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ABSTRACT

The lpreservatié%:recﬁéation distinction has general
relevance for recreation neSourcé'p1anﬁing and management .
Using a behavioural appfoaéh, this study has undertaken to
apply this, dimension to the {nvestigation of visitors’
orientations toward park resources. .

The study sites for the project were Dinosaur and
Writing-on-Stone Parks, Alberta, two Provincial Parks having
resources of butstaqding national or iqternational value, as
well as regional rec?eétioﬁéj. potential. A principal
consideration in fhe ptanning"of the two parks was the
relative weighting to (Be gjven to prbtection of park
resources -and visitor use of those resources,rand the study
was intended to provide an indication 'td” planners ‘bf
visitors’ views on this issue. |

Tw@ objectives of thg study were ltd determine the
overal]A‘breservation-recréation orientations of visitohs to
each park, and to compare these orientations;acﬁbss the two
parks. Three indicators were empTOyed to sﬁudy theée
orientations: perceptions of _parkil purpose; activity

preferences; and, preferences for management programmes. It

“Wwas determined that the ma jority of Dinosaur and

Writing-on-Stone Park visitors expressed a preservation‘
orientation, while a smaller proﬁortion' expressed a
recréation orientation. When cqﬁparﬁsoqf‘were médé for the
two parks,xﬁtfwas found thét Dinosaur Pérk Qisitors were
more likely to heportﬁ‘présérvation activity preferences,

iv



while Writing-on-Stone respondents were more likely to
favour activity and management preferences of a recreational
natUrey"

A further objéctive was to delermine if wvariations in
preservation and recreation orientations were related to
socio-demographic and visit characteristics of the Qark
v”sitors.‘ These relationships appeared to bé strongest for
aétivity and management preferences, with weaker support for
thé relationships of .socio-demographic/visit factors to
"perception. Variations in activity preference and management
preference orﬁentations were found to be associated with
location of residence, age, education, income, social group
type, visit-type, visit frequency, and type of destination.
Variations in perceptions were related to location of
Fesidence, age, and type of group. The differences in
overall orientations reported for the two parks were found
to be related, in bart, to survey population profile
differences, and the relative propor tions of strong
pre§ervation and strong recreation-oriented_visitors at each
pérk. ’

The degree of association between the three indicator
variables-was a]so assessed through corre]ationai analyses.
Moderate correlations webe found for thé~variable pairs,
activity preferences and management preferences, and
perceptions of park purpose and activity preferences; while

the association of perceptions and management preferences
. 7 _

was weak. These variable relationships were incorporated



into a proposed model.

The behavioural type of information éathered in this
study constitutes one type of Knowledge base to be
considered in outdoor recreation planning, and the
preservation-orientation distinction constitutes one
djmens{on on which recreationists’ views and behaviours may
vary. The results of the study alert planners to variatjohs
in user A group perépectives in ne]afjon to the
preservation-recreation issue, and, in doing so, may
contribute to_tﬁe development of planning concepts which are

more sensitive to the needs and views of the park-user

clientele.
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I. PLANNING AND BEHAVIOURAL RESEARCH
»

A. Introduction

Planning has been defined as the "process whereby man
deliberately sets out to influence . . . his environment so
as to improve the quality of his life" (Burton, 1976:53).
This approach implies an 'understanding of man-environment
relationships (Gold, 1972), and an awareness that the
principal objective of land hanagement is to provide
sustained benefits for people (Wager, 1977). In the outdoor
Eecreaﬁidn context, many researchers and managers view these
benefifs 'in terms | OF.' quality experiénces for the
user-clientele, and pﬁdieve that a major objectivg of.
recreation management is "to provide maximum satisfaction to
the public within the limits of certain resource, policy,
and budgetary constraiﬁfé" (Lime, 1972: 198). In order to-
facilitate theprqvision/of experiences WBich are satisfying
and ‘beneficial ;or rec%eationists, recreatioh'planners and
managersbmust have an understéhding of the characteristics,
needs and démands of Pecreat{onfsts, és well as the factors
whiich inffuence',the{r behaviours aﬁd responses in the
outdoqr recreation setting (Browﬁ, Driver, and Stankey;
1976} Driver, 1976). Research hgs demonstrated that - fhe‘
recreating public is not homogenedusrin its responses and
needs; consequently the demands of various user-groups need
to be 'differentiated«'so thSi opportunities’and management

programmes may be designed to accommodate this diversity.



.Traditionally, judgments about user satisfactions and"
their preferences have been largely a projection of
planners’ vaiues and opinions about what others prefer or
should prefer (White, 1966). In recent years, however,
recognition of the inadequacy of this approach has prompted
the development of a behavioural research orientation, which
attempts to provide planners and managers witR empirical
evidence of the social and psychological aspects of user
demand and behaviour. Such information is useful for many
types of management decisions, such as selection of
management objectives and management tools to achieve those
objectives (Brown, Driver, and Stankey, 1976), and indeed
essential where? swch decisions relate to the provision of
user sétisfactioé§\§hd benefits. k»

One type of p;bblem which planners frequently must’
address concerns the inherent conflict between preservation
and use of scarce and valuable resources. Many p]anning
approaches are possible to deal with this issué, and
quantitiative information about the perceptions and opinions
of the public constitutes one type of Knowledge base Which
is usefu]"in formulating and selecting alternative cerses
of actibn for manéging these conflicting goals. Following an
v'introductory' discussion on the general role of behavioural
researéh in planning, thié topic will be addressed in

~greater detail in order to clarify the concepfuaT basis for -

the present.study.
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B. Historical and Functiona]‘Aspécts of Behavioural Research
In the - last decade, several developments have

contributed to an® increased therest \in the behavioural

aspects of outdoor , recreation research and planning.

{

Planning, in general, has begun to focus on concerns
relating to the.VWQUality of 1ife", rather than simply the

provision of specific types and quantities of services

(Burton, 1976; Gold, 1972; Lime, 1972). In outlining the

history‘of_6Qtdoor recreation piénning, Jubenvilie (1976:40)
has identified the era from 1970 -to the present as the
"Quality of Life Stage" in which the quality of the
ecological and social aspects of the recreation environment
has - become  increasingly important. This contrasts with
previous eras_ which have been predominantly resource
oriented (Welfare DeQeiopment Stage: 1930-50), or concerned
with supply increases to meet burgeoning demand (Mass Use

and Development Stage: 1950-1970). Concurrent with this

focus on qualin, planners have attempted to modify their

approéch_from a model of p]énning for the user-clientele to
oianning with the user (Burton, 1976; Porteus, 1977:315).
wVidura] information, gathered directly from users,

sents one. Form of user participation in this planning

D 3.
has a]sQ cecome increasingly evident that planners’
RN 1ht not proyide the most .accurate ~source of .
infor = ‘or a;ouf. ,)creatidniéts’ behaviours, needs, and

pref=rence. Resezrch in the field of outdoor . recreation



management has demonstrated that perceptions ahd values of
resource managers often vary considefably from those of the
user clientele they serve. These discrepancies have been
shown in relation to a variety of planning and management
factors, including the identification of problems in the
recreation environment (Clark et al., 1971; Peterson, 1974},
actual use patterns (Lucas, 1977),; appropriate .management
and development strategies (Lucas. 1964 ; Hendeevand Harris,
1930), and concepts of recreation settings such as parks and
wi]dérness areas (Lucas, 1964; Merriam, Wald and Ramsay,
1972). These findings have underlined. the  need to
communicate directly with = the recreationist thrbugh
behavioural research, in order to reduce the influence of
management bias and to faci]itate decisions which are more
aéceptab]e to the public.

.Furthermore, the rapid increase in the number of
outdoor recreation participants has necessitated a change in
perspective, so that resource management has increasingly
become "people management” (C]awsonﬁ 1972:59; Peterson and
Lime, 1973). Jubenville (1976:23) has also pointed out that
social needs and vélues"chanée more rapidly than biologicél
phenomena, and therefore require more intensive monjtoriﬁg.
for ;ecreation planning. The subsequent geménu for social
research hasvresulted in the adaptation o? concepts from the
social and behavioural sciences to outdoor recreation
planning and managémeqt prob]ems; Correspondingly, - there has

been increasing support for the concept that recreation is



an» "experience", rather than simply participation in
activities (Driver and Tocher, 1975). As a result, there has
been a “mérked shift away from aggregate models of demand'
toward detailed consideration of the individual
recreationist, his attitudes, wvalues, and behaviours."
(Mercer, 1979:122). |

As outlined-by Driver (1876), behavioural information
constitutes ‘just one”of'the types of Kknowledge bases which
is relevant to outdoor recreation planning and management.
Other types of information which should be considered
include:

1) Resource Location: Inivormation about the setting and
suitabil}ty of the physical resources, including an
appraisal of their re]afivé écércfty, unidUeness, carrying
capacity, and appropriateness for providing specific
recreation opportunities.

| 2) Historical Use: Describtivévstatistical information
oﬁ past and current paﬁticipafion.trends. | ‘

3) Economic: The app]icatioh of ‘prjnciples of public
finance to resource allocation, focusing on chh issues as
the benefits and costs of providing différent facilities in
different locations, the scale éﬁ; deve]opment, and how
opportunities should be financed. :

4) Administrative-Political: An approach in which the -
primary reliance is placed on the democrafic-po]itica]
process to allocate recreation ‘resources. Information is

obtained from such sources as voter behaviour, Jlobbying of

/



specific interest groups, and public hearings.

| Driver (19765170) emphasizes that information from all
five knowledge bases needs to be integrated through a
muftidisciplinary approagh,‘ “with different problems
requiring different weightings for each type of Kknowledge
base. It s evident]that management cannot fe]y solely on
public opinion as a bésis for policy (Lfme,-1972).' However ,
behavioural research can ‘contribute to this integrated-
. approach by clafifying usgr-rePated factoré which would not
be apparent if an ihventory of background information were
limited to the four Knowledge bases outlined above.

It bhas beéh pointed out that behavioural information
can_contribute to many types of planning decisions. When
alternative ,courées of  management actions 'aré being
considered, the consequénces and implications mz be better
undérstbda when .the range, mix, and intensity of public
senfim {s documented (Stankey, 1977). Furthermore, the
colfectiof of information about recreation hesoUrce~users
may Tlow planners to ‘discerr: A“Pegularitiesbv and
consistencies in behaviour, and may séﬁsitize=p]anners to
individué] and group differencés which exist among fhe user
clientele." (Porteus, - 1977:226). Awareness of thé range. of
usef nehaviours and demands may assist planners in selecting
'management “ tools and managehent objectives, :and- ih
formulating modifications fp an ‘existing system (Bfown,
Driver,; :and Stankey, 1976). In- addition, behéyfoura]

information may -alert managers in advance to potential



consumer reactions (Loewenthal, 1966:33) and may indicate
the need for explaining programmes, chahges,.and management
strategies to the public (Lime, 1972; Lucas,  1969).
Primabily, an understanding -of _the user ciientele should
assist planners in providing a spectrum of obbortunities“
wﬁich_ meet the diverse demands of the various user-groups,
as well as quality recreation experiehces which =~ are both

satisfying and beneficial.

C.- Preservation and Use of‘Outdoor Recreation Resources

Many | agencies concerned.  with" :thgm;planniﬁg and
: : i

managemeﬁf of outdoor'feéreétion résourges oiéﬁéte..Under a -
4mandate which enéompasses two;majér goals: A1though pHrased.
;in‘ a variety of, ways, -these.-goa[s specify _bofh the
preservation of resources for the future, and ‘the uée.and’.
~enjoyment of these{ reéoqrces by the puBlic. Undef hany
conditions, there fs‘ an inherent cpnfiicx'betweeh these
objectiveéi Often, resources which afe fragile, séarce; or
represghf unusual or unspoiled beauty are fhreatened by the
presence and actions of the visiting pubTic, “who are
attracted to~. a ‘site _by‘.fhe aeéthetié features or
opportunities for reéreation in a pleasing setting.,.‘

| This situation‘ is exemp]ffied in .two Provincial Papks
in Southern,A]berta, which were chosen as ‘the study \sites.
for fHe preéent research. These two bérKs,(Diho;aur and -
Writing-on-Stoné.Provincial.?arks) pontaiq'unique resources.
of national and internatibna] valde, but é]so serve a

A



fecreatﬁonal:role,fof‘hegtona] residents due .to theirdscentc’
‘and p]easant ~1ocations Tn-'praipje river valleys. The
resource‘ 'Vatues of  Dinosaur :Pnovinoiai Park include
paleontolog1ca1 remains-as well as unusuath riparian and
- badland hab1tat In the_._past, : publﬁo.;\access “to

. paleontological 'sites has ‘resolted"in d1stUPbances and.
removal of Significant fossilsJ and encnoachment.of‘pubtic
use has ‘resulted in some>destruction of ripahian and badland
terrain, ‘pWriting-on-$tone " Provincial Park  contains
petrog]yphs and piotographs, drawn on exposed sandstone‘rock
faces; as well  as f\agile-hoodoo fohmations and-va]uab]ei

wildlife habitat. The most significant evidence of  visitor
impact upon these resources has oocurred at'the'site_of thei

native rocK art where the rock face and designs' have . been,-
defaced w1th graff1t1 by park- v1s1tors in past years. delic.
access to these sites has thus become a concern in, recent

» ' B}

years.

Where both the qualityl of the_ environment and the
qualityl of  the vtsitors’ *experience mdst'be proteoted~to
hprdvide ‘sustained ,benefits; the - tensions between -

‘ preservation,and use of the resource must be-managed‘through

a &
U\.

the_.seteotion of appropbiate policies “and K.management
stﬁategies. Sihce ‘a »range of - activity, development and
management options is ayaiiab]e} planners mus t determine for’
" any papticolar site"the telat%ve emphasis to be given to
'resource protection and v1s1tor use . of those resources

v

Among the faot6/s‘to cons1der are the types of act1v1t1es to*
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be provided and their associated support factlitjes, as \well
as specific visitor and resource management strategies
having various degrees of control and treatment. For each Zh\\;;;
these factors,'the range. of options ‘may be conceptua]ized'
'a]ong a continuum of‘~user~oriented and‘reSOUrce?oriented‘
elements‘ at the polar extremes - This ' technique is
exemp11f1ed by the class1f1cat1on systems of Clawson (196Q)}
and dubenv1lle (1976). Clawson (1960) has 1dent1f1ed types .
of recreat1on' areas - as ‘user-orjented'd 1ntermed1ate, 'orh
resourceFOriented .accordtng; to a. numberl of Crtterta}.
‘ ﬁncludjng general vlocation and maJon types oanctivjty‘
’proyided.~5tmi1arly; _dubenyitje (1976) has deve]oped.,an
opportun1ty 'spectrum’;‘to.t:concethalﬁze- the' resource_h
consequences of plann1ng act1ons accord1ng ‘to the1r degreeh;
'ofl 1rrevers1b111ty At the act1v1ty or1ented“ po]e -of. the:'
cont1nuum where a]terat1on of. the resouroe- is re]at1vely

h1gh are' such ooportun1tres-“ as -playgrounds L and

'sportsf1e1ds, wh11e WT]QaneSS,4W1th mi 1ma1,aTteratton, is

.at the 'resource- or1ented" extreme h |
A more contemporary and complex - approach to the use of
the cont1nuum ‘concept in outdoor recreat1 n plann1ng hasA

been devetoped by Clark and StanKey (1979). §tankey s (1977);‘;
.Aapproach stqess1ng_: the -1mportance of_‘a 1spectrum of
, .opportun1t1es to. meet_ the - diverse " needs of outdoor.
.recreat1on1sts,.lhas “received_'elaboratton“ in a’Recreation

[

_Opportun1ty Spectrum Fr amework vde;e]oped by Clark and

\

Stankey- (1979).



10

These authors have identified six ' significant
attributes of outdoor recreation settings which have
implications for recreation activities and the experiences'”l
provided. Each of these situational atfnibutes (such as
degree of access, 'acceptabﬁlity of visitor impdcts, and
acceptable regimentatfon) can be varied along a ~sp;;tFUﬁ
which is .defined by po]af extfemes and intermédiate
e]éments.lWIth this mu]ti-diﬁensiona] approach; recreation
opbortuﬁity settings are viewed és the"result of a specific
combination of the six factors 11n a particular location.
When ~a site s conceptually located at a point in the
spectrum, a band ofnacéeptable strategies'can be/ ide%tified

from the spectrUm Qf" opportunities dassociated with each ///

 factor. ’ . , :
| Although Clark and Stan52?’T7§7§+8+~ha¥ﬁ_ialegd/{ﬁ;?://

sbectrum efements on a cont jhuum fhom modern - to :primitive,
they stress (that it~§§/1hé concébt of varying.situational
attributes rather than specific ]abe]s' which¥ is importanf
for selecting management strategies:_
' Several “tools are available to planners to.
operatiohalize these concepts,‘inc]dding classification of
sites within a system and zonjné of component areas within a
site;' In this way, plannérs can specify the principal
“orientation 6f a site or .zone on a contjnuum such as
presenvatiOn-uée; Aor”“resourCé—orjentéd/user—gbiented and

select the activities, developments and. management

strategies which are consistent ;?Tﬁ“fhis orientation.
_ o . R

-
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Where the presence of valQed resources necessitatés
that greater weight be. given' to resource preservation,
planners are obliged to Seleét those obtions which Timit
recreational use and minimize resource 'degradatjon. Among
the possible approaches are\]imitiné public achssibility to
the resource, specifying variousl'zones ‘with ~different
degrees of developméntﬁ and permiésib]e activities, or
focusing on the provision of interprétive opportunitfes--as
the principal interface be tween thé user and the-resoubée;’

However, since the values éf resourcesv:abé cuiturally‘
defined (Hunker, 1964 0’ Riordan, 1971), usérs'may view the
resource differently = from ‘,the : plahner, '.and demand
deve]opments' or activities which arélincompatible with the
resource preservation pWanning ijective§3 Furthermore,
several vreséahchers have _observed vth§t fhe .types of
activities partiéipated in by Visitons'tor specifi¢'_outdoor
recreation resour¢es may be uﬁantﬁdipéféd by ageﬁcy policy
(McCool, 1978), or be at variance with aQency po]?cy (eg.,
Herrero and-Irwin, 1976). In many cases}'these“actiQities do
not réquire‘the_particu]ar attributes of the  résource; 'and
may be independent. of the type of faci]fties provided. As;'=
McCool (1978:71) has noted, user choice of unanticjbated:>or
in;bpropriate activities could .1ead . to unéccéptab1e '
degradation“ bf valuable Eesources, and conflict with
preservation objectives established by planners and

managers.
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By helping to clarify the views and potential responses
of the résource users, behavioural research can assist
p]annefs in anticipating the degree of “support they will
receive for resource protection measures. In addition, the
public’smdesire for alfernative opportunities and management
strategies can be identified and:brought to the attention of
the planéer, so  that consideration may be given to
accommodating these diverse demands thrdugh various planning
techniques. |

Just as the managemeht crientation . for 'an outdoor
recreation resource may 'bé viewed on  a Vcontihuum from
' "activity/user-oriented" to "prééervation/fesource-oriented"'
(dubenvillé, 1976), the views of the user clientele may be
conceptualized along similar dimensions; Furthermore,'there
is considerable evidence to  suggest _bthat © .different
user~groups, chafacterized on a number of aggregate factors,
may vary in their orientations: toward 'butdoor"recreation
resoupée;; ~and.  in their :demands foﬁ acti?itiéé and.
deve lopments 'ﬁeg.,<.daCKson,' 1980) . Siice  this theme
Constitutes the basis of the»présent»study, these findings
'receive more detailed attention in the Fo]lowing chapter.

'D. Study Purpose

'At.the time that this research Wés undertakeﬁ,_ formal
Maneh' Plan development was in progress for each of fhe fwo
study pérks. A primary"Focus in the foer]atfon . of
hanagehent objectives was - the réiétive weighting io_be givéh

Vo
\

\
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to resource protection measures ane to use 6f those
résoﬂrces by park visitors. It was felt that- fnformation
about the importance _of _preservatioh and recreatinn
functions of these parks to current -park users wou]d be
useful to p]anners;deve]oping alternatﬁve pérk poncépts and
would provide an indication of the degree‘of public suppor t
for these concepté; | ‘

The purposé of this <ctudy .was thus to egamﬁné theb
preservation-recreation orientations of visitors . to t@o |
study parKs‘(Dfnbéaurﬁand‘Writ{ng-oantone'Provincia] Parks,
A]benta) Having Peéourcés of ogtstanding natidna] :or‘
ihtefnational‘value,:‘as We11.”as. recreational boténti?l)
Visitors} : 'orféntatjons' "wére éssessed »éléngf pa;
preSerQatioh>recreation dimensioh since this.wasv'consjdered
'fo‘be~medningfu1 for'préctica] p]aﬁning concerns for the two
parks, and was.pebfinéﬁf to the resource ﬁanégement and
behavidural'iésueé'éxpféésed_ih'the recreafjon‘literéture.

fhree behavioﬁraf {ndicafafszwere ~emp loyed  fo aSsés§
vis{tor 'ofientatfpnéi peréeptions of parK purpose; aétiQityv
preferences:; ahd; preferences" for management progbamme§ and
devélopments. A review of previous,studiés revealed that thé
prééeryatioﬁ—reéreation dimensibﬁ was Eé]eyant t>  each bf 
these. threéT- facfors;' Fur thermore, ‘the nature of .thé.
Are]atfénshipé am&ng these three .variablés:: percépfions of
park jpurpoSes; 5actiVity ‘ preferences;_ and, ‘managemehf~‘

preferences, was of considerable ‘theoretical interest.
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As one aspect of. this examination = of the
preservation-recreation orientations of visitors to the two
parks, this s tudy also undertpok to evaluate the
~orientations of specitic ser-groups within the park visitoh
‘prulation.vPrevtous_rese rch 'had demonstrated that Vaniods'
‘user-groups '~ may  have | differing percept1ons Ctivity
‘preferences, and management preferences- wtth. respect to
outdoor recheatton ’reSOurces.‘and.that an Understand1ng.of
this 'diversity -is necessary fdr the deVetopment of ‘a
su1tab1e spectrum ‘of recreation opportun1t1es and management,
‘programmes. As a bachround to this aspect ,pf »theA study,
.previous research pWhich has;_>identified user-group
diffehences related to the preservatton-recreatjon'dimension
bts’ parttcuiarly- relevant -andtis‘repdrted in the fdllpwtng»
'chapter (Chapter Two) . 'l

On the bas1s of this study purpose, a mode] of var1ab1e
»re]at1onsh1ps was proposed, 'and_ five  'specific obJect1ves

'were.deve]oped for the study; including:

1. ,The determination - of preservat1on recreat1on
: or1entat1ons of visitors to each of the two study parks, o

2a,tA compar1son of the or1entat1ons of v1s1tors to each of
the two parks;.

‘3. An 'exam1nat1on of variations \1n or1entat1on_ among
sub-groups of park users; '

45' The: 1dent1f1cat1on of’ v1s1tor prof11es for each of the =
~ two parks, including  socio- demograph1c “and visit .
- characteristics; and : S :

75, 'The 1nvest1gat1on of the degree of association .among
pa1rs of 1nd1cator variables. s ’
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'TheSe objectives, and _ the proposed. model receive
further elaboration in the initial sections of Chapter

Three.

E.. Study Organization
This first chapter has provided_an 1ntroduction to the

general concepts, purpose, and objectives which' form the
basis bof the study. In Chapter Two, a review of literature
related to the specrfic variables and"reTationships uhder
ihvestigation 1s presehted, This review focuses prihari1y on.
the concept'or enyironmehtal. or1entat1ons and USer-grQUp
'differences o in perceptions, act1v1ty preferences,_ and
.development preferences which have been 1dentified in
prev1ous research This is followed by the presentat1on of a
'prowrsed model out11n1ng the. conceptual ‘relationships of the
maJor variables in ‘the study. Further e]aborat1on of the N
study ob3ect1ves and var1ab1e re]at1onsh1ps is prov1dede
'Chapter Three. This leads to a d1scuss1on of. the‘backgroundv
'dof the projectv and a descr1pt1on ‘of\ ‘the‘h researoh'
methodo]ogy'employedbih the 'study. | | ‘ o

| The firsf phase of ihe resuits,'focdsing on the oyerali»
'preservatfonfreoreaﬁion erws of ‘Visitors to Dinosaur and
Writ%ng-on-stone Provincia] Parks, is'presented ind Chapter
.Four, encompass1ng ObJect1ves Ohe and Two. An'additjonaj«
objective, focus1ng on the re]at1onsh1ps amohg ithe three
var1ab1e 1nd1cators is a]so addressed in Cha/}er Four. The,:

third and fourth obJect1ves form the pr1nc1pa1 focus of
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Chapter Five, where ~orientation differences among user
sub-groups and park visitor profiles are identified and
compared across parks. Chapfer Six providés a final review
of the results, followed by a discussion of the practical

and theoretical imp]icafﬁons of . the study findings.



- II. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

A. Introduction

‘%n fh{s éhapter.preVious reséarch findihgs are reviewed:
in ordér to clarify the nature of the vaniables.éddressed in
the present study. »lnitfa]ly, ,é genéral overview of the
cbhcebfua]':oriéﬁ{;tion,'fé Uprovided, expanding upon‘ tHe
\?hotion- of _variatjons<Ain’-éeréonaf responses to ‘outdbor
recreation gnvirqnﬁents which was introduced‘in Chapter One.
Fo'n_owing this»’introductipn, there is a more detailed
presentation'of‘findings re]ated(fo the_major >vafiéb1es of
the study:( perbeptiohs and definition of place, activity
preferehcés,land‘preferenCes for manaéémeﬁt and deve1opmeﬁt'
.programmeé. In each case,. those findingé which SUggest
- variations ‘in behavioural responses to outdoor recreatidn'
environments are High]ighted, partiqy]érly wherébthey relate.
to.the_presefvation-becreation dimension which 1s.the'.focus
of the present study. Included® in the discussioh are
5Pe;earch findings wh%éh_suggest fhe nature of relatiohships‘
among the three'“Variabfes; ‘Finafly, tﬁese varfabjes ahd  |
relationships are 'bohceptuaiizedv in a proposed mode 1,
leading to . a documentétjon.of the.specifié-probositions to-

be investigated.

17
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B. Variations in Behavioural Response to Recreation

-

Environmentsv’
OQutdoor recreation represents one form of human
interaction with thé natural enVironment (Gold, 1972}). Since
the values of resources are culturally and socially defined
(Hunker} 1964), public responses to the natural environment
vary cénsiderably. This diversity of views and'behaviours\is
eyiééﬁffwfth” respect to general resource-related issues
(eg., Tognacci et ‘al.., 1972), jas well as for specific
outdoor recreation envirohAents such as. wilderness areas and
po ks (eg., Hendee et al., 1968; Merriam, Wald, and Ramsay,
1972). The-wéys_in which people classify ’'the environment,
inc]uding the = perceptual , and cognitive beliefs and
differgntiat?ons they make about environments, may be
réferreé to .as “enViroﬁmenta] orientation” (Chemers and
A1tman,‘1977:44); Thié éoncept is of considerable relevance
to wutdoor recreation plahnfng since there is a growing body
of:‘ﬁeséarch which suggests Ehat | personal images bf
énvironments are'dfrectly reiated'to behaviour with fespect
té-those environments (Bryan and Jansson, ° 1973; Dor fman,
'ﬁ979§' Foster, 1877; Rostron, 1970; Schreyer and Roggenbuck,
1977; Stankey, 1973; Wong, 1979). Furthermore, there  is.
evidence to _'éuggest that variafiohsL in environmental’
‘.drientat{on wifh‘respéct to both{genera]‘issues-and,speéjfic
resource concerns.  are \assoéiated with definable
socio-demdgraphfc and socio-cultural éharacterisfics "of

pdbulation_' sub-groups. SimilahTy, researchefs concerned



19

specifically with outdoor recreation confexts have also
focused on socio-demographic and socio-cultural factors as
explanatory vériab]es reldted‘ to variations in recreatioﬁ
behaviour.

0f relevance to the present investigation are those
studies which demonstrate variations in orientation with
respect to the preservation-recreation dimensionn and which
ciarify the relationships of socio-demographic énd éther
factors to these variations. In the'general cgntexf; studies
focusihg on environmental concern in relation to gehera] or
community-épecific ecological issues (eg., Constahﬁini and
Hanf, 1972: Tognacci et al., 1972) have helped to identify
socio-demograpﬁic chafacterisfics which are associatéd with
a conservation or presé?vation orientation and invofyement
in activist groups concerned with thése issues.

Findings from many of these studies have been"
summarized by Buttel and Flinn (1974:58) who state that "the
most consistent result found in recent ihvestigations s
that education is ‘strongly associated with naturaltstic
values, environmental concern and preservéfionist
dispositions." Other factors which have been associated with
a high degree of environmental concern are highgr income
levels and non-exploitative occupational categorieg (Buftel
and Flinn, 1974;4Constantini and Hanf, 1972). »Loca&ion of
'résidence has been found to be associated witH~envin6hmenta1
Qrféhtation.ih several studieé, with. urban rééidence ‘and
origin ‘pogitiJeJy “_gorre]atéd _>w1thi 'ﬁartkcipation in

L
\
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conservation  groups .(Hendee et al., 1969) 'and“the

environmental movement (Harry et al., 1969). The findingsAof

Constantini and Hanf (1972) also suggést that "concern about

thérnatural einrpnment ig greater among 1ndiyiduals whov do

not‘reéide in élose proximity to conservation areas.” (Smith

and Alderdice, 1579:334).

Studies 1Q the  outdoor. *recreation context have
Frequenfly definéd recreatidnists’ drientations according to
specific dichotomies orvdimensions, sb that the association
of socio-démographic and otﬁer factors to ‘these variatiohs
could be more. réadin ﬁnvestigated. 'A presentainn by
Bultena | and.\tK}eSSig‘, (1969: 349-351)‘ ﬁprovfdes ‘a
céncethJlizatidﬁﬂ for social research in outdoor recreation
\jsettings; descﬁ%bing several orientation dichotomies éVident
in' campers’ motivations and camping sfyles, which are
generalfzab]e fo other recreation contexté. These dimensions
include: - |
1. A deSiré to-'deere 'benefits from a specific:

resource’ base '  wversus resource - base
substitutability;

2: CPrﬁmitive style versus comfort and convenience; .

3. "Activistic" orientation versus relating to
-nature through contemplative or reflective
.activities; and, -

4. Experiences in which a man-land relationship is
stressed versus desire for social experiences in
which the man-man relationship is ppimaryu

Measurement scalés incorporating many of these
dimensfbns have been }'develobed by résearchers‘land‘

administered to recreationists in various settings. Examples

/. ‘ S e ¥ . ° ’
. B .
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. . : : ’ . n
of these scales include  the WilderNism )\ 4™ /" 4% of
Hendee et al. (1968), the Uti1izatfqh/pb/§§(v§i1\n'SQ31§ of

Catton (1969), the censervatibn-devé1qb/§gﬁ &4\eﬂsi0ﬂ of

sadler  (1970), and the Hendee, Gg18 a9 Ation (1941
typology.'Studies which have emploYy/ ¢h§g@ \, ~§1miiar
scales, have demonstrated the "aSy 0\ ﬂ\ ir® ngﬁta

erientations'which exist among outdab( (&\f@\t \ iSg. AN

A ‘
overv1ew of “these ‘studies ,supportﬁ h{ \p@ ﬂ“ %]nglg/s.

