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Tourism firms’ attitudes and willingness to contribute to payments for ecosystem
services in tourism
Henna Konu a, Pinja Leino a and Liisa Tyrväinen b

aUniversity of Eastern Finland, Business School, Joensuu, Finland; bNatural Resources Institute Finland, Helsinki, Finland

ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study is to contribute to the discussions of the role of tourism firms in
maintaining important natural environments and cultural ecosystem services of a tourism
destination. More precisely, this study explores the tourism firms’ attitudes and willingness to
participate in safeguarding and maintaining cultural ecosystem services in a destination
through a tourism-related local payments model, Landscape and Recreation Value Trade (LRVT),
developed in the Ruka-Kuusamo area in Finland. Five main themes illustrating tourism firms’
attitudes towards LRVT and willingness to contribute to it were identified: benefits, concerns
and challenges, implementation, characteristics of a firm, and need for raising awareness. Based
on the findings many of the expressed benefits and challenges of LRVT originate from and are
connected to evaluating the impacts on the competitiveness of the firm and the competitive
advantages for the destination. The study brings insight into the planning, design, and
implementation of voluntary tourism-related payment schemes for ecosystem services,
and discusses their potential to enhance ecological conservation, support the local economy,
and serve as an incentive for private firms to act in a more sustainable manner.
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Introduction

Recently, countries with abundant nature areas have
attracted growing numbers of tourists through a variety
of nature-based activities and attractions. Globally, nature-
based tourism (NBT) is heavily dependent on appealing
nature environments andecosystems todevelop andmain-
tain its business activities (Pueyo-Ros, 2018). At the same
time, there is a growing demand and competition over
natural resources, especially in multi-functional areas that
face economic, social and environmental pressures (Reed
& Stringer, 2016). In a destination context, this means that
diverse livelihoods are using or competing for the same
resources. In Finland, for example, forests and natural land-
scapes are important both for the forest industry and for
expanding NBT. While NBT relies on appealing nature land-
scapes and biodiversity, the forest industry uses wood as
the key raw material leading to large-scale forest cuttings.
Therefore, new approaches to the reconciliation of land
use and maintenance of diverse ecosystem services are
increasingly being discussed (Winkel et al., 2022).

Ecosystem services (ES) provide diverse benefits for
people ranging from provisioning services, such as food,
to cultural services suchas aesthetic, recreationand spiritual

values (e.g.MEA, 2005; Plieninger et al., 2013). The complex-
ity of cultural ecosystem services (CES) provided by natural
environments and resources emerges from the multiple
benefits the services can bring such as recreation opportu-
nities through various activities, health and enjoyment,
spiritual experiences, and appreciation of scenic landscapes
(e.g. Bachi et al., 2020; de Groot et al., 2010; Huynh et al.,
2022). Although tourism has long been connected to the
ES discourse, the literature on the role of ecosystem services
in tourism has only recently emerged (e.g. Bachi et al., 2020;
Ghermandi et al., 2020; Grilli et al., 2021; Margaryan et al.,
2020; Pueyo-Ros, 2018; Ram & Smith, 2022). This is some-
what surprising given the fact that they attract customers
and are often central to tourist satisfaction on site (e.g.
Pueyo-Ros, 2018). Natural resources and the benefits the
nature environment brings may profile a whole region or
destination, and they act as the core of the tourism
offering (see e.g. Daniel et al., 2012; Fish et al., 2016).

A few researchers (e.g. Daniel et al., 2012; Fish et al.,
2016) have pointed out that the possibility of experien-
cing CES and biodiversity, engaging with them directly,
and understanding their benefits may help to raise
public awareness and support for protecting ecosystems.
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This, however, also requires a deeper understanding of
the specific socio-ecological context, and the different
stakeholders’ perspectives on the value of ES (e.g. Ram
& Smith, 2022). Some studies have examined the interest
in contributing to the maintenance of ecosystem services
at tourism destinations focusing mainly on the consumer
perspective (e.g. Schuhmann et al., 2019) and examining
tourists’ willingness to pay for nature conservation and
cultural ecosystem services, for instance, related to
beaches, specific animal species and forested landscapes
(e.g. Birdir et al., 2013; Enriquez-Acevedo et al., 2018; Grilli
et al., 2021; Su et al., 2022; Tyrväinen et al., 2014), while
the attitudes and willingness of tourism businesses have
gained less attention. In fact, tourism firms are often not
actively engaged in contributing to landscape or nature
conservation targets (e.g. Aapala et al., 2017; Mäntymaa
et al., 2021; Brink, 2011). This may be partly due to the
tourism firms’ somewhat limited understanding of or het-
erogeneous attitudes towards the benefits of (cultural)
ecosystem services and the biodiversity for their
businesses, and partly due to the lack of well-functioning
payments for ecosystem services (PES) models lowering
the threshold to contribute (Konu & Tyrväinen, 2020).

Payments for ecosystem services (PES) have been
suggested as one tool to maintain and improve the
quality of natural environments. PES policies compensate
communities or individuals for taking actions that support
and increase the provision of diverse ecosystem services
(Jack et al., 2008). Previous PES and conservation payment
programmes have targeted wildlife habitat restoration,
waterquality improvementandpreventionofdeforestation
(e.g. Perevochtchikova & Rojo Negrete, 2015). Although the
number of studies focusing on PESmodels has increased in
the last decades (e.g. Wunder et al., 2018), the discussion of
PES models within tourism has still been limited.

The purpose of this study is to contribute to the discus-
sions of the role of the tourism industry, and especially
tourismfirms, inmaintaining the importantnatural environ-
ments and cultural ecosystem services of a tourismdestina-
tion. More precisely, this study explores the tourism firms’
attitudes and willingness to participate in safeguarding
andmaintaining cultural ecosystem services and the biodi-
versity in a destination through a tourism-related local PES
model, Landscape and Recreation Value Trade, developed
in the Ruka-Kuusamo area in Finland.

Literature review

Tourism-related payments for ecosystem services

The payments for ecosystem service approach has
studied diverse market-like transactions around
aspects such as watershed and biodiversity protection,

carbon sequestration, and landscape beauty and recrea-
tion (Landell-Mills & Porras, 2002; Thorsen et al., 2014).
However, payment schemes aiming to enhance land-
scape beauty and recreation values are limited (e.g. Män-
tymaa et al., 2021; Milder et al., 2010). The schemes have
primarily focused on compensating low-income land-
owners or managers for their activities, as well as the
protection of wildlife and landscapes with recreational
or scenic value e.g. for fishers, recreationists and tourists
(see e.g. Kalvelage et al., 2022; Milder et al., 2010; Osano
et al., 2013). Many of these schemes have targeted
developing countries, where local communities in and
around protected areas may receive a portion of visitor
fees to help maintain the recreation values (Milder
et al., 2010). Moreover, some initiatives may include
direct payments from tour operators to low-income
landowners, for instance by leasing land for their
tourism activities (Osano et al., 2013).

Many of the PES studies are conducted to evaluate
the PES for pro-poor benefits. However, PES models tar-
geting landscape and recreation values have the poten-
tial in developed countries to support more diverse land
uses and to help shift from a single usage of natural
resources to multiple uses of nature areas. Although
the economic evaluation of ES, and especially CES, in a
tourism context can be challenging, bundling multiple
ecosystem services within one PES scheme can be
both economically efficient and provide multiple
benefits (see e.g. Huynh et al., 2022). In consequence,
the need for new PES instruments bundling diverse ES
has already been suggested for securing and enhancing
the quality of the environment for NBT (Mäntymaa et al.,
2021; Tyrväinen et al., 2014).

As PES models can be implemented in diverse local
contexts the implementation of the acceptability of
the model features by key stakeholders is strongly
linked to the outcome of its success (He, 2023; Pere-
vochtchikova & Rojo Negrete, 2015). Therefore, under-
standing aspects such as national and local legislation,
cultural and institutional practices, and resource owner-
ship is needed (e.g. Rodríguez-Robayo & Merino-Perez,
2017). The cultural, social, institutional and historical
factors all influence the decisions and perceptions of
local actors in designing and implementing PES pro-
grammes (e.g. He, 2023; Rodríguez-Robayo & Merino-
Perez, 2017).

On a wider scale, many of the earlier PES schemes
have focused on the ‘polluter pays principle’ (see e.g.
Schuhmann et al., 2019). In this study, however, the
interest is on voluntary payments made by private
sector buyers, such as tourism firms as they are one of
the main beneficiaries of the local nature environment
and CES in a destination. Moreover, nature provides an
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environment for firms to facilitate nature-based tourism
experiences for their customers and hence, acts as a
resource for tourism products. In this case, the discus-
sion should focus on the ‘beneficiary pays principle’ in
which a beneficiary or user of an ecosystem service
pays the provider of the service (Schuhmann et al.,
2019).

