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IUCN PROTECTED AREA DEFINITION, MANAGEMENT CATEGORIES AND GOVERNANCE TYPES

IUCN DEFINES A PROTED AREA AS:
A clearly defined geographical space, recognised, dedicated and managed, through legal or other effective means, to

achieve the longerm conservation of nature with associated ecosystem services and cultural values.

The definition is expanded by six management categories VI Protected areas with sustainable use of natural

(one with a sukdivision), summarized below. resources: Areas which conserve ecosystems, together
la Strict nature reserveStrictly protected for biodiversity and with associated cultural values and traditional natural
also possibly geological/l geomorphological features, resource management systems. Generally large, mainly in
where human visitation, use and impacts are controlled a natural condition, with a proportion under sustainable
and limited to ensure protection of the conservation natural resource management and where kevel non
values. industrial natural resource use compatible with nature
Ib Wilderness area:Usually large unmodified or slightly conservation is seen as one of the main aims.

modified areas, retaining their natural character and
influence, without permanent or significant human
habitation, protected and managed to preserve their
natural condition.

Il National park: Large natural or neamatural areas
protecting largescale ecological processes with

characteristic species and ecosystems, which also have-l-he management categories are applied with a typology of

environmentally and culturally compatible spiritual, g,emance typeg a description of who holds authority and
scientific, educational, recreational and visitor responsibility for the protected area.

opportunities.
11l Natural monument or featureAreas set aside to protect a
specific natural monument, which can be a landform, sea I[UCN defines four governance types.
mount, marine cavern, geological feature such as a cave,Governance by governmentFederal or national ministry/

The category should be based around the primary
management objective(s), which should apply to at least
three-quarters of the protected areqthe 75 per cent rule.

or a living feature such as an ancient grove. agency in charge; sutmtional ministry/agency in charge;

IV Habitat/species management areaAreas to protect governmentdelegated management (e.g. to NGO)
particular species or habitats, where management reflects Shared governance Collaborative management (various
this priority. Many will need regular, active interventions degrees of influence); joint management (pluralist
to meet the needs of particular species or habitats, but management board; transboundary management (various
this is not a requirement of the category. levels across international borders)

V Protected landscape or seascap&here the interaction of ~ Private governance By individual owner; by neprofit
people and nature over time has produced a distinct organisations (NGOs, universities, cooperatives); by for
character with significant ecological, biological, cultural profit organsations (individuals or corporate)
and scenic value: and where safeguarding the integrity of Governance by indigenous peoples and local communities
this interaction is vital to protecting and sustaining the LYRAISy2dza LIS2L) SaqQ O2yasSNBSR
area and its associated nature conservation and other community conserved areas declared and run by local
values. communities

For more information on the IUCN definition, categories and governance type see the @00@elines for applying protected
area management categorieghich can be downloaded at: www.iucn.org/pa_categories
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managers. Involving collaboration among specialist practitioners dedicated to supporting better implementation in

the field, they distil learning and advice drawn from across IUCN. Applied in the field, they are building institUtional
and individual capacity to manage protected area systems effectively, equitably and sustainably, and to cope with

the myriad of challenges faced in practice. They also assist national governments, protected area agencies,
nongovernmental organisations, communities and private sector partners to meet their commitments and goals,
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A full set of guidelines is available at: www.iucn.org/pa_guidelines
Complementary resources are available at: www.cbhd.int/protected/tools/
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PARKS is published to strengthen international collaboration in protected area development and management by:

i exchanging information on practical management issues, especially learning from case studies of applied
ideas;

i serving as a global forum for discussing new and emerging issues that relate to protected areas;

i promoting understanding of the values and benefits derived from protected areas to communities, visitors,

business etc;

==

ensuring that protected areas fulfill their primary role in nature conservation while addressing critical issues

such as ecologically sustainable development, social justice and climate change adaptation and mitigation;

==

journal; and
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changing and improving protected area support and behaviour through use of information provided in the
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EDITORIAL: TO GO, OR NOT TO GO? WHAT ARE
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We assume that protected areas are protected. We know
that this protection is imperfect; that many protected
areas are not effectively managed (Leverington et al,
2010) and that there is an increasing tendency for
governments to retreat from commitments in a
phenomenon labelled Protected Area Downsizing,
Downgrading and Degazettement (PADDD) (Mascia &
Pailler, 2011). Local people may reject the concept of a
protected area and continue to access resources within
these areas that they directly depend on for their
livelihoods. There is an expectation, at least in the richer
countries wher e peopl eds
depend on natural resources from their protected areas,
that the mass of society accepts that some areas of land
and water should be set aside from development. The
large majority of countries that have signed the
Convention on Biological Diversity and agreed to its
Aichi targets have made a legal commitment to protected
areas.

But in reality protection is almost always partial. Human
rights, social concerns and the presence of indigenous or
local communities mean that many protected areas are
designed to accommodate human presence. Most also
allow and indeed encourage visitors to enter. Marine
protected areas permit shipping to pass as required
under international law and very few protected areas
have restrictions on air traffic. Some apparently strict
protected areas have no control over mineral
prospecting, fishing, hunting, use of snowmobiles, etc.
Marine protected areas may only protect a certain part of
the water column. Many national parks in developing
countries that once strictly controlled access are opening
up to forms of use such as collection of medicinal herbs,
fodder and limited use of other natural resources. The
situation is changing all the time.

| i v edmiits @ forest), hudtiog, mmerdls;

So in practice, most biodiversity conservation no-go
policies refer to specific types of activity, and focus on
activities that can permanently destroy or degrade an
ecosystem: focusing on new development rather than the
continuation of traditional practices. Policies can be
subdivided in a number of ways; for instance, restrictions
on (not a complete list):

1. Conversion: e.g., complete replacement of a forest
with soy, oil palm, intensive tree plantation, farm or
cattle pasture;

2. Extraction: e.g., of timber from a natural forest (that

directly

3. Significant alteration: through  pollution,
hydrological disturbance;

4. Heavy use: e.g., a transport route, major road
development or through intense tourism;

5. Any use: e.g., sites where any human visitation is of
concern due to presence of highly sensitive species,
risks of introducing invasive alien species or disease.

eg.,

Option number 5 is vanishingly rare and often linked
with a sacred or religious taboo rather than a
conservation policy, like some islands off the coast of
Madagascar or the tops of mountains in Bhutan (Wild et
al, 2010). Option 2, on the contrary, is increasingly
enforced by indigenous peoples and local communities
that control their own territories, which frequently
overlap with protected areas or are recognised
Indigenous and Community Conserved Areas (ICCAs), by
monitoring illegal extraction and lobbying to hold
companies and individuals causing environmental
damage responsible. Concern about corporate incursion
into community -held lands or the territories of
indigenous peoples is an important incentive for such
groups to collaborate with protected area authorities
against a common threat.

10.2305/IUCN.CH.2014.PARKSIND.en
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HOW HAVE COMPANY ATUDES TO NGO

CHANGED SINCE 20007

A particular question relates to whether commercial
companies unconnected with protected area values and
management should have access to protected areas, and
if so which kinds and when. Given the huge power of the
largest companies, it is important to understand how
they interpret no -go policies in protected areas.