N
(j969) conceptual1zat1on of outdoor NN ﬂ 7 ]éntat1bp
some respondents are oriented mOP t/ \rd fNJﬂyNeﬂt

\ .
natural features, protection of &{“h% f\gﬂNrae , Qﬂd

minimal intrusion by man, while- {h§(5 9\0/"3'Qrgatér‘

4

orientation towand_socia] expﬁ@wenoe§ ﬁ/ m\'% 9xteﬂsiQ@
deve lopment of urban art1fa£ts ’\ Ns \r . rﬂa§ 1k0f
example, in the wilderness context Ay \/P\ f\ h thﬂd
‘d1fferences in the degree of w11dern§gs\ﬂw\ g\ /Q N4 W eS of
wi lderness users, with some "seeking ma\1m\m s/ it e ynd
.contact with nature to others seekind 4 §df /h@r A\

wh1ch‘w11derness_1s s1Mp1y a conve\ieNﬁ' ﬁ\tfnm//\ Me"

1 1976:7). Simi1ar1y, campers have 48\ \ifke(th-ﬁted\iﬂ
terms  of their ,secia] and ‘envir\ﬂm\ﬂ£\1 \ /hienwéfiQﬂﬁ
(Buitena‘ aﬁd’ Klessfg{ 1969; C]ar“x',NéK\éﬁ a/q 0P8 1./
1971; Schinkel, 1980; White, Wall, ay Phi/\1ﬁ* 49>9’~‘6T§r%
et al. (1971:145) concluded that "¢y A\ 1%, i8Nty n
Qeﬁera]]yﬁinvolves high levels ef i\tﬁ“ /N, ﬂm Wyeh othgf

campers, a preference for act1v1t19\ o /\ A / ]@th Wiy

urban environmer s and developed Y 0\14\ A WN1&h tQ“é -

Vs



)

N

/

’;,

A

\
1

precedence over contact with the hatural environment."
Y A summary of this review of literature focusing on
it .

variations 'in. behavioural responses to outdoor environments

‘\js//bﬁbyided .in Table 2.1. Many'of the factors descr{tﬂed‘in~

this seqfﬁon relate to the differentiation of presérvation

\ -

and récheatfpn orientations in this study. In inVestigatingj

1
these orienta}igns, researchers have employed many types of

indicators gy'lmeasures, including perceptions, recreation-

s

: activiiy "pneferences,'  and. preferences - for  future

developments: of recreation sites. These indicators, and

relevant preservation-recreation distinctions associated

with‘them; are outlined in the following sections.

C. Perceptions of Outdoor Recreation Environments
'.Increasing]y, researchers. have éfressed the role -of

perception as a significant factor in - environmental

demonstrated fhat'individua]s of vary%ng psychological-. and

experiential backgrounds interpret and assess environmental .

information according to their unique view..of the world,

_developing images ahd designating meaning to environmental

elements. In the outdoor recreéation .- context, researchers. -

‘have® found that an individual’'s percepti&ns may inf1uence‘\

decisions to.recreate'(Bryan and Jansson, 1973), recreation
behaviours (Lee, 1972), Satisfactions with environmental and

social attributes  of resources (Dorfman, 1979 'Stahkéy,

1973), and- views about future management&and developments‘.'

,x,fJ§§EELBmuL;—~and deqisibh:maKiﬁéidfPerception .research has.

=
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fHendeer'et‘lanr 19681; An 'onderstanding of recreation
resource busers’_fperceptions of recreation environments
therefore appears to be 1ntegra1 in understand1ng observed
var1at1ons in user behav1ours and demands
Ih\ many cases studles;have focused on recreationists’

percep£1ons~;of specific resoorce ‘attributes, inc]uding
environmental“ahd"socja]' features, such as crowding (eg.,
étankey, 1973) ,or.'the presence of resource degradation
(Vaskeh et al ., 1980).'Of'greater relevance to the presenf
_nresearch,~however,”are the studies which have  investigated
the pub1ic“s,hpersoha1 concepts of recreation environments
such “as parks or wilderness Emploping a variety' of
indjcators these " stod1es have demonstrated the. d1vers1ty of'
meanihgs def1n1t1ons which are attr1buted to these '
resources by the public. One.aspect of the meaningior‘image-
of a resource is the purpose or fuhct1on that 1t serves. fhéf
range of functions that parKsamay serve forAthe pub11c 35
demonstrated in' . several: Sfudies.“whfch haye"jhvestiéated"
abstragt Canepts‘ and geheraTized “jmages' of rStatep'ahdi

National Parks in the United States o
The mos t d1rect approach to 1nvestlga¢1ng the Concept -

'of_a_ParK was that_of Merr1am et al.. (1972), ‘who ‘asked :

campers  what -fhe»‘wordg'»“state'-parK“, meant -to ”them h

R N

Approx1mately three quarters of the campers (77 percent) sawm"

i}

a park pr1mar11y as a recreat1on’area, wh11e the remaining

[y .
N

23 percent def1ned a park pr1mar11y as a reserve for _the

preservat1on of the natural env1ronment When <tota1
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number of responses was examined, the range of meaningé
applied to #lhe term "state park" = became evident :
abproximately one-quarter of . the responses were oriented
towaré active recreational use, and oge—fifth to nature and
conservation. The remaining responses were concerned with
personial benefits such as a p]écé to relax (18 percent) and
the at}ribd%es of facilities such as facility quality (3524'
percent ). |
| White and Séhreyer (1951) employed a similar approach,
ésking National Park (U.S. | visitors what they felt was the
“purposé of national parks." They classified responses
according to their preservation or use emphasis, analogous
to the twin mandates of the National Park Service. Féur_
fifths (80.1 percent) of fhe respondents emphasized use,
whereas 72.0 percent mentioned preservation. They coacfuded
that mqst visitors had extremely generalized perceptions of
the national parks, considering them basically as fp]aceé to
see and enjoy" (Whitégand Schreyer, 1981:333).
o Five distinét themes relating to the functions of
~national parks wereﬂﬁgpcuménted by Née ~(1978) in a
factor-ana]yfical sthy. of "highschoo] age youths. These
'subjécts perceived national parks primari]y as a setting.for
outdoor recreational activ{ties, ana as a place for
solitude. The remaining factors, whichvwére'nét.so important
29 the respondents,. suggested that parks were viewed as
'-p1aces for social inﬁeraction with family aqd friends; and

' ~finally, as a place for the pnotection‘of resourceé, such as



animals, and other 'natural features.

| the Canadian context, Markle (1975) studied the
public’s’ perception of the Natibna] IParK system,
particularly its purpose and rb]e in preserving oufsténding
natura]l éreas. He emp1oyed several indicators of perception,
1n¢1Uding respondents’ viéws‘on,the.fuﬁctfoné of the parkK
system, and the specifié"physical attributes (natural and
“man-made) that they would expect to find in a national bark.
Mdst__reépondents, selected from three Canadian cities, (St.
John’ s, London, and Calgary) perceived that the major
pQrpose of national parks is to preservé natural afeas‘and
-wildlife, with the second most {mportant .roue being the
provision of areas for recreation. Responses did vary,
however, with the level of education of the respondénf. In
1 general, public vperception of national parks became more
"nature-oriented” and less . oriented ‘16Ward - man-made
facifities as education level increased.

Anofher approach to aésessing perceptions of recreation
places is exemplified by the research of Stankey (1973) who
compared the personal concepts of vwiIdérness held by‘
Wilderneés area visitors with ‘the. 1egislated'¢oncept of
wi]dernéss as defined by the United Sfates Wildérness— Act.
He determined that a wide range of user'définjtions of
wilderﬁess was evident, based on the intensity of concern
for sgch e]éments as natural ééﬁsyéteh, level 'of human
_1nfiuence, or primitiveness of the recréatidn opporéunity.

Respondents were categorized along a "wildernism”" dimension
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as strong, mdderate} or'non-pufists_accérding to fhe degree
of correspondence bétween their perceptions"éf wilderness
. and the ~ Wilderness ﬂct definition. A similar approach was
taken by Schre?er and Roggenbuck (1981) who ‘attempted to
defihe‘ visitor imagés ofhnqtional parks on the basis of a
"Parkism" scale, Although they dembnstrétéd that it ‘was j
possible to differentiate people into High, Medium, and Low
Park PQrism categories on the basis 'of the. céngruence on
their perceptions with-  formalized R park wvalues, fhey
concluded that images of parké weré'too generalized fo be
conceptually or hanagerlalfy‘useful. | |

The sthies cited above serve as a useful starting
”pqint “in demonstrating thé range of definitions and imageé'
which people may apply to parK environmehts{ Schreyéh ~and
Roggenbuck (1981) have identified a probleh With the
generalized nature of park imagés,-hoWever, wﬁich 1jmits\the
relevance of this approaéh- to mahéger%a]l decisions. - A
similar limitation was found by Markle (1975) who'hoted.that
parks “within a’syétem may Véby'greatly, aﬁd that variations
in perceptioﬁs hay be re]atéd' to 'respondentSf experiences
with certain types of pérksnwithin that systém. In viéw of
the éhort-comings of this apprdach, ~it would Vappeah more
appropriaté ahd manageriaiiy fe]evant tb assess berceptioﬁs
of specific parKks for which environmental parameters may ‘be
_identified;, Fur thermore, as Schreyer -~ and Roggenbuck
(1981;44) state, the latter .approaéh' ‘may be much more

useful 'in  understanding the 'inf]uence ~of image updn
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" behaviour.

L1tt1e 1nformat1on appears’ to "be available regarding
the re]at1onsh1p of socio- demograph1c or visitation factors
‘to perceptions of parks.lMarkle 5 (1975) f1nd1ngs regard1ng
‘the positive relationshib of edueatien level to perception
of national parks as.a preserVafion resource have been,cited
.babove. This study also provfded an ‘1nd1cat1on that the‘
location of residence could also be ah' influential factor~
with regard to barK percebtions. |

In.investigating the,relationship.ef :socie-demographie '
fFactors to perceptions of wilderness, Hendee etialb (1968) .
'a]so fouhd that *i]derness'pdrfsts were.more Tikely. ‘to,,be
hjghly educated, as well as rafsed;ﬁn urban envirdhments.
'Researchers have alse demonetrated' thatf.participants ih
'differenti recreatien activities hay perceive  the .
envirqnmentaliahd éeciai aspects of recreation resources' in
different ways (eg., Lueas, 1964; Wong, 1979). For example,
.LUCas (1964) found that canoeists and motorboaters expressed
' differeht_ eoncepts of the Boundary Waters Wi]derness-Area.
including:the size ef the area, and the essential. qualities
Qf-.the wi]derness experienCe} Two recent-stﬁdies (Hammitt,
198%; VasKe'et‘af; 1980) have suggested that first-time and
repeaf vieitors to recreation. s1tes may also vary in their
percept10ns of part1cular attr1butes of outdoor recreat1on
resources. In view of the relat1ve lack of research relat1ng
50010 demograph1c factors to variations in percept1ons‘ of

parks ‘an _investigation focus1ng»l'oh ‘these - variable
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relétionships wou 1d appear‘wérranted.

The relationship of,perceptioné to activity préferénces
appéars. to be récibroca] in nafure; since it has-been shown
that percéptiohs of ‘a resource.-influence behaviour with
respéét‘to'that resource‘\ég., Bryan and Jansson, 1973), and
that - spec{fic activity prgferencés are asiQCAated with
variationsk in perbéptions of . resource- att;?butes {eg.,
Lucas, 1964): I

| In  1nvesfigating the Eé]ationship of perceptions and
behaviour, ‘several - researchefs‘ have uéed recreatidn
activities . as ihdicators‘ .Qf recreétfonists’ personal
chéehtsi of outdoor  Pecreatioﬁ' séttingé. Since.l'many
chivities.observéd at Eecreafion éites are not dependent on
specific attributés of the‘resdurce (Cheek and Field, 1977),
. or éhe  specific faéiﬁitjes. pro?ided (Mccddl,' 1978), it
appears that a barticu]ar recreatﬁdh 'placé.‘may take on
several definitiéns ‘as,a loca1é For necfeation behaviours.
This eQédéhce led Cheek and Fié1d‘(1977:70) tdﬂvoncludé fhat
;recreatidn places are"defineduaélleisure settings by their
 users Eather than specifi¢ activity sites", and. that = these
o défihitions. are ré]ated to ‘personaT' ahd ‘socio-cultura1
pharactehistics- of the,.pahticipants (Lee, 1972).  For
éxamb]e, Mcho] ’Categorized groups-'df .aqtiyities_ af”
waterjbasédfresources aécordihg' fb the Hendee, Gale ' and
Catfonv (1371) typology, which was baséd on -the péhcei&ed
mean%ng of éctivities to pahticipants:'On the.basis of their:

differential pérticipatioh'in each of the activity packages,
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McCool  (1978) concluded = that the two groups under
inVestigation.(residents and non-residents) were defining
ﬁhe .wildiand wafer-based resource differently. Residents
defined the resources included in. the study as a locale for
| active vahd extractive activities, while .non-residehts
focused oh' appreciative and learhing -aspects - of the
environment . 1 ’ - | )
\ As indicatedf_these_studies focusing on _definition ‘Of
piaee have employed participation in aCtivity packages as an
indicator. In order to refine the understandihg of the
'relationships between definition of place and activities‘
1ndependent assessment.of the two variables, perceptions and
ac§1v1ty preferences would appear to be necessary. The
degree of association between these two variab]es “should
then . be evaluated to assess whether activ1ty preferences
constitute valid indicators of perception of place. A rev1ew.
*_of‘ the.relevant'literature‘indicates that this approach-has
-not beehhundertaKen to dafe.;_ | | |
This ]iterature 'review ‘of perception -research has
_identified that persohal,lcohcepts of outdopr recreation
.env1ronments o mayu- often be .distinguished aiqhg
preservatiqnfrecreatiph dimensiens, and that perceptions may
'vary with- reCreation behaviours and .socio~demographic
”-factors: The most pertinent relationships described in this
section';are- summarized in Tab]e 2. 2 Further research 1nt0'
the relationships of 50010 demographic/VTSitation factors,

'actiVity preferences .and perceptions appears warranted,
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1

however, partﬁcu]arty in the park—specﬁfic context, where
such research may contribute to @ better understanding of
park image and behaviours than the ‘generat park system.

research conducted in the past.

D. Recreationists Activity'Preferences

Act1v1ty preferences const1tute one aspect “of demand
‘ which js, of ,cons1derable 1nterest to both researchers and
.planners.“AWthoygh researchers such as. Dr1ver -and- Tocher
(t970;9)- have.enphasized thatirecreation is an ”eXperience“.
' rather than s1mp1y part1c1pat1on‘tn act1v1t1es the'.concept
of"act1v1ty preferences has proven to be of pract1ca] va]ue?
rto planners in. dec1s1ons related to facility sonnel; and
resource al]ocat1on (Chase and Cheek - 1979) .

iTwoblaspects"of’hactiQity preFerence5 ‘research are
relevantl to':the ”present"investtgatton | .On the. one'hand
researchers have attempted to understand ‘the relat1onsh1p of
recreat1onal act1y1tjes‘to the\nature.of thepresource base.f‘
In: the - ‘second approach | the}irelationship- of activity
preferences to other behav1oural factors has been the . focus
of 1nvest1gat1on _ | | -

Recent ev1dence" has - docdmented h the_ range of
recreat1ona1 act1v1t1es that may - occur onl any recreation‘
s1te 'j A]though somewhat.' constra1ned by resource~
character1st1cs : many of_s these act1v1t1esl are
non-reSourcefdependent (Cheek 'and Field, t977)¥ and may.be

unanticipated by planners (McCool, 1978). Using-a variety of .
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aquatic resources as an egamp]e, Cheek and Field (1977)
found that each resource appeared to serve at least a
bimodal role for reereationists, with two activity groupings
tending to account for the greatest percentage of recreation
behaviours reported for each type of site. McCool (1978) has
“pointed out that unanticipated act1v1t1es maY contribute to
'unacceptable degradation of the resource, and that
behavioural research may alert planners to the diverse needs
- of varions user-groups so that these activities'mey ‘receive
consideration d%ying the planning stage.

In examining the relationship of activity preference to
other factors, researchers have found. it useful to cluster
the diverse_ range  of recreational = activities info
empiricegly or conceptually meaningful groupings or activity
'paekages (Burton,-1971; Christiansen, 1975; Hendee et al.,
1971; McCool, 1978; Romsa, 1973; Schinkel, 1980). This
7apnroach has a]]owed researehers to identify the range .of
activity Orientations whith characterizer man-environment
1nteractions in outdoor recreation settings Oneﬁexampie of
‘thie technique is the taxonomic system deve]oped by Hendee,
Gale and Catton,(1971), in which activities are grouped on
'the ba51s 'of» fheirlperceived meaning to the participanis.
These categories are summarized below | '

e
1. Appreciative-Symboiic: Activities. Qirected | toward:
éppreciafion of features in”tne natural environment

Preservation of the natur .1 environment in its natural
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state 1is necessary for maximum enjoyment of . most
activities included in the category (eg., hiking,rséeing
natural scenery). .

2. Extractive-Symbolic: Activities. characterized by the
quest for “trophies” extracted from the natural
environment (eg., fishing, hunting).

3. Passive.Free?Play: Activ{ties Peq&iring little personal
effort and not specific to a forest environment (eg.,
relaxing, sightseeing).

4, Sociable-{earning: Combines clearly social activities
such as visiting, 1ooKin§Varoundmcamp, as well as nature
study and visiting exhibits. Both - types involve
intentional social interaction With others, which is t;e
primary source of satisfaction.

5.  Active-Expressive: Activities which do not require a
forest setting, and may interfere with ofher activities
(eg;, water-skiing).

In addition to facilitating an understanding of the
diversity of- recreation activities, such typologies  or
groupings | have aflowed researchers to investigate the
association of other varﬁables such as socio-demographic and
socio-psycho]odical factors to activity preferences. In this.
way; the activity orientations of'yérious uﬁer groups méy be
idéntified, Utilfzihg the taxonomic system described above,
Hendee et al. (1971) founq tnat variatidns in age and
edu&ational_ levels  were associated with preferencés for

different types of activities in a population of campers.
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They reported that the appreciative-symbolic acfivities were
preferfed more oftén by younger respondents (20 to 29 years)
and those with highe? eduéation “levels. ‘Active-expressive
activities, chh_ as swfmming “or water-skiing, Wé;e also
preferred by younger Pespondenpg, wh&le _older reipqndents
preferred. ';passivé freeiplay j . activities. Bofh
actﬁve-expfessive ~and 'bassivé Freé-ﬁlay\ activities were
aésocjated with Tower.educationgl leveisf Schinkel (198Q),
employing the -same typoloéy, investigated thé. relationships
between the five - QCtivity ~ packages  and Severa]
SéCio-demographié and\trkp characteristicj yaﬁiab]es- in a
sample of campers'at.threehYe116WKn{Fe area campgroUnds. He-
found a slightly di?féﬁent pattern when actiyity preferences
were examined with respect ’to‘hgef éppreCiétive-symbolic
activitiés were preferred by respondents in the . older 'ggg
category (59 yearé and older), as were sociab]e-]eérning‘
activities, while passive free-play ana active-expressivé.
factivitieé‘ Qere preferred' b?' the yéunger age groupé. A .
second analysis demonstrafed.activity preferénce differences
when -fifst-timeL‘ahd repeat- visitors were compared: those
‘.Wifh no previoﬁs e&périence in .the campground ~$hOWed a
greafer' preference 'for‘ abpreciatfvé and sociéble-]earning
~opportunities, while"répeat visifors prefeﬁﬁéd acfjve -
éxpressivé and passive free—pfay activities. “ |

One %actor which  hasﬁ,réceivéd recent .atfention~_in
‘relation i to  this  activify"preferehcé ,typb1ogy,-15- the -

. location 'of“-resjdence_ yarﬁéble~ '(McCooI, - 1976, - 1978; -
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Sch]nkel 1980) These studies have shown that visitors to
state or terr1tor1a] parks and campgrounds in Canada and the;
United States, could be d1fferent1ated in terms . of ‘their
activity preferences, 'according'.to" their status as a
resideht or hon—resident of the surrounding; area: McCool
(1976, 1978) " found a consistent pattern across three
eategdries cﬁ:%tate parks (ie., recreationat, natural, vand
historical) and.severat water-based park units; He coneluded
that "residents participated more frequently . than
‘hon-residents' tn"acttve—expressive and”extractive-symbo1ic
.actiuities while/non-residehts hadja greater .perortton of -

their activity 4concentration'_in appreciative-symbolic'and

| sociable-learning’ activities" (McCoo],_ 1976:2).1 -Furtﬁerd

'suppdrt for these :findihgs comes ‘from .theg research of
Schinkel (19801, who found similar :dtfferences- petween
tourist = and ~ non-resident campers. By~ %%nsidering the
re .%ive dependence ,of’ these activity tpackages‘ on the
'phys1ca1 and aestheticwaspects of the”envtronmeht, Schinkel
(19809 Cpnstructed ‘a’ sqctaq-envtronmeﬁta] A continuum;
Utt]izipg th1s scale,  he- cdncluded that resident campers.
'1nd1cated a greater soc1al or actiuity"Orjehtatioh toward
the camp1ng exper1ence, while tour1st campers 1nd1cated a
| greater env1ronmenta1 or1entat1on _ |

In McCool ‘s (1978) “study, différences were  found
'between two other def1nable groups day users and campers

4The act1v1t1es wh1ch were preferred by day users were 1n the‘

expressmve symbol1c-and passive free-play categorles, “while

!
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a greater propcrtion of campers shovrd activity preferences
in. the appreciativé-symbolic,' sociable-learning, " and
extractive-symbolic categdriesi

Participation '15 activities has also been shown to be‘
related to the social grouping of _thev part1c1pants Burch
(1964) 1dent1f1ed four types of act1v1ty aggregat1ons among
campers,- and found associated soc1a1 differences. For‘
example, “nature’ : study“' camps were characterized
predom1nantly by older coup]es in‘contrast to  other types
of‘ camps whereh-fam1l1es predoanated 'Ftetd and.O’tearyv
(1972)A found - ditferential part1c1pat1on hinf' water-based
activities ‘asscciated‘”with“:the type'cf sccialhgrOUp: for
~example, fam11y groups were -fcund ‘most. often visitfng a
beach- vandr swtmm1ng, fr1endsh1p groups pred0m1nated in
ftshing and SWihmtng; and fam11y-FrJendsh1p and -friendshtp
:groups were. over- represented in power boat1ng Buchanan et

(1981) found s1m11ar re]atlonsh1ps’ with water based

adf1v1t1esJ -They also determ1ned that same act1v1t1es may B

.Haye a relatively narrow appea] wh11e other activities may
yattracm a greater d1vers1ty of soc1a1 group types |
A]though many researchers have exam1ned part1c1pat1o
tn' specific act1y1t;es or act1v1ty group1ngs (eg Romsa
1973;s'White, 197SJ -and found var]at1ons related to -
socic~demographdc | charactertsticsi“_of 'partﬁctpants{‘ the
maJorvty of . these 'studtesj fdd "not relate: to the
preservat1on necreat1on 4disttnctidns which are the‘fccus of

z’the present 1nvest1gatton4-and are conseqUentJy not relevant
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to the current repiew._ The studies cited., however, have
suggested that activities may‘vaﬂy in their relationship tQ
the environment and that the envirbnmentaj' orientation of
different groups of recreationists can be identified on the

basis of their preferences for these activities. . Further

c evidence for the association of activity preferences’ to

environmental ortentation comes from the study of Dunlap and
Heffernan (1875) which found a relationship between activity
preferences and degree of environmental concerﬁ. " They
classified activit%es into an "appreciative-consumptive"
dichotomy: appreciative activities involved attempts to
enjoy the natural ‘environment without éltering it (ie.,
preservation orientation) while | consumptive activities
involved a'"uti1itarian" approach character ized by removing
something from the environment. They foundlthat there was a
strong association ‘between involvement in appreciative
activities and environmental concern, with concern more
likely to be directed toward protecting aspects of the
environmenf necessary for pursuing -appreciative abtivit%es

than  toward more abstract concerns such as pollution

. control.

This review of relevant activity preferencg research
has focused ext;nsiVely on studies emp]ojfng the activity
package typo]ogy‘ of . Hendee et al. (1971), "since the
Cémponents of this typology are readily related _to the
preservation-recreation dimension of: the present study}
other typologies exéhined jeg.ivChristiansen,_ 1975{ Romsa,

<7,
o

R
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11973) did not focus‘on the same type; of factors and did not
appear to be meaningfdl for the distinctions developed in
this study. In summary, findings from these studies suggest
that participation in appreciative-symbolic or
.breservation/education—type) activities, is re]étéd' to the
Eharacteristics of higher “educa’ion levels, first-time
visitors, campers, and non-local residents. Findings
relating’ age to participation in aépreciative-Symbo]ic‘
activities Were not consistent in the studies heviewéd.. }q
contrast, participation in activities of an. actiye
reCréationa] or social nature was ‘féund to be asségyated
with lower éducationa] levels, repeat visits, day-users, and’
local residents. In addition, differential participation has
been found to be associated with.the social group‘strUcture

of participants; A summary statement, outlining these

associations, is presented in Table 2.3.

E. Prefereﬁces for Management Programme§ and Deve]obménté
~The investigation  of recréationists’ pfeferences
constitutes one approach to understanding the natufe of'géer
demand. 'Eva1yation of preferences'ﬁrovides an indication:of~
; thevvaTuerwhééh . users of recreation resources p]acé on
attributes of 'the  pHysica], soéial, andJ héhagerial-
e ‘ronments, and identifies cohpbnent ‘factors “which will
At oute to more satisfyihg on-site . ékperiénces for

[

re -~ ationists.
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In most cases, research related to user preferences has
eva]dated responses to situattona1 attributes which are
manager.ially relevant to specific sites. Preferences have
been determined forv]andscape characteristics {eg., Shater
et al. (1969){‘Carls>1974), physical or environmenta] site
attrihutes (Shafer ‘and Burke, t965' Hancock, 1973; Foster,
1977), and aspects of the social environment such as .user
~densities (Stankey, 1973). Of greater‘ relevance to the
present investigation. are studies which bhave examined
expressed preferencestfor management programmes (eg., Hendee
et al. ‘1968"StanKey, 4973: Wong, 1978), and =attitudes
toward deve]opment alternatives (eg ” dackson, 1880, Otliver,
1974 Wohlwill and Heft, 1977). |

Few researchers have ut1l1zed the concept of a spectrum
to organtze spec1f1c demands along theoret1ca] or practical
plann1ng d1men510ns However, some of these studies have
attempted._to' identify various> factors which might be
aSsociated- with,‘“or might shape these preferences; such as
recreation behaVioursi (egLL Jackenn, - 1980),' motivatﬁons‘
(ROggenbch!d'1977): and " socia-demographic variables (eg.,
~ Jackson, 1980). dackson (1880:1¢0) hus " noted that “people
vary in the1r percept1ons and attitudes toward development
butjit is poss1b]e-.to 1dent1fy ‘consistent -assoc1at1ons
between reoreattonists and speoiftc‘user—groups on the one
hand and v1ews on approprtate uses and stngtegtes“on~ the

other
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One approach fo investigating users’ attitudes toward
managementvphogrammes is to gvaTuate their reactions \to.
newly instituted managemenf practices and deve]opmenfs. This
technique has been éhployed in two instances where park
USers’ -reactidns to pbogrammés oriehtedgtoward brotecting
the parky environment were .evaluated. Harrison
(1975)invéstigéfed the viewé of Mt. McKinley Nétiona] PaPK
(U.S.) visitors and Aiaska residents with regard to a public
transpoﬁtation system and ‘camping policies which imposed»
greater ‘ébntrbls on campers. He found no relationship
between‘ views about’ ‘thesé new programmes, and
socio-demographic factors such as location of residence.
1151mi]ar1y: Smith,ana Alderdice (1979) ekamineq the reactions
of visitors- to ‘preserVation-oriented programmes réceht]y _
‘established at Pt. Pelee National Park, Ontario. Théy'found'.'
that.sérK visitqrs indicated a'strong desire'forf preservipgt

the National' Park ényironmént,‘and a desire to maintain\a

. lTow profile of facilities within the park. No diffehence
were evjdent befween-]bcal andlmore distant urban'residehfs'
in their degree of Environmental Concern or SeEVfces COncefn‘
on ‘the scales administered.x' | | | A
L The hosf éommon appnoéchhto. fnyestigating preferences‘
toward managementi and deve lopment dbtions Has 'Been ¢t6
so]icjt'the pub]ic’s views .about FUtdre» a]ternatives ahd:
broposajs. Fof‘example,fROQthbU¢K‘and Kgéhmah'(198d) éékéd a
~F1andowners‘a]ong three Wild rivéfs.-about theirt degrée of

suprrt for river preservation paqlicies, . and their
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‘preferences for alternative ._ me thods of -policy
implementation.xOpinionsiyariéd',aécording to 1o¢atioh of
residence of the '&andowners."Alfhough‘ both residenf andt
abséntee .1andowners faVoured _preservation‘ of the wild
~bﬁ9ers, resident (1ocaT) landowners were less.supportivé of
restrictive protective pol{cieé such as river 'zoning.- The
.study by Hendee et al. (1968) found that wilderness users
with highér education 1évels preferred fewer facilities »and‘
hore use controls to preserve the natural gualities of
wilderness, than respondents withllbwer educatfon levels.

o Aside from these studies which have'fhvegiigated the
relationshfp of location of residénée to variations in views
about reCFeatidn'resoprce'devélopments;‘orAfound_yarfations
according tp education level, there appears to be l]itt]e
infbrmétion ~in .fhe re]evént Titerature régafding the
reTatiohships of Soéio-demographic'and‘s{te_visjt 'vahiables

‘ toipneServation-recreation'development views, |

\Sévefa] :fesearchers- héve< reported, however , that
vériafioné 'rin' lviews abbuf appropriate management and
dévé]bbment-strategies may be associated 'withb:fecreation
behaviourg,  such - as participation/mon—participation
(Jackson; 1980; 'Smjth-. and  Alderdice,  1979),  and
‘,;barticipation in épecific types éf'recreafion_activities-
sugh*aS'Canéeing/métof-boating (Lucas,v1964); cboss-cddntry
skjing'ahd snowmobi 1ing : (Knopp aﬁd'TYgér, 1973; WOng,n1979),
and sai}boatihg/motorboatiné5(Oiiyer, 1974). For example,

Oliver (1974) found that differences between motorboaters
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and sailboaters "appeared fo consist fundémental]y of an
orientation "toward man—made faéi]itiés  favoured _}by
motorboaters, and the solitudé and’wiiderness aspects of the
natural environment favoured"by sailbbatersjw

In addition to the abqve'studies‘which have related
vurecreatjonists' activities to management- prefehenceé} some
researchers have undertaRen‘ to relate percéptions' and
eqvironmenta] orientations to users’ views about ' management
practices and development options. Much of thj§ work has"
focQsed' on the responses of visitors to wildland -or
wﬁ]derness recreation environmehts.lln the study of Hendee
et al.; (1968).4wi]derness users. were categorized' according
- to the degree to which they possessed wilderness—purisf or
urban values on the basis of ‘their .views ~about the
vappropriatenéés of se]ec{ed physical and activity attributes
in the wilderness environment. They found that;the degrée of
support for management practices and programmes was related
tobthe respondents’ wilderness-purist orientations, with
wf]dernessturist‘ respondents more 'strohgfy ‘Qpposing
policies altering the complete natunalnéss of the
wilderness. -Bultena, Albrecht and‘IWomble (1981) found a
similar pattern, with wilderness orientationskof backpackers
being important in their. differential acceptance of
babkcountry management policies. Studies by West (1981)  and
Echelberger, Deiss, and "Morrison (1974) have attempted fb
relate attitudesttgward’ management practiées td specific

~perceptions of overuse and overcrowding in ‘backcountry
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areas. In bofh'ihstances,'hOWever, the relationsnips between
perceptions o# overuse ~and- preferences for management
~actions establishing 'use confro]s'were weak. In a similar
pattern,"féw' differeﬁces Weré'-found_ in 'preferenqes for
'managemenf iécfions. by Schreyer and Roggenbuck (1981), who
 compaPed'thrée>groups with.différent parKisml image#. Thus,
-recreationists‘ idehtified{ as High, MediQm andlLow on the
Parkism scale showed few differences when preferences for
camﬁsite development, use distributibn,'and.fegylation'were
Compared. Thosé-in‘the High Parkism category appeared to be
more ' favourable ~ to Tlimiting group . size, and imposing
seasOna]_USe Timits, theVer,A indicafing somewhat greater
concern-forlfncreasing usef satisfaction and protecting park
resources. |

In  summary, ;research cited in this sectioh indicates
that variations in preferences for management programmes and
_develqpments‘ have been fpund to be‘related to participation
in recreation activities and somewhat inconsistently'>to
percepfions' o" outdoor recreation resources (éee Table 2.4
for a.summarybof this reséarch). Although several of these
étudigs relate to the preservation-recreation djménéioh of
the present .study, little informétion appeérs 7tQ' .be
available regarding the relationships of soqio-demographic
and Qisit charactérfstjcs to preservation;recheafion

_management preferences in a park'setting. ‘
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F.'Defih{tion of Variable Relationships
| 'The~foregQing. literatune review has introduced the
consept. of- environmental orieniations, and the relevance of
this , cnnbept -~ to outdoor recreation planning. » In
invéstigating_'environmenta] ‘orientations in the outdoor
recreation context, researchers have emp loyed many types of
indicators or measures, inciuding pérceptfonsp'recreation
activity preferences, and preferences for development and.
managenent programmes. A review of litsrature pertinent_to
each of thése topics has illustrated that, for each of these
variab]es; yariations could be related to sush:factors'as‘
the sdcio-demogfaphic or -social group character1st1cs of
respondents. ‘Many of - these studjes are re]evant .to‘an
understanding’of the preservatfon-recreation: djchotomy, as
they address several compbnent. faCfors invo]ved ‘1n‘the_'
conceptua]ization4 of preservatinn , sand " recreation
orfentations In addition the nature of relat1onsh1ps among
the 1nd1cator var1ables has been outl1ned in the d1scuss1on
dacKson, (1980) has ‘developed a model which serves$%s a
' basﬁsl for :summarizing “the relationships_ ‘among theSe
:var1ab1es _~(see_ Figure 2.1)f Accdrding"to fhe"model,
' soc1ofdemographis characteristics,ahe 'V1éwedh ast a hajor;
factor in . recreation activities and‘.ﬁse"pattérns'-of'a'
specific, . . .'resource wh1ch in turn shapes : ;,.‘atfitudés
concern1ng what is cons1dered des1rab]e and appropr1ate for -
development (dackson, j980.190) In v1ew‘ of _the f1nd1ngs'sn

from other studies inQéstigatTng.'the  re]atxonsh1p of:'

v
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perceptians to  recreation behaviours..and‘-deVe1opment
_preferences;_incorporation‘Of'percepticns as an additional
'factpr in ‘fhe mode] ‘wou'ld appear to be appropr1ate Park
v1s1tat1on factors are a]so 1nc1uded as poss1b1e exp]anatory
‘variables -related to percept1ons and act1v1ty preferences

and direct relat1onsh1ps among socio- demograph1c/park visit
factors .and preferences' for management-are a]sc prpposed.'
\These.add1t1ona1' variable re]at1onsh1p;i'are~ incorpOrated
.1nto Figpre 2. 1 “The three var1ab1es perceptlons, acffvity '
’preferences,_ and’ management/deve]opment preferences are
.viewec :as indicators of env1ronmenta1~or1enfationrs5ejected

‘socio;demographic and park Qisft factors are seen -.as 'majorl
faCtoﬁs related' to- perceptions"of park purpose and to
act1v1ty preferences ' These' var1ab1es 'in quﬁ 'inf]uencex
, expressed demand for management programmes and deve]opment

Specific ob3ect1ves and propos1t1ons re]at1ng to- th1s mcde]

are deve loped 1n the fol]ow1ng chapter



I11. OBJECTIVES, BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY

A..Introduction |
| "~ The d1Scuss1on presented in this chapter‘his divided
into three prlnc1pa1 ‘sect1ons.‘ In the,first section,.the
v_ general study direction and thesis objectives are~ detai]ed.