Tourism firms and maintaining local nature
environments and cultural ecosystem services

Recent studies show that tourism SMEs operating phys-
ically in a particular destination are more interested in
sustainability activities that consider nature protection
(e.g. Diaz et al., 2023), and tourism lifestyle entrepre-
neurs are more likely to behave in a sustainable way,
which in turn contributes to maintaining and supporting
local communities and natural environments (Diaz et al.,
2023; Shrivastava & Kennelly, 2013). Cultural ecosystem
services can also act as important motivators to own,
use, manage, or conserve land for specific, frequently
amenity-related goals (Chan et al., 2012), such as
tourism (e.g. Plieninger et al., 2015).

It is noted that many individuals and firms who pay
for ecosystem services do so for reasons of individual
ethics and corporate social responsibility (e.g. Milder
et al., 2010). Rodríguez-Robayo and Merino-Perez
(2017) point out that one of the focal variables in exam-
ining the local context for PES is local actors’ pro-social
and pro-environmental motivations and attitudes as
the existence of these motivations and related beha-
viours influence the decision to be involved with conser-
vation initiatives such as PES schemes (e.g. Leimona
et al., 2015). In a tourism context, studies have examined
the reasons for adapting proactive environmental strat-
egies and sustainable practices at a more general level,
including motivations for sustainable behaviour. For
instance, Font et al. (2016) found that the three main
reasons for tourism SMEs taking sustainable actions
were protecting the environment, sustainability as a per-
sonal or lifestyle choice and improving society. Addition-
ally, sustainability actions were motivated by more
business-related reasons such as cost savings, marketing
and image benefits, and customer demand (Baniya et al.,
2019; Font et al., 2016). Previous studies also indicate
that the size and type of a business influence firm’s capa-
bilities, as well as the focus of sustainability actions and
what type of activities they execute (e.g. Diaz et al., 2023;
Kallmuenzer et al., 2018).

From a tourism firms’ perspective, several issues can
influence taking sustainable actions and the adoption,
involvement, and acceptance of PES schemes. Feelings
of being efficacious have been found to be determined

by the level of awareness of the socio-environmental
impacts of tourism, knowledge of alternatives, and
acceptance of personal responsibility (Kornilaki et al.,
2019). Nguyen et al. (2017) show one central issue is
open communication and raising awareness of sustain-
able actions, PES, and its benefits. Additionally, the
possibility of being involved and influencing the PES
development and implementation is crucial for its
acceptance (e.g. Thompson, 2019). It is also noted that
firms’ good economic performance in terms of monetary
turnover and the entrepreneur’s intention to develop
new business positively influence the willingness to par-
ticipate in PES activities (Kosenius et al., 2020). As
tourism firms are one of the main beneficiaries of
many ecosystem services of a destination, there is a
need to gain more insight into tourism firms’ attitudes,
and motivations towards maintaining nature environ-
ments, biodiversity and cultural ecosystem services in
their operational environment.

Context

In Finland, the rapid growth of nature-based tourism
has increased attention to ecological and social sustain-
ability aspects such as multitarget use and manage-
ment of forests or other natural amenities. The case
area, the Ruka-Kuusamo, is a key nature-based
tourism destination located in north-eastern Finland.
In the region, both commercial forestry and nature-
based tourism are important industries. In Kuusamo
as much as 84% of the municipality’s total land area
is forested, and 82% of the forest has non-industrial
private ownership (National Forest Inventory 9, 2016).
Forestry has long traditions in the region and commer-
cial forestry practices have shaped the landscapes for
decades. Although nature conservation areas such as
Oulanka National Park and some smaller protected
areas serve as high-quality operational environments
for various NBT services, the main target for most
forest areas is timber production. Therefore, forestry
practices have been locally common and also relatively
accepted as forestry and forest industry jobs are impor-
tant, but the increasing number of tourism enterprises
and related jobs have stressed the need to better
manage and sustain the landscape and biodiversity
values of forests.

The main idea of the suggested Landscape and
Recreation Value Trade (LRVT) programme is that the
tourism industry compensates private forest owners for
the loss of income from timber sales if they commit to
sustaining biodiversity and landscape values in their
forests (Mäntymaa et al., 2021; Tyrväinen et al., 2014).
The model focuses on safeguarding older forests
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typically along outdoor recreation routes and roads, as
well as sensitive nature areas near cottages and view-
points with high biodiversity and landscape values,
with the main aim of avoiding clear-cutting at sites
important for tourism. The funds would be collected
from tourism firms and the tourists visiting the destina-
tion. A possible way of funding the mechanism could be,
for example, NBT companies collecting a small environ-
mental fee, e.g. 1–2 euro/night/person, for a specific
fund for the implementation of LRVT. The funding
could be also gathered from a combination of actors
and sources, both from the public and private sectors
in a way that works best locally. In this system, fixed-
term contracts would be made by a trading agent
between the landowners and the buyer for maintaining

or enhancing the key landscape and biodiversity values
in their specific forest areas (Figure 1).

In the Ruka-Kuusamo area, the preconditions for
launching the LRVT model and the attitudes of land-
owners and tourists have been studied (Tyrväinen et al.,
2014, 2021; Kurttila et al., 2020; Mäntymaa et al., 2018).
The studies show that tourists are willing to contribute
to landscape and biodiversity values and landowners
are relatively interested in joining the PES model if their
economic losses from reduced timber sales are compen-
sated for (Tyrväinen et al., 2014, 2021; Mäntymaa et al.,
2018). A business study (Mäntymaa et al., 2021) con-
ducted for the companies of the area found that although
many entrepreneurs thought that improvement in land-
scape quality would benefit their business and the image

Figure 1. The suggested LRVT scheme (modified from Tyrväinen et al., 2014 by the authors).
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of the area, the willingness to contribute to funding land-
scape conservation in privately-owned forests was still
somewhat low. The target group in the study was 120
members of the local tourist association, including
members that can be categorized other than tourism
companies such as grocery stores at the destination.
Mäntymaa et al. (2021) found that the tourism businesses
(n = 31) were slightly more willing to collect money from
tourists and give monetary contributions themselves to
fund the LRVT compared to businesses offering other ser-
vices (n = 13). However, the data did not provide deeper
insight, for instance, on issues influencing tourism firms’
willingness to contribute. Hence, there is a need to
increase the understanding of tourism firms’ attitudes
concerning maintaining important nature environments
and their cultural ecosystem services in the tourism des-
tination and how they think the LRVT approach could
support the goal.

Methods

As the aim of this study is to gain a new, deeper, and
more nuanced understanding of previously unexplored
phenomena, a qualitative case study approach was
chosen (e.g. Boddy, 2016). The importance of participa-
tory and interpretive research has been pointed out in
Ecosystem services (ES) research as it emphasizes the
complexity that underpins the personal and collective
values associated with cultural ecosystem services and
the benefits that arise as a result (Fish et al., 2016). This
study takes a constructivist worldview as it recognizes
that multiple realities exist (Lincoln et al., 2011), which
helps to understand why individuals act and think in
different ways (Fetterman, 2010). In this case, the focus
is on the specific context and relies on the participants’
views on the topic and situation being studied (Creswell,
2014). To gain more understanding of the phenomenon,
semi-structured interviews of tourism firms’ representa-
tives were conducted in the Ruka-Kuusamo area to
obtain somewhat systematic and comprehensive inter-
view data related to the central themes, while at the
same time maintaining flexibility in the wording of the
questions as well as keeping the tone of the interviews
informal and conversational (Eriksson & Kovalainen,
2016) and giving the interviewees possibility to
express themselves freely.

In this study, purposive sampling is used to gain
insight from the informants who were seen as the
most likely to provide appropriate and useful infor-
mation related to the aims and objectives of the study
(Campbell et al., 2020; Kelly, 2010). As there was some
previous understanding of local businesses’ willingness
to contribute to landscape conservation (Mäntymaa

et al., 2021) but no deeper insight into the reasons
that influenced it, the researchers pursued to gain infor-
mation from those most likely to move understanding
forward (e.g. Morse, 2015), that were in this case
tourism firms at the destination. The selection of the
interviewees was designed to represent the diverse
types of tourism firms operating at the destination and
profiting from nature environments. The interviewees
– representatives of tourism firms – were selected from
different-sized and different types of main business
activities that could influence their attitudes towards
LRVT. Half of the interviewees were selected on the rec-
ommendation of the CEO of the local tourism associ-
ation. The recommended interviewees were regarded
as the central tourism actors in the area and their
views were also seen as essential to the acceptance
and successful launch of the new PES model. The
suggested firms represented the biggest operators at
the destination, and to gain versatile representatives in
terms of size and services provided the other firms
were selected to represent micro-sized firms that
provide diversified services and use nature as their oper-
ational environment. The micro-sized firms were firms
that have been active in destination development
within the area e.g. in diverse tourism development pro-
jects. Their contact information was gained from the
regional development company that manages diverse
development projects in the region.

