
 

 

 University of Groningen

Wildlife: a hidden treasure of green places in urbanized societies?
Folmer, Akke

IMPORTANT NOTE: You are advised to consult the publisher's version (publisher's PDF) if you wish to cite from
it. Please check the document version below.

Document Version
Publisher's PDF, also known as Version of record

Publication date:
2016

Link to publication in University of Groningen/UMCG research database

Citation for published version (APA):
Folmer, A. (2016). Wildlife: a hidden treasure of green places in urbanized societies? A study into whether
and how wildlife contributes to a bond with green places among lay people in the Netherlands. [Thesis fully
internal (DIV), University of Groningen]. University of Groningen.

Copyright
Other than for strictly personal use, it is not permitted to download or to forward/distribute the text or part of it without the consent of the
author(s) and/or copyright holder(s), unless the work is under an open content license (like Creative Commons).

The publication may also be distributed here under the terms of Article 25fa of the Dutch Copyright Act, indicated by the “Taverne” license.
More information can be found on the University of Groningen website: https://www.rug.nl/library/open-access/self-archiving-pure/taverne-
amendment.

Take-down policy
If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact us providing details, and we will remove access to the work immediately
and investigate your claim.

Downloaded from the University of Groningen/UMCG research database (Pure): http://www.rug.nl/research/portal. For technical reasons the
number of authors shown on this cover page is limited to 10 maximum.

Download date: 24-05-2023

https://research.rug.nl/en/publications/72840c6e-cf77-41fe-acd1-286b5f1250ff


57 

 

 

CHAPTER 3. 

 

Wildlife and flora and the valuation of green places: 

differences among nature lovers    
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3. Wildlife and flora and the valuation of green places: 

differences among nature lovers 
 

Abstract
3
 

Nature lovers are often portrayed as a homogenous group of outdoor recreationists. However, there 

may be differences within this group with regard to their interest in wildlife and flora, and their 

bond with nature. Our paper addresses differences among nature lovers with regard to the 

importance of wildlife and flora in their valuation of local, regional, and national green places in 

the Netherlands. We used data collected by a large national online survey, the Hotspotmonitor (N 

= 1,566), among a specific group of nature lovers, namely members of a large nature conservation 

organization in the Netherlands, Natuurmonumenten. We investigated the importance of wildlife 

and flora as a reason for attractiveness, and the effects of participating in recreation related to 

wildlife and flora on the valuation of green places on different spatial scales. Our results show that 

wildlife and flora as a reason for attractiveness positively affect the valuation of green places on 

all spatial scales. Even more strikingly, for regional green places, wildlife and flora form the 

strongest predictor of a higher valuation. Furthermore, differences between nature lovers are 

revealed. Flora observers value local green places more highly than others, while birdwatchers 

value national green places more highly than others. ‘Traditional’ members (relatively old and 

highly-educated) who find wildlife and flora attractive, value local and regional green places less 

highly than other groups. On the other hand, various groups of ‘non-traditional’ members (young 

people, low-educated people, females, families with children) who find wildlife and flora attractive 

features of green places, and who observe birds, other wildlife, and flora, value local and/or 

regional green places more highly than ‘traditional’ members (older people, well-educated people, 

males, households without children) do. These differences are likely to be contingent upon specific 

situations, such as the perceived importance of variety in wildlife and flora species, differences in 

perceived quality of natural resources of green places, and/or differences in recreation 

specialization. 

  

                                                     
1
 This chapter is based on: Folmer, A., Haartsen, T., Daams, M.N., and Huigen, P.P.P., Wildlife and flora and the 

valuation of green places: differences between nature lovers. To be submitted to an ISI rated international journal. 
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3.1 Introduction 
 

Nature lovers, such as members of a nature conservation organization, are often regarded as a 

relatively homogenous group with regard to their interest in wildlife and flora, and their bond with 

nature. However, previous research has demonstrated that nature lovers such as birders and other 

wildlife watchers constitute a heterogeneous group of outdoor recreationists (e.g. Eubanks, Stoll, 

& Ditton, 2004; Hvenegaard, 2002: Lee & Scott, 2011; Moscardo, 2000; Scott & Thigpen, 2003). 

We focus our study on differences within a specific group of nature lovers, namely members of the 

largest private nature conservation organization in the Netherlands, Natuurmonumenten. With 

727,000 members (Verschoor, 2011), it is an important organization for nature conservation in the 

Netherlands (16,8 million inhabitants, Statistics Netherlands, 2013). A better understanding of the 

differences among people who care for nature has become highly relevant for nature conservation 

organizations. Due to recent budget cuts of up to 70% in nature conservation by the Dutch 

government (Buijs, Mattijssen, & Arts, 2014), nature conservation organizations have become 

more dependent on support from people who care about nature. As nature conservation 

organizations have an aging membership, they are trying to reach a broader public, such as young 

people and families with children (Natuurmonumenten, 2012). 