In the’ second _section,~the rationale for the‘selecttcn of .

the -study sttes} Dinosaur and‘ Writing-onfStone‘ ﬁrovincial-

Parks; is out]ined '-Descriptions -of the parks, “and the
plann1ng backgrounds for each site are also, presented The

th1rd fsect1on focuses on the survey methodology, 1nc1uding
'deve1opment of the quest1onna1re instrument, sampling

techniques, and treatment of the data RO
At the t1me of the %tudy, the researcher was aff111ated
with the Planning Branch ofAAlberta Recreat1on and Parks,
the agency manading the Alberta'Prouincial Park ~system. As
'part of this project,-la ‘report 'summartztng the.survey
‘resu]ts, as wel]')as visitorsﬁ ‘spontaneous ~comments, hwas
prepared torleachyof the twofProvincial parks,'Dinosaur and.

Writing—qp¥5tone. These reports were.'limitedy to frequency
analyses and-were intended to sUmmariie'practica] aspects of

the study for parkK planners associated with the ‘two parks.

The' subJect matter and variable re]atjonsh1ps addressed in

this present thesis were beyond the scope of these reports.-
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B. Overview of the Study

- The overall goa] of this. study was - to evaluate

visﬁtors' or1entatlon toward parks hav1ng resources -of both

heritage and recreat1ona1 value ‘Prev1ous research had
o

suggested that var1at1ons in. env1ronmenta1 or1entat1on with

respect to both genera] and spec1f1c env1ronmenta1]y re]ated;

I

1ssues may be conceptual1zed along dimensions relating to
preservat1on and recreat1on ‘distinctions v(ﬂendee' et al.}
1968;. Markle, 1975;" Merriam et al., 1972; Sadler, 1970;
smith d’and'“ A]derdice,‘.'1979).l According to . this
ﬂi COnceptuaJizationy behaV1ours which are dependent on the

i resource, -and wh1ch indicate support for protect1on of parK :

v tresources and minimal development - of fac111t1es would be :
cons1dered “preserVattonal K ‘Those responses 1nd1cat1ngl
preferences for user-oriented opportun1t1es emphas1z1ng\
act1ve or soc1ally or1ented exper1ences not dependent on the
1spec1f1c: qua11t1e5=‘of the resource, and SUpport1ng more.
.intensive deVeIopment hoptions, ﬁou]d be considered s

"recreationa]."i' This "preservation-recreation" dimension

5

( ~would be manafgerially relevant’ 'since ‘these distinctiohs
were s1m11ar to' two categor1es \of a park class1f1cat1on
system which-was" be1ng developed Ey Alberta Recreat1on and

" Parks dur ing the»1n1t1aj phases of this research project.

o e
: \

_____ LTI . S 7 ' o
' This classification system has since undergone

considerable revision, and is now being developed as a
four-category system cons1st1ng of sWi lderness Areas, {
Ecological- Reserves, Parks and Recreat1on Areas. The '
preservation-recreation d1men51on s encompassed in this .
spectrum of land management categod1es ‘

a3
i3 o

x\
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In order to operationalize.the concept of environmental
orientation 'T'for\ this  study, per‘ceptions., aqtivi’ty
preferences, anaipreferehces for'development were cdnsidered
appropriate as indicator variables on the basgs of prerous
research  findings which 'found; ' preseFYaFion and
recreation-ref;ted diétinction§ in recreationists’ responses

for each of these variables (Hendee et al., 1969; Markle,

o«

- 1975; “McCoo], 1976, 1978 Roggenbuck and Kushman/y1980;

White and Schreyer, 1981).

C. Thesis Objectives

The first objective ofi the study is to determine .the =~ .~

overall orientation of visitors toward preservatioh and

recreationfrelated:factorsjfon each of the two Study?ﬁparks.

-This,‘approachv iéﬁ intended to provide p]annené with an
_ _ Wy

indication .of the degree -of public suppoftﬂ_Fo€7 resource

prbtectféﬁ planning concepts, and an qhﬂérétanding- of

£}

demands for fecréatﬁon~he1ated oprrtuﬁitiéé.p'ln order to-

achieve this objective, visitors’ responses on{each.of the-

“three l indicator = wvariables (pérceptidns} activity

3

,<1-preferénges, and management pbefqnéﬁpes)'will be determined,

: : : ‘ L s : : .
~and conglusions about overall preservation and recreation

“orientations toward park resources will be based on a

3

o . 2 = . ‘ ;'(‘J;,'A' L oo . . R . . ) )
- descriptive overview of,the*-predom1n§nt response patterns

ocrurring = for’ theﬁe;i three varféb]es, - Due to the
investigative andfdéspriptive nature df, ;hié Qapproach, e}
hypothesis Qr£7pﬁopositions ‘are deyeﬁoped ﬁe]atéd'to this

PR S
‘
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objective. ” | O

The second objective of the study s fb’ compare the
overa11 breservatﬁon-recreation orientat%ons of,vjsitors for
each of the two study parks Al:houc - the two parks might be
v1ewed by planners as s1m11ar types of resources within the

parK system 1t is cons1dered poss1b]e that users fF thesev

‘two parKs m1ght def1ne the parks d1Fferent1y A compar1son

i

“rof thjs nature wou]d prov1de a va]uab]e source of

“ijﬁinfcrmation for"planners who benefit from the perspective

_gafned from inter-park comparisons. Since there is no a .
priori information 'available to .suggedt similarities. and

differences in.visitors’ responses to ‘the two parks, no

" propositions . could be developed with  regard Yo this

‘objective. e

" The third ‘cbjective is to examine the'relationship of

select - socio-demographic and visit characterisfics‘of'parK>“

‘ v1s1tors to. var1at1ons in or1entat1on toward park resources

'Prev1ous research has indicated . that outdoor recreat1on1sts,;
and park 3_v1s1torsu in part1cular - may yary in the1r
Qrienfations; and_fha; these variations nay be related to_'
the socioldemcgraphicr 'and visit character1st1cs -of
_part1c1pants ¢ In bast research, assoc1at1ons betneen'
“soc1oﬁdemographic{visit - charagteristics and environmental

orientations have beenvshown.for_each of the three -indicator .

‘ _ N\
variables: perceptions (Hendee et al., 1968; Markle, 1975;

Vaske“et al., 1980), activity preferences (Burch, 19647

Field’.-and 0'Leary, 1972; Hendee et al., 1971; McCool, 1976,

'a’i - . . . v . . AR

L.
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1978; Schinkel, 1980), and preferences for management.and
development (Hendee et al., 1968; Roggenbuck and Kushman{
1980). In ..d.r to achieve this objective the relationships

of select- ' sr .o-demographic and park visitiqhﬁracteristics

\

to preservuoion  and ,trecreat1on pem%ﬁfgons, activtty
preferences and management preferences will be 1nvest1gated

’For .many of the possible" re]at1onsh1ps,‘the nature of't
associations cannot be postu]ated due to the apparent Qjﬂck T

. ) X I v jhx
of directly related research. On the’ basis of f1nd1ngeQ:

e lg

reported in the literature review, -however, the fo]]owmg~

propcsiticns related to this objective are developed: n e

f» al  Variations . in  preservation and recweat1on.
t!"‘;f N
perceptions of park purpose/ob3ect1ves w1]1 beJrelgted to N

socio-demographic and visit character1st1cs of park
visitors. This is .based on previous research .which has
sUgdested that perceptidns of outdoor recreationv resources
are related to educatlonaw level of respondents, w1th h1gherA
educational levels assoc1ated w1th »Qtronger preservat1on
orientation (Hendee et al, “X 1968 Markler 1975);.and to
location of residence “(Bryan and Jansson, 1973; . Markle, -
1975) . ) I

b) Vartations in preSerQation and recreation activity
‘;preferences Wilﬁ: be related to socio-demCQraphic and visit
characteristicsfof parK visitors. This prcposition has beens
developed on the basis of. previous research Wnich has

“determ1ned that act1v1ty preference or1entat1ons are related

to - age (Hendee et al., location of resldence (McCool, 1976

/ |

(2]
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AV

‘/}©78; Schinkel, 1980}, type ot‘ social . group (Field .and
0’ Leary, 1972; Buchanan, 1981), type of visitor (day
user./camper ) (McCool, 1978, and-first-time/repeat visitors

(Schinkel, 1980).

c) Variations in preservation and recreation management

;preferences'wtlt'be related to socio-demographic and visit

£

characteristics ef parK'%isitohsA The f1nd1ngs from prev1ous

studies have suggested that var1at1ons‘ in management - and

deve]bpment preferences ané re]ated to educat1on (Hendee et

al., ‘1968), and location -of res1dence (Roggenbuck and

Kushman, 1980). |

| The fourth 'objective. dfv the study 1'5"¥5 exam1ne‘
s1m11ar1t1es and d1fferences in the or1entat1ons of v1s1tors
to the two study parks in the 11ght of the preservat1on and
recreat1on v1ews -of- spec1f1c suo popu]at1ons of users and
“the const1tuent v1s1tor prof1]es fdgﬁgach parK | .

,The~ fifth, ‘and f1nal obJect1ve is to 1nVest1gate the

\ re]atlonshlps among- the three 1nchator ~var1ab]es emp]oyed
S in this study. ATh1s represents an’ attempt to examine the
degree of agéociation and pred1ct1ve' value_ of these”
Qariables and to c]ar1fy var1ab1e re]atlonsh1ps wh1ch H%@
’rece1ved 11tt1e d1rect 1nvest1gat1on in previous ,research.
This 5approach ‘entails the inVeettgatton of threefvaftabte.
pairs}. < o |

1. Percept1ons and act1v1ty(preferences,

2.7 Act1v1ty preferences and management preferences, .

and . S o

=
el
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" 3. Perceptions and preferences forvmanagement‘

A rev1ew of the re]evant research suggests that little

attent1on ~has been‘ given " to dwrect assessment of the o

associations aamong‘ these spec1f1c‘ types of var1ab1es
Several stud1es have reported however, that var1at1ons int
_preferences,’ tor ' management ‘programmes‘ are 'related _to_
act1v1ty preferenoes and . behav1ours (dacKson,' 1980:31Knopp"
and Tyger, 1973; f{;ga;«,ﬁ 1964; Oliver, 1974; and Wong, 1979).
The retattonship of perceptions 'to management preferences.
has been demonstrated by Hendee et al. (1968) but this has
not been supported by the work of Eche]berger et al. (1974)
and - West (1981). F1nat]y; the.asso01at1on.of perceptions to -
aotivity-preferences‘ has receiyed"some direct attention
(Lee . 197é McCool 1978) but further-study of the nature .
of the re]at1onsh1ps “for. these varlables appears warranted
D. Rationale for Stte'Selecfion : |
:The suryeyj‘researoh —was vgonducted. at- Dinosaur" and
»Wrtting;on-StOne aProQtnoial : Parks, "1ocated in the
.southéeastern"grassland—pratrie. reg1on of A]berta (see
Figure f3,1) Both parks are operated under tha;Jur1sd1ctlon.
- of the A]berta Recreat1on and Parks Department Prov1nc1a1_
Parksf?es1gn and Imp]ementat1on D1v1s1on The s1tes were,
'selected 1n,conJunct1on w1th Arch1e Landa]s, .the -Assoc1ate.
D1rector of Plann1ng, Outdoor Recreat1on P]ann1ng Branch Iti4

was felt thaf’these parks offered 'research opportun1t1es

which - would _be 'off :both; pract1ca1 -and thec ;t1cat
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Figure 3.1: Location of Study Areas
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significance. o

Of prirary impor tance was the opportunity to
investigate behavioural. factors associated with park
visitors/outdoor recreationists. Since - the formal
deveiopment of a Master Plan was in progress for both of
these parKks, it was felt that a study of this nature could
contribute useful information .to p]anners regarding

visitors’ characteristics and their views about park

activities, programmes and developments. This would entail

Jthevinvestigation of’visitors’ percebttonsf"and mandgement

preferences, as wei] as socio-demographic and visitation

.charactervsfics, topics which c@ncurred w1th the principal

theoretical interests of the researcher
Secondly, bgth Dinosaur and Writing-on- Stone Provincial
Parks ‘requ1red relatively unique and complex planning

strategies when compared with other parks in the Alberta

Parks system. Both parks contain resources of national and

‘international significance, and 1in recognition of these

values, the parks'were considered as possib]e candidates for

a Preservation designation within a general provincial park

| classification framework. Withfwsuch a’ designation, the.

LY ) ’ .
primary emphasis of park management would be directed toward

resource protection and visitor . appreciation of these
resources through interpretive programming. Under such a

scheme, the "provision of outdoor recreation opportunities

. would be con51dered of secondary impor tance. Traditional use -

- of these _parks, however, has -included recreatiOnal
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/

activities which were not directly-dependent on their unisue

resource features, and both parks have served as regional

recreational resources to varying degrees. Information about

the relative importance of the preservatibn and recreation

functions  of these parks to turrent park users was

considered to be useful for planners developing “alternative

park concepts.

As one component of the - background infdrmation

- inventory, the study of visitqrgy percepttohs and‘éctfvjty’

and mahagement preferences, differentiated  along a

preservatibn;recreation dimension,. .would ‘ be,, direetly
relevant to the planning and management concerns for .beth
Dinosaur and Writing—en-Stone Parks, and wouid'have broader
relevance  to the basic perecttoh—use. issue 'whieﬁ is
‘encountered by many -lmanagers. of outdoor “recreétion

resources. - - . ’ o

k
R K

Finally, each parK has a des1gnated Preserve zone which

was establ1shed in order to protect the s1gn1f1cant park =

“resources Public access to these areas is' 11m1ted to

.

’schedu]ed 1nterpret1ve tours conducted by park staff Since

o

- the Preserve restr1ct1ons const1tuted a v1s1tor management

practice wh1ch was un1que in the. A]berta Prov1nc1a] Park

" system, -and which had considerable potential to affect the

experience of the park visitor, assessment of visitors’

: op1n1ons with respect to this management feature was also

‘cons1dered to be lmportant for future v1s1tor management .’

c ot
S apé
N ,.QA



61

These three factors -- current Master Plan preparation,

v

similar planning considerations with regard to the roles of

. . L .‘;‘;
resource preservation and recreation, and the existence of .

designated Preserve ;areasJ constituted‘features which were
common to both D{hosaUP and Writing-on-Stone Parks. Thué, in
addition to providing fnformatiOn to planners which was
sbecific to eaéh pérk, these similarities allowed comparison
bf findihgs be tween the _two‘parks which would be of both
practica] vandi_ theoreticé]‘ interest. Furthérmore, an
'fnvestigation _df park gserﬁgroups would provide p]ahners
with. an. undersfand%ﬁg of = éoﬁe7“ potential  user-group
'differenées. which 'might bé presént K otheﬁ parks in thé

_A}behta_Pbovincia] Pérk system.
E. Description of the,Stuq&rSites

Dinosaur Provincial Park

‘Dinosaur - Provincial Park is 1ocatedligbrbximate1y 30

G

Kilometres.northéast of_BfoOKs,‘ Alberta (Figure 3.1) and .
encompasses . 14,692  acres4\of-badTahd terrain a]ong}fhe Red 

Deer River Valley. In 1980 the park ;Was designated',as a

World, Heritage Site by the 'United Nations (UNESCO), in

recognitibn of the inte}national Signifibahcevof.the  park’s-

resources. Of particular importance are the Upper Crétageous

.dinosaur fossils which are of value both in téfms of
Acohcentration and ‘spec%es‘ yafieﬁy}~ cher‘ sighificant

resources worthy of prdtection“aﬁe the5bédlahd' terraihf and

>

o
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riparian habitat of the Red Deer ' River- Qalley;‘ some rare

~faunal and floral features, and Plains Ihdian_artifactsf-

' Regiona11y,.DtnosaurvPark 1s‘comp1emented 'b§~ kihbrook
Island Provincial 'ParK,‘ which serves' as a recreational °
resource for the 5rooks~‘area,l ahd‘ Tiltebrook Provincial.
ParK; which “is ‘a.'campgroundb‘for >Trans—Canada Highway
travetters;‘Estimated parK attendahcekfigures,vaveraged over
a three-year _'pertod (1976-1979) d suggested a .yearly.'
v1sttamxon 1eve1 of approx1mate1y 18, OOO part1es (vehic]es)!

The parK '1s conceptua]]y ZOned 1nto two areas (Figure

;3.2)5 the Fac111t1es Area‘,1nc1udes a' forty four site

campground p1cn1c area, 'self—guided trail, a‘loop;road with -

N
PR

"three dnnosaur foss1l displays, and scehfc v1ewpo1nts The

park administration 'but]djhgs,'fand historic ~John Ware s

‘Cabin'wtth‘associated infdrma]linterprettve-'sjte are a}so

vtocated‘here

. The restr1cted Natura] Preserve Zone, estab]ished 'ﬁni-

1970 encompasses about '90. percent of thefparkdarea.”Thereghn
.are gu1ded s and-wa1Kihg'tourslinto ”thts_izone “to sites
‘ which' have fossil 'cohcentrations and“interestthg'badlahd -

formations Act1ve pa]eonto]og1ca1 research ris conducted 1lf

'throughout the summer at spec1f1c s1tes in the Preserve

o L _
- No. prev1ous v1s1tor studJes had been 'undertaken.'1n S

Dinosaur Park: and' very litt]eg tnformation was available"
about park users and‘their views. K

e
2

e-a)

\l_:r‘
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' Writing—onsstone Provincial Park .

| .Writing-on-Stone. Provincial Park is Tocated 42
ki1ometres‘east of Mjlk»River ‘Alberta and approx1mate1y 8
‘>K1lometres _north 'o%» the Canada Un1ted ‘States border Ther

vpark estab11shed in 1957 encompasses 1,058 acres,along the .
QM1]K ‘R1ver ‘valley Inctuded in the'park is NorthlAmerica's
1argest concentrat1on of h1stor1c P1a1ns Ind1ans rock . art,
consisting of petrog]yphs and p1rfographs wh1ch have‘peen
etched ‘ahd drawn on exposer sandstone rock faces. Other
_features _of swgnlfJCance ’OCIUde raow]e hoodoo format1ons
1ocated a]ong the river‘ banks | and coulees, a restored_

North west Mounted Pol1ce Outpost from the 1ate 1800 s, and

va]uab]e w11dl1fe hab1tat

: For managéhent purposes the park has been d1v1ded 1nto_pl

two ( genera] zones (F1gure-'3 3) The "fac111t1es zone’
Jhcludes a th1r€y s1te campground picnic area playground,
'scénié v1ewpo1nts, aandV adm1n1strat1ve. bu11dings, The -
' Archaeolog1ca1 Preserve wastlestablished in” 19773 ~and
Otpencompasses approx1mate1y th1rty five peroent of the_ tOtaT '

’parK area One port1on of th1s Preserve was des1gnated to

‘7‘protect a s1gn1f1cant lconcentrat1on' of nat1ve rock art,

wh1ch "access1ble to' the public on]y throuéh or
”wa]k1ng tours ‘The rema1n1ng port1on 1ocated on the
"ﬁys1de‘:of the; M1]K R1ver ~was or1g1na11y establis
.Oprotect the North West tMounted Po]1ce Outpost during a
'reconstruct1on phase,‘_and“ this; also serves.,tot,protecti

wﬂdhfe hab1tat ‘and " additional rock art sites. Public
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access, to . a portion of this ‘area -is  through interpretive
tours to the Police Qutpost.andvadjacent cc

. writing-on-StOne‘ Provincial Park ha. traditionally
seryed as 'a 1oca1 ‘recreation resource since there are few
pub11c s1tes in the stth centra] pr11r1e area which offer a
_treed sett1ng .of th1sr_qua11ty.*Est1mated parK attendance
ftgures, averaged over “a three year period (1976-1979)

indjcated a yearly v1s1tat1on rate of approx1mate]y 11, 235
\/ )

~—y
~

parttesZLVehicles)
" One "previOUS study, involving‘park visttors; had been
k'comp]eted in: Wr1t1ng on- Stone ParK pr1or to ‘the ‘Tnitiation

of = th1s prOJect 4That 1nvest1gat1on; (Butler," 1980) was
,conducted pr1or to the estab]1shment*of the"Archaeological

ot

vPreserve, and focused on the roJe of 1nterpretat1on 1n',4‘

I‘*)

| mot1vat1ng v1s1tors to protect the Nat1ve RocK Art There.1sfr
11tt1etcomparab1]1ty 1n‘purpose, content,,and design-between -

the»presentxresearch and th*. orerousty reported'StUdy.
F. Research Methodology : - ;;.jf'~~:§3'

5
2

Outdoor Recreatlon Research Techn1ques W |

As 'noted -1n the 1ntroduct1on there has been a recéﬁt
'prol1ferat1on of research concernedﬂw1th human behav1oura]
aspects of outdoor recreat1on As th1s trend has deve]oped
many research techn1ques have been adapted from other \elds
such as : soc1o]ogy "andtt psychology, y photograp§§§ and:
engineering,<and applied toiprob]ems‘of dataﬁ-COITection in

3:,& “n

58



"outdoor recreat1on resea fterature ‘that ~th

B

theﬁ'outdoor;trecreation setting. The range of researCH
techn1ques appearing in pub11shed outdoor recreat1on stud1es
has 1nc1uded behav1oural observat1on (D1amond A979

Johnson, 19879 Manzie, -1978) experimental des1gns ut1]1z1ng

e ,

'treatment .and control groups (eg , But]er 980' LaHartJ,and

Baw]ey. .1975)Lv the_'use ‘of' secondary sources (eg.,‘Moref

"

o, ' :
1880),  and computer s1mu1at1on of recreat1on movement

patterns_.(eg», Carls, 1978). A summary‘of these various
techniques wmth'oarticular application to'rivenr‘reoreattoh
research hasvbeen provided by Clark (1977).

However it,is clearly ic t from an overview o

frequent]y ut1l1zed research tool for co]Tect1ng 1nf' a?%gk{;i,

about the recreat1on1st 1s 4he sur ‘, omp]oylng e1ther the

@

D T

1nterv1ew or the se]f adm1nlstered quest1onna1re,rtechn1que

The questJonna1re format s part1cu]arly va]uable ﬂtorf

wmvest1gatc1ng"§the persona] ‘experiences andv views of théb

oy .
recreattoﬁhst, wh1ch are; not otherw1se d1rect1y observab]e

. N . k47 -
In addition, this techn1que allows the.researcher to obtarn

© - 7

,informatioh " about .the study. subJects wh1ch may be used to -
- deve]op a descr1pt1ve prof11e of the survey populat1on Such

‘1nformat1on forms a»bas1s for‘compar1son w1th other~studies,

a]lows some eva]uat1on of the val1d1ty of the 'study, and ’

he]ps sto - def1ne/7\the \ generallzat1ons* whtch- may be

1eg1t1mate1y extended from the research f1nd1ngs : ) .
Problems assoc1ated w1th the. qse‘rof ,su2§e9s3 as a‘ S
research'tooﬂ;ﬁave been well documented (Webb et a . 1966).

x BN
.
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o
Of part1cular concern 1is the .obtrusive nature of the

approabh in which the. subject’s rawareness of the‘data
k3
coﬁlect1on technique  may COntribute" to shaping  or

i".éhcmg Fhe ‘subject’ s respohse and thus introduce error

;q§o the study. In many cases the subjeot matter of surveys

often involves complex soc1al and psycholog1cal phenomena

EE; and-few'controls may be app11ed to extraneous .var1abLee@

Y

dur1ng the data oo]]ect1on R » %" -

w

Aﬂ'The Research Techn1que Dln@saur and Wn1t1ng -on- Stone Park$

HN

The "survey quest1onnatr@‘f* hhﬂQUe was . se]ected as the

(‘4{ ‘ .
most appropr1ate foﬁhat for the study to be undertaken Mﬁt

FE,

; D1nosaur vand Wr1t1ng on Stoneh Parkg-u Th1s technique‘was

Judged to be mos§ su1tab1e for  thE” investigation of the |

personal op1n1on and percept1on factors wh1ch constituted:

Kl

t';"‘ g"‘iv ) .,_’/\‘ i
‘ fthe focus of the; ; In add1t1on the quest1onna1re

d teéhn1que al]owed*the”def1n1t1on of the ; ey popu]atyon on:

a numben/of relevant character1sttcs, so that the resu]ts
cou]d be mean1ngfu1]y compared between the two parKs, and
‘w1th other reported research f1nq5ng§ '

The -survey waE adm1n1stered on‘s1te, at Dinosaur and
ﬂ -\ o . . _ ,

)';-

iwselected. a1ncet the obJect1ve of the Wgeeearch.‘uas to

._management pract1ces wh1cH Were sroc1f1c to the two parKs\

-4 P

With<this in mind, it was cons idered necessary to;.contact

cthe  vis™’ °s during fheir:actuat visits to these parks, so

- 4 .
i : ”

w

~

iinvestigate _the v1s1tors reSponses ‘ﬁo ’features 'and_

e o o

3 .

‘A. g

‘Writing-on- Stone Prov1nc1a1 RarKs> Thts Tocation format™ was .
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'~‘those¢‘partjcular sites. Lengthfof-stay b1as was not,\'”

e
"!1" X

o

“'”researchs‘project

‘.\

that - theinf responses cou]d.reflect their experiences w1thd

e g

consideredua problem, s1nce all visitors in ‘the sample {(both

oy

day- users and campers) were contacted asythey first entered

the park ne1ther group had a greater probab1l1ty of be1ng

setected on,éhe bas1s of the1r ]ength of - stay

T

””ﬁJhe' research 'too] cons1sted of a self adm1n1stered

‘ questﬂonnatre whldﬁ*was dmstr1buted to y1s1tors enter1ng

) :% x“‘*&:‘ 0‘--» . . . N
‘each “of "the 'Qﬁ?— RS . Several factors influenced'this
g - R AN £y S )
cho1ceq of .. research o techn1que , Thgy, seﬁjyadm1n1steredr

o A '

quest1onna1re: formgt

.

-the imopt eff1c1ent means Qf samp]1ng the ‘views of ra

@""f‘ ’ @;J

cons1derable. proport1on of parK v1s1tors, g1vethhe 11m1ted'
) A

&-\ff\ L . . ' &J‘!‘ L

n%mber of personnel avar]ab]e for the data cotlectJon phaser

@ 5

& .
of the study “(two. peop]e) Int add1t1on,g§the ZspeC1f1c_

. ‘zb J"

questions and 1ssues,wh%ch, const1tutedyéthe basis of 'thei’

cared. to be generally amenable to a
-y ; wt ! . e - ) , . ’
structured quest1onna1re format wh1ch could be persdnalty

’ answered by the respondents Ftnallyﬂ the self- adm1n1stered_

quest1onna1re format was cons1dered to- be ‘Iess obtrus1ve

than the 1nterv1ew techn1que, s1nc; it was compteted at the

d1scret1on of the respondent and requ1red po 1dent1¥1cat1on'

d

during co]]ect1on or d1stn1but1on Th1s factor was thought '

~ . s

to reduce one source of error commonly assoc1ated w1th the'
nv : , .

\ Bt}

survey techn1que s ' .

o . R - 69.

se]ected s1nce it appeared to be

&
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G. The Survey. Instrument : _—

'st1onna1re Deye]onent . R

The Self- Adm1n1ste“#wlﬁ
The se}f adm1nms“ered quest1onna1re was designed to . '

cbtain information ‘which® ré&lated to the five objectfves’

defailed' in an earlier section: of'fhis'Cheptern Injtia}h

discussions about the broad content of the SUrVey were held
, : _ e .

" with : the planning staff of Alberta ProvinciaJ‘ParKs, and

-~ draft questionnaires, incorporatingw conventional  design.

DPihCip1es (Babbie, .1973;* Burton, pers. ‘comm 1979 lﬂére

. des1gned for each paM«&kThe draft quest1onna1r@s were

rev1ewedv by | researeh and - planning staf and 'rev1sed

' according]y Finally, invaccordance ‘with the-pol1cy Of‘vihe : B
- A]berta Government the quest1onna1res were subm1tted to - the‘ o
M1n1stry of Pub]1c Affa1rs for approval to, d1str1bute5wthe~f\v
quest10nna1re to members Qiythe pub]1e. 4 - l//

>

'The"ffnal questionnaires were. dérived follow1ng an

- cn-site " pretest ‘of the 1nstrument at D1nosaur Prov1nc1al

§
Park The objective. of the pre-test was fto identify

'potent1a1 prob]ems in the instrument, such as the wording of

A}

the quest1ons or the layout of the *quéstionnéire, which

/ o3

mcou]d be potent1a11y confus1ng to. thé respondent For~the

pre tést, the,Qraft quest1onna1res for D1nosaur %ark were
aiStributed' to <approkimate1y thirty campens,hwhd'éomgTe“ﬁ,“"”
. - L. . . o o Ay

i their " responses during their - week-end . .vismt ”When the
7/

questionnaires were co]lected comments were so]1c1ted from

Fhe:-respondents regard1ng_'%ny difficulties they - had J
. * (, N ) . )

-



'~ encountered while comp]eting the questionnairet‘As a  result. .

questionnaire"“

71

'of_the\pre—tept-findings, severa]”modtficatjone were made in

the phrasing ofp'fnstructions for .various questions.. The

overall effect waS’to make the instructions clearer and‘more

emphattc Yo} that v1s1tors would be encouraged to respond to .

eyery item. as. ‘they proceeded through the quest1onna1re

These changes were‘a}SO adopted in the‘Wr1t1ng—1n-Stone.Park

>

< ouwe

The f1na1 quest1onna1re was’ reproduced in a° booK]et&_

-

format co]our-coded for eath parK The sponsorsh1p mf the

survey by the A%berta Recreat1on and .Parks Department was -

e Y

clear]y 1depttf1ed on the‘cover of - the quest1onna1re and the

D A
a.‘]. ;
o d!

broad d%rposeﬁéﬁ the survey, as we]] as gener 1.
'}

'ﬁop”.1ts comp]et1d&'* were deta1]ed on, the

booKJet conta1ned e1ght pageSvhof questlonsy and lprov1ded‘»

add1t1ona] hspace for v151tbrsﬂfspontaneous‘commentii A copy

»of'the‘questionna;re'fOr‘each park ts7reproduoed’in Appendix

-range df ten to'twenty minutes.

