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1 Introduction 

Tourism is increasingly used as a development tool for rural or otherwise marginal areas. However, 

this is often done without taking into account the actual capacities in these areas for tourism 

development, or the local context and the appropriateness of tourism in it. Community-based 

tourism (CBT) is increasingly considered as a more sustainable alternative, as it emphasizes the 

active involvement of the local community and their control of the tourism development. However, 

community-based tourism initiatives have often failed in delivering their goals of empowering 

communities and spreading the benefits of tourism to the wider community and despite its 

popularity the concept has faced a lot of criticism. For example, many community-based initiatives 

have been accused of a treating communities as homogenous units and thus ignoring their internal 

power structures (Timothy 2002). Another point of criticism has been the functional approach on 

community involvement. In other words this means that the empowerment of the local community 

as a goal of community-based tourism development is often ignored and of interest is only the 

longevity of the tourism industry itself (Blackstock 2005).  

Meanwhile, in a wider community development discussion the so called asset-based 

approaches have been gaining popularity and it has also been argued that an asset-based community 

development approach (ABCD) could, when applied to a CBT context, fill some of its gaps. 

Community ownership is argued to be important here, as the resulting social capital promotes 

agency and community power (Dolezal & Burns 2014). This resonates well with the basic idea of 

CBT, as it highlights the role of the local community as owners and/or managers in tourism 

projects. What is essential to the ABCD approach is that even the marginal groups, e.g. youth and 

elderly members of the community and their skills are recognized, and in the case of tourism, as 

Dolezal and Burns (2014) have suggested, the participation of all community members to different 

extent enables them to become empowered. The recognition of the heterogeneous nature of 

communities entails, according to Dolezal and Burns, potential in improving the concept of CBT as 

one of the main criticisms pointed to the CBT has been the false assumption of a community as a 

homogeneous unit.  

The purpose of my thesis is to evaluate the potential of the ABCD approach in the CBT 

context. This is done by examining a specific community-based hiking tourism initiative and 

identifying possible ways that the ABCD could contribute to it. In addition, an asset-mapping 

survey focusing on tourism assets (natural and cultural capital) is conducted as a practical 
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application of the approach, and also based on this the applicability of the approach is evaluated. 

The thesis is one of the first empirical case studies of applying the ABCD to tourism context, which 

has previously been done on a theoretical level by Dolezal & Burns (2014) and so far, to the 

author’s knowledge, only a few times on an empirical level (Bennett et al. 2012, Wu & Pearce 

2014). 

The study was conducted in the West Bank in the Palestinian territories, in a small town of 

Beni Na’im. The town is involved in a community-based hiking tourism initiative, Masar Ibrahim 

al-Khalil (eng. Abraham Path), which is an established hiking trail connecting rural communities in 

the West Bank and elsewhere in the Middle East, aiming at spreading the benefits of tourism 

outside the traditional hubs, such as Betlehem in the West Bank. Hereafter in the text the trail itself 

will be referred to as either Masar, or simply path. 

As for the structure of the thesis, I will first provide a literature review focusing on the main 

concepts: community-based tourism and the asset-based community development approach. I will 

then present the specific research questions that I am attempting to answer in the thesis and then 

describe the context of my study by explaining the current, extremely challenging state of tourism 

in the Palestinian territories, as well as introducing the location of the case study and the Masar. 

After this I will describe the methodology of thesis and then move on to the findings. I will then 

discuss these findings in the light of the literature and finally provide the conclusions I have made 

and suggest recommendations for future research.   

 

2 Theoretical framework 

 

2.1 Tourism and community development 

Tourism is inherently a geographic phenomenon. At the same time, it is the specific places and 

communities that form the core of a tourism experience (Richards & Hall 2000, Williams & Lew 

2015), and as Tosun (2000: 616) phrases it, “it is communities that tourism happens”. As specific 

places and spaces and their development are of major interest for geographers in general, it is the 

perspective of tourism geography that provides a good setting for studying community-based 

tourism.  

In terms of its topic and perspective, my thesis can be located in the intersection of tourism 

and development studies. As has been acknowledged by Telfer (2002), despite the similar evolution 



 3 

of development theory and tourism, with similar shifts in focuses during the last century, the 

interaction between the two disciplines has traditionally been scarce. However, more recently the 

role of tourism as a tool for development has been identified as integral (Dolezal and Burns 2014).  

Telfer (2000) has traced the ways in which the paradigmatic shift in development studies has 

also informed tourism research. A growing role of community development as a topic of interest 

has recently been common to both, development theory and tourism research (Telfer 2000). In 

tourism this has meant a shift from endorsing mass tourism to   more alternative forms of tourism, 

such community-based tourism. Typical features for these emerging forms of tourism have been 

small scale, local ownership, community involvement and sustainability (Brohman 1996). On the 

contrary to mass tourism, community-based tourism (or CBT) is considered by many to be a 

sustainable form of tourism, seeking to empower communities on a grassroots level (Timothy 

2002). In tourism research studies on community-based tourism and community development 

increased in the end of the last century. Many consider a study Murphy (1985, cit. Salazar 2012) as 

a pioneer regarding the topic as he called for the integration of the local community and their 

visions in tourism development.  

As local community involvement has arisen within tourism, in wider development literature, 

as well as community development discussion and participatory planning philosophies the focus has 

shifted towards bottom-up models for development and local participation (Ife 1996). One example 

of such trend is the growing popularity of an asset-based community development approach, which 

places the locals at the centre of community development. Essentially the ABCD is an approach to 

community development which, instead of focusing on the needs and lacks of the community, is 

more concerned with the existing assets in the community and building community development on 

what the community already has, not what it is lacking. 

The term “community” can be defined in multiple ways and not just spatially/geographically 

(Richards & Hall 2000) as most often is the case. Communities can be based on e.g. interests 

(Haines 2009) or be understood as a network of relationships (Salazar 2012). Despite the multiple 

definitions, Lash and Urry (1994) have argued that community as a place-based concept has re-

emerged, despite the “end of geography” thinking, which refers to the idea that due to diminishing 

travel times and distances the geography has lost its significance. However, the problematic nature 

of the community concept has been noted in the literature. For example Amit and Rapport (2002) 

accuse the concept of being “slippery” due to its vagueness and variation in definitions. Also 

Richards and Hall (2000) point out issues such as the changing nature of the community as well as 

in the case of tourism specifically, to whom in the community are the benefits accrued. Despite the 



 4 

issues, it is the community level that is most commonly the scale in studies on tourism. In this thesis 

as well the community is understood essentially as a geographic concept. 

The two concepts introduced briefly here, community-based tourism and the asset-based 

community development approach are the key concepts of my thesis, in which an attempt is made 

to connect them. Both will now be explained in more detail in of 2.2. and 2.3.  

 

2.2 Community-based tourism 

In this chapter I will introduce the niche of community-based tourism in more detail. I will first 

discuss the different definitions that have been used to describe it and name some specific themes I 

intend to especially pay attention in the study. Related to this, I will then discuss participation in 

more detail and finally discuss the criticism that has been addressed towards CBT. 

2.2.1 Definition 

Community-based tourism has been considered as a good approach to tourism planning as the 

problem with other approaches, namely mass tourism, has been bringing development resulting 

from tourism to the whole community, particularly to the poor and disadvantaged segments of the 

community (Burns 2004). It is also considered as a more sustainable form of tourism as opposed to 

mass tourism, as it is seen as allowing the destination communities to avoid the hegemony and 

control of external forces such as tour operators and wealthy elite groups of the society (Timothy 

2002). According to Fitton (1996: 173), community-based tourism is then developed in accordance 

with the “needs and aspirations of host communities in a way that is acceptable to them, sustains 

their economies, rather than the economies of other, and is not detrimental to their culture, 

traditions or, indeed, their day-to-day convenience”. In addition, in CBT the role of the tourist is 

seen very differently compared to the conventional mass-tourism. Whereas traditionally the tourists’ 

needs have been in focus, in community-based tourism tourists are seen merely an equal part of the 

tourism system, and not at the center of it (Wearing & McDonald 2002). 

However, despite its clearly noble idea, the term has become a type of a catch phrase and is 

often used, even in academic literature without a clear definition of what it signifies when a specific 

tourism activity or initiative is claimed to be “community-based”. For example in Thailand, the 

term is frequently used to refer to any tourism associated with local communities (Boonratana 

2012). Not only is “community-based tourism” referred to in the case of many different types of 

initiatives, is the term often used synonymously with e.g. “community tourism”, “community-

oriented tourism, “community participation in tourism” and “community-responsive tourism”, when 
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a tourism development strategy involving community participation has been discussed (Tosun 

1999). The lack of a clear meaning has been acknowledged also by Goodwin & Santilli (2009), as 

their survey on experts and practitioners in the field failed to produce any shared agreement on what 

constitutes as CBT. However, initiatives that were brought up in the survey tended to include some 

of the following elements: 

• Individual or household level benefits 

• Collective benefits (assets that are used by the whole community) 

• Community benefits that are distributed equally 

• Conservation initiatives 

• Enterprises owned and managed by the community 

• Private enterprises that generate benefits to the community 

 

Despite the overall vagueness of the concept, several definitions have been presented in the 

literature. For example Rosemeijer (2001) defines community-based tourism initiatives so that they 

are owned by the communities themselves or are run jointly with the private sector, include fair 

participation of the community and improve the standard of living of the community by utilizing the 

natural resources sustainably. Ashley (2006) provides a more loose definition, as she defines a CBT 

initiative to be run and owned by a group of community members, and having social development 

objectives, such as improving livelihoods, in addition to economic ones. Even broader is a 

definition is provided by Goodwin and Santilli (2009: 12), according to which CBT is “tourism 

owned and/or managed by communities and intended to deliver wider community benefits”. Similar 

definition is used also by Scheyvens (2002). Boonratana (2010) has added to these criteria that in 

order for a tourism project to be community-based, should the community also have a role in 

planning and developing tourism. Additionally Boonratana, based on his comparative analysis on 

selected CBT literature identifies respect towards the local culture, cultural learning between the 

hosts and the guests, often facilitated by home stays, and preservation of the natural capital as 

attributes often associated with CBT and as a result defines CBT as: “economically, 

environmentally,  socially and culturally responsible visitation to local/indigenous communities to 

enjoy and appreciate their cultural and natural heritage, whose tourism resources, products and 

services are developed and managed with their active participation, and whose benefits from 

tourism, tangible or otherwise, are collectively enjoyed by the communities” (Boonratana 2012: 

286).  
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Rosemeijer (2001) has categorized the anticipated benefits of CBT in three aspects. Firstly, 

CBT is expected through income and employment generation to contribute to rural development. 

Secondly, it is expected that the community will use their natural resources in a more sustainable 

way, when they are used for tourism. Finally, through diversification of tourism, increase of tourism 

volume and economies of scale, value is added to the national tourism product. As was mentioned 

already, community-based tourism has often been considered as an attractive alternative to the 

traditional mass tourism that has often failed to benefit the destination communities.  

According to Scheyvens (2002) the ultimate purpose of community-based tourism is the 

empowerment of the host community. As Rowlands (1997: 17) formulates it, empowerment as a 

concept stands for more that just participation in decision-making, as it also “must include the 

processes that lead people to perceive themselves as able and entitled to make decisions”. 

Specifically in tourism context, according to Timothy (2007) empowerment requires that it is the 

local community who controls, makes decisions and acts on tourism development. Empowerment, 

according to Rocha (1997) then is underpinned by participation as participation includes people in 

the organization and it’s decision-making. 

 

2.2.2 Participation 

Participation, defined by Simpson (2008: 1) as “a level of control, ownership or influence” is a key 

concept related to CBT. As a goal of CBT, empowerment cannot be reached without participation 

(Okazaki 2008). In addition, it has been argued in several occasions that community participation is 

crucial for sustainable tourism development (Okazaki 2008) and management (Rocharungsat 2008) 

and that it would even be a condition for its development (Jones 2005). This is because through 

participation the local communities are expected to gain bigger and more equally distributed 

benefits from tourism (Tosun 2000) and the level of acceptance of tourism by the locals is also 

expected to increase (Tosun 2006). From this perspective it is understandable that community-based 

tourism is often argued to represent a potentially more sustainable niche of tourism, as involvement 

of the local community and in an ideal case total ownership of the tourism are in an important role 

in CBT.  

Despite its widely acknowledged role in community-based tourism, the concept of 

participation lacks a consensus on its meaning, as Tosun (1999) points out, referring to several other 

scholars. However, typologies of participation have been developed in order to make the concept 

more tangible and thus I chose to rely on them in this thesis when examining the role of the locals, 
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in other words the level of their participation, in the tourism initiative in Beni Na’im. Specifically, I 

applied two typologies, the so called ladder of citizen participation by Arnstein (1969) and a 

typology of participation developed specifically for tourism by Tosun (1999). 

The typologies that I am referring to in this thesis illustrate, that there are several ways and 

levels of community involvement, some of which being more sustainable than others, which has 

been noted also by Timothy (2002). Arnstein’s “ladder” of participation, consisting of three levels 

which are further divided in eight rungs, has been utilized e.g. by Okazaki (2008), who has 

developed a theoretical model for community-based tourism. According to Okazaki, all of 

Arnstein’s ladders should be gradually reached for empowerment to happen. Tosun’s typology then 

is based on general typologies on participation in development studies literature and identifies 

different approaches to participation. The approach includes pseudo, passive and spontaneous 

community participation. The spontaneous community participation is further categorized in direct, 

active and authentic host community development approaches. It would beyond the scope of this 

review to describe the typologies extensively, but the picture below, adopted from Tosun (2006) 

demonstrates the core features and differences between different levels in both typologies, as well 

as how the typologies roughly correspond with each other. 

As becomes clear from the picture, although the different typologies have been developed 

separately, their different categories have plenty in common. According to Tosun (2006), it is the 

spontaneous participation in his typology, corresponding with Arnstein’s citizen power that is the 

ideal type of participation. When the conditions of these types are met, the community is in charge 

of the management of the tourism development. On the level below this type, passive participation, 

corresponding with citizen tokenism by Arnstein, the locals are able to express their views. 

However, what separates spontaneous participation from passive, is that participation can be 

considered as spontaneous, when it is ensured that the local views are actually heard and taken into 

account (Tosun 2006). In order to reach the spontaneous participation, or the citizen power stage as 

described by Arnstein, a bottom-up approach is needed and the power in planning and decision-

making has to be redistributed to the citizens on a practical level (Okazaki 2008).  
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Figure 1.Typologies of participation by Arnstein (1969) and Tosun (1999) and their correspondence.  

 

However, what Tosun (1999) also emphasizes, is that different destinations at different levels 

of development have varying possibilities and problems regarding the approach to participation. 

Also, as Salazar (2012: 18) concludes in his study, there are communities where “real consensus 

and true local control is not always possible, practical or even desired”. It has been argued by 

Dolezal and Burns (2014) that in reality in CBT the participation of the local community has often 

been limited to tokenism. This would imply degrees of citizen tokenism by Arnstein and  categories 

of passive community participation by Tosun. In fact, as Salazar (2012) has claimed, regarding 

many CBT projects a term “community-centered tourism” would actually be more descriptive, as in 

many cases it is not the local community that controls or manages tourism, even if the community is 

in focus in the tourism product.  

In a later study Tosun (2006) discusses the limitations of the typologies, pointing out that the 

number of involved citizens is not in any way included in either typology, and that the typologies 
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themselves largely ignore limits to participation. The latter is also acknowledged by Arnstein (1969) 

herself regarding her typology. She further cautions against considering the reality as structured 

strictly on eight distinctive rungs.  

Jamal and Kretz 1999) highlight the necessity of providing actual ways of participation 

instead of merely enabling the rights to participate. However, few scholars have suggested such 

practical ways, as has been noted by Okazaki (2008). There are exceptions though, with e.g. 

Timothy (2002) listing some practical techniques for involving the community in tourism planning. 

For example, Timothy refers to Gill (1996) who has suggested informal meetings of groups 

consisting of community residents. Another suggested method by Timothy is a “planning for real 

method” described by Fitton (1996), which in practice entails a town meeting run by the community 

(as opposed to the planners) and is aimed at gathering the community together prior to the actual 

planning process begins. Finally, so called household questionnaires have been utilized, again, by 

Fitton (1996). In his study, the method enabled all community members to participate and express 

their views regarding tourism development.   

 

2.2.3 Criticism 

Community-based tourism has been subject to criticism for various reasons. Dolezal and Burns 

(2014) have argued that the idea of community-based tourism is problematic, referring to claims 

that CBT initiatives should be connected to mainstream tourism markets in order to be successful 

(Mitchell & Muckosy 2008). However, as Mitchell & Muckosy argue, the connection of CBT 

initiatives to mainstream tourism market has in general been poor and as the economic benefits tend 

to remain small due to the small scale of the projects, they do not always even cover the costs of 

engaging in CBT. 

