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1.1 Towards synergetic interactions between tourism and landscape

Tourism is a phenomenon that has been experiencing a rapid expansion and diversification worldwide in
the past decades (UNWTO, 2010; Holden, 2016). It can be defined as “the activities of persons traveling
to and staying in places outside their usual environment for not more than one consecutive year, for
leisure, business and other purposes." (OECD, 2001, p.1). Tourism is considered to be the sum of the
phenomena and relationships which arise from the interactions between tourists, business suppliers,
host governments and host communities. Especially those forms of tourism that are based on nature,
landscape and natural heritage have become increasingly popular (Newsome et al., 2013).

This interest of tourists to visit and experience nature areas and landscape has consequences for the
landscape and host communities at the destination. Often, tourism is considered to have a negative
impact on the landscape (Buckley, 2012; Saarinen, 2006) and host communities (King et al., 1993;
McCombes et al., 2015). Nevertheless, it also provides income and jobs (Libosada, 2009). In addition,
tourism can also contribute to improve the understanding of natural heritage, to gain public support for
nature protection and as a way to acquire funding for conservation (Libosada, 2009; McCool and
Spenceley, 2014). The statements above show that tourism and landscape are inseparably interlinked,
and because of this, there is a need to consider the interactions between tourism and landscape and
how these can be managed in a more sustainable and balanced way. This seems particular the case for
coastal areas (or deltas) where high nature values can be found, but which are also densely populated
areas (Wesley and Pforr, 2010). There is a need to study the way tourism and landscape interact and
how these interactions can be changed to find a good balance between socio-economic development
and nature protection (Terkenli, 2004; Strickland-Munro et al., 2010).

In this dissertation, the opportunities for synergetic interactions between tourism and landscape are
analyzed and to what extent they can help build social-ecological resilience in an area. Synergies are
situations of mutual gains in which the interactions between elements of a system combine in ways that
result in a sum-total that is larger than only the sum of its parts (Persha et al., 2011). The general idea is
that synergies steer away from trade-offs between social-economic development and nature protection,
where the one is chosen over the other. A situation with an extreme focus on nature protection leads to
exclusion of human activities, which can be considered as socially undesirable. An extreme focus on
socio-economic development leads to environmental degradation, which is found to be ecologically
undesirable. Synergetic interactions are about win-win situations, meaning that nature protection and
socio-economic development are not conflicting, but can help strengthen each other (Heslinga et al,,
2017). If the tourism-landscape interactions are balanced, it helps to build social-ecological resilience in
an area.

The idea of synergies between tourism and landscape should be critically discussed. To explore whether
the idea works, there is a need to examine if, and how, it works in practice and explore to what extent
synergies are taken into consideration. The focus of this thesis is the exploration of those factors that
constrain or enable synergies between tourism and landscape. This dissertation aims to address the
following main research question:



What are the constraining and enabling factors that influence the role of tourism in building
social-ecological resilience in coastal areas?

To answer the research question, this thesis specifically addresses the institutional context in which
tourism and landscape are managed, because it is vital to understand how decisions are, and have been,
made. Whether the idea of synergies works often relates to the way policy has changed over time, how
the public discourse has been fluctuating, and partnerships in governance processes in which a wide
range of different stakeholders with different interests and power relations are involved. Therefore, in
this dissertation these three aspects of the institutional context (policy, public discourse and
partnerships) are examined.

1.2 Research focus and design

Based on the three aspects of the institutional context described above, three research directions have
been chosen to answers the main research question. In addition, subordinate research questions were
added. The first direction is to explore the formal aspects of the historical institutional context. As
institutions are often path-dependent and have historical legacies (Dredge, 2001), a contextual and long-
term approach to institutional development is needed (Hall and Taylor, 1996; Mahoney and Thelen,
2007; Sorensen, 2015). For future decision-making, it is therefore essential to consider past policy and
analyze how this has evolved over time. An analysis of these formal aspects of institutional context is the
central idea here and is addressed in the following research question:

RQ1: How has institutional context (formal institutions / policy discourse) influenced tourism-
landscape interactions in coastal areas?

The second research direction adds to the previous one, as it also explores the institutional context.
However, now the emphasis lies on its informal aspects of the historical institutional context. To make
future decisions, it is not sufficient to just understand policy aspects, but also to understand how the
public opinion on the interactions between tourism and landscape has changed over time. This idea is
reflected in the following research question:

RQ 2: How has the public discourse influenced tourism-landscape interactions in coastal areas?

The third research direction emphasizes governance processes that may constrain or enable synergetic
tourism-landscape interactions. In these governance processes several stakeholders are involved with
different positions, interests and values. This third direction aims to provide insights in who the
important stakeholders are and how they interact with each other. To explore this, the following
question is addressed:



RQ 3: How do stakeholders constrain or enable the role of tourism in governance processes for
building social-ecological resilience in coastal areas?

1.3 Theoretical framework and key concepts

To deepen our understanding of the potential synergetic interactions between tourism and landscape,
social-ecological systems (SES) thinking is used as the conceptual framework. SES presumes an
integrated system of human society and ecosystems, with reciprocal feedback loops and
interdependencies (Berkes, 2007). This thesis focuses on two important characteristics of SES thinking
(Heslinga et al., 2017). First, social-ecological systems are coupled systems, meaning that there is an
integration of the ecological and social parts of the system. For analyzing tourism and landscape this
implies that they are not seen as separate social and ecological entities; they are part of a coupled social-
ecological system. Second, a social-ecological system is a dynamic system, which means that the system
is continuously adapting to changing circumstances. For studying tourism and landscape interactions, it
means that these interactions are constantly in flux; the social-ecological context is constantly changing
and therefore cannot be seen as something static.

Striving for synergies between tourism and landscape can help build the resilience of a social-ecological
system. Resilience is a key concept in SES thinking and it implies that a system is able to cope with future
social and ecological changes (Folke et al., 2010; Holling, 2008; Walker et al., 2004). Resilience is about
the ability of a system to continuously adapt to social and ecological changes and their feedback
mechanisms. In this thesis, a social-ecological (or evolutionary) perspective on resilience is taken
(Davoudi, et al., 2013; Wilkinson, 2012), as this perspective takes into account that systems are coupled
and dynamic. For a resilient tourism destination this requires a constant search for balance between the
goals of nature protection and social-economic development. This means that interventions should be
beneficial for both social and ecological parts of the entire system and not only one side of the system.

By adopting a SES perspective, this dissertation especially focuses on governance processes and
institutions that influence decision-making for managing tourism-landscape interactions. It is important
to understand how social-ecological systems are governed and to consider the roles institutions can, do
and could play (Bramwell and Lane, 2011). This is because understanding the future directions of
developments, requires an analysis of which decisions are taken, why they are taken and by whom they
are taken. Despite the potential for synergetic tourism-landscape interactions in coastal areas, managing
these interactions can be inherently complicated. Many actors are involved in decision-making process
and these stakeholders usually have different and sometimes contradictory values, attitudes and
interests.

Because of the multitude of stakeholders involved, identifying synergies lies in the governance
arrangements in managing tourism and landscape (Lockwood, 2010). These governance arrangements



affect the processes by which synergies are activated or inhibited. Governance can be defined as “the
complex system of regulation involving the interactions of a wide variety of actors, institutions, the
environment and all types of socio-institutional arrangements at different territorial levels” (Parra, 2010,
p.491). Governance is a helpful perspective, because it is a broader concept than ‘the government’, in
that it also includes non-state actors, including business, community and the voluntary sector (Parra,
2010). In this dissertation three principles of governance are identified and analysed — inclusiveness,
more flexible social arrangements, and multi-scalarity. Utilizing these governance principles contributes
to SES theory, because it deepens the understanding of how tourism and landscape can be managed.

In SES theory, institutions play a central role in managing the social-ecological interactions within the
system (Anderies et al., 2004; Brondizio et al., 2012; Ostrom and Cox, 2010; Ostrom, 2009). Institutions
can be defined as “systems of established and prevalent social rules that structure social interactions”
(Hodgson, 2006, p.2). To explore constraining and enabling factors that influence the role of tourism
understanding the institutional context is highly influential (Dredge, 2017). An analysis of the
institutional context in which decisions are made is helpful for policymakers and planners to understand
the current situation better and to improve future policies and plans regarding tourism and landscape.
The current institutional context is the product of its past; it is influenced by past decision-making
processes. Exploring the historical relationship between society and the environment is an important
aspect of understanding the institutional context. In this thesis an historical approach is taken, because
this assists in identifying past trajectories and potential path-dependencies for current decision-making
(Dredge, 2001).

Institutions consist of formal aspects (e.g. rules and regulations) and informal aspects (e.g. cultural
values and norms) (Alexander, 2005; Cumming et al., 2006). Formal institutions are openly codified, in
the sense that the social rules are established and communicated through channels that are widely
accepted as official. Informal institutions are socially shared rules that are created, communicated, and
enforced outside of the officially sanctioned channels (Helmke and Levitsky, 2004). In this dissertation
both the formal and informal aspects of the historical institutional context are analysed.

1.4 Contribution of the research to theory

The contribution of the thesis is to enrich tourism studies with social-ecological systems theory and
resilience thinking. Tourism is often perceived as an economic industry with limited connection to social
and environmental issues. Therefore, both social (Higgins-Desbiolles, 2006) and ecological aspects
(Buckley, 2011) are not always taken into account. In addition, tourism is can be seen as a static
phenomenon, while in fact tourism is highly dynamic and constantly changing. A systems’ perspective
can help to see these coupled and dynamic interrelations and help identify synergies between tourism
and landscape. In this thesis, the focus explicitly lies on the institutional context and governance
processes that influence social-ecological systems. Conceptually, this focus could meet the critique on
resilience and SES. Resilience thinking, for example, is often accused of being power blind and
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depoliticizing the dynamics of change in social-ecological systems (Wilkinson, 2012). Therefore, matters
of power, conflict, contradiction and culture need to be addressed. This thesis takes these elements
relating to governance and institutions into account and can help bring the conceptual discussion on SES
and resilience further.

Another contribution of this thesis relates to the application of SES theory to practice. While SES is the
theoretical lens of this dissertation, there is also critique on resilience thinking and SES. The debate has
been evolving conceptually, but the applicability of the concept has remained limited (Lew, 2014).
Therefore, more empirical work is necessary and methods need to be explored to unravel, if and how
those parts of the system regarding decision-making are working in practice. The contribution of the
thesis is the development of a range of methods that can be applied to real life cases and, thereby, assist
in unraveling the institutional context and improve the understanding of governance processes related
to tourism and landscape.

1.5 Methodology and case study area

An overview of the methodologies used in this thesis to find answers on the research questions can be
found in Table 1.1. The methodology can be characterized around three central research principles: case-
study research, a multi-methods approach and methods that enforce a systematic analysis.

First, a case-study approach has been chosen. A case study is “an empirical inquiry that investigates
contemporary phenomenon in depth and within its real-world context.” (Yin, 2014, p.16). This is
especially useful when the boundaries between phenomenon and context may not be clearly evident.
Case-study research is a common method that can be used in many situations to improve the
understanding of individual, group, organizational, social, political and related phenomena. These two
arguments for using a case study approach are highly relevant for analyzing the interactions between
tourism and landscape regarding the island of Terschelling in the Wadden Sea Region, which is briefly
introduced in the next section.

Second, a multi-methods approach has been applied for analyzing the case study, which implies that a
variety of different qualitative and quantitative methods were used. This mixture of methods helps to
triangulate the results by checking whether there is convergence of the data collected from different
sources. This process of triangulation is important for determining the consistency of findings (Yin, 2014).
Examining the same case with different methods helps deepen the understanding of the case.

Third, an approach that enforces systematic analysis was pursued. A major part of this thesis is based on
a longitudinal study, which is “a study design involving the collection of data at different points in time.”
(Babbie, 2010, p.107). This is helpful to study change regarding the same phenomenon over an extended
period of time (Babbie, 2010; Yin, 2014). For understanding long term developments a systematic
analysis helps overcome the problems with current observations of respondents about past
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developments. In addition, a systematic analysis helps minimize the role of the researcher and thereby
increase the reliability of the research (Yin, 2014).

Topic Research questions Methods and data
Conceptual discussion How can a social-ecological system Literature review
(Chapter 2) perspective help understand synergetic
tourism-landscape interactions in coastal
areas?
Policy context How has institutional design (formal Content analysis, policy-
(Chapter 3) institutions / policy discourse) influenced and planning documents,
tourism-landscape interactions in coastal key informant interviews
area?
Public discourse How has public discourse influenced tourism-  Content analysis,
(Chapter 4) landscape interactions in coastal areas? newspaper articles, key
informant interviews
Partnerships in How do stakeholders constrain or enable the  Stakeholder analysis, key
governance processes role of tourism in governance processes for informant interviews,
(Chapter 5) building social-ecological resilience in coastal ~ panel discussion
areas?

Table 1.1 | An overview of the topics, research questions, and methods and data

1.5.1 Introducing the case study area: Terschelling in the Dutch Wadden Sea Region

The central focus of the research lies on the Dutch Wadden. The Wadden is the largest contiguous
natural area of Western Europe and is one of the largest tidal wetlands in the world (Kabat et al., 2012).
Stretching from the northwest of the Netherlands, along the German coast, and the south-western part
of Denmark, the Wadden includes an archipelago of more than 30 inhabited and many uninhabited
islands that shield a tidal mudflat from the North Sea. The area is renowned for its outstanding ecological
qualities and scenic landscapes, and was listed as a UNESCO Natural World Heritage Site in 2009 (Sijtsma
et al., 2012). Because of the widespread recognition of its ecological qualities and scenic landscapes, the
Wadden has become very attractive to tourists (Revier, 2013). From the 1950s on, the Wadden islands
have become a popular holiday destination and tourism has become the dominant economic activity,
especially during the last decades (Sijtsma et al., 2012). The Wadden is an area where the objectives of
tourism development and landscape protection coincide and potentially clash, and therefore the region
is a relevant case for researching tourism-landscape interactions.

The way the Wadden Sea region is and/or should be managed has been constantly under discussion (Van
der Aa et al.,, 2004; Kabat et al., 2012). Managing the Wadden is complicated because the area is not a
remote ecosystem that humans can be excluded from; in contrast, the area has been heavily influenced
by human activity for a long time (Knottnerus, 2005). Nowadays, the area is used for socio-economic



activities such as agriculture, energy generation, fisheries, gas extraction, mining, manufacturing,
shipping, and tourism (Kabat et al., 2012). Proper management that contributes to tourism and
landscape protection is therefore necessary. The twin goals of protecting the island’s nature and
landscape, and enabling socio-economic development by means of tourism are heavily debated on the
island. There are many stakeholders involved in the governance of tourism and landscape at different
levels, many of whom have differing and potentially-conflicting interests, including tourism
entrepreneurs, nature protection organizations, interests groups, governmental bodies and civil society.

The island of Terschelling (see Figure 1.1), one of the five inhabited Dutch Wadden islands is specifically
discussed in this thesis. Terschelling is renowned for its biodiversity and highly-appreciated landscapes
(Kabat et al., 2012). The island has an area of 8,616 hectares, with around 80 percent comprising dunes,
forests and salt marshes, which are major attractions for tourists. Terschelling is an established tourist
destination attracting over 400,000 visitors (Sijtsma et al., 2015) and around 1.8 million overnight stays
annually. Historically, there have been strong interactions between tourism development and landscape
protection on Terschelling. One the one hand, the island is among the most significant tourism
destinations in the Wadden, and on the other hand Terschelling has many sensitive significant nature
areas (Sijtsma et al., 2012). While tourism impacts on the landscape, the landscape is an asset that must
remain attractive if tourists are to continue visit Terschelling into the future.

Figure 1.1 | Overview map of the Dutch Wadden Sea Region indicating the island of Terschelling




1.5.2 Content analysis

An important method used is content analysis. Content analysis is a research technique that allows
replicable and valid interferences from texts and other meaningful material (Krippendorff, 2013). An
important advantage of content analysis over interviewing is that it avoids the problem of memory
reconstruction by research participants (Lowenthal, 2015). This is particularly important in research that
seeks to go back over time. Thus, instead of asking people to try to recollect what happened in the
distant past, content analysis uses material that was actually published in the past —in other words, that
was published contemporaneously with the events described in those articles. A further advantage is
that, although there is still room for varying interpretations, the source material remains constant
(rather than the key informant telling a different story depending on how they feel each time they are
interviewed). Content analysis therefore has high reliability.

The content analyses done for this thesis were based on two different sources of material which served
different goals. The first was an analysis of policy documents to explore the development of the formal
aspects of the institutional context. The second was an analysis of newspaper articles to identify how
informal aspects of the institutional context changed over time.

Elaborating on the first part, policy and planning documents were used as a proxy to grasp the
institutional context. Analyzing the dynamics in these plans, policy and strategies with regard to tourism
and landscape shows the dynamics in the focus of policy and how this can influence the current
situation. While policies from multiple levels steer developments in tourism and landscape, the analysis
of policy documents mainly focused on the municipal level. This is because research is interested in the
impact of policies from the higher scale on the lower scale. Policies on the provincial, national, and
international levels were therefore used as context. The documents, in the period 1945-2015, were
collected online and in the archives of the municipality of Terschelling. To systematically analyzing the
data, a content analysis was performed using Atlas.ti software. Making use of a coding scheme, this
analysis revealed the usage of words such as tourism, leisure, recreation, etc. and how they related to
words such as landscape, nature, ecosystem, etc. The input for the coding scheme was based on
theoretical reasoning, reflections on key informants interviews and preliminary skim-reading of
documents.

The second part was an historical analysis of newspaper articles which served as a proxy for the informal
aspects of the institutional context. It focused on the dynamics in the public discourse on tourism-
landscape interactions. The data collected for this analysis were historical newspaper articles during the
period 1945-2015, which were collected from an online database containing several newspapers of the
North of the Netherlands, called: www.dekrantvantoen.nl. For analyzing the data in a systematic way,
content analysis was performed using qualitative data analysis software Atlas.ti. The same coding
scheme as the content analysis of policy documents was used. The results of the analysis show a timeline

that presents how the public discourse changed in the period 1945-2015. It helps improve the
understanding of the current way of thinking about tourism and landscape.
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1.5.3 Stakeholder analysis

Stakeholder analysis can help to understand and strengthen governance processes. Stakeholder analysis
was used because it helps to indicate who the stakeholders are, who has the power to influence what
happens, how these stakeholder interact and, based on this information, how they might be able to work
more effectively together. The three steps provided by Reed et al. (2009) were utilized: (1) Identifying
stakeholders, (2) Categorizing stakeholders and (3) Investigating relationships between stakeholders. The
results of the first and second step were used as an instrument to analyze step three.

1.5.4 Interviews

An essential part of the data for this thesis was collected through semi-structured key informant
interviews. The interviews are supportive to the content analysis and stakeholder analysis explained
above and were used for two reasons. First, exploratory key informant interviews helped to find the
keystone moments of change to strengthen the results of the content analyses on dynamics in policy and
public discourse. Second, this method was used to explore the current governance system regarding
tourism and landscape. The interviews were held among a diversity of stakeholders (e.g. tourism
entrepreneurs, representatives from the municipality and province, environmental groups, interest
groups, and local inhabitants). The participants were recruited through the researcher’s network,
snowballing and online searching. For the qualitative data analysis Atlas.ti software was used.

1.5.5 Background data

To support the methods described above, some additional background data were used. First, land use
data was used to describe ratio of different land uses the in the case study area. The dataset that was
used is the BBG2010 (Bestand Bodemgebruik) and it was analyzed in ArcGIS software. This dataset set
has many categories, which were simplified and re-categorized into: tourism, nature, residential and
other land uses. Second, participation of the researcher during several stakeholder meetings organized
by the municipality of Terschelling was used as exploratory data gathering. By attending these meetings,
preliminary thoughts could be developed about the positions, interests and values of the different
stakeholders that are involved in governance processes.

1.5.6 Ethical considerations

The principles of ethical research were followed (Vanclay et al., 2013). For the first contacts, participants
for the interviews were contacted by email or telephone. If the participants were difficult to contact, an
intermediate was used. The location for the interviews was chosen by the participants themselves.
Before the interviews, participants were provided with a brief outline of the topics (not the specific
questions) that were discussed, which were send beforehand to make sure the participant could do
some preparation. The participants were also asked to complete an informed consent form which
covered issues of anonymity, use of the research, and their rights during and after the interview (Vanclay
et al., 2013). For confidentiality reasons, the participations were not named in the output of the
research. However, in some case their position and/or affiliation was included. In the consent form the
participant were asked whether such information could be included in the research and publications. If
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the participants wished to remain anonymous, it was insured that the participants identity was not
revealed in the data. Participants were asked whether they wanted to be informed about the results of
the research, in which case they received copies of those publications based on the interviews.
Participants had the right to stop the interview at any time, stop the recording of the interview and
withdraw from the research project up to one month after the interview. With the permission of all
respondents, the interviews were audio-recorded, and later transcribed verbatim. The participants were
told that the data gathered from the interview is used for academic (and maybe popular) publications,
academic (and popular) presentations and eventually the doctoral thesis at the end of the project. The
research belongs to Jasper Hessel Heslinga and the Faculty of Spatial Sciences at the University of
Groningen, the Netherlands.

1.6 Thesis outline

An overview of how the chapters of the thesis connect is provided in Figure 1.2.

Chapter 1: Introduction

I

Chapter 6: Conclusions and reflections

Figure 1.2 | An overview of the dissertation

Chapter 2 further elaborates on the theoretical concepts that are used in this research. It is the
conceptual chapter that explores the potential of a SES perspective to understand tourism and landscape
interactions. This chapter discusses implications this perspective has for the way tourism and landscape
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are governed and illustrates the potential application of SES to the Dutch Wadden Sea Region. Chapters
3 and 4 help understand the institutional context in which decision-making regarding tourism and
landscape is made and how this has changed over time. A distinction is made between formal and
informal aspects of the institutional context. Chapter 3 provides insights in the formal institutional
context by analyzing the changing dynamics of tourism and landscape interactions in policy documents
over time. Chapter 4 identifies the informal institutional context by analyzing the changing dynamics of
tourism and landscape interactions in the public discourse over time. Chapter 5 analyzes how the
stakeholders involved in the governance process regarding tourism and landscape interact. This analysis
helps to understand the governance arrangements pertaining to the management of tourism and
landscape. Finally, in Chapter 6, the conclusions are drawn by answering the main research question. It
provides a summary of the constraining and enabling factors for synergetic tourism-landscape
interactions that were found during this research. Also, there is a reflection on the usage of SES theory to
understand tourism and landscape interactions. In addition, there is a discussion on the methods that
were explained and demonstrated in this thesis for the application of SES theory. In the last part of the
conclusion recommendations for policymakers are provided.
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Abstract

Purpose

The purpose of this paper is fo look at the potential synergies between tourism and landscapes
and examine the potential contribution of tourism to build social-ecological resilience in the
Dutch Wadden.

Design/methodology /approach

The authors reveal how a social-ecological systems perspective can be used to conceptualize
the Wadden as a coupled and dynamic system. This paper is a conceptual analysis that applies
this approach to the Dutch Wadden. The data used for the inquiry primarily comes from a
literature review.

Findings

The authors argue that the social-ecological systems perspective is a useful approach and could
be used to improve the governance of multi-functional socio-ecological systems in coastal
areas. Opportunities for synergies between tourism and landscapes have been overlooked.
The authors consider that tourism and nature protection are potentially compatible and that
the synergies should be identified.

Research limitations /implications
This paper is only a conceptual application rather than an empirical case study. Further
research fo actually apply the methodology is needed.