A The ttme for compjetton of the queetionnatre was in the

« v £

R \\\;
The Self-Administered Questiopnaire: Content Z”/f 7

¥

The questionnaires for - Dinosaur and - Wr1t1ng on ékone?"

Parks were identical in‘ genera7 contenp and format ThJs

" 's1tuat1on was’possrbée since - the questlonna1re5~.for each -

parK were der1ved on the bas1s of similar obJect1ves andA
data needs As ‘a requ1rement of the research design, it was

also‘ necessgry to develop-procedures wh1ch would facilitate

FRERES
-

- page“The o
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percept1ons of parK features
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‘comparisons  between uthe two parks Toward this end the .

videnticat' questionnaire formats a1lowed s1m11ar cod1ng

'procedures ~as . WeTI' asf standard1zed compdter stor@ge and,[

.) t
) . ) . . ‘ ) ..,\u\ \', Sy
data prOcess1ng : SR T ‘
. . . 't ‘ FES N ,(.v

Although the general content and format were comparable

. for both quest1onna1res tt, waq neoessary to a]ter the

. . : Qo
wording . of - some" 1tems to reflect the spec1f1c features and
TN

'nidevelopment opt1ons assoc1ated w1th ‘each park ; 4nﬁk»

U

N‘The quest10mna1re was used to obta1n the fo]]owwngb

. t.\ .,w -

7¥§pes of anormat1on vg i) prof11e (soc1o demograph1c) data,

v(11). vws1tat1on‘ character1st1cs (111) ‘part1c1patlon‘ in

't1ve act1v1t1es..$1v) awareness/understand1ng of the.
, . - o,

,kf goa]s ’or purposes of the park ﬂV) the. personat

p. &‘!.

interpn_

41mport@nce of - sele@%gd park act1v1t1es, (v1) preferences for
: se]ected managrment opt1ons,w{v11)vawareness/understand1ng

' Of"the purpose of - the ”PreSerVei'ﬂAreas; Ffand,<x‘tv1it)'

.

Soc1o demograph1c and v1s1tat1on data were}‘%quested ™
w
order- to deve]op prof1]es of jhe survey populat n for each

park. Section’ Three{ the f1na1 sect1on of the quest1onna1re,

’frequested 1ﬁformat1on about the age, sex, . 1ocat10n _of

’ re51dence educa’;on and 1ncome Leve]s of 'the' respondent.

) .
. /- :
These , quest1ons were 1nc1uded t’f the ~end of the

quest1onna1re 1Q§rqpogn1t1onn of a poss1ble hés1tancy on the

,part of the respondents to~ revealtng th1s type- of personal
: 1nformat10n It was hoped that respondents'5m1ght be more

comfonfab]e completing this = section “after~,they had

B N

N

Wi
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recognized-'the_ uncontroversial nature of the preced1ng

1

" questions..

i

obta1ned in Sect1ons One' and Two of 'the quest1onna1re
Mu]tlple cho1ce quest1ons were employed to 1nqu1re about the
fol]ow1ng the arr1va1 t1me of the party (ie. weekend or

"weekday) the type of v1s1t (day use/camp1ng) the type of

n S . s

dest1nat1on ~ (main desttnat1on/one of" several
destﬂnat1ons/stopover)w ﬁi y1satatmon - frequeqs;“ (first
d»/v1s1t/repeat' %: v1s1t)5 'ﬁ; and type : ~of . group
_,:f(Famn y/fréfnd/organ1zed/s1ngle) In.‘add1t1on respondents

) ‘v‘}u

- were, requested tb 1nd1cate 1f they had part1c1pated 1n each

‘ﬁnformat1on was obta1ned in: orderv that subgroups of the

survey poputatton could bevdeftned on a number:of~se1ected'

d1men51ons - The percept1ons~«and preferences " of these

def1nab1e 'groups coulg then be'1nvestlgated and compared '

Wv”.c dur1ng the ana]ys1s phase of the study

u# Information about visitation characteristics was

. S 4]
V@pf'Athe*‘1nterpret1ve serv1ces ava1lab1e for each park. This
S Be :

")u

@:&

{ J

N
‘\‘\7\

187

An 1mportant obJect1ve of the survey was to examine the _

degree to which visitors’ percept1ons and preferences were

. oriented toward a préservat1on or recreat1on view of each of

-

the two‘parKs; Three measures were’ 1ncorporated “into he

questionnaire . to , prov1de an 1nd1cat1on o)

preservation-recreation orientation of park visitors:

perceptions © of - ‘the purpose. of the parK (Section' Two,

"Questton Four); the pérsonal importance of selected park

: fact1v1t1es (Section Two, Question .Six); andﬂ expressed

oS

v‘ : - ' _' B w,
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-

pre$EPences for ‘certain development options (Section Two,

-

Questions Eight and Nine. In each case, a spectrum of items
was - presented, sampling some activities or practices which
were ‘concerned with ﬂ%eservat1on and some which were

cons1dered to be more recreat1on or1ented

The 1tems se]ected to represent the preservat1on end of

.. )
the. d1men$1on reflected a concern w1th protect1bnxand an

apprec1at1dn of parK resources,' eg;, 1earn1ng about the

‘h1story _and cu1ture of - the area;“;Those items‘whjch Were -

considered "recreational’ -were more evident1y active’ or

‘ social }n nature "and *leSs. directed toward the spec1f1c
‘ i -}P""‘“»v"- - STy
N

’a‘ *5

1nc1uded in this group1ng were items dlrected toward tour1sm
- and 1ncreased persona] access1b111ty to s1gn1f1bant~park

features.

[
‘

&

were designed w1thva mu]tip]e-choice response = format. The

' w‘ﬁf" C. e o

S1ng on management Objectives (Section Two,
e .

.v,'

quest1on “ﬁi"

Quest1on F ur) lreQU1red the,,respondent to 1dent1fy the

zrobJect1ves wh1ch . they Cons1dered to be most 1mportant for

managemént of the/pank;'ln the case. f{ Dinosaur 'ParKﬂn,twoh
whs

‘responses  were required; this.

. responses for Wniting-on-Stone Pahk at the ‘reqUestu of the

- planner responsible for the park who was, 1nterested 1n

obta1n1ng a more deta11ed response regard1ng v1s1tors ‘views

on th1s issue. Rank- ordering of the selected items was not

’

. : ) ; i ‘ . . ) )
Each oﬁ§ the three questions related to this objective.

ktr1butes of D1nosaur and Wr1t1ng on Stone Parks;%

¢&§t1ng people and play1ng f]eld sports Also'

-

extended ' to  three f
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- required of the respondents.

The two questions dealing with park actiVities'(Sectton"‘.’

Two, Question Six) and management preferences (Sect1onuIW%

Questions Eight ggnd Nine) were constructed usi
Likert-type resgbnse scale. A three-point scajé a;”“*

‘visitors to indicate the relative degree of \1mportance of

each of the park act1v1t1es, wh11e a flﬁ% po1nt scale was

'emp1oyed for . the 1list of management preferencesi - The

.f1ve po1nt scale prov1ded a.central referent "Same as Now",

which encouraged respondentS’ to ocons1der‘t"the current

1A

: Foo. I _ .
~management’ situation - -as a frame of reference for the1r

responses. In order to d1scourage guess1ng and random

\‘ .

responses, an additional response opt1on "Don’ t Know", was

14
prov1ded for each of the 1t§%s

Certa1n quest1ons were 1nc1uded in the quest1onna1re in

order to obta1n add1t1ona1 1nformatw0n of ~1nterest toA

“plann1ng and research staff of Alberta Prov1nc1al ParKs

These cons1sted of quest1ons on -narty age compos1t1on

source of' 1nformat1on about the' ‘ark, percept1ons _ofﬁ

‘spec1ﬁ1c parN features" ang views about the funct1ons of the‘

'Preseryeu fThese' concerns' were outs1de _the scope oflthef‘

~ present. etudyp howeverj 4and,'are‘ not- included in ,'the
Vodli r e . ) . "
Y ) . .‘ ' - -t . - - !

" “discussion. -
N ) ’ “- . ’ » ‘ / .

wﬂf)"’
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H Data Co]]ectlon %onedures

The survey quest1onna1re const1tuted the pr1nc1p1e‘data B

‘ co]lect1on instrument for the study. In thls,sect1on,bthef

'procedures involved 1n,administeringjthe data collection are’

outh’ned.0 - Included ° in the -discussion - are B

administrative/staffing detaiisi]selection of = the sample

-distrtbution and co]lectlon of the quest1onnafﬂns, as well

as preparat1on and treatment of the data 4'

iAdministrative Details -

D1str1but1on of - the self-administeged quest1onna1re was -

Y n

: conducted,,ltt in Wr]tﬁ-on -Stone Park by the -researcher_., An

ass1stant,wme‘h1red t;ﬂpudh the'AIberta-Goyernmént’s summer
e Bt B \] o

.'student S?Bd?amme : tSTEP)lL to  carry " out the survey
5 B _

_'distr1but1on in D1nosaur Park. Th1s ass1stant was provided
withuia_'tWO’ day training’ rogramme' at” the start of the

‘samp]ing period in"order to fam1l1armze her w1th thel

[y

..spec1f1c sampling deta1ls of the study as we]l,a§ with the

L

igeneral pr1nc1p1es d? su? é& nese?rch In “addition, th?3
- researcher observed and standard12ed the ass1stant S survey ‘

' d1str1but1on techn1ques "during”’ these two days Per1od1c‘-7‘€

*

~

,ychecks were also conducted on. a weekly or bi- weeKly basis to

~ - -

\’/ . - -

;‘h

_comparab111ty "with the " researcher s own distribution-
F4 ¢ . .

| procedures at Writin@-on—Stone Park A ‘brief procédures

<

manua I=ywds, also- developed wh1ch prov1ded a reference for'

'each of the survey workers throughout ‘the f1e1d per1od

KA 1.,
BV

eﬁsure the con51stency of . theag techn1ques, as well as



T X
| - e

: Detai]s"covered4 in ‘the training programme”'and ‘manud ]
inc]uded an 1ntroduct1on to be recited to v1s1tors se]ected
in the sample "a' general approach to dea11ng w1th the
'pub11c, and o]er1cal dut1es assoc1ated w1th record1ng and
.stor1ng the completed surveys - ' _ :._ L

: ]

Survey Séhp]ﬁng

The populat1on  for the- study cons1sted ot‘“ adult

-visitdrs to D1nosaur and Writ1ng on- Stone Prov1nc1a1 Parksf

7’

'dur1ng the summer months @* 1980 ~The' obJect1ve 2of the’

PR $ A
SLlr‘Vey Samp] 1ng pr‘ocedur‘

”'aggregate 1@@@ random1zed;m@
' A A%
~con31dered representattve;mﬂw,
W'«",‘

was - to select some un1ts of th1s'

z“’péﬁsons v1s1t1ng these twoA

'parks The v1s1tors who were potent1a] un1ts of th1s sample"

'def1ned the samp41ng Frame These.were part1es.who arriyed

o

at: the park dur1ng du]y and Augu

&

component of the‘ survey wasfbe1ng conducted The pre01se
e '3

sampl1ng per1od def1n1ng ‘the samp]1ng frame ‘for D1nosaur

‘Park ﬁgs 3une 27,1980, to Septehber 1, 1980 wh1]e theT

prec1se samp11ng per1od for Wr1t1ng on- Stone Park ‘was Uu1y

: 1980 to August 24> 1980, The durat1on of” thb sampT1ng

per1od was s11ghtly 1onger for D1nosaur ParK Th1s ‘was- ‘the -

RS ’ 3

result . of fan adm1n1strat1ve concern 51nce the prlnc1paj;ﬂu*

researcher was requ1red at D1nosaur Park.. to 1n1t@ate and

~

-
|

’term1nate the survey distr1but1on and co]lect1on pﬁocedures-

being conducted there by the assistant; debr1ef1ng of 'the

~ assistant ‘was a]so 1nvolved at the end of th1s per1od

N oa e
3¢
-2

PN

R

‘(&.‘1, il

}%ﬁer, so"that they cou]d be" -

gh 1980, when the“*fieldp,,J

P

A



1
In order. to”hsetect t "sample from this.frame; a

mult1-stage samp11ng techn1que was employed The f1rst phase

1nvo1ved the determlnat1on of a randcm1zed t1me schedule in

order to ensure that v1s1tors arr1v1ng at 4 var1ety of t1mesV

P

_had ..a s1m1]ar probab111ty of be1ng se]ected

part1es enter1ng the parK dur1ng these pre- se]ected pér1ods

rece1ved 7a_ quest1onna1re on the bas1s of .one- quest1onna1re’

~

78

per. veh1c1e In the second phase one adult member':oﬁa thev-i

v

v1s1t1ng party was :selected by the. party members as the

v

potent1a] un1t who m1ght (comp]ete the quest1onna1re .>fhe
il s L '

Tnd1vrduals .selected 1n thws way const1tuted the sample for- '

the study. . 7 Tl T

! ‘Establtshment of the random1zed t1me schedule 1nvo]ved5
.8 : - -

per‘ week: were random]y selected as non d1str1but1on days td~j

Lo e
allow the .regu1red weekly tﬂme off -fOr - the research

DA . RN \

. . E o
»a two*stage seTect1on procedure' For D1hosaur ParK two daysg

‘ ass1s¢ant;”,ln “the second stage, survey d1str1but10n t1mes _ff»

| were  randomly se]ected for the rema1n1ng des1gnated days

‘s b

For this procedure, select1on ‘was -made from a pre determ1ne x

o

) 7array.oﬁtspecitied t1me per1ods wh1ch 1ncluded morn1ng

: "-.' -

afternoonﬁ‘ and even1ng segments' Two segments were se]ected

for each"distr1but1on day, -hnd surveys were d1str1buted

"durxng these spec1f1ed t1me per1ods - «: e ‘; o r£/1<

¥
“In the case of Wr1t1ng on-Stone Park, certa1n days were

o researcher ‘to complete ,administrative tasks in ADtnosaur‘

’ . o A

ParK ~In 5the second séléctiOﬁ'stage, survey d1str1but1on -

~

. again 1dent1f1ed as non d1str1but1on_ days, to aT]ow thef‘7
RV <3 |

»

[



79

times wereb randomly/ selected in. the same manner as fOr
D1nosaur Park S0 that vis 1tors arr1v1ng at. var1ous t1mes of
the day wou]d have a chance of be1ng 1nc1uded in the sample.

In both parks :the “survey workers‘ were -1ocated at

entrance . gate. . boothst. Within®  each -sampling period}”

"QUestionnaires were distributed to; all vehicle -parties’

entermg t)"’ parK Qne - que’stionnatre was a;]y]ote‘d" to each .

‘ veh1c]e with an. 1ntroductory exp1anat1on, and'aﬁrequeSt that

- it be comp]eted by any adult member of*. the party. During -

ki

except1ona]]y”h1gh~traff1c per1ods at D1nosaur Rgﬁhuolt”waségi

. occas1ona11y necessary to alteF the d1str1but1on procedure

F§§‘

PUEEERY
N

5;1. The Survey Popu]at1on

s]1ght1y by d1str1but1ng quest1onna1re§ to~-everyvgsecondyi
yehjo]e' in order to avo1d traff1c-congestion at'the-park ’

entrance Quest1onna1res were not given to organized groups

Qb?

'hto part1§s who 1nd1cated that they had Compteted a

Cy,
.

quest1onna1re on a prev1ous v1s1t for D1nosaur Park th1s

1'5 Wfs» approx1mate1y f1ve part1es and for Wr1t1ng on- Stone'

ParK approx1mate1y twenty part1es

‘.\’

{ (gespondents"complete%f the questwonna1re at’ any t1me'

dur1ng the1r v1s1t ‘ and

L}

depos1ted _3t in a de51gnatedu'

: col1ect1on qu as they leﬁt the park

o

"mfkhe%fsurvey populat1on cons1sted of those respondents

e
q;m.\ =

"who actua]ly completed and returned the questlonna1re Th1s
] aggregate const1tuted a proport1on of those‘vts1tors who'

or1g1na11y rece1ved the. quest1onna1res upon‘ entering the

i

£3
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k4

park. The respohse - rate ‘is a comparison of these two

figurest ie. number returned/number distributed x 100;

In-the case of Dinosaur Park, the sample consisted of

- the 1470 visitors who received the questionnaire, and the

, . ‘ ' ¥ &
survey population consisted of . 'those. 8038 - respondents ' who.

. [

comp1eted and returned it. This. resu]ted in a response rate
of de\ percent The response rate for Wr1t1ng on- Stone Park

%E% somewhat h1gher than th1s figure: the Qamp]e,cons1sted

dﬁ‘@ho v1s1tors,’587 of whom .completed the quest1onna1re,:

flisu1t1ng in a response rate of 70 7 percent

’

There was no predeterm1ned number of, respoﬁses Whﬁcha

L)

was 1dent1f1ed as des1rable jn the pre data co]]ect1on

VR

phase.. The ob3ect1ve of the data co1]ect1on procedure was ‘to ;nf

obtain .a%” many responses .as poss1b1e dur1ng the spec1#1edm‘

l

v

time tramp,' gﬁVf the constra1nts #of - the } samp11ng

g B S . R
v, DT X .

I3 :
e s A L0 . : . , N L
. REROES . Q« : . COMER : B R N -
e . . Foge . a0 . .
.- D = P . : N T . y ‘!
N R TR N S L S S - i~
2 . . . , . LI . v 5

N

.‘Process1ng _ﬁ@“-’ : ,1-Q~.-;:*'y N

R o / ‘ tg

The completed quest10nna1res were col]ected from

;suryeyv;workersl.in _preparat1on forv<computer storage in

Edmonton L Codihg- of= ‘the. responses was done in order tF

tFanscrlbe the non numer10a1 responses 1nto numerﬁca] fodm

- )

Jis »

_the des1gnated codlng columns 'on_ eachﬁ page ,oﬁ : the
? : : : :

L ’ ' ' e b

01
-

: ? SONE / - .
.deslgnated survey box~ on, a da11y bas1s. and oded by thI B

- for computer storage anqganalys1st Th1s was. accompl1shed 1nr-
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‘queStionnairer according to a prefcoding format established
in the 3urvey preparation stage; coding guidelines were
cocumented in a coding manual for- use as a - reference.
_Editing bf ~the questionnaires was done by the researcher .
This,"involved coding. of ambiguous responses, and
spotfcheckingiof coding accuracy. .

lPrccessing of the codediAdata was conducted in the
Research .and. Systems 'Branch pf'the A]berta'Recreation and
"PanKs,Department; where the.informatjon‘was Key-punched 'on:

tc cards,,and transcribed on to tape for 'storage.

Ana1ysis | -
bThe conventtonal- SPSS program (N1e et al., 1975) was
used as the computer forma% for ana]ys1s of the data The
types cf' analyses cons1sted of" frequency d1str1but1ons
;‘percentages,'two factor cross tabu]at1on summary tables, and
correlat1ons _ '.‘ | 4
These analyses prov1ded descr1pt1ve informationj abcut
“the - percentages of persons falling .into ,arttcular response
hcategor1es,‘as well as'the ﬂre]at1onsh1ps 'betWeen selected
'.-dependent ~and 1ndependent vartables The. Ch1-Square (XZ)
test; apprcp; ate for nom1na] and ord1nal data,‘was emp]oyed
©in’ jdetermimng sthe‘ ' stat1st1ca1 ' ‘s1gn1f1cance of
relationships. Thelbasis'ef thts‘ stat1st1ca] test Vjs'lthe_
comparison- of:observed cell frequenc1es or proport1ons w1th .
,expected cell frequenc1es when two var1ables are summar1zedg

in a cross-tabulation format. In,the preparat1on of thesev
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v

cross-tabulations, some of the variables were recoded in
order to collapse the number of response categories, so that
a more meaningful bicture “of the variable relationships
could be examined. In certain*i stance: the Chi Sduare (X2
analyses were conduéted-on cre .5 e ion tabTes using the
drigina] number of vaﬁiab]e ¢ ‘teoonrizs; thesé cétégorieé
~were then collapsed into meaningful groupings‘to facilitate
.presentation and discussion of reéu]ts.'ln these cases, the
number  of degreés‘of;freedom'(df) reported in the text and
ltabies“refers to the analyses using the original number of
qrésstabu]atjonl,cells [(n-1)x(n-1)], and may appear to be
1arger,thén appropriate when presgnted in cohjuﬁctfon with,
.the cdf]ahsed vafiab]es in the.résults,tab1és. ..

The phobabi}ity 1eve1.of.05 was utilized to disfinguisﬁ
those - relafionships 'WHich were 1ike1y_to‘ref]ecf fhé true
situation from those simply due to chahCe. The: reSu!ts_ of

these aha]yses are presehted in the fb]Towihg two chabters.



IV. VIEWS ABOUT PRESERVATION AND RECREATION

A. Introduction
In the present chapter, findings related to the
preservation and reCreation' orientations of Dinosaur and
Writing-on—Stone' Park ‘visitors 'qre presented. This is
accomplished by Aexamiﬁing_ the pattern of responsés on the
three indicators‘empldyed in the stﬁdy: perceptions of the
purpose of the parkK; aétivity.pneferences, and, management
preferences. For each of these measufes, the relative dggree‘
of support for preservation and recreation;rélated i 2ms is
identified within each park. Ihié procedure allows
"examination of the data according to the Qequirements of,twob
briﬁcipa] study objectives. One objective is to determine ii
a clear paftern' emerges from thé cumulative evidence of
these threé ~indicators favouring either preservation or
~recreation planning goals fér each of tHe twoAparKs.
. second object{ve is to compare the orientations of visitorsﬂ
tQ the two study parks in order to identify any similarities
vand dffFerehces.ITwo types of analyses are employed in the
.invesfigatioh ofv-thése two objectivés: individual item
ana]ys1s and ,composite variable analysis.
_'Ah additional obJect1ve of the study is to exam1ne the

‘ hatunejof the relationships betwegn the 1nd1cator var1ab1es;

' and this is‘accomp1ished'fhrough a series of correlational

analyses. %hese results are discussed ‘at _fhe' end of the

Chapter.

83
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B. The Preservation-Recreétion Dimension

As indicated in the-previous chapteh three measures"
were 1ncorporated into the survey to prov1de .gn 1nd1bat10n
of the preservation-recreation orientation of park v1s1tors
perceptions of the purpose of the park, the ‘personal
ihportance to the visitor of selected park actgvities .end
expressed preferences | fer managemenf programmes and
development options. For each of these measures, a spectrun
of items was bresented : sampling some -‘activ1t1es Sor;
programmes concerned w1th protect1on and apprec1at1on of the_(
parK resources, and some programmes wh1ch were of an. ‘actnve N
&r social recreation nature.,Group1ngs have been deyeiopee.
for these items in order -to prov1de a vcencepfuéln ffameWOrK
for discussion of the findings-.The preservatlon recreat1on
groupingsvdeveioped Fon the three measures ‘are presentedu in
Table 4.1, wifh the items n for both D1nosaur‘ and

Wr1t1ng on- Stone Parks comb1ned in the same table

C. Preservatipn-Recreation'Orﬁenfationt DinOSaup Provihéia]*{

Park o | o

In thisnsectien;'the discussion:foeuseS’on'thenfindfngs

related to visitorsf>vfews'abouf'thenpFeSePQationﬁrecbeétion‘-
role of Dinosauh‘Provirsia]]ParK] The‘thheefmeasuhes usedifO‘e _
ﬁnvestigete:visitors’ orienfatienS‘ane,‘diSCussedl in tuhn : _’{3
‘and an overviev of. the results 1s presented at the end of |
the sect1oni The data are summar1zed graph1ca]]y ;int_F1gure

4.1, S e
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MANAGEMENT
QNEC“VES

PARK
ACTIVITIES

MANAGEMENT
PREFERENCES

Par Cont of Responses (ne1344)
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PROTECT SCENIC BEAUTY
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PROVIDE CAMPING
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CLIMBING IN BADLANDS
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CAMPING
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VISITING PEOPLE
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Per Cont of Survey Population (n = 809) ,

§
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EXTENDING ROAD SYSTEM
ORGANQED‘ TRAIL RIDES’
WALK FREELY IN BADLANDS
PROVIDE MORE CAMPING DU
PROVIDE SPORTS FED .

. REMOVING CAMPING ..

PRESERVATION D
RECREAT ION D

v

Figure 4.1;

K DINOSAUR PARK OBJECTIVES, ACTIVITIEB, AND PREFERENCES

Craphics by Dasign Branch, Alberta Recreation and Parns

v
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Pepceptions of the Pa%k Purpose

Respondents were requested to idéntify two objectives
which they considered® most important for management of
Dinosaur Provincial Park. A majoraty of respons%§ which were
selected focused on objectives concerned with the
preservation and protection of park resources (84%, n=1134) .
The gphree items selected‘most frequently as important\ﬁark
object;ves were: "to preserve significant features, such as
fossils" (43.4% of responses, n=584); "to protect an area of
‘outstanding scenic beauty"” (32.1%, n=432); and ‘“to protect
p]énts and animals that. are 'native to Alberta" (8.8%,
n=118). The fourth-ranked objective, "“learning about park
resources” (5.4%, -~ n=73), is concerned with wvisitor
appreciation of park resources, and is also included in the
'“preservafion" cafegory.

In contrast, the three "recreétion" objectives were
selected léast often by respondents. Fewer visitors
perceived the principal objective of park management to be
the‘ provision of camping facilities (4.4% of responses,
n=§9), providing outdoor recreation opportdnities (3.9%,

n=52), or attracfing~tourists (1.9%, n=26).

Importance of Park Activities: Activity Preferences

Visitors vweré'vasKed to indicate how important they
considered certain activities in _Dinosaur Park. Figure 4.1
summarizes ’fhe combined percentages of visitors who

[}

indicated that:- a particular activity was either very
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important or fairly important, with the activities
ranik-ordered to reflect this percentage figure. A _more
detailed breakdown, indicating the percentage of respondents
who reborted that a particular activity was very impor tant,
fairly important. or not very important, 1is presented {n
Table 42

The majority of respondents felt that appreciation and
vprotection‘ of park resources were. impoftant types of
activities in.Dinosaur Park. This péttern was evident in the
high level of support.for "preservation” items. Almost all
of the respondents cdﬁsidéred that "learning about the
park’'s natural features" (87.7%, n=752), "learning about the
history and culture of the area” (95.4%,"n=741),\and "maKing
a personal effort to protect park resources" (94.5%, . n=741)
. wére very important or fairly important activities. |

In contrast, activities whi&h were in the
"rgcreatiéné]" category, characterized as social énd active,
were considered important by fewer respondents. Included in
this grouping were: "caﬁpfng",(64.2%, -n=478); ‘“"picnicking"
(55.4%, n=415); "reTa%ing in the shade" (41.4%,\n=307); and
"v%siting people” (29.7%, n=218). Finally, there, were few
| visitors (13.1%, n=96) who felt that ”p]aYing field sports”
was personally 1mportant'in Dinosaur Park.

One item in the activity listing, "climbing in the
badlands"” was favoured by 81.0% of respondents (n=478). This
‘activity is a transitional item, combining characteristics

of the two activity groupihgs described above. Although
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possessing features of an active recreat1onal nature, 1t

“also has a component of 1nteract1on wwtthhe resource which

\\ .
is relatively specific to 'the enVﬁronment of Dinosau: Park.

Such ~an 1nterpretat1on mayA %fte to an explanation of

the relative ranb1ngﬂof the / betw&en the more purely

. \ﬂ "

preservational - anq recreatlonal ftems in the activity
‘ —~ A

., ~
2

gnoupihgé. Cw
\
Management Preferences ' \

Visitors were also asked to consider a number of

,uspectfic deve1opment and management suggestions, and to rate

their importance. On the basis of visiténs’ responses, three
broad preference categories ‘were evident, with four items
reoefvingfa high level of supporf, four with moderate
support, and two with a re]étive]y 1owi]eve] of support.
Figuhe‘4.1“pfesentsbérabhically the combined percentages of
vjsitors.who indicated that a particular management practice
shqq[d receive a great deal of attention, or §ome‘.attention
froﬁ managemeﬁt staff. The resulting list of preferences is

rank-ordered to reflect this.- percentage figure. A more

‘detailed breakdown, indicating the perqentagé figurés for

all five response categories in this question is preSented

in Table 4:3.

The majority of park visitors 'appeéred' to be

preservation-oriented in their demands for management and

‘deve lopment programmes. This is.suggested by the high -léyel_‘

of support for four of the five items in the "preseﬁvation"

3
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‘category. ‘These included: : ”showing visitors how ihey coulr
avoid damaging the parK}?ésqurces” (87.6% of respondents,
n=651), "providing more self-guided tra.fs”'(83.5%, n=613),
"providing guided tours to mofe areas bf“the park"  (80.3%,
n:588)”5 and "telling people morevaboutxfhe_purpose of the
.natura] preserve" (79.9%, n=580). In contrasf;‘hOWeVer,' tHe
“fifth "preservdtion" item, "removing camping from the park",
was.felt to be- jmbOrtant by only 8.6% of the visitors
(n=55). Thus,. although the mthPity é% Visitors_supporfed
préctfces as;ociated ' With  resource profection and
. appreciation,, they neverthelesé did_hof ébnéider removgl‘pf
camping from the park th ”be én important . ménagéméﬁi
programme . | | | ﬁ
A moderate level '6f"support vWas evident for those
management .bractices foﬁ which viéitoréﬂ opinidhé_were more -
evenly divided.  The ' four pngbémmes"receiving.'MOdefate'f
1evelé of'support are.frdm_tHe'frecreationa]" category, and
repreSéht‘inéreéséd-ébcéssibility ,to'Abark; neéourcés,_.and
éxpanded' ;supboﬁtﬁ'.facijities;’_ Tﬁese .items ‘ inc]udea:'
fexténding-the road éyétem fo“more, aheas qu the bark"
(considered _imppriant hby' 50.4% of respondents, n:375¥;'l
Waiibwihé'créanizéd trail rides.inté'tﬁe badiands" (44.2%7
n=32d);‘"a]]owing‘visitéhs‘to walk fﬁeely\in therbadléndé as
long as they registered with the park staff' (42.4%, n=313);
andr "prov%ding ‘more vcampﬁng'_spéces .{n theAparK; (41.3%, .
ﬁ=30é). A fiffh -“fecfeationa]” itém; “proyiding -an Qpén'

field - suitable ~ for sporfs _activities" was considered
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impcrrtant by a small numher ot respondents 8m. nzgh

! !

Dinosaur Provincial/Park: Jverview

-

One of the principal objectives of the study was to

determine the preservaticw-recreation orientation of
visitors to Dinosaur Prov1nc1a] Park. Evidence for th1s
"or1entat1on was obtained by exam1n1ng v1s1tors responses onw
the three indicators d1scussed above. A s1m11ar pattern was,
ev1dent for responses on atl three measures, w1th vtsrtors:
favour1ng Athosevmtemsxwhich were most c}early suggestiye of
- a preeerQation orientationl Thus, preServation‘ ob3ect1ves
were‘ most frequently 1dent1f1ed as - -the main purpose of the\
‘park; and protect1on of resources and 1nterpretat1on were

oonsidered as ’important aCtivities -by the ,magor1ty of

reSpondents. S1m11ar1y, a h1gh level of support was ‘evident . - -

for Aspecjfic; deye]opment “and’ management opt1ons concerned
with resource“ protection and expans1on - of z1nterpret1ve r“
oppontunittes. In contrast, ob3ect1ves,' act1v1t1es, 'and
preferences whichAWere'in the 'recreationa]" fcategonj;"ﬂand~
oriented toward act1ve/soc1a1 opportun1t1es and access to
resources, were cons1dered 1mportant by fewec respondents"'v
across all three indicators. | A

The cumulative evidence observed in ;ihis‘:pattern of
reeponses suggests | thatl7 v1s1tors Views were rhighly

»

preservation-oriented in re]at1on to D1nosaur Provincial

a

/' \ . . .
“Park. The moderate and low levels of support for items of a

“recreational” nature suggest that fewer visitors maintained
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a recreational orientation with respect to this park.

Furthermore, the degree ‘of consisiency across all three
measures., with relatively high levels of support  for
preservation-oriented. items and lower stport for those 1n
the recréatiénal category, provides some indication of the
existéﬁéé:{ of a positive relationship among the three
indicator variables: perceptions of park purpose, activity
preferehdes, and  managemént preferences. This relationship

is investigated further in a subsequent section of this

vchapfer.

