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Abstract

At a time when primary industries in peripheral areas are in decline, utilizing protected areas
for nature-based tourism (NBT) can be seen as a mechanism for regional development. Since
2003, Norwegian authorities seemed to have embraced national park tourism (NPT)
development through several policy formulations. The purpose of this paper is to identify the
volume and structure of this particular tourism supply at a national level and to further
analyze the relationship between the utilization of national parks and tourism businesses’
economic performance. Around 38 % (n=232) of the examined 616 Norwegian NBT
businesses nationwide could be regarded as NPT businesses. 69 % of NPT businesses used
the national park status for marketing purposes. National parks were considered to be of a
relatively high importance for tourism development in general and, although to a lesser
extent, perceived to improve accessibility and infrastructure. New nature conservation and
management policies seemed to possess more concern for tourism interests than before, but a
high number of NPT businesses still expressed uncertainty on this issue. Findings of this
study indicate a perceived absence of decisive national park authorities that support tourism
development. No clear empirical evidence was found for causal relationships between NPT
businesses’ perceptions on the utilization of national parks and economic success. Results
indicate a prioritizing of life quality objectives over economic objectives. Objectives and
economic performance may vary among different types of NPT businesses, classified by their
supply characteristics and if they were established before/after designation of the national
park status. A better understanding of these segments can contribute to the development of
holistic, long term, tailored tourism strategies that fit within wider nature management and
economic development policies.

Sammendrag

Utvikling av naturbasert reiseliv (NBR) i verneomrader blir ofte betraktet som et verktgy til
verdiskaping i distrikter preget av nedgang i primearnaringene. Norske myndigheter synes a
ha omfavnet utvikling av nasjonalparkturisme (NPT) gjennom en rekke politiske
formuleringer siden 2003. Hensikten med denne artikkelen er & identifisere omfanget og
strukturen pa tilbudet av denne type turisme pa et nasjonalt niva, samt se pa sammenhengen
mellom bruk av nasjonalparker og reiselivsbedriftenes gkonomiske ytelse. Rundt 38 %
(n=232) av de undersgkte 616 norske NBR virksomhetene kan betraktes som NPT
virksomheter. 69 % av NPT virksomhetene brukte nasjonalparkstatusen i sin markedsfaring.
NPT virksomhetene ansa nasjonalparker for a veere relativt viktig for turismeutvikling
generelt og, om enn i mindre grad, a bidra til en forbedret tilgjengelighet og infrastruktur. Det
kan virke som at ny forvaltningspraksis har fert til at turismeinteressene i stgrre grad ble tatt
hensyn til enn far, men et stort antall NPT virksomheter uttrykte usikkerhet knyttet til dette.
Resultatene tyder pa et opplevd fraveer av en tydelig og handlekraftig nasjonalparkforvaltning
som statter reiselivsutvikling. Det ble ikke funnet empirisk belegg for arsakssammenhenger
mellom NPT virksomhetenes oppfatninger av bruk av nasjonalparker og skonomisk suksess.
Resultatene indikerer en prioritering av livskvalitetsrelaterte mal over gkonomiske mal. Mal
og verdiskaping kan variere mellom ulike typer NPT bedrifter, klassifisert etter deres tilbud,
og om de ble etablert far/etter at omradet fikk nasjonalparkstatus. En bedre forstaelse av disse
segmentene kan bidra til utvikling av helhetlige, langsiktige, skreddersydde reiselivsstrategier
og tiltak innenfor rammene av overordnet naturforvaltnings- og utviklingspolitikk.

Key words:  National parks, nature-based tourism, regional development, economic
performance, lifestyle entrepreneurship, Norway.



Introduction

Norway, Sweden and Finland can be perceived as the more peripheral and sparsely populated
areas compared to centrally located continental Europe. While depopulation and decreasing
employment figures are major problems in many rural municipalities, Fredman and Tyrvainen
(2010, p. 177) say that “nature has been a key attraction factor for tourism in the Nordic
countries for decades” and that there is an opportunity to utilize natural resources in new ways
due to an increase in demand for recreation in natural areas by the urban population. The
abundance of natural areas and national parks suitable for outdoor recreation and tourism
seems typical in peripheral areas; among the most essential characteristics of peripheral areas
are “the lack of development, the unspoiled character of the landscape and distinctive local
cultures” (Hall & Boyd, 2005, p. 6).

Although it is arguable that nature-based tourism (NBT) includes all travel to nature
(Lundmark & Muller, 2010; Weaver, 2008), a widely accepted definition is unavailable. Due
in part to the lack of definitional consensus, as well as statistical challenges, there is a general
lack of knowledge on the Norwegian NBT industry and its development over time (Dybedal,
2011; Fredman & Tyrvainen, 2010; Rinne & Saastamoinen, 2005). NBT entrepreneurs “are
not classified as a separate category or a statistical unit within national or regional statistics”
(Fredman & Tyrvainen, 2010, p. 179) and there is “no complete list of nature-based tourism
micro-enterprises in Norway” (Nybakk & Hansen, 2008, p. 478). To enable research
comparison, the following definition by Fredman, Reinius and Lundberg (2009, p. 25) and
Lundberg and Fredman (2011, p. 3) is used: “Nature-based tourism is human activities
occurring when visiting nature areas outside the person s ordinary neighborhood”.

While in theory practically all natural areas can serve as settings for NBT, some areas
seem to appeal more to tourists than others. Research in Sweden by Reinius and Fredman
(2007, p. 839) indicate that “protection status matters to tourists, and it affects the decision to
visit the area”. Globally, national parks are often major tourist attractions (Fredman, Friberg,
& Emmelin, 2007, p. 87) that may provide communities with a valuable asset for NBT
development (Sievénen, Neuvonen, & Pouta, 2011, p. 54). However, Lundmark and Muller
(2010, p. 379) state that “although the development of nature-based tourism is encouraged by
regional policy and development schemes, the potential of nature-based tourism for regional
development and rural entrepreneurship is contested because of lack of evidence in many
contexts”.

Through several political formulations, i.e. lifting the ban on commercial activities in
some national parks in 2003, Norwegian authorities have seemed to embrace the utilization of
national parks for regional economic development. Armstrong and Taylor (2000, p. 362) say
that “if government policies are to be efficient and effective, it is essential to evaluate each
policy thoroughly and comprehensively”. The process consists of i) the specification and
quantification of objectives and the effects of alternative policy options, and ii) evaluation and
revision (Armstrong & Taylor, 2000). Preliminary research and media coverage indicate an
increase in protected area tourism, especially in numbers of international tourists (Higham &
Vistad, 2011), but there is little knowledge on the supply of national park tourism (NPT) in
Norway (Aas, Heiberg, Haaland, Christensen, & Hagen, 2006).



Focus of the paper

The focus will be on the relationship between the commercial utilization of Norwegian
national parks and economic success among tourism businesses. The aim is to identify the
national park tourism supply and generate new knowledge on key issues that may lay the
foundation for holistic, long term national park tourism strategies that fit within wider nature
management, and economic development policies (see Figure 1). Business development
deriving from the commercial utilization of national parks may be dependent on the following
overlapping and mutually influencing factors:

I.  geographical proximity to and actual use of national parks;
ii.  attitudes towards the use of the national park status to attract tourists;
iii.  available infrastructure and facilitation;
Iv.  nature conservation legislation and nature management institutions’ regulations;

and
v.  the general right of public free access to natural areas (characteristic for the Nordic
countries).
Exploratory mapping of the Norwegian NBT industry
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Figure 1. Research on the relationship between commercial utilization of Norwegian national parks and NBT

businesses development visualized

Structure of the paper

This paper draws on theories regarding use of national parks as tourism attractions and
economic development tools, and national park management. Relevant conservation
regulations and changes in national park management in Norway will be discussed, as well as
the role of the right of public access (allemannsretten). Some statistics exist and several
Norwegian explorative study results will be referred to in this paper, along with other relevant
factors that have been addressed in Scandinavian research on the relationship between
protected areas and NBT development.



Theoretical background
National parks as an economic development tool

Protected areas are often found in peripheral, economically weak areas (Haukeland, 2011a).
Creating attractions through the establishment of national parks is often seen as a mechanism
for tourism and regional economic development (Fredman & Yuan, 2011; Hall & Boyd, 2005;
Lundmark, Fredman, & Sandell, 2010) both within national parks and adjacent areas (Higham
& Vistad, 2011). Norway, Finland and Sweden have moved away from raw-material
extraction to more service-based industries (Lundmark et al., 2010; Rinne & Saastamoinen,
2005). Due to the decreasing role of primary industries such as forestry and agriculture, NBT
“has become an important tool for regional development in northern peripheral areas”
(Puhakka, 2008, p. 47). The large national parks in Scandinavia are considered to represent
potential for tourism development due to an increasing international demand for NBT caused
by (among others) the commercialization of outdoor recreation and urbanization (Buckley,
2000; Fredman & Tyrvainen, 2010; Haukeland, Grue, & Veisten, 2010; Reinius & Fredman,
2007).

NBT is often based on knowledge and skills of local people and is claimed to create
new employment opportunities and economic and social support for the management of
protected areas (Fredman et al., 2007; Puhakka, 2008; Saarinen, 2003). Economic impacts
from tourism are usually divided into: i) direct income and employment effects — money spent
by tourists at the destination; ii) indirect income and employment effects — an increase in
demand for goods and services by the tourism businesses — and iii) induced income effects
(Fredman & Yuan, 2011). However, “a certain proportion of the income from tourism will
find its way out of the system, i.e. there will be ‘leaks’ in the regional economy” (Saarinen,
2003, p. 94).

An important factor is that countries vary in terms of access to natural resources,
urbanization and economic structure. In Norway, urbanization together with rationalization
and efficiency improvements has led to closure of smaller farms, the establishment of fewer,
bigger farms and a decrease in employment in agriculture (Mennesland, 2005). Primary
industries in Norway are in decline and rural populations are decreasing (Haukeland,
Daugstad, & Vistad, 2011). Haukeland (2011b, p. 16) points out that local communities have
“experienced a loss of job opportunities (...) at a time when the state has been taking control
of many of the natural resources in adjacent territories in the name of conservation”
(Lundmark & Stjernstrom, 2009). A logical step has been to use the national parks as an
economic development tool, although skills from primary industries should be somewhat
transferable to succeed. The question remains how to realize the economic potential of NBT,
which is possible to overestimate (Muller, 2011) and should not be seen as a panacea to the
economic problems in peripheral areas in general (Hall & Boyd, 2005) *.

! The introduction of tourism might not always lead to a higher economic contribution than the primary
industries it is supposed to replace (Boyd & Hall, 2005). The workers (previously) employed in primary
industries might not be suited to work in the tourism industry. Tourism in peripheries is potentially
“exhibiting high dependence on external sources of capital, having limited economic linkages, and being
susceptible to boom and bust cycles” (Schmallegger & Carson, 2010, p. 217). Saarinen (2005, p. 36) says
that ’tourism often represents the only economy in peripheries that has a realistic development potential in
global markets”. However, this requires that the tourism industry is successful in reaching those global
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Measuring success: life style entrepreneurship

‘Success’ can be defined and measured in different ways, dependent on the political,
economic and geographical perspective used. Diversification into tourism is supposed to
supply rural areas with economic sustainability by stimulating employment and income
opportunities (Stensland & Baardsen, 2012). In Norway, Nybakk and Hansen (2008) found “a
positive connection between entrepreneurial attitude and innovation in nature-based, tourism
micro enterprises” and a relationship between entrepreneurial attitude and performance. They
also conclude that government policies that limit risk may contribute to more innovation.

However, typical for NBT is the overrepresentation of so-called ‘lifestyle
entrepreneurs’, who do not necessarily strive for profitability, but rather wish to maintain a
certain lifestyle with a high quality of life (Lundberg & Fredman, 2011). According to
Lundberg and Fredman (2011, p. 651) “satisfaction with work, experienced level of control,
and flexibility have also been documented”. Ateljevic and Doorne (2000, p. 379) state that
“lifestyle motivations and the acceptance of suboptimal profits constrain regional economies
and create problems for firm survival”. Thus, success could be defined as ‘the achievement of
personal objectives’, but some profitability or economic sustainability is necessary to remain
in business.

National park management: conservation versus use

There exists a potential paradox between conservation and commercial use of national parks.
McCool (2009, p. 133) explains that “management of sustainable tourism in protected areas
requires trade-offs (...) between preservation of natural heritage and allowing access for
visitors”. Adaptive management of natural resources and tailored governmental schemes are
required to realize the tourism development potential of national parks, while at the same time
minimizing potential negative social and ecological impacts (Kaltenborn, 2012, p. 38).
Increasing numbers of visitors and improvement of access “may reduce the natural qualities
that attracted visitors in the first place” so that NBT “has a difficult balancing act between
achieving regional development objectives and retaining high levels of naturalness” (Hall &
Boyd, 2005, p. 7).

Reinius and Fredman (2007, p. 840) say that the national park is an important marketing
tool: “the name national park is closely associated with nature-based tourism, and (...) a
symbol of high-quality natural environment with well-designed infrastructure”. Visitor
preferences/tolerances for activities, facilitation and infrastructure may however vary among
different market segments (Haukeland et al., 2010; Sievanen et al., 2011; Vistad & Vorkinn,
2012) and change over time (Wall-Reinius & Béck, 2011), something management should
take into account. Importantly, “national contexts differ due to variations in national
conservation polic[ies], within which tourism may be seen as compatible and important, or
incompatible and inappropriate” (Higham & Vistad, 2011, p. 2). In Norway, the main goal
when establishing national parks has traditionally been conservation of nature. At the same
time, “Norway has a limited tradition of enforcing regulations dealing with impact to the
environment and disturbance of other recreationists” (Hammitt, Kaltenborn, Vistad, Emmelin,

markets, which can be a problem in geographical and infrastructural remote areas. This list of objections is
not exhaustive.



& Teigland, 1992, p. 149). This may have consequences for the facilitation and infrastructure
provided. There is thus a need to analyze NBT businesses’ attitudes towards nature
conservation, management and facilitation to identify possible conflicts between conservation
and use and opportunities for collaboration in Norway.

Destination planning and development

A destination’s (national park’s) competitiveness starts with the strength of and ability to
mobilize and deploy core resources and attractors (nature-based activities) and supporting
factors and resources, being infrastructure, accessibility, facilitating resources, hospitality,
entrepreneurship and political will (Ritchie & Crouch, 2003). McCool (2009) says tourism
planning contexts in protected areas often can be characterized as ‘messy’ due to the lack of i)
societal agreements on goals and ii) scientific agreement on the relationship between causes
and effects. According to Ritchie and Crouch (2003, p. 29) “the challenge facing policy
makers is to establish goals that reflect the values and ambitions of destination stakeholders,
and then to promote a policy framework that supports the achievement of these goals.”

i) Societal goals; Regional policy and management of national parks in Norway

The first national park in Norway, Rondane Nasjonalpark, was established in 1962, in a time
when ecology emerged as an academic field and became increasingly important as a
motivation for the establishment and management of national parks (Aas et al., 2003; Eagles
& McCool, 2002). In 2011, 16.8 % of Norway’s mainland was under some sort of protection.
The 35 national parks cover the largest share of protected land (57 %): approximately 31,000
km? (Statistics Norway, 2012b). The main objective for the establishment of protected areas is
to protect large natural areas — from the coast to the mountains — for this and coming
generations and nature itself (Directorate for Nature Management, 2012). A majority of the
parks are situated in the high mountain ranges, although the first marine Hvaler National Park
on the main land was established in 2009. National parks in Norway are defined by the
International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) as a category Il (national park)
(Higham & Vistad, 2011; Kaltenborn, 2012):

“large natural or near natural areas set aside to protect large-scale ecological processes, along
with the complement of species and ecosystems characteristic of the area, which also provide a
foundation for environmentally and culturally compatible, spiritual, scientific, educational,
recreational, and visitor opportunities” (IUCN, n.d.).

As in Sweden, “their role for employment and regional development was not a reason
for their establishment” (Lundmark et al., 2010, p. 3). Regulation instructions of the
conservation plan of Norwegian national parks say that the public will have the opportunity to
experience nature through the practice of traditional and simple outdoor activities with a low
degree of technical facilitation. By definition, no major infrastructure development is
characteristic of Norwegian national parks (Nature Diversity Act, 2009, section 35); there are
no public roads and off-road motorized transportation is forbidden. Higham and Vistad (2011,
p. 4) explain that “the main infrastructures (...) are paths, marked trails and ski tracks” in
addition to a network of cabins in most parks, managed by the Norwegian Trekking
Association (DNT).

However, a paradigm shift has been seen towards more compatible discourses that
consider national parks to be ‘destinations of sustainable nature-based tourism’ and ‘resources
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for local people’, which can be used for tourism development (Haukeland, 2011b; Puhakka,
2008). In 2003, in the so-called ‘Mountain Text’ (fjellteksten), the Norwegian authorities
opened up for environmental friendly and sustainable tourism and the ban on commercial
activities was removed in some national parks (Directorate for Nature Management, n.d.). To
facilitate increased tourism, the government associated both nature conservation and
development of local communities with the establishment of new protected areas, and
expressed a wish to increase local political participation and influence (Ministry of Finance,
2003, p. 151). In 2005, the new government proclaimed in their Soria Moria I-declaration that
they wanted to use national parks and other protected areas as a resource for local value
creation (Prime Minister's Office, 2005, p. 54). This political statement was repeated in the
white paper on rural and regional policies (Ministry of Local Government and Regional
Development, 2005), a plan of action for sustainable use of protected areas (Ministry of the
Environment, 2006), an economic development strategy by the Ministry of Agriculture and
Food (2007), and the Soria Moria ll-declaration (Prime Minister's Office, 2009, p. 53). While
the Nature Conservation Act (1970) focused solely on the ‘undisturbedness’ of natural
habitats, the current Nature Diversity Act (2009) is more in line with [IUCN’s definition of a
national park and states that “regulations shall protect the landscape (...) and ensure that
people can enjoy an undisturbed natural environment” (Haukeland, 2011b, p. 12).

In 2010, the Ministry of the Environment implemented the so-called ‘local
management’ model (lokalforvaltning), which entails the management of national park by an
inter-municipal, politically composed board with mayors and counsel representatives from
involved municipalities and counties. The implementation of more ‘adaptive’ management,
based on knowledge and objectives is encouraged and the national budget for protected area
management has been increased significantly (Haukeland et al., 2011). Two examples of the
“growing political support for sustainable tourism development in selected [Norwegian]
national parks” (Amundsen, 2012, p. 28) are the establishment of 31 ‘national park
municipalities’, five ‘national park villages’ and 14 national park visitor centers.

While it has not been common in Norway to include the aim of value creation when
managing national parks, a more active and diversified utilization of nature has become a
political desire (Kaltenborn, 2012). The 2012 national tourism strategy ‘Destination Norway’
focuses highly on the sustainable use of natural attractions to achieve the goals of i) increased
value creation and productivity in the tourism industry, ii) more year round jobs and vital
businesses — especially in peripheral regions, and iii) more unique highly qualitative
experiences that attract tourists with a high willingness to pay (Ministry of Trade and Industry,
2012). In 2012, the county governors of Oppland and Sogn og Fjordane developed the first
visitor strategy for a national park, Jotunheimen National Park (Jotunheimen National Park
Board, 2012).

The right of public access

Access to nature is a fundamental prerequisite for outdoor recreation (ddemark, 2012). One
key issue influencing access to, and recreation and tourism in Scandinavian natural areas is
the right of public access, called allemannsretten in Norwegian. Hammit et al. (1992, p. 149)
explains that allemannsretten “gives anyone common access to wildland areas” for “passive
outdoor recreational activity, regardless of land ownership” and “without the permission of

7



any private or public landowner”. Access to crop fields and the privacy zone of rural
residences is restricted. Motorized activities are not included and landowners still have all
economic rights, though not all are exclusive. Allemannsretten also applies in the national
parks (Vistad & Vorkinn, 2012), except when vulnerable or red-listed species are threatened
(Higham & Vistad, 2011). Allemannsretten can be seen as a unique tradition widely spread
and with strong social support in Norway and Sweden, although similar forms of the right are
also practiced in other countries. Allemannsretten is most often considered a success factor
among NBT entrepreneurs in the Nordic countries (Fredman & Tyrvainen, 2010; Lundberg &
Fredman, 2011; Sandell & Fredman, 2010).

i) Research on national park tourism in Norway

Research has mainly been explorative and descriptive. Andersen, Svarstad, Dervo and Aas
(2003) found significant commercial activities within and around the national parks of
Dovrefjell-Sunndalsfjella, Femundsmarka and Reisa and argued that tourism seemed to
increase, especially among activity-based enterprises. The national park status was considered
positive and useful for marketing purposes among NBT-providers. Heiberg, Christensen and
Aas (2005) found that most commercial activities take place in the most known national parks
of Jotunheimen, Jostedalsbreen, Hardangervidda, Rondane and Dovre.

Dervo, Aas, Kaltenborn og Andersen (2003) concluded that many NBT-providers were
organized as small, season and family based projects with limited knowledge about business
strategies and market trends. Aas et al. (2006) contacted 500 tourism providers that operated
in or adjacent to protected areas. The providers were described as small scale, but nearly all
providers expected growth in commercial activity and used the labels of the protected areas in
their marketing as a trademark of quality.

Conservation regulations were perceived as inhibitory by 37 % of the providers in the
report by Aas et al. (2006), because of restrictions related to (motorized) access, use of
buildings and other facilities, the process of acquiring permits and the use of signs. They
conclude that, from both the business and ecological perspective, there is a need for more
clear and concrete tourism development strategies in the protected areas as to clarify the
relationship between use and conservation. Haukeland (2011c) and Haukeland et al. (2011)
found that local tourism stakeholders at Rondane national park and Jotunheimen national park
demonstrated a general support for the national park status, but that they experienced a lack of
i) involvement in the park planning processes, ii) tourism development opportunities due to
management restrictions and iii) competence and skills among national park managers
concerning tourism development and handling social conflicts among different local user
interests.

Haukeland et al. (2011, p. 34) conclude that “there is a need for collaboration and
coordination to ensure that the management of the parks and other interests work closely
together”. Higham and Vistad (2011, p. 5) claim that Dovrefjell-Sunndalsfjella probably is the
only Norwegian national park “with a management plan containing specific guidelines and
measurements for tourism development”. Semi-structured interviews with 14 tourism
operators in the same park by Kaltenborn et al. (2011) showed general positive attitudes
towards the Dovre Mountain Council (Dovrefjellradet), but operators experienced a lack of



influence on management issues and decisions, collaboration and management focus on local
concerns, sustainable tourism and development, use of local knowledge and transparency.
Based on longitudinal visitor surveys in Jotunheimen National Park, Vorkinn (2011)
concludes that an increase in use, diversification and need for facilitation indicates a greater
need for national park management.

More research is needed to clarify the role of factors that influence NBT development in
national parks in Norway. Some of these factors have been addressed in research on the
relationship between (access to) protected areas and NBT development in Scandinavia.

Research on the relationship between protected areas and NBT development in Scandinavia

At Fulufjallet national park in Sweden, Fredman et al. (2007, p. 93) concluded that a “national
park designation in the short run results in more visitors” and is likely to increase the
proportion of international visitors in the long term. Noteworthy is that the increase in
visitation numbers compensated for a decrease in average length of stay and expenditures. At
the same park, Fredman and Yuan (2011, pp. 74, 84) later found that “visitors do have
significant economic expenditures beyond the national park”. According to Reinius and
Fredman (2007), foreign tourists are more likely to be attracted by the status of a national
park, than domestic tourists, thus bringing new money into the local economy.

In Finland, Rinne and Saastamoinen (2005, p. 98) did an economic impact analysis of
NBT at Kuhmo municipality and found that “daily expenditures in nature-based tourism and
general tourism did not differ in size, leaving no reason to argue that nature-based tourists
would mainly use public services, like national parks, for free”. However, the share of income
leakage was very high, 48 %. Distance from the urban areas might play a role. Saarinen
(2003, p. 95) says that “tourism can transfer wealth from the richer urbanized areas to the
poorer peripheral regions”. Saarinen (2005) showed that the increase in visitation to national
parks in Finland is not equally distributed and not as strong in more remote parks. However,
Pouta et al. (2006, p. 129) write that “travellers also stay longer and spend more money in
resorts in the [remote] north.” Pouta et al. (2006) further argued that natural areas near the
more urbanized southern part of Finland are characterized by being fragmented and privately
owned, thus requiring cooperation between landowners, while the national parks in the north
are larger and public owned. Land ownership structure and property rights may thus play a
role.

