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Hvor viktig er følgende faktorer/ressurser for virksomhetens 
leveranse av naturbaserte reiselivsaktiviteter i området bedriften opererer i?»
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Her mener vi faktorer og ressurser i vid forstand. Dette kan være infrastruktur på ulike nivåer, fra 
teltplasser til hoteller, eller nærhet og tilgang til områder og naturfenomener. Eksempler er 
naturtyper som skog eller fjell, plante-/dyrearter, stier/løyper, eller vær-/føreforhold. Videre kan det 
være naturfenomener som utsikt, nordlys eller stillhet. Det kan også være kulturminner og 
kunstverk. 
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Dimensions in the nature-based tourism experiencescape: An explorative
analysis
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A B S T R A C T

In this study, we assess the relations between nature-based tourism (NBT) products and natural resources. Based
on interviews with providers of relatively new and emerging NBT products in Norway, we analyze the re-
quirements set by the NBT products, the relevant resource characteristics, and the in-between connections.
Findings are categorized along six dimensions, which are discussed within the context of the NBT experi-
encescape. Conclusions indicate that key dimensions of the NBT experiencescape are multi-faceted and partly in
conflict with each other. The study proposes a framework that may serve as a tool for identifying and managing
natural resources important to the NBT sector.

Management implications

• The proposed framework can improve the identification of specific
resources required to develop successful nature-based tourism pro-
ducts.

• A range of natural resources is essential for product development to
meet the demand of both new and existing customer groups.

• Intangible resources in nature, such as silence and sights, are crucial
for soft and slow, as well as for hard and risky, adventure tourism
products.

• Changes in weather and climate require more extensive interven-
tions in nature for the construction and maintenance of fixed in-
stallations, such as bike paths and climbing parks.

1. Introduction

Items and features of natural environments are inherent to nature-
based tourism (NBT). When people travel away from home for recrea-
tion in nature, experiences deriving from participation in outdoor ac-
tivities typically depend on the presence of certain natural environ-
ments and resources (Arnegger, Woltering, & Job, 2010; Priskin, 2001;
Tyrväinen, Uusitalo, Silvennoinen, & Hasu, 2014). Natural resources
are therefore essential for the delivery of tourist experiences in natural
environments, and it is important to identify and properly manage the
use of such resources in the NBT system (Fredman & Tyrväinen, 2010).
As tourism in natural environments becomes increasingly popular, the
relationships between recreational activities and natural resources

require further attention (Fredman & Wall-Reinius, 2012; Margaryan,
2016). Stakeholders in the NBT system have diverging resource inter-
ests (e.g., wilderness qualities, scenic beauty, or silence) that underline
the importance of analyzing key resources and identifying their sig-
nificance for service delivery, visitor experiences, and product devel-
opment. The increased diversity over time of outdoor recreational ac-
tivities is yet another argument for generating more knowledge on the
topic, as new activities often have new resource demands and cause
new types of impacts.

The current trend of focusing on experiences in tourism adds further
complexity to the picture and extends the resource requirements
(Jensen & Prebensen, 2015). The appropriate environment and resource
for angling experiences may, for example, in addition to the obvious
resources – the river and the fish – comprise such resources as shelters,
scenic landscape, nice weather, campsites with bonfires, and space and
time for social interaction with the host and fellow anglers. In a similar
vein, ski touring experiences require more than nice weather and ap-
propriate snow conditions. These activities also demand iconic desti-
nations and magnificent surroundings, negotiable terrain, and safe
route alternatives. Such requirements vary from one product to an-
other. Obviously, not all available resources or variants of resources in a
certain area are used, while certain experiences may require highly
specific resources. Hence, a significant value added by the provider that
is to identify resources with characteristics that provide the ultimate
experience to its customers.

Previous research has demonstrated the importance of such assess-
ment and categorization of resources for NBT (e.g., Alaeddinoglu &
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Can, 2011; Priskin, 2001), and the tourism literature contains many
examples of which resources or resource groups are important to the
provision of tourism experiences (e.g., Mäntymaa, Ovaskainen,
Juutinen, & Tyrväinen, 2018; Marcouiller & Prey, 2005; Margaryan,
2016). Less knowledge, however, has been produced concerning how
the connection to the natural resources is understood from the provi-
der's perspective. This knowledge is important to better understand and
develop tourism experiences (Dissart & Marcouiller, 2012; Maunier,
Camelis, & Ce, 2013). Hence, in this article, we aim to reduce the
knowledge gap by developing a framework with intent to describe the
relationships between NBT products and the resources upon which they
depend.

In this paper, we assess NBT experience product requirements,
natural resource characteristics, and the connections between the two.
We do this through the lens of four emerging recreation activities –
climbing parks,1 sea kayaking, ski touring, and mountain biking – all
examples of adventure tourism activities (Buckley, 2007) and growing
NBT products. The aim of this article is to propose a framework de-
scribing the NBT product-natural resource nexus. We combine litera-
ture with interviews of NBT providers specialized in the four above-
mentioned activities to answer our main research question: What ty-
pifies the connections between NBT experiences and associated natural re-
sources?

We take an open and broad approach to this study, combing inter-
pretations of interviews with literature and our expertise. The data are
analyzed in a circular manner, allowing previous results to guide sub-
sequent interviews, thus refining and developing the findings into
concepts describing the dimensions. We situate our inquiry within the
theoretical framework of the NBT experiencescape, as this extends our
focus from the basic requirements of the activity itself to the broader
perspective of resource demands based on visitor experiences
(Mossberg, 2007). This kind of knowledge can support the development
of NBT experiences, guide strategic decisions, and help the efficient use
of natural resources.

In the following sections, we discuss the NBT framework, previous
research on experiencescape, how NBT is operationalized in a
Norwegian context, and the method used to collect data. Connections
between nature-based tourism products and natural resources are ela-
borated upon along different dimensions. The results are then discussed
in terms of the nature-based tourism experiencescape, supported by
relevant theory from the tourism and outdoor recreation sectors.

1.1. Nature-based tourism

Following the framework proposed by Fossgard and Stensland
(2013), we conceptualize NBT as the nexus between tourism, outdoor
recreational activities, and nature areas (Fig. 1). In the Scandinavian
context, nature is a key tourist attraction, and commercially supplied
recreation activities provide a social and economic diversification tool
for regions rich in natural resources but typically suffering from a de-
cline in extractive industries such as forestry, fisheries, farming, and
mining (Fredman & Tyrväinen, 2010). From a global perspective,
nature-based tourism makes up a significant part of the growing
tourism sector (Buckley, 2007; Hall & Boyd, 2005; Newsome, Moore, &
Dowling, 2013).

