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ABSTRACT

Global environmental crises, armed conflicts, and large-scale infrastructure disruptions increasingly challenge the

foundations of sustainable tourism, particularly in destinations experiencing prolonged instability and environmental loss.

This study examines how sustainable tourism can be reconfigured in crisis-affected destinations, using Ukraine as an

empirical case. The aim of the study is to explore how strategic communication, community engagement, and digital

memory practices contribute to the recovery of tourism destinations affected by environmental degradation and limited

physical accessibility. The research is based on a qualitative design, combining semi-structured expert interviews (N =

15), thematic analysis, and secondary data analysis. The findings demonstrate that environmental degradation in crisis

contexts operates as a systemic destabilizing factor affecting not only ecological conditions but also institutional capacity,

destination identity, and tourist trust. In such conditions, recovery cannot be reduced to physical restoration alone. Instead,

community-based eco-revitalization, strategic communication, and digital memory emerge as key mechanisms supporting

the continuity of tourism functions and the reconstruction of destination narratives. The study conceptualizes digital memory

as a socio-cultural process that enables the preservation and reinterpretation of tourism destinations under conditions of
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disruption. It further highlights the role of stakeholders as communicative agents in sustaining trust and coordinating

recovery processes The results contribute to the development of adaptive models of sustainable tourism and offer practical

insights for managing tourism in crisis-affected and post-conflict destinations.

Keywords: Crisis-Affected Destinations; Sustainable Tourism; Strategic Communication; Digital Memory; Community

Engagement; Destination Resilience

1. Introduction

Today, society faces many challenges that have led to

a global, multidimensional crisis. For example, environmen-

tal and artificial disasters, pandemics, and armed conflicts

cause large-scale destruction of the environment and infras-

tructure. Their negative impact is increasingly changing the

antecedents under which sustainable tourism can exist and

develop. Therefore, traditional models, largely built on sta-

bility, conservation planning, and the long-term development

of tourism destinations, are unable to respond adequately to

critical situations when ecosystems are destroyed, access to

destinations is limited, and local communities experience

uncertainty and instability. As a result, the processes of

coordination, communication, and interaction in tourism des-

tinations require new approaches that go beyond recovery as

a purely physical or economic process and instead address

long-term environmental sustainability.

Recent research in sustainable tourism has expanded to

include topics such as climate change adaptation, community-

based tourism, destination resilience, and technological inno-

vation. However, most existing research continues to focus

on locations facing environmental challenges or post-crisis

recovery in relatively stable institutional settings. Much less

attention has been paid to regions affected by active armed

conflict and ecocide, where ecological losses are accom-

panied by fragmentation of collective memory and public

perceptions, symbolic destruction of heritage, and temporary

or permanent loss of physical tourist attractions.

To better situate the study within broader theoretical

frameworks, this research is positioned at the intersection

of tourism geography, destination resilience, and heritage

management. Within tourism geography, crisis-affected des-

tinations can be understood as spaces undergoing spatial

fragmentation, functional disruption, and reconfiguration of

tourism flows. The concept of destination resilience provides

a framework for interpreting how tourism systems adapt to

environmental shocks, institutional instability, and prolonged

uncertainty. At the same time, heritage management perspec-

tives emphasize the role of both natural and cultural assets as

carriers of identity, memory, and symbolic value, which be-

come particularly vulnerable under conditions of conflict and

ecological degradation. Integrating these perspectives allows

for a more comprehensive understanding of how tourism des-

tinations can be reconfigured when their material, functional,

and symbolic foundations are simultaneously disrupted.

A critical case study for advancing this discussion is

Ukraine. Since 2022, large areas of the country have suf-

fered significant environmental degradation as a result of

war, including the loss of protected natural areas, biodiversity

degradation, and large-scale ecological damage following

the destruction of the Kakhovka hydroelectric power sta-

tion. Southern regions, including Kherson and Zaporizhzhia,

and adjacent coastal ecosystems, which were previously im-

portant tourist destinations and natural monuments, have

been severely affected. These events challenge traditional

assumptions about the sustainability, visibility, and conti-

nuity of tourist destinations, raising urgent questions about

how strategic communications, public narratives, and digital

technologies can contribute to their recovery when physical

recovery is delayed or impossible.

An equally important yet often overlooked dimension

of destination recovery in conflict-affected regions is the

preservation of cultural heritage. Beyond physical recon-

struction, post-crisis recovery involves restoring collective

memory, reinforcing local identity, and rebuilding the so-

cial fabric disrupted by war and environmental destruction.

Cultural heritage sites, traditions, and symbolic landscapes

function as anchors of belonging and continuity, supporting

psychological resilience and community cohesion. Interna-

tional legal frameworks emphasize this role. In particular,

the Hague Convention for the Protection of Cultural Prop-

erty in the Event of Armed Conflict [1] recognizes cultural

heritage safeguarding as a shared responsibility of the in-
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ternational community and a foundation for post-conflict

societal recovery. Protecting cultural assets is therefore not

solely a conservation imperative but also a strategic instru-

ment for strengthening identity and restoring a collective

sense of belonging. Integrating cultural heritage preservation

into sustainable tourism recovery enhances the socio-cultural

foundations of destination resilience.

In view of this, the study aims to explore how sus-

tainable tourism practices and strategic communication can

contribute to the recovery of tourism destinations affected

by crisis. In this study, digital memory is conceptualized not

merely as a technological solution, but as a process of pre-

serving and reconstructing the symbolic and narrative dimen-

sions of tourism destinations under conditions of disruption.

Using the Ukrainian case, the article examines the role of

communicative and digital mechanisms in preserving ecolog-

ical and cultural heritage, maintaining destination identity,

and sustaining public trust under conditions of limited access

and environmental loss. It is argued that sustainable tourism

recovery in war-affected contexts requires innovative man-

agement approaches that integrate environmental restoration

with communication, digital memory practices, and commu-

nity engagement. The findings suggest that eco-revitalization

of territories, implemented through collaborative initiatives

of tourism stakeholders and local communities, performs not

only restorative but also communicative and identity-forming

functions.

The proposed approach provides a viable basis for re-

thinking sustainable tourism and developing adaptive models

of interaction in tourist destinations in a prolonged state of

crisis uncertainty, with an emphasis on communication, co-

creation, and the preservation of tourist identity.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Research Area

Ukraine (22°08′–40°13′ E, 44°23′–52°22′ N) is located

in Eastern Europe. It is one of the largest countries in

the region with an area of about 603,700 km2 (Figure 1).

The country borders Poland, Slovakia, Hungary, Romania,

and Moldova to the west and southwest, and has access to

the Black and Azov Seas, which creates significant recre-

ational and tourist potential for coastal areas. The landscape

of Ukraine is characterized by plains, steppe ecosystems,

river basins (particularly the Dnieper and the Southern Bug),

and mountain systems, including the Carpathians and the

Crimean Mountains.

Figure 1. Presentation map of the study area.

Source: https://www.datawrapper.de/_/rtV5V/?v=2; https://www.datawrapper.de/_/ZxVPO/?v=2.

The climate of Ukraine is predominantly temperate

continental, with an average annual temperature of around

7–9 ℃ and an average annual rainfall ranging from 300

mm in the southern steppe regions to over 1,200 mm in

the mountainous areas. This natural diversity provides the

basis for the development of various forms of sustainable

tourism, including ecotourism, rural, coastal, and nature-

based tourism.
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Ukraine’s natural capital—from mountain forests and

river valleys to steppe reserves and marine ecosystems—

positions the country as a potential leader in Eastern Eu-

ropean eco-tourism. Of particular ecological value are the

southern steppe territories and wetlands, in particular the

Askania-Nova Biosphere Reserve, as well as the coastal

zones of the Black and Azov Seas. At the same time, large

hydrological systems, such as the Lower Dnieper Basin, play

a key role in supporting ecosystem services, agricultural

production, and the region’s tourist attractiveness.

Since the beginning of the full-scale war (since 2022),

these territories have experienced significant environmental

stress, manifested in the degradation of aquatic and terres-

trial ecosystems, loss of biodiversity, disruption of natural

landscapes, and the functioning of infrastructure systems.

Protected natural areas, coastal ecosystems, and regions de-

pendent on the stable operation of energy and water man-

agement infrastructure have been particularly vulnerable. In

addition to direct environmental losses, disruptions in energy

supply have a significant impact on the state of the envi-

ronment and the functioning of sustainable tourism systems,

limiting the capacity for environmental monitoring, natural

resource management, and the provision of tourism services.

Taken together, these processes form a complex spatial and

ecological context within which sustainable tourism faces

systemic challenges and requires new approaches to recovery

and adaptation.

2.2. Research Design

This study adopts an interpretive qualitative research

design aimed at exploring how strategic communication,

digital memory practices, and community engagement con-

tribute to the recovery of tourism destinations affected by

environmental and social crises. Ukraine was selected

as an empirical case due to large-scale war-induced eco-

logical degradation, destruction of tourism infrastructure,

and prolonged limitations in physical access to affected

territories.

The research design integrates three qualitative compo-

nents:

• Semi-structured expert interviews;

• Qualitative content analysis;

• Secondary source analysis for contextual triangulation.

Such a design enables an in-depth understanding of

complex socio-ecological processes and stakeholder experi-

ences in crisis-affected destinations.

2.3. Collection of Empirical Data

2.3.1. Sampling Strategy

Apurposive sampling strategy was employed to recruit

participants possessing direct professional or practical expe-

rience in crisis-affected tourism destinations. Respondents

were selected according to the following inclusion criteria:

• Professional involvement in tourism management, envi-

ronmental initiatives, community governance, or digital

heritage projects;

• Direct experience working with destinations affected

by war-related environmental degradation;

• Active participation in recovery, communication, or

preservation initiatives.

Exclusion criteria included individuals without profes-

sional engagement in tourism or crisis-recovery contexts.

The final expert sample consisted of N = 15 participants

and represented the following stakeholder groups:

• Local community leaders and municipal authorities;

• Tourism professionals (destination managers, small and

medium-sized enterprises, communication specialists);

• Researchers and practitioners in digital heritage and

environmental restoration;

• Representatives of NGOs and community initiatives.

The purposive sampling strategy applied in this study is

consistent with established qualitative research approaches,

where the emphasis is placed on the depth, relevance, and

contextual richness of participants’ expertise rather than on

statistical representativeness [2, 3]. In this context, purposive

sampling enables the selection of information-rich cases that

provide the greatest analytical value.

In studies of rural and crisis-affected destinations, the

use of relatively small yet highly qualified expert groups

is methodologically appropriate. Such contexts are charac-

terized by limited data availability, restricted physical ac-

cess, and the need to interpret complex, locally embedded

processes. Therefore, expert-based approaches relying on

context-specific knowledge are particularly relevant.
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The expert panel (N = 15) was sufficient to achieve ana-

lytical depth and data saturation, whichwas confirmed during

the final stage of data collection, when no substantially new

insights emerged. This approach aligns with contemporary

qualitative research practices in tourism studies, destination

management, and sustainable development.

2.3.2. Interview Procedure

Semi-structured interviews were conducted in 2025

in an online format due to security restrictions and limited

physical access to territories.

Each interview lasted approximately 60–90 min, was

audio-recorded with participant consent, and subsequently

transcribed verbatim.

The interview protocol included thematic blocks ad-

dressing:

• Environmental impacts on tourism systems;

• Community-based recovery practices;

• Communication strategies in crisis conditions;

• Digital tools for preserving destination identity;

• Risks and limitations of recovery without physical ac-

cess.

2.3.3. Data Saturation

Data collection continued until thematic saturation

was reached—the point at which additional interviews no

longer generated new conceptual insights or thematic cat-

egories. Saturation was observed during the final stage of

fieldwork, as recurring patterns and consistent expert per-

spectives emerged across stakeholder groups.

2.3.4. Secondary Materials and Data Sources

In addition to interviews, the study used:

• Scientific publications on sustainable tourism, destina-

tion recovery, crisis communications, and digital mem-

ory;

• Materials from international organizations, professional

tourism associations, and environmental initiatives;

• Open digital resources (online archives, virtual tours,

digital memory platforms, community communication

campaigns).

