Palitical ecology framework for studying mountain tourism:
Case: Adapting analytical model for Everest toutism

Abstract

This paper aims to design an analytical frameworkstudy and research in mountain
tourism. The contribution of the tourism interniens to the development of the

destinations and its indigenous people can be aedlpy the use of this framework. It

assesses the impacts of the tourism interventioribe landscape and ecology, culture
and livelihood of the indigenous people and ovesatlioeconomic power relations of the
people in tourism destinations. The analysis cafirt@d to the principles of equitable

tourism and effectiveness of the sustainable toudsvelopment strategies in reference
to the sustainable mountain development policies.
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1. Background

International tourism started in Everest regiori®0. When the summit of Everest was
finally reached for the first time in 1953, the Wb attention was drawn not just to the
mountain, but also to the people who inhabit ab#se (Rogers, 2007).

After the opening of the Everest region to comnarmurism in the mid-1960s, tourism
rapidly expanded in the early 1970s to become #aslihg component of the local
economy (Rogers, 2007).

The Khumbu (upper belt) and Solu (lower belt) dise¢o the south are two different
belts of Everest Region having different sociopbaissettings. Khumbu is inhabited by
roughly 3500 people residing mostly in eight majaltages of Khumjung, Kunde,
Namche, Pangboche, Phortse, Thame, Thamo and Teéa@wér 90 percent of the total
population belongs to the indigenous Sherpa etgrocp. Khumbu has less than 0.2
percent of arable land. (Please see annex fordM&plukhumbu District; Research sites
are indicated in the map.)

The lower belt Solu is inhabited by ethnic Sherpaswell as Khaling Rais, Magar,
Tamang and Gurung. Peoples living in Solu histdlsiceave closer ties with lowland
Nepal whereas peoples of Khumbu had historicalbged social and cultural ties with
Tibet.

Everest tourist numbers have grown from no visitor$949 to approximately 20 people
in 1964, 600 in 1971, 5000 in 1980, 10,000 in 1981d 25000 in 2001(Rogers, 2007).
Rogers has also provided the account of the ndtjpark entrance station data for the
1997-1998 fiscal years, what indicates that 18, toiitists were accompanied by 20,551
staff and 2,386 pack animals. An additional 13,8881mercial porters transported food
and supplies into the park, much of which was corexliby non-resident visitors.

Nepal’'s overall tourism revenues in 1995-1996 figear were US $ 116 million, which
accounted for 3.8 percent of the country’s US$IBohi gross domestic product (GDP)
and 18 percent of all foreign earnings (Nepal Miyi®f finance 1997 and Sharma 1998
as cited in Rogers 2007).

By 1999, Nepal's tourism revenues had risen to B8$tillion, and constituted 3.5 % of
GDP (Lohani 1999 as cited in Rogers 2007).



In 1994, Everest tourism attracted 59 of the 1@h{altitude mountaineering expeditions
visiting Nepal, and these Everest climbing expedgi paid 77 percent of the fees
collected from climbing expeditions that year bypllegovernment. (Gurung, 1998 as in
Rogers 2007). In 1995, 13 percent of Nepal's tqatk entrance fees were from
Sagarmatha National Park. (Gurung, 1998 as in Rp@&07) and 18 percent (15000
permits) of the trekking permits issues in Nepakevéor the Everest region (Nepal
ministry of tourism 1996, Sharma 1998, as citedRogers 2007). In this view, Everest
Tourism has its significant contribution to Nepdbsirism Revenue.

Tourism activities in the Everest region are coadirwithin the Khumbu. Khumbu has
now adopted four primary types of tourisms: luxtoyrism, religious tourism, trekking
tourism and climbing tourism.

Khumbu area has two air stripes, a hospital, deartdl eye care clinics, a high school,
grade schools in every village, a plethora of keglgnade of modern construction
bridges, luxury hotels and lodges whereas the Ideér Solu, of the same region is out
of the reach to the benefits from the Everest soori

These issues of marginalization of peoples in tduogesy of the indigenous groups can be
further analyzed through political ecology appro&eeping the socioeconomic power
relations and human-environment relationships at ¢bntre, while the impacts and
effects of tourism interventions are to be assesa@tiin the Political ecology
framework.

Objectives

Overall objective of this research is to investgahe issues and challenges in the
sustainable development mountain tourism in theswgpectrum of environment-human
relationships and the socioeconomic power relatiam®ng different stakeholders of
mountain tourism. Based upon this investigatiomuits forward an analytical model for
the development of equitable mountain tourism.

