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Nature’s contributions to people: coproducing quality of life from
multifunctional landscapes
Enora Bruley 1, Bruno Locatelli 2,3 and Sandra Lavorel 1

ABSTRACT. Nature’s contributions to human well-being within social-ecological systems have been widely studied using multiple
conceptual frameworks, yet there is a growing need to better articulate how both humans and nature contribute to quality of life. We
present an operationalization of the Intergovernmental Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES) conceptual
framework with an in-depth analysis of the coproduction of nature’s contributions to people (NCP) in a mountain social-ecological
system. Based on a participatory process questioning stakeholders on nature’s contributions to their quality of life, we propose an
analysis of NCP coproduction mechanisms in a multifunctional landscape. We refine the consideration of NCP coproduction in the
IPBES framework by distinguishing three coproduction types at different steps of the benefits flow from ecosystems to quality of life:
(1) ecosystem management; (2) mobilization, harvesting, and physical access; and (3) appropriation, social access, and appreciation.
For each of these coproduction types, we describe the types of natural and human-derived capital involved. This approach highlights:
nature’s key contributions to people as perceived by participants; landscape multifunctionality and interlinkages among NCP induced
by their simultaneous coproduction to improve quality of life; and a gradient of natural and human-derived capital among coproduction
types and among material, nonmaterial, and regulating NCP. This approach documents how NCP coproduction creates social-ecological
trade-offs and synergies among multiple NCP, as well as collaborations and conflicts among beneficiaries at the landscape level. We
conclude that the analysis of NCP coproduction can provide new opportunities for ecosystem services research by tackling the
involvement of both humans and nature in quality of life objectives.
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INTRODUCTION
Understanding complex interactions between nature and society
is still a challenge as regards informing sustainable development
(Steffen et al. 2015). Multiple social-ecological approaches and
conceptual frameworks have blossomed over the past two decades
(Berkes et al. 2002, Liu et al. 2007, Ostrom 2009, Collins et al.
2011, Binder et al. 2013). They depict the interlinkages between
the social and natural processes that drive the delivery of benefits
from nature to people and underpin the functioning of social-
ecological systems (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment 2005,
Haines-Young and Potschin 2010, Reyers et al. 2013, Ellis et al.
2019). An example is the conceptual framework of the
Intergovernmental Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem
Services (IPBES; Díaz et al. 2015), which divides social-ecological
systems into six main components (nature, nature’s contributions
to people [NCP], good quality of life, anthropogenic assets, direct
drivers of change, and indirect drivers of change) and 10
interactions. Similar to ecosystem services, NCP is defined as “all
the contributions, both positive and negative, of living nature
(diversity of organisms, ecosystems, and their associated
ecological and evolutionary processes) to people’s quality of life”
(Díaz et al. 2018).  

In the IPBES framework, good quality of life is the
accomplishment of a “fulfilled human life” (Díaz et al. 2015) and
encompasses individual aspirations of access to food, water,
health, education, and livelihood security; social goals of diversity
of options, environmental justice, and intra- and intergenerational
equity; and cultural dimensions of identity and autonomy,
spirituality and religions, and arts and cultural heritage (Pascual

et al. 2017). Nature refers to the diversity of living organisms and
their interactions among themselves and with their environment
(Díaz et al. 2015). Nature contributes to quality of life through
material, nonmaterial, and regulating NCP (Díaz et al. 2018),
which are affected by natural or anthropogenic direct drivers.
Natural direct drivers are natural processes linked to climate or
disturbances that are not directly human activities, such as
extreme rainfall or pest outbreaks that will directly affect
agricultural productivity. Anthropogenic direct drivers are those
resulting from human decisions and actions, such as pollution,
climate change, and ecosystem restoration. Indirect drivers are
related to changes that are external to the social-ecological system,
such as economic, demographic, cultural, or lifestyle changes
(Martín-López et al. 2019), for example, consumption patterns
and markets that influence demand for NCP. Institutions and
governance are also considered indirect drivers of how decisions
are made and implemented and how people and societies organize
themselves and their interactions with nature (Díaz et al. 2015),
for example, public policies relating to land use and management.
Finally, anthropogenic assets represent all infrastructures,
financial assets, knowledge, skills, and technologies involved in
the coproduction of NCP.  

Since the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2005), the
coproduction of ecosystem services by people and nature has
gained stronger recognition (Mastrángelo et al. 2019). The IPBES
framework brings to the fore the role of humans in the provision
of NCP by recognizing the role of anthropogenic assets in good
quality of life through the coproduction of benefits between
nature and various assets built by people (Díaz et al. 2015).
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Whereas ecosystem services are often treated in scientific analyses
and common discourse as a “free gift of nature” (Spangenberg et
al. 2014), they are usually jointly produced by social-ecological
processes and require human intervention to deliver a benefit, a
process referred to as coproduction (Palomo et al. 2016).
Although ecological factors that drive service provision have been
addressed extensively, the assessment of human factors has
remained marginal (Mastrángelo et al. 2019) yet is critical to
understanding complex social-ecological systems. This notion of
coproduction has been integrated into recent social-ecological
frameworks (Lele et al. 2013, Reyers et al. 2013), and various
approaches to coproduction have been proposed: Spangenberg et
al. (2014) conceptualized how human agency shapes ecosystem
services provision along the ecosystem services flow from
ecosystems to human well-being, and Fischer and Eastwood
(2016) proposed an analytical framework for the role of humans
in the generation of ecosystem services focusing on people’s
identities and capabilities. In addition, analytical approaches to
coproduction have been developed and applied to exemplary case
studies. For example, Jones et al. (2016) and Palomo et al. (2016)
proposed to analyze the natural and human-derived capital
involved in ecosystem services delivery flow, thereby highlighting
trade-offs among natural and human-derived capital along
gradients of management intensification (Outeiro et al. 2017).
Fedele et al. (2017) characterized the mechanisms mediating the
contribution of ecosystem services to human well-being along the
ecosystem services benefits flow: management, mobilization,
allocation appropriation, and appreciation.  

To date, the notion of coproduction of NCP has been
underdeveloped in IPBES reports and in papers using its
framework (e.g., IPBES 2019, Martín-López et al. 2019), and the
priority question of how ecosystem services are coproduced by
social-ecological systems (Bennett et al. 2015) still stands out as
a knowledge gap (Mastrángelo et al. 2019). Thus, although
coproduction is at the core of frameworks such as that of IPBES,
coproduction mechanisms need to be analyzed more explicitly by
considering human inputs at all steps of benefit production from
ecosystems to NCP and quality of life. Here, we address this gap
by applying the IPBES framework with a focus on coproduction
mechanisms underpinning NCP. In a mountain social-ecological
system of the French Alps, we aimed to understand the human–
nature interactions that make up the local social-ecological
system. We used the IPBES framework to guide a participatory
process and as an analytical framework to identify nature’s
contributions to good quality of life and the drivers that shape
the interactions perceived by stakeholders. We present how this
process led us to enhance the representation of NCP coproduction
within the IPBES framework for analyzing human-derived capital
that is involved at different steps along the flow of NCP from
ecosystems to people. With this novel specification of
coproduction, we asked four questions: (1) What are the key
contributions of nature to good quality of life in this mountain
social-ecological system? (2) How are NCP and benefits for
quality of life coproduced? (3) What human-derived capital is
involved in NCP coproduction for quality of life? (4) How can
the analysis of NCP coproduction provide new opportunities for
ecosystem services assessment, particularly through the IPBES
conceptual framework?

