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Abstract

While community-based tourism (CBT) is a widely promoted sustainable development strategy, its effectiveness relies heavily on lo-
cal governance. This study examines how sociocultural dynamics, governance gaps, economic vulnerabilities, and environmental
barriers shape CBT initiatives in Basilan, a socio-politically complex and historically marginalized region. Using a qualitative de-
sign, data was collected through key informant interviews, focus groups, and stakeholder surveys across four CBT destinations and
analyzed thematically with descriptive triangulation. Findings reveal that CBT challenges in Basilan stem primarily from structurally
embedded governance weaknesses rather than a lack of community commitment. The constraining effects of sociocultural dynamics
and market instability intensify when combined with unclear institutional roles, fragmented inter-agency coordination, and inconsist-
ent monitoring. Furthermore, environmental barriers—such as poor waste management and weak conservation enforcement—are
governance-mediated, reflecting insufficient institutional accountability. Ultimately, governance gaps are the central factor driving
uneven CBT outcomes. The study demonstrates that sustainable CBT depends less on local motivation and more on coherent, inclu-
sive governance. To enhance resilience in marginalized destinations, these findings highlight the critical need for actionable policy

interventions, including standardized monitoring systems, legally clarified administrative responsibilities, and unified inter-agency

frameworks.
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1. Introduction

Community-based tourism has increasingly been examined
as a development approach that emphasizes localized participa-
tion, contextual governance, and sustainability-oriented out-
comes. Jackson [2025] reveals that community-based tourism
frameworks prioritize social equity and local agency as central
conditions for sustainable tourism practice. Without meaning-
ful participation, tourism initiatives risk reinforcing existing
inequalities rather than addressing them. Empowerment must
be understood as a structural condition embedded within gov-
ernance arrangements. Community-based tourism operates
within complex institutional environments where community
aspirations intersect with external development agendas [Abreu
et al., 2024]. Institutional alignment frequently results in frag-
mented implementation outcomes. Sustainability claims often
collapse when governance support remains inconsistent. Ngo
and Creutz [2022] reveals that community-based tourism sus-
tainability depends on how governance systems translate poli-
cy intentions into operational realities. Implementation failures
are often rooted in administrative fragmentation rather than
community capacity limitations. Community-based tourism
effectiveness cannot be separated from governance coherence
and stakeholder legitimacy.

Sociocultural dynamics significantly shape how community-
based tourism initiatives are perceived, adopted, and sustained
within host communities. Hossain and Hena [2024] reveals
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that cultural norms, shared values, and collective identities
influence how communities engage with tourism-related
decision-making. Tourism interventions misaligned with local
sociocultural contexts often generate resistance or symbolic
participation. Sociocultural exclusion weakens long-term sus-
tainability. White et al. [2024] supported that tourism develop-
ment interacts with cultural narratives that define community
meaning and place identity. Cultural commodification without
community control disrupts social cohesion. Also, cultural
misrepresentation erodes stakeholder trust in governance insti-
tutions. Sociocultural dynamics shape power relations within
tourism governance structures [Irwan et al., 2025]. Marginal-
ized cultural groups frequently experience limited influence
over tourism priorities. Sustainable tourism outcomes depend
on culturally informed governance practices. Governance gaps
remain a persistent constraint affecting the implementation and
sustainability of community-based tourism initiatives. Tour-
ism governance operates through interdependent institutional
relationships rather than isolated policy instruments. Unclear
administrative responsibilities often undermine coordinated
action at the local level. Renckens and Elliott [2025] further
suggested that governance fragmentation weakens accountabil-
ity mechanisms. Charles et al. [2025] supported that govern-
ance effectiveness depends on institutional capacity and proce-
dural clarity rather than policy quantity. Overlapping mandates
frequently generate implementation delays and stakeholder
confusion. Governance gaps intensify in decentralized tourism
systems. Bill and Bernard [2011] reveals that tourism govern-
ance failures often emerge from weak coordination among

state and non-state actors. Governance arrangements lacking
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inclusivity undermine stakeholder legitimacy. Governance in-
justice reduces community trust and participation.

Environmental sustainability barriers within community-
based tourism are closely linked to governance and sociocultur-
al conditions. Sustainable tourism requires governance systems
capable of balancing conservation priorities with community
livelihoods [Suparak et al., 2025]. Environmental degradation
often reflects institutional neglect rather than community in-
difference. Sustainable tourism initiatives are more effective
when aligned with observed tourism-seeking behaviors and
local contextual realities [Reamico et al., 2025]. Sustainability
narratives lose credibility when enforcement mechanisms re-
main weak. Miraj et al. [2024] supported that tourism-related
environmental pressures intensify under fragmented regulatory
oversight. Environmental management failures frequently co-
incide with governance gaps. Sustainability standards become
ineffective when monitoring systems lack consistency and
transparency. Community-based tourism requires enforceable
environmental accountability. Howes et al. [2017] supported
that environmental sustainability barriers often stem from
policy implementation weaknesses. Stakeholder perspectives
provide critical insight into how sociocultural dynamics and
governance gaps are experienced in practice. Stakeholder legit-
imacy depends on meaningful influence rather than symbolic
inclusion. Exclusionary decision-making processes generate
disengagement and conflict. Stakeholder trust reflects govern-
ance quality. Collaborative governance enhances tourism plan-
ning legitimacy through negotiated stakeholder relationships
[Sarhan et al., 2025]. Collaboration failures often reflect power
imbalances. Governance frequently privileges elite interests
over community voices. Imbalance undermines participatory
sustainability claims. Stakeholder perceptions directly shape
governance legitimacy.

While the fundamental conclusion that effective governance
is crucial for CBT sustainability is well-documented in main-
stream tourism literature, there remains a critical research gap
regarding how these governance mechanisms operate in histor-
ically marginalized, post-conflict, or socio-politically complex
peripheral destinations. In socio-politically complex regions,
community-based tourism encounters compounded governance
and sociocultural challenges that go beyond standard adminis-
trative bottlenecks. Tourism governance in peripheral regions
is often constrained by limited institutional reach, lingering
security perceptions, and complex transitional political struc-
tures. Consequently, policy implementation gaps become sig-
nificantly more visible and impactful at the community level
[Chang et al., 2025].

This study addresses this gap by focusing on Basilan, a
socio-politically complex island province in the Bangsamoro
Autonomous Region in Muslim Mindanao (BARMM). Unlike
traditional CBT destinations, Basilan presents a highly unique
context where tourism serves not only as an economic driver
but as a mechanism for peacebuilding and shifting historical

narratives. Here, structural inequalities restrict community
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influence over tourism development, and participation rhetoric
frequently masks deep-rooted power asymmetries. Communi-
ty-based tourism in marginalized regions faces acute sustain-
ability risks linked to governance inconsistency.