All materials used are open and available for review.

Links to sources are provided in the bibliography.

2.4. Data Analysis

The analytical procedure was informed by established

qualitative research frameworks, particularly thematic anal-

ysis and the principles of trustworthiness in interpretive re-

search.

To ensure methodological transparency, a qualitative

evaluation scale for assessing the level of tourism function

loss in selected eco-attractions was developed through an

inductive coding process [4]. The analysis followed a multi-

stage procedure. First, primary empirical material was col-

lected through semi-structured expert interviews and sup-

ported by secondary source analysis. Second, open coding

was applied to identify recurring analytical patterns related

to the condition, accessibility, and tourism functionality of

eco-attractions under crisis conditions. At this stage, initial

codes (e.g., physical destruction, functional inaccessibility,

symbolic loss, environmental degradation) were generated

directly from the data without predefined categories.

At the next stage, axial coding was used to group these

initial codes into broader analytical categories reflecting dif-

ferent types of losses (physical, functional, and symbolic)

and their implications for tourism systems. Selective coding

then enabled the integration of these categories into higher-

order analytical constructs and the construction of a coherent

evaluative framework aligned with the research objectives.

The qualitative evaluation scale was derived from the

frequency, intensity, and co-occurrence of coded analyti-

cal categories across expert responses. Frequency reflects

how often a category appeared, while intensity captures the

depth and emphasis attributed to it by respondents. The co-

occurrence of categories enabled the identification of com-

plex patterns of loss. These dimensions were systematically

interpreted and translated into a four-level qualitative scale

of tourism function loss (limited, moderate, severe, critical),

reflecting varying degrees of disruption in the tourism role

of eco-attractions under crisis conditions.

This approach is consistent with established qualita-

tive research traditions, particularly thematic analysis frame-

works and interpretive methodologies widely used in tourism

and social science research [5–7]. The analysis followed a

multi-stage coding procedure (open, axial, and selective cod-

ing) conducted inductively to ensure that findings emerged

from the data. To enhance analytical rigor and trustworthi-

ness, the study adhered to established qualitative criteria,
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including credibility, dependability, confirmability, and in-

terpretive consistency.

The findings are presented in a qualitative interpretive

format, avoiding quantitative aggregation in order to main-

tain consistency with the research design. Secondary source

analysis was used to contextualize the empirical findings

and to align them with contemporary research in sustainable

tourism.

2.5. Ethical Aspects of Research

The study did not involve interventions or experiments

involving humans. All interviews were conducted volun-

tarily, with informed consent and respondent anonymity.

Names, specific locations, and sensitive information are not

disclosed for security reasons. The study complies with gen-

erally accepted ethical principles in the social sciences and

humanities.

2.6. Data Availability

Anonymized interviews, coding schemes, and summa-

rized analytical materials may be provided upon request for

research purposes. Access restrictions are related to security

considerations and respondent protection. All other materials

are based on open sources.

2.7. Study Limitations

The study has several objective limitations due to war

conditions. Physical access to occupied territories and zones

of active hostilities is absent or significantly limited, particu-

larly in certain areas of the Zaporizhia, Mykolaiv, and Kher-

son regions, the Autonomous Republic of Crimea, as well as

in Donetsk, Luhansk, and, to a lesser extent, Dnipropetrovsk

regions. Limited access also applies to the border areas with

Russia in Chernihiv, Sumy, and Poltava regions. Asignificant

number of settlements in these regions have been completely

or partially destroyed, which makes field research and direct

observation impossible. In addition to demographic losses,

these territories face large-scale environmental consequences,

including the degradation of natural landscapes, the loss of

protected areas, and long-term risks to ecosystems. In this

regard, the study relies on remote methods, digital sources,

and expert testimony, which is a reasonable approach in the

context of crisis destinations.

3. Results

3.1. Environmental Degradation as a Disruptor

of Sustainable Tourism Systems

In the scientific literature, sustainable tourism is tra-

ditionally viewed as a system based on the balanced use of

natural resources, the preservation of ecosystems, and the

long-term ability of tourist destinations tomaintain economic,

social, and ecological balance [8, 9]. However, in the context

of large-scale environmental destruction, these basic assump-

tions are vulnerable. Let us consider the key antecedents of

eco-degradation and the prospects for sustainable tourism.

Thus, the causes of environmental degradation in crisis

destinations are complex and include both natural and anthro-

pogenic factors. Armed conflicts, accidental incidents, and

the destruction of hydrotechnical and energy infrastructure

lead to the loss of biodiversity, the degradation of landscapes,

the pollution of soils and water resources, and the destruc-

tion of protected areas [10, 11]. Unlike gradual environmental

changes, these processes are sudden and large-scale, making

it impossible to apply standard tools for sustainable develop-

ment planning.

In turn, the consequences of environmental degradation

for tourism go beyond the physical loss of natural attractions.

The destruction of ecosystems disrupts tourism value chains,

reduces the attractiveness of destinations, erodes trust among

potential visitors, and reduces local communities’ participa-

tion in tourism activities [12]. In such conditions, sustainable

tourism ceases to serve as a tool for long-term development

and becomes a field that requires crisis management and

adaptation.

In addition, environmental degradation affects the sym-

bolic and identification dimension of tourist destinations.

Natural landscapes, protected areas, and ecosystems are not

only resources, but also elements of collective memory and

local identity that shape the image of a place as a tourist

destination [13]. Their loss or damage creates a gap between

the destination’s experience and its current state, complicat-

ing the communication of sustainability and prospects for

recovery.

It is worth noting that one of the least studied but crit-

ically important dimensions of environmental degradation
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in crisis destinations is its impact on the institutional and

information infrastructure that underpins the functioning of

sustainable tourism [14, 15]. In stable conditions, environmen-

tal data, spatial planning systems, protected area monitoring

and visitor management form the empirical basis for sus-

tainable tourism governance [16]. In war conditions, these

information flows are disrupted or fragmented along with

physical infrastructure, forming so-called environmental and

management “blind spots”. In addition, the loss or unavail-

ability of data on the condition of soils, water resources,

landscapes, protected area boundaries and ecological risk

zones significantly reduces the ability of authorities, tourism

operators and communities to assess hazards, plan for recov-

ery and communicate about ensuring the safety of potential

visitors. In this sense, ecological degradation in crisis re-

gions is not only a biophysical process, but also a crisis of

knowledge and governance, in which uncertainty displaces

evidence-based decision-making.

This directly undermines the classical models of sus-

tainable tourism, which are based on the assumption of the

measurability of recreational capacity, ecosystem stability,

and the predictability of anthropogenic load [17]. In war and

post-war conditions, degraded landscapes are almost always

accompanied by degraded systems of environmental con-

trol, which makes tools such as zoning, limits of permissible

changes, or environmental impact assessment of little use or

purely formal. As a result, tourism management shifts from

long-term optimization to a regime of crisis containment and

adaptation.

Environmental degradation also increases the security

risks of tourist areas. Polluted water bodies, mine-hazardous

landscapes, burned forests, and damaged industrial, energy,

and hydraulic facilities form spaces where ecological, sani-

tary, and physical threats overlap. Such areas are transformed

into hybrid risk landscapes, where traditional signs of natu-

ral attractiveness coexist with invisible but potentially lethal

dangers.

For tourists, this means losing the ability to interpret

space as safe and predictable. Even in the absence of ac-

tive hostilities, environmental degradation creates a constant

threat that significantly reduces the willingness to travel.

Thus, it acts not only as a physical barrier but also as a rep-

utational shock to destinations, undermining trust in their

ability to provide safe, ethical, and sustainable tourism expe-

riences.

Importantly, this reputational effect is long-lasting.

While ecosystems may gradually recover, the image of a

destination in digital media and international tourism dis-

course recovers much more slowly. Territories are perma-

nently fixed in consumers’ minds as polluted, dangerous, or

destroyed, creating an asymmetry between the actual ecolog-

ical state and the symbolic geography of tourism.

Thus, the results of the literature analysis indicate that

ecological degradation in crisis destinations acts as a sys-

temic destabilizing factor that simultaneously affects the

ecological, social, and communicative foundations of sus-

tainable tourism. This necessitates a rethinking of approaches

to the sustainable development of tourist destinations—from

an orientation towards the preservation of stable ecosystems

to models capable of functioning in conditions of prolonged

ecological uncertainty and limited physical access.

To move from a theoretical understanding of ecological

degradation as a systemic destabilizing factor to its applied

analysis in a military context, key Ukrainian crisis desti-

nations were summarized. Table 1 presents an analytical

comparison of types of ecological degradation, the military-

induced drivers, and their consequences for the function-

ing of sustainable tourism systems, allowing us to interpret

eco-degradation not as a local problem but as a structural

transformation of tourism systems.

Table 1. Environmental degradation in selected Ukrainian crisis-affected destinations and implications for sustainable tourism.

Crisis-Affected

Destination

Types of Environmental

Degradation

War-Related

Drivers
Ecological Losses

Implications for Sustainable

Tourism Systems

Kakhovka Reservoir

& Lower Dnipro

Region

Hydrological collapse,

wetland loss, soil

salinization, water

pollution, biodiversity

destruction

Destruction of the

Kakhovka dam,

uncontrolled

drainage, military

contamination

Collapse of aquatic

ecosystems, loss of fish

spawning areas,

degradation of irrigated

landscapes, large-scale

wetland die-off

Elimination of river-based

ecotourism (boating, fishing,

birdwatching); disappearance of

recreational landscapes; reputational

damage as an ecological disaster

zone; collapse of local tourism

livelihoods
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Table 1. Cont.

Crisis-Affected

Destination

Types of Environmental

Degradation

War-Related

Drivers
Ecological Losses

Implications for Sustainable

Tourism Systems

Azov Sea Coast

(Mariupol–

Berdyansk)

Marine pollution, coastal

ecosystem degradation,

industrial contamination

Bombardment of

industrial facilities,

port destruction, oil

and chemical spills

Decline of fish stocks,

beach contamination,

destruction of coastal and

marine habitats

Collapse of seaside tourism;

long-term health-risk perception;

inability to brand the coast as clean

or safe; exclusion from international

sustainable tourism markets

Donbas Natural

Parks and Steppe

Reserves

Landscape fragmentation,

wildfires, soil and water

contamination,

biodiversity loss

Artillery shelling,

military vehicles,

landmines,

uncontrolled fires

Destruction of steppe

ecosystems, loss of

protected species, soil

toxicity

Inaccessibility of protected areas;

loss of hiking, educational and

conservation tourism; high insurance

and safety costs; breakdown of

park-based tourism governance

Chornobyl

Exclusion Zone

Wildfire-driven

radioactive redistribution,

forest degradation

Military occupation,

fires, disruption of

environmental

monitoring

Secondary radioactive

contamination, damage to

forest ecosystems

Suspension of scientific, educational,

and dark tourism; collapse of

controlled ecotourism; renewed

reputational risks related to radiation

safety

Carpathian

Eco-tourism

Regions

Forest degradation, waste

accumulation, water

pollution, trail erosion

Influx of internally

displaced

populations,

infrastructure

overload, illegal

logging

Degradation of mountain

ecosystems, river pollution,

biodiversity stress

Overuse of fragile ecosystems; shift

from sustainability-oriented tourism

to survival-driven mass visitation;

governance overload and loss of

ecological carrying capacity

Source: Compiled by the authors based on United Nations Environment Programme [10], Zoï Environment Network [18], Grygaski [19], Hernández Matorel [20].

