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The supply of tourism, in many respects, remains an unresolved area
of theoretical and empirical development. The reasons for chis are
many, buc the author argues in chis paper that one of the limiting
core areas of conceprual development in tourism economics is the
general need for an analyrical framework that capeures generic produc-
tion processes used to produce output from the tourism sector. One
importanc unresolved issue of production includes use of critical
resources such as environmental goods thar serve as latent primary
factor inputs to the production process of tourism. Often, these
resources are hidden from analysis due to their non-priced common-
pool attribuces. This is particularly crue in rural amenity-rich regions
where nature-based tourism firms are becoming increasingly impor-
tanc to regional economies. Using forest resources as an example, the
incorporation of non-priced tourism production inputs more
completely specifies the tourism production function, provides a cric-
ical linkage to land and recreation resource management, and allows
for more integrative tourism planning approaches.

How is courism produced? This question provides a basis for analysis of tourism
sector output and is a central component of neoclassical approaches to tourism
economics. Yer, we have few rourism-specific cheoretical constructs upon which
to proceed. Necessarily, the economic analysis of tourtsm is buile from assess-
ments of market supply and demand. Thac is to say, market demand rests on
an ability o define and model individual mocivations for leisure cravel while
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market supply is rooted firmly wichin che cost structure of tourism-dependent
firms. Although we have made progress in developing workable definicions of
tourism demand, tourism supply remains nebulous and ill-defined. This helps
to explain the slow rate of progress in formulating generalizations about the
courism phenomenon. A more comprehensive assessment is critical to infer
important balances that impace public policy and planning for future tourism
development.

Our difficulties in generalizing supply issues of tourism are, in large part,
due to the complex inter-relationships between the tourism phenomenon and
external (or exogenous) economic, social, and environmental issues. Attempcs
to characterize tourism marketr supply have been limiced due to a general lack
of product definition and explicit incorporation of excernal characteristics cric-
ical to producing tourism output. Furthermore, there are important
natural-resource-based public goods that tourism uses in ics production that
defy empirical analysis due to their non-priced and common-pool characteris-
tics. A basic premise of this paper is thac the characteriscics and extent of
natural resources do indeed macter in che production of regional leisure-based
tourism output. This is particularly crue in nacural amenity-rich communities,
examples of which can be found in regions wich significanc water, forest, and
geologic resources.

The tourism literature is replete with studies which identify environmental
resources as key components that support leisure-based tourism. Many have
looked at the importance of off-site landscape and ecosystems as keys to the
competiciveness of individual firms.! The type and extent of environmental
resources surrounding a site have been shown to be dramatically linked o
tourism sector profcability due to the image-boosting values of ‘placeness’. Many
point to the natural environmenc as a basis for a marketable tourism attraction
or product. The reasons for this are embedded wichin individual preferences for
leisure activities. There is a growing interest in solidifying the linkages between
courism and the environment to develop a more systemic approach.’ Lacking,
however, is a conceptual basis that outlines the fundamental economic linkages
between environmental resources and che tourism production process which is
necessary for such analysis. In chis paper, these linkages are made more explicit
using forests as an example of an environmental resource used in producing
nacure-based courism experiences within a rural amenicy-rich region. Moving
beyond the traditional approaches to tourism production requires a general
understanding chat alternative environmental resource management regimes
generate differenc oucpuc levels of public goods. These resource-based public
goods serve as latent primary factor inputs into the production process of
tourism.

This paper is organized into four basic sections. First, alternative approaches
to characterizing the tourism production process are presented. The next two
seccions idencify the importance of enviconmencal atcributes o tourism using
forest resources as an example and provide a basis for integrating these acerib-
utes into the tourism production process. A commonly used functional form
for producrion is suggested as a starting point for characterizing tourism produc-
tion. The paper concludes with a set of further research needs and briefly
describes some of the relevant policy implications of a broader approach to

tourism supply analysis.
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Approaches to tourism production

Smich described che limications of secondary data representing the tourism sector as
an important difficulty in defining tourism supply.’ He argued that tourism supply
rests on a definition of the tourism sector that specifies the extent of tourism
reliance. Although cricicized as an oversimplification of the complex and paruially
industrialized structure of tourism supply, Smith's perspective emphasizes the
measuremenc of scale, performance, and economic impacts for locality-specific firms
catering to travellers and visitors.* While important for characterizing the tourism
sector, this work falls short of addressing the specific components thac comprise che
neoclassical microeconomic approach to sector market supply. In early work on
defining the tourism sector, Neil Leiper touched on an important question thac gets
to the core of a more integrative approach to tourism production: "how does one clas-
sify inherenc, nacural features which are accractions?”® Furthermore, given chat chese
‘natural features’ are inherent in the production of tourism, how does one incorpo-
rate their imporcance into economic analysis? To do this, one must deal with the
fundamental input scructure of the tourism sector. In order to characterize produc-
tion, analysis requires an assessment of sector-level cost structure and its use of pri-
mary factor inputs, tradicionally defined as land, labour, and capital.

