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1 INTRODUCTION

The connection between resilience theories and human intervention methods such as coastal
management and tourism activities was and remains to be an interest of many researchers in local and
international scales. The interest of researchers arises from the growing environmental threats to coastal
areas and the importance of tourism in the local and global economies. Their work has focused in two
main directions. One direction has focused on measuring ways to decrease the negative effects of tourism
on ecological systems. The second direction has been to investigate better ways of incorporating tourism
activities within coastal management plans and increasing tourism’s contribution to coastal resilience
rather than focusing only on reducing its impact on the environment.

Harvey (2006) highlighted that there is a major knowledge gap in the study of the ability of coastal
megacities and small communities in the Asia-Pacific region regarding adaptation to changes. He
recommends that giving more focus towards developing planning systems, assessment methods, and
coastal management techniques could fill such a gap. Pisano (2014) highlighted the need to incorporate
the resilience concept when dealing with our vulnerable systems including coastal areas.

Luthe and Wyss (2014) highlighted the knowledge gap in the study of the relationship between tourism
governance and resilience and emphasised that resilience has an explanatory power to clarify ways that
tourism activities could adapt and even transform under various pressures. Luthe and Wyss (2014) also
highlighted how tourism systems could be approached as interrelated Socio-Economic-Ecological Systems
(SEES) and that developing resilience in such systems would increase their capacity to deal with stresses
while maintaining the stability of a tourism-related economy and at the same time ensuring the diversity
needed for innovation and future development. They discussed how current assessments of functional
tourism networks complement resilience understanding and how tourism systems could adapt with both
slow and prompt change processes. In the New Zealand context, there is a knowledge gap regarding
assessing the resilience of coastal tourism destinations. The attention has been given to evaluating the
socio-economic and environmental impacts of tourism in coastal destinations in relationship to climate
change.
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Blackett et al. (2010) have focused on coastal communities’ efforts in adapting to climate change effects,
using Coromandel Peninsula as a case study of NZ coastal tourism destinations. Other researchers such
as Becken et al. (2010) have analysed the activity in itself from an economic viewpoint and through visitor
forecasting. In their studies, they investigated the effects of marine farming and fishing on the destinations,
as well as using surveys to determine weather and climate effects on tourism, by tourist satisfaction.

Despite these valuable studies and the importance of this topic both in international and national levels,
these researchers highlighted the existing knowledge gap and the lack of studies on an integrated
assessment and locally developed resilience indicators that assess coastal tourism destinations and their
ability to achieve sustainable outcomes, specifically in the New Zealand context. This research goal makes
it clear that there is a need for research that makes a connection between resilience theory and multi-
dimensional activities such as tourism especially when located in complex systems such as coastal areas.

For the reasons above, this paper investigates the ability of socio-ecological resilience analysis to assess
coastal tourism destinations, and how these destinations could achieve sustainable outcomes. This paper
is based on the findings from a doctoral research undertook a preliminary assessment using three NZ case
studies and uses them to test the proposed mechanism for assessing coastal tourism destinations.
Drawing from the research goal, as shown in Figure 1, there is a complex triangular relationship between
the three main components of research, coastal tourism activities, socio-ecological resilience, and
planning practice within New Zealand as the research case study.

There are three linkages between these research components; one is the linkage between socio-
ecological resilience and coastal tourism activities, which is described by the indicators assessing coastal
tourism destinations. The second linkage is the connection between tourism activities and the NZ planning
practice, which helps in understanding the current situation of tourism activities, measuring their resilience,
and perceiving their future trends. The last linkage is coastal management with its different techniques,
which represents the intersection area between socio-ecological resilience theory and NZ planning
practice Coastal management techniques help in identifying challenges facing tourism destinations and
methods for dealing with these challenges.

Assessment criteria
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Figure 1 — Paper Scope

Therefore, through the course of this paper, these components will be discussed starting with clarifying the
relationship between resilience and sustainability followed by explanation of the New Zealand context and
responsibilities of different agencies in managing coastal areas.