 Blackstock (2005) states the three integral problems of CBT as 1.) adopting functional 

approach to community involvement, 2.) considering the community as homogenous unit and 3.) 

ignoring external limitations to local control. With the first critique on the functional approach to 

community involvement Blackstock refers to how often in community-based tourism projects local 

involvement and empowerment are not considered as goals in themselves, but their role is to make 

tourism more acceptable and thus benefit the tourism industry and enable its longevity, not 

empower the community. The residents may be empowered by tourism, but as phrased by 

Blackstock (2005: 41) “they are not empowered to reject tourism as a development option”. 
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In terms of the second point, it has been widespread in the literature to assume that the 

community is a homogenous entity with similar interests and preferences concerning tourism and its 

outcomes (Blackstock 2005.) The issue is rooted in the contested and vague concept of community, 

which was briefly mentioned before. As Blackstock notes, in CBT literature the conceptual 

fuzziness around the community-concept has been ignored, which has lead to assumptions of 

consensus and shared interests within communities regarding tourism. As Jamal and Getz (1995) 

point out, there can exist significant variation in the perceptions on the benefits and impacts of 

tourism among the community-members.   

Traditional socio-political structures, that are deeply rooted in many developing regions 

(Timothy 2002) make treating a community as a homogenous entity especially problematic. In 

practice this means, that despite the aims at empowering the community, the benefits in reality are 

often accrued to the elite members of the community. As Dolezal and Burns (2014) point out, it is 

crucial to not consider the community as a homogenous group and recognize the existing power 

structures in the society and aim at wider community participation. For example patriarchal 

structures have caused especially women to be excluded (Timothy 2002). Thus, as Blackstock 

(2005) notes, on the contrary to the general assumption, local control itself does not necessarily 

imply participatory decision-making process. Richards and Hall (2000) have argued that tourism 

development can in fact further strengthen existing inequalities within the community. On the other 

hand, as Faulkner (1998) points out, even though the uneven distribution can cause opposition 

towards tourism development, it is also possible that this opposition can be reduced by the 

recognition of the positive effects on a community level. 

Finally, there are many external limitations to local control of tourism and these, according to 

Blackstock (2005) are often ignored in the CBT literature. The external limitations to local 

participation can result from political or economic structures. For example Tosun (2000) has 

discussed different kind of limits and according to him, the structural, operational and cultural limits 

to community participation should be taken into account when planning community-based tourism. 

Also other barriers to participation have been identified in the literature. For example, the process 

has been claimed to be time-consuming (Okazaki 2008) and to require information and expertise 

that if often lacking in the communities (Tosun 2000). In general, participation and empowerment 

are frequently used concepts that unfortunately fail to go deeper than recognizing the marginalized 

groups, while the actual planning remains in the hands of external actors (Dolezal and Burns 2014). 

Dolezal and Burns further point out, that CBT hasn’t often succeeded in delivering development to 

the communities.  
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At the same time, also the assumption that it is inherently a good thing that tourism is 

managed by the locals has been criticized by Simpson (2008), who has argued that the locals’ active 

involvement in itself does not necessarily guarantee economic or livelihood benefits and is not a 

condition for the community being able to accrue benefits from tourism. Simpson does not 

completely dismiss the involvement of the community in implementing, planning or ownership of 

tourism. However, he emphasizes that participation itself should not be considered as more 

important than the benefits, highlighting the issues that are related to participation, such as 

conflicting agendas and power struggles within communities, which were mentioned above. 

 

2.3 The asset-based community development 

2.3.1 The concept 

Traditionally in the literature on both, community development in general and the role of tourism in 

poverty alleviation in communities, the emphasis has been on needs and problems of the 

community. The asset-based community development approach has a different starting point, as the 

assets and the potential of the community are in focus, and as such it reflects a wider shift in 

development agency discussion into a more asset- or strength-based direction (Mathie & 

Cunningham 2003). Sarkar and Uddin (2011) have even claimed, the ABCD is redefining the whole 

community development paradigm.  

The origins of the concept can be traced to Kretzmann and McKnight’s (1993) work, in which 

the authors initiated and conceptualized the idea of asset-based community development in the 

context of developing the poor urban communities in the United States. Those communities 

struggled with problems related to the economic changes in the American society that occurred 

during the 1970’s and 1980’s. In their paper Kretzmann and McKnight moved away from a needs-

driven approach, as it tends to create an overly negative image of the community focusing only on 

the problems. The needs-based approaches do have their benefits, as Green and Haines (2012) point 

out, as identifying problems may assist in acknowledging local issues. However, according to 

Kretzmann and McKnight the focus on needs tends to make residents passive receivers of outside 

assistance and thus dependency is promoted. Instead, Kretzmann and McKnight proposed, that 

development should be based on the capacities and assets already existent in the communities, 

especially in its people, associations and institutions. They justify this view by stating, that 

historically community development has been best achieved when the locals have invested 

themselves and their resources. In other words, the ABCD endorses the idea of a bottom-up 

approach to development instead of a top-down way of thinking.  
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In their work Kretzmann and McKnight (1993) introduced three principles, on which the 

ABCD approach is built on. First of all, it is asset-based, as can be understood already of the name 

of the approach. In practice this means that the strategies for community development are not built 

on what is needed or what is absent or problematic in the community, but instead on what is 

existent in the community. With this Kretzmann and McKnight refer especially to the individual 

capacities of the community members as well as the associations and institutions that are present in 

the community. Secondly, the approach is internally focused, which essentially means that the 

approach relies on local residents, associations and institutions in agenda-building and problem-

solving. Finally, Kretzmann and McKnight characterize their approach as relationship-driven, 

referring to the need for a continuing building or rebuilding of the relationships among and between 

the local associations, institutions and the community residents.        

Despite the internally focused nature of the asset approach, it is not claimed that communities 

wouldn’t need resources from the outside, or even that the existing assets would be enough to reach 

development goals. It is rather suggested by Kretzmann and McKnight, that if the locals are 

mobilized and have a say in how these outside resources should be used, will their use be more 

efficient. Nor is the purpose of the approach to completely ignore the needs. For example Kramer et 

al. (2012), regarding the asset-based approach, warn against the dichotomy of assets and needs, as 

the two are essentially linked.   

 The concept of the asset-based approach has later been picked up by Mathie and 

Cunningham(2003, 2005) who have formulized it into a strategy, an approach and a set of methods 

towards community development. As the approach as such is not really a theory or a model, but 

more of an approach towards community development (Green & Haines 2012), an attitude (Ennis & 

West 2010), or a mechanism for development (Dolezal & Burns 2014), it is challenging to pin down 

any specific conceptual basis of a theory behind the concept (Green & Haines 2012). However, 

Mathie and Cunningham (2003) identify several themes of research that contribute to the four main 

elements of the approach; the practice of appreciative inquiry, the literature on social capital, 

community economic development theory and finally, linking citizenship, civil society and 

participatory approaches to development.  According to Mathie and Cunningham the approach not 

only reflects the trends in these areas of research but also gains benefits from ideas generated in 

them.  
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Figure 2. Conceptualization of the ABCD approach  by Mathie and Cunningham (2003).  

     

In their original work Kretzmann and McKnight (1993) discuss several steps in the process of 

asset mobilization. When applied in in research, several approaches have been adopted. Martin et al. 

(2012) provide a particularly interesting example from a geographical perspective, as they integrate 

in their study the ABCD with participatory GIS. If the asset-based approach to development were to 

be applied in practice, the initial steps would normally include acknowledging, documenting and 

mapping the assets (Ennis & West 2010). Also in this thesis an asset-mapping is conducted as a 

method of applying the asset-based community development approach in practice to explore its 

potential. Conducting a survey is also often used in the process of asset-mapping (Green & Haines 

2012), and so is done also in this study. 

In short, the asset-based community development approach is as a framework that appreciates 

the potential of diversity and enables marginalized communities to identify and develop assets 

inherent in them. It also, according to Hipwell (2009), promotes local ownership of the 

community’s cultural resources. In general the approach has been characterized as promoting local 

ownership (Kramer et al. 2012), as well as agency (Mathie & Cunningham 2008). Therefore, it has 

been suggested that the approach could contribute to the community-based tourism (Dolezal & 

Burns 2014), in which participation, agency and finally empowerment are ideally desired. To this 

potential I will return slightly later, when literature on ABCD in relation to tourism is discussed.  
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Despite the growing popularity, the asset-based approach to community development has also been 

subject to criticism (Green & Haines 2012), some of which has been addressed to strenght-based 

approaches in general. Several scholars have criticized the ABCD of ignoring power relations and 

possible oppression and institutional exclusion within communities (Kramer et al. 2012, Mathie & 

Cunningham 2003). By this the authors point to a challenge of enabling the participation of e.g. 

women or lower-class groups of societies. This is a legitimate point, as it is one of the core ideals in 

the asset-based approach to include also the marginalized groups.  

At the same time, another point of criticism has been the lack of attention of the ABCD on the 

external influences and actors affecting communities. First of all, many of the challenges that 

communities deal with originate from outside the community and these are largely ignored (Mathie 

& Cunningham 2003). Such macro level issues can include issues resulting from sexism, ageism 

and racism (Ennis & West 2010).  These kinds of macro level issues undoubtedly have implications 

on a community level.  

Besides the lack of attention given to the external and structural circumstances, a further point 

of criticism has been the scarce evidence base to support the applicability of the approach, pointed 

out by Ennis and West (2010). According to the authors, besides the qualitative, descriptive studies 

on the asset-based community development, there exists a lack of conclusiveness and evidence of 

the efficiency of the approach. As Ennis and West point claim, the existing research base on the 

ABCD consists mainly of descriptive studies, providing little proof of the efficacy of the model. 

 

2.3.2 The assets 

As was mentioned earlier, the assets inherent in the community form the core of the ABCD 

approach and mapping the tourism assets of Beni Na’im is a key component of this study. In this 

section I will discuss first the assets as a concept in general and then justify the choice that I made 

when mapping the assets in the case study, focusing only on tourism, in other words natural and 

cultural assets.  

For example Nel (2015) defines assets as building blocks of livelihoods that can be either 

tangible or intangible. Tangible assets can include resources such as land whereas intangible assets 

are related to e.g. human capacity and access to the tangible assets. Haines (2009: 39) provides a 

more general definition, also in the context of the ABCD in characterizing an asset simply as “a 

resource or advantage within a community (of place)”. In the original conceptualization of the 

asset-based community development approach Kretzmann and McKnight (1993: 25) define assets 
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essentially as “gifts, skills and capacities”. According to the approach the assets are found on 

different levels, starting from the individual level considering the gifts and capacities of single 

community resident. Moving through the household level, the assets are also found in citizen 

associations and local institutions.  

As Mathie and Cunningham (2003) claim, it is the associations that are in a key role in the 

ABCD, as they can be used to first identify the assets in the community, and then connect them to 

each other, in order to increase their power and effectiveness. Therefore, it is the social capital that 

is highlighted in the approach, in addition to the individual assets, that could be characterized as the 

human capital. Also Green and Haines (2012) have argued that the social capital is in a central role 

as a basis for developing other assets and also within tourism research in general the importance of 

the social capital has been highlighted (Baker & Coulter 2007, McGehee et al. 2010).  

Throughout time the considered array of assets in the ABCD has been growing wider (Green 

& Haines 2012), representing more and more the so called capital assets framework presented by 

Bennett et al. (2012). This framework (figure 3), drawing on theoretical and practical traditions of 

both, the asset-based community development approach and the so called sustainable livelihoods 

approach, presents a list of capital assets. The list in total includes seven capitals: social, human, 

physical and built, natural, financial, cultural and political capitals. However, in this thesis it was 

chosen to limit the analysis on natural and cultural capitals. It was originally the plan to include the 

social capital as well, due to its undeniable significance in the context of the ABCD. It was felt, 

however, as the data gathering progressed, that covering all three in a satisfactory way would be too 

ambitious and would not provide comprehensive results. Below the decision to limit the 

examination to the natural and cultural assets is justified in more detail. 
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Figure 3. The capital assets framework (Bennett et al. 2012). In red are circled the capital assets that were of      

interest in this thesis. 

 

2.3.3 Tourism assets 

It is clear that many different types of asset categories should be mapped in order to create a 

comprehensive picture of the capacities that exist in the community. In this study, however, I chose 

to focus only on tourism resources that can be categorized under natural and cultural assets/capitals 

in the capital assets framework mentioned above. The decision was done for several reasons. 

Firstly, the approach follows that of Wu and Pearce (2014), who note that both natural and cultural 

resources have rarely been mapped from the locals’ perspective. Secondly, these two capitals have 

been considered to form the basis of tourism by e.g. Bennett et al. (2012) and, as the authors add, 

the absence of an attractive natural and cultural asset base question the purposefulness of tourism 
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development. Thirdly, these two resources have often been in focus in other studies on community-

based tourism (Dolezal & Burns 2014). Finally, Kieffer and Burges (2015) identify the perceptions 

of the locals on the tourism resources as an important factor affecting the introduction of tourism in 

communities and according to the authors their identification can assist in preventing contradictions 

between the local views and institutional actions. They further add that assessment of these 

perceptions, in addition to organizational experience and the local views on sustainability and 

conservation, functions as a contributor in making tourism development a participatory process for 

the local communities. This assessment, according to Kieffer and Burges can assist in identifying 

appropriate niches of tourism to be developed to fit different local identities. Thus, for all these 

reasons I chose to rely on mapping specifically tourism asset as the first step in applying the ABCD 

approach in Beni Na’im.  

Cultural capital, as well as the whole culture concept is undoubtedly a wide concept. 

However, in tourism culture is usually understood in a narrower way. McGehee et al. (2010) refer 

with cultural capital, in the context of tourism to preservation of the cultural resources such as 

stories, arts and crafts and food. In the capital assets framework by Bennett et al. (2012: 8) cultural 

capital is considered to include e.g. the presence of practices and traditions. Specifically they 

defined the capital as “The practices, traditions and resources that are central to people’s identity 

and the means and processes to maintain these”. The natural capital, then, is defined by McGehee 

et al. (2010: 487) as the “diversity of plant and animal life, opportunities for interactions with 

nature, and high quality of air and water”. Bennett et al. (2012: 8) consider natural capital to 

consist of two components, “the natural resource stocks that form the basis of tourism products and 

the level of protection provided to these resources”. 

Regarding both capitals, I chose in the study to concentrate on concrete assets; e.g. sites and 

cultural habits. It was felt to be possible to map these in a survey, while mapping the level of 

preservation of natural resources or the level of knowledge of the local culture successfully 

would’ve required interviews.  In practice the respondents were provided with a concrete list of 

cultural and natural assets, some of them specific sites and others more open categories. The list 

was derived from preliminary interviews with the API and MIAK, local maps and information on 

the town, as well as general knowledge of what types of things are generally considered as 

attractions and pull-factors in tourism. As concrete examples of possible natural and cultural assets I 

attempted to create a list as comprehensive as possible. The final list included the following assets: 
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• Mosques 

• Buildings 

• Wildlife 

• Scenery 

• Natural sites 

• Local food 

• Ways of cooking 

• Restaurants 

• Arts and crafts 

• Festivals 

• Hospitality 

• Lod Mosque 

• Yaqin shrine 

• Other historic sites 

• Other cultural sites 

• Districts 

• Town center 

• Market places 

• Local homes 

• Cemeteries 

• Agricultural places 

• Industrial places 

• Shops 

• Al Qasar 

• Products 

• Other 

 

3 Applying the asset-based community development approach to 

tourism and the research questions 

 

3.1 The asset approach and tourism 

As was mentioned before, the ABCD approach has not emerged in a tourism context, and the 

attempts to apply the approach into tourism context, on a theoretical or empirical level, have so far 

been few. Thus, this study is one of the first attempts to apply the ABCD in tourism context, and 

more specifically in the Middle East and within the outdoor tourism sector, which is now emerging 

as a niche of tourism. There exist a couple of examples of studied combining the two concepts, 

which provided inspiration for this thesis as well, and should be mentioned here.  

Inherently the asset approach is an approach that promotes local participation, even if external 

operators are not completely dismissed. Therefore, it might have potential in enhancing CBT in 

practice, as has been noted by Dolezal and Burns (2014). Talking about community-based tourism 

specifically, they argue that CBT could possibly benefit from the application of the asset-based 

approach. Dolezal and Burns conceptualize this potential for creating a relationship between the 

ABCD and CBT by discussing their connections on a theoretical level. The authors argue that the 
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importance of the ABCD lies in its engagement on the local, community level. This would also 

contribute to giving a sense of control and agency to the locals and this way the use of the ABCD 

would contribute to the more general trend in tourism development and planning, in which the role 

of the locals has been changing from mere informants to participants. Community-based tourism 

initiatives would benefit from the application of the ABCD and it could also provide an empirical 

framework for acknowledging the local community’s tangible and intangible assets As the authors 

point out, it is the assets of the destination, also those beyond nature and culture, that make tourism 

projects successful, and the ABCD can be used as a tool to discover these assets. 

Dolezal and Burns further argue that applying the ABCD might help in tackling some of the 

problems often associated with community-based tourism. They for example point out that, as many 

community-based tourism projects ignore the heterogeneous nature of the communities and tend to 

benefit only the elites of the community, the ABCD could provide improvement through its 

emphasis on wider community participation. Above all, however, they claim that the asset approach 

could contribute to CBT on a methodological level, as the methods employed in the ABCD 

projects, such as appreciative inquiry, tend to be participatory and, according to Dolezal and Burns 

(2014: 139),  “empowering themselves”. Despite the obvious potential, it is also emphasized in the 

paper that the authors do not consider ABCD as a replacement of the CBT, but more as an 

improvement to it and also call for more empirical research on the applicability of the two concepts. 

