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Abstract: A common justification for developing ecotourism opportunities within protected areas is that it helps 
to secure long-term conservation of wildlife and habitats and contributes to local socioeconomic development. Since 
establishment of Russia’s first protected area in 1916, Russia has developed the world’s largest system of strictly 
protected nature reserves (zapovedniks) and sanctuaries (zakazniks). Most tourism had been prevented in these 
areas until federal law changed to permit educational tourism. Russian nature-reserve administrators hope it will lead 
to greater public involvement and public and financial support. Because little is known about the attitudes of local 
community residents and visitors in Russia toward protected areas, conservation efforts, and tourism practices, the 
present study describes stakeholders’ attitudes and knowledge in the South-Kamchatka Sanctuary, in Far East Russia. A 
positive evaluation of the purposes of the protected area, both by visitors and community members, was found. However, 
some negative attitudes and experiences were identified as well, caused mostly by the lack of effective interaction 
between protected area managers and stakeholders.

 INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVES

PEER REVIEWED

One of the main 
a r g u m e n t s 
for tourism 

development in or 
around protected areas 
(PAs) is that it helps 
to secure long-term 
conservation of nature 
(Goodwin et al. 1997; 
Newsome et al. 2004). If carefully designed, managed, 
and delivered, ecotourism can increase conservation 
knowledge, change attitudes and behavior of tourists and 
residents, contribute to resource conservation, provide 
opportunities for economic development of the region, 
and enhance the quality of life of local residents (Fiallo 
and Jacobsona 1995; Goodwin et al. 1997; Saarinen 
1998; Gray et al. 2003; Andereck and McGehee 2008; 

Ballantyne et al. 2009). Collaboration with local 
communities, as well as implementation of appropriate 
planning and management strategies aimed at reducing 
negative impacts, is essential to the development of a 
sustainable ecotourism industry  (Shultis and Way 2006; 
Ballantyne et al. 2008).

Russia has a long and rich history of nature conser-
vation, with its first federal protected area (Barguzinsky 
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Zapovednik) established in 1916. 
However, the system of PAs has not 
been responsive to society’s chang-
ing needs, and managers did not 
recognize the importance of people’s 
support in the conservation process. 
From the beginning, the Russian 
zapovedniks (strict nature reserves 
that provide the highest level of 
protection – Category 1a, the Inter-
national Union for the Conservation 
of Nature), emphasized preservation 
of ecosystems primarily for ecologi-
cal research. Management strategies 
excluded any type of economic activ-
ities, entailed strict rules regarding 
access (including recreation) and 
natural resource use, and kept poten-
tial tourists as well as local residents 
from being involved (Weiner 1999; 
Colewell et al. 1997; Ostergren 
and Hollenhorst 1999). Such isola-
tion from the public often brought 
about negative attitudes toward PAs 
and conservation generally. This 
approach dominated management 
goals up to the early 1980s, when 
the first national parks appeared in 
Russia. Conservation policy was 
broadened at that time to include 
environmental education, and later, 
ecotourism (especially after 2011 
when federal law changed to permit 
and encourage educational tourism 
in protected areas (Federal law #33-
FZ 1995).  

Today among the main priori-
ties of zapovedniks, national parks, 
and zakazniks (federal sanctuar-
ies) in Russia are environmental 
education, cooperation with local 
communities, and development of 
ecotourism. These policy changes 
are intended to serve as a deter-
rent to poaching and other forms 
of illegal land use. Managers have 
to introduce new tools, learn to 
cooperate with stakeholders, and 
understand societal values to achieve 

sustainable environmental, social, 
and economic outcomes. 

Ecotourism is of growing 
interest as a way to achieve environ-
mental sustainability and economic 
development (Kruger 2005; Ayl-
ward et al. 1996). As countries often 
move from developing to developed, 
attitudes change in regard to how 
people value nature and how they 
perceive conservation (Watson et al. 
2009a, 2009b). Knowledge about 
stakeholders and their attitudes has 
been described by Watson et al. 
(2009b) as one of the pillars of sus-
tainable tourism development. 