The novelty of this study lies in examining how universal
governance gaps uniquely interact with post-conflict transi-
tional governance and specific indigenous sociocultural dy-
namics (such as those of the Bajau and Yakan communities).
The interaction of these localized sociocultural dynamics,
governance gaps, and environmental barriers underscores the
extreme complexity of sustaining community-based tourism
in peripheral zones. Tourism systems here function as adaptive
social arrangements heavily shaped by these intense institu-
tional and cultural conditions, where governance flexibility ul-
timately determines sustainability resilience. By exploring how
governance legitimacy influences community commitment
and trust, this research demonstrates that sustainable tourism
outcomes in marginalized areas depend heavily on policy co-
herence, institutional learning [Ginting et al., 2024], and the
dismantling of governance rigidity.

2. Objectives

This study aims to examine how sociocultural dynamics,
governance gaps, and sustainable environmental barriers in-
fluence the implementation of community-based tourism in
selected destinations in Basilan. Specifically, it seeks to:

* Identify the key sociocultural dynamics and sustainable en-
vironmental barriers experienced by community-based tour-
ism stakeholders that affect the day-to-day implementation
and sustainability of CBT initiatives in the selected study
sites in Basilan.

* Analyze the governance gaps encountered by CBT stake-
holders, particularly in relation to monitoring and evaluation
mechanisms, clarity of institutional roles, inter-agency coor-
dination, and the consistency of policy and program imple-
mentation at the local level.

» Examine stakeholders’ perspectives and lived experiences on
how sociocultural conditions and governance gaps influence
community participation, operational decision-making, and
the overall sustainability of community-based tourism initia-

tives in Basilan.

3. Literature review
3.1 Governance structures in community-based tourism
Governance structures are fundamental in determining the
operational sustainability and effectiveness of community-
based tourism initiatives. Gonul [2025] reveals that tourism
governance is constituted through institutional arrangements
that regulate authority, accountability, and coordination, high-
lighting that institutional clarity directly influences implemen-
tation outcomes. Fragmentation of governance responsibilities
can produce inconsistent results and reduce compliance among

local actors. Stanikzai and Mittal [2025] argues that overlap-
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ping mandates hinder decision-making processes and create
misalignment between strategic objectives and local execution.
Governance is socially constructed through interactions among
stakeholders rather than linear hierarchies, indicating that rela-
tional mechanisms are central to operational legitimacy. Shin
et al. [2025] identifies that limited coordination among institu-
tions undermines monitoring, evaluation, and sustainability
objectives. Perceptions of governance inequity diminish trust
and reduce active engagement in tourism initiatives. Accord-
ing to Gamunand Soendergaard [2024], governance arrange-
ments frequently privilege dominant interests, marginalizing
community voices and constraining participatory decision-
making. Eagles emphasizes that adaptive institutional learning
strengthens resilience, allowing governance systems to respond
to emerging environmental, social, and economic challenges.
Governance impedes systematic monitoring and enforcement
of policies, leading to gaps in sustainable practice implementa-
tion. Under-resourced institutions struggle to maintain long-
term policy consistency, reducing program continuity. Inte-
grated institutional frameworks facilitate collaboration and
information-sharing among actors. A clarity of responsibilities
and procedural guidance enhances stakeholder confidence in
governance. Almulhim and Yigitcanlar [2025] identifies that
governance frameworks capable of balancing centralized co-
ordination with community autonomy achieve greater sustain-
ability outcomes. Governance effectiveness is determined by
institutional clarity, coordination, and adaptive capacity, shap-
ing the success of community-based tourism initiatives.

Institutional effectiveness mediates the translation of govern-
ance structures into tangible outcomes for communities. Ezeh
et al. [2024] reveals that institutional capacity influences the
quality and consistency of stakeholder engagement, ensuring
that governance mechanisms remain responsive to local needs.
The availability of resources and technical expertise deter-
mines how governance arrangements are operationalized on the
ground. Fragmented institutional structures hinder monitoring
and enforcement, limiting accountability for tourism manage-
ment. Governance failures often stem from systemic limita-
tions rather than community resistance, highlighting the struc-
tural nature of challenges. Equitable distribution of authority
prevents domination by elite interests, allowing community
perspectives to influence outcomes [Levine, 2017]. Integrating
governance processes across sectors addresses complex chal-
lenges that single-institution approaches cannot resolve. Insti-
tutional preparedness to respond to crises strengthens overall
system resilience. Amin et al. [2020] argues that institutional
support enhances community confidence and participation in
tourism management. Alignment between governance capacity
and community needs is critical for sustaining long-term out-
comes.

3.2 Sociocultural dynamics
Sociocultural dynamics play a decisive role in determining

how communities perceive and participate in tourism govern-

ance initiatives. Yin et al. [2023] reveals that cultural norms
shape expectations of authority and influence, affecting both
the willingness and the manner of engagement within tour-
ism processes. Communities interpret participation through
local values, meaning that procedures alone cannot guarantee
meaningful involvement. Cultural narratives influence how
residents evaluate the benefits and trade-offs of tourism ac-
tivities, with misalignment weakening ownership and long-
term commitment. Sociocultural hierarchies affect access to
decision-making forums, where marginalized groups may have
limited voice despite formal participation mechanisms [Kar-
ren et al., 2022]. Strong social cohesion enhances collaboration
and collective decision-making, while weak cohesion amplifies
governance challenges. Gayo and Katonge [2025] points out
that exclusion based on sociocultural factors undermines the
legitimacy of tourism programs, reducing community trust in
institutional frameworks. Awareness of local cultural values
allows governance systems to align initiatives with commu-
nity expectations, thereby enhancing engagement outcomes
[Usmaedi et al., 2024]. It indicate that sociocultural dynamics
operate not merely as background context but actively shape
governance processes and the sustainability of tourism initia-
tives.

Social capital and collective agency further influence the
quality and consistency of community engagement. Networks
of trust and reciprocity enable communities to participate in
decision-making more effectively, with weak social cohesion
limiting sustained collaboration. Muzumdar [2025] argues that
perceptions of fairness and procedural justice strengthen par-
ticipation, while perceived inequities discourage engagement
and foster disengagement. Meaningful power-sharing, rather
than tokenistic consultation, is necessary to translate participa-
tion into tangible influence over tourism outcomes. Accord-
ing to Sutiyoso and Faedlulloh [2024], social capital acts as a
mediating factor, facilitating coordination and compliance with
governance structures. Empowerment is contingent on recogni-
tion of local cultural and social norms, which legitimizes com-
munity voices. Fauzi [2025] demonstrates that the inclusivity
of governance systems directly affects participation quality,
with transparent processes fostering active engagement. Sus-
tained engagement depends on the perceived responsiveness of
governance to community feedback. Therefore, a community
engagement emerges from the interplay between sociocultural
understanding, procedural fairness, and social cohesion.