 It is likely that wildlife and flora enhance the green places visited by nature lovers, such 

as members of a nature conservation organization, for daytrips and holidays. In the last few 

decades, people’s interest in seeing wildlife in nature-based tourism destinations has grown 

significantly (Curtin & Wilkes, 2005; International Ecotourism Society, 2007; Mastny, 2001; 

Newsome, Moore, & Dowling, 2013). Participation in certain types of wildlife-related recreation 

has also seen an upturn, for instance in birdwatching (Manfredo, 2008). Charismatic flora, such as 

orchids, attract many visitors to nature-based tourism destinations as well, but have received far 

less attention in academic research than charismatic wildlife (Pickering & Ballantyne, 2013). 

There is clearly a substantial and perhaps even burgeoning interest in experiencing wildlife and 

flora in green places during daytrips and holidays, but with regard to green places near home, 

research has remained limited. In our paper, we address the importance of wildlife and flora in the 

valuation of green places near home which tend to be important for everyday leisure, and green 

places further from home, which function more as daytrip and holiday destinations. Given that our 

paper focuses on green places in a highly urbanized country, the Netherlands, ‘green’ places refer 

to places in which natural elements such as trees, bushes, meadows, and/or bodies of water, are 

prevalent. They can range from urban parks, riverbanks or meadows to large protected areas.  
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 In this paper, we aim to gain more insight into the differences between members of a 

nature conservation organization with regard to the importance of wildlife and flora in the 

valuation of green places near home, compared to green places further from home. We start our 

paper with an investigation on the role of wildlife and flora in the valuation of green places on 

different spatial scales, followed by differences between nature lovers who are interested in 

wildlife and flora. After presenting the methodology and the results, we reflect on the importance 

of wildlife and flora in the valuation of green places, on differences between spatial scales, and on 

differences between nature lovers. We conclude with a discussion of the implications for nature 

conservation organizations. 

3.2 Wildlife and flora in the valuation of green places 

3.2.1 Wildlife and flora and the valuation of green places in general 

The importance of wildlife and flora has been examined extensively in studies on landscape 

preferences, as part of the visual dimension of a (natural) landscape. As a visual aspect of a 

landscape, flora has received considerably more attention than wildlife. Many attributes which 

have been used to gain insight into people’s landscape preferences, such as complexity, coherence, 

visual scale, ephemera, and naturalness (Ode, Tveit, and Fry, 2008), deal predominantly with 

large-scale vegetation, land-cover and general landscape patterns, while neglecting small-scale or 

special flora. Some attributes, such as ephemera and naturalness, do implicitly include aspects 

related to seeing wildlife. For instance, the presence of wildlife in a landscape is regarded as an 

indicator of ephemera (Jessel, 2006; Litton, 1968, 1972), which relates to landscape changes due 

to season or weather (Ode, Tveit, & Fry, 2008). In addition, Coeterier (1996) found that Dutch 

people regard wildlife and flora as part of the naturalness of a landscape. As naturalness has been 

identified as one of the most important visual aspects of a landscape (Lamb & Purcell, 1990; Ode, 

Fry, Tveit, Messager, & Miller, 2009), it follows that not only the visual presence of flora, but also 

wildlife, can strongly affect the valuation of landscapes. However, wildlife and flora may easily 

blend in with the overall experience of a landscape, as part of experiencing seasonal changes, or 

naturalness. 

 The importance of wildlife and flora in the attractiveness of landscapes has been 

investigated more specifically as well. For instance, Van den Berg, Vlek and Coeterier (1998) 

found that biodiversity -“ many different types of animals and vegetation in the landscape”(p. 

144) - is a powerful predictor of beauty ratings for natural landscapes in the Netherlands. They 

found that biodiversity affects the valuation of landscape attractiveness positively among local 
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residents, and visitors, demonstrating that wildlife and flora can be important in the valuation of 

green places both near and further from home. Based on various studies which show that wildlife 

and flora are important in people’s appreciation of landscapes, Buijs and Van Kralingen (2003) 

recommend including a separate indicator on special wildlife and flora in landscape assessment 

studies.  

3.2.2 Wildlife and flora in green places near home 

As attractive features of green places near home, wildlife and flora have not been the focus of 

many leisure and tourism studies. Previous research has found that wildlife encounters enhance the 

visit to an urban park for more than half the visitors (Dick & Hendee, 1986) and that young urban 

residents appreciate urban greenspace with high species richness (Hedblom et al., 2014). Curtin 

(2010) found that wildlife watchers have memorable wildlife experiences in exotic nature-based 

tourism destinations, but also closer to home. These studies suggest that experiencing wildlife 

matters in the valuation of green places near home. The importance of flora in enhancing local 

green places such as domestic gardens and urban parks has recently received attention (e.g. Bhatti 

et al., 2009; Christie, 2004; Longhurst, 2006; Power, 2005). According to Bhatti et al. (2009), 

flowers have the ability to enchant everyday green places and make people feel happy. Head and 

Atchison (2009) suggest that “beautiful flowers bring aesthetic pleasure and fragrance and draw 

people to look and care for them” (p. 239). On the other hand, plants or flowers can easily be 

taken for granted, because they are easy to transform, which contributes to their adaptability and 

invisibility (Head & Atchison, 2009). Several studies reveal that species richness (Fuller et al., 

2007), bird calls (Rathcliffe, Gatersleben, & Sowden, 2013; Kjellgren & Buhrkall, 2010) and 

fragrant flowers (Kjellgren & Buhrkall, 2010) in urban greenspace contribute to the health and 

well-being of local residents. It is therefore likely that wildlife and flora are regarded as reasons for 

attractiveness of, and contribute to the valuation of, green places near home, among nature lovers. 