Despite the recognized impor-
tance of collaboration with various 
stakeholders in ecotourism develop-
ment (Fiallo and Jacobsona 1995; 
Ceballos-Lascurein 1996; Eagles at 
al. 2002; Andereck and McGehee 
2008; McCool 2009), little social 
science research in this field has been 
done in Russia. One of the first stud-
ies in Russia was focused on better 
understanding visitation and eco-
nomic aspects of sustainable tourism 
development in Kamchatka (Watson 
et al. 2009b). It provided knowledge 
o: (1) characteristics of tourists and 
their current experiences in Kam-
chatka PAs; (2) existing and potential 
financial influences on tourism; (3) 

attitudes toward protection options 
in Kamchatka PAs; and (4) propor-
tion of tourism expenditures in 
service-related industries and eco-
nomic benefits from tourism to PAs 
and local communities. Although 
visitor-spending profiles could be 
developed for foreign and domestic 
tourists, it was difficult to determine 
how these visits contribute to local 
economies due to lack of local and 
regional economic structure data. In 
general, such tourism in Kamchatka 
lacks educational contributions and 
does not influence environmental 
awareness of visitors. The study 
facilitated conservation planning in 
Kamchatka and provided a basis for 
future and more specific projects, 
including the current investigation.

The aim of this research was to 
explore residents’ and visitors’ atti-
tudes and awareness of conservation 
and tourism management in the 
South-Kamchatka Sanctuary in Far 
East Russia. Researchers also explored 
conflicts in the relationships among 
local communities, nature conserva-
tion, and tourism. This knowledge 
is important on a broader scale not 
only for this specific site but also for 
the system of Russian protected areas 
to facilitate more effective steward-
ship, preservation of nature, and 
sustainable development. 

South-Kamchatka Sanctuary
Kamchatka scenery and wildlife 
attracts tourists from all over the world 
– about 70% of the most popular 
tourist attractions of the region 
are located within protected areas 
(Zavadskaya and Yablokov 2013). 
The values of tourism resources of 
the peninsula are inextricably linked 
to their naturalness (Zavadskaya and 
Sazhina 2012). South-Kamchatka 
Sanctuary (SKS), chosen for this case 
study, is located in the south part of 

Although attractiveness 
of the Kamchatka 

region and its protected 
areas for ecotourism is 

apparent, there are many 
remaining questions 
regarding tourism, its 
sustainability, and its 
connection to local 

communities.
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Kamchatka Peninsula (Figure 1) and 
occupies 322,000 hectares (796,000 
acres), including 225,000 hectares 
(556,000 a) of land and a 3-mile 
offshore zone. It was established in 
1983, mainly for the conservation 
of habitats and populations of sea 
otters, Steller’s sea eagles, northern 
falcons, black-capped marmots, 
bighorn snow sheep, brown bears, 
migration routes of birds, and 

salmon-spawning habitats at Kuril 
Lake (Figures 2, 3).  The sanctuary is 
managed by Kronotsky State Natural 
Biosphere Reserve and equates to 
IUCN management category IV 
(although its protected regime is very 
close to that of a zapovednik, category 
1a). Due to rich wildlife diversity, 
opportunities to see bears in close 
proximity, and picturesque scenery, 
the area is now used for ecotourism. 

However, access to the SKS is limited 
and strictly regulated. Approximately 
1,500 tourists each year are able to 
visit the PA, and this number will 
likely increase because of the destina-
tion’s promotion by protected area 
managers and travel agents.

Three rural communities (Ozer-
naya, Zaporozye, and Pauzhetka) 
are located just outside the northern 
boundary of the sanctuary, with 
approximately 2,500 residents. 
SKS is a good example of a remote 
and isolated site (like many PAs 
in Russia) where people’s lives and 
local economies are built on the 
utilization of natural resources and 
strongly depend on resource sustain-
ability. However, some of residents’ 
activities – illegal fishing and hunt-
ing – as well as unmanaged tourism 
have great potential to degrade SKS’s 
environmental values. Ecotourism 
development in such an area could 
be an important addition to a limited 
range of economic opportunities, 
also deterring poaching and other 
forms of illegal land use through 
raising the level of environmental 
awareness of the residents.

Methods
In July and August 2012 a public 
opinion survey was conducted among 
local residents of the three villages 
adjacent to the sanctuary and with a 
sample of visitors to SKS. Fifty-three 
interviews were conducted (27 
local people, 26 visitors). Three 
researchers (authors of this article 
with proficiency in both English and 
Russian) conducted the interviews. 

The survey of local communi-
ties utilized a snowball sampling 
method, most appropriate for study-
ing unknown or rare populations 
(Coleman 1958; Goodman 1961; 
Spreen 1992). The researchers first 
interviewed random people they 

Figure 1 – Location of South-Kamchatka Sanctuary (SKS) in Far East Russia. 

