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Abstract  

Engagement of stakeholders in the research process provides valuable insights around 

tourism issues, yet can be fraught with challenges.  Ketso is a toolkit that can help overcome 

these barriers to facilitate stakeholder inclusion and collaboration. Drawing on a study into 

accessibility and tourism, this paper provides critical reflections on the potential of Ketso as a 

qualitative method in bringing together diverse stakeholders for inclusive dialogue around 

social change. Ketso can open up agency for change in the tourism system by making the 

absences of knowledge and assumptions in the everyday worldview of powerful tourism 

stakeholders evident. Our analysis revealed how Ketso enabled inclusive collaboration to 

engender both tacit and wider community stakeholder knowledge, building capacity for co-

created solutions to make tourism more accessible (barrier-free) for travellers with 

disabilities.   
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Introduction 

The qualitative turn in tourism research has enabled critical, humanising, soft science 

thinking and a deeper richness of understanding and conceptualisation of tourism phenomena 

and its complexities to emerge (Phillimore & Goodson, 2004; McIntosh, 1998; Tribe, 2005; 

Walle, 1997; Wilson & Hollinshead, 2015). As Riley and Love (2000) remind us, much of 

the seminal work in tourism studies was initiated from qualitative research. However, there 

remains a call to move research away from the traditional top down academic as ‘powerful 

expert’ approaches (Cockburn-Wootten, McIntosh, Smith & Jefferies, 2018; Notwotny, Scott 

& Gibbons, 2003). Previous research has readily identified the need to address the problems 

of power, exclusion and issues of the ‘silent majority’ or ‘most vocal’ voice (Aas et al., 2005; 

Tosun, 2000; Wearing et al., 2010).  Instead, critical scholars have argued that collaborative 

and co-created knowledge sharing frameworks should be adopted as they disrupt traditional 

methodological, knowledge and academic assumptions in the field (Ateljevic, Pritchard & 

Morgan, 2007; Ren, Pritchard & Morgan, 2010; Wengel, McIntosh & Cockburn-Wootten, 

2019; Wilson & Hollinshead, 2015). There is a need to ensure the inclusion of marginalised 

voices, for example, people living with disabilities, in research and stakeholder conversations 

to gain insight and collaborative inclusive solution for social issues (Wolbring, 2013). These 

alternative methods and qualitative approaches are argued to cultivate more inclusive 

relationships, closer engagement with communities, and, importantly, positive impact for 

end-users.  

Tourism stakeholder collaboration, co-creative thinking and planning is crucial for enabling 

problem solving around complex, unconsidered and polysemous issues (Mitra & Buzzanell, 

2015), empowerment (Wilson & Hollinshead, 2015), and for the future re-imagination of 

tourism (Baum & Hai, 2020). Balomenou and Garrod, (2014: 126), for instance, argue that 

within tourism “few studies have attempted to apply participatory planning in the real-world 

context of planning and fewer still have considered its practicality”. The practicality of any 

given technique, should, of course, be considered in the light of its benefits: the additional 

insights that using it is able to bring to the tourism planning process”. To work within the 

practicalities of community contexts, an orientation by the research team is required that 

privileges the stakeholder voice, experiences, relationships and processes of knowing 

(Dredge, 2006; McIntosh & Cockburn-Wootten, 2019).  



To achieve this orientation, communication processes that enhance dialogue, inclusion and 

participation are essential for achieving engagement. Engagement, despite being a commonly 

used term, has not always been applied similarly across participatory stakeholder tourism 

research projects (Wearing, Wearing & McDonald, 2010). Instead it has been conducted in 

vague and tokenistic ways, where inclusion, dialogue, empowerment, and importantly, 

decision-making has remained firmly with the researcher and their organisation, rather than 

creating impact with the community (Cockburn-Wootten et al., 2018; McIntosh & Cockburn-

Wootten, 2019; Wearing et al., 2010). Planning and selecting alternative research qualitative 

tools to enhance these engagement processes are essential then for developing authentic and 

effective engagement.  

We contribute to qualitative tourism research scholarship by providing critical reflections on 

a participatory method applied to bridge communication between tourism and 

disability/access sector stakeholders. This paper explains and discusses the tool, Ketso 

(www.ketso.com) that was used to engage the stakeholders in order to develop richer 

engagement, increase participation for social change, and co-create viable solutions to make 

tourism more accessible (barrier-free) for travellers with disabilities. We use the term 

‘accessibility’ in this paper to align with wider discourse around disability and tourism, 

drawn from the concept of ‘accessible tourism’ (Darcy & Dickson, 2009). This terminology 

reflects a social model of disability, wherein the social environment can disable and enable 

people in society (Oliver, 2013). A social agenda that seeks to address the barriers to tourism 

is essential for equality of opportunity for all people in society, and a function of progressive 

environmental planning that involves the excluded groups (Hine & Mitchell, 2001).  

The Ketso tool has been used successfully in other disciplines, including education, health, 

social care and environmental studies, to create collaborative thinking among stakeholders. It 

has not been readily employed in tourism research, although McIntosh and Cockburn-

Wootten, (2019), Wengel et al., (2019) and Zhang et al., (2016) are notable exceptions.  Our 

aim here is not to propose Ketso as a new qualitative method (as in McIntosh & Cockburn-

Wootten, 2016), but to share how Ketso can be applied and shed exploratory insights into its 

application for tourism stakeholder collaborations. Specifically, this paper presents research 

findings that applied Ketso to actively bring tourism and access stakeholders together in a 

meaningful planning exercise for accessible tourism in a case study destination of 

Christchurch, a city in the South Island of New Zealand. Given the major rebuild of 

Christchurch following a devastating series of earthquakes in 2011, the researchers felt the 



destination posed a valuable opportunity for exploring creative collaborative and future 

thinking around issues of accessibility and tourism development.  

As there has been very little previous consideration of collaboration between the tourism and 

access sectors in tourism planning and development, there is merit in considering the 

potential of Ketso to reveal stakeholders’ voices, inclusion, and in achieving effective 

collaboration and co-created solutions from between the different stakeholders.  Ketso is a 

tool that enables reciprocal knowledge transfer, collaborative knowledge generation, and one 

that encourages creative new thinking (McIntosh & Cockburn-Wootten, 2016; Tippett, 2013; 

Wengel, McIntosh & Cockburn-Wootten, 2019). This is particularly important in contexts 

where the voices of stakeholders from the access sector are not often heard. As such, this 

paper contributes important insights into how Ketso can be used to engender inclusive 

stakeholder engagement, address absences in tourism stakeholder knowledge about 

accessibility, reduce power imbalances in the dialogue between diverse stakeholders, and 

build capacity for co-created solutions to reduce the social barriers imposed by the tourism 

industry for travellers with disabilities. 

 

Stakeholder voice in accessible tourism research 

For people living with disabilities, travel is an avenue for independence, meaning, quality of 

life, self-confidence and the ideal of equality (Darcy, Cameron & Pegg, 2011). Travel, 

generally, has been promoted as an opportunity to experience, develop relationships and 

engage with diverse others in our global communities. In effect, travel and tourism can 

“accord every individual human being equal value on the basis of their potential for inner 

growth” (Leipoldt, 2006: 23). People with disabilities have a right and desire to engage in 

tourism activities as part of their citizenship but are underrepresented and largely ignored by 

the tourism sector (Gillovic & McIntosh, 2015; Packer, McKercher & Yau, 2007). There is 

also a common misconception by governments and the tourism industry that the access 

market is small and inconsequential (Darcy, 1996). Despite these misconceptions, ‘accessible 

tourism’ (Darcy & Dickson, 2009) has become a topic of increasing interest among tourism 

scholars to ensure tourism is inclusive. 

