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Abstract: The need to understand how Arctic coastal communities can remain resilient in the wake
of rapid anthropogenic change that is disproportionately affecting the region—including, but not
limited to, climate instability and the increasing reach of the tourism sector—is more urgent than
ever. With sovereignty discourse at the forefront of Arctic sustainability research, integrating existing
sovereignty scholarship into the tourism literature yields new theory-building opportunities. The
purpose of this paper is to conceptually analyze the implications of (1) applying both theoretical and
social movement ideas about sovereignty to tourism research in Arctic coastal communities, (2) the
extent to which these ideas revolve around livelihood sovereignty in particular, (3) the influence
of existing tourism development on shifting livelihood sovereignty dynamics, and, ultimately, (4)
the opportunities for further research that enables more sovereign sustainable tourism development
across the Arctic region. Given the northward march of the tourism frontier across Arctic regions,
an exploration of tourism’s influence on sovereignty presents a timely opportunity to advance
theory and promote policy incentives for forms of tourism development that are more likely to yield
sustainable and resilient outcomes for Arctic communities.

Keywords: sovereignty; livelihoods; community development; sustainability; cruise tourism

1. Introduction

The Arctic region, typically defined as the region lying to the north of the Arctic Circle
at 66◦33′ N [1], is one of the most rapidly changing, institutionally complex, and culturally
diverse regions in the world [2,3], and Arctic coastal communities are some of the most
vulnerable to anthropogenic change [4]. Coasts will experience a disproportionate amount
of biophysical change driven by both climate instability and growth-driven economic
activity, for which Arctic governance has not kept pace [5]. Tourism is one hallmark
characteristic of the “Great Acceleration” of anthropogenic impact across the planet [6], and
its influence as a driver of social and environmental disturbance in Arctic coastal regions is
only growing as natural-resource-based livelihoods decline (for elaboration of these various
impacts, see, for example, [7–11]). Yet, little remains known about how the growth of the
Arctic tourism sector impacts human–environmental relationships and intersects with local-
level governance or how it influences a community’s power over the natural resources
upon which its livelihoods are dependent. Recognizing the inevitability of tourism growth
into further regions of the Arctic, an improved understanding of these issues where they
are already occurring is essential for fostering sustainable forms of development centered
on the wellbeing of the diverse populations and ecosystems in the region.

One promising line of social science research that addresses cherished values as
they manifest in local-level governance and decision-making has unfolded around the
concept of sovereignty. Conventional notions of sovereignty, where power lies within
the nation-state [12,13], have more recently given way to both research and activism that
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have extended ideas of sovereignty from national and international diplomatic relations to
various locally grounded struggles for Indigenous, cultural, food, natural resource, and
conservation sovereignty. Academic discourse has much to gain from further study of how
ideas of sovereignty manifest in and beyond specific sovereignty movements since such
ideas can facilitate the formation of collective identity and action, thereby providing greater
opportunity for historically disenfranchised individuals to overcome powerful differentials
and seek greater wellbeing [14,15]. An opportunity currently exists to distill elements from
numerous social science approaches to sovereignty for application to tourism studies and
to craft a broader theoretical framing of livelihood sovereignty (i.e., autonomous, locally
controlled, and socio-culturally appropriate forms of sustainable community development)
to encapsulate system dynamics when new forms of development are introduced. The
application of such a framing to an analysis of institutional arrangements and governance
in Arctic coastal communities will determine how individuals and communities strive for
self-determination—in some cases successfully and in some cases less successfully—amidst
the dynamic anthropogenic changes characterizing the region.

1.1. Purpose and Relevance

While sovereignty has spurred scholarship in other academic disciplines, such as rural
sociology, geography, and political science, and has sparked international movements,
the objective of this paper is to introduce and catalyze a discussion of sovereignty within
tourism studies, particularly for areas experiencing increasing tourism mobilities, such as
the Arctic. Therefore, the purpose of this paper is to conceptually analyze the implications
of (1) applying ideas of both theoretical and social movements about sovereignty for
Arctic coastal communities, (2) the extent to which these ideas revolve around livelihood
sovereignty, (3) the influence of market forces—stemming from tourism in particular—on
shifting these livelihood sovereignty dynamics, and, ultimately, (4) providing theoretical
guidance on existing opportunities to promote more sovereign forms of sustainable tourism
development across the Arctic region. Briefly synthesizing and applying the broader
sovereignty scholarship, this review explores the various influences that the growing
tourism sector has on local institutional arrangements and decision making, as well as
how they affect the relationship between local residents and the natural resources upon
which both subsistence and market-based livelihood security have traditionally hinged in
Arctic regions.

