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Abstract: Considering the majority of previous assessment perspectives on tourism carrying capacity
are limited by “the number of visitors”, this paper develops an innovative approach from the “visitors’
experience utility” perspective. Using the choice experiment method, tourism carrying capacity is
assessed by exploring the marginal utility and sensitivity of visitors to changes in recreational at-
tributes. Xian-Ren-Tai National Forest Park in China is employed as the case park to demonstrate the
application of this assessment method. The conclusions are as follows: the carrying capacity threshold
of the crowding level in this urban forest park ranges from 20–35 people/100 m2, the threshold of
“vegetation coverage” ranges from 70% to 80%, and the “number of garbage” is 3–10 pieces/200 m.
The acceptable traffic accessibility level for visitors is within 3 h. At present, Xian-Ren-Tai National
Forest Park as a whole is in a state of “low carrying capacity”, there are potential risks of under-
utilization in this park. In addition, this paper provides the carrying capacity state of 27 potential
recreational attribute sets.

Keywords: carrying capacity; experience utility; choice experiment; urban forest park

1. Introduction

Following the growth of nature-based tourism, forest parks have become important
tourism destinations around the world. However, recreational activities with frequent
interactions between visitors and nature trigger huge problems and challenges for the
environment and human well-being [1–3]. Tourism carrying capacity (TCC) is the key to
releasing the strained relationship between tourism resource utilization and sustainable
development [4].

Previous scholars have introduced various discussions on TCC from different per-
spectives [5–8]. In early studies, the concept of tourism carrying capacity was more re-
lated to visitor capacity, which was described as the maximum number of visitors that a
destination can tolerate and absorb without pressure or negative impact on the natural
environment [9–11]. The concept uses the limit of local production factors as a measure of
TCC, which is also a method from a threshold perspective [12,13]. However, this “physical”
constraint is unlikely to be reached, as other factors can limit the number of visitors to a
lower level [14]. The increasing number of visitors impacts not only ecosystems and the
environment but also leads to corresponding changes in visitors’ experiences, the surround-
ing population, and even the local socio-economy. Focusing on the number of visitors
alone can lead to a certain degree of imbalance in the tourism system [15,16]. Therefore, the
concept of TCC should be gradually extended from visitor capacity to social, psychological,
and economic domains [5,17–19].

A consensus among scholars on tourism carrying capacity is that TCC is related
mainly to tourism experience, which reflects the intensity of development and utilization
of tourism destinations to maintain a certain level of tourism use within a certain period
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without damaging the environment and affecting visitors’ experience. Manning (2007)
argues that tourism carrying capacity is the maintenance of a minimum level of tourist
satisfaction or a minimum tolerable state of tourism resources [20]. Prato (2009) states that
simple visitor capacity or utilization rate alone does not represent TCC, it should be the
level of acceptable change of visitors under environmental constraints [21]. Wang et al.
(2014) define TCC as the environmental state of a tourism site before unacceptable changes
in the natural environment and tourism experience in a certain period of time [16].

Another important reason that we focus on TCC from the visitors’ experience per-
spective is that visitors who are averse to crowding may be attracted by other recreational
attributes (e.g., sanitation and transportation facilities) in tourism sites [22]. This requires
managers to make trade-offs between ecosystem protection and the development of recre-
ational attributes to achieve a dynamic balance between ecological and economic benefits.
In the early 1990s, the US National Park Service proposed several national park man-
agement frameworks, such as limits of acceptable change (LAC), visitor experience and
resource protection (VERP), and so on [23–25]. The former is based on the management
objectives and resource conditions of a tourism attraction site to determine which level
of natural resources or environmental quality is the most suitable for tourism activities
and thus to design management plans [26]. The latter aims to achieve an effective balance
between visitor perception and resource utilization by setting resource indicators and
identifying visitor experience criteria [27]. Although they are slightly different, they both
applied to explore the lowest level that can be afforded in terms of the environment and
visitor experience, to weaken the negative effects of tourism activities, and to maximize the
efficiency of resource utilization and visitors’ experience.

Therefore, in this paper, we start from the demand of visitors for the park’s recreational
attributes and assess the TCC state of these attributes under the constraints of visitors’
experience. Our study takes visitors as the judge of “unacceptable” and shifts the focus
of TCC from “how many visitors are too many” to “what kind of environmental changes
are unacceptable”. This is a supplement to the basic theory of tourism carrying capacity
and its evaluation objects. We set the “net utility” (NU) of visitors as an assessment tool
to accurately measure the marginal impact of changes in each recreational attribute in the
tourism site. This study reveals the sensitivity of visitors’ experience to the change of recre-
ational attributes and contributes to formulating targeted policies to improve the utilization
efficiency of tourism resources and thus maximizing the utility of visitors’ experiences.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 details the theoretical frame-
work, assessment techniques, and models of TCC based on the visitors’ experience utility,
presents the study area, and describes the data source. TCC assessment results are pre-
sented in Section 3 and discussed in Section 4. In Section 5, this paper concludes with its
main findings.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Methodological Framework
2.1.1. The Utility-Based Theoretical Framework of TCC

We define the concept of tourism carrying capacity as the limited state of the develop-
ment of various recreational attributes in a specific period, with the premise of maintaining
no negative changes in the visitors’ experience utility. Importantly, the effective value
of TCC should be changing dynamically and within a resilient range rather than a static
threshold. When the intensity of tourism activities exceeds the visitors’ experience carrying
range, the scenic area is in the “unacceptable” state. Conversely, if the lower intensity of
tourism activities does not result in the full utilization of tourism resources, the scenic area
is in a “low carrying capacity state”. Our research aims to find the range of the “appropriate
carrying capacity state” between these two states to maximize visitors’ experience utility.



Forests 2023, 14, 1694 3 of 16

From the perspective of visitors’ utility change, we use the results of recreational
value as the assessment criterion and give visitors’ experience a monetized metric tool to
efficiently determine the “acceptable” or “unacceptable” states of recreational attributes.
Using the typical cost–benefit curve in economics, we combine the experience utility with
the determination of the “appropriate carrying capacity state”. In Figure 1, the x-axis
represents the state of recreational attributes, and the y-axis represents visitors’ experience
utility under different environmental states, which is also the monetization of the value of
recreational attributes. The visitors’ net utility value (NU) is equal to the total utility (TU)
minus the total cost (TC). Along with the gradual increase in the use level of recreational
resources, the marginal utility (MU) of visitors shows an increasing and then decreasing
trend, and finally reaches a maximum at recreational state = Q1. When the MU = MC, the
NU of visitors reaches the maximum, and when the MU falls to 0 (recreational resource
state = Q3), visitors obtain the maximum TU. Thereafter, the utilization level of recreational
resources gradually increases to Q4, at which time, TU = TC. Visitors’ NU = 0, which is the
critical threshold for recreational attributes without a change in experience. As shown in
Table 1, we set the tourism carrying capacity state of the scenic area as follows.
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Figure 1. Assessment criteria for TCC based on visitors’ experience utility. Note: TU is total utility of
tourists, NU is net utility, MU is marginal utility, and TC represents total cost.
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Table 1. Assessment criteria of TCC state of recreational attributes.

