

Dahl, Sjöberg, Juthberg & Willebrand 2010

[image: image1.png]N

. NORTH HUNT

SUSTAINABLE HUNTING TOURISM IN NORTHERN EUROPE




WP2: Challenges associated with hunting tourism in northern Sweden

Authors: Fredrik Dahl1, Göran Sjöberg2, Sonya Juthberg2, Tomas Willebrand3
1. Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, Dept. of Ecology, Grimsö Research Station, Uppsala, Sweden

2. Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, Wildlife, Fish and Environmental Studies, Umeå, Sweden

3. Hedmark University College, Department of Forestry and Wildlife Management, Evenstad 2480 Koppang, Norway
Introduction

Wildlife is associated with significant consumptive and recreational values (Swanson et al. 1989; Snepenger and Bowyer 1990; Mattsson 1990; Rockel and Kealy 1991; Condon and Adamowicz 1995; Reid 1999) which can be realized through consumptive harvest or recreational tourism (Willebrand 2008).

Hunting has a long tradition in Sweden and is well established in society. More than 80 % of the Swedish people are in favour of hunting in general (Ericsson and Heberlein 2002). In Northern Sweden 30-40 per cent of the people live in a household where someone hunts, while the figure for Sweden as a whole is 13 % (Ericsson and Heberlein 2002; Ericsson et al. 2005). Hunting has traditionally been practiced mainly for consumption in rural areas of Northern Sweden. Today hunting has become more of a recreational activity, although, in Northern Sweden, game meat still makes a large contribution to the food supply (Ericsson et al. 2005). In Northern Sweden hunting, and the right to hunt, is largely looked upon by the public as a common resource for the people living there, even though most land is owned by private forest companies or the state (Dahl & Sjöberg 2010; Skogsstyrelsen 2010).

The economies of the sparsely populated communities of northern Sweden, excluding coastal municipalities, have been dependent on resource extraction (mining, hydropower, and forestry), but due to technological development and increased mechanization the need for labor has declined, and people are moving to find jobs (Wiberg 2005; Willebrand 2008). Hunting tourism has the potential to diversify local economies, create working opportunities, and enable people to make a living in rural areas (Willebrand 2008; Matilainen and Keskinarkaus 2010). Hunting tourism in Northern Sweden is a fairly new phenomenon, catching up speed in the early 1990’s (see results below). A number of hunting tourism companies started up when the grouse hunting on the state owned land in the mountain range was opened up for the public in 1993 (Hörnell-Willebrand 2005; Eriksson et al. 2006). However, even though hunting tourism has a positive potential for the rural economy, its volume has not developed much, and the number of entrepreneurs is about the same today as it was ten years ago (Dahl and Sjöberg, in Matilainen and Keskinarkaus 2010). Attempts to establish hunting tourism have been met with skepticism. Even though the general public in Sweden is mainly positive towards hunting, there is less support for sport hunting than for consumptive hunting (Ericsson and Heberlein 2002). The most common arguments against hunting tourism are that it may exclude local hunters, cause overharvesting, and increase land leasing fees (Willebrand 2008; Matilainen and Keskinarkaus 2010). To become a successful hunting entrepreneur it is therefore of uttermost importance to be able to master social as well as ecological and economical challenges (Matilainen and Keskinarkaus 2010). 

In this study we present opinions by hunting entrepreneurs in Northern Sweden on how entrepreneurs best should meet challenges associated with commercial hunting tourism to become sustainably successful, reasons why entrepreneurs quit the business and how society best can support hunting tourism in the future. We compare and contrast views of experienced and established hunting entrepreneurs with entrepreneurs who have quit their operation.

The purpose of the study was to identify factors of success, as well as structural and economic obstacles, for hunting tourism entrepreneurs in Northern Sweden. We hope that this will show policy makers what changes need to be made, and facilitate the process of establishment for new companies in the trade.