This is followed by explaining the research methodology that this paper is based on, and then the main
discussion of results extracted from the data analysis and fieldwork.
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2 SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT (SD) AND RESILIENCE

For a successful assessment of complex systems such as coastal destinations, the relationship between
sustainability and resilience and the difference between these two concepts needs to be identified. The
resilience concept has a variety of definitions. Some researchers have debated the definition of this
concept and its vagueness.

Olsson et al. (2015) were one group of researchers who emphasised the notion of resilience and found
connections between the different definitions. Table 1 shows Olsson et al. (2015) understanding of
previous resilience definitions by different scholars. They categorised them into definitions with a
descriptive attribute indicating a neutrality character of resilience versus other definitions with a
prescriptive attribute where resilience is considered as a “good” outcome.

MMeanings Attribures

Drescriptive— neutral (V) Frescriptive— good (&)
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an ansform . . . . -
(BE-T) zu:d .:nmz.P:opc.h:J:nu:; f\:!l udm?a.l:r'_mg _L:!gl:m:lg r\e-f.ch:m: a.d.1P.1.'hu7. anid
esilience in socic-ecological systems. [ransformahbilisy

Table 1 - Typology of resilience definitions in ecology and social-ecological systems from Olsson et al. (2015)

Strunz (2012) and Derissen et al. (2011) attempted to clarify the difference between the concepts of SD
and resilience by considering sustainability and SD as a normative target, a goal, and the desired status,
while resilience is an analysis concept that deals with change.

Cote and Nightingale (2013) explained the variation between the two concepts by stating that conventional
human-environment analyses emphasise the maximisation of sustainable outputs and increase the
capacity of institutions to manage “undesired” change and return to an initial stable state. Fath et al. (2015)
also maintained that the goal of sustainability is for systems to persist in delivering their function over an
infinite time horizon. Based on this definition, resilience is a tool to achieve sustainability; resilience aims to
maintain a system’s ability to recover from disturbances and continue delivering its services.

In relation to this research, the complexity in coastal areas is reflected in the relationship between SD and
resilience, with examples of overlap in some aspects. For example, environmental sustainability has a
direct connection with integrated coastal management, when the coastal area is managed in an integrated
framework; this improves the process of managing the area, which will have a positive effect on the
environmental sustainability of the area, and could help in enhancing the resilience of socio-ecological
systems.

However, some areas do not necessarily relate directly to each other, such as the relationship between the
economic sustainability of tourism activities and the resilience of a socio-ecological system. For example,
the tourism activity in the area could be economically sustainable with a continuous and rapid increase of
tourists while the ecological systems specifically (and coastal resources in general) face continuous
degradation that negatively affects resilience. This degradation could be caused by many factors, including
excessive use by tourists, the absence of an adaptive management framework, and lack of conservation
projects. Whether the factors are generic or case study specific is discussed later in this paper.

Ultimately, there is a difference between resilience and sustainability. For example, a system could be
resilient to different changes and adapt without any change in its characteristics. However, this system
may not be sustainable on its own. It is evident, therefore, that there is a significant difference between SD
as a target, and resilience and transformational change as approaches to explain the system status now
and in the future. This difference is significant in this research as it uses indicators and resilience
assessment to evaluate the sustainability of an area.

Therefore, according to the discussion in this section, sustainability as a concept as described by (WCED,
1987), Clifton (2010), Cote and Nightingale (2013) and Fath et al. (2015) is a desired status. This status
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aims to create a balance between the environmental, social, and economic needs of communities in the
present and preserve resources for the future. However, sustainability in itself is not a tool, and it does
generate its tools.

In the other hand, resilience as a concept means as described by Walker et al. (2004), Brand and Jax
(2007) as the system ability to maintain performing its functions and reorganise itself after any
disturbances. Therefore, it is dealing with adaptability to change and dealing with different thresholds and
pressures either internal or external. Resilience concept is a practical tool used to assess different
complex systems. The resilience assessment process aims towards explaining the status of the systems
and their ability to deal with changes with consideration to the potential outcomes.

The above discussion emphasised the need to understand the concept of resilience with its different
definitions and its relationship with sustainable development. It critiques the current reformist approach
used to deal with development and points out that the challenges faced in achieving sustainable
development, along with the increasing complexity of our socio-ecological systems, are all factors that
support the need to use other approaches. The transformational approach that is based on the eco-centric
paradigm states that social systems are part of nature and there is no separation between social and
ecological worlds, and consider the characteristics of both worlds.