For Ukraine, the environmental problem is multiplica-

tive and systemic. As is well known, the country has one of

the richest and most diverse ecological landscapes in Europe,

which underpins its ecotourism potential. Located at the in-

tersection of Eastern Europe, the Black Sea basin, and the

Carpathian mountain system, the country encompasses a wide

range of natural, climatic, and biogeographic zones, creating

exceptional conditions for nature and conservation tourism,

as well as sustainable recreation. However, due to military

operations, ecological degradation has become a key factor

disrupting the functioning of sustainable tourism systems in

Ukrainian territories. Large-scale damage to river systems,

forests, reserves, agro-landscapes, and coastal ecosystems

not only narrows the material base of ecotourism but also un-

dermines the sustainability narrative on which international

partnerships, donor programs, and responsible tourism are

based. The diversity of degradation is particularly striking:

from the hydro-ecological collapse of the Lower Dnieper to

the radiation-related risks of the Chernobyl zone and the over-

load of the Carpathian ecosystems. Despite this diversity, all

cases are characterized by a common logic: the transition

from a sustainable management regime to a crisis-survival

regime. Under such conditions, the tools of classical sustain-

able tourism (capacity planning, environmental certification,

long-term development strategies) lose their effectiveness

or become impossible to implement. The interpreted data

in Table 1 also reveal the spatial asymmetry of the war’s

impacts: even regions that have not experienced direct hos-

tilities (in particular, the Carpathian region) are affected by

environmental degradation due to population displacement,

strain on infrastructure, and weakened environmental con-

trols. This means that the environmental consequences of

the war for tourism are national, not local. Therefore, in

a context of environmental instability and limited data ver-

ification, sustainable tourism loses its status as a “reliable

brand” and becomes a sphere of greater risk. And war acts as

a multiplier of environmental risks, in which the physical de-

struction of infrastructure, military pollution, and disruption

of management mechanisms mutually reinforce one another.

Given the systemic and spatially asymmetric nature of

environmental degradation in Ukraine, there is a need for

an empirical generalization of the key mechanisms of its

impact on the functioning of sustainable tourism. To deepen

the analysis and move from the description of individual

manifestations of degradation to a systemic understanding

of its consequences, an expert survey was conducted, the

results of which allow us to assess the degree of consistency

of professional positions regarding the role of environmental,

management, and information factors in the destabilization

of tourism systems. Table 2 presents generalized expert
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assessments that reflect how environmental degradation is

transformed from a local environmental problem into a mul-

tidimensional destabilizing factor that simultaneously affects

the ecological basis of tourism, institutional management

mechanisms, and tourist trust. The presented generalization

allows us to interpret the environmental crisis not as a set of

isolated losses, but as a national challenge for sustainable

tourism development systems.

Table 2. Generalized expert perspectives on institutional and informational degradation in crisis tourism destinations.

Analytical Dimension
Generalized Expert Perspective

(Representative Quotes)

Level of Perceived

Impact

Degree of Expert

Consensus

Role of institutional and

information infrastructure in

stable conditions

“Without reliable data and monitoring systems,

sustainable tourism practically does not exist—all

planning is based on predictability”

Very high Strong consensus

Destruction of environmental

and spatial data

“We often don’t know what the actual condition of

the territory is, and this paralyzes any management

decisions”

High Strong consensus

Formation of management

and environmental “blind

spots”

“There are areas where decisions have to be made

almost blindly—without relevant environmental

information”

High Strong consensus

Impact of information

degradation on recovery

planning

“Planning without data becomes a crisis response,

not a development strategy”
Moderate to high

Moderate

consensus

Safety communication and

tourist trust

“Uncertainty scares tourists more than the risks

themselves—they want clear and proven signals”
High Strong consensus

Crisis of knowledge and

management (summary)

“The war destroyed not only nature, but also the

knowledge system on which tourism was based”
High Strong consensus

Source: Developed by the authors based on the results of semi-structured interviews.

The generalized expert perspectives indicate a consis-

tently high perceived impact of institutional and informa-

tional degradation on tourism systems. Experts emphasized

that fragmentation of environmental data, disruption of mon-

itoring systems, and limited access to reliable information

create significantmanagement “blind spots,” where evidence-

based planning becomes severely constrained. Across stake-

holder groups, there is a strong convergence of views that the

crisis represents not only ecological loss but also a systemic

disruption of knowledge and governance structures underpin-

ning sustainable tourism. Therefore, ecological degradation

in crisis destinations functions not as an isolated or temporary

ecological challenge, but as a systemic destabilizing factor

that simultaneously destroys the natural basis of tourism,

institutional management mechanisms, and information in-

frastructure necessary for evidence-based planning.

In conclusion, environmental degradation in Ukraine

is not a background factor in tourism activity, but rather a

new structural reality in which tourist destinations are forced

to operate in a constant state of environmental and security

uncertainty. Under such conditions, sustainable tourism loses

the opportunity to rely on classical tools of physical resource

conservation, capacity planning, and long-term forecasting.

It switches to a crisis-response and adaptation mode. This

directly confirms the study’s hypothesis about the need to re-

think traditional approaches to tourism recovery in crisis desti-

nations, in which, along with ecological restoration, strategic

communication, digital support for management, preservation

of tourist memory, and active participation of local commu-

nities become key. In this sense, environmental degradation

appears not only as a limitation for sustainable tourism but

also as a catalyst for the transition to adaptive, digitally sup-

ported, and crisis-oriented models of tourism development.

3.2. Loss of Natural Heritage and Eco-

Attractions in Crisis-Affected Destinations

Natural heritage and ecological attractions are not just a

resource base for sustainable tourism, but a structural element

of tourism systems, around which the spatial and economic

logic of destinations is built. Biosphere reserves, national

natural parks, coastal and river landscapes, mountain ecosys-
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tems and unique biotopes play the role of key ecological and

symbolic “anchors” that shape the routing of tourist flows,

seasonal specialization of territories and the image of place

in the global tourism discourse [5, 17]. In stable conditions, it

is these objects that ensure the long-term competitiveness of

destinations, integrating natural value with local economies

and cultural practices. However, in conditions of war and

post-conflict crises, natural heritage suffers not only physical

damage, but also functional depreciation as a tourism asset.

Fighting, mining, pollution, fires and destruction of infras-

tructure transform ecologically valuable areas from spaces

of recreation and knowledge into spaces of risk, prohibition

or limited access. Even in the absence of complete physi-

cal destruction, natural objects lose their ability to serve as

tourist attractions, as their safety, accessibility and symbolic

appeal become questionable.

Let us examine the types of losses of natural heritage

and eco-attractions in crisis destinations (Table 3).

Table 3. Types of losses of natural heritage and eco-attractions in crisis destinations and their consequences for tourism.

Type of Loss of Natural

Heritage and

Eco-Attractions

Nature of Manifestation

in Crisis Destinations
Main Tourism Impacts

Compensatory and Adaptive

Mechanisms

Physical destruction or

damage to natural

objects

Destruction of landscapes,

forests, aquatic ecosystems,

protected areas due to

hostilities, mining and

man-made pollution

Complete or prolonged loss of

tourist attractions; reduction of

tourist routes; disappearance of

specialized types of ecotourism

Long-term ecological restoration;

recording losses in digital registers;

using digital archives as a tool for

tourist memory

Functional

inaccessibility of natural

heritage

Access restrictions due to

security risks, infrastructure

destruction, lack of

monitoring

Temporary exclusion of objects

from tourist circulation;

fragmentation of routes;

reduction of attractiveness of

destinations

Digital risk maps; online

communication of access

restrictions; virtual tours and

remote interpretation formats

Degradation of

ecosystems without

complete destruction

Soil and water pollution,

biodiversity loss, ecosystem

overload

Declining quality of tourism

experience; ethical risks of

ecotourism; loss of sustainability

certifications

Digital environmental monitoring;

updating sustainability standards;

public communication of the state

of the environment

Symbolic and narrative

loss of eco-attractions

Perpetuation of the image

of territories as dangerous

or destroyed in the media

and digital space

Long-term reputational damage;

reduced international tourist

interest

Strategic communication; digital

narratives of recovery; state and

local digital heritage platforms

Loss of tourist memory

and interpretation of

nature

Disappearance of routes,

guides, local knowledge

and interpretations of

natural heritage

Destruction of tourism identity;

reduced community engagement

Digitization of local knowledge;

digital archives of natural heritage;

community participation in content

creation

Institutional loss of

natural heritage

management

Weakening of

environmental control, lack

of up-to-date data and plans

Impossibility of evidence-based

tourism planning; increasing

risks for visitors

State programs for digitizing

heritage data; integration of GIS,

open registries and tourism

platforms

Source: Compiled by the authors based on Hernández Matorel [20], Hoskins [21], Catibog-Sinha [22], Komac et al. [23], Bartolini et al. [24], Romão and Paupério [25].

The data in Table 3 demonstrate that the loss of natural

heritage and eco-attractions in crisis destinations has not only

physical (material), but also functional, symbolic, and insti-

tutional dimensions. Physical loss means the complete or

partial destruction of a natural object or ecosystem resulting

from natural disasters, hostilities, or human-caused accidents.

This type includes landscape destruction, fires, floods, min-

ing, and pollution of soils and water resources, making it

impossible to restore the tourist function without long-term

ecological restoration. Functional loss occurs when a natural

object is physically preserved but loses its ability to serve a

tourist function. This may be due to security risks, insuffi-

cient infrastructure, inadequate environmental monitoring,

legal restrictions, or the inability to guarantee visitors’ safety.

In such cases, the eco-attraction falls outside the tourist net-

work, even if its natural potential is formally preserved. In
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turn, symbolic loss is associated with a transformation in the

collective tourist imagination of natural heritage. It occurs

when territories are portrayed in the media, digital spaces,

and tourist products as dangerous, destroyed, or environ-

mentally problematic, leading to long-term loss of tourist

attractiveness regardless of the environment’s actual state.

Symbolic loss directly affects tourist memory, the destina-

tion brand, and the level of trust from potential visitors. It

should be noted that in crisis destinations, these types of

losses rarely occur in isolation; rather, they often overlap,

creating a cumulative effect that significantly complicates

the restoration of sustainable tourism. Particularly indicative

is the growth of the role of digital compensatory mechanisms,

which partially preserve the tourist value of natural heritage

in conditions of limited physical access. In this context, state

initiatives to digitize natural and cultural heritage serve not

only as preservation tools but also as an important element

of anti-crisis tourism management.

Applying the above analytical approaches and typology

of physical, functional, and symbolic losses to the assessment

of Ukraine’s natural heritage affected by military actions in

the period 2014–2025, we systematize the key losses of pop-

ular eco-attractions and their actual status in crisis conditions

(Table 4).

Table 4. Popular eco-attractions in Ukraine before the war and their status in crisis conditions.

Eco-

Attraction

(Before the

War)

Location

Characteristics/

Tourist Function

(Before the War)

Actual Status in

Crisis Conditions

Type of

Loss

AKey

Role in the

Tourism

Network

Level of

Tourism

Function Loss

(Qualitative

Expert

Assessment)

Digital Doc-

umentation

Available

Biosphere

Reserve

“Askania-

Nova”

Kherson

region

Steppe biome,

eco-education,

fauna observation

Unavailable (occu-

pation/fighting)

Functional

+ symbolic
High Critical Yes

Black Sea

Biosphere

Reserve

Kher-

son/Myko-

laiv region

Coastal and delta

ecosystems,

birdwatching

Unavailable/

eco-degradation
Functional High Critical Partial

Dzharyl-

hatsky

National

Nature Park

Kherson

region

Island and coastal

ecosystems, beach

and conservation

tourism

Destroyed/criti-

cally damaged and

inaccessible

Physical +

functional +

symbolic

High Critical Partial

Oleshkivski

sands

Kherson

region

Unique sandy

landscape,

extreme

ecotourism

Unavailable (mine

hazard/combat)
Functional High Severe Limited

Pink Lake

(Syvash)

Kherson

region

Natural

phenomenon,

photo tourism

Unavailable/eco-

degradation

Functional

+ symbolic
Medium Severe Yes

Granite-

steppe

Pobuzhye

(Buzky

Gard)

Mykolaiv

region

Canyons, water

and adventure

tourism

Eco-degradation/

limited access
Functional High Severe Partial

Carpathian

Biosphere

Reserve

Transcarpa-

thian region

Mountain

ecosystems,

hiking,

biodiversity

Eco-degradation/

overload
Functional High Moderate Partial

Danube

Biosphere

Reserve

Odesa region Wetlands, ecotours

Relatively

accessible with

limitations

Functional High Moderate Yes

Tuzly

Lagoons

National

Nature Park

Odesa region

Lagoons, bird

migration, coastal

ecotourism

Relatively

affordable/

eco-degradation

Functional Medium Moderate Partial
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Table 4. Cont.