The strongest reactions have tended to come from the
extractives industry: the discussion below focuses
particularly on this sector. The issue of no-go gained
additional publicity in 2000, when the IUCN World
Conservation Congress (WCC) in Amman, Jordan,
passed a recommendation (IUCN Recommendation
2.82) that mining should be banned in category I-IV
protected areas. Arecommendation is not as powerful or
binding a WCC decision as a resolution, but was
significant enough to create a powerful backlash; it
guickly became <cl ear that
resource companies had massive investments inside
protected areas. The WCC motion created ripples that
still reverberate today. It was followed by other WCC
recommendations for example: 4.136 Biodiversity,
protected areas, indigenous people and mining, 147
Protection of sacred natural sites and also resolutions
such as: 3.060 Influencing private sector actions in
favour of biodiversity, 3.
private sector and 3.075 Applying the precautionary
principle in environmental decision making and
management. In addition, in 2013 the Wild 10
conference adopted a motion for no mining in any
protected area, in 2014 the IUCN World Parks Congress
made statements about no-go, particularly in reference to
World Heritage sites (Anon, 2014), and the 2016 WCC,
taking place in Hawaii, will also debate a
recommendation for banning mining in all IUCN
categories of protected areas.

So how has industry responded since 2000? A state of
knowledge study for WWF UK reveals that while many
have developed comprehensive environmental policies
over the past fifteen years, they still generally resist a no
go policy and that the strongest opposition remains
clustered around the mining sector.

The International Finance Corporation has Performance
Standards, of which PS6 deals with biodiversity and
conservation. This is not a no-go standard but imposes
important restrictions on companies that follow its code,
including banks following the Equator Principles, a risk
management framework. The International Council on
Mining and Metals (ICMM) has imposed a voluntary no -

PARKS VOL 21.2 NOVEMBER 2015

go policy on exploration and operations in natural World
Heritage sites since 2003; this is the strongest attempt at
a no-go policy within the extractives industry but
remains limited in uptake and unpopular within the
boards of many signatory companies. The International
Petroleum Industry Environmental Conservation
Association has a more muted policy, stating that
companies shoul d:
significance of protected areas, endangered species,
sensitive habitats and key
OGP, undated). The Initiative for Responsible Mining
Assurance, a new certification scheme
(www.responsiblemining.net/), has released a draft
standard that includes
owner(s) shall not carry out any new mining or related
activities in: World Heritage sites, nominated World
Heritage sites, IUCN category I-IV protected areas,
category |-V marine protected areas and core areas of
UNESCO biosphere reserves.
clause will be included in the final standards. The World
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have a no-go policy, nor does it mention protected areas
in its Vision 2050: A New Agenda for Business (WBCSD,
2010). The closest it comes is a statement on forests:
APrimary forest coverage
somewhato (sic).

Outside the extractives several

sector, industry

0 &dsocihtidfs MAvE inpdddd Bvbidhary ibdhd onHabitdt

conversion in specific places, for example a moratorium
on clearing Amazon rainforest to establish soy in Brazil
(WWF, 2014), and agreement by several soy, oil palm
and timber plantation groups that they will not clear
areas identified as High Conservation Value (Brown et al,
2013) through an accredited process.

The situation with individual companies is complicated.
A growing number have policies that mention High
Conservation Value Areas although most fall short of
making explicit
is typical; apart from
natur al Wor |l d Heritage
demonstrate active stewardship of land, freshwater
systems and biodiversity
according to CEO Cynthia Carroll in 2007. Nestlé is
stronger: 6Suppliers wildl

protected areas categories +V, UNESCO World Heritage
Sites and wetlands on the
Conversely, Shell is candid about operating in some
strictly protected areas:

sensitive to enter. But we also believe that through a
transparent process, partnerships and stringent
operating practices it is possible to operate responsibly in
some areas that are under protection or rich in

f ol
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and

biodiversityé
we operate in [IUCN Category IV protected areas, and
areas of high biodiversity value. We will publicly report

again

on our activities in IUCN Categories I-1 V0
undated). Banks supplying funds for mining operations
also have a variable response, with for example some
refusing to finance large scale coal mining likely to
impact negatively on the Great Barrier Reef in Australia.
The Wor | d Bankds revi ew
investments in the extractive industries sector and the
International Finance Corporation process of reviewing
its safeguard policies make no mention of protected areas

or no go policies (World Bank & IFC, 2015).

Many companies take a S
policies, noted above, and commit instead to minimising
impacts when they do operate in protected areas, usually
through a Biodiversity Action Plan and offsetting
policies. The BG Groupbs
operations in National Parks or similar nationally legally
protected areas ... shall not be implemented unless the
following requirements are met: there are no measurable
adverse impacts on the ability of the habitat to support
the established population of species or functions of the
habitat that define it as
the overall population or sustainability of any recognised
critically endangered or endangered species; and any
lesser impacts are mitigated to achieve no net loss of
biodiversityéd (BG Group,

What does this really mean in practice? There has never
been a survey of the number of companies operating in
protected areas so it is impossible to say how common
this is, although the trend seems to be for an increase. A
study in Africa found 27 per cent of natural World

Heritage sites had oil and gas concessions inside their
borders although none were currently operational (Osti

( Sheed i t,

mi

Figure 1: Impact of
development in the Amazon.

Legend: purple; oil and gas,
turquoise; mining, orange;
indigenous territories, green;
protected areas, pink;
hydropower stations, yellow;
deforestation.

6 We etwal,| 2011) @anm expexted boomp inoAfriean tnfinelg wa y

(Edwards et al, 2014) could rapidly change this. Together

protected areas and indigenous territories put 49.9 per

of the Amazonds tot al hab
(Maretti et al, 2014). This protection is literally being
undermined by extractive industries (figure 1). Thirty five
per cent of the Amazon is under some form of mining (or
oil and gas) development including an overlap of 15 per

p cert with pretected areas @10rin totad) and 19 per cent
with Indigenous territories (3,043 in total) (Courtesy of
InfoAmzonia, based on RAISG, 2013). Analysis of
mining relating to four key metals found 6 per cent of
protected areas by areal coverage had mines inside their
borders and a further 14 per cent had mines within 10
kmr aapfpirfotalt hoft ot h®hewdrdlsd 6 s
affected by aluminium, copper, iron and zinc alone
(Duran et al, 2013). The continuing debate about the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is a clear demonstration

@f cogpordte inbentionsi s typical 0.

prot

Protected areas need a comprehensive policy response to
these challenges; one that recognises that a powerful
sector in general rejects any concept of protected areas
that excludes natural resources use. There have already
fi cbeen timpor@rt anitiatites ® rbaild ibetter nlioks withd uct i on
industry, both by IUCN and through groups such as
Energy and Biodiversity Initiative. These efforts have
undoubtedly improved practice, through best practice

2 0 1gBidlelines and the use of BAPs.

So on paper the situation is depressing. For instance,
many governments have proved reluctant to impose any
kind of blanket protection of protected areas from
mining and there is potential for a massive increase in
mining activity in protected areas. Nonetheless, in some
countries there has been strong support for a ban on
mining in protected areas. In 2010, the New Zealand

PARKS VOL 21.2 NOVEMBER 2015



Dudley, Hockings and Verschuuren 10

government abandoned a proposal to open up some of Brown, E., N. Dudley, A. Lindhe, D.R. Muhtaman, C. Stewart

their protected areas to mining after a very vocal public and T. Synnott (eds.). (2018mmon guidance for the
and scientific community opposition to the proposal. It is identification of High Conservation Valu¢$CV Resource

| | h in the oil and mini d Network, Oxford.
also clear that many in the oil and mining sector do not Duréan, A.P., J. Rauch and K.J. Gaston. (2013). Global spatial

relish risking a public relations disaster and boycotts coincidence between protected areas and metal mining
through trampling over conservation policies. It is activities. Biological Conservation 160. 272278.
probable that boardrooms and shareholders from a wide DOI:10.1016/j.biocon.2013.02.003

Edwards, D.P., S. Sloan, L. Weng, P. Dirks, J. Sayer and W.F.