Altogether 12 tourism firms, six bigger firms and six
micro-sized firms, were contacted and invited to partici-
pate in the interview. Of the six bigger firms one did
not reply to any contacts and of the smaller ones two
firms declined due to the changed situation in their
business caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. A total
of nine interviews with 10 interviewees (both entrepre-
neurs of one firm took part in one interview) were con-
ducted between December 2019 and May 2020. The
interviewees were CEOs, managers, or owners of the
firms. As the aim of the study was to explore
different issues that influence tourism firms’ attitudes
towards maintaining important nature environments
and their cultural ecosystem services, the sample was
regarded as suitable and adequate for the context
and purpose of this study (see e.g. Braun & Clarke,
2021). During the interviews, the researchers started
to identify reoccurring issues, aspects, meanings and
themes related to the issues examined. Six interviews
in December 2019 and February 2020 were conducted
on-site at the Ruka-Kuusamo, but the rest were con-
ducted as telephone or online interviews later in the
spring of 2020 due to the COVID-19 pandemic. The
profiles of the firms and the persons interviewed are
presented in Table 1.
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The interview included five main themes: basic infor-
mation about the firm, the main products and customer
groups, collaboration, sustainability and natural environ-
ments of the destination and the role of the tourism
sector in keeping the destination appealing, and the
LRVT. This study focuses on the latter themes of
the interviews in which the questions were focused
on the values of nature environments and cultural eco-
system services for the tourism industry at the destina-
tion, the tourism sector’s role in preserving the central
nature environments, and attitudes towards the LRVT
as well as interviewees’ opinions about how the LRVT
should be implemented in the area. At the beginning
of the theme on the LRVT, the interviewees were
asked if the issue was familiar to them, and after their
response, an explanation and description of the model
(following the description given in the context section)
were provided before further questions.

Social desirability bias aimed to be avoided by care-
fully planning and preparing the interview process and
script. The interviews were conducted on the premises
of the firm when possible, and when the COVID-19 pan-
demic lockdown started, the interviews were conducted
based on the interviewees’ wishes regarding interview
times and platforms (Teams or phone) to allow intervie-
wees to relax, be comfortable, and gain confidence (see
e.g. Bispo Júnior, 2022). The researchers contacted the
interviewees beforehand to agree on the interview
times. The interviewees were also provided with the
general interview themes before the interview.

At the beginning of the interview, the interviewees
were informed that it is voluntary to participate in the
research and they withdraw their consent to partici-
pation at any time, by following the guidelines of the
Finnish National Advisory Board on Research Ethics

(Finnish National Board on Research Integrity TENK,
2019). The interviewees were encouraged to express
themselves freely without emphasizing the provider-
recipient relationship that is underlined in the
ecosystem services framework (Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment, 2005). Therefore, the language and terms
of ES were not used in the interviews, following the
lead of Gould et al. (2014). Instead, open-ended ques-
tions were used to discuss values related to nature
environments and biodiversity, cultural ecosystem ser-
vices, and tourism as well as attitudes towards the
LRVT. It was highlighted that the aim was to gain inter-
viewees’ perspectives on the topics and there are no
right or wrong answers.

The interviews lasted from 51 minutes to 1 hour
39 minutes, and they were recorded with the permission
of the interviewees. Eight of the interviews were con-
ducted in Finnish and one in English. The study adopts
a reflexive thematic analysis approach as it aims to ident-
ify and describe patterns and themes within the data
(Braun & Clarke, 2006; Braun & Clarke, 2021). First, the
interviews were transcribed, and a pre-understanding
of the data was gained by reading the transcripts
several times while making notes during the process.
To identify the interviewees’ attitudes the analysis not
only focused on words but also explored how the inter-
viewees described their experiences and views (e.g.
Brinkmann, 2013). In the next stage of the analysis, the
interesting features of the data were coded inductively
and systematically into initial codes and after which
the codes were grouped into potential themes following
the next phases of the thematic analysis by Braun and
Clarke (2006). The themes were then reviewed based
on the original data and initial codes, and eventually,
five main themes illustrating tourism firms’ attitudes

Table 1. Profile of the interviewees.

ID
Type of main business (+ other
main business if applicable)

Number of employees including the
entrepreneur (shows seasonal

variation)
Role of the

interviewee(s)
Ownership
structure Established in

A Activity provider 27 CEO Family-owned
company

2013 (ownership bought)

B Hotel, restaurant 27–40 + outsourced personnel General manager Hotel chain Built 1963 (since 2018 part
of the current chain)

C Spa resort 50 + outsourced personnel (top season
approx. 120)

Resort manager Chain resort 1990 (last 6 years part of
the current chain)

D Accommodation, activity provider,
restaurant, catering

14–32 CEO Family-owned
company

1988

E Activity provider, hotel, restaurant,
DMC

25–60 Marketing and sales
manager

Family-owned
company

1987

F Activity provider 1 Entrepreneur Private
entrepreneur

2016

G&H Activity provider 2 Entrepreneurs Family-owned
company

2006 (changed to Ltd in
2015)

I Activity provider 12 Entrepreneur Family-owned
company

1998 (owners changed in
2017)

J Activity provider 1 Entrepreneur Private
entrepreneur

2019

6 H. KONU ET AL.



towards LRVT and willingness to contribute to it were
identified, namely benefits of LRVT, concerns and chal-
lenges of LRVT, implementation of LRVT, characteristics
of a firm, and raising awareness. Table 2 gives an
example of the data analysis process.

Quotes from the data are included in the description
of the themes to bring forth the voices of the intervie-
wees. The quotes from the Finnish interviews were trans-
lated into English by the authors. To guarantee the
correct translation of the quotes one of the researchers
translated the quote first into English and the other
researcher translated it back to Finnish (when needed)
to ensure that the meaning was not changed during
the translation process. To increase trustworthiness
and ensure that the analysis is not biased by a single
person’s perspective, researcher triangulation was
applied in the data analysis to increase dependability
and confirmability (e.g. Lincoln & Guba, 1985) by
having two researchers coding the data and developing
the themes. The themes were then reviewed with all the
researchers involved in the study. Additionally, the
findings were presented to and discussed with the
local stakeholders in an LRVT-related online workshop
in June 2020.

Findings

Identified benefits linked to LRVT

Maintaining the cultural ecosystem services in the
destination
The importance of biodiversity and cultural ecosystem
services was acknowledged by most of the interviewees.
They identified the benefits for the environment and the
local ecosystems, and how the LRVT would support their
operational environment and maintain it appealing. The
interviewees especially recognized the recreational,
landscape, and biodiversity values for tourism and
locals. The importance of the cultural ecosystem services
linked to nature, flora, and fauna was seen as meaningful

not only from the tourism business perspective but also
for the cultural and social capital of the region, as one of
the interviewees explained:

If certain animal and plant species are lost, also a part of
our culture will disappear. This is because all of them are
linked to certain stories, prophecies, and beliefs that are
authentic content, and compose stories [for tourism]
that don’t need to be scripted…… These have so
much content. And if these disappear, one could say
that also our cultural and social capital will deteriorate.
(Interviewee E)

Linking the LRVT to broader development activities
and collaboration in the destination
Several interviewees felt that the tourism sector has a
key role and responsibility in keeping the region attrac-
tive. The attractiveness included both taking care of the
local resources that act as a pull factor for the destina-
tion, as well as enabling tourists to have experiences in
the destination by providing tourism services for the visi-
tors. LRVT was seen to support the image and the brand
of the area as a sustainable destination. It was also men-
tioned that adopting the model would increase the
value of the region and show that the local actors are
paying attention to sustainability issues and are willing
to take responsibility. Hence, the LRVT was linked to
the wider sustainability discussion as the goal of the
Ruka-Kuusamo destination is to be recognized with
the national Sustainable Travel Finland label.