3.2.3 Wildlife and flora in green places further from home 

Wildlife, especially mega-fauna such as whales, dolphins, big game and other single iconic 

species, mostly of large body size (Higginbottom, 2004), has received considerable attention as an 

attractive feature or main attraction of nature-based tourism destinations (e.g. Brandin, 2009; 

Curtin, 2006; 2008; Lemelin & Smale, 2006; Moscardo, Woods, & Greenwood, 2001). Tremblay 

(2008) states that particular wildlife species can be true icons of natural areas, motivating people to 

visit. In a study among 40,000 Dutch people, of whom about 70% was a member of a nature 

conservation organization, it was found that the majority (58%) would visit natural areas to see 

deer, wild boar and other large animals (Buijs & Langers, 2014). Charismatic (mega-) flora, such 
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as orchids, are also important tourist attractions for protected areas and nature-based tourism 

destinations (e.g. Ballantyne & Pickering, 2012; Priskin, 2003; Rankin, Pickering, & Ballantyne, 

2015), but they have received far less academic attention from a tourism or leisure perspective 

than wildlife has. For instance, Priskin (2003) discovered that wildflowers are the most important 

attraction for spring visitors to a nature-based tourism destination in South Africa, while 

Lindemann-Matthies et al. (2010) demonstrated that visitors perceived plant diversity as an 

enhancement of grassland attractiveness in southern  Germany. Furthermore, Schroeder (2002) and 

Breiby (2014) identified that both vegetation (e.g. trees, wild flowers, wild plants, and grass) and 

wildlife (e.g. birds, fish and other wildlife) add to the appeal of wilderness areas and nature-based 

tourism destinations, respectively. These studies signify that wildlife and flora add to the valuation 

of green places further from home as well.  

3.3 Differences among nature lovers with regard to recreation related 

to wildlife and flora 
 

For some nature lovers, seeing wildlife could be the main motivation to visit green places, whereas 

for others they may be an added bonus to their recreation experience (Curtin, 2008; Tremblay, 

2008), or be part of a larger daytrip or holiday program (Moscardo, 2000). There may also be 

people who are involved in seeing wildlife without being interested, when they accompany family, 

friends or others who are interested. (Moscardo, 2000). With regard to observing flora, these 

differences in motivations and interests may be present as well. Previous research has revealed that 

birdwatchers and other wildlife watchers not only differ from other outdoor recreationists, but 

there are also differences within these groups. Bird and other wildlife watchers could differ on for 

instance their recreation specialization level (Duffus & Dearden, 1990; Hvenegaard, 2002; 

McFarlane, 1994). sociodemographics (Curtin, 2009; Martin, 1997; Scott & Thigpen, 2003) and 

preferences for outdoor recreation settings (Bryan, 1979; Cole & Scott, 1999; Martin, 1997; Scott 

& Thigpen, 2003).  

 With regard to recreation specialization and preferences for outdoor recreation settings, 

various differences have been found among bird and other wildlife watchers. For instance, both 

casual and serious wildlife watchers have been found to prefer places where they can see a variety 

of birds, other wildlife and native plants (Cole & Scott, 1999; Scott & Thigpen, 2003). However, 

Martin (1997) discovered that specialized wildlife watchers are more interested in ‘lower profile’ 

wildlife species, such as butterflies, fish, reptiles, and small birds, than novices or casual wildlife 

watchers are. On the other hand, Cole and Scott (1999) and McFarlane (1994) found that serious 
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birders prefer places which offer opportunities to observe a variety of birds over places where they 

can also observe other wildlife and native plants.  

 Research on differences in sociodemographics between novice, casual and specialized 

wildlife watchers has also revealed contradictory results. For instance, specialized birders have 

been found to be older (Cole & Scott, 1999), higher educated (Cole & Scott, 1999; Martin, 1997) 

and more often male (Cole & Scott, 1999; Kellert, 1985; McFarlane, 1994) than novice or casual 

birders. In contrast, other studies did not find relationships between birders’ specialization level 

and age (Martin, 1997; Eubanks, Stoll, & Ditton, 2004), education (Hvenegaard, 2002) or gender 

(Eubanks, Stoll, & Ditton, 2004). It has also been found that rural residents are more likely to 

participate in recreation related to wildlife and flora recreation than urban residents, since natural 

resources are closer to their homes (Pouta, Neuvonen, & Sievänen, 2009). Yet, Li, Zinn, Barro and 

Manfredo (2003) did not find a relationship between participation in wildlife-related recreation 

and urbanisation of place of residence. Overall, studies on differences among bird and other 

wildlife watchers have produced mixed results with regard to recreation specialization, 

sociodemographics and preferences for green places. These studies have focused mainly on 

outdoor recreation settings such as protected areas, natural areas and nature-based tourism 

destinations. We are not aware of studies on flora observers, or studies dealing with differences 

among wildlife watchers in the valuation of green places near home.  