Methods

Eleven years ago we did a mail survey to people involved in hunting tourism in the rural areas of northern Sweden, covering the non-coastal municipalities of the counties of Norrbotten and Västerbotten, and the whole county of Jämtland. The survey was one part of a larger project aimed at estimating the potential for hunting tourism in Sweden that was eligible for the European commission’s structural funds’ Objective 6 during 1998 – 2001 (Lundmark and Bergsten 1998; Willebrand et al. 2001; Willebrand 2008). The survey was sent to 187 people connected to the network “Norrlands Jaktarrangörer”. “Norrlands Jaktarrangörer” was a non-profit voluntary organization, operating from 1993-2003, with education, authorization, and organization of hunting entrepreneurs and guides. 

In the current study we have sent a follow-up survey to the 28 individuals (of the 135 that answered the old survey) that were active hunting entrepreneurs within the northern Swedish rural area described above eleven years ago. We have asked if they are still active as hunting entrepreneurs (successful), and if so, what they consider the reasons are that they have managed to stay in business. If they have quit the business (unsuccessful), we have asked them what caused them to make this decision. Both the “successful” and “unsuccessful” entrepreneurs were then asked two further questions:
-What immediate challenges do you see as the most important to overcome for those who start a new hunting tourism company today?

-What is required for the hunting tourism industry to be able to develop positively?

A total of 28 surveys were sent out.  One reminder was sent out three weeks after the initial contact, and after that a telephone follow-up was made for those that had not answered.

Thirteen of the entrepreneurs responded to the mail survey(s). After the telephone follow-up an additional 8 persons answered the questions over the phone. Of the ones that did not respond one was deceased, one did not want to participate, and five could not be reached. In total we ended up with a return rate of 75%.

Results

Of the 21 entrepreneurs responding to the survey, eleven were still active as hunting tourism entrepreneurs, and ten had quit the business. Seven out of the eight that did not respond to the mail survey, but did respond to the telephone follow up, had quit their business. The ones still active had on average been hunting entrepreneurs for 15 years (10–23 years), while those who quit the business had been active for 9 years (3–16 years). The mean age was 53 years for both successful and unsuccessful entrepreneurs. All respondents were men. 

What caused the successful entrepreneurs to stay in the business?
The successful entrepreneurs had very logical reasoning to their success. As the reason for starting a hunting business in the first place, some mentioned their interest in hunting in combination with an interest for the tourism business. Most of them had a very solid background before starting the business, including education, study visits and experience from the trade. As time went by, they gained more experience, and their mistakes became fewer. Some also argued that it has been important not to become satisfied, but always strive, as well as want to evolve. Alternative sources of income, beside the hunting tourism business, is mentioned as being especially important by several respondents, so they are not solely dependent on the success of the hunting during a few months each year. 

“Another job, apart from the hunting tourism, is necessary. It is impossible to live on hunting tourism alone.” (5029).
“It is essential to have more than one leg to stand on, other sources of income are necessary since the hunting season is only about two months long.” (5040).

Once they started up the business, there were three major points most of the respondents mentioned doing to make them become sustainably successful entrepreneurs according to themselves:

1. They behaved professionally, meaning they always had high quality in their products, have never lied or cheated, always put the customer in first, always been well organized, and, maybe most importantly, realized from the beginning that hunting tourism is, similar to all other tourism, mainly a question of providing for the customer, having a lot of skill, and doing very little hunting for your own sake. 

2. Cooperation is imperative, both with colleagues in the business and with other stakeholders. Few, if any, saw other hunting entrepreneurs as competitors, and the general feeling was that they could only gain by cooperating. One respondent even wrote that there are too few professional entrepreneurs in the area to make the business attractive for the international market. More high quality entrepreneurs would mean more business for all. Several respondents also highlighted the social sustainability: transparency, building trust and the importance of involving the local community in the business. 

“Ensure that others also benefit from your business.” (5115).

3. A well developed contact network is important to reach the right customers. 

According to many of the respondents, especially those that are working with big game in the forest, the well developed contact network may further have paved the way for another major prerequisite for success: access and control over a hunting ground. Having a long time lease or owning your own land makes it possible to manage the game and plan ahead for years to come. Similarly, exclusivity was put forth as equally imperative. Even though there may still be plenty of game to shoot, having to share the hunting ground with other hunters may make the experience negative for costumers paying a lot of money for their hunt. 