Researchers from disability studies have identified the disability sector as a “voiceless 

population”, ignored both in terms of their health requirements and within wider debates 

around social change and public policies (Wolbring, 2013: 93). Similarly, the experiences of 



people with disabilities have been mostly been excluded from stakeholder collaboration for 

tourism development, especially with regards to collaborative decision-making and creative 

thinking for positive social outcomes. Despite many accessible tourism scholars attesting to 

the business as well as social case to be derived from accessibility, the state of play around 

accessible tourism may be characterised by conflicts where tourism businesses fail to see the 

economic benefit of the access market (Cloquet, Palomino, Shaw, Stephen, & Taylor, 2018; 

Gillovic & McIntosh, 2015; Gillovic, McIntosh, Darcy & Cockburn-Wootten, 2018). In 

contrast to the business motive, access organisations have an overriding aim of social equity 

and inclusion. This conflict between business and social equity is noted in other aspects of the 

tourism industry, such as the interdependence between heritage and tourism, for example 

(Aas, Ladkin & Fletcher, 2005). Of consequence, it is important to involve all stakeholders in 

collaborative thinking for tourism development, notably towards common goals around 

minimising the barriers and constraints people with disabilities face in participating in 

tourism.  

In contrast to traditional research, working with stakeholders requires attention to shared 

decision-making, problem-solving, and needs to ensure that knowledge and social capital are 

developed for the wider community. Stakeholder participation can provide creative solutions 

and powerful benefits, all essential for social equity, ecological and cultural integrity. In this 

regard, Innes & Booher (2016) assert that the processes must “hear everyone’s voice” (Tippet 

& How, 2020: 119) to consider the full range of views from diverse participants, be 

facilitated by a collaborative structure that allows listening, dialogue and equal chances to 

contribute, build on shared interests and shared confidence in information, and include tacit 

knowledge and credible wider information to enable joint reasoning to reach fair and 

inclusive conclusions. All this requires a flexible, innovative and transparent approach for 

encouraging a diversity of knowledge, developing learning capabilities and inclusion of 

diverse voices to identify priorities for social change (McCabe, Sharples, & Foster, 2012).  

Creating these processes that encourage engagement and equal participation with 

stakeholders provides multiple benefits for all involved. Involving stakeholders throughout 

the processes for instance, where they develop the priorities, results and solutions, enhances 

their engagement, commitment and understanding around complex tourism issues (Dempsey, 

2010). More importantly, collaborative participation also allows stakeholders, who may 

previously have little to no interactions, to gain an understanding of each other’s 

perspectives, lived experiences and decreases any potential conflict between them, thus 



enhancing decision-making (Bramwell & Sharman, 1999; Cockburn-Wootten et al, 2018). In 

addition, communication and coordination between various individuals, groups, access and 

tourism organisations can be improved, all of which, reduces mistrust, resistance to enhance 

‘sense-making’ for effective social change outcomes (Minnaere, Drekmann, & McCabe, 

2011). Thus, stakeholder involvement is crucial for tourism organisations as they may have 

limited knowledge about particular tourists, the changing context, such as the current Covid-

19 situation and crucially for this paper access needs for tourists living with disabilities 

regarding their travel related activities.  

Generally, there still seems to be a reluctance among scholars and practitioners to adopt 

authentic engagement “as a dynamic multidimensional relational concept featuring 

psychological and behavioural attributes of connection, interaction, participation, and 

involvement, designed to achieve or elicit an outcome at individual, organization, or social 

levels” (Johnston & Taylor, 2018: 2). To achieve this type of engagement, critical scholars 

argue that this requires time and processes that develop “commitment, confidence, trust, and 

a recognition that a complex society requires adaptive, flexible communication to build social 

capital” (Johnston & Taylor, 2018: 14). Within this orientation, the researcher aims to adopt 

participatory frameworks and qualitative tools for decision-making that increase critical 

dialogue to overcome silences in stakeholder engagement where dominant voices may 

otherwise be prioritised (Alabbasi & Stelma, 2018). Indeed, previous research has readily 

identified the problems of power, and issues of the ‘silent majority’ or ‘most vocal’ voice in 

tourism stakeholder collaborations (Aas et al., 2005; Tosun, 2000; Wearing et al., 2010).  The 

wider community research literature highlights effective methods from which to consider 

facilitation tools and processes to gain effective collaborative tourism stakeholder voice, 

learning and spaces for social change (Goodson & Phillimore, 2012). These methods they 

argue, should include ensuring stakeholders are heard and have the opportunity to develop 

their capacities to get involved in research. Typically, a diverse range of qualitative tools are 

used that open up dialogue, trust and commitment from all parties involved. 

With this in mind, researchers, when considering tools that they might adopt in their study, 

first need to plan how these methods support, resource and build capabilities for the 

stakeholders. The methods adopted in community stakeholder projects generally need to 

ensure they facilitate processes for developing social capital, deliberation, trust, 

competencies, responses and self-efficacy (Graci, 2013). Many of these projects will begin 

with an open workshop discussion process to set the parameters of the study, which identify 



key issues for further investigation. For example, in Gómez and Sordé’s (2012: 27) research 

they had spent “years of taking a proactive attitude which included promoting access to the 

university for Roma people”.  Developing relationships, trust and confidence building needed 

to occur with this community study before embarking on their research.  

Once the stakeholders are ready, to open up involvement for a diverse range of people, any 

methods employed cannot rely on one form of communication, such as written or oral 

(Guerin, Leugi, &  Thain, 2018). Relying on written tools, particularly in English, does not 

enhance capacities of diversity in community work, as stakeholders have differing 

capabilities, skills, language, experiences, cultural knowledge and emotions. For instance, 

stories, collages, photos, artefacts, music, map-making, poems and other creative visual tools 

can be employed effectively within community stakeholder work. Cohen, Gajendran, Lloyd, 

Maund, Smith, Bhim and Vaughn’s (2018) research examining placemaking, for example, 

illustrated how various tools from arts, theatre, dance, social media, mapping the local 

environment, observations and benchmark surveys can be employed with stakeholders for 

social change to their environment.  

Working within and with stakeholders requires a different mind-set orientation. Traditional 

research methods tend to focus on and become organisational centric. Instead, 

methodological planning, critical consideration of wider contextual relationships and critical 

reflective thinking are required before, during and in the dissemination phases. Early 

stakeholder involvement is essential as it creates trusting reciprocal relationships, develops 

authentic engagement for participation, and values stakeholders’ experiences. Tourism and 

community stakeholder research has identified that “local community involvement, [with] 

ethically-driven stakeholders” (Nicolaides, 2020) are essential for enabling engagement and 

sustainable tourism change (Forenza, 2017). That said, methods for tourism stakeholder 

engagement remain predominantly focused on traditional methods, such as surveys, 

interviews and focus groups, with little consideration of marginalised voices and co-creative 

relationships between sectors that would not normally dialogue with each other.  

