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Abstract 

This paper addresses the critical intersection of demographic shifts and private land conservation, 

with a focus on the implications for wildlife management in rural private ecosystems. As private land 

ownership, resulting from the phenomenon of amenity migration, continues to fragment and 

diversify, understanding how these emerging landowners interact with wildlife and engage in 

management practices is essential to achieving large-scale conservation outcomes. The purpose of 

this paper is to shed light on this understudied intersection of literatures through a review that 

synthesizes existing scholarship, identifies critical gaps, and outlines opportunities for future 

research and institutional response. Building on socio-ecological systems perspectives, our results 

showcase four themes where wildlife is mentioned in the amenity migration literature, yet wildlife is 

rarely treated as a managed social-ecological system in this literature. Our call for action argues that 

the implications of amenity migration on wildlife management extend beyond individual 

landowners to include institutional systems, shifting community dynamics, and new patterns of land 

use that together shape the conditions under which wildlife can persist.  

Keywords: amenity migration; private land conservation; socio-ecological implications;  

wildlife stewardship 

 

1. Introduction 

Wildlife ecosystem management entails the restoration and maintenance of ecological balance 

while addressing both wildlife conservation and human needs. Contemporary natural resource 

managers increasingly recognize the critical role that human activities play in the conservation, 

preservation, and long-term sustainability of such ecosystems [1]. In eastern U.S. states, where most 

of the land is under private ownership, the responsibility for maintaining wildlife health and 

ensuring ecosystem sustainability primarily rests with private landowners. Over time, public policies 

and governmental agencies have established working relationships with what we refer to as long-

term ‘traditional landowners’, offering regulatory frameworks, technical expertise, financial 

incentives, and strategic guidance. These efforts have been instrumental in integrating conservation 

objectives into private land management plans, thereby advancing ecosystem stewardship. Yet the 

effectiveness of these efforts depends on socio-ecological alignment; programs must match not only 

ecological conditions but also evolving landowner identities, knowledge systems, and the 

institutional environments in which management occurs [2]. 

Over the past several decades, natural areas worldwide have been experiencing significant 

population shifts, characterized by population movements from urban to rural areas that bring new 

and different actors in comparison to the long-term rural population [3,4]. First studied in the United 

States during the 1970s, this phenomenon, known as amenity migration, involves individuals 

relocating to reorient their lives around nature and the perceived benefits this creates [5–7]. Amenity 

migration is driven by a combination of push factors (e.g., reasons to escape urban life) and pull 

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 19 January 2026 doi:10.20944/preprints202601.1327.v1

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.

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202601.1327.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 2 of 15 

 

factors (e.g., reasons to seek out rural environments), mediated by contemporary macro social 

conditions such as the commodification of rural land for its aesthetic value, advancements in 

telecommunications, and the transgenerational transfer of wealth [8]. These factors have contributed 

to the expansion of amenity migration over time. Critically, however, this expansion represents a 

socio-ecological transformation. New populations bring distinct values, expectations, and 

management goals and capacities that lead to alterations in the institutional, social, and ecological 

foundations upon which wildlife depends [3,9,10].  

Existing scholarship has documented multiple pathways through which amenity migration 

reshapes ecological conditions on private lands. For example, [5], one of the most widely cited 

syntheses of the ecological implications of amenity migration, provides a comprehensive 

international review highlighting impacts related to land subdivision, habitat fragmentation, altered 

disturbance regimes, and changing human–environment interactions. Within this body of work, 

wildlife is typically framed marginally, rather than as the focus of intentional wildlife management 

by landowners or communities. While this literature clearly establishes that amenity migration 

matters for wildlife, it also underscores the limited attention given to how changing landownership 

patterns, values, and community dynamics shape wildlife management practices and cross-

boundary stewardship on private lands. 

Yet despite extensive scholarship on amenity migration and its ecological consequences, how 

this process reshapes wildlife management on private lands remains poorly understood. 