The successful entrepreneurs had solved the issue with the hunting ground and fulfilled other major criteria, relevant to their activity, to become successful. This paid off, according to the entrepreneurs, by giving them a good reputation from satisfied costumers. Many costumers returned to the same place year after year, and recommended the entrepreneur to others and so creating a positive spiral effect.

What caused the unsuccessful entrepreneurs to quit the business?
Naturally none of the entrepreneurs that quit their business claimed that they quit due to their own incompetence or unprofessionalism. Interestingly, however, only one specifically stated something as simple as “my life has changed” as the major reason for quitting the business. Otherwise three distinct patterns, mainly external factors, emerged as the main reasons why they quit their business. 

1. One pattern was directly opposite from the successful entrepreneurs, namely the lack of access to a hunting ground. Two of the entrepreneurs had lost the lease to their hunting ground and one was never able to access a hunting ground at all. 

2. Another factor that also relates to the answers from the successful entrepreneurs was economic issues. Two of the entrepreneurs quit to take regular employment instead. One specifically mentioned that the hunting tourism business was too insecure to make a living out of it. Still another respondent claimed that part of the reason why he quit was that the cost of the hunting permits was too high. 

3. However, the most overwhelming reason for quitting the hunting tourism business, which was not at all mentioned by the successful entrepreneurs in their first question, was political decisions and bureaucracy. The core issue of this question boiled down to reoccurring changes of the system and several distinct occurrences were mentioned. What was possible one year changed the next year, and already booked customers had to be canceled. Some entrepreneurs felt discriminated, while others may have gained from the changed rules that time. 

“The decision that was taken two years ago has made it totally impossible to plan hunts for my guests” (5047). 

“Hunting rights can only be bought personally now; it makes it impossible to organise commercial hunting” (5054).

More and more rules and regulations to comply with, in order to be allowed to operate as a hunting entrepreneur is also mentioned by several respondents as one reason that made them give up.

What challenges are most important to overcome for those who start a new hunting tourism business today?
Both the successful and unsuccessful entrepreneurs agreed that access to hunting ground was the main challenge to solve for new entrepreneurs. Some successful entrepreneurs mentioned the importance to find professional guides and good dogs. These are, however, in part external factors, difficult to solve by the entrepreneur alone. 

Regarding factors that can be influenced by themselves, the successful entrepreneurs listed largely the same factors that made them successful: to have realistic expectations, to be professional, to cooperate with other hunting tourism entrepreneurs as well as other stakeholders, to be open about their business towards the local community in order to reach social sustainability, and to find and reach your customers. Of those having quit their business several agreed with the need to be professional and to reach the right customers, however, no one in this group mentioned realism, cooperation or transparency.

What support is required for the hunting tourism industry to be able to develop positively?

Both successful and unsuccessful entrepreneurs agree that there is an urgent need for the organization around hunting tourism to be improved, and that the rules and regulations around the business have to be clarified and adopted on a long-term basis to give stability. One recent system change that has been made, due to EU-rules on discrimination, has been to lift the demand of only allowing hunting with a guide for foreigners. Several, but not all, respondents want to see this change reversed again. Several respondents suggest forming a trade organization, also involving governmental agencies and land owners, apart from the entrepreneurs themselves. Today government, land-owners, hunting entrepreneurs, and other stakeholders do not have a common understanding of how to best administer and organize hunting tourism to make it sustainable. Authorization of entrepreneurs is mentioned as well as the suggestion that entrepreneurs should have to register their company in order to make it harder for non-serious entrepreneurs to take on customers. 

“There are no long-time rules and regulations decided upon, changes are made constantly” (5085).

Another factor both groups agree about is the lack of available, exclusive hunting areas for hunting tourism. Land owners, both private and state, are urged to get more involved in the business, acknowledging the hunting tourism as an economic potential and facilitate the lease of hunting grounds for commercial hunting tourism. 