In Sweden, Lundmark and Muller (2010) analyzed nearly 5000 NBT products, but
found no significant relationship between supply and regional population or between access to
protected areas and commercial nature-based tourism. Lundmark and Muller (2010, p. 390)
draw the conclusion that “policies aiming at using nature-based tourism as [a] tool for
regional development are becoming less likely to succe[ed]” and that the NBT supply thus
should focus on incoming tourism rather than domestic demand. Further, Lundmark et al.
(2010) did not find a significant causal relationship between proximity to protected areas and
an increase in tourism employment, and a decrease in employment in the forest industry. The
authors argued that although natural amenities may attract tourists, this does not automatically
increase tourism employment. Selby et al. (2011, p. 446) also questioned if the national park
status “generate[S] sufficient tourism for the growth of local tourism services”.



The reviewed literature from Finland, Sweden and Norway suggest several factors that
may influence to what extent national parks and other protected areas can be used to attract
tourists and contribute to NBT development. The relationships examined are summed up in
Table 1.

Table 1. Factors influencing NBT development

Reference Independent variable(s) Dependent variable(s)

(Fredman et al., 2007; Fredman & Yuan, Protected area / national park status  Travel intentions, visitor numbers &
2011; Rinne & Saastamoinen, 2005; Selby Tourist expenditures

et al., 2011; Veisten, Haukeland, & Grue,

2009)

(Lundmark & Muller, 2010; Pouta et al., Distance from urban areas Visitor numbers

2006; Saarinen, 2005) Tourist expenditures

(Pouta et al., 2006) Land-ownership structure NBT development

& property rights
(Lundmark et al., 2010) Proximity to protected areas NBT & primary industry
employment

(Nybakk & Hansen, 2008; Selby et al., Entrepreneurial attitudes NBT development, innovation &
2011) & decision-makers’ preferences performance

(Lundberg & Fredman, 2011; Sandell & Right of public access NBT development

Fredman, 2010)

Despite growing research on NBT development in Scandinavian protected areas, significant,
clear and consistent relationships between utilization of national parks or other protected areas
and NBT development seem to be lacking. Based on the preceding literature review and the
relationships depicted in Figure 1, this paper examines the following hypotheses:

(Hy) Geographical proximity to national parks (x;) has a positive impact on NBT
businesses’ revenue and employment

NPT businesses’ revenue and employment are dependent on:

(Hza)  the perceived impact of the national park status on tourism attractiveness and
development (X2a);

(Hap)  the perceived impact of the national park status on the area’s accessibility, facilitation
and infrastructure (Xp);

(Hac)  the perception of economic development facilitation as a result of conservation
regulations and national park management (Xa);

(Hzg)  the perception of changes in national park management practices since 2003 (Xaq);

(Hze)  assessment of the importance of free access to and passage through natural areas

(XZe) .
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Methodology

The research in this paper is based on quantitative data, retrieved from 616 NBT businesses in
Norway, through an online survey distributed by email. Through a description of the national
parks used and a segmentation based on the services provided, an attempt will be made to
identify the supply of NPT in Norway. Results will be used to test hypotheses H; and H,
concerning the relationship between i) utilization of national parks and ii) revenue and
employment. If both hypotheses are to be rejected, additional attention will be paid to life
style entrepreneurship and possible differences among different segments.

Identifying nature-based tourism businesses

The research in this paper is conducted within the framework of a wider research project? on
the NBT industry in Norway. To enable comparison of results with similar research at Mid
Sweden University, NBT businesses were defined in the survey as “businesses that, against
payment, offer activities or experiences in nature”, based on the definition presented on page
2. Only commercial businesses were included and as a main rule, businesses solely providing
transportation or accommodation were excluded (Lundmark & Muller, 2010). Exceptions
were made for accommodation and transportation businesses that can be regarded as a nature
experience in itself (i.e. ice hotels and fjord and mountain lake cruising). Businesses solely
selling hunting and fishing without any accommodation or guiding were excluded (cf.
Lundmark & Muller, 2010) as well as businesses that solely provide farm-visiting and/or farm
products.

Establishment of a nationwide database of NBT businesses

In the period February — March 2012, all tourist offices in Norway (n=291) were contacted by
phone and asked for contact information of all NBT businesses in their region. After two
reminders, 125 tourist offices (43 %) produced a list of 1256 businesses. Source errors led to
a quality control and further supplementing during the summer and autumn of 2012. The
websites of 81 destination marketing organizations (DMOs), all tourist offices, four
nationwide trade associations, eleven special interest and regional tourism websites, as well as
members of Norway Nature Travel — Din Tur AS were searched for new businesses. In
addition, Google searches with the keywords “naturopplevelser + tourist office place name”,
“activity + municipality”, “fishing + river name” were performed, analyzing the first 20
results. In total, 566 businesses were deleted and 1340 added, giving a gross sample of 2030
NBT businesses.

% The survey used for this paper is part of the research project "Nature-based tourism - companies, competency
and recruitment”, financed by Innovation Norway and the Norwegian Forestry Development Fund
(Skogtiltaksfondet). The project is conducted by the Norwegian University of Life Sciences (UMB) in
collaboration with Norway Nature Travel — DinTur AS, Norwegian Farmers’ Union (Norges Bondelag),
HANEN - search engine for rural tourism in Norway, the Norwegian Forest Owners' Association (Norges
Skogeierforbund), NORSKOG Consulting, The Institute of Transport Economics (T@I) and Mid Sweden
University.

3 Apon et al. (forthcoming, see Appendix 4) identified several source errors. The tourist offices’ lists varied in
quality due to misinterpretation of the NBT-definition. Norwegian tourist offices and DMOs lack a clear
hierarchical structure in all regions, leading to overlap and “white spots on the map”. 57 % (n=166) of the
tourist offices did not answer at all. 33 % (n=41) of those that answered (n=125) did not know or answer the
question to what degree they had overview of NBT businesses in their region.
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Questionnaire design

The questionnaire was designed and tested by four researchers and three master students from
the Norwegian University of Life Sciences and one researcher from Mid Sweden University,
based on the objectives of this paper and the wider NBT research project. The online
questionnaire involved questions on the type of activities/products supplied, organization,
objectives, competence and success factors, certification, finance and the owner/manager (see
Appendix 1). The questions used for this paper are integrated in the section “Land use,
national parks and other protected areas”. The question “Select the number of national parks
that your businesses operates in, or adjacent to*” was used as a classification criteria for so-
called ‘national park businesses’, being those that answered “one” or more. National park
businesses were presented survey questions about the actual use of national parks, the
significance of the national park status, conservation regulations, accessibility and
infrastructure. Seven point semantic differential scales were used so that the variables could
be considered continuous. Labels were shown at the extremes with a neutral middle value
where applicable. Questions regarding free access to and passage through natural areas were
based on research by Lundberg and Fredman (2011).

Questionnaire design and layout was based on recommendations by Dillman et al.
(2009, pp. 65-150). 15 NBT businesses from the database were contacted by phone for a pilot
study, as recommended by Dillman et al. (2009, p. 228) to discuss difficulties, errors and the
length of the survey. Eight responded, resulting in some reformulations, shortening and
deleting questions.

Distribution, response rate and data processing

Data collection started in February 2013 and ended March 2013. A pre-survey email with
information about the research project was sent as recommended by Dillman et al. (2009, p.
243). The final survey was sent to through the online survey service Questback. Five
reminders were sent after five, seven, twelve, fifteen, and twenty-two days by SMS, email,
SMS, email and email respectively. 616 respondents answered on a valid sample of 1769°,
giving a response rate of 35 %. Collected data were processed in a SPSS data file. Non-
response was treated as missing value, as well as ‘do not know’ and ‘not applicable’ values.

Data variables and analyses

A range of business activities, which NBT businesses were asked to rate on a scale from one
(no significance) to seven (essential/very important) in terms of generating revenue, were
used in a cluster analysis to identify distinct supply segments. A hierarchical cluster analysis
using Ward’s method was applied to find the best number of clusters and initial seed points,
which were used in a non-hierarchical K-means cluster analysis (cf. Hair, Anderson, Tatham,
& Black, 1998, pp. 469-518). Among several cluster solutions, a three cluster solution was

* Meaning within a perimeter of five kilometers from the national park border.

°2030 (gross sample) — 9 (pilot businesses not willing to participate in the main survey) — 230 (missing/incorrect
email addresses) + 161 (new businesses and email addresses found /received during the survey) — 59
(businesses that replied that they had closed down) — 103 (businesses not operating within NBT based on
their feedback and/or survey answers) — 21 (double entries) = 1769 (presumed valid sample)
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considered best in differentiating segments. Among NPT businesses, a classification between
‘pre-d’ and ‘post-d’ was created, based on if businesses were established before or after
designation of the national park status to the national park they operated mostly in/adjacent to.

To test Hj, three stepwise linear regression analyses using backward elimination (all
variables are entered and consequently removed from the equation one by one if they meet the
criterion for elimination: probability of F-to-remove > 0.1) were conducted among NBT
businesses (n=616) with the independent variables ‘distance to national park’ and ‘number of
national parks used’ and the dependent variables ‘revenue’, ‘number of employees’ and
‘number of FTEs’ respectively.

To test Haapcde @ principal component analysis with varimax rotation (eigenvalues >1)
was used to reduce the number of independent national park related variables. Factor loadings
below .4 were suppressed. The variables that made up the extracted components were tested
for internal consistency using Cronbach’s alpha. One component concerning the nature
conservation and management related variables was split up to differ between i) general
tourism businesses development facilitation and ii) the influence of protected area
management changes over time (see Table 6). These two components had satisfying
Cronbach’s alpha values (>.75). The final components were consistent with the intended
categories as shown in Figure 1 and saved as new variables (see Hj, to Hye) to be used as
independent variables. Further statistics are presented in Table 8 on page 21. A series of
stepwise linear regression analyses using backward elimination were conducted to find causal
relationships. The following indicators of economic success were used as dependent
variables: ‘revenue’, ‘number of employees’, ‘number of full-time equivalents’ and ‘CEO
income’. The latter is a merger of two variables (the manager’s full-time equivalent within the
company and his/her income received from the company as a percentage of his/her total
income) with a Cronbach’s alpha score of .81.

To identify if there were distinct clusters based on objective prioritizing a second cluster
analysis was performed, based on the variables “utilizing natural resources to enhance life
quality” (LQ) and “economic objectives” (EO). LQ and EO are index values, based on
average values of variables included in two components extracted by means of a principal
component analysis (as described above) performed on a list of eleven objectives. These
objectives were based on research by Lundberg and Fredman (2011) and Stensland (2010).
Respondents were asked to rate these on a scale ranging from one (low priority given) to
seven (highly prioritized). Among several cluster solutions, a two cluster solution was
considered best in differentiating segments. Further statistics are shown in Table 9 on page 22.

To prevent type Il errors (a false rejection of true hypotheses Hzapcae) additional
regression analyses were performed. In search of regression models with a higher R? as well
as to identify possible differences among NPT segments, the categorical selection variables
‘establishment before/after national park designation’, and the business activity and objective
based clusters were used. This did not lead to substantial better or unambiguous results®.

® The different types of NPT businesses led in a few cases to higher explained variance. However, R? and n were
still very low and results were ambiguous. See Appendix 3 for calculations and discussion.
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Limitations

Professor @ystein Aas at the Norwegian Institute for Nature Research says that response rates
among Norwegian NBT entrepreneurs are often poor (personal communication, February 12,
2013). This paper is part of the first nationwide research project on NBT businesses in
Norway, making it difficult to make comparative remarks. The response rate of 35 % is lower
than, for example, the 53 % obtained by Aas et al. (2006) among 500 tourism businesses near
protected areas, although research among NBT entrepreneurs in Finland by Selby et al. (2011)
shows similar figures. The rather long questionnaire might have weakened the response rate.
Non-response study results are not yet included, since this was scheduled by the wider
research project after the hand-in deadline of this paper. However, the high number of
businesses that replied they were outside the target group and/or closed down (n=162) may
indicate that the presumed valid sample might be too high.

The applied definition of ‘businesses that, against payment, offer activities or
experiences in nature’ and the focus on national parks led to a de facto study of activity based
national park tourism not including spillover effects received by other tourism businesses or
industries. Other studies in Norway (Aas et al., 2003; Andersen et al., 2003; Heiberg et al.,
2005) have included all tourism businesses operating in/around national parks. The applied
definition facilitated i) analyzing businesses’ actual use of nature areas and their attitudes
towards nature conservation and management and ii) comparison of result with similar studies
(i.e. Lundmark & Muller, 2010). Small businesses and hunting and fishing providers might be
underrepresented, while accommodation businesses providing simple self-guided facilitation
might be overrepresented in the sample.’

This study, in particular hypotheses Hzapcde, measures and analyzes respondents’
perceptions on tourism and nature management issues and their effects, and not conditions as
they necessarily are in reality. Although these observations in itself are interesting, they may
pose a limitation. Also, this paper only includes perceptions of tourism managers on national
park tourism development, and omits perceptions from e.g. tourism and nature management
organizations, as well as tourists themselves. In addition, tourism businesses’ revenue and
employment is probably a result of a wider range of influencing factors not included in this
study.

The limitations above calls for caution when interpreting results and generalizing them
to an industry or national level.

’ Google-searches probably caused an overrepresentation of larger businesses and an underrepresentation of
smaller niche businesses. The use of the principle “when in doubt, include” may have led to an
overrepresentation of coastal fishing tourism businesses, providing accommodation and boat rental. Hunting
and fishing were assumed to be underrepresented, since they are not often members of tourist offices. See
Appendix 4 for more insight in the database establishment process.
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Results®
Sample descriptives

On a total sample of 616 NBT businesses, 38 % (n=232) could be regarded as national park
tourism (NPT) businesses, operating within national park borders or within a five kilometer
distance of those borders. 32 % of NPT businesses (n=67) were already providing NBT
activities before establishment of the national park they operated in/around mostly; 68 %
(n=141) were established after designation of the national park status (missing n=24). At the
county level, there was a significant strong correlation (r=0.89 p=.000) between the number
of NPT businesses and the national park area (in km?).

Geographical proximity to and use of national parks (x;)

The five kilometer perimeter around national park boundaries was considered more important
for NPT businesses’ activities (4.3 on a scale from one to seven) compared with areas within
national park borders (3.4). Among NPT businesses, 71 % operated within national park
borders; 82 % operated within the five kilometer zone adjacent to national park borders®.
54 % operated within/around one, 28 % within/around two and 18 % within/around three or
more national parks. The three most used national parks were Jotunheimen, Hardangervidda
and Rondane (see Table 2 and Figure 2).

Table 2. Use of Norwegian national parks among NPT businesses
National park® n Valid percent
Valid 1 Jotunheimen 43 21 % ' - >
2 Hardangervidda 30 14 % \ ,“ be p
3 Rondane 20 10 % v >
4 Dovrefjell-Sunndalsfjella 17 8 % ‘ o «
5 Dovre 15 7%
6 Femundsmarka 15 7% b
7 Jostedalsbreen 15 7% s
8 Bargefjell 14 7% 12—l
9 Bléfjella-Skjekerfjella 13 6 % 4
10 Folgefonna 11 5% &3
11 Hallingskarvet 1 5% N
12 Saltfjellet — Svartisen 1 5% 4 439‘
13 Skarvan og Roltdalen 11 5% i l—}j
14 Forollhogna 10 5% S \\‘ W 6
15 Reinheimen 10 5 9% E ‘ﬁ}iv_:‘
Other 105 50 % 1-=rr o S
Total 208 P
Missing 24 —
Total 232
Note. ® Respondents answered in which three national parks they .
operated mostly.
Figure 2. Geographic location of the 15

most used national parks

(map source: dirnat.no/nasjonalparker)
Table 3 presents the activities provided by NPT businesses. The traditional activities of
fishing, hiking and hunting were the most common guided activities provided, but there is a
wide range of different activities.

8 Results from this study are presented in the past tense to prevent giving the impression of presenting
generalizing facts.

% Valid n=226. 16 % (n=36) operated solely in the five kilometer zone. 5 % (n=11) operated solely within
national park borders. 66 % (n=149) operated in both areas. 13 % (n=30) did not operate in either of these
areas. This may be due to operating further away from the national park borders or misinterpretation.
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Table 3. Guided activities provided by NPT businesses (n=232)

Range of guided activities n Percent n Percent
Fishing 114 49 Photography 41 18
Hiking 112 48 Boat trips 38 16
Hunting 63 27 Glacier tours 36 16
Freshwater activities 62 27 Horse riding 34 15
Expeditions 52 22 Bird watching 33 14
Skiing® 50 22 Nature studies 32 14
Mushing 46 20 Cycling 29 13
Snowshoeing 44 19 Saltwater activities 28 12
Wild safari 43 19 Snowmobile safari 16 7
Climbing 42 18 Other activities 48 21

Notes * Skiing includes Alpine skiing and snowboarding, as well all types of cross-country skiing (on
and off track).

However, the degree to which guided activities were provided varies. A cluster analysis
among NBT businesses based on their business activities (see Table 4) led to a classification
into i) businesses specialized in providing guided activities, ii) accommodation businesses
facilitating self-guided activities, called ‘hospitality facilitators’ and iii) businesses providing
‘total solutions’, including accommodation, catering, transportation, packaging and guided
activities, called ‘activity package providers’. NBT businesses not operating in/around
national parks were typical hospitality facilitators, while guided activity providers made up
the largest proportion of NPT businesses. 50 % of NPT businesses established after the
national park designation (post-d) were guided activity providers.

Table 4. Results of a supply based cluster analysis among NBT.
Comparison of cluster proportions among NBT and NPT businesses
1 2 3
Gu_ld_ed Hogp_nallty Activity Total F-value Tamhane posthoc”
activity  facilitators  package
Business activities® providers providers
Guided activities 5.0 2.1 5.4 4.1 17817 3,1>2
Self-guided activities 2.4 5.3 4.1 3.9 1157 2>3>1
Sale of outdoor equipment 15 1.5 2.4 1.7 226" 3>1,2
Organizing events in nature 3.1 1.9 4.8 3.2 110.8™ 3>1>2
Accommodation 25 6.5 6.0 49 438.9™ 3>2>1
Transportation 2.1 2.4 5.4 3.2 201.9™" 3>2,1
Catering 2.8 2.8 5.9 37 159.9™ 3>1,2
Packaging 2.4 2.2 5.2 3.1 154.2" 3>1,2
Information services 2.1 2.6 4.9 3.1 12717 3>2>1
Agriculture and forestry 2.1 2.7 3.2 2.6 1367 3,2>1
Commercial fishing 1.4 2.8 3.2 2.4 4577 3,2>1
n 209 198 163 Valid n Missing n Total n
Valid percent 37 % 35 % 29 % 347 46 616
Cross tabulations Valid percent
NBT non-NPT® 32 43 25 347 37 384
NPT® 44 22 34 223 9 232
NPT Pre-D* 36 25 39 64 3 67°
Post-D* 50 18 32 136 5 141°

Notes. ®On a scale ranging from one (‘no significance’) to seven (‘essential/very important’) NBT businesses were asked to
rate the significance of the business activities in terms of generating revenue. Presented scores are averages. Bold scores
were used for labeling the clusters. ® Tamhane posthoc: > indicates a significant (p<0.05) difference between clusters. ¢ The
differences in proportions between non-NPT and NPT are significant. y?=24.5, df=2, p<0.001. ¢ The differences in
proportions between NPT pre-designation and NPT post-designation are not significant. y>=3.5, df=2, p=0.171. ¢ 24 NPT
businesses could not be defined as pre-designation or post-designation due to lack of data. p<0.001.
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The perceived impact of the national park status on tourism attractiveness and development
(X2a), and accessibility, facilitation and infrastructure (xzp)

NPT businesses considered the national park status important for business survival (x=5.1 on
a scale from one to seven; n=217, 0=1.4). 69 % used the national park status for marketing
purposes, although guided activity providers did this to a significant (y*=4.7, df=1, p<0.05)
less extent than other types of providers taken together (62 versus 75 %).

Table 5. NPT businesses (n=232) attitudes towards the impact of the national park status

What impact® has/have the national park(s) your Valid % Do not
business operates in/around, for the area’s: X o Negative Neutral Positive  Sum %°(n) know (n)
1. tourism attractiveness 1.7 1.2 1 22 77 100 (223) 9

2. general tourism development 15 13 4 25 71 100 (221) 11

3. accessibility® 0.7 14 13 37 51 101 (215) 17

4. other general tourism facilitation® 09 14 11 29 60 100 (218) 14

5. other general tourism infrastructure® 10 14 11 31 59 101 (219) 13

Notes. On a scale from minus three (very negative impact) to plus three (very positive impact), with zero as a neutral
value. ° Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding. ¢ roads, parking places, transport services. ¢signs, tracks,
information measures. ®accommodation, hospitality and other services.

NPT businesses’ attitudes towards the impact of the national park status on tourism
development and facilitation are presented in Table 5. The general tourism attractiveness and
tourism development were perceived to gain from the national park status. Although still
positive, it seems that NPT businesses were less convinced that the national park status has
led to more specific and practical measures in terms of accessibility, facilitation and
infrastructure. Guided activity providers were significantly (p<0.05) less positive about the
impact on accessibility and infrastructure than other types of providers (0.4 and 0.6 versus 1.0
and 1.3).

NPT businesses’ perceptions of nature conservation and management (Xoc+q)

Table 6 shows that NPT businesses clustered to a high extent around neutral or “do not know /
not applicable” answers when asked about their attitudes towards several aspects of nature
conservation and management impacts on their businesses. Conservation regulations were
perceived both negative and positive. While the facilitation of tourism development in
national parks was perceived as insignificant to moderate, the cooperation between protected
area management and tourism businesses was perceived as moderately positive, although both
variables have a high variance and high numbers of “do not know”-answers.

The impact of the new ‘local management’ (lokalforvaltning) model was perceived
rather positive, although all variables related to management model changes show very high
numbers of neutral and “do not know’’-answers.
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Table 6. NPT businesses (n=232) perceptions on nature conservation and management impacts

Valid Do not
— Percent know/ Missing
x Negative Neutral Positive  Sum % (n) N/A (n) (n)
General_ Cor!servatlon regulatu;ns impact on 00 16 30 6 24 100 (212) 18 2
economic business development
development  Protected area management's facilitation
facilitation ~ of NBT development in the national 29 17 b b b 77 52 3
park(s)"
Cooperation between _protecte_d areac 13 17 23 39 38 100 (171) 60 1
management and tourism businesses
Protected Change of the protected area management’s consideration of tourism interests:
area ; ;
1. in the period 2003-2009 compared to
mhanagemem the years before® 09 13 26 52 22 100 (126) 102 4
CNanges OVer 5 in the last three years compared to the
time period 2003_2009dy 13 16 23 41 36 100 (145) 86 1
Impact of the introduction of the 'local 14 15 14 55 31 100 (152) 77 3

management' (lokalforvaltning) model®

Notes. 20n a scale from minus three (very negative) to plus three (very positive), with a neutral value (zero). ® On a scale from one (very
little extent) to seven (very large extent).  On a scale from minus three (very bad) to plus three (very good), with a neutral value
(neither/nor). “On a scale from minus three (much less) to plus three (much more), with a neutral value (no change).

Assessment of the importance of free access to and passage through natural areas (X2)

NPT businesses strongly agreed that allemannsretten is an important right in the positive
sense that should be maintained™. On a scale from one (‘no importance’) to five (‘vital
importance’), ‘free access to and passage through natural areas’ was considered to be both a
success factor (x=4.3, n=230, ¢=1.0) and a constraint (x=4.0, n=228, ¢=1.3). Guided activity
and activity package providers taken together consider allemannsretten significantly more
positively important than hospitality facilitators do (6.3 versus 5.8). Hospitality facilitators
considered free access to be both a success factor and a constraint, but scored significantly
lower than guided activity and activity package providers taken together (4.0 and 3.5 versus
4.4 and 4.1).

NPT businesses in general rated private property not self-owned most important™
(x=4.5, n=224, ¢=2.3) and — along with the Finnmark Estate, state commons and Statskog
properties' — significantly (p<0.05) more important than other NBT businesses did. Own
private property (x=3.1, n=226, 0=2.4) and property not owned by anyone (x=2.8, n=217,
0=2.5) were rated least important. However, there are differences among NPT businesses:
hospitality facilitators rated the use of own private property significantly higher than guided
activity providers (4.0 versus 2.5).