Consequently, the goal of this review is to assess how wildlife management, where it is present, has 

been examined within the amenity migration literature, to identify emerging themes and critical gaps 

in both research and practice. Based on such analysis, we offer a call for action framed around a social-

ecological perspective in which landowners, institutions, and ecosystems reciprocally interact and 

are accounted for.  

2. Materials and Methods 

Literature Review Approach 

This paper is based on an integrative narrative review examining amenity migration in working 

and productive landscapes and assessing how wildlife, and wildlife management specifically, are 

represented within that literature. The objective was to synthesize interdisciplinary scholarship and 

to document the extent to which amenity migration research explicitly evaluates wildlife 

management practices, decisions, or governance. 

To systematically support and update the authors’ cumulative engagement with amenity 

migration and rural land-use research, we conducted a structured literature search in Google Scholar 

between August and December 2025. Google Scholar was used to capture interdisciplinary 

scholarship spanning rural studies, conservation, and land-use planning, including journals not 

indexed consistently across discipline-specific databases. Searches used combinations of key terms 

including “amenity migration,” “lifestyle migration,” “exurban development,” “private land 

conservation,” “landownership change,” “wildlife,” “wildlife management,” “habitat management,” 

“stewardship,” and “landowner behavior.” Searches were iterative, and reference lists of key 

publications were reviewed to identify additional relevant studies. 

We included peer-reviewed journal articles, scholarly books and book chapters, and review 

papers in which amenity migration (or closely related rural in-migration framing) was a central focus 

in rural or working landscapes. For each included study, we extracted whether wildlife was 

mentioned (Y/N) and whether wildlife management was empirically analyzed (Y/N), where wildlife 

management was defined as intentional practices, decisions, or governance arrangements aimed at 

influencing wildlife populations or habitats. 

To characterize how wildlife was conceptualized across the literature, each study was read with 

attention to the role wildlife played in the research question, analytical focus, and interpretation of 

findings. Studies were assigned to a single framing category based on the primary analytical role of 

wildlife in the study, rather than on incidental mentions or secondary interpretations. Based on our 
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findings, we coded wildlife framings using a four-category typology: F1 (wildlife framed as an 

amenity motivating migration), F2 (wildlife framed as an ecological outcome of land-use or 

demographic change), F3 (wildlife framed through landowner values, attitudes, or conservation 

orientations), and F4 (wildlife framed as a managed socio-ecological system shaped by intentional 

management actions, habitat decision-making, or governance processes). This approach follows 

established qualitative content analysis and framing methodologies that classify texts based on their 

dominant analytical emphasis rather than incidental references [68]. 

Given the study’s purpose of characterizing framing patterns and identifying gaps, results are 

presented as a descriptive synthesis supported by summary counts and qualitative interpretation, 

rather than as a meta-analysis. This approach highlights the persistent disconnect between frequent 

references to wildlife in amenity-migration scholarship and the near absence of empirical attention 

to wildlife management behaviors and cross-boundary stewardship on private lands. 

3. Results  

Scope of the Literature and Wildlife Framings 

A total of 29 amenity-migration studies met the inclusion criteria for this review (Table 1). 

Among studies that mentioned wildlife, framing varied substantially, but wildlife was rarely treated 

as the object of intentional management. 

Most studies framed wildlife either as an amenity associated with rural landscapes (F1; n = 11) 

or as an ecological outcome of land-use and demographic change (F2; n = 7) (Figure 1). A smaller 

subset emphasized wildlife as a conservation value or attitudinal concern (F3; n = 11), typically 

documenting pro-environmental orientations or support for wildlife protection without examining 

specific management actions. These themes will be discussed in more detail below. 