Eco-

Attraction

(Before the

War)

Location

Characteristics/

Tourist Function

(Before the War)

Actual Status in

Crisis Conditions

Type of

Loss

AKey

Role in the

Tourism

Network

Level of

Tourism

Function Loss

(Qualitative

Expert

Assessment)

Digital Doc-

umentation

Available

Synevyr

National

Nature Park

Transcarpa-

thian region

Landscape

tourism, identity

of the Carpathians

Relatively

affordable
Symbolic High Moderate Yes

Shatsky

National

Park (Lake

Svityaz)

Volyn region
Lake recreational

tourism

Relatively

affordable

Symbolic

(reputa-

tional

risks)

Medium Limited Limited

Podilski

Tovtry

National

Nature Park

Khmelnyt-

skyi region

Geotourism, karst

landscapes

Relatively

affordable
Symbolic Medium Limited Limited

Chernobyl

Exclusion

Zone

(rewilding)

Kyiv region

Controlled

tourism, education,

natural restoration

Unavailable/strict

restrictions

Functional

+ symbolic
High Severe Yes

Note: The levels of loss are based on qualitative interpretation of expert assessments: Critical—near-total loss of tourism function; Severe—substantial disruption and long-term

inaccessibility; Moderate—partial loss with limited functionality; Limited—minor disruption with preserved tourism potential.

Source: Compiled by the authors based on the results of a survey of experts and Harrison et al. [26], Kovalenko [27], Hubareva [28], Zoï Environment Network [29], Query [30].

In interpreting the data in Table 4, the level of tourism

function loss was assigned based on an expert-informed qual-

itative assessment combining the frequency, intensity, and

co-occurrence of coded analytical categories (physical, func-

tional, and symbolic losses) identified during the inductive

coding process.

The results indicate that the most significant tourism

losses are concentrated in natural heritage sites that play an

important role in tourism networks, especially in regions af-

fected by prolonged occupation or intense hostilities (eastern

and southern Ukraine). War acts as a mechanism for the func-

tional deactivation of natural heritage in a tourism context.

Landscapes that previously structured tourist routes have

become fragmented, while ecosystems that once formed re-

gional tourism identities have turned into sources of environ-

mental and reputational uncertainty. The findings show that

the loss of eco-attractions extends beyond physical damage

and contributes to the disruption of the semantic architecture

of tourist destinations. At the same time, the availability of

digital documentation remains an important, albeit limited,

mechanism for preserving tourist memory under conditions

of physical inaccessibility of natural heritage.

The findings further suggest that ecological degradation

in crisis-affected destinations is both systemic and symbolic

in nature. Even where natural objects are partially preserved,

their tourism value is often significantly diminished due

to functional inaccessibility, reputational risks, and disrup-

tions in tourist memory and interpretation. The qualitative

expert-based assessment presented in Table 4 supports the

study’s hypothesis that sustainable tourism recovery in crisis

contexts cannot be reduced to ecological restoration alone.

Instead, strategic communication, digital mechanisms for

preserving and interpreting natural heritage, and the active

involvement of local communities as carriers of knowledge,

memory, and identity emerge as critical components of des-

tination recovery. Without the restoration—both physical

and symbolic—of natural heritage, the reintegration of crisis-

affected territories into sustainable tourism systems remains

highly constrained.

3.3. Community-Based Eco-Revitalization as a

Pathway to Sustainable Recovery

Modern approaches to sustainable development [31–34]

increasingly consider tourist destinations not as separate ob-

jects or sets of infrastructure elements, but as complex local

ecosystems in which natural resources, economic entities, so-

cial practices, and management mechanisms interact. In this

sense, the processes of decentralization of power and the ex-

pansion of the powers of territorial communities in Ukraine

create fundamentally new conditions for the formation and

management of such ecosystems at the local level. After
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all, the transfer of managerial, planning, and, to some extent,

financial powers to communities strengthens their role as key

agents in the development of tourist destinations. Territorial

communities are allowed to directly influence the use of nat-

ural resources, eco-revitalization priorities, the development

of tourist infrastructure, and the formation of local narratives.

In crisis conditions, this becomes especially important, as

it is the local level of management that demonstrates the

greatest flexibility and ability to adapt quickly.

In such a communicative model, a tourist destination

appears as an ecosystem of stakeholders, in which commu-

nities, tourism businesses, public organizations, volunteer

networks, and digital initiatives interact not hierarchically but

as a network. Each of the stakeholders performs a specific

role: communities provide local knowledge, social legiti-

macy and connection with the territory; tourism business

entities—operational activities for organizing and provid-

ing tourism services; public and volunteer organizations—

mobilization of social capital and environmental sensitivity;

digital projects—preservation of memory and communica-

tion of changes, influencers—work as mediators of trust in

conditions of crisis reputation, etc. (Table 5).

Table 5. Stakeholders in community-based eco-revitalization of tourism destinations.

Stakeholder

Group

Key Characteristics/

Role in the Ecosystem

Main Areas of

Cooperation

Financing/

Co-Financing

Mechanisms

Social and

Environmental

Responsibility

Territorial

communities

(local

authorities)

Core governance actors;

holders of planning and

land-use powers;

custodians of local

natural and cultural

resources

Strategic planning of

tourism development;

prioritization of

eco-revitalization projects;

coordination of local

stakeholders

Local budgets;

co-financing with state

and donor programs;

public–private

partnerships

Inclusive

decision-making;

protection of natural

heritage; long-term

community wellbeing

Tourism

businesses (ac-

commodation,

tour operators,

services)

Operational actors;

providers of tourism

products and services;

market-oriented

stakeholders

Development of sustainable

tourism products;

integration of

eco-revitalized sites into

tourist routes; destination

marketing

Private investment;

co-financing of

infrastructure and

community projects;

Corporate Social

Responsibility (CSR)

budgets

Responsible business

practices; environmental

standards; local

employment

Community-

based initiatives

and NGOs

Mobilizers of social

capital; facilitators of

participation and

advocacy

Volunteer programs;

environmental restoration;

eco-education and

awareness

Grants; donations;

co-financing with

communities and

businesses

Environmental

stewardship; social

inclusion; transparency

Volunteer

networks and

local residents

Carriers of local

knowledge; hands-on

participants in

eco-revitalization

Landscape clean-up;

maintenance of eco-routes;

heritage preservation

In-kind contributions;

micro-grants;

community fundraising

Social cohesion; care for

local environments

Digital and

creative actors

(IT, media,

cultural

projects)

Providers of digital tools

and narratives;

facilitators of visibility

and memory

Digital mapping; virtual

eco-attractions; storytelling

and communication

Project-based funding;

partnerships; donor

support

Ethical digital

representation;

preservation of digital

heritage

Influencers and

content creators

Communication

intermediaries; trust

brokers between

destinations and

audiences

Promotion of responsible

tourism; storytelling about

eco-revitalization; visibility

of community initiatives

Paid partnerships; barter

cooperation; co-financed

campaigns with tourism

businesses and

communities

Ethical communication;

avoidance of

greenwashing;

responsible

representation of

crisis-affected

destinations
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Table 5. Cont.

Stakeholder

Group

Key Characteristics/

Role in the Ecosystem

Main Areas of

Cooperation

Financing/

Co-Financing

Mechanisms

Social and

Environmental

Responsibility

State and donor

institutions

Enablers of large-scale

recovery frameworks;

providers of regulatory

and financial support

Funding of

eco-revitalization and

tourism recovery; capacity

building

State budgets;

international donor

funding; co-financing

schemes

Sustainability standards;

monitoring and

evaluation

Source: Compiled by the authors based on Piriou [35], Slivar [36], Brščić et al. [37], Agbaba and Jurdana [38], Nurjanah et al. [39].

The effectiveness of such an ecosystem must be deter-

mined not by the dominance of a single stakeholder, but by

the quality of interaction between them and with the terri-

torial community. It is through partnerships, joint planning,

and coordinated actions that an environment is created in

which eco-revitalization, economic activity, and social co-

hesion mutually reinforce one another. This allows us to

consider a community-oriented approach not as an auxiliary

element of recovery, but as a structural basis for sustainable

tourism development in crisis destinations. It is worth noting

that influencers and content creators play a separate role in

shaping the recovery ecosystem, serving as communication

intermediaries between communities, tourism businesses,

and potential tourists. Provided they interact ethically and

responsibly, they can contribute to restoring trust in crisis des-

tinations and support community-oriented eco-revitalization.

Thus, in crisis destinations, communities play a key

role in shaping alternative trajectories for the restoration

of sustainable tourism. This is evidenced by numerous sci-

entific studies [20, 40]. In the context of the loss of natural

heritage and eco-attractions, communities act not only as af-

fected parties but also as active carriers of ecological memory

and sustainable use practices of territories. It is at the local

level that knowledge of natural landscapes, traditional routes,

seasonal practices, and cultural relationships with the envi-

ronment is preserved, often outside the attention of formal

restoration programs. This allows communities to initiate

micro-projects of eco-revitalization aimed not so much at the

reproduction of lost objects, but at rethinking the interaction

between nature, tourism, and the local economy.

Taking the above into account, it is advisable to con-

sider further the key areas of cooperation between local

communities and tourism business entities, which form a

functional ecosystem of eco-revitalization and serve as path-

ways for the sustainable restoration of tourist destinations

(Figure 2).

Figure 2. A conceptual model of community-based eco-regeneration destinations for the restoration of sustainable tourism.

Source: Own development.
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Figure 2 presents a conceptual model of community-

led eco-revitalization of tourism destinations, illustrating

key areas of collaboration between local communities and

key tourism stakeholders. The model places local com-

munities at the centre of the tourism ecosystem, grounded

in stakeholder engagement. Interrelated areas of engage-

ment are formed around them, including community re-

generation and eco-revitalization programs, volunteer and

community initiatives, digital ecological heritage projects,

the development of local tourism products and sustain-

able livelihoods, and strategic communications and the

creation of recovery narratives. In this ecosystem, non-

governmental organizations (NGOs) play an important role,

including environmental NGOs, cultural and heritage initia-

tives, local public associations, charitable foundations, and

community platforms for territorial development. These

entities often act as catalysts for eco-revitalization, ini-

tiating volunteer projects, preparing grant applications,

and facilitating collaboration among communities, tourism

businesses, and donor organizations. An important tool for

supporting such initiatives is donor pilot projects and grants

aimed at restoring natural areas, developing community-

based tourism, preserving digital ecological heritage, and

implementing local community initiatives. Stakeholders

also include influencers and content creators who integrate

as communication intermediaries between communities,

tourism entities, and external audiences. Their activities

increase the visibility of community-oriented initiatives,

build trust in crisis destinations, and maintain digital mem-

ory of eco-attractions.

Conceptually, the model is based on the idea of expand-

ing development opportunities through cooperation, which

can be interpreted through the prism of the Production Pos-

sibility Frontier (PPF). This production possibilities curve

reflects the maximum benefits that can be produced by an

economy, community, or system with available resources. In

this context, a partnership among communities, businesses,

public organizations, and donors enables us to go beyond in-

dividual resource limitations, fostering synergies and laying

the groundwork for sustainable tourism recovery.

Thus, unlike infrastructure or centralized reconstruc-

tion models that require significant financial and time re-

sources, community-based eco-revitalization is based on

local knowledge, social capital, and communities’ ability to

adapt to prolonged uncertainty.

In addition, the main goal of the cooperation has been

identified: the promotion of sustainable tourism recovery. In

crisis conditions, it is communities that are the first to adapt

tourism practices to new realities and lay the foundation for

local resilience in tourist destinations through the develop-

ment of small-scale nature-based tourism, eco-educational

initiatives, volunteer programs for landscape restoration, and

alternative visitor interaction formats. Such initiatives not

only support minimal tourist activity but also help restore

trust in the destination as a socially responsible space.