In doing so, our discussion seeks to query the existing theory for theoretical an-
swers to several overarching research questions. First, how are the various dimensions of
sovereignty shaping, and being shaped by, the growing economic and political influence
of the tourism sector? Also, how is anthropogenic biophysical change further influencing
these dynamics? Finally, what opportunities exist for theorizing how sustainable devel-
opment of the region could be reconceptualized to promote not only livelihood security
but also characteristics of livelihood sovereignty (i.e., greater political agency, autonomy,
and self-determination)? Given that sovereignty scholarship has seen limited application
in tourism studies despite the decolonial turn currently underway across the social sci-
ences, this writing provides a needed nudge to link the field of tourism studies with both
scholarship and activism pertaining to sovereignty.

If individuals do not have decision-making authority over the natural and cultural
resources necessary for their livelihood and wellbeing, tourism-related sustainable devel-
opment and environmental conservation efforts are unlikely to succeed [16–19]. Despite
the recognition of tourism as an essential tool for conservation and community develop-
ment [20], current Arctic cruise tourism governance is unable to ensure the protection
of the pristine natural environments and the cultural practices upon which the tourism
industry relies [7], nor does it address power differentials that influence how communities
adapt over time [11]. If a new understanding and application of livelihood sovereignty
theory can account for how the relationships between individuals with different levels of
power change as a consequence of cruise tourism development, then proactive adaptive



Societies 2021, 11, 105 3 of 11

management of these relationships in Arctic coastal communities becomes far more likely.
Establishing a strong theoretical basis for such work is extremely timely, as the issues
being experienced within the sub-Arctic regions will become increasingly important as
the Arctic continues to warm, the biophysical barrier of sea ice continues to retreat, and
various forms of tourism development continue to march northward into new regions of
the Arctic [5,21,22].

1.2. Theoretical Background

Ideas related to sovereignty have manifested across numerous social science disci-
plines. While traditional notions of sovereignty revolved around territorial, political, and
diplomatic recognition, the current treatment of sovereignty in both social science discourse
and associated social movements has evolved greatly to address issues that include, but
are not limited to, Indigeneity, culture, conservation and resource management, and, most
extensively, food systems. This theoretical pedigree of sovereignty is briefly reviewed here,
several dimensions of sovereignty are described, and the livelihood sovereignty framing is
articulated to guide this study of tourism-related impacts on Arctic coastal communities.

1.2.1. Foundational Views of Sovereignty

The origin of sovereignty in international discourse is often attributed to the rise of
nation-states and the early articulation of the concept in the 1648 Peace of Westphalia. These
early views of sovereignty characterized the nation-state as a supreme authority capable of
autonomous decision-making processes without external interference, and as such, they
enabled its authority to be recognized as such by other sovereign actors [13]. Though
debates have arisen as to whether sovereignty ideals can exist given an acknowledged role
of markets in creating interdependencies among nation-states [12], conventional views of
sovereignty remain central to modern discourse on international relations. In parallel, other
scholars argued that states are participants within larger cultural frameworks and that
sovereignty is merely a social construct, one existing independently of external recognition
(e.g., [23]). This view of sovereignty moves the analytical lens from relationships between
nations to far broader manifestations of power differentials that are continuously shaped
through social processes [24]. Within this expanded conceptualization, sovereignty is
no longer bound by juridical or territorial characteristics, but instead becomes a more
relational concept characterizing individuals and institutions in relation to one another [25].
This conceptual expansion of sovereignty opened the door to more diverse applications of
the concept in theory and practice.