     On an empirical level then, to the author’s knowledge, the asset-based approach has been 

utilized in tourism context on only a few occasions. Wu and Pearce (2014) conducted an asset-

mapping study on tourism assets of Lhasa, Tibet, specifically from the perspective of the youth. Wu 

and Pearce conclude in their study, that the ABCD can indeed have potential in applying it to the 

community-based tourism development. As a result of the study the youth were able to identify the 

tourism assets and the desirability of their development. In addition, the perceptions of the young 

respondents concerning the future development of the different resources became clear. These 

findings support the basic principle of the ABCD; that the community members themselves are able 

to identify the assets of their community. 

In another example Hipwell (2009), in his case studies on indigenous Formosa people in rural 

Taiwan, has examined the success stories of adopting an asset-based thinking in development 

efforts. It is important to note though, that in none of these efforts was an asset-based approach 

applied knowingly, as the concept was unheard of in the case study areas However, this does not 

reduce the value of Hipwell’s findings which support the usefulness of the ABCD in its focus on 

existing assets. According to Hipwell, building development initiatives on indigenous cultural 
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values and heritage had been able to mobilize the community members and engage them in the 

tourism initiatives. In many cases social capital had increased and the younger generations had 

become more aware of their cultural heritage.  

As a conclusion from these examples it can be argued that the ABCD clearly has potential to 

be applied in tourism context. As for example Timothy (2002) has argued, involving all, even the 

marginal groups, in the community is crucial so that we can talk about truly sustainable tourism. 

The principles of the ABCD obviously fit well with this argument. However, as has become clear, 

empirical testing of the approach is still scarce and my thesis is attempting to contribute to this gap. 

The actual research questions will then be presented next. 

 

3.2 Research questions 

I attempt to respond to three research questions, which are formulated as follows: 

1.) In what ways are the principles of community-based tourism identified in the CBT 

literature currently realized in the case of community-based hiking tourism in Beni 8a’im? 

2. a.) What do the local people consider as the touristic, natural and cultura,) assets of their 

community? 

   b.) How do these perceptions of the touristic assets relate to the current form of tourism that    

MIAK (Masar Ibrahim al-Khalil) is promoting  in  the community-based hiking tourism initiative? 

3.) Could the ABCD approach somehow improve the realization of CBT that is currently 

practiced in Beni 8a’im? 

Thematically study is thus divided in two parts, which are attempted to join together in the 

final discussion. Firstly, the study is concerned with the principles of community-based tourism; 

how are they defined in the existing academic literature and how are they realized in the context of 

the case study, a community-based hiking tourism initiative in Beni Na’im, coordinated by an 

organization called Masar Ibrahim al-Khalil (MIAK). As became clear from the literature review, 

many different principles and characteristics have been identified as important to CBT. In this study 

the participation of the locals as well as benefits were the core themes to look into, following a 

similar approach to that of Timothy (2002) and Tosun (2000). Ownership and collective benefits 

appear in most definitions of the CBT. However, as few initiatives are actually owned completely 

by the locals, as noted by Jones (2005), I chose to look at participation overall. Even if a thorough 

examination of whether a CBT initiative is successful would undoubtedly require attention on the 
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experiences of empowerment by the locals, I felt that within the constraints of this study, it would 

be valuable to focus on participation, as it is ultimately a prerequisite for empowerment.   

Secondly, the potential of the asset-based community development approach on a more 

practical level is examined. Mapping the assets of the community would in general be the first step 

in any ABCD -related project and this is why the potential of the approach in this case will be 

explored by mappings the tourism assets or, more specifically, people’s perceptions of the assets 

that exist in the community. As I am applying the ABCD in a tourism context and the case is a 

community-based tourism initiative, attention here is paid on cultural and natural capitals/assets, 

which usually form the base of the tourism potential of a destination. The purpose here is to identify 

the community residents’ views and then compare them to the current activities of the MIAK, 

which is developing the community-based tourism in Beni Na’im. 

 The final research question, then, will attempt to suggest potential ways in which the ABCD 

approach could benefit the current operations of MIAK. Answers to this question will build on the 

data and answers the other research questions. In the light of how the CBT in Beni Na’im is 

arranged at the moment I will attempt to identify possibly ways in which the principles of the 

ABCD could contribute and the same will be done regarding how currently the promoted tourism 

assets by MIAK reflect the perceptions on which assets are valuable by the locals. 

 

4 Context of the case study 

 

Before explaining the methodology of the study it is useful to provide a context in which the 

tourism initiative takes place. Thus, in this chapter I will first describe tourism development in the 

West Bank in general, then introduce trail-based hiking as a niche of tourism and finally introduce 

the Masar Ibrahim as an initiative as well as the case study location, the town of Beni Na’im. 

 

4.1 Tourism in Palestine/the West Bank 

Academic research on tourism in Palestine has been scarce to say the least. Traditionally it has been 

the pilgrimage type of tourism that has generated majority of tourism to the area, for more than 

2000 years (Isaac 2010b). Despite the long history of pilgrimage and obvious tourism potential, as 

the area of both Palestine and Israel is rich in cultural and religious heritage, the tourism industry in 

Palestine has remained in a relatively underdeveloped state. According to Isaac (2013) the 
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contribution of tourism to the Palestinian Gross National Product (GNP) is approximately 7 to 10 % 

but to the employment the contribution has been estimated account only to 2 % (Cohen 2010). 

Undoubtedly the main reason for the lack of development has been the political conflict with Israel 

that remains unsolved. Especially the ongoing occupation including confiscations of land and 

resources of Palestinian territories by Israel has had a detrimental effect on the economy and 

development of Palestine (Isaac 2013).  

Until 1948 tourism in Palestine was limited to single visits by pilgrims. The division of the 

area in 1948 into Israel and the Palestinian territories (the West Bank and Gaza) completely 

restructured tourism, as some sites of pilgrimage became part of Israel while others where from then 

on located in the West Bank (Isaac 2010b). After the 1967 Israel imposed restrictions on Palestinian 

tourism development in the form of e.g. heavy municipal taxation making it difficult for the 

Palestinians to enter the tourism market (Isaac2013). Isaac (2010) has further claimed that after the 

establishment of the state of Israel and the war in 1967, tourism functioned as a political tool to 

promote Israeli supremacy in the area.  

After the Oslo Peace Process in 1993 between Palestine and Israel, as the Palestinian National 

Authority (PNA) was established, was also founded the Palestinian Ministry of Tourism and 

Antiquities (MOTA) (Isaac 2013). Despite the ongoing conflict a lot has been invested on 

developing the tourism sector by both private and public sectors. For example between 2000 and 

2009 the private sector invested USD 300 million in the tourism sector (Abukumail 2013). 

However, the rural areas have mainly been excluded and the majority of the tourism projects have 

been targeted to the already popular destinations such as Betlehem and Jericho (Isaac 2010b) and as 

Szepesi and Rabineau (2015) point out, the rural areas have been excluded and have not benefited 

from the investments. . 

The exact numbers of visitors to Palestinian territories are difficult to measure, as at border 

checkpoints between Israel and Palestine there is no Palestinian border control (and Israel has does 

not gather statistics on people crossing the border from Israel to the Palestine. Also the border to 

Jordan is controlled by Israel (Isaac 2010a).  However, according to Abukumail (2013) in 2010 it 

was estimated that 2 million people visited Palestine, but only 600000 of the visitors stayed 

overnight.  

As becomes clear from the above, a major challenge for the Palestinian tourism industry is the 

leakage of the economic benefits from tourism (Abukumail 2013). According to Cohen (2010) 

regarding the tourists who visit the West Bank from Israel, estimated 92-94 % of each tourist dollar 
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remains in Israel. This results from the tendency of many Israeli tour operators to bring tourists on 

day trips to Betlehem from Jerusalem (Szepesi & Rabineau 2014). In addition to the leakage 

problem, Pöytäniemi and Szepesi (2015) have identified the dependency on Israel and the 

geographical emphasis of tourism on Betlehem as the major issues that the “traditional” Palestinian 

tourism industry focused on pilgrimage is struggling with.  

As Abukumail (2013) notes, the Palestinian tourism industry needs diversification in order to 

become more competitive and in fact, the 21st century has seen new forms of more alternative 

tourism emerging, such as dark tourism (Isaac & Ashworth 2012) and ecotourism (Abukumail 

2013). The rise of community-based tourism initiatives in the West Bank can be seen as part of this 

trend of diversification. Nearly all CBT projects and initiative are networked under the NEPTO 

(Network of Experiential Palestinian Tour Operators) cluster, which currently has 18 member 

organizations. Within the NEPTO, Pöytäniemi and Szepesi (2015) have identified certain 

geographic hubs such as Sebastia, Nablus, Birzeit and Beit Sahour, which provide visitors with 

alternative tourism products in the form of e.g. walking trails. The establishment of the Masar 

Ibrahim/Abraham Path as a long-distance hiking trail traversing through the West Bank has been 

considered to entail potential in balancing the Palestinian tourism economy and spreading economic 

benefits to rural areas, that have been excluded from the main tourism routes (Szepesi & Rabineau 

2014).  

Next, before moving on to introducing the Masar Ibrahim and the case study area of Beni 

Na’im more closely, I will briefly lay the context for the study on hiking trails in tourism research.  

 

4.2 Hiking trails in tourism research 

Walking trails can make up a key element in different types of tourism products, such as 

ecotourism, rural tourism cultural tourism and adventure tourism (Kastenhoz & Rodrigues 2007). 

Walking trails as community-based tourism initiatives, however, are a newer concept and have 

rarely been studied, with some exceptions such as Ntshona & Lahiff (2003), who conducted a study 

a hiking CBT initiative in a South African context.  

For example Hill & Gibbons (1994) argue, that trail-based hiking as a type of tourism entails 

specific benefits such as more equally distributed economic benefits, reduced pressured on the 

environment as well as a more easily managed carrying capacity. Kastenholz and Rodrigues (2007) 

further point out increased valuation and conservation for cultural heritage and nature as well as 

cultural exchange as benefits of basing the tourism product on walking trails. Examples of 
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successful hiking trails are many, but probably the most often cited example of such tourism is the 

Camino de Santiago in Spain and France, which attracts more than 170000 hikers a year 

(Abukumail 2013).  Other successful trails include e.g. the Inca Trail in Peru and the West Highland 

Trail in Scotland.   

 

4.3 Masar Ibrahim 

The Masar Ibrahim/Abraham Path is the first and currently the only long-distance walking trail in 

the Middle East. Its current length is 321 kilometers and it connects 53 communities (Szepesi & 

Rabineau 2014). The trail in its whole passes also through Israel, Jordan and Turkey, consisting of 

1000 kilometers of mapped trails in total; however it is the West Bank section that is currently the 

most developed section of the trail. The Masar was initially conceived in 2007 as a project of an 

international organization, the Abraham Path Initiative (API), which still has the role as the 

umbrella organization, working with partners in each country.  

The main partner organization of the API in the West Bank is Masar Ibrahim al-Khalil 

(MIAK). MIAK is a union of three Palestinian NGOs (The Siraj Center, Rozana Association and 

the Palestine Wildlife Society) and is also a member of NEPTO. Currently MIAK is in charge of the 

path’s activity in the West Bank and thus is coordinating the current tourism activity in Beni Na’im 

as well.  Another important partner is the Betlehem University, which has a role in training certified 

local trekking guides. In practice, it is the local partners who in practice develop the trail and 

organize tourism activities such as organized hiking trips, while the role of the API is to provide 

grants and consultation to local partners. It is also the API, which is the receiver of a grant from the 

World Bank for the project: Abraham Path/Masar Ibrahim: Economic Development Across Fragile 

Communities, which aims at further developing the trail in the West Bank, with path development, 

capacity-building, marketing and evaluation, to name a few, as its key components.  

As Pöytäniemi and Szepesi (2014) note, the hiking sector as well as community-based 

tourism has been on the rise in the current decade. In addition to the Masar, there are currently 

several other trail initiatives in the West Bank, which are listed below. Compared to the Masar, 

however, they are smaller in scale, and the Masar overlaps to some extent most of these trails. At 

the moment the community-based hiking tourism cluster in the West Bank comprises of a mix of 

different stakeholders, small businesses, many of which are involved with several trail initiatives. 

The stakeholders include village councils, homestay hosts, guides, tour operators (NGOs and 

private sector operators), transport providers, local shops, governmental organizations, such as 
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MOTA (Pöytäniemi & Szepesi 2014). The interviewees in my case study included representatives 

of several of these stakeholders, including the homestay hosts, an (NGO) tour operator, a village 

council of Beni Na’im as well as MIAK and the API. Further details on the data gathering will be 

provided in chapter 5, the methodology section 

                                                       
Figure 4. The Masar Ibrahim in the West Bank. 

 

Even though the hiking sector is increasing and the Masar Ibrahim has rather quickly 

developed into a relatively well established hiking trail system, there remain challenges to 

overcome. Rabineau and Pöytäniemi (2015) identify especially two issues, the security situation and 

the novelty of trail-based hiking concept in the area. Regarding the former the authors emphasize 
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the perceived security situation above. Concerning the latter issue then, there have been problems 

with e.g. clearly visible way markings the route, something that many foreign hikers take for 

granted but that may in the local context can be perceived as (in the worst case) a claim of territory.   

Name  Distance 

(km) 

Stages Year 

started 

Book/Website Detailed 

map 

Masar Ibrahim 

/Abraham Path 

321 17 2007 No/Yes Yes 

Nativity Trail 160 35 1999 Yes/No No 

Ramallah Highland 

trails 

Unknown 9 2013 Yes/Yes Yes 

Sufi Trails Unknown 3 2013 No/Yes No 

Walking Palestine Trails Unknown 24 2012 Yes/Yes Yes 

Table 1. The hiking trail initiatives in the West Bank (Pöytäniemi & Szepesi 2015). 

 

4.4 Beni Na’im 

Before moving on to the actual case study, it is useful to briefly describe the case study area more 

closely. Beni Na’im is a town of approximately 27000 inhabitants, located in the Hebron 

Governorate, in the southern part of the West Bank. Its neighbouring municipalities include Hebron, 

Sa’ir, Ash Shuyuk and Yatta. For the most part the municipality belongs to the so called Area A, 

which is under full military and civil control by the Palestinian Authority. Immediately to the south, 

however, is Area C, meaning that the area is controlled by Israel, and approximately two kilometres 

to south of the town is located an Israeli settlement of Ma’ale Hever.  

The most important livelihoods are trade and agriculture. In 2007 50% of the citizens were 

employed in trade and commerce, 20% by the Israeli labour market and 19% in agriculture. The 

town is especially known for its stone pits that produce stones for export to other parts of Palestine. 

More and more people have been shifting from other livelihoods to agriculture, as the Israeli 

occupation and declining demand of products has caused the town economy to deteriorate.  In 2007 

the unemployment rate was estimated to be as high as 30 %. According to a Population Census 

made in 2007 nearly 30 % of the population had finished elementary education. Nearly the same 

percentage had completed preparatory education, approximately 15 % secondary education and 

slightly over 7 % had attained an associate diploma or a university degree. (The Applied Research 

Institute 2009).  
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                              Figure 5. Beni 8a’im. 

 

The people in Beni Na’im became involved with Masar Ibrahim in 2013 when the 

municipality was approached by MIAK. The project was introduced to the municipality council, as 

well as local women’s cooperative. MIAK later moved to work with another women’s association, a 

Beni 8a’im Association for Food Manufacturing.  There are currently eight families in town 

involved with MIAK as homestays. The main sites related to the Abraham path in the Beni Naim 

area are the Lod Mosque and Yaqin shrine, due to their attachment to religious history.  There are 

also ruins of a fortress, Al Qasar, from the Roman times located near the town. 

 

4.5 Masar Ibrahim in Beni Na’im 

As the number of independent hikes on the Masar is at this point still extremely low, majority of the 

hiking activity occurs in the form of organized hikes (figure 6). This is also the case for Beni Na’im. 

So far the organized hikes have been arranged solely by the Siraj Center, an NGO tour operator, 

that arranges the one-day and multi-day hikes mainly under the “Weekly Walks” concept. 
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       Figure 6. 8umber of hikers on the Masar Ibrahim in 2009-2014 (the West Bank section only). 

 

These walks can be either one-day or multi-day walks covering different parts of the trail. On the 

multi-day hikes, that include a night spent in the community in the home stay accommodation, it is 

also possible to join only for one of the day sections. Beni Na’im is located near the southern end of 

the trail, as the seven kilometer section (approximately two hours of hiking) from Beni Na’im to 

Hebron constitutes the last leg of the trail. To Beni Na’im, the hikers arrive from a Bedouin 

community of Reshayda, the 18.6 kilometers of hiking (taking approximately six to seven hours),  

being one of the longest sections of the trail  

Currently the majority of the hikers joining the weekly walks are foreigners residing in 

Jerusalem and Ramallah (Rabineau & Pöytäniemi 2015). Typical program for the organized hike 

begins with transportation from East Jerusalem, from where the hikers are picked up and 

transported to the starting point of the hike and then led by one or more, depending on the group 

size and the degree of difficulty of the hike, guides to the next community. When arriving from 

Reshayda the route passes the vast area referred to by the locals in Beni Na’im as Al Mansafer, 

which is a vast natural area located to the east of town. As the path approaches Beni Na’im, it 

passes the Al Qasar ruins. The ruins are mentioned on the websites of both MIAK and the API 

websites, but according to the author’s observations, are not visited on the hikes by the Siraj Center. 