Realizing these limitacions, Smich in more recent work attempted to character-
ize both the tourism product and the tourism production process.® He defined the
tourism production process as a set of incer-relaced nocions beginning with che
physical planc and progressing through service, hospitalicy, freedom of choice, and
involvement. These, Smith argued, comprise the tourism experience, or product.
Smith further proceeded to outline the production process to include primary fac-
tors of production (land, labour, capical), intermediate inpurs, intermediate out-
puts, and final oucputs (defined in terms of individual experiences). This
characterization is found in Table 1. In addition to the craditional factors of land,
labour, and capiral, he made cursory reference to natural resources such as warter.
Furthermore, he referred to this production process as apparently lowing in a lin-
ear form wich lictle detail provided as ro how production takes place.

Table 1. The tourism production function. |

Primary Intermediate Final
inputs - inputs —) Intermediate outputs — outputs
(resources) (facilities) {services) {experiences)
Land Parks Pack incerpretacion Recreation
Labour Resorts Gurde services Social
Water Teansportarion Cultural performances contacts
Agricultural modes Souvenirs Education

produce Muscums Convenaons Relaxation
Fuel Crafr shops Performances Memories
Building Convention Accommuodations Business

matcerials centres Meals and drinks contacts
Capical Hotels Festivals and evencs

Restaurancs

Reneal car fleets

Source: Stephen L.J. Smith, “The tourism product’, Annals of Tourism Reaearch, Vol 21, No 3, 1994,
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Alchough Smich’s article was insightful as a means of conceptualizing the
tourism product, we are still lefc with the need to address key economic compo-
nents of the production process: namely, that producrion be framed in terms
of primary faccor inputs. Simply stated, the manner in which a region’s endow-
ment of natural resources interacts with che more tradicionally defined inputs
of land, labour, and capital determines che character of tourism oucput.” These
primary factors can be combined to produce equal levels of rourism outpuc
along production isoquants.

The conceprual basis of sector supply that identifies total sector outpur as a
function of intermediate purchased inputs, componencs of value added, and
imported inputs requires more thorough examination. It is important to realize
that tourism supply is based upon a wide array of non-priced public goods chat
would logically be accounted for as a component of value added, or recurns to
factor inpurs. Intermediate purchased inputs and a cursory glance ac labour and
capital usage provide an incomplete picture of courism supply.

Environmental resources and tourism

Tourism researchers have long focused study on the linkages between tourism
and che environment. Many have argued chat natural resources provide the basis
for tourism presence in a region. There has been a growing literacure char makes
a connection among environmental resources (eg forests, warer resources, etc),
their management, and the presence of tourism activity.® We face, however, a
dearth of usable economic generalizations chac allow us to make linkages becween
environmental costs and benefics resulcing from alcernacive environmencal
resource management regimes and the production of tourism. For ease of discus-
sion, let us consider the situation that exists in amenity-rich regions between
cthe timber resource, forest-based recreation, and the set of nature-based tourism-
sensitive firms chat are increasingly dominant within chese economic structures.

In an effort to conceprualize this linkage more specifically, one would need
to focus on chese alternative management regimes and develop a set of crade-
offs thar provide the basis for courism experience. Wich reference co forestry,
chis sec of public and private good trade-offs is outlined in Figure 1.

Forest resources located in remote rural areas are often managed for multiple
uses: traditional markec-based extraction (eg timber production) and/or non-
market uses (eg recreacion). Wichin a policy context, particularly in
environmental policy, cthese multiple uses have traditionally been presented as
mutually exclusive: one cannot enjoy a recreacional experience in a forest if ic
has been harvested. Under traditional foresc management regimes this black-
and-white depiction may have held true. But today, if we view che application
of forest managemenc as lying along a spectrum that varies from intensive
(short-rotation silviculture for fibre production) to extensive (longer-rotation
silviculeure), we realize chat chere are differencial combinacions of market and
non-market outpurs. If we assume that the ‘outpuc’ from the forest resource is
mulcidimensional we can model a trade-off berween outpur levels across aleer-
native forest management regimes.