Practical implications
Managers of protected areas should consider applying a social-ecological systems approach.

Social implications
The views of a wide variety of stakeholders should be considered in landscape planning.

Originality /value

The value of this paper lies in the articulation of the social-ecological systems perspective as a
way to identify and understand the complex interactions between tourism and landscape, and
the potential synergies between them.

Keywords
Resilience, Ecosystem services, Integrated coastal zone management, Landscape management,
Mulii-functionality, Tourism studies
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2.1 Introduction

As in many coastal areas worldwide, the Dutch Wadden is experiencing an increase in socio-economic
pressures on its ecosystems as a result of human activities such as agriculture, fishing, human
settlement, manufacturing, resource extraction, shipping and tourism (Kabat et al., 2012). All these
activities have impacts on the natural environment, albeit in various ways. Tourism has mutual
relationships and interdependencies with the landscape (Terkenli, 2004). It is an example of a socio-
economic activity that is normally considered to have negative impacts on the landscape (Buckley, 2012;
Saarinen, 2006) and on host communities (King et al., 1993; McCombes et al., 2015). Conversely, tourism
benefits from an attractive landscape and natural environment and a welcoming host community
(Buckley, 2011). Tourism is often seen as a means to provide income and jobs to the local community
(Libosada, 2009). However, tourism is more than just an economic industry (Higgins-Desbiolles, 2006)
since it can also be an opportunity for improving the understanding of natural heritage, for gaining public
support, and to achieve the funding needed for conservation (Libosada, 2009; McCool and Spenceley,
2014). Therefore, tourism is highly dependent on the qualities of the landscape to remain attractive to
tourists (Liu et al., 2007). Because of tourism’s mutual relationship with the landscape, tourism can be
seen as an opportunity to increase an area’s social-ecological resilience, as it could provide a balance
between the sometimes competing goals of maintaining the natural qualities of the area and attaining
socio-economic benefits. To achieve both goals, it is important that the synergistic interactions between
tourism and landscape are recognized and stimulated. In this paper, synergies are defined as being
potentialities to achieve greater combined outcomes across the range of social and ecological
dimensions (Persha et al., 2011).

With increasing rates of tourism, the impact of tourism is expected to increase in the future (UNWTO,
2010). Therefore, finding synergies between tourism and landscape becomes particularly important.
Worldwide, tourism has been undergoing expansion and diversification over the last six decades and is
one of the largest and fastest growing economic sectors in the world (UNWTO, 2010). There are many
types of tourism that interact differently with nature and landscape (Williams, 2009). The impacts on the
landscape and on communities and the way interactions are managed may vary significantly. In this
paper, we focus on those forms of tourism which require landscape qualities, e.g., nature tourism,
ecotourism and sustainable tourism. As these have grown relatively fast, the pressure of tourism on the
natural environment is increasing and this has consequences which may change both the landscape and
the way tourism interacts with it (Newsome et al., 2013). This implies that when an increase in tourism
negatively impacts the landscape, this may also have negative consequences for tourism. The
combination of the increase in human impacts on the natural environment due to socio-economic
activities and the expansion of tourism as a growing economic sector inevitably leads to conflicting
interests. To serve the needs of both protection of nature and socio-economic development, it is
important to find synergies between tourism and landscapes.

Establishing synergies between tourism and the landscape is difficult because opportunities for synergies
are often overlooked. It is commonly known that, despite huge social impact on the community, tourism
could provide economic opportunities and may enhance the quality of life for both residents and tourists
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(Goodwin, 2011; McCool and Spenceley, 2014; McCombes et al., 2015). However, an emphasis solely on
the socio-economic benefits of tourism may be ecologically undesirable, as ecological qualities are under
stress due to overexploitation of the natural resources by tourism. Conversely, a coastal area that is
strongly protected and viewed as an ecological island without human influence could be socially
undesirable (Adger, 2000). The challenge is to find the right balance between nature protection and
socio-economic development.

To find this balance, it is important to look at the interactions between society and nature (Cumming,
2011a). However, there is a lack of research focusing specifically on understanding the interactions
between tourism and landscapes (Gkoltsiou and Terkenli, 2012). To understand these interactions
better, this paper argues that a social-ecological systems perspective would be useful. Such a perspective
sees tourism and landscapes as being part of an integrated system, rather than as being separate entities
(Farrell and Twining-Ward, 2004; Kirchhoff et al., 2010; Levin et al., 2012). This perspective could be used
to critically examine past and contemporary planning institutions, policies and processes, which have
typically seen nature and human activities as being functionally distinct. In the past, tourism was mainly
seen as an engine for regional economic growth (Higgins-Desbiolles, 2006), and the natural environment
was set aside as an “ecological island” to maintain a natural state with minimal human interference
(Cumming et al., 2015).

A social-ecological systems perspective provides a dynamic approach. Tourism and landscape cannot be
understood by only thinking in terms of stability and certainty. Instead, social-ecological systems thinking
can contribute to tourism in nature areas as a way of dealing with change and uncertainty. Thus, using a
social-ecological systems perspective has implications for the way “tourism and landscape” is managed.
Therefore, this paper explains what this perspective means for the governance of tourism and landscape,
and the role that institutions play. This paper is structured around three arguments. First, a social-
ecological systems perspective is presented to understand the interactions between tourism and
landscape in coastal areas better. This perspective can be helpful in seeing tourism and coastal areas not
as separate entities, but as a coupled and integrated whole. Second, a social-ecological systems
perspective is also characterized as a dynamic perspective, which may help to understand changes in
tourism and landscape better. Third, this paper explores the implications for the planning and
governance of tourism and landscape from a social-ecological systems perspective. It is a conceptual
paper that uses the Dutch Wadden as an illustrative example to demonstrate the effectiveness of the
social-ecological systems perspective.

2.2 Tourism and coastal areas as components of social-ecological systems

This paper explores the potential use of the social-ecological systems perspective to consider tourism in
natural coastal areas. This perspective has only recently gained importance in tourism planning, and
definitions are continuing to evolve (Binder et al., 2013). We follow the general definition given by
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Berkes (2007) and Folke et al. (2010) who consider that a social-ecological system is an integrated system
of ecosystems and human societies with interdependencies and reciprocal feedback loops. By
highlighting the two basic characteristics of social-ecological systems (discussed below), this paper assists
in bringing about a greater understanding of tourism and landscapes. The first characteristic is that
tourism and landscape are part of a coupled system. The second is that resilience is a fundamental part
of social-ecological systems. Resilience incorporates dynamics and change, and allows for that fact that
both tourism and landscape are constantly changing.

2.2.1 Components of a coupled system

Several researchers have been asking for a systems perspective that enables the integration of social and
natural systems in tourism (Parra, 2010; Halliday and Glaser, 2011; Ruiz-Ballesteros, 2011). They
emphasize that social and natural systems mutually influence each other and a focus on the complex
interrelations between tourism and landscape can provide a better understanding of the whole system.
Terkenli (2004) argues that the understanding of these complex interrelationships is largely unexplored.
Tourism and landscapes have often been seen as separated from each other (Stoffelen and Vanneste,
2015). As an alternative to the traditional, reductionist perspective that sees society and nature as
separate entities that are predictable and controllable (Armitage et al., 2009; Plummer and Fennell,
2009), the social-ecological systems perspective does not see nature and society as separate, but rather
as an integrated whole (Amérigo et al.,, 2007; Cumming, 2011b; Levin et al.,, 2012). Instead of
predictability and controllability, the social-ecological systems perspective accepts that nature is
inherently unpredictable, and that systems are complex and dynamic (Berkes et al., 2003).

Managing tourism and landscape in a more integrated way is not an entirely new idea. Earlier attempts
such as integrated coastal zone management (ICZM) also argued for integration, but Shipman and
Stojanovic (2007) criticized ICZM for its “democratic deficit”, as it failed to include community
engagement sufficiently. Ecosystem services also entails human-nature relations (Costanza and Farley,
2007) by focussing on the benefits of ecosystems to humans (Millennium Ecosystems Assessment, 2005).
However, the concept of ecosystem services is accused of being too anthropocentric and of promoting
the exploitation and commodification of nature (Schroter et al., 2014; Robertson, 2012).

The social-ecological systems perspective considers that the distinction between the social and natural
systems is artificial and therefore both ecological and social research have to consider human and
ecological components (Liu et al., 2007). Traditionally, ecological research often excluded humans from
the system, while social research tended to ignore the ecological consequences of human action (Berkes,
2007; Folke et al., 2005). This blinkered vision was also evident in traditional research on tourism in
coastal areas. On the one hand, tourism was seen from an economic perspective, i.e., as a driver of
regional economic growth and as an industry, which, through visitor spending, increased job
opportunities and tax revenues and enhanced a community’s overall economic base (Hall and Page,
2006). This research failed to consider the environmental impacts of tourism and consequently failed to
understand the landscape-tourism nexus (Hall and Page, 2006; Buckley, 2011). On the other hand, the
natural environment where tourism takes place was often seen as an ecological island where nature was
kept aside in a frozen steady state from which humans should be excluded (Shultis and Way, 2006;
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Cumming et al., 2015). The consequence of this non-anthropocentric view of protection is that nature
and non-nature areas are spatially and functionally separated from each other.

Due to the separation between nature protection and socio-economic development, opportunities for
synergies between tourism and landscapes have been overlooked. This is because tourism does not fit a
mono-functional model with a focus on only one type of land use. Instead, tourism should be seen from
a multi-functional position where tourism is embedded with other functions in an area (Hartman and de
Roo, 2009). Figure 2.1 visually represents this idea of the separation or integration of functions. The
traditional mono-functional positionings are in the upper left and lower right quadrants and represent a
focus exclusively on either nature protection or socio-economic development. For a more multi-
functional positioning, it can be interesting to explore the other two quadrants. These are the quadrants
where tourism has the potential to connect to both nature protection and socio-economic development.
The arrows in Figure 2.1 indicate the desirable shifts towards either protection by grasping use
opportunities that are compatible with nature; or towards socio-economic development that takes
appropriate risk-avoidance. Using a social-ecological systems perspective is likely to reveal the factors
that link the natural and human components of the system. Such a perspective can help strive for a
balance between nature protection and socio-economic development and improve policies that promote
synergies between them.

Figure 2.1 | Finding synergies between tourism and landscape

24



2.2.2 Resilience as a dynamic characteristic of a social-ecological system

Next to a coupled system, the social-ecological systems perspective is also characterized as a dynamic
perspective on tourism and landscapes that can deal with change and uncertainty. To understand
tourism and landscapes as complex social-ecological systems that are continually adapting to changing
circumstances (Strickland-Munro et al., 2010), the concept of resilience needs to be discussed. Resilience
thinking has emerged as a conceptual framework that can help to understand change and the multiple,
cross-scale interactions in social-ecological systems (Plummer and Armitage, 2007). Although resilience is
potentially a property of all systems, according to Plieninger and Bieling (2012), the concept of resilience
is particularly appropriate to social-ecological systems because both concepts are on the interface of
human and natural processes in time and space, and share an interest in the protection, management
and planning of areas. Walker et al. (2004) state that resilience is an attribute of a social-ecological
system and it determines the ability of a social-ecological system to adapt to and benefit from change. In
that sense, resilience is at the core of what drives social-ecological systems (Folke et al., 2010).

The use of the concept of resilience to study the complex interactions between tourism and landscapes
is relatively new (Becken, 2013). However, resilience has gained importance in the field of ecology
(Holling, 2000), and the term has been used in a wide variety of works regarding interactions between
people and nature (Carpenter et al., 2001). Many scholars use resilience in issues related to ecosystems
(Gunderson et al., 2006), flooding (Adger et al., 2005), climate change (Davoudi, 2012), or risk and
disaster management (Cox and Perry, 2011). Despite the dynamic nature and relative unpredictability of
tourism (Schianetz and Kavanagh, 2008), and thus the potential value of resilience to tourism, little
research has been done to adapt tourism management tools to take uncertainty and unexpected
changes into account (Luthe and Wyss, 2014).

In this paper, resilience can help to understand the dynamics between tourism and landscapes.
Understanding changes between them can help policy makers respond better to these changes. This is
important for finding synergies between tourism and landscape as this requires balance between nature
conservation and socio-economic development. Plieninger and Bieling (2012) argue that linking
resilience thinking to landscapes can contribute to this balance since this linkage may help in creating a
deeper understanding of the causes and consequences of landscape changes and the strategies that
exist for managing these changes. Nevertheless, using resilience to understand the dynamics in the
interactions between tourism and landscape is still relatively uncommon.

The literature on resilience contains a multitude of viewpoints, and an overview is presented in Table
2.1. We adhere to the social-ecological (or evolutionary) view of resilience, which rejects the idea of
steady states (Davoudi et al., 2013). Instead of seeing the world as something that is ordered,
mechanical and reasonably predictable, this view sees the world as chaotic, complex, uncertain and
unpredictable. Folke (2006) says that resilience is not just about being persistent or resistant to
disturbance; rather it is also about the opportunities that disturbance opens up in terms of
recombination of evolved structures and processes, renewal of the systems, and emergence of new
trajectories. Carpenter et al. (2005) do not conceive of resilience as a return to a normal or stable
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situation, but as the ability of complex social-ecological systems to continuously change, adapt and
transform in response to stresses and tensions.

Understanding of Characteristics of Key references

equilibrium within type the type

Engineering resilience One stable equilibrium Bouncing back Holling (1973, 1986)
Ecological resilience Multiple equilibria Bouncing forth Adger et al. (2003)
Evolutionary resilience Towards equilibrium Adapt & Transform Davoudi et al. (2012)
(Social-Ecological Folke et al. (2010)
resilience)

Table 2.1 | An overview of perspective on resilience

The evolutionary view contrasts with earlier views on resilience. Resilience was once defined by Holling
(1973) as the ability of a system to return to an equilibrium or steady state after a disturbance. The
recovery time of the system to return to equilibrium was the measure of resilience, meaning that the
faster the system would recover, the more resilient the system. This so-called engineering perspective on
resilience focussed on the maintenance of the system’s efficiency, its stability and assumes a predictable
world (Folke, 2006).

It is not only the recovery time of a system that matters, but also the amount of disturbance that a
system can withstand in order to stay within its thresholds. This is the basis for the ecological resilience
approach, which focusses on the system’s ability to persist and the ability to adapt (Adger et al., 2003).
Both the engineering and ecological approaches to resilience start from the idea of the existence of
equilibrium in systems. The main difference is that engineering resilience is based on a belief in a single
and stable equilibrium, whereas ecological resilience rejects this and acknowledges the existence of
multiple equilibria and the possibility the ability of a system to flip to alternate states.

Resilience thinking provides a way to understand human and natural systems as complex social-
ecological systems that are continuously adapting (Strickland-Munro et al., 2010). Instead of being in
equilibrium, the subsystems within the social-ecological system are constantly interacting with and
responding to each other, but the system is also influenced by the external context. Figure2. 2 shows
that the tourism-landscape system is impacted by external influences, and that each subsystem responds
to this and to the impact on the other subsystem in an iterative way. This continuous process of impact
and response between tourism and landscape is called co-evolutionary behaviour and leads to new
behaviour of the entire system.
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Figure 2.2 | Co-evolutionary behavior of the integrated tourism-landscape system

2.2.3 A critical reflection on resilience

Although the term resilience is widely used (Adger, 2000), there are many criticisms (Plieninger and
Bieling, 2012; Fabinyi et al., 2014). First, when translating the concept into the social sciences there are
issues with the normativeness of the concept. Resilience implies a desired outcome, but some outcomes
may be perceived as desirable for some, but not for others (Davoudi, 2012). Systems may be ecologically
resilient, but socially undesirable, or the other way round. Second, resilience thinking can be improved
by giving more attention to social diversity. Fabinyi et al. (2014) state that diverse and contested
interests in social-ecological systems have received little attention. To understand how systems change
and affect different people in different ways, it may help to consider resilience at different spatial and
temporal scales. Third, resilience has been criticized for being one-sided, from multiple sides! Some
argue that resilience is a socially constructed idea of landscape management to the detriment of
biophysical perspectives, while others consider that resilience is too much in the hands of biophysical-
ecology people (Kirchhoff et al., 2010). Fourth, Fabinyi et al. (2014) emphasize that resilience lacks
attention to values and power. Within social-ecological systems, the understanding of different
perspectives of different interest groups is important, but the notion of power relations can be
improved. Power relations deal with the fact that some voices are heard, whilst others are marginalized
or even silenced. A better understanding of the question “resilience for whom” (Lebel et al., 2006) could
be achieved by not only looking at the outcomes, but also looking at the discursive dimension of power
in social-ecological systems (Fabinyi et al., 2014). The critique that resilience is power blind and that it
depoliticizes the dynamics of change in social-ecological systems (Wilkinson, 2012) means that social-
ecological resilience needs to further develop its theoretical sophistication and its capacity to address
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matters of power, conflict, contradiction and culture (Wilkinson, 2012). Fifth, planning and governance
issues are context dependent and therefore resilience thinking does not offer a one-size-fits-all solution.
Therefore, this paper strongly emphasizes that resilience thinking should not be seen as panacea
(Ostrom and Cox, 2010; Walker et al., 2004). To address this panacea problem, comparative research is
important because it can illuminate differences in the way tourism and landscape in coastal areas is
managed. Looking at empirical cases from different international contexts could show best (and worst)
practice on the management of tourism and landscape.

2.3 Governing tourism and landscape in coastal areas

Davidson (2010) states that people consciously act, both individually and collectively, and that this
human agency is what distinguishes social systems from ecological systems. For the management of
tourism destinations to serve the goals of both nature conservation and socio-economic regional
development, it is important to understand the way social-ecological systems are governed and the role
institutions play (Bramwell and Lane, 2011). An implication of a social-ecological systems perspective for
governance processes is that decision makers are encouraged to become less concerned with prediction
and control, and to move towards more organic, flexible and adaptive management styles (Lister, 2008).
This is because the governing and managing of a combined social and ecological system is a difficult task.
Social and ecological systems have become increasingly interlinked, especially because of the increasing
size of human populations, the increasing level of economic development, and the increasing interest in
natural areas especially in coastal zones (Vanclay, 2012). This means that human influences on the
environment are increasing.

A challenge for central government is that it is often limited in its ability to respond to rapid social-
ecological changes and to cope with uncertainty (Armitage et al., 2009). Governance, however, is a
concept (and a system) that includes more actors than only government. It is defined as “the complex
system of regulation involving the interactions of a wide variety of actors, institutions, the environment
and all types of socio-institutional arrangements at different territorial levels” (Parra, 2010, p. 491).
Governance provides for a range of flexible social arrangements that are necessary to develop the rules,
institutions and incentives to influence the management of tourism and landscapes in a complex and
uncertain world (Armitage et al., 2009).

Another implication of a social-ecological systems perspective is an inclusive type of governance process,
in which a multitude of stakeholders can be represented. Conflict may arise because stakeholders can
have diverse interests for the use of nature areas (Mose, 2007). The social sciences have a specific
responsibility to inform decision makers about the different roles people can have (Shultis and Way,
2006). The challenge is to make the integration of different interests possible (Mose, 2007).
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Social-ecological systems imply a multi-scalar system (Adger et al., 2003; Brondizio et al., 2009; Folke et
al., 2005). Insights into governance processes can help to show multi-scalar tensions between nature and
society, because the dynamics of human-nature systems are influenced by many factors, including
government policies and contextual factors. This means that local processes are shaped by larger-scale
processes (Liu et al., 2007). Therefore, the effective management of nature areas is impossible without
also having management strategies for the areas adjacent to the nature areas. In that sense, a multi-
scalar approach highlights that institutional linkages are important.

Institutions are important in overcoming the traditional divide between social and natural systems, since
they are the central component linking social and ecological resilience (Adger, 2000). To understand how
planning issues regarding tourism and landscapes are managed, analysing the institutional arrangements
regarding tourism in landscapes can be useful. Society’s capacity to build resilience resides in the
interactions among actors, social networks and institutions (Lebel et al., 2006). Institutions are defined
here in the broadest sense to include informal behaviour and the rules and norms that govern society, as
well as the formal institutions with memberships, constituencies and stakeholders (Adger, 2000).
Institutions often form nested systems in which higher level institutions set limits to the procedures and
alternatives that are available at lower levels (Adger et al., 2003).

2.4 An application of the social-ecological systems perspective to the Dutch Wadden

2.4.1 Introduction to the Dutch Wadden

To show the applicability of the social-ecological systems perspective to tourism and landscape, we
demonstrate its application in the context of the Dutch Wadden. The greater Wadden region (or
trilateral Wadden) stretches from the northwest of the Netherlands, along the German coast, and up the
western part of Denmark. This paper only focusses on the Dutch part of the Wadden, which is shown in
Figure 2.3. The area consists of three parts; the Wadden Sea itself, the coastal mainland area and the
Wadden islands. The Wadden Sea is the largest unbroken system of intertidal sand and mudflats in the
world and is of great ecological importance (UNESCO, 2009). The coastal mainland is that area adjacent
to the Wadden Sea, where agriculture is traditionally the dominant function. However, tourism still plays
a minor, although increasing role. In contrast, tourism plays a major role on the Wadden islands, as it is
the primary source of employment (Kabat et al., 2009). In all these parts of the Wadden there are
interactions between tourism and landscape, but in different ways and this requires different forms of
management.
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Figure 2.3 | The Dutch Wadden

The Wadden sea is renowned for its outstanding ecological qualities and scenic landscape. Because of
this, it was enlisted as natural heritage on the UNESCO World Heritage list in 2009. Figure 2.4 and 2.5
give an impression of the Wadden landscape. In these pictures, it is evident that despite the natural
qualities of the area, the Wadden sea is not a remote ecosystem that has minimal human influence.
Humans have been present in the area for around 10,000 years, since the last ice-age (Bazelmans et al.,
2012; Knottnerus, 2005). Apart from being a nature area, the Wadden area is used for various socio-
economic activities such as agriculture, fishing, human settlement, manufacturing, resource extraction,
shipping and tourism (Kabat et al., 2012).
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Figure 2.4 | Dune landscape and the main village Figure 2.5 | Tidal flat area seen from ferry boat

Tourism developed more recently than the other socio-economic activities in the Wadden, starting on
the islands in a minor way about 100 years ago. After second world war, tourism steadily increased,
becoming an important economic activity on the islands (Sijtsma et al., 2015; Postma, 2013). Its natural
qualities made the Wadden very attractive to tourists (Revier, 2013; Sijtsma et al., 2012). Although the
Dutch Wadden is only about one third of the total area of the Trilateral Wadden, its economic
importance is much greater. For example, 6.5 million tourist nights are spent in the Dutch Wadden each
year. Specifically, some 5.1 million nights are spent on the Dutch islands by 1.2 million people (Sijtsma et
al., 2012).