Within the framework of an analytical model basedtive discourse of political ecology;
the case of Everest tourism is analyzed for follayiiesearch objectives.



General:

a. To assess the impacts of Everest tourism to thevesmmnomic power relations

among tourism stakeholders and ecology of the negio

Specific:

b. To assess the impacts of Everest tourism to th®-®monomic power relations

of the indigenous people

c. To analyze the pattern of income distribution frEmerest tourism
2. Statement of problem
By the later, 1990s tourism had become the woflasest growing industry, involving
an estimated 625 million people and earning resepnearly US$ 500 billion per year.
Receipts from international tourist travel grew dy average annual rate of 8 percent
during 1990s, with mountain tourism accounting &or estimated 15 to 20 percent of
worldwide tourism revenues by the end of the dec@dd@O, 1999 as in Rogers,
2007).But, all these figures of benefits are eliptured. Though different tourism
development programs generate higher revenue & gpavith further marginalization of
the low income groups.
Socioeconomic power relations of the peoples in itdigenous society and the
vulnerable biogeography are the major issues of Ekerest tourism. The tourism
intervention in Everest region should go beyondlagioal impacts and revenue
generation. It should be equitable for the ovedalelopment of the region and the
people. Actually there is no better alternative $ocio-economic development except
tourism for this region and hence, Everest tourssrould be equitable to the peoples of
indigenous society of Solukhumbu.
To address these issues, a greater focus is neaddx rights of the indigenous people.
There is marked gap in the socioeconomic powetioalships among the people of the
two different belts (Khumbu —upper belt) and (Sbawer Belt) of the same region. The
socioeconomic marginalization of the lower belt gleoand some people of the lower
economic class of the upper belt shows that Evéoesism is still questionable in terms
of equitable growth and distributive developmeritg®na, 2009).



According to the study of Adhikari, R. (2006) logarticipation and involvement is the
promotion of tourism, decision making within theriegas communities is powerfully
dominated by the local businessmen and educated,elith vested economic interests.
Based upon a household survey of the Khumbu, PrardkSolu, Rogers and Aitchison
(1998, as cited in Rogers 2007), concluded thatléathere have always been economic
differences between the communities in the arewaoilld appear that the inequalities
between them are widening due to differences irrigou involvement. If tourism
development is left to the market forces, it ishhaiole that income and inequalities will
widen. This indicates that Everest tourism hasig@mt impact in socioeconomic power
relations of the people but the questions to becked now are how and why so?

The issues of the degradation of the landscaperamneiSt region, the marked gap in the
socioeconomic status of the people of differentsbef the same region and the impacts
of tourism interventions in the indigenous peopletdture, occupation and livelihood
strategies suggest for the critical need of futfglthe research gaps in the context of the
socioeconomic marginalization of the people withime region and the actual
contribution of the tourism interventions to thevel®pment of that region.

A numbers of research works, books, articles dntsthave highlighted both the positive
and negative effects of tourism. In Clint Roger8Q2) words, out of those many have
testified about what tourism has done to the Eversgion and the Sherpas, few have
explained why and even fewer have explicitly dreamy practical lessons from it. This
suggests that there is lack of studies on the gmabanalysis and socioeconomic power
relations of the people of this region to be stsichad further link to the development
policies so as to sustain the future of Everesitou

Based on the discussions above, only further relesard analysis can tell us more on the
following research questions.

1. Why are some indigenous groups of people poorer ¢kizers in Everest region?

2. Why are indigenous people of lower belt (Solu) eEEest region, not benefiting
from the tourism revenue? What is the reason bethiadnarginalization of the
lower belt of Everest region?

3. Why people of low income groups do not have opputiees for entrepreneurship

development in tourism activities?



4. What are the impacts of tourism in terms of ecojogyndscape change, and
socio-economic power relations? Is it better if &g tourism is halted?

5. What is the conflict of interest among differenasdes of people regarding the
intervention of Everest tourism?

6. What are the concerns of the indigenous peopletaken into account in order
to prevent them from being further marginalized?wHéar tourism related
activities have endangered indigenous knowledge?

7. Why are people from southern belt poorer than #@pfe from northern belt in
Everest area? Why the benefits have not flown tthssn belt?

3. Analytical Framework

Analytical framework of this research is Politi¢gatology Framework. Political ecology
deals with the interrelationships between ecoldgiopacts and socio-economic power
relations. According to Belsky (2002) Political émgy framework is a " trans-
disciplinary perspective" for the study of fundantads in the attempt to understand
environmental change.