While NBT is intuitively easy to understand as activities that people
engage in while visiting nature areas away from their normal place of
living, the literature on the subject has yet to find common ground for
definitions and measurements (Fredman & Tyrväinen, 2010). Defini-
tions of nature-based tourism span from describing where a certain
tourism product is delivered in nature (e.g., Valentine, 1992) to nor-
mative definitions describing how nature-based products are to be de-
livered or activities to be performed (e.g., Gössling et al., 2011). For the

purposes of this study, we refer to the definition proposed by Fredman,
Wall-Reinius, and Lundberg (2009, p. 23): “Nature-based tourism in-
cludes people's activities when they visit natural areas outside of their
usual surroundings.” One advantage of this definition is that it draws
from the official definition of tourism and is “minimalistic”, that is, it is
not normative and allows sub-categories of nature-based tourism to be
described. Hence, this definition includes no limitations or demands
regarding the type of activity, user skills, risk level, equipment type,
environment, or enjoyment level.

Another reason for using the above definition is the close relation-
ship between NBT and adventure tourism products. Adventure tourism
was in its early stages related to fast, risky activities demanding skills
and equipment, such as rafting, paragliding, and scuba diving. More
recently, adventure tourism has diversified to include also slow and soft
activities, often referred to as slow adventures or Nordic adventures,
inspired by the Nordic friluftsliv tradition (Varley & Semple, 2015). The
activities themselves have also changed due to more advanced equip-
ment and better user skills (Buckley, 2007). Fast and hard activities
such as ski touring are now available not only for hard-core skiers but
for novice participants. Thus, our definition of nature-based tourism
comprises the term adventure tourism in general and fits well with the
more recently discussed continuums of slow-fast (Varley & Semple,
2015) or risky-soft adventure activities (Rantala, Rokenes, & Valkonen,
2016).

1.2. Natural resources in the NBT system

In a nature-based tourism context, natural resources are funda-
mental in several ways – as a sight (landscape), a place for activities
(arena) or a “pull factor” in itself (attraction) (Marcouiller, 1998;
Tyrväinen et al., 2014; Vinge & Flø, 2015). Hence, it comes as no sur-
prise when the study by Stensland et al. (2014) demonstrates that ac-
cess to, and quality of, natural resources are essential to the delivery of
NBT products in Norway. Protected areas, for example, were regarded
as important because the protection status reduced negative impacts
from other stakeholders’ activities (e.g., snowmobiles). Some compa-
nies reported on the absence of access to natural resources as an ob-
stacle to their success, for example, when restrictions in national parks
hindered dog-sledding activities (Stensland et al., 2014). In Sweden,
Margaryan and Fredman (2016) demonstrated that the presence of
lakes and rivers and the proportion of protected nature areas predict the
distribution of NBT operations by county. The characteristics of a spe-
cific natural resource can also have a high impact on tourism opera-
tions. For example, Bostedt and Mattsson (1995) showed that a

Fig. 1. A nature-based tourism framework. Adapted from Fossgard and
Stensland (2013).

1 Also known as rope parks. Via ferrata is not included in this study.
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considerable portion of value to tourists is attributable to forest char-
acteristics and that smaller clear-cuts and an increased proportion of
broad-leaved trees in forest stands has a positive effect on such a value.

The natural resource dependency also brings to the scene many
other stakeholders who are not directly involved in the production of
tourism: extractive operations (e.g., forestry, agriculture, mining, fish-
eries), energy production (e.g., windmills, hydropower), nature pro-
tection interests (e.g., nature reserves, national parks), and non-profit
outdoor recreation groups. Navigating in such a multi-interest context
will influence the potential for nature-based tourism development. For
example, power regulation in rivers can affect salmon fishing, snow-
mobiles and sea scooters can displace skiers and kayaks, and forest
operations can have a negative impact on accessibility and landscape
attractiveness. Since most natural resources are limited in supply, many
interests and stakeholders put pressure on the resources and address the
need to prioritize among uses. In such a context, NBT providers must
argue on behalf of their products, enumerating how they depend on
natural resources and their characteristics.

1.3. The NBT experiencescape

Experience has an essential role in the tourism product. According
to Xu (2010), the tourism products are “complete experiences that
fulfill multiple needs, and provides corresponding benefits” (p. 608).
Such tourism experiences are typically characterized as personal, en-
tertaining, memorable, meaningful, and extraordinary – the opposite of
ordinary experiences in everyday life (Arnould & Price, 1993; Carù &
Cova, 2006; Mossberg, 2008; Pine & Gilmore, 1998; Walls, Okumus,
Wang, & Kwun, 2011). Experiences are situated in social, cultural and
physical contexts and are influenced by products and services delivered
as part of the experience (Lindberg, Hansen, & Eide, 2014; Mossberg,
2007). Svabo, Larsen, Haldrup, and Bærenholdt (2013) define experi-
ence as “a process where people undergo the influence of things, en-
vironments, situations and events, and a wide range of materials play
active roles as mediators of experience” (p. 316). Thus, although ex-
periences are individual constructs, they connect with and are highly
dependent on the surrounding environment in the tourism context.
Tourism experiences are staged and consumed in one or more places,
and analyzing the physical base and space of the experiences con-
tributes to a better understanding of the processes that comprise ex-
periences (O'Dell, 2005). Nature-based tourism is often characterized
by intense experiences derived from various activities in nature, which
means that natural resources become a vital feature of the service de-
livery (Arnould & Price, 1993), as described above (cf. Fig. 1). This is in
line with Dissart and Marcouiller (2012), who describe the process of
transformation from natural resources into individual tourism experi-
ences through human use and valuation. In our interpretation of the
above, the NBT experiencescape comprises all tangible and intangible
elements in the physical, social and cultural contexts relevant to the
tourist experience, including natural resources.

Tourists interact with the elements of the experiencescape on an
individual basis, and there is no objective approach to assess the con-
nections between resources and experiences (Arnould, Price, & Tierney,
1998; Cloke & Perkins, 2002; Reis, 2012). Thus, the provider must
make assumptions to identify and efficiently use all elements of the
“scape” that comprise the experience (Bertella, 2016; Prebensen, Chen,
& Uysal, 2014). The experiencescape is often interpreted as a more
complex extension of the servicescape (Bitner, 1992), comprising
components and environments beyond the control of the tourism pro-
vider (Ooi, 2005; Svabo et al., 2013; Vespestad & Lindberg, 2011). This
complexity characterizes NBT (Margaryan, 2016). Natural resources
and associated environments, such as the appearance of wildlife,
weather conditions and landscape features, are less controllable than
environments created by humans, such as hotels, restaurants, and
theme parks. If such physical elements change, the provider must take
steps to mitigate the undesirable impact on the tourist's experience

(Ooi, 2005). For instance, mountain bikers' experiences are enhanced
when the activity is performed on soft trails in scenic landscapes (Hagen
& Boyes, 2016; Hardiman & Burgin, 2013). If the trail conditions
change, the biker's experience will most likely also change. Hence, in
this context, it is crucial for NBT providers to identify their key natural
resources and know how they connect to the experiences that customers
derive from the NBT product.