It is also important to note that community-based eco-

revitalization forms the basis for sustainable livelihoods in

post-crisis areas. Involving residents in the processes of

caring for natural areas, creating ecological routes, and de-

veloping local tourist products and services allows diversi-

fying sources of income and reducing dependence on large

tourist flows. In this way, tourism is transformed from a

vulnerable industry into a tool for socio-ecological stabi-

lization. To empirically confirm the conceptual model of

community-based eco-revitalization and test the research

hypothesis, semi-structured interviews were conducted with

representatives of local communities, tourism businesses,

public organizations, and the expert community. The gener-

alized interview results are systematized into key thematic

blocks that correspond to the elements of the model (Figure

2) and are presented in Table 6. This approach allows com-

bining the conceptual level of analysis with participants’

practical observations and experience in the processes of

restoring tourist destinations.

Table 6. Empirical results of semi-structured interviews on the eco-regeneration model at the community level.

Analytical Measurement

(According to Figure 2)

Key Takeaways from the

Interview

Involved Stakeholder

Groups

Consistency Level of

Respondents’Answers

Importance for

Sustainable Tourism

Recovery

The role of local

communities

Communities are perceived as

the main initiators of

eco-revitalization processes and

adaptation of tourism practices in

crisis conditions.

Territorial communities,

local government bodies

High: the position is

consistently confirmed

by representatives of all

groups

Strengthening local

resilience and adaptive

capacity of destinations

33



Eco-Tourism and Sustainable Development | Volume 02 | Issue 02 | September 2026

Table 6. Cont.

Analytical Measurement

(According to Figure 2)

Key Takeaways from the

Interview

Involved Stakeholder

Groups

Consistency Level of

Respondents’Answers

Importance for

Sustainable Tourism

Recovery

Community regeneration

and eco-revitalization

programs

The effectiveness of programs

increases if they are combined

with local priorities and

community participation.

Communities,

authorities, donors

Medium-high: general

support with variations

in implementation

mechanisms

Increasing the relevance

and long-term

sustainability of

recovery initiatives

Volunteer and community

initiatives

Volunteering is seen as a key

mechanism for supporting

tourism and restoring landscapes

under limited resources.

Non-governmental

organizations (NGOs),

local residents, tourism

businesses

High: consensus

between communities,

NGOs and businesses

Preservation of social

capital and continuity of

tourism functions

Digital eco-heritage and

ecological memory

Digital formats allow

eco-attractions to remain present

in the tourism discourse even

when they are physically

inaccessible.

Communities, NGOs,

digital and creative

actors

Medium: supported by

the majority, but with

varying levels of

readiness for

implementation

Maintaining destination

visibility and visitor

trust

Strategic communication

and influencers

Influencers are recognized as

effective intermediaries when

communicating ethically and

responsibly.

Tourism business,

communities,

influencers

Medium: general

support with caveats

about risks

Reputation restoration

and building trust in

destinations

Diversification of

economic activities and

livelihoods

Small-scale forms of ecotourism

and community-based tourism

are seen as viable alternatives to

mass models.

Communities, tourism

Small and Medium

Enterprises (SMEs)

Medium-high: high

support among

communities, moderate

among businesses

Creating sustainable

livelihoods

Partnerships and donor

pilot projects

Donor pilot projects act as

catalysts for testing and scaling

new models of cooperation.

Donors, NGOs,

communities,

businesses

High: shared vision of

the role of pilot grants

Expanding collective

capabilities and going

beyond individual

resource constraints

(PPF)

Source: Compiled by the authors based on Figure 2 and the results of a survey of experts.

The results confirm the conceptual model of

community-based eco-revitalization presented in Figure

1 and demonstrate that cooperation among communities,

tourism businesses, civil society organizations, donors,

and communication actors forms the basis for sustainable

tourism recovery in crisis destinations. The effectiveness

of community-based approaches largely depends on high-

quality communication between communities and tourism

actors. Jointly forming a strategic vision for recovery, in-

corporating local stories and natural contexts into tourism

communication, contributes to the restoration of the sym-

bolic value of destinations even in the face of partial loss of

material heritage. Thus, communities become not only per-

formers of eco-revitalization practices, but also co-creators

of a new destination identity.

The thematic patterns identified in Table 6 provide the

empirical basis for structuring the proposed recovery frame-

work. Specifically, the recurring emphasis on community

leadership, digital memory practices, strategic communica-

tion, and stakeholder collaboration informed the develop-

ment of the conceptual model (Figure 2) and the staged

recovery roadmap (Table 7).

Table 7. Roadmap for the development of the eco-sustainability of tourist destinations in crisis and post-crisis conditions.

Development Stage Key Stakeholders Main Areas of Action
Types of

Cooperation

Communication

and Engagement

Channels

Expected Result

1. Diagnostics and

basic security

Local communities;

state institutions;

tourism business

Inventory of eco-attractions

and risk areas;

determination of

accessibility levels;

informing visitors

Coordination;

regulatory; advisory

Official community

websites; GIS maps;

community social

networks; tourism

platforms

Reducing

uncertainty; basic

security of the

tourist space
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Table 7. Cont.

Development Stage Key Stakeholders Main Areas of Action
Types of

Cooperation

Communication

and Engagement

Channels

Expected Result

2. Community

eco-revitalization

Local communities;

NGOs;

eco-communities;

volunteers; tourism

business

Landscape restoration;

volunteer actions;

micro-projects for route

development

Partnership;

volunteer;

co-financing

Social networks;

local media;

crowdfunding

platforms; public

forums

Restoration of

tourism

connectivity; growth

of local resilience

3. Digital

eco-heritage and

memory

Local communities;

NGOs; digital and

creative businesses;

eco-communities

Digitization of

eco-attractions; storytelling;

creation of digital routes

Project-based;

creative;

intersectoral

Social media; web

platforms; virtual

tours; digital

archives

Maintaining the

destination’s

presence in the

tourism discourse

4. Strategic

communication and

trust

Tourism business;

local communities;

influencers; media

Shaping ethical narratives;

promoting responsible

tourism; reputational

restoration

Communication;

marketing (ethical);

partnership

Social networks;

blog platforms;

social media;

podcasts; PR

campaigns

Restoring trust and

destination

awareness

5. Funding and

piloting

Donors/investors;

NGOs; local

communities;

tourism business

Donor pilot projects; grants;

impact investing; model

testing

Financial; project;

co-investment

Grant platforms;

crowdfunding;

pitching;

professional

networks

Expanding

capabilities beyond

resource constraints

6.

Institutionalization

and sustainable

livelihoods

Local communities;

state institutions;

tourism business

Integration into

development strategies;

formalization of

partnerships; employment

support

Institutional;

long-term

partnership

Strategic documents;

public consultations;

industry platforms

Formation of

sustainable tourism

ecosystems and

sustainable

livelihoods

Source: Own development.

At the same time, the effectiveness of the proposed

model of community-based eco-revitalization depends on

the presence of minimal institutional capacity of communi-

ties, a basic level of social cohesion, and access to commu-

nication and digital resources. In situations of deep social

fragmentation or the absence of basic security and stabil-

ity, implementing such approaches may require additional

external facilitators or adaptation to local conditions.

Thus, the findings further reinforce the study’s hypoth-

esis that restoring sustainable tourism in crisis destinations

requires a rethink of traditional approaches. Instead of an

exclusive focus on the physical reconstruction of infrastruc-

ture, strategic communication, the preservation of the digital

memory of natural heritage, and the active participation of

local communities become key. Taken together, these mech-

anisms form adaptive tourism ecosystems that can function

in conditions of prolonged uncertainty and limited resources.

3.4. Rethinking Sustainability: From Physical

Preservation to Adaptive Eco-Resilience

The above results show that in crisis and post-crisis

situations, the mechanisms of classical approaches cease to

operate: ecosystems lose stability and become unpredictable

in terms of anthropogenic load and the physical preserva-

tion of natural resources. As a result, the ecological, social,

and institutional conditions for the functioning of tourist

destinations undergo radical and often irreversible changes.

Sustainability ceases to be a static state and becomes a dy-

namic process of continuous adaptation. Therefore, there

is a need to rethink the traditional understanding of tourism

sustainability in crisis destinations. Not only does the pro-

tection or restoration of material natural objects become key,

but also the ability of tourism systems to adapt to losses,

uncertainty, and limited access to environmental attractions.

In line with the logic of the confirmations of the hy-

pothesis, practical directions for the restoration of sustain-

able tourism in crisis destinations should be structured as a

roadmap for the development of eco-sustainable tourism

systems. Within the framework of this roadmap, eco-

sustainability is understood as a destination’s ability to main-

tain the viability of tourism functions under conditions of

environmental losses, uncertainty, and limited access, com-

bining ecological restoration with communication, digital,

and community mechanisms of restoration.
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Building upon the empirical findings derived from

semi-structured interviews, the proposed roadmap (Table 7)

synthesizes the key thematic dimensions identified in Table

6 into a structured sequence of recovery stages. Each stage

reflects a cluster of practices and mechanisms consistently

highlighted by experts, translating qualitative insights into

an analytically grounded framework for sustainable tourism

recovery in crisis conditions.

The proposed roadmap for the development of eco-

resilience in tourist destinations demonstrates that the restora-

tion of sustainable tourism in crisis conditions cannot be

considered a linear, purely infrastructural process. Instead, it

appears as amulti-level, phased transformation of the tourism

ecosystem, within which environmental, social, economic,

and communication components interact in a constant state

of adaptation. Table 7 illustrates that the key factor in such

transformation is not the volume of resources involved per

se, but the ability of different stakeholder groups to coordi-

nate actions, combine formal and informal mechanisms of

cooperation, and gradually increase the collective capacity of

the destination. The stages of diagnostics and ensuring basic

security create the basis for trust between local communities,

businesses, and visitors, without which further investments

in eco-revitalization or tourism products remain fragmented

and ineffective. In this context, state institutions serve as

a stabilizing force, while local communities develop eco-

revitalization projects, tourism, and adaptive strategies for

sustainable development.

The subsequent stages of the roadmap demonstrate that

eco-revitalization is most effective when implemented as

a community practice rather than as an externally imposed

project. The involvement of NGOs, eco-communities, and

volunteer networks enables the restoration of natural areas

to become a tool for social mobilization, the restoration of

local identity, and the formation of new forms of interaction

with tourists. In this way, ecological restoration is integrated

into the destination’s tourism network and ceases to be an

isolated conservation activity.

From a financial and institutional perspective, the

roadmap emphasizes the role of donor and investment pilot

projects in testing and scaling new models of cooperation.

It is at this stage that the logic of going beyond individual

resource constraints (PPF) manifests itself, when the com-

bination of local initiatives, business interests, and external

financing creates a synergistic effect and expands the possi-

bilities for destination development. It is important to note

that, in the event of partial or complete loss of physical

eco-attractions, digital tools and strategic communication

play a key role in supporting destinations’ tourism functions.

Digital eco-heritage, storytelling, and the involvement of

influencers as communication intermediaries allow the des-

tination to maintain its presence in the tourism discourse,

compensating for spatial fragmentation and reducing repu-

tational risks. This confirms the need to include communi-

cation strategies at the core of sustainable tourism planning,

rather than considering them as an auxiliary marketing tool.

Overall, the analytical logic of the roadmap indicates the

need to formulate a strategy for the development of sustain-

able tourism and the restoration of the eco-sustainability of

tourist destinations as an integral part of the socio-economic

policy of territorial communities. It should begin with the for-

mation of a common understanding of the risks, limitations,

and permissible limits of tourist activity.

Therefore, we will focus on key aspects of strategizing

eco-sustainable tourist destinations that can support basic

tourist functions, social cohesion, and environmental respon-

sibility (Figure 3).

Figure 3 presents the algorithm for developing sus-

tainable tourism and restoring the ecological sustainability

of territories, which is important in post-crisis periods, in-

cluding the post-war period in Ukraine. The first strategic

direction is community-oriented management and local ca-

pacity, which involves actively involving local communities

in planning, implementing, and monitoring tourism recovery.

In this sense, territorial communities act not only as recip-

ients of investments and startups but also as co-creators of

the tourism ecosystem, using local knowledge, social capi-

tal, and adaptive practices, and forming territorial budgets

(financial resources).