3.3 Environmental sustainability barriers

Environmental sustainability barriers in community-based
tourism often arise from weaknesses in governance frame-
works and institutional support. Environmental degradation
frequently reflects insufficient regulatory enforcement and
oversight within tourism systems [Baloch et al.,.2023]. Com-
mitments to sustainability cannot succeed without integrated
institutional backing and operational follow-through. Peng et
al. [2025] identifies that tourism pressures, such as resource
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overuse or habitat disturbance, intensify when governance is
fragmented or coordination is lacking. Sustainability certifica-
tion programs lose efficacy in the absence of monitoring and
accountability mechanisms, with enforcement gaps undermin-
ing intended outcomes. Fragmented environmental policies fail
to address cumulative impacts, leaving critical vulnerabilities
unaddressed. Cross-sector coordination is necessary to inte-
grate conservation objectives into community tourism strate-
gies effectively. Deficiencies in policy implementation fre-
quently exacerbate environmental degradation. Environmental
sustainability challenges are inseparable from governance and
institutional performance [Puri¢ et al., 2025].

Local capacity and resource constraints compound envi-
ronmental barriers, shaping how communities implement
sustainable practices. Communities often lack the technical
expertise and infrastructure needed for effective environmen-
tal management, which limits the feasibility of conservation
measures. Han [2022] argues that institutional incentives and
support structures are essential to motivate consistent stew-
ardship, as unsupported obligations can produce fatigue and
disengagement. Alignment between governance objectives
and community priorities determines whether environmental
initiatives gain local traction. Zhang et al. [2016] identifies that
compliance with sustainability regulations depends on trust in
institutional oversight, with skepticism reducing adherence.
Perceptions of fairness and transparency influence community
commitment to environmental standards. Governance facilita-
tion is necessary to coordinate resources, knowledge transfer,
and monitoring. Environmental barriers are amplified when
planning processes exclude stakeholder input, limiting adap-
tive capacity. Mandhyan and Sybol [2025] argues that effective
environmental management requires both institutional over-
sight and local empowerment, creating a dual responsibility for
sustainability. Environmental barriers are relational, systemic,

and contingent on governance-community interaction.

3.4 Security conditions and tourism governance

Security conditions directly affect the operational and gov-
ernance environments of community-based tourism. Tourism
governance in regions with security concerns faces institu-
tional complexity, requiring adaptive frameworks to maintain
continuity and legitimacy. Security challenges affect policy im-
plementation, stakeholder coordination, and tourism planning,
influencing both short-term operations and long-term sustain-
ability. Nas [2024] emphasizes that safety perceptions strongly
influence tourism confidence, investment, and participation,
thereby shaping the broader governance landscape. Integrat-
ing security considerations into governance planning enhances
institutional resilience, while ignoring such factors weakens
community trust. Smol¢i¢ and Agababa [2025] reveals that
crisis management strategies directly affect destination stabil-
ity and the capacity to sustain tourism initiatives. Institutional
coordination is critical for mitigating the impact of security

risks. Se [2024] shows that governance credibility is contingent
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on demonstrating competence in ensuring both physical and
socio-political security. Security conditions further influence
institutional legitimacy, trust, and stakeholder engagement.
Unresolved security risks reduce tourism participation and
diminish community investment in initiatives. Governance
coordination plays a central role in mitigating the operational
effects of insecurity, maintaining program continuity, and
facilitating stakeholder confidence [Koeswayo et al., 2024].
Effective communication channels reinforce community resil-
ience, ensuring that risk management measures are both under-
stood and supported. Trust in governance institutions mediates
how communities respond to security-related challenges, di-
rectly affecting compliance and cooperation [Ma et al., 2024].
Security governance is closely linked to the achievement of
sustainable outcomes, as unaddressed risks can undermine
both environmental and social objectives. Security considera-
tions are deeply intertwined with governance performance,

community engagement, and sustainable tourism outcomes.

3.5 Economic vulnerability and market constraints

While governance and sociocultural dynamics form the
structural foundation of community-based tourism, economic
realities and market constraints act as immediate determinants
of operational sustainability. Dependence on tourism as a
primary income source, often without adequate financial buff-
ers, significantly heightens the vulnerability of community
enterprises [Ortega and Ribeiro, 2024]. When market demand
fluctuates, communities face sudden revenue disruptions that
can erode social cohesion and discourage continuous participa-
tion. Furthermore, economic pressures frequently force local
stakeholders to prioritize short-term financial recovery over
long-term environmental and cultural sustainability [Bhuiyan
et al., 2024]. Market visibility and demand generation present
additional hurdles for peripheral CBT initiatives. Weak mar-
keting capacity and limited digital literacy restrict community
control over tourism demand, leaving them heavily reliant on
external entities, such as Local Government Units (LGUs), for
promotion [Li and Shahraki, 2022]. This reliance demonstrates
how market factors intersect directly with governance capacity;
without institutional support for capacity-building in marketing
and financial management, communities struggle to maintain
competitive visibility. Ultimately, economic vulnerability and
market constraints act as catalysts that magnify existing gov-
ernance gaps, proving that the financial viability of CBT can-
not be isolated from its broader institutional and sociocultural

ecosystem.

4. Methods
4.1 Research design

This study utilized a qualitative research design to investi-
gate the interplay of governance structures, sociocultural dy-
namics, and environmental barriers within community-based
tourism (CBT) management in Basilan. The qualitative ap-
proach was chosen as it allowed an in-depth exploration of ad-
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ministrative processes, institutional arrangements, and stake-
holder interactions shaping CBT operations in practice. While
survey instruments were administered to local residents and
tourists, these data were used descriptively to support triangu-
lation and contextual validation of qualitative findings rather
than for statistical or inferential analysis. The core analytical
emphasis of the study remains interpretive and qualitative in
nature.

The analysis centered on four CBT sites originally examined
in the dissertation: Marang-Marang Floating Cottage, Lampin-
igan Island, the Bajau Cultural Heritage Center of Tampalan,
and the Kud Pasangen School of Living Tradition. These sites

were selected to capture diverse governance arrangements,
community structures, and operational contexts within Basi-
lan’s tourism landscape.