Most interviewees understood also forest owners’
view and their need to get other income from the
forests than selling wood. They thought that the LRVT
model would bring an additional way to gain income
and thus, motivate forest owners to maintain landscapes
that are important also for tourism. The LRVT model was
also seen as one way to enhance cooperation between
tourism and forestry in the region and, the paid compen-
sations for forest owners could also help to decrease dis-
crepancies between the two sectors. There were also
hopes that the model could make greater structural

Table 2. Example of the data analysis.
Excerpt Codes Sub-themes Main theme

It is always just that all actors should be involved, that surely
there is a challenge in that, you can’t get everyone to get
involved, and the free-riding will probably present its own
challenges. If some [companies] pay for it and others
include it in their customer prices and others [companies]
then go there as a free rider, so to speak…… But yes, on
a thought level, it’s a really good idea, but then you don’t
know what those costs are, you can’t tell what the costs
for a company are, like ours, and for the travel industry in
general. And if those [costs] start to be reflected in
customer prices and stuff, we don’t know to whom [to
which competitors] we lose again, because that price is
really important to customers these days…

stakeholder involvement, dealing with the
costs, customer payments, firm payments,
free-riding, increased costs/prices

Issues related on
diversified opinions
of the payer

Concerns and
perceived
challenges
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changes in forestry and make forest owners more
tourism-oriented and therefore, enable more tourism
activities in the privately-owned forests in the long run.

Business opportunities
Some interviewees felt that LRVT could bring new
business opportunities between tourism and the
forest sector. It was pointed out that the model
could motivate tourism firms and forest owners to
engage in closer collaboration, and for instance to
develop services together for tourists. The model also
inspired one firm to plan a new tourism product that
would include the story of a sustainable forest owner,
linking the local livelihoods and experiences of CES
to the developed services. This was explained by one
of the respondents as follows:

Well, I personally like stories, and this would really be a
perfect opportunity to tell the story of the forest-owner.
Talk about the forest-owners’ views on forest manage-
ment and how they take care of the forest. It could be
similar to when we talk about reindeer husbandry. It
has been made a tourism product in which the reindeer
owners talk gladly about how they take care of the rein-
deer and how reindeer husbandry works in practice. So,
similarly, we could design forest management as a
tourism product. (Interviewee G)

Additionally, it was pointed out that the tourism pro-
ducts could be organized with a forest owner in such a
way that the customer would have a possibility to be
involved in some forestry-related activities. These kinds
of products and services would also bring customers
closer to the local culture and everyday life of the local
people. Connecting the customer experience to
local settings and meetings and interactions with local
people was seen as something that the tourists are
valuing more and more during their trips. It was
pointed out that the products can also include planting
trees that would as such support the forest owners but
also contribute to the environment. However, not all
the interviewees saw a direct linkage between LRVT
and their business activities, even though they recog-
nized the importance of the maintenance of the land-
scapes and natural values in the region.

Positive impact on customer experiences
Some of the interviewees saw that there is clear custo-
mer demand for the model because customers place
more emphasis on nature experiences and the sustain-
ability of the travel destination than before. Customers
are looking more and more for a place to relax, silence
and solitude, and pure nature, and they are increasingly
interested in nature activities. The LRVT was seen to
support the maintenance of the operational

environment for the activities as well as the other
natural values that customers appreciate.

One interviewee stated that LRVT is an example of
pioneer thinking that appeals to customers and
would proudly market it for their own customers.
Some interviewees suggested that the activities
related to the model need to be clearly presented
also for the customers and there could be, for
example, a common certificate or a label that would
prove that the firm or a certain tourism product pro-
motes the LRVT. Hence, the activity could also be uti-
lized in sustainability communication, and it could
bring additional value for services among certain cus-
tomer groups.

Concerns and challenges related to LRVT

Worries related to the reactions of other industry
representatives and forest owners in the area
Even though the LRVT was seen to have the potential to
reduce tensions between tourism and the forest sector,
some of the interviewees felt uncertain about being
involved with LRVT as they were not sure about how
forest owners would react to this kind of activity due
to the previous tensions at the area. As one interviewee
noted, it would be important to avoid juxtaposition
between tourism and forestry:

I think it is an important issue that forest owners would
be involved, so that they would not see it [LRVT] as a
threat to their livelihood. If they feel that this is a
threat to their livelihood, then that confrontation
should be avoided. (Interviewee B)

Some of the interviewees pointed out that the relation-
ship between tourism actors and the forest sector has
had some challenges and this still influences attitudes
towards the LRVT. Indeed, some firms were concerned
about forest owners’ attitudes towards the model and
whether it could lead to conflicts or disagreements in
the area.

Issues related to diversified opinions on payments
The interviewees had diverse views on how the model
should be financed. Some of the interviewees thought
that the payment for the LRVT should be collected just
from customers, others thought that payments should
be collected from firms, and some interviewees
suggested that the funds should be collected from
both. The different perceptions had diversified reason-
ings that linked e.g. to the customer profile of the firm,
and efforts to collect the money.

One of the identified challenges was linked to the
concern of whether customers would be willing to pay
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for this kind of activity, and what would happen if the
costs were included in product prices. Some of the
firms were unsure or a bit sceptical about the realizabil-
ity of the model as they compared it to other initiatives
that were not very successful in collecting funding to e.g.
maintain routes collectively. As one interviewee pointed
out there have been challenges in trying to collect
voluntary payments from customers for other purposes:

Uh, if you think in concrete terms, you need to collect
that money, of course it kind of depends on what the
amount will be, but maybe I’d push the matter
through the tourism association, and that’s it, tied to
the membership fee of the tourism association… … A
voluntary fee charged to customers is a doomed sol-
ution. It has been tried all over Lapland, where there
has been talk of [collecting funds for] cross-country
skiing and snowmobiling and doing things for the
general good. (Interviewee C)

Some interviewees were concerned about possible free-
riders, meaning that some firms are participating in the
LRVT, but also those firms that are not contributing to it
will get the benefits. Hence, several interviewees sup-
posed that compulsory payments either from customers
or firms or from both would be better than voluntary
payments as it would decrease possible freeriding. Inter-
viewees who suggested collecting the funds from
tourism firms pointed out that the contribution for the
model could be included in the annual fee of the local
tourist association. Suggestions for collecting funds
from customers included voluntary payments during
the trip, and compulsory environmental fees that could
be e.g. in the customer prices.

Nevertheless, many of the interviewees pointed out
that from a tourism perspective, in terms of improving
the quality of nature-based tourism experiences,
tourism firms and tourists are the main beneficiaries of
the LRVT in Ruka-Kuusamo. Hence, most of the intervie-
wees agreed that they should be ones also contributing
to the model.

Implementation of the LRVT

Practical implementation of the LRVT
The practical implementation, including collecting and
managing the payments and making the contracts,
was regarded as the biggest challenge for the LRVT.
The economic aspects and the costs of the LRVT came
up when the willingness to participate in the LRVT was
discussed. Some interviewees stated that the collected
fees either for firms or for customers should be reason-
able, and unnecessary expenses should be avoided.
The model should be designed in a way that would
cause as few operational expenses as possible and

would have a minimal number of middlemen. The inter-
viewees had diverse opinions about who should be
responsible for managing the practicalities of LRVT.
Some felt that the local tourism association would be
the most suitable organization for this, but also the
municipality and the actors from the forest sector were
mentioned.

Ways to support LRVT
It was noted that all tourism firms have a role in pro-
moting the model. The interviewees suggested that
there could be different possibilities for how firms
could support LRVT ranging from marketing the
model to financial contributions. Marketing the LRVT
includes spreading information to customers and
telling them how it is possible to contribute. Some
firms were more willing to pay a certain amount them-
selves instead of promoting the model as such. The size
of the firm also influenced the aspect of how they can
contribute, usually the smaller firms were more inter-
ested in promoting the LRVT and the bigger ones pre-
ferred financial contributions. As one entrepreneur
stated:

Yeah, I can’t help financially, because of my tight
financial situation with the starting [the new business].
But I might be able to help, maybe in a marketing
way… … I’d be willing to actually tell all my customers
about it. (Interviewee J)

In addition, some interviewees pointed out alternative
possibilities for businesses to contribute to maintaining
the landscape with some voluntary landscaping activity,
such as planting trees.

Characteristics of tourism firms

Type of a firm
Firms that act as activity providers using nature
actively in their services were more open and willing
to participate in the model as they saw the concrete
benefits it might bring to their business. On the
other hand, firms that provided mainly accommo-
dation services also saw that the natural elements
and landscapes are important for the image of the
region, and they felt that any degradation of it might
partly influence the experiences of their customers.
However, they did not see a direct link with the LRVT
activities for their business as such as they do not
operate in nature.

