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Abstract 

Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 17 highlights the importance that the partnership 

narrative plays in the implementation of SDGs. However, given the brevity of many 

development projects, these partnerships are often developed and concluded rapidly, with little 

attention given to longer-term implications or success. This paper argues that in order to create 

and develop partnerships that properly address the SDGs, it is imperative that a process 

perspective is developed that takes into account the range of stakeholders and interests, values, 

and the power relations between actors prior to and during the project together with a 

comprehensive understanding of what is success. This requires a full awareness of the project’s 

context and previous interventions, activities, and policies. In order to illustrate the necessity 

of longitudinal partnerships and perspectives, a case study, a community-based development 

project in New Delhi, India, is used. The goal of the project has been to ensure that the 

community is actively involved in the entire process, eventually becoming owners of the 

interventions so that, when the project and partnership eventually ends, the community 

continues to benefit. Examples from the project are used to emphasize the importance of long-

term planning and partnership driven by context-specificity, implementation processes and 

policy-awareness. 

Keywords: Sustainable Development Goals; India; Public-Private Partnership; community 

development; policy process; values; partnership flow model 

 

  



Introduction 

The UN’s 2015-2030 Sustainable Development Goals (hereafter SDGs) identify seventeen 

objectives addressing all stakeholders to strongly commit to key goals such as poverty 

reduction, climate action, and the reduction of inequalities (UN, 2020a). The current SDGs 

agenda is the result of nearly four decades of development policy initiatives together with 

extensive research and has already been applied at different scales and contexts around the 

world, including with respect to business (Cordova & Celone, 2019), design (Skene & 

Malcolm, 2019), and university education (Leal Filho et al., (2019), and has emerged as a new 

focal point for tourism’s potential contribution to sustainable development (Gössling & Hall, 

2019). In terms of supranational tourism policy institutions, the UNWTO has proactively 

promoted the SDGs as a means to simultaneously achieve economic growth, social wellbeing 

and equality, and environmental sustainability with the establishment of a platform showcasing 

several local initiatives and projects (UNWTO, 2020a, 2020b). From the perspective of the 

UNWTO (2017, p. 27), “tourism is a key sector for achieving the SDGs and can be a powerful 

vehicle to promote and reach the milestones of the ambitious agenda”. Emphasis has been put 

by the UNWTO on the need for extended processes and monitoring of tourism and their 

implications for current challenges such as biodiversity loss, climate change, resilience 

building, and resource efficiency (UNWTO, 2020c). 

One of the SDGs that is of particular relevance to tourism concerns the establishment of 

partnerships (SDG 17) (UN, 2020a; UNWTO, 2020a). For the UN, partnerships are essential 

for the successful implementation of the ambitious sustainable development agenda (UN, 

2020b). Concepts such as multi-stakeholder agency, collaborative planning, mobilization of 

resources, and knowledge sharing are regarded as essential to partnership building (Meuleman, 

2019; UN, 2020b) and reflect much of the academic discourse on participative decision-making 

and inclusiveness of government authorities, businesses, non-government organizations and 

the civic society (Healey, 2010; Ruiz Ballesteros, 2011; Liese & Beisheim, 2011). The 

empowerment of local communities and their engagement with economic actors through 

partnerships has been long researched in tourism (Bramwell & Meyer, 2007; Graci, 2013; 

Stronza, 2008; Siakwah et al., 2019; Zapata-Campos & Hall, 2012) with the capability of 

partnerships to effectively deliver sound sustainable tourism development outcomes being a 

significant research question (Church & Coles, 2007; Hall, 2003; Hultman & Hall, 2012; 

Mowforth & Munt, 2015). 

Planning and policy literature, including with respect to tourism, clearly emphasizes that 

effective partnership building can take significant amounts of resources and time, yet many 

governmental and NGO sustainable tourism initiatives tend to embrace a ‘sustainable’ growth 

approach that overemphasizes short-term goals with little room for longer-term sustainable 

development principles (Zapata et al., 2011; Zapata Campos 2014). One reason that has been 

posited for this situation is that the policy frames of government, based on election cycles (Hall, 

2008), and the activities of NGOs, often limited by funding sources (Zapata et al., 2011), lead 

to short time periods in which partnerships can be developed. As a result the policy “success” 

of many policy and NGO interventions often receive only partial evaluation, only a limited 

range of potential partners are included, and the contribution of partnerships for sustainability 

judged in isolation from the broader flow of policies and interventions that may contribute to 

sustainable tourism (Hall, 1999, 2008). Therefore, the aim of this study is to ascertain the 

factors behind long-term partnership building and development within the frames of heuristic 

sustainable tourism development, collaborative planning and the SDGs agenda. A case study 

approach is used to analyse the Nizamuddin Urban Renewal Initiative in New Delhi, India. The 



ultimate goal of the project has been to ensure that the community is actively involved in the 

entire process, eventually becoming owners of the interventions so that, when the project and 

partnership eventually ends, the community continues to benefit. In order to analyse the 

project’s longitudinal development and partnership building, this work analyses a ten-year 

period from 2008 to 2018. This study addresses the relevant literature and introduces an 

enhanced analytical framework to emphasize the importance of understanding long-term 

planning and partnerships driven by context-specificity, implementation processes, and policy-

awareness  

Literature: Partnerships, policy and sustainable development 

Partnerships are a major dimension of sustainable development discourse (Bäckstrand & 

Kylsäter, 2014; Beisheim & Liese, 2014; Glasbergen, Biermann, & Mol, 2007). The Bruntland 

Report stressed the need for a “matching level of commitment from the governmental and 

intergovernmental communities” (WCED, 1987, p. 268). Similarly, the UN Millennium 

Development Goals (MDGs) emphasized the importance of developing a global partnership 

for development that addressed the environmental, economic and social inequalities in less 

developed countries and small island destinations in particular (UN, 2016). This echoed the 

WMO-UNEP call for policy makers to ensure the participation of private and public 

stakeholders through partnerships in order to better address global sustainability issues (IPCC, 

2000). Interest in partnerships in tourism has, perhaps not surprisingly, mirrored the attention 

given to partnerships in the discourses of sustainable development (Bramwell & Lane, 1999; 

Siakwah et al., 2019), which have usually been framed with respect to public-private 

partnerships (Zapata & Hall, 2012). Partnerships can be defined as “regular, cross-sectoral 

interactions between parties based on at least some agreed rules or norms, intended to address 

a common issue or to achieve a specific policy goal or goals” (Bramwell & Lane, 1999, p. 179). 

Partnerships that support multi-stakeholder collaboration are regarded as extremely important 

for sustainable tourism policy design and implementation because of their role in providing 

access to knowledge and resources (e.g. Jamal & Jamrozy, 2006; Kaltenborn, Haaland & 

Sandell, 2001), beyond that normally available to national and local governments (Mihalič et 

al. 2016; Ruhanen, 2013).  

Partnerships in tourism policy and planning are one of several governance archetypes identified 

in the literature (Amore & Hall, 2016; Hall, 2011a). They are usually established to pursue 

area-based development projects (e.g. Amore, 2019) or to promote tourism growth in emerging 

destinations (e.g. Adu-Ampong, 2017). However, given the brevity of many development 

projects, these partnerships are often developed and concluded rapidly, with little attention 

given to their longer-term implications or even success. Caffyn (2000, p. 200) was among the 

first scholars to call for more research as to “why, when and how a partnership should finish 

and what happens to its role after it finishes?”. Surprisingly, despite the emphasis given to 

partnership in tourism since the 1990s (Bramwell & Lane, 1999), there has been relatively little 

research focusing on the evolution, demise and redefinition of tourism partnerships. To date, 

research has identified policy environment factors undermining effective tourism partnerships, 

including limited allocation of resources (Peroff et al., 2017), low level of collaboration among 

different stakeholders (Adu-Ampong, 2017), and top-down governance (Hall, 1999).  