Political ecology, as it has risen out of cultuedology, the political economy of
development, Marxism and post-structuralism encasgs a diversity of theoretical and
methodological approaches (Bryant 1998; Peet antis\V¥896 as in Nightingale 2002).
It has demonstrated the importance of examining limkages between local
environmental issues and global political-econopnaxesses (Nightingale, 2002).
Political ecology emerged during the 1970s as ahatkbf fusing cultural ecology —
anthropologists’ empirical studies of local envinental practice — with cross-scale
analysis of the political economy (Escobar 1999a).

Academic work focusing on the interface betweenitipsl and the environmental
degradation has often been labeled ‘political eggl¢Blaikie, 1985 as in Stainer and
Lopez 2001). Political ecology offers productive spibilities for developing
understanding of political dimensions of conseosati(Stott and Sullivan 2000;
Zimmerer and Basset 2003; Peet and Watts 2004;iR©BB04 as in Adams and Hutton,
2007). It also addresses the relations betweenstizgal and the natural processes,
arguing that the social and the environmental doots are deeply and inextricably
linked (Adams and Hutton, 2007). According to WaJkg005), political ecology is



today’s most prominent inheritor of traditions ieagraphy with deep historical roots in
the study obothbiophysical ecology and social science.

Schubert (2005) has suggested the combinationsvefnbajor theories e.g. human-
environment relationship theory and Entitlementotigewhile dealing with ‘Political
Ecology in Development Research’.

Problems arising over access to resources have &dexry focus in many political
ecology studies, especially those that have exaimthe often destructive impact of
Western-driven conservation policies in many paftéfrica (D. Brockington 2002; R.
Duffy 2000; R.P. Neumann 1998; R.P. Neumann 20G3ted by Julian Bloomer, 2009).
Jones (2008 as cited by Kepe et. al, 2008) ha®dst#tat political ecology is
characterized by attention to ecological dynamacsensitivity to the role of the state and
the wider global economy in shaping environmentabnge; emphasis on social
difference, especially among decision makers; ti@avledgement of the centrality of
poverty and inequality as key factors affectingisnmental change; and " contextual
analysis of multiple scales of influence".

Blaikie, who is one of the pioneers in the fielfl pmlitical ecology has contributed
comprehensive literature not only in linking envinoental knowledge and politics, but
also in showing ways that environmental analysid hance policy can be reframed
towards addressing the problems of socially vulplergpeople which is based on the
analysis within Political ecology framework (Forsy2008).

According to Greenberg and Park, (198#re are two major theoretical thrusts that have
most influenced the formation of political ecolodyey arepolitical economy, with its
insistence on the need to link the distributionpofver with productive activity and
ecological analysis, with its broader vision of bio-environmental tedaships.

Karl Marx, perhaps, came closest to defining thaledtic between individuals, their
productive activity in human society, and natureM@szaros 1970:104 as cited by
Greenberg and Park, 1994) that political ecologgksdo address by his insistence that
one must begin not with abstract premises or dog(aslarx and F.Engels 1970
[1846]:42 as cited by Greenberg and Park, 1994)whiln the productive activities of
real individuals. This focuses attention on padditieconomy as it transforms and is

transformed by individuals and nature.



Political ecology expandecological concepts to respond to the inclusion of cultural
and political activity within an analysis of ecosystems that are significantly but not

always entirely socially constructed.
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Analytical framework designed by the researcher, based onettwogical modeling for
tourism by, Patterson et a(2004); Sustainable mountain region development models having
links with ecological and, economic concerns by Singh(2006), Analytical notes by Littl
(2007), Political ecology as ethnography: a theoretical and methodological guide and
theoretical orientation by Schubert, (2008)litical Ecology in Development Research

D

(Conceptual framework specific to the Research Bnolitical Ecology of Everest

Tourism’ is presented in annex)



4. Literature Review

Literature review has gone through various phasesldapict the issues of tourism
intervention in the people and environment of tl@inain destinations. Major literature
focused on the previous researches are basically fine issues of environment, culture,
economy, Infrastructure development, and indigerpmaple of the region but there are
no literature based on the political ecology frammgwwhich tries to encompasses the
issues of the disparities among the classes afdbiety, marginalization and exploitation
of the indigenous people as a result of tourisrarirgntions in the region forging links to
concerned policies. Lately there are studies lig¢ bn ecological modeling for tourism’
by Patterson et al (2004), anfiu'stainable mountain region development modelsbavi
links with ecological and, economic concerfiy/ Singh (2006). Both of the research
works are based on the discourse of political epplo