The firm’s previous emphasis on sustainability
issues
The firm’s attitudes towards the LRVT varied depending
on how much the firm has paid attention to
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sustainability in its operations. Some of the interviewees
showed innate motivation for sustainability and sustain-
able development has been one of the company’s priori-
ties. Interviewees who considered social sustainability as
an important aspect of their business, especially family
firms, were more willing to support local forest owners
and participate in the LRVT model. Regardless of their
size, some firms also tried to act actively to enhance sus-
tainability in the region to the limits of their capabilities
and resources. One entrepreneur described their pursuit
to promote sustainability practices within their collabor-
ation network as follows:

I’ll try to give small suggestions that could you make
some small change like this, and this would probably
be also more reasonable from the economic aspect
too. With these small things I try to encourage it [sus-
tainability for other firms] without being judgmental
… … But usually, if there is some kind of carrot that
shows economic benefits coming from the change,
they start to get interested in… … But I think that
this kind of activity is very handy, and you start to
push little by little those kind of sustainable practices
into business activities one firm at the time. (Intervie-
wee J)

Some of the interviewees also felt that it is part of
responsible business activity to support LRVT. One inter-
viewee emphasized that she would have a moral obli-
gation to participate in the model, even though it is
voluntary because her firm would benefit so much
from it.

Experience of having an opportunity to influence
destination development
A proactive attitude, the experience of being heard, and
the opportunity to influence the development of the
region positively affected how firms approached
the LRVT and how they saw the possibility to promote
the model at the destination. On the other hand, some
firms brought up situational conditions that influence
the ways they can contribute to the model implemen-
tation, such as hotel chain policies, but they nevertheless
felt that they could have some impact through the local
tourism association:

I believe we have an influence through the local
tourism association. I don’t feel that we can have an
influence alone as a hotel. Oh well, I cannot say how
much our chain could do, but we are a big chain and
act in many towns, so issues from one location don’t
come up strongly [in the general administration]. But
I really feel that the most important actor in here is
the tourism association, through which we can act in
collaboration at the local level, and it also makes
lines about the direction in which we are heading.
(Interviewee B)

Increasing discussion and raising awareness

Lack of discussions on safeguarding cultural
ecosystem services
Based on the interviews, the general discussion about the
local nature environments and their maintenance to
support tourism activities has not been very active. For
instance, one interviewee claimed that there had not
been much conversation among tourism stakeholders
concerning landscape preservation and biodiversity. The
discussion about the landscape has often focused on
national parks without a broader discussion linked to
other areas. However, recently, there has been a greater
focus on the impact of other industries on the local
environment and tourism, and there were some concerns
about how the activities of diverse industry sectors would
impact the environment. This discussion relatedmainly to
the mining activities planned in the municipality, but
some interviewees also mentioned the impact of clear-
cutting forests and their impact on the landscape.

Raising awareness
A central issue that the interviewees brought forth was
raising awareness of the LRVT in the region and
among diverse stakeholder groups. This was seen as
essential to make the model approved and supported
by the tourism sector. Some of the interviewees
pointed out that the benefits of the LRVT are not clear
for tourism firms and there was uncertainty about how
other stakeholder groups such as tourists and land-
owners feel about the model. It was highlighted that
insight into diverse stakeholder groups’ opinions and
perceptions towards the model should be provided
and discussing them transparently would help to find
and identify win-win solutions. The model should be
promoted in a way that highlights the benefits both
for the tourism and forest sectors. To do this, the mess-
ages used should be considered carefully. This applies
also to promoting the LRVT activities in a way that
does not feel like greenwashing.

Some of the interviewees stated that in addition to
giving information about the positive influence of the
LRVT, there should also be discussions about what kind
of consequences there might be if attention is not paid
to safeguarding the landscapes and biodiversity. One
efficient way to increase awareness of the LRVT was
seen to use pioneer firms that would act as active influen-
cers in promoting it and inducing others to join.

Changing attitudes
Interviewees also noted that there needs to be some
change in attitudinal level among the stakeholders
involved, which might take some time. It was felt that
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the younger generation of entrepreneurs may be readier
to adopt the LRVT as a part of their business activities, as
they might have a wider and more tolerant worldview
that helps to enhance the sustainability activities in the
region in collaboration with others. As one interviewee
mentioned, there might have been some disagreements
in the region that roots way back, but the younger gen-
eration might bring a ‘new beginning’ for collaboration:

Yes, I feel that it is important that the tourism sector is
involved in this kind of activity [LRVT model] and this
project is good in that sense that it facilitates discussions
and so on. We really should be able to work together.
And I feel that now when the generations are changing
… … it has now been shaken on and agreed that we’ll
forget our fathers’ grudges and move forward. I think
this also applies to the forest owners, that when the gen-
erations change there, I also believe that they let
bygones be bygones which in the end makes it easier
to operate. (Interviewee C).

Discussions

The findings show that the interviewees’ attitudes
towards the LRVT were generally positive and solution-
focused. The issues the LRVT represents – maintaining
biodiversity and landscapes, contributing to the local
economy, and enhancing collaboration – were seen as
important for the tourism firms and the destination.
The positive attitudes were connected to the identified
benefits of LRVT for the destination, such as maintaining
the appealing nature and related cultural ecosystem ser-
vices, contributing to the sustainable tourism develop-
ment goals of the destination and an image of a
sustainable destination, and decreasing tensions
between tourism and forest sectors. Furthermore, the
firms discussed the possible benefits from the business
perspective and identified new opportunities in
tourism product development. They also brought forth
the importance of communication of sustainability
measures to relevant stakeholders.

In addition to the benefits, there were concerns
about free-riding behaviour and the concrete
implementation of LRVT at the destination. The distri-
bution of costs and management issues of LRVT came
up also when the willingness to contribute was dis-
cussed. Nevertheless, from a tourism perspective,
tourism firms and tourists were seen typically as the
main beneficiaries of the LRVT and most of the inter-
viewees agreed that they should also contribute to
the model, which corresponds to the beneficiary
pays principle in PES (Schuhmann et al., 2019). This
also led the interviewees to look for solutions for tack-
ling the identified challenges, e.g. by providing sug-
gestions for concrete implementation.

Based on the findings many of the expressed benefits
and challenges originate from and are connected to
evaluating the impacts on the competitiveness of the
firm and the competitive advantages for the destination.
The LRVT was seen to support the maintenance of the
natural landscapes that are one of the main competitive
advantages of the area, and on which the branding of
the area is also based. The well-maintained nature
environment and the cultural ecosystem services pro-
vided are also the core resources for tourism services.
Hence, from the perspective of maintaining the core
resources, the LRVT was seen as positive for competitive-
ness. On the one hand, the costs of the LRVT (including
its management and implementation) and whether they
were to be included in customer prices concerned some
of the firms in terms of evaluating the competitiveness
of the product prices compared to competitors. On the
other hand, LRVT was also seen to increase the appeal
of the tourism products and the destination in the
eyes of customers and tour operators who value respon-
sible actions, which eventually could increase revenue.
These findings are in line with the findings of Font
et al. (2016) on tourism firms’motivations for taking sus-
tainable actions. Even if many of the identified benefits
linked to CES were connected to firms’ competitiveness,
some of the tourism firms’ representatives had also more
altruistic motivations such as safeguarding natural, cul-
tural and social capital.

The willingness and stated modes to contribute to the
LRVT also differed among the tourism firms in terms of
resources in use, how the firms saw the impact of LRVT
on their competitiveness, and what the identified values
of the firm or entrepreneur were. Hence, the size and
type of the firm, and resources available influenced how
they felt about the possibilities to contribute to the
LRVT. Findings showed that some firms, regardless of
their size, tried to be active in enhancing sustainability
in the region within the limits of their capabilities and
resources. Especially representatives of micro and small
firms pointed out that the LRVT model represents and
reflects the same sustainability-related values that they
have in their businesses. These findings support the
notion by Kornilaki et al. (2019) by showing that the inter-
viewee’s self-efficacy, attitude, and experiences in general
related to sustainability seem to influence their willing-
ness to participate in LRVT activities. A proactive attitude,
the experience of being heard, and the opportunity to
influence the development of the region also affected
how they approached the model. The findings support
previous studies which indicate that personal and lifestyle
choices are one of the main reasons for being sustainable
(Diaz et al., 2023; Font et al., 2016) and that individual
ethics and corporate social responsibility influence
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positive behaviour towards PES (Milder et al., 2010). The
findings also support and expand the results by Mänty-
maa et al. (2021) and Kosenius et al. (2020) by showing
that tourism firms have different perspectives on pay-
ments for forest ecosystem services depending on the
type of business.

Additionally, the findings suggest that tourism firms’
representatives were concerned about the acceptance
of the PES model among diverse stakeholder groups as
they were unsure of the reactions and opinions of
other central stakeholder groups. This points out that
the tourism sector representatives were not yet familiar
with the results of the previous studies (e.g. Tyrväinen
et al., 2014) conducted among the forest owners and
tourists in the Ruka-Kuusamo area. This indicates that
the insight from the previous studies is not distributed
efficiently enough among the diverse stakeholders in
the destination. This study suggests that raising aware-
ness is one of the key issues in increasing tourism
firms’ positive attitudes, willingness, and motivation to
contribute to LRVT, which also supports the findings
by Nguyen et al. (2017).

