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Semantics
 Natural area visitation as basic social-ecological system.

 Local visitors (outdoor recreationists).

 Non-local visitors (nature-based tourists)…

 …who may hire a local firm (tour operator) when 

accessing natural area.

Local community



System
 Perhaps some NB tourists become local residents through 

amenity migration.

 Perhaps more tourists arrive.

Local community



Focus Areas

 One perspective on the evolution of focus areas over time

 Recent focus areas often build on historical seeds.

 And there is complementarity across focus areas.

 Do these focus areas provide useful lenses for:

 Understanding, developing, and managing natural 

experiences?

 Conveying the benefits of visitation (and natural areas) to key 

audiences?



Focus Areas
 Classic focus – sustaining experiential and ecological 

quality.

Experience (social)

Ecology (resource)



Focus Areas
 Effects on local economies and (sometimes) other 

community aspects.

Experience (social)

Ecology (resource)

Expenditure

Other local community effects



Focus Areas
 Recent interest in ensuring visitation by youth, under-

represented groups, and other targeted groups.

Experience (social)

Ecology (resource)

Expenditure

Other community effects

Expanding 

participation



Focus Areas
 Physical and mental health. Combines benefit of leisure, 

exercise, and nature.

Experience (social)

Ecology (resource)

Expenditure

Other community effects

Expanding 

participation

Health and wellness



Focus Areas
 These effects embraced by Healthy Parks Healthy People 

programs (Parks Victoria, Australia; 2010 HPHP Congress) 

and applications by various agencies.

Experience (social)

Ecology (resource)

Expenditure

Other community effects

Expanding 

participation

Health and wellness



Focus Areas
 Extend health and wellness to well-being and resilience…

 A combination of previous focus and new considerations.

Experience (social)

Ecology (resource)

Expenditure

Other community effects

Expanding 

participation

Health and wellness

Well-being

Resilience



Well-being
 Two strands to well-being beyond Healthy Parks Healthy 

People.

 Millennium Ecosystem Assessment and field of ecosystem 

services – the benefits that flow from nature to people.

 “Human well-being” is the focus, with broad conception.

 HWB: includes basic material 

for a good life, freedom and 

choice, health, good social 

relations, security, etc.



Well-being
 Well-being measures implemented in Healthy Parks 

Healthy People programs often consistent with this broad 

conception (e.g., Bryce et al. 2016; Dallimer et al. 2014; 

Puhakka, Pitkänen, and Siikamäki 2017).

 Finnish program includes HPHP measures in on-site and 

follow up internet surveys.  Sample results, Urho

Kekkonen National Park.

 Strong perceptions that visits increased social, 

psychological and physical well-being.



Well-being
 Such results enter 

reports and perhaps are 

read by decision makers 

in natural area (and 

public health?) agencies.

 How reach a broader 

audience – decision 

makers beyond these 

agencies?

 Will integration in 

national indicator sets 

help?

 UK ONS example.

 Headline measures.



Well-being
Invest in parks to sustain 

these SWB improvements

Demonstrate that 

“happiness yesterday” 

higher in natural areas

Achieve coverage of 

natural area visitation’s 

contribution in bulletin? Goal – exposure of 

natural area visit 

outcomes to 

additional sets of 

eyes.



Well-being
 Leads to second (broader societal) interest in well-being, 

including subjective well-being.  Often seen as complement 

to gross domestic product in measuring progress.



Well-being
 Subjective well-being (SWB) is a sub-set of well-being 

measures that reflects how people experience and 

evaluate their lives and specific domains within those lives 

(US National Research Council 2013).

 OECD (2013), Annex A, provides sample question items.  

Categories include:

 evaluative – satisfaction with life overall and life domains 

(e.g., financial, social, recreation)

 eudaimonic – flourishing, sense of purpose

 experienced – affect, emotion, happiness



SWB + Natural Area Visitation
 Natural area visitation involves leisure, exercise, and 

nature interaction, so positive SWB effect is expected.

 Cross-sectional and/or longitudinal analysis with secondary 

or primary data.

 Bertram and Rehdanz (2015) found urban green space in 

Berlin affected evaluative SWB, though non-linearly.

 Wolsko and Lindberg (2013) found that participation in 

appreciative outdoor recreation was positively correlated 

with eudaimonic and experienced SWB.