Notably, no amenity-migration studies framed wildlife as a managed socio-ecological system 

(F4), and none explicitly analyzed wildlife management practices, habitat decision-making, or 

governance processes associated with amenity migration. Where wildlife management was 

mentioned, it was typically referenced in general or aspirational terms rather than evaluated 

empirically. We treated ‘wildlife management analyzed’ as distinct from wildlife framing; a study 

could reference management or hold attitudes about management without empirically evaluating 

practices, decisions, or governance outcomes. 

Together, these patterns reveal a substantial gap between the extensive literature documenting 

amenity migration and the near absence of research examining how this process shapes wildlife 

management on private lands. These patterns provide the empirical backdrop for understanding why 

amenity migration presents distinct challenges for wildlife management in contemporary working 

landscapes.  

Table 1. Amenity-migration studies reviewed and classification of wildlife framing. Studies were classified 

based on whether wildlife was mentioned, the dominant way wildlife was framed, and whether wildlife 

management practices or governance processes were explicitly analyzed. Framing reflects the primary emphasis 

of each study. 

Citation (Author, Year [Ref #]) 

Wildlife     

Mentioned 

Primary Wildlife   

Framing 

Wildlife Management      

Analyzed 

Moss & Glorioso 2014 [3] Yes F1 No 

Matarrita-Cascante et al. 2025 [4] Yes F3 No 

Abrams et al. 2012 [5] Yes F1 No 

Krannich et al. 2011 [6] Yes F1 No 

Lekies et al. 2015 [7] Yes F1 No 

Cortes et al. 2017 [8] Yes F1 No 

Hansen et al. 2005 [9] Yes F2 No 
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Gosnell & Abrams 2011 [11] Yes F1 No 

Gosnell & Travis 2005 [13] Yes F2 No 

Gosnell et al. 2006 [14] Yes F2 No 

Haggerty et al. 2022 [15] Yes F2 No 

Epstein et al. 2022 [16] Yes F2 No 

Lopez & Barrientos 2024 [18] Yes F3 No 

Hjerpe et al. 2020 [26] Yes F1 No 

Hjerpe et al. 2022 [27] Yes F1 No 

Matarrita-Cascante et al. 2026 [34] Yes F3 No 

Kruger et al. 2008 [35] Yes F1 No 

Dearien et al. 2005 [36] Yes F1 No 

Clendenning et al. 2005 [40] Yes F3 No 

Emmet Jones et al. 2003 [44] Yes F3 No 

Hurst & Kreuter 2021 [45] Yes F3 No 

Meadows et al. 2014 [46] Yes F3 No 

Ikutegbe et al. 2015 [47] Yes F3 No 

Argent et al. 2010 [48] Yes F2 No 

Post 2013 [54] Yes F1 No 

Klepeis et al. 2009 [58] Yes F2 No 

Sorice et al. 2012 [59] Yes F3 No 

Gill et al. 2010 [69] Yes F3 No 

Cooke & Lane 2015 [70] Yes F3 No 

* Wildlife framing categories were defined as follows: 

F1 (Amenity): wildlife framed as an aesthetic, recreational, or symbolic attraction; 

F2 (Ecological outcome): wildlife framed as a consequence of land-use or demographic change; 

F3 (Values/attitudes): wildlife framed through landowner values, attitudes, or conservation 

orientations; 

F4 (Managed system): wildlife framed as an intentionally managed socio-ecological system. 
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Figure 1. Primary wildlife framings in the amenity migration literature. Bars indicate the number of amenity 

migration studies in which wildlife is framed primarily as an amenity (F1), an ecological outcome of land-use 

change (F2), or a conservation value or attitude (F3). No studies framed wildlife as a managed socio-ecological 

system (F4). 

These results summarize how wildlife has been framed across the amenity migration literature, 

revealing clear patterns in emphasis as well as notable absences. The following section moves beyond 

these numerical patterns to contextualize and elaborate the themes identified above, situating them 

within the socio-demographic and land-use transformations that characterize amenity migration and 

clarifying why certain framings have prevailed while wildlife management has remained marginal 

as an analytical focus. 