This approach aligns with the concept of socio-ecological/ evolutionary resilience where a system tries to
avoid disturbance, but if it occurs, the system adapts to it and if necessary transforms to a more desired
status. Where socio-ecological resilience under a transformational approach is a way to understand the
complexity of socio-ecological systems and facilitate the assessment process of the systems as combined,
interconnected entities.

It is dynamic enough to deal with changes that could eventually lead to a sustainable outcome rather than
narrowing the understanding of resilience as a return to equilibrium after a shock regardless of whether
that equilibrium is desirable.

Therefore, the discussion established the differences between the terms sustainable and resilient. On the
one hand, SD is normative, a target which systems should reach. To achieve such a target, organisations/
stakeholders/ planners should define the indicators that measure achievement of such a “desirable” status,
as well as the measures needed to manage the complex systems in such a manner that they attain that
status. On the other hand, resilience is a tool that allows researchers to achieve the following tasks. Firstly,
it leads to an understanding of the complexity of these systems. Secondly, it leads to interaction with a
change in a manner that allows innovation and creativity. Thirdly, it identifies the crisis/ disturbances that
occur in a system, and the system ability to transform crisis into opportunities for transformation and
eventually for the achievement of a more desirable status.

A system could be resilient against shocks/ changes, but that does not mean it is a sustainable system.
For example, dictatorships could be resilient systems, but that is not to say that they are sustainable.
Systems may survive shocks, but they might not be able to maintain a balance between the current needs
of the society and the preservation of resources for future generations’ needs, which is the core of SD.
However, the systems do not stand-alone or exist in a vacuum; rather, they are firmly affected by other
systems. Therefore, the concept of panarchy was also discussed, where cross-scale relationships
between different systems were reviewed and explained, to be used later in this research to explain the
changes happening in the case studies. The following section will describe the New Zealand context and
its hierarchy.

3 THE NEW ZEALAND CONTEXT

New Zealand as the research case study is a South Pacific country that comprises an archipelago of 33
islands, with two main islands, the North Island or “Te lka-a-Maui,” and the South Island or “Te
Waipounamu,” with a total population of 4,242,048 residents according to the latest statistics (Statistics
NZ, 2013). About 85-90% of the urbanised New Zealand communities are located within 10 km of a
coastal area (Ministry for the Environment, 2009). Environmentally, New Zealand has New Zealand has
around 18, 218 km of coastline, and the world’s sixth largest marine area at 4, 400, 000 km2. Due to the
importance of the coastal environment, it needs to be clearly defined. However, the NZ legislative system
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does not provide a definition of it. The Planning Tribunal stated, “What constitutes the coastal environment
will vary from place to place and according to the position from which a place is viewed, where there are
hills behind the coast, it will generally extend up to the dominant ridge behind the coast” (Brake and Peart,
2013).

Policy 1 of the NZCPS emphasises on the same perspective, stating that “recognise that the extent and
characteristics of the coastal environment vary from region to region and locality to locality; and the issues
that arise may have different effects in different localities”(DOC, 2010, P. 11). The same policy also
explains the extent and characteristics of the coastal environment, which include the coastal marine area
and the islands within it. The explanation extends to areas where coastal processes occur and those at
risk from coastal hazards, coastal vegetation, and habitat of indigenous coastal species, and elements of
the natural landscape (DOC, 2010, P. 11). The coastal environment also includes the items of historical
heritage in the coastal marine area, inter-related coastal marine and terrestrial systems, and factors of
infrastructure that have modified the coastal environment (DOC, 2010, P. 11).

The RMA (1991, Part 1) also defined the coastal marine area, as “The foreshore, seabed, and coastal
water, and the air space above the water - (a) of which the seaward boundary is the outer limits of the
territorial sea, (b) of which the landward boundary is the line of mean high water springs, except that where
that line crosses a river” (Section 2).