Successful entrepreneurs mention the importance of marketing hunting tourism in northern Sweden as a whole and not only by the entrepreneurs themselves. They also mention sound knowledge to be important, possibly meaning there is a need for education efforts.

Discussion

According to the survey, there are two major factors limiting the success and expansion of hunting tourism in northern Sweden today; the lack of hunting grounds to lease and the lack of long-term rules and regulations associated with hunting tourism.

1. The access to hunting grounds is necessary, either to lease, in order to be able to manage, control and plan ahead by the entrepreneur, or to be able to use exclusively during the hunts. The first case typically refers to big game hunting in the forest, where contracts need to be over a long period of time so that the entrepreneur dares to invest in the resource, for example through game management or by setting up camps. The second case typically refers to grouse hunting on the state owned land, where day permits are sold to individual hunters. 
To get hold of a hunting ground of their own, or grounds where exclusivity can be guaranteed during hunting, is not something that can be easily achieved, even for entrepreneurs who are highly professional and seriously interested of cooperating with others. Available hunting leases are difficult to access, even though you do everything else by the book. Obtaining hunting grounds may possibly be THE major challenge you need to solve properly before seriously thinking about starting up a business. Being guaranteed just a few years lease may not be worth the gamble of a serious investment in a hunting tourism business. Already today, there has been some progress made, as the largest forest company, which is owned by the state, has a mission to develop the hunting tourism opportunities on their land. Today approximately 2% of the company land is leased for commercial hunting. Their goal is a maximum of 5%, and more is not considered realistic given the already high pressure from local hunters today (Dahl & Sjöberg 2010). Being too progressive could be negative for the social sustainability. Instead of mass tourism, this, and also other forest companies, rather wishes to see a small number of entrepreneurs of high quality, which the forest company also will have time to support (Dahl & Sjöberg 2010). There exists no un-leased grounds today, but when some are available, the company will prioritize hunting tourism companies, although decisions will be made from case to case (Dahl & Sjöberg 2010).
2. The lack of long time rules and regulations associated with hunting tourism is a problem. There is a need for a common framework for hunting tourism that both the government and the stakeholders can accept. There seems to be an urgent need for a trade organization, involving hunting entrepreneurs, government, landowners, and other stakeholders, which work together to reach a feasible long-term solution. The organization could also be responsible for some kind of authorization of companies to reduce the number of non-serious businesses. 

There have been, and exist also today, member organizations that work to organize hunting tourism entrepreneurs, however, without the power to make structural changes to the system. Such an entrepreneur organization still has several important tasks, such as to promote cooperation between entrepreneurs, and to market a “Northern brand” of hunting tourism. There is also an urgent need for training of entrepreneurs, possibly by an organization or by universities. Very few new entrepreneurs have the skill needed to do a good job. This is also one of the problems mentioned by land owners; that there are very few high-quality entrepreneurs around today (Dahl & Sjöberg 2010). Education, leading to authorization, and organization of high-quality entrepreneurs and guides would further make it difficult for unserious elements in the business. Customers want high quality, and they want professionals. Eventually the bad elements will disappear by themselves if they do not get any business, however their bad reputation may hurt the other serious entrepreneurs 

Apart from the entrepreneurs, there are two main stakeholders involved in the most obvious challenges for future hunting tourism in northern Sweden, namely the land owners and the government. If both of these are willing to take part and want to facilitate the hunting tourism trade we foresee a very promising future for hunting tourism. However, once the external factors are solved in a satisfactory way, it eventually comes down to the entrepreneurs themselves to make it all work. The responses from the entrepreneurs in this report may give some guidance of how to manage the business sustainably and successfully. Professionalism, cooperation, social sustainability and building up a large contact network are all suggestions to take into account. At the same time, acknowledging the fact that hunting tourism in northern Sweden is a part time business during a few months each autumn. Working with natural resources, it is vital to be economically, but probably also mentally, prepared for less successful years.
References