Contextualizing Amenity Migration for Wildlife Management: From High-Amenity Ranches 

to Small-Acreage Working Lands 

Our literature review found a marginal connection between the amenity migration phenomenon 

and the wildlife literature. Critical to understanding the intersection of these literatures is the 

contemporary context in which they take place, which is detailed in this section, and which was 

present in much of the literature analyzed.  

Amenity migration was long understood as a movement of affluent urban residents seeking 

large, aesthetically striking properties in high amenity rural settings such as mountain valleys, 

coastlines, and lakesides [11]. These early patterns concentrated newcomers in expansive scenic 

landscapes and reinforced the notion of amenity migration as a lifestyle choice for the privileged [12]. 

Specifically, within working lands, this population appropriates large contiguous ranches owned by 

individuals with considerable financial resources, supporting the hiring of professional managers, 

investment in infrastructure, and the implementation of coordinated grazing, vegetation, and fire 

management at scales conducive to ecological coherence [13–15]. These ultra-wealthy amenity 

migrants often struggle with issues of identity, cultural integration, and community acceptance; 

however, unlike the amenity migrants discussed here, they generally did not face constraints related 

to financial resources, land management coherence afforded by large landholdings, or access to the 

expertise and tools needed to implement large-scale stewardship [11,13–16]. 

The COVID-19 pandemic catalyzed a dramatic shift that democratized and diffused amenity 

migration into ordinary working lands, most of which takes place in small-sized properties [4,17]. 
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Contemporary amenity migration increasingly involves the purchase of small acreage parcels, often 

under 50 acres, by a broader socioeconomic spectrum [4], taking place in highly fragmented 

landscapes. Such land fragmentation is driven by the combined effects of population growth and 

outward urban expansion, rising land values associated with non-agricultural demand, declining 

agricultural profitability, aging farmers and ranchers, and the high costs of intergenerational land 

transfer, which together incentivize the subdivision of large rural parcels and the conversion of 

working lands to residential, recreational, or other non-agricultural uses [28,65]. As ranches 

subdivide into smaller parcels, economically viable ranching becomes increasingly difficult, 

encouraging amenity- and consumption-oriented land uses and reshaping the economic, ecological, 

and social functioning of rural working landscapes [4,18,34,65]. 

From previous work on land fragmentation, we know that this phenomenon complicates the 

coordination of stewardship practices, reduces the continuity of grazing and vegetation management, 

and introduces mismatches between ecological processes and the scales at which individual 

landowners make decisions [19–21,65]. In turn, the capacity for effective cross-boundary action, 

whether related to wildfire mitigation, invasive species control, water management, or wildlife 

habitat conservation, is diminished [22,23,65]. Fragmentation also places greater demands on 

institutional actors, who must engage with a larger and more heterogeneous landowner base while 

attempting to maintain ecological coherence across landscapes that no longer function as unified 

management units [4].  

While the parcelization literature showcases the spatial transformation and consequences on 

working lands, the amenity migration literature denotes a social transformation in that space. In 

states like Texas, where land is predominantly privately owned, amenity migration is evident in 

regions undergoing the above-mentioned parcelization, making small-sized properties readily 

available to amenity migrants [4,28–30]. Subsequently, management becomes dispersed across a 

diverse set of owners with varying experience, values, and objectives [4,34,65].  

For instance, according to the Texas Land Trends Fragmentation Risk Index developed by the 

Texas A&M Natural Resources Institute [28], the region encompassed by the so-called Texas Triangle, 

which includes counties within and surrounding the metropolitan areas of Austin, San Antonio, 

Houston, and Dallas/Fort Worth, experiences high levels of land fragmentation due to urban 

expansion pressure. On the ground, both news media [29,30] and the academic literature [4,31–33] 

highlight the growing prominence of amenity migrants post COVID-19 in multiple parts of the 

United States. Extension and conservation staff also often describe amenity migrants (referred to by 

them as “exurban landowners”) as their main clientele [4,17,34].  