3.4 Methodology 
 

For our study, we used data from a large online dataset on the most attractive green places 

(‘hotspots’) in the Netherlands, called the Hotspotmonitor (see www.Hotspotmonitor.eu). This is a 

Google Maps-based tool set up by the University of Groningen, the University of Wageningen and 

the Netherlands Environment Assessment Agency to gain more insight into which green places are 

highly appreciated, why and by whom (De Vries, et al., 2013; Sijtsma, et al., 2012). The data were 

gathered to support better informed urban and spatial planning of green places in the Netherlands. 

We used the Hotspotmonitor version 1.9 (2011), which includes 1,566 respondents who are 

members of a large Dutch private nature conservation organization, Natuurmonumenten. The 

central question was the following: ‘Which places do you find very attractive, valuable or 

important and why?’ (Sijtsma et al., 2012: 142). Respondents could choose between places 

dominated by green, water, and/or nature, which we refer to as “green” places in this paper. They 

were asked to pinpoint their most preferred green places on local (< 2 kilometers from home), 

regional (< 20 kilometers from home), and national (the Netherlands) spatial scales. These 
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distances were chosen because of the possible different meanings and recreational options these 

places have. Local green places are important in everyday recreational behavior, while regional 

green places are in people’s living environment (commuting and going to school) and are within 

reach for daytrips. National green places correspond highly with important holiday destinations in 

the Netherlands (see De Vries et al., 2013). 

 Respondents were asked to value the attractiveness of each green place (on a scale of 1 to 

10, in which 1 is very unattractive and 10 is very attractive), and to indicate the reasons why they 

found that place attractive (a closed question). The reasons for attractiveness (Table 3.1) were 

derived from previous studies (Brown & Reed 2000; Coeterier, 1996; De Vries et al., 2007; Ode, 

Tveit, & Fry, 2008), and included a separate indicator for the presence of special wildlife and flora 

(following Buijs & van Kralingen, 2003). Furthermore, respondents were asked what recreational 

activities they undertook in their favorite green places. In the analysis, we included the three types 

of recreational activities related to wildlife and flora: ‘observe birds’, ‘observe wildlife’ (other than 

birds), and ‘observe flora’. 

 The variable ‘protected status’ was constructed by calculating the distance between the 

markers placed by respondents to pinpoint the location of their favorite green place and the Dutch 

Nature Network (Ministry of Agriculture, Nature management, and Fisheries, 1996). The Nature 

Network includes Natura 2000 areas and all other protected areas in the Netherlands. All markers 

that were placed in the Nature Network were coded 1 (protected status, with a margin of 500 

metres), and all remaining markers were coded 0 (not protected). 

 The degree of urbanity of the place of residence was determined by using the address 

density of Statistics Netherlands (following Den Dulk, Van De Stadt, & Vliegen, 1992). We 

divided the five original categories into two commonly used categories: urban versus rural places, 

with more or fewer than 1,000 addresses per km
2
 as criterion (e.g. Bijker & Haartsen, 2012). 

 The following section provides the results. First, descriptive statistics are presented. This 

is followed by two sets of four multiple linear regression analyses. The first set explains the 

valuation of local, regional, national and all green places (Table 3.4, Model 1 to 4) by reasons for 

attractiveness, sociodemographics and participation in observing birds, flora and wildlife. In the 

second set (Table 3.5, Model 1 to 4), interaction effects are added to find out whether the 

importance of wildlife and flora in the valuation of green places differs among various groups of 

respondents, based on their sociodemographics.  
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3.5 Descriptives 
 

Sociodemographics 

 Respondents (N = 1,566) were relatively old compared to the rest of the Dutch population, whose 

average age is 40.3 (Statistics Netherlands, 2012). Males and females were equally represented. 

Respondents were highly-educated: 67% had completed higher education (higher vocational 

education, or higher), compared to only 18% for the Dutch population. Rural residents were 

slightly overrepresented (53%) compared to the Dutch population, who live more urban (> 50%) 

than rural (Statistics Netherlands, 2012) (Table 3.2). Their profile corresponds with that of nature 

lovers who visit nature-based tourism destinations with bird watching as their main motivation, or 

who visit to observe wildlife and/or flora (Curtin, 2008; Eubanks, Stoll & Ditton, 2004; Lee & 

Scott, 2011; Lemelin & Smale, 2006 Loubster, Mouton, & Nel, 2001; Priskin, 2003). 

The valuation of green places 

The average valuation of favorite green places (the dependent variable) was 8.4 on a scale of 1 to 

10 (Table 3.3). With 8.0, local green places were valued significantly lower than regional (8.4) and 

national (8.8) green places. Favorite national green places get closest to respondents’ “very 

attractive” green place (10.0).  

Wildlife and flora as a reason for attractiveness 

In order of importance, wildlife and flora were ranked midway on the list of predefined reasons for 

attractiveness (Table 3.3). They were more frequently mentioned as a reason for attractiveness of 

regional (44.1%) and national (51.6%), than local green places were (26.5%). The most important 

attractive features of green places regardless of spatial scale, were green (‘green cover’), variation 

(‘variation in the type of vegetation, land use and between seasons’), open (‘panoramic and open 

views’), silence (‘few disturbing sounds’), harmony (‘harmony in the landscape’), water 

(‘attractive water surface, river, lake, or sea), and natural (‘nature can run its own course’). In local 

and regional green places, the non-urban character was also a more important reason for 

attractiveness than wildlife and flora were. 
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Protected status 

Favorite local green places were significantly less often located in a protected area (48%) than 

favorite regional or national green places were (> 70%). 

