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Recent decades have shown a growing interest in the role of wildlife and flora in
tourism and leisure in green places. A clear example is the rise of wildlife tourism,
which can be defined as tourism in which visitors encounter wild animals (Ballan-
tyne, Packer and Sutherland, 2011). Consequently, in the marketing of nature-based
tourism destinations, mega-fauna, such as dolphins, elephants, and gorillas, are of-
ten used as ‘flagship species’. Increasingly it has been acknowledged that not only
charismatic mega-fauna, but also charismatic mega-flora such as trees and forests
(Hall, James and Bairda, 2011) or smaller flora species such as orchids (Pickering &
Ballantyne, 2012) can play a significant role in nature-based tourism. Thus far, most
research has focused on large iconic wildlife as main attraction of nature-based
tourism destinations. It remains unclear how wildlife and flora play a role in the way
people value green places nearer home that are used for leisure purposes. For spatial
planners, and leisure and tourism managers, insight into the extent to which wild-
life and flora contribute to a higher valuation of green places, and for whom, may be
useful in developing attractive green places.

My study examined the importance of wildlife and flora as a reason for finding
local and national green places attractive, and to what extent wildlife and flora add
to the valuation of these green places, among the general Dutch public. Data from
a large online survey, the Dutch Hotspotmonitor (HSM) version 1.2, were used (N=
2602, see De Vries et al., 2013). The HSM provides insight into social landscape val-
ues of the general Dutch public, by monitoring the valuation of green places at var-
ious spatial scales, as well as investigating reasons why people find these places at-
tractive (De Vries et al., 2013). Respondents could choose from favorite places which
are dominated by green, water, and/or nature: which I refer to as ‘green places’. My
study included green places at local and national spatial scale. Local green places (<
2 km from home) are important for everyday leisure, whereas national green plac-
es correspond highly with the main holiday destinations (De Vries et al. 2013). The
respondents were asked to value the attractiveness of their favorite green place, on
a scale of 1 to 10 (i.e,, from very unattractive to very attractive). Moreover, respond-
ents had to indicate the reasons why they find that place attractive (a closed ques-
tion) and what recreational activities they undertake there (a closed question) (see
Table 1).

In my study, wildlife and flora were defined as all species that can be encoun-
tered in the Netherlands. From another version of the Hotspotmonitor (version 1.9,
in Folmer, Haartsen, Daams and Huigen, in press), it was found that locally, relative-
ly common animal species are found attractive (e.g. Highland cattle, deer, waders,
hedgehogs, ducks, frogs, dragonflies, rabbits, fish), whereas nationally, charismatic,
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and large wildlife are mentioned most often (e.g. wild boars, foxes, seals, and badg-
ers). With regard to flora in local and national green places, the differences are less
profound; locally, trees are mentioned most frequently, whereas nationally, heath-
er is on first position. For both green places at local and national level, plants, flora,
flowers, and more specifically orchids, are also mentioned as reason for attractive-
ness (Folmer et al.,in press).

Compared to the Dutch population, the respondents were relatively young (67%
versus 53% younger than 50), and highly educated (56% versus 31% bachelor degree
or higher), with an equal representation of gender and urban or rural place of resi-
dence (Statistics Netherlands, 2015). Locally, respondents who regarded wildlife and
flora as a reason for attractiveness were slightly older (> 35 years or older) and more
often male, compared to respondents in general. Their level of education, place of
residence, and nature image did not differ from respondents in general. National-
ly, they were older (s0+), more likely to be male, and more highly educated, which
corresponds with the profile of traditional nature-lovers: 55+ and well-educated (e.g.
Curtin, 2008; Pickering & Ballantyne, 2013).

I carried out a binary regression analysis with ‘valuation of attractiveness’ as de-
pendent variable. This variable was divided into (0) a valuation of 8 or lower, (1) and
a valuation higher than 8. I had chosen to carry out a binary regression analysis in-
stead of a multiple linear regression analysis, as it yielded similar, but more distinct
differences in the relationship between the valuation of green places and the inde-
pendent variables. As independent variables I included reasons for attractiveness,
place characteristics, sociodemographics, and nature images.

The results demonstrated that, although wildlife and flora form a relatively un-
important reason for attractiveness (9.3%), they do increase the likelihood of a high
valuation of local green places (see Figure 1). Respondents who regarded wildlife and
flora as reason for attractiveness, were 1.7 times more likely to value their local green
place above 8. This makes wildlife and flora the second most important reason for
attractiveness, after respondents’ personal bond with a local green place. Concern-
ing national green places, it was found that wildlife and flora as a reason for attrac-
tiveness (16.4%) do not increase the likelihood of a valuation above 8, while observ-
ing birds and observing flora do. On the contrary, observing wildlife decreases the
likelihood of a high valuation of national green places. This may be related to a per-
ceived lack of wildlife visibility. In the Netherlands, many people are drawn to large
protected areas to see wildlife such as red deer and wild boar, but a quarter of vis-
itors have never seen them, about half have seen them once in their lives, and only
16% see them once a year (Buijs & Langers , 2014). This may lead to dissatisfaction
and explain a lower valuation of national green places among people who visit espe-
cially to observe wildlife.