In recent decades, sovereignty has seen many new applications in and outside of
academia, manifesting in numerous contexts where imbalances of socioeconomic power,
local control and autonomy, and access to resources of value exist. International sovereignty
movements have arisen to contest these power imbalances, including but not limited to
global struggles to promote food sovereignty and regional efforts to facilitate Indigenous
sovereignty [14,26]. Food sovereignty is strongly associated with the international peasant
movement, La Via Campesina, which, at the 1996 World Food Summit, proposed food
sovereignty as an alternative paradigm to the food security discourse. Whereas the food
security paradigm is based on a region’s ability to produce for the purpose of global
trade [27], food sovereignty emphasizes local control of agricultural production systems
and rejects the value judgments of those in power [15,28]. By focusing on political agency,
autonomy, and self-reliance at the local scale [15], this conceptual approach situates security
as a necessary but insufficient step towards sovereignty [29]. It would therefore logically
follow to theorize that livelihood sovereignty, not livelihood security, should likewise
be the ultimate goal of any effort to ensure sustainable and resilient development of
Arctic communities.

The Indigenous sovereignty movement Idle No More directly confronted conventional
nation-state views of sovereignty by challenging the Canadian national government’s
claims to land and resources claimed by Indigenous residents [26]. Though this movement
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seeks to enfranchise the Indigenous polity to claim governing authority over traditional
territories [30], its objectives are not limited to simply securing land tenure. Issues of access,
decision making, control over natural resources, and the educational practices necessary
for maintaining a shared cultural identity are centrally featured [31,32]. The movement’s
calls for Indigenous sovereignty have strengthened calls for both cultural sovereignty [33]
and intellectual sovereignty, broadly conceived [34,35]. Contemporary sovereignty theory
has thus adapted to address issues up and down the nested levels of social analysis (e.g.,
Indigenous vs. cultural vs. intellectual sovereignty), as well as across highly related, if a bit
more distinct, thematic realms (e.g., food vs. data sovereignty).

1.2.2. Addressing the Dimensionality of Sovereignty

Given the explosion of theory in recent decades around multiple forms of sovereignty
and multiple sovereignty movements (e.g., [15,25,36,37]), as well as the broad rejection
of equilibrium theory in favor of complex and dynamic systems perspectives across all
scientific disciplines [38,39], it is necessary to recognize the fluid and subjective nature
of sovereignty:

“Sovereignty is not an extraneously existing object but is a living process, it
foregrounds the conscientious building and maintaining of relationships between
people, institutions, technologies, ecosystems, and landscapes across multiple
scales. It provokes more attention to the how of systemic change than to the
what.” [25] (p. 483)

Individuals, institutions, and communities are in constant states of negotiation of fluid
sovereignty dynamics within their individual and collective decision-making processes.
Such decisions will be regulated by the level of control in relation to other actors, including
those with greater influence over resources such as critical knowledge, culture, and nat-
ural resources. Furthermore, levels of control are not limited to sociopolitical interaction
between people and institutions, but anthropogenic disturbance to ecosystems can also
influence human–environment relationships and the extent of natural capital one has to
draw upon to support wellbeing. Sovereignty theory strives to account for the ways that
sociopolitical and economic factors (e.g., tourism development), as well as environmental
factors (e.g., climate change), influence individual or community wellbeing.

Debate over the utility of sovereignty theory has drawn important attention to its
relationship to the human and civil rights discourse, implying that sovereignty can only
be granted by dominant institutions whose interests stand in direct opposition to any
relinquishing of power [15,40]. While the theoretical malleability of sovereignty is seen by
some as inhibiting its ability to promote solutions (e.g., [31]), it ultimately revolves around
highly subjective value judgments regarding the consequences of economic and political
power differentials and what constitutes a viable and long-term human–environment
relationship [33,36,41]. Thus, for many scholars, the value of sovereignty theory stems from
the powerful means that it provides to frame conversations about appropriate forms of
development, to create spaces of agreement that unite people of different cultural identities
and socioeconomic backgrounds, and to enable collective action in the interest of con-
fronting deep-seated inequities that often inhibit shared views of what appropriate forms
of sustainable development are [14]. Documenting such shared meanings of sovereignty
can help anticipate conflicts, frame messaging and policies, and facilitate greater collective
action in the interest of sustainable and resilient community development.

1.2.3. Tourism, Sovereignty, and Livelihood Sovereignty

As a fundamental characteristic of the Great Acceleration of the Anthropocene, tourism
has evolved into a massive driver of social and environmental change [6,42,43]. As such,
it has enormous potential to either enhance or inhibit forms of sovereignty, such as local
control of natural resources [44], cultural preservation [10,11,17,45], and political empower-
ment [46,47]. However, despite its clear overlap with these issues of interest, sovereignty
theory has seen limited application in tourism studies. Limited exceptions include research
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exhibiting conventional notions of sovereignty to address tourism’s influence on the ex-
change of land in polar regions [48], and to draw attention to power differentials between
local and non-local actors that lead to loss of sovereignty for traditional inhabitants [49]. In
other cases, however, scholars have noted that tourism can provide Indigenous peoples
with opportunities to retain traditional knowledge and ways of being, or to revive the
practices at the core of cultural sovereignty [50–52].