. . . . . Laurance. (2013). Mining and the African environment.
split on these issues. Maintaining public pressure against Conservation Letters? (3): 302311. DOI: 10.1111/

mining in protected areas and areas of high conservation conl.12076
value; through advocacy, law suits and policy lobbying is HSBC (2014)/orld Heritage and Ramsar Wetlands Policy.
currently the <conservati on PIFGaKPOER (undatgtanaging Bigdiversitgimpagsts: 10

preventing widespread damage from mining in hitherto tips for success in the oil and gas indusinformation

range of companies around the world are increasingly

pristine areas, although we would be naive to expect that Levzrr]iiztt.on, F., K. Costa, H. Pavese, A. Lisle and M. Hockings
changes will come easily. (2010). A Global Analysis of Protected Area Management

EffectivenessEnvironmental Management48: 685698.

DOI: 10.1007/s0026@1 45,
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PRIORITIES ON CONNECTING PEOPLE TO
NATURE IN PARKS
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ABSTRACT

Beyond the myriad ecological, economic and cultural values they provide, parks provide a touchstone to the
natural world and in an increasingly urbanized and hectic society they are important spaces for building
social capital and for building a culture of conservation among citizens. Many park agencies are focusing a
great deal of attention on attracting more visitors to parks and offering a broader range of visitor
opportunities in parks as ways of building support for parks and protected areas in the future. However,
there is little empirical evidence to guide park managers and policy makers on what kinds of activities/
experiences will best connect people to nature in a way that will increase support for conservation. We
conducted a review of the literature to identify what is known about the linkage between visitor experiences
in parks and public support for conservation; identifying research gaps; and outlining a research agenda in
order to build more robust evidence to guide park management. Five main themes and research needs were
identified: barriers to park visitation, attitudes towards parks, sense of place, nature connectedness and

meaningful nature experiences.

Key words protected areas, visitation, sense of place, nature connectedness, management

INTRODUCTION

Parks and protected areas are reservoirs of biodiversity,
provide critical refugia for species, allow for the provision
of ecosystem services, provide carborstorage to buffer
the effects of climate change and offer myriad other
ecological benefits. But parks and protected areas also
support economic, social and cultural values i including
providing nature -based recreation, tourism and
education opportunities. In an increasingly urbanized
environment, parks provide a touchstone to the natural
world; they are important spaces for developing social
capital and for building a culture of conservation among
citizens.

Growing concern about our disconnect with
nature

There is growing recognition of the individual and
societal benefits to health and well-being from contact
with nature and parks (Lopoukhine et al., 2014; Maller et
al., 2008; Weiler et al., 2013; Zylstra, 2014), and concern
about the growing disconnect between children (and
adults) and the natural environment (Louv, 2008) *.

Simultaneously, there is mounting scientific evidence
that the ecological health of the planet is declining (IPCC,
2014) including the ecological integrity of parks and
protected areas (Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society
(CPAWS), 2013; OAGBC, 2010; Office of the Auditor
General of Canada, 2013; Parks Canada Agency, 2011).
As a result, connecting people to nature and building
political support for parks and conservation issues have
become priorities for park and conservation
organizations.

Fear that disconnect will lead to a decline in
support and visits to parks and protected areas

In numerous polls and nationwide surveys parks have,
and continue to have, a valued place in the minds of
Canadians and Americans (Environics Institute, 2009;
Hart Research Associates & North Star Opinion
Research, 2012; Ipsos Reid, 2011). However, there is
widespread concern that if the populace becomes
disconnected from the natural environment, there will be
a parallel decline in support for parks and protected
areas and other conservation initiatives.

10.2305/IUCN.CH.2014.PARRB2PAW.en
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Figure 1. Visitation to Canadian National Parks 1989 to 2013. Note: Data for 2001 and 2002 was unavailable.
Source: Parks Canada Attendance 219 to 20122013; http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/docs/pc/attend/tablel.aspx?m=1

Within North America, visits to parks increased relatively
steadily from their establishment through the 1980s with
only minor variations linked to disruptive historical
events such as World War 1l, economic depressions and
recessions (Pergams & Zaradic, 2008). However,
between the late 1980s and late 2000s, per capita visits
to US and Canadian national parks declined. This decline
in per capita parks visits has been relatively widespread
across Canada and the US and there is some evidence,
although not clear, that the trend reflects a broader
decline in involvement in nature -based recreation
(Balmford et al., 2009; Pergams & Zaradic, 2008). For
provincial parks in Canada and state parks in the US, the
trends are fairly similar (Shultis & More, 2011). Although
day trips to some provincial parks have increased, overall
visits to provincial parks in Canada have generally
declined or are increasing below the rate of population
growth.

Although there has been much hand wringing about
these declines with fears that they are evidence of the
nature disconnect, closer analysis of the data suggests
parallels in the periods of decline coincident with
economic recessions and social instability (e.g., post 9
11). In the last five years, actual visits to Canadian
national parks have increased approximately 7 per cent
(Figure 1) (Parks Canada Agency, 2013).

Limited evidence is available to inform the
response

Many park agencies focus a great deal of attention on
attracting more visitors to parks and offering a broader
range of visitor opportunities in parks as ways of building
support and revenues for parks and protected areas in
the future®. Some of the strategies being implemented
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include diversifying the visitor experiences offered in
parks, better connecting with urban communities, and
attracting more diverse cultural groups to visit parks.
However, there is very little empirical evidence to guide
park managers and policy makers on what kinds of
activities/experiences will best connect people to nature
in a way that will increase support for pro -environmental
behaviour and conservation initiatives over time. This is
compounded by what Amend

growing gap between the formal conservation literature
of academi aé-gmadtll eedhe i gsroey

project reports, articles, NGO studies and working
groupsd (Amend et al .,

This state-of-knowledge report was developed to respond
to this information gap by reviewing what we know about
the linkage between visitor experiences in parks and
public support for conservation; by identifying research
gaps in the area; and by outlining a research agenda to
begin to address these gaps, in order to build more
robust evidence to guide park management.

APPROACH

This state-of-knowledge (SOK) review summarizes an
extensive literature about park visitation and nature

connectedness, and how they relate to the goal of
building a culture of conservation. It is not an exhaustive

summary of all literature that is available, but is focused

on synthesizing some of the core concepts in order to
identify key findings and gaps to help guide further

research and evidencebased decisionmaking.

This project was designed to address the issue within a
North American, and specifically Canadian, context with
a focus on natural parks and protected areas. Thus

et

2014,

al
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national and provincial parks, as opposed to urban/city
or historic parks are the focus. We were constrained by
examining published work, in English. We are also
cognizant that our report is framed from a Western and
not an indigenous perspective. However, given that our
review of literature was international in scope, we hope
that some of this information may be useful beyond
North America. Internationally, the healthy parks
healthy people movement (see for example the
foundational work by Maller et al., 2008) and urban
parks initiatives (see for example Trzyna, 2014) frame
these issues in a much broader context. We are indebted
to those who have written some of the more
comprehensive reviews of literature or critical papers
that are at the core of this topic (e.g., Canadian Parks
Council, 2014; Maller et al., 2008, Shultis & More, 2011;
and Tam, 2012).