 

The study 

The authors facilitated a round-the-table planning session with stakeholders from the tourism 

and access sectors in the city of Christchurch using the Ketso tool (www.ketso.com). Ketso is 

a toolkit that enables participants to think and work together based on co-creational and 



inclusive practices and falls into the participatory action research family of social science 

research methods (Tippett, Handley & Ravetz, 2007; Tippett & How, 2011). The aim of the 

Ketso session was to engage the stakeholders in a meaningful collaborative thinking process 

to consider priorities and actions for making tourism more accessible for people with 

disabilities in the city and its wider region. Despite over 200 invitations being sent out to all 

publically-listed tourism and hospitality businesses in Christchurch and the wider region, in 

addition to access organisations and their networks, only eight participants participated in the 

session. The small sample size is unfortunately consistent with a previous stakeholder study 

conducted in New Zealand (Gillovic & McIntosh, 2015) and reflects the challenge of 

bringing disparate sectors together.  

Participants included four access organisations (such as visual, physical and youth access not-

for-profits), one City Council representative, two representatives from major local tourist 

attractions, and one individual local resident interested in the topic. Confidentiality was 

discussed with all participants before and at the start of the workshop and, given the relatively 

small sector and population of New Zealand, potential identifying data has not been included 

(Stanfield & Beddoe, 2016). Of note though is that the people who turned up at the workshop 

reflected those with “stories to [share] of their lived experiences” (Creswell, 2013: 155). The 

majority of the participants were arguably those already with a knowledge of, and purpose 

around, accessibility and tourism, and again representative of a previous New Zealand study 

of interested stakeholders (Gillovic & McIntosh, 2015). Also of interest is the fact that the 

majority of tourism stakeholders present were from private businesses. Previous stakeholder 

research has found that private sector stakeholders are most often under-represented in the 

tourism stakeholder planning process (Medeiros de Araujo & Bramwell, 1999). However, 

this finding may confirm a general lack of perceived relevance among key tourism bodies 

around an agenda for accessible tourism (Gillovic & McIntosh, 2015); indeed, on occasion, 

this was made explicit as a reason for not attending the workshop. The participants included 

those individuals with a disability and those without, but this was not a focus for their 

participation and the question of their own disability was not raised with participants unless 

they themselves raised it.  

The aim of the session was to engage those participants who did attend in a meaningful 

collaborative thinking process to consider priorities and actions for accessible tourism 

development in Christchurch. To achieve this aim, the Ketso toolkit was adopted for the 

session. The toolkit is a portable kit that consists of colourful reusable leaf shapes that can be 



written or drawn on by participants and placed and moved around on a table-top felt 

workspace, and is run as a workshop that engages participants and encourages creativity. 

Each standard Ketso kit contains a large felt mat, grid mat, the coloured plastic shapes 

(‘leaves’) and icons, coloured felt strips (‘branches’), water-soluble pens, and a Ketso guide. 

Developed by Dr Joanne Tippett, it is a qualitative method with collaborative, creative, co-

transforming and experiential objectives (Tippett, 2013). The kit can be used with all age 

groups as drawing as well as writing is accommodated. For participants who are colour-blind, 

each ‘leaf’ colour is marked with the designated letter at the corner of each leaf shape, and 

the brown leaves have a border to make them easily identifiable.  

The Ketso process allows all members of the session to contribute equally, rather than 

allowing certain voices to dominate the group; it is founded on inclusive and learning 

philosophies and systems thinking (see Tippett et al., 2007). Ketso enables every individual 

to contribute their ideas regarding a central problem or question, the group then discusses 

those ideas, collaboratively they all thematically organise the points before finally agreeing 

priority areas for action. A major advantage of the tool is therefore its ability to facilitate both 

individual ideas, and group analysis toward a visual plan proposing a solution/action(s). An 

additional benefit is the enhanced capacity for stakeholder participants through the exchange 

of ideas and opportunities to question existing practices. For example, one access sector 

participant raised the idea for the continuous improvement opportunities of service delivery 

through moving from positions of “requested, excited and expected”. She asked the other 

participants to imagine a place where customers no longer have to request an accessible 

experience, but they are excited that it was happening already, and towards a world where 

accessibility is expected and becomes the norm.  

The Ketso toolkit uses the analogy of a tree and associated physical shapes based on different 

coloured leaves, branches and a central tree trunk to encourage systematic but non-

threatening communication in the planning process. The tree trunk becomes the focus of the 

workshop (in this case, ‘planning for accessible tourism in Christchurch’ – see Figure 1). The 

colour codes relate to the questions and to the analogy of the growth of the tree. During the 

three-hour Ketso session, guided by the researchers as Ketso facilitators, the participants were 

asked to record what is currently happening around accessible tourism in Christchurch that is 

good and should be continued (writing on the brown leaves representing the soil). Then they 

were asked to consider what actions they would like to see happen to move towards a plan for 

accessible tourism in Christchurch (writing on green leaves that represent growth from the 



soil). Next, they were asked to consider what the barriers or main challenges are to achieving 

that plan (writing on grey leaves representing grey skies); and, then, what bright ideas they 

would like to prioritise for the future (yellow leaves representing sunshine to encourage 

growth).  

Insert Figure 1 about here 

The questions that guide the session are asked one at a time and participants are given a 

specified time to answer each question individually, writing their ideas on the relevant 

coloured leaf, which they then relay to the other participants placing their leaf on a relevant 

branch/theme, which they think best represents their idea. Participants take a turn in 

presenting one of their ideas at a time. Participants thus identify ideas independently which 

then become grouped as sets of common ideas during the course of the session. Because 

Ketso parts are moveable (attached with Velcro), ideas can flow and be developed as they are 

raised and discussed among the participants. The questioning process and theming of ideas in 

the Ketso process facilitates valuable conversations to be developed around complex issues. 

For instance, one of the complex issues participants discussed was the need for more creative 

thinking, role modelling, and celebration of pride in order to create positive change and 

remove social barriers within society. A key benefit of this method is the sharing of 

knowledge, exploration of ideas, issues for change, and participants learning from each other. 

Importantly, the Ketso process enables participants to contribute their ideas in an equal 

manner wherein the voices of the more dominant participants are heard equally with those 

who are shyer.  

The way that we typically work with Ketso is to allow the main themes (branches) to emerge 

from the workshop, so that they are inductively co-created by the participants. This privileges 

their voice, knowledge and prioritises their collaborative solution for the issue. We find that 

this does not then require a separate later researcher-led data analysis process unless findings 

from several workshops need to be pulled together. In some versions of Ketso, facilitators 

might decide to pre-set particular themes (branches) from already known or previously well-

covered points as this helps to focus and develop the facilitated discussions for the issue. 

Ketso can be held over several workshops with different participants who might be dispersed 

over a geographical area. There is also no need for note-taking, which can distract from 

interaction, as the Ketso process records the outcomes visually on the mat. Photographs can 

copy the output, and/or a toolkit proforma can be typed up to record the outcomes in a 



summative form. For participants, the final visual output (see Figure 2) helps them 

understand complex relations; these are easily identifiable from the colour of the leaves in the 

output for example, where the most good is currently happening (i.e. most brown leaves) and 

where there is the best potential for growth (i.e. most green and yellow leaves). Participants 

can reflect on the output and add ‘ticks’ to add further support to certain actions or ideas, or, 

identify caution where further thinking may be required. A final action planning mat can be 

used to record and prioritise the actions and who will lead them. In short, the tool focuses 

attention on the process of communication between different stakeholders to maximise the 

value of their contribution and the emerging picture of the group’s thinking and commitment 

to priority actions.  