To holistically understand how a new form of development (i.e., tourism) shifts the
control of valued resources, rural studies scholars have called for the extension of food
sovereignty to a more inclusive concept of livelihood sovereignty [53–55]. Livelihood
sovereignty refers to the enhanced levels of local resident control and influence over man-
agement institutions and decision-making regarding the persistence of valued traditional
practices, how new production opportunities are integrated into socio-ecological systems,
and how local community wellbeing is perpetuated over time. Just as one can be food se-
cure in prison [15], economic security is not the end itself, and it is insufficient for achieving
the freedom necessary to live the lives that individuals have reason to value [56]. Echoing
food sovereignty literature, livelihood security is a necessary, but not sufficient, condi-
tion for livelihood sovereignty. Accounting for this distinction requires careful attention
to additional subjective, locally determined dimensions of sovereignty that can co-exist
and nest within other forms of sovereignty. Combining the idea of “livelihoods,” as the
multi-dimensional means of making a living [57,58], and the multiple shared meanings
of sovereignty, a focus on livelihood sovereignty allows for a more grounded and subjec-
tive understanding of how new forms of (tourism) development integrate within existing
subsistence and market-based livelihoods. A livelihood sovereignty lens helps explain
why new avenues of economic security via tourism development are not always socially
accepted and, in some cases, can even lead to antagonism towards the tourism sector [59].

The relationships between individuals, communities, institutions, and resources they
value (e.g., knowledge, cultural heritage, natural resources) are directly affected by tourism
development and its shifting dynamics over time [16,59–61]. Though tourism scholars have
yet to approach their work through the lens of livelihood sovereignty, findings in this field
collectively support the contention that the economic impacts of tourism (e.g., employment
and income) are necessary, but not sufficient, conditions for promoting the social and
environmental aspects of sustainable community development [20,42,62,63]. That is, the
findings to date are highly consistent with the notion that livelihood security is a necessary,
but not sufficient, condition for livelihood sovereignty, and that the greater presence of the
latter is likely to be associated with more favorable social and environmental consequences
of tourism. Table 1 provides preliminary examples of the ways that existing sovereignty
scholarship could be linked to tourism scholarship.

Table 1. Definitions of key forms of sovereignty and examples of their relation to tourism development.

Term Sample Definition Implications for Tourism Research

Indigenous Sovereignty

“The authority and obligation of people
within an indigenous polity to determine
the extent and nature of their governing
authority with regard to their territories
and one another” [30] (p. 239).

“Sovereignty must limit
hospitality”—implies political
empowerment of Native Hawaiians
enabled by visualizing occupation and
allowing tourists to contemplate their role
in colonialization [49] (p. 680).

Food Sovereignty

“The right of peoples to healthy and
culturally appropriate food produced
through ecologically sound and sustainable
methods, and their right to define their
own food and agriculture systems” [64]
(para 3).

Using tourism to highlight traditional food
systems in ways that promote community
empowerment [65].
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Table 1. Cont.

Term Sample Definition Implications for Tourism Research

Cultural Sovereignty

“The effort of Indian nations and Indian
people to exercise their own norms and
values in structuring their collective
futures” [33] (p. 196).

Self-commodification, or “a set of beliefs
and practices in which an individual
chooses to construct a marketable identity
product while striving to avoid alienating
him- or herself” [50] (p. 381).

Data Sovereignty

“Indigenous data sovereignty is the right of
Indigenous people, including AIAN
(American Indian and Alaska Native), to
govern data collection, ownership, and)
application of their own data” [35] (p. 728).

Tourism scholars should enter data-sharing
agreements, allow for local ownership of
material and data, inclusion of local and
Indigenous peoples as coauthors, and
support for the restriction of data (no known
citations in the tourism literature; see [35] for
broader guidelines).

Intellectual Sovereignty

“a way of recognizing the important
influences of economics, gender, and the
politics of publishing and the academy, but
would not automatically dismiss someone
because of such influences” [66] (p. 11).