Several researchers have described such connections as access to
basic resources, social interaction, sensory stimulation, naturalness, and
activity mastering. Access to the basic resource, the physical site, is
exemplified by Kulczycki (2014) in the reports by rock climbers of the
importance of the site being accessible with the desired attributes for
climbing. Kulczycki (2014) also discusses the resources and arenas for
social interactions both for the climbing activity itself and for asso-
ciated activities such as socializing with fellow climbers at the camp-
site. The sensory dimension in tourism experiences is addressed by
Agapito, Valle, and Mendes (2014). Two continuums of the human-
nature relationship – naturalness (from naturalness to facilities), and
access (from open to exclusive) – are identified by Fredman and Wall-
Reinius (2012). Even if originally unrelated to the use of resources, the
generalist-specialist continuum (Løseth, 2014; Mehmetoglu, 2005) is
relevant as well, as the skills and abilities required by guests to master
the activity set requirements for the resources and area in which a
certain activity is performed. Although some of the studies mentioned
above take the guest's perspective, they are still relevant to this study,
as the provider must consider that the experience is created in the
guest's mind. In this study, we aim to paint a broad picture of such
connections.

1.4. The Norwegian context

Nature-based tourism is an increasingly important sector of the
Norwegian economy. The potential for further growth is considered
high, and natural resources are expected to play a prominent role in
growth and expansion (Nærings- og fiskeridepartementet, 2017;
Nærings- og handelsdepartementet, 2007, 2012). Reports from the
Norwegian tourism industry point to the importance of activities in
nature for tourists visiting Norway (Innovasjon Norge, 2017; Virke reise
Norge, 2017). Given the multifaceted characteristics of NBT (cf. Fig. 1),
it also features as an integral part of Norwegian outdoor recreation and
environmental protection policies. The government's white paper on
outdoor recreation (Klima- og miljødepartementet, 2016) describes the
interface between outdoor recreation (friluftsliv) and NBT. As outdoor
recreation grows increasingly commercialized (higher demand for
guiding, courses, and other services), the potential for value creation in
the NBT sector grows as well. The current growth in outdoor recreation
activities is also expected to transform into increased demand for NBT
products (Klima- og miljødepartementet, 2016).

A national survey in 2013 estimated the number of NBT service
providers in Norway to be in the 2000–3000 range (Stensland et al.,
2014). Most firms are small, typically one to three full-time employees
occupied with NBT and an average NBT turnover of around NOK 1
million per year (approx. EUR 100,000). The study also indicates future
growth, as 56% of the companies report being in a start-up phase of
growth (and only 4% report a decline in their NBT business). The
supply of activities is large and varied. Sport fishing and hiking are
most common, offered by more than 60% of the responding firms.
Other popular activities include biking; hunting; water-based activities
such as canoeing, kayaking, and boating; accommodation related di-
rectly to nature experiences; nature photography; and horseback riding.

2. Method

2.1. Choice of activities

While many outdoor recreation activities can be supplied in a

K. Fossgard and P. Fredman



Norwegian NBT context (Stensland et al., 2014), this study specifically
focuses on climbing parks, sea kayaking, ski touring and mountain biking.
These outdoor recreational activities are all growing, quite new as
tourism products, and only recently have received much attention in
Norway. These qualities are reflected both through an increase in
participation among the Norwegian population and an increased supply
in an NBT context. A review of outdoor recreation participation by
Dervo et al. (2014) shows that between 2001 and 2011, the number of
mountain bikers in Norway increased by 100%, and the corresponding
numbers for row and paddle trips are +73%, and for ski touring (off-
piste skiing), +133%. These numbers can be compared with partici-
pation figures for more traditional activities such as hiking (+2%),
cross-country skiing (+4%), and fishing (−2%), all of which experi-
enced more modest changes during the same period.

Mountain biking is a product that is prioritized by the national
tourism promotion agency Innovation Norway and has been developed
as a specific tourism product at several destinations throughout
Norway. These range from large biking parks at prominent winter re-
sorts such as Geilo and Trysil to single trails at smaller destinations. Sea
kayaking and climbing parks are also featured activities at Visit
Norway, the official tourism portal of Norway. The number of climbing
parks has increased significantly in Norway during the past several
years, from 13 in 2012 to 35 in 2016 (Statens Jernbanetilsyn, 2016).
Although the number of climbing parks in Norway remains low, they
represent a new and highly facilitated form of outdoor recreation,
which makes them of particular interest to this inquiry. Ski touring has
grown into a significant winter activity, particularly in northern
Norway and in the mountainous regions of the west coast and south of
Norway. Regions such as Lyngen, Lofoten, and Sunnmøre offer summit-
to-sea skiing with boat-based accommodation, which provides a flexible
product and gives these areas a comparative advantage compared to
other destinations. In this case, the growth in popularity can be illu-
strated by the Norwegian Trekking Association (DNT), which recently
added ski-touring and kayaking to its comprehensive program of tours
and courses throughout Norway (The Norwegian Trekking Association,
2017).

The four cases under study represent a diversity of natural resource
use within a Norwegian NBT context. They can be classified as sport
and adventure (Buckley, 2006) and strongly depend on certain natural
resources, as do most NBT activities (Stensland et al., 2014). The ac-
tivities also represent various tourism experience perspectives, as de-
scribed by Carù and Cova (2006) and by Vespestad and Lindberg
(2011). Climbing and biking parks as staged entertainment with nature
as a backdrop; sea kayaking in calm waters and ski-touring on un-
touched snow as genuine experiences closely connected to nature; and
kayaking in breaking waves or skiing in steep couloirs as the sensation
seeker experiences, where the activity itself has the key role.

2.2. Research design and data collection

Data were collected without any predetermined hypothesis except
for the assumption of some connections between nature-based tourism
and natural resources (cf. Fig. 1) and the knowledge that certain di-
mensions described above do exist. Consequently, data collection and
analysis was an open and iterative process between the data, the lit-
erature, and the authors’ a priori knowledge. Ten NBT service providers
representing the four activities mentioned above were interviewed
between July 2016 and April 2017 (Table 1). Although representa-
tiveness was not the main criterion, we selected respondents across
different geographical locations based on previous studies of NBT
supply in Norway (Stensland et al., 2014). The interviewees were the
owner, general manager, or product development manager of the
companies.