4.2 Study sites and participants

Participants were purposively selected to include stakehold-
ers directly involved in CBT governance and site-level opera-
tions. The sample comprised community leaders, local resi-
dents, tourism operators, barangay officials, city and municipal
tourism officers, provincial tourism staff, and representatives
from regional ministries, including MTIT-BARMM. Relevant
agency representatives and NGO partners providing techni-

Table 1: Tourism stakeholders

Community

Number of respondents

Marang-Marang Floating Cottage

Key Informant Interview (KII)
Community Leader
Tourism Operator
Local Resident

Focus Group Discussion (FGD)

Local Residents involved in CBT

Survey
Local Resident
Tourists

10

Bajau Cultural Heritage of Tampalan

Key Informant Interview (KII)
Community Leader
Tourism Operator
Local Resident

Focus Group Discussion (FGD)

Local Residents involved in CBT

Survey
Local Resident
Tourists

Kud Pasangen School of Living Tradition

Key Informant Interview (KII)
Community Leader
Tourism Operator
Local Resident

Focus Group Discussion (FGD)

Local Residents involved in CBT

Survey
Local Resident
Tourists

Lampinigan Beach

Key Informant Interview (KII)
Community Leaders
Tourism Operators
Local Residents

Focus Group Discussion (FGD)

Local Residents involved in CBT

Survey
Local Residents
Tourists

10
10

Other Stakeholders

Policy Makers
Tourism Officers
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cal or logistical support at the CBT sites were also included.
The selection strategy ensured comprehensive representation
across governance levels and functional roles, consistent with
the study’s emphasis on multi-level governance, administrative
processes, and sociocultural interactions affecting CBT imple-
mentation.

Table 1 summarizes the composition of respondents from
multiple sectors involved in Community-Based Tourism (CBT),
providing a broad empirical foundation for examining multi-
level governance practices in Basilan. The data reflect perspec-
tives drawn from both institutional actors and community-
level participants, ensuring that governance experiences are
captured across different roles and decision-making levels. A
total of 18 key stakeholders participated in the Key-Informant
Interviews (KlIs), including two tourism officers, four com-
munity leaders, five tourism operators, three policymakers,
and four local residents. This composition allowed the study to
capture insights from individuals directly involved in policy
formulation, program implementation, and site-level opera-
tions. According to Slakmon et al. [2025], governance analy-
sis benefits from incorporating voices across administrative
hierarchies, as implementation gaps often emerge at points of
interaction between agencies and communities. The inclusion
of policymakers and tourism officers strengthens the analysis
of institutional coordination and role clarity, while community
leaders and operators provide grounded perspectives on daily
governance realities [Dangi and Petrick, 2021]. In addition to
KIIs, Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) were conducted with
local residents actively engaged in CBT initiatives, particularly
members of CBT associations. Each of the four destinations
Marang-Marang Floating Cottage, Bajau Cultural Heritage
of Tampalan, Kud Pasangen School of Living Tradition, and
Lampinigan Beach contributed eight FGD participants, result-
ing in a total of 32 discussants. FGDs enabled the exploration
of shared experiences related to monitoring, coordination, and
participation on collective dialogue in tourism governance
research. The group setting also allowed recurring governance
concerns to surface across sites, reinforcing the reliability of
identified patterns.

Furthermore, 80 survey respondents were included in
the study, evenly divided between 40 tourists and 40 local
residents. The inclusion of tourists provides complementary
insights into how governance outcomes, such as rule enforce-
ment and service consistency, are experienced externally, as
suggested by Winter et al. [2025]. Local resident surveys, on
the other hand, support the triangulation of governance issues
raised during KIIs and FGDs. Methodological triangulation
enhances the credibility of governance assessments in tourism
studies. Collectively, the respondent profile presented in Table
2 ensures that the analysis of governance gaps is grounded in
diverse yet interconnected stakeholder perspectives, strength-
ening the validity of the study’s findings.
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4.3 Data collection

Data were collected using semi-structured interviews and
focus group discussions (FGDs) conducted across the four CBT
destinations. Interviews elicited first-hand accounts of govern-
ance procedures, coordination mechanisms, and operational
challenges experienced by stakeholders. FGDs complemented
these data by highlighting shared perceptions, collective
problem-solving strategies, and community-level insights into
governance and environmental sustainability practices. Both
interview and FGD guides were structured around key themes
from the dissertation, including stakeholder responsibilities,
administrative procedures, resource flows, regulatory prac-
tices, monitoring systems, and perceived governance gaps.
Field notes and observational records were also maintained to
contextualize responses, particularly regarding visitor manage-
ment, coordination routines, and site-specific administrative

documentation.

4.4 Data analysis

All interview and FGD transcripts were manually coded
using a structured thematic analysis approach to identify
recurring patterns and insights. The analytical procedure fol-
lowed a systematic process: first, the researcher familiarized
themselves with the data through repeated readings of the
transcripts. Second, initial open coding was conducted line-
by-line to capture foundational concepts reflecting governance
bottlenecks, implementation inconsistencies, coordination fail-
ures, and resource or policy limitations. For example, specific
participant statements such as “we do not know who to report
to” or “offices do not coordinate” were assigned initial codes
like role confusion and inter-office delays.

Third, these initial codes were iteratively refined and
grouped into broader categories through cross-site compari-
sons, ensuring that both local contextual differences and com-
mon patterns were captured. For instance, the initial codes re-
garding role confusion and inter-office delays were ultimately
collapsed into the major overarching theme of “Unclear Ad-
ministrative Roles and Fragmented Coordination.” To ensure
the trustworthiness and credibility of the qualitative findings,
methodological triangulation was employed. Survey responses
were summarized descriptively and used solely to corrobo-
rate patterns emerging from qualitative narratives, thereby
strengthening triangulation without altering the qualitative
orientation of the study. Furthermore, an audit trail of coding
decisions was maintained to minimize subjective researcher
bias. The final categorization scheme mirrored the original
dissertation’s framework but was reorganized to emphasize the
interaction of governance structures, sociocultural dynamics,
and environmental constraints in shaping CBT outcomes. This
analytical approach facilitated a comprehensive understand-
ing of how administrative gaps and institutional arrangements
influence the sustainability and effectiveness of community-

based tourism initiatives in Basilan.
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5. Results and discussion
5.1 Objective 1

Identify the key sociocultural dynamics and sustainable
environmental barriers experienced by community-based tour-
ism stakeholders that affect the day-to-day implementation and
sustainability of CBT initiatives in the selected study sites in
Basilan.

Stakeholders described several operational challenges that
shape their day-to-day engagement with tourism and influence
the overall stability of community-based tourism [CBT] initia-
tives. These challenges provide critical empirical context for
understanding how community participation, sustainability
practices, and operational decision-making unfold at the site
level. Rather than existing as isolated issues, these constraints
interact and reinforce one another, shaping implementation
outcomes across CBT destinations. As such everyday condi-
tions reveal how participation is experienced in practice rather
than how it is formally designed. The findings indicate that
operational difficulties serve as early indicators of broader
capacity and coordination limitations within CBT systems.
Stakeholder accounts demonstrate how routine pressures af-
fect cooperation, responsiveness, and adaptive capacity within
communities. Saxena and Sahai [2024] similarly emphasized
that the effectiveness of CBT depends on how well daily re-
alities align with development intentions. In this regard, the
challenges identified by participants help explain variations in
sustainability and operational performance across sites. These
conditions form the immediate environment in which CBT is
implemented and maintained. They also set the stage for un-
derstanding subsequent governance-related concerns.