D. Preservatiqn-Recreation Orientatién: Writing-on-Stone
Provincial Park |

In this 'séction, findings related to vis{tors’
orientation toward Writing—on-Stbne Provincial Park as a
preservation or recreation resource are presented. The
result 5e discussed ‘1 a format s{milar to the pﬁevious
presertatior for Dinosaur Park. Each Lt the three .measures
or ind.-aters of visitors’ orientations is presented in

furn; these data are summarized gféphica]iyxin Figure 4.2.

Perceptions of the Park Purpo#ec ’

Respondents were'requested to identify three objectivés
wh?ch fhey considered most important for management of
Writing-on—Stoﬁe v?ark;' A majority  of responses (71.5%,
n=1066) endorsed "préserVafion“ objectives concerned with

the preservation or protectionvOf,parK_PeSourCes. The three
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'itemé selécted most often as important park objectives were:
"to 'profeét an area of outstanding_scenic beauty" (29.2% of
responses, n=436)f “to preserve significant feaiures suéh as
Rock Art" (28.2%; n=420); and "“to protect'p1ants>and animals
,thét are native to Alberta" f14.1%, ‘n=210f. Howgver ,
visitors = indicated ’a relatively low support for the fourth
_”preéervatfon" objective. Oniy 4.7% (6570) identified the
item "to prbvide a chance to learn about paEK resources" as
an.imbortant park objective.

Two objectives, oriented toward the provision of
.récreation oppértunities, appeared to be of moderate
importance since they were selected by fewer respogaents.
~ The ﬁtem; "to provide-camping facilities" was selected in
- 11.3% of responses (n=168). Similar sﬁpport was evident for
the item "to provide outdoor recreation opportﬁnities",
which was selected in 10.3% of responses (n=T53)TQFinal1y, a
~1qwer' level of ‘support was evident‘ for the remaining
.object{vé, with on]y' 2.4% of responses (n=35) indicating

fhaf."attracting tourists" was important.

~Importance of Park Activities: Activity Preferences

Visitdré Qere asked to indicate how important they
bersonajly.considered certain activities in Writing-on-Stone
‘Pahk.. Figﬁre_ 4.2 présents the combined percentage of
" visitors who indicated that a barticdlar actfvity was‘éither
very importantl>¢r fairly important. The resulting list of

‘activities is thus rankfohdered to reflect this percentage
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- figure. A more detailed breakdown, indicating the percentage.

of respondents who reporFéd that a particu]ar: activity was
either . Qery ihportanth :fairly ¥mportant, *Qr not vehy
important, 1is prSented ianéb]e'd.A;_ | |

The respohses-suggésfed thaf-activiiies_or{eﬁﬁed toward

\

fhe protection and. apprgciation of park resouré@s “were
somewhat more impoftant,fo:barR visitors than_activ$§ies of
a recreafiohalvﬁature. This'pibtune‘was evident on resbpnses
to the ”preservatfon” items, which were cénsidered impoﬁ%ant
by a large number of park Qisitoré. Aiﬁost all respondents
{95.3%, An=504)-considered that "making a personal effort fo
protect'pérk reéources“ was'imporfant. A high percentage of

~visitors also placed a great deal of'importance on "learning

about the historical and cultural attractioné of the area"”

(93.4%, n=508); asvwellias upon "learning about natural park"

features such as plants and animals" (85.2%, n=449).

A large proportion of park visitérs also appeared to

consider activities in the ‘"recreational" category to' be

important. This: was suggested by the degree of support for

the following items: ‘“camping" (considered important by

82.6% of réspondents, n=442)ﬁ "picnicking” (80;7%,'n=434)./

and "relaxing in the shade" (70.6%, n=382). - The remaininé

“recreational” items, "viéiting with other people" (56.8%,

n=302), arid . "playing field sports" (34u7%,' n=182) were -

. considered'important by afsmalleh number of v?sjtors.

In addition, "walking" éppeargd to be the most popular’

activity, with almost all of the respondents (96.0%, n=525)

'
/
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indicating its personal importance. A transitional item,
with elements of recreation as well as direct interaction
with the specific resources of Writing-on-Stone Park, was
also ranked highly by visitors. This'item, “climbing in the
hoodoos" was considered important by 83.1% of resbohdents

(n=451).

Management Preferences : ,

Visitors were also asked to consider a number of
specific development and management guggestiénsj and to rate
their'importance. On the basis of visitors’ responses, three
broéd preference gategories were‘evident. There were three
programmes which P%Eeived a high 1level of support, four
which had moderaté\§ggport, and one which had a relatively
low level of support. %igure 4.2 'presents the combined
percentage of visitors who _indicated that a particular
management pﬁactice should récéive a great deal of
attention, or some attention from management staff. The
resulting 1list of preferences 1is thus rank-ordered to
reflect this percentagé fiéUre. A more detai]éd breakdown,
indicating the pércentage figures for all five response
categories in this question is presented in'Table 4.5. /

Management prograhmes in the “preservation” cateééry
received the highest level of shpport from bark visitors.
The programme} "showing visitors how they could avoid
damaging the park résources" was considered important by

87.6% of respondents (nz447), while 80.2% (n=413) felt that
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management should place more importance on "telling visitors

about the purpose of the preserQe.” Also included in
this grouping was the item; "providing self-guided
interpretive trails", which 79.6% of respondents (n=401)
felt should merijt the attention of management. However, one
activity included in the preservation category received a
fairly {ow level of support. Only a quartef of the Visitors
(25.8%, n=129) felt that “removing the rodeo.grounds from
th? park" was important.

“~

A moderate level of support was evident for those

practices which were included in the "r creational"
grouping. These included: "allowing organized trail rides
into the coulees" (considered imporfant by 60.6% of
respondents, n=309); "allowing people to visit the rock art

on their own as long as.they register with the park staff"
(48.5%, n=246); "providing more Camﬁing spaces in the park"
(46.4%, ﬁ=235); and "providing an open‘ field suitable for.
sports activities" (40.2%, n=201). |

[t is evident from this pattérn that a majority of
visitors ,e;¢ferred "preservation” practiCesiQPiented toward
protectionﬂ;nd apprécﬁatidh of parK resources. Despite the
'emphasis on resource protection, however, most viéjtors Qid'
not‘appear to consider remové1 of the roded grounds to be
important. Opinion  was more evén]y' divided for those
"recréational" programmes which represented freer access fo
more  areas of the }parK, and expanded recreatidnaT

I4

opportunities.



Writing-on-Stone Provincial Park: Overview

Three rindicators were used to examine the dégreé to
which visitors’ perceptions and preferences were indicativé
of a preservation or recreational orientation with respect
to Writing-oh-Stone Park. A similar pattern was evident for
responseé' on all three measures, with visitors favouring
those items which wére most c]early supporéivé of
preservation and resource apgyéciation. (Management
objectives and development preferences ‘which were more
oriented toward recreétiona] use /and increased access to
park resources were conéideréd impor tant by fewer
respondents. A1though | "recreational” ‘activities ranked
second in impbrténce to ‘"preservation" activities when
activity preferencés ~ were considered, the responses
indicated .that certain active and social. activities were
important tha considerable proportion of park visitofs.

Ovéra]], visitors to Wrifing-on-Stone rProYincia] bark_
appeared to be strongly oriehtedAt0ward a presérvafion view-
'_of the park rescdurces.  The relatiVe rénkiﬁg of 'respdhse
“items across ‘the_;thrée measurés' indicates that fewer
visitors have a Trec}éational" ofieﬁtation with respect to
the 'pérK.» This pattern is 'consiﬁtent across all thrée
méasures, again sﬁégéstfng that ;the three variables,
perceptions of the park purpose, actiVity,preferences, and
~management preferences may bei;é]ated in a positive mannéf.

The degree of support; f0r7activities of a "recreational”

nature appears to .be -greater.  than for perceptibns and

Y
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’
h

management preferences falling into this category, however.
The degree of association among  these wvariables s
investigated fn'greater detail in a subsequent section of

this chapter.

E. Comparison of Findings for Dinosaur and ,Writing-on—Stone'
Parks | ‘

In the previoﬁs secfions, visitors’ orientations toward
Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Provincial Parks have been:
deécribed. The discussion provided an overview of the’degree
.to which visitors viewed each park as a preservétion or
_recreation resource. When examined in detail, certain
similarities and.differences appear ih the response patterns
for the two parks, and these provide the: fotus for the

discussion in this section. The results of the statistical

comparisons of these respohseé are presented in Tables 4.6

st evident simi]arity ié the relative importance
of preservation and recreation funétiohs for thevtwq parks.
In-both cases:‘the majority of vis{tors favoured management
abjectives, programmes, and park activities which were in:
the "“nreservation” 'category, reflecting .concern_ with
resource protectﬁon and appreciation of-resourcés through
interphetation. ln'contfast to the relative 5upportvfdr the .
preservation roTé of the fwo parks, visitors to both parks
appeared to consideF the provision of re¢reathn

opportunitiés to be of secondary importance. Thus, a smaller
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\
percentage of respdndents seiected recreation object}yes, or
considéred recreational activities and programmes \tg\ be
importants _ | | .
A]though this overall pattern is evident when responses
-fdr. Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Parks are compared, some
- differences a; ear in the relative strengths of visitors’
preservat1on and recreation orientations for the two parks.
The proport1ons of respbndents who cons1dered "preservation”
ob3ect1ves, activities and management ‘programmes’“to be
1mportant are fairly compa:able for the twp parks.-When the
"preservation” category'j1s exam1ned'for each of the three
measures, significant'differeqpes between-parks are found on
on]y five' of‘the.thirteen itews, and no consistent pattern
appears to differentiate the ;3
visifors to the ~ two . pprks. In the "case ‘of park
purpose/management.dpjecffyeé%ra mixed picture was eVident;,d

s

eservation orientations of.

. ’ . .
‘with Dinosaur -Park vigiitors showing greater concern for

preservation of the Z)gn\ficant ‘parf - features (?ossils);f

(X2=70.2, df=1} ‘ 1) and 'a greater proport1on of ‘

Wrifing-on-Stone Par& respondents endons1ng the obJect1ve of
protecting plants ajd animals native to.A)berta~(X2=21f69,
) df=1,'PSZO1).‘When speeific ‘activities wene Compared,-fthe
_ ana]ysrs indﬁcated hat B greater proport1on of Dinosaur
Park- respondents cons1 red the two learn1ng activities to
be 1mportant The f1na1 \\tem -on which a .significant
_ difference appeared'ﬁﬂ?Ween/fBe two parks was related to the

remova] of .ex1st1ng' park ;developmehts (ie., camping in

N
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Dinosaur Park, and the, rodeo grounds in Writing-on—Stohe
Park). There was stronger subpoﬁt for this proposal from
-Writing-on-Stone Park respondents (X2=212.23, 2df, p.<.01).
In contrast to this picture, ten of the Ewelve items in
the "recreational" category were shown to have. significant
-differénces when responses'oF‘Dinosaur and Writing—on—Stoﬁ!f ’
Park visitors were compared. Furthermore, a consistent
pattérn appears to be evident across  all three measures,
witQ, "recreational"” items receiving more support from
Writing-on-Stone Park respondenté. As indicated in Table
4.7, the percenfage of responses associated with camping and
outdoor recreation objectives were significantly higher‘ for
Writing-on-Stone Park when compared to responses of Dinosaur
Park visitors. A similar pattefn ~is evident wheh the
_importance of park activities is considered. The proportions
of  Dinosaur 'Park visitors who consider - recreational
aCfivities to be important range befween 13.1% r "playing
Ffe]d sports” td 64.2% for "camping." For Writing-on-Stoﬁe
- Park, these proportions are higher; ranging from 34.7% for
“field sports" “to 82.7% fér " "camping."  Significant
differences were found for each recreational. activity when
data were compared staf’stiéa]]y ‘forv'the two .parks.
Consequently, a _hfgher propoﬁtiOn;of_Wrifing—on-Stone Park
v visitors'indicafed\that these4fecreationgl qactjvities were
important, while a greater percentage of Diﬁgsaur Park

visitors considered them not- to be important.
- | '\\\“‘7 |

L
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A similar battern also occuré when. preferences For
management pracfices are‘.cémpéréd; The proporfions of
Writing-on-Stone Park ;visitofs who considered recreation
programmes to be importantv'range from "40.2% to 60.6%,
whereas the proportibné for Dinosaur Park visitors are
somewhat Tlower, varying from 1i.8% to 50.4%: Significant
differences were dend'Fén three of the four recreatioﬁ
1téms, confirminé that a greater proportion of -

Writing-on-Stone Park visitors considered them to be of

managerié] importance} "The remaining item, ‘“"demand for
additional camping faci]itieéf, was comparable for. both. .
‘bparks. |

These findings suggest fhat visitor orientation toward
preservation is fairly comparable for both Dinosaur and
whiting-on-Stone Parks. However, for all .three measures
considered, visitors to Writing-on-Stqne Park appear'to _
place more importance on the role of recreation in the park,
than do visitors to Dinosaur Park.

. An addiiional point of interest is the consistenéy in
reiative rénking of speciffc activity and maﬁagement'
préference items when#dafa for the two parks are compared.
The rank-ordering of recreafiona] aqtivities is identical,
deséending.in ordér of importancé from "camping” to "playing
field sports."” Similarly, thé rank-ordering of recreational
~ management practices is also consistent for the two parks,
deécendiﬁg in Crelative‘iimportaﬁce.from the item "allowing

organized tfai] rides” to "providing mone sports fields."
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b

rThis consistency may reflecl the similarity in pergebtions
and preferences which visitors' hold about two fairly
comparable parks within the Alberta Provihcial.ParK system.‘
On‘the‘o{her hand, this pattern may represent an oyer-riding
consistency in rank-brdering which Visitors may'apply fo all
barK environments. Clarification of this issue is beyond the
. scope o% this study, however, since'the research was limited
to ,the investigation of the two specific pqus,land did not
éxtend to other types of parks within the system.

Fufther investigations regarding - the orientations of
Dﬁnosaur and erting-on?Stone‘.Park - visitors will  be
under taken ﬁn a later section of this chapter, and in
CHapterrFiye, in an attémpt to understand the factors
contributing to the variations reported above.

h As a pas{s for these analyses, composite .variéb]es
aggfegating 1ndivfdua]_qﬁestionnaire items, were developed;

" this technique is outlined in the following seétiOn;

F. Deve]opﬁenf'of_cbmposite Variables

.In'ordeh to further refine this‘ picture ‘of visiforé’
presebvation and . recreation orientaéidns, a »seriesvvbf
cOmpOSite.variables or féctoré Was developed, and éﬁp]oyed
ih sﬁbseqﬁent analyées. This involved a three-stage process:
in the first,stége, items wére grouped 'accordjné to the

cétegories outlined in Table 4.1. This resulted in six

féctorsi



1. Preservation objectives:
Preservation activities;
"Preservation management preferences;

Recreation objectives;

g s w N

Recreation activ{ties; and
6. Recreation management prefefences.

In the secopd stage, the . espondents’ responses on each_~
of the items in the category were treated additively, so
that'é;é;;‘respondent_had a total "score” on. each of the
factors. Réébohaents were then rank-ordered‘according to

::iifheir scores, and groupéd into two categories on the basis
of ‘this total score, .so that those expressing "ngh“ and
"Low" support, or strong and weak orientation with respect.
to each factor, could be jdentified.

In the first set of anélyses employing these' composite
Variab]es ' scores,- the | propohtiéns | df Dinoséur and
Writing-on-Stone Park visitdrs >who consistentiy expresseé-

fstrong support_ for preser?atidn orvrecbeation factors, were
compéned, in order tbrsubéfahti?fe,the findingé réporféd in

the previous section.

G. COmpbsité'Vabiables:,Comparison of Findings for Dinosaur
‘and Writing-on-Stone Parks |
,in order fo further féfine the compabisons of visitbrs’
orientétions toward the resources of Dinosaur and
Writing-on-Stone Provincial Parks, composite variables were

_compared across. pafks. This approach complements: the
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indiyidua] item analysis presented”in previous sections by
identifying groups of respondents who, expfessed strong
- preservation or recreation. orientations in each park, and
compar ing tHe proportions across parks. This technique ‘also
forms the basis for the .analysis in Cﬁabter Five, which
attempts to define those visitor and visit characteristids
which are associated wfth varying degrees of support for
preservation ahd recreation factors. |

In -this analysis, the prdportions VOf. visitors'who.
expressed a strong, or .,weak, support %or- éacﬁ of the
-éoﬁstite preservation and recreation facforé were compared
in a cross-tabu]ation Format‘across parks. Comparisons were:
possiblie, -however, Fbr_ oh]y four of  fEe Six 1nd{caf0f
variables. No comparisons were possible with this technﬁque‘
for the preservation and recreation park objectﬁQes faétor,
as a result of critical differences in the data-collection
methodolbgy for the two péEKs'on the specific fpafk pﬁhposeJ :
. question'(Section Two, Questfon Four). For Dinosaur Park,-
respOndents were Pequéstéd to select two items from ‘an array
"‘bfvsevéh items, while Writing-on-Stone Park respondents were -
_requestég to seiect three items from an identical array.
Since the,bomposite variables were developed in an additive
manner, the two and three item composite gfoupings could not
be compared acrosé pérks due to thé prébabi]ity Qf choice i
differences arising from the_initia] measurement .

Whén the proportions of respondenté expressing high and

.low -support for preservation activities were compared, a
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sﬁgnificant' difference was found betweeﬁ Dinosaur and
Writing-én-Stone Parks (see Table 4.8). A higherb propqrfion
of  Dinosaur ﬁark . visitors (85.3%) was stfongly
pneservation—oriented,v compared. to 76.5% of/ . the
Writing-on-Stone Park reépondents;vNO.significant dif erence .
was evident, however, in the .pfoportions bf resppndents
expressing strong support for developments and'prégr mmes of
a preservation nature.

_Whén the recreation indicator vafiables were eﬁémined,
a greater proportion of erting-on-Stone Park ‘respondents
was found to'be‘strong supporters, when compared  to Dinosaur
Park respondents, reinforcing . thé pattefn r§ported in
Section IV (E). Thu§, 38.5% of Writing-on-Sfone resppndents
.expressed é'high.level of suppori f0r recreat16n activities,

compared to i8.6% of Dinosaur Park visitors. Similarly, more

'Writing-onfsgone Park réspondenté (51.8%) expressed stroﬁg
éﬁpport',hfor recreational developments and prbgrammes,__
compared to;42.4% Qf‘the Dinoséur Park respondents.

‘ Overa]l,f theée. findings édd further support to the
conclusions about differences in orientation between
visitors to DinOsaur.and Writing-on-Stone Parks, which were
oUt]ihed in §eétion IV(E). As reported preyiously, a greater
proportion; of Writing-oh-Stohe‘ Park vfsitors‘expressed a
recreational orientation when compared to Dinosaur’ PaEK
visifors. In qontrast, a greater proportion of Dinpsaur Park
visitors .'were‘.. supporti&e of preservakﬁon40riented

activities, as  indicated on two of the three individual
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activity items, and reflected in the overall degree of

support on the composite "preservation activity" variable.

H. Degrec -~ Association Among Indicator Variable Pairs
One objectfve of thejstudy was to examiné the degreeito.
which the three indicator variables - objectivés; activify*'
gféferences ana preferences for management »brogrammes“ Weééﬁ“
associated with each cher. This investigafion was inteﬁdéd:‘
to provide a pfcture of the dégree to which knowledge :ofi'éf
visitor’'s response on one ihdicatér variable:ondeaT1ow thé
prediction of the visitor’'s resthse‘ on another_ indicator
variable employed in this study. This approach attempts_té
address - two 1ssue§ ar#sing oQt ‘of pﬁevious outdoohf
recreation research, concerning the use of activit?
preferencéé both as an fndicator of perception Qf place
(ég.,  Lee, 1972); and as a predictor‘ of demand for

facilities and progFammes (eg.., dack;on, 1980) . |
’{n order | to examine these  issues, the
iﬁterre]atipnships:of activity preferencéé with the two
remaining fadtors,:,perceptions of park purpose/objectives, .
and preferences for managehent brogrammes; were -determined. -
Thé analysis»'Wag also extended to examine the relationship
of the third vafiable baif, perception of parki purpoée and
deve]qpment 'pfeferehces. The degree of association befween
_the‘varjable pairsAwas'éssessed by the statistical measure,
__Spearmaﬁ>$  4¢orrejaf16nai | coéfficienth whféh 15 a

non-parametric correlational technique comparing a person’s
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ranking on one variable with his or her rank-ordering on a
second variable. Specifiéaf]y; in this anilysis,  the ranking
of fhe rgsponden£;’ composite or additive scores on each
variable was compared in a series of correlational analyses.
Data for each park were analyzed separately usﬁng this
technique. | A summary of the Spearman correlation
coefficients for the twelve comparisons (six per park) is
presehted in Tab]e.4.9. B
When relationships among the variable pairs were
examined, it was evidé:;vzhgt most of the'éorreiations were
in the modérate ~to low range. The strongest degree of
association occurred when -activity preférendevscorés were
related to the resbondents’ vjews on. park development and
@énagementy\programmes. For thé variabie pair, recréatién
activifies and development prefenenceé, the correlation_
coefficients = were .318  and .404- for Dinoséur - and
Writing-on-Stone parks respective]y; 1For the preservation
factors, activify preferences ' and development preFebences
were somewhat lower (.256 for Dinosaur Park ahd L4171 for
Wrﬁtihg-on-sggne ParK) . |
:A'similar pattern was eVident when the reﬁétionship of
activity 'preferehces to perceétibns;of the parK_pUrpose Was
investigatedT'The deéree of aschiation was Somewhat h{gher_
when rebﬁeational activity breferences and'reéreational park
_objecf?&eé were paired, as rcompaﬁéd to preservation

“activities ahd objectives (Speabman’s r of .242 and .307 for -

recreation yériables,uas' compared to .119 and .244 for
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preservation variables).

Although the degree of association between the tnird
variable pair, perceptions of-parK-purpose and development
preferences was re]at1vely weak, overall, the recreational
factors appeared once again to be more strongly related than

the ‘preservation ,percept1on and deve lopment gaetors
(Spearman’s r of \j23 and. :237,;for.\recreation factors,
compared to .104‘and .OéG»tpr preservation factors)u

A review of ‘these data suggest that there is a moderate
degree of censistency ‘between' the stated activity

preferences‘of parK vtSitors.and ‘their stated“ preferences
for . future paﬂk deve]opments and prpgrammes, as well as
their“perceptions of the parK'objeetives. This pattern was
" strongest for recreational. facters, and.‘spmewhat less

consistent when preservation factors were examined.

I. Summary and Conc]USipns_ |

The first objective of thie study wae to examine the-
preservation and reCreation .orientations of visitors to
Dinosaur and Wrﬁting-on-Stone Parks. Speh an analysis was -
intended  to _provide user-based ‘information useful for
p]anning.deeisionevregarding tne two parks, where,proteetion.
of unique resources and the provieton of regional recreation
: opportunities -were' t@o. ma jor considerations. This was

accomp11shed by exam1n1ng the pattern of v1s1tors responses

" on three 1nd1cator var1ab1es percept1ons of the purpose of

~ the park; act1v1ty preferences, and management preferences
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This approach‘ also a]fowed comparispns between the two
parks, and formed the basis:for‘further analyses (reported
in Chapter Fjve) 1nvest1gat1ng socio- demograph1c and v1s1t
factors assocjated with wvariations in preservatlon and
recreation orientation. ;'

The results of the anaiyses- indicated 'thatt overalip
the majority of vieitors to, both * Dinosaur ~and
Writing-onlstpne Parks favouﬁed mapagement‘objectivee; park
'acthitiesa and programmes Which were of  a preservatipn
naturei Recreat1on objectives and opportun1t1es appeared t
be of secondary importance for wvisitors to both parks
However, differences Were evident in the strength~ of _ these
orientations Qpen comparisone were made between the two
parks,'both on individual item analysis, and for composite
variables comprised of these individual items. More Dinosaur
Park v1s1tors expressed strong preferences ‘for activities of
a preservat1on nature, whereas a greater proport1on ( though.
not a maJor1ty) of Wr1t1ng-on-5tone Park visitors favaured
'actﬁvfties and -development programmes which were in the
recreational category | | _

Such - f1nd1ngs would have plann1ng 1mp11cat1Qns for the
tw0-parK§, since they prov1de an indication of the degree of
support whfeh preservation-related po]gcies and programmes
might receive ?roﬁ the “userl clientele, and suggest that
di%ferent planning considerations are required igguthe two

parks. In addition, .the cumulative evidence from the three

indicator variabl:  supports the confention of Cheek and

D




119

\
1

Field " (1977), and MCC@&] (1978) that recreation places are
defined not‘on]y by their resource base'ahd faci]itiés,.Abut
the meaningsn which are attributed to them by fhe user
cliehfe]e. In utheA.case of lWEitfng-on—Stone ParK1' in
particular, a significant proportion of the parK'Visitors
peéceiVe the park to be a Tocat?on for .actiVe and social -
recreational | activities in addition to a site with
pfesefvatfon va]ués of'an h{sforicai and edUcationél nathé.~

A‘qutheQ ébjective of the étudy was to investigate the
nature of ne]afionshibs among the indicator':Vériéb1eéf_rln
several previous studﬁeg,ifecreation beﬁaviours and activity
- preferences were Found- to\Jbe related to  demand for
Faci]ifies_‘énd programmés (dacKson, 1980; Lucas, 1964;
Oliver, 1974; Wong, 5979), and | there appeared to be a
reciprocal relationship betwéen  actiQTty; preferences and
perceptionS‘éf resource attrﬁbﬁtes (Brjan and " Jansson, 1973;
Lucas,' 1864). When asééciations between peréeptions and
management - preferences were examinéd,' eVidence ‘fdﬁ;f'a
consistent relationship aid not -appear' in the étUdié§. _
réviéwed (Echelberger et al., 1974; Hendee et al., 1968;"
West, 1981). | |

fh‘ the . present gtudy, a ﬁeasure of degree of

: Gt : l . .
association (Spearman’s r correlation coefficient) was

épp]?ed to investigate the relatidnships be tween these
Qariab]e_ pairs. This approach providing 'a more direct
measure of association than previous studies had, since it

assessed. the consistency of an individUQ;’s'respoqses on

"



120

each variable in the 'pair, rather than‘determining group
aggregate response trends.

Corre]ations between the s1x variable pairs examined\by
this method were in the moderate to Tow range The strongest
degree of assoc1ation occurred for the activity preference
and deve]opment preference variabies, and a slightly weaker
association was evident for"the actiVity preference and
perception variabie pairs. Correiations were low for the

variables, perception of parK purpose and deveiopment

'preferences Overall, the degree of association between -

pairs of indicator variables was strongest when recreational
factors were considered, and - somewhat weaker' for
‘preservation factors. . | |

| This pattern of differentiai degree of association
between the variable pairs re]ated close]y to prev1ous
research findings,'where the ev1dence was strongest for bthe
relationship of recreatfon ) actiyities ’to' expressed
preferences for . development, annd weakest for the

relationship of perceptions to management preferences ‘These

1

results lend support ‘to_ the view that, stated 'activity
‘preferences Serve as a reasonable. indicator of recreationai,"

demand espeCialiy ‘where activ1ties are of a recreational"

and - soc1at nature. Howeyerm given the moderate degree of
association between activity and management ~ preference
responses, both measures would appear necessary to provi

dSersvwitn opportunities to express both-actuaisqand-.latent

demand for recreation experiences and facilities.-’

'



121

The Weaker re]atiénship Qf perceptions - to activity
preference 'Faises .;bme questions regarding the use of
eXpr;ssed  or observedvactiVity preferences as indicators of
perception of place. This fiﬁding‘is similar to the pattern
reported by Sadier (1870} who fophd that visitors to a

‘,nationa].park percéjved the prengVation nature of the park,
but that their recreation béHavioUrs were inconsistent with
this view. fhe low cofrelation_betwéen perceptions of park
_objeCt%ves. andi'prefeﬁences for management in this study is
similar to the pattern evident in the studies of Echelberger
et al. "(1974) and West;(1981). This picture suggests that,

afthough a Knowledgé of users‘.peréeptions may provide some
va]uabIe informafion $\in uhderstanding :fhe nature of
recreationists’ béhavioqr, this Rnow]edée would appear to
héve little wvalue as . a predictive measure of demand for -

.managemeﬁtbp;ogrammes aﬁd deve lopment options.

Objectives one, two, fgnd'fjve have beeh,éddressed in
this Chapter, énd park'vﬁsitor(prienfations With respect to
‘_.>two study parKs haVe beeﬁ'identifiedu In order to understand

the hature of iheée orientatidhs, investigations of“related
factors are requireg; this is uridertaken in the'followihg
chapter (Chapter Fivé), where findings focdsing on - ihe
relatibnship of'socio-démographic and visit charaétefistﬁés
‘tb park orfentafions_are presented.

i
i
/-

-



V. FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH PRESERVATION AND RECREATION"
ORIENTATIONS

A. Introduction

| In the previous chapter, response patterns on three.
1ndi@ators were examined éhd compared in an attempt to
determinesthe preservation and recreation ‘orientatiOns of
visit;rs to Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Provincial PérKs.
bAlthough visitor orientat}on toward preservation of park
resources was consistently dominént for the two parks,
visitgrs to WFiting-on-Sfone Park appearec (o give gfeater
~support to recreation as a secondary function of the parkl'
than did Dinosaur Park visitors. Furthermore, a greater
proportion of | Dinosaur Park réspondents expressed a
breservation orientation jn their préferred activitieé,>
compared to Writing-on-Stone Park visitors. In contrast, a
greater proportion of ; Writiﬁg-on—Stone Park visitors
-gxpressed a recreation orientation in their perceptions,
éétivity preferenées, and preferences for _managemént

O

programmes.

Pre;ious research has suggested. that such variations in
‘orientation toward outdoor recreation environments may be

associated wiEb differences’in definable characteristics of.
the users, such_as socio-demographicvand trip characteristic
factors. Further analyses wére, therefore, undertaken in
~ order to determine which factors might be related to the

"

" differences in orientation shown by park visitors in this

122



The first stage of this process was to compare ' the

study.

socio-demographic and visitation profiles of the visitors to
the two parks. In this way, factors ©ould be identified on
which the two survey populations varied. In the final stage,

each of theése factors was then further investigated to
determine if it contributed to the overall park differences
in orientation outlined in Chapter Four. The‘ results of

these analyses are presented in the following sections.

B. Comparison of Visitor Characteristics:  DinosauP‘ and
Writing-on-Stone Provincial Parks ]
Profiles of the survey populations for thev two paﬁks
were derived from resbonses to a number of questions
concerned with socio;demographic and visitation
characteristics. These questions were included in Section
Three, and Sections Oge and fwo of the questionnaire,
'respéétively. In .this :sectibn, the characteristics of the
survey populations for Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Parks
are compared, summarizing the resu]ts:df cross-tabulation
analyses on each of the nine socio-demographic  and
visitation variables. Such an analysis fepresents'an initial
step in understanding some of the similarities and
differenées in visitors’ preservation and recreation views,
~which emerged in the previous Chapter .
THe results pertaining “to the socio—demogréphic

variables are presented initially. When Dinosaur Park and
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Writing—on-étone Park respondents were compared, significant
differences were found on four of the five variables on the
basis of the Chi-Square (Xé) statistic. These were: age,
education, income, aéd location of residence. There were nq
significant differences when the proportions of male aﬁa
female respondents were compared for the two parks. These
socio-demographic data are presented in Table 5.1., and
descriptive summaries of these findings are provided in the
following dichssiOn.

Age (X2=16.76, -2df, p;S.OO1): Respondents provided

their exact age in years, and were classified into one of

three age groupings for the purpose of analysis: respondents

.aged twenty-nine years and under, those between thirty and.

forty-nine years of age, and those aged fifty years and
over. The proportions of reSpohdents in each of these age
categories was then compared ‘for the two parks. It was
deterhined that a higher proportion of Writiﬁg-on-Stone Park

visitors were in the younger age category, below 30 yeafs

/’\\

\

et
P

(33.4%-as compared to 24.4% ‘for Dinosaur Park), whereas a

higher proportion of Dinosaur Park visitors were in the
middie (30-49 years) age categdry'(52.0%_compafed to 41.6%
for Writing-on-Stone ParkK). The proportioﬁé ofi respondents
who were 50 years of age and over were éomparab]e fof both
parks. | |
Education Q(X2=8.06, 3df, p.<.05):. Respondents were
requested' to indicate the highest level of education that

they had completed. Fof the purpose of this analysis, the
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original category groupings were combined into three
educational categories: high school combletion and 1ess{
university, college or technical school attendance; and,
trade school training‘ A higher proportion of
Writing-on-Stone Park visitors reported an educational level
of high school or less (42.5%), compared to the proportion
of Dinosaur Park respondents (35.9%). Inlcontr§§t, a greater
proportion - of Dinosaur Park visitors had been involved in
post-secondary schoo]ihg at a university, college or
technical school (57.7%) as cbmparéd with Writing-oh-Stone
Park visitors (49.8%) .