Figure 2 – Kuril Lake is the largest spawning reservoir for red salmon in Eurasia. Several million 
individuals come to the lake every year, giving food to animals and jobs for residents of the adjacent 
villages. Photo by Elena Nikolaeva.
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encountered in the communities; they 
then chose other respondents based on 
the recommendations received (resi-
dents named people active in tourism, 
businesspersons who were involved 
in the fishing industry and forestry, 
teachers working with schoolchildren, 
etc.). In the visitor survey several 
random members from each orga-
nized tourist group that visited the 
SKS during the research period were 
approached and invited to participate 
in the interview. The interviews lasted 
15 to 40 minutes. The response rate 
was 91%.

Surveys were analyzed (Corbin 
and Strauss 2008) to describe atti-
tudes among the respondent groups 
in the following thematic areas: (1) 
perception of South-Kamchatka 
Sanctuary; (2) awareness of, and 
interest and engagement in conser-
vation issues; (3) attitudes toward 
recreational and tourism activities in 
SKS; (4) economic contribution of 
tourism to local communities; and 
(5) management of the sanctuary. 
While answers were recorded in the 
language of the respondent, for this 
article all results are translated into 
English by the authors.

Results
Perception of South-Kamchatka 
Sanctuary
Community members – A large set of 
questions was devoted to revealing the 
values of SKS.  Figure 4 demonstrates 
the themes that emerged during 
the interviews with community 
members: the largest words are the 
strongest themes. Many respondents 
emphasized aesthetic, spiritual, and 
educational values of the SKS: 

For me it’s mostly beauty. It’s 
sacred. The only place in the 
world like this, which we should 
definitely conserve.

Kuril Lake is like “to see Paris and 
die.” A place of worship.

Results also indicated a very high 
dependence of the locals on the 
sanctuary. Being mostly employed 
in the fishing industry, residents 
understood the great importance of 
SKS as a salmon spawning ground 
and highly valued the conservation 
role of the PA:

The village will be alive as long as 
there will be fish in Kuril Lake and 
Ozernaya River.

In general, of the four possible 
orientations toward protected areas 
(Saarinen 1998) (utilism, human-
ism, mysticism, and biocentrism), 
the attitudes of local residents toward 
SKS can be characterized as human-
istic. The majority of community 
members value the PA and natural 
environment for promoting human 
development in a variety of ways: 
both as a source of raw materials 
(mainly biological resources) and also 
as a means to attaining ethical, aes-
thetic, and mental equilibrium. Such 
attitudes toward a protected area cre-
ate good prerequisites for developing 
effective collaboration with local 

communities and implementing 
community-based recreation man-
agement practices.

Visitors – The survey of SKS visitors 
and travel agents demonstrated the 
value as a tourist destination. Almost 
every respondent emphasized 
the conservation role of SKS and 
highly valued its natural features.

“It’s a place where you can be out in 
nature untouched by man, a place 
that is not destroyed by man, and 
which is protected. Here it’s perfect.”

“I live in town where there is a lot 
of stress. And here it’s silent, and 
we witness a mystery of nature. 
And the relationships between 
people are closer than in towns.”

The main role is to sustain ecosys-
tems and nature cycle intact. Keep 
it the way it is.

Conservation Issues 
Community members – Participants 
were asked to indicate their awareness 
of, interest, and level of engagement in 
conservation issues. The results indicated 
very high support for conservation in 
general, with 95.2% of respondents 

Figure 3 – The population of brown bears in SKS is one of the largest in the world (about 1,000 
individuals). Up to 200 bears can be found on the shores of Kuril Lake during the spawning season. 
Kamchatka is the only bear region in the world where all three types of fattening food are available 
for them: berries, pine nuts, and salmon. Photo by Elena Nikolaeva.
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agreeing that “it is good that South-
Kamchatka Sanctuary (and Kuril 
Lake in particular) is protected by the 
government.” That was a common 
theme for most of the respondents: 
nature conservation has always been 
perceived as a government responsi-
bility – there are very limited private 
initiatives in this regard – and despite 
different attitudes, most people 
believe that it is good that authorities 
are in charge of protection. Almost all 
local community members agree that 
it is necessary to protect the sanctuary, 
and it is good that the government 
does it.