Environmental Status Assessment Criterion

Best carrying capacity state Q2, NU = Max
Carrying capacity threshold Q4, NU = 0
Low carrying capacity state 0~Q1, NU > 0
Appropriate carrying capacity state Q1~Q4, NU > 0
Unacceptable state >Q4, NU < 0

2.1.2. Choice Experiment Method

According to Lancaster’s (1966) utility characteristics theory, the utility brought to the
user does not come from the goods itself, rather it is derived from the various attributes
that make up the goods [28]. Therefore, to accurately measure the value of each recreational
attribute’s contribution to visitors’ experience utility, this paper uses the choice experiment
method (CEM) as the assessment methodology. Similar to the contingent valuation method
(CVM), CEM uses consumers’ stated willingness to pay (WTP), or willingness to accept
(WTA) as an implicit price in a hypothetical market to estimate the monetary value of
recreational attributes, i.e., the change in consumer surplus [29–32]. The difference is
that the CVM generally assesses the marginal utility due to the change in the level of a
single recreational attribute, while all other attributes are constant [33–35]. However, in
the actual market, visitors’ recreational demands are not for a single attribute but rather
a comprehensive demand for the various attributes constituting a recreational trip [36].
The total utility of visitors is the result of the joint action of multiple recreational attributes.
CEM carries a higher information load, which helps to assess multiple attributes through a
single experimental design [37,38].

2.1.3. Random Utility Function and Conditional Logit Model

Assuming the utility of visitor i from visiting a recreational site is expressed as Ui, a
rational visitor will make the decision of choosing the site that yields the largest utility
or satisfaction [28]. We define the combination of recreational attributes in the jth scenic
area as Ci, and Uij is visitor’s i utility obtained by choosing the jth combination from the
choice set Ci. Based on random utility theory, visitors’ experience utility can be divided
into observable systematic and unobservable random parts [39,40]. Therefore, we define
the latent utility function of visitor i as follows:

Uij = Vi
(
Xj, Pj, β

)
+ εij = β jXij + βpPij + εij(i = 1, . . . . . . , N; j = 1, . . . . . . , J), (1)

where j denotes different bundles of recreational attributes and Vij denotes the visitor’s
utility when selecting recreational product j. Xij is the recreational attributes, and Pij is the
cost attribute (i.e., entrance price) of the corresponding products. εij is a random error term
that represents the influence of unobserved factors on visitors’ choice. Individual i will
choose alternative j over alternative k if and only if Uij > Uik. The probability is:

Pij = P
(
Uj > Uk

)
= P

(
Vij + εij > Vik + εik

)
(j 6= k, ∀k ∈ Ci). (2)

If εik can be assumed to be an independent and identical Gumbel distribution (i.e.,
IID), then the probability of choosing an accessible recreation product j can be written as:

Pi(j|C) =
exp
(

β jXij + βPXij
)

∑K∈Ci
exp(βKXiK + βPXiK)

, (3)
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which is referred to as the conditional logit (CL) model and McFadden’s choice model [41].
The model parameters are typically estimated using maximum-likelihood estimation with
a log-likelihood function:

logL = ∑N
i=1 ∑J

j=1 yijlog

[
exp
(

β jXij + βPXij
)

∑K∈Ci
exp(βKXiK + βPXiK)

]
(4)

where yij is an indicator variable that equals 1 when visitor i selects recreational product j
and is 0 otherwise.

Next, we observe the change in visitors’ experience utility by calculating their con-
sumer surplus. Once each attribute parameter vector β is calculated by Equation (4), the
value of the utility changes due to the change of recreational attributes can be further
measured. For example, when the attribute changes from the initial state X0 to the new
state X1, the consumer surplus can be expressed as:

CS = − 1
α

{
ln
[
∑ exp

(
β′X1

ij

)]
− ln

[
∑ exp

(
β′X0

ij

)]}
, (5)

where α represents the estimated coefficient of the cost attribute. Visitors’ WTP for the
changes in recreational attributes is equal to the ratio of the corresponding attribute coeffi-
cient to the cost attribute coefficient:

WTP = −
β j

α
, (6)

when WTP < 0, visitors’ NU under this recreational attribute level is negative, and their
experience is not satisfactory. In other words, the environment is in the “unacceptable
state”. When WTP > 0, visitors’ NU is positive, and the environment is in the “acceptable
state”. When WTP = 0, NU = 0, and the environment is in the “carrying capacity threshold”.

2.2. Data
2.2.1. Study Area

The Xian-Ren-Tai National Forest Park (NFP), established in December 2002, is located
in Anshan City, China. It is a large topographically changing location of 2931 ha and
proximity to Qianshan Scenic area, which is known as one of the first batch of “China
National Parks and scenic sites”. This park is a typical natural forest type scenic area,
and particularly famous due to its distinctive tourism resources, such as ancient pine,
characteristic crags, and numerous species of flora and fauna. The highest peak, Xian-Ren-
Tai, at an altitude of 708.3 m, is the best platform to view the sunrise in the early morning.
According to the annual statistical report assembled by the Department of Anshan Tourism
Administration, on average, there are more than 3.6 million people choose to visit this
park every year. The management of this park, such as ticket pricing, visitor control,
infrastructure construction, and natural resource protection, are under the jurisdiction of
the Anshan Municipal Government.

