have remained less explored in relation to community based tourism in liberal
democratic settings such as the United States, this research holds the potential of providing
a reference to other developed, liberal economies as well as developing economies for
comparing and contrasting the similarities and differences of SCBT practices.
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