The empirical evidence on partnerships can vary depending on the existing policy context 

(Bramwell & Lane, 1999). The study of Åberg and Svels (2017) on tourism partnerships in 

rural Finland, for example, suggests that stakeholders do not necessarily exclude top-down 

governance when it comes to sustainable tourism development. Similarly, the findings from 



rural tourism partnerships in Estonia indicate that partnership building towards sustainable 

tourism development “is closely related to the working mechanisms of regional tourism and 

larger institutional changes in rural life” (Pilving, Kull, Suškevics & Viira, 2019, p. 224). These 

works all agree that partnerships are an ongoing process embedded in given spatial and 

institutional boundaries that ultimately define the purpose and trajectory of such partnerships 

in the long run. Such an observation suggests that for the purpose of sustainable development, 

the achievement of ambitious long-term goals is not possible with sporadic and short-lived 

partnerships. 

Power dynamics and policy processes are two essential features in tourism development 

partnerships. In terms of power dynamics, there are overt and covert forms of coercion and 

influence that can enhance or inhibit the pursuit of a sustainable tourism development agenda 

(Hall, 2010). Evidence from Cyprus, for example, illustrates how lobbying from the private 

sector pressured the national government to pursue a pro-growth tourism development agenda 

rather than long-term policy action towards sustainable development (Farmaki et al., 2015). 

Scholars have recently raised concerns over the conceptualization of sustainable tourism 

development, for example, in relation to the UNWTO (Hall, 2019) or the hospitality sector 

(Guix, Bonilla-Priego & Font, 2018). Arguably, the unsustainability of tourism and the growth 

of the sector worldwide over the last decades has placed the sustainable tourism paradigm 

under scrutiny (Hall, 2011b). Hall (1999) was among the first scholars to criticize the 

corporatist thinking in mainstream tourism partnerships and call for an alternative paradigm 

that situates sustainability and the wider public good at the centre. He suggested that sustainable 

tourism policy and planning “require participation and interaction between the various levels 

…  to realise horizontal and vertical partnerships” (Hall, 1999, p. 277). 

Building from policy analysis in tourism and planning, Hall (2005, 2008) suggested that multi-

level governance is the way forward for the establishment of partnerships among local, 

national, and global stakeholders. The interplay between such stakeholders can enhance 

genuine sustainable tourism development strategies that put the needs and desires of the local 

community are at the centre of the policy debate (Ruiz Ballesteros, 2011). Such a perspective 

has been emphasized in the dedicated literature on World Heritage and tourism, which stresses 

the need for “a concerted effort, at all levels … to not only include the local stakeholders but 

also to actively listen without bias” (Adie, 2019b, p. 70-71). Similarly, from a resource 

management conservation perspective, partnerships can advocate for the protection of the 

natural and cultural environment in opposition to short-term economic profits from tourism 

(Heldt Cassel & Pashkevich, 2014). The conservation of sites aligns with the principle of 

environmental sustainability, with tourism representing a valued contributor to the overall 

preservation of natural and cultural attractions for future generations (Job, Becken & Lane, 

2017). Such a perspective is also important because it reinforces that sustainable tourism 

partnerships must ultimately be concerned with the provision of collective goods (Schäferhoff 

et al., 2009) rather than private, for sustainability goals, such as the SDGs, to be achieved. 

From a governance perspective, evidence suggests that sustainable tourism development 

strategies are effective when tourism is integrated within the broader planning process (Hall, 

2007, 2008; Job et al., 2017; Munro et al., 2019). Such an approach represents a turn in tourism 

planning practice “that meets local needs and trades successfully in a competitive marketplace” 

(Hall, 2008, p. 54). While networked and community-led modes of governance are broadly 

considered to promote sustainable tourism development (Beaumont & Dredge, 2010; Siakwah 

et al., 2019), there are space-specific constraints that may put economic considerations ahead 

of environmental instances (Erkuş-Oztürk & Eraydin, 2010). Moreover, there are context-



specific conditions, that may relate to jurisdiction, space or environment, where the role of the 

state can help facilitate sustainable tourism development (Adie, 2019b; Adu-Ampong, 2017). 

However, effective sustainable tourism development requires concerns over not just space, or 

tourism as a spatial fix (Valdivielso & Moranta, 2019), but with the critical role of time. 

Partnerships as a mode of governance can be extemporaneous and evolve over time. As Healey 

(1998, 2006) suggests, stakeholder engagement, resource allocation, and knowledge building 

are the result of years of processes and decisions that ultimately contribute to institutional 

capacity and innovation. Subsequently, a longitudinal approach to tourism policy and planning 

enables the addressing of different episodes of governance (Healey, 2004), including 

governance failures and redefinition of metagovernance archetypes (Amore & Hall, 2016), by 

asking questions of institutional settings, socio-technical conditions, and stakeholder relations 

before any intervention to establish or develop networks. From a SDGs perspective, it would 

therefore be essential to understand the antecedent conditions: the social and institutional 

aspects of destinations, including the values, interests and relations between actors, prior to the 

initiation of policy interventions which may otherwise fail, despite their seeming rationality 

over short-term horizons (Hall, 2019). 

The SDGs and tourism 

The SDGs only mention tourism three times (Hall, 2019), yet it is argued that tourism can 

positively contribute to the fulfilment of the UN’s ambitious agenda, particularly in less 

developed countries (Meuleman, 2019; UNWTO & UNDP, 2017). Both the SDGs and the 

MDGs “have become focal points for the study of tourism’s contribution to sustainable 

development and the sustainability of tourism overall” (Hall, 2019, p. 1045). However, 

evidence from the UNWTO and the WTTC and poverty alleviation policies in destinations in 

the Global South show how, both in the contexts of the MDGs and the SDGs, market-driven 

ideologies have been prioritizing growth and the private sector whilst downplaying the needs 

of the local community and conservation of natural and cultural resources (Hall, 2019; Saarinen 

& Rogerson, 2014). This is evident in the way Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) are often 

seen as “a favoured governmental strategy for tourism development” (Hall, 2019: 1051) for the 

achievement of the SDGs (UNWTO & UNDP, 2017). Organizations like the UNDP and the 

World Bank promote PPPs as an effective mechanism for the achievement of sustainable 

development in tourism (World Bank, 2016; UNDP, 2017). Notwithstanding the extensive 

literature on the limitations of PPPs in tourism (Hall, 1999; McEwan, Mawdsley, Banks & 

Scheyvens, 2017), these modes of market-driven governance are still legitimized in the current 

sustainable tourism policy climate (Bäckstrand & Kylsäter, 2014; Hall, 2019), particularly in 

the shift towards hyperneoliberalism in public policy and planning (Amore & Hall, 2017). 