Although no national dataset directly counts amenity migrants, numerous studies have 

quantified the phenomenon indirectly by linking net in-migration to amenity-rich counties. These 

analyses consistently show that rural counties with higher natural amenity scores have experienced 

disproportionately higher population growth since the 1970s, underscoring the substantial and 

measurable role of amenities in driving demographic change across the United States. For example, 

McGranahan [24] found that from 1970 to 1996, nonmetropolitan counties with high natural amenity 

rankings grew by 20 percent compared to only 1 percent growth in low-amenity counties, a pattern 

confirmed in subsequent national and regional studies [25–27]. Taken together, from national 

migration patterns to Texas parcelization trends and the observed presence of amenity migrants on 

the ground, the evidence makes clear that amenity migration is not a marginal phenomenon but a 

central force shaping rural change. 

Despite the prominence of amenity migration and its recorded social and ecological implications 

[5,11], little has been said about the relationship between amenity migration and wildlife 

management. While existing evidence shows that amenity migrants often express strong pro-

environmental values and favorable attitudes toward wildlife, including higher tolerance of 

predators and support for wildlife-friendly policies [40], values alone rarely translate into effective 

management. Land stewardship practices depend heavily on knowledge, institutional incentives, 

and community norms [41–43]. Although many amenity migrants espouse conservation values and 
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intend to manage their properties in ecologically beneficial ways [44], their views of nature and 

property goals do not always align with the practical requirements for creating and maintaining 

functional wildlife habitats. 

It is also increasingly clear that amenity migrants are far from a uniform group. Research 

highlights meaningful variation in their socioeconomic backgrounds, land-use goals, and 

environmental identities [17]. Some newcomers pursue ecological restoration or native landscaping, 

while others prioritize scenic aesthetics, passive nature enjoyment, hobby agriculture, recreational 

amenities, or privacy. Additional distinctions appear among retirees, remote workers, investors, part-

time residents, and those seeking alternative lifestyles. These diverse orientations shape how 

landowners perceive wildlife, what they consider desirable habitat conditions, and their willingness 

or capacity to engage in active management. Many newcomers engage more with the idea of 

appreciating nature than with the hands-on practices required to maintain it [5,45], underscoring the 

importance of tailoring outreach, incentives, and conservation strategies to this heterogeneity. 

Further, well-documented limitations in ecological knowledge and land management expertise 

among amenity migrants frequently hinder the translation of their values and goals into effective 

stewardship practices [4,46,47]. These challenges are often compounded by the social disconnect that 

they experience with long-term ranchers and community residents, whose land-use traditions, 

cultural norms, and expectations for good stewardship frequently differ from those of the amenity 

migrants, leading to mistrust and limited opportunities for knowledge exchange [4,10,13,14]. 

Moreover, many existing policy tools and institutional programs were designed for large, 

production-oriented operations and therefore do not match the needs, capacities, or circumstances of 

small-acreage amenity landowners, creating an institutional mismatch that further constrains 

effective management [4,5,46,48]. 

These knowledge and expertise gaps and learning opportunity barriers can lead to unintended 

ecological consequences, including the spread of encroaching woody vegetation such as mesquite 

and juniper, which proliferate under poorly informed management. Resulting shifts in plant 

communities alter the structure and function of working lands by reducing native grass cover, 

elevating fire risk, expanding bare ground, and disrupting ecological processes [49,50]. Together, 

these dynamics illustrate that amenity migration is not merely a demographic trend, but a driver of 

systemic ecological change whose implications extend well beyond individual properties. 