National forest park is the highest level of forest park in mainland China and is an
important part of China’s natural protected area system. Most of them are located in the
city boundaries or outer suburbs, which are important places to develop urban tourism
and promote the physical and mental health of local community and visitors. As noted
by Miller (1988), if the woody and associated vegetation are in and around dense human
settlements, then they could be defined as “urban forest” [42]. Another study by Deng et al.
(2017) also state that urban forest should significantly add the beauty of urban spaces and
provide the recreational experiences for visitors [43].
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The reason we chose Xian-Ren-Tai NFP to represent the urban forest tourism is that
the park is considered as the best urban tourism destination in Anshan city for recreational
activities such as sightseeing, hiking, and birding. The scenic area, with urban forests as
its main “selling point”, brings huge economic, socio-cultural, and aesthetic benefits. It is
no wonder that this park is a good fit to investigate visitors’ experiences of urban forest
tourism. However, in the past decade, the increasing number of visitors has brought serious
challenges to park management. According to Kang et al. (2019)’s field survey, Xian-Ren-
Tai NFP is facing serious challenges in relation to nature protection and recreational use,
such as garbage accumulation, infrastructure destruction, and land use changes, visitors’
experience utility has declined substantially [38]. Therefore, managers must pay more
attention to the use of park recreational resources to maximize visitors’ experience utility
within the carrying capacity.

2.2.2. Survey Design

In the preparation phase, with reference to the research of Lyu (2017) and field survey,
we selected the following five representative recreational attributes as assessment indicators
of TCC [44]. The recreational attributes and variable names are shown in Table 2. Variables
with “*” indicate the baseline of this park, which was also determined through focus group
discussions with park managers.

Table 2. The definition of recreational attributes and levels.

Attribute Attribute Description Attribute Level Type of Variable Variable Name

Vegetation coverage The vegetation coverage rate
70% 0, 1 Forest *
80% 0, 1 ForestBetter

90% 0, 1 ForestBest

Support facility
Elements including eco-lavatory, wood
path, parking lot, service center, and special
eateries and shops, each item earns 1 point

Inferior =1 0, 1 Support *
Medium = 2 0, 1 SupportBetter

Excellent = 3 0, 1 SupportBest

Garbage No. of garbage cans distributed per 200 m
>10 0, 1 Garbagemore

3–10 0, 1 Garbage *
<3 0, 1 GarbageLess

Crowding No. of people observed in a visible scope
(per 100 m2)

<10 0, 1 CrowdingBest

20 0, 1 Crowding *
35 0, 1 Crowdingmiddle

50 0, 1 Crowdingworse

>60 0, 1 Crowdingworst

Traffic condition Time spent traveling from city to park
Less convenient: >3 h 0, 1 Traffic *

Partially convenient: 1–3 h 0, 1 TrafficBetter

Convenient: <1 h 0, 1 TrafficBest

Entrance Price Admission fee ¥30 *, ¥35, ¥40, ¥50, ¥80 Continuous Entrance Price

Note: Variables with “*” indicate the baseline.

A total of 2025 combinations of attributes were derived from a full factorial permu-
tation procedure (34 × 52 = 2025). Clearly, the number of choice sets was too large to be
feasible for questionnaire design, and excessive cooperative burden will discourage par-
ticipants’ interest in taking part in the survey interview [45–47]. Therefore, an orthogonal
experimental design procedure was executed, which resulted in a total of 27 potential
combinations [48]. Finally, nine versions of choice sets were made with each set including
three potential combinations and the present attribute combination, i.e., the status quo.
In the survey process, each interviewee was asked to select a choice set from a randomly
assigned choice set scenario. To help interviewees better differentiate one choice set from
another so that their real preference toward various attribute combinations could be truly
reflected in their selection, colorful images were attached to each corresponding choice set
in the survey questionnaire. A sample task card of one version is shown in Figure 2.
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2.2.3. Data Collection

We conducted a five-day tourist questionnaire survey of this park from 1–10 May
2017, during China’s International Labor Day holiday. A total of 35–45 copies of each
version of the choice sets were distributed. A total of 365 questionnaires were distributed,
of which 328 were recovered, yielding an 89% effective response rate. With four choice
sets reviewed per interviewee, this resulted in 1312 total observations. The number of
valid questionnaires for each of nine different versions was roughly the same. Descriptive
statistics of the samples are shown in Table 3.
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Table 3. Socioeconomic characteristics of the sampled tourists.

Variable Characteristics N % Variable Characteristics N %

Gender
Male 179 54

Marital status
Unmarried 98 30

Female 149 45 Married (children = 0) 22 7
Married (children > 0) 208 63

Age

18–24 63 19
Education

Junior high school 30 9
25–40 113 34 High school 65 20
41–60 134 41 Undergraduate 220 67
61 or more 18 5 Graduate and above 13 4

HH Income
(per year; ¥’000)

≤¥40 137 42

Life satisfaction

Completely
dissatisfied 7 2

¥40–100 139 43 Dissatisfied 12 4

¥100–200 44 13 Neither dissat. nor
satis. 90 27

¥200 or more 8 2 Satisfied 127 39
Completely satisfied 92 28

3. Results
3.1. Carrying Capacity of Individual Recreational Attributes

In Table 4, we use the conditional logit model to initially construct the attribute prefer-
ence framework of visitors. As expected, the “entrance price” coefficient is significantly
negative at the 99% confidence level. The higher the ticket price is, the lower the probability
that the corresponding choice set will be selected, which is also the result of complying
with the law of demand. Except “SupportBetter” and “Garbageless”, the coefficients of other
nonprice recreational attribute levels show significant statistical correlation. Among them,
improvement in all levels of the “Vegetation coverage” and “Traffic condition” attributes
increase the probability of visitors’ choice, which indicates that excellent forest resources
and convenient traffic conditions are more likely to attract visitors. Analysis of “Crowding”
shows that when the visitors’ density of the park rises from the current state to 35 peo-
ple/100 m2, the probability of selecting the corresponding choice set decreases. In contrast,
the visitors’ density of 10 people/100 m2 increases visitors’ experience utility.

Table 4. The calculated results of the CL model for recreational attributes.

Attributes Attribute Levels Coeff. S.D. z-Statistics Net Utility/
RMB Yuan

Vegetation
coverage

Forest * −1.034 - - −39.315
Forest Better 0.5201 0.183 2.85 19.801
Forest Best 0.513 0.221 2.32 19.514

Support
facility

Support * −0.813 - - −30.921
SupportBetter 0.265 0.246 1.08 10.085
SupportBest 0.548 0.288 1.9 20.835

Garbage
Garbagemore −1.567 0.287 −5.46 −59.576
Garbage * 1.468 - - 55.815
GarbageLess 0.098 0.202 0.49 3.761

Crowding

CrowdingBest 0.400 0.228 1.75 15.220
Crowding * 1.819 - - 69.148
Crowdingmiddle −0.834 0.241 −1.38 −31.711
Crowdingworse −0.723 0.306 −2.36 −27.487
Crowdingworst −0.662 0.287 −2.31 −25.170

Traffic condition
Traffic * −1.211 - - −46.035
TrafficLess 0.287 0.184 1.55 10.919
TrafficLeast 0.924 0.251 3.68 35.116

Entrance price Entrance Price −0.0263 0.007 −3.82 -
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Table 4. Cont.