I was unable to arrange interviews with any guides, but according to the Siraj Center it is ultimately 

the guides who decide on a given hike the final route and what is included and what not, depending 

on e.g. the time or the weather. Thus, I was unable to find out if the ruins are visited on other times. 

After arriving to the town the hikers are taken for a lunch either all to the same homestay or to 

several different ones depending on the size of the group. The meal typically includes traditional 
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Palestinian dishes, usually with at least chicken and rice. Typically a one-day hike ends here and the 

hikers are transported back to East Jerusalem. If the hike is a multi-day one, after the lunch hikers 

are taken to a homestay, from where they are picked up on the next morning and taken to the 

starting point of the next section of the trail, in the case of Beni Na’im the Yaqin shrine. 

As was mentioned earlier, there are currently eight host families in Beni Na’im providing  

homestays. The families have been chosen with criteria, which will be explained in more details in 

the findings-section. Rotation of families for hosting,in other words, which families hosts at a time, 

is decided by the tour operator, but is affected by e.g. the number of hikers spending the night at the 

community, as homestays have different capacities in terms of how many guests they can 

accommodate, ranging from 2 to 4 on average. Furthermore, due to cultural reasons it is not 

acceptable for a single woman to accommodate male visitors.  

Thus, the local community does not really have a role in the actual hiking part of the tourism 

product, as the hikes are arranged by an external tour operator and the guides are not, at least at the 

moment, locals from the community. However, for the time that the hikers stay with the families, 

normally the evening of the arrival day and the morning of the departure day, it is the host family 

that can decide on the activities. Typically the hosts sit with the guests and discuss and exchange 

views and information on their lives (family members, studies etc.). Some show the guests their 

gardens and plantings and some like to take the guests around the town and meet relatives or 

friends. The guests are normally also provided with a dinner on the same evening and a breakfast in 

the morning.  

At the time of the field work the price for a “weekly walk” two-day hiking trip cost  is 

approximately USD30 including everything (transportation from and to Jerusalem, guidance, meals 

and accommodation in a home stay (in case of multiday hikes). Regarding the lunch, the families 

earn USD 5 to 7/hiker, according to Bellal (2015); however this is a rough estimate as the families 

do not tend to keep records for the hosts of food. The cost of the food for the host family depends 

on the price of food and on how generously they want to provide the guests. From accommodation 

the families earn on average USD10 to 18, depending on what kind of food they serve for dinner 

and breakfast. The prices that the hikers pay for lunches and accommodation are always the same, 

thus not dependent on the size of the group. Of the price that the hikers pay also part goes to the 

guiding as well as transportation, but these profits do not end up in the community itself,unless 

there is a local guide involved, which is not currently the case in Beni Na’im.  
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As was mentioned already, the main sites inside the town related to the Masar are the Lod 

Mosque, which contains a tomb of Lot, a prophet in Islam and the Yaqin shrine, a shrine dedicated 

to Lod in which, according to a local legend is a footprint of the prophet can be seen. These are both 

promoted on the websites of both MIAK and the API. On the particular hike that the author 

attended the mosque was not visited, apparently due to the heat and a lack of time, as the mosque is 

located at the heart of the town. On the contrary, the Yaqin shrine, is always visited, due to the fact 

that it functions as the starting point of the next section of the trail, departing from Beni Na’im and 

arriving in Hebron. 

 

5 Methodology 

 

5.1 Description of the fieldwork 

The data for the study was gathered during two field trips. I chose to rely on both, a quantitative 

survey and qualitative semi-structured interviews in this data gathering. It was aimed that about 100 

responses would be retrieved for the survey questionnaire; however in the end only 74 were 

retrieved. As for the qualitative, semi-structured interviews the goal was to conduct approximately 

twenty interviews with different stakeholders. In the end, in total 21 interviews were conducted. 

The table on the following page illustrates the complete list of methods that were utilized. 

Mixing two or more methods in a scientific research is referred to as triangulation. The term 

has its roots in surveying, where it is used to assign different bearings in order to “give the correct 

position” (Valentine 2005: 112). Qualitative and quantitative methods can be combined in one study 

in different ways and for different purposes, but in the case of this study I chose to use them in a 

complementary manner, in other words so that from the start it was decided that the methods would 

cover different parts of the research (Hirsijärvi & Hurme 2004). The use of triangulation has 

divided views, but in order to respond to the study’s research questions it was felt that both 

quantitative and qualitative methods would be needed.  

Qualitative interviews with representatives of different stakeholders were used in order to 

identify the description of the current CBT project in Beni Na’im: The roles and views of different 

stakeholders, which facilitated the retrieval of data relevant for the first research question. The 

quantitative questionnaires, then, were used to collect the views of a larger group of community-

members, specifically on the touristic assets, in order to respond to the second research questions on 

the local asset perceptions. At the same time, it should be noted that the survey included a 
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qualitative element, which will be explained in more detail later and so the surveys were used in 

both, qualitative and quantitative manner.   

The first field trip took place between the 5th and 19th of May. The main purpose of the trip 

was to gather preliminary data in order to finalize the research questions. In practice interviews with 

the representatives of the API (four interviews) and MIAK (one interview with the MIAK, one with 

the Rozana Association and one with the Siraj Center) formed a core of the fieldwork. Even though 

the trip was preliminary in nature, these interviews eventually had an integral role in the final data.  

In addition, a two-day hiking trip (from Reshayda through Beni Na’im to Hebron) in order to get a 

first-hand experience of the community-based hiking tourism area was attended. Based on the 

information gathered during the first trip, the research questions were finalized and also it was 

chosen that the specific assets to focus on would be narrowed down to natural and cultural, in other 

words “touristic” assets as well as the social capital. However, the social capital was later excluded 

as it would have made the project too large to be covered in one Master’s thesis. 

The second trip was conducted between the 4th and 18th of August and consisted mainly of a 

stay in the case study area. During this time the asset-mapping survey among the community 

members was conducted, as well as interviews with all the eight host families and three other 

community members (two representatives of the municipality and a language teacher for the host 

families). In addition, more interviews with MIAK (two with MIAK itself and one with the Siraj 

Center) were conducted. During the field work observations were also made e.g. from informal 

conversations and the locations of the assets that emerged in the asset-mapping survey were mapped 

with a GPS.  

Below I will explain the two main data gathering methods that I used in more detail. 

 

5.2 Semi-structured interviews 

Qualitative interviews are undoubtedly one of the most used methods for data gathering (Hirsijärvi 

& Hurme 2004). According to Secor (2010) the most commonly used form of the interview form is 

the semi-structured interviews. This type of a method for interviewing was chosen to use here as 

well. In principle the idea of semi-structured interviews is that they provide guidelines for the 

themes to discuss in the interview, but leave room for the interview to develop in many directions. 

According to Valentine (2005: 111), “they are a dialogue rather than an interrogation”. The 

questions can be descriptive (asking information regarding activities), structural (asking e.g. reasons 

for certain events) or thoughtful (focusing on feelings and opinions) (Valentine 2005). Majority of 
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the questions asked in this study were either descriptive or thoughtful in nature. The questions 

presented to different stakeholders were partly same and partly different, varying from the role of 

the interviewee. In general, however, two different question lists were used (Appendixes I and II) 

although in many cases the structure was modified more or less, depending on the role of the 

interviewee. 

         In total 21 people were interviewed. These included one person from all of the eight host 

families in Beni Na’im, as well as a local language instructor for the hosts, two representatives from 

the Beni Na’im municipality, four people employed by MIAK, two representatives from the tour 

operator, the Siraj Center and one representative from the Rozana Association which in charge of 

training the host families. Finally, four people from Abraham Path Initiative, representing different 

aspects of the organization were interviewed. Majority of the interviews were conducted in the 

workplaces of the interviewees or otherwise specified locations. For the host families, all of the 

interviews were conducted in their homes. Some interviews were done in English except for the 

host interviews, of which all but one, were done in Arabic with a help of a translator. All interviews 

except for one were recorded and later transcribed. The main focus of the interviews was on how 

the community-based tourism initiative functions at the moments, and whether there seem to appear 

to be some issues that the asset-based community development -approach could possibly contribute 

to. The aim was to respond to the very first research question: 

In what ways are the principles of community-based tourism identified in the CBT literature 

currently realized in the case of community-based hiking tourism in Beni 8a’im? 

Some key themes to look into were e.g. the way of approaching the community by MIAK the 

nature of participation of the local community and also how the locals at the moment benefit from 

the initiative. All interviewees, regardless of their role in the initiative were also asked to define 

what their perception of community-based tourism is. Additionally, especially the key informant 

interviews with the API also provided valuable information of the context, the development of the 

Path, tourism in Palestine and the local culture. 
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  Table 2. Methods used in the data gathering. 

 

 

 

 

            METHOD 

 

 

            SAMPLE SIZE 

 

         PURPOSE OF THE METHOD 

 

Semi-structured 

qualitative interviews 

 

• 7 representatives of 

MIAK 

• 8 representatives of 

the host families  in 

Beni Na’im 

• 2 with 

representatives of 

the Beni Na’im 

municipality 

 

• to gain information of the current way 

that the tourism initiative is operated 

 

 

Key informant 

interviews 

 

• 4 representatives of 

API 

 

• to complete the data provided by the 

other interviews and also get some 

background information (interviews were 

carried out during the first fieldtrip before 

the other data gathering took place.  

 

Survey for asset-

mapping 

 

• 74 responses 

 

• to map the local community members’ 

perceptions of the existing natural and 

cultural assets and to see how these 

assets match the current activities of 

MIAK 

 

Observations 

 

• continuously 

throughout the 

fieldwork as well as 

on two organized 

hiking trips 

 

• to support other methods of data 

gathering 

 

GPS 

 

• points recorded for 

the touristic sites 

that come up in the 

asset-mapping as 

well as the 

locations of the 

home stays 

 

• to enable the creation of an actual “map 

of assets” of the assets identified in the 

survey 
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5.3 Asset-mapping survey 

5.3.1 Purpose of the survey and delivering the questionnaire 

Surveys can be classified into descriptive and analytical ones, with the analytical surveys more 

frequently used in academic studies as they deal with causality and explaining phenomena (Partiff 

2005). Typically surveys are used in geographical research in order to either summarize the 

characteristics of the subjects being studies or to present statistically valid and accurate findings 

(Secor 2010).   In this study, however, a survey was used for a slightly different reason. As was 

explained in the literature review, there exist a variety of methods that could be used in order to 

apply the ABCD approach “in the field”. However, as Wu and Pearce (2014) point out, mapping the 

assets is a key step in any ABCD program. Mainly for this reason an asset-mapping, which is 

defined by Haines (2009: 44) as “a process of learning what resources are available in the 

community” as a method was chosen as a way to apply the approach in practice. As Green and 

Haines (2012) note, surveys are an often used method of mapping the assets and skills of residents 

in the ABCD. Although in this study the individual attributes and skills of the community members 

were not in focus, a survey method was used to identify, or “map” the perceptions that the locals 

have of the tourism assets of their community and to respond to the research question: 

The potential of the ABCD: 

a.) What do the local people consider as the touristic (natural and cultural) assets of their 

community? 

The most frequently emerging assets were also recorded with a GPS, in order to create an 

actual “asset map” later. The asset perceptions by the locals were also later compared to the current 

tourism activity and a product that MIAK is promoting in order to see, if the things seen as assets 

are the same assets that are promoted in the tourism initiative and therefore respond to the research 

question: 

b.) How do these perceptions of the touristic assets relate to the current form of tourism that 

MIAK (Masar Ibrahim al-Khalil) is promoting (community-based hiking tourism)? 

Initially the plan was to retrieve a sample that would be as heterogeneous as possible and 

therefore a non-proportional quota sampling was intended to be used. For example it was desired to 

have responses equally from different neighborhoods. It turned out on the field, however, that 

delivering the questionnaires randomly to residents was not considered inappropriate by the local 

contact person and a key informant and thus a snowballing method was used. The questionnaires 

were distributed to host families and their friends and relatives, to the workers at the municipality 
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and their networks, and also some were distributed at a local workshop event for the community 

members. Naturally the use of snowballing is not problem-free; as it could lead to a homogenous 

sample (e.g. municipality members might only distribute questionnaires to other persons in 

relatively high positions in the community). However, as becomes evident from the description 

below, the final sample was rather heterogeneous and despite the composition of the respondents 

does not in all aspects match the actual relations of different groups in the community, in terms of 

different age groups, genders and occupations the sample is rather representative. 

 

5.3.2 Questionnaire design 

Oppenheim (1992) has categorized the variables to work with in a survey into four groups, which 

are independent, dependent, controlled and uncontrolled variables. As independent variables I chose 

for my questionnaire characteristics such as level or education, age, gender and profession. I also 

include the level of involvement with the MIAK, in order to enable comparisons regarding the 

appreciation of different assets between those involved with tourism already and those who are not. 

The dependent variables are then the valuations of assets that the respondents have.   

In the questionnaire (Appendix III) the first section consisted of basic information of the 

respondents. Then the respondents were asked to rate some pre-defined assets on a list consisting of 

28 items in total. They were also given space to provide specifications related to their ratings. For 

example when rating “festivals”, the respondents were able to specify which festivals their ratings 

referred to. This way the asset-mapping was attempted to be made more qualitative and 

participatory than otherwise would’ve been the case and mitigate the issue of the researcher 

affecting the responses with pre-defining the possible answers too much. Another reason was of 

course to retrieve richer data.  

A Likert scale, developed by Rensis Likert, is most frequently used in tourism research of all 

psychometric scales (Smith 2010) and was also used here. The idea of the scale is that the 

respondent can express their opinion regarding series of statements by choosing a number, each of 

which indicates a level of agreement with the statement. No agreement exists on whether the scale 

should have an even or odd number of alternatives, in other words, is the respondent given a chance 

to express a neutral opinion and both ways have their supporters (Smith 2010). I chose to use a 

scale from from 1 to 3 based on their perceived interest value of each asset for a potential visitor 

(3=very interesting, 2=somewhat interesting. 1=not interesting. A 0 –option was also included as “I 
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don’t know/this asset does not exist in my town”. Each asset was also complemented with a space 

in which the respondents could provide details to the asset in question. 

According to the original plan I would have been interested in mapping, not only the concrete 

assets but also their level of preservation and protection, as they are integral elements of these 

capitals in addition to the actual resources. Therefore the respondents were also presented with 

arguments related to cultural and natural capital. However, as the survey resulted in a relatively 

small sample, the data provided by these sections of the survey were left out of the study. 

Retrieving enough data to enable statistical tests was a major challenge in the survey process. 

As the final number of returned questionnaires was only 74, there is no possibility for making 

statistically significant conclusions or generalizations of the results. In terms of mapping the 

cultural and natural tourism assets as an application of the ABCD approach I do not consider this as 

a problem, as the point of interest is not so much to generalize the results to concern the whole 

community, but more to explore in a what perceptions the locals have on what they see as touristic 

assets as their community. As there were still over 70 responses, in which significant saturation can 

be observed in the answers, and the furthermore sample was rather heterogeneous composition of 

people, I consider the data as valid and adequate to meet the research questions.   

As a survey technique it was chosen to use an interviewer-administered method. Different 

methods such as postal surveys, telephone interviews and face-to-face methods all have their pros 

and cons but conducting the survey face-to-face was felt to be most appropriate in the context of the 

fieldwork. 

 

5.4 Data analysis 

5.4.1 The interviews 

As was already mentioned, at first all interviews were transcribed. This was not done word by word, 

as it was felt that the purpose of the research did not require it, and also as most interviews were 

translated by an interpreter, it would have been impossible to transcribe them with such accuracy. 

Next, the transcriptions were read through and some initial observations of recurring themes etc. 

were made. Then the material was coded. For the most part the coding was done in accordance with 

descriptive coding, in which short phrases are labelled basically based on their topic (Miles et al. 

2013). Excerpts with similar codes were grouped together under the same theme. Majority of the 

themes were, as was expected, emerged directly from the interview questions, especially in the case 
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of the host interview data, as these interviews followed the same pattern most often and the 

questions provided themes quite naturally. The data was rearranged around themes and sub-themes.   

The main themes in the interviews with the community members were identified as: 

1. The community (in general description of the town and its people, questions concerning 

the community were asked as there exists little information of Beni Na’im in English) 

2. Community approach (how the community was approached by MIAK) 

3. Selection of the hosts (what kind of criteria was used) 

4. The hosting itself (typical activities during the hosting) 

5. Benefits from being involved (anticipated/motivations for hosting and gained benefits, 

dissatisfaction) 

6. Reactions of the community (e.g. awareness of the project, opposition towards the 

initiative, jealousy towards those involved) 

7. CBT (definitions) 

 

In the interviews with other stakeholders (representatives of MIAK and the API) were identified 

themes such as: 

 

1. CBT (definitions) 

2. Community approach 

3. Local reactions 

4. Involvement of the locals (roles) 

5. Selection of the hosts 

6. Benefits and their distribution 

7. Limitations of developing CBT in the context 

 

With the help of themes different views were identified. Especially the views of the locals 

(hosts and municipality representatives) were compared to those developing tourism (MIAK and the 

API) and thus an understanding of the project was gradually built. A role-ordered matrix including 

all interviewees was then created, in order to make comparison with relatively effortlessly.  