The second direction is eco-revitalization and ecologi-

cal adaptation of tourist areas as the basis for tourist attrac-

tiveness, in which the restoration of natural areas, routes, and

small recreational facilities is integrated into the structure

of tourist products. After all, ecological restoration cannot

be separated from tourism, since the state of the environ-

ment determines the safety, attractiveness, and legitimacy of

tourist activities. Accordingly, a sustainable tourism strategy

should include eco-revitalization as a basic, not an auxiliary
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component.

The third strategic direction is the diversification of

tourism models and products, in particular, the development

of national identity and new areas of natural, cultural, and

educational tourism that require fewer resources and ensure

tourist safety. In crisis conditions, such models allow main-

taining tourism activity at a minimum viable level and reduc-

ing economic risks for local communities.

Figure 3. Algorithm for forming a strategy for the development of sustainable tourism and restoring the eco-sustainability of tourist

destinations.

Source: Own development.

The fourth direction focuses on digital memory and

strategic communication, ensuring the continued presence of

destinations in the tourist and public discourse, even when in-

dividual eco-attractions are physically inaccessible. Digital

platforms, storytelling, and the involvement of influencers

as communication intermediaries become tools for restoring

trust and forming responsible tourism demand.

The fifth direction is reputation management. It is

worth noting its importance given the long-term reputational

effects, when the image of danger or destruction persists

much longer than the actual environmental or security threats.

In this sense, communication in the international tourism

space ceases to be a mere promotional tool. It becomes a

mechanism for restoring trust and legitimacy, and for enhanc-

ing the attractiveness of a tourist destination.

Regarding the sixth strategic direction—partner financ-

ing and the piloting of innovations—based on a combination

of donor grants, investment mechanisms, and local initia-

tives. In particular, donor and investment pilot projects serve

to test new models of cooperation and to scale up successful

practices, expanding the boundaries of individual resource

capabilities of destinations.

Finally, an important strategic direction is the partner-

ship and multi-level nature of governance, combining the

efforts of local communities, tourism businesses, public or-

ganizations, state institutions, and donors/investors. Its role

is focused on network models of cooperation that can com-

pensate for individual actors’ limited resources and expand

collective development opportunities within the tourist desti-

nation.

The above-mentioned main strategic directions require

appropriate mechanisms for implementing and managing

relations among local communities, tourism businesses, and

stakeholders. Public-private partnerships, intersectoral co-

ordination platforms, and joint financing instruments that

allow for the combination of formal and informal governance

mechanisms play an important role in this.

The result is a long-term impact, manifested in the

37



Eco-Tourism and Sustainable Development | Volume 02 | Issue 02 | September 2026

formation of an adaptive tourism system capable of respond-

ing to environmental and social shocks, supporting sustain-

able livelihoods, and preserving natural and cultural heritage.

Thus, sustainable tourism is transformed from a vulnerable

sector into a strategic tool for restoring territories and enhanc-

ing the eco-resilience of tourist destinations. At the same

time, the formed adaptive tourism system is not homoge-

neous in its manifestations and implementation tools. De-

pending on the degree of crisis impact, environmental losses,

the level of physical access to territories, and the institutional

capacity of local communities, strategic approaches to the

sustainable development of tourist destinations may differ

significantly. In this sense, it is appropriate to consider the

typification of sustainable tourism development strategies,

presented on the academic plane (Figure 4). This typifica-

tion provides an analytical basis for selecting appropriate

strategic solutions and enables integrating adaptive tourism

approaches into general strategies for the development of

territorial communities and urban spaces. The proposed ty-

pology should be interpreted as an analytical framework

reflecting patterns identified in expert narratives, rather than

a definitive classification applicable at the national level.

Figure 4. Typology of sustainable tourism development strategies in crisis-affected destinations.

Source: Systematized by Sonuç [16], Hoskins [21], Damiasih [32].

Figure 4 presents a typology of sustainable tourism

development strategies in crisis-affected destinations, based

on the levels of environmental, financial, and social losses,

as well as the physical accessibility of the territories. The

proposed matrix illustrates that the choice of a strategic ap-

proach is not universal, but is determined by a combination

of spatial, environmental, and institutional conditions of the

functioning of tourist destinations.

Thus, in the quadrant with high losses and limited phys-

ical access, a strategy of survival and symbolic presence is

emerging, based on diversification (protective) growth and

the elimination of physical risks. The main tools of this

strategy are digital memory, virtual tours, memorial and

educational tourism formats, and strategic communication

without the physical presence of visitors. Examples include

digital ecological and cultural heritage projects in areas with

complete or prolonged inaccessibility.

In conditions of high losses but renewable access, an

adaptive, community-oriented strategy prevails, combining

related diversification and concentrated growth. Here, lo-

cal communities, volunteer initiatives, pilot tourist routes,

eco-revitalization programs, and donor projects supporting

community-based tourism play a key role. At the same time,

diversification growth in sustainable tourism involves ex-

panding the destination’s tourism functions through activities

that build on existing natural, cultural, and social resources.

This approach allows preserving the territory’s tourist iden-

tity while adapting tourist products to new conditions and

constraints.

In the quadrant with relatively low losses and limited

or controlled access, a controlled recovery strategy is imple-

mented, which is based mainly on integrated growth “up-

wards” and concentrated development. In particular, inte-

grated growth “upwards” in sustainable tourism strategies

involves greater control over the development of the tourism

product and the destination’s resource base. This approach

includes the management of natural areas, route planning, de-

termination of permissible tourist load, and the establishment
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of environmental responsibility standards. In crisis condi-

tions, integration “upwards” helps avoid chaotic tourism

recovery, reduce environmental risks, and ensure the consis-

tency of tourism activities with the goals of territory recovery.

The tools of the controlled recovery strategy are the phased

opening of territories, regulation of tourist load, access man-

agement, scientific and educational tourism, and enhanced

environmental monitoring. This approach helps you avoid

premature commercialization and preserve the destination’s

ecological balance.

Finally, in the low-loss and full physical access quad-

rant, a sustainable integrated growth strategy is being devel-

oped that combines concentrated and integrated growth (both

“up” and “down”). In this case, it is possible to implement

integrated destination development strategies, vertically in-

tegrate tourism value chains, develop sustainable tourism

products, and institutionalize partnerships between commu-

nities, businesses, and government institutions.

Thus, the proposed typology of sustainable tourism

development strategies provides a conceptual framework

for selecting appropriate recovery models in crisis-affected

destinations. At the same time, its practical application re-

quires spatial specification that takes into account Ukraine’s

tourist zoning, the differing scales of environmental losses,

and the functional roles of individual territories. Therefore,

the next step is to analyze the directions of post-war recov-

ery for eco-destinations in Ukraine by tourist region. Table

8 systematizes the key environmental challenges, strategic

recovery priorities, and generalized expert recommendations

for individual crisis-affected destinations, enabling the inte-

gration of conceptual strategies with practical solutions at

the regional and territorial community levels.

Table 8. Directions for the post-war restoration of eco-destinations of Ukraine according to tourist regions.

Tourist

Region

Crisis-Affected

Destination

Major

Environmental

Losses

Dominant

Type of

Strategy

Key Areas of

Post-War Recovery

Generalized Expert

Recommendations

Dnipro–

Dnister

Kakhovka

Reservoir &

Lower Dnipro

Region

Loss of reservoir,

degradation of

aquatic and coastal

ecosystems

Survival

strategy and

symbolic

presence

Formation of new

natural landscapes;

eco-educational and

memorial formats;

digital heritage

Abandon business as

usual; develop digital

and educational formats

to restore security

Azov–Black

Sea

Azov Sea Coast

(Mariupol–

Berdyansk)

Coastal destruction,

pollution of marine

ecosystems

Adaptive

community-

based strategy

Community-based

coastal projects;

eco-rehabilitation; pilot

tourist zones

Start with small local

initiatives; avoid mass

tourism in the early

stages

Eastern

(Donbas)

Donbas Natural

Parks and

Steppe

Reserves

Mining, fires,

fragmentation of

protected areas

Controlled

recovery

strategy

Demining; scientific

and educational

tourism; access control

Tourism is only

possible after

environmental and

safety certification

Northern

(Polissia)

Chornobyl

Exclusion Zone

Radiation

contamination,

restricted access

Survival

strategy and

symbolic

presence

Memorial and scientific

tourism; digital

interpretations

Limit

commercialization;

strengthen educational

and symbolic function

Carpathian

Carpathian

Eco-tourism

Regions

Local

environmental

losses, climate risks

Sustainable

integrated

growth strategy

Ecotourism; load

shedding; community

support

Use the Carpathians as

a model of

eco-sustainable tourism

for other regions

Source: Compiled by the authors based on Figure 4 and the results of a survey of experts.

Spatial differences in tourism regions, the scale of eco-

logical losses, the level of physical access, and the institu-

tional capacity of local communities shape distinct recovery

trajectories and determine the appropriateness of applying in-

dividual strategic models. The analysis shows that in regions

with high levels of ecological degradation and long-term

access restrictions, survival and symbolic presence strategies

dominate, in which tourism primarily serves educational,

memorial, and communication functions. In such cases, dig-

ital tools, virtual formats, and the preservation of ecological
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memory become key mechanisms for supporting destina-

tions’ tourist identity in the absence of visitors’ physical

presence.

At the same time, areas with renewable access and sig-

nificant but not critical losses are characterized by the devel-

opment of adaptive community-based strategies that combine

eco-revitalization, volunteer initiatives, and pilot tourism prod-

ucts. It is these regions that demonstrate the highest potential

for building local resilience and sustainable livelihoods through

small, flexible, and socially embedded forms of tourism.

Regions with relatively intact ecosystems but with a

need for access control are focusing on controlled restoration

strategies based on integrative growth “upwards”, regulation

of tourist flows, and gradual opening of territories. Such

approaches help avoid premature commercialization and

maintain a balance between ecological security and tourist

development.

Overall, the results of Table 8 support the research hy-

pothesis that restoring sustainable tourism in crisis-affected

destinations requires rethinking traditional development

models and shifting the emphasis from infrastructure growth

to strategic communication, community participation, and

digital support for tourism identity. Thus, tourism in post-

crisis regions is transformed from an industry of space con-

sumption into a tool for socio-ecological stabilization and

long-term restoration of territories.

Overall, the analytical framework presented above in

Figures 2 and 3, as well as in Tables 7 and 8, provides a vec-

tor for further development of scenarios and for integrating

tourism strategies into broader strategies for the restoration

of territorial communities and urban spaces.

We will model possible trajectories of tourism destina-

tion development in the post-war period under conditions of

high uncertainty (Table 9).

Table 9. Scenarios for the restoration of sustainable tourism in crisis-affected destinations in Ukraine.

Scenario
Key Assumptions

(Experts)

Dominant

Strategies

(According to

Figure 4)

Priority

Regions/Destinations

Main Implementation

Tools
Tourism Function

Optimistic

scenario

End of the active phase of

the war; stabilization of

security; restoration of

access to the territories

within 2–3 years

(according to expert

estimates)

Sustainable

integrated growth

strategy; controlled

recovery strategy

All tourist regions,

including the southern

and eastern ones after

de-occupation

Integrated spatial

planning; top-down and

bottom-up integration;

public-private

partnerships; congestion

management

Tourism as a driver

of socio-economic

development and

eco-sustainability

Compromise

scenario

Prolonged instability;

local “windows of

security”; uneven

recovery of territories

Adaptive

community-based

strategy; controlled

recovery strategy

Part of the southern

and eastern regions;

renewable destinations;

local communities

Community-based

eco-revitalization; related

diversification; hybrid

(online–offline) formats;

donor pilot projects

Tourism as a tool for

local sustainability,

social cohesion and

livelihood support

Pessimistic

scenario

Prolonged war; high

security risks; limited

access to significant areas

Survival strategy

and symbolic

presence

Carpathian tourist

region; Central

urban-cultural region;

part of the Polesie

region (excluding

border regions)

Defensive diversification;

domestic tourism; digital

memory; virtual and

memorial formats

Tourism as a

socio-psychological,

symbolic and

communication

function

Source: Compiled by the authors based on Figure 4, Table 8 and the results of a survey of experts.