Tourism opportunities in the area and its UNESCO recognition contribute to the increasing amount of
tourism activities, but also emphasizes the responsibility to take care of the outstanding natural and
cultural values which attract these tourists. Proper management of this area is necessary. This means it is
important to have clear rules and regulations to mitigate the human impacts in the area, and also that
opportunities for socio-economic development be provided. Since the 1970s the Wadden area has been
managed with many rules and regulations along multiple scales and “Hands off the Wadden sea”
became the dominant discourse (Runhaar, 2009). However, a strong emphasis on nature protection may
hinder socio-economic opportunities that allow for synergies with the landscape. Finding the proper
balance between nature protection and allowing opportunities for socio-economic development is
difficult and is under constant discussion.
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2.4.2 The Wadden as a coupled social-ecological system

If the Wadden area is to be examined from a social-ecological systems perspective, this requires that this
area be framed as an integrated and coupled system. This would allow previously ignored synergies
between tourism and landscape to be identified and understood. For example, past and contemporary
planning strategies for rural areas in the Netherlands have mainly focussed on two dominant forms of
land use: agriculture and nature (Hartman and de Roo, 2009). Tourism and leisure fell outside these
traditional land use functions, and this limited (and continues to limit) the possibilities for synergies
between tourism and landscape (Hartman and de Roo, 2009). This is especially the situation for the
mainland part of the Wadden. Being adjacent to the UNESCO World Heritage site, this area has
enormous potential for synergies between tourism and landscape, because here synergies are relatively
unexploited, as tourism is still in its infancy and agriculture remains the dominant type of land use. In
contrast, the Wadden islands show a different story — due to the attractive landscape, tourism has
already developed into an established industry and tourism has a large impact on the landscape and the
community. The challenge to find synergies on the islands is to look for development paths in such a way
that tourism may serve the needs of both nature protection and socio-economic development. Together,
the Wadden shows that, in both situations (underdevelopment on the mainland, and overpressure on
the islands), a social-ecological systems perspective is useful. It frames tourism and landscape in coastal
areas as part of an integrated and coupled system and therefore this perspective can help to understand
the complex interactions between tourism and landscape.

2.4.3 Resilience as a dynamic perspective to overcome the challenges for the Wadden

Resilience thinking is a dynamic perspective that takes change and uncertainty into account and can be
helpful in understanding how to cope with ecological, social and economic changes. According to Folke
(2003), change has the potential to create opportunity for development, novelty and innovation, and to
keep the system resilient. During the coming decades, the Wadden area will be increasingly challenged
as it faces increasing ecological, social and economic changes. Kabat et al. (2012) consider the ecological
state of the Wadden to be fragile and vulnerable to external and internal disturbance (e.g. global
warming, sea-level rise, globalization of biota, diseases, economic exploitation). The socio-economic
situation of the area is also fragile. Although, the area is highly attractive to visitors, the region is facing
population decline, a reduction in economic activity, and consequential loss of social cohesion (van Dijk
et al., 2009). Because of its fragile economic structure, utilizing opportunities for tourism and recreation
development is of great importance for the economic development of the region, and also to strengthen
the region’s liveability (van Dijk et al., 2009). Given these challenges, it can be said that the Wadden is an
area which is dynamic in both social and ecological terms, and the situation in the Wadden is not stable
or completely predictable. This means that, for example, the strict regulation of nature protection on the
Wadden islands can lead to problems in adapting to these constantly changing circumstances. Managing
the Wadden in a static way with a strong focus on nature protection reflects the criticism on resilience
explained in this paper. Although this paper argues that resilience is a useful concept as it helps to
constantly seek a balance between the needs for nature protection and socio-economic development,
resilience thinking needs to take social components into account such as cultural values, diversity,
inclusiveness and power.
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2.4.4 Governing for social-ecological resilience in the Wadden

Resilience thinking about multi-functional social-ecological systems has implications for governance
processes, which need to be more flexible, inclusive and multilevel. However, these theoretical
implications can be difficult to implement in practice, because the way the Wadden is managed has
become difficult. The governance of the Wadden can be characterized as a complex, layered, varied and
— in the eyes of many — highly fragmented administrative and managerial organization (Toonen, 2009;
Giebels et al., 2013). The complexity of the governance of such multi-functional areas is apparent
(Toonen, 2009), because many organizations with sometimes conflicting interests are involved in the
management of the area (van Dijk et al., 2009). Conflicts between stakeholders may hinder opportunities
for finding synergies between tourism and landscape. For example, conflicts among tourism
entrepreneurs and nature protection interest groups may create suboptimal outcomes for both the
social and ecological systems. This raises questions about how these difficulties can be overcome.
Questions regarding who are involved in the process, who are excluded, what are the varying interests,
and to what extent can the governance process be improved, will help increase the understanding of
tourism in coastal areas.

2.5 Conclusion

This paper argued for the use of a social-ecological systems perspective to understand the complex
interactions between tourism and landscape in coastal areas. This perspective can help reveal the
potential of tourism to build social-ecological resilience. The social-ecological systems perspective is
likely to illuminate missed opportunities for synergies between tourism and landscapes. By means of the
example of the Dutch Wadden, we illustrated that, although coastal areas are facing several ecological,
social and economic challenges, tourism can help to protect nature areas, while at the same time
allowing for socio-economic regional development. This paper proposed a different understanding of
tourism by approaching both tourism and nature areas in a more integrated and multi-functional way.
The social-ecological systems approach argues that the social system and the natural system form an
integrated whole. How the subsystems co-evolve can be understood by looking at their interactions and
feedbacks. For understanding the current situation and possible future directions, it is important to know
the evolution of tourism and landscapes. Whether synergies between tourism and landscapes are found
in the current situation or not is partly a result of historical events, however, a new way of looking at the
issue — i.e. from a social-ecological systems perspective — is likely to reveal possibilities that were
previously hidden. A social-ecological systems perspective deals with change and uncertainty in a more
sophisticated way than thinking about a system only in terms of stability and certainty. This paper
suggests that resilience thinking improves how systems are managed. This has implications for the
governance of tourism in coastal areas. Essentially, governance needs to be more flexible, more
inclusive, and multilevel. We advocate that landscape managers should adopt a social-ecological systems
perspective to help them identify new opportunities for meeting the varied objectives of the multiple
components of their landscape system.
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Abstract

Content analysis is a valuable tool to identify changes in policy over time. Taking a loser look at
past policies helps policymakers and planners improve their understanding of the institutional
confext in which decisions are made. Using the Wadden region of the northern Netherlands
as our example, fluctuations in orientation between socio-economic development and nature
protection were evident in policy and planning documents. There has been an increasing
awareness of synergy. Synergies between tourism and landscape are crucial to balance nature
profection with socio-economic development and to increase the social-ecological resilience of
regions. We conducted a content analysis of policy and planning documents that related to the
island of Terschelling in the UNESCO World Heritage-listed Wadden Sea region for the period
1945 10 2015. This historical document analysis was supported by semi-structured interviews
with experts and other stakeholders.

Keywords
tourism policy; historical analysis; social-ecological systems; nature-based tourism; island
studies; protected area management; natural heritage management; leisure and recreation
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3.1 Introduction

For policymakers and planners to understand the current situation better and to improve future policies
and plans about tourism and landscape, more knowledge about the institutional context, past and
present, is necessary. The institutional context is where planning and policy making occurs, but it has
received little attention in the tourism literature (Hall and Page, 2006). This institutional context is
influenced by past decision-making processes and therefore exploring the historical relationship
between society and the environment is an essential part of understanding this context (Dredge, 2001;
Gonzdlez et al., 2008; Parra and Moulaert, 2016). Walker et al. (2002) showed that an analysis of the
historical context can reveal a great deal about the present situation and how it might respond to future
changes. A methodological problem is that it is often hard to establish the historical institutional context.
The specific focus of this paper, therefore, is on understanding the institutional context and how this has
changed over time.

We use content analysis of local documents to understand the historical-institutional context.
Understanding the past can be achieved by analysing how tourism-landscape interactions are
represented in policy and planning documents and how they change over time. These local documents
are therefore used as a proxy for the institutional context. We use content analysis to analyse these
documents to consider the changing dynamics of tourism-landscape interactions in policy. This analysis is
supported by semi-structured interviews with local experts and other stakeholders. We specifically
consider the Island of Terschelling in the northern Netherlands for the period 1945 to 2015.

This paper helps assess changes in the interactions between tourism and landscape over time. Tourism
and landscape interact in many ways (Terkenli, 2004; Liburd and Becken, 2017). Nature-based tourism,
for example, is not just a socio-economic activity that provides income and other benefits to local
communities, it also plays an important role in facilitating the understanding of natural heritage, and
gaining public support and raising funding for conservation (Libosada, 2009; McCool and Spenceley,
2014). However, tourism (in general, and including nature-based tourism) has often had negative
impacts on the landscape (Saarinen, 2006; Buckley, 2011) and on host communities (King et al., 1993;
McCombes et al., 2015). Tourism tends to be highly dependent on aesthetic landscapes as it benefits
from this to remain attractive to tourists (Liu et al., 2007). The finding of synergies between tourism and
landscape is therefore essential for dealing with future social and ecological change. Synergies can be
described as situations in which the interactions between elements of a system catalytically combine in
ways that result in a greater sum-total outcome than would have been achieved otherwise, with benefits
across the full range of social, economic and ecological dimensions (Persha et al., 2011).

Policymakers and planners often struggle to find synergies in their attempts to balance socio-economic
development and nature protection. The inadequate preparation of policies and plans and/or a one-
sided approach that is exclusively focused on either nature protection or socio-economic development
will hinder the development of synergies between tourism and landscape. For example, in locations
where the focus lies only on socio-economic development, degradation of nature will likely occur.
Conversely, a focus only on nature protection may lead to suboptimal economic development. In most
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rural areas, there usually is a focus on either nature protection or socio-economic development —
tourism, however, mainly takes place at the intersection of these trajectories (Hartman and de Roo,
2013). This means that tourism does not always fit the ways institutions and landscape are traditionally
structured (Hartman and de Roo, 2013). Because of this, opportunities for synergies between landscapes
and tourism are underexplored (Cumming et al., 2015; Hartman, 2015; Heslinga et al., 2017).

The interactivity between tourism and landscape, and the potential synergies between them, can be
understood in terms of socio-ecological systems (SES) thinking. A SES perspective presumes an
integrated system including human society and ecosystems, with reciprocal feedback loops and
interdependencies (Berkes, 2007). Traditional ecology, however, has typically excluded humans from the
system, while traditional social science has typically under-prioritised the ecological consequences of
human action (Berkes, 2007; Folke et al., 2005). The advantage of using the SES approach is that both
ecological and social research have to consider human and ecological components (Liu et al., 2007). In
such a way of thinking, the distinction between social and natural systems is considered to be minimal. In
SES thinking, institutions provide a linking mechanism between social and ecological systems, and are
therefore important in managing social-ecological interactions.

If the potential synergies between tourism and landscape are recognised and regional development
options that find a balance between tourism and landscape are selected, then tourism could be an
opportunity to increase the social-ecological resilience of a region (Buckley, 2011; Heslinga et al., 2017).
Resilience is a characteristic of a social-ecological system and can be considered as the ability to
continuously change, adapt and transform in response to present and future stresses and tensions
(Carpenter et al. 2005; Imperiale and Vanclay, 2016). Resilience is a key concept in SES thinking (Anderies
et al., 2006; Folke et al., 2010). In the tourism literature, resilience has mainly been discussed as a
theoretical concept with little application to the real world (Lew, 2014). To stimulate the identification of
synergies and to increase resilience, we analyse the institutional context in which social-ecological
systems operate. To understand the changing dynamics of the tourism-landscape interactions in policy,
there is need for a historical and contextual approach (Gonzélez et al., 2008; Parra and Moulaert, 2016).

3.2 Data and methods

The main contribution of this paper is to understand the historical institutional context. We used a
mixture of qualitative and quantitative research methods. We applied content analysis to local
documents from 1945 to 2015 in order to identify fluctuations and shifts in the focus of these
documents. This content analysis was augmented with semi-structured interviews with local experts and
other stakeholders.

We consider that all coding of raw data is qualitative, because all reading of texts is in essence
qualitative, even when they are converted into numbers which can be counted (Drisko and Maschi,
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2015). However, quantitative techniques can be used to analyse the frequencies of coded data. Such a
hybrid approach is in line with what Drisko and Maschi (2015) call ‘basic content analysis’.

3.2.1 Content analysis

To identify the changing foci of local policies, plans and strategies over time and how this has influenced
the current situation, a content analysis of 12 key documents from 1945 to 2015 was undertaken (listed
in Appendix A). Our research sought to identify the changes in the interactions between tourism and
landscape over time. Krippendorff (2013) defined content analysis as a research technique for making
replicable and valid inferences from texts and other materials to understand the institutional and other
contexts in which those media are used. In the field of tourism studies, content analysis is widely used,
especially in relation to destination image representations (Choi et al., 2007). However, based on the
literature review we conducted, it would appear that content analysis has not yet been applied to the
study of tourism-landscape policy interactions. Using content analysis to analyse historical documents to
consider changes in policy and planning makes sense because the analysis can be done for any time
period, well beyond the availability of live people to interview, or any change in the perceptions of these
key informants over the course of their lifetime. Therefore, content analysis can be argued as having
high reliability and validity (Krippendorff, 2013).

In this paper, the focus of the analysis is at the municipal level (Terschelling). Although developments in
tourism and landscape are steered by policies at multiple levels, this research was interested in the
impact of policies at the higher levels on the local level. However, in a nested multilevel system, local
policy and planning is not detached from higher levels. Therefore, policies at the provincial, national, and
international levels were used to support, understand and interpret the content analysis of the local
documents. The 12 local documents included in the content analysis were identified from a thorough
search of the academic (e.g. Sijtsma et al., 2008) and popular literature (e.g. Hoekstra et al., 2009;
Oosterveld, 2011) and from interviews with key informants. Three of these were available online, the
others were accessed from the archives of the Municipality of Terschelling. The documents collected
from the archives were not available in digital form, but were scanned (or rather photographed with a
high quality digital camera) and later converted into editable text using the optical character recognition
software (Adobe Professional 10) so that they could be coded and analysed with qualitative data analysis
software.

Coding is the heart and soul of content analysis (Krippendorff, 2004; Glaser and Laudel, 2013). Codes can
be derived from theory beforehand (i.e. a priori coding), they can be derived from the text itself (i.e.
emergent coding), or a mix of both can be applied (Drisko and Maschi, 2015). In our case, the three main
or higher-level codes were derived from theory: nature protection; socio-economic development; and
the synergies between them. These codes represent the different ways tourism and landscape can
interact. ‘Nature protection’ means that the emphasis is on protection, with tourism being considered as
having a negative impact on landscape and nature. It was revealed by wordings such as: landscape,
conservation, or salt marsh. ‘Socio-economic development’ indicates an emphasis on the utility of
nature; it is seen as a resource that is beneficial to the growth of tourism and was revealed by words
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such as recreation, entrepreneur, or hotel. The code ‘synergy’ implies that tourism and landscape should
be in balance and can create win-win situations. It is revealed by words such as balance, integrated, or
collaboration. The full list of subcodes is provided in Appendix B. The subcodes were derived by
theoretical reasoning, reflection on the interviews, a general understanding of policy at the higher levels,
and from a preliminary skim-reading of the local documents (see Appendix B). The content analysis was
performed using the qualitative data analysis software, ATLAS.ti (version 7.5.12). By using its ‘Word
Cruncher’ function, the frequencies of the subcodes were calculated, and the relative proportions of the
main codes were determined.

3.2.2 Semi-structured interviews

Complementing the content analysis, interviews with experts and stakeholders were conducted for three
reasons. First, the interviews were used to nominate some of the major shifts in policy orientation. The
interviews especially helped to understand the influence of early developments (before 1945) that were
not covered by the content analysis. Second, the words used in the interviews were helpful to nominate
some of the subcodes for the content analysis. Third, the interview data provided background that
helped in interpreting the patterns emerging from the content analyses and to help understand the role
of policy and its influences on tourism development on Terschelling.

The people interviewed were recruited through the researcher’s network, snowballing and by online
searching. A total of 8 interviews were held ranging from 1 to 2 hours in length. They included
representatives of Staatsbosbeheer (the national forestry management agency), various interest groups,
a civil servant, a former mayor, a historian, and a local tourism expert. The interviews addressed issues
such as the changes in the physical, institutional and socio-cultural domains on Terschelling, and how
these changes affected the way tourism and landscape interacted over time. The actual and potential
conflicts between stakeholders in relation to the development of tourism on the island were also
discussed. Prior to the interviews, the respondents were provided with a research information sheet and
were asked to complete a consent form which covered issues of anonymity, use of the research, and
their rights during and after the interview (Vanclay et al., 2013). With the permission of all respondents,
the interviews were audio-recorded, and later transcribed. For the analysis of the interviews, a
qualitative approach was chosen using ATLAS.ti.

3.3 Background information about Terschelling and the Wadden Region

Our research focused on the island of Terschelling in the Dutch Wadden area. The Wadden is the largest
natural area in Western Europe and is one of the largest tidal wetlands in the world (Kabat et al., 2012).
It stretches from the northwest of the Netherlands, along the German coast, and up the western part of
Denmark. The Wadden is renowned for its biodiversity and as a highly valued landscape, which led to its
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designation as a UNESCO World Heritage region in 2009. These natural qualities and international
recognition have made the Wadden very attractive for tourists (Revier, 2013). During the last decades,
tourism has become a well-developed socio-economic activity (Sijtsma et al., 2012).

The World Heritage listing of the Wadden in 2009 is likely to have contributed to an increase in the range
and extent of tourism activities (Buckley, 2004; Sijtsma et al., 2012), but also creates a responsibility to
take care of the outstanding natural and cultural values which attract the tourists. Proper management
of this area is therefore necessary, but finding an appropriate balance between nature protection and
socio-economic development is difficult and under constant discussion (van der Aa et al., 2004; Kabat et
al., 2012). Managing the area is particularly complicated because the Wadden is not a remote ecosystem
with minimal human influence, from which human impacts can be excluded. Instead, the Wadden
experiences contestation over land use and conflicting interests. Although considered ‘rural’ by Dutch
standards, the Wadden adjoins an urbanized coastal area, which is used for a variety of socio-economic
activities such as farming, fishing, shipping, mining, gas extraction, manufacturing, electricity generation,
and tourism (Kabat et al., 2012).

Terschelling is an island of 8,616 hectares with around 80 percent of surface area comprised of dunes
and salt marshes (Hoekstra et al., 2009) (see Figure 3.1). It is renowned for its biodiversity and highly-
appreciated landscapes (Kabat et al., 2012). Terschelling is an established tourist destination attracting
over 400,000 visitors annually (Sijtsma, et al., 2015; Municipality of Terschelling, 2016) with around 1.8
million overnight stays (Municipality of Terschelling, 2014). While tourism impacts on the landscape, the
landscape is also an asset that must remain attractive if tourists are to visit Terschelling into the future.
Unfortunately, synergies between tourism development and nature protection do not always occur.
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Figure 3.1 |Land use on Terschelling

Source: Created by author based on the Basis Bodem Gebruik land use dataset (2010 data).
Note: The insert map shows the position of Terschelling in the Northern Netherlands and the Dutch Wadden Region.

To clarify what is meant by a lack of synergy between tourism and landscape, we use the local business
park as an illustrative example of the many major issues on the island. A former mayor of Terschelling
(Interview 4) said that a difference of opinion about the intended location of the park arose in the 1980s.
There arguably was a strong need for a business park with suppliers to the tourism sector because the
tourism industry is very dependent on suppliers of good and services, but due to various restrictions,
service providers were unable to adequately conduct their operations in the villages and needed
additional space. Eventually, between 1991 and 1996 the business park was built in the polder just
outside of the village of West-Terschelling (see Figure 3.2). While generally approved of by the local
entrepreneurs, the location was regarded as undesirable by other islanders because it was highly visible
and considered to be unattractive (Interview 1). A local tourism expert (Interview 4) argued that the
business park should have been located elsewhere, for example in the forest out of view. A civil servant
of the municipality of Terschelling (Interview 2) shared this view, but added that, at that time, the
construction of the park was deemed necessary for the development of the tourism sector. He suggested
that, in retrospect, the location might not be the right place, but this has to be judged in its historical
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context. This example shows that opportunities for synergies between landscape and tourism were
overlooked when the business park was built.

Figure 3.2 | Business park West-Terschelling

Source: based on the Basis Bodem Gebruik land use dataset (2010 data) edited by author

The interviews, especially the one with the local historian, suggested that there were three important
issues in understanding developments in tourism and landscape policies on Terschelling. First, the island
landscape changed due to afforestation, which started in1915 when the national government
implemented a plan to provide coastal protection and improve the economic situation of the islanders.
The national forestry management agency (Staatsbosbeheer) started planting pine trees as a job creation
(social welfare) scheme, as well as to provide wood for the mining industry in the southern Netherlands
(Interviews 1 and 6). These forests are now one of the reasons why tourists visit the island and are seen
as a key characteristic of the island landscape. At the beginning of the twentieth century, the landscape
mainly consisted of sandy dunes (Interview 1). Terschelling was relatively poor and the inhabitants made
a living out of fishing, agriculture and beachcombing.
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“Income was low and the national government argued something needed to be done for the island. Therefore they
took the initiative to plant the sandy dune areas with trees.” (Interview 1)

The second issue was that the accessibility of the island increased over time. In 1923, the shipping
company Doeksen started a regular ferry connection between Terschelling and the mainland (Hoekstra
et al., 2009). Also, largely because of the afforestation project, the road network on the island was
upgraded and expanded between 1915 to 1929 (Hoekstra et al., 2009). This road network that was once
used for the development of forest plantations is nowadays the main infrastructure for tourism and
recreation (Interview 8).

“While creating the forest, Staatsbosbeheer laid out roads and paths for commercial forest management purposes. In
areas where there were never paths in the past, there were suddenly many. At that time, a road infrastructure
developed to support this forestry business, and nowadays this same infrastructure is used for tourism and recreation
purposes.” (Interview 8)

The third issue is that tourism-related real estate development, such as holiday homes, beach resorts
and hotels, starting in the 1920s, was used as an attempt to stimulate tourism. According to one
respondent (Interview 1), the national government ensured that Terschelling would have opportunities
for socio-economic development. Under pressure from the national government, Staatsbosbeheer
offered prime allotments along the North Sea coast where rich people could build relatively-cheap
holiday homes (Interview 1). In 1927, the first holiday houses were constructed (Hoekstra et al., 2009).
Moreover, about the same time, there were plans to build a large seaside resort complex, as illustrated
by the following quote from the interview with an employee of Staatsbosbeheer:

“There were plans to develop a large seaside resort of 140 hectares in the dunes with houses, roads, hotels, a
boulevard, etcetera between ‘West aan Zee’ and ‘Midsland aan Zee’. This was under pressure of the Ministry of
Economic Affairs that stated that Terschelling should be included in social development and that a large seaside
resort was necessary. ” (Interview 8)

Despite these initiatives to stimulate tourism on the island, there were constraints to the early tourism
development. The Great Depression of the 1930s led to the stagnation of tourism development. The
construction for the resort complex was cancelled and the construction of holiday houses stopped
(Interview 4). Also, there was increasing competition for tourism from the other islands in the Wadden
Sea (Interview 3). While the other islands have similar qualities, Terschelling and Vlieland were the last
islands where tourism developed in the Wadden area. The main reason for this is their relatively long
distance from the mainland. For example, it now takes 120 minutes to go Terschelling, while the islands
of Ameland and Schiermonnikoog are only 45 minutes away. Furthermore, the islands of Texel, Ameland
and Schiermonnikoog were easier to access from the mainland, and consequently tourism started there
earlier. The Second World War constrained tourism on the islands, since non-residents were officially
banned from the island, and many holiday homes and beach pavilions were demolished or destroyed by
order of the German occupiers (Interview 1).
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3.4 Tourism-landscape interactions in policy about Terschelling since the Second World War

Our content analysis covers the period after the Second Word War. From 1945 on, the importance of
tourism as a source of income on Terschelling has grown steadily. The development of tourism followed
a similar pattern as it did in the rest of the Netherlands. After the Second Word War, people had greater
wealth and more leisure time to spend (Williams, 2009). This growth is reflected in our analysis of the
local policy and planning documents (see Figure 3.3). After the war, the tourism sector grew
exponentially on Terschelling, starting with relatively small-scale and camping sites (Interview 2,
Interview 4). To meet the demands of the tourists, local residents would rent out their backyards or
houses to gain additional income.