Partnerships are one of the SDGs’ five key themes – the others being people, planet, prosperity 

and peace (UN, 2020a). SDG 17 stresses the importance of establishing partnerships for the 

implementation and achievement of sustainable development. There are nevertheless “broader 

debates surrounding the way tourism is used for development, and discussions on the value of 

pro-poor tourism and more inclusive forms of tourism” (Hall, 2019, p. 1051). In addition, 

tourism relevant stakeholders are often not familiar with the SDGs agenda (Dube, 2020) or 

even the range of different understandings of sustainable development. There are also likely to 

be institutional blockades and political misalignments, particularly in less developed countries 

(Siakawah et al., 2019). All of this is not to suggest that public-private partnerships are 

unimportant. On the contrary, the nature of the tourism system necessitates public-private 

engagement. Rather, the suggestion here is that in order to develop partnerships that are more 



likely to achieve the SDGs, then they need to be inclusive of different stakeholders so that the 

partnership process, its aims and its outcomes are regarded as legitimate. Yet to do so, may 

also require a shift from the ad-hoc and specific short-term interventions that often categorises 

sustainable tourism aid projects to something that is more long-term and linked to the priority 

needs of the communities that SDG initiatives are actually seeking to assist. 

Sound partnerships, then, should reflect the principles of collaborative, 

stakeholder/community-based tourism rather than the immediate needs of donors and industry, 

or the political needs of government (Zapata et al., 2011; Zapata Campos, 2014). As Siakawah 

et al. (2019, p. 6) state, “these inclusive partnerships depend on shared values, a shared vision, 

and shared goals that place people and the planet at the centre”. Partnership-driven policies that 

align with the SDGs view tourism as a means to achieve greater social and environmental goals, 

including environmental and social justice, poverty eradication, community empowerment, and 

ethical outcomes (Hall, 2019). As Siakawah et al. (2019, p. 8) otherwise remark, “promoting 

justice in tourism governance is critical in achieving some of the SDGs as policy-makers and 

practitioners can identify the winners/losers in the industry and empower them”. 

Drawing on the above literature and models of the governance and policy process (Hall, 2011a; 

Hall & Jenkins, 1995) an heuristic model designated a partnership flow model is proposed to 

illustrate the major factors influencing the outcomes of partnerships over time (Figure 1). As 

with policy flow models (e.g. Simmons et al., 1974), the partnership flow model is essentially 

an interaction schema, that has as its primary focus the relationship between certain elements 

and value choices in an interactive process of partnership which brings them together to 

produce decisions and outcomes. From a structuractionist standpoint, the range of institutions 

and interests that comprise the stakeholders in a partnership are clearly important, however 

institutional leadership and individuals are also significant for the directions that partnerships 

take. Stakeholders include not only government and the private sector but also NGOs, 

community organisations and members, and tourism specific stakeholders. Within the 

partnership environment, stakeholders have both formal/institutional and societal roles that 

bring a set of values into the relationships between partners and into the partnership at a more 

holistic level. These values also influence the governance measures that are adopted. 

Drawing on the influential insights on policy analysis (Simmons et al, 1974) and relevant 

literature in the field of tourism planning (Dredge & Jenkins, 2011; Hall, 2008), the concept of 

partnership flow refers to the evolution of an issue or focus within the partnership network and 

is much more fluid than a single linear progression of decision-making and relationship 

building. Partnership flow encompasses the total milieu of partnership formation in which the 

haphazard impact and coalescence of numerous factors (funding, time available for interaction, 

stakeholder relations, and decisions external to the partnership), participants, and interactions 

result in the dynamic ebb and flow of issues within a partnership network, and the eventual 

decisions and outcomes, which feedback to the partnership system. In addition, the role of place 

is regarded as important given that it is both the context within which partnership occurs, 

including the strength of partnership actors’ relationship to place and change, as well as being 

the destination for tourists. These issues will now be discussed in relation to partnership flow 

in a case study from Delhi, India. 

<INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE> 



Methodology 

This study deploys archive-based research of project documentation from the Nizamuddin 

Urban Renewal Initiative issued between 2008 and 2018. Access to the annual project reports 

were used to examine the dedicated initiatives for social and economic sustainable 

development in Humayun’s Tomb World Heritage Site and Hazrat Nizamuddin Basti. The use 

of archival documents is an established approach in qualitative methodology, particularly if 

adopting an historical approach (Ashmore, Craggs & Neate, 2012; DeLyser, 2014; Craggs, 

2016; Power, 2018). As Timothy (2012, p. 403) states, “archival research itself is not an 

analytical method but rather a set of approaches to understanding physical data and their 

meanings”. The choice of a non-intrusive qualitative research approach was threefold: first, it 

enabled for a longitudinal study to ascertain the long-term impacts and development of the 

partnership. Second it supported the idea that archival materials are expressions of policies and 

episodes of governance from the perspective of the stakeholders. Finally, individuals directly 

involved with the project would be unwilling to provide personal statements on confidential 

aspects behind the development of the partnership, meaning that “the best policy stories are 

often left untold” (Hall & Wilson 2011, 134). 

Heritage and tourism in Delhi, India – Humayun’s Tomb World Heritage Site and 

Hazrat Nizamuddin Basti 

The tourism industry plays a significant role in the Indian economy. In 2018, it accounted for 

9.2% of the total GDP and 8.1% of total employment (WTTC, 2019). International tourist 

numbers for that year saw a rise of 5.2% resulting in a total of 10.56 million foreign arrivals, 

with almost 30% of all arrivals processing through the international airport in Delhi (Ministry 

of Tourism, 2019). Culture and heritage are major components of the Incredible India brand, 

and heritage in particular is strongly emphasized in the presentation of Delhi as tourism 

destination. Given this stress on India’s cultural heritage, it is perhaps unsurprising that as of 

2020 India has the sixth most sites on the World Heritage List, totalling 38, of which 30 are 

strictly cultural. Humayun’s Tomb is one of these sites. Located in New Delhi, Humayun’s 

Tomb “stands in an extremely significant archaeological setting, centred at the Shrine of the 

14th century Sufi Saint, Hazrat Nizamuddin Auliya. Since it is considered auspicious to be 

buried near a saint’s grave, seven centuries of tomb building have led to the area becoming the 

densest ensemble of medieval Islamic buildings in India” (UNESCO, 2017). It was added to 

the World Heritage List in 1993, and the borders of the site were enlarged to include part of 

the Sundar Nursery area, which can be viewed as a direct result of the larger project that is the 

subject of this work (Archaeological Survey of India, 2016).   

The Sundar Nursery area is also home to garden tombs which were constructed during Mughal 

rule at around the same time as Humayun’s Tomb. This green space includes a nursery 

constructed during the British colonial period. Bordering the World Heritage site and buffer 

zone is Hazrat Nizamuddin Basti, which is “one of the city’s densest settlements where three- 

to four-storey modern buildings stand alongside medieval monuments” (Jodidio, 2011, p. 173). 

According to the National Institute of Urban Affairs (2015, p. 45), the neighbourhood is “one 

of Delhi’s oldest settlements with the shrine (Dargah) of the Sufi saint, Hazrat Nizamuddin 

Auliya, who lived [there] in the early 14th century, and after whom the settlement is named.” 

While the permanent community consists of around 20,000 individuals, the population swells 

throughout the year due to the area’s popularity as a pilgrimage destination. Prior to the 

commencement of the project undertaken by the Aga Khan Trust for Culture’s (AKTC), a part 

of the Aga Khan Development Network (AKDN), in 2007, the presence of these pilgrims 



placed considerable strain on the local infrastructure which was already of poor quality. While 

this visitor pressure was significant, the community, which was predominantly impoverished, 

was reliant on the income derived from these visitors (National Institute of Urban Affairs, 

2015). 