Attributes Attribute Levels Coeff. S.D. z-Statistics Net Utility/
RMB Yuan

Log-likelihood −383.461
McFadden Pseudo R2 0.154
Number of observations 1312
Prob > chi2 0

Note: * indicate statistical significance at the 0.1 levels.

In column 6 of Table 4, we use Equation (6) to report the estimated visitors’ NU
for each recreational attribute. When the crowding level of the park increases from
20 people/100 m2 to 35 people/100 m2, the NU shows a reverse change, and visitors’
utility drops to a negative value. According to the TCC assessment criteria proposed above,
when the net utility value brought to visitors is reduced to 0, the utilization of recreational
resources reaches the TCC threshold, and the corresponding recreational attribute level is
the maximum use limit of the scenic area. Therefore, the TCC threshold of the crowding
level in the Xian-Ren-Tai NFP ranges from 20 to 35 people/100 m2. Similarly, we can judge
the carrying capacity threshold range of other recreational attributes: vegetation coverage
is 70–80%, the number of garbage is 3–10 pieces/200 m, and acceptable transportation
accessibility is within 3 h. Since the setting of the support facility attribute is not quantified
in our study, a specific threshold is not reported. According to these results, the order of
TCC of the five recreational attributes in the Xian-Ren-Tai NFP is as follows: crowding
state > garbage state > support facility > vegetation coverage > traffic condition.

3.2. Carrying Capacity of the Recreational Attribute Sets

Using the net utility values corresponding to each attribute level obtained in Table 4,
we calculate the net utility levels of 28 recreational choice sets (including 27 potential
recreational attribute sets and 1 status quo) in nine versions used in the survey process.
As shown in Table 5, the current net utility level of the park is 8.69 yuan/person/trip,
which is CNY 30 less than the park entrance price. Overall, the park is in a “low carrying
capacity state”. The net utility value of visitors in Alternative-27 has a minimum value of
−166.55 yuan/person/trip. In this case, the park is seriously overloaded. The maximum
utility value of 165.82 yuan/person/trip appears in Alternative-23, at which time the park
achieves the “best carrying capacity state” and is also the best acceptable level for visitors.

Table 5. Net utility under different recreational attribute sets.

Alternative Vegetation
Coverage

Support
Facility Garbage Crowding Traffic

Condition Net Utility

Alternative-1 70% Inferior 3–10 pieces/200 m 35 persons/100 m2 1–3 h −35.212
Alternative-2 90% Inferior <3 pieces/200 m 50 persons/100 m2 1–3 h −24.212
Alternative-3 80% Inferior >10 pieces/200 m 50 persons/100 m2 >3 h −144.218
Alternative-4 80% Inferior <3 pieces/200 m 35 persons/100 m2 <1 h −3.954
Alternative-5 70% Excellent 3–10 pieces/200 m 50 persons/100 m2 <1 h 44.965
Alternative-6 70% Inferior 3–10 pieces/200 m >60 persons/100 m2 1–3 h −28.672
Alternative-7 90% Inferior <3 pieces/200 m 35 persons/100 m2 >3 h 7.668
Alternative-8 80% Medium <3 pieces/200 m 35 persons/100 m2 1–3 h 12.854
Alternative-9 70% Medium >10 pieces/200 m 20 persons/100 m2 1–3 h −8.739
Alternative-10 70% Medium <3 pieces/200 m <10 persons/100 m2 >3 h −56.283
Alternative-11 80% Medium 3–10 pieces/200 m >60 persons/100 m2 <1 h 95.646
Alternative-12 90% Excellent <3 pieces/200 m >60 persons/100 m2 1–3 h 29.860
Alternative-13 70% Excellent >10 pieces/200 m 35 persons/100 m2 1–3 h −98.848
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Table 5. Cont.

Alternative Vegetation
Coverage

Support
Facility Garbage Crowding Traffic

Condition Net Utility

Alternative-14 70% Medium <3 pieces/200 m >60 persons/100 m2 1–3 h −39.719
Alternative-15 80% Medium 3–10 pieces/200 m 20 persons/100 m2 >3 h 108.813
Alternative-16 80% Excellent >10 pieces/200 m 20 persons/100 m2 <1 h 67.509
Alternative-17 80% Excellent 3–10 pieces/200 m <10 persons/100 m2 1–3 h 122.590
Alternative-18 70% Medium 3–10 pieces/200 m 20 persons/100 m2 1–3 h −46.936
Alternative-19 90% Medium >10 pieces/200 m <10 persons/100 m2 <1 h 20.359
Alternative-20 70% Inferior <3 pieces/200 m 20 persons/100 m2 <1 h 37.789
Alternative-21 80% Medium <3 pieces/200 m 50 persons/100 m2 1–3 h 17.079
Alternative-22 90% Excellent <3 pieces/200 m <10 persons/100 m2 >3 h 13.296
Alternative-23 90% Medium 3–10 pieces/200 m 20 persons/100 m2 1–3 h 165.482
Alternative-24 80% Inferior 3–10 pieces/200 m <10 persons/100 m2 1–3 h 70.834
Alternative-25 80% Inferior <3 pieces/200 m >60 persons/100 m2 1–3 h −21.610
Alternative-26 80% Excellent >10 pieces/200 m 20 persons/100 m2 1–3 h 61.126
Alternative-27 70% Medium >10 pieces/200 m 35 persons/100 m2 >3 h −166.553
Status quo 70% Inferior 3–10 pieces/200 m 20 persons/100 m2 >3 h 8.692

To display the TCC status of all choice sets more intuitively, we rank the corresponding
net utility values in Figure 3. The net utility brought by Alternatives 23, 17, 15, 11, 24, 16, 26,
5, 23, and 20 exceeds the entrance price paid, and the park is in the “appropriate carrying
capacity state”. Although the net utility of Alternatives 12, 19, 21, 22, 8, and 7 and the
status quo are positive, the tourism resources are underutilized and are in a “low carrying
capacity state”. Alternatives 4, 9, 25, 2, 6, 1, 14, 10, 13, 3, and 27 bring negative experience
utility, which leads to an “unacceptable state”.
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In Table 6, we show the TCC state of each recreational attribute set. The net utility
corresponds to Alternative 4 and is−3.95 yuan/person/trip, which is closest to 0. Therefore,
we defined this alternative as the “carrying capacity threshold” of Xian-Ren-Tai National
Forest Park. Although the net utility of 8.69 yuan/person/trip for the current state of the
park is greater than the threshold value of 0, it is close to the TCC threshold, which means
that there is still a large planning space in the park, and it is imperative to improve the
status quo.
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Table 6. Assessment of TCC for each recreational attribute set.