Enable Arctic communities to conduct their
own research, as stated here: “We have
seen research principles go from research
on Inuit to research with Inuit, but it is high
time we witnessed research by Inuit for
Inuit” [67] (p. 29). (no known citations in the
tourism literature).

Livelihood Sovereignty

The enhanced levels of local resident
control and influence over management
institutions and decision making regarding
the persistence of valued traditional
practices, how new production
opportunities are integrated into
socio-ecological systems, and how local
community wellbeing is perpetuated
over time. *

Local control over tourism development
leading to agency, autonomy, and
self-reliance over tourism livelihoods. (no
known citations in the tourism literature).

* Adapted by the authors from [53–55].

2. A Research Agenda for Tourism and Livelihood Sovereignty

Given the vast expansion of the frontier of tourism across Arctic regions in particular,
including the opening of new marine access as sea ice gives way to global warming,
an exploration of tourism’s influence on sovereignty is a timely opportunity to advance
theory and, in turn, promote further research and policy incentives for forms of tourism
development that are more likely to yield sustainable and resilient outcomes for Arctic
communities. In light of the literature reviewed above, the following paragraphs provide
several suggestions for future empirical work on the relationship between tourism and
livelihood sovereignty.

To begin, research is needed to determine the issues around which sovereignty is
centered for residents in Arctic coastal communities. The material reviewed above suggests
that sovereignty will have shared meanings among and within communities in the study
region, but such meanings are likely to diverge based on employment and income (i.e.,
livelihood security), as well as the levels of perceived autonomy and control that commu-
nity residents have with respect to their livelihoods (i.e., livelihood sovereignty). Control
over their natural resources, traditional ways of life, and the production of knowledge will
be associated with more sovereign livelihoods. To better understand the nature of ideas
associated with sovereignty and how they are organized in relation to tourism, one fruitful
approach to future analyses would be the suite of techniques associated with cultural do-
main and cultural consensus analyses [68–70]. Though they are common in anthropology,
such techniques have seen only minimal application in tourism studies [71]. Building
off of basic qualitative data collection techniques (e.g., free listing and pile sorting), these
techniques rely on consensus theory to determine cultural models and “answer keys,”
how groups differ within and between communities with respect to these shared cultural
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models, how any given individual differs from shared cultural models, and other under-
lying dimensions of sovereignty as espoused by local residents. Given that the proposed
application of sovereignty theory to tourism studies is novel here, the underlying dimen-
sions of the concept are unknown. Furthermore, with the power of peasant movements,
which often result from their ability to unite under a shared cause (Martínez-Torres and
Rosset, 2010), such techniques that explore presence—or absence—of consensus around
sovereignty will help researchers more fully conceptualize livelihood sovereignty.

A second thread of research will then be needed to empirically determine what the
specific influence of tourism on livelihood sovereignty in Arctic coastal communities is. If
we accept that livelihood security is a necessary but insufficient condition for livelihood
sovereignty, as elaborated above, it would then be expected that a greater magnitude of
tourism development alone (e.g., more visitors, more cruise ships, more employment) will
not necessarily be associated with favorable views of tourism-related development. Given
that the power of sovereignty lies in its ability to unite people under shared meanings,
greater levels of wellbeing gained only by those directly involved in the industry will not
transcend into community-wide sentiments. In contrast, greater levels of participation
and autonomy in decision making regarding valued assets (e.g., knowledge, cultural her-
itage, natural resources), which are characteristics of livelihood sovereignty, will remain
associated with favorable views of tourism-related outcomes in a community. Research
that empirically demonstrates linkages between tourism and these desired community
outcomes will be essential. While further ethnographic and survey-based work can con-
tribute to such research, one particularly valuable analytical approach could include a
social network analysis focused on identifying how social learning and information flows
yield common understandings of tourism development. Determining where both direct
and indirect connections to tourism are present can help identify opportunities to improve
network governance of community actors in ways that ensure equitable access to and
distribution of tourism-related benefits throughout the community. The intangible nature
of sovereignty dictates that approaches are capable of capturing notions of equity, justice,
and power (e.g., political ecology, human geography, and environmental anthropology)
will therefore be essential.