Based on a study done by the AKTC in 2008 (AKDN, 2009), slightly less than 60% of the local 

community in Hazrat Nizamuddin Basti were unemployed and approximately half of all 

households were supported by only one income. The income streams within households were 

predominantly derived from male workers, with only 9% of women indicating that they earned 

their own income (AKDN, 2009). Opportunities for improvement of livelihood were also 

extremely limited, particularly as there was almost no access to any form of vocational 

education (AKDN, 2015). Furthermore, as has been noted, “livelihood opportunities in the 

Basti were found to be limited in scope and capacity with incomes mostly seasonal and 

dependent on tourists and pilgrims. Skill deficits were another cause for unemployment in 

younger residents” (AKDN, 2010, p. 45). Given this deprivation and low probability of 

improvement, this community combined with the local religious and heritage assets provided 

an excellent environment in which to develop a people-centred, heritage-based development 

partnership. 

The Nizamuddin Urban Renewal Initiative: Findings 

The Nizamuddin Urban Renewal Initiative was the direct result of a previous project in the 

Humayun’s Tomb Complex (AKDN, 2016b). On the occasion of India’s celebration of 50 

years of independence in 1997, the AKTC, as a gift from his highness, Aga Khan IV, undertook 

restoration work on the gardens within the World Heritage site. This project was completed in 

2004, but the following two years involved a complex series of conversations between the 

AKTC and various future stakeholders, including the Archaeological Survey of India, the 

Central Public Works Department, the Mayor of Delhi, the local Municipal Councillor, local 

community leaders, and representatives of the Municipal Corporation of Delhi (Nizamuddin 

Urban Renewal Initiative, 2018). The discussions were held to address several issues within 

both Humayun’s Tomb Complex as well as the surrounding area. More specifically, 

many of the monuments within the World Heritage site and its setting were in a poor 

state of preservation. The open space comprising of Sundar Nursery and neighbourhood 

parks were in a state of neglect and the historic neighbourhood of Nizamuddin was 

counted amongst many of the ‘slums’ of Delhi that had outgrown available resources; 

its living culture and historic past struggling for space, sanitation and opportunity 

(AKTC, 2014, p. 2).  

In order to tackle these issues, a memorandum of understanding, drawing on previous 

conversations, was signed in 2007 by the initial involved parties:  the AKTC, the Aga Khan 

Foundation, the Archaeological Survey of India, the Central Public Works Department, and 

the Municipal Corporation of Delhi (National Institute of Urban Affairs, 2015). The focus of 

the proposed partnership arising from this memorandum was to be on Humayun’s Tomb and 

surrounding areas, Sundar Nursery and Hazrat Nizamuddin Basti. The initiative refers to itself 

as “a prototype for urban revitalization with a not-for-profit Public-Private Partnership model” 

which they define as “an enhanced level of partnership between the Public and Private Parties 

in their mutually shared objectives of carrying out a model project leading to conservation 

based development, improved quality of life for local communities and improved access to 

basic urban facilities” (Nizamuddin Urban Renewal Initiative, 2018).   



The project was purposefully designed to be holistic in that it includes not only heritage 

conservation and economic development but also community well-being, infrastructure 

enhancement and development, and community governance. Additional funding for the 

multiple projects run as part of the initiative has been provided by the Indian government (and 

in particular the Ministry of Tourism), the private sector, foreign embassies (Norway, USA, 

Germany), and both national and international charitable organizations (AKDN, 2017), 

illustrating the collaborative nature of funding within the broader project. In addition to funding 

partnerships and in order to successfully implement these various sub-projects, partnership 

development was also required to be inclusive, incorporating a variety of stakeholders, i.e. 

government agencies, local leaders, religious heads, men and women, young people, vendors, 

and commercial establishments (AKTC, 2014). This engagement across various stakeholder 

levels assisted in the implementation of change, and the consistent inclusion of and active 

participation by the local community has resulted in the development of many interventions 

which are now managed by these self-same community members (National Institute of Urban 

Affairs, 2015).  

As has been noted, the project itself was broad reaching in scope, and, while all of the 

undertaken sub-projects assisted in the overall success of the wider project system, there were 

two interventions which were both tied to tourism activities as well as external partnership 

development. Given the pre-existing importance of tourism, specifically in the form of 

pilgrimage, to the local community, the development of tourism-specific initiatives not only 

utilized pre-existing tourist structures but also provided other, non-pilgrim specific income 

opportunities through the utilization of both intangible and tangible local cultural heritage 

(AKTC, 2014). In order to harness the tourism potential of these assets and thus provide a 

localized alternative income stream, a youth tour guide initiative was created in 2008 to provide 

a training programme for youths in the community in order for them to benefit from the 

predicted growth in tourism at Humayun’s Tomb (AKDN, 2008). The initial group of 

participants was formed from the original youth volunteers who worked with the project to 

map heritage assets within their community (AKDN, 2012).  

The first stage of the tour guide sub-project focused on skill development, placing an emphasis 

on general communication and English language skills, which were provided with the 

assistance of the British Council (AKDN, 2009), with Urdu lessons added the following year 

(AKDN, 2010). Conversations were also held with the local community in order to encourage 

cooperation for the walks (AKDN, 2009, 2010). In 2010, the youth tour guides formed into a 

self-help group, Sair e Nizamuddin, which has a community-based and participant-run 

organizational structure (AKDN, 2010). While the original tour was restricted to the Basti 

(AKDN, 2010), it now also includes the World Heritage site (AKDN, 2015). Additionally, new 

members of the group are provided with similar training to that received by the first guide 

trainees (AKDN, 2015), which, as of 2018, are provided by senior members of the group 

(AKDN, 2018a). As of 2018, 30 individuals have been trained in the tour guide programme, 

and, since the beginning of the tours in 2010, almost 41,000 people have taken part in one of 

the guided walks (AKDN, 2018a). The group has also developed external partnerships with 

both private tourism organizations, India City Walks, and local hotels, all of which provide 

greater visibility and promotion for the heritage walks (AKDN, 2015).  

While the Sair e Nizamuddin group was designed to address youth unemployment, Insha-e-

Noor was developed to provide craft-based income opportunities for the women in the 

community (AKDN, 2009). It was originally formed as two distinct groups in 2008 and 2009 

respectively (AKDN, 2009), and, similarly to Sair e Nizamuddin, both Insha and Noor were 



organized as a self-help groups in 2010, following the initial guidance and training provided 

by the project. It is now a unified self-help group, which means that it is now run by the local 

group members, and it is in the process of registering itself as a company (AKDN, 2018a). 

Insha-e-Noor produce and market both fabric and paper-based products, more specifically 

“sanjhi (hand cut designs on paper), crochet, aari embroidery, garment construction and 

binding and packaging using paper” (AKDN, 2017, p. 136). The paper cutting technique, in 

particular, provides a direct link to the local built heritage as many of the patterns are derived 

from local architecture (AKDN, 2010). One of the main foci for this project was to allow for 

women to contribute to their household’s income while simultaneously “working from home 

as women’s mobility was an issue with the community” (AKDN, 2013, p. 150).  

As of 2018, over 450 women have received training from the group, and there are 100 active 

members (AKDN, 2018a). The success of the organization is notable, with annual revenue 

having more than tripled in the period from 2015 to 2018, with a total of Rs 4156000 ($57,900 

USD) in sales in 2018. Part of their market are visitors to the local area and neighbouring World 

Heritage site, where they have their own stand, which accounts for over a quarter of their annual 

revenue (AKDN, 2017). However, the majority of their sales are a result of their external 

exhibitions and partnerships. In particular, they have produced bulk orders for several 

businesses and organizations, including, but not limited to, Fab India and ICOMOS in 2017 

(AKDN, 2017) and the Taj Mahal Hotel and America India Foundation in 2018 (AKDN, 

2018a). Based on data from 2015, “family incomes have gone up for 250 families…in an 

average increase of INR 11,500 per month” as a direct result of this intervention (AKDN, 2015, 

p. 143). In 2018, the 100 active members received a total of around Rs. 1151000 ($16,047 

USD) distributed directly into their personal bank accounts (AKDN, 2018a). 