Alternative TCC Status TCC Characteristic Alternative TCC Status TCC Characteristic

Alternative-1 Unacceptable state Alternative-15 Appropriate state
Alternative-2 Unacceptable state Alternative-16 Appropriate state
Alternative-3 Unacceptable state Alternative-17 Appropriate state

Alternative-4 Unacceptable state Carrying capacity
threshold Alternative-18 Unacceptable state

Alternative-5 Appropriate state Alternative-19 Low state
Alternative-6 Unacceptable state Alternative-20 Appropriate state
Alternative-7 Low state Close to threshold Alternative-21 Low state
Alternative-8 Low state Alternative-22 Low state

Alternative-9 Unacceptable state Alternative-23 Appropriate state Best carrying capacity
state

Alternative-10 Unacceptable state Alternative-24 Appropriate state
Alternative-11 Appropriate state Alternative-25 Unacceptable state
Alternative-12 Low state Alternative-26 Appropriate state

Alternative-13 Unacceptable state Alternative-27 Unacceptable state Lowest carrying
capacity state

Alternative-14 Unacceptable state Status quo Low state Close to threshold

4. Discussion
4.1. The Interpretation of TCC Based on Visitors’ Experiences Utility

The approach developed to assess TCC for recreational resources in this study is
through determining the unacceptable levels of visitors’ experience utility within the con-
text of a forest park. It captures the feature that the “unacceptable changes” in the visitors’
experiences precede the threshold of the natural physical environment [49]. An advan-
tage of using perceived experience indicators as input variables for the TCC framework
is the provision of a more complete picture of a park’s recreational conditions. This is a
supplement to the basic theory of the Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) [23,50]. Because
previous LAC assessment studies generally use either descriptive indicators [51] or local
community attitude [24] for their measurements. Few have provided a quantitative pro-
cedure to determine visitors’ preference for recreation-related issues. In accordance with
Salerno et al. (2013), different stakeholders may have different perceptions of “what is
unacceptable” [52]. Therefore, the LAC framework should have complicated discussions
about visitor recreational experiences, and their interactions with biophysical processes
and conditions [53].

This study demonstrates that the recreational resources comprised at least five indi-
cators of attributes in the national forest park. The multiple indicators perspective is also
consistent with the core idea of the LAC theory. Previous research has shown that the
third step of the LAC framework, identifying the most important conditions of a study
site and then the specific indicators that might best monitor change in that conditions is
the most challenging one of the nine steps. According to Roman et al. (2007), only by
considering both environmental, economic, and social aspects can the performance of TCC
be improved [54]. Some indicators, such as site infrastructure [23], trail width [55], and
number of people encountered [51], have been widely used in LAC studies to describe
the variation of recreational conditions of a tourism site. Therefore, on the basis of LAC,
this study expands the indicators of TCC assessment from a single quality measure to
more completed multiple recreational parameters. For example, referring to Manning and
Leung’s (2005) methodology for visualizing congestion studies, we use the number of
people a visitor encountered within 100 m2 as an indicator of the degree of crowding [56].

The regression results based on visitors’ preferences reveal the important attributes
that impose significant effects on visitors’ travel demand. For example, we found that
convenient traffic conditions increase the probability of visitors choosing the corresponding
choice set. This is echoed by the study of Zeng et al. (2022), who stated that traffic
accessibility had the largest marginal contribution to the formation of visitor attraction,
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reaching 0.35 [57]. Our results indicate an increase in the number of people a visitor
encounters exhibits negative effects on respondents’ welfare. Similarly, the research of
Wang et al. (2014) opined that typical visitors may feel more comfortable when they see
fewer visitors in a forest park [16].

The TCC assessment results provide the key information on the carrying capacity
threshold of five recreational attributes in Xian-Ren-Tai NFP. The current amount of garbage
and the level of crowding in the park have positive utility for visitors, which means that
the current condition of these two attributes is still within the range of the “appropriate
carrying capacity state”. However, we also found the over-load signals in TCC of support
facility, vegetation coverage, and traffic status. In other words, the current conditions of
these three attributes are confronted with a potential risk of being overloaded. As pointed
out by Dogantan and Kozak (2019), a stronger resilience of carrying capacity is based on
fully utilized tourism resources [58]. As a result, sustainable utilization can be achieved not
only by limiting the increase of tourism load but also by the expansion of tourism carriers
to alleviate it.

Furthermore, our results based on the choice experiment also quantitatively reflect
the TCC under different recreational attribute sets scenarios. Because there is a consensus
around tourist attractions that they are composed of various types of tourism resources [59].
The 27 potential recreational attribute sets designed in our survey can represent different
development situations of the Xian-Ren-Tai NFP. Their corresponding TCC values help
park managers properly monitor the tourism resource status, thus effective policies can be
taken for matching the TCC need. In other words, if the TCC of a choice set is overloaded,
the park managers should control the tourist load or improve the utilization of tourism
resources to maintain the stability of carrying capacity.

The methodology developed to assess TCC in our study also demonstrates the poten-
tial to be applied to other case studies. It provides a rapid, referable assessment framework
when the time and budget are limited as it typically only requires adjusting the recreational
attributes and levels according to the characteristics of the park being studied. However,
tourism resources vary from park to park, so which attributes are proper enough to repre-
sent the study area should be noted [49]. Because the attributes selected in this study, such
as vegetation coverage and traffic status, only provide a basic profile for characterizing
Xian-Ren-Tai NFP. Furthermore, an extended questionnaire considering both visitors and
other stakeholders together can improve the validity of the performance of TCC.