The first three interviews were conducted in an unstructured
manner, in which the respondent discussed the relationships between
their products and nature-based resources, guided by a few initial key Ta
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topics introduced by the interviewer (e.g., product offerings, key re-
sources, resource characteristics, and requirements). The later inter-
views were guided to a larger extent by the findings from the previous
interviews, intended to refine the results but remaining open to new
categories (Table 1 lists the main topics for each interview). The in-
terviews were recorded and transcribed following the ethical principles
of informed consent.

2.3. Coding and analyzing the data

We used an open coding approach, looking for relationships be-
tween codes and concepts, developing core categories through discus-
sions between the co-authors until agreements were reached. In the
coding process, we consulted relevant literature and used the re-
searcher's pre-existing understanding to identify and develop findings
which in turn guided new interviews. Alvesson and Sköldberg (2009)
point to the benefits of giving the researcher's knowledge a more sig-
nificant role in the analysis process, and, following this advice, we took
advantage of our own experiences as skiers, paddlers, bikers, and visi-
tors to climbing parks when analyzing the data. While being aware of
the risk of biased analysis, this procedure allowed us to follow up on
interesting concepts in adjacent interviews. During this process, we also
realized that revisiting some of the previous respondents could have
been useful to get their view on a specific topic raised in later inter-
views. While this was practically unfeasible in this particular study, we
encourage researchers conducting similar studies in the future to plan
for such a circular process.

The interviews showed that natural resources in an NBT context
could be influenced or facilitated by humans (e.g., trails, cultural
landscapes), be of different scales (from vast landscapes to vegetation
along a path), and be both tangible (like trees and snow) and intangible
(like views and scents). This clearly indicates that the natural resource
elements of the NBT experiencescape are explicit and multi-dimen-
sional, and we have accordingly analyzed the data from the interviews
with the aim to identify such dimensions.

The risk dimension can illustrate some of the challenges of ana-
lyzing the data with this approach. In the first round of interviews,
several respondents spoke about safety: how they secured elements in
climbing parks, avoided bad weather at sea, and had to pay attention to
less skilled skiers when planning ski tours. These items were initially
understood as separate facilitative elements but evolved during the
analysis phase into a new dimension of risk management. Another ex-
ample is co-creation. Data about co-creation was difficult to categorize
since respondents spoke sporadically and only indirectly about this
topic. In this case, the approach was to collect the information into one
dimension at the beginning of the analysis. This dimension then re-
mained until quite late in the analysis process, although the content was
still divergent. In a second revision of the dimensions, we split the co-
creation dimension and merged the two parts into two other dimen-
sions. Attraction development was placed in adapting to guests’ needs,
while guidance and social interaction became part of the experience
facilitation dimension.

3. Results

3.1. General resource descriptions

All respondents described core resources that related directly to the
activity, for example, trees or poles for climbing parks and snow for ski
touring. Additional resources not directly related to the performance of
the activity, but still important to the tourism experience, were also
described. Examples of the latter included scenic views and silence for
ski touring, scents and tactile elements on trees in climbing parks, or
sites for good conversations on kayak trips. For example, ski tour pro-
vider P09 stated that “even if the skiing, snow and weather conditions may
be identical at several locations, the fact that we are in the Jotunheimen

[high mountain] area, is important to our product. The product would be
entirely different without the views, histories and iconic reputation of this
area.”

The respondents also described how, based on the type of products
they offered, they established specific requirements pertaining to the
resources and how the characteristics of natural resources in their areas
of operation met such requirements. These characteristics en-
compassed, for example, resource attributes, potential resource use, or
issues related to the use of resources. One example was P01, who un-
derlined the importance of using trees, rather than artificial posts, in
the climbing park to connect the guest with nature. This requirement
placed the respondents in a dilemma, as they were short of land with
trees suitable for building climbing elements. To extend the park, they
had to put up posts in open spaces, which did not accord with their
desired image of a climbing park in natural surroundings.

The respondents did not make full use of all the resources available
in the area in which they operate, nor did they use all variations of
relevant resources. While the kayak providers depended on the sea,
they also relied on various characteristics of water that, in turn, de-
pended on the product and the skill levels of their guests. Ski tour op-
erators commented that the guests’ abilities, in addition to snow con-
ditions and avalanche risks, influenced which of a number of possible
routes the guide decided to take. The interviewees also indicated that
natural resources could be missing or be of inadequate capacity. One of
the mountain bike providers regretted that they did not have open, flat
forest areas for high-speed single-track biking, which would have ex-
tended their product portfolio. Finally, some respondents described
how specific resources could turn out to be hindrances, for instance,
when soft soil on the bike trail became muddy due to changes in cli-
mate.

In the following sections, we further elaborate upon the findings and
organize them as a framework of six dimensions based on requirements
and natural resource characteristics, as summarized in Table 2.

3.2. Dimension 1: adapting to guests’ needs

This dimension, comprising the two requirements activity mastering
and attraction development, relate to the basic, non-facilitated resources
and describes the provider's choice of resources to support, enhance,
and challenge the guest's performance of the activity. Activity mas-
tering concerned the core resources for performing the activity. The
respondents described how they, depending on the guests' skills and
preferences, identified resources that supported the guests' mastering of
the activity. A product for beginners or generalists uses other resources
than the equivalent product for experts or specialists. Mountain bike
provider P07 aimed for a large target group, namely, families with
children. Consequently, the biking trails were in the beginner-to-in-
termediate segment. By contrast, ski tour provider P06 had certain
products intended only for specialists looking for challenging condi-
tions: “For some of our products, we require excellent skiing and mountai-
neering skills, and we need a really competent and homogenous group to
make sure all guest can ski under all snow conditions and act safely in de-
manding surroundings.”

Respondents described how new guests with limited skills managed,
after some time, to master the activity and develop skills and compe-
tence, subsequently expecting the provider to offer them new chal-
lenges. Multiple respondents pointed to the need for resources for at-
traction development to appeal to new groups of guests and to provide
new attractions that made existing guests return. Climbing park pro-
vider P01 described his reasons for having sufficient space and trees
available: “We must constantly update [climbing] elements to keep the park
attractive for guests who look for more challenging elements. It is also im-
portant to develop new climbing elements without changing the difficulty
level, so the guests get a sense of renewal.” Similarly, mountain biking
providers continuously renewed and altered their trails. Kayak and ski
tour respondents, by contrast, were more concerned about the non-
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physical aspects of development and expansion. Their attraction de-
velopment mainly involved discovering and exploring new areas and
routes according to the target group needs. Ski tour provider P06 illu-
strated this: “The recent years, we have new groups of ski touring guests.
These are well-fit cross-country skiers, with limited skills in skiing downhill.
Consequently, we must have alternative routes down from the summits, to
give these guests the feeling of mastering downhill. They sure master the
uphill part.”