“At first, tourism was quite limited, but after the Second World War, tourism began to develop under the influence of
social change. The history of tourism on the islands is not very long.” (Interview 4)

The period of the 1960s and early 1970s is often characterized as having a shift away from socio-
economic development towards a stronger focus on nature protection — for example, the United Nations
Conference on the Human Environment was held in Stockholm in 1972. This shift is evident in the local
documents for the year 1972 (see Figure 3.3). However, the documents from 1974, 1977 and 1986 all
have a higher share of social-economic development. An explanation for this anomaly could be that
there was already a shift to nature protection on Terschelling as early as 1952. The municipality realized
at an early stage that something needed to be done to maintain the island’s character.

“It was found that there was a need to stabilize and make sure the tourism demand could be guided properly. The
island is now still beautiful and relatively intact. It is a reason tourists visit the island and is something that should be
preserved. At that time, more cautious and conservative policy was implemented, which was eventually written down
in the First Structure Plan of the municipality from 1974.” (Interview 2)

Measures implemented included a fixed maximum number of tourist beds (20,000), whereas before
there was no maximum set. Additional measures include attempts to extend the tourist season by the
hosting of events, quality improvement, restricting the number of motor vehicles, and land use zoning
restrictions. These ‘Stabilization Policy’ measures (as the First Structure Plan became known as) are
considered as having had a great influence in steering the development of tourism and are still valid now
(Interview 2).
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Figure 3.3 | Change in the relative proportions of three main topics in planning documents by year

From the 1980s on, the development of tourism-landscape interactions in policy can be characterized by
fluctuations and inconsistencies. The documents from 1988, 2000, and 2007 have a strong orientation
towards socio-economic development, while in the documents from 1989 and 2004, the emphasis lies
more on nature protection. The results appear to show a pattern in which the different documents
seems to be responses to each other.

The documents analysed differ in character partly because we selected documents that address tourism,
landscape and spatial dimensions. In the documents that were predominately landscape oriented (1972,
1989, 2004), more emphasis was placed on nature protection. In contrast, the documents predominately
focussed on tourism (1948, 1952, 1986, 1988) had an emphasis on socio-economic development (Figure
3.4). In all documents, but especially the tourism documents, discussion of synergies only played a minor

role.

52




100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%

40% M Social-economic development
30%
20%
10%

0%

M Synergy

™ Nature protection

Percentage share of policy orientations

Landscape Spatial policy  Tourism policy

policy (1974,2000, (1948, 1952,
(1972,1989,  2007,2015) 1977, 1986,
2004) 1988)

Document type

Figure 3.4 | Policy orientations per document type

If we focus on the discussion of synergies between tourism and landscape, it seems that this is a
relatively recent idea. Figure 3.5 shows that the importance of synergies in the documents has remained
limited from the turn of the century. However, in the most recent decade, the importance of synergies
has increased, although it still remains limited compared to nature protection and socio-economic
development. The most recent document (2015) shows an even distribution between nature protection,
socio-economic development, and synergies. Thinking in terms of synergies remains a challenge for the
municipality (Interview 2)

“For the municipality, it is important to keep a good balance between what is acceptable for the inhabitants and how
entrepreneurs can get enough space to do business.” (Interview 2).
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Figure 3.5 | The development of ‘synergy’ on Terschelling

Looking at the usage of synergy at the level of the subcodes (Appendix A), we see that the increase in the
amount of synergy in documents can be explained by an increase of terms such as: sustainability,
collaboration, together, responsibility, integrated and involvement. Figure 3.6 shows the usage of the
eight subcodes that were used most often though the years. The recent increase of synergies in policy is
something that is considered to be a positive development (Interview 5).

“Everything on the island is interwoven with each other: spatially, socially, economically and in terms of family ties.
Therefore, integration in policy would be very useful.” (Interview 5)

However, this observation can be challenged as well, because integration of policy domain is considered
to be something different than the implementation of it (Interview 8)

“Saying that you want integration of policy is something different than practice. They say it, but the end result does not
go in that direct yet.” (Interview 8)
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3.5 Interpreting the historical institutional context of Terschelling

The first part of the analysis illustrated that past policies and plans influenced the course of future
developments, but also had unintended consequences. We observed that tourism development was
enabled thanks to interventions that initially had other objectives, although it was constrained due to
major events. The interventions on Terschelling and the improvements in infrastructure led to the island
becoming perceived as more attractive for tourism. Nevertheless, the development plans of the 1930s
were constrained by a financial crisis and a war, which perversely helped to maintain nature and the
landscape in a state where the impacts of tourism were minimal. It is evident that major events can have
a large influence regarding tourism—Ilandscape interactions on Terschelling. To understand these
interactions better, seeing coastal areas as a social-ecological system where tourism and landscape are
constantly interacting with each other can be helpful. Seeing Terschelling as part of a dynamic and
complex system can help to explore past patterns and behaviours and thereby better understand the
current situation.

According to the literature about the Wadden in general, halfway through the 1970s is considered to be
a turning point in the way the region was being managed (Meijer et al., 2004; Oosterveld, 2011).
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Therefore, it is surprising that our results from the content analysis showed a relative early shift to a
more nature protection oriented policy. A possible explanation for this could be that this emphasis on
nature was based on local cultural arguments rather than the ecological arguments of external
environmental interest groups operating at a national or international scale (Interview 5). The demand
for more and better tourist accommodation and facilities led to a proliferation of accommodation and
activities. These developments were considered undesirable by some islanders, because they had a
negative effect on the traditional island culture (Interview 5). This created some local resistance to
tourism developments, leading to the establishment of a protest group, S.0.S. Terschelling, in 1962,
which still exists today. S.0.S. Terschelling advocates the need to maintain the unique character of the
island. At that time as now, they perceived a need to stabilize development to make sure that the
demand for tourism could be managed properly by minimizing its impacts on the landscape and the
community (Interview 2).

The policy measures of the 1970s were effective in slowing down the development of tourism and in
limiting impacts on the landscape. However, this also hindered adaptation processes to both social and
ecological change (Interview 4). The ‘Stabilization Policy’ of 1974 successfully limited the growth of
tourism on the island. Most of the large scale impact on the landscape was caused in the 1930s and
1950s. However, as one person indicated, tourism markets keep changing constantly, and in order to
respond to these changes, innovation is required. However, because of the Stabilization Policy, options
for innovation were also constrained. However, to remain an attractive tourism destination and to
secure tourism as an important source of income for the future is a challenge for Terschelling (Interview
4) and requires constantly looking for a balance between tourism and the landscape on which tourism is
dependent.

“The disadvantage is that there is not much attention for what happens in the world around us. How does the market
changes and how do you anticipate to this. This does not mean you have to flog the island, but you are dependent of
tourists for 90 percent. Therefore there is a need to maintain them and connect them with the island. This is something
Terschelling has to watch out for.” (Interview 4)

Our results from the content analysis showed that in the 1980s and 1990s, there were fluctuations in the
focus of policy. This can be interpreted as the coexistence of documents with an emphasis on nature
protection and socio-economic development, but where the next document is often a reaction to the
previous document. The focus on nature protection gained more standing after the 1970s not only in
local policy, but especially in policies at higher levels such as at the European level (e.g. Bird Directive
1979 and Habitat Directive 1992) and the national level (e.g. PKB First Policy Report Wadden Sea 1980,
PKB Second Policy Report Wadden Sea 1994, Management Plan Wadden Sea 1996 and Nature
Protection Law 1998). Similarly, the focus on socio-economic development can be explained by the
difficulties the tourism sector on Terschelling experienced in the 1980s. After years of growth, there was
an economic downturn, which also affected the islands. Tourism turned out to be sensitive to the
business cycle and tourist numbers dropped. In 1988, tourist entrepreneurs reacted with a Tourist
Recreational Action Plan Terschelling. This plan states that the municipality must create opportunities for
the tourism sector to expand and modernize. According to the entrepreneurs, there has not been
enough quality improvement or efforts to extend the tourist season. Terschelling was not able to adapt
to a changing tourist market, because innovation had been stalled due to previous stabilization policy.
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Based on this analysis, there seems to be a divergence of policy and associated goals. This divergence
can be a potential source of conflict.

Synergy is a relatively recent phenomenon and thinking in terms of synergies has only slowly became
more important in policy. Our analysis showed that such change take time. The example of Terschelling
showed that tourism development and the protection of nature were both important in the second half
of the twentieth century, but that thinking in terms of synergies took a couple of decades to take hold.
This paper discussed the changing orientations in local documents. However, an additional analysis on
changes in public opinion and on how people interpret local policies and plans and act upon them could
improve the effectiveness of policy implementation.

Reflecting on SES thinking suggests that the island of Terschelling is a coupled system — it is a small island
where many social and ecological issues are inter-related with each other. However, the island was
managed as if tourism and landscape were separate systems. The results showed that, in the past up
until about 2000, the focus of policy tended to be either nature protection or socio-economic
development, with only limited attention given to possible synergies. The illustrative example of the
business park on Terschelling revealed that thinking in terms of synergies between tourism and
landscape is highly desirable. The example showed that there was a realisation that the way the business
park was constructed was suboptimal and that, with the benefit of hindsight, the construction could
have been done better.

3.6 Conclusion

Content analysis of local policy and planning documents is a valuable tool to understand the historical
institutional context and how it has changed over time. In our study of Terschelling in the Wadden Sea
Region, the content analysis revealed a greatly changing emphasis in policy documents between nature
protection and socio-economic development. In recent decades, the focus on synergies between these
orientations has increased. We suggest that these patterns are likely to apply elsewhere in the world,
although there may be some differences with regard to the relative amount of synergy present and in
terms of when synergy first appeared. Content analysis can help identify these historical-institutional
patterns.

Historically, acknowledgment of possible synergies in policies and plans has limited. Terschelling showed
that, since 2004, there has been an increase in the discussion of synergies between tourism and
landscape. However, our example assessment also showed that the usage of synergy in documents is still
limited in comparison with nature protection and socio-economic development. We conclude that the
idea of using tourism to balance the needs of nature protection and socio-economic development is
promising, but not easy to pursue.
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We used SES theory as our conceptual starting point and we specifically looked at the institutional
context within the social-ecological system where decisions regarding tourism-landscape interactions are
made. To understand this institutional context fully, an historical approach is necessary. We used a
content analysis to show the change in tourism-landscape interactions over time by using local policy
and planning documents as a proxy for the institutional context.

We have two key suggestions for policymakers and planners. First, understanding the historical and
institutional context can help in developing better policies. A content analysis of past documents can be
a helpful and effective tool to systematically reveal the past patterns that have shaped the current
situation. Second, there is considerable potential for synergies between tourism and landscape and
there should be a greater focus on this. Nevertheless, achieving these synergies is not easy and can take
time. Designing policies and plans that take an integrated approach is a good first step.
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Abstract

In this chapter we examine the synergetic interactions between tourism development and
landscape protection. Identifying changes in the way people think about tourism and landscape
interactions is important because this improves our understanding of the institutional confext
in which decisions about landscape management are made. Understanding the institutional
context can be helpful in finding strategies to build the social-ecological resilience of a region.
A content analysis of newspapers was used for analysing changes in tourism and landscape
relations in the island of Terschelling, a part of the UNESCO World Heritage listed Wadden Sea
region. Our historical content analysis of newspaper articles (1945-215) was supported by
key informant inferviews. Our results revealed fluctuations over time in ferms of the extent to
which public opinion was oriented towards nature protection, socio-economic development, or
to the synergies between them. To improve future policy relating to socio-ecological systems
(SES), we recommend that policy makers seek a greater understanding of the influence of
the current institutional context on policy decisions. We suggest that content analysis can be
a helpful tool o achieve this.
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4.1 Introduction

Tourism destinations constantly need to adapt to socio-economic and environmental changes (Davidson,
2010; Lew, 2014). Recently resilience thinking has emerged as a concept to understand how to cope with
these changes (Biggs, 2011; Espiner and Becken, 2014; Lew, 2014; Luthe and Wyss, 2014; Imperiale and
Vanclay, 2016). Resilience thinking may help decision-makers process more-informed decisions regarding
the management of the interactions between tourism and landscape. In tourism literature, resilience has
been widely discussed as a theoretical concept, however, its application in empirical research lags behind
the conceptual discussion (Lew, 2014). This chapter addresses this gap by providing an empirical
application of the concept of resilience to the Island of Terschelling in the Wadden Sea region of the
Northern Netherlands, a tourism destination experiencing changing social-ecological conditions.

In this chapter resilience is examined from the institutional context. While the institutional context
consists of both formal (e.g. rules and regulations) and informal aspects (e.g. cultural values and norms)
(Alexander, 2005; Cumming et al., 2006; Pahl-Wostl, 2009), the focus in this chapter is on informal
aspects. A brief synopsis of the key constructs of resilience, socio-ecological systems and institutions
precedes discussion of the empirical study. We examine the institutional context by analyzing changes in
public thinking about the interactions between tourism development and landscape protection. The
current institutional context of development in Terschelling reflects the trajectories of the island’s past
path dependencies, which in turn will also influence future development plans.

We use content analysis as a method to analyze the informal aspects of the institutional context.
Content analysis can assist in analyzing the changing dynamics over a long time period. We argue that
institutional ways of thinking are reflected in their communication in the public arena, and institutions
are also influenced by public opinion. Because the informal context is intangible, it is difficult to directly
measure. To get an indication of (or proxy for) the informal institutional context, we analyzed newspaper
articles dealing with the interactions between tourism development and landscape protection for the
period 1945 to 2015. To gain extra information and to cross-validate the data, our content analysis was
supported by key informant interviews with local experts and other stakeholders. We specifically
considered the case of the Island of Terschelling (Province of Friesland) in the Wadden Sea region of the
northern Netherlands

Tourism and landscape can interact in multiple ways (Terkenli, 2004; Liburd and Becken, 2017). The
emphasis in the institutional context can vary over time between nature protection, socio-economic
development, or on the synergies between them (Heslinga et al., 2017). In this chapter, we are
particularly interested in the synergetic interactions and how they emerged over time. Synergies can be
described as situations in which the interactions between elements of a system catalytically combine in
ways that result in a greater sum-total outcome than would have been achieved otherwise, with benefits
across the full range of social, economic and ecological dimensions (Persha et al., 2011).

We believe that synergies hold promise for resilience thinking in tourism destinations because they
relate directly to the feedback mechanisms in the social-ecological systems in which the interactions
between tourism and landscape take place. For a tourism destination to increase its resilience, a balance
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between nature protection and socio-economic development is desirable (Heslinga et al., 2017). This
means that a destination should not just be managed only for the sake of nature protection (which can
be socially undesirable), or for socio-economic development (ecologically undesirable), but for the sake
of both. The idea of synergies between tourism development and landscape protection offers potential
for better understanding and management of tourism-landscape interactions. To reveal whether
synergies are considered in public thinking and how they have changed over time, we conducted a
content analysis of newspaper articles between 1945 and 2015. We argue that this approach reveals the
informal aspects of the institutional context.

4.2 Synergies, social-ecological systems, institutions and resilience

Tourism destinations are facing environmental and social changes (Davidson, 2010; Lew, 2014). To deal
with these changes, there is an on-going need to address the ecological, economic and social-cultural
aspects of tourism (Wesley and Pforr, 2010). Policy makers adapt to these changes by making
interventions. Understanding the institutional context in which these decisions and interventions have
been made helps policy makers and planners make better future decisions (Alexander, 2005) and can
help reinforce the resilience of the destination.

Tourism destinations tend to experience conflicting goals, between the protection of nature and socio-
economic development. However, the promise of synergies means that these goals do not necessarily
have to be in conflict. For example, nature-based tourism is not just a socio-economic activity that
provides income and other benefits to local communities (Libosada, 2009), it also plays an important role
in facilitating the understanding of natural heritage, and in gaining public support and raising funding for
conservation (Libosada, 2009; McCool and Spenceley, 2014). Nevertheless, tourism may also have
negative impacts on the landscape (Saarinen, 2006; Buckley, 2011) and on the host communities (King et
al., 1993; Liu et al., 2007; McCombes et al., 2015). In this chapter, we look at the synergetic interactions
between tourism development and landscape protection.

To help identify these synergetic interactions, we use a social-ecological systems (SES) perspective, which
presumes an integrated system of human society and ecosystems, with reciprocal feedback loops and
interdependencies (Berkes, 2007). This means that tourism development and landscape protection are
not seen as separate social and ecological entities, they are part of a coupled social-ecological system. In
SES theory, institutions play an important role in managing the social-ecological interactions within the
system (Anderies et al., 2004; Brondizio et al., 2009; Ostrom, 2009; Ostrom and Cox, 2010). Institutions
are the central component linking the social and ecological systems (Adger, 2000). As institutions are
often path-dependent, a contextual and long-term approach to institutional development is needed. This
is also reflected in SES thinking where the exploration of historical (long term) relationships between
society and the environment is important for understanding the current institutional context (Gonzalez
et al., 2008; Parra and Moulaert, 2016).
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Institutions can be defined as “systems of established and prevalent social rules that structure social
interactions” (Hodgson, 2006, p.2). They consist of formal aspects (e.g. rules and regulations) and
informal aspects (e.g. cultural values and norms) (Alexander, 2005; Cumming et al., 2006; Pahl-Wostl,
2009). Formal institutions are openly codified, in the sense that the social rules are established and
communicated through channels that are widely accepted as official. Informal institutions are socially
shared rules that are created, communicated, and enforced outside of the officially sanctioned channels
(Helmke and Levitsky, 2004). Because we are interested in the way people think about how tourism and
landscape interactions has been changing over time, our focus lies on the informal institutional aspects.

Resilience is a key concept in SES thinking and implies that a system is able to cope with changes in the
present and future (Walker et al., 2004; Holling, 2008; Folke et al., 2010). For a tourism destination to
increase its resilience, a balance between nature protection and socio-economic development is
required. Tourism may have a key role in this balance, especially if the potential synergies between
tourism and landscape are acknowledged (Heslinga et al., 2017). If the potential synergies between
tourism and landscape are recognized, and regional development options that find a balance between
tourism and landscape are selected, then tourism could be an opportunity to increase the social-
ecological resilience of a region (Buckley, 2011; Heslinga et al., 2017).

We adhere to the social-ecological (or evolutionary) view of resilience, which rejects the idea of steady
states (Davoudi et al., 2013). The evolutionary view sees the world as complex, uncertain and relatively
unpredictable instead of ordered, mechanical and reasonably predictable (Davoudi et al.,, 2013;
Wilkinson, 2012). Carpenter et al. (2005) do not conceive of resilience as a return to a normal or stable
situation, but as the ability of systems to continuously change, adapt and transform in response to
stresses and tensions. The social-ecological system is continuously influenced by social and ecological
changes. To deal with these changes and to enable the system to maintain resilience, the various formal
and informal institutions within tourism destinations need to constantly adapt.

4.3 Undertaking a Content Analysis

Krippendorff (2013) defines content analysis as a research technique for making replicable and valid
inferences from texts and other meaningful materials. Content analysis has been frequently used in the
field of tourism studies, for example as a method to analyze destination image representations (Choi et
al., 2007). An important advantage of content analysis over interviewing is that it avoids the problem of
memory reconstruction by research participants (Lowenthal, 2015). This is particularly important in
research that seeks to go back over time. Thus, instead of asking people to try to recollect what
happened in the distant past, content analysis uses material that was actually published in the past —in
other words, that was published contemporaneously with the events described in those articles. A
further advantage is that, although there is still room for varying interpretations, the source material
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remains constant (rather than the key informant telling a different story depending on how they feel
each time they are interviewed). Content analysis therefore has high reliability.

We undertook a content analysis of newspaper articles extracted from the online database, De Krant van
Toen (www.dekrantvantoen.nl), which contains all articles published in the larger newspapers in the
Netherlands. To construct our database of articles for analysis, we started with the two major daily
newspapers published in the Province of Friesland (Leeuwarder Courant and Friesch Dagblad). Since our
interest was with the Island of Terschelling, only articles that contained the word ‘Terschelling’ were
included in the selection. To further select the articles for analysis, we chose various combinations of the
terms: toerisme (tourism), recreatie (recreation), natuur (nature), and landschap (landscape). The
stipulated time period was 1945 to 2015, since this is the period in which tourism became strongly
established in the Wadden region (Sijtsma, 2015).

From the initial selection, some articles were excluded because they were not appropriate to include.
First, many advertisements were removed. Second, some articles were excluded because they were
published in both regional newspapers. Third, articles that were accidently selected because of the
inclusion of the Dutch word ‘natuurlijk’ (meaning ‘naturally’ as in ‘of course’ and not relating to nature);
and fourth, articles that contained some of the keywords but were evidently primarily about other
topics, were excluded. After the process of selection and deselection, the resulting database consisted of
291 articles.

Content analysis is done by using codes (usually in a hierarchy) to describe the content of the text
(Krippendorff, 2013; Glaser and Laudel, 2015). Codes can be derived from theory (i.e. a priori coding),
from the texts themselves (i.e. emerging coding), or the methods can be mixed (Drisko and Maschi,
2015). For our analysis, the overarching a priori codes were: (1) socio-economic development; (2) nature
protection; and (3) synergies between socio-economic development and nature protection. A wide range
of subcodes was used (see Appendix C). The subcodes were developed by scanning the newspaper
articles for any word that arguably functioned as synonyms, alternates or flags for the concepts
represented by the overarching codes. The analysis was performed using the qualitative data analysis
software, Atlas.ti (version 7.5.10). The ‘Word Cruncher’ function in Atlas.ti gave the frequency and
relative proportion of each code and subcode per article.

Expert interviews were conducted to critically reflect on the content analysis and to increase our
understanding of the role of changing public opinion in influencing policy and about the pivotal points in
time and significant events. The experts were recruited via the lead author’s network, snowballing and
through online searching. A total of 8 interviews were held. The interviewees were comprised of a local
tourism expert, representatives from local interest groups that arise for the preservation of the island,
representatives from a nature organization, a civil servant, a former mayor, and a historian with local
knowledge. Prior to the interviews, the respondents were provided with a research information sheet
and asked to complete an informed consent form which covered issues of anonymity, use of the
research, and their rights during and after the interview (Vanclay, 2013). With the permission of all
respondents, the interviews were audio-recorded, and later transcribed. For the analysis of the
interviews, the qualitative data software Atlas.ti was also used.
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4.4 Applying Content Analysis to examine tourism-landscape interactions on the Island of Terschelling

We analyzed newspaper articles about the island of Terschelling, which is part of the Dutch Wadden. The
Wadden is the largest contiguous natural area of Western Europe and is one of the largest tidal wetlands
in the world (Kabat et al., 2012). Stretching from the northwest of the Netherlands, along the German
coast, and the south-western part of Denmark, the Wadden includes an archipelago of more than 30
inhabited and many uninhabited islands that shield a tidal mudflat from the North Sea (see Figure 4.1).
The area is renowned for its outstanding ecological qualities and scenic landscapes, and was listed as a
UNESCO Natural World Heritage Site in 2009 (Sijtsma et al., 2012). Because of the widespread
recognition of its ecological qualities and scenic landscapes, the Wadden has become very attractive to
tourists (Revier, 2013). From early tourism in the 1950s, the Wadden islands have become an
increasingly popular holiday destination and tourism has become the dominant economic activity,
especially during the last decades (Sijtsma et al., 2012). The Wadden is an area where the objectives of
tourism development and landscape protection coincide and potentially clash, and therefore the region
is very relevant for researching tourism-landscape interactions.