The findings are organized in five major subsections: 1)
barriers to park visitation, 2) attitudes and the park
experience, 3) sense of place, 4) nature connectedness,
and 5) emotions and meaningful nature experiences. The
paper concludes with the identification of a preliminary
list of recommendations for further research.

BARRIERS TO PARK VISITATION

A decision to visit a park is a function of both interest
and opportunity. For individuals, barriers (visitation
constraints) to visiting parks are interpersonal (e.g.,
awareness/knowledge of parks, lack of interest in parks/
park based activities, health concerns or limitations, lack
of available time, fear); intra personal (e.g., family
demands, social group constraints) or structural (e.g.,
cost, access difficulties, lack of equipment). This has been
an area of significant research over the past 30 years.

Park agencies and advocacy groups often cite an
increasingly urbanized, wired, aging and diverse
population, along with other socio-demographic
phenomena (Canadian Parks Council, 2014) as leading
factors in declines in park visitation, empirical evidence
that tests for these causes are largely lacking and
correlational at best. In fact a recent meta-analysis of 22
North American studies of constraints to park visitation
(including urban parks) found that time, cost and
knowledge were the most significant constraints
preventing people from visiting parks, followed by fear,
health, location and access to transportation (Zanon et
al., 2013). The types of facilities available and level of
interest in parks were the lowest ranked constraints.
Income and age had a strong influence on these
constraints, followed by education, which had a
moderate influence. Specifically, those with higher
incomes and younger individuals most frequently cited

time as a key constraint, while those with lower incomes
were more likely to report most other constraints (except
facility availability and interest levels) as significant.

Older park visitors were more frequently constrained by
health and fear. Gender and race, in spite of much
discussion to the contrary in public discourse, had
relatively limited influence on constraints to park visits.

Those who are highly motivated to visit parks

will find a way

There is relatively little research and empirical evidence
on what strategies can be reasonably pursued to
minimize constraints to visitation and whether those
strategies will be effective. Recent research suggests that
those who are highly motivated (Hubbard & Mannell,
2001; White, 2008) are likely to put more effort into
overcoming barriers to pursuing leisure activities,
including visiting parks, and that they will be more
successful (Crawford et al., 1991; Hubbard & Mannell,
2001; Scott & Mowen, 2010). Increased awareness and
information about parks and recreation opportunities,
alleviation of safety concerns, and provision of
transportation options (c.f. the Ontario, Canada, Parkbus
programme www.parkbus.ca) are some of the strategies
that have been evaluated and demonstrated some success
in reducing visitation constraints (Scott & Mowen, 2010).
In urban park contexts, recent research suggests that an
individual 6s orientation
determination of park visits than proximity to green
space (Lin et al, 2014). Recent research and
recommendations by Trzyna and others (e.g., Trzyna,
2014, 2007) have identified challenges unique to urban
protected areas and various strategies used throughout
the world to help connect people to nature in urban
areas.

Lack of
constraints
Although park visitation is often suggested to be
declining because people are less interested in parks,
evidence suggests that interest is the least important
constraint influencing park visitation (Zanon et al.,
2013). Similarly, evidence suggests that the number or
type of facilities in parks is not a constraint to park visits.

interest and facilities are not key

ATTITUDES AND THE PARK EXPERIENCE
Within the context of park experiences and support for
parks, our values, beliefs and attitudes affect all aspects
of the dynamic between interest and understanding of
parks, the decisions to visit parks, the types of
experiences within the park, and the outcome of those
experiences. Likewise, our experiences with and within
parks may affect our values, attitudes, beliefs and
behaviours towards them.
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Children playing during the events for the release of the bleokted ferret (Mustela nigripe$ at Grasslands National Park,
Saskatchewan, Canada © WWF / Troy Fleece

Environmental values are enduring beliefs that express
an end state preferred by individuals or societies
(Rokeach, 1973). Values are abstract notions from which
attitudes, and ultimately behaviours, might evolve. A
worldview can be viewed as a framework for how we
understand the world and it is built on these deeply held
values. Attitudes rest on this foundation of values and are
a collection of beliefs about a specific object or issue such
as the environment or parks that includes cognitive
(knowledge/fact), affective (feeling/emotion), and
behavioural (intended actions) elements.

We bring our worldviews to the park

Our worldviews are based on deep and enduring value
systems that are influenced by the sociocultural context
in which we are born and raised. Research suggests that
in large part our worldviews (e.g., environmental
worldviews) are antecedent to the park visit and may
predispose choices regarding the park visit (Lee &
Moscardo, 2005). For example, a number of studies have
shown that those holding more eco-centric attitudes
(seeing oneself as being subject to nature rather than in
control of it) are more likely to participate in nature
appreciative activities while those holding more techno-
centric attitudes (belief that humans have control over
nature) are more likely to participate in motorized
activities (Dunlap & Van Liere, 1978; Thapa, 2010).
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Significant life events, particularly those that engender a
strong level of emotional affinity, can help develop
meaning from an experience and influence our
worldviews. Thus while most typically our worldviews
are set before we visit a park, a park experience may
influence worldviews, particularly if it is a significant life
event with a strong emotional component.

The linkage between attitude and behaviour

Attitudes are important to, and may predispose,
behaviour (Stern et al., 1995) but there is a significant
body of research that demonstrates that many people
wh o hol d a particul ar
corresponding behaviours. Numerous researchers note
that the linkage between environment and park attitudes
and behaviours is weak or modest (Cottrell, 2003; Scott
& Willits, 1994; Tarrant & Cordell, 1997; Thapa, 1999,
2000), although the link between attitude and planned
or intended behaviour is much stronger. In other words,
people with positive attitudes towards environment and
parks are likely to have good intentions about behaving
in a way that supports environment and parks, but they
may not actually follow through on these intentions.
Attitudes are more likely to lead to positive behaviour if
the behaviour is very easy, or if there is confidence that
the actions will make a difference (Tarrant & Cordell,
1997).

attitu
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Nature appreciative activities are linked to pro -
environmental behaviours

The relationship between outdoor recreation
participation and pro -environmental attitudes has been
extensively studied. Early studies found mixed to weak
support for the hypothesis that there is a strong
relationship between outdoor recreation and
environmental attitudes (Dunlap & Heffernan, 1975;
Geisler et al.,, 1977; Jackson, 1986; Pinhey & Grimes,
1979; Van Liere & Noe, 1981). More recent research with
i mproved methods (Tei sl
2010; Thapa & Graefe, 2003) has demonstrated that
participation in outdoor recreation results in a stronger
relationship between attitudes and behaviours related to
nature appreciation behaviours (Tarrant & Green, 1999;
Thapa, 2010). Those who participate in nature-
appreciative activities have a tendency towards stronger
levels of environmental behaviours (e.g., green
consumeri sm) t han those
Evidence is also mounting that activities involving
purposeful nature interactions, such as restoration
activities (Ryan et al., 2001) or other nature-based
activities (Vorkinn & Riese, 2001) are associated with
increased concern about the health of a place.