3.3. Dimension 2: access to resources

This dimension included physical, social, cultural, legal, and eco-
nomic issues related to access to natural resources. Three requirements
were identified: commercial access, public access, and exclusion from re-
sources. All respondents, except the ski touring providers, had concerns
about the commercial access to resources. The Right of Public Access
challenged their commercial potential, for example, as bike providers
could not charge for the use of their purpose-built trails. Consequently,
P03 (mountain bike) planned to build a camp at the trail starting point,
thus indirectly charging for the trails, although this was not the re-
spondent's optimal solution: “I really would prefer to avoid everything
about accommodation, and rather make people come, park their car, bike,
pay, and go back home again. However, I cannot make money that way.”
Respondents who facilitated heavily, such as the climbing parks, un-
derlined the importance of exercising legal and economic control of the
area. Some had concerns about the social impact of physical facilita-
tion. They changed the area and closed out other user groups, as the
activity required specialized equipment and supervision. However, re-
spondent P05 (climbing park) welcomed non-climbing users to use the
paths and viewpoints, though still not the climbing elements, in the
area outside opening hours. Kayak providers P04 and P10 faced another
issue, as they strived to find campsites along paddle routes and had to
use cabins and other indoor accommodation.

The above example also illustrates cases of public access in which
other users could exploit the same resource for commercial and non-
commercial activities outside the provider's control. Kayak provider
P08 experienced conflicts when using beaches: “For beginners, we need
shallow waters. There are few beaches in the area, and sometimes we get
harsh comments from bathers and cabin owner, who feel that we are in-
vading their territory.” However, public resources could also be bene-
ficial to NBT firms. For example, the bicycle providers used existing
hiking trails, and kayak providers used, as described above, public
beaches. Some respondents had taken measures to reduce conflicts with
other users, as described by P02 (mountain biking): “To avoid conflicts
with hikers, we have put up signposts to separate the two user groups on
different trails. This works quite excellent.”

Kayak provider P04 illustrated exclusion from resources. The water
level in a lake, which was part of his sea-to-lake round-trip kayak
product, would drain down to supply a newly established fish hatchery.
This situation would make it impossible to paddle sections of the route,
complicate embarking kayaks, and endanger a colony of freshwater
clams, which was an essential attraction to his product. The re-
spondent's concerns linked to practical implementation as well as re-
duced experience value of his product.

3.4. Dimension 3: experience facilitation

Experience facilitation was a significant concern to many of the
respondents who put considerable efforts into this dimension. This
could take the form of physical facilitation, for example, preparing a
bike trail or building climbing elements; or social facilitation, for ex-
ample, finding areas for social interaction between guests and provi-
ders. Climbing and bike parks had physical facilitation high on their
agenda, but they also paid attention to social aspects such as guidance
and meeting places. Ski touring and kayak providers focused on the
social aspects, finding pleasant locations at which they could gather the

guests in a social setting. For this dimension, the findings were struc-
tured based on four requirements: conditions for facilitation, attraction
maintenance, guidance, and social interaction.

Conditions for facilitation, such as topography and terrain, were
essential for the construction of mountain bike trails and ramps,
building elements in climbing parks, and finding landing sites for
kayaking or alternative routes for inexperienced skiers. Climbing and
bike parks made trade-offs between construction and maintenance, and
the cost and time to implement facilitation. Consequently, the re-
spondents aimed to negotiate topography with as little effort and as few
costs as possible while nevertheless fulfilling target groups' require-
ments. Respondent P05 put it this way: “The [climbing] routes are
adapted to customers arriving in sneakers [opposite to mountain boots/
climbing shoes].” Here, the respondent describes the method of scruti-
nizing the rock face to identify possible routes and build routes with as
little preparation as possible. For the mountain biking providers,
ground conditions and topography became challenges for attraction
maintenance. For example, these providers needed either to build trails
prepared for changes in weather and climate by using heavy machines
and extensive interventions, or to use hand tools like shuffle and spit,
thus requiring less intervention and allowing more naturalness around
the trails. However, the latter approach required extensive maintenance
work. Respondent P02 described this: “It's a lot of drainages we do. I think
of it actually as mini roads. There is a lot of drainages; we actually put pipes
and stuff, especially on the downhill trails.”

Furthermore, all respondents provided some variant of guidance.
Climbing parks had compulsory training and highly detailed signage,
bike trails were marked, and guides accompanied kayak and ski tours.
Respondent P07 (mountain biking) had concerns about signage:
“Signage is difficult. We do not want to load the forest with signs but realize
that we must put up more signposts to guide the guests. This has both a cost
and an esthetic aspect.” Finally, locations for social interaction were
important to many respondents. Kayaking provider P08 mentioned
lunch sites in particular as essential: “Here we cook lunch together and
have conversations about how to act and behave in the national park and
how humans influence these protected areas.” Respondents P04 and P10
(both kayaking) were concerned about places to camp and rest. “There
is only one camping site along the lake we're using. This makes our product
more vulnerable than I appreciate” (respondent P04). P10 stated lodging
as a major challenge to providing guests with good kayaking experi-
ences. Camping and landing sites in archipelago areas were generally
difficult because of the high density of holiday homes, boaters, and
other sea activities. Therefore, they depended on indoor accommoda-
tion in cabins or lighthouses, which they felt reduced the overall value
of the experience, compared to the social interactions related to putting
up tents and making food in an outdoor setting. The ski tour providers
were generally less concerned with facilitating social interaction while
cycling and climbing parks had open areas and meeting points for
groups and families.

3.5. Dimension 4: risk management

This dimension concerned how respondents handled risk, ranging
from objective dangers such as snow avalanches to subjective issues,
such as how open areas could help the provider supervise and make the
anxious guest feel safe in a climbing park. Certain activities required
“hard” measures, such as mounting anchors in a climbing park, while
other activities depended on “soft” measures, for example, making the
guest confident over safe route alternatives. Respondents described
three levels of risk management, including the requirements basic risk
management, preventive risk management, and ad hoc risk management.
All respondents had initially assessed their operation area, intending as
far as possible to use existing, unprepared features for safe activity
performance and to avoid spots with unacceptable risk-level. One ex-
ample was including open areas for overseeing and to supervise the
guests, as pointed out by climbing parks and biking providers. “The area
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is open, so we can easily monitor and supervise the guests” (climbing park
P05). These respondents also addressed concerns about preventive risk
management by securing or removing dangerous objects. “We have re-
moved loose rocks to make sure none is hit by fallings rocks while climbing”
(climbing park P05). Kayak and ski tour providers managed risk control
in surroundings with objective and far less controllable dangers.
Consequently, these respondents focused more on ad hoc risk man-
agement, as described by P09 (ski touring): “For ski touring it is generally
impossible to decide on route alternatives in advance, it is difficult, even in
the same morning.” These ad hoc measures were “soft” (such as planning
alternative routes) compared to the “hard” preventive measures (such
as anchoring climbing elements and removing bike trail obstacles).