10 £=6.2 on a scale from one (‘strongly disagree’) to seven (‘strongly agree’) (n=229, 6=1.5)

1 On a scale from one (no importance’) to seven (’very important’)

12 In the county of Finnmark, the Finnmark Estate, was rated most important (¥=6.3, n=21, 0=1.7). According to
FeFo (2013): “The Finnmark Act (Finnmarksloven) transferred 95 % (about 46,000 km?) of the area in the
Finnmark county in Norway to the inhabitants of Finnmark county. This area is managed by the Finnmark
Estate agency (FeFo).” The state-owned properties — managed by Statskog in cooperation with mountain and
state common boards — of state commons (statsallmenninger; ¥=3.4, n=153, ¢=2.5) and Statskog properties
(x=3.2, n=193, ¢=2.5) were rated slightly more important than own private property. Statsallmenninger are
not found in the counties of Finnmark, Troms, Nordland or on Svalbard. Statskog properties are not found in
the county of Finnmark or on Svalbard.
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Economic characteristics: comparison of NPT and non-NPT businesses

On average, NPT businesses in the sample had a revenue of 2.3m NOK (=300k EUR), 6.5

employees and 2.6 full-time equivalents (FTE). The economic and manager characteristics are
presented in Table 7.

Table 7. Comparison of means on economic key figures and manager characteristics among NBT and NPT businesses.
Comparison 1 Comparison 2° Comparison 3
NBT NPT NPT
(n=616) (n =208%) (n =223
Guided Activity
NPT Non- Pre-D  Post-D  activity Hospitality package
NPT providers facilitators providers
Economic key figures (n=232) (n=384) (n=67) (n=141) (n=98) (n =50) (n =75)
Corporate level
Years of operating within NBT 13.9 125 2507 957 11.0™ 155" 17.2"
NBT %° 60" 53" 58 61 65" 49" 63"
Revenue (in thousand NOK) 2291' 1893 4160°™ 14477 1818 1742’ 3388°
Number of employees 6.5" 47" 7.8 5.2 5.6 5.2 8.5
Full-time equivalents (FTES) 2.6 2.0 34" 2.0 2.0 2.1 38"
Domestic customers (%) 67" 60" 72 66 73" 60" 65"
Foreign customers (%) 33" 40" 28 34 27" 40" 35"
Manager level
FTE (%) 70 66 76" 65" 64 72 75
Income from company (%)° 51 46 63" 46™ 48 50 56
Age 48.8" 50.6° 51.87 4727 465" 51.0" 48.6"
Years of NBT experience 1407 1187 17.27 1227 13.6 13.2 145
Length of service (in years) 115 113 1557 96" 10.4 12.7 11.3

Notes. 24 NPT businesses could not be defined as pre-designation or post-designation due to lack of data. 9 NPT
businesses could not be assigned a category due to lack of data. © The nature-based tourism related revenue as a
percentage of total revenue. “Manager's FTE of his/her job within the company. ® The manager's income received from
the company as a percentage of his/her total income. "ANOVA significant at a 5 %-level. “ANOVA significant at a 1 %-
level. "“ANOVA significant at a 1 %o-level.

Although NPT businesses received a significantly higher proportion of their revenue from
NBT than other NBT-businesses, there were no significant differences in terms of revenue and
FTEs. However, NPT businesses had more employees. NPT managers were slightly younger,
but had on average 2.2 years more experience within NBT. NPT businesses relied to a higher
degree on domestic customers than non-NPT businesses. The most important foreign market
segments for NPT businesses were Germany (48 %), The Netherlands (31 %), Sweden (26
%), Great Britain (22 %) and Denmark (21 %),

Among NPT businesses, those established before the national park status designation
took effect had the highest revenue and FTEs. They also had the oldest managers with the
most years of NBT experience and service, as well as the highest FTE and relative income
from the company. Guided activity providers were the youngest companies and had the lowest
number of FTEs. Activity package providers were the oldest companies and had the highest
number of FTEs. Hospitality facilitators received the lowest share of their revenue from NBT.

NPT businesses considered today’s revenue and profitability slightly higher'* compared
with three years ago. Revenue was expected to increase™ in the next three years; Post

3 n=169. Respondents were asked for the two most important foreign market segments.

Y %=4.4 (6=1.4) and ¥=4.7 (6=1.2, 0%=0.1) respectively, on a scale from one (much lower) to seven (much
higher), with a neutral value four (unchanged).

15 %=5.3 (0=1.1) on a scale from one (much lower) to seven (much higher), with a neutral value four (unchanged)
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designation NPT businesses were significantly more positive about this than pre designation
NPT businesses'®.

(Hy) Geographical proximity to national parks as determinants of NBT businesses’
revenue and employment

Three stepwise linear regression analyses (backward elimination) with the independent
variables ‘distance to national park’ and ‘number of national parks used’ and the dependent
variables ‘revenue’, ‘number of employees’ and ‘number of FTEs’ respectively were
performed among NBT businesses (n=616). They resulted all in regression models with
R’<0.05 (p>0.6) and beta coefficients <0.07 (p>0.4). Hypothesis H; was consequently
rejected.

(H2apcae) Perceptions on the utilization of national parks as determinants of NPT
businesses’ revenue and employment

Table 8 on page 21 shows the regression analyses addressing the effects of perceptions on the
use of national parks on NPT businesses’ economic success. All regression models show very
low R? figures and have only one variable. Besides the perception of general tourism
businesses development facilitation deriving from conservation regulations and protected area
management, no other factors seem to influence NPT businesses’ revenue, number of
employees and FTEs or CEO income. Consequently, hypotheses Hya,pqe Were rejected, while
H.. was confirmed, although the causal relationship seemed weak.

16 %=5.4 (0=1.0) versus ¥=4.9 (c=1.0). ANOVA significant at a 1 %-level.
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The validity of using economic key figures in measuring ‘success’

To test if economic key figures were valid as a ‘success factor’, the prioritizing of different
businesses objectives was analyzed. In general, NBT businesses prioritized life quality related
objectives (LQ) higher than economic objectives (EO). A between group comparison was
performed to see if NBT and NPT segments prioritize their business objectives differently
(see Table 9). Although almost none of the differences were significant, the extent to which
LQ is prioritized higher than EO was significantly (p<0.05) greater among NPT businesses
(A=1.1) compared with non-NPT businesses (A=0.8).

Among NPT businesses, activity package providers prioritized both LQ and EO the
highest of all clusters. Guided activity providers prioritized EO the lowest among the clusters,
while hospitality facilitators prioritized LQ the lowest among the clusters.

Table 9. Comparison of prioritized business objectives among different NBT and NPT segments
Comparison 1 Comparison 2
NBT NPT
(n=616) (n=223%
Guided Activity
activity Hospitality package
Component NPT  Non-NPT providers facilitators providers
Business objectives®, component-analyzed® loadings® (n=232 (n=384) (n=98) (n=50) (n=75)
LQ - Utilizing natural resources to enhance life quality® 6.0 5.9 597 5.8" 6.2"
Communicate the value of nature to customers .80 6.1 5.9 6.2 5.8 6.3
Provide customers a valuable nature experience 74 6.5 6.4 6.5 6.3" 6.8"
To work outdoors 74 597 5.6 6.2 547 6.0
Social contact with customers 73 5.8 5.8 5.4 5.8 6.3
Having a interesting job 72 6.0 5.9 6.1" 5.7 6.2"
Contribute to sustainable tourism development 70 6.0 5.9 577 5.9 6.5
Use local natural resource to make a living 62 5.9 5.9 557 5.9 6.3"
To be independent .56 5.6 55 55 5.5 5.7
To be able to stay where we live today 54 5.7 55 53" 5.9 6.2
EO - Economic objectives® 49 5.1 46" 5.0" 52"
Maximize income .88 4.4 4.7 4.1 46 4.7
Secure and stable income .82 5.3 5.4 5.3 51" 5.8
Cumulative explained variance (%) 40 57
Cronbach’s Alpha .87 12

Notes. #9 NPT businesses could not be assigned a category due to lack of data. ®On a scale from 1 (low priority) to 7 (highly prioritized).
¢ Components were extracted by means of a principle component analysis with varimax rotation with eigenvalues >1. KMO = .877.
Bartlett’s test is significant (y?=2455.1, df=55, p<0.001). ¢ LQ and EO are components, presented with index values based on the
averages values of the variables in each component. "ANOVA significant at a 5 %-level. “ANOVA significant at a 1 % level. “"ANOVA

significant at a 1 %o-level.

A cluster analysis performed on NBT businesses resulted in two cluster groups, which were
named ‘optimizers’ and ‘satisfiers’ (see Table 10). The first prioritized both life quality and
economic objectives very high, while the latter prioritized economic objectives to a much
lesser extent than life quality related objectives. However, there were found no significant
differences in terms of economic key figures among these two groups.

These cluster groups were cross-tabulated by national park use. Table 10 shows no
significant differences in cluster proportions between NPT and other (non-NPT) business
managers. A typical pre designation (pre-d) manager is an optimizer, while a typical post
designation (post-d) manager is a satisfier. While the majority of guided activity providers
were managed by satisfiers, a majority of the hospitality facilitators and activity package
providers were managed by optimizers.
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Table 10. Results of a cluster analysis among NBT businesses based on business objective components.
Comparison of cluster proportions among NBT and NPT businesses

1 2
Business objective components Optimizers Satisfiers F-value
LQ - Utilizing natural resources to enhance life quality 6.2 5.5 2077
EO - Economic objectives 6.0 3.8 469.9""
Valid percent 58 42 Validn Missingn  Total n
n 333 246 579 37 616
Cross tabulations Valid percent
Comparison 1*  non-NPT 60 40 333 51 384
NBT NPT 54 46 225 7 232
Comparison 2°  Pre-D 65 35 65 2 67¢
NPT Post-D a7 53 137 4 141¢
Comparison 3° Guidgd e}ctivity providers 41 59 95 3 98¢
NPT Hospitality facilitators 60 40 50 - 50°
Activity package providers 69 31 72 3 75°

Notes.” ANOVA significant at a 1 %o-level.2 The differences in proportions are not significant. y=1.6, df=1,
p=.202. ® The differences in proportions are significant. y°=5.2, df=1, p<0.05. ¢ The differences in proportions are
significant. y>=14.0, df=2, p<0.01' 924 NPT businesses could not be defined as pre-designation or post-designation

due to lack of data. e 9 NPT businesses could not be assigned a category due to lack of data.
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Discussion

Geographical proximity to national parks as determinants of NBT businesses’ revenue and
employment (H;)

The three most used parks of Jotunheimen, Hardangervidda and Rondane are among the parks
also identified by Heiberg et al. (2005) and Aas et al. (2006) as the parks with the most
commercial activities. In line with results from research by Aas et al. (2006) and Andersen et
al. (2003), the national park status was used for marketing purposes by a majority of NPT
businesses and the general tourism attractiveness and tourism development were perceived to
gain from the national park status.

Fredman et al. (2007) say that designation of a national park status may lead to higher
visitor numbers and an increase in number of foreign tourists. This suggests a potential
development of an economic flourishing NBT supply around national parks. However, results
in this paper did not find empirical evidence for a causal relationship between geographical
proximity to or use of national parks and economic success. Although a majority of the
national park tourism (NPT) businesses were established after designation of the national park
status, a causal relationship is difficult to document due to a high attrition; in general, NBT
businesses are only 13.9 years old. However, there was a significant correlation between the
number of NPT businesses and national park area at the county level. NPT constituted a
significant part (38 %) of nature-based tourism (NBT) supply, while national parks constitute
only 9.7 % of Norway’s mainland excluded urban and agricultural areas (Directorate for
Nature Management, 2012; Statistics Norway, 2012a).

Saarinen (2003) and Lundmark and Muller (2010) state that distance between protected
areas and urban areas might play a role; domestic demand might not be sufficient to meet all
supply, making it necessary to focus on incoming tourism. Veisten et al. (2009) found that
protected areas appeal to foreign tourists coming to Norway, though the wish to visit a
national park is not of decisive importance. Research in this paper indicates that foreign
tourists represented a significant lower (though still substantial) market segment (33 %) for
NPT businesses compared with other NBT businesses (40 %). This number is somewhat
lower than the 45 % Vorkinn (2011) reported among visitors of Jotunheimen National Park.

The perceived impact of the national park status on tourism attractiveness and development
(X2a), and accessibility, facilitation and infrastructure (xzp)

Although the national park status was considered important for business survival and tourism
development, NPT businesses in this study seemed divided about the perceived impacts on
the area’s accessibility, facilitation and infrastructure: 47 % of the answers consisted of
negative, neutral or “do not know”-values. This is in line with other studies in Norway
(Haukeland, 2011c; Haukeland et al., 2010; Higham & Vistad, 2011), which have shown that
Norwegian national parks are characterized by low degrees of facilitation and infrastructure.
This may pose a threat to tourism development.
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NPT businesses’ perceptions of nature conservation and management (Xac+d)

There also seemed to be a considerable amount of doubt and variation regarding perceived
national park management’s collaboration and consideration of tourism interests and
development. This may indicate a perceived absence of a decisive national park management
and a lack of involvement in the park planning processes and tourism development
opportunities among tourism stake holders as identified by Haukeland (2011c), Haukeland et
al. (2011) and Kaltenborn et al. (2011) at the national parks of Rondane, Jotunheimen and
Dovrefjell-Sunndalsfjella. However, study results indicate that new national park management
practices in the wake of the ‘Mountain Text’ (fjellteksten, 2003) and the Nature Diversity Act
(2009) seemed to have improved perceived consideration of tourism interests. The described
paradigm shift towards discourses that consider national parks a resource for tourism
development (Haukeland, 2011a; Puhakka, 2008) may span over a significant time period.

Assessment of the importance of free access to and passage through natural areas (x2.)

Norwegian NPT businesses, especially those providing guided activities, have strong positive
attitudes towards allemannsretten. Free access and passage through nature was perceived both
a success factor and a constraint, but more research like Sandell and Fredman (2010) in
Sweden is necessary to identify in what specific ways this is the case in Norway. Although
“access to countryside areas is fundamental” for NBT, allemannsretten has its roots in social,
rather than commercial activities (Sandell & Fredman, 2010, pp. 291-292). This has
implications for NPT development. First, free access without landowners’ permission may
contribute to tourism development. Second, extensive and uncontrollable use may lead to
negative social and ecological impacts, also called a ‘tragedy of the commons’ (Hammitt et
al., 1992; Hardin, 1968; Sandell & Fredman, 2010). Third, since allemannsretten applies for
all wildland areas, national parks are not the ‘exclusive’ arenas for outdoor recreation and
NBT (Sandell & Fredman, 2010), thus limiting their potential in attracting tourists.

Pouta et al. (2006) say that landownership structure and property may influence NBT
development and the need for landowner cooperation. Results from this study indicate that
NPT businesses have to adhere to several management authorities and other private
landowners to a higher degree than other NBT businesses. Restrictions within national park
borders may explain why the five kilometer perimeter around national park boundaries was
considered more important for NPT businesses’. Another explanation is that so-called
‘gateway communities’ in rural areas, close to protected areas, are considered important
because of their hospitality role (Fredman & Yuan, 2011).

Economic key figures

The 232 NPT businesses in the sample had an estimated total revenue of 514m NOK (=68m
EUR) and employed an estimated staff of 1500 people with 880 FTEs. Findings in this study
are in line with general arguments by Hall and Boyd (2005) and Norwegian research by
Dervo et al. (2003) concluding that NBT-providers are small. The differences in key economic
figures between NPT and non-NPT businesses, which could indicate a difference in potential
for economic success and development, seem small. However, NPT businesses received a
significantly higher proportion of their revenue from NBT and had more employees,
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indicating that national parks might generate more nature based employment. Today’s
turnover was considered slightly higher compared with three years ago and expected to
increase significantly in the next three years. These results are in line with findings by
Andersen et al. (2003) and Aas et al. (2006), reporting an expected increase in commercial
activities in and around Norwegian national parks.

Perceptions on the utilization of national parks as determinants of NPT businesses’ revenue

and employment (Hzapcde)

Regression analyses led to no empirical evidence for causal relationships between i)

X2a  the perceived impact of the national park status on tourism attractiveness and
development;

Xob the perceived impact of the national park status on the area’s accessibility, facilitation
and infrastructure;

Xog  the perception of changes in national park management practices since 2003;

X2e assessment of the importance of free access to and passage through natural areas;

and 1i) success among NPT businesses, measured in terms of key economic figures. The
rejection of hypotheses H; and Haapce corresponds with results in Sweden where no
significant causal relationships were found between proximity/access to protected areas and
an increase in tourism employment (Lundmark et al., 2010) or commercial NBT (Lundmark
& Muller, 2010). However, the use of the NPT managerial perspective may have led to bias.

Hall and Boyd (2005, p. 10) say that the central issue is to understand the factors that
influence the establishment of tourism firms and how governments can contribute to the
location of private firms. Regression analyses indicate that the perception of general tourism
businesses development facilitation, deriving from nature conservation and management
practices (xxc), had a positive impact and explained some (although very low percentages) of
the variance in turnover, employment and manager income. The results are in line with
research by Selby et al. (2011) who states that NPT businesses’ development is affected by i)
authorities’ willingness and ability to support the local tourism economy through education,
co-operation and funding and ii) entrepreneurial attitudes among tourism managers.

Life style entrepreneurship

Although the regression analyses did not lead to unambiguous results, the underlying
variables that constituted the independent variables showed high internal consistencies.
Besides questioning the economic potential of national park tourism, the additional question
is therefore if economic key figures are valid measurements of ‘success’. NBT entrepreneurs
should see possibilities and hold positive attitudes towards utilizing the national park status to
attract tourists and generate an income.

Both NBT and NPT managers prioritized life quality related objectives (LQ) higher
than economic objectives (EO), indicating a relatively high degree of lifestyle
entrepreneurship consistent with research in Sweden by Lundberg and Fredman (2011). This
complicates identifying the economic potential of national park tourism, since lifestyle
motivations can constrain tourism and economic development (Ateljevic & Doorne, 2000).

26



However, no significant differences were found between satisfiers — managers who
prioritize EO to a much lesser extent than LQ — and optimizer — managers who prioritize both
EO and LQ very high — in terms of economic key figures, indicating that lifestyle
entrepreneurs do not necessarily perform worse. Also, Lundberg and Fredman (2011, p. 20)
legitimately say that “non-monetary and life-style-related arguments could probably attract
more people to enter this sector rather than being looked upon as a constraint”.

NPT segments

Segmentation analyses were performed to obtain further comprehension of the complicated
composition of NPT supply.

Results indicate a possible competition between the older and more experienced pre-d
NPT businesses with high revenue and FTEs and younger post-d NPT businesses, which had
lower revenue and FTEs, but were significantly more positive about future revenue. High
revenue is not a guarantee for making a profit. An example of a pre-d business would be a
Norwegian ‘mountain hotel’, which often have long traditions. Many are struggling with
overcapacity and high investment and fixed costs. Newcomers specialized most often in
guided activities and may not have or want to invest in infrastructure.

Guided activity providers were the most common and youngest companies with the
lowest number of FTEs, indicating a possible growth in numbers of this type as found by
Andersen et al. (2003). Their managers were among the youngest; around 60 % were
satisfiers. They were less positive about the impact of the national park status on the areas
accessibility and infrastructure. A possible explanation would be that these businesses have
little capital to invest and to a greater extent depend on and expect national park authorities to
facilitate tourism development. It is uncertain to what degree these businesses are economic
sustainable over time.

Hospitality facilitators are specialized in accommodation and encourage their customers
to engage in self-guided activities. Their managers were typical optimizers. They had to
adhere to other landowners to a lesser degree. These businesses only received 49 % from their
revenue from NBT, which indicates that they to a higher degree were occupied with other
sources of income.

Findings suggest that activity package providers, which are the oldest NPT providers,
may have the best qualifications for realizing tourism development. Almost 70 % of these
‘total solution’ sellers were optimizers and they had the highest number of FTEs.
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Conclusion

Results of this study indicate that national park tourism (NPT) supply constitutes a significant
part of nature-based tourism (NBT) supply in Norway focusing on physical activities. NPT
businesses used the national park status to a large extent and were positive about the impact of
the national park status on tourism development, although they seemed less convinced about
its impact on the area’s accessibility, tourism facilitation and infrastructure. Results indicate
that i) NPT businesses have more employees than other NBT businesses, ii) there are positive
expectations about future revenue, especially among the younger NPT businesses and iii)
there is a possible growth in the number of guided activity providers.

However, no clear empirical evidence was found for causal relationships between i)
NBT businesses’ geographical proximity and use of national parks, or NPT managers’
perceptions on the utilization of national parks and ii) economic success in terms of
businesses’ revenue and employment. NPT businesses were moderately positive about general
economic development facilitation, but this factor only explained very low percentages of the
variance in turnover, employment and manager income. New nature conservation and
management policies seemed to possess more concern for tourism interests than before, but a
high number of NPT businesses still expressed uncertainty on this issue. These findings
indicate a perceived absence of decisive national park authorities and a possible unexploited
potential for tourism development.

The relationship between utilization of natural parks and economic success is not
straight forward and more complex than maybe assumed. The majority of satisfiers — which
prioritize life quality objectives over economic objectives — among the younger NPT
businesses and guided activity providers might indicate a shift towards emphasizing life style
entrepreneurship among NPT managers. However, NPT businesses and satisfiers did not
perform worse in terms of key economic figures.

There are distinct segments among NPT businesses, which can be classified by their
supply (guided activity providers, hospitality facilitators and activity package providers) and
establishment date (before/after designation of the national park status). These segments differ
in terms of land use and attitudes towards facilitation and infrastructure, as well as business
objectives and economic characteristics. It is not adequate to assign national parks the role of
economic development tool and treat NPT businesses as a homogeneous group. These mutual
differences should be addressed at the corporate, national park and national level when
developing tourism, nature management and economic development strategies.

Implications

At the corporate level, providers specialized in guided activities and those specialized in
accommodation should look into opportunities for cooperation and the creation of total
solutions, which could lead to positive synergy effects. The older and activity package
providers should examine how to cope with competition from guided activity providers and
focus on their comparative advantages, based on experience and traditions, as well as ways to
innovate.
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The uncertainty among NPT businesses about general economic development
facilitation and consideration of tourism interests by the protected area management may
suggest an unused potential. At the national park level, tourism development requires a visible
and decisive national park management with clear strategies and goals, collaboration with and
involvement of NPT businesses to convert ambitions into tourism development and increase
in visitor numbers. This requires long term willingness and resource allocation from national
park and other nature management authorities within and around national park borders.

A possible explanation for the lack of significant causal relationships between
utilization of national parks and economic success may be that Norwegian national parks still
are below a lower threshold of facilitation and infrastructure, as well as visible, proactive
management that might be needed for NPT businesses’ development. The development of a
visitor strategy by the national park management, like the one in Jotunheimen National Park,
may be a first necessary step towards higher tourism development. One issue would be how to
attract more foreign visitors. However, national park management authorities have very
limited resources and their task seems limited to monitoring visitor numbers and behavior and
identifying the need for facilitation and infrastructure development to reduce visitor impacts.

The task of a tourism coordinator that takes responsibility for the overall tourism
strategy, planning, development and management should be entrusted to a destination
marketing organization (DMO) to be established for every national park. These DMOs should
involve tourism businesses, identify the strengths and weaknesses of the different supply
segments, make their interests visible and contribute to cooperation, both among tourism
businesses and with national park management authorities to realize both conservation as well
as development objectives.

Certification of guides and NPT businesses might be one measure to realize these goals,
since the numbers of NPT businesses and especially guided activity providers seem to be
increasing. Competition and pressure on natural resources may be increasing. Guided activity
providers are typical younger life style entrepreneurs who highly value the use of nature
resources to create memorable and sustainable nature experiences that enhance both their own
lives as the lives of their customers. Sustainable tourism development in and around national
parks could be realized if practical measures are put in place that address the motivations of
these entrepreneurs in such a way that the production of sustainable, unique qualitative
national park experiences is stimulated. Attracting higher numbers of tourists based on a
sustainable image and practice might generate significant economic impacts.

The establishment of national parks does not automatically generate tourism
development. At the national level, there is a need for clear tourism development strategies
and collaboration and coordination between the different ministries that have tourism,
economic development and nature conservation and management within their areas of
responsibility. The development of effective, tailored governmental schemes and national park
management models requires knowledge on the varying characteristics and needs of the
different types of NPT providers to enable development of objectives and practical measures,
as well as evaluation of development policies. One question is to what extent one should
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focus on establishment of new businesses and/or enhancing supply quality and economic
performance.

Further research

To address some of the limitations of this study, one could assign (a part of) a national park
where tourism development is actively promoted in cooperation with nature management
authorities through establishment of a national park DMO, development of a tourism
infrastructure, facilitation and visitor strategy, national park branding and marketing, as well
as a certification of NPT businesses operating in/around this area. Comparison of economic,
social and environmental impacts with more conservative national parks could be used to
examine the potential for sustainable NPT development.