METHODS

Case study description
In the central French Alps, Pays de la Meije, located at the head
of the Romanche Valley, is a remote valley with an area of 205
km² at an altitude varying between 1135 and 3984 m. The climate
is alpine with Mediterranean influences (mean minimum
temperature −7.4°C [February], mean maximum temperature
19.5°C [July]; mean annual precipitation 956 mm with 60% as
winter snowfall; growing season: mid-April to mid-October
[Quétier et al. 2007]). South-facing slopes are dominated by
terraced grasslands and summer pastures shaped since the late
Middle Ages by traditional farming, with livestock production as
a predominant activity since the early 20th century. Mowing and
grazing maintain a grassy landscape with terraces as a legacy
(Quétier et al. 2007). North-facing slopes are characterized by
steeper slopes covered by forest below 2200 m and sparse
vegetation, rocks, and ice at higher altitude that are mainly
included in the core area of the Ecrins National Park and a skiing
area (Fig. 1; Table A1.1 in Appendix 1).  

With two municipalities, La Grave (484 inhabitants) and Villar
d’Arène (322 inhabitants; Institut national de la statistique et des
etudes économiques, 2016: https://www.insee.fr/fr/accueil), Pays
de la Meije has a low-density population (< 5 inhabitants/km²)
that is stable and concentrated in two villages and seven hamlets
with numerous secondary and touristic residences (~60% of the
accommodation capacity). The local economy is based on tourism
linked to mountain sports such as off-track skiing, hiking,
climbing, and road- and mountain-biking, and to cultural
tourism. The three main tourism attractions are the cable car of
La Grave, the Ecrins National Park, and the Lautaret Alpine
botanical garden. Tourism is also an essential component of the
local economy because it provides off-farm jobs and income
(Schermer et al. 2016). Agriculture is still important for the local
economy, with a traditional mountain livestock farming system
based on fodder self-sufficiency and summer transhumance
(Schermer et al. 2016). The region is currently experiencing new
agricultural dynamics, with the installation of young farmers in
livestock production or market gardening. Local life is also highly
dependent on surrounding regions, particularly in terms of jobs
(in nearby ski resorts) and residential services (education, health,
retail). Local governance is mainly organized at the municipality
level, but as elsewhere in France, it is increasingly devolved to
councils of municipalities, here the “Communauté de Communes
du Briançonnais” (13 municipalities comprising 20,987
inhabitants and 844 km²).

Data collection
To elicit actors’ perceptions of their interactions with nature, we
applied a three-step participatory process: first, to discuss quality
of life and describe human–nature interactions in general; second,
to refine the description of individual and collective quality of
life dimensions; and third, to confirm the overall understanding
of the social-ecological system that emerged from the first two
steps. To capture stakeholders’ perceptions and to avoid
influencing their thinking, we did not introduce any conceptual
framework or scientific terminology to the participatory
activities. For example, we did not use terms such as ecosystem
services or nature benefits, and we did not present a predefined
list of NCP. However, we used the term “nature’s contribution to
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Fig. 1. Map of the study area and land-cover typology.

...” by specifying the purpose of the contribution using phrases
such as: “nature’s contribution to quality of life, daily life, or
economic activities”, and the “interactions with landscapes or
elements of nature”. Consistent with the principles of our
participatory method, we did not analyze the detrimental effects
of nature on people because they were not brought to the
discussion by stakeholders.  

The participatory process involved 35 stakeholders from nine
groups: tourism professionals (12), other professionals (2),
students (3), farmers and other agricultural stakeholders (2),
representatives of local and regional institutions (4), local elected
representatives (3), representatives of nature conservation
organizations (4), regional experts (expertise in natural risks,
agriculture, climate, and tourism) (4), and second-home owners
(1) (see description in Table A1.2 in Appendix 1). We considered
as stakeholders the individuals that live or work in the case study
area. Voluntary participants were invited from a list of
stakeholders involved in previous studies (Lamarque et al. 2011,
Lavorel et al. 2019, Bally et al. 2020), complemented with
respondents from a questionnaire-based stakeholder analysis,
snowball sampling, and open invitations disseminated to local
municipalities and tourism offices.  

We implemented a three-phase participatory process to capture
perceptions of NCP and natural and human factors involved in
their production. First, two workshops were organized,
separating local stakeholders (nine people, one half-day) and
regional experts (11 people, one full day) to facilitate free speech
and avoid power issues. Then, 12 semistructured interviews (1–2
h each) were conducted with additional stakeholders selected for
their knowledge and experience of local issues. A final feedback
workshop was organized during a half-day with seven local
stakeholders (including five who had already participated).
During the first two workshops, participants were encouraged:

(1) to identify nature’s contributions to local quality of life and
to economic activities in the area; (2) to reflect on the factors
directly or indirectly driving human–nature interactions that lead
to NCP, such as social organization, policies, knowledge and
technologies, land use, or natural drivers; and (3) to reflect on
specific local issues linked to these interactions. During the first
workshop, we suggested that participants frame their interactions
with nature along three main quality of life dimensions
(habitability, attractiveness, and rurality, as described below)
rather than specific indicators of human well-being. These
dimensions were confirmed and approved at the start of the
second workshop. During postworkshop interviews, to
complement data on these three main dimensions of quality of
life and on related human–nature interactions, informants were
questioned about the benefits, beneficiaries, and influencing
factors of their activities in relation to nature. During the final
workshop, we presented our understanding of the social-
ecological system and highlighted the main NCP and the natural
and human factors related to the three dimensions of quality of
life. Participants were invited to correct, discuss, or complete the
proposed representation.

Data analysis
First, workshop and interview materials were analyzed using a
deductive approach and classified according to the six IPBES
framework components (Fig. 2) and according to the IPBES NCP
classification. This first analysis led to separating the descriptions
of human–nature interactions according to three dimensions of
quality of life that stakeholders considered important.
Stakeholders referred to nature in different terms, including land
uses, ecosystems, and landscape units. We grouped them into 10
elements: five agricultural (summer pastures, hay meadows, larch
meadows, grazed terraces, croplands), three natural (waterbodies,
forests, scrublands), and two abiotic (built-up areas, rocks and
ice; Table A1.1 in Appendix 1).
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Fig. 2. Intergovernmental Platform on Biodiversity and
Ecosystem Services conceptual framework revisited from Diaz
et al. (2015), including the three types of coproduction. Boxes
represent the social-ecological system components, and
numbered arrows represent their relationships (arrow numbers
are the same as in Diaz et al. 2015).

Second, we built from our data a matrix of benefit flows, i.e., the
contributions of each landscape unit to NCP and of each NCP
to the dimensions of quality of life, by assigning a score between
0 and 3, based on the strength of each contribution revealed by
discussions among stakeholders. This matrix was used to draw a
Sankey diagram using the networkD3 function in R (Gandrud et
al. 2016). The diagram shows the flows from landscape units to
NCP and from NCP to quality of life (Fig. 3).  

To address the limitations of the IPBES framework for analyzing
coproduction, we complemented it with three types of
coproduction in the NCP flow based on existing literature
(Haines-Young and Potschin 2010, Schneider and Rist 2014,
Spangenberg et al. 2014, Fedele et al. 2017, Lavorel et al. 2019).
First, coproduction type 1 (CP1) acts at the level of ecosystem
and landscape management (arrow 3 in Fig. 2) and includes
intentional (or sometimes unintentional) changes in the
ecosystem to obtain benefits such as fertilization for fodder
production or planting protection forests to reduce disaster risk.
Coproduction type 2 (CP2) encompasses the mobilization,
harvesting, and physical access needed to obtain NCP (arrow 4
in Fig. 2), such as harvesting natural products, mowing pastures,
visiting a scenic place, or building infrastructure for water
transportation. Coproduction type 3 (CP3) is related to how NCP
benefits people’s well-being through appropriation, appreciation,
and social access (arrow 8 in Fig. 2), such as enjoying a beautiful
landscape, buying dairy products, enriching one’s identity based
on natural elements, or recognizing protection against risk. The
IPBES framework and the NCP coproduction types were applied
for analyzing the data collected from stakeholders.  