Insert Figure 2 about here 

 

Study Findings 

Ketso clearly enabled critical conversations and dialogue to be shared, heard and learnt from 

with stakeholders who would not necessarily interact or know about each other’s lived 

experiences. The toolkit enabled an enhanced “understanding of the Other with no attempt to 

persuade or to achieve specific outcomes. The participants in dialogue are committed to a 

process of listening to each other with empathy and to making sincere efforts to understand 

each other as the sole goal of the conversation” (Toledano, 2016: 282). The findings of the 

Ketso session revealed that participants felt there had been a positive growth (represented by 

a cluster of green leaves) in awareness and public understanding of access needs, and that 

there was a current climate for making change and moving forward with planning for 

accessible tourism (represented by a cluster of brown leaves). The attention to the process of 

communication between different stakeholders to maximise the value of their contribution 

and the emerging picture of the group’s thinking, knowledge sharing and commitment to 

priority actions is a benefit identified of the Ketso toolkit. Indeed, for this reason, McIntosh & 

Cockburn-Wootten (2016) have advocated it as a useful tool for enabling stakeholders to co-

create methods for addressing social issues and proposing actions and solutions.  

An unexpected outcome of the session was that few barriers were reported (represented by 

the lack of grey leaves) to achieving an accessible tourism plan for Christchurch, other than 

the low participation rate of stakeholders overall. One of the objectives of the Ketso method 

is not to overly focus on barriers but to instead empower an innovative process for creative 



collaborative thinking. This may be a reason for the greater focus given to creative thoughts 

for future solutions, as it drives a shared positive attitude for social change among the 

stakeholders who participated in the session. The main barriers that were noted during the 

session included stakeholders’ negative perceptions of the cost associated with meeting 

requirements for access needs, negative cultural reaction, and lack of knowledge. These 

barriers are certainly common findings noted in previous accessible tourism studies (e.g. 

Darcy & Buhalis, 2011).  

Since disability is generally regarded as socially constructed (Oliver, 2013), the findings of 

this research suggested there remains an important need to reduce social barriers, and 

especially those barriers currently imposed by the tourism industry. To achieve this, it is 

argued that accessibility needs to become a fundamental part of the value chain among 

stakeholders, such as that proposed in the concept of universal design (Darcy & Buhalis, 

2011). Importantly, as an acknowledgment of the limited participation of stakeholders at the 

session, it was noted in the Ketso output that there is a priority need to garner wider buy-in 

from the tourism sector with coordination from the national level (represented by a cluster of 

yellow leaves). This is a conclusion echoed elsewhere (see Gillovic & McIntosh, 2015). 

Specific ideas noted in discussion to raise awareness of accessibility included the need to 

showcase notable case study tourism businesses, to persuade tourism businesses to include 

people with disabilities in their advertising, and to try and generate a greater sense of pride 

among people with disabilities living in Christchurch. Certainly, awareness raising and 

championing the social and business case for accessible tourism is also a consistent finding of 

previous studies (Darcy et al., 2011; Gillovic & McIntosh, 2015; Michopoulou, Darcy, 

Ambrose & Buhalis, 2015).  

In addition to the overall challenges, areas of potential growth and priorities for action to 

achieve planning for accessible tourism in Christchurch, the Ketso output revealed seven 

specific themes (represented by the branches – see Figure 1) that emerged through the 

session. The seven themes were: communication; awareness but not yet understanding; 

innovation, celebration, quality, action and ROI of accessible tourism. It should be noted that 

the Ketso method engaged participants in deriving and naming their own emergent ‘themes’ 

from the process.  

 

Communication 



Communication was seen as an important means to raise public awareness and education 

around accessibility. One action identified was to encourage the inclusion of people with 

disabilities, for example, through their inclusion in tourism advertising campaigns. A caveat 

to this was that people with disabilities should not be used as idols of inspiration in public 

media campaigns; rather, as a feature of inclusion and a true portrayal of everyone who 

travels. There was also a need identified to more effectively communicate information about 

accessible facilities to people with access needs. Communication also related to the need for 

an accessible tourism plan to involve collaborative efforts from a team of people, and creative 

open minds. In terms of existing communication, it was felt that Christchurch stakeholders 

supported a climate for growing momentum for accessible tourism, not just alongside the 

physical rebuild after the earthquakes but also from the increased interest and understanding 

of access needs. Participants wished for greater communication of the nature, scope and 

opportunities of accessible tourism, accompanied by ‘a move from awareness to 

consciousness and passion’. Whilst the participants noted that there had been increased 

interest and consideration of accessibility, there was also recognition that overseas countries 

are much further ahead in their innovation. 

 

Awareness but not yet understanding 

Participants commonly felt that there was a general theme of awareness but not yet 

understanding. By this, they referred to awareness of international trends and interest in 

accessible tourism, anti-discrimination and accessibility legislation requirements, and a 

general increase in awareness of diverse access needs. There was also recognition of the 

opportunity for innovation amid an increased awareness of accessibility in the climate of 

many new hotels and restaurants being built, and events coming to Christchurch since the 

earthquake. Also, included in their comments was their perception that (access) website 

standards had improved, and that generally, they felt that people were having a lot more 

conversations about ‘access’ needs rather than ‘disabilities’ and hence an altering language of 

accessibility at a time that was perhaps more favourable to change. Indeed, the importance 

around the language of accessibility has been previously advocated (see Gillovic et al., 2018). 

In the same vein, a barrier from the lack of knowledge sharing about accessibility was 

reported, and also the perceived fear of access needs ‘costing too much’ to implement. 

Indeed, the tourism industry’s disengagement with the access traveller is said to be largely 



psychological (Darcy & Daruwalla, 1999). Participants therefore reported the need for 

innovation and a move towards action rather than a mere focus on strategy. Here it was noted 

that New Zealand’s legislation is not enforceable which is problematic for achieving that 

change. Likewise, Stumbo and Pegg (2005) as well as Gillovic and McIntosh (2015) have 

previously commented that ‘reactive’ legislation, outdated policies, rules and regulations are 

ineffective drivers of accessible tourism and in need of amendment. 

 

Innovation 

The theme of innovation emerged from participants’ comments around innovations that were 

already appearing around the city. For example, one participant reported the increasing use of 

technology for achieving access, and the changes enacted by the New Zealand Government 

towards website standards. One participant noted the increased focus on accessible arts in the 

city. A further example was other city attractions which were rebuilding with a focus on 

accessibility. Despite the historical focus on reaction and ‘too hard to fix’ culture, participants 

noted an opportunity to enact a national call to action driven by government so that the 

campaign could be coordinated. It was stated that the campaign needed to show people they 

are able to cater for different needs, and that accessible facilities can look ‘cool’ to diminish 

the perceptual barrier that accessibility is not aesthetically pleasing. Indeed, the significance 

of ‘creativity’ has been emphasised elsewhere for accessible tourism in New Zealand (see 

Gillovic & McIntosh, 2015). As an incentive to tourism businesses to take action, it was 

stated that businesses needed to be presented with the statistics around the value of the 

accessible tourism dollar so that they might be more inclined to participate/innovate. This 

economic motivation is a suggestion made elsewhere in the wider literature on accessible 

tourism (Darcy et al., 2011; Gillovic & McIntosh, 2015; Shaw, Veitch & Coles, 2005). 