 MacKerron and Mourato (2013) used an 

experience sampling approach with Apple 

mobile devices (the Mappiness project).  

They found that experienced SWB in the 

UK was greater outdoors than indoors, 

greatest in marine / coastal environments.



Bend Example
 Different approach – local resident preference for 

community expansion in Bend.

 First, more about Bend…  Bordered by natural areas; many 

trail and other recreation / tourism opportunities.



Bend Example
 Bend has grown dramatically, partly due to amenity 

migration after past nature-based tourism experiences.

 Rapid growth generates diverse effects in the community –

and not everyone welcomes that level of growth. 

 Car stickers available on Amazon.com.



Bend Example
 2012-2013 resident survey focused on SWB and how it 

may be affected by future growth.

 “Contingent” SWB in response to vignettes involving 

growth and potential loss of recreation connectivity.

 Attribute levels change across presented vignettes (contact 

author for details).



Bend Example
 SWB decreases with loss of trail connectivity – amongst 

those who engage in outdoor recreation.

 Effect greater in recreation domain than life overall.

 Importance of inclusive public process.



Bend Example
 The Bend example is a reminder that tourism (and growth) 

can generate diverse effects within communities.

 SWB can be used to evaluate those effects, focused on 

residents as hosts not just as recreationists.  In-process 

survey in Oregon.

 Contingent SWB still an exploratory method…



Resilience
 Resilience in the social context (focus here):

 The ability of groups or communities to cope with external 

stresses and disturbances as a result of social, political and 

environmental change (Adger 2000:347).

 Distilled, and focused on communities:

 A community’s ability to thrive in the face of change (Steiner, 

Woolvin, and Skerratt 2016).

 Common component is adaptability.

 Resilience as a potentially useful lens.



Resilience
 Applied in diverse ways to many contexts, so helpful to 

define “of what, to what.”

 Focus here:

 Resilience of (rural) communities…

 to economic and demographic change.

 Not of ecosystems or visitor destinations.  Nor of 

individuals or households, though community-level effects 

often are paralleled at personal and family scales (e.g., 

social connections).

 Possibility of generalized resilience, with factors enhancing 

resilience to slow variables (e.g., economic and 

demographic change) also potentially enhancing resilience 

to fast variables (e.g., natural disasters and terrorism).



Community Resilience
 Norris et al. (2008:136) illustrate components and provide 

foundations for assessment.



Community Resilience
 Norris et al. (2008:136) illustrate components and provide 

foundations for assessment.



Community Resilience
 Norris et al. (2008:136) illustrate components and provide 

foundations for assessment.



Community Resilience
 Much conceptual discussion in the literature (e.g., Walker 

and Salt 2012), but empirical evaluation less common.

 That is present focus.  Difficult to assess community 

resilience directly, so often rely on secondary data 

potentially reflective of contributors identified by Norris et 

al. (2007) or others (e.g., Cutter, Ash, and Emrich 2014).

 Norway analysis basic, but relies on primary data.



Community Resilience
 Present focus on primary data evaluation of resilience 

contributors at the level of nature-based tourism firms.

 Contributors also at the level of visitors.  Examples.

 Enhancing creativity (Atchley, Strayer, Atchley 2012).

 Enhancing connections / social capital (Wolf, Stricker, 

Hagenloh 2015).

 Visit Finland notes bonding in the sauna and that more 

decisions are made in saunas than in meetings (sauna as a 

resilience tool?).

 In Bend, parallel is recreation –

relationships are created and 

strengthened on trails, on ski slopes, 

and on the river.

 Resident experiences in natural 

areas play important roles in 

community character and cohesion.
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Norway Example
 BIOTOUR project: 2017 nationwide firm survey (led by 

Stensland and Fossgard), interviews at three case study 

sites (Forbord et al. presentation).  Preliminary results.

 Nationally wealthy, but rural 

Norway faces stresses 

similar to those in other 

countries, including 

economic and demographic 

change (Sae-Khow, N., and 

P. K. J. Hasselberg.  2016). 



Norway Example
 Community

 Professional and personal networks / ties.

 Additional aspects, including identity and cohesion.

 Economy

 Not possible to assess contribution to sectoral diversity, as 

firms operate across regions with variable diversity.

 Job type diversity, potential livelihood diversity.