3.6. Dimension 5: crowding management

Crowding management, with the two requirements size of operation
area and facilitated capacity, concerned climbing parks and bike provi-
ders in particular. Their customer groups were large in number, which
imposed requirements on the size of their operation areas. For example,
P07 (mountain biking) aimed for large customer groups, requiring vast
areas to distribute their trails spatially. Ski touring providers experi-
enced some issues at peaks and route starts and ends, but rarely on
uphill and downhill stretches. Still, even if there was physical crowding,
respondents were generally more concerned about social crowding, as
explained by P07: “It is nice with some meeting places, but especially the
trailhead [areas] need more capacity to give the guest a feeling of being more
alone in the forest.” Such was also the case for ski touring, where other
groups of skiers or users disturbed the pristine mountain silence, with
negative consequences to experience quality. However, space alone was
insufficient, as bike and climbing respondents in particular commented
on facilitated capacity. New trails and routes were constantly built, and
capacity at starting points and crossings enhanced, to mitigate concerns
of overcrowding. The climbing park provider P05 supplied a crowded
route segment, a bridge crossing a gorge, with a parallel bridge, by
using available trees and rocks. This measure only partially solved the
crowding issue, as the old bridge still attracted guests, resulting in
crowding. The respondent finally found the redemptive trick: “I named
this [new] bridge The Smart Trail and told the guests that they by using that
bridge, came faster to the attractive trails on the other side of the gorge.”

3.7. Dimension 6: connections to place

Connections to place are the less obvious, but according to all re-
spondents, nevertheless important resources that extend the activity
into an experience. Here, respondents referred to relations not directly
connected to the performance of the activity, but rather to tangible and
intangible resources influencing the personal and individual perception
of the nature-based experience. Four requirements were identified:
connections with nature, landscape scenery, location and reputation, and
sensory qualities. Connections with nature means that natural elements
in the close vicinity, tactile contact, and fragrances are essential fea-
tures. Providers of highly facilitated activities, such as P02, P03, and
P07 (mountain biking), were concerned about a natural appearance for
the paths, even if they were constructed as roadways: “It is important
that the [mountain bike] trail is surrounded by a nice, attractive environ-
ment" (respondent P03). The climbing parks wanted guests to approach
the trees to feel the bark and smell resin during the climbing. Climbing
park P01 also pointed to the importance of building climbing elements
in and among trees, which, in contrast to artificial posts, located the
activity in natural surroundings. The large-scale landscape scenery,
natural environment, and natural habitats were also crucial to re-
spondents as a backdrop to their products.

The area's location and reputation – for example, the coast of
Helgeland being a more attractive paddling area than the west-coast
fjords – did concern some of the respondents. For respondent P06's
kayaking products, Helgeland's coastal culture elements contributed to

the experiencescape with the same importance as the area's natural
resources. This was not solely related to physical assets, which might be
matched at similar areas in Norway or abroad, but the area's standing as
a high-end destination for kayaking. The area's reputation influenced
the number of guests and the price level, as expressed by climbing park
provider P05: “[our current location] restricts us from charging our cus-
tomers as much as the more famous climbing parks.” By contrast, ski tour
operator P06 noted that the place could be of secondary importance;
the main factor for the product was the activity in itself, in combination
with other guests and the guide. Nevertheless, the respondent empha-
sized the reputation of Lofoten and Lyngen as leading ski tour desti-
nations, while the recently discovered Senja area was runner-up, to-
gether with the well-known Jotunheimen area. As respondent P09 put
it, “Those areas are popular, and there is no reason not to use them [for ski
touring products].” The area's sensory qualities such as atmosphere, si-
lence, and sights were exemplified by respondent P05 (climbing park),
who underlined the importance of the operation area as generally
characterized by calm and low pace, which was significant even for a
climbing park normally characterized by adrenaline and high physical
activity.

The inconsistency mentioned by P01 (climbing park) in the in-
troduction of the results section between the need for expansion and the
wish for natural surroundings was an example of dimensions not being
compliant to each other. P01 needed to prioritize either adapting to
guests’ needs or connecting to place dimensions. Similar issues were
discussed by other respondents, including the dichotomies of risk
management versus activity mastering and crowding management
versus sensory qualities.

4. Discussion

The NBT experiencescape comprises multiple elements that together
make the physical, social, and cultural experience context (Lindberg &
Eide, 2016). Although experiences are constructs in the minds of the
guests, NBT providers are instrumental in facilitating extraordinary
experiences. In this study, providers searched for the optimal resources
and conditions for their products. We have identified a comprehensive
framework of requirements, categorized along six dimensions, which
describes the relations between nature-based tourism experiences and
associated resources in nature (cf. Table 2). These dimensions are (with
the corresponding requirements in parentheses) as follows: 1. adapting
to guests’ needs (activity mastering, attraction development); 2. access
to resources (commercial access, public access, exclusion from re-
sources); 3. experience facilitation (conditions for facilitation, attrac-
tion maintenance, guidance, social interaction); 4. risk management
(basic risk management, preventive risk management, ad hoc risk
management); 5. crowding management (size of operation area, fa-
cilitated capacity); and 6. connection to place (connections with nature,
landscape scenery, location and reputation, sensory qualities).

In the discussion that follows, we present the dimensions based on
how we interpret their importance to the respondents. The require-
ments in the dimensions adapting to guests' needs and managing risk were
mentioned by all respondents and appeared fundamental, regardless of
activity type. To a large extent, these two dimensions comprise the
practical and basic aspects of the experience, that is, the guests' needs
and wants in order to master activities in safe surroundings. The re-
spondents' prioritization of these two dimensions is not surprising, as
our four case activities are largely about thrill and sensation seeking
where the activity itself is paramount, and consequently the provider
must focus on meeting the guests’ skill level and willingness to take
risks in the way it organizes the experience (Vespestad & Lindberg,
2011). The same applies to the dimension connections to place, regarding
which all respondents mentioned intangible resources relevant to their
products. These are conditions we recognize from the literature that
emphasize the connections between place attachment and meaning-
making tourism experiences (Loureiro, 2014).