Socio-cultural and community dynamics significantly influ-
ence how CBT groups organize, communicate, and manage
tourism activities. In several sites, respondents described hesi-
tancy among members to voice opinions or challenge collective
decisions. As one association member shared, “Others do not
speak up in meetings... they just follow whatever is decided
even if they have concerns.” This reluctance often results in
unresolved issues that later resurface during implementation.
Lazarus et al. [2024] noted that culturally embedded norms

surrounding authority and harmony frequently shape participa-
tion behavior in community-based initiatives. Participants also
reported disagreements regarding task allocation and responsi-
bility-sharing, which delay planned activities. One resident ex-
plained, “Sometimes we argue about who should handle what,
and it delays the activity.” El Zein et al. [2019] emphasized that
unclear internal roles weaken coordination and shared account-
ability. In more difficult situations, interpersonal conflicts ex-
tended into organizational functions. As a youth volunteer ob-
served, “If members are not in good terms, the work becomes
slow because some do not cooperate.” such internal tensions
erode social cohesion and collective action. These coordination
challenges weaken participatory mechanisms central to CBT.
Sociocultural dynamics shape not only engagement levels but
also the effectiveness of internal governance at the community
level.

Environmental and health-related concerns emerged as per-
sistent operational challenges, particularly in island and coastal
CBT sites characterized by fragile ecosystems. Community
members emphasized their commitment to environmental
care, yet acknowledged that limited equipment and manpower
constrain maintenance efforts. One resident explained, “We
try to clean weekly, but we don’t have enough tools to maintain
the area.” Afef et al. [2025] argued that environmental pres-
sures in CBT settings often reflect institutional and resource
constraints rather than lack of community commitment. Waste
management during peak visitation periods was identified as a
recurring issue, especially where facilities remain inadequate.
Health and safety risks linked to weather variability further
affect operations. A boat operator shared, “If it rains and the
waves are strong, we stop tours even if visitors already ar-
rived.” Another added, “Sometimes guests complain when
we cancel, but we cannot risk their safety.” climate-related
uncertainty increases operational vulnerability in nature-based
tourism [Markovi¢ Vukadin et al., 2025]. These experiences
highlight environmental exposure and limited adaptive capac-
ity. Environmental management challenges therefore reflect
broader structural limitations affecting CBT sustainability.

Economic and resource limitations act as severe, independ-

O

Challenges in
Community-based Tourism

o O O 0 O O O

Economic
Constraints

Socio-Cultural and ~ Governance and
Community Dynamics Program
Implementation Gaps

Environmental and Market and Demand
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Security and Resource Limitations
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Figure 1: Community-based tourism challenges
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ent constraints on the operational capacity of CBT groups,
heavily dictating their daily survival. Many initiatives rely
entirely on tourist arrivals as their primary income source, op-
erating without financial safety nets or access to formal credit.
One resident explained, “When there are no tourists, we really
have no earnings.” Ortega and Ribeiro [2024] observed that de-
pendence on tourism income without financial buffers height-
ens vulnerability in community enterprises. Beyond mere
operational pauses, this economic vulnerability forces com-
munities into a reactive stance; when financial survival is at
stake, long-term environmental conservation and cultural pres-
ervation are often sidelined in favor of immediate economic re-
turns. Furthermore, participants cited limited funds not just as
a barrier to improving facilities, but as a hurdle to participating
in governance itself, as time spent in unpaid meetings is time
taken away from necessary livelihood activities. A commu-
nity leader shared, “We want to improve our cottages, but we
don’t have the funds to buy materials.” Even basic operational
requirements create pressure on limited resources. A member
from Lampinigan recounted, “Sometimes we need extra chairs
or a tent, but we cannot afford them.” Such constraints reduce
service quality and competitiveness, restricting reinvestment
and long-term planning.

Market and demand-related constraints further paralyze
CBT visibility and performance, operating outside the direct
control of both the community and local governance. Tourist
arrivals fluctuate significantly, often influenced by external
market trends, LGU promotion, and social media exposure. Pe-
ripheral destinations like Basilan suffer from inherent market
marginalization, struggling to compete with established, heav-
ily marketed tourist hubs in the country. As one operator noted,
“When there is no promotion from the city, visitors are very
few.” Li and Shahraki [2022] highlighted that weak marketing
capacity limits community control over tourism demand. This
lack of direct market access leaves communities completely de-
pendent on intermediaries and irregular LGU-led campaigns.
A youth volunteer shared, “We don’t know how to maintain an
online page... sometimes months pass before it is updated.”
Limited digital skills and training contribute to inconsistent
online presence. Consequently, the inability to independently
generate and sustain market demand strips these communities
of their economic autonomy, making them hyper-dependent on
the very governance structures that are currently failing them.

While these socio-cultural, environmental, economic,
market, and security challenges shape daily CBT operations,
stakeholders consistently emphasized that their effects are
influenced by broader institutional conditions. Participants
noted that many operational difficulties become manageable
when coordination is effective and support is sustained. Con-
versely, fragmented administration and irregular assistance
magnify everyday challenges. A governance coherence shapes
community capacity to respond to operational pressures. Sev-
eral respondents explained that environmental and marketing

concerns persist “because the support from agencies is not
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consistent.” As one community leader stated, “We can manage
the tourists and the activities, but the bigger problems come
when offices do not coordinate with each other.” These reflec-
tions show that institutional arrangements form the structural
context within which CBT operates. Weak monitoring, unclear
administrative roles, and uneven program access shape how
communities respond to pressure. Thus, stakeholder experi-
ences indicate that operational challenges are deeply embedded
within broader implementation conditions that influence CBT

sustainability in Basilan.

5.2 Objective 2

Analyze the governance gaps encountered by CBT stake-
holders, particularly in relation to monitoring and evaluation
mechanisms, clarity of institutional roles, inter-agency coordi-
nation, and the consistency of policy and program implementa-
tion at the local level.

The analysis of interviews and focus group discussions
across the four CBT destinations reveals multiple governance
and implementation gaps that undermine the consistency, in-
clusiveness, and effectiveness of community-based tourism
in Basilan. These gaps are primarily linked to weaknesses in
monitoring and evaluation mechanisms, unclear institutional
roles, fragmented inter-agency coordination, uneven access to
programs, and inconsistent policy implementation at the local
level. Rather than isolated operational concerns, these issues
reflect structural governance challenges that shape how CBT
initiatives are implemented and sustained. Moscardo [2011]
emphasized that tourism outcomes are strongly influenced
by the coherence of governance systems rather than by com-
munity effort alone. Stakeholder accounts demonstrate that
administrative fragmentation and weak coordination intensify
implementation difficulties [Ganeshu et al., 2023]. Unclear
institutional arrangements often lead to inefficiencies and
delayed responses at the community level. The findings align
with broader CBT governance literature, which highlights the
importance of role clarity, accountability, and coordination.
These governance gaps form the institutional context within
which CBT stakeholders operate daily. Consequently, govern-
ance weaknesses directly influence how resources, responsi-
bilities, and decisions flow across tourism systems in Basilan.