The importance of reviewing these definitions of coastal environment is that to assess coastal tourism
destinations, the boundaries of the coast need to be clarified according to the NZ context along with
understanding the NZ legislative system regulating the coastal marine area and any development
occurring inside it. The legislative system depends on a hierarchy of statutes covering different levels as
shown in Figure 2. This hierarchy starts with the Resource Management Act 1991 as the main statute
regulating the use and development of all resources including the coastal areas at the national level.

POLICY AND PLAN
FRAMEWORKUNDERTHE RMA

Figure 2: Policies and plans regulating coastal area under RMA. Source: ECAN (2013)

Under the RMA come the national environmental standards and the National Policy Statements including
the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS), which are also statutory documents at the national
level. The regional policy statements are the next level of documents at the regional level, and they must
achieve the purpose of the RMA as stated in (Part 5, Section 59), and that includes complying with the
national policy statements including NZCPS.

Then the hierarchy continues to the next level through regional plans which as stated in the RMA (1991,
Part 5, Section 63) should achieve the purpose of the act. The aim of the regional coastal plans as
indicated in Section 63 of the RMA is to assist the regional plans in conjunction with the Minster of
Conservation. Then comes the district plans that need to give effect to all the higher acts and national
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policies and assist territorial authorities to carry out their functions as stated in RMA (1991, Part 5, Section
73).

3.1 AGENCIES’ ROLES IN NEW ZEALAND COASTAL MANAGEMENT

After explaining the New Zeland legislative structure, it is important to account for the role of different
agencies in managing the coastal areas to clarify an overlap of responsibilities and the power to make
decisions regarding preservation of coastal resources or permitting development/ activities. The role of
every agency is controlled by its statutory power and responsibilities in the coastal marine area. The
responsibility of managing coastal areas spreads between different agencies. Starting with the central
government level represented by Minister of Conservation, and the Ministry for the Environment, followed
by the regional authorities and then the local/ territorial authorities under the RMA as explained in Figure 3.

In addition, the role of iwi trusts and local community representatives play a role in managing certain parts
of the coastal areas, without excluding the Department of Conservation (DOC) role and their
responsibilities in their estate land and marine reserves under the RMA and the Conservation Act.

RMA coastal management jurisdictions
Cornt
Shaelt
Resowone Managamant Act
e —— - -
a NZ Comstal NMolicy Statarment e

[

PRSI Ry Suernent
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- A -
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Sont Shell « Continantal St
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Figure 3: RMA coastal management jurisdictions (DOC, 2013)

The roles and responsibilities of each authority in the New Zealand system is explained through Table 2,
as mentioned earlier the roles are defined through the RMA, the Local Government Act, and the
Conservation Act.

Aunthority Their role in manging the coastal areas

Mimister of | Under secton 28 of the RMA for preparing and monitoring the implementation and effect of
Conserragion | MZCFES, also al:rpm'.-.i.n.g J:egi.o.na.'l coxstal PL:.u.': J.n.d:\eg.inn.:l ecoastal Fla.n r:]:u.n.g\es.

DePa.rmum: 'Pm:!cﬁn.g the spriromment in Crown land d.e:.ignaned as DOC szmate land and marine reserres,

]
E of and maintaining biodiversity, while conserving the local key species generally. DOC works closely
£ | Conserrasion | with the AMinister and cardes out a pomber of tazk: noder the BRLA such as Pn:Pa.l:i.n.g NICES,
E DOC) appmr.i.n.g Iegi.u:-naJ coastal PL:.n.': in I:-nnp-em'l:inn with Icgi.l:-nﬂ authornties (DHOC, 201 6)
o]
"_'bt Miniztry For | MEE does not have an aemal management power over the coastal marine areas, bur it foenzes on
E | the cooperation with repional and loeal authorities in the coasml areas. It is responsible for producing
’5 Environment | patiopal PDLiJ:'_'.' sm@tements except MZCPS, natonal states of the snovironment reports and natiomal
(AIFEY standards u:i.ng J::gi.-nnal and local daza that could h.d.P the decizsion makers take actons to solve

any cme:g.i.n.g Pmbl.cm-: and h.\:'l.l:r o Pr\e":\en'l:i.n.g' any F-nl::n'r.ial threass :.'.Bl:akz and Feart 2013

Table 2: The roles and responsibilities of different NZ authorities under the RMA and LGA (Central government level)
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Aunthority Their role in manging the coastal areas