Recreation related to wildlife and flora 

 In national green places, respondents observed wildlife significantly more often than in local and 

regional green places, whereas birds and flora were observed as much locally as in green places 

further from home (Table 3.3).  

3.6 The importance of wildlife and flora in the valuation of green 

places 

3.6.1 Analysis 

We carried out four multiple linear regression analyses in which the valuation of green places was 

a function of the given reasons for attractiveness, protected status, sociodemographics of 

respondents and participation in recreation related to wildlife and flora. This resulted in four 

models predicting the valuation of local, regional, national, and all green places together. The 

contribution of wildlife and flora to the valuation of green places was compared to that of other 

reasons for attractiveness, the protected status of green places, sociodemographics, and 

participation in recreation related to wildlife and flora. We did not find multicollinearity (VIF > 

10.0) between the independent variables, so we therefore included all variables. The explained 

variances of the models were sufficient to demonstrate significant relationships, ranging from 

11.5% to 19.9% (Table 3.4, Models 1 to 4).  

3.6.2 Results 

First of all, the results demonstrated that although wildlife and flora were ranked mid-way 

compared to other reasons for attractiveness, they mattered significantly in the valuation of local, 

regional, national, and all green places (Table 3.4, Model 1-4). Even more strikingly, it turned out 

that wildlife and flora, as well as silence (‘few disturbing sounds’), predicted the valuation of all 

green places (the sum of local, regional, and national green places) better than any other reason for 

attractiveness. In general, the protected status contributed most to the valuation of green places. 

 Moreover, the relative importance of wildlife and flora in the valuation of green places 

differed by spatial scale. The most remarkable result was that wildlife and flora as a reason for 

attractiveness formed the most important predictor of the valuation of regional green places (Table 
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3.4, Model 2), followed by the naturalness of the place (‘nature can run its own course’). The 

valuation of local green places was predicted more strongly by harmony (‘harmony in the 

landscape), silence, and protected status, than by wildlife and flora. On the national scale, wildlife 

and flora were the third strongest predictor, after harmony, and water (‘attractive water surface, 

river, lake, or sea’).    

 The predictive power of respondents’ sociodemographics was relatively low compared to 

that of wildlife and flora as a reason for attractiveness, and compared to all other predictors in the 

model. Even more so, on the regional and national scale, sociodemographics did not affect the 

valuation of green places at all. On the local level, most differences in the valuation of green 

places were revealed. Female respondents and respondents with a rural place of residence valued 

local green places higher than others, while females also valued all green places (local, regional 

and national green places together) higher than males did.  

 Finally, with regard to participation in recreation related to wildlife and flora, our results 

showed that respondents who observe flora valued local green places higher, whereas respondents 

who observe birds valued national green places higher. However, observing birds, and/or 

observing flora had a weaker effect on the valuation of green places than wildlife and flora as a 

reason for attractiveness did.  

3.7 Within group differences 

3.7.1 Analysis 

To investigate more thoroughly whether and how members of a nature conservation organization 

differed from each other with regard to the relative importance of wildlife and flora in the 

valuation of green places, we decided to analyse interaction effects. This is because in multiple 

linear regression analyses without interaction effects, non-linear effects or contradicting effects do 

not show up. As only linear relationships are revealed, there may be hidden differences within 

groups. For instance, if older people value green places more highly than younger ones, but more 

young than old people participate in observing wildlife, the direct effect of observing wildlife to 

the valuation of green places may be eliminated. If we analyse interaction effects of different age 

groups, these kind of within-group differences will appear. We analysed differences in the 

relationship between the importance of wildlife and flora (as a reason for attractiveness, and 

recreation related to wildlife and flora), and the valuation of green places, based on respondents’ 

sociodemographics (Table 5, Models 5 to 8). To analyse differences between respondents, 

interaction variables were constructed from the original independent variables by developing 



69 

 

dummy variables for each answer category. For instance, the interaction variable ‘female_observe 

wildlife’ was formed by first recoding gender into the dummy variable female (0 = no, 1 = yes). 

This variable was then multiplied by the independent variable  ‘observe wildlife’ (0 = no, 1 = yes) 

to form the interaction variable ‘female_observe wildlife’. This interaction variable therefore 

compares females who observe wildlife (1) with females who do not, and males (0). We developed 

interaction variables for age and education based on their separate answer categories as well. As 

the independent variable age had 17 categories, these were first recoded into four different age 

groups (see Table 3.2). The independent and interaction variables which caused multicollinearity 

(VIF > 10.0) were dropped from the analyses. The explained variance of the models with 

interaction effects did not significantly improve compared to the models without interaction 

effects, but they did provide more insights into differences among members of a nature 

conservation organization. 