Early exposure to nature builds
connections

A strong body of research supports the notion that early
exposure to nature helps children develop positive
environmental attitudes and facilitates a sense of nature
connectedness and likely support for conservation in
later life (see for example Chawla, 1999). Key factors in
childhood experiences include frequency of visits to
green space, particularly wild nature; nature experiences
that were accompanied and encouraged by trusted adults
(e.g., parents); and experiences that are less structured
and allow creative free play (Chawla, 1988, 1999; Tanner,

strong

1980, 1998; Wells & Lekies, 2006). Childhood
participation in o6wild

a strong positive association with environmental
behaviours in adulthood,

naturebo (e.g., zZoo
groups) experiences that are only weakly associated with
pro-environmental behaviours (Wells & Lekies, 2006).

SENSE OF PLACE & PARKS
A strong sense of place
connections and conservation
Sense of place is a broad concept that refers to the
meanings and attitudes we hold towards a particular
locale. When a particular place (like a specific park) plays
a key role in
defines themselvesi it is referred to as place identity.

may facilitate

& O @@B)i elmteractidgd Ongh

When we are reliant or dependent on a specific place
(usually because of a particular activity), it is referred to
as place dependence. Together, place identity and place
dependence define our place attachment (Ramkissoon et
al., 2012; Walker & Chapman, 2003).

A limited but growing body of research examines the
relationships between sense of place and environmental
behaviours (Gosling & Williams, 2010; Kelly & Bricker,
2000; Stokols & Shumaker, 1981; Walker & Chapman,
naturea pircreases 0 Place
attachment and willingness to engage in environmental
behaviours (Scannell & Gifford, 2010). Some studies
have found that those with strong place attachments to
particular areas are more likely to act as resource
stewards, to have more knowledge about the resource,
and are less likely to engage in damaging behaviours
(Wellman et al., 1982; Wiliams & Huffman, 1986).

*w h dRecehibstudieas withinT gark poatexts t2age Is@pported the

relationship between place attachment and conservation
behaviours (Halpenny, 2006; Walker & Chapman,
2003). A study of place attachment to Point Pelee
National Park (Canada) found that place attachment
predicted place-related pro-environmental intentions.
Place identity influences or controls the effects of place
dependence in predicting pro-environmental intentions
(Halpenny, 2010). There is evidence suggesting that
more frequent park visits (Parks Canada, 2011) may
correlate to stronger measures of place attachment;
however, other research suggests nonpark users can also
develop a sense of place identity towards parks (Tuan,
1979). Some theorize that more frequent and longer visits
may be important to developing a sense of place because
they increase familiarity with the place and allow for
potential integration of place identity (Tam, 2012;
Williams & Vaske, 2003).

NATURE CONNECTEDNESS

natu rNgtg)re coHn@c?e&nreslé Cretfe%rtg ﬂwe ae%rléei td iwhiéhe S

individuals include nature as part of their identity

o ! throfigh & %erns%_%ftoner%egs befvdeh mgn?sélviescaﬁa[ e
VISTUS, na@d Wit (Oultier et 8.1 50877 S 20829 Ut "

Exploring individual differences in nature connection
can potentially help foster the development of stronger
human bonds with the natural world (Nisbet et al., 2011).
People with high nature connectedness tend to have
frequent, long-term contact with nature and spend the
most time outdoors, exhibit ecologically aware attitudes
and behaviours ( Nisbet et al., 2009; Parks Canada, 2011;
Wellman et al., 1982; Williams & Huffman, 1986), and be
happier (Zelenski & Nisbet, 2014). Although a strong

an i inhawithe pedsana | @rediciordoé patute tcgnnectedness is time spent in the

outdoors (Chawla, 1999) some research suggests that
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general outdoor settings (as opposed to naturefocused/
natural settings) do not result in an increase in
connectedness (Bruni & Schultz, 2010). Some research
suggests that wilderness, as opposed to developed or
domesticated nature settings (Wells & Lekies, 2006), is
more strongly related to creating nature connections, and
likewise, settings such as hiking trails and beaches are
more strongly related than golf courses and other built
facilities (Schultz & Tabanico, 2007).

Cultivate nature connectedness and conservation

through emotional nature experiences

Direct contact with nature and experiences with a strong
emotional component are related to nature
connectedness (Tarrant & Green, 1999). Although the
study of nature connectedness is still in its infancy, there
is evidence demonstrating that those who are more
connected are more supportive of conservation, and that
nature connectedness predicts environmental concern
(Dutcher et al., 2007; Mayer & Frantz, 2004). Recent
findings also suggest that at least in the context of urban
parks, a sense of nature connectedness is a stronger
determinant of park visitation than proximity to parks
(Lin et al., 2014.). Ongoing research in Canada has found
that the more connected one is to nature, the greater the
motivation to visit parks, and the greater health benefits
received from park experiences. This research has also
found that nature connectedness is positively related to
age, frequency of visits, life satisfaction, and perceived
state of physical and mental health (Lemieux, 2015).

Intentional interactions with nature are the key

to connectedness and action

Developing nature connectedness is not just a result of
any time spent in nature; rather there is evidence that
intentionality is critical. Interactions with nature vary
from indirect experiences (e.g., looking at nature through
a window or watching a movie), to incidental experiences
(e.g., being physically present in nature but interacting
with nature only as the unintended result of another
activity such as cycling to work or downhill skiing in a
park), to intentional experiences (e.g., intentionally
interacting with nature such as by hiking in a park,
viewing wildlife or gardening). Intentional interactions
with nature have been identified as pivotal not only in
the relationship to nature connectedness, but also critical
to the relationship with responsible environmental
behaviours (Keniger et al., 2013; Zylstra, 2014).

Nature connectedness is resistant to change but

can be enhanced

Experimental research using nature interventions in non
-park settings found that while nature connectedness,
like other environmental attitudes, is deeply held it can
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be enhanced with increased nature contact (Nisbet et al.,
2011). Some research has examined the efficacy of
specific interventions designed to improve nature
connectedness (Chambliss, 2013; Ernst & Theimer, 2011;
Gilbertson, 2013; Tam et al., 2013), but most studies
were associated with interventions or experiences in
counselling or educational settings. Other research has
focused on probing the relationships between nature
connectedness and altruism (Chochola, 2009),
stewardship activities (Ford, 2008), meaning in life
(Creedon, 2012), happiness (Cervinka et al., 2012),
mental health (Tauber, 2012), environmental behaviour
(Chochola, 2009; Hoot & Friedman, 2011) and other
aspects, but there are relatively few examinations of
nature connectedness in parks and protected areas.