Economic key figures may not be valid when measuring success. Further research on
the motivations of NPT managers may lead to more insight in how success is defined by these
entrepreneurs, whom seem as complex and diverse as the tourism industry itself. The dataset
established by the wider NBT research project should be used for further research on, among
others, competence and skills, the significance of trade organization memberships,
certification and perceived success factors and constraints in order to find other factors
influencing economic key figures. Also, more research is needed to identify in what ways the
public right of access and use of not self-owned land contributes to or inhibits development
and how landowners and tourism businesses can cooperate to reduce conflicts and realize
economic development.

In addition, further longitudinal research on the ratio between NPT and NBT businesses
and economic key figures is necessary to monitor economic development over time and the
role national parks play in attracting foreign and domestic tourists. At the same time, more
research is needed to obtain better knowledge on the quality of the products provided,
economic sustainability, success factors and constraints of NPT businesses — especially
guided activity providers.

This should be combined with visitor surveys along a range of national parks to identify
visitor number and segments, demand for commercial supply products and satisfaction with
access, infrastructure and facilitation. It is still unclear to what extent Norwegian national
parks attract tourists who spend enough time and money for the NPT industry to be
economically sustainable.

The relative low response rate limits the validity and generalizability of the results in
this paper. An alternative qualitative approach could be to select a few national parks and
interview NTP businesses as well as national park management authorities on tourism
development issues and perform a comparative study.

30



References

Aas, @., Heiberg, M. M., Haaland, H., Christensen, H. M., & Hagen, D. (2006). Turistbedrifter i og rundt norske
verneomrader. Lillehammer: NINA. (Rapport 141a)

Aas, @., Vistad, O. I., Dervo, B. K., Eide, N. E., Kaltenborn, B. P., Haaland, H., et al. (2003). Bruk og forvaltning
av nasjonalparker i fjellet. Trondheim: NINA. (Fagrapport 72)

Amundsen, A. M. (2012). A comparative case study of National Park management in Aoraki/Mt.Cook National
Zark (New Zealand) and Jotunheimen National Park (Norway). Norwegian University of Life Sciences,

s.

Andersen, O., Svarstad, H., Dervo, B. K., & Aas, @. (2003). Kartlegging av naeringsaktiviteter og oppfatninger
om vernerestriksjoner: Case studier fra Dovrefjell-Sunndalsfjella, Femundsmarka og Reisa
nasjonalparker med tilhorende randsoner. Lillehammer: NINA. (Rapport 71: delrapport 2)

Armstrong, H., & Taylor, J. (2000). Regional economics and policy (Third ed.). Oxford: Blackwell Publishers.

Ateljevic, ., & Doorne, S. (2000). 'Staying Within the Fence": Lifestyle Entrepreneurship in Tourism. Journal of
Sustainable Tourism, 8(5), 378-392.

Boyd, S., & Hall, C. M. (2005). Nature-based tourism in perpheral areas: Making peripheral destinations
competitive. In C. Cooper, C. M. Hall & D. Timothy (Series Eds.), C. M. Hall & S. Boyd (Eds.),
Nature-based tourism in peripheral areas: Development or disaster? (21 ed., pp. 273-280). Clevedon:
Channel View Publications.

Buckley, R. (2000). Neat trends: Current issues in nature, eco- and adventure tourism. International Journal of
Tourism Research, 2, 437-444.

Dervo, B. K., Aas, ., Kaltenborn, B. P., & Andersen, O. (2003). Utmarksturisme i fjellregionen i Sgrast-Norge:
vekst og vyer eller nedgang og resignasjon? Lillehammer: NINA. (Rapport 73)

Dillman, D. A., Smyth, J. D., & Christian, L. M. (2009). Internet, Mail, and Mixed-Mode Surveys: The Tailored
Design Method: Wiley Publishing.

Directorate for Nature Management. (2012). Norges nasjonalparker. Retrieved 2 October 2012. from
http://www.dirnat.no/nasjonalparker.

Directorate for Nature Management. (n.d.). Lovverk og forskrifter. Retrieved 2 October 2012. from
http://www.dirnat.no/friluftsliv/reiseliv/lovverk_og_forskrifter/.

Dybedal, P. (2011). Regionalgkonomiske virkninger av nasjonalparkene i Nord-Gudbrandsdal:
Transportgkonomisk institutt. Retrieved from https://www.toi.no/getfile.php/SUSTOUR/2246-2011.pdf

Eagles, P. F. J., & McCool, S. F. (2002). Tourism in national parks and protected areas in planning and
management. Wallingford: CABI.

FeFo. (2013). Finnmarkseiendommen. Retrieved March 23, 2013, from http://www.fefo.no/Sider/English.aspx

Fredman, P., Friberg, L. H., & Emmelin, L. (2007). Increased visitation from national park designation. Current
Issues in Tourism, 10(1), 87-95.

Fredman, P., Reinius, S. W., & Lundberg, C. (2009). Turism i natur. Definitioner, omfattning, statistik. Retrieved
from http://miun.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:282000/FULLTEXTO01

Fredman, P., & Tyrvainen, L. (2010). Frontiers in Nature-Based Tourism. Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality
and Tourism, 10(3), 177-189.

Fredman, P., & Yuan, M. (2011). Primary Economic Impacts at Three Spatial Levels: The Case of Fulufjéllet
National Park, Sweden. Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism, 11(supl), 74-86.

Hair, J. F., Anderson, R. E., Tatham, R. L., & Black, B. (1998). Multivariate data analysis with readings. Fifth
Edition. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall.

Hall, C. M., & Boyd, S. (2005). Nature-based tourism in peripheral areas: introduction. In C. Cooper, C. M. Hall
& D. Timothy (Series Eds.), C. M. Hall & S. Boyd (Eds.), Nature-based tourism in peripheral areas:
Development or disaster? (21 ed., pp. 1-17). Clevedon: Channel View Publications.

Hammitt, W. E., Kaltenborn, B. P., Vistad, O. I., Emmelin, L., & Teigland, J. (1992). Common acces tradition
and wilderness management in Norway - A paradox for managers. Environmental Management, 16(2),
149-156.

Hardin, G. (1968). The tragedy of the commons. Science, 162(3859), 1243-1248.

Haukeland, J. V. (2011a). Muligheter for turismebasert naeringsutvikling i verneomrader, Norwegian University
of Life Sciences, : Forskningsradet
http://www.forskningsradet.no/servlet/Satellite?blobcol=urldata&blobheader=application%2Fpdf&blob
headernamel=Content-
Disposition%3A&blobheadervaluel=+attachment%3B+filename%3D%22SkriftliggrunnlagforJanVidar
Haukelandspresentasjon.pdf%22&blobkey=id&blobtable=MungoBlobs&blobwhere=1274460409853&
sshinary=true

31



Haukeland, J. V. (2011b). Sustainable tourism development in a Norwegian national park area - exploring social
aspects. Norwegian University of Life Sciences, As.

Haukeland, J. V. (2011c). Tourism stakeholders' perceptions of national park management in Norway. Journal of
Sustainable Tourism, 19(2), 133-153.

Haukeland, J. V., Daugstad, K., & Vistad, O. I. (2011). Harmony or Conflict? A Focus Group Study on
Traditional Use and Tourism Development in and around Rondane and Jotunheimen National Parks in
Norway. Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism, 11(supl), 13-37.

Haukeland, J. V., Grue, B., & Veisten, K. (2010). Turning National Parks into Tourist Attractions: Nature
Orientation and Quest for Facilities. Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism, 10(3), 248-271.

Heiberg, M. M., Christensen, H. M., & Aas, @. (2005). Turisme i verneomrader. Forprosjekt. Lillehammer:
NINA. (Rapport 87)

Higham, J., & Vistad, O. I. (2011). Tourism in Protected Natural Areas: The Nordic-Baltic Context.
Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism, 11(supl), 1-12.

IUCN. (n.d.). IUCN Protected Areas Categories System. Retrieved 14 January, 2013, from
http://www.iucn.org/about/work/programmes/gpap_home/gpap_quality/gpap_pacategories/

Jotunheimen National Park Board. (2012). Besgksstrategi for Jotunheimen og Utladalen. Retrieved. from
http://www.nasjonalparkstyre.no/Documents/Jotunheimen_dok/Planar%2009%20dokument/Bes%C3%
B8ksstrategi%20for%20Jotunheimen%202013-2017%20-
%20H%C3%B8yringsutkast.pdf?epslanguage=no.

Kaltenborn, B. P. (2012). Bruk og vern i utmarksomrader. Sluttrapport. Strategisk instituttprogram for perioden
2009-2011. Lillehammer: NINA. (Temahefte 50)

Kaltenborn, B. P., Qvenild, M., & Nellemann, C. (2011). Local governance of national parks: The perception of
tourism operators in Dovre-Sunndalsfjella National Park, Norway. Norsk Geografisk Tidsskrift -
Norwegian Journal of Geography, 65(2), 83-92.

Lundberg, C., & Fredman, P. (2011). Success factors and constraints among nature-based tourism entrepreneurs.
Current Issues in Tourism, 15(7), 649-671.

Lundmark, L., Fredman, P., & Sandell, K. (2010). National Parks and protected areas and the role for
employment in tourism and forest sectors: a Swedish case. Ecology and Society, 15(1)

Lundmark, L., & Muller, D. K. (2010). The supply of nature-based tourism activities in Sweden. Tourism
(Zagreb), 58(4), 379-393.

Lundmark, L., & Stjernstrom, O. (2009). Environmental protection: An instrument for regional development?
National ambitions versus local realities in the case of tourism. Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and
Tourism, 9(4), 387-405.

McCool, S. F. (2009). Constructing partnerships for protected area tourism planning in an era of change and
messiness. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 17(2), 133-148.

Ministry of Agriculture and Food. (2007). Ta landet i bruk! Landbruks- og matdepartementets strategi for
neeringsutvikling 2007-2009. Retrieved. from
http://www.regjeringen.no/Upload/LMD/Vedlegg/Brosjyrer_veiledere_rapporter/Ta_landet_i_%20bruk.
pdf.

Ministry of Finance. (2003). St.prp. nr. 65 (2002-2003). Tilleggsbevilgninger og omprioriteringer i
statsbudsjettet medregnet folketrygden 2003. Retrieved. from
http://www.regjeringen.no/Rpub/STP/20022003/065/PDFS/STP200220030065000DDDPDFS.pdf.

Ministry of Local Government and Regional Development. (2005). St.meld. nr.21 (2005-2006). Hjarte for heile
landet. Om distrikts- og regionalpolitikken. Retrieved. from
http://www.regjeringen.no/Rpub/STM/20052006/021/PDFS/STM200520060021000DDDPDFS.pdf.

Ministry of the Environment. (2006). Handlingsplan for baerekraftig bruk, forvaltning og skjatsel av
verneomrader. Retrieved. from http://www.dirnat.no/content/500041427/Rapport-til-
Miljoverndepartementet.-Handlingsplan-for-barekraftig-bruk-forvaltning-og-skjotsel-av-verneomrader.

Ministry of Trade and Industry. (2012). Destinasjon Norge. Retrieved. from
http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/NHD/Vedlegg/Rapporter_2012/reiselivsstrategien_april2012.pdf.

Muller, D. K. (2011). Tourism development in Europe's "last wilderness": an assessment of nature-based tourism
in Swedish Lapland. In A. A. Grenier & D. K. Muller (Eds.), Polar tourism: A tool for regional
development (pp. 129-153). Montreal: Presses de I'Universite du Quebec.

Nybakk, E., & Hansen, E. (2008). Entrepreneurial attitude, innovation and performance among Norwegian
nature-based tourism enterprises. Forest Policy and Economics, 10(7-8), 473-479.

32



Pouta, E., Neuvonen, M., & Sievanen, T. (2006). Determinants of nature trip expenditures in southern Finland -
implications for nature tourism development. Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism, 6(2),
118-135.

Prime Minister's Office. (2005). (Soria Moria 1) Politisk plattform for en flertallsregjering; Utgatt av
Arbeiderpartiet, Sosialistisk Venstreparti og Senterpartiet Retrieved. from
http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/smk/dok/rapporter_planer/rapporter/2005/soria-moria-
erklaringen.html?id=438515.

Prime Minister's Office. (2009). (Soria Moria I1) Politisk plattform for flertallsregjeringen; Utgatt av
Arbeiderpartiet, Sosialistisk Venstreparti og Senterpartiet Retrieved. from
http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/smk/dok/rapporter_planer/rapporter/2009/politisk-plattform-for-
flertallsregjerin.html?id=579058.

Puhakka, R. (2008). Increasing role of tourism in Finnish national parks. Fennia, 186(1), 47-58.

Reinius, S. W., & Fredman, P. (2007). Protected areas as attractions. Annals of Tourism Research, 34(4), 839-
854.

Rinne, P., & Saastamoinen, O. (2005). Local economic role of nature-based tourism in Kuhmo municipality,
eastern Finland. Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism, 5(2), 89-101.

Ritchie, J. R. B., & Crouch, G. I. (2003). The Competitive Destination. A Sustainable Tourism Perspective.
Wallingford: CABI Publishing.

Saarinen, J. (2003). The regional economics of tourism in Northern Finland: the socio-economic implications of
recent tourism development and future possibilities for regional development. Scandinavian Journal of
Hospitality and Tourism, 3(2), 91-113.

Saarinen, J. (2005). Tourism in the northern wildernesses: Wilderness discourses and the development of nature-
based tourism in northern Finland. In C. Cooper, C. M. Hall & D. Timothy (Series Eds.), C. M. Hall &
S. Boyd (Eds.), Nature-based tourism in peripheral areas: Development or disaster? (21 ed., pp. 36-
49). Clevedon: Channel View Publications.

Sandell, K., & Fredman, P. (2010). The right of public access - opportunity or obstacle for nature tourism in
Sweden? Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism, 10(3), 291-309.

Schmallegger, D., & Carson, D. (2010). Is tourism just another staple? A new perspective on tourism in remote
regions. Current Issues in Tourism, 13(3), 201-221.

Selby, A., Petajisto, L., & Huhtala, M. (2011). The realisation of tourism business opportunities adjacent to three
national parks in southern Finland: entrepreneurs and local decision-makers matter. Forest Policy and
Economics, 13(6), 446-455.

Sievénen, T., Neuvonen, M., & Pouta, E. (2011). National Park Visitor Segments and their Interest in Rural
Tourism Services and Intention to Revisit. Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism, 11(supl),
54-73.

Statistics Norway. (2012a). Arealbruk og arealressurser, 2011. Retrieved 5 April, 2013. from
http://www.ssb.no/arealstat/.

Statistics Norway. (2012b). Arealstatistikk. Vernede omrader — naturmangfoldloven, kulturminneloven og
Svalbardmiljgloven, per 31.12.2011. Retrieved 5 October, 2012. from http://www.ssb.no/arealvern/.

Stensland, S. (2010). Fishing Rights and Supply of Salmon Angling Tourism in Mid-Norway. Scandinavian
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism, 10(3), 207-230.

Stensland, S., & Baardsen, S. (2012). The effects of property and landowner characteristics on profit efficiency
in salmon angling tourism in Norway. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 20(4), 627-644.

Veisten, K., Haukeland, J. V., & Grue, B. (2009). Utenlandske turisters holdninger til norske nasjonalparker.
Oslo: The Institute of Transport Economics.

Vennesland, B. (2005). Measuring rural economic development in Norway using data envelopment analysis.
Forest Policy and Economics, 7(1), 109-119.

Vistad, O. I., & Vorkinn, M. (2012). The Wilderness Purism Construct — Experiences from Norway with a
simplified version of the purism scale. Forest Policy and Economics, 19(0), 39-47.

Vorkinn, M. (2011). Bruk og brukere i Jotunheimen 1992, 2002 og 2010. Lillehammer: County Governor of
Oppland. (Dokumentasjonsrapport 07/11)

Wall-Reinius, S., & Béck, L. (2011). Changes in Visitor Demand: Inter-year Comparisons of Swedish Hikers'
Characteristics, Preferences and Experiences. Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism,
11(supl), 38-53. doi:10.1080/15022250.2011.638207

Weaver, D. (2008). Ecotourism (second ed.). Milton: John Wiley & Sons Australia.

@demark, H. D. (2012). Nasjonal strategi for verdiskaping basert p& natur- og kulturarven - notat til arbeidet. As:
Universitetet for miljg- og biovitenskap, Institutt for naturforvaltning

33



Appendix 1

Questionnaire in Norwegian (original)



| ] ] |Besed ‘wiabis|e) "sxa°)) Jo181AIE 91I8seqyNT
| B | 121N1I8INYSBUS
| £] ] Bunyeiney ‘iesiniopioly ‘Buisssiybisieg
| B | Jaanmsuolsipadsy3
| ] ] (Bunghjuy/Buushjgusse| ‘1aamddol) preogmous 6o -ps
E - | Ja1n3abniy
2| B | uualibue
2 | 2| | 1say paw Buluprunyg
£ Ll £l BuipiAs
| £] ] (Bunyepy axpi1) Jaaniddolysainnoy/Bulipuen
Puibba| 1As1In 1918} IAID R
--anal|IL Ae a1v)IN apapinb
d)ereg

“JAqI13 949p 2uaLI063)IEY/2Ud1DIIAIE 3P BJje 10) SSALY 119S

‘eyyed|elo] | pjequui/sizedb aseA uey 19p Jaj[a 2339p J0j a1ya.Ip 8/e1aq uey

uapuny| "ww ‘buipinbajas 104 bbajddo 6o uolsew.iojul Aq|i3 g 39p sauaw buibbaja13aill Pa
*buije3aq jow 1A3s3n 39uue bo |nbso3o) “IsPiAs “1e1gq ‘sxa'y :IAISIN Ae BI[N

‘usLNIPe

ed auajsalb paw 4o uosiad us J1gu 1o I938JIAIT e apapinb a3jerag “Iepuny auba |13 48b6(3s np
wos 6o auba auba Jaj[o saipue gd 1219s/uebIo JOYUWOSHIIA UIP WOS BAY SSUDW 1918JIAIINE PO
EIDYWOSHIIA UIp JAQII} Al[DSIDJ }J9SBqINI_U UBUUI J9J9)IAIDIE MY|IAH (€

£l £l £l £l (19s '16ny) uasls 1| Per
£l £l | £l »ehjpnos
| | | | plehirews
| _ £ _ asyels
| | 2 | 2| asyspuejuu|
] ] | ] 2Aa1g(s ‘1o1gals ‘sye| 1813 sl

Bumeussno  Buiping  1KsIn/req  exsy/pel ne
Ae al9IN  a1vpn/Besiioy

“Jopun auaynpoid re

uaou JAq13 a1 819p Wo 19/gwsiads 1aA0 ddoH “1Aq13 849p auali0baley ap ojje 10j SSADf 1395
&1aspnajddoaysyy 1319 -piefl 19nAwyn

Japinpo.ad apuabig) Ae uaou 1PYWOoSHJIA ulp JAqIL "ays1y 6o pjel wo jaisads (z

218ywoslinsburiaeu BIpjIA usuuy

J J J 2 J 2 2 J xsysBulizeu/LdYSI4

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 ’IniqBoss/-paop

(191uasSsM@saq ‘10IUOMISLIN]

J J J J J o < = “$9°4) Bulpiwioysuolsewou]

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 19ywosiinigyesadoin

2 2 2 2 2 2 ) 2 uolsynpouidiewexol/bulianias

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 (lrewuoysallasialr) odsueld )

J J J J J J J J Bumeusano

Jnjeu | JafeAnsay/isluswabuelre

o o o o o o < o Ae Buuesiuebiosuolsynpold

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1Qs1nsynjuy e Bles

(o1

2 2 2 2 2 2 J 2 nnpjel/axsy ‘1eq 1Asin Ae

219[1N) J919NAINNE SpapINB-AleS

uainjeu

J J J J J J < J 1 1912)1AIe 8papInG aieleg

! L= 9 S 14 € 4 T=
1A Bipja BulupAiaq
1ieens uabuj

‘bejsue 39 19
ébuiujaswojejoy
SU3BYWOSHIIA 10} J1919)IAIDjesbulizeu apuablgy sey buiupAlaq bels eaH (T

A[eSIa1-1195eqINTeu-o-0exssuuNy-AU/[axMe/eul/ou quin MM/ 011y
zuas|ax@siapun auusp 6o 191jalsoidsBulusio) wo sy

VNI/ON"aAN" MMM

ONINLTVYAYO4YNLYN dO4 LINLILSNI

dVXSNILIAOIE 90 -@CTIN JO4 L1313 LISHIAINN

A1]9S194 J9seqnieu wo dex)suuny J9X)gS :9S[X@siapun apudpjepspue]




tadAiswopuala BIPjIA uauuy

J 2 2 2 2 J J J (30ney | “sx2) Jate wios uabuy
J J J J J J 2 2 9b10N-185 | Buluuaw|[esIeIS
J J J J J J J J Boxsiers
J J J J J J 2 2 ustitopuaiesirewiuuy

(Buluuawie ‘sldwes

J J - - - ) . . ‘a199ua) wopuals 1eAld usuuy
5 5 D J J J J J wopualasytewin uaby
P! = 9 S 14 € z T=
1A Bijia Buiupfiaq
Lens uabul

£1919)AID|BSA|9S1D4 D)aseqinjeu
pusis spuabjgy Jey BuiupAiaq uairH (6

Ae BUIUIBSWO SUDY MAIA 103 aadA:

19pRIWOodUIdA d4pue 6o Joysedjeuolseu ‘iopgiwopue| Ae ynig iz [2d

- . . J Jaquiasap-1aquialdas
- . . o IsnbBne-repy
o o J o Jude-renuer
EXNTY J01s  assed  uay|
197 10y 104

*Buluuewaq suabep |1} pjoy.toy | Buosas JaAY 10} ,,10]S 10}, 413]|2 ‘,9ssed,,
4,,ud31| J0y,, 19 J93saua(}/1aPINPold SUBIBYWOSHIIA 19139 ud|asigdsialld wo Jibuy (8

J J J J J J J J Jaquiasap-1aquialdas
< < J < < < J < snbne-rey
J J J J J J J J llude-renuer
P! L= 9 S 14 € 4 =
1A Buluphiaq BuiupAlaq
101 uabuy
Heens

¢1919)AID|ESAI9SI] 9)49Skqanleu AR BUU}dSWO SUIIBYWOSHIIA
403 19poniad apuabjg) appey bulupAiaq uajjIAH "ZTOT 1948 wouud(b usieuAINY (£

1sBijIn alpaal D
1sBYjIA 1SN g
(€ rewsigds 1apun PINIQ WOS 81sI| swwes psw uipteba|ini) ISBIYIA Y

U83BJINIPNE Z JAQIIF UNXY NP SIAY JWO) €35 D e

“JoNAIe T JAGII UNY NP SIAY JW0) gIS g e
*UJBYWOSHIIA
10j 353w 1433 1135 HSIWOUOYG WOS SUSIBHAIP|ESAI|SSIDA }I3SeqInjeu 343 ap UASN (9

Juasold | bejsue 332 19

EAI9sIad Jaseqanjeu

eqy y Buiu 12303 19y {4IA AR [SPUE 103S J0AY JUdJWQ :IDALIP
1939y 41N WOS 13y dIAsBuliaeu sbejs |je paw Je} np wQ "3[jgja3i0dspyaiuul
9]10] UIS AB [3p UD UN) WOS Al3SIaJ 13seqanjeu Jey J313ywosiia abuey (g

Alreusalfe Blap
- €102

&A1|9SID4 J19SBGINIRU P USIDYWOSHIIA }93els JeN (b

‘uainieu | 1a1auAIRfe Bo ussjansiddo

Ae sAq|i Buljelaq 10W WOS 18P "SAP - AJ[aS/8. 1495eqJnjeu uauul 19UAINNe sualaywosylia ubddo Je
19UUE 331 WO) 18P SBUSW ,,UdIaYWOSHIIA, 19daibaq 1911AUaq USs|aX@sIapunallgds | 919pIA IA JeN
Al]9S12. }9SBgIN1E_U AR PNq|i} SUSIRYWOSHIIA T |2d

:(4osy1sads) sAq|i wos 1asjanajddo Bo 1a1a)AIPfe a1Iaseqinyeu aipuy

(018 ‘490161 ‘dwessyrew||in ‘uenAyddolasy

E - E “$39°)) uasjansiddoinieu |1 apfalIp 19MAUY BUNTEUISAD
("012 “160j0ab ‘1Ap
- B - ‘1eque|d Wo BulpiwIoy J8]@ SNy "S)3°)) JalpmisinieN
(sA|piou

| Ll |

‘aoqueld “aAp ‘dedspue| “sya°y) BulieyeibolopinyeN

| | | (egesjeny “sya°)) uuen ed Lejesiin
] ] | (regesBa “sxa°y) pue| ed LejesijIn
E - | Buppiia|n
| | | (uuen usja/60 gus) Buny
| B | El BugepunH
£l | £l Buupuenaig
| | | Buibuesspun ‘Bulirepis ‘Buurely
| | | (Buippious 6o BUDAP "S3a°}) UUBA 1apun J918HAIDY
(ouey