Lastly, to characterize the three types of coproduction
mechanisms, we first determined the coproduction actions based
on the nature-related activities identified by participants (CP1–3
actions in Fig. 3). Only coproduction actions perceived by
stakeholders were considered. Some flows take place without
recognized coproduction actions, either because they have not
been identified by participants or because the benefits do not
require human actions. We then described the four forms of
human-derived capital (Jones et al. 2016, Palomo et al. 2016)
involved in the coproduction actions of each NCP (K in Fig. 3).
Therein, we specified human-derived capital considered in the
IPBES conceptual framework as anthropogenic assets and
institutions and governance. Human capital refers to the
productive capacity of individuals and is characterized by
people’s knowledge, skills, education, and health status as well as
motivations, beliefs, and behavioral habits. Social capital consists
of all the social relations available to a person associated with the
formal and informal networks, trust, shared values, and norms
required to improve societal interactions in and between groups
of individuals. Manufactured capital comprises physical assets
such as roads, vehicles, buildings, machinery, tools, seeds, etc. that
support the production process of goods and services. Financial
capital includes money, savings, credits, and subsidies that enable
interactions between other forms of capital necessary for the
production, management, or improvement of NCP. We assigned
capital to coproduction actions based not only on the factors
identified by the participants but also on our knowledge of the
social-ecological system. We then classified them into the four
types of capital.

RESULTS
We use a Sankey diagram to summarize the links between nature
or landscape units, NCP, and quality of life perceived by
stakeholders as a representation of stakeholders’ understanding
of the social-ecological system (Fig. 4). Here, we first describe the
three aggregate quality of life dimensions emerging from our
analysis (right side of Fig. 4), followed by groups of NCP
associated with each of them (center of Fig. 4). We then focus on
NCP contributions to quality of life and the contributions of
nature or landscape units to these NCP (left side of Fig. 4), and
end with the description of mechanisms and human-derived
capital associated with each of the three coproduction types.

Dimensions of good quality of life
Stakeholders structured their descriptions of the mountain social-
ecological system and human–nature interactions around three
quality of life dimensions that are associated with archetypes of
local livelihoods or ways of life (i.e., typical patterns by which all
local livelihoods or ways of life are represented or combined).
Even though these three dimensions were used as an analytical
lens to separate parts of the social-ecological systems, we
recognize that they are connected (i.e., one dimension may affect
another in the life of a stakeholder) and mixed (i.e., the quality
of life of a local stakeholder often combines the three
dimensions).  

The “rurality” dimension was linked to the maintenance of
traditional agricultural practices (mowing and grazing) and rural
life in the region (Fig. 4). According to stakeholders, rural life and
dynamics that maintain open landscapes depend on farm
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Fig. 3. Nature’s contributions to people (NCP) coproduction framework showing how coproduction acts on the flows of benefits
from nature to quality of life through NCP (gray arrows). The flow may require (although not always) human interventions as
coproduction actions (CP1–3 actions), which depend on the availability of capital (K). Although not examined in our study, there
are feedback loops from quality of life to coproduction actions.

livelihood with a critical role of off-farm jobs to maintain income
during winter. Stakeholders welcomed the settlement of new
farmers but were concerned that they may stop traditional
mowing practices because of their higher costs compared with
external fodder purchase.  

I have helped new farmers settle in, but the problem is
that they do not want to mow the land they have been
allocated... so I am worried about the future of mowing
and terraces... the decrease in mowing practices will have
an impact on the environment and the quality of the flora. 
(Male farmer). 

The “habitability” dimension in stakeholder discourses referred
to how people construct a living space by interacting with nature
and society through material or immaterial processes (Fig. 4).
Thus, the wild landscape and natural and cultural heritage mostly
linked to agriculture and mountain outdoor activities were cited
as key elements of people’s attachment to this region. Harsh
climatic and topographical conditions were perceived as
constraining but also as the origin of social cohesion.  

In the enthusiasm for the region we find all the elements
of nature that create attachment to it. (Male second-
home owner). 

The “attractiveness” dimension was linked to the importance of
tourism for the region, requiring this area to be attractive for
visitors (Fig. 4). Landscape was presented by stakeholders as the
support of this attractiveness because it is a major strength and
a touristic resource of the area, with a wild aspect on north-facing
slopes and managed grasslands on south-facing slopes. This
dimension overlapped with the other two dimensions because of
tourism’s central role in the local economy, upon which most jobs
depend and which sets the pace for all the local life.

Nature’s contributions to good quality of life
Stakeholders perceived multiple contributions of nature to their
daily life, economic activities, and good quality of life (Figs. 4 and

5; for a full description, see Table A1.3 in Appendix 1). The main
NCP cited by the stakeholders were nonmaterial, including
aesthetic enjoyment, experiences of nature (education,
information, inspiration, self-development) in relation to tourism
and leisure activities (healing, relaxation, recreation, leisure,
tourism, aesthetic enjoyment), and a strong sense of place
(religious, spiritual and social cohesion, sense of place, belonging
linked to heritage of mountain culture, traditional dishes).
Material NCP such as food and feed production (fodder, pasture,
crops, food from domestic animals, feed for animals, plants, dairy
products, honey, gardening) were also prominently cited.
Stakeholders also mentioned regulating NCP such as regulation
of hazards (floods, rock falls, avalanches, landslides, erosion),
water and air quality (air depollution, water quality for drinking
and for recreational activities in lakes and rivers), but mentioned
them less frequently than other NCPs and did not always link
them explicitly to ecological functions.  

According to stakeholders, individual NCP contributed
differently to the three dimensions of good quality of life (Fig.
4), forming bundles that sometimes included the same NCP.
Rurality was understood as dependent mainly on material NCP
of fodder production (quality, quantity, resilience), which
supports heifer production at the core of the traditional
agricultural economy, and, more anecdotally, primary production
(meat, dairy, wool), which is enjoyed by both locals and visitors.
Rurality was also associated with regulating NCP such as soil
erosion reduction, water regulation, and nutrient cycling, which
contribute directly to fodder quality and quantity and reduce
production risks, for example, in case of droughts.  

Stakeholders emphasized the contribution of nonmaterial NCP
to both habitability and attractiveness due to the anchoring of
local life in nature activities. Aesthetic enjoyment and all nature
experiences such as outdoor recreational and leisure activities
(hiking, climbing, walking, hunting, cycling, etc.) were shared by
most locals and visitors.  

https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol26/iss1/art12/
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Fig. 4. Sankey diagram presenting the contributions of nature and landscape units to nature’s contributions to people and to quality
of life dimensions. Each quality of life dimension (rurality, attractiveness, and habitability) is associated with a color. The color of
other boxes is a mix of the dimensions’ colors, depending on how the element contributes to the three dimensions (for example, a
reddish box contributes mostly to rurality). The triangle helps in visualizing the color mixes for each element. Coproduction actions
perceived by stakeholders are shown in italics to the left of the boxes or on the links between boxes.

Here, it is a necessity to practice mountain activities;
that’s all there is to do here! We use the mountains for
sport... and in search of wilderness. (Male teenager). 