The level of local residents’ 
environmental education and cur-
rent engagement were very low. 
Respondents were aware of such 
conservation activities as ecologi-
cal campaigns, public land/water 
clean-ups, collecting litter left by 
other visitors in picnic areas, and so 
forth, but most respondents were not 
familiar with specific SKS goals and 

how exactly they could make a differ-
ence in nature conservation. 

Most respondents could easily 
provide interviewers with a list of the 
main threats to SKS and the natural 
environment (see Table 1). However, 
when asked about solutions to these 
problems, most were unable to name 
even one possible conservation action 
needed for addressing the issue.

In spite of the fact that local 
residents were quite concerned about 
conservation issues, about one-third 
of them were not aware of SKS pro-
tection status, its boundaries, and 
its special regulations. The results, 
therefore, suggest that there is great 
potential for building effective col-
laboration with local communities 
who share interest in conservation 
issues, but the current level of inter-
action between SKS and residents is 
very low.

Visitors – One of the main 
concerns of SKS visitors was possible 

overcrowding: the sanctuary attracts 
increasing numbers of tourists each 
year, which may lead to crowding 
issues, littering, and possible changes 
in bears’ behavior. As a consequence, 
the unique wilderness character of 
the area may be affected. Industrial 
development and poaching were also 
listed as possible threats.

Attitude Toward Tourism and 
Recreation Activities in PA
Community members – Overall, 
local residents expressed support 
and positive attitudes toward tourism 
development in SKS and the region. 
Most would be happy to see more 
tourists (85.7%). The majority of 
respondents (90.5%) also agreed 
that “tourists come here because of 
South-Kamchatka Sanctuary and 
Kuril Lake.” 

Visitors – Respondents were placed 
into two different groups, foreign and 
domestic, and responses contrasted. 
While almost all foreign visitors 
mentioned “seeing bears” as the 
primary purpose of their trip (66.7%), 
the responses of domestic travelers 
were as follows: “to see bears and 
fish” (36.6%), “to visit Kuril Lake” 
(15.7%), and “to enjoy beauty and 
wildlife in general” (42.1%). At the 
same time, 21.1% of the domestic 
respondents were unable to provide 
a reason for choosing SKS as their 
destination: it was either “offered by 
a travel agent,” or “suggested by a 
friend”; this category of respondents 
did not have clear expectations about 
their trip. 

The majority of Russian tourists 
(57.9%) had no idea about ideology 
of ecotourism or its definition and 
principles. Among the answers con-
cerning the definition of an “ecotour” 
were the following:

“In my opinion an ecological tour 

Figure 4 – Value of SKS for local communities (answers to the open ended question: “What is the 
value of SKS for you personally?”) 

Table 1: List of threats to SKS according to local residents. 

Listed threats (themes emerged) % of respondents reporting 
 this threat
Excessive blueback salmon catch 52.4
Poor management 42.9
Poaching 28.6
Development of mass tourism 19.0
Littering  14.3
Construction of industrial facilities (led to 
changes of stream canals)   9.5
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is when people go to the village and 
eat eco-friendly products. Our tour 
was a bit different, it was a slow 
hike.”

As I understand it, it’s when a 
group of tourists/volunteers are 
brought somewhere in the field and 
they collect garbage there.

Foreign tourists that visited SKS 
during the research period (mainly 
from Austria, Germany, France, 
Switzerland, and the United States) 
were much more aware of the ideol-
ogy of ecological tourism and were 
more concerned about the details 
– the sewage system, which laundry 
and dishwashing products are used, 
how the waste is disposed, and so 
forth. For citizens of more developed 
countries where healthy lifestyle and 
environmental quality are promoted, 
these details are important.

My tour is fifty-fifty. We tried to 
live the most ecological way as it 
is possible for this place. But if 
we compare with my standards 
in Switzerland, here people don’t 
think about ecological things – like 
laundry products, products for 
dishwashing, soap. In my country, 
I buy only ecologically friendly 
products, but they are of course 
more expensive. Here, because the 
region is poorer, people think less 
about the ecology.

The results indicate a great vari-
ability in attitudes and perceptions 
toward tourism between domestic 
and foreign visitors, which can likely 
be attributed to different levels of 
ecological ethics and cultural history. 
Another important finding was that 
more than one-quarter (26.9%) of 
visitors to SKS (42.3% of whom were 
Russians) were not aware of the con-
servation status of the visited area. 

We knew it would be interesting 
here, but we did not know that it’s 
a protected area.