 Job creation, potential to 

reduce out-migration and/or 

increase in-migration, which 

may sustain human and social 

capital, as well as local 

facilities and services (link to 

community dimension).



Resilience – Relationships
 Business relationships.  List up to 3; average of 2 provided.



Resilience – Relationships
 But go beyond business connections.

 “To what degree do you agree with the following statements?”

 Strongest relationships reflect community contribution to tourism 

product.  Firm’s contribution to community also recognized.



Resilience – Employment
 Approximately 3 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees per 

firm, including respondent.  Most firms are small.

 Pros / cons across job type (full-time, part-time, seasonal).

 Part-time and seasonal jobs may be desirable for some 

employees, such as summer jobs for students or by providing 

livelihood diversity (occupational plurality) options for 

individuals and households (Alberts and Baldacchino 2017).

 However, full-time jobs may be 

best for improving net 

migration, and employee 

contribution to community 

(human and social capital, 

population basis for 

infrastructure, etc.).



Resilience – Employment

 Likewise, jobs for local employees may reduce out-

migration, but jobs for non-local employees may increase 

in-migration and associated diversity in human and social 

capital.



Norway Example

 Assessment of resilience and factors affecting it is complex 

and difficult.

 This (preliminary) analysis is a first step in empirical 

evaluation – but is limited in scope and relies on the 

perceptions of firm representatives.

 Also similar to past evaluations (e.g., jobs), but slightly 

different lens overall – and add relationship perspective.

 It also focuses on positive effects, while NBT may generate 

diverse (not always positive) effects.



Diverse Effects
 There are substantial concerns in some locations – about 

issues including loss of

 Tangibles, such as rental housing stock.

 Intangibles, such as community character and social 

interaction / cohesion.



Diverse Effects
 Effects on natural areas likewise can be diverse, including 

potential for negative effects on well-being and resilience.

 Example: crowding or competition across activity groups 

for natural area recreation resources (conflict and 

contested spaces).

 That competition may increase bonding (intra-group) 

social capital but harm bridging (inter-group) social 

capital.

 May reduce generalized reciprocity, trust, and cohesion 

in community.



Concluding Thoughts
 The health and wellness benefits of natural area visitation 

have been known for many years, but the Healthy Parks 

Healthy People lens apparently has helped:

 Enhance development, management, and marketing 

decisions.

 Enhance the rationale for funding natural area visitation –

and the agencies and ecosystems on which it depends.

 Would well-being and resilience lenses provide additional 

perspective and likewise contribute to these goals?



Concluding Thoughts
 Well-being is intuitive and an extension of the existing 

foundation in HPHP programs.

 In some cases existing or new HPHP measures match 

national indicator programs, with potential to reach policy 

makers beyond park agencies.

 E.g., UK ONS and subjective well-being measures

 But not always…  The German government well-being 

report lists 46 indicators across 12 dimensions and 

mentions recreation’s importance to well-being, but the 

closest indicator appears to be prevalence of obesity.



Concluding Thoughts
 Resilience has significant cachet and exposure, as well as 

significant overlap with well-being.

 Norris et al. (2008): well-being as one outcome of resilience.

 However, it is conceptually more complex and more difficult 

to assess – and to connect to national-level indicators.

 May require substantial foundational work, with potential 

benefit from such an investment (similar to past investment 

in HPHP).



Concluding Thoughts
 These lenses may contribute to evaluation, development, 

management, and marketing decisions.  Examples.

 Evaluation – assess effect of crowding and conflict in SWB 

units in addition to satisfaction or monetary units.

 Public input processes – goals might expand beyond 

implementing decisions to include building social capital.

 Visitor facilities, access, and programs – additional 

orientation to achieve social and physical activity goals.

 Role of commercial providers (NBT firms) – beyond 

facilitating access to include community resilience effects.



Concluding Thoughts
 Growing knowledge base for understanding how natural 

area visitation contributes to well-being.

 Consider adding subjective well-being measures à la 

OECD (2013) Annex A?

 By-product is additional method development, such as 

“Mappiness” (experience sampling) and contingent 

(vignette) SWB approaches.

 Beginning of a knowledge base regarding how natural area 

visitation contributes to community resilience.

 Much opportunity for conceptual development and 

empirical evaluation.



Merci beaucoup!

Questions?

Discussion?
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