Beyond understanding the dimensions of sovereignty and the ways that they are in-
fluenced by tourism, research will be needed to assess how current and anticipated climate
dynamics influence tourism-related livelihood sovereignty in Arctic coastal communities.
That is, how are various livelihood sovereignties interwoven within and between commu-
nities, and how will ongoing anthropogenic disturbances differentially affect livelihood
dynamics? The evidence is clear that extreme weather events will occur more frequently
and that natural processes supporting the provision of resources and ecosystem services
will be directly influenced by these events (e.g., disrupted salmon spawning). If tourism
is to be a force for resilient community development, forms of tourism that supplement—
rather than displace—traditional subsistence and market-based livelihoods (i.e., those
that promote sovereignty and not just security) will therefore need to support not only
socioeconomic resilience, but also the maintenance of valued cultural heritage. Given
that tourism is not a homogenous activity but rather can exist along several dimensions
(i.e., small/large, responsible/irresponsible), ethnography will continue to be a valuable
methodological approach to understanding the lived experience of communities engaging
in different forms of tourism while dealing with these anthropogenic environmental transi-
tions. Ethnography’s emphasis on capturing emic views of local residents will be essential
for determining the extent to which sovereignty outcomes, as defined locally, result from
tourism development, be it in cruises to southeast Alaska’s Inside Passage, the glaciers of
Greenland, or Siberia’s Lake Baikal.

With greater understanding of meanings of sovereignty and how it is influenced by
local and global change, applied research will still be needed to determine how greater
levels of sovereignty can be achieved via responsible tourism development in Arctic coastal
communities. Because the sovereignty of Arctic coastal communities is nested within
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local, regional, state, native, and federal governance structures, conflicts over the produc-
tion of knowledge, traditional ways of life, and natural resources can be anticipated at
any time that tourism development occurs in ways that do not promote locally preferred
forms of livelihood sovereignty. Promoting these outcomes will be central to enabling self-
determination, a necessary precursor to the long-term sustainability and resilience of Arctic
coastal communities. Given the role of historical relations in contemporary determinations
of sovereignty, it will remain essential to capture the temporal determinants of sovereignty.
It is proposed that future research should rely on transdisciplinary approaches that form
true collaborations with Arctic coastal communities. As detailed in the Interagency Arctic
Research Policy Committee (IARPC) principles for conducting research in Arctic commu-
nities, any tourism research agenda must likewise task itself with an iterative research
approach that seeks to develop lasting connections with Arctic community members for
the purposes of facilitating their transition from a status as victims of external exploitation
(including via research that fails to respect intellectual and data sovereignty) to empowered
communities that are capable of conducting their own applied research in the interest of
greater sovereignty across all sectors.

3. Conclusions

The need to understand how Arctic coastal communities can remain resilient in
the wake of rapid anthropogenic change that is disproportionately affecting the region—
including but not limited to climate instability and the increasing reach of the tourism
sector—is more urgent than ever. Social science can bring valuable theoretical and con-
ceptual lenses through which to view how Arctic residents and communities confront the
magnitude and complexity of the social, economic, and political changes underway in the
region. This research builds upon a productive line of social science theory to elaborate on
nascent articulations of the concept of livelihood sovereignty. By identifying key issues
within the broader sovereignty literature, several potential links to existing tourism-related
literature, as well as to new lines of research in Arctic tourism, have been identified. The
preliminary research agenda offered here only scratches the surface of potential engage-
ment with the vast writings on sovereignty in recent years, yet it is precisely the vastness of
that literature that necessitates this call for further awareness of sovereignty among tourism
scholars and its integration into future tourism research, particularly in Arctic contexts.

Indeed, the ideas of livelihood sovereignty put forth here are motivated by the recogni-
tion that increased pressures on rural communities and their livelihoods in the Arctic region,
including ones that emanate from expanded tourism, require the extension of analytical
concepts beyond existing formulations of economic development focused on livelihood
security. It is only through enhanced levels of local resident control over how new pro-
duction opportunities (e.g., tourism) are integrated into local socioeconomic systems and,
thus, how local communities’ wellbeing is perpetuated over time that resilient and sus-
tainable development can be achieved. With sovereignty discourses (e.g., Indigenous,
cultural, and food sovereignty) at the forefront of Arctic sustainability research [72–74], the
attention drawn to these issues here will initiate new empirical explorations and promote
new theory building with respect to the ways that this essential element of resilient and
sustainable community development can be facilitated with more responsible forms of
tourism development across Arctic regions and beyond.
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