Income (X2=18.51, 4df, p.<.001): ’Respondents were
requested to report their total household yearly income by
indicating oné .of several broad income categories. TheseJ
- categories were reduced to_thrée incdme 'groupings for . the
ana]ysié:.iow income (under $20,000 per year); middle income
($20,001 to $35,000); and, high income (over $35,001). A
higher' proportion of Writing-on-Stone Park vigﬂtors earned
" less than $20,000 per year (37.1%) as compared to the
"proportfon of Dinosaur Park visitors in this category
ﬁ(26.7%).vThe proportions of respondents from each park who
‘:reported earnings in the mid-income Qategory ($20,001 fo
$35,00C)"were quite<comparab]e'(45.7% and 42.8% for Dinosaur
and‘~ Writing-on-Stone. Parks, reépectiveTy). A greater
percentage of Dinosaur Park respondents was in the’ higher

income category, however, with 27.6% e€arning $35,001 or

more, compared to 20.1% of the Writing-on-Stone Park
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;Pespondénts.

Location of . Residence (X2=213.65, 2df, p.<.001):
Respondents_wehe réquested to report their location of
{esidence by {ndicating the city, town, province, or state
in which'theynlived. Rural residents were asked to indicate
the closest town or city. Respondents were divided into
three groupings on the basis of their location of residence
~iﬁ 'réﬂation to the park they were visiting. Respondents
living within a 100 - mile radius ofl‘eithér Dinosaur or
Writing-on-Stone Provinciél Péfks.were included in thé first

category. (In the case of Writing-on-Stone Park, which is

close to the Canada-United States border, United States

resﬁdentsbliving within -the 100 mile radius were glso
included in this category.) fhe second cateéory was
Cémprised of Alberta residents living beyond thé one hundred
mi]é radius- for each park. The final category consisted of
\ visﬁtors.from outside the province of Alberta, including
residents of other Canédian provinces: the United States,

“and overseas countries.

Contrasting "pictures Wére found when location of,

: reéidence was compared for the two parks. .Writing-on-Stone
Park viéitors,were more likely to be local residents 1living

within 100 miles of the park (42.4%, as Qohpared to 11.3% of

a2

- the Dinosaur Park respondents), whereas a greater proportion

of'Dinosadr'ParK respondents were from outside the Province

of  Alberta (47.9%) compared to - the proportian of 

oUt—of-province»visitors to Writing-on-Stone Park (17.5%).
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These findings may ref]ect to some extent the proximity of -
Dinosaur Park to the Trans-Canada highway, a 'major
transportation route for out-of-province travellers, as we]l'
as the increased ‘publicity which tﬁe barK received as'a
Wor 1d Herifage Site.during the data collection phase ofy the
study (summer, 1980). Finally, the proportions,of_A1berta“
residents living more than 100 miles from the park were
comparable for both Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Parks.
(40.9% and 40.2%.respect1ve1y).’

In addition to the socio-demographic variables, the
krespondents from the two parks were compared on four
visitation factors, in order td' identify some of the
charactéristics associa{;d with tHeir park visit. These
findings are presented in Tabié 5.2, and summarized in the‘
following discussion. | .

| Type of Group (X2=45.12, df=4,-p.<.001): Respondents
were categorized on the basis of the sociai \group context
for their park visit. In response to the quéstion "Which of
the following best describes your  group?", they. were
requested to select the mosf appropriate category from among
a range of options. These groups were classified as family,
friends, - organized group, and single respondents. For the
purpose of the discussion, friends and 6rganized group
members were included in the séme category although they
wére treated as separate groups in._fhel ana]yéis stage.

Family groups predominéted - for both Dinosaur and

Writing-on-Stone ParKs, but the proportion of family groups
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3

was highér . for Dihoéaur Park (80.6%), compared to the
proportion for Writing—bn-Stbne Park (69.9%). In contrast,
the proporfioh-of_respondents who reported that they were
with frﬂends-wubﬁ an organized group was greater for
Writing-on-Stone Park (22. 375 compared to - f1 0% ' for
Dinosaur ParK respondents.” The proport1on of respondents in
the s1ngle person category was comparab]e for the two 'parks
(2.8% %nd 3.3% for Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Parks,
respectively).

JType of Visit (X2=8.17, df=2, p.<.05): Respondents were
identified a$ either day-usersgor caﬁpers on the basis of
the{r fesponse to the question "how long do you intend to
stay in the park?" Campers responded by ° ting the:
number of nights that they would be stay...;,, while day
visitors reported the number of hours in their da%]y visjf.
A]though\ the numbers of day visitors predohinated,among the
Eequndents for both Dinosaur and. Writing-on-Stone: Parks,
the proportion of day-users was\h1gher for Writing-on-Stone
Park (66.0%) compared to the - oport1on for Dinosaur Park
(59.8%). . In contrast, the proport1on‘of campers was higher
for Dinosauf Park (38.6%) compared to the proporfion lfor
Writing-on-Stone Park (31.6%).

| Visit Frequency (X2=105.63, df=1, p.<.001): Respondents.
were divided into two categories on the basis of their visit
frequency with respect to.to fhe specific park in which they

were contacted. They were requested to indicate if they were

visiting ‘the park for the first time’by reporting  "Yes or



131

"No", and were categorized as first-time or repeat visitors
~on the -basis of their responses. When responses were
compared for the two parKs, it was found that a greater
‘proportion of Dinosaur Park respondents were visiting the
park for the first "time (78.5%), while only 51.7% of
Writing-on-Stone Park Peépondents were in %his category. In
contrast, only 21.5% of Dinosaur Park respondents were
repeat visitors to the park, compared to 48.3% of
Writing-on-Stone Park respondents. |

Type of ,Destinatjon (Xx2=108.51, df=2, p.S’.OOH:‘
Respondents:wehe requested to identify if the park in which’
they were contacted was their main destination, one of
several destinations, or a stop-over on the way to another
areah - A higher proportion of Writihg-on—Stone Park
'respoﬁdents considered the park to be their main destination
(59.7%) in comparison with  31.4% of Dinosaur Park
respondents. In contrast, a greater propértion of Dihosaur

Park requndents rgporfed that .the parR-was one of many

destination¥ (40.3%) or a stopover on the way to another

\

area (28)3%), compared to _23.7% and 16.7% of

Writing-on-Sfone Park respondents, respective]y;

In the céurse of this analysis, significant differences
were found between Dimosaur and Writing-on-Stone  Park
responqents for' eight of the nine yariab]es- asseésed.,
Overa]i,xkhe Dinosaur Park respondents wére more 1iké1y to
‘be in the mid-age ‘catecory, and to have a post-secondary

education and higher inccm.s. A greater percentage of
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Dinosaur Park visitors were from out of the. province when
compared. to the pﬁbportion for Writing-on-Stone Park. Most
respondents were likely to be visiting the park as members
of a famj]y group. Most respondents reported that this was
their Fifst visit to DinosaJr Park, and considered it to be
one of many destfnations‘or a stopover. More day-users than
campers were ihcluded-{n“ thé survey population, but the
proportion of campers was higher than for erting-oﬁ-Stone
Park. i |

The WPiting-on—Stone Park respondents appeared to be.
probprtionate]y younger, with a greatef percentage falling
in the lower education and income levels than Djnosaur Park
respondents. Although family groups predominated, more éf
the Writing-on-Stone respondents visited the park as memSers
of a group of friends. In addition, a greater proportion of
these visitors were local resideﬁts, livingAWithin 100 miles
of thé parK. Writing-on-Stone respondents were fairly éven]y
divided between first-time and repeat visitors, although
there was a greater proportion of repeat viéitors éompared
to the proportion visiting Dinosaur Park. The greatest
percentage considered the park to be their main destination,

¥nd more day users than campers were included in the survey

population.

~
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C. The Relationship of  Socio-Demographic Factors to
Preservation-Recreation Orientation

In the’pfevious éection, differences were found on four
socio-demographic characteristics when visitors to Dﬁﬁosaur
and Writing-on-Stong Provincial ParKs were compared. fach of
these factors fs exémined.in this éectiop to determine if it
is related to variations in orientation toward park
resources. For the purpose- of .thig investigation, fhe'
“variable groupings developed in Chapter Four are employed;
the composite variables for each of the three indicators of
preseryatﬁon—recreatioh orienhtation, thérefore,‘ constituté
the dependent variables, while fhe socio-demographic factors
(age, education, income; and Jlocation of residence) are
treéted as independent variables in this analysis. The data
for the two parks are combined in order to obiain a c]earér
picture of 'ghe- ré]ationships between 'fhe two. seté of -
variables. Each of these socio-demographic factors \is
investigatéd fo see if variations in these variables are’
related to }dentifiabie differences 1in preservation or
" recreation orientation for the three indicator variébles.
Results of the analyses are summarized in Tables 5.3 to 5.6.

Of the four 'soéié-demOQraphic .factors, the variab]é
"location of residence” appeared to be most coﬁsistenfiy
related to variations in oriehtation toward‘park resources.
Reéu]ts of the six cross—tabu]ation.analysés are presented"
in Table 5.3. Visitors who lived in c]osegt proXimity~fo the

park (within 100 ijes)' were more likely to indicate a
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recreation orientation in questionnaire responses than
respondents living in other loéafionb Thus, 36.2% of local
respondeﬁfg selected recreational options for management of .
the park, compared to 18.6% of non-local Alberta residents
and 14.2% of out-of-province residents. A greater proportion
of local residents - .(48.4%) indicated that recfeqtional
activitiés were important, compared to 25.3% ana 12.5% in

the other two’ categories, respectively. A similar pattern\
was shown for development and ”brogramme preferences, in
which  63.9% of Jlocal residents selected items of a
“recreational nature, as.compared'to 45.7% of . the non-local

Alberta - residents "~ and 33.4% of the out-of-province
respondents.

In contrast; a greater percéntage of vi_itors whose
1océtion of residence was %urther°fﬁbm the park (beyond 100
”miiés). indicated a high 1evé1 of support for”prééervation
objectives and activities of a preservation nature. Thus,
81.§¥ ~of non-local Albertans and 85.8% of ouf-of-provinéé'
residents selected'preservatioﬁ objectives as the purpose of
the park; as compared to 63.8% of’fhose living within'100
miles of the parks. Similarly, 86.1% of non-local A]bertans,'
and 82.4% - of ‘«o;t-df—prgvince residents cénsidered
~ preservation activities to be important, as compared to
73.6% of the local Albertans ]iv{hg Within.100 miles of each
park. . o
‘ This pattern replicates that‘ shown by McCool (1976,

?'1978) and Schinkel (1980)._in their .comparisons of the

e
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activity preferences of local residents and tourists, and
suggests that differgnces between ‘"local and non-local
recreation resource users extend to the%t pefceptions of the’
function of a particular site, as well as their preferences
for certain types of deve}opment,ahd programme options.

When the age of the respondent was investigated ih
relation to preservatién and recreation orientation, all six
of the crosstabulation relationships showed significant
variations among the'threé designated ége categories:. under
30 years, thirty to forty-nine years, and fifty years and
over {Table 5.4). When préservation orientation was examined
in relation to age, there was no consistent pattern to
indicate that a higH'1eve1 of support was related to any
specific age group. However, there were fewer respondents in
‘the older age category (50 years and ovér) who- .indicated
support for .preservatfon objectives (72.6%), compared to
those'in the 30 to 49 yeér age group (81.8%) and the
younges t age gfoup (83.9%). In addition, a smaller
pboportibn of the older age group indicated suppoﬁt for
preservation programmes (74.8%, compared to those in the
lower and middle age categories  (82.9% andA‘ 8> 5%
reépeotive]y). Furthermore, thesea respondents were more
likely to select. recréational objectivés for management of
'Lthe parks. Thus, recreational objectives were selected by
'27.3% of Eespondents.over 50 years of -age, comparéd to 16.1%

and 18.2% of respondents in the two younger age categories.

[
AR
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.The pattern was mixed for the youngest age,group'(under
30 years). Although a greater proportion of this "group
selected preservation objectives (83.9%) as compared to

81.8% and_72.6% o# the respondents fn the other .twb age

groups} they also indicated a Vhfgh level of support fof'

recreation activities and programmes of a ' recreational

nature (34.7% of respondents, compared to 21.2% and 29.9% in

the two older ége categories, for activjtiés{ and,  57.7% _

compared to 40.5% and 44.9% in the 30 to 49 and 50 years and

ovér age categories for recreatiohal programmes). The latter

findings are comparable to the'results.reported by SchinKel'

(1980) who found‘that respondents under 30 years of age were

more ~ inclined = to favour actiQities . in the

"active-expressive" éctivity package. (
»_Variétioné in educational Teve1 .of‘reségndents~were

‘also analysed in relation - to preservation and recreation

orientation. .Results of’ the cross-tabulation analyses are’

presented in Table 5.5. When the prdportions of resp@pdents
in thé'.ihree' education categories -(high school or less,
university or college, and trade school training) were

compared, - education was found to be re]ated_to orientation

on only two of the six indicator variables. Theré "was -no.

evident - relationship between educational  level and - the
indicafors of preservation orientation. However, differences
were ~ found when respondents in ' the ,thheeﬂfeddcatﬁona]

categories were compared on the recreation ‘activity and

recreation development measures. In-both cases, a greater’

!
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proportion of resbondents. reporting educational levels of
high school or less indicated strong support for items of a
recreational nature. In the case of recreation-oriented
activity:preferences,.37.6% of the high school respondents.
felt that these were important as compared to 18.5% of those
having college education, and 29.7% of trade school
respondents. A greater proportion of respondents 1n-fhe high
school category (57.6%) also indicated the importance of
recreation programme options, as compared to 38.7% and 44.8%
in the college and trade school educational categories,
respectively. This picture is similar to that shown by
Hendee et al ., (1968) who found that respondents jn lower
gducationa] categories were more oriented to development of
wilderness, rather than its preservation in a natural state.
For income, the final variable in this analysis,
responaents were divided into three income categor%es (ﬁow,.
.middle, and high). As with educational level, there were o

variations in orientation among respondents in these thre

income categbries when income was cross-tabulated with the
three preservation indicators fTéble’S.G). Differences were
"found“.among the income groups, however, on two recreatioﬁ
indicators. A greater proportion of respondentssin the low
incomé caterory (33.9%) considered recreatiéna] activities
to be imbortant in these parks, compared with those .fn the
midd]e. income (24.5%) and higher income groups‘(20.6%). A
similar pattern was shown for the Eecreation prbgramme

variable, in which respondents in the low income category
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were more likely to indicate the importance of recreation
options (52.6%', as compared to respondents in the middle

(43.4%) and higher income categories (42.2% of respondents).
( ! .

D. The Relationship of Park Visitation Factors to

Presehvation—Recreatibn Orientation
In the first section of'th{s Chapter, diffeféﬁées were
also found between Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone ParK
vis}tors on a number of park visitation factors, 1inciuding
the type of social’ group, the type of wvisit
(day-use/camping), visitation frequency (first-time/repeat

visit), and'type of destination (main/one of many/stopover) .

~The fd]iowing discussion presents the results of further

analyses in which these four variables are examined to see
if they are related tp differences ‘in breservation or
recreation orientation shown by park visitors (see Tab]es
5.7 to . 5.10).

In+ the first set of analyses, respondents were
classified as members of a family, members of a. group of
friends, organized group, a single respondent, or "other."
For the purposes of the diséussion, thé variable groupings
"friends" and ‘"organized groups" were co]]apsed into one
categofy and those in the ﬂqtherf category weré_ eliminated -
from the analysis. Variations in orientation appearéd to be
consistently re]ated;;o the tybe of socia1 .group1ng (Tableh
5,7).( Respondents who -were members of‘family groups were

more likely. to favour préservétion objectives (79.9%) and .

'
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preservation activities (82.5%) when compared to -thoge who
Weﬁe wi%h a group of friends or an organized group (72.2%
and 76.4% for ob jectives and Aactivity preferénces.
respéctive]y). Single respondents showed a mixed pattern in
their preservation responses, favouring preservation
objeétiveé, buf ~expressing low support " for preservation
acfivities.

A ‘consisfént picture was evident when the respondents’
social group was exam{néd in relation to recreation .
or{entation. For all three indicators, respondents who”
visited the parks as a member of a group of friends or an
organized group were likely to express a recreational
orientation tqward park resources and management. A greater
.pfoportioﬁx of the friends énd organizea group respondents
(27.8%) favoured recreatién objectives for management of the
“two parks,v compared to 20.1% and 19.2% for the family and
~single group respondents reépective]y. When respondents were
' compared in terms of their activity preferences, 41.3% of
those in the friendS/organized group category indicated the
importance of activities with a recreational orientatﬁon,
while only 24.5% of t%ose in a family group and 20.6% of the
-single respondenfs ‘coﬁsidered these activities to be
personal]yf%mportaht.

. A similar pattern was .evident when the respondgnﬁs’

social group was examined with respect  to preferenceg %;F
programmes of a recreational‘nature; A greater proportion of

respondent§ identifying that they were with friends or an
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H

erganjzed group indicated strong support"for recreational
. programs (56.4%), in comparison with either family groups
(45.0%) or single visitors)(23.5%) |

Thus, a fairly clear pattern emerges when variations in
or1entat1on toward park resburces and management are
examined 1in relation to the social group of the respondent.
Consistent]y, respondents who fndicated that they 'were one
of a group of friends or an organized group more frequently
expressed strenger support for a recreation orientation and
weaker support for preservation objectives and activities
when compared with respondents in fahi]y groups or ‘single
visitors. AlthoUgh some recent research has been directed
toward the role of social group variables as an ~explanatory
factor in accounting for ' differences in recreation
behaviours, the relationships between the social context and
variations  in- orientation towafd outdoor recreation
environments does not appear to have received notébTe’
attention in the outdoor recreat1on sphere. In view of these
findings, further research to define the nature of Khe
relationship may be warranted.

For the remaining vefiab]es, ie., type of visit
(day-use/camping), visit frequency (first/repeat visit), and
type of destination (main/one of many/stopover]), thefe
appeared to be some relationships with peEServatioh'and
recreation orientation, but these were not as consistently

, )

evident across all . three indicators. The significant

findings are reported below, however, since the patterns may
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be similar to those reported in previous research or ‘might

suggest directions for future research.

4o

For the first variable in this group, type of visit,

respondents were identified as either day-users or campers

on the basis of their reported length of stay. Of these two

__campers appeared  to be - somewhat more

/

cqrjéhted than day-users (Tab]e /5.8).‘
:Pwheq_ the . respondents’ type of wvisit waQ
: ujn r%lafion to activity prefehén?es, 3 greater
%Qh.of ég%pérs - (89.3%) expressed a preservation
orientation, ;é compared to 77.2% of the day visitors.
Correspondingly, a grc ter percentage of campers (85.9%)
considered programmes of a preservatién “nafure to be
important, as compared to the day-use visitors (80.3%). More
of the camper group respondents also jndicated low support
for recreation deveTopments.and programmes (56.6%, compared
to 52.1% of the day-use reSpondents}.

Relatively few studiesr have compared déy—users and
campers in the park contekf; McCool (1978), however , -

compared the activity preferences of day-users and campers

in a water-based setting, and found that fewer day-users

expressed preférences for activities in the "appreci:tive"

category, and were more likely to pﬁefer activities ¢~ an
"active-expressive" nature, while éampers were more likely -
to ‘express preferehces ‘for- "appreciative" activities, -
,simiiar to those ﬁncorporated into the preservation

groupings of -this.study.
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Respondents were élso divided into two categories on
the basis Aof their v{sit Frequency”to the sbecific‘park,in
which they.were contacted. Some respondents reﬁbrted that
they were QTsiting the park,for the first time, whgle others
were repeat visitors. Differences weré reported on ﬁhree_ of
the sixv indicators, when ,onientation~wasAinvéitigatéd in
relation  to visit freqﬁeﬁcy  (Tab1e 5.9). A greater
- proportion of Ffirst time visitors (84.2%) indicated a strong
preservation orientation in their actfvity preferences, in
coﬁparisdn with repeat - visitors to the parks (76.4%)..Repeat
visftors were more likely to be Jower\{n fheir _suppo;t for
activities of a preservation nature, and,‘furﬁhermore, to
express"stroﬁg interest . in ‘recreation. activftieéjj‘and
recreation programme othons.‘ Spécifically,;‘39.6% of the
repeat visitors indicated a_ripérsbnaj "preference ~ for
recreation actiVities in the park éontéxt; in»comparison
with 20.2% of'thé first-time visitors. A greater proportion
of the repeat 'Visitofs (52.5%) also considered recreation |
programme options. to. be importénf_in.contrast té 42.7% of
the first-time visitors. | | | ”

Previoﬁs research does not appéar to ' have directly
addressed the issue of differeﬁces in‘orientation towérd
park or Qutdodr recreation resourceé between first-time and
| ‘repéét-kvisifors, although othér.differehées between these
Jiwdfgégr-groups have recently 5een ideitified (eg., Hammitt,
1981). The pattern of responses found on this variable may

be ciosely related to that evident for the location of
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resident variab]e* but further elaboration to invesfigate
this issue is beydnd the scope of this study.

Im a practioal planning sense, the - "type of
destination" variable is a useful parameter for
‘consideration. Im this ' study, ;responoents were asked to
'identify if the park where the} were contacted»represented“
their maﬁn destinatioo, one of several destinations, or a
s topover op the way to .another area. The responses. of
reepondenfs_'fh each . of these - categories‘ﬁ,w 2 then -
investioated to see if variations, in orieﬁia@ioor were

related to the natu = ¢! their visit. Be tween-group

e

differences were evicent or two of the six compos1te;jjjf”'

variaoles (Table 5.10). No Hifferences’ wd?e found in Qegree
of preservat1on or{entat1on among the three vrespopdent
groups. .On the two s1gn1f1cant ‘variab]es resp@nden%s who
reported that the spec1f1c park was their ma1n dest1nat1on
were more liKely .to demonstrate a »strong recreation
orieﬁtatiOn.» ThUS,“ greater proport1on of respondents in
thea"main_ destination" category (37. 3%) '1nd1cated their

a

‘,ﬁpreference for recreat1ona] act1v1t1es,:as compared to 18.5%

,A

"7, in ‘each of” the nemaining two categor1es Simi]ar]y! 53.8% of

p“respondents report1ng the papKr as their main destination
oopsidereoJ recreationa] programmes to be 1mportant as
”oOmpared to 39. 6%‘ of those who consrdered the park . to be
“one »f many dest1natlons - 41.6% who _reported the1r

‘visit to be a stopover on the way to ‘another area.’

CoL
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As with the visitation frequency varigble repor ted
‘ . _ : /
~above, it is intuitively possible that thts pattern of

response may be :ssociated in some manner wi'th 'the location
AR

: PR A S .

of residence -ble. As above, further elabgﬁa@f@n of this

. C 0 e

relationship is beyond the scope of this/ analys$is.

o
A

E. Visitor Profiles Associated with ' Preservation . and - - .
Recreation Orientations oo ; : ‘ AR P
) - . . * I

In this Chapter, the variatjons'/in preservation and "
recreation . orientations which were reported in Chapter Four

were further investigated to determine if they coulq? be

.s‘—il? v \f‘ \\
exp]%ﬁned by definable differences in the characteristics of

the park visitors. The specific objective‘was”jio éetefmine
BRET: strong'support-for preservation or recreation ébjectives,
activities, or programmes was expressed by paEticu]ar
sub—groups of Dinosaur and#??iting-on-Stone Park vjsitorsf
| The independent variables whiqh?.yeré examined in
re]étion to preservation and ﬁééneat%on\brﬁentat{on were of
two types, soc{o-demographic énd visitation Factoréi
Socio-demographic varﬁab]es'inc]uded location of residenﬁe,
_age,v education, "and incomeFu while visitation factors
consisted of social- group context, typéﬁof visit, visit
frequency and tyge of dest%natioh.
fOn the ba#is of this analysis, a strong preservation
oriehtptioﬁ wasﬁ fQuhd to be .aséocﬁated | with several
- identifiable 1 chaFacteristics of the respohdent.
'Spepifital]y, réspohdents who 15ved more than 100‘miles away
. | : .

§
{

/



153

from the park where they were contacted,. respondents who
were campers, and those who were visiting the park for the
first time, were more Jlikely to express ‘a strongef
preservation concern in their responses. |

In contrast, a WeaKer preservation orientation was

‘ghown by other sub—%roups in the survey population.
Respondents who lived in close proximity to the. parﬁ in
which they ~Were contacted (withiﬁ 100 miles), réspondents
who were:over fifty years 6? age, and thpse:whOJVisited_ the
park - in an organized group or a party OPQEEﬁéhds were mqﬁé
likely to show this picture. Repeat visit?rshitékLthe“ park
also egpressed a weaker preservatibn orieﬁiation:"pa: ﬂ}'

As might be egpected, many of the respondent
characteristics associated With¥' a weak preservation
orientation were simi]ari}y.relateaiggga ‘strong recreation
orientatioﬁ. Thus, a greater proportion o% respondents who
lTived -within 100 miles of the park, those under thirty years

of -age and respondents visiting the park in an organized

group or group of friends were more recreation oriented than
respondents  falling into -, other categories of these -
) ’ ) . "?.E““. o
variables. Although the pattern was not as strong as for th
P

variab]és reported above, it was also noted that repeat

visitO?s, those in tge 1qwer income and educational
categbr{es, and respondents»indicating the park to be their
main deétinatiéﬁ were nore likely %than .otﬁef  gnoups to
expréss a :recreétion -orientation “on one or more of the
.indicator yafﬁab]es. | ) o R

’
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The respondents'who most consistently indicated a weak
recreaiion orientation were those identified on the basis of
the location-éf-residence factor as . out-of-province
visifors. Other.socio—demographic factors associated with.a
weak fecreation orientatioﬁ were age, in the middle ' (30 to .
49 year) age category, and an educational level of .
anvensity or c?%%ggemﬁThjs weak orientation was also shown
by those visitfﬁg the ‘paﬁk for the first time, those who

tndicated that the park was a stopover ~or one of several

destinations, and respondents who were vﬁsitihg the pabklon

their own (ie., respondents in the single category) .
This overview has provided profiles " of those

respandents who expressed various orientations toward

specific parks with unique resources, including a strong

preservation orientation, strong recreation orientation,
weak preservation orientafion and - wégk . recreation
orientation. In the fp1lowing sectioh, these findings will
be discussed in relation to the differences in survey
population‘composifions for Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone

—_—

' . S . . -
Park visitors, and the overall differences 1in visitor

orientation toward these two parks that were “Ydentified in
Chapter Four.

et

'-‘f l

-
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F. Differences in Visitor Orientation Toward Dinpsaur and
Writing-on-Stone Parks: The Role of Sécio-Deﬁognghic'and
Visjt Factors

Signiffcant'differences have been identified between
Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone Provincial Parks .on two
categories of variables. In the first set of analyses,
visitors’ views about the parks as preservation or
recreation resources were compared. Dinosaur Park visitors
were found to be somewhat more présehvatién-oriehted on the
basis of activity preference differences between the two
parks, although few significant differences were evident‘on
the remaining indicator variab]ésv (perceptions and

management preferences).

However, as indicated on the three

measures. visitors to,fﬂrjting—on-Stone Park appeared to
place more importance,Qb'the role of recreation in the park

than did visitors to Dinosaur Parkf In addffiqn, analysis of
the secbnd category oF_ variables, socio;dehographic ahd
visit profile descriptors, reveals méhy differences in the
characteristics of the respondenté for the two parks. In
view of‘the findiqgs~that definable socio-demographic and.
o visit characteristics are related to upreservationégand
recréation-orientafions, it remainé to determine which bf
- the socio-demographic and visit factofs are operating in
th%s conté?t fo generate overall orientation’ differences
Abetweehftﬁeﬁiwo parks.

The four respondent characteristics relating to high-

preservat{on orientation are identified in Table 5.11. For
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/

each of these factors, the proportions of Dinosaur Pari
v%sitors falling into these. categories are significanttly
higher than for Writing-on-Stone Park. The stronger
orientation toward preservation activities shown bnyinoSauﬁ
Park visitors thus.appears to reflect, at least 1nfbart, the
combined effects of selected park visitor characteristics,
including the higher proportion of family groups, non-local
visitors, campers, and fjrstftime‘visitors.

The respondent cHaracterist{§s re]ated to a strong
récreaiion orientation are summarized in Table 5.12. For all
eight of these factors, the proportions of Writingfon-StoHe
ﬁarK respondents falling into ~these/; categoriqs is
significanf]y higher than. for Dinosaur-bark.'The stronger
Mrecrsation orientation demonstrated by Writing-on-Stone Park
respondents can thus bs attributsa , at least in part, to
the higher proportions of visitors wﬁdgwere under 30 yeafs
of age, with lower educstion and iﬁdome levels, day users,
rebeat visitors, those visiting the park in -organized or
fbjﬁgdship groups, local residents, and those who identified

Writing-on-Stone -Park as their main destination.-

G. Summary and Conclusions

The ahalyses presented in this Chapter have been
directed toward objectives three and foUr of the study. One
of these objectives was to - examine the relationship of
selectéd“socio-demographic and visit characteristics of parR

~visitors to Vvariations in preservation and recreation

e

Y
5 5
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orientations with respect to park resources. This objective
was developed on the besis of previous researeh findings
which provided evidence of the - association of
socio-demographie' and visit ehafacteristics to each of the
three indicator variables: objectives; activity preferences;
and, preferences fof ,management.‘ Three propositions were
developed, - -expressing the genéra] relationship  of
‘socio-demographic and Qisjt factors to each of these
variables.

| The = - results of the analyses indicated that
socio-demographic and visit .factors were related fo each of

the three indicator variables. The strongest support was

[N

evident for the activity preference variable, since twelve
ef the possible sixteendﬁfelationships were significant.
Support was a]ee given to the proposition that variations in
preservation and recreation mahagement preferences Qere
related to socjo-demographic/Qieit chéractenistiés, since
ten of :Jf;e sixteen | relationships investigated were
beignificant. oport for the remafnihg proposﬁtion, linking
socio-demographic/visit characteristics and perceptione of
the park .puhposé, was weaker in this study, although
differences ﬁdid occur on six varjab1e>combinations.\}hus,
support was evié%nt for the three propositions related to
objective three; tHe.evidence was strongest for the activity
i kprefefence and'mahagement preference variables, and weakest
' ggz%\\percebtiOHs of park'purbeee, when the relationships of

Y

socio-demographic/visit . ~° s characteristics - and

Yoo
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preservation-recreation orientations wére assessed.

The specific findings related to each of the
socio-demographié/visit variables were discussed in detaf]
and summarized into profiles of park visitors associated
with strong and weak preservation and recreation
orientations. Variations in pe{éeptions were found fo be
related to location of reéidence, age, and type of group.
Previous research (Bryan and dansg;n, 1973; Markle, 1975)
had  found a relationship of perceptions wfth 1 ‘ation of
‘residence; but the relationship of age and type of social

group to perceptions of pa-K purpose h been reported

. previously in the literature reviewed.
Variations in activity preference orientations were

found to be associated with Jlocation of residence, age,

education, income, type of grodp, type of - visit, visit -

frequency,&ﬁand type of destjhation. The findings related to

location of residence correspond closely to previous reports.

by * McCool (1976, 1978), and Schinkel (1980). In the present
study, non-local visitors were found 'tb‘~have a strQngér

preservation orientation, while a ‘greater proportion of

local visitors favoured activities of a recreational nature. .