Unfortunately, at the time of writing this research note, such statistics are not available in 

New Zealand, although anecdotal evidence is reported (Rhodda, 2012). 

 

Celebration 

Building on the theme of innovation, participants noted that the theme of celebration 

supported their views around the need for a video on accessible tourism to build positive 

momentum following already notable events such as FIFA and new accessible restaurant 



developments, and as a mechanism to continue to stimulate positive conversations and 

education around inclusion. Four future priorities were reported around this theme. The first 

was the important need for ‘pride’ among local people with disabilities. The second was the 

need to lead by example; to empower local people to champion change themselves and 

thereby encourage New Zealand tourism to be more inclusive and accessible. Thirdly, the 

hope that people with disabilities will participate in tourism, and fourthly, to “model excellent 

design and tell the world”; to mentor and lead in issues of accessibility given the opportunity 

for rebuild the city. There were no barriers recorded by the participants in achieving these 

desired outcomes. 

 

Quality 

The theme of quality related to participants’ expressed desire that there would be pride in that 

what was being delivered in Christchurch would make a difference for the future. It was 

noted that improvement to services should be requested; that is, people need to request/ask, 

else there will be no change; they should be exciting, and ‘owned’ by individuals in 

organisations. As one participant noted, “Great access is for everyone. Businesses need to 

know that they can enhance their opportunity by broadening access”. Another participant 

commented, “Everyone is a brand ambassador for Christchurch regardless of whether or not 

they have needs or not”. Participants noted that everyone needs to be made aware of their 

vested interest in accessibility; for example, for public transport to continue to be more 

accessible. For businesses, this also meant the need for tools to help them deepen their access 

provision, and to overcome their perception that it is ‘too hard’.  

 

Action 

The sixth theme was that of action whereby awareness around accessibility needs to move to 

traction. Here, the challenge of existing silos and no apparent coordinated approach was 

reported as a reason for stalled progress. It was reported that the good traction made with 

some existing tourism businesses needed to be role-modelled to showcase success, and a 

coordinated approach facilitated by government and across industry. Discussion was held 

around the need for supporting legislation, increased understanding of the opportunity 

afforded in Christchurch due to the rebuild, and to possible incentives. This finding is echoed 



elsewhere where industry complacency and non-responsiveness, as well as lack of 

connectivity of organisations, in particular, means access needs remain unserved, yet small 

and significant achievements need to be showcased to build upon actions that are easy to 

implement (see for example Gillovic & McIntosh, 2015). Likewise, it is generally advocated 

that action comes from leadership ‘at the top’ (Darcy & Dickson, 2009; Gillovic & McIntosh, 

2015). The finding therefore supports the conclusion of Aas et al., (2005) that clear direction 

and someone responsible for driving the issue forward is paramount. Hence, the participants 

argued for a national call to action supported by government.  

 

ROI of accessible tourism 

Underlying much of the discussion among participants during the Ketso session was the 

identified need to garner greater support of the tourism industry via a focus on the possible 

return on investment. This theme stood alone as recognition of the need to promote the 

business case for accessible tourism to increase business interest and uptake in the access 

tourism market; that it is good for business and good for everybody. Indeed, this is a 

conclusion drawn in previous research (see Darcy et al., 2011). Participants noted the need 

for public and private incentives to support this. 

 

Reflections on the use of Ketso 

Our study illustrates the co-construction of knowledge developed through communication, 

relationships and collaboration between stakeholders, moving beyond the confines of more 

traditional methods, such as stakeholder interviews. Stakeholder engagement and inclusive 

methods need to include tools that enhance dialogue, understandings, knowledge, learning 

and capabilities. As Taylor and Kent (2014: 384) note, engagement includes dialogue and 

methods that enable “organizations and publics [to] make decisions that create social capital. 

Engagement is both an orientation that influences interactions and the approach that guides 

the process of interactions among groups”.  For community stakeholder relations, gaining 

engagement is a desirable strategy. Yet, researchers have highlighted that for many 

organisations the term has not been properly implemented (Johnston & Taylor, 2018). 

Scholars have noted that the term has come to mean any form of communicative interaction 

between community stakeholders and organisations (Jelen-Sanchez, 2017). The reality is this 



creates challenges and does not engender true engagement for either the organisation or 

community stakeholder (Johnston & Taylor, 2018). Many tourism organisations struggle to 

achieve this type of engagement as the methods and processes for authentic engagement take 

time. This orientation also requires collaborative, safe spaces for thinking, learning, reflection 

and action, all of which aim to build knowledge, shared understandings, skills and outcomes. 

Any methods implemented in these types of projects for stakeholder engagement need to 

critically consider resources and support to enable stakeholders to participate. 

Ketso encourages effective engagement to include participation and involvement from 

organisations and individuals within communities for agreed social outcomes. The 

participants commented during the Ketso workshop that they wanted the opportunity to be 

involved, but they agreed that there was an apparent wider “lack of courage to have the 

conversation”. One participant commented, “We’ve got to meet that need and engage in the 

way we need to”. Using Ketso enabled these engagement processes to occur and a diversity 

of voices as well as expertise to be heard in order to co-create a plan for accessible tourism. 

Crucially, the workshop and the use of Ketso allowed stakeholders who would not normally 

meet in their every-day work to interact, hear and listen to each other’s perspective on the 

issue. Ketso facilitated dialogue that was effective for breaking down these silos between 

stakeholder participants from the tourism and access sectors. This collaborative dialogue 

enabled stakeholders from the different sectors to gain awareness, and new learning as a 

result of being involved together and working through critical issues facing the sectors 

toward the common goal of planning for accessible tourism. Helpful in this dialogue was 

authentic discussion wherein assumptions can be identified and suspended, understanding is 

built from listening, observing and hearing each other’s perspectives. It fosters relationship 

building to gain trust for stakeholders to challenge and reconsider existing practices.  

However, like much tourism planning and development, greater consideration needs to be 

given to achieving these trusting working relationships, inclusive communication processes 

and collaboration with all stakeholders. Our knowledge around the community context was 

derived from our existing networks, external sources, and we relied on information from 

social media and other lists in order to contact people. As with all authentic engagement 

approaches, for us the time developing these networks within the community was an issue. 

Convincing the tourism sector of the agenda for accessibility was also an issue and this 

limited who turned up to participate, with only eight stakeholders out of 200 agreeing to 

attend our planning session. The other key inherent challenge for projects like ours, is trying 



to bring all stakeholders together in the same place at the same time. This might be 

considered a major limitation for stakeholder collaboration within a complex and diverse 

system such as tourism. In addition, as a standard Ketso toolkit accommodates up to 24 

participants, multiple kits may also be required in research involving larger groups of 

stakeholder participants. 