Figure 4.1 | The Wadden Sea region

Source: Created by author
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The way the Wadden Sea region is and/or should be managed has been constantly under discussion (Van
der Aa et al.,, 2004; Kabat et al., 2012). Managing the Wadden is complicated because the area is not a
remote ecosystem that humans can be excluded from; in contrast, the area has been heavily influenced
by human activity for a long time (Knottnerus, 2005). Nowadays, the area is used for socio-economic
activities such as agriculture, energy generation, fisheries, gas extraction, mining, manufacturing,
shipping, and recently tourism (Kabat et al., 2012). Proper management that contributes to tourism and
landscape protection is therefore necessary.

In this chapter, we specifically discuss the island of Terschelling, one of the five inhabited Dutch Wadden
islands. Terschelling is renowned for its biodiversity and highly-appreciated landscapes (Kabat et al.,
2012). The island has an area of 8,616 hectares, with around 80 percent comprising dunes, forests and
salt marshes, which are major attractions for tourists (Hoekstra et al., 2009). Terschelling is an
established tourist destination attracting over 400,000 visitors (Sijtsma et al., 2015; Municipality of
Terschelling, 2016) and around 1.8 million overnight stays annually (Municipality of Terschelling, 2014).
Historically, there have been strong interactions between tourism development and landscape
protection on Terschelling. On the one hand, the island is among the most important tourism
destinations in the Wadden, and on the other hand Terschelling has many sensitive significant nature
areas (Sijtsma et al., 2012). While tourism impacts on the landscape, the landscape is an asset that must
remain attractive if tourists are to continue visiting Terschelling into the future.

4.5 Results: What content analysis reveals about changing tourism-landscape interactions

The coding and analysis of the 291 newspaper articles for the period 1945 to 2015 resulted in a total of
4031 code words. Of these, almost 52% were classified under ‘socio-economic development’, 41% under
‘nature protection’, and 7% under ‘synergies’. The frequency of use of the three overarching codes
changes constantly, with a high annual volatility and without a clear trend. Using a three-year rolling
average of the annual scores to reduce annual fluctuation (see Figure 4.2), although the annual figures
still vary, the relative proportions of the three categories are rather stable over time.

In the 1950s and the first half of the 1960s, there was an increase in thinking in socio-economic terms,
from a minimum of less than 20% to a maximum of 75% being coded as socio-economic development
(Figure 4.2). From 1962 until the end of 1970s, socio-economic thinking decreased and nature protection
gained importance. The next turning point is visible in 1979. From then until the end of the 1980s, the
emphasis shifted back to socio-economic development. From the end of the 1980s, attention towards
nature protection gained importance again at the expense of socio-economic development. However,
from the mid-1990s until the start of the 21 century, there was again a reversal in thinking with a
stronger focus on socio-economic development.
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Figure 4.2 | Relative proportion of the three overarching code words depicted as a rolling three year
average

Since our interest is primarily with synergies, in Figure 4.3 we focus specifically on how the topic of
synergy has changed over time. Overall, there was an increase in thinking in terms of synergies.
However, despite the overall increase, there was much fluctuation from year to year and the percentage
interest in synergy remains quite low.
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Figure 4.3 | Relative proportion of ‘synergy’ weighted by newspaper article size (three year rolling
average)

Figure 4.4 presents an analysis of the subcodes for synergy. The five most important subcodes (i.e. most
frequently used) were ‘Together’, ‘Involved’, ‘Collaboration/Collaborative’, ‘Responsible/Responsibility’
and ‘Sustainable/Sustainability’. In Figure 4.5, the historical fluctuations of these five subcodes are given.
For example, ‘Sustainable’ increases in frequency from the end of the 1980s, and after a decrease in
2002-2003, it again is increasing. We also observe that the subcode ‘Together’ is relatively dominant in
these fluctuations over time. This analysis on the subcode level helps to determine the factors that are
contributing to an increase in the usage of synergies.
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4.6 Discussion: What does the fluctuating public discourse mean for Terschelling

The dominance of the code ‘socio-economic development’ in the 1950s is not surprising. In The
Netherlands, the 1950s was a period of post-WWII reconstruction. This period was characterized by a
strong feeling of the need to rebuild Dutch society and its economy. During the Nazi occupation (1940-
1945), planning and policy making in The Netherlands had been changed to a centralised and top-down
system, and perversely this was kept in place during the subsequent period of reconstruction (Van der
Cammen and De Klerk, 2012). As the socio-economic situation gradually improved and people started to
have more money and leisure time, tourism developed on Terschelling, as reflected in the newspaper
extract:

“The National Forest Management Agency makes the dune area available for the expansion of the village of
Terschelling-West.” (Leeuwarder Courant, 07-09-1951)

Our interviewees stated that tourism started to grow exponentially, starting with relatively small-scale
camping sites with only basic amenities. To meet the demands of the tourists, inhabitants would also
rent out their backyards or dwellings during the summer season to gain additional income. The
substantial increase in tourist arrivals in the post-war period explains the shift towards a more nature
protection oriented discourse halfway the 1960s. Local people started to realize that it might be
necessary to safeguard the island’s natural qualities and character. The growing concern about
development resulted in the establishment of the S.0.S. Foundation (Stichting Ons Terschellingerland),
an interest group of local inhabitants interested in preserving the unique character of Terschelling
(Interview 5; Leeuwarder Courant, 27-08-1962). As stated in the newspaper extract:

“S.0.S. stands up to defend the character and beauty of the island.” (Leeuwarder Courant, 27-08-1962)

On the regional and national scales, this development coincided with the establishment of another

foundation, the Wadden Association (Waddenvereniging) in 1965. It was founded to protect the Wadden
Sea from being developed as a land reclamation project (another polder). Later, the Wadden Association
broadened its objectives and stressed the importance of protecting the whole of the Dutch Wadden area
due to its ecological importance. ‘Keep your hands off the Wadden’ was their motto (Revier, 2013, p.13).

The shift towards nature protection in the 1960s and 1970s can be positioned in a period that witnessed
a worldwide turning point in thinking about the human influence on the environment. It was partly
triggered by the 1972 United Nations Conference on the Human Environment, which was held in
Stockholm. Important also was the ‘Club of Rome’ think tank and its report, The Limits to Growth
(Meadows et al., 1972). On Terschelling, the shift in attention from solely economic development (largely
through tourism) towards more nature protection encouraged the National Forest Management Agency
to intervene, as demonstrated in the following newspaper quote.

“Recreation pressure affects the dunes on Terschelling excessively: The National Forest Management Agency
closes off the inner dunes by barbed wire”. (Friesch Dagblad, 22-09-1973)

Also the Municipality of Terschelling started taking policy measures such as fixing the maximum number
of tourist beds (at 20,000), restricting the number of motor vehicles, and established land use zoning
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restrictions. In addition, policy measures also focussed on the quality and added value of tourism
development, and trying to flatten the peak in tourism arrivals by extending the tourist season and
through the organisations of large events in off-peak periods. Most of these measures that were taken in
1974 are considered to have had great influence in steering the development of tourism and are still
valid now (Interview, 2). In that year, a Parliamentary Commission led by J.P. Mazure advised abolishing
all plans for reclamation of the Wadden and suggested protecting the whole area as a nature reserve or
National Park (Kabat et al., 2012).

At the end of the 1970s and beginning of the 1980s, there was a shift back to a more socio-economic
oriented discourse again. This can be explained by the difficulties the tourism sector on Terschelling
experienced in the 1980s. After years of growth, there was an economic downturn in this period. This
downturn was triggered by the oil crises of 1973 and 1979 that exacerbated the already existing
economic recession in The Netherlands. The worldwide economic downturn affected the Netherlands
more than most other countries due to the dependence of its extensive welfare state on profits from
natural gas production (the phenomenon now called Dutch disease) (Van der Cammen and De Klerk,
2012). Terschelling was also affected; tourism on the island turned out to be sensitive to the business
cycle, tourist numbers and expenditure dropped. Tourism entrepreneurs argued at the time (the 1980s)
that the municipality should create better opportunities for the tourism sector to expand and modernize.
Terschelling had not been able to adapt to a changing tourism market, and innovation had stalled due to
the national and local government policies of the 1970s.

After a slow economic recovery during the 1980s, a reorientation towards nature protection around
1990 is visible in the data. This reorientation can be attributed to a worldwide shift towards an
environmental discourse in which sustainability was a core concept. The Brundtland Report (WCED,
1987) and the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (or Earth Summit), which
was held in Rio de Janeiro in 1992, were important milestones on the world scale. On the local level, this
sustainability thinking was clearly implemented in the 1989 Landscape Policy Plan of Terschelling. The
emphasis for a shift in thinking was highlighted in many quarters:

“The policy of the municipality and the attitude of the entrepreneurs on Terschelling must change in the coming
years in order to ensure a good future for Terschelling.” (Leeuwarder Courant, 12-04-1988)

The most recent period (2005-2014) can be characterized as a period of thinking in terms of synergies.
The newspaper quote below is an example of the acknowledgment of synergies (Leeuwarder Courant,
27-06-2009):

“Nature and economy can go hand in hand very well.” (Leeuwarder Courant, 27-06-2009)

Immediately before the latest increase in synergetic thinking, the Meijer Report (2004) was published. It
proposed an integrated vision for the Wadden in which sustainable protection and development should
occur together, with priority for nature with human co-use. Thinking in terms of synergies, however, is
not just something recent, as is witnessed by earlier periods of attention, often followed by decline. In
the beginning of the 1960s, there was an early awareness on the islands that, although tourism was an
important economic activity, it must not harm the landscape. Around 1974, awareness grew that it might
be necessary to curtail the growth of tourism.
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In the last ten years or so, there has been a strong increase in interest in synergies. The newspaper quote
below emphasizes this by stating that nature and tourism and recreation cannot be seen as detached
from each other and under the condition of stakeholder consultation can be combined:

“It should not be forgotten that in many places recreation is possible because of the presence of nature. That is
the basis! This realization urges those stakeholders to be involved more often. To handle nature well requires a
lot of consultation. Practice shows that, if this is the case, many activities can be combined with each other quite
well.” (Leeuwarder Courant, 03-04-2010)

4.7 Conclusions

Our chapter contributes to resilience thinking and SES thinking, as it assists in understanding the
institutional context for managing tourism-landscape interactions. From the literature, it is clear that the
concept of resilience is difficult to apply in practice and empirical work is needed. We demonstrated how
content analysis can assist in understanding the institutional context in which decision-making about the
future takes place. The extent of fluctuation in the usage of socio-economic development and nature
protection discourses suggests that they are not the result of intended and rational policy interventions
rather that the system is constantly adapting to changing circumstances. Our analysis of the institutional
context contributes to a better understanding of the mechanisms that build the resilience of social-
ecological systems.

We conclude from our analysis that the way people in Terschelling think about the interactions between
tourism development and landscape protection has been fluctuating over time, especially in the period
from 1945 to 2015. Our analysis showed that during this period, thinking in socio-economic terms has
been important in the development of tourism and landscape on the Island. Our example shows that the
way people think about nature is heavily determined by the up-and-down swings of the business cycle.
This would imply short-term thinking where, in times of economic downturn, nature protection become
less important. This seems to fit with the standard Maslow (1943) hierarchy of needs, with nature
protection as a higher order need that will come to the forefront only when basic human needs are
fulfilled. Nevertheless, we also found that thinking about nature protection was predominant at some
points in our time period. Important here is that these changes in public thinking were often influenced
by external (and often macro) triggers, where caring for nature, landscape and environment was brought
to people’s attention.

By analysing the informal historical institutional context, our analysis also shows that thinking in terms of
synergies has been increasing recently. The acknowledgement of synergies fluctuates, yet overall we can
observe that the general trend is upwards. In our results, we found that the factors that largely
determine the overall increase of synergies relate to collaboration, working together and being involved.
Also, the current frequent use of the word ‘sustainability’ contributes to the recent increase in the
number of newspaper articles coded as synergies. While synergies remain limited compared to the focus
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on tourism development or nature protection, this upward trend looks promising. Synergies however,
are not only a recent phenomenon. Our analysis showed that thinking about synergies also occurred in
earlier times. We can conclude that a historical approach assists in understanding that synergies develop
in a cyclical way and are influenced by the vagaries of time.

Our content analysis of newspaper articles has proven to be a valuable tool for identifying changes in
thinking in the public discourse on tourism and landscape interactions over time. It helped identify the
way people think about tourism development and landscape protection and how this has changed over
time. We used content analysis of newspaper articles as a proxy for the institutional context. The added
value of content analysis is that it can be done in a rigorous and transparent manner over a long
timeframe. This sets content analysis apart from research methods such as interviewing, because
content analysis goes beyond the availability of people to interview, and overcomes the changes in their
perceptions that may occur over time. Content analysis, therefore, is helpful in understanding the
historical institutional context, although subsequent interviews can help in validating and interpreting
the data.

Based on this analysis, we have three suggestions for policy makers and planners. First, tourism
development and landscape protection have potential for synergies between them. Nevertheless, policy
makers need to be aware that achieving these synergies is not something that is easy controllable. We
showed that thinking about synergies has fluctuated considerably over time. Furthermore, it is clear that
it takes time for policy measures aimed at promoting synergies to be effective. Second, to gain insight
into the current institutional context in which future policy is made, it is important to take past
trajectories into account and consider how they have evolved over time. Third, knowledge which is
based on content analysis of historical newspaper articles or similar textual materials can be a helpful
and effective tool to systematically reveal the past patterns that have shaped the current situation.
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Abstract

The concept of benefit sharing refers to the idea that the benefits arising from tourism should
be distributed across a wide range of stakeholders. To provide benefits to local communities,
we argue that the development of synergefic interactions between stakeholders involved in
governance processes is a prerequisite for effective benefit sharing from tourism in protected
areas. Our stakeholder analysis of the actors with an interest in the island of Terschelling in
the northern Netherlands revealed how relationships between stakeholders enable and/or
constrain the sharing of benefits from tourism. Our analysis helped to understand better the
governance arrangements pertaining to the management of tourism and protected areas.
We ascertained that the national forest management agency (Staaishosheheer), a large
landowner on the island, is highly influential, but nevertheless often found it difficult to gain
local support for its activities. The local government was also an important stakeholder, but
was often considered to constrain the development of tourism and thus limit the potential
for benefit sharing. Effective communication, good collaboration with stakeholders, and
an attitude of openness were identified as being important preconditions for developing
synergistic interactions between stakeholders.

Keywords
Protected area management, good governance, nature profection, sustainable tourism,
resilience, social sustainability
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5.1 Introduction

We consider that ‘benefit sharing’ in the context of tourism in protected areas refers to the idea that the
benefits arising from tourism should be shared amongst a wide range of stakeholders, and especially
with the local communities (Foxlee, 2007). Despite widespread use of the term, benefit sharing
(Séderholm and Svahn, 2015; Wang, 2012; Vanclay, 2017), there is no well-established definition
(Swemmer et al., 2014). However, in the context of protected areas, benefit sharing can be defined as
being “the process of making informed and fair trade-offs between social, economic and ecological costs
and benefits within and between stakeholder groups, and between stakeholders and the natural
environment, in a way that is satisfactory to most parties” (Swemmer et al. 2014, p.7).

In this paper, we move beyond ‘trade-offs’ to argue that ‘synergies’ can be an important precursor to
achieve effective benefit sharing from tourism in protected areas. Developing synergies can be described
as facilitating the interactions between actors to achieve greater combined outcomes across the social
and ecological domains (Persha et al., 2011). For example, this could mean that tourism development
and nature protection should not be considered as being in conflict, but rather as goals that can be
balanced to create win-win situations and be mutually supportive. Acknowledging synergetic tourism-
landscape interactions is important because tourism generates income and job opportunities that rely on
the landscape, although simultaneously tourism impacts on the landscape (Buckley, 2012; Saarinen,
2006) and the community (Snyman, 2015; King et al., 1993; McCombes et al., 2015). Tourism is also an
opportunity for nature protection, because tourism plays a role in creating awareness, public support
and in generating funding for nature protection (Libosada, 2009; McCool and Spenceley, 2014). To
achieve both nature protection and socio-economic development, we consider it is important that the
synergetic interactions between tourism and protected areas be recognised and stimulated. In other
words, instead of ‘fair trade-offs’ in a zero-sum game, combining both objectives can create synergetic
effects, win-win-win outcomes, as well as enhancing benefit sharing possibilities.

A problem, however, is that the potential synergies between tourism development and landscape
protection (T&L) are often overlooked and underutilized (Hartman, 2015; Heslinga et al., 2017). One way
to identify synergies lies in the governance arrangements in managing T&L in coastal areas (Lockwood,
2010). This is because these governance arrangements affect the processes by which synergies are
activated or inhibited. Beaumont and Dredge (2010) emphasize the need to further explore these
governance arrangements. In this paper, we aim to improve the understanding of the governance
processes that could help facilitate benefit sharing arising from tourism in protected areas.

Surprisingly, governance as a conceptual frame has only had relatively limited use in the tourism
literature (Bramwell and Lane, 2011). To make up for this, we explore governance from the perspective
of social-ecological systems (SES) theory. SES theory is useful because it does not consider the social and
the ecological as distinct separate entities, but instead as an integrated whole. Using a holistic approach
helps to understand the interactions between tourism and landscape protection in coastal areas better
(Heslinga et al., 2017). In this paper, we drawn on an SES perspective to provide principles that will

85



contribute to a deeper understanding of how tourism-landscape interactions in coastal areas can be
better managed.

To understand governance arrangements better, examining the relationships between the stakeholders
who are involved in this network can be helpful (Dredge, 2006). We use stakeholder analysis because it
can reveal the interests and influences of the different stakeholders, and determine whether their
interactions are conflicting, complementary or cooperative (Reed et al., 2009). It is generally accepted
that the use of real life examples assists in demonstrating the usefulness of an approach (Wesley and
Pforr, 2010). Therefore, we utilise the case of Terschelling, an island located in the Wadden Sea region, a
UNESCO World Heritage site in the north of The Netherlands. The Wadden is renowned for its ecological
qualities and highly-valued landscapes. Due to its attractiveness, tourism is a significant activity,
especially on the five main islands of the Wadden. On Terschelling, there are many stakeholders groups
who are involved in decision-making processes relating to tourism, each with their own varying interests.
Our stakeholder analysis identified who these stakeholders were and helped understand the interactions
between them.

5.2 Governance to facilitate benefit sharing from tourism in protected areas

Despite the potential for synergetic tourism-landscape interactions in coastal areas, managing these
interactions can be inherently complicated because many actors are involved in decision-making
processes and these stakeholders usually have different and sometimes contradictory values, attitudes
and interests. What an environmental stakeholder, for example, considers to be important in an area can
be very different to what tourism promoters, developers, recreational users, or local residents consider
to be important (Jamal, 2004). Given the complexity of the stakeholder interactions and the difficulties
of managing their diverse interests, increasing attention has been given to exploring other ways of
managing tourism development processes (Wesley and Pforr, 2010; Luthe and Wyss, 2014). The concept
of governance, for example, is likely to be a promising approach for managing synergies between
tourism and landscape in coastal areas. This is because ‘governance’ is a broader concept than ‘the
government’, in that it also includes non-state actors, including business, community and civil society,
notably the voluntary sector (Parra, 2010). Governance can be defined as “the complex system of
regulation involving the interactions of a wide variety of actors, institutions, the environment and all
types of socio-institutional arrangements at different territorial levels” (Parra, 2010, p.491).

Balancing the objectives of both nature protection and socio-economic development, and thereby
achieving long-term sustainability goals, requires organizational structures that are more decentralized
than central governments tend to be, as well as effective linkages between the many stakeholders
(Crona and Bodin, 2006; Plummer and Fennel, 2009; Reed et al., 2009; Strickland-Munro et al., 2010;
Beaumont and Dredge, 2010); Imperiale and Vanclay, 2016). Central governments can be useful in
assisting in the formation of groups and in providing support for collective action, but they sometimes
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interfere when there is well-functioning civil society (Mehmood and Parra, 2013). Governance
arrangements that accommodate inclusion and participation are desirable so that effective rules,
institutions and incentives can be developed to influence the management of tourism-landscape
interactions in a complex and uncertain world (Armitage et al., 2009).

The interest in governance as a concept has increased significantly in the social sciences over the last few
decades (Wray, 2015; Bramwell and Lane, 2011; Kooiman, 2003). Nevertheless, despite the potential of
governance to provide insights regarding the management of tourism-landscape interactions, its usage in
the tourism literature is limited. Bramwell and Lane (2011) claim that the term, governance, has been
used less frequently than related terms — e.g. tourism politics, policy, policy-making, planning, or
destination management. When Bramwell and Lane (2011) wrote their article, only a few scholars
working on governance in relation to tourism were influential (Eagles, 2009; Hall, 2011; Higgins-
Desbiolles, 2011; Beaumont and Dredge (2010); Wesley and Pforr, 2010). Since then, usage of
governance in relation to tourism has increased considerably (Halkier, 2014; Sharpley and Ussi, 2014;
Wray, 2015).

The concept of governance has been discussed at some length in other bodies of literature, notably in
SES theory (Brondizio et al., 2009). Therefore, to enrich the tourism literature, we connect with SES
theory. We believe that a SES perspective can be useful to understand tourism-landscape interactions in
coastal areas (Heslinga et al., 2017). This is because such a perspective sees ‘tourism’ and ‘landscape’ as
part of an integrated social and ecological system. Additionally, the SES perspective also helps to
understand T&L as part of a complex social-ecological system that is continually adapting to changing
circumstances (Strickland-Munro et al., 2010).

For the management of tourism destinations to address the twin goals of nature conservation and socio-
economic regional development, it is important to understand how social-ecological systems are
governed and to consider the roles institutions can, do and could play (Bramwell and Lane, 2011). SES
thinking provides principles for the way tourism-landscape interactions should be governed. In our
previous work (Heslinga et al., 2017), we identified three principles — inclusiveness, more flexible social
arrangements, and multi-scalarity — which we use as an organising structure for this paper. These
principles are explained below.

Inclusiveness is a principle around the ideas that all actors have a right to be involved in the decision-
making process, that they should be given every opportunity to be involved, and that no actors are
excluded (Lockwood, 2010). However, the relevant actors and stakeholders involved in the governance
of T&L are often diverse and have varied interests and priorities (Bramwell and Lane, 2011; Jamal and
Stronza, 2009). Additionally, the interactions between tourism and landscape span numerous policy
domains. These characteristics make effective decision-making complex. Including all the different
interests fairly and avoiding the marginalization of any group can help to prevent conflict among
stakeholders (Prenzel and Vanclay, 2014). Conflict may arise in the governance of tourism-landscape
interactions because each group is likely to pursue their preferred policy outcomes (Bramwell and Lane,
2011). Avoiding conflict is crucial, because it can impact on economic, ecological and socio-cultural
wellbeing (Jamal and Stronza, 2009).
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Another principle of good governance is flexible social arrangements. Governance includes more actors
than just the central government. Although centralized government bodies can be helpful in building
support for collective action (Olsson et al., 2004; Prell et al., 2009), a central government is often limited
in its ability to respond to rapid social-ecological change or to cope with uncertainty (Armitage et al.,
2009). We believe that governance arrangements in which flexibility is taken into account can be helpful
in developing more effective ways of managing tourism-landscape interactions in a dynamic world. An
adaptive approach that is flexible enough to deal with future social and ecological changes can assist in
enabling progressive learning at individual, community, institutional, and policy levels (Plummer and
Armitage, 2007).