The 'review. of 1itefature also determined that age was

related to activity preferences but a consistent picture was

not evident ﬁHendeevef al., 1971: Schinkel, 1980). Results

obtained in this study are most consistent with the findings

of Sghinkel (1980), since 'respondents in. the older agé

categories.were fougd to be most oriented to activities- in
D e . o

J
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the preservatiOn category, and 96unger respondents (under
the age of 29 vyears) were more likely to express a
preference for recreatﬂona] activities. ‘

Hendee ét al., (1@71) also reported activity preference
variations with educational level of. the respondent. The.
findings of  this study ré]ating lower education levels to
preferences for active .aqd social recreation activities
supports Hendeé et alt’s‘(1971) results, which associat;d:
lower education .levels Ato active-express’'ve and passive 
free-play activities. The fo.r'h socic -demographic variab]é'
investigated in.the present study was income: Lower income
levels were also found to be associated with preferences for
_recreational activitieé. |

Pérk visit characteristics have reie}ved relatively

ith regard to

i

little attention 1ih previous research
variations in activity pfeferences. A-relationship between
. activity preferehces and type of social group was previously
identified by Field and 0'Leary (1974) and Buchanan et al.
(1981). Results presented in this chapter éupport,'these
findings, and have related family groups to preferenges for
preservational activftie§, and groups éfl_ frienas. or
norganizéd groUps to prefekences for recreationa] actiVities
Differences in orientation between day-users and cambers
beén, reported previéus]y by McCool (1978) and the findi.
thaf campers were more 1ikely  to express preservation
éctivity prefenenceé;'COrresponds close]y with his resu]ts!

Finally, differences. were found for the two remaining.

¢ N
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variébhes,’ visit fredﬁency and type of destination.
First-time visitors were mgre 115e1y to prefer preservation
activities, while repeat v;éitors and those considering the
park to be their mainldestinsngﬂ were more recreationally
oriented. .

Variations in preferciices for management according to

.. socio-demographic and .wvisit characteristics . were also

QropoSed. A1l eight of the socio-demographic and visit

- characteristics. were .fgund to' be re]ated to management

preferences. Preferences. for preservation programmes were

Eeiatea to younger and middle age groups, and -campers.

‘Preferences for recreation programmes wererelated to local

" residents, younger age groups, lower education and income

>

dle@els¢’ groups of friends, day-users,-repeatwvisitoré,”and

“those who considered the parks to be their -~ main

destinations. Most of these factors do not appear to have

“been - examined previously in relation
preservation-recreation orijentations. "However, thic

~association of local residence to recreation management

preferenées» correspondsb. dloseiy to the findings of
Roggenbuck and Kuéhmanh(fQBO), while fhe re]atidnship of
lower eduqétioha]-levels;to recreation preféreﬁces supports
the’pbeviou;Ty repor ted résults‘of Hende. et é). (}968). |

Analyses  directed toward the - third objective

demonstrated that variations in preservation and recreation .

orientations were associated with socio-demographic and
visit characteristics of park visitors. This information

- W

\ R
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formed a.basis for further anetyses related to the fourth
- objective of the  study. This' objective .. to examtne
similarities and.differences in the overa]]‘ ¢ntation of
vtsitobs in the 1light of théapieseryetion and recreatiqn
views ef specific sub-populations of users and the
" constitutent” wvisitor profiles for each park. In this
cﬁepter, the survey population profiles for each park were
identified, and comparisons were hade between the profile%
for Pinosaur and Writingfon—Stone Park visttors.fSigniftcant
.difﬁerences in‘ﬁopu]ation proportions were found for‘tqur of
the socio-demographic variableet age, educatioh, »income,
and,'locatton ot residénce, and for all. four of the.se]ected
visit factore: type .of group, _tybe, éf‘ visit, _vtsit
frequency; and tybe of destination. n

When poou]atlon sub- group or1enta%1on ditferences and
profile stnucturesh were - related ;to .the _preseryatien ,
orientation ~differences chown . vﬁby . Dinosaﬁe and
Writing-on-Stone Park visito-a, t was coﬁc]uded Rhat this
picture Las,_in'pant, attrlbutable to the h]gher proport1ons o
bf .strong preservat1on prof11e v1"1tors at D1nosaur Park
The 'stronger recreat1on ortentet1on of Wr1TTng -on- Stone ParK

visitors was s1m11arlv found to be re]ated to the h1gher

proportions of " visitors assoc1ated with .tﬁe ‘ strong

S
3

recreation orientation profile.

‘The analyses presented in this chepter' have #ﬁ-n

undertaken in order to provide an understanding of#he
overall  variations in  preservation and . recreation
g,

%
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o:1entat1ons shown by D1nosaur and Writing—on-S one . Park

_.v1smtors. wh1ch were reported in Chapter Four.

identification of v1s1tor,'or1enta

A1though the

tions prov1des @ usefdﬁ

information gn ‘assessing the publtc s Vviews andﬁbotent1a1

responses to planning strateg1es

R

c]ar1f1cat1on of the

- regsons or expTanatory. factors uassoc1ated "with these

_orientations, provides planners w1th

a more retined data

base . for future dec1sTons.l S1nce the survey dwstr1but1on

procedure wa's random1zed it 1s assumed that. the -prof11es

deve]oped for the two parKs are {resentative,of the actual.

park v1s1tor populat1on structL o

-

: behaviours'may be “related 1dJ par
. (S ) Bl

"I;‘resource' d«fferences, ‘ ev1dent

R

Wr1t1ng on- Stone ParKs, but results presented in th1s" study4h

'1nd1cate thah
B oot
vapiations  is the d1ﬁferent user

e i

,.attracted . to. the thO s1tes lvfhe

- findings from both a practjca] and

are developec in the ffna]‘chapter.

ng. the summer Eeas

Variations .in views about theso two, parKs and assoc'

t

(SN

c11entele

theoret1ca1

b geograph1ca]

-

D1nosaur and» )

. -&

B\'

=4 s1gn1P1cant factor in- account1ng for theseiQ,

~current1y

1mp]1cat1ons of these

perspect1ve’

.jahd‘ |

s
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. w1th

;- B Review of the Study : “}“

'each of these var1ab1es 1n pr&v1ous stud1es_ ;, .

VI. CONCLUSIDNS.AND.IMPLICATIONS i

n V ® : ‘
he presentat1on in th1s chapter prov1des an overview

of Q the study. including a restatement ~of the  study:

-

‘objectjves and propostt1ons "”Brief description of the

oy

methodology emp]oyed Tp addresstng these obJect1ves and a~f

sUmmary-;of. ther study n”r‘esults ' Th15' is fo1lowed by a
J . i . e
d1scuss1on of the theoretfoal a d}pract1ca1;ﬂmpl1cat1ons of

» PR wu

ﬁ'. \ - WQ_ o ¢

‘\j; b o . -
The overa]] goat of the study was_ to investigate the

5 AP “

2,
nature ‘of v1sutors preservatlon and recreat1on or1entat1ons

'

and

respect to-

5 . “‘.’P
to assess these parK orﬂentat1ons, 1nq]ud g percept1ons of.
J e
~parK purpose/ob3ect1ves act1V1ty preferences, and

preferences for management programmes, since preservat1on

X
and recreat1on re]a}ed d1st1nctq&hs had been determined for

I3
"

- The fot]ow1ng obJect1ves const1tuted the d1rect1on for

1 - . Loe . .
the study _ s AL
. - B n{' A".r
) o ~
AN 4 -
o - oo T ko ' 9. . .
1. To determine the overall .-prese: ition <and recreation
orientations =~ of ' visitors to Dinosaur - and

S Weitir :n*Sﬁ@he Provincial Parks;
. N . . .‘ - ; . M .
‘5.

“

o

i
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2. To compare the ,”overé11 | preservation-reéreattongJ
orﬁentat1ons of visitors to ‘each of the two parks; L

3. To fexam1ne _ the ' re]at1onsh1p of se]ected
sooio-demographio and v1s1t chara@?er1s§9cs of ~park

yvisitorS"to variations in preservat10n and recreation
! W R . N . ) ) o
or1entatNDns »tJ e . o
A 5 o . .

G{{:‘ Three propos1t1ons were oeveloped re]at]ng to this.

obJect1ve 1nthathg pat preservat1on and recreat1on
o LN

~

e

var1at1ons 1@57' :_ePngt1ons ‘of park purpose/management

object1ves b) act1y1ty preferences rand qﬂ management

p

infﬁ'. ) preferences&, would be. refated to the soc1o demograph1c

and y1s1t~character1sh1cs bf parK y?s1tors \ ; .

«,]

4 Lp exam1ne s1m1]ar1t1es ‘,and ‘ d1fferences "in‘ "t

f & oggentat1ons g$ v1s1tors to the twoﬂetudy parks in the
| 11ght _of . the preservat1on ahd recreatlgh v1eys of o .

1dent1%jeble "%populat1ons. :pfeg users :and the

“bonstitutent vds%lor pr®f11es for each parK and .

To exam1n&-the re]at1onsh1ps among the ‘three indieator

var1ables employed 1n the study. ’ s ', o

we e . *

’Ineorder Io meet the data needs associated ' with 'these'
objeCtives, a survey was conducted in the  two study parKs
b
w1th self- adm1n1§tered q%$5t1onna1res d1str1buted on a
et s . S .

random bas19 _to ‘v1s1tors entering the parks. Coded survey

responses weregeomputer1zed and processed using frequency,

- SN

;cross-tabulat1on, and correlational analyses. The results of

these analyses were reported»in Chapters Four  and ‘Five and

< - ) ,
are summarized below:

o



o

3.

»1In contrast,

When the averall orientat;

assessed on three

.and
was determined tha
Wr1t1ng on-Stone ParK v151t
small

or1entat1on, wh11e

recreation orientation with respect to

(Objective One);
"When

indicator

vmanagemeﬁt

ons of . park vi

~variables (

prefe

ors expressed a

er proport1ons

o

responses were compared for"the two parks,

the -
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sitors

perceptions,

rences), it

‘a greater proportion of Dinosaur and

preservat1on
expressed a

two ’;parKs,

through

both 1nd1v1dUa] item and compos1te var1ab1e ana1yse§§ﬂht

“was' found thatoD1npg%&r ParK v1s1tors weré more“l1Ke1y

than Wr1t1ng-on-Stone Par

R .
preservatron-

¥

likely than Dinosaur P.

Wr1t1ng on- Stone Park

I

K v1s1tors to

ark v1s1tors to

R AR

v1s1tons

express . a

or1entat1on 1n the1r act1v1ty preferences

were more

express” - a

recreat1on or1entat1on~3n their’ act1v1ty preferences and

preferences for management
Corre]at1on

of assoc1at1on between thre

w

(Objective Two)

ana]yses were employed to assess,tne degree

were

e composite variable pairs:

act1v1ty

preferences

an

d . management

preferences,;
. 7

act1v1ty preferences

‘park. - purpose

perceptions;.
7 -

and

and management preferences

of

o3

perceptions

‘Correlations

f», were found to be in the moderate to “lTow . [e]
strongest_ degree ofi'assocfation occurred betueen t
actfvity- preference anq, deve]opment preference
variables, with a

. for the activity preference and

\ -

Fceptions

s]ightlxyweaker association evident

variables.
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Corre]atidns were lcw for the variabie pair, percepticns‘

and development preferences (Objective Five). ‘

4. Socio-demographic and visit factors were fodﬁd to be
related to each of the three indicator varfab]es.
Variations in activity preference orjentatlpns ‘were

E found to be relateds to ’eocio-demcgraphic 'and visit
%% factors, with tuelve of the 'pCSsjble 's1xteen
| re]atﬁonshjp;Jgﬁgnificant. A similér picture was  shown

f for recreation“ manegement preferences, in ’which all
eigrt of these factors accounted for variations® in
preservationlwand recreation orientations, ’Supporttwes

weaker foﬂ the- relat1onsh1p of socio- demograph1c/v151t

;\

- ‘;5 factoés to*%%ercept1on of - thé park purpd§7wf";
' ’ L ‘) 'x . . - - \
J)Three) o 5, et :,; woo e

’5. Var1at1ons in percept1ons of parK purpose were ‘found to

'be“ related to 1ocat1on “of res1dence, age, and }ype of

group (Objectvve Three (a))

6. Variations fn.-act1v1ty preference and’ management

i

[

. preference or1entat1ons were found  to- be assoc1ated with
v_lo‘catﬁ‘-onﬁgf residence, age educa\ 1ncome, type of
group, type 'of visit, wvisit. frequency, ‘and type of

D

destination (ObJect1ve Three (BY);' oo S if

q

7. When the respondent prof11es were comparéd for ‘the tuo,

N\ PN
=T

b' study parks B1ho%aUr and Wr1t1ng on-Stone, s1gn1f1cant
_ d1fferences' were' fQund for  four of the | five .

socio-demographic variables and four park visit factors
) : RS - r
(Objective Four); and

. -
-
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8. Overall, differences in orientation between Dinosaur and

Writing-on-Stone Park ~visitors were found Tto‘»;be'

attributable, in part, to the h1gher proport1oﬁ§ of"

L\ e L Sy
strongxpreservation profile visitors atv¢D1nosaur ParK
and the higher proport1ons of strong recreat1on prof11e

o
visitors at Writing-on-Stone Park (Gbjective Four)
¥

Due .to the nature of the 1nvest1gat1on th1s study did

s : TN

not comp]y with a hypothes1s test1ng format ObJec¢1vé@ One,7

’ 0

Two and Four weﬁe descr1pt1ve in, nature w1th no a DFIOPIw

w ‘e -
1nformat1on_ bx_ Whlch 2 to generaﬁe prop051t1ons. ‘The

re]at1onsh1ps proposed‘ in: Objectivé Three, assoc{atjng

‘¢SOC1O deg'grﬁph1c and- v1S1t factors with ‘preservation ‘and

[¢"
B L]

recr%at“

11terature The- resd#is reported 1n th1s study supported the

‘f1nd1ngs of preyw)us studies (eg.; Bryan.and,qansson, 1973;

Hendee et al., 1968; Hendee et al., 4971; McCool, = 1978;

Roggenbuck and:-" Kushman, 1980; Schinkel, 1980), .and extend

o ey

, : A
~these findings to Igpiude the relationships of agasand type*

of- social group to perceptions;,visit frequency

‘destination to activjty preferences; and agew ‘income, and

_parK v1s1t characterast1cs to preferences for management as

-
/

Factors assoc1ated» with presenvat1on .and ' reereat1on
B . N . ) /-
or1entat1on543 F1na1]y, variations 1in the. strength of

Jcorre]at1ons betwqghmvarlable pa1rs corresponds with the

.fp1cture deve]oped from previous research findings where the

relat1onsh;bJ of activity | preférences to

,()

management/deve]opment preferences -reoeiVed _‘jhe host‘

. or1entat1ons, were oased on a review of prev1ous‘

and type of-

cs



. ‘management preferences received 1i

i

~ concern  is.not, however

« visit chabacteristic

I

\

)
AN

cohEistent: sUpport}fland the re]a?ionship of perceptioné to
tle support.

f& In- the ‘following sections, the practical and

2

. thédfetiéaj.impWﬁeationé of ‘these findings are outlined.

FUN .
: ST S

C. L1m1tat1ons*of the’ Study R
The study Pesults presented\1n the previdus section,

0y,

v and the‘f1mp11cat1ons addréssed 1n the following sections

R A, .y

P

should be ‘vJewed ﬁjh the‘chomtexi éf"*§eve%§J: s tudy

3

'1nm1tattdhs JTheee ]1m1tat1ons aﬁe out]1néd be]ow

o The ?tﬁst 11m1tat1on 'represents'ha general ‘research
“.‘)'.:-.' :

‘concenn aesoc1ated w1th the stab111ty of the study findings™

over’ t1me g;i$m shOuld be emphas1zed that theé, overall ®

o y

orﬁentat1ons of park v1s1tors reflec? a. part1cular s1tuat1on

at a part1cular pBint in' time," and 1t is possible that this

~p1cture‘¢nght change temporale 4in"- résponse to changing
v . i . B S .

situational and parﬂ—vis1%or Factors. Rebéafihg the study

would be the most effect1ve way of mon1tor1ng these. changes

a Ll

and-prov1d1ng a current picture of visitors’ views. Th1s

as relevant for the jinvestigations

s

svnce ~compaFabtlity of the*results

-

with ‘previocusly reported f1ndings provides an

T

validity .. measure . suggesting spatial and emporall
consistencies in the ‘identified patterns; | |
/The; second limithtion 1is associated wtth"the mobe

spec1f1c methodo]ogy of the pPOJeCt In this study, . park

v’

5
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K

vist%or orientations were assessed along a dtmension which
" was ‘tabe11ed "Preservation - Recreation". Although this was
perceived by the researcher as a continuum of views and
'behaviouns, the questt@ﬁnaire items endysubsequent analyses
were treated in a d1chotomous format, with preservation and
recreat1on labets. This presented a fairly simplistic,
‘polar1zed ;view.:of variations in perceptions, ?an}ivity
,prefereﬁpeSn and management preferences which wasvoonsidehed
manageable %5E an initial investigation of thts rnatuheub‘lt
is acKnow]edged‘thowevem that this issu€e. is very comptex

and that any part1cu]ar 1tem employed in’ th quest1onna1re;

:: ' ; /“ .
; v1ewed as having components of both preservat1on;

or ~as having many d1mens1ons‘ cef]ect1ng

various aspects of v1s1tor exper1ences
fhe. th1rd | limitation - is: concerned ‘with "« the

representativeness of the survey population and the issue of
non- responseqy The return. rate for completed quest1onna1res
wasy 70.7% of those sampled at Wr1t1ng on-Stone Park and
55 O% at Dthisauf ?ihk ‘Thus, a cons1derable proport1on of

SN 3

those reoe1v1ng the $questionna1re fa11ed to return 1t a

- situation wh1chwwas partlcularly ev1deht/Ajh‘ the case of
D1nosaur Park. It-is Known from.prey ous survey studiegtthatm
. hon—respondehts difter from Fespondel&s and“that'this cowld

‘Contribute to a. non- respondent bias in the resu]ts There
-was no techn1que 1ncorporated into the study by wh1ch these
nonfrespondents could beA ldentlfled and chqracter1zed.

L

Howevera from previous studies, it has been determined that
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respondents often have a stronger interest or involvement 1in

the particular topic of the survey, or might be more 11Ke1y:.~

thaninon?ré%pondents to consider that their input would ha
some impact on fuégre decisions. It is thus possible '

ﬂn the present stuéw, those park visitors who were

1nterested or concerned about the parks wou]d be most likely

to respond to the survey. Although it 1q§%poss1ble that
preservat1on concerns would be over- reppesented as a result,
there 1s also a poss1b111ty that recreat1on concerns co%1d

be s1m11ar1y m1srepresented

The p0551b111ty of non- response bias may ajso arise

i)

from another source. The survey populatﬁqn was der1ved on-:

B

the basis of a mu1t1-stage sampling techn1que a survey , was -

distributed to a. v1s1tor paréy, which in turn selected one
member of the party to respond to the survey It 1s»poss1b1e
that Athe characteristics and views of the respondent do not
accurately reflect the characteristics and views. o% the

~remaining membebs‘edf fhe.party. In view of’these'th'types

of potential non-response bias, the res. ts of the survey

should be seen to'reflect the specific responses §$;those

who ‘answered ‘the survey, and not‘necessarily - the .views of

»

remaining.party members or visitors who failed sto answer the

B B

/" A R
quest1onna1re r o . e
. . i / )
l The f1na] limitation re1ates to the comparab111ty of
the two parks as research sett1ngs it was found that ‘the
'overall or1entat1ons of park v1s1tors,differedvfor visitors

to Dinosaur and Writing-oh;Stone Pérké,‘and that differences




‘for Dinosa o qavihc

ey

o
DI
O

- were evident in the p@&ﬁgﬁes of visitors to the two sites.

It was conc luded that these variations in overhll

orientation were in part, .a reflection of the different

proportions of strong preservation and recreation-oriented

respondents ®in each park. A further explanation could be

proposed which relates variations in park visitor profiles

and overall orientatiorf to differencés in the g}guationa1
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attributes of the two parks. As indicated‘fﬁ the description

of the study_methodo]ogy‘(Chapterh Three)}’ Writing-on-Stone
Park tends to serve as an important regional recreational”

.-resource since there are no alternative ;public recreation

i B h

sites of $1 11ar'1j§g;ity in the region. This is'lessntrue

J,Park since nearby K inbrook Island

?ﬁ% oy v . .
Prov1nc1al~ ~J? rK’ prov1des‘ water based recreational

Ar

opportun1t1es for local residents: It is 11Ke1y that -these

differences in situational c8ntext, reflectnng the presence

or absence of alternative recreation opportunities pldys: an

instrumental role in atfracting particular parkfcisitors,

A P

and hence in shap1ng fRe vﬂsf{or prof1]es and the : subsequent -~

-paﬁK or1entat1ons repor ted 1n th1s stuady.

st

¥ .
s o ) .
D. Practical Imp11cat1ons and Recommendat1ons

2

34; P . -

with an - understand1ng of " the preservat1on and recreation .

or1entat1ons of ~visitors to two Provincial: Parks, Dinosaur
. ) 1 _ € _ :

“and Wriking-on-Stone. Since ‘both parks were dndérgd{kg

master plan development at the _time that this research

% One- obJect1ve of the study Wii to prov1de parK p lanners -

{
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. : s
project was being conddcted, the'survey_resu1ts were useful
in providing planners with an indication of the relative
degreé of public support which could be anticipated for
alternative types of park concepts. In addition, specific
aspects of the resu]ts, such as soc1o demograph1c and parK
visit data, pﬁoved'to be particularly valuab]e s]nce the

survey results were able to provide the omly available

information about visitor characteristics for the two parks.

J

Therefore, Tn’addition topprea%nting‘qualitative information

about the orientation of 6énﬁ”users, these data were "also
able to prov1de quant1faff%e mntormation on which to~ba$e

demand ana1y§

']_and pPOJGG Q?s on botH.a park- spe01f1c and

.,p

ma&\'

reg1ona1 syatem bas1s ;%ﬂ; : ;_&'J . .. | |
‘The survey - results ‘haVé "suggested that  the

preservat1on recreation dimension_ is a conceptualization

which 1s manager1a]1y re]evant forw“‘ erstand1ng behav1oura1

d1fferences among subgroups oﬁ park v1s1tor populat1ons

Th1s dimension also ga1ns value since it corresponds close]y

-

to theé?iypés of preserva$1on-recreat1on.d1st1nct1ons whlch -

] . . . - . } .
occur frequently in park planning and resource management.
. st : e

The . -results, indicates . the . 'comp~1exi.ty - bf ¢ the
: 4 ¢

o

preservat1on recreat1on issue from both the behavioural and

u\

the pTann1ng standpo1nt It may be that at ever? s1felthere

sare some visitors who have a preservat1on or1entatnon and

A8

‘ ' N
some who express a recreation orientation, and planné}s must

face decisions whether to accommodate this dtversit?f'or to

¢

‘take - a clear stance favouring one orientation or the other.

-~
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1
Such a dilemma points out the need. for a systematic approach
to planning for preservation'and recreation concerns within

an outdoor recreation system. so that the diverse needs of

3 N
user groups are accommodated.

In the part1cular case of D1nosaur and Wr1t1ng o,%a

Jb'

ProV1nc1a1 ParKks, the results suggested that the gré@’ist

proportion of  park visitors ‘woutd endorse a ptanningﬂ

approach fayouring thedprotecttongand ﬁnterphétation of parK

resources. However, a substantial proportion of the visitors’

1nd1cated support for strateg1es of a recreat1ona1 nature ‘a

.

: s1tuat1on wh1ch waS‘ pa&ttcular]y ev1dent in the case ofb

~Writing-on- Stone ParK Three types of~ Jp]ann]ng approaches

appear to be, poss1b1e to reso]ve the dtlemma 1) a strategy

) 3 ) 4
in which . equaJ ba]ance is ‘gﬂven &to preservat1on ,andfv“

R

reoreation,“2)t a - weighted strategy favour1ng preservat1oﬁﬂ”

programmes oyergrecreat1on programmes and, 3) strateg1es
- g ol
which concentrate on preservat1on,‘ while , phas1ng out

opportun1t1es of an act1ve and’ soc1al recreat1ona] nature.
_ (

* The study resutts wou]d appear to favour the type of‘,“

. ’!\
~jwe1ghted strategy suggested by 2) above since 1t addressesf%

the d1vens1ty of needs eXpressed by the- var1ous gﬁbups, but
recogn1zes the over-r4d1ng 1mportance- of preservatqon of

park‘.resources - In the cas= of Wr1t1ng on- Stone Prov1nc1a}/

’

'4Par5 the resuﬂts suggested that the we1ght1ng g1ven .IOs '

reereatton cons1derat1ons .should be greater than the‘t'
”"ﬁ%ighting-given:threcreatidn at Dinosaur: Park. In both

. . . : § R . A
cases, however, decisions must be "made to 'accomodate
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recreational "activities on-site (ie. within the extsttng

- v

park boundaries) or ‘to dtyert some fund1ng toward '%he‘

development .of a]ternat;ve s}tes which will provide some of

‘the opportun1t1es current]y ava11ab1e in the’ parKs such ﬁ}
"~ . river access, ‘ p1cn1cK1ng, Aand acttve recreat1on ‘vIn '
o Particular; the .Vjewsy ot tocat residents ‘need to 'beb

acknow lec (Cooke, 1982' D;Leary'»1976)'in‘order to~ayoid

@&; : dtsrupt1on to thetr 11festy]es,~and to” m1n1m12e non- res1dent

conf]tcts arts1ng. from . the 4 encroachment 'of v1sttor._

B fac111t1es and ”inCreased tour1sm on "‘their. - tradition ‘
letsure p1aces s . RS AEIRPRY .

I}The comparlson ‘of ftndtngs q,for_“'DinOSaur - and
4 i : - D '
« 7 Wr1t1ng on- Stone Parks provides a frame of reference for

\

\\\‘, p]anners, who benef1t from e opportun1ty to comparel

¢&$:' relevant '"ﬁ*formation‘ 'about. ,one park with other park.
“ ; v, o .;' PR S
contexts*‘However since \this study was 11m1ted -to stwg

V)

L
» parks, wh1ch were fa1r]y s1m11ar 1n resource and recreat1on,
W . Hy .

’i BfeatUres, th1s frame of reference is re]at1vely" ‘narrow .

4dd1t1onal persbectives \about the préservatton recreat1on
o ;
d1menS1on and*tts releveﬁ;e for the A]berta Prov1nc1al »Park

i

system as a who]e cou]d be ga1ned by extendtng th1s type of

PR o

TFfstudy to- other park setttngs In part1cu]ar th1s shou]d
v;f 1nc1ude sntes wh1ch have a more obv1ous recreat1on focus,

such 39 the. prov1s1on oﬁA weter-based, or ld1spersedu.bacK
Do coﬁhtry opportun1t1es

L As we]l as a]1ow1ng ‘planners to examine visitors’
o ‘. e V\\ - 4 . ’ o
'preservationﬁreCreation orfentations“toward a broad range. of

f
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| 7 o

parK types, -such;a strategy wou]d serve several add1t1ona1
Funct1ons F1rst, the issue of ranK order1ng of activity’ and
management preferences, noted in Chapter Four, could be
addressed. In the-overview-of'results it was‘noted that the
re]ative ranking of some activity and‘management items was

| comparable for the two parks It was beyond the scope of the

v

presqu\ study to assess whether th1s ref]ected visitors’

v

responses with regard to two similar parK en71r0nments or

v’a%%é;,%patwe]y, repreSented a coQ§1stent ranK1ng of

: . §

{7
~sett1ngs &Extens1on of the present study Format/lo var1ous'

types of settihgs'gwould prov1de the necessary data: to,"

determ1nef which: of. these 'two. explanat1ons is most val1d 1n

& ’
L the Alberta Provincial Park context

. s
Py '.;L, ! ‘?_‘

and management preferences ~across all- outdoor recreat1on'

act1v1ty Voo

Wy, ‘,
g’\{ '.’.'

E poo Wy

Secondly. 1f further studtes 1nclud?d an exam1nat1on @f‘

“ the. re]at1onsh1p of ,soc1o demograbh1cL and v park 'v1s1t_'

character1st1cs to preservat1on recreptlon orientatyons,

’

th1s approach wou]d prbv1de ﬁurther conf1rmqtion /off,the

N

settﬂngs Compartsons thh preV1ously reported

:such*as those oF’McCool (1976 T978) Roggenbuck and Kushman

i (1981} and Scthe] (1‘980) obtamed in three typ/es bf stat
: ’ 5N ,
‘ parks 'as well' as northern campground and’ w1ld r1ver

contexts suggest that certa1n relat1onsh1ps reported 1n the

prgsent siudy are general1zable ‘across’ w1de1y d1vergent

sett1ngs It would be ant1c1pated, therefore, " that s1m11ar»“

=

- var1atxons fnipﬁeservation-rébreation orientations wpuld be

o . . . -

aﬁv | - .  ¢. e : ‘ . - g

»
- . . ‘ 3 -

and1ngs,_

cons1stency of ‘these f1nd1ngs across var1ous tyd%j of parkgf"

[
[¥]
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demonstrated for specific Ruser-groups, across a range of
Alberta Provincia] Park settings. |

Lf this pa‘tern:were‘confirmed, information gathering
in settings where the preservation-recreation issue would be
of ’particylar concern could be simplified to focus on
socio-demographic and park visit characteristics, as long as
tﬁe data collection 1nstrum¢qt'contained the Key descriptors
(such‘as locatioq'of residenée, ége, and type of socia]
group) which have beén shown. in the preseﬁt study to haQe
significant.éssociations with preservation and Eecreation
orieétatiohs. Determination, of the visitor profife. fof the
site, would théﬁ allow extrapo]atibns on the basis of bthe
preyiously, repor ted assocﬁatiohs: thus -providing a general
iﬁaication‘ to p]anneﬁs' of the relative éqpport for
preser?ation and recreation-related park concepts in
sﬁtuétions where the expense of conducting .a full-scale,
detailed survey migﬁt be phohibitive.j |

However, in Vgéﬁéral, the' need to 'conduct sufvey
research in ordenh to provide b. ic information for each.
. development plan undér taken by Alberta Recreation and.Parsz
should be stressed. The findings of the present study
clearly :ndicafe that, although two parks may aﬁpear to be
similar 'in' form andi Function,‘ they may in fact.elicit
somewhat‘different reactions and expres%ed preferences frqm
their clienteles, and that these variations are, in part, a
reflection o% the differences in composition of the park

visitor populations. Survey research results may assist
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planners in understanding this diversity of views sa that
fheir decisions may better address the particular needs :of
users of specific barKs.

The study results ~lIso .pquide visitor services .
personnel with an dindocatt o o user—groﬁps who may be
petential targets for spe—ific management _meESagés. But1er‘
.(1980) has demdnstrated'that interpretiveAprbgramme messages
may be instrumental in encouréging visitors to protect park
resources. If ~management wishes to enhance visitors’
concérns about resource protection, a'concegtéd effort needs
{o'pe made to reach park visitors who are least likely fo be
preservatioﬁ-oriented. The results suggest that local
qre§idents and members of friendship or organized groups-
would likely be the most obvious farget gfoups for this type
of message. Since it is possible thgt thes€ visitors are not

\

contacted fhrough the traditidqa] %interpretive' channels,
Tnndvative‘ meéssages and technfques need to be dévised and
promoted to ensure that such contact is made.
Furthermore, survey research also provides the basis
'~f6r deve]épmeat of promotional marketing strategies
(Crompton, 1981). For* example, the results of fhe present
'study proyide information thch might be used t develop
,harketing themes,  and, on the. Sésjs of the bark‘visitor
- - analysis, to ‘suggést'ipotehtjai user-groups towgrd vwhom
specific markefing messages- might be addressé@. This
\ approach, however, assumes that managemgnt has a»cle%r idea .

| o . , : \ .
" about “the intent and -functions of the specific pa#ks, as
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well ds an understanding of the role of these parks in the
Provincial Park system. If the preservatioﬁ role of Djnosauf
and Writihg-on-Stone Parks is favoured by pfanners.
potential visitors moétrfike1y to be .appbeciative- of this
| strategy could be attracted to the parKs through promotional
marketing techniques. As indicated by the study results,
these would include non-local residents, and family groups,
inybarticular.

 One potential limitation ~of the study occurs as a
‘COnsequencelof the Seasdna] ffme’frame'in,which the pereCt
was conducted. Data co]]ecti¢n was carried o't in the two
study parks dﬁring the peak summer season of July and
August. The park patronage statistics (Aiberga Recreation
and Parks, 1981), indicates that July and August (13980)
visitors = represented épproxihate]y 56% and 43% of yearly
visitation 'for/ Dinosaur and Writing-on-Stone “Pafks,
respectively. ;&t’ is poésib]e that the visitor prdfi]es
documented in the present study might'néfhaccurately reflect
user-group characteristics in the shoulder and off-seasons.
However, by defining the views and behaviours of épecific
sUb-groups of park visitors, the present study has provided
a basis for predicting how overall orientations might differ
if variations in usef-group profilés were documented
according to season. fFor example, if Tlocal residents were
more strongly represented in the off-season, it could be
predictéa from thé»study results that. gréater support for

~recreational programmes would be evident when overall park

\
i
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orientations . were. determined. In the final analysis,
however, decisions would have to be‘hade about which gfoups
to accommodate when park concepts are be1ng deve loped and
seélected; and the study results a]ert planners to the
variations in orientations which are associated with these -

various user-groups, regardless of season.