4.2. Policy Implications for Forest Park Management

As an important measure of the coordinated development of human tourism activities
and recreational resources, the assessment results of the TCC can provide valuable refer-
ences for formulating tailor-made policies to further promote the sustainable development
of national forest parks. On the one hand, it can help management departments rectify
and manage those environmental resources that are on the verge of being used to unearth
potential recreational resources in parks that are underutilized or undeveloped. On the
premise that the environment is not damaged, the economic benefits of tourism resources
reach maximization. As indicated by the assessing results of the status quo in Figure 3,
the tourism resources in this park are in a “low carrying capacity state” and there is still a
large development space. Park management personnel could supplement new recreational
activities by using the advantages of the forest ecosystem, such as birding, forest therapy,
water entertainment, and charge-associated activity fees, to obtain additional economic
supplements. On the other hand, the identification of visitors’ preference for recreational
attributes and the measurement of carrying capacity state also have irreplaceable reference
values for revealing the marginal impact of attribute changes on visitors’ experience utility
and improving their satisfaction level.
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4.3. Research Limitations and Further Studies

Inevitably, some research limitations remain. First, although we have made great
efforts in park management practices and the existing literature to select as many attributes
as possible that represent the tourism characteristics of Xian-Ren-Tai NFP, the carrying ca-
pacity assessment based on only these five attributes cannot provide sufficient information
for the management of national parks. Other non-natural resources, such as the number of
hiking trails, noise level, signposting, locations for birding, historical relics, and so on, may
also play important roles in attracting visitors to the forest park. Those attributes that have
been confirmed by other studies to influence tourism utility are no exception. Second, our
assessment is based on one-time survey data, and the carrying capacity information only
being useful to the short-run management analysis. As time goes by, the visitors’ experience
utility over the recreational attributes may be changed considerably. For example, our field
survey was conducted during China’s “May 1st Golden Week”, a period when a larger
number of people make travels and visitors face worse sanitation and a higher level of
congestion. For this reason, the tracking of the changes in the visitor’s experience using
multiple surveys within a year must be noted in order to rigorously reveal the carrying
capacity of the forest park. Third, the tradeoff between the carrying capacity state under
visitors’ experience utility and the bearing threshold of the natural environment supported
by eco-physical data requires further discussion.

5. Conclusions

Tourism carrying capacity can serve as a powerful management tool for the control of
progressive tourism development or in other words can be used as a guideline for policy
interventions in sustainable development. In this study, we propose adding the dimension
of visitors’ experience utility to the TCC and developing an assessment criterion from
the perspective of combining recreational value with the utility to measure the acceptable
range for different recreational attributes. The carrying capacity state of each recreational
attribute set is described by the CEM and conditional logit model.

There are two main conclusions from our research. First, the carrying capacity threshold
of the crowding level of Liaoning Xian-Ren-Tai National Forest Park is 20–35 people/100 m2,
the carrying capacity threshold of vegetation cover is between 70% and 80%, the amount of
garbage is between 3 and 10, and the acceptable traffic accessibility level for visitors is within
3 h. Except for the crowding level and garbage quality of the park, which are still within the
TCC range, the other three recreational attributes of vegetation cover, traffic condition, and
support facility are close to their TCC thresholds. The utilization of recreational resources
in this park needs urgent improvement. Second, according to the assessment criterion of
tourism experience carrying capacity derived from the correlation between marginal utility
MU and marginal cost MC, Xian-Ren-Tai National Forest Park is currently in a “low carrying
capacity state”, and the utilization level of tourism resources clearly lags behind the optimal
level. According to the net utility of 27 potential recreational attribute sets considered in
the experimental study, the “best carrying capacity state” is reflected by Alternative-23.
Alternative-27 is the worst carrying capacity state, and Alternative-4 is the maximum use
limit that visitors cannot accept.

Funding: This research was funded by the Humanities and Social Science Foundation of the Ministry
of Education, grant number 21YJCZH057, the Innovation Engineering Project of Chinese Academy
of Social Sciences 2022STSA02, the Major Innovation Project of Chinese Academy of Social Sciences
2023YZD019 and the Research project of Hainan Institute of National Park (STWM-HX-2023-001).

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available on request from the
corresponding author.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.



Forests 2023, 14, 1694 14 of 16

References
1. Liu, Y.P.; Nie, L.L.; Wang, F.Q.; Nie, Z.L. The Impact of Tourism Development on Local Residents in Bama, Guangxi, China. Tour.

Econ. 2015, 21, 1133–1148. [CrossRef]
2. Zhong, L.S.; Deng, J.Y.; Song, Z.W.; Ding, P.Y. Research on Environmental Impacts of Tourism in China: Progress and Prospect.

J. Environ. Manag. 2011, 92, 2972–2983. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
3. Egota, T.; Mihalic, T.; Perdue, R.R. Resident Perceptions and Responses to Tourism: Individual Vs Community Level Impacts.

J. Sustain. Tour. 2022. [CrossRef]
4. Tokarchuk, O.; Barr, J.C.; Cozzio, C. How Much Is Too Much? Estimating Tourism Carrying Capacity in Urban Context Using

Sentiment Analysis. Tour. Manag. 2022, 91, 104522. [CrossRef]
5. Tokarchuk, O.; Gabriele, R.; Maurer, O. Estimating Tourism Social Carrying Capacity. Ann. Tour. Res. 2021, 86, 102971. [CrossRef]
6. Nahuelhual, L.; Carmona, A.; Lozada, P.; Jaramillo, A.; Aguayo, M. Mapping Recreation and Ecotourism as a Cultural Ecosystem

Service: An Application at the Local Level in Southern Chile. Appl. Geogr. 2013, 40, 71–82. [CrossRef]
7. Li, M.M.; Wu, B.H.; Cai, L.P. Tourism Development of World Heritage Sites in China: A Geographic Perspective. Tour. Manag.

2008, 29, 308–319. [CrossRef]
8. Gossling, S.; Hansson, C.B.; Horstmeier, O.; Saggel, S. Ecological Footprint Analysis as a Tool to Assess Tourism Sustainability.

Ecol. Econ. 2002, 43, 199–211. [CrossRef]
9. Manning, R. The Limits of Tourism in Parks and Protected Areas: Managing Carrying Capacity in the US National Parks. In

Aking Tourism to the Limits: Issues, Concepts and Management, Practice; Ryan, C., Page, S., Aitken, M., Eds.; Pergamon Press: New
York, NY, USA, 2005.

10. Kangas, K.; Luoto, M.; Ihantola, A.; Tomppo, E.; Siikamäki, P. Recreation Induced Changes in Boreal Bird Populations in Protected
Areas. Ecol. Appl. 2010, 20, 1775–1786. [CrossRef]

11. Mallord, J.W.; Dolman, P.M.; Brown, A.F.; Sutherland, W.J. Linking Recreational Disturbance to Population Size in a Ground-
Nesting Passerine. J. Appl. Ecol. 2007, 44, 185–195. [CrossRef]

12. Briguglio, L.; Briguglio, M. Sustainable Tourism in Small Islands: The Case of Malta. In Biodiversity and Tourism Symposium; Port
Cros: Hyères, France, 2002.