The two-dimensional output stream can be characterized in cerms of privace
(ie market) and public (ie non-marker) goods. Under intensive forest manage-
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Productive potential

High

Private goods (timber values!

Output
level

Public goods (recreational values)

Extensive

intensive -
Natural resource management regime

Figure 1. Goods produced through nacural resource management.

ment regimes the forest resource is used in the more extractive sense of managing
stands of trees to maximize fibre production. Oucput of the foresc here is rela-
tively easy to measure: cthe price of cthe commodity (wood) times the volume
of the commodity harvested. Our traditional approach to modelling the economic
impact of alternative foresc management regimes has been to identify biolog-
ical productive potentials for use as exogenous shocks to a static system. This
approach, however, ignores the fact chat there are public good (non-markec)
benefits Rowing from the forest resource (as depicted in Figure 1 by the area
below the diagonal line). These nature-based public goods provide the linkage
to the production of recreational experiences (the tourism product).

By explicitly recognizing the public good aspect of cthe forest resource, we
see that a number of modelling problems become apparent. These difficulcies
can be summarized as including (1) che size of cthe box; (2) cthe base value of
the public good under extreme intensive use (ie the value of the inctercepc on
the Y-axis); (3) the shape of the top of the box; and (4) the amount of region-
ally exported public good (the level of the public good thac is consumed locally
versus chac which is used by in-coming courists).

Perhaps che biggest challenge is estimating the dollar value of che public
good flowing from the forest resources. In octher words, if the markec deter-
mined dollar value of che harvested timber resource is known, whac then is the
non-market value of a stand of trees for recreational purposes? The generalized
form of this question has been one of the primary research iniciatives under-
taken by resource economists during the past 25 years. Mechods developed
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include (1) revealed preference models (hedonic pricing and cravel cost) and (2)
stated preference models (contingent valuation). While a complete review of
cthese methods is beyond the aim of this paper, there is a large body of research
to draw upon.? Unforrunately, while chese methods can be complex and rigorous,
there is no guarantee that che final escimated value of che non-market good
will be robust across alternacive methods used.

The second empirical problem is that of estimating the value of the non-market
good under cthe most incensive forest management regimes. In Figure 1, ic is
explicicly assumed that chere will always be some non-zero public goods value of
the foresc. One could reasonably argue thar, immediately following a clear-felling
operation, there is zero recreacional value to the forest resource. In other words,
in this case chere is no positive incercept on the Y-axis. Today, however, silvi-
cultural rechniques have been applied that noc only represent intensive timber
production but also retain high levels of growing stock. For example, che
Menominee Nation of Native Americans in Northern Wisconsin has adopted
‘legacy forest’ silvicultural practices in which only trees of a certain diameter are
selectively removed. The dollar value of the harvests are high as the largest crees
comprise the highest-value commodity and resultanc price scruccure. Trees below
some age/size threshold are left in place to continue growing. The Menominees
represenc an excellent example of how a forest can be intensively managed wichout
sacrificing public goods values. In this type of intensive foresc management, the
intercept on the Y-axis would be significancly above zero.

The third issue is the shape of the top of che box. Given a square repre-
sentation we assumne thac the sum of market and non-market values of the forest
resource is fixed across all foresc management regimes. Implicic in chis assump-
tion are fixed prices with respect to marker and non-market goods. This may
appear internally consistent, buc recent evidence suggests thac markec and non-
markert prices fluctuate significancly. Casual observations of local price behaviour
in areas where national forests have shifted from one management regime to
another suggest thac prices are very sensitive to harvesting policy. Simple supply
and demand theory predicts thac as more forested land is removed from harvest,
che supply of timber drops and prices increase. As increased acreage has been
placed aside in extensive management regimes, the reduced supply causes
increases in timber prices that motivace accelerated rates of harvescing on private
forest lands. More difficulc co see is the change in 'willingness-to-pay’ for a
recreational experience in a forested area as management regimes change.
Currencly, these recreational experiences exist as common-pool benefies and are
chus non-priced to the recreating public. Cerrainly, tourism sector businesses
in che region are currently not charged for recreational experiences requiring
extensive management regimes. Ulcimately, ic is chese experiences that provide
a basis for tourism business receipts yet extensive management regimes create
significanc opportunity costs for owners of forest land.