Conclusions

The growing use of nature and demands to meet sustain-
ability targets have put pressure on the tourism sector to
be involved or contribute more actively to maintaining
local nature environments and cultural ecosystem services.
This study contributes to the tourism-focused ecosystem
services discussion by increasing the understanding of
tourism firms’ attitudes and willingness to safeguard
nature and the related cultural ecosystem services in
their operational environment through a tourism-related
PES model, Landscape and Recreation Value Trade.

Most of the previous tourism studies that have exam-
ined voluntary contributions to nature conservation have
been carried out for tourists (e.g. Birdir et al., 2013; Enri-
quez-Acevedo et al., 2018; Schuhmann et al., 2019; Tyr-
väinen et al., 2014) who are one of the beneficiaries of
the cultural ecosystem services, but insight from the
tourism firms’ perspective has been limited even
though their benefits from the nature and related CES
at the destination level are widely acknowledged. The
findings of this study show that tourism firms recognize
the importance of maintaining nature and related CES
at the destination but have diversified motivations and
willingness to do so. The willingness to contribute is
strongly linked to the identified benefits for the firms’
competitiveness, their customers, and the destination.
The local payments for ecosystem services model,
LRVT, was seen as a potential tool to maintain landscape
and biodiversity values, support the local economy, and

act as an incentive that would provide the possibility for
private businesses to act more sustainably. The study
shows that LRVT was seen to enhance the diverse sus-
tainability dimensions at a destination level. For instance,
collaboration between tourism and forest sectors also
contributes to economic sustainability and supports
socio-cultural sustainability with a wider impact at the
local level. Even if the LRVT has been designed also to
meet the needs of the tourism sector, it foremost
benefits the local nature and biodiversity as well as the
cultural ecosystem services attached to them.

From a management standpoint, this research contrib-
utes to the development of a PES model for cultural eco-
system services. The study brings insight into planning,
design, and implementation issues concerning a voluntary
tourism-related PES scheme in forests from the perspec-
tive of tourism firms. The findings of the study were uti-
lized in designing an acceptable PES model and for
planning an awareness-raising campaign and piloting
the scheme in the area. The findings also helped to
develop further the practical solutions for LRVT manage-
ment and processes identified in previous studies (e.g.
Kurttila et al., 2020). LRVT was piloted at the destination
in the autumn of 2020 as a voluntary scheme. The funds
were collected by the local tourism association from vol-
unteer participants. A marketing campaign was designed
for visitors to the area but also tourism firms were encour-
aged to participate. The pilot study took place during
COVID-19 travel restrictions, so it only reached domestic
customers. The pilot study gave valuable information
about the challenges of the implementation and, for
example, what kind ofpaymentmodes couldwork in prac-
tice. The funds collected enabled the establishment of the
first forest stands and LRVT contract with the willing land-
owners qualified for the scheme.

LRVT emphasizes the landscape, recreation, and biodi-
versity values. Currently, such non-governmental funded
tourism-related PES initiatives are rare. Local initiatives
may increase sustainability awareness among diverse sta-
keholder groups and local tourism stakeholders can act as
advocates. Due to the growing interest and demand for
this kind of activity, local PES models combining diverse
ecosystem services should be recognized more actively
in sustainable tourism and land-use policies.

As this is a qualitative case study, our aim is not tomake
any generalizations based on the data but to increase the
understanding of the phenomenon. It also needs to be
noted that social desirability bias cannot be fully excluded
in this study. However, the intervieweeswere encouraged
to speak freely, and the tone of the semi-structured inter-
views was conversational. It also seemed that intervie-
wees were able to express differing, and also critical
opinions, on the topics discussed.
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This study brings forth attitudes and willingness of
tourism firms to support nature environments and cul-
tural ecosystem services at a destination level through
the LRVT. As the previous studies (e.g. He, 2023; Pere-
vochtchikova & Rojo Negrete, 2015) have pointed out,
the local context and its particularities have a strong
influence on the acceptability of a PES. These local situa-
tional conditions, cultural practices, historical factors,
and ownership issues were also identified in the
findings as they were broadly embedded in the intervie-
wees’ attitudes and discussions of nature and resource
usage. In the Ruka-Kuusamo area especially the relation-
ship between the traditional livelihoods, forestry and
tourism has been challenging, but it seems that new sol-
utions are being sought to reduce tensions and to ident-
ify possibilities for collaboration. Hence, insight into
diverse stakeholder attitudes and communicating them
is essential to find the hoped win-win solutions that
could support diverse sustainability dimensions at the
destination level. These similar issues may be found
also when conducting studies in other areas and with
other PES development cases. In that way, some of the
insights of this study may be useful and transferrable
to other cases. Future studies could focus on exploring
diverse ways and approaches to encourage and
support more active participation of the tourism sector
in maintaining its operational environment by safe-
guarding nature environments and biodiversity, and cul-
tural ecosystem services at the destinations.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

This work was supported by the European Commission H2020
SINCERE project under Grant number 773702 and Natural
Resources Institute Finland (Luke) under grant number
41007-00216400.

Notes on contributors

Henna Konu (D.Sc. Econ. & B.A.) is working as an Associate Pro-
fessor at the University of Eastern Finland Business School
focusing on examining nature-based tourism business. Her
current research interests are sustainable tourism develop-
ment, sustainability in tourism firms, stakeholder collaboration,
designing experiential tourism services and tourism as a part of
the bioeconomy.

Pinja Leino is a PhD Researcher at the University of Eastern
Finland Business School. Her interests include natural resource
policy, forests, nature-based tourism and recreational use.

Liisa Tyrväinen is a Research Professor in nature-based tourism
and outdoor recreation at the Natural Resources Institute,
Finland. Her research focuses on the demand, and supply of
nature-based tourism and outdoor recreation, economic,
social, and health benefits of nature areas as well as models
and tools to integrate amenity values of nature into planning
and decision-making.

ORCID

Henna Konu http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7886-0268
Pinja Leino http://orcid.org/0009-0005-9833-9030
Liisa Tyrväinen http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5144-7150

References

Aapala, K., Tyrväinen, L., Reinikainen, M., Lehtoranta, V., Usva,
K., Ojala, O., & Vihervaara, P. (2017). Uusia keinoja vetovoimai-
sen luonnon turvaamiseen [New ways to safeguard attractive
nature]. Publications of the Government´s analysis, assess-
ment and research activities 83/2017.Available at Available
at http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-287-493-1%C2%A0

Bachi, L., Ribeiro, S. C., Hermes, J., & Saadi, A. (2020). Cultural eco-
system services (CES) in landscapes with a tourist vocation:
Mapping and modeling the physical landscape components
that bringbenefits topeople in amountain tourist destination
in southeastern Brazil. Tourism Management, 77, 104017.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2019.104017

Baniya, R., Thapa, B., & Kim, M.-S. (2019). Corporate social respon-
sibility among travel and tour operators inNepal. Sustainability,
11(10), 2771. https://doi.org/10.3390/su11102771

Birdir, S., Ünal, Ö, Birdir, K., & Williams, A. T. (2013). Willingness
to pay as an economic instrument for coastal tourism man-
agement: Cases from Mersin, Turkey. Tourism Management,
36, 279–283. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2012.10.020

Bispo Júnior, J. P. (2022). Social desirability bias in qualitative
health research. Revista de Saúde Pública, 56, 101. https://
doi.org/10.11606/s1518-8787.2022056004164

Boddy, C. R. (2016). Sample size for qualitative research.
Qualitative Market Research, 19(4), 426–432. https://doi.org/
10.1108/QMR-06-2016-0053

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psy-
chology. Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3(2), 77–101.
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2021). To saturate or not to saturate?
Questioning data saturation as a useful concept for thematic
analysis and sample-size rationales. Qualitative Research in
Sport, Exercise and Health, 13(2), 201–216. https://doi.org/
10.1080/2159676X.2019.1704846

Brinkmann, S. (2013). Qualitative interviewing. Oxford
University Press. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1093/
acprof:osobl/9780199861392.001.0001

Brink, P. T. (2011). The economics of ecosystems and biodiversity
in national and international policy making. Routledge.