According to Miles et al. (2013: 162), the matrix “permits comparisons across roles on issues of 

interest to a study and tests whether people in the same role see issues in comparable ways”. At the 

same time, the matrix was constructed as conceptually clustered (Miles et al. 2013), meaning that 

the relevant research subtopics and concepts were brought to the matrix in columns. As Miles et al. 
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note, the conceptually clustered matrix is particularly useful in a case when the data is used to 

respond to many research questions at the same time. In my study this was not really a case as for 

the most part the interviews were used only to respond to the first research question. However, it 

was felt that as there were several sub-topics under the topic of the question, this method was 

applicable. Comparisons were then made and these were then reflected on the literature on 

community-based tourism and the elements that have been identified as important. Overall my 

approach to the analysis was deductive rather than inductive; although issues and viewpoints 

emerged from the data itself, the overall framework for the analysis, including the themes, were 

largely predefined. The findings that I made will de described in the next, “Results” –chapter. 

 

5.4.2 The survey 

It was a great disappointment to realize that within the time frame and the circumstances/culture in 

the field I was not able to retrieve a sample of an adequate size to conduct any confirmatory 

analysis and produce statistically significant quantitative results. This setback also made it 

impossible to make meaningful comparisons between different groups of respondents. In the end 

some comparisons were made though, but they do not provide generalizable results, but were used 

mainly as support for the qualitative findings. Therefore I was only able to conduct exploratory 

analysis, such as measure the mean ratings that the respondents had given to different assets. I was 

also able to examine the characteristics of the respondents. As the sample had been gathered mainly 

by snowballing, I felt it would be important to make sure that the sample was not too homogeneous. 

For this I used the SPSS software. 

At the same time, it was not a complete surprise that the sample ended up being rather small, 

and as the asset list in the questionnaire was open-ended while using the Likert-scale, I ended up 

with plenty of qualitative data on the locals’ perceptions of assets. Thus, from the perspective of the 

asset-mapping even the 74 responses provided a lot of data for analysis. The specifications that the 

respondents had provided were thus analyzed qualitatively in order to produce an “asset map” of 

tourism assets of Beni Na’im. In this analysis the specifications were re-grouped and categorized 

under themes. At the same time, I paid attention to in which category the assets appeared. For 

example, whether the “Lod mosque” was essentially considered as a “historic site” or a “religious 

site”. Some assets appeared in more than one pre-defined category, as for example “Old town” 

appeared in both “Buildings” and “Districts”.  It was also counted how many times each asset was 

mentioned in all categories where it appeared.  Some themes emerged quite naturally, as the asset 

list already consisted of 27 pre-defined categories. In many cases though it was also found that re-
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grouping the answers was actually necessary, as with e.g. “districts” nearly all respondents who had 

specified it somehow, had mentioned the old town. In other words, some assets that I had provided 

in the asset list lost their significance as themselves during the process.  

Some issues also emerged in the analysis. First of all, judging by the additional comments 

made by respondents as they were asked to specify the assets, it was conclude that “customs” and 

“monuments” had been falsely translated from English to Arabic as “costumes” and “mountains”. 

Those were then excluded from the further analysis. There was also, in the original questionnaire, a 

28th asset named “other” but this received such a few number of ratings that it was also excluded. It 

was found, furthermore, that the use of general categories such as “historic sites” or “cultural sites” 

did not work very well as people  named very different kind of sites in them, partly also overlapping 

with already given alternatives. However, also new specific assets emerged from these more general 

categories, namely the ruins of al Qasar, the Old City of Beni Na’im and the area of Al Mansafer. 

One intention with the asset list was to compare the value respondents would have put on the ruins 

of Al Qasar, which are not promoted on the hiking path as much as Lod Mosque and the Yaqin 

shrine. Due to an unfortunate overlapping with the local place names, the “Al Qasar” on the asset 

list was accidentally translated as a local cultural center, and thus the Al Qasar ruins never made it 

to the list. The ruins came up, however, when the respondents specified their answers e.g. in 

“historical sites”.  

 

5.5 Limitations of the data and analysis 

Gathering data for a scientific, mostly qualitative study in the field could hardly be argued to be an 

easy task. I experienced the process as very challenging and throughout the study issues emerged. 

The issues should be acknowledged and are thus listed here.  

 Conducting fieldwork in a culturally foreign environment entails plenty of challenges. An 

additional challenge was posed by the fact that I was a young female research in a deeply 

patriarchal community. I had a Palestinian interpreter with me at all times, a young woman as well, 

and this setting provided actually quite an advantage but also challenges. On a positive note, as 

women we were able to meet with the local homestay hosts. In six of eight families the contact 

person is a woman, and thus it was culturally appropriate for us to meet alone (with the interpreter). 

Furthermore, having a Palestinian interpreter speaking Arabic turned out to being an asset when 

establishing trust with some interviewees, being that the encounters in the end were rather small. 

Related to the above, the lack of my Arabic skills was definitely a hindrance. Especially making 
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observations of informal conversations and access to some documents as well as daily navigation 

would have been easier with adequate language.  

Furthermore, my position as an outsider, especially as young female, posed its limitations. I 

was not able to move around in the village independently, but had to always be accompanied by the 

interpreter. Furthermore I was discouraged, for cultural and political reasons, from giving out the 

questionnaire to randomly selected respondents, as due to the Israeli occupation and checkpoints an 

“outsider” asking questions would have caused suspicion. At times, it was also challenging to 

convince the interviewees that I do not represent MIAK nor API and that the interviews were 

anonymous. For the most part this was not an issue, however in at least one host family interview 

the interviewees (in this case it was both husband and wife who wanted to be interviewed together) 

were seemingly hesitant in their answers, gave very little information and appeared to respond in a 

“correct” manner. 

However, despite the limitations discussed above, considering the available time and 

resources, I felt that I ended up with adequate data from which analysis could be made in order to 

make meaningful findings. These findings will constitute the content of the next chapter.        

 

6 Findings 

 

In this part I will present the findings I have made from the data through analysis. The section is 

divided in two parts; I will first introduce the findings regarding the current state of the community-

based tourism in Beni Na’im, and this section will be followed by the presentation of the findings 

made from the asset-mapping. These findings will be discussed in more detail in the chapter 

following this one, the discussion part where also the research questions will be answered. 

 

6.1 Community-based tourism in Beni Na’im 

The criteria for this examination were built on ideals and principles of CBT that have been 

identified in the literature. These were discussed earlier in the theoretical framework section. The 

primary themes in focus were participation and ownership by the local community in regarding the 

tourism initiative, including how the community was initially approached by MIAK, who in the 

community participates in the project and in what kind of roles, as well as the benefits (individual 

and collective ones) from tourism and their distribution. In addition, perceptions of the concept 
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community-based tourism concept by different stakeholders were compared, due to the general 

fuzziness surrounding the term. I will in fact begin the section by discussing these perceptions.  

 

6.1.1 Perceptions of CBT 

A variety of themes emerged from the responses, reflecting slightly different perceptions. Elements 

that were listed as being relevant to CBT included direct interaction and cultural exchange between 

the tourists and the locals, direct economic benefits to the community, and the different roles of 

locals (e.g. “main beneficiaries”, “involved” and “decision-makers”). The responses resonate with 

several characteristics associated with the CBT ideals, including the tourist as a part of the tourism 

system rather than in its center, cross-cultural learning and participation in benefits and decision-

making. 

As a clear observation emerged that for nearly all of the locals, in other words the host 

families and the representatives from the municipality, elements related to interaction and culture 

were the predominant ones. Many seemed to view direct interaction as a way for the tourists to get 

to know the local culture and traditions. Only one interviewee brought up the direct economic 

benefits and no one brought up the often mentioned role of the locals as managers or decision-

makers in the tourism project.  

On the contrary, the representatives of other stakeholders, MIAK (including representatives 

from the Siraj Center and the Rozana Association) and the API, were more likely to bring up the 

participative roles of the local community, ranging from inclusion in tourism activities to 

collaborating, planning and decision-making.  

 

6.1.2 Participation and ownership 

Regarding the nature of participation, the topics that I attempted to cover were: 

• How MIAK has approached the community and introduce the project 

• Who in the community participate in project (including in what kinds of roles) and on which 

grounds have they been selected 

• Reactions of the local community to the initiative, including general awareness of the 

project, and possible opposition towards the project or towards the host families (as such a 

few number of people are included at the moment) 
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According to representatives of MIAK, a core element in their methodology for approaching 

and involving the communities is working through the existing political and social structures. 

Through this process they also aim at identifying existing capacities in the communities they work 

with. In practice this means approaching the municipalities or village councils (depending on the 

size of the community) in each locality. In addition to the municipalities they build connections 

with the heads of the local women’s cooperatives. This has also been the case in Beni Na’im. 

After the municipalities had accepted to be involved in the initiative, a series of public 

meetings, or workshops, were arranged in the community, in which information was given about 

the project and the community members were able to address questions to MIAK. The workshops, 

according to the representatives of MIAK, were open for everyone. According to an interviewee 

from the municipality some people, who they thought might be interested, were sent a personal 

invitation to attend the preliminary workshop. After this a public announcement was made through 

the municipality social media. However, it was revealed through the interviews with the locals, that 

there had been dissatisfaction in the community regarding the announcement, as it was claimed by 

some interviewees that there are people in the community who felt that the announcement had not 

been wide enough. After the workshop applications were open for the locals to apply as host 

families. The hosts were selected by a board consisting of representatives from MIAK as well as the 

Beni Na’im municipality council. 

A relevant point, regarding the nature of participation is, whether the possibilities for 

participation are equal and who in the community are in fact participating. In my case study it was 

of interest to look more closely into who have been selected as hosts and as such the main 

beneficiaries of the tourism initiative and on which grounds. The current host families vary in size 

between four and seven comprising most often of a married couple and their children, with one 

exception of a family with a widow and her sister-in-law as the adults of the family. The 

occupations of the adult members of the families vary from teachers to merchants. In three of the 

eight host families the wife was or had been a leader in one of the local women’s cooperatives and 

in two other families one of the parents is a member of the municipality. The remaining three have 

members closely related to one of the active members. It was also mentioned by an interviewee 

from the API that the women selected as hosts tend to be already active in their communities but 

that the initiative is “empowering them even more” e.g. by enabling them to build connections 

beyond their communities. Even though overall the current hosts cannot be considered as 

particularly marginalized or disempowered members in the community, it should be noted that in 

six out of eight families the women were housewives and thus only one parent was working. 
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The host families were all asked about how they initially heard about the project and as most 

of the chosen host families are active either in women’s cooperatives or work at the municipality, 

majority (five out of eight) of the hosts initially heard about the project through these (or other) 

connections. However, they all had still filed an application to become a host. Regarding the criteria 

for selecting the hosts, it was brought up by both the hosts themselves as well as the interviewees 

from MIAK, that the most important criteria was to have an extra room to host guests. Other named 

criteria included English skills, Internet connection and willingness to attend trainings, to name a 

few. Through analysis of the interview data emerged that despite rarely specified as a concrete 

criterion, the selected hosts were considered as responsible or representable people in the 

community. According to MIAK, in practice favoring lower income families is one affecting factor 

when choosing the families, but not a condition for a family to be involved. 

Since the volume of tourism in the area is low, as became evident from the fact that the 

number of times of hosting hikers during the past two years varies between nine and zero among the 

host families, no more than eight families are currently actively involved with the initiative. The 

fact that the number of times of hosting ranged from nine to zero among the families was identified 

as an issue by some hosts. The hosts had been involved in the initiative for varying periods of time 

ranging from six months to two years, which explains part of the variation. However, it was 

indicated by one interviewee from the tour operator that the feedback from the families might affect 

the rotation. The three families that had hosted the biggest number of times, five to nine, while the 

rest had hosted from zero to four, were all current or former heads of the women’s associations.     

It is the tour operator, the Siraj Center, who decides the rotation of the hosting (i.e. which 

family hosts which guests during a given overnight hike) and give suggestions on what kind of food 

could be served and if there are e.g. vegetarians among the arriving group of hikers. Furthermore, it 

is MIAK who decides on the furniture and decorations of the guestrooms in each home stay. During 

the interviews with the host families, some dissatisfaction was expressed concerning the equipment 

of the guest houses. Several hosts (four out of eight) felt that MIAK had charged too much from 

them in order to cover the costs of the furniture, while the actual quality of the products was, 

according to the hosts, worth less. The hosts had filed a group complaint on the topic, but the issue 

was yet to be solved. Two of the eight hosts expressed dissatisfaction with the fact that as MIAK 

has covered majority of the furniture costs, they (the hosts) are now “in debt” for MIAK. The debt 

is reduced by giving a portion of the profits to MIAK. As becomes evident from the above, overall 

the local communities could not yet be claimed to own the tourism initative. However, one of the 
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interviewees from the MIAK said, that in the future it would be the ideal situation if the hikes could 

e.g. be directly arranged between the communities and the hikers.  

Four of the eight hosts had an experienced jealousy from other residents of the community for 

being involved in the initiative. This is not surprising as there are only eight families involved at the 

moment. According to one interviewee the jealousy results from two reasons, either people thinking 

that the involved families make significant economic benefit from the hosting, or feeling that they 

would have had filled the requirements to work as a host but the municipality not informing about 

the possibility well enough. Derived from the interviews as well as personal observations, mainly 

informal discussions with community-members, there seemed to appear perceptions that there are 

people in the community who believe that connections to the municipality have played a part in 

getting selected to being involved in the initiative as a host. One host, who had been an active 

member in the women’s cooperative that MIAK is working with, suggested that she had faced 

jealousy (of being involved in the initiative) resulting namely from her “powerful” position, and one 

host interviewee  claimed that it is mainly only people connected to the local municipality who even 

know about the project. 

In terms of the wider awareness of the project among the community, it was challenging to 

build a reliable picture, as the views of the interviewees varied significantly. As was already 

mentioned, some argued that it is only people connected to the municipality who know about the 

project. However others claimed that majority of the people in the community are aware of it. 

According to the survey, only approximately 20 % of the respondents had not heard about the 

initiative, but this should not be considered as reliable information, as the sample was gathered with 

snowballing method, partly through the hosts and their friends. Interviews from both MIAK and 

API revealed, however, at least some gaps in the local awareness as there had been incidents near 

Hebron (the next stop on the trail after Beni Na’im) as well as near Jenin and Jericho (located along 

the northern parts of the trail) when tiles put up to mark the trail had been removed, apparently due 

to the lack of knowledge of their purpose.  

It was also of interest how the wider community has reacted to the initiative and has there 

been any opposition towards it. So far no municipality on a municipality council level has not 

rejected the idea of establishing the trail and joining the community-based initiative, although in 

some villages it has been easier than in others according to MIAK. Difficulties related to 

establishing relationships with the municipalities have, according to MIAK, been related to 

suspicion among the communities towards outsider visitors resulting from the existence of Israeli 

settlements and the prevailing occupation. Another issue pointed out by MIAK was that since the 



 45 

local economy has been largely dependent on donors and foreign aid (Szepesi & Rabineau 2014), it 

has been difficult to make it clear to the communities that MIAK is not a donor agency but oriented 

towards development.  

According to an interviewee from MIAK, compared to other communities, working with Beni 

Na’im has been relatively easy, possibly due to a relatively high educational level. At the same 

time, as one interviewee pointed out, it is difficult to know how well the village councils represent 

the communities. In the interviews with the community members majority of the interviewees did 

not identify large-scale opposition towards the project within the community, although four 

interviewees mentioned that some kind of opposition can be noticed. However, due to the lack of 

data, the actual scale of opposition is difficult to estimate. The reasons for opposition that were 

mentioned included mainly religious regions, in other words the inappropriateness of 

accommodating foreign men in a house with women or a more general suspicion regarding the 

motives of the hikers, again, reflecting the occupation and fears towards the Israeli settlements in 

the West Bank. 

 

6.1.3 Benefits 

Four of the eight hosts had anticipated economic benefits from hosting. Other anticipated benefits 

included cultural exchange and learning languages. None of the hosts felt that so far they had 

benefited much from the initiative, especially economically and several of them expressed that they 

had been expecting to benefit more. This is understandable, given the small number of hikers at the 

moment. One interviewee had been involved with MIAK in a more independent manner at a 

preliminary stage before the actual initiative started and indicated that when the activities were less 

organized and she would benefit more economically. Some hosts also argued that filling the 

requirements for e.g. food my MIAK causes them to have to invest more on hosting than what they 

receive as profits. Among the hosts the economic benefits have also been distributed unevenly, as 

some hosts have hosted more often than others. As the project is lead from the outside and not 

owned by the community, the economic benefits that are generated from tourism go directly to the 

individual host families and thus are not used collectively for the whole community, as ideally is the 

case with CBT projects. 