- B - ‘Buipies “dpjelex "s3a°)) uueAles ed/l 19181AIDE Ipuy
| | | (Buians ‘Buniy "s3a°y) uueAljes edyl 1odsuonoy
(gaos

- - - “spefey ‘ouey "s3a7)) UUBAYSID) Bd/I 19181IAIDE 3IpuyY
(Bunp ‘Buyins “pelexania

E - E ‘Bunyel "sya°)) uueAysIa) ed/1 1ayem allym/1odsuonoy

(Buipnbbuey




EIPYWOSHIIA ulp >m .._wm..:_v__>u= 410} (Aw uejdsbuiuyjealoy

1193J11)|S10JOUIDA) | JOUIDA SUDY | [ Jey buiwylined sbejs eaH (8T
(CRIINEN

uauue 6o uapaissbulianIas

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ‘pnq|nsbuiieusano) LA

104 ANPinJ3sesyur 26IssawsLINg

(>eynsuolsewdoyul
- - . . J . J J ‘1ans "4a3|s) bung
10y Buibbajenal|y abissawisiiny

¢(pngjmodsuesy \_wmwm_a

. . 4 t - t t - -d “1319A) 19yb1j26US(H
2 2 J J I J J J ¢buipjiaynawsiing aja1ausb
. J J J J . J J 49351y 104 JejiAIpielper
il €= z T 0= - e €=
1A bulupAleq |elnAgu buiupAlag
Aisod Anebau

zeAS MzeAs

***S}opeJwo Joj Jey (|13 usuospued | 13(|9) | Ja4a4ado
Jpaq ulp wos auajiedjeuofseu ap 13[|3 uap je np Jauaw buiupAiaq uaiaH (LT

P IA
= bulupAaq Anisod JueAs
4
T
0 = |enAgu
1-
z-
€- = BulupAyaq Annebau JueAs
ysedjeuolseu
Ua U2 19pgIwo Je uaw “Ias|puwwalsagqaulan bo iajbal axpl 1A Jausw«sniesyledjeuolseus paw

EA1[9SIa4 JI9seqanjeu paw
AALIP duuny [B)S uU3AdY {41A 3B 10} uasnjelsyled] [ ey buiupAiaq sbejs eaH (91

Y1 1A
= peub 103s U=eAs |
9

S

T = il snIg

£UDIDYWOSHIIA
Ae uabuligyspadiew | yiedjeuolseu Wos snjels s3Ppedwo saxnaq pedb usdIay I (ST

sJedjeuolseu apjniqg 1saw alpail "D
Sredreuolseu apjnig 1ssw 1seN g
Mredjeuolseu apjniqg 1sa v

“jedjeuofseu z | 181919do J2YWOSHIIA UIP SIAY JW0] £35S D eT
“yledjeuolseu T | 181819d0 JDYUWIOSHIIA UIP SIAY JWI0F IS g e
‘1 3S8W Ja1al1ado 18ywosyIIA ulp wos auaytedjeuolseu € ap Blaa

£3SaW JDYWOSHIIA UIp Ja1319do (uauospued 1ap 1) 49 1 L MIAY I (VT

|13 Uauospuel | 433 | Ja4a43do Yy f41IA UIp wos Jjled] [ lejue 619A (€T
apeiwosulan

- -~ -~ -~ -~ -~ -~ -~ J8uue/IBAISSAINIEU 18 |
J J J J J J J J apg.LuouIaAsdexspue] 39 |
ssedjeuolseu

. . . . - - -4 -4 ua 113 (W g |uuUl) usuospuel |

J J J J D D J D sJedeuolseu |

apl L= 9 5 14 € z T
1A peib =ne
Jo1s EIEN]
HeAsS 1.p

! [

“JBY ISPRILIOBUIDA WOS 3 Saubal 1ap.IoL)-/19A|99sxe] Bjeuolseu Iaj[o beipssea eusap jgnN
£9PRIWOBUIDA JBuUe J13]|9 )ledjeuofseu ud |13 (w) § |13uUUl) uduospues
1 19| | BUUI J9IDUAIP|ESAI[OSID] 2}I9SEGINIRU SUDIDYWOSHIIA Jpbaloy pelb uayiay I (2T

Ja3owo)py [jeue I
iudjuedjeuolseu ajsawizeu uap |13 194349do 249p J43p edy 33p 43 j6ue] J0AH (TT

18y 18p 248l6 np uey ‘Buiusw uip suunibaq g JeXsug Np SIAH

.sepjoynaiddo 1gq wos

- 1124 BIPYIA U 42 UBNIBISULBWLY,,
2] L 9 S 14 € 4 =
1A = bBus Biuan
BUEEIS BUEEIS

éiubesin apuab|gy 1 Biua 6ap 1s
np 1A pedb udjjIAy T 19sud4b 3SSIA usuul 3jje 1oy Juade Pjur 1 1 (uaj3ast )
uanojsyn|id |13 pjoyuay I 12 uunib saipue gd Hunjeulano |9)us 6o |aspiag nc.n




0 = J3||2 uadaAY
1-
z-
¢€- = buiupAjag Annebau jueAs

é9B6JON 1 usbulpjIAInaWISLINg

410} aey auadjiedjeuofseu je Is 139s }J243uab np 1A BulupAlaq uajIAH (€2

‘lewsigds usou Jan0 addoy g |13 A0| 134 NP Jey ‘1SpRIWOsUIA
aJpue J3||o yJedjeuolseu | 121942d0 931 IDYWOSHIIA UIp Je 9eAs 249b11pi np SIAH :gN

Jenpien
P IA
€ = 1pob j=eAs

4

0 = J3||3/uiIaA
1-
z-

€- = biep uens
ot

é494249d0 12YWOSHIIA ulp J9p uabulujjeatopjiedjeuolseu
650 SUBYLIPASAIDSIDI WO[DW }OPISGIRWES DALISI] NP [IA UBPIOAH (ZT

J°nien
TREI

£ = pedb 103s JeAS |
9

S

€
[4

T = pedb usjl| YeAs |
)

édaaa4ado oy | uip 1ap 43y 1 Burnjwo 6o 1 abys
ue)] BUIPjIAINSALSSIa Je 10} 913134 |13 49663 uabulujjensoy je np sauAs peab uadjiny I (1z

1eNPieN

J
P IBA
o
¢ = BulupAiaq Anisod juzeas
J
4
<
T
J
0 = Buupus uabul
J
1-
J
z-
J
€- = BbulupAaq Annebau jieAs
o
éidaiaiado
J2YWOSHIIA ulp J9p auajsedjeuolseu ap 43]|9 uap | auaraybipuA 13]ealoy 6o

DUDSSDIDJUISAIIDSIDI WO|[dW jPplaqiewes 10) ey (1a1A3syiedjeuolseu w_m:_.mEEov_..wa:_
*e’|q paw) ||9powsbululjealoy [BX)0| AR udbuligiuul ey BulupAlaq uayiaH (02

6007
- - o O O O O O -£00z paw jaubluswiwes
‘_W € 9)sIs 9p*
onap oy
- - - 2 . J 2 2 ) suaue paw joubuBWILIES
6002-£00Z uapoLiad 1
jenpien ! < z 1 0 I- z- rs
27

apuawWIWoyaBW! oW dAW = £+ ‘Bulipud usbul = O ‘DpuUaWILIONDIOW] SIpUIW AW = £~

***3UDLIPOSAI[ISID] JOLIDA0 DPUSULIOHIIFLUI JDW JID|D DIPUIW JEA Jey Jasaiado
np Jap uabujul|eAI0OPRIWIOBUIDA J NP SBUAS ‘P13 J3A0 UabuljIAIN J249pInA np JeN (6T

¢Ae JBISaq UBbUILMIIARd BUUSP BAY DALINSSG 1O NP UB)

Jlenpie PIL

P IBA

€ = buiwjined Agisod pseas
4

T

0 = buiwpiiaed usbul

1-

z-

€- = Buipiiaed Annebau peAs




IM|INY ALIXS “1auofsesiuebio alpuy

deyjsjassbuLiaeu 3jexo| 1Buuy
desjsjassuolseunsaqg
a1apa|Banapull 93SION - ANILYON
BLISLINIONZ YSION

JN1N3{1919S ¥SION

Adeanmny XSIoN

OOMSHON

Beprexnigews 6o -epuog >sioN
punguoyiaiaboxs sabioN
Bejapuog sabioN

Al@sIay OHN

A uauolsesiuebiopanoH
N3INVvH

ang uig

C 0 B KO EHEHCOLCELOLEC & B B

binw 4o ssAny a4aj4
£WB|PaW U3DYWOSHIIA 19 Jauolsesiuebioalsuelq apuabigy Ae )|IAY I (62

I9M[IAY Pau ALXS ‘18puefIn | 1a1a12do BsBO USIBYWOSHIIA SIAH

TauNwIWwoy| 11saw afpan ua1a1ado IA "D
TauNwIwoy| 11SaW 1SauU 191213do IA °g

JDUNWIWIOY Z | J8484ado uny np SIAY 30} g1s D e
‘2UNWWOY T | 484249do UNy Np SIAY JW0) g3s g e7

IauNWILIOY 11saw Jaiatado IA 'Y

*1pb8.10J UBIIAIPIBSAJ[SSIB] BA[SS JOAY SBUBW 19181300, PO
£31S9W J1BYWOSHIIA ulp Ja4343do (4)aunwwoy (u)ajiay 1 (82

1SN
-

er
-

"1p63.10J USIDAIPESAIIISID] DAISS JOAY SBUBW ,181212dO, PO
¢112.1151631 13 USP J9P UUS JSUNWIWIOY SIPUE | UIP USIBYWOSHIIA 121919d0

*J91IBS UDIDYWIOSHIIA JOAY SBUBW 348435163, PO
£3494351694 JDYWIOSHAIA UIp 45 B § uIAY I (LT

19N
J

er
-
£H1PAGRIIWE) US USIDYWOSHAIA 43 (9T

BAY ALYS ‘1BUUY

(sQ) sensue yep ‘dexs|es Bireasuy

(SNY) JeAsue ysuepljos ‘dexs|as Bijyeasuy
(SYy) dexsjesalsyy

(vg) tensue 1asuaibag

Yelaiojsuuew|axug
-

SsA1y 139 1395
éibepi 11as1uebao PLIPp SUBYWOSHIIA 13 ueplonH (sz

19yblgy|iaspais 6o bunasiueblQ € |2a

- . . . . - - - . Hupuisy
J J J J J J J J J JapeiwoanAy
. . . . . . - . " 13][gWPUIA
. 7 . . J J - . . ppnIquials ‘Yupanio
J J J J J J J J J BuibBAqInyesUURA
J J . J ) J J J J J81sewey
J J J J J J 2 2 2 1sboy s1axnugsboxs
J J ) 2 2 J J J J BEIENSEsIoNTS
Pl Yupeq €+ =+ T+ 0= 1- z- e =
19N uiw  amsod Buiusjained nnebau
EXNTIES VE=7 uabui 1eAs
aebuy

&AIDS124 Jaseqanieu
uduUUI PP SIDYWOSHIIA UIp Hniginjeu 6o -|jease apuabigy 1axaiaed uepaoaH (b2

i1 19A

€ = Buupf1aq Aisod Liens




llsuAes np wos mmEﬁquEOv_ usuue ||anjuan3l

(>is1ou san01n) Meuds

amyny Spjjod ‘uunjwes
yenjaleq ewipy
Buibbajueldeare ‘snp
dexsuunynieu ‘BuiuijeslopnieN
Buipiwaoy ‘Buiping

19UAITES ‘BUIIAINIINPOId
podsueny ‘Bunyeutano ‘Bulianias
Bles ‘Buligyspadew ‘lwouodg

Bunasiueblo ‘asjapa

S 7 N S B I 2 N B A B

'SSA1 843y 8139s g bnw 49 32g
éA1|9S14 JI9seqINjeu paw piaqJe
13IS | J9pgiwo 2pudbigy Ae uaou ed asuejadwo) JawW 10j AOYI(] UDIDYWOSHIIA JeH (£€

:ddo 101s1| 42 91 wos asueradwoy BIIA usuuy

- J J J J J J J (¥s4ou 1an0IN) euds
- - - J J . . 2 amyny Spjnijod ‘uunjwes
- - ot ot ot o . J yenjaiseq ‘ewly
J J J . . J J J Buibbajueldieate ‘snp
7 J . J 7 J . J dexjsuunsjanyeu ‘BuiuiealopnieN
. J J J J . J 2 Buipiwuioy ‘Buiping
J J J J J J J J 19UAIRAN, “BUIIAININPO.d
J J J J J J J J uodsuen ‘Bunieussno ‘Butisnies
2 J J J J J J 2 Bles ‘Burigyspaxiew ‘ILOUONG
J J J J 2 J 3 3 Buniasiuebio ‘asjopa
Ml = 9 S 14 € I =
1A BiIjA BuiupKiaq
1leens uabul

*2.9)UBLILLIOY /24951J1S58dS £ (1 Jopun 193/8-,)2uUue, }[aNJusAd
Xnug 239 J4aoljiwsbuuxsio) ‘sadeysjasiusinsuoy ‘Jauolsesiuebiosbuliseu ‘iadesiassuolseulsap
“Jad@3elsadoln] “1931ipaq a1pue/yioA13oUSAl[asIal 1e1s/ax|A)/ounuwiwoy ‘abioN

uofseaouur sinjadwasya wouualb sipelb 1gj Jajje 10j 19[eI9q UL 0U 8 A UeY 9sueaduwoy usaIsyg
é4opeawo apuabjgy ed asuejadwoy uabs 192 uialsya gd bueb|n ey

g 19p Jey BulupAlaq uaj|IAy ‘Al9SIa] J13seqIN}eU UBUU] [BW SUIIBYWOSHIIA U g 104 (Z€
19A1|3SIaJ 9349SkqIN}RU }19p PaW J3pIaqUe | Jalopjejssasyns 6o asuejadwoy :g [2d

249y uul ap 9ALYS NP uey gs ‘ddo 121SI| &y UdW ‘USIBYWIOSHIIA 0] DBIINIA 43 WOS [gW 1D 39P WO

[N ISEENIESEY

- - - - - - - - Buyesiaieeq 1 elpig
auapuny |11 JaIpJaAINI_U
-~ -~ -~ -~ -~ -~ -~ o wo Jabulupjoy a|piuiioq
asjanajddoinyeu
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o pob ua suspuny 19
2 J J 2 2 2 2 2 J2pun3 pau 1{ejuoy [eIsos
Burieeu
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 - |11 19sINssaliNteu a[exo| aAuIN
J J J J J J J J uainyeu | 81N apiagte suuny
2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 Bepi 1oq IA 18p 0g auuny
2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 qqol Juessaiaiu|
2 2 2 2 2 23 2 J 18yBipualsAies
2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 iR Jigels 6o 1axiIS
2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 P2l Binw 1s101S
] L= 9 S 14 € 4 =
19A  weyuoud wayoud
ey ne|
BIESINS BIEINS

&A1]9SID4 JIdseqIN}RU
paw piagJe 1is 1 1o6uas|gw apuabigy USIPYWOSHIIA Ja19311014d Jae] 43112 JAGY JOAH (TE

EEIREIN
aseysbulpInny
aseysbuiddenpan
ose} |IqeIs/uspo
ERCTIENE

uaseyspelsddo |
-

SsAY 139 1985
EAIOSID4 pdseqlnjeu
paw pIagJe sudlaywosHIIA JDALDISA( 1S3 NP SauUAs 1asey apuabigy Ae udjInH (0

Buinjualhu 6o [pw ‘snieis 1y 12a




‘jje3sbujulaswo 16ddo g 1axsue axy|

33nj0sqe np SIAY X, AIS "813[Ud 41 Jop WO J2IAS Ae 8puni uey ng "Japun 383/34 | 32do[aq ALIYS
¢TT0Z | uabulujaswojelo] JeA 103s J0AY JudIjWo

‘J9AIIP UDIDYWOSHJIA WOs J9)AIPjesbulieu sbejs [|e paw Jej np wQ *afjgjeiodspiajuul
9|30} UIS AR [9pP US UN)| WOS AI[3S1a4 }3skqinjeu Jey 1932Ywos)JiA abue (6€

B 1eeu | S 1Y

2702 404 ||e3 ab1pjeAgu 3saw Jey Bar
-

TT0Z 40 ||2] 9b1pjeABU 1sawW Jey bar
J

*10} Pjisiano
BipjeAgu 3saw dey np 124¢ 19p 104 d4eAs Bap J4aq IA *uey np 1pob ps Jeas gs Bipbualbin
assIp Jey I Np WO "Wap wedy e1 3sb1juuan es ZT0Z 43112 TT0Z 10} 61j26ua(h|
1l 42119 1 SUD

| y {4IA Jey np wiQ "36uay|i Mes 43 SUBIPBGSAIID
apaseqinieu wo de)suuny 1poj Giinw wos |je3 asisaJd gs aulafb 12)sug IA (8€

‘wap 1BuAeU g USIN 1aYLIPaq

Ae saddnib au1g3s eyy ey 216ddo aueq A ep JwAuoue 1|0y IBYWOSHIIA UIp Ae SuBaA ed Uasens

np eAH "sso 10j dia(y J03s |13 4 JBAS SUIP 3B WO JBUUIW IA "BUSYIIPA] 10) [|B] DSILIOUONE USoU
9)IA & IA 126ua.) 96I0N | Alj3SIa4 JBSeqIN)ReU AR 396URJWO WO XIsIIels BIpjIA wedy g) suuny e Jod
1wouoyg £ 12

244048y 961IA SIpUe 3J[aNIUSAT

ayjesue ap
- - o ~ ~ ~ ~ = soy juawalsebus 6o UofseAon
J J J J 2 J J J Mpoob,) swwapwo 3po
S . J . . J 2 J Japuny adAy usuue us euy
- - . - . - . J Joywosuug| Pig
. . 2 2 ] < . 2 uassewapuny g y
MM €= 4 T 0 T- - €=
BA  Buiwpiaed Buiuxined
Anebau
Meens

113 eapiq g 49pI2[B 19p Jpu ‘ey |IA IDYWOSHIIASAI|DSID] d)I9seqinieu salap
Ae BuliasiyiIassl|iWw apualalsis)ad 43| [|9NJUdAD ud np 104} buiwjlined sbejs eaHy (Z€

SPi1 9
-

1SN
-

Hasyues Ja/lebed Buliasyipes
J

“66€14 19819 ‘T00FTOST “UIEHAIOLIN ‘DWSLINONEG 4SION Wouuslb [3dwasys 104
EMISNIBSAL|IW UPYWOSHIIA 43 (9€

Buriasynuassljin :9 |12a

:124028J 9b11IA 84pue 3|[anIudAT

(Bbuiasse|d

> > > > 4 - ysiye160ab ‘anpjniiseyul apus|buew) bulasiexo
3 3 3 3 3 3 Jasanssalinieu |13 bueb|y spusjbuen
=) ) y 3 3 3 buligjsparewsuolseunsap apuajbuely

(uaAojauospuels ‘usyalsuuews|e)

~ - ~ -~ - ~ 13PRIWOINIRU | [9SPJay 1y BO ISWwoN|n 14
(19buewsdexsuuny ‘jeydey ed

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 19Buew ‘yoywosuug| bijugp) dexsuuny 6o jeydey

J J } J ) =) (esuejadwoy ‘Buiuuepin ‘Bulianniyal) sjeuosiad

(24219uUnub ‘asjaAginsiaybipuiw
- - - -t - - ‘19buia|nbal “19A0]) Jauo(syLIIsSal BUIISHT

Ll S = 14 € 4 =
39N  BuiupAiaq
apua.iglbae

EAI[9S194 J3SeqIN]eU Jojuduul [Bw
SUDIBYWOSHJIA BU € 10J 12BULIPUIY WOS UUl DIA J210Pje) apudbloy uey pedb uadjIay I (SE

:4a4opje) SBIIA 2pue 3janIusAg

(49sunssaiinieu

. - -4 111 N2Jaua/bueb|y) J9sinssalinieN
(663jue

- - - ~ 7 o 113 Bueb|iy ‘Bulisjueloy |exo]) BululAud|} [BX0T]

(Burieps a1abipiy/esueiadwod/buluuepin
- - - - - ~ sjajeuostad) bunepy

(uaAojauospuells ‘usyalsuuews|e)
~ - ~ ~ - ~ 13pRIWOINIRU | [9SPJay 1y 6O ISWoN| 14

(49buLmsanul a1ug)s

(quawsa(sebus
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ SUI|IWRY ‘Al|SYN|LY 10} 9SSIIBIUI) [1ISSAIT

(42101e.1dSul/49p|1qL0)
. . - -~ 4 - ‘131pISQNS 2XSILIOU0Y@) 91181S UJ1S3]

(49bulusiogalsuelq
- - - -/ - -~ ‘praguewes ‘Buliasyiles) MIaA1aN

J J =) ) ) =) (asuejadwoy ‘Juswalsebua) dexsiapa

P! S = 14 € 4 T=
39N bBulupAieq BbulupAyaq
apualiglbae uabul

EAII9SI94 JI9seqInjeu
uaUUI W SUIBYWOSHJIA BU € 103 BulupAlaq ta10pjey apuabigy Jey pesb uadIay I (b€




¥ = Jadpuelojn
€

4

T = 2JoAe| 2Aw

ébep | paw jaubljuswwes Jg €
wo 13 BUIUIISWO SUBIBYWOSHIIA NP 104} UBPIOAY ‘AT[SSTal JIaseqinjeu Jap|afb 19p 4eN (61

) ) ) 2 ) 2 ) } buiuyaswo
) ) ) 2 ) 2 ) } Jaywosuug
! L= 9 S v = € 4 1=
19N aJsAdy J2J4puelojn EIEVN]]
2Aw 2Aw

119p|2(6 39p Jgu UBPIS J¢ € J10j paw Jdubljuswwes
s suabep 19 ueploAay ‘AT[SSIaT Jaseqinjeu Jap|alb 19p 1eN (8b

ua: {4IA 10} UO[:

/Y

143 JRAS 3IP |1} JOIRIUSLILIOY J|SNJUIAS DALIS UBY NQ

P11 1A

Al[9S124 119SBqINI_U PAW UNY JSAMP IA
£ = Wosuug| Jow AR

9

S

= wosuug| 3

€

4

T = Wosuug| aipuiw AR

E49ALIP UDIBYWOSHIIA
J9)AIpesbuLIa2U UBUUER UUD WOSUUPG] 2JpUlW J13]|2 Jaw USISNAIDBSAIaSIa oeseqinieud
USp 49 ‘49sanssad aipue 6o Jabuad Ae sjesuul )i paA uajaywosuug| ed 19s uew wo (L

:(abioN 13RJUUN) pue| 3SBIP|IA Z UASN

Japuny|
4 2 2 4 4 - 2 2 2 2 4 oxspuejuain

Japuny
2 ) ) I I J ) ) ) ) } a%sJou
abLIAG

Jaia49do

249p Jap

2 ) ) J J J ) ) ) ) ) ey u| 00T
Ae snipeds us

el) Japuny|

00T 06 08 0L 09 0s (014 0¢ 0¢ ot 0

‘%00T /13 Sa/oWWNS *Judsold [ "uauoibal usap elf 4apuny Jey i np wo g 139S
¢TT0Z | 49uo1ba1 apuab|gy ey
19puny| apJol6INATSSIal JSSEGINIEU UauUl Uabujulaswo Ae [3pue 103s J0AY Jua.wo (9t

(.Jepadjrewreand,)

- - - - - . J 2 J 2 J lapaxews 1}
Bo aueq

(.19paxjrewsypaa,,)
) J J 2 J J 2 2 ) I ) 1opax ewasueIajuoy
6o siny

00T 06 08 oL 09 0s or og 0oc oT 0o

%007 |13 SeJowwng juasold |
ETTOT ! 403 duaddniabapuny
9)I|n 9p POISAI[SSIa 9319seqinjeu uauul usabululaswo Ae [9pue 103s JoAY JuanawQ (St

‘quasoud [

é(3s1baeianibsplaqae

‘1933163n 3)e) ‘pjun) sapeu 'l | 033n1q apJof6in "AT[oSIa1 Joseqinjed
113 3913AU3] J9PERUISO)Y] SUDIDYLWOSHIIA AR [SPUE 103S JOAY JudJWOo ‘TT0Z 104 (b