According to Greenberg and Park (1994jlitical ecology expands ecological concepts
to respond to the inclusion of cultural and paditiactivity within an analysis of
ecosystems that are significantly but not alwaysreg socially constructed. They
further stated that, more recently, perspectivege Haroadened throughout the social
sciences to include the role of human activity ransforming and even defining
ecosystems (urban ecosystems, agricultural ecosystdamaged ecosystems, etc.).
Environmental historians such as Crosby (1986)\odster (1985, 1993) have begun to
provide detailed insights into the past role of lammsocieties in transforming the
environment. A politically informed environmentaistory has also begun to develop
(e.g. N.Christenson 1989; E.Jones 1981; L.Ladu®ig2]1 S.Pyne 1991; R.Rotberg and
T.Rabb 1981; I.Simmons 1989 as opposed to J.M&#V1LF.Turner 1920 as cited by
Greenberg and Park 1994).

During the last twenty years, “political ecologydshemerged as a new field of research
bringing together human ecology’s focus on therretations between human societies
and their respective biophysical environments aolitigal economy’s analyses of the
structural power relations occurring between theseieties (Little, 1999a; Sheridan,
1988; Stonich, 1993 as cited in little 2007). Thisld is the result of an intensive
dialogue between the disciplines of biology, anpatogy, geography, history and



political science, creating a unique trans-disogy space within the natural and social
sciences.

An example of study on ‘local political ecology’ Bassett's (1988 as cited by Schubert,
2005) case study on farmer-herder conflicts inhreart Ivory Coast He identifies the key
factors that determine a political ecology approattie contextualization of human
environment interaction, a historical analysis, &xamining of state interventions that
determine land-use at local rural level and thesisierty to regional variability.

Regarding the issues of resource use and conservatithe environment, Zimmerer
(2006), one of the pioneers of political ecologge&ches, inferred that rapid growth of
this interface of conservation with livelihoods amdource use is driven by factors that
range from the territorial expansion of the prot¢dcareas to the management emphasis,
politics and discursive strategies that are depmloye these broadened conservation
efforts. It means political ecology of a small tenry is webbed by complex dynamics.
Hence, the diversifying issues of environment amtilcseconomic power relations have
direct linkages to the policies and managementegjies.

The study of local environmental problems in theacial context, often drawing on
participant observation, arguably represents thadation of today’s political ecology.
Focusing to the governance issues from the peigpsatf Political and cultural ecology
Zimmerer has typically suggested that environmegtalernance at the local level is
politically necessary and pragmatic for the sogialst undertaking of conservation and
environmental management that occurs in or neartegied-area landscapes
(Nietschmann, 1984; 1995; Stevens, 1997 as in Zmam2006).

These issues of political ecology in natural resesrgovernance are intricately linked to
the issues of the environmental degradation ansuress conflicts scenario of Nepalese
mountain region. They have a wider arena of theicpobebates in the global
development forum too. Previous researches in nagurgeography of Nepal indicate
that the finding of the researches continue to romtfmany of the issues that face
policymakers in mountain regions and, continuesfter an all important scientific and
critical perspective on the conduct of global maimtdebate (Price and Funnel, 2003).
The biogeography of the mountain region is difféfeom that of the plains. According

to the assertion from Singh (2006), Developmenhémountains has to have a different



approach, given the fragility and vulnerability thie Himalayan ecosystems due to the
uniqueness of mountain specificities.

As the discourse of political ecology is centeredappeals to ethical values, solidarity,
autonomy, ecological responsibility and democraBgcker and Raza, 1999), it can
occupy broader space in issues of conservatiordamdlopment of the biogeography of
such regions.

With the increasing realization that the naturalotgces of mountain areas are vital for
both highland and lowland people, the Global AgefmtaSustainable Development has
brought mountains to sharp focus. The complexitysuwth issues continues to receive
considerable attention at the global forum like W8SD (World Summit on Sustainable
Development, Johannesburg, August 2002) and BishRilbal Mountain Summit
(October 2002). These events have arrived at aeosns that mountains would require
specific approaches and resources for sustainiredilibod needs and improving the
quality of life. This would require an integrateplpgoach, which gives due consideration
to closely intertwined aspects of human socio-caltsocioeconomic systems and
natural ecosystem components/processes (Singh.2006)