Opecative side of the government, implamenting the RAA and MZCFS, and their rol= is
further explained in the Local Government Act 2002. The regional couneils role iz set out
in seetion 30 of the BAA which melnds among many erea—;r_g xeg'.c-ua.'l Pali.c_':.' staternents
Regional and regional coastal plin: and piving directions, creatng cooperacion with the local
commels eouneils :E?:di.r_g is mming resousces constents, J.mF]!:neu:lnon of thews Pu].i.ei.e: and Fla:l:
in their arsas, Also, rhe':.' posIess power omer the marine areas, and hare the a'r;'mnr:r to
give permits to activities and resource consents to development projects such as within
waterways. They should also cooperate with DOC in the caze of marine reserves withour
overlaying powers ower DOC estate land or coast (Brake and Pearz, 2013, p. 220,

According to RALA (1991} and LGA (2002), the unitary anthority combines both the roles
of regional and terrivorial anthorides nnder one umbrella. Az an example the Malborough

Regional Scale

UMITARY District Council (2003 bave the Unitary autharity power in Marlborongh Sounds “Under

authogises the Resource Maragement Act 1991 it therefore has an obligation to prepare 2 Regional

Policy Statement, 2 Coasmal Plan, 2 Distdet Flan and such other Regiopal Flans as are
necessary (p. 1-1). This give it the ability to avoid any fragmentation of power berwesn
different anthorties a3 in the double ter model in other places in MZ (regional-district).

Territorial Their fanedons are set out in secton 31 of the RMA, which ncude among many
anthoritie: :C:_r_r F:ePa:u:i.ur_ of the distriet Flar_: and m.n:-uiwn.u.g their i:nPCIem.enTu:ar_: l:rcu'k_iﬂg to achisme
and distriet the BAA objectives, MZCFS goals, and regional plans, policie: reparding the coastal areas
co'u:e’.'l::_ (Braks and Pearz, 2013, p. 1I). Al:zo, they are responsible to pive resource constents for
activiies in the coast and -'.u]'.-.i:g ecoastal issaes at a loeal scale on the land (landwracd zide).
Local They do not have statutory power to affect decisions, but throngh the publie consultation
Community proces: granted under the RAA, these reprezenmtives can have a say,” expres: communicy

:sze:er_m:'r\e: n:ur:e:::_ r\egud.l.ug some of the deeizion: relared no coastal r_‘zr\e]upm.cm and preserve the

environment for the community nterest

The BALA :pecified their responsibilities in the management of coastal areas. Their
responsibilities among many nclude prepare iwi management plans addres:ing coastal

Local Scalke

pzzmes from their ioi nterests, and preserve ealiural hef.ug\e. Howrever, the BRLA do=: not
specify the contents of theze plans and gives the councils the option to consider theze plans

MMaod (forl) when making decizions regarding the coastal areas. Therefore the plan: do pos eamry
organisations smtutory power, unless it is 2 pare of 2 regional coaszal plan as 2 part of a co-governance
F:ue:d.u.l:e (Brake and Pears, 2013, P. 23). Th= iwi orgain sHoms may hare a joint management
agreement with local authorties either under the BMA and the Treaty sesdements or in
T\CI]I.'I:I.'I'.I.I.__. DOn-SEATITOLY basiz. Also, under the Marine and Coastal Area Aer 2011, groups
that have customary marine tides (2ecess and ownership) can produce planning documents
©o set out objectdres and issues. The decizion maker: must consider these docaments.

Table 3: The roles and responsibilities of different NZ authorities under the RMA and LGA (Regional & Local levls)