118uon [[eIuy

uabul 7 0

"a339p 16ddo 1A a1
13n]j0sqe np wo X ALS "319dojaq AlXS bo bejsue 38 19 239 4abuliaisaaul gd buiLsAe ‘191sausly
Ae dabjuur ‘pjoyaxjiipan ‘w@iis ‘debjuuraien “1sapeuisoysuud| SIAJ2AdWas)s Ja1apnpjul Jopeuisoy

ETT0C
1 194WOSHIIA ulp appey Al3sIad 3seqinjeu |17 1913AU)] 19peulisoy| a403s 10AY Juajwo AMQ

:(>11aAsIe |[eluR) 18pueINn | 11211s16919|0) (a11eSUR aYspue|ualn ‘O
1(1eAsIe |[ejue) aunwiwoy siou usuue | 1aisibalsy|o) ‘e1resue spbAqualn g
s(4ensug |[eue) uebaloy suslalAIDe 19p (8)usunwiwioy | 1811sIBala) |0} 811esoq 1[ex0] Y

*BIpUSAPOU WO XI2ASIES[ap/I 4Niq aula[o *bejsue 38 |9 “liobajey 2336 | uabul wo o n j|A4
~19pun auaddnuib gd 6as AjEsSIAI
JOSEqINIEU [17 191AY] )I9ASIR SUDIDYWOSHIIA S9]|2p10) UBPIOAY ‘TTOT 1248 104 (2P

:(>ansie |lelue) ausplaguebuosss O
s(d1ensue |ejue) 1aue ajay wouualb enesuespniag ‘g
:(lansIe |[elue) ayesuespiieH v

*BIpUSAPOU WO XI2ASIES[ap/I 4Niq aula[o *bejsue 38 |9 “liobajey 2336 | uabul wo o n [|A4
:siInspjoyuay ed 6as Af[osial Joseqinjed
17 I91IAWI|IDASIE SUDJDYWOSHIIA S3[3P40) UBPIOAY JUSJWO ‘TTOZ 3248 Jod (T

Al|9S124 J19seqanieN ‘g

jIaAsIe ey g
s1auosiad ey v

"39/j€3 8b1RAOU J9p 1By B! NP WO AR pUNy
ETTOT | USIPYWOSHIIA | J3esue JeA AJas bap Jspnpjul
)4aAsig bo Jauosiad sbuew 1oAY jJualjwo ‘I93RAIDesbulIeU 3k 103 1395 Jjejol (O




Al[9S191-}495RgINIRU-WO-deXsuun-Au/|ax3de/eul/ou quin mmm//:dny
1uas|a@siapun auuap Ho 3palsoidsbuluxsio) wo sy

(6641 816 / SELS 9619 413 ‘ou'qun@plebssoyinuy) plebssod nuy
J9|19 (ou'quIN@®pue|SUSIS URIIS) PUR[SUDIS UBIS
paw P{ejuoy e} ‘uss|ax@siapun wo |ewsigds np Jey

jusbulizeu 6o sso 4oy BIPjIA 12 Beapig 1RIQ juad|aly 1oy ey uasny

*19Y 39p SALDIS Np ue) ‘060N | Al|9SI24 JI3seqanjeu
13]19 A]3s Bap ‘uas|agsiapun ‘Ua}ayWOSHIIA WO SSO 3|90} |IA NP JDuUue dou 33p 413 (8

191Is19A1UN/3|03sBaY ed Je € uus Ja

-
181s1aAIUN/B|0Xsbay ed Je £-T
J
(a10¥ssynigpue| “pul) 9j0Xs apusebalapIn
-
s|oysuuUNI9
-

‘SSALY 139 1385
£69p J0j buluuepin 93sbus) 19 eAH (LS

BUUIAY
-

uuep
J

&dUulny J9)19 uuew np 13 (95

S/6T :2dWwasya 10 JayIS adl | [[eISIg ALINS
&IPg) Np 13 Je Id|IAH (SS

0T :jodwasya o4 *[je3 | Jg [|ejue pau ALYS
&AI9S194 J9seqInjeu Jojuduul pidgde paw np Jey Bulleysd sig abuew J0AH (¥S

uasoud |
EU12YWOSHIIA
ey agy/iaualy np 19p 1g[63n23ULIIRI0]} UIP AR [SpPUR 10]S JOAY Jud.WO (€S

IBASIE 3N 32 A€ % | 16ddO
EUDJ9YWOSHJIA | Np Jey Bulj|is 103s JOAH (2§

:(11e3 a4eq 1) Jg jjeIue pau ALYS
EUDIDYWOSHIIA | @A np Jey Jg abuew J10AH (TS

_ BAY ALXS ‘1aUUY

UB18YWOSMJIA | 1IesuUe usuuy
U31aYWOSHIIA AR 1313

UalayWOoSMJIA 10} 1apa| Bibeqg

C O O O

*SSAIY 243} 43]/9 132 139S
119 j19ewabjsaligds In 13)1A) wos 6ar (0s

J19pa| 61j6ep /4319 wO :8 |2
EXNIREIN
L = a19hay aAw

9




Appendix 2

Communication with respondents: pre-notice letter, cover letter and reminders



First contact: pre-notice e-mail

Landsdekkende undersgkelse: Sgker kunnskap om naturbasert reiseliv

Til daglig leder av virksomheter som tilbyr aktiviteter eller
opplevelser 1 naturen (naturbasert reiseliv).

Om 2-3 dager vil du fa tilsendt en e-post med den fgrste landsdekkende
undersgkelsen om naturbasert reiseliv i Norge. Spgrreundersgkelsen sendes 2100
naturbaserte reiselivsvirksomheter/bedrifter.

Naturbasert reiseliv star sentralt i Norges reiselivsstrategi, men vi mangler
kunnskap og statistikk som kan sikre gode rammevilkar for tilbydere i denne
bransjen. Derfor kontakter vi ved Universitetet for milje- og biovitenskap (UMB) pa
As nettopp dere som har erfaring og meninger om dette. Det er mange smd og
deltidsaktgrer i1 det naturbaserte reiselivet og svar fra disse er viktige for at
undersgkelsen skal gi et riktig bilde av bransjen.

Vi haper du gnsker & f& fram mer kunnskap om bransjen, og deltar i undersgkelsen
nar den kommer. Ditt bidrag er viktig og verdifullt for neringa, bedriftene og
forskning om naturbasert reiseliv.

Pa forhand takk for hjelpen!
Med vennlig hilsen

Stian Stensland (stian.stensland@umb.no)
Knut Fossgard (knut.fossgard@umb.no, 6496 5735 / 918 41799)

UNIVERSITETET FOR MILJZ- OG BIOVITENSKAP, AS

PS! Har du spgrsmal til undersgkelsen kan du kontakte Knut Fossgard eller Stian
Stensland. Mer informasjon far du ogsa nar du mottar undersgkelsen.




Second contact: cover e-mail for questionnaire

Landsdekkende undersgkelse: Sgker kunnskap om naturbasert reiseliv

Til daglig leder av virksomheter som mot betaling tilbyr aktiviteter eller
opplevelser i naturen (naturbasert reiseliv). Denne fgrste landsdekkende
undersgkelsen om naturbasert reiseliv sendes til 2100 virksomheter/bedrifter og
apnes ved & klikke pa& denne linken:

[LINK]

MALGRUPPE FOR UNDERS@KELSEN OG NYTTE FOR NERINGA

Naturbasert reiseliv stdr sentralt i Norges reiselivsstrategi, men i det mangler
grunnleggende kunnskap og statistikk om disse tilbyderne av opplevelser og
aktiviteter i1 naturen. Mange av bedriftene er sma og sesongbaserte, og svar fra
nettopp disse virksomhetene er viktig for at undersgkelsen skal gi et riktig bilde
av naeringa. Gjennom undersgkelsen gnsker vi din hjelp til & f& mer informasjon om:
* hvor i Norge virksomhetene/tilbyderne i det naturbaserte reiselivet finnes;

* hva slags aktiviteter det er som tilbys;

* hva som er malsetningene for virksomhetene;

e virksomhetenes kompetanse;

e suksessfaktorer og flaskehalser;

* det naturbaserte reiselivets gkonomiske betydning;

* virksomhetenes syn pa bruk og vern av natur.

Slik informasjon er ngdvendig for & avdekke betydningen og omfanget av neringa,
naringsaktgrenes syn pa sentrale spgrsmadl, og dermed for videreutvikling av det
naturbaserte reiselivet. Resultatene fra undersokelsen i dette felles nordiske
forskningsprosjektet sendes deltakerne. Deltakelse gir deg dermed mer informasjon
om egen naring.

UTFYLLING AV SKJEMAET OG SVARPREMIER

Skjemaet fylles ut av den person som har ansvaret for den daglige driften av
bedriften/virksomheten. Spgrsmalet i skjemaet gjelder for sesongen 2012 dersom ikke
annet er oppgitt.

Utfyllingen kan fgles tidkrevende (det tar ca 20-30 minutter). Vi hdper du tar deg
tid til & fylle ut skjemaet sa grundig som mulig og etter beste evne. Blant dem som
svarer trekker vi ut fglgende premier:

* 2 stk. arsmedlemskap og profilering av din bedrift gjennom HANEN -bransje og
markedsorganisasjonen for bygdeturismen (se www.hanen.no);

» flere bgker om reiselivsutvikling og nytt fra reiselivsforskninga.

DATALAGRING OG ANONYMITET

UMB star for innsamling, behandling og lagring av data. Svarene behandles anonymt
slik at ingen far vite hva akkurat du har svart. Svar fra enkeltpersoner er
konfidensielle og vil ikke kunne gjenkjennes i rapporter og publikasjoner. Data
lagres pa en betryggende mate i pavente av en oppfwlgende undersgkelse om noen ar,
og anonymiseres 31.12.2017.

Dine erfaringer med og oppfatninger om naturbasert reiseliv er svert viktige bidrag
for videre kunnskapsutvikling og neringsutvikling. P& forhand takk for hjelpen!

Med vennlig hilsen,
Stian Stensland
Universitetet for milje- og biovitenskap, As

Har du spgrsmal om undersgkelsen, ta kontakt med Stian Stensland
(stian.stensland@umb.no) eller Knut Fossgard (knut.fossgard@umb.no, tlf 6496 5735 /
918 41799). Mer om forskningsprosjektet og denne undersgkelsen:
http://www.umb.no/ina/artikkel/ny-kunnskap-om-naturbasert-reiseliv




Third contact: SMS reminder

Hei. Sist torsdag kveld fikk virksomheten din en spgrreundersgkelse om naturbasert
reiseliv. Om du allerede har svart, takker vi sa mye! Hvis ikke, vennligst sjekk
epost og fyll ut skjema i dag. Ditt svar er viktig for utviklinga av neringa. Takk
for hjelpa! Mvh, Knut Fossgard, Universitetet i As

Fourth contact: e-mail reminder

Paminnelse - Undersgkelse om naturbasert reiseliv

Til daglig leder av virksomheter som helt eller delvis driver innenfor naturbasert
reiseliv.

Forrige uke sendte vi deg en spgrreundersgkelse der vi bad om dine meninger og
erfaringer med & drive en virksomhet innen naturbasert reiseliv. Vi savner svar fra
deg og haper du har anledning til & fylle ut undersgkelsen ved & klikke pa linken.
Om du allerede har startet pad undersgkelsen, men ikke fullfgrt den, kan du bare
klikke pa linken og fortsette der du slapp. Link for & starte undersgkelsen:

[LINK]

Uansett stgrrelse pa virksomheten, er hvert eneste svar viktig. For at resultatene
skal gi et riktig bilde av hva dere i1 n®ringa mener og driver med, er vi avhengige
av svar fra bade heltids- og deltidsakt@grer, store som sma. Uten ditt bidrag, kan
konklusjonene bli feil.

Resultatene fra undersgkelsen sendes alle som deltar, og det er ogsd svarpremier &
vinne.

For ordens skyld: Dine svar fra undersgkelsen er konfidensielle og bedriften
forblir anonym.

Skulle det vere slik at din virksomhet ikke tilbyr noe som helst av aktiviteter
eller opplevelser i naturen, ta kontakt med oss slik at vi far korrigert vart
bedriftsregister.

Takk for at du gjennomfgrer undersgkelsen. Ditt bidrag er viktig!

Med vennlig hilsen,

Stian Stensland (stian.stensland@umb.no)
Knut Fossgard (knut.fossgard@umb.no . tlf 918 41799)

Universitetet for milje- og biovitenskap, As

PS! Mer om undersgkelsen og forskningsprosjektet «Naturbasert reiseliv» kan du lese
her: http://www.umb.no/ina/artikkel/ny-kunnskap-om-naturbasert-reiseliv

Fifth contact: SMS reminder

Hei. Sist torsdag sendte vi ut en paminnelse ang sp@rreundersgkelsen om naturbasert
reiseliv. Mange har svart, men vi trenger flere for fa et riktig bilde av bransjen.
Om du ennd ikke har svart, haper vi du vil bidra. Det er bare & folge linken i e-
posten fra torsdag. Og har du startet, kan du enkelt fortsette ved & folge den
samme linken. Ditt svar er viktig! P& forhand takk. Mvh, Knut Fossgard,
Universitetet i As




Sixth contact: e-mail reminder

Vi savner svar fra deg. Undersgkelse om naturbasert reiseliv

Til daglig leder av virksomheter som helt eller delvis driver innenfor naturbasert
reiseliv.

Vi har de siste ukene sendt deg e-post og sms om var landsomfattende undersgkelse.
Det har kommet inn mange svar, og vi har fatt gode tilbakemeldinger om at dette er
en nyttig undersgkelse som vil komme neringa til gode. Som en av respondentene
sier:

"Kunsten 1 denne bransjen er ikke & finne p& turer, men a finne kunder som vil vere
med pa tur og betale penger for det. Jeg er veldig nysgjerrig pa hvor mange
bedrifter som lever av naturbaserte aktiviteter, 100 %, hele aret og tjener penger.
Jeg haper undersgkelsen kan gi noen svar pd hvem som lykkes og hvorfor de lykkes. -
Didrick Ose, Did Adventure, Molde"

Men vi savner fortsatt svar fra deg og haper du vil bruke denne anledningen til a
fortelle om hva som er viktig for deg og din virksomhet. Resultatene fra
undersgkelsen sendes alle som deltar, og det er ogsa svarpremier a vinne.

Klikk pd& linken under for & starte pd undersgkelsen. Om du allerede har startet pa
undersgkelsen, men ikke fullfgrt den, kan du bare klikke pa linken og fortsette der
du slapp. Skulle det vare slik at din virksomhet ikke tilbyr noe som helst av
aktiviteter eller opplevelser i naturen, ta kontakt med oss slik at vi far
korrigert vart bedriftsregister.

[LINK]
Det naturbaserte reiselivet er en mangfoldig nering bade i steorrelse og tilbud.
Derfor er det viktig at flest mulig deltar, uansett om virksomheten er stor eller

liten, heltids- eller deltidsnering.

For ordens skyld: Dine svar fra undersgkelsen er konfidensielle og bedriften
forblir anonym.

Takk for at du gjennomfgrer undersgkelsen. Ditt bidrag er viktig!
Med vennlig hilsen,
Stian Stensland (stian.stensland@umb.no)

Knut Fossgard (knut.fossgard@umb.no. tlf 918 41799)
Universitetet for milje- og biovitenskap, As

PS! Mer om undersgkelsen og forskningsprosjektet «Naturbasert reiseliv» kan du lese
her: http://www.umb.no/ina/artikkel/ny-kunnskap-om-naturbasert-reiseliv




Seventh contact: e-mail reminder

Naturbasert reiseliv - Ennd plass til flere svar

Til daglig leder av virksomheter som helt eller delvis driver innenfor naturbasert
reiseliv.

La oss fogrst takke for din talmodighet i forhold til var undersgkelse om
naturbasert reiseliv. Vi har fatt mange positive tilbakemeldinger om at
undersgkelsen vil bidra med etterlengtet kunnskap om en tildels ukjent bransje. For
a fa et korrekt bilde av bransjen som helhet, trenger vi dog flere svar enn vi har
per na. Vi haper du kan bidra til dette.

Samtidig har vi forstdelse for deg som ikke gnsker & vaere med pa undersgkelsen, men
da héper vi du gir oss beskjed om dette slik at vi kan slette deg fra lista.

Derfor setter vi pris pa& om du kan velge ETT av fglgende alternativer:

A) Du gnsker & svare pa undersgkelsen: Fglg linken under - har du allerede
startet, fortsetter den der du slapp.

B) Du driver ikke med naturbasert reiseliv: Send ordet UTENFOR som svar pa denne
e-posten.

C) Du har lagt ned virksomheten: Send ordene LAGT NED som svar pa denne e-posten.

D) Du vil ikke vere med pa undersgkelsen: Send ordene IKKE MED som svar pa denne
e-posten.

E) Du har allerede svart: Send ordene HAR SVART som var pa denne e-posten.

F) Annet: Send oss dine kommentarer/spgrsmal som svar pa denne e-posten.

[LINK]

Med vennlig hilsen,

Stian Stensland (stian.stensland@umb.no)
Knut Fossgard (knut.fossgard@umb.no. tlf 918 41799)
Universitetet for milje- og biovitenskap, As

PS! Mer om undersgkelsen og forskningsprosjektet «Naturbasert reiseliv» kan du lese
her: http://www.umb.no/ina/artikkel/ny-kunnskap-om-naturbasert-reiseliv




Appendix 3

Results from additional regression analyses



In addition to general regression analyses including all national park tourism (NPT)
businesses, further regression analyses were performed with ‘establishment before/after
national park designation’ and the cluster analyses variables (business activity and objective
based) as categorical selection variables. This was done in search of regression models with a
higher R? as well as to identify possible differences among NPT segments. The results are
presented in Table A;. The residuals in all models are normally distributed.

Table A, Multiple regression analyses addressing the effect of utilizing national parks on economic success
among NPT businesses, divided into segments

Dependent variables Revenue Employees FTEs CEO income
R? R? R? R?
Regression models  F X (Bx) F X (Bx) F X (Bx) F X (Bx)
n n n n
13 20  A(-42)"
. Pre designation businesses - - - - 47" B(41)" 32" C(40)
Natlgnal park =62 n=44 E(41)
designation
o Post designation businesses - - - - - - - -
<
£ 5 21 +
3 S Guided activity providers ~ 4.4” '?;‘EG?(’)?* - - - - - -
= - .
5 E Supply based n=45
E 5 typology
= Hospitality facilitators and ) ) ) ) ) ) ) )
§ 5 activity package providers
S L
3 Optimizers - - - - - - - -
o4
Objective based 10
typology  gatisfiers - - - - 46" C(36) - -
n=69
X Independent variables R? Adjusted R Square
A Impact of the national park status on tourism attractiveness and development Px Standardized coefficient
B _Impact of the national park status on the area’s accessibility, facilitation and ) No significant models found
infrastructure
C General tourism businesses development facilitation * p<0.1
D Influence of protected area management changes over time * Significant at a 5 %-level
E Free access to and passage through natural areas - Significant at a 1 %-level
Discussion

83 % of the analyses still did not result in significant regression model. Four models showed
somewhat higher R? figures compared with general regression analyses (see Table 8 in the
main article). Results suggest that general tourism business development facilitation, deriving
from conservation regulations and protected area management, had a positive effect on
revenue among guided activity providers, FTEs among satisfiers and CEO income among pre
designation businesses. Free access to and passage through natural areas had a positive effect
on CEO income among pre designation businesses and employment among economic
aspirants. The perceived impact of the national park status on the area’s accessibility,
facilitation and infrastructure had a positive effect on FTEs among pre designation businesses.



However, the perceived impact of the national park status on tourism attractiveness and
development correlated negatively with CEO income among pre designation businesses and
revenue among guided activity providers, meaning that those with more negative attitudes
scored higher on these economic key figures. A possible explanation could be that these
businesses operate on a larger scale and to a higher extent have to deal with possible
constraints as a result of the (perceived) lack of positive impacts on tourism attractiveness and
development due to the national park status.

Conclusion

The different types of NPT businesses led in a few cases to higher explained variance when
used as a selection variable in regression analyses that focused on the relationship between
use of national parks and economic success. The effect of general tourism business facilitation
by the national park management had stronger significant effects on some segments. The
results suggest that NPT businesses should not be treated as a homogenous group and that
supply, objectives prioritized and the relationship between use of national parks and economic
success may vary. However, R? and n are still low. More research is thus needed to find other
relevant factors that might influence economic key figures among NPT businesses.



Appendix 4

Article: “Identifying Nature-based Tourism Firms in Norway” (Norwegian)
Submitted for publication



Identifisering av naturbaserte reiselivsbedrifter i Norge
Johannes Cornelis Apon, Ida Grubben og Stian Stensland®

Ingress

Det finnes ikke per i dag et register over naturbaserte reiselivsbedrifter i Norge. En
identifisering av bedrifter og pafelgende undersgkelser er ngdvendig for & ansla naringens
gkonomiske betydning, videre forskning og utvikling av effektive offentlige virkemidler.

Identifying Nature-based Tourism Firms in Norway

Abstract

This study identifies nature-based tourism firms in Norway. To identify firms we contacted 291 tourist offices,
searched the website of 81 destination marketing organizations, and 4 relevant nationwide organizations,
together with Google searches. The number of found firms (n=1531) varied per county. We estimate there are
2000 -3000 firms in Norway. A multiple regression model showed that the ratio of national park area in a county
contributed significantly to explain the numbers of firms per county. Our results suggest that nature-based
tourism is a more important industry in peripheral, nature rich counties than in more urban counties. The firm
database can be used to investigate the structure and economic significance of nature-based tourism, and hence
be useful for policymakers. Some types of firms could be underrepresented due to the methods used. We
recommend additional work to supplement our database.

Keywords: business register, national parks, regional differences, rural tourism, tourism
statistics.

Johannes Cornelis Apon, johannes.apon@student.umb.no
Ida Grubben, ida.grubben@student.umb.no
Stian Stensland, stian.stensland@umb.no

Adresse:

Universitetet for miljg- og biovitenskap,
Instituttet for Naturforvaltning,
Postboks 5003, 1432 As
www.umb.no/ina

Address:

Norwegian University of Life Sciences

Department of Ecology and Natural Resource Management
PO.BOX 5003, 1432 As, Norway

®Kontaktperson: stian.stensland@umb.no




Innledning

| artikkelen «Frontiers in Nature-Based Tourism» skriver Fredman og Tyrvéinen (2010) at de
nordiske landene har store utkantsomrader med nedgang i befolkningstall og sysselsetting.
Spesielt hardt rammet er primaernaringer som jordbruk, skogbruk og fiske. Samtidig sgker
bybefolkningen rekreasjonsmuligheter noe som gir muligheter for reiselivsutvikling pa
landsbygda. A stimulere reiselivet er et vanlig virkemiddel for naringsutvikling i distriktene,
ofte pa grunn av mangel pa andre nearingsmuligheter og nerhet til store natur- og
verneomrader (Lundmark og Miiller, 2010). Naturen betraktes ofte som et urealisert potensial
for utvikling av reiselivsnering’ i disse omrédene, men kunnskap om hvordan dette
potensialet kan oppnas er begrenset (Lundberg og Fredman, 2011). | regjeringens nye
reiselivsstrategi “Destinasjon Norge” (Narings- og handelsdepartementet, 2012:27) papekes
det at «norsk natur er en grunn for mange turister til a reise til Norge», men at naringen er
«fragmentert, finansielt svak og lite kunnskapsorientert» Videre uttrykkes tre vesentlige mal:
1) gkt verdiskaping og produktivitet i reiselivsnaringen, 2) flere helars arbeidsplasser og mer
solide bedrifter, serlig i distrikts-Norge og 3) flere unike og kvalitativt gode opplevelser som
tiltrekker seg flere gjester med hay betalingsvillighet.

Kunnskapen om forholdet mellom natur og turisme er imidlertid mangelfull. Spesielt
gjelder dette pa bedriftssiden (Fredman, Lundberg, Wall Reinius & Grundén, 2011, Fredman
og Tyrvéinen, 2010). Ettersom disse bedriftene ikke er klassifisert som en egen kategori i
nasjonal statistikk (Fredman og Tyrvéinen, 2010) finnes det heller ikke et landsdekkende
register over de norske reiselivsbedrifter som primert har naturen som attraksjon. Det
vanskeliggjer forskning og mulighetene til & si noe om omfang og betydningen til bransjen
som en helhet. Skal reiselivsnaringen og spesielt den naturavhengige delen av den, veere et
satsingsomrade slik Regjeringen gnsker, er det derfor ngdvendig & kartlegge, tallfeste og
synliggjere den.

Malet med var studie er & lage et landsdekkende register over reiselivsbedrifter? som er
avhengige av natur og egenhendig leverer et reiselivsprodukt. Vi anslar ogsa hvor mange slike
bedrifter som finnes totalt sett i Norge. Videre ser vi pa geografisk variasjon i antall bedrifter
per fylke og om dette har en sammenheng med nasjonalparkareal og befolkningstetthet.