The fourth and final problem discussed here is che flow of non-market bene-
fics chac originate from che regional forest resource. Clearly, local residents
benefic from the public goods derived from forest resources. Many residents
elece to live in chese forested rural regions because they enjoy living in close
proximity to nacure-based amenicies. Benefits to residents are significant but
intangible. Tourism-sensitive businesses, on the ocher hand, are increasingly
prevalent and profitable in amenity-rich communicies. Non-resident cravellers
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(tourists) visit chese forested regions and spend considerable amounts of money
in the local economy. Thus, relevant tourism production benefics would tend
to be limited to the regional exporc-based portion of the public goods associ-
ated with environmental resource managemenc.

Fundamental to this sec of arguments is the simple notion that tourism-
sensitive firms in nacural-amenity-rich regions benefic from the qualicy and
quanrity of environmental resources present in the region. These amenities are
created or heavily influenced through natural resource management and exist
as positive externalicies of the resource base. For example, in narural-amenicy-
rich regions the output of tourism goods and services relies on the forests, lakes,
and publicly provided recreational opportunities present in the region. It is
unlikely that people travel to forested regions because they have excellenct rescau-
rants or uniquely wonderful hotel beds (even though they may indeed exist').
Rather, ic is the natural-amenity base available in the region that provides the
basis for tourism sector output.

The complex manner in which public and private goods flow from forests
and land management regimes to regional industries is presented in Figure 2.
It is important to realize chat the ouccomes of resource stock manipulation are
rooted in land management capability. At the core of this capability are
management objectives of landowners. Particularly on public lands, these objec-
tives are often characterized by a philosophy of multiple use. Given a broad set
of objectives and the knowledge of land management techniques, landowners
choose a management intensity and then manage forest resources accordingly.
This is identified in Figure 2 as forest production and relies upon the flexible
usage of productive factors. For instance, in forest production, landowners
combine their land and its original growing stock with labour and capiral inputs
(primary factor inputs to timber production) to create outputs of private and
public goods. In addition co generating household income directly (chrough
returns to forest inputs), forestry production creates raw material outputs for
forward-linked industries. In the case of forestry, these include both the wood
products sector and che tourism sector.

Manipulation of environmental resource stocks determines che future status
of a primary input into tourism; namely the condition of cthe forest resource,
its aesthetic value, and icts recreational potential. Combined with ocher regional
amenities (social, culcural, and infrastructural), che scatus of the forest resource
for recreational potential draws visitors to the region, who impact local busi-
nesses. These impacted local businesses comprise the forested region’s tourism
sector which contributes a portion of its receipts to local households as
wages/salaries and proprietary income. Furthermore, the supply and demand of
primary factors influence furure races of return to these resource inputs. Using
chis inferred linkage between forestry and tourism, we can now characterize the
conceprual basis for production in a rural amenity-rich region.

Environmental goods as latent factors of production

We are now left with a need to characterize generically the supply, or produc-
tion function, of tourism. Economists have developed a wide array of funcrional
forms that could be used to characterize production. For simplicity, let’s consider

.
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generalized Cobb-Douglas production function chac includes public goods.
Cerrainly, this should be viewed only as a first step toward characcerizing che
production function of tourism and its non-priced environmental resource inputs.
It is importanct to realize chac chere are a substantial number of alternarive func-
tional forms chac could characterize courism production from the more restrictive
(Leontieff) to the more flexible (constanc elasticity of substitution). This presen-
tation is simply intended as an initial accempe to characterize factor inputs used
in che production of tourism.

Due to its impacts on the amenity value of aesthetics and recreation, timber
production can be viewed as a stock resource used for tourism. The linkage
berween timber and tourism begins with the concepeual basis for timber produc-
tion. The production of timber, itself, can be characterized as a continuously
subscicutable spectrum based upon unique combinations of primary factors of
production. This is outlined in Figure 3. Explicicly, cimber oucput is a func-
cion of land, labour and financial capital, and resource stocks (commonly referred
to by forest economists as ‘growing stocks’). The choice of land management
alternative determines the unique combination of inputs. For example, a