Despite these limitations, there are several benefits for using a communication dialogic 

perspective that is inherent within the Ketso tool and processes. Importantly, the successful 

application of the Ketso toolkit in this study removed the fundamental challenge in 

stakeholder theory and processes (such as stakeholder focus groups), which is, the removal of 

power imbalances towards creative collaborative thinking (Jelen-Sanchez, 2017; Johnston & 

Taylor, 2018). As a tool, Ketso helps stakeholders to creatively understand the absences in 

their organisational sector and starts to get them ready for transformation. It achieves this by 

letting them hear other people’s perspectives, knowledge and experiences. It also highlights 

what works well, which allows the stakeholders to analyse why these things work well and 

how they could be enhanced in other practices. Finally, many researchers have noted that 

there has been increased expectations driven by stakeholders for businesses to engage and 

allow dialogue to occur. On the other hand, many businesses have increasingly felt the need 

to enhance and legitimise their practices by encouraging stakeholder communications 

especially with sectors they may have ignored or previously not engaged with due to their 

activism against the organisation (Burchell & Cook, 2013).  Ketso allows these interactions 

to take place and importantly transformation through discussion as stakeholders move 

towards an agreed intervention and bridge the gap between businesses and civic society 

needs.   

Ketso discussions make the absences and assumptions in the everyday worldviews of 

powerful stakeholders evident and open up agency for changes to the tourism system. For 

instance, the business stakeholders had held the assumption that accessibility was too 

expensive, yet through meeting, hearing and direct discussion with stakeholders they were 

informed of non-expensive changes they could make to their organisations.  Significantly, it 

is the social constructionist ontological framing behind the tool that allows stakeholders and 

academics to identify silences “to help us see openings, to provide a space of freedom and 

possibility” (Gibson-Graham, 2008: 619). The social constructionist framing of the tool 

facilitates a boarder analysis for participants to consider their every-day assumptions, taken-

for-granted and common-sense discourses and practices. The paradigm examines how ideas 



of truth, fact, labelling along with wider policies, discourses and conflicts have shaped certain 

issues, understandings and assumptions (Jacobs, & Manzi, 2000).  Time, context, place, as 

well as language, symbols, discourses and communication are central to this paradigm as they 

construct our ways of being and practice (Burr, 2015; Miller, 2017). Importantly, within this 

perspective once these discourses have been illuminated, we have agency to make changes 

and consider alternative just and equitable ways of being in our communities.  

Indeed, Tippett and How (2020) affirm that Ketso emphases this perspective through the 

three pillars of effective coproduction processes: ‘hear everyone’s voice’, ‘structure effective 

thinking and creativity’ and ‘link information across time and place’. As such, the Ketso tool 

directs attention to who is involved and how, the efficacy of thinking and creative processes, 

and the flow of information and feedback. Through providing space for creative thinking 

around accessibility and tourism, the Ketso process ensured that solutions shaped the kind of 

environment and tourism spaces that “we can imagine and create, ones in which we enact and 

construct” (Gibson-Graham, 2008: 619). By coming together and participating in a Ketso 

session, the stakeholders were able to think around ethical choices for possibilities to occur 

around inclusive, accessible tourism solutions and spaces so that the barriers and constraints 

for people with disabilities could be overcome. These discussions allowed stakeholders 

opportunities to think, create, act and consider different ways without the cynicism of critique 

or the restrictions of the past, nor the dominant voices of the prominent few.  

This study therefore has provided some illustration of how reframing participatory 

approaches to draw on epistemologies from community participatory research enables 

stakeholders to creatively conceptualise complex issues and determine actions for change.  

The ontological perspective behind the Ketso tool reframes relationships, power and expertise 

for all stakeholders. For stakeholders from communities and businesses, this tool recognises 

that by bringing different groups together they provide a “constitutive role … to bring new 

worlds into being” (Gibson-Graham, 2008: 614). By gathering together in one place the 

stakeholders shared tacit knowledge, overcame initial barriers from powerful stakeholders 

and co-created solutions alongside people with direct experience of the issue. That said, 

neither the present tourism businesses nor access organisations in this research felt 

responsible for taking the first step in moving forward with the accessible tourism plan, 

instead proposing top down leadership, despite showing evidence that establishing 

communication can be taken as a successful first step. As such, stakeholder collaboration 

remains not straightforward and fraught with difficulty regardless of the method adopted. A 



further key challenge for anyone adopting community stakeholder orientated tools is how to 

sustain momentum. That said, the shared dialogue, understandings and inclusion generated 

through the Ketso process was vitally important for an otherwise marginalised voice of 

tourism stakeholders; those who understand access needs for the sector.  

From our discussion with participants it was noted that, for those participants who live with 

disabilities, the Ketso process enabled their voice to be heard, empowered and included in the 

co-creation process. Compared to other methods we have used such as interviews, we have 

found that Ketso reduces the dominance of organisational and researcher’s voice, while 

learning capabilities and social impact interventions are enhanced (McIntosh & Cockburn-

Wootten, 2016; 2019). Including dialogic communication processes that allow an orientation 

towards stakeholder equal participation can lead to multiple benefits for both businesses and 

stakeholders. This appears to be a significant benefit of the Ketso method over more 

traditional methods, such as focus groups and interviews or surveys. It is also particularly 

useful as a visual, colourful and structured method to think through ideas, also building self-

confidence. In addition, the Ketso tool accommodates differing abilities, for example, colour 

blindness, illiteracy, and different ages and knowledge levels, and we found that all the 

stakeholder participants enjoyed their participation. If we had one limiting observation about 

the kit in terms of accessibility, it would be the relative small size of the leaves which proved 

difficult in the instance where hand mobility was impaired. For future research, it is worth 

noting that Ketso materials are also available translated into Russian, French and Spanish. A 

remote version of the tool, Ketso Connect, is also being developed which will enable further 

accessibility for co-creative planning.  

 

Conclusion 

It is certainly clear that stakeholder participation and collaboration is crucial for developing 

accessible tourism solutions (Michopoulou et al., 2015), as well as barrier-free public spaces 

in general (Hine & Mitchell, 2001). The challenge for achieving this stakeholder involvement 

is developing an approach that privileges critical dialogic communication processes, time, 

resources and relationships. There has been little consideration in tourism of how to instigate 

co-creative participatory tools for authentic stakeholder engagement for social change. In 

addition there has been a reliance on traditional methods that can reduce voice and inclusion 

of stakeholders. Critical dialogue theory has been instrumental in Ketso, and successfully 



applied in broader research sectors such as sustainability, health and community development 

issues (Burchell & Cook, 2013; Cockburn-Wootten, et al, 2018; Dempsey, 2013, Tolodano, 

2016). Drawing on our study involving tourism and access sector stakeholders, this paper 

provides critical reflections on the potential of Ketso as a qualitative method for tourism 

scholars. This paper used Ketso to examine collaborative and creative thinking for accessible 

tourism in the case study destination of Christchurch, New Zealand. We found Ketso to have 

potential for researchers who want to enhance engagement with an inclusive qualitative 

research tool, which draws on critical dialogic communication compared to less co-creative 

methods such as interviews and focus groups. 