Et slikt register som inneholder kontaktinformasjon til naturbaserte reiselivsbedriftene
(navn, nettside, epost, sted) kan brukes til & gjennomfare landsdekkende spgrreundersgkelser,
og dermed gi gkt kunnskap om reiselivet i Norge. Ny kunnskap kan brukes til & utforme regler
og politikk for reiselivet. Fredman et al. (2009:7) skriver: ”En forutsattning for att kunne méata
och kvantifiere en viss foreteelse ar att det finns en definition. Vi maste veta vad det ar vi
mater”. Derfor trengs det ogsa en definisjon av hva vi skal male, og en pafalgende
operasjonalisering av dette begrepet.

| den falgende litteraturgjennomgangen gar vi kort gjennom naturens betydning for
reiselivet i ulike land, ulike begrep om natur og reiseliv, fgr vi definerer, operasjonaliserer og
avgrenser det begrepet vi mener er hensiktmessig a bruke i vart arbeid.



Litteraturgjennomgang
Natur og reiseliv: Status

Hva betyr sa naturen for reiselivet? Mehmetoglu (2007:17) sier at ”[naturbasert turisme] i de
siste to tiarene har (...) vokst raskere (10-30 prosent arlig) enn turisme generelt” og pastar at
naturbasert reiseliv nd har kommet inn i en modningsfase: “den neste fasen av denne
livssyklusen er enten en stagnasjon eller en revitalisering ”. Videre estimerer han at opp til 60
% av alle internasjonale reiser er naturrelaterte. Lundberg og Fredman (2011) viser til mer
konservative tall fra Verdens turismeorganisasjon (WTO) pa 10-20 %. Hall (2009) viser til at
omtrent 71 % av utenlandske og 21 % av innenlandske turister i New Zealand utfgrer minst
en naturbasert turismeaktivitet. | Kanada deltok 85 % av befolkningen i minst en naturbasert
aktivitet i 2008 (Fredman et al., 2009). Oversikten viser at natur er viktig for turistene, men
ogsa at det er vanskelig & sammenligne tallene fordi studiene ikke maler det samme.

Selv om det ikke eksisterer gode norske tall pa dette sa finnes det noen indikasjoner av
omfanget og betydningen av natur i reiselivet. Forbord (2012) viser til at omsetningen for
reiselivsneringen i norske distrikt belgper seg til minst 35 milliarder kroner i 2005, noe som
er 37 % av den totale reiselivsomsetningen. Det er grunn til & anta at natur i kombinasjon med
kultur, er en sterk attraksjon i dette distriktsbaserte reiselivet, noe ogsa reiselivsstrategien
understreker (Nerings- og handelsdepartementet, 2012:55): “norsk natur og kulturlandskap
er viktige ressurser og fellesgoder som reiselivet drar nytte av. (...) Jord- og skogbrukere eier
og forvalter en stor del av disse samfunnsgodene og er viktige aktgrer nar det gjelder a legge
til rette for reiselivsprodukter.”. Jakt- og fisketurisme utgjer en betydelig del av det
grunneierbaserte reiselivet. Norges skogeierforbund (2010) har beregnet omsetningen av jakt-
og fisketurisme i Norge til 44 mill. kroner pa leie av smaviltjakt, 214 mill. kroner for
storviltjakt, og 840 mill. kroner pa andre tjenester knyttet til jakt. Tallet for innlandsfiske med
tilleggstjenester var 1,36 mrd. kroner. Videre beregnes laksefisketurismen & ha et potensial for
vekst fra 1,1 mrd. kroner i 2009 til neermere 2 mrd. kroner i 2020.

Mange naturopplevelser er gratis og er derfor i utgangspunktet ikke del av noen
naring. Tilgang til natur er viktig for bade utevere av det enkle friluftslivet og for turister.
Retten til fri ferdsel i Sverige og Norge sikrer bade at folk kan oppleve naturomrader, men
ogsa at bedrifter kan starte opp og kan ta med seg kunder ut i naturen uten ngdvendigvis ha
grunneiers tillatelse. Apen tilgang til naturressurser uten noen form for antallsbegrensning kan
virke hemmende pa den enkelte bedrifts utvikling fordi naturressurser kan bli overutnyttet (jf.
allmenningens tragedie, Hardin (1968)), og at konkurrerende bedrifter lett kan etablere seg.
Naturopplevelser kan i ulik grad skje organisert; fra individuelt reisende fjellturister som tar
med seg mat og telt, til skreddersydde pakker hvor guiding, leie av utstyr, transport, mat og
overnatting er inkludert. Dette gjor det vanskelig a estimere naringens omsetning. Nar man
gnsker & analysere tilbudssiden og male dens gkonomiske betydning, ma man derfor
vektlegge det kommersielle og organiserte (Fredman et al., 2009; Lundmark og Miller, 2010;
Sandell og Fredman, 2010).

Fredman og Tyrvéinen (2010) sier at det finnes indikasjoner pa at det naturbaserte
reiselivet som fenomen blir mer spesialisert, diversifisert, motorisert, idrettshasert, innendgrs
og ekstremt. Fredman et al. (2009) viser til friluftslivets utvikling i Sverige der studier finner
at mange tradisjonelle friluftsaktiviteter har begynt a utvikle seg til & bli organiserte,



kommersielle produkter som selges til et stadig mer internasjonalt marked.
Stortingsmeldingen om Landbruks- og matpolitikken fremhever (Landbruks- og
matdepartmentet, 2011:211) “markedsundersokelser viser at interessen for opplevelses- 0Q
aktivitetsturisme er gkende i europeiske markeder. (...) Reiselivsbedrifter ma i sterre grad
jobbe sammen i nettverk for & gke innovasjonsgrad og inntektsgrunnlaget. (..) @kt
profesjonalitet hos tilbydere (...) er avgjorende for a lykkes innenfor det gronne reiselivet”.
@kt kunnskap om tilbud av det naturbaserte reiselivet vil muliggjere en videre
profesjonalisering av bransjen.

Begrep om natur og reiseliv

Det finnes et mangfold av aktuelle reiselivsbegreper som tar opp i seg natur og miljg: blant
annet grent reiseliv, bygdeturisme, berekraftig turisme, naturbasert reiseliv, gkoturisme og
geoturisme. Fellesnevneren er at de ofte tar utgangspunkt i natur. For var studie som gar pa a
lage et bedriftsregister er det viktig at et valgt begrep kan defineres og operasjonaliseres slik
at man faktisk vet hva man skal male. Vi gar gjennom noen av de vanligste og ser hvordan de
passer med vare krav.

Grant reiseliv. | Innovasjon Norges (2011) sitt utviklingsprogram Grgnt reiseliv finner
man flere overlappende, men ingen entydig, definisjon av grent reiseliv. En av de som brukes
er: “Det grgnne, bygdebaserte reiselivet er bygget pa nerhet til natur, kulturlandskap,
tradisjonell mat og kultur, og ivaretar disse elementene pa en beerekraftig mate.” Begreper
som gar igjen i definisjonene er det gards- og bygdebaserte, natur, kultur og tradisjoner, mat
og aktiviteter”. Begrepet gront reiseliv slik det er brukt av Landbruks- og matdepartementet
fra og med 2007 skiller seg ikke nevneverdig fra bygdeturisme — et begrep som departementet
brukte allerede i 1990.

Bygdeturisme. Landbruksdepartementet (1990) definerer bygdeturisme som ...
produksjon av varer, opplevelser og tjenester - inkludert leerings- og helsetilbud — seerlig
basert pa bygdas naturgitte og kulturelle ressurser og bereevne, utviklet i samsvar med
bygdesamfunnets forutsetninger og @nsker. Nasjonalt og internasjonalt reiseliv er felles
markedsgrunnlag .

Naturbasert reiseliv. Weaver (2008) definerer naturbasert reiseliv som “any type of
tourism that relies on attractions directly related to the natural environment”. Lundmark og
Muiller (2010) viser til at naturbasert reiseliv “omfatter i videste forstand alt reiseliv som
finner sted i naturrike omrdder, samt aktiviteter som knytter seg til naturen”. En annen vid
definisjon er fra Valentine (1992), som deler naturopplevelser og -aktiviteter i tre: 1) avhengig
av naturen, 2) forsterket av naturen, 3) opplevelser hvor naturen er av underordnet betydning.
Fredman et al. (2009) pragver a trekke sammen tradene, og sammenligner tolv definisjoner og
viser til fire elementer som ofte gar igjen: 1) besgke et naturomrade, 2) oppleve selve naturen,
3) veere fysisk aktiv, 4) et normativt element, eksempelvis holdninger omkring berekraft.

Geoturisme. Norge har som et av de farste landene i verden, forpliktet seg til & satse pa
geoturisme, og Innovasjon Norge (2005) definerer det slik: “Geoturisme tar vare pa,
forsterker og fremhever den lokale egenarten pa et sted — miljg, kultur, estetikk, kulturarv —
som kommer lokalsamfunnet til gode. ..

@koturisme. Weaver (2008) definerer gkoturisme som en form for turisme som
fremmer leererike opplevelser og verdsetting av naturen i dens kulturelle kontekst. Den blir



forvaltet slik at miljemessige, sosiokulturelle og gkonomiske hensyn blir ivaretatt pa en
barekraftig mate. | Sverige er det blitt etablert et kvalitetsmerke, “Naturens bista”
(www.naturensbasta.se), som definerer gkoturisme som “ansvarsfullt resande som bidrar till
skyddet av naturmiljéer och till lokalbefolkningens valbefinnande ”. Organisasjonen Norsk
@koturisme (www.ecotourismnorway.com) definerer gkoturisme som “berikende natur- og
kulturopplevelser, tilrettelagt av ansvarlige reiselivsbedrifter med omsorg for sine gjester,
miljget og det lokalsamfunnet de er en del av”. | folge Lundberg og Fredman (2011) er
gkoturisme et av de sterkest voksende segmentene innenfor reiselivsnaringen.

Bearekraftig turisme. Etter Brundtlandsrapporten (WCED, 1987) kan man definere
baerekraftig turisme som: “turisme som tilfredsstiller dagens behov, men som ikke forringer
ressursgrunnlaget slik at framtidens generasjoner ogsa far mulighet til a fa oppfylt sine
behov.” Berekraftig turisme hviler sd pa tre bearebjelker: den skal veare miljgmessig,
gkonomisk og sosiokulturelt baerekraftig.

Tisdels (1996) to hovedkategorier av forholdet mellom reiseliv og miljg kan vere et
hensiktmessig utgangspunkt for & se nermere pa disse begrepene, og en hjelp i vart videre
arbeid: (i) | et miljgbasert reiseliv er miljget et ressursgrunnlag for reiselivet, mens i et (ii)
miljgtilpasset reiseliv ligger det et normativt element der man sgker & redusere
miljekonsekvensene av reiselivsvirksomheten. Aall & Vik (2012) gjennomgar ulike
reiselivsbegreper med utgangspunkt i Tisdels (1996) hovedkategorier, men deler de ytterligere
inn i tre deler (smal”, ’dyp”, “bred”) etter hvordan milje forstds. Med utgangspunkt i Aall
og Vik (2012) gir da vare begrep falgende inndeling:

e Smal miljgforstaelse inneholder det som inkluderes i miljgpolitikken. Bade grent
reiseliv og bygdeturisme plasseres her og favner over bade miljgtilpasset reiseliv som i
en smal miljoforstaelse tar inn naturvern, forurensing, og kulturminner, og det
miljgbaserte reiselivet som omhandler reiselivet som selger opplevelser av og i
naturen. De definisjonene av naturbasert reiseliv som vi har gatt gjennom (med unntak
av Fredman et al.s (2009) 4.punkt) vil falle inn under miljgbasert reiseliv.

e Brei miljgforstaelse inkluderer det fra den smale miljgforstaelsen, men ogsa lokal
kultur og verdiskaping. Geoturismen plasseres her og favner over begge
hovedkategoriene til Tisdel (1996).

e Dyp miljgforstaelse inneholder den som kommer inn under smale, men i tillegg
inkluderer mer grunnleggende miljgutfordringer som forbruk og problematisering
omkring vekst. @koturisme legges her og favner over begge hovedkategorier.
Beerekraftig reiseliv trenger ikke vaere miljgbasert, men har et sterkt normativt element
og plasseres derfor i miljgtilpasset.

For & kunne si om bedriftene driver miljgtilpasset reiseliv trenger man som regel informasjon
utover hva slags aktiviteter de tiloyr. Om en bedrift er miljgtilpasset vil ikke ngdvendigvis
framga i var studie som gar pa a lage et bedriftsregister over bedrifter som har turistaktivitet i
naturen. Naturbasert reiseliv synes derfor & veere det hensiktmessige begrepet for vart arbeid.
Spersmalet er da hvilken definisjon vi skal bruke og hvordan definisjonen operasjonaliseres
slik at vi kan avgjare hvilke bedrifter som skal inkluderes?

Var gjennomgang har gitt oss grunnlag for en naermere problemstilling for arbeidet.
Studien har som mal a lage et landsdekkende register over naturbaserte reiselivsbedrifter i
Norge, og samtidig gi et anslag pa hvor mange slike bedrifter som finnes totalt. Videre ser vi



pa geografisk variasjon i antall bedrifter, samt hvordan sammenhengen er mellom antall
bedrifter per fylke, og de uavhengige variablene nasjonalparkareal og befolkningstetthet.

Metode
Naturbasert reiseliv: Definisjon og avgrensning.

Vi gnsket & kunne sammenligne vart bedriftsregister med tilsvarende arbeid i Sverige. Vi
brukte samme definisjon av naturbasert reiseliv som Mittuniversitet i Sverige (basert pa
Fredman et al. (2009:24)): "Naturbasert reiseliv omfatter menneskers aktiviteter nar de
besgker naturomrader utenfor sine vanlige omgivelser. Den naturbaserte reiselivsnaringen er
et samlebegrep som omfatter summen av bedrifter og organisasjoner med virksomhet som
primert er rettet mot mennesker som besgker naturomrader utenfor sine vanlige omgivelser.”
I sin operasjonalisering av begrepet naturbasert reiseliv brukte Fredman (professor,
Mittuniversitetet, e-post, 27.2.2012) fglgende presisering: «Naturturism innebar aktiviteter
som pa nagot satt ar avhangiga av naturen. Det innefattar bade mer traditionella
friluftsaktiviteter som vandring, skidakning och paddling, men &ven aktiviteter som
exempelvis naturguidning, uthyrning av smabatar, jakt, fiske, ridning, vindsurfing och
cykling». Det ble papekt at mange andre aktiviteter kunne inkluderes og at grensetilfellene
kunne vaere mange.

Et av de stgrste avgrensingsspgrsmalene i var studie dreiede seg om transport og
overnatting. | hvilken grad skulle disse to delene i Kamfjords «helhetlige reiselivsprodukt»
inkluderes (2011:255)? Hovedregelen var at disse ekskluderes. Unntak ble gjort for
overnattingsbedrifter som i tillegg tilbed naturbaserte aktiviteter (for eksempel guidede turer,
salg av fiske/jaktkort, batutleie). Ogsa overnattingsbedrifter som i stor grad var knyttet til
naturen (for eksempel ishoteller, tretopphytter; men ikke vanlige utleiehytter) ble inkludert.
Det samme gjaldt for transportprodukter som i seg selv er naturopplevelser, for eksempel
sykkelferier og batturer pa fjellvann. Bygde/gardsturisme ble omfattet bare nar det var snakk
om naturbaserte opplevelser, det vil si primart i utmark. Gardshesgk og salg av gardsmat er
saledes ikke nok til & kunne bli inkludert i vart bedriftsregister. For jakt og
fisketurismebedrifter utelukket vi de som kun solgte jakt- og fiskekort. Vi satte som krav at de
matte ha et tilleggsprodukt som for eksempel overnatting eller guiding for & bli inkludert.
Dette kalte vi "tilrettelagt™ jakt eller fiske.

Datainnsamling

Vi tok kontakt med NHO Reiseliv og fikk tilsendt kontaktinformasjon til autoriserte
turistkontorer og turistinformasjoner i Norge. Som en sjekk gikk vi gjennom Visit Norways
hjemmeside (www.visitnorway.com) og fgyde til de ekstra turistkontorene vi fant der.
Samtlige 291 turistkontorer ble kontaktet per telefon i perioden 10.2.-23.3.2012 for a
informere om prosjektet. Vi ba turistkontorene om hijelp til a identifisere naturbaserte
reiselivsbedrifter i sitt omrade. Deretter fikk turistkontorene tilsendt en e-post med
informasjon om prosjektet, samt en definisjonen av naturbaserte reiselivsbedrifter og de
avgrensninger vi la til grunn. Vedlagt var en Excelmal til & fgre inn bedriftenes navn og
kontaktinformasjon som telefonnummer, hjemmeside og e-postadresse. Vi spurte ogsa
turistkontorene om hvor stor andel av totalt antall bedrifter innenfor eget ansvarsomrade de
hadde oversikt over. Dette for 4 fa et anslag pa sterrelsen av neeringen. Svaralternativene var



0-19 %, 20-39 %, 40-59 %, 60-79 %, 80-100 % eller «vet ikke». Videre ble turistkontorene
spurt om & oppgi hvilke kommuner de dekket. Slik ble det mulig & se hvor stort areal som ikke
inkluderes av turistkontorene. Ved ikke-svar ble turistkontoret ringt opp igjen dagen etter.
Hvis det ikke gikk an & komme i kontakt per telefon, for eksempel fordi turistkontoret var
vinterstengt, ble det sendt e-post med nevnte vedlegg. Det ble satt en tilbakemeldingsfrist pa
én uke og sendt ut purring per e-post to ganger med én ukes mellomrom. Det ble papekt at
undersgkelsen var finansiert av Innovasjon Norge, og at svarene fra undersgkelsen ville bli
tilgjengelig for turistkontorene. (En kopi av vedleggene og eposten fas ved forespersel til
forfatterne).

Vi laget en landsdekkende liste over destinasjonsselskapene i Norge ved a ga inn pa
visitnorway.com, samt supplere med destinasjonsselskaper nevnt av turistkontorene i
svarskjemaene Hver enkelt av de 81 destinasjonsselskapene sin hjemmeside ble gjennomgatt
for & kunne faye til eventuelle bedrifter som turistkontorene hadde glemt eller ikke hadde
oversikt over, samt a fa med bedrifter i omrader der vi ikke fikk svar fra turistkontorene. Vi
foretok ogsa en gjennomgang av hvert enkelt turistkontor sin hjemmeside og visitnorway.com
som en kontroll. P& visitnorway.com gikk vi igjennom kategoriene “Aktiv fritid” (ski,
fjelltur, fiske, sykling, ridning og sledekjering, kano og kajakk, vinter uten ski, seiling og bat,
og jakt), "Turer og safarier” (forslag til turer, safari, fjord- og kystreiser, rundtur, sightseeing
og turer med guide) og “Action og ekstremsport” (rafting, klatring, sngscooter, dykking,
isbrevandring, Kiting, grottetur, hanggliding og paragliding, fallskjermhopping og
motorsport).

Relativt fa fiskeprodukter og sa og si ingen tilbydere av tilrettelagt jakt ble nevnt i
tilbakemeldingene fra turistkontorene. Imidlertid kan man i landbruksmeldingen (Landbruks-
og matdepartementet, 2011) lese: "Det er ca. 10 000 landbrukseiendommer med fiskerett i
laksevassdrag, og ca. 1 000 reiselivsbedrifter tilbyr tilrettelagt laksefiske”. Vi foretok derfor
en supplering av slike bedrifter ved a ga gjennom de landsdekkende nettsidene til Hanen
(www.hanen.no), Verdifull jakt (www.verdifulljakt.no) og Inatur (www.inatur.no).

Vi valgte & bruke Hanens nettsider fordi vi registrerte at fa garder var medlem hos
destinasjonsselskapene. Hanen er en landsdekkende bygdeturismeorganisasjon og bade
jakt,fiske og andre aktiviteter er representert her. Verdifull jakt er et landsomfattende prosjekt
som tilbyr tilrettelagt jakt med annet overnatting. Hos Inatur kan man finne tilgjengelige
tilboud om jakt, fiske og overnatting, og en oversikt over tiloyderne av dette i Norge. Vi har
her gatt igjennom kategoriene “laksefiske”, “innlandsfiske”, ”smaviltjakt”, ’storviltjakt” og
“naturturisme” for a supplere med tilbydere av tilrettelagte jakt- og fiskeprodukter. Disse sa vi
var underrepresenterte i tilbakemeldingene fra turistkontorene. Fjellstyrer, allmenninger og
grunneierlag er ekskluderte med mindre de tilbyr tilrettelagte jakt- og fiskeprodukter.

Som et siste supplement gjennomfarte vi Google-sgk. Det ble farst foretatt generelle
Google-sgk (eksakte ord, uke 17 2012) for a finne ut hvilket begrep som var best a bruke. Det
ble ogsa gjort et sgk pa svenske sider, for & sammenligne antall treff (tabell 1). Tabellen gjar
det mulig & se hvilke begreper som er mest utbredt i Norge og Sverige. Begrepet
“naturopplevelser” ga flest treff og det ble derfor sgkt pa hvert enkelt turistkontors stedsnavn
+ ordet "naturopplevelser”. Ved hvert sgk ble de 20 farste treffene sjekket.



Tabell 1. Sammenligning av antall treff ved googlesgk for Norge og Sverige.

Norge Antall treff Sverige
Sgkeord Sakeord
Naturopplevelser 501 000 340000 Naturupplevelser
@koturisme 87 100 155 000 Ekoturism

Naturbasert reiseliv 20 000 - -

Naturturisme 14 200 70 900 Naturturism

Naturbasert turisme 4250 2510 Naturbaserad turism

Kvalitetssikring av bedriftsregisteret

En kvalitetssikring av radataene ble utfgrt ved a gjennomga listene med bedrifter som ble
mottatt fra turistkontorene og ekskludere de bedriftene som ikke falt inn under var definisjon.
Dette ble gjort ved & se pa bedriftsnavnene. Hvor det oppstod tvil, ble det innhentet mer
informasjon om bedriften, farst og fremst ved a besgke hjemmesiden. Kvalitetssikringen ble
utfert av to personer, som laget hver sin liste med tvilstilfeller. Fgr en bedrift ble fjernet fra
databasen, matte begge personene veere enige. Eksempler pa bedrifter som ble ekskludert er
akvarier, arrangementer, byguiding, dyrehager, turoperatgrer, friluftsomrader, friluftsrad,
gardsysterier, gokartbaner, kafeer, klatreparker, klubber og foreninger, kultursentre og
amfiteatre, museer, spa, turistkontorer, turistveier og urtehager. Eksempler pa mer vanskelige
grensetilfeller er turistforeningshytter, fjellstyrer, friluftssentre,
grunneierforeninger/utmarksrad, hyttefelt, veteranbater, rideklubber og setre. Som hovedregel
ble disse inkludert hvis de tilbyr guidede turer i natur eller utleie av bat, sykkel, m.m.

Diskusjon av datakvalitet

Et viktig mal med var studie var a lage et (i) landsdekkende og representativt register over (ii)
naturbaserte reiselivsbedrifter. | hvilken grad dette er oppnadd avhenger av om andre forskere
ved bruk av vare metoder (samme datainnsamling og definisjonsbruk) kan fa som resultat ei
liste med tilsvarende antall og mer eller mindre de samme bedriftene som i var studie. Altsa
om var framgangsmate har hgy palitelighet eller reliabilitet (malengyaktighet). | tillegg
kommer spgrsmalet om resultatenes gyldighet (validitet), det vil si om var operasjonaliserte
definisjon av naturbaserte reiselivsbedrifter gjor at undersgkelsen faktisk maler eller
inkluderer bedrifter i det naturbaserte reiselivet som tiltenkt.

Definisjonen som legger grunnlaget for vart arbeid er hentet fra Fredman et al
(2009:24): «Naturbasert reiseliv omfatter menneskers aktiviteter nar de besgker
naturomrader utenfor sine vanlige omgivelser». Denne definisjonen er vid og matte for vart
formal operasjonaliseres for tilbudssida (bedriftene). Her brukte vi samme definisjon som
Mittuniversitetet bruker i sitt pagaende arbeid, ogsa for & kunne sammenligne med svenske
resultater. . | var definisjon og tilhgrende avgrensing legges det vekt pa «aktiviteter i naturen»
og «bedrifter». Var operasjonaliserte definisjonen er en avgrensning av mye brukte
definisjoner av naturbasert reiseliv.