Despite the lack of economic benefits some interviewees felt that there some other benefits, 

such as making new contacts and improving their social skills through the trainings, getting to know 

new cultures and getting improvements, such as furniture, for their houses in order for it to meet the 
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standards of MIAK. Broadened social networks were mentioned most often (by four interviewees) 

as a gained benefit, even though only one interviewee mentioned this as an anticipated benefit from 

getting involved with the initiative. As for more collective community benefits the examples were 

fewer, and most interviewees felt that so far the community has not benefited from the initiative. It 

was mentioned in some interviews, that in general the awareness of foreign cultures has increased 

and that as small percentage of the cost that the hikers pay goes to the municipality. Most 

interviewees felt, however, that at its current state the hiking tourism does not benefit the town. This 

is understandable, as the project is still very small in scale and there have been only a few hikes 

organized. It should also be noted, that as could be seen from the diagram shown in 4.5, especially 

the number of one-day organized hikers has been growing continuously in recent years and even 

though the security situation, especially in terms of perceived security from the perspective of 

international travelers has been challenging in both Palestine and Israel, is the growth a positive 

signal and through time, if the Masar becomes even better established as a hiking trail, it could well 

generate bigger economic benefits. Furthermore, it was pointed out by the municipality, that as a 

result of being involved in the Masar Ibrahim project the municipality has managed to get attention 

and protection for the sites that are involved in the path.  

 

6.2 The Asset-mapping 

Moving on from the current nature of CBT in Beni Na’im, I will now present the results of the 

second part of the thesis, in which the ABCD approach was applied in practice in the form of an 

asset-mapping survey. The details of how the survey was conducted and how the data was analyzed 

can be found in chapter 5. Hence, in this part I will not discuss this process in detail. In addition to 

textual form, I will also illustrate the results with a conceptual as well as a geographical map.  

As was explained earlier, the purpose of the asset mapping survey was to identify the local 

residents’ views on the natural and cultural assets of Beni Na’im from a tourism perspective and see 

how they relate to the current tourism project developed by MIAK. At the same time the asset 

mapping is a practical application of the ABCD and as such tests the functionality of the approach 

in the context of CBT. In 6.2.2. I will first describe the results of the actual survey and then in the 

discussion section in 7.2. I will compare the results to the current tourism activity. However, I will 

first briefly describe the characteristics of the sample. As the questionnaires were in the end 

distributed mainly by snow balling –method, it should be evaluated whether the sample can be 

considered as heterogeneous enough to make worthy conclusions from the results. 
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6.2.1 Description of the sample 

It is described here what are the characteristics of the 74 respondents, in order to demonstrate that 

the size of the sample was heterogeneous enough to provide useful data on the locals’ perceptions 

of the assets. 42 of the respondents were female and 32 were male. In terms of age distribution, the 

biggest age group represented in the data was the group of people of age 21 to 29. Exactly 50 % of 

the respondents were considered as youth (15-29 year-olds).  

 

Figure 7. Age structure of the sample. 

In terms of the level of education, majority of the respondents had completed secondary education 

with a diploma. About 43 % of the respondents had finished either a Bachelor’s or a Master’s 

degree.  

 

Figure 8. Level of education of the respondents.  
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The biggest occupational group represented in the data was employees on a governmental or private 

institution (29.7%). This is probably explained by the fact that a large numbers of questionnaires 

were given out through employees at the local municipality. However, it should be mentioned here 

that overall this category is problematic as it groups together occupations on both public and private 

sector and thus is not very informative. It was chosen to be used, however, as the category was used 

in the official “town profile” data that was used to compare the characteristics of my sample to. 

Trade sector was also well represented with 19 %. It is noteworthy that approximately 16 % of the 

respondents were unemployed.  

 

Figure 9. Occupations of the respondents. 

Majority of the respondents had at least heard of Masar Ibrahim before, which is hardly 

surprising as many of the questionnaires were given out through the homestay hosts. Only 

approximately one fifth of the respondents had never heard of the initiative and approximately 14 % 

of the respondents were personally involved with it somehow.  

 

Figure 10. Involvement of the respondents with MIAK. 
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The characteristics do not exactly match the actual proportions of different groups in Beni 

Na’im. Especially when looking at the level of education or occupation of the respondents it can be 

seen that of the entire population of Beni Na’im (in 2007) university level degree had been finished 

by only approximately 7% of the residents. In terms of occupation, of the general population 50% 

worked in trade in 2007 and in private or governmental institutions were employed only 5% of the 

people. (The Applied Research Institute 2009). Of course it should also be noted that the data that is 

used here for comparison is from 2007 and the proportions of different groups may have changed. 

 

6.2.2 Results of the survey 

The respondents rated the 27 pre-defined assets on a scale from one to three based on their 

attractiveness to potential visitors. A diagram on the following page (figure 11) presents the mean 

values accrued by each pre-defined asset arranged by the mean value. As can be seen, the highest-

ranking assets are the Lod Mosque, wildlife, the Yaqin shrine, local food, hospitality of the 

Palestinian culture, festivals, and mosques in general. These assets all reached a mean value above 

2.5. As was mentioned earlier, the respondents were provided space to specify their ratings and this 

option was actively used by many respondents. 

In terms of “wildlife”, clearly the most common specification was “al Mansafer”, an area to 

the east of town. For local food, the examples that came up most often were “mansaf” (a soup made 

with yoghurt) and “maqlube” (a dish with rice, chicken and vegetables”. For “festivals” most 

commonly mentioned were religious festivals of al adha and al fiter, as well as local weddings. In 

“mosques”, most commonly quoted was the earlier mentioned Lod mosque. Other mosques 

mentioned include al-Sahaba, Abu Baker and al-Muharjeen mosques. The lowest average grades 

(below two) were attributed to restaurants, cemeteries, industrial areas, market places and cultural 

sites. Even though the sample is rather small, and was in the end gathered mostly by snow balling 

method, the results can be treated with quite a high level of credibility for two reasons. First of all, 

as was described already in the analysis section, the sample turned out to be rather heterogeneous in 

terms of e.g. age groups, gender and level of education. Furthermore, a clear saturation could be 

noticed in the responses. 
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Figure 11. The assets and their mean values. 

 

Through qualitative analysis on the specifications an asset map, which is displayed on the 

following page (figure 12) was constructed. The responses were regrouped and finally arranged 

under themes that were identified from the data. The mean values were not considered here, but the 

size of the assets in the picture is attempted to reflect roughly on how many times the specific assets 

were mentioned in the questionnaires.  The themes that emerged are “local way of life and culture”, 

“nature” and “historical sites”. Under the “way of life” category were identified the biggest number 

of assets. Belonging to this theme were identified assets such as hospitality, the local food, mosques 

and celebrations such as weddings and religious festivals. In the “nature” category the most often 

highlighted asset was the area of Al Mansafer and in the category of “history” Lod Mosque and 

Yaqin shrine, as well as the old city of Beni Na’im. The Lod Mosque and the Yaqin shrine, which 

are the attractions mentioned by both the MIAK and API as the main attractions of the town and the 

places connected to the Masar through historical events, were clearly the top assets also according 

to the locals. A geographical asset map representing the locations of the most popular assets is 

presented on page 58 (figure 13). Also the Masar Ibrahim and the home stays are marked on the 

map. 
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Figure 12. An  asset map of the tourism assets of Beni 8a’im based on  the locals’ perceptions. 

 

Despite the regrouping some categories remained as they were straightforward (in the case of 

e.g. actual sites), but in others the original category as itself lost its significance. In the case of e.g. 

“festivals” two separate assets were brought up; religious festivals al adha and al fiter, as well as 

weddings. Some assets were regarded as belonging to more than one theme. This is the case with 

e.g. al Mansafer, which is a vast area outside town with natural appeal, but it also functions as an 

area for the residents of the town to plant olives or go for a barbeque or other get-together events on 

weekends, as was revealed in the interviews with the host families. 

It can be assumed that the fact that the assets were provided in a list, despite the spaces for 

specifications, affected the respondents to some extent at least. I attempted to mitigate this 

limitation of the data by including a question prior to the asset list, in which the respondents could 

freely express what they “would do with a visitor in town”. The results from this, however, 

supported the responses to the asset lists, as the three most often mentioned places/activities were in 

fact the Lod Mosque, the Yaqin shrine, and the Al Mansafer.  
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The responses to the survey were strikingly homogeneous and similar assets were highlighted 

by different respondents. There were no significant differences regarding the perceptions of the 

assets between the genders or different age groups, or between the respondents who are involved 

with MIAK and the other community members, even though it should be remembered that the 

sample was too small to make any statistically significant comparisons. How these views relate to 

the tourism activities developed by MIAK will be discussed in the discussion –chapter, in 7.2. 

 

 

Figure 13. A geographical asset map of Beni 8a’im, showing the most valued  tourism assets.  

 

7 Discussion 

In this chapter I will discuss the findings that were presented in the previous section – and respond 

to the research questions: 

1.) In what ways are the principles of community-based tourism identified in the CBT 

literature currently realized in the case of community-based hiking tourism in Beni 8a’im? 
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2.a.) What do the local people consider as the touristic, natural and cultural) assets of their 

community? 

           b.) How do these perceptions of the touristic assets relate to the current form of tourism that 

MIAK  is promoting  in the community-based hiking tourism initiative? 

3.) Could the ABCD approach improve the realization of CBT that is currently practiced in 

Beni 8a’im? 

As questions one and two differ thematically, I will discuss them first separately. Then, deriving 

from these discussions I will attempt to respond to the final question, and evaluate the potential and 

applicability of the asset-based community development approach in community-based tourism, in 

the light of my study.   

 

7.1 Community-based tourism in Beni Na’im 

As was brought up in the literature review, the definitions of CBT are many and no universally 

accepted definition that would be consistently used among the academics and different operators 

and experts, seems to exist. Also the interviewees in my case study had different views on the topic. 

The fact that the perceptions of CBT vary so much between stakeholders supports the findings of 

Goodwill and Santilli (2009) and their argument that the CBT should indeed always be defined in 

order to make sure that different stakeholders hold similar views on what type of tourism is in fact 

community-based tourism. Despite the lack of one single definition, there have been several criteria 

identified, which were discussed in the literature review. As was mentioned, I chose to approach the 

issue by focusing on the levels of participation by the community with a help of typologies as well 

as finding out what kinds of benefits are accrued from tourism and how they are distributed.  

Clearly, the tourism initiative has not been initiated by the community, as it has been 

introduced from the outside by MIAK, in order to spread tourism to smaller, rural, communities 

outside the conventional centers of the likes of Betlehem. In addition, in its current state, the project 

cannot be said to be owned or managed by the local community. The homestay hosts manage their 

home stays, but the hikes are organized by an external tour operator, which decides which families 

host hikers on each hike. However, even if this would be some kind of ideal community-based case, 

the literature actually has rarely found examples of CBT projects that would be initiated or 

completely managed independently by the local community, as has been pointed out by Jones 
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(2005) and Scheyvens (2002). In addition, as MIAK works closely with existing local institutions, it 

is not a project simply just “planted” from outside the community. 

The current form of tourism is being developed in a way that enables the locals to maintain 

their culture and has also potential to preserve cultural and natural heritage, as the project has 

attracted attention to the archaeological sites that are included in the trail. Furthermore, it is 

developed by the community’s consent, as MIAK operates jointly with the local municipality and 

entails as a core element cultural exchange between tourists and the hosts that promotes cross-

cultural learning. For example Boonratana (2010) considers cultural exchange and interaction with 

the host family (in the case of CBT that includes staying in home stays) as important elements of 

community-based tourism. These elements are currently present in the initiative and are all features 

that have been found as essential elements in CBT projects. Additionally, as has been argued by 

Ashley (2006), one key feature of CBT is that there are also social development objective in 

addition to economic ones. This fits the principles of MIAK, as empowering women and also in 

general marginalized localities in the West Bank are stated as some of their main objectives and 

were also brought up in the interviews with stakeholders.  

Moving on to the typologies, in the light of Tosun’s typology it could be argued that in Beni 

Na’im the participation of the community at the moment can be placed somewhere between 

passive, corresponding with Arnstein’s citizen tokenism, and spontaneous community participation, 

corresponding with Arnstein’s citizen power. In general the influence of the local people on the 

tourism activities are limited to public meetings where they have been allowed a chance to express 

their concerns and present questions, which would be typical for Tosun’s passive participation and 

Arnstein’s consultation stage, in which she mentions public meetings as a typical method (Arnstein 

1969). In other words, it is not the local community that makes the actual decisions, but merely 

accepts and implements them. Currently it is not the community itself that coordinate the tourism 

activity, which would imply that their role is limited to “decision-takers” as opposed to “decision-

makers”, as Tosun phrases it.  This would imply passive participation by Tosun (1999), 

corresponding with citizen tokenism by Arnstein (1969).   

     On the other hand, the participants in the home stays program have been in face to face 

interaction with the decision makers, and the hosts had also filed a joint complaint about the price 

issue (regarding the equipment for the houses). This would imply direct community participation by 

Tosun, in which the actual decision-making power is not necessarily allocated to the community, 

but the communities have a genuine possibility to express their opinions (Tosun 1999). How this 

kind of approach to participation turns out, is ultimately depended on the attitude of the decision-
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makers (and the sincerity of their intentions) on one hand, and on how the local community 

manages to express their views on the other hand. At the time of the field work it was unclear how 

the complaint would be resolved.  

Even if overall the type of participation that would seem most applicable would be the passive 

participation by Tosun, what the situation in Beni Na’im illustrates is that several levels can coexist. 

As was mentioned above, the hosts are naturally participating in a more active role than others. 

Furthermore, the municipality itself has been working closely with MIAK and the workshops in the 

introduction of the project were open for everyone. At the same time, there were complaints of an 

inadequate announcement of the project according to some, and the community members who were 

invited directly represented mainly the heads and members of different associations. In addition, 

there still appears to be a large group of people in the community not aware of the project. 

Therefore, it can be argued that the level of participation varies greatly within the community. 

Similar observation was made by Okazaki (2008) in his study on a CBT project. 

Okazaki (2008) characterizes empowerment as a process and claims that the levels of 

participation should be reached gradually. Thus, even if at this moment the participation is not on 

the highest level, especially as the project is still rather new, progress can be made. Furthermore, 

moving back to the notion that overall the participation could be characterized as induced or limited 

to tokenism, the expression “limited to tokenism” (used by Dolezal and Burns (2014), in other 

words, assuming that more active participation is automatically something to aim for can also be 

approached critically. A view that should be pointed out here is that of Simpson’s (2008) which was 

explained briefly in the literature review section, challenging the perception that participation itself 

is important or needed. According to Simpson the focus should not be on the poor and participation 

is not considered as a necessity. Regarding this it is a noteworthy observation in the interviews with 

the locals (hosts and municipality members) the local control or management were not identified as 

important components of the CBT.  

Regarding participation, in addition to the level to which the community is involved, it was of 

interest in the study to identify who in the community are participating, as e.g. Salazar (2012) refers 

to this question as an issue of empowerment. This was important, as the effects of prevailing power 

structures within communities and their implications for community-based tourism are often 

claimed to be ignored in CBT. In terms of the host families in Beni Na’im, majority of them are in 

relatively powerful positions in their community, through their connections with the municipality or 

the women’s cooperatives, which are also the institutions that MIAK works with in the community. 

Thus, the power structures within the community have had an impact on the selection of hosts. It 
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was, furthermore, brought up by many interviewees, that a key criteria for being selected to host is 

having an extra room already in the house for hosting, something that poorer members of the 

community most probably lack. However, it should also be pointed out here, that the scale of the 

current study was limited in scale, as only one of the many villages included in a specific tourism 

project was included. Therefore it cannot be argued that an issue of prioritizing well-off members in 

the community would be an issue in all communities along the Masar. 

Community-based tourism projects have been argued to be prone to the local elites capturing 

the benefits, and thus prioritizing already well-off members of the community could eventually lead 

to problems in this regard – a problem of which a study by Jones (2005) provides and example. In 

her study on a Gambian ecotourism initiative it was found that despite an impression of a 

harmonious community that was maintained by the villagers, in reality the power hierarchies were 

strong and while all the power was centred on a few, related individuals, among the rest of the 

community there appeared to exist dissatisfaction and mistrust. On the other hand, in the case of 

Beni Na’im, it should be pointed out that the initiative includes women, who in the Arab world are 

often in excluded positions in the society least economically, in key roles as home stay hosts. As 

one of the goal is to empower women, a community-based tourism model with homestays entails 

many benefits, as this type of tourism in general employs women in important roles. For example 

Acharya & Halpenny (2013)   have identified that being involved in a similar project has had a 

positive impact on women’s roles in their societies.  

Regarding benefits, as was presented in the literature, ideally a CBT project should generate 

collective, as well as individual benefits. In my case study, it would not be relevant to focus so 

much on the absolute benefits, as the number of visitors has been so far low and the scale of the 

project is small. However, in terms of the distribution of benefits, it can be said that as economically 

it is only the individuals (the host families) who benefit economically from the project there are 

currently no concrete collective benefit for the community. Regarding the distribution of benefits 

among the involved community members, the distribution has not been totally equal as families 

have hosted varying number of times. It would be necessary to balance the rotation, in order to 

ensure that all the hosts would maintain interest in the initiative and that the benefits would be more 

equally distributed. However, it is distributing benefits outside Betlehem which is a good thing. 