4 METHODOLOGY

The research methodology should be based on a clear process. This process as explained by De Vaus
(2002) consists of a cycle of steps, which aim to test the existing theory using deductive reasoning.
According to De Vaus, the process starts by defining the theory to be tested, leading to deriving a set of
conceptual propositions about the theory. These propositions are then converted into testable indicators
that determine the appropriate methods of data collection and analysis. This data gathering and analysis
leads to the formation of distinct results, which in turn give rise to theory construction using inductive
reasoning. The analysis and results are then discussed, leading to the formation of a new theory or the
modification of the existing one. Figure 4 displays De Vaus’s (2002) steps with the blue boxes illustrating
their application in the current study. The steps begin with a definition of resilience theory, followed by the
construction of the propositions and a test of whether or not resilience theory can analyse the social and
ecological systems in New Zealand coastal tourism destinations. These propositions are then converted
into a set of initial indicators derived from the literature, and the data collection methods are determined.
Then the relevant data about tourism and socio-ecological resilience in the case study areas are collected
to explain the existing situation. Finally, after analysing the data using panarchy and adaptive cycle
principles, the results are used either to confirm the usage of resilience theory as an assessment tool for
such complex systems or to show the problems of using this theory in the context of New Zealand coastal
tourism destinations.
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Figure 4: The logic of the research process and its application to the research goal. Adopted from De Vaus (2002)

To reflect the nature of socio-ecological systems in complex structures such as coastal tourism
destinations as explained earlier, the methods of data collection and analysis need to be a mix of
qualitative and quantitative ones. The underlying definition of mixed method research is triangulation
between quantitative and qualitative methods covering the scale of the case study areas. Triangulation, as
defined by Creswell and Miller (2000) as “a validity procedure where researchers look for convergence
among multiple and different sources of information to form themes or categories in a study” (p. 126).
Glenn (2009) stressed the advantage of triangulation as a tool to increase the credibility of results, as it
also reduces the potential biases that could exist in a single source or from investigator’s bias.

According to Glenn, the researcher examines data across various sources, as this will reduce any bias
either from the researcher or from a data source (e.g., results being influenced by a certain document) and
will increase credibility because of the convergence of evidence from different resources. A hypothetical
example of this triangulation would be if the intervention process, the opinion of different key players are all
subjective and could have some bias to enlarge or critique the role of their organisation in protecting the
coastal environment and enriching the tourism activity.

However, the existence of detailed plans produced by governmental authorities to protect the coastal
environment and results from indicators about implementation of these plans, give a clear direction about
the actual size of human intervention that each of these authorities have in the case study area.

The data collected was analysed in terms of the research questions. The analytical methods were based
on the triangulation of qualitative and quantitative methods, as shown in Figure 5. The qualitative methods
depended on the content analysis of statutory/ non-statutory documents. The concept and hypothesis
coding techniques, were used to analyse interviews, and based on the responses, the status of the case
studies was investigated. In addition, the main issues from the point of view of the main personalities
managing the coastal areas were identified. For the most part, the coding process was undertaken
manually, with some inputs from the Nvivo software package to help with the theoretical coding and to
draw relationships between policies stated in the statutory documents and projects in practice.
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Figure 5: Paper Methodology

In terms of implementation, depending on the indicators that were developed based on the collection of
related national and international indices, the preview of the current situation in the selected locations was
conducted using observation methods, along with results from indicator assessment supported by
conclusions extracted from the interviews and documents analysis.

All formed an integrated database of resilience status of the study areas, which included the existing and
potential future coastal tourism activities in New Zealand. All these methods led to an identification of the
problems and issues in the case study areas and were used to assess the resilience stage of each case
study within the adaptive cycle and through the panarchy concept.

5 DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

This paper goal was to investigate whether and how socio-ecological resilience analysis can be used to
assess the sustainability of coastal tourism destinations in the New Zealand context. The answer to this
question started with clarifying the relationship between resilience and sustainability as discussed in
section 2. Establishing that socio-ecological resilience in coastal areas means “the capacity and potential
of a coastal system to absorb disturbance and still maintain its function, structure, and identity and
feedback mechanisms.”

Resilience as an analysis tool describes the status of different systems and explains the internal
relationship between complex systems through models such as panarchy. It also can monitor different
socio-ecological systems over a period by examining changes/thresholds and indicate the future direction
of these systems using metaphors such as Holling’s adaptive cycle. In contrast, sustainable development
is a desired status that complex systems such as coastal tourism destinations aim towards achieving.

Following the course of this paper, it can be concluded that the preferred output is to have socio-ecological
systems in the coastal tourism areas that are resilient against thresholds and disturbance. However, the
final output should be pushing these systems to reach a sustainable status. Therefore, if there is a
reorganisation in these systems after experiencing a disturbance, it should be a change/ opportunity that
contributes towards sustainable outcomes for these systems.