Regarding the interventions of tourism in the flagnountain ecosystem, recent research
of Awang et.al (2009) has suggested that the natuteurism development is a highly
contested one, which among others, is susceptiblaftuence from the surrounding
milieu, invoked by factors such as politics, ecormanculture and the environment.
Speaking on the complexity of the global-local reand the complicated interactions
among economic, cultural and environmental eleméaotsreate local development
outcomes, Milne and Ateljevic (2001) has strongdgeated that we can not understand
the context of local tourism development unless gregpple with this complexity and
better understand how key stakeholders (governmedtystry, community, tourists)
interact both within and between multiple nesteales:

Addressing the conflict of interests on the conagown of parks and protected areas,
Adams and Hutton (2007 said that the political ecology of conservationhighly
complex and diverse. Ideas of nature are laid outhe ground in PAs, and the needs,
rights and interests of people are bent to fitrtdslting conservation landscape. All this

takes place against the backdrop of a wider sasisdult on nature through processes of



industrialization, urbanization, pollution, and tbenversion of terrestrial and marine
ecosystems to industrial purposes. This assersiaapplicable to the degradation of the
natural environment of Everest region due to toarigressure; and overwhelming
conflict of interests among different classes obgle and park administration in
Sagarmatha National Park.

In the same issue, Rogers (2007) inferred thatirtiact of tourism on indigenous
peoples and their environments that have occurseal r@sult of the conflicting interests
of the various patrticipants in the economic develept process have led to considerable
social and environmental problems for indigenousigs.

Dealing with the political ecology of Everest tam, literatures on the specific issues of
socioeconomic power relations and environmentatatisgion are briefly reviewed here.
Mar ginalization of low income groups and Threatsto the Indigenous Cultures
According to Rogers (2007), developing countried Hreir indigenous populations and
natural environment are seen as ripe opportunitieshe accomplishment of the major
goals of economically and politically powerful gorments of developed countries.
These goals are mainly centered at expansion baglmarket and creation of economic
dependency.

The tourism entrepreneurship development opporasitinfrastructures and services
like; lodges, shops, travel companies etc., arenipaionfined within the Khumbu
peoples, for a instance: there are very few cabésdge development by non-Khumbu
residents (Stevens 1993, as cited by Rogers, 2007).

A survey of Khumbu residents in 1982 by researtvan Pawson stated that there were
few Sherpas who did not feel that tourism and tigence in Khumbu was having a
generally beneficial effect (Pawson et al. 1984a;ited in Rogers 2007).

But the people who are marginalized and have nesscand opportunities to develop
tourism entrepreneurships in the region,

Khumbu is connected with frequent air transportirdppeak autumn season more than
30 scheduled flights (Data of 1999 as in Roger§/720anded daily at the Lukla airport.
Solukhumbu is the only one district of Nepal haviaggest numbers of airports. But

comparatively other airports have less numberdigtit. The Phaplu airport near salleri



in the Lower belt (Solu) has few numbers of fligltsr week. This shows that the
Infrastructures of the lower belt are underutilized

According to Rogers (2007), contemporary tourismKhumbu has gone through
westernization by replacing the local products sewvices by western tastes and culture.
There is a common trend of shift in occupation #sei sources of wage-earning
employment pay less than tourism work.

After years of close observation of Society andurel of Everest region, Stevens (1991
as cited in Rogers, 2007) has inferred that théuall changes that occurred since the
arrival of tourism are relatively superficial add not signify an abandonment of local
values for the consumer culture of the west.

Ecological changes and pollution problem in Everest Region

Only about 2 percent of the total area of Khumbioiested (Stevens, 1993 as cited in
Rogers, 2007), but forest resources have long baantegral part of this region and of
indigenous people’s subsistence. The growth ofidouiin Everest region has placed
heavy demands on local forests. Deforestation anidesosion are the problematic
consequences. According to the data recorded byar@@agha Pollution Control
Committee (1998), during one year period from Ju®96 through June 1997, over
125,000 kilograms of fuel wood were transportedr&kanto Khumbu ( Rogers, 2007).

A study by Byers (1995 as cited by Rogers 200Qw&hl that approximately 60 percent
of the juniper shrub cover near the village of aghe had been lost since 1962, with
the majority of the change occurring during theigmeof high tourism growth from 1984
to 1995, during which annual tourist numbers inrdgion increased from about 5,000 to
14,000.

A study of solid waste pollution in Sagarmatha Niaél park, conducted in 1984,
revealed that tourism was responsible for 90 péroéthe trash generated in the area,
and the worst offenders were found to be mountimmbers, tourist lodges, and trekkers
(Basnet 1993, as cited by rogers, 2007).