Land inputs
Degradive types of forest production
Even aged plantation-type
forest production
Labour and financial
capital nputs
Uneven aged high growing stock
forest production
Resource stock
npuls
Figure 3. Production of alternative cimber regimes. Y = f(land, labour/capital,

resource stock)
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landowner could produce a given amount of timber output (in dollar value
terms) using relatively lower levels of land or growing stock inputs if chese
resources were combined with high labour and financial capical inputs. This
would characterize che incensive industrial hbre production seen in forest plan-
tations that optimize space, nutrients, and water use. On the ocher hand, the
more selective managementc of larger growing stocks using relatively less labour
and financial capital inputs or land inputs could produce the same amounc of
timber ourput as measured by dollar value. With reference to Figure 1, however,
we realize chat chere are differences among land management regimes in the
oucput of recreational (or public goods) value. This represents che resource stock
input used in che production function of courism.

In a similar fashion, tourism production can be conceptualized as a function
of land, labour and financial capital, and resource stocks. The hypothetical
courism production function is graphically represenced in Figure 4. The value
of generic tourism output (dollars) can be produced in different ways chat reflect
alternative ctypes of tourism production. The amusement park can produce
tourism output using very litcle environmental stock or land inputs given a
high input of labour and financial capital. On the other hand, most passive
outdoor recreation pursuits reflect tourism oucput produced using high envi-
ronmental resource inpucs and relatively fewer labour and financial inputs. In
this excreme, pristine amenity-based recreation and reliant nature-based tourism
businesses depend on nacural conditions chat are almost inimical to labour and
financial capital inpucs. Finally, mororized outdoor recreation uses environmental
resources as more or less a backdrop to leisure with heavy emphasis on open
space (or land) inputs. Thus, che regional production of tourism output is char-
acterized as a set of input alternarives.

To be more specific, the generalized production of tourism output is char-
acterized as being determined by three specific primary factors of production
as outlined in equation (1).

X = f(S, LK, E) (1

This states chat tourism output (X) is a function of primary factors that include
land inpuc (§), a combined labour and financial capital input (LK) and envi-
ronmental resource (or public goods) input (E) to the production process. Each
of these is typically measured in monetary unics using price-quantity relation-
ships. Given the non-priced nature of environmencal resource inputs (E), this
reinforces the need to develop regional estimates of environmencal values.
Empirically, this can be accomplished using boch stated and/or revealed pref-
erence cechniques developed by resource economists over the past 25 years.

To complete the exercise of production function analysis, the researcher is
required to specify or estimate some functional form. Most appropriately deter-
mined chrough addicional empirical work, this specificacion could follow one
of many previously identified functional forms. For example, the Cobb—Douglas
functrional form could be used as specified in equation (2).

X=S"LKPEY wherea + B +y =1 (2)

In chis presentation, tourism producrion is characterized as a flexible combina-
tion of the three previously identified primary factors of production. The shares
of factor inputs are represented by a, B, and y respectively. The condition that
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Land inputs

amenity-based recred

Labour and financial

 — N =
capital inputs

Natural amenity-based

recreation, wilderness

"Resourca stock
inputs

Figure 4. Production of alternative tourism oucputs. X = f(land, labour/capial,
resource stock)

o + B + 7y = | represents an assumption that rourism sector outpuc is char-
acterized by constant returns to scale in production. In shore, it is assumed chac
firms can simply increase the use of primary factors and experience a continu-
ally increasing output of tourism. Certainly, further work is needed to
substantiate basic assumptions and more clearly ground production function
assessment wich empirical observacion.

Thus, environmenral resources are used by the tourism sector in varying
levels depending on tourism type. Alchough much of what could be referred
to as ‘amusement-based tourism’ may require lictle in the way of environmental
resources, other cypes of tourism rely heavily on this base. For example, much
of the increased actention to ‘special-interest tourism’ and ‘ecotourism’ relies on
environmencal resources as a key lacent inpuc.'” The concepeual basis presenced
in this paper offers the racher simple but all-too-often overlooked notion thar
analysis of tourism production needs to incorporate non-priced, non-market
inpucs. From a more general perspective, environmental resources are only one
type of non-priced, non-market inpuc used in the production of tourism. The
incorporation of historic and culcural resources as primary factors of production
in urban or culcural tourism could likewise follow a similar characterizacion.
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Wich regard to contemporary tourism research, concepeually addressing
tourism supply and its representative production structure is cricical o devel-
oping more generalizable theories chac explain the tourism phenomenon. This
shift in modelling strategy is beginning to take shape wichin resource economics
and regional analysis circles. Characterizing production of tourism is a key
component in contemporary .economic analysis of tourism and represents an
importanc avenue of fuclre research.!' The difficulty with chis simple repre-
sentation has to do wich visualizing a production process thar incorporates
fundamentally non-priced public goods (environmental resources) as a key lacent
tactor of production in creating a tourism product. Firms thae choose to produce
tourism output using environmental resources have a characteristic advancage
in thac use of this primary factor is currencly carried out wich no (or very little)
direct cost to the affected firm.