Discussion 

The Nizamuddin Urban Renewal Initiative provides an excellent example of what can be 

accomplished through long-term, well planned, and well-integrated PPPs. While, in essence, 

this project is based on the framework of a traditional PPP, the presence of the AKDN and 

AKTC resulted in the development of a series of partnerships which were specifically designed 

to ameliorate the lives of the local population through heritage-driven urban regeneration, or 

urban rehabilitation (Rashti, 2011). Moreover, the project was able to build on and expand 

relationships between stakeholders that had been established in a previous intervention thereby 

assisting in the development of a common set of interests over time. 

The project was strongly values focussed. The AKDN, as a development organization, is driven 

by a desire to better society overall (Institute of Ismaili Studies, 2000; Karim, 2014). The 

AKTC is more narrowly focused on “quality of life issues through social, economic, and 

cultural development primarily in Muslim societies” (Karim, 2014, p. 146). Within the context 

of the Historic Cities Programme, under which the initiative falls, the main goal becomes even 

more specific, notably “to create self-sustaining assets that improve the quality of life for the 

residents of historic quarters” (AKDN, 2016a). As was noted by Adie (2019a, p. 221), this 

initiative, and the work undertaken by the AKDN overall, is underpinned by an Islamic ethical 

framework which, in turn, resulted in “the inclusion of the input of multiple stakeholders and 

a justice-based approach to development.” The commonality of values provided a virtuous 

feedback loop with the commonality of interests over time and desired outcomes. Significantly, 

it is this notion of justice which is regarded as essential to the development of partnerships in 

order to achieve the SDGs (Hall, 2019; Siakawah et al., 2019).  



While it could be argued that other development-based tourism initiatives are also driven by 

these same principles, what is unique in this case is the length of the project, spanning more 

than a decade, as well as the depth of partnership development. As was observed, prior to the 

implementation of any aspect of the broader project, the AKTC spent two years engaging 

multiple stakeholder groups in order to fully understand the both the overall context as well as 

the needs of the local environment, heritage, and community. This emphasis on pre-project 

planning aligns with Hall’s (2019) call for better understanding when implementing SDG-

based initiatives as well as Adu-Ampong’s (2017) stress on the need for communication prior 

to any official partnership development. Furthermore, the incorporation of multiple 

stakeholders, particularly those from within the local community, reinforces the importance of 

the integration of the local population at all stages of the planning process (Hall, 1999, 2019; 

Saarinen & Rogerson, 2014), the engagement of more affluent stakeholders (Chok et al., 2007), 

and political support for the development planning process (Zhao & Ritchie, 2007). The 

continuous engagement and eventual sub-project ownership of the local community from the 

initiative’s inception highlights not only the benefits of the community as a partner (Truong et 

al., 2014) but also confirms the importance of community-led modes of governance for 

sustainable tourism development (Beaumont & Dredge, 2010; Siakawah et al., 2019).  

It needs to be noted that this project had substantial resources at its disposal through the AKDN 

which has an annual budget of approximately $950 million USD (AKDN, 2018b). According 

to Truong et al. (2016) and Chok et al. (2007), sufficient funding is essential in tourism 

initiatives whose goal is poverty alleviation. Funding is also noted as fundamental to the 

establishment of effective partnerships for tourism development (Peroff et al., 2017) study. 

Nevertheless, as demonstrated in many sustainable development initiatives, funding alone does 

not guarantee long term success. Without the long-term commitment of stakeholders towards 

projects and partnerships, projects will not become self-sustaining and survive the withdrawal 

of support from external parties (Zapata et al., 2011). In the case of the urban renewal initiative, 

it could be argued that the success of this partnership initiative is inherently due to its ultimate 

vision.  

The PPP developed by the Nizamuddin Urban Renewal Initiative was not inherently market-

driven or growth-oriented, which appears to be in contrast to some previous works (Bäckstrand 

& Kylsäter, 2014; Hall, 1999; McEwan et al., 2017; Zapata et al., 2011). Instead, as was 

mentioned, the emphasis was on the creation of a heritage system wherein the local community 

benefits from their local heritage assets, predominantly through the use of community-driven 

tourism initiatives. Tourism is an important part of both the Nizamuddin Urban Renewal 

Initiative as well as the AKTC in general, with his Highness the Aga Khan (2011, p. 9) 

highlighting that “one way that revitalized areas can become economically self-sustained is, of 

course, through the development of tourism.” However, tourism is only a means to an end. 

Tourism is not the focus, improvement of the local environment, community, and heritage 

assets is. By creating a PPP underpinned by a focus on people rather than only private and 

governmental sector relations, the Nizamuddin Urban Renewal Initiative has created a model 

project with a holistic focus that has resulted in benefits for approximately 90% of local 

residents (AKDN, 2016).  

Conclusion 

This work has illustrated the importance of long-term planning and partnership management 

in the implementation of sustainable tourism development projects through the development 

of the heuristic partnership flow model and the presentation of the Nizamuddin Basti Urban 



Renewal Initiative. Based on the findings, it becomes clear that successful interventions require 

both sufficient pre-partnership dialogue with all relevant stakeholders as well as continued, 

consistent engagement with these same stakeholder groups (Adu-Ampong, 2017; Hall, 2019). 

Furthermore, the initiative’s stress on tourism as a component, but not the focus, of a holistic, 

justice-based development strategy allowed for the development of successful and inclusive 

partnerships, in line with previous research (Adie, 2019a; Hall, 2019; Siakawah et al., 2019). 

The partnership environment and characteristics align with SDG 17 and the wider SDG agenda, 

with multiple stakeholders at different levels of governance mobilizing and sharing knowledge, 

expertise and resources (Meuleman, 2019). 

While the length and breadth of this initiative is impressive, it is acknowledged that this would 

be difficult to achieve without a similar level of financial investment. However, replicability in 

different contexts, either in whole or, more realistically, in part, is one of the sub-goals of the 

overall initiative (AKDN, 2018). Therefore, there has been a concerted effort to ensure that this 

project is accessible to and actively shared with those who wish to fully understand its 

implementation and, more specifically, the aspects related to partnership development. Future 

research into the eventual application of this partnership model in other contexts is thus 

warranted, including the application of different methods to different partnership groups over 

time. Furthermore, the ongoing evaluation of partnership outcomes is often regarded as an 

expense rather than something that is integral to good decision-making (Hall, 2008). 

It would be of interest to return to this project consistently over a set period of time in order to 

assess the continued success or eventual failure of either a partial segment of, or the entirety 

of, the project’s interventions. Indeed, a wider question that this case and the partnership flow 

approach raises is when is a project to be regarded as completed? As this case has highlighted, 

a set of arrangements between stakeholders at one point of time clearly has consequences for 

relationships and outcomes at subsequent points.  Nevertheless, such an observation 

undoubtedly has important implications for improvements in partnership arrangements to 

achieve SDGs in a tourism context. Partnerships do not start ‘cold’, they emerge out of sets of 

pre-existing relations that have implications for the interaction between partners within a 

network. The proponents of interventions need to allocate considerable time to both 

understanding antecedent relations and, where necessary, finding common ground and values 

between different interests. Further, such relations are not linear in nature but are inherently 

‘messy’, a factor which also has implications for the time allocated for project funding and 

evaluation and the development of suitable goals and outcomes. 