Campbell, S., Greenwood, M., Prior, S., Shearer, T., Walkem, K.,
Young, S., Bywaters, D., & Walker, K. (2020). Purposive
sampling: Complex or simple? Research case examples.
Journal of Research in Nursing, 25(8), 652–661. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1744987120927206

TOURISM RECREATION RESEARCH 13

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7886-0268
http://orcid.org/0009-0005-9833-9030
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5144-7150
http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-287-493-1&percnt;C2&percnt;A0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2019.104017
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11102771
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2012.10.020
https://doi.org/10.11606/s1518-8787.2022056004164
https://doi.org/10.11606/s1518-8787.2022056004164
https://doi.org/10.1108/QMR-06-2016-0053
https://doi.org/10.1108/QMR-06-2016-0053
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2019.1704846
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2019.1704846
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1093/acprof:osobl/9780199861392.001.0001
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1093/acprof:osobl/9780199861392.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1177/1744987120927206
https://doi.org/10.1177/1744987120927206


Chan, K. M. A., Guerry, A. D., Balvanera, P., Klain, S., Satterfield,
T., Basurto, X., Bostrom, A., Chuenpagdee, R., Gould, R.,
Halpern, B. S., Hannahs, N., Levine, J., Norton, B.,
Ruckelshaus, M., Russell, R., Tam, J., & Woodside, U. (2012).
Where are cultural and social in ecosystem services? A
framework for constructive engagement. BioScience, 62(8),
744–756. https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2012.62.8.7

Creswell, J. W. (2014). Research design. Qualitative, quantitative,
and mixed methods approaches (4th ed.). SAGE Publications.

Daniel, T. C.,Muhar, A., Arnberger, A., Aznar, O., Boyd, J.W., Chan,
K. M. A., Costanza, R., Elmqvist, T., Flint, C. G., Gobster, P. H.,
Grêt-Regamey, A., Lave, R., Muhar, S., Penker, M., Ribe, R. G.,
Schauppenlehner, T., Sikor, T., Soloviy, I., Spierenburg, M.,
… von der Dunk, A. (2012). Contributions of cultural services
to the ecosystem services agenda. Proceedings of theNational
Academy of Sciences, 109(23), 8812–8819. https://doi.org/10.
1073/pnas.1114773109

de Groot, R. S., Alkemade, R., Braat, L., Hein, L., & Willemen, L.
(2010). Challenges in integrating the concept of ecosystem
services and values in landscape planning, management
and decision making. Ecological Complexity, 7(3), 260–272.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecocom.2009.10.006

Diaz, Á, Silva, G. M., Patuleia, M., & González-Rodríguez, M. R.
(2023). Developing sustainable business models: Local
knowledge acquisition and tourism lifestyle entrepreneur-
ship. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 31(4), 931–950.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1835931

Enriquez-Acevedo, T., Botero, C. M., Cantero-Rodelo, R., Pertuz,
A., & Suarez, A. (2018). Willingness to pay for beach ecosys-
tem services: The case study of three Colombian beaches.
Ocean & Coastal Management, 161, 96–104. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2018.04.025

Eriksson, P., & Kovalainen, A. (2016). Qualitative methods in
business research (2nd edition.). Sage Publications.

Fetterman, D. M. (2010). Ethnography, step-by-step (3rd ed.). In
Applied social research methods series (3rd ed.), (Vol. 17).
SAGE Publications.

Finnish National Board on Research Integrity TENK. (2019). The
ethical principles of research with human participants and
ethical review in the human sciences in Finland.
Publications of the Finnish National Board on Research
Integrity TENK 3/2019. https://www.tenk.fi/sites/tenk.fi/files/
Ihmistieteiden_eettisen_ennakkoarvioinnin_ohje_2019.pdf.

Fish, R., Church, A., & Winter, M. (2016). Conceptualising cul-
tural ecosystem services: A novel framework for research
and critical engagement. Ecosystem Services, 21, 208–217.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2016.09.002

Font, X., Garay, L., & Jones, S. (2016). Sustainability motiv-
ations and practices in small tourism enterprises in
European protected areas. Journal of Cleaner Production,
137(November), 1439–1448. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jclepro.2014.01.071

Ghermandi, A., Camacho-Valdez, V., & Trejo-Espinosa, H. (2020).
Social media-based analysis of cultural ecosystem services
and heritage tourism in a coastal region of Mexico.
Tourism Management, 77, 104002. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
tourman.2019.104002

Gould, R. K., Klain, S. C., Ardoin, N. M., Satterfield, T., Woodside,
U., Hannahs, N., Daily, G. C., & Chan, K. M. (2014). A protocol
for eliciting nonmaterial values through a cultural ecosys-
tem services frame. Conservation Biology, 29(2), 575–586.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12407

Grilli, G., Tyllianakis, E., Luisetti, T., Ferrini, S., & Turner, R. K.
(2021). Prospective tourist preferences for sustainable
tourism development in Small Island Developing States.
Tourism Management, 82, 104178. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
tourman.2020.104178

He, J. (2023). Everyday environmental justice in payments for
ecosystem services: Insights from two protected areas in
China. Conservation and Society, 21(3), 153–164. https://doi.
org/10.4103/cs.cs_128_22

Huynh, L. T. M., Gasparatos, A., Su, J., Dam Lam, R., Grant, E. I., &
Fukushi, K. (2022). Linking the nonmaterial dimensions of
human-nature relations and human well-being through cul-
tural ecosystem services. Science Advances, 8(31), eabn8042.
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abn8042

Jack, B. K., Kousky, C., & Sims, K. R. E. (2008). Designing pay-
ments for ecosystem services: Lessons from previous experi-
ence with incentive-based mechanisms. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences, 105(28), 9465–9470. https://
doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0705503104

Kallmuenzer, A., Nikolakis, W., Peters, M., & Zanon, J. (2018).
Trade-offs between dimensions of sustainability:
Exploratory evidence from family firms in rural tourism
regions. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 26(7), 1204–1221.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2017.1374962

Kalvelage, L., Diez, J. R., & Bollig, M. (2022). Howmuch remains?
Local value capture from tourism in Zambezi, Namibia.
Tourism Geographies, 24(4-5), 759–780. https://doi.org/10.
1080/14616688.2020.1786154

Kelly, S. (2010). Qualitative interviewing techniques and styles.
In I. Bourgeault, R. Dingwall, & R. de Vries (Eds.), The Sage
handbook of qualitative methods in health research (pp.
307–326). Sage Publications.

Konu, H., & Tyrväinen, L. (2020). Matkakohteen luontoympäristön
vetovoimaisuuden ylläpitäminen maisema- ja virkistysarvo-
kaupan avulla [Maintaining the attractiveness of the desti-
nation’s natural environment through landscape and
recreational value trading]. Matkailututkimus
[Matkailututkimus: Finnish Journal of Tourism Research], 16
(2), 40–44. https://doi.org/10.33351/mt.97572

Kornilaki, M., Thomas, R., & Font, X. (2019). The sustainability
behaviour of small firms in tourism: The role of self-efficacy
and contextual constraints. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 27
(1), 97–117. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.1561706

Kosenius, A.-K., Juutinen, A., & Tyrväinen, L. (2020). The role of
state-owned commercial forests and firm features in nature-
based tourism business performance. Silva Fennica, 54(1),
10051. https://doi.org/10.14214/sf.10051

Kurttila, M., Mäntymaa, E., Tyrväinen, L., Juutinen, A. & Hujala, T.
(2020). Multi-criteria analysis process for creation and evalu-
ation of PES alternatives in the Ruka-Kuusamo tourism area.
Journal of Environmental Planning and Management, 63(10),
1857–1879. https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2019.1689933

Landell-Mills, N., & Porras, I. T. (2002). Silver bullet or fool’s gold?
A global review of markets for forest environmental services
and their impact on the poor. International Institute for
Environment and Development. Available at https://www.
iied.org/9066iied

Leimona, B., van Noordwijk, M., de Groot, R., & Leemans, R.
(2015). Fairly efficient, efficiently fair: Lessons from design-
ing and testing payment schemes for ecosystem services
in Asia. Ecosystem Services, 12, 15–28. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.ecoser.2014.12.012

14 H. KONU ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2012.62.8.7
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1114773109
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1114773109
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecocom.2009.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1835931
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2018.04.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2018.04.025
https://www.tenk.fi/sites/tenk.fi/files/Ihmistieteiden_eettisen_ennakkoarvioinnin_ohje_2019.pdf
https://www.tenk.fi/sites/tenk.fi/files/Ihmistieteiden_eettisen_ennakkoarvioinnin_ohje_2019.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2016.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.01.071
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.01.071
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2019.104002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2019.104002
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12407
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2020.104178
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2020.104178
https://doi.org/10.4103/cs.cs_128_22
https://doi.org/10.4103/cs.cs_128_22
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abn8042
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0705503104
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0705503104
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2017.1374962
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2020.1786154
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2020.1786154
https://doi.org/10.33351/mt.97572
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.1561706
https://doi.org/10.14214/sf.10051
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2019.1689933
https://www.iied.org/9066iied
https://www.iied.org/9066iied
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2014.12.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2014.12.012


Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. SAGE
Publications.