Summary and policy implications

In this paper, I have argued that much of the existing tourism economics and plan-
ning liceracure has overlooked important components of tourism supply; namely
analysis of factor input usage in the production process that generates tourism sec-
tor oucput. A key issue involved in addressing che output of an amenity-based
tourism sector is its dependence on environmental resources present in a region.
These resources are characterized as comprising a cricical latent primary facror of
production that requires further cheoretical and empirical assessment. For this dis-
cussion, forests were used as an example of one such lacent primary facror inpuc.
Linkages berween nacural resource management and tourism production were used
to conceptualize outpuc of alternative tourism types. Incorporating non-market
goods and services into tourism supply analysis provides a more comprehensive
understanding of the nacure-based tourism phenomenon.

The production of nacure-based tourism relies on primary factors of produc-
tion that include land, labour and financial capital, and environmental resource
stocks. The lacter, environmencal resource stocks, are manipulated chrough
nacural resource management in varying degrees depending upon the alcernative
management regime chosen by owners of the environmental resource. The cype
and extent of these resource stocks depend on the sensicivity of land management
to producing public goods. Indeed, a general point made by this paper is that
the type and excent of nacural resource stocks present in a region help frame che
production of tourism output. For purposes of initiating a dialogue, a general-
ized production function was proposed chat represents alternative tourism types
and incorporates a flexible environmencal resource stock component wich an
inferred linkage between resource managemenc and the production of tourism.

Further research is needed to substantiate the theoretical production relation-
ships outlined in chis paper. How does tourism type vary wich nacural resource
actributes, land ownership pacterns, and regional economic scructures? To what
extent do natural-resource aceribuces affect the presence of tourism firms? Do
empirical evaluations substantiate our theoretical constructs — and why or why
noc? Furchermore, comparative assessments are needed to evaluate empirically the
cost structure of alternative tourism types which would lead to more complete
justificacion of functional forms that represent tourism production.
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As we move toward more integrative approaches to rural development chac
view tourism as one of many economic activities appropriate to amenity-rich
regions, progressive policies that are holistic and systemic need to be crafted."*
These policies could realistically incorporace the linkages required to equalize
benefits and costs of producing the stock resources upon which tourism is based.
Indeed, there are costs associated with natural-resource management for public
goods thar are rarely recovered by those who produce these goods. This is partic-
ularly acuce for public goods produced on private lands and demanded by
tourism incereses. If the tourism sector requires a particular type, or quality of
environmencal resource, how should the public respond? Do we have an oppor-
runity or ability to shift resource conservation costs to consumers thereby
internalizing relevant production costs? Doing so could have the benefic of
generating more equitable and efficient outcomes.

Contemporary public policies that address tourism development often focus
solely on supporting courism sector interests without accending to broader
community development issues. In the USA, public tourism policies ac all levels
of government are dominated by marketing and promotional activities that
resule in increased tourist visits intended to provide expanded opportunities for
tourism sector businesses. There is a need to extend policies beyond this myopic
focus to account more effectively for broader linkages to the environmental,
social, and economic suscainability of communities.

In rural amenity-rich regions, increased leisure-based visits place an increasing
demand on environmental resources for recreational opporrunities. The relevant
question addressed in this paper deals with how we supply this increasingly
demanded nature-based tourism product. In che case of foresc-based recreation
and reliant rourism businesses, a critical factor involved in this product includes
the environmental resource base and its aesthetic and recreational value. The
status of this environmental resource base is concrolled by landowners, rarely
themselves involved directly in che recail and service businesses that comprise the
tourism sector. Incegrating che needs and desires of nature-based courism basi-
nesses with this environmencal resource base, its management, and che owners of
land comprises a critical set of stakeholder inceractions that require creacive public
policies intent on maximizing benefits while ameliorating pocencial conflicts. The
structure of tourism production and the importance of environmental resources
to the tourism phenomena are key ingredients of public policy for land use, envi-
ronmental conservation, communicy economic development, and tourism.
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