K. Fossgard and P. Fredman



Even though the four activities of study are more or less available to
anyone, they nevertheless require a certain level of skills to participate.
Mehmetoglu (2005) describes two categories of nature-based tourists:
generalists and specialists. In the dimension adapting to guests' needs, we
recognize these groups from respondents' descriptions of their customer
groups: generalists in climbing parks, combinations of the two groups in
mountain biking and sea kayaking, and largely specialists in ski touring,
which often requires special competence and skills. Activity perfor-
mance is largely about mastering, that is, how we as individuals con-
quer challenges during an activity. Resources for activity mastering and
skill development relate to the theory of flow, wherein the performer
balances the mastering of the activity by aiming for further challenges
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1990), and adapting to guests' needs reflects how the
providers dynamically matched natural resources to guests' skills. The
kayak providers carefully selected waters, and the climbing parks ar-
ranged climbing elements with difficulty levels that fit their target
groups' skills and preferences. As the target group develops skills over
time, transitioning from generalists towards specialists, or as new
equipment makes the activity available to less skilled user groups, the
requirements for resources change. Lack of mastering or overmastering
may influence the overall experience with fear or boredom. Therefore,
the activity arena as part of the experiencescape must have sufficient
affordances (Gibson, 1979), that is, resources to meet both the current
and the forthcoming needs of the target group. Consequently, the
provider should have the abundance and variation of resources re-
quired to handle changes in the target customer groups’ skills and
competence.

In addition to mastering the activity, risk management is vital to
many activities in nature. Our respondents generally referred to the
dimension risk management in a negative context, as the risk of injury or
of not delivering their tourism products as expected. All four cases are
perceived as outdoor adventure tourism (Buckley, 2007), with a certain
potential for severe injuries or death, and were risk-taking could be an
inherent part of the activity performance (Breivik, 1996; Van Riper
et al., 2016). This applies in particular to ski touring and partly to sea
kayaking, where objective dangers such as avalanches or sudden
weather changes have higher fatal potential than for the other activ-
ities. The concept of risk related to activities in nature has evolved from
physical events occurring with certain probability and consequences to
social constructs where the result may be negative or even positive
compared to the expected outcome (Haegeli & Pröbstl-Haider, 2016).
Risk can be approached as an undesired element, which appeared to be
the primarily the case in this study, or as an element integrated as part
of the experience (Gstaettner, Lee, & Rodger, 2016). Even if all activ-
ities include a certain amount of inherent positive risk-taking, also re-
ferred to as rush (Buckley, 2012), none of the respondents mentioned
risk as a positive element of the experience. They instead focused on
how to mitigate negative risks by selecting appropriate areas and
managing potential dangers prior to and during service delivery. One
reason for this may be that the activities are quite new in a commercial
tourism context in Norway, and consequently, providers in the startup
phase want to stay on the safe side concerning risk. In ad hoc risk
management, the guide plays a key role (Stewart-Patterson, 2015), and
van Riper et al. (Van Riper et al., 2016) describe the guide as a trust-
worthy interpreter of dangers, assisting the guest to enhance experi-
ences in unknown natural environments. The demanding task for the
NBT provider concerning risk is to ensure the guest is – and feels – safe
(Carù & Cova, 2006), which implies having the knowledge and tools to
mitigate the unknown and uncontrollable elements of the experi-
encescape (Margaryan, 2016).

The guide was also instrumental to the dimension experience facil-
itation by creating valuable and positive experiences (Rokenes,
Schumann, & Rose, 2015) and assisting the above-mentioned activity
mastering, that is, interacting with the physical context by helping the
guest to experience flow (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). The physical context
was equally important to the facilitation of experiences (Jernsand,

Kraff, & Mossberg, 2015; Lindberg et al., 2014; Mossberg, 2007). The
immersion in the experience strongly depends on the physical condi-
tions (Carù & Cova, 2006; Mossberg, 2008), as does the co-creation and
the interaction with fellow guests and provider personnel (Hansen &
Mossberg, 2017; Mossberg, 2008). We recognize these aspects in the
respondents’ descriptions of how open areas and spaces to gather guests
and personnel were vital to enhance the experience.

The dimension connection to place may, due to its intangible quali-
ties, seem supplementary to the other dimensions. However, according
to our respondents, this dimension was highly relevant to the NBT ex-
perience. People's relationships and connections to nature are trans-
forming, and Reis (2012) argues that nature-related activities increas-
ingly loosen the ties with nature and natural resources. Modern outdoor
sports and adventure activities are sometimes accused of using nature
as an arena and a backdrop rather than engaging deeply with nature,
and specialist performers are often seen as less concerned about the
“real” qualities of nature (Arnegger et al., 2010; Galloway, 2012;
Odden, 2008). However, this study clearly shows that respondents were
indeed concerned about how their experience products connected their
guests to nature. The large-scale scenery was, of course, important, but
equally significant were the possibilities of connecting with the narrow,
small-scale elements of nature, for example, using tactile qualities to
enhance the experience. Agapito et al. (2014) underline this and point
to the importance of using local resources in multi-sensory experiences.
Sensory qualities may become difficult for the provider, as a certain
sensory resource may cause different sensational experiences from one
guest to another (Byrne, 2009). Despite this, the climbing parks em-
phasized the importance of letting their guests feel the bark and fra-
grances of the forest. Here as well the NBT guide played a key role in
interpreting and mediating fragrances, silence, or scenic views for their
customers as resources with emotional values, which is regarded as
vital to experience co-creation (Campos, Mendes, Valle, & Scott, 2015;
Prebensen, Vittersø, & Dahl, 2013). Several respondents also pointed
out that the location and reputation of iconic places and areas, like
Lofoten for ski touring and Helgeland for paddling, played a major role
in their products. A similar “mecca” status of certain places was ob-
served by Kulczycki (2014) in his study of rock climbers, designating
the connotations of location as an essential resource for nature-based
experiences.

Through crowding management, several respondents tried to give
their guests a feeling of being alone in nature, without noise or en-
counters with other users. This primarily concerned overcrowding be-
tween fellow guests performing the same activity and was an issue
largely in the bike and climbing parks. Reasons for crowding in these
activities were limited area size and large numbers of guests, and the
respondents’ concerns are echoed in the need for more knowledge
about how certain user groups, for example bikers, perceive crowding
(e.g., Pickering & Rossi, 2016). Skiing and kayaking had more space
available and thereby avoided much of the crowding conflicts. An al-
ternative explanation may be the high level of specialization in the
latter two activities, as specialists often are immersed in the activity and
not concerned about other users (Lepp & Herpy, 2015). However, these
activities are more wilderness-type experiences, where the acceptance
level of perceived crowding may be lower (Manning, 2010). Thus, one
can assume future crowding issues even for these activities as they grow
in volume.