Figure 2 illustrates the governance and program implemen-
tation gaps identified by stakeholders as critical barriers to ef-
fective CBT in Basilan. An unclear tourism focus, particularly
at the provincial level, contributes to fragmented planning and
inefficient use of resources, as stakeholders struggle to align
objectives and strategies. Sharma et al. [2025] argue that lack
of strategic coherence weakens tourism governance outcomes.
Resistance to complying with government policies reflects a
disconnect between local practices and regulatory frameworks,
complicating implementation processes. The prioritization of
LGU-affiliated sustainable livelihood programs risks marginal-
izing broader community interests, contradicting the inclusive

principles of CBT. Stakeholders also pointed to the absence
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Figure 2: Governance and program implementation gaps

of established CBT programs and reliable tourism data at the
municipal level, limiting evidence-based planning. Commu-
nication gaps between legislative and executive bodies, along
with weak inter-agency coordination, further exacerbate imple-
mentation challenges. Tourism spaces are socially constructed
through communication and shared meanings, which directly
influence behavioral engagement and environmental apprecia-
tion among visitors [Bangahan et al., 2025]. Hesitation among
community members to voice opinions and internal association
conflicts highlight social dynamics that intersect with govern-
ance processes. Addressing these governance gaps is therefore
essential to strengthening coordination, inclusivity, and institu-

tional accountability in CBT implementation.

5.2.1 Inconsistent monitoring and weak evaluation systems
Across the four CBT destinations, respondents consistently
reported the absence of regular and structured monitoring
from government agencies. Inspections were described as
sporadic and often linked only to official events or VIP visits.
One resident stated, “They only visit when there are guests
or events... sometimes months pass before they check on us

again.” Another added, “We want them to check regularly so
they see what we lack, but most of the time we just wait.” Thao
and Bakucz [2024] emphasized that predictable monitoring
is central to accountability and learning in tourism govern-
ance. Participants noted that visits, when they occur, are brief
and superficial. A tourism operator shared, “They come here
quickly, look around, then leave. We don’t know if they saw
the real problems.” Another remarked, “Sometimes they tell
us they will return, but months pass and no one comes back.”
These accounts indicate weak evaluation processes that limit
meaningful assessment of site conditions.

In several sites, LGUs and regional offices were reported
to rely on photo documentation rather than on-site inspec-
tions. A resident from Lampinigan commented, “They ask
for pictures instead of coming here. We send updates, but it
is different when they see it themselves.” Another expressed
frustration, saying, “How can they evaluate if they don’t really
go around? We only hear from them when there is an activity.”
As Sedefoglu et al. [2024] noted, remote monitoring weakens
enforcement and reduces institutional responsiveness. Com-

munity leaders explained that without regular visits, it becomes
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difficult to demonstrate needs. This aligns with prior findings
emphasizing that perceived leadership responsiveness and
governance capacity significantly shape community trust and
engagement in public initiatives [Chavez et al., 2024]. One
leader shared, “We need them to see the damage or the needs,
but if they don’t come, we cannot show it.” Respondents also
cited weak oversight of visitor management systems. A boat
operator stated, “They don’t check our logbooks unless there is
a complaint.” Another guide added, “We were told to record all
visitors, but no one checks if we are doing it correctly.” absence
of a systematic monitoring framework.

Participants further emphasized that the lack of a clear moni-
toring schedule creates uncertainty. One operator remarked,
“We prepare every week because we don’t know when they
will come, but most of the time no one arrives.” A community
member echoed, “We are always waiting. There is no fixed
schedule, no follow-up.” As a result, stakeholders expressed
a strong desire for consistent oversight. A women’s associa-
tion member shared, “If they visit us regularly, we can show
them our improvements and our needs.” Another summarized,
“Monitoring should not depend on who is coming. It should
be part of their responsibility.” Therefore, monitoring systems

must be institutionalized rather than event-driven.

5.2.2 Unclear administrative roles and fragmented coordi-
nation

Respondents described persistent confusion regarding which
agencies are responsible for specific tourism-related concerns.
A tourism operator explained, “Sometimes we do not know
who to report to MTIT, the city, or the barangay. We are told
different things by different offices.” A resident added, “If we
ask the barangay, they tell us to go to the city. If we ask the city,
they say MTIT will handle it.” Robb et al. [2022] highlighted
that overlapping mandates often result in accountability gaps.
In some cases, agencies issued conflicting instructions. One
CBT officer stated, “One office will say do this, but another
says do it differently. We don’t know who to follow.” Another
operator shared, “When there is an issue, we message whoever
we can, but sometimes no one replies because they say it’s not
their job.” This lack of clarity affects day-to-day operations. A
resident from the SLT community shared, “When tourists come
unexpectedly, we ask who will help us coordinate, but some-
times no one claims responsibility.” In Tampalan, a member re-
counted, “We had an activity, and we didn’t know who was in
charge of the logistics because three offices were involved. We
ended up fixing it ourselves.” fragmented coordination shifts
operational burdens to communities, reducing governance ef-
fectiveness. Unclear administrative roles undermine coordina-

tion and place additional pressure on CBT groups.

5.2.3 Uneven access to government programs and support
Stakeholders consistently reported uneven access to govern-
ment programs and assistance. Some communities received

support, while others experienced long delays without updates.
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An SLT member shared, “There are many programs, but not all
reach us. We wait, but sometimes we are not included.” A lead-
er added, “If the mayor doesn’t push for it, nothing happens.
We depend on whether higher offices prioritize us.” selective
program access weakens trust in governance systems. Some
communities reported submitting requirements repeatedly
without response. A resident from Lampinigan said, “We sub-
mitted requirements for a year already, but nothing has reached
us.” Another noted, “Sometimes we hear that other places
received equipment, but we are still waiting.” Respondents per-
ceived program distribution as selective and unclear. A tourism
operator stated, “When there are programs, only chosen groups
receive them. We do not understand how they choose.” A lead-
er from Marang-Marang shared, “We are always told to wait
for the next batch, but the next batch never comes.” Masefield
et al. [2021] argued that perceived inequity in program access
reduces stakeholder confidence and engagement. These experi-
ences highlight governance gaps in transparency and equitable
program delivery.

5.2.4 One-time, project-based assistance without continuity
Many respondents described receiving one-time assistance
without follow-through. A community leader stated, “They
give training once, but after that, no follow-up. We don’t know
if we are doing it right.” Another resident added, “They left
tools with us, but no one checked if we knew how to use them.”
Done et al. [2011] noted that short-term interventions without
continuity weaken capacity-building outcomes. In several
sites, this led to confusion and dependency. One CBT member
shared, “They told us to continue the project, but there was
no next step. We waited for guidance, but no one returned.”
An operator in Tampalan said, “The training was helpful, but
we needed more sessions to master it. Since they didn’t come
back, we just guessed.” Communities also expressed feelings
of abandonment. One resident remarked, “At first, they were
here almost every week. After they finished giving what they
needed to give, we didn’t see them anymore.” In one case,
promised materials were not delivered. A member explained,
“They trained us on weaving techniques, but the materials
promised after the training never arrived.” Hodge and Turner
[2016] emphasized that sustained engagement is essential for

effective program implementation.