Fostering restorative environments may hold
promise

Research findings indicate that natural environments
provide for 6soft
experience where sounds, sights and smells attract our
attention while still allowing us to function. There is
evidence that these kinds of soft fascination experiences
are more restorative by nature than hard fascination
experiences such as participating in a sporting event or
watching TV, ch take o
allow us to think, reflect and restore. There is potential to
study the differences in park activities, and the settings
in which they take place, based on the extent to which
they provide soft fascination restorative environments
(Kaplan, 1995; Olmsted, 1865). Initial research into the
restorative functions of spending multiple days in natural
environments away from technology have demonstrated
not only the capacity to restore executive decision
making systems, but also showed promise in increasing
creativity and problem solving (Atchley et al., 2012).
Those who have stronger feelings of nature
connectedness have also reported more positive
emotions, vitality, enthusiasm, increased attention, and
greater ability to focus on problems (Arnould & Price,
1993; Ryan et al., 2010). Related research on the notion
of mindfulness (Kabat-Zinn, 2003) is focused on whether
activities, particularly contemplative activities, will
strengthen feelings of nature connectedness (Chambliss,
2013; Howell et al., 2013).

wh i

EMOTIONS AND MEANINGFUL NATURE
EXPERIENCES

With the growing emergence of what has been called the
6experience economybo, par k
providing park experiences that are seen as merely
satisfying or high quality, focusing instead on facilitating
O6meaningful and memor abl
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Tourists watching elephants cross a river in the Okavango Delta, Botswana © Equilibrium Research

addressing the nature of meaningful or memorable
experiences provides some insight into what types of
experiences may help visitors forge strong connections
with nature.

Meaningful nature experiences result in
increased personal and conservation benefits

Parks provide an opportunity for the public to have not
just meaningful or memorable experiences generally, but

meaningful nature experiences (MNE). To be
meaningful, t hese
emotional but they make an
iwhat might generally be

Research suggests that MNEs can be triggered by
encounters with wildlife or by spiritual or symbolic

experiences (e.g., seeing signs of wildlife or patterns in
nature) (Mcintosh, 2012). MNEs have been described as

i rmeanangful

leading to increased awareness and sensory perceptions
and to intense emotional experiences 1 often an
increased sense of nature connectedness is the result
(Zylstra, 2014). Benefits from these experiences include
feelings of renewal, restoration, compatibility,
connection and satisfaction (Kaplan & Kaplan, 1989;
Morse, 2011). These kinds of experiences with high
emotional involvement have also been identified as
important to motivating environmentally responsible
behaviours (Ballantyne et al., 2011; Chawla, 1999; De

experi enc Met, 2007¢ Kald et all,, 1999). This cprméction beaveen
pature a rexperiandds v iardl u sUpgogivel i f e
d e sconservhtiendbehavioursarasulté fom gyénerating pesitive .

views of nature, increasing connectedness, and new ways
of seeing and respecting nature. It has also been reported
as influencing life paths like career choices (Zylstra,
2014).
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Emotions can charge the experience and amplify

nature connectedness

Studies indicate that while attitudes are informed by
knowledge they are driven by affect, or emotion. This
suggests the importance of park experiences that move
beyond an activity opportunity or the transmission of
knowledge, to those that nurture an emotional
connection to the park environment. At the core of much
of this research is an examination of the importance of
the emotional or spiritual connections that people have
with the place (Arnould & Price, 1993), the natural
environment, or other participants on the trip
(Heintzman, 2012; Jefferies & Lepp, 2012; Stringer &
McAvoy, 1992). However, in spite of the emphasis among
park agencies on encouraging meaningful and
memorable experiences that foster nature
connectedness, there is still little information available to
guide management in successfully connecting visitors
with nature (Farber & Hall, 2007).

Emotions are critical in contributing to impactful or

memorable experiences and in developing empathy
towards the natural world, and thus are central to
understanding nature connectedness and related
outcomes such as support for parks (Kals et al., 1999;
Nisbet et al., 2009; Vining, 1987). A significant body of
literature points to the emotional connections between
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humans and nature (Kals et al., 1999; Mayer & Frantz,
2004). Empathy towards nature and sense of place is
correlated with responsible environmental behaviours
(Walker & Chapman, 2003). Development of empathy is
facilitated by positive experiences, particularly those that
occur over a length of time, and sharing these
experiences with others (Kals et al., 1999; Mclintosh,
2012). So while there is a strong body of evidence that
attributes significant benefits to visitors from even short
visits to parks, longer visits that create opportunities for
emotionally impactful experiences are more associated
with nature connectedness and ultimately more likely to
lead to environmentally responsible behaviours. And
while frequency of time in nature, and time in nature
between the ages of 712, have been identified as the
most significant predictors of attitudes towards nature
(Kals et al., 1999; Tanner, 1998), there is some
suggestion that a meaningful nature experience itself can
result in high nature connectedness (Zylstra, 2014).

Knowledge may not be king

Although park interpretive and educational programmes

that focus on enhancing knowledge can be a valuable
part of the park experience, information can, but does

not always, affect attitudes or behaviours (Ham, 2007;

Tubb, 2003). Some research has found that highly
engaging, thought provoking and emotionally connected
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activities may both reinforce existing attitudes and have

the potential to help develop new attitudes or promote

changes in park behaviours (Cacioppo & Petty, 1989;
Werner et al., 1998). Preliminary research suggests that
interpretive programmes can increase feelings of nature
connectedness, particularly if they complement
knowledge-based learning with emotional connections to
nature or to place. However, research on the influence of
interpretive programming on behaviours in natural areas

is limited and lacks robustness (Munro et al., 2008;

Weiler et al., 2013).

GAPS IN KNOWLEDGE AND AREAS FOR FUTURrldviews

RESEARCH

Although there is increasing interest in the issues of
connecting people with nature and a growing body of
research (see for example Maller et al., 2008), many
significant gaps remain.

Barriers to visitation . Although there is much
speculation, there is little empirical evidence
investigating the barriers to park visitation i particularly
in non-urban park settings. More research should be
conducted to investigate barriers and the success of
approaches used to overcome barriers. For example, is
there a lack of interest in visiting parks among some
segments of the population, and if so, why and for whom
is lack of interest (as opposed to opportunity constraints)
the driving reason behind the decision to not visit a park?
Are increasing urbanization, aging populations and other
social change phenomena associated with a lack of
interest, or opportunity in park visits? Do recreational
experiences in nature, particularly urban experiences,
generate or maintain connectedness to nature; are urban
park/nature experiences truly gateway experiences
leading to other park visits?

Activities and infrastructure Some protected areas
agencies are responding to declines in visitation or
concerns about connectedness by offering new activities
and infrastructures that often challenge the norms of
acceptable park based activities (e.g. Glacier Skywalk in
Jasper National Park, AB, Canada). These activities are
justified by claims of reaching underserved or non-
traditional park audiences, disadvantaged audiences or
providing opportunities to truly connect with nature but

there is limited, if any, evidence to examine these claims.
What audience is attracted (vs deterred) by new, built
infrastructure based opportunities in parks; do these

result in increases (and long-lasting increases) in
visitation; do these activities provide opportunities for

people to have meaningful nature experiences; what
activities and settings facilitate connectedness to nature

in parks; and what park experiences are associated with
the o6intentional interact.i
nature connectedness?

Attitudes towards parks and nature . Continuing to build
on research on the nature and role of attitudes about
parks and conservation there is a need for empirical
research (beyond simple polls) on a number of related
topics including: the attitudes that visitors and non -
visitors hold towards parks and how and when these
attitudes are developed; the role park visits have in
shaping or influencing environmental attitudes and
and/or conversely the role existing
environmental attitude and worldviews have in
influencing park visits; how outdoor activities influence
the relationship between attitude and behaviour within a
park-type setting (with park -focused activities); and what
park-specific appreciative attitudes and behavioural
intentions do non -park visitors have and why.

Sense of place More research is needed in our growing
understanding of the relationship between parks and
place attachment. For example studies that: explore the
role of place-specific emotions and feelings (using in-
depth/longitudinal measurements) and place identity in

fostering pro-environmental behaviour; or investigate
the relationship of place attachment to pro-
environmental behaviour in park settings; and
examining how place attachment can be strengthened?