3.7.2 Results 

The importance of wildlife and flora as a reason for attractiveness in the valuation of green places 

varied between respondents of different ages and by place of residence (Table 3.5). Young 

members (< 40) who regard wildlife and flora as a reason for attractiveness valued all green places 

combined, and specifically national green places, significantly higher than members above 40 did. 

In addition, older members (60-75) who regard wildlife and flora as a reason for attractiveness, 

valued local and regional green places significantly lower than others did. Furthermore, urban 

respondents who regard wildlife and flora as a reason for attractiveness, valued their local green 

place significantly lower than rural respondents did.  

 With regard to observing flora, older flora observers (> 60) valued all green places 

combined significantly lower than others did. On the other hand, families with children who 

observe flora valued local green places higher than others did (Table 5). Concerning observing 

wildlife in green places, a more mixed pattern emerged. At a local scale, low educated (lower 

secondary education) wildlife observers valued green places higher than others did. At a regional 

scale, elderly wildlife observers (>75) and females valued green places higher, whereas well-

educated (higher secondary education, or higher) wildlife observers valued green places lower than 

others did (Table 3.5). At a  national scale, no differences were found between wildlife observers. 

With regard to observing birds, highly-educated (academic) bird observers valued local green 

places lower, while bird observers with children valued all types of green places combined lower 

than others did (Table 3.5).  
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3.8 Conclusions 
 

We first conclude that, although wildlife and flora rank mid-way compared to other reasons for 

attractiveness, they contribute relatively strongly to the valuation of local, regional and national 

green places. The most commonly chosen reason for attractiveness - green cover - does not 

contribute to the valuation of green places, while the second and third most commonly chosen 

reasons for attractiveness - variation, and panoramic views - contribute less strongly to the 

valuation of green places than wildlife and flora do. This suggests that more commonly chosen 

reasons are regarded as essential characteristics of green places, whereas wildlife and flora can 

make green places special.  

 Second, we can conclude that the relative importance of wildlife and flora differs 

between spatial scales. Wildlife and flora as a reason for attractiveness contribute most to the 

valuation of regional green places. Although in national green places, wildlife and flora are more 

often regarded as a reason for attractiveness, and participation rates in observing wildlife are 

higher, wildlife and flora affect the valuation of regional green places most. Regional green places 

may be attractive daytrip destinations among nature lovers who regard wildlife and flora as 

attractive features, because of the relative closeness to home, in combination with a relatively high 

species richness. These results agree with Curtin (2010) that, among nature lovers, wildlife 

experiences are not only important in green places visited for holidays, but also in green places 

closer to home. We can add that, for nature lovers, flora are also important in enhancing green 

places both near home, as in green places visited for daytrips and holidays.  

 Third, two subgroups of members of a nature conservation organization can be 

distinguished with regard to the valuation of green places: birdwatchers and flora observers. 

Birdwatchers are more likely to value national green places more highly than others, whereas flora 

observers are more likely to value local green places more highly than others. This confirms that 

birdwatchers differ from other wildlife watchers and nature lovers (Curtin, 2009; Hvenegaard, 

2002) and shows that flora observers also form a distinctive group of nature lovers. As for 

birdwatchers, it is likely that they value national green places, such as the Wadden Sea area and 

the Veluwe, more highly than others, because these places meet birdwatchers’ criteria on the 

variety of bird species and number of birds seen. This corresponds with previous research by Cole 

& Scott (1999) and McFarlane (1994). In addition, Wilkinson, Waitt and Gibbs (2014) found that 

different bird-watching activities address a sense of belonging to places further from home. This 
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could explain why birdwatchers value national green places more highly than others. We also 

found differences within the group of birdwatchers. University-educated birdwatchers value local 

green places less highly than other birdwatchers do, while families with children who watch birds, 

value all green places combined less highly than other birdwatchers do. Furthermore, we found 

evidence that flora observers do not form a homogenous group of nature lovers either.  

 Finally, we found two main differences between members with regard to the importance 

of wildlife and flora in the valuation of green places. The first remarkable result is that relatively 

young members (< 40) who regard wildlife and flora as a reason for attractiveness, value all green 

places combined, and specifically on national scale, significantly higher than other members. It is 

possible that young members associate attractive wildlife and flora in green places more with the 

presence of large and charismatic wildlife, and special flora species, than other nature lovers do. 

The second main difference we found is between ‘traditional’ members (referred to as traditional, 

as they form the majority of the membership population) who are relatively old, highly-educated, 

male, living rurally, and who have households without children, and other (non-traditional) 

members do. Traditional members who regard wildlife and flora as a reason for attractiveness and 

who watch birds and/or observe wildlife, value local and/or regional green places lower than the 

non-traditional members do. On the other hand, elderly (75+), relatively low educated members, 

and females who observe wildlife, value local and/or regional green places higher than traditional 

members do. The traditional members may have more knowledge of, and experience with, wildlife 

and flora in green places, and may have more skills with regard to observing wildlife and flora 

than the non-traditional group. This would correspond with previous research which found that 

serious watchers of birds and other wildlife are relatively old, highly-educated, and more likely to 

be male (Curtin, 2009; Hvenegaard, 2002; Lemelin, Fannell, & Smale, 2008). Due to their 

specialization level in observing nature, traditional members may have higher demands on variety 

and number of birds, other wildlife, and flora in green places than casual or novice wildlife 

watchers and flora observers do. This may explain a lower valuation of local and regional green 

places among traditional members. The differences may also relate to leisure constraints, such as 

restrictions due to family, work or finances. Lower to well-educated people, families with children, 

females, and urban residents may perceive more leisure constraints with regard to observing birds, 

flora or wildlife in green places further from home, than older, and highly-educated people do.  