Stakeholders also highlighted the potential of the landscape for
education and learning based on natural elements such as plants
and animals that are key to attracting visitors to the national park.
Alpine biodiversity has been used for a long time in traditional
cuisine and is also part of the botanical garden collection. Finally,
mountain ecosystems enhance spirituality, art creation, and
emotional experiences, according to stakeholders.  

It is a grandiose landscape, romantic, with incredible
nature. There is a mystical character to the place. As you
can see, there is a rich cultural and religious heritage,
such as the contemporary music festival located here. 
(Male second-home owner). 

In addition, regulating NCP were also considered important
regarding habitability and attractiveness because water and air
quality regulation contribute to enjoyment of nature and are
valuable to locals and visitors. As in all mountain areas, regulation
of hazards and extreme events was recognized by stakeholders as
a critical NCP for reducing the vulnerability of people and
infrastructure.  

Sense of place was highly prominent in discourses and, according
to stakeholders, contributed to the three dimensions of good
quality of life. Indeed, they related sense of place both to the
maintenance of traditional agricultural practices as a heritage
factor and to the creation of a strong local identity, which is a

strong motivation for long-term and new residents to live as and
where they live and is appreciated by visitors.  

The local identity is strongly linked to the environment,
especially to the agricultural practices that maintain this
open and unique landscape. (Female hotel keeper).

Landscape units producing nature’s contributions to people
Stakeholders reported that all landscape units contributed to the
three dimensions of good quality of life through NCP, albeit to
different extents. The contribution of landscape units to
habitability was similar to their contribution to attractiveness,
given that locals and tourists benefit from landscapes in a similar
manner (Fig. 4, triangle shows that most landscape units are
equidistant from the habitability and attractiveness vertices). Two
clusters of landscape units can be distinguished according to their
contributions to rurality (Fig. 4): one cluster with higher
contributions prevailing on south-facing slopes and at the valley
bottom (grazed terraces, hay meadows, croplands, and summer
pastures), and the other cluster with lower contributions
prevailing on north-facing slopes (larch meadows, forests,
shrublands, water bodies, rocks and ice, and built-up areas).
Indeed, stakeholders perceived that agricultural ecosystems do
not only contribute to material NCP but also to nonmaterial NCP
such as aesthetics and sense of place. Nevertheless, the two clusters
are close to each other and in the center of the colored triangle
(Fig. 4). Thus, individual landscape elements contribute to a mix
of dimensions of good quality of life, which reveals the
multifunctionality of the landscape. This multifunctionality is not
only the result of the diversity of landscape units (Fig. 1), it also
occurs within each landscape element.  
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Fig. 5. Contribution of nature's contributions to people (NCP) to the three dimensions of good quality of life, according to
stakeholders' perceptions. The size of the circle indicates the strength of the contribution, from low (small circle) to high (large
circle); blank = not mentioned.

Lastly, the built-up areas and rocks and ice landscape units, which
are not biotic elements, were considered by stakeholders to be
involved in NCP coproduction. For example, all landscape units,
including rocks, ice, and traditional villages and hamlets were seen
to contribute to aesthetic enjoyment and nature experiences, and
above all, to sense of place.

Nature’s contributions to people coproduction in the social-
ecological system
The coproduction mechanisms of ecosystem management (CP1),
associated with maintaining rurality, encompass agricultural
practices such as the management of hay meadows, pastures,
mountain pastures, as well as crops for food and feed production.
For example, plowing and sowing fields and organic fertilization
with manure from winter stables are important practices.
Agricultural practices also contribute to the sense of place within
NCP by maintaining traditional practices and landscapes.
Grassland and crop primary production, mostly fodder and
potatoes, are then mobilized (CP2) through mowing, grazing by
transhumant herds, or crop harvests. Finally, the benefits of NCP
are appropriated (CP3) through product transformation, selling,
or consumption, thus contributing to the maintenance of
agricultural activity and practices and also to the satisfaction of
local needs and other quality of life dimensions. For example, the
main source of income is from selling heifers for Beaufort cheese
production in the adjacent Maurienne Valley or from processing
animal products for cheese, meat, and wool marketed locally.  

The coproduction chains linked to habitability and attractiveness
depend on the same mechanisms because they involve the same
NCP (shown in mixes of blue and green in Fig. 4). First, the
management of all landscape units is involved in this
coproduction chain. Indeed, by shaping the landscape,
agricultural practices and preservation of natural areas by Ecrins
National Park are a first step (CP1) that participates in all the
NCP involved, such as aesthetics and nature experiences. Second,
these NCP are mainly mobilized through access to ecosystems
(CP2) with the development and maintenance of access and
infrastructure such as roads, footpaths, or information signs.
Visitors and locals shared the same access to nature and
infrastructure (roads or paths), although it was more important

for attractiveness for tourism. Finally, there are similarities
between habitability and attractiveness regarding the
appropriation of products (CP3); for example, both locals and
tourists appreciate local food and water quality. The same overlap
applies to the appreciation (CP3) of benefits associated with the
experience of nature as regards mountain sports and landscape
aesthetics because tourists and many inhabitants alike have
chosen this region for its proximity to nature and mountain
activities. However, appreciation and creation of local identity
(CP3) differ significantly between habitability and attractiveness
and are shared mainly between habitability and rurality. We note
that while we presented coproduction processes separately for
rurality vs. attractiveness and habitability, ecosystems managed
for rurality also contribute to attractiveness and habitability, in
particular, by contributing to the landscape aesthetics and sense
of place that are important for inhabitants and tourists.  

Lastly, for regulating NCP, stakeholders’ discourses referred to
only one CP1 mechanism with the establishment of slope-
protection forests to regulate avalanche risks. Overall regulating
NCP were not mobilized or appreciated by locals; that is,
participants acknowledged risks but did not make the link with
ecosystem contributions.

Human-derived capital involved in nature’s contributions to
people coproduction
Different types of human-derived capital are involved in
managing, mobilizing, and appreciating the benefits of various
NCP within the three coproduction chains (Fig. 6; Table A1.4 in
Appendix 1). For material NCP, the different types of agricultural
management and production (CP1 and CP2) required similar
types of human-derived capital. Such capital includes:
infrastructure (farm buildings), accessibility (roads), machinery,
animals, and seeds (manufactured capital); labor, knowledge, and
skills related to farming (human capital); and agricultural
subsidies and personal financial inputs (financial capital). Finally,
transformation and trading of products (CP3) depend on the
same types of capital, mainly infrastructure (processing units,
storage; manufactured capital), supply chains and markets
(financial capital), and also on knowledge about transformation
and marketing (human capital). These activities are also highly
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Fig. 6. Categories of human capital involved in the three types of coproduction of individual nature’s contributions to people.

dependent on institutions and governance related to agriculture
(social capital), particularly land tenure and allocation, and also
on the support of local and regional institutions and networks
linked to farming, such as the regional office for agriculture or
the transhumance network (social capital). The coproduction
chain of material NCP to attractiveness and habitability also
includes the consumption of products (CP3), which is highly

dependent on preferences and values associated with local
products (human capital) in addition to retail infrastructure
(manufactured capital) and individual financial resources for
buying products.  

For nonmaterial NCP such as aesthetic enjoyment and nature
experiences, human-derived capital requirements are lower than
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for material NCP. Nature conservation (CP1) requires mainly
knowledge and skills (human capital), public funding (financial
capital), and above all, conservation policies and rules such as the
enforcement of National Park regulations (social capital). Nature
access (CP2) for these NCP requires access and information
infrastructure (manufactured capital), access rules (social
capital), and collective and individual financial capital. As for the
enjoyment of landscape beauty and physical and psychological
activities (CP3), coproduction depends mainly on preferences and
values (human capital), as well as sports equipment
(manufactured capital), practitioners’ experience (human
capital), and individual purchasing power (financial capital).
Sense of place benefits from all of these coproduction processes,
particularly agricultural activities, but is strictly dependent on
values and preferences (human capital) that allow residents to
appreciate and create local identity.  