Finally, the present paper is developed on the basis of the in-depth evaluation of a single project 

and a survey of the partnership literature within sustainable tourism and sustainable 

development. This is clearly a major limitation. But what is remarkable in such a survey is the 

extraordinarily limited number of studies that have sought to develop an understanding of 

policy, planning and partnership processes over an extended period of time. Yet developing 

the capacity for increasing the likelihood of successful long-term outcomes surely requires the 

advancement of research strategies that also take a longer-term perspective in their approach. 

References 

Åberg, K.G., & Svels, K. (2018). Destination development in Ostrobothnia: Great expectations 

of less involvement. Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism, 18(1), 7-23. 



Adie, B.A. (2019a). Urban renewal, cultural tourism, and community development: Sharia 

principles in a non-Islamic state. In C.M. Hall & G. Prayag (Eds.). The Routledge 

Handbook of halal hospitality and Islamic tourism (pp. 157-168). Routledge. 

Adie, B.A. (2019b). World Heritage and tourism: Marketing and management. Routledge. 

Adu-Ampong, E. A. (2017). Divided we stand: institutional collaboration in tourism planning 

and development in the Central Region of Ghana. Current Issues in Tourism, 20(3), 

295-314.  

AKDN (2008). Humayun’s Tomb- Nizamuddin Basti- Sundar Nursery urban renewal initiative 

progress report. 

http://annualreport2015.nizamuddinrenewal.org/docs/Annual_Report_2008.pdf. 

AKDN (2009). Humayun’s Tomb- Nizamuddin Basti- Sundar Nursery urban renewal initiative 

annual progress report - 2009. 

http://annualreport2015.nizamuddinrenewal.org/docs/Annual_Report_2009.pdf.  

AKDN (2010). Humayun’s Tomb- Nizamuddin Basti- Sundar Nursery urban renewal initiative 

annual progress report 2010. 

http://annualreport2015.nizamuddinrenewal.org/docs/Annual_Report_2010.pdf. 

AKDN (2011). Humayun’s Tomb- Nizamuddin Basti- Sundar Nursery urban renewal initiative 

progress report 2011.  

http://annualreport2015.nizamuddinrenewal.org/docs/Annual_Report_2011.pdf.  

AKDN (2012). Humayun’s Tomb- Nizamuddin Basti- Sundar Nursery urban renewal initiative 

annual report 2012. 

http://annualreport2015.nizamuddinrenewal.org/docs/Annual_Report_2012.pdf.  

AKDN (2013). Humayun’s Tomb- Nizamuddin Basti- Sundar Nursery urban renewal Initiative 

annual report 2013. 

http://annualreport2015.nizamuddinrenewal.org/docs/Annual_Report_2013.pdf.  

AKDN (2014). Nizamuddin urban renewal initiative annual report – 2014. 

http://annualreport2015.nizamuddinrenewal.org/docs/Annual_Report_2014.pdf.  

AKDN (2015). Nizamuddin urban renewal initiative 2015 annual report. 

http://annualreport2015.nizamuddinrenewal.org/docs/Annual_Report_2015.pdf.  

AKDN (2016a). Improving lives through culture. http://www.akdn.org/publication/improving-

lives-through-culture. 

AKDN (2016b). India: Cultural Development – Overview. http://www.akdn.org/where-we-

work/south-asia/india/cultural-development/cultural-development-overview. 

AKDN (2017). Nizamuddin Urban Renewal Initiative: Annual report – 2017. 

http://annualreport2017.nizamuddinrenewal.org/categories.php.  

http://annualreport2015.nizamuddinrenewal.org/docs/Annual_Report_2008.pdf
http://annualreport2015.nizamuddinrenewal.org/docs/Annual_Report_2009.pdf
http://annualreport2015.nizamuddinrenewal.org/docs/Annual_Report_2010.pdf
http://annualreport2015.nizamuddinrenewal.org/docs/Annual_Report_2011.pdf
http://annualreport2015.nizamuddinrenewal.org/docs/Annual_Report_2012.pdf
http://annualreport2015.nizamuddinrenewal.org/docs/Annual_Report_2013.pdf
http://annualreport2015.nizamuddinrenewal.org/docs/Annual_Report_2014.pdf
http://annualreport2015.nizamuddinrenewal.org/docs/Annual_Report_2015.pdf
http://www.akdn.org/publication/improving-lives-through-culture
http://www.akdn.org/publication/improving-lives-through-culture
http://www.akdn.org/where-we-work/south-asia/india/cultural-development/cultural-development-overview
http://www.akdn.org/where-we-work/south-asia/india/cultural-development/cultural-development-overview
http://annualreport2017.nizamuddinrenewal.org/categories.php


AKDN (2018a). Nizamuddin Urban Renewal Initiative: Annual report – 2018. 

http://annualreport2016.nizamuddinrenewal.org/docs/Annual_Report_2018.pdf.  

AKDN (2018b). Organisation Information. https://www.akdn.org/about-us/organisation-

information. 

AKTC (2014). Humayun’s Tomb – Sundar Nursery – Hazrat Nizamuddin Basti urban renewal 

initiative: Culture as a tool for urban development. 

http://www.akdn.org/publication/humanyuns-tomb-culture-tool-urban-development. 

Amore, A. (2019). Tourism and urban regeneration: Processes compressed in time and space. 

Routledge. 

Amore, A., & Hall, C.M. (2016). From governance to meta-governance in tourism? Re-

incorporating politics, interests and values in the analysis of tourism governance. 

Tourism Recreation Research, 41(2), 109-122. 

Amore, A., & Hall, C.M. (2017). National and urban public policy agenda in tourism. Towards 

the emergence of a hyperneoliberal script? International Journal of Tourism Policy, 

7(1), 4-22. 

Archaeological Survey of India (2016) Minor boundary modification Humayun’s Tomb World 

Heritage Site. [online] Available at: http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/232/documents/ 

(accessed on 19 February 2020). 

Ashmore, P., Craggs, R., & Neate, H. (2012). Working-with: talking and sorting in personal 

archives. Journal of Historical Geography, 38(1), 81-89. 

Bäckstrand, K., & Kylsäter, M. (2014). Old wine in new bottles? The legitimation and 

delegitimation of UN public–private partnerships for sustainable development from the 

Johannesburg Summit to the Rio+ 20 Summit. Globalizations, 11(3), 331-347. 

Beaumont, N., & Dredge, D. (2010). Local tourism governance: A comparison of three network 

approaches. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 18(1), 7-28. 

Beisheim, M. & Liese, A. (Eds.). (2014). Transnational partnerships: Effectively providing for 

sustainable development? Palgrave Macmillan 

Bramwell, B., & Lane, B. (1999). Editorial. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 7(3-4), 179-181. 

Bramwell, B., & Meyer, D. (2007). Power and tourism policy relations in transition. Annals of 

Tourism Research, 34(3), 766-788. 

Caffyn, A. (2000). Is there a tourism partnership cycle? In B. Bramwell & B. Lane (Eds.), 

Tourism Collaboration and Partnerships: Politics, Practice, and Sustainability (pp. 

200-229). Channel View Publications. 

Chok, S., Macbeth, J., & Warren, C. (2007). Tourism as a tool for poverty alleviation: A critical 

analysis of “pro-poor tourism” and implications for sustainability. Current Issues in 

Tourism, 10 (2&3), 144-165.  

http://annualreport2016.nizamuddinrenewal.org/docs/Annual_Report_2018.pdf
https://www.akdn.org/about-us/organisation-information
https://www.akdn.org/about-us/organisation-information
http://www.akdn.org/publication/humanyuns-tomb-culture-tool-urban-development
http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/232/documents/


Church, A., & Coles, T. (Eds.). (2007). Tourism, power and space. Routledge. 