At the same time, the proposed scenarios should be con-

sidered not as forecasts but as analytical constructs that re-

flect alternative combinations of security, environmental, in-

stitutional, and social factors affecting the restoration of sus-

tainable tourism in Ukraine. These scenarios are exploratory

and interpretive in nature and should be understood as ana-

lytically informed propositions derived from expert insights,

rather than generalizable national-level predictions.

The scenarios presented in Table 9 reflect possible

trajectories for the recovery of sustainable tourism in crisis-

affected destinations in Ukraine, depending on the duration

of hostilities, the level of security risks, and the pace of

ecological and institutional recovery. They are based on

a combination of conceptual strategies, spatial analysis re-

sults, and generalized expert assessments obtained through

semi-structured interviews.
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Thus, the optimistic scenario assumes the end of the

war’s active phase in the short and medium term and the

creation of conditions for the gradual restoration of access

to most tourist areas. According to experts, if the security

situation stabilizes and targeted state and donor support is

provided, the basic ecological and tourist recovery of the

crisis-affected regions can be achieved within 2–3 years.

This scenario is dominated by a strategy of sustainable inte-

grated growth, supplemented by mechanisms of controlled

recovery. Tourism gradually returns to its economic func-

tion, is integrated into the general development strategies

of territorial communities, and acts as a tool for long-term

socio-ecological recovery.

The pessimistic scenario is based on the assumption

of prolonged military instability and the continued high risk

across a significant part of the territories. In this case, the

priority remains measures to demine, eliminate the conse-

quences of missile and drone attacks, restore basic infrastruc-

ture, and minimize environmental threats. Tourism activity

in this scenario is limited to relatively safe regions, in partic-

ular the Carpathian tourist region, the Central urban-cultural

tourist region, and parts of the Northern (Polish) tourist re-

gion, except for border areas with a higher risk. The strategy

of survival and symbolic presence becomes dominant, in

which tourism primarily serves social, psychological, and

communication functions, supporting domestic tourism and

preserving the country’s tourist identity.

The compromise scenario, which experts consider the

most likely, combines elements of limited access, uneven

territorial recovery, and a high role for local communities in

supporting tourism activity. In this scenario, the war may

continue in the form of protracted instability, but with local

“windows of safety” that allow the launch of pilot recovery

projects. Tourism develops through adaptive, community-

oriented strategies, the diversification of tourism products,

and hybrid formats (a combination of physical and digital

presence). The main emphasis is not on rapid economic

growth, but on building local resilience, supporting sustain-

able livelihoods, and gradually restoring trust in destinations.

Thus, the scenario analysis shows that sustainable

tourism in post-war conditions can perform different func-

tions: from an economic driver of recovery to a tool for

socio-ecological stabilization and symbolic support of iden-

tity. The transition between scenarios is dynamic and de-

pends on external factors, which emphasizes the need for

flexible strategies and adaptive management of tourist desti-

nations.

Overall, the study confirms the further development of

the discussion field and identifies the need for adaptive, multi-

level sustainable tourism strategies integrated into broader

strategies for the restoration of territorial communities and

urban spaces.

4. Discussion

The interpretation of the results obtained in this work

is based on an interdisciplinary combination of scientific ap-

proaches to sustainable tourism, heritage research as a prac-

tice of creating the future, concepts of ecological degradation

as a global risk, theories of stakeholder crisis communication,

as well as community-based management and co-creation.

Such a theoretical synthesis allows us to consider sustainable

tourism in crisis-affected destinations not as an industry that

recovers linearly, but as a complex socio-ecological system

in which material, symbolic, and communicative processes

are interconnected.

The findings of this study can be further interpreted

within broader theoretical frameworks of tourism geogra-

phy, destination resilience, and heritage management. From

a tourism geography perspective, the results illustrate pro-

cesses of spatial disruption, fragmentation of tourism net-

works, and the emergence of “inaccessible” or “symbolically

altered” destinations. In terms of destination resilience, the

study highlights the shift from recovery as restoration to

recovery as adaptation, where tourism systems reorganize

under conditions of uncertainty rather than return to pre-

crisis states. From a heritage management perspective, the

findings emphasize that both natural and cultural heritage

function not only as physical assets but also as carriers of

meaning, identity, and collective memory, which require

preservation through both material and digital mechanisms

in crisis contexts.

The role of digital memory identified in this study can

also be interpreted as an adaptive mechanism that emerges

in response to the threat of physical heritage loss in crisis-

affected destinations. In contexts where environmental degra-

dation, destruction of infrastructure, and security constraints

limit the possibility of physical conservation, digital memory
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practices provide an alternative pathway for preserving and

communicating the value of natural and cultural heritage.

This perspective aligns with contemporary approaches

in cultural heritage management [20, 35–40], which emphasize

the integration of physical, natural, and geological heritage

into broader processes of local development and circular

economy. Within such frameworks, heritage is not treated

solely as a static object of preservation, but as a dynamic

resource that can be reinterpreted, digitized, and reintegrated

into socio-economic systems.

In situations where the balance between use and preser-

vation of heritage cannot be maintained due to crisis con-

ditions, digital memory offers an alternative axis of con-

servation and utilization. It enables destinations to sustain

their symbolic presence, maintain continuity of identity, and

support tourism functions even in the absence of physical

accessibility. Thus, digital memory should be understood not

as a supplementary tool, but as a core component of adaptive

and resilience-oriented tourism strategies.

Additionally, the results can be interpreted through the

lens of adaptive governance and socio-ecological resilience.

From this perspective, tourism destinations in crisis con-

texts function as complex adaptive systems, where recovery

depends not only on restoring physical resources but also

on the capacity to reorganize governance structures, recon-

figure stakeholder interactions, and adapt communication

practices. This aligns with resilience-oriented approaches in

tourism studies, which emphasize flexibility, learning, and

multi-level coordination as key conditions for sustainable

recovery [40].

The findings also highlight that the effectiveness of sus-

tainable tourism recovery in crisis-affected destinations criti-

cally depends on the level of coordination among key stake-

holder groups, including public authorities, private-sector

actors, local communities, and civil society organizations.

Insufficient coordination among these actors can substan-

tially undermine recovery processes, leading to fragmented

initiatives, duplication of efforts, and inefficient use of lim-

ited resources. This finding is consistent with destination

management literature, which emphasizes the importance of

integrated governance and multi-stakeholder collaboration

as core conditions for sustainability.

In crisis contexts, this coordination challenge becomes

even more pronounced, as tourism systems operate under

conditions of uncertainty, resource scarcity, and institutional

disruption. Weak alignment between local communities, pub-

lic institutions, and knowledge actors (including academic

and knowledge institutions) limits the capacity to design

and implement coherent recovery strategies. This reinforces

the need for participatory governance models, where stake-

holders are actively involved in spatial planning, decision-

making, and the co-creation of recovery pathways.

In the context of globalization and increasing expo-

sure to multiple forms of crisis affecting the sustainable

development of tourist destinations, there is a need to re-

think classical approaches to management. Thus, classical

approaches to sustainable tourism emphasize the balance

between economic, environmental, and social development

goals [9, 14, 41]. However, the literature [17, 42] and the results of

this study indicate that, in conditions of large-scale environ-

mental degradation and infrastructure disruption, these basic

assumptions need to be expanded. Environmental degrada-

tion is not only a local problem of individual destinations but

also a manifestation of global risk that simultaneously affects

security, management capabilities, and the symbolic repre-

sentation of territories. In this sense, sustainable tourism

ceases to be exclusively a development tool and is trans-

formed into amechanism of systemic adaptation to prolonged

uncertainty—and this, among other things, is confirmed by

scientific sources [26, 29, 40].

An important element in interpreting the hypothe-

sis is the approach to heritage as a dynamic practice of

future-making, rather than merely an object of preservation.

This perspective extends the discussion on the limitations

of purely technological approaches in sustainable tourism.

While virtual tools can support tourist presence during crises,

they cannot fully substitute for embodied interaction with

natural and cultural landscapes. This aligns with critical

perspectives in the literature that caution against excessive

digitalization of heritage in the absence of parallel ecologi-

cal and social recovery [9, 11, 20]. At the same time, through

digital memory, virtual reconstructions, and narrative prac-

tices, heritage retains its capacity to shape destination image

and sustain its presence in tourism discourse, in line with

contemporary approaches to heritage futures [21, 25]. Cultural

heritage preservation also operates as a socio-symbolic re-

covery mechanism, reinforcing identity continuity and col-

lective memory in communities affected by displacement
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and environmental trauma. International heritage protection

principles further emphasize that safeguarding cultural as-

sets contributes to rebuilding social cohesion and restoring

collective belonging in post-conflict societies. In this sense,

digital memory in sustainable tourism should be understood

as a complementary, rather than autonomous, recovery mech-

anism.

In this context, digital memory should not be reduced

to a set of technological tools (e.g., virtual tours or digital

archives), but rather conceptualized as a socio-cultural and

communicative process through which meanings, identities,

and narratives of place are preserved, reconstructed, and

strategically communicated under conditions of disruption.

Digital memory operates as a mechanism of symbolic con-

tinuity, enabling destinations to maintain their presence in

collective perception even when physical access is restricted

or impossible. It supports the reconstruction of destination

identity, mediates between past and present representations

of place, and contributes to restoring trust through commu-

nication practices. Thus, digital memory becomes an inte-

gral component of destination recovery, linking ecological

restoration with narrative reconstruction, stakeholder com-

munication, and the reconfiguration of destination meaning.

In this regard, the role of stakeholders as communica-

tors in crisis contexts becomes particularly important. The

results of the study confirm that local communities, public

organizations, local authorities, and tourism businesses per-

form not only managerial and economic functions but also

key communicative roles in crisis and recovery processes.

They shape narratives of safety, responsibility, and future

development, which are critical for maintaining trust in desti-

nations during periods of limited access. This interpretation

is consistent with approaches that consider stakeholders as

central actors in disaster communication [36–39]. Within this

study, decentralized stakeholder functions ensure the conti-

nuity of tourism communication under conditions of disrup-

tion, combining environmental responsibility, local identity,

and ethical principles of recovery. This extends classical

stakeholder management models by integrating them into

the frameworks of crisis and strategic tourism communica-

tion. This perspective is consistent with established crisis

communication frameworks, which emphasize transparency,

trust-building, and stakeholder engagement as central compo-

nents of effective communication in situations of uncertainty

and risk.

It should be noted that the recovery roadmaps proposed

in this study can also be interpreted in light of recent develop-

ments in tourism crisis research. Recent studies [18, 20, 33, 42]

emphasize that tourism destinations affected by systemic

shocks need to move from reactive approaches to crisis man-

agement to more proactive and adaptive management models.

Rather than focusing exclusively on short-term recovery and

restoration, such approaches prioritize proactive planning,

flexibility, and the ability to respond to ongoing uncertainty.

In this context, the findings of this study support the

view that sustainable tourism recovery requires not only re-

building physical assets but also reconfiguring governance

structures, stakeholder interactions, and strategic planning

processes. The proposed recovery pathways reflect a shift

toward adaptive and resilience-oriented models, where des-

tinations continuously adjust to changing conditions rather

than attempt to return to pre-crisis states. This perspective

aligns with recent literature on crisis tourism and contributes

to a deeper conceptual understanding of post-crisis destina-

tion transformation.

Finally, the study’s results highlight the importance of

community-based governance and co-creation as key mech-

anisms for sustainable tourism recovery. Unlike centralized

reconstruction models that often ignore local context and

social connections, community-based approaches integrate

ecological recovery with local resilience building, livelihood

support, and tourism identity [12, 34, 35, 43]. It is in this synergy

of strategic communication, digital memory, and community

participation that the research hypothesis finds its conceptual

validation. This allows for a rethinking of community-based

tourism not only as a model for local development, but also

as a mechanism for the survival of tourism systems in periods

of prolonged uncertainty.