5.2.5 Weak and uneven policy implementation

Respondents consistently reported inconsistencies in en-
forcing tourism-related rules. Although policies exist, their
application varies across sites. One resident explained, “There
are rules, but visitors still break them. Sometimes the baran-
gay helps, sometimes no one responds.” Another shared, “We
remind visitors, but without support from authorities, it is dif-
ficult.” In Marang-Marang, a leader noted, “We have house
rules, but if violators complain to the barangay, they sometimes
take the visitors’ side.” Hassan and Naheed [2025] argued that
uneven enforcement weakens regulatory credibility. Several
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communities reported unclear penalties. A tourism worker
in Lampinigan stated, “There is no uniform punishment for
breaking rules, so sometimes we just let things pass.” Environ-
mental regulations were also weakly enforced. One respondent
shared, “We tell tourists not to pick shells or damage the man-
groves, but without strict enforcement, they still do it.” Another
added, “We report violations, but sometimes no one comes to
inspect.”

5.2.6 Communication delay

Communication delays were reported across all destinations.
Stakeholders noted that instructions often arrive late, limiting
preparation time. A CBT operator shared, “We are informed
at the last minute. “We rush everything because we know very
late.” Another resident said, “Sometimes they message us at
night about an early morning event.” Sienkiewicz-Matyjurek
and Owczarek [2021] emphasized that timely communica-
tion is essential for coordinated governance. Although digital
platforms exist, they are inconsistently used. One member
explained, “We have group chats, but updates are not always
posted there.” A guide added, “Important information only
reaches us when it is urgent.” participants also described un-
clear communication channels. One leader shared, “We don’t
know where to confirm information. Different offices give
different details.” Another stated, “Sometimes instructions
change, but we are not informed.” These communication gaps
contribute to confusion and operational stress.

5.2.7 Limited representation and exclusion from decision-
making

Many respondents felt excluded from tourism planning and
decision-making. One community member remarked, “Plans
are made, but we only hear about them when they are final.”
Another shared, “We find out about new rules when they are
already implemented.” Exclusion undermines empowerment in
CBT. In several sites, consultations occurred primarily for doc-
umentation. An SLT member stated, “They call us for meetings
when they need signatures, but not when decisions are being
made.” Another added, “Sometimes we are invited, but our
suggestions are not followed. Some communities felt that insti-
tutional priorities overshadow local needs. A leader explained,
“They decide what project is good for us, even if we have dif-
ferent priorities.” Another resident said, “We want to be part
of discussions from the beginning, not only the end.” Prencipe
[2025] noted that limited representation weakens governance
legitimacy. These findings indicate that governance gaps in
participation and representation remain significant barriers to

effective CBT implementation in Basilan.

5.3 Objective 3

Examine stakeholders’ perspectives and lived experiences on
how sociocultural conditions and governance gaps influence
community participation, operational decision-making, and the

overall sustainability of community-based tourism initiatives

in Basilan

The lived experiences of CBT stakeholders in Basilan reveal
that community participation, operational decision-making,
and long-term sustainability are deeply intertwined with pre-
vailing sociocultural dynamics and structural governance gaps.
As the findings from Objectives 1 and 2 demonstrate, opera-
tional challenges do not exist in a vacuum but are continu-
ously shaped by institutional realities. Addressing Objective 3
requires analyzing how these daily realities interact with ad-
ministrative structures to either enable or constrain community

agency.

5.3.1 The impact of sociocultural norms on community par-
ticipation

Stakeholders experience a significant barrier to meaning-
ful participation rooted in internal sociocultural dynamics.
Culturally embedded norms surrounding authority and har-
mony frequently shape how community members behave in
decision-making spaces. For instance, respondents described
a noticeable hesitancy among members to voice opinions or
challenge collective decisions during meetings. This reluc-
tance often results in unresolved issues that resurface during
implementation, weakening the collective action required for
CBT. Furthermore, disagreements regarding task allocation
and responsibility-sharing frequently delay planned activities
and erode social cohesion. As Yin et al. [2023] reveals, cultural
norms shape expectations of authority and influence, directly
affecting the willingness and manner of engagement within

tourism processes.

5.3.2 Compounding effects of exclusionary governance on
participation

This internal passive participation is exacerbated by external
governance practices that exclude communities from core plan-
ning phases. Many respondents expressed feeling that institu-
tional priorities overshadow local needs, noting that they often
only hear about plans when they are already final. In several
sites, consultations occurred primarily for documentation pur-
poses, with community members invited merely to provide sig-
natures rather than to meaningfully influence decisions. When
governance arrangements marginalize community voices and
constrain participatory decision-making, it produces tokenistic
consultation rather than genuine power-sharing. Consequently,
community engagement becomes procedural rather than influ-
ential, severely limiting the ability of CBT groups to exercise
agency over tourism development outcomes. As Prencipe [2025]
noted, limited representation actively weakens governance le-

gitimacy.

5.3.3 Fragmented governance and its strain on operational
decision-making

At the operational level, decision-making is heavily burdened
by unclear administrative roles and fragmented inter-agency

coordination. Stakeholders described persistent confusion re-
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garding which agencies are responsible for specific tourism-
related concerns, often receiving conflicting instructions from
the barangay, the city, and regional ministries like MTIT. Robb
et al. [2022] highlighted that such overlapping mandates fre-
quently result in accountability gaps.

When institutional coordination breaks down, the opera-
tional and logistical burdens are shifted directly onto the com-
munities. This external confusion compounds existing internal
sociocultural challenges, such as disagreements regarding task
allocation and responsibility-sharing among community mem-
bers. As El Zein et al. [2019] emphasized, unclear internal roles
weaken coordination and shared accountability. Furthermore,
routine communication delays—where instructions or event
details arrive at the last minute—force community members to
rush preparations, introducing unnecessary operational stress
and limiting their ability to make proactive, well-planned deci-

sions.

5.3.4 Governance-mediated environmental sustainability
barriers

The lived experiences of stakeholders underscore that en-
vironmental sustainability barriers are largely governance-
mediated rather than a result of community indifference. Com-
munity members consistently emphasized their commitment
to environmental care, yet acknowledged that their efforts are
heavily constrained by limited equipment and manpower. This
aligns with Afef et al. [2025], who argued that environmental
pressures in CBT settings often reflect institutional and re-
source constraints rather than a lack of community commit-
ment.