Wildlife Framings in the Amenity Migration Literature 

As shown in the quantified results section above, across the literature reviewed, wildlife appears 

frequently but unevenly, and rarely as the central focus of management. Instead, four dominant ways 

of framing wildlife emerge. First, wildlife is framed as a valued amenity that attracts migrants to rural 

landscapes (38% of the cases). In this framing, wildlife is appreciated for its aesthetic, recreational, or 

symbolic value, reinforcing motivations for rural relocation and nature-oriented lifestyles 

[3,5,11,26,35,36]. Wildlife is treated primarily as a desirable part of the landscape experience rather 

than as a system requiring active stewardship or coordinated management. 

Second, wildlife is presented as an ecological outcome of amenity-driven land-use change (24% 

of the cases). Numerous studies document how subdivision, residential development, and changing 

land uses associated with amenity migration affect habitat fragmentation, disturbance regimes, and 

species distributions [9,13,15]. In this framing, wildlife is positioned as a recipient of indirect impacts, 

with limited attention to how landowner decisions or management practices shape these outcomes. 

Third, some scholarship frames wildlife as a desired conservation goal (38% of the cases), 

emphasizing pro-environmental values, positive attitudes toward biodiversity, and support for 

wildlife-friendly policies among amenity migrants [4,40,44]. While this literature highlights 

conservation-oriented intentions, it rarely examines how such values translate into concrete 

management actions, particularly in fragmented, privately owned landscapes. 

Finally, and most notably, to our knowledge, wildlife is not framed as a managed socio-

ecological system shaped by landowner practices, institutional arrangements, and cross-boundary 

coordination. No studies explicitly examine how amenity migration reshapes wildlife management 
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decisions, habitat stewardship, or governance processes on private lands. This absence represents a 

central finding of this review and underscores a critical gap between the well-documented ecological 

implications of amenity migration and the limited attention given to wildlife management as an 

intentional, collective practice. This gap is particularly consequential given the post–COVID-19 

circumstances faced by amenity migrants discussed above. 

Taken together, these framings demonstrate that although wildlife is frequently referenced in 

the amenity migration literature, it is rarely treated as a managed socio-ecological system shaped by 

landowner practices, institutional arrangements, and cross-boundary coordination. This absence is 

particularly consequential in fragmented, privately owned landscapes where wildlife outcomes 

depend on collective action across diverse landowners. 

In effect, the amenity migration literature has treated wildlife primarily as a passive beneficiary 

or casualty of land-use change, rather than as an actively governed social–ecological system requiring 

coordination, learning, and institutional alignment. Although amenity migrants may value wildlife, 

the circumstances under which they operate can produce habitat conditions that undermine wildlife's 

needs. Amenity landowners, often drawn to rural landscapes for natural beauty, solitude, or 

environmental stewardship, frequently arrive without a foundational understanding of ecological 

systems or land management practices [4,5]. Their properties are typically small and fragmented, 

which reduces habitat connectivity and constrains the application of traditional wildlife management 

strategies, particularly for wide-ranging species or those requiring heterogeneous habitat structures 

[4,9,37].  

Without ecological literacy, well-intentioned actions such as artificial feeding, unmanaged 

reforestation, or poorly designed water features may lead to unintended negative outcomes, 

including species overabundance, disease transmission, or habitat degradation [51–53]. In addition, 

the absence of professional guidance or robust peer networks in many rural areas often leaves these 

landowners reliant on Internet sources or anecdotal information, compounding the potential for 

mismanagement [4]. This dynamic creates both challenges and opportunities for conservation staff, 

including the wildlife management profession. 

From the above analysis, we can see how the impacts of amenity migrants on wildlife and 

ecosystems, however, remain understudied and, when mentioned, they are often indirect, shaped 

through land use changes, residential development, fragmentation, and ecological disruption [54], or 

altered governance dynamics [5,14,48,55]. A socio-ecological framing makes clearer why these 

indirect pathways matter: shifts in governance, knowledge systems, and land-use patterns 

accumulate to produce landscape-level outcomes that determine ecosystem viability [41,66,67]. These 

challenges highlight the need to view wildlife management as embedded in coupled social–ecological 

systems, wherein ecological outcomes depend not only on biological processes but also on the social 

dynamics, knowledge flows, and institutional structures shaping landowner behaviors. 