Lincoln, Y.S., Lynham, S., & Guba, E. G. (2011). Paradigmatic con-
troversies, contradictions, and emerging confluences, revisited.
In N. K. Denzin, & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of
qualitative research (4th edition) (pp. 97–128). SAGE.

Margaryan, L., Prince, S., Ioannides, D., & Röslmaier, M. (2020).
Dancing with cranes: A humanist perspective on cultural eco-
system services of wetlands. Tourism Geographies, 24(4-5), 501–
522. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2018.1522512

Mäntymaa, E., Ovaskainen, V., Juutinen, A. Y., & Tyrväinen, L.
(2018). Integrating nature-based tourism and forestry in
private lands under heterogeneous visitor preferences for
forest attributes. Journal of Environmental Planning and
Management, 61(4), 724–746. http://doi.org/doi:10.
108009640568.2017.1333408

Mäntymaa, E., Tyrväinen, L., Juutinen, A., & Kurttila, M. (2021).
Importance of forest landscape quality for companies oper-
ating in nature tourism areas. Land Use Policy, 107, 104095.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2019.104095

Milder, J. C., Scherr, S. J., & Bracer, C. (2010). Trends and future
potential of payment for ecosystem services to alleviate
rural poverty in developing countries. Ecology and Society,
15(2), 4. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-03098-150204

Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. (2005). Ecosystems and
human wellbeing: Synthesis. Island Press.

Morse, J. M. (2015). Critical analysis of strategies for determining
rigor in qualitative inquiry. Qualitative Health Research, 25(9),
1212–1222. https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732315588501

Nguyen, V. H., Hoang, T. H., & Nguyen, H. N. (2017). Payment for
forest environmental services in tourism in Vietnam.
Retrieved January 20, 2020, from https://www.researchgat
e.net/publication/321011344_Payment_for_Forest_Environ
mental_Services_in_Tourism_in_Vietnam.

Osano, P. M., Said, M. Y., de Leeuw, J., Ndiwa, N., Kaelo, D.,
Schomers, S., Birner, R., & Ogutu, J. O. (2013, November).
Why keep lions instead of livestock? Assessing wildlife
tourism-based payment for ecosystem services involving
herders in the Maasai Mara, Kenya. Natural Resources Forum,
37(4), 242–256. https://doi.org/10.1111/1477-8947.12027

Perevochtchikova, M., & Rojo Negrete, I. A. (2015). The percep-
tions about payment schemes for ecosystem services: Study
case of the San Miguel and Santo Tomás Ajusco community,
Mexico. Ecosystem Services, 14, 27–36. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.ecoser.2015.04.002

Plieninger, T., Bieling, C., Fagerholm, N., Byg, A., Hartel, T.,
Hurley, P., López-Santiago, C. A., Nagabhatla, N., Oteros-
Rozas, E., Raymond, C. M., van der Horst, D., & Huntsinger,
L. (2015). The role of cultural ecosystem services in land-
scape management and planning. Current Opinion in
Environmental Sustainability, 14, 28–33. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.cosust.2015.02.006

Plieninger, T., Dijks, S., Oteros-Rozas, E., & Bieling, C. (2013).
Assessing, mapping, and quantifying cultural ecosystem ser-
vices at community level. Land Use Policy, 33, 118–129.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2012.12.013

Pueyo-Ros, J. (2018). The role of tourism in the ecosystem ser-
vices framework. Land, 7(3), 111. https://doi.org/10.3390/
land7030111

Ram,Y., & Smith,M.K. (2022). Anassessmentof visited landscapes
using a cultural ecosystem services framework. Tourism
Geographies, 24(4-5), 523–548. https://doi.org/10.1080/
14616688.2018.1522545

Reed, M. S., & Stringer, L. C. (2016). Land degradation, desertifi-
cation and climate change: Anticipating, assessing and adapt-
ing to future change (1st ed.). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.
4324/9780203071151

Rodríguez-Robayo, K. J., & Merino-Perez, L. (2017).
Contextualizing context in the analysis of payment for eco-
system services. Ecosystem Services, 23, 259–267. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2016.12.006

Schuhmann, P. W., Skeete, R., Waite, R., Lorde, T., Bangwayo-
Skeete, P., Oxenford, H. A., Gill, D., Moore, W., & Spencer, F.
(2019). Visitors’ willingness to pay marine conservation
fees in Barbados. Tourism Management, 71, 315–326.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2018.10.011

Shrivastava, P., & Kennelly, J. J. (2013). Sustainability and place-
based enterprise. Organization & Environment, 26(1), 83–101.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026612475068

Su, Y., Zhu, C., Lin, L., Wang, C., Jin, C., Cao, J., Li, T., & Su, C.
(2022). Assessing the cultural ecosystem services value of
protected areas considering stakeholders’ preferences and
trade-offs—taking the Xin’an River Landscape Corridor
Scenic Area as an example. International Journal of
Environmental Research and Public Health, 19(21), 13968.
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph192113968

Thompson, B. S. (2019). Payments for ecosystem services and
corporate social responsibility: Perspectives on sustainable
production, stakeholder relations, and philanthropy in
Thailand. Business Strategy and the Environment, 28(4),
497–511. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2260

Thorsen, B. J., Mavsar, R., Tyrväinen, L., Prokofieva, I., & Stenger,
A. (eds.). (2014). The provision of forest ecosystem services.
Volume 1: Quantifying and valuing non-marketed
ecosystem services. What science Can tell Us 5. European
Forest Institute.

Tyrväinen, L., Mäntymaa, E., & Ovaskainen, V. (2014). Demand
for enhanced forest amenities in private lands: The case of
the Ruka-Kuusamo tourism area, Finland. Forest Policy and
Economics, 47, 4–13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2013.
05.007

Tyrväinen, L., Mäntymaa, E., Juutinen, A., Kurttila, M., Ovaskainen,
V. (2021). Private landowners’ preferences for trading forest
landscape and recreational values: A choice experiment
application in Kuusamo, Finland. Land Use Policy, 107,
104478. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2020.104478

Winkel, G., Lovrić, M., Muys, B., Katila, P., Lundhede, T., Pecurul,
M., Pettenella, D., Pipart, P., Plieninger, T., Prokofieva, I.,
Parrac, C., Pülzl, H., Roitsch, R., Roux, J.-L., Jellesmark
Thorsen, B., Tyrväinen, L., Torralba, M., Vacik, H., Weiss, G.,
& Wunder, S. (2022). Governing Europe’s forests for multiple
ecosystem services: Opportunities, challenges, and policy
options. Forest Policy and Economics, 145, https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.forpol.2022.102849

Wunder, S., Brouwer, R., Engel, D., Ezzine-de-Blas, D., Muradian, R.,
Pasqual, U., & Pinto, R. (2018). From principles to practice in
paying for nature’s services. Nature Sustainability, 1(March),
145–150. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-018-0036-x

TOURISM RECREATION RESEARCH 15

https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2018.1522512
http://doi.org/doi:10.1080/09640568.2017.1333408
http://doi.org/doi:10.1080/09640568.2017.1333408
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2019.104095
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-03098-150204
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732315588501
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/321011344_Payment_for_Forest_Environmental_Services_in_Tourism_in_Vietnam
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/321011344_Payment_for_Forest_Environmental_Services_in_Tourism_in_Vietnam
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/321011344_Payment_for_Forest_Environmental_Services_in_Tourism_in_Vietnam
https://doi.org/10.1111/1477-8947.12027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2015.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2015.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2015.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2015.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2012.12.013
https://doi.org/10.3390/land7030111
https://doi.org/10.3390/land7030111
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2018.1522545
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2018.1522545
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203071151
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203071151
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2016.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2016.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2018.10.011
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026612475068
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph192113968
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2260
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2013.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2013.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2020.104478
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2022.102849
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2022.102849
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-018-0036-x

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Literature review
	Tourism-related payments for ecosystem services
	Tourism firms and maintaining local nature environments and cultural ecosystem services
	Context

	Methods
	Findings
	Identified benefits linked to LRVT
	Maintaining the cultural ecosystem services in the destination
	Linking the LRVT to broader development activities and collaboration in the destination
	Business opportunities
	Positive impact on customer experiences

	Concerns and challenges related to LRVT
	Worries related to the reactions of other industry representatives and forest owners in the area
	Issues related to diversified opinions on payments

	Implementation of the LRVT
	Practical implementation of the LRVT
	Ways to support LRVT

	Characteristics of tourism firms
	Type of a firm
	The firm's previous emphasis on sustainability issues
	Experience of having an opportunity to influence destination development

	Increasing discussion and raising awareness
	Lack of discussions on safeguarding cultural ecosystem services
	Raising awareness
	Changing attitudes


	Discussions
	Conclusions
	Disclosure statement
	Notes on contributors
	ORCID
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.5
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.245 841.846]
>> setpagedevice