Regarding regulating NCP, we observed limited coproduction
because few types of human-derived capital were involved in their
benefits. It should be noted that the establishment of protection
forests (CP1) requires access infrastructure (manufactured
capital) as well as a public financing system (financial capital),
knowledge about natural risks (human capital), and strong
legislation (social capital). Water consumption is also regulated
by abstraction rights (social capital) and access through piping
infrastructure (manufactured capital).

DISCUSSION

Operationalization of the Intergovernmental Platform on
Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services framework and
coproduction lens
We used the IPBES framework both in the design of the
participatory process and as an analytical tool to identify the
components of the site’s social-ecological system. Our experience
highlights some strengths and weaknesses of the framework for
understanding local NCP coproduction. The IPBES framework
appears to be sufficiently adaptable for this local implementation.
During the whole process, many representations of nature,
human–nature interactions, and quality of life were expressed by
participants, and also by scientists during the analysis. This
framework is sufficiently comprehensive to cover such
representations and values as well as all elements mentioned by
participants about social-ecological interactions. By using the
concept of NCP and quality of life, we were able to capture
different types of values associated with nature, such as the
recognition of: the intrinsic value of nature through its protection;
its instrumental value in its perception as a resource for
exploitation; and above all, its relational values that reflect the
relationship between people and nature (Pascual et al. 2017).
Indeed, the dimensions of quality of life are the result of how
inhabitants perceived their relationships with nature. In addition,
the NCP concept proved easy to use with stakeholders,
particularly because it relates directly to quality of life and to
concrete interactions with nature in people’s lives rather than
imposing the more rigid framing of ecosystem services (Bieling
et al. 2014, Kadykalo et al. 2019).  

Divergences appeared between participants and scientists in their
framing of social-ecological systems. Regarding good quality of
life, we structured the analysis around the three aggregated

dimensions proposed by participants (habitability, attractiveness,
and rurality), instead of using the existing frameworks of human
well-being or happiness (e.g., Maslow 1943, Ryan and Deci 2001).
These three dimensions match the three bundles of NCP
identified previously in the same region as three archetypes of
landscape perception, respectively, “heritage”, “postcard”, and
“grass” (Quétier et al. 2010), and are generally consistent with
findings in other European cultural landscapes (e.g., Iniesta-
Arandia et al. 2014, Plieninger et al. 2019, Zoderer et al. 2019).
Regarding the nature component of the IPBES framework,
stakeholders had difficulty specifying spontaneously the natural
features contributing to their quality of life (such as ecosystem
elements or properties) and found it easier to relate to landscape
units (Bieling et al. 2014).  

In line with previous analyzes of stakeholders’ free descriptions
of their relations to a landscape (Quétier et al. 2010, Bieling et al.
2014), we chose to focus on the NCP perceived by the participants
to capture local knowledge, which is still insufficiently recognized
in social-ecological system analyses (Mastrángelo et al. 2019).
Many previous participatory studies have instead presented a
definition of ecosystem services to participants or proposed
predefined lists of ecosystem services for discussion (Lamarque
et al. 2011, Palomo and Montes 2011, Haida et al. 2016, Zoderer
et al. 2019). Although the former unconstrained methods may
fail to uncover implicit contributions, and especially, regulating
contributions, the latter may bias responses. Participatory
mapping may provide a more sophisticated method for eliciting
spontaneous local NCP knowledge by fostering deliberation and
learning among participants (García-Nieto et al. 2019). The short
duration of our workshops, however, did not allow for this
approach.  

One other difficulty came from our focus (and that of IPBES) on
nature’s contributions to good quality of life, whereas participants
mentioned many anthropogenic assets that contributed to good
quality of life without relating to nature (arrow 10 in Fig. 2). For
example, public services and infrastructure (schools, hospitals,
roads) are essential to quality of life and play a key role in social-
ecological systems but are overlooked in our analysis and in
IPBES, which explicitly states that this link is among the “links
that are acknowledged as important, but are not the main focus”
(Díaz et al. 2015:5). These links were often discussed by
stakeholders, but their analysis was beyond our scope. This
observation emphasizes the challenge of giving the right level of
attention to non-nature contributions to quality of life in a social-
ecological system analysis (Sarkki 2017).  

Nevertheless, the IPBES framework presents some limitations.
For example, it was not tailored for analyzing multiple NCP and
their interactions as NCP bundles. Here, the analysis of NCP
through the three dimensions of quality of life allowed us to focus
on bundles and to reveal the consistency between these NCP
bundles in terms of coproduction inputs. Finally, our study
strengthened the consideration of NCP coproduction in the
IPBES framework. Benefiting from previous work on
coproduction (Spangenberg et al. 2014, Jones et al. 2016, Palomo
et al. 2016, Fedele et al. 2017), we demonstrated that coproduction
occurs not only between nature and anthropogenic assets (arrow
6 in Fig. 2). Rather, we refined the framework by distinguishing
three coproduction types at different steps of NCP, thereby
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clarifying the role of humans (“anthropogenic assets” and
“institutions and governance”) within each of arrows 3, 4, and 8
in Fig. 2.

Differing intensities of coproduction among nature’s
contributions to people categories and across coproduction types
There is still limited knowledge about how anthropogenic factors
influence multiple mountain NCP linked to human quality of life
(Mengist et al. 2020). Here, by examining human inputs for
coproducing NCP, we discovered that participants were more able
to identify and describe NCP with a higher level of coproduction
and with more human-derived capital input. This ability increased
the relative emphasis on material vs. nonmaterial and regulating
NCP as compared with earlier list-based ecosystem services
(Lamarque et al. 2011). Indeed, mechanisms of management
(CP1) and mobilization (CP2), especially of agricultural NCP,
were familiar and well structured in stakeholders’ discourses.
Conversely, stakeholders found greater difficulties in articulating
their views on the coproduction of nonmaterial NCP and even
less of regulating NCP, which is predominantly of type 3 (Fig. 6).

More generally, consistent with Palomo et al. (2016) and Outeiro
et al. (2017), we observed a quantitative gradient of human-
derived capital from NCP with intense coproduction, mainly
material (such as food) to NCP with limited human involvement
(such as air quality or water regulation) (Fig. 6). Additionally,
our analyses revealed that the types of capital differed
qualitatively between coproduction types and between material,
nonmaterial, and regulating NCP.  

First, multiple types of human-derived capital are needed for
some NCP such as material NCP produced by agricultural
practices (Vialatte et al. 2019), which also strongly depend on
natural capital even if  that was often not mentioned by
participants. Farming (CP1), harvesting and mowing (CP2), and
transforming and trading (CP3) require knowledge, skills,
infrastructure, tools, and labor and also strongly depend on
individual investments and subsidies. These practices are also
highly structured by institutions and rules, whether formal or
informal (Schermer et al. 2016).  

Second, coproduction of some NCP depends mostly on
intangible capital such as social, human, and financial capital.
For example, nature conservation (CP1; i.e., establishment of a
national park and other conservation measures) underpins the
coproduction of many nonmaterial and regulating NCP. It is
strongly driven by multiple forms of human-derived capital such
as knowledge, skills, and especially, preferences and motivations,
and largely depends on social and financial capital governed by
formal rules and institutions (Ban et al. 2013).  