Our travel agent suggested this trip. 
We wanted something interesting, 
where there would be bears. I didn’t 
know that it’s a sanctuary.

Economic Contributions of Tourism 
for Local Communities
Community members were asked 
to identify the existing benefits from 
tourism. Almost everyone supporting 
tourism clearly linked it with 
potential benefits for the region in 
general or his/her family in particular. 
Among possible benefits identified 
were the development of community 
infrastructure, new job opportunities, 
and income from selling souvenirs, 
crafts, and food products. However, 
the majority of respondents did not 
believe they receive any direct benefits 
from tourism. 

Management of the Sanctuary 
Community members – Most 
community members indicated 
positive support for the sanctuary, 
although some negative attitudes 
and experiences were identified. The 
most frequently mentioned negative 
attitudes were restrictions imposed 
on access to the area (47.6%), 
controlled movement within SKS 
boundaries (33.3%) and resource 
use (ban on gathering berries and 
mushrooms [38.1%], prohibition of 
fishing [19%]).

Maybe it’s not necessary to protect 
this area so much from local 
people? If I come there and pick 
several mushrooms or berries  is it 
really that bad?

Recently we could just get together 
and go there for a picnic. Now we 
need to go somewhere and take a 

permit. We can’t eat berries and 
collect wild leek.

The prices at Kuril Lake are too 
high, so locals simply can’t go. Why 
should I pay to come there? Why 
did they close it?

Interviews with the PA managers 
found that most of the restrictions 
noted do not apply to locals, who 
have certain privileges that they are 
not aware of – for example, free 
access to SKS territory (with permis-
sion and provided that they follow 
the rules), specially designated zones 
within the PA for picnicking and 
collecting mushrooms and berries, 
and so forth. Therefore, the problem 
of lack of regular dialogue and coop-
eration among PA administration, 
local authorities, and residents was 
revealed, which caused conflicts and 
prevented establishment of effective 
partnerships with stakeholders. 

Visitors – SKS visitors were quite 
positive about management of the 
sanctuary, and recreation management 
in particular. The majority of 
respondents (60%) evaluated the 
existing infrastructure positively, 
and 40% specifically emphasized the 
excellent work of SKS staff. 

Respondents were verbally 
asked to rate their satisfaction on 
a 10-point satisfaction scale. The 
majority of respondents (76%) were 
totally satisfied, giving the maximum 
rating (10 points). Although most 
visitors were positive about their 
experience, 36.4% gave comments 
somehow related to “touristization” 
of the area that is promoted to be 
wilderness – they were concerned 
about excessive construction, non-
natural noise, a large number of 
helicopters, and they recommended 
to keep this place natural.
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Discussion and Conclusion
Tourism in protected areas is promoted 
as an effective conservation tool 
based on a number of assumptions. 
From a conservation perspective, it 
is expected to be environmentally 
sustainable and provide tangible 
benefits to protected areas in the form 
of revenues earmarked for conser-
vation and management (Walpole and 
Goodwin 2001). From a community 
perspective, it is expected to provide 
equitable socioeconomic benefits that 
in the long run will enhance local 
support for conservation (Goodwin 
1996). From a visitor’s perspective, it 
should contribute to environmental 
education, encourage contribution to 
conservation, and meet expectations. 

Although attractiveness of the 
Kamchatka region and its protected 
areas for ecotourism is apparent, 
there are many remaining questions 
regarding tourism, its sustainability, 
and its connection to local com-
munities. Positive local attitudes 
toward conservation and tourism 
are the first building blocks toward 
achieving conservation in nature-
based tourism destinations (Fiallo 
and Jacobsona 1995; Walpole and 
Goodwin 2001; Mbaiwa and Stronza 
2011). This study indicated relatively 
strong attachment to the territory by 
locals and a very high level of support 
toward conservation ideas in general 
and SKS in particular. At the same 
time, however, SKS administration 
was sometimes criticized by residents 
for current management, and com-
munication with the community was 
judged to be unsatisfactory.

Although today the life of local 
residents is not impacted much by 
tourism, there are some potential 
local tourism benefits, and com-
munities clearly recognize the link 
between these benefits and the 
sanctuary (mainly Kuril Lake). Lack 

of cooperation with PA administra-
tion, as well as low current economic 
contributions of the protected area to 
adjacent villages contribute to unfa-
vorable views about current general 
and visitor management. Developing 
tourist programs that include visits to 
the adjacent villages would generate 
significantly higher revenue for local 
residents and thus would improve 
social sustainability of tourism devel-
opment; it should also increase the 
level of residents’ support for conser-
vation ideas as those programs would 
be developed in cooperation with the 
protected area.