In the Nordic context, the requirement public access is of special
interest. This legal right allows NBT providers free access to natural
resources even for commercial purposes, regardless of the property
ownership. Fixed installations, however, require the landowner's per-
mission, and unsurprisingly, climbing parks and mountain biking pro-
viders in this study regarded owning or having agreements with the
owners of their operation area as essential. Nevertheless, they could not
claim exclusive rights, thereby preventing others from using the area or
their purpose-built attractions. However, defying expectations, these
two provider groups described low conflict levels. The kayak providers,
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who are more dependent on public access areas, mentioned higher le-
vels of perceived conflict with other user groups and other economic
use of their resources; such is commonly reported in similar studies of
NBT (Manning, 2010). Oii (2005) discusses the importance of avoiding
distractions that may influence the experience. Unforeseen conflicts
that interrupt or displace the activity affect the guest's experience and
reduce the quality of the tourism product. Thus, from a long-term
perspective, established access to a predictable resource base is essen-
tial for commercial success.

This study focuses on relatively new, but niche, activities in NBT, as
opposed to traditional and more common activities such as angling and
hiking. By doing so, results are less generalizable, but we argue that the
four activities represent cutting-edge knowledge concerning the NBT
experiencescape. According to Hansen and Mossberg (2017), extra-
ordinary experiences “are triggered by unusual events and are char-
acterized by high degrees of emotion and involvement, a sense of be-
longing, playfulness, the alteration of time, novelty, excitement,
concentration and control” (p. 260). This supports the need to study
NBT and natural resource relations through the lens of new and
emerging tourism activities. Although traditional tourism activities
such as hiking and fishing can certainly be a basis for extraordinary
experiences, we believe that it is rewarding to study activities that more
closely connect with the above description. Therefore, we selected
novel activities characterized by play, excitement, concentration, and
control – and all with a potential to grow as commercial tourism pro-
ducts, while nevertheless remaining aware that we might lose some
aspects compared to study of slow and soft adventures (Varley &
Semple, 2015).

With this study, we aim to draw a more in-depth picture of the
multi-dimensional relations between NBT experiences and natural re-
sources. Some of the dimensions, such as adapting to tourists' needs and
connections to place appeared quite early in the research process, while
others, such as crowding management, became evident at later stages.
One can, of course, question whether we have revealed all the relevant
relations and dimensions of the NBT experience – natural resources
nexus. Although bringing new knowledge into the field, we realize that
further rounds of analysis and interviews may uncover new relations
and dimension. For example, we expected the providers to be more
concerned about co-creation, which has a prominent place in current
tourism research (Campos et al., 2015; Prebensen et al., 2013). We are
also aware that the boundaries between the dimensions we have
identified can be unclear and that the dimensions are somewhat over-
lapping. An example is the physical resources needed for adapting to
guests’ needs. This physical context is also important to facilitate ex-
periences (Lindberg et al., 2014) with its distinctive characteristics that
determine whether the resource is significant for activity mastering,
attraction development, or experience facilitation.

As described at the beginning of this section, the dimensions can be
ranked by how frequently and intensely respondents addressed them.
Even though adapting to guests' needs and risk management is crucial to
any tourism product, we find these two dimensions to be important, but
necessarily not the most important to the future development of the
NBT sector. The idea of connections to place includes multiple relations
to resources that are beyond providers' control; the weather may be
unpredictable; the guests' personal perceptions can change the im-
pression of a certain landscape; the importance of the area's location
and reputation vary from one guest to another. Bitner (1992) points to
the complexity of the servicescape from a business management per-
spective, which becomes even more complex with the addition of the
uncontrollable elements of the outdoor setting and the natural experi-
encescape in which the NBT provider operates (Margaryan, 2017).
From a management perspective, we therefore regard experience facil-
itation and connection to place as more important. The intangible and
subtle resources that enhance the basic activity to an experience by
connecting the guests with nature are difficult to identify and measure.
Connection to place may represent specific management issues, such as

silence in a particular area or the visual impact of windmills in the
horizon on the tourists' experience.

5. Concluding remarks and future research

The main findings from this study show that NBT experience pro-
viders relate their products to natural resources through several di-
mensions, thereby making connections with physical (e.g., access and
facilitation), social (e.g., risk and volume management), and cultural
(e.g., connection to place) aspects of the experiencescape. Resources in
nature are essential both to the performance of the activity, as well as to
the nature-based tourism experience as a whole. Our study illustrates
today's increasingly complex relations between NBT and resources in
nature, contrasting the historical perception of nature as a visual scene
for sightseeing-inspired tourism products. These intangible resources
such as sights, scents, and sounds may, however, be the most important
aspects of any nature-based tourism product.

We have revealed interesting insights how NBT service providers
configure their products, the core of their products, and how this core
can be combined with other product elements to build a comprehensive
NBT experience product. We suggest employing these data in future
research to analyze the NBT product from the perspectives of service
providers. Such an inquiry is likely to further illuminate related issues
such as how NBT companies work with product innovation and how
natural resources contribute to and influence such processes.

Our study aimed to assess the relationships between natural re-
sources and NBT supply through the lens of four emerging activities. We
consider it useful to broaden the scope of such an analysis to more
common activities like hiking and cross-country skiing. These activities
are larger in volume and could place the managerial implications of this
study in a broader context.

This study demonstrates that not all resources in an area are re-
levant to a provider of NBT experiences, and in some cases, resource
quantities and diversity surpass the needs of the provider. Respondents
were generally quite conscious and decisive concerning which resources
and which characteristics of the resources were important to their
products. They also provided insight into how products place require-
ments on resources. However, respondents were not clear as to why the
resources were important. As competition over resources grows, this
“why question” will become increasingly significant. In the NBT ex-
perience context, natural resources are means for differentiating pro-
ducts (Dissart & Marcouiller, 2012; Kotler & Keller, 2009; Pine &
Gilmore, 1999), and for the provider, the abundance and variation of
resource must meet the combined needs of shifting experiencescapes
and the development of guests’ skills over time. Consequently, it would
be interesting to continue this research approach to produce more
knowledge as to why resources are essential to NBT providers.

NBT providers can also experience dilemmas in prioritizing between
requirements, for example, between connection to nature and attraction
development, or between risk management and activity mastering. One
could expect variation in how the providers handle such dilemmas, and
further insight in these matters could provide knowledge as to how and
why NBT providers prioritize among the different dimensions.

The nature-based tourism providers studied here aimed to gain
control over critical resources to facilitate experiences for their custo-
mers, which we recognize from the service- and experiencescape lit-
erature (Bitner, 1992; O'Dell, 2005). Even if experiences as individual
social processes and constructs are beyond the control of providers, the
provider must nevertheless plan and design elements in the experi-
encescape to support a particular experience (O'Dell, 2005). Better
knowledge of the relationships between natural resources and NBT
supply not only increase our understanding of the experiencescape
model, but have implications for the management of natural resources
in support of nature-based tourism.
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