In summary, the study’s results not only confirm previ-

ous scientific work but also offer an expanded interpretation

of sustainable tourism for crisis-affected destinations. They

demonstrate that sustainability in such conditions is achieved

through a combination of ecological restoration, community-

based management, and strategic communication, enabling

a departure from classical models of tourism destination de-

velopment.

Although the study’s results allowed us to conceptu-

alize the mechanisms of sustainable tourism recovery in
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crisis-affected destinations and to propose a typology of de-

velopment strategies and scenarios, the work has several

limitations that must be taken into account when interpreting

the findings. First of all, the study is based on a qualitative

design and semi-structured interviews with experts, which

provide depth of analysis and contextual understanding of

recovery processes but limit the possibility of quantitative

verification and statistical generalization of the results. In

this sense, the conclusions of the work should be analytically

extrapolated to crisis destinations with similar characteristics,

rather than being universal for all tourism systems.

An additional research limitation is the dynamism and

variability of Ukraine’s crisis environment, where uncer-

tainty affects the timeline of the war and the unpredictability

of further damage. Thus, the security situation, accessibil-

ity of territories, the state of ecosystems, as well as institu-

tional and financial possibilities for recovery, change faster

than they can be recorded within a single empirical section.

In this regard, the proposed recovery scenarios should not

be interpreted as prognostic models but rather as analytical

frameworks that help us understand possible trajectories of

sustainable tourism development under conditions of uncer-

tainty. At the same time, this instability underscores the

relevance of adaptive strategies and the scenario approach,

which have become central to the study. Another significant

limitation is the fragmentation and limited availability of

environmental data on pollution levels, the consequences

of artificial destruction, mine risk, and the degradation of

natural areas in several regions of Ukraine. This creates

informational “blind spots” and complicates the accurate

quantitative assessment of ecological losses and recovery

rates. Accordingly, in the work, ecological degradation is

primarily considered a systemic factor in disrupting tourism

ecosystems and management processes. In contrast, a de-

tailed ecological assessment requires additional interdisci-

plinary research, including ecological monitoring and spatial

analysis.

Accordingly, the proposed typologies and scenarios

should be interpreted as context-sensitive analytical con-

structs rather than universally generalizable models.

In addition, the empirical part of the study focuses

mainly on the expert level, including representatives of gov-

ernment, tourism businesses, public organizations, and ini-

tiatives. This focus allowed us to analyze the strategic and

managerial aspects of recovery, but, to a lesser extent, it

also reflected the perspectives of broader groups of residents

and tourists. This limits the possibility of a complete recon-

struction of visitors’ risk perceptions, trust, and motivations,

especially in the context of reputational shocks and informa-

tion uncertainty. At the same time, the choice of an expert

approach was justified by the fact that these actors play a

key role in shaping strategies, directions, and mechanisms

for the recovery of sustainable tourism.

Given these limitations, directions for future research

are outlined. The use of mixed methods that combine qual-

itative interviews with quantitative surveys of tourists and

residents, as well as the analysis of digital traces in social

media and tourism platforms to measure trust, reputational

effects, and changes in tourism demand, is promising. It

is advisable to pay special attention to comparative interna-

tional studies of crisis and post-conflict destinations, which

will allow us to test the transferability of the proposed con-

ceptual framework and expand its application beyond the

Ukrainian context. Further research is also needed on the role

of digital memory and virtual reconstruction as components

of tourism recovery infrastructure, particularly to assess the

effectiveness of various digital formats in supporting tourism

identity, building trust, and attracting investment and donor

resources. In addition, an important direction is the analysis

of mechanisms of multi-level governance and public-private

partnership in the restoration of sustainable tourism, includ-

ing issues of transparency, co-financing, and participation of

local communities in strategic decision-making.

Overall, these limitations do not diminish the signifi-

cance of the research findings but rather highlight the com-

plexity and multidimensionality of sustainable tourism recov-

ery in crisis conditions. The proposed approaches, scenarios,

and conceptual framework can serve as the basis for further

empirically expanded and interdisciplinary research aimed at

developing adaptive tourism systems in crisis and post-crisis

environments.

5. Conclusions

The modern world demonstrates fragility, nonlinearity,

unpredictability, and cruelty in socio-economic, political,

and environmental spheres. In such conditions, the concept

of sustainable development loses its meaning as a stable
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formula capable of ensuring balanced viability of systems.

The situation is further aggravated by artificial accidents,

destruction of hydraulic and energy infrastructures, loss of

biodiversity, pollution of soils and water resources (some-

times non-renewable), degradation of landscapes, and loss

of nature conservation and tourist areas caused by armed

conflicts.

Thus, the philosophy of sustainable tourism, as a sys-

tem based on the balanced use of natural resources, the preser-

vation of ecosystems and the long-term ability of tourist

destinations to maintain economic, social and environmen-

tal balance, the creation of a safe and predictable space for

the formation of tourist experience, requires a fundamental

rethinking in terms of understanding its essence and the abil-

ity to analyze, assess, neutralize and predict the impact of

challenges and crisis phenomena, respond and adapt to risks.

The authors prove that ecological degradation in crisis

destinations acts as a systemic destabilizing factor, acquires

the effect of a constant threat, acts not only as a physical

barrier, but also as a reputational shock, which necessitates a

rethinking of approaches to the sustainable development of

tourist destinations—from an orientation towards preserving

stable ecosystems to models capable of functioning in con-

ditions of prolonged environmental uncertainty and limited

physical access, and a loss of trust in safety for many years.

Having assessed the scale and consequences of the im-

pact of military actions on crisis tourist destinations, the

authors propose interpreting the eco-degradation of Ukraine

not as a local problem but as a national structural transforma-

tion of tourism systems, with a multiplicative and systemic

nature in time and space.

In addition to ecosystem destruction, the authors fo-

cus on institutional and informational degradation in crisis

tourist destinations, recognizing them as the most critical

yet least visible consequences of the ecological crisis. Thus,

it is proven that tourist destinations are forced to function

in a mode of constant ecological and security uncertainty.

In this sense, ecological degradation appears not only as a

limitation to sustainable tourism but also as a catalyst for the

transition to adaptive, digitally supported, and risk-oriented

models of tourism development in crisis-survival mode.

The article examines the types of losses of natural her-

itage and eco-attractions in crisis destinations, which are

grouped into: a) physical losses (complete or partial de-

struction of a natural object or ecosystem) in the form of

landscape destruction, fire, flood, mining of territories, con-

tamination of soils and water resources, which make it im-

possible to restore the tourist function without long-term

ecological restoration; b) functional losses (a natural object

is physically preserved, but loses the ability to perform a

tourist function) in the form of access restrictions due to

security risks, lack of infrastructure, lack of environmental

monitoring, legal restrictions or the inability to guarantee

the safety of visitors; c) symbolic losses (affecting tourist

memory, the destination brand and the level of trust on the

part of potential visitors) associated with the transformation

of the perception of natural heritage in the collective tourist

imagination.

It has been proven that different types of losses in eco-

attractions cumulatively affect the functioning of sustainable

tourism, and that recovery in crisis destinations cannot be lim-

ited solely to the ecological restoration of natural resources.

Strategic communication and the involvement of local com-

munities as carriers of destinations’ knowledge, memory,

and identity are of key importance. In this context, state

initiatives to digitize natural and cultural heritage serve not

only as preservation tools but also as an important element

of anti-crisis tourism management.

The article substantiates the importance of high-quality

interaction between stakeholders (territorial communities,

tourism business entities, public and volunteer organizations,

digital projects, influencers and content creators, donor and

grant projects) in the framework of the formation of a com-

municative ecosystem in crisis destinations.

The results confirm that the developed conceptual

model of community-oriented eco-revitalization of tourist

destinations is a system-forming element of sustainable

tourism development, providing a connection between eco-

logical recovery, social cohesion, and economic viability, and

is grounded in local knowledge, social capital, and commu-

nities’ ability to adapt to prolonged uncertainty. Thus, such

a model lays the groundwork for transitioning from reac-

tive anti-crisis measures to long-term models of sustainable

tourism recovery.

The analysis of empirical materials and the conceptual

model shows that in crisis conditions, sustainable tourism

is increasingly transforming from a physical conservation

model to an adaptive eco-resilience model, which assumes
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the ability of a destination to maintain the viability of tourism

functions in conditions of environmental loss, uncertainty,

and limited access, combining ecological restoration with

communication, digital and community mechanisms of re-

covery. In this logic, the key is not only the protection or

restoration of material natural objects, but also the ability of

tourism systems to adapt to losses, uncertainty, and limited

access to ecological attractions.

The proposed roadmap for the development of eco-

sustainability in tourist destinations demonstrates that the

restoration of sustainable tourism in crisis conditions is a

multi-level, phased transformation of the tourism ecosys-

tem, in which ecological, social, economic, and communi-

cation components interact in a mode of constant adapta-

tion. Eco-revitalization has the greatest effect when imple-

mented as a community practice rather than an externally

imposed project, since such narratives lay the foundation

for trust among local communities, businesses, and visitors.

In this context, state institutions serve as a stabilizing force,

while local communities develop eco-revitalization projects

in tourism and adaptive strategies for sustainable develop-

ment.

The proposed algorithm for forming a strategy for the

development of sustainable tourism and the restoration of

eco-sustainability of tourist destinations provides for the fol-

lowing strategic directions: 1) community-oriented manage-

ment as social capital; 2) ecological adaptation as the basis of

tourist safety; 3) diversification of tourist models and prod-

ucts as the basis of tourist attractiveness; 4) digital memory

and strategic communication as tools for restoring trust and

forming responsible tourist demand; 5) partner financing and

piloting innovations as the basis of the resource capabilities

of destinations; 6) reputation management as a mechanism

for restoring trust, legitimacy and targeting the attractiveness

of a tourist destination; 7) partner and multi-level governance

as the basis of network models of cooperation and develop-

ment opportunities. Thus, sustainable tourism is transformed

from a vulnerable industry into a strategic tool for restoring

territories and strengthening the eco-sustainability of tourist

destinations.

The above-mentioned main strategic directions require

appropriate mechanisms for implementing and managing

relations among local communities, tourism businesses, and

stakeholders. Public-private partnerships, intersectoral co-

ordination platforms, and joint financing instruments that

allow the combination of formal and informal governance

mechanisms play an important role in this.

The proposed matrix for typifying sustainable tourism

development strategies creates a conceptual framework for

selecting adequate recovery models in crisis-affected desti-

nations depending on the level of environmental, financial

and social losses, as well as the physical accessibility of ter-

ritories, illustrates that the choice of a strategic approach is

not universal, but is determined by a combination of spatial,

environmental and institutional conditions for the function-

ing of tourist destinations, and also offers an appropriate set

of tools for their implementation.

Based on the systematization of key environmental

challenges, strategic recovery priorities, and generalized ex-

pert recommendations for individual crisis-affected destina-

tions in Ukraine, trajectories of post-war recovery for eco-

destinations were proposed, along with a recommended set

of individual strategic models that allow combining concep-

tual strategies with practical solutions at the regional and

territorial community levels. Thus, tourism in post-crisis re-

gions is transformed from an industry of space consumption

into a tool for socio-ecological stabilization and long-term

recovery of territories.

Ukraine’s ecological assets form a holistic and strategi-

cally important system for sustainable tourism, biodiversity

protection, and post-crisis green growth. In this regard, the

authors modeled possible scenarios (optimistic, compromise,

pessimistic) for the development of tourist destinations in

the post-war period under conditions of high uncertainty,

depending on the duration of hostilities, the level of security

risks, and the pace of ecological and institutional recovery.

The proposed model not only explains the mecha-

nisms of the current recovery of tourism destinations but

also lays the groundwork for further research into adap-

tive, community-oriented strategies for diversifying tourism

products and hybrid formats (a combination of physical and

digital presence) that can operate in conditions of prolonged

environmental and social uncertainty. The proposed sce-

narios are not considered forecasts, but rather analytical

constructs that reflect alternative combinations of security,

environmental, institutional, and social factors, integrated

into broader strategies for the recovery of territorial commu-

nities and urban spaces that affect the recovery of sustainable

46



Eco-Tourism and Sustainable Development | Volume 02 | Issue 02 | September 2026

tourism.
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