13. Zhang, X.H.; Lin, M.C.; Lin, S. The Method of Tourism Environmental Carrying Capacity. In Proceedings of the 3rd International
Conference on Ecosystem Assessment Management/Workshop on the Construction of an Early Warning Platform for Eco-Tourism,
Haikou, China, 5–12 May 2013.

14. Palmer, M.A.; Filoso, S.; Fanelli, R.M. From Ecosystems to Ecosystem Services: Stream Restoration as Ecological Engineering.
Ecol. Eng. 2014, 65, 62–70. [CrossRef]

15. Björk, P.; Prebensen, N.; Räikkönen, J.; Sundbo, J. 20 Years of Nordic Tourism Experience Research: A Review and Future Research
Agenda. Scand. J. Hosp. Tour. 2021, 21, 26–36. [CrossRef]

16. Wang, E.D.; Wei, J.H.; Lu, H.Y. Valuing Natural and Non-Natural Attributes for a National Forest Park Using a Choice Experiment
Method. Tour. Econ. 2014, 20, 1199–1213. [CrossRef]

17. Sang, S.; Liu, K. Calculating Method for Environmental Carrying Capacity of Low-Carbon Tourism in Coastal Areas under
Ecological Efficiency. In Proceedings of the International Conference on Economic Management and Model Engineering
(ICEMME), Malacca, Malaysia, 6–8 December 2019.

18. Muler, G.V.; Coromina, L.; Gali, N. Overtourism: Residents’ Perceptions of Tourism Impact as an Indicator of Resident Social
Carrying Capacity—Case Study of a Spanish Heritage Town. Tour. Rev. 2018, 73, 277–296. [CrossRef]

19. Li, J.P.; Weng, G.M.; Pan, Y.; Li, C.H.; Wang, N. A Scientometric Review of Tourism Carrying Capacity Research: Cooperation,
Hotspots, and Prospect. J. Clean Prod. 2021, 325, 129278. [CrossRef]

20. Manning, R.E. Parks and Carrying Capacity: Commons without Tragedy; Island Press: Washington, DC, USA, 2007.
21. Prato, T. Fuzzy Adaptive Management of Social and Ecological Carrying Capacities for Protected Areas. J. Environ. Manag. 2009,

90, 2551–2557. [CrossRef]
22. Ji, K.M.; Zhao, Y.; Wang, J.M.; Huang, X.T. Consuming the Mundane and Extraordinary: Hospitality Facilities and Transport in

the Spatiotemporal Behaviour of Theme Park Visitors. Asia Pac. J. Tour. Res. 2021, 26, 953–972. [CrossRef]
23. Bentz, J.; Lopes, F.; Calado, H.; Dearden, P. Sustaining Marine Wildlife Tourism through Linking Limits of Acceptable Change

and Zoning in the Wildlife Tourism Model. Mar. Policy 2016, 68, 100–107. [CrossRef]
24. Ahn, B.Y.; Lee, B.K.; Shafer, C.S. Operationalizing Sustainability in Regional Tourism Planning: An Application of the Limits of

Acceptable Change Framework. Tour. Manag. 2002, 23, 1–15. [CrossRef]
25. Jiang, S.; Scott, N.; Tao, L. Antecedents of Augmented Reality Experiences: Potential Tourists to Shangri-La Potatso National Park,

China. Asia Pac. J. Tour. Res. 2019, 24, 1034–1045. [CrossRef]
26. Frauman, E.; Banks, S. Gateway Community Resident Perceptions of Tourism Development: Incorporating Importance-

Performance Analysis into a Limits of Acceptable Change Framework. Tour. Manag. 2011, 32, 128–140. [CrossRef]
27. Newsome, D.K.; Pearce, R.J.; Chan KL, J. Visitor Satisfaction with a Key Wildlife Tourism Destination within the Context of a

Damaged Landscape. Curr. Issues Tour. 2019, 22, 729–746. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.5367/te.2015.0518
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2011.07.011
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21821344
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2022.2149759
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2022.104522
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2020.102971
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeog.2012.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2007.03.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0921-8009(02)00211-2
https://doi.org/10.1890/09-0399.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2006.01242.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2013.07.059
https://doi.org/10.1080/15022250.2020.1857302
https://doi.org/10.5367/te.2013.0329
https://doi.org/10.1108/TR-08-2017-0138
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.129278
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2009.01.015
https://doi.org/10.1080/10941665.2021.1925318
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2016.02.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-5177(01)00059-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/10941665.2019.1653949
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2010.01.013
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2017.1312685


Forests 2023, 14, 1694 15 of 16

28. Lancaster, K.J. A New Approach to Consumer Theory. J. Polit. Econ. 1966, 74, 132–157. [CrossRef]
29. Liu, T. Testing on-Site Sampling Correction in Discrete Choice Experiments. Tour. Manag. 2017, 60, 439–441. [CrossRef]
30. Kemperman, A. A Review of Research into Discrete Choice Experiments in Tourism: Launching the Annals of Tourism Research

Curated Collection on Discrete Choice Experiments in Tourism. Ann. Touris. Res. 2021, 87, 103137. [CrossRef]
31. An, W.; Alarcon, S. Rural Tourism Preferences in Spain: Best-Worst Choices. Ann. Touris. Res. 2021, 89, 103210. [CrossRef]
32. Majumdar, S.; Deng, J.Y.; Zhang, Y.Q.; Pierskalla, C. Using Contingent Valuation to Estimate the Willingness of Tourists to Pay for

Urban Forests: A Study in Savannah, Georgia. Urban For. Urban Green. 2011, 10, 275–280. [CrossRef]
33. Tisdell, C. Valuation of Tourism’s Natural Resources. In International Handbook on the Economics of Tourism; Dwyer, L., Forsyth, P.,

Eds.; Edward Elgar Publishing: Northampton, MA, USA, 2006.
34. Lavee, D.; Menachem, O. Economic Valuation of the Existence of the Southwestern Basin of the Dead Sea in Israel. Land Use Pol.

2018, 71, 160–169. [CrossRef]
35. Ellingson, L.; Seidl, A. Comparative Analysis of Non-Market Valuation Techniques for the Eduardo Avaroa Reserve, Bolivia. Ecol.