Nature connectedness In the new field of nature

connectedness many questions remain including: how
and why people have such varying levels of nature
connectedness; whether nature connectedness relates to
oneds motivation to visit

connectedness relate to the benefits received from park
experiences? Additionally, empirical evaluations are

needed of programmes or experiences within or about
parks designed to improve nature connectedness.

Culture of conservation . Finally, more research should
be conducted to determine how to facilitate a culture of
conservation and action among park visitors and the
kinds of environmentally -responsible behaviours and
park-supportive behaviours that can be facilitated.

CONCLUSIONSHE OPPORTUNITY TO LEARN
THROUGH PRACTICE

Park agencies, nongovernmental organizations and
others are engaged in a wide array of initiatives to try to
better connect people to nature with, and within, parks.
In Canada, outreach campaigns to new Canadians, the
establishment of a new national urban park in Toronto,

par ks
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learn-to-camp programmes and park volunteer
programmes are just some of the new strategies being
employed and organizations around the world are
engaged in similar creative initiatives. An excellent
opportunity exists to advance the state of knowledge and
ultimately, practice. There is an opportunity to learn

from the management actions undertaken by protected
area agencies and others if they are structured within an
adaptive management framework to support evidence-

based research.

ENDNOTES
'Some this
privilege of more developed nations but initiatives to
combat this issue are increasingly widespread as
evidenced by 2007 initiatives by South African Parks
(http://lwww.sanparks.org/about/news/?id=622) and
widespread initiatives in China (http://
www.theguardian.com/environment/2012/jan/11/
children -china-urban-jungle-nature).

2For example, Parks Canada has formally set an objective
of increasing visitation to national parks by 10 per cent
between 2010 and 2015 (Parks Canada, 2010).

% Notably, this body of research did not take place in
6national par ko type
replicate these types of studies in park settings.

have critiqued
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RESUMEN

Méas alld de los innumerables valores ecolégicos, econémicos y culturales que ofrecen, los parques
proporcionan un elemento fundamental para el mundo natural, y en una sociedad cada vez méas urbanizada
y ajetreada son espacios importantes para la consolidacion del capital social y la construccién de una
cultura de conservacién entre los ciudadanos. Muchos organismos encargados de la gestion de parques
estan enfocados en atraer mas visitantes a los parques y ofrecer una gama mas amplia de oportunidades
para sus visitantes en procura de apoyo para los parques y las areas protegidas en el futuro. Sin embargo,
hay pocas pruebas empiricas para orientar a los administradores de parques y los responsables politicos
sobre los tipos de actividades/experiencias mas indicadas para conectar a las personas con la naturaleza en
procura de aumentar el apoyo a la conservacién. Examinamos la literatura disponible para identificar lo que
se sabe acerca de la vinculacion entre las experiencias de los visitantes en los parques y el apoyo publico a
favor de la conservacion, identificar las lagunas en materia de investigacién, y esbozar una agenda de
investigacion con el fin de aportar pruebas mas consistentes para orientar la gestion de parques. Se
establecieron cinco temas principales y necesidades de investigacion especificas: limitaciones para realizar
visitas a los parques, actitudes hacia los parques, sentido de apego al lugar, conexién con la naturaleza, y
experiencias estimulantes relacionadas con la naturaleza.

RESUME

Au-dela des valeurs écologiques, économiques et culturelles multiples qu'ils fournissent, les parcs sont un

reflet direct du monde naturel et, dans une société de plus en plus urbanisée et trépidante, ils constituent

des espaces essentiels pour créer du lien social et pour batir une culture de conservation parmi les citoyens.

De nombreux organismes responsables de parcs redoubl e
leur offrir un plus grand éventail de possibilités, cherchant a rallier davantage de soutien pour les parcs et

les aires protégées dans le futur. Cependant, il y a peu de données empiriques pour aider les gestionnaires

des parcs ~ d®terminer quels types d'activit®s et doe
nature de maniere a accroitre leur soutien a la cause de la conservation. Nous avons effectué une recherche
documentaire afin de déterminer ce que l'on sait du lien entre I'expérience des visiteurs dans les parcs et le
soutien public © | a conservation; déidentifier |l es | at
d 6 ®1 aum@rogeamme de rechercheafin de constituer un dossier solide pour orienter les mesures de

gestion du parc. Cing grands thémes et des pistes de recherche ont été identifiés: les entraves aux visites
touristiques, les attitudes envers les parcs, le sentiment d'appartenance, le sentiment de connexion a la

nature, et les expériences enrichissantes au sein de la nature.
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ABSTRACT

A gquestionnaire was administered to residents in three chiefdoms of Mumbwa Game Management Area
(GMA) in Zambia with the intention of determining levels of awareness and knowledge of some of the
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attributes, despite their approval of its proclamation. Even though the majority of respondents (65.6 per
cent) enjoyed friendly relations with the park authority, the general perception towards the park was that it
was government property and had little to do with them. This is corroborated by the number of respondents
(68.4 per cent) that had no reason to visit the park or felt barred from entering the park. A number of
reasons accounted for this apathy. One is that there were very few benefits accruing to the local community
directly from the park. Another factor was the mutual suspicion between park staff and the community.
This is exacerbated by land disputes between the three chiefs in the GMA. These disputes were the result of
land policies during the colonial and pre -colonial eras that led to forced migrations and reallocation of land
in the eastern GMA. When dealing with issues around the park and conservation in Mumbwa GMA, it
would be prudent to deal first with the land disputes between the different stakeholders.

we | |
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Key words Zambia, Kafue National Park, Game Management Areas, chiefdoms, protected area attributes

INTRODUCTION

Kafue National Park (KNP)
park covering an area of approximately 22,480 kmz2. The
park was first proclaimed in 1950 and attained its full
status in 1972 under the National Parks and Wildlife Act
(ZAWA 2010). Today KNP is managed by the Zambia
Wildlife Authority (ZAWA), a statutory body established
under the Zambia Wildlife Act No. 12 of 1998.
Surrounding KNP are nine Game Management Areas
(GMAs) namely: Mumbwa, Namwala, Nkala, Sichifulo,
Bbilili, Mulobezi, Mufunta, Kasonso Busanga and Lunga
Luswishi.

GMAs are category VI protected areas according to
| UCNOG s Protected Ar ea
were set aside principally to serve as buffer zones around
national parks. It is in the GMAs where Community

Based Natural Resources Management (CBNRM)
programmes are advocated with the view to cadnanage
the wildlife and enhance community
participation and benefit streams from wildlife (ZAWA

resources

Act No 12 of 1998). Thus, GMAs are not only important

i Eeseryoiyanef the ondldiifg fesogrees put arg @lsoothes |

cornerstone in the implementation of the various
strategies in wildlife management.