 Although members of a nature conservation organization share a love for nature, they do 

not form a homogenous group of nature lovers. Differences between members which we found, 

seem to be highly contingent on spatial scale and on specific situations, such as the perceived 
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variety in wildlife and flora in everyday green places compared to green places visited for daytrips 

and holidays, differences in knowledge and experience of wildlife and the place visited, 

differences in skills, and differences in perceived leisure constraints.  

3.9 Implications for nature conservation organizations 
 

If opportunities to enjoy wildlife and flora near home, in people’s living and working environment 

were improved, this could help to fulfil the aim of many nature conservation organizations in 

strengthening people’s bond with nature and raising more support for nature conservation among 

broader segments of the population. Enjoying wildlife and flora in local green places is especially 

important for relatively low educated nature lovers, families with children, females, and urban 

residents. Enriching biodiversity in urban and other residential areas, and facilitating more 

experiences with wildlife and flora near home can be regarded as an important aim for nature 

conservation organizations, but also for local and regional governments, because more contact 

with nature has been proven to improve people’s health and well-being (Groenewegen et al., 2012; 

Mitchell & Popham, 2007; Van den Berg et al., 2010).  

 Wildlife and flora also add to the valuation of national green places, among all members, 

but even more so among birdwatchers, and relatively young members. With regard to members in 

general, and birdwatchers in particular, it is important to safeguard their strong bond with nature 

by facilitating high quality and specialized recreation related to wildlife and flora in regional and 

national green places. As nature conservation organizations are trying to reach more young people 

to combat an aging membership, it may be interesting to carry out further research into why 

wildlife and flora enhance national, and all green places, among this group. 

The outcomes of this study support Curtin’s (2010) call for developing local wildlife 

experiences and domestic wildlife tourism; especially for non-traditional nature lovers which 

nature conservation organizations are trying to reach. As we found that flora observers also differ 

from other nature lovers, and because of the limited research on this group, we can identify the 

need for more research on flora-related recreation and tourism, in green places near home, as well 

as in green places visited for daytrips, and holidays. Last but not least, our results demonstrate that 

it is fruitful to differentiate between spatial scales, and to reach different groups of members of a 

nature conservation organization.   
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Table 3.1 Reasons for attractiveness and their description in the Hotspotmonitor. 

Term  I find this place attractive, because.... 

Green  Green cover 

Variation  Variation in type of vegetation, land use and between seasons 

Open Panoramic and open views 

Silence  Few disturbing sounds 

Harmony Harmony in the landscape 

Water Attractive water surface, river, lake or sea 

Natural  Nature can run its own course 

Wildlife and flora Special wildlife and flora 

Non-urban  Little skyline disturbance, built-up area, roads etc 

Few people Few other people 

Recreation  Good opportunities for recreation 

Historical  Many visible historical elements 

Farming use The landscape is used by farmers 
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Table 3.2 Sociodemographics of respondents. 

Sociodemographics Respondents  
N = 1566 

(%) 

Age   

20-40 years  9.1 

40-60 years  48.6 

60-75 years  37.7 

> 75 years  4.5 

Gender  

Male (0) 54.2 

Female (1) 45.8 

Education  

Primary/no (1) 0.5 

Lower secondary (VMBO) (2)  8.5 

Higher secondary (HAVO/VWO) (3) 8.7 

Medium vocational (MBO/MEAO) (4) 14.9 

Higher vocational (HBO/HEAO) (5) 41.3 

Academic (WO) (6) 26.1 

Household composition   

Households without children (0) 75.8 

Households with children (1) 24.2 

Place of residence   

Urban (0) 46.8 

Rural (1) 53.2 

Note: the coding used in the regression analyses is given between brackets. Age is presented in the two age groups 

which were used to form interaction terms. Cramer’s V is given in italic. 

 ** p < .05; *** p <  .001. 

 

  



83 

 

Table 3.3 Valuation of, reasons for attractiveness of, and recreation related to wildlife and 

flora in local, regional, national, and all green places.  