Econ. 2007, 60, 517–525. [CrossRef]
36. Louda, J.; Vojacek, O.; Slavikova, L. Achieving Robust and Socially Acceptable Environmental Policy Recommendations: Lessons

from Combining the Choice Experiment Method and Institutional Analysis Focused on Cultural Ecosystem Services. Forests 2021,
12, 484. [CrossRef]

37. Loyola, R.P.; Wang, E.D.; Kang, N.N. Economic Valuation of Recreational Attributes Using a Choice Experiment Approach: An
Application to the Galapagos Islands. Tour. Econ. 2021, 27, 86–104. [CrossRef]

38. Kang, N.N.; Wang, E.D.; Yu, Y. Valuing Forest Park Attributes by Giving Consideration to the Tourist Satisfaction. Tour. Econ.
2019, 25, 711–733. [CrossRef]

39. Louviere, J.J.; David, A.H.; Joffre, D.S. Stated Choice Methods: Analysis and Application; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge,
UK, 2001.

40. Medvigy, D.; Wofsy, S.C.; Munger, J.W.; Hollinger, D.Y.; Moorcroft, P.R. Mechanistic Scaling of Ecosystem Function and Dynamics
in Space and Time: Ecosystem Demography Model Version 2. J. Geophys. Res.-Biogeosci. 2009, 114. [CrossRef]

41. McFadden, D. Modelling the Choice of Residential Location. Cowles Found. Discuss. Pap. 1978, 673, 72–77.
42. Miller, R.W. Urban Forestry: Planning and Managing Urban Greenspaces; Prentice-Hall: Englewood Cliffs, NJ, USA, 1988; Volume 24.
43. Deng, J.Y.; Andrada, R.; Pierskalla, R. Visitors’ and residents’ perceptions of urban forests for leisure in Washington D.C. Urban

For. Urban Green. 2017, 28, 1–11. [CrossRef]
44. Lyu, S.O. Which Accessible Travel Products Are People with Disabilities Willing to Pay More? A Choice Experiment. Tour. Manag.

2017, 59, 404–412. [CrossRef]
45. Carlsson, F.; Martinsson, P. Does It Matter When a Power Outage Occurs? A Choice Experiment Study on the Willingness to Pay

to Avoid Power Outages. Energy Econ. 2008, 30, 1232–1245. [CrossRef]
46. Ek, K.; Persson, L. Wind Farms—Where and How to Place Them? A Choice Experiment Approach to Measure Consumer

Preferences for Characteristics of Wind Farm Establishments in Sweden. Ecol. Econ. 2014, 105, 193–203. [CrossRef]
47. Wang, Y.C.; Geng, K.X.; Anthony, D.M.; Zhou, H.Y. The Impact of Traffic Demand Management Policy Mix on Commuter Travel

Choices. Transp. Policy 2022, 117, 74–87. [CrossRef]
48. Tang, L.; Luo, X.; Cheng, Y.; Yang, F.; Ran, B. Constructing an Optimal Orthogonal Choice Design with Alternative-Specific

Attributes for Stated Choice Experiments. Transp. Res. Record 2014, 2451, 50–59. [CrossRef]
49. He, H.M.; Shen, L.Y.; Wong, S.W.; Cheng, G.Y.; Shu, T.H. A “load-carrier” perspective approach for assessing tourism resource

carrying capacity. Tour. Manag. Perspect. 2023, 94, 104651. [CrossRef]
50. Canteiro, M.; C’ordova-Tapia, F.; Brazeiro, A. Tourism impact assessment: A tool to evaluate the environmental impacts of

touristic activities in natural protected areas. Tour. Manag. Perspect. 2018, 28, 220–227. [CrossRef]
51. Komsary, K.C.; Tarigan, W.P.; Wiyana, T. Limits of acceptable change as tool for tourism development sustainability in Pangan-

daran West Java. IOP Conf. Ser. Earth Environ. Sci. 2018, 126, 012129. [CrossRef]
52. Salerno, F.; Viviano, G.; Manfredi, E.C.; Caroli, P.; Thakuri, S.; Tartari, G. Multiple Carrying Capacities from a management-

oriented perspective to operationalize sustainable tourism in protected areas. J. Environ. Manag. 2013, 128, 116–125. [CrossRef]
53. Roe, P.; Hrymak, V.; Dimanche, F. Assessing environmental sustainability in tourism and recreation areas: A risk-assessment-based

model. J. Sustain. Tour. 2014, 22, 319–338. [CrossRef]
54. Roman GS, J.; Dearden, P.; Rollins, R. Application of Zoning and ‘Limits of Acceptable Change’ to Manage Snorkelling Tourism.

Environ. Manag. 2007, 39, 819–830. [CrossRef]
55. Dragovich, D.; Bajpai, S. Managing Tourism and Environment—Trail Erosion, Thresholds of Potential Concern and Limits of

Acceptable Change. Sustainability 2022, 14, 4291. [CrossRef]
56. Manning, R.; Leung, Y. Research to support management of visitor carrying capacity at Boston harbor islands. Northeast. Nat.

2005, 12, 201–206. [CrossRef]
57. Zeng, Y.X.; Zhong, L.S.; Wang, L.E.; Hu, Y. Measuring the Conflict Tendency between Tourism Development and Ecological

Protection in Protected Areas: A Study on National Nature Reserves in China. Appl. Geogr. 2022, 142, 102690.

https://doi.org/10.1086/259131
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2017.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2020.103137
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2021.103210
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2011.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.11.054
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2006.07.014
https://doi.org/10.3390/f12040484
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354816619885236
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354816618803272
https://doi.org/10.1029/2008JG000812
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2017.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2016.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2007.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2014.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2022.01.002
https://doi.org/10.3141/2451-06
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2022.104651
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2018.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/126/1/012129
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2013.04.043
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2013.815762
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-006-0145-6
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14074291
https://doi.org/10.1656/1092-6194(2005)12[201:RTSMOV]2.0.CO;2


Forests 2023, 14, 1694 16 of 16

58. Dogantan, E.; Kozak, M.A. Resilience capacity in different types of tourism businesses. Tour. Int. Interdiscip. J. 2019, 67, 126–146.
59. Vinyals-Mirabent, S. European urban destinations’ attractors at the frontier between competitiveness and a unique destination

image. A benchmark study of communication practices. J. Destin. Mark. Manag. 2019, 12, 37–45. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2019.02.006

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Methodological Framework 
	The Utility-Based Theoretical Framework of TCC 
	Choice Experiment Method 
	Random Utility Function and Conditional Logit Model 

	Data 
	Study Area 
	Survey Design 
	Data Collection 


	Results 
	Carrying Capacity of Individual Recreational Attributes 
	Carrying Capacity of the Recreational Attribute Sets 

	Discussion 
	The Interpretation of TCC Based on Visitors’ Experiences Utility 
	Policy Implications for Forest Park Management 
	Research Limitations and Further Studies 

	Conclusions 
	References