Additionally, as was mentioned earlier, the number of hikers on the path has been growing and thus, 

especially if the security situation improves, more economic benefits can be generated. The 

challenge here is of course keeping the path established by the locals through times when the hikers 
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are few. It would seem almost necessary for the local culture of hiking to emerge, which might be 

challenging to achieve, as hiking as a form of travel is new to most Palestinians.  

In short, and as a response to the first research question it could be said that in many respects 

the tourism initiative in Beni Na’im entails ideal characteristics of CBT. However, regarding local 

ownership and management of the initiative, as well as in terms of collective benefits, the ideals of 

CBT identified in the literature review are not fully met. It can be argued that currently the 

participation of the locals in CBT has not reached higher than the level of tokenism, and 

furthermore, has to some extent failed to overcome the effects of power relations within the 

community. These issues are typical in community-based tourism, as was discussed in the literature 

review. The ABCD approach could possibly assist in tackling these issues at least to some extent, 

which will be discussed in chapter 7.3. Before that, however, I will discuss the results of the asset-

mapping. 

 

7.2 The Assets and current tourism 

In this section I will discuss the results of the asset-mapping and how these perceptions relate to the 

assets promoted and utilized by MIAK and thus answer to the research questions 2.a. and 2.b. 

It becomes clear from the results of the survey, that the respondents indeed have clear and 

actually quite similar perceptions about the touristic assets of their community and certain assets are 

rated clearly higher than others. This finding supports the results of Wu & Pearce (2014) in the case 

of Lhasa, Nepal, in which the views of especially youth were in focus. Whereas the emphasis in Wu 

& Pearce’s study was to map assets for new possibilities, in my study the idea was to compare the 

assets considered by the local people with the assets that are being built on and utilized in the 

current tourism project in the community. Many of the assets the locals perceive as valuable are in 

fact also promoted by MIAK. For example hospitality, an inherent feature of the Arab culture, is 

valued highly by locals and was also highlighted as an asset in the interviews with the 

representatives of MIAK, as well as the API. The actual sites that are promoted as part of the path 

also emerge as highly valued assets among the local respondents, even those that are not familiar 

with MIAK and the tourism initiative. Many highly rated assets, e.g. food and the natural assets of 

Al Mansafer, furthermore, fit well with the idea of community-based hiking tourism with homestay 

accommodation in general. The assets that are both perceived as valuable by the locals and also 

promoted by MIAK in their activities include: 

• The Lod Mosque (although not always visited) 
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• The Yaqin shrine 

• Hospitality  

• Food 

• Al Mansafer 

• The Al Qasar ruins (although not always visited) 

The food and hospitality assets are utilized in the homestay component of the tourism product. The 

actual sites, then, as well as the area of Al Mansafer, are included on the hiking trail. It is 

noteworthy though, that only the Yaqin shrine is included in all hikes as it functions as the starting 

point of the hiking section from Beni Na’im to Hebron. The Lod mosque is not always visited on 

the organized hikes, as it is located at the heart of the town. Similarly the Al Qasar ruins are not 

always included, which depends on the guide. On a positive note, it should be mentioned that as 

was pointed out by one interviewee and was also observed through informal conversations with the 

community members, the Lod mosque is often visited by the locals due to e.g. its central location 

and its status as a current place of worship. Thus it is rather well-preserved. On the contrary, the 

Yaqin shrine with its location slightly out of town and near the Israeli Ma’ale Hever settlement is 

more rarely visited by the local residents, less protected and monitored by the community and even 

subject to vandalism on the part of the settlement population. The effects of occupation on the 

accessibility of different assets itself would provide an interesting topic for an entire study. Due to 

the different status of these two assets, it could be considered as positive that it is the shrine that is 

emphasized more in practice.  

There were also assets that were identified as valuable by the locals but that are not utilized in 

the tourism initiative in any way at the moment. These would include: 

• Old town 

• Downtown  “Ber al-Sherk” 

• Religious festivals and weddings 

These assets can of course be included by the hosts in their activities with the hikers, and the same 

is the case for e.g. the Lod mosque, however there is often lack of time as the visitors typically stay 

only for one night or even just a couple of hours for a meal.  

All in all, for the most part in could be argued that the asset-base, as it is viewed by the locals 

that participated in the survey, matches quite well with the idea of community-based hiking tourism 

and fits with the current type of tourism that MIAK is developing in Beni Na’im. As the asset-
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mapping was conducted in this study as a practical application of the asset-based community-

development approach the mapping process itself can be considered as an important. The asset-

mapping as a method will be discussed more in the next section, 7.3., in which the potential of the 

ABCD as a potential contributor to community-based tourism is discussed in the light of my 

findings.  

 

7.3 Applying ABCD to CBT 

The aim of this thesis is to explore the potential and applicability of the asset-based community 

development approach in improving community-based tourism with the help of a specific case. The 

potential was examined in two respects. First of all, the current nature of the CBT project was 

evaluated in order to find possible caveats that the ABCD as an approach could contribute. 

Secondly, an asset-mapping survey was conducted with a purpose of applying to approach in 

practice. In this final section of the discussion I will evaluate the applicability of the ABCD 

approach in the light of my findings and the preceding discussions and respond to the third research 

question.  

The two perspectives that I had in the study can be seen as reflecting “an approach to 

community-based development” and “a set of methods to mobilize community members” elements 

in Mathie & Cunningham’s (2003, 2005) conceptualization of the ABCD that was mentioned in the 

literature review. Therefore this sub-chapter is built around those two aspects. In other words, I will 

first evaluate the potential of the ABCD as an approach to CBT, and then on a methodological 

level. In the final section I will discuss the importance of a comprehensive view on the assets, 

which I see being highlighted by some of my findings. 

 

7.3.1 The ABCD as an approach to community-based development 

In many aspects the tourism initiative taking place in Beni Na’im can already be characterized as 

“asset-based”. First of all, as was mentioned earlier, MIAK approaches communities through not 

only the municipality/village councils, but also by cooperating with local CBOs, the women’s 

cooperatives partly in order to identify existing capacities in the communities. This resonates with 

the basic principle of the ABCD that the local associations and institutions are collaborated with in 

order to access the capacities and assets inherent in not only the associations themselves but the 

individuals who constitute the organizations. From this perspective it seems ideal that the 

methodology applied by MIAK of community outreach is based on working through the existing 
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associations. As the CBOs are also closely connected to the social networks of the community, they 

provide resources for the organizations and can improve their efficiency (Green and Haines 2012). 

At the same time, based on my findings it would appear that the locals involved in the 

initiative are for the most part to some extent quite influential people in their community and not 

everyone, especially the poorer segments of the community have had equal chances of being 

involved. This is where another core principle of the ABCD of involving also the marginalized and 

the minorities with their potential assets could benefit the initiative and prevent the project from 

turning into a project of the already powerful. The project might also have a bigger impact if 

specifically women in more vulnerable positions would be in focus. 

While the idea of applying the ABCD in this way does appear to be a fruitful one, in a tourism 

context it could also be questioned. It could be argued that prioritizing families with well-equipped 

houses and high status in the community is in fact in itself an “asset-based” decision. As was 

mentioned above, as a criterion for the host selection emerged being considered as responsible or 

representable person in the community, being that this was rarely explicitly mentioned. Despite the 

fact that the initiative does have socio-economic goals, is tourism still inherently an economic 

activity intended to gain profit, and the tourism “package” that is sold to the hikers also in the case 

of MIAK and Beni Na’im is essentially a tourism product. Therefore it does seem logical and a safe 

way of operating from the part of MIAK to rely on well-known figures, considered as responsible 

and good representations of the culture. As opposed to employing residents that would be in need of 

additional income the most, it is a rational decision from the side of the developer to prefer those 

who they consider to provide the best experience for tourists. The issues here are essentially related 

to other capital assets (Bennett et al. 2012), namely the human capital (the skills and attributes of 

individuals) as well as social capital (especially in a sense of networks). In other words, the 

community members that are known in their community through e.g. leadership roles are also 

trusted to provide a good experience for tourists. In accordance with the idea at the core of the 

ABCD, that even the marginalized have gifts and capacities, a mapping of the human capital in the 

community could be conducted at the beginning of a CBT project, in order to reveal possible, 

“hidden” talents.  

Additionally, in a discussion on who is marginalized the question of scale should be 

considered. Despite in Beni Na’im it is not within the communities that the people in most 

marginalized positions that are involved, community-based hiking tourism as an approach to 

tourism does involved in many ways marginalized, more rural, localities in the tourism map. 

Although the idea of considering tourism as a panacea for peripheral areas unconditionally should 
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be treated with skepticism, if done in an appropriate way, it can be a viable development option. 

Therefore the whole concept of the Masar Ibrahim on a regional level could be seen as a perfect 

example of an asset-based approach to tourism development, grounding it to assets of communities 

as geographical locations with their tangible (e.g. religious sites) and intangible (e.g. hospitable 

culture) tourism assets and spreading tourism beyond the traditional hubs such as Betlehem. 

Regarding the currently used assets and the assets valued by the locals it could also be argued 

that the initiative is already “asset-based” in its approach, in a sense that it is mainly building on 

assets already existent in the community, namely its people and their hospitality and specific sites. 

It is encouraging that the three highest valued assets by the locals (the Lod mosque, the Yaqin 

shrine and the al Mansafer area) are somehow included in the current tourism. As has been argued 

by Kieffer and Burgess (2015) as well as Cooke (1982), developing assets that are also preferred by 

the locals should be developed in order for the locals to support tourism. As was pointed out in 

chapter 4, one of the most important challenges for developing tourism in the area, in addition to the 

occupation and in general the political instability in the Middle East, has been identified the lack of 

local hiking culture and therefore the novelty of the tourism concept. As the concept has, in this 

regard, been brought from the outside, and also in Beni Na’im some opposition had been noted even 

though the actual scope of it was not revealed, it could be argued that in order to gain more support 

for this type of tourism it is preferable to build on assets that are appreciated by the locals. This, 

according to Kieffer and Burges prevents mismatch between the local views and development 

interventions. 

Another advantage of the asset-based community development approach is that it is 

concerned with not only tangible but also intangible assets of communities. As was also mentioned 

in chapter 4, traditionally tourism in Palestine has relied on pilgrimage. This traditional type of 

tourism has been focused on very tangible aspects such as religious sites. However, diversification 

in the Palestinian tourism is needed, and as new products are developed, acknowledging also 

intangible assets can prove to be valuable. In my study hospitality as a cultural feature was 

considered as an asset by all stakeholders (the locals as well as representatives of MIAK and API). 

More in-depth method of mapping the assets could enable further intangible assets to be identified.  

 

7.3.2 As a set of methods 

On a methodological level then, what implications does the asset-mapping conducted as a part of 

this study have for the applicability of the ABCD for community-based tourism? In this study an 
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asset-mapping survey as a practical application of the ABCD was conducted, and by doing so it 

explored the usefulness of the asset-based approach in community-based tourism context. Therefore 

the process of the asset-mapping itself is valuable. As Haines (2015) has pointed out, the goal of the  

asset-based approach in community development is not so much to find out which capitals are more 

important than others, but rather, essential is the ability of the community members to acknowledge 

these assets; the capital of their community. In addition, as was already mentioned, it has been 

suggested that in tourism only such attractions that are favoured by the local people should be 

developed in order to ensure support for tourism. Thus, from the point of view of both, the CBT and 

the ABCD, the awareness of the local people’s views on their communities’ assets is valuable. 

As pointed out by Okazaki (2008) and Timothy (2002) despite the vast amount of literature 

promoting community participation in tourism development, actual suggestions on how the 

participation could be promoted on a practical level have been rarely presented. The asset-based 

approach to developing communities is essentially a participatory approach. As Dolezal and Burns 

(2014) have argued, helping community members discover and use their own assets for tourism 

development can give a sense of control and agency and have a positive impact on participation. 

Thus, the findings of the asset mapping of this study are encouraging, as the survey revealed how 

the locals value the touristic assets of their community. The success of my asset-mapping in a sense 

that it integrated the views of a heterogeneous group of community residents would support the 

argument by Dolezal and Burns, that the most important aspect in which the ABCD can benefit 

community-based tourism, is in fact a methodological one; the asset-based approach, with its 

emphasis on the locals mapping their own assets could indeed provide a practical application of 

participation. However, it should be mentioned here, that in order for the mapping to be really 

participatory, it should be conducted in another way than a survey, even if this was the case in this 

thesis 

Although ideally the asset-mapping would be conducted in a more qualitative way, in this 

study a questionnaire proved useful. Naturally it would have been extremely beneficial to get more 

thorough responses with e.g. interviews as opposed to a questionnaire, despite the additional 

qualitative data that was obtained with the current questionnaire, but there were no adequate 

resources to conduct this kind of asset mapping with a satisfactory amount of responses. A 

questionnaire also provides anonymity. However, even with surveys, the views on tourism by a 

community have been revealed before (Fitton 1996). Within the asset-based approach several other 

methods, such as the appreciative inquiry, are used, and applying them might provide other useful 

insights on the advantages of the approach.   
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7.3.3 Importance of other assets 

Mapping the touristic assets was chosen as the focus in this study for justified reasons. However, as 

also Wu and Pearce (2014) note, in order to truly argue for the further application in community 

tourism development, the ABCD approach should be tested in a more comprehensive way. In 

addition, despite the crucial role of the natural and cultural assets as forming the base of most 

tourism products, it is clear that other assets (human-, social-, physical-, political and financial 

capitals) need to de acknowledged and their role in the success of tourism is essential. The fact that 

my study, in addition to the asset-mapping also attempted to get a grasp on how the initiative 

functions at the moment (a perspective that was absent in Wu & Pearce’s study), provided some 

examples of the importance of other, non-tourism assets. This is interesting, as Dolezal and Burns 

(2014) note the broader perception of the assets, beyond cultural and natural assets, as one 

advantage of the asset approach. 

 Especially the importance of social capital in tourism has been emphasized in the literature 

(McGehee et al. 2010, Baker & Coultier 2007) and is highlighted in the ABCD as well. In my study 

observations were made of the significant role of the social capital, as the local associations (namely 

the women’s cooperatives) have had an important role as the communities in involving the 

community in the initiative.  

Another interesting example is the significance of physical capital that emerged as an 

important factor contrary to my expectations. Community-based hiking tourism as a niche of 

tourism does not required a lot in terms of infrastructure, in other words physical capital. While this 

is true, it emerged in my study that the lack of physical capital on a scale of individual households 

was a crucial factor that affected on who gets to participate. This observation really highlights the 

importance of a comprehensive view on the asset-base of a community and points out the 

differences in scale; while on a community level a specific type of asset would not be important, on 

a household level those same types of assets can turn out to be pivotal. Therefore, compared to the 

prevailing view of the actual tourism assets as the assets of interest, the more extensive view on the 

assets inherent in the ABCD appears as a fruitful contribution to CBT initiatives.  
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8 Conclusions and recommendations 

 

The purpose of this thesis was to examine the potential of the asset-based community development 

approach in improving community-based tourism initiatives. It aimed to do so by evaluating an 

existing community-based hiking tourism initiative in one of its locations, Beni Na’im in the West 

Bank, and identifying ways for the asset-based perspective to enhance it to better meet the ideals of 

community-based tourism.  In addition, an asset-mapping survey was conducted as a practical 

application of the approach. As the scale of the study was rather limited and the data, especially in 

terms of the survey remained rather small, the findings of my study cannot be generalized. 

However, I do believe that some interesting conclusions can be made.  

In many ways the CBT initiative in focus was found to fit the CBT ideals discussed in the 

literature. At the same time it should be highlighted, that what specifically is meant by “community-

based tourism” should always be defined; as among the stakeholders in this study there was great 

variation in the perceptions of different stakeholders on the matter. Several issues typical issues 

identified in the literature as typical for CBT, such as uneven distribution of benefits, effects of 

power structures and the overall relatively low level of participation were identified in the case 

study. Despite the issues, it should be emphasized that the initiative includes women in active roles, 

which is significant considering the patriarchal Palestinian society. Furthermore, spreading tourism 

to marginal rural areas of the West Bank is in itself important, as the struggle with occupation and 

as traditionally tourism to the West Bank has been characterized by day-visits to e.g. Betlehem and 

a significant leakage of tourism revenues.    

Especially the core principle of the ABCD to consider the marginal community members as 

valuable contributors proved to have potential in improving CBT based on my study. As a 

recommendation for the future development of the Masar, the input of all segments of the 

community could be considered, and this could potentially reject the otherwise possible elite 

capture of the benefits. The path is extending towards south and recently five new communities 

have signed contracts with MIAK. As families are selected there, one recommendation would be to 

conduct an asset-mapping on the human capital in order to identify potential hosts among the whole 

community, including the more marginalized community members. At the same time, more 

emphasis could be placed on the low income or otherwise marginalized status of the host families 

when they are selected. 
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Secondly, the asset-mapping proved to be an efficient way in exploring the views that the 

locals have on the asset-base of their community. The success of the asset-mapping in a sense that it 

integrated the views of a heterogeneous group of community residents mapping their own assets 

indicates, that the methods utilized in the ABCD approach, could provide an appropriate tool to 

enable participation of the community on a practical level. Thus, the findings of the study give 

empirical weight to Dolezal and Burns (2014), assertion that CBT could “learn” from ABCD 

essentially on a methodological level. However, it should also be noted that in order for the asset-

mapping as a tool to encourage active participation, another method as opposed to a survey should 

be considered.  