Multi-scalarity implies that the governance processes of T&L do not only take place at one single level (or
scale), but are also influenced from multiple scales (Adger et al., 2003; Folke et al., 2005; Berkes, 2007;
Liu et al., 2007; Brondizio et al., 2009; Lew, 2014). The difficulties of managing T&L include discrepancies
between socio-economic activities occurring at the local scale and nature protection initiatives imposed
from higher scales. Paloniemi and Tikka (2008) noted, for example, that nature protection has been
prescribed and stipulated in international and national laws and procedures regulated by the public
sector. However, they also observed that the issues and relationships surrounding nature protection play
out in various ways at the local level. The everyday lives of local people are affected by their social
positions, cultural activities and cultural heritage (Vanclay, 2012). For the management of tourism-
landscape interactions, this could mean a mismatch between the regulations for nature protection and
those for the socio-economic activities of tourism entrepreneurs (Paloniemi and Tikka, 2008).
Acknowledging these multi-scalar tourism-landscape interactions can help to understand the difficulties
in managing them better.

Despite the interesting insights SES theory provides for understanding the governance of tourism-
landscape interactions in coastal areas, there is a need for more diverse and more detailed case studies
into coastal tourism development planning and management (Wesley and Pforr, 2010). These real life
cases can help demonstrate the usefulness of SES. We suggest that using stakeholder analysis helps
understand governance arrangements better, as it illuminates the ‘action arena’ within these
arrangements by revealing each actor’s positions, their interests, and how they interact with others
(Ostrom, 2011).

5.3 Data and methods for our case study

We used stakeholder analysis to identify the stakeholders, consider their interests, and to analyse
whether their inter-relationships were conflictual, complementary, or based on cooperation. Reed et al.
(2009) described stakeholder analysis as a process that identifies the individuals, groups and
organisations (including future generations and non-human and non-living entities) who are affected by
or can affect a decision, action or part thereof. We used stakeholder analysis because it identifies who
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the stakeholders are, what their interests are, who has the power to influence what happens, and how
the stakeholders interact.

Stakeholder analysis has increasingly been used in many different fields and for an increasing variety of
purposes (Reed et al., 2009). From its original application in the field of strategic management (Freeman,
1984), it is now widely used in the fields of policy studies, development studies and natural resource
management (Prell et al., 2009; Reed et al., 2009; Dare et al., 2014). Stakeholder analysis has often been
used in tourism research, especially in relation to sustainable tourism development (Currie et al., 2009;
Waligo et al., 2013). To understand the shared objectives between tourism development and landscape
protection, we emphasize the importance of involving all stakeholders. We believe that, in a tourism
context, stakeholder analyses that focus solely on the tourism industry are inadequate. A tourism
destination is more than just economic activity (Higgins-Desbiolles, 2006); the social (King et al., 1993;
McCombes et al., 2015), and environmental aspects (Buckley, 2012; Saarinen, 2006) must also be taken
into account. Therefore, we are interested in the multitude of different stakeholders that are involved in
the management of T&L in coastal areas, ranging from tourism entrepreneurs, policy makers,
environmental groups, interests groups, and civil society.

There are numerous methods available for analysing stakeholders and understanding their
interrelationships. We utilized the three steps nominated by Reed et al. (2009): (1) identify the
stakeholders; (2) categorize them; and (3) investigate the relationships between them. To identify the
stakeholders involved in the decision-making processes on Terschelling, we used a snowballing process
as part of the interviews conducted by the lead researcher. Starting from people in our networks, the
initial interviews were conducted in early 2015 with well-connected local identities and people
knowledgeable about Terschelling or the Dutch Wadden area generally. In the initial eight interviews
(which ranged from 60 to 120 minutes each), a total of some thirty or so stakeholders (or groupings of
stakeholders) were identified.

The categorization of these stakeholders was done in August 2016 by a panel comprising tourism
researchers from the European Tourism Futures Institute at Stenden University in Leeuwarden, The
Netherlands, all of whom were highly knowledgeable about Terschelling. Using a card sorting technique,
the panel was asked to discuss and position the identified stakeholders on an interest-influence matrix
(Reed et al., 2009, discussed below). This matrix comprises four categories: Key Players, Context Setters,
Subjects, and the Crowd. These categories are based on the combination of the amount of interest in
and influence the stakeholders have in terms of tourism issues on the island. ‘Key Players’ are those
stakeholders who have both a high interest in and high influence over tourism. ‘Context Setters’ are
highly influential, but only have little interest. ‘Subjects’ have high interest, but only low influence. They
need to form alliances with other stakeholders in order to become more influential. The ‘Crowd’ has
little interest and little influence. Each category is represented by a quadrant in the interest-influence
matrix. From a theoretical point of view, the strategies used by a stakeholder should vary according to
the category in which they are located.

In order to categorize the stakeholders on Terschelling, the panel was given a set of cards, in random
order, on which each identified stakeholder was named. The researchers collectively discussed which
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quadrant each stakeholder should be best placed and why. The categorization process was
audiorecorded and transcribed. This resulted in an interest-influence matrix, which provided an overview
of the stakeholders involved in decision making on Terschelling.

The interrelations between the stakeholders were assessed by a thorough re-analysis of the original
eight interviews, which were augmented by an additional six interviews. For the extra interviews, which
were done in September 2016, the interest-influence matrix was used to focus discussion specifically on
the interactions between stakeholders. Overall, the 14 interviews (12 men, 2 women) included tourism
entrepreneurs, policy makers, and representatives of environmental interest groups and civil society.
Given the nature and topics of the discussion, after 14 interviews it was considered that saturation had
been reached.

The interviews were conducted in a manner consistent with ethical research principles (Vanclay et al.
2013). Prior to the interview, the respondent was provided with a research information sheet and was
asked to complete an informed consent form that covered issues of anonymity, the use of the research,
and their rights during and after the interview. With the permission of each respondent, the interviews
were audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim. The transcripts were coded and analysed using the
qualitative data software, Atlas.ti (version 7.5.10). A priori coding was undertaken with the codes having
been derived from our theoretical positioning, especially the principles of inclusiveness, more flexible
social arrangements, and multi-scalarity.

The interviews were conducted in Dutch. The transcripts and analysis were done in Dutch. Extracts for
this paper were selected and then translated into English by the authors. To preserve the intention and
meaning implicit in the Dutch statements, rather than a verbatim, literal translation, some of the
excerpts have been modified to ensure that a reader in English comprehends the intention of the
statement. We believe we have faithfully represented the essence of the interview in the way the
extracts have been translated.

There were some limitations to our methods. For example, we were not able to interview all the
stakeholders identified and categorized in the matrix. In addition, the key informants we interviewed
often represented an organization — and interviewing a different informant within that organization
might have given a different perspective. Nevertheless, despite these limitations, our methods were
helpful in providing an illustration of the interactions between stakeholder groups.

5.4 Case-study description

We examine, at different levels, the governance structure and processes that are in place on
Terschelling, an island in the Dutch Wadden area (see Figure 5.1). We specifically consider the
management of tourism-landscape interactions on the island. The Wadden is a natural coastal area that
has considerable biodiversity and highly-valued landscapes (Kabat et al. 2012). These natural qualities led
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to the area being designated as a UNESCO World Heritage site in 2009 (Kabat et al., 2012), although
amongst some controversy (van der Aa et al., 2004). Because of its natural qualities, the Wadden is one
of the most popular tourism destinations in the Netherlands (Revier, 2013; Sijtsma et al., 2012). Tourism
to the Wadden islands originally started about 100 years ago. After the Second World War, tourism
steadily increased, becoming an important economic activity on the islands (Sijtsma et al., 2015).

Figure 5.1 | Map of the Dutch Wadden showing the location of Terschelling

The Wadden can be differentiated into three distinct areas, each with different interactions between
tourism and landscape. One area is the Wadden Sea, a tidal mudflat and saltmarsh area that is of
considerable ecological importance. Here, a limited amount of tourism activities take place such as
recreational sailing, seal viewing excursions, and walking on the mudflats (wadlopen), a highly popular
activity. The second area is the mainland coastal strip adjacent to the Wadden Sea. Here, tourism
remains largely under-developed and agriculture is the dominant economic activity. The third area
comprises the Wadden islands, which are barrier islands that protect the Wadden Sea from the North
Sea. The five main islands have developed as popular holiday destinations. In this paper, we specifically
focus on the tourism-landscape interactions on the island of Terschelling.
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Terschelling comprises a variety of landscape types, including dunes, beaches, forests, meadows, salt
marches, and tidal mudflats. The various qualities of these different landscape types make the island
very attractive for tourists. Consequently, over the past century, tourism has developed into a well-
established industry and currently tourism is the most important source of employment on the island
(Sijtsma et al., 2015). In 2017, Terschelling had 4,856 inhabitants, about half of whom live in the largest
town, West-Terschelling, with the remainder spread across nine other villages (CBS Statline, 2017).
Terschelling also experiences an annual tourism visitation of around 400,000 tourist arrivals and 1.8
million overnight stays (Municipality of Terschelling, 2014). With a land area of only 86 km? there is
considerable pressure on its social and ecological carrying capacity. Since the 1950s, there has been a
growing demand for accommodation and services to cater for all the tourists. These developments have
had negative impacts on the landscape.

Over the last few decades, national and international laws, regulations and guidelines have greatly
increased the protection of the flora, fauna and the ecological state of the area. These include the Bird
Directive (1979), the Habitat Directive (1992), and Natura 2000 (1992). This increasing regulatory control
means that many proposals for socio-economic developments have been hindered (Hartman and de
Roo, 2013). The twin goals of protecting the island’s nature and landscape, and enabling socio-economic
development by means of tourism are heavily debated on the island. There are many stakeholders
involved in the governance of T&L at different levels, many of whom have differing and potentially-
conflicting interests, including tourism entrepreneurs, nature protection organizations, interests groups,
governmental bodies and civil society.

5.5 Identification and categorisation of stakeholders (Results Part 1)

Figure 2 reveals how our panel categorized the identified stakeholders in terms of the interest-influence
matrix. It is evident that most tourism entrepreneurs were clustered together in the matrix (see Figure 2
top-left, circled in red). This observation is supported by what respondents stated in the interviews (e.g.
Interviews 9 and 11) — that Terschelling is a relatively small island and that most entrepreneurs are well
connected to each other and sometimes transfer business to each other (Interview 9).

Figure 5.2 also shows that most public institutions form a cluster (across the middle, circled in blue).
Within this cluster, the Municipality of Terschelling and the national forest management agency,
Staatsbosbeheer (SBB), were considered to be the most influential stakeholders on the island, a finding
that was confirmed in the interviews (Interviews 1 and 8). Although other groupings could potentially be
created, these two clusters (entrepreneurs and public institutions) were seen by the panel members as
being important, especially because these two clusters were seen as separate worlds that did not
connect with each other. However, a more nuanced picture emerges when the interactions between
these two groups are examined closely, which we discuss below.
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Figure 5.2 | Interest-influence matrix for Terschelling

5.6 Interactions between stakeholders (Results Part 2)

To analyse the interactions between the stakeholders, we specifically looked at the three principles of
governance we identified from SES theory: inclusiveness, flexibility and multi-scalarity.

5.6.1 Inclusiveness

It was evident from the interviews that many stakeholders were involved in the decision-making
processes regarding tourism development on Terschelling. Nevertheless, we also observed that there
were some stakeholders who were or felt, to some extent, left out. For example, some camping-ground
owners on Terschelling thought that their views should be taken into consideration more, and that they
were not really involved in decision-making processes, which was frustrating for them (Interview 13).
Also, many farmers thought that they were not involved much in these processes, perhaps because they
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were less interested in tourism development. Nevertheless, some stakeholders considered that there
was greater potential for farmers to link with the tourism sector (Interview 11). Instead of intensifying
their agricultural businesses, as was happening on the mainland, it was proposed that the island farmers
should engage in small-scale organic farming and the selling of local products to tourists (Interviews 11
and 14). The interviewees said this would include the farmers more and would be a better fit with the
place-branding characteristics of the island they were trying to promote, which they considered were its
small size and its balance with nature.

To stimulate more inclusion, the municipality has been attempting to get stakeholders involved by
organizing discussion groups to consider future developments (Interview 9). However, there was some
doubt whether this was tokenistic (and perceived to be a mandatory requirement), rather than being a
genuine intention to engage with local people (Interview 10). Also, some interviewees observed that the
other influential stakeholder, the forest management agency (SBB), was increasingly including
stakeholders in its decision-making processes by sharing and explaining their plans in an open and public
way.

“This has resulted in that, almost every year, we have an evening in the pub with SBB, where they explain what they are
planning to do. Consequently, they get our support and we appreciate what they do much better. They don’t talk about
their forest anymore, but about our forest, and that is how we feel as well.” (Interview 11)

Communication is an important component in the effective inclusion of stakeholders (Dare et al. 2014).
It was stated that both Key Players on the island (i.e. SBB and the municipality) have recently improved
their communication with other stakeholders (Interview 9). While their previous communication
practices were considered to be problematic, nowadays SBB was considered to clearly communicate and
discuss its intended plans. As a result, they find more support and appreciation for what they are doing.

5.6.2 Flexibility

Developments on Terschelling have been highly regulated since the 1970s (Interviews 2 and 4). However,
there were some examples that showed how there can be flexibility as well. In terms of the flexibility of
regulation, we observed a difference between those tourism activities having a temporal character and
those developments that were more permanent, such as real-estate and infrastructure. Activities with a
temporal character — such as annual festivals, outdoor activities, seal excursions, and beach excursions —
were seen as providing opportunities for development (Interviews 7 and 9). While these activities were
considered to be impossible 10-15 years ago (because of the regulatory regime), the interviewees
mentioned there have been changes in the management style of SBB. Before these changes, SBB was
considered to have had a stubborn attitude, making it almost impossible to negotiate about anything
(Interviews 1, 2, 12). One interviewee (an employee of SBB) indicated that SBB nowadays gets into
dialogue with tourism entrepreneurs to explore the kinds of activities they want to conduct and to
consider under which conditions this could be possible without creating impacts on the landscape:

“So, from ‘No, unless’ to ‘Yes, provided that’. We [SBB] look at things differently now, which means that we are less
likely to wind up in conflict, and we have more real conversations” (Interview 6).
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Some interviewees (Interviews 6 and 10) stated that this changing role of SBB can be explained by three
factors. First, on a national level, the organization changed its policy to be more ‘public friendly’ and
towards one in which communication with stakeholders was considered to be important. Second, on the
local level, there were some cultural changes between different generations of local staff of SBB on
Terschelling. Third, these changes within the organizational culture of SBB were promulgated by a large
budget cut from the national government about ten years ago. To cope with this cut, SBB had to reinvent
itself and had to find other financial sources, which made it much more outward looking. These three
reasons led to more dialogue with other stakeholders about possibilities for developing initiatives,
instead of SBB telling other stakeholders what was best for the island and what can and cannot be done.

In contrast to these examples relating to temporal activities, there were no examples of flexibility in
relation to developments of a permanent character reported to us. This indicates that there are
difficulties in the flexibility of the policies. At the local level, in its detailed land use plans, the
Municipality of Terschelling outlines what land uses are permitted on the island and what is not.
Camping-ground operators, for example, are entrepreneurs who are subject to these rules and
regulations. While these entrepreneurs acknowledged and understood that these rules exist for good
reason, they often asked for flexibility to be able to innovate. Some entrepreneurs argued that the
tourism market is very fickle, because tourists’ preferences are continuously changing, and that to meet
such changing demands, innovation is continuously required (Interview 4). Camping-ground operators
indicated that they wanted to cope with these changing demands by implementing quality
improvements for the sake of sustainability. However, they felt that they were often hindered by the
current regulations (Interview 13).

“The municipality should not always try to regulate everything, but they need to cooperate with us and not hinder us. We
are already sufficiently constrained by regulation from higher government levels” (Interview 13).

The interviewees stated that the Municipality of Terschelling tends to play it safe when it comes to
innovative and creative ideas. Some argued that this was because the municipality lacked a clear vision
of future development on the island and they see tourism in only a very simplistic way (Interview 12).

“What worries me is that the municipality puts everything on hold. It does not dare to take responsibility, does not dare
to take any risk, and keeps everything out. It is performing a sort of “village politics’, without any vision on where we
should go, what we value, and what we should do.” (Interview 12)

Respondents argued that the Municipality of Terschelling is incapable of managing all the issues on the
island. Because the Wadden area is highly regulated at higher government levels, the municipality has a
heavy workload, and therefore its staff do not have the time to fully grasp the full meaning of all the
policy documents (Interview 10). There was a tendency for the municipality not to take any risks and to
leave things as they are, which is likely to hinder Terschelling’s full potential into the future. Initiatives
that are about the intersection of tourism development and landscape protection may fit with the
island’s character, but these intersections are difficult for the municipality to deal with, because it is not
something that is standardized and consequently may be regarded as too risky (Interview 12).
Respondents said that, due to this attitude, initiatives were often postponed for administrative reasons,
and that eventually nothing happens. To break through such an impasse, one interviewee suggested that
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experimentation might be a solution. It was argued that some issues are just too complicated for the
Municipality to fully grasp, but simply trying and executing a project can sometimes show the added
value of a risky initiative and can help build trust between stakeholders (Interview 12).

5.6.3 Multi-scalarity

We found that many stakeholders on Terschelling were aware that they live in a world that is multi-
scalar and that they are dependent on decisions made at higher scales of governance. Many
entrepreneurs acknowledged that they “just have to deal with the regulations” from higher levels
(Interview 9). However, the way these regulations were implemented by the local government causes
dissent. Some stakeholders knew their rights very well and knew how to navigate in the multi-scalar
governance system. There was an example of an entrepreneur who disagreed with a decision from the
local government. Not satisfied, the entrepreneur pursued their claims and the case ended up at the
Council of State, the highest court in The Netherlands (Interviews 9 and 10). In 2010 the entrepreneur
won the court case and the municipality had to revise its decision. Interviewees said that, from then on,
the municipality’s fear of litigation was one reason why the municipality was very cautious in making
decisions and was not very willing to support risky developments.

For the long term development of tourism, Terschelling is highly dependent on external actors. Many
stakeholders expressed concern about the interference of external actors (i.e. anyone not from the
island). For example, external investors, particularly real estate developers, were considered to be a
threat because they were considered by some interviewees as having little concern for the local situation
and only seeing the island as site for commercial investment from which they can make a fast profit
(Interview 12).

“When you arrive on Terschelling by boat, you think, ‘What a charming little harbour!’. Why should that wonderful
feeling be spoilt because some jerk thinks he can construct a high-rise building with lots of apartments and make millions
of euros in a very short time and leave us with all the rubbish?” (Interview 12)

Some respondents considered another external threat to be interference from mainland consultancy
firms. Interviewees said that the municipality has an immense workload and therefore the municipality
sometimes hired consulting firms to do various tasks, including social research. It was argued that the
mainland firms do not know the local context very well and they often gave the wrong advice. The
provincial aesthetics committee was also accused of ignoring and being ignorant of the local context
(Interview 11). The aesthetics committee, which is based in Leeuwarden (the capital of the Province of
Friesland), comprised architects and other professionals, none of whom were from Terschelling. The
committee is charged with assessing building proposals to ensure they meet local aesthetic standards,
but in the case of Terschelling, the committee lacked people with appropriate local knowledge. The
interviewees said that these external threats can hinder benefit sharing because, in their view, the
benefits accrue to the external investors, while the negative impacts are incurred by the local
communities.
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5.7 Discussion

We believe all three steps in stakeholder analysis are needed to reveal the interactions within and
between groups of stakeholders. The first two steps, identification and categorization, helped to show
that entrepreneurs are clustered together in the governance structure. Furthermore, despite the fact
that they may be competitors, it was shown that they have strong links with each other. In the
management literature, this is referred to as ‘coopetition’ (Bengtsson and Kock, 2014). Despite being
each other’s competitors, the success of each entrepreneur also requires success of the other
entrepreneurs. For Terschelling, this means that getting tourists to the island is more important than to
which establishment on the island the tourist goes.

The two steps also helped to observe the discrepancy described by Paloniemi and Tikka (2008) between
nature protection policies from public institutions at higher scales and socio-economic developments by
tourism entrepreneurs at the local scale. This discrepancy is also considered by Reed et al. (2009), who
classify the cluster of entrepreneurs as ‘Subjects’ and the public institutions as ‘Key Players’ and ‘Context
Setters’. Subjects, or in our example tourism entrepreneurs, need to establish stronger links and alliances
with the public institutions.

The third step, assessing the interactions between stakeholders, is the step we consider most important
because it provides complementary qualitative in-depth insights about the interactions. In contrast to
the discrepancy described above, this step showed that entrepreneurs and the public institutions were
linked quite well, and many stakeholders were involved in decision-making through boards, associations
and networks. The three steps of stakeholder analysis, when taken together, help to provide an overview
of the stakeholders involved in governance processes and how they interact with each other.

The example of SBB showed that the role of large land owners is crucial in influencing developments in a
region. SBB is considered to be a Key Player and how it fulfils its role partially determines the way other
stakeholders interact with each other and the benefits that are shared with these stakeholders. The
example of the changing role of SBB showed that a large land owner managing a nature area in a
stubborn and authoritarian way would be ineffective. Investing in community relations and effective
communication, together with an organisational culture change, helped SBB improve the local
community’s understanding of and support for nature protection and the way they manage the island.

We showed that inclusion of stakeholders in decision-making processes is an important condition for
benefit sharing from tourism. Involving all stakeholders is vital for collaboration between stakeholders,
because whenever a stakeholder is, or feels, ignored, this could lead to frustration and a lack of
willingness to participate. This reflects the idea that collaboration helps avoid conflict (Bramwell and
Lane; 2011, Jamal and Stronza, 2009). What was not discussed above was that inclusion of stakeholders
in governance processes is a way to keep the communication lines between different stakeholders open.
The case of Terschelling showed that communication between the tourism entrepreneurs and the forest
management agency is now perceived to be much better than in the past. Improving collaboration and
communication between stakeholders can create mutual understanding and are important
preconditions for facilitating benefit sharing.
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Flexibility in decision-making at the local level was considered to be an important factor in facilitating
benefit sharing from tourism in protected areas. Providing flexibility by allowing temporal activities
under certain conditions can help explore the possibilities for benefit sharing in relation to tourism and
landscape management. Despite the fact that Terschelling has been highly regulated since the 1970s,
flexibility in what was permitted was perceived to be increasing. The interviewees stated that influential
stakeholders, such as SBB and the Municipality of Terschelling, played an important role in providing this
flexibility. Nevertheless, these stakeholders remained hesitant in providing flexibility with regard to
developments of a more permanent character. Some interviewees mentioned that this lack of flexibility
was problematic, because it made Terschelling vulnerable as a tourism destination in the longer term.
Tourism is a sector that changes rapidly, because the demands of tourists are fickle. A tourism
destination needs to be flexible and adaptive to be able to cope with changing demands. Wherever a
tourism destination is unable to innovate, it runs the risk that tourists will desert it for other places. Not
being able to cope with these changes, may mean that many (local) stakeholders would miss out on the
benefits that may flow from tourism. This makes Terschelling, which is highly dependent on tourism,
particularly vulnerable.

We observed that the Municipality of Terschelling struggled to cope due to the combination of strict and
complicated regulations regarding nature protection imposed by the national government (a Context
Setter), and because of its limited resources. The interviewees stated that the municipality had
difficulties in making clear decisions, tended to avoid risky plans and ideas, and generally ‘played it safe’.
This constrained other stakeholders in accomplishing their initiatives and thereby to benefit from
tourism. Given these difficulties, the local government is hampered in fulfilling its role as a facilitator of
benefit sharing.