Last, it was found that at local scale, wildlife and flora are more important for
broad segments of the population, while at national scale, they are more important
for relatively old, and highly educated people, whose profile fits with traditional na-
ture lovers. This means that locally, wildlife and flora can be important in increasing
the attractiveness of green places for broad segments of the population.
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Management implications
The findings suggest that more eye for geographical scale and nearness is needed
in improving the roles which wildlife and flora can play in leisure and tourism. The
presence of attractive wildlife and flora can increase the valuation of green places,
and people’s health and well-being, among a broad public. More specifically, it is rec-
ommended to improve the attractiveness of local green places by:
» increasing awareness of the presence of ordinary wildlife and flora, by creat-
ing more opportunities to see and enjoy local wildlife and flora;
» stimulate the enrichment of local biodiversity, for instance by placing bird-
houses or planting certain flora species.

To enhance national green places, it is recommended to offer facilities which im-
prove the visibility of charismatic wildlife and flora for a broader public, and to fo-
cus on the special wishes and demands of more specialized wildlife- and flora- ob-
servers.

=l=

Ballantyne, R., Packer, J., & Sutherland, L.A. (2011). Visitors’ memories of wildlife
tourism: Implications for the design of powerful interpretive experiences. Tour-
ism Management, 32, 770-779.

Buijs, A.E., & Langers, F. (2014). Publieke visies op het beheer van wilde dieren. [Lay
people’s visions on the management of wildlife]. Alterra-report 2502. Wagenin-
gen: Alterra Wageningen UR (University, & Research centre).

Curtin, S. (2008). Wildlife tourism: tourist expectations, experiences and manage-
ment implications. (PhD Thesis). Retrieved from http://eprints.bournemouth.
ac.uk/10303.

De Vries, S., Buijs, A.E., Langers, F., Farjon, H., Van Hinsberg, A., & Sijtsma, EJ.
(2013). Measuring the attractiveness of Dutch landscapes: Identifying national
hotspots of highly valued places using Google Maps. Applied Geography 45, 220-
229.

Hall, M., James, M., & Bairda, T. (2011), Forests and trees as charismatic mega-flo-
ra: implications for heritage tourism and conservation. Journal of Heritage Tour-
ism, 6, 309-323.

Folmer, A., Haartsen, T., Daams, M.N., and Huigen, P.P.P. (xxxx) Wildlife and flora
and the valuation of green places: differences among nature lovers. In press.

Pickering, C.M., & Ballantyne, M. (2013). Orchids: An example of charismatic meg-
aflora tourism? In A. Holden & D. Fennell (Eds.), Handbook of Tourism and the
Environment. London, UK: Routledge.

Statistics Netherlands (2015). Bevolking; geslacht, leeftijd en burgerlijke staat. [Popu-
lation; sex, age and marital status]. Statistics Netherlands, The Hague. Retrieved
from: http://statline.cbs.nl/StatWeb/.

106 |MMV8 | Novi Sad, 2016



"D3JD SIY) 3PISIN0 SO > d 10 IDIYIUbIS PUD ‘SAUY] PSIIOP AY) UdIMIBqU] JUDIYIUDIS 10U 1D SOOI PPO dY[ "8 281 ‘S tLL 910Nbs
1Y) 187982 ‘2°0.22 PooylaNibol 2- 1901 'S60° = 2 9X4dx1abop s330id udaub |pU0NDU PUD D20 A19AIII8ASEI 10 PO UO0ISSaIDal AupuIq Yyl JO SI1ISIDIS
'sasodind uonpiuasaLd 10j N0 1J3)
34D S)UBPLOASAL JO SIISII91IDIDYI [DUOSIS "DIOY PUD ‘3JI[PJIM 01 PAIDJJ UOADSIIS] PUD ‘SNIDIS Pa1a10Ld ‘'SSaUIAIIDAID J0) SUOSDA sapnjdul Ajuo | ainbi4
(501304 SpPO uy) S930/d Ua4b [DUOIIDU PUD [DIO] 10J § UDY]
Jaybiy uoipnipA D 01 3INQLIIU0D 03 ‘DJOL PUD ‘3JI[PIM 01 PaIDJSJ U0JIDSIIS] PUD ‘SNIDIS P312310.4d ‘SSaUSAIIIDIIID 0/ SUOSDAJ JO POOYIaxiT | 34n314

ueoyiubis jou

sasepd uaasd jeuone y m saxepd uaaad jeroym

AP Supsassqo

CI0)3 BUpIas o

P U SO0

EaUE pa3aoid

A0 pue PN

|eI03sIH

puc [euosiag

e QIn-uo

UonRLIeS,

EETTETITS

uoneaIay

uado

a3

ey

—_— L]
m —— T E N 15
50 o

“goejd usall g jo uoneniea ayj uo
j08Y® Ue sey ajgeuen Juspusdapuy
Jeu) Ay esow | < Joaye

ou = | ‘Ajayy ssaj | > sonel ppo

! I

5T T ST T

MMV8 | Novi Sad, 2016|107