Begrepet «naturbasert reiseliv» er intuitivt lett & forstd, men selv med en definisjon
med avgrensninger oppstod tvilstilfeller underveis i Kkartleggingsarbeidet. Klarere
avgrensninger fgr kartleggingsarbeidet kunne muligens ha hjulpet, men ville samtidig medfart
et detaljniva som hadde veert vanskelig & handtere. Vi har operert ut ifra prinsippet “ved tvil,
inkluder”. Dette kan ha fart til skjevheter i om enkelte typer bedrifter er blitt inkludert eller
ikke. Eksempelvis skal som hovedregel rene overnattingsbedrifter ikke veere med. Mange
overnattingssteder langs kysten har utleie av en eller flere bater som kan brukes til sjafiske.
Selv om langt den starste delen av deres omsetning kommer fra overnatting, tilbyr de en
aktivitet gjennom batutleien og har blitt inkludert. Nar det er mange av denne typen bedrifter
kan det ha gitt skjevheter i vart populasjon sammenlignet med andre typer bedrifter.
Sjefisketurisme har veert en vekstnzaring i Norge de siste 20 arene (Borch, Molainen & Olsen,
2011) og omfatter noen hundre bedrifter. Borch et al. (2011) fant 434 fisketurismebedrifter
som de definerte som den profesjonelle sjgfisketurismenaringen, mens Hallenstvedt og Wulff
(2001) i sin Kkartlegging fant 939 aktegrer innen sjgfisketurisme. Eksemplet med
sjofisketurisme illustrer at valg av definisjon og gvrig kartleggingsmetode har konsekvenser
for sluttresultatet i all type forskning. Ettersom det noe ulik oppfatning av hva naturbasert
reiseliv er vil ikke ngdvendigvis alle vere enige i vare avgrensninger og med en vektlegging
av aktiviteter i natur og at det skal veere kommersielt (bedrifter).

A lage et landsdekkende register over naturbaserte reiselivsbedrifter betinger ikke bare
at man skal kunne si om bedriften skal inkludere i var definisjon eller ikke, men ogsa at det er
mulighet til & finne fram til bedriftene. For det arbeidet tok vi kontakt med Norges 291
turistkontorer, hvorav 125 kom tilbake til oss med ei liste over bedrifter de mente passet
definisjonen var. Trettini av 291 turistkontorer henviste oss til andre turistkontorer som ogsa
dekket deres omrade. Etter justering for overlapp kom svarprosenten fra turistkontorene pa
((125/252) * 100) 49,6. Tilbakemeldingene fra turistkontorene dekket i alt 57 % av alle
kommunene og 62 % av alt areal i fastlands-Norge (tabell 2). Det var stor forskjell mellom
fylkene. Mgre og Romsdal er best dekket i tilbakemeldingene, mens Nord-Trgndelag og
Oslo/Akershus dekkes i mye mindre grad.



Tabell 2. Antall turistkontorer, antall kommuner og arealet som dekkes av tilbakemeldinger fra norske
turistkontorer, samt befolkningstall per fylke.

Fylke Antall Kommuner Areal (i 1000 km?) Antall
turistkontorer innbyggere i
Antall  Dekningsgrad® Totalt Dekningsgrad 1000

Aust-Agder 8 36 36 100% 151 15,1 100% 111
Buskerud 16 26 24 92% 251 24,1 96% 265
Finnmark 18 18 16 89% 41 3,8 91% 74
Hedmark 14 19 14 74% 48,6 40,8 84% 192
Hordaland 28 33 22 67% 154 12,2 79% 490
Mgare og Romsdal 28 26 22 85% | 18,6 14,7 79% 257
Nord-Trgndelag 17 26 20 7% 9,3 7,1 76% 133
Nordland 25 15 9 60% 9,1 6,7 73% 238
Oppland 13 15 10 67% 7,2 51 70% 187
Oslo/Akershus 5 25 10 40% 18,8 10,1 54% 1170
Rogaland 23 25 7 28% 25,8 13,0 50% 443
Sogn og Fjordane 23 22 13 59% | 27,4 13,5 50% 108
Ser-Trgndelag 19 21 8 38% 14,9 7,1 48% 298
Telemark 16 44 14 32% 38,4 15,9 41% 170
Troms 12 18 10 56% | 15,2 51 33% 159
Vest-Agder 11 14 3 21% 2,2 0,7 33% 174
Vestfold 5 23 5 22% 22,4 54 24% 236
@stfold 9 23 1 4% 53 0,4 8% 278
Svalbard 1

Totalt 291 429 244 57% 324 201 62% 5000

"Med dekningsgrad menes hvor stor andel av henholdsvis kommuner og areal turistkontorene dekker i hvert
fylke. Med en dekningsgrad pa 60 % betyr det at 40 % av areal eller antall kommuner ikke omfattes av
turistkontorenes virkeomrade.

Flere faktorer avgjer kvaliteten pa data det er mulig & fa fra turistkontorene. Farst gar det pa
hvor alvorlig de tar oppdraget, om de gnsker a hjelpe oss og hvor mye tid og resurser de
investerer pa a lese og forstda vare instruksjoner for arbeidet. Vi forsgkte
turistkontorer per telefon i tillegg til epost og her ble det ogsa understreket at arbeidet var
viktig for naeringen, at det foregikk i regi av UMB, og var sponset av Innovasjon Norges
utviklingsprogram for grent reiseliv. Gjennomgangen av listene fra turistkontorene viste
variasjon i kvalitet. Det virket som om ikke alle forstod eller hadde lest prosjektbeskrivelsen
med instruksjoner og avgrensningene godt nok. Flere turistkontorer inkluderte for eksempel

na alle




turforslag, turistforeningshytter, hoteller, alpinanlegg, m.m. Ikke alle turistkontorene var
villige til & hjelpe oss pa grunn av mangel pa tid eller ressurser, mens andre var svert
engasjerte og positive til prosjektet. Denne variasjonen i kvalitet pa tiloakemeldinger er en
potensiell kilde til ungyaktigheter og skjevheter i registeret om man ikke sgker a rette opp
dette.

Dernest er turistkontorene ofte drevet av destinasjonsselskaper, og disse to “akterene”
har farst og fremst en oversikt over og arbeider for sine egne medlemmer. Det kan derfor
tenkes at vi har en overrepresentasjon av tradisjonelle og sterre reiselivsbedrifter, mens de
mindre og mer nisjepregete bedriftene kan vaere underrepresenterte. En gruppe aktiviteter som
nok er underrepresentert er jakt og ferskvannsfiske. Hvor stor andel av de som leier ut jakt
eller fiske som ogsa har overnatting guiding eller servering og dermed omfattes av
definisjonen var vet vi ikke. I tilbakemeldingene fra turistkontorene var det fa av denne type
bedrifter. En annen grunn til at disse bedriftene eller grunneierne ikke har blitt fanget opp med
var metode er fordi det tradisjonelle reiselivet representert ved destinasjonsselskapene har fa
av dem som medlemmer. Kanskje ser de ikke pa seg selv som turismeaktgrer heller?
Gjennomgangen av turistkontorenes /destinasjonsselskapenes nettsider, spesialsider for jakt-
og fisketurismeprodukter og google-sgk ble gjort for & korrigere for dette. Det at vi har
arbeidet i et team med fem forskere og forskningsassistenter har ogsa bidratt til &
kvalitetssikre definisjonen, avgrensingene, datainnsamling og vurdering av data.

Dataanalyse

Natur er en viktig attraksjon i reiselivet (Hall, 2009; Fredman et al., 2009; Lundberg og
Fredman, 2011; Mehmetoglu, 2007) og spesielt i utkantene (Lundmark og Muller, 2010). Vi
gnsket derfor & se pa sammenhengen mellom naturkvalitet, befolkningstetthet og antall
bedrifter. Nasjonalparkene er fyrtarnene i et lands natur, og sterke merkevarenavn, og ble
derfor valgt som variabel for naturkvalitet. Vi kunne ogsa ha valgt andre variabler om
utdanningsniva og inntekt. Det ble ikke gjort, men kan vurderes til senere studier.

Innledningsvis foretok vi tre korrelasjonsanalyser (Pearson) for a se pa sammenhengen
mellom antall bedrifter per fylke og fylkesvise tall for henholdsvis (i) befolkningstetthet, og
(ii) verneomradeareal i prosent av totalareal og (iii) nasjonalparkareal i prosent av totalareal.
Deretter kjarte vi en standard multippel regresjonsanalyse med antall bedrifter per fylke som
avhengig variabler, og befolkningstetthet i hvert fylke, og nasjonalparkareal i prosent av
totalarealet per fylke (NAT) som to uavhengige variabler. Svalbard ble betraktet som en
utligger og utelatt fra regresjonsanalysen.

Resultater
Bedriftsregisteret

| alt sendte turistkontorene opplysninger om 1256 bedrifter, det vil si i gjennomsnitt 10
bedrifter per turistkontor. 433 bedrifter eller ca 35 % ble fjernet fra listen etter
kvalitetssikringen, slik at 823 bedrifter fra turistkontorenes tilbakemeldinger ble tatt med i
databasen. Gjennomgangen av turistkontorenes og destinasjonsselskapenes hjemmesider,
samt supplerende sgk resulterte i til sammen 708 nye bedrifter. Tabell 3 oppsummerer
hvordan bedriftene i registeret ble funnet. Det sterste antallet av nye bedrifter fant vi i nord
hvor Nordland fylke var sterkest representert med 92 nye bedrifter. Feerrest nye bedrifter var



det i ser, hvor det kun kom opp 12 nye bedrifter til sammen i Aust-Agder og Vest-Agder.

Totalt fant vi 1531 bedrifter.
Tabell 3. Antall naturbaserte reiselivsbedrifter i registeret, bedrifter etter kilde.

Kilde Antall bedrifter

Turistkontorenes
tilbakemeldinger

823
Egne sok, 708

Derav hjemmesider til
turistkontorer og

destinasjonsselskap 475
Www.visitnorway.com 91
www.hanen.no 35
www.verdifulljakt.no 8
www.inatur.no 8
Googlesgk 91

Totalt 1531

Estimat over antall bedrifter i Norge

Vi har ikke funnet alle bedrifter i Norge. For a kunne ansla et totaltall for Norge er det flere
metoder som kan anvendes: (i) Ved Mittuniversitetet fant de ved bruk av samme metode som
0ss 2046 bedrifter for Sverige. De tror at de fant cirka halvparten av alle bedrifter i Sverige.
Brukes tilsvarende funnprosent” (50 %) for Norge sa havner vi pa omlag 3 000 bedrifter. (ii)
En alternativ beregningsmate er a se pa i hvilken grad turistkontorene hadde oversikt over
bedriftene i deres omrade (tabell 2), antall bedrifter som ble funnet og arealet som ble dekket.
Tilbakemeldingene fra turistkontorene dekker 62 % av fastlands-Norge, noe som medfgrer at
et visst antall bedrifter trolig ikke har kommet med i databasen. Med utgangspunkt i disse
tallene, kombinert med turistkontorenes anslag pa deres oversikt (79 %) indikerer det at det
totale antallet bedrifter ligger pa ca 1680 (i.e. 823/(0,62*0,79)). (iii) Om Norge har like mange
bedrifter per innbygger som Sverige og gitt at som i Sverige fant vi kun halvparten av
bedriftene, tilsier et grovt anslag at det i Norge finnes ca 2300 NBR-bedrifter
((2046/9074)*5000)*2).

Regionvise forskjeller

De 1531 bedriftene vi har pavist, er ujevnt fordelt mellom fylkene (tabell 4). | @stfold fant vi
eksempelvis 18 bedrifter, mens i Nordland paviste vi 183. Pa landsdelniva er det Vestlandet,
Nord-Norge og @stlandet som har flest bedrifter. 1 tabell 4 ser vi at Svalbard, Finnmark og
Sogn og Fjordane har flest antall bedrifter per 1000 innbyggere. De 1531 bedriftene vi har
funnet tilsvarer i gjennomsnitt 0,31 bedrifter per 1000 innbyggere for Norge som helhet
(tabell 4).



Tabell 4. Antall naturbaserte reiselivsbedrifter i vart register, og antall bedrifter per 1000 innbyggere; per
fylke pluss Svalbard.

Fylke Antall bedrifter | Antall bedrifter per
1000 innbyggere
Nordland 183 0,77
Sogn og Fjordane 144 1,33
Rore og Romsdal 139 0,54
Finnmark 126 1,71
Nord-Trgndelag 106 0,79
Sgr-Trendelag 105 0,35
Oppland 103 0,55
Hordaland 101 0,21
Troms 100 0,63
Buskerud 90 0,34
Hedmark 77 0,40
Telemark 57 0,34
Aust-Agder 45 0,40
Rogaland 40 0,09
Oslo/Akershus 30 0,03
Vestfold 30 0,13
Vest-Agder 24 0,14
@stfold 18 0,06
Svalbard 13 5,30
Totalt: 1531 0,31

Sammenhengen mellom antall bedrifter, befolkningstetthet og nasjonalparkareal

Vi fant en negativ korrelasjon mellom befolkningstetthet og antall bedrifter per 1000
innbyggere i fastlands-Norge (Pearsons r -0,498; p=0,05). Det var sterk korrelasjon mellom
antall bedrifter i et fylke og variablene “verneomradeareal i prosent av totalareal per fylke”
(VAT) (Pearsons r= 0,657; p=0,003) og nasjonalparkareal i prosent av totalareal per fylke”
(NAT) (Pearsons r =0,783; p=0,000). VAT Kkorrelerte sterkt med NAT (Pearsons r =0,670;
p=0,02). For & unnga multikollinearitet brukte vi bare NAT av de to i regresjonsanalysen.
Regresjonsanalysen med befolkningstetthet og nasjonalparkareal i prosent av totalareal som
uavhengige variabler forklarte 65 % av variansen i antall bedrifter per fylke (F215=13,8,



p<0,001, R2=64,7). Variabelen “nasjonalparkareal i prosent av totalareal” var signifikant
(t=3.88, p=0.01), mens befolkningstetthet (t= -1.21, p=0.25) ikke var det. Nar vi fjernet
nasjonalparkvariabelen, viste variabelen befolkningstetthet seg a vare signifikant, noe som
tyder pa kolinearitet. Residualene fra regresjonen var normalfordelte.

Diskusjon
Antall bedrifter i Norge

Totalt har vi funnet 1531 bedrifter i Norge. Vi har anvendt samme metode som for Sverige.
Sammenlignet med vare resultater (0,31 bedrifter per 1000 innbyggere), virker Sverige a ha
en lavere tetthet (0,23) av bedrifter. Pa Island fant Hafbergsdottir (2012) 261 bedrifter (0,84
per 1000 innbyggere). Det er uklart om disse forskjellene mellom landene skyldes ulik
struktur i reiselivsneringen, ulik organisering og oversikt over neringen, eller metodiske
nyanser. Hvorvidt naeringens sammensetning i Norge er forskjellig fra Sverige og Island, er
forelgpig uklart, siden det ikke har vert mulig a fa oversikt over tilbudet av aktiviteter i
Norge. Lundmark og Muller (2010) gikk gjennom regionale destinasjonsselskapers nettsider
for hvilke typer naturbaserte reiselivsaktiviteter som tilbys i svenske lan. De fant 4862
enkeltstdende aktivitetstilbud. | Norge finner man destinasjonsselskaper pd kommune-,
region- og landsdelniva, uten at man har en tydelig hierarkisk struktur i alle regioner. Fjord-
Norge som dekker hele Vestlandet og Visit Sgrlandet som dekker hele Sgrlandet er de eneste
landsdeler i Norge som er tydelig organiserte i regionale destinasjonsselskaper. Strukturen i
Norge forer til overlappinger og “hvite flekker pa kartet”. Dette mangfoldet av ulike
hjemmesider pa ulike geografiske nivaer og med ulike strukturer har fert til at det, innenfor
rammene til denne farste kartleggingsfasen, ikke har vaert mulig & kartlegge typer aktiviteter
per fylke. Ved Hafbergsdottirs (2012) bedriftskartlegging pa Island var dette arbeidet lettere
siden alle reiselivsaktgrer ma ha en offentlig lisens, og blir nevnt per type aktivitet pa
nettsiden visiticeland.com.

32,8 % av turistkontorene vet ikke eller svarte ikke pa spersmalet om hvor god
oversikt de hadde over sitt omrade og antall bedrifter som driver naturbasert reiseliv der.
Dette kan tolkes som at naringen framstar som uoversiktlig og fragmentert ogsa pa det lokale
planet noe som vanskeliggjgr a kunne identifisere alle naturbaserte reiselivsbedrifter. Vare
anslag, basert pa ulike metoder, tilsier at det er et sted mellom 1680 og 3000 naturbaserte
reiselivsbedrifter i Norge. Det nedre estimatet er nok et veldig forsiktig anslag ettersom det
ligger like over det tallet vi fant, og at vi anslar at antallet bedrifter som tilbyr tilrettelagt jakt
og fiske er en del flere enn dem vi har i vart register.

Regionale forskjeller

Ser vi pa den geografiske fordelingen per fylke, er det Nordland, Sogn og Fjordane,
Mgre og Romsdal og Finnmark som har flest bedrifter. Dette er ogsa fylker som har mye
natur og som er en del av det man kan kalle distrikts-Norge. Blant fylkene som har faerrest
antall bedrifter er @stfold, Vestfold, Oslo/Akershus og Rogaland. Dette er ikke overraskende,
siden disse fylkene i sterre grad preges av urbanisering, godt jobbmarked, hgy
befolkningstetthet og stgrre press pa naturarealene. Bedriftene i disse “pressfylkene” er
samtidig sveert neerme kundemarkedet sitt, og det kan tenkes at bedriftene i disse fylkene er
storre enn 1 “bedriftsrike” fylker med spredt bosetting eller skiller seg ut med a ha eiere som



har andre malsettinger med drifta enn i distriktene. Dette trengs det imidlertid forskning pa fer
man kan konkludere.

Sammenhengen mellom antall bedrifter, befolkningstetthet og nasjonalparkareal

Lundmark og Miller (2010) sier at det er viktig & innhente kunnskap om de gkonomiske
effekter den naturbaserte reiselivsneeringen har i distriktene. Vare resultater stemmer overens
med deres observasjon i Sverige om at tiloudet i noen l&n er stgrre enn det lave
innbyggertallet tilsier. Fylker med lavere befolkningstetthet har gjerne mer natur. Mulige
arsaker for den negative korrelasjonen mellom antall bedrifter per 1000 innbyggere og
befolkningstettheten per fylke kan veere ulik tilgang pa naturressurser og forskjellig
jobbmarkedet i de ulike fylkene. Regresjonsanalysen bekrefter at det er flere bedrifter i fylker
der nasjonalparkarealet er hgyt. Videre studier ber se pa i hvor stor grad bedriftene faktisk
bruker nasjonalparkene i sin daglige drift og i markedsfgringen. Dette er spesielt interessant i
og med den innvirkning Fjellteksten (Finansdepartementet, 2003) har hatt pa den politiske
oppmerksomheten rundt naeringsutvikling i nasjonalparkene.

Konklusjon

A fa til et landsdekkende og representativt register over naturbaserte reiselivsbedrifter i Norge
er et omfattende og utfordrende arbeid med flere mulige teoretiske og praktiske
framgangsmater.  Hvilket svar man far er avhengig av hvordan man definerer og
operasjonaliser begrepet naturbasert reiseliv, og hvordan den pafglgende datainnhentingen
foregar, | vart arbeid har vi tatt utgangspunkt i Fredman et als (2009:24) definisjon: «
Naturbasert reiseliv omfatter menneskers aktiviteter nar de besgker naturomrader utenfor sine
vanlige omgivelser». | selve operasjonalisering av begrepet er det aktiviteter i naturen og
bedrifter som har statt sentralt for oss. I alt har vi funnet 1531 naturbaserte reiselivsbedrifter i
kartleggingen. Med utgangspunkt i antagelser og forutsetninger som drgftet i
diskusjonsavsnittet, kan vi ansla at det i Norge finnes mellom 2000 og 3000 bedrifter.
Ettersom informasjonen om naturbaserte reiselivsbedrifter i Norge er mangelfull og
uoversiktlig har vi benyttet den metoden vi mente ville gi oss et best mulig svar. A bruke
turistkontorene og deres nettsider er en selvfglge, men pa grunn av antatt skjevheter i deres
medlemsmasse og ansattes oversikt og involvering i vart arbeid kan vi ikke utelukke at noen
type bedrifter er underrepresentert i vart register. Det vil ogsa pavirke det estimerte antallet
bedrifter i Norge. Vi knytter stgrst usikkerhet til om vi med var metode har klart en
representativ fordeling av deltids- og smaskalabedrifter, samt bedrifter som tilbyr aktiviteter
for en smalere kundegruppe, som eksempelvis tilrettelagt fiske eller jakt. Videre utvikling av
bedriftsregisteret bgr fokusere pa disse glemte” aktivitetene.

Vare resultater viser at antallet bedrifter er stgrre i fylker med lav befolkningstetthet og
hgy andel nasjonalparkareal. En forklaring pa dette kan vere at disse omradene ofte mangler
alternative neeringsveier slik at turisme relativt sett blir en mer attraktiv neeringsvei enn i
andre fylker. God tilgang pa naturareal av hgy kvalitet, som nasjonalparker gir ogsa disse
fylkene naturlige fortrinn for utvikling av naturbasert reiseliv.



Forskningsbehov

Bedriftsregisteret kan brukes som grunnlag for forskningsundersgkelser om neringens
struktur og gkonomiske omfang lokalt, regionalt og nasjonalt. Mer helhetlig statistikk og
kunnskap om bedriftene vil veere viktige bidrag til kunnskapsheving, utvikling av effektive
virkemidler og gkt profesjonalitet med bedriftene som malgruppe. Generelt sett vil all generell
entreprengrskapsforskning som bergrer smabedrifter vaere av relevans for det videre arbeidet.
Det gjelder eksempelvis hva slags mal eierne har med bedriften, kompetanseniva, syn pa
baerekraft, og hvordan dette pavirker verdiskapingen. Avhengigheten av natur og at naturen
gjennom allemannsretten har ulike brukergrupper med ulikt syn og mal for naturen, gjer at det
naturbaserte reiselivet har noen seerskilte forskningsbehov. Utfordringer og konflikter mellom
nering, lokalbefolkning og naturforvaltningsaktgrer finnes, og dette er et viktig
forskningstema (Fredman og Tyrvéinen, 2010; Haukeland, 2011). Den smaskala
eiendomsstrukturen i Norge kan ogsa tenkes a gi utfordringer for utvikling av bedriftene (jf.
Stensland & Baardsen, 2012) noe man bgr se nermere pa. Fjellteksten og miljgforvaltningens
satsing pa nasjonalparklandsbyer og — kommuner har gitt gkt oppmerksomhet pa
turismeutviklingen i og rundt norske nasjonalparker. Forskning bgr derfor undersgke om og
hvordan bedriftene mener at tilgang pa “urert natur” og nasjonalparker har betydning for
deres virksomhet. Det finnes naturligvis ytterligere forskningsbehov pa bedriftsfeltet, og for
en oversikt viser vi til Fredman og Tyrvdinen (2010).

Sluttnoter

! Reiseliv er ikke en klart definert naring pa samme vis som eksempelvis landbruk eller
varehandel. Offisiell sprakbruk snakker ofte om reiselivsnaringene uten at det ngdvendigvis
er klargjort hvilke neringer som er inkludert her. Kamfjord (2001:46) har likevel samler
tradene i en definisjon som mange har et forhold til: « «Reiselivsneringen er en
fellesbetegnelse pa et konglomerat av en rekke naringer, sektorer og bransjer. Kravet for a bli
regnet som akter i reiselivsnaringen er at man leverer tjenester til noen som er midlertidig
hjemmefra for nermere bestemte formal”. Videre snakker man ofte om reiselivsnaringens
kjernenagringer og overrislingsnaringer der Kjernenaringene omfatter servering, transport,
attraksjoner, reisebransjen og reiselivsorganisasjoner pa omradeniva (Kamfjord, 2001: 47)

| var studie er tilbudssiden av reiselivet sentralt og Kamfjord (2001:180) definerer dets
reiselivsproduktet som «/...] et samlet tilbud av varer, tjenester og frie goder som
tilfredsstiller den reisendes behov [...] ». Mer spesifisert snakker vi om reiselivsproduktets fire
deler: transport, bespisning, overnatting og aktiviteter/opplevelser. Vi har spesielt fokusert pa
aktivitets/opplevelsesbiten i var studie. . 2 Med “bedrift” mener vi de som selv — farsteh&nds-
leverer produktet eller tjenesten til kunden. Turoperatgrer er ikke inkludert her. Begrepet
bedrifter i var studie vil ogsa kunne inkludere enkeltmannsforetak/ enkeltpersoner og
gardsbruk
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