Additionally, physical access to nature is a prerequisite for the
coproduction of nonmaterial NCP. Access depends heavily on
social capital through planning instruments and land tenure or
access rules, as well as on infrastructure such as paths and signage.
However, nonmaterial NCP also sometimes require input of other
types of capital, particularly for the physical experiences of
nature, including sports and leisure activities (i.e., equipment,
financial resources, and knowledge of and skills around particular
practices to enjoy nature).  

Conversely, some NCP are predominantly produced by natural
capital, with limited human-derived capital input. For

nonmaterial NCP, appropriation, social access, appreciation
(CP3) of aesthetics, psychological experiences, and sense of place
mobilize a single form of human-derived capital, values, and
preferences (human capital) and are highly dependent on natural
capital. Assessing such coproduction is challenging (Daniel et al.
2012, Hernández-Morcillo et al. 2013, Bieling et al. 2014) and
more complex to describe than for other NCP because people
perceive, appreciate, and value nature in diverse ways (Pascual et
al. 2017, Raymond et al. 2018).  

Regulating NCP entail very limited coproduction at the study site.
Participants did not perceive the regulation of risks, water quality,
or air quality as nature benefits, with the exception of a forest
planted for avalanche and landslide protection. Regulating NCP
are not considered as being coproduced because they are linked
to ecological functions that directly benefit quality of life and do
not require human inputs (Spangenberg et al. 2014, Locatelli et
al. 2017). Nevertheless, while regulating NCP are not perceived
as managed or coproduced, they definitely contribute to the three
quality of life dimensions and are often a cobenefit or a trade-off
within coproduction of other NCP, thus representing
intermediate services (Felipe-Lucia et al. 2015). This lack of
recognition of regulating services can be alleviated with
predefined NCP lists. Using this method, Zoderer et al. (2019)
showed that regulating ecosystem services were considered more
important than provisioning and cultural services in three types
of mountain landscapes. Participatory mapping with mixed
groups of local stakeholders and experts has also enabled learning
and has resulted in increased recognition of regulating services
(García-Nieto et al. 2019). The lack of perception of some NCP
nevertheless raises the question of the limited knowledge of local
actors about the NCP from which they benefit. This result also
highlights the need to combine different methods and sources of
stakeholder, expert, and scientist knowledge to gain better
understanding of tangible and intangible coproduction inputs,
either measured or perceived (Reyers et al. 2013).

Role of coproduction for nature’s contributions to people
synergies and trade-offs
Our qualitative, analytical approach of examining three
coproduction types and the associated categories of human-
derived capital for multiple NCP and multiple contributions to
quality of life allowed us to show how NCP coproduction creates
social-ecological trade-offs and synergies between multiple NCP
(Lavorel et al. 2020). While synergies and trade-offs among NCP
have become a central theme (Crouzat et al. 2015, Saidi and Spray
2018), recent studies of coproduction have rather analyzed single
NCP independent of each other (Jones et al. 2016).  

Multifunctionality can be analyzed at two different scales, land-
use type and landscape (Lavorel et al. 2017). Here, most land uses
produce multiple NCP and contribute to multiple dimensions of
quality of life, and the landscape mosaic reinforces the diversity
of NCP and contributions to quality of life (Fig. 4). By focusing
on coproduction, we show that, in addition to biophysical
mechanisms at parcel and landscape scales (Lavorel et al. 2017),
different types of coproduction underpin synergies and trade-offs
between NCP.  

First, type 1 coproduction plays a key role for bundles of NCP.
Indeed, agricultural land management and natural area
protection are critical for the entire benefit flow and quality of
life dimensions. Ecosystem management is a key driver for trade-
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offs among ecosystem services (Bennett et al. 2009) and has been
the main focus of previous analyses of multifunctionality in this
and other mountain social-ecological systems (Temperli et al.
2012, Grêt-Regamey et al. 2013, Lavorel et al. 2017). Potential
changes in ecosystem management (CP1) will affect other types
of coproduction and their benefits (Torralba et al. 2018), for
example, the possibility of appreciating (CP3) the aesthetic value
or the sense of place provided by a landscape with agricultural
terraces or a nature experience offered by protected natural areas.
Even if  agricultural management is initially motivated by
maintenance of rurality, it coproduces nonmaterial NCP that are
at the heart of habitability and attractiveness. Conversely,
protected natural areas can generate trade-offs among all types
of NCP coproduction by excluding other forms of management
(CP1), limiting access (CP2), and favoring certain recreational
activities (CP3).  

Second, physical access (type 2 coproduction) that is critical for
all dimensions of quality of life in mountain rural and touristic
places can also create synergies by facilitating landscape access
for other types of coproduction. For example, creating tracks to
access agricultural parcels (CP1) allows appropriation or
appreciation of the rural landscape (CP3). However, trade-offs
can also occur depending on access rules, which, by excluding
some beneficiaries, may create conflicts.  

Finally, type 3 coproduction could be less subject to trade-offs
because of the high level of intangible human capital involved,
such as preferences and values. It may still create trade-offs with
ecosystem management (CP1) when it is inconsistent with values
of local communities or visitors. For example, new demands for
local products such as vegetables, fruit, or dairy products could
be in conflict with the current management of agricultural land
because of the strong inertia of traditional heifer breeding, which
preempts available farmland.  

In our study, different coproduction mechanisms led to NCP
synergies, rather than trade-offs, because of the strong
interlinkages between the three dimensions of quality of life. This
result may reflect the fact that many actors share interests
regarding quality of life and that many people or households are
simultaneously residents (and are thus concerned by habitability),
farmers (rurality), and tourism professionals (attractiveness). It
may also reflect limited conflicts in the use of natural resources
among the three dimensions of quality of life. This result is well
illustrated by the example of agricultural NCP coproduction
benefiting the three quality of life dimensions (Fig. 4). However,
this observation is not generalizable: A study in marine fisheries
concluded that human coproduction of NCP at the ecosystem
level (CP1) led to trade-offs among beneficiaries and that high
anthropogenic inputs in coproduction reduced opportunities for
synergies and cobeneficiaries (Outeiro et al. 2017).

Implications of nature’s contributions to people coproduction for
coproducers
By identifying stakeholders involved in NCP coproduction and
their interactions, coproduction analysis can highlight synergies
or conflicts between stakeholders, whether they are direct or
indirect beneficiaries. However, here, we only report aggregated
results across participants and do not distinguish perceptions
across social groups (Barnaud et al. 2018, Zoderer et al. 2019).  

First, different actors are involved in the three types of
coproduction, which reveals possible coordination gaps at the
landscape level. For instance, the landscape is managed by
farmers, municipalities, and the National Park, but not by other
main NCP beneficiaries and main economic actors in the region
such as visitors, inhabitants, and tourism professionals. The fact
that landscape managers and beneficiaries are not the same people
and that ecosystem interventions for coproduction (CP1, CP2)
ripple through the entire coproduction chain means that NCP
beneficiaries depend on landscape managers (Felipe-Lucia et al.
2015, Vallet et al. 2019).  