Amenity migration in fragmented landscapes not only alters who owns and manages the land 

but also reshapes the motivations, knowledge systems, and land-use practices that underpin habitat 

quality. Why these shifts matter for wildlife management becomes clear when we consider how 

wildlife persistence depends on coordinated actions across multiple properties [37–39]. As landscape-

level wildlife outcomes emerge from the cumulative effects of many small decisions, even modest 

changes in landowner behavior can produce significant ecological consequences. Thus, 

understanding amenity migrants is not optional for wildlife managers; it is foundational to achieving 

conservation goals in increasingly fragmented, privately owned ecosystems.  

As found in our review, wildlife in this literature tends to be positioned as an appealing feature 

of rural landscapes rather than as a socio-ecological system affected by newcomers’ land use 

behaviors. And although wildlife and intact natural environments are frequently cited as key 

amenities attracting migrants, particularly in regions rich in public lands, wilderness, and protected 

areas [26,35,36], empirical research directly examining how amenity migration shapes wildlife 

management, habitat conditions, or species-level ecological processes remains extremely limited. A 

need arises for research agendas that tackle these issues. 
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A Call for Action: Leveraging Amenity Migration for Wildlife Stewardship 

Amenity migrants, despite their varied backgrounds and frequent lack of ecological training, 

represent one of the most significant new opportunities for advancing wildlife conservation on 

private lands. Many arrive with strong conservation-oriented identities and an intrinsic desire to 

protect wildlife, restore habitat, and care for the land [4,5,11,34]. Their value systems often emphasize 

biodiversity, ecological health, and the aesthetic qualities of landscapes, distinguishing them from 

production-oriented landowners whose stewardship decisions are shaped in part by economic 

considerations [5,11]. Importantly, amenity migrants tend to be highly receptive to learning 

[4,34,46,47]. Many participate in workshops, native plant courses, and habitat certification programs, 

and report a strong willingness to adopt new management practices when provided with guidance 

[34,56]. Their openness to innovation, combined with relatively high volunteerism, makes them 

strong candidates for participation in collaborative conservation networks [11]. Numerous examples 

show that with appropriate support, amenity migrants can contribute meaningfully to habitat 

restoration [16,44,57–59]. Their expanding peer networks, both local and digital, further strengthen 

these opportunities by accelerating the spread of stewardship ideas across fragmented landscapes 

[4,34]. 

Translating this motivation into ecological outcomes requires institutions and long-term 

landowners to recognize and address the barriers faced by this increasingly influential population. 

Even when motivated, many amenity migrants lack the labor, time, or financial resources needed to 

implement best practices consistently, particularly on parcels with degraded infrastructure or long-

standing management challenges [4]. The rapid subdivision of rural lands intensifies these 

constraints by creating a mosaic of ownerships with diverse goals and inconsistent approaches to 

management [14,60]. In landscapes where wildlife regularly moves across property boundaries, this 

variability produces management mismatches that fragment habitat and reduce continuity [61]. 

These challenges are further compounded by institutional arrangements designed for large, 

production-oriented operations. Many existing programs, incentives, and outreach models do not 

align with the needs or capacities of small-acreage amenity landowners, resulting in an institutional 

mismatch that constrains effective habitat restoration [5,46,48]. Addressing these structural barriers 

is essential if wildlife agencies are to work effectively in the increasingly complex socioecological 

contexts of rural regions. 