5.8 Conclusion

We revealed how the relationships between stakeholders enable and/or constrain the sharing of
benefits from tourism in protected areas. The ability to develop synergetic interactions between
stakeholders involved in governance processes is likely to be a prerequisite for the effective achievement
of benefit sharing. However, some constraining factors are the lack of capacity of the local government
and its ability to cope with future changes. Despite regulations being imposed from above, the way they
are interpreted at lower levels is important, because this is where most of the opportunities for benefit
sharing lie. We saw that where local government lacks the resources to deal with issues that may foster
synergies, it tends to be risk-averse in its decision-making. Consequently, initiatives that could foster
benefit sharing are postponed or obstructed. This means that possibilities for benefit sharing are often
restricted at the lower levels as well as by national and international regulation.

Another constraining factor can be the way an influential stakeholder (in our case the national forest
management agency) has interacted with other stakeholders in the past. In our case, the recent positive
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change in organisational culture within this agency had implications for the whole island in facilitating
benefit sharing from tourism. How this agency will continue to deal with different stakeholder interests
will largely determine the future course of the island. We found that effective communication and an
attitude of openness towards all stakeholders were important conditions in facilitating benefit sharing.

By providing a means to consider the issues faced by all stakeholders, the technique of stakeholder
analysis helps to identify the enabling and constraining factors. It helps to systematically provide an
overview of who the important stakeholders are, and how they can be categorized. Furthermore,
stakeholder analysis provides useful insights into the way stakeholders interact with each other. Using
stakeholder analysis as a method also contributes to a better understanding of governance processes
that could help facilitate benefit sharing from tourism in protected areas.

Governance has recently emerged as a way of understanding and managing tourism-landscape
interactions better. We drew on insights from social-ecological systems (SES) theory, in which
governance is a key concept. The benefit of using this approach is that SES considers the social and the
ecological as an integrated whole, which is helpful for acknowledging synergetic interactions between
tourism and landscape. In this paper, we considered three principles: inclusiveness, flexibility and multi-
scalarity, and we discussed the way they allow or constrain benefit sharing between tourism and
protected areas. These principles are valuable in providing a deeper understanding of the governance of
the interactions between tourism and landscape management.

Based upon our research, we have three main recommendations for policy makers. First, the interest-
influence matrix will assist policy makers to identify and categorize stakeholders. Use of the matrix could
be helpful in making strategic choices about how to deal with each type of stakeholder. Second,
stakeholder analysis is a valuable tool to provide an overview that shows which interactions between
stakeholders are facilitating and which have limiting effects for benefit sharing. Third, stakeholder
analysis helps policy makers to intervene more effectively by raising their awareness of the facilitative
potential of certain interactions. We hope that with an enhanced understanding of governance
processes, policy makers and landscape managers will be able to increase the potential for benefit
sharing from tourism in protected areas.
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6.1 Introduction

This dissertation addressed the following research question “what are the constraining and enabling
factors that influence the role of tourism in building social-ecological resilience in coastal areas?” To
answer this question, three different directions have been analyzed: policy, public discourse and
governance processes. Each direction provides a different emphasis with regard to the same topic:
interactions between tourism and landscape. Based on the outcomes of each chapter in this thesis,
section 6.2 summarizes the constraining and enabling factors that influence tourism-landscape
interactions and therewith provides overarching conclusions for the research as a whole. Section 6.3
provides a reflection on the application of SES theory and resilience thinking to understand tourism and
landscape interactions. In this same section, there is a discussion on the applied methods that were
demonstrated to improve the operationalization and empirical application of this theory. In section 6.4
recommendations for policymakers are presented, which are based on the research outcomes. Finally,
section 6.5 is a short synthesis which reflects on synergetic tourism-landscape interactions and
examining policy, public discourse and partnerships. This section provides some final notions for future
policy making.

6.2 Enabling and constraining factors for synergetic interactions

Based on the chapters in this dissertation, a series of key factors were distinguished that influence
synergetic interactions between tourism and landscapes. These key factors can be grouped into those
factors that relate to “policy” (path-dependencies in the historical institutional context, fluctuations in
policy orientations, a recent increase in synergies in policy, clear rules and regulations), “public
discourse” (short-term economic public thinking, the influence of environmental macro events, the
cyclical way of the occurrence of synergies) and “partnerships” in governance processes (inclusion of
stakeholders in governance processes, an attitude of openness and effective communication between all
stakeholders, the changing attitude of influential stakeholders, flexibility for innovation at the local level,
and lack of capacity of local governments). These key factors are further explained and discussed in the
following paragraph. Some factors can be both constraining and enabling.

The historical institutional context in which future decision-making takes place is an important factor
which can enable or constrain synergetic interactions between tourism and landscape. Because of path-
dependency, this can be highly influential in determining the future course of the interactions between
tourism and landscape. This is because the current institutional context is a product of past policy which
could potentially hinder other development trajectories. Looking at the institutional context from an
historical perspective gave an indication of how the interactions between tourism and landscape within
the social-ecological system (SES) have been managed. It can also indicate which opportunities and
threats have been observed which steer the course of future developments.

107




To understand the institutional context, chapter 3 identified changes in policy over times. The analysis
revealed constant fluctuations in policy orientations between an emphasis either on social-economic
development or nature protection. The analysis also showed that the acknowledgement of possible
synergies in policies and plans has been relatively limited. Despite a recent increase in the attention for
synergies, this chapter demonstrated that there has been a lot of ‘black and white’ thinking in the past,
in which the emphasis of policy was either on socio-economic development or nature protection. This
does not fit with the idea of the system being a social-ecological whole, as was proposed in chapter 2. If
synergies are desirable, a focus on either social-economic development or nature protection is a
constraining factor. It was found that this sectoral way of designing policy is path-dependent, and
therefore not easy to change. From a SES perspective, a more integrated policy is desirable, as this could
enable synergetic interactions between tourism and landscape. However, it was found that integration
was difficult in the past, but is currently improving.

Public opinion is a crucial factor that can constrain or enable synergetic tourism-landscape interactions.
These informal aspects of the institutional context were researched in chapter 4. This analysis displayed
the fluctuations in public thinking over time between social-economic development, nature protection
and synergies. It was found that short-term economic thinking is an essential factor that constrains
synergetic thinking. The analysis revealed that the economic situation is highly influential in the way the
public opinion on tourism and landscape interactions changes. At some points in time, nature protection
became more important in public thinking. This shift was, in many cases, influenced by external (and
often macro) triggers, when the care for nature, landscape and the environment was brought to people’s
attention more prominently. Reflecting on SES theory, it can be concluded that the case study that was
observed is part of a multiscalar system (Parra and Moulaert, 2016), where macro events on higher
levels of scale influence lower levels. For tourism destinations, it is important to realize that issues do not
only take place at the local level, but it is important to be aware of social and ecological changes taking
place at higher levels and the consequences these changes could have for developments at the lower
level.

This same chapter also showed that thinking in terms of synergies has been increasing over time. Factors
that were found to largely influence the development of synergies are ‘collaboration’, ‘working together’
and ‘being involved’, and in recent times also thinking about ‘sustainability’ has become more profound.
It was also found that the increase in the mentioning of synergies is not only recent; in earlier times,
synergies were found to be occurring as well. This demonstrated that thinking about synergetic
interactions occurred in a cyclical way. Resilience literature states that not everything can be steered in a
desired direction. Situations can be very persistent and adapting to change can take a long time.
However, when a tipping point is reached, a situation can also change very sudden. From the example of
synergies occurring in a cyclical way, it can be learned that steering towards synergetic tourism-
landscape interactions for building social-ecological resilience, is also a matter of timing and momentum
(Kingdon, 1995; Olsson et al, 2006; Sorensen, 2015).

Comparing the results of chapters 3 and 4, it was observed that policy often lags behind public opinion
and societal changes. The developments on Terschelling were often found to be ahead of policy
interventions for nature protection. In the 1970s, the Wadden Area became relevant on a national scale,
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whereas earlier there were already protection initiatives on a local scale. The example in the Wadden
shows that for synergies it is essential to have strong connections between people and nature areas. Of
course, tourism has social and ecological impacts on nature areas, but people also highly appreciate
these areas and feel strongly connected to them. As argued in this thesis, tourism can contribute to
strengthen this connection between people and nature. Tourism can assist in the protection of nature
areas by helping it to become an important societal issue and consequently to be positioned on the
political agenda. This observation above indicates that there is a need to further incorporate SES theory
with social and political factors as important forces that can affect the course of development
(Wilkinson, 2012; Fabinyi et al., 2014).

Key factors with regard to partnerships in governance processes and the way stakeholder interact with
each other were found. First, the extent to which stakeholders are included in governance processes is of
great importance. In chapter 5, it was demonstrated that a wider involvement of stakeholders leads to
more public support. Civilians and entrepreneurs want to be informed, but they also have ideas for
future developments and are often willing to take part in activities. Second, it was shown that an
attitude of openness, effective communication and good collaboration between all relevant stakeholders
are essential conditions for facilitating synergies between tourism and landscape. These factors showed
that eventually individuals and organizations and the way they collaborate is highly influencing the
development of a social-ecological system (Jamal and Stronza, 2009).

This can also be seen in the role of powerful public stakeholders, which is another factor that can
influence the interactions between tourism and landscape. In this thesis, the attitude of the national
forestry management agency (Staatsbosbeheer/SBB) in the past was observed as a constraining factor,
because as a large landowner, this agency was highly influential in determining the course of
development. Nevertheless, a recent change in their attitude enabled synergetic tourism-landscape
interactions. There was the realization within the organization that closing off nature areas for
protection is not socially desirable. They realized that for creating public understanding for their mission
and associated activities, SBB needs support from other stakeholders. A dialogue with an attitude of
openness and effective communication with all stakeholders are important conditions to achieve this. It
was also found that a local government has the potential to facilitate synergies on the local level.
Nevertheless, this thesis demonstrated that local governments often struggle with this, because they
lack resources and often choose to be risk-avoiding in their decision-making. Consequently, initiatives
that acknowledge synergies between tourism and landscape are constrained and as a result postponed
or even obstructed.

What can be learned from the example above about the local government is that opportunities for
synergies can be additionally constrained on the local level. Regulations from higher governmental levels
already constrain the possibilities for synergies on the local level. Nevertheless, how these regulations
are implemented at the local level can enable opportunities. However, without clear decision-making by
the local government synergetic interactions are constrained even further. A necessary factor is to have
clear rules and regulations, but there is also a need to keep room for innovation and adaptation to
changing circumstances. In particular on the local level a more flexible attitude could provide more
opportunities for enabling synergies between tourism and landscape. SES theory implies a multilevel
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system where the higher levels influence the local level and vice versa. From the example can be learned
that, despite this multilevel system, solutions and opportunities for synergy should often be strived for at
the local level.

Allowing some degree of flexibility in the process of policy implementation is an important factor,
because a tourism destination needs to have the capacity to adapt and cope with the changing demands
of tourists. Tourism is a sector that changes rapidly, because the demands of tourists are fickle.
Whenever a tourism destination is unable to innovate, it runs the risk that tourists will exchange it for
other destinations. Not being able to cope with these changes, could mean that many (local)
stakeholders would miss out on the benefits that can be derived from tourism. Providing flexibility for
synergies and multi-functional usage of space where different functions can be connected to each other
is therefore a factor that needs to be taken into account. From an SES perspective the world is
considered to be constantly in flux. To cope with changing circumstances, a system requires a degree of
flexibility to build social-ecological resilience. Persistence and keeping circumstances in a status quo, is
often the policy response, however, sometimes flexibility and allowing change is required for systems to
be resilient to change (Folke et al. 2010).

Regarding to flexibility, the final factor that influences synergetic interactions is the difference between
temporal and non-temporal land use. Flexibility with regard to temporal land use is promising for
enabling synergetic interactions. For example tourism entrepreneurs working together with nature
protection organization for the organization of tourism activities taking place in nature areas. The case
study showed that in the recent decades more flexibility was provided; through experimentation and
learning by doing the opportunities for synergies were shown. What can be learned from this is that
apart from rules and regulations it is crucial to build trust between stakeholders with regard to
implementation of policy at the local level. Flexibility with regard to land use with less temporal
characteristics tends to remain more difficult. For example real estate developments were considered to
be problematic and this is expected to cause more problems in the future. This is partly due to
fragmentation of ownership and the difficulties the local governments to control this.

6.3 Reflections on methods and theory

For answering the main research question and finding those factors that enable and constrain synergetic
tourism-landscape interactions, a multitude of different methods were used. Content analysis was found
to be a useful tool for examining the formal and informal aspects of the institutional context of tourism
destinations. The added value of this method for this project was the longitudinal approach, which
helped making statements about phenomena that lasted over longer periods of time and over a longer
time span than people to interview. Interviews were used to support the results of the content analysis;
they helped building the coding scheme and improve the interpretation of the results. This method helps
prevents researchers from ‘picking and mixing’ from documents to back-up their statements. It was
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demonstrated that triangulation of content analysis with the supporting interviews has a high reliability
and validity. A point of critique is that only a ‘basic’ content analysis was executed to understand the
historical institutional context. Despite the usefulness of this method, further research could expand the
analytical possibilities of the method. Another issue for reflection is the use of proxies in the method.
Newspaper articles and local policy- and planning documents were used to make statements about the
institutional context. It is important to realize that documents only represent an abstraction of the
institutional context that was under analysis in these chapters.

Stakeholder analysis proved useful in exploring governance processes that pertain the management of
tourism-landscape interactions. It helped providing an overview of the stakeholders who are involved in
governance processes and the way they interact with each other. Especially, the instrumental value of
the interest-influence matrix was considered to be useful as input for the interviews with the
stakeholders. Another advantage of stakeholder analysis, as applied in this thesis, is that it allowed to go
beyond the scope of the tourism industry. Not only tourism entrepreneurs were analyzed, but a broad
range of other stakeholders that are involved in the governance of tourism destinations was included in
the analysis. Still, there was a limitation to the amount stakeholder that were included in the analysis.
For example, tourists themselves were not included in the stakeholder analysis. Despite they are indirect
users of a tourism destination which depends on nature, they are not always represented in governance
processes (Bijker, et al. 2014). For further research, exploring the interactions between nature areas and
tourists (or so called ‘fans’ of an area) can be a valuable future contribution.

Another point of critique on the way stakeholder analysis was applied is that for example the strength of
the ties between stakeholders was not exactly measured, which could have been achieved using a
quantitative approach. The rationale behind the choice for a qualitative approach was to get deeper
insights in the relations between stakeholders. For this purpose it was found that a qualitative method
was more appropriate to use.

By applying these methods in real life cases, this thesis made a theoretical contribution to social-
ecological systems theory and resilience thinking as well. These concepts have been increasingly used in
social sciences and recently also in a tourism context. Nevertheless, it was found that the application in
empirical research lags behind on the conceptual discussion (Lew, 2014). Through the operationalization
of the concepts, this thesis improved ways to examine those factors that influence social-ecological
resilience of an area. A possible critique from SES theorists to such operationalization is that it provides a
rather reductionist view on the way the world works. SES theorists see the world as being complex,
uncertain and unpredictable. With that in mind, it remains difficult to make any substantiated
statements about possible future development of tourism destinations. To be able to proclaim anything,
this thesis focuses on the parts of the systems that deal with decision-making processes and it was
analyzed how the current and past institutional context has been influencing this. There is the realization
that it is impossible to know how the entire social-ecological system functions. Nevertheless, it was
demonstrated how decision-making within the system has been developing by analyzing only this small
part of the whole social-ecological system. Researching this part was helpful to improve the
understanding the mechanisms that might influence the system.

111




This thesis fits with the ongoing and growing debate on resilience and tourism. When starting this PhD
research in 2013, not many scholars were establishing the connections between tourism and resilience
thinking. Currently, the debate has gained ground within tourism literature. Especially, the contributions
of Lew (2014), Becken (2013), Biggs (2011), Ruiz-Ballesteros (2011), Strickland-Munro et al. (2010) have
been embracing resilience thinking and have been applying it to a tourism context. These scholars have
been discussing a diversity of topics such as tourism in relation to climate change, the resilience of the
tourism industry, tourism and community resilience, and protected area tourism on communities.
However, contributions dealing with synergetic interactions between tourism and landscape have been
limited and therefore this dissertation is a valuable contribution to this debate.

The added value of this thesis to the debate on resilience is a different usage of the concept of resilience
than most studies that relate to tourism. First, related to the question ‘resilience of what to what’, many
scholars research the resilience of the tourism sector and how the sector itself can adapt to social and
ecological changes. This thesis looks beyond the scope of the tourism industry and examines the social-
ecological resilience of an entire region and the synergetic tourism-landscape interactions that are a
precondition for balancing social-economic development and nature protection. It analyzes how tourism
can help facilitate sustainable regional development by being resilient to changing social and ecological
circumstances. Second, the added value of this thesis is that it tried to include elements such as power,
conflict, contradiction and cultural values. Resilience is often criticized for being power blind and for
depoliticizing the dynamics of changes of a social-ecological system. These element are taken into
account by improving the understanding of decision-making processes within the system. This thesis
thereby contributes to the development of the debate on resilience in a tourism context.

As a manifestation of the relevance of the debate discussed above, it was observed that multiple (edited)
books on tourism and resilience are (or will be) published in 2017. The one edited by Alison Gill and
Jarkko Saarinen (2017) is called ‘Resilient Destinations: Governance Strategies of Tourism in the
Transition towards Sustainability’. This book contains a chapter which is based on a part of this
dissertation (Chapter 4). Also, a book on ‘Tourism and Resilience’ edited by Richard Butler was published
this year. In 2017, Alan Lew and Joseph Cheer published two edited volumes which cover the interface of
tourism and resilience; one of these books has an environmental focus (‘Tourism Resilience and
Adaptation to Environmental Change’) and the other has a social focus (‘Tourism, Resilience, and
Sustainability: Adapting to Social, Political, and Economic Change’). Another volume edited by
Innerhofer, Fontanari and Pechlaner is forthcoming and is about ‘Destination Resilience — Challenges and
Opportunities for Destination Management and Governance’. Finally, another book written by Colin
Michael Hall (2017) will come out this year (‘Tourism and Resilience: Individual, Organizational and
Destination Perspectives’).
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6.4 Recommendations for policy makers

Based on the conclusions that were drawn from the dissertation, a series of recommendations could be
provided for policy makers and planners that are working on the intersection between tourism and
landscape.

1. Use content analysis to understand an historical institutional context
For policy makers and planners it is vital to understand the local context in which they operate.
Looking back on how policy and public discourse has been evolving over time can make policy
makers aware about the obstacles and opportunities for making future policy. This analysis can
help policy makers indicate for example path-dependencies that could hinder alternative policy
options. This thesis has shown that content analysis can be a user-friendly tool to systematically
analyze the way the institutional context has been changing over a longer time period.

2. Strive for integral policy aimed at synergetic interactions

The starting point of this dissertation is that tourism and landscape are highly interlinked and
should be managed like that as well. For policy makers, this implies a different way of protection
nature areas. Especially in nature areas that are in the adjacent to places where people live,
work and spend their free time it is impossible to fully close those areas from human influences.
When an area is closed off only for protection purposes, it mean that this area cannot be
experienced anymore. For people to support nature protection, they need to know what is being
protected and why. Tourism and landscape should therefore not be seen as separated entities,
but as an integrated whole. To be able to balance the social and ecological aspects, policy
makers are recommended to, whenever possible, strive for integral policy taking synergetic
interactions between tourism and landscape into account. Integral policy is helpful as it takes
multiple goals into account instead of only sectoral interests. Nevertheless, designing integral
policy was found to be challenging. This thesis showed the constant fluctuations in policy focus
on either social-economic development or nature protection and these existing paths are hard to
change.

3. Involve a wide range of stakeholders.
A wide involvement of stakeholders is helpful to find public support for the proper management
of tourism-landscape interactions. There can be differences in the extent stakeholders are
involved, but at least stakeholders should be informed about future developments. Potential
decisions need to be explained properly and stakeholders need to have opportunities to share
their views on it. Connecting with different stakeholders is not only about legitimatize decisions;
also more discussion is necessary for understanding each other’s perspectives and finding
common grounds and shared values. In addition, involving civilians and entrepreneurs can be
beneficial, because they could have interesting ideas and are often willing to think along. Local
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stakeholders know the region very well and this local knowledge can be of great use for policy
makers.

Use the influence-interest matrix as an instrument to analyze stakeholders

Stakeholders analysis was found to be a helpful instrument for policy makers to get an overview
of who the stakeholders are, how they can be categorized and the way they interact with each
other. The influence-interest matrix positions stakeholder and thereby assists policy-makers in
making strategic choices for dealing with each different type of stakeholders. Also, this matrix is
helpful to influence the interactions more effective; it shows policy makers to interfere in those
interactions between stakeholders that are limiting and stimulate those interactions that are
enabling synergies.

Aim for open decision-making processes and develop a ‘narrative together

Policy makers should aim for decision-making processes, which are as open as possible. A shared
vision is helpful for including stakeholders in this process. Every stakeholder has its own
interests, however, when everyone strives for their own interest, it will negatively affect the
bigger picture. To achieve shared vision, it is necessary to develop a story together where many
stakeholders can connect to. This storytelling creates direction for all stakeholders and is helpful
in making choices. Two important conditions for this are an attitude of openness and clear
communication by all stakeholders.

Provide a clear vision for the future...

It is recommended for policy makers to make a clear vision for the future aimed at synergetic
interactions between tourism and landscape. Clarity in the rules and regulations is needed,
because then all the stakeholders have a higher degree of certainty about future policy
directions. Rules and regulations are often unclear, confusing and sometimes even conflicting.
This can lead to a lack of courage among stakeholders. In addition, a clear vision could also
strengthen the position of local policy makers and planners, who are often challenged by the
many regulations at place. Local governments lack the resources and the capacity to interpret
and to link all those policy documents. As a consequence, to avoid making the wrong decisions, it
was observed that they tend to play it safe and no decisions were made at all.

...but also allow for flexibility in the local implementation

Seemingly paradoxical, policy makers are also recommended to allow for a certain degree of
flexibility at the local level for the development of initiatives by civilians and entrepreneurs.
Rules and regulations from higher governmental levels already restrict the flexibility on the local
level, while the opportunities for finding flexibility lie at the implementation at this level. Having
space for innovation of a tourism destination is crucial, because tourism is rapidly changing as
the demands of tourism are fickle. A tourism destination needs to be able to cope with these
changing demands. Creating space for development and the amount of freedom that should be
given to entrepreneurs is something that needs to be discussed constantly. Especially with



regard to land use with a temporal character, considering flexibility is recommendable, because
these decisions can easily be undone. For the non-temporal forms of land use (such as
development of new real-estate project), it is recommended to be more cautious, as these
developments are more difficult to control by a local governments. Real-estate related issues are
a future challenge for local governments, because the ownership is fragmented and the prices of
lots and houses tend to increase rapidly in popular tourism destinations.

8. Dare to experiment.

To prevent, or even breach, a stalemate in decision-making, experimentation can be helpful.
Experimentation starts with the execution of the intervention itself, which could then be
monitored closely to find out what is going on and how the system responds. An approach that
entails ‘trial and error’ can be promising when a situation is considered to be complex. Because
of this complexity, important stakeholders can behave in a risk-avoiding way. Consequently,
decision-making for future developments can be postponed or obstructed. Instead of talking
about an issue in length, experimentations can demonstrate how the system responds to
interventions and what the consequences are. Policy makers can learn from these experiments;
it allows them to stimulate developments that are working out, but also adjust and reorient
when things are not working out as expected. Also, demonstrating how interventions could work
out can build trust among stakeholders and support for activities that comprehend synergetic
interactions between tourism and landscape.