Second, there are feedback loops from quality of life and people’s
perception of it to coproduction actions at different levels. For
example, the loss of agricultural incomes following changes in
market demand may incentivize farmers to modify how they farm
(CP1), what crops they harvest (CP2), and what products they
transform and sell (CP3). Changes in one type of coproduction
also influence other types of coproduction. In the same example
of farmers changing their production, adjustments in marketing
(CP3), driven by changes in preferences or consumption habits,
affect the entire coproduction chain (CP1/CP2 and CP3) by
changing the values assigned to NCP and landscape units
(Dendoncker et al. 2018, Ellis et al. 2019). In addition, feedbacks
also influence the multifunctionality of the landscape because of
synergies among NCP or coproduction (Lavorel et al. 2020). For
example, because place attachment by residents, agricultural
activities by farmers, and landscape contemplation by tourists all
rely on the maintenance of an open agricultural landscape, the
perception of the three dimensions of quality of life supports
similar coproduction activities. Cooperation between managers
and beneficiaries, and more broadly, between coproducers
through landscape-level collective action, thus appears critical
(Barnaud et al. 2018). Hence, NCP coproduction analysis can
highlight existing collaborations for sharing different types of
capital or facilitating access to them.  

Third, rules and power regulate access to most types of capital
needed for coproduction. NCP coproduction is subject to
inequalities in access to different types of capital, which can lead
either to conflict or to collaboration (Vallet et al. 2019). To
coproduce NCP, managers and beneficiaries need to have access
to natural capital, as well as knowledge, financial assets,
infrastructure, and public support. Coproduction analyses thus
not only need to consider physical and social access as
mechanisms of CP2 and CP3, but also heterogeneity in access to
capital across beneficiaries among all coproduction types
(Berbés-Blázquez et al. 2017). Consequently, indirect factors,
particularly those related to governance and social organization
around the management and distribution of NCP, need to be
considered for analyzing coproduction (Martín-López et al.
2019). We observed that in stakeholders’ narratives, coproduction
was often strongly linked to indirect drivers (especially policies
and markets), upon which they have little agency. Agency for
coproduction thus depends on which types of capital are under
the control of coproducers (Felipe-Lucia et al. 2015).

CONCLUSION
In this study, we propose an operationalization of the IPBES
conceptual framework through a participatory approach
combining quality of life dimensions and an analysis of NCP
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coproduction that provides an integrated view of social-ecological
functioning. Our analyses demonstrate that the IPBES
framework is a good support for describing the functioning of a
social-ecological system by integrating all the drivers related to
the human–nature interactions perceived by stakeholders.
Moreover, we suggest that using quality of life as a catalyst for
discussion around human–nature interactions can overcome
difficulties associated with the concept of ecosystem services by
allowing stakeholders to relate to concrete and meaningful
experiential elements.  

However, applications of the IPBES framework should put more
emphasis on NCP coproduction. Coproduction analysis
underlines the crucial importance of agency by providing a better
understanding of the contribution of different types of human-
derived capital to the production of benefits from nature, which
is still understudied. This approach will constitute a step forward
in assessing the contributions of socioeconomic, institutional,
human, and natural elements in the production of NCP. In
addition, this approach has shown to be relevant for uncovering
synergies, trade-offs, and feedbacks among multiple NCP and
quality of life dimensions, as well as interactions among
beneficiaries, conflicts, and collaboration around access to
capital. Although here we have only described the mechanisms of
NCP coproduction, subsequent analyses could unpack the
functioning and interactions among different types of capital.  

Finally, our analysis provides information on the complexity of
coproduction mechanisms that underpin ecosystems management,
mobilization, and appropriation, and that drive the functioning
and dynamics of social-ecological systems. An in-depth
understanding of these mechanisms will help policy makers,
managers, and beneficiaries identify changes in NCP
coproduction required to meet future challenges of sustainability
and adaptation to global changes.

Responses to this article can be read online at: 
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/issues/responses.
php/12031
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APPENDIX 1 1 

Table A1.1: Surface area (in ha and %) of the different landscape units on the Pays de la Meije (land 2 
cover GIS analysis) 3 

Landscape units 
Surface 

(ha) 

Land cover 

(%) 

Rocks 9192 46% 

Summer Pastures 5355 27% 

Grazed Terraces 1721 9% 

Ice and snow 1602 8% 

Larch Meadows 670 <3% 

Shrublands 651 <3% 

Hay Meadows 536 <3% 

Forests 321 <2% 

Waterbodies 15 <1%  

Croplands 4 <1%  

Built up 2 <1%  

  4 
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Table A1.2: Stakeholders description and participation 5 

N

° 
Categories Gender Age 

Scale of 

action 

Local 

workshop 

Regional 

Workshop 
Interviews 

Validation 

workshop 

1 
Regional experts 

(Agriculture) 
M 30-40 Regional   X   

2 
Representatives of local and 

regional institutions 
M 40-50 Departmental   X  

3 
Representatives of nature 

conservation organizations 
M 60-70 Regional   X  

4 
Representatives of nature 

conservation organizations 
M 40-50 Departmental   X   

5 Tourism professionals M 60-70 Local X    

6 Regional experts (Tourism) M 50-60 Regional  X   

7 
Representatives of regional 

institutions 
F 50-60 Departmental  X   

8 
Representatives of nature 

conservation organizations 
M 40-50 local    X 

9 Second home’s owner M 40-50 Local X   X 

10 
Farmers and other 

agricultural stakeholders 
F 40-50 Regional   X  

11 Regional experts (Risks) M 30-40 Regional  X   

12 Staff of residential services F 60-70 Local X   X 

13 Local elected representatives M 60-70      X  

14 Tourism professionals F 60-70 Local X    

15 Staff of residential services F 30-40 Local X    

16 
Local elected representatives 

& Tourism professionals 
M 60-70 Local  X   

17 Tourism professionals F 40-50 Local     X 

18 Tourism professionals M&F 40-50 Local   X  

19 Tourism professionals M 40-50 Local X     

20 Tourism professionals F 40-50 Local   X  

21 
Local elected representatives 

& Tourism professionals 
M 40-50 Local  X    

22 
Representatives of regional 

institutions 
M 50-60 Regional  X    

23 Tourism professionals M 30-40 Local   X  

24 Student/Inhabitant M 10-20 Local   X  

25 Tourism professionals M 40-50 Departmental   X    

26 Regional experts (Climate) M 30-40 Regional   X    

27 Tourism professionals F 40-50 Local X    X  

28 
Representatives of local and 

regional institutions 
F 30-40 Local   X  

29 
Representatives of nature 

conservation organizations 
F 50-60 Departmental    X  

30 Tourism professionals M 40-50 Local X   X 

31 Student/Inhabitant F 10-20 Local   X  

32 Student/Inhabitant M 10-20 Local     X   

33 Tourism professionals M 20-30 Local      X 

34 
Farmers and other 

agricultural stakeholders 
M 40-50 Regional  X   

35 Tourism professionals F 30-40 Local X    

Total number of participants    9 11 12 7 

 6 

 7 
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Table A1.3 : Description of all nature contribution to people perceived by stakeholders 9 

NCP category 

perceived by 

stakeholders 

Landscape 

attractiveness 
Habitability Rurality maintenance 

3. Regulation of air 

quality 
Pure air/ depollution Pure air/ depollution not cited 

6. Regulation of 

freshwater quantity 

Recreational activities on 

lake, rivers and 

psychological link to 

water 

Hydropower 

psychological link to 

water and recreational 

activities (lake and river) 

Drinking (animals) 

7. Regulation of 

freshwater quality 

Leisure/recreational 

activities 
Drinking not cited 

8. Formation/ 

protection of soil 
not cited not cited caused by/ manage 

9. Regulation of hazard 

and extreme events 

Floods, rock fall, 

avalanches, landslides 

Floods, rock fall, 

avalanches, landslides 
 

12. Food and feed 
Dairy products, honey, 

local production 

Dairy products, honey, 

local production 

Production of food from 

domestic animals 

Production of feed for 

animals 

Production of plants, dairy 

products, honey… 

gardening production 

14. Medicinal resources not cited Wild plants and trees not cited 

15. Learning and 

inspiration 

Education, information, 

inspiration, self-

development 

Education, information, 

inspiration, self-

development 

 