Meeting these emerging dynamics requires strategic adaptation by wildlife agencies, 

conservation organizations, and local networks. Agencies will need to develop extension models that 

reflect smaller parcel sizes, diverse motivations, and novice landowners. Approaches such as 

personalized site visits, tailored stewardship plans, and microgrants for habitat improvements can 

significantly enhance landowner participation. Programs such as Texas Parks and Wildlife’s 

Landowner Incentive Program [62] demonstrate the potential of targeted support to empower 

individuals while advancing broader conservation goals. Collaborative structures that bring together 

traditional producers and amenity migrants, such as wildlife cooperatives, watershed groups, and 

land trusts, are equally important. These networks foster mutual learning, reduce social divides, 

build trust, and create shared stewardship norms capable of coordinating management across 

fragmented properties [63,64]. Strengthening these cooperative arrangements is increasingly urgent 

as wildlife conservation becomes more dependent on the ability of institutions to coordinate action 

across diverse landowner identities and small-acreage landscapes. 

Despite these efforts, important research gaps remain. No study, to our knowledge, has yet 

systematically examined how the newest wave of amenity migrants, characterized by small parcels, 

socioeconomic diversity, nature-oriented identities, and limited ecological expertise, affects wildlife 

outcomes at multiple scales. Addressing this gap will require interdisciplinary research integrating 

ecological monitoring, landowner behavior analysis, institutional evaluation, and cross-boundary 

governance. Comparative studies between traditional and amenity landowners can help identify 

differences in motivations, land ethics, and management effectiveness. Just as importantly, research 

must attend to heterogeneity within the amenity migrant population itself. Socioeconomic position, 

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 19 January 2026 doi:10.20944/preprints202601.1327.v1

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202601.1327.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 10 of 15 

 

education, age, migration history, and cultural background all influence stewardship engagement in 

ways that remain poorly understood. As private landownership patterns continue to shift, these 

questions become increasingly important for designing inclusive, adaptive, and ecologically effective 

wildlife management strategies. Ultimately, recognizing amenity migration as a profound 

socioecological force, rather than merely a demographic trend, is essential for sustaining wildlife 

across today’s increasingly complex rural landscapes. Addressing these gaps is essential if wildlife 

conservation is to remain viable in landscapes increasingly shaped by amenity-driven landownership 

change. 

4. Conclusions  

This review examined the intersection of amenity migration and wildlife management on 

private lands, synthesizing scholarship across rural studies, natural resource management, and 

conservation. While amenity migration has been widely documented as a driver of demographic 

change, land-use transformation, and shifting landowner values, our review shows that wildlife 

management has received remarkably little explicit attention within this body of work. Where 

wildlife does appear, it is most often framed as an amenity, an ecological outcome of land-use change, 

or a general conservation goal, rather than as a managed socio-ecological system shaped by 

landowner practices, community dynamics, and institutional arrangements. As amenity migration 

continues to expand, research is needed to clarify how amenity migrants’ constraints, goals, and 

capacities can be leveraged, and, where necessary, guided, to support effective wildlife management 

and broader sustainability outcomes. 

This gap has important applied implications for sustainability. As private land ownership 

becomes increasingly fragmented and socially heterogeneous, wildlife outcomes depend not only on 

ecological conditions but also on how landowners learn, coordinate, and engage in stewardship 

across property boundaries. Addressing this challenge requires moving beyond institutional and 

programmatic approaches alone to more fully recognize the interactional and relational processes 

through which collective capacity for wildlife management emerges within communities. In 

increasingly fragmented landscapes, amenity migrants will require support to navigate knowledge 

gaps, institutional misfit, and relational challenges with other landowners. When such support is in 

place, ecological outcomes, including wildlife conservation, can be strengthened alongside the 

economic and socio-cultural dimensions of changing working lands. 

By clarifying how wildlife has been conceptualized in the amenity migration literature and 

identifying key gaps, this review provides a foundation for future research and institutional 

adaptation. Advancing wildlife conservation in amenity-driven landscapes will require greater 

attention to landowner learning, community relationships, and cross-boundary collaboration, as well 

as governance approaches that support these processes over time. Together, these insights highlight 

the need to better align wildlife management with the social realities of contemporary private-land 

systems to achieve durable conservation outcomes. 
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