Cordova, M. F., & Celone, A. (2019). SDGs and innovation in the business context literature 

review. Sustainability, 11(24), 7043. 

Craggs, R. (2016). Historical and archival research. In N. Clifford, M. Cope, T. Gillespie, S. 

French (Eds.), Key methods in geography (pp. 111-128). Sage. 

DeLyser, D. (2014). Towards a participatory historical geography: archival interventions, 

volunteer service, and public outreach in research on early women pilots. Journal of 

Historical Geography, 46, 93-98. 

Dredge, D., & Jenkins, J. M. (2011). New spaces of tourism planning and policy. In D. Dredge 

& J. M. Jenkins (Eds.). Stories of practice: Tourism policy and planning (pp. 1-11). 

Ashgate. 

Dube, K. (2020). Tourism and Sustainable Development Goals in the African context. 

International Journal of Economics and Finance Studies, 12(1), 88-102. 

Erkuş-Oztürk, H., & Eraydin, A. (2010). Environmental governance for sustainable tourism 

development: Collaborative networks and organisation building in the Antalya tourism 

region. Tourism Management, 31, 113–124. 

Farmaki, A., Altinay, L., Botterill, D., & Hilke, S. (2015). Politics and sustainable tourism: The 

case of Cyprus. Tourism Management, 47, 178-190. 

Glasbergen, P., Biermann, F., & Mol, A. P. (Eds.). (2007). Partnerships, governance and 

sustainable development: Reflections on theory and practice. Edward Elgar. 

Graci, S. (2013). Collaboration and partnership development for sustainable tourism. Tourism 

Geographies, 15(1), 25-42. 

Gössling, S., & Hall, C. M. (2019). Sharing versus collaborative economy: how to align ICT 

developments and the SDGs in tourism?. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 27(1), 74-

96. 

Guix, M., Bonilla-Priego, M.J. & Font, X (2018). The process of sustainability reporting in 

international hotel groups: an analysis of stakeholder inclusiveness, materiality and 

responsiveness. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 26(7), 1063-1084. 

Hall, C.M. (1999). Rethinking collaboration and partnership: A public policy perspective. 

Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 7(3-4), 274-289. 

Hall, C.M. (2003). Politics and place: An analysis of power in tourism communities. In S. 

Singh, D.J. Timothy & R. Dowling (Eds.). Tourism in destination communities (pp. 99-

114). CABI 

Hall, C.M. (2005). Tourism: Rethinking the social science of mobility. Prentice Hall. 



Hall, C.M. (2007). Tourism, governance and the (mis-)location of power. In T. Coles & A. 

Church (Eds.). Tourism, power and space (pp. 247-268). Routledge. 

Hall, C.M. (2008). Tourism planning: Policies, processes and relationships (2nd Ed.). Prentice 

Hall. 

Hall, C.M. (2010). Power in tourism: Tourism in power. In D. Macleod & J. Carrier (Eds.), 

Tourism, power and culture: Anthropological insights (pp. 199-213). Channel View 

Publications. 

Hall, C.M. (2011a). A typology of governance and its implications for tourism policy analysis. 

Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 19(4-5), 437-457. 

Hall, C.M. (2011b). Policy learning and policy failure in sustainable tourism governance: From 

first- and second-order to third-order change? Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 19(4-5), 

649-671. 

Hall, C.M. (2019). Constructing sustainable tourism development: The 2030 agenda and the 

managerial ecology of sustainable tourism. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 27(7), 

1044-1060. 

Hall, C.M., & Jenkins, J. M. (1995). Tourism and Public Policy. Routledge. 

Healey, P. (1996). The communicative turn in planning theory and its implications for spatial 

strategy formations. Environment and Planning B: Planning and Design, 23(2), 217-

234. 

Healey, P. (1998). Building institutional capacity through collaborative approaches to urban 

planning. Environment and Planning A, 30(9), 1531-1546. 

Healey, P. (2004). The treatment of space and place in the new strategic spatial planning in 

Europe. International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 28(1), 45-67. 

Healey, P. (2006). Collaborative planning: Shaping places in fragmented societies (2nd Ed.). 

Palgrave Macmillan. 

Healey, P. (2010). Making better places: The planning project in the twenty-first century. 

Palgrave Macmillan. 

Heldt Cassel, S. & Pashkevich, A. (2014). World Heritage and tourism innovation: Institutional 

frameworks and local adaptation. European Planning Studies, 22(8), 1625-1640.  

His Highness the Aga Khan (2011) ‘Protecting the past, inspiring the future’. In P. Jodidio 

(Ed). Strategies for urban regeneration: The Aga Khan Historic Cities Programme (pp. 

7-21). Prestel. 

Hultman, J., & Hall, C. M. (2012). Tourism place-making: Governance of locality in Sweden. 

Annals of Tourism Research, 39(2), 547-570. 



IPCC (2000), Methodological and Technological Issues in Technology Transfer: Summary for 

Policymakers. [online] Available at https://archive.ipcc.ch/pdf/special-

reports/spm/srtt-en.pdf (accessed on 4 February 2020). 

Jamal, T., & Jamrozy, U. (2006). Collaborative networks and partnerships for integrated 

destination management. In D. Buhalis & C. Costa (Eds.), Tourism management 

dynamics. Trends, management and tools (pp. 164-172). Butterworth-Heinemann. 

Job, H., Becken, S., & Lane, B. (2017). Protected Areas in a neoliberal world and the role of 

tourism in supporting conservation and sustainable development: An assessment of 

strategic planning, zoning, impact monitoring, and tourism management at natural 

World Heritage Sites. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 25(12), 1697-1718. 

Jodidio, P. (2011). Delhi area programme. In P. Jodidio (Ed.), Strategies for urban 

regeneration: The Aga Khan Historic Cities Programme (pp. 168-189). Prestel. 

Kaltenborn, B.P., Haaland, H., & Sandell, K. (2001). The public right of access–some 

challenges to sustainable tourism development in Scandinavia. Journal of Sustainable 

Tourism, 9(5), 417-433. 

Leal Filho, W., Shiel, C., Paço, A., Mifsud, M., Ávila, L. V., Brandli, L. L., Molthan-Hill, 

Pace, P., Azeiteiro, U. M., Ruiz Vargasa, V., & Caeiro, S. (2019). Sustainable 

Development Goals and sustainability teaching at universities: Falling behind or getting 

ahead of the pack?. Journal of Cleaner Production, 232, 285-294. 

Liese, A. and Beisheim, M. (2011). Transnational public-private partnerships and the provision 

of collective goods in developing countries. In T. Risse. (Ed.). Governance without a 

state? Policies and politics in areas of limited statehood (pp. 115-143). Columbia 

University Press. 

McEwan, C., Mawdsley, E., Banks, G., & Scheyvens, R. (2017). Enrolling the private sector 

in community development: Magic bullet or sleight of hand? Development and Change, 

48(1), 28-53. 

Meuleman, L. (2019). Metagovernance for sustainability: A framework for implementing the 

Sustainable Development Goals. Routledge. 

Mihalič, T., Šegota, T., Knežević Cvelbar, L., & Kuščer, K. (2016). The influence of the 

political environment and destination governance on sustainable tourism development: 

A study of Bled, Slovenia. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 24(11), 1489-1505. 