6.5 Synthesis

In this dissertation, the role of tourism in building social-ecological resilience was analyzed by looking at
enabling and constraining factors. As the core idea, it was argued that striving for synergetic interactions
between tourism and landscape is a promising one. In theory this idea makes sense, however, looking
into policy, public discourse and partnerships, practice showed that it is rather difficult and takes time.

Nevertheless, looking at current developments, there are some promising notions for the future. For
example the new environmental law [Omgevingswet] in the Netherlands offers opportunities for
synergies. This new law aims for a simplification and a better alignment of spatial planning, environment
and nature. It can stimulate sustainable projects and provide municipalities and provinces more freedom
to make policy that fits their specific needs and goals. In addition, it offers more flexibility for ideas by
companies and organizations, because the environmental law is more about general rules, than detailed
permits. Consequently, the ‘bigger picture’, with the actual problems that need to be addressed,
becomes more central and not the means and the instruments. For those tourism destinations that are
dependent on nature and landscape, this new law is a promising development, because the attitude for
the assessment of plans will be ‘Yes, provided that’ instead of ‘No, unless’. As shown in this thesis, this
changing attitude could enable synergetic interactions between tourism and landscape.
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Another notion relates to the way policy making occurs at the local level. It was found that an important
factor for enabling synergies is the way stakeholders interact and communicate with each other. Given
that, there needs to be a different attitude toward policymaking. It is important that different
stakeholders do not (inter)act from their own interest which is often based on the position they hold or
the organization they represent. Instead, it is crucial for stakeholders to (inter)act with their core values
in mind. For those tourism destinations dependent on attractive nature this is promising, because
tourism entrepreneurs and nature protection organizations do have different positions with different
interests; however, their values may overlap. In short, in tourism destinations, synergies can be
stimulated by policy, but eventually the opportunities for synergies strongly relate to whether
stakeholders find common ground on shared values and whether they are willing to collaborate.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Documents included in the content analysis

ETIF (1948). ETIF Report Tourism [Economisch Technologisch Instituut voor Friesland: Rapport
betreffende het vreemdelingen verkeer Terschelling]. Retrieved from municipal archive

Municipality of Terschelling (1952). Expansion Plan for Tourism [Uitbreidingsplan Toerisme]. Retrieved
from municipal archive

Staatsbosbeheer (1972). Long Term Plan (LTP) [Lange termijn plan Terschelling]. Retrieved from
municipal archive

Municipality of Terschelling (1974). Structure Plan Terschelling [Structuurplan Terschelling]. Retrieved
from municipal archive

Municipality of Terschelling (1977). Municipal Policy Recreation [Nota Recreéren]. Retrieved from
municipal archive

Grontmij N.V. (1986). Recreational Partial Plan Terschelling [Recreatie-deelplan Terschelling]. Retrieved
from municipal archive

CIMK (1988). Touristic-Recreational Action Plan Terschelling [Toeristisch-Recreatief Actieplan
Terschelling]. Retrieved from municipal archive

Oranjewoud (1989). Landscape Policy Plan Terschelling [Landschapsbeleidsplan Terschelling]. Retrieved
from municipal archive

Municipality of Terschelling (2000). Terschelling Beyond 2000 [Structuurplan Terschelling Voorbij 2000].
Retrieved from municipal archive

Oranjewoud (2004). Landscape Development Plan Terschelling [Landschapsontwikkelingsplan
Terschelling]. Retrieved from: http://www.terschelling.nl/t-regels-beleid/overige-regels-en-
beleid_43160/item/landschapsontwikkelingsplan-terschelling_30176.html

Municipality of Terschelling (2007). Touristic Future Vision Terschelling [Toeristische toekomstvisie
Terschelling]. Retrieved from municipal archive

Municipality of Terschelling (2015). Future Vision Terschelling [TS 25: Terschelling in 2025]. Retrieved
from: http://www.terschelling.nl/t-regels-beleid/overige-regels-en-beleid_43160/item/toekomstvisie-ts-
25_32228.html
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Appendix B: Coding scheme for policy documents

Natural protection

General

- nature

- landscape

- attractiveness
- vulnerable

- quietness

- open space

Activities

- protection

- conservation
- preservation

Actors
- Staatsbosbeheer
- Nature organizations

Objects
- fauna

- flora

- dunes

- forest

- beach

- salt marsh
- polder

- birds

- seals

- ban

- wire

- fence

- closed area

Social-economic
development
General

- tourism

- recreation

- leisure

- economy

- human

- prosperity

- profit

Activities

- development
- growth

- expansion

- building

- construction
- initiatives

- services

- mass

- industry

- investing

- establishing

Actors
- entrepreneurs

Objects
- hotel

- camping

- caravan

- pavilion

- traffic

- cycle path

- hospitality industry

Synergy

Balance

- synergy
- win-win
- balance
- harmony

Integration
- integrated

- interwoven
- sustainable

Social

- collaboration

- together

- involvement

- awareness

- understanding

- respect

- responsibility

Table A.1 | Coding scheme for policy documents (NOTE: these are the English version of the terms in Dutch.)
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Appendix C: Coding scheme for newspaper articles

Nature protection

General

- nature

- landscape

- attractiveness/attractive
- vulnerable/vulnerability
- quietness

- open space

Activities

- protect/protection

- conserve/conservation
- preserve/preservation

Actors
- Staatsbosbeheer
- Nature organizations

Objects
- fauna

- flora

- dune/dunes

- forest/forests

- beach/beaches
- salt marsh/salt marches
- polder/polders
- bird/birds

- seal/seals

- ban/bans

- wire

- fence/fences

- closed area

Social-economic
development
General

- tourism

- recreation

- leisure

- economy

- human/humans
- prosperity

- profit

Activities

- develop/development/
developments

- growth

- expand/expansion

- build/building

- construct/construction
- initiative/initiatives

- service/services

- mass/massively

- industry/industries

- investing/investment

- establishing/establishment

Actors
- entrepreneur/
entrepreneurs

Objects
- hotel/hotels

- camping/camping grounds
- caravan/caravans

- pavilion/pavilions

- traffic

- cycle path/cycle paths

- hospitality industry

Synergy

Balance

- synergy/synergies

- win-win

- balance

- harmony/harmonious

Integration

- integral/integration/
integrated

- interwoven

- coherence/coherent

- sustainable/sustainability

Social

- collaboration/collaborative
- together

- involved/involvement

- aware/awareness

- understanding

- respect

- responsible/responsibility

Table A.2 | Coding scheme for newspaper articles (NOTE: these are the English version of the terms in Dutch).
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SAMENVATTING (SUMMARY IN DUTCH)

Synergetische toerisme-landschap interacties: beleid, publieke discours en samenwerking

Toerisme in een fenomeen dat wereldwijd in de afgelopen decennia een versnelde groei en diversificatie
heeft ondergaan. Toerisme is de verzameling aan activiteiten van personen die reizen naar, of verblijven
in, plekken anders dan de gebruikelijke omgeving voor niet meer dan een aaneengesloten jaar met vrije
tijd als voornaamste doel. Toerisme kan beschouwd worden als de som van fenomenen en relaties die
ontstaan uit de interacties tussen toeristen, ondernemers, overheden en lokale gemeenschappen. Met
name de vormen toerisme die samenhangen met natuur, landschap en natuurlijk erfgoed hebben in
toenemende mate aan populariteit gewonnen.

Deze drang van toeristen om natuurgebieden landschappen te bezoeken en te ervaren heeft
consequenties voor de landschappen en lokale gemeenschappen in de bestemming. Vaak wordt
toerisme gezien als iets dat een negatieve impact heeft op het landschap en deze gemeenschappen,
maar het zorgt ook voor inkomen en banen. Daarnaast kan toerisme ook bijdragen aan het beter
begrijpen van de waarden van natuurlijke erfgoed, het verkrijgen van meer draagvlak voor
natuurbescherming, en als een manier om financiering voor natuurbescherming te verkrijgen.
Bovenstaande laat zien dat toerisme en landschap onlosmakelijk met elkaar verbonden zijn. Daarom is
het van belang om te kijken naar de interacties tussen toerisme en landschap en hoe deze op een meer
duurzame en gebalanceerde manier gestuurd kunnen worden. Dit is in het bijzonder van belang voor
kustgebieden (of deltagebieden) waar hoge natuurwaarden te vinden zijn, maar dit zijn tevens de
dichtbevolkte gebieden. Het is van belang om te kijken naar de manier waarop toerisme en landschap
interageren en hoe deze interacties kunnen worden veranderd om een goede balans te vinden tussen
sociaal-economische ontwikkeling en natuurbescherming.

In het proefschrift staan synergetische interacties tussen toerisme en landschap centraal. Vaak ligt de
nadruk van deze interacties op natuurbescherming of juist op sociaal-economische ontwikkeling, maar in
dit proefschrift wordt specifiek gekeken naar de mogelijkheden tot synergie tussen beide. Synergie gaat
over situaties waar wederzijdse winsten te behalen vallen wanneer de interacties tussen de losse
elementen van een system verenigd worden op een manier dat het geheel groter is dan de som der
delen. Hierbij is het idee dat synergie verder gaat dan een afweging (trade-off) tussen sociaal-
economische ontwikkeling en natuurbescherming, waarbij vaak de een boven de andere wordt
verkozen. Synergie gaat over balans en win-win situaties waar natuurbescherming en sociaal-
economische ontwikkeling niet conflicterende zijn maar elk juist versterken. Dit zorgt er voor dat een
regio in staat is om zowel sociale als ecologische veerkracht (resilience) te vergroten gedurende het
omgaan met toekomstige veranderingen.

In dit proefschrift wordt het idee van synergie tussen toerisme en landschap bediscussieerd. Om te
kijken of dit idee werkt, is er gekeken naar of, en hoe, dit werkt in de praktijk en in hoeverre synergie in
overweging wordt genomen. In dit proefschrift staat de vraag centraal welke factoren synergetische
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interacties tussen toerisme en landschap belemmeren en welke factoren dit juist bevorderen. Het
proefschrift richt zich specifiek op de institutionele context waarin toerisme en landschap bestuurd
worden, omdat het van belang is om te begrijpen hoe besluiten genomen worden en in het verleden zijn
genomen. In hoeverre het idee van synergie werkt, hangt samen met hoe beleid zich door de jaren heeft
ontwikkeld, hoe de publieke opinie is veranderd en op welke manier de samenwerking in bestuurlijke
processen, waarbij een breed scala van verschillende belanghebbenden met verschillende interesses en
machtsrelaties betrokken zijn, is ingericht. Het proefschrift richt zijn op deze drie aspecten van de
institutionele context (beleid, publieke discours en samenwerking).

De theoretische bijdrage van dit proefschrift is het verrijken van toerisme literatuur met inzichten en
banderingen uit sociaal-ecologische systeem (SES) theorie en resilience literatuur. Een dergelijk
perspectief helpt bij het identificeren van synergie, want het ziet de interacties tussen toerisme en
landschap als zijnde gekoppeld en constant in verandering. De nadruk ligt op de institutionele context en
bestuurlijke processen die sociaal-ecologische systemen kunnen beinvioeden. Conceptueel draagt een
dergelijke focus bij aan het debat rond sociaal-ecologische systemen en veerkracht aangezien meer
sociaal-cultureel bepaalde factoren zoals macht, conflict, waarden en culturele normen worden
meegenomen. In hoofdstuk 2 wordt dieper ingegaan op de theoretische concepten die worden gebruik
in dit proefschrift. Dit hoofdstuk verkent het potentieel van een SES-perspectief om toeristische en
landschappelijke interacties beter te begrijpen. Dit hoofdstuk bespreekt de implicaties die dit perspectief
heeft voor de manier waarop toerisme en landschap worden geregeld en illustreert de mogelijke
toepassing van SES op het Nederlandse Waddengebied.

De andere bijdrage van dit proefschrift gaat over de toepassing van bovengenoemde theorie in de
praktijk. Omdat de toepasbaarheid achterblijft op de conceptuele discussie, is het van belang om een
reeks methoden te ontwikkelen die kunnen worden toegepast op empirische cases. In dit proefschrift
zijn methoden ontwikkeld en gebruikt die helpen bij het ontrafelen van de institutionele context en het
begrijpen van bestuurlijke processen die gaan over toerisme en landschap. Voor dit onderzoek is gebruik
gemaakt van een methodologie die zich kenmerkt rond die centrale onderzoek principes: case-study
onderzoek, een breed scala aan verschillende onderzoeksmethoden, en methoden die dwingen tot een
systematische analyse. Case-study onderzoek wordt gebruikt om bepaalde fenomenen en de context
waarin deze plaatsvinden beter te kunnen begrijpen. Een brede variatie van verschillende kwalitatieve
en kwantitatieve methoden helpt bij het trianguleren van de resultaten door vanuit verschillende
bronnen te kijken in hoeverre er convergentie van de data optreedt. Triangulatie is belangrijk om de
consistentie van bevindingen te bepalen en helpt bij het beter begrijpen van de case. Een systematische
analyse helpt bij het begrijpen van lange termijn ontwikkelingen door het minimaliseren van problemen
met huidige waarnemingen van de respondenten over de ontwikkelingen in het verleden. Daarnaast
helpt een systematische analyse bij het minimaliseren van de rol van de onderzoeker en vergroot
daarmee de betrouwbaarheid van het onderzoek.

De analyses in het proefschrift hebben betrekking op Terschelling, een eiland dat onderdeel uitmaakt
van UNESCO Werelderfgoed Waddenzee. Dit eiland staat bekend om haar natuurschoon, maar is mede
daardoor ook erg populair onder toeristen. Kortom, op dit eiland zijn zowel de belangen van sociaal-
economische ontwikkeling (middels toerisme) en natuurbescherming sterk vertegenwoordigd. Om
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antwoord te geven op de hoofdvraag is er, naast literatuur onderzoek, gebruik gemaakt van
verschillende onderzoeksmethoden ondersteund door verschillende bronnen, waaronder:
inhoudsanalyse (content analysis) op zowel beleidsdocumenten als krantenartikelen, interviews (met
o.a. toeristisch ondernemers, natuurbeschermers, overheden, belangengroepen en burgers),
stakeholder analyse en geografische informatie systemen (GIS).

Hoofdstuk 3 biedt inzicht in de formele institutionele context door de veranderende dynamiek van
toerisme en landschap interacties in beleidsdocumenten door de tijd te analyseren. Hierbij is gebleken
dat inhoudsanalyse (content analysis) een waardevol instrument is om veranderingen in het beleid over
tijd te identificeren. Door historische documenten te analyseren kunnen beleidsmakers en planners de
institutionele context waarin beslissingen zijn genomen beter begrijpen. Met behulp van het eiland
Terschelling als voorbeeld, wordt laten zien hoe inhoudsanalyse gebruikt kan worden om de historische
institutionele context beter te begrijpen. Beleids- en planningsdocumenten van 1945 tot 2015 zijn
geanalyseerd en voor een betere interpretatie hiervan tevens ondersteund met semigestructureerde
interviews met belangrijke lokale informanten. Hoewel er in de loop van de tijd fluctuaties tussen
sociaaleconomische ontwikkeling en natuurbescherming waren, bleek dat er een toenemend bewustzijn
van synergie is geweest in beleidsdocumenten. Synergieén zijn van cruciaal belang om
natuurbescherming met sociaal-economische ontwikkeling te balanceren en daarmee de sociaal-
ecologische veerkracht van regio's te vergroten. Uit dit hoofdstuk blijkt dat inhoudsanalyse van lokale
beleidsdocumenten kan worden gebruikt als een proxy voor de institutionele context.

Hoofdstuk 4 identificeert de informele institutionele context door de veranderende dynamiek van
toerisme en landschap interacties in de publieke discours over de tijd te analyseren. In dit hoofdstuk
worden de synergetische interacties tussen toeristische ontwikkeling en landschapsbescherming
onderzocht. Het identificeren van veranderingen in de manier waarop mensen denken over toerisme en
landschap interacties is belangrijk omdat dit bijdraagt aan het begrip van de institutionele context. Dit
kan helpen bij het vinden van strategieén om de sociaal-ecologische veerkracht van een regio te
vergroten. Een historische inhoudsanalyse van krantenartikelen (1945-2015) werd gebruikt voor het
analyseren van veranderingen in toerisme en landschap interacties op het eiland Terschelling. Deze
analyse van werd gevalideerd door interviews met belangrijke informanten op het eiland. Uit de
resultaten bleek dat over de periode van analyse er schommelingen waren in hoeverre de publieke
opinie gericht was op natuurbescherming, sociaal-economische ontwikkeling of de synergie tussen
beide. Om toekomstig beleid inzake sociaal-ecologische systemen te verbeteren, is het voor
beleidsmakers zaak om goed inzicht te krijgen in hoe de huidige institutionele context
beleidsbeslissingen beinvloedt. Inhoudsanalyse kan een nuttig hulpmiddel zijn om dit te bereiken.

In hoofdstuk 5 staat de manier waarop stakeholders betrokken worden bij governance processen met
betrekking tot toerisme en landschap interacties centraal. Hierbij wordt de link gelegd met het concept
benefit sharing wat verwijst naar het idee dat de voordelen die voortvloeien uit het toerisme over een
breed scala aan belanghebbenden zouden moeten worden verdeeld. Om deze voordelen voor lokale
gemeenschappen te kunnen bieden is de ontwikkeling van synergistische interacties tussen
belanghebbenden een voorwaarde. Synergie tussen diegenen die betrokken zijn  bij
besluitvormingsprocessen kan zorgen voor een effectievere distributie van de voordelen van toerisme in
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beschermde natuurgebieden. De stakeholderanalyse onthulde hoe relaties tussen belanghebbenden het
uitwisselen van voordelen uit het toerisme mogelijk maken en / of beperken. Onze analyse heeft ertoe
geleid dat de bestuurlijke structuren met betrekking tot het beheer van toerisme en beschermde
gebieden beter kan worden begrepen. Er is bijvoorbeeld geconstateerd dat het Staatsbosbeheer, een
grootgrondbezitter op het eiland, een invloedrijke speler is, maar desalniettemin het vaak moeilijk heeft
om lokale steun te krijgen voor haar werkzaamheden. De lokale overheid is tevens een belangrijke
speler, maar werd in veel gevallen gezien als een beperkende speler voor de ontwikkeling van het
toerisme en het afremmen van potentiele synergie tussen toerisme en landschap. Effectieve
communicatie, goede samenwerking met alle belanghebbenden en een houding van openheid werden
geidentificeerd als belangrijke voorwaarden om synergistische interacties tussen belanghebbenden te
ontwikkelen.

Tot slot worden in hoofdstuk 6 de conclusies getrokken. Gebaseerd op de verschillende hoofdstukken in
dit proefschrift is er een reeks factoren onderscheiden die invloed hebben op synergetische interacties
tussen toerisme en landschap. Deze factoren kunnen worden ingedeeld in factoren die betrekking
hebben op "beleid" (pad-afhankelijkheid van de historische institutionele context, fluctuaties in
beleidsoriéntaties, een recente toename van synergién in beleid, duidelijke regels en regelgeving),
"publieke discours" (korte termijn economisch denken, de invlioed van milieu-macro-gebeurtenissen, de
cyclische manier van synergién) en "samenwerking" in bestuurlijke processen (inclusie van stakeholders
in governance processen, een houding van openheid en effectieve communicatie tussen alle
stakeholders, de veranderende houding van invloedrijke belanghebbenden, flexibiliteit voor innovatie op
lokaal niveau en gebrek aan capaciteit van lokale overheden). Sommige factoren kunnen zowel
beperkend als bevorderend zijn.

Ook wordt er in dit hoofdstuk gereflecteerd op het gebruik van SES theorie om toerisme en landschap
interacties te begrijpen. Daarnaast is er een discussie over de methoden die in dit proefschrift werden
uiteengezet en gebruikt voor de toepassing van SES theorie. In het laatste deel van de conclusie worden
de volgende aanbevelingen gedaan voor beleidsmakers die zich bezig houden met toerisme en
landschap:

1. Gebruik content analysis als hulpmiddel om een historische institutionele context beter te
begrijpen.

2. Probeer te streven naar integraal beleid dat gericht is op synergetische interacties tussen
toerisme en landschap.

3. Betrek een breed scala aan belanghebbenden voor het vinden van draagvlak en nieuwe ideeén .
Gebruik de influence-interest matrix als een instrument om stakeholders te analyseren en als
hulpmiddel bij het maken van strategische keuzes voor het omgaan met verschillende typen
stakeholders.

5. Streef naar open besluitvormingsprocessen en ontwikkel gezamenlijk een 'verhaal' waar veel
belanghebbenden zich verbonden mee voelen.

6. Maak een duidelijke visie om belanghebbenden meer zekerheden te bieden over toekomstige
beleidsrichtingen...
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7. ... maar laat ook flexibiliteit toe bij de lokale implementatie voor de ontwikkeling van initiatieven
van burgers en ondernemers die bijdragen aan innovatie van een toeristische bestemming in de
omgang met deze veranderende omstandigheden.

8. Durf te experimenteren om een patstelling in besluitvorming te voorkomen (of zelfs te
doorbreken), steun te vinden door ‘te doen’ en te leren van fouten.

In dit proefschrift werd de rol van toerisme bij het opbouwen van sociaal-ecologische veerkracht
geanalyseerd door te kijken naar bevorderende en beperkende factoren. Als kernidee werd gesteld dat
het streven naar synergetische interacties tussen toerisme en landschap veelbelovend is. In theorie is dit
idee logisch, maar als we kijken naar beleid, publiek discours en partnerschappen, heeft de praktijk
aangetoond dat dit vrij weerbarstig is en tijd kost. Niettemin, als we kijken naar de huidige
ontwikkelingen, zijn er enkele veelbelovende ideeén voor de toekomst. De nieuwe omgevingswet in
Nederland biedt bijvoorbeeld kansen voor synergieén. Voor toeristische bestemmingen die afhankelijk
zijn van natuur en landschap, kan deze nieuwe wet een veelbelovende ontwikkeling zijn, omdat de
opstelling voor de beoordeling van plannen 'Ja, op voorwaarde dat' is in plaats van 'Nee, tenzij'. Zoals
aangetoond in dit proefschrift, kan deze veranderende houding synergetische interacties tussen
toerisme en landschap mogelijk maken.

Een ander aanknopingspunt heeft betrekking op de manier waarop besluitvorming plaatsvindt op lokaal
niveau en de manier waarop stakeholders met elkaar interacteren en communiceren. Voor toeristische
bestemmingen, die afhankelijk zijn van aantrekkelijke natuur, is het van belang dat ondanks dat
toeristische ondernemers en natuurbeschermingsorganisaties verschillende posities hebben met
verschillende belangen, hun waarden elkaar kunnen overlappen. Kortom, in toeristische bestemmingen
kunnen synergieén door beleid worden gestimuleerd, maar uiteindelijk hebben de kansen voor
synergieén sterk te maken met of stakeholders een gemeenschappelijke basis vinden voor gedeelde
waarden en of ze bereid zijn samen te werken.
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SYNERGETIC TOURISM-LANDSCAPE INTERACTIONS

This dissertation assesses synergetic tourism-landscape interactions. While the emphasis
of these inferactions offen lies on either socialeconomic development or nature
protection, synergies are about sfriving for win-win situations by balancing these twin
goals. Acknowledging synergies can assist regions in becoming more resilient when
coping with future social and ecological change. This dissertation specifically examines
the instfitutional context, in which tourism and landscape are managed, by exploring
constraining and enabling factors that influence the role of fourism in building social-
ecological resilience in coastal areas. Inspired by a socialecological systems perspective,
several methods have been developed to empirically analyze how policy has been
developing, how public opinion has been changing and how governance is arranged in

the case of Terschelling, an island part of the UNESCO World Heritage Wadden Sea.
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