16. Physical and 

psychological 

experiences 

Healing, relaxation, 

recreation, leisure, 

tourism, aesthetic 

enjoyment 

Healing, relaxation, 

recreation, leisure, 

aesthetic enjoyment 

not cited 

17. Supporting 

identities 

Religious, spiritual  

Sense of place (linked to 

heritage, mountain 

culture) 

Local products (dish) 

Religious, spiritual and 

social cohesion 

Sense of place, belonging 

(linked to heritage, 

mountain culture) 

Local products (dish) 

Social cohesion 

Sense of place, belonging 

(linked to heritage, 

mountain culture) 

Local products (dish) 

 10 
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Table A1.4 : Human-derived capital involved in nature's contribution to people (MC: Manufactured 12 
capital; FC: Financial capital; HC: Human capital: SC: Social capital) 13 

NCP QOL  Nature 

 Arrow 3:  

Direct drivers → Nature 

 

Co-production type 1 

(ecosystem and landscape 

management) 

 Arrow 4:  

Nature → NCP 

 

Co-production type 2 

(mobilization, harvesting, 

physical access) 

Arrow 8:  

NCP → Quality of life 

 

Co-production type 3 

(appropriation, social access, 

appreciation) 

Fodder 

production 

(Feed) 

R 
Agricultural 

lands 

What: Farming practices 

Anthropogenic assets  

MC: Farm infrastructures, tools 

and machines, fertilizer, tracks 

FC: Subsidies from CAP 

influencing practices (ICNH, 

MAE) 

HC: Full or part time labour, 

knowledge on terraced farming, 

motivation to maintain traditional 

practices 

 

Institution & governance  

SC: Local network and 

organisation, support from 

institution (Chamber of 

Agriculture, PNE, AFP), land 

tenures and allocation 

Indirect SC: Policies influencing 

practices (CAP) 

What: Mowing and grazing 

Anthropogenic assets  

MC: Tools and machines, animals, 

tracks 

FC: Subsidies from CAP 

influencing practices (ICNH, 

MAE), supply chain for livestock/ 

transhumance 

HC: Full or part time labour, 

knowledge on terraced farming 

and grazing, motivation to 

maintain traditional practices 

Institution & governance 

SC: Local organisation, Policies 

influencing practices (CAP), Local 

support (Chamber of Agriculture, 

National Park, AFP) 

What: Trading livestock 

(selling) 

Anthropogenic assets  

MC: Selling infrastructures 

(vehicles) 

FC: Supply chain and market 

(network) 

HC: Knowledge on market and 

sales 

 

 

Institution & governance 

SC: Local and regional market 

organisation and networks 

H None None None 

A None None None 

Food 

production  

R 

Agricultural 

lands 

Cropping practices 

Anthropogenic assets 

MC: Farm infrastructures, tools 

and machines, fertilizer, seeds 

FC: Subsidies from CAP 

influencing practices (ICNH, 

MAE) 

 

Institution & governance 

SC: Local support (Chamber of 

Agriculture, PNE, AFP), land 

properties and allocation 

Indirect SC: Policies influencing 

practices (CAP) 

Grazing, transhumance, 

vegetable harvesting 

Anthropogenic assets 

MC: livestock 

FC: Subsidies from CAP 

influencing practices (ICNH, 

MAE),  

HC: Knowledge about grazing, 

herding. Workforce 

 

Institution & governance 

SC:  Local organisation, Policies 

influencing practices (CAP), Local 

support (Chamber of Agriculture, 

PNE, AFP), supply chain for 

livestock and transhumance, Local 

market 

Trading agricultural products 

(transforming and selling)  

Anthropogenic assets  

MC: Selling and transformation 

infrastructures 

FC: Supply chain and market 

(network) 

HC: Knowledge on product 

transformation, packaging, 

communication and sales 

 

Institution & governance 

SC: Local markets organisation 

and networks 

H 

None None What: Consume products (by 

local people and visitors) 

Anthropogenic assets: 

MC: Infrastructure (market) 

FC: Equity in payment options 

HC: Knowledge, values and 

preferences for local products 

 

Institution and governance: 

SC: Supply chain for products, 

information, consumption patterns 

A 

None None 
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Aesthetic 

enjoyment 

R 

Landscape 

What: Maintenance of terraced 

landscape (see Fodder 

production for terraced 

landscape) 

None None 

H 

What: Nature 

conservationAnthropogenic 

assets 

MC: None 

FC: Subsidies, Park funding, 

N2000 funding 

HC: Knowledge and skills on 

nature conservation, Motivation to 

preserve natural areas 

 

Institution & governanceSC:  

Conservation policies (N2000, 

National Park, Natural reserve), 

Park rules and strategy. 

What: Landscape planning 

Anthropogenic assets 

MC: Tools and machines 

FC: Public and private 

investments 

HC: Motivation to maintain 

preserved landscape, local values 

 

Institution & GovernanceSC: 

Planning policies and strategies, 

land properties 

What: Access to landscape 

Anthropogenic assets 

MC: Roads and tracks to natural 

landscape, signage 

FC: None 

HC: Information 

 

Institution & governance 

SC: Access right, land properties 

What: Enjoying natural 

landscape for scenic beauty  

Anthropogenic assets 

MC: None 

FC: None 

HC: Values and preferences 

 

Institution & governance 

SC: None 

A None 

Nature 

experiences 

(physical and 

psychological+ 

Learning& 

inspiration) 

R 

Landscape 

None None None 

H 

What: Preserving nature and 

landscape planning (see below in 

aesthetic enjoyment) 

SC: Partly manage for tourism 

activities 

What: Access to landscape 

Anthropogenic assets 

MC: Roads and tracks to natural 

landscape, signage 

FC: None 

HC: Information 

 

Institution & governance 

SC: Access right, land properties, 

hunting rules 

What: Enjoying experience in 

nature 

Anthropogenic assets 

MC: Equipment 

FC: None 

HC: Values and preferences, 

knowledge on recreational 

practices and natural elements 

 

Institution & governance 

SC: None 

A 

Sense of place 

(supporting 

identity) 

R 

Landscape 

What: Maintenance of terraced 

landscape (see Fodder 

production) 

None What: Create and enjoy local 

identity 

Anthropogenic assets 

MC: None 

FC: None 

HC: Values and preferences, 

legacy 

 

Institution & governance 

SC: None 

H 

What: Landscape planning 

(see below) 

None 

A None None None 

Regulation of 

hazards and 

extreme 

events 

R 

Forest 

What: Risk management with 

protection forest (RTM) 

Anthropogenic assets 

MC: Roads and tracks to dedicated 

areas, tools and machines, seeds 

and plants 

FC: Public subsidies  

HC: Knowledge and skills of 

forester, labor 

None None 

H 

None None 
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A 

 

Institution & governance 

SC: Forest and risk national 

institution, access right, land 

properties 

None None 

Regulation of 

freshwater 

R 

  

Not intentional 

What: Drinking for animals 

Anthropogenic assets 

MC: Pipe and tools 

FC: Equity of farmer 

HC: Knowledge and skills 

 

 Institution & governance 

SC: Rules on water withdrawal, 

allocation and consumption 

None 

H None None None 

A None None None 

Regulation of 

air quality 

R 

Landscape 

None None None 

H None None None 

A None None None 

Soil 

maintenance 

R 

  

Not intentional None None 

H None None None 

A None None None 
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