The manner in which communities in GMAs perceive
national parks (and their wildlife resources) and respond
to conservation in general is the result of a multitude of
factors that include livelihood strategies, benefits and
costs of living adjacent to the park, relationships with
wildlife, relationships with wildlife managers, historical
connections to the park and knowledge and awareness of
the importance of the park and wildlife resources (Adams
& Hulme, 2001; Gadd, 2005; McClanahan et al., 2005;

Ma n a gNeumammt199&; ghibia, @10). Thesrelatiorshipebgtween

the people of Mumbwa GMA and nature has evolved
dramatically since pre-colonial times. As in many parts of
Africa the colonial era saw the separation of indigenous
peoples from their resources (Barrow & Fabricus, 2002;
Chipungu, 1992; Gibson, 1999; Hutton et al., 2005;
Neuman, 1998). Zambians were forbidden to hunt and

10.2305/IUCN.CH.2014.PARRB2NN.en
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fish under new game laws and traditional institutions

that had evolved over time were fundamentally changed
(Chipungu, 1992; Gibson, 1999; Marks, 2005). This
exclusionary approach
to use wildlife which had up to that point been used to
solidify economic and political associations (Gibson,
1999). It also culminated in the establishment of
6Protectedod Areas such as

The establishment of KNP led to the displacement of at
least five chiefdoms, among them, Chief Kabulwebulwe
of the Nkoya. He was told that his chieftainship would no
longer be recognized if he did not move out of the park

( Mwi ma, 2001) . He was first
area but after conflicts between their two peoples was
resettl ed in Chi ef
Currently t he Chiefods
Nalusanga gate, one of the main entrances to the park.
Chief Kabulwebulwe and his people were not the only
ones to relocate into and/or within Mumbwa GMA. Oral
history of the Mulendema and Chibuluma chiefdoms
indicate that both were also relocated from areas along
the eastern boundary of KNP further east into Mumbwa
GMA. Their relocation was the result of an agreement
made between the chiefs and the government of Zambia
in order to set aside land for tourism and create a buffer
zone around the park. Subjects of the chiefs mentioned
above are today the main inhabitants of Mumbwa GMA.

Later, institutions called Community Resource Boards
(CRB) were established that allowed communities to
participate in the management of wildlife resources and
obtain benefits in GMAs. These institutions were
established by an Act of Parliament (No. 12 of 1998) that
also provided for the declaration and continuation of

GMAs and their settlements. In Mumbwa GMA, three

CRBs exist namely: Chibuluma, Kabulwebulwe and
Mulendema. Patrons for each of the three CRBs are the
Chiefs that reside within the GMA. The lowest
institutional organs within a GMA are Village Action

Groups through which various activities are carried out.

The general management of a GMA is guided by the
provisions of management plans described in Part V of
the Zambia Wildlife Act of 1998. It is in these plans that
communities together with other primary stakeholders
prescribe various land use options, and set aside land for
wildlife management where consumptive and non-
consumptive tourism may be conducted. In Mumbwa
GMA, land set aside for wildlife management included
Mumbwa West & East hunting blocks (Figure 1). In both
hunting blocks, a tourism concession with a hunting
outfitter exists, and revenues generated are shared
equally with ZAWA and the community through its CRB

PARKS VOL 21.2 NOVEMBER 2015
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office. The equal sharing of revenue is premised on the
fact that ZAWA together with the communities co -
manage wildlife in the GMAs.

ndi genous peopl esbd
Even though community participation and co -
management strategies are being implemented in the
GMAs, local cooperation in controlling poaching in the

K NpRrk has so far been lacking. In fact, there appears to be

active and/or passive support for perpetrators of illegal
activities who are often times members of communities
living in the GMA (Siamudaala et al., 2009). It is against
this background that a study to assess the perceptions
and attitudes of local communities towards KNP in
MungbWeo GMA evak undertakeh.i lodal péreptivns)d s
knowledge, participation and relations with the

Mu | e n d ecomambirsties are @rgortamt nin defiring 4narvagement
P al a stmtegiéssand impraving conskeatiork autcorhes (Gadd,

2005; McClanahan et al., 2005; Ostrom, 1999).

Mumbwa GMA was selected as the study site because it
has 10 per cent of the population living adjacent to the
park but still has the highest number of caught poachers
in KNP, accounting for 39.3 per cent of poachers between
2000 and 2006 (Siamudaala et al., 2009). Mumbwa
GMA is also closest to
which is a big market for illegal wildlife products.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Study area

Mumbwa GMA is situated in Mumbwa district and
covers an area of approximately 3,370 kn?. It was
proclaimed a GMA in 1972 and is referred to as GMA No.
5. It shares a boundary with the KNP in the north and
has 15 Village Area Groups (VAGs) spread across
Mumbwa East in Mulendema, Chibuluma and
Kabulwebulwe Chiefdoms. Village Action Groups (VAGS)
are administrative units of the Community Resource
Board. Based on the land use options assigned by the
community, the GMA is divided into five different zones
where only specified activities are conducted. This is
illustrated in Figure 2.

Mumbwa GMA is defined as a prime hunting area where
highly valued trophy species such as buffalo, lion and
leopard are abundant (ZAWA, 2004). In terms of

revenue generation, the GMA is ranked fifth of the 21
GMAs country-wide where trophy hunting occurs (Lewis
& Alpert, 1996). This makes it an important revenue
generator for both the local communities and ZAWA who
each get 50 per cent of the hunting revenue. The total
population in Mumbwa GMA is estimated to be 25,712
with the adult population comprising up to 48.7 per cent,

juveniles or youths 28.8 per cent and infants 22.4 per
cent (Ministry of Health, 2010).

rights

Lusaka,
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Figure 1: Map of Zambia showing Kafue National Park, Mumbwa GMA and its hunting blocks
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Figure 2: Spatial description of Mumbwa GMA, illustrating the location of VAG centres, land use zones and drainages. Source:

ZAWA Maps, 2005

Data collection

We employed proportionate stratified sampling
estimations described by Owen and Jones (1978) to
determine sample sizes for each VAG. Samples were
drawn according to the
categorized as adults (female & male) and juveniles/
youth. In total 288 respondents were interviewed in all
the 15 VAGs. A structured questionnaire was used to
capture r e s p cdedographiéss looki@ ati o
their knowledge and awareness, perceptions (how
individuals viewed issues) and attitudes (actions taken as

a result of how they view issues) of KNP. The
questionnaire included reliability questions that served

to identify invalid or false responses.

Before data collection commenced the questionnaire was
pre-tested. After the pre-test, some of the questions were
rephrased to avoid distortion when translated into the
local languages. Teachers from the local schools were
employed as enumerators. Being fluent in lla or Kaonde
was a major requirement for all enumerators because
these are the common languages spoken in this GMA. All
the enumerators received a day of training on how to
administer the questionnaire.
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In addition to the questionnaire three focus group
discussions with the youth, women and a mixed group of
women and men were held at Chibuluma and
Kabulwebulwe. This allowed interviewees to construct

s t u d yhéisown atdounts ef &xperignces 10 paaintet thealimitedve r e

explanatory power of structured questions. Each group
comprised 7-10 individuals drawn from members of
community clubs (women, youth, etc.) and institutions
(church, schools, CRBs, etc.). Each discussion lasted for
an hour and a half and discussions were premised on
three major sections that sought to assess awareness/
knowledge, perceptions and attitudes. Discussions were
recorded on tape and were later transcribed onto data
forms that categorized and grouped the responses.
Responses were then compared considering the
frequency of responses. Additionally notes were also
taken during the discussions.

Data analysis

All responses to the questionnaire were collated using
Microsoft Excel and Statistical Package for Social
Sciences (SPSS version 17). A total of 110 variables were
generated using SPSS and data were analyzed.
Demographic data were analyzed by sex, marital status,