The investigation was based on a preliminary assessment model compromising of two parts. One part was
based on resilience theory using Holling’s adaptive cycle and panarchy model, while the second part was
based on tourism models using Butler’s life cycle analysis. These metaphors were used to account for the
status of the systems and indicate their future direction/scenarios.
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This combined assessment model was tested at an empirical level; through three case studies that cover
different types of coastal management in tourism destinations within New Zealand. This was followed by
resilience assessment of each study area on defining the system components, factors affecting this
system and key players and institutions controlling the coastal tourism destinations.

This preliminary resilience assessment finalised by positioning each case study at certain stages within
within Holling’s adaptive cycle and Butler's tourism life cycles using data from initial indicators and other
data analysis methods. This positioning of the case studies was accompanied with an explanation about
each stage’s characteristics and the future scenarios for these case studies based on the study findings.

For example, following the Christchurch earthquakes in 2010 and 2011 an unpredictable change, tourism
was negatively affected in Akaroa with a decline in the number of tourists in the township. These changes
included the declaration of the Akaroa Harbour Marine Reserve in 2012 and increased coastal protection
of the marine reserve through cooperation between ECAN and DOC.

These changes led to the social and ecological systems in Akaroa entering a stage of self-reorganisation
as shown in Figure 6 to cope with the outside pressures. Although this means that the socio-ecological
system in Akaroa is resilient, it is not to say this delivers a sustainable outcome.

Figure 6 —Results of preliminary assessment of systems in Akaroa shown in panarchy model

Tourism activity in Akaroa has also proved to be resilient by seizing the opportunity to replace Lyttelton as
a cruise ship stop, rejuvenating the tourism activity again, and even exploiting the resources. However,
these changes have caused pressure on the coastal marine area, which means it could be an
unsustainable system in the long term. In Akaroa, the aim is to maximise the economic benefit of the
harbour through marine farming and encouraging coastal tourism development and recreational facilities.
However, although this proves the resilient character of the socio-ecological system in the area to cope
with these changes, it does not ensure that the systems are in or heading towards a sustainable status.
The resilience assessment model indicates that the social and ecological systems may be moving into an
exploitation phase.

The situation in Whitianga is different, as shown in Figure 7. The increasing tourism activity has resulted
in changes in the social system to respond to this growth. However, although the systems appear to be
resilient regarding tourism activity, this does not reflect the status of the ecological systems that are neither
resilient nor delivering sustainable outcomes.

These results, based on the preliminary resilience investigation, also explain the future direction in which
the systems are heading. More exploitation/ growth in tourism activity could cause pressure on the
ecological systems and that in itself could initiate a response from the social system to try to adapt to these
changes.
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Figure 7: Results of preliminary assessment of systems in
Whitianga shown in panarchy model

Figure 8: Results of preliminary assessment of systems in
Abel Tasman shown in panarchy model

According to the preliminary resilience investigation, the systems in Abel Tasman reflect conservation
status in the panarchy model as shown in Figure 8. This status of the system is due to the character of
Abel Tasman as a protected area (national park) under strict regulations, with full control of tourism
activities and close monitoring from DOC and the unitary authority. However, due to the absence of clear
indicators assessing sustainability, it is hard to evaluate the systems’ sustainable status.

Also, complicating results is the ambiguity in defining resilience in complex systems, the misuse of
resilience theory as a unifying assessment method beyond its potential by many researchers, as well as
the complexity and multidimensional nature of tourism.

Furthermore, resilience assessment was limited due to the lack of appropriate definitions of benchmarks,
bottom lines, and locally developed indicators to assess these destinations in New Zealand. These factors
also showed the absence of empirical measures/ indicators to assess the effects of tourism on the coastal
areas in New Zealand. The analysis of the regional plans and regional coastal plans showed the absence
of critical resilience thinking in the New Zealand governance process. Overall, policies are moving towards
the preservation of the status of the coastal areas and their ecological systems based on an engineering
resilience approach, rather than enhancing their quality based on an ecological resilience approach.