E. Theoretical Discussion and ;mp1icati6ns
In addifion to providing informatign. of a practicala
nature concerning visitors orientations tdwa;d two speciﬁic .
parks in the A]berta,Provinéial Park system, the findings.df
this study have a;broadeg relevance with\respect to current
issues addressed in the outdo&r recreation literature. A
consistent and prevalent theme arising from the behavioural
‘approach to outdoor recreation research is that
recreationists afe not a homogeneous group, and that this
heterogeneity i§ reflected 1n_thebdiversity of psycholbgica]
responses, behaviours, views, and preferences of definable
population* subgroups. n identifying variations '“ip
pérceptions, actiyity preferences, and management
preferenées among sub-groups of park visitors, this study
has further substantiated these conclusioris of demonstrable
differences amor7 recreation resource users. Furthermore, by
extend1ng the 1nvest1gat1on to include parK visit as we]l as "
socio-demographic factors as a basis for distinguishing

var ious user-groups, the study has provided support for the

inclusion of these factors as explanatory variables



1682

contributing to variations in recreation behavio&rs. The
present study was limited to the investigation of four park
visit factors; on the basis of the present findings, and the
results of previously reported research incorporating site
visit factors (Hammitt, 1981; McCool, 1978; Schinkel, 1980;
Vaske et al., 1980), it would appear that further
investigation of these factors would be warranted to
determine if similar patterns of relationships are
observable across different types of sites

In particular, \these findingsn:contnibute to an
understanding of user-group differences with “respect ‘to a
preservation-recréafion dimension, by re]af?ﬁé variations in
pEeservation-recreation orientétions“ to socjo-demographic
and parkK visit charactériétics. The preservation-recreation
dimension consistitutes one spectrum along which visitoﬁé’.
viewé and behaviours may vary'and,las such, is relevant to
the type of multi-dimensional approach to park plénniné. and
management outlined ;by Clark and Stankey (1979).kA1though
‘the specific labels of the preserVation-récreétion dimension
have been employed infrequéﬁily in behaviouﬁa] aspects of
outddor recreation research (Merriam et al.; 1972; Markle,
1975; White and Schreyer, 198i), the findings of this study
relate to conceptually similar distinctions which have been

empioyed in previous analyses of recreationists’ views and

behaviours. Support for this contention comes from the

!

corréspondence of certain aspects of the findings

(specifically those related to activity preferences) with
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pqeLiouslyureported figdings usiné the Hendee, Gale, and
Catton (19%1)‘typology (McCogl, 1976, 1878, Schinkel, 1980),
and a chioﬂenvironmentél coptiﬁuum (Schinkel, 1980).

The fipdings suggest that the preservatioh-recreation
dimension is relevant to the ‘uhderstanding of visitors’
preferences with  regard to rmanaéement programmes and
developments as well as to éctivity preferences. Previous
studies thcﬁ have attemptéd, to -conceptualize visitors/
managemeht preferences along definable djmeﬁsions appear to
be limited to fhe}lite:aturej(Hendee et al., 1968; Sadler,,
1970: Smith and Alderdice, 1979). It wouid appear from - the
results of the present study, that this apbroach‘would have
merit, and would provide a more -meaningful and productiveu
technique than | investigations. limited to views ' about
discrete, site-specific programmes..

In the inyestigatiq@ of preservationfrecreatfon
worientations, socio-demographic énd visit factors were
investigéted in relation to the threevindicétorﬂvariables:
perceptions, activity preferenééﬁ? and- management
preferences. When perCeptions of park purposé were ‘examined
to determine if variations in presgnvatfon- aﬁd wpecrgation
orientation could be relatéd tg soéio-dembgraphig and park
visit factors, few relationships . weré; found :to_' be
significant. In addition, the previouély ;supponted
relationship of education with,tpreserygiion- ogienfation'
(Hendee et al., 1968; Markde,‘1975) was néf sdpb;hted in the

present study. ‘ :

~
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The stronéest evidence for Ehe existence of the
association of .socio-demographic variables and perceptions
comes from research in the wilderness context such as that
of Hendee et al., (1968). Hdweveg, limitations to the use of
perceptions in the park context have been identified
previously by Schreyer and Roggenbuck (1981) who sugggsted
that images of park systeﬁs were too generalized to be
managerially useful, and consequently, recommended the study.
of perceptions in more specific'park contexts. However, when
visitors’ perceptﬁqns were assessed in relation to specific

&park environments in the present study, the relationship of
socio-demographic and visit factors tofﬁvariations in
perceptions was again found to be weak and ihconsistent.

The 7/ relatively Qeak evidence gbtained in this study

Jcombined with limited results from prévious studies suggests
that the perception variable may be inadequately
conceptualized, or alternatively, may have questionable
merit when employed in the investigation of park images.
FQﬁure studies should attempt to address this issue by
initially refin{ng the concept of perception of park

| purpose. This might be accomplished by employing an expanded
measurement scale which would include several dimensions in
addition to the preservation-recreation dimension assessed
in the present study‘ Such an approach might provide a
clearer understanding of perceptions of park purpose and
might provide a more fruitful basis for assessing the

<

relationship of socio-demographic and park v}sit factors to
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this variable

In contrast to this picture, previous research hés
provided considerable indication that variations in activity
preferences are related to socio-demographic.and site visit
factors (Hendee et al. 1971: McCool. 1976, 1978: Romsa.
1971; Schinkel. 1980). The results b©f the study provide
support for these findings, and further suggest that the
preservafion-recreation _conceptualizatioh‘ constitutes a
meaningful dimension for the assessment of activity
preferences. O0f the three indicator variables employed in
the study, variations id the activ{ty preference factor
appeared to Se most strongly and consistently related to
socio-demographic and site visit characteristics. The:
relevance of studying park visit factors in relation to
‘activity preferences was supported by the findings,
suggesting that future studies could be meaningfully
directed toward an investigation of the role of additional
site visit factors. Comparison of the present results with
previous findings of McCool (1976) and Schinkel (1980)
suggests that similar types of relationships may generalize
across different types of sites, and this contention also
merits further investigation.

The review of relevant literature revealed few studies
which had investigated the relationship of socio-demographic
and site visit variables to preservation-recreation
development views. However, Jackson (1980) has noted the

association between specific user-groups on the one hand,
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and views on appropriatye uses and strategies on the other.
This contention did receive considerable support since each

of the socio-demographic and park visit variables employed

in the present stully was found to be relateu in some deqgree
to preferences for managemenf-’progrmunes. Since this
approach | méy have merit ‘ 3N contributing = to a
behaviourally-based conceptualization of ‘atent-demand.

further 1investigations of explanatory factors re]ated.to
preferences'&N;programmes\and deve10pments.wou1d appear to
be a valuable research direction. The conceptualization‘of
development dimensions, such as tHe preservation-recreation
dimension employed in the present study would provide : more
productjve basis than the investigation of views about
discrete ﬁroérammes. Furthermére, such investigations could
meaningfui]y be extended to 1nc&ude an expanded range of
socio-demographic and visit factors, so that a more complete

P

picture of variable relationships associated with demand
A

a

cdﬁld be developed.

Of the specific soéio;demégraphic and- visit factors
investigated \;;\ﬁhis study, location of residence, age, and
type of group, appgared }o be most consistently related to -
preservatioﬁ and recreation orientations of park visitors.
These factors have previously been studied as. explanatory
factors associated with wvariations in recreation activity
preferences (Fiela and O’ Leary, 1973, Hendgé et al., 1971;
McCool, 1976, 1978; Romsa, 1971; Schinkel, 1980). - In

Q-

addition to providing support for ‘these associations, the
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present study hﬁs also demonstrated the broader relevance of
these factors in contr1but1ng to’ var1at1ons in two other

\\‘
behavioural variables, namelyf/ ercept1ons of park .purpose
‘ E .v\

'.
r/\')‘

and preferences“For ,me'ad@ﬁg\QXprogrammes By rep11cat1ngn
and extendingythese fynd1ngs study results provide
further Just1f1cgtlon for’the conc]us1ons of McCool (197é)
and Sch1nke1\(1ééanzthat the location of residence yariadles.
is a particu]arly\\relevant consideration for‘recreatioh
development strategies, and the contention of Field and
OtLeary (1973i that the “Eociai group' variable " is an
importaht» factor in the understanding of recreation
behaviours.

The study also provided a replication of Jackson's
(1980:130) basic mode 1 by supporting the idea that
"socio-demographic variables ere major factors in recreation
activities and use patterns of a specific resource, which in
turn shapes “attitudes concerning what is considered
desirab1e and appropriate for development.” anh‘of the four
socio-demogrephic variab1e5»employed‘in this study was found’
to be - related to ectivity preferences; -and, when
associations between patrs of indicator yarﬁab]es were
asséSsed, the activity preferences and management preference
variables were found to have’ the strongest correlat1ons when;'
compared to other variable pa1rs

In addnt1on, some  support was found for ‘the

incorporation of other variables into this .model. Park visit

characteristics were also identified as major factors in

1
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recreation activity preferences, suégesting that tHeée;.ﬁay
be wor thy factoré to VasSess inl future studiéé 'where
behaviours with regard td specific.sites or types QE’JSWtes
may be of interest. In particular,JVariables’such»asAi;pe‘of
visit . (day-use/camping}, ' Qisit | frquenéy~
(repeat/first-time). and type of destination Have received
relatively little attention in previous research‘_ahd “the
findings 1indicate that these factors would be wohthy of
cbnsideration- when éttempting to explain Peéfeation
behaviours. A.'more detailed investigation of the role of
these factors wou]é appear 'wqrranted, particuﬁar]y gince
they have-éonsiderable managerial relevance. )
Another feature.'ofa fhe .prOposed ‘ model | was the
incorporat{on ofA percebtionsp as an additiona] factor in
- shaping activity preferences’ and preferehce§ﬁ}or :ménagement
brogrammes. The relationship of percept}ons énd activiz;
preferences was viewed as reciprocal on the-ﬁbasis‘ of
previous research, and this association rééeiygﬁ/é;moagrate
degree of support in the present study. As\oU%Jinéd in\\the
review oF 11teﬁature, activify préferences hé@e '%een.
- employed és‘indicators’of perceptioh_oﬁ.uplace 7(te§,‘ 1%72;

a

Cheek and Field, 1977; McCool, '4978)§>a1thougﬁka dir%ét
assessment of the degrée" of asé@éﬁation 4betw;en th%sé
variables was not Undertaken in preVious' s}pdfe?.; By
demonstrating a moderafe ‘degree of ,s%pport Ugor fhis
relationship, the present study haélprdvided’sbme empipica]

evidence supporting the contentidn that activitf;preferences

'*,.
b d
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‘_constitute Qalid indicaiors of perception of p.ace.

This analysis fodused ore visitors' percoptiong of park
purpose and activity preferences as defined alongvllg“‘
preservatian—recreation dimension. A stronger understaﬁd{ng
of fhe~néture of these two variébles, ‘as well as their
association would be gained by apply{ng'béth associational
and ‘correlat{onal anhalyses to quitional behavioural”
dimensions, such as perceptions of social interaction and
sociéW,behaQioprs, and percehfion§ of- visitor 1impacts and
résourcefﬁélated behaviours. In addition to providing
.further information chcerniné'Athé 1iaity of écfiyity
preferences employed as indicators of perceptidn, _gach
research would élso contribute to an understanding of
behaviburai facpors : Qnder]ying site-re]ated‘“ activity
preferenées.

In _contrast kto the percéption-activity préfehence,
éssociétion, the refgtiohséﬁip\Of pérception and management.
preferehces, which had reqeived liftle suppobt in brevioUs
studies, again appeared to be wehk in the preéeﬁt'
invéstigation. jheréfore, this"aspect _Bf the association .
betweeni pefcepf}ons and management..preferencgs' bequfﬁes
réleva{uation’and furthe? stgdy, and possible rpmova1 ofﬂthe
be]ational arrows between the two vaniab]es in the MQdéj. A
previous»vstﬁdy (Hendee et arl., _1968); which reported an
assbciation bétwéen thesé two variables employed  a Lb}oad
range Qf.iteﬁs Which’1ike1y provided a finer discriminggioh'

and -allowed for greater variations 1in responses among
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respondent subegroups.‘the'limtted range of items employed .
in the present-,study, and that of Echelbergér-et al.,
‘(1974); may have contributec to the reported {aek of
association.\\Research:‘re]ated fto this top1c appears to be
relatively scarce to'date. and spec1t1c research address1ng

the re]at1onsh1p of the~e var1ab1es does appear warranted to

attempt to clarify th1s 1ssue

F. Study‘ConclusiCns

" The present study has employed a behavipural‘_approach.”ﬁ”

in examining the preservat1on recreation . orientations of ..

. ¢ N
park visitors. The preservat1on recreat1on distinct1on ..has

been widely cited in park plann1ng and resource management
1literature, and this study has attempted toa app]y th1s
conqeptualizatidn to  the analys1s of parK v1s1tors vtews;;w

and behaviours o
Three types of or1entat1on 1nd1cators were empIded 1q
the study percept1ons, ct1v1ty preferences, and management

preferences. A“numper‘ of socio- demograph1c and parK v1s1t,;

factors were examined to’ see if they . accounted’ fdfﬁg=‘

variations 1n preservat1on recreat1on or1entat1ons
It was conc luded that this approach appeared to have

. L} e
merit since the results demonstrated that var1at1ons in’

orientations were'assoetated.w1th:d1fferent characteszt1cs
of park visitors. These Findinés Wére‘considered;to be of
practical rejevance since it was determ1ned that the types

- of user - group distinctions made in the study were
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manager%a]ly relevant, and constitugéd a useful contribution
to unaérstanding park-refated behaviours and views in the
two study parks, and possibly in the.Alberta Provincial.Parhk
system as a whole. Furthermore.'by focUsing on user-groups
characteristics, the study has provided basic data about the
pafk <clientele which could be incorporated into the
development of informational and prohotional communications
progréhmes for the two barks.

With regard to theoreticals implications, it was
concluded that the studé)-findiﬁgs contributed %o an
unders tanding . of one behavioural dimension
(preservation-fecreatioh) and some factors associated with
" that dimension in thé ﬁérk context  The study also appeared
to have mgﬁit in extending the findings of previous research.
tb. encompass additional  variable relationships, and in
providing a more direct analysis of the re]ationshfps-
wbéfueen the three indicator variables 'thah had been
pr-vious'y undertaken. |

u The type of behavioura} information provided by the
s tudy reéu]ts constitutes one aspect of the multi-faceted
Knbwiedge Féduired for effective recreation résource
planning (Driver, 19?6); _Furthérmore, the
preservation-recreation distinction encompasseé Jjust one
dimension along'whfch resoﬁrce usebs’ behaviours and views
may vary.‘ This perspective indicates the camplexjty of
planning consiaerations, and this is further born out by the

nature of the study results and plahning implications.

o
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Behavioural information alerts p]annérs to variations in
user gfoup v?eWs and behaviours, and although such Knowlédge
is unlikely 10 maKe planning decisions anyKleasien to
formulate, it-will hopefully résult 'ﬁn planning concepts
which are more sensitive to the needs and desires of the
user clientele, and more effective in ensuring the benefits:

and satisfactions which are the ultimate goals of recreation

resource management.
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' DINOSAUR PARK VISITOR SURVEY

r T g
v .

In order to serve you better, Alberta Recreation and Parks would

ike to find out some of your views and opinfons about Dinosaur

Provincial Park. We would “appreciate it if you would select one

adult member of your group to answer this questionnaire. It takes

just a few minutes to complete and may be filled out at ary time

during vour visit, : - ’ ‘ ’

Please use a check (»/) to indicate your answer to ‘each'questiOn.
A1l replies are treated as confidential.

A member of our staff will co]le‘ctﬂ your completed questionnaire as
you leave the park. . If a staff member is not present, the
questionnaire may be placed in the survey box located at the park

203

exit. : - o
ARRIVAL TIME: | * Weekend 1 [ _ ,
: ’ Weekday 2 D ) '
DATE: . . o '/{’/:/;,,/ .
\
N
\
. S :
Section 1: This section of the questionnaiﬂe requesté information
concerning your group and their visit.to tF}e park.
i . . . & /
: . R . LG '\
1.. How long do vou intend to stay in the park? - ‘//
7 ’ ..
v D Day visit only . |
| (Please estimate the number of hours) hours

I . L
D Overnight camping ' '
(P]ease state the number of mghtS) . nights

‘ D Don't know for sure. o
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Is this park your destination or a stopover? (Check ONE only)

2.
1 [7]---Main Destination N .
‘" )
2 []---One of Several Destinations
3 [] ---Stopover on'the way to another area
3. Which of the following best describes your group?
) ‘
1 [:] e Family group
2 [:]... Group of friends
3 [:]--- Organized group {eg. club, team)
4 [:]---.Single person
5 [:]--- Other (Please explain)

4. During this visit, how many people are there in your group in
each of the following age categories?(NOTE: Please include
yourself in the total). “

' NO. OF PERSONS ; NO. OF PERSONS
14 years and_youngerf 35 to 44 years
‘ 15 to 19 years ! 45 to 64 years
20 to 34 years - _ 65 years and older
.| Section 2: - This section of the questionnaite requests information

{

o

concerning your own experiences and your views about

the park.

1. Is this your first visit to this park?

o R

i<l
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If no, how often have you visited the park in the past?

(Please check (v/) ONE only)
] a few times before (1 to 3 times)
[:] Several times in past years
[:] On a regular basis

How did you first become aware of this park?
(Please check {v{) ONE only)

. Newspaper /Maqazine
.Radio/TV

. Friend/Relative v
. Road Map

.. Government publication
. Travel organization '

. Have known about this park for a long time

L NN D W N

-00000000

Have ydu had the chance to take advantage of any of the following
interpretive or naturalist services? Please check (v/3 those

activities in which you have taken part on this visit, or on a

previous visit.

Yes, on Yes, on a
this visit previous visit
1. Gone on a gquided bus tour 1

2. Gone on a guided walk

3. Attended an evening
programme

4. Walked on the self-quided .
Badlands Interpretive Trail

00 Ooo

5. Visited exhibits

]
]

O
]
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Different parks are managed for different purposes. Which of

the following do you consider are the most important for

management of Dinosaur Park? Please check (v} TWO answers.

¢

1. To protegt an area of outstanding scenic beauty .....
2. To provide camping facilities ............ R
3. To provide a chance to learn about park resources ...
4. To protect plants and animals that are native

to ATberta c.ovueiiviiiiiiinrnrniinrirasisnennes  oan
5. To preserve significant features such as fossils ....
. To attract tourists ..viviriiiiiiiiie ittt
7. To provide outdoor recreation opportunities

{eg. hiking, fishing, canoeing) .........ccooeviiinns

Different people have different ideas about what is interesting in

.......

......

Dinosaur Park. How interesting to you personally are EACH of the

following features in this park? }fiyou‘have not seen a feature,

please check the column "Have not seen".

L] o &}
= = =
= = =
= = = > —
v < o n
[VE] X w [FU U]
[ X o >
> W [V%)
o = = = = =
Wz o=z oz
o ) - = r—

1. Views ovér1ooking the

Valley tiivi i - [:] [:]‘ [:]
2. John Ware's cabin .......... [:] [i] 0
3. Dinosaur fossils ........... [:] [] ;
4. The badlands *..... eraenaaas O O ]
5. The river banks .......... -0 O ]
6. The prairie ......... e, | ] O 0
7. Park plants and wildlife ... [7] O »[:
8. Scientific researfh ........ [:] =‘[i] [:]
9. Fossil exhibits ..........n. O 0 O

00O00o000o0 o

HAVE NOT SEEN

s

206

FOR OFFICE
USE ONLY




How important to you personally are EACH of the following

activities in Dinosaur Park?

3 x
¢ = = = o
<z!2 g > =
o

; > b= & >

— o >
>0 @ O o -
~ x o — Ol — o -
et < T ox o
> = w, — - = a

1. Climbing in the badlands
2. Camping

3. Learning about park i
features such as plants,
animals, and dinosaurs

4, Visiting with other
people

5.. Relaxing in the shade

6. Making .a personal effort
to protect park resources

7. Learning about the-
history and culture .of
the area A

i i .
8. Playing field sports
(such Es frisbee,
badminton)

‘00 0O 0000 0O
oo O oooo oo
00 0 0000 OO0

9. Picnidking

Recently, Dinosaur Park has been:
(Check (/) ONE only)

\
1. Chosen for recreational development .........cooeeeninnnnns
2. Named as a Scientific Research Park ........ e iieeeaaas
3. Named as a World Heritage Site ..........o.cviionineenennn
4. Paired with a "sister park" in Ontario ..........cocceennees
5. DON't KNOW +vvvvnnenravancnnsenasaaenonaseasnasenaosannssss

oo 0o O oOoc04g gu
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[

Ba) Are ybu aware that there is a_Natural Preserve area in Dinosaur Park?
Yes. 1[] -«++ (If yes, please complete Question 8b)
N 2[] -+ (If no, please go to Question 9)

‘8b) There are many possible reasons for having a Natural Preserve. How
important do you consider each of the following as reasons for
setting aside the Natural Preserve in Dinosaur Park?

REASON
FAIRLY
IMPORTANT
REASON

NOT VERY
[MPORTANT
DON'T KHNOW

VERY
IMPORTANT

1. To protect people from
dangers (such as .heat,
getting lost)

0
o
O
0

2. To maintain a totally
natural area by keeping
‘people out altogether

O

3. To set aside an area for
future expansion of the
campground

@

4, To protect dinosaur
fossils

5. To stop people from
wearing away the rocks

6. To provide an area for
scientific research

oo od o o
0000 O
alss=ls

o oo
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§

f

In parks éuch as Dinosaur, choices must be made about what

is provided in the park.
ﬁéy cost money, or may be restricted, what importance do
you-feel ‘park management should place on the following?

10.

Allowing visitors to
walk freely in the-
badlands as long as they
register with the park
staff

Providing more camping
spaces in the park

Showing visitors how
they could avoid
damaging the park
resources .

Providing more

self-guided interpretive

(nature) trails
Providing an open field
suitable for sport
activities

Providing ouidé? Eﬁurs
e

-to more aréas o

park

Telling visitors more

about the purpose of the.

Natural Preserve

Removing camping from
the park

" Allowing organized trail

rides (by horse} into
the badlands

Extending the road
system so that people
can drive to more areas
of the park

A GREAT DEAL
OF IMPORTANCE

o d

O O o0 o o o O

' [MPORTANCE

SOME

O
O

O OO0 O @ O 0O

a g

SAME AS NOW

O

0O oo 0O o
O oo o o g o

O

LITTLE

O
0

O

g
O

IMPORTANCE

Considering that certain things.

NO IMPORTANCE

O

O OO0 o o o o

DON'T KNOM

O O

-~

OO0 oo o o.

O

C
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Section 3: ™S last section requests generai~information
about the person who answered/the questionnaire.
This information will help ug learn more about
the people who visit Dingsdlir Park. (Please
remember jes are held in strictest
confidence). L

1. What is your age? years

2. Sex 1[:] -+ - Male

2[] ....Female

3. Where is your present home?

i Village, Iown.'or Cfgy ©Province or State

4, wWhat is the highest level of education that you have
completed? (Check (/') ONE only)

~NOY O B W N

Oo0gaao

_ Grade School (Grades 1-8)
. Some high school or vocational school
. Completed h%gh or vocational school
_ Some University, College, or Technical school
..: Completed University, College, or Technical schoo)
.. Trade School '
. Other (Please exp]aln)

5. Which one of the categories below best-describes your total
family income before taxes (check ( v/ ONE only)

1d ...
20 ...
g ..
(] ...
s ...

COMMENTS:

$10,000 or less
$10,000 to $20,000
$20,000 to $30,000
$30,000 to $35,000
$35,000 or more

Please use the following, page to write down

any other comments you may have concerning this.park.'

210
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WRITING-ON-STQNE PARK VISITOR SURVEY

211

In order to serve you befter, Alberta Recreation and Parks would
like to find out some of your views and opinions about Writing-

| on-Stone Provincial Park. We would appreciate it if you would
select one adult member of your group to answer this questionnaire.

It takes just a few minutes to complete and may be filled out at any
‘time during your visit.

Please use a check (\/) to ind.icate- your answer to each question.
" A1l replies are trepted as confidential.

A member of our staff will return to collect your completed
questionnaire as you leave the park. If a staff member is not
present, the questionnaire may be placed in the survey box located

at the park exit.

ARRIVAL TIME: ‘ Weekend 1 D
~  Weekday 2 ]
DATE:
" Section 1: _-’Rhis section of the questionnaire requests infor-

mation concerning your group and their visit to the
park. )

~

1. How long do you intend to stay in the park?

D Déy vi;:lt only
(Please estimate the number of hours) hours

: D Overnight camping
(Please state the number of nights) nights

D Don't know for sure.
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2. Is this park your destination or a stopover? (Check ONE only)
1 [:]... Main Destination
2 []---One of Several Destinations
3 [:J ... Stopover on the way to another area

3. Which of the following best describes your group?

[:]... Family group

[] ... Group of friends )
(] ... 0rganized group (eg. club, team)
D ... Single person

[]... Other (Please explain)

N D W N

4. During this visit, how many people are there in your group in
each of the following age categories (NOTE: Please include
yourself in the total)

\ NO. OF PERSONS . NO. OF PERSONS

14 years and younger 35 to 44 years

15 to 19 years 45 to 64 years

20 to 34 years 65 years and older
Section 2: This section of the questionnaire requests infor-

mation concerning your own experiences and your

views about the park.

1. Is this your first visit to this park?

1 l[:] ...Yes
2 [J- %

¢

"

-2
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If no, how often have you visited the park in the past?
(Please check (v/) ONE only)

(] A few times before (1 to 3 times)

[T) Several times in past years

[ ] on. a regular basis

How did you first become aware of this park?
(Please check () ONE only)

. Newspaper /Magaz ine

. Radio/TV

. Friend/Relative

. Road Map

. Government publication
. Travel organization

. Have known about this park for a long time

wslalala]ualn

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

_'Other {Please explain)

Have you had the chance to take advantage of any of the
following interpretive or naturalist services? Please
check (v) those actfvities in which you have taken part
on this visit or on a previous visit. ’

Yes, on Yes, on a

this visit previous visit

1. Gone on a guided walk [::] : [:]b'
2. Attended an evening ) D [

programme

213
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Different parks are managed for different purposes. Which
of the following do you consider are the most important for

management of Writing-On-Stone Park? Please check (/]
THREE answers, :

To protect an area of outstandi'ng scenic beauty ..

To provide camping facilities ......... e D

1

2

3. To provide'é chance to learn about park resources
4 To protect plants and animals that are native

L Y o ok o I
5. To preserve significant features such as Rock Art
6. To attract tourists........ e
7. To provide outdoor recreation o'pportdnities

{eg. hiking, fishing, canceing) ..........c.cov.n..

v

g -

FOR OFFICE
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Different people have different ideas about what is inte;-esting '

jn' Writing-Oh—Stone Park. How interesting to you personally’

are EACH of ‘the following features in this park? If you have

not seen a feature, please check the column "Have not seen".

j e} [Sa] [Sa]
= = . =
—_ = —_
— — > b=
v <t (S %]
[¥¥) X w |9V V]
x X > o
> [FE V] o)
o = = — =
Wz o = o=
=it v - = —

. Views overlooking

Park plants and wildlife ..

+

the valley covveiviinnnennns D [:] : D
"North-West Mounted Police
Qutpost ....... teerranaaaes [:] [:] [:]
Native Rock Art ........ O O O
The rocks {hoodoos) ........ D D D
The river banks ............ D D ’ D
The prairile above [:] l:] D
the valley “........ RPN D D D
o 0O
0 O

Rodeo grounds ..........evn : D

Sweetgrass Hills ...........

HAVE NOT SEEM

Ooooooooo o

N
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How important to you personally are EAQH of the following

activities in Writing-On-Stone Provincial Park?

— —
= =
<< <t
L= > =

. I o —

K \ EoR=2 T O

[e 8 —a
WX T X
o — . —

1, Climbing in the hoodoos -
2. Camping
3. Learning about natural park
features such as plants and
animals
4. Visiting with other people
5. Relaxing in the shade -

6. Making a personal effort to
protect park resources

7. Learning about the
historical and cultural -
attractions of the area.

“'8. Playing field sports (siuch
as frisbee, badminton)

9. Picnicking

Oo0O0 0000 OO0
oooo0 0O D0o0 00

10. Walking -

NOT VERY
[MPORTANT

0000 0000 OO0

DON'T KNOW

oodo OooOo0Oo oo
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7a) We would like to find out how good a Job we have done in

7b})

telling you about the Park Preserve. Are you aware that
there is a Preserve area 1H‘writ1ng-0n-5tone Park?

Yes 1 [_J (If yes, please complete Question 7b)
No . 2 [::]‘(I¥ no, pTease go to Question 8)

There are-'many possible reasons for having a Preserve, How

important do you consider each of the following as reasons-
for setting aside ‘the Preserve in Writing-On-Stone Park?

+

/s

VERY
. IMPORTANT

* REASON
IMPORTANT

FAIRLY.
REASON
NOT VERY
[MPORTANT

1. To protecf people from |
dangers (such as heat,
getting lost)

O
O
]

2, To maintain a totally
natural area by keeping -
people out altogether

3. To stop people from -
wearing away the rocks:

N

oo o a gd

4, To'protect Native Rock .
Art .

5. To set aside an area for
future expansion of- the
~ campground

’

oo oo O
0000 O

6. To provide an area for
research

DON'T KNOW ~

O

Dooo O
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In parks such as Nriting-On?Stone choices must be made
about what is provided ¥, the park. Considering that.
certain things may cost money, or may be restricted, what

mgortanc do you fee1 park management shoyld place on the
fo]low1ng7

w
w
a0 =
x = . = =
i < w =] L e
ar- [ = 1= oo
£  ZF g Z 3
=
=8 = << W= &
w x o . -~ =
55 o8& ¢ E2 =
[ =
L oOX <T — = (=
< O P (%] - — =

1. Allowing people to visit
the rock art on their
own as long as they
register with the park
staff )

O
O
O
O
O

2. Providing more Campiné
spaces;in,the‘park

O
O
BN
D_
O

3. " Showing visitors how
‘they could avoid
damaging the park
resources

4,  Providing self-guided
interpretive (nature)
" trails

o oo
O 0O

5. Providing an open field
suitable for sport
act1v1t1es .

6. - Te111ng vigitors more

" .-about the purpose of the
- ‘Preserve

*7.'1NRemoving the rodeo
. grounds from the park

8." " Allowing organized trail
- rides (by horse) into
the coulees |
Yl

oo o oo o
oo o o

0o o o .o o
OO0 0O . O 00

oo o o

N

-

DON'T KNOW

0 O

OO0 o o o o
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. Section 3: This last section.requests-general information
about the person who answered the questionnaire.
This information will he];b‘u's‘learn more about
‘the people who visit Writing-On-Stone Park.’

. (Please remember that al!l replies are held in®

strictest confidence).

. 1. What is your age? years

2. Sex 1 D Male
' 2 [] Female

3. Where is your present home?

2

Village, Town, or City Province or State
. \\ B VA : "
4. wWhat fs the highest level of ‘education that you have
completed? (Check (v/) ONE only)

1 O ... Grade\§chool (Grades 1-8)
.20 ... Some high sghool or vocational school
3 D .... Completed high or vocational school.
4 D .... Some University, College, or Technical school
s ... Completed University, College, or Technical.school
6 (... Trade Schoo! :

7 .... other (Please explain)

5. Whigh one of the categories below best describes your total
family income efore. taxes (check (\/) ONE only) L

7

1] .... 810,000 0r less , .

2[3 ... 10,000 to $20,000
300 ..., 20,000 to $30,000 o
4[] ... $30,000 to $35,000 w ]

5[] ..,.$35,000 or more

- tOMM_ENTS: : Please use the following page to write down
; ) any other. comments you ma{y’v}'ha‘ve concerning this
park. ; -

NS
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