Favorite green places  

 

 

Local  

 (n = 

1519) 

Regional   

 (n = 

1520) 

Nationa

l   

(n = 

1564) 

All  

 (N = 

4603) 

Cramer’s V 

 M (SD) 

 

M (SD) 

 

M (SD) M (SD) 

 
Valuation  8.04 (.98) 8.43 (.86) 8.76 

(.84) 

8.41 (.94) .238
***

 

 (%) (%) (%) (%)  

Reasons for attractiveness      

Green 63.0 64.3 62.7 63.3 .014 

Variation 40.0 63.6 71.3 58.5 .269
***

 

Open 38.0 51.6 59.0 49.6 .173
***

 

Silence 36.9 49.8 56.8 48.0 .165
***

 

Harmony 36.6 50.5 56.2 47.9 .164
***

 

Water  40.8 45.3 47.4 44.6 .056
***

 

Natural 30.6 47.7 55.0 44.6 .205
***

 

Wildlife and flora 26.5 44.1 51.6 40.9 .213
***

 

Non-urban 30.6 46.2 42.7 39.9 .135
***

 

Few people 27.9 33.5 36.0 32.5 .072
***

 

Recreation 11.4 21.3 30.6 21.2 .191
***

 

Historical 13.1 17.8 24.3 18.5 .118
***

 

Farming use 11.5 13.4 18.6 14.6 .086
***

 

Protected status      

Protected area 48.0 73.2 71.5 64.2 .240
***

 

Recreation related to wildlife and flora     

Observe birds 19.2 20.6 21.6 20.5 .025 

Observe flora 12.5 13.5 13.7 13.3 .015 

Observe wildlife 11.0 12.9 14.3 12.8 .040
**

 

Note. The valuation was measured on a 10-point scale from 1 = very unattractive to 10 = very attractive. Independent 

variables are dichotomous (0 = no; 1 = yes). Counted value = 1. 

*p < .1; ** p < .05; *** p <  .01. 
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Table 3.4 Relative importance of wildlife and flora in the valuation of green places.  

 Independent variables: 

Dependent variable: Valuation of green places 

Local  

(n = 1357) 

Regional  

(n = 1402) 

National  

(n = 1439) 

All  

(N = 4198) 

Model 1 (β) Model 2 (β) Model 3 (β) Model 4 (β) 

Reasons for attractiveness      

Green    -.041
***

 

Variation .101
***

 .054
**

  .085
***

 

Open .065
**

 .048
*
  .065

***
 

Silence .141
***

 .076
***

 .081
***

 .120
***

 

Harmony .167
***

 .055
**

 .111
***

 .118
***

 

Water  .049
*
  .104

***
 .060

***
 

Natural .082
***

 .110
***

 .063
**

 .092
***

 

Wildlife and flora .103
***

 .152
***

 .086
***

 .120
***

 

Non-urban     

Few people  .073
***

 .054
**

 .039
**

 

Recreation .053
**

 .078
***

  .067
***

 

Historical .066
**

 .056
**

 .074
***

 .068
***

 

Farming use     

Protected area .115
***

 .089
***

 .064
**

 .122
***

 

Sociodemographics         

Age     

Gender (female)  .045*   .027
*
 

Education     

Household  with children     

Rural place of residence .067
***

    

Recreation related to wildlife    

and flora 

        

Observe birds   .053
*
  

Observe flora .049
*
    

Observe wildlife     

Statistics of models     

Adjusted R² .186 .131 .115 .199 

Degrees of freedom 22 22 22 22 

F-value 15.1 10.6 9.5 48.5 

Significance Model <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 

 
Note: only significant effects are presented. *p < 0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01. 
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Table 3.5 Sociodemographics affecting the importance of wildlife and flora in the  

  valuation of green places.  

 Independent variables: 

Dependent variable: Valuation of green places 

Local  

(n = 

1357) 

Regional  

(n = 1402) 

National  

(n = 1439) 

All  

(N = 4198) Model 5 

(β) 

Model 6 (β) Model 7 

(β) 

Model 8 (β) 

Reasons for attractiveness      

Green    -.037** 

Variation .104***   .083*** 

Open .072*** .046*  .068*** 

Silence .131*** .080*** .084*** .119*** 

Harmony .173*** .051* .114*** .119*** 

Water  .052**  .114*** .062*** 

Natural .073*** .113*** .065** .091*** 

Wildlife and flora .168** .209
***

  .128
***

 

Non-urban     

Few people  .067* .054* .039*** 

Recreation .054** .075***  .067*** 

Historical .072*** .057* .069** .069*** 

Farming use     

Protected area .120*** .085*** .066** .122*** 

Sociodemographics     

Recreation related to wildlife and flora     

Interaction effects       

Age 20-40 years_wildlife and flora   .077** 

 

.038** 

60-75 years_wildlife and flora -.059* 

 

-.063* 

 

 -.032* 

60-75 years_observe flora   -.117** 

 

-.055** 

 
>75 years_observe flora    -.033* 

 
> 75 years_observe wildlife  .068* 

 

 .030* 

 
Gender Female_observe wildlife  .080* 

 

  

Edu-cation Lower secondary_observe wildlife .085** 

 

   

Higher secondary_observe wildlife  -.067* 

 

  

Higher vocational_observe wildlife  -.097*  -.052* 

Academic_observe birds -.064* 

 

   

Academic_observe flora    .069*** 

Academic_observe wildlife  -.093*  -.049* 

House-

hold 

Household with children_observe birds    -.041* 

Household with children_observe flora .073** 

 

   

Urban Urban_wildlife and flora -.083** 

 

   

Statistics of models     

Adjusted R² .184 .133 .111 .201 

Degrees of freedom 64 63 64 64 

F-value 5.8 4.4 3.8 17.5 

Significance Model <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 

Note: only significant effects are presented. *p < 0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01. 
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