Overall, our analysis revealed how Ketso enabled inclusive collaboration for individuals, as 

well as, stakeholder voices to engender both tacit and wider community stakeholder 

knowledge for co-created accessible tourism development. We have discussed the benefits of 

adopting Ketso for stakeholder dialogues for organisations, businesses and communities. We 

have argued how this method re-orientates mind-sets and processes to cultivate more 

inclusive relationships and closer engagement between stakeholders who might not otherwise 

engage in dialogue. In other practical learnings from our study, we have illustrated that time 

and relationships are crucial for engagement for social change. This develops trust, 

willingness to get involved, overcomes gatekeepers and develop ‘champions’ who are 

enthusiastic about the method and project. Practitioners and academics can use Ketso to hear 

and acknowledge stakeholder experiences, develop learning capacities and clearly ascertain 

agreed expectations over what will be done or changed in the project.  

To gain social change outcomes, learning, relationships, time, inclusive decision-making 

processes and reciprocal communication are all essential. All of this work creates 

opportunities for learning and creative outcomes between stakeholders who otherwise would 

share little interaction or dialogue. Crucially, where social barriers imposed by the tourism 

industry exist for people with disabilities, Ketso discussions can reveal the absences and 

assumptions of the dominant tourism stakeholders and open up agency for change in the 

tourism system. Important consideration of absences and gaps in stakeholder knowledge, and 

the nature of power and dialogue in stakeholder communication, are thus notable benefits of 

the Ketso tool for achieving a foundation of more inclusive and accessible tourism. 

 

  



References 

Akerlof, G.A. (1982), ‘Labor contracts as partial gift exchange’, Quarterly Journal of Economics, 97(1), 

543–569.  

Becker, G.S. (1971), Economic Theory, New York: Alfred A. Knopf.  

Coleman, J.S. (1994), ‘A rational choice perspective on economic sociology’, in Smelser, N.J., 

Swedberg, R. (eds), The Handbook of Economic Sociology, Princeton: Princeton University Press, pp. 

166–180. 

Aas, C., Ladkin, A. & Fletcher, J. (2005), ‘Stakeholder collaboration and heritage 

management’, Annals of Tourism Research, 32(1), 28-48. 

Alabbasi, D. & Stelma, J. (2018), ‘Using Ketso in Qualitative Research with Female Saudi 

Teachers’, Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung/Forum: Qualitative Social Research 19(2). 

Ateljevic, I., Pritchard, A. & Morgan, N. (2007), The critical turn in tourism studies, London: 

Routledge. 

Balomenou, N. & Garrod, B. (2014), ‘Using volunteer-employed photography to inform 

tourism planning decisions: A study of St David's Peninsula, Wales’, Tourism 

Management, 44, 126-139. 

Bramwell, B. & Sharman, A. (1999), ‘Collaboration in local tourism policymaking’, Annals 

of Tourism Research, 26(2), 392-415. 

Baum, T. & Hai, N.T.T. (2020), ‘Hospitality, tourism, human rights and the impact of 

COVID-19’. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 

doi/10.1108/IJCHM-03-2020-0242. 

Burchell, J., & Cook, J. (2013), ‘Sleeping with the enemy? Strategic transformations in 

business–NGO relationships through stakeholder dialogue’, Journal of business 

ethics, 113(3), 505-518. 

Burr, V. (2015), Social constructionism, Routledge: London, UK. 

Cloquet, I., Palomino, M., Shaw, G., Stephen, G. & Taylor, T. (2018), ‘Disability, social 

inclusion and the marketing of tourist attractions’, Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 26(2), 

221-237. 



Cockburn-Wootten, C., McIntosh, A.J., Smith, K. & Jefferies, S. (2018), ‘Communicating 

across tourism silos for inclusive sustainable partnerships’, Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 

26(9), 1483-1498. 

Cohen, M., Gajendran, T., Lloyd, J., Maund, K., Smith, C., Bhim, S. & Vaughan, J. (2018), 

‘Valuing creative placemaking: development of a toolkit for public and private 

stakeholders’, NSW Government: Sydney, Australia. 

Creswell, J. W. (2013), Qualitative inquiry and research design: choosing among five 

approaches, 1-448 SAGE: California, United States of America. 

Darcy, S. (1996), ‘Estimating the size of the market of tourism for people with a physical 

disability’, Citizenship beyond disability, NICAN 1996 Conference Proceedings, Brisbane 

Novotel, 10-12 October 1996, pp. 112-119. 

Darcy, S. & Buhalis, D. (2011), ‘Conceptualising disability’, in Buhalis, D. & Darcy, S. 

(eds.), Accessible tourism: Concepts and Issues, Bristol, United Kingdom: Channel View 

Publications, pp. 21-45. 

Darcy, S, Cameron, B. & Pegg, S. (2011), ‘Developing a business case for accessible 

tourism’, in Buhalis, D. & Darcy, S. (eds.), Accessible tourism: Concepts and Issues, Bristol, 

United Kingdom: Channel View Publications, pp. 241-257. 

Darcy, S. & Daruwalla, P. (1999), ‘The trouble with travel: People with disabilities and 

tourism’, Social Alternatives, 18(1), 44-66. 

Darcy, S. & Dickson, T. (2009). ‘A whole of life approach to tourism: The case for accessible 

tourism’, Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management, 16(1), 32-44. 

Dempsey, S.E. (2010), ‘Critiquing community engagement’, Management Communication 

Quarterly, 24(3), 359-390. 

Dewbury, J.D., Harrison, P., Rose, M. & Wylie, J. (2002), ‘Enacting geographies’, 

Geoforum, 33, 437-440. 

Dredge, D. (2006), ‘Networks, conflict and collaborative communities’, Journal of 

Sustainable Tourism, 14(6), 562–581. 

Forenza, B. (2017), ‘Sustained community theater participation as civil society 

involvement’, Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 46(3), 549-566. 



Gómez, A., & Sordé, T. (2012), A critical communicative perspective on community 

research: reflections on experiences of working with Roma in Spain. In L. GoodSon & J. 

Phillimore (Eds.), Community research for participation: From theory to method, pp. 21-36. 

Policy Press: Bristol, UK. 

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

tourism’, Tourism Geographies, 15(1), 25-42. 

Gibson-Graham, J.K. (2008), ‘Diverse economies: performative practices for other 

worlds’, Progress in Human Geography, 32(5), 613-632. 

Gillovic, B. & McIntosh, A. (2015), ‘Stakeholder perspectives of the future of accessible 

tourism in New Zealand’, Journal of Tourism Futures, 3(1), 223-239. 

Gillovic. B., McIntosh, A.J., Darcy, S. & Cockburn-Wootten, C. (2018), ‘Enabling the 

language of accessible tourism, Journal of Sustainable Tourism. 26(4), 615-630. 

Goodson, L., & Phillimore, J. (Eds.). (2012), Community research for participation: From 

theory to method. Policy Press: Bristol, UK. 

Guerin, B., Leugi, G.B. & Thain, A. (2018), ‘Attempting to overcome problems shared by 

both qualitative and quantitative methodologies: Two hybrid procedures to encourage diverse 

research’, The Australian Community Psychologist, 29(2), 74. 

Hine, J. & Mitchell, F. (2001), ‘Better for everyone? Travel experiences and transport 

exclusion’, Urban Studies, 38(2), 319-332. 

Innes, J. E. & Booher, D. E. (2016), ‘Collaborative rationality as a strategy for working with 

wicked problems’, Landscape and Urban Planning, 154, 8–10. 