In terms of future research, it would be useful to conduct similar studies in other communities 

along the Masar Ibrahim. Mapping the local perceptions of touristic assets in different communities 

and especially the ones that have been just recently involved could prove useful and possibly reveal 

possible “hidden” assets. Studies applying the ABCD in different geographical and tourism contexts 

would help to build understanding of the potential of the ABCD-approach which, based on this 

study, clearly can contribute to community-based tourism on a practical level.  

Regarding especially the asset-mapping, a more comprehensive study mapping different types 

of assets should be conducted. Such a large-scale mapping process would have been too time-

consuming for a Master’s thesis project, but as social, human and physical assets all emerged as 

significant even if they were not in focus of the study, their mapping would be likely to provide 

more understanding of the applicability of the asset-based approach. Especially focus on social 

capital would be relevant, due to its core role in the asset approach. Furthermore, research on the 

effects of social capital on participation in CBT initiatives would provide important knowledge. 

Additionally, even the tourism assets could be mapped with more depth. For example their linkages 

to each other, their accessibility and possibilities and desire for their development from the 

perceptive of the local community would all be fruitful topics of further research. 

In the end, more research on tourism in the Palestinian territories should be encouraged, as the 

research has been scarce. It should be noted that in this particular thesis the political context, the 

unresolved and an on-going conflict with Israel, with all its implications for the Palestinian 

economy including tourism, not to mention all aspects of the local people’s and communities’ lives 

was left to the background, perhaps too much so. Tourism is sometimes referred to as a tool to 

promote peace and understanding and from this perspective the concept of a network of hiking trails 

transcending the boundaries can be seen as a potential step towards cooperation, understanding and 

hopefully one day, peace.  
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10 Appendices 

 

Appendix I List of questions for the host family interviews 

A.) COMMUNITY 

• Can you tell me something about Beni Naim. What kind of a town is it? Does it have a clear identiy? 

• Have you always lived here? 
• How do you define your community/what do you consider as your community? (show a map?) 
• What do you like best about your town? What the least? 
• How are the people in Beni Naim? Are there any tensions between some specific groups? 
• What kind of associations or other networks exist and are you involved in them? How? 

 

B.)  ASSETS   

• What do you think the guests are interested in, why do they join the hikes? More nature or culture? 

Do you think it is essentially the hiking or visiting the communities? 

• What do you usually do with the guests? Why exactly these activities? 

• What kind of food do you prefer to make for the guests? Why exactly these foods? 

• What do you usually talk about with the guests? Is there something you especially like to tell them 
about you, your family or your community? 

• Do you take them to places or show them things? Where? Why exactly these places? 

• Do you introduce them to other people in the community? Who? Why exactly these people? 

• Are there some things/activities that you think the guest should experience but there is no 
possibility? What? Why? 

 

C.) QUESTIONS of MASAR IBRAHIM and PERCEIVED BENEFITS AND GOALS 

• How was the Initiative introduced to the community? 
• How did you first hear about it? 
• Do you think many people in Beni Naim are now aware of the initiative? 
• How did you get involved? When? Did social connections have a part in this? How many people 

have you hosted by now? 

• Do you know why you were chosen ? Are there way more applicants than what can be hosting? 

• Have you attended trainings? What kind? What have you learned in them? 

• Have you been given some guidance on e.g. what to do with the guests etc? Can you decide 
everything yourself? 

• Have you been able to make new contacts through this initiative? What kind? 

• Do you feel like you benefit from from working as a homestay? How? Do you think other hosts 
would share your view on the benefits? 

• Do you feel like Beni Naim as a community benefits from these hiking trips? How? 
• Are there any negative impacts on the community in general that in you feel like are caused by these 

hiking trips? 
• Have you personally had problems with hosting? What kind? How have you solved them? 

• Do you think some people opposed to this? Oppose now? Why? Have they been heard? 

• Do you think that as such few number of people are involved, there exists some jealousy among 
other residents?  

• Do you think there should be more tourism in Beni Naim? Would you see this as a good thing? 
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Appendix II List of questions for other skakeholder interviews 

1. General questions 

1.1. Can you briefly introduce your organization? 

1.2. Can you briefly explain the role of different partners involved with the MIAK (API, MIAK, tour 

operators, municipalities, universities etc.)? Who does what? 

 

2. The CBT and MIAK 

2.1. How would you define community-based tourism? What is essential to it? 

2.2. What has been the role of the local people and communities when establishing the MIAK? Have 

they been involved in e.g. planning, managing, implementing or developing the path? 

2.3. On what grounds have the route for the path and the villages that the path crosses been 

chosen? 

2.4. How have the locals reacted to tourism generated by MIAK? What about other kinds of 

tourism? Is there a difference? 

2.5. Has there been any kind of opposition? 

2.6. How have the home stays been chosen? 

2.7. How have the guides been chosen and trained?  

2.8. MIAK is aiming especially at empowering women and youth. Can you mention some examples 

of how this aim is attempted to be reached? 

2.9. What kind of economic benefits are accrued from tourism generated by MIAK and how are 

these distributed in the communities? 

2.10. According to your experience, has the involvement with the MIAK resulted in any of the 

following in the communities…. 

2.10.1. Economic empowerment? (E.g. improvements in economic conditions)  

2.10.2. Social empowerment? (E.g. improved community cohesion, community development 

(e.g. infrastructure)) 

2.10.3. Psychological empowerment? (E.g. self-esteem of the people/community) 

2.10.4. Political empowerment? (people having a chance to express their opinions of tourism 

etc.) 

2.11. Are there clearly identifiable interest groups within communities? Have they conflicted in 

terms of tourism development and how are these possible conflicts dealt with? 

2.12. Are there any advantages or disadvantages related specifically hiking tourism in a CBT-

context? 

2.13. Which external factors limit the development of CBT hiking tourism and are these limitations 

acknowledged somehow? In your opinion, can tourism in PA be considered as commercially 

sustainable? 

2.14. So far, have there been any negative impacts from tourism on the communities? 

 

 

3. The asset-base of Palestine (or Beni Naim) 

 

3.1. Natural capital 
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3.1.1. How would you describe the natural resources in the area from the perspective of 

tourism and are they well preserved? Has involvement in tourism caused any changes 

in this? 

3.2. Cultural capital 

3.2.1. What is the level of the local knowledge of the cultural history and traditions (e.g. arts, 

food culture? 

3.3. Human Capital 

3.3.1. Overall, what is the level of education of the people in the area? 

3.3.2. What is the level of their entrepreneurial and hospitality skills? 

3.3.3. What this the level of their awareness of tourism and its value? 

3.3.4. Have the prevailing gender norms had any effects in the locals’ involvement  in 

tourism? 

 

3.4. Social capital 

3.4.1. What kind of networks and partnerships does there exist a.) within communities b.) 

between communities c.) regionally (e.g. between different parts o the trail)  d.) 

between NGOs and gov. departments 

3.4.2. What kind of formal and informal networks there are in the communities? 

3.4.3. Are there conflicts among community members? i.e. is there mutual support 

3.4.4. What is the outside perception of the area as a tourism destination? 

3.4.5. Have there been any negative impacts of the social capital? E.g. such tight relationships 

between certain groups that others are discriminated against.  

3.4.6. Is there collective will, support and commitment to community and tourism 

development? 

3.4.7. Have the community members in general been open for diversifying their livelihoods 

with tourism?  

 

3.5. Financial capital 

3.5.1. What kind of external financial resources are there available for the villages? 

3.5.2. What about financial resources within villages? 

 

3.6. Political capital 

3.6.1. What kind of policies and legislation on the local level affect the tourism development 

of MIAK, e.g. in terms of policies concerning ownership of land and resources? 

3.6.2. Are there mechanisms to ensure that the benefits stay within the local community?  

3.6.3. Is there political support for tourism development? 

3.6.4. How are the formal institutions e.g. tourism development organizations involved? 

 

3.7. Physical and built capital  

3.7.1. What is the level of tourism and other infrastructure in the area?  
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Appendix III The questionnaire used in the asset-mapping 

Dear respondent, 

 

My name is Anna Satovuori and I am doing a research for my Master’s thesis about community tourism in 

Palestine. I am interested in hearing your opinions about some things regarding your town, Beni Naim. 

Filling the survey will take about 15-20 minutes of your time. Responding is voluntary, but your response 

would be a valuable contribution to my study. All responses will be dealt with anonymously.  

Thank you for cooperation! 

 

First, I would like to know some general things about you as a respondent. 

1. Gender:   ___Male                    ___Female 

2. Age:    ___15-20          ___21-29          ___30-44          ___45-54          ___55-64          ___65 or older 

3. Name of the neighbourhood where I live in:____________________________ 

4. My level of education 

     4.1.___Elementary school                                         4.5.___Master’s degree or higher 

     4.2. ___Secondary education                                    4.7.___Other 

     4.3.___Diploma                                                            4.8.___I don’t want to say 

     4.4.___Bachelor’s degree                                          

      

5. Profession 

     5.1.___Trade and commercial sector                                        5.7.___Self-employed 

     5.3.___Agricultural sector                                                           5.8.___Homemaker 

     5.4.___Service sector                                                                   5.9.___Israeli labour force 

     5.5.___Employee in governmental or private institution     5.10.___Other 

     5.6. ___Unemployed                                                                    5.11.___ I don’t want to say 

 

6. Involvement with Masar Ibrahim al-Khalil 
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6.1.___I have not heard from Masar Ibrahim al-Khalil before 

6.2.___I have heard from Masar Ibrahim al-Khalil before but I am not in any way involved with them 

6.3.___Someone from my family is involved with Masar Ibrahim 

6.4. I am involved with Masar Ibrahim as ___a host, ___guide, ___other (specify)___________________ 

 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 Next, I would like to hear your opinions about some things related to your town. 

 

7. If you had to name 3-5 places, things or activities that you would like a  visitor from outside Beni Naim 

to experience during their stay in the town, which ones would you choose. These can be places you 

would take them to, or things you would show them, or activities you would like to do with them. List 

your choices on the next page. 

 

7.1. ___________________________________________ 

7.2. ___________________________________________ 

7.3. ___________________________________________ 

7.4. ___________________________________________ 

7.5. ___________________________________________ 

 

8. Imagine you had a visitor from outside Beni Naim. Below is a list of things, and what I’d like you to do 

is to rate each thing based on how interesting in your opinion they would be to this visitor from outside 

Beni Naim. The scale is from 0 to 3, in which 3= very interesting, 2= somewhat interesting, 1= not 

interesting, 0 = I don’t know/this thing does not exist in my town. 

 

8.1. Mosques                                                                                                                                                 0     1     2     3 

8.2. Buildings, architecture                                                                                                                         0     1     2     3 

8.3. Wildlife                                                                                                                                                    0     1     2     3 

8.4. Scenery                                                                                                                                                   0     1     2     3 

8.5. A specific natural site (specify:_______________________)                                                       0     1     2     3 

8.6. Local food                                                                                                                                               0     1     2     3 

8.7. Traditional ways of cooking                                                                                                                0     1     2     3 

8.8. Restaurants (specify:_________________________)                                                                    0     1     2     3 
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8.9. Local arts and crafts                                                                                                                              0     1     2     3 

8.10. Local festivals or celebrations (specify:_____________________________)                         0     1     2     3 

8.11. Hospitality of the Palestinian culture                                                                                              0     1     2     3     

8.12. Burial place of Lot (Lot Mosque)                                                                                                      0     1     2     3 

8.13. Maqam an-Nabi Yatin (Nebi Yaqin shrine)                                                                                     0     1     2     3 

8.14. Other historic sites (specify:_____________________________)                                            0     1     2     3 

8.15. Other cultural sites (specify:_______________________________)                                       0     1     2     3 

8.16. Some specific district or neighbourhood in Beni Naim (specify:________________)           0     1     2     3 

8.17 Town center                                                                                                                                          0    1      2     3 

8.18 Market place                                                                                                                                         0     1     2     3 

8.19 Monuments (specify:_______________________________)                                                     0     1     2     3 

8.20 Local homes, “everyday life)  

8. 21. Local customs (specify:_____________________________)                                                    0     1     2     3 

8.22. Cemeteries                                                                                                                                           0     1     2     3 

8.23. Agricultural life, farms                                                                                                                        0     1     2     3 

8.24. Industrial places                                                                                                                                  0     1     2     3 

8.25. Shops (specify:_________________________________-)                                                         0     1     2     3 

8.26. Al Qasar castle                                                                                                                                     0     1     2     3 

8.27. Local products (specify:____________________________)                                                      0     1     2     3 

8.28 Others (specify:___________________________________)                                                      0     1     2     3 

 

 

9. Below is a list of statements. Please indicate to what extent do you agree with the statements by 

choosing a number. 0= I don’t know, 1= I strongly disagree, 2= I disagree to some extent, 3= I agree to 

some extent, 4= I strongly agree. 

 

9.1.  In general people in Beni Naim know the history of their town                                                      0  1  2  3   4  

9.2.  Stories related to the history of Beni Naim are well known by the residents.                              0  1  2  3   4                                                        

9.3.  People in Beni Naim are aware of the cultural and historic sites located in their town.             0  1  2  3  4 

9.4.  People in Beni Naim like to cook traditional foods                                                                             0  1  2  3  4 

9.5. People in Beni Naim like traditional music                                                                                            0  1  2  3  4 

9.6.  Traditional ways of making arts and crafts are popular in Beni Naim                                             0  1  2  3  4 

 

9.7.  Nature around Beni Naim is attractive.                                                                                                 0  1  2  3  4 

9.8.  There are nice landscapes around Beni Naim.                                                                                     0  1  2  3  4 
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9.9.  Nature around Beni Naim is unique.                                                                                                      0  1  2  3  4 

9.10. People of Beni Naim protect their environment (e.g. by not throwing trash on the ground)   0  1  2  3  4 

 

9.11. More people visiting Beni Naim would benefit the town.                                                               0  1  2  3  4 

9.12. If you chose “3” or “4” in 9.11. how do you think more visitors would benefit the 

town:______________________________________________________________ 

9.13. If there was more tourism in Beni Naim I would be interested in being involved with it.         0  1  2  3  4 

 

9.14. The hiking trips organized by Masar Ibrahim al-Khalil have had a positive impact on my life. 0  1  2  3  4 

9.15. The hiking trips organized have had a positive effect on Beni Naim in general.                          0  1  2  3  4 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Finally, I’m interested in hearing about the networks you have in your town. 

 

10. Below is a list of different kinds of formal and informal organizations, associations and groups. Think 

about the networks, groups and associations that you are part of, and put a number on each kind of 

organization indicating how many groups of that category do you consider yourself belonging to. 

Note that the groups can also be informal and do not have to include any kind of official 

membership. If you want, you can also specify the groups that you belong to  

 

10.1.___professional organization (specify: ________________________________________________) 

10.2.___political group (specify: _________________________________________________________)  

10.4.___charitable groups (specify: ______________________________________________________ )  

10.5.___women’s groups (specify: _______________________________________________________) 

10.6.___religious groups (specify: ______________________________________________________ _)  

10.7.___youth groups (specify: __________________________________________________________) 

10.8.___sports groups/clubs (specify: ____________________________________________________ ) 

10.9.___hobby/interest groups (specify: __________________________________________________) 

10.10.___neighbourhood group (specify: __________________________________________________) 

10.11.___business organizations (specify: _________________________________________________) 

10.12.___group related to studies or school (specify:_________________________________________) 

10.13.___group related to art (e.g. and crafts, music, dance) (specify:___________________________) 

10.15.___others (specify:_______________________________________________________________) 
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11. As the last thing I would again like to know your opinions regarding the following statements. The 

scale is again from 0 to 4, with  0= I don’t know, 1= I strongly disagree, 2= I disagree to some extent, 3= I 

agree to some extent, 4= I strongly agree. 

 

11.1. If I have a problem, there is always someone to help in my town.                                                0  1  2  3  4 

11.2. Most people in Beni Naim can be trusted.                                                                                          0  1  2  3  4 

11.3. In general people in Beni Naim only interested in their own welfare.                                          0  1  2  3  4 

11.4. Compared with other communities in Palestine, there is less conflicts in Beni Naim.               0  1  2  3  4 

11.5. There is a lot of cooperation between Beni Naim and other communities in Palestine.           0  1  2  3  4 

11.6. In general people in Beni Naim agree on what is best for the town.                                             0  1  2  3  4 

11.7. People in Beni Naim would in general be open to more tourists visiting the town.                   0  1  2  3  4         

11.8. I feel like I can affect the decisions made in my town.                                                                     0  1  2  3  4 

11.9. I feel like I am an equal member of the community of Beni Naim.                                                0  1  2  3  4 

 

12. If I had to describe Beni Naim with three words they would be _____________, ______________ 

and ________________________. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