Conflicts of Everest tourism

Egbert Pelinck, the former director of Internatibri2entre for Integrated Mountain

Development (ICIMOD) in Kathmandu, wrote: ‘with fegxceptions, the promotion of



tourism in the Himalaya until recently has lackedpecific focus on local community
development and environmental stability” (Pelin2ZQ00 as cited in Rogers, 2007).

Paul Rogers and John Aitchison (Rogers and Aitcmn4998), in their study of Everest
tourism, concluded that “under free market condgiothe various actors involved are
unable to guide the tourism economy towards théasaad environmental ideals of the
ecotourism. In this regard there is a need fomsfeo planning and coordination.”
Furer—Haimendorf (1995 as cited in Rogers 2007)thimm context of socioeconomic
power relations and emergence of social conflictsng the intervention of tourism in
this region, asserted that “Sherpa village (in1B80s) used to be characterized by their
unity of purpose and the absence of factionalisime interests of the villages were
seldom in conflict. Now (in the 1970s), however theus of many Sherpa’s interests has
shifted to the personal economic possibilities test by the tourism and success in this
sphere.” This scenario has created a complex dficnof interest, competition over the
resources and opportunities; and hence marginalizat the low economic class people
of the region.

Tourism Planning and forging Policy Linkages

Linking to significance of the planning and managempolicies of Everest tourism,
Banskota and Sharma(1995 as cited in Rogers 20@%red that rather than charging
exorbitant entrance fees to the visitors and ptaenimit on visitor numbers, tourism
carrying capacity of the Everest region could beréased through better planning and
management of the effects of tourism.

Clint Rogers (2007) said that local residents ef ¢éimtire Solu-Khumbu area should be
intimately involved in the empowerment to direcauling and management of local
tourism, conservation, and development activitiesmking this issue to the policy
requirements, Rogers has asserted ‘to keep toudtmrelopment in the hand of local
people rather than outside business interestsapsrpolicies should be considered that
would protect the economic opportunities and setedmination of local residents by
prohibiting outside developers from owning locauriem businesses’. In this regard
mountain tourism has to be forged for further links the sustainable mountain
development policies from local to global levetiaiives with development agendas and

development programs.



Based on these literatures, it is applicable angbmant to fit the discourse of political
ecology in mountain tourism development researthesidress the major issues like;

1. Marginalization of low income groups and threatthe indigenous cultures

2. Ecological changes and pollution problems

3. Conflicts of interests among tourism stakehader

5. Discussions

Socioeconomic marginalization and underdeveloproéttte mountain regions and their
peoples is a global issue. Inequitable access sourees and inequitable income
distribution are two major challenges to the susthie and equitable development of the
Mountain communities. The complexities of mountdavelopment also lie within the
socioeconomic power relations among different dialders of development
interventions. In mountains, tourism is a majorelepment intervention and it is still not
equitable to the people of all economic classegwifig through the perspectives of
equitable tourism, the major benefits should gothe destination and the host
community. Hence, this implies for the need of gsitncomprehensive analytical model
to assess the status of mountain tourism. Thisysisahelps for developing effective
policies on Sustainable Mountain Development. Héne, case of Everest tourism is
reviewed to address the multilayered complex issekased to the tourism interventions.
This framework can be contextualized in differeases. It can be used to analyze the
political ecology of the of tourism interventiomsdifferent mountain communities.

6. Conclusion

This research forms an analytical basis within fitaenework of ‘political ecology of
mountain tourism’ for development of sustainableuntain tourism in Nepal and abroad
by linking the issues of Everest tourism to the t&unsble Mountain Development
policies. It further designs a comprehensive mathagical guide to assess the
socioeconomic impacts and environmental conseqgeanethe tourism interventions,
forming a basis for developing effective policiesdaprograms for global Mountain

Development.
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Annex: 1 Conceptual framework. ET: Everest tourism, SMD: Sustainable Mountain Development, M-M co-op: Mountain to mountain cooperation, H & N: Human and Nature induced
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Annex 2: Study sites:
Khumbu belt (Khumbu, Namche, Lukla ) —

The belt where most of the economic
development is concentrated more as compared

to Solu belt
Solu Belt (Nele, Chyalsa, Salleri) - The belt

which has minimal access to the economic

benefits generated by the Everest tourism
compared to the upper belt of Khumbu

as

SOLU