Ministry of Tourism, Government of India (2019). India: Tourism statistics at a glance – 2019. 

Government of India. 

Munro, J., Kobryn, H., Palmer, D., Bayley, S., & Moore, S. A. (2019). Charting the coast: 

Spatial planning for tourism using public participation GIS. Current Issues in 

Tourism, 22(4), 486-504. 

Mowforth, M., & Munt, I. (2016). Tourism and sustainability: New tourism in the Third World. 

Routledge. 

https://archive.ipcc.ch/pdf/special-reports/spm/srtt-en.pdf
https://archive.ipcc.ch/pdf/special-reports/spm/srtt-en.pdf


National Institute of Urban Affairs (2015). Urban heritage in Indian cities. National Institute 

of Urban Affairs. 

Nizamuddin Urban Renewal Initiative (2018). Nizamuddin Urban Renewal Initiative: A Non-

profit people public – private partnership. 

http://www.nizamuddinrenewal.org/partners/.  

Peroff, D.M., Deason, G.G., Seekamp, E., & Iyengar, J. (2017). Integrating frameworks for 

evaluating tourism partnerships: An exploration of success within the life cycle of a 

collaborative ecotourism development effort. Journal of Outdoor Recreation and 

Tourism, 17, 100-111. 

Pilving, T., Kull, T., Suškevics, M., & Viira, A. H. (2019). The tourism partnership life cycle 

in Estonia: Striving towards sustainable multisectoral rural tourism collaboration. 

Tourism Management Perspectives, 31, 219-230. 

Power, S. (2018). Findings from the treasure chest: conducting archival research in tourism 

and hospitality. In R. Nunkoo (Ed.), Handbook of research methods for tourism and 

hospitality management (pp. 231-241). Edward Elgar. 

Rashti, C. (2011). Urban regeneration. In P. Jodidio (Ed.), Strategies for Urban Regeneration: 

The Aga Khan Historic Cities Programme (pp. 25-31). Prestel. 

Ruhanen, L. (2013). Local government: Facilitator or inhibitor of sustainable tourism 

development? Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 21(1), 80-98. 

Ruiz-Ballesteros, E. (2011). Social-ecological resilience and community-based tourism: An 

approach from Agua Blanca, Ecuador. Tourism Management, 32(3), 655-666. 

Saarinen, J., & Rogerson, C.M. (2014). Tourism and the millennium development goals: 

Perspectives beyond 2015. Tourism Geographies, 16(1), 23-30. 

Schäferhoff, M., Campe, S., & Kaan, C. (2009). Transnational public-private partnerships in 

international relations: Making sense of concepts, research frameworks, and results. 

International Studies Review, 11(3), 451-474. 

Siakwah, P., Musavengane, R., & Leonard, L. (2019). Tourism governance and attainment of 

the sustainable development goals in Africa. Tourism Planning & Development. DOI: 

10.1080/21568316.2019.1600160. 

Simmons, R. H., Davis, B. W., Chapman, R. J. K., & Sager, D. D. (1974). Policy flow analysis: 

a conceptual model for comparative public policy research. Political Research 

Quarterly, 27, 457-468. 

Skene, K. R., & Malcolm, J. (2019). Using the SDGs to nurture connectivity and promote 

change. The Design Journal, 22(sup1), 1629-1646. 

Stronza, A. (2008). Partnerships for tourism development. In G. Moscardo (Ed.), Building 

community capacity for tourism development [pp. 101-115]. CABI. 

http://www.nizamuddinrenewal.org/partners/


Timothy, D.J. (2012). Archival research. In L. Dwyer, A. Gill & N. Seetaram (Eds.), Handbook 

of Research Methods in Tourism Quantitative and Qualitative Approaches (pp. 403-

416). Edward Elgar. 

Truong, V. D., Hall, C. M., & Garry, T. (2014) Tourism and poverty alleviation: Perceptions 

and experiences of poor people in Sapa, Vietnam. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 22 

(7), 1071-1089. 

Truong, V. D., Slabbert, E., & Nguyen, V. M. (2016) Poverty in tourist paradise? A review of 

pro-poor tourism in South and South-East Asia. In C. M. Hall & S. J. Page (Eds.), The 

Routledge handbook of tourism in Asia (pp. 101-117). Routledge.  

UN (2016). MDG 8: Develop a global partnership for development [online] Available at 

https://www.mdgmonitor.org/mdg-8-develop-a-global-partnership-for-development/ 

(accessed on 6 February 2020). 

UN (2020a). Sustainable development goals. 

https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/?menu=1300  

UN (2020b). Sustainable Development Goal 17: Strengthen the means of implementation and 

revitalize the global partnership for sustainable development. 

https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdg17. 

UNDP (2017). Tourism Concessions in Protected Natural Areas Guidelines for Managers. 

New York, NY: UNDP. 

UNESCO (2017). Humayun’s Tomb, Delhi. http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/232/. 

UNWTO (2017). Tourism for sustainable development in Least Developed Countries: 

Leveraging resources for sustainable tourism with the enhanced integrated framework. 

UWNTO. 

UNWTO (2020a). Join us on the 2030 Journey: Tourism 4 SDGs 

[https://www.unwto.org/tourism4sdgs  

UNWTO (2020b). Tourism 4 SDGs, https://tourism4sdgs.org  

UNWTO (2020c). Sustainable Development, https://www.unwto.org/sustainable-development  

UNTWO & UNDP (2017). Tourism and the Sustainable Development Goals – Journey to 

2030. Madrid: UNWTO. 

Valdivielso, J., & Moranta, J. (2019). The social construction of the tourism degrowth 

discourse in the Balearic Islands. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 27(12), 1876-1892. 

WCED (1987). Our Common Future [online] Available at 

https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/5987our-common-

future.pdf (accessed on 5 February 2020). 

https://www.mdgmonitor.org/mdg-8-develop-a-global-partnership-for-development/
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/?menu=1300
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdg17
http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/232/
https://www.unwto.org/tourism4sdgs
https://tourism4sdgs.org/
https://www.unwto.org/sustainable-development
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/5987our-common-future.pdf
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/5987our-common-future.pdf


World Bank (2016). An Introduction to Tourism Concessioning: 14 Characteristics of 

Successful Programs. Washington, DC: World Bank 

WTTC (2019). India 2019 Annual Research: Key Highlights [online]. Available at: 

https://www.wttc.org/-/media/files/reports/economic-impact-research/countries-

2019/india2019.pdf (accessed on 19 February 2020).  

Zapata, M. J., & Hall, C. M. (2012). Public–private collaboration in the tourism sector: 

Balancing and effectiveness in local tourism partnerships. The Spanish case. Journal of 

Policy Research in Tourism, Leisure and Events, 4(1), 61-83. 

Zapata, M. J., Hall, C. M., Lindo, P., & Vanderschaeghe, M. (2011). Can community-based 

tourism contribute to development and poverty alleviation? Lessons from Nicaragua. 

Current Issues in Tourism, 14(8), 725-749. 

Zapata Campos, M. J. (2014). Partnerships, tourism, and community impacts. In A. Lew, C. 

M. Hall & A. M. Williams (Eds.), The Wiley Blackwell companion to tourism (pp. 567-

577). Wiley. 

Zhao, W., & Ritchie, J. R. B. (2007). Tourism and poverty alleviation: An integrative research 

framework. Current Issues in Tourism, 10(2&3), 119-143. 

https://www.wttc.org/-/media/files/reports/economic-impact-research/countries-2019/india2019.pdf
https://www.wttc.org/-/media/files/reports/economic-impact-research/countries-2019/india2019.pdf