Moreover, these plans do not define whether the systems are heading towards a sustainable status. The
main focus of these plans is not to improve the outcomes (except some scattered efforts by DOC, and
NGOs to improve the status of ecosystems such as in the case of Abel Tasman), but rather to keep the
systems functioning in their current status after any disturbance, regardless if this original status is
desirable/ sustainable or not. The same situation is evident in the district plans, where the regulations and
coastal defence mechanisms are moving towards hard engineering solutions — such as hard concrete sea
walls and other precautions — to protect coastal development against natural hazards. The adoption of soft
engineering solutions, such as regeneration of wetlands and conserving sand dunes, is still not considered
the norm when dealing with coastal issues. Arguably, more sustainable ecological measures could sustain
coastal development and enhance the resilience of the socio-ecological system at the same time — as has
proved effective in cases such as Abel Tasman National Park and parts of Whitianga.

Also, the district plans currently focus on regulating development with controls on land subdivisions and
infrastructure. The plans do not promote the use of innovative ideas that control coastal development while
considering socio-economic and environmental factors. Therefore, the plans do not connect future
development with activities such as tourism, and there is no clear discussion on tourism’s role in enriching
the local economy, its effects on the coastal areas, and its ability to enhance the resilience of socio-
ecological systems in the case study areas.

Moreover, regarding integration between different organisations and plans to achieve sustainable
outcomes in these coastal destinations, the research showed the lack of vertical integration between
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governmental agencies responsible for the coastal area, especially in the case of connection between
regional and district councils. Furthermore, central government agencies such as MfE, play a weak role in
contributing to sustainable coastal development. The lack of horizontal integration in the local coastal
communities the local iwi, the private sector, and local NGOs, was evident in the case studies of Akaroa,
and Whitianga. However, the integration was better in Abel Tasman National Park as a marine protected
area.

6 CONCLUSION

To deal with such complex systems, approaches such as socio-ecological resilience are more applicable
than other approaches. Socio-ecological resilience aims to recognise the components of these complex
systems, understand their internal relationships, and identify the challenges and opportunities facing these
systems. The preliminary resilience assessment revealed that tourism activity could have a positive effect
on the sustainability of ecological systems through encouraging environmental protection programs. This
effect can be seen in the case of Abel Tasman, where tourism pressures generate more conservation
efforts to adapt to these changes. A similar practice happens in Whitianga where the need to retain the
level of tourism encourages local authorities to protect the beach from coastal erosion to keep it as a
popular tourist destination.

However, one of the main factors that could ensure that the positive impacts of tourism are maximised and
its negative impacts are minimised is practising forms of tourism that increase the sustainability of the
ecological systems. The results of this study showed that although tourism activity is sustainable in certain
locations such as in the Abel Tasman case, there is not enough evidence about the spread of this practice
among New Zealand coastal tourism destinations due to the following factors:

Firstly, analysis of tourism practice in the three case studies did not fit the criteria of sustainable tourism.
Each area’s dependency on tourism activity is increasing, with a growing desire to gain economic revenue
from recreational activities. Protection of coastal areas is not happening at the same speed, with some out-
of-date plans that need reviewing, such as the Waikato Regional Coastal Plan that includes Whitianga, or
limitations in the budget to implement permanent coastal protection measures, as in the case of Akaroa.

Secondly, resilience assessment using indicators and positioning of the case studies in Holling’s adaptive
cycle and tourism life cycle showed that two case areas — Akaroa and Whitianga — are facing different
levels of pressure on their coastal areas. There are signs of mass tourism syndrome affecting the nature of
these main destinations.

Thirdly, Abel Tasman National Park is protected and managed under the restricted control of DOC in
cooperation with the Unitary Authority of Tasman District Council (TDC). Therefore, it is a special case in
that it is one of the national parks in New Zealand — a status that few areas can attain.

Therefore, all these gaps at the theoretical and practical level revealed by evaluation of the case studies
require decision makers, managers, and researchers to create a clear definition of what is the desired
status and what kind of positive outputs coastal areas should reach. When evaluating resilience in a
coastal tourism area, it is important to clarify what kind of resilience is being assessed, what kind of
systems are the focus of this measurement, what the stages are, and what the goal of that assessment
process is.
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