These localized constraints are worsened by weak and
uneven policy implementation from governing bodies. Re-
spondents reported that while environmental rules exist (such
as prohibitions on picking shells or damaging mangroves),
enforcement is weak and there are no uniform punishments for
violators. Stakeholders find it difficult to manage non-com-
pliant visitors without the active backing of local authorities.
Furthermore, the absence of regular, on-site monitoring—with
agencies sometimes relying merely on photo documentation—
prevents governing bodies from accurately assessing environ-
mental damage and institutionalizing enforceable account-
ability. As Thao and Bakucz [2024] emphasized, predictable
monitoring is central to accountability and learning in tourism
governance.

5.3.5 The illusion of capacity-building and the erosion of

trust

The long-term viability of CBT in Basilan is heavily under-
mined by how government support is delivered to the com-
munities. Stakeholders frequently described experiencing
one-time, project-based assistance—such as receiving initial
training or equipment—without any subsequent guidance or
follow-through. This lack of sustained engagement creates con-

fusion, leaves communities guessing on next steps, and often
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fosters feelings of abandonment. As Done et al. [2011] noted,
short-term interventions without continuity actively weaken
capacity-building outcomes. When this dynamic is combined
with a perception that access to government programs is un-
even and selectively distributed, it severely reduces stakeholder
confidence and erodes trust in the broader governance system.
Consequently, these governance gaps reinforce community
dependency rather than building the adaptive capacity required
for sustainable tourism.

5.3.6 Vulnerability to political shifts and security percep-
tions

Long-term sustainability is further compromised by exter-
nal vulnerabilities, specifically shifting political priorities and
lingering security concerns. Stakeholders observed that when
local officials change, tourism priorities often shift with them,
which introduces uncertainty and disrupts ongoing planning
efforts. Handoyo and Anas [2024] argued that such policy in-
consistency directly undermines stakeholder confidence and
long-term engagement. Additionally, even though local safety
has improved, the historical perception of insecurity in Basilan
persists among potential visitors, constraining CBT growth and

compounding the economic pressures communities face.

5.4 Limitations of the study

While this study provides valuable insights into CBT gov-
ernance, it has certain limitations. First, the geographic scope
is restricted to four specific CBT sites within the socio-polit-
ically unique context of Basilan, limiting the generalizability
of the findings to destinations with different historical or ad-
ministrative conditions. Second, the research relies primarily
on qualitative, self-reported data from interviews and focus
groups, which may be subject to recall or subjective biases.
Finally, while survey data was collected, it was utilized strictly
for descriptive triangulation rather than inferential statistical
analysis. Acknowledging these boundaries, future research
could employ larger-scale quantitative methods across diverse
peripheral regions to further validate these findings.

6. Conclusion

This study examined how sociocultural dynamics, govern-
ance gaps, and environmental sustainability barriers collec-
tively shape the implementation and long-term viability of
community-based tourism (CBT) initiatives in Basilan from
the perspectives of key stakeholders. The findings demonstrate
that the challenges confronting CBT in the province are not
rooted in a lack of community willingness or cultural capacity,
but in structurally embedded governance weaknesses that con-
dition how participation, decision-making, and sustainability
are experienced in practice.

Sociocultural norms, internal community relations, and col-
lective values significantly influence participation patterns and
operational coordination. However, these dynamics become

constraining primarily when they intersect with unclear insti-
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tutional roles, fragmented coordination, and inconsistent policy
support. As a result, community engagement often remains
procedural and tokenistic rather than influential, limiting the
ability of CBT groups to exercise genuine agency over tourism
development outcomes.

The analysis further revealed that environmental sustainabil-
ity barriers—such as waste management constraints, climate
exposure, and limited conservation capacity—are governance-
mediated rather than community-driven. While stakeholders
consistently expressed commitment to environmental protec-
tion, the absence of sustained monitoring, technical assistance,
and enforcement mechanisms weakened implementation. En-
vironmental risks therefore persist not because of local neglect,
but due to gaps in institutional follow-through and accountabil-
ity. This confirms that sustainability challenges in CBT set-
tings require coherent governance systems capable of aligning
conservation objectives with operational realities.

Ultimately, governance gaps emerged as the central explana-
tory factor linking sociocultural dynamics and environmental
barriers to uneven CBT outcomes. Weak monitoring and evalu-
ation systems, overlapping administrative mandates, inconsist-
ent program access, and short-term project-based interventions
constrained the continuity and effectiveness of CBT initiatives.
Stakeholders experienced governance as episodic, selective,
and reactive, which eroded trust and reinforced dependency
rather than building adaptive capacity. These structural weak-
nesses leave community initiatives highly vulnerable to shift-
ing political priorities and historical security perceptions, fur-
ther disrupting long-term planning.

Foregrounding stakeholder experiences across multiple
CBT sites, this study affirms that CBT sustainability is not
determined solely by cultural assets or local motivation, but by
the quality of governance arrangements that translate policy
intentions into consistent support, clear roles, and inclusive
decision-making. In socio-politically complex and peripheral
contexts such as Basilan, governance coherence, institutional
presence, and procedural fairness are decisive conditions for
sustaining community-based tourism. To translate these find-
ings into actionable policy, several practical applications are
recommended. First, to resolve overlapping mandates and frag-
mented coordination, the provincial government and MTIT-
BARMM should establish a unified Basilan Inter-Agency CBT
Council. This council must operate with a publicly accessible,
legally binding matrix that delineates the exact responsibilities
and financial obligations of the barangay, municipal, and re-
gional offices. Second, to address the lack of consistent evalua-
tion, LGUs must replace event-driven, photo-based monitoring
with standardized digital logbooks and environmental score-
cards. These tools, managed jointly by local authorities and
CBT associations, would ensure real-time, transparent data col-
lection and enforceable environmental accountability. Finally,
to combat the dependency created by short-term interventions,
government agencies must shift from one-off training seminars
to a Phased CBT Mentorship Framework. Under this frame-

work, institutional support, including marketing assistance
and financial management training, would be legally sustained
until the community enterprise reaches predefined, measurable
milestones of operational and economic autonomy.

Future research should extend this analysis by examining
longitudinal governance interventions to assess how sustained
monitoring, clarified institutional roles, and coordinated inter-
agency frameworks influence CBT resilience over time. Com-
parative studies across other BARMM provinces or similarly
peripheral regions would help determine whether the govern-
ance patterns identified in Basilan reflect broader systemic
conditions or context-specific dynamics. Quantitative or
mixed-methods approaches may also be employed to measure
the relationship between governance consistency, stakeholder
trust, and sustainability outcomes. Additionally, future studies
should explore how security governance and crisis manage-
ment mechanisms interact with tourism planning and commu-
nity participation, particularly in destinations where historical
risk perceptions continue to shape tourism trajectories. Such
inquiries would deepen understanding of how adaptive, inclu-
sive, and accountable governance can transform CBT from a

policy ideal into a durable development practice.
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