There is believed to be high value 
of the territory for further ecotourism 
development, but there is also a huge 
gap between the current tourist expe-
rience and the ideology of ecotourism. 
Current tourist programs provided by 
travel agents, in cooperation with SKS, 
mainly aim to demonstrate unique 
natural features of the place, but they 
fail in the issues of interpreting nature 
and raising the level of visitors’ con-
servation support and environmental 
awareness. The researchers listened 
to several excursions at the SKS con-
ducted by travel agents, and almost 
none of them emphasized the role 
of the protected area in conservation 
of ecosystems and sustainable devel-
opment of the area. The majority of 
tourists (mainly from Russia and 
Ukraine in this study) are not famil-
iar with the principles of ecotourism 
and often have no idea of the visited 
area’s conservation status. In order to 
encourage educational and respon-
sible tourism in the area (as suggested 
by federal law), this issue should be 
addressed – mainly by training travel 
agents and making tours more conser-
vation focused.

The project team has developed 
several practical recommendations. 
First, it is clear that benefits from 

tourism in SKS are unequally dis-
tributed, and local communities 
get almost no profits (profits go to 
travel agents and SKS). This is rec-
ognized by local people and may 
influence their attitudes toward the 
protected area and tourism develop-
ment. Ensuring a fair and equitable 
distribution of benefits is critical 
for effective management of SKS, 
sustainable development around the 
PA, and gaining support from stake-
holders. This might be achieved by 
avoiding “enclave” practices (Freitag 
1994), in which both trip organiz-
ers and tourists are nonlocals and 
local access to the tourism market 
is limited, and encouraging greater 
entry of local communities into 
tourism activities. In this case there 
would be more opportunities for 
local economic development, diver-
sion of tourist dollars from the travel 
agencies to residents, and greater 
conservation support.

Second, ecotourist destinations 
often stand out as places that allow 
a visitor to come face-to-face with 
nature and gain from the experience 
of it (Saarinen 1998). Increases in 
accommodation capacity and gen-
eral “touristization” that often occur 
in such areas will inevitably change 
the meanings that tourists attach to 
natural destinations and influence 
their basic motives for visiting. So, 
appropriate plans for tourism devel-
opment with either diversification 
of tourism programs and offering 
various recreation opportunities, or 
ensuring meeting the needs of “true” 
ecotourists should be developed and 
implemented.

Third, although this study did 
not reveal many negative attitudes, 
it was undertaken at an early stage 
in tourism development. Patterns 
of attitude, both of tourism and of 
conservation, may change as tourism 
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develops (Doxey 1975). It is therefore 
important to ensure regular and long-
term monitoring of the performance 
of tourism management that will 
focus on ecological, economic, and 
social impacts. More detailed stud-
ies aimed at revealing relationships 
between people and protected areas 
conducted over time might provide 
greater insight into the mechanisms 
that shape local attitudes toward 
conservation and development in 
this region and elsewhere (Figure 5).

Fourth, successful protection of 
wilderness areas should not only be 
based on the management of eco-
systems but also include techniques 
and approaches that provide respect 
to local communities and lead to a 
sustainable social system (Saarinen 
1998). Ecotourism management 
practices that enlist local residents 
and tourists as conservation partners, 
clearly communicate the reasons 
behind any constraints imposed, and 
present a consistent message regarding 
involvement in tourism and conserva-
tion activities are very important. 
These are the practices that are likely 

to be most successful in meeting the 
needs of protected area managers, 
local communities, tourists, and other 
stakeholders and, therefore, should be 
implemented in this and other nature-
based tourist destinations. 

Kamchatka is a unique place, 
which is attracting increasing num-
bers of visitors from all over the 
world. The importance of protecting 
Kamchatka’s wild and undisturbed 
areas seems beyond question among 
visitors and local communities. How-
ever, societal changes will likely affect 
people’s attitudes and values toward 
conservation ideas and management 
practices (Watson et al. 2009b). 
Social research is an important tool 
in tracking these changes, reveals 
existing and potential conflicts and 
opportunities, and enhances both 
environmental and economic sus-
tainability in the long run. 
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