Jacobs, K., & Manzi, T. (2000), ‘Evaluating the social constructionist paradigm in housing 

research’, Housing, Theory and Society, 17(1), 35-42. 

Jelen-Sanchez, A. (2017), ‘Engagement in public relations discipline: Themes, theoretical 

perspectives and methodological approaches’, Public Relations Review, 43(5), 934-944. 

Leipoldt, E. (2006), ‘Disability experience: A contribution from the margins towards a 

sustainable future’, Journal of Futures Studies, 10(3), 15-32. 



McCabe, S., Sharples, M. & Foster, C. (2012), ‘Stakeholder engagement in the design of 

scenarios of technology-enhanced tourism services’, Tourism Management Perspectives, 4, 

36-44. 

McIntosh, A. (1998), ‘Mixing methods: Putting the tourist at the forefront of tourism 

research’, Tourism Analysis, 3(2), 121-127. 

McIntosh, A.J. & Cockburn-Wootten, C. (2016), ‘Using Ketso for engaged tourism 

scholarship’, Annals of Tourism Research, 56, 48-151. 

McIntosh, A. & Cockburn-Wootten, C. (2019), ‘Refugee-focused service providers: 

improving the welcome in New Zealand’, The Service Industries Journal, 39(9-10), 701-716. 

Medeiros de Araujo, L. & Bramwell, B. (1999), ‘Stakeholder assessment and collaborative 

tourism planning: The case of Brazil’s Costa Dourada Project’, Journal of Sustainable 

Tourism, 7(3-4), 356-378. 

Michopoulou, E., Darcy, S., Ambrose, I. & Buhalis, D. (2015), ‘Accessible tourism futures: 

The world we dream to live in and the opportunities we hope to have’, Journal of Tourism 

Futures, 1(3), 179-188. 

Miller, G. (2017), Reconsidering Social Constructionism: Social Problems and Social Issues, 

Routledge. 

Minnaere, L., Drekmann, A. & McCabe, S. (2011), ‘Defining social tourism and its historical 

context, in Minnaert, L. & Diekmann, A. (eds.), Social tourism in Europe: Theory and 

practice. Bristol: Channel View Publications, pp. 18-34. 

Mitra, R., & Buzzanell, P.M. (2015), ‘Introduction: Organizing/communicating sustainably’, 

Management Communication Quarterly, 29(1), 130-134. 

Nicolaides, A. (2020), ‘Sustainable Ethical Tourism (SET) and Rural Community 

Involvement’, African Journal of Hospitality, Tourism and Leisure, 9(1). 

Nowotny, H., Scott, P. & Gibbons, M. (2003), ‘Introduction: ‘Mode 2’ revisited: The new 

production of knowledge’, Minerva, 41(3), 179–194. 

Oliver, M. (2013), ‘The social model of disability: Thirty years on’, Disability & Society, 

28(7), 1024-1026. 



Packer, T.L., McKercher, B. & Yau, M.K. (2007), ‘Understanding the complex interplay 

between tourism, disability and environmental contexts’, Disability and rehabilitation, 29(4), 

281-292. 

Phillimore, J. & Goodson, L. (2004), Qualitative research in tourism. Ontologies, 

Epistemologies and Methodologies, London and New York: Routledge. 

Popke, J. (2009), ‘Geography and ethics: non-representational encounters, collective 

responsibility and economic difference’, Progress in Human Geography, 33(1), 81-90. 

Ren, C., Pritchard, A. & Morgan, N. (2010), ‘Constructing tourism research: A critical 

Inquiry’, Annals of Tourism Research, 37(4), 885–904. 

Rhodda, S. (2012), ‘Accessible tourism in New Zealand’, in Buhalis, D., Darcy, S. & 

Ambrose, I. (eds.), Best practice in accessible tourism, inclusion, disability, ageing 

population and tourism, Bristol, United Kingdom: Channel View Publications, 114-123. 

Riley, R.W.  & Love, L.L. (2000), ‘The state of qualitative tourism research’, Annals of 

tourism research, 27(1), 164-187. 

Shaw, G., Veitch, C. & Coles, T. (2005), ‘Access, disability, and tourism: Changing 

responses in the United Kingdom’, Tourism Review International, 8(3), 167-176. 

Stanfield, D., & Beddoe, L. (2016), ‘Social work and social media in Aotearoa New Zealand: 

Educating social workers across shifting boundaries of social work identity’, Social Work 

Education, 35(3), 284-296. 

Stumbo, N.J. & Pegg, S. (2005), ‘Travelers and tourists with disabilities: a matter of priorities 

and loyalties’, Tourism Review International, 8(3), 195-209. 

Johnston, K. A., & Taylor, M. (2018), ‘The many faces of engagement: Toward a public-

centered approach’, Queensland University of Technology: Brisbane, Australia. 

Taylor, M., & Kent, M. L. (2014), ‘Dialogic engagement: Clarifying foundational concepts’, 

Journal of Public Relations Research, 26(5), 384-398. 

Tippett, J. (2013), ‘Creativity and learning – participatory planning and the co-production of 

local knowledge’, Town & Country Planning, 82(10), 439–442. 



Tippett, J, Handley, J.F. & Ravetz, J. (2007), ‘Meeting the challenges of sustainable 

development – A conceptual appraisal of a new methodology for participatory ecological 

planning’, Progress in Planning, 67(1), 9-98. 

Tippett, J. & How, F. (2011), Ketso guide, Manchester, United Kingdom: Ketso. 

Tippett, J. & How, F. (2020), ‘Where to lean the ladder of participation: a normative heuristic 

for effective coproduction processes’, Town Planning Review. 91(2), 109-131. 

Toledano, M. (2016), ‘Advocating for reconciliation: Public relations, activism, advocacy 

and dialogue’, Public Relations Inquiry, 5(3), 277-294. 

Tosun, C. (2000), ‘Limits to community participation in the tourism development process in 

developing countries’, Tourism Management, 21, 613-633. 

Tribe, J. (2005), ‘New tourism research’, Tourism Recreation Research, 30(2), 5-8. 

Walle, A.H. (1997), ‘Quantitative versus qualitative tourism research’, Annals of tourism 

research, 24(3), 524-536. 

Wearing, S.L., Wearing, M. & McDonald, M. (2010), ‘Understanding local power and 

interactional processes in sustainable tourism: Exploring village–tour operator relations on 

the Kokoda Track, Papua New Guinea’, Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 18(1), 61-76. 

Wengel, Y., McIntosh, A. & Cockburn-Wootten, C. (2019), ‘Co-creating knowledge in 

tourism research using the Ketso method’, Tourism Recreation Research, 44(3), 311-322. 

Wilson, E. & Hollinshead, K. (2015), ‘Qualitative tourism research: Opportunities in the 

emergent soft sciences’, Annals of Tourism Research, 54, 30-47. 

Wolbring, G. (2013), ‘Ecohealth through an ability studies and disability studies lens’, 

in Gislason, M.K. & Rotherman, B.K. (eds.), Ecological Health: Society, Ecology and 

Health, UK: Emerald Group Publishing Limited, 91-107. 

Zhang, K., Lynch, P., McIntosh, A. & Wengel, Y. (2016), ‘Current and future potentialities 

of critical hospitality studies: Conference workshop report’, Hospitality and Society, 6(1), 77-

82. 

 

 