Condon, B. and Adamowicz, W. (1995). The economic value of moose hunting in Newfoundland. Can J For Res 25:319–328 doi:10.1139/ x95-036.
Dahl, F. and Sjöberg, G. (2010). Social sustainability of hunting tourism in Sweden. In: Matilainen, A. and Keskinarkaus, S. (Eds.). The Social Sustainability of Hunting Tourism in Northern Europe. Reports 59. University of Helsinki, Ruralia Institute, ISBN 978-952-10-5421-1 (pdf), ISSN 1796-0630 (pdf), www.helsinki.fi /ruralia, pp. 57-73.
Ericsson, G. and Heberlein, T. (2002). Fyra av fem svenskar stöder jakt. Fakta skog Nr. 2:2002, SLU Repro, Uppsala. ISSN 1400-7789.
Ericsson, G., Eriksson, T., Laitila, T., Sandström, C., Willebrand, T. and Öhlund, G. (2005). Hunting and fishing: extent, importance and management. Mountain MISTRA Rep Ser Umea 14:1–52.
Eriksson, T., Andersson, J., Byström, P., Hörnell-Willebrand, M., Laitila, T., Sandström C. and Willebrand, T. (2006). Fish and wildlife in the Swedish mountain area resources, use and management. -International Journal of Biodiversity Science and Management 2(4) 334-342(9).
Hörnell-Willebrand, M. (2005). Temporal and spatial dynamics of Willow Grouse Lagopus lagopus. – Ph.D. thesis, Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, Department of Animal Ecology, Umeå.

Lundmark, T. and Bergsten, U. (1998). Forskningsprogrammet för den boreala skogens nyttjande. Skog och Trä 1998:1. Vindelns Försöksparker, Sveriges Lantbruksuniversitet, Umeå, Sweden.
Matilainen, A. and Keskinarkaus, S. (2010). The Social Sustainability of Hunting Tourism in Northern Europe. Reports 59. University of Helsinki, Ruralia Institute, ISBN 978-952-10-5421-1 (pdf), ISSN 1796-0630 (pdf), www.helsinki.fi /ruralia.
Mattsson, L. (1990). Moose management and the economic value of hunting: towards bioeconomic analysis. Scand J For Res 5:575–581.
Reid, R. (1999). Economic value of resident hunting in British Columbia. The living forest: non-market benefits of forestry. In: Roper, CS., Park, A. (eds). Proceedings of an International Symposium on Non-market Benefits of Forestry, Edinburgh, UK, 24–28 June 1996. Forestry Commission Bulletin. HMSO, London, pp 334–342.
Rockel, ML. and Kealy, MJ. (1991). The value of non-consumptive wildlife recreation in the United States. Land Econ 67:422–434 doi:10.2307/3146549.
Skogsstyrelsen, (2010). Swedish Statistical Yearbook of Forestry, NRS Tryckeri AB, Huskvarna. ISSN 0491-7847, ISBN 978-91-88462-93-0.
Snepenger, DJ. and Bowyer, RT. (1990). Differences among non-resident tourists making consumptive and non-consumptive uses of Alaskan wildlife. Arctic 43:262–266.
Swanson, CS., Thomas, M. and Donnelly, DM. (1989). Economic value of big game hunting in southeast Alaska. USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station, Resource Bulletin RM-16.
Wiberg, U. (2005). Future perspectives for sparsely populated areas in Sweden. In: Kobayashi, K., Westlund, H., Matsushima, K. (eds), Social Capital and Development Trends in Rural Areas. Marginal Areas Research Group, Kyoto University, 159–168.
Willebrand, T. (2008). Promoting hunting tourism in North Sweden: Opinions of local hunters. European Journal of Wildlife Research.
Willebrand, T., Dahl, F., Hopfgarten, P-O. och Hörnell-Willebrand, M. (2001). Skogen som rekreationskälla och bas för naturturism. Kungl. Skogs- och Lantbruksakademiens Tidsskrift. Årg. 140, Nr 3, 2001, sid 49-60.
PAGE  
1

